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Resumo
Na Etica a Nicomaco, Aristoteles argumenta que cabe ao carater e a razao

delimitar e implementar as a¢des morais. O texto aristotélico, no entanto, traz inumeras
dificuldades exegéticas e filosoficas quando se tenta definir precisamente qual o papel
desempenhado pelo caréter e pela razdo nas acdes morais. H4 um conjunto de passagens na
Etica a Nicémaco em que Aristoteles aparentemente defende a seguinte distribuigdo de
tarefas: ao carater cabe a tarefa de adotar os fins morais, enquanto a razdo, representada pela
phronesis, cabe a tarefa de delimitar como promové-los. A divisdo de trabalho proposta ¢é
problematica, pois ela outorga a funcdo de adotar os fins morais a uma capacidade que
Aristodteles classifica como ndo-racional, além de restringir a jurisdicdo da razdo a apenas
encontrar os “meios” para alcancar esses fins. Entretanto, em outras passagens, Aristoteles
aparentemente argumenta em favor de uma divisdo de tarefas diferente dessa. Em tais
passagens, o carater aparece sob a tutela da razdo, que lhe serve de guia. As afirmacdes de
Aristdteles parecem revelar uma certa inconsisténcia na formulag¢ao da distribuicao de tarefas
entre carater e razdo. Na presente tese, eu investigo as diferentes formulagdes feitas por
Aristoteles em relagdo aos papéis desempenhados pelo carater e pela razdo na promog¢ao das
acdes morais. Defendo que, numa alma virtuosamente organizada, a razao possui o papel de
guiar o carater em relacdo aos fins a serem perseguidos.

Palavras-Chave: Filosofia Antiga — Psicologia Moral — Etica — Desenvolvimento Moral —
Educacao Moral



Abstract

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle argues that both character and reason are
responsible for delimiting and implementing the moral actions. The Aristotelian text,
nonetheless, brings several exegetical and philosophical issues when one tries to determine
exactly which are the roles played by character and reason in moral actions. There is a set of
passages in the Nicomachean Ethics in which Aristotle apparently defends the following
distribution of roles: the character is responsible for adopting the moral goals while reason has
under its responsibility the task of determining how to achieve the goals. This distribution of
roles, however, is problematic. It ascribes the role of adopting the moral goals to a capacity
that Aristotle classifies as non-rational; furthermore, it restricts the role of reason to find the
“means” to achieve those goals. However, in other passages, Aristotle seems to argue in
favour of a different distribution of tasks. In such passages, the character is under the sway of
reason, which is presented as the character's guide to moral issues. Aristotle's formulations
seem to reveal a certain inconsistency in the distribution of roles between character and
reason. In this thesis, I investigate Aristotle’s different formulations with respect to the roles
played by character and reason in the performance of moral actions. I defend that, in a
virtuously structured soul, reason plays the role of guiding character in regard to the goals to
be pursued.

Keywords: Ancient Philosophy — Moral Psychology — Ethics — Moral Development — Moral
Education
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Introduction

In the NE, the reader finds a set of claims in which Aristotle apparently assigns to virtue
of character the task of setting the moral goals, while the responsibility for the things towards the

goals (ta TpOG Té TéAN)' — expression sometimes translated as “means” — is assigned to phronesis:

T1: 0 pdv yap dpeth? 1oV okondv noel oplov, 1 8¢ ppdvnoig té tpdc todtov (NE 1144a7-
9).

For virtue makes the goal right, while phronesis makes what leads to it right.

T2: [...] obk &otan M| mpoaipeoic dpbn Gvev ppovicemg ovd' dvev dpetiic: 1§ pEV yop TO
TéMOG 1] ¢ T0 TPOG TO TéENOG TotEl Tpdttey (NE 1145a4-6).

[...] prohairesis will not be correct without phronesis, or without virtue; for one causes us to
act in relation to the end, the other in relation to what forwards the end.

T3: [...] &i odv, Gomep Aéyetan, Exovoioi sicty ai dpetai kai yap tdv Eswv ovvaitiol mmg
avtol &opev, Kol T6 TO0i TIVEC ivan TO TEAOG To1ovEE TIOEUE0 (NE 1114b22-24).

[...] we ourselves are partly responsible, in a way, for our dispositions, and it is by virtue of
being people of a certain sort that we suppose the end to be of a certain sort.

T4: 1) yop dpetn) kai poydnpia v dpynyv i név bsipel | 82 odlet, &v 8¢ 1aig mpdéeot 1o ob
gvexa apyn, domep &v toig pabnpatikoic ai Vmobécelg ovte o1 kel O AOYOG SOACKAAKOG
TOV apxdv ovte €vtadba, AL dpetn 1| euoikt 1j £€0ioth Tod dpBodOLETV Tepl TV ApyV
(NE 1151al15-19).

For virtue and badness respectively keep healthy, and corrupt, the fundamental starting
point, and in action this is that for the sake of which, just as in mathematical arguments the
initial posits are starting points. Neither in that case, then, does reasoning teach us the
starting points, nor does it in the present one; instead, it is virtue, innate or resulting from
habit-training, that gives us correct judgement about the starting point.

Passages T1 and T2 establish in general lines the labour division between virtue of
character and phronesis regarding the delimitation and implementation of the moral actions.
Passages T3 and T4 seem to give support to the claim expounded in T1 and T2, according to which
virtue of character is responsible for setting the moral goals. On several occasions, Aristotle assigns
to phronesis the responsibility for deliberation (NE 1140a25-26, 1140a30-31, 1141b8-10, and
1142b31-32) and so phronesis becomes incumbent to what Aristotle describes as “the things

towards the goal” (NVE 1111b26-27, 1112b11-12, 1112b33-34, 1113a13-14, and 1113b3-4). The last

' Throughout NE III (1111b26, 1112b11-2, 1112b33-4, 1113a14-5, and 1113b3-4) and once in NE VI (1145a6),
Aristotle makes reference to the object of deliberation with the Greek expression “ta mpog ta TéAn” and expressions
slightly different. The word “means” is sometimes used to translate into English the Greek expression; such translation
option, however, restricts considerably the philosophical value of the Greek expression in virtue of suggesting the idea
of instrumental means. I discuss in detail this philological, exegetical, and philosophical question in chapter 4. For ease
of reference, I sometimes employ the expression “means” in this thesis, but I do so without any commitment to the idea
of instrumental means.
? Frequently, Aristotle makes use of the word “virtue” (&petn) alone as shorthand for “virtue of character” (30t
apetn)). The following passages may be quoted as examples: NE 1103a24, 1103a31, 1103b7, 1103b14, 1103b27,
1103b34, 1104a19, 1104a33, 1104b9, 1104b13, 1104b24, 1104b27, 110529, 1105all, and 1105a13..
3 The translated passages of the NE used in this thesis were taken from Rowe (2002). On several occasions, I
modified slightly or substantially Rowe’s translation where I considered it necessary. Besides Rowe’s translation,
the following English translations were consulted: Irwin (1999), Crisp (2000), Ross revised by Lesley Brown, and
Reeve (2014).



16

point is affirmed once again in the passages T1 and T2*. Taken without further considerations, the
labour division that derives at first glance from the quoted passages does not seem to be
philosophically or exegetically problematic. Nonetheless, when we go into detail about the moral
psychology underlying the characterization of virtue of character and phronesis, several pressing
questions arise, which impose to the interpreter the task of comprehending the intricacies involved
in the interplay between both virtues in their joint enterprise to promote moral actions.

In NE 1.13, Aristotle sets out to classify the virtues. This classification is based on a
division of the human soul restricted to the investigative interests of the NE (NE 1102a23-5)°.
According to the classification proposed by Aristotle, human soul can be divided into two main
parts®: one rational (Adyov &yov) and the other non-rational (&\oyog) (NE 1102a27-8). These parts
have some subdivisions. In the part called non-rational, one part is responsible for nourishment and
growth. It is labelled vegetative (NE 1102a23-33). This part of the soul, however, brings little or no
contribution to the ethical investigation. Its domain does not involve any activity that might be
considered relevant to the moral life. The other subdivision is described as “appetitive and, in
general, desiderative” (10 0' émBountikov kai Shwg opextikov) (NE 1102b30). Aristotle claims that
this part listens to, obeys, and somehow partakes in reason (NE 1102b25-8). This part opposes
reason in cases of akrasia (NE 1102b16-23) and also gives up pursuing its own aims in favour of
reason’s purposes in cases of enkrateia (NE 1102b26-7). According to Aristotle, the appetitive-and-
in-general-desiderative part of the soul might also be taken to be rational in a very peculiar sense.
When Aristotle describes that part as rational, he makes use of a metaphor and says that it is rational
in the same way as a person who listens to his father and friends (NE 1102b31-3). Such metaphor is
used to make reference to the relation of obedience that the appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative
part of the soul should hold in regard to the part of the soul that possesses reason strictly speaking.
The passage does not seem to introduce the claim that the appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative
part of the soul is somehow rational strictly speaking. What appears to be defended by Aristotle is
that such part of the soul is open to reason’s exhortations and is influenced by it. In addition,
Aristotle recognizes the existence of a rational part of the soul strictly speaking by classifying it
with the descriptions “kvpimg” and “év adt®” (NE 1103a2). To establish a division of virtues,

Aristotle appeals to the distinction between two ways of being said rational:

T5: dwopiletor 8¢ Kol 1 GPeTn KoTd TNV S0POPAV TAHTNV' AEYOUEV YAP OOTAV TAG HEV
dlavontikag tog O¢ MOwdg, copiov pEV kol OoOVESY Kol @POVNGLY  SLVONTIKAG,

4 Moss also outlines this view from these passages (2011, p. 205).

® Here [ offer a very sketchy exposition of NE 1.13 with the unique purpose of introducing the vexata quaestio I am
concerned with in this thesis. A detailed scrutiny of the passage is found in chapter 1.

® A discussion about the use of the mereological vocabulary regarding the human soul is found in section 1.8.
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Ehevbepromra 8¢ Kol coepocvviy MOwds. Aéyovteg yap mepi tod fiovg ov Aéyouev Ot
000G 1| GLUVETOG GAN" OTL Tpdog 1 cOEpV: Emaivoduey 8¢ kai TOV GoEOV Katd TV EEwv:
TV €Eemv O¢ TG Emawvetag dpetag Aéyouev (NE 1103a3-10).

Virtue too is divided according to this difference; for we call some of them virtues of
thought, others virtues of character—theoretical wisdom, comprehension, and phronesis on
the one hand counting on the side of the virtues of thought, generosity and temperance
counting among those of character. For when we talk about character, we do not say that
someone is wise, or has comprehension, but rather that he is mild or temperate; but we do
also praise someone wise for his disposition, and the dispositions we praise are the ones we
call “virtues”.

In this passage, Aristotle officially establishes his classification of the virtues. Right
before this passage, Aristotle had claimed that the rational part is said in two ways: either having
reason in itself or insofar as it obeys reason. Now such distinction is used as a criterion to demarcate
the virtues. Virtues of character are assigned to the appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative part of the
soul, while virtues of thought are assigned to the part said rational in the strict sense’.

The vexata quaestio that arises from the passages quoted is that phronesis, which is a
virtue of the rational part of the soul, would not have jurisdiction over the choice of the moral goals,
having its duties restricted to deliberating about the things towards the goals. According to the
passages, the jurisdiction over the goals would be assigned to a virtue of a non-rational part of the
soul (NE 1102b13-4 and 1102b28-33), which has its origin in habit (NE 1103al7). In such a case,
the unavoidable conclusion is that the moral goals adopted by individuals are not rationally selected
but adopted from the repetitive practice of the same actions.

Interpreters of the NE (Zeller 1897, p. 182, n. 04; Gauthier and Jolif 1959b, p. 564-565;
Cooper 1986, p. 63, n. 82; Allan 1977, p. 73; Sorabji 1980, p. 208-209; Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 107,
n. 2; Taylor 2008, p. 208; Moss 2011, p. 206, n. 5) point out that, in modern times, one
interpretation in the way sketched above was first proposed and defended by Julius Walter in the
book Die Lehre von der praktischen Vernunft in der griechischen Philosophie (1874, p. 208-212).
Echoes from Walter’s interpretation can be heard in the interpretations held by Zeller (1897, p. 186-
187)%, Burnet (1900, p. 67-68), Achtenberg (2002), Fortenbaugh (2006, p. 107-130), and Moss
(2011, p. 204-261; 2012, p. 153-199; 2014, 221-241). Nevertheless, the interpretative approach
founded by Walter is regarded with scepticism by several scholars’. Besides the expected concern of
avoiding the view that the adoption of moral goals is the task of a non-rational virtue, some

interpreters point out that a reading in these lines may lead the modern reader to associate Aristotle

7 The construal delineated is open to controversies. I discuss the exegetical difficulties involved in such passage in
chapter 1.

8 According to Allan (1977, p. 73-74), Zeller changes his position after the publication of the third edition of his
book, endorsing then the interpretation proposed by Walter.

 As examples, I quote: Gauthier and Jolif (1959, p. 564-565), Allan (1977, p. 73), Sorabji (1980, p. 209), Cooper
(1986, p. 62-65), Taylor (2008, p. 208-209), and Lorenz (2009, p. 177-212).
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to Hume and to his claim that reason is a slave of the passions and that, in the moral realm, the
reason’s task is to serve them'®. Such concern is presented by Allan: “in consequence of Zeller’s
submission to Walter, a false doctrine has, since the beginning of this century, to a great extent
invaded the Oxford Schools, and Aristotle, whose ethics is really of a rationalist type, is brought
into connexion with Hume” (Allan 1977, p. 74). By his turn, Sorabji expresses the same concern:
“the best known case is that of Walter, who insisted that our goals are decided by virtue, and that
virtue, so far from being a rational thing, is a state of the faculty of desire, which simply approves
certain goals. Thus Aristotle is assimilated to Hume [...]”” (Sorabji 1980, p. 209).

Humean or quasi-Humean interpretations (in opposition to anti-Humean or non-
Humean readings), this is how Aristotelian scholars commonly refer to interpretations that assume
the claim that virtue of character, taken as a good disposition of a non-rational part of the soul,
exclusively sets the goals of the moral actions while phronesis is responsible for the things towards
the goals. Such a kind of opposition is found, for instance, in the foreground in a recent paper
written by Moss: Was Aristotle a Humean? A Partisan Guide to the Debate (2014, p. 221-241). At
the end of 1950s, Gauthier and Jolif pointed out that the construal proposed by Julius Walter
approximated Aristotle to Hume (1959b, p. 564-565). In the 1970s, Irwin approached this
controversy in his paper Aristotle on Reason, Desire, and Virtue (1975, p. 567-578). In the 1980s,
Dahl dedicated two chapters of his book Practical Reason, Aristotle, and Weakness of the Will to the
discussion of the Humean interpretation of Aristotle’s claims in ethics (1984, p. 23-34, and p. 74-
92). In the same decade, in his book Aristotle’s Philosophy of Action, Charles warned about the
possibility of assuming a Humean interpretation of Aristotle if one endorses an extreme desire-
based theory to explain the choice of moral goals (1984, p. 185). More recently, to quote some
examples, the reference to a possible Humean reading of Aristotle’s ethical claims is found in
Tuozzo (1991, p. 193), Smith (1996, p. 56-58), McDowell (1998, p. 31-32), Zingano (2007, p. 145),
and Taylor (2008, p. 208). From the outset, it is important to say that, by making use of such labels,
I neither intend to commit myself to any of the moral claims made by Hume, nor intend to offer a
comparative analysis between Aristotle’s and Hume’s claims. My purpose is quite modest: to rescue
the terms used by the Aristotelian scholars to refer to a specific exegetical and philosophical topic

raised by the NE".

' Hume’s famous phrase which the interpreters usually make reference to is found in 4 Treatise of Human Nature:
“reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve
and obey them” (4 Treatise of Human Nature, Book 11, Part iii, Section 3).

" The labels Humean and anti-Humean are not restricted to the discussion of moral motivation in the NE, they have
also been employed in the contemporary discussion about moral motivation to classify different philosophical
positions. In a broad-brush description, we can say that a Humean stance on moral motivation defends that our
desires (broadly understood: wants, drives, wishes, impulses, likes, and so on) are what motivates us to act, that is,
the desires are the source of motivation. By its turn, an anti-Humean approach defends the claim that sometimes
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In which terms, however, could one talk about a Humean interpretation of Aristotle’s
claims? From the start, it is necessary to highlight that what is repeatedly called by the Aristotelian
scholars as a Humean interpretation of Aristotle’s moral claims accommodates a considerable range
of interpretations, contrasting in different ways in regard to how to understand the role played by
virtue of character and by phronesis.

One fundamentally Humean construal is that which defends that virtue of character —
taken as a virtue of a non-rational part of the human soul, shaped by a process of habituation linked
to pleasures and pains (NE 1103a31-1103b25, 1104a20-25, and 1104a33-1104b16) and responsible
for emotional responses in moral actions (NVE 1105b19-1106a13) — is alone responsible for setting
the moral goals, while phronesis, a virtue of the rational part of the soul (NVE 1103a6 and 1140b5-6),
delimits by deliberation the more efficient means to promote the goals adopted by virtue of
character'”. In this construal, the task of selecting moral goals, essential to judge the moral quality
of any individual, does not belong to the rational jurisdiction. They are adopted by a non-rational
part of the soul shaped by habituation. Furthermore, reason becomes instrumental, for its function is
restricted to find efficient means to achieve the goals set by character. Even though a Humean
construal formulated in these terms might be extracted from the passages aforementioned, such
reading is surrounded by criticisms and suspicion not only by interpreters who endorse a non-
Humean construal, but also by those who support a Humean one. The first line of interpretation
argues against the Humean construal by saying (i) that virtue of character is partially rational, (ii)
that phronesis, or other rational capacity, is par excellence responsible for setting the moral goals,
(i11) that deliberation is a procedure that involves, under certain aspect, the choice of moral goals,
and/or (iv) that virtue of character must be taken as a motivating force that ensures the desire
necessary to carry out reason’s purposes”. In such a kind of interpretation, the principal aim is to
delineate interpretative strategies that ensure that reason will play a role in the choice of moral
goals. On the other hand, the second line of interpretation, in spite of maintaining in general lines
the main claims of the Humean interpretation, I mean, that virtue responds for the moral goals and
phronesis for the means, endeavours to (i) defend that habituation involves some kind of non-

rational cognition, which allows the individual to assess to some extent which actions must be done,

beliefs can motivate us to act and are that which ultimately ground our motivation. For an overview of the
discussion, see Miller 2021, p. 48-58

2 My delimitation of the fundamentally Humean construal hinges on the formulations proposed by Smith (1996, p.
56-7), Taylor (2008, p. 208), and Moss (2014, p. 221).

3 Moss offers a more concise description of the non-Humean strategies, which she prefers to call intellectualist. For
her, this kind of strategy is built upon two basic points: “(i) one is to allow that virtue plays a crucial role in giving
us our goals, while insisting that it can do so only because it is in part an intellectual state. (ii) The other is to accept
that virtue is non-rational, while denying that it literally supplies our goals” (Moss 2011, p. 207, see also 2012, p.
163-164).
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(i1) concede to phronesis a rational apprehension of the goal (without it, deliberation would go
astray), which is furnished by virtue of character, and/or (iii) make phronesis develop a morally
relevant work in the delimitation of means, instead of taking it as a mere capacity to select the more
efficient means to attain the desired goals. This line of interpretation strives for preserving the
textual evidence (passages from T1 to T4) and does so by making attractive the roles played by
virtue and phronesis within a Humean reading framework.

Throughout the four chapters of this thesis, I discuss the different interpretative
strategies outlined above. My main effort is to avoid a Humean interpretation of Aristotle’s claims
about the labour division. I argue in favour of alternative interpretations to the passages where
Aristotle seems to assign to character the task of providing moral goals. Additionally, I argue that
Aristotle gives reason a central place in his ethical system, something incompatible with the
Humean claim that a non-rational part of the soul sets the moral goals.

The focus of the first chapter is on the moral psychology developed by Aristotle in the
first book of the NE. This chapter discusses in detail passages from NE 1.7 and 1.13. The discussion
of NE 1.7 is important because in this chapter Aristotle preliminarily introduces the psychological
vocabulary that will be at play in his characterization of the virtues. Besides the preliminary
introduction of the psychological vocabulary, in this chapter Aristotle already puts forward his
views about which kind of interplay character and reason must hold in a virtuously structured soul.
This aspect is very important for the discussion of the labour division. The labour division debate is
usually focused on the goal passages, discussed in the chapter 3 of this thesis, and does not take into
account passages in which Aristotle is clearly discussing the interaction between character and
reason. In virtue of that, my discussion of the moral psychology in NE 1.7 ultimately aims at
establishing a connexion between the conclusions achieved in the ergon argument about the
interactions between character and reason and the discussion about the labour division. Another
important aspect of NE 1.7 is its connexion with the last chapter of book I. In NE 1.13, Aristotle
spells out his classification of the virtues. This classification is grounded in a division of the soul in
non-rational and rational parts. I argue that the moral psychology developed in NE 1.13 provides
more details in regard to the account of soul offered in NE 1.7. There is, therefore, a continuity
between these two chapters regarding the topic of moral psychology. One main claim I hold in the
first chapter of this thesis is that virtue of character is a virtue of a non-rational part of the soul,
which does not contain any element in itself that makes it exercise any rational power, such as
reasoning, deliberating or employing concepts. When Aristotle classifies this part of the soul as

rational, its rationality must be understood in a very precise way. It is rational insofar as it listens to
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reason. Its rationality and, consequently, participation in the human ergon is possible only when it
follows reason. But in itself it is completely deprived of any reasoning power.

In the second chapter, the topic of moral development is brought into discussion. One
possible way of defending a Humean interpretation of the labour division is to argue that the moral
goals are set in childhood through upbringing. As in children reason is still in development, their
moral education is carried out through the shaping of the non-rational desiderative and emotional
propensities. This shaping guides them towards acting in a certain way. This process ends up
consolidating a certain moral disposition. The problem is that the moral disposition of one’s life is
possibly acquired through a non-rational habituation of character in childhood. But this problem
starts only if one concedes that education in childhood sets once and for all the moral disposition of
individuals as though habituation of character were possible only in childhood. In the second
chapter, I resist such an approach. I defend that habituation must not be exclusively taken in terms
of upbringing in the NE. The powers of habituation to shape one’s character goes beyond
upbringing time. Therefore, upbringing does not settle one’s character. I argue that the concept of
habituation must not be explained in terms of upbringing. Also, I offer some pieces of evidence
showing that Aristotle does not conceive of moral training as reduced to habituation. Of course, this
is an important thing, but, when discussing moral training, we must also take into account social
contexts and individual circumstances. There are some passages in which Aristotle gives some hints
about how to conceive moral training in broader terms, including the occasional contribution of
reason in helping someone change his character. The second chapter plays the role of avoiding
interpretations of the moral development that contribute to the acceptance of Humean claims about
the labour division by defending that the moral goals are set by character in childhood, through
upbringing.

In the third chapter, the passages traditionally associated to the discussion of the labour
division are critically examined. In my view, these passages, called by Moss goal passages (2012, p.
157), do not provide decisive evidence to the claim that virtue of character sets the moral goals. I
argue that there are alternative ways of taking them. In the alternative interpretations I defend, some
of the goal passages are taken to be arguing that what virtue of character does is to ensure that the
non-rational desires under character’s responsibility will aim at the correct moral goal, which is
given by another capacity. In some other of the goal passages, I argue that the contribution of virtue
of character to the performance of virtuous action is of fundamental importance. Activities carried
out in conjunction by virtue of character and phronesis promote the human ergon. Note, however,
that virtue of character’s responsibility is not to set the moral goals; its role in a virtuously

structured soul is to listen to reason. Also in this chapter I bring several pieces of evidence that
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demonstrate that Aristotle thinks that in a virtuously structured soul reason has the leading role in
regard to actions and guides virtue of character. One of these pieces of evidence is the ergon
argument. In this argument, Aristotle gives reason the central place in a virtuous life. Reason is what
best characterizes human beings. Because of this, it sounds very implausible that Aristotle had
assigned to a non-rational desiderative part of the soul, whose ways of reacting to moral demands
are understood as character, the important task of providing moral goals. This goes against a basic
tenet of Aristotle’s ethical theory. I argue that the passages in which Aristotle claims that the relation
of character to reason in a virtuously structured soul is to listen to reason must be incorporated in
the discussion of the labour division. This inclusion sheds new light on the discussion and reveals
that Aristotle does not restrict reason’s task only to find means to successfully achieve moral goals.
In the final chapter, I turn my attention to important concepts of the NE and discuss
certain of their implications to the discussion of the labour division. In a first moment, I discuss the
definition of virtue of character. The definition of virtue of character as £€i¢ mpoapetiky| does not
demonstrate that virtue of character issues prohairesis and that, therefore, it is rational. I argue that
the characterization of the virtue of character as &€ mpoapetikn by Aristotle is intended to show
that virtue of character follows the prohaireseis formulated by a rational capacity. In this chapter, I
also defend the view that the concept of prohairesis must be understood in terms of general
purposes adopted by moral agents. These purposes work as general guides to action and need to be
specified according to the morally salient features of the circumstances in each action. The
prohairesis is conceived of as a kind of moral policy adopted by individuals. In regard to the
concept of deliberation, I advance an interpretation that makes it morally relevant. Deliberation
must not be reduced to the idea of efficiently delimit which course of action to carry out. If
deliberation is understood only in this way, there will be no difference between phronimos’ and
clever’s deliberation. In my view, deliberation also involves a correct moral appreciation of how to
realize in the circumstances the moral values adopted as worth pursuing. Therefore, a virtuous
deliberation demands moral sensitivity from individuals so that they realize how to rightly promote
in their actions the moral values they see as worth pursuing. In the final section, I discuss some
difficulties related to my main claim in this thesis, that is, that in a virtuous soul reason has the

leading role in moral actions by guiding character towards what is morally right.
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Chapter 1: Moral Psychology'

1.1. Some Remarks about Moral Psychology and The Moral Virtues'

It is almost a truism and a widespread opinion among Aristotelian scholars that NE is
fairly influenced by Aristotle’s claims on moral psychology. Aristotle appeals to them on many
occasions and, more importantly, his moral psychology’s vocabulary pervades the whole book (for
instance, NE 1097b24-1098a20, 1102a16-1103a10, 1138b35-1139a17, 1139b12, 1140b25, 1143b16,
and 1144a9). It is worth noting that two pivotal argumentative steps taken in the NE hinge strongly
on Aristotle’s moral psychology: (i) the ergon argument (NE 1097b24-1098a20) and (ii) the division
of the soul introduced in NE 1.13, which grounds the classification of the moral virtues (NE
1102a16-1103a10). These passages make plain that Aristotle’s claims about moral psychology have
a key role to play in his moral treatise. However, although there is agreement on that point, the
intricacies surrounding the implications of such claims have long been a controversial matter.

There are three main passages (NE 1.7, 1.13, and VI1.2) in which Aristotle expounds with
more or less details the psychological underpinnings of the moral virtues. All three passages have
their own exegetical issues and I will not account for all of them in this chapter. Here, I turn my
attention to the first two, focusing on how the psychological vocabulary emerges in them.

One aspect to be flagged up is that a careful construal of the dispute over the roles
played by virtue of character and phronesis in the moral actions and, consequently, over the kind of
cooperation involved between them requires a detailed characterization of both virtues, a topic
contentious in itself. Such a characterization bears a crucial impact on the question whether virtue
of character must be understood only as an excellent condition of a non-rational part of the soul,
with no rational powers in itself, and whether, even being so, it sets the moral goals.

Since it is in the NE that Aristotle develops and advances the tenets of his moral
psychology, which, as already said, serves as a ground to his investigation into the moral virtues, I
will mainly endeavour to characterize the virtues from the textual support offered by him
throughout the NE. Passages from other works will be used to clarify obscure or ill-developed
points but will not be systematically used to make a comparative analysis with passages from the
NE under scrutiny. It is important to highlight such an aspect because my construal does not

envisage solving problems regarding Aristotle’s psychology in general. Thus, I follow Aristotle’s

14 Part of this chapter is published in the paper The introduction of the moral psychology in the ergon argument
(Oliveira 2020).

15 For ease of reference, I will use the expression “moral virtues” to make reference to the set of virtues involved in
the moral actions. As a result, my use of such an expression encompasses both virtues of character and virtues of
thought responsible for promoting virtuous moral actions. To avoid confusion, the Greek expression “nowmn apetn”
will be consistently referred to as “virtue of character” instead of “moral virtue”.
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methodological recommendation that the psychology should be studied in the NE to the extent that

it contributes to the investigation in course and to the degree demanded by the investigation:

T1. &i 0¢ tad0’ obtwg £xet, dfjlov Ot del TOV TOMTIKOV €idEVOL TG TO. TEPL YVYT|G, Domep
Kol Tov 0eBolpovg Oepamedoovta kai Tdv TO odpa [...] Osopntéov 1 kai Td TOMTIKG TEPT
yoyfs, Beopntéov 8¢ To0TOV YapLY, Kol £€p° doov ikavdg £xel mpog ta tnrovpeva: o yop
émi mhelov E€akpiffodv Epymdéatepov iomg €oti TdV Tpokeévey (NE 1102a18-20, 23-26).
If all this is so, clearly the political expert should know, in a way, about soul, just as the
person who is going to treat people’s eyes should know about the entire eye, too; [...] It is
for the political expert too, then, to reflect about the soul, but he should do so for the sake
of the things in question, and to the extent that will suffice in relation to what is being
looked for; to go into greater detail is perhaps a task too laborious for our present
enterprise.

To indicate such an approach, I adopt the expression moral psychology. However, so as
not to lead the reader astray, I should warn at this moment that, by doing so, I am not endorsing the
claim that the psychology present in the NE is different from that which is developed in the DA and
other works where psychological issues are investigated. My point is very modest: | am saying that
the psychology developed in the NE takes place within an ethical investigation and to the extent that
it contributes to such an investigation. This restriction might lead to different formulations of claims
in comparison to the DA and other related works as a result of the argumentative interests at hand
but does not necessarily lead to incompatible claims. Furthermore, due to its methodological
restrictions, NEs moral psychology does not go into detail about several issues, which might be

tackled by considering other Aristotle’s works.

1.2. NE 1.7: the ergon argument and the introduction of the moral psychology in the NE

The ergon argument is considerably built around Aristotle’s moral psychology. The
argument is put forward as an attempt to provide a preliminary account of the concept of
eudaimonia, which constitutes Aristotle’s leading investigative interest in NE 1. From the onset, it is
important to highlight that in the ensuing lines I will not discuss many of the problems traditionally
related to the ergon argument'®. My approach aims to figure out the embarrassing characterization
of the rational part of the soul provided in NE 1.7. This point is important for two main reasons: it is
a prelude of the classification of virtues in NE 1.13 and the construal of the passage is decisive to the
characterization of virtues of character and of thought.

The ergon argument begins by introducing the idea of proper activity of human being
(0 Epyov 10D avBpmmov) (NE 1097b24-25). In the sequence, Aristotle illustrates his point by saying
that the crafts (VE 1097b25-6 and 1097b28-9) and the animal organs (NE 1097b30-31) have their

18 For a detailed discussion about the role of the ergon argument in Aristotle’s investigation into the concept of
eudaimonia, see Hobuss 2009a, p. 91-112.
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own proper activity. And, in such cases, the good and the doing well (téyafov koi 0 €0) of these
things reside in the excellent performance of their proper activity (NE 1097b27-28). This last
argumentative step is developed further in NE 1098a7-12 (see also NE 1106al15-24). Having said
that, Aristotle proceeds with the task of finding out what is precisely the proper activity of human

beings (NE 1097b33). The investigation proceeds in the following way:

T2. (i) © pév yap {fv kowdv eivon @oivetar kai toic utoic, (ntettan 8¢ 1O idiov.
agopiotéov dpa Vv T€ Opemtikny Kol TV avéntikny {onv. Eérouévn 8¢ aicOntiky tig av in,
poiveton 8¢ Kol ot Kown kai (e kai Poi kod movti {hm. Asimetar &1 mpakTich TIC TOD
Aoyov €xovtog (ii) TohToL 08 TO pEv MG Emmelfes MOy, TO &' ®G EYOV Kol O10VOOVUEVOV.
drrtdg 8¢ Kol TadTNG Agyopévng TNV Kot Evépyelav OeTéov: KLPLDTEPOV YOp abTn SOoKEl
AéyecBau. (iii) €l 6™ €otiv Epyov avBpdmov yuyfig Evépyela koTd Adyov 1j ur| dvev Aoyov [...]
(NE 1097b34-1098a8).

(i) For being alive is obviously shared by plants too, and we are looking for what is peculiar
to human beings. In that case we must divide off the kind of life that consists in taking in
nutriment and growing. Next to consider would be some sort of life of perception, but this
too is evidently shared, by horses, oxen, and every other animal. There remains an
active/practical life of what possesses reason; (ii) and of this, one part has it ‘possesses
reason’ in so far as it is obedient to reason, while the other possesses it in so far as it
actually has it, and itself thinks. Since this life, too, is spoken of in two ways, we must posit
the life in the sense of activity; for this seems to be the more proper sense. (iii) Now if the
function of man is an activity of soul based on reason or not without reason [...]

In the whole step T2.i, Aristotle discriminates different kinds of life to find out the
proper activity of human beings. As life is shared by natural beings in distinct levels'’, his efforts
will be concentrated in establishing what kind of life is proper to human beings. With this purpose
in mind, he rules out the life of nutrition (Bpentikn {on) and growth (avéntikny (on), which are
clearly shared even by plants. In the sequence, he does the same concerning the life of perception
(aioOntikn Con), which, in spite of not being shared by plants, is shared by animals and, in reason
of that, cannot be classified as a proper feature of human beings. After this argumentative move,
Aristotle is left with a rational kind of life: an active/practical life of what possesses reason
(Aetmeton oM mpokTiky T ToD AOYyov &yovtoc). The conclusion attained is shortly formulated and,
moreover, Aristotle’s phrasing is quite puzzling. In what follows, I argue that the details of the last

sentence of passage T2.1i are fleshed out in the passage T2.ii.

1.3. The Greek Adjective “mpaxtikn)” in line 1098a2: a controversy
What is, I think, hardly open to disagreement among the interpreters is that the word

“Com” 1s implicit in line 1098a3 in the expression “mpaxtikn Tic”, as well as in line 1098a2 in the

7 What Aristotle means by “kind of lives” is made clear in some passages from DA: “by ‘life’ we mean that which
has through itself nourishment, growth, and decay” (DA 412a13-5, Shield’s translation) and “but living is spoken of
in several ways. And should even one of these belong to something, we say that it is alive: reason, perception,
motion and rest with respect to place, and further the motion in relation to nourishment, decay, and growth” (DA
413a22-5, Shield’s translation).
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expression “aicOntikn 1167, The word is employed in line 1098al and, then, taken for granted in the
sequence of the passage'®. The agreement, however, ends here and there are plenty of divergences in
the interpretation of the details.

The meaning of the word “mpaxtikr)” in line 1098a3 has been a cause for controversy. If
the Greek adjective is roughly transliterated into English, one obtains the word “practical”, a word
that is strongly related to the idea of moral actions. This association should not be taken for granted,
however. As I intend to show, this word has a broader meaning, which should not be restricted to
the idea of moral actions.

In his translation, Rowe (2002) opts to render the passage in the following way “a
practical sort of life of what possesses reason”. In his French translation, Tricot (2007) suggests a
solution similar to Rowe’s: “une certaine vie pratique de la partie rationnelle de 1’ame”. Although
the word “practical” is not present in Crisp’s translation (2000), he renders the text in such a way
that the kernel of the passage is built around the idea of action: “a life, concerned in some way with
action”. Similarly, Irwin (1999) translates “some sort of life of action of the [part of the soul] that
has reason”. The problem of associating the Greek word “mpaxtikn” with the English words
“action” and “practical” (or “pratique” in French) is the unsettling implication that these options
bring to the ergon argument. If one assumes that at this point Aristotle’s intention is to restrict the
human ergon to the life of action, i.e., the kind of practical life related to moral life, there will be the
difficulty to reconcile this result with the conclusion reached in NE X.7, according to which human
happiness (evdaipovia) also consists in contemplation. Given this scenario, it becomes clear that the
translations quoted end up inconveniently constraining the reading of NE 1.7 and make it clash with
the result achieved in NE X.7".

Even though the Greek word “mpaktikny” and its cognates are undeniably linked to the
idea of action in a strict sense, I mean, in the sense of moral action (for instance, NE 1140b21,
1141b17, 1143b24, 1143b27, 1144a11-12, 1146a8, and 1152a9), I would like to argue in favour of a
different meaning to this word in NE 1.7. I will side with those translators who prefer to translate
“mpoxtikn” as “active” (Burnet 1900, p. 35, Joachim 1951, p. 51, Gauthier and Jolif 1958, p. 15,
and 1959a, p. 56 (“active” in French), and Ross 2009, p. 11). For Burnet, Gauthier and Jolif, the

'8 All the translations consulted read the passage in that way: Gauthier and Jolif (1958), Irwin (1999), Crisp (2000),
Rowe (2002), Ross revised by Lesley Brown (2009). In the same vein, Stewart’s (1892a p. 99), Burnet’s (1900, p.
35), and Joachim’s (1951, p. 51) comments go.

¥ Lawrence uses the following translation of the passage: “a practical life of the part having reason”, what leads
him to the same set of issues as I am advancing. He proposes a very sketchy construal of the passage to address
them. According to him, the sense of action involved in the passage is strongly related to the idea of rational choice
(mpoaipeoig), for not even gods make rational decisions in the sense that human beings do, and, even when humans
beings contemplate, it may be done based on a decision (Lawrence 2001, p. 459). In his view, Aristotle singles out a
feature proper to human beings and so finds the kind of feature demanded by the ergon argument.
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word does not rule out the activity involved in contemplation and should be taken in a broad sense
which includes 6swpia. The general idea conveyed by that translation is that the part possessing
reason must be regularly exercised, so that one may safely say that reason has an active life, in
contrast to an inactive life. In such an interpretation, the association of the word “mpoxtikn” to the
notion of moral actions is weakened but is not completely dismissed. An active life of the part
possessing reason also involves the exercise of reason in the practical sphere, but the practical
rationality is no longer the primary focus of the argument. Trying to keep the translation of
“mpoktikn” as “action”, Stewart paraphrases the passage in the following way: “a life consisting in
the action of the rational part” (1892a, p. 99). The idea behind Stewart’s translation is acutely akin
to the one imparted by “active”: the proper activity of human beings consists in the action of their
reason, in other words, in an active life of reason. An additional point to be made is that, in the entry
“TPoKTIKOG, M, 6V”, Liddell & Scott Greek Lexicon (9th edn. 1996, p. 1458) lists “active” and also
“effective” as possible translations.

One advantage of taking “mpaxtikn” as “active” is that, by doing so, Aristotle does not
commit himself to a specific sort of rational activity at this moment of the NE. And that is a good
exegetical outcome. Had he argued otherwise, he would be advancing more than the occasion
recommends. The inquiry is at the very beginning and Aristotle is still in need of investigating
adequately the notion of virtue, something which is done from NE 1.13 to VI.13, where virtues of
character and of thought are examined. Moreover, Aristotle himself points out that the ergon
argument plays the role of providing a sketchy delimitation of eddopovia (NE 1098a20-23).
Consequently, it should come as no surprise that its results are formulated at a general level and that
its details will be laid out later, in the sequence of the investigation. Additionally, this translation
does not clash with the philosophical conclusion drawn in NE X. 6-8, which establishes that the life
of contemplation is also an eudaimon life.

To dispel the objection that “mpaxtikn” is invariably related only to moral actions, let

me quote a passage from Aristotle’s Pol.:

T3. aAL’ €l tadta Aéyetor KaA®dS Koi TV gvdopoviay gompayiav Betéov, kol Kowvi Taong
molemg Gv e kol kob’ Ekaoctov dplotog Piog O TPAKTIKOG. GAAL TOV TPOKTIKOV OVK
dvarykoiov etvor Tpog £tépovg, kabddmep olovtal Tiveg, 0088 Tdg Sravoiag elvar povag TovTog
TPOKTIKAG, TAG TAV AmoPatvOvimv yapw yryvopévas €k tod mpdttey, dAAL ToAD pdilov
TaG aOTOTELEG Kol TG abTdV Evekev Bewpiog Kol dovonoels 1 yap gompoatio téAog, dote
kol Tpasic tig (Pol. 1325b14-21).

If this is well said, and we should assume that eudaimonia is good activity, then the active
life is best both collectively for the whole city and also for each individual. But it is not
necessary for the active life to be one lived in relation to others, as some believe, nor are
those thoughts alone active which we have in order to get results from action; much more
active are those contemplations and thoughts that are complete in themselves and for their
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own sake. For good action is the end, and therefore a certain kind of action is also the end
(Kraut’s translation).

In this passage, both the life of actions and the life of contemplation, which is described
as ‘“contemplations and thoughts that are complete in themselves and for their own sake”, are
openly recognized as “mpaxtikoi Bior”. The passage is very enlightening to understand NE 1.7. First,
it gives the Greek adjective “mpaxtuicog” the meaning which I have argued for, a meaning which
also encompasses Oempia, and, by this reason, settles the question about whether “npaxtikn” in NE
1.7 must be necessarily associated to moral actions. Given the evidence, the answer to this question
seems to be clearly negative. Second, Aristotle emphasizes that both contemplation and moral
action have as their goals a successful performance (gvmpaéin). By doing so, Aristotle endorses the
claim that eddopovia consists in the excellent performance of such activities, a point assumed in
outline at the very start of the passage T3 when he says: v e0dopoviav eompayiov Oetéov. Thus, it
is reasonable to argue that what is at stake in NE’s line 1098a3 is an attempt to emphasize with the
Greek adjective “mpaktikn” that the human ergon consists in the exercise of reason and not only in
its possession. It is not enough to possess reason, but, in order to be eudaimon, it is necessary to
make it active through its use. I think that a decisive argument in favour of that point is provided in
the step T2.1i.

In step T2.i1, Aristotle claims that the life of the rational part is said in two ways (NE
1098a5) — even though he presents only one of them — and then lays down which one he is arguing
for (NE 1098a6). In my view, what Aristotle is doing is an attempt to emphasize and state clearer
what was previously expressed by the use of the adjective “mpoktikn”: the life of the rational part,
he adds, is said in the sense of activity (kat’ évépyelav). As Aristotle does not say which opposition
he had in mind, one of the options is to assume that the opposition intended was between activity
(évépyera) and disposition (£€1). Gauthier and Jolif (1959a, p. 57-58), Stewart (1892a, p. 99-100),
and Burnet (1900, p. 35) take the passage in that way. Such an approach is supported by a passage

taken from the chapter right after the ergon argument:

T4. 10i¢ pév obv AEyovost TV GPETHV §| GPETHV TVO, GUVOSOC &0TY & AdYOC TOHTNG Yap
€0TV M KaT oIV EVEPYELD. JLOPEPEL OE I6mMG OV UIKPOV €V KTNOEL T| ¥pNoeL TO dplotov
vroAapfave, kai év £Eel | Evepyeiq. TV pev yop EEwv Evdéyetan pundev ayobov dmoteAelv
Orhpyovcay, olov T@ kaOeddovTL | koi A mwg EEnpynKkdTy, THY 8 dvépyelav ovy olov
18 Tphéel yap €€ avéykme, kai &0 mphel. domep & Olvumiocty ody oi kéAAoTol Kai
ioyvpdtatol oTEPaVODVTAL AAA" Ol dymviLopEVol (TOVT@V Yap TIVEG VIKDOLY), 0VT® Kol TRV
&v 1@ Bl KoA@dV Kayaddv ol mpdttovieg 0pOdg émnpPorot yivovtar (NE 1098b30-1099a7).

Well, our account is in harmony with those who say that happiness is virtue, or some form
of virtue; for ‘activity in accordance with virtue’ belongs to virtue. But perhaps it makes no
little difference whether we suppose the chief good to be located in the possession of virtue,
or in its use, i.e. in a disposition or in a form of activity. For it is possible for the disposition
to be present and yet to produce nothing good, as for example in the case of the person who
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is asleep, or in some other way rendered inactive, but the same will not hold of the activity:
the person will necessarily be doing something, and will do (it) well. Just as at the Olympic
Games it is not the finest and the strongest that are crowned but those who compete (for the
winners come from among these), so too in life it is the doers that become achievers of fine
and good things — and rightly so.

In this passage, Aristotle advances the claim that evdaipovia is not to be found in mere
virtuous disposition but in virtuous activity. In Aristotle’s own terms, not in ££1g but in &vépyeia.
This passage lends support to the interpretation according to which Aristotle had in mind the
opposition between &51c and évépyelo when he said that the life of the part having reason is said in
two ways. Disposition (8£1¢) is a technical term in the context of NE, a concept developed in book
II. In a general description, &£1g is a highly developed disposition that enables its possessor to do
something in a certain way. If one endorses this opposition, the underlying idea in the passage will
be that, provided that the person intends to achieve eudaimonia, he cannot have a virtuous
disposition and then not to use it. The acquired disposition needs to be exercised. Another
possibility, which also fits the context, is to suppose that the opposition is between &vépyeia and
dvvapug, as Irwin’s translation suggests (1999). In this case, the point is similar to the previous one,
at least in its general lines: provided that an individual intends to have eudaimonia, reason cannot
be idle, I mean, it cannot be just an available capacity, it must be exercised. Regardless of the option
chosen, my main point holds in both scenarios: the expression “kot’ €vépysiav” plays the role of
making explicit what was previously given by the word “mpaktiki”®. It emphasizes that the human

ergon must be exercised to promote the human good, i.e., eudaimonia.

1.4. The Two Meanings of “tod Aoyov £yovroc”

In explaining his use of the Greek expression “tod Adyov &govtoc” in NE 1.7, Aristotle
starts out by putting flesh on the bones of his moral psychology. In NE 1.7, Aristotle states only
briefly what he means by the expression “tod Adyov &yovtog”. The brief remark is fully developed
in NE 1.13 when the classification of virtues is officially spelt out.

The division of the part possessing reason in NE 1.7 is quite embarrassing. Aristotle

divides the part called “Adyov €yov” into two. One of them is said to “have reason” insofar as it is

0 One of the possible translations listed by Liddell & Scott Greek Lexicon (1996, p. 1458) to the word “mpaxticy”
is “effective”. Even though I opted to argue in favour of “active” as the appropriate translation, I would not discard
the possibility that “effective” also captures certain aspects of what is at stake in the passage. It might be perfectly
the case that with “mpaktikr” Aristotle also intends to introduce the claim that reason should deliver an efficient
performance, I mean, a performance that is effective in attaining its aims, be it either practical or theoretical. The
occurrence of “mpoktiki” seems to encode this meaning as well. This is a meaning that is at play in the definition of
phronesis (NE 1141b21-22). The employment of “npaxtikn’” in phronesis’ definition is to indicate that phronesis
performs effectively its task of carrying out what is good for human beings (see Angioni 2011, p. 306, 312-313, and
324-325). I am grateful to Lucas Angioni for calling my attention to this aspect.
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obedient to reason and the other insofar as it possesses reason and exercises thought. That division

unavoidably reminds the division proposed in NE 1.13:

T5. 10 & &mbounTicdv Kol SAOC OPEKTIKOV HETEXEL WG, | Kartikodv éotiv abtod Kai
werfopyikov: oHTE o1 Kol Tod ToTpog Kol TV IdmV Qapgy £xewv Adyov, Kol oby domep TdvV
pobnpotik®dv. 6t 8¢ meibetal mwg Vo Adyov TO dAoyov, unviet Kai 1 vouBétoig Kol mico
gmriunoig te kol TopaKAnois. € 8¢ ypn Kol todto eavar Adyov Eyewv, dittov E6TaL Koi TO
AOYOV €OV, TO UEV KUpiwS Kol v avTd, 10 0 darep 00 ToTpog drovatikov Tt (NE 1102b30-
1103a3, highlights are mine).

The appetitive and in general desiring part does participate in it [reason] in a way, i.e. in so
far as it is capable of listening to it and obeying it: it is the way one is reasonable when one
takes account of advice from one’s father or loved ones, not when one has an account of
things, as for example in mathematics. That the non-rational is in a way persuaded by
reason is indicated by our practice of admonishing people, and all the different forms in
which we reprimand and encourage them. If one should call this too ‘possessing reason’,
then the aspect of the soul that possesses reason will also be double in nature: one element
of it will have it in the proper sense and in itself, another as something capable of listening
as if to one’s father (highlights are mine).

In that chapter, Aristotle identifies the obedient part of the soul with the appetitive-and-

121

in-general-desiring part, which is first classified as non-rational" and then, a couple of lines later, as

being rational to some extent. A sneaking suspicion that one may well have after comparing
passages from NE 1.7 and NE 1.13 is the following: is one allowed to identify the desiderative,
obedient part in NE 1.13 with the perceptive one introduced in NE 1.7? As textual evidence for that,
certain passages from DA can be quoted, passages in which Aristotle defends that the presence of

perception implies the presence of appetite:

T6. kol yap aicOnowv ekdtepov TdV pepdv Exel Kol Kivnow v katd Tomov, €1 &' aictnotv,
kol pavtooiov kai dpe&v: 6mov pev yap aichnoic, kai Aoan 1€ kai 1160vn, mov 8¢ tadta, &
avayxng ko émbopio (DA 413b21-24).

For each of the parts has perception and motion with respect to place, and if perception,
then also imagination and desire; for wherever there is perception, there is also both pain
and pleasure; and wherever these are, of necessity there is appetite as well (Shield’s
translation).

T7. dmapyel 0& T0ig PeEV PUTOIG TO OpemTIKOV POVOV, ETEPOLG OE TODTO TE KOl TO aicONTIKOV.
€l 8¢ 10 aicOnTkdV, Kol 1O OpekTIKOV [...] Ta 08 (Do mhvt' Exovot piav ye TV aichncewv,
v aenv: @ &' aicOnoig Vmapyel, TodTe HdovY Te Kol AT Kai TO N8V T& Kol AvTnpdv, oig
0¢ tadTo, kol 1 émbopio” Tod yap 1H6€og dpe&ig avn (DA 414a32-b5).

The nutritive faculty alone belongs to plants; both this and the perceptual faculty belong to
others. But if the perceptual faculty, then also the desiderative faculty [...] And all animals
have at least one kind of perception, touch. And that to which perception belongs, to this
belongs also both pleasure and pain, as well as both the pleasurable and the painful; and to
those things to which these belong also belongs appetite, since appetite is a desire for what
is pleasurable (Shield’s translation).

2! In the sequence, 1 discuss in detail the place held by the appetitive and desiring part in the division of soul.
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In these passages, Aristotle defends that the presence of perception implies the presence
of appetite, establishing a connexion between these two capacities. Given that textual evidence and,
moreover, considering that the appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part of the soul can be hardly
identified with the nutritive and vegetative part — which is dismissed out of hand as having nothing
to do with human virtue* — and much less with the rational part strictly speaking in the context of
the threefold division of the soul initially proposed in NE 1.7, the reader may well be led to infer
that NE 1.13’s obedient part was implicitly introduced as the perceptive part in the function
argument®. If that reading is correct, an important exegetical problem arises. Before saying that the
human ergon consists of an active life of the part possessing reason, Aristotle flatly rules out the life
of nutrition, growth, and also perception as candidates to that position. So it might sound as
unlikely the inclusion of this part of the soul as taking part in human function on second thought.

Aristotle’s argumentative moves in NE 1.7 led Fortenbaugh to argue that the division
proposed in lines 1098a4-5 “runs within the biological faculty of thought” (Fortenbaugh 2006, p.
62, see also p. 125, footnote 22). One reason put forward by him to support his view is that
emotions involve beliefs (for instance, the belief that there is a danger or that one suffers injustice),
and beliefs belong to the biological faculty of thought*. In his view, had Aristotle identified the
obedient part, responsible for emotions, with the perceptive soul, it would have been
philosophically questionable. Fortenbaugh grounds his position assuming that Aristotle is moving
within the framework of his biological psychology in a first moment of the ergon argument, what

allows reader to assume that the Adyov-&€yov part of the soul corresponds to the biological faculty of

2 On two occasions, the nutritive and vegetative part is said to have no importance to the ethical investigation: “[...]
and we should leave the nutritive aspect of the soul to one side, since it appears by nature devoid of any share in
human excellence ([...] kai T0 Opentikov Eatéov, Emedn thg AvOpomikiig dpetiig duotpov Tépukev) (NE 1102b11-
12)” and “of the fourth part of the soul, the nutritive, there is no excellence of a relevant sort; for there is nothing
the doing or not doing of which depends on it (tod d¢ teTdpToVL popiov TiiG Yuyiig OVK E0TV Apetn TowdTN, TOD
OpentikoD: oVdEV yap &n’ adT® wpdrTew 1j un npdrtew)”’ (NE 1144a9-11).

2 A strategy to assimilate the obedient part of the soul presented in NE 1.13 with the perceptive soul presented in
NE 1.7 is insinuated by Fortenbaugh and then quickly dismissed: “More than a century ago, Bernays recognized that
lines 1103al-3 are a supplement. His explanation is instructive: earlier in 1.7 1098a4, the obedient element in the
soul was attributed to the Adyov &yov. Therefore at the end of 1.13, Aristotle’s thinks himself constrained to add that
this attribution is also permissible. The reference to 1098a4 is important, for here too the passionate part of the soul
is brought within the Ad6yov &yov, and here too the inclusion is unexpected, so that as I see it, neither in 1.7 nor in
1.13 is a gloss to be suspected. Rather, Aristotle has written both passages with a definite purpose in mind. He
wants to make clear how the bipartite psychology of ethical theory relates to the biological psychology of the De
Anima. In the early passage, clarification is certainly helpful and perhaps necessary. For Aristotle has used the
psychology of the De Anima to determine the function of man. This use of the psychology of the De Anima could
be misleading, so that a listener (or reader) might confuse bipartition with the biological psychology. L.e., he might
believe that the divisions of the two psychologies coincide and that the obedient part of the bipartite soul is identical
with the biological faculty of sensation. For that reason, Aristotle has added a note, making clear that the division of
bipartition runs within the biological faculty of thought; that the obedient part of the bipartite soul and the
biological faculty of sensation are not identical” (Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 61-62, highlights are mine).

24 Passages presented by Fortenbaugh to justify the need of beliefs in the emotions are the followings: NE II11.6 1115a9,
Rh. 1382a21-22, 1378a30-33, and 1380b17-18.
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thought, within which then a further division is drawn (Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 67). In Fortenbaugh’s
own words, “the obedient part of the bipartite soul is cognitive and therefore has a place within the
biological faculty of thought” and “the sphere of moral virtue is cognitive and therefore overlaps the
biological faculty of thought” (Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 67).

When it comes to the use of the expression “Adyov &yov”, there is compelling evidence
that Aristotle does not take it to have the same meaning throughout the NE. The term has its
subtleties, which, in my view, rely in large measure on contextual issues. There are two occurrences
of the expression “Adyov &yov” that represent a glaring example of a meaning shift. Whereas in NE
[.13 Aristotle seems to allow that the appetitive and desiderative part of the soul be somehow
described as “Aoyov &ov”’ (NE 1103a2-3), adopting clearly a broad meaning to the expression, the
same expression is unexpectedly employed in NE V1.2 in a narrow sense in which only the properly
rational parts are included. The broad meaning disappears in that chapter and the expression “Adyov
&yov” encodes only the parts of the soul called “émiotnuovikév” and “Aoyiotikdv”. As a result, one
observes a meaning shift that invites the interpreter to be careful when comparing passages.
Contextual sensitivity is important to grasp what is at play in NE L.7.

Back to NE 1.7. It seems to me that the features assigned to the Aoyov-&yov parts of the
soul in lines 1098a4-5 are valuable clues which shed some light on how the expression “Adyov
&yov” can be understood. The descriptions might be reasonably taken to be an effort made by
Aristotle to discriminate two parts called rational by assigning to each of them features that
differentiate one from the other and that apply exclusively either for one or for the other but not for
both jointly. To put it another way, the features ascribed to each part of the Adyov-&xov parts have as
their primary intention to draw a clear line of delimitation to each of them by means of some
exclusive features. In this view, what Aristotle does here is to contrast and oppose two ways of
being said “Adyov &ov”’. One way to be said “Adyov &ov” is as being obedient to reason (mg
émmelfeg AOyw). Here Aristotle employs a metaphorical language that will be enriched throughout
NE 1.13. The other way to be said “Adyov &yov” is as having reason and exercising thought (¢ &yov
Kol dtavoovpevov). If one assumes that the last features are exclusive to the second way of being
said “Aoyov &pov” (just as the latter feature is proper to the first), it is plausible to take the passage
to have the underlying idea that the features that belong to the first way of being said “Adyov &yov”
should not be ascribed to the second one and also the other way around, a position that receives
exegetical support from NE 1.13, especially when one compares the parallels between that chapter
and NE L.7. For instance, as Aristotle classifies the desiderative, obedient part of the soul as non-
rational (GAoyog) in NE 1.13, this may be arguably seen as evidence to deny to it the possibility of

being described as “&yov [AOYoV] kai diavoovpevov”.
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I admit that saying that someone or something has reason (Adyov &yov) due to being
obedient to reason is perhaps a philosophically unsound way to call something rational.
Nonetheless, it is more advisable to take Aristotle at his word, especially because the division
proposed by him is only outlined in NE 1.7 and a lengthy treatment is provided later in NE 1.13.
Despite that, I think it is worth noticing that Aristotle arguably employs in NE 1.7 a broad sense for
the expression “Adyov &€yov”, which cannot be accommodated within the biological faculty of
thought — as Fortenbaugh in some way proposed —, without severe difficulties. It seems that only the
second characterization might be appropriately said to resemble the biological faculty of thought or
to belong to the biological faculty of thought. The first characterization is rational only in an
extended and broad sense and apparently is a characterization proper to Aristotle’s moral
psychology. That characterization will appear again later in NE 1.13 and its details will be spelt out.
So, for the moment, I opt to take the passage as it stands in the Aristotelian text and, in addition, to
assume that the obedient part does not have reason properly speaking and does not exercise thought
because both attributes belong exclusively to the part that is rational in the strict sense.

One last point: when it comes to the identification of the obedient part with the
perceptive part of the soul, although this hypothesis may be speculated based on the textual support
of certain passages from DA, Aristotle, to the best of my knowledge, never claimed that directly in
the NE. What we know with certainty is that the non-rational part whose good condition constitutes
virtue of character is identified with the appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part of the soul, which is
influenced by reason. As far as the textual evidence in the NE is concerned, we need not take a step
further. There is clear textual evidence that reason exerts some influence on the non-rational part
responsible for desires; however, it does not need to lead us to associate this part of the soul with
the perceptive one.

In step T2.iii, Aristotle proceeds by saying that the human ergon is an activity based on
reason or not without reason (€vépyela Kota AOyov 1j ur| dvev Adyov). In my view, the Greek word
“R” can be taken to be proposing an adjustment to the expression “Evépysia katd Adyov” for not
capturing in precise terms the results previously achieved. As I have shown, there is one part of the
Aoyov-€xov part that does not possess reason in the strict sense but that, even so, maintains certain
interaction with reason. If my reading is accepted, Aristotle cannot commit himself to the claim that
the human ergon is exclusively an activity of reason because the previous results achieved compel
him to state that the human ergon is an activity that cannot be performed without reason. This new

formulation is in tune with the posterior inclusion of the exercise of virtues of character in NE 1.13
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among the activities that promote eudaimonia. These virtues are, at least partially, non-rational®.
The second part of the formulation (] pu @vev Adyov) makes room for the inclusion of the
appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part of the soul in the human ergon, posing a challenge to
Fortenbaugh’s interpretation. If the twofold Adyov-&yov division had been drawn within the rational
part strictly speaking, Aristotle would not have had to add the expression “fj un dvev Adyov”. The
formulation “gvépyeia kota Adyov” would have been a perfect fit for summing up his results.

The examined passage in NE 1.7 does not have the purpose of setting out the details of
Aristotle’s moral psychology. To put the point differently, the moral psychology is not within its
investigative focus. The moral psychology plays a role in NE 1.7 within the limits imposed by the
ergon argument. So the construal of the passage is restrained by some caveats. The details of the

moral psychology are fleshed out in NE 1.13, which is definitely a chapter that should take pride of

place in any attempt of fully understanding Aristotle’s moral psychology.

1.5. The Labour Division and the Ergon Argument

Before going further in the exposition of the moral psychology in NE I, I would like to
say a couple of words about how the ergon argument provides an important ground to think the
labour division between virtue of character and phronesis. Traditionally, the ergon argument is not
regarded as playing an important role in the attempt of understanding the labour division. At first
glance, it does not seem to provide a direct textual evidence for any side of the exegetical dispute;
however, I think that it offers a philosophical framework about Aristotle’s conception of human
beings that has to be taken into account in the discussion of the labour division.

In the ergon argument, what is established as the proper feature of human beings is the
exercise of the Adyov-&yov part of the soul. Aristotle’s claim is general enough to include the
exercise both of practical and theoretical rationality. But, regardless of which rationality is at stake,
Aristotle makes an option for setting reason as being what is proper to human beings and what
characterizes them better. A good and eudaimon life is the one that displays an excellent
performance of reason. In other words, an eudaimon life is the one lived in the interest of and for
the sake of reason.

As I have already shown, the obedient part of the soul introduced in NE 1.7 as one of the
Mdyov-Exov parts is the appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part found in NE 1.13. This obedient part
corresponds to the part whose excellent exercise constitutes virtue of character. What must be

stressed is that the relevant feature assigned to virtue of character at this moment of Aristotle’s

» 1 discuss below the characterization of virtue of character and why some scholars defend that this virtue is
partially rational.
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argumentation is the fact of being obedient to reason (émumeldeg AOyw) (NE 1098a4), a feature
repeated on different occasions (NE 1102b29-1103a3, 1119b13-18, see also 1095a10, 1104b22-24,
1115b10-13, 1120a23-26, 1125b33-1126al, and 1180a10-12). It is worth noticing that Aristotle
characterizes virtue of character as fundamentally being under the guidance of reason. So he
conceives of reason as guiding virtue of character and not the other way around. In the context of
the ergon argument, Aristotle is not directly addressing problems related to the labour division nor
does he work with the vocabulary of means and goals, characteristic of the discussion of the labour
division. In spite of that, the passage advances a view that is apparently incompatible and seems
even to clash with the claim that virtue of character sets the moral goals.

In a later moment of the NE, Aristotle states:

T8. xai fovietar 61 Eavtd Tayada Kol Ta Pavoueva Kol tpdrtet (Tod yop dyadod tayadov
Stamoveiv) koi éontod Eveka (tod yap Stavontikod ydpty, dmep Ekactog etvar dokel) (NE
1166a14-17).

And he certainly wishes for what is good for himself, and what appears good, and he does it
(for it is a mark of a good person to work hard at what is good), and for his own sake (for
he does it for the sake of the thinking element of himself, which is what each of us is
thought to be).

In this passage, Aristotle remarks once again the fact that the thinking element is what
better characterizes the human beings. This is one more piece of evidence to the fact that Aristotle
has a view about human beings and its proper way of living that gives reason the most privileged
place, making reason that for the sake of which a virtuous life must be conducted. Giving that
Aristotle grants a privileged position to reason, it becomes philosophically challenging to maintain
the claim that a non-rational part of the soul sets the goals.

A passage taken from Pol. formulates in a clearer way the subordination of the non-

rational desires to reason:

T9. M p&v yap yoyn 100 cdpatog dpyel SEGmOTIKNY PNV, O 08 voig Tl 0péEewmg ToA-
Ty §| PaciAkciyv: 8v olg Qovepdv 0TV &TL KaTd UGV Koi GLHEEPOV TO Epyecbor Td
oOUATL VO THG YUy, Kol T® TobNTIK popi® VIO Tod vod Kol tod popiov tod Adyov
&yovtog, 10 0' €€ ioov 1 avdamaiy PraPfepov macwy (Pol. 1254b4-9).

For the soul rules the body with the rule of a master, whereas understanding rules desire
with the rule of a statesman or with the rule of a king. In these cases it is evident that it is
natural and beneficial for the body to be ruled by the soul, and for the affective part to be
ruled by understanding (the part that has reason), and that it would be harmful to everything
if the reverse held, or if these elements were equal.

Here Aristotle leaves no doubt that he considers that the passionate part has to follow
reason. The passage is in harmony with the view defended in some passages of the NE according to

which the non-rational part of the soul needs to be obedient to reason. The unavoidable conclusion
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is that the Humean interpretative proposal about the labour division apparently does not take into
account a crucial aspect of the view that Aristotle has about human beings: their fundamental trait
and its proper activity. In an ethical system that grants to reason a position of central importance, it
would be completely counter-intuitive to deny to it the role of setting moral goals and assigning this

task to a non-rational part of the soul.

1.6. NE 1.13 and the Classification of Virtues: the alternative interpretation

In NE 1.13, Aristotle launches an investigation into virtues that will take up the next five
books. In these books, he discusses thoroughly virtues of character and of thought. The
investigative journey is announced as an attempt to understand better the notion of eudaimonia, a
notion to which two concepts are tightly associated: soul (yvyn) and virtue (&petn). Eudaimonia
was said to be an “activity of soul based on virtue” (yoyiic &vépyewn yivetan kat apetv) (NE
1098a16-17). For this reason, the two notions gain prominence in NE 1.13.

Before proceeding further, I would like to highlight that it is hardly open to any
objection that virtue of character and phronesis are tightly interwoven. Aristotle even argues in NE
VI.13 that it is not possible to have virtue of character without phronesis and the other way around
also holds (NE 1144b16-17, 31-32, see also 1178a16-17). These virtues maintain a relation of co-
dependency which plainly makes difficult the task of disentangling the roles played by each of them
in moral actions. Despite this challenging philosophical framework, which sometimes invites the
reader to cross the line that divides both virtues and, in consequence, their duties, I will make an
analytical effort of expounding the features of both virtues and the tasks that are assigned by
Aristotle to each of them in the moral actions. It is fundamental to stress that the division of virtues
is drawn with the purpose of separating the concepts advanced by Aristotle to explain the moral
phenomena. The moral phenomena are complex and what is conceptually distinguishable in them
occurs together in the world in such a way that it is not an easy task to disentangle the several
elements involved. Thus, the conceptual distinction of the virtues do not flirt with the idea that
virtue of character and phronesis are developed and established independently from one another.
Moral development involves a progressive enhancement of moral qualities and abilities that are
firmly tied®.

Over the years, some doubts have been raised against the characterization of virtue of
character as exclusively a good disposition of a non-rational part of the soul, which may be taken as
the standard reading. Even though the arguments against this reading do not seem to have

completely overthrown it, the challenges posed by the alternative reading should be met. The

% For an approach that assumes a similar perspective, see Vasiliou 1996, p. 780.
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concerns voiced by the alternative reading offer a good opportunity to re-examine and discuss the
details of Aristotle’s classification of the virtues.

Broadly speaking, the alternative reading holds that virtue of character is not to be
conceived of as consisting exclusively in an excellent condition of a certain non-rational part of the
soul. Irwin severely classifies the standard view as being “at least misleading” (Irwin 1975, p. 576).
According to him, Aristotle must have said that virtue of character involve both parts of the soul,
non-rational and rational, while virtues of thought only the latter (Irwin 1975, p. 576). Adopting a
similar approach, Engberg-Pedersen states: “phronesis is always and only a part of moral virtue”
(1983, p. 169). He takes phronesis to be the cognitive element in the genuine virtue*’ (xvpia dpetn)
introduced in NE VI.13 (Engberg-Pedersen 1983, p. 164-165). More recently, Lorenz has come up
with compelling arguments supporting the alternative reading. His main claim is that virtue of
character represents not only an excellent condition of a non-rational part of the soul but also an
excellent condition of, at least, the rational part of the soul called phronesis®™. One persuasive
argument advanced by Lorenz is that virtue of character is classified as a & npoarpetiki® (NE
1106b36 and 1139a22-3) (Lorenz 2009, p. 196). In another passage, Aristotle reinforces this
characterization by saying that “virtues are kinds of decision (mpootpécelg tivec) or not without
decision (ovk dvev mpoapécewc)” (NE 1106a3-4). Lorenz argues that the philosophical implication
of such characterization is that virtue of character must be properly taken to be a state that enables
someone to make decisions (Lorenz 2009, p. 196). Decisions demand deliberation (NE 1113a2-7), a
rational activity (VE 1139al12-15). So, if one concedes the point, it is also necessary to concede that

virtue of character is at least partly an excellent condition of a rational part of the soul. Lorenz

%7 “Genuine virtue” is the translation used by Engberg-Pedersen to the Greek expression “kvpia dpet)”.

%8 That claim is propounded in many passages: “Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics conceives of the virtues of
character as rational states, states partly constituted by a well-informed, thoughtful quickness to grasp suitable
reasons for acting in certain ways if and when such reasons arise” (Lorenz 2009, p. 178). “He [Aristotle] has strong
reasons for conceiving of the character-virtues as rational states” (Lorenz 2009, p. 179). “There is good reason to
think that it is specifically in the Nicomachean Ethics that Aristotle conceives of the virtues of character as rational
states, departing from a rather different conception with which he operates in the Eudemian Ethics” (Lorenz 2009,
p- 180). “Virtue of character is in part constituted by a certain good state of reason strictly speaking, so that it turns
out that virtues of character according to Aristotle’s conception of it, straddles the divide between reason and the
obedient part of the soul” (Lorenz 2009, p. 193). “I have presented reasons for thinking that Aristotle in the
Nicomachean Ethics, including NE 6, does conceive of virtue of character in this way, as being partly constituted by
phronesis. On this conception, virtue of character includes as a constituent a state that ensures that the virtuous
person properly identifies and implements suitable ways of promoting his or her goals” (Lorenz 2009, p. 200).
“This combination of claims strongly suggests that he thinks virtue of character includes as a constituent phronesis,
or at any rate the aspect of it that is required for ensuring correctness of decision” (Lorenz 2009, p. 206). “Aristotle
commits himself to the view that virtue of character includes phronesis as a constituent and is therefore in part a
rational state, i.e. s state of reason strictly speaking” (Lorenz 2009, p. 207). “When Aristotle says that the virtues of
character are states ‘with correct reason’, or simply that they are states or virtues ‘with reason’, he is properly
understood as claiming that the virtues of character are states that are constituted, in part, by a certain correct state
of reason, namely by correct reason about what is good for humans” (Lorenz 2009, p. 211).

» The translation of that expression is very controversial and has important philosophical implications. By now, I
keep it untranslated.
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comes up with some philological arguments to ground his position, supported both by Greek
grammar and by Aristotle’s usage. One of the philological arguments is that Greek adjectives with
an ending in —1kog or —twko¢ and derived from verbs generally indicate that someone or something is
able or suited to do something. The lesson is taken from Blass and Kiihner’s Greek grammar (1892,
p. 287). Furthermore, the grammar lesson can be easily found in Aristotle’s usage in the NE. For
instance, knowledge is described as a &£ig amodewtikny (NE 1139b31-32) and is understood as a
state that enables someone to provide demonstrations. In the same way, the exercise of craft is
presented as a £€€1g momtikn (NVE 1140a20-21) and phronesis as a €€1g npoktiky] (NE 1140b4-6, 20-
21). The first is a state that ensures that whoever has it will be able to exercise the craft in question;
the second, a state that enables its possessor to act informed by reason in relation to what concerns
the human goods (Lorenz 2009, p. 196-197). Another argument raised by Lorenz is that at the end
of NE VI Aristotle holds that virtue of character is a virtue petd tod 6pBod Adoyov (NE 1144b27).
When Aristotle characterizes scientific knowledge (NE 1140b33), craft (NE 1140a6-8), and
phronesis (NE 1140b20-1), all of them are said to be states petd Adyov and, according to Lorenz,
this means that “these are states that crucially involve being ready to grasp (and provide) suitable
reasons or explanations with regard to some given domain” (Lorenz 2009, p. 208). To perform such
activities, it is necessary to exercise thought and be rational to some extent. So, if Lorenz’s
construal is correct, one would unquestionably have to assign to virtue of character a share in reason
in the sense of exercising itself a rational activity. Furthermore, Lorenz adds that affirming that
some power or capacity is petd Adyov instead of saying that it is GAoyog is Aristotle’s standard way
of saying that the power or capacity is rational (Lorenz 2009, p. 208). In favour of Lorenz’s
position, one may also consider the passages where Aristotle holds that virtue of character and
phronesis depend on each other (NVE 1144a36-bl, 1144b16-17, 1144b31-32, and 1178a16-19) and,
therefore, that virtue of character does not arise without the presence of phronesis®.

The arguments in favour of the alternative reading are exegetically compelling. On a
preliminary approach, they practically win over the reader. However, in spite of their interpretative
qualities, I will stick in large measure to the traditional interpretation. When it comes to my
argumentative strategy, it will be gradually developed in this thesis. This chapter is just one part of a
longer story. At this moment, the discussion will be focused on the classification of the virtues

expounded in NE 1.13. In the next chapters, I examine other passages in which the alternative

% Although McDowell does not support explicitly such approach and does not even proceed with his argumentation
on the same textual basis as Lorenz, he is apparently prone to endorse the main claim in very general lines: “the
harmony of intellect and motivation in a virtue of character, strictly so called, is more intimate than that. Practical
wisdom is the properly moulded state of the motivational propensities, in a reflectively adjusted form; the sense in
which it is a state of the intellect does not interfere with its also being a state of the desiderative element”
(McDowell 1999, p. 121, highlights are mine).
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reading is grounded. Some of the passages quoted by Lorenz not only deal with the classification of
moral virtues but are also of fundamental importance to establish an appropriate account of the
relations between virtue of character and phronesis. As examples of this sort of passage, I can quote
the characterization of virtue of character as a &€& mpoaipetikn in NE 1106b36, as well as its
characterization as petd 100 0pBod Adyov in NE 1144b27. These passages will be minutely

examined within their respective argumentative contexts later.

1.7. The Inquiry into the Virtues in VE 1.13: methodological remarks

NE 1.13 starts out by recapitulating the conclusion of the ergon argument. Its conclusion
was that eudaimonia consists in an activity of the soul based on virtue, where activity of the soul
means more properly an activity of the part of the soul that has reason or involves reason. In the
sequence, Aristotle points out that we will get a better grasp of what eudaimonia is by investigating
virtue (NVE 1102a6-7). The investigation into virtues makes part of an attempt to spell out what was
formulated in outline in the conclusion of the ergon argument (NE 1098a20-21). In NE 1.13,
Aristotle takes one step further in his ethical investigation, leaving behind for a long while the
inquiry into eudaimonia and drawing the reader’s attention to a new front of investigation.

At the beginning of the chapter, Aristotle spends some lines making a few remarks in
which he highlights that politicians above all occupy themselves with virtue and eudaimonia, for
politics’ goal is to make citizens be good and abide by the law (NE 1102a9-10). In the sequence,
Aristotle observes that, if the inquiry is under the political branch, it is in accordance with what was
assumed at NE's outset (VE 1102a12-13). As eudaimonia was delimited as an activity of the soul
based on virtue, it is essential to study to some extent the relevant aspects of human psychology to
get a better grasp of eudaimonia (NE 1102a18-21). As far as NE 1.13 is concerned, an important
thing that cannot pass unnoticed is how the topic of human soul is gingerly introduced by Aristotle.
Within a few lines, he clearly states that, from a political standpoint, which is the NEs approach,
safeguarding the due caveats (NVE 1094b10-11 and 1102a12-13), the matter is not supposed to have

an in-depth treatment:

T10. &1 8¢ tadh’ oVtwg Eyet, dfjfhov OTL Ol TOV TOMTIKOV €idéval Twg TO el Yoydlg (NVE
1102a18-19).

But if all this is so, clearly the politician should know, in a way, about soul.

T11. Bsopntéov o1 Kol T® TOMTIKD TEPL Yoyilg, BepnTéov 6€ ToOTOV XApLy, Kol €¢° OGOV
ikav@®g Exel mpog ta nrodpeva: to yap £l mAlov EakpiPodv Epymdéotepov iomg Eotl TV
npokeévav (NE 1102a23-25).

It is for the politician too, then, to study the soul, but he should do so for the sake of the
things in question, and to the extent that will suffice in relation to what is being looked for;
to go into greater detail is perhaps a task too laborious for our present purposes.
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The passage T10 makes clear that the inquiry into the human soul expounded in the NE
has some important constraints. Aristotle does not simply affirm that the politician must know
(e1dévan) the things regarding the soul — what could amount to detailed knowledge about that — but
he carefully says that the politician must know somehow (gidévor Tmg) the things regarding the soul.
This remark introduces a caveat to the investigation, according to which the investigation into the
human soul will be carried out with certain restrictions. However, what kind of constraints is at
stake here? What criterion is used to restrict the investigation? What exactly did Aristotle have in
mind with the addition of the Greek adverb “nw¢”? The answer to these questions is given in the
passage T11: what constrains the study of the human soul is the NE's investigative goal. I explain.
Unlike the DA, a treatise deliberately designed to be an in-depth inquiry into the concept of soul, the
NE is a treatise concerned with ethical issues that, given their nature and range of interests, require
the use of certain notions coined by Aristotle in his psychology. For that reason, the study of the
soul in the NE is done up to the point that it contributes to shedding light on the ethical discussion.
For instance, it is practically impossible to explain the akrasia and enkrateia without saying a single
word about the soul’s capacities involved. The whole treatment of both phenomena is undeniably
pervaded by the regular use of a psychological vocabulary (for instance, NE 1145b13-14, 20, 29-31,
1146a2-3, 10, 13, 1147al5, 19, 33-34, 1147b2-3, 5, 8, 16-17, and 1149a29-b2). The conceptual
apparatus of Aristotle’s moral psychological sets the stage for the inquiry into the virtues and

actions and, for that reason, it deserves a close look.

1.8. The Vocabulary of Parts of the Soul: “t6 péprov” and “t6 pépog”
After the methodological remarks, Aristotle finally begins the investigation into the

human soul with the following claim:

T12. 10 pév dloyov avtig eivar, T 8& Adyov &xov (NE 1102a27-28).
One part of the soul is non-rational, while another part possesses reason.

Short though the passage is, it gives rise to a set of questions. The chief question is
related to the mereological vocabulary employed. Is Aristotle indeed taking for granted that the soul
has genuine parts? If so, what is the criterion employed to divide and catalogue its different parts?
How do these parts form together one single soul? Is the talk about parts really important to the

ethical investigation? If so, to what extent?
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Considering the passage T12 in the cold light of day, one realizes that, even though the
concerns listed surround the passage, neither is the word “16 poprov” nor “t6 pépog” present in it?'.
However, I do not think it does constitute a serious objection against taking the passage to be
suggesting the idea of parts. Two main arguments may be displayed in favour of that position. The
first is that Aristotle regularly employs the words “t6 pdéprov” and “t6 pépoc” in contexts in the NE
where a discussion about the soul is manifestly at stake (NE 1102b4, 1139a4, 113929, 1139al5,
1139b12, 1140b25, 1143b16, 1144a9, and 1145a7). The second is that, after the passage quoted,
Aristotle himself offers a short talk about parts. This passage deserves to be cited at length. It

throws some light on the discussion about the parts of the soul:

T13. tadto 0& ToTEPOV ddpiotal kabdamep td ToD cOUATOS POPLe Kol TThvV TO HePLOTOV, T
T AOY® 600 £0Tiv AYDPLoTH TEPLKAOTO, KOOAUTEP €V T TEPLPEPEIY TO KVPTOV KOl TO KOTAOV,
000&v dropépetl mpog 10 mapdv (NE 1102a28-32).

It makes no difference for present purposes whether these are delimited like the parts of the
body, and like everything that is divisible into parts, or whether they are two things in
account but by nature inseparable, like the convex and the concave in the case of a curved
surface.

Despite its brevity, the passage provides guidelines for the treatment of some issues
related to my investigative agenda. It is rather striking that Aristotle himself does not attach much
importance to a fine-grained approach to the mereological vocabulary present in NE 1.13. Rather, he
is very emphatic on saying that discussing how the parts of the soul must be conceived makes no
difference for the present purposes (000&v drapépel mpdg 10 mapodv). Similarly, when it comes to
establishing still in NE 1.13 an accurate distinction between reason and that which in the soul runs
contrary to reason, Aristotle flatly claims: “how it is different, though, is not important” (n®dg &’
grepov, ovdev dapépel) (NE 1102b25). In reason of this overall framework, interpreters are usually
prone to assume that Aristotle does not take the division of the soul to be seriously implying the
existence of genuine parts. In his comments on the NE, Burnet categorically affirms that “Aristotle
himself did not believe in ‘parts of the soul’ at all: Plato did [...]” (Burnet 1900, p. 58). Gauthier and
Jolif also claim that, unlike Plato, Aristotle is not concerned with the possibility of assigning
different parts of the soul to different parts of the body. According to them, the criterion guiding

Aristotle is the distinction of the parts of the soul by their powers, which set them apart from each

3! The word “part” is present in several translations of the passage to modern languages: “la conclusion essentielle qui
résume tout ce que nous avons besoin de savoir, c¢’est qu’on peut distinguer dans I’ame deux parties: I’une sans regle,
I’autre qui a une régle” (Gauthier and Jolif, 1958); “we have said, for instance, that one [part] of the soul is non-rational,
while one has reason” (Irwin, 1999); “no caso, uma parte sua ¢ ndo-racional; a outra, dotada de razdo” (Zingano, 2008);
“c’est ainsi que nous admetons qu’il y a dans 1’ame la partie irrationnelle et la partie rationnelle” (Tricot, 2007); “for
example, that one part of the soul is non-rational whereas another part has reason” (Reeve, 2014).
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other’” (Gauthier and Jolif 1959a, p. 94). Such a deflationary interpretation, not committed to a
division of the soul in genuine parts, is also held by Lorenz. He argues that the only thing that the
division proposed requires is that the parts of the soul may be distinguished in account or
definition® (Lorenz 2006, p. 187). In the DA, Aristotle himself expresses reservations against
talking about parts of the soul (D4 411b5-14 and 432a22-b7). On other occasions, he makes use of
the words “capacity” and “parts” interchangeably to refer to the main capacities of the soul
presented in the DA (DA 413a32-b8, 413b24-29, and 429al10-15). However, taking parts as the
same as capacities tout court is a highly controversial exegesis of the DA**. Back to the NE, it is
worth noticing that Aristotle does not dwell on this discussion and, when it arises, he dismisses it
out of hand. In the sequence of NE 1.13, what one sees is Aristotle describing the so-called parts of
the soul according to the powers that they have and the activities for which they are responsible.
That is the approach adopted by him in the NE regarding the parts of the soul. In what follows, I

presuppose such a deflationary approach™.

1.9. The Two Non-rational Parts of the Soul

From line 1102a32 to line 1102b12, Aristotle provides the first subdivision within the
non-rational part of the soul. He calls one of the subdivided parts @utikév (NE 1102a32-33) and
Opentikdv (NE 1102b11, see also 1098al). This part is identified as responsible for the nutrition and
growth (Aéym 8¢ 10 aitov 10D TpépecBan kol adcecOar) (NVE 1102a33). These two capacities are
shared by all beings that take in nourishment (NE 1102a33-bl). As a result, the virtue of this
capacity is not distinctively human (odk avOpomivn) (NE 1102b2-3) and thus it plays no part in
human virtue (tfg avOpomikiic apetic duopov méevkev) (NE 1102b12). To be a distinctively

human capacity, the capacity is required to be in interaction with reason, something that in this case

32 Gauthier and Jolif in their own words: “la question sera reprise dans le traité DA 1I. 2 413b14, 111.4 429a10-12, et
résolue, III. 9 432a19-b7, dans le sens qu’Aristote laisse dés maintenant prévoir: il ne faut pas distinguer dans
I’ame, comme le faisait Platon, des parties qui occuperaient chacune un lieu séparé (I’intellect la téte, 1’irascible la
poitrine et le concupiscible le ventre), mais des puissances ou des facultés qui ne se distinguent pas par le lieu
qu’elles occupent, mais par leur définition, c’est-a-dire par leur essence” (Gauthier and Jolif 1959a, p. 94, emphasis
is mine).

3 Lorenz’s position: “one thing this makes sufficiently clear is that Aristotle’s talk of the parts of the soul, in his
ethical and political writings, is not meant to indicate a commitment to the view that the items in question have the
status of genuine parts, or to the view that the soul really is a composite object. What such talk requires is only that
the items in question are distinguishable in account or definition” (Lorenz 2006, p. 187).

3 Setting aside the NE for a moment, it is important to underscore that the issue about how to divide the soul is not
settled even within the DA’s interpretations. Barnes (1971-2, p. 105), Sorabji (1974, p. 64), and Polansky (2007, p.
8) display some tendency to see the parts of the soul as being equivalent to its different capacities. A compelling
and quite comprehensive argumentation against such a view was carried out by Corcilius and Gregoric (2010, p.
81-119). They defend that part and capacity are different things and that Aristotle proposed certain criteria to
distinguish them.

% In my view, Aristotle gives the clearest formulation of this approach to the division of the soul in the EE when he
states: “it makes no difference if the soul is or is not divisible into parts; it still has different capacities” (diapépet &'
000&v 0T €l LeploTn 1 yoyn ot &l dpepng, Exel pévtol duvapelg dtapopovg) (EE 1219b32-33).
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amounts to having reason in itself or involving reason. The ergon argument made reasonably clear
this point by establishing that what is peculiar to human beings is the life of what possesses reason
(broadly and strictly speaking), in whose exercise eudaimonia consists. This philosophical
background allows Aristotle here to quickly dismiss the part called utikcog or Opentiog as taking
part in human virtue. The same justification to exclude this part is formulated in other terms in NE
VI.12. In that passage, Aristotle argues that acting or not acting (mpdttewv i} un ntpdrtev) in the way
relevant to eudaimonia is not within its attributions. This part of the soul does not give any
contribution to human virtue and, for that reason, cannot take part in it (VE 1144al0-11). As a
result, such a non-rational part of the soul has no significant contribution to the purposes of the
moral investigation. However, when it comes to the other non-rational part of the soul, the situation
is substantially different. Before saying any word about it, let me quote the passage in which that

part is introduced:

T14. (i) owe 8¢ kai &AM TIC PVOIC THC Wuyfic BAoyog elvan, petéyovoa pévrol T Adyov.
00 yop €ykpatodsg kol akpatodg TOV Adyov kol Ti|g wuyig T0 Adyov €xov €mavoduev:
0pBdG yap kol ént Ta BéATioTo mapakoel (i) eaivetar & &v avTolg kol dAAO TL TOPA TOV
AOYOV TEPLKOAG, O HayeTal Kol avTiteivel T AOY@. atexvdg yap kabdnep T0 mapaieAvpéva,
700 cOUOTOG poplo € Ta el TPOUIPOLUEVOVY KIVijoOL TOOVAVTIOV €I TA UPLoTEPQ
TapaeépeTal, kai Eml Thg Wyuyflg obtmg €mi Tavavtio yop ai Oppol TdvV AKpatdv. AAA’ &v
TOIG COUAGL PEV OPDUEV TO TAPAPEPOUEVOV, ETL OE THG WLYTIG 0VY OpdLeV. Iomwg 6 0VdEV
frov kol &v 1fi yoyfl vouotéov eivai TL mopd OV AGyov, EvavTIODHEVOY TODT® Kol
avtifoivov. Tdg 6" €tepov, 00OEV Srapépet. (iif) Adyov 6¢ kol TodTo QaiveTor petéyetv,
Gonep eimopev: meBapyel Yodv 1@ AOY® 10 T0D £YKpaTodc—ETL & I0MG EDNKODTEPOV £0TL
70 100 GOPPOVOS Kol Avdpeiov” TavTa Yap OpoPmVel Td Aoyw (NE 1102b13-28).

(i) But another kind of soul also seems to be non-rational, although participating in a way in
reason. Take the enkratic and the akratic: we praise their reason, and the aspect of their soul
that possesses reason; it exhorts correctly in the direction of what is best, (ii) but there
appears to be something else besides reason that is naturally in them, which fights against
reason and resists it. For exactly as with paralysed limbs, which when their owners decide
to move them to the right take off in the wrong direction, moving to the left, so it is in the
case of the soul: the impulses of the akratics are contrary to each other. The difference is
that in the case of the body we actually see the part that is moving wrongly, which we do
not in the case of the soul. But perhaps we should not be any less inclined to think that in
the soul too there is something besides reason, opposing and going against it. How it is
different is of no importance. (iii) But this part too seems to participate in reason, as we
have said: at any rate, in the enkratic it is obedient to reason — and in the temperate and
courageous person it is presumably still readier to listen; for in him it always chimes with
reason.

One of the most conspicuous features of the passage — and at the same time, I should
add, the most frustrating — is the metaphorical language employed by Aristotle. Rather than explain
the struggle among the opposing impulses in the soul by employing an appropriate philosophical
and psychological vocabulary, Aristotle opts to invoke a prosaic situation to illustrate the conflict.
But, regardless of that, he ends up giving some hints about the complex web of interactions among

the parts of the soul. It is worth noticing that the use of metaphors to refer to the relations held
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among the different parts of the soul is not restricted to this passage. Still in NE 1.13, Aristotle
proposes another image to describe the relation of obedience that reason has with one of the non-
rational parts of the soul (NVE 1102b31-33), a relation that is also described in metaphorical terms in
NE 11112 (1109b13-15). The same way of speaking is present when he endeavours to explain why
fvpoc is more prone to listen to reason than émbupio (VE 1149a25-32). Additionally, we have
already seen a metaphor at work in NE 1.7. This widespread use of metaphors gives us a reason for
thinking that it is not completely unreasonable to presume that the metaphors must be carefully

taken, for they were designed to advance certain philosophical positions.

1.10. Does reason have a leading role in moral actions?

Besides the existence of the vegetative soul, which partakes in no way in human virtue,
Aristotle now recognizes in T14.i the existence of another non-rational part of the soul. In a first
moment, he does not name such a part and prefers to present it by describing certain of its features.
The first feature announced is that this recently introduced non-rational part of the soul shares in
reason somehow (mn)). In which terms does it occur? Aristotle tells the reader in the sequence.
According to him, both the akratic’s and enkratic’s reason, more properly the part possessing and
exercising reason (Adyov &yov), is praised on the ground that in both cases reason exhorts the
individual to do what is best. One important point that cannot go unnoticed, despite being usually
overlooked, is that the passage apparently lends some support to non-Humean interpretations of the
labour division. The passage seems to imply that reason is able to set out a course of action contrary
to what the desire of a certain non-rational part of the soul proposes as a goal to be attained. That is
clearly what happens in the case of akratic and enkratic individuals. Desire and reason go in
opposite directions. This may well be counted as evidence for the view that reason in Aristotle is not
a slave of the passions. Were it to be the case, Aristotle would not say that reason exhorts towards
the best in the cases aforementioned, because reason would not have any conative power, being just
a sophisticated instrument driven by desire. The passage seems to suggest that, regardless of the
desires of the non-rational part of the soul, reason proposes its own goals. If that is taken seriously,
the passage may be used to weaken the argument according to which character through habituation
1s exclusively responsible for setting the goals. In the case of akratic and enkratic individuals, their
characters set goals that are in conflict with the ones set by reason.

What is the origin of the goals given by reason in akratic and enkratic individuals? Were
they virtuous individuals that decayed morally and, due to that, still preserve in their reason good
goals that were previously acquired through habituation? Or were these goals acquired irrespective

of their character, for instance, through argument and/or through reflection? The passage under
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scrutiny does not allow the interpreter to settle the matter. It raises, however, some uncomfortable
questions that challenge Humean interpretations.

To provide proof of the existence of a non-rational part of soul differing from the
vegetative one, Aristotle appeals to the example of akratic and enkratic individuals, in whom two
parts of the soul are in conflict. One of these parts is clearly reason and the other, still without name,
resists and fights against reason. To illustrate the situation, Aristotle uses the unexpected example of
the paralysed limbs, which, against the command of its owner, go to the opposite direction of the
order given. According to him, a similar situation takes place in the soul. What draws particular
attention in the passage is that Aristotle claims that “the impulses of the akratics are contrary to each
other” (éni tavavtio yap ai oppoi TV axpat®dv) (NVE 1102b21). The passage apparently endorses
the view that reason also gives rise to its own impulses, which oppose the non-rational ones. On
the one hand, if this claim is taken for granted by its face value, it becomes a stumbling block to one
of the non-Humean interpretative strategies, according to which the desire involved in virtue of
character is necessary to motivate the agent to pursue the goals chosen by reason. In the face-value
interpretation, reason would not only be able to choose moral goals but would also be able to
motivate individuals to act. On the other hand, Humean interpretations suffer an important setback
from this passage. Broadly speaking, it looks as though two parts of the soul might set goals for the
actions. In this case, reason would not be restricted to the means of actions but would also select
their goals. The passage sets a considerable number of pressing questions, which stand in the way of
both Humean and non-Humean interpretations of Aristotle’s claims. Yet, the pros outweigh the cons
in the case of non-Humean interpretations, for, although the passage seems to block one of its side
claims, at the end of the day such an interpretation gains ground in its major claim: that reason is
entitled to set moral goals. But it is important to add that not exclusively.

In T14.iii, Aristotle insists on the claim that the announced non-rational part of the soul
has a share in reason by saying that, in the case of enkratic individuals, that part of the soul listens
to reason and that, in the case of temperate and courageous people, it listens even better. The

conclusion that the reader immediately draws is that reason has the task of guiding individuals in

% There seems to be some plausibility in taking the passage below from DA as lending support to the claim that
reason also has its own kind of desire. In the DA, Aristotle talks about desires going in opposite directions when
reason and appetite diverge: “since, however, desires arise apposite to one another, and this occurs whenever
rationality and the appetites are opposed, and this comes about in those with a perception of time (since reason
encourages a pulling back because of what is going to happen, whereas appetite operates because of what is already
present, since a pleasure appears to be an unqualified pleasure, and an unqualified good, because of its not seeing
what is going to happen)” (énei &' dpéeig yivovtar Evavtiot dAMAalg, todto 8¢ cupPaivel dtav 6 Adyog Kol ol
gmOopion &vovtion Qot, yiveton §' &v Toic povov aicOnoy Exovoy (6 pdv yap vode S 0 péAlov avOEhkey
KeAevel, 1 ' émbopia dia 10 HON° QaiveTor yop T 10N NV Kol arAdg oL Kol ayafov arddc, did O un opdv To
pérdov) (DA 433b5-10).



46

moral actions to attain the right goals®’. How is it possible? Must reason not be led instead of
leading as the textual evidence from T1 to T4 in the Introduction defends? Why does Aristotle now
concede to reason the leading role? Must reason not have its task restricted to the realm of the

things towards the goals? At this moment of the text, these are questions left without an answer.

1.11. The Non-Rational Desiderative Part of the Soul and Its Share in Reason

Another important aspect of the passage I would like to call attention to is that, right
after saying that a certain non-rational part of the soul shares in reason, Aristotle talks about the
obedience that such a part has in relation to reason — and it is with regard to these terms that he will
classify such a part of the soul as somehow rational in the sequence. Let me quote another passage

from NE 1.13:

T15. (i) eoaiveron 61 Kol TO GAOYOV S1TTOV. TO UEV YAP PVTIKOV 0VIAUDS KOWMVEL AOYOV, TO
8 émBupunTikov Kol HAmG OPEKTIKOV PETEXEL TG, T) KOTHKOOV 0TIV 0dTod Kod Tedapyikdv:
obt® oM kol Tod TaTpOg Kol T®V @AV Qopgv €xewv Adyov, kai ovy Gomep TAV
pobnuatik®y. 6t 8¢ meifetal g VO AdyoL TO dAoyov, UNVOEL Kai 1) vouBETnoig Kol mthoa
gmtipnoig te kol mapdxinoig. (ii) €l 8¢ ypn xai Todto Paval Adyov Exewv, d1tToOV 0Tl Kol
10 Adyov &yov, T0 HEV KUPImG Kol &v avT®, 10 & domep T0D TATPOG AKOVOTIKOV TL (NE
1102b28-1103a3).

(i) The non-rational, then, too appears to be also twofold, since the vegetative part does not
share in reason in any way, while the appetitive and in general desiderative does participate
in it in a way, i.e. in so far as it is capable of listening to it and obeying it. It has reason,
then, in the way we are said to have reason of our father and friends, and not in the way we
are said to have that of mathematics. That the non-rational is in a way persuaded by reason
is indicated by our practice of admonishing people, and all the different forms in which we
reprimand and encourage them. (ii) If one should call this too “possessing reason”, then the
part of the soul that possesses reason will be double in nature: one part of it will have it in
the proper sense and in itself, another as something capable of listening as if to one’s father.

The passage recapitulates some points and adds new ones. The soul has two non-
rational parts: the vegetative, which does not take part in human virtue, and the appetitive and in
general desiderative, which opposes reason in the cases of enkrateia and akrasia. The description of
the latter part of the soul gives rise to some worries, for Aristotle describes it as “OAmg OPEKTIKOV”,
and this may lead some readers to take Aristotle to be assigning all the kinds of desire (appetite,
spirit, and wish) to the non-rational part of the soul. Nevertheless, I do not think this is the case.

One of the reasons is that sometimes the word “dpe&ig” and its cognates make reference to non-

¥ Let me quote another passage that goes in the same direction: “[...] for just as a child should conduct himself in
accordance with what the slave in charge of him tells him to do, so too the appetitive in us should conduct itself in
accordance with what reason prescribes. Hence in the temperate person the appetitive should be in harmony with
reason; for the fine is goal for both, and the temperate person has appetite for the things one should, in the way one
should, and in the way one should, and when — which is what the rational prescription also lays down” (&bomep 6¢
TOV 7aida €l katd 10 TPdoTayUe ToD Taudoywyod Civ, obT® kol 10 ErBVUNTIKOV Katd TOV AdYov. 810 Ol Tod
SAOPPOVOC TO EMOVUNTIKOV GUUPOVETY T® AOY® oKOTOC Yap APoiv TO Kaldv, kol EmBvusi 6 cOEpov Gv Sl kai
¢ O€l Kol 6te’ oVt 6¢ TdtTet Kol 0 Aoyog) (NE 1119b13-18).
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rational desires (EE 1224b21-4, 1224a23-7, 1225a3, 1247b34-5, Pol. 1287a32, DA 433a6-8, and
MM 1189al-6), leaving wish out. Additionally, more three reasons can be given: (i) the
characterization put forward by Aristotle regards a non-rational part of the soul, (ii) the wish is
taken to be a rational desire in certain contexts (DA 432b5-6, Top. 126al3, and Rh. 1369a2-4), (iii)
and a few lines above Aristotle attributed to reason some kind of desire, called generically of
“impulse” (6pun) (NE 1102b21)*. Taking into account the overall framework, I take it to be more
exegetically sound to read the passage as assigning to the appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative
part of the soul only non-rational desires®.

Despite being described all the time as non-rational, Aristotle suggests in T15.1i that the
appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative part of the soul may be taken to be rational in a certain way.
The terms employed to characterize it as rational cast the reader’s mind back to NE 1.7, a chapter in
which the &yov-Aoyov part of the soul was subdivided into two parts as “émumeifég Adyw” and as
“Exov [sc. Aoyov] kai dtavooduevov”. In NE 1.13, the descriptions employed are “t0 & domnep oD
TaTpOg axkovotikdv T1”, a metaphor regarding obedience, and “t0 pEV KvpimG Kol €v adTH”.
Although the descriptions are different from those employed in NE 1.7, they have conspicuous
convergences. On the one hand, there is a part of the soul that possesses reason strictly speaking and
in itself. This means that this part enables its possessor, for instance, to articulate language, think,
consider the pros and cons of a certain course of action, and argue. On the other hand, there is a part
of the soul classified as rational exclusively insofar as it obeys and listens to reason, features that
Aristotle insisted on right after naming such a part of the soul (NE 1102b30-35). From the
description delineated by Aristotle in NE 1.13, there is no evidence that the appetitive-and-in-
general-desiderative part may be said rational unless in the strict terms formulated in the text, which

t*. As a result, it would be exegetically

do not seem to grant it any capacity of articulating though
controversial to say, for instance, that this part of the soul may carry out a highly complex cognitive
task such as deliberating. By the time being, what one knows is that such a part may be influenced

by reason and, moreover, is an action-producing part of the soul responsible for certain desires, a

3% Another important textual evidence to ascribe wish to the rational part is its strong association with reason. For
instance, Aristotle claims in the EE that “no one wishes for what he thinks is bad, but people act badly when their
self-control fails” (BovAeTon pév yop ovdeic  ofetan etvort koxd, Tpdrtel §' dtav yiviran dxpatic) (EE 1223b32-33).
Moreover, Aristotle says that wish is akin (cOveyyvg) to prohairesis, being this last indisputable rational (NE
1111b19-22).
39 Another argument that can be raised in favour of my reading is that Aristotle writes in DA 433b5-6 that sometimes
“desires are opposed to one another” (€mei &' dpé€erg yivovran évavtion dAANnAoig). In this passage, he does not seem to
be envisaging a conflict among non-rational desires, for he explains the conflict by saying that it takes place “whenever
reason and the appetites are opposed” (dtov 6 Adyog kai ai émbopion dvavtion dou).
4 Curzer seems to be in agreement with this sort of interpretation: “Moral virtue has a sort of reason. But moral
virtue is rational in that it can understand reason, appreciate reason, be persuaded by reason (1102b13ff). Moral
virtue does not engage in reasoning on its own. It cannot, itself, determine the nature of the happy life” (Curzer
2012, p. 349).
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point made clear by the examples of enkratic and akratic individuals. These remarks offer an
approach that raises some pressing questions to the alternative reading when it comes to the nature
of virtue of character.

The next passage officially establishes the division of virtues:

T16. dwopileton 6¢ kai 1 Gpetr] KOTO TNV SPOPAV TOVTNV' AEYOUEV YOp VTV TOG HEV
dlvonTikag Tog O¢ MOwdg, copilov pHEV Kol OGOVESWY Kol QPOVNGLY  SLVONTIKAG,
€levBeptotra 08 Kol cepocvvny NOKAC. Aéyovteg yap mepi Tod fjBovg od Aéyopev Oti
00(PO¢ §| GVVETOG GAN" OTL TTpdog | cOPpv: Emawvoduev 8 kol TOV GoPOV Kotd TV EEv
TV EEemv 8¢ Tag Emauvetag dpetag Aéyouev (NE 1103a3-10).

Virtue too is divided according to this difference; for we call some of them virtues of
thought, others virtues of character—theoretical wisdom, comprehension, and phronesis on
the one hand counting on the side of the virtues of thought, generosity and temperance
counting among those of character. For when we talk about character, we do not say that
someone is wise, or has comprehension, but rather that he is mild or moderate; but we do
also praise someone wise for his disposition, and the dispositions we praise are the ones we
call “virtues”.

This passage is very crucial to comprehend the classification of virtues. In my view, it
offers evidence to challenge the alternative interpretation. When Aristotle says that virtues are also
defined in accordance with this difference, he makes reference to the distinction just introduced
between reason strictly speaking and the obedient part of the soul*. Such a distinction now is
employed to delimit the virtues. The virtues belonging to the &yov-Adyov part strictly speaking are
labelled virtues of thought, while the ones belonging to the obedient part are labelled virtues of
character. Such a dichotomous division is affirmed again at the beginning of NE II.1 (1103a14-18)
and repeated in NE V1.2 (1138b35-1139al). However, the construal advanced does not pass free of

controversies and Lorenz argues that the passage gives no support to the division proposed:

But in saying this [sc. since we say that some are of thought, others of character] he may
only have in mind that the distinction between the virtues of thought and the virtues of
character depends importantly on the distinction between reason strictly speaking and the
obedient part of the soul, in that the virtues of thought simply are states of reason strictly
speaking, whereas the virtues of character crucially involve, and in fact are at least
constituted by, certain good, properly habituated states of the obedient part of the soul. It is
worth noting not only what Aristotle is saying here, but also what he is not saying: he is not
saying, not here and not anywhere in the Nicomachean Ethics [...] that the virtues of
thought belong to reason, whereas the virtues of character belong to a non-rational part of
the soul. It seems to me that Aristotle has good philosophical reason to think that the virtues

*l One question that may be raised is about which is the exact reference of the demonstrative pronoun “radtnv” in
line 1103a4. Two readings are possible. The word “tadtnv” may be anaphoric and make reference to the two
rational parts of the soul. In this case, this division is taken to be the criterion to divide virtues. Another possibility
is to read the word “tavtnv” as cataphoric. This reading assumes that the virtues are divided into virtues of
characters and of thought without claiming anything about how this division is to be taken in terms of parts of the
soul. However, even if one adopts the cataphoric reading, it is perfectly possible to take the division of the virtues to
be grounded in the division of the rational part, for the classification of virtues is introduced just after the division
of the rational part of the soul, which, given the context, is easily seen as designed for providing the criterion to
catalogue virtues.
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of character are partially constituted by a certain good state of reason strictly speaking
(Lorenz 2009, p. 193).

Considering exclusively NE 1.13, I see no reason to endorse Lorenz’s claim. Although
the passage T16 taken in isolation may leave room for his interpretation, the previous argumentative
steps of the passage did not pave the way to such a conclusion. Quite to the contrary, they support
the view that what is now called virtue of character is a virtue of a specific non-rational part of the
soul, which has some kind of interaction with the rational part and, due to that, is called rational in a
broad sense. It cannot go unnoticed that, even though I consider that virtue of character is a good
disposition of a non-rational part of the soul, one of its most important features is to be obedient to
reason. This means that a good disposition of the appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative part of the
soul consists in paying attention to reason. From that, there is no need to derive the stronger claim
that virtue of character is to be partly rational in the strict sense. When one says virtue of character,
this expression already presupposes a relation of obedience of a certain non-rational part of the soul
to reason, even though technically this part is completely non-rational in the strict sense. If
character becomes virtuous, consequently it has a share in reason insofar as it obeys reason.

I think that one crucial methodological divergence between my interpretation and
Lorenz’s one is that he seems to read NE 1.13 through the glasses of other passages from the NE,
such as the passages expounded in Section 1.6, while I make an attempt of doing otherwise: to
consider the NE s posterior passages in light of the official classification of virtues displayed in NE
[.13%.

Even in the EE, Aristotle formulates the division of the virtues in a fashion similar to the

NE:

T17. petd tadto Aektéov OTL €meldn dVvo pépm Thg Yoyfic, kol ol apetoi katd tadTo
dmpnvrol, Kol ol pev tod Adyov €xovtog dtovontikad [...] ai 8¢ tod dAdyov, Eyovtog &
Opelwv (EE 1221b27-31).
We must next state that there are two parts of the soul, and the virtues are classified in
accordance with these. There are the virtues of thought, which belong to the part that has
reason [...] and there are the virtues of the part that is non-rational but possesses desire.
Following the same pattern found in the NE, the EE also claims that there are, on the
one hand, the virtues of thought, which belong to the rational part of soul, while, on the other hand,
the other virtues, which are the virtues of character and belong to the non-rational part of the soul. If
Lorenz’s view were adopted, the NE would indicate a significant departure from the classification

of the virtues found in the EE. Nevertheless, the similarity of language used in both works and the

2 Some interpreters who endorse the division of virtues I have defended are the followings: Moss (2011, p. 207-20
and 2012, p. 163-74), Cooper (1999, p 237-252), Cooper (2012, 142-144), Miiller (2019, p. 10-56).
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previous argumentative steps found in NE 1.13 do not make room for drawing the conclusion
intended by Lorenz. In the next chapters, I will show that the passages that are usually adduced to
ground the claim that the virtues of character are partially constituted by a certain good disposition

of the reason may be read otherwise.
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Chapter 2: Habituation and Upbringing®

2.1. Upbringing: the introduction of a controversy

It is uncontroversial that habituation is a crucial notion in Aristotle’s ethics. The NE
teaches us that virtue of character is acquired through habituation (NE 1103a17-18, 1103a31-34,
1103b3-6, and 1103b22-23). No one can become virtuous without developing virtue of character ac-
companied by phronesis (NE 1144a36-bl and 1144b16-17). Aristotle himself affirms that the goal
of NE’s investigation is to promote virtue, rather than merely learn about it (NVE 1095a5-6, 1103b27-
8, and 1179a35-b3). But how should we conceive of habituation?

A long-standing and widespread tendency, rarely challenged or questioned, is to assume
that habituation is built on the idea of upbringing. That is, several interpreters conceptually frame
habituation as if Aristotle used this notion mainly, if not exclusively, referring to the moral educa-
tion provided in childhood*. In this chapter, I challenge this standard view by discussing three in-
terpretative steps that have traditionally laid the foundations for the association between habituation
and upbringing. I argue that one often-quoted piece of evidence in the NE in favour of this associ-
ation (NE 1095b4-6) is based on a mistranslation of the verb “d&yw”, which has remained widely un-
questioned in Anglophone translations and interpretations. I show that there is no philological
ground for arguing that this verb introduces the idea of upbringing in the passage. Next, I discuss
three passages from the investigation of habituation in NE’s book II (NVE 1103b23-25, 1104b11-13,
and 1105a1-3) that might be used to support the claim that the notion of habituation is unavoidably
embedded in the idea of upbringing. I argue that Aristotle is not committed to this claim in these
passages. Rather, they are better taken as an introduction of Aristotle’s views about the best strategy
for instilling the virtue of character through habituation. Compelling evidence in favour of keeping
the notions of habituation and upbringing apart comes from the EE. There, references to upbringing
are completely absent from the investigation of habituation. This absence constitutes one more
piece of evidence for my claim that Aristotle did not conceive of habituation as exclusively limited
to upbringing. In the final sections, I turn my attention to NE’s closing chapter. This chapter is fre-
quently interpreted as providing textual ground for the association between habituation and upbring-

ing. However, there are compelling reasons for resisting this association. In the first part of the

* A shorter version of this chapter is forthcoming as a paper with the title Habituation and Upbringing in the
Nicomachean Ethics in Ancient Philosophy.

* For examples of this assumption in the NE scholarship, see Burnyeat 1980; Sherman 1989, p. 157-199; Moss
2012, p. 197; 2014, p. 233-234, 239; Curzer 2012, p. 13; Kristjansson 2013, p. 432; Frede 2013, p. 22; Jimenez
2015; 2016, p. 24; 2020; Hampson 2019. The view is also found in the works of contemporary philosophers who
engage in dialogue with the NE. See, for instance, Korsgaard 1996, p. 3-4; McDowell 1998a, p. 174, 189, 197;
Williams 2006, p. 44.
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chapter (NE X.9, 1179a33-b31), Aristotle claims that in order for reason to have the power to influ-
ence someone’s action, this person should already have a character akin to virtue. Yet, I deny the
further interpretative step of taking this condition to require a good upbringing. Furthermore, I show
that NE X.9’s role of making a transition from the NE to the Pol. has profound implications for our
understanding of its claims. The second part of NE X.9 (1179b31-1181b23) serves as a transition
from the NE to the Pol., which means that the questions and discussions raised in this part should be
regarded as already embedded to some extent in the investigative agenda of Pol.. This recognition
implies that the claims about upbringing contained in that part should not be taken to be aiming to
provide further details about the account of habituation from NE II.

Challenging the traditional assumption that Aristotle in the NE thinks of habituation in
terms of upbringing is philosophically important because it avoids saddling Aristotle’s ethics with
the accusation that it only allows those with a good upbringing to have the opportunity to become
virtuous. A good upbringing is a necessary requirement only for the best possible education, such as
outlined in Pol. VII and VIII and discussed in NE X.9. But from this, we cannot conclude that it is a
necessary requirement for the acquisition of virtue of character. My interpretation has the advantage
of providing a less restrictive view of habituation in NE II by significantly weakening the associ-
ation between habituation and upbringing. In regard to the discussion of the labour division, it is im-
portant to avoid the claim that a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for becoming virtuous.
If this is the case, this means that a bad habituation of character in childhood sets once and for all
the moral disposition and that the individuals are bound to pursue the set of values that was ac-
quired in the moral education they received in their childhood, mostly through the shaping of their

non-rational desires.

2.2. The Association Between Habituation and Upbringing: developmental accounts

In his seminal paper “Aristotle on Learning to Be Good”, Burnyeat defends an interpret-
ation of Aristotle’s ethics that firmly ties habituation to upbringing. The paper argues for what
Burnyeat calls a “developmental picture” in Aristotle’s ethics (Burnyeat 1980, p. 70). This develop-
mental picture emphasises the crucial importance, even the necessity, of a good moral upbringing to
the acquisition of virtue (Burnyeat 1980, p. 70, 72, 74-75, 79, 81-82, 84, 86-87). Burnyeat intro-
duces his view by describing his interest in the “primitive material from which character and a ma-
ture morality must grow”, adding that “a wide range of desires and feelings are shaping patterns of
motivation and response in a person well before he comes to a reasoned outlook on his life as a
whole, and certainly before he integrates this reflective consciousness with his actual behaviour”

(Burnyeat 1980, p. 70). Because of Burnyeat’s association of habituation to upbringing, he con-
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ceives of habituation as the moral training received early in the process of moral development, that
is, in childhood. On the basis of this view of habituation, one ends up having to admit that Aristotle
only granted the possibility to become virtuous to those individuals who had experienced a good
upbringing. When the time of upbringing is over, it is no longer possible to habituate character for
the acquisition of virtue®*. Burnyeat formulates this point as follows: “[...] the necessary beginnings
or starting points, which I have argued to be correct ideas about what actions are noble and just, are
not available to anyone who has not had the benefit of an upbringing in good habits” (Burnyeat
1980, p. 72, my emphasis). “He [Aristotle’s student]”, Burnyeat claims, “has a conception of what
is noble and truly pleasant which other, less well brought up people lack because they have not
tasted the pleasures of what is noble” (Burnyeat 1980, 75). Burnyeat’s approach amounts to the
view that the lack of a good upbringing deprives an individual of the possibility of living a virtuous
life. In his interpretation, the training of character through habituation is conceived within the limits
of the idea of upbringing.

Following Burnyeat, Nancy Sherman presents a “developmental account” of habituation
in her book The Fabric of Character (1989, p. 7). One of her central claims is ascribing to Aristotle
what she calls a “developmental conception of the child’s ethical growth” (1989, p. 160; see also p.
79, 159, and 161). Explaining the powers of habituation in cognitive and affective development,
Sherman explicitly ties habituation with upbringing. Habituation is thought of as the moral training
received in childhood. In my opinion, Sherman provides the fullest expression of the upbringing
assumption. In her book, this assumption is spelled out and articulated more explicitly than in

Burnyeat’s paper:

My motive in taking a serious look at the process of moral education is the belief that the
mechanical theory of habituation ultimately makes mysterious the transition between child-
hood and moral maturity. It leaves unexplained how the child with merely 'habituated' vir-
tue can ever develop the capacities requisite for practical reason and inseparable from full
virtue [...] Now it is true that no one would seriously hold that rationality emerges in an in-
stant. To say 'Now a boy becomes a man' (at whatever age-thirteen, eighteen, or twenty-
one) is to create an artifice for law, not to explain when and how [...] Aristotle might ac-
cept something like this picture: there might be an early period in which affective capacit-
ies are cultivated, followed by the more active development of rational (and deliberative)
capacities, and then eventually the emergence of full rationality. [...] Thus, the extremely
young child [...] may not engage in the reasoning process in a very extensive way [...] As
the child becomes older, the cultivation of these cognitive capacities will become an essen-
tial element in the development of the affections. But he will not yet, in a substantive way,
cultivate the more deliberative skills that enter into complex choice-making. That comes
later. I shall argue for something like this conception in the pages that follow. My overall
claim is that if full virtue is to meet certain conditions, then this must be reflected in the
educational process. The child must be seen as being educated towards that end (1989, p.
158-160, my emphasis).

* Some interpreters have already explored certain aspects of this issue. See, for instance, McDowell 1998a, p. 31;
2009, p. 53-54, 56; Vasiliou 1996, p. 793.
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Burnyeat and Sherman are two prominent representatives of the widespread develop-
mental approach to habituation*. One idea underlying this approach is the claim that Aristotle con-
ceives of habituation as aiming at explaining the moral development of human beings from child-
hood to maturity. Then, habituation is confined to the initial formation of character. But I think that
there are good exegetical and philosophical reasons not to take this view as a starting point for the
discussion of habituation. Habituation might be construed more broadly, beyond the limits imposed
by the widely endorsed developmental approaches. I intend to show that Aristotle does not deny the
possibility of a successful habituation of character after upbringing.

A good starting point for understanding the textual and philosophical grounds of the up-
bringing assumption is the first passage quoted by Burnyeat in his paper. His interpretation of the
verb “8yn”, occurring in the passage in its form “fyOou”, has remained practically uncontested for
decades. It has had important philosophical implications for the interpretation of habituation in the

NE.

2.3. NE 1.4: Aristotle’s Audience and the Upbringing Assumption
Burnyeat’s interpretation (1980, p. 71) begins with a passage which he takes to be

claiming that upbringing is a necessary requirement for following Aristotle’s lessons:

T1. icwg ovv YUV ye dpkTEOV GO TAV NIV Yvopipmy. S10 & Toic £0sotv fyfot Kaldg TOV
TePL KOA®V kol Sikaiov kol SAmG TV TOMTIKGY AKOVGOUEVOV TKOVDG. apyT Yap TO OtL, Kol
€l 70070 Qaivolto GpKOVVTMG, 0VIEV TPOGdENTEL TOD JOTL O 8¢ To10DTog Exel T Adfor Gv
apyoic padioe. @ 8& pndétepov Hmdpyet TovTOV, drovsdton @V Holddov (NE 1095b2-9).
Presumably, then, in our case, we must start from what is knowable to us. Consequently, in
order to listen appropriately to discussion about what is fine and just, i.e. about the objects
of political expertise in general, one must save been well brought up. For the starting point
is that it is so, and if this were sufficiently clear to us — well, in that case there will be no
need to know in addition why. But such a person either has the relevant principles, or might
easily grasp them. As for anyone who has neither of the things in question, he should listen
to what Hesiod says (my emphasis).

Although all the argumentative steps of this passage are beset by philosophical
controversies, in what follows I will single out one aspect of Burnyeat’s interpretation which
contributes decisively to his endorsement of the upbringing assumption. In his interpretation of the

passage, he associates the acquisition of “the that™", a necessary requirement for attending

“ See footnote 44 above for a list of several interpreters who are to some extent committed to this developmental
approach.

4 What Aristotle means by “the that” (t0 6t1) or “the why” (10 81611) in the passage T1 is unclear. However, this
does not constitute a problem for my claims. My interpretation does not depend on the exact meaning of either
expression. It demands only that, whatever “the that” means, its acquisition is not only possible thanks to a good
upbringing. Good training in habits, even later in life, may also provide the starting point (the that) for following



55

Aristotle’s lessons, with a good upbringing. He states that “the necessary beginnings or starting
points, which I have argued to be correct ideas about what actions are noble and just, are not
available to anyone who has not had the benefit of an upbringing in good habits” (1980, 72, my
emphasis). This interpretation hinges crucially on Burnyeat’s understanding of the verb “fjxfar” in
line 1095b3. He takes it to introduce the idea of upbringing, expressed in the translation by the
English verb “bring someone up”. Read like this, the passage above demands that Aristotle’s
students have been brought up in good habits*. This interpretation has the immediate consequence
that whoever did not receive a good upbringing will fail to fulfil Aristotle’s requirement for taking
advantage of his classes.

The aforementioned interpretation of the verb “fy0o1” puts us at a pivotal interpretative
crossroads. The interpreter must assume either that: (i) Aristotle excludes from his classes anybody
who acquired a virtuous disposition of character by undergoing training in good habits later in life
but who did not have a good upbringing, (ii) or Aristotle deems that training of character must
necessarily be thought of in terms of upbringing. If it were possible to train character not only
during the transition from childhood to maturity, then there would be no ground for endorsing the
former option. It would be completely pointless. The latter option inconveniently flirts with the
disputable philosophical claim that upbringing determines the formation of an individual’s
character. In other words, it assumes that only a good upbringing provides the necessary starting
points for appropriately following Aristotle’s ethical lessons and becoming virtuous. The lack of a
good upbringing is regarded as an insurmountable obstacle to moral progress. Based on interpreting
the verb “dy®” in the passage above as associated with upbringing, the interpreter is committed to
one of the two positions just outlined.

Several other interpreters also associate the verb “fy0a1” closely with upbringing. For

instance, about the passage under discussion Kraut writes: “in a familiar passage in the

Aristotle’s lessons and becoming virtuous. I side with Burnyeat’s understanding of the expression “the that” in the
passage T1. For him, to have “the that” is to be able to recognize which actions are virtuous in moral contexts. Such
a recognition requires an educated perception, which enables its possessor to spot what constitutes a virtuous action
in the circumstances. Learners should come to Aristotle’s lesson already having a “general evaluative attitude”
(1980, p. 71-72; see also Vasiliou 1996, p. 777, 784). This evaluative attitude, however, involve not only a cognitive
dimension, but also an affective one. Aristotle makes this clear when he demands from his students that their
emotions must be aligned with reason (NE 1095a10) and when he describes habituation as involving the training of
emotions and desires (NVE 1103b16-21, 1104a33-b3, and 1104b3-11). See Karbowski 2019, p. 171-172. Spinelli
(2012) articulates in detail how the notions of “the that” (t0 6t1) or “the why” (10 61611) are related to the
methodological discussion carried out in NE 1.3-4.

“ Like Burnyeat, Vasiliou defends a close association of upbringing, habituation, and the acquisition of “the that”:
“being well brought up is being habituated to possess ‘the that’ [...] 'the that' is what is acquired through habituation,
in upbringing, and not the sort of thing we learn from a piece of metaethical argument” (1996, 777 and 787).
Cooper also construes the passage in terms of upbringing: “Here we need to take into account Aristotle’s notorious
insistence that no one is to take part in the philosophical study of ethics and politics without first, through their
earlier upbringing and education, having acquired good and virtuous habits of feeling. [...] In fact, they will
thereby turn those early habits into fully virtuous states of character” (2012, 77, my emphasis).
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Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle says that to make progress in the study of politics, we must begin
with what is already known to us, and that good students of the subject therefore ought to have been
brought up in good habits (1.4. 1095b3-6)" (1998, p. 271, my emphasis). Vasiliou relies on the
association to support what he calls “the good-upbringing restriction”. He uses this label to refer to
the requirement which must be met by those attending Aristotle’s lessons (1996, p. 773). Vasiliou
states: “I suggest a reading of the Nicomachean Ethics that focuses on Aristotle's claim that the
proper student of ethics must be well brought up |[...] Aristotle claims that being well brought up is a
necessary condition for being an appropriate student of ethics” (1996, p. 773, my emphasis). On
Irwin’s interpretation, the passage justifies the claim that Aristotle’s lessons were designed for
students who had a good upbringing (1978, p. 256). Recently, Karbowski has also given voice to
this traditional interpretation: “in this passage Aristotle uses the methodological dictum that an
inquirer must start from what is familiar to us in order to explain why a good upbringing is a
necessary condition for attaining benefit from his lectures™ (2019, p. 164, my emphasis, see also p.
166 and 192; 2015, p. 122, 125, and 127-128). In the same vein, Broadie comments on the passage
1095b4-6 like this: “but we do need, Aristotle says, to have been brought up in good ways of feeling
and acting” (1991, p. 22; see also p. 23, 25-26, 38, and 58)°°. McDowell explicitly articulates the

* Two distinctly formulated claims lead alike to the upbringing assumption. These claims are the following:
(claim;) “a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for taking advantage of Aristotle’s lessons”; and (claim,) “a
good upbringing is a necessary requirement for acquiring virtue of character”. From these claims, we might propose
the two following scenarios: (i) a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for taking advantage of Aristotle’s
lessons but not for acquiring virtue of character; (ii) a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for acquiring
virtue of character but not for taking advantage of Aristotle’s lessons. To fully understand the implications of the
two cases above, we must recognize that, if a good upbringing is not a necessary requirement, then a good training
of character is a necessary requirement. It is uncontroversial that habituation is a necessary requirement for the
acquisition of virtue of character. The important question is whether habituation should be understood exclusively
in terms of upbringing or in a broader way. If we endorse option (i), we awkwardly posit that Aristotle demands
from his students much more than what is required for acquiring the virtue of character. As Aristotle aims to help
his students along the path of virtue (VE 1103b27-29), it makes no sense for him to demand from them more than
what the acquisition of the virtue of character requires. Perhaps, if his aim were to help virtuous people excel in
their exercise of virtue, or to make them exercise virtue in the highest degree (granted that this is possible), it might
be reasonable to establish a much more demanding requirement for attending his classes than that which is required
for acquiring a basic-level virtue of character, so to speak. But this is not the case. On the other hand, if we endorse
option (ii), we end up committed to a position that is no more plausible. If a good upbringing is a necessary
requirement for acquiring virtue of character but not for taking advantage of Aristotle’s lessons, Aristotle accepts in
his classes those who will never be able to acquire virtue of character on account of failing to meet the good
upbringing requirement. In this case, Aristotle’s lessons would at most provide students with the opportunity of
becoming enkratic individuals. However, this cannot be the case because the lessons’ aim is to help people along
the path of virtue (NE 1103b27-29). Claim, and claim, are strongly related to each other. An underlying assumption
of the traditional interpretation is that a good upbringing is necessary for taking advantage of Aristotle’s classes
only because it is a necessary requirement for acquiring virtue of character. Claim, grounds claim,. I am completely
indebted to Lucas Angioni for pressing questions and objections which made me improve this point and formulate
in better terms my argument.

%0 See also Reeve 1992, p. 49-50; Achtenberg 2002, p. 77-78; Hughes 2013, p. 16-17, 71, 76-77, 81, 234; Gill 2015,
p. 104; Jimenez 2019, p. 372-374. In commenting on the passage, Dahl (1984, p. 71) avoids committing Aristotle to
the notion of upbringing: “Aristotle’s insistence that ethics can be studied profitably only by those who have had
experience and the right kind of training (1095a2-4, 1095b4-6). Without this kind of experience or training one will
not have or be able to get the archai of ethics”.
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impact of the idea of upbringing on NE II’s discussion of habituation: “[...] what determines the
content of a virtuous person’s correct conception of the end is not an exercise of practical intellect,
but rather the moulding of his motivational propensities in upbringing, which is described in book 2
of the EN as instilling virtue of character” (1998b, p. 114). These are but a few examples of how
interpreters use passage T1 to justify the upbringing assumption. Finally, among the recent English
translations of the NE, the passage T1 is widely understood as introducing the idea of upbringing.
There is a consistent tendency to use the verb “bring someone up” to translate the Greek verb
“Bym™"' (Apostle 1975, Irwin 1999, Crisp 2000, Rowe 2002, Ross revised by Lesley 2009, Bartlett
and Collins 2011, Reeve 2014)>.

To highlight the implicit philosophical commitments of this interpretation of the verb
“NyOon”, I pose two questions. If only those who had a good upbringing can take advantage of
Aristotle’s lessons, should one assume that a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for the
acquisition of a virtuous character? If not, why would Aristotle not accept as students those who
managed to acquire a good character and may be aptly described as being well trained in character,
even though they did not receive a good upbringing, that is, this training did not happen during their
first formation of character? These questions unearth the commitments underlying the traditional
interpretation of passage T1. By committing to the view that only well-brought-up individuals are
suited to take part in Aristotle’s lessons, the traditional interpretation contributes substantially to the
view that the notion of habituation developed in NE II is necessarily coupled with upbringing. Let
me flesh out my point. Suppose that only early training of character in good habits makes someone

suited to attend lessons in ethics, with the purpose of moral improvement (NE 1095a5-6, 1103b26-

5! Interestingly, this widespread association between Tjx0at” and upbringing in English is not found in certain other
languages. At least in Spanish and French, it is not uncommon to find the passage translated without that
association. For instance, in French, the passage is translated: “aussi faut-il, par les habitudes prises, avoir été
amené a bon port pour étre capable d’entendre un enseignement portant sur les actions belles et en général sur les
questions politiques” (Gauthier and Jolif 1958, my emphasis) or “et voila pourquoi des maeurs et des sentiments
honnétes sont la préparation nécessaire de quiconque veut faire une étude féconde des principes de la vertu, de la
justice, en un mot, des principes de la politique” (Barthélemy-Saint-Hilaire revised by Gomez-Muller 1992, my
emphasis). Tricot sides the English translations: “c'est la raison pour laquele il faut avoir été élevé dans le meeurs
honnétes, quand on se dispose a écouter avec profit un enseignement portant sur 'honnéte, le juste, et d'une facon
générale sur tout ce qui a trait a la Politique” (Tricot 2007, my emphasis). In Spanish: “Por tanto, conviene que el
que conveniente oyente ha de ser en la materia de cosas buenas y justas, y, en fin, en la disciplina de republica, en
cuando a sus costumbres sea bien acostumbrado” (Abril 2001, my emphasis) and “por eso es menester que el que
se propone aprender acerca de las cosas buenas y justas y, en suma, de la politica, haya sido bien conducido por sus
costumbres” (Aratjo and Marias 2009, my emphasis).

52 Rackham (1934) favoured a neutral rendering of the passage in his translation, using the expression: “to have
been well trained in his habits”. More recently, Beresford (2020) also breaks from the mainstream translation. His
rendering of the passage does not commit it to the idea of upbringing. His translation is: “That’s why you already
have to have been pointed in the right direction by good habits, if you hope to get very much out of a course of
lectures on what’s honourable and right, or any other moral or political question” (my emphasis). However, despite
his neutral translation of T1, Beresford’s rendering of the subsequent text suggests the upbringing assumption:
“because our starting point is the fact that X, and if X seems pretty obvious, that’s all we need. We won’t need [to
talk about] why X is the case. People like that /with the right upbringing] either already have, or can easily grasp,
[the right] principles” (my emphasis).



58

29, and 1179a35-b4). Then, it is practically pointless to offer any account of habituation that is not
related to or thought of in terms of upbringing. On this view, upbringing has a decisive, and
potentially deterministic, role in the consolidation of a virtuous character. It sounds as if the
character of someone who did not have a good upbringing can never be changed to become fit for
the lessons. Then, a good character cannot be acquired without a good upbringing®. This
interpretation implies that people who received moral training in good habits later in life are
excluded from the lessons. Even worse, the interpretation might suggest that there could be no such
individuals. The following question becomes pressing: if there may be late training of character,
why should people who have received such a training be excluded from the lessons and be
considered lost causes?

In light of these considerations, it is evident that the traditional interpretation of NE 1.4
suggests that a good upbringing is a necessary condition for the consolidation of a good character.
By doing so, the interpretation severely restricts our understanding of habituation. In the next
sections, I intend to show that this is not Aristotle’s view. Rather, I will argue that compelling
evidence in the NE allows us to draw a different picture of his claims about habituation and the

education of character.

2.4. The Verb “dym” and the Idea of Upbringing: a weak link

As I now intend to show, the widely endorsed association between the verb “dyw” and
the idea of upbringing is philologically questionable. Therefore, it should not be taken for granted.
The first step towards away from the traditional interpretation of passage T1 and towards a new
understanding of habituation in the NE is to recognize that the verb “dyw” has no uncontroversial
association with upbringing in that passage.

First, note that the verb “dy®” is not used primarily to indicate upbringing. Therefore,
this meaning should not be taken for granted and must be regarded with due caution even if it is a
reasonable possibility. The verb’s core meaning is related to “lead”, “carry”, “bring”, and “guide”.
The idea of upbringing is derived from these basic meanings. It is not hard to see why. Broadly

speaking, it is perfectly reasonable to think of upbringing as a process in which the child is guided

53 Here is McDowell’s formulation of this consequence of the upbringing assumption: “[Aristotle] proceeds as if the
content of the conception of doing well is fixed once and for all, in the minds of the sort of people he assumes his
audience to be, by their upbringing; as if moral development for such a person is over and done with at the point
when his parents send him out into the world to make his own life” (2009, p. 56, my empbhasis, see also p. 53-54).
However, I do not think that this view can be attributed to Aristotle. Even though McDowell considered this view to
be Aristotle’s position, he was critical of it. Like McDowell, I feel uncomfortable with the traditional interpretation,
but, unlike him, I think that there is a way out. There is textual evidence and good philosophical reasons for keeping
apart the notions of habituation and upbringing. This provides space for extending habituation’s reach beyond
upbringing. For an assessment of McDowell’s critical views on the topic, see Vasiliou 2007, p. 64-65.
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and led by someone in charge of his intellectual or moral formation. However, the meaning of this
verb need not be so restrictive when it relates to moral training. Nothing prevents us from also
including, in our consideration of the trainee’s moral education and his process of acquiring a
virtuous character, the influence exerted by those surrounding him and contributing to his
formation. Without invoking the idea of upbringing, we may recognize that individuals are morally
guided and influenced by any person or any social institution that help them adopt a certain pattern
of behaviour. I think these cases should be included in our attempt to discern the meaning of the
verb “dyw” in passage T1. They fit the core meaning of the verb perfectly. Moreover, they help to
make room for a deflationary interpretation of the passage. So, I suggest that the verb “dy®” should
not be drastically restricted to refer exclusively to upbringing. The Greek verb has a broader
meaning, referring to a less restrictive idea of having been guided or led in good habits. This

broader meaning encompasses upbringing but, more importantly, extends beyond it™.

Aristotle’s use of the verb “dyw” throughout the NE and in one passage from the Cat.
offers compelling support for my view. Solid textual evidence indicates that, in most of its
occurrences throughout the NE, the Greek verb does not mean upbringing. The evidence below
undermine beyond any reasonable doubt the possibility that the verb refers exclusively to
upbringing because it would have this technical meaning in the NE. As I intend to show, the verb is
followed by a certain expression whenever used in this technical way in the NE. In most of its
occurrences, it is found in contexts in which its core meaning is “to be guided”, “to be led”, and “to

be driven”. The list below contains almost every occurrence of “dy®” in the NE>. In what follows, I

discuss the different meanings of “dy®” in each of the groups below:

T2a. 6 pév odv dKOAacToC EMBVLPET TdY NSEwV VTV f| TV péMota, Kol dystor Bmo Tije
émbouiog Hote avti TdV GA oV Tad0’ aipeicbat (VE 1119al1-3, my emphasis).

% Certain passages in the NE might arguably be seen as providing textual support for this more inclusive
interpretation of what it means to be guided. For instance, laws, social constraints, and punishments are described
as the ways in which cities may encourage certain actions and virtues while reproaching others (NE X.9, 1180al-
10). These social mechanisms might be arguably regarded as a form of guidance towards what is morally required.
Aristotle himself recognizes that the social and civic punishments (koAdoeic) inflicted on those who misbehave play
a part in influencing people’s ways of living and acting (NVE 1104b16-18, 1113b21-30, 1179b11-13, and 1180a4-12;
see also EE 1214b29-33). In the case of laws, even when individuals do what the law prescribes, but do not act on
the right reasons (NE 1144a13-16), the law might be seen as providing at least some guidance about what should be
done. But we cannot completely discard the possibility of being guided or influenced by another person (NE
1105a23). One may also be influenced by better ways of spending time and better conversations, which trigger a
process of changing perspectives and values as suggested by Cat. 10, 13a18-31, a passage that I discuss below.
These are distinct ways of being guided or led in moral actions in some sense, which do not imply having a tutor as
a child might. Given these passages, it is plausible to imagine that the idea of guidance extends to any milieu in
which individuals are exposed to influences which somehow shape their way of living and behaviours. See Mufioz
2002, 186-195. My thanks to Jodo Hobuss, Fernando Mendonga, Carol Atack, Christof Rapp, and Paulo Ferreira for
discussions on this point.

% The only occurrences of the verb “Gyw” in the NE which are not included in this list are to be found in the
passages T1 and T6. Given their peculiarities, I have decided to give them a separate treatment.
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So the self-indulgent person, for his part, has an appetite for any pleasant things, or for the
most pleasant, and he is driven by his appetite so as to choose these instead of anything else
(my emphasis).

T2b. Bovreton yap 6 TPdog ATdpoog etvon koi i dyecbar vmo tod mabove (NE 1125b33-
35, my emphasis).

For being mild means being unperturbed, and not being carried away by one's feelings (my
emphasis).

T2c. & uév yop dyeton mpooipoduevog, vopilov del deiv 10 Topov oL duwkew: O & ovK
oieton pév, dunket 8¢ (NVE 1146b22-23, my emphasis).

For the [intemperate] is drawn even as he decides to go in that direction, because he thinks
one should always pursue what offers pleasure now; whereas the akratic type doesn’t think
one should, but pursues it all the same (my emphasis).

T2d. M 0" émbBopia dyer (NE 1147a34, my emphasis).

The appetite drives [him to it] (my emphasis).

T2e. TV 08 1) TPOUIPOVUEV®Y & UEV dyetar Ot Ty 1ooviy, O & d10 TO PELYEV TNV AVTNV
Vv anod tiig Embupiag, dote drapepovoy aAAA®v (NE 1150a25-27, my emphasis).

Of the non-deciding type, the one is led on because of the pleasure, the other because that
way he will avoid the pain arising from the appetite, so that they are different from each
other (my empbhasis).

T2f. ol ugv yap Povlevodpevol ok Eppévousty oig EPoviedoavio S o madoc, ol 58 S
70 U1 PovAevcacBat dyovrar dmo tod wabovg (NE 1150b19-22, my emphasis).

For some people deliberate and then fail to stick to the results of the deliberation because of
their affective condition, while others are led by the affection because they fail to deliberate
(my emphasis).

T2g. oi 8¢ ovy Vmo Adyov, émel émbupiog ye Aopfdvovot, Kol dyoviar mollol Vo T@v
noovédv (NE 1151b10-12, my emphasis).

Whereas with the stubborn sort it is reason, since in fact they do acquire appetites, and
many of them are led on by pleasures (my emphasis).

T2h. 60" O pév &ov 8 8 ovk Exov eaviag émbupiog, kol d pév torodtoc olog uf #dechon
mapd OV Adyov, d &’ olog #{decBou GAMY w7} dyecbar (NE 1152al1-3, my emphasis).

Only the one does it while having bad appetites, the other while not having, and the one is
such as not to feel pleasure contrary to the prescription, while the other is such as to feel it
but not be led by it (my emphasis).

T2i. pémewv yap TOOG TOAAOVG TPOG aVTNV Kol SOVAEVEW Tdig Mdovaig, 610 Jeiv &ig
tovvavtiov dyerv (NE 10.1, 1172a31-33, my emphasis).

Most people incline towards it, and are slaves to pleasures, so that one has to draw them in
the contrary direction (my emphasis).

T3a. i &1 wdica émotun obtm 1o Epyov ed &mrehsi, TPOC T pécov PAémovca Kai eic
T0070 dyovoa. 6. Epya (NE 1106b8-9, my emphasis).

If, then, it is in this way that every kind of expert knowledge completes its function well, by
looking to the intermediate and guiding what it produces by reference to this (my
emphasis).

T3b. kai 1€hog 00 mac®V ETepdv T1, GAAL TOV €lg TNV TEAEMOV dyousvav Tiig pboems (NE
1153a11-12, my emphasis).

And not all [pleasures] have something else as an end, but only those involved in the
bringing to completion of one’s nature (my emphasis).

T4a. gic oyfjuo 8’ avaroyiag ob del dysty, dtav aAldEovral (VE 1133b1, my emphasis).
But one should not introduce them [as terms] in a figure of proportion when they are
already making the exchange (my emphasis).

T4b. Sokel e 1 eddonpovia &v Tff oYoAf] elvan doyorovueda yop tva oyordlopev, kai
mohepodpev V' eipnvyv dywuev (NE 1177b4-6, my emphasis).

Again, happiness is thought to reside in leisure from business; for we busy ourselves in
order to have leisure, and go to war in order to live at peace (my emphasis).

T5. oi pév odv eic dverdoc Gyovres adTd EIAADNTOVE KaAoDG1 TOVG EQVTOIC BTovEOVTOG TO
mAelov év ypNpact Kol Tinaic kol ndoveic toic copatikoic (VE 1168b15-17, my emphasis).
Now those that make self-love grounds for reproach call ‘self-lovers’ those who assign
themselves the larger share where money, or honours, or bodily pleasures are concerned
(my emphasis).
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334

In all passages T2 (with the exception of T21), the word “dyw” is used to refer to the
main inner factor that makes individuals act in a certain way. Pleasure, affections, and appetite are
said to “guide”, “drive”, and “lead” actions. Passage T2i, in turn, might arguably be read as
suggesting the interference of someone to draw the “slaves of pleasure” in a different direction. Of
all the passages, passage T21i is closest to the idea of someone being guided by another to act in a
certain way. Passages T3a and T3b also relate to the basic idea of guiding something. The former
concerns the good realization of science, which is achieved by guiding its efforts (td €pya) looking
to the intermediate. The latter employs the verb “dyw” to refer to the pleasures involved in
completing one’s own nature. This presupposes something being guided towards a certain end, that
is, a process that is guided by the attainment of a certain target. In passage T4a, “Gym” has a more
precise meaning, related to the introduction of terms in a figure of proportion. In passage T4b, the
verb is part of a Greek expression: “gipfvnyv dyewv”. In the final passage TS5, the verb is linked to the
expression “gig dveldog” and is irrelevant to the current discussion.

The several instances of the verb “dyw” from passages T2 and T3 make clear that the
verb’s main use in the NE is tied to the core idea of guiding (or being guided) or leading (or being
led). These general meanings lend themselves to more nuanced meanings depending on context.
Given that this point is now well established, we have compelling textual evidence that the verb
“8yw” is not necessarily related to upbringing in the NE. It is certainly a verb with many nuanced
meanings, and upbringing is one among them. But the verb’s relation to the idea of upbringing is
not as evident as we might have thought at first or as has been widely suggested by several
interpreters. For that reason, this association should not be taken for granted.

Despite all the evidence presented, my argument remains open to an important
objection. Someone might rightly point out that nothing prevents the verb from being understood to
have the more specific meaning of upbringing in NE 1.4. There, it conveys the idea of having been
guided in good moral habits in childhood. This objection is not trivial and should be addressed with
care.

This objection has two interpretative fronts. One front is philological. Its strategy is
invoking usage, semantics, and grammar to prove that the verb “dyw” in NE 1.4 invokes the idea of
upbringing. The other is the philosophical argument that, given Aristotle’s views and claims about
habituation and audience in the NE, it should not come as a surprise the fact that the verb “dy®” is
taken in terms of upbringing, as suggested by several interpreters. I will challenge the latter front in
the next sections. Regarding the former, I will now provide further arguments to show that
Aristotle’s usage of the verb “dym” and also of the cognate noun “dywyn” in the NE does not

support this position.
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Against those who still insist that the translation of “dy®” with the English verb “bring
someone up” is not completely discarded because it is plausible that this is the verb’s meaning in
NE 1.4, I reply that Aristotle deliberately alerts the reader when he uses the verb “dy»” to introduce

134

the idea of upbringing. In my view, Aristotle uses “@yw” in the NE judiciously. When he wants to
leave no doubt that what is under discussion is upbringing, he adds to the verb “dyw”, and also to its
cognate word “dymyn”, the expression “ék véov/véwv”. The grammatical construction “dym”

together with “ékx véov/véwv” is found in one passage from the NE:

T6. 810 81 fixdai T £0OVE &k vémv, g 6 TTAdtwv enotv, dote yaipew 1€ kol AwneicOut oig
O€t" 1 yap opOn maudeio avtn Eotiv (NVE 1104b11-13).

This is why we must have been brought up in a certain way from the childhood onwards, as
Plato says, so as to delight in and be distressed by the things we should; this is the right
education’.

A similar construction is found in a passage where Aristotle employs the noun “dywyn”

with the expression “é€k véov™:

T7. ék véov &' aywyfig 0pbTic TuXElV TPOG APETNV YOAETOV WP VIO TOOVTOLS TPOPEVTQ,
vopoig (NVE 1179b31-32).

But it is hard for someone to get the correct guidance towards virtue, from childhood on, if
he has not been brought up under laws that aim at that effect.

These two passages are important because they show uses of the verb “dyw” and the
noun “aymyn”*” which have crucial implications for the discussion at hand. These passages have an
important implication against the upbringing assumption: if either of these words was undoubtedly
used to introduce the idea of upbringing, the expression “éx véov/véwv” would be completely unne-
cessary. Given all the textual evidence I have provided so far, it seems beyond dispute that, alone

and without contextual support, the verb “dyw” and its cognate noun “dywyn” do not introduce the

% As this passage and the next might be taken as evidence supporting the upbringing assumption, they will be
discussed carefully in the next sections, where I offer an interpretation of them which is compatible with my claims.
%7 Passage T7 is the only occurrence of the word “dywyn” in the entire NE. In the EE, this word occurs twice. The
first is in EE 1215a32-33, where Aristotle states: “there are three things that rank as conducive to happiness” (t®v
&’ eig aymynv evdaipovikny Tottopévev tpidv dvimv) (Inwood and Woolf’s translation). The word basically refers
to the three candidates described as promoting eudaimonia and, for that reason, taken to be potentially conducive to
eudaimonia. The second occurrence is the following: “character exists, as the name signifies, because it develops
from habit, and a thing gets habituated as a result of being led that is not innate, by repeated movement of one sort
or another, so that it is eventually capable of being active in that way” (énei & éoti 10 fj00c, Homep Koi 1O Svopa
onuaivel 6t ano E0ovg Exel v Enidootv, £0iletan 8¢ TO V' dywyTig Un EueOTOL T@ TOAAAKLG KveicHoL TS, 0VTMG
oM 10 &vepynTikov, O €v Toig ayvyolg ovy opduev) (EE 1220a39-b3, Inwood and Woolf’s translation, slightly
changed). Interestingly, in this passage, the word “dymyn” plays a part in Aristotle’s description of the acquisition of
virtue in the EE. Habituation is characterized as being led in a certain way, but which one is not born with. It is
noteworthy that, in the EFE, Aristotle does not introduce any element that might restrict habituation to the idea of
upbringing or set upbringing as the background to the discussion of habituation. Below, I intend to show that the
role of upbringing in the discussion of habituation is only controversial in the NE. A detailed discussion about the
philological aspects of EE 1220a39-b3 is found in Ferreira 2017.
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idea of upbringing in the NE. When upbringing is at issue, Aristotle deliberately combines the verb
“Gyw” or the noun “dywyn” with the expression “ék véov/vémv”.

Another piece of evidence in favour of my claim is that, in his first discussion about the
profile of the students of ethics in NE 1.3, 1095a2-11, Aristotle does not establish a good upbringing

as a necessary requirement for attending his lessons. In that chapter, he writes:

T8. 810 Tfig ToMTIKT|g 00K E0Tv OiKel0g AKPOOTNG O VEOG dmelpog yap TV KoTh TOV Pilov
npa&emv, ol Aoyol 8’ &k ToUT®V Kol TPl ToVTOV: €Tl 8¢ 101G mabeotv dkoAovONTIKOG BV
potaimg GkovoeTal Kol AvmQeA®dS, EMEON TO TELOG 0TIV 00 YVAGCIC GAAY TTPAELc. dlapépet
8’ 00d&v véog TV Nkiav §| 0 700¢ veapdc: od yip Tapd TOV xpovov 1| EALeytc, GAANL S
10 kato wabog Cfjv kol dubkew EKooTa. TOIG YOp TOWOVTOS GvOVNTOG 1| YVOGLIS YiveTal,
kobamep TOIC AKpaTéSIV: TOIG 08 KOTA AOYOV TAG OpEEEIG TOOLUEVOLS KOL TPATTOLGL
TOAMOQELEG Av €N TO Tepl TovTOV €idévar (NE 1095a2-11).

This is why the young are not an appropriate audience for the political expert; for they are
inexperienced in the actions that constitute life, and what is said will start from these and
will be about these. What is more, because they have a tendency to be led by the emotions,
it will be without point or use for them to listen, since the end is not knowing things but do-
ing. Nor does it make any difference whether a person is young in years or immature in
character, for the deficiency is not a matter of time, but the result of living by emotion and
going after things in that way. For having knowledge turns out to be without benefit to such
people, as it is to those who lack self-control; whereas for those who arrange their desires
and act in accordance with reason, it will be of great use to know about these things.

In this passage, Aristotle gives two reasons why a young person (véog) might not be the
proper hearer of his lectures. The first refers to the young person’s being inexperienced (dnepog) in
the actions of life (t®v xatd TOv Blov Tpa&ewv), which means that young people do not possess the
required knowledge to engage with the topics under discussion. The second reason refers to the
emotional and affective condition of the young hearer. This second point is important to my argu-
ment>®. Aristotle adopts a broad meaning for the word “young”, taking it to refer to a certain way of
behaving, rather than a certain age range. In this case, young people are all those who behave ac-
cording to their emotions. For the hearer who follows his passions, who can either be young in age
or young in character, the lectures will be useless because what is taught will not influence his
moral actions. To avoid the uselessness of the lessons, Aristotle demands that the hearer has been
well trained concerning his emotions, in particular that their emotions are in accordance with
reason.

The fundamental importance of Aristotle’s requirement concerning the emotional and
affective condition to my argument is that it does not imply that only those who have had a good
upbringing are able to follow reason in their actions. Nor does this requirement exclude the possibil-

ity that a later training of character might lead to the development of this emotional and affective

8 Regarding the first point, see Jimenez’s insightful account (2019, 363-389) of the role of empeiria in the
acquisition of phronesis.
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condition. Aristotle claims that the lessons will be profitable to “those who arrange their desires and
act in accordance with reason” (toig 8¢ katd Aoyov Tag Opé&elc molovpévolg Kol Tpattovat), but he
expresses no opinion about how one might gain the ability to act in this way, nor about how it might
be restricted to well-brought-up people only. We know only that those young in age have a tendency
to act contrary to reason and according to their emotions, and the same is true of those young in
character. For this reason, neither are proper hearers of Aristotle’s lessons. However, the passage
does not mandate excluding from the lessons “those who arrange their desires and act in accordance
with reason” based on a capacity developed through training of their emotional and affective dis-
positions received later in life, despite not having had a good upbringing. The passage above
provides no textual basis for arguing that the good emotional and affective disposition which Aris-
totle requires of his students is attained only through a good upbringing. He clearly requires that his
students “desire and act in accordance with reason”. However, he leaves open the possibility of this
condition being acquired after the phase of upbringing.

A passage from Aristotle’s corpus that confirms my view is found in the Cat., where the
verb “dyw” is used as I have proposed. In the passage below, Aristotle is concerned with contraries.
As examples of contraries, he offers the opposition between the bad (padrog) and the good person
(omovdaiog). He discusses the process by which the first disposition transitions to the second. To
refer to this process of transition, which is fundamentally a change of character, Aristotle uses the

verb “dyw’:

T9. &n énl pev 1@V €vavitiov VIapyovtog To dekTikod duvatov gig dAAnio petaPfoinv
vevéoOau, €l Uy Tvi PUGEL TO BV DIhpYEL, olov T Tupl TO Oepud ivar kol yap O Vyivov
duvatov vootioot kol TO AeVKOV péEAaY yevEsBaL Kal TO yuypov Beppov, Kol ék omovdaiov e
QODAOV Kal €K POVAOV 6TToLdNToV duVOTOV Yevéchar: O yYup padlog gig Peitiong SroTptPag
Gybuevos Kol AOyoug kv pkpOV yé TL Emdoin €i¢ 1O Pedtion stvor: v 8& Smaf kav pkpay
gmidoow AGPM, eavepov OtL 1j tedeimg av petofarot §j Tavy moAANY av énidooty Adfot: del
YOp €OKWVNTOTEPOC TPOG BPETHY YiyveTar, Kiv NvTvody £midooty siineac £€ apyfic 7y, dote
kol mhelm €lkog Emidooty AopPdverv: kai todto del yryvopevov teleimg eig v évavtiov EEv
amokabiotnow, Eavrep un xpove é€gipyntan (Cat. 13a18-31, my emphasis).

Of contraries this, too, holds good, that, the subject remaining identical, either may change
to the other, unless, indeed, one of those contraries constitutes part of that subject, as heat
constitutes part of fire. What is healthy may well become sick, what is white may in time
become black, what is cold may in turn become hot. And the good becomes bad, the bad
good. For the bad man, when once guided to new modes both of living and thinking, may
improve, be it ever so little. And should such a man once improve, even though it be only a
little, he might, it is clear, make great progress or even, indeed, change completely. For ever
more easily moved and inclined is a man towards virtue, although in the very first instance
he made very little improvement. We naturally, therefore, conclude he will make ever
greater advance. And, if so, as the process continues, it will at length change him entirely,
provided that time is allowed (Cook’s translation, slightly changed)®.

% One might object that the Cat. is a problematic text to exegetically ground the view that Aristotle is prone to
accept the possibility of a change of character. According to this objection, if character change is possible, the book
would end up defending opposing claims. This concern is based on the fact that, in Cat. 8, Aristotle apparently
defends the impossibility of changing a disposition (££15) and, for him, character is a disposition. However, I see no
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This passage clearly exemplifies the fact that Aristotle does not see the verb “dym” as
necessarily implying the idea of upbringing, even when it is employed in a discussion about

1734

character and moral disposition. If we do not take the verb “dyw” to be bound to upbringing, it is
unsurprising that Aristotle employs the verb “dyw” in its form “dyduevoc” to discuss the moral
training of someone who already has a consolidated bad character (padlog)® and who undergoes a
process of change to become good (cmovdaiog). By using the verb in this way, Aristotle recognizes
that even this kind of person may pass through moral training and be led to better ways of living. As
far as I can tell, it is totally inadequate to suggest that this training is necessarily upbringing:
upbringing involves the initial formation of character, whereas the passage concerns someone who
already has a consolidated character and the opportunity to change it®. Given the textual evidence
and Aristotle’s use of the verb “Gyw”, we have another reason to be sceptical of taking for granted
that “dyw” along with its cognate “dymyn” are associated with upbringing. This association should
be recognized only when Aristotle explicitly acknowledged it, as is the case when he employs either

the verb “8yw” or the noun “dywyn” together with the expression “ék véov/véwv™®,

reason to take this chapter to ascribe that claim to Aristotle. There, Aristotle establishes the distinction between
disposition (££15) and condition (S1dBeo1g) by saying that the former is a quality (mo1dtng) which is more stable than
the latter (novipmtepov and molvypoviwtepov) (Cat. 8b28). He considers knowledge and virtues to be cases of £&gig
(Cat. 8b29). It seems to me that Aristotle’s granting this greater stability to the disposition (£€1g) does not amount to
the complete impossibility of change. After all, the stability proposed is not absolute. Aristotle describes knowledge
as a disposition which is hard to change (dvokivntog) (Cat. 8b30) and virtues as not easy to change (ovk gokivntov)
(Cat. 8b34). Furthermore, in one of his last statements about the difference between a condition (d140ec1c) and a
disposition (££1c), Aristotle sums up the distinction between them by saying that the disposition (8£1) is more
lasting (moAvypovidtepa) and harder to change (dvokivntdtepov) than the condition (8180ec1c) (Cat. 9a8-10). The
stability of the disposition (8£1g) ensures that its eventual change is neither easy nor instantaneous. Aristotle lists
heat and cold as examples of conditions (StaBéceic) (Cat. 8b36), shedding light by contrast on the kind of stability
he has in mind. The stability of both examples is rather precarious and might be easily lost. The term “€&ic”
introduces a kind of quality (mowdtng) that is not easily subject to change but may change granted certain conditions
(Cat. 8b31-32). For an interpretation along the same lines, see Cooper 2012, p. 407-408; Hobuss 2013, p. 307.
Additionally, note that in passage T9, Aristotle portrays the change from a bad character to a good one as “gi¢ v
évavtiav &&wv amokabiotnow”. This may be seen as evidence in favour of the claim that a €€1g may change. I am
indebted to Christof Rapp for his pressing questions on this topic.

5 Passages in the NE where the word “@obloc” means a bad individual include: 1104b21, 1113a25, 1154b15, and
1166b25. Examples of the same in the EE include: 1219b18, 1237b27, 1238a33, 1238b2, and 1238b5.

*! In footnote 54, I have described my understanding of what is behind the verb “ty®” in terms of moral training.

%2 One may object that the verb “ty®” in the passage T1 should be translated by the English verb “to bring someone
up” because the verb “dyw” is in the infinitive perfect (fjOar). This verbal form may be taken to indicate that
Aristotle has in mind the conclusion of the moral education, to be understood as the end of the initial formation of
character, that is, the end of upbringing. However, I think that Aristotle employs the infinitive perfect for a different
reason. By using it, Aristotle demands that his students have been already guided in good habits when the lessons
start. The conclusion of a training in good habits is not the same as the conclusion of a good upbringing. A training
in good habits is consistent with the possibility of acquiring good moral habits after one has come of age. The
verbal form “fyOar” in passage T1 introduces the idea of a moral education in good habits that has already reached
a point at which the next stage can start. In other words, the verbal form indicates that moral progress has already
reached a state or condition that is reliable enough to move on from. Here, Aristotle employs what Gildersleeve
classifies as the perfect of maintenance of result (1900, p. 99). Throughout his work, Aristotle employs the verbal
form “fyOar” only three times and there is no evidence to indicate that his use of this form is necessarily related to
upbringing. Two of these occurrences are found in passages T1 and T6. The third occurrence of the form “fxQo1” is
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The evidence | have discussed so far strongly suggests that Aristotle did not restrict his
lessons to those who had received a good upbringing. Instead, he intended them to address all those
who had the opportunity to be correctly trained and led in good habits, regardless of the point of
their lives at which this training occurred, and who were able to rely on those habits in their daily
moral choices. If my interpretation is correct, NE 1.4 does not offer decisive support for the view
that only well-brought-up students are able to take advantage of Aristotle’s lessons. From his stu-
dents, Aristotle demands training of character, which should not be confused with upbringing. A
major implication of this less demanding view is that it undermines one of the traditional arguments
in favour of taking the notion of upbringing to underlie the discussion of habituation in the initial
chapters of NE II. As a result, the view affords the possibility of an interpretation of these chapters

which is not committed to the upbringing assumption®.

2.5. Habituation and Upbringing in NE II: two different questions

In the previous section, I argued that there are two fronts to the objection which alleges
that the verb “dy®” might have the technical meaning of upbringing in NE 1.4. One front concerns
the philological aspect of the Greek verb. As I hope to have demonstrated, philological arguments
offer no ground for introducing the notion of upbringing in that passage. Neither the core meaning
of the verb nor Aristotle’s usage provide philological grounds for the traditional interpretation. An-
other front concerns the philosophical motivations that have led several interpreters to endorse the
upbringing assumption. The philosophical front is harder to undermine because it turns on discern-
ing and analysing the underlying goals and purposes that guide Aristotle’s discussion of habituation
in NE 11

In what follows, I will propose that we may better understand the discussion of habitu-

ation and, moreover, avoid confusing two distinct questions to which Aristotle gives different an-

in the Pol., where Aristotle writes that: “for the harmony between those [reason and habits] should be the best kind
of harmony. For it is possible for someone's reason to have missed the best supposition and for him to be led
similarly astray by his habits” (tabta yap Ol mpog GAANAC GLUPOVEIV cLUE®Viay TNV dpiotnv: Evéyetar yap
Smpopicévar Tov Adyov Tiic Pektiotng dmobiceme, kai S16 TV 06V opoimg Myxdar) (Pol. 1334b9-12, Reeve’s
translation). Here, the use of the form “fjy0a1” resembles that of all passages T2. Aristotle refers to inner sources of
motivation in the human beings, reason and habits, which lead them to act in a certain way. I am thankful to Carol
Atack and Paulo Ferreira for calling my attention to these issues.

53 Although the passage from the Cat. assumes that change of character is a real possibility, this is a vexata quaestio
in the NE. Indeed, certain passages seem, at first glance, to contradict it (VE 1114a9-21, 1129al1-15, and 1152a32-
33). To address philosophical and interpretative issues related to determinism of character in the NE is a task
beyond the scope of this thesis. However, my claims have an impact on this debate. If my arguments against the
upbringing assumption are correct, Aristotle did not regard a change of character as impossible. My discussion of
the initial chapters of NE 11 will show that Aristotle is sympathetic to the idea of change of character already in his
discussion of habituation. For a defence of a determinist approach, see Furley 1977. For a historical overview of the
issue, see Hobuss 2013.
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swers by introducing a distinction between the necessary and optimal conditions for acquiring vir-
tue of character.

Certain initial remarks are important to highlight aspects of the early chapters of NE II
which are not fully considered in the debate. A conspicuous feature of Aristotle’s approach to ha-
bituation in the NE is that habituation is not intrinsically formulated in terms of upbringing nor dis-
cussed in a context where what is under scrutiny is the sort of moral education which should be
provided during childhood. We see this sort of discussion when we turn our attention, for instance,
to the two last books of Pol.

Broadly speaking, in the NE Aristotle seems to be mostly interested in what makes
someone acquire a virtuous character. To put the point differently, Aristotle is seeking how a person
develops a virtuous character. Yet, depending on how we understand this investigative aim, different
and potentially conflicting interpretations emerge. How we understand this aim opens up two inter-
pretative possibilities that should not be confused with each other, because they draw completely
different philosophical implications for Aristotle’s views on moral education.

One possible interpretation of habituation is to assume that Aristotle is asking for the
optimal conditions that can be available to someone for him to acquire virtue of character. Another
possibility is to assume a deflationary interpretation, in which Aristotle is asking for the minimum
conditions that any individual must meet to acquire virtue of character. If Aristotle’s interest in NE
II concerns the former question, a good upbringing is certainly included among the requirements for
acquiring a good character. It is hardly open to doubt that a process of habituation starting in child-
hood is a much more promising route to virtue and may be rightly called the best scenario in com-
parison to the habituation of someone who already has certain ingrained patterns of bad behaviour.
However, on the other hand, if Aristotle’s primary interest is not in the optimal developmental con-
ditions but merely in the minimum conditions, there is no need to smuggle the notion of upbringing
into the discussion of habituation. In this case, introducing upbringing into the discussion would be
required only if upbringing were among the necessary requirements for the acquisition of the virtue
of character, or, in other words, only if it were impossible for there to be habituation which was not
upbringing. As I have been arguing so far, these two notions should be kept apart. It is more philo-
sophically fruitful not to confine habituation to upbringing. Unless these two notions are kept apart,
one will end up restricting the possibility of moral education to childhood and make moral reform
impossible. In my view, we should permit habituation a much broader scope than it is usually af-
forded by the traditional interpretation.

Before proceeding, it is important to note that, even though I will argue that Aristotle is

not relying on the optimal conditions that might be available for someone to become virtuous in NE
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I1, this does not imply that he does not hold certain views and make certain claims about these op-
timal conditions. I will also argue that there is textual evidence of his views and claims on this is-
sue.

If habituation cannot be exclusively formulated in terms of upbringing and Aristotle

does not establish that these two notions are interchangeable, what textual evidence has contributed

064

to their widespread association in NE 11?7°* To the best of my knowledge, three passages from the

initial chapters of NE Il may serve as evidence for the upbringing assumption (NE 1103b23-25,
1104b11-13, and 1105a1-3). In these passages, Aristotle touches upon the topic of upbringing. How-
ever, I do not consider these three passages to constitute conclusive evidence for the upbringing as-
sumption.

In the following passages, Aristotle highlights the importance of a moral training that

begins in childhood:

T10. o0 pkpdv odv Sopépet 10 obtmg §| obtwg evdVg 8k véov £0ilecOou, GAASL TaumTOlD,
paiAov 8¢ 1o mav (NVE 1103b23-25).

So it does not make a small difference whether people are habituated to behave in one way
or in another way from childhood on, but a very great one; or rather, it makes all the
difference.

T6. 510 Sei NyBoi g VOVE £k vEwv, i 6 TTAdtmv enotv, dote yaipet Te Kol Ameicat oig
O€t" 1 yap opOn maudeio avtn Eotiv (NE 1104b11-13).

This is why we must have been trained in a certain way from childhood onwards, as Plato
says, so as to delight in and be distressed by the things we should; this is what the right
education is.

T11. €11 &’ €k vnmiov o NWiv cvvtéBpamtar 610 yahenov dmotpiyachat Todto TO mdbog
gykeypoopévov T® Pio (VE 1105al-3).

Again, pleasure is something we have all grown up with since infancy; the result is that it is
hard to rub us clean of this impulse, dyed as it is into our lives.®

5 Whereas Frede rightly calls our attention to the fact that Aristotle did not spell out how habituation should work,
she leaves the association between habituation and childhood unquestioned: “Aristotle makes clear right from the
start that the virtues of character are [...] acquired by habituation from early on” (Frede 2013, p. 22). In criticizing
interpretations which do not adequately explain the continuity of motivation in the transition from actions
performed by learners to those performed by virtuous individuals, Jimenez affirms that these interpretations
“creates a moral upbringing gap” (Jimenez 2016, p. 24). It is an interesting testament to the force of the upbringing
assumption that, in her formulation of the problem, she takes for granted that habituation is to be thought of in
terms of upbringing. Moss also expresses a restrictive view of habituation: “Aristotle’s claim is that while we can
reason about how to live or what to care about, given a set of ultimate values, those ultimate values are fixed and
determined by our upbringings — that is, by the affective, evaluative dispositions that our upbringings produce: our
characters” (Moss 2012, p. 197) and “the content of one’s ends — the nature of the things one values — is dictated
entirely by one’s nonrational upbringing and character” (Moss 2014, p. 234; see also p. 233, 239). In a similar way,
Bernard Williams seems to portray Aristotle as limiting the consolidation of a character to the process of upbringing
in his essay Foundations: Well-Being (2006, p. 44). McDowell’s approach in the paper Two Sorts of Naturalism
also presupposes the upbringing assumption (1998a, p. 174, 189, 197). Curzer points out that only well-brought-up
people may make moral progress through teaching and arguments, and thereby to become properly virtuous (2012,
p- 13). Kristjansson articulates explicitly how the upbringing assumption leads to a restrictive view of the
possibility of moral development: “correct upbringing is vital here. Those who have not been reared in good habits
— who have not been sensitised properly — will never be able to reach the stage of full virtue” (2013, p. 432).

% The order of the passages follows their order of appearance in NE II.
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Passages T10, T6, and T11 are found in the opening chapters of NE II. These chapters
are devoted to the acquisition of virtue of character. In my view, we may accept from the outset
that, in these passages, Aristotle clearly entertains some ideas about upbringing and, moreover, he
sees upbringing as providing a very promising contribution to the acquisition of a virtuous
character. From the scattered pieces of evidence above, however, we should not jump to the
conclusion that habituation is to be conceived of in terms of upbringing. Instead, we must carefully
approach this claim, especially because the investigation into habituation in NE II shows no sign of
being carried out within a discussion about the upbringing and moral education which takes place in
childhood. Additionally, as I have already shown in the previous sections, cogent arguments
indicate that, already in NE 1.4, Aristotle rejects the possibility of taking the training of character to
be possible only during upbringing. For these reasons, it is exegetically advisable to endorse an
account of habituation that does not restrict this notion to upbringing. If, in our interpretation of NE
II, we take for granted the upbringing assumption, Aristotle will be likely accused of incoherence.
Therefore, I think that we should look carefully at the quoted passages and show how they can be
made coherent with the results of the previous sections.

As I have already said, one way to interpret these passages is to understand them all as
though Aristotle meant to support the claim that a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for a
good character. Unless this condition is met, any effort to make people acquire virtue of character is
in vain. It seems undeniable to me that a good upbringing might play an important role in one’s
moral training by providing the conditions which make the aim of acquiring virtue of character
more easily achieved. Thanks to a good upbringing, people may incorporate virtuous patterns of
behaviour and internalize virtuous values in their daily choices from very early on in their lives.
However, accepting this philosophical view is completely different from endorsing the stronger
claim that a good upbringing is a necessary condition for virtue. It is one thing is to say that a good
upbringing might contribute to the acquisition of a good character, but it is quite another to maintain
that, without a good upbringing, it is impossible to acquire a good character®. In my discussion of

the passages T10, T6, and T11 below, I show this distinction at work:

% In one of his formulations of this point, Vasiliou argues that only a new upbringing has the power to make
someone change his behaviour: “we could only ‘save’ the vicious man by giving him a new upbringing so that he
comes to see the world aright” (1996, p. 793). As nobody may have more than one upbringing in life, it follows
that, according to this formulation, upbringing sets an individual’s character once and for all. Later in the paper,
Vasiliou attempts to give a more elaborate view of what it means to be a well-brought-up individual. He argues that
it is not a “stringent condition”. He leaves room for conceiving of a good upbringing as coming in degrees.
According to this view, only the person who falls completely short of having been well brought up at all cannot
undergo a moral reform (1996, p. 794).
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T10. o0 pkpov odv dopépet 10 obtmg §| obtwg e0dVg 8k véov £0ilecOat, GAAGL Taumol,
pairov 8¢ 1o mav (NVE 1.1, 1103b23-25).

So it does not make a small difference whether people are habituated to behave in one way
or in another way from childhood on, but a very great one; or rather, it makes all the
difference®.

This passage consists of Aristotle’s closing remarks in the first chapter of book II.
Notably, it is only in these closing remarks — nowhere else in the chapter — that he suggests an
association between habituation and upbringing. In the discussion about the intricacies of
habituation, including its power to instil virtue and the features it shares with the acquisition of
craftsmanship (NVE 1103a19-b23), Aristotle shows no concern about the profile or background of the
person undergoing the habituation process and does not restrict habituation to moral training during
childhood. Given the chapter’s overall context, that the idea of upbringing is introduced only in the
closing remarks suggests that it is more like a noteworthy afterthought than a view that is deeply
interwoven in the account of habituation. If Aristotle intended to conceive of habituation in terms of
upbringing, the notion of upbringing would have appeared earlier in the text and would have played
a crucial role in the investigation of habituation throughout NE II.1. But, instead, the topic of
upbringing plays a peripheral role in the discussion of habituation. That role seems incompatible
with the philosophical implications drawn by several interpreters from habituation to upbringing.

However, my view is open to some pressing questions. Someone might ask: why did
Aristotle consider it important to make this remark at the end of NE I1.1? Should we not take
seriously Aristotle’s apparent intention to claim that his thinking about habituation is in terms of
upbringing? I think that it is not hard to find a plausible answer to these questions. In my view, the
idea of upbringing expressed by passage T10 is more limited than we are initially inclined to
admit®. Plausibly, we might interpret the passage as Aristotle’s intention to emphasize the positive
impact of a good upbringing on the acquisition of a good character. The task of ridding oneself of
corrupted emotions and censurable moral values which are ingrained in one’s character demands
effort and time. A good upbringing permits one to avoid this situation, and to pass through a less
troublesome moral development to acquire virtue of character. This might explain Aristotle’s strong
emphasis on the positive role that an early training of character has in the moral development, and
his glowing recommendations of it as making all the difference. Interpreted in this way, passage
T10 recognizes the importance of a good upbringing. More importantly, it does so without
supporting the upbringing assumption.

Let’s move on to the next passage:

%71 quote again the passages for ease of reading.
88 On Vasiliou’s view (1996, p. 793 n. 50), the passage lends support to the claim that upbringing definitely shapes
someone’s character.
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T6. 510 81 fyOai T £VOVE &k vémv, dg 6 ITAdtav enoiv, Hote yaipewy t€ kol AngicOo oig
o€l N yap opbn moudeia adt éotiv (NVE 1104b11-13).

This is why we must have been trained in a certain way from childhood onwards, as Plato
says, so as to delight in and be distressed by the things we should; this is what the right
education is.

As in T10, there is reasonable room for defending an interpretation of T6 which does
not suggest the upbringing assumption. Once again, Aristotle mentions upbringing in the middle of
a discussion that is neither focused on nor related to it. Passage T6 occurs in the context of a
discussion of the role of pleasure and pain in the moral training of character. In the passage,
Aristotle recalls Plato’s claim that, since childhood, we must be trained to be pleased and distressed
by the right things. An interpretation which supports the upbringing assumption posits that, in this
passage, Aristotle invokes Plato’s statement to support the claim that a good upbringing is a
necessary requirement for the acquisition of the virtue of character®. In other words, the passage is
taken to advance the strong claim that Aristotle restricts habituation’s power to shape someone’s
behaviours and character traits to the initial formation of character, that is, to upbringing . A person
who did not have a good upbringing finds his path to the virtue of character permanently closed.
This interpretation of passage T6 poses a serious challenge to the view I have defended. However,
even though, prima facie, the passage seems to be irrevocably committed to the upbringing
assumption, there are other ways that it may be interpreted.

It seems to me that the biggest interpretative difficulty related to passage T6 consists in
establishing the exact point which Aristotle is making. Is the passage unquestionably introducing a
necessary requirement for the acquisition of a virtuous character, as the upbringing assumption
suggests? In what follows, I resist the affirmative answer to this question.

First, we must determine what exactly is at issue when Aristotle discusses about the
relation between a good upbringing and the acquisition of virtue of character. Contextual aspects
which have a decisive impact on our understanding of passage T6 must not be overlooked. We must
have a clear answer to this fundamental question: for what and in which condition is a good
upbringing necessary? The upbringing assumption suggests that the passage advances the restrictive
view that a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for anyone to acquire the virtue of character
in any given condition. So, failure to fulfil this requirement makes impossible to acquire virtue of

character. Anyone who did not have a good upbringing is inevitably a lost cause. However, I think

% Hampson (2019, p. 315) seems to take passage T6 to imply more than a recommendation about how to best
implement a successful habituation.

7 Sherman construes the concept of habituation as strongly associated with upbringing. She twice uses passage T6
to support her view (1989, p. 166, 190).
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that there is an alternative interpretation to the passage, which avoids the philosophical burden of
the upbringing assumption.

In passage T6, Aristotle calls a good upbringing regarding pleasure and pain the right
education (0pOn modeior). This is an important remark. In my view, this is Aristotle’s way of
indicating that he is not interested in the more basic question of what are the necessary requirements
for acquiring virtue of character in any given condition. Rather, in the passage, Aristotle intends a
different answer for the question “in which condition?” He seems to be interested in making some
remarks about what he considers the most suitable way to promote a good education of character. To
put my view differently, under discussion are his views about the most opportune manner of
instilling a virtuous character. On this interpretation, the idea of necessary requirement suggested by
Aristotle’s use of the verb “deT” in the passage is not understood as introducing upbringing as a
necessary requirement for the acquisition of virtue of character in any given condition. Rather, he
means to describe it as a necessary requirement for acquiring virtue in the most suitable condition.
So, without further qualifications, a good upbringing must not be taken as a necessary requirement
for the acquisition of a virtuous character. Rather, a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for
the acquisition of virtue of character only when Aristotle has in view the right education. However,
it should not be taken as the only way of acquiring virtue of character. It is merely the best way of
achieving a virtuous disposition of character.

An example from Met. and PA better illustrates my point. In the discussion of necessity
in both books, Aristotle introduces nourishment as an example of something without which a living
being cannot exist (Met. V.5, 1015a20-22; P4 1.1, 642a7). For the maintenance of life, it is
necessary to be nourished, at least from time to time. But note that nourishment is not only among
the necessary requirements for living but also among the necessary requirements for good living. It
is virtually impossible for an individual to have a good life when his existence is frequently
threatened by malnutrition and he must devote most of his time to satisfy his basic needs. But, when
we shift the focus of our discussion from merely living to good living, we must add more necessary
requirements. In a good life, for instance, it is not only necessary to be regularly nourished, but also
to be properly nourished, and to exercise the virtue of temperance towards food (NE 1118a24-b7).
This example helps our discussion about upbringing. In passage T6, Aristotle does not discuss the
strictly necessary conditions for the acquisition of a virtuous character. That is, he is not interested
in that without which virtue of character does not, and could not, come about. Recall that the
expression “opOn moudeio” indicates that the aim presupposed in the statement about the necessity
of a good upbringing regarding pleasure and pain is not merely to acquire virtue of character but to

acquire it in the best way. For this reason, the good upbringing requirement demanded in this
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passage should not be regarded as strictly necessary for the acquisition of a virtuous character in
any given condition. A good upbringing regarding pleasure and pain is necessary for the acquisition
of a virtuous character only when the discussion is about achieving a virtuous character through the
most suitable way, in the best way.

This interpretation offers us a less restrictive view of T6. According to it, a good
upbringing is a necessary requirement for virtue of character but only under the aforementioned
condition. On my approach, the passage offers a recommendation about the best time for shaping
character towards virtue through habituation. It does not introduce the stronger view that a good
upbringing is a necessary requirement for acquiring virtue of character in any given condition’'.

Now the last sentence in the investigation into habituation that touches upon the idea of

upbringing:

T11. 11 6’ €k vnmiov Tdow NUIV cuvTédpamtor: 810 yoremov amotpiyachat Tobto 10 TAbog
gykeypoopévov 1@ Pio (NE 1105a1-3).

Again, pleasure is something we have all grown up with since infancy; the result is that it is
hard to rub us clean of this impulse, dyed as it is into our lives.

Like passage T6, passage T11 occurs in a chapter in which Aristotle insists on the im-
portance of pleasure and pain in the moral training of character. In this chapter, Aristotle emphasizes
how virtue of character is related with pleasures and pains (NE 1104b8-9, b10-12). In passage T11,
Aristotle calls attention to the fact that pleasure is embedded in us since childhood. By this, he
means that we grow up having a close relationship with pleasure. How we behave regarding pleas-
ures significantly impacts the acquisition of virtue of character (NVE 1104b27-28). Interpreted in
light of the upbringing assumption, the passage T11 is seen as evidence suggesting that the educa-
tion concerning pleasures that we receive in childhood determines our behaviour in such a way that
it is impossible to change how we behave towards pleasures afterwards. On this interpretation, the
initial moments of our character formation, that is, upbringing, has the exclusive power to shape our
tendencies towards pleasure. However, I urge a different interpretation of this passage. Given all the
evidence gathered so far, there is no reason to introduce here any deterministic view about the im-
pacts of upbringing about pleasures on the moral life of an adult individual. The passage says that it
1s hard (yaAemov) to get rid of the pleasures ingrained in our lives, which does not amount to saying
that it is impossible. Reshaping patterns of behaviour is certainly a long, difficult process of re-ha-
bituating oneself to modify the ingrained pleasure habits. The difficulty of this process is the reason

why it is of the utmost importance to begin training of character early in life. It makes a great differ-

' T am deeply thankful to Lucas Angioni for discussing passage T6 in detail with me.
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ence and certainly might be regarded as the right moral education. From these considerations, how -
ever, we should not jump to the conclusion that this is the only way of acquiring virtue of character.

I hope to have shown that the alternative interpretations of T6, T10, and T11 avoid bur-
dening Aristotle with the upbringing assumption.

Besides all the arguments given, a compelling reason to keep the notion of habituation
apart from the notion of upbringing still needs to be discussed. It comes from the EE. Like the NE,
the EE also investigates habituation in its second book. But, unlike the NE, in the entire treatment of
habituation in the EE it is practically impossible to find any piece of evidence that even suggests the
possibility of conceiving of habituation within the limits of upbringing. Moreover, if habituation
were intrinsically restricted to upbringing, we should expect upbringing to be introduced in the EE
when Aristotle spells out the origin of character and elucidates what he means by habit and being

habituated. But the text leaves that expectation unfulfilled:

T12. éoti 10 f00g, domep kai 10 Svopa onuoivel dt1 dmd E0ovg Exel v Enidooty, £0{Ceton
0¢ 1O V' dywyng K EUEVTOL T® TOAAAKIG KiveloOat g, obTmg 110N 10 Evepyntkdv (EE
1220a39-b3).

Character exists, as the name signifies, because it develops from habit, and a thing gets ha-
bituated as a result of being led that is not innate, by repeated movement of one sort or an-
other, so that it is eventually capable of being active in that way (Inwood and Woolf’s trans-
lation, slightly changed).

The EE’s investigation into habituation constitutes a compelling piece of evidence for
the claim that Aristotle does not conceive of habituation necessarily in terms of upbringing. There-
fore, we must take a step back and be careful to avoid taking for granted the upbringing assumption
concerning habituation in the NE™.

My argument does not presuppose any claim about the date of the composition of the
books or about the reasons for their possibly divergent views”. It hinges on a modest claim: in con-

trast to the NE, Aristotle clearly develops the notion of habituation without appealing to the notion

2 Devereux observes that, in the books that are exclusively to the EE, Aristotle makes no remark about the
appropriate audience of his lessons. Devereux proposes that it is due to the methodological differences between the
EE and NE. According to him, whereas the NE explicitly recognizes a link between character and evaluative
beliefs, the EE’s investigative methodology is like that of the empirical science, in which empirical observations are
independent from subjective evaluations (Devereux 2015, p. 130). Despite noting the EE’s lack of restrictions on
the expected audience, Devereux draws no conclusion about the impact of that lack on claims related to habituation
in the EE. Following the traditional interpretation, he reads NE 1.4 as establishing that a good upbringing is required
for virtue (2015, p. 145). He affirms that “people who have not had the right sort of upbringing will not be able to
see that certain kinds of actions are valuable and worth performing” (Devereux 2015, p. 146; see also 147). As |
have already shown, passage 1.4, 1095b4-8, does not provide sufficient, decisive evidence to the upbringing
assumption. Devereux’s main claim could still be maintained if one accepts my view that Aristotle just requires
some previous training of character, not upbringing. This training would suffice to change the moral evaluative
beliefs so that the individual would become a proper hearer of Aristotle’s lectures. The link between character and
evaluative beliefs required for attending the lessons would remain untouched. The upbringing assumption
introduces an extremely stringent requirement, which is both philosophically burdensome and exegetically
avoidable. Devereux’s interpretation does not need to foot this bill.
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of upbringing in the EE. A persistent defence of the upbringing assumption in the interpretation of
the NE would force the interpreter to assume that Aristotle defends different views of habituation in
his two moral treatises, adopting a more restrictive view in the NE. If we accept the upbringing as-
sumption, we must address the following question: why did Aristotle change his mind from one
book to another? In my interpretation, this question does not even arise. It is founded on a question-
able assumption made in the interpretation of the NE, which my interpretation does not make. I take
the two moral treatises to hold the same view about habituation: neither one puts the notion of ha-
bituation within the limits imposed by the notion of upbringing. On my approach, the most relevant
question is different: why did Aristotle introduce remarks about upbringing into the discussion
about habituation in the NE? The answer lies in a peculiar feature of the NE. Unlike the EE, the
NE’s closing chapter establishes a transition to the Pol. Moreover, Aristotle references the Pol.
throughout the NE (for instance, NE 1094a24-b2, b10-11, 1102a7-26; X.9). The NE’s closing
chapter offers valuable insights about why in the NE Aristotle calls attention to the importance of
moral training during childhood. This chapter also enables us to establish a methodological differ-
ence between the NE and the Pol. regarding the treatment of habituation. This divergent treatment

explains why the notion of upbringing has exerted a significant influence on the exegesis of the NE.

2.6. Nicomachean Ethics and Politics: habituation in perspective

The final chapter of the NE has been traditionally interpreted as lending support for the
upbringing assumption™. In fact, depending on how this chapter is understood, it may provide co-
gent reasons to accept that assumption. My interpretation of NE X.9 takes as its starting point an un-
controversial aspect of this chapter: it serves as a transition from the NE to the Pol. For this reason,
I think that its arguments and views should be taken with a grain of salt.

The NE and the Pol. address the moral training of character from different perspectives.
These perspectives are not incompatible, but they have non-trivial differences. The main reason for
the distinction between them is the fact that each has different investigative goals. Therefore, it is
important to be cautious and avoid a prima-facie interpretation of NE X.9, which tends to take the
claims about upbringing in this chapter as if they were giving more details about the notion of ha-
bituation presented in NE II. As the NE and the Pol. approach habituation from different starting
points, we should not take for granted that the two works provide a continuous and homogeneous

account of habituation, or that the Pol.” account may be used without caveat to elucidate the details

7 In regard to these issues, [ am very sympathetic to Frede’s claims, 2019. For a view that contrasts with hers, see
Kenny 1978.

7 See, for instance, Irwin 1978, p. 256; Burnyeat 1980, p. 75 and 81; Sherman 1989, p. 165; Vasiliou 1996, p. 774;
Smith 1994, p. 61.
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of the notion of habituation from the NE. Furthermore, as NE X.9 is clearly a transition to the topics
investigated in the Pol., showing signs that it is already embedded in Pol.’s philosophical and in-
vestigative commitments to some extent, we must pay close attention to the implications of its
claims for the understanding of the notion of habituation.

In a completely understandable attempt to flesh out the details of habituation in NE I, a
common strategy is to see Aristotle in the Pol.’s two last books spelling out what is involved in a
successful habituation, that is, how habituation should be conducted so that it may attain the goal of
instilling a virtuous character. Recently, Hampson formulated the point like this: “where NE 2 offers
an account in broad outline of how the moral virtues are acquired, the Pol. offers much more detail
on what the learner’s habituation involves” (2019, p. 304). Undeniably, the account of habituation
in the Pol. is much richer and more comprehensive than the one found in the NE. But before ex-
plaining the NE by means of the Pol., we should take a step back and wonder how Aristotle intends
the two treatments of the same topic to be related, and what might explain the differences between
them”. Without a clear view of these issues, any attempt to combine the two approaches will be
misleading. Taking Aristotle’s account of habituation in the Pol. to flesh out his broad account from
the NE without interpretative sensitivity to the goal of each investigation has the exegetical disad-

vantage of ignoring the fundamental question of why they differ.

2.7. Politics VII and VIII: upbringing and the project of the best possible education

In books VII and VIII, the Pol. investigates moral education with a primary focus on
children’s moral development. From this, however, we should not jump to the conclusion that it
supports the upbringing assumption in the NE. The dialogue between the two works demands some
methodological caveats.

Although details of the Pol.’s aims and the order in which its books were composed are
both matters of scholarly controversy, there is a wide consensus about one important aspect of

books VII and VIII’®. It is basically a truism that the aim of these two books is to outline the fea-

7> In her account of habituation and moral development, Sherman goes back and forth between the Ethics, both EE
and NE, and the Pol. (1989, p. 97 n. 51, 98, 147, 161, 172, 177, 181-183, and 190). I intend to show the
inconveniences of this strategy.

76 1t is widely agreed that Aristotle is ambivalent towards the primary goal of the Pol. Traditionally, that work’s
books are divided into three blocks: I-I1I, IV-VI, and VII-VIII. The blocks composed of books I-IIT and VII-VIII are
regarded as a continuous block that is intercalated by books IV-VI. Broadly speaking, the reason for this division is
that, in the first block, Aristotle adopts an approach of conceptual and theoretical analysis, which attempts to delimit
an optimal model of state, whereas the most salient feature of the second block is its more empirical approach. Jae-
ger (1948, p. 267-271) draws a distinction along these lines, except for the fact that he excludes book I from the
first block of books (1948, 271-273). He calls the block composed of II-III and VII-VIII “the books containing the
ideal state” (1948, p. 273; see also p. 275). Rowe partially maintains Jaeger’s division, even though he criticizes
compellingly the grounds of the division provided by Jaeger’s genetic approach. Rowe proposes that the difference
between the aims of books IV-VI and books VII-VIII is not to be explained in terms of a change of mind, but rather
founded on a “fundamental ambivalence” between the two treatments. For him, Aristotle is at once committed to
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tures of the best constitution (épictn mwoAteia). The concluding remarks of book III and the opening

of book VII both reveal this aim:

T13. dwpicpévav 8¢ To0tOV TTepl Tiig molteiog 10N mepatéov Adyewv Tiig apiotng, tiva
TéPLKe YiyvesOar tpomov Kol kabiotacOo ndg (Pol. 1288b2-4).

Now that these matters have been determined, we must attempt to discuss the best constitu-
tion, the way it naturally arises and how it is established (Reeve’s translation).

T14. mepi 6¢ moMteiog dpiotng TOV péEAAOVTIO TomcacBol v mpocnkovcav {NInov
avaykn dwopicacOor mpdtov Tig aipetdtatog Piog. ddfAov yap Gviog ToOTOL KOl TNV
dpiomv dvaykoiov &dnlov eivon moltsiov (Pol. 1323a14-17).

Anyone who intends to investigate the best constitution in the proper way must first de-
termine which life is most choice worthy, since if this remains unclear, what the best consti-
tution is must also remain unclear (Reeve’s translation).

Part of the task of thinking about the best constitution involves investigating the sort of
education that will be promoted in an ideal city. This leads Aristotle to lay down an educational pro-
gram that begins early in childhood. This program presents a very demanding path to virtue. Aris-
totle describes the education of children in significant detail. He claims that the legislator should
care about the education of the young (Pol. 1337a7-15). He proposes an early training of the body
to endure the cold weather (Pol. 1336a12-23), and a childhood diet abundant in milk and with the
smallest amount of wine (Pol. 1336a7-8). He expresses concerns about the kind of fables and stor-
ies that will be told to children (Pol. 1336a30-32). For him, leisure should be pursued away from
slaves (Pol. 1336a39-41). The legislator should outlaw shameful talk, especially among children
(Pol. 1336a39-41), and young people should be forbidden from attending comedies (Pol. 1336b20-
23). Aristotle also outlines some cycles of education (Pol. 1336b37-1337a3). He encourages a dis-

cussion about whether education is to be established by the community or on an individual basis

the Platonic ideal of the omovdaia moAg and to the idea that moltikn must say something useful. As Rowe affirms:
“it must try to do what it can to help existing constitutions, and not satisfy itself with proposing to rub them out and
start again” (1977, p. 172). In his view, books IV-VI have a reformist aim while books VII-VIII represent a “cer-
tainly ideal” (1977, p. 161) project of constitution. Miller also recognizes these two poles of tension within the Pol.
One “ideal or Utopian” and the other “mundane or empirical” (1995, 186). Miller sees the latter as proposing a
pragmatic approach, consisting of a reformist agenda that explores how existing political regimes may be improved
(1995, p. 188-190). More recently, Miller again identifies the project of Pol. VII-VIII as aiming to characterise the
ideal city-state (2009, p. 540), and shows how it takes as its starting point the best conditions to establish a political
community: “it [the best possible city] would possess the most favourable resources, location, and a population
with the appropriate size, natural aptitude, and class structure” (2009, p. 540). In a similar vein, Kraut says that Ar-
istotle’s task in books VII and VIII is “to present a detailed portrait of the best possible city” (2002, p. 192). Kraut
emphasizes that this city contains no unachievable element, but its realization demands the combination of many fa-
vourable circumstances, some of them the result of good fortune (2002, p. 192-193). For him, the role of the best
possible city is to provide “a guide to reform” the existing constitutions (2002, p. 193-194). In the same vein,
Destrée calls the city sketched in books VII and VIII “best possible, ideal city” (2015, p. 204), emphasizing its
“practical relevance”. The ideal city offers the possibility of “reflecting on how to improve less than perfect cities”
(2015, p. 209). The interpretation which I have been arguing for turns only on the uncontested point that the two
last books of the Pol. were written with a view to the best possible conditions that can be available to a city. Grant-
ing this, the inevitable implication is that Aristotle’s views about moral education described in these books are
based on conditions that hardly ever present available in existing cities. If this is the only way to morally educate
individuals through which virtue is achieved, Aristotle’s virtuous individual becomes in large measure an unattain-
able ideal.
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(Pol. 1337a3-7). Later, he argues that education must be communal (Pol. 1337a18-31) and provides
plans for physical (Pol. VIII.4) and musical education (Pol. VIII.5-7). These are just some examples
of the discussions which take place in books VII and VIII. They clearly illustrate how Aristotle
delves into the topic of the requirements of the best education for children.

Reading through Aristotle’s educational program in Pol.’s books VII and VIII, one is
left with the impression that his educational program sets high, almost unattainable, requirements
for virtue. Does Aristotle believe that his program is the only way to develop all the necessary fea-
tures of a virtuous individual? Is it philosophically and exegetically plausible to argue that, in Pol.
VII and VIII, Aristotle provides a more elaborated and detailed account of the notion of habituation
expounded in NE 11?7 In my view, both questions certainly have negative answers.

The first thing of note is the nature of the investigation in the two last books of the Pol.
As Aristotle is presenting in these books an educational program for the best possible city, we
should not overlook the fact that he begins his investigation from the optimal conditions that might
be granted for the acquisition of virtue. This explains why the account sounds very demanding. If
these books aimed to show the sole unique possible way to become virtuous, we would have to ad-
mit that Aristotle’s virtuous man is a mere unattainable ideal. However, I contend that this is not the
case. It is much more reasonable to assume that, in these books, Aristotle explores how the legis-
lator of the best possible city could create an environment with minimal evil influences, in which
each step of children’s education is deliberately established for the purpose of promoting virtue.
This interpretative assumption fits perfectly into the scheme proposed in books VII and VIII,
sketching the best educational program for the best possible city.

But then, what are the consequences of this view for the NE’s notion of habituation?
The NE’s investigation of habituation does not share the goal of Pol.’s books VII and VIII. In the
NE, Aristotle does not envisage the optimal conditions in which someone might acquire a virtuous
character. Rather, he seems to be concerned with the less demanding goal of investigating what en-
ables the virtue of character to develop. Training of character in good habits emerges as one of the
necessary requirements for the acquisition of a virtuous character but not an upbringing in good
habits. Since, in the ethical treatise, the investigation of the notion of habituation does not invoke
the best possible conditions for being habituated, this is a good and plausible explanation of why
childhood education does not occupy a privileged place in the discussion of habituation in NE, in
stark contrast with the Pol. In the NE’s discussion of habituation, upbringing is mentioned in three
scattered passages, and these references to it sound more like suggestions about the positive influ-
ence of an early education of character than a stipulation of a requirement for acquiring virtue of

character.
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In light of these considerations, it seems that, if we use the account of habituation from
the Pol. to settle certain details of the NE’s investigation of habituation, it is exegetically inappropri-
ate to take for granted that the NE and the Pol. share the same approach to habituation and, con-
sequently, that the latter might, without caveats, elucidate the former. The NE does not share the
Pol.’s background, that is, to be interested in the most suitable conditions to acquire a virtuous char-
acter. Perhaps, the Pol. might shed light on certain aspects of habituation, or offer insights about
which strategies make it successful. But we should avoid the exegetical temptation of thinking that
the NVE and the Pol. differ only in terms of the depth of their treatment of the same concept. A fun-
damental difference in goals distinguishes the two approaches.

Having described the methodological differences of the treatment of habituation in the
NE and the Pol., I turn my attention to NE X.9. The aforementioned investigative differences are
frequently overlooked in the interpretation of that chapter. As a consequence, its conclusions are of -

ten taken to support the upbringing assumption.

2.8. Training of Character and Upbringing in VE X.9: a fresh approach

The last chapter of the NE starts out by summarizing the topics investigated throughout
the NE (NE 1179a33-35). First, Aristotle underscores once more that the aim of NE’s investigations
is oriented towards action, not towards the mere acquisition of knowledge (NE 1179a35-b2; see also
1095a5-6 and 1103b26-30). Next, he emphasizes that knowing is not enough for being virtuous (NE
1179b2-3) and expresses his scepticism about the power of arguments (Adyotr) to make someone
virtuous (NE 1179b4-5). This last remark introduces what might be seen as the main concern of his
initial argumentation in NE X.9. This concern is the topic of investigation until line 1179b31.

In the first part of his argumentation in the chapter, Aristotle casts doubt on the power of
arguments and reason to make someone acquire a good character. Importantly, Aristotle recognizes
that arguments and reason do not influence all people equally. He distinguishes certain groups and
discusses the varying influence of reason to each. Among young people, arguments have some force
only on the generous-minded (¢AevBépioc), on those who have a noble character (106¢ gvyevic), and

those who are true lovers of the fine (pi\dxarog) (NE 1179b7-9). Concerning the people’” who live

771 read the word “moAloi” in line 1179b10 as meaning the many as formulated by Curzer: “the category of ‘the
many’ includes not only children, but also the majority of adults, for these adults are morally childish” (2012, p.
333). I do not think the word “moAAoi” in the passage introduces a subgroup within the group of young people,
introduced in line 1179b8. As a consequence of my position, the next passages I quote are about the many in
Curzer’s sense. In the NE, Aristotle employs the word “moAAloi” when he wants to cover a broad range of people,
usually the ones who do not live a virtuous life: 1095al8, 1095a21, 1095b16, 1118b21, 1118b27, 1125b16,
1150a12-13, and 1151a5.
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according to the emotions (wdBe1 {dVteQ), pursuing pleasure and avoiding pain, Aristotle sceptically

wonders:

T15. tovg o1 To100ToVG Tig Gv AdYog petappubuicart, (NE 1179b16)
What kind of talking, then, would remould such a kind of person?”®

A few lines later, he insists on the issue but with a different formulation:

T16. oV yap &v dKovcele AOYoVL AmoTpémovToc ovd” ab cuvein O kot mdog (V' TOV &
obtac Exovta i ooy te petaneicor; (NE 1179b26-28)

For the person who lives according to emotion will not listen to talk that tries to turn him
away from it, nor again will he comprehend such talk; how will it be possible to persuade
someone like this to change?

Given the incapacity of arguments to effectively move someone towards virtue,
Aristotle argues that education through habits should precede the arguments. Interestingly, he first
defends this claim without linking it to the education of children or young adults. His formulation is
not restrictive. Nor is there any sign of such a restriction in the sequence of the argument. For the

arguments to be effective, Aristotle establishes the following condition:

T17. 3¢l mpodiepydcOor toig £0got v T0d dKpoaTod YuynVv TPog 10 KAADG Yoipev Kol
poelv, domep yijv v Opéyovoay 10 onéppa (NE 1179b24-26).

The soul of the hearer has to have been prepared beforehand through its habits in order to
delight in and loathe the right things, just as one has to prepare soil if it is going to nourish
the seed.

T18. 51 &1 10 HBo¢ mMpobmapyely TOC oiksiov THC GPETHC, OTEPYOV TO KOAOV KOd
duoyepaivov 1o aioypdv (NE 1179b29-31).

The person must in a way already possess a character akin to virtue, one that is attracted by
the fine and repulsed by the shameful™.

8 NE 1095a6-11 makes clear that it is not only young people who follow the emotions in their actions against
reason.

” How one understands the concept of shame bears significantly on the status of the upbringing assumption. The
concept of shame lends support to the upbringing assumption when the role that it plays in moral education is
restricted to the young. According to Jimenez’s interpretation (2020, p. 6-7, 13-14; see also Burnyeat 1980, p. 78-
79; Papandreou 2019, p. 224), shame is conceived of within the framework of a developmental approach to the
acquisition of a virtuous character. Shame is presented in terms of the correct motivation that helps young
individuals along their way to virtue in their upbringing. At first glance, Aristotle’s treatment of shame in NE IV.9
favours this account. However, I think that there are good reasons for resisting such a restrictive approach.
Aristotle’s statement that shame is not fitting for every age, but for youth only (00 mdon &' NAikig 10 méBog appolet,
aAla TR vé) (VE 1128b15-16) seems to support Jimenez’s approach. To fully understand the limits of Aristotle’s
claim, we must remember that Aristotle does not classify shame as a disposition (¢€1g). For him, it resembles more
an emotion (nmdBog) (NE 1128bl1). In another passage, he says young people live according to the emotions by
pursuing what is pleasant (NE 1156a32-33). But living according to the emotions is not only a feature of young
individuals (NE 1179b13, 1179b27-28). In NE 1.3, Aristotle recognizes that some people are young in character,
despite being no longer young in age. He applies this label to these people because they follow their emotions and
act in accordance with them (NE 1095a5-8). In his discussion of shame in NE IV.9, Aristotle explains his claim that
shame is fitting for the young by saying that they live by their emotions (6ud 10 wéOet {Hvrag) and, in virtue of that,
they make many mistakes (moAha apoptéverv) (NE 1128b16-28). Given that the young in age are not the only ones
who live in accordance with emotions, I see no reason to avoid the assumption that shame might also play an
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The formulations employed here are far from suggesting an association between
habituation and upbringing. On the contrary, the passages show that Aristotle is more concerned
with the less demanding claim that a previous training of character is required. Passage T18’s
reference to the hearer’s previous good education of the soul in habits inevitably casts the reader’s
mind back to NE 1.4. In both places, we need not take Aristotle as suggesting that the previous
training of character, necessary before attending his lessons, is the same as upbringing. Neither

passage commits Aristotle to this unduly restrictive view™.

2.9. NE X.9: the transition to Politics and the best possible education

If my argument is successful, a pressing challenge arises. How does my interpretation
address Aristotle’s statements after line 1179b31? From this line on, Aristotle once again takes up
the topic of moral education during the first phases of life, which may arguably be seen as a piece of
evidence in favour of the upbringing assumption. Is he not spelling out, in this argumentative move,

that habituation is to be conceived of as upbringing?

important role in the moral training of anyone who lives in accordance with emotions, being young in character but
not in age. Another statement in NE IV.9 that seems to support a restrictive view of shame is the following: “and we
praise young people who are prone to this passion, but an older person no one would praise for being prone to the
sense of disgrace, since we think he should not do anything that need cause this sense” (koi énawvodpev 1@V PV
VE®V TOVG aidfpovag, mpeoPutepov &' ovdeic Gv €matvéceley 6Tl aioyuvInAog ovdEV yop oidpeda detv avTov
npdrtey €' ol éotiv aioyovn) (NVE 1128b18-21). Apparently, Aristotle does not see shame as an appropriate
emotion for older people. But, here, I think that some caveats are needed. Aristotle is not denying that older people
might do shameful things and feel shame. He is claiming only that older people will not be praised for being
ashamed. Moreover, when Aristotle uses the word “mpecfitepov” in the passage, he has in mind those people who
are already very advanced in age (see, for instance, NE 1143b12, 1155a13, 1158b13, and 1165a27). It introduces the
possibility, which Aristotle does not deny, that shame might be a praiseworthy step towards virtue also for those
who are no longer young in age but who are not also older in the aforementioned sense.

8 My interpretation of this first part of Aristotle’s arguments is completely at odds with Burnyeat’s. According to
him, in this first part, Aristotle explains why a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for benefiting from the
NE’s arguments and discussions (1980, p. 75, see also 81). Vasiliou endorses a similar view. According to him,
Aristotle repeats in NE X.9 certain ideas present in NE 1.4 about the audience, content and purpose of the work. In
Vasiliou’s interpretation of NE 1.4, Aristotle demands a good upbringing of his students (1996, p. 774). Like
Vasiliou, Irwin connects the passages 1.4, 1095b4-6, and X.9, 1179b23-31, and sees Aristotle in both as demanding
a good upbringing from his students (1978, p. 256, 261-262, 271 n. 30). Surprisingly, however, Irwin adverts that in
1.3, 1095a2-11, Aristotle demands just “the capacity to control emotions” (1978, p. 262). As I have been arguing,
we need not read 1.4, 1095b4-6, and X.9, 1179b23-31, as establishing a good upbringing as a necessary requirement
for virtue. Like the passage 1.3, 1095a2-11, the two aforementioned passages demand good training of character as
a necessary requirement for the acquisition of a good character. Smith points out that, in NE X.9, Aristotle defends
the “near impossibility” of reason changing those who did not have a good upbringing (1994, p. 61). Sherman
interpreters the passage as defending the position that, if the individual is properly brought up, he may be moved by
argument (1989, p. 165). Kristjansson takes the passage to establish upbringing as a necessary condition for virtue
(2013, p. 432). As I have shown, Aristotle’s requirement is not so stringent. We have no reason to claim that
upbringing is a necessary requirement for someone to be able to be guided by arguments. What is required is a good
training of character, not a good upbringing. As I have discussed in footnote 49, certain interpretations seem to rely
on the assumption that the claim that “a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for taking advantage of
Aristotle’s lessons” is equivalent to “a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for the acquisition of virtue of
character”. This assumption seems to underlie the interpretations presented.
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Aristotle begins the passage by saying that it is hard to be a well-brought-up person
without having been raised under laws prescribing a correct education of character (NE 1179b31-
35). One interpretative possibility is to count the passage as evidence in favour of the upbringing
assumption. In that case, the passage emphasizes the importance of the law in guaranteeing access
to a necessary requirement for the acquisition of a good character, that is, to a good early-childhood
education of character. However, the passage might be approached in a different way.

It is not implausible that the arguments which Aristotle proposes starting at line
1179b31 are better taken to be intending to officially demarcate the transition from the NE to the
Pol. Consequently, then, the arguments introduce Aristotle’s views about the best possible
education, a topic important to Pol.’s project. In contrast to passages T6, T10, and T11 from NE I,
the topic of childhood education in NE X.9 is discussed in its relation to the laws. The discussion
after line 1179b31 displays an undeniable interest in issues that will be investigated in the Pol. For
instance, Aristotle claims that law should prescribe nurturing (tpoen), the occupations (émtnidsvpa)
(NE 1179b34-35), and should cover the whole of life (6Awg o1 mepi mhvta tov Biov) (NE 1180a3-
4)%'. He mentions Sparta as one of the few cities in which the legislators gave some attention to
nurturing (tpo@r|) and occupations (émitndevpa) and reproaches most cities for their neglect of
these aspects of life, saying that, in these cities, people live as they please, like the Cyclops (NE
1180a24-29)*. He shows preference for a common education provided by the community (1o
yivesOar ko dmpéretoy koi 0pOnV) over individual education (NE 1180a29-32)%. He points out
that communal educational provisions (kowvai émpédeian) are effected by laws, and the good ones
by good laws (NE 1180a34-35)* and that those who care to make others better should become able

to legislate (vopoOetik® mepotéov yevésOar) (NE 1180b23-25)*. In one of his final remarks,

8 In the Pol., Aristotle discusses how best to regulate the different aspects of community life. Here are some
examples. He discusses education in the different phases of life (Pol. 1336a3-1337a6). He argues that the best
constitution to live under is the one in which the citizens can practice the best actions and have a happy life (Pol.
1324a23-25, a32-35). He discusses how the roles of ruling and being ruled should be assigned to citizens and
whether age is a factor to be taken into account (Pol. 1332b12-1333a3). He expresses a preference for assigning the
task of ruling to older people (Pol. 1332b35-1333a3, 1333a12-13). He proposes several conditions for marriage and
reproduction (Pol. 1334b29-1335b38). In Pol. VIII, he launches a long investigation into musical education and
gives some attention to physical education. All these discussions demonstrate Aristotle’s interest in finding the best
arrangement to cover the different aspects of community life.

8 Sparta’s legislation is discussed in the Pol. on several occasions and with different focuses. Some examples: Pol.
11.9, 1324b5-9, 1333b12-29, 1337a28-29, 1338b9-14.

8 At the end of Pol. VII, Aristotle proposes the question whether education should be provided privately or by the
community (Pol. 1337a4-5). His answer, given at the beginning of Pol. VIII, is that the education of the citizens
must be provided by the community, not on a private basis (Pol. 1337a18-27).

% In the Pol., Aristotle argues that a good political and legal arrangement is necessary for the city to achieve its aim
of promoting a happy life. See, for instance, Pol. 1331b24-26, 1332a3-7, 1332a28-38.

% In the Pol., Aristotle highlights on many occasions that the legislator’s role is to make the citizens virtuous
individuals. For instance, the education of the young people should be one of the primary concerns of the legislator
(Pol. 1337a8-9, 1337a30-31). The legislator should also be concerned about shameful talk among children and the
young (Pol. 1336b3-6). The seasoned legislator should seek the best way of making the citizens participate in the
happy and good life by considering the circumstances of their lives (Pol. 1324b41-1325a14). Aristotle discusses the
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Aristotle proposes an investigation into legislation (t0 mepi tig vopoOeoiag) (NE 1181b13), a task
that will be carried out in the Pol., particularly in book II. He promises that this investigation will
provide a better view about what kind of constitution is best (moia moAteia dpiotn) (NE 1181b21;
see Pol. 1288b2-4, 1323al1-16).

Given all these remarks, it is reasonable to see part of the final chapter of the NE as
already embedded in sketchily advancing discussions that will receive more attention in the Pol.
This interpretation provides us with good reasons not to take the chapter’s discussion of training of
character in terms of upbringing as evidence for the upbringing assumption. Aristotle is not arguing
that a good upbringing is a necessary requirement for the acquisition of a virtuous character.

In terms of the textual evidence, it is much more plausible to interpret NE X.9’s second
half as advocating certain claims about the best education. Consequently, Aristotle’s claims are
already committed to the underlying assumption of Pol.’s books VII and VIII, which considers the
optimal conditions for the development of a virtuous character. Exegetically, it is not unlikely that a
preliminary discussion about the best education occurs in the NE’s last chapter. Philosophically, it
avoids addling Aristotle with the burden of defending the claim that, in the absence of a good

upbringing, no one can become virtuous.

features that citizens must have to be easily led by the legislator (Pol. 1327b36-38). For him, the legislator’s aim is
to provide the conditions for the citizens to become good, the legislator must care about the activities by which the
citizens may develop a virtuous character (Pol. 1333a14-15).
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Chapter 3: The Goal Passages

3.1. The Humean Interpretation of the Labour Division

In the discussion about the labour division in the NE, there are some passages that are
often cited as decisive to settle the interpretative problems in favour of a Humean view of Aris-
totle’s claims. In these passages, virtue of character is shown as the capacity responsible for setting
the moral goals and preserving the principles of actions (NE 1140b11-20, 1144a7-9, 1144a31-
1144b1, 1145a4-6, and 1151a15-19). Taken at their face value and together, the passages might be
convincingly regarded as Aristotle’s last word on the discussion of the labour division. In Humean
interpretations, the role of setting moral goals is denied to reason. In this sort of interpretation, the
goals which an individual is morally attached to and which he acts on are not the result of reason’s
work of evaluating the moral goodness of competing goals and courses of action. The goals are set
by a certain non-rational part of the soul, which has in habituation the moulding of its tendencies to
pursue certain goals, constituting in this way the person’s character®. On the other hand, reason is
left with the task of identifying how to promote character’s goals. Moss (2011, p. 205) describes the

gist of this interpretation with accuracy:

The ultimate goal each person pursues is happiness (eudaimonia) as he or she views it, and
we each reach our view about what happiness consists in — virtuous activity, for example,
or the life of pleasure or of honor — not by any intellectual process, but instead through the
non-rational habituation of the non-rational part of the soul.

The foregoing labour division is philosophically troublesome for some reasons. Accord-
ing to this division, our moral goals are not the product of a rational procedure. Consequently, as

moral evaluations in terms of good and bad or just and unjust can be carried out only by reason®’,

8 As is clear from chapter I, character is understood as being related to a certain non-rational part of the soul, that
is, the non-rational desiderative part. The relation between character and this non-rational part of the soul is such
that character must be taken to be the way this part of the soul reacts to the moral demands. In a virtuous soul, this
non-rational part reacts in the way of being responsive to reason’s instructions, while in the vicious one this part of
the soul overcomes reason and acts by following what pleases this non-rational part. So character is better described
not as being a certain non-rational part of the soul, but as being the way that this part of the soul behaves in moral
circumstances.

% The topic of cognition of value has received more attention over the recent years. The orthodox claim that the
non-rational part of the soul is not able to grasp things as good, but at most as pleasant, has been compellingly
questioned by Moss. For her, one of the philosophical concerns that move those who argue against a Humean
interpretation of Aristotle’s claims (or as she calls them Intellectualists) is the fact that, for them, we desire our ends
because we find them good (Moss 2011, p. 251) and a non-rational part of the soul is unable to recognize
something as good. Part of Moss’ project of defending a Humean interpretation of the labour division involves to
show that anti-Humean interpretations tend to assign cognition only to reason and to take character as a purely
conative force. For her, this is due to what she calls an “anachronistic conflation”, which makes “the equation of the
non-rational with the noncognitive” (Moss 2011, p. 206). Although I think Aristotle granted to the non-rational part
of the soul, i.e. perception and phantasia, the power of having certain critical capacities, that is, capacities with
cognitive powers (MA 700b15-23, 700b23-29, DA 427a17-22, 428a3ff., 433a10-11), this cognitive power must not
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our moral choices are not made for the sake of their goodness, justice or nobleness. In assigning the
choice of moral goals to character, Aristotle ends up arguing against the possibility of individuals
adopting their moral goals based on proper moral criteria. Character is constituted by a certain non-
rational part of the soul, which is incapable of discursive reasoning. As a result of the impossibility
of reason playing the role of setting moral goals, reason’s work becomes restricted to find out how
to attain the goals set by character. That position of reason in regard to character has been described

by several interpreters as remarkably akin to Hume’s famous statement: “reason is, and ought only

be extended to the point of claiming that they are able to evaluate things and situations as good or as bad but only
as pleasant or as painful. This view might be easily drawn from Aristotle’s statements. In NE 1111b17, Aristotle
states that appetite, in contrast to prohairesis, aims at the pleasant and painful. The same claim that the appetite’s
aim is pleasure is also found at D4 414b1-6 and at P4 661a6-8 (see also DA 433b7-10). As is clear from my
discussion in chapter 1, appetite belongs to the non-rational desiderative part of the soul whose good condition
constitutes virtue of character. Against the possibility of character being able to weigh competing goals through an
evaluation of the moral values in dispute, there is the fact that in NE 1.13 Aristotle does not grant to character any
reasoning power. Its participation in reason is given only insofar as it obeys to reason. This lack of reasoning power
is due to the fact that character belongs to a non-rational part of the soul and is called rational only in an enlarged
way. Another point in favour of the view that character’s primary aim is pleasure is that in NE II Aristotle dedicates
an entire discussion about how virtue of character is related to pleasures and pains and how it should be well-
educated towards the right pleasures (1104b3-1105a16). At some point, Aristotle states that “[...] in fact what is
fine and advantageous seems pleasant” (1105al). One possible interpretation is to take this statement to be
implying that character does not desire the fine as such. It aims at the fine insofar as it is regarded as pleasurable
not as fine. A threat to this interpretation is posed by Aristotle’s statement at 1119b16, where he says that the
appetite aims the fine. This threat, however, is far from being decisive. One way out is available if we adopt an
extensional interpretation of Aristotle’s claim. According to the extensionalist interpretation, what appetite aims at
is what is pleasant but what is pleasant turns out to be also fine. It avoids the claim that appetite has in view the fine
as such. It aims the fine indeed but as pleasant. In the Pol., Aristotle claims that only human beings are political
animals because they are the unique animals that have Adyog to express moral values. The other animals are able to
voice only pleasure and pain (Pol. 1253a9-18). This is a strong indication that the non-rational cognition, be it the
one which belongs to humans or to animals, is hardly able to recognize something as good. This sort of cognition
delivers nothing more than an evaluation in terms of pleasure and pain. I fully agree with Vasiliou’s claim that
“animals (and the non-rational part of the soul) have desire merely for the pleasant—precisely what the Pol.
passage spells out” (Vasiliou 2014, p. 365). The discussion of the good and apparent good in the NE (1113a15-b2)
could be used to defend that character recognizes the good; however, I do not think it is a decisive passage to settle
the matter in favour of the possibility of non-rational capacities recognizing the good as such. The first thing to be
noticed is that the discussion about the good and apparent good takes into account only human beings. One
implication of this is that the discussion has in view beings that have rational cognition. In this text, it is almost
impossible to try to draw a line between rational and non-rational cognition. When Aristotle affirms: “for each
disposition has its own corresponding range of fine things and pleasant things, and presumably what most
distinguishes the good person is his ability to see what is true in every set of circumstances” (ka' Exdotny yap &
{014 €0t kahd Kol 110€a, Kai dtapépel TAEIoTOV I6mg O oToVdaiog T TAANOEC v EkdoTolg Opdv) (NE 1113a31-33),
it is not clear whether the word “€£1c” is used to claim that Aristotle here talks only about dispositions of character
because even the rational virtues are described as dispositions in the NE (8&1¢ amodewktikny (NE 1139b31-32), &&ig
momtikny (NE 1140a20-21), &g mpaxtikry (NE 1140b5 and 1140b20-21)). We are not allowed to rule out the
possibility that, when Aristotle says that the good person sees what is true, he includes in this power to see what is
true the work of the rational cognition, especially if we consider the fact that more than once Aristotle appeals to
the image of seeing correctly and seeing what is right in order to make reference to phronesis (1143b13-14 and
1144a29-30). In my view, Smith found a concise and precise formulation to the traditional interpretation: “in virtue
of possessing reason we can have motivations that are not available to a beast; [...] simply in virtue of possessing
reason, we possess the concept of value: we respond to the world not just in terms of whether things are pleasant or
painful, but also in terms of whether things are good or bad” (Smith 1996, p. 67). For a comprehensive and
compelling defence of the claim that non-rational cognition recognizes the fine as such, see Moss 2012, p. 3-66.
For a well-argued criticism on her view, see Vasiliou 2014, p. 353-381. In contrast to Moss, Himildinen defends
the orthodox view that cognition of value depends on rational cognition 2015, p. 88-114.
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to be the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and obey
them” (4 Treatise of Human Nature, Book 11, Part iii, Section 3)*.

In this chapter, I take sides with interpretations that challenge this way of understanding
the labour division. Contrary to what a face-value interpretation seems to suggest, the goal passages
do not bind us to support the claim that character sets the moral goals in the terms proposed by a
crude Humean interpretation®. 1 propose a different way to construe the philosophical claims of the
goal passages. Before proposing an interpretation of these passages, the first step I take is to put to-
gether the passages where Aristotle articulates his views about the relationship between character
and reason. I consider that the goal passages constitute just a part of Aristotle’s statements on the la-
bour division and should be understood in a wider context.

There are many passages where Aristotle makes clear statements about his views on the
morally expected interaction between character and reason in a virtuous soul. One of my interpretat-
ive assumptions is that the goal passages cannot be appropriately understood independently from
these statements. When properly integrated in the controversy of the labour division, these state-
ments breathe new life into the discussion of the goal passages. It is interpretatively sound to take
into account the passages that advance claims about the interplay between the non-rational and ra-
tional parts of the soul in the discussion of the labour division, in spite of the fact that these pas-
sages do not employ the vocabulary traditionally associated with this discussion, I mean, the vocab -
ulary of means and goals. Moreover, there is a fundamental aspect of Aristotle’s view on human be-
ings that is usually overlooked in the discussion of the labour division: the central place Aristotle
gives to reason in human nature and in a proper human life. Any interpretation that grants to charac-
ter the role of deciding which goals should be pursued does not do justice to Aristotle’s statements
on how reason should work in a virtuously functioning soul. Against Moss, these passages will

show that Aristotle neither denied to reason a role in working out the ends nor remained silent about

8 Vasiliou gives an enlightening formulation of the reason why interpreters have a tendency to resist this view: “The
resistance to this straightforward reading is not so much textual as philosophical. If Aristotle actually means what he
seems to say, then it can sound as though he is a crude Humean who rejects the view that reason or intellect supplies, or
contributes to supplying, our ends; rather, our goals are determined wholly by desire” (Vasiliou 2014, p. 372).
% Here it is important to give ears to Moss’ warning about the crude Humean interpretation: “the true Humean
interpreter is in fact something of a straw man: I know of no one who actually argues that Aristotelian reason is a
slave to passion” (2014, p. 228). Those who defend a Humean view of Aristotle’s claims usually make an effort,
among others, to morally enrich the role played by phronesis in deliberation as well as propose that character
possesses cognitive powers. Moss herself adopts these two strategies. Zingano presents the virtue of character as
belonging to the “dominio conativo-emotivo do agente” and as arising from the “habituagdo, ethismos, de se dirigir
a fins de certa natureza e nao seu contrario, fundada em uma nogao primaria de busca ou de fuga, hairesis e phugé”
without making explicit the cognitive dimension of the character in the choice of the goals (2021, p. 54). He
recognizes, however, that reason operates inside the virtue of character in order to work out the means to achieve
the goal chosen by character (2021, p. 55-56, 58 footnote 10), but this still leaves the choice of goals by character
without a cognitive dimension.
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it”. Quite to the contrary, Aristotle insisted several times on the claim that reason plays a pivotal

role in regard to what should be object of pursuit.

3.2. Revisiting the Ergon Argument: human nature and the place of reason

In the ergon argument, Aristotle addresses for the first time the issue of the interplay
between character and reason. As I have already shown in chapter 1, in the division of the soul
proposed in NE 1.7 one of the parts of the soul presented by Aristotle with the Greek expression
“Aoyov €yov” stands for the part whose excellent performance constitutes virtue of character. Let me
take a step back and retrieve the terms of the classification of the two rational parts of the soul in
NE 1.7 to elucidate it better. The Adyov-&yov part is presented in a twofold division. One part is said
rational in the sense of “EmmeiBég AOy®” and the other in the sense of “&yov [AOyov] kol
dwvoovpevov”. These two classifications of the Adyov-&yov part come out within a context where
Aristotle is giving some details about the first conclusion attained by him in the ergon argument,
that is, the identification of “t0 £€pyov T00 dvOpdmov” with “mpaktikn [(on] Tig ToD Adyov Erovtog”.
He identifies the proper human activity with the performance of two Adyov-&yov parts and describes
in outline what is expected from each of them in the case of a soul performing virtuously the proper
human activity. As will become clear, one important reason for not neglecting the twofold division
of the Aoyov-&yov part when discussing the labour division is that it is part of Aristotle’s effort to
propose what he takes to be the desired psychological makeup of the interactions between character
and reason in a virtuous soul.

An important conclusion drawn by the ergon argument for my discussion is that, given
that the proper activity of human beings consists in the exercise of the Adyov-&yov part of the soul —
let’s set aside for the moment the details involved —, a genuine human life is the one that is centred
around reason. In the sequence of the ergon argument, Aristotle makes clear that a good human life
is found in the virtuous exercise of the Adyov-&xov part (NE 1098al6-18). Previously, when
discussing in NE 1.4 the three lives that were candidates to be the position of eudaimon life
(political life, philosophical life, and the life devoted to the bodily pleasures), Aristotle had harshly
reproached those who organize their lives around bodily pleasures by saying that they live like
grazing cattle (VE 1095b20). A life devoted to bodily pleasures is a life in which the central element
in it is also shared by animals and, for this reason, cannot stand as a life proper to humans beings. In

the ergon argument, the life of perception is excluded from constituting a proper human life on the

% “For despite what Aristotle seems to say in these passages [the goal passages], these interpreters [who do not
endorse a Humean interpretation] insist, he [Aristotle] must in fact hold that intellect plays a crucial role in
identifying our ends: either (despite his apparent denials) we do after all reason about ends, or (despite his apparent
silence on the point) we grasp them through some function of intellect distinct from reasoning — dialectic, or
‘intuition’ (nous)” (Moss 2011, p. 205).
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grounds that it is shared by the other animals (NVE 1098al-3). This gives support to the general
conclusion the ergon argument arrives at: in the life of a virtuous individual the exercise of reason
occupies a privileged place and needs to be a central feature around which life is organized.

The twofold division established within the Adyov-&yov part of the soul is the first step
taken by Aristotle in the NE to spell out the interactions between character and reason. He divides
the Adyov-€yov part into two parts. One which is Adyov &yov insofar as it is obedient to reason (m¢
émmnedeg AOyw) and the other which is Adyov &yov insofar as it has reason and thinks (®g &yov
[AOyov] kai dravoovpevov) (NVE 1098a4-5). As already argued in chapter 1, the former part stands
for character and the latter for the rational part properly speaking. What matters for my discussion is
the fact that character is introduced by Aristotle in terms of obedience to reason (Adyoc), that is,
Aristotle assigns to character the role of being obedient to reason in the performance of the proper
human activity. Although it is not clear from the passage in which terms this obedience is
conceived, we know that reason exerts, or should exert, authority over character in a way yet to be
explained.

To avoid confusion, a small caveat is needed. When Aristotle describes character by
saying “o¢ émmeec AOy®”, he is not claiming that character as such obeys reason. If that were the
case, character would virtually follow everything that reason exhorts to be done. In this scenario,
there would be neither akrasia nor enkrateia. And we would then be entitled to say that, contrary to
Hume’s claim, Aristotle defended that character is the slave of reason. Nothing could be more far
away from Aristotle’s view. The argumentative context helps us eschew these implications. As the
guiding goal of the ergon argument is to identify the proper human activity, I think the correct way
of interpreting his claims is to take his characterizations to be expressing what are the duties that
should be carried out by each of the Adyov-&yov parts when they work properly and contribute to the
performance of the proper human activity. In other words, Aristotle is not interested in describing
how these two parts work and interact with each other in any situation, but how they are expected to
work and interact so as to fulfil the human function.

Once it is clear that the twofold division is based on a prescriptive account of how the
two Aoyov-&yov parts should work, it is important to elicit its philosophical implication to the labour
division. In my interpretation, the claim defended by Aristotle is that, when the proper human
activity is virtuously performed by an individual, the role played by character is to be obedient to
reason. The problem here is to figure out in regard to which aspect character is obedient to reason.

Does character follow reason in regard to actions’ means and goals? Or does reason exert its
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authority only in regard to the means while pursuing the goals given by character?”' One of the
difficulties of posing these questions to the passage under discussion is the fact that the ergon
argument as a whole is clearly not committed to the vocabulary of the discussion of the labour
division, which is mainly based on use of the terms “means” and “goals”. This divergence of
vocabulary casts some doubts about the possibility of turning the vocabulary of means and ends into
the vocabulary of obedience.

In spite of the foregoing difficulty, it is definitely beyond any doubt the fact that the
ergon argument puts reason as the most important element of the human nature. This situation gives
rise to the following question: how could Aristotle have given to character the leading role®* in
actions after defending reason as the central element in a genuine human life? The consequence of
adopting any Humean interpretation of the labour division is that moral choices end up being
organized in conformity with character’s goals, not reason’s. As a result, we would have to admit
that Aristotle assigned to a non-rational capacity the central role in the organization of the human
life as well as the job of providing the goals for the sake of which the human life should be guided.
Unavoidably, the Humean interpretation goes in the opposite direction of Aristotle’s views on the

proper human activity and human nature.

3.3. Revisiting VE 1.13: the vocabulary of obedience
The use of the vocabulary of obedience in the ergon argument is not an isolated case.

This vocabulary, introduced without further details in NE 1.7, reveals again its importance when
Aristotle gives his classification of the virtues in NE 1.13. The quality of the interactions held
between character and reason is what in large measure contributes to classify the moral disposition
of the individuals. The virtuous, vicious, enkratic, and akratic individuals are what they are due to
how character and reason interact in regard to emotions and actions. The notion of obedience is
employed by Aristotle to illustrate a certain sort of moral disposition.

As already shown in chapter 1, the division of the virtues proposed by Aristotle is
basically build on his moral psychology. It is worth noticing that, in his exposition of the parts of
the soul, their corresponding virtues, and potential interactions in NE 1.13, he presents these topics

by exploring three different moral dispositions: akrasia, enkrateia, and virtue. In each of them,

9 This view is defended by Moss 2014. She admits that character must obey reason, but she provides a restrictive
account of this claim. For her, the obedience of which Aristotle speaks is restricted to the means. Character follows
reason in its working out of the correct means to achieve the goals, but the goals are set by character: “an
Aristotelian virtuous person’s non-rational part is different. It is well habituated and so wants the fine and the
intermediate, but it also knows that this means waiting to hear what reason prescribes [in regard to the means]”
(2014, p. 239).

92 The expression “leading role” was coined by Smith in order to express the idea of the capacity that, whichever it
is, plays “the role of determining good moral ends” (Smith 1996, p. 58).
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character and reason interact in different ways towards each other and these different interactions
shed light on how Aristotle characterizes the different moral dispositions.

Aristotle praises the part that has reason in the akratic and enkratic individuals because
it exhorts towards the best things (t0 BéAtiota mapakaiel) (NVE 1102b14-16). If we appeal to the
vocabulary of means and ends to grasp what is going on in the passage, we end up being initially in
doubt about what is that towards which reason exhorts akratic and enkratic individuals. Does reason
exhort the individuals to pursue the correct means while the goals are given by another capacity? Or
does reason exhort them towards what it takes as the best thing to be done, that is, which goal is to
be pursued? The sequence of the passage has a say on these questions. We learn from what follows
that there is an element in the soul that opposes and fights against reason (NE 1102b16-25). This
element is the non-rational appetitive-and-in-general-desiderative part of the soul (NE 1102b30),
whose way of reacting to moral demands constitutes character. According to the Humean
interpretation, character is responsible for setting the goals. If we assume that the dispute between
character and reason concerns the moral goals, the passage here is evidence that Aristotle does not
discard the possibility that reason also plays the role of choosing goals and sometimes does it in
opposition to character. The example employed by Aristotle to illustrate the conflict seems to

support this interpretation. Let me quote it:

T1. 10D yap éykpatodg kol dkpatodg TOV Adyov kal THg woyfg To Adyov &pov Emavoduev:
0pB&C yap kol €l o BEATIOTA TOPOKOAET @aiveTor &' &v avToig kai GAAO TL Topd TOV
AOYOV meQLKAG, O pdyeTol Kol avTteivel T AOY@. dteyv®dg yop Kabdmep T0 TapaAielvpéva,
00 cOUOTOG pHoplo €ig To 6gEld TPOALPOVUEV@Y KIvijoal TOOVOVTIOV €l T Aplotepd
TopaeEpeTaL, Kol £l Thg Yuyfig obtmg £ml Tavavtio yop ol Oppol TV AKpatdv. GAA’ &v
TOIG COUACL UEV OPAUEV TO TOPAPEPOUEVOV, ETL O THG YLYTG OVY OpBUEV.

Take the enkratic and akratic individuals: we praise their reason, and the aspect of their soul
that possesses reason; it gives the right encouragement, in the direction of what is best, but
there appears to be something else besides reason that is naturally in them, which fights
against reason and resists it. For exactly as with the paralysed limbs, which when their
owners decide to move to the right take off in the wrong direction, moving to the left, so it
is in the case of the soul: the impulses of the akratic individual are contrary to each other.
The difference is that in the case of the body we actually see the part that is moving
wrongly, which we do not in the case of the soul (NVE 1102b14-23).

The passage proposes an analogy that can be understood in terms of a comparison
between the example of to which direction the limbs must be moved and which moral goals must be
pursued. In the case of the paralysed limbs, although the person with the paralysed limbs orders his
limbs to go to one direction, to the right, they go to an opposite direction, to the left. In the akratic
soul, the command issued by reason is to pursue a certain moral goal but the non-rational part of the
soul makes the individual pursue a different one, opposing reason’s command. The example given

by Aristotle shows that the non-rational part of the soul in an akratic individual and his reason are in
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dispute about a same aspect of the action, that is, about which goal must be pursued. Reason and the
non-rational part of the soul in an akratic individual do not deal with different aspects of an action.
Their dispute is about what goal should be pursued, formulated comparatively by Aristotle as a
dispute about the order given by someone to his limbs to go to one direction and the limbs doing
otherwise. The example does not depict reason as responsible for the means and the character of the
akratic individual for the goals. Reason is not shown as working out the best way of going either
right or left after akratic character’s choice over one of these two options. The dispute is over the
choice itself of going either right or left. The example calls into question the Humean interpretation,
for, according to it, reason does not have the power to oppose character’s choices.

Even though the passage suggests that reason also might play the role of setting the
goals to be pursued, someone might argue that, as the passage is not concerned primarily with the
labour division, the example and its implications should not be taken so seriously and that it is more
exegeticallly reasonable to assign to Aristotle a position grounded in the goal passages. My reply to
this objection is that the goal passages are just a part of a longer story about the interplay between
reason and character. This story has its starting point in Aristotle’s statements about character and
reason in NE I and goes throughout the treatment of the particular virtues. The goal passages are the
point of arrival of the labour division and should be taken in light of the previous discussions and in
the wider context of the NE. More particularly about the passage in NE 1.13 under discussion, my
reply is that the conflict between character and reason about what is to be done is not a lost piece of
argument in the middle of a discussion about the classification of virtues based on a certain moral
psychology, it is perfectly integrated in Aristotle’s strategy of spelling out what he thinks about how
character and reason must behave in relation to each other in a well-ordered soul, that is, in a
virtuous soul. In my view, NE 1.13 is not only about the classification of virtues but also about the
expected role that must be played by character and reason in an individual with a virtuous soul. The

passage below taken from NE 1.13 confirms this view:

T2. (i) Aoyov 8¢ kai Todt0 Qaiveton petéyewy, domep imopey: neloupyel yodv 1@ Aoy® To
10D €ykpotobc—ETL 8° Towg evMnKoMTEPOV £GTL TO TOD CAOPPOVOG Kol AVOPEIOL” TAVTA YOp
opopvel 1@ Ady®. (ii) gaivetor on kol TO GAOyov S1TTOV. TO HEV YAP QLTIKOV OVOUUDG
KOWmVEL A0yov, 10 & EmOvpmTikdy Kol SAMG OPEKTIKOV HETEXEL TG, T| KOTAKOOV £6TLY
avTod kol melopycov: ot On Kot Tod TATPOS Kol TV PIA®V POUEV EYEV AOYOV, Kai ovY,
domep OV podnpatik@v. &t 6¢ meifetai mwg VMO Adyov TO dAOyov, pmviel koi M
vovbéoig kol mhca Emtipnoig te kol mapdxkinoig. (iii) €l 8¢ yp1| kol ToUTO Pdvar Adyov
&xewv, oTTov €otat Kol 10 Adyov €xov, T0 eV Kupilog Kol &v avtd, T0 & domep ToD TaTPOg
AKOVOTIKOV TL. dlopiletan 6€ Kol 1] APET KOTO TNV SOPOPAV TOOTIV' AEYOUEV YOp ADTOV
TOG HEV drovonTikag Tag 08 Nowcac, (VE 1102b25-1103a5).

(i) But this part too [that which opposes reason in akrasia and enkrateia] seems to
participate in reason, as we have said: at any rate, in the enkratic person it is obedient to
reason — and in the temperate and courageous person it is presumably still readier to listen;
for in him it always chimes with reason. (ii) The non-rational, then, too appears to be
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double in nature. For the plant-like aspect of the soul does not share in reason in any way,
while the appetitive and in general desiring part does participate in it in a way, i.e. in so far
as it is capable of listening to it and obeying it: it is the way one is reasonable when one
takes account of advice from one’s father or loved ones, not when one has an account of
things, as for example in mathematics. That the non-rational is in a way persuaded by
reason is indicated by our practice of admonishing people, and all the different forms in
which we reprimand and encourage them. (iii) If one should call this too ‘possessing
reason’, then the aspect of the soul that possesses reason will also be double in nature: one
element of it will have it in the proper sense and in itself, another as something capable of
listening as if to one’s father. Virtue too is divided according to this difference; for we call
some of them intellectual virtues, others virtues of character.

In passage (i), Aristotle affirms once again that there is a certain non-rational part of the
soul that participates in reason. The first time he said it was in line 1102b13. We already now that
this part stands for the appetitive and in general desiring part, whose way of reacting to moral
circumstances constitutes character. What comes in the sequence delimits precisely how Aristotle
sees the relationship between this part of the soul and reason in a virtuous individual. In the case of
enkrateia, the non-rational part of the soul listens to reason to some extent; however, in the case of
temperate and courageous individuals, the non-rational part is much more prone to listen to what
reason says (gomko®tepov). Aristotle gives then a step further and makes clear that it is not just a
matter of paying attention to what reason says but of fully agreeing with reason (mdévta yop
OHoQmVEl T® Adyw) (NE 1102b28). In the discussion about the conflict between reason and the
appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part, responsible for character, I have argued in favour of the
view that what was the object of dispute was the goal to be pursued. Here Aristotle makes clear that,
at least in the case of the virtuous individuals, character listens to reason and, moreover, completely
agrees with it, acting based on what reason prescribes. Aristotle’s statement might be taken to be his
way of saying in the vocabulary of obedience that the leading role in the actions performed by a
virtuous soul is played by reason, not by character. Given all the emphasis that Aristotle puts on the
importance of character listening to and agreeing with reason, it would be very awkward that what
he meant to say was just that character must follow reason only in regard to the means of actions,
while the appetitive and in general desiring part, responsible for character, itself sets the goals.

The passage (ii) is crucial for my interpretation. But first a step back. The examples of
enkrateia and akrasia are initially brought by Aristotle in order to show that there is a non-rational
part of the soul that partakes in reason. That is announced right before the two examples are given:
“but another kind of soul also seems to be non-rational, although participating in a way in reason”
(Bowke 8¢ kai AN TIC @VOIG THS Yuyfic BAoyog elvat, petéyovsa pévrot Ty Adyov) (NE 1102b13-
14). Here Aristotle adopts a cautious approach about how a certain non-rational part of the soul, that
is, the appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part, responsible for character, takes part in reason. To

stress this careful approach, he employs the particle “nn” in connection with the verb “petéyovca”
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and, by doing so, he announces the interaction but does not state in which terms it should be taken.
The sequence of the passage is an attempt of spelling out in which terms we should flesh out the
content of this “nn)”.

Now back to Aristotle’s concluding remarks about how to understand the sort of
participation that character has in reason. In lines 1102b30-31, Aristotle retrieves the verb
“netéyw”, which is followed by a particle indicating a certain indeterminacy about the kind of
participation (mwg). This time, however, Aristotle explains how this participation in reason should
be understood. The particle “f” in line 1102b31 introduces under which aspects character partakes
in reason. Aristotle’s answer is clear: character partakes in reason insofar as it listens to reason
(xatroov) and obeys it (me@apykoév). The nutritive part of the soul was excluded from the
investigation in NE 1.13 because it takes no part in human virtue (NVE 1102b13). And it takes no part
in human virtue because it has no relevant interaction with reason. As the ergon argument makes it
plain, the human function is centred around reason. Echoing this conclusion, the line 1102b31
explicitly states that character takes part in reason insofar as it obeys reason. It amounts to saying
that, in order to take part in the human ergon, the appetitive-and-in-general-desiring part,
responsible for character, must follow reason. A character that is not in harmony with reason and
does not follow its lead cannot be said a character that takes part in the proper human activity. That
conclusion leaves no doubt that the role played by character in a virtuous soul is to be guided by
reason. It is in this way that character fulfils its duty in the human ergon.

In passage (iii), Aristotle repeats the claim that the Adyov-&yov part of the soul is
twofold. One part is said rational in the proper sense (kvpimg) and in itself (év avt®) and the other
like someone who listens to one’s father (domep t0d TaTPOG dAkovoTikdy T1). From the context, it is
clear that the capacity which character listens to is reason. After that division, Aristotle says that
virtues are classified in accordance with this distinction. If virtue is the excellent exercise of
someone’s or something’s proper activity (NE 1106a15-24) and Aristotle makes clear that in the
moral sphere the proper role of human beings’ character is to obey and listen to reason, then a
virtuous activity of character is to obey and listen to reason.

The discussion of the ergon argument in conjunction with the classification of the
virtues leaves no doubt that in a virtuous soul character does not have a leading role in proper
human activity. Its share of contribution to the exercise of the proper human activity is presented by
Aristotle in terms of its relation of obedience to reason, that is, insofar as it is guided by reason. In
the next sections, I will show that NE 1.7 and 1.13 are not the only places in which Aristotle
explicitly articulates this sort of interaction between character and reason in a virtuous soul. He

consistently argues in favour of this view. All this demonstrates the importance of giving the due
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attention to the passages where the interplay between character and reason is under discussion

before addressing the goal passages.

3.4. The Wrong Way of Living

In the previous sections, I have shown that Aristotle gives reason a central role in a
virtuous soul. As far as the pieces of evidence are concerned, he assigns to reason a leading role in
the moral actions while character is left with the job of being responsive to reason. Leaving aside
for the moment the possibility of a Humean reading of the goal passages, I will continue to show
that Aristotle gives consistent and explicit signs in the NE that a life where the non-rational
desiderative part of the soul conducts instead of being conducted in regard to the moral goals is to
be avoided. On several occasions, he even criticizes harshly such a way of living.

Below I quote a passage in which Aristotle for the first time in the NE draws a
distinction between living according to reason (katd Adyov) and living according to emotion (katd

TooC):

T3. 810 Tiig mToAMTIKTG OVK 0TIV 0iKETOG AKPOOTNG O VEOC" Gmelpog Yop TV Kot Tov Plov
npaéemv, ol Adyol &’ €k ToVT®V kai mePL ToLTOV' £TL 8¢ TOIG TAbEcY AKOAOLONTIKOG MV
poTaimg AKoVGETOL KOl AVOPELDGS, MW TO TEAOG £0TIV 00 YVMGIG AAAY TPAELS. Srapépet
8" o068V véog TV MAkiav §| 70 NBog veapdg o yap mopd TOV xpdvov 1 EAAEIyIC, GAAYL 1t
10 Kot Tabog Cijv kol dubkewv €kaota. TOlG Yap TOOVTOG AvOVINTOG 1| YOI Yivetat,
KaBamep TOIC GKPUTESY' TOIC 0 KaTA AOYoV TOG Opélels MOL0VUEVOIC KOl TPATIOVOI
TOAMOQELEG v €N 10 Tepl ToVTV €idévar (VE 1095a2-11, my emphasis).

This is why the young are not an appropriate audience for the political expert; for they are
inexperienced in the actions that constitute life, and what is said will start from these and
will be about these. What is more, because they have a tendency to be led by emotions it
will be without point or use for them to listen, since the end is not knowing things but doing
them. Nor does it make any difference whether a person is young in years or immature in
character, for the deficiency is not a matter of time, but the result of living by emotion and
going after things in that way. For having knowledge turns out to be without benefit to such
people, as it is to those who lack self-control; whereas for those who arrange their desires,
and act, in accordance with reason, it will be of great use to know about these things (my
empbhasis).

In this passage, Aristotle outlines the profile of his prospective student. He says that
there are those who are young in age and those who are young in character. What he means by that
is explained in the following lines. The feature that unifies these two sort of people is that both live
by emotion (51 10 katd wébog (fv). For these people, the study of ethics proposed by Aristotle is
not profitable because they will take no advantage from it for their moral life. And Aristotle’s
lessons have as their ultimate goal the action, not the mere knowledge about morals (NVE 1103b26-

30, 1179a35-b4). The passage above constitutes a clear evidence that a life guided by emotion, that
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is, a life in which a character not guided by reason has the leading role®, is far from being regarded
by Aristotle as a virtuous way of living. He depicts this sort of life in disapproving terms. Aristotle
defends that, for taking advantage from his classes, it is necessary not to live in accordance with
emotions. The way Aristotle describes the group of people for whom his classes will be useful has
particular relevance to my claim, for it is in line with what I have been arguing. He describes this
group in the following way: those who arrange their desires, and act, in accordance with reason
(toig 0¢ kot AOYOV TAG OpEEElG MOlOVWEVOLS Kol TpdtTovst). An important feature Aristotle’s
student must have is to be an individual who arranges his desires, and also acts, in accordance with
reason. Once again Aristotle formulates in very explicit terms what he sees as being the desirable
interaction between character and reason. For him, in a virtuous constitution of the soul the non-
rational desiderative part, responsible for character, must be arranged (molovpévoig) by and must act

(mpdrtTovot) according to reason. The passage below goes in the same direction:

T4. t0 & 6vopa Tig dxolaciog Kol Eml TOC TdKAG ALOPTIOG PEPOUEV" EYOVOL YAP TVAL
OpoldTNTa. TOTEPOV & GO TOTEPOL KaAETTaL, 0VOEV TTPOG TO VOV dlapépet, 6fjhov & OTL TO
Dotepov amd T0D TPOTEPOL. OV KAKMG O Eotke petevnveyBar kekoAdobot yap Oel 10 TV
aioypdv dpeyopevov kol TOAATY abénotv Eyov, Tolodtov 6& pdAiota 1 Embopio kal O Toic
kot émbopioy yoap (Bot kod 6 mondio, kol pdAoTa £v TovToIC 1) ToD 1df0¢ Spefic. €l ovv
un otan evmedEg kai Vo TO Gpyov, £ml oA HiEer dminotog Yop 1| Tod Moo Speig kai
mavToxofev @ dvonte, kol N thg Embupiag Evépyela abéel TO cLYYeVES, KAV peydiotl Kol
cQodpai MG, kai TOV AoyIopdv Ekkpodovoty. 810 Sl petpiog sivar odtig kai OAiyag, kai ¢
AOY® unbev évovtioboBai—rt0 ¢ TolobToV eVTEIfEg Aéyopey KOl KEKOAUGUEVOV—DOTEP O
TOV TToAd0 Oel katd TO mpdoTaypa Tod Tadaywyod Cijv, obte Kol 10 EXBVUNTIKOV KOT) TOV
AOyov. 810 O€l T0D cMPPOVOG TO EMOVUNTIKOV GUUPAOVETV T AV GKOTOGC YOP GULOOTV TO
KAV, kol EmOvpel 6 cOPpmv GV Set kol B¢ d&l kai dte obTm 8¢ TdTTEL KOl 6 AdYOC. TADT
o0V Niv eipricbm Tepi cwppocsivng (VE 1119a33-b18).

The term ‘intemperance’ is one we also apply to the ways children go wrong, for these have
a certain resemblance to intemperance. Which is called after which makes no difference for
present purposes, but clearly the later is called after the earlier. Nor does the transfer of
usage seem inappropriate; for least to be intemperate is the part of us that not only desires
shameful things but can become big, and this characteristic belongs to appetite, and to
child, above all — since children too live according to appetite, and the desire for the
pleasant is strongest in them. If, then, whatever desires shameful things is not ready to obey
and under the control of the ruling element, it will grow and grow, for the desire for the
pleasant is insatiable and indiscriminate in a mindless person, and the activity of his
appetite augments his congenital tendency; and if his appetites are strong and vigorous,
they knock out his capacity for rational calculation as well. This is why they should be
moderate and few, and offer no opposition to rational prescription (which is the sort of
thing we mean by ‘ready to obey’ and ‘not indulged’); for just as a child should conduct
himself in accordance with what the slave in charge of him tells him to do, so too the
appetitive in us should conduct itself in accordance with what reason prescribes. Hence in
the temperate person the appetitive should be in harmony with reason; for the fine is goal
for both, and the person with temperance has appetite for the things one should, in the way
one should, and when — which is what reason also lays down. Let this, then, be our account
of temperance.

% Here I am considering a kind of character that does not listen to reason and consequently does not act based on
reason’s command. In a life in which character listens to reason, living by character and living by reason are
ultimately the same thing because living by character means in this case following what reason proposes as the goal
to be pursued.
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The initial discussion of the passage is about the use of the term ‘intemperance’ applied
to children. Aristotle recognizes that in this case the use of the term bears some resemblance to its
proper use, but he avoids discussing the details involved. In the sequence, he presents in
unfavourable terms the appetitive part of the soul. In intemperate souls, appetite desires the
shameful things and can become big. Aristotle alerts that, if this element is not ready to obey
(evmednc) and to be under the control of the ruling element (t0 épyov), it gets bigger. Given all the
evidence gathered in the previous sections, it should be clear that the ruling element (10 dpyov) here
is reason. But, even if this is not granted, the next lines of the text supports this interpretation. He
describes appetite as insatiable (dmAnotoc) and indiscriminate (mwovtoyd0ev) in the case of those
who are mindless (dvomtog). The word “avémtoc” is employed by Aristotle in order to make
reference to those who, instead of following reason’s prescriptions, pursue frequently what appetite
wants. Aristotle alerts for the danger of letting appetite increase and get stronger, for it prevents
reason’s calculations from influencing actions. In what comes next, Aristotle spells out how he
thinks the interaction between appetite and reason must be.

Aristotle defends that appetite, instead of being strong and indiscriminate, needs to be
moderate (puétprog) and few (0Alyoc). In line with what was said in NE 1.7 and 1.13, he affirms that
appetite should not oppose reason. The comparison brought by Aristotle reveals in more exact terms
how he thinks appetite and reason must interact with each other. He says that appetite should
behave in regard to reason in the same way as a child should conduct himself in accordance with the
prescriptions of the person in charge of him. The example is clear in representing appetite under the
authority of reason. Reason is depicted as the capacity to which should be assigned the task of
guiding desire and prescribing what desire should pursue. As the passage makes it clear, the other
way around is to be avoided.

In the temperate person, appetite and reason are in agreement. Both have in view the
achievement of the fine. But Aristotle makes clear that it is not character that is responsible for
guiding the action towards the fine. It is reason that lays down in which conditions the fine is
pursued. Appetite desires what is prescribed by reason (tdrttel kai 6 Adyog) in the terms established
by reason (v 8&i kai ¢ Sl kai dte). The passage articulates in explicit terms how the appetitive
part of the soul must behave in a temperate soul and which role it plays. A life in accordance with
appetite, following what is desired by it, is harshly criticized by Aristotle. The place of appetite in a
virtuous life is under reason’s guidance, not the other way around.

While in the passage above the life of children is portrayed as highly influenced by
appetite, in the next young people are depicted by Aristotle as being guided by emotions. In both
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passages, the tone of reproach against a life in accordance with a non-rational part of the soul that

does not listen to reason is very clear:

T5. o0 maomn & NAKig 0 maOog apudletl, ALY T VEQ. 0idueda yap SV TOLG THAKOVTOVG
aidnfuovag etvon S1dt 1o Tael (dvTag modd apaptavely (NE 1128b16-18).

But the emotion is not fitting for every time of life, only for youth; for we think that young
people should have a sense of shame because they live by emotion and so get many things
wrong.

Once again Aristotle speaks against a life in which emotions plays the role of guiding
the action. The emotions, not guided by reason, are regarded by him as bad counsellors in regard to
actions. Due to the fact of living in accordance with them (dwd 10 wdBer {dvTag), young people
commit many mistakes. It is hard to understand how emotions could lead reason in the sense of
choosing the moral goals to be pursued since Aristotle points out that a life in accordance to them is
a life in which the individual will incur in many mistakes. Someone might argue that what is at
stake in the passage above is the case in which the emotions, and consequently character, were not
well trained and, in virtue of that, they pursue the wrong things. This is a good point, but there is
also a good reply to it. In cases where emotions were well-trained and, therefore, pursue the
virtuous things in the right way, it does so because it is guided by reason. The task of a virtuous
character is to pursue what reason sees as right and in the way reason prescribes. The passage below

helps us understand this point:

T6. puoikmTd &' Zowkev 1} S16 TOV BupOV elvar, kai TposiaPodoa Tpoaipesty kol T ob
gveko Gvdpeia elvar. kol ol &vOpwmol &1 Opylduevol piv dAyodol, TH®povUEVOL J'
fidovtor ol 8¢ S0 TaDTA HoOUEVOL HayLLoL HEV, OVK AvAPEToL & 00 Yap i TO KOAOV 00d'
MG 0 MdY0G, GALY J1a wabog” mapaminoiov o' Eyovot Tt (NE 1117a4-9, my emphasis).

But the courage that comes about through anger does seem to be the most natural form, and
to be courage once the factors of prohairesis and the end for the sake of which have been
added. Human beings too, then, are distressed when angry, and take pleasure in retaliating;
but people who fight from these motives are effective in fighting, not courageous, since
they do not fight because of the fine, or as the correct reason directs, but because of
emotion. But they do have something that resembles courage (my emphasis).

In that passage, Aristotle discusses the courageous actions based on anger (dw TOV
Bopov). This kind of action resembles courageous actions properly speaking but falls short of being
included among them for some reasons. The main claim defended by Aristotle in the passage is that
an action based on emotion (in the case above on anger) cannot be considered a virtuous action
strictly speaking. For an action to be taken as a virtuous action strictly speaking, prohairesis and
that for the sake of which (10 o &vexa) must be inherent in it. As prohairesis demands deliberation

(NE 1113a2-4), it is clear that Aristotle is emphasizing here that the mere presence of anger, even
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when it propels the individual to perform an action that seems courageous, is not able to make
individuals perform a courageous action strictly speaking because prohairesis is a necessary
requirement for a courageous action strictly speaking. It is important to remember that virtue of
character itself is defined in terms of prohairesis®. Virtue of character is called by Aristotle £Ei¢
npoatpetic]. In regard to the expression “that for the sake of which” (10 o0 &veka), the passage
makes clear that it stands for the idea of goal, what is to be pursued. Courageous actions based on
anger miss the right goal. For Aristotle, the actions out of anger are not because of the fine (51 10
kaAov). These actions does not aim at the fine. However, having the fine as the aim of action is one
of the requirements of proper virtuous action (see, for instance, NE 1115b12-13 and 1119b16-17).
Additionally, Aristotle points out that courageous actions based on anger are not courageous strictly
speaking also due to the fact that they are not as reason directs (&g 0 Ad0yoc). This remark makes
clear that even a character that is well-trained in desires or that is naturally endowed with the right
desiderative tendencies is unable to deliver proper virtuous actions if it is not guided by reason.
Without the presence of reason, the non-rational desiderative part of the soul errs the goal to be
aimed at and, moreover, does not perform an action out of prohairesis, failing in being an action out
of a virtuous character.

Another argument against the objection raised above is that Aristotle says in NE VI.13
that natural virtue might be harmful because it does not involve phronesis (NE 1144b8-13)°. This
claim shows that actions based on emotion and, therefore, not guided by reason, are unable to safely
guide the individuals towards acting virtuously.

On the basis of NE I11.8 and VI.13, it seems, then, that actions based on emotions make
us more prone to make mistakes and, moreover, does not provide us with the correct moral goals.

In the discussion about friendships based on pleasure, Aristotle highlights that
friendship among young people seems to be for the sake of pleasure, for they live in accordance
with emotions (kotd maBog yop odtol {Mot) and, because of that, they mostly seek to obtain the
present things and what is pleasant®® (NE 1156a31-33). These remarks show that a life according to
emotion (katd mdBog) has pleasure as its central element, not the fine. Aristotle’s view becomes
clearer in the next passage from the closing chapter of the NE. Aristotle presents in unfavourable

terms those who guide their lives by emotion:

91 discuss the definition of virtue of character in chapter 4.

% This claim is discussed in details below in this chapter.
% “Friendship between young people seems to be because of pleasure, since the young live by emotion, and more than
anything pursue what is pleasant for them and what is there in front of them” (1] 8¢ tdv véov @iMa 8t doviy eivon
Sokel: kotd Tahog yap odTol LB, Kai pdhicta Sidkovst T 73D avToic kol T mopov) (NE 1156a31-33).
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T7. 00 yap mepOkacwy aidol welapyelv dAAA EOPw®, 0vd améyecbor TV PoOA®V i TO
aioypdv dAAG S10 TG Tipmpiag madel yap (Bvteg Tag oikelag Hdovac Sibkovot kol St dv
adton E6ovTal, Pevyoust 8¢ TAG AVTIKEWEVS AVTaC, Tod 88 kakoDd kol Mg aAnBdg N&og
o0d” &vvolay &yovoty, dysvotot Ovteg (VE 1179b11-16).

For most people are not of the sort to be guided by a sense of shame but by fear and not to
refrain from bad things on the grounds of their shamefulness but because of the
punishments; living by emotion as they do, they pursue their own kinds of pleasures and the
means to these, and shun the opposing pains, while not even having a conception of the fine
and the truly pleasant, since they have had no taste of it.

Aristotle connects again the idea of living by emotion, without being guided by reason,
with pursuing what is pleasant. A life lived for the sake of pleasure does not have the fine as the
goal around which life is organized. Aristotle says that people living by emotion do not have even a
conception of the fine. Here he does not assign to emotions the leading role in virtuous actions.
What emerges from the text is a view that does not recommend a life in accordance to emotion, in

cases where, I add, reason does not guide it. The following passage goes in the same direction:

T8. od yap &v dxodoeie Adyov dmotpémoviog ovd ad cvvein 6 katd nébog (dV: OV &
obtmg Eyovto THC 010V Te petansicat; dBAmG T o0 dokel Adym vmeike 1O maOog AAAY Bigt
(NE 1179b26-29)

For the person who lives according to emotion will not listen to talk that tries to turn him
away from it, nor again will he comprehend such talk; how will it be possible to persuade
someone like this to change? And in general it is not talk that makes emotion yield but
force.

The passage is within a context where Aristotle is discussing the power of reason and
arguments to make people change their behaviours. More precisely, this passage deals with the
difficulty of changing the behaviour of those living by emotion. Aristotle once again does not seem
to consider that a life in accordance with emotion is one worth pursuing. If that were the case, he
would not be talking about changing the behaviour of such a kind of people. Moreover, Aristotle
has insistently argued in the NE that in a well-ordered soul character must listen to reason and in the
passage above he states that those living by emotion are deaf to reason’s arguments.

As far as the pieces of evidence are concerned, there is no doubt that Aristotle thinks
that in a virtuous soul actions are not guided by the non-rational part of the soul, responsible for
character. For him, the character’s role is to follow reason in actions. As a result, whoever has a
virtuously organized soul will not live by his non-rational part of the soul. In this kind of life,

reason plays the leading role in moral actions.

3.5. NE IX.8: self-love and living by reason
The notion of self-love is particularly important for providing certain elements to

discuss the labour division. The discussion of self-love is a valuable piece of evidence regarding the
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role that should be played by reason in a virtuous soul. As I will show, the results achieved by this
discussion are in line with what I have defended concerning the labour division.

NE 1X.8 starts out by asking whether we should love ourselves mostly or someone else
(NE 1168a28-29). Aristotle observes that those who love mostly themselves are object of reproach.
This kind of people is labelled “self-lover” (¢piiavtog). In this case, the word is employed in a
pejorative way and stands for a feature people should be ashamed of (NE 1168a29-30). One kind of
individual that personifies this negative view of the self-lover is the bad person. The bad person is
regarded as someone who puts himself above everyone else and acts only for his own sake (NE
1168a30-33). On the other hand, the good person is taken to act for the sake of the fine and might
even put aside his own interests in some cases in order to act for the sake of a friend”’” (NE 1168a33-
35). In the sequence, Aristotle raises a challenge to the view that acting for the sake of a friend
amounts to acting by putting one’s interests aside. People say we should love mostly who is mostly
our friend. And the person who is mostly a friend is the one who wishes someone’s good even if
nobody never knows it (VE 1168b1-3). The problem is, Aristotle argues, that these features belong
especially to our relation with ourselves (NVE 1168b3-4). The implication is that we are mostly a
friend of ourselves (ndhota yap @ilog avtd) and that we must love mostly ourselves (piintéov on
uéAot’ Eavtov) (NE 1169b9-10). As a result, the good person will act for his own sake because he
is mostly his own friend and, at least in this regard, he does not seem to be different from the bad
one. It seems that even the second kind of “self-lover” ends up sharing important features with
those who are rightly called self-lovers in a pejorative way.

After raising the problem, Aristotle dedicates the rest of the chapter to discuss the
aforementioned two uses of the word “self-lover” (¢pilavtoc). Against the negative use, Aristotle
defends a positive one, which, in his view, captures better what a true self-lover (¢iAavtoc) is (NE
1168b28-29).

Aristotle points out that in a negative way the term “self-lover” is employed to make
reference to those people who claim to themselves the larger share in matters of money, honours, or
bodily pleasures (NVE 1168b15-17). These people occupy themselves in eagerly pursuing these thing
as if they were the best things (&dpiota) (NE 1168b17-19). For Aristotle, this kind of life is devoted
to satisfy appetites (taig émbopioig), emotions in general (6Awg Toic TaOeot), and the non-rational
part of the soul (t® aAdy® TG Yoyig). All these characterizations portray a life that is guided by the
fulfilment of the aims of the non-rational part of the soul responsible for character, in the cases in
which character is not guided by reason. It is clear from Aristotle’s statements that such a life does

not have as its primary aim the pursuit of the fine. This sort of life has as its objects of pursuit those

% For a discussion of the definition of friendship in NE VIIL.2, see Zanuzzi 2010, p. 13-21.
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things that satisfy its non-rational drives. Someone who is a self-lover along these terms is with
justice object of reproach. Aristotle does not regard this sort of life as a model to be followed. A life
in accordance with the non-rational element, that is, a life in which the non-rational element sets
what is to be pursued, is far from being the paragon of virtuous life sought by Aristotle in the NE.

In the remainder of the chapter, Aristotle makes a case for a positive account of what a
self-lover is. He observes that if an individual, who more than anyone else (a)t0¢ pdAoto TAVIOV),
sought eagerly to do the just things or the things that are temperate or all the others according to the
virtue and, moreover, secured always the fine for himself, someone behaving in this way would be
hardly called a self-lover and would not be object of reproach (NE 1168b25-28). But, contrary to
this widespread view, Aristotle defends that this person seems to be more of (pdilov givor) a self-

lover (NE 1168b28-29). In his defence of why this kind of person is more of a self-love, he says:

T9. §6&eie & &v 6 Tolodrog pndrlov givar gikavtog dmovépel Yodv £0vtd To KEAMGTO Kol
polot’ ayadd, kol yopiletar Eovtod 1@ KuploTdTe, Kol Tdvio Toute neibetar domep 6
Kad TOMC TO KVpIOTATOV NEMOT  eivol Sokel kol v AL cdoTnua, obTtm Kol dvOpmmog:
Kol @ikowtog O pdAota O ToUTO Ayam®V Kol TovT® YopllOUeVos. Kol €ykpatng 08 Kol
aKpatng Aéyetal T@ KPOTEV TOV VOOV §| pf, ®G ToVTOL £kdoTOV OVTOg Kol TEmPOyEvol
Soxodotv avTol kol Ekovsimg T HeTd Adyov ndAoTa. 8Tt uev ovv 1000’ Ekactoc EoTv 1
péMota, ovk GdnAov, Kol &t 0 Emelkng poloto o0t dyomd. 010 EiAavtog HaAot av €in,
Ko’ Etepov €180¢ ToD dverdilopévon, kai Slpépmv T1060dTOV G0V TO Katd Adyov (ijv Tod
katd wahog, kol opéyecbor 1| ToD kaAod 1 Tod dokodviog cupeépety [...] T® poxdnpd pev
o0V Srapmvel & S&l mpdrtety kai 6 mpdrter 6 & dmiekhc, 6 Ogi, Tadta Kkod TpdrTel mhc Yop
vobg aipeitan 10 PétioTov E0vtd, O & Emewkng meapyel @ vd (NE 1168b28-1169a6,
1169a15-18).

But this sort of person would seem to be more of a self-lover; at any rate he assigns the
finest things, the ones that are most good, to himself and indulges the most authoritative
element of himself, obeying it in everything; and just as a city, too, or any other composite
whole, seems to be its most authoritative element, so with man. Thus ‘self-lover’ applies
most to the one who cherishes this, and indulges this. Again, people are called enkratic or
akratic by reference to whether intelligence is in control or not, which suggests that this is
what each of us is, or this most of all, is quite clear, and also that this is what the decent sort
of person cherishes most. Hence he will count as ‘self-lover’ the most — not the same kind
people speak of censoriously, but different by as much as living by reason differs from
living by emotion, and desiring the fine, on the one hand, from desiring what appears to
bring advantage on the other [...] For the bad person, then, there is discord between what he
should do and what he does, whereas with the decent one, what he should do is what he
does, since every intelligence chooses what is best for itself, and the good person obeys the
commands of intelligence.

In this passage, the use of the word “self-lover” defended by Aristotle basically portrays
the life of a virtuous individual. A life guided by what is fine. In this life the most authoritative
element of human beings, that is, reason, occupies a central place in the organization of life. It is
interesting the remark made by Aristotle that what distinguishes enkrateia from akrasia is the fact of
reason being or not in control respectively. When reason commands, the person is regarded as being

in control and is called enkratic. When emotions are in the control of the actions, the person is
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regarded as not being in control and is called akratic. This view shows that there is an underlying
assumption that reason is what mostly characterizes us. Reason is what we mostly are (NE
1168b35-1169a3). The ergon argument had already shown that a proper human life is one which is
lived for the sake of and based on reason’s activity. So it should come as no surprise the claim that
the good person (0 €mekng) cherishes mostly this part of him. The proper human life resides in the
activity of this part of the soul. In Aristotle’s view, this second kind of self-lover then is more
properly a self-lover than the first and they differ insofar as one lives according to emotions and the
other according to reason. The first seeks what seems to bring advantage; the second, the fine. This
distinction here is fundamental because it is behind the contrast made by Aristotle between the life
based on reason (10 kot Aoyov (fjv) and the life based on emotions (10 katd mwéOog Cfjv)*®. The life
based on emotion should be avoided. The life worth pursuing and which aims at the fine is the life
by reason. The life based on emotion organizes the moral objects of pursuit not towards the fine, but
towards what is advantageous.

In the last sentence of passage T9, Aristotle repeats what was already defended in NE
1.13: the good person obeys reason (0 0" €mieikng neBapyel @ v@) (NE 1169al17-18). It does not
seem plausible to consider that the good person obeys reason only in regard to the means of actions
while the non-rational desiderative part of the soul in regard to the goals. The possibility of
following this non-rational part of the soul in a life devoted to the fine was already discarded by
Aristotle, as we have seen. To corroborate this view, we just need to appeal to the statement that
says that what chooses the best for individuals is reason (¢ yop vodg aipeitatl 10 BEATIOTOV E0VTGD)
(NE 1169a17). There is no reason to assign to Aristotle a restrictive view about the role played by
reason in moral actions.

As should be clear by now, the discussion about self-love addresses some issues that are
fundamental to the labour division. In the discussion about self-love, Aristotle’s claims go against
any view that tries to subordinate reason to character’s choices. Aristotle denies that a life according
to the non-rational desiderative part of the soul, when not guided by reason, might have as its aim
the fine, the ultimate value to be pursued in a virtuous life. The conclusions presented by the
discussion are also in harmony with the results attained in NE 1.7 and 1.13. In these two chapters
Aristotle defends a life organized around reason’s activity. The role to be played by the non-rational
desiderative part of the soul responsible for character in a well-organized soul is to listen to reason.
In the discussion of self-love, Aristotle takes up again these claims and advances more in the
discussion. He shows once again that a life in accordance to reason is the right kind of life to be

pursued.

% The opposition between “kotd Adyov” and “kotd ndfoc” is also found in 1095a8-10.
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3.6. NE VI.5: temperance preserves phronesis

Finally, I turn my attention to passages that are traditionally taken to give a definitive
account of the labour division. Most of these passages are found in NE VI, especially in the two last
chapters of this book. The main challenge these passages present to the interpretation I have
defended so far is that at their face value they seem to claim that character plays the role of setting
the moral goals. I make an effort to show that this face-value interpretation is not the most adequate
way of taking Aristotle’s claims. When the goal passages are put in the wider argumentative context
of the NE, Humean interpretations of these passages are not as cogent as they seem to be at first
glance. An important result of the interpretation I will defend is that my interpretation is in harmony
with Aristotle’s view that reason has the central role in a virtuous life and guides character in the
moral actions.

An important passage to start the discussion is found in NE VIL.5. In this passage,

Aristotle advances certain claims about the interplay between virtue of character and phronesis:

T10. £&vBev Kol TV cOPPOcHVNY TOHT® TPOGUYOPEVOUEY TG OVOUOTL, MG odlovoay TNV
QpovNow. odlel 6¢ TNV TOWTV VTOANYV. o Yap Gracav VLOANy Sedeipel 0vdE
Sraotpéper 0 HdY kai Avanpdv, olov 811 TO Tpiymvov Vo dpBag Exel §j ovK Exel, GAAYL TAG
TEPL TO TPAKTOV. 0 PV Yap APyl TV TpaxTdy T 00 Evero o mpoxTd: T@ 88 SieeBouppéve
Ot ndovnv f|j ATV €06VG 00 @aivetal dpyn, ovde Oelv Tovtov Evekev 0VOE dtd ToLO'
aipeicBot Tavto Kol Tpdttey: Eotl yop 1) kakio eBaptikn dpyfg (VE 1140b11-20).

That is why we give sophrosuné [‘temperance’] its name, as something that sozei ten
phronésin [‘preserves phronesis’]. And it does preserve the sort of belief in question. What
is pleasant and painful does not corrupt, or distort, every sort of belief, e.g. that the internal
angles of a triangle do or do not add up to two right angles, only beliefs in the sphere of
action. For the principles of the actions are that for the sake of which the actions are; to
whom is corrupted through pleasure or pain, the principle does not appear, nor that we
should choose everything, and act, for the sake of this, and because of this — for badness is
corruptive of the principle.

It is not an easy task to understand the details of this passage, which might give rise to
interpretations that endorse a Humean take on the labour division (see, for instance, Moss 2012, p.
174-175, 182-183) and also to interpretations that go against a Humean take (see, for instance,
Allan 1977, p. 76-77). One of the central issues is related to how we should understand the claim
that temperance® preserves phronesis.

One possible interpretation of the passage is to defend that, without a good character in

regard to pleasures and pains, reason’s correct beliefs about the actions to be done will be corrupted

% 1 think the word “temperance” here is employed by Aristotle in a broader way (see Broadie 2002, p. 368). The
word makes reference to character. A virtuous character is one that keeps the non-rational desires under control and
obedient to reason (NE 1104b12-16, 22-24) as well as temperance does it in the case of the non-rational desires
related to the pleasures of food, drink, and sex.
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by the non-rational desires. In this case, the task of a good character is to preserve reason’s correct
beliefs by not allowing the individual to be led astray in regard to his right goals because of pleasure
and pain. This sort of interpretation is defended by Allan (1977, p. 77): “it is therefore possible, and
sometimes convenient, to speak of sophrosuné as preserving a true opinion about the good, without
suggesting for a moment that virtue can, from its own resources, provide a conception of the good”.
In commenting on the passage, Irwin (1999, p. 243) stresses that the persistence in performing
wrong actions has the power of changing one’s mind about the wrongness of certain actions: “here
Aristotle suggests that repeated mistaken indulgences in the wrong pleasures will result in our
losing our belief in their wrongness”. The virtuous organization of the non-rational desires
displayed by a good character makes individuals not avoid pain when it is shameful to do so, as
well as not being attracted by base pleasure. In this interpretation, although character is still
responsible for preserving phronesis’ moral suppositions, it is still a rational capacity that sets the
moral goals'®.

To accommodate the passage within a Humean interpretative framework, Moss

provides the following account of it (2012, p. 182-183):

But the claim is in fact more complex: having the supposition of an end x preserved means
both (i) having x appear to you, and also (ii) knowing that you should be acting for the sake
of x. We can maintain consistency with the Goal passages, and at the same time explain the
idea that temperance “preserves” phronesis, if we take it that Aristotle means to attribute (i)
to virtue and (ii) to phronesis. It is character that ensures (i), making one aware of the
content of the end — that one should act finely, or that one should save the drowning baby,
or whatever it may be. What phronesis adds is the right “supposition of the end,” where this
means, as I argued above, being aware of it as an end, i.e. using it to guide deliberation — or
as Aristotle puts it here, (ii) being aware that one should “choose and do everything for the
sake of and on account of it.” Even though (i) is a function of character it is necessary for
phronesis, for without having something as one’s end in the first place one of course cannot
use it to guide deliberation.

Moss understands Aristotle’s claim that the starting point does not appear to those
corrupted by pleasure as implying that the principle is given by character. Character provides the
individual with the moral goals. In her account, the word “apyn” is taken to mean “moral goal”, the
target of the moral action. It is the good character that makes the goal appear. It is important to
highlight that, in the context above, Aristotle is clearly concerned with the appearance of the right

goal, not any goal. A character corrupted by pleasure is unable to set the right goals. According to

1% Moss gives an accurate description of the strategies that try to avoid the claim that virtue of character gives the
moral goals: “to someone corrupted by pleasure or pain, straightaway the starting-point [i.e. the proper end] does
not appear” (V/VL5 1140b11-20): this allegedly shows that virtue “makes the goal right” only in that the appetites
and passions which constitute character determine whether or not the end, which is dictated by intellect, is
“preserved” — i.e., whether or not the agent keeps it as an end. Either (a) virtue ensures that one will want the goal
which one intellectually judges best, or (b) virtue preserves that goal in that non-virtuous desires would prompt
intellect to change its view of what is best” (Moss 2012, p. 174).
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Moss, the appearance of the right moral goal is a task carried out by a virtuous character. The task
assigned to phronesis is to become aware of the content of the end chosen by character and use it to
guide deliberation.

In my view, the two interpretations above are unsatisfactory. The first assumes that bad
desires has the power to undermine one’s right supposition of the goal in the long run. Against this
view it can be said that Aristotle himself recognizes that the enkratics are individual who have bad
desires (NE 1102b13-28, 1151b34-1152a3) and, even so, they know what is the right thing to be
done and, more importantly, act in accordance with what they think is the best thing to be done.
Moreover, their condition is said to be a moral disposition (NVE 1146al4, 1150a13-16, 1151a27-28,
1151b28-30, 1152a25-27, 1152a34-36)'"". They are consistent in their way of acting. All this
amounts to the fact that bad desires neither warp irretrievably the possibility of rationally choosing
a right goal while having bad appetites nor prevent the individual from acting in accordance to this
right goal. The second interpretation goes against what I have argued to be the most basic tenet of
Aristotle’s ethics: a virtuous human life should be organized around reason. In Moss’ interpretation,
the ends of moral life are structured by a well-ordered set of non-rational desires, represented by the
notion of a good character.

In her comments about what is the principle (épyn) that appears (paiveror) to the agent,
Broadie says that Aristotle is talking about general moral principles. According to her, he has in
mind things like “do what’s best” (Broadie 2002, p. 369). Irwin proposes in his comments that what
Aristotle has in mind is the ultimate end, that is, the “agent’s conception of the final good, i.e., of
happiness” (1999, p. 243). The passage is not clear about how exactly to take “apy1”, but it seems
that the passage is related to moral principles that are grasped by the virtuous agent and for the sake
of which he acts. Both Broadie’s and Irwin’s interpretation accepts this view, the disagreement lies
only in how to specify this principle. For my interpretative purpose, it is enough to assume that
Aristotle is talking about a propositional moral content that prescribes how to act. Note, however,
that what is at issue in the passage is not only the fact that this moral content is available to the
virtuous agent but also that he makes his moral choices and acts based on it (aipeicBot mévta Kol
npattewv). This implies that the verb “paiveror” cannot be taken in a mere cognitive sense of the
moral content being available to the agent. The agent must also be in agreement with this content,
which must result in actions accordingly.

Someone might eventually argue that the principle of action is also available to the

enkratic individual because, although he has bad desires (NE 1102b13-28, 1145b13-14, and

101 In the case of akrasia, Mendonga seems to take it as a disposition (&£1c): “Aristoteles concebe a acrasia como
uma habilitacdo (%exis) voluntaria” (2014, p. 87).
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1151b34-1152a3), and in some sense can be said to have the non-rational desires corrupted, he acts
according to his reason, following the correct prescription. My reply is that indeed the enkratic
individual not only has the correct principle of action but also acts based on it. Therefore, we can
say that the principle appears (paiveror dpyn) to him. However, given how the passage is construed,
Aristotle seems to have in view a contrast between the virtuous and vicious agents. When he makes
reference to the individual corrupted by pleasure and pain (t@® 6¢ die@Bapuéve dt' Ndovny 1j AdanV),
he is strictly considering the vicious person, which has excessive non-rational desires, not any
individual who has wrong non-rational desires, like the akratic and enkratic. Aristotle is not
interested in these two sorts of individuals in the passage. Understanding this restriction in his
argument is important to avoid the difficulty that arises in the case of the enkratic individual, who
formulates and acts based on correct moral principles, although he does not perform actions that are
virtuous strictly speaking, once he does not fulfil at least the third requirement of proper virtuous
actions listed in NE 1105a31-33'%,

In the case of the vicious individual, Aristotle makes clear in a passage discussed above
that when the non-rational desires are strong (peydAar) and excessive (c@odpai), they knock out
(ékxpovovowv) reason (NE 1119b10). Because of this, he recommends in the sequence that the
desires must be moderate (puétprog) and few (dAiyoc) (NVE 1119b11). The lesson this passage teaches
us is that the excessive pleasures of the vicious person must be avoided because it has a negative
impact on reason’s work to grasp and make the agent act according to the right principles of action.
This also holds about the passage under discussion. Taken in this way, the passage T10 provides no

support to a Humean interpretation.

12 For a discussion of the details involved in the third requirement of proper virtuous actions, see Spinelli 2013,
351-352.
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3.7. NE V1.12-13: a different approach

The last two chapters of NE VI have been traditionally seen as the place where Aristotle
finally explains how the interaction between phronesis and virtue of character must be understood
in regard to the labour division. This sort of approach, however, seems to ignore certain important
aspects of Aristotle’s argumentative strategy. One of them is to overlook the wider context in which
the chapters take place. As I hope to have clearly shown, the interaction between character and
reason is a topic that Aristotle discusses on different occasions in the NE. It even plays a crucial role
in the formulation of the ergon argument because the proper activity of human beings rests
ultimately on how the interplay between character and reason must be. It sounds to me more
reasonable to assume that the two last chapters of NE VI needs to be understood in this wider
context. They are not the starting point and perhaps not even the central texts of the labour division.

Another aspect is related to the argumentative strategy of these two chapters. At the
beginning of NE VI.12, Aristotle raises some puzzles related to the usefulness of phronesis and
wisdom. They are solved throughout the two last chapters of book VI. The principal aim of these
two chapters is to provide answers to these puzzles. Aristotle is primarily concerned with these
puzzles and ends up touching upon issues related to the labour division. Because of this
argumentative strategy adopted by Aristotle, it is more reasonable to downplay our expectations
about the results the chapter can deliver and adopt the position that the discussion of the labour
division at the end of book VI is constrained by the puzzles proposed by Aristotle to deal with
issues related to the usefulness of phronesis and wisdom. An important conclusion to be drawn
from this aspect of NE VI.12-13 is that these chapters were not designed to give a detailed account
of the labour division, even though they end up making important claims about it.

In order to start our discussion of the two last chapters of book VI, let me quote the
opening paragraph of NE VI.12, a place where Aristotle raises some puzzles related to the

usefulness of phronesis:

T11. [...] 1 8¢ @pévnoic Todto [Bswprioet £€ Gv Eotar sddaipmy dvOpwmoc] pév Exet, GAAYL
tivog €veka Ol adTiic; elmep 1 pEv @pdvnoig Eotv M mepl ta dikata kol KoAd Kol dyodo
avOpon®, Todta 8' €otiv 8 10D dyafod £oTiv AvOpOg TPATTELY, OVOLEV O& TPUKTIKMTEPOL TG
eldévar avtd Eopev, gimep EEeic al apetai giotv, domep 0VOE TG VYIEWA OVOE TA EVEKTIKE,
doa un 6 moteiv dALL T® Ao Tiig EEswmg etvol Adyeton 0DOEV Yap TPOKTIKAOTEPOL TG EYEV
TNV 1TPIKNV KOl YOUVOOTIKNY E0UEV. €1 6& U] TOVTOV XAPV EPOVIpoV Pntéov AAL TOD
yiveoBou, t0ig obol omovdaiolg ovdev v £ ypriowoc £1t &' 00SE Tolc pry Exovoty: 0vSEY
yap dloicel avtovg Exev §j dALo1g Exovat meibecBat, ikavdg T Eyot dv NUlv domep kol mTepi
TNV Vyielav: Bovddpevor yap Hyaivey duwg oo povBdvopey totpikny (NE 1143b15-33).

[...] phronesis may have this feature [to reflect on any of the things that make a human
being happy], but what do we need it for, if in fact phronesis has to do with the things that
are just and fine and good for human beings, and these are the ones that the good man
characteristically does — and knowledge of them does not make us any more doers of them,
given that the virtues are dispositions; just as with things relating to health, or things
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relating to physical fitness (i.e. the ones to which the terms apply not because they produce
but because they flow from the disposition), for we are no more doers of those things by
virtue of possessing expertise in medicine and athletic training. And if we are to say that
being phronimos is useful not for this, but with a view to our becoming doers of good
things, then it will not be of any use to those who already are good; and further, phronesis
won’t even be useful for those who don’t have it, since it will make no difference whether
they have it themselves or listen to others who do — and that will suffice for us, just as it
does in the case of health: even though we wish to be healthy we don’t learn how to be
doctors.

In this passage, Aristotle raises some objections that could be made against the
usefulness of phronesis. There is an important aspect about the use of the word “phronesis” in the
passage that cannot go unnoticed. The potential objector to which Aristotle gives voice
misunderstands the concept of phronesis and formulates it in an inadequate way. As I will show,
Aristotle elucidates the concept of phronesis through the resolution of the puzzles. The potential
objector associates in a very loose way phronesis to knowledge about what is just, fine, and good
for human beings. Part of Aristotle’s efforts in the replies is to elucidate what is in fact involved in
phronesis’ knowledge and to show how it is a fundamental element in the performance of virtuous
actions.

In the first objection, phronesis’ knowledge is questioned over its power to make
individuals engage in virtuous actions. According to the objection, phronesis’ knowledge seems to
be insufficient for leading to the performance of virtuous actions. The possession of knowledge
about what is good does not seem to make people act in better ways. Virtuous actions are performed
by those who are already good. The conclusion drawn is that either the individual is already good
and performs virtuous actions or the individual is not good and phronesis’ knowledge will have no
practical contribution to him. The fact that someone knows which things are good does not make
this person more able to perform virtuous actions because virtue is a disposition and virtuous
actions are out of a virtuous disposition.

An important aspect which we should be careful about is what the word “dpet” stands
for in the passage. In many contexts in the NE, Aristotle employs this word to make reference to
“virtue of character”. In the passage at hand, however, the puzzles are raised from the perspective of
a potential objector'®, whose views will be shown not to be completely on the right track by
Aristotle. Because of this perspective, the word “dpet)” must not be taken in the more specific way
employed by Aristotle in the NE'®, in the sense of “virtue of character”. In the formulation of the
puzzles, the potential objector seems to have another use in mind in which virtue simply is that

which makes someone virtuous. Aristotle agrees with this use, but this is not the only one that he

193 This is confirmed by the opening of NE V1.12 (1143b18): “Aomoprioeie 8' &v 11g”.
104 In his translation, Ross assumes that “4petfi” means virtue of character: “[...] and we are none the more able to
act for knowing them if the virtues are states of character” (Ross revised by Lesley, 2009).
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does of “apetn” in the NE. In the objection, virtue is taken only in the way of being a disposition
that is enough to ensure the performance of virtuous actions. If someone has virtue, then this person
is already virtuous and is able to perform virtuous actions. In this context, the following question
makes complete sense: why does someone need to have phronesis if he already has virtue and,
therefore, is already virtuous? This kind of question becomes a serious philosophical problem when
we assume that the word “dpet” is employed only in a general way, forgetting Aristotle’s use of
“apetn” as virtue of character. As virtuous actions are out of a virtuous disposition, phronesis’
knowledge about what is good seems to be irrelevant from a practical perspective because what
matters for the performance of virtuous actions is the possession of a virtuous disposition, not
phronesis’ knowledge. As I will argue, Aristotle solves this problem by showing that there are two
ways of understanding the word “dpetr|”, which are not in conflict.

The examples brought to illustrate the view of the potential objector shed some light on
these matters. In the case of health and physical fitness, the objector argues that what makes us call
someone as having health and physical fitness is the fact that the person has a bodily condition that
can be recognized as healthy or as having physical fitness. These conditions are said out of a
disposition (&m0 g €€emg). Therefore, neither is the mere possession of expertise in medicine and
athletic training enough to the possession of health or physical fitness nor is the fact that the person
makes healthy things or makes bodily exercises, but uniquely the fact that the person has a bodily
condition that can be recognized as healthy or as having physical fitness. Someone can make
healthy things and still have an ill condition. On the basis of these remarks, the objector goes further
and argues that, if someone has phronesis and, therefore, knowledge about the good things but does
not already possess a virtuous disposition, neither are his actions virtuous nor is he.

If we agree with the arguments raised in the puzzles, we must draw the conclusion that
phronesis and its knowledge about the good things have no usefulness to the performance of
virtuous actions. It seems that there is no place for phronesis in the life of those who already have
virtue (apetn) and who already are good (ayabdc). The potential objector, however, still has some
puzzles to raise. Perhaps, what should be said is that phronesis is useful to becoming virtuous. In
this case, we would have to agree that phronesis has no value to those who are already virtuous.
However, even in the case it is agreed that the value of phronesis derives from helping people in
their path to virtue, why should those who are not yet virtuous have themselves phronesis if they
may rely on the advice of those who have it? In the case of health, people do not become doctors in
order to be healthy but rely on the opinion of those who have expertise on this topic. Why should it
be different in the case of phronesis? This last objection throws doubts even on the usefulness of

having phronesis to those who are in their path to becoming virtuous.
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The objections above call into question the contribution that phronesis may give to an
eudaimon life. The puzzles raised make an effort to show that phronesis’ knowledge is unnecessary
for an eudaimon life. It is important to keep it in mind because Aristotle’s replies in the sequence
aim to address especially issues related to phronesis’ usefulness. His primary investigative concern
1s not with the labour division. He is mainly interested in showing that phronesis is part of an
eudaimon life and plays an important role in it. However, phronesis is able to perform this job only

with the collaboration of virtue of character.

3.8. Making the Goal Right and Setting the Goal: a distinction

The first controversial remark about the labour division is found in NE 1144a6-9:

T12. &t1 10 £pyov AmoTeELEITAL KOTO TV @POVNOY Kol TNV MOV apetiv: 1 LEV Yap ApeTn
TOV GKOTOV TIOLEL 0pBOV, 1] 08 PPOVNOIG T TPOG TODVTOV.

Again, the ergon is brought to completion by virtue of a person’s having phronesis and
virtue of character; for virtue makes the goal correct, while phronesis makes what leads to

it correct.

A minor but important detail in this passage is that Aristotle does not use only the word
“apet”, as he does in many parts of the NE. He adds to this word the adjective “nowdc”. In the
formulation of the puzzles, he left this adjective out. In the first appearance of the word “dpet”
after the formulation of the puzzles it comes along with the adjective “nown”. In the remainder of
the discussion in the two last chapters of book VI, the word will be employed again without being
followed by the adjective “n0wn” in most of its occurrences (see, for instance, NE 1144a20, 22, 30,
1144b1-2, 25, 1145a5). The only exception is found in line 1144b32, where the expression “nowm
apetn” is employed again. In this occurrence, Aristotle wants to make clear that he is using the
word “dpetn” in terms of “virtue of character” after a discussion (NE 1144b17-32) in which the
word “apetn” is employed in different ways. The word “dpetq” is mainly used in the NE as a
shorthand for “nBwm dapetn™'®. The use of the whole expression in the passage T12 is important
because the word “apet” was employed in a different way in the formulation of the puzzles. In the
puzzles, Aristotle did not seem to be committed to his notion of virtue of character when the word
“apet” was put in the mouth of a potential objector. There, the word “dpet)” seems to stand for
that through which someone is good and has an eudaimon life. In what comes next, Aristotle tries to
show that the human virtue consists of virtue of character and phronesis. The former does not come

about without the latter.

105 See footnote 2.
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In passage T12, Aristotle is concerned with the completion of the human ergon. The
dominant concern of the chapter is to show that wisdom and phronesis promote an eudaimon life
(NE 1143b18-21). Moreover, the lines coming right after passage T12 deal with the promotion of
eudaimonia through wisdom (NE 1144a4-6). In the practical sphere, the completion of the human
ergon 1s carried out through a combination of virtue of character and phronesis. This claim is hardly
open to divergences. The problems arise when we try to pin down what Aristotle intended to say
with the division of tasks put forward in the passage.

In what could be called a prima-facie interpretation of the passage, Aristotle’s
statements are taken to be saying that virtue of character sets the goal (cxondg) while phronesis is
responsible for the things related to it (t& mpog TodTOV). If this interpretation is endorsed, we end up
being committed to a Humean interpretation of the labour division'”. Given all the pieces of
evidence I have shown against this sort of interpretation, the first thing to be done is to resist such
an approach. I think the passage may be construed without being at odds with the claims that
character has to be obedient to reason and that the leading role in action should be assigned to
reason.

The Humean interpretation works out only if one crucial assumption is granted. The
assumption is that Aristotle establishes in the passage a rigid division of tasks: virtue of character
only takes care of the goals while phronesis only of the things related to the goals. The consequence
is that neither of them has anything to do with what belongs to the sphere of responsibility of the
other. In this interpretation, Aristotle’s statements are taken to be assigning exclusive
responsibilities to virtue of character and phronesis. As far as I can see, the claim that virtue of
character makes the goal right (dpetr) TOv okomov molel dpBov) does not need to be necessarily seen
as advancing the stronger claim that character sets the goal. Aristotle’s claim can also be understood
in other terms. A way out of the Humean interpretation is to take Aristotle’s claim to be saying that
what virtue of character does is to make character desire the correct goal. In other words, virtue of
character’s function is to ensure that character will aim at the right goal, in contrast to a non-
virtuous character, which aims at wrong goals. In this case, Aristotle is not saying that the goal is
chosen by virtue of character. Virtue of character only directs character to the right goal and it does
not exclude the possibility of this goal having been chosen by another capacity, for instance, reason.
This is why it is important not to interpret the passage as providing a rigid division of tasks. The

goal desired by character may determine the action, as the cases of akrasia and vice make it clear;

19 This sort of interpretation is defended by Moss when she quotes the passage under discussion along with NE
1145a4-6, a passage I discuss later: “so Aristotle says, and he confirms the claim in passages which evidently
restrict practical reasoning to working out how to achieve ends, while assigning the setting of the ends themselves
to character” (2012, p. 157).
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the case of enkrateia, however, shows that, even when character aims at a wrong goal, reason may
make individuals go in the right direction and do the right thing. This is a plausible reason for
assuming that Aristotle’s claim does not intend to assign exclusively to character the task of setting
the moral goals. The claim that virtue of character makes the goal right is a way to say that, when
individuals have a virtuous character, their characters desire the right goals. Character, however, is
not the only capacity that prompts someone to act in a certain way. Understood in this way,
Aristotle’s claim no longer favours a Humean interpretation. In saying that phronesis has under its
responsibility the things related to the goal, Aristotle does not restrict phronesis’ work to this task.
He only emphasizes a fundamental task carried out by it and which virtue of character is unable to
perform. When I turn my attention to the initial discussion of NE VI.13, it will become clear that

character is unable to aim at the right goal without reason.

3.9. Virtue Makes Prohairesis Right: an anti-Humean interpretation

In the sequence, Aristotle tries to answer the objection that phronesis does not make
individuals more able to perform the fine and just actions (NVE 1144al11-13). The answer given by
Aristotle is complex and can be divided into two parts. The first takes up the lines 1144al13-bl and
1s focused on the role played by phronesis in the task of granting the achievement of the goal. The
second takes up the lines 1144b1-17 and is focused on the practical importance of phronesis to
virtue of character. In his replies, Aristotle advances some claims about the interplay between virtue
of character and phronesis and articulates in better terms how the labour division should be taken.

At the beginning of the first part, Aristotle brings back to the discussion the claim that a
virtuous person is not someone who only performs what can be externally described as a virtuous
action but who also performs his actions by being in a certain condition (10 nd¢ &yovta) (NE
1144a18). In NE 114, Aristotle claimed that the performance of properly virtuous actions requires
the fulfilment of three requirements: knowledge, right motivation, and stability'”’. Given his

argumentative purpose, Aristotle retrieves in NE VI1.12 only the second requirement. He claims:

T13. d¢ gowkev, EoTt O TS ExovTa TPATTEY EKOOTA GOT €ivor dyafdv, Aéym &' oiov Sid
TPOCIPESTY Kol aOT®V Eveka TAY TPATTOPEVOV. THV UEV 0DV Tpoaipecty OpOny motel 1
apet, t0 &' doa Ekeivng Eveko méQuke TpdttecBor ovk £otTi THG Apetiic AL £TEpog
duvapeng (VE 1144a18-22).

It seems that one must be in a certain condition when one does each of the things to be
good, I mean, e.g. doing them because of prohairesis, and for the sake of the things being
done themselves. The prohairesis, then, is made correct by virtue, but the doing of
whatever by the nature of the things has to be done to realize that prohairesis is not the
business of virtue but of another capacity.

7 For a discussion of the three requirements for the virtuous actions strictly speaking, see Spinelli 2013.
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In that passage, Aristotle shows us how virtue of character and phronesis are related to
prohairesis. Given that he is interested here in the prohairesis that is the result of these two virtues,
we should see his discussion as restricted to the prohairesis virtuous individuals have. In a Humean
interpretation of the passage, the claim that character makes prohairesis correct is seen as if
Aristotle were saying that character did this job by providing the goal involved in prohairesis. This
cannot be the case, however. In NE III.2, Aristotle claimed that the enkratic individuals act on
prohairesis (NE 1111b14-15), even though their non-rational desiderative part of soul, responsible
for character, tries to draw them in a different direction (NE 1102b13-25). If the enkratic individual
is able to pursue the right goal in spite of this part of the soul pushing him forward in a different
direction, it sounds highly unlikely to assume that, when Aristotle claims above that prohairesis is
made correct by virtue (thv pév ovv mpoaipecty opOnv moiel 1 dpetn), what he intends to say is that
virtue of character does it by setting the moral goal while phronesis is in charge of figuring out the
ways of achieving it. Although Aristotle seeks to establish a contrast between the roles played by
both virtues, I do not think this contrast should be understood along these lines. When Aristotle says
that virtue of character makes prohairesis right, he wants to say that virtue of character also gives
its share of contribution to the formation of a virtuous prohairesis. However, he does not explain
what its contribution is and how it happens in that passage. The discussion about practical truth in
NE V1.2 can give us some help.

In his investigation into practical truth, Aristotle seems to be especially interested in
giving a detailed characterization of what he calls virtuous prohairesis (1 mpoaipeoic orovdain)
(NE 1139a25)'®. The good action (edmpotia) is dependent on a good prohairesis (NE 1139a33-35).
Aristotle says that a good prohairesis is the result of reason and character (VE 1139a33-35) and he
insists on the fact that a good prohairesis demands reason and desire (NVE 1139a23-24, 29-31, 32-
33, b4-5). All these claims are in line with Aristotle’s general view about how the interaction
between character and reason must be in a virtuous soul. Moreover, one important claim of the
passage is that actions performed by virtuous individuals must have their origin in a &&ig
mpoaipeTikn in which virtue of character and phronesis have a contribution to give (NE 1139a22-25,

see also 1106b36-1107a2). Which share of contribution each virtue gives is not clear. There is a

1% The passage might be taken to be characterizing prohairesis in general. However, I think that it is not the best
interpretation. Although Aristotle employs the expression “n mpoaipeoig cmovdaic” only at the beginning of the
discussion and in the sequence only the word “mpoaipecig” without being followed by the adjective “crovdaia”,
this is not a good reason for assuming that he is no longer discussing “n wpoaipecic omovdaia”. The same kind of
phenomenon is seen in the case of the expression “f0wn dpern”. Aristotle makes reference to it in many passages
only with the word “dpet)”. Angioni (2008, p. 92 footnote 3) calls our attention to a similar pattern of writing in
regard to the word “ovecia” in the Met.
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passage, however, that may be construed as claiming that the desires under the responsibility of

character follow what reason prescribes. Here is the passage:

T14. o1 &' Omep &v dravoig KaTAPAcLg Kol andeootg, TodT &v 0pé€et dlw&ig Kal uyn” dot'
Emedn M MO apetn EEC TpoarpeTikn, N 6€ mpoaipeoic dpe&lg PovigvTikn, Ol St TadTa
u&v tov 1€ Adyov dAndf etvon xoi v SpeEv 0pONv, elnep M Tpoaipeoic cmovdaia, Koi o
adTA TOV PEV paval v ¢ didkely (NVE 1139a21-26).

What affirmation and negation are in thinking, pursuit and avoidance are in desire; so that
since moral virtue is a state of character concerned with choice, and choice is deliberate
desire, therefore both the reasoning must be true and the desire right, if the choice is to be
good, and the latter must pursue just what the former asserts'® (Dahl’s translation, 1984, p.
38).

About this passage, Dahl (1984, p. 38) says that “Aristotle seems to be saying here that
reason does apprehend the ends of action, for he seems to be saying that in order for a choice to be
good, desire must pursue what reason has told it to pursue, viz., an appropriate end”. In spite of
taking the passage in this way, he recognizes that a Humean interpreter of the labour division could
easily dismiss his interpretation by saying that the passage is ambiguous for counting decisively for

a non-Humean account of the labour division'"

. The passage is indeed ambiguous. Dahl even says
that it can also be understood as meaning that what character follows are the means dictated by
reason (Dahl 1984, p. 38). Although the passage does not settle the matter, it provides us with an
important result: a virtuous prohairesis (] npoaipeoic omovdaia) is made up of phronesis and virtue
of character. Given this, it seems plausible to draw the conclusion that, when Aristotle claims that
virtue of character makes prohairesis right, he may be just saying that without virtue of character
there is no virtuous prohairesis. There is no need to take a step further and be committed to the
claim that virtue of character is exclusively responsible for prohairesis or for providing the goal
involved in it while phronesis for finding out the ways to achieve it. NE V1.2 is far from confirming
this view. Now back to NE VI.12.

In the translation I have provided, Aristotle is taken to be saying that the things done for
the sake of prohairesis do not fall under virtue of character’s responsibility, but it belongs to
another capacity. This is not, however, the only way of interpreting the passage. Lorenz (2009, p.
203-204) defends that the pronoun “éxeivn” in line 1144a21 does not make reference to the word

“prohairesis”, found in line 1144a21 but to the word “virtue” in the same line. One of Lorenz’s

arguments (2009, p. 206) to support this view is that, when formulating the puzzles about the

1% Rowe (2002) provide a less committed translation: “what affirmation and denial are in the case of thought,
pursuit and avoidance are with desire; so that, since excellence of character is a disposition issuing in decisions, and
decision is a desire informed by deliberation, in consequence both what issues from reason must be true and the
desire must be correct for the decision to be a good one, and reason must assert and desire pursue the same things”.
10 Dahl himself recognizes that this passage alone is not enough to support his view. For him, a complete defence
of it is possible only after his exegesis of passages like 1112b13 and 1144a6-9.
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usefulness of phronesis, one problem raised was that phronesis may be useful to those who want to
become virtuous but not to those who are already virtuous. In his interpretation, the passage intends
to show that phronesis does not play this role but another capacity, namely cleverness. Although
Lorenz’s view is philosophically plausible, I prefer to stick to the view that the word “ékeivn” in
line 1144a21 makes reference to the word “prohairesis” one line above and that Aristotle is
discussing phronesis’ responsibility in regard to the things that conduces to the achievement of a
good prohairesis. Below I display some reasons in favour of this view.

The wider argumentative context of the discussed passage is intended to show why
phronesis makes individuals more able to perform fine and just actions (NVE 1144al1-13). The first
step taken by Aristotle is to argue that the properly virtuous actions should be performed by being
in a certain condition (NE 1144al8). As a crucial requirement for the performance of properly
virtuous actions, Aristotle retrieves one of the three requirements expounded in NE I1.4: to act out
of prohairesis and for the sake of the actions themselves (NE 1144a19-20). It is within this wider
context that Aristotle says that what is done for the sake of prohairesis falls under the responsibility
of another capacity. His interest lies in explaining which capacities are involved in the prohairesis
of virtuous individuals, not which capacities are involved in becoming virtuous. Although I admit
that Aristotle ends up giving an answer to the puzzle mentioned by Lorenz (I will show it later), this
is not his primary argumentative target. However, even in the case of this interpretative concession,
there is no need to foot the bill of Lorenz’s interpretation. An additional argument against Lorenz’s
view is that, when Aristotle employs the word “dpet)” in line 1144a20, I do not think he uses the
word “virtue” as the same as that through someone can be called a virtuous individual, such as it is
employed in the formulation of the puzzles. The word is used in the sense of virtue of character.
The argument is concerned with virtue of character’s and phronesis’ role in a virtuous prohairesis.
It seems to me that Lorenz’s interpretation understands the word “dpet)” in a general way. For him,
what the other capacity does is to make individuals do those things that are conducive to becoming
virtuous, not the things that are conducive to virtue of character. In his own words: “Aristotle's
concern in our passage is actions that are done for the sake of virtue: in other words, actions people
do in order to be or become virtuous” (Lorenz 2009, p. 203-204). But being a virtuous individual is
not only a question of having virtue in the precise sense of virtue of character, which is how the
word “apetn” must be taken in the passage. A virtuous individual needs to have both virtue of
character and phronesis, as the arguments in the sequence will make it clear. But the claim that
virtue of character makes prohairesis right should not be read as saying that virtue of character is
responsible for the goal involved in it. For this reason, the passage under discussion cannot count as

evidence for Humean interpretations.
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3.10. Cleverness, Knavery, and Phronesis
Let’s proceed with Aristotle’s argument. I quote below the passage where Aristotle

establishes the distinction between phronesis, knavery, and cleverness:

T15. Xlextéov &' émotiooot coapéctepov mept adT®V. €ott O dvvoulg fiv kododot
dewotntor avtn &' €oti Ttowwtn GoTe TA TPOC TOV VmotebEVTo oKOTOV GuvteivovTa
SvvacOon Todto TPATTEW Ko TUYYGVEY odTOD. AV PEV oDV O GKOTOC T KOAGC, STOVETH
€Ty, €av 6& QaDAOG, Tovovpyia: 310 Kol TOVG PPOVILOVG SEWVODG KOl TAVOVPYOLS PAUEY
sivar. Eott 8' 1 PpoOVNGIC 0VY 1| SOVaS, GAL ovK vev THg duvapusng tavtng (NE 1144a22-
29).

But we must fix our minds on these and discuss them in a more illuminating way. There is
an ability that people call ‘cleverness’; and this is of a sort such that, when it comes to the
things that conduce to a proposed goal, it is able to carry these out and do so successfully.

Now if the aim is a fine one, this ability is to be praised, but if the aim is a bad one, then it

is knavery; which is why we say that both the phronimos and the knave are clever''.

Phronesis is not identical with this capacity, but it is not without this capacity.

In his initial description of cleverness in lines 1144a24-26, Aristotle does not seem to
attach to its success in achieving a certain target any moral evaluation. Cleverness is a capacity that
enables the individual to aim and attain any given target. This ability is described as able to find out
the ways of getting what the agent sets as a goal for himself. What comes next in the passage is
difficult to understand in detail. In general lines, it claims that, if the goal is fine, the capacity to
achieve it is praised; if the goal is bad, the capacity is knavery. In the case of the former ability, it is
not clear whether Aristotle is already talking about phronesis or whether he is claiming that
cleverness is praised when it aims at a fine goal. Angioni seems to show preference for the first
option''?, In the latter, it is not clear whether knavery is a proper capacity of vicious individuals or
whether knavery is how cleverness is called when it is employed to pursue bad goals. What makes
even harder to settle this matter is the fact that this is the only occurrence of the word “navovpyio”
in the whole NE. In the EE, the word is also found just once (EE 1221al2). In this treatise,
phronesis is presented by Aristotle as a virtue between two vices, mavovpyic and evmbeia.
[Tavovpyio appears as a vice. In the NE, this is not so clear if it is a vice. A possible way out is to

assume that Aristotle works in the passage with contrasts and that the introduction of the notion of

" This phrase is rendered in a different way by Ross revised by Lesley: “hence we call even men of practical
wisdom clever or smart”. Translations similar to Rowe’s are found in Rackham 1926: “this is how we come to
speak of both prudent men and knaves as clever”; Irwin 1999: “that is why both prudent and unscrupulous people
are called clever”; Crisp 2000: “this is why both practically wise and villainous people are called clever”; Reeve
2014: “that is why both practically-wise people and unscrupulous ones are said to be clever”. A different rendering
is adopted by Beresford 2020: “that explains why clever, cunning people are also [sometimes] called ‘wise’”.
Although the Greek text is a little bit misleading, it seems to me that Aristotle is trying to show that both knave and
phronesis are called clever because they all share a common feature: to be able to achieve their goals.

12 «Qs fins que a destreza se propde a realizar podem ser ruins — a destreza torna-se, assim, esperteza ou velhacaria

—ou podem ser bons, de modo que a destreza se torna, nesse caso, sensatez” (Angioni 2011, p. 338).
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nmavovpyla is intended to establish a contrast with phronesis. In this case, the argument can be
construed in the following way. When Aristotle introduces the idea of a fine goal in the passage, he
is making reference to the kind of goal that virtuous individuals have in their actions (NE 1113a31,
1115b12, and 1120a12, 23). In this case, the example is not about someone who aims at a fine goal
by chance or just in a couple of situations but about someone who adopts it consistently as his aim
in his actions and acts accordingly, namely the virtuous individual. Contrary to this sort of
individual, Aristotle presents on the other hand the knave, who has the opposite kind of character
and pursues what is opposite to the fine. Such an interpretation is in line with the view of knavery in
the EE, which sees it as a vice. Here I am inclined to agree with Lorenz that cleverness is the
capacity that may help those who are in their path to virtue. As phronesis is available only to those
who are already virtuous, cleverness may play the job of making people figure out the ways of
acting correctly before they become virtuous and acquire phronesis. But, just as cleverness may be
a path to phronesis, it may also play a role in the path to vice because cleverness is the mere
capacity to figure out the means to any given end.

The next step is to understand why Aristotle says that, although phronesis is not this
capacity, namely cleverness, it cannot be without this capacity. The formulation in Greek is the
following: £€ot1 8' 1] PpOVNOIC 0VY 1 SVVAUIS, AAA OVK Gvey THG duvauemg Tavtnc. One possible way
of reading the passage is to take the two occurrences of the noun “dvvapuic” to be making reference
to cleverness in line 1144a24. The problem with this interpretation is that it seems to commit us to
the claim that phronesis somehow includes cleverness. Besides, it seems to see phronesis and
knavery as specifications of cleverness, in a relation of genera and species. The problem with this
option is that there will be no concept to make reference to the capacity possessed by those who are
already in their way to acquiring virtue of character and phronesis and, therefore, are already able to
achieve successfully to some extent the goal they intend.

I think it is possible to make sense of the passage without taking both occurrences of
“dvvopc” to be making reference to cleverness. In my view, the first occurrence of the word is
related to cleverness, but the second may be taken to be making reference to the description “when
it comes to the things that conduce to a proposed goal, being able to carry these out and do so
successfully” (1o Tpog TOV VTOTEDEVTO GKOTOV GLVTEivovTa dvvachal TadTa TPATTEWY Kol TVYYXAvEWY
avtoD). Aristotle wants to stress that phronesis needs to be able to calculate the ways of achieving
its targets, not that phronesis needs to include cleverness or that cleverness keeps a relation of
genera and species with phronesis. The description above is a feature that is shared by phronesis,
knavery, and cleverness. The difference lies in the fact that cleverness is well characterized by this

description and is a capacity restricted to it, but phronesis and knavery are not. A complete
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characterization of phronesis demands more than a mere ability to find ways to achieve goals.
Phronesis also demands virtuous goals and, as we will see, it is not possible to have phronesis
without virtue of character. Phronesis demands a certain kind of interplay between reason and
character. Knavery, on the other hand, is the capacity opposite to phronesis. It involves the pursuit
of vicious goals and it is reasonable to suppose that it is found in those individuals that gratify not
their more authoritative part of the soul, namely reason, but their base desires. In a nutshell, this

capacity belongs to vicious individuals.

3.11. Virtue of Character and Phronesis: the perverted non-rational desires

The discussion of cleverness prepares the reader for Aristotle’s claims about the
interplay between virtue of character and phronesis. The distinctions drawn were part of an effort to
avoid the possibility of taking phronesis as a mere finding-means ability. In the sequence of the

argument, Aristotle gives more details about what is involved in the possession of phronesis:

T16. M &' €51G T@ SppoTL TOVTE YiveTal THG Woyig ovK Gvev apetiic, g eipntal te Kai EoTt
SfjAov* ol yap cLAAOYIGHOL TV TPAKT®Y GpPyNV EXOVTEG €loty, €mE1dN TOIOVOE TO TEAOG Kol
10 Gplotov, oTNmote OV (§0t® Yap AdYoL Xapy TO TUYXOV)" TodTO &' €l U T® Ayadd, ov
eaiveral dloTpEQEL Yop M poyOnpio kai donyevdechat molel mepl TAG TPAKTIKAG APYAC.
Ho1e QovepOV BTL ASOVATOV PPOVILOV £tvol uf| dvta dyadov (NE 1144a29-bl).

This eye of the soul [phronesis] does not come to be without virtue [of character], as has
been said and as is clear in any case; for the reasoning of the actions have a principle —
‘since the end, i.e. what is best, is such-and-such’ (whatever it may be: for the sake of
argument let it be anything one happens to choose), and this does not appear except to the
good person, since badness distorts a person and causes him to be deceived about the
principles of actions. So it is evident that it is impossible to be phronimos without being

goodm.

As it stands, Aristotle’s statement that phronesis does not come about without virtue of
character is not clear at first glance, even though he says that it is clear and was already explained.
How should we take this dependence between virtue of character and phronesis? Given what comes
in the sequence, a possible interpretation is to assume that virtue of character provides phronesis
with the goal to be pursued in actions. Virtue of character sets the principles that work as phronesis’
starting point for its practical reasoning. When Aristotle says that the reasoning of the actions have
a principle and that this does not appear to those who are not good, this would be evidence for
claiming that virtue of character is responsible for the moral goals. This is the sort of interpretation
preferred by those who adopt a Humean take on the labour division. This sort of interpretation

seems to be favoured by the fact that Aristotle makes reference to the idea of goal (10 téAog) in the

99,

13 Rowe (2002) translates the passage as if Aristotle employed the word “dpet)” instead of “&ya06¢”: “so it evident
that it is impossible to be wise without possessing excellence”.
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passage'®. But is it what Aristotle meant to say? I do not think so. The first thing worth noticing is

that the passage employs a language similar to NE VI.5. In the interpretation of this passage, I have
argued that what was at stake was the fact that, for someone who has his moral goals perverted by
pleasure and pain, he will not be able to grasp correctly what must be done and, moreover, he will
be completely unable to act based on any correct principle because his non-rational desires are
strong. Aristotle argues in a similar way here. It is important to notice, however, that again he has in
view only the virtuous and vicious individuals. The contrast between these two moral kinds intends
to show how the perverted non-rational desires have an impact on the grasp of the correct moral
principles and, consequently, in the actions following from them. As I have shown in the discussion
of NE VL5, the uncontrolled and strong non-rational desires of the vicious individual overcome
reason. Aristotle makes it clear in NE 1119b10. The gist of the passage is not to argue in favour of
the claim that virtue of character sets the moral goals, but to insist on the idea that it is important to
keep the excessive non-rational desires under control so that reason is not prevented from playing
the role of grasping the principle of action, that is, that the principle appears to reason, and the
individual acts based on it. Another important aspect to be noticed is that, in working along with
phronesis, virtue of character contributes to the performance of the human ergon (NE 1144a6-7)
and ultimately to the promotion of eudaimonia. To have the right non-rational desires, listening to
reason, is part of the human good.

As we have seen before, Aristotle says that virtue makes the goal right. I have argued
that this does not mean that virtue of character sets the moral goal. This claim is very limited in its
range. What Aristotle is in fact saying is that virtue of character makes the non-rational desires
under its responsibility be directed towards the correct goals, which is not the same as saying that
virtue of character sets the moral goals. The passage just discussed does not lend support to this
view either. The passage just shows that the perverted non-rational desires of the vicious individual

are a hindrance in the task of having access to the correct principles of action and acting based on it.

14 Stewart (1892b, p. 103) adopts an interpretation along these lines: “but what is the statement? Virtually, that
apetn makes the okomog of the dupa tig yoyfic good, and so makes the dyig of this Supo an Emowverr &1
Gauthier and Jolif (1959b, p. 552-553) take the passage in a different way. For them, phronesis is the capacity that
sees the right goal. The role played by virtue of character is of keeping phronesis in the right track without turning
its attention to the wrong goals: “Il reste bien entendu que I';eil de 1'ame, c'est 1'habilité, qualité de l'intellect
pratique, et c'est cet ceil qui voit. Encore faut-il pour cela qu'il regarde dans la bonne direction, et le garder tourné
dans la bonne direction, c'est le role de la vertu [...] Aristote fait sienne cetter explication: le vice détourne I'ceil d
I'ame de la vraie fin de I'homme pour le tourner vers sa fin a lui, la seule que désormais I'eeil de 'ame puisse voir: la
seule activité qui reste alors possible a l'intellect, c'est de découvrir les moyens qui ménent a cette fin perverse,
I'habilité est devenue fourberie”. Moss advocates that the passage claims that virtue of character sets the moral
goals p. 223-224.
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3.12. What does virtue of character not see?

In the last section, I have argued that one of the goal passages traditionally brought as
evidence for a Humean interpretation of the labour division in NE VI.12 need not be necessarily
understood as supporting this sort of interpretation. I have proposed an interpretation that is not in
collision with the central place Aristotle assigns to reason in a virtuous life.

In NE VI1.12, Aristotle’s focus is on phronesis. It is from the standpoint of phronesis
that he expounds the interdependence between phronesis and virtue of character. In the first part of
NE VI.13, Aristotle changes his focus. He explains the interdependence from the standpoint of

virtue of character. Let me quote the beginning of this chapter:

T17. Zxentéov o1 mAAY Kol TEPL APETTC KoL Yap 1] APETT TOPUTANGI®G Exel MG 1 PPOVNCLG
TPOG TNV dEWVOTNTA — OV TAVTO LEV, OO0V 0€ — 0VT® KOl 1] PUGIKT APETT TPOG TNV Kupiav.
Aot yop doKel Ekaoto TV NODY DLAPYEW VGEL TOG Kol YOp diKO0l Kol GmPPOVIKOL Kol
avdpeiot kol TdAlo Exopev £0OVC &k yevetfic GAL dumg (nroduev £tepdv TL O Kuping
ayoBov kai T Toladto GAlov tpdémov VmApyEw. Kol yap moici kol Onpiowg ai puowkal
omapyovoy Eeg, GAL dvev vod Prafepoi @oivovioar odoar. mARV Tocodtov Eoikev
opacOat, 6t Homep copatt iIoyVp@d Gvev dyemg Kivoupéve cupPaivel cpdiiesBat ioyvpdg
o To pn Exev dyv, ovTe Kol Evtavba: €av 8¢ AGPn volv, v T@ mpdttewy dapéper 1 o
E1¢ opoia odoo T EoTon Kuping dpeth. dote kobdmep &mi Tod SofacTikod SVo EoTiv £idn,
devog Kol epdvnolg, ot kai éml ToD NOod dVo €oti, TO HEV APET PLOIKT TO &' 1|
Kopia, Kol TOVTOV 1] Kupio o0 yivetar Gvev ppovioems (NE 1144b1-14).

We must, then, reconsider virtue of character as well, for virtue of character too is in a
similar case: as phronesis stands to cleverness (not the same thing, but similar), so ‘natural’
virtue too stands to virtue of character in the primary sense. For everyone thinks each of the
various sorts of character-traits belongs to us in some sense by nature — because we are just,
temperate in our appetites, courageous, and the rest from the moment we are born; but all
the same we look for virtue of character as being something other than this, and for such
qualities to belong to us in a different way. For natural virtues belong to children and
animals as well; but without intelligence to accompany them they are evidently harmful.
Still, this much appears to be a matter of observation, that just as a powerful body when
moving without sight to guide it will fall with powerful impact because of its sightlessness,
so in this case too; but if a person acquires intelligence, it makes a difference to his actions,
and the disposition, which was merely similar to virtue of character, will then be that virtue
of character. So, just as in the case of that part of the soul that forms opinions there are two
kinds of thing, cleverness and phronesis, so with the character-bearing part there are also
two, one being natural virtue and the other virtue of character — and, of these, the latter does
not come about unless accompanied by phronesis.

In this passage, Aristotle introduces his concept of natural virtue. He brings this concept
to establish an analogy between the relationship that virtue of character holds in regard to natural
virtue and phronesis in regard to cleverness. In his analogy, what matters is that the two
relationships have a certain similarity. The passage, however, does not make it clear how this
similarity should be understood.

I have shown that between cleverness and phronesis there are important distinctions.
Like cleverness, phronesis possesses the ability to calculate the ways of achieving a certain goal.

But, unlike cleverness, phronesis is the capacity that adopts in its calculations the goal aimed by
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virtuous individuals. Moreover, the goal promoted by phronesis, that is, the proper activity of the
human being, is not achieved without the cooperation of virtue of character. While phronesis
presupposes an interplay between character and reason, cleverness does not and is restricted to the
ability to find means to attain a goal. Even when cleverness performs an action that can be taken to
be good (for example, to help a friend in need), it fails to be properly virtuous because it is not
performed out of a virtuous disposition. These distinguishing features between phronesis and
cleverness give us some clues to understand the distinguishing features between virtue of character
and natural virtue.

One distinction that can be drawn from the start between virtue of character and natural
virtue is that the former is possessed by a person only if this person also has phronesis while the
latter can be possessed even in the absence of phronesis. In the passage, Aristotle says that the
natural disposition is assigned even to animals and children. I do not want to go into details about
whether it is the same natural disposition that is assigned to animals and children, on the one hand,
and to adult human beings, on the other. It seems to me that what Aristotle intends to emphasize by
saying it is the fact that this kind of disposition is not dependent on reason. In the comparison
between phronesis and cleverness, Aristotle shows that they share the ability of calculating the
ways of achieving goals, but phronesis is much more than just this ability. In the comparison
between virtue of character and natural virtue, we need also find what the former shares with the
latter and in what it is different.

We already know that character prompts individuals to act in a certain way (NE
1102b13-1103a3) and that, in the case of a virtuous character, it makes individuals aim at the right
goal (NE 1144a7-9). Besides, character does not exist without the presence of phronesis (NE
1144b16-17). Which features does natural virtue share with virtue of character? One basic feature
of virtue of character is that it is constituted by non-rational desiderative propensities that prompt
the individual to act in a certain way. As a result, I think it is a reasonable assumption to take
natural virtue to be constituted by non-rational desiderative propensities that make individuals act in
a way that shares certain features with the way of behaving of someone who has virtue of character.
We cannot overlook the fact that Aristotle calls this natural capacity virtue in a certain sense. This is
a strong indication that actions out of a natural virtue must resemble virtuous actions in a certain
way.

One possible interpretation is to understand that natural virtue makes individuals have

the correct desiderative propensities towards the correct goal, but this virtue may fail to achieve the
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correct goal because it lacks phronesis'”®, the capacity that finds out the adequate ways to achieve
the correct goal. While I agree that natural virtue may fail to achieve the correct goal because it is
not accompanied by phronesis’ calculation about the adequate ways of attaining the goal, I think
that, in order to characterize natural virtue, it is not appropriate to say that its desiderative
propensity is directed towards the correct goals and that its moral failure lies in not being
accompanied by phronesis’ calculations and, therefore, not being able to grasp what should be done
in the circumstances. There is an important distinction between virtue of character and natural
virtue that we miss when we adopt this kind of approach: natural virtue does not aim at the right
goal, as I will show.

The topic of natural virtue first comes up in the discussion of courage in NE II1.8. In his
discussion of courage, Aristotle distinguishes the proper courageous actions from pseudo-
courageous actions. According to him, there are five sorts of pseudo-courageous actions. These
actions resemble their counterpart, the proper courageous actions. The former, however, lacks the
features that characterize the latter. The pseudo-courageous actions can be performed due to
ignorance, hope/confidence, professional skill, natural virtue, or civic courage. In commenting on
NE TI1.8, Taylor (2006, p. 185) points out that the distinction between pseudo-courageous and
proper courageous actions lies in the content of the motivation: “they [pseudo-courageous actions]
are ordinarily reckoned to be types of courage because they motivate (up to a point) the same kind
of behaviour as true courage, but are different from the latter in respect of their motivational
content”. What is interesting in Taylor’s approach is that it is open to the interpretative possibility
of taking the actions that are out of a natural virtue as producing actions that resemble virtue of
character in regard to the behaviour performed but that fall short of being performed by having in
view a correct motivation. It is important to stress this feature of actions performed out of a natural
virtue because, I think, these actions are harmful not only in the sense of not working in cooperation
with phronesis, a capacity that ensures the adequate ways of attaining the goals, but also morally

harmful in the sense of missing the correct goal to be pursued in action, even when the behaviour

15 In explaining the expression “dv 1@ npdrrey Srapéper” in NE 1144b13, Angioni (2011b, p. 339 and 341) makes
the following remarks about natural virtue: “a virtude natural ¢ apenas uma aptiddo ou, talvez, uma propensio
natural a fazer o bem (cf. Irwin, 1999, p. 254), mas sem inteligéncia ¢ sem sensatez, de modo que ela pode levar a
um °‘estatelamento moral’ proporcional a sua forca: o agente ndo atina com a ag@o correta e ndo realiza o bem [...]
A mera propensdo natural a generosidade, por exemplo, poderia levar uma crianca a doar todo o salario dos pais a
um ladrdo. De modo similar, a mesma propensdo poderia levar alguém a errar na execu¢ao de um propoésito correto
pela avaliagdo indevida dos fatores singulares, como no caso em que alguém doasse uma quantia indevida a um
pedinte, na ocasido errada, no local errado etc. — se doasse, por exemplo, duzentos reais para um mendigo em um
local ¢ um momento em que ele certamente seria roubado e espancado pelos meliantes que o observam. Uma tal
acdo — que ndo avaliou corretamente os fatores singulares que estavam a disposi¢do do agente e que deveriam ter
sido avaliados — de modo algum contaria para Aristoteles como agdo virtuosa propriamente dita, pois falhou
fatalmente no computo dos fatores singulares requisitados para a realizacdo do bem”.
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resembles a virtuous one. It prompts individuals to perform the correct actions but out of a wrong

motivation. Let me quote the passage from NE II1.8 where the concept of natural virtue comes up:

T18. oi p&v odv Gvdpsiot 516 TO KaAdV TPATTOVSLY, 6 8¢ BudC GLVEPYET oTOIC T Bnpial &8
S Moy S1éL yap 1o mAnyivar §| S1i 10 @oPeicOou, £mel av ye év DAn [f &v Edet] 1, o0
TPOGEPYOVTAL. OV d1 £0TV AVIPEia d1d TO VT AAyNdOGVos kol Bupod EEglavvopeva Tpog Tov
kivduvov Opudv, 000V T@V devdv Tpoopdvia, £mel oBtm ye kdv ol dvor dvdpsiol elev
TEWDVTES" TUTTOHEVOL YOP OVK APICTOVTOL TG VOUTG Kol ol potyol 8¢ 610 v Embopiov
TOAUN PO TOALG SpdSV. [0 d1 €oTv Gvopeia Ta ' dAyNdOvoc §j Bupod Eglavvopeva Tpog
1OV kivduvov.] puoiketdm &' Eotkev 1) S TOV Bupdv sivar, kol mposiaPfodco Tpoaipesty
Kol 10 o veka Avdpeia sivat. kai ol dvOpwmot 31 OpylopEVOL Pgv GAyodot, TIUMPOVIEVOL
&' fidovtar ol 6& oo TadTa HoyOUEVOL payLLol PEV, OVK AvOpeiol 6&° o yap O1d TO KAAOV
00d' g O AOY0g, GALL St TdBog mapamAnclov &' £xovoi i (NE 1116b29-1117a4-9).

Well then, courageous people act because of the fine, and spirit cooperates with them; by
contrast, the wild animals in question act because they are distressed — after all, it is
because they have been hit by a weapon, or because they are frightened (since they do not
approach if they have the cover of a wood). That they are driven out by distress and spirit
and so impelled towards the danger, without seeing in advance any of the frightening
aspects of the situation — that, then, does not make them courageous, since at that rate even
donkeys would be brave when they are hungry; after all beating them doesn’t stop them
from feeding. Adulterers too go through with many daring things because of their appetite.
[Those creatures are not brave, then, which are driven on to danger by pain or passion.] But
the ‘courage’ that comes about through spirit does seem to be the most natural form, and to
be courage once the factors of prohairesis and the that for the sake of which have been
added. Human beings too, then, are distressed when angry, and take pleasure in retaliating;
but people who fight from these motives are effective in fighting, not courageous, since
they do not fight because of the fine, or as the correct reason directs, but because of
emotion. But they do have something that resembles courage.

The beginning of this passage makes clear that the proper virtuous actions are
performed with a view to the fine. In the sequence, Aristotle shows that there are actions that may
appear proper courage but that are not. These actions are not performed because of the fine but
because of pain (316 A7y, &' dAyndovog) or spirit (510 Bopod). The case of the adulterer is a good
example. An adulterer is able to face dangers not because he aims to act finely by performing
courageous actions. He faces dangers because he wants to satisfy his erotic desires, his appetite.
What leads him to action is the possibility of gratifying his sexual drive. Although some of his
actions can be externally the same as the ones performed by virtuous agents, when we become
aware of his motivation, it becomes clear that he is not performing a proper courageous action.
Aristotle affirms that the pseudo-courageous actions based on anger, the most natural propensity to
act courageously, are performed neither because of the fine (31 10 KaAOV) nor as reason prescribes
(og 6 Aoyoc). For him, their source of motivation is emotion (dud md6og). From this, it is reasonable
to suggest a connection between actions based on anger, the most natural desiderative propensity to
act courageously, and natural virtue. Natural virtue is non-rational desiderative propensities to act in
ways that resemble virtue but fall short of it because of the lack of reason. Because of this, the

notion of natural virtue seems to capture non-rational tendencies like anger. This makes room to
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propose that actions based on anger are actions based on natural virtue. Actions out of certain non-
rational desiderative propensities share an external resemblance to proper virtuous actions but their
performance does not have in view the promotion of the fine. To perform proper virtuous actions,
the agent possessing natural virtue needs to add to his actions prohairesis and the that for the sake
of which. These remarks make clear that natural virtue is unable to act for the sake of the right goal.
Now let’s go back to NE VI.13.

To illustrate the fact that the natural virtues are harmful without the presence of reason,
Aristotle evokes the image of a powerful body that stumbles because of the lack of sight''®. What
Aristotle intends to show with this image is not clear. Moss defends that Aristotle’s argumentative
interest lies in showing that the agent has a correct goal but, due to the lack of phronesis, he is
unable to see correctly what should be done in the circumstances to achieve this goal''’. This
interpretation assumes that natural virtue enables its possessor to aim at the correct goal. But, as we
have seen, natural virtue does not grant the correctness of the aim. What the natural virtue grants to
its possessor is a desiderative propensity to act in ways that at least externally resemble virtuous
actions. This desiderative propensity is not guided by the aiming of the fine, but because of pain
(0100 A0V, Ot' AAyNndovog), spirit (S1d Bopod), and/or emotion (S maboc) (NE 1117a2-3, 6, 9). In
my view, the image of a powerful body stumbling should not be understood as if the agent saw the
correct goal to be pursued but lacked sight in regard to the ways of achieving it''®. This lack of sight
is not restricted only to the ways of achieving a correct goal, it should also include the correct goal
itself. Natural virtue does not ensure that the goal pursued is correct. This is made clear by NE I11.8.
It is only with the presence of intelligence that the correct aim is incorporated in action. The
presence of intelligence makes a difference in action (év T® mpdrtewv dtopépet) in regard both to the
goal and to the ways of achieving it. The presence of reason makes a difference in the motivation

guiding action.

116 Reeve defends that reason gives the goal. However, he defends this view by introducing the concept of nous:
“Nous is of the first principle or unconditional end, eudaimonia. So what natural virtue lacks... is grasp of the end,
grasp of where it is going” (Reeve 1992, p. 86). In fact, Aristotle introduces unexpectedly the idea of nous in the
passage without giving any explanation about it. See also Cooper 1986, p. 63.

17 Moss (2012, p. 196): “just as a blind person may have the strength and will to walk somewhere but stumbles
over obstacles because she cannot see her way, so someone with natural courage (for instance) may have the right
goal in a given situation, but blunder because she cannot discern what the brave thing to do is in that situation — and
thus wind up acting rashly rather than bravely. After all, even those who wish to do the right thing may find it very
hard in a given situation to work out just what the right thing is — and getting it wrong can be a moral failing”.

18 Moss (2012, p. 168) restricts the role played by phronesis to calculate the ways of achieving the correct goals:
“we can make the point clearer by way of one of Aristotle’s own analogies for the relation between the rational and
non-rational parts of the soul: a servant who receives no instructions, or no good instructions, from his master,
might nonetheless tend to do the right thing, but will be in a state very different from that of a servant practised in
obedience to an excellent master. The former acts on his own impulses; the latter takes the lead from his superior.
And it would be reasonable enough, if somewhat odd to our ears, to say that only in the latter case is the servant
truly (or ‘strictly’) an excellent one”.
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I think this interpretation has the advantage of not going against the view that Aristotle
assigned to reason the leading role in actions, a position incompatible with being able only to
calculate the ways of achieving the moral goals. In a virtuous soul, reason does not play only the
role of calculating means, but it also provides the sight of the correct goal, without which character
is unable to direct its desiderative propensities towards the correct goal.

Strict virtue does not come about without phronesis because the latter is responsible for
providing the former with the correct goal. The target of a virtuous character must be the fine (NVE
1119b16) and this correct motivation is available only when character is guided by reason.
Moreover, we cannot forget the fact that the role of a virtuous and correctly habituated character is
to follow reason’s prescriptions. These remarks show once more that character does not provide
reason with moral goals and that we should reconsider the Humean interpretation of the labour

division.

3.13. Which preposition katd or peta?: a change in the notion of virtue
In the sequence of the argument, Aristotle discusses whether it is more appropriate to

say that virtue is in accordance with (katd) or accompanied by (peté) reason:

T19. Si16mep Tvég pact TAGHS TOC GPETAC PPOVIGCELS Elval, Kai Tmkpdng T pév opdaéc
g0teL i) &' YuUapTovEY: BTL UEV Yap PPOVIGEIS PETO Elval TGO TAC APETAS, NUAPTAVEY, BTL
&' 00K Gvev Ppoviceme, KoADG Eleyev. onueiov 8€° kal yap viv mavteg, 6tav opilmvtat Ty
apetnv, Tpootiféact, T EEv etmdvteg Kol TPOg G £oTL, TNV KOTd TOV 0pBOV Adyov: dpbog &'
0 Katd TV epdvnoty. €oikaot 1 pavtevesboli twg droavieg 6t 1) TolanTn EEC apetr| €oTLv,
1 KOt TV POVNOLY. JET OE HIKpOV ustﬁvm €0t yap ov pdvov 1| KaTd Tov OpOov Adyov,

AN 1) uam 00 0pBod Adyov s&tg apet €otiv: 0pHog o8 koyog mepl MV rommmv n
PpoVNGic doTv. TmKpATng pEV odv Adyovg oG apettg Geto eivar (EmOTAROG Yap swm
mhooac), Hueic 88 petd Adyov. Sfjlov ovv &k T®V eipnuévov 8Tt ody 0ldv Te dyadov givan
KUPlmG AVEL PPOVAGEMC, 0VOE PPOVILOV dvev TG N0 dpeTiic (NVE 1144b17-32).

This is why some say that all the virtues are kinds of pAronesis — and why Socrates was in a
way on the right track and in a way not: for he was wrong in so far as he thought that all the
virtues are kinds of phronesis, but in so far as they are always accompanied by phronesis,
what he said was fine enough. And there is an indication of this for now, in fact, everybody
when defining virtue describes the disposition and what it relates to, and then adds
‘according to the correct reason’; and the correct one is the one in accordance with
phronesis. Apparently, then, everyone seems somehow to divine the truth that this sort of
disposition is virtue, i.e. the one in accordance with phronesis. But one must go a little
further on than this: it is not just the disposition according to the correct reason, but the
disposition accompanied by the correct reason, that constitutes virtue; and it is phronesis
that ‘correctly prescribes’ in contexts of this sort. Socrates, then, thought the virtues were
phronesis (since he thought they were all kinds of knowledge), whereas we think they are
accompanied by phronesis. It is clear, then, from what has been said that it is not possible to
be good without phronesis, nor to be phronimos without virtue of character.

One of the difficult aspects of this passage is to pin down the different ways in which

the words are employed in the discussion. Aristotle engages in a discussion in which the same
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words are employed in different ways. To get started, one crucial aspect of the discussion that
should not be overlook is that the word “virtue” is used in two basic ways. It is understood in a
more general way as that which enables individuals to be in a good condition and perform its
function well'”®. Here Aristotle does not make fine-grained distinctions about what is involved in a
good performance of a proper activity. The other use of the word “virtue” in the discussion is very

120 Aristotle plays with these two uses in

specific. The word makes reference to virtue of character
the passage above.

It seems to me that there is hardly any dispute about the first use of the word “virtue”
among those with whom Aristotle discusses. It is highly likely that Aristotle’s opponents would
agree with the general way of employing the word “virtue”. The problems arise when Aristotle and
his opponents have to elucidate how they flesh out the details of what constitutes virtue. In the first
argumentative movement, Aristotle affirms that some, Socrates among them, say that all virtues are
phronesis. Although Aristotle criticizes this position, he also recognizes that it is partially true, that
is, it is on the right track. For him, the human virtue cannot be reduced to phronesis. Phronesis is
just a part of what constitutes human virtue. In the sequence, Aristotle says that those who currently
(vOv mavteg)'?! define virtue add that virtue is in accordance with the right reason (katé TOV OpOOV
Aoyov). It is not completely clear what the expression “katd tOv 6pOOv Adyov” means in this case.
The first appearance of this expression is in NE II (1103b31-34): “now, that one should act in
accordance with the correct prescription is a shared view — let it stand as a basic assumption; there
will be a discussion about it later, both about what the correct prescription is, and about how it is
related to the other kinds of virtue” (10 pév odv kotd OV 0pOOV AdYov MPATTEV KOWOV Kai
vrokeicbm — pndnoetol 8' Hotepov TEPL aTOD, Kol Ti EoTv O 0pOOC AdY0S, Kal TR Exel TPOS TG
dAlog dpetdg). One possible interpretation is to take the word “Adyoc” in this passage as
“prescription”'*, When someone acts in accordance with the right prescription, this person acts in
accordance with a moral rule. He follows a prescription about how to act. When we say that
someone is acting “kotda Tov 0pOov Loyov”, it also includes the case in which the moral agent takes
advice from someone else. In this case, the prescription comes from outside. When Aristotle raised

the puzzles about the usefulness of phronesis at the beginning of NE VI.12, one puzzle was related

9 This kind of use is found, for instance, in NE 1106a15-17. But there virtue also applies to non-human things, like
horse and eye. In the passage under discussion, virtue is understood as human virtue, that which makes human
beings perform well their proper activity, regardless of how the details are understood.

20 A couple of examples in which the word “virtue” is used as shorthand for virtue of character: NE 1103a24,
1103a31, 1103b7, 1103b14, 1103b27, 1103b34, 1104a19, 1104a33, 1104b9, 1104b13, 1104b24, 1104b27, 110529,
1105all, and 1105a13.

121 Aristotle shows no concern about explaining who are these people. Gauthier and Jolif (1959b, p. 556) suggest
that he has in mind here les academéciens disciples de Platon, which are also present in Met. 992a33 and 1069a26.
122 This is the translation adopted by Gauthier and Jolif (1958), Rowe (2002).
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to whether someone could take advice from others in order to act virtuously instead of having
himself virtue. I think that part of the discussion about the prepositional change from “kotd TOvV
0pBOv Loyov” to “petd Tod 0pBHod Adyov” is an attempt to provide an answer to this puzzle.

As we have seen, the requirements for being a good person is to have phronesis and
virtue of character. Phronesis is the capacity responsible for prescribing what must be done in each
situation. This is evidence that Aristotle is not akin to the idea of following a prescription given by
someone else. When someone does not exercise phronesis, this person is not exercising his proper
human activity. The virtuous actions must not be done out of an external prescription; the
prescription based on which the virtuous individual acts must be the result of the exercise of
phronesis'®. This is pointed out by Aristotle when he says that the correct prescription is the
prescription in accordance with phronesis (0p80g [Adyoc] &' 0 katd Vv epoévnow) (NE 1144b23-
24). In other words, the correct prescription must be a product of the exercise of phronesis.

In the sequence, he says that those who affirm that virtue is a disposition in accordance
with phronesis seem to divine the truth. The formulation employed is not clear in its details. We do
not know whether virtue is taken in the first way I have described above and whether phronesis is
considered a constituent part of being virtuous. But perhaps for Aristotle’s argumentative strategy in
the passage these issues are not important and do not affect his main point. It is reasonable to
assume that, by bringing this position to the discussion, he wants to emphasize the
inappropriateness of describing the virtue as being in accordance with phronesis because it can be
also understood as following a prescription that is externally given. It is perfectly plausible to argue
that someone who acts in accordance with the advice from a phronimos is in a sense acting in
accordance with phronesis. Not his own, but from someone else’s. After criticizing this
formulation, Aristotle finally provides his own. For him, virtue must be understood as a disposition
accompanied by correct reason. In this passage, virtue should not be understood in the first way.
The general use of virtue is not at play here. Aristotle employs the word “virtue” here in the second
way. So we must understand Aristotle’s formulation in the sense that virtue of character is a
disposition accompanied by the correct reason, that is, by phronesis.

In Aristotle’s view, virtue, taken in the first way, is constituted by virtue of character
and phronesis. The virtuous individual is someone who has virtue of character and phronesis. In the
passage under discussion, Aristotle is playing with the two different ways that the word “virtue” can
be employed to build his argument. In the sequence of the argument, he says that Socrates

considered that all the virtues were pieces of knowledge (Adyotr) because he thought they were

2 In his interpretation, Stewart (1892b, p. 111-112) sees the prepositional change from “xoatd” to “petd” as a
change from the idea of an external rule to the idea of an inward principle.
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pieces of scientific knowledge (émotijpar). Aristotle represents Socrates as reducing virtue, taken in
the first way, to pieces of knowledge'*. In opposing Socrates’ view, Aristotle puts forward his own
in this way: “nueig 8¢ petd Adyov”. In this phrase, we should supply the word “virtue”. But here
Aristotle is no longer making reference to the general idea of virtue but to his use of the word
“virtue” as virtue of character. This is made clear in the sequence of the argument. Aristotle states
once again the interdependence between virtue of character and phronesis and interestingly does so
by employing the expression “nowm dpet” instead of using only “dpet”. Aristotle’s argument is
hard to follow because it is built upon two ways of employing the word “virtue” and he changes
between them without any warning.

The formulation of the interdependency claim found in lines 1144b31-32 addresses to
some extent the main question that guides the puzzles in NE VI.12-13. Let me quote the
interdependency claim again: “it is clear, then, from what has been said that it is not possible to be
good without phronesis, nor to be phronimos without virtue of character” (3fjlov odv &k TGV
gipnuévov 81t 0dy 016V Te dyadov eivar Kupimng Evev PPovicEmS, 0VdE PPOVIIOV Evey THg NOUKHC
apetiic) (NE 1144b30-32). When Aristotle affirms that it is not possible to be good without
phronesis, he is directly addressing the main puzzle raised at the beginning of NE VI.12: what is
phronesis useful for? Throughout the two last chapters of NE VI, Aristotle gives a detailed account
about the usefulness of phronesis in the virtuous actions and in the exercise of the proper human
activity. After proving that phronesis is practically useful, he draws the conclusion that it is
impossible to be a good individual without having acquired phronesis at the same time that he
reminds us of the fact that phronesis needs virtue of character.

Finally, I am in a position to discuss the last piece of evidence in favour of a Humean

interpretation of the labour division in NE VI.13. Let me quote the passage:

T20. &fjlov 8¢, kdv i pn mpokTikn v, 611 E8eL &v avtic St O T0d popiov dpethv elvan,
kol &t 00K EoTOn 1] TPOaipESIG OpON) dvey PpovicE®G 008 Gvey apetiig | pev yap TO TELOG
1 8¢ T TPOg TO TéN0G MoLel mpattewy (NE 1145a2-6).

And it is clear, even if it did not lead to action, that there would be a need for it because of
its being a virtue of its soul-part, and because a prohairesis will not be correct in the
absence of phronesis, or in the absence of virtue of character; for the one causes us to act in
relation to the end, the other in relation to what forwards the end.

124 Gauthier and Jolif (1959b, p. 558): “L’évocation de Socrate donne tout son sens 4 la dialectique de ce chapitre.
C’est apparemment un Socratique qui objecte a Aristote que la sagesse distincte de la vertu, telle qu’il la congoit,
est inutile, et c’est parce qu’il répond a un Socratique qu’Aristote situe sa réponse sur le plan de I’efficacité:
Socrate, en pur intellectualiste, n’a vu dans le probléme de la vertu qu’un probléme de spécification, et c’est
pourquoi il a pu le résoudre en termes de pure connaissance; Aristote, en soulignant qu’il s’agit aussi d’un probléme
d’efficacité, rend au désir sa place et montre que la connaissance méme qui est engagée la n’est pas une pure
connaissance, une fonction de I’intellect spéculatif, mais cette connaissance liée au désir, fonction de I’intellect
pratique, qu’est la connaissance impérative de la sagesse”.
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At first glance, the passage can be seen as a strong piece of evidence in favour of the
Humean interpretation. But, given the argumentative context in which the passage takes place, |
think there are good reasons to avoid such a kind of interpretation. As we have already seen, the
previous goal passages should not be necessarily understood as claiming that virtue of character sets
the moral goals. On many occasions, Aristotle clearly assigns to reason the task of guiding
character, which is described as being obedient and listening to reason. Moreover, the proper human
ergon has in the exercise of reason its central feature. All this makes philosophically unsound the
central role that is assigned to character in Humean interpretations of the labour division.

To accommodate the passages in which Aristotle says that character must be obedient to
reason in a virtuous soul in her quasi-Humean interpretation, Moss restricts this obedience to
waiting the prescriptions given by reason about how to achieve what character has chosen as a

1'*. Her interpretation has to deal with the problem of putting character in the main stage of

goa
moral life, | mean, as having the task of setting the goals to be pursued, in an ethical system that
sees in the exercise of reason the proper human ergon on which an eudaimon life should be based.
This is not a small issue because it has do to with a central feature of Aristotle’s ethics.

The alternative interpretation I have proposed so far to the goal passages is that they do
not claim that virtue of character sets the moral goals. These passages should be read in a
deflationary way. Their claim is that virtue of character makes character desire the correct goals. It
makes character adopt the correct goals as object of its desire. Once the goal passages are
understood in this way, there is room for saying that the correct goal desired by a virtuous character
is provided by another capacity. As we have seen, even the desiderative propensities, like natural
virtue, that make individuals act in ways that seem virtuous are not able to provide the correct goal.
For the acquisition of the correct goal, it is necessary the work of reason'”. I think the passage
above should be read in the same kind of way. When Aristotle says that virtue of character causes
us to act in regard to the goal, he is claiming that virtue of character prompts us to act in regard to
the correct goal. He is saying nothing about virtue of character providing the correct goals. In this
moment of the text, Aristotle presupposes that the reader is already aware of the fact that the goal

targeted by virtue of character is given by another capacity. The contrast between virtue of character

% Moss (2014, p. 238-239): “But an Aristotelian virtuous person’s non-rational part is different. It is well
habituated and so wants the fine and the intermediate, but it also knows that this means waiting to hear what reason
prescribes. Thus it obeys reason in the much more substantive way that someone obeys another when she says ‘I
want F things, but I don’t know what kinds of things are really F, and so I don’t know if I want x or y or z; therefore
I will defer to the counsel of my wise parent, friend, or teacher’. Was Aristotle, then, a Humean about practical
reasoning? Not precisely. One element of our modified picture still looks very Humean: reason never has the job of
setting our ends. That can be done only by our upbringing, for it is our habituated pleasure in doing certain kinds of
activities that makes us aim at them”.

126 The desiderative propensities of the non-rational part of the soul are unable to have the fine as their target
because this part of the soul is unable to have cognition of the fine. See footnote 87.
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and phronesis does not intend to establish a sharp distinction between roles played by each of the
two virtues as if virtue of character were exclusively responsible for the goals and phronesis for the
ways of achieving the goals. Aristotle advances throughout the NE a twofold conception of human
virtue. The way he formulates his remarks about the labour division are a reminder of this division.
The mistake we cannot make is to take the statements about the labour division in NE VI.12-13
without putting it in the broader context of the discussion of the interplay between character and
reason in a virtuous soul. Aristotle’s statements about the labour division in these chapters do not
intend to provide a detailed account of the roles played by character and phronesis in a virtuous
soul. The goal passages are brief remarks emphasizing certain aspects of the contribution of virtue
of character and phronesis to the performance of proper virtuous actions. A full understanding of

these remarks demands that we have first elicited their underlying commitments given elsewhere.

3.14. The Goal Passage in VE VIL.8
Another passage that may be brought as evidence for the Humean interpretation of the

labour division is found in NE VIL.&:

T21. 7 yap dpetn Kod poydnpia v apynv 1 pnev ebeipet §j 6¢ odlet, &v 8¢ taig npateot T
o0 &vexko apyn, Gomep &v Tolc padnupaticoic of Vmobéceic obte SN kel O AdyoC
S1UoKOAKOG TV ApxdV ovte Eviodba, AAL dpetn §| uotkn 1j €0ioth ToD OpBodoEeiv mepl
TV APYNV. CHEPOV eV 0DV 6 To10dTOC, AKdAcTOC 8' 6 Evavtiog (VE 1151a15-20).

For virtue and vice respectively keep healthy, and corrupt, the principle, and in action this
is that for the sake of which, just as in mathematical arguments the initial posits are
principles. Neither in that case, then, does reasoning teach us the principles, nor does it in
the present one; instead, it is virtue, natural or resulting from habit-training, that gives us
correct opinion about the principle. Such a person, then, is temperate and his contrary is
intemperate.

If T had not yet critically examined other passages on the labour division, the reader
would likely draw from this passage the conclusion that virtue of character is responsible for
providing the principles of actions, that is, the correct moral goals. At first glance, this passage
indeed seems to strongly support a Humean interpretation of the labour division. In commenting on
it, Moss affirms that the “non-rational character teaches us the starting-points by yielding correct

beliefs” (2012, p. 225)'* '*, The first thing to be said before going further is that, when Aristotle

127 According to Moss (2012, p. 170), the passage gives support to the claim that virtue of character provides us
with our moral goals: “what instructs us in right opinion about the goal, according to this passage, is ‘virtue, either
natural or habituated’ (1151a18-19). There are two ways to read this qualification: either Aristotle is explaining
more fully than he does in the other Goal passages what he means by ‘virtue’ — all virtue is either natural or
habituated, and either type can make the goal right — or he is restricting the work of making the goal right to two
species of virtue among several. Leaving open for now which he intends, the claim is that the state which makes the
goal right is either one acquired by nature or one acquired through habituation”.

128 Dahl understands that virtue of character is not completely responsible for the acquisition of the first principle in
actions: “If one takes 1151al5-19 to be saying that virtue insures or preserves the correctness of first principles, then
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employs the word “virtue”, he is talking about virtue of character. He does not employ here this
word in the general sense of human virtue, which encompasses virtue of character and phronesis.
As a result, when he says that badness corrupts the principle, what Aristotle wants to say is that a
bad condition of the non-rational desires, that is, a bad character, has the power to corrupt the moral
principle. Here it is important to stress that what is in contrast in the passage quoted, just as in NE
VI.5 and VI.12, is the vicious and the virtuous characters. The non-rational desires in the vicious

% which must be understood in the sense of moral

character perverts the moral principle
prescriptions about how to act correctly. For a person with a corrupted character, correct
prescriptions do not compel him to act because he is perverted by pleasures and pains. As the
discussion of NE VI.5 makes it clear, the principle of action must not only be grasped by the moral
agent but it must be such as to make the agent carry out the action prescribed. So, even that a person
who has a corrupted character knows a couple of general correct prescriptions about how to act and
behave (for instance, do not drink too much, do not harm other people), they will not constitute
principles of action because they do not lead these individuals to action. In a nutshell, they are not
principles of action to such a kind of person.

In what comes next, the argument may be construed in the following way: Aristotle is

saying that reasoning'*’ teaches us the principles neither in mathematical nor in the moral case. In

it is open to one to say that virtue is not entirely responsible for the first principles of a good person. Not only does
this allow room for reason to play a role in the acquisition of ends, it allows it to play just the role I have said that it
plays. Virtue either allows one's inductively based judgments about what one ought to pursue to be correct, or it
preserves these correct judgments by psychologically integrating them into a person's character, or both. There is
even a sense in which the view I have attributed to Aristotle receives a slight bit of support from what Aristotle says
in 1151al5-19, for that view explains why Aristotle would express his point by saying that virtue and vice preserve
or destroy the first principles. According to this view, correct principles are those which people are ‘really’ aiming
at whether they realize it or not. Vice prevents people from seeing what these first principles are. Since these are the
ultimate principles that people are aiming at, whether they realize it or not, they are the first principles” (Dahl 1984,
p. 83-84).

129 T agree with Dahl’s interpretative claim that, when Aristotle says that the vice destroys the principle, he is not
saying that the vicious individual does not have any principle at all. Aristotle’s claim is that the vicious does not
have a correct principle: “I think it is a mistake to take 1151a15-19 to be saying virtue provides a person with first
principles and vice prevents him from having any. Rather, I think Aristotle is saying that virtue preserves and vice
destroys the true or correct first principles” (Dahl 1984, p. 83). When we discuss the notion of principle in this
passage, we are discussing about the correct principle, not about moral principles in general, bad principles are
excluded.

130 Dahl defends that the word “Adyoc” here should be understood in terms of deductive or syllogistic reasoning. But
I think that, although this interpretation is plausible, it works based on some assumptions about the principles in
mathematics that my interpretation does not deal with: “I think that “A6yog’ should not be understood as referring
simply to any process of reasoning. Rather, it should be taken to refer to a specific kind of reasoning, deductive or
syllogistic reasoning. Aristotle says that the situation is parallel to that in mathematics in which hypotheses
(hupotheseis) are not taught by logos. Although some question exists as to whether hupotheseis should be taken to
be assumptions of the existence of the primary objects of mathematics or to be axioms or postulates from which
mathematic demonstrations proceed, it is clear, I think, that either way hupotheseis can be acquired through the
exercise of reason. Indeed they would be acquired by nous. What Aristotle is saying is that they are not learned by
demonstration or syllogistic proof, for all such demonstrations presuppose them. The parallel claim for first
practical principles is that they are not acquired by anything like syllogistic reasoning, but are acquired by nous or
something like nous” (1984, p. 84).
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this case, it is possible to broadly take the word “évtadfa” as something like the moral sphere. If
this reading is assumed, Aristotle is seen as advancing the stronger claim that in the moral sphere
reasoning cannot teach us the principles™'. T think, however, the word “évtadfa” should be
understood in a restrictive way in the passage.

The passage quoted starts out by talking about the relation between two different
qualities of character, vice and virtue, and the right principle of action. In the case of a virtuous
character, it preserves the right principle; in the case of a vicious character, it destroys the right
principle. In my view, when Aristotle employs the word “évtadfa” in the sequence, he is retrieving
the discussion that comes before the passage quoted, where what is under discussion is whether it is
easier to change the behaviour of the akratic or of the intemperate individual (NE 1151al1-14). If
my view is correct, the word “évtadfa” should be understood as saying here, that is, in the case of
a corrupted character, we cannot make it become virtuous and contribute to the formation of a right
principle of action only by means of reasoning and persuasion. What will make this sort of
character acquire virtuous traits is initially a re-education of character, as the remainder of the
passage will make it clear. The last chapter of the NE offers some help in this discussion. In NE
X.9, 1179b4-31, Aristotle insists on the claim that character is hardly changed through arguments.
He claims that arguments have some impact only on those characters that are already akin to virtue.
If we intend to make character work virtuously and give its contribution to the virtuous principle of
action, argument is not an efficient way. Arguments have force only on those characters that already
have their desiderative propensities towards the right objects. To be in such a condition, the
character needs to have been correctly habituated or it needs to have certain good innate
desiderative propensities, something which Aristotle calls natural virtue. For these reasons, I think,
Aristotle’s claim in the passage quoted is that in the case of a corrupted character persuasion and
arguments are not effective in changing it. He is not making the stronger claim that in the moral
sphere reason does not teach the principles at all.

Aristotle says that virtue of character, habituated or natural, is a teacher (d10a6K0AKOC)
of the right opinion (10D 0pBodoleiv) about the principle. I do not think this is evidence for the
interpretative claim that virtue of character is completely responsible for providing us with the right
opinion about moral goals. The first thing to be remembered is that, when Aristotle discusses the
practical truth in NE VI.2, he makes clear that the practical truth is the result of an interplay
between character and reason (NE 1139a22-26). From this, I think it is plausible to suppose that

what character does is to contribute with its part to the right opinion in the practical sphere. It is in

B! To avoid misunderstandings, it is important to highlight that the principles that are under discussion are the
principles prescribing actions, not the principles of a theoretical science about the moral phenomena.
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this sense that virtue, habituated or natural, is a teacher of the right opinion. It is unlikely that
Aristotle had given exclusively to virtue, habituated or natural, the role of teaching the right
opinion. It is incompatible with the nature of the practical truth and with the pieces of evidence I
have displayed against Humean interpretations of the labour division. It is a better alternative to
assume that it gives a partial contribution to the right opinion about the principles to form the kind
of right opinion found in virtuous individuals, an opinion to which character and reason give their
share of contribution. Character contributes to the practical truth by desiring what is proposed by
reason to be pursued. As I have shown, a corrupted character can overcome reason and makes the
individuals act according to its wants.

The outlined interpretation is preferable not only because it avoids a Humean
interpretation of the labour division but it also fits in the wider context of NE VIL.8. This chapter is
interested in whether it is easier to change the behaviour of an akratic or of an intemperate
individual. The passage I have discussed so far comes just after Aristotle touching directly upon this

issue:

T22. énel &' 6 pv To10dTog olog pry S 1o memeichon Stdrety Tag kab' VmepPory Kol Tapd
OV 0pBOV AOYOoV copaTicic Ndovic, O 88 mémeloTan S16 TO TOODTOC £lval 010¢ SLDKEV
adThg, EKelvog ULV oDV EDETANEIGTOG, 0UToG 88 00 (NE 1151al11-14).

And since the akratic individual is the sort to pursue bodily pleasures that are excessive and
contrary to the correct prescription but not because he is persuaded he should, while the
other [intemperate] is so persuaded, because of his being the sort to pursue them, the former
is easy to persuade that he should change his behaviour, the latter not.

In this passage, Aristotle is addressing a puzzle raised in NE VIL.2:

T23. &t 6 ©@® mencicOol TPaTTOV Kol SIOK®V TA 100 Kol Tpoapovpevos Bedtiov Gv
d0&etev Tod Un| 010 AoYIoHOV GAAA Ot dkpaciov: eD10TOTEPOG Yap O1d TO peTanelcOijval av.
6 &' axpatic Evoyog i mapotpig &v 1) eapdv “dtav 1o Bwp mviyn, i 8¢l émmivewv;” &l uév
YOp EMEMELGTO 6 TPATTEL, PETATEIGOELC GV EMOGOTO" VIV 88 TEMEIGUEVOC 0DSEY HTTOV AL
npdrrel (NVE 1146a31-1146b2).

Again, someone who pursued what is pleasant out of persuasion and by prohairesis would
seem better than one who did it not through calculation but through akrasia; after all, he
would be easier to cure — one would simply have to persuade him to change his mind. And
the saying we use applies to the akratic individual: ‘when water is choking you, what will
wash it down?’ For if he had been persuaded of what he is doing, he would have stopped
doing it when persuaded differently; as it is, he is already persuaded that he shouldn’t do it,
and does it nonetheless.

The puzzle assumes that it is easier to persuade an intemperate than an akratic
individual. This claim is defended with the argument that the intemperate acts in the way he acts
because he is persuaded to pursue pleasure. As a result, if his mind is changed, he will act in a

different way. The akratic is already persuaded to act correctly, but, even so, he insists on acting
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otherwise. This means that persuasion is not efficient with him. In his answer to this puzzle in NE
VIIL.8, Aristotle is in complete disagreement with this view. For him, the akratic individual can be
more easily changed in regard to his behaviours than the intemperate. As the intemperate individual
is the sort of person who pursues bodily pleasures because he is completely persuaded that it is the
right thing to do, he is harder to go through a moral change. Because of pleasure his reason is
corrupted in a way (see, for instance, NE 1119b10) that the reason of the akratic individual is not.
As I will show, Aristotle claims that the intemperate individual’s change of character should not
start by trying to persuade him to act otherwise but through a re-education of character by habits. In
his case, the starting point of his path to the right principle of action is not by argument.

The goal passage I have quoted at the beginning of this section is inside this wider
context. This goal passage is part of Aristotle’s efforts to reply to the puzzle raised at NE VIL.2. 1
think that what he is trying to emphasize with the claim that virtue, habituated or innate, teaches the
principle is that in the case of intemperate individuals persuasion is ineffective to change their
character and make him acquire a virtuous principle of action. The path to the acquisition of a
virtuous character demands either natural virtue, that is, an innate character akin to virtue, or a
habituated character. Before the intemperate individual may be persuaded to change his way of
living, his character should be well habituated and trained towards the right objects of desire.
Aristotle is emphasizing that the acquisition of a virtuous principle of action by vicious individuals
demands not persuasion but training of character. In a corrupted character, reasoning is not effective
to instil a change of behaviour. This is why Aristotle says that reasoning does not teach the
principles in this case (évtadba). This sort of person should first go through a re-education of
character so that he becomes able to acquire a virtuous principle of action. The context of the
passage shows that the goal passage in NE VII.8 has a less ambitious target than it is usually argued.

Let me now examine the sequence of the argument in NE VIL8:

T24. £ot1 8¢ T1c S10 WAOOG EKOTATIKOG TTaPd TOV OpBOV Adyov, OV DOTE HEV UT| TPATTEWV
Katd TOV 0pBdV Adyov Kkportel 1O maboc, Hote &' eivan Toodtov olov memsichon Sidhrev
avednV Setv Tag TolanTac HOOVAC ob KpaTelr 0DTOC 6TV O GKkpoThC, PeATiov <V> ToD
AKOAGGTOV, 0V3E PUDAOG OTADG odleTot yap T BéXTioTtov, 1) dpyf (NVE 1151a20-26).

But there is a type that is inclined to depart from reason, contrary to the correct reason,
because of his affective condition, who is overcome by that condition to the extent of
failing to act in accordance with the correct reason, but not to the extent of being the sort of
person to be persuaded that one should straightforwardly pursue such pleasures: this is the
akratic individual, one who is better than the intemperate, and not bad without qualification,
since the best in him is preserved, the principle.

In this passage, Aristotle contrasts the intemperate with the akratic individual. The

former not only acts in accordance with his affective condition and contrary to the right reason but
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he is also persuaded that this is the right thing to be done; the latter falls prey of his affective
condition but he does not believe that this is the right way of acting. Aristotle praises this latter kind
of individual because in his case the principle is preserved. This remark made by Aristotle strikes
us in a first moment because it is clear that the akratic individual does not act based on what his
reason prescribes as the right thing to be done. His actions are based on his non-rational desires. But
what does Aristotle want to say when he affirms that, in the case of the akratic individual, the
principle is preserved? My suggestion is that Aristotle says that the principle is preserved because
the akratic individual shares relevant features with the virtuous person. These features are important
to the contrast drawn between the akratic and the intemperate individual.

Unlike the intemperate, the akratic individual is not persuaded that pursuing pleasures is
the right thing to be done. This means that his reason is not convinced that pleasure is something
worth pursuing by itself. This implies that reason’s moral judgment is preserved. As I have argued,
in a virtuous soul reason is a central element. As reason is preserved, this means that the central
element of a virtuous life is preserved. Additionally, it is important to remember that, in NE 1.13,
Aristotle praises both akratic’s and enkratic’s reason: “but another kind of soul also seems to be
non-rational, although participating in a way in reason. Take the akratic and enkratic individuals:
we praise their reason, and the aspect of their soul that possesses reason; it gives the right
encouragement, in the direction of what is best” (tod yap €ykpatodc kal akpatodg TOV AOYoV Kol
TG WYuyhic TO Adyov Exov Emavodpev: OpBdS yap kai émi 0 BéATIoTO mMapakarel) (NVE 1102b14-16).
This passage claims that the reason of the akratic individual encourages him to act in the right way.
Although it is outweighed by the non-rational desires, his reason plays a role that is also played by
the reason of the virtuous person: it urges the individual to act in the right way. Unlike the virtuous
individual, the akratic does not follow reason’s prescriptions and his character is not obedient to
reason. Despite of these differences, Aristotle thinks the principle is still preserved in a relevant
sense. In spite of being defeated by the non-rational desires, the reason of an akratic individual still
encourages him to act in accordance with virtuous prescriptions. The intemperate individual does
not have a preserved reason due to his affective condition. In his case, the path to the acquisition of
virtue starts by a re-education of his non-rational desires. Persuasion and reasoning will not prevent
him from pursuing pleasure (see, for instance, NE 1179a33-b31).

In putting the passage in the wider context of the chapter, my interpretation shows that
we must not be committed to a Humean interpretation of the goal passage found in NE VILS.
Aristotle’s interest does not lie in discussing the acquisition of the right principle of action by any
person. He is actually concerned with the issue whether it is easier to change the behaviour of

akratic or intemperate individuals and the role that arguments and reason play in this change.



136

3.15. Phronesis and the Deliberative Correctness
At the end of the discussion about good deliberation (evfovAia) in NE V1.9, there is a
passage full of controversies about how it must be understood in the context of the discussion of the

labour division. Here is the passage:

T25. i & @V epovipov 1 €0 PePovledobdor, 1 sdPovra sin v opOOTNG 1 KaTd TO
GUUPEPOV TPOC TO TELOC, 0D 1] PPOVIGIC GANOTC DOAYic éotv (NE 1142b31-33).

If it is characteristic of phronimoi to have deliberated well, then good deliberation will be
the sort of correctness that is in accord with what is advantageous in furthering the end
about which phronesis is true supposition (Reeve’s translation).

The controversy lies in identifying which word or expression is the antecedent of the
Greek pronoun “ov”. The least promising proposal is to defend that the antecedent is “t0
ocvppépov” (see Greenwood 1909, p. 66). To simply say that something is advantageous is an
unclear statement. If something is advantageous, it must be advantageous in regard to someone or to
something. The sequence of the passage gives us a complement to “10 cvueépov”. With the
complement, we have a more promising antecedent to the pronoun “o0”. We get the expression “t0
oLUPEPOV TTPOC TO TEAOS . A possible interpretation is to take the antecedent of the pronoun to be
this whole expression (Walter 1874, p. 470-472; Aubenque 1965, p. 46; Angioni 2009a, p. 193-
194). In this case, Aristotle’s claim is that phronesis has a true grasp of what is advantageous in
furthering the end.

The two aforementioned kinds of interpretation favour the claim that phronesis does not
have a grasp of the moral goal and end up also favouring the view that this would be a task of virtue
of character. A last possibility of interpretation is to take the antecedent of the pronoun “o0” to be
“10 tého¢”. In this interpretation, Aristotle is taken to be saying that phronesis has a true grasp of
the moral goal. In an attempt to see this passage as evidence against Humean interpretations of the
labour division, someone may argue that the passage is saying that phronesis sets the moral goal.
This sort of interpretation counts in favour of my view, for it assigns to reason the power of
providing the correct goals. In spite of it, I do not think this interpretation is the most suitable. Even
when we assume that the pronoun “o0” has as its antecedent “t0 téhoc”, there is no need to
understand that it amounts to the claim that phromesis sets the moral goal. This philological
alternative may also be understood as claiming that phronesis grasps the goal that is provided by

another capacity. This interpretation is defended by Moss, for instance (2014, p. 234; see also 2011,
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p. 230-232; 2012, p. 180-182.)"**: “the content of one’s ends — the nature of the things one values —
is dictated entirely by one’s non-rational upbringing and character. It is intellect that grasps ends,
and so phronesis is ‘true supposition of the end’, but it is character that provides the material for its
grasp, and so it is virtue that ‘makes the goal right’”. I think Moss has a good point and, therefore,
we should not see evidence in favour of the claim that phronesis sets the moral goals in this last
philological option.

Given all the pieces of evidence I have displayed to defend that reason has the leading
role in action, I have no need to contend that this passage constituted decisive evidence for the
claim that reason sets the moral goals. What I need to show is that it does not go against what I have
said. The last two ways of taking the antecedent of the pronoun “o0” do not offer any challenge to
my interpretation. If the antecedent is taken to be “10 cvupépov npog 10 téhoc”, I can argue that
phronesis indeed has the job of finding out the ways of achieving the goal. This was made clear in
the discussion of NE VI1.12 about the distinction between phronesis and cleverness. However, even
adopting this interpretation, I do not need to agree with the further step that this is the only role
played by phronesis. It is perfectly plausible to say that this is only one more role played by
phronesis. If the antecedent is taken to be “10 téAoc”, I only need to agree with Moss to the extent
that phronesis requires a true grasp of the moral goal. However, there is no need to take a step
further and say that the content of this grasp is provided by character. As we have seen, the goal
passages do not offer decisive evidence to the claim that virtue of character sets the moral goals. For
this reason, we should not take this claim as underlying our understanding of the passage under
discussion. In both scenarios, I can accommodate the passage within my interpretation.

In this chapter, I have defended that reason plays a central role in Aristotle’s ethical
system and in moral actions. The proper human activity is based on reason, and character takes part
in the human virtue insofar as it has a share in reason, which in this case means to be obedient to
reason. This view goes against Humean interpretations of the labour division. These interpretations
give character a central role in the decision of the moral goals to be pursued by virtuous individuals.
I hope to have shown that this role is incompatible with some tenets of Aristotle’s ethics.
Furthermore, the goal passages do not offer decisive evidence in favour of Humean interpretations
of the labour division. These passages may be arguably construed without any commitment to this

kind of interpretation.

132 Reeve (1992, p. 87) and Angioni (2011b, p. 329-331) also take “t0 Téhoc” as the antecedent of the pronoun “o00”,
but without committing Aristotle to the claim that phronesis sets the moral goals.
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Chapter 4: Character and Reason

4.1. The Definition of Virtue of Character

Aristotle’s definition of virtue of character offers a good opportunity to understand how
virtue of character is related to other central concepts of the NE. In this definition Aristotle puts
together core concepts of his ethical theory and spells out some of their interplay. Let me quote the

passage:

T1. Eotwv &pa 1| apeth EEIC TPOAPETIKY, &V HEGOTNTL 0VGA TH TPOG TS, dpropévy Ady®
Kol Mg v 0 epovipog opicelev (Bekker’s critical edition).

gotv pol 1| GpeTh EEIC TPOOLPETIKY, &v HeGOTNTL 0VG TH TPOC TUHC, MdPIopév) Adyo Kol
Mg v 0 ppovipog opiceiev (Susemihl’s critical edition).

EoTwv éipa 1) APETN EEIC TPOAUPETIKY, &V LEGHTNTL OVGA Tf) TPOC NUAC, APLEPEVH AOY® Kai @
av 0 epovipog opicelev (Bywater’s critical edition) (NE 1106b36-1107a2).

Virtue (of character), then, is a disposition related to prohairesis, consisting in a mean
relative to us, determined by reason and in the way in which the phronimos would
determine it.

Above there is a preliminary translation of the passage where Aristotle defines virtue of
character. The words highlighted give rise to philosophical and philological controversies that are
important to a better understanding of the elements involved in the performance of moral actions.
The passage is also related to different aspects of the interplay between virtue of character and

phronesis. Let me start the discussion with the word “mpoatpeticny”.

4.2. Virtue of Character as £51g mpoaipetiki): the alternative reading

In chapter 1, I have shown the arguments displayed by Lorenz to defend that virtue of
character is partially rational. One of them consisted in claiming that virtue of character is partially
rational because it is defined by Aristotle as an &€1g mpooupetikn). Lorenz takes the expression “€E1g
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mpoopeTikn’” to imply that virtue of character is responsible for issuing prohaireseis . To carry out
this task, virtue of character would have to be rational, for prohairesis involves deliberation (NE
1113a9-14), a rational activity. Lorenz’s claim, however, is based on a controversial interpretation
of the word “mpooipetikn)”. It is unclear whether this word must be construed as implying that virtue
of character has the task of issuing prohaireseis. Part of Lorenz’s effort to ground this view is based
on a philological argument, of which I retrieve some aspects now. He argues that Greek adjectives
with an ending in —kog or —tiko¢ and which are derived from verbs generally indicate that someone

or something is able or suited to do something. As examples, he mentions the definitions of £&ig

amodewktikn (NVE 1139b31-32), &&ig momtikn (NVE 1140a20-21) and of phronesis as a £€1¢ mpakTiky

13 Lorenz’s argument was fully presented in section 1.6.
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(NE 1140b4-6, 20-21). From a philological perspective, Lorenz’s position sounds plausible. But his
argument is insufficient to settle the issue. The verbal adjective “mpooatpetikn” is open to different
interpretations and philology is not enough to give a definite answer to what kind of interaction
there is between virtue of character and prohairesis. In commenting on the word “mpootpetikn”,
Miiller (2019, p. 14-15) shows that there are philological grounds to take this word in the most

varying ways:

The general meaning of prohairetikos, suggested by the—ikos ending, is something like
‘concerned with decision’. But that allows for a number of different interpretations of hexis
prohairetiké: (1) it is a state whose activity or actualization is decision (as theodria is the
activity of reason that is theorétikos); (2) it is a state that results from decisions (in the same
way in which prohairesis is said to be a bouleutiké orexis, that is, a desire that results from
deliberation); (3) it is a state in which that which it is the state of (i.e. the non-rational part
of the soul) follows one’s prohaireseis (in the same way in which doctors who are
dogmatikoi are said to be such because they follow certain doctrines); (4) it is a state of
one’s soul which makes one capable or suited for making decisions (in the same way in
which epistemeé is a hexis apodeiktike, that is, a state that makes one capable of making
demonstrations or proofs; (5) it is a state which makes one prone to making decisions (in
the same way in which, say, someone who is hamartetikos is prone to making errors); or (6)
it is state which is ultimately realized in decisions.

The philological evidence shows that there is no way of solving the dispute about the
implications of the word “mpoatpetikn” in the definition of virtue of character by appealing to
philology. This sort of evidence gives rise to different possibilities of interpretation. In his
interpretation, Lorenz adopts the meaning (4). For him, Aristotle employs the word “mpoatpetikny”
to claim that virtue of character is a disposition that enables its possessor to issue prohaireseis. This
kind of interpretation, however, clashes with Aristotle’s view that virtue of character is non-rational
and, therefore, it cannot issue prohaireseis. His interpretation, therefore, is at odds with the
characterization of virtue of character in NE 1.13. As I have defended, virtue of character follows
reason in actions but does not possess reason in itself. This means that virtue of character is not
capable of reasoning or of any activity that involves the use of articulated language and concepts. In
a nutshell, it does not have A0yog in itself.

The option that seems to be the most suitable to interpret the word “mpooipetikn” is
option (3). The main argument to defend this view is that on many occasions Aristotle emphasizes
that virtue of character must follow reason. Many pieces of evidence supporting this view were
displayed in the previous chapter. Additionally, I have argued in the first chapter that the non-
rational desiderative part of the soul, responsible for character, has a share in reason only insofar as
it follows reason. When this part of the soul does not listen to reason, it cannot be said rational.

From this, it can be argued that following the prohairesis issued by reason must be a distinctive
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feature of a virtuous character. This is why a virtuous character is defined in terms of a “&&ig
npoopetikn”. This expression establishes a link between virtue of character and the prohaireseis
issued by reason. The adoption of option (3) avoids the philosophical burden of assigning to
character the task of issuing prohaireseis, a kind of claim that unavoidably leads us to defend that
virtue of character involves the power of reasoning.

It is also important to discuss the other alternatives to understand the word
“nmpoarpetikn)”. In regard to option (1), we can say in some sense that virtue of character is a state
whose activity or actualization is a prohairesis, but we must be careful when we say it. It should not
be forgotten that a virtuous prohairesis implies the presence of reason and character (NVE 1139a33-
34), but it does not mean that the non-rational part of the soul responsible for character formulates
prohairesis™*. Tt contributes to prohairesis by making the non-rational desires be in tune with the
content of prohairesis and desire it. This kind of contribution avoids the conflicts that are seen in
the case of akratic and enkratic individuals. To desire what is decided by reason through prohairesis
is a requirement for being virtuous. If the non-rational part of the soul responsible for character does
not desire what is given by prohairesis, the character is not virtuous and is in conflict with reason.
We must not assume that the non-rational part of the soul responsible for character actualizes
prohairesis in the sense of formulating it. This is a task carried out by reason. In regard to point (2),
it is implausible to claim that virtue of character is a disposition that results from prohairesis.
Aristotle is clear in his claim that virtue of character results from habituation (NE 1103a17-18). It is
the training of the non-rational desiderative part of the soul that constitutes a virtuous character. It is
the habit of following reason and doing virtuous actions that consolidate a virtuous character.
Moreover, in a character virtuously consolidated, character follows what is prescribed by
prohairesis; it is not determined by prohairesis, that is, it does result from prohairesis. In regard to
point (5), what can be said is that even akratic individuals formulate prohairesis (NE 1146b22-24,
1148a9-10). They differ from the virtuous individual because they do not follow prohairesis but
their appetite. This means that virtue of character does not make individuals more prone to
formulate prohaireseis and, therefore, the “mpoaipetikny” should not be read in this way. In regard to
point (6), this characterization does not capture appropriately the kind of disposition that virtue of
character is. Virtue of character is not ultimately realized in prohairesis. The main task in

prohairesis belongs to reason. Virtue of character’s contribution consists in following prohairesis.

134 In this chapter, 1 discuss the concept of prohairesis. 1 defend that prohairesis must be understood as general
purposes of action adopted by the moral agent to guide his actions. The capacity that gives the content of this
general purposes is reason. Character contributes with the desiderative element.
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This means that virtue of character is not realized in the formulation of prohairesis but in desiring
what is proposed by prohairesis and in making the individual act accordingly'®.

The alternative reading, although possible, is not as cogent as it seemed at first glance.
From the philological perspective, the verbal adjective “mpooatpetikny” has more possibilities than
Lorenz proposes. In virtue of this, the matter must be philosophically settled by considering the
philological options. Against Lorenz’s proposal, there are many pieces of evidence in favour of the
view that virtue of character is non-rational. Consequently, given its own nature, virtue of character
is unable to formulate prohairesis. Moreover, it is clear that the interaction that virtue of character
holds in regard to reason is of obedience and of listening to it. As prohairesis is formulated by
reason, it is reasonable to suppose that in a virtuous individual character will follow prohairesis,
desiring it and acting accordingly, as option (3) proposes. In virtue of this, translations that
emphasize an active role of virtue of character in the formulation of prohairesis should be

avoided'*.

4.3. Delimiting the Virtuous Actions

The passage T1 also brings other philological problems. According to the codices, the
passage should be read with the words “opiopévn” and “o¢”. Aspasio proposes, however, that the
words above must be replaced by “opiopuévn” and “@” respectively. These changes have some
important implications. Let me explore each of them.

The first difficulty is related to the word “@piopévn”. The issue is whether it must be
read in the nominative, as proposed by the codices, or in the dative, as proposed by Aspasio. If the
first option is adopted, the word “@Opiopévn” is read as linked to the word “&ic”'Y. The
philosophical implication is that in this case the text would be saying that the virtuous disposition,

that is, virtue of character, is determined by Adyoc'**. Such an interpretation seems to assume a

1% For Angioni (2009, p. 2-3), virtue of character is a disposition that leads to action: “De fato, parece 6bvio, & luz
de tudo que Aristoteles diz em EN II 1-5, que a virtude moral é uma disposi¢ao ndo apenas para escolher bem, mas
para escolher bem e agir bem conforme a boa escolha. [...] Nesse sentido, parece que a plena posse da virtude
depende da conjunc¢do de dois fatores: fazer as escolhas certas, pelas razdes certas (ou seja, escolher o ato virtuoso
devido a seu valor moral intrinseco), e agir de fato conforme a escolha certa. Ndo ha duvida de que Aristoteles ndo
consideraria como virtuoso um fulano que, embora sempre escolhesse atos virtuosos, pelas razdes adequadas (isto
¢, por aceitar o valor moral intrinseco desses atos), jamais passasse a a¢do propriamente dita”.

136 Here are some translations that go in this direction: “la vertu est un état habituel qui dirige la décision” (Gauthier
and Jolif 1958); “excellence, then, is a disposition issuing in decisions” (Broadie 2002); “a virtude ¢, portanto, uma
disposicao de escolher por deliberagdo” (Zingano 2008); “virtue, then, is a deliberately choosing state” (Reeve
2014).

137 Another possible interpretation is to understand that the word “®Opiopévn” is modifying “8&1¢” but without taking
this word in isolation but connected with the expression “gv pecémti oboa tfj Tpdg Nudc”. In this case, what is
determined by Adyog is the €€1g insofar as it consists in a mean relative to us. In certain aspects, this option amounts
to some results that we get with the option “@piopévn” in the dative, which I discuss below.

138 For the moment, I leave the word “Adyoc” untranslated because of the philosophical issues involved in its
translation. I discuss these issues in the sequence.
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passive role to the virtuous character, emphasizing the idea of character being under reason’s
control. I have shown, however, that Aristotle’s vocabulary to describe the interaction between
character and reason in a virtuous soul is the vocabulary of obedience (see, for instance, NE 1.7 and
[.13) and sometimes the vocabulary of harmony (cvpupovéwm in NE 1119b15) and agreement
(opopwvéw in NE 1102b28). Because of it, it is unsound to say that Adyog determines virtuous
character. Rather, a virtuous character possesses the active role of following reason’s guidance and
being in agreement with it.

If the second option is adopted, the word “@piopévn” in the dative becomes linked to
the word “pecotntt”. This option offers a philosophical interpretation more attractive. What is
determined by Adyog is not virtue of character but the mean relative to us in actions. In favour of

this view, there is a passage from the beginning of book VI:

T2. Enel 0& toyydvopey mpotepov gipnkote 6t del 10 puécov aipeichat, pun v vrepfornv
unoeg v EXAeWy, 10 08 PEGOV éativ ¢ O Adyog 6 Bplog Aéyer, T0DTo SELMUEY. &V TAGHLG
yop taig sipnuévaig €€eat, kabdmep Kol &ml T@V dAL®V, E0TL TIG OKOTMOG POog OV amofAémwy
0 tov Adyov &wv émiteivel kol avinoiv, Kol TG E6TV 6pog T®V LECOTNTOV, 0¢ HETAED QopeV
sivon g vmepPoldic kai Tiic EMelyewe, odoac kotd oV dpbov Adyov (NE 1138b18-25,
highlights are mine).

Since we have said earlier that one must choose the mean, not excess, and not deficiency,
and that the mean is as correct reason says, let us delimit this. For with all the dispositions
we have discussed, just as with everything else, there is a target'”, as it were, that the
person with reason has in view as he tenses and relaxes, and a kind of mark that determines
the mean states, which we declare to be in between excess and deficiency, being according
to the correct reason (highlights are mine).

According to this passage, the mean which character aims (1 dpety], GTOYACTIKY Y€
oboa 1od pésov)'*’ (NE 1106b15-16 and 1106b28) is prescribed by correct reason. As I have shown
in chapter 3, correct reason is phronesis. It is correct reason that delimits the mean by avoiding

excess and deficiency. By its turn, virtue of character is in accordance with this delimitation of the

139 1 take the word “cxondc” in the passage to be making reference to the target of each action, not to eudaimonia,
the ultimate goal. A similar use of the word “cxom6¢” can be found in NE 1106b31-33.

10 For Moss, the task of phronesis is to delimit precisely in the circumstances the mean at which virtue of character
aims. In her interpretation, character first aims at the mean, which is then delimited by phronesis in the
circumstances. I will argue there is no need to introduce in the passage the idea that first character aims at the mean
and then the mean is specified by phronesis according to the circumstances. The mean aimed by character is
exclusively delimited by phronesis. Here is Moss’ view: “virtue is an intermediate state between extremes of excess
and deficiency, in that it aims at the mean in actions and passions (EN I1.6 1106b27-28, I1.9 1109a20-23). That is,
virtue ensures that we aim at the mean — or, to use a less technical formulation which Aristotle frequently presents
as equivalent, at acting ‘as one should’. But it can be difficult to know just what the mean is: it is one thing to wish
to do what is right in a given situation, but quite another to know just what is right — to know “when one should
[act, or feel a passion], and about what things, and in relation to whom, and for the sake of what, and how one
should” (EN I1.6 1106b21-22). Hence the need for phronesis, whose function, according to this passage, is to
provide the logos which defines or determines that mean [...] phronesis is necessary for virtue because without it
one cannot identify the mean at which virtue aims” (Moss 2012, p. 192-193).
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mean'*' carried out by correct reason. There are some issues about how phronesis does the job of
delimiting the target through deliberation. I will discuss them below. For the moment, what matters
for my view is that this second interpretation does not clash with the interpretation I have defended
so far about the labour division. Actually, it agrees with the view that reason has the leading role,
for Aristotle characterizes virtue of character as following the mean delimited by phronesis.

Aspasio’s reading is more in line with Aristotle’s claims and can be easily integrated in
my interpretation. On the other hand, the codices’ reading gives rise to philosophical difficulties that
makes it a reading to be avoided. It makes use of a vocabulary of determination of the Aexis, that is,
of character, by Adyoc that is not found in other places of the NE.

Another discussion about the passage is related to how to take the word “A6yog”. There
are two options'*. The word can be taken in the sense of a moral rule that dictates how the moral
agent must act. In this case, the word “prescription” appears as a good translation'*. Another
possibility is to understand “Adyog” in the sense of rational capacity. In this case, “Adyoc” is taken as
a capacity of the soul and what Aristotle is saying is that the mean is delimited by reason without
giving more details about what virtue of thought is involved in this delimitation. The elucidation of
what capacity is involved is done in the remainder of the passage.

Angioni (2009, p. 16), by his turn, provides a third option of interpretation. For him, the
word “Aoyog” is employed in another way. He argues that this word indicates the deliberative

reasoning involved in the formulation of prohaireseis:

Aristoteles afirma que a disposi¢do para bem agir por escolha deliberada, que consiste na
virtude moral, ¢ determinada pelo /ogos. Embora nada tenha a opor contra a interpretagao
que toma “logos”, neste contexto, no sentido de faculdade da razdo, julgo que “logos”,
neste caso, pode ser mais bem entendido como o raciocinio deliberativo que da origem a
escolhas. Como vimos, as escolhas podem dar-se em nivel ainda geral e vago, e propdem
apenas um alvo que devera ser mais bem determinado pela correta consideragdo dos fatores
singulares relevantes em cada caso. A determinagdo da escolha, ou da mediedade, por esse
logos ¢ ainda insuficiente para resultar na agdo virtuosa. E preciso que, a esse alvo,
formulado pelo logos ainda vago e geral, acrescente-se o determinar a mediedade em
termos singulares, pelo justo computo dos fatores relevantes. Por “determinar” entendo,
neste contexto, o procedimento pelo qual se passa de uma escolha (ou prop6sito) universal
e vaga para uma escolha plenamente determinada, que atende a todas as circunstancias
singulares relevantes para uma dada agdo singular. E essa tarefa de “determinar” ¢ feita pelo
phronimos (cf. 1141b 14-22; 1142a 23-24). [...] E esse ponto que Aristoteles ressalta no
passo (v)"** da defini¢do de virtude moral. O passo (iv) apenas estabelece que a virtude
moral alcanga pela razdo certas escolhas gerais, mas o passo (V) acrescenta que essas

41 An extensive and in-depth discussion about the notion of mean in the NE is found in Hobuss 2009b. For a
discussion about the doctrine of the mean in the EE, see Zanuzzi 2017.

2 For a different construal of the discussion, see Zingano 2008, p. 130-131.

143 Here I quote two translations that adopt renderings that favour this interpretation: “[...] this being determined by
rational prescription” (Rowe 2002); “dont la norme est la régle morale” (Gauthier and Jolif 1958).

144 Here is the preliminary definition of virtue of character offered by Angioni (2009, p. 1) in his paper with his own
division of the argumentative steps: “a virtude ¢ (i) uma disposi¢do (ii) ligada a escolha, (iii) residindo na
mediedade relativa a nds, (iv) determinada pela razdo e (v) tal como o prudente a determinaria”.
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escolhas devem receber ulterior determinagdo para que se realize efetivamente uma acao
virtuosa, em atengdo aos fatores relevantes em cada circunstancia singular.

Angioni’s suggestion is philosophically interesting. But some attention is needed. As I
have defended, what is determined by “Adyoc” is the mean, neither the excess nor the deficiency.
The determination of the mean involves a deliberative reasoning carried out by phronesis to
determine how the mean can be reached in actions. However, how to take the determination of the
mean is something unclear in steps (iii) and (iv)'®. It can be understood in two different ways. What
is not clear from steps (iii) and (iv) of passage T1 is whether the determination of the mean carried
out by A0yog is related to the formulation of a general target by taking into account the aim given by
prohairesis, or whether Aristotle is making reference to the specific determination of the mean in
the context of action when all the morally salient features of the circumstances are already given
and the moral agent has to decide what to do. Angioni seems prone to accept the first case when
interpreting steps (iii) and (iv). However, the second case cannot be completely dismissed. It is
possible to argue that Aristotle defines first virtue of character as an €51 mpoaipetikn to show that
virtue of character must follow the general target represented by prohairesis, which is formulated by
prescribing ways of acting that avoid the excess and the deficiency in a general level. If this view is
accepted, what Angioni says that is done in the argumentative step (iv) was already established in
the step (ii). I think that the steps (iii) and (iv) is a way to affirm that it is not enough to be in
agreement with the general target formulated in the prohairesis, but it is also important to follow the
mean determined in the context of action. When Aristotle says that the mean relative to us is
determined by Ad6yog, he is no longer making reference to the general target given by prohairesis,
but he is taking a step further and showing the importance of virtue of character also following the
particular determinations of the mean in each context. In my view, the step (v) in Angioni’s division
should be understood as an elucidation of how it must happen and what virtue of thought is
involved in the circumstantial determination of the mean.

Although virtue of character is characterized as a mean state (NE 1106b24-34), the step
(iv) makes clear that the mean in action is not determined by character, but by a rational capacity.
This shows again that a rational capacity has the leading role in determining the mean aimed by a
virtuous character. The excerpt (v) gives more detail about it.

The first difficulty in regard to the passage (v) is related to what is the best
interpretation of the word “kai”. This word can be taken to be fulfilling the role of the English
expression “that is”. In this case, the Greek word would be establishing an equivalence between the

last part of the passage and what came previously. However, it does not seem to be the case. I have

5 T use Angioni’s own division of the definition. See previous footnote.
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argued that the last part of the passage comes to provide more details about how the delimitation of
the mean by a rational capacity must be understood. In this case, the expression “that is” can be
used to translate “koi”, but cannot be taken to be establishing an equivalence. It should be

146 Aristotle wants to spell out how

understood as introducing an elucidation of what was said before
the mean is determined by reason.

Before we advance to Aristotle’s elucidation, we have to deal with one more
philological difficulty. In the last part of the statement, the codices present the option “m¢” while
Aspasio suggests “@”. The first option is best translated into English with the expressions “like as”
and “just as”. This option makes the phronimos someone who has to be seen as the standard for
decisions. The second option is best translated as “that by which”. Either interpretation depends
strongly on what came previously in the passage. The Greek article “®” retrieves the word “Adyoc”.
Taken in this way, the passage is saying that the “Adyoc” that determines the mean must be the same
as phronimos’ one. In this interpretation, the best translation for “Adyoc” is “prescription” or “moral
rule”. Given this, the passage would be saying that the mean must be delimited by individuals
through the “prescription” or “moral rule” through which it would be also determined by the
phronimos. The notion of rigid moral rules or prescriptions in Aristotle is a matter of controversy.
Although Aristotle seems to recognize that certain actions are morally wrong in any context (NE
1107a8-15), he clearly adopts a certain particularism in ethics'¥’. This view can be conspicuously
seen in the passages where he insists on the necessity of investigating what must be done according
to the circumstances (NVE 1104a5-10 and 1111a3-6; see also 1094b25-28), as well as in the role
played by phronesis in grasping the morally salient features of the situation to determine which
action must be done (NE 1141b14-16, 21-22; see also 1104b22-24, 1119b16-18). For these reasons,
it does not seem adequate to take the relative pronoun “®” to be making reference to the word
“AOyog” with the meaning of “moral rule” or “prescription”. Furthermore, there is another problem
with this interpretation. As I have argued when discussing the last chapters of NE VI, the way of
acting of a virtuous agent cannot be given externally. This means that the virtuous agent himself
must find what is the virtuous action to be done through the exercise of his rational capacity, that is,
through phronesis. The second interpretation here makes room for someone acting according to the
same “moral rule” or “prescription” that the phronimos would but without being the agent himself

the giver of the moral rule or prescription, that is, without the moral rule on which the action is

146 In English, Crisp and Irwin adopt translations that go in this direction. The first renders the “kai” by employing
the expression “that is” (2000); the second, the expression “that is to say” (1999). Still in English, Rowe (2002) and
Reeve (2014) suggest a simple “and” in their translation. In French, Gauthier and Jolif prefer the expression “c’est-
a-dire” (1958) while Zingano (2008) employs the Portuguese expression “isto €” to translate the Greek word.

47 For a detailed discussion about particularism in the NE, see Zingano 1996. Hobuss (2010) offers a philosophical

compelling discussion about the notion of epieikeia and particularism.
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based having being reached by the exercise of the agent’s rational capacity. Given all this, Aspasio’s
suggestion is not a good fit for Aristotle’s ethical claims. The codices’ readings are philosophically
more interesting. When the reading “@¢” is adopted, what is introduced by the end of the passage is
that the delimitation of the mean by reason must be carried out just as the phronimos does. This
interpretation rules out the possibility of the way of acting being given externally'**. The individual
must not only follow a moral rule or prescription, but he must also delimit how to act, that is, to
determine the mean, in the same way as the phronimos. The phronimos exercises his virtue of
thought by grasping himself what must be done, not by following external advices. The phronimos’
delimitation of the mean is seen as an ethical paragon to be followed.

My interpretation of the definition of virtue of character shows that the characterization
of it as an &&c mpoaipetikn is not enough to assign to it the possession of reasoning or reason.
Moreover, the passage in no moment shows any sign that character has the leading role in actions.
Rather, the virtuous character follows reason both in the prohairesis and in the delimitation of the
mean in the particular circumstances. This view is in agreement with my claims about the labour
division. There is no evidence in the definition of virtue of character that it provides the goals. If

this were one of its main tasks, Aristotle would have likely include it in its definition.

4.4. Prohairesis: the purpose that guides action

As I have shown in the last section, virtue of character is defined by Aristotle as an £&1g
TpoalpeTikn. So, to understand better what it means, it is crucial to have a grasp of the concept of
prohairesis'®.

The concept of prohairesis is controversial. Evidence in favour of this statement can be
drawn from the fact that there are varying translations of this concept, each of them revealing
different interpretations. One possible translation is “purpose”'*. This translation favours the view

that prohairesis has to do with a general aim or objective adopted by moral agents. For instance,

148 Gauthier and Jolif prefer the relative pronoun “®”. They construe the passage in such a way that “Adyoc” is
understood as a moral norm reached by the phronimos. In my interpretation, I prefer to avoid the idea of norm because
of the inconveniences that it brings to Aristotle’s claims: “Notre définition précise enfin quel est le logos qui est norme
du juste milieu: c'est la régle que donnerait le sage, en d'autres termes, c'est le plan impératif qui permettra d'obtenir la
fin de l'activité humaine, la contemplation qui est le fruit de la philosophie. Le kai qui introduit cetter derniére clausule
est explicatif, et il faut lire @ plutot que dc¢” (Gauthier and Jolif 1959a, p. 149).
149 Gauthier and Jolif show in his commentaries on the NE that the word “prohairesis” was not current in Aristotle’s
time. It occurs just once in Plato (Parmenides 143c). The word became more used in authors after Aristotle. About
this they say: “Ces quelques notations suffisent a nous faire pressentir quel va étre le role d'Aristote dans I'histoire
du mot de proairésis: d'un terme encore rare et au sens indécis, il va faire un terme technique, exprimant un concept
nouveau a |'¢laboration duquel nous allons assister” (Gauthier and Jolif 1959a, p. 190). To understand the historical
situation of this word is important because it demonstrates the undeniable difficulty to pin down the meaning of
“prohairesis” in Aristotle’s ethical writings.
150 In Portuguese, Angioni renders the concept with a similar word: “propdsito”.
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someone may have the purpose of being generous or of helping people whenever the opportunity
arises. In this case, prohairesis is seen as the policy adopted by individuals in their actions. This sort
of moral policy guides the individuals in their actions. This policy is general and needs to be
specified in each context'".

It is also possible to translate “mpoaipesic” by the word “decision”'*, This option tends
to be understood in terms of the delimitation of what must be done in the circumstances. The
concept of “mpoaipeois” is no longer in the general level of the moral policy adopted by moral
agents, but it is now in the context of which course of action is required here and now when all the
morally salient features are available. The two options of translation are in contrast with each other
and each of them puts prohairesis in different moments of the formulation of the course of action.
Another option is to emphasize the association between deliberation and prohairesis (NE 1113a2-4)
and translate prohairesis by the expression “deliberate choice”'>. This expression makes clear that
prohairesis 1s a choice that is the result of deliberation. “Choice” is closer to “purpose” in meaning
than to “decision”.

All these attempts of translating “prohairesis” are based on different interpretative
views. For the moment, the conclusion that can be drawn from the translations is that prohairesis is
understood as a certain selection of the way of acting, but it is not an easy task to figure out in
which level this kind of selection takes place. This selection can happen in the level of the intention,
being made more specific in each context, or in the level of the particular decision taken in the
context of the action, consisting in the particular specification of general intentions. To elucidate
these distinctions, let me present an example. For instance, someone can have the intention of being
generous by providing financial support to those in need. This is a general goal at which the
individual aims in his actions. However, this general goal needs to be specified on each occasion.
Before a situation in which a generous action can be carried out, the individual must ask whether
the person really needs a financial support. If so, he must decide how much money he will give and
for how long time. It is also important to know whether the person benefited will spend the money

correctly or whether the money will be spent with a different end in view from the one for which it

51 Angioni (2011b, p. 311-312) adopts an interpretation along these lines: “esses modos de realizagdo do fim
funcionam, no contexto de cada agdo, como ‘alvo’ a ser ulteriormente determinado pela avaliagdo dos fatores
singulares. Ndo ¢ despropositada, portanto, a associagdo entre prohairesis ¢ o ‘alvo’ ou ‘fim’ da agdo (cf. EN
1144a7-8, 20; EE 1227b12-13 ss.), e isso em nada contradiz a tese de que a prohairesis tem por objeto as coisas que
realizam os fins. Se tomei a resolu¢do de diminuir meu consumo de cerveja no proximo verdo, ¢ claro que esse
proposito pode ser considerado (I) ou como meio para realizar o fim de preservar minha satide ¢ meu bom
condicionamento fisico, (II) ou como ‘alvo’ (e fim) que deverei almejar em cada decisdo singular a ser tomada no
proximo verao”.

152 Trwin (1999) and Rowe (2002) adopt this option.

153 This option is adopted, for instance, by Zingano (2008) with the Portuguese expression “escolha deliberada” and
Reeve (2014) in English. Crisp proposes “rational choice” (2000), but, given the context and the connexion
between prohairesis and deliberation, there is no need to add the word “rational” to “choice”.
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was donated. The policy of being generous by providing financial support to those in need can be
taken as an example of prohareisis, that is, a general intention that guides the contextual actions. On
the other hand, the delimitation of what is generous in each context is a second way of
understanding the notion of prohairesis. In this case, prohaireis is the contextual decision made by
the agent, which he acts on. Before deciding between one of these options, let’s take a look at
Aristotle’s treatment of this concept in NE II1.2.

After having investigated the notions of voluntary and involuntary, Aristotle turns his
attention to the notion of prohairesis. The first statement he makes is that prohairesis seems to
belong more properly to virtue and that it discriminates character better than actions do (NE
1111b5-6). As we have seen in the previous section, the notion of prohairesis is important in the
definition of virtue of character. Moreover, Aristotle wants to emphasize with the claim above that
to know the prohairesis that guides an action is more important to know someone’s character than
his actions. In my view, this claim intends to remark that, when one only knows what someone
does, it is impossible to know why someone does what he does. I illustrate it with an example.
Someone can donate part of his wealth to charities because he thinks that this kind of action will
promote the well-being of impoverished citizens or simply because he wants to build a good image
before the society so that he can take advantage of it to wield political power and influence. In both
cases, the actions will be the same externally, but their grounds are completely different'>*. To put it
broadly, prohairesis has to do with that which guides the actions, I mean, the kind of value or goal
that the action seeks to realize. This is the reason why it is more revealing of character than actions.
However, it is still open to discussion whether it is more like purpose or decision.

In the sequence, Aristotle argues that prohairesis is voluntary, but the voluntary has a
wider scope than prohairesis (NE 1111b6-8). Children and animals act voluntarily but they are not
able to act out of a prohairesis (NE 1111b8-9, see also 1111a25-26). They lack reason (NE
1111b12). Sudden actions (ta é€aigpvnc) are also excluded from being out of a prohairesis, although
they are voluntary (NE 1111b9-10). Aristotle probably excludes this kind of action because it is
based on someone’s impulses instead of in thoughtful actions. Sudden actions (td &Eaipvnc) are
voluntary because the source of action is in the agent in these cases.

After these considerations, Aristotle dismisses some candidates that are usually thought
to answer the question “what is prohairesis?” They are appetite, spirit, wish and certain kind of
opinion (NE 1111b10-12). Prohairesis cannot be identified with appetite or spirit because these two

are also found in non-rational creatures while prohairesis is not (NE 1111b12-13). As further

154 Zingano provides a compelling discussion about the possibility of taking prohairesis here as intention (p. 160-
162).
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evidence, Aristotle brings as examples the akratic and enkratic individual. The first follows his
appetite instead of prohairesis; the second, the other way around (NE 1111b13-15). Prohairesis
appears as opposing the non-rational desires in both cases. This shows that prohairesis should not
be identified with appetite or spirit. Moreover, appetite is concerned with pleasure and pain while
prohairesis is not (NE 1111b16-18). The actions out of spirit seem least of all to be out of
prohairesis (NE 1111b18-19). Acts out of spirit are sudden while prohairesis seems to presuppose
the exercise of thought to evaluate the circumstances. The next candidate is wish. For Aristotle,
even though prohairesis is not wish, prohairesis is akin (cOveyyvg) to it. To draw a distinction
between these two concepts, Aristotle defends that wish is also about impossible things, like
immortality, as well as about things that are done by others, for instance to wish that an actor or
athlete wins a competition (NE 1111b19-24). Prohairesis, by its turn, is restricted to those things
that the individual himself can do and achieve (NE 1111b25-26). This restriction puts prohairesis in
the sphere of what is achievable by action. Prohairesis cannot be identified with any impossible
purpose or any decision that is beyond the agent’s power. This delimitation makes clear that
prohairesis cannot be conceived of as a mere wish or an impracticable plan of action. It must be
within what is up to the agent. In the sequence, Aristotle makes an important claim about the object

of prohairesis:

T3. 1 pév Povlnoic tod téhovg €6Ti pdAAov, 1| 88 mpoaipecic TV TPOC TO TELOC, Olov
ywaivey Povrdusda, Tpoatpodpeda 8¢ 1 v Hytovoduey, kai d0darpovelv Povrdpsdo puév
Kol eoapév, Tpoapovpeda d& Ay ovy apuoler OAmG yap E01KeV 1) mTpoaipeoic mepl To £
Nuiv elvor (VE 1111526-29).

Further, wish is more for the end, whereas prohairesis is about what forwards the end, as
e.g. we wish to be healthy, whereas we decide by prohairesis about the things through
which we shall be healthy, and we wish to be happy, and say that we wish it, whereas it is
out of keeping to say “we decide by prohairesis to be happy”; for generally prohairesis
appears to be about things that depends on us.

This passage has given rise to some controversies. It seems to say that prohairesis is not
related to the end but to the things that forward the end. This claim together with the restriction of
deliberation to the things that forward the ends can be read as evidence for the view that Aristotle’s
ethics adopts a Humean interpretation of the labour division, for reason appears as being restricted
to delimit the ways of achieving the goals given by another capacity, that is, by character. Issues
regarding this point will be addressed when I discuss deliberation in the next section. For the time
being, [ would like to focus on other aspects of the passage T3.

The examples brought by Aristotle in the passage T3 are very important to understand
what is at play when he discusses the notion of prohairesis. Aristotle argues that we wish to be

healthy; however, he surprisingly affirms that it is not up to us to decide by prohairesis to be



150

healthy. What does he mean by that? It seems that being healthy is not something about which we
decide by prohairesis. One way to understand this claim is to consider that being healthy is not
something that we directly decide by prohairesis. What individuals decide by prohairesis is to do
things that are healthy and that conduces to the condition of being healthy. It is perfectly possible to
decide by prohairesis to eat fresh vegetables and light meats. These are actions that are up to the
individuals and are conducive to health. Nobody chooses directly to be healthy, but chooses those
things that will lead to health, like the adequate intake of food and water, as well as the practice of
regular physical exercises. In a certain sense, then, being healthy is not up to the individuals. No
one becomes healthy out of a personal decision. People become healthy or keep their health because
they decide to do things that promote health, but being healthy is not something that is a direct
object of prohairesis. This happens because prohairesis already involves the attempt of putting in
practical and achievable terms the goal that is object of wish. The same kind of reasoning can be
applied to eudaimonia. Being eudaimon is not a direct object of prohairesis. What is achievable by
the individuals is the performance of actions that promote eudaimonia. Eudaimonia is then the
consequence of the performance of these actions. Someone will be regarded as eudaimon when he
performs virtuous actions over a certain amount of time (NE 1098a18-20). Therefore, he cannot
become eudaimon by a prohairesis, but he can perfectly have a prohairesis of performing actions
that promote eudaimonia. This is something achievable and up to him. This view about prohairesis
does not exclude rationality from the possibility of providing moral goals. Prohairesis involves
reason, but to say that prohairesis is restricted to what conduces to the goals is not the same as
saying that reason is restricted to these things.

In the sequence, Aristotle investigates whether prohairesis can be identified with
opinion. He displays several reasons why opinion is not a good candidate to answer the question
“what is prohairesis?” The first contrast between opinion and prohairesis is that the former is not
only about what is up to us, but also about the eternal and impossible things; the latter is only about
what is up to us (NE 1111b30-33). Another point to be considered is that, while opinion is divided
into false and true, prohairesis is divided more into bad and good (NE 1111b33-34). Moreover,
having prohairesis about good or bad things, not the fact of having opinion about them, makes us of
a certain moral quality (NE 1112al-3). Prohairesis is praised more by the fact of being according to
what should be; opinion, on the other hand, by the fact of being true (NE 1112a5-7). Besides, we
decide by prohairesis about the things that we know that are good, but we have opinions about the
things that we do not know whether they are good (NE 1112a7-8). Those who have the best
prohaireseis are not the same as those who have the best opinions and those who have good

opinions can have bad prohairesis because of vice (NE 1112a8-11). All these considerations make
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clear that prohairesis is distinct from opinion, but it does not mean that prohairesis does not involve
any opinion. Aristotle explains it by saying that “if there is opinion preceding the prohairesis, or
following it, this makes no difference; for we are not considering that point, but rather whether
prohairesis is the same thing as a certain kind of opinion” (&l 6& mpoyivetar d6&a TH¢ TpoapEceme 1
TAPOKOALOLOET, 0VdEY Slapépel’ oV TODVTO YOp okomoduev, AL &€l tavtdv €ott d6&N Twi) (NE
1112a11-13). Aristotle’s claim is that prohairesis and opinion are not coextensive. Consequently,
opinion cannot be considered as a candidate to answer the question “what is prohairesis?”’ However,
it is still open the possibility of prohairesis involving opinion to some extent.

In the last lines of NE I11.2, Aristotle offers his last statements about prohairesis before

starting the investigation into the concept of deliberation:

T4. éxovolov pév o1 eaivetal, 1 & &kovolov ov Tiv mpoatpsTdv. AN dpd ye TO
npoPePovievpévov; 1 yop mpoaipeosic petd Adyov kai diavoiag. vroonuaivey 6 £otke Kol
Tobvopa ¢ OV Tpo £Tépav aipetdv (NVE 1112a14-17).

Well, it [prohairesis] is clearly something voluntary, but the voluntary is not all a matter of
prohairesis. So is it, at any rate, what has been reached by prior deliberation? In favour of
this view is that prohairesis is accompanied by reasoning and thought — and even the name
indicates what we decide by prohairesis to do is chosen before other things.

We have seen that appetite, spirit, wish, and opinion are not adequate candidates to be
prohairesis. Among the candidates, Aristotle suggested that prohairesis is akin (cOveyyvg) to wish.
One reason for this is that both are rational and involve in different levels the consideration for
ends. Without having an end in view, prohairesis cannot start his work of putting in practical terms
how to achieve it. Although Aristotle does not identify prohairesis with opinion, prohairesis seems
to imply some opinions to evaluate the situation and turn into achievable terms the target
intended'”. After all these considerations, there is the last characterization of prohairesis in the
passage above. First, Aristotle asks whether prohairesis is what was chosen by prior deliberation (t0
npoPePfovievpévov). Before this verb can be fully understood, it is fundamental to know the
possibilities of understanding the prefix “mp6” in the word “prohairesis”. There are two ways of
taking it. It can indicate the temporal aspect of prohairesis. In this case, what is expressed by the
prefix is that prohairesis must be previously reached by means of deliberation. This means that
prohairesis is something premeditated and thought in advance. This interpretative possibility ends
up favouring the translation of “prohairesis” by purpose. The temporal aspect is an indicative that

prohairesis is not done in the moment of the action but is something considered in advance and

155 For instance, if someone wants to promote health, this person may adopt the prohairesis of having a healthy
intake of food. However, to make this diet possible, the person needs to have opinions about what foods are healthy,
as well as when and how much to eat (see, for instance, NE 1141b18-21). Without opinions or knowledge about
these things, the person will be unable to promote his goal and the related prohairesis.
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before the opportunity to act arises. The second possibility of taking the prefix “mp6” is to

understand it in the sense of preference'™

. Assuming this meaning, the prefix “mp6” indicates the
preference that the individual has for one object over others. In this interpretation, what is stressed
by the prefix is the fact that prohairesis is ultimately the choice of one object over others. The
emphasis is on choosing one thing among different alternatives. In this case, neither the idea of
purpose nor the idea of decision is especially favoured because both of them share the feature of
being a choice between different alternatives.

There is, however, a piece of evidence that supports the temporal aspect of the prefix
“npd”. It 1s found in NE V.10, 1135b10-11. Let me quote it: ““TS: but of voluntary actions, some we
do having decided by prohairesis to do them, other not; in the first case we shall have deliberated
beforehand, in the second not” (t@v 0¢ éxovoiwv td p&v mpoechdpevor mpdrTopey Td O OV
TPOEAOLEVOL, TTPpOEAdEVOL eV o TpoPovAievadpevol, dnpoaipeta 6¢ 6™ dnpofovievta). Here it
becomes clear that prohairesis demands prior deliberation. The prefix “mpd” appears in the verb
“npoPoviedw”, the same which is present in passage T4. Here it emphasizes the idea of prior
deliberation, a meaning which favours the temporal interpretation of prohairesis.

It is not an easy task to decide between the two available meanings of the prefix “mpd”,
temporal and preferential, especially because they are not exclusive and both can be clearly implied
by “np6”'*". As prohairesis'*® has to do with moral decisions, its discussion amounts to assume that
it is related to choosing between different courses of action. This is an intrinsic feature of moral
choices and seems to favour the preferential interpretation. However, I think the prefix is used to
emphasize the fact that prohairesis demands prior deliberation. In favour of this view, there is the
fact that sudden actions (ta é€aipvng)" are not according to prohairesis (NE 1111b9-10). It can be
argued that prohairesis demands time to be formulated and, therefore, it must be made in advance,
reinforcing the idea of a prior decision. The question that remains is whether this previousness in
decision gives support to the idea of purpose or of decision. In the case of the first, the previousness
is understood in the context of general purposes, which are delimitations of values and goals
adopted as worth being pursued, chosen in advance and receiving more precise determinations in

situations which demands moral decisions. In the second case, this previousness is understood in

156 Stewart is prone to accept this view (1890a, p. 250).

157 Taylor seems prone to accept the two meanings. He remarks: “Aristotle plays on the ambiguity of the preposition
to support his account of preferential choice as choice resulting from prior deliberation” (Taylor 2006, p. 155).

138 For a historical discussion about the political use of the word “prohairesis” in the context of Ancient Greece, see
Zingano 2008, p. 172-173.

159 In commenting on this passage, Gauthier and Jolif stress the idea that “prohaireis” is used here with the sense of
something decided in advance: “le préfixe pro- implique, entre autres, l'idée de faire d'avance; proairésthai, c'est
décider d'avance, pro-hairésis, ce sera une décision prise d'avance, préméditée, et agir kata proairésin, ce sera agir
de propos délibéré; ce qui s'oppose évidemment a agir sous le coup d’une inspiration subite” (Gauthier and Jolif
1959a, p. 190).
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terms of the time required by the individual to grasp the morally salient features and decide what
must be done in the circumstances. Here the idea of previousness appears as related to the moment
that comes right before the action. Although this second case also captures to some extent the idea
of previousness, the first seems to play this role better because it gives more emphasis on the idea of
planning something beforehand and choosing in advance the policy of how to act.

To understand better the nature of prohairesis, one possible strategy is to take into
account certain aspects related to the use of this word elsewhere in the NE. Besides its technical
usage, the word “prohairesis” is also employed by Aristotle in contexts in which this use is not at
play. These other uses of the word “prohairesis” can offer contributing insights to understand the
technical usage.

One important occurrence of the word “prohairesis” is found in the discussion about the

three lives that are candidate to the position of eudaimonia:

T6. oi up&v odv moAAoi moviehdc Gvdpamodddelg @aivovion Pooknuértov Pilov
TPOOIPOVUEVOL, TOYXAVOVGL d& AOYOL S1d TO TOAAOVG TV &v Taig £Eovainlg opotomafeiv
Yapdoavandiio (VE 1095b19-22, my emphasis).

Now most of the utterly slavish sort of people obviously decide by prohairesis in favour of
a life that belongs to grazing cattle, and not without reason, given that many of those in
high places behave like Sardanapallus (my emphasis).

In NE 1.5, Aristotle launches a preliminary investigation into the kinds of life candidates
to the position of eudaimonia. In this moment, there are three options: the life of pleasures, the
political and theoretical life. In passage T6, Aristotle talks about those who have a life directed to
pleasures. I would like to call attention to the fact that Aristotle adopts here the verb “npoaipodpor”
to make refer to a decision about what kind of life to lead and what value to promote as the ultimate

% in their actions.

moral goal. In this case, people decided by prohairesis to promote pleasure'
Deciding by prohairesis to lead a life of pleasure is a decision that already involves a certain sort of
delimitation because it appears in the chapter as a delimitation of what eudamonia is. What is
interesting here is the fact that, although the goal of pursuing pleasure offers some guidance to
action, it still needs to be delimited and made more precise in the context of action. For instance, to
promote the bodily pleasures in regard to beverage, it is necessary to delimit whether the individual
will drink beer or wine, the amount that will be drunk, with whom, and in which social event,
perhaps the person prefers to drink at home with friends, etc. After these delimitations, the person

will adopt a course of action that aims at promoting the pleasures related to beverage. In the

passage, the verb “mpooatpoduar”, cognate to the noun “prohairesis”’, makes reference to a decision

180 The kind of pleasure discussed here are the bodily pleasures, which is also available to animals because they
have perceptive soul.
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about a general goal that is still in need of being made more precise in the circumstances. Note,
however, that in the context of passage T6 the pursuit of pleasure is already a delimitation of a more
general goal. The pursuit of pleasure comes as a delimitation of what eudaimonia is. This use of the
word, therefore, provides support to the view that prohairesis should be taken to be more like a
purpose or a general policy of action instead of a very delimited decision taken in precise

circumstances. Now one more passage with a similar usage:

T7. &l 0¢ tijg moMtikii¢ €otiv 1 okéyig adtm, ofjAov Ot yivorr' v 1 {ftnoig katd v €€
apyfic mpoaipeoty (NE 1102a12-13).

If the present inquiry belongs to the sphere of political expertise, the investigation into
virtue will be in accordance with our prohairesis.

In NE 1.2, Aristotle says that in a certain sense the investigation led in the NE belongs to
the sphere of political expertise (NVE 1094b10-11). After having defined what eudaimonia is in NE
1.7, Aristotle launches an investigation into virtue in the last chapter of book I in order to have a
better grasp of the concept of eudaimonia. According to Aristotle, the true politicians, more than
any other group, dedicate themselves to understand virtue because they want to make citizens better
individuals. Therefore, investigating virtue is to some extent under the political sphere. This
interests the political sphere because understanding virtue is an important step to know what are the
political measures that need to be taken to make citizens good (see NE 1103b3-6). In establishing
this connexion between the investigation of virtue and the political sphere, Aristotle stresses that he
is still following his initial plan, that is, the initial prohairesis of the ethical treatise. At the
beginning, the investigation came up as a political investigation of certain sort. Now this view is
confirmed by the necessity of turning the attention to the concept of virtue, important to the political
activity. Again the word “prohairesis” is employed to indicate a general purpose that is fleshed out
insofar as the investigation advances and the conceptual framework of the NE is developed. This
shows once again that the word “prohairesis” is better taken to be introducing a general goal instead
of a specific decision.

Finally, I would like to bring a passage from NE X.9:

T8. dp’ ovv &i mepi Te TOVTOV Kol TV ApeTdv, ETt 82 Kol PAiag kod doviig, ikavég gipntot
101G TOTMO1G, TENOG EXELV 0INTEOV TNV Tpoaipeowy; (NE 1179a33-35).

Well then, if we have accorded adequate discussion, in outline, both to these subjects and to
the virtues, and again to friendship and pleasure, should we suppose our prohairesis
completely carried out?

NE X.9 is the last chapter of the book. The passage above is the opening of this chapter.

After having concluded his investigation, Aristotle makes in NE X.9 a transition from the NE to the
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Pol. At the beginning of this chapter, Aristotle remembers some topics investigated throughout the
NE and then asks whether his purpose has been already carried out. In the sequence, he argues that
the prohairesis of his investigation is not only to know about moral phenomena but to become
virtuous (NE 1179a35-b7). A view already expressed on another occasion (NE 1103b26-29). For my
purpose, the sequence of the argument is not important. I would like to call attention to the use of
the word “prohairesis” in the passage. The word gives the idea of a general goal initially set at the
beginning of the NE. As evidence that the goal was achieved, Aristotle lists certain topics
investigated in the NE. The investigation into these topics can be seen as the fulfilment of the
general purpose of the moral treatise. In philosophical treatises, it is common that authors assume
general purposes and then achieve them throughout the topics investigated. Once more the common
use of the word “prohairesis” seems to give support to take its technical use in the sense of purpose
instead of decision. In the common usage, prohairesis indicates general goals that are later fleshed
out. If the common use of prohairesis'®' can count as evidence in the discussion of its technical use,
then the idea of purpose is the best option to understand this concept instead of decision.

Given all the discussion, the notion of prohairesis seems to be conceived of as a certain
policy of action that already stipulates the ways of achieving the goals adopted. This policy comes
as the result of deliberation, as the passage T4 makes it clear. In this context, the words “purpose”
and even “choice” are better options to translate “prohairesis” than “decision”. The expression
“deliberated choice” is even better because it stresses the fact that prohairesis involves a process of
deliberation.

To get a better grasp of prohairesis, let me turn my attention to the discussion of

deliberation now.

4.5. Deliberation: the moral value of delimiting means

The notion of deliberation plays a fundamental role in the discussion of the labour
division. This is because Aristotle seems to restrict deliberation to find out the means to the goals,
which are chosen by virtue of character. On many occasions, Aristotle claims that phronesis, a
rational virtue of thought, is responsible for deliberation (NE 1140a25-26, 1140a30-31, 1141b8-10,
and 1142b31-32). These claims combined lead the reader to think that Aristotle assigns to phronesis

'8! In the Met., there is a passage where this meaning is very clear: “for sophistic and dialectic turn on the same
class of things as philosophy, but this differs from dialectic in the nature of the faculty required and from sophistic
in respect of the purpose of the philosophic life. Dialectic is merely critical where philosophy claims to know, and
sophistic is what appears to be philosophy but is not” (mepi pev yap t0 a0TO YEVOG GTPEPETAL 1) GOPIOTIKT KOl 1
StodexTikT T PLLocoPig, AAAL SlaEpPEL THG HEV TA TPOT® TG SLVANE®S, TG 08 ToD Biov Tf) mpoaipéoel Eotl 68 1
SLUAEKTIKT) TTEWPOOTIKT TEPL OV 1] PILOGOPIO YVOPISTIKY, T 68 GOPIOTIKT Povopév, ovoa &' ob” (Met. 1004b22-
26).
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only the role of providing means. Even worse, from this claim it is sometimes derived the stronger
one that reason is completely deprived from playing any role in the acquisition of moral goals.
Deliberation is, then, seen as a decisive factor in the attempt of understanding the labour division.
Does deliberation involve the choice of goals? Or is it related only to choose effective means to
achieve goals given by another capacity? But even if deliberation is related only to means, it is still
unclear how this idea of means are to be understood. There are different forms of conceiving it. The
view I defend below is that deliberation is indeed restricted to means; the means, however, must not
be conceived of as instrumental means and as distinct from the realization of the end. The task of
setting the means demands a moral sensitivity of the agent to evaluate the moral circumstances and
to grasp how certain value or goal is realized in the context of action. My interpretative option
demonstrates that choosing means is a morally relevant task, which involves a fine-grained
evaluation of the goal to be promoted in action.

The investigation into deliberation is found in NE IIL.3. It occupies the whole chapter
and comes after the investigation into prohairesis. Aristotle begins the discussion about deliberation

by trying to rule out those things about which there is no deliberation:

T9. (i) Bovievovtar 8¢ mdtepov mepl TAvVIOY, Kol TTav PovAgvtov €otwy, 1| mepl Eviov odK
gott PovAn; Aektéov &' Tomg Povlevtov ody vmEp ob PovAevoout &v Tic MAOg §
HOvOUEVOC, BAL Dmep Gv 6 vodv Exmv. (ii) mepi 61 TV wdlwv 0ddeig Povievetar, olov mepi
00 KOGHOL 7 Tiig Sapétpov kol Th|g TAEVPdG, OTL AoOupeTpol. GAL ovdE Tepl TOV €v
KWNoEL, Oel 08 katd TavTd yvopévav, €t €€ avdaykng eite kol @boel §j 014 Twvo aitiov
8AANV, olov Tpom@V Kol GvVaTOAMY. 00SE TEpl TMV GANOTE BAAMC, 0loV adYUMY Kol SUPpOV.
0088 Tepl TV Gmd TOYMC, olov Bncavpod vpécsmc. (iii) AL ovdE mepl TV AvOpmmivey
amavIov, olov mdg fv Tkvbar épioto molrtevovto ovdelc Aakedaipoviov Povlevetat. ov
yap vévorr' v todTeV 000EV dU' NudV. Povdevdueba o0& mepl TV €' MUV KOl TPAKTOV*
tadta 8¢ Kol Eoti Aowd (NE 1112a18-31).

(i) Do people deliberate about everything, and is everything an object of deliberation, or are
there some things about which there is no deliberation? Presumably one should say ‘object
of deliberation’ with reference not to what an idiot or a madman might deliberate about, but
to what a reasonable person would. (ii) Well, no one deliberates about eternal things, as for
example about the universe or about the fact that the diameter and side of a square are
incommensurable. But for that matter neither does anyone deliberate about things which
involve change, but which always occur in the same pattern, whether from necessity, or
indeed by nature, or through some other cause (e.g. turnings and risings of celestial bodies);
nor about things that happen sometimes one way, sometimes another; like droughts and
rainstorms; nor about things that happen from chance, like discovering a cache of treasure.
(iii) But there is no deliberation, either, about all human affairs, as for example no Spartan
deliberates about how Scythians might best manage themselves politically — for none of
these things will come about through our agency. What we do deliberate about are the things
that depend on us and are doable; and these are in fact what is left once we have been
through the rest.

The investigation into deliberation begins with this passage. Aristotle’s strategy to
delimit the object of deliberation is to exclude from it those things which moral agents do not

deliberate about. In passage T9(i), Aristotle rules out the possibility of considering as object of
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deliberation those things about which mad or insane people would deliberate. He gives no example
but it is not unreasonable to suppose that to deliberate about immortality is among the objects of
deliberation that an insane or mad person would have. This example appeared in the investigation
into prohairesis when Aristotle says that there is no prohairesis about impossible objects (NE
1111b20-22). In the passage above, the object of deliberation is restricted to that about which a
reasonable person (6 vobv &ywv) would deliberate. This first argumentative step excludes
unreasonable or impossible objects from the sphere of deliberation. The second step brings
examples of things that are clearly beyond the scope of human decision and, therefore, cannot be
objects of deliberation. The eternal objects cannot be otherwise (Cael. 11.14, 296a33) and, therefore,
cannot be changed by human action. In the same way, the mathematical properties are not an object
of human decision, as the examples about the diameter and the side of a square makes clear. In the
sequence, Aristotle discusses about objects of different categories that also do not fall under the
reach of deliberation. The first example is of objects that involve change and occur in the same
pattern. The growth of a human being is a change that follows a certain pattern and is not something
about which human beings deliberate. People just grow regardless of their decision. To deliberate
not to grow is certainly the deliberation of an insane person. For Aristotle, whether the pattern is
due to necessity or nature, it does not matter at all. The point remains: these objects are not objects
of deliberation. Even some objects that do not follow a pattern are not object of deliberation. The
examples quoted are droughts and rainstorms. Although they share with the things about which
there is deliberation the possibility of being in a way or another, they are beyond the human
capacity to intervene. To close the examples in passage T9(ii), there are the events that happen by
chance. As this sort of event is unpredictable, not being a result of decision or of a pattern, it cannot
be object of deliberation. The example given by Aristotle is very illustrative. To discover a cache of
treasure is not something that is decided by anyone. The person ends up coming across the place
where the treasure was buried, but not intentionally.

In passage T9(ii1), Aristotle turns his attention to human affairs and shows that even
among them not every human affair is object of deliberation for everyone. He illustrates his position
by arguing that it is not up to Spartans to deliberate about how Scythians should organize
themselves politically'®. Behind the example is the argument that Spartans are not in a position to
decide and implement what they think best in the political community of the Scythians. In the

sequence, Aristotle makes this point clearer: deliberation is about those things that are dependent on

162 Zingano remarks that there is a certain irony in this example. According to him, the Scythians were known for
being nomadic and the Spartans for being not prone to deliberate even about their own laws (Zingano 2008, p. 177).
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individuals and is about things that are doable by them. In order to deliberate about something, this
should belong to those things that are under the individual’s scope of action.

After the delimitations made above, Aristotle says:

T10. aition yop Soxodowv sivar @volg kol Gvaykn koi Toym, &1l 88 vodg kol miv 10 St
avOpodmov. td@v &' avlpomwv Ekootor Povievovial mept TV S avT@V mpoktdV (NE
1112a31-34).

For the causes of things seem to be nature, and necessity, and chance, and then, in addition
to these, intelligence and everything that occurs through human agency; and among human
beings, each group deliberates about what is doable through their own agency.

This passage sums up the causes for actions and events. In his initial steps to delimit
deliberation, Aristotle discussed these four causes to see to which of them deliberation was related.
Deliberation appears as related to things that have as their cause the human agency. Deliberation is
only about things that the moral agent can deliberate. More precisely, only about those things that
are doable by who deliberates. This means that what is an object of deliberation can differ in certain
aspects from one person to another, like the example of the Scythians and Spartans makes clear.
Another example is to think about Socrates’ trial in Ancient Greece. Someone acting as a judge in
his trial was able to deliberate about Socrates’ destiny, a kind of deliberation unavailable to any
Athenian citizen who was not acting as a judge in this trial.

In the next step, Aristotle introduces the crafts in the discussion of deliberation. On the
one hand, there are certain crafts that do not demand deliberation because they are precise (dxpipng)
and self-contained (avtdpkng). The example given is writing (NE 1112a34-b2). There is no
discussion about how a word must be written. There is one correct form and it is not open to
divergence. On the other hand, certain crafts are not that precise. They come about through us but
not in the same way on every occasion. Medicine (kat' iotpwrnyv) and business (kotd
ypnuatiotikny) fall under this group (NVE 1112b2-4). Unlike writing, medicine and business demand
an evaluation of what to do and different courses of actions are available to be chosen. But, even
among crafts, Aristotle recognizes that some of them are more precise than other. For him,
navigation is less precise than athletic training (NE 1112b5). This is because navigation involves
deliberation about more details than athletic training. Moreover, the variables involved in the
former'® are more uncertain than in the second and requires more contextual sensitivity. After these
considerations, Aristotle says: “deliberation, then, occurs where things happen in a certain way for
the most part, but where it is unclear how they will in fact fall out; and where the outcome is

indeterminate” (10 BovlevecOar 8¢ &v 1oic Mg &mi 1O moAD, AdHrolg 8¢ Thg dmoPrceTal, Kol &v oig

163 Here are variables that can be considered when navigating: level of sea, resistance and weight of the ship, speed
of the wind, the number of the crew, tides, weather, etc.
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aoopiotov) (NE 1112b8-9). Deliberation is possible only in events in which there is the possibility
of a different result. The examples from the crafts illustrate this point well. The more uncertain the
final result the more room there is for deliberation to take place. Because of this uncertainty,
Aristotle says that in great projects (ta peydia) we are more careful about our deliberation and take
advice from other people (NVE 1112b10-11).

In the sequence, Aristotle advances one of the most contentious claims regarding the

labour division:

T11. Povrevoueba ' ob mepl TAOV TELDV GALG TTEPL TOV TPOG TO TEATN. 0UTE Yap 10TPOG
BovAeveton 1 Vyldoel, obte pHTop €l TEIGEL, 0UTE TOMTIKOG €1 EDVOUIAY TOWGEL, OVOE TMV
AoOm®V obOelg mepl Tod TéAOVG AN Bépevol TO TEAOG TO TMG Kol dd Tivov €otot
oKOTOUOoL KOl 010 WAEWOVOV UEV @awvopévoy yiveoBal 010 Tivog pdota kol kdAMoTta
EMOKOTOVO1, dU' €vOG &' EmteAoVpEVOD TG 010 TOVTOL Eo0TO KAKEIVO S Tivog, Emg Gv
EMBwov &nl 10 TpdTOV aiTioVv, O &V Ti] eVpéoet Eoyatov oty (NVE 1112b12-20).

But we deliberate, not about ends, but about what forwards those ends. For a doctor does
not deliberate about whether he’ll make his patients healthy, nor a public speaker about
whether he’ll persuade his audience, nor a political expert about whether he’ll bring about
good government — and neither do any of the others deliberate about the end, but rather
they take the end for granted and examine how and by what means it will come about; and
if it appears as coming about by more than one means, they look to see through which of
them it will happen most easily and best, whereas if it is brought to completion by one
means only, they look to see how it will come about through this, and through what means
that will come about, until they arrive at the first cause, which comes last in the process of
discovery.

In this passage, Aristotle puts forward his claim that deliberation is not about ends but
about what forwards the ends. This restriction on deliberation also sounds as a restriction on
reason’s work and seems to favour interpretations that see the goal passages as defending that
character sets the moral goals. According to this kind of interpretation, Aristotle does not give space
to reason in the choice of moral goals. Because of it, deliberation will be harshly criticized in
posteriority. Zingano (2008, p. 185) remarks that deliberation “sera o escolho da ética aristotélica na
modernidade”. Aristotle’s claims about deliberation, however, are not as clear as Humean
interpretations suggest. There are different ways of understanding them.

An initial remark to be made is that Aristotle does not use a Greek word equivalent to
the word “means” to make reference to the object of deliberation. He employs the expression: “td
po¢ 0 T€An” and equivalents. The expression is unclear. One possible translation is “the things
towards the ends”. From the onset, the only conclusion that can be drawn is that deliberation has to
do with what conduces to the attainment of the goal. Deliberation contributes to the realization of
the moral goal chosen by finding out what will lead to the promotion of this goal. However, this
basic understanding is insufficient to have a better view about deliberation. Attempts have been

made to provide an account of what it means to say that the object of deliberation are the things that
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forward the goals. These attempts focus their philosophical efforts on elaborating more on the
notions of means and goals.

One of the main difficulties to offer a philosophically and morally interesting account of
deliberation is not to reduce deliberation to a mere calculation of the more efficient means to reach
goals. If deliberation is conceived of only in this way, phronimos’ deliberation becomes mere
cleverness, I mean, mere ability to grasp efficiently means-end relations, finding out the means
needed to achieve the chosen goals (NE 1144a23-26). Given this difficulty, one interpretative
challenge is to avoid taking deliberation as a mere instrumental calculation'®* of means. In this case,
deliberation would give no contribution to the delimitation of moral goals and would end up being
an instrument of calculating means to satisfy the goals given by another capacity. In Humean
interpretations, the goals are given by character. Humean interpretations combined with this
instrumental understanding of deliberation gives us a picture of the labour division in which reason
may be seen indeed as a slave of the passions.

One way to avoid Humean interpretations is to relativize the notions of means and goal
and show that deliberation is also about goals because what is a mean or a goal is determined by the
context. Except for eudaimonia, the ultimate goal, there is no goal that cannot become a mean when
one thinks of a larger chain of actions. For instance, someone may have the goal of helping charities
with financial assistance. In this case, what is needed to promote this goal is to have money and
donate it to the charities. Money is employed in this case as a mean to the attainment of the goal of
supporting charities. However, this same person might have a further goal in view. For him, offering
financial support to charities is just a way to build a good image before his fellow citizens so that he
can wield more power and conquer important political positions. As a consequence, financially
supporting charities is a goal to be achieved by donating money. However, the goal of financially
supporting charities is just a means to the further goal of increasing political power and influence.
This example makes clear that what is mean or goal is dependent on the context and what is a goal
in a context may easily become a mean in another and also the other way around. In taking this into
account, Taylor (2008, p. 207-208) advances his interpretation of deliberation, according to which
the context of the action defines what counts as means and as goal. For him, there is a causal chain
of means and goals that finishes with the ultimate goal. The only goal that is not object of

165 This means

deliberation is the ultimate goal, all the intermediate goals are subject to deliberation
that the intermediate goals can be described either as means or as goals depending on the context.

To give textual support to his interpretative claim, Taylor appeals to the hierarchy of ends

14 In modern times, Greenwood is the first interpreter to articulate a distinction in terms of instrumental and
constituent means (Greenwood 1909, p. 58-59).
1% According to Zingano, the first interpretation of this kind was proposed by Aquinas (Zingano 2008, p. 185).
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established by Aristotle in NE 1.1 (2008, p. 207-208), where Aristotle describes how different crafts
are organized in a political community, in which each craft is for the sake of another, from the lower
to the higher crafts. The advantage of this interpretation is that it gives much space for reason in
actions, through deliberation. The only thing over which reason has no power is the ultimate goal.
This interpretation, then, weakens the claim that virtue of character sets the moral goals. The
problem is that this interpretation still leaves under virtue of character’s responsibility the task of
setting the final goal if one assumes that reason’s job is restricted to deliberation.

Irwin (1975) has an interpretative proposal that assigns a morally relevant role to
deliberation by introducing the idea of constituent means. According to him, deliberation also plays
the role of identifying the components of eudaimonia. In this case, deliberation would be
responsible for deciding about the ultimate goals pursued by the moral agent, goals which would
constitute eudaimonia. In this view, deliberation is not restricted to instrumental means. Irwin gives
much room for deliberation to reduce the force of the claim that virtue of character sets the moral
goal. In his view, virtue of character’s role is then limited to a general desire for eudaimonia, which
must have his components chosen by deliberation'®. Irwin’s interpretation is ingenious and avoids
in large measure certain inconveniences of Humean interpretations of the labour division.
Deliberation plays a crucial role in establishing the ultimate goals that constitute eudaimonia'®’ and,
therefore, gives the goals to be pursued somehow. In this interpretation, the desire for eudaimonia is
completely deprived of any content. For this reason, deliberation ends up being also about goals, for
the desire for eudaimonia has all its contents fulfilled by deliberation. The problem of this
interpretation is that it puts virtually every decision about moral actions under the responsibility of
deliberation. But deliberation seems to be in charge of only one certain aspect of moral actions.

Another sort of interpretation is to propose that deliberation involves a specification of a
general goal or moral value adopted by the moral agent. Proceeding by specification, deliberation

determines what qualifies in the circumstances as a practical realization of the moral goal or value

186 Here is Irwin’s formulation of his position: “for the virtuous man wishes for the right components of happiness,
which must be found by deliberation and wisdom, an intellectual virtue. The practical intellect is not concerned
with means as opposed to ends. Insofar as it is concerned with constituent ‘means’, it is also concerned with ends
and, thereby, forms wishes for particular ends. [...] Suppose that the desire for the final good is nondeliberative; on
Aristotle’s view, that is not a desire for any identifiable end, until we have found the components of the good by
deliberation. If only instrumental means were left open, then we would have fixed some object of desire — we could
identify cases in which it had been achieved — and practical reason would be strictly technical and subordinate to
that desire, with no motivity of its own. But if we have a desire as vague as the desire for ‘the good for man’ or ‘the
final good’ or ‘happiness’, our deliberation cannot be purely technical, finding ways to achieve the clearly identified
object of desire. It is reasoning about the end” (Irwin 1975, p. 571-572).

%" In contrast to Irwin, Moss argues that these ultimate goals are given by character through our upbringing.
Therefore, there is no deliberation about them: “Aristotle’s claim is that while we can reason about how to live or
what to care about, given a set of ultimate values, those ultimate values are fixed and determined by our
upbringings — that is, by the affective, evaluative dispositions that our upbringings produce: our characters” (Moss
2012, p. 197).
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adopted. For instance, someone may adopt the general goal of being generous. One possible
specification of this goal is to offer financial support to charities. Financially supporting charities
qualifies as an action of generosity. However, even with this specification, it is possible to go
further in the details. It is possible to donate money to charities with some specific goal to be
realized in mind. Let’s suppose we are talking about charities that help homeless people. The
donation may have different specific objectives in view: to buy food for homeless people, to reform
an old building that provides shelter to homeless people or to build a new one, to pay bills in delay,
to support a program to find relatives of homeless people. There are many possibilities to think
about the specification of the virtue of being generous. After the specification is made, a kind of
deliberation related to instrumental means-end can start. For instance, whether charities will receive
hard cash or an online transfer, whether the donation will be done regularly or just once. An
interpretation that goes along this line was proposed by Wiggins'® and Angioni'®. This sort of
interpretation is important because it gives a philosophically interesting way of understanding
deliberation. The process of deliberation becomes in part an attempt to delimit in the circumstances
how a general goal adopted by the moral agent is attained. Some variables are recognized only in

the particular situations and a virtuous individual must be sensitive to grasp the morally salient

8 Here I quote a passage where Wiggins puts forward his attempt to formulate deliberation in terms of
specification: “it is plainly impossible to deliberate about the end if this is to deliberate by asking ‘Shall I pursue the
end?’ If this end is eudaimonia, then qua animate and men we have to have some generalized desire for it
(generalized desire whose particular manifestations are desires for things falling under particular specifications).
[...] In the nontechnical case I shall characteristically have an extremely vague description of something I want — a
good life, a satisfying profession, and interesting holiday, an amusing evening — and the problem is not to see what
will be causally efficacious in bringing this about but to see what really qualifies as an adequate and practically
realizable specification of what would satisfy this want. Deliberation is still zefesis, a search, but it is not primarily a
search for means. It is a search for the best specification. Till the specification is available there is no room for
means. When this specification is reached, means-end deliberation can start, but difficulties that turn up in this
means-end deliberation may send me back a finite number of times to the problem of a better or more practicable
specification of the end. And the whole interest and difficulty of the matter is in the search for adequate
specifications, not in the technical means-end sequel or sequels” (Wiggins 1980, p. 226 and 228).

169 Angioni spells out this view in the following passage: “passemos, entdo, ao terceiro tipo de relagdo entre fins (fele) e
coisas relativas ao fim (ta pros ta tele). O terceiro tipo de relacdo entre fins (zele) e coisas relativas ao fim (ta pros ta
tele) consiste em relacdo mais dificil de caracterizar do ponto de vista geral. Trata-se de uma relagdo na qual o fim ¢
inevitavelmente indeterminado, em virtude da propria natureza das circunstincias relevantes que o envolvem e que
condicionam sua realizagio. E claro que ndo se trata de uma indeterminagio total, mas relativa. O fim, neste caso, é
algo suficientemente determinado para ser compreendido pelo agente como um fim, mas € caracterizado por uma
descrigdo geral ¢ vaga. Por exemplo: tome-se como fim o propdsito de agir com temperanga. Esse propodsito ¢
determinado o bastante no sentido de que o agente o compreende como algo distinto do propoésito de agir de modo
intemperante; mas tal propdsito é vago e indeterminado, de modo que o agente que o acolhe fica, em cada circunstancia
singular relevante, diante da seguinte pergunta: em que consiste agir com temperanca, neste caso em que me encontro
presentemente? Em complementagdo, as coisas relativas ao fim, neste caso, consistem em especificagdes dessa
descricao geral, de acordo com circunstancias singulares. As coisas relativas ao fim sdo tais que fazem o fim passar da
vagueza para a determinagdo completa, e sdo tais porque, neste caso, elas consistem em uma realizagdo total do fim.
Seria verdadeiro dizer que, neste terceiro tipo de relagdo, a realizacdo do fim consiste na realizagdo das coisas relativas
ao fim (e vice-versa). A realizagdo do fim ndo pode ser outra coisa sendo, estritamente, a realizagdo de certa coisa
‘relativa ao fim’, sem exigir etapas complementares. Assim, as coisas relativas ao fim, neste caso, sdo suficientes para
realizar, por sua propria realizagdo, o fim. Ou melhor: a realizacdo delas, em dada circunstancia, consiste na propria
realizagdo do fim” (Angioni 2009, p. 190-191).
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features of the situation to determine with precision what must be done. Although this interpretation
makes deliberation philosophically interesting, it still does not explain how the goals are given and
still leaves it up to virtue of character the task of setting the moral goals. The advantage of this
interpretation is that the task of choosing the things towards the goals becomes more than a mere
choice of the most efficient means of achieving a goal; it has moral value because the deliberation
demands a moral sensitivity to contextually determine what is the realization of the chosen goal.
This contextual sensitivity is aligned with Aristotle’s view of phronesis, which is contextually
sensitive in regard to moral actions (NE 1142a23-30 and 1143a32-33).

In my view, this last interpretation offers a philosophically and morally interesting view
about deliberation. Deliberation is not seen as a mere ability to calculate efficient means to achieve
goals. Deliberation also has moral importance. It contributes to the contextual delimitation of the
goals and values adopted by individuals. In this view, there is no space to say that phronesis is a
mere slave of the passions. The means for which phronesis is responsible are morally relevant. It is
not just about efficiency but also about the correct understanding of which action will realize a
certain moral goal or value in a given context. This demands moral sensitivity to grasp the morally
relevant features of the circumstances before a decision for which action must be performed takes
place. In adopting this interpretation, I avoid a crude Humean version of the role played by
phronesis. The role played by phronesis in deliberation is not reduced to find out efficient means-
end relations.

In spite of the advantages of such a kind of view, one problem still persists: which
capacity does give the goal specified by phronesis? 1s it phronesis itself? Or should we adopt a
partial Humean interpretation and say that virtue of character provides moral goals? The passage
T11 seems to discourage any attempt to claim that deliberation has a say on the task of providing
the goals. The examples brought by Aristotle to illustrate his view about deliberation are very clear
about this point. For him, the doctor does not deliberate about whether he will make their patients
healthy, not even the public speaker whether he will persuade the audience. In the case of the
political expert, he does not deliberate whether he will promote a good government. The promotion
of health, persuasion, and good government are goals that must be taken for granted when the
doctor, the public speaker, and the political expert begin their deliberation respectively. If we
consider the doctor, the public speaker, and the political expert qua individuals, they can have goals
different from the profession they practise. The doctor qua individual can kill someone who he is
taking care of because this person inflicted some grave injustice against one of the doctor’s friends.
The doctor, then, gives a wrong medicament or more than what is needed in order to kill this

patient. The doctor does not practice his craft qua doctor in this case, but he uses his knowledge to
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pursue an end distinct from what is given by medicine. The same takes place with the other
examples. The public speaker gua public speaker must persuade the public, just as the political
expert qua political expert must carry out a good government. What matters for my point is that in
all the cases brought by Aristotle there is no deliberation about ends. The ends are taken for granted
and deliberation begins by having in view these ends. Deliberation assumes an end as its starting
point to begin. This does not exclude the possibility that what is a goal in a given deliberation can
be a mean to further another goal, as the example from the first kind of interpretation shows. The
only restriction here is that, for deliberating, a goal must be assumed. This situation makes us
wonder whether there is a goal, or goals, in which deliberation stops. For the time being, I leave this
question open. In the next section, I will address it. Now back to the investigation into deliberation.
In the final part of the investigation into deliberation, Aristotle advances also some

claims about prohairesis. Let’s see:

T12. BovAevtov ¢ Kol TPOOUPETOV TO AVTO, TATV APOPIGUEVOV 1{d1) TO TPOALPETOV" TO YO
€k TG PoVvATic KpBEV TpoapeTdv €oTv. maveTal Yop Ekactog (NTdV THG TPa&et, dtav &ig
abTOV Avoydyn Vv apynv, Koi ovtod €ig TO 1yovUEVOV" TODTO Yap TO TPOUIPOVUEVOV.
ofjAov 8¢ todto Kol €k AV Apyoimv moAlTel®dV, dg ‘Ounpog Euipeito’ ol yap Paciieic &
npoeilovto aviyyeAlov 1@ dMu®. dvtog 8 10D mpoalpeTod Povievtod OpekToD TV £¢'
Nuiv, kol 1 Tpoaipecic av €in Povievtikn dpefic TV €' MUiv: €k T0D Povievcachot yap
Kpivavieg Opeydueda kot TV Podievotv. 1) u&v ovv mpoaipesic Tomw eipnodom, kol mepi
7014 €0t Kol OTL TV TPOC TO TEAN (NVE 1113a2-14).

What we deliberate about and what we decide by prohairesis are the same, except that what
is decided by prohairesis is, as such, something definite; for it is what has been selected as
a result of deliberation that is “decided by prohairesis”. For each person ceases to
investigate how he will act, at whatever moment he brings the origin of the action back to
himself, and to the leading part of himself; for this is the part that decides. This is clear also
from those ancient forms of government that Homer used to represent in his poems: the
kings would announce to the people what they had decided. Given that what is decided by
prohairesis is an object of deliberated desire among the things that depend on us,
prohairesis too will be deliberational desire for things that depend on us; for it is through
having selected on the basis of having deliberated that we desire in accordance with our
deliberation. Let this, then, stand as our outline treatment of prohairesis — both of what
sorts of things it has to do with, and of the fact that what we decide by prohairesis are the
things that forward our ends.

This passage retrieves the topic of prohairesis and relates it to the notion of deliberation.
From the passage, it is clear that prohairesis is the result of deliberation and that both are about the
same object. What distinguishes them is the fact that, while prohairesis is already determined,
deliberation is not. I have defended in the previous section that prohairesis is conceived of as a
general purpose that already specifies to some extent the realization of the goals adopted by
individuals. The fact of being described as already definite (dpwpiopévov 1jon) seems to give
support to this view. These general purposes are already definite in the sense of being stable

prescriptions about how to act. The idea is that prohairesis is already a product of deliberation.
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However, someone could argue that the use of “definite” here applies to the final decision about
what must be done, which is something completely determined. To defend my preference for the
first option, I can argue that the view of prohairesis as general purposes as opposed to decision is
supported by the non-technical uses of the word “prohairesis”, as well as the reference that Aristotle
makes to prohairesis as a target that phronesis has in view, demonstrating a view of prohairesis
more in line with the notion of purpose than decision (NE 1144a20-22). Moreover, in the
investigation into prohairesis this concept is linked to the idea of having deliberated previously.
This seems to support the view that prohairesis involves deliberation in advance and, therefore, it is
more suitable to think of prohairesis in terms of purpose than in terms of decision. For these
reasons, I think it is best to avoid seeing in the expression “already definite” (dpwpicuévov Hon)
evidence to take prohairesis in terms of decision.

Another important aspect of the passage is how prohairesis is related to desire.
According to the passage, desire is present in two moments of the prohairesis. In a first moment,
Aristotle classifies what is decided by prohairesis as an object of deliberated desire (Bovigvtod
opextod). With this description, Aristotle points out that prohairesis is the result of a desire that
goes through the process of deliberation, that is, the goal adopted by the agent through his desire'™
1s made more precise through a deliberation about how to achieve this goal. In the sequence,
Aristotle argues that desire is also about the means found by deliberation to achieve the adopted
goal. He says that after having deliberated we desire in accordance with our deliberation (kotd v
Bovievow)'"!. These claims show that prohairesis is not only constituted by thought, represented by
deliberation, but it also involves desire. In prohairesis, there is a desiderative element attached to it.
This aspect is retrieved in NE VI when Aristotle calls the virtuous person’s prohairesis OpeKTIKOG
vodg and Ope&ic dravontikn (NE 1139b4-5). The difference between NE I11.3 and VI.2 is that in the
first text Aristotle seems to be interested in a general account of prohairesis while in the second he
turns his attention to an account of the virtuous individual’s prohairesis. This gives rise to certain
difficulties to understand which kind of desire is involved in each of these accounts. In the case of
akratic and enkratic individuals, prohairesis and desire are in opposition. And the desires that
oppose prohairesis in this case are non-rational (NE 1111b15-16). Consequently, their prohairesis

does not seem to involve non-rational desires. The account of prohairesis found in NE V1.2 does not

0 In NE 1113al5, Aristotle states clearly the relation between wish, a rational desire, and moral goals.

71 The manuscript M® and also Aspasio propose another lesson to the passage. Instead of xatd v BodAisvov
(according to deliberation), the proposal is katda v BovAnctv (according to wish). Philosophically, I prefer the first
option. Here are some reasons. What Aristotle intends to show is that desire follows what was decided by
prohairesis. That the agent desires the means reached by deliberation is something expected because the
deliberation plays the role of specifying in achievable ways the goal adopted by desire. As a consequence, the desire
for the means of an action is ultimately a desire for achievable ways of realizing the goal adopted.
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apply to them. In the account found in NE VI.2, character, responsible for the non-rational desires,
is in harmony with reason in the prohairesis (NE 1139a33-34). In the case of the general account of
prohairesis in NE 111.3, this account also applies for akratic’s and enkratic’s prohairesis. The
problem is that Aristotle also says in this account that desire is involved in prohairesis. But, as 1
have shown, prohairesis and desires are at odds in akratic and enkratic individuals. One way out is
to understand that the kind of desire that Aristotle makes reference to in NE II1.3 is wish, which was
said previously to be akin (cOveyyvc) to prohairesis (NE 1111b20). Wish seems to be a kind of
rational desire'”?, a condition that sets it apart from the non-rational desires under character’s
responsibility. Prohairesis in general is followed by a wish to realized what was deliberated, while
virtuous prohairesis requires in addition the desires under character’s responsibility (NE 1139a33-
34). In both cases, prohairesis is constituted by a combination of cognitive and desiderative
elements.

At the end of the investigation, the picture of prohairesis is of a complex ethical
concept. It has a twofold nature, constituted by desiderative and cognitive elements. Moreover, it
occupies a middle position between the goal and the contextual decision of what to do. At the same
time prohairesis already gives a more precise delimitation of the goal to be pursued, it still demands

further specification in the circumstances.

4.6. Moral Goals and the Leading Role of Reason

Two questions about the labour division that deserve a closer look are how the goals are
fixed and which capacity fixes them. The interpretation of deliberation I have provided
demonstrates that in Aristotle’s ethics there is philosophical room to conceive of deliberation as
playing an important role in the circumstantial delimitation of goals and also as deliberating about
intermediate goals. The first feature avoids taking deliberation as a mere capacity to instrumentally
find out means-end relationships; the second shows that the notion of goal can be relativized to
accommodate deliberation about goals which can be described as means when considered in a
larger chain of means-goal. In virtue of it, a crucial question remains: is there any goal or set of
goals that cannot be object of deliberation? If not, then I would have to agree with the claim that
deliberation is also about goals, even in the case of non-intermediate goals. What makes this
philosophical question more dramatic is the fact that Aristotle does not recognize explicitly that
deliberation is also about goals. Rather, he insists on the claim that it is about what forwards the

goals. Even when the concept of goals is relativized and one thinks of larger chains of means-goal,

172 For a defence of wish as a rational desire, see page 47.
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it remains the fact that these chains must have a stop. Then, the question arises again: which
capacity provides the goal(s) that stops this chain?

In Humean interpretations, the goal passages examined in the last chapter answer to that
question by claiming that virtue of character provides the moral goals. I have argued that this kind
of interpretation of the goal passages is not the most suitable. On many occasions, Aristotle states
clearly that character must follow reason and obey it. Aristotle assigns to reason the leading role in
actions, that is, reason appears as being the capacity that conducts character in actions. Aristotle
does not seem to restrict this leading role only to the delimitation of means. Reason also seems to be
occupied with the goals pursued. But there are some problems to ascribe to Aristotle this position.
The first is that Aristotle does not say clearly that reason is responsible for the moral goals. He uses
the vocabulary of obedience to talk about the role that reason has in regard to character in a virtuous
soul. Moreover, when Aristotle investigates the virtues of thought in NE VI, he does not seem
interested in revealing any rational capacity responsible for the moral goal. Rather, the most
important practical capacity investigated in book VI is phronesis and on many occasions it is linked
to deliberation (NE 1140a25-26, 1140a30-31, 1141b8-10, and 1142b31-32). Aristotle does not give
much attention to the topic of choice of goals and remains quiet about it for most of the time. This
situation is philosophically baffling because the choice of moral goals is expected to be a central
topic in Aristotle’s ethics. To understand how human beings choose their way of living and the
values to be pursued is a topic of utmost philosophical interest. Nevertheless, against the
expectations Aristotle displays more interest in understanding how to realize the goals adopted than
in how they are chosen.

In NE’s book I, we learn that the ultimate goal is eudaimonia. This goal is presented by
Aristotle as being the last goal, not being desired and not done for the sake of anything else. What is
the content of eudaimonia and what qualifies as the right answer to the question: what is
eudaimonia? is a matter of controversy even in Aristotle’s time. People choose different things as
eudaimonia depending on their personal circumstances. Aristotle defends that eudaimonia consists
in an activity of the soul based on virtue. I do not intend to debate the intricacies involved in the

' 'What is important to me is that Aristotle assumes a connexion between

concept of eudaimonia
the exercise of reason, expressed in his definition of eudaimonia, and the particular virtues
investigated in books III-V. Through the exercise of the virtues the moral agent fulfils his proper
human activity'’*. The virtues represent different moral fields in which the right action, the mean,

must be targeted and hit. Generosity, temperance, courage, magnificence, magnanimity, and justice

173 To a detailed discussion about the concept of eudaimonia and also about the scholarly discussion about the
inclusive-dominant debate, see Hobuss 2009a.
174 At least in the case of the second best life, which is the political one (NVE 1178a9-16).
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are moral values that must be pursued in the actions carried out by individuals. Therefore, these are
in some sense goals that are aimed at when virtuous agents act. In the particular actions, individuals
seek to determine how these moral goals are attained. Determining the correct particular realization
of these goals is to strike the mean and the fine. Virtues are a mean between two vices (NE
1106a26-b35, 1108b30-1109a20); the virtues above are a mean in each of their moral spheres. One
interpretative possibility to understand the non-intermediate goals is to see in the values
investigated by Aristotle ultimate goals that guide the moral individual and which are seen by the
virtuous individuals as constituting what it means to live an eudaimon life. For Aristotle, the
exercise of reason in practical life occurs through the realization of these values. Therefore, these
seem to be good candidates to the position of non-intermediate goals. Someone may claim that
these values are ultimately for the sake of eudaimonia and, then, eudaimonia would be the ultimate
goal. This is a fair objection. Indeed, these values represent more precise delimitations of what
constitutes eudaimonia. However, a delimitation of eudaimonia in these terms is made only by
virtuous individuals. A vicious individual will promote opposite values in his actions. That
everybody aims at eudaimonia is something granted by Aristotle (VE 1095a17-20, 1097b22-24).
The important question lies in understanding how individuals adopt virtuous values as being what
they see as eudaimonia and as a good life.

Irwin ascribes the delimitation of eudaimonia to deliberation (1975, p. 571-572). For
Moss, upbringing fixes our moral goals through habituation of character (2012, p. 197). Now we are
back to the famous question of the labour division: which capacity is responsible for the adoption of
moral goals? In my view, this kind of question accepts different answers depending on the moral
condition of whom we have in view. The examples of the different moral dispositions given by
Aristotle is a clear demonstration that different capacities can play the role of giving the goal to be
pursued. In vicious and akratic individuals, their non-rational part is gratified in their actions. These
individuals pursue whatever satisfies their appetite. In virtuous individuals, the moral life is lived in
accordance with reason. And reason occupies the central place. In vicious and akratic individuals,
the non-rational desires command the goals of the moral life; in virtuous individuals, reason does
this job.

After these remarks, the question proposed above can now receive a new formulation:
which capacity should give our goals? Here Aristotle’s answer is more precise. As I have shown in
chapter 3, on many occasions Aristotle makes clear that in a virtuously structured soul reason must
have the leading role. The problem is that he never spells out which rational capacity is indeed
responsible for the moral goal. The terms he uses when discussing the interplay between character

and reason are “Adyoc” (for instance, NE 1095a10, 1102b28, 1119b14-18, and 1169a5) and “vodg”
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(NE 1144b12-13, 1168b34-35, and 1169a17-18). The word “Adyoc” is a broad term and does not
make reference to any specific kind of rationality. In the passages where “Adyoc” is employed,
Aristotle seems to put character under reason’s guidance but without going further to say exactly
which rational capacity he has exactly in mind. Although this makes his claim vague, it does not
overturn it. The word “vod¢”, by its turn, seems to capture a more specific function of reason. It is
famous the discussion of theoretical nous in APo. 11.19. The notion of practical nous is briefly
discussed twice in NE VI (1142a25-30 and 1143a35-b14). What calls the attention is the fact that
the discussion in 1143a35-b14'”, where the practical nous receives more attention, is rather cryptic

176 Moreover, it is at

and does not state in clear terms the contribution of nous to the moral goals
least curious the fact that phronesis receives much more attention than nous. This amounts to
recognizing that Aristotle seems to have given more attention to a virtue of thought responsible for
the things towards the goals than to a virtue responsible for moral goals.

These are some issues related to the task of providing details about which rational
capacity settles the moral goals. But, in my view, regardless of these issues, there is enough
evidence to claim that Aristotle defends that in a virtuously structured soul reason must guide
character, although he unfortunately does not give the topic the attention I think it deserves.

Now there is the issue related to how we fix our moral values. It seems to me that there
is not one single answer to this issue. For some people, upbringing will fix the values they will
pursue for the rest of their lives. In the case of virtuous individuals that received a good upbringing,
it begins with the habituation of non-rational desires and then it gradually involves reason and
reflection about values and ways of acting. In the case of vicious individuals with bad upbringings,
in their childhood they sought to satisfy their non-rational desires. When they grow up, they
continue to act for the sake of their appetites. But it is not only upbringing that may fix our goals. In
chapter 2, I have insisted on the possibility of change of character. In this case, the individual due to

177

new influences in life'’’ may start a new way of living and gradually change to an opposite moral

condition. In this case, change may start through a reflection about the kind of life someone is

living'”®. Akratic and enkratic individuals are a proof that reason can be at odds with character and,

175 For a detailed discussion of this passage, see Dahl 1984, p. 35-60, 237-246. For a discussion of theoretical and
practical nous, see Morrison 2019, p. 219-248.

176 The notion of nous also appears unexpectedly in the discussion about the interplay between virtue of character
and phronesis in NE V1.12-13. When Aristotle discusses why it is not possible to have virtue of character without
also having phronesis, he introduces the word “vod¢” to say that, without it, virtue of character is morally harmful
(NE 114409, 12). It is not clear whether vodg is equivalent to phronesis in the passage or whether it introduces
another capacity in the moral sphere. For the main claim of my thesis, this aspect does not matter at all. For me,
what matters is that Aristotle assigns to a rational capacity, whichever it is, the role of seeing the moral goal to be
achieved. If this point is well establish, my view holds. For my interpretation of this passage, see section 3.12.

177 See footnote 54.

178 Even though Moss defends fiercely that upbringing fixes our moral goals, she softens her claim at some point by
saying that upbringing is the natural way of fixing our character given the way we develop morally, but she
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therefore, a character with wrong desires does not determine what is found as good by reason. Also
punishments can be inflicted to those who act wrongly so that pain plays the role of changing
character'” (NE 1104b16-18, 1180a4-12). Laws can also play a persuading role so that individuals
act correctly (NVE 1144a14-16) and occasionally become virtuous. A new habituation of character in
which individuals gradually change their way of living and moral values is not to be completely
ruled out. All these suggestions demonstrate the complexity of the issue about the acquisition of
moral goals. It seems that there is neither a unique answer nor a unique route to the acquisition of a

virtuous disposition.

recognizes that it is not the unique way: “or rather, this is the normal and natural way for us to acquire values, even
if things can happen otherwise. Consider the context for the most famous Goal passage. Aristotle is addressing the
objection that phronesis is useless; the response is that it plays an important functional role: ‘The [human] function
is achieved in accordance with phronesis and character virtue: for virtue makes the goal right, phronesis the things
toward it’ (NE vi 12.1144a6-9). These are the natural, teleological roles for virtue and phronesis — it is for the sake
of their performing these roles that we are by nature equipped to have them. Perhaps sometimes it is not character
virtue but instead some form of reasoning that gives us our goals: arguably this is what happens to akratic and
enkratic (weak-willed and self-controlled) types, who have the right goal without having good characters (vii 8).
But that is not how we are meant by nature to get our values, and if you do get your values this way — as, for
example, someone does when she is proselytized into a new religion or ethos or moral philosophy — there will be
tension between your character and your values that may keep you from acting on your values (and thus from really
having them as values), and certainly will keep you from living a well-functioning, eudaimon life” (Moss 2014, p.
239-240).

179 An account of the role of pain in moral development is found in Curzer 2002. My main objection against Curzer
is that the paper seems to take for granted the upbringing assumption.
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Concluding Remarks

In this thesis, I have provided some arguments for defending an interpretation of the
labour division in which reason occupies a central place in the adoption of moral goals in virtuous
individuals. Depending on which question we have in mind when approaching the labour division,
different answers may be given. To the question: which capacity does provide the moral goals? The
answer is both character and reason. However, to the question: which capacity does provide moral
goals in a virtuous soul? Aristotle would clearly state that reason does the job in this case. In a
virtuous soul, reason has a central place. This is made very clear in the ergon argument, in which a
eudaimon life is defined in terms of activity of the part of the soul that has reason, based on virtue.
In an ethical system that gives reason a central place, it would be very unlikely to assign to a non-
rational part of the soul the fundamental task of providing moral goals in a virtuously structured
soul. As I have shown, pieces of evidence in favour of this claim are found not only in the ergon
argument but also, for instance, in the discussion of moral psychology in NE 1.13, of temperance in
NE 111.12, and of self-love in NE IX.8.

In regard to Aristotle’s moral psychology and his classification of virtues, I have argued
that there is small room to defend that virtue of character is partially rational in the sense of
possessing reason and exercising thought. Virtue of character has reason only in the very precise
sense of being able to listen to reason’s prescriptions. It is rational only insofar as it obeys reason.
Its rationality is not a product of exercising thought but comes from the fact of being guided by
reason. When this kind of interaction is not present, character lacks any kind of rationality. Its
rationality is conceived of in terms of obedience to reason.

I have argued that the goal passages, that is, passages in which Aristotle seems to
defend a Humean division of tasks, need not be necessarily interpreted as claiming that character is
responsible for the moral goals. These passages must be read by taking into account the wider
context in which they take place and also the wider framework of the interactions between character
and reason in the different kinds of moral dispositions. I have provided an alternative interpretation
of the goal passages. In my view, the main claim of these passages is that a virtuous character
makes the non-rational desires to be directed towards the correct goals, which are given by a
rational capacity. This is how the claim that virtue of character makes the goal right must be taken.

Moreover, | have argued in favour of a notion of deliberation that avoids taking it as an
instrumentally efficient calculation of means-end. The kind of interpretation I have defended argues
that deliberation demands a moral sensitivity to realize contextually which action qualifies as a

realization of the moral value adopted by the moral agent as worth pursuing. Such an interpretation
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introduces moral worth to the task of choosing the ways of realizing moral goals. The choice of
what forwards the goals cannot be reduced to an issue of mere ability of finding out ways of
realizing goals, but it must be seen as also implying moral sensitivity to grasp how moral values and
goals are brought into being in our actions.

Given my construal of Aristotle’s claims, there seems to be small room to argue that in a
virtuously structured soul character sets the moral goals. Perhaps, this claim holds in the case of

vicious individuals.
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