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Abstract

Part I of this thesis offers an interpretation of Aristotle’s overarching epistemic
project in the Posterior Analytics. What, exactly, are Aristotle’s aims in this text? And
how does he go about achieving them? I argue that Aristotle’s account of what it is
to know without qualification (éniotacOal amAwg) presents an epistemic ideal,
with two aspects. The first is descriptive: to know without qualification is to be
most knowing, i.e. to know objects that are most knowable and to know them in the
most knowing way. The second is normative: without qualification knowledge is
the best epistemic state, such that we have reason to strive to achieve it. On this
view, Aristotle’s epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics is an inquiry into the
way we ought to know, if our knowing is to be best. I argue that Aristotle grounds
the descriptive aspect of his ideal on a common idea about knowledge (that
knowledge requires rational conviction) and the normative aspect on the value of
knowing. Part II of this thesis provides an account of the value of Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal through a study of the value of theoretical wisdom (co@ia) as a
virtue of thought in the Nicomachean Ethics. On Aristotle’s view, without
qualification knowledge is a constitutive part of wisdom, and thus of constitutive
value with respect to wisdom. I argue that the virtue of theoretical wisdom is that
which transforms the proper activities and objects of theoretical wisdom into
something good for the knower. Theoretical wisdom is therefore valuable in virtue
of its transformative nature. Aristotle thus argues that we have reason to strive for
his epistemic ideal because it is a constitutive part of theoretical wisdom, and
theoretical wisdom transforms the objects and activities of wisdom such that they
are good for us to know and engage in. I further argue that Aristotle’s virtue-
theoretic explanation of epistemic value offers a lesson for contemporary virtue
epistemologies: because of its transformative nature, virtue is not the source of its
own value. In order to explain the value of knowing with reference to virtue,

epistemologists must explain virtue’s value in relation to other goods.
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A note on pronouns

Translations maintain Aristotle’s gendering throughout. Aristotle speaks, for
example, of the man who knows without qualification (6 érmiotapevoc &mAwg, APo:
1.2: 72b3-4), the excellent man (6 ortovdaiog, EN 3.4: 1113a29), and the wise man (6
oo@dc, EN 6.7: 1141al, Met 1.2: 982a19). My translation of &vOpwmog (“human”)
remains gender neutral, though I expect that when Aristotle spoke of humans he
often had men at the forefront of his mind (and, for that matter, free, Greek, male
citizens). Not wishing to follow Aristotle’s gendering, I write with gender neutral
pronouns outside of translations, using third personal pronouns (“they”, for both
singular and plural) or impersonal pronouns (“one”, “we”). It is worth noting,
however, that this decision risks obscuring the thoroughgoing misogyny that

Aristotle’s texts often embody.
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INTRODUCTION

In spite of its title, this thesis is concerned with three themes. First, the aims of
epistemology: what do we take ourselves to be doing when we do epistemology?
And why do we do it? Second, the value of knowledge: what, if anything, is
valuable about knowing? Third, the relationship between value and virtue: how, if
at all, might the value of knowledge be explained with recourse to concepts of
epistemic virtue? I explore these questions through a study of Aristotle’s account of
what it means to know without qualification (éntiotacOatl anAwg) in the Posterior
Analytics and his account of theoretical wisdom (co@ia) as a virtue of thought in the

Nicomachean Ethics.

The aims of epistemology

Aristotle introduces the subject matter of the Posterior Analytics with the claim that
‘we think that we know each thing without qualification [éntiotacOat antAdg], and
not in the sophistic way according to accident, whenever both we think that we
know, in respect of the cause through which the thing is, that it is the cause of this
[thing], and that it does not admit of being otherwise” (APo 1.2: 71b9-12). This
passage poses a number of interconnected interpretative questions. Surely
knowledge is not limited to necessary truths known by means of their causes, so
why does Aristotle put such demanding conditions on knowing? Perhaps, then,
Aristotle is not here concerned with describing mere knowledge but something
epistemically more demanding, such as understanding, expert knowledge, or even
scientific knowledge (the risk of anachronism notwithstanding). But, if that’s right,
the Posterior Analytics may have little to say about our everyday epistemic practices.
Why, then, does Aristotle frame his account in terms of what we think when we
take ourselves to know? Is Aristotle not here drawing on demotic intuitions about
knowledge? If not, on what basis does Aristotle derive the content of his account?
These questions should leave us wondering about the nature of Aristotle’s

epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics. What, exactly, are Aristotle’s aims in this
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text? And how does he go about achieving them? Part I of this thesis argues for a
common but under interrogated interpretation of the Posterior Analytics. On this
view, to know without qualification is an epistemic ideal, with two aspects. The first
is descriptive: to know without qualification is to be most knowing, i.e. to know
objects that are most knowable and to know them in the most knowing way. The
second is normative: without qualification knowledge is the best epistemic state,
such that we have reason to strive to achieve it. In the Posterior Analytics, then,
Aristotle is not merely concerned with giving an accurate description of one or
other epistemic state as it is ordinarily conceived, e.g. as one might set out to give a
conceptual analysis of propositional knowledge, understanding, or scientific
knowledge. Rather, Aristotle is first and foremost concerned with accounting for an
epistemic state that is of superlative epistemic value, i.e. the best way of knowing
that one could achieve.! Aristotle’s epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics is thus
an inquiry into the way we ought to know, if our knowing is to be best. In this
sense, the Posterior Analytics puts value first.

Interpreting the Posterior Analytics in this way presents two puzzles. The first
concerns the relationship between Aristotle’s epistemic ideal and ordinary
conceptions about knowledge: how, if at all, is Aristotle’s epistemic ideal connected
with everyday epistemic discourse and practices? I argue that Aristotle grounds his
epistemic ideal on a common idea about knowledge: that knowledge
characteristically requires rational conviction. In so doing, I offer an account of
Aristotle’s epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics as continuous with our
interests as run-of-the-mill knowers. The second puzzle concerns the value of
Aristotle’s epistemic ideal. What, if anything, is good about achieving it? What

reason do we have to strive for it? Answering this question is the task of Part II.

1 Of course, it might turn out that this superlative epistemic state is best described as
something such as understanding, expert knowledge, or scientific knowledge, but
Aristotle’s primary purpose is not simply to subject one or other of these epistemic
states to analysis.
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The value of knowledge

Because of Aristotle’s aspirational aims in the Posterior Analytics, there is a sense in
which this thesis is not concerned with the value of knowledge, at least as
knowledge is typically understood in the contemporary Anglophone epistemology
literature. Taking inspiration from Plato’s Meno, contemporary debate about the
value of knowledge has typically been concerned with the value of propositional
knowledge. In particular, why (and whether) knowledge that p is more valuable
than mere true belief that p. Given that Aristotle’s epistemic ideal will turn out to be
much more demanding than mere propositional knowledge, it cannot be the case
that Aristotle is concerned with the value of mere propositional knowledge.
Nonetheless, Aristotle is wholeheartedly concerned with the value of knowing,
broadly construed. What marks the difference between contemporary accounts of
the value of knowledge and Aristotle’s, is that the former are concerned with the
lower bounds of knowing (i.e. the distinction between knowledge and mere true
belief) whereas Aristotle looks towards the highest peak of our endeavours as
knowers: what would it mean to be most knowing and what is its value? Aristotle’s
account of the value of knowledge is therefore an account of the value of this
epistemic apex.

Part II of this thesis provides an interpretation of the value of without
qualification knowledge understood as a virtuous epistemic state. This requires a
change of focus. Aristotle’s account of intellectual virtue occurs not in the Posterior
Analytics but in the Nicomachean Ethics. There, Aristotle treats demonstrative
knowledge (¢miot)un) and non-demonstrative knowledge of the first principles of
demonstrations (vovg) as constitutive parts of the intellectual virtue of theoretical
wisdom (co@ia) (EN 6.7: 1141a17-20, b2-3). I therefore provide an account of the
value of theoretical wisdom as a virtuous state of the soul, where émiotjun and
voug are of constitutive value with respect to theoretical wisdom. On this view, the
value of Aristotle’s epistemic ideal is to be explained in light of the fact that without
qualification knowledge is a constitutive part of theoretical intellectual virtue. In

this sense, this thesis argues that Aristotle’s project in the Posterior Analytics cannot
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be fully explicated without recourse to Aristotle’s account of theoretical intellectual
virtue in the Nicomachean Ethics. Without this, it’s not possible to explain the value
and thus the normative aspect of Aristotle’s epistemic ideal in the Posterior
Analytics, according to which we have reason to know without qualification because
such knowledge is valuable. On my account, without qualification knowledge is
valuable because it is a constitutive part of theoretical intellectual virtue.

As a consequence of focusing on émotrjun and cogla, I restrict Aristotle’s
account of the value of knowledge to an account of the value of theoretical
knowledge, as opposed to knowledge that is practical or productive (here
employing Aristotle’s own distinctions). This marks a further difference between
Aristotle’s account of the value of knowledge (as I present it) and contemporary
debates about the value of knowledge, which are often concerned with the relative
value of mere propositional knowledge and mere belief in relation to truth, and
truth in relation to the good of achieving our practical goals and ambitions. On
Aristotle’s view, theoretical knowledge has no bearing on the practicable human
good. Aristotle must therefore offer an explanation of the value of his epistemic
ideal that does not hinge, for example, on the relationship between knowing and
successfully achieving our practical or productive ends. I expect that there are
interesting stories to be told about Aristotle’s views on the nature and value of

practical and productive knowledge, but I do not consider them here.

Virtue and the explanation of the value of knowledge

I argue that Aristotle accounts for the value of theoretical wisdom with the thought
that theoretical wisdom is a virtuous state of the soul. On this view, in order to have
the virtue of theoretical wisdom one must not only be epistemically wise (i.e. have
the knowledge and understanding that is constitutive of wisdom) but also be a
lover of wisdom. The theoretically wise person’s love of wisdom is such that they
ascribe final value to the activities and proper objects of theoretical wisdom. I argue
that Aristotle thus accounts for the value of theoretical wisdom in two ways. First,

in virtue of their love of wisdom, the theoretically wise person chooses theoretical
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contemplation for its own sake and takes maximal pleasure in the activity of
contemplation. As a consequence, theoretical wisdom transforms mere
contemplative activity into an activity of complete or perfect happiness, such that
contemplative activity is maximally good for the wise person in virtue of their
wisdom. Second, in virtue of being theoretically wise, the theoretically wise person
knows the goodness of the proper objects of theoretical wisdom and so evaluates
them as such. Similarly, then, theoretical wisdom transforms the objects of
knowledge into something good for the knower. On this view, Aristotle considers
the proper activities and objects of theoretical wisdom to be of value. The virtue of
theoretical wisdom is that which transforms the proper activities and objects of
theoretical wisdom into something good for the knower. Theoretical wisdom is
therefore valuable in virtue of its transformative nature.

It should be noted from the outset that I do not defend Aristotle’s claim that
there are valuable activities and objects of theoretical wisdom (either tout court or as
Aristotle describes them). For example, I do not consider the question of whether
theoretically wise contemplation is in fact an activity of complete or perfect
happiness. Similarly, I do not consider the question of whether there are objects of
theoretical wisdom that are in fact of value. My concern, instead, is to explicate the
particular sense in which Aristotle employs virtue to explain the value of knowing.
For Aristotle, the virtue of theoretical wisdom is not itself a source of value. Instead,
theoretical wisdom is valuable because it transforms the proper activities and
objects of theoretical wisdom into something good for the theoretically wise person.
The activities and objects of theoretical wisdom are thus the source of theoretical
wisdom’s value.

In the conclusion of this thesis, I reflect on a number of contemporary virtue-
theoretic accounts of the nature and value of knowledge, according to which
knowledge is distinctively valuable because it is a credit-worthy manifestation of
epistemic virtue. On this view, epistemically virtuous activity is valuable in itself
because virtue is of value. Aristotle is often invoked as a source of these views. I
argue that these contemporary virtue epistemologies are left wanting because they

do not explain the source of virtue’s value. One lesson that we might take from
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Aristotle’s virtue-theoretic approach to epistemic value, then, is that virtue alone is
insufficient to explain the value of knowing: virtue is merely that which transforms
the good objects and activities of knowledge into something good and valuable for
the knower. A full account of epistemic value must explain the source of virtue’s
value, perhaps with recourse to the value of the proper objects and activities of

knowing.

A note on method

The value of knowledge is not a canonical topic of Aristotelian scholarship.
However, in order to pursue my questions, it has been necessary to consider a host
of canonical and often controversial issues, such as Aristotle’s views on necessity,
causality, definition, demonstration, virtue, action, agency, contemplation, pleasure,
and the divine. I have often not dwelt long on the controversies these topics throw
up. If I had, I may never have answered the questions I set out to answer. I have
attempted either to be transparent about the assumptions that my interpretation
hinges on, or to make clear when I consider the outcome of such controversies to be

orthogonal to my interpretation.

Thesis summary

This thesis proceeds in two parts. Part I provides an interpretation of Aristotle’s
overarching epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics, according to which Aristotle
is concerned with giving an account of an epistemic ideal. It proceeds in three
chapters.

In Chapter 1, I argue for and interrogate the thought that Aristotle’s account
of without qualification knowledge presents an epistemic ideal. I pay particular
attention to Aristotle’s invocation of what we think when we think that we know
without qualification. I argue that Aristotle’s epistemic ideal should not be
interpreted as a mere description of a superlative epistemic state, according to

which Aristotle sets out to give an accurate description of the truth conditions
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according to which we are most knowing. The problem with this view is that
Aristotle appears to wildly misdescribe what “we” think when we think that we
know (ideally or otherwise). I instead argue that Aristotle’s epistemic ideal also has
prescriptive aspects: we ought not take ourselves to know ideally unless we know
necessary truths by means of their causes, and we ought to strive for causal
knowledge of necessities. The benefit of this normative interpretation is that it is not
beholden to giving an accurate description of what “we” think when we think that
we know. But it raises two further questions. First, what relation does Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal bear to what “we” think about knowledge? Second, what reason do
we have to strive for it?

Chapter 2 answers the first of these questions. I argue that Aristotle bases
the content of his epistemic ideal on a common idea about knowledge found in both
philosophic and forensic literature: that when we know, we are rationally
convinced of what we take to be true. On this view, knowledge characteristically
requires rational conviction, such that some form of rational conviction
distinguishes knowledge from lesser epistemic states, e.g. true opinion. I argue that
Aristotle has the resources to argue that, since knowledge characteristically involves
rational conviction, the superlative epistemic condition (i.e. to be most knowing)
will involve maximal rational conviction. And, on Aristotle’s view, we achieve
maximal rational conviction when we know necessary truths by means of their
causal explanations and know them as such. Aristotle thus has grounds to argue
that we ought not take ourselves to know ideally unless we have causal knowledge
of necessities. Accordingly, Aristotle’s account of the epistemic ideal is not divorced
from ordinary ideas about knowledge. Rather, it is informed by the thought that, in
trying to know, we seek rational conviction in what we take to be true.

Chapter 3 sets the stage for answering the second question from Chapter 1:
what reason do we have to strive for Aristotle’s epistemic ideal? I argue for two
points. First, that a substantial thesis about the value of knowledge lurks behind
Aristotle’s description of the sophistic way of knowing, according to which the sole
value of any and all knowledge is instrumental upon the value of making money

through the appearance of wisdom. This presents a direct challenge to Aristotle’s

19



epistemic ideal: given that causal knowledge of necessities is typically unnecessary
for the end of making money through the appearance of wisdom, we might have no
reason to strive to know without qualification. Aristotle must therefore present an
alternative account of the value of knowledge, one that gives us reason to strive for
his epistemic ideal. Second, Aristotle takes issue with a sophistic definition of
knowledge, according to which to know is to have knowledge. This definition is
ambiguous between a number of senses of “having”. I argue that, on Aristotle’s
view, knowledge without qualification is had in a very particular way, ie. as a
demonstrative state of the soul. This forms the basis of Aristotle’s account of the
value of knowing without qualification, according to which knowledge is not only a
state of the soul but a virtuous state of the soul.

Part II provides an interpretation of the value of without qualification
knowledge understood as a constitutive part of the intellectual virtue of theoretical
wisdom (co@ia) in the Nicomachean Ethics. On this view, Aristotle’s epistemic ideal
is of value because it is a constitutive part of theoretical wisdom, which is in turn
the best state of the knowledgeable (¢ tiotnuovucov) part of the soul. The challenge,
then, is to explain the sense in which theoretical wisdom is of value: what’s good,
exactly, about having theoretical intellectual virtue?

Part II proceeds in four chapters. Chapter 4 argues that Aristotle’s account
of theoretical wisdom as an intellectual virtue in Nicomachean Ethics 6 faces a version
of Plato’s value problem for knowledge, as presented in the Meno. Plato’s value
problem is concerned with whether knowledge is more valuable than lesser but
nonetheless factive epistemic states, e.g. true opinion. If truth is the sole bearer of
epistemic value, then why should we strive for knowledge over and above true
opinion? I argue that the same worry applies to Aristotle’s account of theoretical
wisdom. Aristotle appears to commit to the view that truth is the sole bearer of
epistemic value in respect of theoretical thought: the doing-well and goal of the
knowledgeable part of the soul is truth and truth alone. Given this, why should we
strive for theoretical wisdom over and above lesser (i.e. non-virtuous) epistemic
states that have a true grasp of the very same truths as theoretical wisdom?

Aristotle’s answer is that theoretical wisdom is that in virtue of which we grasp
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theoretical truth most of all or well. But what would it mean to grasp theoretical truth
well? And how might this explain the value of theoretical wisdom over non-
virtuous epistemic states that have a mere grasp of the same theoretical truths? I
explore four insufficient answers and conclude with a proposal: in order to grasp
theoretical truth well, it is necessary to fulfill analogues of all three of Aristotle’s
agential conditions for virtuous action (Nicomachean Ethics 2.4). On this view, in
order to grasp theoretical truth well it is not only necessary to do so with
knowledge and understanding, but also with virtuous motivations.

Chapter 5 is dedicated to motivating this interpretation on textual grounds. I
argue for two theses. First that, on Aristotle’s view, theoretical wisdom is acquired
by a process of learning by doing: we become theoretically wise only if we engage
in the characteristic activities of theoretical wisdom. Such theoretical intellectual
activities include but may not be limited to theoretical contemplation and grasping
theoretical truth. This process of acquisition is directly analogous to the acquisition
of character virtues, e.g. we become just only if we perform just actions. I argue for
this first thesis in order to motivate the second. To account for the fact that we
acquire character virtues by performing virtuous actions, Aristotle distinguishes
between mere virtuous action and virtuous action performed virtuously with
reference to three agential conditions: the epistemic, the motivational, and the
stability conditions. The second thesis, then, is that Aristotle similarly distinguishes
between the mere performance of theoretical intellectual activities and those
activities performed wisely (i.e. well) with reference to analogues of the same three
agential conditions. In order to grasp theoretical truth well, it is necessary to (i)
grasp truth with knowledge (the epistemic condition), (ii) choose to grasp truth and
choose it for its own sake (the motivational condition), and (iii) grasp truth from a
firm and stable state of knowledge (the stability condition). I further suggest that
the theoretically wise person’s virtuous motivations are but one part of their love of
wisdom, in virtue of which the theoretically wise person attributes final value to the
characteristic activities and proper objects of theoretical wisdom.

The final two chapters provide examples of how the theoretically wise

person’s virtuous motivations and love of wisdom account for the value of
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theoretical wisdom. Chapter 6 explores the motivational condition in relation to
Aristotle’s account of virtuous contemplation as an activity of complete or perfect
happiness. In order for one’s contemplative activity to be an activity of complete or
perfect happiness, it's necessary to contemplate with virtuous motivations, such
that (i) one chooses to contemplate and chooses to contemplate for its own sake and
(ii) takes maximal pleasure in one’s contemplative activity. These are both necessary
for grasping truth and contemplating well. I argue that the virtue of theoretical
wisdom thus has value, because it transforms mere contemplative activity into
something superlatively good and pleasant for the theoretically wise person.
Chapter 7 considers Aristotle’s claim that theoretical wisdom is the best
epistemic state because it is concerned with the best objects. I argue that Aristotle
subscribes to the view that value is imparted on a body of knowledge by its proper
objects. Because theoretical wisdom is concerned with the best knowable objects,
theoretical wisdom is the best epistemic state. In order to explicate this principle, I
argue that Aristotle conceives of theoretical wisdom as an evaluative epistemic
state: in order to be theoretically wise, it is necessary that the wise person correctly
judges the proper objects of theoretical wisdom to be genuine instances of
goodness, and so evaluates them as such. Otherwise put, to fail to evaluate the
objects of theoretical wisdom as good is an epistemic failure, such that if someone
knows a proper object of theoretical wisdom, x, but fails to evaluate x as good, then
they should not be said to be theoretically wise in respect of x — there is more for
them to know about x, i.e. its goodness. So, in order to grasp theoretical truth well
(i.e. wisely) it is necessary to know the goodness of the proper objects of theoretical
wisdom. In this sense, the theoretically wise person is a lover of wisdom because its
proper objects are valuable to know for the person who is wise in respect of them. I
thus argue that theoretical wisdom has value because it transforms the proper
objects of theoretical wisdom into something good for the theoretically wise person.
The Conclusion considers the relationship between the value of theoretical
wisdom as a virtue in the Nicomachean Ethics and Aristotle’s epistemic ideal in the

Posterior Analytics. 1 also reflect on a number of contemporary virtue-theoretic
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accounts of the nature and value of knowledge, in relation to my interpretation of

Aristotle.
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PART L. Aristotle’s epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics
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1. ’Eniotac0ai anAwg in the Posterior Analytics as an epistemic ideal

1.1.Introduction

In the following canonical passage from the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle offers his
tirst explicit account of what it is to know without qualification (¢miotacOal

ATIAQG):

T1.1 And we think that we know each thing without qualification, but not in the
sophistic way according to accident, whenever both we think that we know,
in respect of the cause through which the thing is, that it is the cause of this
[thing], and that it does not admit of being otherwise. It is clear, then, that
knowing is something of this sort; and in fact [concerning both] those who
do not know and those who do know, they [both] think they are in such a
state, but those who do know actually are, such that, of what there is
knowledge without qualification, it is not possible for it to be otherwise.
(APo 1.2: 71b9-16)>

EntlotacOat 0¢ oildped' Eékaotov anAws, AAAX pr|) TOV COQLOTIKOV TQOTIOV
TOV Katx oLpPePnkog, Otav v T altiav olwpeda yvwokew dt' fjv T0
moaypd €otwy, Ot éketvou altia €oti, kat pn évoéxeobatl tovt dAAwS
éxew. dMNAov tolvuv 8Tt TOLTOV TL TO émiotacOal éotr kal y&Q ol un
ETUOTAUEVOL KAL Ol ETUOTAMEVOL Ol pEV olovTat avtol oUtwg £xev, ol o'
ETUOTAPEVOL KAl €XOVOLV, (DOTE 00 ATAWG £0TLV €TUOTAUN, TOUT AdVVATOV
AAAWC Exev.

Why should we be convinced of Aristotle’s claims? It is often noted that Aristotle
appears to place unnecessarily demanding conditions on knowledge: that the
proper objects of knowledge are necessary, that we must know that they are

necessary,® and that we must know why they are the case.* Surely we can know

2 Translations from the Posterior Analytics follow Barnes 1994, to greater and lesser
degrees.

3 Mr) évdéxeoBat tout dAAwg €xelv may be governed by either olwpeOa or yivwokety,
and my translation of T1.1 is as ambiguous as Aristotle’s Greek. Either: (i) when we
think that we know each thing without qualification, we think that it does not admit of
being otherwise; or: (ii) when we think that we know each thing without qualification,

we think that we know that it does not admit of being otherwise. Nonetheless, Posterior
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contingent facts, and surely we can know mere facts without also knowing their
explanations. Why, then, does Aristotle restrict knowledge thus?

This concern should have us questioning what we take Aristotle to be doing
when he does epistemology in the Posterior Analytics. For example, the thought that
T1.1 is too demanding might presuppose that Aristotle is offering an account of the
necessary and sufficient truth conditions for mere (propositional) knowledge. Such
accounts typically describe the threshold requirements that distinguish knowledge
from lesser epistemic states (e.g. mere true belief). In this sense, they describe the
minimum conditions sufficient for knowing. Such accounts also often use ordinary
language knowledge ascriptions as data. If we read T1.1 as part of the same
philosophical project, then we should worry that T1.1 fails because it places criteria
on knowledge that are far stricter than the sufficient conditions under which it is
true to say that someone knows (in English) or has ¢mtiotrjun (in Classical Greek).

But does this line of interpretation get Aristotle’s epistemic project in the
Posterior Analytics right? In this chapter, I argue that it does not. In accordance with
a common interpretation of Aristotle’s epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics, 1
argue that T1.1 introduces an epistemic ideal. Minimally understood, epistemic
ideals describe superlative epistemic states: the most knowing state we can achieve
with respect to a particular object of knowledge (and, in Aristotle’s case, the most
knowing state with respect to the most knowable objects). However, epistemic
ideals also have evaluative and normative undertones: they imply that the most
knowing state is also the best epistemic state, and that we ought to strive to achieve
it. In one sense this framework is helpful: in order to judge whether Aristotle’s
claims about knowledge in T1.1 are convincing, we must first get a handle on what
Aristotle is trying to convince his reader of. And the thought that T1.1 describes an

epistemic ideal avoids the difficulty that Aristotle sets the bar for knowledge

Analytics 1.6 (75a14-15) makes clear that when we know demonstratively, we know both
the explanation and that what we know is necessary. Cf. Barnes 1994: 90.

* See Taylor 1990: 121, Barnes 1994: 91.
5 On Greek usage, see §1.4.1.
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unduly high.® But it also leads to further questions: Why should we think that the
superlative epistemic state requires having causal knowledge of what cannot be
otherwise? In what sense is achieving this superlative epistemic state good? And
why ought we strive for it?

In §1.3, I raise an interpretative puzzle for T1.1. In §§1.4-5, I detail and
critique common solutions to this puzzle. In response to this critique, I outline my
own interpretation of Aristotle’s epistemic project in §1.5. A central aspect of my
interpretation is that Aristotle’s epistemic project is normative: in conceiving of
knowing without qualification as the best epistemic state, Aristotle implies that we
ought to strive for it. In §1.6, I offer an overview of three recent accounts of different
normative aspects in Aristotle’s epistemology, clarifying my interpretation in

relation to each of them.

1.2. A note on translating émotrun

There has been considerable literature on how best to translate érmiot)un and its
cognates, particularly in the Posterior Analytics. Myles Burnyeat argues that
éruotrun should be translated as “understanding”, this being the English word
best suited to highlight the relationship between Aristotelian érotiun and
grasping causal explanations (Burnyeat 1981, 2011).” James Lesher, on the other
hand, argues that “expert knowledge” or “disciplinary mastery” are more
appropriate catchalls: someone who is émotnuawv does not merely understand,
they are a master of their discipline (Lesher 2001). And David Bronstein, to take one
final example, translates émiotrun as “scientific knowledge” in order to emphasise
his thought that émiotiun is a species of knowledge (yvwolc), one that is
‘characteristic of an expert scientist’ (Bronstein 2016: 18).

Nonetheless, I translate értiot)un as knowledge. This is in spite of the fact
that most interpreters agree that Aristotelian émiotun is something more

demanding than the English word “knowledge” requires — both in its ordinary

¢It also has independent textual support. See §1.5.1.
7 See also: Kosman 1973, Barnes 1994: 82, Tierney 2001.
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language uses and in the Anglophone analytic philosophy literature (e.g. as mere
propositional knowledge that p).® What's more, my translation obscures the fact that
Aristotle makes use of other knowing-verbs when talking about émiotiun
(predominantly ywwokewv and edévar). But it also has distinct advantages.
According to my interpretation of the Posterior Analytics, T1.1 introduces Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal: émiotacOal amAwg is a superlative epistemic state. One
consequence of this goal-oriented epistemology is that Aristotle’s account of
gruotun anAwg does in fact turn out to be more demanding than mere
propositional knowledge. Indeed, it might well be best described as understanding,
expert knowledge, or scientific knowledge. Nonetheless, in so far as T1.1 describes
an epistemic ideal, we should hope that this ideal bears relation to and is
continuous with lesser epistemic states and our everyday practices as knowers
(broadly construed). Indeed, in Chapter 2, I argue that Aristotle derives his
epistemic ideal from a common presumption about knowledge: that knowing
characteristically involves rational conviction. As such, I translate émtiotacOal as
“to know” to capture the sense in which T1.1 describes a superlative epistemic state
that is both continuous with and the apex of lesser ways of knowing (e.g. mere
knowledge of a fact to be explained). By “knowledge” I only mean to suppose that
éruiorun is a factive state of the soul: it is up to Aristotle to then describe and argue
for the type of factive state that értiotrun is.” What's more, that é¢miotun anAwg is
considerably more demanding than mere propositional knowledge is captured by
the fact that T1.1 doesn’t merely describe what it is to know, but what is required to
know without qualification. To know without qualification is the superlative way of
knowing certain objects of knowledge, which can be known in a variety of inferior
ways, e.g. in the sophistic way according to accident (T1.1) or merely knowing the

fact (10 6tL émiotacBat, APo 1.13: 78a22).

8 Cf. Irwin 1977: 211-213, Fine 2010a: 136-140.
®EN 6.3: 1139b14-17.

10°As a consequence, I contend that my translation of T1.1 is not circular: without
qualification knowledge is described in terms of knowledge. At worst my translation
presupposes a sense of what it means to know. On the complaint of circularity see, e.g.,
Burnyeat 1981: 103, Barnes 1994: 90, Angioni 2016: 80.
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1.3. An interpretative puzzle for T1.1

A particularly curious aspect of T1.1 is Aristotle’s invocation of what we think when
we think that we know. Commentators often have relatively little to say about this
aspect of T1.1. In many cases, T1.1 is transformed from the first-person plural to the
third-person singular and reduced, without much fuss, to a definition along the

lines of:

S knows x without qualification (if and?) only if (i) S knows the cause of x

and (ii) S knows that x cannot be otherwise.!!

An implicit assumption of these interpretations is that Aristotle just happens to
frame his account of knowledge in terms of what we think when we think that we
know; it is something philosophically unimportant to how Aristotle thinks about
knowledge, either a rhetorical flourish or a peculiar turn of phrase. But we might
wonder whether the way that Aristotle frames T1.1 is as insignificant as these
interpretations imply. In fact, when Aristotle talks about knowledge he often speaks
in terms of what we think knowledge is, and what we think when we think that we
know. T1.1 is but one example of this.’> What’s more, T1.1 is Aristotle’s first use of
the first-person plural in the Posterior Analytics. In Posterior Analytics 1.1, Aristotle
speaks either declaratively (71al-2), uses impersonal constructions (71all), or
speaks in the third-person singular or plural (71a17-18). Why, then, when Aristotle
first introduces his account of knowledge without qualification, does he speak in
terms of what we think about knowledge? Why not just declare what knowledge is?

Perhaps Aristotle’s invocation of what “we think” is intended to draw upon
our intuitions about knowledge. Intuitions are frequently used in epistemology,

typically in order to judge whether someone knows in a particular case (e.g. the

1 E.g. Burnyeat 1981: 106, Fine 2010b, Angioni 2016.

2 For others, see: APo 1.9: 76a28-30, 1.20: 85b28, 1.33: 89a6-10, 2.11: 94a20, Phys 1.1:
184a12-14, 2.3: 194b18-20, Met 1.1: 981a30-b6, 1.3: 983a24-26, EN 6.3: 1139b19-21.
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fake-barn case). Judgements about particular cases are then used to test individual
theories of knowledge. For instance, if we judge that the person in the fake-barn
case doesn’t know, but that they meet the criteria sufficient for knowledge of a
certain epistemic theory (e.g. virtue reliabilism), then this stands as evidence for the
falsity of that theory.®® Alternatively, we might use intuitions to derive the details of
our theory of knowledge. Consider, for instance, the claim that, “Virtue isn’t
teachable, but Socrates knows that virtue is teachable”. This sentence sounds
intuitively false, from which we might infer that knowledge requires truth.
Perhaps, then, Aristotle is drawing upon our epistemic intuitions as evidence for his
theory of knowledge: we think that knowing without qualification requires knowing
necessities and their causes, so knowing without qualification requires knowing
necessities and their causes.

Along these lines, Jonathan Barnes suggests that Aristotle’s invocation of
what we think when we think that we know is a premise, in an argument from

consensus (Barnes 1994: 91):

(P1)  When we think that we know something without qualification, we think
that we know its cause and we think that (we know that?)" it cannot be
otherwise.

(C)  Therefore: When we know something without qualification, we know its

cause and (we know that?) it cannot be otherwise.

P1 proposes that we are in general agreement about what we think is true when we
think that we know. From this, Aristotle infers what is in fact true when we know
(C). This does indeed seem to be the thrust of the passage. 71b9-12 presents
Aristotle’s opening premise: when we think that we know each thing without
qualification, (i) we think that we know its cause and (ii) we think that (we know

that?) it cannot be otherwise. Aristotle thus resolves that, ‘It is clear, then [toivuv],

13 See Goldman 1976. Cf. Theaetetus 201a-c, Nagel 2007: 792.
14 See Stanley 2008.

15 See n. 3.
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that knowing is something of this sort’ (71b12-13). This is further explained (yao,
71b13-15): everyone who thinks that they know — both those who know and those
who mistakenly think that they know — they all think that what they know cannot
be otherwise. Consequently (wote, 71b15-16) knowledge without qualification is of
what cannot be otherwise. Twice, then, Aristotle describes what we think when we
think that we know, and from this infers something that is in fact true of
knowledge. Similarly, there are numerous instances in the undisputed Corpus in
which Aristotle invokes what we think as evidence for what is in fact the case.!

But is P1 true? The puzzle for this interpretation is whether Aristotle offers a
convincing description of what “we” think when we think that we know. If
Aristotle misdescribes what we think, then P1 should be rejected as false. This turns
on who “we” is meant to be. Commentators typically go one of two ways, either
supposing that “we” is broad in scope, referring to what most or all ancient Greeks
thought when they took themselves to know; or taking “we” as narrow in scope,
referring to the opinions of Aristotle’s philosophical predecessors. In the next
section, I consider both options in turn, arguing that neither interpretation is

plausible.

1.4.What do “we” think when we think that we know?

1.4.1. The opinions of the many

Let’s first consider whether “we” is broad in scope. Myles Burnyeat supposes that
T1.1 sets the stage for Aristotle’s inquiry into knowledge ‘from a base in ordinary

thought’, describing how émiotrjun was ‘ordinarily [...] conceived’ (Burnyeat 1981:

16 APo 1.9: 76a28, 1.20: 85b28, 2.11: 94a20, Phys 1.1: 184a12, 2.3: 194b18, 34, PA 1.1: 639a7,
MA 1: 698al4, 4: 699b22, Met 1.1: 981a25, 1.3: 983a26, 1.9: 990bl1, 2.2: 994b29, 3.2:
996b20, 5.2: 1013a35, 7.2: 1028a36, EN 1.7: 1097b16, 1.10: 1101al, 4.9: 1128b16, 20, 6.5:
1140b8, 6.7: 1141a13, 6.11: 1143b8, 10.5: 1175a23, 10.7: 1177a22, Pol 2.4: 1262b7, Rhet 1.4:
1360b28, 2.2: 1378b12, Prot F53: 2. Cf. Phys 1.4: 187b12, Met 1.1: 981a26, 1.2: 982a8, 13.7:
1082b8, 17, EN: 6.3: 1139b20, EE 7.1: 1234b32.
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105-106). In addition to T1.1, Burnyeat cites Nicomachean Ethics 6.3 and Posterior

Analytics 1.33 in support of his interpretation (ibid. 108-109 n.23):

T1.2 And so what knowledge is [will] henceforth be clear, if it is necessary to
speak precisely and not be guided by likenesses. For we all suppose that
what we know does not admit of being otherwise; [...] Hence what is
knowable is from necessity. (EN 6.3: 1139b18-23)""

ETUOTAUN HEV OVV T 0Ty, EvtevBev @aveQoy, el det akpBoAoyeloBat katl
pr  dxoAovOelv  taig OpowdTow. TAVTEG YaQ UmoAapPavopev, O
erotapeda, und' évdéxeoBal dAAwe éxev: [...] €€ dvdyxng doa Eoti TO
ETUoTNTOV.

T1.3 And this agrees with how things appear to be. For opinion is unstable, and
so too is the nature of the items we are talking about. In addition, no one
thinks that they opine something when they think that it is impossible for it
to be otherwise — rather, they think that they know it [...] (APo 1.33: 89a4-9)

KAl OHoAOYyoUHEVOVY O 0UTw TOIC PALVOUEVOLS: 1] Te Ya 00&a aféPatov,
KAl 1) @UOLS 1] TOLXVTN. TIROG d& TOUTOLS OVOELS oleTat doEdlewy, dtav ointat
AadLVATOV AAAWG €xev, aAA' émtiotacBar

In T1.2, Aristotle is perhaps more explicit than in T1.1: we all suppose that what we
know cannot be otherwise. In a similar fashion to T1.1, Aristotle takes this statement
of consensus as indicative of the fact that what is knowable cannot be otherwise.
And, as T1.3 claims, no one thinks that they opine when they think that it is
impossible for the object of their cognition to be otherwise; rather, they think that
they know. This is, as Aristotle declares, how things appear to be. Burnyeat'’s line of
interpretation thus supposes that T1.1 aims to capture what most or all Greeks
thought about émotrjun, from the philosopher in the Academy to the citizen in the
Agora. It expresses an ordinary conception of émiotun, one that was commonly

shared.

17 Translations from the Nicomachean Ethics follow Reeve 2014, to greater and lesser
degrees.
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But there are two issues with this view. First, despite the fact that T1.2 and
T1.3 appear to be more explicit about the scope of Aristotle’s “we”, they nonetheless
remain ambiguous. “We all” may still be shorthand for “all of us”, where “us” is a
limited set of people. Similarly, “no one” need not mean “nobody at all” but “not
one of us”. So the text of T1.2 and T1.3 is suggestive of Burnyeat’s claims, but not
conclusive. Second, T1.1 seems to bear little to no relation to ordinary conceptions
of érmuotnun in classical Greece.’® A brief survey of the various literary uses of
éruotun and émiotacBal in Liddell and Scott’s lexicon testifies to this (Liddell et
al 1996). EniotacOal and its cognates could be used to refer to a wide variety of
knowledges, including knowing how to do something, knowing people, and
knowing facts or states of affairs.” Although émiotrjun could take causes or
explanations as its object,? it is clear that an ancient Greek could very easily think
that they have ¢rmotun of something without knowing its cause. The same is true
for Aristotle’s thought that knowledge is of necessities: I have yet to find a single
example suggesting that émotrun is of things that cannot be otherwise, at least
outside of philosophical literature. Whilst émtiotun certainly could be used to refer
to more demanding epistemic conditions (e.g. military expertise)* it's clear that
éruotun certainly did not demand causal knowledge of necessities,
paradigmatically or otherwise. So, if Aristotle did intend for T1.1 to capture
éruoTrun as it was ordinarily conceived — what all or most classical Greeks thought
when they thought that they had érotun — then Aristotle must have been deeply
out of touch with ordinary (or perhaps literary) folk. It would thus be uncharitable
to read P1 as reporting what all or most ancient Greeks thought when they thought

that they had emiotun.?

18 Barnes 1994: 91.

19 E.g. Sophocles Philoctetes: 1055-1059, Oedipus the King: 1110-1116, and The Women of
Trachis: 335-338, respectively.

20 E.g. Aeschylus Persians: 599.
21 E.g. Thucydides The Peloponnesian War: 1.121.4, 6.72.4, 7.62.2.

22 Buryeat’s view is perhaps more complex. On the one hand, Burnyeat claims that T1.1
describes émiotun as it is ‘ordinarily [...] conceived’ (Burnyeat 1981: 105). On the
other, Burnyeat later claims that the Posterior Analytics is ‘concentrated on the téAog, the
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1.4.2.  The opinions of the wise

An alternative line of interpretation supposes that Aristotle’s “we” is narrow in
scope, referring to Aristotle’s philosophical predecessors or a subset of them. For
instance, Monte Ransome Johnson explains Aristotle’s “we think” in T1.1, first, as
the reporting of philosophical reputable opinions and, second, as a hesitation
(Johnson 2005: 94). When Aristotle says that we think that knowledge requires
knowing the cause, he is invoking the consensus of his philosophical predecessors.
Aristotle agrees with them (knowledge is of causes) but is cautious and argues that
knowledge in fact requires knowing by means of all four causes (APo 2.11, cf. Phys
2.3). Thus when Aristotle describes those who do not know but think they know in
T1.1, he has in mind his philosophical predecessors who thought that they knew
because they thought they had achieved causal knowledge. But, in fact, they fell
short of knowledge because they failed to distinguish between and know by means
of all four causes.?

But we should also be wary of this reading. Whilst it’s true that many of
Aristotle’s philosophical predecessors were concerned with identifying causes and
first principles, few made grasping causes an explicit requirement for knowledge.

Plato is perhaps the only explicit proponent of this view (e.g. Meno: 98a3-4, Republic

achieved state of understanding which is the end and completion of the epistemological
process’ (ibid. 133). As far as I'm aware, Burnyeat does not resolve these claims. Is it the
case, for instance, that T1.1 doesn’t aim to describe émiotrjun as it was ordinarily
ascribed to people, but rather an ordinary conception of the téAoc of émomun? My
presentation of Burnyeat might then be misrepresentative: T1.1 is rather intended as a
description of a common understanding of the complete and final epistemic
achievement. The truth of P1 thus depends on whether it accurately describes how this
final epistemic achievement was indeed conceived. I argue below that, even on this
interpretation, P1 is likely false (§1.5.1).

2 This straightforwardly misinterprets the text of T1.1. Aristotle’s claims about those
who do not know but think they know stand in support of the claim that without
qualification knowledge is of what cannot be otherwise. What those people think, then,
is not that they have grasped the cause, but that what they know cannot be otherwise.
Presumably their mistake is that what they think cannot be otherwise is in fact

contingent.
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6: 508e3-4). And whilst it seems right to say that T1.1 must have Plato in mind, it
would be peculiar for Aristotle to use “we” only to refer to himself and Plato.
Indeed, Aristotle did not shy away from identifying Plato as the owner of a
particular view, both in agreement and disagreement, and both on his own and
grouped together with other philosophers (e.g. the Pythagoreans).?* And we should
have similar concerns about Aristotle’s claim that knowledge is of what cannot be
otherwise. It could perhaps be argued that the Forms as the proper objects of
knowledge are necessary in so far as they are unchanging (e.g. Republic 5: 479a).
Similarly, we might be able to argue that Parmenides subscribed to the view that
knowledge is of what cannot be otherwise, in so far as he claims that knowledge is
of “what-is” and that it's not possible for “what-is” not to be (B2). But even if these
interpretations are correct in outline, T1.1 could not be read as reporting what all or
most of Aristotle’s predecessors thought about knowledge. There just wasn’t such
philosophical consensus.> We are left, then, with the possibility that T1.1 reports
what just a few of Aristotle’s predecessors might have agreed to about knowledge.
But we should also resist this thought. First, it leaves us wondering why Aristotle
doesn’t identify the particular philosophers that he has in mind. And, similarly,
why Aristotle doesn’t offer the kind of critical reflection that is so often a hallmark
of his engagement with his predecessors’” views.?® Second, if “we” just reports what
some philosophers thought about knowledge, then P1 will hardly support a general
claim about what is in fact true when we know (at least, not without further
argument). Consequently, we should not read P1 as reporting the opinions of
Aristotle’s philosophical predecessors, either all or a subset of them.

We are thus returned back to the puzzle of how to read T1.1. P1 apparently
offers a description of what “we” think when we think that we know. From this,
Aristotle draws a conclusion about the requirements for knowledge. But, as we

have seen, if “we” is read as referring to all or most people, then P1 is

2% E.g. Top 4.2: 122b25-26, Phys 3.4: 203a4-16, DC 1.10: 280a30-32, Met 1.6: 987a29-988a17,
4.5:1010b11-14, 6.2: 1026b14-15, EN 1.4: 1095a32-b1, 2.3: 1104b11-13, 10.2: 1172b28-29.

25 Pgce Vlastos 1985: 15-18. Cf. Fine 2010b: 325.
2% E.g. Phys 1.2-6, DA 1.2-5, Met 1.3-9.
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straightforwardly false. The same can be said if “we” is intended to refer to all or
most of Aristotle’s predecessors. For P1 to even stand a chance of being true, we
must read “we” as referring to a narrow subset of Aristotle’s predecessors (or,
perhaps, to “we” Aristotelians). The problem with this, however, is that P1 no
longer offers good grounds for Aristotle’s conclusion: why should we be persuaded
of Aristotle’s account of what it is to know without qualification, based on the fact
that some people don’t take themselves to know until they have causal knowledge
of necessities? That said, both Burnyeat's and Johnson’s interpretations have
something to recommend them. The most straightforward reading of T1.1 is that it
invokes what we (all) think when we think that we know, and Aristotle’s account of
knowledge also clearly draws upon some of the views of his philosophical
predecessors. The challenge, then, is to determine in what sense, as Burnyeat puts it,
T1.1 has its ‘base in ordinary thought’, and how it simultaneously relates to the
opinions of Aristotle’s predecessors, as Johnson suggests. I'll return to this issue in
§1.6 and Chapter 2. In the next section, I consider a strategy employed by a number
of commentators to address this interpretative difficulty, according to which T1.1

describes an epistemic ideal.

1.5.1deal knowledge

A common interpretation of Aristotle’s epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics
maintains that T1.1 describes an epistemic ideal. Whilst I agree with this
interpretative approach in outline, I offer a critique of its details. This critique will in
turn provide motivation for inquiring into the value of without qualification

knowledge.

1.5.1. Knowledge without qualification as a superlative epistemic state

In an attempt to save Aristotle the embarrassment of having given an account of

knowledge that is far too strict, C.C.W. Taylor suggests that:
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[...] nous + episteme is the ideal type of knowledge, knowledge strictly or
properly speaking, to which other kinds of knowledge can be seen as
approximating (Taylor 1990: 121-122)

According to this view, T1.1 is Aristotle’s description of true or perfect knowledge.
Accordingly, P1 doesn’t report what Greeks typically or ordinarily thought when
they thought that they had ¢miotun, but what they thought when they thought
that they had an ideal form of émiotrjun.” Let’s first consider what’s correct about
this interpretation, before turning to its difficulties.

It seems clear that the Posterior Analytics is concerned with describing a way
of knowing that is in some sense superlative. Something along these lines can be
taken from Aristotle’s use of amAwg in T1.1. Broadly speaking, Aristotle uses both
the adjectival and adverbial forms of amAwg synonymously with terms such as
unmixed (apryrc) and undivided (&dwxipetoc), and opposes it with that which is
composite (cUvOetoc), intertwined (cvumenAeypévov), and twofold or repeated
(dmAwc).2® Consequently, common translations of anAdg are “single” or “simple”,
and “singly” or “simply” for amAwc (simpliciter in Latin). When applied to speech,
amAwg has the sense of something being said without anything else needing to be
added; hence the common translation, “without qualification”. Aristotle offers an
example in the Topics: sacrificing one’s father isn’t fine without qualification but
only to certain people. In such cases we must properly qualify the claim that “to
sacrifice one’s father is fine”. In other cases, however, no qualification is necessary.
For example, one need not qualify the claim that “to honour the gods is fine”
because honouring the gods is fine without qualification (Top 2.11: 115b29-35). More
generally Aristotle tells us that if a predication can be made in a certain respect
(katd tt) or with respect to a certain time (1ote) or place (ov) then it can also be
made without qualification (1159b11-14). In T1.1 we might similarly read &mAwc as
indicating that Aristotle is not talking about knowledge in some qualified sense —

what it means to know for certain people or in a particular way (e.g. in the sophistic

27 See also Barnes 1994: 91, Gifford 2000: 172-173, Lesher 2001: 54, Burnyeat 1981: 133.

28 For references, see Bonitz 1870: 76-77.
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way). Instead, T1.1 describes knowledge properly speaking. And amAwg indicates
that T1.1 describes what is true of knowing where no qualifications hold.

This is somewhat fleshed out by Aristotle’s use of &mAwg in his contrast in
Posterior Analytics 1.2 between what is better known and prior to us (fptv) and what
is better known and prior by nature (tr) @voel) (71b33-72a5). There he uses &mAwg
synonymously with “by nature”: universals are better known and prior both by
nature and without qualification, whereas particulars, which are closer to
perception, are better known and prior to us. Given the close proximity of this
passage, we might wonder whether we are being prompted to think back to T1.1.
Indeed, Aristotle elsewhere makes clear that the goal of learning is to make that
which is better known by nature better known to us. For example, that which is
known by perception is better known, more familiar, and more convincing to the
novice learner, but that which is universal is better known, more familiar, and more
convincing to the expert knower.? Similarly, the expert knower knows better and is
more convinced of the first principles of demonstrations, whereas the novice learner
knows better and is more convinced of that which is to be demonstrated (APo 1.2:
72a25-b4).%° On this view, that which is better known, prior, and more convincing
by nature is that which is causally prior by nature: if p is the cause of g then p is
prior and better known by nature than g, and if p has no further cause then it is best
known and most prior.*? And the goal of learning is to orientate oneself such that
one’s knowledge tracks the causal-explanatory priority that belongs by nature. In
this sense, we can think of without qualification knowledge at the end of an arc of
learning: starting from what is better known to us we come to know (better) what is
better known without qualification. To know without qualification is to have
mastered a body of knowledge, such that one has an epistemic grasp that properly

fits the nature of the object of knowledge.

2 For the inclusion of conviction, see APr 2.16: 64b32-3, APo 1.2: 72a25-b4, 1.25: 86b27.

30 See also Top 6.4: 141b3-142a15, Met 1.2: 982b2-4, 7.3: 1029b3-8. Cf. Phy 1.1: 184a, DA
2.2: 413a11-16. Cf. Lesher 2012.

31 Cf. Cat 12: 14b10-13. See also Schiaparelli 2011, Goldin 2013: 206-213, Bronstein 2016:
127-129.
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That the Posterior Analytics is concerned with explicating a particularly
demanding epistemic state is further confirmed by the conditions that Aristotle
places on without qualification knowledge, both in T1.1 and elsewhere. For
instance, we might merely know the fact that the planets twinkle. But in order to
know this without qualification, Aristotle thinks that we must know it by means of
a demonstration that explains why the planets twinkle and also know that, because
they are near, it cannot be otherwise that they twinkle. This, in Aristotle’s terms,
involves a search for the middle term: not satisfied with knowing the fact, we
inquire into its explanation (APo 2.2: 89b36-90al, 90a25-26, 31-34, cf. 1.13). Similarly,
Aristotle claims both that a demonstration is better if we know more in virtue of it,
and that we know something most (udAiota) when we know it by means of its
ultimate explanation. From this, he infers that universal demonstrations are better
than particular ones (APo 1.24: 85a21-22, 85b32-38, cf. APo 1.9: 76a18-22). As such,
we should be inclined to think that T1.1 isn’t intended to describe some mere state
of knowledge, but a superlative epistemic state: one in virtue of which we are said
to be most knowing.

On this view, Aristotle is concerned with accounting for a very particular
epistemic state in the Posterior Analytics: not mere knowledge (émotrjun) but
knowledge without qualification (¢miotun anAwe).?? And this, in turn, is to be most
knowing, which at least requires (i) knowing all of the relevant facts and
explanations that belong to a particular body of knowledge (e.g. all of the subject-
kinds, their essences, and demonstrable attributes) and (ii) knowing them in a way
that is most knowing (e.g. having made that which is prior and better known by
nature better known to us; knowing the necessary, explanatory connections

between the essences of subject-kinds and their demonstrable attributes, and

32 The expression éniotacOal anAwc and its cognate forms occur only ten (or eleven)
times in the surviving Corpus, all of which are found in Book 1 of the Posterior Analytics.
In addition to its double occurrence in T1.1, see APo 1.1: 71a26, 28, 1.2: 72b3, 1.3: 72b14,
1.4: 73a21, b6, 1.5: 74a33, 1.8: 75b25, 1.22: 84a6 (this being the uncertain case). For
eldéval amAwg, see APo 1.1: 71b3, 1.3: 72b30, 1.5: 74a33. For discussion, see Gifford 2000:
171-178.
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knowing them as such).® In this sense, Taylor is correct to suppose that Aristotle’s
concern in the Posterior Analytics is an ‘ideal type of knowledge, knowledge strictly
or properly speaking’ (Taylor 1990: 121-122).

The difficulty that Taylor’s interpretation faces, however, is that P1
nonetheless turns out to be false, and thus Aristotle’s argument in T1.1 doesn’t get
off the ground. To see this, consider Taylor’s claim that other types of knowledge
should be understood to approximate to Aristotle’s epistemic ideal. This claim can
be read in at least one of two ways: first, that other kinds of knowledge are
approximate (i.e. rough, inexact) versions of the ideal type of knowledge that T1.1
describes. Or, second, that when we set out to know, we approximate to (i.e.
approach, try to come close to) the ideal type of knowledge that T1.1 describes.

The first reading quickly runs into trouble. It's difficult to think of a
meaningful sense in which many lesser cases of émiotrun could be said to
approximate to Aristotle’s ideal. Take, for instance, cases in which someone is said
to have émotrjun when they know a person or know how to use a bow and arrow.
It's hard to imagine in what sense Aristotle could claim that what these people
think when they think that they know, approximates to thinking that they have
causal knowledge of what cannot be otherwise. Consequently, we may still reject P1
on the grounds that it fails to describe an epistemic ideal that lesser types of
knowledge in fact approximate to.

The second reading claims instead that when we set out to know, we try to
come close to the ideal type of knowledge that T1.1 describes. In this sense,

Aristotle’s epistemology could be described as aspirational, in so far as it describes

3 See Kosman 1973: 380-392, Lesher 1973, Charles 2000: 270-2, Bronstein 2016. As I
understand T1.1, éniotacOai anAwg includes both demonstrative knowledge and non-
demonstrative knowledge, i.e. voug (pace Gifford 2000: 174-175 n.11). This is suggested
immediately after T1.1: “And so, whether there is also another way of knowing, we shall
say later, but [now] we declare that [we] also know through demonstrations” (Ei pév
oUV kat étepog £0TL TOL EmiotacOal TEOTOoC, VOTEQOV €QOVUEV, PApEV O& kol Ol
anodeifews edéval. APo 1.2: 71b16-17.) In T1.1, then, Aristotle describes what it is to
know without qualification. He then details one way of knowing without qualification
(i.e. through demonstrations) and promises to consider whether there is another way of
knowing without qualification (i.e. non-demonstratively) (see APo 1.3: 71b18-22, 2.19).
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an epistemic end that we strive for. It is certainly the case that many instances of
knowledge fail to be, or even approximate to, causal knowledge of what cannot be
otherwise. But this need not be a problem. Aristotle’s claim is that we aim towards
causal knowledge of necessities, such that when we go about knowing we aspire to
this end. This is consistent with the thought that many instances of knowing that we
have along the way, do not measure up the same strict standards. But we should
still worry that T1.1 misdescribes what we do in fact strive for in our epistemic
practices. It would certainly be implausible to suppose that many (if any) Greeks
self-consciously strove for the ideal that Aristotle describes. The same may be true
for Aristotle’s philosophical predecessors: given there was little philosophical
consensus about what knowledge is, we shouldn’t expect a straightforward
description of what his predecessors thought the epistemic ideal is. We may thus
reject P1 on the grounds that “we” don’t, in fact, think that the epistemic ideal is

causal knowledge of necessities.

1.5.2. Knowledge without qualification as a prescriptive epistemic ideal

One way around these difficulties is to claim that T1.1 doesn’t describe the
epistemic ideal, but prescribes it. This interpretation is taken up by Robert Pasnau
under the banner of idealized epistemology. Pasnau claims that T1.1 is Aristotle’s
account of ‘the ideal epistemic position for a human being, given the powers we
have available to us and the kind of world we live in” (Pasunau 2013: 988). Like
Taylor, Pasnau’s understanding of Aristotle’s epistemological project has an
evaluative aspect: there are ‘lesser’ forms of knowledge that still count as
knowledge, but are in some sense ‘deficient’ when compared with Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal (ibid. 944). But Pasnau also adds a normative, prescriptive
dimension: the epistemic ideal is not only best; it is also something that we ought to

aim for (ibid. 989).3¢ Pasnau suggests that this reading has the benefit of not being so

3 Here I distinguish between evaluative and normative claims. As I use the two terms,
evaluations judge something to be good or bad, better or worse. Norms, on the other
hand, involve prescriptions: they demand that something ought to be done. For
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beholden to how knowledge is ordinarily conceived (ibid. 990-991). It can no longer
be claimed that Aristotle misdescribes what “we” think when we think that we
know, because P1 does not attempt to describe what we in fact think when we think
that we know. Nor can it be complained that Aristotle misdescribes what his
contemporary Greeks (philosophers or not) in fact strove for in their epistemic
practices, or how they in fact conceived of the epistemic ideal. This is because T1.1
aims to prescribe the epistemic ideal that we ought to strive for. If it turns out that
Aristotle’s account of the epistemic ideal doesn’t match up with how his
contemporaries understood it, then Aristotle can claim that his contemporaries
were mistaken. In this sense, Aristotle’s account is revisionist.

There are, however, two immediate difficulties with reading T1.1 in this
way. First, if Aristotle is prescribing an ideal that we ought to strive for, then why
does he apparently describe what we think when we think that we know, instead of
straightforwardly claiming that we ought to strive for causal knowledge of
necessities? Aristotle is not shy of using deontic modal verbs.* It would be strange
for him not to do so in T1.1. Consequently, a proponent of Pasnau’s interpretation
must square the proposal that Aristotle is introducing a prescriptive, epistemic ideal
with the text of T1.1. The second difficulty is that, as Pasnau understands them,
epistemic ideals are normative in so far as they put demands on people (or, at least,
on people qua knowers). Ideals imply that you ought to strive to achieve them and,
in this sense, they are meant to be both action guiding and reason giving. If we are
to understand T1.1 as prescribing an epistemic ideal, then, we must have some
account of its reason-giving force and the grounds of its normativity. This is

essential if we are to be convinced that the epistemic ideal is as Aristotle describes

instance, a piece of poetry might be judged to be bad in so far as it fails to exhibit traits
characteristic of good poetry, e.g. it may be too literal or lack eloquence. Such
evaluations are at least conceptually distinct from the further claim that it ought to have
been better. After all, it might be the case that no one cares whether or not a certain
piece of poetry is good. However, this case appears markedly different from a moral
evaluation, where the judgement that an act is morally bad is more readily associated
with the thought that it ought not be done. In such cases, evaluations may imply
prescriptions.

% E.g. APo 1.5: 74a4. Cf. Met. 1.3: 983a24-26.
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it. Without this, Aristotle’s epistemic ideal risks being consigned to the status of
mere stipulation.®

To see the force of this second challenge it's worth considering Philippa
Foot’s account of the norms of etiquette. As a code of behaviour, etiquette makes
certain normative demands, e.g. that you ought not put your elbows on the dinner
table. But, Foot claims, the fact that etiquette makes such demands doesn’t give us
reason to act in accordance with them. Indeed, we only have reason to act in

accordance with them if we care about behaving politely. As Foot puts it:

[...] one may reasonably ask why anyone should bother about what
should-e, (should from the point of view of etiquette) be done, and that
such considerations deserve no notice unless reason is shown. So although
people give as their reason for doing something the fact that it is required
by etiquette, we do not take this consideration as in itself giving us reason
to act (Foot 1972: 309)

In this sense, the norms of etiquette give us rules to follow but not reason to follow
them.” Foot contrasts this with the supposed normative authority of morality:
moral norms give people categorical reason to act morally, irrespective of whether
they care about being moral. In Foot’s words, moral norms have an ‘automatic
reason-giving force” that the norms of etiquette lack (ibid.). According to Pasnau’s
prescriptive interpretation, T1.1 describes an epistemic ideal, which implies that we
ought to strive for causal knowledge of necessities. The question we may ask, then,
is whether this prescription has reason-giving force. If not, Aristotle’s epistemic
ideal may be relegated to the status of etiquette: we could quite plausibly deny that
we have any reason to strive for causal knowledge of necessities, aside from the fact
that Aristotle claims that we do. If, on the other hand, we suppose that T1.1
attempts to describe a norm that we have reason to act in accordance with, we

should hope that Aristotle is able to ground its normativity.%

3 Cf. Barnes 1994: 92.
37 See also Parfit 2011: 11.310-314.

3 Pasnau has little to offer on this topic, at least in respect of Aristotle. Pasnau merely

claims that it is ‘certainly plausible to suppose” that the ideal epistemic ‘limit of human
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1.6. Towards a resolution of T1.1’s interpretative puzzle

I've argued that Taylor’s interpretation of Aristotle’s epistemic project chimes well
with the demanding conditions Aristotle puts on knowledge in the Posterior
Analytics. Aristotle is indeed concerned with accounting for a superlative epistemic
state, one according to which we are said to be most knowing. However, on
Taylor’s reading, P1 still turns out to be straightforwardly false. Pasnau adds to
Taylor’s interpretation the thought that T1.1 might present a prescriptive epistemic
ideal, such that P1 prescribes rather than describes the conditions under which we
ought to take ourselves to know ideally. This has the distinct interpretative benefit
of ensuring that Aristotle is not beholden to what we in fact think when we take
ourselves to know (ideally or otherwise). As such, P1 cannot be claimed
straightforwardly false. Nonetheless, an interpretation of T1.1 following Pasnau
must address two further difficulties. First, if T1.1 offers a prescriptive epistemic
ideal, why does Aristotle use descriptive language? Second, what reason do we
have to strive for this epistemic ideal? What grounds its normativity?

The first difficulty has a straightforward but superficial solution: T1.1
describes an epistemic ideal that implies a prescription. On this view, T1.1 doesn’t
explicitly prescribe that we ought to strive for causal knowledge of necessities.
Rather, Aristotle gives an account of an ideal form of knowledge, with the
implication that we ought to strive for it in virtue of its being ideal. The second
difficulty will take longer to resolve. In Chapter 2, I argue that Aristotle has
grounds to argue that we ought not take ourselves to know ideally unless we take
ourselves to have causal knowledge of necessities. To this end, Aristotle draws on a
common idea about knowledge: that knowledge characteristically requires rational
conviction. Since knowing requires rational conviction, knowing superlatively
demands maximal rational conviction, and maximal rational conviction is only

achieved when we know necessary truths by means of their causes. Consequently,

inquiry” would involve knowing causes (Pasnau 2013: 995) and has nothing to say about

Aristotle’s necessity condition.
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we know superlatively only when we achieve causal knowledge of necessities. This
has the distinct interpretative benefit of making clear how T1.1 both draws from but
is not beholden to ordinary thoughts about émiotiun.®® However, Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal is more demanding than this: it is not merely a superlative epistemic
state, but a superlative epistemic state with a prescriptive aspect. But why ought we
strive for causal knowledge or necessities? I draw out this worry in Chapter 3,
through a consideration of Aristotle’s epistemic ideal and his characterisation of the
sophistic knower, who supposes that the sole value of any and all knowledge (or
epistemic state) is instrumental on the value of making money through the
appearance of wisdom. According to the sophist’s account of knowledge and its
value, whether or not we ought to strive for causal knowledge of necessities (or, for
that matter, any epistemic state) depends on whether it serves the end of appearing
wise. Given that we don’t typically require causal knowledge of necessities to
achieve this end, we have no reason to strive for Aristotle’s epistemic ideal.
Aristotle must therefore provide us with an account of the value of knowledge that
vindicates his epistemic ideal, such that we have reason to strive to know without
qualification.

This will be the work of Part II of this thesis, which argues that Aristotle
grounds the prescriptive aspect of his epistemic ideal on the value of knowing
without qualification. Otherwise put, we have reason to strive to know without
qualification because knowing in this way has value. On this view, it may not be the
case that Aristotle’s epistemic ideal has categorical normativity, i.e. it may not be
the case that, necessarily, we ought to strive for without qualification knowledge
(or, in Foot’s words, that Aristotle’s epistemic ideal will have automatic reason-
giving force). Nonetheless, we will be provided with reason to strive for Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal in virtue of its value, i.e. because knowing in this way is good for
the knower.

Such an interpretation cannot be read straight off the text of the Posterior
Analytics. Indeed, Aristotle only twice hints at the thought that without qualification

knowledge should be thought about in terms of its value. In Posterior Analytics 2.19,

% Cf. Gifford 2000: 172, 174 n.10, 179 n.18.
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Aristotle suggests that one epistemic state is more estimable (t{piiog) than another in
virtue of its exactitude (dwoiPeiar) (99b33-34). He later claims that only non-
demonstrative knowledge of the first principles of demonstrations (i.e. intellect,
voUGg) surpasses demonstrative knowledge in exactitude. From this, we might infer
that intellect is of greater value than demonstrative knowledge, and that
demonstrative knowledge is of greater value than other, less exact epistemic states.
To know without qualification might thus be of value in virtue of its exactitude.*
Elsewhere, Aristotle argues that universals are valuable because they make causes
clear, and that universal demonstrations are thus more valuable than perception or
thought (APo 1.31: 88a5-8). Aristotle’s point here is that universals and universal
demonstration are instrumentally valuable for achieving without qualification
knowledge. As such, this passage suggests that without qualification knowledge
might be valuable, but not why. The remainder of the Posterior Analytics at most
suggests that to know without qualification is to be most knowing and that to be
most knowing is to know best, just as one might be said to know philosophy better

if one is more knowledgeable of philosophy. For example, Aristotle claims that:

T1.4 [...] you cannot be better related to things of which there is a demonstration
than by knowing them, nor can you know them without a demonstration
(APo 1.22: 83b34-35)*

[...] @v d' éotv amodelfls, ovte BEATIOV €xelV €yXWOEL TOOS AVTX TOV
edéval, oUT eldéval avev amodei&ewg

To know demonstrable objects by means of a demonstration is to know them best.
But this is insufficient to ground the thought that there’s something good about
knowing without qualification. If I learn and understand everything there is to
know about the history of the village of Wyverstone, then there is a sense in which I
am most knowing of and the best knower with respect to the history of Wyverstone.

But just because I'm the best knower in this respect, it doesn’t follow that there’s

40T return to the relationship between exactitude and value in §7.2.2.

41 See also APo 1.2: 72a34.
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anything good or valuable about my knowledge. As such, there may be no reason
as to why others ought to strive to be the best knower in this respect. Similarly,
then, when Aristotle describes without qualification knowledge as better or best, we
should not suppose that Aristotle has offered an explanation of the value of without
qualification knowledge, nor has he provided us with reason to strive for his
epistemic ideal. Just as we must be given reason to adhere to the norms of etiquette
and so become polite, Aristotle must provide reason for us to become more
knowing.

In Chapter 3, I argue that Aristotle’s juxtaposition of without qualification
knowledge and the sophistic way of knowing in T1.1 is suggestive that questions
about the value of knowledge are at the forefront of Aristotle’s project in the
Posterior Analytics. In Part II, I return to the question of the value of without
qualification knowledge through a consideration of the value of theoretical wisdom
in the Nicomachean Ethics, of which demonstrative knowledge is a constitutive part.
In so doing, I offer two senses in which theoretical wisdom (and so without
qualification knowledge) may be understood as valuable. As such, I offer two

senses in which we have reason to strive for Aristotle’s epistemic ideal.

1.7.Recent approaches to Aristotle’s epistemic normativity

A central feature of my interpretation is that Aristotle’s epistemological project has
a normative aspect. In the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle sets out to describe an
epistemic ideal and, in so doing, he implies that we ought to strive to achieve it. I
have proposed that Aristotle’s prescription is grounded on the value of this way of
knowing. Several commentators have offered accounts of the normative aspects of
Aristotle’s epistemology. In this section I detail these, clarifying my interpretation in

relation to each of them.

1.7.1.  Truth as a constitutive norm of belief
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Ian McCready-Flora (2013) argues that Aristotle held the view that ‘a constitutive
norm prescribing true belief [06&a] binds all rational subjects” (McCready-Flora
2013: 69).#2 Constitutive norms ‘define the structure of an endeavor and make it
what it is” (ibid. 68). For instance, it’s a constitutive norm of tennis that you don’t hit
the ball with your body. This norm structures the activity of playing tennis by
demanding that you ought not hit the ball with your body. To accidentally do so
would be to break this rule, but your intending to abide by it is also in part
constitutive of your playing tennis: if you abandon your racket and try to play with
your hands then not only will you break this rule, you won’t even count as playing
tennis. McCready-Flora argues that, for Aristotle, truth is a constitutive norm of
belief: one believes correctly if and only if one’s belief is true, and to aim at
believing truly is partly constitutive of believing — it is a norm that ‘one is subject to
[...] simply in virtue of playing the game’ (ibid. 81).

This account of the normativity of belief presents a challenge to reading T1.1
as an epistemic ideal. According to McCready-Flora, Aristotle did not consider
knowledge to be subject to genuine normativity: normativity that prescribes and
automatically gives us reason to act (ibid. 67). Consequently, T1.1 could at best be an
evaluative claim — a claim about a way of knowing that is better than other
epistemic conditions — but Aristotle apparently did not think that value could
ground an ought that has normative authority. If that’s right, then we’d either be
misguided in reading T1.1 as a prescriptive ideal, or Aristotle’s prescription lacks
genuine normative grounds. In the following I set out McCready-Flora’s view and
explain why we should be cautious of this conclusion.

Nicomachean Ethics 6 is McCready-Flora’s starting point, where Aristotle
claims that truth is the good condition (t0 €0) of theoretical thought (EN 6.2:
1139a27-28). Indeed, truth is the function (£éoyov) of all discursive thought
(1139a29). This is an evaluative claim: all discursive thought aims at truth and for
discursive thought to arrive at truth is good in so far as it is valuable (McCready-
Flora 2013: 72-73). But in Nicomachean Ethics 6.9, Aristotle makes the further claim

that belief is subject to truth as a standard of correctness (00061tnc): beliefs can be

42 See also Duncombe 2016: 122.

48



mistaken and a belief only meets its standard of correctness if it is true (EN 6.9:
1142b11). From this, McCready-Flora argues that truth as a standard of correctness
governs belief as a constitutive norm. It is normative in so far as it demands that we
ought to believe truly if we are to try and believe at all (McCready-Flora 2013: 74-
76).

This marks an important distinction in McCready-Flora’s line of thought.
True beliefs may be valuable, for instance, because they often help us achieve our
practical ends. But value doesn’t entail normativity: it is good for non-human
animals to perceive the world correctly in order to live, but it does not follow that
they ought to do so (ibid. 74-76). And in the case of humans, true beliefs may be
valuable for achieving our practical ends, but that we ought to believe truly does
not follow straightforwardly from this evaluative claim. After all, there may be
some other means by which we can achieve our ends: some of our practical
concerns may at times even be better served by false beliefs. McCready-Flora
instead argues that we ought to believe truly because making definite judgements is
a constitutive part of the very activity of practical reasoning (ibid. 76-81). Rather
than being a replaceable step in the process of achieving our aims, forming beliefs is
the only means by which to rationally achieve our ends. If we are to act as rational
animals then we must go about believing, and so we are bound by belief’s
constitutive norm.

This has problematic consequences if we wish to read Aristotle’s epistemic
ideal as prescriptive. Unlike belief, Aristotle claims that knowledge has no standard

of correctness:

T1.5 [...] for there is no standard of correctness of knowledge (since there is no
error either) (EN 6.9: 1142b10)

[...] émomung pév yap ovk €0ty 0000TNG (00dE Y apaQtion)

Because it is factive, knowledge cannot err. But, as we have seen, McCready-Flora

argues that a standard of correctness is necessary for normativity because it
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structures the possibility for success and failure. What's worse, evaluative claims
are supposedly incapable of properly grounding normativity. So even though truth
is the good condition of knowledge — as it is for all discursive thought — and
knowledge may be in some sense valuable, this does not place any genuine
normative constraints on knowing. Reading T1.1 normatively, then, must face the
challenge that Aristotle apparently subscribes to the view that knowledge is not
governed by any genuine normativity. There may be nothing, to use Foot’s words
again, that could give T1.1 reason giving force.

But we should not be too hasty. First, as McCready-Flora notes, it is
surprising for Aristotle to claim that knowledge has no standard of correctness (ibid.
73). And even though T1.5 is explicit about this, Aristotle’s remarks in Posterior

Analytics 1.5 should have us think again:

T1.6 It must not escape our notice that we often make mistakes and what we are
trying to prove does not hold primitively [and] universally although we
think we are proving it universally [and] primitively (APo 1.5: 74a4-6)

Aet d¢ ) AavOdvewy Ot mMOAAAKIS ovpPaivel dApAQTAVEY KAl Un
UTAQXELV TO DEKVUHEVOV TIRWTOV kaBOAov, 1) dokel delkvvoBat kaBoAov
TEWTOV

In trying to know, sometimes we make a mistake: we think that we have proved
something universally and primitively, but it escapes our notice that we have not.
Although the mistake cited concerns whether we are right in thinking that we
know, it is clear that our knowledge can also miss the mark if we fail to know
something universally and primitively. In such circumstances, Aristotle claims that
we may succeed in knowing in the sophistic way according to accident but fail to
know without qualification (APo 1.5: 74a25-b4).#* When we merely know according
to accident (after all, the sophistic way is still a way of knowing) our knowledge has
erred. And Aristotle’s insistence that ‘it must not escape our notice’ makes clear that

such mistakes stand in need of correction.

431 consider this case at length in §2.3.2.
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So even though truth may not be the standard of correctness of knowledge,
it seems clear that Aristotle understood knowledge to be subject to standards. For
instance, we can be said to err and miss the mark when we fail to know something
universally and primitively, i.e. when our knowledge fails to meet the strict criteria
for knowing without qualification. And we may also challenge McCready-Flora’s
claim that Aristotle’s knowledge norms are not (or cannot be) appropriately
grounded on value. This is indeed a common approach to the contemporary
problem of epistemic normativity: numerous authors have attempted to explain the
force of epistemic norms in terms of goodness or value, such that we have reason to
conform to epistemic norms because doing so is good or valuable.* Such views
certainly have their philosophical problems, but so do accounts that ground
epistemic normativity on the thought that truth is a constitutive norm of belief.*> As
such, we should not presuppose that the prescriptive aspect of Aristotle’s epistemic
ideal is not or cannot be grounded on the value of knowing without qualification. In
Part II of this thesis, I argue just this: we have reason to know without qualification

because such knowledge is valuable.

1.7.2.  Norms that keep inquiries on track

Along different lines, James Lennox argues that Aristotle’s methodological remarks
in Parts of Animals 1 and De Anima 1.1 betray the fact that Aristotle subscribes to
various norms for inductive inquiry. These norms specify the proper order of
inquiry and are articulated in order to keep an inquiry ‘on track’ and ‘self-
correcting” (Lennox 2011: 27, 30-41). What's more, they are particular to the subject
at hand: the norms for zoological inquiries are different from those for an inquiry
into the soul. In each case, the appropriate norms are shaped and constrained by the
particular ‘nature of the object of inquiry and the nature of our cognitive access to

that object’ (ibid. 41).4

# See Steglich-Petersen 2011, cf. Coté-Bouchard 2017.
4 Coté-Bouchard 2016.
46 See PA 1.1: 639al-b5, 1.4: 644b17-22.
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Lennox does not specify what grounds the normativity of Aristotle’s
inductive norms. It might be the case, for instance, that they derive their normative
force from a more general truth norm. Something along the lines of: we ought to
seek out the truth, so we ought to act in accordance with the norms that keep our
inquiries on track towards the truth. Alternatively, we might suppose that inquiring
in a particular order is constitutive of doing that inquiry. On this view, you don’t
count as investigating the soul just in virtue of the fact that the soul is the object of
your inquiry. In addition, you must also inquire in the right way, in the right order,
according to the object's proper method (pé0odoc).#” For instance, you could
justifiably be said not to be studying physics if your research into physical laws
consists solely in reading science fiction books. That doesn’t count as doing physics,
because it doesn’t abide by the norms that constitute that inquiry. In such cases, the
norms that keep an inquiry on track don’t merely help to ensure that our inquiries
are truth conducive; we must also abide by them to ensure that we count as
undertaking the very inquiry that we intend to undertake.

On either reading, the force of Aristotle’s norms of inquiry is conditional. On
the first, adhering to the norms of a particular inductive inquiry depends upon a
more general norm that we ought to seek out the truth. But this alone won'’t suffice:
even if we ought, in general, to believe truly whenever we form beliefs, its
implausible to claim that we ought to seek out and believe all truths. Some truths
seem trivial, and others are potentially bad for us to believe. What reason do we
have for inquiring into them all? We should thus be supplied with some further
reason as to why we ought to seek out the particular truths an inquiry has to offer,
e.g. why we ought to seek out truths about the soul, or truths about the natures of
animals. Something similar can be asked about the second reading, according to
which we ought to adhere to the norms of a particular inductive inquiry because
those norms are constitutive of undertaking that inquiry: why ought we undertake
the inquiry (and so adhere to its norms) in the first place? As Foot points out in the
case of etiquette, some further reason must be given. If you are undertaking a

particular zoological inquiry, then your inquiry should proceed in a certain order,

47 See DA 1.1: 402a19-20.
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such that you count as undertaking that inquiry. But if you have no reason to
undertake that inquiry, then you have no reason to adhere to its norms.

This is also true when Aristotle declares in the Metaphysics that:

T1.7 And it is evident, then, that we must acquire knowledge of the original
causes (for, we say that we know each thing when we think we know its
primary cause) [...] (Met. 1.3: 983a24-26)*

Emtel 0& pavegov OtL twv €€ axNG attiwv det AaBety Emotuny (tote yaQ
eldévat @apev €kaotov, Otav TV TEWTNV attiav olwpeda yvwollew) [...]

Note the similarity with T1.1. In T1.1: we think we know each thing without
qualification, when we think we know its cause and that it cannot be otherwise. In
T1.7: we say that we know each thing only when we know its first cause. Aristotle’s
declaration can plausibly be described as a norm of inquiry: we ought to seek out
knowledge of original causes, for we only know something when we know its first
cause. But the scope of Aristotle’s prescription is unclear. Aristotle has spent
Metaphysics 1.1 arguing that wisdom (co@ia) — a certain, superlative epistemic
condition - is knowledge of causes and first principles (982al-3). At the beginning

of Metaphysics 1.2, he then declares that:

T1.8 And since we are seeking this knowledge, this is what is to be investigated,
namely, what sorts of causes and what sorts of first principles, the
knowledge of which is wisdom. (Met 1.2: 982a4-5)

Emtet 8¢ tavtnV Vv ruot)unv {nNtovpey, Tout v el okentéov, 1 el
Tiolag alTlag Kal TeQl molag &AQXAG EMOTIUN co@ia E0Tiv.

It is necessary to inquire into the nature of wisdom because we are seeking this
knowledge. Here, as in T1.7, further reason must be supplied such that we ought to
seek this knowledge at all. If we are seeking wisdom then we ought to inquire into

original causes, but we may have no reason to seek the wisdom characteristic of

4 Translations from the Metaphysics follow Reeve 2016.
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tirst philosophy. Similarly in the case T1.1: Aristotle must supply us with further
reason as to why we ought to strive for causal knowledge of necessities. In Part II, I
return to the Metaphysics and also to the Nicomachean Ethics to explain the value that
underwrites this prescription. And in Chapter 7, I assess Aristotle’s account of the
value of knowing the proper objects of theoretical wisdom. On this view, we have
reason to know the proper objects of theoretical wisdom because such objects are

good for the theoretically wise person to know.

1.7.3.  Epistemic norms and epistemic virtues

Miira Tuominen offers an appraisal of the normative elements of Aristotle’s
epistemology in light of Quinean naturalized epistemology and Descartes’
normative epistemological project. Tuominen argues that Aristotle’s approach to
knowledge is both descriptive and normative (Tuominen 2015: 67) and it is
normative in a manner quite different to that of Descartes: ‘As Cartesian
epistemology wishes to secure an indubitable basis for all knowledge, its important
normative element is related to certainty and immunity to sceptical doubt’ (ibid. 86).
Not so for Aristotle, whose approach to knowledge and our cognitive capacities
betray little concern with sceptical arguments and the justificatory role of
conviction. Instead, ‘the source of normativity in Aristotle’s account is derived from
the close connection between certain cognitive capacities, dispositions or states, and
truth, supreme truth or explanatory power” (ibid.).

Take intellect (voug) as an example. Intellect is a higher cognitive state than
demonstrative knowledge because it is concerned with first principles. First
principles are, in Aristotle’s own terms, more knowable than the conclusions of
demonstrations and they are explanatory of them, such that intellect is more exact
and truer (&AnOéotegov) than demonstrative knowledge.* Tuominen’s thought,
then, is that there is an evaluative aspect to Aristotle’s treatment of epistemic states,
such that one epistemic state is better than another if it exceeds it in relation to

exactitude, truth, and/or explanatory power. Such epistemic states have, we might

4 APo 2.19: 100b5-12, 1.2: 71b25-72a5, EN 6.7: 1141a12-22.
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say, a better grasp of reality. And Tuominen, similarly to Pasnau, also adds a
strictly normative dimension: causal knowledge and knowledge of essences is
something that we ought to strive for (ibid. 86). Consequently, Tuominen
understands intellect and demonstrative knowledge as epistemic virtues, and they
are virtues because of their ‘specific relation to external reality” (ibid. 87). Tuominen
does not specify why we should try to achieve these virtues. But we may infer that
it is because of their particular relation to external reality, i.e. on account of their
being most exact, supremely true, or ultimately explanatory.

My view is broadly speaking compatible with Tuominen’s: superlative
epistemic states such as demonstrative knowledge and theoretical wisdom are
valuable in part (i) because they are virtuous epistemic states and (ii) in virtue of
their particular relationship to truth. And I consider these aspects of demonstrative
knowledge and theoretical wisdom to ground the prescriptive aspect of Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal. Tuominen, however, has little more to say about how the virtuous
nature of these states grounds both their value and the prescription that we ought
to strive for them. What's good about being epistemically virtuous? And what'’s of
value about having a particularly exacting and true account of reality? In Part II, I
tackle these questions at length. In particular, I argue that epistemic virtue is
valuable because it transforms the proper objects and activities of knowing into

something good for the knower.

1.8.Conclusion

In this chapter, I have outlined my interpretation of Aristotle’s epistemological
project in the Posterior Analytics, according to which T1.1 presents an epistemic
ideal. This ideal has both a descriptive and a prescriptive aspect. It is descriptive in
so far as it attempts to describe a superlative epistemic state: to know without
qualification is to be most knowing, i.e. to know the most knowable objects in the
most knowing way. And it is prescriptive in so far as it implies that we ought to
strive for it. In the next chapter, I argue that Aristotle grounds the descriptive aspect

of his epistemic ideal on a common idea about knowledge: that knowledge
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characteristically requires rational conviction. The remainder of this thesis is
dedicated to explaining the prescriptive aspect. I argue that we have reason to strive

for Aristotle’s epistemic ideal because achieving it is of value.
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2. Knowledge and rational conviction

2.1.Introduction

In Chapter 1, I argued that T1.1 describes an epistemic ideal such that to know
without qualification is a superlative epistemic state. I also argued that this ideal
implies a prescription: in virtue of being the ideal epistemic state, we have reason to
strive for causal knowledge of necessities. On this reading, T1.1 moves from a
description of what we think when we think we know ideally (P1) to what is in fact
true when we know ideally (C). The problem remains, however, that P1 is
straightforwardly false: there was apparently no consensus (philosophical or
otherwise) about the conditions under which Aristotle’s predecessors and
contemporaries took themselves to know ideally. As such, a story needs to be told
about how Aristotle’s epistemic ideal in fact relates to something that Aristotle’s
predecessors and contemporaries might have agreed to about knowledge.

In this chapter, I argue that Aristotle draws upon a common idea about
knowledge found in both philosophic and forensic literature: that when we know,
we are rationally convinced of what we take to be true. Indeed, some form of
rational conviction distinguishes knowledge from other factive but lesser epistemic
states, e.g. true opinion and the sophistic way of knowing according to accident.
Aristotle exploits this intuition in his account of the ideal epistemic state: since
knowledge characteristically involves rational conviction, the superlative epistemic
condition (i.e. to be most knowing) will involve maximal rational conviction. And,
on Aristotle’s view, we achieve maximal rational conviction when we know
necessary truths by means of their causal explanations and know them as such.
Aristotle thus has the resources to argue that we ought not to take ourselves to
know ideally unless we take ourselves to have causal knowledge of necessities.
Accordingly, Aristotle’s account of the epistemic ideal is not divorced from
ordinary ideas about knowledge. Rather, it is informed by the thought that, in

trying to know, we seek rational conviction in what we take to be true.
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I first consider descriptions of knowledge in both philosophic and forensic
literature. I argue that knowledge was characteristically understood to involve
some form of rational conviction and that this feature distinguishes knowledge
from lesser epistemic states (§2.2). I then argue that Aristotle employs this idea
about knowledge as the basis for his account of without qualification knowledge.
When we know without qualification, we are not only rationally convinced of what
we take to be the case, but we are maximally rationally convinced. And we achieve
maximal rational conviction when (i) what we know cannot be otherwise, (ii) we
know its cause, and (iii) we know it as such. In so doing, we isolate the very reason
why the object of our knowledge couldn’t be otherwise (§2.3). Finally, I consider my
interpretation in light of a worry: just as Aristotle was not so much concerned with
epistemic justification and warrant, nor was he interested in rational conviction.
Rather, the Posterior Analytics primarily focuses on standards of explanation. I argue
that Aristotle’s views about conviction and explanation in fact come together: we
gain maximal rational conviction in virtue of grasping causal explanations that

explain why the object of our knowledge could not be other than it is (§2.4)

2.2.Rational conviction in philosophic and forensic literature

In this section, I argue that knowledge was commonly understood to require
rational conviction. This is in contrast to lesser epistemic states such as opinion
(00&a). One feature that both knowledge and opinion have in common is that both
knowers and opiners take something to be true.* For example, if I know that p, then
I take it to be true that p. The same holds if I merely opine that p. Of course, in either
case my degree of confidence might vary. If I do not take myself to know that p,

then I might not be confident that p. Contrawise, if I merely have an opinion that p

% I'm in broad agreement with Jessica Moss and Whitney Schwab’s conclusion that
d0&a is not equivalent to our concept of belief, at least in Plato and Aristotle (Moss &
Schwab forthcoming). Indeed, belief is something that knowledge and opinion have in
common. Typically, if one either knows or opines that p, then one believes that p (i.e.
takes p to be true). For Aristotle, knowledge and opinion are both types of judgement or
belief (OmtoANP1g, DA 3.3: 427b24-26). Cf. Vogt 2012.
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but take myself to know, then I might be extremely confident that p. Nonetheless, in
either case I take it to be true that p. What distinguishes knowledge from opinion is
that, if one knows that p, either (i) one’s confidence in the truth of p is rationally
grounded or (ii) one has rational grounds to be confident that p.>* This is in addition
to the factivity of knowledge: truth distinguishes knowledge from mere opinion;
rational conviction further distinguishes knowledge from true opinion. According
to this view, knowledge and opinion are mutually exclusive states, and knowledge
is superior (at least in part) because it is rationally grounded. I argue that there is
evidence for this common understanding of the distinction between knowledge and
opinion in both philosophic and forensic literature. As such, it provides Aristotle
with a common presumption about knowledge from which to derive his account of

what it is to know without qualification.

2.2.1.  Knowledge in philosophic literature

First consider Parmenides” description of the opinions of mortals:

T2.1 Itisright that you learn all things
both the unshaken heart of well-rounded truth
and the opinions of mortals, in which there is no true conviction.
But nonetheless you shall learn these things too, as what is believed
would have to be assuredly, pervading all things throughout. (B1.28-32)32

Xoew 0¢ o€ mavta vOéoOat

Nuév AAnOeing evkvkAéog dtoepec NTOQ

Nog Pootwv dOEag, tailg ovk vt TtioTig aANONC.
AAA" Eumng Kal Tavta padnoeat, wg ta dokovvta
XONV OOKIHWG elval dlx TAVTOS TAVTA TTEQWVTA.

51 T include (ii) to allow for the possibility that one might know that p but not be
confident that p. It's not clear to me that either Plato or Aristotle would have been
comfortable with the thought that one could know but be unaware of one’s knowledge
(Euthydemus: 295a6-9, APo 2.19: 99b22-27, cf. McCabe 2009). Nonetheless, I allow for it as
an interpretative possibility.

52 Translation following Kirk et al 1983. Some manuscripts read “well-persuasive”
(evmetBeoc) in place of “well-rounded” (evkvKA£0C).
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Here Parmenides draws a distinction between the unshaken heart of truth and
mortal opinions, the latter of which lack true conviction (mtiotic &dAn01c). Notably,
Parmenides’ invocation of true conviction need not imply that mortals are simply
unconvinced of what they opine. Indeed, Parmenides elsewhere describes mortals
as persuaded of the truth of generation and corruption, and of being and not being
(B8.38-41). As such, mortals don’t lack true conviction because they lack the
psychological state of conviction. Rather, mortal opinions differ from the way of
truth in virtue of the fact that the way of truth involves conviction that is real or
genuine (i.e. true). Hence Parmenides describes the path of persuasion as
accompanying truth (mel@ovg kéAevOog [...] AANOeinL omnder) (B2.4): when one
follows the path of truth, one is persuaded such that one’s conviction is true.

Did Parmenides consider true conviction to be a characteristic feature of
knowledge? We should perhaps be cautious about this conclusion. Parmenides is
primarily concerned with distinguishing mortal opinions from the unshaken heart
of truth — something that we may infer is a divine epistemic state. As such, it's not
clear that Parmenides’ characterisation of the way of truth and the way of opinion is
intended to map straightforwardly onto a distinction between human knowledge
and human opinion. Indeed, Parmenides has the goddess describe the cosmology of
mortals as something known (oida B10.1-5, cf. B6.4-6). Given this, we might
conclude that some mortal opinions are instances of human knowledge.®
Nonetheless, Parmenides certainly intends to distinguish between two epistemic
paths, one of which is superior to the other. This much is clear from Parmenides’
description of the way of opinion as that upon which mortals ‘wander, knowing
nothing, two-headed’ because they are crucially mistaken about the distinction
between being and not-being (eidoteg ovdev mMAdTTOVTAL, dikpavol B6.4-5). So
even if Parmenides’ distinction between the way of truth and way of opinion is not
intended to distinguish between human knowledge and human opinion,

Parmenides nonetheless distinguishes a superior epistemic condition from a lesser

5 On the relationship between the mortal and the divine in Parmenides” poem, see Tor
2015.
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one. And true conviction is a characteristic feature of this superior epistemic
condition, only achieved when one follows the path of truth.
We find similar themes in Plato, albeit without references to conviction.

Take, in the first case, Socrates” account of true opinion in the Meno:

T2.2 For, also, true opinions, as long as they remain, are fine things and
everything they produce is good; but they do not want to stay for much
time, and they run away from the soul of humans, such that they are not
worth much, until someone tethers them by accounting for the reason why.
And this, Meno my friend, is recollection, as we previously agreed.
Whenever they are tethered, first they become knowledge, and then
steadfast; and this is why knowledge is of greater value than correct
opinion, and knowledge differs from correct opinion in being tethered.
(Meno: 97e6-98a8)>+>

Kal yap at d6&at at dAnOelc, 600V pEV &V XQOVOV TTAQAUEVWOLY, KAAOV TO
Xonua kat mavt ayaba éoydlovtar moAvv d& xpovov ovk E€0éAovot
TIAQAUEVELY, AAAQX dpaTteTevoLVOLY €K TNS PUXNG TOL AVOQEWTOVL, WOTE OV
TIOAAOL a&lal eloty, €wg av TIc avTag dNoT) altlag AoylouE. TovTo O' éoTly,
@ Mévwv étalge, dvapvnols, wg €v tolg mEdcOev MUV WHOAOYNTAL
Emedav 0¢ debwalv, MEWTOV HEV ETUOTNUAL YIYVOVTIAL, ETEITA HUOVLIUOL
Kal dx TavTa 1) TULWTEQOV ETOTHUN 0001 dOENG €0Tiv, Kal duxpéQel
deou emioTun 00ONG dOENG.

Meno wonders why we value knowledge over true opinion, given that true
opinions will always guide our actions correctly. He even wonders whether true
opinion and knowledge are in any way different (97c11-d3). Socrates responds to
Meno's first question: knowledge is more valuable than true opinion because,
unlike true opinion, knowledge is steadfast and does not escape us. Indeed, true
opinions are only really worth having once they have been tied down by giving an
account of the cause.*

Socrates does not here appeal to being convinced, but perhaps this is to be

expected: throughout the Platonic Corpus, persuasion is frequently understood as

5 Translations from the Meno follow Grube in Cooper 1997.
5 See also Euthyphro 11b-d.

5% ] return to Plato’s value problem at length in §4.2.
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antithetical to knowledge (e.g. Theaetetus: 201a-c, Gorgias: 454a-455a, Timaeus: 51e)
and conviction is clearly considered to be a lesser epistemic state than knowledge
(Republic 6: 509d, 511d-e). Nonetheless, Socrates” account of the value of knowledge
is readily understood in terms of rational conviction. To see this, it’s first worth
noting that Socrates’ claim that knowledge is steadfast or stable (povipog) should
strike us as odd. As Gail Fine points out, it's quite plausible that someone could
stubbornly or dogmatically hold onto what they merely opine, be it true or false. In
so far as one can be subjectively certain of what one opines, then, true opinion can
plausibly be just as persistent and steadfast as knowledge. As such, Fine suggests
that the stability Socrates has in mind is not mere subjective certainty, but rather a
form of rational confidence (Fine 2004: 72-74).5” Both someone who knows that p
and someone who merely opines that p can be subjectively certain that p. What
distinguishes the knower from the true opiner, however, is that the knower
possesses rational confidence that p, on account of the fact that the knower has an
account of the reason why. As such, someone who knows will more likely survive
refutation (Republic 7: 534b-d), whereas someone with mere true opinion may be
persuaded out of their true opinion by argument (Republic 3: 413b, cf. Euthyphro:
11b-d). In so doing, Socrates distinguishes mere conviction or confidence that p,
from rational conviction or confidence that p, i.e. conviction that is grounded by an
account of the reason why. The latter is characteristic of knowledge and the former
of mere opinion.®

Interpreting T2.2 in terms of rational confidence is further supported by

Socrates’ later assessment of his explanation of the value of knowledge:

57 See also Fine 2010b: 330, Perin 2012: 21.

5 Whitney Schwab argues convincingly that émtiotijun in the Meno is best understood
as “understanding” rather than “knowledge” (Schwab 2015). However, given my
translation of érmotun in the Posterior Analytics, I translate ¢motun as “knowledge”
in the Meno to make clear that Plato and Aristotle are in some sense talking about the
same epistemic state. Nonetheless, I'm in agreement with Schwab that the Meno is not
concerned with explicating the justificatory grounds for knowledge (pace Fine 2004).
This is consistent with the thought that T2.2 distinguishes between rational conviction
and mere conviction: rational conviction need not be understood in terms of epistemic

justification.

62



T2.3 Indeed, I too speak as one who does not have knowledge but is guessing.
However, I certainly do not think I am guessing that right opinion is a
different thing from knowledge. If I claim to know anything else — and I
would claim that about few things — I would put this down as one of the
things I know. (Meno: 98b1-5)

Kat unv kat éyw wg ovk eldwe Aéyw, dAAX eikdlwv- OtL 0¢ €otiv TL
aAAotov 0001) dOEa kal EMIOTHUT, OV TTAVL HOL DOKW TOLTO elkdlely, AAA'
elmeQ Tt AAAO @ainv av edévat — OAlya d' av @ainv — v d' oLV Kal ToLUTo
éxelvav Oemv av v oida.

Socrates, with his talk of runaway statues, represents true opinion and knowledge
through an image or likeness (eikaCw). He does not take himself to know why
knowledge is more valuable than true opinion — and, perhaps, even that knowledge
is more valuable than true opinion — and so must make a guess. As a consequence,
he will not claim to know that knowledge is more valuable than true opinion: it is
something he is unsure about. But he will nonetheless stand fast on the thought that
knowledge and opinion are different: he takes himself to know this. In so doing,
Socrates perhaps ascribes to a version of the knowledge norm of assertion: assert
that p only if you know that p (or, rather: assert that p only if you take yourself to
know that p).” Indeed, Socrates and Meno continue their discussion without
assuming that knowledge is in fact of greater value than true opinion in respect of
successful action (98c ff.) Implicit, then, is the thought that one ought not be
convinced of what one merely opines, because only knowledge affords rational
confidence. As such, whereas one may be convinced or subjectively certain of either
what one knows or what one merely opines, one’s conviction is rationally grounded
only if one knows.

In both Parmenides and Plato, then, we find the following ideas: (i) that
knowledge is a superior epistemic condition to opinion; (ii) that one may be
convinced of either what one knows or what one opines; and (iii) that only

knowledge involves true conviction (Parmenides) or only knowledge is stable

% For discussion, see Williamson 2000: ch.11.
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because it involves rational confidence (Plato). In both cases, only knowledge is

such that one has good grounds to be confident about what one takes to be true.

2.2.2.  Knowledge in forensic literature

We find similar allusions to the difference between knowledge and opinion in
forensic literature. Take, for example, a passage from Gorgias” A Defence on Behalf of

Palamedes:

T2.4 It follows that since you do <not> have knowledge, you have an opinion. Do
you then, most daring of all people, trusting in opinion, a most
untrustworthy thing, not knowing the truth, dare to bring a capital charge
against a man? Why do you share knowledge that he has done such a deed?
But surely it is common to everyone to have opinions on all subjects, and in
this you are no wiser than others. But it is not right to trust those with an
opinion instead of those who know, nor to think opinion more trustworthy
than truth, but rather truth than opinion. (Palamedes: 11a.149-156)%

0 01 Aowmov <ovk> eldotar oe dofalewv. elta, @ MAVTIWV AVOQWTWV
TOAUNQOTATE, DOENL TUOTEVOAS, ATUOTOTATWL TOAYHATL, THV AAnOeiav
OUK &l0WG, TOAHALS &vdoa Tepl BavATtov duwKeLy; @i T TOVTOV €YoV
elgyaopévwl ovvowoba; dAAa pnv 10 ye dofAoal KOWOV Amaot TeQl
TIAVTWY, KAl OVOEV €V TOUTWL OV TV AAAWV 00QMTEQOS. AAA" 0UTe TOIG
doEalovat del moTevely AAAX TOLS €ldOOLY, oUTe TNV dOEav NG dAnOelag
TUOTOTEQAV VOUILE, AAAX TavavTio TV aAnOelav g dOENG.

Gorgias here appeals to the thought that opinion is untrustworthy (&motog). Those
who merely opine should not trust or be convinced of what they opine, and we
should not trust those with an opinion over those who know the truth. We find

similar thoughts in the Encomium of Helen:

T2.5 So that on most subjects most people take opinion as counselor to their soul.
But since opinion is slippery and unstable it casts those employing it into
slippery and unstable successes. (Helen: 11.69-72)

 Translations of Gorgias following Kennedy in Sprague 1972.

64



WoTe mMeQl TV TAEloTwV ol mMAgloTol TV dOEav cVvuPBovAoV TN PuxNL
nagéxovtat 1) d& do0&a opadepa kal aPéPalog ovoa TEAAEQAIS Kal
apePatolg evtuxialg meoPAAAEL TOLS AVTIL XQWHEVOULG.

Gorgias offers no explanation as to why opinion is slippery and unstable; but it is
nonetheless clear that he considers it less trustworthy than knowledge. Even though
we might often trust in opinion, we shouldn’t: for opinion leads to slippery and
unstable successes. In so doing, Gorgias reflects the sentiments of both Parmenides
and Plato that knowledge is a superior epistemic condition, because knowledge
grants us good grounds to be confident in what we take to be true. And in spite of
the fact that both of these passages are drawn from mythological defences, we can
nonetheless imagine that Gorgias would have expected his sentiments to be well
received by a jury. As such, we might suppose that these passages express a broadly
accepted thought about the distinction between knowledge and opinion: that
knowledge is a trustworthy epistemic state that is deserving of conviction, whereas
opinion is not.

Although the instability of opinion is not elsewhere cited by forensic
authors, appeals are frequently made to knowledge that is possessed clearly
(oapac),® exactly (dxoBac),®? and well (e0) or best (doiotar).®* Aeschines, for
instance, suggests that there is no need for further arguments or witnesses when
someone knows clearly (cagwc oidev) (Against Timarchus: 78). Similarly, Aeschines
describes the Council of Aeropagus as the most exact (akoipeotdtw) council: they
do not base their judgements on the arguments given and witnesses alone, but they

use what they themselves know and their own examinations; and there is nothing

61 Antiphon First Tetralogy: 3.10, Against the Stepmother: 6-8, On the Murder of Herodes: 67,
84, Demosthenes Against Neaera: 124, Against Aphobus: 1, 27, Gorgias A Defence on behalf
of Palamedes: 11a.21-23, Isaeus On the Estate of Apollodorus: 34, On the Estate of Ciron: 4. Cf.
Xenophanes B34, Thucydides History of the Peloponnesian War: 1.22.4.

62 Antiphon On the Chorus Boy: 14, 18, Demosthenes Appeal Against Eubulides: 4, Against
Aphobus: 1, 7, 40, Against Callicles: 3, Isaeus On the Estate of Ciron: 17.

63 Aeschines Against Timarchus: 89-90, Antiphon Against the Stepmother: 6, Lysias On the
Death of Eratosthenes: 1, Against Pancleon: 13.
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more convincing than what you yourself know (avtot ovviote, ibid. 92-93). Such
appeals are often made in light of the fact that it is difficult to judge whether the
claims being made in forensic contexts are trustworthy or not (Antiphon First
Tetralogy: 1.1, 4.8).%* For example, when a murder is committed in secret such that
there are no witnesses, we must make a decision about what happened solely on the
basis of the prosecutor and defendant’s testimonies. In such cases, it's not possible
to know clearly (cd@a ¢iddtag) and we must, instead, judge what most likely
happened (eixdlw, Antiphon On the Chorus Boy: 18, cf. Socrates” words in T2.3).%
Given the difficulty of determining the truth in forensic contexts, orators thus
distinguish supposedly superior epistemic states from lesser ones. And features
such as clarity, exactitude, and the notoriety or supposed good character of the
claimant, are each employed as criteria (albeit presumably defeasible criteria) for
judging whether or not someone knows. As such, these criteria afford us a degree of
trust in the claims being made. In these cases, then, we similarly see a privileging of
epistemic properties that (purportedly at least) provide us with grounds for
confidence in the claims being made. And, on this view, what distinguishes lesser
epistemic states from superior ones, is that the latter provide us with better grounds

for conviction.

2.3.Making a case for P1

Thus far, I've argued that there was a common presumption about knowledge (or,
broadly speaking, about better epistemic states) amongst Aristotle’s predecessors
and contemporaries, according to which knowledge requires being (in some sense
or other) rationally convinced of what one takes to be true. In this section, I argue
that P1 is based on this common presumption. For clarity, I restate Aristotle’s

argument in T1.1 (see §1.3):

¢ Cf. On the Chorus Boy: 9
5 Cf. On the Murder of Herodes: 75, Aeschines Against Timarchus: 119
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(P1)

(©

When we think that we know something without qualification, we think
that we know its cause and we think (that we know?) that it cannot be
otherwise;

Therefore: When we know something without qualification, we know its

cause and (we know that?) it cannot be otherwise.

I propose that Aristotle might have argued for P1 as follows:

(iii)

(iv)

Argument for P1

We take ourselves to know when we take ourselves to be rationally
convinced;

To know without qualification (i.e. to know ideally) is a superlative
epistemic state;

We take ourselves to know superlatively when we take ourselves to be
maximally rationally convinced;

We take ourselves to be maximally rationally convinced when we take
ourselves to know something that cannot be otherwise and its cause;
Therefore: We take ourselves to know without qualification (i.e. ideally)
when we take ourselves to know something that cannot be otherwise and its

cause.

Might Aristotle have made this argument for P1? In favour of supposing so is that it

gives Aristotle good grounds for P1, and thus Aristotle’s account of without

qualification knowledge in T1.1. But what of the premises? Premise (i) states a

common idea about knowledge and the conditions under which we take ourselves

to know (argued for in §2.2). Premise (ii) is a restatement of the thought that to

know without qualification is a superlative epistemic state (argued for in §1.5.1).

Premise (iii) takes the common presumption about knowledge to its extreme: we

take ourselves to know something most when we take ourselves to be maximally

rationally convinced. Premise (iv) stands in need of motivation. It will thus be my

focus in what follows.
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Before continuing, however, it's worth noting that premise (iv) cannot be a
literal statement of the conditions under which we take ourselves to be maximally
rationally convinced. As argued, there is little evidence that Aristotle’s
contemporaries considered causal knowledge of what cannot be otherwise to be
necessary either to know or to know ideally (§§1.4-5). Consequently, I argue that
Aristotle considered causal knowledge of necessities to be a requirement of
maximal rational conviction and, as such, that these are the conditions under which
we ought to take ourselves to be maximally rationally convinced. As such, premise
(iv) speaks for “us”: we think that we know something ideally when we take
ourselves to have achieved maximal rational conviction, and we only achieve
maximal rational conviction (so Aristotle claims) when we know necessary truths
by means of their causal explanations. Accordingly, Aristotle’s view is that we
ought not to take ourselves to know ideally unless we take ourselves to have causal

knowledge of necessities.

2.3.1. Rational conviction and necessary truths

Premise (iv) claims that we have not achieved maximal rational conviction unless
we have grasped something that cannot be otherwise (i.e. a necessary truth) and
have grasped it as such. This hinges on the thought that necessary truths warrant a
greater degree of rational conviction than contingent truths. Why so?

Aristotle makes clear that statements (Adyot) and opinions (06&a) come to
be either true or false when the thing that they are about changes. For example, my
opinion that “Socrates is sitting” is true when Socrates is sitting and becomes false
when Socrates ceases to be sitting (Cat 5: 4a34-19, Met 9.10: 1051b13-18). As such,
my opinion comes to have a contrary property (falsity) when the thing itself
changes. In virtue of this, if the object of my cognition is a contingent truth, there is

a sense in which my grasp of it is unstable: if the thing itself changes (in the relevant
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sense) then my grasp of it is rendered false.® Precisely this thought is suggested by

Aristotle’s account of demonstrative knowledge in Nicomachean Ethics 6.3:

T2.6 And so what knowledge is [will] henceforth be apparent, if it is necessary to
speak exactly and not be guided by likenesses. For we all suppose that what
we know does not admit of being otherwise; whereas things that do admit
[of being] otherwise, whenever they fall outside of our observation, it
escapes [our] notice whether they are or not. Hence what is knowable is
from necessity. Hence [it is] eternal; for things that are unconditionally
necessary are all eternal, and eternal things do not come to be or pass away.
(EN 6.3: 1139b18-24)

ETUOTAUN K&V OVV T 0Ty, EvtevBev @aveQoy, el det akpBoAoyeloBat katl
pr  dxoAovOelv  taig OpowdTow. TAVTEG YyaQ UmoAapPavopev, O
Erotapeda, und' évdéxeobat AAAwG Exetv: tax d' évdexopeva dAAAwe, dtav
EEw TOU Oewpety Yévntay AavOdvel el €0ty 1) (). €€ AvAyKNG doa £0TL TO
ETOTNTOV. &LV doo T YaQ €€ dvdykng dvia AnA@S avta didix, ta o'
adax ayévnta kat apdagra.

This passage has a number of similarities with Aristotle’s account of without
qualification knowledge in Posterior Analytics 1.2. In the first case, just as T1.1
describes what it is to know without qualification, Aristotle here sets out to make
clear what knowledge is, speaking exactly and not being guided by likenesses.
Similarly, then, we might suppose that Aristotle is describing knowledge in the
strict sense, without qualification. Second, Aristotle again reports something that
we all suppose about knowledge: that what we know doesn’t admit of being
otherwise. And his explanation of this is telling. When it comes to contingent facts,
we are unable to tell whether they are true or false once they are out of our
purview. This passage suggests, then, that we take ourselves to know in the strict
sense, only when what we know cannot be otherwise, and this is because necessary
truths do not change their truth value, such that we can always be sure that they are

true. Otherwise put, our cognitive grasp of necessary truths is more stable than our

66 See also Fine 2010b: 331.
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grasp of contingent truths in virtue of the fact that the truth value of necessary
truths is stable.®”

Of course, it might be objected that we can nonetheless be maximally
rationally convinced of contingent truths. I can, after all, be maximally rationally
convinced that Socrates is sitting in virtue of observing Socrates sitting in ideal
circumstances, with ideal perceptual powers, etc. But Aristotle need not deny this.
He need only claim that necessary truths afford greater rational conviction than
contingent truths because we can remain sure of the truth of the former but not the
latter when they are out of our purview. Indeed, Aristotle does not deny that we
can know contingent truths. Take, for example, Metaphysics 7.15, in which Aristotle
argues that there is neither definition nor demonstration of perceptible and

particular substances (1039b27-31):

T2.7 And so, if both demonstration is of necessities and definition is knowable,
and if, just as knowledge cannot be knowledge at one time and ignorance at
another (rather, opinion is this sort of thing), so neither does demonstration
nor definition admit of this, then it is clear that there will be neither
definition nor demonstration of these things. For, both things that pass away
are unclear to those who have knowledge [of them], whenever they have
departed from perception; and, although the accounts are preserved in the
soul the same, there will not be either definition not demonstrations. (Met
7.5: 1039b31-1040a5)%

gL ovv 1) T AMODELELS TV AvaykalwV KAl O OQLOHOG ETUOTNUOVIKOV, KAl
OVUK EVOEXETAL WOTEQ OVY' ETUOTHUNV OTE HEV ETOTAUNV O0TE d' dyvolav
etvat, AAAQ dOEa TO TOLTOV €0TY, OVTWS OV’ ATODELELY 0VD' OQLOHOV,
AL DOEa €0TL TOL €vdexopéVoyv dAAwG Exewv, dNAov OtL oK Av &in
AVTV OUTE OQLOHOG OUTE ATIODELELS. ADNAK Te YaQ T @OedpEVA TOlg
&xovot Vv EmoTuny, 0tav €k g alonoews anéAdn, kat cwlopévwy
TV AdYwv v T PuxT] TV avTt@V ovK £0Tal OUTE OQLOMOG €Tl OUTE
amodelélg

7 See also APr 2.21: 67b1, Top 5.3: 131b21-23, Met 7.10: 1036a2-7. I'll return to Aristotle’s
account of knowledge in EN 6.3 (§3.3.3).

6 Trans. following Reeve 2016.
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Aristotle does not here deny that one cannot know perceptible, perishable things in
some sense. Rather, he claims that perishable things are unclear to the person who
has knowledge (toic £xovot v érmotjunv) when they are beyond the purview of
the perceiver. As such, they are not the kind of thing that can be known
demonstratively. Indeed, in Posterior Analytics 1.8 Aristotle claims that it is possible to
know perishable things in an attenuated sense, i.e. according to accident (75b24-26).
When we know something perishable according to accident, one of the premises of the
deduction in virtue of which we know is perishable, i.e. it is rendered false when its
object changes (in the relevant sense) or ceases to exist. For example, we might know
that “this triangle has internal angles equal to two right angles (2R)” in virtue of the fact
that it is a triangle and 2R belongs universally and as such to all triangles. In this case,
the premise “this triangle has 2R” is perishable: if “this triangle” either ceases to be or
ceases to be a triangle, then the known conclusion will perish along with it. As such, one
can only know that it is true now (75b21-30). In both the Posterior Analytics and
Metaphysics, then, Aristotle is clear that there is a sense in which we can know
particular contingent truths. However, both T2.6 and T2.7 point to a clear deficiency
when it comes to knowing particular contingent truths: that we cannot be sure about
the truth of contingent or perishable propositions once the perishable subject is out of
our purview. Aristotle’s point, then, is not that we cannot be rationally confident in the
truth of particular contingent truths, but that we cannot be confident (or so confident) in
their truth when the particular subject is out of our purview. This is not the case for
universal necessary truths, which permit a greater degree of rational conviction in
virtue of the fact that universal necessary truths are stable over time. As such, even
when we are not attending to universal necessary truths, our grasp of them will remain
stable (all other things being equal). And once we account for this diachronic aspect
of rational conviction, we see that universal necessary truths permit a greater degree
of rational conviction than contingent truths.

However, in order for the stability of necessary truths to be imparted upon
our grasp of them, it is necessary that we grasp them as such. This much is made

clear in Posterior Analytics 1.33. The chapter opens with the thought that knowledge

% For discussion see Barnes 1994: 132-134, McKirahan 1992: 128-132, 181-182. See also
APo 1.6: 74b32-39, 1.31: 87b32-39.

71



and opinion principally differ in virtue of the fact that knowledge is of what is true
and cannot be otherwise, whereas opinion is of what is true or false and can be
otherwise (88b30-89a4). Aristotle immediately invokes two appearances in favour of

this distinction:

T2.8 And this also agrees with how things appear; for opinion is unstable and of
this sort of nature. And in addition to these: no one thinks that they opine
when they think that it cannot be otherwise, but they think that they know;
rather, when they think that it is thus, but that nothing prevents it from
being otherwise, then they think that they opine — thinking that opinion is of
this sort of thing, and knowledge is of that which is necessary. (APo 1.33:
89a4-10)7

Kal OpoAoyovuevov & oUTw TOIG PALVOUEVOLS: 1] Te Yo d0&a ABéPatov,
KAl 1) @UOLS 1] TOLXVTN. TIEOG d¢ TOUTOLS OVOELS oleTat doEdlewv, dtav oinTat
advvatov AAAwG €xev, AAA” émlotacBatr dAA” étav elvat pev oVTwg, oV
UV GAAX kKl AAA@WG 000EV KwAVeLY, TOTE DOEALELY, WG TOV HEV TOLOVTOL
doEav ovoav, Tov O’ Avaykaiov EmoTunV.

Picking up on Gorgias’ characterisation of opinion as &BéPaioc (T2.5) and likely
Socrates’ claim in the Meno that knowledge is povipog (T2.2), Aristotle reports that
opinion is apparently unstable. And Aristotle certainly does not have in mind that
opinion is unstable because someone with an opinion isn’t convinced of what they
opine. Indeed, Aristotle is elsewhere clear that conviction accompanies a range of
epistemic states, including both knowledge and opinion (APo 1.2: 72a25-b4, DA 3.3:
428a19-24), and someone who merely has an opinion may be utterly convinced of
what they take to be the case, taking themselves to have the most exact knowledge
(EN 7.3: 1146b24-31). What, then, does Aristotle have in mind? Gail Fine notes that
Aristotle might mean either that the objects of opinion are unstable or that an
opiner’s epistemic state is unstable (Fine 2010b: 330-331). However, the latter is
partly a function of the former: the opiner’s epistemic state is rendered relatively
unstable because the truth value of contingent truths varies over time. In addition,

when one takes oneself to opine, one takes the object of one’s cognition to be

70 See also Cat 8: 8b28, EN 1.10: 1100b12-17, MM 2.6: 1201b4-10.
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contingent. As a consequence, one cannot and should not be sure of its truth when
it is beyond one’s purview. This, of course, is even true when one has an opinion
about a necessary truth. If one thinks that one opines that all triangles have 2R, then
one supposes that it could be otherwise that all triangles have 2R (at least on
Aristotle’s account of the psychology of opinion). As such, one takes the fact that all
triangles have 2R to be an unstable truth.” Consequently, in order to be maximally
rationally convinced, one must not only grasp a necessary truth but grasp it as such.

I've argued, then, that Aristotle considers knowledge to be of necessary
truths in part because such truths are necessary and their truth value is maximally
stable. Consequently, our grasp of necessary truth is more stable than that of
contingent truth. In virtue of this stability, when we know something that is
necessary our grasp of it is similarly stable over time and, in this sense, we are
afforded greater conviction in its truth. For this to be true, I've further argued that
one must not only know a necessary truth but know it as such. On this view, then,
the proper objects of knowledge afford knowledge its stability: necessary truths, at
least when they are known as necessary truths, afford a degree of conviction that
contingent truths cannot.” Aristotle thus has grounds for the necessity condition in
premise (iv): we only achieve maximal rational conviction when what we know is
necessary and we know it as such, such that we ought not take ourselves to know

without qualification unless what we know is necessary and we know it as such.

71 For the thought that one can have opinions of necessary facts, see EN 3.2: 1111b31-33,
Met 9.10: 1051b13-18.

72 Ct. Republic 5: 477c. One might object that there are some contingent truths that cannot
be otherwise, i.e. past occurrences (DI 9, EN 6.3: 1139b5-11). For example, the truth
value of “Socrates was sitting” will not change. Nonetheless, I take it that Aristotle
would still maintain that we can’t be maximally rationally convinced about such truths,
because we cannot now observe them, e.g. as we can observe current contingent truths
or contemplate eternal necessary truths. And our memory is certainly subject to a
reasonable level of doubt. In this sense, we cannot know past occurrences with maximal

rational conviction.
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2.3.2.  Rational conviction and causal explanations

Premise (iv) also claims that we do not achieve maximal rational conviction unless
we know the cause of the necessary truth in question, and know that it is the cause.
As we have already seen in the Meno, Plato apparently associates having an account
of the reason why with rational conviction and the stability of knowledge (T2.2).
Aristotle suggests something similar in Posterior Analytics 1.24 by appeal to an

everyday type of knowledge:

T2.9 Again, we seek the reason why as far as this, and we think that we know at
the time when it is not the case that this either comes to be or is because of
something else; for, in this way the last thing is already an end and a limit.
For example, for the sake of what did he come? In order to get the money,
and this in order to give back what he owed, and this in order not to act
unjustly; and going on in this way, when it is no longer because of
something else and there is no other “for the sake of which”, we say that it is
because of this as an end that they came (and is and came to be), and at that
time we say that we know most of all why they came. Thus, if it is similarly
the case concerning all causes and reasons why, [and] concerning causes in
terms of “that for the sake of which” we know most in this way, therefore in
the other cases we will [also] know most whenever this no longer holds
because of something else. And so, when we know that the external angles
are equal to four right angles because it is isosceles, it still remains to ask
why isosceles [is so] — because it is a triangle, and this because it is a
rectilinear figure. But if this no longer because of something else, at this time
we know most. And at this time it is also universal; hence universal
demonstrations are best. (APo 1.24: 85b27-86a2)

"Ett puéxot tovtov Cntovpev to dx T, Kal tote olopeOa eldéval, dtav un n
OTL TL AAAO TOVTO 1) YLVOUEVOV 1) OV TEAOG YO Kal mépag o éoXatov 10N
oUtwg €oTiv. olov tivog éveka NADev; dmws A&PT) TdOYVEWOV, TOLTO O
0TS &ATOdQW O WPeAe, TOVTO O' OTIWGS UN &Ko) Kal 0UTWG WOvTEg, dTay
puNkéTL O AAAO und' dAAov éveka, dlx TOUTO WG TEAOS @apev EADEY kail
elvat kat yiveoOat, kal tote eldévat paAota dwx ti NABev. et d1) Opolwg
EXEL €T TTAC@V TV ALTLOV Kal TV dx Ti, €Tl d¢ Twv 6oa altix 0UTWS WG
o0 évexka oUTWG lOpHeV HAALOTA, Kal €M TV AAAWV dQat TOTE HAALOTA
lopev, 0tav PnkéTt UTAEXN TOLTO OTL AAAO. GTAV HEV ODV YIVWOOKWHEV OTL
TéTtaQo al éEw loat 0Tl loookeA€g, €Tt Aeimetar Owx Tl TO loookeAég — 0Tt
Tolywvov, kat touto, 0tL oxNua eVOVYQAUpOV. el & TOUTO HUNKETL dLOTL
A&AAO, TOTE HAALOTA lopev. Kal kaOOAov O¢ toTe: 1] KaBOAoL dpa BeATiwv.
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Aristotle offers an observation about our everyday explanatory practices of peoples’
actions. When we want to know why someone did something, we continue to look
for the ultimate reason for their action. At each stage of our inquiry there is
something more to know: they came (say, to the market) in order to get money, and
they collected the money in order to repay a debt, and they ultimately did this in
order to act justly. It is only when we reach the ultimate explanation that we know
why they came to the market most of all, because there is no further explanation to
know. Indeed, Aristotle even suggests that we not only know most when we know
the ultimate explanation, but only at this time do we take ourselves to know (tote
olopeOa edéval, 85b27-29).7 Implicit, then, is the thought that we do not take
ourselves to know until we know most, and we do not take ourselves to know
something most until we have discovered its ultimate explanation.

Given this, we might suppose that Aristotle draws on Plato’s thought in the
Meno that knowledge is stable because it is tethered by an account of the reason
why: when we know something, we know its cause; when we know its cause, we
are rationally convinced of what we take to be true; and only when we know its
ultimate cause are we maximally rationally convinced of what we take to be true.
To this, however, it could well be objected that one need not know why the person
came to the market in order to be maximally rationally convinced that they came to
the market, nor need we know the ultimate explanation of why they came to the
market. We can be maximally rationally convinced of the fact that they came to the
market simply in virtue of observing that they came to the market.

Aristotle’s case is strengthened by his final example of knowing ‘that the
external angles are equal to four right angles [4R] because it is isosceles’. One might
suppose that, similarly to the market case, we can be maximally rationally
convinced that the figure has 4R simply in virtue of observing the figure and

measuring its angles (if indeed Aristotle has a perceptible, individual figure in

73 See also Phys 1.1: 184a12-14.
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mind).”* Alternatively, we can be maximally rationally convinced that the figure has
4R because it is an isosceles triangle, simply in virtue of knowing that that 4R
necessarily belongs to all isosceles triangles. However, Aristotle has grounds to
claim that we cannot be maximally rationally convinced in either case until we
know the ultimate explanation, i.e. that 4R belongs to the figure (i.e. the isosceles
triangle) qua figure. I make an initial case for this interpretation in the next section
through a consideration of Aristotle’s distinction between knowing without
qualification and knowing in the sophistic way according to accident (§2.3.2.1). The
sophistic way of knowing parallels the epistemic deficiency of the person who
merely knows that 4R belongs to the figure because it is an isosceles triangle in T2.9.
On the basis of this, I argue that Aristotle has grounds to claim that we are not
maximally rationally convinced that 4R belongs until we know its ultimate
explanation (§2.3.2.2). As such, we are not maximally convinced of necessary truths
until we grasp the ultimate explanation and hence the very reason why what we

take to be true could not be otherwise.

2.3.2.1. Knowing in the sophistic way according to accident

In T1.1, Aristotle juxtaposes knowing without qualification and knowing in the
sophistic way according to accident (TOV 0CO@LOTIKOV TQOTIOV TOV KATX
ovupepnrog, 71b9-10). There Aristotle claims that to know without qualification is
to have causal knowledge of what cannot be otherwise. At first blush, then, we
might suppose that we fail to know without qualification and thus know in the
sophistic way, when we fail to know something that cannot be otherwise and/or fail
to know its cause. But as we shall see, this is not right. Under Aristotle’s description,
the sophistic knower knows necessary truths and can plausibly know them as such.
In addition, there is an attenuated sense in which the sophistic knower grasps

explanations of necessary truths. What they fail to grasp, however, is the very thing

74 In what follows, I suppose that Aristotle is talking about a perceptible, individual
figure (i.e. a perceptible isosceles triangle). It may well be the case that Aristotle instead

has in mind the species, “isosceles triangle”. Either will do for my current purposes.
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that makes what is known what it is, i.e. the ultimate, essentialist cause for why
something is the way it is and, as a consequence, why it could not be other than it
is.”> As a consequence, the sophistic knower fails to achieve maximal rational
conviction in what they know.

To see this, it’s first worth pausing over Aristotle’s only other reference to

the sophistic way of knowing in the Posterior Analytics:7

T2.10 For this reason, even if someone were to prove of each triangle, either by one
or by different [proofs], that each has two right angles — separately of the
equilateral and the scalene and the isosceles — they would not yet know of
the triangle that it has two right angles, except in the sophistic way; nor do
they know it of a triangle universally,”” not even if there is no other triangle
apart from these. For they do not know it as triangle, nor even of every
triangle, except in number; [they do] not [know it] of every triangle as a
form, even if there is nothing of which they do not know it. So when do they
not know universally, and when do they know unconditionally? Clearly,
then, [they know unconditionally] if it were the same thing to be a triangle
and to be an equilateral, either for each or for all. But if it is not the same but
different, and if something holds of them as triangles, then they do not
know. (APo 1.5: 74a25-35)

dux TovTo OVY' AV TIC dellrn Kab' EkaoTov TO TElywvVoV Amodelfel 1) A 1)
Etéoa OTL dVO 0POAG ExeL EkaaToV, TO LOOTAEVEOV XWOILS KAl TO OKAANVEG
Kal TO 000KeAEC, OVUTw 0lde TO TElywvov OtL dVo 0p0als, &l ) TOV

7> Here I am in agreement with and heavily indebted to Lucas Angioni’s arguments
(Angioni 2014, 2016). Philoponus proposes an alternative interpretation of the sophistic
way of knowing, according to which the sophistic knower knows by means of a fallacy
of accident (Posterior Analytics: 21.15-28, cf. Ross 1949: 508-509). I don’t explore this
option, though see n. 84 below. As I understand it, one can know in the sophistic way in
different ways. In addition to the example considered below, one might know in the
sophistic way that thunder exists if the only thing that one knows about thunder is that
it causes fear. In so doing, one knows according to accident that thunder exists because
one fails to grasp an essential and/or demonstrable attribute of thunder (APo 2.10: 93b32
ff.)- What unites different cases of the sophistic way of knowing is that each is, in some
sense or other, an accidental mode of knowing.

76 Aristotle also remarks on a sophistic characterization of what knowledge is in
Posterior Analytics 1.6. I tend to this in Chapter 3.

77 Reading kaB0Aov torywvov (with Barnes 1994 and most mss.) for the OCT’s ka0’

OAov ToLywvov.
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COQPLOTIKOV TEOTIOV, 0Vd¢ KAOOAOL TOLYWVOUL, OV’ &l UNdEV €0TL TR
TAVTA TOLYWVOV €TEQOV. OV YaQ 1) TOlywvov oidev, ovde Tav Tolywvov,
AAA' 1) kat' AELOpOV- Kat' €ldog d' ov mav, kal el undev €0ty O OUK OldeV.
[Tét' ovv ovk 0lde kKaBOAOL, Katl TOT' 0ldev ATAWS; dNAoV dn OTL el TAVTOV
NV oYWV elval Kal I00OTAEVOW 1] EKAOT 1) TACLV. €L D& UUI] TAVTOV AAA'
€teQov, DTAQXEL D' 1) TOLYWVOV, OUK OLDEV.

One fails to know in the sophistic way that “2R belongs to triangle”, when one
knows it but not as it belongs. Following Aristotle’s example, we can imagine that

the sophistic knower has constructed a proof along the following lines:

Proof 1

(1) 2R belongs to all closed, three-sided, rectilinear plane figures with two equal
sides;

(2) Closed, three-sided, rectilinear plane figure with two equal sides belongs to
all isosceles triangles;

(3) Therefore: 2R belongs to all isosceles triangles.”

Aristotle supposes that the without qualification knower then proves exhaustively,
for every type of triangle, that each has 2R “either by one or by different proofs’. The

sophistic knower could, for instance, repurpose Proof 1 to generate two further

78 In the following I use the terminology of Aristotle’s syllogistic, particularly Barbara
syllogisms (APr 1.4: 25b32 ff.):

AaB A belongs to all B
BaC B belongs to all C
AaC A belongs to all C

A is the major term, C is the minor term, and B is the middle term. In the majority of my
examples, A is an attribute (e.g. having interior angles equal to two right angles), C is
the subject (e.g. triangle) to which A belongs, and B is the term that is intended to
explain why A belongs to C (e.g. being a closed, three-sided, rectilinear, plane figure).
Throughout “belongs” translates vmaoyewv and “predicate” translates évumdoxetv. In
the case of demonstrative syllogisms in Barbara, the middle term (B) will typically be
related essentially to either the attribute/major term (A) or the subject/minor term (C)
(Angioni 2014: 103-109).
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proofs for scalene triangle and equilateral triangle, concluding that “2R belongs to
all scalene triangles” and “2R belongs to all equilateral triangles”, respectively. We

can then imagine their next steps:

Proof 2

(1) 2R belongs to all isosceles triangles;

(2) 2R belongs to all scalene triangles;

(3) 2R belongs to all equilateral triangles;

(4) All triangles are either isosceles triangles, scalene triangles, or equilateral
triangles;

(5) Therefore: 2R belongs to all triangles.

But Aristotle claims that even if the sophistic knower has proven for every type of
triangle that each has 2R, they would not yet know without qualification that 2R
belongs to triangle, nor would they know it universally. Rather, they would know it
in the sophistic way. The reason, he says, is that the sophistic knower does not yet
know that 2R belongs to triangle as triangle. Rather, they’ve proved it for each type
of triangle and then stitched the proofs together, such that they merely know it of
every triangle in number (kat' &oiOuov). This falls short of knowing that 2R
belongs universally to every triangle, because universal belongings involve more

than belonging to every case:

T2.11 And by universal I mean that which belongs both of every case and in itself,
i.e. as such. [...] But in itself and as such are the same, e.g. point and straight
belong to line in itself (for also [they belong] as line) (APo 1.4: 73b26-30)

KkaO0Aov d¢ Aéyw O av kat mavtog te DTAEXT Kat kad' avTo Kat 1] avTo.
[...] TO kKaB" avTo d¢ Kai 1) avTO TAVTOV, olov Kab' avTNV T Yooun
UTTIAQXEL OTLY M) Kol TO 0OV (kal Yo 1) Yo Hpr))

In T2.10, then, the sophistic knower fails to know without qualification because they

fail to know universally, and they fail to know universally because they fail to know
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that 2R belongs to triangle as such (i.e. qua triangle). To grasp this, one would need a

different proof:

Proof 3
i. 2R belongs to all closed, three-sided, rectilinear, plane figures;
ii.  Closed, three-sided, rectilinear, plane figure belongs to all triangles;

iii.  So: 2R belongs to all triangles.

The main difference between Proofs 1 and 3 is that Proof 1 employs extraneous
information in its middle term to explain why 2R belongs to isosceles triangle.
Whilst it’s true that isosceles triangles have two equal sides, the fact that they have
two equal sides is of no consequence to the fact that they have 2R. And this leads to
Proof 2 being in some sense deceptive: it is not the case that 2R belongs to all
triangles because (i) all triangles are either isosceles, scalene, or equilateral and (ii) 2R
belongs to all of these types of triangle. Rather, 2R belongs to triangle because of the
essential nature of triangles as closed, three-sided, rectilinear, plane figures (as
Proof 3 purports). Consequently, Proof 2 gets the explanation wrong and thus fails
to show that 2R belongs to triangle as triangle, i.e. in virtue of the essential nature of
triangles.

This is further confirmed by a consideration of Aristotle’s broader project in
Posterior Analytics 1.5, in which he sets out to describe different ways in which it
escapes our notice that we have failed to prove something universally and
primitively, even though it seems to us that we have done so successfully (74a4-6).
T2.10 is one example of this. Under such circumstances, we might mistakenly take
ourselves to know without qualification. And that the proof by means of which we
know proves that an attribute belongs primitively to its subject is a further

condition that Aristotle adds to the account of universal belonging in T2.11:7

T2.12 Something belongs universally at the time when it is proved of any chance
case, and of what is primitive. (APo 1.4: 73b26-27)

79 Pace Barnes 1994: 119-120.
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0 KaBdAov d&¢ Vmdoxel TOTE, OtV ETL TOU TLXOVTOS KAl TIOWTOL
dewcviuntal.

Aristotle gives two examples. First, 2R does not belong universally to rectilinear
figure, because you cannot prove of any chance rectilinear figure that 2R belongs to
it. This is because 2R belongs only to some rectilinear figures (i.e. triangles and not,
e.g., quadrilaterals) (73b33-37). Proving of any chance case thus amounts to proving
that the attribute (2R) belongs to every case of its subject (i.e. triangle).?® Second, 2R
does not belong universally to isosceles triangle because it does not belong
primitively to isosceles triangle (73b38-39). Aristotle elsewhere asks us to imagine
that we take away the differentia “isosceles” from “isosceles triangle”. We would be
left with the genus “triangle” to which 2R would still belong, i.e. 2R still belongs of
every case when we move from species to genus. However, if we were to also take
away the differentia “triangle” we would be left with the genus “rectilinear figure”,
to which 2R does not belong to every case. The final species that 2R belongs to of
every case, is the species to which 2R belongs primitively.

We can apply T2.12 to the sophistic knower’s proofs as follows: by means of
Proofs 1 and 2, the sophistic knower fails to know that 2R belongs to triangle
without qualification but succeeds to know in the sophistic way, according to
accident. The sophistic knower fails to know without qualification because they fail
to know universally, and they fail to know universally because they fail to know
both that 2R belongs to every case of triangle and to triangle as such, i.e. in virtue of
the essential nature of triangles. For this, it is necessary to know that 2R belongs
both to any chance case of triangle and that it belongs to triangle primitively. Proofs
1 and 2 imply that 2R belongs primitively to the three species of triangle.
Consequently, they falsely imply that 2R belongs to triangle because of the nature of
its species, rather than the other way around. Proofs 1 and 2 thus fail to convey the

fact that 2R belongs primitively to triangles.

80 Cf. APo 1.4: 74a28-33. On the equivocation of “of every case” and “of any chance
case”, see McKirahan 1992: 97.
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Notably, however, Proof 2 succeeds in meeting the criteria of universality
and primitiveness, if these criteria are understood extensionally. This is because
Proof 2 validly proved that 2R belongs to triangle and it is in fact the case that 2R
belongs to triangle universally and primitively, i.e. it is in fact the case that 2R
belongs to any chance case of triangle and does not belong to triangle’s genus (i.e.
rectilinear figure). As such, T2.10 must add the further requirement that, in order to
know without qualification that 2R belongs to triangle, the knower must know this
by means of a proof that has an intensional grasp of the fact that 2R belongs
universally and primitively to triangle.®! And this is precisely what Proof 3 offers: it
explains that 2R belongs universally to triangle (i.e. it belongs of any chance case
and primitively of triangle) because it makes clear that the essential nature of
triangles uniquely determines the fact that 2R belongs to triangle as triangle (and,
similarly, to the species of triangles as triangle). And the essential nature of triangles
uniquely determines this because (i) the addition of “two equal sides” (in the case of
isosceles triangle) adds nothing to the explanation of why 2R belongs to isosceles
triangle, and (ii) “closed, rectilinear, figure” does insufficient causal work (with
respect to the fact that 2R belongs to triangle) unless the addition of “three-sided” is
also made. T2.10 thus makes clear that to know without qualification requires that
one knows the very reason why an attribute belongs universally to its subject, i.e. in
virtue of the essential nature of the subject, and knows it as such.®?

We can readily apply this to Aristotle’s claim in T2.9 that we know
something most when (and perhaps don’t take ourselves to know something until)
we know its ultimate explanation. Aristotle’s example of the person who goes to the
market to collect money suggests that if we don’t know the ultimate explanation
(i.e. that they went to the market place in order not to act unjustly) then there’s
more for us to know. We might then similarly suppose in the case of the figure that
has 4R that, if we merely know that 4R belongs to the figure because it is an
isosceles triangle, there’s simply more for us to know, i.e. that 4R ultimately belongs

to the figure because it is a rectilinear figure. However, Aristotle’s analysis of the

81 See also Lennox 1987: 91-92, Hasper 2006: 273-278, Ferejohn 2013, 81-95.

82 For similar interpretations of the sophistic way of knowing, see Angioni 2014, 2016.
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sophistic knower in T2.10 suggests more than this. The person who knows that 4R
belongs to the figure because it is an isosceles triangle has not yet determined the
very reason why 4R belongs to the figure, i.e. because it is a rectilinear figure and in
virtue of the essential nature of rectilinear figures. As such, it's not merely that this
person lacks further explanatory information as to why 4R belongs to the figure (the
sense in which they fail to know most is not merely quantitative); it's also the case
that they’ve failed to isolate the very reason why 4R belongs to the figure, i.e.
because of the nature of rectilinear figures. They thus fail to know most in a
qualitative sense: they have failed to grasp the very reason why 4R belongs to the
figure and thus its proper explanation.®

Note, however, that both the sophistic way of knowing and the knowledge
that 4R belongs to the figure because it is an isosceles triangle are demanding
epistemic states. Consider again Proofs 1 and 2, the premises of which are all
necessary truths and the deductive reasoning of which is logically necessary.®* As

such, knowing in the sophistic way entails neither that what you know is a

8 We might imagine that the same is true in the case of the market place example. If we
suppose that the person went to the market place (ultimately) to collect money, then we
have a very different grasp of the person and their intentions than if we know that they
went to the market place (to collect money, etc.) in order not to act justly.

8 In addition, Proof 1 employs premises that are all in itself predications, at least in the
sense of demonstrable in itself accidents (APo 1.7: 75b1, 1.33: 83b19-20, cf. 1.4: 73a34-b5,
Met 5.30). 2R is an in itself accident of isosceles triangle because it is implicit in the
account of isosceles triangle and, as such, a demonstrable attribute of isosceles triangle
(just as 2R belongs to triangle as an in itself accident. For discussion see Lennox 1987:
90-97, McKirahan 1992: 98-102, 177-187, Angioni 2016: 94-95.) This is not true of Proof 2,
premise (4) of which (“all triangles are either isosceles, scalene, or equilateral”) is a
necessary truth but not an itself predication. Converting it to an in itself predication
would render Proof 2 a fallacy of accident (SE 6: 168a40-b6):

(1) 2R belongs to all isosceles triangles;
(2) 2R belongs to all scalene triangles;
(3) 2R belongs to all equilateral triangles;

(4) Isosceles triangle belongs to triangle and scalene triangle belongs to triangle and
equilateral triangle belongs to triangle;

(5) Therefore: 2R belongs to all triang]les.
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contingent truth nor that you know it in virtue of either contingent truths or by
fallacious reasoning. What's more, the sophistic knower still grasps a quasi-
explanation of why 2R belongs to triangles (Proof 2) and grasps an explanation
(albeit not the cause) of why 2R belongs to isosceles triangle (Proof 1) — just as the
person who knows that 4R belongs to the figure because it is an isosceles triangle
has grasped an explanation, if not the ultimate cause. What unites these cases,
however, is that the knower fails to grasp the very reason why an attribute belongs
to its subject, i.e. in virtue of the essential nature of the subject, and thus its proper

causal explanation.®

2.3.2.2. Rational conviction and ultimate explanations

According to this interpretation of the sophistic way of knowing, the sophistic
knower fails to know without qualification because they fail to grasp the ultimate
cause that uniquely determines and properly explains why an attribute belongs to
its subject. For example, the sophistic knower fails to know without qualification
that 2R belongs to all triangles because they fail to grasp that it is true in virtue of
the essential nature of triangles. Similarly, the 4R-knower fails to know without
qualification that 4R belongs to the figure because they fail to grasp that 4R belongs

to the figure in virtue of the essential nature of rectilinear figures. But how does this

8 This thought is captured well by Aristotle’s third sense of in itself, according to which:
x is in itself y, if it’s not the case that x is y in virtue of being something else (APo 1.4:
73b5-10. For discussion, see McKirahan 1992: 94, Barnes 1994: 114-118, Peramatzis 2010:
159, Angioni 2016: 95 ff.). For example, 2R belongs in itself to triangle because 2R
belongs to triangle as triangle, and not in virtue of something else. However, 2R does
not belong in itself to isosceles triangle because 2R belongs to isosceles triangle in virtue
of something else, i.e. triangle. Similarly, 4R does not belong in itself to isosceles triangle
because 4R belongs to isosceles triangle in virtue of something else, i.e. rectilinear
figure. See also Posterior Analytics 1.24: 85a21-31, where Aristotle argues that we know
each thing better when we know it in itself and not in virtue of something else. From
this he argues that universal demonstrations are best because universal demonstrations
ensure that we know something in virtue of itself (85b4-15). Aristotle similarly offers the
example of the fact that 2R belongs to isosceles triangle. We know this best when we
know it in virtue of the fact that 2R belongs to isosceles triangle as triangle, and not in
virtue of something else.
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help Aristotle push home the thought that we cannot be maximally rationally
convinced of something unless we grasp its cause? Aristotle’s answer, in short, is
that one does not have maximal rational conviction that something is the case until
one has grasped its ultimate explanation. Until then, one does not grasp with
maximal rational conviction that it could not be otherwise, because they do not yet
know the proper explanation as to why it could not be otherwise.

Imagine the sophistic knower who knows that 2R belongs to all triangles in
virtue of Proof 2 in a dialectical context. Suppose that an interlocutor was to
challenge the conclusion that 2R belongs to all triangles by denying that premise (4)
is an exhaustive list of the species of triangle. In this situation, the sophistic knower
may come to doubt the conclusion that 2R belongs to all triangles. Alternatively, the

sophistic knower may fall foul of refutation by fallacy of accident (SE 6: 168a40-b4):

“Do all triangles have 2R?”
“Yes”

“Are all triangles figures?”
“Yes”

“So, do all figures have 2R?”
“Yes”

“Do squares have 2R?”
“No”

“Are squares figures?”
“Yes”

“So, do all figures have 2R?”
“No”

“But didn’t you just agree that all figures have 2R?”

“” 4

This is precisely the scenario in which Aristotle imagines that a knower might be
refuted by someone who doesn’t know, on account of the former not being able to
draw distinctions and spot a fallacious deduction (ibid. 168b4-10).5 However, we
can also imagine the sophistic knower succumbing to the same refutation. This is
because they don’t know that 2R belongs to triangle because of the essential nature

of triangles. For all they know (at least by Proof 2), it might be the case that 2R

86 See also EE 1.6: 1216b35-al7.
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belongs to all triangles as figures. This is a possibility that they’ve yet to rule out. In
light of this refutation, they may come to doubt that 2R does in fact belong to all
triangles. And we can imagine similar doubts being raised in the case of Proof 1.
Someone might query premise (1) by asking what being a three-sided rectilinear
plane figure with two equal sides has to do with having 2R. In light of this, the
sophistic knower might come to abandon premise (1) and thus doubt the conclusion
that 2R belongs to all isosceles triangles and the eventual conclusion of Proof 2: that
2R belongs to all triangles. In this case, the sophistic knower would not be able to
answer the query precisely because premise (1) employs extraneous information:
having two equal sides has nothing to do with having 2R. As such, there is a sense
in which the sophistic knower’s knowledge can be subjected to rational doubt.
Notably, the person who knows without qualification by means of Proof 3 is
not subject to the same uncertainty: their demonstration does not depend on the
thought that scalene, isosceles, and equilateral is an exhaustive list of the types of
triangle; they can explain why 2R doesn’t belong to all figures: because 2R belongs
to all and only to three-sided, closed, rectilinear, figures; and their knowledge doesn’t
erroneously imply that the differentiae of each species of triangle is causally
relevant to their having 2R. Admittedly, the without qualification knower may also
fall foul of the imagined refutation by fallacy of accident in virtue of not knowing
how to spot and avoid such refutations. Nonetheless, they are able to explain why
it’s not the case that 2R belongs to all figures, whereas the sophistic knower is not:
it's not of the nature of figures to have 2R. And in this scenario, the without
qualification knower has grounds for greater rational conviction in the fact that 2R
belongs to all triangles, because they understand why it couldn’t be otherwise that
2R belongs to all triangles.®” Their knowledge thus stands on surer footing: the

person who knows without qualification has maximal rational confidence because

87 For a similar account of the epistemic deficiency of the sophistic knower and the true
opiner see Peramatzis (forthcoming). Peramatzis adds the further concern that the
sophistic knower only knows that “triangle” exists according to accident, because they
fail to grasp that it exists as a unified kind (cf. APo 2.10).
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they know the cause that makes it the case that it couldn’t be otherwise that 2R
belongs to all triangles.5

In sum, then, I've argued that Aristotle gives us good grounds for premise
(iv) in the proposed argument for P1 (§2.3): we only achieve maximal rational
conviction when we know necessary truths and know the ultimate cause of those
truths, without which we do not know the very reason why it couldn’t be
otherwise. Necessary truths are the maximally stable set of truths and grasping the
ultimate cause of necessary truths ensures that our grasp of them is maximally
stable. As such, Aristotle has grounds to claim that when we take ourselves to know
ideally, it ought to be that we take ourselves to know something that cannot be

otherwise and the ultimate cause that makes it the case that it cannot be otherwise.

2.4. An Aristotelian epistemology?

It is often argued that Aristotle was not (or at least not primarily) concerned with
issues of epistemic justification or warrant, neither in respect of sceptical worries
about the possibility of knowledge, nor in the sense of explicating the particular
epistemic conditions under which mere true belief is transformed into knowledge.®
Indeed, it is often argued that concerns with epistemic justification and warrant in
this sense do not properly arise until the Hellenistic period.”® Rather, Aristotle was
primarily interested in the requirements for explanation and understanding: given

that we do know lots of things, what’s required to transform our knowledge into

8 This is not to suggest that the without qualification knower would not ever doubt

what they know. Rather, they have grounds for maximal rational conviction.

8 Burnyeat 1981: 108-115, Matthen 1981, 4-10, Aydede 1998, Taylor 1990: 116-117, 15,
Angioni 2014: 91, 2016: 82-84, cf. Kosman 1973, Bronstein 2016: 128-129. This is in
contrast to interpretations of Aristotle’s epistemology according to which Aristotle
subscribed to a form of rational foundationalism, according to which our rationalist,
non-demonstrative grasp of first principles confers justification upon our grasp of the
conclusions of demonstrations. See Frede 1996, Irwin 1977, 1988: chs. 6-7, Ferejohn 2009,
Fine 2010a, Goldin 2013.

% See Burnyeat 1980: 188, Annas 1990: 184-185, Striker 1990: 143-144, Taylor 1990: 116,
Moss & Schwab forthcoming, cf. Brunschwig 1999.
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understanding? On this view, Aristotle’s theory of demonstrative knowledge in the
Posterior Analytics is not an account of how we establish that demonstrable
propositions are either true or necessarily true. Nor is it that in virtue of which
knowledge is secured from sceptical doubt or rendered from mere true belief.
Rather, demonstration is a means by which we come to explain and understand
such propositions. But it might appear that my interpretation is at odds with this
line of thought. In particular, I've argued that when we know without qualification,
we are maximally rationally convinced of what we take to be true, and we achieve
this when we grasp both that what we know is necessary and why it could not be
otherwise. My interpretation might thus be understood to imply that we grasp that
certain truths are necessary in virtue of knowing them demonstratively. In this
section, I clarify my reading in light of this worry.

In the first case, it's worth making clear what Aristotle himself says about

conviction and demonstrative knowledge.*! Consider, first, Nicomachean Ethics 6.3:

T2.13 Therefore, knowledge is a demonstrative state, and [has] the other
additional things we specified in the Amnalytics; for, [someone] knows
whenever [they] are convinced in a certain way and the principles are
known to them; for if [the principles are not] more [known to them] than the
conclusion, they will have knowledge [only] according to accident. And so,
concerning knowledge, let it be defined in this way. (EN 6.3: 1139b31-36)

N MEV doa Eruotun €éotiv €Sl amodelktikr), kKat Ooa  AAAx
TEOODIOQILONEDR €V TOIG AvaALTIKOIG: OTtav YAQ TwWG TIUOTEVT) Kol
YV@OLUOL avTt® o al agxal, Emiotatar el yaQ U H&AAov Tov
OUVUTIEQATUATOS, Kata oLUPePNKOS EEel TNV ETUOTHUNV. TtEQL HEV 0DV
ETUOTNUNG dlwEioOw TOV TEOTIOV TOLTOV.

1 Aristotle uses miotic to refer both to (i) the psychological state of conviction and (ii)
the means by which we might be convinced of something. For example, Aristotle refers
to rhetorical proofs as miotelg (Rhet 1354al5, 1355a4-5, for discussion see Dow 2014).
I'm predominantly concerned with the former, although I take it that when we are
appropriately convinced of something that can be known without qualification, we are
convinced on the basis of the explanatory power of the relationship between first

principles and demonstrable propositions.
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To know demonstratively, one must not merely be convinced of what one knows,
but one must also be convinced in a certain way. Aristotle elaborates on this in

Posterior Analytics 1.2:

T2.14 But since it is necessary both to be convinced of the thing [that one knows]
and to know [it] by means of having the sort of deduction which we call a
demonstration, and [since] there is this deduction by means of the existence
of these items from which [the deduction proceeds], it is not only necessary
to already know the primaries, either all or some [of them], but it is also
necessary to know them more; for, always, that because of which each thing
belongs, belongs more to that other thing, for instance, that on account of
which we love [something], is more loved than that thing. The result is that,
if indeed we know and are convinced [of something] because of the
primaries, we both know and are convinced of them more, because it is
because of them [i.e., the primaries] that we also [know and are convinced]
of the posterior items. [...] And the man who is destined to have knowledge
through a demonstration must not only know the principles more and be
more convinced of them than [he is] of what is being proved, but neither can
anything else be more convincing to him, nor can [anything else] be better
known [to him] among the opposites of the principles, from which there will
be the deduction of the opposite deception, if indeed the man who knows
without qualification must be unpersuadable. (APo 1.2: 72a25-b4)”

Emet d¢ del muotevewv te Kal €déval TO MOAYUA TQ TOLOVTOV EXELV
OVAAOYLOHOV OV KaAODHEV &TOdelELY, £0TL O' 00TOG T Tadl elvat €€ v O
OVAAOYLOUOG, AVAYKT HT] LOVOV TIROYVAWOKELY TX TIOWTA, T) TAVTA 1) Vi,
AAAX Kl paAAove atel Yoo Ol O VTAQ)EL €KaOTOV, €KEWV@W HAAAOV
UTIdEXEL, OloV OL' O PLAODUEY, EkelVo PIAOV HAAAOV. WoT' elmte lopev dux
TX TIOWTA Kol TOTEVOUEV, KAKEIVA {OHEV TE KAl TUOTEVOUEV HAAAOV, OTL
Ol éxetva kal tx DoteQa. [...] Tov d¢ péAAovta E€etv TNV EmoTUNV TNV ot
amodetfews o0 HOVOV del TAC AQXAS MAAAOV yvweilewv Kal pHAAAOV

92 See also APr 2.16: 64b32-33, APo 1.25: 86b2-5, 27-30, 1.26: 87a25-30, Top 1.1: 100b18-21.
This passage is often taken as evidence that Aristotle is indeed concerned with
epistemic justification. Someone who knows without qualification must know and be
convinced of the principles of their demonstrations better than the conclusions. Not
only this, but the without qualification knower must be unpersuadable and utterly
convinced of the first principles. One possible explanation for this is that epistemic
justification is conferred from our epistemically certain grasp of first principles to our
(perhaps less certain) grasp of demonstrative conclusions. I do not take it as such. For
discussion, see Gasser-Wingate unpublished mss.
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avTAlG TUOTEVEW 1) T OeKVUUEVW, AAAX UNd' AAAO aUT@ TIOTOTEQOV
elval pNdE YVWOIHWTEQOV TV AVIIKEUEVWV TALS AQOXAlS €€ wv Eotal
OVAAOYLOHOG O TG évavTiag amATng, elmeQ del TOV EMOTAUEVOV ATIAWS
AUETATIELOTOV EIVAL

In order to know demonstratively, one must be convinced of what one knows, and
one must know and be convinced of the conclusions of demonstrations in virtue of
the primaries (I take these to include the premises of demonstrations and thus
demonstrative first principles). As such, it is necessary to know and be convinced of
the first principles of demonstrations better than the demonstrative conclusions.”
Indeed, Aristotle even claims that someone who knows demonstratively must be
unpersuadable with respect to first principles.

As Marc Gasser-Wingate points out, Aristotle is elsewhere explicit about the
sense in which the person who knows without qualification is unpersuadable with
respect to the first principles (Gasser-Wingate unpublished mss). Aristotle’s only
other descriptions of the knower’s unpersuadibility occur in the Topics, where in all
but one case Aristotle makes clear that the knower is unpersuadable by argument
(OO Adyov).** As such, the knower (or perhaps someone who takes themselves to
know) might be persuaded out of their principles by other means, e.g. in light of
new perceptual evidence or experiential phenomena. Indeed, Aristotle is elsewhere
clear that principles ought to be judged on the basis of what follows from them, e.g.
as to whether they are explanatory of the phenomena.” The sense, then, in which
the without qualification knower is unpersuadable with respect to their first
principles is that the first principles have maximal explanatory power over the
known phenomena.

This interpretation is further suggested by the fact that, Aristotle’s claim that
first principles must be more convincing and better known than the conclusion of

demonstrations, echoes his distinction between that which is better known to us

% On Aristotle’s general principle that if x belongs to y because of z, then x belongs more
to z than it does to y, see Lloyd 1976, Barnes 1994: 101-102. Cf. Goldin 2013: 207 ff.

% Top 5.2: 130b16, 5.4: 133b29 ff., 134a2 ff., 5.5: 134a36 ff., 134b17, cf. 5.8: 146b2.

% DC 3.7: 306a11-17, GC 1.2: 316a5-10, DA 2.2: 413al1-16, GA 3.10: 760b27-33, MA 1:
698al11-14, EE 1.6: 1217a11-14.
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and better known by nature (APo 1.2: 71b33-72a5). As previously argued, this is
predominantly a distinction between that which is explanatorily prior and posterior
(§1.5.1). If we are meant to imagine that the demonstrative knower’s conviction
flows from first principles to demonstrative conclusions in a manner that tracks the
causal-explanatory priority of first principles over demonstrative conclusions, then
we might imagine that the demonstrative knower’s conviction is a function of the
explanatory power of first principles — they are convinced of the conclusions
‘because of the primaries’ (dux T mewta) in virtue of the fact the primaries cause
and explain the known conclusions. As such, we are most convinced of the first
principles because only those principles ‘among the opposites of the principles” are
able to explain the demonstrable conclusions. What T2.14 requires, then, is that we
comes to reverse the flow of our conviction, such that (i) we are more convinced of
tirst principles (i.e. that which is prior, better known, and more convincing by
nature, e.g. that which is universal) than the conclusions of demonstrations (i.e. that
which is prior, better known, and more convincing fo us as novice learners, e.g. that
which is closer to perception), (ii) we are more convinced of the first principles
because they are the cause of and thus explain the demonstrative conclusions, and
(iii) we are maximally rationally convinced of demonstrative conclusions in virtue
of the fact that they are uniquely and determinatively explained by the first
principles, e.g. given the essential nature of triangles it could not be otherwise that
2R belongs to all triangles. And, in each case, the sense in which one must be
convinced is qua A6yog, i.e. in respect of the explanatory relationships one takes to
hold between what one knows, i.e. between first principles and demonstrative
conclusions.

As argued, this is precisely what the without qualification knower achieves:
they isolate the ultimate and uniquely determining cause as to why an attribute
belongs to its subject. Similarly, this is precisely the sense in which the sophistic
knower is epistemically deficient: they have failed to know by means of first
principles that isolate the very reason why an attribute belongs to its subject, and so
they lack maximal rational conviction in both their principles and in the conclusion

of their proofs (at least with respect to their account of the relationship that holds
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between them). As a consequence, they are more likely to be the victim of rational
refutation. However, this is not to claim that demonstrations are necessary to
establish either the truth or the necessary truth of demonstrative conclusions. The
sophistic knower knows that 2R belongs to all triangles by means of Proof 2. Not
only have they established the truth of this demonstrable conclusion, but they have
plausibly also established that it is necessarily true. Indeed, the sophistic knower
may also know that 2R belongs to all triangles on the basis of experience and
induction — they need not be worse off in respect of perceptual and experiential
conviction in what they know. As such, both the sophistic knower and the without
qualification knower know (in some sense) that 2R belongs to all triangles and that
this is necessarily true. What the sophistic knower lacks, however, is maximal
rational conviction because they are subject (to a greater degree) to the possibility of
rational refutation. As such, the sophistic knower might come to doubt their
knowledge that 2R belongs to all triangles in the face of argument and refutation
(e.g. in the context of dialectical refutation), even to the extent that they might
abandon their belief in this proposition, or at least be left unsure about its truth — in
spite of their knowledge and experience of particulars. On this view, demonstrative
knowledge is not necessary to establish either the truth or necessary truth of a
proposition. Rather, it is the means by which to ensure one has maximal rational
conviction in one’s knowledge qua rational account (Adyog), such that one’s
knowledge is maximally steadfast in all respects (i.e. including with respect to
argument and refutation). As such, without qualification knowledge provides the
greatest rational conviction that one could have in respect of what one knows, but it

is not necessary either to know (in some sense) or establish its truth or necessity.*

% This, it seems to me, highlights the fact that Aristotle is not solely concerned with the
requirements for knowing single propositional truths. Indeed, as knowers we do not
know things in isolation, and the conviction we have in what we know frequently
depends in part on its relation to other things that we know. The without qualification
knower thus has greater rational confidence that 2R belongs to all triangles because, in
addition to knowing this inductively, they have isolated the very reason why it could
not be otherwise that 2R belongs to all triangles: they grasp the proper grounds for its
necessity.
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My account sits between extreme rationalist and extreme empiricist readings
of Aristotle’s account of demonstrative knowledge. According to the extreme
rationalist, one cannot know the conclusions of demonstrations unless one knows
them demonstratively. On this view, demonstrations provide the proper (ie.
rational) justificatory grounds for the conclusions of demonstrations.”” According to
the extreme empiricist, one can very well know the conclusions of demonstrations
(e.g. by means of experience and induction) without demonstrating them. Instead,
demonstration transforms what one knows into understanding, by providing the
proper causal explanation. On my view, it is indeed possible to know the
conclusions of demonstrations without demonstrative knowledge (this is my
empiricist sentiment), and it is indeed to possible to know that they are necessary.
But it's not possible to have maximal rational conviction in the conclusion of
demonstrations unless one also possesses (i.e. in addition to experience and
induction) a demonstration that provides the very reason why the demonstrative
conclusion could not be otherwise (my rationalist sentiment). This is not to say that
one cannot know the conclusions of demonstrations without demonstrative
knowledge; but that one will not know them without qualification (i.e.
superlatively, ideally) without demonstrative knowledge. Consequently, Aristotle’s
views about conviction and explanation converge: we gain maximal rational
conviction in virtue of grasping causal explanations that explain why the object of
our knowledge could not be other than it is. In this sense, the without qualification

knower knows the objects of demonstration best.

2.5.Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that Aristotle has the resources to argue that when we
take ourselves to know ideally, we take ourselves to be maximally rationally
convinced, and that we ought not take ourselves to be maximally rationally
convinced unless we've grasped a necessary truth and the ultimate causal-

explanation as to why it cannot be otherwise. This puts Aristotle’s argument in T1.1

97 See n.89.

93



on firmer ground. Starting from a common idea about knowledge, Aristotle can
argue that we know without qualification only if we have causal knowledge of
necessities. However, Aristotle’s epistemic ideal is more demanding than this: it is
not merely the superlative epistemic state, but a superlative epistemic state that we
have reason to strive for (§1.6). But why ought we strive for causal knowledge of
necessities? I raise this challenge in the next chapter through a consideration of the

sophistic knower’s account of the nature and value of knowledge.
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3. The sophistic challenge to the value of knowing without qualification

3.1.Introduction

So far, I've argued that we should interpret Aristotle’s account of without
qualification knowledge in T1.1 as an epistemic ideal (Chapter 1). I've also argued
that Aristotle has good grounds to claim that we only achieve this ideal when we
know superlatively, and we know superlatively only when we achieve causal
knowledge of necessities (Chapter 2). However, I've also argued that Aristotle’s
epistemic ideal is prescriptive: without qualification knowledge is not merely the
superlative epistemic state, but one that we ought to strive for. But the mere fact
that causal knowledge of necessities is the superlative epistemic state may provide
us with no reason to strive for it. Consider the following examples: I know Kantian
ethics well enough to teach an A-level student but not to write a good academic
paper. And I know why sound travels faster in water than in air sufficiently for
passing a high school science exam, but not for an undergraduate physics degree. In
both cases it’s true that I could be more knowing, but I may nonetheless maintain
that I have no reason to be more knowing. Similarly, the claim that we are most
knowing when we achieve causal knowledge of necessities is insufficient for the
further claim that we ought to strive for causal knowledge of necessities. Reason
must be given.*

In this chapter, I explore a challenge of this sort through Aristotle’s choice to
juxtapose knowing without qualification with the sophistic way of knowing in T1.1.
The chapter proceeds in two parts. In §3.2, I argue that the sophist and the sophistic
way of knowing are representative of a substantive thesis about the value of
knowledge: that the sole value of any and all knowledge (or epistemic state) is
instrumental upon the value of making money through the appearance of wisdom.
The sophistic knower thus presents a challenge to Aristotle’s epistemic ideal: given
that knowing in the sophistic way according to accident is typically sufficient for

making money through the appearance of wisdom, we may have no reason to strive

% See also §1.6.
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to know without qualification. I also argue that the sophist’s account of the value of
knowledge is in harmony with their account of the nature of knowledge: that to
know is to have knowledge (10 éniotacOal 10 érmomunv éxewv, APo 1.6: 74b23-
24). Aristotle does not contend that this characterisation of knowledge is false, but
rather that it does not specify the sense in which knowledge is something we have.
In §3.3, I argue that Aristotle’s considered view is that knowledge isdr a
demonstrative state (¢€1c amodewtikr), EN 6.3: 1139b31-32), such that knowledge is
not something that we have (e.g.) in the sense of a possession, but as a state of the
soul. To this end, I argue that T1.1 is not Aristotle’s definition of knowledge, but a
preliminary account from which to inquire into the essential nature of knowledge. I
propose that this provides Aristotle with the framework within which to meet the
sophistic knower’s challenge and explain the proper value of knowledge:
knowledge is valuable because it is a state of the soul and, in particular, a virtuous
state of the soul. In Part II (Chapters 4-7) of this thesis, I offer an account of the

proper value of knowledge as a virtue of thought.

3.2.The sophistic account of the nature and value of knowledge

In Chapter 2, I argued that the sophistic knower described in Posterior Analytics 1.5
knows according to accident because they fail to grasp the very reason why an
attribute belongs to its subject, e.g. they fail to know that 2R belongs to all triangles
because of the essential nature of triangles. In so doing, they fail to know without
qualification because they fail to know with maximal rational conviction that the
object of their knowledge could not be otherwise. Lucas Angioni argues similarly
that to know according to accident is to fail to grasp ‘the most appropriate cause as
middle term’, which ‘captures the exact feature that makes the explanandum what
it is” (Angioni 2016: 102). However, Angioni further argues that to know according
to accident in the sophistic way is a function of the sophist’s intentions: “What defines
an argument as a sophism is its purpose: the sophist uses an argument with the
purpose of producing a false semblance of wisdom” (ibid. 103). On this view, it’s

possible to know according to accident in two different ways: either sophistically or
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non-sophistically. Suppose that I know according to accident that 2R belongs to all
triangles by means of Proof 2. My according-to-accident knowledge is not sophistic
as long as I don’t use it to create a false semblance of wisdom. For example, I might
be aware that Proof 2 does not pick out the appropriate explanation and that it’s
merely the best explanation I currently have available to me. Because I am aware of
the limits of my knowledge, I do not make use of my according-to-accident
knowledge in order to appear wise. Indeed, Angioni thinks that there ‘is nothing
wrong’ with these types of explanation ‘if they are taken as such, namely, as the best
that can be done on the available evidence’ (ibid. 103). If, on the other hand, I use my
according-to-accident knowledge in order to appear wise (or wiser than I am), then
my according-to-accident knowledge is sophistic. Thus, on Angioni’s interpretation,
whether or not my knowledge is sophistic depends primarily on what I choose or
intend to do with my knowledge. If I use it in order to deceive people into thinking
I am wise, then I know in a sophistic way. If not, I know non-sophistically.

There are, however, two prima facie issues for this interpretation. The first is
that Aristotle’s description of the sophistic way of knowing in Posterior Analytics 1.5
(T2.10) makes no mention of the sophist’s nefarious intentions. Rather, the sophistic
way of knowing is described simply as an epistemically deficient way of knowing;:
one knows in the sophistic way that 2R belongs to triangle when one fails to know
that 2R belongs to triangle as triangle. This deficiency is apparently independent of
what one chooses or intends to do with one’s knowledge. What's more, Aristotle
uses the sophistic way of knowing to illustrate a case of epistemic delusion: when
someone knows in the sophistic way that 2R belongs to all triangles by means of
Proof 2, they may mistakenly think that they have proven something universally

and primitively (APo 1.5: 74a4-10).1° As such, they mistakenly take themselves to

9 It's unclear how Angioni would account for cases in which someone doesn’t intend to
create a false semblance of wisdom (at least not consciously) but nonetheless
misrepresents themselves as wise because of a lack of epistemic self-awareness, e.g. a
case in which (i) one knows according to accident, (ii) is unware that one knows
according to accident, and so (iii) unintentionally creates a false semblance of wisdom.
This person neither has the sophistic intention nor are they aware of the limits of their
knowledge.

100 See also §2.3.2.1 and Hasper 2006.
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know without qualification. Given that the sophistic knower might be deluded
about their epistemically deficient condition, it could hardly be said that all
sophistic knowers are aware of and thus intentionally exploit their according-to-
accident knowledge. Second, on Angioni’s interpretation the sophist’s nefarious
intentions are independent of their epistemic condition. Indeed, they could even be
an afterthought: having come to know according to accident that 2R belongs to all
triangles, I could later choose to use my according-to-accident knowledge to appear
wise. But if that’s true, the sophistic way of knowing isn’t a way of knowing at all.
Instead, it’s just something the sophist does with their knowledge. This fails to do
justice to Aristotle’s contrast in T1.1 between two ways of knowing: knowing
without qualification (éntiotacOatr amAwg) and knowing in the sophistic way
according to accident (émiotacOar TOV COPLOTIKOV TEOTOV TOV KATX
ovuPepPnrog).l® If the sophistic way is just what the sophist does with their
according-to-accident knowledge, why not contrast knowing without qualification
with knowing according to accident?

In this section I motivate an alternative interpretation of the sophistic way of
knowing, according to which (i) the sophist’s choice of life is prior to their nefarious
intentions to create a false semblance of wisdom and (ii) the sophist’s choice of life
is prior to and determinative of their epistemic condition. As Aristotle presents
them, sophists are money makers who choose to make money through the
appearance of wisdom — this is their choice of life. As a consequence, they (i) choose
to create a false semblance of wisdom in order to make money through the
appearance of wisdom and (ii) they choose to pursue whatever epistemic condition
is sufficient to make money by appearing wise. By the sophist’s lights, the best
epistemic condition is whatever epistemic condition is sufficient to achieve that end.
If knowing according to accident is sufficient, then knowing according to accident is
best (or, perhaps, good enough). Indeed, the sophist doesn’t care that they “merely”

know according to accident, because according to accident knowledge is sufficient

101 In T1.1 I read amAwg as modifying éniotacOal (as opposed to oiopeOa) and ur) tov
CO@LOTIKOV TEOTIOV TOV Kt ovUPePnkog as an adverbial accusative also modifying
é¢niotaoOal.
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for the good the sophist chooses to pursue. The sophistic knower’s choices
(epistemic and otherwise) are therefore directed by their choice of life and the
system of value entailed by that choice. This yields a broader picture of the sophistic
“way” of knowing: the sophist’s way of knowing is neither merely their epistemic
state (e.g. knowing according to accident), nor merely what they choose or intend to
do with their knowledge (e.g. create a false semblance of wisdom); it is also a way
of going about knowing, of conducting oneself as a knower, and evaluating the
worth of different epistemic states.

Before turning to Aristotle’s description of the sophists, it's worth making a
couple of points clear. First, I do not deny that Aristotle depicts sophists as having
nefarious intentions. For example, Aristotle claims that sophists are bad and
blameworthy in virtue of the choices they make (Top 4.5: 126a30-36). Aristotle also
suggests that the sophists might be aware of their epistemic deficiencies, claiming
that the sophists are compelled to take their fee before delivering their services,
‘because no one would pay them money for what they do know” (EN 9.1: 1164a, cf.
7.2: 1146a21-27).12 Consequently, I do not contend that the sophist’s intention to
create a false semblance of wisdom is not a characteristic feature of the sophist.
Rather, my concern is that Angioni’s interpretation implies that (or is at least
consistent with) the sophist’s choice being independent of their epistemic state. For
example, I might come to know something according to accident and, after the fact,
choose to use my knowledge to create a false semblance of wisdom. In so doing, I
would become a sophistic knower solely in virtue of my post hoc choices about how
to use my knowledge. I argue instead that Aristotle’s characterisation of the sophist
suggests a dependency between the sophist’s choice of life and their epistemic state:
the sophist knows according to accident because knowing according to accident is
typically sufficient for their choice of life. It's also true that the sophist chooses to
create a false semblance of wisdom, but both this and their choice to know
according to accident are subordinate to and for the sake of their choice of life.
Second, when I speak of “the sophists” I refer to Aristotle’s depiction of sophists in

the extant Corpus. These sophists are characters in Aristotle’s texts, just as Aristotle

1027...] dtx TO undéva v dovvat AQyLELOV WV ETLOTAVTAL.
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describes “the philosopher” or “the dialectician” (e.g. Met 4.2: 1004b17-26, Rhet. 1.1:
1355b15-21). I remain neutral on the extent to which Aristotle’s characterisation was
true of actual sophists, self-professed or otherwise. Also, I do not take into
consideration any of Aristotle’s accounts of individuals who were also known as
sophists (e.g. Protagoras in Metaphysics 4.4-6) which I consider to be conceptually

distinct from Aristotle’s character of the sophist.

3.2.1.  The priority of the sophist’s choice of life

With reference to Aristotle’s characterisation of the sophist’s choice in Sophistic
Refutations 1 (165a19-2), Metaphysics 4.2 (1004b22-6), and Rhetoric 1.1 (1355b17-8),
Angioni claims that ‘[w]hat defines an argument as a sophism is after all its purpose:
the sophist uses an argument with the purpose of producing a false semblance of
wisdom’. This purpose is, in turn, characteristic of the sophistic way of knowing
(Angioni 2016: 103). In this section, I argue for an alternative interpretation of the
sophist’s choice, according to which the sophist’'s primary choice is their choice of
life. This choice of life in turn determines their other choices, both to create a false
semblance of wisdom and to merely know according to accident.

The Sophistical Refutations is predominantly concerned with giving an
account of ‘what appear to be refutations but are really mis-reasonings and not
refutations” (SE 1: 164a20-21)'%31% The theme of appearance is central to Aristotle’s
treatment of the sophists and their arguments (Adyor). Arguments can appear
genuine when they are not, just as (using Aristotle’s examples) someone who is not
beautiful can appear so by embellishing themselves; or something that is dyed
yellow can appear golden, when in fact it isn’t (164a23-24). In each case, the sham
appears genuine through both a certain similarity with the genuine article and the
inexperience of the observer (164a25-27). Those who are inexperienced concerning

proper argument will fail to distinguish a case of mis-reasoning from a genuine

103 1...] TV atvopévwv Hev EAEYXWV, OVTWV d& TAQAAOYLOUWV AAA” OUK EAEYXWV.
104 Translations from the Sophistical Refutations follow Pickard-Cambridge in Barnes
1984.
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deduction, i.e. one in which the conclusion does in fact follow by necessity from the
premises. But how do arguments deceive us? Aristotle tells us that one of the most
well-developed and common reasons is that arguments must make use of names in
place of the things themselves (165a3-10), just as counters are used to represent
quantities of money when we make calculations. But counters, like names, can be

manipulated in a manner that is misleading and deceptive:

T3.1 And so just as, in that case, those who are not clever at taking the counters
are misled by those who are knowledgeable, [it's] the same way in the case
of arguments too: those who are inexperienced in the power of names mis-
reason both when they are themselves conversing and when they are
listening to others. And so, for this reason and for others to be said later,
there is deduction and refutation that appear [to be real] but are not. (SE 1:
165a13-19)

OTEQ OVV KAKEL OL HT) dELVOL TG Prpoug pégely UTO TWV ETUOTNUOVWV
TAQAKQOVOVTAL TOV AUTOV TEOTIOV Kal €T TV AOYwWV Ol TWV OVOUATWYV
¢ duVAHEwS ATelpol agaAoyilovtal kal avtol duaAegydpevol kal
AAAWV dovovTEC. Alx pEV 0DV TAVTNV TV altiav kal tag AexOnoopévag
£0TL KL OVAAOYLOHOGC Kal EAeYXOS PALVOEVOS OUK WV OE.

Just as those who are not clever at counting with counters may be deceived or
cheated by those who are knowledgeable, we may also be deceived when arguing
with names.!® If I lack the appropriate knowledge or experience, I may be misled
either when I am taking part in a discussion or listening to one. Indeed, a notable
aspect of the Sophistical Refutations is that Aristotle is not merely concerned to point
out what the sophists do wrong. In addition, he gives an account of sophistic and
merely apparent refutations in order that we will learn not to mis-reason in our own
inquiries (SE 16: 175a9-12).1% In this sense the Sophistical Refutations is intended to
help a philosopher-inquirer who as of yet is unable to distinguish genuine

refutations from false ones.

105 On the limits and pitfalls of the analogy between counting with counters and arguing
with names, see SE 1: 165a10-13 and Schreiber 2013: 11-18.

106 See also SE 1: 165a24-27, 6: 168a17-20, b4-10, 7: 169a31-33, 8: 169b27-34.
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Now, just as sophistic refutations appear to be genuine when they are not,

the sophist also appears to be wise when they are not. Here’s what Aristotle has to

say about them:

T3.2

But since it’s more to the task of certain people to seem to be wise, than to be
wise and not seem so (for the sophistic skill is appearing wise but not being
so, and the sophist is a money-maker from appearing wise but not being so),
it is clear that it is necessary for these people also to seem to accomplish the
task of a wise man, more than to accomplish it and not seem to do so. To
reduce it to a single point of contrast: it is the task of one who knows each
[thing], himself not to speak falsely about that which he knows, and to have
the power to expose someone who speaks falsely. Of these, one is a power to
give an argument, the other to take one. And so, those who wish to be
sophists, by necessity, seek after the kind of arguments we have mentioned
[i.e. mapaAoyiwopotl: arguments that appear genuine but are not]; for, it is to
their task; for a power of this sort will make them appear wise, and this is
the choice they happen to have made. (SE 1: 165a20-31)

émel O ol tiot paAAov TEO €Qyov TO dOKELV elval COPOILS 1) TO eival Kai
pr) doKelV (€0TL YOQ 1) 0O@PLOTIKT] @avopévn copla ovoa d' ol, kal O
OOPLOTIG XONHATIOTIG ATIO PALVOUEVNG go@iag AAA" ovk ovorg), dfAov
OTL Avaykalov ToUTOIS KAL TOU 0O@OL €QYOV OOKELV TOLELY, HUAAAOV T
TOLELV KAl U1 dOKeLV. €0TLO' (G €V TEOG &V elmely €QyOV TeQL EKAOTOV TOD
e00TOC APevdelv HEV aUTOV TEQL WV 01dg, TOV D& PevdOpeVoV EupaviCety
dvvaoOal tavta d' €0l TO péV €v T duvaoDat dovval Adyov, T0 d' €v T
Aafetv. avaykn ovv Tovg BOVAOUEVOVS COPLOTEVELY TO TWV EONUEVWV
AOywV Yévog (nTetv: mEO €QYOVL YAQ €0TLV: 1] YAQ TOLXVUTN dDUVAULS TTOUjOEL
patvecOat copov, 00 TUYXAVOLOL TV TIROXIQETLY EXOVTEG.

Note Aristotle’s final remark: the sophist’s choice is to appear wise. This is bound

up with Aristotle’s description of sophists as money-makers, who make money by

appearing wise even though they are not. But note, also, that the sophist need not

have chosen merely to appear wise. We have no reason to assume that it wouldn’t

on occasion befit the sophist’s purposes both to be and to appear wise.’” Indeed,

there might be circumstances in which being wise is necessary in order to appear

107 MM McCabe makes a similar suggestion concerning sophistic arguments in Plato’s

Euthydemus: ‘Surely sound arguments could serve the sophists’ evil ends just as well as
shaky ones?” (McCabe 1994: 74)
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wise, e.g. in order to appear wise in front of a crowd who are knowledgeable of a
particular topic (say, geometry), the sophist would have to in fact complete the task
of the wise person by not speaking falsely about geometry.'® Consequently, making
money through the appearance of wisdom is consistent with appearing wise
because one is wise. Aristotle’s point, however, is that it's necessary for the sophist’s
purposes to appear wise over and above being wise, because it would not be worth
their while to be wise and risk not appearing so. And this is because appearing wise
is necessary for their money-making task: if they failed to appear wise to their
prospective clients, no one would pay the sophists for instruction. Aristotle’s
thought in this passage, then, is not that the sophist’s primary choice is to merely
appear to be wise. Rather, their choice of life is prior to their choice to create a false
semblance of wisdom, because they choose arguments that appear genuine but are
not in order to make money by appearing wise. In this sense, their choice to create a
false semblance of wisdom is directed by their choice to make money by appearing
wise, because the most prudent method is to develop a skill for appearing wise
even though one is not.

That the sophist's choice to create a false semblance of wisdom is
subordinate to their choice to make money by appearing wise, is further suggested

by Aristotle’s characterisation of the sophist in Metaphysics 4.2:

T3.3 [...] for, dialecticians and sophists take on the same shape as the
philosopher, for sophistic is only the appearance of wisdom, and
dialecticians converse about all things, and being is common to all [things],
but it is clear that they converse about these things because they are
appropriate to philosophy. For, sophistic and dialectic turn around the same
kind as philosophy, but it differs [from dialectic] in the power [required] for
its way, and it differs [from sophistic] in respect of the choice of life.
Dialectic is critical whereas philosophy is capable of knowing about these
things, and sophistic appears [to be capable of knowing] but is not. (Met 4.2:
1004b17-26)

[...] ol Y&o daAekTikol katl co@loTal T0 aUTO pEV DTTOdVOVTAL OXNHA TQW
PU000Qw: 1) YAQ OCOQPLOTIKT] @ALVOHEVT) HOVOoV oco@ia €oti, Kal ol

108 Cf. APo 1.12: 77b9-15.
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JLAAEKTIKOL dlaAéyovTal TEQL ATAVTIWY, KOOV O&¢ Mol TO OV E0TL,
dlaAéyovtat 0¢ TeQl ToUTWV dMNAOV GTL dix TO TS PLAooOPIAS TavTa elvat
OlKElX. TIEQL HEV YOO TO aUTO YEVOG OTQEPETAL 1) COPLOTIKT] Kol T
dixAektikn T @Ulooopia, AAAx daépel TNC UEV TQ TEOTW TG
duvapewg, ¢ O¢ ToL Blov T TEoARETEL £0TL OE 1) DLXAEKTIKT) TTELQAOTIKT)
TEQL WV 1) PLAOCOPIX YVWOLOTIKT), 1] O€ TOPLOTIKT PALVOUEVT), 0O ' OV.

The sophist and the philosopher are extremely close in their appearance: both are
concerned with being, and the sophist also appears to be capable of knowledge.
Whereas the way of dialectic differs from philosophy in its power (dialectic
examines), the sophist differs from the philosopher in respect of their choice of life.
Indeed, Aristotle makes the very same point in Rhetoric 1.1: “for, the sophistic skill is
not in the power but in the choice” (1355b17-18).1° But what is the sophist’s choice
of life? Choosing merely to appear wise would be a strange choice of life; it’s
unclear what could recommend the mere appearance of wisdom as an end in itself.
More plausibly, the sophist’s choice of life is to make money, and that by means of
having a reputation for wisdom."® This choice will govern and organise the
sophist’s life, such that all other value will be instrumental on the goal of making
money and all choices will be directed towards that goal.'! And even though it
might on occasion befit the sophist’s purposes to actually be wise (i.e. in cases
where it is necessary to be wise in order to appear wise) it is sufficient for the
sophist’s goal of making money through the appearance of wisdom that they
merely appear wise. As such, the sophist will first and foremost choose both to
know and to argue in a manner that, more often than not, assures their appearance
of wisdom. And they cultivate the skill of merely appearing wise in order to
complete this task.

The sophist’s epistemic aims and goals are thus determined by their choice
of life: someone who chooses to make money through the appearance of wisdom

would do better to focus on appearing wise when they are not, over and above

109 1) y&x@ 0O@LOTIKT) OVK €V Th) DUVAHEL AAA' €V TI) TOOAIETEL
110 See also SE 11: 171b25 ff.

11 EN 1.1: 1094a1-18, 1.7: 1097a18-24, EE 1.2: 1214b6-14, 2.10: 1227a13-18, cf. EN 1.5
1096a5-10.
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being wise. To this end, the sophist chooses to acquire only the knowledge that is
sufficient to secure this appearance. They may, for example, merely know
something according to accident, such that they might appear wise in front of an
unknowledgeable audience (e.g. by means of Proof 2). They may also develop the
sophistic skill (1] cogiotikn) in order to appear wise by appearing to refute those
who know. In spite of the sophist’s lack of wisdom, their skill is nonetheless a form
of knowledge (or, at least, a certain developed epistemic state) which the sophist
must cultivate in order to reliably appear wise.!? As such, the sophist’s choice of life
dictates and gives value to their epistemic choices, because it entails that any and all
knowledge (or epistemic state) is only of value for the money one can generate with
it by appearing wise. The sophist therefore chooses to merely know according to
accident and to acquire the sophistic skill because this is sufficient for the end they
choose to pursue. As a consequence, the sophistic way of knowing is not merely
what the sophist does with their deficient epistemic state. Rather, the sophist’s
“way” is to choose whatever knowledge (or epistemic state) that will facilitate and
is sufficient for appearing wise. In this sense, their choice of life is prior to their
choice to create a false semblance of wisdom. And the choice of life is in part
constitutive of their way of knowing, because it determines the kind of knowledge
that is worth achieving.

This reading has the distinct benefit of ensuring that the sophistic way of
knowing is not merely something that the sophist does with their knowledge.
Rather, the sophistic way is a way of evaluating the worth of different epistemic
states and thus of conducting oneself as a knower — where this includes both the
type of knowledge that the sophist typically strives for (e.g. the sophistic skill,
according to accident knowledge) and what they do with that knowledge (e.g.
create a false semblance of wisdom). However, my view still faces the difficulty that

Aristotle’s description of the sophistic way of knowing in Posterior Analytics 1.5

112 That the sophists are in some sense knowledgeable is further suggested by the fact
that Aristotle describes those who deceive by calculating with counters as
knowledgeable (¢riotiuwv) (T3.1). Perhaps, then, the sophist who deceives by arguing
with names is also knowledgeable, at least in so far as they know how to trick others

with words.
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makes no mention of the sophist’s choice, suggesting that someone could plausibly
know in the sophistic way yet not be a sophist (§3.2). For example, I can know that
2R belongs to all triangles by means of Proof 2 and thus know in the sophistic way
(i.e. according to accident) yet not be a sophist because I do not choose the sophist’s
life. The problem is that, on my view, the sophistic way of knowing is directed and
characterised by the sophists choice of life. Nonetheless, Aristotle’s point in Posterior
Analytics 1.5 need not be that everyone who knows that 2R belongs to all triangles
by means of Proof 2 is a sophistic knower. Rather, their accidental knowledge that
2R belongs to all triangles is characteristic of the sophist, who typically knows
according to accident because such knowledge is sufficient for their purposes. In so
doing, the person who knows according to accident in Posterior Analytics 1.5
manifests a characteristic of the sophistic way of knowing, i.e. they know according
to accident. But they are not a sophistic knower (broadly construed) because they
do not subscribe to the sophist’s choice of life and the evaluative system entailed by

that choice.

3.2.2.  The sophist’s challenge

So far, I've argued that the sophist’s choice of life is prior to their choice to create a
false semblance of wisdom, and that their choice of life determines the knowledge
that they pursue. If making money is the end for the sake of which one’s life ought
to be organized, then one’s epistemic condition is only of instrumental value with
respect to this end. On this view, the sophists are not merely epistemic villains that
trick others into thinking that they are wise. They also personify a substantive thesis
about the value of knowledge, i.e. that the sole value of any and all knowledge (or
epistemic state) is instrumental upon the value of making money through the
appearance of wisdom. If knowing according to accident is sufficient to make
money through the appearance of wisdom, then one need only know according to
accident. If mere opinion is sufficient, then one need only opine (etc.). This account
of the value of knowledge (and epistemic states broadly construed) presents a direct

challenge to Aristotle’s epistemic ideal: if knowing without qualification is
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unnecessary for the purpose of making money through the appearance of wisdom,
then one need not strive to know without qualification. Indeed, the sophists are a
case in point that one need not know without qualification in order to make money
by appearing wise: sophistical refutations and according to accident knowledge will
clearly suffice. What’s more, the sophistic knower need not deny that knowing
without qualification is to be most knowing. They may even agree with Aristotle (at
least in private) that we are most knowing when we achieve causal knowledge of
necessities. What the sophistic knower denies is that we have reason to be most
knowing, i.e. because knowing without qualification is not necessary to achieve the
good of making money through the appearance of wisdom.

Given this, we might suppose that Aristotle’s choice to juxtapose without
qualification knowledge with the sophistic way of knowing in T1.1 is significant.
Aristotle is not merely contrasting his epistemic ideal with an epistemically
deficient way of knowing; he is also setting his epistemic ideal alongside a way of
knowing that presupposes an account of the value of knowledge that entails that
without qualification knowledge is not worth striving for. This is suggestive that
questions about the value of different ways of knowing are at the heart of his
epistemic project in the Posterior Analytics.”®> And this thought is corroborated by

Aristotle’s only other explicit mention of sophists in the Posterior Analytics:

T3.4 From these things it is also clear that those people are naive who think that
they assume their principles well if the propositions are reputable and true,
e.g. the sophists [who assume] that to know is to have knowledge. For it is
not what is reputable to us that is a principle, but rather what is primitive in
kind with which the proof is concerned; and not every truth is appropriate.
(APo 1.6: 74b21-26)

113 For this reason, I disagree with Burnyeat’'s contention that tov co@iotucov toémov
‘adds nothing (except abuse) to the fact that such knowledge is katax ocvufepnroc
(Burnyeat 1981: 100 n.4). Burnyeat is correct to suppose that the sophistic way is a way
of knowing that is characteristically according to accident (see also Met 6.2: 1026b15 ff.),
but mistaken that this adds nothing beyond insult. Rather, the sophistic way of
knowing represents a substantive thesis about the nature and value of knowledge, thus

raising questions about epistemic value.
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dnAov 0' &k tovTWV Kal Tt evNOelg ol AauPdvery olOREVOL KAAWS TOG
AQXAs, Eav EvdoEog M 1) MEOTAOIS Kal &ANONg, olov ol coplotal OtL TO
éniotacOat 10 EmoTUNV €XELV. OV YaQ TO £€vOoLoV TULV AQXn E0TLy,
AAAX TO TEWTOV TOL YEVOUg Tepl O delkvutar kKat taAnBec ov mav
oikelov.

The sophists are not here described as bad or morally bankrupt, but instead as
simple minded for thinking it sufficient to assume principles that are only reputable
and true. Significantly, Aristotle gives the example of an epistemological tenet of
the sophists: that to know is to have knowledge."'* Perhaps, then, the sophists are
not only naive because they think it sufficient to assume principles that are
reputable and true (a second-order worry), but also to suppose that “to know is to
have knowledge” is a suitable account of knowledge (a first-order worry).!'> Indeed,
Aristotle might have offered this example precisely because it allows for a
misleading view about the value of knowledge. This is because the sophistic
account of knowledge is ambiguous between a number of different senses of

having:

T3.5 Having is said in a number of ways; for, [i] having as a state and condition
or some other quality (for, we are said to have knowledge and virtue); or [ii]
as a quantity, e.g. the height someone might have (for, he is said to have a
height of three or four forearms); or [iii] as things on the body, e.g. a cloak or
tunic ; or [iv] as on a part, e.g. a ring on a hand; or [v] as a part, e.g. a hand
or foot; or [vi] as in a container, as with the measure of wheat or the jar of
wine (for, the jar is said to have wine, and the measure wheat, so these are
said to have as in a container); or [vii] as a possession (for we are said to
have a house and a field). (Cat 15: 15b17-27)1¢

To éxewv kata mAelovag toomovg Aéyetar 1) yaQ wg €Ewv kal dikbeowv 1
AAANV Tva modtta, — Aeyopeda yaQ emotiuny Exewv kal &QeT V- — 1)
WG MO0V, olov O Tuyxavel TG Exwv péyebog, — Aéyetat yaQ tolmnxv
pnéyeBog €xev 1 TETQATXL: — 1) WG TX TEQL TO OWHA, OOV {HATIOV T
XTIV 1) G €V HoQiw, OOV €V XELOL DAKTUALOV: 1) WG HEQOG, OLOV XEIQA N
moda- 1) WG év dyyelw, olov O HEDVOG TOUG TILEOVG 1] TO KEQAHLOV TOV

114 See also Euthydemus 277b, Theaetetus 197a-c.
115 See also EN 10.9: 1181a12-b12.

116 Translations from the Categories follow Ackrill 1963.
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Olvov, — OIVOV YAQ £XELV TO KEQAMIOV Aéyetal Kol O HEDLUVOG TTLEOVGC:
TAUT 00V €Xetv AEyeTal wg €V dyyelw: — 1 WG KTNHar EXELV YaQ olklay kal
AayQov Aeyoueda.

When the sophists say that to know is to have knowledge, it’s unclear in what sense
knowledge is had. Indeed, the sophists’ instrumentalist account of the value of
knowledge might push us towards supposing that knowledge is something that one
has in the sense of a possession. Such possessions are often valuable in so far as they
are means to further ends, e.g. a house for shelter or a field for food or income.!”
Notably, however, Aristotle does not claim that the sophistic account of knowledge
is false (indeed, it's both reputable and true). Rather, Aristotle suggests that it's not
a suitable first principle because it's merely reputable and true. As T3.5 suggests,
Aristotle thinks that knowledge is something that we have, but as a state rather than
a possession. !

In the remainder of this thesis, I argue that Aristotle meets the sophistic
challenge by grounding the value of his epistemic ideal on the thought that
knowledge is something that we have in the sense of a state. In particular, the value
of knowledge is to be found in the fact that knowledge is not merely a state of the
soul, but a virtuous state of the soul. As such, Aristotle’s claim about the naivety of
the sophists in T3.4 is manifold: not only are the sophists mistaken to suppose that
it’s sufficient to assume principles that are reputable and true, and not only is it
insufficient to suppose that knowledge is to have knowledge; the sophists are also
mistaken about the fundamental nature of knowledge and thus its proper value. As
such, they are also naive because they miss out on the proper value of knowledge.

On this view, T1.1’s account of what it is to know without qualification is
not Aristotle’s ultimate definition of knowledge, i.e. it is not an appropriate first

principle. Instead, knowledge without qualification isdet a demonstrative state of the

17-0Of course, possessions need not only have instrumental value, but the sophists’
account of the value of knowledge may be corroborated by the thought that knowledge
is had in the sense of a possession.

118 See also Phys 7.3: 247b1 ff.
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soul and, thus, a virtuous state of the soul.’ It's this definition that properly
characterizes the essential nature of without qualification knowledge and can
account for its proper value. Part II of this thesis is dedicated to explaining how and
in what sense knowledge is valuable because it is a virtuous state. In the next
section, I argue for the view that Aristotle did indeed conceive of knowledge first
and foremost as a demonstrative state of the soul. To this end, I argue that
Aristotle’s account of without qualification knowledge in T1.1 is in fact a
preliminary account of knowledge, from which to embark upon an inquiry into the
essential nature of knowledge. This will provide Aristotle with the framework with
which to meet the sophistic knower’s challenge by explaining the proper value of

knowledge in virtue of its essential nature.

3.3.Knowledge as a demonstrative state of the soul

T1.1 is naturally read as Aristotle’s definition of what it is to know without
qualification. Notably, the Posterior Analytics is explicitly concerned with definition
and its proper role with respect to both knowing and inquiring (particularly in
Posterior Analytics 2.3-10 and 2.13). However, as far as I'm aware there has been little
consideration of T1.1 in relation to Aristotle’s explicit discussion of definition in the
very same text. Supposing that the Posterior Analytics is itself an inquiry into
knowledge, we might then ask: when inquiring into the nature of knowledge, did

Aristotle adhere to his own account of the proper role of definition therein?'? In this

119 Knowledge is a virtuous state of the soul because it is a state by means of which the
soul grasps necessary truths most of all, i.e. demonstratively. In Chapter 4, I examine
the sense in which certain states of the soul are intellectual virtues because we grasp
truth most of all in virtue of them (§§4.3-4).

120 The supposition that the Posterior Analytics is in some sense an inquiry is certainly not
farfetched. In three other texts Aristotle explicitly describes what he is doing as
inquiring (Cntéw: DA 1.1: 402a21, Met 1.2: 982a4; érulntéw: Insomn 1: 458a33). Although
Aristotle describes the Amnalytics as an examination into demonstration and
demonstrative knowledge (owéyig, APr 1.1: 24a10-11) rather than an inquiry (Crjtnoic),
I see no reason to suppose that the Analytics does not represent a genuine inquiry into
knowledge. Indeed, if texts such as the De Anima, Metaphysics, and On Dreams could be
characterized as inquiries by Aristotle’s own lights, then it’s hard to see what would
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section I argue that there is at least one sense in which Aristotle practised what he
preached: T1.1 offers a preliminary account of what it is to know without
qualification, which acts as Aristotle’s starting point for an investigation into the
essential nature of knowledge. On this view, T1.1 is not Aristotle’s ultimate
definition of knowledge; rather, Aristotle’s considered view is that knowledge isd.t a
demonstrative state of the soul.

In order to determine the status of Aristotle’s account of without
qualification knowledge in T1.1, we must first take a detour into Aristotle’s
taxonomy of definitions in Posterior Analytics 2.10. Before embarking, however, it
should be noted that the following is not intended as a critical study of Aristotle’s
account of definition in the Posterior Analytics. Rather, I intend to apply a number of
relatively uncontroversial points to Aristotle’s account of knowledge in the Posterior
Analytics. Broadly speaking, I take two points to be uncontentious: (i) that Aristotle
considered definitional knowledge of essential natures to be necessary for
demonstrative knowledge and (ii) that in order to arrive at such definitional
knowledge, we must (or must typically) start with a so-called preliminary account
of the definiendum that grasps something of the thing itself. As a consequence of (i),
in order to know about knowledge we must arrive at a definition of the essential
nature of knowledge. As a consequence of (ii), in order to arrive at this definition
our inquiry must (or should ideally) begin with a preliminary account of
knowledge that grasps something of the thing itself. Although I consider these

points relatively uncontroversial, I make a case for them below.

disqualify the Analytics from falling under the same remit. Aristotle refers to other texts
as: (i) an inspection or examination (émtiokeic: Sens 1: 436a3; oxémntopatr: Mem 1: 449b9,
Met 1.2: 982a5; eénilokémtopat: Insomn 1: 453b11, Long 1: 464b21, MA 1: 698a3, IA 1:
704a5, Pol 1.13: 1260b23; oxoméw: GA 1.1: 715a14); (ii) an investigation (pé0odog: Phys
1.1: 184al11, Meteor 1.1: 338a25, PA 1.1: 639al, EN 1.2: 1094b11, EE 1.1: 1214a14); (iii) a
study (Oewolo: PA 1.1: 639al; Oewpéw: Pol 2.1: 1260b27); and (iv) a thesis (mpdOeois: Top
1.1: 100a189).
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3.3.1.  Types of definition in Posterior Analytics 2.10

In Posterior Analytics 2.10, Aristotle lists three types of definition:'?!

T3.6 Consequently, [Definition Type 1] one definition is an indemonstrable
account of what something is; [Definition Type 2] another is a deduction of
what something is, differing in arrangement from the demonstration; and
third [Definition Type 3] is a conclusion of the demonstration of what
something is. (APo 2.10: 94a11-14)'2

"Eottv &oa 6Qlop0g €l pEV AGYOG TOU Tl €0TLV AVATIODEIKTOS, €l d&
OUVAAOYLOHOG TOU T €07TL, MTWOEL DAPEQWV TNG ATOdEIEewS, TOITOG D¢ TNG
TOU Tl €0TIV ATOdelEews TLUTIEQATUA.

Let’s begin with Definition Type 2, which Aristotle describes as a deduction of what
something is, differing in arrangement from the demonstration. Aristotle offers the

following example of thunder (APo 2.10: 94a3-7):

Type 2 Definition

Thunder isdef [A] noise of [B] fire being extinguished in [C] the clouds.

21T won’t address the question of whether Aristotle considered so-called nominal
accounts to be a type of definition, strictly speaking, but I consider it notable that
Aristotle does not include nominal accounts in his list of definition types in T3.6. I also
won’t consider the relationship between nominal accounts and so-called preliminary
accounts, although I discuss preliminary accounts in §3.3.2. Following a number of
other commentators, I take it that some preliminary accounts are nominal accounts and
that some nominal accounts are preliminary accounts. For example, a nominal account
(i.e. an account or what a name of name-like account signifies, APo 2.10: 93b29-39)
drawn from the ordinary language meaning of a name might state something of the
thing itself, and thus count as a preliminary account and a suitable starting point for
inquiry into what it is. For discussion, see Bolton 1976, Sorabji 1981: 217 n. 30, DeMoss
and Devereux 1988: 222-225, Charles 2000: 23 ff., Modrak 2010, Pellegrin 2010: 139-140,
Bronstein 2016: 141-143, 158-159. Cf. Ackrill 1981: 374-375, Barnes 1994: 218-219.

122 See also APo 1.8: 75b30-32.
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This answers the interrogative, “What is thunder?”, and can be rearranged into the

following, continuous demonstration:

[A] Noise belongs to [B] fire being extinguished;
[B] Fire being extinguished belongs to [C] the clouds;
Therefore: [A] Noise belongs to [C] the clouds.'?

This demonstration answers the question, “Why does it thunder?”, by explaining
that noise belongs to the clouds because of the explanatory middle term, fire
extinguishing. As a consequence, it explains why it thunders in terms of the
essential nature of thunder as a noise of fire being extinguished in the clouds.'?* All
Type 2 Definitions must be of demonstrable attributes, otherwise they could not be
rearranged into a demonstration that explains why the demonstrable attribute
belongs to its subject, e.g. why noise belongs to the clouds.'?

Definition Type 3 is the conclusion of the demonstration of what something

is. Aristotle offers the following example (APo 2.10: 94a7-8):

Type 3 Definition

Thunder isdef [A] noise in [C] the clouds.12¢

123 Cf. APo 2.8: 93b7-14, where Aristotle offers this demonstration twice but with
different [A] terms. In the first case [A] is thunder, in the second it is noise. Nonetheless,
[A] must be noise in order for the definition of thunder to be read from the
demonstration (i.e. that thunder isdaet [A] noise of [B] fire being extinguished in [C] the
clouds). See Deslauriers 2007: 89.

124 That this is both (i) a demonstration of what thunder is and also (ii) answers the
question, “Why does it thunder?”, is in virtue of the fact that Aristotle considers what
something is and why something is to be the same (at least when it comes to
demonstrative knowledge), e.g. the fact that “noise belongs to the clouds” is only
properly explained by the essential nature of thunder as a noise of fire being
extinguished in the clouds. See APo 2.2: 90al, 14 ff., 2.8: 93a3 ff., 93b8, cf. DA 3.6: 430b28,
Met 7.17: 1041a28-31.

125 Bronstein 2016: 139-140.

126 The example reads: “Again, a definition of thunder is noise in the clouds; and this is a
conclusion of the demonstration of what it is” (étt €otiv 6pog Poovtng Pogoc v

VE@peol TOUTO O' €0TL TNG TOL Tt €0tV Amodei&ews ovumépaoua). I take tovto to refer
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This definition is the conclusion of the previous demonstration, i.e. the conclusion
of the demonstration of what thunder is. Type 3 Definitions are markedly similar to
Type 2 Definitions; the only difference being that Type 2 Definitions include the
explanatory middle term (fire extinguishing) and Type 3 Definitions do not. Since a
Type 3 Definition is the conclusion of a demonstration of what something is, it
follows that Type 3 Definitions must also be of demonstrable attributes only.'?”
Definition Type 1 is an indemonstrable account of what something is.

Aristotle offers no example, but describes them as follows:

T3.7 The definition of immediates is an indemonstrable positing of what it is.
(APo 2.10: 94a9-10)

0 0¢ TV ApETWV OQLOHOC OE01S E0TL TOV TL E0TLV AVATIODEIKTOG.

Such definitions are indemonstrable precisely because they are of immediates. And

4,

immediate or “un-middled” (&pecoc) items, ex hypothesi, lack a middle term by
means of which to demonstrate them (APo 2.9: 93b21-28). Type 1 Definitions thus
cannot be of demonstrable attributes. Instead, they must be of subject kinds.'?® For

example:

T3.8 For the definition is a posit; for arithmeticians posit that a unit is that which
is indivisible according to quantity (APo 1.2: 72a22-23)

O yaQ 0oopog 0éoig pév eotr tifetal yag O aolOuntikog Hovada To
AdLAIQETOV elval KATX TO TTOTOV*

to Yogog év végpeot. For reasons in favour of this reading, see Charles 2000: 199 n.5,
Bronstein 2016: 140. For an alternative reading, see Ackrill 1981: 360-363. The difference
is of little consequence for my use of Posterior Analytics 2.10. What's important for my
purposes is that both Type 2 and Type 3 definitions are of demonstrable attributes.

127 Bronstein 2016: 140.

128 Either genera (e.g. animal, triangle) or species (e.g. human being, isosceles triangle).
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From this we can formulate the following definition:

Type 1 Definition

A unit is«et an indivisible quantity.

Indemonstrable definitions are not the subject of explanation: the components of the
definiens (e.g. indivisible, quantity) cannot be rearranged to form a continuous
demonstration (as Type 2 Definitions can) nor can they be the conclusion of a
demonstration (as Type 3 Definitions can).’? However, indemonstrable definitions
can be put to explanatory work as premises in demonstrations. Take, for example,

the definition of triangle:

Type 1 Definition

[C] Triangle isaef [B] closed, three-sided, rectilinear figure.

This can be used in the following demonstration:

[A] 2R belongs to [B] closed, three-sided, rectilinear figure;
[B] Closed, three-sided, rectilinear figure belongs to [C] triang]le;
Therefore: [A] 2R belongs to [C] triangle.

These, then, are Aristotle’s three types of definition. Each of which gives an account
of what the definiendum is, be it a demonstrable attribute (e.g. thunder, eclipse) or a
subject-kind (e.g. unit, triangle). And Aristotle’s exposition of the types of definition
makes clear that definitional knowledge is essential for demonstrative knowledge:
each type of definition has an essential role to play in demonstration, either as
demonstrative premises (Type 1), demonstrative conclusions (Type 3), or as an

account that can be rearranged into and thus reveal a demonstration (Type 2).

129 Bronstein 2016: 138-139.
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3.3.2.  Preliminary accounts as a starting point for inquiry

How do we arrive at such definitions?'® At the beginning of Posterior Analytics 2.10,
Aristotle claims that our inquiries must begin with a non-accidental grasp of what

something is:

T3.9 When we grasp that it is, we seek why it is. But it is difficult to take anything
in this way if we do not know that it exists. The explanation of the difficulty
was given earlier: that we do not even know whether it exists or not, except
according to accident. (APo 2.10: 93b32-35)

OmeQ €xovrteg OtL €oti, (nrovuev dwx Tl €otv: xaAemov O oUtwg EoTi
Aafetv & pn lopev 6t €otwv. 1) O altia elontat TEOTEQOV  THG
XAAETOTNTOG, OTLOVY' el €0Tv 1) un lopev, AAA' 1) kata cvuPePnrog.t3!

I won’t here assess the plausibility of Aristotle’s claims. What's important for my
purposes is that Aristotle supposes that, in order to inquire as to why something is,
we must (or should ideally) first grasp that it exists in a non-accidental way.
Aristotle’s backwards reference to the explanation of this difficulty is found in
Posterior Analytics 2.8, where he explains that we must gain a non-accidental grasp
of the fact that something exists before we seek its definition (93a14-29). Otherwise,
we will attempt to inquire into what something is without having any real grasp of
the fact that it exists, and Aristotle contends that ‘to seek what something is without
grasping that it exists is to seek nothing” (93a26-27).132 Aristotle explains what is

required to have a non-accidental grasp of the fact that something exists as follows:

T3.10 Just as we seek the reason why when we grasp the fact [...] in the same way
we plainly cannot grasp what it is to be something without grasping that it
exists; for we cannot know what something is when we do not know

130 What follows is in broad agreement with David Charles’ three-stage interpretation of
Aristotle’s account of definitional inquiry (Charles 2000). See also Bronstein 2016: 69-
222.

131 Excising ti ¢ott (93b31) with the OCT.

132 10 d¢ Cnrelv Tt ot pr) €xovtag 0Tt £0TL, undev CnTetv €0TLy.
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whether it exists. But as to whether it exists, sometimes we grasp this
according to accident, and sometimes by grasping something of the thing
itself, e.g. of thunder that it is a certain noise of the clouds; and of eclipse
that it is a certain privation of light; of human being that it is a certain
animal; of soul that it moves itself. (APo 2.8: 93a16-24)

WGTEQ YOO TO dOTL (NTovpEV €XOVTES TO OTL [...] dNAOV 6Tt Opolwe Kat To
t NV elvat ovk dvev tOL Ot €oTv: Aadvvatov YaQ eWévat Tt oty
Ayvoouvtag el €oTv. TO O' el €0tV OTE pEV Katax ovuBeBNKOG €XxoueV, OTe
O' £XOVTEC TL AVTOL TOL MEAYHATOS, olov Boovty, 0Tt POPOoS TS VEQPWY,
kal &xdenpry, OtL otéEnoic Tic ewtog, kal avOowmov, dtt Ceov T, Kal
Puxnv, 6Tt avTo AUTO KLVOLV.

Here Aristotle introduces what are sometimes described as preliminary accounts:
an account that states something of the thing itself. Preliminary accounts are
constitutive of a non-accidental grasp of the fact that something exists. In the case of
thunder, for example, I grasp something of the thing itself if I grasp that thunder is
a certain noise in the clouds, but not if I merely grasp that thunder frightens people
(presumably because this is not a demonstrable attribute of thunder). A T
construction is typical of Aristotle’s preliminary accounts (e.g. ‘thunder is a certain
[tic] noise in the clouds’) and similarly for his generalised characterisation of
preliminary accounts (‘something [ti] of the thing itself’).”® When we compare
Aristotle’s preliminary account of thunder with his Type 2 Definition, we see that
the preliminary account fails to display the explanatory component of the definition

of thunder:

Preliminary account

Thunder is a certain noise of the clouds.

Type 2 definition

Thunder isdef noise of fire being extinguished in the clouds.

133 See also APo 2.8: 93a27-28, 93a29.
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Where the definition of thunder details that thunder is a noise in the clouds of fire
being extinguished, the preliminary account instead describes it as a certain noise in
the clouds. And it is the fact that it is a noise in the clouds of fire being extinguished
that explains why it thunders (i.e. why noise belongs to clouds). Hence, the
preliminary account grasps something of the thing itself because being a noise in
the clouds is part of the essential nature of thunder, but it does not include the
feature of thunder’s essential nature that makes clear what thunder is and explains
why it thunders, i.e. its explanatory middle term.

As noted, thunder is Aristotle’s prime example of Type 2 and 3 definitions,
which apply to demonstrable attributes. But T3.10 also makes clear that we must
seek preliminary accounts in the case of subject kinds, e.g. of human being and soul.
Aristotle’s example of the preliminary account for human being is “a certain
animal”, which details its genus (animal) but not its differentiae.’® We could
similarly imagine a preliminary account of triangle as “a certain closed, rectilinear,
figure”. In these cases, “a certain” stands in for some further differentia(e) that must
be included in a Type 1 Definition, e.g. triangle is«r a closed, three-sided, rectilinear
figure. Whilst this type of definition cannot be transformed into a continuous
demonstration (as Type 2 Definitions can), nor can it act as the conclusion of a
demonstration (as Type 3 Definitions can), it can be used as a premise in a
demonstration, e.g. a demonstration that explains why triangles have 2R.
Importantly, it is specifically because triangles are three-sided, rectilinear, plane
figures that they have 2R. Consequently, the common feature between preliminary
accounts of demonstrable attributes (e.g. thunder) and subject-kinds (e.g., triangle)
is that Tig stands in for a part of the definition that will do explanatory work as or as
part of the middle term in a demonstration.

In sum, Aristotle presents three types of definition in Posterior Analytics 2.10,
one of which can be rearranged into a demonstration of what something is, which
in turn explains why a demonstrable attribute belongs to its subject (Type 2);

another of which states the essential nature of a subject and can thus be used as the

134 Aristotle’s example of the soul doesn’t involve a Tig, but it can readily be supplied:
‘of soul, that it [is a certain thing that] moves itself’.

118



premise in an explanatory demonstration (Type 1); and another of which is the
conclusion of a demonstration of what something is (Type 3). Each type of
definition is essential for demonstrative knowledge. And in order to arrive at
definitions of what something is (and thus explanations of why it is) Aristotle is
clear that our inquiry must begin with a preliminary account of both demonstrable
attributes and subject kinds. These preliminary accounts provide us with a non-
accidental grasp of the fact that something exists by stating something of the thing
itself. Nonetheless, preliminary accounts fail to grasp a component of the definiens
that is essential for an explanatory demonstration. In the next section, I locate
Aristotle’s definition of without qualification knowledge in T1.1 within his
taxonomy of definition and argue that it is best read as a preliminary account of
knowledge: one that grasps something of the thing itself, but is not an explanatory
definition. As such, it serves as an important starting point for his inquiry into
knowledge in the Posterior Analytics, but is not Aristotle’s definition of the essential

nature of knowledge.

3.3.3. T1.1 as a preliminary account

Before returning to Aristotle’s account of knowledge in T1.1, it's worth considering

again Aristotle’s synopsis of the nature of knowledge in Nicomachean Ethics 6.3:

T3.11 And so what knowledge is [will] henceforth be clear, if it is necessary to
speak precisely and not be guided by likenesses. For we all suppose that
what we know does not admit of being otherwise; whereas things that do
admit [of being] otherwise, whenever they fall outside of our observation, it
escapes [our] notice whether they are or not. Hence what is knowable is
from necessity. Hence [it is] eternal; for things that are necessary without
qualification are all eternal, and eternal things do not come to be or pass
away. [...] Therefore knowledge is a demonstrative state, and [has] the other
additional things we specified in the Analytics; for [someone] knows when
[they] are convinced in a certain way and the principles are known to them;
for if [the principles are not] more [known to them] than the conclusion, they
will have knowledge [only] according to accident. And so, concerning
knowledge, let it be defined in this way. (EN 6.3: 1139b18-36)
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ETUOTIUN HEV OUV Tl €0TLY, EvTevBev pavepdy, el det dkpBoAoyetobal katl
pr  akoAovOelv Tl OpOWOTNOW. TAVTEG YaQ ULToAapPdvouev, O
ruotapeda, und' evdéxeoBat dAAwG Exetv: tax d' évdexdpeva dAAwg, dtav
£Ew ToL Bewpelv Yévntay, AavOdvet el Eotv 1) pr). €€ AvAykng &oa €0TL TO
ETUOTNTOV. AdOV Ao T YO €€ AVAYKIG OVIA ATAWS TIAVTA Ad, Tor '
A ayévna kal apbagrta. [...] 11 pEV doa Eruotnun éotiv €Eig
ATIOdEKTIKT), Kal doa dAAa TEoodloplopeba év tolg avaAvtikols: otav
YA TS TUOTEVT) KAl YVWOLHOL AVTQ WOV &t dQXal, émlotatar el yoQ un
HAXAAOV TOU CUHUTIEQATUATOG, KATX OLUPBERNKOG EEEL TNV EMOTHUNV. TTEQL
HEV OVV €ToTUNG dlwloOw TOV TEOTOV TOVUTOV.

The passage opens with a promise to make clear what knowledge is (érot)un i
¢otwv), which is plausibly understood as a promise to provide a definition of
knowledge. Notably, Aristotle’s eventual definition is not that knowledge is of what
cannot be otherwise, nor that knowledge is of causes, but that knowledge is a
demonstrative state (1) émotun éotiv €81c amodewctikr)) with the additions
specified in the Analytics. My proposal, then, is that T1.1’s account of knowledge —
that to know something without qualification is to know that it cannot be otherwise
and know its cause — is not Aristotle’s definition of knowledge. Rather, it is a
preliminary account of without qualification knowledge, which serves as the
starting point for Aristotle’s inquiry into what knowledge is, i.e. that knowledge
isder a demonstrative state (and demonstrative in a particular sense).

To see this, it’'s worth considering the similarities between T3.11 and
Aristotle’s procedure in the earlier chapters of Posterior Analytics 1. In T3.13,
Aristotle begins with an initial description of knowledge put in terms of something
we all (supposedly) suppose about it: that what we know cannot be otherwise.
Aristotle then swiftly draws two conclusions: what we know must be necessary and
thus eternal (as he does at length in Posterior Analytics 1.4-6 and 1.8). After adding a
few more details about knowledge, teachability, learnability, and induction
(omitted above for sake of brevity), Aristotle concludes that knowledge is therefore
(&oa) a demonstrative state, with the other features specified in the Analytics. Thus,
starting with an initial characterisation of knowledge (that knowledge is of what
cannot be otherwise), Aristotle argues for the details of what this amounts to (that

what we know is necessary and thus eternal), and finally gives his definition:
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knowledge is a demonstrative state. Similarly, Posterior Analytics 1.2 opens with a
supposedly common thought about knowledge — that when we know something
without qualification, we know that it cannot be otherwise and its cause — before

proposing that one way of knowing is through demonstrations:

T3.12 And so if there is also one other way of knowing, we shall say later, but here
we declare that we know through demonstrations. And by a demonstration
I mean a deduction “capable of knowledge”; and by [a deduction] “capable
of knowledge” I mean, concerning which, by means of possessing it we
know. Accordingly, if knowing is such as we have posited it [to be], then
demonstrative knowledge must necessarily be from [things] that are true,
primary, immediate, better known, prior, and causal of the conclusion; for in
this way the principles will also be appropriate to what is being proved. For
there will be a deduction even without these things, but there will not be a
demonstration; for it will not produce knowledge. (APo 1.2: 71b16-25)

El pév odv xat €tegog éotL tov emiotacBal TQOTOC, VOTEQOV E€QOVLEYV,
papev 0¢ kat dU' amodelfews eldéval. amddel&v d¢ Aéyw oLAAOYLOHOV
ETUOTNUOVIKOV:  €TUOTNHOVIKOV d¢ Aéyw kaO' OV t@ E€xewv avtov
érotdpeda. el tolvuv Eoti 10 énlotacOal olov £€0epev, dvdykn kat v
ATIODEKTIKT|V ETUOTNUNYV €€ AANOWV T' elval Kal MEWTwV Kal duécwy Katl
YVOOIHWTEQWV KAl TEOTEQWYV KAl AlTiwV TOU CUUTEQATHUATOS: OUTW YAQ
oovtal Kal al agxal olkelal TOU DEKVUUEVOL. OVAAOYIOHOG HEV YAQ
£oTaL KAt Avev TOVTWV, ATODELELS O' 0K €0Tal OV YXQ MOW|TEL ETUTTHUNV.

In this passage, Aristotle makes a subtle shift from talk of what we think about
knowledge (in T1.1) to talk of what we declare about knowledge. This, I take it,
marks Aristotle’s novel proposal, ie. that we achieve without qualification
knowledge through demonstrations. And it is markedly similar to Aristotle’s
eventual definition of knowledge in Nicomachean Ethics 6.3: that knowledge is a
demonstrative state with the additional details specified in the Analytics, i.e. that in
order for a deduction to be a demonstration, and so productive of knowledge, it
must be based upon principles that are appropriate because they are true, primary,
immediate, better known, prior, and causal of the conclusion, and that we must also

be convinced of the principles in a certain way (APo 1.2: 72a25-b4).
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In both Posterior Analytics 1.2 and Nicomachean Ethics 6.3, then, Aristotle
begins his account of knowledge with something that we all suppose to be true of
knowledge, or about what we think when we think that we know. And, in both
cases, Aristotle infers the demonstrative nature of knowledge from this starting
point: in Nicomachean Ethics 6.3 (T3.13) he concludes that knowledge is therefore
(&oar) a demonstrative state; and in Posterior Analytics 1.2 (T3.14) he infers that ‘if
knowing is such as we have posited it’ (i.e. concerned with causes and what cannot
be otherwise), then it must be possessed through demonstrations which are
deductions based on appropriate principles. Given these similarities, we should not
suppose that T1.1 is Aristotle’s definition of without qualification knowledge.
Instead, Aristotle’s definition is that knowledge is¢r a demonstrative state, as
offered in Nicomachean Ethics 6.3.% Although Aristotle does not use this particular
formulation in the Posterior Analytics, there is good reason to think that it lurks
beneath the text. The Posterior Analytics argues at great length that we do indeed
know by means of demonstrations, i.e. that knowledge is demonstrative. And

Aristotle later refers to both ¢miotjun and voug as states (€€e1c):

T3.13 [...] of the intellectual states by means of which we grasp truth, some are
always true and others admit of falsehood, e.g. opinion and calculation, but
knowledge and intellect are always true (APo 2.19: 100b5-8)'3

135 That knowledge isdr a demonstrative state might be either just one or part of
Aristotle’s eventual definition of without qualification knowledge. As Aristotle suggests
in T3.12, there might be another way of knowing without qualification. This other way
is plausibly understood to be a non-demonstrative grasp of first principles, i.e. intellect
(voug) (APo 1.3: 71b18-22, 2.19). If so, a definition of the essential nature of without
qualification knowledge might include that knowledge is a demonstrative state
accompanied by or grounded upon a non-demonstrative grasp of first principles (or
something to this effect). Alternatively, Aristotle’s account of without qualification
knowledge might yield two definitions, one of émotiun and the other of vouvc.
However, what’s of primary importance for my purposes is that “demonstrative state”
enters into the definition of (or is a definition of) without qualification knowledge.

136 See also EN 6.2: 1139b12-13, 6.3: 1139b15-17.
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It is thus a short step to the thought that Aristotle also conceived of knowledge as a
demonstrative state in the Posterior Analytics. What’s more, this definition fits well
with Aristotle’s own taxonomy of definitions. If knowledge isdr a demonstrative
state, then Aristotle’s definition of knowledge is an example of his first type of
definition: an indemonstrable positing of the nature of a subject kind, stating its
genus (that knowledge is a state) and its differentia (that it is a demonstrative state).

But what, then, is the status of Aristotle’s characterisation of knowledge in
T1.1? If we are to imagine that Aristotle practised what he preached, then we might
expect T1.1 to be a preliminary account of knowledge, ie. a description of
knowledge that captures something of knowledge itself but is not yet a definition
that can be used to explain knowledge and its demonstrable attributes. This, indeed,
would help to make sense of the argumentative structure of both Posterior Analytics
1.2 and Nicomachean Ethics 6.3: both begin with a preliminary account of knowledge
and later state what knowledge is, thus mirroring Aristotle’s own description of the
path of inquiry towards definitions.

It might be objected, however, that T1.1 can’t be a preliminary account
because it does not characterise knowledge with the Tig construction typical of
preliminary accounts. By my hypothesis, a more suitable preliminary account of
knowledge might be that knowledge is a certain state (1] émiotiun éotiv tic €€1G).
Be that as it may, we still have good reason to read T1.1 as a preliminary account.
First, immediately after his initial account of what we think when we think that we
know in T1.1, Aristotle concludes that ‘knowing is something of this sort’ (tolovtov
Tt 10 émiotacBal éot, APo 1.2: 71b13, T1.1). Aristotle thus frames his account in
indefinite terms, even though he does not use his usual tic construction. Second,
whilst all preliminary accounts must capture something of the thing itself, it's not
clear that they must adhere strictly to the tic construction detailed above. For

example, Posterior Analytics 2.8 describes an account of eclipse in terms of the moon
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not being able to produce a shadow (e.g. of a person) even though there is nothing

between the moon and that person (93a37-b3):

[A] Eclipse belongs to [B] inability to produce shadows;
[B] Inability to produce shadows belongs to [C] moon;

Therefore: [A] Eclipse belongs to [C] moon.

With this (non-demonstrative) deduction, Aristotle tells us that we grasp something
of what eclipse is (93a29), but fail to do so through the explanatory middle term
(93a36), i.e. screening by the earth.'™ Consequently, we know that it is eclipsed but
not why, because we do not yet know what eclipse is.’® Crucially, in this case we
grasp something of what eclipse is and we know that it is eclipsed. This makes for a
prime example of a preliminary account: a non-accidental grasp of the fact that
eclipses exists, from which we can inquire into the explanatory middle term and so
the definition that explains why it is eclipsed (93b3-7). Notably, however, Aristotle
does not make use of the tic construction in this case. Instead, he cites a property of

eclipses: that when the moon is eclipsed it is unable to produce shadows. This

137 Reading dix péowv with most manuscripts, in place of the OCT’s dt' apéowv (93a36).

138 For this we would need the following demonstration, which proceeds through the
appropriate middle term (93a30-31):

[A] Eclipse belongs to [B] screening by the earth;
[B] Screening by the earth belongs to [C] moon;
Therefore: [A] Eclipse belongs to [C] moon.

Through this demonstration we discover both that it is eclipsed and why (93a35-36).
Alternatively:

[A] Privation of light belongs to [B] screening by the earth;
[B] Screening by the earth belongs to [C] moon;

Therefore: [A] Privation of light belongs to [C] moon.

This yields a continuous demonstration and thus a definition of Aristotle’s second type:
Eclipse isdaet [A] privation of light of [C] moon by [B] screening by earth.
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property will not occur in the definition of eclipse but is a demonstrable attribute
that can be explained by means of the definition of eclipses (i.e. because eclipses are
a screening of the moon by the earth).’® Some preliminary accounts, then, do not
make use of Aristotle’s tic construction, but instead provide us with a non-
accidental grasp of the existence of the definiendum by stating one of its
demonstrable attributes.

But we might think that T1.1 does just this: by capturing a demonstrable
attribute of knowledge, it grasps something of what knowledge is. On this reading,
T1.1 would be a preliminary account of knowledge from which we can inquire into
the definition of knowledge. And the demonstrable attributes in T1.1 could

themselves be demonstrated:

[A] Causal knowledge of necessities belongs to [B] demonstrative state;
[B] Demonstrative state belongs to [C] without qualification knowledge;
Therefore: [A] Causal knowledge of necessities belongs to [C] without

qualification knowledge.

To this it might be objected that it's not obvious how the fact that without
qualification knowledge is a demonstrative state, explains that causal knowledge
necessities belongs to without qualification knowledge. Indeed, this is much less
clear than the thought that the moon is incapable of producing shadows because the
earth screens it. But not all demonstrations need be obvious from the demonstration

alone. Consider again the following demonstration:

[A] 2R belongs to [B] closed, three-sided, rectilinear figure;
[B] Closed, three-sided, rectilinear figure belongs to [C] triang]le;
Therefore: [A] 2R belongs to [C] triangle.

It’s not clear from this demonstration alone that having 2R belongs to closed, three-

sided, rectilinear figures. Indeed, a proof is necessary to see that this is so, such as

139 Pellegrin 2010: 139-140.
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that provided in Euclid’s Elements (Book I, Proposition 32). This proof involves
constructing a triangle (ABC, below) with one of its sides (BC) extended (to D) and

an additional line (CE) that is parallel to one side of the non-extended sides (AB):

The proof shows that the sum of the internal angles of the triangle ABC (i.e. ZABC +
<BCA + £CAB) is equal to the sum of the angles around the straight line, BCD,
which is in turn equal to the sum of two right angles because BCD is a straight line
(i.e. 2£BCD = £BCA + £ACE + £ECD = 180°). The proof achieves this by showing
that ZABC = £ECD and 2CAB = ZACE. Consequently, not only is a proof required
to see that triangles have 2R, but this proof depends upon other theorems that also
stand in need of proof, e.g. further facts about the angles produced when one
straight line cuts across two parallel lines (Book I, Proposition 29). And these
theorems also depend on earlier theorems, definitions, and postulates.
Consequently, seeing that having 2R is a necessary consequence of being a three-
sided, rectilinear, plane figure requires a complex web of background knowledge
(e.g. facts about the angles subtended by parallel lines) and abilities (e.g. to grasp
the force of the Euclidean proof).14

Similarly, then, a demonstration that shows that knowledge, because it is a
demonstrative state, is of causes and of what cannot be otherwise, need not be
obvious on its own. Aristotle can offer us further argument to show that the

demonstrative nature of knowledge explains the fact that knowledge is of causes

140 Aristotle suggests as much at Met 9.9: 1051a21-26.
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and of what cannot be otherwise. And he attempts to do just that. In Posterior
Analytics 1.2, Aristotle makes his declaration that we know by means of
demonstrations (71b17, T3.12). He then immediately details the nature of the
principles upon which demonstrations must be based in order for demonstrations
to yield knowledge as described in T1.1 (71b19-72a5). And many of the following
chapters are further concerned with the sense in which deductions must be
demonstrative, if they are to produce knowledge as described in T1.1. For instance,
since knowledge is of necessities (1.4: 73a21-24, cf. 1.6: 74b5-12; 1.9): (i)
demonstrations must involve universal belongings in which a predicate belongs to
its subject in itself (1.4: 73b16-18); (ii) demonstrations must involve subjects and
predicates that belong primitively and of any chance case (1.5: 74a32-b4); (iii)
principles of demonstrations must be primitive in kind with the subject of the
demonstration (1.6: 74b21-26, cf. 1.9: 76a26-30). And since knowledge is of causes:
(iv) we must distinguish demonstrations of the fact from demonstrations of the
reason why (1.13: 78a22-28); (v) we must demonstrate by means of all four types of
cause (2.11: 94a20-24). With all this in mind, and supposing that Aristotle is correct,
we might come to know that knowledge being essentially a demonstrative state
(and demonstrative in Aristotle’s particular sense) explains the fact that when we
know something without qualification, we know its cause and that it cannot be
otherwise.

In sum, I have argued that T1.1 is not Aristotle’s definition of the essential
nature of knowledge, but rather a preliminary account of knowledge that grasps
something of what knowing is. This preliminary account establishes that there is
knowledge and is an appropriate starting-point for an inquiry into what knowledge
is, i.e. the topic that concerns much of the Posterior Analytics. Aristotle’s considered
definition of the essential nature of knowledge is instead that knowledge is«r a
demonstrative state. What distinguishes this definition from the preliminary
account of T1.1, is that Aristotle’s definition of knowledge must be explanatory of
knowledge and its demonstrable attributes. This definition of without qualification
knowledge will form the backbone of Aristotle’s account of the value of knowing

without qualification. On this view, the value of knowing without qualification is to
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be explained by the fact that knowledge is not only a demonstrative state of the

soul, but a virtuous state of the soul.

3.4.Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that the sophistic way of knowing presents a
substantive view about the nature and value of knowledge: that the sole value of
any and all knowledge (or epistemic state) is instrumental on the value of making
money by appearing wise; and that to know is to have knowledge. The sophist
contends that the best epistemic condition is one that ensures that they appear wise
even though they are not. The sophistic knower thus presents a challenge to
Aristotle’s epistemic ideal: given that knowing without qualification is typically
unnecessary for making money by appearing wise, we have no reason to strive for
this superlative epistemic condition. I also argued that Aristotle is at odds with the
sophistic way of knowing: not only does he think that we ought to strive for
without qualification knowledge, he considers the sophist's way of assuming first
principles and their account of knowledge to be naive. For Aristotle, knowledge is
not merely something that we have, but something that is had in a very particular
way, i.e. as a demonstrative state of the soul. This account of knowledge will form
the backbone of Aristotle’s account of the value knowledge and thus provides the
framework with which to meet the sophist’s challenge. In Part II of this thesis, I
argue that knowledge is valuable because it is a state of the soul and, in particular, a
virtuous state of the soul. And we ought to strive for Aristotle’s epistemic ideal

because such knowledge is of value.
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PART II. The value of theoretical wisdom as a virtue of thought
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4. A value problem for Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom

4.1. Introduction

In Part I of this thesis, I argued for three principal claims about Aristotle’s epistemic
project in the Posterior Analytics. First, that Aristotle’s description of without
qualification knowledge in T1.1 is an account of an epistemic ideal. This account has
two aspects: it is descriptive in so far as it describes what it would be to be most
knowing, i.e. to know the most knowable objects and know them in the most
knowable way; and it is prescriptive in so far as it implies that we have reason to
strive for it (Chapter 1). Second, that Aristotle has grounds for the descriptive aspect
of his epistemic ideal: knowledge characteristically requires some form of rational
conviction, such that being most knowing requires grasping objects that afford
maximal rational conviction with maximal rational conviction. On Aristotle’s view,
we achieve this when we know necessary truths by means of their causal
explanations and we know them as such (Chapter 2). Third, that Aristotle’s account
of the sophistic way of knowing presents a direct challenge to the prescriptive
aspect of Aristotle’s epistemic ideal. The sophistic knower represents a substantive
view about the value of knowledge, according to which the sole value of any and all
knowledge (or epistemic state) is instrumental on the value of making money
through the appearance of wisdom. Given that knowing without qualification is
typically unnecessary to make money through the appearance of wisdom, we have
(by the sophist’s lights) no reason to strive for Aristotle’s epistemic ideal. I further
argued that Aristotle sets out to meet this challenge by taking issue with the
sophist’s account of the nature of knowledge. The sophist’s claim that to know is to
have knowledge, but having is ambiguous. Aristotle claims knowledge is had in a
very particular sense: not qua possession but qua state of the soul (Chapter 3).

In Part II of this thesis, I offer an account of how Aristotle uses this
conception of knowledge in order to account for the value of his epistemic ideal. I
argue that Aristotle’s explanation of the value of knowledge is grounded on the

thought that knowledge is not only a state of the soul, but a virtuous state of the

130



soul. This requires something of a change of focus: Aristotle’s account of intellectual
virtue occurs not in the Posterior Analytics but in the Nicomachean Ethics. There,
Aristotle treats demonstrative knowledge (émiotun) and non-demonstrative
knowledge of the first principles of demonstrations (voug) as constitutive parts of
the intellectual virtue of theoretical wisdom (co@ia) (EN 6.7: 1141a17-20, b2-3). I
therefore provide an account of the value of theoretical wisdom as a virtuous state
of the soul, where émiotun and vovg are of constitutive value with respect to
theoretical wisdom. On this view, the value of Aristotle’s epistemic ideal is to be
explained in light of the fact that without qualification knowledge is a constitutive
part of theoretical intellectual virtue.

On the account that I develop, theoretical wisdom is of value because it is an
epistemic virtue. The challenge, however, is to explain in what sense theoretical
wisdom is valuable because it is an epistemic virtue. In this chapter, I explore this
challenge through the lens of Plato’s value problem in the Meno. There, Plato asks:
why is knowledge more valuable than true opinion? Of Aristotle, I ask: why is
theoretical wisdom more valuable than true opinion? Or more generally: why is
theoretical wisdom more valuable than any other non-virtuous but nonetheless
factive epistemic state that is of the very same truths as theoretical wisdom?'4! I
focus on Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom in Nicomachean Ethics 6 as an
intellectual virtue or virtue of thought (dixvontkov).’#? In brief, Aristotle’s

argument for the value of theoretical wisdom runs as follows:

(1) Theoretical wisdom is a virtuous epistemic state because it grasps theoretical
truth most of all or well;
(2) A virtuous epistemic state is better and more valuable than non-virtuous

states that have a mere grasp of the same truths;

141 T offer this general formulation because Aristotle apparently denies that dAaOrg
d0&a and émiotun can be of the very same objects (APo 1.33). I address this concern in
§4.4.3.

142 [ use these two terms interchangeably.
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(3) Therefore: Theoretical wisdom is better and more valuable than non-

virtuous states that have a mere grasp theoretical truth.

Accordingly, the additional value of theoretical wisdom is to be found in the fact
that it is the state in virtue of which a knower grasps theoretical truth most of all or
well. It's unclear, however, what distinguishes the mere grasp of theoretical truth
from the manner in which theoretical wisdom grasps theoretical truth most of all or
well such that theoretical wisdom is of greater value. Aristotle must provide an account
of this distinction that explains and so vindicates the claim that theoretical wisdom
is indeed better and more valuable than non-virtuous but factive epistemic states
concerned with the same truths. If no such account is forthcoming, we should
conclude that theoretical wisdom is in fact of no additional value. Accounting for
theoretical wisdom’s good grasp of truth will occupy the remaining chapters of this
thesis.

Plato’s value problem shares instrumentalist assumptions with the sophistic
challenge to Aristotle’s epistemic ideal. Just as the sophistic knower supposes that
the sole value of any and all epistemic states is instrumental on the value of making
money through the appearance of wisdom, Plato’s value problem assumes that the
sole value of any and all epistemic states is instrumental on the value of truth
(particularly for the sake of correct action). However, Plato’s value problem applies
additional pressure: one might respond to the sophist’s challenge with the thought
that truth has value that isn’t instrumental on the value of appearing wise, and that
knowing is valuable because we access truth by means of it. Plato’s value problem
accepts this — truth is of value — but nonetheless claims that knowledge is of no
greater value than true opinion. If truth is the sole bearer of epistemic value, then
why should we strive for knowledge over and above mere true opinion? I argue
that the same worry applies to Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom. Aristotle
appears to commit to the thought that truth is the sole bearer of theoretical
epistemic value: the doing-well of the knowledgeable part of the soul is truth and
truth alone. Given this, why should we strive for theoretical wisdom over and

above lesser (i.e. non-virtuous) epistemic states that have a merely true (but
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nonetheless true) grasp of the very same truths as theoretical wisdom? In order to
account for the value of theoretical wisdom, Aristotle must offer an account of
theoretical wisdom’s particular relation to truth, i.e. the sense in which it grasps
truth most of all or well.

I first offer an account of Plato’s value problem in the Meno in order to make
clear the presuppositions that motivate it and explain how it is in principle
applicable to Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom (§4.2). I then apply Plato’s
value problem to Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom in Nicomachean Ethics 6
(§4.3) before detailing four insufficient responses to it (§4.4). In conclusion, I
propose an alternative account of the sense in which theoretical wisdom grasps
truth well, which I continue to motivate and develop as a response to Plato’s value

problem over the remaining chapters of this thesis.

4.2. The value of knowledge in Plato’s Meno

In the Meno, Plato has Socrates propose that true opinion is perhaps no less
beneficial than knowledge, at least when it comes to action (97a6-c5).'¥ True
opinion, in so far as it is true, will guide and complete our actions just as well as
knowledge. Socrates offers a now well-rehearsed example: someone who knows the
road to Larissa will guide others successfully to their destination. Nonetheless,
someone who merely has a true opinion about which is the road will guide others
just as well, all other things being equal, even though they do not know the way
and have never been. The true opiner will succeed simply in virtue of the fact that

their opinion is true.!#

143 Socrates speaks of both correct opinion (0001) d6&a) and true opinion (&AaOrg
d0&a), as well as opining truly and opining correctly. I treat these as equivalent.
Similarly, Socrates speaks of knowledge (émiotrijun), knowing (oida), and practical
wisdom (poovnoic). I also treat these as equivalent.

144 Socrates” inference that if someone knows or has a true opinion about the way to
Larissa, then they will act successfully, requires a ceteris paribus clause. All manner of
obstructions may hinder them. However, I typically omit it for sake of brevity.
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Since true opinion and knowledge are equally successful guides to action,

Socrates concludes that true opinion is no less beneficial than knowledge:

T4.1 {Socrates} Then correct opinion is not at all less beneficial than knowledge?

{Meno} Yes, to this extent, Socrates. But the person who has knowledge will
always hit the mark, whereas the person who has correct opinion will
sometimes happen to and sometimes not.

{Socrates} How do you mean? The person who always has correct opinion,
won’t they always succeed, just as long as they opine correctly?

{Meno} It appears to me to be necessary; but then I wonder, Socrates, this
being the case, why on earth knowledge is much more valued than correct
opinion, and why one is different from the other. (Meno: 97c4-d3)

{ZQ.} OvdEV dpa 1)TTOV WPEALUOV E0TLv 000T) DOEA ETTLOTHUNG.

{MEN.} ToooVtw yve, @ Zwkpateg, 6TL O Hev TV ETOTUNV XV &el &v
EruTuyxXAavol, 0 d¢ v 0001V dOEaV TOTE HEV AV TUYXAVOL, TOTE O' OV.
{ZQ.} TTwg Aéyels; 0 del €xwv 000NV dOEav OVK Ael AV TUYXAVOL EWOTEQ
000 do&aloy,

{MEN.} Avaykn pot patvetatr wote Oavpualow, @ LOKOATES, TOVTOL 0VTWS
£€xovtog, OTL d1) oTte MOAL TIwTEQa 1) ETOTHUN TNG 0001)¢ dOENG, Kal dU'
OTL TO HéV ETEQOV, TO OE ETEQOV E0TLV AVTWV.

Meno's first question has come to be known as the primary value problem.'* In the
following, I refer to it as Plato’s value problem. It comes together with a second
question: how are knowledge and opinion different? That Meno asks these
questions together is testimony that he grasps the puzzle at hand. Socrates” example
of the road to Larissa suggests that the value of knowledge is exhausted by the
value of truth: something that knowledge and true opinion have in common. In
order to vindicate the idea that knowledge is more valuable than true opinion -
and, indeed, that it is much more valuable - it is at least necessary to identify a
feature of knowledge that adds value to knowledge, and which isn’t also shared by
true opinion (in the relevant, value-adding sense).

In §4.3, I argue that Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom in the

Nicomachean Ethics faces a version of Plato’s value problem. But before turning to

145 Pritchard 2010: 5-8.

134



Aristotle, I explore Plato’s value problem further, in order to explain how it is in
principle applicable to Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom and to get clear on

the nature of the problem that I claim Aristotle faces.

4.2.1.The multiplicity of Plato’s value problem

It’s first important to note that Plato’s value problem is multipliable with respect to
epistemic states. The core intuition behind the problem is that, if knowledge is
valuable primarily in virtue of the fact that it is true, then any other factive
epistemic state that has access to the same truths is at least of equal value. This
worry applies not only to knowledge but also to any epistemic state that is prima
facie valuable primarily for its truth. For instance, if understanding is valuable
primarily in virtue of the fact that it is true, then we may ask whether
understanding is more valuable than true opinion of the same truths (or, even,
whether understanding is more valuable than knowledge of the same truths).
Similarly, if wisdom is valuable primarily in virtue of its being true, then we may
question whether wisdom is more valuable than any other purportedly less
valuable but nonetheless factive epistemic state of the same truths. Such puzzles are
motivated by truth value monism: the thought that truth is the sole bearer of final
epistemic value.' That is to say, epistemic states such as true opinion, knowledge,
understanding, wisdom, etc., are epistemically valuable solely in virtue of the fact
that each affords us access to truth. Consequently, each of these states, as well as
any truth-conducive feature that they might involve (e.g. justification, warrant,
reasons, explanations, etc.), only have epistemic value that is instrumental on the
value of truth. In §4.3, I argue that Aristotle is committed to truth-value monism —
at least in relation to the relative value of epistemic states concerned with theoretical
truth. I also exploit the fact that Plato’s value problem is multipliable with respect
to epistemic states in order to ask why theoretical wisdom is more valuable than
true opinion (or any other purportedly less valuable, factive epistemic state

concerned with theoretical truth).

146 See DePaul 2001, Sosa 2003, Zagzebski 2004, Pritchard 2010.
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4.2.2.The generality of Plato’s value problem

It's also important to note the generality of Plato’s value problem, in so far as it is
not limited to the domain of epistemic value — or, for that matter, any other
particular domain of value. In order to see this, it’s first worth considering how
distinctions between domains of value might be drawn. Epistemic value is often
understood as just one type or domain of value among many, including moral
value, aesthetic value, prudential value, religious value, etc. The motivating thought
here is that something may possess epistemic value but either lack value or be of
negative value with respect to another domain. For example, suppose that I am
seriously ill and that my believing that I am seriously ill will significantly worsen
my chances of survival, e.g. as a consequence of stress.’*” Supposing that truth is of
epistemic value, then it may be valuable from an epistemic point of view that my
belief about whether I'm suffering from a serious illness is true. Supposing also that
staying alive is of prudential value, then it may be bad from a prudential point of
view for my belief to be true. In this sense, we can distinguish between value
relative to different domains. And we can also distinguish domain-relative value
from all things considered value, which weighs and evaluates across domains of
value in order to judge whether it is good for me to believe the truth, all things
considered.

Given these distinctions, we might limit a discussion of Plato’s value
problem to a consideration of the epistemic value of knowledge over true opinion.
Indeed, the so-called Meno problem is almost ubiquitous in debates about the value
of knowledge in the contemporary, Anglophone, epistemology literature — debates
that are often, though not exclusively, focused on the epistemic value of
knowledge.!*® But puzzles that are directed specifically towards the epistemic value
of knowledge need not foreclose responses that claim knowledge to be of greater

value either in some other domain or all things considered. Take, for example, the

147 See Coté-Bouchard 2017: 410.
148 See Kvanvig 2003, Olsson 2011. Cf. Pritchard 2011: 250.
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swamping problem, which is often posed as a puzzle pertaining specifically to the
epistemic value of knowledge.'* The swamping problem is used to show the
inconsistency of two claims: (i) truth value monism, i.e. that truth or true belief is
the sole bearer of final epistemic value, such that all other epistemic value is
instrumental on truth; and (ii) that knowledge is of greater epistemic value than
mere true belief."® In response to the swamping problem, some authors abandon
(ii)."! But even if we were to conclude that knowledge is of no greater epistemic
value than mere true belief, we may still ask whether knowledge is of greater value
either with respect to a different value-domain or all things considered.

Given this, how should we interpret the value problem in the mouths of
Socrates and Meno? It is raised in the context of a discussion about what makes
people virtuous and good. If someone is good then they are beneficial, and those
who are beneficial are able to guide others correctly (Meno: 97e7-a4). But, so

Socrates claims, good guidance does not require knowledge: someone with true

149 That said, the principles that underpin the swamping problem are not domain-
specific and may plausibly be applied to different domains of value or all things
considered.

150 A version of the swamping problem is first raised in Zagzebski 2000 & 2003, though
not described as such. It depends upon a general principle about value: ‘If the value of a
property possessed by an item is only instrumental value relative to a further good and
that good is already present in that item, then it can confer no additional value’
(Pritchard 2011: 248, cf. Dutant 2014: 358-361). If rich flavour is the sole bearer of final
value for a cup of coffee, then the fact that a cup of coffee is produced by a coffee
machine that reliably produces rich coffee is only instrumentally valuable on the
richness of flavour of the coffee it produces. Accordingly, if a cup of coffee is already
rich in flavour, then the fact that it was produced by a reliable coffee machine adds no
value to that cup of coffee. Indeed, presented with two cups of coffee which are equally
rich in flavour, it should be of no consequence that one was produced by a reliable
coffee machine and the other not. The swamping problem applies this thought to
knowledge: if truth is the sole bearer of final epistemic value, then whatever
distinguishes knowledge from mere true belief (be it justification, warrant, a reliable
belief forming process, etc.) will only be of instrumental epistemic value, for the sake of
truth. And because knowledge already possesses the good of truth, whatever
distinguishes knowledge from mere true belief will confer no additional value upon
knowledge. Otherwise put, the value of truth (or true belief) swamps the value of
knowledge, such that knowledge is of no greater epistemic value than true belief.

131 E.g. Dutant 2014.
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opinion will be just as good a guide as someone who knows. Perhaps, then,
knowledge is not necessary for being virtuous and good (97a6-7, cf. 98c8-9).
Consequently, it seems clear that Plato’s value problem is not concerned solely with
the epistemic value of knowledge. Rather, Meno’s puzzlement is motivated by the
thought that knowledge and true opinion are apparently of equal practical value, i.e.
when it comes to acting well and correctly. But we should not conclude, either, that
Plato’s value problem is concerned solely with the practical value of knowledge.
Despite being raised in the context of a discussion of virtue, Meno’s question does
not demand an answer that is peculiarly practical. After all, an interlocutor may
either (i) argue that knowledge does in fact have practical advantages over mere
true opinion; (ii) conclude that knowledge and mere true opinion are of equal value;
or (iii) argue that knowledge has some non-practical value that mere true opinion
lacks.'® That Meno’s question is motivated by worries about the practical value of
knowledge doesn’t therefore demand a practical answer.!® This is reflected in
Meno's question which asks, quite generally: why is knowledge much more valued
than true opinion? An answer to this general question may draw upon concerns
that are peculiarly epistemic, practical, prudential, or otherwise, or it may even be
answered from an all things considered perspective.

Two points are particularly important for my current purposes. First, Plato’s
value problem can be motivated and asked from any perspective from which truth
is prima facie the sole bearer of final value. If truth is prima facie the sole bearer of
practical value, then knowledge and true opinion may be of equal practical value. If
truth is prima facie the sole bearer of prudential value, then knowledge and true
opinion may be of equal prudential value, etc. Second, Plato’s value problem may
be reasonably answered from different domains of value or all things considered. In

these two senses, Plato’s value problem is a general one.

152 Following both Plato and Aristotle I do not consider (ii). For some contemporary
examples, see Sartwell 1992, Kvanvig 2003, Baehr 2009, Pritchard 2010, Dutant 2014.

153 This is independent of whether Socrates” answer to the value problem in the Meno
draws upon concerns that are peculiarly practical, prudential, epistemic, or otherwise:

the problem, as posed, is a problem not only for Socrates to answer.
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I maintain the generality of Plato’s value problem when applying it to
Aristotle. Aristotle’s description of theoretical wisdom as a virtue of thought occurs
in the Nicomcahean Ethics, which is explicitly concerned with the human good, and
with making us better agents over and above making us better knowers (EN 1.3:
1095a5, 2.6: 1103b26-29, 10.9: 1179b1, cf. EE 1.5: 1216b21-25). We might then suppose
that a value problem concerned with the virtue of theoretical wisdom should
primarily be concerned with its prudential value. This is in spite of the fact that
theoretical wisdom is purportedly useless (EN 6.7: 1141b6-8) and in no way
concerned with the human good achievable in action (EN 6.12: 1143b18-20).
Aristotle argues that in order to achieve complete or perfect happiness we must be
theoretically wise, such that we are able to contemplate in accordance with
theoretical wisdom (EN 10.7: 1177a12-18, 1177a24). In this sense we might expect a
value problem for theoretical wisdom to address its purported prudential value, i.e.
its value in relation to flourishing and well-being.

On the other hand, Aristotle is explicit that the goal of theoretical thought is
truth, whereas the goal of practical thought is action (Met 2.1: 993b20-21). Similarly,
the good state of theoretical thought is truth, whereas the good state of practical
thought is truth in accordance with correct desire (EN 6.2: 1139a21-b5, cf. DA 3.10:
432b26-433a20). Consequently, Aristotle distinguishes sharply between practical
and theoretical thought, and thus between practical and theoretical wisdom.
Theoretical wisdom is the virtue of the part of the soul that contemplates beings
whose principles do not admit of being otherwise (EN 6.1: 1139a6-11). Practical
wisdom, on the other hand, is concerned with contingent matters that can be
deliberated about (6.1: 1139a11-15, 6.5: 1140a31-b4, 6.11: 1143b14-17, 6.12: 1143b18-
20). This, in turn, allows for a distinction between theoretical truth and practical
truth. Whereas theoretical thought is concerned exclusively with necessary truths,
practical thought is focused on contingent truths about the practicable human good

(6.5: 1140b4-11, 6.7: 1141b2-14, cf. 6.2: 1139a21-31)."* In this sense, we might also

154 For discussion of the differences and similarities between practical and theoretical
thought, see Allen 2015 and Charles 2015.
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expect a value problem for theoretical wisdom to address its purported epistemic
value, i.e. its value in relation to knowing necessary, theoretical truths.

In tune with the generality of Plato’s value problem, I ask a general question
of Aristotle: why is theoretical wisdom more valuable than true opinion? Or: why is
theoretical wisdom more valuable than any other non-virtuous but nonetheless
factive epistemic state of the same truths? As such, I do not limit Aristotle’s account
of the value of theoretical wisdom by presupposing that it should be answered from
a particular domain of value. In Chapter 6, I argue for the unique value of
theoretical wisdom in relation to happiness in Nicomchean Ethics 10.7-8. In Chapter
7, I argue that theoretical wisdom also has value in virtue of its specific relation to
theoretical truth. In this sense, Aristotle has more than one answer to Plato’s value
problem, when brought to bear on theoretical wisdom. And a plurality of responses

is in part encouraged by the generality of Plato’s value problem.

4.2.3.Two versions of Plato’s value problem

Before turning to the Nicomachean Ethics, it's also important to note that the value
problem posed in the Meno is open to two different readings, resulting in two
different versions of Plato’s value problem: one harder, the other easier. I here
distinguish between these two versions and argue that it’s unclear which Plato has
in mind. As such, it's unclear which version we should bring to bear on the
Nicomachean Ethics. 1 later propose that by pushing Aristotle to answer the hard
version of the value problem, we arrive at a richer picture of theoretical wisdom
and its value.

The two different versions of Plato’s value problem stem from an ambiguity
in T4.1, where Socrates appears to correct Meno about the successful action of the

true opiner:!%

155 In the following I rely heavily on Joseph Bjelde’s reasoning concerning the ambiguity
of Socrates” question (Bjelde unpublished mss: 4 n.9).
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{ZQ.} TTwg Aéyelg; 0 del €xwv 000NV dOEaV OVK Al AV TUYXAVOL EWOTIEQ
000 do&aloy (97¢9-10)

On the one hand, Socrates may be describing someone who currently has a true
opinion about the road to Larissa, and thus compares the current true opiner with
someone who currently knows the road to Larissa. Call this the current true opinion
reading (CTO). For CTO, aet in 6 aet €xwv has wide scope, with the second det

following suit:

{Socrates} How do you mean? Always, the person who has correct opinion,
always, won’t they succeed, just as long as they opine correctly?

On the other hand, Socrates may be describing someone who persistently has a true
opinion, and thus compares the persistent true opiner with someone who knows
the road to Larissa. Call this the persistent true opinion reading (PTO). For PTO, aet

is read as having narrow scope in both cases:

{Socrates} How do you mean? The person who always has correct opinion,
won't they always succeed, just as long as they opine correctly?

The difference is delicate but significant. According to CTO, Socrates compares
someone who now opines truly with someone who now knows. And his point above
is that the true opiner will act correctly for just as long as their opinion is true. Call
this comparison between a current true-opiner and a knower the easier value problem.
Indeed, CTO allows for a relatively straightforward solution to the value problem:
current knowledge is of greater value than current true opinion because knowledge,
unlike true opinion, is stable. In virtue of the stability of knowledge, our grasp of
the truth is more likely to persist if we know than if we merely have a true opinion.
This can be spelled out in different ways. For example, Miranda Fricker (2009)
argues that knowledge is typically more resilient in the face of misleading counter-
evidence than true opinion. This is because the knower typically has a superior

grasp of the evidence. When faced with misleading counter-evidence on the road to
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Larissa (e.g. a sign that falsely claims that the road leads to a different destination)
the knower is in a better position to weigh this up with the evidence in their ken,
such that they are more likely to maintain their grasp on the truth. The true opiner,
on the other hand, typically has an inferior grasp of the evidence and so is more
likely to renege on their opinion, in spite of its truth. Consequently, current
knowledge increases the likelihood of future true belief, and so increases the
likelihood of acting correctly. For this reason, current knowledge is of greater value
than current true opinion.'®

Socrates appears to suggest something along these lines. He replies to
Meno’s questions by comparing true opinions with the statues of Daedalus (Meno:
97¢11-98b6). Perhaps because they were so lifelike, Daedalus’ statues would run
away unless someone had the good sense to tie them down. To acquire an
untethered statue is not worth much, because it won’t remain. But a tethered statue

is of great value in virtue of its beauty. Similarly in the case of true opinions:

T4.2 {Socrates} For, also, true opinions, as long as they remain, are fine things and
everything they produce is good; but they do not want to stay for much
time, and they run away from the soul of humans, such that they are not
worth much, until someone tethers them by accounting for the reason why.
And this, Meno my friend, is recollection, as we previously agreed.
Whenever they are tethered, first they become knowledge, and then
steadfast; and this is why knowledge is of greater value than correct
opinion, and knowledge differs from correct opinion in being tethered.
(Meno: 97e6-98a8)

Kal Yo at d6&at at aAndeig, 600V pEV &V XQOVOV TTAQAEVWOLY, KAAOV TO
Xonua kat mavt dyaboa éoyalovtar moALV d¢ xpdvov ovk £0éAovot
nagapévery, aAAx dpametevovoy €k NG PuXNG TOL AvOEWTIOV, WOTE OV
TOAAOL d&lal eloy, Ewg &v TIc avTag dNoT) altiag AoYloUQ. TovTo O' é0Tly,
0 Mévov Etaige, avapvnols, wg €v Ttolg mEedcHev MUV wHoAdYNTAL.
EMedav 0¢ deOwoLV, MEWTOV HEV ETOTNUAL YIYVOVTIAL ETEITA HUOVIHOL
KAl Ol TavTor ON TIULWTEQOV ETIOTNUT 000N G dOENC €otiv, Kal dxpépet
deouw EmoTun 000N G dOENG.

156 See also Williamson 2000: 78-80.
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Socrates apparently explains the greater value of knowledge in virtue of the fact
that knowledge, unlike true opinion, has been tied down. Our knowledge does not
escape us, ensuring that we have a sustained or persistent grasp of the truth.
According to this reading of Socrates” solution, knowledge is of greater value than
true opinion because it is steadfast, which is in turn instrumental on the value of
truth. But knowledge nonetheless surpasses true opinion in value because it ensures
that we maintain our grip of the truth over time. In favour of CTO, then, is that
Socrates” response is prima facie appropriate to the easier version of the value
problem.

Nonetheless, there are problems for CTO. First, reading the first aetl as
having wide scope renders Socrates” second dei redundant. For Socrates’ point it
would suffice to say that, always, the person who opines correctly will act
successfully, just as long as they opine correctly. Second, CTO struggles to make
sense of Socrates and Meno’s conversation. In response to Socrates” claim that true
opinion and knowledge are equally beneficial (97b9-c5), Meno objects that the
person who knows will always hit the mark, whereas the person with true opinion
will sometimes succeed and sometimes fail (97c6-8). According to CTO, Socrates
corrects Meno by making clear that the person who opines correctly will always act
successfully, just as long as they opine correctly. We then have two options for
interpreting Meno’s initial complaint. Either Meno is suggesting that the true opiner
will sometimes fail to act correctly even when their opinion is true. The problem with
this is that Meno has only just assented to the idea that the true opiner will indeed
act correctly while their opinion is true (97b5-8). And we are given no independent
reason to suppose that Meno underwent a rapid change of mind. We are thus
forced to read Meno uncharitably. Alternatively, we can interpret Meno as meaning
to suggest, quite reasonably, that the person who currently opines truly will
sometimes fail in the future, e.g. because they renege on their opinion. But, if so,
then Socrates fails to see what Meno is getting at with his objection, to the extent
that Socrates confusedly corrects Meno and then goes on to give the very same type

of answer, albeit a clearer telling of it: that true opinion is only beneficial while it
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persists. We are thus forced to read Socrates uncharitably.’” Either way, we must
read Meno or Socrates in an uncharitable light.

Given these difficulties we might prefer PTO. On this reading, Meno makes
the reasonable suggestion that the current true opiner will, indeed, sometimes fail
in the future. Socrates then responds with a more challenging case, comparing
someone who always opines truly (and so will always act successfully) with someone
who knows. Call this comparison between a persistent true opiner and a knower
the hard value problem. PTO has the benefit of ensuring that Socrates’” second del is
not redundant. It also provides a charitable reading of Socrates and Meno’s
conversation: Meno makes a reasonable objection, to which Socrates responds with
a more demanding puzzle.

But PTO is not without its troubles. In particular, Socrates” response to the
value problem apparently calls upon the persistence of knowledge in order to
explain its value. But persistence alone can’t answer the hard value problem:
persistent knowledge is of no greater value than persistent true opinion, because
both have a persistent grasp of the truth. Proponents of PTO must find a different
way of interpreting Socrates” answer to the value problem. One possibility points to
the fact that Socrates insists that knowledge must be tethered by a very particular
process: giving an account of the reason why. Accordingly, Socrates” account of the
value of knowledge does not merely appeal to the fact that knowledge persists, but
it persists in virtue of an explanatory tether. True opinion, on the other hand, may
persist for all manner of epistemically undesirable reasons, e.g. dogmatism, blind
faith, desperate hope, self-deception, etc. Socrates may then argue that grasping
explanations has independent value, such that the value of knowledge is not
exhausted by its mere persistence.’®® Rather, knowledge is of greater value than
true-opinion because knowledge involves explanatory-persistence whereas true

opinion does not. This could be spelled out in different ways. Perhaps grasping

157 This reading is certainly not off the cards (Sharples 1985: 183). However, I merely
intend to show that both CTO and PTO are plausible readings of the text. I do not
intend to rule one or the other out.

158 Scott (2006: 181) raises this possibility.
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explanations has final value as a specific type of epistemic achievement. Or perhaps
explanations are instrumentally valuable, outside of the sphere of correct action.
However it's spelled out, what's important is that the value of grasping
explanations is independent from (i.e. not instrumental on) the value of having a
merely persistent grasp of the truth. Socrates will then be in a position to answer the
hard value problem.!>

I won’'t decide between CTO and PTO. Consequently, I won't decide
whether Plato presents the hard value problem — comparing persistent true opinion
with knowledge — or the easier value problem — comparing current true opinion
with current knowledge. At this stage, it’s just important to note that both versions
of the value problem are possible readings of the text. In the next section, I argue
that Aristotle’s description of theoretical wisdom in Nicomachean Ethics 6 faces a
version of Plato’s value problem. I do not mean to suggest, however, that Aristotle
is directly or explicitly engaged with the Meno.'® Rather, I use Plato’s value problem
in order to challenge and explicate Aristotle’s claim that theoretical wisdom is an
intellectual virtue. I also claim that Aristotle has the resources to answer the hard
value problem. By reading Aristotle’s claims about theoretical wisdom in light of
the hard value problem, I propose that we can make better sense of the value that

Aristotle assigns to theoretical wisdom over other epistemic states.

159 Defenders of CTO might respond that this is surely not what Socrates has in mind. In
T4.2 Socrates is clear that knowledge is valuable because it persists, whereas true
opinion does not. It’s certainly true that Socrates distinguishes between mere
persistence and explanatory persistence, but he’s not claiming that explanations have
independent value. Rather, explanations are necessary to ensure that knowledge in fact
persists (Fine 2004: 72). I won't explore this issue further. What's important for my
purposes is that both CTO and PTO are possible readings of the text.

160 However, given the great attention that Plato’s value problem has received in the
contemporary Anglophone epistemological literature, it is somewhat remarkable that
Aristotle nowhere engages with it explicitly in the extant Corpus.
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4.3. A value problem for theoretical wisdom in the Nicomachean Ethics

In the following I present a sketch of Aristotle’s argument in Nicomachean Ethics 6 as
to why theoretical wisdom is an intellectual virtue. In so doing, there are a number
of details that I either leave out or do not dwell on, such as Aristotle’s argument in
Nicomachean Ethics 6.7 for the identification of co@ia with theoretical wisdom. I
return to these details in Chapter 7. For now, I present an overview of Aristotle’s
argument in order to show how Plato’s value problem applies to Aristotle’s account
of theoretical wisdom as an intellectual virtue. Although not explicitly concerned
with the value of theoretical wisdom, Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom as
an intellectual virtue commits him to the thought that theoretical wisdom is of
greater value than other non-virtuous but nonetheless factive epistemic states of the

same truths. I argue that it’s unclear why this is so.

4.3.1.  Why theoretical wisdom is a virtue of thought

Aristotle has already argued that happiness and the human good is activity of the
soul in accordance with virtue and, if there is more than one, the best and most
complete virtue (EN 1.7: 1098a16-18). Aristotle has also distinguished between two
types of human virtue: virtue of character (NOuwcov) and virtue of thought
(dtxvontkov) (1.13: 1103a3-7). Aristotle goes on to describe virtue of character as a
deliberatively choosing state, which is a middle in relation to us and is determined
by reason, as the practically wise person would determine it (2.6: 1106b36-1107a2).
The ostensible purpose of Nicomachean Ethics 6 is to give an account of the correct
reason (0 0000g Adyog) in order to better understand what it means to choose the
mean determined by correct reason (6.1: 1138b25-34). To this end, Aristotle focuses
our attention on the part of the soul that has reason and divides it into two: the
knowledgeable (¢miotnuovikov) part, which contemplates beings whose principles
do not admit of being otherwise, and the calculative (Aoyiotwkoév) part, which
contemplates beings that do admit of being otherwise (1139a3-8). Aristotle

recommends that we determine the virtue — i.e. the best state (1] feAtiotn €£1c) — of
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both parts by considering the proper function (t0 €oyov tO oikelov) of each
(1139a15-17). Presumably, we will have a better grasp of the correct reason, and so
virtue of character, once we have identified the virtues of thought.

Aristotle then introduces an analogy between thought and desire: assertion
and denial in the case of thought are equivalent to pursuit and avoidance in the case
of desire (6.2: 1139a21-22). This allows Aristotle to further distinguish between
practical and theoretical thought: because practical thought involves deliberative
desire (0pe&ic BovAevtikn)), the virtue of practical thought must involve both true
reason and correct desire (1139a22-27, 29-31). Not so in the case of theoretical

thought:

T4.3 But in the case of thought that is theoretical — and neither practical nor
productive — the doing-well and doing-badly is [just] truth and falsity (for
this is the function of everything that is of thought) (EN 6.2: 1139a26-29)

¢ 0¢& OeENTIKNG dlavolag Kol Un TOAKTLKTG HNdE TOMTIKNG TO €V kal
Kakwg TdAN0ég €0t kal PebdOC (TOVTO YAQ €0TL MAVTOS OLAVONTIKO
£Qyov):

After a discussion of the relationship between deliberate choice, desire, and action
(1139a31-b5), and having given reasons as to why past occurrences cannot be an
object of deliberate choice (1139b5-11), Aristotle concludes Nicomachean Ethics 6.2 as

follows:

T4.4 Hence, the function of both of the intellectual parts [of the soul] is truth. And
so, the states in accordance with which each [part] most of all grasps truth,
these are the virtues of both. (EN 6.2: 1139b12-13)

AUPOTEQWV OT) TV VONTIKWV Hoplwv A& 1o €oyov. kab' &g ovv
HAAoTa EEe1C AANOeVOEL EKATEQOV, ADTAL AQETAL AUPOLV.

In so doing, Aristotle sets the criteria for determining the virtues of both the

knowledgeable and calculative parts of the intellectual soul. The virtue of each will
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be the state that most of all grasps the type of truth proper to each part. And such
states are virtuous because, in so doing, each part performs its proper function and
performs it well.'! Aristotle thus exploits principles that are also at play in the
function argument of Nicomachean Ethics 1.7, to which I turn below.162

Aristotle identifies five states of the soul by means of which the soul grasps
truth by asserting and denying: craft (téxvn), knowledge (émiotrun), practical
wisdom (@oovnoig), theoretical wisdom (co@ia), and intellect (vovg) (6.3: 1139b15-
17). Practical and theoretical wisdom are eventually identified as the virtues of the
knowledgeable and calculative parts of the soul, respectively (6.11: 1143b14-17, 6.12:
1144a2). Craft falls by the wayside: craft is not itself a virtue, but there is virtue of
craft (6.5: 1140b21-25). Knowledge and intellect are constitutive parts of theoretical
wisdom, at least when concerned with objects that are by nature most estimable
(tov TywTdTwV T @ULoeL) (6.7: 1141b2-3). Intellect also has a role to play in
practical matters because it is concerned with the starting-points of practical ends
(6.11: 1143b4). Aristotle explicitly rules out both opinion (d0&a) and judgement
(OUOANYPG) as virtues of thought because they are not states of the soul by means of
which we always grasp truth: neither are factive or, in Aristotle’s parlance, both
admit of being deceived (dxpevdecOay, 6.2: 1139b17-18, cf. 6.6: 1141a3-7).

From herein I focus on theoretical wisdom, referring to it simply as wisdom
unless there is need to distinguish between practical and theoretical wisdom.
Wisdom is theoretical at least in so far as it is concerned with beings whose
principles do not admit of being otherwise (6.7: 1141b8-12, 6.5: 1140a31-b4). As
such, it is concerned with necessary and eternal truths. Call these theoretical truths.
This marks a substantial difference between theoretical and practical wisdom: the
practically wise person is able to deliberate well about what is good, advantageous,
and beneficial for themselves (and, more generally, for humans), in relation to
living well as a whole (6.5: 1140a25-28, 1140b7-10, 6.7: 1141a23-26). And one can

only deliberate about what is capable of being otherwise. As such, practical thought

161 Cf. EN 6.1 1139a15-17.

162 Greenwood (1909: 74) and Richardson Lear (2004: 95) similarly note the relationship
between Nicomachean Ethics 6.2 and the function argument.
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is primarily concerned with contingent truths.®® Theoretically wise people, such as
Thales and Anaxagoras, are characteristically ignorant of what is advantageous to
them. Rather, ‘that which they know is said to be extraordinary, wondrous,
difficult, and divinely-marvellous, but useless, because they do not inquire into
human goods” (1141b6-8).1%* As noted, wisdom requires having both knowledge of
demonstrations as well as non-demonstrative knowledge of the first principles of
those demonstrations. What's more, wisdom is concerned with things that are by
nature most estimable (6.7: 1141a17-22, 1141b2-8).

As noted, Aristotle makes clear that wisdom is a virtue because (i) it is a
state by means of which the soul grasps truth most of all and (ii) truth is the
function of the intellectual part of the soul. This line of reasoning looks back to
Aristotle’s function argument in Nicomachean Ethics 1.7. There, Aristotle argues
according to the general principle that ‘whatever has a function and action, the
good and the doing-well seem to be in the function” (1097b26-27).1% Aristotle draws
a contrast between a lyre player and an excellent lyre player to make two further
claims: that the function of something (e.g. a lyre player) is of the same kind as the
function of an excellent version of the same thing (e.g. an excellent lyre player); and
that the excellent lyre player plays well in accordance with virtue, whereas the mere
lyre player merely plays the lyre (1098a8-12). It is virtue, then, that makes the
difference between a mere lyre player and an excellent one. Whilst their function is

the same in kind, the excellent lyre player performs the activity of lyre playing well

163 Aristotle claims in the Nicomachean Ethics that demonstrative knowledge — and so, by
extension, theoretical wisdom — is concerned with truths that are necessary without
qualification, i.e. truths that are eternal (EN 6.3: 1139a21-24, cf. Met 5.5). It's not clear
how to square this with Aristotle’s claims elsewhere that it's possible to have
demonstrative knowledge of truths that hold always or for the most part (APo 1.30, 2.12:
96a8-19). What's more, it’s not clear how we should treat the status of universal truths
that are in the purview of practical wisdom, such as the fact that light meats are healthy
(EN 6.7: 1141b18-19). Can such truths be demonstratively known and, if so, does this
mean that practical wisdom is concerned with some necessary truths (or at least some

truths that are necessary in a restricted sense)? Cf. Henry 2015a.

164 Kl TEQLTTA HEV Kal OAVUAOTA KAl XAAEM& Kal datHOvia eldévat avTovg Paoty,
axonota d', L oL tx avOpwniva ayaba Cntovoty

165 kat 6AwS v €0ty €0YoV TLKaL TEAELS, €V TQ €QYw dokel TayaBOV eivat kal TO €0
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and finely — the mere lyre player does not. Similarly, Aristotle proposes that an
excellent human performs its function well, such that each human activity and
action is performed and completed well in accord with its proper virtue (1098a12-
15). Since the proper human function — that which is special to humans as animals —
is activity of the soul in accord with reason, Aristotle concludes that the human
good is ‘activity of the soul according to virtue and, if there are many virtues,
according to the best and most complete” (1098a16-18).1¢

Aristotle’s function argument is admittedly vexed.'” Nonetheless, two
points are relatively uncontroversial. First, the good and the doing-well of
something, x, is found in its proper function. Second, x performs its proper function
well in accordance with its proper virtue. Aristotle later adds to this that the virtue
of x not only ensures the good performance of x’s function, but also that x is good as

an x:

T4.5 And so, one must say that every virtue, regardless of what thing it is the
virtue of, both completes the good state of that thing and renders its
function well, e.g. the virtue of an eye both makes the eye and its function
excellent; for we see well in virtue of the eye’s virtue. Similarly, the virtue of
a horse makes the horse excellent, good at running, carrying its rider, and
standing firm against enemies. If, then, this holds in every case, the virtue of
a human will also be the state in virtue of which [a human] becomes a good
human and in virtue of which [a human] will perform its own function well.
(EN 2.6: 1106a15-24).

oNTéov oLV OTL MoK AEETH, OV AV 1) AQETH), AVTO TE €V €XOV ATMOTEAEL Kal
10 é0yov avTOL €0 AMOoddwOoLY, olov 1) ToL O0POAAUOD AQeTn TOV Te
0POAALOV OTTOLDAIOV TIOLEL KAl TO €QYOV AUTOL: TH YoQ ToL 0QOaApOD
QQETN €V OPWHEV. OHOIWG 1] TOV (MTOv &QETN (MMOV Te OTTOLdALOV TIOLEL
Kal AyaOov OQapelv KAl E€veykelv TOvV EMPATNV Kal HeEval Tovg
moAgptiovg. et d1) TOUT €Ml MAVTWV 0UTWG €XEL Kal 1) TOL aAvOQWTOoL &QeTn
eln av M €€c a' fg dyabog avOowmog yivetat kat a@' Ng €0 10 £éavtov
£0YOV ATIOdWOEL.

166 10 avOowmivov dyaBov Puxng évépyewa yivetatr kat doetv, el d¢ mAelovg al
AQETAL KAT TV AQLOTNV KAl TeAgloTATNV

167 For discussion see Barney 2008, Baker 2015, Charles 2017.
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We can apply these thoughts directly to theoretical wisdom and the knowledgeable
part of the soul. First, the good and the doing-well of the knowledgeable part of the
soul is found in its proper function: truth and, in particular, theoretical truth. As
such, Aristotle is committed to a form of truth value monism: theoretical truth is the
sole bearer of final value in respect of theoretical thought, because it is both the
doing-well and goal of theoretical thought (T4.3, cf. Met 2.1: 993b20-21). Second, the
knowledgeable part of the soul performs its proper function well when it does so in
accordance with its proper virtue, i.e. theoretical wisdom. Aristotle is explicit that
this is because theoretical wisdom is the state that grasps theoretical truth most of
all (T4.4). Third, theoretical wisdom not only ensures that the knowledgeable part
of the soul performs its function well, but also that the knowledgeable part of the
soul is in the best condition possible, i.e. it is good qua knowledgeable part of the
soul. In this sense, theoretical wisdom is valuable. And it is also better than any
non-virtuous state of the knowledgeable part of the soul. This is because it is the
state in virtue of which a knower grasps theoretical truths most of all or well. The
value of theoretical wisdom, then, must be found in its particular way of grasping

theoretical truth.

4.3.2.  Plato’s value problem applied to theoretical wisdom

These claims allow us to formulate a version of Plato’s value problem for theoretical

wisdom. In brief, Aristotle argues that:

(1) Theoretical wisdom is the virtuous state of the knowledgeable part of the
soul because it is the state that grasps theoretical truth most of all or well;

(2) The virtuous state of the knowledgeable part of the soul is better and more
valuable than non-virtuous states of the same part of the soul that merely
grasp theoretical truth;

(3) Therefore: Theoretical wisdom is better and more valuable than non-
virtuous states of the knowledgeable part of the soul that merely grasp

theoretical truth.
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The difficulty, however, is that it’s unclear what it means to grasp theoretical truth
most of all or well and, in particular, how this should be distinguished from merely
grasping theoretical truth. If Aristotle’s distinction lacks substance, we should take
Meno’s lead and ask: Why is theoretical wisdom more valuable than non-virtuous
but factive epistemic states that have a mere grasp of the very same truths as
theoretical wisdom? And what in fact distinguishes theoretical wisdom from non-
virtuous but factive epistemic states that grasp the very same truths as theoretical
wisdom? Unless we are able to specify theoretical wisdom’s good way of grasping
the truth, we won’t be in a position to explain the distinctive value of theoretical
wisdom over non-virtuous but nonetheless factive epistemic states concerned with

the same theoretical truths.

4.4. Four insufficient responses to the value problem

With Plato’s value problem applied to Aristotle’s account of theoretical wisdom, I
now consider four potential responses. I argue that each is insufficient before
sketching an alternative proposal (§4.5). In the following, I initially use true opinion
as a candidate epistemic state that is (i) non-virtuous, (ii) factive, and (iii) has a mere
grasp of the same theoretical truths as theoretical wisdom. I address concerns about

the proper objects of opinion in §4.4.3.

4.4.1.Wisdom is a virtue

In Nicomachean Ethics 6.12-13, Aristotle raises and answers several objections about
the worth of theoretical and practical wisdom. In the first case, Aristotle wonders

about the use of theoretical wisdom:

T4.6 But one might have become puzzled about what use these [i.e. practical and
theoretical wisdom] are. For, theoretical wisdom contemplates not one [of
the things] from which a human will be happy (for [it contemplates] not one
[thing’s] becoming) [...] (EN 6.12: 1143b18-20)
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Alaxmogrjoete d' &v TIG TEQL AVTWV TL XONOLMOL €lOWV. 1) HEV YAQ co@la
ovdev Bewpnoel €€ v éotal eLdAlUWY AVOQWTOS (OVOEAS YAQ €0TL
vevéoewg) [...]

Aristotle replies to this puzzle with the thought that wisdom is a virtue and, as a
virtue, it is necessary that wisdom is a state of the soul that is choiceworthy because

of itself:

T4.7 And so, let us first say that these [states] are necessarily choiceworthy
according to themselves — each is, at least, the virtue of each of the parts [of
the soul that has reason] — even if neither of them produces anything at all.
(EN 6.12: 1144a1-3)

TIOWTOV UeV 00V Aéywpev OtL kal' adTac AVAYKALOV AQETAS aVTAS elval,
QQETAG V' ovoAG EkATEQAY EKATEQOL TOL HOQIOV, Kal &L UT) TOLOVOL UNdeV
pundetéoa avT@V.

This presents a straightforward answer to the value problem: wisdom is of greater
value than (e.g.) true opinion because wisdom, unlike true opinion, is a virtue, and
virtues are choiceworthy because of themselves — even if they are productive of
nothing.1®® However, this solution doesn’t do enough to answer the value problem
applied to theoretical wisdom. Even if we grant that virtues are choiceworthy for
their own sake, Aristotle must explain what it is about wisdom that makes it
virtuous, i.e. in what sense wisdom grasps theoretical truth well. This account must
distinguish wisdom from non-virtuous epistemic states (e.g. true opinion) and

explain why wisdom is, in fact, choiceworthy for its own sake.

4.4.2. Wisdom is productive of happiness

In Nicomachean Ethics 6.12, Aristotle immediately offers a further response to his

puzzle about the usefulness of wisdom:

168 See also EN 1.7: 1097a25-bé6.

153



T4.8 Next, they [i.e. practical and theoretical wisdom] do indeed produce
[something], though not as medicine [produces] health, but as health
[produces health] —in this manner theoretical wisdom [produces] happiness;
for, as part of virtue as a whole, [theoretical wisdom] produces happiness by
being possessed and by being actualised. (EN 6.12: 1144a3-6)

EMerta KAl MOLOLOL HéV, oV @G 1) latoukn) d¢ Vylelav, dAA' wg 1) Vylewa,
oUtwg 1 ool eDdALHOVIAV: HEQOS YAQ ovoa TNG OANG &eTng T €xeoOat
TOLEL Kl TQ éveQyelv evdaipova.'®

Medicine and health produce health in different ways: medicine can bring about
and sustain health but is external to it. Health, on the other hand, brings about the
active state of being healthy in virtue of being possessed and actualised. In this
sense, theoretical wisdom brings about the active state of being happy, in virtue of
being both possessed and actualised. Again, we have another straightforward
answer to Aristotle’s value problem: wisdom produces happiness and (e.g.) true
opinion does not, so wisdom is more valuable than true opinion. But this answer is
as uninformative as the first. Aristotle must tell us what it is about possessing and
actualising wisdom that is productive of happiness and what true opinion lacks
such that it is not. For this, Aristotle must at least explain why theoretical wisdom is
the virtue of the knowledgeable part of the soul and, thus, what it means for

theoretical wisdom to grasp truth most of all or well.

4.4.3.0nly wisdom has access or full access to theoretical truth

Another straightforward way of avoiding the value problem for theoretical wisdom
is to claim that only theoretical wisdom has access or full access to theoretical truth.
In this sense, only theoretical wisdom grasps theoretical truth most of all or well.
For example, one might draw on the fact that Aristotle appears to claim that true

opinion is restricted to contingent truths. This would block a value problem that

169 Bywater obelizes t@ évepyetv evdaipova. This textual issue is not pertinent for my

current purposes.
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compares theoretical wisdom and true opinion from being formulated: wisdom and
true opinion are in no way equivalent in relation to necessary, theoretical truths,
because true opinion has no access to necessary, theoretical truths. This response
has at least prima facie textual support. In Posterior Analytics 1.33, Aristotle appears
to claim that there is no knowledge of contingent truths and, similarly, that there is
no opinion of necessary truths (88b30-89a4). He then goes on to explain in what
sense knowledge and true opinion can be about the same object, e.g. in what sense
“human” can be the object of both knowledge and true opinion (89a11-b6).

Posterior Analytics 1.33 is particularly notable because there is reason to think
that questions about the relative value of knowledge and true opinion lurk in the
background. In support of his initial account of the distinction between knowledge
and true opinion, Aristotle invokes the apparent instability (&BéBatoc) of opinion
(89a4-6) — perhaps looking back to Socrates” claim that knowledge, unlike true
opinion, is steadfast. What's more, Aristotle worries that if we were to posit that
every object of knowledge can also be the object of opinion (indeed, all such cases
will be instances of true opinion), then there will be no difference between
knowledge and true opinion (89a11-13). Aristotle imagines an opiner who has true
opinions about both the facts and the reasons why and follows the same deductive
path as someone who knows by means of a demonstration (89a13-16). Otherwise
put, they opine the very same demonstration that the knower demonstratively
knows. But surely to truly opine a demonstration is equivalent to knowing it. In
such cases, then, Aristotle is concerned that the distinction between knowledge and
true opinion will collapse — perhaps reflecting Meno’s concern about what
distinguishes knowledge from true opinion. The remainder of the chapter can then
be read as Aristotle’s attempt to balance two ideas: first, that in some sense it is
possible to know and opine the same object, and, second, that knowledge and true
opinion are not the same. But why should this distinction matter? One potential
reason is that Aristotle presupposes that knowledge is in some sense better than

true opinion and, in virtue of this, they better be distinct. We can then read Posterior
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Analytics 1.33 as Aristotle’s attempt to vindicate the value of knowledge over true
opinion.!”?

Interpretations of Posterior Analytics 1.33 vary, but most share the common
feature that there are some objects that only knowledge has access to, such that the
objects of true opinion and knowledge are not co-extensive.”! For example,
according to Gail Fine (2004) Aristotle argues that there can be both knowledge and
opinion about the same objects (e.g. “human”) but knowledge is restricted to
necessary propositions about that object (e.g. “humans are necessarily rational
animals”) and true opinion is restricted to contingent propositions about the same
object (perhaps, e.g., “this human is walking”). Consequently, there is no
proposition that can be both known and opined. Michail Peramatzis (forthcoming),
on the other hand, argues that there may be both true opinion and knowledge of
some necessary propositions (e.g. that triangles necessarily have 2R). The difference
between the knower and the true opiner, is that the knower succeeds in grasping
the proper, essentialist explanatory grounds of those necessary propositions (e.g.
that triangles necessarily have 2R because triangles are essentially three-sided,
rectilinear figures). The true opiner fails in this respect. As such, true opinion can
take necessary propositions as its object and can even opine them as necessary.
However, the true opiner lacks a limited set of necessary truths, i.e. explanatory
truths that connect necessary truths to their proper, essentialist, explanatory
grounds.

Either interpretation would work to block the value problem. On Fine’s
view, only wisdom and its constitutive parts (i.e. knowledge and intellect) would
have access to necessary truths, such that true opinion has no access to necessary
truths. On Peramatzis’, there would be some necessary truths that only wisdom and
its constituent parts have access to, such that true opinion only has partial access to
necessary truths. In both cases the value of wisdom over true opinion can be

explained in virtue of its superior grasp of theoretical truth.

170 Peramatzis (forthcoming) similarly reads Posterior Analytics 1.33 as addressing
questions about the value of knowledge.

171 Cf. Morison forthcoming.
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Nonetheless, Aristotle allows that there are some epistemic states that fall
short of demonstrative knowledge but have access to all of the very same truths as
knowledge. In Nicomachean Ethics 7.3, Aristotle describes weakness of will by
considering a distinction between having and using knowledge. He makes clear
that we can have knowledge in different ways, such that there is a sense in which
someone can be said both to have and not to have knowledge, e.g. if someone
knows but is asleep, mad, or drunk (1147a11-14). Aristotle compares the weak-
willed person with the knower who is drunk: they have knowledge but, because
they are intoxicated, cannot be said to be in proper possession of their knowledge

(1147a14-18):

T4.9 And the fact that they say the words that come from knowledge is a sign of
nothing; for, also, those in the grip of their feelings say the demonstrations
and verses of Empedocles, and those who have first learned [something]
string the words together, but they do not yet know; for, it must grow into
[them] and this requires time; so we must suppose that those who are acting
without self-control are also talking like actors on a stage. (EN 7.3: 1147a18-
24)

TO & A€yeLv TOUG AOYOUG TOVG ATO TNG ETUOTIUNG OVOEV OTJUEIOV: KAl YXQ
ol év 71oic mabeoL TovTOlG Ovteg Amodeifels wal Emn Aéyovowv
EumedokAéovg, kal ol mpowtov pabdvteg ovvelpoval pev tovg Adyoug,
loaot 8" o0mw: del Yo cup@LN VAL, TOVTO d& XOOVOL deltat WoTe KAOATEQ
TOUG  UTOKQLWVOMEVOLG,  oUTwg  VUmoAnmrtéov  Aéyewv  kal  TOUg
AKQATEVOUEVOUC.

Aristotle here imagines a recent-learner, who is able to string the words together
but does not yet know what they have learned. We may plausibly imagine that the
recent-learner has just learned a demonstration, which contains not only necessary
truths but also their proper, essentialist, explanatory grounds, e.g. that triangles
necessarily have 2R because triangles are essentially three-sided, rectilinear figures.
And we may plausibly imagine that the recent-learner has learned them as such:
they have been told and (in some sense) know that they have learned a necessary
truth by means of its essentialist, causal, explanation. In this sense, as the learner’s

knowledge grows into them it need not be the case that they acquire any new
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content. Indeed, we can even imagine that the recent-learner has been told and
remembers all of the truths belonging to a particular body of knowledge.

What, then, does this recent-learner lack? Elsewhere, Aristotle offers a brief
explanation as to why a young person can become knowledgeable of mathematics
but neither practically wise, theoretically wise, nor knowledgeable of nature.
Aristotle argues that practical wisdom requires knowledge of particulars, which
comes by means of experience and in turn requires time (EN 6.8: 1142a11-16, cf. 1.3:
1095a2-11). Mathematical objects, on the other hand, are given by abstraction
(1142a19). Aristotle also claims that the first principles of theoretical wisdom come
from experience, such that a young person may be able to say the words that come
from wisdom but lack conviction (1142a16-20). Note, however, that this can’t be
conviction in the sense of subjective certainty. Aristotle is clear about this: someone
who merely opines can be subjectively certain, e.g. they may have no doubt about
the truth of their opinions, thinking that they have the most exact knowledge (7.3:
1146b24-31, cf. MM 2.6: 1201b5-8). And there’s no reason to presuppose that the
learner does not believe what they have learned. They may believe it simply in
virtue of the fact that they have been taught it by their teacher. Presumably, then,
both the young-learner and the recent-learner could both be subjectively certain
about what they have learned. Aristotle’s point is that they will lack the appropriate
rational conviction that comes from experience.'”

Whatever this experiential lack amounts to, it’s clear that Aristotle allows for
epistemic states that fall short of demonstrative knowledge but have a mere true
grasp of the very same truths that the knower demonstratively knows.!7
Consequently, we can readily reformulate Aristotle’s version of the value problem,

replacing the true opiner with the recent-learner who has been told, remembers,

172 Burnyeat 1981: 130.

175 This does not require that Aristotle conceives of experience as non-propositional.
Whatever experience adds, it does not add the type of propositional content that figures
in demonstrations. As such, the recent-learner (who lacks experience) and the
demonstrative knower (who possesses experience) have access to all of the same
propositions that are either demonstratively known or known as the first principles of
demonstrations. For discussion on the content of Aristotelian experience, see LaBarge
2006, Gregori¢ & Grgi¢ 2006, Hasper & Yurdin 2014.
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and believes all of the truths about which wisdom is concerned (i.e. of both
demonstrations and first principles). The problem, then, is why wisdom is more
valuable than the epistemic state of the recent-learner. An answer to this problem
must draw upon something other than the fact that the theoretically wise person
has a true grasp of necessary truths and proper, essentialist, causal explanations —
for the recent-learner has a true grasp of the very same objects.

That said, Aristotle’s distinction between the recent-learner and the knower
has substance. In particular, the knower grasps theoretical truth with knowledge
and understanding whereas the recent-learner does not. As it will turn out, the fact
that the theoretically wise person grasps theoretical truth with knowledge and
understanding will be essential to the sense in which they grasp truth well. What's
unclear, however, is why grasping theoretical truth with knowledge and
understanding adds value to theoretical wisdom. This depends in part on the sense
in which theoretical truth is valuable. Consider again the road to Larissa. In this
example, truth is instrumentally valuable on acting successfully, i.e. on getting to
Larissa, such that it need not matter that one knows and understands such truths
for oneself. After all, one could very well (and very reliably) get to Larissa by
following the instructions of a GPS.17* So, if Aristotle is to claim that knowledge and
understanding adds value to the theoretically wise person’s grasp of truth, then he
must provide us with an account of the value of theoretical truth that depends upon
grasping it with knowledge and understanding. Otherwise put, the value of
theoretical truth must be such that the specific way the theoretically wise person
grasps it (e.g. with knowledge and understanding) is necessary for attaining its
value. I'll explore this issue at length over the forthcoming chapters. For now, we
can conclude that the claim that only theoretical wisdom has access to theoretical
truth will not suffice to explain Aristotle’s distinction between merely grasping
theoretical truth and grasping theoretical truth well. This is because the epistemic
state of the recent-learner grasps the very same theoretical truths as the theoretically

wise person but nonetheless fails to grasp theoretical truth well. And more must be

174 Harte forthcoming.
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said about how grasping theoretical truth well (whatever that amounts to) adds

value to the theoretically wise person’s grasp of truth.

4.4.4.0nly wisdom has a persistent grasp of theoretical truth

An alternative response argues that only wisdom has a persistent grasp of truth,
whereas true opinion and the epistemic state of the recent-learner do not. As
Aristotle makes clear in Nicomachean Ethics 6.7, wisdom is one of five states of the
soul in virtue of which we assert and deny truly, and by means of which we are
never deceived (undémote donpevdoueOa, 6.6: 1141a3-7). We may read this in one of
two ways: either synchronically, such that Aristotle is merely claiming that wisdom
is factive; or diachronically, such that wisdom is not only factive but persists over
time, in the manner that the Meno’s Socrates claims that knowledge is steadfast. On
the diachronic interpretation, when Aristotle tells us that we are deceived by means
of opinion, he means both (i) that some opinions are false and (ii) that true opinions
will escape us like the statues of Daedalus. Similarly, wisdom grasps theoretical
truth most of all and well because wisdom persists: it is always true, both
synchronically and diachronically. Following along similar lines as the CTO reading
of Plato’s value problem, Aristotle may then claim that, even though wisdom and
true opinion are both true, current wisdom is more valuable than current true
opinion because current true opinion does not persist (and similarly in the case of
the recent-learner).

This reading also has external textual support. As already noted, Aristotle
remarks that true opinion is unstable in Posterior Analytics 1.33. And in Categories 8
(8b25-9a13) Aristotle characterises knowledge as on a par with virtue, in so far as
both are states (¢€¢ic) rather than dispositions (dixOéoeic). A characteristic of states
is that they are longer lasting than dispositions and are more steadfast

(Hovipwrtegog, 8b28). Indeed, states such as knowledge seem to be permanent
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(magapovipog, 8b30). Dispositions, on the other hand, such as hotness and chill,

sickness and health, are easily and quickly changed.!” Aristotle remarks that:

T4.10 For, those who have not altogether mastered the bodies of knowledge, but
are easily changed, are not said to be in a state [of knowledge], even though
they are indeed somehow disposed according to that knowledge, either
better or worse. (Cat 8: 9a5-8)

TOUG YOO TV EMOTNUOV UT) TTAVL KATEXOVTAS AAA" eDKIVITOVG OVTAG OV
ooy EEv €xeLy, kaltol dlakevTal Yé mws KATA TV ETUOTHUNV 1) XELQOV
N PéATov.

Aristotle’s recent-learner might similarly be imagined as someone who has not yet
mastered what they have learned. As such, the recent-learner’s epistemic condition
lacks the stability and steadfastness of someone who knows, in spite of the fact that
they are in some sense better disposed towards that knowledge than if they had
learned nothing at all. And the recent-learner’s epistemic condition need not be
easily changed because they do not believe what they have just learned, i.e. because
they lack subjective certainty. Rather, they may easily be convinced out of their
belief, e.g. by a difficult question or misleading counter-evidence, because they lack
rational conviction. In this sense, the recent-learner may currently believe and grasp
the same theoretical truths that the theoretically wise person grasps well, but their
grasp is neither resilient nor persistent. As such, their grasp of theoretical truth is
left wanting.176

Aristotle makes similar suggestions in Nicomachean Ethics 1.10:

T4.11 For none of the functions of human beings are as stable as those concerned
with activities in accord with virtue, since they seem to be more steadfast
even than bodies of knowledge. And of these bodies of knowledge
themselves, the most estimable are more steadfast, because the blessed live

175 The difference is apparently one of degree, such that a disposition could perhaps
become second nature and thus a state through a great amount of time (9al-4). But the
distinction is nonetheless clear, even if it suffers from vague boundary cases.

176 Cf. Met 4.4: 1008b27-31.
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most of all and most continuously in accord with them. This would seem to
be the cause, indeed, of why forgetfulness does not occur where they are
concerned. (EN 1.10:1100b12-17)

TeQL OVOEV Y oUTwS VTAXEL TV AvOowmivwy €oywv Pefatdtng wg
TLEQL TAG EVEQYEIAG TAG KAT AQETV* HOVIHWTEQAL YAQ KAL TWV €MIOTNHUWV
avToL DOKOLOLV elval ToUTWV O' ALTWYV Al THIWTATAL HOVIUWTEQAL DX TO
HAALOTa Kat ovvexéotata kKatalnv év avtals Toug HAKAQIOVS: TOUTO YAQ
fowkev altio Tov un yiveoOat mepl avtag AOnv.

Perhaps knowledge and virtue are not on a par in respect of their stability. But,
importantly, Aristotle explicitly links stability with value: the most estimable bodies
of knowledge are those that are most steadfast and, in virtue of their steadfastness,
the blessed are able to live most of all and most continuously in accordance with
them.

What should we make of these remarks? We might be inclined to look
forward to Nicoamachean Ethics 10.7, where Aristotle proposes that complete
happiness is (or requires) contemplative activity of the intellect in accordance with
the best virtue: wisdom. There, Aristotle evaluates his proposal in relation to the
desiderata of happiness, one of which is that complete happiness is the most
continuous activity. Contemplation ticks this box: ‘for, we can contemplate more
continuously than we can act, whatsoever’ (1177a21-22)."”” One obvious criterion for
the ability to continuously contemplate is that we have a persistent grasp of truth:
it'’s not possible to continuously contemplate a body of truths if one does not have a
persistent grasp of that body of truths. If wisdom, like knowledge, is steadfast in
respect of truth, but true opinion or the condition of the recent learner is unstable,
then wisdom will ensure that truth can be grasped and contemplated continuously
and, in this sense, well. This also provides an answer to the sense in which

theoretical wisdom’s good grasp of theoretical truth is valuable: the blessed are able

77 Qewpelv [Te] Yoo duvapeOa ovvexwe HAAAOV 1) TOATTELY OTIODV.
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to live both most of all and most continuously in accordance with theoretical
wisdom.!78

In virtue of this, the persistence that theoretical wisdom has because of its
stability will indeed be part of Aristotle’s account of what is required to grasp
theoretical truth well, and thus the value of theoretical wisdom. However, recourse
to persistence alone fails to answer the hard value problem, as discussed in §4.2.3.
In particular, the idea that wisdom has a persistent grasp of truth fails to explain
why wisdom is more valuable than the epistemic condition of the recent learner, if
it were to persist. As argued, the hard value problem is certainly a plausible reading
of the Meno and so we might wonder whether Aristotle has the resources to answer
it. Of course, Aristotle may well have claimed that persistence is untypical of non-
virtuous epistemic states, or that it is practically unheard of: for persistence, one
must be theoretically wise. Nonetheless, by pushing Aristotle to answer the hard
value problem, we will arrive at a richer picture of theoretical wisdom and the sense
in which the theoretically wise person grasps truth well — one that goes beyond

mere persistence.

4.5.Conclusion: an alternative proposal

How else might we interpret Aristotle’s claim that wisdom is a virtue because it is
the state by means of which we grasp theoretical truth most of all or well? In the
next chapter, I look to Nicomachean Ethics 2.4, where Aristotle lists three criteria that
distinguish the mere performance of virtuous action from virtuous action
performed well or virtuously. Aristotle argues that there is a substantive difference
between, for example, performing a just action and performing it in the way that the
just person would. In particular, the just person not only performs just actions, but
they also (i) do so knowingly, (ii) deliberately choose the action for its own sake,

and (iii) act from a stable and unchanging state (1105a28-b9). Aristotle claims that

178 T am not committed to interpreting T4.11 in light of Aristotle’s account of complete
happiness in Nicomachean Ethics 10.7-8. Rather, I offer this interpretation as a way in

which one might respond to the value problem I pose for theoretical wisdom.
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these agential conditions are essential for virtuous agency. This stands in stark
contrast to the crafts, where it is only important that the product is good. If someone
were to build a good house by accident, this would be just as good as a good house
that is the manifestation of its builder’s skill (1105a26-28).

Aristotle does not discuss a parallel case for theoretical intellectual virtue
and it is clear that Aristotle’s three agential conditions are intended to apply to
virtuous action. Nonetheless, I motivate the thought that analogous versions of all
three agential conditions apply to Aristotle’s distinction between the mere grasping
of theoretical truth and theoretical truth grasped well, i.e. in accordance with
theoretical wisdom. On this view, the theoretically wise person must indeed fulfil
an epistemic condition and a stability condition: they must grasp theoretical truth
with full understanding and they must grasp theoretical truth on the basis of
knowledge and understanding that is steadfast and thus persistent. However, I
argue that the addition of a motivational condition, according to which the
theoretically wise person ascribes final value to the activities and objects of wisdom
(such that they contemplate and grasp theoretical truth for its own sake), is essential
to accounting for the value of theoretical wisdom. What's more, it provides
Aristotle with the resources to answer the hard value problem. Explicating the role
of the motivational condition will be the work of Chapters 6 and 7. The next chapter
is dedicated to motivating the thought on textual grounds that analogues of all
three conditions for virtuous agency might also be applicable to the activities of

theoretical wisdom.
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5. Virtuous agency and grasping theoretical truth well

5.1.Introduction

In the previous chapter, I argued that Aristotle faces a version of Plato’s value
problem applied to theoretical wisdom. The value problem asks why theoretical
wisdom is better than non-virtuous but nonetheless factive epistemic states that
grasp all of the same truths as theoretical wisdom (as the epistemic condition of the
recent-learner could be construed). Aristotle’s answer is that theoretical wisdom is
the virtue of the knowledgeable part of the soul (and thus its best epistemic state)
because theoretical wisdom grasps theoretical truths most of all or well. I argued
that, in order to vindicate the value of theoretical wisdom, we must find a suitable
way of understanding the distinction between the mere grasp of theoretical truth
and grasping theoretical truth well. In §4.4.3, I argued that, whilst grasping
theoretical truth with knowledge and understanding might be an important aspect
of grasping theoretical truth well, it’s not clear how this explains the value of
theoretical wisdom; this aspect of theoretical wisdom’s good grasp of truth must be
underwritten by an account of the value of theoretical truth that explains why
grasping theoretical truth with knowledge and understanding is of greater value
than merely grasping theoretical truth (as the recent-learner does). In §4.4.4, I also
argued that stability and persistence is insufficient to answer the hard version of the
value problem. In response, I proposed that we look to Aristotle’s distinction
between mere virtuous action and virtuous action performed virtuously in
Nicomachean Ethics 2.4. There, Aristotle claims that three agential conditions are
necessary for virtuous agency: the agent must (i) act with knowledge (the epistemic
condition); (ii) choose and choose the action because of itself (the motivational
condition); and (iii) act from a stable and unchanging state (the stability condition).

In this chapter, I argue for two proposals:

P1 Just as we acquire character virtues only if we perform the characteristic

activities of those virtues (e.g. we become just only if we perform just
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actions), and just as we acquire crafts by engaging in the characteristic
activities of those crafts (e.g. we become housebuilders by building houses),
theoretical wisdom is acquired by an analogous process of learning by
doing: we become theoretically wise only if we engage in the activities that
are characteristic of theoretical wisdom. Such activities include but may not

be limited to contemplation and grasping theoretical truth.

P2 Aristotle distinguishes between mere virtuous action and virtuous action
performed virtuously with reference to three agential conditions: the
epistemic, the motivational, and the stability conditions. Aristotle similarly
distinguishes between the mere performance of theoretical intellectual
activities and those activities performed wisely (i.e. well) with reference to
analogues of the same three agential conditions. For example, in order to
contemplate wisely and well, the contemplator must (in some sense) (i)
contemplate knowingly, (ii) choose to contemplate and choose to
contemplate for the sake of contemplation itself, and (iii) contemplate from a

stable and unchanging state.

I argue for P1 predominantly in order to motivate P2: Aristotle distinguishes
between mere virtuous action and action performed virtuously in order to make
coherent his claim that we become virtuous by doing virtuous things. If Aristotle
also maintained that we become theoretically wise by doing wise things, he will
also have to make this claim coherent and may plausibly do so by appealing to a
distinction between wise activity and wise activity performed wisely. This is the
task of §5.3. However, P2 is only a candidate response to the puzzles that P1 raises;
in order to make P1 coherent, Aristotle need not commit to analogues of all three
agential conditions in the case of theoretical intellectual activity. I thus provide
further argument for P2 in §5.4 and the next chapter.

In arguing for P2, I pay particular attention to the case of contemplation: in
order to contemplate wisely, the contemplator must fulfil analogues of the

epistemic, motivational, and stability conditions. But I treat P2 as also applying to
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grasping truth, such that all three agential conditions serve to substantiate
Aristotle’s distinction in Nicomachean Ethics 6 between the mere grasping of
theoretical truth and theoretical truth grasped well. Aristotle doesn’t tell us a great
deal about what kind of activity contemplation is and, as such, it's not clear how
contemplation and grasping truth are related."” ®ewolax has connotations of
spectating, seeing things in the round, beholding a spectacle, considering, and
reflecting, amongst other things. However, I assume that contemplating theoretical
truth minimally involves grasping truth by means of assertion and denial. Indeed, I
think we ought to think this, if we are to take seriously Aristotle’s claims (i) that
theoretical wisdom is the virtue of the knowledgeable part of the soul because it is
the state that grasps truth well by means of assertion and denial (EN 6.2, 6.7) and (ii)
that contemplative activity of intellect is an activity of complete or perfect
happiness when performed in accordance with its proper virtue, i.e. theoretical
wisdom (EN 10.7-8).180

At this stage, it's worth noting that the two insufficient ideas explored in
§§4.4.3-4 — that grasping theoretical truth well requires (i) grasping theoretical truth
with knowledge and understanding, and (ii) having a stable and persistent grasp of
theoretical truth — will be incorporated under the epistemic condition and the
stability condition, respectively. As such, when motivating P2 I focus particularly
on the motivational condition in respect of theoretical wisdom, which I consider to
require the most work to establish, and to provide essential content for Aristotle’s
answer to the value problem applied to theoretical wisdom. In particular, I argue

that the theoretically wise person’s virtuous motivations are but one aspect of their

179 Cf. Roochnik 2009.

180 Of course, aAnOevetv can refer to the process of arriving at truth, in which one starts
without a grasp of truth and comes to grasp it, just as someone who is learning starts
without knowing and comes to know. However, dAn0Oevetv can also refer to grasping a
truth (or truths) that one already has a grasp of, e.g. when one brings to mind, thinks,
considers, or contemplates a truth (or truths) that one has already grasped. In the latter
case, I take it that grasping truth is an activity, in the sense that Aristotle considers
contemplating, thinking, and perceiving to be activities: at the same time, one has
grasped truth and is grasping truth, just as one has thought and is thinking (Met 9.6:
1048b18-35).

167



love of wisdom, in virtue of which the theoretically wise person ascribes final value
to the characteristic activities and proper objects of theoretical wisdom. In Chapters
6 and 7, I explore two senses in which the theoretically wise person’s virtuous
motivations and love of wisdom explain the distinctive value of theoretical wisdom.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide textual motivation for this interpretation.

I first set the stage for motivating P1 and P2 with an overview of Aristotle’s
account of virtue acquisition and his distinction between mere virtuous action and
virtuous action performed virtuously in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 and 2.4 (§5.2). I then
establish P1 through a consideration of Aristotle’s account of learning by reason
(A0Yyw) in Metaphysics 9 (§5.3). Finally, I provide motivation for P2 by considering
the analogous nature of the evaluative status of the activities of practical and

theoretical virtue (§5.4).

5.2.Setting the stage: virtue acquisition in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 & 2.4

In Nicomachean Ethics 2.1, Aristotle argues that the virtues of character do not come
to be in us either by nature or contrary to nature (1103a18-23). Rather, we acquire
them as a result of habit (¢€ €0ovc) (1103a17-18). On Aristotle’s view, a stone by
nature moves downwards. And its natural disposition is fixed: a stone cannot be
habituated such that it will tend to move in any other direction, no matter how
often one forces it to engage in a contrary activity, e.g. by throwing it up in the air
(1103a18-23). Virtue, on the other hand, is not given to us by nature: it is acquired
through a process of habituation. But nor are virtues contrary to nature, rather: ‘we
are naturally receptive of them, being completed through habit” (1103a25-26).%! In
this sense, at least, we are like the stone: habituation is not a process by means of
which our nature is reversed by engaging in activities that are contrary to it.
Through proper habituation, we are brought to perfection.!s?

How, then, do we acquire virtue through habituation? To illustrate, Aristotle

tirst draws a contrast between perception and virtue, and then an analogy between

181 teqpukOOL pév MLy déEaoOat avTdg, teAetovpévolg d¢ dia Tov €0oug
182 See also Phy. 7.3: 246al0 ff.
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virtue and craft. Perception is a power (dUvauic) that we are provided with by
nature, just as the stone has a natural disposition to fall. As such, we first acquire
our perceptual powers and later engage in the activity of perceiving. We do not
acquire the power of sight through many acts of seeing and practice (1103a26-31).

But the opposite is true in the case of virtue:

T5.1 [...] we acquire the virtues having first been in activity, just as also
concerning the other crafts; for, the things which one must produce having
learned, we learn by producing them, e.g. we become house builders by
building houses and kithara players by playing the kithara; and in this way,
then, we become just by doing just things, and temperate by temperate
things, and brave by brave things. (EN 2.1: 1103a26-b2)

[...] Tac ®' agetac AapBavouev €veQyNoavTeg TEOTEQOV, (WOTIEQ KAl £Ttl
TWV AAAWV TEXVOV: & Yo del pHaOovTag TOLE, TALTA TIOLOVVTEG
HavOd&vouev, olov olkodOHOUVTEG 0lkodOHOoL Yivovtal kal kKiOapllovteg
klOaplotal- o0t dn kat T pév dikalx mMEATTOVTES dikatoL YivoueOa, to
d¢ 0WPEOVA OWPEOVES, Ta ' arvdela arvdELoL.

Just as in the case of the crafts, we acquire the virtues by performing the activities
that are characteristic of them. Aristotle thus subscribes to the following principles

of virtue acquisition (VA) and learning by doing (LD):

VA  We acquire virtue, v, only if we engage in the characteristic activities of v,

e.g. we become virtuous by performing virtuous actions.

LD  If ¢-ing is something that we must learn to do (rtoteiv), then one must learn

to @ by ¢-ing.

LD applies at least in the case of certain crafts, such as housebuilding and playing

the kithara. VA may be understood as a special case of LD: acquiring virtue requires
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performing virtuous actions, because part of what it is to be virtuous is to be able or
have the disposition to perform virtuous actions.!#

In Nicomachean Ethics 2.4, Aristotle returns to these proposals with a worry:

T5.2 But someone might be puzzled about how we say that one must become just
by doing just things, and temperate by temperate things; for, if they do just
and temperate things, they are already just and temperate, just as if they do
grammatical things and musical things, they are grammatical and musical.
(EN 2.4:1105a17-21)

Amognoete d' &v TG Mg Aéyopev OTL del T HEV dlkalx TIQATTOVTAG
dkalovg YiveoOat, T & 0WEEOVA 0WPEOVAS: L YAXQ TIOATTOLOL T dikALa
Kal ow@oova, 10N elol dikalol kal TWEQOVES, WOTEQ €l TA YOAUUATIKX
KQL TX HOVOKQA, YOXUHUATIKOL KAl LOLOLKOL.

Most commentators understand Aristotle to be raising a challenge about the
possibility of performing virtuous action prior to the acquisition of virtue: if one
must be virtuous in order to engage in virtuous action, then how is it possible to
become virtuous by doing virtuous things?'® Alternatively, one might suppose that
Aristotle is worried by the thought that performing virtuous action might be all
there is to being virtuous. If so, then what more is there to being virtuous other than
the performance of virtuous action? And what could one acquire through a process
of practising virtuous action?!%> Whichever way we interpret it, this puzzle drives
Aristotle to distinguish between the mere performance of virtuous action and
performing virtuous action wvirtuously: as (wg) the virtuous person does them
(1105b5-9). Aristotle thus formulates three agential conditions in order to
distinguish the mere agent who performs virtuous actions, from the virtuous agent

who performs virtuous actions virtuously:

183 Performing the same activities is necessary but insufficient for both virtue acquisition
and learning by doing: one must also perform them well (EN 2.1: 1103b6-14, 21-23).

184 Trwin 1999: 195; Hardie 1968: 104; Williams 1995: 13; Vasilou 2007: 50-51, 2011: 173,
Jimenez 2016.

18 Hampson 2017: ch. 2.
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T5.3 [...] but the things brought into being in accordance with the virtues are not
done justly or temperately if they [merely] have a certain quality themselves,
but also if the agent acts having a certain quality — first, [i] if [they act]
knowingly, next [ii] if [they are] choosing and choosing because of
themselves [i.e. the actions], and, third, [iii] if they act having a stable and
unmovable state. (EN 2.4: 1105a28-33)

[...] T d¢ KT TAC AQETAG YIVOHEVA OVK €XV aVTA Twg €X1), dKaiwg 1
OWPEOVWG TOATTETAL AAAX Kal €0v O MREATTWV TS EXWV TOATTY,
TIOWTOV HEV €AV €W, EMELT €aV TIQOAIQOVHEVOS, KAl TTIQOXIQOVEVOS O
avTd, 10 Ot TElToV €av Kal PePalws Kal APETAKIVI)TWG £XWV TIOATTT).

Aristotle thus demands three agential conditions for the virtuous performance of
virtuous actions: (i) the epistemic condition, (ii) the motivational condition, and (iii)
the stability condition. These three conditions are collectively intended to
distinguish two ways of performing virtuous action — its mere performance from its
virtuous performance — by pointing to differences in the agent.'®

There are a number of challenges to offering a satisfying interpretation of
Aristotle’s puzzle and its solution. In the first case, interpreters have raised concerns
about the process of development from non-virtuous agency to virtuous agency.
The non-virtuous agent must either (i) fail to fulfil at least one of the conditions for
virtuous agency or (ii) fulfil at least one in an attenuated sense. In the first case,
suppose that the non-virtuous agent fulfils the epistemic condition but fails to fulfil
both the motivational and stability conditions. A puzzle arises, however, as to how
the non-virtuous agent could possibly come to acquire a disposition for virtuous
motives from repeatedly performing virtuous actions without the correct

motivation. Otherwise put, it's unclear how virtuous dispositions are supposed to

186 This is not the only live interpretative option. Rather than supposing that Aristotle
here distinguishes between non-virtuous and virtuous agency, some commentators
interpret T5.3 as distinguishing between non-virtuous and virtuous actions. On this
view, an action only counts as virtuous if it is performed by the virtuous agent. For a
recent defence of this view, see Vasiliou 2011 (cf. Vasiliou 2007: 51, Hardie 1968: 104-
105, Stewart 1892: 183, Joachim 1951: 79). I do not here defend the virtuous agency view
(see Jimenez 2016: 18-24, Hirji forthcoming-a: §2.1, forthcoming-b: §2.2). It shouldn’t
matter for my purposes: what’s important is that the qualities of the agent make a
difference to the nature of the activity.
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emerge from repeatedly performing virtuous actions in a non-virtuous way.
However, if we suppose that the non-virtuous agent fulfils the agential conditions
in some attenuated sense, then it's unclear how this sense should be specified such
their actions aren’t performed virtuously. What would it mean, for example, to
almost or somewhat act with virtuous motivations?’¥ A second interpretative
difficulty concerns what Aristotle’s three agential conditions in fact amount to.
Aristotle does not elaborate on them (at least, not explicitly) and it has proved
particularly difficult to establish what kind of knowledge the virtuous agent must
exhibit or in what sense they must choose virtuous action for its own sake. 8

I will not, however, engage with this first difficulty and will only touch on
the second. What's important for my purposes, in the first case, is that Aristotle
draws a clear distinction between the mere performance of virtuous action (in
which none or only some of the agential conditions are fulfilled) and virtuous action
performed virtuously (in which all three of the agential conditions are fulfilled). I
expect that there is an interesting and important story to be told about the process
by means of which one acquires virtue and transitions from mere to virtuous
agency (in respect of both character virtue and intellectual virtue), but I won’t
consider it here. In the second case, I don’t dwell on the details of the three agential
conditions in the case of virtuous action, on the presupposition that the three
agential conditions that apply in the case of theoretical intellectual virtue will not be
direct analogues of the conditions for virtuous agency. Rather, I motivate the
thought that there is some sense in which the theoretically wise person must (i)
perform theoretically wise activities knowingly, (ii) choose to engage in those
activities for their own sake, and (iii) engage in them from a stable state. I expect
that a thorough comparison of the agential conditions in the case of character virtue
and theoretical intellectual virtue would be rewarding, but I won’t undertake it

here.

187 For a summary of this concern and bibliography, see Jiminez 2016: 8-11, Hampson
2017.

188 See Kraut 1976, Williams 1995, Hursthouse 1995, Cooper 1996: 270-279, Whiting 2002,
Taylor 2006: 84-93, Lawrence 2011: 265-276, Meyer 2016, Miiller 2018: 167-175, Hirji
forthcoming-a, forthcoming-b.
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5.3.Motivating P1

5.3.1.  Challenges for motivating P1

I'll be motivating P1 in light of the fact that Aristotle’s concern in Nicomachean Ethics
2.1 and 2.4 is not intellectual virtue (at least certainly not theoretical intellectual
virtue), but virtues such as justice and temperance. Consequently, Aristotle is
principally concerned with virtues pertaining to virtuous action rather than
theoretical intellectual virtue pertaining to theoretical intellectual activities, such as
grasping or contemplating theoretical truths. Indeed, Aristotle marks a clear

distinction between virtue of character and virtue of thought at the beginning of 2.1:

T5.4 Virtue, then, is twofold: of thought and of character — that of thought has its
origin and growth mostly from teaching, which is why it needs experience
and time, and that of character comes from habit [...] (EN 2.1: 1104a14-17)

Attt d1) NG deTNG 0VOMNG, TNG HEV dAVONTIKNG NG & NOKNGS, 1 nev
dxvonTikt] 10 mAglov ek OwaokaAlag £xel kal TNV Yéveow kal TV
avénowy, dWmep éumeplag deltat kat xpdvov, 1 O NOwn €£ €0oug
meQrytvetat [...]

This passage follows immediately on from Aristotle’s distinction between two parts
of the soul (1.13: 1102b25-1103a10): virtues of character are virtues of the part of the
soul that is non-rational (&Aoyoc) but able to listen to and be persuaded by reason;
virtues of thought, on the other hand, are virtues of the part of the soul that has
reason ‘properly and in itself’ (kvoiwg kai év adtw, 1103a2). Given that Aristotle’s
account of virtue acquisition in 2.1 and 2.4 focuses on the acquisition of character
virtue by means of habituation (i.e. virtue that pertains to action) we should be
cautious about exporting his claims about virtue acquisition therein to the case of
intellectual virtue and, particularly, to the case of theoretical intellectual virtue:

virtue that pertains not to action but to theoretical thought.
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However, a possible line of motivation for P1 can be found in T5.4, where
Aristotle makes clear that intellectual virtues are acquired mostly through teaching.
Aristotle’s only other mention of teaching in these passages occurs in relation to the
crafts (2.1: 1103b12-13). One might then motivate P1 by appeal to the thought that
craft is not only taught but learned (1103a32-3), as are intellectual virtues such as
demonstrative knowledge (EN 6.3: 1139b25-26) and theoretical wisdom.’® Just as
we become housebuilders by building houses, we might similarly become
demonstrative knowers by demonstrating, and theoretically wise by performing
theoretically wise activities. But in Nicomachean Ethics 2, Aristotle only subscribes to
LD in the case of craft (T5.1). Just because both craft and theoretical intellectual
virtue are learnt, doesn’t entail that they are learnt by the same process; LD might
only apply to craft learning and not to other types of learning. Indeed, Aristotle
draws sharp distinctions between types of thought that are productive, practical,
and theoretical (e.g. T4.3). One would need to specify the relevant similarities
between productive and theoretical thought to support the inference that LD
applies to theoretical wisdom as well as craft. What's more, Aristotle elsewhere
distinguishes between an artisanal craftsperson (xewotéxvng) and the master
craftsperson (&oxitéktwv) (Met 1.1: 981al12-b5). The artisanal craftsperson merely
has experience and, in virtue of this, is a successful producer. However, they do not
possess an account (A0yog) of their craft and so are unable to offer explanations of
it. Aristotle thus compares artisanal workers to soulless things which act, but act in
ignorance of what they are doing, e.g. as fire burns or stones fall. But whereas
soulless things act by nature (puoel) the artisanal craftsperson acts because of habit
(0U €00c) (981b2-5). This suggests that Aristotle’s description of how we become
house-builders and lyre-players in Nicomachean Ethics 2 might only apply to how we
become skilled and experienced producers, in the sense of the artisanal
craftsperson. This need not involve the acquisition of craft knowledge, ie. the
explanatory knowledge of the principles of one’s craft characteristically possessed

by the master craftsperson. As such, we are not warranted to infer that LD applies

189 See also Met 1.1: 981b7-10, 1.2: 987a12-14, 29-30.
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either to the acquisition of explanatory craft knowledge or theoretical intellectual
virtue.

For these reasons, merely pointing to the fact that Aristotle compares the
acquisition of virtue to the acquisition of craft is insufficient to establish P1. What's
worse, motivating P1 in this way risks blocking P2. Having formulated the three
agential conditions, Aristotle claims that it is sufficient for an act of skilful
production that the agent only fulfils the epistemic condition. In the case of virtue,
however, acting with knowledge is of little significance: the agent’s motivation and
the stable state of their character are paramount (EN 2.4: 1105a33-b-5). If intellectual
virtue, then, is like craft, it may only be necessary that the wise person fulfils the
first agential condition, and so does wise things with knowledge. In light of these
concerns I turn to Metaphysics 9, where Aristotle offers further thoughts in favour of

P1.1%

5.3.2.  Learning by reason

In Metaphysics 9.5, Aristotle distinguishes between three types of power:

T5.5 As all powers are either innate (e.g. the senses), by habit (e.g. that of flute
playing), or by learning (e.g. that of the crafts), on the one hand it is
necessary that we have those that come to be by habit and by reason having
tirst been in activity, and, on the other hand, it is not necessary for those not
of this sort and those which involve being acted upon. (Met 9.5: 1047b31-
35)191,192

Amacwv 0¢ TV dULVAHEWV OVOWV TV HEV OLYYEVWV OOV TWV
aloOnoewv, Twv d¢ £€0eL 0lov NG TOL AVAELY, TWV D& Hab1oeL olov TG TV
TEXVQV, TAG MEV AVAYKN ToeveQynoavtag éxewv, 6cal €0eL kal A0y,
TAG O& U1 TOXUTAG Kol TAG £TTL TOL TAOXELY OVK AVAYKT).

190 Buttaci (2016: 88-110) also turns to Metaphysics 9 and Nicomachean Ethics 2 in order to
establish a principle equivalent to LD.

1 Translations from Metaphysics 9 follow Makin 2006.
192 Cf. Met 9.3: 1046b36-37.
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Aristotle here makes clear that having first been in activity is not only necessary for
acquiring powers that come about through habit, but also those that come to be by
means of reason (A0yw). In so doing, Aristotle marks a clear distinction between
acquiring the ability to play the flute through habit, on the one hand, and acquiring
a craft by learning, on the other. This is reminiscent of Aristotle’s distinction
between the artisanal and master craftsperson: learning to play the flute is
equivalent to merely becoming experienced and skilled at the performance of one’s
craft, whereas acquiring craft knowledge requires learning explanatory accounts by
reason.'® Similarly, then, we might suppose that other intellectual states, such as
theoretical wisdom, are also acquired by reason and thus demand having first been
in activity.

But this only goes some way to establishing P1. In T5.5, Aristotle does not
insist that we acquire crafts and other rational powers by having previously
engaged in the same activities that are characteristic of someone who possesses
them, i.e. in the manner that we become just by doing just things. Given that
Aristotle makes no mention of powers acquired by learning and reason in
Nicomachean Ethics 2.1, we might be sceptical that intellectual virtues are developed
by the very same model: even if it is the case that both character and intellectual
virtue acquisition require having first been in activity, it might only be that
character virtue and skill require having engaged in the same activities, and that
intellectual virtue requires having engaged in different prior activities. For example,
one might acquire demonstrative knowledge and non-demonstrative knowledge of
first principles by having first engaged in activities of induction and defining, rather
than activities of demonstrating and grasping first principles.’

Nonetheless, a consideration of the similarities between the distinctions
Aristotle draws between different types of powers in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 and
Metaphysics 9.5, as well as a consideration of the context of both passages, provides

reason to suspect that the Nicomachean Ethics model of virtue acquisition could

195 On the relationship between the acquisition of craft knowledge and the acquisition of
craft skill, see Johansen 2017.

194 Cf. Bronstein 2016, Buttaci 2016: chs. 4-5.
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apply to intellectual virtues acquired by learning and reason. To this end, I argue
that Aristotle’s distinction in Metaphysics 9.5 (T5.5) between (i) powers that are
innate (e.g. the senses) and (ii) powers that are acquired by habit and reason (e.g.
flute-playing, crafts), maps onto his distinction in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 between (i)
powers possessed by nature (e.g. perception, the stone’s tendency to travel
downwards) and (ii) those acquired by means of LD (e.g. house-building, kithara

playing, character virtues) in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1.

5.3.3.  One-way and two-way powers'*>

This mapping is not immediately obvious. In Metaphysics 9.5, Aristotle also
distinguishes between rational and non-rational powers, according to which non-
rational powers are one-way, being productive of just one thing, and rational
powers are two-way, being productive of opposites (1048a8-10). For example, the
power to heat is one-way because it is productive of just one thing: heat. The craft of
medicine, however, is a two-way power because it can produce either health or
illness: a skilled and knowledgeable doctor can choose either to heal their patient or
to make them sick.’ Now, Aristotle’s description of the stone’s tendency to fall and
our natural power for perception, places both of these powers under the description
of innate, one-way, and thus non-rational powers. But we might also place habitual
powers in the same category, and for two reasons. First, they are acquired by habit
and so are in this sense non-rational, i.e. they are not acquired by reason. Second,
Aristotle makes clear in the Nicomachean Ethics that character virtues result in one
type of action and not its opposite, e.g. justice is a state ‘from which people are
doers of just things’ (&¢' )¢ mEakTuol Twv dikalwv) and injustice is that from
which we are doers of injustice (EN 5.1: 1129a6-11). Aristotle thus distinguishes

powers and bodies of knowledge from virtuous states:

195 This section draws heavily on Buttaci’s (2016: 90-95) reasoning.

196 See also Met 9.2: 1046a36-b15.
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T5.6 For, things are not the same way in the case of both bodies of knowledge
and powers [on the one hand] and in the case of states [on the other]. For,
the same power or body of knowledge seems to be of contraries, but the
contrary state is not of contraries, e.g. from health we do not do contrary
[actions] but, rather, healthy ones only; for, we say that someone is walking
healthily when they walk as the healthy person would. (EN 5.1: 1129a11-17)

OVOE YO TOV AVTOV €XEL TQOTIOV €T TE TWV ETUOTNHUWV Kal OLUVAHEWY Kal
ETL TV E€e@V. DUVAUIS eV YAQ Kol ETUOTHHT DOKEL TWV EVaVTiwV 1] avT)
etvat, €8lc O 1) évavtia TV Eévavtiwv ov, olov Amo T Vylelag ov
TOATTETAL TA evavTia, dAAX T VyLlElvX HOVOV: AEYOUEV YaQ VYLELVQWS
PadiCerv, 6tav Padiln wg v 6 Lyxtvwv.

‘The contrary state’” here refers to either justice (being the contrary of injustice) or
injustice (being the contrary of justice). Such states are not of contraries and so are
one-way, because we only do one type of action in virtue of them. Given this, it
looks as if Aristotle groups together innate powers and powers/states acquired by
habit together as non-rational, one-way powers, and contrasts these with rational,
two-way powers (e.g. crafts, bodies of knowledge). Given this apparent rift between
(i) non-rational, habitual powers and (ii) rational, learned powers, we should be
cautious about the extent to which the latter are acquired in the same way as the
former.

It's important to note, however, that habitual powers are only one-way once
they have been habituated. What distinguishes non-rational habitual powers from
non-rational innate powers (e.g. the stone’s nature or our power for perception) is
that the latter are fixed from the get go, such that their possession does not require
prior activity. However, craft skill and character virtue, although one-way once
acquired, are initially indeterminate and in this sense two-way: just as one could
acquire the virtue of justice or the vice of injustice, one could equally become good
at house-building or bad at it. And we are capable of acquiring contrary states at
least because we, unlike the stone, have the power to act in one of two contrary
ways: doing just things or unjust things, building houses well or badly.
Consequently, prior to habituation and development, both non-rational powers

acquired by habit and rational powers acquired through learning and by reason, are
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of contraries and thus two-way. The difference is that rational powers remain two-

way after development and acquisition (see Table 5.1, below).1*

One-way or two-way? | Rational?

Innate powers One-way Non-rational

3 s
e.g. perception, a stone’s

tendency to fall
Powers acquired by habit | One-way (once Non-rational
e.g. character virtues, habituated)

artisanal crafts (house-

building, flute-playing) Two-way (prior to
habituation)
Powers acquired by reason | Two-way Rational

e.g. explanatory craft
knowledge, intellectual

virtues(?)

Table 5.1. Types of powers in Metaphysics 9.5

So, in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 where Aristotle is principally concerned with the
acquisition of character virtues (i.e. powers prior to development) it stands to reason
that Aristotle there contrasts those non-rational powers acquired by habit (which
are two-way at this stage) with innate, non-rational powers (which are one-way).
But then it also stands to reason that Aristotle would class rational powers in the
same two-way category as non-rational powers, because both are two-way at this
stage of development. As such, we might suppose that powers acquired by reason and
powers acquired by habit are acquired by the same mechanism (LD). And we can

explain the fact that Aristotle is not explicit about this similarity in Metaphysics 9.5

197 It might strike us as odd to suppose that craft skills are one-way once acquired. But,
as noted, Aristotle supposes that the artisanal craftsperson acts through habit, like a
soulless thing (Met 1.2: 981b2-5).
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because there he’s not so much concerned with the acquisition of powers, as with

giving an account of powers once acquired.

5.3.4.  Prior activity and practising contemplators'®s

We are given further reason in favour of this hypothesis in two passages from

Metaphysics 9.8. In the first case, Aristotle argues that activity is prior in time to

power:

T5.7

For, always, what is in activity comes to be from what is potentially, by
means of what is in activity, e.g. human from human, musician by means of
musician, always something bringing about change first; and what brings
about change is already in activity. [...] This is why it seems impossible to be
a housebuilder having never built houses, or a kithara player having never
played the kithara; for, the person who is learning to play the kithara, learns
to play the kithara by playing the kithara, and similarly too for the others.
From this arises the sophistic refutation, that someone who does not have
knowledge does that which the knowledge is of; for, the learner does not
have [the knowledge]. But because something of what is coming to be has
come to be, and in general something of what is changing has changed [...]
perhaps it is also necessary that the learner has something of the knowledge.
(Met 9.8: 1049b24-1050a12)

Ael YyaQ €k ToL duvapel Ovtog ylyvetat T0 évegyela Ov VMO €vepyeia
dvtog, oilov avOpwmog €£ AvOEWTOU, HOLOLKOG UTO HOLOLKOD, 4l
KLVOUVTOG TLVOG TIOWTOL: TO 0 KLVOUV évepyela 1on €otwv. [...] d10 katl
doKel AdVVATOV elval OKODOMOV elvatl W) olkodoprjoavta unbév 1
kiBaplot)v unodév kbapicavta: 6 yao pavOavwv kibapiletv kKiOapllwv
HavOavel klBaplletv, Opoiwg d¢ kat ot &AAoL 60ev 6 co@LoTIKOC EAgyXOG
€ylyveTo OtL oUK EXwV TS TNV ETUOTHUNV TIOUJOEL OV 1) EMOTUN: O YXQ
HavOAavwv ovK éxel. AAAX DX TO TOL yryvopévou yeyevnoOatl Tt kal Tov
OAwG Ktvouvpévou kekivioOadl T [...] kal Tov pavOavovta dvaykn €xewv Tt
TG €MoTHUNG lowWC.

Two points are significant for my purposes. First, Aristotle invokes the same

principles here as in Nicomachean Ethics 2.1: that we learn to play the kithara by

198 This section employs similar reasoning to that of Buttaci’s (2016: 102-109), arrived at

independently.
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playing the kithara. Indeed, he claims that it is apparently impossible to become a
kithara player without having engaged in the activity of kithara playing. In this
sense, the kithara player comes about by the agency of (0m0) the kithara player,
where the latter may be understood either as a teacher who instructs, or perhaps as
the learner who has engaged in the activity of playing the kithara and so, in that
very act, come some way towards being a kithara player.

Second, even though Aristotle again focuses on the development of skilful
performance (which, as argued, should not be equivocated with the acquisition of
explanatory craft knowledge), the sophistic refutation is explicitly concerned with
knowledge (¢miotiun) and learning (uavOaverwv).”” Knowledge, in particular, is
most readily understood as a state of the properly rational part of the soul. Given
that this refutation is meant to apply directly to the claim that the person who is
learning to ¢, learns to ¢ by @-ing (LD), it seems clear that Aristotle also supposes
that the person who is learning/acquiring knowledge, learns/acquires knowledge by
doing things that are characteristic of that knowledge. They might, for example,
perform activities that are characteristic of someone who knows, by truly asserting
a demonstration. Of course, they won’t do this in the way that the knower does (the
recent-learner merely recites a demonstration, whereas a knower asserts it on the
basis and as a manifestation of their understanding). But what’s important is that
the recent-learner’s recitation of a demonstration is an instance of doing something
knowledgeable, in the same sense that an unhabituated agent’s just action is still a
just action. If Aristotle did not subscribe to the view that we acquire knowledge by
performing the same activities that are characteristic of knowledge, then he need not
claim (albeit tentatively) that the learner already has something of the knowledge.
Instead, he could have simply denied that the problem applies in the case of
knowledge (e.g. because acquiring knowledge does not require engaging in the
same activities as the knower) and instead formulated a response to the sophistic
refutation as applied to the skills of housebuilding and kithara playing (where
Aristotle definitely considers LD to apply). Indeed, Aristotle has a solution for such

cases ready to hand: it's possible to play the kithara without having the skill of

199 See also SE 4: 165b30-34, Plato Euthydemus: 275d-278b.
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kithara playing, either by chance or under the instruction of a teacher (EN 2.4:
1105a21-26).2

Aristotle gives us yet further reason to suppose that LD applies in the case of
theoretical learning in a passage that follows on from T5.7. Having argued that
activity is prior to power in time, he goes on to argue that activity is also prior to
power in being (ovoiq). In reverse order, Aristotle’s first run of argument proceeds

thus:

(1) Being in activity is an end (téAog) for the sake of which power is acquired
(1050a9-10);

(2) Everything that is coming to be advances towards and comes to be for the
sake of a principle (&ox1), i.e. an end (1050a7-8);

(3) Therefore: activity is the end towards which and for which power comes to
be. In this sense, power is prior in the process of coming to be;

(4) Beings that are posterior in the process of coming to be (e.g. adult humans)
are prior in form and being to those prior in the process of coming to be (e.g.
infant humans) (1050a4-5);

(5) Therefore: activity is prior in form and being.

I won’t go into the details of this argument.?® What’s important for my current
purposes is that Aristotle immediately illustrates premise (1) with a number of

examples:

T5.8 [A] For it is not that animals see in order that they may have sight, but they
have sight so that they may see, and likewise too they possess the
housebuilding skill in order that they may build houses, and the

20 Stephen Makin (2006: 189-192) notes that Aristotle’s response to the sophistic
refutation in T5.7 is different from his account of skill acquisition in Nicomachean Ethics
2.4 (cf. Jimenez 2016: 29-30). For my purposes, however, the differences are not
important. What's significant is that Aristotle imagines a process by means of which we
acquire knowledge (a theoretical intellectual state) by producing things that are
characteristic of someone who knows).

201 See Makin 2003, 2006: 192 ff., Peramatzis 2011: 278 ff.
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contemplative skill in order that they may contemplate; but it is not that
they contemplate in order that they may have the contemplative skill, [B]
except those who are practising; and they do not contemplate except in this
way, or because they have no need to contemplate. (Met 9.8: 1050a10-14)

oV YaQ tva Oy Exwotv 0pwot tax Cwa AAA' OTtwg 0pwotv Oy Exovary,
opolwg d¢ Kal olkodOUKTV va olkodopwotl kat v Oewontknyv tva
Oewowotv: AAA" o0 Oewgovowy va Oewonuiknv €xwowv el ) ot
pHeAeT@VTEG: oUTOL D& oUXL Bewpovoty AAA' 1) wdi, 1) 6TL 0VdEV déovtatl
Oewoelvt.??

Now, Aristotle has only just claimed that we become housebuilders, kithara
players, and knowers by performing the characteristic activities of housebuilding,
kithara playing, and knowing (T5.7). From this thought, it is a short step to suppose
that we build houses in order to possess the house building skill. But in [A] of T5.8,
Aristotle proposes the very opposite: we do not build houses in order to become
housebuilders, but in order to build houses. As such, in [B] Aristotle offers a
qualification: those who are practising contemplation, contemplate in order to
become skilled contemplators. These practising contemplators only contemplate in
a way (wdt) and do so in order to acquire the contemplative skill and thus be able to
contemplate in the full or proper sense, i.e. as an end in itself.

In clearing up this potential worry, then, Aristotle is explicit that there are
those who practise contemplation in order to acquire contemplative skill. Aristotle
does not here insist that it is necessary to practise contemplation in order to become
a skilled contemplator. Nonetheless, he adds the qualification about practice
precisely because he has just claimed that we must build houses in order to become
housebuilders. Plausibly, then, the practising contemplator and the practising
housebuilder are similar, such that it is necessary that we contemplate in order to

acquire contemplative skill, i.e. to become contemplators with the developed power

202 Diels excises 1) 0Tt 00deV déovtat Oewpelv (cf. Ross 1924: ii. 262-263). The addition,
whatever its sense, is not important for my purposes: the main lesson I take from this
passage is that Aristotle supposes that we become skilled at contemplating by

contemplating.
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to contemplate well.?® Note, also, the similarity between this passage and
Nicomachean Ethics 2.4: the practising contemplator is said to contemplate but only
in a certain way. A ready to hand way of describing the way in which the practising
contemplator contemplates, is that they fail to practise as the skilled contemplator
contemplates, i.e. as the wise person contemplates. And just as their practise is
directed towards contemplative skill, the activity of the non-virtuous agent is
directed towards performing virtuous actions virtuously.

These passages, I submit, give us positive reason to suppose that theoretical
knowledge and contemplative skill are acquired according to LD, i.e. there are
certain activities of knowing and being wise (of which contemplation is one) that
we must learn to do, and we must learn to do them by doing them. This is in spite
of the fact that Aristotle does not treat the acquisition of intellectual virtues in
Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 and 2.4. Considerations from Metaphysics 9.5 and 9.8 make
clear that we acquire intellectual powers through learning and reason, having first
been in activity (T5.5). The sophistic refutation refines this idea, suggesting that we
acquire knowledge not only having first been in activity, but engaging in the very
activities that are characteristic of the person who knows (T5.7). Finally, Aristotle
envisages that we contemplate in order to acquire the contemplative skill and
distinguishes this way of practising contemplation from the developed activity of
contemplation, which the former is directed towards (T5.8). Given this, it's clear
that even though Nicomachean Ethics 2.4 treats a particular problem concerning
habituation and the acquisition of virtue in respect of action, this problem has more
general application, applying also to those powers acquired by reason and learning,
e.g. theoretical intellectual virtue. In general, then, Aristotle commits to VA and LD,
where these principles apply both to character virtues and theoretical intellectual
virtue. As a consequence, both cases of virtue acquisition must face the puzzle
raised in Nicomachean Ethics 2.4 (T5.2). In sum, then, I consider P1 to be sufficiently

motivated.

203 Similarly, the sophistic puzzle has most force if LD is applied to acquiring
knowledge: we only become knowledgeable if we learn by doing the things that
knowledge is of.
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5.4.Motivating P2

5.4.1.  Challenges for motivating P2

With P1 motivated, it might seem straightforward to motivate P2. If VA and LD
apply to theoretical wisdom, then we become theoretically wise by performing the
same activities that are characteristic of wisdom, such as contemplation. Aristotle
will thus face the very same worry raised in Nicomachean Ethics 2.4 (15.2): if
someone performs a wise activity, then they are already wise. If we presuppose that
engaging in wise activities is all there is to being wise, then it’s incoherent to claim
that we become wise by engaging in wise activities. For, in virtue of performing
wise activities, we are already wise. Alternatively, we might suppose that being
wise is necessary to be able to perform wise activities. But if that’s the case, then it’s
impossible to become wise by engaging in wise activities, because the learner
would require the very power that they are trying to acquire. Whichever way we
interpret the worry, Aristotle has at his disposal a distinction between merely
engaging in wise activity and engaging in wise activity wisely, as the theoretically
wise person does. Perhaps the wise person, then, performs wise activities wisely and
well by tulfilling analogues of the three conditions that Aristotle places on virtuous
action: the epistemic, the motivational, and the stability conditions (T5.3).

Such a proposal, however, faces two immediate concerns. First, in T5.3
Aristotle is explicitly concerned with virtuous action. For Aristotle, action and
contemplation are distinct types of activity: one is practical and the other
theoretical. Given this difference, we must be provided with further reason for the
conclusion that analogues of all three of Aristotle’s agential conditions for virtuous
action are relevant to theoretical activity. Second, Aristotle is explicit that skilful
production only requires that the producer fulfils the epistemic condition.
Immediately after introducing the three agential conditions for virtuous actions,

Aristotle remarks that:
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T5.9 But with respect to having the other crafts, these [three agential conditions]
are not taken into account, except the knowing itself; but with respect to the
virtues, knowing is of little or no strength, but the others [i.e. choosing the
action because of itself and acting from a stable state of character] are not of
little [power], but of all power — these very things are acquired from doing
just and temperate things many times. (EN 2.4: 1105a31-b5)

TAUTA O& TMEOC HEV TO TAG AAAAG TéXVAS €xelv oL ovvalOueital TANV
avTO TO edévar mMEOG O& TO TAG AQETAC TO HEV eldEvaL OLDEV 1) UIKQEOV
loxvet, T 8" &AAAa 00 HKQOV AAAX TO TV dUvATAL, ATEQ €K TOV TIOAALKIS
TIOATTELY T dlKALX Kl CW@QOVa TteQLyiveTaL.

In the case of craft production, the only criteria that the producer must fulfil in
order that their production counts as skilful, is that they fulfil some version of the
epistemic condition, e.g. in order to skilfully build a house, one’s housebuilding
must be a manifestation of one’s knowledge and skill of housebuilding. And this,
on Aristotle’s view, is all that matters for skilful production: in order to skilfully
build a house, one need not choose to build a house for the sake of housebuilding.24
If one chooses to build a house for the sake of earning a living, this choice does not
render one’s house building unskilful. Indeed, Aristotle offers an initial response to
the puzzle of virtue acquisition by distinguishing between mere and skilful

performance of craft:

T5.10 For, it is possible to produce something grammatical either by chance or
under the instruction of another. And so, he will be grammatical, then, if he
produces something grammatical and [produces it] grammatically; and this
is in accordance with the grammatical skill in him. (EN 2.4: 1105a21-26)

1 00D’ €Ml TV TEXVWV 0UTWG EXeL EVOEXETAL YOO YOAUUATIKOV TL TIOOAL
Kal ATO TOXNG Kat dAAAOL VToOepévov. TOTe 0OV £0TAL YOAUUATIKOS, €AV
KAl YOXUUATIKOV TL TIOW|0T) KAl YOUUHUATIKWS: TOUTO O' 07Tl TO KATX TNV
&V 0T YOAHUATIKT)V.

204 Cf. Miiller 2018: 167-175.
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To produce skilfully, then, it is only necessary that one’s production is a
manifestation of one’s own knowledge and skill. But we might suppose that the
same is true of theoretical activity. Recall Aristotle’s recent-learner and the sophistic
puzzle, in which someone does that which the knowledge is of. Aristotle answers
the sophistic puzzle with the claim (albeit tentative) that the learner has something
of the knowledge that they are learning. Perhaps, then, what the learner lacks is
knowledge in the full or proper sense, like Aristotle’s recent-learner: although the
recent learner can say the words of a demonstration, they don’t yet grasp it with
knowledge and understanding, just as an apprentice housebuilder can partake in
housebuilding, but not with the knowledge and skill of the master housebuilder.
And similarly to the case of craft, perhaps the learner need not choose to produce
knowledgeable things for the sake of that knowledge in order to count as
knowledgeable. If a teacher chooses to do knowledgeable things for the sake of
teaching students and earning a wage, this does not mean that their intellectual
activities are performed un-knowledgeably. So if craft and theoretical knowledge
are analogous in this sense, then we might think that the only thing that
distinguishes mere theoretical intellectual activity from theoretical intellectual
activity performed wisely, is that the latter is performed with full knowledge and
understanding and the former is not. For example, it's plausibly the case that the
only thing that distinguishes the mere contemplator (e.g. a practising contemplator)
from the theoretically wise contemplator, is that the latter's contemplation is a
manifestation of the fully honed contemplative skill inside them. On this view, the
only difference between the mere and the theoretically wise contemplator is
epistemic (perhaps some combination of knowledge-that and knowledge-how),
such that theoretical wisdom demands neither that the agent fulfil a motivational or
a stability condition.

In the following I respond to these concerns. I first characterise a disanalogy
between craft and character virtue (§5.4.2), before arguing that theoretical wisdom
is similarly disanalogous to craft and in this sense analogous to character virtue
(§5.4.3). This blocks the thought that theoretical intellectual virtue only requires

tulfilling the epistemic condition, at least on the grounds that intellectual virtue is
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analogous to craft. I finally argue that Aristotle considered a love of wisdom to be
characteristic of the theoretically wise person, such that they attribute final value to
wisdom (§5.4.3). I continue this line of thought in the next chapter, where I establish
P2 by arguing that the theoretically wise contemplator must choose to contemplate
for its own sake in order to contemplate well. On this view, the fact that the
theoretically wise person contemplates with virtuous motives is a manifestation of

their love of wisdom; it will also be explanatory of the value of theoretical wisdom.

5.4.2. Adisanalogy between craft and character virtue

In this section I detail a disanalogy between craft and character virtue invoked by
Aristotle in Nicomachean Ethics 2.4, in relation to the doing-well (t0 €0) of the things
brought about by craft and in accordance with character virtue. In the next section, I
argue that theoretical intellectual virtue is in fact disanalogous to craft in respect of
its doing-well (and so analogous to character virtue in this respect). As such, we
have reason to suppose that fulfilling agential conditions in the case of theoretical
intellectual activity is not only essential for engaging in theoretical intellectual
activities wisely, i.e. in the sense that a producer only produces skilfully if they do
so with knowledge. In addition, theoretical intellectual activity does not achieve its
good (i.e. its doing well) unless the person engaging in that activity fulfils certain
agential conditions. This is similarly true in the case of character virtue, but not so
in the case of craft.

Just before he enumerates the three agential conditions for virtuous action,

Aristotle introduces a disanalogy between craft and character virtue as follows:

T5.11 Besides, the case of the crafts is not like that of the virtues; for, the doing-
well of things brought into being by the crafts is in [the things] themselves;
and so, it suffices that [they] are brought into being having a certain quality;
but the things brought into being in accordance with the virtues are not
done justly or temperately if they [merely] have a certain quality themselves,
but also if the agent acts having a certain quality [...] (EN 2.4: 1105a26-31)

188



£TL OVY' OHOLOV E0TLV ETIL TE TV TEXVOV KAl TWV AQETWV" T HEV Yo VIO
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niodtn [...]

Aristotle’s remark about craft can’t be that making a good product is sufficient for
that product having been produced skilfully.?> After all, he goes on to suggest that
skilful production requires that the agent acts with knowledge (T5.9). Indeed, it
would be farfetched to claim that if a novice produced something musical on the
kithara by chance (e.g. something tuneful, rthythmical, with good timbre, etc. in
virtue of a hand spasm) then they produced it skilfully: it's not a manifestation of
their skill. Rather, Aristotle claims that the doing-well of the product of craft
depends solely on the intrinsic properties of the product, e.g. the sturdiness of a
house, tunefulness of a piece of music, fluidity of a dance, etc.2% In so doing,
Aristotle cleaves apart the question of whether a product is produced skilfully (i.e.
by someone who manifests knowledge and skill) from that of whether the product
is good. Compare, for example, a good coffee produced by a skilled barista and a
good coffee produced by a machine or by accident. Suppose that both coffees are
equally good in so far as they have identical intrinsic properties. The fact that one
was made by a skilled barista adds no value to the coffee itself. As such, it’s possible
that a product of craft can be good without it having been a manifestation of skilful
production.

This claim stands in need of some defence. After all, we do sometimes value

products that are skilfully produced more than the very same products that were

205 Broadie 1991: 83.

206 Cf. Jimenz 2016: 15-16, who offers an alternative interpretation, according to which
Aristotle’s point is that a product is good when it is produced ‘by the crafts’ (0o t@wv
TeEXV@V), i.e. as opposed to by chance. On this view, a product is good if it is produced
by the crafts (i.e. skilfully) and Aristotle is pathing the way for the thought that virtue of
character requires more than skill, but also virtuous choice and a stable state of
character. However, given that Aristotle claims that the product of the crafts have their
goodness in themselves (év avtoic), I take it that a craft product can be good despite
being the product of chance. See also Met 9.8: 1050a30-b2.
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not the product of skill. And we do so in virtue of the fact that they are skilfully
produced. For example, one might plausibly value a painting produced by a skilled
artist more than a painting with identical intrinsic properties produced by a
machine or by accident. In this case, the extrinsic property of being skilfully
produced adds value to the product — it is because of this that we value the painting
more — and this value is not instrumental on the intrinsic properties of the
product.?” But Aristotle’s point in T5.11 is merely that the product being good is
sufficient for the doing-well of craft. For example, if a novice painter produced a
beautiful painting by chance (e.g. by accidentally spilling paint onto the canvass)
then the painting would be sufficiently good qua product of craft simply in virtue of
its beauty. This is consistent with us ascribing greater value to an identical painting
that has been skilfully produced. It is then up to Aristotle to decide whether this
additional value is mistakenly ascribed, or to explain this additional value by other
means.?s

Aristotle thus marks a sharp distinction between productions and actions.
The products of craft are good in virtue of their intrinsic properties, such that the
doing well of craft does not depend upon the process that produced it. In terms that
Aristotle will later use in Nicomachean Ethics 6.5, the goal of production is the
product, which is something distinct from the process of production. This is not so
in the case of action, the goal of which cannot be distinguished from the action

itself:

T5.12 [...] and [practical wisdom cannot be] craft because action and production
are of different kinds. It remains, therefore, that it is a true state with reason,
a practical one, concerned with what is good and bad for a human being.
For, the end of production is something other [than production], while that
of action is not [something other than action]; for, good-action is itself an
end. (EN 6.5: 1140b3-7)2»

207 See also Brogaard 2007.
208 Cf. Irwin 1999: 195-196.
209 Cf. EN 6.4: 1140a2-5
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Sarah Broadie makes a number of important points about Aristotle’s claim that
production and action are of different kinds. In the first case, it cannot be that
Aristotle distinguishes between production and action in virtue of the fact that, on
the one hand, products are ontologically independent from the process of
production (e.g. the house produced by the act of house-building) and, on the other,
actions are ontologically dependent on the activity of acting.?’® Indeed, productive
arts such as kithara playing and dancing produce no such ontologically
independent products. Similarly, we might equally claim that actions often produce
ontologically independent artefacts in the form of lasting consequences.
Consequently, the sense in which craft has an end other than production, cannot be
that craft produces ontologically independent products whereas actions do not
(Broadie 1991: 208). Rather, reading T5.12 in light of T5.11, Aristotle’s distinction is
an evaluative one. That the product of a craft is in a good condition is sufficient for
its being good qua craft product. This is because the goal of production is the
product, something distinct from the process of production. If two paintings have
identical intrinsic properties, one produced by a machine and the other by a skilled
artist, both are equally good because their goodness is independent from the
process of production. In Broadie’s terms, the product is ‘an independent standard
by which to judge producing and the producer’ (Broadie 1991: 208). If, as Broadie
imagines, good shoes grew on trees, the means of production would not detract
from the goodness of the shoes so produced. Rather, we evaluate the means of
production in terms of the goodness of the product (i.e. in terms of the goodness of

its end), such that a means of production is as good as the product it produces.?!!

210 Nightingale (2004: 200-201) mistakenly interprets the productive/practical distinction

along such lines.

21 T take it that Broadie’s evaluative reading of the moaic-moinoig distinction is
consistent with interpretations that understand Aristotle’s moa&ig-noinoig distinction in
terms of his évépyewa-kivnoig distinction (Met 9.6). This is in spite of the fact that
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As Aristotle proposes, however, this is not so in the case of action. It is not
possible to distinguish between the goal of action and the action itself, because good
action (evmoaéia) is the goal of action. Consequently, the way in which the action is
performed (i.e. whether it is performed virtuously of not) is a constitutive part of
the goodness of the act, such that there is a significant evaluative difference between
an action that is the virtuous thing to do and the same action performed virtuously.
This is not to claim that mere performance of virtuous action isn’t in some sense
good; but there is more to virtue and doing well in action than merely performing
virtuous action, such that performing virtuous action virtuously is both better and
necessary for doing well qua action. This is not true in the case of craft: skilful
production is neither necessary for nor constitutive of the goodness of its product,
such that a beautiful piece of kithara playing is good if the sound is beautiful,

regardless of whether it is the product of skill.

5.4.3. The analogy between character virtue and theoretical virtue

As proposed, we have reason to suppose that theoretical intellectual activity is
analogous to virtuous action and disanalogous to craft when it comes to its doing-
well. In Nicomachean Ethics 10.6, Aristotle recapitulates several criteria of happiness:

it must be an activity rather than a state (1176a33-b2); it is choiceworthy according

Broadie might wish to resist such readings (Broadie 1991: 260 n.17). For reasons
suggested by Charles 1986, I'm inclined to suppose that Aristotle needs a strong
ontological distinction between mpa&ig and moinoig, and this is readily offered with the
évépyela-kivnoig distinction of Metaphysics 9.6 (cf. Miiller 2018: 166). However, I'm also
disinclined to suppose that Aristotle draws a hard distinction between the ontological
and the normative/evaluative. As such, I suppose that Aristotle is a realist about the
evaluative differences between craft and action, and that these differences might well be
underpinned by ontological differences between craft and action, e.g. qua change and
activity. Thus, I do not suppose that Aristotle’s evaluative distinction between actions
and productions is such that the same event can be either an action or a production,
depending on how one evaluates it (for this view, see Ackrill 1978: 595, Heinaman 1996:
103, Angier 2010: 44). Arguing for this view is beyond my present purposes. Suffice to
say, Aristotle is clear that actions and productions are distinguished by the nature of
their goals and so their doing-well.
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to itself and not because of something else (1176b2-5); and, as such, ‘happiness lacks

nothing but is self-sufficient’ (1176b5-6).212 Aristotle thus elaborates:

T5.13 And the ones that are choiceworthy according to themselves are those from
which nothing is sought beside the activity. And actions in accord with
virtue seem to be like this; for, doing fine and excellent things is among the
things that are choiceworthy because of themselves. (EN 10.6: 1176b6-9)

KkaO' abtag d' elolv alpetal &' WV UNdEV EMILNTELTAL TAQX TIV EVEQYELAV.
TovTaL O' eival dOKOLOWV al KAT AQETNV TEAEEIS TAX YAQ KAAX Kol
OTIOLIALA TTRATTELY TV OL' ADTA AQETWV.

Note that this is not merely a comment on the motivations of the virtuous agent, but
also the evaluative status of virtuous action. Virtuous agents, Aristotle repeatedly
claims, perform virtuous actions for the sake of the fine (10 xkaAov).?® As C.C.W.
Taylor puts it, virtuous agents choose to perform virtuous actions because ‘being
instances of this virtue or that are different ways of being fine’ (Taylor 2006: 87).
This is in contrast to the vicious person, who acts for the sake of themselves (EN 9.8:
1168a31). But not only do virtuous agents choose fine and excellent actions because
of the actions themselves, such actions are choiceworthy for their own sake precisely
because they are fine.

Aristotle leverages this characteristic of happiness in Nicomachean Ethics 10.7,
in support of the claim that theoretically wise contemplation is an activity of

complete or perfect happiness:

T5.14 Moreover, it [i.e. contemplation] alone would seem to be loved because of
itself; for, nothing comes to be from it beside having contemplated, but from
practical [activities] we make for ourselves [something] larger or smaller
beside the action. (EN 10.7: 1177b1-4)

212 oVOEVOG YaQ €VOeNG 1 evdatpovia AAA" avTdokng

213 E.g. EN 3.6: 1115b12-13, 23, 3.7: 1116a11-15, b3, 3.8: 1116b31, 1117a8, b9, 1120a23-24,
1122b6-7, 4.2: 1123a24-26, 9.8: 1168a33-34, EE 3.1: 1230a27-29, 8.15: 1248b36-37. See also
Richardson Lear 2004: ch.6, 2006, Irwin 2010.
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At first glance, Aristotle takes an about turn on his claim that good action has no
goal other than itself (T5.12): when we act, we in fact produce something for
ourselves in addition to the action. But we can plausibly read T5.12 and T5.14
without tension. As argued, T5.12 does not claim that action doesn’t produce any
ontologically independent consequences. Indeed, both action and production are
capable of producing changes in the world that persist and outlive the process of
producing or acting. Rather, the goodness of production depends solely on the
intrinsic properties of the product produced, whereas the goodness of an action
depends on the action and how it is performed, where the properties of the agent
determine the way the action is performed and thus are in part constitutive of the
goodness of the action itself. As a good product is sufficient for the doing-well of
craft products (T5.11), a good action performed well is sufficient in the case of
action (T5.12). Nonetheless, actions do indeed produce consequences other than the
action itself, and these consequences provide additional reason to love the action
(T5.14). For example, if someone were to repair an elderly person’s greenhouse
because it is the generous thing to do, but an earthquake demolished it weeks later,
having repaired the greenhouse would still have been the good and virtuous thing
to do. This is in spite of the fact that many of its potential good consequences will
not occur. Nonetheless, it would have been better if the good consequences had
occurred. As such, in performing virtuous actions we produce something for
ourselves beside the actions, as long as the external conditions are right — and these
provide reasons to love the action, in addition to the action itself.?!4

In this sense, then, contemplation is strongly disanalogous to the case of

craft production: contemplation is such that nothing comes from contemplating

214 See also EN 10.7: 1177b16-20. For extended discussion, see Whiting 2002, Hirji
forthcoming-b.
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other than having contemplated.?’> Indeed, Aristotle elsewhere makes clear that
contemplation is such that, at every moment of contemplating, one is contemplating
and has contemplated (Met 9.6: 1048b18-35). As such, it’s not possible to distinguish
between the activity of contemplating and its proper end, in the manner that
Aristotle distinguishes between the means or process of production and its end (i.e.
the product). And in this sense, contemplation is like action — its end cannot be
distinguished from the activity — such that contemplating and acting well are ends
in themselves. Consequently, we have reason to suppose that the way that
contemplation is performed is in part constitutive of the goodness of the
contemplative activity, just as the way that an action is performed is in part
constitutive of the goodness of the action. We have reason, then, to suppose that the
qualities of the contemplator in part constitute the goodness of the contemplative
activity.

This gets me some of the way towards P2. What I need, however, is to
secure the thought that contemplation done well requires that the contemplator
tulfils analogues of all three agential conditions. I take considerations in this and the
previous chapter as sufficient to secure both the epistemic and the stability
condition. In the first case, theoretically wise contemplation requires that the
contemplator contemplates with knowledge and understanding, ie. with
contemplative skill (T5.8). This is analogous to the sense in which skilful craft
production requires that the producer produces in accordance with the knowledge
and skill within them (T5.11). In the second case, Aristotle is clear that knowledge
requires stability (T4.10). I also argued that contemplative activity must be
performed from a stable state if it is to be continuous and so be constitutive of its
ultimate goodness, i.e. as an activity of complete or perfect happiness (§5.4.4). Given
this, in what follows I focus solely on motivating the thought that the theoretically
wise contemplator must also fulfil an analogue of the motivational condition, i.e.

that they contemplate wisely and well only if they choose the activity of

215 Here Aristotle has in mind the contemplation of an accomplished (i.e. theoretically
wise) contemplator. Something does come to be from the practise of the unskilled

contemplator, i.e. contemplative skill.
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contemplation for its own sake. This will take additional work in Chapter 6, where I
return to Nicomachean Ethics 10.7-8 in order to give an account of how fulfilling the
motivational condition transforms theoretical contemplation into something good
for the contemplator. For now, I turn to passages in Metaphysics 1 and Nicomachean
Ethics 6. My aim at this stage is to argue that Aristotle apparently considers a love of
wisdom to be either necessary for or characteristic of theoretical wisdom. This will
lay the foundations for my eventual claim that the theoretically wise contemplator
contemplates with virtuous motivations: they choose to contemplate for its own
sake because they are lovers of wisdom, such that they ascribe final value to the

proper activities of theoretical wisdom.

5.4.4. Loving wisdom as a characteristic of theoretical wisdom

In Metaphysics 1.1, Aristotle argues that wisdom is knowledge of certain first
principles and causes (émiotiun meQl TVAg AQxag kat aitiag, 982a2). In 1.2,
Aristotle sets out to determine what sort of first principles and causes wisdom is of
(982a4-6). To this end, Aristotle describes six notions that we have about the wise

person and their wisdom. The fifth is as follows:

T5.15 [...] and of the bodies of knowledge, also, [we suppose] that which is
choiceworthy on account of itself, i.e. for the sake of knowing, to be wisdom
more than that which is [choiceworthy] on account of what results from it
(Met 1.2: 982a14-16)

[...] xal TV émomnuov d¢ TV avtng évekev kal TOL eldévar Xxaowv
ATV ovoAV HAAAOV elvat copiav 1) TV TWV ATOPAVOVTIWV EVEKEV

A characteristic of wisdom, then, is that it is choiceworthy for its own sake, simply
for the sake of knowing. Aristotle contrasts this with bodies of knowledge that are
choiceworthy on account of what results from them. What might Aristotle have in
mind? On the one hand, the results might be practical or useful consequences of a

body of knowledge, e.g. in the manner that astronomical knowledge might be
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practically useful for navigation.?'® On the other hand, a body of knowledge might
be desirable because of its epistemic results, e.g. if one body of knowledge (e.g.
geometry) is capable of explaining another body of knowledge (e.g. optics), then the
former may be desired in virtue of what follows from it. Wisdom certainly has the
latter characteristic: Aristotle also supposes that the wise person knows all things
(982a8-10), in so far as wisdom is the most universal knowledge and ‘everything
that falls under it is known by him [i.e. the wise man] in a way’ (982a23).?7 As such,
there is a sense in which wisdom has epistemic utility: the wise person knows other
things (or knows them better) in virtue of their wisdom.?

Now, Aristotle certainly thinks that theoretical wisdom isn’t choiceworthy
in virtue of its practical or productive usefulness (on this, see below). And
Aristotle’s response to the fifth supposition about wisdom makes clear that wisdom

isn’t choiceworthy in virtue of its epistemic utility either:

T5.16 And knowing and being knowledgeable for the sake of themselves belong
most of all to knowledge of what is most knowable (for, he who chooses to
know because of itself will choose most of all what is most knowable, and
such is the [knowledge] of what is most knowable), but the primary things
and the causes are most knowable (for, because of these and from these the
others are known, but these are not [known] because of that which fall
under [them]) [...] (Met 1.2: 982a30-b4)

0 O' edéval xat 10 eémiotacOal avtwv Eveka HAALOO' DTdoXeL T TOL
HAALOTA €miotnToL €motrun (6 yaQ T0 émiotacfat dl' avtd algovuevog
TV HAAOTA ETUOTHUNY HAAOTa aiprjoetal, towxvTn O €0Tiv 1] TOU
HAALOTA €TIOTNTOV), HAALOTA O' €TOTNTA T TEWTA KAl T&x altior (dx Yo
TAUTA Kal €K ToVTwv TAAAa yvwolletat &AA' o0 tavta dx TV
vmokelpévav) [...]

Aristotle thus sets out to identify wisdom by determining the type of knowledge

that is properly for the sake of itself (the desideratum of T5.15), first claiming that

216 Though it’s unclear in what sense demonstrative astronomical knowledge could be
put to such use.

217 000G YO 01d¢ MwG TAvTA Tt DTTOKE(EVHL

218 See also APo 1.13: 78b35 ff.
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such knowledge is knowledge of what it most knowable. This is explained, in turn,
by an observation: the person who chooses to know just for the sake of knowing,
chooses most of all knowledge that is most knowable. Aristotle then claims that the
primary things and causes are most knowable, in virtue of the fact that we know
other things because of and from them. This stands in favour of Aristotle’s claim
that wisdom is knowledge of primary things and causes. But note that, on this
account, wisdom clearly has epistemic results: because of and from wisdom, we
know other things (and not vice versa). Nonetheless, Aristotle here maintains that
wisdom is choiceworthy because of itself and not because of what results from it.
What Aristotle must have in mind, then, is that in spite of wisdom’s epistemic
utility (i) wisdom is nonetheless choiceworthy because of itself (because it is most
knowable) and (ii) it is characteristic of the wise person that they choose wisdom
primarily on account of itself and not in virtue of the fact that it makes other things
known. Accordingly, if one were to value wisdom primarily on account of its
epistemic utility (i.e. in order to know other things), one would fail to value wisdom
as the wise person does and, in turn, fail to appreciate the sense in which the proper
objects of wisdom are finally valuable. Note, however, that one could plausibly
know the objects of wisdom but nonetheless choose to know them for the sake of
knowing that which results from them, e.g. in the manner that we might seek an
explanation in order to know the explicandum better. This suggests that it is
characteristic of the wise person that they (appropriately) ascribe final value to the
proper objects of theoretical wisdom — they do not choose wisdom for the sake of its
epistemic results.

Indeed, we reach similar conclusions if we consider the sense in which

wisdom is purportedly useless. In Nicomachean Ethics 6.7, Aristotle tells us that:

T5.17 From what has been said, then, it is clear that theoretical wisdom is both
knowledge and intellect of that which are most estimable by nature. This is
why Anaxagoras, Thales, and those sorts of people, are said to be
theoretically but not practically wise, when they see that they are ignorant of
things that are advantageous to themselves, and they say that they know
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things that are exceptional, wondrous, difficult, and divine — but useless,
because they do not inquire into human goods. (EN 6.7: 1141b2-8)1°

i O1) TV elpnuévay dNAov OtL 1] copia 0Tl Kal €MOTHUN KAl VOUG TV
THWTATWV T1) PUOEL D0 Avalayopav kal OaAnv kal TOUG TOLOVTOUS
00QOLG UEV @EOVIHOUG ' 0V aotv eival, dtav WOy Ayvoovvtag T
OLUEEQOVTA £AUTOLS, KAl TEQLTTA HEV Kal Oavuaota kat XaAema kat
dapovia eldévar avtovg Paoty, axenota ', 4Tt ov T avOowTIvVa dyaOa
Cntovov.

Whereas practical wisdom contemplates the good for each type of being (1141a25-
26), theoretical wisdom is concerned with objects that are by nature most estimable,
such as the divine beings from which the universe is composed (1141a34-b2). This
explains what is said about Anaxagoras and Thales: that they are ignorant of what
is advantageous to themselves and that what they know is useless. Wisdom is
characteristically useless, then, because it does not consider what is good, beneficial,
or advantageous for humans — both individuals and the human species. Practical
wisdom, on the other hand, is concerned with human affairs and successfully
deliberates about the practicable human good.??

But we might wonder whether any type of knowledge is in fact useless.
Aristotle’s example of Thales is notable.??! In the Politics (1.11: 1259a5-23), Aristotle
tells us that Thales had apparently been reproached for his poverty — a sure sign
that philosophy is of no benefit — and so amassed a large sum of money so as to
prove his detractors wrong. Using his astronomical knowledge, Thales was said to
have predicted that a good olive harvest was on its way. He thus purchased all of
the available olive presses and rented them out at a high price when the crop came

around. Having created a monopoly, Thales ‘collected much money, showing that it

219 See also Met 1.1: 981b13-25, 1.2: 982a30-b4, b11-28.
220 See also EN 6.5: 1140a25-28, b4-6, 7-10, 19-21.
221 On Anaxagoras, see EN 10.8: 1179a13-16, EE 1.4: 1215b6-14, 1.5: 1216a10-16
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is easy for philosophers to become wealthy, if they wish, but this is not what they
are earnest about’ (1259a16-18).22

Aristotle’s telling of Thales” story is suggestive that knowledge of the
heavens — just the kind of knowledge that the theoretically wise person would
possess — can indeed be put to use. Of course, it might be objected that Thales is not
in fact putting his theoretical wisdom to use, but rather his experiential knowledge
of particulars.??® But we can nonetheless imagine cases in which theoretical wisdom
is made useful. Aristotle is clear that the power to teach is distinctive of the
theoretically wise person (Met 1.1: 981b7-10, 1.2: 982a12-14). And a theoretically
wise person could very plausibly make money in virtue of teaching, just as long as
there are people who want to learn. We might think, then, that the uselessness of
wisdom is as much a characteristic of the wise person’s relationship to their
wisdom, as it is a bare characteristic of wisdom itself: such knowledge can be put to
use, but it is not characteristic of the theoretically wise person to do so. Rather, the
theoretically wise person is the kind of person who loves wisdom for its own sake,
such that they ascribe final value to their knowledge. As Aristotle notes of Thales:
making money from wisdom is not what the philosopher is earnest about. This case
similarly suggests, then, that it is characteristic of the wise person that they occupy
a particular evaluative stance with respect to their wisdom, i.e. they are a lover of
wisdom, such that they choose to know the objects of wisdom because of
themselves and don’t value them in virtue of whatever utility they might have (be it
practical or epistemic).

This is further corroborated by another passage in Metaphysics 1.2, in which

Aristotle argues that wisdom is not productive:

T5.18 And that it [i.e. wisdom] is not productive is also clear from those who first
loved wisdom; for, both then and also now, humans first began to love
wisdom because of wonder — from the beginning they wondered at the

22 [...] moAA& xonuata ocvAAéEavta €rudeifat OTL QADIOV E0TL TAOUTELV TOILG
PLA000QOLS, &V PovAwVTAL AAA' 00 TOUT €0l Ttepl O omovdalovoty. (Trans. following
Reeve 1998)

223 Cf. Met 1.1: 981a13-23.

200



strange things that were ready to hand, and then they advanced in this
manner, little by little, and raised puzzles about the greatest of things, e.g.
about both the happenings of the moon, those of the sun and stars, and
about the genesis of the universe. And he who is puzzled and wonders,
thinks himself ignorant (and, for this reason, the lover of stories is somehow
a lover of wisdom; for stories are composed from wonders); as a
consequence, if indeed they loved wisdom because they took flight from
ignorance, it is clear that they pursued knowledge for the sake of
knowledge, and not on account of some usefulness. (Metaphysics 1.2: 982b11-
21)

Ot d' o0 momtiky), dMAOV Kal €K TWV TRWTWV PAOCOPNOAVTWV: DLX YXQ
10 Bavpalewv ot avOowToL kal VOV Kal T0 mEwTov fjofavto @ulocopety,
€€ APXNG HEV TA TIEOXELQA TV ATOMWV OAVUACAVTES, EITA KATA HULKQOV
oUTw TEOIOVTEC KAl TeQL TV HELOVWV DATTIOQNOAVTES, OOV TEQL TE TV
G oeANVNG MaONUATWV Kal TV TeQl TOV A0V Kal AOTOX Kol TEQL TG
TOU TAVTOG YeVEOEwG. 0 O' amopwV kat Oavualwv oletat dyvoelv (D10 kat
0 @UoOpLOoc @UAOoOPOC Twg EoTv: O Yo MLVOoc oUykeltal €k
Bavpaoiwv): ot elmeg dwx 1O @evyey TV Ayvolav £@Lloocopnoay,
PaveQOV OTL dx TO edéval T0 émiotacBat £dlwkov Kal o XENOEwWS TIVOG
évekev.

Aristotle’s argument proceeds as follows:

1.

Lovers of wisdom love/pursue wisdom because they wonder;

Someone who wonders (and is puzzled) considers themselves ignorant;
Someone who seeks knowledge because they consider themselves ignorant,
seeks knowledge for its own sake;

So: lovers of wisdom love wisdom for its own sake;

If wisdom is loved/pursued for its own sake, then it is not loved/pursued for
some usefulness;

So: lovers of wisdom do not love/pursue wisdom for some usefulness;

If some knowledge is productive, then it is loved/pursued for its usefulness;

So: the wisdom that lovers of wisdom love is not productive.

Two important points can be taken from this argument. First, Aristotle argues that

wisdom is not productive through a consideration of lovers of wisdom. An implicit
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assumption, then, is that being a lover of wisdom is characteristic of the pursuit and
acquisition of wisdom. Second, for Aristotle’s argument to work it cannot be the
case that those who possess productive knowledge, pursued that knowledge
because they experienced wonder and puzzlement. If this were so, then productive
knowledge could plausibly be pursued for its own sake over and above its
usefulness (rendering premise (7) false). Consequently, the phenomenon of wonder
must properly belong to the lover of wisdom, such that it is only the lover of
wisdom who considers themselves ignorant and so wants to know solely for the
sake of knowing. Here, again, Aristotle talks as if a love of wisdom is characteristic
of those who pursue theoretical wisdom, in virtue of which they seek theoretical
wisdom for its own sake.

In sum, then, Aristotle characterises both those who are theoretically wise
and those who are in pursuit of theoretical wisdom as lovers of wisdom. On this
view, ascribing final value to theoretical wisdom is characteristic of the theoretically
wise person. Indeed, Aristotle talks as if loving theoretical wisdom is essential to
being theoretically wise. I'll assess this claim over the course of the next two
chapters. In Chapter 6, I argue that loving wisdom is necessary to achieve the good
of contemplative activity: in virtue of being a lover of wisdom, the theoretically
wise person chooses to contemplate for its own sake (thus establishing P2) and
takes maximal pleasure in their contemplative activity. This, in turn, is necessary for
their contemplation to be an activity of complete or perfect happiness. Loving
wisdom, then, is necessary for one’s theoretical wisdom to be superlatively
valuable. On this view, it’s possible to be wise without loving wisdom, but one
would not achieve the good of wisdom, such that one should not be said to grasp
theoretical truth well (or as well as possible). In Chapter 7, I argue that Aristotle
conceives of theoretical wisdom as an evaluative epistemic state. On this view,
ascribing final value to the objects of theoretical wisdom is necessary for knowing
(i.e. being wise) in respect of those objects. In this sense, it's not possible to be
theoretically wise without also being a lover of wisdom: the theoretically wise
person necessarily ascribes value to the proper objects of theoretical wisdom, such

that they are good for the theoretically wise person to know.
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5.5.Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued for two proposals according to which Aristotle treats
theoretical intellectual virtue as analogous to character virtue. In the first case, I
established that Aristotle subscribes to the view that we become virtuous by
performing virtuous activities, such that we become wise by performing activities
that are characteristic of wisdom, e.g. contemplation (P1). Second, I have worked to
motivate the thought that what distinguishes mere contemplation from
contemplation performed wisely, is that the wise contemplator (i) contemplates
with knowledge (an epistemic condition), (ii) chooses to contemplate for its own
sake (a motivational condition), and (iii) contemplates from a firm and unchanging
state (a stability condition) (P2). In the next chapter, I continue to argue for the
motivation condition, in order to establish P2. This will, in turn, articulate a sense in
which the theoretically wise person grasps theoretical truth well: not only do they
grasp theoretical truth with knowledge and from a stable state, they also do so with
virtuous motivations. I argue that this is necessary in order for their contemplative
activity to qualify as an activity of complete or perfect happiness. As such, the
theoretically wise person’s virtuous motivations (and thus the sense in which they
grasp theoretical truth well) explains part of the value of theoretical wisdom:
theoretical wisdom is that in virtue of which the activity of contemplation is good
for the wise contemplator. In virtue of this, Aristotle has the resources to answer the

hard value problem.
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6. Theoretical wisdom, contemplation, and happiness

6.1.Introduction

In the previous chapter, I established P1 - according to which one becomes
theoretically wise by engaging in the same activities that are characteristic of
theoretical wisdom, e.g. contemplation — and provided some motivation for P2 —
according to which, in order to contemplate wisely or well, it is necessary that the
contemplator contemplates such that they fulfil analogues of all three of Aristotle’s
agential conditions for virtuous action, i.e. the epistemic, the motivational, and the
stability conditions. I take the fact that theoretically wise contemplation requires
analogues of the epistemic and stability conditions to be sufficiently established.
What requires further motivation is the thought that theoretically wise
contemplation requires contemplating with virtuous motivations, i.e. that the
contemplator chooses to contemplate and chooses to contemplate for its own sake.
In §5.4.4, I argued that Aristotle apparently conceives of theoretical wisdom such
that the theoretically wise person is characteristically a lover of wisdom, i.e. they
ascribe final value to theoretical wisdom. For example, the theoretically wise person
loves contemplation for its own sake (T5.14),* chooses and values wisdom because
of itself, simply for the sake of knowing (T5.15, T5.16), and pursues wisdom because
they consider themselves ignorant and want to know, not on account of wisdom’s
utility (T5.18).22> Implicit in these passages is the thought that one is not
theoretically wise (or, at least, not properly speaking) unless one attributes final
value to wisdom. In this chapter, I continue this train of thought in order to
establish the claim that Aristotle distinguishes between mere and theoretically wise
contemplation with reference to the motivation condition, such that contemplation
must be performed with virtuous motivations if it is to be performed wisely and,
thus, well. I argue that this is an essential component of Aristotle’s account of the

value of theoretical wisdom: theoretical contemplation is both good and pleasurable

224 [ reconsider this passage below, reprinted as T6.4.

225 See also EN 10.8: 1179a26-27.
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for the contemplator only if it is performed in accordance with the virtue of
theoretical wisdom. As such, the motivational condition helps explain the value of
theoretical wisdom over non-virtuous but factive epistemic states concerned with
the same theoretical truths: the virtue of theoretical wisdom transforms the activity
of contemplation into something good and pleasurable for the contemplator.

I first raise a puzzle about Aristotle’s characterisation of the theoretically
wise person as a lover of wisdom (§6.2): why suppose that theoretical wisdom
requires that its possessor occupy such an evaluative stance? Surely someone could
be wise without valuing their wisdom, just as someone could value wisdom
without being wise. I respond to this puzzle both in this chapter and the next. I then
turn to Nicomachean Ethics 10.7-8, where Aristotle argues that theoretically wise
contemplation is an activity of complete or perfect happiness (§6.3). I argue that the
theoretically wise person’s evaluative stance is necessary for their contemplation to
be an activity of complete or perfect happiness because, without this, their
contemplating will not be good and pleasant for them. In this sense, theoretical
wisdom requires that its possessor ascribes final value to the activity of
contemplation because, without this, they will not achieve wisdom’s full value, i.e.
complete or perfect happiness. Finally, I offer a reading of Aristotle’s account of the
virtuous person as a standard and measure, according to which virtue has a
transformative nature: virtue makes good things good for the virtuous person (§6.4).
I use this to explain the sense in which the motivation condition and the
theoretically wise person’s evaluative stance explains the value of theoretical
wisdom: the virtue of theoretical wisdom transforms the objects and activities of

wisdom into something good for the theoretically wise person.

6.2. A puzzle about the wise person’s evaluative stance

As noted, Aristotle apparently conceives of theoretical wisdom such that the
theoretically wise person is characteristically a lover of wisdom: they ascribe final
value to theoretical wisdom (herein I use “lover of wisdom” and “love of wisdom”

in this sense). On this view, one isn’t theoretically wise (or at least not properly
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speaking) unless one is also a lover of wisdom. This should strike us as odd: why
should an epistemic state such as wisdom characteristically involve or require that
the wise person loves wisdom? We can motivate this question from two
perspectives, first comparing wisdom to craft knowledge and second comparing
wisdom to the case of character virtue and virtuous action.

Take, first, craft knowledge. Knowing the universal facts and explanations
of medicine is sufficient for craft knowledge of medicine. We may even suppose
that one must also have experiential knowledge of particulars, such that one is able
to reliably produce health in patients. But a doctor may be apathetic about their
craft: they need not enjoy practising it.?¢ In order to perform their craft skilfully, a
doctor must only act with knowledge; they need not choose to produce health for
its own sake. This is in part because the doing-well of craft is found in the intrinsic
properties of its products (T5.11). The good of a craft is achieved if and only if a
good product is achieved, such that the way in which it is achieved has no
independent value. From the perspective of craft production, then, it does not
matter whether the producer produces with good motivations. Indeed, a doctor
may not even choose to bring about health in their patients, instead using their craft
knowledge to make others sick. But why shouldn’t we think about theoretical
wisdom in the same way? Surely it's sufficient for wisdom that one fulfils the
epistemic and stability components of it, ie. having the knowledge and
understanding that is constitutive of wisdom and possessing it such that one’s
knowledge and understanding is stable and steadfast. Call this being epistemically
wise. On this proposal, one can be epistemically wise without being a lover of
wisdom and, in this sense, have the epistemic state of theoretical wisdom without
occupying the evaluative stance of the lover of wisdom, i.e. just as one can be a
knowledgeable and skilled craftsperson who doesn’t love their craft.

Next consider Aristotle’s claims about theoretical wisdom from the

perspective of character virtue and virtuous action. Aristotle claims that performing

226 This is consistent with the thought that one might become better at one’s craft if one
takes pleasure in practising and learning it. It's not obvious to me that Aristotle
considers the connection between taking pleasure in something and getting better at it
to be a necessary one (EN 10.5: 1175a29-b1).
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virtuous action virtuously requires that the agent chooses the virtuous action and
chooses it because of itself (T5.3). Suppose for sake of argument that we agree with
Aristotle: virtuous agency does indeed depend on the agent’s being motivated by
the right reasons, such that being virtuous requires performing virtuous actions
with virtuous motivations. Even if we agree with Aristotle on this point in respect
of virtuous action, it's unclear why the good performance of theoretical intellectual
activity should similarly depend on the wise person’s motives. Surely being
epistemically wise and so contemplating with knowledge and understanding is
sufficient for contemplating wisely and well: one need not be a lover of wisdom as
well. Again, one can have the epistemic state of theoretical wisdom and
contemplate wisely without also being a lover of wisdom.

Aristotle’s claim that theoretical wisdom either requires or characteristically
involves being a lover of wisdom thus stands in need of defence. Two possible
answers present themselves. In the first case, Aristotle might argue that unless the
wise person loves wisdom and chooses to contemplate for its own sake, then their
contemplative activity will not be an activity of complete or perfect happiness. On
this view, someone can be epistemically wise if their knowledge and understanding
isn’t accompanied by a love of wisdom, but they won’t be in a position to achieve
the ultimate goodness of contemplation (and thus their epistemic state). This
chapter develops this line of response, according to which contemplation is only
superlatively good for the contemplator if the contemplator is a lover of wisdom,
and so ascribes final value to their contemplative activity. In so doing, I elaborate a
sense in which being virtuously theoretically wise (where this requires loving
wisdom) is of greater value than non-virtuous but factive and stable epistemic
states of the same theoretical truths: the virtue of theoretical wisdom transforms
contemplation into something good and pleasurable for the contemplator, as an
expression of their love of wisdom. On this view, the virtue of wisdom is a
composite of two parts: the epistemic (i.e. the knowledge and understanding that is
constitutive of wisdom) and the motivational and evaluative (e.g. choosing to

contemplate for its own sake, taking pleasure in contemplation, loving wisdom).
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A second response answers an objection to the first: even if it’s true that one
cannot achieve complete or perfect human happiness unless one’s wisdom is
accompanied by a love of wisdom (such that one is virtuously wise), we should not
then conclude that one cannot be theoretically wise (in the epistemic sense) unless
one also loves wisdom. Loving wisdom is only necessary for achieving the ultimate
goodness of theoretical wisdom, not for being theoretically wise (from an epistemic
point of view). In Chapter 7, I respond to this objection by arguing that it's not
possible to be fully or properly epistemically wise unless one appreciates the
goodness of the objects of wisdom. On this view, theoretical wisdom is an
evaluative epistemic state: in order to be epistemically wise (i.e. to have the
knowledge and understanding that is constitutive of wisdom) it is necessary that
the wise person evaluates the objects of theoretical wisdom as good. Otherwise put:
to fail to evaluate the objects of theoretical wisdom as good is an epistemic failure,
such that if someone knows a proper object of theoretical wisdom, x, but fails to
evaluate x as good, then they should not be said to be theoretically wise in respect
of x — there is more for them to know about x, i.e. its goodness. In this sense, then, a
love of the proper objects of wisdom is necessary for being theoretically wise
because evaluating the objects of wisdom as good is an essential part of knowing

them fully (i.e. well).

6.3. Theoretical wisdom and the good of contemplation

In Nicomachean Ethics 10.7, Aristotle argues that complete or perfect happiness is
contemplative activity of intellect in accordance with theoretical wisdom. This is at
least in part due to the fact that wisdom is the proper virtue of intellect. Intellect, in
turn, is our best part and is either divine or the most divine part of us.
Consequently, wisdom is the greatest virtue (1177a12-18, T6.1 below). Wisdom at
least has value, then, because contemplative activity performed in accordance with

wisdom is an activity of complete or perfect happiness.??”

227 1 do not intend to take any particular view on the relationship between primary and
secondary happiness (EN 10.8: 1178a9 ff., for discussion see Charles 1999, Scott 1999).
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We may distinguish two questions about this claim. In the first case, why is
contemplative activity in accordance with wisdom complete happiness? In the
second case, what role does wisdom play in particular? The second question has
force when we note that it's possible to contemplate (in some sense) not in
accordance with wisdom. For example, contemplative activity also belongs to the
practically wise person, who contemplates what is good for humans (EN 6.7:
1141a25-26.).2% This contemplative activity fails to be in accordance with theoretical
wisdom at least because it is not of the objects of theoretical wisdom. Similarly, I
argued in the previous chapter that it's possible to practise contemplation, such that
one’s practice is for the sake of acquiring contemplative skill (§5.3.4). Practising
contemplators don’t contemplate in accordance with wisdom, otherwise they
would already be contemplating well. Suppose, then, that Aristotle is able to
convince us that contemplative activity in accordance with wisdom is indeed
complete happiness (the subject of my first question). If this is so, we may still
wonder what role wisdom has to play, such that contemplative activity that is not in
accordance with theoretical wisdom fails to be complete happiness. My second
question, then, asks what it is about theoretical wisdom that transforms mere
contemplative activity into an activity of perfect happiness. This second question
will be the subject of this chapter. Answering the first would require a thorough

going study of Nicomachean Ethics 10.7-8 in the context of the remainder of the

Nor do I take a position on the debate between inclusivists (e.g. Hardie 1967, Ackrill
1974) and dominant-end interpretations (e.g. Kraut 1989) of the human good in the
Nicomachean Ethics. My focus, instead, is solely on the role that wisdom plays such that
contemplative activity is conducive of happiness. I suppose that what I have to say will
be independent of whether virtuous contemplation is but one good among many
(according to inclusivists) or the dominant human good. Note, also, that Aristotle does
not necessarily make an identity claim between theoretical contemplation and complete

Iz

or perfect happiness (Charles 1999). I use the expression “contemplative activity
performed in accordance with wisdom is complete or perfect happiness” in a non-
partisan way regarding inclusivist, dominant-end, and focal-meaning readings of
Aristotle’s claim that theoretically wise contemplation is happiness. It could very well
be rephrased as “contemplative activity performed in accordance with wisdom is an

activity of and/or the focal case of complete or perfect happiness”.

228 See also EN 1.7: 1098b3, 1.10: 1100b19, 4.2: 1122a35, b17, 6.1: 1139a6-8; 6.4: 1140a10-12,
6.5: 1140b9-11, 7.3: 1146b31-5, 9.9: 1169b33-4, 10.9: 1181b17-20. Roochnik 2009.
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Nicomachean Ethics — something that I do not here have the opportunity for.

Answering the second, however, will be sufficient for capturing the sense in which

theoretical wisdom is of distinctive value.

6.3.1.

Why is wise contemplative activity complete happiness?

I first review Aristotle’s arguments in answer to my first question.?” Although those

arguments will not be my focus, it's necessary to outline them in order to answer

my second question. Aristotle spells out a number of requirements for complete

happiness at the beginning of Nicomachean Ethics 10.7:

T6.1

And if happiness is activity according to virtue, it is reasonable [that it is]
according to the greatest [virtue]; and this will be [the virtue] of the best
[thing]. Whether, then, this is intellect or something else, which according to
nature seems to rule, lead, and to possess thought concerning fine and
divine things, whether in respect of [it] being divine itself, or the most divine
[thing] in us — the activity of this, according to the proper virtue [of it], will
be complete happiness. And that it is contemplative, we have said. And this
would seem to be in agreement with the things [we said] before and the
truth. (EN 10.7: 1177a12-19)

El d' éotiv 1] evdatpovia kat AQeTnVv £€vépyela, €VAOYOV KATX TNV
koatiotnv: abTn O' &v &l ToL dploTov. elte d1) VOUS TOLTO elte AAAO TI, O
oM KAt ULV DOKEL AQXEWV Kal NyeloDat kal évvolay €xelv meol kaAwv
kal Oelwv, eite Oelov OV kKal aTO elte TV &V NULV TO Oetdtatov, 1) TovTov
EVEQYELR KATX TNV OlKkelay AQeTNV ein av 1) teAeia evdatpovia. Ot d' éoti
Oewontikn, elontatl. OpoAoyovpevov & tovT av dofelev elval kal Toig
TIOOTEQOV KAl TG AANOEL.

Aristotle’s specification of complete happiness likely looks back to the conclusion of

the function argument, that ‘the human good turns out to be activity of the soul in

accordance with virtue and, if there are several virtues, in accordance with the best

229 My reading of Nicomachean Ethics 10.7-8 in the following owes much to Aufderheide

(unpublished mss.).
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and most complete’ (EN 1.7: 1098a16-18).2 Complete happiness, then, will be in
accordance with the greatest virtue which is, in turn, the proper virtue of the best
part of us: intellect (see T6.3, below). Since intellect has a role to play in both
practical and theoretical wisdom (EN 6.7, 6.11), both are candidates for the proper
virtue of intellect.?s! Aristotle thus sets out to argue that the proper virtue of intellect
is theoretical wisdom, on the grounds that theoretically wise contemplative activity
most of all fulfils the requirements for complete happiness.

The first string of arguments set out to show that theoretically wise

contemplative activity is:

(i) The greatest activity (1177a19-20);
(i)  The most continuous activity (1177a21-22);
(iif) ~ The most pleasant activity (1177a22-27);232
(iv)  The most self-sufficient activity (1177a27-b1);2%
(v)  The only activity loved for its own sake (1177b1-4);2%
(vi)  Most properly an activity of leisure (1177b4-15).2%

Aristotle then collects together (ii)-(vi) to claim that contemplative activity of
intellect is complete happiness: this activity fulfils the criteria for complete
happiness because it is most pleasant, most self-sufficient, chosen only for its own
sake, and most leisurely. Virtuous action, Aristotle argues, falls short on all these

criteria (1177b16-26).2%

20 1o avBowmvov dyabov Puxne €vépyewa yivetat kat daoetr)v, el d¢& mAelovg al
ageTal, KAt TNV AQLOTNV KAl TEAELOTATNVS

21 The thought that the best part of us by nature leads (17yeioOat) certainly hints that
practical wisdom is at least a candidate at this stage.

22 Cf. 1.8: 1099a7-31, 10.5: 1176a22-29.

23 Cf. 1.7: 1097b6-16, 9.6: 1176a33-b6.

24 Cf. 1.7: 1097a20-b6, b16-20.

25 Cf. 10.6: 1176b16-19, b27-1177al.

2% Aristotle makes no mention of continuousness in this conclusion. Perhaps this lacuna
can be accounted for with two thoughts: that contemplation is the least wearisome

human activity (1177b22) and the least wearisome activity can be engaged in most
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Aristotle next returns to (i): the life of contemplative activity is superior
(koeloowv) to a life that is merely human because intellect is divine (1177b26-31).
Aristotle even proposes that intellect is most properly human, such that a life lived

without it would fail to be a human life (1178a2-4). Thus 10.7 concludes that:

T6.2  For, that which is proper to each by nature is the greatest and most pleasant
to each; and thus, the life in accordance with intellect is [proper] to a human
being, if indeed a human being is most of all this. Therefore, this life is also
happiest. (EN 10.7: 1178a5-8)

TO YOQ OIKEIOV EKAOTW TN PUOEL KOATLOTOV KAL 1OLOTOV 0TV EKAOTW: Kal
T avOownw dn O KAt TOV vouv Plog, eimep Tovto pHdAloTa dvOpwmog.
00TOG Apa KAl €LIALUOVETTATOG

Contemplative activity in accordance with wisdom, then, is complete happiness for
at least two reasons. In the first case, it fulfils (ii)-(vi) and thus succeeds in fulfilling
(to the greatest extent) the criteria for happiness being the most complete activity,
set out earlier in the Nicomachean Ethics (see references accompanying ii-vi). In the
second case, it is also the best activity because it is the proper activity of the best, i.e.
most divine, part of us. Theoretically wise contemplative activity is the human
good, then, because it is activity of the soul in accordance with both the best and
most complete virtue.?”

Aristotle certainly gives further arguments for the identification of complete
happiness with theoretically wise contemplative activity in Nicomachean Ethics 10.8.
However, I here focus on a number of Aristotle’s initial considerations (i, iii, and vi)
in order to establish a sense in which theoretical wisdom transforms mere
contemplative activity into the activity of perfect happiness. I shall not offer any

consideration of whether Aristotle’s criteria for complete happiness are good

continuously. Aristotle also introduces the fact that contemplation is more serious
(omovdr)) which likely supports the thought that it is the proper activity of leisure (cf.
10.6: 1176b16-1177a11).

271 do not mean to suggest that these are independent criteria, such that it could be the
case that the most complete activity is not the best activity. Rather, my distinction draws

on the different argumentative resources that Aristotle employs in each case.
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criteria. But even if we don’t agree with Aristotle that theoretical contemplative
activity is the human good, I submit that there is philosophical worth to be found in
the manner that theoretical wisdom has value, because it transforms contemplative
activity into something good and pleasant for the contemplator (and, thus, the sense
in which Aristotle employs the concept of virtue to explain the value of theoretical

wisdom).

6.3.2.  How does theoretical wisdom transform contemplative activity?

What role does theoretical wisdom play in transforming mere contemplative
activity into contemplative activity that is complete or perfect happiness? I shall
focus in particular on three of Aristotle’s considerations in order to show that being
epistemically wise (as described in §6.2) is insufficient for complete happiness. In
addition to being epistemically wise, the theoretically wise contemplator must also
be a lover of wisdom such that they attribute final value to the activity of

contemplation.

6.3.2.1. Only wise contemplation is of the best objects

In the first case, it's worth noting one obvious salient feature of theoretical
wisdom’s role — one that I will set aside until the next chapter. Aristotle’s first

reason in favour of contemplation’s goodness is as follows (i, above):

T6.3  For this activity [i.e. contemplative activity of intellect in accordance with its
proper virtue] is greatest (for, also, intellect [is the greatest] of things in us,
and [the greatest] of knowable objects, intellect is concerned with these); (EN
10.7: 1177a19-21)

KOATIOTN Te Yo adTn €0Tiv 1] €véQyela (Kal YaQ O VOUG TV €V MULv, kal
TWV YVWOTQV, TEQL & O VOUG)-
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Contemplative activity of intellect in accordance with its proper virtue is complete
happiness because it is the greatest activity. And it is the greatest activity because
intellect is the greatest part of us and is concerned with the greatest of knowable
objects. Whilst Aristotle is not here explicit about the nature of these objects, he has
already made clear that, although humans are the best of all the animals, there are
nonetheless better and more divine objects of knowledge, e.g. the beings from
which the universe is composed (EN 6.7: 1141a34-b2). Since only theoretical wisdom
is concerned with objects that are by nature most estimable (1141b2-3), T6.3 makes
clear that Aristotle must have theoretical wisdom in mind. And this makes clear an
important feature of theoretical wisdom: since theoretical wisdom (and only
theoretical wisdom) knows the best objects, only contemplative activity in
accordance with theoretical wisdom can be the best activity. Aristotle’s thought
seems to be, then, that theoretically wise contemplative activity is better than mere
contemplative activity, in virtue of its being concerned with better objects. And,
since theoretically wise activity is of the best objects, it is the best activity.

Aristotle here, it seems to me, points directly to theoretical contemplation’s
ultimate source of value: it is the activity of the best part of us which is, in turn,
concerned with the greatest of knowable objects. I do not evaluate the claim that
intellect is the best part of us. I do, however, return at length in the next chapter to
the thought that intellect is concerned with the best knowable objects. I now turn to
the sense in which contemplation is loved because of itself and is the most pleasant

activity.

6.3.2.2. Only wise contemplation is loved because of itself

Aristotle’s fifth reason for identifying theoretically wise contemplation with
complete happiness is that it alone is loved because of itself (v, above). He tells us

that:

T6.4 Moreover, it [ie. contemplative activity in accordance with theoretical
wisdom] alone would seem to be loved because of itself; for, nothing comes
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to be from it beside having contemplated, but from practical [activities] we
make for ourselves [something] larger or smaller beside the action. (EN 10.7:
1177b1-4)

dO&aL T' av avTr) HoOvn O avTNV dyartacOat ovdev Yo A’ avuThg yivetat
nagx TO OewpEnoal AMOde TV MEAKTIKWV 1] TAglov 1) EAatTov
TeQLITOLOVUED A TTAQA TNV TOAELV.

Aristotle’s argument relies on the thought that contemplation is an activity that
produces nothing beyond the activity of contemplation. Virtuous action, on the
other hand, not only produces some consequences in addition to the action itself
but, importantly, produces consequences that are indeed good and desirable (see
§5.4.3). Although Aristotle is not explicit, T6.4 is most plausibly read as a
consideration in favour of his eventual claim that contemplation is most properly
chosen for its own sake, and that virtuous action falls short in this respect (EN 10.7:
1177b16-26). Consequently, virtuous actions are such that their goodness is not
exhausted by the action itself: the good consequences that they bring about provide
additional reason to love and choose virtuous action. This is not the case for
contemplation: it is the only activity that is properly loved because of itself.

Why so? In T6.4, Aristotle justifies his claim in light of the fact that nothing
comes from contemplating other than having contemplated: it has no external
results. This recalls Aristotle distinction between change (xivnoic) and activity
(évepyeia). Roughly speaking, a change is a process that is incomplete and moves
towards an end for its completion. For example, the process of building a house is
an incomplete process and thus a change because it is incomplete until the house is
complete: only when the house is complete has the process of building a house
reached its end.”®® Other examples of changes for Aristotle are making something
thin, learning, and walking (Met 9.6: 1048b29-3).2 Aristotle’s prime examples of
activities, on the other hand, are seeing (0pdw), understanding (¢@oovéw), and

thinking (voéw) (Met 9.7: 1048b18-35). Each is an instance of activity because in each

28 See, for example, Met 9.6: 1048b18-36, 9.8: 1050a23-36, Phys 3.1: 201b31. For
discussion, see Makin 2006: 144 ff.

2% For vindication of Aristotle’s troubling case of walking, see Makin 2006: 149.
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case the completion is in the activity itself, such that at the same time one is seeing
and has seen, is understanding and has understood, and is thinking and has
thought. Indeed, Aristotle later claims that in the case of seeing ‘the use is final’
(éoxatov 1] xonowc) because ‘nothing else beyond this comes to be from sight’
(ov0ev yiyvetat mapa Tavtnyv €tegov amo ¢ oPews). Changes such as building
and learning, however, yield something beyond the process of building and
walking (Met 9.8: 1050a23-27). We might suppose, then, that contemplation is an
activity such that nothing other than having contemplated comes from the activity
of contemplation. As a consequence, contemplation is loved because of itself
because there is (in an ontological sense) nothing beyond the activity of
contemplation that one may love contemplation for the sake of.

But we should be wary of this interpretation. To see this, consider

Aristotle’s remarks about sight at the beginning of the Metaphysics:

T6.5 All humans by nature desire to know. A sign of this is the delight of our
senses; for, even apart from their usefulness they are loved because of
themselves, and, most of all others, the sense of sight. For, not only in order
to act successfully, but also not being likely to act, we choose sight over all
the others, so to say. The reason is that this, most of all the senses, makes us
know and makes clear many differences. (Met 1.1: 980a21-27)

[Tavtec avOowmoL Tov eldéval ogéyovtal @voel onuelov O 1) TV
aloOnoewv dyamnoig: Kat yaQ Xwols g xoeiag dyamwvtal dt' avtdg, Katl
HAALOTA TV AAA@V 1] DLt TV OUHATWV. OV YoQ HOVOV (Vo TIOATTWHEV
AAAX Kol N0 &V HEAAOVTEG TTOATTELY TO OQAV alpovHEDA AVTL TAVTWV WG
ETEY TV AAAWV. aitov O 6tL paAloTa motel Yvwollewv NHag adt) TV
aloOnoewv kal TOAAXS dnAot dpogdg.

Note, first, that Aristotle here speaks in the same terms as T6.4: our senses, like
contemplative activity, are loved (dyamwvtan) for their own sake, such that we take
delight (dryamnoic) in them. And we choose sight over the other senses even if we
do not intend to act. But the example of sight also makes clear that sight could be
chosen for the sake of action. This is even true if seeing is an activity: even if

nothing else comes to be from seeing beyond having seen, such that one at the same
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time is seeing and has seen, it doesn’t follow that one can’t choose to see for some
other reason, e.g. to make use of one’s perceptual knowledge in order to act
successfully. Otherwise put: just because the activity of seeing contains its
completion in itself, it doesn’t follow that what one sees (and has seen) cannot be
put to use for some other end. But if that’s the case, one could very well choose to see
for the sake of some other end.?

What this example at least shows, then, is that even if sight is an activity
such that nothing comes from the activity of seeing beyond having seen, it doesn’t
follow that the activity of seeing doesn’t yield results that can be put to use. For
example, it might be true that I am at the same time seeing and have seen that it’s
raining outside. Nonetheless, I can still make practical use of the perceptual
knowledge that results from this seeing and having seen that it's raining outside,
e.g. by deciding to take an umbrella. As a consequence, I can choose to see not just
for the seeing itself (or the knowledge and differences brought to light in that
activity of seeing) but for the further end of acting successfully. And this may also
apply in the case of contemplation. Although contemplation has fewer obvious
useful applications, it nonetheless might be put to use. Just as one might look at
something again and, in so doing, reinspect what one has already seen, one may
also contemplate again and, in so doing, bring to mind what one has already come
to know. Having contemplated and so brought something to mind, one may put
what one has contemplated to use, e.g. by teaching it. And note that it may not be
sufficient to simply recall from one’s memory what one knows for this purpose.
There are some things that, in order to teach well, one must not only recall them but
also reflect upon and pay attention to what one knows. In such cases, it will be
necessary to bring these things to mind by means of contemplating them in order to
teach. Choosing contemplation in order to teach, then, is still an activity: at the same
time that one is contemplating one has contemplated. But in spite of it being an

activity, it's possible that one may have no love for it and only ever choose to

240 Indeed, it’s even possible that someone could fail to take delight in and love the
senses for their own sake altogether.
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contemplate in order to put one’s knowledge to use. In such cases, one engages in
the activity of contemplation, but neither loves nor chooses it for its own sake.

What might we conclude from this? On the one hand, Aristotle appears to
suppose that theoretical contemplation is an activity that is, properly speaking, both
worthy of love and choiceworthy for its own sake. On the other, it’s possible that
one can engage in this activity in a manner that fails to appreciate or pay heed to its
final value. In such cases, although the activity of contemplation is choiceworthy for
its own sake, it need not be undertaken as such. We may draw two alternative

conclusions from this:

(1) The activity of the contemplator who chooses to contemplate for some
further end is nonetheless an activity of complete happiness (all other things
being equal) because contemplation is the only activity that is superlatively
choiceworthy. Accordingly, the contemplator’s evaluation of and reasons for
engaging in the activity do not detract from the fact that they are
nonetheless engaging in the most choiceworthy activity and thus (all other
things being equal) the activity of complete or perfect happiness.

Contemplating is still maximally good for them as an activity of happiness.

Alternatively:

(2) The activity of the contemplator who chooses to contemplate for some
further end fails to be an activity of complete happiness because they neither
love nor choose contemplation for its own sake. Accordingly, the
contemplator’s evaluation of and reasons for engaging in the activity detract
from the fact that they are engaging in the most choiceworthy activity. Their

contemplation is not good for them as an activity of complete happiness.
Perhaps in favour of (1) is the thought that T6.4 appears to invoke the fact that

contemplation is loved for its own sake as evidence for the later claim that it is in

fact the most choiceworthy activity. Thus Aristotle infers that contemplation is most
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choiceworthy because only it is loved for its own sake. However, in favour of (2) is
the thought that Aristotle discounts virtuous actions in politics and war as activities
of complete happiness because ‘they seek some end and are not chosen because of
themselves’ (téAovg Tvog éplevtat kat ov dl' avtag aigetal eiowv, EN 10.7:
1177b18). This suggests that, if one does not choose contemplation because of itself,
one’s contemplative activity should be relegated to the second-rate status of
virtuous action (at least in this respect). An additional reason in favour of (2) is that
it tallies well with the thought that virtuous agency is an expression of an agent’s
preferential choice, in a manner that expresses their values in identifying and
pursuing the fine. On this view, an agent must be the author of their own actions in
order for their actions to be performed virtuously (EN 2.4: 1105a28-33) and, in turn,
for their actions to be good for them gua activities of happiness (EN 1.7: 1098a16-18).

As Gavin Lawrence puts it:

Praxis is then action that agents stand four-square behind, seeing it as truly
theirs — as expressing their selves, their values, and character — as being the
fine way to go on, as making a life worth the living. For Aristotle, it is this
that is specifically human activity — the humaning that is the realization of
their essence — the form of life and life-activity that constitutes the function of
the human in the adult, or mature, perfection of its nature (tetelesmenon) (1.7,
1098a3-5). We are essentially Act-ors, or Prakt-ors — chosen action is the
specific, or distinctive, human mode of being alive (‘each thing is defined by
its end’, 1115b22): and our ultimate end is success at Praxis (i.e. eupraxia).
(Lawrence 2011: 235)

An agent’s actions are constitutive of happiness only if their actions are an
expression of their virtuous character and preferential choice. In this sense, the
virtuous agent is an author of their own actions. But we have no reason to suppose
that preferential choice is not also necessary for the theoretically wise person’s
contemplative activity to be an activity of happiness. If Aristotle considered such an
expression of choice to be necessary for one’s virtuous actions to be activities of
happiness, it stands to reason that the same should hold true in the case of
contemplation (i.e. in the case of theoretical intellectual activities that are

constitutive of happiness). If the theoretically wise person doesn’t choose the
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activity of contemplation for its own sake, then their activity will not be an
expression of their values and virtue. So, just as one does not act virtuously unless
one chooses that action for its own sake, one’s contemplation should not count as
being performed virtuously and well (i.e. as an activity of happiness) unless one
chooses to contemplate for its own sake.

I take these considerations in favour of conclusion (2): contemplation is not
an activity of complete or perfect happiness unless the contemplator chooses
contemplation for its own sake, as an expression of their virtue and preferential
choice. This, in turn, establishes P2: in order to contemplate wisely and well (i.e.
virtuously) it is necessary that the contemplator fulfils an analogue of the
motivation condition for virtuous agency: they must choose to contemplate for its
own sake. What's more, theoretical wisdom is valuable because, in order to
contemplate wisely one must choose to contemplate for its own sake, and one must
choose to contemplate for its own sake in order for one’s contemplation to be an
activity of complete happiness. In this sense, the virtue of theoretical wisdom
transforms the contemplator’s contemplative activity into an activity of complete or
perfect happiness. In the following, I continue to pursue the idea that a
contemplator must take up a particular evaluative stance in order for their

contemplation to be an activity of complete happiness.

6.3.2.3. Wise contemplation is most pleasant

Aristotle’s third reason for identifying theoretically wise contemplation with
complete happiness is that it is the most pleasant activity (iii, above). He tells us

that:

T6.6 And we think that pleasure must be mixed together with happiness, and the
most pleasant activity in accordance with virtue is agreed [to be] the
[activity] in accordance with theoretical wisdom; it seems, at least, that the
love of wisdom has pleasures that are wondrous in respect of their purity
and stability, and it is reasonable that the way of passing time is more
pleasant for those who know than for those who are inquiring. (EN 10.7:
1177a22-27)
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Aristotle claims that the most pleasant activity is activity in accordance with
theoretical wisdom. This is essential for Aristotle’s thought that the human good is
most complete: pleasure completes its proper activity, such that performance of an
activity without its proper pleasure necessarily renders that activity incomplete (EN
10.4: 1174b14-23, b31-1175a3, a1l0-17, 10.5: 1175a26-36). Aristotle could, but does not,
argue that the activity of theoretical wisdom is most pleasant by relying explicitly
on arguments from Nicomachean Ethics 10.4-5, but the reader can certainly spell out
the details. There, Aristotle claims that perceptual capacities are completely active
when they are in the best condition and concerned with the finest of perceptual
objects (EN 10.4: 1174b14-16). He claims, further, that “according to each [perceptual
capacity], then, the best activity is that of the subject in the best condition in relation
to the most excellent of its objects’” (1174b18-19).241 Whether perceptual activity is
most complete and so most pleasant, thus depends both upon the nature of the
objects at which it is directed and the condition of the perceiving subject or
perceptual powers.

We might suppose, then, that theoretically wise contemplation is the most
pleasant activity because it is most complete, and it is most complete because it is
the activity concerned with the best objects by a subject who is in the best state
relative to those objects, i.e. the person who is theoretically wise. Indeed, Aristotle

later extends his line of argument beyond the perceptual:

T6.7 And pleasure completes the activity, not as the underlying state, but as a
sort of superadded end, e.g. like the bloom of those in their prime. And so,
as long as both the intelligible object or the perceptible one, and that which
judges and contemplates them, are as they should be, there will be pleasure

# a0 Exaotnv o1 PeAtiotn €oTiv 1) €vEQYELX TOU AQLOTA DAKELUEVOL TIOOG TO

KQATLOTOV TV VT aUTHV
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in the activity; for, when what is affected and the thing producing the effect
are similar and keep in the same relation to each other, the same thing
naturally arises. (EN 10.4: 1174b31-1175a3)

teAelot 0¢ TNV évépyelav 1) Ndovr) oY wg N €E1g évumapxovoa, AAA' wg
ETUYLVOUEVOV TL TEAOG, 0l0V TOIG AKHALOLS 1) WA. €wg &V OV TO Te VONTOV
N aloOnTov 1) olov del katl TO kELVOV 1) OewEovv, éoTal év 1) éveQyeia 1)
NoovN}: OHolwV Y OVIWV Kal TIROS AAANAA TOV AUTOV TEOTIOV €XOVTWV
TOU T€ TAONTIKOL KAl TOU TTOUTIKOL TaLTO TtéPuike yiveoOal.

Although Aristotle is here concerned with the claim that such perceptual and
intellectual activity will necessarily involve pleasure — indeed, they will always
involve pleasure (1174b29-31) — we have no reason to suppose that intellectual
activities that contemplate intelligible objects aren’t also most pleasant when they
are of the best objects and contemplated by someone (or someone’s intellectual
capacity) that is in the best condition in relation to those objects, and similarly in
T6.6. The state of the wise person’s intellect, then, in addition to the objects they
direct it towards, is essential for their contemplative activity to be most pleasant.
Nonetheless, Aristotle does not make this line of argument in T6.6. Instead,
he first notes that the love of wisdom seems at least (doxel yovv) to involve
pleasures that are wondrous in respect of their purity and stability, and then
supposes that the person who knows will experience greater pleasures than the
person who is inquiring.?> Aristotle’s characterisation of the lover of wisdom, then,
most plausibly has someone in mind who loves wisdom but is not yet wise. And
they seem to experience wondrously pure and stable pleasures, such that we may
reasonably infer that the person who is in fact wise will experience the most
pleasure when they contemplate.?*> But we should not infer from this that the
theoretically wise person is no longer a lover of wisdom (just as if one were to

suppose that being a lover of wisdom requires lacking what one loves). Indeed,

22 Aristotle has not yet mentioned the stability of pleasures (though see EN 1.10:
1100b12-13). Purity is briefly mentioned at EN 10.5: 1175b36-1176al. See also 10.6:
1176b1176b19-21.

243 Aufderheide 2016: 304-305, Broadie & Rowe 2002: 442.

222



Aristotle’s argument in T6.4 depends upon the thought that the theoretically wise

person remains a lover of wisdom. He argues that:

(1) The love of wisdom seems to have pleasures that are wondrous in respect of
purity and stability;

(2) The way of passing time is more pleasant for those who know than for those
who are inquiring;

(3) Therefore: the contemplative activity of those who know (ie. the

theoretically wise) is most pleasant.

Aristotle’s conclusion presupposes that the theoretically wise person is also a lover
of wisdom, such that the wondrous pleasures of those who love wisdom but are not
yet wise are amplified in the case of the theoretically wise person. If the
theoretically wise person isn’t also a lover of wisdom, then Aristotle needs to
provide further argument as to why the wondrous pleasures of the love of wisdom
are also experienced (in an amplified way) by the theoretically wise person.?

This reading is supported by two further considerations. First, Aristotle
apparently conceives of theoretical wisdom as requiring or characteristically
involving a love of wisdom, as argued in §5.4.4. Second, in Nicomachean Ethics 1.8
Aristotle makes his case against the Delian inscription — according to which the
finest, noblest, and most pleasant things are distinct — by arguing that a life of
virtuous activity is pleasant according to itself. To this end, Aristotle employs a
general principle: lovers of x find x things pleasant, e.g. lovers of horses find horses
pleasant, lovers of spectacles (puLAo0¢éwpoq) find spectacles pleasant (Oéapa), and
lovers of justice find justice pleasant (1099a10-11). Similarly, then, lovers of wisdom
find wisdom pleasant. Whilst this principle doesn’t entail that one doesn’t or
couldn’t find wisdom pleasant unless one is a lover of wisdom, it is certainly
suggestive that Aristotle considers there to be an important connection between

loving wisdom and taking pleasure in wisdom.

244 See also Aufderheide 2016: 304 n. 42.
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Given this, Aristotle appears to argue in Nicomachean Ethics 10.7 (T6.6) that
theoretical contemplation is the most pleasant activity in part because the
theoretically wise contemplator is a lover of wisdom. On this view, part of what is
required for contemplation to be maximally pleasant is that the contemplator and
their contemplative power is in the best condition with respect to the objects of
contemplation. And this, in turn, not only requires that the contemplator has the
appropriate contemplative skill, but that they are also a lover of wisdom. Aristotle
maintains that pleasure completes an activity, such that a happy life must be mixed
together with pleasure. Consequently, if someone were to contemplate and not take
pleasure in their contemplation, their activity would fail to be an activity of
complete happiness.

Although this does not directly support P2 — according to which the
theoretically wise contemplator must choose contemplation for its own sake — it
stands in favour of the broader view that the theoretically wise contemplator must
occupy a particular evaluative stance in relation to their contemplative activity: they
must love wisdom such that their contemplation is maximally pleasant for them.
Without this, their contemplative activity will not be maximally good for them, in
so far as it is not an activity of complete happiness. In this sense, then, the
theoretically wise contemplator must contemplate with the correct evaluative
attitude in order to contemplate well: they must be a lover of wisdom, such that

they take pleasure in their contemplation.

6.4.The transformative nature of theoretical wisdom

In this section, I further support the claim that the theoretically wise contemplator
must ascribe final value to the objects and activities of theoretical wisdom. I do so
through a consideration of the transformative role of virtue, according to which the
good without qualification is good for the virtuous person because of their virtue. I
take this as additional support for the view that the virtue of theoretical wisdom
transforms the objects and activities of wisdom into something good for the

theoretically wise contemplator: their wisdom is such that the activities and objects

224



of wisdom are good, pleasant, and fine to them. To this end, I first provide an
interpretation of the sense in which the excellent person is a standard and measure
(§6.4.1) before detailing the implications of this view for the value of theoretical

wisdom (§6.4.2).

6.4.1. The excellent person as a standard and measure

Nicomachean Ethics 3.4 is concerned with wish and its objects. In it, Aristotle asks
whether the object of wish (t0 BovAnTov)? is the good (tayaBoc) or the apparent
good (0 pawvéuevos ayabdog, 1113a15-16). The two views play off an ambiguity
between t0 BovAnTov as, on the one hand, that which should be wished for and, on
the other, that which is wished for.

The idea that the object of wish is the good recalls views ascribed to Socrates
in the Gorgias (466a-468e), according to which whether or not something is an object
of wish depends solely on whether it is in fact the good or not. Consequently, if
someone were to deliberate badly and wish for something that is not the good, then
technically they would have failed to wish for an object of wish, and so failed to
wish altogether (EN 3.4: 1113a17-19). The second view recalls Protagorean ideas
discussed in Metaphysics 4.5 and mentioned again in 11.6 (1062b12-19): the object of
wish is whatsoever appears good to someone.?* In this case, whether something is
an object of wish depends solely on whether or not someone wishes for it, and not
on the nature of that object as good (or otherwise). Given the fact that two different
people might wish for contrary objects, the object of wish might itself be contrary.
This leads to a form of relativism: the proper object of wish is whatever appears
good to a particular person (and indeed all people) at some time, and there is
nothing that is good by nature (@pvoel, 1113a20-22).

Aristotle finds neither view palatable; he attempts to combine the normative

aspects of the Socratic view — that the good is the object of wish that should be

245 Retaining the bracketed 16 in the OCT at 1113a17

246 ] agree with Jessica Moss that the flavour of this passage is intensional: the apparent

good involves apprehending something as good. Moss 2012: 5-8.
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wished for — with the agent-relative aspects of the Protagorean view — that the
object of wish appears good to the person who wishes for it. To this end Aristotle
distinguishes between the object of wish without qualification and in truth (&mAdg
kat kat” aAn0ewav) and the object of wish to each person (éxdotw) (1113a23-24).
He further assigns the good as the object of wish without qualification and the
apparent good as the object of wish to each person.

The trick to Aristotle’s solution is the thought that the good in truth also
appears good to the excellent person. But this is not true of a base person — what

appears good to them could be any chance thing (to Tuxov, 1113a25-26):

T6.9 For, the excellent man judges each thing correctly and, in each case, the truth
is apparent to him. For each state has its own special fine and pleasant
things, and the excellent man is perhaps distinguished most in virtue of his
seeing the truth in each case, just like a standard and measure of them. But
in the case of the many, deception seems to come about because of pleasure;
for it appears to be good though it is not. And so, they choose what is
pleasant as good and avoid what is painful as bad. (EN 3.4: 1113a29-b2)?”

0 omovdAlog Yap éxaota kotvel 000we, kat év ékaotolg taAndec avT@
patvetal kal' ékdotnv yoo €Ewv DL 0Tl kKaAd katl 11d€a, katl dlapépel
TAELOTOV (0WG 0 0TTOLdAIOG T TAANOEG €V EKAOTOLS OQAV, OTIEQ KAVWV
Kal HETOOV aUTWV V. &V Tolg TOAAOLS d¢ 1) amatn dx v NdoVTVv €otke
yYiveoOar oV yap ovoa dayabov @atvetat algovvtal oLV TO 1OV @G
aya0ov, TV de AVTNV WG KAKOV evyOLOLV.

The excellent person judges correctly, such that what appears good to them is truly
good. Consequently, the excellent person’s object of wish is the object of wish
without qualification, making them the standard and measure of what is good,
noble, and fine. What, however, is the relationship between the excellent person
and the object of wish without qualification? And in what sense is the excellent

person a standard and measure of what is in fact good?

247 Cf. EN 9.4: 1166a12-13; 10.5: 1176a15-24.
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Commentators often distinguish between two ways of conceiving of the
excellent person as a standard and measure.?*® On the one hand, it might be the case
that the excellent person is a measure merely in an epistemic sense: the excellent
person measures reality well because the good also appears good to them. They
thus act as a standard by which we can tell what is good. But it’s not the case that
the good is good because it appears good to the excellent person. Its goodness is in
no way constituted or caused by the fact that the excellent person judges it to be
good, in the way that the temperature is not constituted by the fact that a
thermometer judges it accurately. Rather, the good is good in virtue of its own
nature and the excellent person apprehends its goodness well.

On the other hand, Aristotle’s characterization of the excellent person as a
standard and measure could be a modified version of the Protagorean claim that
humans are the measure of all things.?* According to the Protagorean thesis,
whatever appears so to each person is the case for that person. Thus whatever
appears good to each person is good for that person and, crucially, it is good for
each person just in so far as it appears good to them.?® We might then wonder
whether Aristotle offers a modified Protagorean view: the good appears good to the
excellent person, and it is good because it appears good to the excellent person. Thus
the excellent person is not merely an epistemic measure and standard, but their
judgement is itself constitutive of the measure and standard. For example, we might
say that a metre is a constitutive measure and standard in so far as it constitutes a
standard unit of length. It is also a standard by which we can measure lengths.

In favour of the modified Protagorean reading is that Aristotle seems to
explain the fact that the good is the unqualified object of wish by means of the fact
that the good person judges it correctly (note the use of yao in T6.9, 1113a29).!
What's more, Aristotle apparently fails to distinguish between something appearing

good to the excellent person and it being good for them:

248 Gottlieb 1991, Aufderheide 2017: 211-217.
249 Plato Theaetetus: 152a2-8. Cf. 161c3.

250 Gottlieb 1991: 28-29.

251 Aufderheide 2017: 213-215.
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T6.10 And so, to/for the excellent person it [the object of wish] is what is truly [the
object of wish], and to/for the base person, it is the chance thing [it happens
to be], just as it is also in the case of bodies: the sort of things that are in truth
[healthy] are healthy to/for people in good [bodily] condition, and other
things [are healthy] to/for people who are unwell; and also likewise bitter
things, sweet things, hot things, heavy things, and each of the others [...]
(EN 3.4: 1113a25-29)

TQ HEV o0V omovdaiw TO Kat dAndewav eival, 1@ d¢ @avAw TO TULXOV,
WOTEQ KAL ETIL TWV CWUATWYV TOIG HEV €D OLAKELHEVOLS VYLEWVA €0TL T KAT
aAnfelv TolavTa OV, TolG O' EMIVOoOLS €TeQa, OOLWS O KAl TKOa Kol
YAvkéa kat Oeoua kal Pagéa kal TV AAAwV Ekaota

Notably, the Protagorean maintains that something is good for me just in so far as it
appears good to me; if Aristotle were presenting a modified Protagorean doctrine,
then he would have no need to distinguish between what appears good to someone
and what is good for them.?? Given this, we might be inclined to read Aristotle’s
measure doctrine as a modified Protagoreanism: the good is good (and is good for
the excellent person) just in so far as and because it appears good to the excellent
person.

Nonetheless, Paula Gottlieb (1991) and Joachim Aufderheide (2017) both
argue for a non-Protagorean interpretation. I shall detail one of their reasons each.
First, as Aufderheide (2017: 214) argues, Aristotle’s example of health in T6.10
rather suggests a non-Protagorean reading. Aristotle elsewhere implies that health
has its own nature independent of the healthy person’s response to health. For
instance, he characterizes health in terms of a mixture and proportion of hot and
cold elements in the body (Phys 7.3: 246b4-20) or an organ’s ability to perform its
proper function without pain or exhaustion (HA 10.1: 633b16-23). These
characterizations suggest that health has an underlying nature that is independent
of an agent’s response to it. Similarly, then, we might think that healthy things are
healthy because of having a certain, underlying nature, and not merely because

they either appear healthy to or are healthy for the healthy person.

22 Gottlieb 1991: 28-33.
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Second, as Gottlieb (1991: 36-39) shows, Aristotle’s distinction between what
is good without qualification and what is good to/for someone often suggests that
the good is good because of its own nature. For instance, in the Eudemian Ethics
Aristotle tells us that, ‘things good without qualification are by nature good to/for a
human being” (EE 7.2: 1236b39-1237a5).2® Later on, he similarly declares that, ‘a
good man is one to/for whom things that are by nature good are good [to/for him]’
(EE 8.3: 1248b26-27).%* Crucially, neither passage suggests that the good without
qualification is good because it is good for the good person. Rather, the good
without qualification is good by nature, and this is also good to/for the good person.

Although these considerations may not be decisive, they certainly suggest a
non-Protagorean reading of Aristotle’s description of the excellent person. The
excellent person is a measure and standard of the good because they accurately
apprehend the good, but it is not the case that the good is good because it appears
good to them - it is good because of its underlying nature. Nonetheless, it’s
important to note that the good without qualification is only good for the excellent
person in virtue of their excellence. This can be seen if we consider the relationship
between a person’s state or condition and what is good or bad for them. For
instance, also in Eudemian Ethics 7.2, Aristotle again reminds us that the good
without qualification and the good for us may diverge. In the case of health,
medicine and operations are good for someone who is sick but are not good
without qualification. Different things are beneficial and good for a healthy body,
i.e. a body that does not need operations and medicine to remain healthy and
flourish (1235b32-35). A sick body, on the other hand, needs these in order to
become healthy. (And if a healthy body needs operations and medicines, it will at
least need different operations and medicines to the sick body.) On the assumption
that the medicines and operations that Aristotle has in mind are not merely
palliative (i.e. they are administered not to maintain a sick body but to get it into
shape) then what is good for a sick body is good in so far as it will help a sick body

get healthy. In this sense, what is good for the sick person might in fact be good for

23 voeL Yap avT@ ayabo to antAwg dyabd

2% dya©og pev ovv €0tV @ T PUoEL ayaBd éotv dyabd
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them in so far as it will make them healthy (it yields something that is in fact good)
and what is good for the healthy person may not also be good for the sick person
qua sick person.?

But what is it about being healthy or sick that makes different things healthy
for you? In T6.9, the excellent person judges the truth about what is good because
(Yap) ‘each state has its own special noble things and pleasant things” (EN 3.4:
1113a31).%¢ It is the excellent person’s state, then, that is explanatory of their
judging well. Similarly in Eudemian Ethics 7.2: only healthy bodies and mature souls
in fact enjoy what is pleasant without qualification, and what is pleasant to each
person is in accordance with that person’s state (kata tag é€eig, 1236a5-6). There is
a correlation, then, between the state of each person and what is good, noble,
pleasant, and healthy for them.?” But in the Politics, Aristotle makes clear that he

has in mind more than a mere correlation:

T6.11 The excellent man may deal with poverty, sickness, and other sorts of bad
fortune in a fine way. But prosperity is in the opposites of these (for this also
has been determined according to the ethical accounts, that the excellent
man is the sort for whom, because of his virtue, things that are without
qualification good are good, and it is clear that his use of them must also be
without qualification excellent and fine); and this is why people think that
external goods are the causes of happiness, as if a lyre is responsible for fine
and brilliant lyre playing, more than the craft. (Pol 7.13: 1332a19-27, my
emphasis)?*

xonoatto d' &v 0 omovdalog AV Kal Tevia kal voow kal tals &AAaLS
TOXALS TALS PAVAALS KAAWS: AAAX TO pakdAQOV €V Tolg évavTiolg €otiv
(kal YoQ TOUTO dLWELOTAL KT TOvg 1)01koLg Adyoug, OTL TolovTéG €0tV O
omovdalog, @ dwx TV &etV [Ta] dyabd €otL Tor AmMAwg dyabd, dnAov d
OTL Kal TG XONOEWS AvayKalov omovdaing Kal KaAdag eival tavtag
ATA@G): d10 kal vopilovoty avOowTrol TNG VdALIHOVIAG ATt T €KTOG
elvat v ayabwv, womeQ el ToL KIOaQIlety AAUTIOOV Kal KAAWS alTioVvTo
Vv AVoav paAAov g Téxvng.

25 Gottlieb 1991: 39-41. Cf. Top 3.1: 116b8-10.
26 ka0' éxdotny ya EEv OLA 0Tl kKaAa kal 1)0éx
27 Cf. Top 2.12: 115b26-29; EN 10.3: 1173b22-25; 10.5: 1176a15-24.

28 Translation following Reeve 1998.
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(Here the context demands that we translate Aristotle’s dative of recipient as “for”:
that which is good without qualification is good for the excellent person. If it merely
appeared good to the excellent person, we could hardly call them prosperous and
blessed.) Crucially, Aristotle tells us that it is because of or through (diux) the
excellent person’s virtue that the good without qualification is also good for them.
Aristotle’s comparison with a lyre player is telling: lyres are only productive of
brilliant lyre playing in so far as they are put to good use by the person who is
skilled at playing the lyre. Similarly, the excellent person’s virtue makes good
fortune good for them because they use goods in a way that is without qualification
excellent and noble.

Indeed, Aristotle is explicit that what is good without qualification will not
always be good for us. He advises that we should not pray for and pursue the
goods of good fortune (evTvyiar) because, even though good fortune is always good
without qualification, it is not always good for certain people (twvi). Instead, we
should pray that what is good without qualification will be good for us and also
choose things that are good for us (EE 4.1/EN 5.1: 1129b1-6). Putting these two
passages together, we might think that what we should pray for is virtue because
virtue makes what is good without qualification good for us.

In this sense, the virtuous person’s virtuous state plays a transformative role
in making that which is good without qualification good for them. In order for
something without qualification good to be good for someone, it must be the case
that it’s nature is such that it is good without qualification and the person is in a
virtuous state. That is to say, in order for goods to be good for someone depends
not only on the nature of the good but also on the nature of the person who
apprehends and receives it. And the person’s virtue plays a causal or transformative

role in making what is good by nature also good for them.
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6.4.2.  The value of the transformative nature of theoretical wisdom

We might conclude, then, that the virtue of wisdom is such that the objects and
activities of wisdom appear good to the wise person. For this, as I have proposed,
the wise person’s wisdom must be accompanied by and involve a love of wisdom.
Without this, their contemplative activity will fail to be an activity of complete
happiness, because it will neither be most pleasant nor will it be loved and chosen
for its own sake. In this sense the virtue of theoretical wisdom is explanatory of the
fact that contemplation is superlatively good for the wise person. One fails to have
the virtue of wisdom if one doesn’t also love wisdom and, as such, one will fail to
achieve complete happiness. Indeed, the fact that wisdom requires a love of
wisdom can explain the sense in which wisdom is valuable: wisdom plays a
transformative role, such that the activity of contemplation is superlatively good for
the wise person.?”

It's important to make clear, however, the sense in which the value of
theoretical wisdom is thus explained. It isn’t the case that theoretical wisdom is its
own source of value. Rather, Aristotle’s thought is that the source of value of
theoretical wisdom is found in the fact that theoretically wise contemplative activity
is the best activity, of the best part of us, concerned with the best objects. The value
of theoretical wisdom is thus to be found in the fact that we perform the best
activity well in accordance with theoretical wisdom, such that the best activity is
also superlatively good for us. I understand a source of value to be that from which
value flows, i.e. an origin of value, such that: if x is valuable because of its relation
to y, then y is x’s source of value.?®® As such, x has extrinsic value in this respect, i.e.
in virtue of its relational properties with respect to y, rather than its intrinsic, non-
relational properties. The possible types of relation are various, e.g. they might be
instrumental (health is the source of value of walking, if walking is an instrument to
health), teleological (truth is the source of value of belief, if belief aims at truth),

indicative (intelligence is the source of value of the outcome of a test, if the test

259 See also Annas 1998: 45-51.
260 Cf. Korsgaard 1986: 488
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indicates intelligence), contributory (the symphony is the source of value of a
dissonant chord, if the dissonant chord contributes to the symphony), etc.?! In all
such cases, if y is the source of value of x, then y must feature in the explanation of
the value of x, because it is the reason for and cause of x’s value (at least in that
respect: x may be valuable for other reasons as well). But the explanation must also
contain facts about x and its relation to y, such that value is conferred from y to x. In
this sense, the source of theoretical wisdom’s value is found in the goodness of the
activity of theoretically wise contemplation, and theoretical wisdom is valuable in
virtue of the fact that we achieve the goodness of contemplative activity in virtue of
contemplating in accordance with theoretical wisdom. In virtue of being
theoretically wise, we thus achieve the goodness that contemplation affords.

This is directly analogous to the case of virtuous action: whilst it's good to
perform virtuous actions, the mere performance of virtuous actions is not an
activity of happiness (and in this sense not good for the agent) unless it is
performed virtuously, such that the agent chooses the action because of itself.
Otherwise put, it is only an activity of happiness if the agent is the author of their
actions, such that their actions are an expression of the virtuous agent’s character
and preferential choice (see §6.2.2.2). Similarly in the case of theoretical wisdom:
whilst it might be good in some sense to contemplate (it is, after all, still a good
activity), engaging in contemplation is not an activity of happiness unless it is
performed with virtuous motivations, as an expressions of the theoretically wise
person’s character and preferential choice. Theoretical wisdom has value, then, in so
far as it transforms the superlatively good activity of contemplation into an activity
that is superlatively good for the contemplator.

This returns us to the challenge of Plato’s value problem. Consider again the
road to Larissa. In this example, having access to truth is instrumentally valuable on
acting successfully, i.e. on getting to Larissa, such that it need not matter that one

knows and understands such truths for oneself. After all, one could very well (and

261 Cf. Olson 1967. Note, also, that x can plausibly be finally valuable, i.e. valuable for its
own sake, but not the source of its own value, e.g. someone might value a pair of David
Bowie’s trousers for their own sake, but this final value depends on the relationship of
the trousers to David Bowie.

233



very reliably) get to Larissa by following the instructions of a GPS. So, if Aristotle is
to claim that theoretical wisdom is valuable, he must provide us with an account of
the value of theoretical truth, such that the specific way the theoretically wise
person grasps it is necessary for attaining its value. Aristotle provides just this with
his account of the good of contemplation: the value of grasping theoretical truth
well is that, in so doing, one’s contemplative activity is constitutive of happiness. In
order to achieve this, the theoretically wise contemplator must fulfil analogues of all
three of Aristotle’s agential conditions for virtuous action: in addition to grasping
theoretical truth with knowledge and understanding and from a stable state, they
must also choose to grasp truth for its own sake. Without this, the characteristic
activity of theoretical wisdom will not be superlatively good for the contemplator.
In addition, this provides Aristotle with an answer to the hard value problem: the
theoretically wise person’s grasp of theoretical truth isn’t valuable merely in virtue
of the fact that they have a persistent grasp of theoretical truth. In addition, they
grasp theoretical truth with both (i) knowledge and understanding and (ii) virtuous

motivations, such that their contemplative activity is superlatively valuable.

6.5.Conclusion

In this chapter, I have offered an initial defence of Aristotle’s view that a love of
wisdom is either typical of or necessary for theoretical wisdom. On this view, being
a lover of wisdom is necessary for possessing the virtue of theoretical wisdom. A
lover of wisdom ascribes final value to the objects and activities of wisdom, such
that they love and choose contemplation for its own sake and take maximal
pleasure in contemplative activity. I argued that the theoretically wise person’s
evaluative stance is necessary for their contemplation to be an activity of complete
or perfect happiness because, without this, their contemplating will not be good and
pleasant for them. A love of wisdom is thus necessary for achieving the full value
that wisdom affords. I also offered a reading of Aristotle’s account of the virtuous
person as a standard and measure, according to which virtue has a transformative

nature: virtue makes good things good for the virtuous person. I used this to
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explain the sense in which the theoretically wise person’s evaluative stance explains
the value of theoretical wisdom: the virtue of theoretical wisdom transforms the
objects and activities of wisdom into something good for the theoretically wise
person. On this view, the virtue of theoretical wisdom is a particular way of relating
to theoretical truth, one which requires that the wise person occupies a particular
evaluative stance with respect to the proper activities and objects of theoretical
wisdom. Accordingly, Aristotle distinguishes wisdom from non-virtuous but
factive epistemic states that grasp the very same truths as wisdom along both
epistemic and evaluative lines: one can fail to achieve the value of theoretical
wisdom if one fails to love theoretical truth for its own sake, just as much as one can
fail if one fails to grasp theoretical truth with knowledge and understanding.
Aristotle thus goes some way towards answering Plato’s value problem: wisdom is
more valuable than other non-virtuous epistemic states that have a persistent and
knowledgeable grasp of theoretical truth, because only the theoretically wise person
(in virtue of their love of wisdom) achieves the full goodness that theoretical

wisdom affords.
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7. Theoretical wisdom and knowing the good

7.1.Introduction

In the previous chapter, I argued that a love of wisdom is necessary for the virtue of
wisdom, because loving wisdom transforms the activity of contemplation into
something good for the theoretically wise person. In particular, the theoretically
wise contemplator contemplates virtuously (i.e. wisely) in part because they choose
to contemplate for its own sake and because contemplative activity is superlatively
pleasant to them. Accordingly, the virtue of theoretical wisdom is valuable because
it is that in virtue of which the theoretically wise person’s contemplative activity is
an activity of complete happiness. On this view, the virtue of wisdom is a composite
of two parts: the epistemic (i.e. the knowledge and understanding that is
constitutive of wisdom) and the evaluative (e.g. choosing to contemplate for its own
sake, taking pleasure in contemplation, loving wisdom). Given this framework, it's
conceivable that someone could be epistemically wise (i.e. have the knowledge and
understanding that is constitutive of wisdom) without also loving wisdom, just as
someone can be a lover of wisdom but not yet be wise. This person would miss out
on the proper value of wisdom because their contemplative activity would not be
an activity of complete happiness. But, from an epistemic point of view, they should
nonetheless be described as wise, even if they are not virtuously wise, i.e. because
they lack the evaluative aspect of the virtue of wisdom (see also §6.2).

In this chapter, I argue for a stronger thesis according to which there is an
evaluative aspect of wisdom that cannot be separated from the epistemic. On this
view, theoretical wisdom is an evaluative epistemic state: in order to be
epistemically wise (i.e. to have the knowledge and understanding that is
constitutive of wisdom) it is necessary that the wise person evaluates the objects of
theoretical wisdom as good. Otherwise put: to fail to evaluate the objects of
theoretical wisdom as good is an epistemic failure, such that if someone knows a

proper object of theoretical wisdom, x, but fails to evaluate x as good, then they
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should not be said to be theoretically wise in respect of x — there is more for them to
know about x, i.e. its goodness.

There is prima facie textual motivation for pursing this line of interpretation.
As previously argued (§5.4.4), Aristotle describes the theoretically wise person as
characteristically being a lover of wisdom. The present chapter thus offers a way to
understand this thought: theoretical wisdom is an evaluative epistemic state, such
that someone who knows the proper objects of wisdom but fails to evaluate them as
good is not even epistemically wise — there is more for them to know. The
theoretically wise person is necessarily a lover of wisdom, then, in so far as the
theoretically wise person necessarily evaluates the objects of wisdom as good. This,
in turn, provides us with further philosophical motivation to understand theoretical
wisdom as an epistemic virtue: because theoretical wisdom is an evaluative
epistemic state, there is an evaluative aspect of wisdom that is part of the epistemic
state itself (rather than appended to it as an additional evaluative or motivational
component, as theoretical wisdom is treated in Chapter 6). As a consequence, it's
not possible to wholly distinguish between someone who has the virtue of wisdom
(i.e. who manifests both the epistemic and the evaluative aspects of wisdom) and
someone who is merely epistemically wise, because there is an evaluative aspect of
theoretical wisdom that is a necessary part of having the knowledge and
understanding that is constitutive of wisdom.

I first turn to Aristotle’s account of co@ta in Nicomachean Ethics 6.7 (§7.2). 1
argue that Aristotle ultimately argues for his peculiarly theoretical account of copia
on the basis of the Good Objects Principle, according to which value is imparted on
a body of knowledge by its proper objects. Aristotle thus claims that theoretical
wisdom is the best epistemic state in virtue of its being concerned with the best
objects. I then offer an account of theoretical wisdom as an evaluative epistemic
state in order to explicate the Good Objects Principle (§7.3): value is imparted on
theoretical wisdom by its proper objects because (i) its proper objects are genuine
instances of goodness and (ii) to know them (in the fullest sense) demands
evaluating them as genuine instances of goodness. This adds to the sense in which

the theoretically wise person grasps theoretical truth most of all or well: the
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theoretically wise person grasps and so appreciates the goodness of the proper
objects of theoretical wisdom. Theoretical wisdom thus derives value from the fact

that one must evaluate its objects as good in order to know them well.

7.2.Zo@ia and the Good Objects Principle in Nicomachean Ethics 6.7

In this section, I argue for the following claims about Aristotle’s account of co@ia in

Nicomachean Ethics 6.7:

(1) Aristotle works with the assumption that cogia is the best epistemic state;

(2) Aristotle argues that copia should be identified with theoretical wisdom, as
opposed to practical wisdom or political science;

(3) Aristotle employs and ultimately relies upon the Good Objects Principle in
support of (2), according to which value is imparted on a body of knowledge
by its proper objects, such that its proper objects are a source of value for
that knowledge. Consequently, theoretical wisdom is the best epistemic state

in virtue of its proper objects.

(1) expresses the uncontroversial assumption that cogia is, in some sense, the best
epistemic state. In this sense, co@ia acts as a placeholder for the epistemic state that
is superlatively valuable. (2) is controversial because it makes claims about the
content of co@la, i.e. that theoretical wisdom is the best epistemic state. Aristotle’s
arguments in the Nicomachean Ethics show that he was aware that both practical
wisdom and political science are candidates for the best epistemic state, in part
because they are concerned with the practicable human good. Aristotle must
therefore offer a strong case for identifying cogia with theoretical wisdom (which,

on Aristotle’s view, in no way considers the practicable human good).?? (3) is

22 T leave co@ila untranslated because of the controversial nature of (2): Aristotle
certainly considered co@ia to be theoretical, but to translate it as such throughout
Nicomachean Ethics 6 would be to presuppose that cogia is theoretical. This is
something that Aristotle must argue for.
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Aristotle’s ultimate defence of the superiority of theoretical wisdom: the proper
objects of theoretical wisdom are most estimable and divine, hence theoretical
wisdom is the most estimable and divine (and thus best) epistemic state. In §7.3, I
provide an account of theoretical wisdom as an evaluative epistemic state in order
to explicate the sense in which value is imparted on a body of knowledge by its

proper objects, such that (3) does in fact support (2).

7.2.1.  Theoretical wisdom versus practical wisdom and political science

The text of Nicomachean Ethics 6.7 can be divided into seven sections:

[1] Argument that co@ia is the most exact body of knowledge (1141a9-17);
[2] First characterisation of cogia (1141a17-20);

[3] Best Objects Argument (1141a20-22);

[4] Plurality Arguments (1141a22-b2);

[5] Second characterisation of co@ia (1141b2-3);

[6] Account of Thales and Anaxagoras as characteristic ot cogot (1141bb3-8);

[7] Further characterisation of poovnoig (1141b8-23).

In [2], Aristotle characterises cogiax as a body of demonstrative knowledge

concerned with the most estimable objects:2¢3

T7.1 Consequently, the copdc man must not only know the things [that are
demonstrated] from the first principles, but he must also grasp the truth
concerning the first principles. Therefore, copiax will be intellect and
[demonstrative] knowledge — knowledge having a head, so to speak, of the
most estimable things. (EN 6.7: 1141a17-20)

263 In the following, I use “demonstrative knowledge” to refer to the combination of
éruotun and vovg, ie. knowledge of demonstrations accompanied by a non-
demonstrative grasp of the first principles of those demonstrations.
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del QA TOV 0OQPOV HT) HOVOV T& €K TWV AOXWV eldéval, AAAX kal TteQl TAg
aoxas aAnOevewv. @ot' €l &v 1) co@lx VOUG KAl ETUOTIUN, WOTEQ
KEPAAT|V £xovoa €MOTIHUN TV TIWTATWV.

Sixteen lines later (section [5]), Aristotle adds that:

T7.2 From what has been said, then, it is clear that cogia is both [demonstrative]
knowledge and intellect of things most estimable by nature. (EN 6.7: 1141b2-
3)

i O1) TV elpnuévay dNAov OtL 1] copia 0Tl Kal €MOTH N KAl VOUG TV
TIHWTATWY TI) QUOEL.

Aristotle thus characterises cogla as distinctly theoretical, in a number of senses: (i)
it is a demonstrative body of knowledge and therefore concerned with truths that
are both necessary and eternal (6.3: 1139b19-24, 31-32, 6.6: 1140b31-1141a1l); (ii) it is
concerned with things that are most estimable by nature, e.g. ‘the beings from
which the universe is composed’ (6.7: 1141b1-2);?% (iii) it isn’t concerned with the
practicable human good (6.7: 1141b3-5, 9-12). Indeed, Aristotle reports that both
Thales and Anaxagoras are thought to be copodc and that ‘what they know is said to
be extraordinary, wondrous, difficult, and blessed, but useless — because it is not
human goods that they seek’ (6.7: 1141b6-8).265

Between T7.1 and T7.2, Aristotle provides two arguments to the effect that
oo@la is not the same as either practical wisdom (¢@edvnoig) or political science (1)
rtoArtucn)). In the first case (section [3]), he argues that neither practical wisdom nor
political science could be the most excellent (omovdaiotatov) intellectual state
because both are concerned with humans. Given that humans are not the best
(&olotov) thing in the universe, Aristotle claims that it would be strange to think

that either practical wisdom or political science is the most excellent intellectual

264 €€ WV O KOOHOG OLVEOTIKEV
25 meQurtax pEvV Kol Oavpaota kal xaAema kol dalpdvia eldévatr avtovg @aoty,

axonota d', 0L oL tx avOpwniva ayaba Cnrovotv.
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state. Call this the Best Objects Argument.? In the second case (section [4]), Aristotle
argues that cogia is the same for everyone, whereas practical wisdom is different
for each kind of creature because the good and the beneficial is different for each
type of creature, e.g. to be practically wise qua human is different from being
practically wise qua chimpanzee. Xo@ia and practical wisdom cannot be identical,
then, because the former is one and the latter a plurality. Aristotle also mounts an
analogous argument in the case of political science. Call these the Plurality
Arguments.2¢

Both the Best Objects and Plurality arguments make clear that a central
concern of Nicomachean Ethics 6.7 is not only to assert that cogia is distinctly
theoretical, but also to deny that cogia should be identified with either practical
wisdom or political science.?® And we should expect Aristotle to provide
substantial argument in favour of this claim. Aristotle works with the relatively
uncontroversial assumption that, whatever co@ia is, it is the best intellectual state.
But all manner of different types of people were contenders for being cogdg,
including political actors, poets, orators, craftspeople, so-called sophists, and
philosophers, amongst others. Lists of the so-called seven wise men (if we are to
take them seriously) nearly exclusively include men known for their political
acumen.’® Indeed, an opponent of Aristotle’s might well argue that copia should
be identified with practical wisdom precisely because practical wisdom is
concerned with the practicable human good. On this view, practical wisdom is the
best epistemic state (and so deserving of the title of co@ia) because it is the most
valuable epistemic state for us to achieve. What’s so good, they might ask, about
being theoretically wise when theoretical wisdom isn’t concerned with practicable
human goods? Call this challenger the Proponent of Practical Wisdom. In what

follows, I use the Proponent’s challenge to show that Aristotle ultimately relies on

266 Cf, Met 1.2: 983a4-11.
267 Cf. Met 1.2: 982a8-10, 21-23.
268 See also Richardson Lear 2004: 108-115.

269 E.g. Plato Protagoras: 342e-343b, Diogenes Laertius Lives of Eminent Philosophers:
1.13.1-5.
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the Best Objects Argument to explain why the best epistemic state is theoretical
wisdom, such that theoretical wisdom should be identified with cogia. On this
view, only the Best Objects Argument is sufficient to account for the superlative
value of theoretical wisdom because it is the only consideration (at least presented
by Aristotle) that isolates the source of theoretical wisdom’s value, i.e. its good

objects.

7.2.2.  The insufficiency of exactitude

In addition to the Best Objects and Plurality arguments, Aristotle initially argues for
his characterisation of cogix in T7.1 on the grounds that cogia is the most exact
body of knowledge.?”® At the beginning of Nicomachean Ethics 6.7, Aristotle observes
that wisdom in the crafts is ascribed to its most exact practitioners (toig
axppeotartolg). For example, Aristotle describes Phidias as a wise stonemason (the
master-sculptor famed for the statues of Athena in the Parthenon and on the
Acropolis, 1141a9-11). Aristotle notes, however, that in all such cases “cogia”
simply refers to the virtue of that craft. Whilst exactitude might be a sign of co@iq,
then, wisdom is not properly ascribed to those who are merely co@dc with respect
to a particular field. Indeed, cogia is most properly applied to those who are wise
in general or according to the whole (6Awg) (1141al11-14).>! From this, Aristotle
concludes (wote) that copia must be the most exact body of knowledge
(dxoBeotatn twv emotnuwy, 1141a16-17). This being established, Aristotle makes
his claim that cogia is a demonstrative body of knowledge of the most estimable
things (T7.1).

But relying on exactitude is insufficient for Aristotle’s claims about the
nature of cogia, and for two reasons. In the first case, it's unclear whether
exactitude ensures that theoretical wisdom is, as Aristotle claims, a demonstrative

body of knowledge of the most estimable objects, e.g. the beings from which the

270 See also Met 1.1: 981a28-b6.
271 Cf. EN 6.5: 1140a27-28 and Richardson Lear 2004: 109.

242



universe is composed. Elsewhere Aristotle gives a number of different criteria for

relative exactitude.?”? Three are presented in Posterior Analytics 1.27:

T7.3 One body of knowledge is more exact than and prior to another body of
knowledge [if] [i] it is of both the fact and the reason why, and not the fact
separately from the reason why, [ii] it is not according to an underlying
subject [and] the other is according to an underlying subject, e.g. arithmetic
[is more exact than] harmonics, or [iii] it is from fewer [items] [and] the
other is from [something] additional, e.g. arithmetic [is more exact than]
geometry. And by “from [something] additional” I mean, e.g. “a unit is a
substance without position” and “a point is a substance with position”; the
latter is from [something] additional. (APo 1.27: 87a31-37)

AxQpeotéoa ' EmMoTAUN €MOTIUNG Kal TEOTEQA 1] Te TOL OTL Kol dLdTL 1
avT), AAAX P1) XwELS TOL OTL TG TOL dLOTL, Kal 1] un kKaB' TToKeEVOL TG
KaO' UTTOKEEVOD, 0OV AQLOUNTIKT] AQUOVIKNG, KAl 1) €€ EAATTOVWV TG €K
neocOéoews, olov yewpetolag aolOuntikn. Aéyw d' ¢k mpoobéoews, olov
pHovag ovoia &Betog, otryur) 0¢ ovoia Betog: TavTV €k OO ETEwWC.

Elsewhere, Aristotle also suggests that one body of knowledge is less exact than
another [iv] if its objects hold only for the most part (EN 1.3: 1094b11-27).273 Let’s
suppose with Aristotle that the fact that copla is the most exact body of knowledge
is sufficient to show that copiax must be a demonstrative body of knowledge, e.g.
because demonstrative bodies of knowledge are typically concerned with the fact as
well as the reason why.?* Nonetheless, it's not clear that the most exact body of
demonstrative knowledge will be concerned with the most estimable objects, e.g.
the beings from which the universe is composed. This is because it’s not clear that
demonstrative knowledge of such beings would be more exact than, say,
demonstrative mathematical knowledge. Indeed, as many of Aristotle’s examples in
T7.3 suggest, some branches of mathematics could well turn out to be the most

exact body of knowledge. As Aristotle conceives of them, mathematical sciences

272 See also Barnes 1994: 189, Lesher 2010.

273 Cf. APo 1.24: 86al16-17: one demonstration is less exact than another if it is further
from first principles. Since this criterion compares the exactitude of demonstrations
rather than bodies of knowledge, I do not list it above.

274 See also Richardson Lear 2004: 109-112.
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deal in explanations (APo 1.13: 78b39-79al13), thus meeting criteria (i); are more
exact because they do not involve matter (Met 2.3: 995a15-16), thus meeting criteria
(ii); and certainly are not concerned with what holds for the most part, thus meeting
criteria (iv).?”> Perhaps a sign of this is that, when Aristotle distinguishes in the
Metaphysics between three types of theoretical knowledge (natural, mathematical,
and theological), he claims that theological knowledge is best because it is
concerned with the most estimable objects and ‘each [body of knowledge] is said to
be better or worse according to its proper object of knowledge” (Met 11.7: 1064b1-6,
cf. 6.1: 1026a8-32).2° I'll return to this passage below. For now, note that Aristotle
does not here draw upon the greater exactitude of theological theoretical
knowledge to show its superiority to mathematical theoretical knowledge, but
rather defers to the goodness of its objects. This might be because Aristotle didn’t
consider theological theoretical knowledge to exceed mathematical theoretical
knowledge with respect to exactitude. Given this, we should be wary of the thought

that Aristotle intends to defend his account of cogia in the Nicomachean Ethics 6.7

25 How does mathematics fare in relation to [iii]? This is hard to judge. On the one
hand, Aristotle is explicit in Metaphysics 1.2 that he considers his version of cogia to be
the most exact body of knowledge on the grounds that it is concerned most of all with
the first things (t&x mowta), citing principle [iii]: knowledge that proceeds from fewer
posits is more exact, e.g. arithmetic is more exact than geometry (982a25-28). Perhaps,
then, Aristotle’s thought is that cogia, understood as the science of first causes and first
principles, will depend upon fewer posits, e.g. in the sense that the natural philosopher
must posit the existence of sublunary matter, whereas the first philosopher need not —
their study is of being qua being such that there are no further posits to be made. It's not
clear, however, why this should favour theology over mathematics: does mathematics
depend upon the posits of being? What's more, as Barnes notes, mpoo0eoic is the
opposite of abstraction (&@aioeoig) (Barnes 1994: 190). Perhaps, then, knowledge of the
first things is knowledge at a greater level of abstraction. Again, however, it's unclear
whether mathematics wouldn’t nonetheless be superlatively abstract and so most exact
(Met 13.3: 1078a9 ff.). Taking this point further would require a more careful study both
of Aristotle’s notion of mpdo0Oeoic and his philosophy of mathematics, e.g. as presented
in Metaphysics 13. I won’t go down this path; even if Aristotle’s criteria for exactitude do
determine that cogia could only be demonstrative knowledge of the most estimable
things, relying upon exactitude is insufficient as a response to the Proponent of Practical
Wisdom (see below).

76 [...] PeAtioov 0¢ Kal XelpwVv kAot AéyeTal KAt TO OIKELOV E€MOTNTOV.
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by resting too heavily on the thought that cogia is the most exact body of
knowledge.

A second reason to be sceptical concerns the value of exactitude. It might be
true that acquiring the most exact body of knowledge is an extremely demanding
intellectual accomplishment, but it's not clear what’s good about this. Suppose, for
instance, that practical wisdom is indeed less exact (in Aristotle’s sense) than
Aristotle’s brand of theoretical wisdom in Nicomachean Ethics 6.7. Suppose also that
acquiring more exact knowledge is indeed more demanding than acquiring less
exact knowledge, such that acquiring theoretical wisdom is more of an intellectual
accomplishment than practical wisdom.?” The Proponent of Practical Wisdom
might agree with all of this, but nonetheless deny that the most exact knowledge is
best, because exactitude isn’t a source of value. For example, if someone were to
come to know the number of pebbles on Brighton beach to the nearest 100 pebbles,
this would certainly be a demanding intellectual accomplishment in virtue of its
exactitude (and, indeed, the more exact the more demanding). But such knowledge
may nonetheless be trivial.””® Indeed, this knowledge is plausibly less valuable than
knowledge that is less demanding qua exactitude but has a direct bearing on what’s
good for us as humans, i.e. practical wisdom. Of course, knowledge of the number
of pebbles on Brighton beach isn’t exact in Aristotle’s sense, but the example is
nonetheless instructive: the Proponent of Practical Wisdom who thinks that
knowledge of the human good is the most valuable type of knowledge may insist
that practical wisdom should be given the honorific title of copia (i.e. the best

epistemic state) in spite of its being less exact (in Aristotle’s sense).?7°280

277 This isn’t obvious, but Aristotle certainly thought that his brand of theoretical
wisdom is the hardest to acquire (EN 6.7: 1141b6-7, Met 1.2: 982a10-12, 23-25).

278 Cf. Sosa 2003: 156.
29 T am thus in disagreement with Richardson Lear’s claim that theoretical wisdom

deserves the title of cogia because it is an “intellectual accomplishment’ (Richardson
Lear 2004: 111, cf. 113-114).

280 A challenge along similar lines is mounted by Isocrates in the Antidosis (261-269).
Isocrates argues that philosophical study and subjects such as geometry and arithmetic
are at best valuable as a training for the mind: they make us both willing and able to

tackle difficult and more serious intellectual problems. On this account, theoretical
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7.2.3.  The Good Objects Principle

This is not to suggest that Aristotle didn’t consider exactitude to be of epistemic
value, but rather that Aristotle’s claims about exactitude won’t suffice for the
thought that theoretical wisdom is the best epistemic state. Fortunately, however,
Aristotle elsewhere makes clear that exactitude is not the only measure of the value
of a body of knowledge. Take, for example, Aristotle’s comments at the beginning

of the De Anima:

T7.4 We suppose that cognition is among the fine and estimable things, but one is
more so than another either according to its exactitude or having both better
and more marvellous objects, [and] because of both of these it would be
reasonable to place inquiry into the soul in first-place. And it also seems that
knowledge of this contributes greatly towards the whole truth, and most of
all towards [truth] in respect of nature; for, [the soul] is a sort of first
principle of animals. (DA 1.1: 402a1-7)%!

Tov kaAwv kal Tipiwv v eldnow vmoAappBavovtes, paAdov d' étépav
&téoag M xat' dxgifelav 1 1@ PeATiOvwv te kal Bavpaowtéowy etvat, ot
ApPOTEQ TALTA TNV TEQL TNG YUXTS loToplav €VAOYWS AV €V TEWTOLS
t0einuev. doket d¢ kal MEOg AANOexry dmaoav 1) YVOIS aUTG HeYAAx
ovuBaAAecOal, pAALOTA 0& MEOS TV @ULOLV: £€0TL YAQ OOV AQXN TWV
Cowv.

study is instrumentally valuable towards other practically oriented forms of knowledge:
‘subjects of greater excellence and more worth’” (ta omovdaLOTEQA KXl TMAéovOg A&l
Twv moayudtwv, 265, cf. 267). Notably, Isocrates characterises geometry and
astronomy as exact (264). As such, Isocrates is an opponent who is able to accommodate
Aristotle’s thought that exactitude is of epistemic value, but along different lines: exact
knowledge is useful because exactitude is a transferable skill. If so, the value of
philosophical knowledge such as theoretical wisdom will be subordinated to the worth
of other types of knowledge, where exactitude comes in useful. Notably, Aristotle was
well aware of such challenges and portrays Isocrates making similar complaints in the
Protrepticus (Ross fr. 3, 5).

281 Translation following Shields 2016.
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We may extend Aristotle’s thought to bodies of knowledge: one body of knowledge
(E1) is finer and more estimable than another (E:), if either (i) E1 exceeds E: in
exactitude or (ii) E1 has both better and more marvellous objects than E:. Notably,
Aristotle’s disjunctive formulation in T7.4 allows for the possibility that Ez is more
exact than Ei, but that E1 nonetheless exceeds E:in value because Ei1 has better and
more wondrous objects (in a manner that outweighs the value of the greater
exactitude of Ez). For example, Aristotle might claim that knowledge of the soul is
more estimable than geometry, even though geometry is more exact than
knowledge of the soul, because the soul is a better and more marvellous object of
knowledge (in a manner that outweighs the value of geometry’s exactitude).

Aristotle appears to deploy just this thought in Nicomachean Ethics 6.7. In
section [1], Aristotle initially argues that cogla is the most exact body of knowledge
(1141a9-17). From this, Aristotle infers (det) that the cogdc person must know both
demonstrations and the first principles of demonstrations (1141a17-18), before
concluding (®bote) not only that copia is a demonstrative body of knowledge, but
also that it is a demonstrative body of knowledge of the most estimable things
(1141a18-20, section [2]). Why this addition? A likely explanation is that Aristotle
doesn’t think that the exactitude of a body of knowledge is sufficient for it to be the
best epistemic state. Consequently, Aristotle argues that cogia is not only
demonstrative (and so most exact) but also has the best objects, and then supports
this addition with the Best Objects Argument (section [3]).252

In so doing, Aristotle relies upon the principle that value is imparted on a
body of knowledge by its proper objects being better or more marvellous. Indeed,

this is a principle that Aristotle also commits to in Metaphysics 11.7:

T7.5 It is clear, therefore, that there are three kinds of theoretical knowledge:
natural, mathematical, and theological. And so, the best is the theoretical
kind, and of these themselves the last named; for, it is concerned with the

282 Similarly, Aristotle’s theoretical account of co@ia in Metaphysics 1.2 does not merely
depend upon the exactitude of theoretical wisdom (982a4-b10). Perhaps notably,
Aristotle is also explicit that exactitude isn’t to everyone’s taste (Met 2.3: 995a8-12).
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most estimable of beings, and each [knowledge] is said to be better and
worse according to its proper knowable object. (Met 11.7: 1064b1-6)

dnAov totvuv 61t ol Yévn TV OewEnTikWV EMOTNUWV £0TL QUOIKN,
paOnuatikr), OeoAoywkn. BéATIOTOV HEV OOV TO TV BewonTik@V YEVOog,
TOUTWV O ATV 1) TeAevtaia AexOeloa- mMeQL TO TIHULWTATOV YAQ €0TL TWV
OVTwWYV, BeATiwV d¢ Kal XEEWV EKAOTN AéYETAL KATX TO OIKELOV €TLOTNTOV.

Aristotle makes clear that the esteem or value of a type or body knowledge is in
accordance with the esteem or value of its proper objects. We may suppose, then,
that value is imparted on a type or body of knowledge by its proper objects, such
that the proper objects of a body of knowledge are a source of value for that
knowledge. Call this the Good Objects Principle.?®® Admit