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REFUTING FORTENBAUGH:
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

HOIKH APETH AND ®PONHZIX IN ARISTOTLE

In Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle describes the human soul as
being composed of two elements: «0iov 70 PEV AAoYOV aUTTG EvaL, TO 0E AGYoV
gxov» («one element in the soul is irrational and one has a rational pnnmple»)‘
The ila}w (irrational) pan of the soul is itself divided into two parts, o fge-
nrixov (nutritive) and o embuuntixov (desiring). To fpemtixov is found in all
living things; it is of a vegetative nature and concerned with nutrition and
growth. For Ansto{le, this nature and function prevents it from having a role in
avlpwrivn a a:pzﬂ* (human virtue)?. On the other hand, 7o ET‘:B"JP.TTHD‘-' though
irrational, «pnsxaﬂa UEVTOL TTT) Aoro..m {«shares in logos»)*. In s}'xpa*rr; (the
content person), 16 srrﬂq;rﬂxnv or dpextixov «metbagyel youv T Aoyw»
(«obeys logos») and, in particu]ar in the case of mixppowz:; (the temperate:] and
avépeiog (the brave man), «ouopwver T Aoyw» («it is in accordance wlth
Ingus»)‘ While it is the rational part of the soul that has Agyog «xupiws xa £V
ate» («in the strict sense and in itself»), the other part obeys Agys¢ in the
same way as a child obeys its father’. However, there is also another non-
rational element in érxtfuunixov which opposes and runs counter to Agyog.

"Ager is also divided into two parts which conform to the division of the soul
into a rational and an irrational part. Xogix {phllusuphlc wxsdnm), ﬂ'u‘.rsa'u;
(understanding) and ggownoig (practical wisdom) are OLAVOnTIXES APETES
(mtelle:ctuai vu'tues) éAsubleptomnta (liberality) and 5a)¢pwjvr (temperance)
are Hlixec dpees (moral virtues). While diavontien agety is acquired by dioz-
THANA (leachmg} and, therefore, involves éumeroia (experience) and ygovos
(time), nfxn agety is not conferred upon us by nature, but through human

action: «tag &  apetas Aaubavouev evepynoavres mpotepov»®. It is through
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mpattovres (doing) that a particular human action is undertaken, and an
individual can be judged by the character and effect of this particular action.
Hence, 7fhxy agety is concerned with mpafeic (acts). But since mpaleic are,
according to Aristotle, associated with ndovry; (pleasure) and Aury (pain), then,
nlexn zgetn must be also concerned with 7dovy) and Aury. Kaxiz (vice) also
has the same object as rflxy agetr (i.e. ndovy) and Aumn). Acting well is,
therefore, associated with the experience of pleasure and acting badly with that
of pain. For Aristotle, the correct comportment in relation to human action
entails the avoidance of umesbodn (excess) and éAlewdic (defect), and the
pursuit of the 7o ueoov (the intermediate). While 7fxy) aoety) is concerned with
rmpaketg, human action is not in itself sufficient to determine whether a person
possesses 7y agzetr or not. For Aristotle:

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

A person, then, possesses 7luxn acety when s/he acts not merely well, but in
the manner in which a person who possesses rfxn zzety would act. Aristotle
ultimately defines nllxr agety as £ic (state of character) which is concerned
with mpoaipeais (choice), which is itself informed both by Adyos and gooviuac®.
Anstotle insists that we must choose the acts we do, and choose them for their
own sake®. [Izoaipeats is manifestly a voluntary act, but not all voluntary acts are
the result of mpoaizesic (e.g. children and animals are capable of voluntary
action, but not of choice). Ilzoatesic is also to be distinguished from £ovAsusic
(a wish), as, unlike £ouAcuote, it can only be related to the realm of possible
human actions. Outside this realm of possible human actions lies the sphere
encompassed by foulsusic which is directed towards things which are not
possible to be brought about by one’s own efforts (e.g. aflavaziz (immortality)).
For Aristotle, 6ouAsugtg «tou teédoug éomi puallovs («relates to the end»),
whereas mpoaipesic is related «twv mooc 10 TéAoe» («to the means)!?.

Ioaipeais presupposes Agyov and duavoray (intellect). It involves choosing
from a range of different possibilities and, therefore, it requires one to selectin a
reasonable way which of them might be the best choice. Hence, mpoaisesic
requires foulsusic (deliberation). Deliberation, however, is confined to those
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things which can be brought about only by one’s own efforts. BouAsuzic is not
concerned with ends in themselves, but with what is directed towards ends:
«bovdevopela &’ ou mept tav tedav alda mept Twv Teog T TEAN» («we
deliberate not about ends but about means)'!. We start by setting up the end,
and then we consider how and by what means it is to be attained. The end,
namely, the good or apparent good is the object of the true fouieuzic of the
good person. Accordingly, the object of mpoatsesic is one of the things in our
power which is desired as a result of 6ovAeuaic. Ilpoaicesic can also be termed
bovAcutixy) opekis (desire after deliberation), because when a judgment has
been reached as a result of fouAsuoic, we geeyouela (desire) in accordance with
our 6ovAeuats'?. Hence, the exercise of nfkxrn agetn is relevant to «twv wpo¢ 0
téAoc» and it is also, in accordance with gofloc Aoyog (correct reasoning).

At the beginning of book VI, Aristotle repeats that through our possession of
nllen apety we choose the peaov, not the Umepbor nor the EAAsrdic, and that
the ueaov is determined by the dictates of gpllog Asyoc. 'Opllog Adyos is the Ao-
yoc possessed by geoviuoc. Ppoviuoc is the person who has goovnaig. Ppovnaie
is a diavonTixy apety;, and is found in the part of the soul which possesses As-
yos. However, Anistotle distinguishes two different elements within that part of
the soul which possesses Aoyoc. The first deals with things whose agya: (first
principles) are invariable, and the other with things whose zzya: are variable.
The former is called 16 eémrTnuovixov (scientific knowledge), the latter is
called 10 Aoyirrixov (calculative). The emtotnuovixov is engaged in emotnun
(science) which includes gtAogogix (philosophy) and pafliuartica (mathema-
tics). The role of the Aoyiorixov is to deliberate upon how to change things.
Bouleusic belongs to the Aoyiztixov because we never deliberate about the
invanable.

The operation of these two parts of the soul is judged in accordance with their
eoyov (work). The £2yov common to both parts of the intellect is that of aArfsx
(truth). However, these two parts are directed towards truth in a different way.
To emrtnuovixov (scientific knowledge) is concerned exclusively with truth,
while 76 Aoytzrixov concentrates upon «aAnlsix ouoroyws Eyovoa T opelet
7 opbhy» («truth in agreement with right desire»)'>. Hence, the judgment of o
Aoytrtixov presupposes that the oefic must be ogfhy, the Aoyoc must be aAnbg
and the goefic must aim at what the Adyo¢ commands; this is a necessary
presupposition if mpoaiseaic is to be good. The person who deliberates well is
held to possess gplloc Acyos, and is called gzovruos. Poovinos is, therefore, the
person who has the ability to deliberate well about what is good and

11100, 1112,12-3,
12. Cf. IIL, 1113a10-4.
13. VI, 1139a31.



Akaénuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

186 G. KAKOLIRIS

advantageous for him/herself, not in some particular respect but in relation to
«TOlX TLOC TO EU Urv 6Aws» («what sorts of things are conducive to the good
life in general)'4. @zovnotg then, is «ekiv aknlhy peta Aoyou mpaxtixny mept T
avlown ayallx xai xaxa» («it is a true and reasoned state of a capacity to act
with regard to the things that are good or bad for man»)*.

For Aristotle, emotrun is concerned with things that are universal and
necessary. Any episteme is derived from agya: (first principles). However,
these agya: can be grasped neither by émtrtiun nor geovnoic nor gogia. It is
only voug (intuitive reason) that grasps the apya:. @Poovnouwz, which is to
deliberate well, cannot place the zgya: within this field of deliberation as they
are invariable and, hence, are not subject to deliberation. As Aristotle states:

«From what has been said it is plain, then, that sogz is emtotruy, combined with
voug, of the things that are highest by nature. This is why we say Anaxagoras,
Thales, and men like them have sogix but not ggovrotg, when we see them ignorant
of what 1s to their own advantage, and why we say that they know things that are
remarkable, admirable, difficult, and divine, but useless; viz. because it is not human
goods that they seek» 5.

Hence, geovnois is useful because it is concerned with the human good.
Without it, we are not in a position to determine and secure what is good for the
soul. It is the gpovnuoc who embodies gpllog Aoysg, and without a reference to
opllog Aoyoc we are unable to provide an account what 7y aget is. In book
M1, nOwxy agetr is defined as the good state of the irrational part of the soul
which is a matter of choosing in each particular situation what the uézov is. The
uegov is determined by Aoyoc and, 7y agety) is, thereby, closely related to
opllog Acyos. ‘Opblog Aoyos was designated as the Adyog possessed by geoviuoc,
namely, the person who possesses gcovnaig. Thus, on the basis of book 111, the
account of 7nfur apery is firmly linked to gedvnoc. However, this account
seems to be placed into question, by Aristotle, in book VI, where the function of
geovnuoc is held to be to deliberate well'”. Since, in accordance with book III,
the end cannot be the subject of deliberation, but only what is directed towards
the end'®. The divergence between book III and book IV is heightened further
when Aristotle states that virtue makes us aim at the right sxomds (mark)
(«ape) Tov sxomov mowt oplov») and geovnaic makes us take « 7 mpoe ToUTOV
(«the right means»)!® or «7) uev yap 10 tédog 7] d¢ ta mpog 16 Tédog motel moAT-

14. V1, 1140a26-8.
15. VI, 1140b6-7.
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retv» («the one [ethike arete] determines the end and the other [phronesis]
makes us do the things that lead to the end»)®.

Hence, with the passage from book III to book IV, one appears to be
presented with a new different orientation which is founded upon the basis that
the good end is given by %, namely, the state of character concerned with
mooatpeac. This confines ggovrow to an operation which merely entails
working out the best ways to attain this good end. For, if within the irrational
part of the soul, nflxn apety, as € concerned with mgoaipeaic, is sufficient to
determine the goals by itself, then the rational part of the soul in general, and
more specifically geovnoic, seem to contribute nothing to the choice of goals.

It is this new orientation that forms the basis for W. Fortenbaugh’s position in
Aristotle on Emotion. His claim is that the good goal is given by one’s £¥i¢, and
all that goovrorc does is to work out the best way to achieve that goal. In order to
reinforce the persuasiveness of this interpretation, Fortenbaugh turns to another
of Aristotle’s works the Rhetoric. In particular, Fortenbaugh concentrates upon
those sections of the Rhetoric in which Aristotle, through a description of the
nature of people’s character according to their emotions, habits, ages and
fortunes, identifies the characters typical of young, mature and old people. In
the Rhetoric, young people are held to live more by 70o¢ (character) than by
calculations of Aoyousc?!. However, their failure to live by Asyiouss does not
prevent them from acting with a view to what is 76 xzAsv (noble). For Aristotle:
«In their actions, they prefer Tz xalz (the noble) to the useful; their life is
guided by their 70og (character) rather than by Aoyisuoc (calculation), for the
latter aims at the useful, zzetr at 16 xaAov (the noble)»*? However, in the
Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle claims that young people do not have 7fx7
acety in the strict sense, since age 77 is always found together with gplloc Aoyos,
namely, goovnoi:

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

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

20. VI, 1145a4-6.

21. ARISTOTLE, Rhetoric, 1389a33-4.

22. IpEM, Rhetoric, 1389a33-4.

23. IpeM, Nicomachean Ethics, V1, 1144b24-8.
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Arnstotle «their good behaviour is a matter of moral virtue and not of practical
wisdom»24,

On the basis of these passages from the Rhetoric, Fortenbaugh then proceeds to
argue that nfuen apetr has the capacity and competence to provide a correct
assessment of a particular situation, and to offer laudable goals. This is made
possible through a process of moral training in which Aristotle is held to
associate the emergence of virtue with the moral training of youth. Virtues do not
arise directly from nature, but are the product of adaptation in which nature is
perfected through habituation. In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle stresses that

«by doing the acts that we do in our transactions with other men we become just or
unjust, and by doing the acts that we do in the presence of danger, and by being
habituated to feel fear or confidence, we become brave or cowardly»2,

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

In what follows, I offer an alternative interpretation, which challenges
Fortenbaugh’s position, by focusing upon Aristotle’s account of the relationship
between 70xn agetn and geovnaig. In the passage taken from the Rhetoric, on
which Fortenbaugh’s position relies, Aristotle appears to state that nfuen agetr
is acquired before dwavontixy agety, as a result of moral training and habituation
during the period prior to adulthood. It is through moral training and habituation,
and not by calculation, that the young possessors of this incomplete virtue prefer
10 xaAov to the useful. It is virtue, according to Aristotle, and not calculation,
which aims at 7o xaAov; calculation aims at the useful. In book VII of the
Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle defines the role of virtue as follows:

«For agety and poybhpia (vice) respectively preserve and destroy the aoy 7, and in
actions the final cause is the 2z, as the hypotheses are in mathematics; neither in
that case is it Agyo¢ (argument) that teaches the zzy 7, nor is it so here — 2ze 7 either
natural or produced by habituation is that what teaches right opinion about the zzy 7
(oplodokety mept v agyrv). Such a man as this, then, is zeigeov (temperate); the
contrary type is axoAzztoc (self-indulgent)»?7.

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

26. W. FORTENBAUGH, Aristotle on Emotion, op. cit., p.7T9ff.

27. ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, V11, 1151a16-19.
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Or, in a passage from the Eudemian Ethics Anistotle also says:

«Therefore whereas the cowardly and the daring are mistaken owing to their
characters, since the coward thinks things not formidable formidable, and things
slightly formidable extremely formidable, and the daring man on the contrary thinks
formidable things perfectly safe and extremely formidable things only slightly
formidable, to the brave man on the other hand things seem exactly what they are»2%.
(italics added)

So, it is virtue as a general motivation, as a modified desire, and not Asyoc,
that directs the choice of 76 xaAdv. To xaAov is the gy, the ultimate end. We
reach the zzy» non-deliberatively, namely, simply through a process of moral
training and habituation. We do not deliberate about the ultimate end as we do
not deliberate about the hypotheses of a science. In both cases, we take those
apyat for granted, as an a priori fact. This is exactly what Aristotle means when
he says «7o téAgg cannot be a subject of deliberation, but only tz 7go¢ 70 Te-
Aoc»®.

Hence, it is virtue that preserves the azy7; it preserves what is laudable. It
preserves our conception of 7o xzAov while vice destroys that conception. This
capacity of virtue to preserve the goal of o xaAsv is the result of virtue being a
non-deliberative desire acquired through habituation. Virtue, therefore,
includes both a conception of o xaAov and a desire for it as co-originary.

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

«but because every virtue is a matter of choice (24’ exedy, maga age™y mpoapeTt-
1) (and we said before what we mean by this, namely, that makes a man choose
everything for the sake of some object, and that object is what is fine), it is clear that
courage being a form of virtue will make a man face formidable things for some
object, so that he does not do it through ignorance (for it makes him judge correctly)
(so0xc yaz ualdov mowet xziverv), nor yet for pleasure, but because it is fine, since in
a case where it is not fine but insane he will not face them, for then it would be base
to do so»" (italics added).

However, zzoaizeatc (choice) requires Govisusis (deliberation) and £ouieu-
t¢ requires Asyog, therefore, since mgoaizestc is a rational thing, complete 70:-
7, apeTy) necessarily requires Aoyos 100. A virtuous man chooses everything on
the basis of some rational desires tied to deliberation about what is conducive to
what is laudable (76 xaAsv). Our wish, for example, to be brave, courageous or

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

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

«For courage is following reason, and reason bids us choose what is fine (<o xahov).
Hence he who endures formidable things not on account of reason is either out of his

mind or daring, but only he who does so from motives of honor is fearless and
be¥E»3I+

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

According to David Wiggins, the Aristotelian expression «ta pros to telos»
can be formulated in two distinct, non-contradictory, compatible relations: (A)
the relation x bears to telos y when x will bring about p, and (B) the relation x
bears to p when the existence of x will itself help to constitute p. The first
relation refers to the necessary means to bring about the end, and the second
refers to things whose «existence counts in itself as the partial or total
realization of the end»*2. Both relations fall into «what is towards the end» in a
non contradictory, compatible manner. Hence, there is nothing obscure or
objectionable when we argue that our deliberative desire to be noble,
courageous or temperate does not constitute the telos of human action but 2

31. Ipem, Eudemean Ethics, 111, 1229al-5.

32. David WiGGINs, Deliberation and Practical Reason in Améliec OKSENBERG RORTY (ed.),
Essays on Aristotle’s Ethics, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1980, p. 224.
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rpo¢ 0 téAog. The person chooses to do the virtuous act for its own sake, as
demanded by 76 xaAcv, and not for the sake of a particular virtue, such as
courage. As T. H. Irwing explains:

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

Yet, we have to establish the manner in which ggovnsic operates. For
Aristotle, geovnaic enables us, on the basis of our apprehension of what is
laudable (76 xaAdv), to perceive which virtues (e.g. courage, temperance or
justice), or even 16 xaAov itself, requires in any particular case, and commands
us to act accordingly. The young person who does not possess ggovnac, but
only a mere preference for the noble in comparison to the useful, is unable to
determine what nobility requires of him in particular cases. For, it is ggovyaic
which is concerned with particulars, and determines where the uszov lies
between excess and defect in any individual instance.

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle invokes atsflnoms (perception) to
determine at which point one’s action would become blameworthy*.
Perception seems to stem from experience. Referring to the opinions of
experienced, elderly people and people of practical wisdom, Aristotle says that
it is experience that «has given them an eye for things, and so they see
correctly»5. Experience is exactly what a young person lacks and, therefore, he
does not possess goovrotc. As Aristotle insists:

«The cause is that such wisdom is concerned not only with universals but with
particulars, which become familiar from experience, but a young man has no
experience, for it is length of time that gives experience; indeed one might ask this
question too, why a boy may become a mathematician, but not a philosopher or a
physicist»3.

Yet, goovnatc is not mere experience since it assists us to find whattodo ina
particular case with the view to something which is more universal. In the
beginning of Book VI, we are told that there is a standard which determines the

33. T.H. IRwIN, Aristotle on Reason, Desire and Virtue, The Journal of Philosophy, 1975, p.575.
34. ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, 11, 1109620, IV 1126b2.

35. V1, 1143b11-14.

36. VI, 1142a14-17.
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modes of observing the mean between excess and defect, and this standard is a
certain oxorog (mark) at which we aim?’. The oxomoc is presumably what
Aristotle calls the aptorov which is attainable by geoviuos through calculation.
The zgiorov is also, the place from where the reasoning of ggdviuoc seems to
commence. For, particular cases require us to know what the zzizrov (which is
the superlative of o xaAsv) demands. It is by looking at the ultimate end that, as
Aristotle says, we heighten or relax our activity accordingly?®.

Hence, geovnoic in Aristotle is practical rationality in virtue of which one
knows what the ultimate end of human action requires us to do, or, in other
words, how to pursue this ultimate end. In this sense, goovnouc is concerned
both with the universal and particulars: «oué’ égtiv ¥ geovnor Ty xalioioy
povov, aldx det xai ta xal)’ Exasra yvwoiletv» («Nor is practical wisdom
concerned with universals only — it must also recognize the particulars»)®,
Poovnais is concerned with how to pursue the ultimate end in particular cases.
We first start with a general conception of what a good life requires us to do,
namely, whether, for example, justice, courage or temperance are good or not in
the sense of whether they contribute towards 76 xzAsv or not. This is the zzy7
of action and a sort of major premise?’. Then, we establish what, for example,
courage or justice require of us to do, since not any and every means would be
compatible with, for example courage or justice or even t6 xaAsv in general.
Hence, we have determined, through deliberation, the means which would be in
accordance with courage or justice, and this is a minor premise*'. When we act,
we combine these two premises together, and this is the final stage, which is
termed €ayatov. It is the final stage in the course of our deliberation about a
particular action which is immediately applicable. “Egyatov is what comes last
and, therefore, it is particular.

Yet, Aristotle says, that «ex t@v xal)’ éxasra yap ta xalloAou» («universals
are reached from particulars»)*?, namely, that judgments of particulars allow
us, through induction, to grasp the universal. The process of induction is
heavily dependent on vous. It is voug, as Aristotle says, that «is concerned with
the ultimate in both directions; for both the first terms and the last are objects of
vou¢ and not of argument»*3,

«[T]he nous which is presupposed by demonstration grasps the unchangeable and the
first terms, while the nous involved in practical reasoning grasps the last and variable

37.Cf. VI, 1138b21-24.
38.Cf. VI, 1138b23

39. VI, 1141b15-7.

40. Cf. VI, 1144a32.
41.Cf, VI, 1143b3.

42. VI, 1143b4-5

43. VI, 1143a35-bl.
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fact, i.e. the minor premise. For these variable facts are the starting-points for the
apprehension of the end, since the universals are reached from the particulars»*.

Hence, we start from the particulars or minor premises (e.g. this act will be
just or courageous), and it is from that that we get a grasp of the end, i.e. the
major premise that, for example, justice or courage is good. Therefore,
Aristotelian ggovnoic is not a matter of determining how an action will
contribute to an independently specifiable end, but it is rather a matter of
perceiving that end in the action. The process of thinking about a particular
action itself is primary, and it is only through concentration upon this particular
action that the question can arise as to whether one can perceive an end in this

action.
x X ¥k

This article has sought to challenge Fortenbaugh's argument that 70y
agety) is sufficient to enable a choice of action to be made in particular cases.
On the alternative interpretation offered here, the only thing that nflun aget),
isolated from ggovnaie, is capable of achieving is to direct one’s desire towards
what is o xaAov. In other words, nfluey ety is engaged in the preservation of
what is 10 xaAov. 'HOuey agetrn provides a type of understanding that enables
the rejection of a choice of action which is, for example, pleasant simply
because it i1s pleasant; and the preference for the noble instead of what is
pleasant. However, this is all that rfkx» aget) is able to achieve without gpovy-
atc. The capacity to dissociate oneself from the constant satisfaction of one’s
own pleasure is an insufficient basis upon which to determine the type of action
required in a particular situation. For Aristotle, nfuxr zoety without Agyoc or
geovnais is comparable to a «strong body which moves without sight»*5. Hence
«it is not possible to be good in the strict sense without practical wisdom, or
practically wise without moral virtue»#047,

Gerasimos KAKOLIRIS
(Athens)

44. VI, 1143b1-3.

45. VI, 1144b11.

46. VI, 1145a2-4,

47. 1 would like to thank Dr, Peter Langford for his invaluable help.



