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Abstract

Aristotle lists six different hexeis (stable states of the soul) in Nicomachean Ethics Book
VII. The three to be avoided are akrasia (lack of self-control), vice, and beastliness. Their
mirrors, the three to be praised, are enkrateia (self-control), virtue, and superhuman
virtue. While the beastial and superhumanly virtuous fall out of discussion, the other four
remain a focus for most of Book VII. Aristotle thinks that he has described four reliable
ways in which people act always or hés epi to polu (for the most part). However, | argue
that he has only given us enough information to delineate three hexeis. On my
interpretation, the akratés (person lacking self-control) and the enkratés (self-controlled
person) are the same kind of person, they differ only in degree. They exist on a spectrum,

while the other two hexeis are distinct kinds of people.

While this is hardly the received view, | am convinced that it is consistent with the
text. By his own lights, Aristotle does not have a description of the akratés as differing
from the enkratés making a mistake. Therefore, | want to group them together, rather than
draw a bright line between them. First, the mistake of the akratés is very narrow. She
does not know, or knows only in the way the drunk person knows, the conclusion to the
good practical syllogism. Second, akrasia is only about an excess of the bodily pleasures
associated with food and sex. Aristotle lists eleven other areas where her behavior is
undetermined. Third, the akratés and enkratés lack the psychological unity that | argue
the virtuous and vicious each possess. Therefore, | conclude that the akratés and
enkratés are the same kind of person. The upshot of my view is that, because it focuses

on the positives rather than the negatives, it exhorts us to be better people.
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Introduction

After a lengthy discussion of virtue, Aristotle dedicates most of Book VII of
the Nicomachean Ethics not to vice or enkrateia (self-control), but to akrasia (lack of self-
control). What is interesting about the focus on the akratés (person lacking self-control)
is that she, unlike the other three agents Aristotle mentions most often, the virtuous,
the enkratés (self-controlled person), and the vicious, is defined by her failings rather than
what she does always or hés epi to polu (for the most part). In examining Book VII to see
what is so special about akrasia that it warrants such detailed attention, | have discovered
a problem with Aristotle’s account, one not discussed in the secondary literature. He does
not, by his own lights, have a description of the akratés that is distinct from that of
the enkratés who makes a mistake. | will argue that the akratés and enkratés are the
same kind of person, they differ only in degree. Certainly, there could be chronically
akratic people. However, there is nothing that Aristotle says that makes it the default view.
My interpretation fits with what Aristotle says and makes sense of how it is that we heal

morally bad character.

At the opening of NE VII, Aristotle states that he will make a fresh start and discuss
the states of character that ought to be avoided. They are akrasia, vice, and beastliness.
Their mirrors, enkrateia, virtue, and superhuman virtue, are the praiseworthy states of

character. The following quote is from where the canonical division is drawn:

| leave akrasia and its cognates untranslated throughout. | reject translations such as ‘weakness of will.’
The best English translation is ‘lack of self-control’ because, as David Pears puts it, the “literal meaning of
the Greek word is ‘lack of strength or power’, but since the un-negated root is the ordinary word for victory
or domination, the implication is that what is lacking is power or control over something else” (Motivated
Irrationality, 23).



For the enkratés and the temperate person are both the sort to do nothing against
reason because of bodily pleasures, but the enkratés has bad appetites, whereas
the temperate person has none. The temperate person is the sort to take no
pleasure against reason, but the enkratés is the sort to take pleasure in such things
but not to be led by them. Similar too are the akratés and the intemperate person,
though they are different, they both pursue bodily sources of pleasure. But the
intemperate person also thinks it is right, while the akratés does not (NE 1151b35-

1152a6).2

This can be represented clearly in the following chart:

Knows what is right | Desires what is right | Does what is right
Virtue Yes Yes Yes
Enkrateia Yes No Yes
Akrasia Yes No No
Vice No No No

For example, the virtuous person knows that grapefruit is good to have for breakfast,
desires grapefruit, and eats grapefruit. The enkratés knows that grapefruit is good to have

for breakfast, desires cake, and eats grapefruit. The akratés knows that grapefruit is good

2 8 1 YA EYKPATAC 0I0¢ PNdEV TTapd TOV AGyov Bitt TAG CWUATIKAS ASOVAC TTOIEIV Kai & cW@pwyY, AN’ 6 pév
Exwv 0 & oUK Exwv GavAag émbupiac, Kai O pév To100To¢ 0i0¢ i) FdeaBal TTapd TOV Adyov, 6 &' oiog fdeadal
AAAG U GyeaBail. Guoiol ¢ kai & AKPaATNS Kai O AKOAACTOG, ETEPOI PEV OVTEG, AU@OTEPOI OE T CWUATIKA MOEa
dlwkoualv, GAN" & Pév kai oiduevog Oeiv, 6 &’ ouk oiduevog. For all translations to follow, unless otherwise
noted, | have consulted the Loeb editions for the Greek text.
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to have for breakfast, desires cake, and eats cake. The vicious person mistakenly thinks

that cake is good to have for breakfast, desires cake, and eats cake.

Ordinarily, scholars wish to draw a bright line between enkrateia and akrasia,
placing the virtuous and the enkratés in one group and the akratés and the vicious in
another group. They do this because they put too much emphasis on the action done and
not enough emphasis on the state of the soul doing it. However, | argue that we should
draw two bright lines, one between virtue and enkrateia and one between akrasia and
vice. The virtuous and vicious are each their own kind of agent. However, the enkratés
and akratés are the same kind, they differ only in degree. So, instead of describing four
different hexeis (stable states of the soul), | believe Aristotle has only given us enough

information to distinguish three.

Itis important to understand the people who occupy this in-between state, because

that is where most of us fall:

The person who is prone to be overcome by pleasures is the akratés, the one who
overcomes it is the enkratés. The one overcome by pains is soft; and the one who
overcomes them is endurant. The hexis of most people is in between, though

indeed they may incline more towards the worse ones (NE 1150a13-16).3

3 100TWV &’ O piv TreEPi RBOVAG AKPATNC 0 & £yKPATNG, O OE TTEPi AUTTAG HOAAKOG O O KOPTEPIKOG. METACU &’ 1
TGV TTAEioTWY ECIC, KAV €i pETTouat uyaAAov TTPOC TAG XEIPOUG.
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Akrasia and enkrateia are about what exceeds the hexis of most people; the latter
stands fast more than most people are capable of doing, the former less (NE

1152a25-27).4

A truly virtuous or truly vicious person is hard to come by. But enkratéis and akratéis are

in abundance.

The akratés and the enkratés are the same kind of person because the akratés
only makes a very specific mistake in a very specific aspect of her life. Her mistake is that
she does not know or knows only in the way the drunk person knows the conclusion to
the good practical syllogism. The good practical syllogism is the one that the virtuous

person follows. For example:
1. One should have a healthy breakfast to start the day.
2. Grapefruit is a healthy breakfast.
3. | should have grapefruit. [1,2]

The akratés has both premises but either lacks or has in a weakened sense the

conclusion.

To know in the way that the drunk person knows is to be stuck at Second
Potentiality/First Actuality with respect to that knowledge. There are three stages of

potentiality and actuality for Aristotle. For example:

First Potentiality: Not knowing philosophy/mathematics/physics/etc.

4 €om & Akpaoia Kai éykparteia Tepi 1O UTTEPRAAOV TAG TOWV TTOAAGV EEEWC” O PEV YaP EUpével HGAAOV O &
ATTOV TAG TV TTALIGTWY SUVAUEWC.



Second Potentiality/First Actuality: Knowing philosophy/mathematics/physics/etc.

Second Actuality: Doing philosophy/mathematics/physics/etc.

Before taking a class, we are potential knowers. We have the capacity to receive
knowledge. Once we have taken a class, we become actual knowers, in a sense. We
have received some knowledge. We are at the highest level of actuality when we actualize
our knowledge, e.g., during an exam. The akratés is stuck at the middle level. She knows
that cake is not a good breakfast, but cannot actualize this knowledge. It is locked away

for a temporary period of time.

The akratés does not make this mistake all of the time. She has trouble with the
same things that the intemperate person has trouble with, the tactile pleasures associated
with food and sex. In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle lists twelve areas of our lives
where we need to hit the mean. Pleasure is only one of them. In the other eleven areas,
the akratés could be doing just fine. Strictly speaking, akrasia and enkrateia are only
about pleasure. It is for this reason that the akratés is really the same kind of person as

the enkratés, they differ only in degree.

Moreover, the akratés and enkratés both lack a psychological unity that the
virtuous and vicious people each possess. The virtuous and vicious people each possess
an inner harmony where their reason accords with their desire. The enkratés and akratés
lack this because they do not desire what they know is good. For example, they both
know that cake is a bad breakfast. However, they both desire to have cake for breakfast.
The only difference is that the akratés usually gives in to her desire while the enkratés

usually manages to control herself and have grapefruit instead.



Now, there is nothing that Aristotle tells us that separates the enkratés making an
uncharacteristic mistake from the akratés. Therefore, | propose that the two exist on a
spectrum. One can be enkratic most of the time and slip up occasionally, what | will call
the intermittent akratés, or one could be chronically akratic. There is little difference
between someone who makes a mistake one time out of ten and one who makes a
mistake three times out of ten. Recall that the akratés is only making her mistake with
respect to the tactile pleasures associated with food and sex. So, she will not necessarily
be making mistakes nine times out of ten. There are eleven other areas in which her

behavior is undetermined.

| will begin by elucidating akrasia. In Chapter One, | argue that the akratés is best
understood by looking at the comparison Aristotle makes between her and the drunk. Like
the drunk, the akratés is stuck at Second Potentiality/First Actuality with respect to her
knowledge of what the right thing to do is, she is insincere in her utterances, she acts
voluntarily, and is responsible for getting herself into such a situation. Next, | explain how
narrow her mistake is. In Chapter Two, | argue that the only facet of her life that akrasia
affects is regarding the tactile pleasures associated with food and sex. Next, | give more
evidence for my claim that the enkratés and akratés differ only in degree. In Chapter
Three, | argue that the virtuous and the vicious are each unified in their own ways,
something that the enkratés and akratés lack. Having explained akrasia and the narrow
mistake of the akratés, | turn to the cure for akrasia. In Chapter Four, | argue that curing
akrasia with medicine and therapy, because it is a physiological condition, will show that
the akratés is identical to the enkratés in the time in between akratic episodes. Finally, |

defend my approach to use Aristotle’s system, rather than another ancient system. In



Chapter Five, | will argue that, while | have presented a specific interpretation of Aristotle,
| am not straying from the original text. | compare Aristotle’s system to that of Plato and

the Stoics to show that Aristotle’s is superior.



Chapter One: The Akratés and the Drunk

At NE 1147a14 Aristotle compares the akratés (person lacking self-control) to the
sleeping, mad, and drunk. Later, he compares the akratés to the student (NE 1147a21)
and the actor (NE 1147a24). | will argue that Aristotle makes these comparisons because
each of these classes of people fulfills at least two of the following conditions for being
like the akratés, who herself fulfills all four:®

ACTUALITY: While in this state, she is halted at First Actuality qua knower.
INSINCERITY: While in this state, she is insincere in her utterances.
RESPONSIBILITY: She is responsible for getting herself into this state.
VOLUNTARY: She acts voluntarily and is blamed for her wrongdoing.

Ranked below in order of how similar they are to the akratés are each of the comparisons
that Aristotle makes in NE VII1.3. | will first explain how the akratés exhibits each of these
behaviors. Next, | will explain how far each of the comparisons approximates the behavior

of the akratés. As the charts suggests, the drunk is the most like the akratés.

ACTUALITY INSINCERITY RESPONSIBILITY VOLUNTARY
Mad Yes Yes No No
Student No Yes No Yes
Asleep Yes Yes No No
Actor No Yes Yes Yes
Drunk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Akratés Yes Yes Yes Yes

5 Aristotle does not explicitly state these four conditions. This characterization is my own. However, he does
state things that commit him to believing that these four conditions obtain in the akratés.
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Understanding that the akratés is most like the drunk will be important for understanding
her particular epistemic failing, where she is said to know in the way that the drunk person
knows, and why, ultimately, she is the same kind of person as the enkratés (self-controlled
person). Just as the drunk has her moments of sobriety, the akratés has her moments of

enkrateia (self-control), which can be what she is like most of the time.

I. The Four Conditions

It will be useful in discovering what the akratés is like in her characteristic state to see
how she fulfills the four conditions | have outlined above. ACTUALITY examines what the
akratés knows to be true and whether she can actualize that knowledge. INSINCERITY
examines whether her utterances can be taken seriously. RESPONSIBILITY examines her
previous actions that have led up to her current ones. Finally, VOLUNTARY examines
whether she can be blamed for her current actions. Seeing how she fulfills these four
conditions will make clear what Aristotle says about her. At times, what he says can be
rather opaque. The comparisons he makes of the akratés to others are not very helpful
in isolation. My aim here is to make them more useful by giving the big picture of which |

argue they are a small part.

Actuality

ACTUALITY refers to someone being halted at Second Potentiality/First Actuality qua
knower. Aristotle posits three levels of potentiality/actuality that one can operate at with
respect to a given capacity. For example:

First Potentiality: not knowing philosophy/mathematics/physics/etc.

Second Potentiality/First Actuality: knowing philosophy/mathematics/physics/etc.




Second Actuality: doing philosophy/mathematics/physics/etc.

We operate at First Potentiality when we have not yet learned a science. Babies and
young children operate at First Potentiality with respect to most things. Once we have
mastered enough of a subject to be said to know the science, then we are operating at
Second Potentiality/First Actuality. This is the level that we most often operate at with
respect to knowledge. When we actively engage in work on the given subject, then we

are operating at Second Actuality.

To be halted at Second Potentiality/First Actuality qua knower is to know a given
fact but be unable to actualize this knowledge and thereby act upon it. For example, |
know that the pattern of a coral snake is red and black bands separated by smaller yellow
bands. It would be good to exercise this knowledge when | am in the forest and see a
snake that is red, black, and yellow. However, | might not do so, which means that | will
not retreat from the snake but go towards it. Aristotle thinks it would be strange (deinon)
for someone to be exercising knowledge of what the right thing to do is and yet act
contrary to that knowledge (NE 1146b36). So, such behavior only makes sense if | am

not attending to or acting on my knowledge.

The akratés fulfills ACTUALITY because she does not act on her knowledge. While
in her characteristic state, she has the relevant knowledge of what the right thing is to do
in her given situation, so she is not merely a potential knower, but cannot exercise this
knowledge because she is temporarily unable to move from First to Second Actuality.

Basically, she has knowledge of what the right thing to do is but cannot act on it.

10



And the akratés knows that [his actions] are bad, but acts on account of his
emotions (NE 1145b11-13).°
For example, the akratés knows that adultery is wrong, but, overcome by her desire, she
is unable to actualize this piece of knowledge and commits adultery. By definition, the
akratés knows that adultery is wrong, because she knows the universal premise of the
good practical syllogism.
Universal Premise: No one ought to commit adultery.
Particular Premise: Having a tryst with this person would constitute adultery.
Conclusion: So, | ought not to have a tryst with this person.
However, although she knows that she ought not to engage in a tryst with the person in
question, she does so anyway. This is the puzzle of the akratés: how can she knowingly

do wrong?

| argue that the akratés suffers from a temporary, physiological condition that
prevents her from moving from First to Second Actuality qua knower. | am not alone in
this. According to Hendrik Lorenz, the akratés suffers from a condition that renders her
“temporarily unable to employ whatever understanding she may have.”” Michael Pakaluk
refers to the akratés as being "affected with a ‘mind-altering’ bodily condition."® David
Bostock states that “the person is in such a physical state that, while in that state, they
cannot attend to the knowledge they may be yet said to have."® Martin Pickavé and

Jennifer Whiting characterize the akratés as “vulnerable to bodily disturbances... [making

6 kai 6 pév akpartng €idwg 6T padAa TTPATTEV ditt TTABOG.

7 Hendrik, Lorenz, “Aristotle’s Analysis of Akratic Action,” in The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics, ed. Ronald Polansky (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 256.

8 Michael Pakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: An Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), 242.

° David Bostock, Aristotle’s Ethics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 127.
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her] temporarily unable to actualize her knowledge in situations in which its use is called

for.”10

The akratés is like someone whose foot is asleep or whose mouth has been
numbed by the dentist. She has knowledge but is temporarily unable to exercise that
knowledge due to a physiological condition. If the dentist has numbed my upper lip, then
| cannot recite the tongue twister that | normally can. If my foot is asleep from sitting on
it, then | cannot perform the dance routine | have memorized. | am halted at Second
Potentiality/First Actuality because | am neither at First Potentiality nor Second Actuality.
Being at the former level would mean that | do not know the tongue twister or dance
routine. Being at the latter would mean that | am saying the tongue twister or performing
the dance routine. Because | know the tongue twister or dance routine yet cannot

actualize my knowledge, | am halted at Second Potentiality/First Actuality.

The akratés is like this too because she is unable to exercise her knowledge of the
universal premise of the good practical syllogism. If she knows that adultery is wrong and
that engaging in a tryst with the person before her would amount to adultery, then her
committing adultery can only be explained by the fact that she did not exercise her
knowledge in this situation. Her desire kept her from moving to Second Actuality. Yet, she
has the requisite knowledge that someone at First Potentiality does not. So, she is halted

at Second Potentiality/First Actuality, which means that she fulfills ACTUALITY.

Ronald D. Milo would argue that the akratés does not herself fulfill ACTUALITY,

because he believes that there is another level of potentiality at which the akratés

10 Pickavé, Martin and Jennifer Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics 7.3 on Akratic Ignorance,” Oxford Studies in
Ancient Philosophy XXXIV (Summer 2008): 356.
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operates. Milo argues that “between the potentiality of the student of the science and the
potentiality of the man who has or possesses the knowledge of the science lies another
type of potentiality. This occurs in the case of the man who possesses knowledge of a
science but who is asleep, mad, or drunk.”"" Here, the student of science is operating at
First Potentiality, because he is a potential knower of the science, but has not learned
anything, let alone mastered the science. The man who possesses knowledge of the
science is operating at Second Potentiality/First Actuality, when he is not attending to or
acting upon his knowledge. When appropriate, he can move to Second Actuality and
exercise his knowledge. This new level of potentiality is one where the man possesses
knowledge of the science but is unable to move to second actuality because he is asleep,

mad, or dunk.

What exactly is going on at this new level of potentiality? Milo draws a parallel
between a more experienced student of geometry and the akratés to explain. This student
knows that all triangles have interior angles equal to two right angles but does not
recognize the figure before her as a triangle. So, she does not know that its interior angles
equal two right angles. Similarly, the akratés knows that dry food is good for her but
doesn’t recognize the food before her as dry. As such, she cannot conclude that the food
before her is good for her.'? Both the student of geometry and the akratés know the
universal premises of the relevant syllogisms. On Milo’s view, what they are lacking is the
particular premise, and it is this gap in their knowledge that places them between First

and Second Potentiality.

" Ronald D. Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge and Weakness of Will, (The Hague: Mouton & Co.,
1966), 93.
2 Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge, 85.
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The student of geometry here is not a potential knower in the sense that we are all
potential knowers in virtue of having the capacity to learn things. Otherwise, she would
be operating merely at First Potentiality. Since she has begun learning geometry, she is
operating at Milo’s proposed Potentiality 1.5.'® She might know plenty of geometry and
be in a position to exercise her knowledge. But, as described, she does not know basic
things about the triangle before her. As such, she cannot be said to be operating at the
same level as someone who has mastered geometry, which would be either Second
Potentiality/First Actuality or Second Actuality. She is akin to the akratés, on Milo’s view,
because the akratés possesses knowledge, so cannot be operating at First Potentiality,
yet cannot draw the proper conclusion, and therefore cannot be operating at any other

level of actuality either.

Even if Milo’s Potentiality 1.5 solved the puzzle about how the akratés can be said
to know yet act against her knowledge, it does so only on pain of inconsistency with the
rest of Aristotle’s writings. Nowhere does Aristotle invoke anything like a third sort of
potentiality that Milo advocates. We move from First Potentiality to Second
Potentiality/First Actuality and on to Second Actuality in every category. The schema is
the same for house-building and philosophizing as it is for knowledge. While it is true that
knowledge and perception are often special cases when discussed by Aristotle, he is not
completely abandoning the way he has spoken of actuality and potentiality when he
claims that the akratés has knowledge in the same way that the drunk, mad, and asleep
do. Instead, he is depicting a specific way of operating at the level of Second

Potentiality/First Actuality. When Aristotle makes claims about perception and knowledge

3 This characterization of Milo’s proposed third potentiality as ‘Potentiality 1.5’ is my own.
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being exceptions it is not because new levels of potentiality or actuality are introduced.
Instead, it is because we skip over some of the levels. For example, we are all potential
knowers with respect things we do not yet know, even as babies, at the level of First
Potentiality, as we possess the capacity to learn a given science yet are not yet utilizing
it. However, with perception we all operate, barring a physical defect, at either Second
Potentiality/First Actuality or Second Actuality. As we do not choose to activate our
senses, we do not operate at the level of First Potentiality.'* We are always receiving
perceptible forms, even if we are not actively looking to do so. So, Aristotle does make
exceptions when discussing potentiality and actuality, but he does not do so by

introducing new levels, quite the opposite in fact.

There are a number of reasons that someone could be operating at Second
Potentiality/First Actuality qua knower. One case, as | have argued, is the akratés. As
Aristotle notes, other cases are when someone is asleep, mad, or drunk. However,
someone could also be currently operating at Second Actuality with respect to a different
piece of knowledge. Or, they could be fully capable of moving to Second Actuality yet
realize that the situation is not appropriate. My general point is that there are many ways
of operating at Second Potentiality/First Actuality and akrasia can be seen as one of these

without needing to amend Aristotle’s entire schema of potentiality/actuality.

Again, the akratés represents a special way of having and not exercising

knowledge. In the more general case of someone having and not exercising knowledge,

4] suppose that one could be operating at First Potentiality with respect to perception if she were in a
sensory deprivation tank or some similar situation. My point is not that Aristotle is correct in how he applies
the potentiality/actuality distinction in these special cases, only that what he does is actually very different
from what Milo proposes.
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the person is usually exercising some other piece of knowledge at that time. For example,
a dancer can know a routine but not activate that knowledge by performing the routine
simply because she is performing a different dance routine. She is able, at any time, to
stop and perform the other routine. What is also important about the condition of the
akratés is that it is the appropriate time to be exercising said knowledge, yet she cannot.
Most of us operate at Second Potentiality/First Actuality, qua knowers, most of the time
because we are usually not attending to and using everything that we know. Yet, if the
situation were appropriate, we could call upon a given piece of knowledge and exercise
it. During a eulogy is not the right time to perform a dance routine, but on stage during a
dance competition is. So, operating at Second Potentiality/First Actuality can be because
it is not the appropriate time to move to Second Actuality or because one is unable to

move to Second Actuality.

It is inconsistent to choose one specific way of operating at Second
Potentiality/First Actuality and claim that it is actually a sort of Potentiality 1.5 yet allow
that there are many other ways to operate at Second Potentiality/First Actuality. Either
there are many ways of operating at Second Potentiality/First Actuality or there are many
more than the three forms of potentiality that Milo recognizes. Milo’s confusion regarding
his Potentiality 1.5 leads him to conclude that “Aristotle is in error when he claims that
moral weakness necessarily involves some kind of ignorance,”’® which represents a
“serious defect in his account of the relationship between practical knowledge and

action.”’® Milo is mistaken about this. The akratés does suffer from an epistemic

'S Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge, 113.
'8 Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge, 113.
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deficiency where she temporarily knows only in one sense yet not in the full sense of the
word. Milo’s proposal of how to understand the akratés does not save Aristotle from his
alleged mistake but would put NE VI1.3 in tension with every other work in which Aristotle
employs his actuality/potentiality distinction. Since Milo is not convincing, the akratés can

still be said to fulfill ACTUALITY.
Insincerity

INSINCERITY refers to a speaker’s utterances not deserving to be taken seriously.!
Because an insincere speaker’s words are not a sign of knowledge, hearers discount the
utterances as hollow. The akratés fulfills INSINCERITY because when she utters knowledge

claims about herself, they are clearly deficient in some way.
Evidence for the akratés fulfilling INSINCERITY can be found twice in NE VII:

To say the words that come from knowledge is no sign [of having it]. For those in
the aforementioned states say the demonstrations and words of Empedocles (NE

1147a19-22)."8

Since the final proposition is an opinion about the perceptible, and has power over
action, this is what [the akratés] does not have when he is being affected. Or the

way he has it is not knowledge of it, but, saying the words (NE 1147b9-11).19

The akratéis utter many things about what they “know”. The point about the utterances of

the akratés “concerns only what we can infer from the utterances of those akrateis who

7 | mean this to be a stipulative definition of insincerity. No other one-word term seems to fit.

8 10 8¢ Aéyelv TOUG AOyoug ToUG GTTo TAG EMOTAUNG 0UBEV onueiov: Kai yap oi £v Toi¢ TTABEaI TOUTOIC BVTES
armodeitelc kai £11n Aéyouoitv EutredokAéoud.

19 ¢1mei &' ) TeAeuTaia TPATACIG 8GEA TE ioBNTOU Kai Kupia TV TTPAEEWY, TAUTNY <d&> f oUK £Xel £V T() TTOOE
v, i oUTwg Exel Wg oUK AV TO EXeIV ETTIoTacOaI A Aéyelv.
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‘utter the formulae that stem from knowledge.””?® They may well have knowledge, but

since they are not exercising it, we cannot infer that they do.

We know not to take the akratic dieter at his word when he says he knows that he
should not taste it, for he tastes it straightaway. J.O. Urmson writes, “perhaps the
overweight man, as he takes the éclair and bites into it, will say, ‘I should not be eating
this’; but, if he does, he will not fully realize the import of what he says.”?' He might know
full well that éclairs are best in moderation and not to be eaten by those trying to lose
weight. However, his behavior contradicts what he says. So, we question whether or not
he really does know. Some akratés are so impulsive, that they do not even take the time
to deliberate (NE 1150b25-28). These impetuous akratéis will not even know the
conclusion to the good practical syllogism. So, we are right to question their knowledge

claims. Therefore, both kind of akratéis fulfill INSINCERITY.
Responsibility

RESPONSIBILITY refers to an agent’s current actions being the result of something she did
to herself. For example, the prankster gets herself into trouble but someone who is
drugged against her will does not. The akratés is responsible for her actions because she

has habituated herself to act in this way.

Aristotle opens NE Book Il with a discussion of how the virtues of character come
about: neither by nature nor against it. The virtues not arising by nature means that we

are not born with the virtues, only with the ability to become virtuous. Unfortunately, this

20 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics VI1.3 on Akratic Ignorance,” 344-345.
21 J.0. Urmson, Atristotle’s Ethics, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell Ltd., 1988), 94.
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means that we are born with the ability to become less than virtuous as well. So, how is
character acquired? By habituation. Habituation does not mean to form a habit by
mindlessly engaging in a rote process. This issue is widely agreed upon by readers of

Aristotle,?? but Jennifer Welchman phrases it best.

While habits are tendencies to repeat the same act in the circumstances that
trigger the habit, our dispositions are tendencies to respond with the same
concerns or interests in circumstances that provide that disposition an outlet. So,
for example, if | am a generous person, coming upon people in need doesn’t trigger
performance of the same action over and over again. Rather, if | am a generous
person recognizing people in need prompts my generous nature to look for
appropriate outlets for action, although which particular act | will be disposed to

perform may never be the same twice.?®

This training to be virtuous takes the same shape as training to develop a techné (NE
1103b1-2). An artist need not ever play the same song more than once, or paint the same
scene more than once, or sing the same song more than once in order to have habituated

herself to her current behavior. She need only respond to similar stimuli in the same way.

Habituation is not only how good character is formed, but bad as well. For Aristotle,
bad actions beget bad character. The bad person has herself to blame.?* It is not that we

are born disposed to become lazy or unjust. Instead, having repeatedly acted lazily or

22 See Annas (2003).

23 Jennifer Welchman, The Practice of Virtue: Classical and Contemporary Readings in Virtue Ethics
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc., 2006), xx.

24 Of course, her parents, caregivers, and role models are partly to blame as well. Our character is, up to a
certain point, up to us.
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unjustly we begin to form a disposition to act that way on most occasions. The akratés is

like this.

But they themselves are responsible for becoming like this by living carelessly, just
as they are responsible for being unjust by being undisciplined, doing wrong by
spending time drinking. For each activity produces the corresponding character

(NE 1114a5-8).25

She was not born akratic. Instead, she has repeatedly engaged in akratic action so often

that it has become second nature to her.
Voluntary

VOLUNTARY refers to an agent’s action being under her control. If an action is voluntary,
then we can be praised or blamed for it. However, involuntary actions receive neither

praise nor blame because we are not the originator of them.

According to Aristotle, an action is involuntary only if it is done due to force or
ignorance (NE 1110a1).?6 Being forced does not mean forced in the way Sophie was
forced to make a choice regarding which one of her children would live. Instead, Aristotle
“is referring to actual physical force exerted on the person in question, whether it be
applied by men or nature, not such things as pressure of circumstances.”?” Indeed,
Aristotle states several times in NE IlI.1 that an agent who is forced contributes nothing.

For example, if the car behind me slams into me so hard that | hit the car in front of me,

25 &GA\G ToU Tol0UTOUG YeVESBal alToi aiTiol, JWVTEC AveIuEVwG, Kai ToU5 &dikoug i AKOAAGTOUC Eival, of PEv
KakoupyoOvTeg, oi & év TTOTOIG Kai TOIC ToIoUTOIC DIAYOVTEG ai yap Trepl EKaaTa Evépyelal ToIoUTOUG
1010001V,

26 5okel O dkoUoia gival T& Bia A dI° dyvolav yivéueva.

27 Urmson, Aristotle's Ethics, 43.
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then | have not acted voluntarily. Likewise, if a tornado makes my car crash into a house.
In both these circumstances something beyond my control has forced me to act contrary

to how | wish to act. Therefore, | have not acted voluntarily and | am not blameworthy.

The ignorance which excuses us is of a very specific kind. No one is allowed to be
ignorant of universal moral laws. The only ignorance that is excusable is ignorance of
particulars (NE 1111a2).2® ‘This glass contains water’ and ‘This glass contains poison’
are examples of particular facts. ‘Poisoning another person is wrong’ is an example of a
universal fact, our ignorance of which is not excused. So, if | give someone a glass with
poison in it because | want them to die, then | have acted voluntarily. However, if | give
them a glass with poison in it because | believe it to be filled with water, and there is no
reason for me to think otherwise, then | have not acted voluntarily. In the former case |

am blameworthy but not in the latter.

The akratés fulfills VOLUNTARY because she acts willingly. While in her
characteristic state, she is not forced to behave in this way and she does not do so based
on ignorance of particulars. That the akratés is not forced is clear. No outside force or
other agent causes her to act as she does. Her actions are her own doing. It is less clear
that the akratés is not ignorant of particulars. To be ignorant of particulars would be to be
ignorant of the particular premise of the good practical syllogism. However, this is not the
case. She knows full well the particular premise. What she has trouble with is the
conclusion. As this matter is not settled in the secondary literature, it will take some

arguing.

28 6 yap TOUTWV TI AYVOOV AKOUTIWG TTPATTEL.
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Aristotle says that what the akratés does not know or knows only in a weakened

sense is the final proposition (feleutaia protasis) of the good practical syllogism.

Since the final proposition is an opinion about the perceptible, and has power over
action, this is what [the akratés] does not have when he is being affected. Or the

way he has it is not knowledge of it, but, saying the words (NE 1147b9-12).2°

By definition, the akratés knows the universal premise of the good practical syllogism. If
she did not, then she would be the vicious agent (NE 1144a34, NE 1151a16). So, the
only two propositions left are the particular premise and the conclusion. | argue that the
akratés is not ignorant of particulars, because she has that perceptual knowledge. What

she lacks is the prohibition of the akratic action.

On one side of the secondary literature are those like Price and Bostock who hold
that, because of how Aristotle uses protasis elsewhere, he must mean the particular
premise. In contrast, those like Charles and Lorenz hold that we can only make sense of
Aristotle’s claims here if he is referring to the conclusion.?® While both camps have
compelling evidence, | must side with those who hold that Aristotle is talking about the

conclusion of the good practical syllogism.

According to Alfred. R. Mele, the traditional interpretation of the epistemic failing
of the akratés that Aristotle describes at NE 1147b10-11 is that such an agent fails to
realize that what is expressed by the particular premise is the case and is “another step

removed from occurrent or conscious knowledge—his knowledge is like the geometrical

29 ¢1rei &' N TeAeuTaia TTPOTACIC 8GEa TE aioBNTOT Kai Kupia TV TPACEwy, TaUTNV <B&> i OUK £XEl £V TR
TaBel v, A oUTWG £xel WG OUK AV TO Exelv émmioTacBal AANG Aéyelv.

30 There is a sort of third response in the literature that | reject, that of Anthony Kenny in Aristotle’s Theory
of the Will. There, he states that the teleutaia protasis differs from case to case (164).
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knowledge of the sleeping geometer.”3! On this account, the agent knows that what lies
before her is a doughnut, but fails to exercise this knowledge. Mele rejects this
interpretation, yet still holds that the epistemic deficiency of the akratés is with respect to
the particular premise of the practical syllogism. Mele argues that the epistemic deficiency
of the akratés is a failure to focus her attention on the particular premise and to
understand how it connects to the universal premise.®?> On Mele’s account, it is not that
the akratés is simply failing to attend to the fact that what lies before her is a doughnut,
but that she is not paying enough attention to this fact and she fails to realize that eating
it will be contrary to her other ends. This sort of interpretation seems to be widespread,

but is there evidence for such a reading?

A.W. Price also holds that the akratés lacks the particular premise of the practical
syllogism. More specifically, he argues that she lacks the last clause of the particular
premise, e.g. ‘This is an éclair.”3® However, Price looks to Aristotle’s other writings for
clues as to how to interpret teleutaia protasis. He notes that protasis can indeed
sometimes mean ‘proposition’, which supports the opposing argument that Aristotle is
referring to the conclusion of the practical syllogism. However, Price believes that a
protasis “remain[s] apt to be premised rather than inferred,”* citing that there is no
precedent for taking it to mean ‘conclusion.’” As his focus is not on this issue, he dedicates
only a paragraph to this discussion. He does have an interesting footnote though. He

states that, in Prior Analytics |.24, Aristotle uses protasis in contrast to sumperasma, with

31 Alfred R. Mele, “Aristotle on Akrasia, Eudaimonia, and the Psychology of Action” in Aristotle’s Ethics:
Critical Essays, ed. Nancy Sherman (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1999), 198.

32 Mele, “Aristotle on Akrasia, Eudaimonia, and the Psychology of Action”, 198.

33 A.W. Price, “Acrasia and Self-control,” in The Blackwell Guide to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, ed.
Richard Kraut (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 242.

34 Price, “Acrasia and Self-control,” 242.
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the former meaning ‘premise’ and the latter meaning ‘conclusion’.®® Since Aristotle uses
protasis and not sumperasma at NE 1147b10-11, Price believes that Aristotle cannot be

referring to the conclusion of the practical syllogism.

On its own, however, Price’s observation is not enough evidence to support a
reading of protasis at NE 1147b10-11 as ‘premise.” The passage Price cites from Prior
Analytics is about the ratio of premises to conclusions, of things required to infer

something and things inferred.

If then syllogisms are taken with respect to their main protaseis, every syllogism
will consist of an even number of protaseis and an odd number of terms (for the
terms exceed the protaseis by one), and the conclusions will be half the number

of protaseis (Prior Analytics 42b1-4).36

Aristotle is noting how many terms, premises, and conclusions a syllogism contains.
Therefore, it should come as no surprise that he uses two very different terms here to
distinguish premises from conclusions. If | am differentiating between two gray shirts, then
| might consider one charcoal and the other heather. However, if | am trying to delineate
them from my black shirts, then | might refer to them both as gray. Doing so would make
sense given my intentions and would not be inconsistent. Similarly, Aristotle can refer to
the premises and conclusions in one way when he needs to distinguish between the two

and in another when he does not. Premises and conclusions are all propositions, but that

35 Price, “Acrasia and Self-control,” 251n25.
36 Katd puév olv TAG KUPIOG TIPOTACEIC AauBavopévwy TV CUANOYIOPQY, ETTag €oTal GUANOYIONOS €K
TIPOTACEWYV HEV APTIWV €€ Opwv € TTEPITTAOV" €Vi Yap TTAEIOUG Oi OPOI TV TTPOTAGEWV.
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is not what is important in this passage. What is important is that they have very different

roles in the practical syllogism.

Aristotle isn’t differentiating the propositions as having different roles in NE VII.3.
He is simply referring to the one that the akratés lacks or has knowledge of only in this
weakened sense. He does not need to make differentiations as to what is premised and
what is inferred as he does when he is explaining the practical syllogism. Moreover, the
passage from NE VII.3 does not use merely protasis, but teleutaia protasis, the final
proposition. The passage from Prior Analytics does not include teleutaia, which makes a
difference. This is how Aristotle differentiates the conclusion from the premises in NE
VII.3, by referring to it as the final proposition. If it could be shown that teleutaia protasis
refers elsewhere to a premise, then this would be stronger evidence for such a reading.
However, this is not what we find in Prior Analytics. As it stands, Price’s evidence is not

very persuasive.

David Bostock also looks to what Aristotle says elsewhere to support the reading
of teleutaia protasis as the particular premise of the practical syllogism. Like Price, he
notes that Aristotle does use protasis to mean ‘proposition’, specifically throughout
Topics.3” However, he adds that “at Prior Analytics 42a32 the word simply must mean

‘premiss’.”38

This being evident, it is clear that a syllogism proceeds from two protaseis and not

from more than two for the three terms make two protaseis unless a new protasis

37 Bostock, Aristotle’s Ethics, 132n24.
38 Bostock, Aristotle’s Ethics, 132n24.
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is assumed, as was said at the beginning, to complete the syllogisms (Prior

Analytics 42a33-36).%°

Here, Aristotle does indeed use protasis to mean ‘premise,” as he is using sumperasma

for ‘conclusion’ in the very next sentence.

It is clear that any syllogistic argument the protaseis by which the legitimate
sumperasma is reached (I say ‘legitimate’ because some of the earlier conclusions
are necessarily protaseis) are not even in number, then it has not been proven
syllogistically or it has set forth too many [protaseis] to prove the thesis (Prior

Analytics 42a36-42b).4°

Finally, Bostock does not think that protasis can refer to a conclusion because it literally
means “what is held out in front.”*' This reasoning mimics what Price said about there

being no reason to take protasis to mean something that is inferred.

Like Price, Bostock points to a small amount of evidence in a different work of
Aristotle’s to support his reading. Unfortunately, a few passages in which the goals of the
discussion are completely different from those of the passage in NE VII.3 under scrutiny
are not sufficient to argue for such a reading. Yes, when Aristotle uses protasis in contrast
to sumperasma he is using it to mean ‘premise.” However, Aristotle does not use

sumperasma in NE 1147b10-11. So, there is no reason to compare these uses of

3 ToUtou & 6vrog @avepol, dijAov w¢ Kai £k dUO TIPOTACEWY Kai oU TTAEIoVWY (oi yap TPeEig Gpol duo
TpoTAoElg), €i YR TpooAaupavoito, KaBatep év TOiG &¢ ApXAG éAExON, TTPOC TRV TeAgiwolv TV
OUAAOYICUOV.

40 pavepov o0V WS &v () AGyw GUANOYIGTIK® W &pTIai €i01v ai TTPoTACEIC 81’ (v YiyVETaI TO CNUTTEPACHA TO
KUpIov (Evia yaip TV BvwBev CUPTTEPACUATWY AvayKaiov €ival TTPOTATEIC), 0UTOG 6 AGyog fj oU GUAAEAGyIoTaI
N TTAgiw 1OV dvayKkaiwy APWTNKE TTPOS TNV BEaIV.

41 Bostock, Aristotle’s Ethics, 132.
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protasis. Again, it is perfectly consistent to refer to two things by the same name when
comparing them and to use two different names when contrasting them. In the passages
from Prior Analytics cited by Price and Bostock, Aristotle is contrasting two sorts of
propositions. However, in NE 1147b10-11, he is merely picking out one of the three

propositions in question.

So far, | have argued that the evidence that Price and Bostock present in support
of their reading is insufficient. Aristotle does use protasis as ‘premise’ in other works.
However, his goals are different in those passages than in NE VII.3. | will now look to

evidence that Charles and Lorenz present in favor of the reading | support.

David Charles argues that, while there are many passages where protasis can be
understood as ‘premise’, there is no passage where it cannot be read as ‘proposition.’
Indeed, sometimes it seems as though Aristotle's use of protasis trades on the ambiguity
of whether it means ‘proposition’ or ‘premise.”*> When Aristotle uses protasis, sometimes
he is referring to propositions in general and sometimes to specific propositions used to
infer something else, i.e., premises. Charles concludes that “no change of meaning is
required to account for the fact that this term sometimes refers to premises, because
there are contextual indicators in each case to show when this is what is occurring.”3
When Aristotle is discussing syllogisms, then he is using protasis to refer to a premise.
Prior Analytics 42a32 and 42b1-4, which Price and Bostock cite as evidence for their

favored interpretation, are two such passages.

42 In Rhetoric 1377b, Aristotle states that a protasis is the subject and source of an enthymeme. Here, it
seems as though we should want to translate protasis as both ‘proposition’ and ‘premise’, because either
term properly picks out what it is that enthymemes are comprised of and give rise to. Cf. 1378a.

43 David Charles, “Nicomachean Ethics VI1.3: Varieties of akrasia,” in Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics, Book
VIl Symposium Aristotelicum, ed. Carlo Natali (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 69.
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Charles draws attention to passages which give the general meaning of protasis,

such as the following.4

A protasis, then, is a statement affirming or denying something of something (Prior

Analytics 24a16).4°

The protasis is the one part of a contradiction, one thing said of one (Prior Analytics

72a10).46

Here, it is obvious that protasis must be understood as ‘proposition.’” Yet, there are also

passages Where Aristotle is speaking specifically about syllogisms.*”

If then the universal statement is opposed to the particular, we have stated when
a syllogism will be possible and when not; but if the protaseis are similar in form, |
mean both negative or both affirmative, a syllogism will not be possible at all (Prior

Analytics 27b9-11).48

Here, Charles does agree that protasis can be understood as ‘premise.” However, as a
premise is just a special sort of proposition, he argues that there is nothing inconsistent
about reading protasis as ‘premise,” when appropriate, and, at other times, reading it as
‘proposition.” Again, | can refer to my shirt using either ‘charcoal’ or ‘gray,” because

‘charcoal’ simply means, in this context, a specific shade of gray. Since he holds that

44 According to Charles, see also Prior Analyt/cs 24a30, 24b16, 25a1-25b25, and Int. 20b22-20b24 (67).
4 MpoTaoig psv o0v £0TI AGyoC KaTcxcpchog i ATToPaTIKOG TIVOG KATA TIVOG.

46 TTpoOTOOIG O’ £0TIV ATTOPAVOEWG TO ETEPOV HOPIOV.

47 According to Charles, see also Pr/orAnaIyt/cs 27b35, 32a6, 32a17, 32b35, 33a15, 32b25, and 44b1 (68)
4 "Otav uév olv GVTIKEIUEVOV n 1o Kaeo)\ou T KaTd pspog slpnTou o1 €0TOl Kai TTOT OoUK EaTal
OUNOYIONOS 8Tav B¢ OOIOCXAMOVEG (WOIV Qi TTPOTACEIS, OIOV AUPOTEPAI OTEPNTIKAI A KATAQATIKA,
oUdapg EéoTal CUAAOYIOUOC.
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protasis means, at its core, ‘proposition,” Charles also holds that the teleutaia protasis

referred to at NE 1147b10-11 is the conclusion of the practical syllogism.*°

Hendrik Lorenz, citing Charles’s appendix on protasis as evidence, begins his
argument with the assertion that Aristotle uses protasis to mean ‘proposition.” He then
presents several good reasons for taking teleutaia protasis to refer to the conclusion of
the practical syllogism; | will mention two.%° First, the conclusion is the most recently
mentioned proposition. As teleutaia means final or last, it makes sense for Aristotle to be
referring not only to the final proposition of the practical syllogism, but to the most recently
mentioned proposition in the discussion, the conclusion. Second, the last proposition
controls action. Lorenz concludes that, not only does it simply make sense that the
conclusion controls the action, but at NE 1147a25-31 we are more or less told how it
does. “That some particular object should be avoided is a determinate, situation-specific
prescription, and as long as such a prescription is an item of occurrent, active
understanding (“contemplation”), Aristotle thinks, the person in question will necessarily
act on it, unless she is externally prevented from doing so.”' Since only an external
impediment could prevent a reasoner from acting upon a conclusion she has drawn, the
conclusion can certainly be said to control action. Lorenz contends, and | agree, that it is
unclear how a perceptual observation of the form ‘This is an x’ could even be said to
control action. However, it is easy to see how something of the form ‘I should not eat x’
does. The former can only control action in the sense that, when combined with a

universal premise, it can issue an action that should be undertaken. But the conclusion is

49 Charles, “Nicomachean Ethics V11.3: Varieties of akrasia,” 41.
50 | orenz, “Aristotle’s Analysis of Akratic Action,” 256-7.
51 Lorenz, “Aristotle’s Analysis of Akratic Action,” 257.
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the statement of that very action. As such, it makes more sense for the proposition that

controls action to be the conclusion.

Typical akratic action is usually described as someone saying ‘| know that | should
not do x’ while doing x or saying ‘I know that | should do x’ while refraining from doing x.
This sort of language is in keeping with how the conclusion of the practical syllogism is
worded, not the particular premise. The conclusion is always worded as a command to

do or not to do a specific thing. Consider the following practical syllogism.

Universal Premise: Humans should not eat ten doughnuts in a sitting.

Particular Premise: | am a human and this would be my tenth doughnut in a row.

Conclusion: | should not eat this doughnut.

Here, the conclusion is a command to refrain from eating this doughnut, for the time being.
The particular premise is merely a perceptual observation. It states that what lies before
me is a doughnut which, if eaten, would be my tenth in a row. Since the akratés is defined
by her epistemic failing, what she claims to know while acting qua akratés is important. If
the akratés claims to know that she should not eat the doughnut, and then eats it anyway,

then what she does not fully know is the conclusion of the practical syllogism.

If the teleutaia protasis to which Aristotle is referring is the particular premise, then
the akratic should say something like ‘I do not know that this is a doughnut’ or ‘I do not
know how many doughnuts | have eaten’ when she acts. However, this is not the case.
Instead, she says something more like ‘I know | should not eat this’ or ‘Eating this would
be bad’, because she knows that what lies before her is a doughnut. Aristotle does state

that the teleutaia protasis “is an opinion about the perceptible” (NE 1147b10), which might
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seem to support the view that he is referring to the particular premise. However, the
conclusion is about something perceptible, because it is forbidding or endorsing a specific
thing, not something universal. The universal premise is the only part of the practical
syllogism that is not about a something perceptible, being, in this case, about humans
and doughnuts in general. The conclusion of the given practical syllogism is about a

specific person and a specific doughnut, both objects of perception.

| am not alone in holding that looking to what the akratic says while acting supports
a reading where Aristotle uses teleutaia protasis to refer to the conclusion of the practical
syllogism. As Urmson points out, “Aristotle explicitly says that weakness of will does not
destroy one’s understanding of the universal premiss; so it will not destroy the knowledge
that sweet things are bad for the health. Nor, clearly, can it destroy the knowledge that
chocolate éclairs are sweet and that this is an éclair, for both of these facts are part of the
considerations that give the weak-willed man his appetite to taste.”? If the akratic dieter
fails to grasp that éclairs are sweet and that this is an éclair, then how can he be said to
have a desire for the éclair? He cannot. And yet he must have a desire for the éclair, as,
in virtue of being the akratés, he must have a desire that drives him towards what his
reason is telling him to avoid. Again, without this feature, the agent would be vicious rather
than akratic. The akratés having full knowledge of the particular premise makes sense
given what she says while in her characteristic state. Moreover, it is also the only way to
make sense of the internal struggle, which is very real, that Aristotle describes the akratées

as suffering.

52 Urmson, Aristotle’s Ethics, 94.
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The akratés is blamed for her wrong actions because she is neither being forced
nor doing so because of ignorance of a particular. She knows that overindulgence is
wrong, that she has already eaten too many doughnuts, and that having another would
be wrong, yet she eats it anyway. She is not ignorant of the fact that before her is yet
another doughnut. If she were ignorant of such a fact then her behavior would be excused,

but it is not. It might be pitied, but it is not excused. So, she fulfills VOLUNTARY.
Il. The Five Comparisons

Now that it is clear how the akratés fulfills the four conditions, | will examine how close
the comparisons that Aristotle makes in NE VII.3 come to approximating her characteristic
state. He compares the akratés to the mad, the student, the sleeping, the actor, and the
drunk. Again, in isolation, these comparisons are not very helpful. However, looking at
them together to see the big picture is. The first three are rather weak comparisons,
fulfilling only two of the four conditions that the akratés fulfills. The actor fulfills three of
the four conditions and the drunk fulfills all four. Since the drunk is the most like the
akratés, understanding the drunk will be most helpful in better understanding the akratés.
Since drunkenness can be either a diathesis (bodily condition) or hexis (stable state of

the soul), akrasia can be either as well.

First, however, a word on comparisons that are absent in NE VII. Martin Pickavé
and Jennifer Whiting note that Aristotle does not compare the akratés to beasts and
children.53 | believe that Aristotle avoids these comparisons for two reasons. First, the

akratés is not in such a bad state as children and beasts are. In other words, there are

53 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics 7.3 on Akratic Ignorance”, 326.
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much worse states one could be in, including beastliness. However, akrasia (lack of self-
control) is not that bad, and | think that by avoiding such comparisons Aristotle is
sympathetic to that idea. Second, comparing the akratés to beasts or children will not help
elucidate any of the four conditions that obtain in the akratés. Beasts definitely do not
fulfill ACTUALITY or INSINCERITY. Even if we allow that they might fulfill RESPONSIBILITY and
VOLUNTARY, there is nothing about being a beast that will help explain how the akratic
fulfills those two conditions. Being a child also does not offer any special perspective
about the akratés, apart from children being the most obvious ones who come to mind
when discussing students. Again, they might fulfill some of these conditions, but it is only

insofar as they are active learners not simply children.
The Mad

The mad person is one of the weaker comparisons Aristotle makes to the akratés, for she
only fulfills two of the four conditions. This is surprising because she is mentioned four
times in NE VII. However, while in her characteristic state, a mad person will fulfill only
ACTUALITY and INSINCERITY. She will not fulfill RESPONSIBILITY and VOLUNTARY. Madness,
like akrasia, prevents an agent from exercising her knowledge, which is why her
utterances are no sign of it. Unlike akrasia, madness is involuntary and the agent in

question has not made the mistake of getting herself into this state.

Aristotle says that the akratés is like the mad person in that they both have
knowledge in a way and do not have it (NE 1147a12-14).5* Here, Aristotle is not referring

to the angry person, for he does not use the word orgé. Instead, he uses the word

54 ¢v TQ) yap EXelV PEV U xpAoBal 8¢ Siapépoucav OPRUEV TAV EEIV, (DOTE KOl EXEIV TTWG Kai pr) EXEIV, OlOV
TOV KOBeUdOVTA Kai HOIVOUEVOV Kai OiVWHEVOV.
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mainomenon, which is better understood to mean the insane. The other three times he
discusses the mad person it is in relation to beastliness, not akrasia. However, we can
come to understand what madness means for Aristotle by considering these passages.
Madness (manian) can cause unnatural appetites, as can beastliness and disease (NE
1148b26). Madness (manias) can also cause someone to become irrational (aphronon)
(NE 1149a13). Finally, madness (mainomenoi) is a diversion from nature (eksestéke tés
phuseds) (NE 1150a1). So, it is clear that Aristotle does not mean what he means by

anger (orgé), which is a natural impulse accompanied by a desire for revenge.>®

The insane person has knowledge in a way, because, prior to her fit of madness,
she knows that what she is about to do is wrong. However, once overcome, she cannot
exercise her knowledge. Consider Hercules, who kills his wife and children because Hera
made him temporarily mad. Before the madness overcame him, he knew that this was
wrong. But, in his weakened state, he cannot exercise this knowledge. As such, he fulfills
ACTUALITY, for he is halted at Second Potentiality/First Actuality with respect to this

knowledge.

The mad person fulfills INSINCERITY because her words are not a sign of
knowledge. Listeners do not attribute knowledge to her based on her utterances, because
she is so far removed from reality that she cannot be said to know what is going on around
her. Medea might have been having veridical perceptions all the while plotting to murder
her children. However, no one would mistake her words for being signs of knowing the

result of her actions. Recall that the mad know that what they are about to do is wrong,

55 On the Soul 403a30-31 and Rhetoric 1378a31-33.
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but that they cannot exercise this knowledge. Since this knowledge cannot be exercised,
their words cannot be taken seriously, because these words ring hollow. Medea can say

that she loves her children, but will not be taken seriously.

Because madness overcomes a person for only a short time, and she eventually
returns to sanity, she is not responsible for getting herself into this state. So, she does not
fulfill RESPONSIBILITY. If Aristotle was referring to someone getting very angry, then the
mad person would be responsible for getting herself into this state, because she would
have habituated herself to get too angry too often. However, Aristotle is here referring to
insanity, which is against nature and makes one irrational. So, being overcome by an
unnatural state that gives rise to irrational impulses is not one to which we can habituate

ourselves. Instead, it is a condition that we cannot control, like getting cold or hungry.

While the mad person is the originator of her actions, she does not fulfill
VOLUNTARY. According to Kent Dunnington, “epilepsy and madness are such that they
temporarily or permanently render the human person entirely a patient, removing all
agency.”® Anthony Kenny agrees. For him, “if incontinence is like madness, it is hard to
see how it is voluntary and blameworthy.”” Recall that, for Aristotle, an action is
blameworthy only if it is voluntary and an action is voluntary only if it is done neither from
force nor ignorance of particulars. Unfortunately for the mad person she is ignorant of

particulars.

For an agent acts involuntarily if he is ignorant of one of these particulars.

Presumably, then, it is not a bad idea to define these particulars. They are: who

56 Kent Dunnington, Addiction and Virtue (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2011), 39.
57 Kenny, Anthony, "The Practical Syllogism and Incontinence" Phronesis 11, no. 2 (1966): 175.

35



is doing it; what he is doing; about what or to what he is doing it; sometimes also
what he is doing it with—with what instrument, for example; for what result, for
example, safety; in what way, for example, gently or hard. Someone could not be

ignorant of all of these unless he were mad (NE 1111a2-6).58

Again, consider Hercules. He thinks that his children are the children of his rival,
Eurystheus. He is not ignorant of what he is doing, but to whom he is doing it. Since he

is not having veridical perceptions, he does not fulfill VOLUNTARY.

What becomes clear about the akratés from considering the mad is that the akratés
suffers from a temporary condition.®® She has her wits about her most of the time, but,
once overcome by desire, she loses access to her knowledge and acts against what
reason prescribes. Once the madness or akrasia subsides, the person is herself again.
Madness can define one’s life but need not. One can be temporarily insane. One can also
be temporarily akratic. One can be chronically akratic or one can slip up every now and
again, but these episodes are both separated by a period of full rationality where the
akratés has her wits about her. Otherwise, she would not come to regret her actions as

she does.

The Student

58 6 yap TOUTWV TI AyvoQv cxKoucnwg TTPATTEL I0WG ¢ o0v oU xgipov 6|op|oou auTa, Tiva kai Téoa £aTi, Tig Te 6n
Kai Ti Kai eI Ti f £V TivVI TIPATTEI, £vioTe 8¢ Kai Tivi, olov Opyavw, Kai Eveka Tivog, olov owTnpiag, Kai TTAG, oiov
APépa i opddpa. Grravta piv olv TalTa oUSEIG BV AyVONOEIE PR HOIVOUEVOC.

59 Of course, Aristotle listing akrasia as a hexis to be avoided means that he thinks that she acts this way
always or hés epi to polu (for the most part). However, this is where | disagree with him. By his own lights,
he does not describe the akratés any differently than the enkratés making a mistake. Therefore, | conclude
that akratéis are of two kinds: intermittent and chronic. Both, however, are still of the same kind as the
enkratés. More on these two kinds of akratéis can be found in Chapter Four.
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Like the mad person, the student only fulfills two of the four conditions. This is no surprise,
though, as the student is only compared to the akratés once in NE VI1.3.50 While still
learning a science, the student will fulfill INSINCERITY and VOLUNTARY, but will not fulfill
ACTUALITY and RESPONSIBILITY. Being in the early stages of learning is like akrasia in that
it is voluntary and an agent’s utterances are not taken to mean that the agent in question
actually knows what she is saying. Learning is unlike akrasia in that students have not
made any mistake to get them into their state of ignorance and they are not prevented

from exercising knowledge because they do not yet possess it.

The student fulfills INSINCERITY because her words are not a sign of knowledge,

only correct opinion at best.

First time students do not know, though they put together the words. For it is

necessary to grow into them and this stands in need of time (NE 1147a21-3).5"

A student will not be sincere in her utterances, for she is merely parroting what she has
heard her instructors say. Someone who is learning multiplication can say ‘3 x 3 = 9’ but
does not understand what she is saying. She is merely memorizing facts. Once she learns
the science, then she will be sincere in her utterances, for they will be a demonstration of
her knowledge. Pickavé and Whiting agree. Students “do not yet possess the sort of
knowledge their utterances ordinarily express. So their utterances cannot be taken as any

sign that they are actualizing the relevant knowledge, which ex hypothesi they do not

80 |In fact, according to Pickavé and Whiting, the student is not really added to the “list of paradigms” from
NE 1147a10-15. They believe that only the actor is being added to that list. Even if Aristotle only mentions
it in passing, | believe that it is worth investigating because the student, like the actor, fulfills INSINCERITY,
which is the topic of discussion at 1147a19-24.
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even possess.”®? Since students do not yet know the full purport of their utterances, they

are not taken seriously when they recite things like multiplication tables.

Students act voluntarily, because they are the originators of their actions and are
neither forced nor ignorant of particulars. The student is learning the universal premise of
the syllogism in question. For example, she has the perceptual knowledge that before her
is a triangle but is still learning what all triangles have in common. This is the knowledge
that takes time to grow into her. The perceptual knowledge of particulars comes much
more easily. Therefore, she is not ignorant of particulars. Nor is she forced, even though
school is often compulsory. Recall that force is something external to the agent and

schooling requires participation from the student. So, the student fulfills VOLUNTARY.

The student does not fulfill ACTUALITY because she has not yet reached Second
Potentiality/First Actuality. She is, by definition, halted at First Potentiality until she is no
longer a student. Since the student does not have the universal premise of the syllogism,
she cannot be said to know the science in question, e.g., geometry. She cannot be in a
state where she is prevented from actualizing her knowledge if she does not have the
requisite knowledge to activate. ACTUALITY is about the knowledge of the conclusion of
the good practical syllogism, which the student does not have because she lacks the

universal premise.

Finally, the student will not fulfill RESPONSIBILITY because she has not done
anything to get herself into this state. In fact, she is actively trying to get out of it. The

student has not habituated herself into her current state. Instead, she is in the process of

62 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics VI1.3 on Akratic Ignorance”, 344.
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habituation. The student cannot be blamed for her current state of ignorance, because
she is in the process of eliminating it. We all start out ignorant of many things. So, we
cannot be responsible for being ignorant, up to a certain point. If someone refuses to learn
necessities—refuses to grow up—then they are responsible for being in a state of
ignorance. The student is not like this because she is, by definition, making efforts to no
longer be ignorant. Once she comes to know a science, that state is something for which

she is responsible, not her current one of ignorance.

What becomes clear about the akratés from considering the student is what weight
her words have. The akratés says things compatible with what reason prescribes, e.g., ‘|
ought not to engage in a tryst with this person’, but she acts contrary to her utterances.
This is the puzzling thing about the akratés: how she can purport to know something yet
act contrary to that knowledge. What the student tells us about utterances is that
sometimes they are not signs of knowledge. Students parrot back what their elders say
without having their correct opinions count as knowledge. The akratés is like this because
her words do not demonstrate to others that she knows better, even though she might.
Her words are hollow, because she is unable to access her knowledge while in her

characteristic state.

The Sleeping

Even though the akratés is compared to the sleeping person twice in NE VII.3, and once
in NE VII.10, she too only fulfills two of the four conditions. While in her characteristic
state, a sleeping person will fulfil ACTUALITY and INSINCERITY but will not fulfill
RESPONSIBILITY and VOLUNTARY. Being asleep is like akrasia because the two agents are

suffering from physiological conditions that prevent them from exercising their knowledge

39



and any utterances are not taken seriously. Being asleep is unlike akrasia in that the

sleeping agent does not get herself into this state and is not blameworthy for her actions.

According to Liddell, Scott, and Jones, sleeping (katheudonta) is, for Aristotle, the
opposite of to be in action (energein). So, properly speaking, the sleeping person does
not act. Therefore, it might seem strange to assess her in terms of INSINCERITY and
VOLUNTARY. However, sleepwalking and talking during sleep does sometimes occur.
Indeed, “Aristotle himself allows even sleepers some fairly sophisticated activities: some,
for example, can answer questions when asked.”®® So, we must take these phenomena

into account when assessing the sleeper as similar to the akratés.

The sleeping person will fulfill ACTUALITY because she maintains her knowledge of
a given science yet cannot exercise said knowledge. Therefore, she is also stuck at
Second Potentiality/First Actuality. This is the condition that the sleeping person fulfills
about which Aristotle is the most explicit. He says that those who are sleeping have
knowledge in a way and do not have it (NE 1147a14),%* they recover their knowledge
once their characteristic physical state has been resolved (NE 1147b8),%° and that the
sleeping do not attend to their knowledge (NE 1152a16).%6 | am still a philosopher when
| am asleep; | just cannot do philosophy right at that moment. | do not need to relearn

philosophy upon waking. | am simply then in a position to exercise my knowledge again.

63 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics V1.3 on Akratic Ignorance,” 345.
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The sleeping person will also fulfill INSINCERITY because she is not taken to be
having veridical perceptions corresponding to her utterances. A sleeping person’s
utterances will not be taken seriously, because she does not know what is going on
around her. A sleeping person cannot tell me how many fingers | am holding up before
her. If she ventures a correct guess, then no one would actually think that she knew | was
holding up, say, four fingers. Because her senses are incapacitated while sleeping, any
passing utterances, like telling me to empty the dishwasher, are not taken to be a sign of
knowledge. She might have already emptied the dishwasher before she went to bed.
Again, even if she had not, then telling me while sleeping is not a sign that she knows
anything about the dishwasher in her state. She may as well tell me to empty the garden

for all the import her words have.

The sleeping do not fulfill VOLUNTARY because they act involuntarily. Like the mad
person, she is ignorant of particulars, because her senses are temporarily incapacitated.
A sleepwalker will attack someone who tries to wake them because they perceive that
person as a threat. They are ignorant of their surroundings. As such, they are ignorant of
particulars, which we grasp by perception. So, the sleeping, when they act, do not do so

voluntarily.

RESPONSIBILITY will also not be fulfiled because we are not responsible for
sleeping, we end up in this state because of a bodily necessity (On Sleep 454b3-4). We
can habituate ourselves to get up earlier or later, but we cannot habituate ourselves into
a state where we do not need to sleep at all. One might be responsible for being sleepy,

if she stayed up late playing video games. One can even be responsible for sleeping

41



because she took some melatonin. However, for the most part, we end up sleeping

because our bodies require it and no amount of coffee can keep us from this eventuality.

Pickavé and Whiting hold that the sleeping geometer is the paradigm comparison
that Aristotle makes to the akratés.®” They hold this because of the temporary nature of
both akrasia and sleep. Both the sleeping and the akratés are prevented “from moving at
will from first to second actuality knowledge.”®® However, we can see that they are
focusing only on ACTUALITY. Ultimately, the sleeping person only fulfills two of the four
conditions. And | will show that there are two comparisons that have even more in
common with the akratés, the actor and the drunk. Therefore, the sleeping geometer
cannot be the paradigm comparison that Aristotle is making here. | believe it to be the

drunk.

What becomes clear about akrasia from considering the sleeping person is that
akrasia is a physiological condition. For Aristotle, sleeping involves cooling and heating
required for digestion. Akrasia is somewhat like this. It is not required, but it is a result of
the body changing in certain ways. Aristotle “thinks that such changes can interfere with
the normal functioning of perception and the other mechanisms involved in belief-
formation.”®® So, akrasia is like sleep in that the agent is in a physiological condition which

renders her unable to access her knowledge.

The Actor

57 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics V1.3 on Akratic Ignorance”, 343.
58 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics VI1.3 on Akratic Ignorance”, 343.
89 Pickavé and Whiting, “Nicomachean Ethics VI1.3 on Akratic Ignorance”, 341.
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Even though Aristotle only compares the akratés to the actor once in NE VII, the actor
actually fulfills three of the four conditions. An actor, while performing, will fulfill
INSINCERITY, RESPONSIBILITY, and VOLUNTARY. The only condition she does not fulfill is
ACTUALITY. Actors are like the akratéis because they are responsible for their actions,
have habituated themselves into their current state, and their utterances are not taken
seriously. The only difference between the two is the level of actuality at which they are

operating.

The most obvious condition which the actor fulfills is INSINCERITY. Indeed, Aristotle
states that “one must suppose the akratés to speak just as actors playing a part” (NE
1147a23-24).7° The utterances of an actor qua actor are not taken to be sincere.
However, once off stage, her utterances will be taken seriously. While in character, an
actor can purport to know many things, e.g., that the other actor on stage is beautiful. But,
no one will say that the actor knows any of these things. This is because she is part of a
farce. Even if the other actor on stage is beautiful, she says it as one character observing
another character, not as one actor observing another actor. Moreover, an actor cannot
be said to know things like the fact that Macbeth will soon die because there really is no
Macbeth about to die. So, no matter what the actor’s utterances are about, she cannot be

said to know anything about those things.

It might seem trivial to say that the actor fulfills RESPONSIBILITY, but this is why she
is more similar to the akratés than even Aristotle realizes. The actor’s previous actions

are directly responsible for her current ones. The actor has habituated herself into her

70 (hoTe KABATTEP TOUG UTTOKPIVOUEVOUG, OUTWGS UTTOANTITEOV AEYEIV Kai TOUG AKPATEUOUEVOUCG.
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current behavior. It takes practice to memorize lines and perform convincingly in a play in
front of others. Even if someone is a first-time actor, she can still fulfill RESPONSIBILITY by
agreeing to be in the play in the first place. In this way, her previous actions are directly

responsible for her current ones on stage.

The actor fulfills VOLUNTARY because she is the originator of her actions. No
outside force is acting upon her and she is not ignorant of particulars. An actor is not
ignorant of particulars simply because she is on stage. To be ignorant of particulars qua
actor would be to be ignorant of what the next line is to say. So long as she knows what
play she is in and is saying her dialogue at the proper time, then she is not ignorant of

particulars. Therefore, she acts voluntarily.

Unlike the akratés, she is operating at a higher level of actuality and so does not
fulfill ACTUALITY. She is operating at Second Actuality qua knower when she properly
performs the play. She knows that the right thing to do is say her lines when it is the right
time. If she does, then she has actualized her knowledge. Recall that the akratés is halted
at Second Potentiality/First Actuality, not merely operating there. The actor is at that stage
with respect to almost all of her knowledge, but the key difference is that she is able to

move to Second Actuality whenever she likes.

What becomes clear about the akratés from considering actors is that she need
not be wholly ignorant for her words not to count as a sign of knowledge. This is what
comparing the akratés to the student misses. Aristotle does not want to say that the
akratés merely has an opinion. For him, she has knowledge, it is merely locked away until
her episode subsides. Likewise, the actor has plenty of knowledge, but her utterances to

not demonstrate that knowledge.

44



The Drunk

The akratés is compared to the drunk three times in NE VI1.3, once in NE VII.8, and once
in NE VI11.10. So, it should come as no surprise that she is the most similar to the akratés,
for she fulfills all four of the conditions. The akratés and the drunk both suffer from a
physiological condition that prevents them from exercising their knowledge, are not taken
seriously when they say things, are responsible for getting themselves into their current

states, and are blameworthy for their actions.

The drunk will fulfill ACTUALITY because, like the sleeping and the mad, she is
halted at Second Potentiality/First Actuality with respect to her knowledge. She might
know full well how to calculate the tip for her bar tab, but, in this state cannot. She has,
according to Aristotle, knowledge in one way and not in another (NE 1147a14). She has
knowledge. So, she is not at First Potentiality. However, she is not attending to her
knowledge (NE 1152a16). Therefore, she is not at Second Actuality either, because she
is not exercising her knowledge. The only level left is Second Potentiality/First Actuality.
She is not merely operating there and able to move on at will, though. She is halted there
because of her physiological condition. The alcohol has altered her such that she cannot
do the math necessary to calculate the tip, even though she knows when sober how to

calculate the tip.

The drunk will fulfill INSINCERITY because her words are not a sign of knowledge.

She is merely reciting a well-rehearsed line.

Since the final proposition is an opinion about the perceptible, and has power over

action, this is what [the akratés] does not have when he is being affected. Or the
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way he has it is not knowledge of it, but, saying the words, just as the drunk says

those of Empedocles (NE 1147b9-12).71
Some people might get more honest when drunk, but this does not mean that they are
being more sincere. Their words are still hollow if they are not ones that would be uttered
when sober. A declaration of love from a drunk person is a good example. Even if my
spouse tells me this, she is not being sincere, because her words do not demonstrate her
knowledge. Instead, she is just saying empty words although she believes them when
sober. Think again of the drunk person calculating the tip for her bar tab. She is not taken
to be exercising her knowledge. So, even if she ventures a correct guess at what the tip

ought to be, then she will not be demonstrating knowledge, merely luck.

The drunk will fulfill RESPONSIBILITY because she is responsible for getting herself
into this state. She need not be a chronic alcoholic who has habituated herself into this
state. Being the reason she is now in this state is enough. And, barring that alcohol was
poured down her throat, the drunk person is responsible for getting drunk. She knows
that a few drinks will affect her cognitive capacities. Yet, she drinks anyway. For this

reason, she fulfills RESPONSIBILITY.

Finally, the drunk will fulfill VOLUNTARY, because she is the originator of her actions.
Kenny agrees: “It is odd that Aristotle should have compared incontinence indifferently to
drunkenness and madness, when the two are different in the crucial matter of
voluntariness.””? The drunk acts voluntarily because she is neither forced nor ignorant of

particulars. Again, barring that alcohol was forced down her throat, the drunk has
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2 Kenny, “The Practical Syllogism and Incontinence”, 175.
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voluntarily brought herself into this state. She was not forced. But, is she ignorant of
particulars? Not necessarily. One need not be blacking out to be considered drunk. A few
drinks are enough to impair one’s cognitive capacities. Even Aristotle allows for
drunkenness to come in degrees.” True, the one who is near a black out is probably
ignorant of particulars, e.g., that her spouse is the one standing before her. However, the
run of the mill drunk is not so far gone as to be ignorant of to whom she is speaking. So,

she acts voluntarily.

What becomes clear about the akratés from considering the drunk is that akrasia
is temporary and physiological. Just as alcohol affects the body temporarily so does
akrasia. Once the haze of drunkenness or akrasia subsides, the agent is clear-eyed and
can again exercise her knowledge of what is right. This sobering up often comes with
regret, as the agent realizes that she has just acted against what she knows to be best.
Like madness, drunkenness also shows us that akrasia need not be a chronic condition.
One can be sober, sane, or enkratic most of the time. Bouts of drunkenness, madness,
and akrasia can be few and far between. Finally, drunkenness need not destroy all of
one’s cognitive capacities. “A moderate intake of alcohol might render one incapable of
some intellectual exercises while leaving one relatively competent at others.”’* Likewise,
akrasia can cause one to be unable to do what she knows is right with respect to pleasure,
but she might still be able to function otherwise, which is what is so puzzling about her

behavior.

73 Cf. Pickavé and Whiting (2008), 345 and Dahl (1984) 210.
74 Gosling, Justin, "Mad, Drunk or Asleep? Aristotle's Akratic. Phronesis, 38 (1993), 100.
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Why does it matter that the drunk is the most similar to the akratés? The main
reason | see is that we view drunkenness as either a diathesis (bodily condition) or a
hexis (stable state of the soul). For Aristotle, a diathesis is something like being cold. It is
temporary and subsides rather quickly. A hexis is more permanent than that. It is a reliable
way in which one acts. Notice that a diathesis is something that happens to a person
while a hexis is something that a person exhibits or exudes. Virtue, enkrateia, akrasia,
and vice are all hexeis. If drunkenness can be either a diathesis or a hexis, then akrasia
can be both as well. A person can get drunk once without being an alcoholic. This would
be viewing drunkenness as a diathesis. Or a person can get drunk every night. This would
be viewing drunkenness as a hexis. It can be both. So, why can akrasia not be both? It
can happen one time in a hundred or fifty times in a hundred. Those agents will be
radically different, even though they are both akratic during their episodes. The former is

a person who rarely gets drunk and the latter is an alcoholic.

Moreover, Aristotle considers some people to be more biologically prone to

becoming akratic than others:

The quick-tempered and melancholikoi are most prone to be impetuous akratéis.
The former too hasty and the latter too violent to wait for reason because they are
prone to follow appearance (phantasia) (NE 1150025-28).7°

When Aristotle says ‘melancholic’, he is referring to having excessively hot black bile.”®

This is like those who have a history of addiction in their families. Something in their
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biological makeup makes them more prone to certain failings. For this reason, they should
not be blamed as much as they often are. Likewise, with the akratéis. Aristotle lumps

them in with the vicious and the bestial, but some of them are closer to the enkratéis.
Conclusion

| have argued that Aristotle’s akratés fulfills the following four conditions: ACTUALITY,
INSINCERITY, RESPONSIBILITY, and VOLUNTARY. This means that she is stuck at Second
Potentiality/First Actuality with respect to her knowledge of what the right thing to do is,
she is insincere in her utterances, she acts neither from ignorance or force, and is
responsible for getting herself into such a situation. The comparisons that Aristotle makes
in NE VII of the akratés to the sleeping, mad, drunk, actor, and student can all be seen to
fulfill at least two of these conditions. The drunk is the one who, like the akratic, fulfills all
four. They are the most similar because, just like drunkenness, akrasia can be either a

diathesis or a hexis, leaving room for the akratés to be the enkratés most of the time.
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Chapter Two: The Proper Scope of Akrasia

Unqualified akrasia (lack of self-control) is a very specific phenomenon. It is a person who
knows both premises of the good practical syllogism yet cannot actualize her knowledge
of the conclusion because she is stuck at Second Potentiality/First Actuality qua knower.
It is not such an epistemic failing with respect to each and every sphere of pathos
(emotion). Instead, it is such a failing only with respect to the sphere of sophrosuné
(temperance). Finally, it is not someone who suffers from a deficiency with respect to the
sphere of séphrosuné. Instead, she must suffer from an excess desire for these specific
pleasures. The question that remains is whether Aristotle can coherently hold all of this. |

argue that he can.

| will begin by explaining what Aristotle means when he says ‘unqualified’ (haplos).
In his other works, haplés does not always mean ‘in all instances’. Therefore, while it
might be prima facie attractive, we should not think that when he uses it in Nicomachean
Ethics VIl he is characterizing the akratés (person lacking self-control) as akratic in all
instances. In Section Il, | will explain what Aristotle means by qualified and unqualified
akrasia. The person who knows that she should not get so angry but does so anyway is
only akratic in a sense. The unqualified akratés is one who is akratic with respect to the
sphere of séphrosuné. In Section lllI, | will argue that s6phrosuné is only concerned with
very specific pleasures. Séphrosuné does not govern all bodily pleasures, only the tactile
pleasures associated with eating and having sex. Finally, | will argue that the unqualified
akratés suffers from an excess desire for these pleasures, not a deficiency. The person

who, although she knows better, has a deficient appetite does not do anything shameful.

l. ‘Unqualified’
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The issue with interpreting unqualified akrasia as akrasia in every sphere of pathos is that
this misunderstands Aristotle’s use of ‘qualified” and ‘unqualified’. ‘Unqualified’ does not
always mean ‘in every instance’. He has other phrases for ‘universal’ (katholou) and
‘predicated in all cases’ (kata pantos). Obviously, Aristotle uses ‘unqualified’ (haplés) in
Nicomachean Ethics VIl.4 where he discusses qualified and unqualified akrasia.
However, he also uses it in the Topics, Posterior Analytics, On Generation and
Corruption, Physics, Metaphysics, and Nicomachean Ethics VIII. | will address each of

these texts and how he uses haplés in them.

Aristotle introduces the notion of unqualified akrasia at the end of Nicomachean

Ethics V1.2, where he poses the following question:

Further, if there is akrasia and enkrateia concerning everything, then who is the

unqualified akratés (NE 1146b2-3)?77
Early on in NE VI1.3, Aristotle states the following:

The akratés in the unqualified sense is not so towards everything, but concerning

the like of the intemperate person (NE 1146b19-20).78

So, the akratés in the fullest sense of the word is only the person who has trouble with
what the intemperate person has trouble with, the sphere of bodily pleasures. Already,
we have evidence that he is not using haplos to mean ‘in every instance’. But, is this

consistent with how he uses haplds elsewhere? | will demonstrate that it is.

7 11 €i Trepi MAvTa Akpaacia £0Ti Kai EYKPATEIQ, TIG O ATTAGG AKPATNAG;
78 oUte yap eI TTAVT £0TIV O ATTAWG AKPATAS, AAAG TTEPI GTTEp O AKOAAOTOC.
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Aristotle sometimes uses haplés to mean ‘in every instance’. In Topics Ill.2 he is
discussing when things are better and more desirable. For example, justice is better and
more desirable than courage because justice is always useful; courage is not (NE
117a35-37). He goes on to discuss when something is better than another thing without

qualification.

Further, if this is better than that haplés, then also the best of this is better than the
best of that; for example, if human is better than horse, then also the best human is
better than the best horse. Also, if the best <of this> is better than the best <of that>,
then also this is better than that haplos; for example, if the best human is better than
the best horse, then also human is better than horse haplés (Topics 117b34-39).7°
| take it to mean that when human is better than horse that any human is better than any

horse. So, we could say that human is better than horse in every instance.

In Posterior Analytics 1.2, Aristotle explains what it is to know in an unqualified

sense.

We are thought to know each thing haplés, but not accidentally in the sophistical
way, whenever we think we know the cause of which the thing is is its cause and
it is not possible for this to have been otherwise (Posterior Analytics 71b10-13).80
So, | know in an unqualified sense not when | know every cause or everything about x,

but when | have an account of the essential properties of x. Here is an instance where

79 "ETi €f GTAGC ToUTO TOUTOU BEATIOV, Kaii TO BEATIOTOV TV £V TOUTW BEATIOV TOU €V TG) £TéPW BEATIOTOU, OloV
&i BEATIOV GvBpwTTOC iTTTTOU, Kai 0 BEATIOTOC GvBpwTTog ToU BeATioToU iTTTTOU BeATiwy. Kai €i TO BEATIOTOV TOU
BeAtioTou BéATIOV, Kai GTTADC ToUTO TOUTOU BEATIOV, Olov &i O BEATIOTOC GvBpwTTO¢ ToU PBeATioTou iTTTTOU
BeATiwy, kai ATTAQG AvOPWTTOG ITTTToU BEATIWV.

80 EtriotacBai 8¢ 0idued’ EKaaTov ATTAGG, GAAG N TOV COQIOTIKOV TPOTTOV TOV KOTA GUURBERNKOG, &Tav TAV T’
aiTiov oilpeBa yIyvwoKelv I’ Qv TO TTpAyua £aTiv, OTI ékeivou aitia £oTi, kai un évoéxeaBal ToUT BAAWG EXEIV.
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haplés does not mean ‘in every instance’. Instead, it means that | know in the fullest sense
of the word; no qualifications need to be added to explain how or under what

circumstances | can be said to know.

In On Generation and Corruption 1.2 Aristotle is discussing what previous thinkers
posited about unqualified coming to be. There, he pairs haplos with teleia (complete)
(317a18-19).8" Again, this points to the fact that haplés can always be taken to mean ‘in
the fullest sense of the word’ rather than ‘in every instance’, something it can be taken to
mean only sometimes depending on the context. Moreover, in On Generation and
Corruption 1.3 he states that haplés means either the primary within each category or the
universal (317b7-8).82 Here, we have evidence that haplés does not always refer to

something applying universally, although it can mean that.

Haplés meaning ‘primary in each category’ is maintained in the Physics. In Book |
he discusses coming to be from what is not. This does not happen without qualification;
it only happens in a qualified sense (191b14-15).83 The primary form of coming to be from
nothing would be creation ex nihilo. A qualified way of coming to be from nothing is a
thing becoming F from a state of being not-F. Again, here, haplos does not mean ‘in every
instance’, for he is not discussing what is always created from nothing. Instead, haplos
means ‘in the fullest sense of the word’. Coming to be from what is not in the fullest sense
is for something to arise out of nothing. In Metaphysics Z, Aristotle also uses haplos to

mean ‘primarily’. That which is primarily, i.e., in an unqualified sense, is ousia (1028a30-

8T GAN ouUy 1 GTTAR Kai TeAsia yéveaic ouykpioel Kai Slakpioel WploTal, WS TIVEG Qaactv, TRV & £V T CUVEXET
MeTaBOARV aAAoiwalv.

82 To & amAQC ATol TO TTPWTOV onuaivel KB ekdotnv kartnyopiav 100 6vtog, i TO KaBdAou Kai 1O TTavTa
TTEPIEXOV.

83 ‘Hueig 8¢ kai auToi ayev yiyveoBal yév oUdEV ATTAWG €K W) GVTOG.
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31).84 Here, haplés does not mean ‘in every instance’ because he does not say what is

in every instance but what is in the fullest sense of ‘is’.

In Nicomachean Ethics VIII.4, Aristotle also uses haplés to mean ‘primarily’ or ‘in
the fullest sense of a word’. There, Aristotle discusses different kinds of friendship. Perfect
or complete friendship is between two good people who are alike in virtue (NE 1156b8).8°
Those who are friends without qualification are those who are friends not for utility or
pleasure but for their own sake, because of their virtue (NE 1157b1-5). Being a friend
without qualification does not mean being a friend to everyone. Indeed, Aristotle considers
it impossible to have many friends (NE 1158a10-11). Instead, it means being a friend in
the fullest sense of the word. Again, haplos is paired with teleia to demonstrate that

Aristotle is using it to mean ‘primarily’ rather than ‘universally’.

Haplés meaning ‘in the fullest sense of the word’ can best be understood in terms
of homonymy. Friendships between virtuous people are friendships in the fullest sense of
the word. Friendships between vicious people are not really friendships. They are only
called so homonymously. Likewise, the akratés with respect to the sphere of séphrosuné
is akratic in the fullest sense of the word. The akratés with respect to anger is not really

akratic. She is only called so homonymously.

In the Categories, Aristotle introduces the notion of homonymy. Two things are
homonymous when the name is the same, but the account of the essence is different

(1a1-2).8¢ For example, a human and a picture of a human are both called animals, but

84 (hoTe TO TPWTWG OV Kai oU Ti OV GAN’ Ov aTTAQG 1) oUoia v €in.
85 Teheia & £0Tiv ) TOV AyaB®V @IAia Kai KaT™ GPETIAV OOIWV.
D - 7 4 3 . . ] by Y 37 y ~ 3 ’ I
86 Ouwvupa Aéyetal wv évopa pévov Kovov, 6 B katd Tolvoua Adyog Tig ouaiag £Tepog.
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are only called such homonymously. They do not have the same account, for the picture
is only a representation of an animal. In Metaphysics VI1.10, Aristotle explains that a dead
finger is only a finger homonymously (1035b25-26).%” Since it has lost its function, it
cannot be a finger in the fullest sense of the word. Being a finger means that the object
in question can “do finger things.” What does it mean to “do finger things™? This becomes
clear in On the Soul II.1. There, Aristotle states that if an eye were an animal, then vision
would be its soul. Removing vision would mean that the eye is no longer an eye, except
homonymously, just like the eye of a painting or a statue (412b19-22).88 So, for a finger
or eye to function properly, whatever makes it the sort of thing that it is must be present.
A finger needs to move and feel. An eye needs to see. Likewise, friendships need to be
maintained for the right reasons. If a finger does not move or feel, an eye does not see,
or if a friendship is maintained for the wrong reasons, then those things are only called
by their names in a weaker sense of those words. A finger that cannot feel or move is
only a finger in the weakest sense of the word, because it merely resembles or once was

a finger. Likewise, with eyes that cannot see or friendships based on selfish reasons.

Of course, there are degrees of being between being the ideal friend, finger, eye
and only being one of these things homonymously.2® One could be a less than perfect
friend, but still be a friend. Maybe Jones forgets Smith’s birthday, but is otherwise

sensitive to his needs. Consider a chair that has only one arm rest. It is still a chair, even

87 oUdE ycxp O TTAVTWC £XwV DAKTUAOG Cwou AAN opwvupog 0 TEBVEWG.

8 giyap nv o ocpecx)\pog ¢ov, yuxn av nv autol f 6yig alTtn yap ouaia deBaAuol r kot 1oV Adyov. 6 &
0@BaApog UAN 6wewg, Ng atmoAsimmolong ouk £oTiv OQBAANOG, TTARV OPWVUPWCE, KabaTrep & AiBivog kai O
YEYPOMUEVOG.

89 Thank you to Howard Curzer for making this point clear.
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if it is incomplete. Or, a chair with no back. It is still a fine surface for sitting. These chairs

are better than a chair with no legs, which would only be a chair homonymously.

So, someone who is akratic with respect to the sphere of s6phrosuné is akratic in
the fullest sense of the word because what makes a person akratic is fully present in her.
Someone who is akratic with respect to anger is less so, because she is akratic in a
weaker sense of the word. But, why does Aristotle distinguish between these “types” of

akrasia and how does he justify the delineations? This is the topic of the next section.
[I. Qualified vs. Unqualified Akrasia

If the akratés is described as someone who knowingly does wrong, then it might seem
like we can be akratic with respect to many things: anger, pleasure, honor, etc. However,
for Aristotle, unqualified akrasia, i.e., akrasia in the fullest sense of the word, is only about
bodily pleasures. Recall that early on in Nicomachean Ethics VII.3 Aristotle states that
“the akratés in the unqualified sense is not so towards everything, but concerning the like
of the intemperate person” (1146b19-20).%° Aristotle is very specific here about who is
contrasting the akratés with. He does not contrast her with the vicious person (kakos).
Instead, he contrasts her with the undisciplined person (akolastos). The undisciplined
person has difficulty with appetite, the vicious with much more than that. If we understand
that the unqualified akratés is the one who does not act upon her knowledge of the
conclusion of the good practical syllogism, then we will see that being “akratic” with
respect to anger or honor is different. These types of people know the conclusion to the

good practical syllogism. As such, they cannot be akratic in the fullest sense of the word.

90 o0Te yap TTEPi TTAVT £0TiV O ATTAWG AKPaATAS, AAAG TTEPT ATTEP O AKAOAQCTOC.
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It might seem as though the qualified akratés and the unqualified akratés make the
same mistake: they both have an excess desire for something that is otherwise good.
Food and sex are good. But, the unqualified akratic desires too much. So, she
overindulges. Likewise, one might think, getting angry when slighted and honor are both
good. But, the qualified akratéis both desire their goals too much. So, they act wrongly.
However, the picture is not so simple. In order to see why, we must investigate the

practical syllogisms that each “type” of akratic follows or fails to follow.

Aristotle thinks that if the object of desire is kalon (fine), then an excess desire for
it is not intemperate (NE 1148a30). According to Karen Stohr, “we cannot be incontinent
about honor, because honor is kalon. We can have excesses about honor, insofar as we
can care about it more (or less) than we should, but this is not incontinence.”' Taking
honor, children, or parents too seriously is to be avoided but is not shameful (NE 1148a30-
1148b4). We ought not to be ashamed that we care about our children. Helicopter
parenting ought to be avoided, but the desire to parent our children is not a bad one. |
find this reasoning to be lacking because all of the “types” of akratéis are aiming at good

objects.

Instead of focusing on what sort of object the qualified akratés is aiming for, we
ought to look at the practical syllogism she follows. Since she acts upon the conclusion,
she is different than the unqualified akratés, who does not. Consider the following

practical syllogism:

1. | ought to aid my children when going through a stressful time.

91 Karen E. Stohr, “Moral Cacophony: When Continence is A Virtue”, The Journal of Ethics 7, no. 4 (2003),
351.
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2. The transition to college is a stressful time.

3. So, | ought to aid my children with the transition to college. [1,2]
Here, the virtuous thing to do is to be a good parent, which entails being sensitive to the
needs of our children. During stressful times, our children need us more than usual.
However, the way to aid college freshmen is not to call their professors. It is to support
them when they get a C on a philosophy paper. One should talk a stressed-out freshman
down from dropping out over a bad grade. This desire can be too strong and the parent
can want to get more involved than she should. But she knows the conclusion to the good
practical syllogism. The desire to aid her child is right. This is an instance in which the

child needs assistance. But too much assistance is not good.

Much the same is going on when we consider qualified akrasia with respect to

anger. Here is the good practical syllogism:

1. When another person slights me, | ought to be angry.

2. Another person has slighted me.

3. | ought to be angry.
Someone who knows what this syllogism prescribes but fails to act accordingly is “akratic”
with respect to anger. The actions of a person who gets too angry are proof that she is
exercising knowledge and therefore listening to reason. Stohr agrees. “The person who
demonstrates incontinence about emotion, such as someone who becomes excessively
angered at an insult, judges correctly that he has reason to be angry, but his anger is
disproportionate to the offense. As a result of this anger, he ends up doing what he should
not. In doing so, however, he follows reason in a sense, because he correctly judges that

he should be angry. The emotion itself is appropriate; the agent simply has it to an
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excessive degree, and that leads him to act badly.”%? So, the qualified akratés with respect
to anger knows the conclusion to the good practical syllogism because she acts on it. She

does go overboard, but this is proof that she is responsive to reason.

Compare these two types of qualified akratéis with the unqualified akratés. The
unqualified akratés does not follow through on the conclusion to the good practical

syllogism.® Consider the following:

1. No one ought to commit adultery.

2. Having a tryst with this person would constitute adultery.

3. So, | ought not to have a tryst with this person. [1,2]
Because of her overwhelming desire, the unqualified akratés ignores the conclusion and
commits adultery. However, the qualified akratéis both follow through on their respective
conclusions. All three akratéis might suffer from excess desires, but what separates the
unqualified akratés from the qualified akratéis is that the former does not listen to what

reason prescribes and the latter, in some sense, do.

Since the qualified and unqualified akratéis differ with respect to listening to
reason, there is also a difference about which sorts of akrasia are blameworthy. Aristotle
delineates akrasia about appetites from akrasia about emotions and considers the former
to be more shameful than the latter (NE 1149a25). Having too much of the proper emotion

is not as bad as having an appetite for something that we should not. Because they listen

92 Stohr, “Moral Cacophony: When Continence is A Virtue”, 349.

9 Indeed, she might not even deliberate at all. Aristotle distinguishes between the weak and impetuous
akratéis at NE 1150b20. The weak akratés is the one who deliberates and fails to act on the conclusion of
her deliberation. The impetuous akratés is so excited that she fails to even deliberate. Either way, the
unqualified akratés is different from the qualified akratés because the former has a failure of reasoning
while the latter does not.
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to reason, qualified akratéis are not blameworthy (NE 1148b5-9). The desires that we
share with animals are the ones that can lead to shame, because we have a rational part

of our soul that ought to control them.

Consider a person who knows that she ought to break up with her physically
abusive partner but cannot bring herself to do it because she fears for her life. She is not
doing anything shameful. It is certainly not good for her to stay in this relationship, but she
is doing something difficult that involves the rational part of her soul, not giving in to animal
instincts. A true akratés is not in control of herself with respect to the bodily pleasures that
we share with animals. These pleasures fail to engage our distinctly human rational
capacities, which is why following them is bad enough to warrant the shame that
accompanies calling someone akratic. Failing to end a physically abusive relationship is
not akin to succumbing to desires of the flesh, because the desire for self-preservation is
vastly different from the desire to indulge in a tenth glass of wine. Again, there is no shame
in being unable to end a physically abusive relationship. There is shame, however, in

getting drunk at a work-related function.

Now that | have argued that unqualified akrasia, i.e., akrasia in the fullest sense of
the word, has only to do with the sphere of sophrosuné, it is time to investigate what

pleasures are included in this sphere of pathos.

[ll. Séphrosuné

What pleasures are included in the sphere of sophrosuné? The ones we share with
animals? Those of taste and touch? The pleasures associated with food, drink, and sex

seems to be the typical answer. However, there are atypical views. On one hand, Young
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argues that such a scope implied by the typical answer is wider than what Aristotle had
in mind. Young leaves out sex and alcohol because he believes that they are not
necessary pleasures. On the other hand, Curzer argues that such a scope is too narrow
to capture Aristotle’s view. On his account, the pleasures concerned with food, drink, and
sex are merely the paradigm, and not the sole, objects of séphrosuné. | will argue that
both Young and Curzer fall short. Young is right to leave sophisticated pleasures of taste
off the list but misses the mark by leaving out sex. Curzer is right to include the pleasures
of sex but misses the mark by including more mundane pleasures, such as the pleasure

we get from a back rub.

Sophrosuné, referring to the mean between self-indulgence and insensibility, is
most often translated as ‘temperance’. According to David Bostock, “in ordinary Greek
usage, the word has a wide range of application, and often approximates to our
‘sensible’.”%* Basically, the person who exemplifies sGphrosuné has a good handle on the
non-rational part of her soul. Michael Pakaluk renders it as ‘self-mastery’ and notes that
it “is most characteristically shown in someone who is entirely at ease in not taking or
even wanting to enjoy some pleasure that it would be unreasonable for him to enjoy.”®®
So, it is not merely one who refrains from certain pleasures who demonstrates
séphrosuné, but one who does so without discomfort. She can recognize that heroin is
desired by some without finding it desirable herself. Even if she comes across a pleasure

that she does normally like to enjoy, she can refrain without being pained at her loss.

%4 Bostock, Aristotle’s Ethics, 46n34.
9 Pakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, 168.
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Sophrosuné does not mean that the person in question never indulges. Instead,
according to Urmson, the “temperate man will enjoy his food and other bodily pleasures
so far as they are needful, fitting, and within his means.”® So long as it is the right time
and place, the temperate person can indulge in an ice cream cone. Pakaluk agrees.
“Sophrosuné can take the form, for instance, of hearty and vigorous revelry amidst friends
at a celebration.”” Consider a bachelorette party. This is the time to be a bit rowdy and
loud. The person who enjoys her beer and her evening of fun is different from the person
who overindulges by getting drunk and ruining the festivities. The former exhibits

séphrosuné and the latter exhibits self-indulgence.

Sophrosuné is typically taken to govern the pleasures of touch and taste, i.e., those
associated with food, drink, and sex.% Let us now see if this is what Aristotle says.
Aristotle discusses the scope and outlook of sophrosuné and its corresponding vices in
Nicomachean Ethics 111.10-12.%° He begins by distinguishing between pleasures of the
soul (e.g., learning) from pleasures of the body. However, séphrosuné does not govern
all bodily pleasures, for someone who really enjoys the objects of sight and sound, e.g.,
paintings or songs, is not called self-indulgent (NE 1118a3-9). Instead, “the pleasures
concerning temperance and intemperance are the others we have in common with
animals, and so appear slavish and savage. These are touch and taste” (NE 1118a24-
26).1% However, all of the pleasures of taste are not included either, for those with

sophisticated palates enjoy discriminating flavors. Think of the pleasure that a sommelier

9% Urmson, Aristotle’s Ethics, 70.

7 Pakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, 167-168.

98 Cf. Stoyles (197), Bostock (46n34), Walsh (91), Pakaluk (169), and Urmson (28).

9 He also discusses it in Eudemian Ethics |11.2. However, there are no substantive differences to speak of.
100 17epi T8¢ TOIOUTAG OF) ASOVAC / cwPpPoclvn Kai f AkoAacia é0Tiv vV kai T& AomTd {@Ma KOIVWVET,
50ev25 AvOPOTTOdWIEIS Kai ONpIwdeIS aivovTar altal & gigiv A Kai yeloig.
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derives from correctly identifying a wine from a rather obscure region of France. This is
not the pleasure that the self-indulgent person enjoys, because it is not a pleasure that
can be shared with the other animals. Instead, she enjoys “the gratification that comes
entirely through touch in eating and in what are called the pleasures of sex” (NE 1118a30-
32).191 So, the self-indulgent person enjoys too much of the tactile pleasures associated

with food and sex. What else does she enjoy?

The self-indulgent person also enjoys too much the other bodily pleasures that
remind her of the proper object(s) of her excessive desire for tactile pleasures associated
with food and sex. In other words, she enjoys anything that will awaken her excessive
desire for food and sex. For example, she is too fond of a picture or the smell of her
beloved. Aristotle writes that the person who really enjoys the scent of perfume or cooking
is self-indulgent because this reminds her of the object of her desire (NE 1118a10-14).
Enjoying the smell of cooking too much obviously points to the fact that the self-indulgent
person desires to consume that food. Most likely, she wants to consume it right now and
wants to consume more than her fair share of it. What does it mean to enjoy the scent of
perfume too much? The self-indulgent person does not desire the flowers or other things
that the perfume is fashioned to mimic. Instead, she desires someone that she is thinking

of amorously; perhaps, someone who wears that or a similar perfume.

In contrast to all this, Charles M. Young argues that, for Aristotle, the pleasures of
sex are not governed by séphrosuné. He writes, “Aristotelian temperance is not

concerned with alcohol, | suggest, because Aristotle sees no physical need for alcohol in

101 1 yiveral Taoa 81" aQfig Kai &V OITioIG Kai €V TTOTOIG Kai TOIG GpPodIaiolg Aeyouévolg.
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normal human beings. So too with sex.”'%? Young makes this passing comment and does
not elaborate on it more. However, | can think of two different arguments that would
support such a conclusion. The first turns on the assumption that sex is not a necessary
desire for any animal, including humans. The second turns on the assumption that sex is
not a necessary desire for humans, qua rational animals. Unfortunately for Young, both

arguments are open to objections.
The first argument proceeds as follows:

1. Sex is not required for the survival of the individual animal.

2. The only desires for which there is a physical need are those required for the
survival of the individual animal.

3. Therefore, there is no physical need for sex. (1,2)

4. Sophrosuné only governs the pleasures of an animal for which there is a physical
need.

5. So, séphrosuné does not govern the pleasures of sex. (3,4)

The problem with this argument is premise 2, because it does not consider that an animal
is part of a species. The desire for sex is necessary to propagate the species. So, it is
necessary for survival on a grander scale. Aristotle thinks that the only way for the non-
rational animals to share in the divine is to “live on” by continuing the species. Ignoring a
necessary part of their functions is likely not a good characterization of what Aristotle had

in mind when describing the pleasures of animals for which there is a physical need.

Perhaps, Young had in mind the following:

92 Charles Young, “Aristotle on Temperance”, The Philosophical Review 97 (1988): 538.
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1. There is a physical need for sex only for non-rational animals.

2. Humans are rational animals.

3. There is not a physical need for sex for humans. (1,2)

4. Sophrosuné governs only the pleasures for which there is a physical need shared
by both the rational animals and the non-rational animals.

5. So, séphrosuné does not govern the pleasures associated with sex. (3,4)

| think that this is closer to what Young has in mind. He says that “to have Aristotelian
temperance, then, is to embody the recognition that one is animal in genus and rational
in species.”'% The argument fails because it focuses too much on our rational nature to
the exclusion of our animal nature. S6phrosuné is about controlling our animal urges
without discomfort, not viewing them as unnecessary. If they were unnecessary, then we
would not need to control them so often. However, most people have desires for sex and

many people need to control that desire.

For everybody takes pleasure from cuisines and wines and sexual pleasures,

though not always in the right way. (NE 1154a18-19).1%4

If only a few people desired sex, then controlling that urge would not be such an issue.
Indeed, the impressive thing about séphrosuné is that the desire for sex is necessary, yet

one can overcome the urge without pain.

Moreover, contra Young, many others agree that sex, according to Aristotle, is a

necessary desire for human beings and, therefore, that it is governed by séphrosuné.

103 Young, “Aristotle on Temperance”, 542.
104 rvTEG YA Xaipouai TTwg Kai 6Yoig Kai oivoig Kai appodiaiolg, GAN’ oy wg Oel.
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Devin Henry holds that “the affections of hunger and sexual appetite are both natural
desires that promote our (biological) well-being.”% J.J. Walsh agrees. “To determine the
subject matter of akrasia, Aristotle divides the sources of pleasure into two classes. The
first he associates with the body and calls “necessary” (avaykaia). Examples are food
and sexual relations.”'%¢ Finally, Hendrik Lorenz states that “in writing of necessary things
that give us pleasure, Aristotle seems to have in mind types of activities that our nature
forces upon us, such as eating and having sex.”'%” Not only is sex a pleasure that Aristotle
discusses when he is outlining what séphrosuné governs, but it is clear that our animal
nature does indeed necessitate our desire for it. So, Young is mistaken about eliminating

sex from the list of pleasures that s6phrosuné governs. But what does Young get right?

Young is right about one thing: leaving sophisticated tasting off the list of pleasures
that sophrosuné governs, for this is consistent with what Aristotle writes. Aristotle states
that taste is a very little part, if a part of all, of what the self-indulgent person desires (NE
1118a26-27)."% Taste might be described as a form of touch (On the Soul 414b7), but,
according to J. O. Urmson, “the critical use of taste, as in judging wine or cookery, is
something quite different, and irrelevant to temperance.”'%® Recall that the discrimination
of flavors performed by the sommelier is not what the self-indulgent person enjoys.

Instead, she enjoys the pleasures of eating and feeling full.''® The pleasures of the

105 Devin Henry, “Aristotle on Pleasure and the Worst Form of Akrasia”, Ethical Theory and Moral Practice
5 (2002): 258.

106 J.J. Walsh, Aristotle’s Conception of Moral Weakness (New York: Columbia University

Press, 1963), 87.

97 Lorenz, Hendrik. “Nicomachean Ethics VIl.4: Plain and Qualified akrasia”, in Aristotle's

Nicomachean Ethics, Book VI, edited by Carlo Natali (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 77.

108 paivovtal 8¢ Kai Tj yeUoel £TTi MIKPOV 1) 0UBEV ¥pfoBar

199 Urmson, Aristotle’s Ethics, 69.

10| think this distinction is lacking in Austin’s criticism of Aristotle (“A Plea for Excuses”, 24n13). Wanting
to have another segment of ice cream because it was delicious is distinct from wanting to have more
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sommelier are not shameful, but the pleasures of the self-indulgent person are. The
difference will become clear if we attend to the words that Aristotle uses when describing

those who lack sophrosuné.

Throughout NE I11.10-111.12, Aristotle uses the word akolastos to describe the
person who lacks séphrosuné. However, when he wants to differentiate the one with the
excess desires, the self-indulgent person, from the one with the deficient desires, the
insensible person, he uses other terms. The insensible are called anaisthétoi. In NE 111.10,
when Aristotle describes a character who wishes his neck were longer than a crane’s so
that he could enjoy more food, he uses the word opsophagos'' (NE 1118a32-33). Liddell,
Scott, and Jones translate this as ‘someone who enjoys eating delicacies’. It might seem
as though the self-indulgent person simply enjoys the finer things. However, in NE I11.11,
when he describes the self-indulgent, he uses the word gastrimargoi. Rackham translates
this as ‘mad-bellies’. Irwin translates it as ‘gluttons’ but notes that it could also be rendered
‘ravenous about their bellies’."'? These people are called this because they eat more than
what is required to satisfy their hunger. They might be eating expensive food, e.g., caviar,
but they are not enjoying it qua delicacy. Instead, they are enjoying the feeling of being
full. The gastrimargoi who eat an excessive amount ought to be ashamed. But, the

opsophagos who enjoys one glass of a particularly good Cabernet Sauvignon need not.

So, the unrefined, tactile pleasures associated with eating and having sex definitely

belong on the list of pleasures governed by séphrosuné. But, does anything else belong

because feeling full is pleasant. The discriminating of flavors is occurring in the former and not in the latter,
which us why the former can occur with calm and finesse.

"1 Thanks to Richard Bett to pointing out that, in Aristotle’s time, the opsa are the toppings that you put on
the flatbread to make it taste interesting.

"2 |rwin, Nicomachean Ethics, 215.
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on there? Curzer says that a whole host of other pleasures, e.g., back rubs, belong on
the list. | disagree. Curzer holds that Aristotle extends sophrosuné beyond the pleasures
of only food, drink, and sex for two reasons. First, he mentions those three as paradigm
cases of akrasia, not the only ones. Second, he includes heat in the list of what
séphrosuné governs, which means that the door is open for other pleasures to be
included. Curzer concludes that “charity and consistency prohibit us from attributing to
Aristotle the view that all cases of self-indulgence involve the pleasures of food, drink,

and sex.”""® | think that Curzer’s position is open to objections on both accounts.

The tactile pleasures we receive from eating and having sex are not the paradigm
pleasures associated with séphrosuné, they are the only ones. When Aristotle defines
sophrosuné in Nicomachean Ethics lll, he uses these same examples over and over; no
others. If he wanted to include other pleasures, then he would have. Saying that the tactile
pleasures we receive from eating and having sex are merely the paradigm cases
governed by sophrosuné is like saying that the fear of imminent death is merely the
paradigm case that courage governs. However, it is well-known that Aristotle means for
this to be the only case properly governed by courage. (This is why valor might be a better
translation of andreia.) Aristotle goes to great lengths to ensure that he gets this point
across by explaining how conditions that appear to be courageous really are not (NE
1116a17-1117a29). For Curzer to be right, Aristotle would be breaking the pattern he has
set when describing each virtue of character individually to describe sophrosune.

However, | see no reason to think that Aristotle is making any exception for séphrosuné.

"3 Howard J. Curzer, Aristotle and the Virtues (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 68.
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What about Curzer’s second point? Aristotle does include heat in a list associated
with sophrosuné when he is discussing unqualified akrasia. However, this list is of
pleasures and pains. Aristotle states that the unqualified akratés either desires certain
pleasures too much or avoids certain pains too much. These are hunger, thirst, heat, cold,
and all the objects of touch and taste (NE 1148a7-9).'4 At first glance, it seems that
hunger, thirst, heat, and cold are the pains that the unqualified akratés tries too much to
avoid, while the objects of touch and taste are the pleasures she tries too much to enjoy.
If this is the case, then the pleasures of a back rub, and whatever other pleasures Curzer
thinks Aristotle is making room for here, will not be included in the sphere of séphrosuné

because heat is not being added to the list of associated pleasures.

Throughout NE I11.10-111.12, Aristotle mentions the pleasures of touch and taste.
So, it is no surprise that they appear on this list from NE VII.4. However, why do hunger,
thirst, heat, and cold not appear in the discussion of séphrosuné in Book I11? Well, heat
does make a brief appearance. At NE 1118b5-7, Aristotle rules out the sophisticated
pleasures associated with warming and rubbing at the gymnasium from the sphere of
sophrosuné. But, the four of them together appear in no list having to do with the
pleasures governed by sophrosuné. The broad topic of NE VII.4 is qualified vs.
unqualified akrasia. Recall from Section | that, if someone is especially soft when it comes
to anger or honor, then she is only homonymously the akratés. Heat and cold do not
appear as examples of akrasia elsewhere. So, | presume that Aristotle is making room
for someone who is too soft about the temperature, another qualified akratés. For

example, someone who complains because she is too far from the fire in winter is greedy

14 1reivng kai Siwng kai GAéag Kai PUXoug Kai TTAvVTwY TWV TTepi AenVv Kai yedaiv.
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for an excess of heat. Likewise, for the person who cannot wait her turn at the well during
the summer. This is behavior we expect from children, not adults. The truly temperate
person can handle the fluctuations in the temperature without complaint.’’® Therefore, |
see no reason to think that heat is being added to the list of associated pleasures for
which the akratés has an excess desire. Instead, | think Aristotle is merely giving us

another example of qualified akrasia.

My argument makes séphrosuné very narrow indeed. Is this a problem? | think
not. Those with an excess desire for pretty sights and melodic sounds are doing nothing
shameful. Going to a lot of concerts is not a problem, unless this person is deficient in
some other sphere of pathos. Going to a concert rather than paying the bills is
irresponsible with respect to giving and spending. However, going to a concert rather than
going to see a play is not shameful behavior. Such a person merely knows her own mind
and is expressing a preference for music. Enjoying fine wines from obscure regions of
France is fine, so long as that person is not a braggart about her ability. So, | do not need
to posit a new sphere of pathos for these pleasures that s6phrosuné does not cover. Their
excesses are not concerning. If there is associated behavior that is concerning, it is in a

different sphere of pathos outlined by Aristotle.
IV. Excess or Deficiency?

| will now argue that the akratés is the one who, although she knows better, performs the
same action as the self-indulgent person and not the insensible person. Recall that the

unqualified akratés, like the self-indulgent person, ought to be ashamed of her actions.

5 Think of Socrates who wore the same cloak in winter and in summer. This is what it means to be
temperate.
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The insensible person, while technically vicious, need not be ashamed. It is a shame that
she does not enjoy a good Cabernet Sauvignon, but it is not shameful. Likewise, with the
person who has deficient appetites yet knows better. Her actions are not in accordance
with what is good for a human being, but they are not shameful. Therefore, she cannot

be the akratés.

So far, a lot has been said about the self-indulgent, the so-called mad-bellies, and
nothing has been said of the insensible. This reflects the amount of attention Aristotle
gives to each throughout NE 111.10-Ill.12. The excess with respect to séphrosuné is
discussed far more often than the corresponding deficiency. This is because Aristotle
thinks that insensible people do not exist often, if at all (NE 1107b7-8), and that such
people are far from being human (NE 1119a10). The insensible enjoy things too little
because they think that the desire is wrong. As vicious people, they do not know what is
right. For example, she does not realize that having one ice cream cone would be
temperate. After all, it is a hot day and she otherwise keeps to a healthy diet. Her issue
is that she thinks that the desire is wrong in itself. However, it is not. Recall from the
previous section that our nature requires of us that we eat and reproduce. So, the desires
for food and sex are not bad. They become bad when we desire the wrong objects, e.g.,

human flesh, or too much or too little of the right objects, e.g., water.

Let’s take stock. We have four different types of people we are currently concerned

with.

Akratic Self-Indulgent Deficient in Appetite Insensible

71



Knows that having
one ice cream
cone would be

temperate

Thinks that having
two ice cream
cones would be
temperate

Knows that having
one ice cream cone
would be temperate

Thinks that having
an ice cream cone
would be
overindulging

Desires two ice
cream cones

Desires two ice
cream cones

Does not desire an ice
cream cone

Does not desire an
ice cream cone

Eats two ice cream
cones

Eats two ice cream
cones

Does not have an ice
cream cone

Does not have an
ice cream cone

The akratés and the self-indulgent person desire the same thing and both overindulge.
Likewise, with the person deficient in appetite who knows better and the insensible
person. They both underindulge. The akratés and the person with deficient appetites who
knows better might seem similar, because they both suffer from an inner turmoil wherein
their knowledge of what is right conflicts with their desires. However, the person with the
deficient appetite who knows better makes a less shameful mistake than the one the
akratés makes. Underindulgence is not what we should reasonably expect of a human
being all of the time, for it is often not the temperate action to underindulge. However, it

is better than forgetting our rational nature and acting like a mere animal.

The underindulgence | speak of here is not a dangerous sort where the insensible
person and person with a deficient appetite who knows better do not eat enough to
nourish themselves. If it were, then it would be more shameful than self-indulgence
because it would lead to an early grave. There are two types of insensible people as | see

it. The first does not discern between mere sustenance and gourmet food."'® | have a

16 Thanks to Howard Curzer for making this point clear to me.
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friend who is content to eat ground beef on a plate. He sees no difference between that
and me making an apple and brie burger. He enjoys both the same. The second sees
eating and the like as a chore. As Young puts it, these insensible people “are not to be
confused with anorexics. Their problem is not that they eat and drink too little, but that
they partake too little of the pleasures that eating and drinking naturally bring.”"” The
issue with the desires of this type of insensible person and those with deficient desires
who know better is that they never have something “just for the heck of it” like the
temperate do.’® These people regard nourishing their bodies as a chore and take no
pleasure in ingesting the food. | do not enjoy the taste of medicine. But, when | need to, |
take it. This is the sort of attitude that these people have toward eating and having sex.
They are necessary evils for the insensible and those with deficient appetites that know
better. They will perform such actions, but they will derive little to no pleasure from them.
Because they derive little to no pleasure from them, they will do the bare minimum that

they need to.

It might sound strange to say that something is a vice but that it is not shameful.
However, some vices are closer to the mean than others. Foolhardiness is usually closer
to courage than cowardice is. This is so because the person with the excess desire to
save someone from a burning building still saves that person, as the courageous person
does. The foolhardy person jumps into action a bit too quickly, thereby showing too little
regard for her life, but she still gets the job done. The coward never acts. So, she can

hardly ever do what the courageous person does. Insensibility is usually closer to the

"7 Young, “Aristotle on Temperance”, 536.
"8 Young, “Aristotle on Temperance”, 535.
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mean of séphrosuné than self-indulgence because the insensible person and temperate
person both refrain from acting like animals. The self-indulgent person forgets her rational

nature and pursues the wrong objects or too much of the proper objects of food and sex.

Insensibility is a vice not because it is shameful behavior, but because it is not very

human behavior. Aristotle gives the following definition of virtue in NE 11.6:

Virtue is a stable state that deliberately chooses the mean relative to us, which is
defined by reference to reason, that is, the way in which the person of practical
wisdom would define it. It is a mean between two vices, one of excess and one of

deficiency (NE 1107a1-4).119

When he says that the mean is relative to us, he does not mean that there is a dangerous
sort of relativism that lets anything go. Instead, he means that it is relative to humans.'2°
The purpose of stating that the mean is relative to humans is to distinguish what is
appropriate for us from what is appropriate for other beings, like the gods. An action that
would be considered courageous if performed by a human being could be considered
cowardly if performed by a god. Likewise, what is intemperate for a human might be
temperate for a god. Since Aristotle is concerned in the Nicomachean Ethics with what
human flourishing is, when he describes a vice, it is what is bad for a human. This does
not automatically translate into being shameful. Sometimes, underindulgence is the right
thing to do. After all, parents often refrain from a another serving to give it to their children.

This is just not what one should reasonably expect of a human being all the time.

19 "Eomiv Gpa 1y ApeTh £€IC TIPOQIPETIKN, év HECOTNTI oUoa TR TTPOS MUES, WpPIouévn Adyw Kai we2 av 61107
a PPOVIPOC Opioelev. peadTNG O€ dUO KaKIWV, TAG YEV KB’ UTTepBoANV TR OE KaT’ EAAEIYIV:
120 Cf. Irwin (1999) 197 and Brown 69-71.
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So, the akratés and the self-indulgent person, because they make the mistake of
overindulging, ought to be ashamed of their actions. Neither of them listens to reason.
The akratés because she is in a haze like a drunk and the self-indulgent person because
she does not even know what reason prescribes. The person with deficient desires who
knows better might also fail to listen to reason, but she does not do so to the detriment of
her rational nature which prohibits us from acting on each of our animal desires. For this
reason, akrasia involves only an excess desire for the tactile pleasures associated with

food and sex, not a deficiency.

Conclusion

The akratés suffers from an epistemic failing in which she either lacks or knows only in
the way the drunk person knows the conclusion of the good practical syllogism. This
causes her to act against her better judgment. However, she is not plagued by such
mistakes in every sphere of pathos. While we might call others akratic, unqualified akrasia
only applies to someone who suffers such an epistemic failing with respect to séphrosuné.
This is because being “akratic” with respect to anger is not to demean oneself by acting
like an animal, for anger still listens to reason. The unqualified akratés has excessive
desires for the tactile pleasures involved with eating food and having sex. This does not
include the discrimination of the finer things, for the akratés merely desires the feeling of
satisfaction regardless of the quality of the object in question. Although it is possible to
have a deficiency with respect to those same pleasures, that is not akrasia, for akrasia is
shameful behavior. Underindulgence, while technically a vice, is not shameful. So, the

akratic’s issue is a very specific one to have indeed.
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Chapter Three: The Disunity of Akrasia and Enkrateia

In this chapter, | will argue for the traditional view of Aristotle according to which the
virtuous and vicious agents possess a sort of psychological harmony not possessed by
the akratés (person lacking self-control) and the enkratés (self-controlled person). Many
endorse this picture. However, there are some challenges to it. Here, | will focus on the
challenges that neither the virtuous nor the vicious person are unified. | will address both
objections and argue that the virtuous and vicious agents are the only ones who are
unified, leaving the akratés and enkratés with a lack of unity. This similarity is more proof

that the akratés and enkratés are the same kind of person; they differ only in degree.

| begin with a sketch of the typical view attributed to Aristotle. In section Il, | argue
against those who believe that the virtuous person is not unified. | argue against Wolf that
the unity of virtue is a tenable and interesting thesis, against Walker that the virtues are
not incompatible, and against Badhwar that the virtues form more than a limited unity. In
section Ill, | argue that the other hexis (stable state) of the soul that is unified is vice.
Again, | go about this mainly by responding to objections, especially Miller’s claim that

the vicious person is conflicted.

I. The Unity of Virtue and Vice

Aristotle’s virtuous agent possesses two kinds of unity. First, she possesses what | will
refer to as a psychological unity between what she knows to be right and what she desires
to do. This means that her decisions are free from internal conflict, unlike the enkratés
and akratés. | do not mean that she never has to make hard choices. Indeed, the virtuous

agent may hold the lives of many in her hand when she chooses and these choices might

76



be difficult to execute. However, she does not have an internal conflict with herself about
what to do. Second, she possesses what | will refer to as a global unity because she
possesses the psychological unity with respect to each and every sphere of pathos
(emotion) because she possesses all the virtues of character.’?! The vicious agent, | will
argue, only possesses the psychological unity. She has an internal harmony which leaves
her free from discomfort when choosing. However, she need not possess a vice with

respect to each and every sphere of pathos. So, she does not possess the global unity.

Aristotle’s taxonomy of moral agents is as follows:

Knows what is right | Desires what is right | Does what is right
Virtuous Yes Yes Yes
Enkratés Yes No Yes
Akratés Yes No No
Vicious No No No

The virtuous agent does not feel any conflict between reason and desire. So, she
possesses a psychological unity that allows her to be at ease with her choices. The
enkratés and akratés are not so lucky. They both know what is right, which means
knowing the universal premise to the good practical syllogism. However, they both desire
to do the opposite. This means that their choices are accompanied by a sort of pain or

discomfort in having this internal conflict. The vicious agent, as | will argue, lacks this

121 Here | shall make no claim about the virtues of character individually. The lists Aristotle gives us are
long and varied. In the Nicomachean Ethics he lists twelve, but in the Eudemian Ethics fourteen. Which
virtues are included in or excluded from the list is not at issue here.
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conflict and is therefore psychologically unified like the virtuous agent. For example, if

temperance is under scrutiny, we can say the following about the four agents in question:

Virtuous

Enkrates

Akratés

Vicious

Knows that she
should not drink a
fifth glass of wine

Knows that she
should not drink a
fifth glass of wine

Knows that she
should not drink a
fifth glass of wine

Does not know that
she should not
drink a fifth glass of
wine

Does not desire to
drink a fifth glass of
wine

Desires to drink a
fifth glass of wine

Desires to drink a
fifth glass of wine

Desires to drink a
fifth glass of wine

Does not drink a
fifth glass of wine

Does not drink a
fifth glass of wine

Drinks a fifth glass
of wine

Drinks a fifth glass
of wine

While there might be an initial pull to sort the virtuous and enkratés into one group and
the akratés and vicious into another, based on what it is that they actually do, this does
not line up with Aristotle’s system. For him, we must see if the agent in question has acted
as the virtuous person acts, which means that she has acted in a manner that accords
with not only eudaimonia but her subjective desires as well. The virtuous person
possesses this psychological harmony globally, i.e., in all spheres of pathos, because she
possesses all the virtues of character. She possesses all of the virtues of character

because she possesses a specific virtue of thought: phronésis (practical wisdom).

The relationship between phronésis and the virtues of character is a tight one.

Aristotle tells us that Socrates was half right:
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He was wrong in thinking that all of the virtues are forms of phronésis, but right in

saying that the virtues require phronésis to exist (NE 1144b19-21).122

The virtues of character are not identical with phronésis, but an agent possesses
phronésis if and only if she possesses all the virtues of character. The agent who exhibits
virtue of character does not happen to also possess phronésis. Instead, one can only
exhibit virtue of character by possessing phronésis, and anyone possessing phronésis
will exhibit virtue of character, because each requires the other in order to play its role.
The reason that virtue of character requires phronésis is "precisely because a virtuous
disposition is a habit of a non-rational element in us, it needs direction and guidance."'?3
The virtues of character are of the part of the soul that does not have but can listen to
reason. Well, phronésis is of the part of the soul that has reason. Michael Pakaluk
illustrates the relationship nicely with the following example. "We show courage when at
war; therefore, courage itself does not decide whether we should or should not engage in
war. We apparently need a virtue distinct from the virtues of character, then, which says
in effect up to what point we should engage in those activities in which those virtues are
displayed."'?* Virtue of character can make us desire to do something courageous, but
we have to also know what reason concludes the courageous action for that circumstance

to be, or else we cannot act on our desire.

However, the dependence is not one-sided. If a person possesses phronésis, then,
unless she is making an uncharacteristic mistake, when she acts, she will exhibit virtue

of character. Phronésis, far from existing in isolation from the virtues of character, requires

122 811 uv yaip POVACEIC WETO £ival TTACOC TAC APETAC, AUAPTAVEY, OTI &' 0UK GVEU PPOVATEWS, KAAKG EAEVEV.
123 pakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: An Introduction, 227 .
124 pPakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: An Introduction, 228.
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them to be what it is. Otherwise, the ability to achieve an end is not necessarily the virtue

of phronésis, but merely a character trait that people who are other than virtuous possess.

There is a capacity called cleverness. It is one that leads to the actions that tend
to promote whatever goal is assumed and to attain them. If the goal is fine,
cleverness is praiseworthy, and if the goal is bad, cleverness is mischievous. This
is why both the phronimos and mischievous people are called clever (NE 1144a23-

28).125

An agent only possesses full virtue when she possesses the correct reason and the
correct goal. Having the correct reason without the correct goal is to merely be clever.

Having the correct goal without the correct reason is to merely have natural virtue.

To all it seems that our character comes to be by nature; for we are just, temperate,

brave, and have the other good features, from birth (NE 1144b4-7).126

Natural virtue is what a child possesses when she stands up to the schoolyard bully. She
does not know why it is right to protect her friend, but she has a strong desire to do so. If
habituated well, then she will become fully virtuous. Knowing how to make someone cry,
but not having a good reason to engage in this behavior is being clever, or being good at
means-end reasoning. If not properly habituated, this person will become vicious.

Combining both of the necessary aspects is what makes the virtuous person so special.

125 £om dR Tig duvauig Av kahoTaol deivotnta: adtn & 0T ToIAUTN WOTE TA TTPOG TOV UTTOTEBEVTA OKOTTOV
ouvteivovta duvacBal TalTa TIPATTEV Kai TUYXAVvEIV auTol. Gv pév olv 6 OKoTTOC N KOAGS, ETTAIVETH 0TIV, BV
0¢ @alAog, TTavoupyia:

126 11601 yap DOKET EkaoTa TWV ABGV UTTApXelv UOEl TTWG Kai yap Sikalol5 Kai cw@povikoi Kai avdpeiol Kali
TEAAa Exopev €UBUC €K YEVETAG
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She knows how to get at her goal and she aims at this goal for the right reason, something

in line with eudaimonia.

So, a virtuous agent is unified, in a global sense, because she possesses
phronésis. Is the vicious agent unified in this same sense because she lacks it? No, for
the enkratés and akratés also lack it. Instead, the unity that the vicious agent possesses
is not the global unity that comes from having every vice; it is the psychological unity that
comes from there being no discomfort or pain accompanying her choices. To return to
the temperance example, she does not know that a fifth glass of wine at a party would be
intemperate, she desires to drink a fifth glass, and does so. There is no internal conflict
between reason and desire, because she does not know what she ought to be desiring.

This is why she does not regret her actions.

Why exactly does the vicious agent lack global unity? Put simply, because there
are even more chances for her to be disunified in ways other than the psychological
disunity possessed by the enkratés and akratés. Each virtue has two vices, an excess
and a deficiency. Some vices are closer to virtues than their counterparts. Sometimes the
excess is closer to the virtue and sometimes the deficiency is. For example, rashness is
usually closer to courage than cowardice is. However, insensibility is usually closer to
temperance than indulgence is. There is no guarantee that an excess or deficiency in one
sphere of pathos will reveal the same in another. One could be vicious with respect to
generosity by being stingy, and be akratic with respect to pleasure, but manage to do the
right thing when it comes to courage. There is no principle that the vicious person follows

akin to phronésis for the virtuous person.
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As | stated earlier, there may be an initial pull to group the virtuous with the
enkratés and the akratés with the vicious, if we look simply at what they do. However, my
view is that the enkratés and akratés are together in one group while the virtuous and
vicious are each in their own groups. The virtuous and the vicious each possess a
psychological harmony that eludes the enkratés and akratés. The enkratés and akratés
are constantly plagued by pain and discomfort when deliberating. The intense desires are

to blame for the pain. Aristotle states that

The melancholic by nature are always in need of healing, for their body is in a
continuous state of irritation, and they are always having excessive desires (NE

1154b11-13).127

Melancholic people are identified earlier in Book VIl as a species of akratéis (NE 1150b26-
29). So, instead of drawing a bright line between enkrateia and akrasia, we should draw

two bright lines between virtue and enkrateia and between akrasia and vice.
[I. Some Criticisms of the Unity of Virtue

In this section, | will present three criticisms of the unity of virtue. The first, from Wolf, is
that the only tenable unity thesis is quite uninteresting. The second, from Walker, is that
virtues sometimes conflict. The third, and most damning, from Badhwar, is that the
virtuous person only possesses a limited unity. | begin with the criticisms from Wolf and

Walker, because they are easier to dismiss.

Virtue and Knowledge

127 oi B¢ pehayXoAIKoi TAV QUOIV agi dEovTal iaTpeiag” Kai yap 10 o@ua dakvouevov diateAel didi TRV Kpdaolv, Kai
ael év 6pégel opodpa cioiv:
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Susan Wolf breaks the argument for the unity of virtue down as follows:

1. Each virtue essentially involves knowledge, in particular knowledge of what’s
important.
2. Knowledge is essentially unified.

3. Virtue is unified.28

This is different from how Aristotle argues for the unity of virtue, because Wolf thinks that
the only tenable unity thesis is not what the Greeks endorsed. “Unlike those Greeks who
believed that a courageous person will also necessarily be generous and just, our
argument only supports the idea that a courageous person will have the knowledge
relevant to generosity and justice. A courageous person, in other words, will know what
he ought to do to be generous and just. But it does not follow that he will actually be
generous and just.”'?® According to Wolf, the only version of the unity thesis that goes
through is a weaker one than what Aristotle and company propose. Instead of having
every virtue, on this account, the virtuous person has the idea of how to act in any given

circumstance. It is another matter entirely whether this knowledge leads to action.

Wolf goes on to argue that this weaker thesis is barely of interest. “The sense in
which our argument justifies the claim that the virtues are unified, then falls short of the
claim that to have one virtue is to have them all. What is justified by our argument is rather
the claim that in order for a person to possess the knowledge—the holistic knowledge of
what matters—that is necessary for them all. Because we rarely care whether a person

possesses a virtue perfectly and completely, this claim is of little practical interest in

128 \Wolf, “Moral Psychology and the Unity of the Virtues”, Ratio 20, no. 2 (2007): 150.
129 Wolf, “Moral Psychology and the Unity of the Virtues”, 162.
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itself.”’%0 Indeed, if this is the only thesis we have, then it is of little practical interest,
because it tells us nothing about how the virtuous person will act. Luckily, there are

problems with this weaker version of unity. So, we will not be left with such questions.

The issue with Wolf is that she is describing virtue in such an incomplete way that
it is indiscernible from both enkrateia or akrasia. Recall the chart from section I. The
virtuous person, enkratés, and akratés all know what the right thing to do is. To have
knowledge of what to do and fail to do is akrasia, because the virtuous person and
enkratés act on what they know. Imagine someone who is courageous, or who appears
to be. Now, if she possesses knowledge of what justice is, yet does not act on it, then
what kind of a person is she? She is either the virtuous person making an uncharacteristic
mistake or she is the akratés. Either way, Wolf is wrong. If this person is virtuous, but is
making an uncharacteristic mistake, then she can still possess the other virtues, as
Aristotle states. In the example, she has already demonstrated courage. So, how ought
we to characterize someone who seems to possess one of the virtues, yet not another?
She cannot be vicious. So, she is either the virtuous person, enkratés, or akratés. If this

person is the akratés, then Wolf has not told us anything about the virtuous person at all.

To be fair, Wolf is not doing exegetical work. Indeed, she claims early on in the
paper that “[she] can make no pretense of Greek scholarship. Therefore, ... the question
of whether Aristotle actually held these views, interesting as that is, should not affect the
strength of the argument or the attractiveness of the position [she] shall be presenting.”3

Her argument, however, is too Socratic, for it is Socrates who thinks that virtue just is

130 Wolf, “Moral Psychology and the Unity of the Virtues”, 163.
131 Wolf, “Moral Psychology and the Unity of the Virtues”, 148.
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knowledge. Recall from Chapter One that it is not knowledge simpliciter that the akratés
lacks but the ability to move to Second Actuality with respect to such knowledge. This is
because virtue is not identical with knowledge, for Aristotle. As Daniel C. Russell puts it,
“the virtues are inseparable from phronesis, [Aristotle] says, but they are not the same
thing as phronesis.”'32 For Aristotle, virtues are a matter of having wisdom about what to
do with knowledge and the desire to act on that knowledge. After all, the purpose of the
Nicomachean Ethics is to tell us what to do, not merely have us know something about

what we ought to do.

Moreover, even if having knowledge is not enough to motivate us to act, knowledge
itself is not necessarily unified.">® | know plenty about baking cookies and scones.
However, | cannot keep a plant alive to save my life. | have killed every cactus and
succulent | have brought home. My dad has a green thumb that | did not inherit. He tells
me what to do, but it never seems to work out for me. If phronésis being unified depends

on knowledge being unified, then Wolf’'s argument leaves something to be desired.

Phronésis does not cause someone to have all the virtues because she has all the
knowledge. That is too high a standard. Instead, phronésis picks up on what is salient
about the situation. If my non-rational soul tells me that it is time to be generous, then
phronésis just further specifies this to a particular action, e.g., bring soup to my sick friend.
We need experience in life, not merely knowledge to be the phronimos (person who

possesses practical wisdom).

132 Daniel C. Russell, “Phronesis and the Virtues”, in The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, ed. Ronald Polansky (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 210.
133 Thanks to Howard Curzer for pointing this out.
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It is a sign of what has been said that although the young may be experts in
geometry and mathematics and similar branches of wisdom, we do not consider
that a young man can be the phronimos. The reason is that phronésis includes
knowledge of particular facts, and this is derived from experience; a young man
does not possess experience. For experience is made from much time (NE

1142a12-17).134

We do not have to know everything in order to act properly. We need to be sensitive to
the situation. This means recognizing what virtue is the one that should take the front seat
and drive our actions. Such a skill comes with experience in life. So, there is still a
possibility of a unity of virtue thesis that is interesting, defensible, and of practical

importance.
Can Virtues Conflict?

A.D.M. Walker’s criticism of the unity of virtue is that there are times when two or more
virtues come into conflict with one another and prescribe opposite things. His main
example is justice and kindness. However, why think that these two virtues conflict?
Justice does not always call for punishment and kindness does not always call for a

reprieve.

Walker begins his article by citing Philippa Foot’s claim that, far from what Aristotle

thought, the virtues can actually conflict with one another.’3® According to Walker, Foot’s

134 Tnueiov & €oTi T00 gipnuévou Kai BIOTI YEWUETPIKOI YEV VEOI Kai ABNUATIKOI YivovTal Kai co@oi Ta
ToladTa, PPOVIUOG &' oU GoKeT yiveoBal. aitiov &’ OTI Kai TWV KaB' EKaaTa £0TIV I PPOVNOIg, G YiveTal
yvwplpa €€ EuTreipiag, vEog O EUTTEIPOG OUK EaTIV: TTARBOG yap xpovou TToIET TV EUTTEIpiav.

135 Philippa Foot, “Moral Realism and Moral Dilemma”, in The Journal of Philosophy 80, no. 7
(1983): 396-397.
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claim is more about human nature than it is the nature of the virtues themselves. Walker
thinks that Foot’s examples only show how a deeply flawed individual would face a conflict
of virtues. He wants to claim something stronger: “that beyond a certain point the
development of one virtue is incompatible with the development of certain others.”36
Walker concludes that improvement in one aspect of our behavior is often only achieved
at the price of deterioration in some other aspect. He says that there is no shortage of

examples of this conflict, but chooses to focus on justice and kindness.'3”

He begins by contrasting the sort of virtues that kindness and justice are, claiming
that acts of justice are “strikingly unlike acts characteristic of kindness.”'3® Kindness,
according to Walker, is concerned with the good of another person, while justice is
concerned with a principle. For this reason, we are supposed to see kindness and justice
at odds with one another. We are told to imagine the person incapable of kindness having
no trouble doling out justice. Unlike with Foot’'s examples, Walker thinks he has shown
that there is a tension between kindness and justice themselves, not just a problem with

a human being acting on both virtues simultaneously.

| do not think that Walker has shown what he set out to. There is no tension
between justice and kindness nor any of the other virtues of character. Justice does not
always mean that punishment must be doled out and kindness will not always prescribe
a reprieve for the individual in question. Consider a judge. The virtuous judge will take

into account the circumstances. If it is a defendant's third offense, then perhaps it is time

136 A.D.M. Walker, “Virtue and Character”, Philosophy 64 (1989): 352.

137 It is important to note that kindness is not one of the twelve virtues listed in the Nicomachean Ethics. It
certainly overlaps with generosity, which is on the list.

138 Walker, “Virtue and Character”, 353.
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for her to be punished. Clearly, she is not learning her lesson in other ways. However, if
it is her first offense, then justice will call for light or no punishment. This does not mean

that justice is not being done, Instead, justice sometimes calls for mercy.

The circumstances are very important for Aristotle. When discussing the doctrine

of the mean, Aristotle tells us the following:

For if ten pounds is too much to eat and two pounds too few, it does not follow that
the trainer will prescribe six, for this might also be too much or too little for the
person who is to take it—for Milo a little, but for the beginner in gymnastics a lot

(NE 1106b1-4).139

What should be inferred from that passage is that “in exercising their skill, [the trainer] will
adjust their action to all aspects of the situation, including the recipients. Likewise, the
responses of a possessor of virtue will be correct provided they are just right and
appropriate, and neither too much nor too little, for the circumstances.”'° The trainer is
akin to the virtuous person, because both recognize what is appropriate for the situation.
Just as the trainer prescribes neither too much nor too little food, depending on the athlete
in question, the virtuous person displays neither too much nor too little emotion,
depending on the situation in question. What is going on here is a single agent, x1,

identifying different circumstances, c1 and c2, and responding appropriately, with actions

139 oU yaip € Tw déka pvai gayeiv TTOAU duo 8¢ dAiyov, O GAEITITNG £C Uvag TTpooTacel” 0Tl yap iowg Kai ToJTo
TTOAU T Anwopévw A 0Aiyov: Mihwvi hév yap oAiyov, T O€ dpyouévw TV YUPVACiwY TTOAU!

140 Brown, “Why Is Aristotle’s Virtue of Character a Mean? Taking Aristotle at His Word (NE ii 6)", in The

Cambridge Companion to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, ed. Ronald Polansky (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2014), 69.
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a1 and az. This difference in circumstances will lead to a difference in action. Justice is

not the same across the board; neither is kindness.

Walker’'s mistake is his claim that kindness is concerned about the good of others
and justice is not. He takes this position because he is too rigidly committed to a division
of the virtues made by James D. Wallace. Wallace divides the virtues into three kinds:
self-control, conscientiousness, and benevolence. He places justice in the second group
and kindness in the third.'*" Of course, some virtues are more about other people than
others, but to claim that justice is not about the good of others is wrong. Temperance and
wittiness seem to be very self-centered, but there is still some other-regarding nature to
them. The temperate person eats only her fair share at a party. The witty person is a joy
to be around for others. Justice, the virtue having to do with the possessions of others is,

of course, very other-regarding.

Now, | can certainly imagine the grim yet “just’” agent that Walker wants me to.
However, this does not line up with how | imagine Aristotle’s virtuous agent to act. In fact,
it sounds too much like Kant’s miser who still gives to charity. Sometimes justice is the
virtue at the forefront of the virtuous person’s behavior. But she is never unkind to one
who does not deserve such an attitude. The issue at hand is that often when we think of
someone who displays a virtue, e.g., Sherlock Holmes, or Ned Stark, we are actually
thinking of someone who has the excess in that specific sphere of pathos, not someone
who hits the mean. Sherlock Holmes is witty. He is good at coming up with smart remarks.

However, he cannot read a room to see that over a dead body is not the place to make

41 James D. Walllace, Virtues and Vices, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978), 128-9.
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such remarks. Ned Stark is honorable. However, he cares so much about honor that he
loses his head because he did not want to reveal to the king that the queen’s children
were fathered by her twin brother. The soldier who is courageous is not the one who
yearns for a glorious death in battle. Instead, the right amount of courage can tell the

soldier that it is time to retreat and reconnoiter for another day.

The truly virtuous person is not looking around for virtuous things to do. She just
lives her life well. She waves at neighbors. She treats her pets well. She pays her fair
share of taxes. She tells jokes. She loves her children. When situations arise, she reacts.
Often her reactions are complex. Justice may take the lead, but kindness is not altogether

absent in her ruling.

| am not claiming that clusters of virtues based on similarities cannot be made. |
am only claiming that such divisions exist on a continuum and no bright lines causing
tension between two virtues can be drawn. Indeed, when Aristotle lists the virtues of
character in Nicomachean Ethics, he does a bit of grouping. He begins with ones that are
clearly thought of as virtues in his time and ones whose possession is easy to observe;
this is why he begins with courage and temperance. His readers are going to agree that
these are character traits that the virtuous person ought to possess, but they are also the
easiest to explain. Courage on the battlefield is obvious: we stand firm or we run away.
Eating too much or too little is obvious for it is reflected in our body size. He goes on to
list the virtues that are less obviously virtues and are harder to observe. However, all of
the virtues have some prima facie goodness to them and all can be observed. Again,

some virtues are more self-centered than others, but they are still other-regarding to a
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certain degree. So, we can arrange the virtues on different continua, but we should not

group them into separate kinds that puts them at odds with one another.
A Limited Unity of Virtue

The final objection to the claim that the virtuous person is unified comes from Neera K.
Badhwar. Badhwar’s thesis is as follows: “the virtues are disunited across different
domains (areas of practical concern), but united within domains.”'*?> So, while she does
not go so far as to argue that the virtues are incompatible or do not form any sort of unity,
she argues that they only form a limited unity. My issue here is that she misunderstands
what it means to possess a virtue, for, in her examples, the people in question are not

virtuous at all.

The limited unity of virtue (LUV) argues the following: “(1) The existence of a virtue
in a particular domain does not imply the existence of that (or any other) virtue in any
other domain...(2) The existence of virtue in one domain implies the absence of vice as
well as of ignorance in most other domains...(3) Every virtue requires the others within
the same domain, and so none is incompatible with, or independent of, any other.”'43 The
main difference between the unity of virtue (UV) and LUV is the question over whether
virtues are global or local. The proponent of UV will hold them to be the former, while the

proponent of LUV will hold them to be the latter.

Aristotle believes that the virtues are global, because they are linked to a virtue of

intellect that itself is unified: phronésis. Phronésis is a unity because, if we are truly

42 Neera K. Badhwar, “The Limited Unity of Virtue”, Nous 30, no.3 (1996): 307.
143 Badhwar, “The Limited Unity of Virtue”, 308.
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sensitive to the circumstances, then we will always be sensitive when other, similar
circumstances arise. Phronesis acts like a fine, mesh strainer that filters through the
desires of the non-rational part of the soul. The non-rational part of the soul says
something general, e.g., be kind, and the rational part specifies that to something more
specific, e.g., give that lady five bucks. Imagine three friends. One is sick and the other
two, because they are virtuous, help her out. The first friend makes her some soup
because she is a good cook. The other friend picks up her prescriptions from the
pharmacy because she has a car. Both of them react in different ways, yet both of them
did so for the same reason, because they were sensitive to the pain that their friend was
suffering. Phronésis has worked the same in these two different agents. The non-rational
parts of their soul responded differently because of their different personalities and
talents. But the rational parts of their souls acted the same, and will when another friend

is sick or in need.

Badhwar, on the other hand, believes that virtues are local. So, if | am temperate
when it comes to food, then it means that | am not necessarily temperate when it comes
to sex. If | am honest with my coworkers, then | will not necessarily be honest with
strangers. However, these “virtues” that Badhwar is claiming are present are not really
present. The person who does not see the value in being honest always or hés epi to polu

(for the most part) is not really honest. Likewise, with the other virtues.

Again, the virtues form a global unity because of the tight relationship with
phronésis. Phronésis triggers in us a response to the circumstances that manifests
differently depending on our personality, talents, and abilities. Because the alarm bell has

gone off, we know it is time to take action. If we only take action in very specific
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circumstances, then our alarm bells are broken, and we cannot be considered truly
virtuous. Badhwar mentions a judge who is not a great mother as a way of imagining what
this localized virtue looks like. Delta has “the emotional dispositions required for being a
wise judge without having the emotional dispositions required for being a wise mother.”'44
If Delta is only wise at work and not at home, then she is not properly filtering through her
non-rational desires. Therefore, she is not demonstrating a virtue. Instead, she just so
happens to have a good handle on her work. This is more akin to the natural virtue that
children demonstrate. They have the right action in mind, but they do not know the reason
why it is right. Delta is like this, not a truly virtuous person. Famously, children do not
come with a manual and this might be what Delta needs to be wise, especially if she only
has one child. Perhaps Delta has been getting by at work by relying on the years of

precedent set ahead of her time.

Badhwar believes that the virtues are local because she does not think that anyone
has enough life experience to have each of the virtues. Her argument can be

reconstructed as follows:

4. If Phronésis is a unity, then no one has phronésis, because no one has experience
is all morally relevant areas of life.
5. People possess phronésis.

6. So, phronésis is not a unity.'#®

We should recall that no one expects everyone to have experience in all areas of life, just

the select few who manage to become virtuous. Wisdom, of course, is not going to

144 Badhwar, “The Limited Unity of Virtue”, 314.
145 Badhwar, “The Limited Unity of Virtue”, 315.
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accompany motherhood at the onset. This is because wisdom comes with age. Indeed,
in Book | of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle tells us that the young and immature are
not the proper audience for his lectures. Instead, one must have had some life experience
before attempting to cultivate virtue. So, the fact that one can be a good judge and not a
good mother simultaneously proves nothing about the nature of the truly virtuous person,

who will exhibit both traits.

The virtuous person is an excellent specimen of humanity. She needs to be the

cream of the crop.

That is why it is also work to be excellent. For, in each case, it is work to understand
the intermediate; just as not everyone, but only one who knows, finds the midpoint
in a circle. So also getting angry is easy and everyone can do it, as is giving and
spending money. Doing it to the right person, in the right amount, at the right time,
for the right end, and in the right way is no longer easy, nor can everyone do it.

Hence doing these things well is rare, praiseworthy, and fine (NE 1109a25-30).146

Possessing only some of the virtues is not enough to be a role model for the rest of
humanity. Mahatma Gandhi was temperate, but cold to his children. Martin Luther King
Jr. was gentle, but cheated on his wife. They appear to possess one virtue, but not
another. Therefore, they are not the excellent specimens for which we are searching.

Neither is Delta, the “good” judge, yet inadequate mother.

146 516 Kai £pyov 0TI oTToUdGIoV Eivarr £V EKAOTW Yap TO uécov Aapeiv Epyov, oiov KUKAOU TO péoov ol
TTavTOG AAAG TOU €idOTOG" OUTW OE Kai TO eV OpyIabival TTavTog Kai padiov, kai T0 dolval dpyupiov Kai
damavijoar 10 8’ () <S> kai 6oov Kai &Te Kai 00 EveKa Kai (0G, OUKETI TTAVTOC 0UdE PAdIov: dIGTIEP TO €U
Kai OTTAVIOV Kai ETTAIVETOV Kai KAAGV.
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Does this mean that what Aristotle proposes conflicts with what we see in everyday
life? Not necessarily. | can think of many people who seem to possess one virtue yet
possess at least one vice. Consider the celebrities and sports professionals that many
hold in high regard as their role models. | was disappointed when | found out that Lance
Armstrong was blood doping. | was disappointed when | found out that Louis C.K. has
sexually harassed several female comics. Does this mean that they are evil people who
cannot be saved? No. However, it does mean that | am going to think twice before putting
people on a pedestal for appearing to possess only one virtue. If | think about what | want
to teach my future children, then | want to exalt people that truly possess the virtues. This
means that they possess phronésis, which means that they will possess all the virtues of

character.

Let’s now return to the other claims that LUV makes and address them. Since |
have already addressed incompatibility in another section, and | have just finished
addressing (1), | will focus on (2). According to (2), possessing a virtue in a given domain
means that a person will not possess a vice in most other domains. So, if | am just, then
| am not going to be cowardly, intemperate, and stingy with my money. What basis could
this have if it is not the Aristotelian argument that phronésis unifies the virtues? Indeed,

Badhwar is going to invoke phronésis to support her claim.

Badhwar argues that phronésis is potentially general. “Just as theoretical wisdom
in the realm of, say, human physiology embodies an understanding of physiological
principles that apply as well to certain other species, practical wisdom in, say, the domain

of love and concern for a particular individual embodies an understanding of principles
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that apply as well to other human beings and other human affairs.”'*” According to
Badhwar, if Alpha loves Zeta wisely, then he must understand human well-being in
general, not just in Alpha’s case. He must understand his own well-being and where loving
Alpha fits into his overall picture of the good. All of this fits with what Aristotle says about
phronésis and none of it goes against what he says. Phronésis is what unifies the virtues

of character and makes them global.
[ll. Challenges to the Unity of Vice

Muller claims that the typical interpretation of the vicious person as unified is a mistake.
He argues that the received view, where the vicious person is principled (PVP) should be
supplanted by his own view that the vicious person is conflicted (CVP). | will partially
agree with Miller; | will go as far as the text can carry us. Recall that, in section |, |
distinguished between two types of unity that the virtuous person possesses:
psychological unity and global unity. | agree that the vicious person does not always act
with a general principle in mind, so | agree that PVP is not a good way to understand the
vicious person. However, | will reject CVP as a good picture of the vicious person. The
vicious person is not conflicted. She possesses a harmony of the soul in that she desires

what her reason tells her to do. To add in conflict is to confuse vice with akrasia.

Mdaller begins his paper by citing an alleged inconsistency on Aristotle’s part that
he will address. There are times, it seems, where Aristotle treats the vicious person “just
like the virtuous person in all but one respect: his values are upside down”'#® and other

times, it seems, where Aristotle treats the vicious person as conflicted. He calls the former

147 Badhwar, “The Limited Unity of Virtue”, 320.
148 Jozef Miller, “Aristotle on Vice”, British Journal for the History of Philosophy 23, no.3 (2015): 460.
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view the principled vicious person (PVP) and the latter the conflicted vicious person
(CVP). Support for PVP can mainly be found in Book VIl of the Nicomachean Ethics and
support for CVP can mainly be found in Books Ill and IX. However, Muller argues that
CVP holds for all discussions of the vicious person throughout the Nicomachean Ethics.
According to Muller, “the appearance of inconsistency is achieved only by assuming that
Avristotelian vicious person must be a polar opposite of the virtuous person.”'*® For Mdiller,

this thesis is assumed and not argued for.

Mauller outlines the following eight points about the vicious person that can be found

in Book VII:

1. She acts on decision.

2. She thinks the pleasure at hand is right to pursue.

3. She sometimes pursues pleasure without an appetite for it.
4. She is persuaded by reason to pursue certain pleasures.
5. She is not regretful.

6. Her condition is continuous.

7. She does not recognize that she is vicious.

8. She does not possess the principle of actions.%°

Muller claims that 2, 4, 5, and 8 are consistent with both PVP and CVP. | will grant him

this much. So, we shall examine the others more to see which they support. Again, | will

149 Miller, “Aristotle on Vice”, 461.
150 Miller, “Aristotle on Vice”, 468-469.
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support Muller halfway. | agree that PVP is a bad way to understand the vicious person.

However, | do not go so far as to endorse CVP.

Let’s begin with 1, that the vicious person acts on decision. That the virtuous
person acts on decision is clear from Book VII. Muller cites the following four quotes as

evidence:

For the intemperate person yields based on his choice, since he thinks it is always

right to pursue the pleasant thing (NE 1146b23-24).1%1

Akrasia and intemperance are concerning the same pleasures and pains. In fact,
they are about the same things, but not in the same way; the intemperate person

chooses them, but the akratés does not (NE 1148a16-18).152

One person pursues excesses of pleasant things because they are excesses and
because he chooses them, for themselves and not for some further result. He is
intemperate; for he is bound to have no regrets and so is incurable, since someone

without regrets is incurable (NE 1150a19-23).1%3

The intemperate person, as we said, does not feel regret, since he abides by his

choice (NE 1150b29-30).1%4

These quotes show that Aristotle is clear about 1. But does 1 support CVP? No. Not only

is conflict never mentioned, but the first quote actually shows us that the decision that the

151 6 pév yap Gyeta Trpooupoupsvog VopiCwv aei Belv 10 Trcxpov NOU DIWKEIV*

152 B1cx 1O TTEPI TAG O(UTcxg Twg ASOVAC Kkai AUTTOG ival’ 0i &' €iol pév TTepi TaUTd, GAN" 00X WoaUTWC €ioiv, GAN’

oi pav TpoaipolvTal oi ' oU TTpoaIpolvTal.

153 6 pév 10¢ UTTEPPOAAC DKWY TV NOEWY f KA’ UTrspBo)\r]v Kai o1 TI'pOGIpEO’IV or cxumg Kai undev oI’

ETEpOV atoRaivov, GkOAaoTog" Avaykn yap ToUTovV PN €ival JETOPEANTIKOV, WOT  aviatog' O yap GUETAPEANTOG
aviarog.

154 "EgTm &’ O pév AKOAAOTOG, WOTTEP EAEXON, OU YETAPEANTIKOG (EUUEVEN YOP T TTPoaIpETE)
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vicious person abides by is one that she reasons to, meaning her reason is in line with
her desires. If the vicious person thinks it is right in every case to pursue the pleasure at
hand, then she must believe a universal premise which is the opposite of the one
contained in the good practical syllogism. If the correct universal premise is that adultery
is always wrong, then she believes that adultery is always acceptable. And she desires
to commit adultery. So, she possesses the same psychological unity as the virtuous

person does, albeit a perverse form of it.

Next on the list is 3, that the vicious person sometimes pursues pleasures without

an appetite for them. Mdller’s textual support for this claim is the following:

That is why, if someone has no appetites, or slight ones, for excesses, but still
pursues them and avoids moderate pains, we will take him to be more intemperate
than the person who does it because he has excessive appetites (NE 1148a19-

21)_155

This passage might appear to support CVP, but there are two problems. First, it is a
hypothetical about how vicious someone would be if they had little to no appetite for what
they were doing. There is no guarantee that there are actually any vicious people like this.

Second, what it presents is not a conflict.

Yes, we would think it worse for someone to go to excess eating cake if they did
not have a desire for it than it would be if they had an overwhelming desire for the cake.

The overwhelming desire helps us understand the bad behavior. So, someone without it

155 810 y&Aov akoAaaTov Gv eitroiyev OaTIC Ui EmMBUPGY N APEa SIWKel TAG UTTEPBOAAC Kai Qelyel HETPIOG
AUTTaG, f Todtov 60TIC d1a TO £TMBUNETV oPOdpar
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would be even worse because they have no excuse for their bad behavior. But this extra
vicious person would not yet have a conflict, unless she has a desire not to have cake.
Without this other desire, there is no conflict. So, CVP can hardly be the proper account

of vice if it does not even present the vicious person as conflicted.

The next feature of the vicious person we need to address is 6, that the vicious

person’s condition is continuous. Here is the evidence for 6:

For vice resembles diseases such as dropsy or consumption, while akrasia is more
like epilepsy; vice is a continuous bad condition, but akrasia is not (NE 1150b33-

35)_156

Again, this is solid evidence that Aristotle holds 6, but not that 6 supports CVP. If anything,
Aristotle is showing us how unconflicted the vicious person is. When he compares akrasia
to epilepsy, Aristotle is highlighting the fact that the vicious person is bad more often than
the akratés is. The akratés has these “fits” that she succumbs to, but she is usually a
good person. After her episode of akrasia has subsided, the akratés feels bad about
having done wrong, because she knew better. The conflict remains because she knew
what she did was wrong. The same cannot be said of the vicious person. She does not
“sober up” and feel regret. She learns no lessons from her mistakes. Instead, she is,

always or hés epi to polu (for the most part), bad, because she does not know any better.

The final feature we need to address is 7, that the vicious person does not know

that she is vicious. Aristotle states exactly this:

156 Eoike yap 1) P&V HoxOnpia TGV voonudTwy oiov USEpw Kai gBioel, 1) &’ dkpaaia TOIC ETANTITIKOIC 1 WV yap
ouvexng, N &’ oU cuvexng TTovnpia.
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For vice escapes [the agent’s] notice, whereas akrasia does not (NE 1150b36-

1151a1).157

7 is more evidence that the vicious person is not conflicted. She does not realize that she
is in the wrong, because she desires what her reason prescribes and she is not learning
a lesson from it. So, she keeps repeating her mistakes. She is unlike the akratés, that can
be cured, who realizes her mistake and regrets her decision to act against what reason

prescribed.

So, | do not support the claim that CVP is the proper way to understand the vicious
person. But does that mean that | support PVP? No. Think back to 1, that the vicious
person acts on decision. There, Aristotle tells us that the vicious person believes that the
pleasure at hand is good in all cases, which | interpreted as meaning that she believes a
universal claim, one opposite to the one contained in the good practical syllogism. This
might look as though it is evidence for PVP, but | do not think that it is. Recall from section
| that | distinguished between two types of unity that the virtuous person possesses. In
one way, the virtuous person is psychologically unified because her desires are in line
with what her reason prescribes. This is the unity that the vicious person shares. In
another way, the virtuous person is globally unified because she possesses a virtue in
each and every sphere of pathos (emotion). The vicious person might have some
universal beliefs, but she need not have an overarching principle that links these universal

beliefs together.

157 1) wév yap Kakio AavBavel, ) 8’ akpaaia ou Aaveavel.
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It would be ridiculous for there to be a guiding light to her vicious behavior telling
her how not to act in any given situation. Recall from section | that there is even more
chance for a lack of global unity for the vicious person because there are twice as many
vices as there are virtues. She can have an excess in one sphere and a deficiency in
another. Even if a vicious person always has an excess or always has a deficiency, this
is not global unity. Sometimes the person of excess does what the virtuous person does,
although not in the way that she does it, and sometimes it is the deficient person who is
more similar. For example, the rash person and the courageous person both make the
save from the burning building. But it is the insensible person and the temperate both
refrain from dessert. So, to always possess the excess or always possess the deficiency
is to sometimes do what is right and sometimes do what is wrong. Therefore, there is no

perverse mirror of phronésis that the vicious person is following.

The vicious person need not be maximally vicious, i.e., she need not possess a
vice in each and every sphere of pathos. To require her to would be to put too stringent
a requirement on vice. Instead, the vicious person need only possess a vice in most of
the spheres. In this way, she is still demonstrating a stable character, but it leaves room
for there to be degrees of viciousness. Imagine an agent who is vicious in ten of the
twelve spheres Aristotle mentions in the Nicomachean Ethics. What is she if not vicious?
Sure, she may be a little closer to saving than someone who is vicious in all twelve. But
she fits only in this category. She might even manage to get lucky and do the right thing
in the other two spheres. However, she would still be vicious, because she is so always

or hés epi to polu.

Conclusion
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| began with a typical view of Aristotle’s taxonomy of agents: that the virtuous and vicious
are mirrors of one another, each possessing a psychological harmony between what they
desire and what their reason prescribes. | defended this claim from opponents arguing
against both forms of unity. First, | defended the unity of virtue from three opponents:
Wolf, Walker, and Badhwar. | argued that the unity of virtue stands because the virtues
do not conflict and the relationship between phronésis and the virtues of character require
a unity of this sort. Then, | defended the unity of vice from Muller. | argued that the vicious
person is not conflicted, like the akratés, nor does she need to be maximally vicious in
order to be considered as acting from a stable state of character. Again, the enkratés and

akratés lack such unity, which is more evidence that they are the same kind of person.
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Chapter Four: Healing Akrasia and Vice

At NE 1146a31, Aristotle raises a puzzle about the vicious person seeming to be more
easily cured than the akratés (person lacking self-control). In this chapter, | will go through
how he answers that puzzle. Aristotle argues that the akratés is easily curable, since she
suffers regret after her akratic episode has ended. The vicious agent, however, does not.
Therefore, she is incurable. | will show that my main claim, that the akratés is the same
kind of person as the enkratés (self-controlled person), accords with everything that

Aristotle says regarding who is actually curable.

In section |, | present the puzzle. In section Il, | present Aristotle’s resolution to the
puzzle. In section lll, | will argue that the akrat€s is easy to cure because she is of the
same type as the enkratés. In section IV, | will discuss how it is that we get better. Healing
morally bad character is not as difficult as it might seem. So, there is hope for us akrateis
after all. As akrasia is a physiological condition, it will involve medicine or behavioral
therapy.

|. The Initial Puzzle

Aristotle raises several puzzles at the end of Nicomachean Ethics V1.2 including the

following one about who is curable, the akratés or the vicious:

Still, someone who does and pursues what is pleasant because he chooses might
be thought to be better than someone who acts not because of calculation, but
because of akrasia. For he is easy to cure, because he might be persuaded to act
otherwise; but the akratés is subject to the proverb ‘If water chokes us, what must

we drink to wash it down?’ If he had been persuaded that what he does is right, he

104



would have stopped when he was persuaded to act otherwise; but in fact, though

already persuaded to act otherwise, he still acts (NE 1146a31-1146b3).1%8

Here, Aristotle writes that trying to persuade the akratés that what she does is wrong is
just as futile as giving someone who is choking a glass of water to wash down the water
they are already choking on."®® According to David Pears, “if his deliberation could not
have been better, there was nothing more that reason could have done.”'®® The akratés
already knows what she does is wrong. So, what can be done for her? Seemingly nothing,
whereas the vicious person could yet be persuaded that what she does is wrong. At first

glance, it seems as though the akratés is in a worse position than the vicious agent.

Here is how the puzzle goes: Someone who is persuaded that she should do x
and then does x has desires that follow her reasoning. She thinks chocolate pop tarts are
a good breakfast, she desires a chocolate pop tart for breakfast, and she has a chocolate
pop tart for breakfast. Likewise with a tenth glass of wine, an infidelity, or any other bad
decision she makes. She thinks she is doing the right thing when, in fact, she is doing the
wrong thing.'®' The thought here is that if we got to the vicious person and truly persuaded
her that she was wrong in her deliberation, then she would instantly change. She would
see that she ought to have blueberries for breakfast, break off her infidelities, and stop at

three or four glasses of wine.

158 £11 0 TQ) TTETTEIOBAI TIPATTWYV Kai DKWV Ta NOEA KAl TTPOaIPOoUPEVOS BeATILWY Av dOEeiev TOU pr) d1tt AoyIouOV
&M d1I” akpagiav: eviaTATEPOC Yap dId TO PETATTEITORAVAI Gv. 6 &' AKPATAG EVOXOC TH TIAPOINIA &V I} PAPEV
“Otav 1O Udwp TIviyn, Ti O€l émmivelv;” €i pév yap émémeioTo & TPATTEl, YETOTTEIODEIG Qv éTauoaTo” vOv
O¢ TIETTEIoNEVOC 0UBEV fTTOV GAAG TIPATTEL

159 Gianluca Di Muzio, “Aristotle on Improving One’s Character”, Phronesis 45, no.3 (2000): 212.

160 David Pears, Motivated Irrationality (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 16.

81 She is not evil; she is just a chronically bad reasoner. The syllogism she follows is not the one the
virtuous person follows.
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Il. Aristotle’s Solution

Aristotle raises this puzzle at the end of NE VII.2 but he never really resolves it

until VII.8. There he points out that regret is the key to being curable:

One person pursues excesses of pleasant things because they are excesses and
because he chooses them, for themselves and not for some further result. He is
intemperate; for he is bound to have no regrets and so is incurable, since someone

without regrets is incurable (NE 1150a19-22).162

The intemperate person, as we said, does not feel regret, since he abides by his
choice. But every akratés is prone to regret. That is why the truth is not what we
said in raising the puzzles, but in fact the intemperate person is incurable, and the
akratés curable. For vice resembles diseases such as dropsy or consumption,
while akrasia is more like epilepsy; vice is a continuous bad condition, but akrasia

is not (NE 1150b029-34).163

The fact that the akratés regrets her actions makes her curable. After her mistake, the
akratés realizes that she has done something wrong; the vicious agent does not.

Therefore, the vicious agent is incurable.

But why does the lack of regret mean that the vicious person is beyond help? That
the akratés show regret shows that she can still be reasoned with; she is not beyond help.

One other notable difference is that the akratés knows the universal premise to the good

162 & pév 1a¢ UTTEPROAAG DKWV TV ABEWV 1 KaB’ UTrspBo)\r]v Kai &1 npooupscnv or chTcxg Kai undev or

ETEpOV atoRaivov, GkOAaoTog" Avaykn yap ToUTovV PR €ival JETOPEANTIKOV, WOT  aviatog” O yap GUETAPEANTOG
aviaTtog.

163 "Egm & O pév (xKé)\aoTog ()'JcTrep £AéxON, ou uemps)\nTlKég (éppéva yc‘xp T npompécsl) 00o c’prchr‘]g
METAPEANTIKOG TIAG. B1O oUY worrsp ATToproapev, oUTw Kai £xel, AN’ 6 pév Aviatog, 6 &’ iaTdg” £oiKe yap 1 YEV
poxOnpia TV voonuaTtwy oiov UdEpw Kai eBicel, 1) 8’ akpaadia Toig EMANTITIKOIC:
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practical syllogism; the vicious agent does not (NE 1151a15-26). Recall from Chapter
One that the akratés has the knowledge necessary to act appropriately, but it is locked
away during her episode making her unable to actualize it. So, she is in a better position
than the vicious person who lacks knowledge all together. According to Broadie, “One
can point out that the akratic’s bad conscience shows rationality, consistency, and
constancy on his side too, as well as self-awareness. First, he needs no Socratic-style
elenchus to bring him to recognize that he is guilty of an inconsistency—between what
he voluntarily did and what he had rationally decided he should do...Secondly, it is of
course a mark of rationality to be disturbed or chagrined by such a dissonance in
oneself.”1%4 So, the regret comes along with the actualizing of the heretofore suppressed
knowledge of the right thing to do. The akratés regrets her actions because she knows
better. The vicious agent does not know better so she cannot feel regret in the same way,
if at all. Cooper agrees: “It is clear on reflection that full vice must be a worse condition
than uncontrol. It involves the corruption of reason both through its misunderstanding of
human nature and human values and the misdirection of the non-rational desires that it
permits and approves.”'®® The akratés can be habituated into making herself follow
reason. The vicious agent needs to undergo far more training to fix her reasoning as well

as her desires; likely too much for it to ever be successful.

The vicious person who is educated that her choices are bad is not going to
undergo a gestalt switch and suddenly become virtuous. If change were possible, she

would instead become the akratés. She would understand that her desires are bad, but

64 Broadie, “Nicomachean Ethics VI1.8-9 (1151b22): Akrasia, Enkrateia, and Look-Alikes”, Aristotle:
Nicomachean Ethics ed. Carlo Natali (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 162.

65 Cooper, “Nicomachean Ethics VII.1-2: Introduction, Method, Puzzles”, Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics
ed. Carlo Natali (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 33.
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she would struggle to overcome them. She has been habituated to like her bad choices.
This cannot be undone by education, if it can be undone at all. According to Curzer,
“‘people who have been acting wrongly may resolve to change their vicious ways and act
rightly for its own sake. Yet they often spend a long time, perhaps forever, not
implementing this resolution. In situation after situation they fail to act rightly.”16®
Education is useless if the agent has bad habits. Curzer takes the following three quotes
to show that “Aristotle advances the thesis that teaching is futile before good habits are

already in place”":

This is why a youth is not a suitable student of political science; for he lacks
experience of life, which are the subject and premises of our arguments (NE

1095a2-4).168

One must begin with what is familiar. But things are so in two ways—some to us,
some without qualification. Presumably, then, we must begin with things familiar
to us. Hence anyone who is to listen intelligently to lectures about what is fine and
just, and generally, about the subjects of political science must have been brought
up in good habits. For the facts are the starting-point, and if they are sufficiently

plain to him, he will not need the reason as well (NE 1095b2-7).169

66 Howard J. Curzer, “Aristotle’s Painful Path to Virtue,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 40, no. 2
(2002): 147.

187 Curzer, “Aristotle’s Painful Path to Virtue”, 145.

168 310 TRg TTONITIKAS 0UK E0TIV 0IKETOG AKPOATAG O VEOS™ ATTEIPOG YA TV KATd TOV Biov TTpagewv, oi Adyol &
éK TOUTWV Kai TTEPI TOUTWV.

169 gpkTéOV pEV OUV ATTO TAV YVWPIHWY. TalTa 88 SITTAOC, T8 pév yap Auiv T& &' amAOS iowg olv Auiv ve
dpkTéov ATTO TV MUV yvwpinwy. d16 SeT Toic 0ea1v AXBal KAAGDS TOV TTEPI KAGADV Kai SIKaiwv Kai SAWGS TGV
TIONITIKQV AKOUTOMEVOV iKavig. Gpxn yap 10 6T kai €i TOUTO @aivoITo APKOUVTWG, OUdEV TTPOCDENTEl TOU
QI0TI.
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Argument and teaching, we may suspect, are not strong with everyone, but the
soul of the student must be prepared beforehand by means of habits for the fine
and hated, like earth which is to nourish the seed...The character, then, must
somehow beforehand have a kinship to virtue, loving what is fine and being unable

to endure what is shameful (NE 1179b23-31).17°

So, good habits need to come first before our education can begin. Just focusing on
reasoning alone will not work, because, without good habits, we will be starting from vice

or an even worse condition.
I1l. Another Reason Akrasia is Curable While Vice Is Not

Recall from the last section, that Aristotle compares the akratés to the epileptic and the
vicious agent to someone with dropsy or consumption. This is because the akratés suffers
from an intermittent condition, whereas the vicious agent is acting badly always or hés
epi to polu (for the most part). However, | will argue additionally that the akratés has a
less conspicuous condition, as she can go a long time between episodes. The vicious

agent, on the other hand, is obviously bad.

One might question how much Aristotle could have known about epilepsy, given
that he thought the brain was a sort of air conditioner for the blood. As it turns out, quite
a lot. Before Hippocrates, ancient Greeks thought that the cause of epilepsy was divine. "’

However, Hippocrates realized that it was a disease like any other with a physical cause.

170 6 B¢ AOyog Kai ) d1dayn Wiy TToT” oUK &v ATraaiv ioxUel, GAAG ST TrpodicipydaBai Toig €601 TV To0 GkpoaToU
WUXAV TTPOC TO KAADC XaipEIV Kai HIOEIV, WOTTEP YV THV Bpéyoucav TO OTTéPA. . .O€T O TO ABOC TTPOUTIAPXEIV
TTWG oikeTov TAG APETAC, OTEPYOV TO KAAOV Kai duaxepaivov TO aioxpov.

71 Emmanouil Magiorkinis, “Hallmarks in the History of Epilepsy: Epilepsy in Antiquity,” Epilepsy and
Behavior 17, no. 1 (2010): 104.
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According to Magiorkinis, “he was the first to attribute the etiology of epilepsy to brain
dysfunction.””2 Plato mentions epilepsy in the Timaeus (85a-b), where he says that “the
disease disturbed the revolutions in the head and these are the most divine.”'”® Plato also
mentions epilepsy in Laws. He claims that selling a slave with epilepsy is punishable if
the condition is not disclosed beforehand. He also says that the buyer has one year to
make her case against the seller, as epilepsy is not an obvious condition to lay people.'*
So, it seems that Aristotle would have known enough about epilepsy to make his claim
that the akratés is like the epileptic, while the vicious agent is like someone with
consumption or dropsy, even if he did not fully understand that the brain was the cause

of such a disfunction.

How are consumption and dropsy different from epilepsy? Obviously, for Aristotle,
the two conditions akin to the vicious agent are chronic, while epilepsy is intermittent.
However, | contend that those two diseases are also obvious to lay people, as sufferers
present many conspicuous symptoms. Meinecke points out that Hippocrates describes

consumption in great detail:'"°

At first, there were inflammation of the eyes, discharge from the nose and eyes,
pain, undigested fluids, small gummy sores, causing many troubles when they
broke out. A great many relapsed and left late autumn. In summer and autumn
dysenteric diseases, the urge to empty the bowels and the passing of undigested

food, bilious diarrhea with many thin, crude stools; sometimes watery. In many

172 Magiorkinis, “Hallmarks in the History of Epilepsy: Epilepsy in Antiquity,” 105.

73 Owsei Temkin, The Falling Sickness (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1945), 5.

74 Magiorkinis, “Hallmarks in the History of Epilepsy: Epilepsy in Antiquity”, 105.

75 Bruno Meinecke, “Consumption (Tuberculosis) in Classical Antiquity”, Annals of Medical History 9, no.4
(1927): 382.
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cases there were also distressful, bilious discharges, watery, full of thin particles,
infected and causing a blockage of the bladder. No kidney trouble, but their various
symptoms came in different orders. Vomiting of phlegm, bile, and undigested food.
Sweats, an abundance of fluids all over everything. These complaints in many
cases were unaccompanied by fever, and the sufferers were not obliged to keep
to their bed; but in many others there was fever, as | am going to note. Those who
showed all the symptoms listed above were consumptives who suffered pain. (De

Morbis Popularibus 1.2.5).176

These symptoms are numerous and conspicuous. The consumptive patient will be
obviously distressed when breathing. This will be obvious to any onlooker. She might not
know why the patient appears emaciated and weak, but she will know that something in
her respiratory system is off; the coughing and expectoration makes this obvious.
Likewise with dropsy, which is a swelling of the soft tissues. An onlooker might not know

why someone is retaining water, but the edema itself will be obvious.

Just as the epileptic can go years without having a seizure, the akratés can go for
some time without having an episode. This is more evidence that she is the same kind of
person as the enkratés. She can maintain composure nine times out of ten but that tenth

time she gives in to passion. Consider someone who is usually well behaved, but has a

176 fp€avTo pév olv 1O TTPOTOV 6PBaApial POWDEES, OBUVWBEES, Uypai ATTETITWS: CUIKPA Ania SUCKOAWS
TTOANOTGIV €KpnyVvUuEVa: TOTOI TTAEIOTOIOIV UTTEGTPEPOV: ATTENITTOV OWE TTPOG TO PBIVOTTIWPOV. KaTh O B€pog
Kai @BIvOTTwpoV OUCEVTEPIWOEEG Kai TEIVECUOI Kai A€IEVTEPIWOEEG. Kai DIApPoIal XOADOEES, TTOAAQIOI
AeTTITOIONV, WUOIOI Kai BaKVW3SeaIv, £0TI &' oiol Kai UBATWAEES. TTOACIOI BE Kai TTepippolal PETA TTOVOU
XOAWDEES, UDATWOEEG, EUTUATWOEES, TTUWOEES, OTPAYYOUPIWDEES: OU VEPPITIKA, AAAA TOUTOIGIV VT’ AAAWV
GAAa. EpeTol PAEYHOTWOEES, XOAWDEES Kai OITiwY ATTETTTWY Avaywyai. i0plTeg: 01 TTAVTOBEV TTOAUG
TTAGB0G. éyiveto 8¢ TalTa TTOAAOICIV 6pBo0TAdNV ATTUPOICI, TTOAOICI 8¢ TTUPETOI, TTEPI WV YEYPAWETAI. &V
oiol &¢ UTTEQQIVETO TTAVTA T& UTToyeypapuéva, PETa TTovou @Bivwdees. This text is from the Harvard
University Press.
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weakness when it comes to sexual pleasures. Her co-workers are not going to be aware
that she has this problem. To them, she might even appear virtuous. The inner tension is
not obvious to onlookers. It is only something that she herself, and perhaps her therapist,

are aware of.

What does it look like to come out of an akratic episode? It is to become enkratic
again. The akratés, after her episode has subsided, can again see what she ought to do.
She can even make correct judgments about what others are doing wrong. Of course,
there could be chronically akratic people. However, there is nothing that Aristotle says
about akrasia that makes that the default. Since akrasia is about an excess of pleasures
pertaining to touch and the epistemic failing that the akratés suffers from is having the
conclusion of the good practical syllogism temporarily locked away, the akratés will be
the enkratés most of the time. Whenever the akratés is not having an episode, she must
be the enkratés, because she is neither vicious nor virtuous. According to Cleary, setting
good goals for oneself is a mark of good character that the enkratés and the virtuous
share."”” When the akratés becomes clear-headed again, she will begin to make goals

that involve not having another episode. This behavior makes her the enkratés.

Aristotle is amenable to the thesis that the akratés and enkratés are the same type
of person because he states in NE VII.7 that it is not so shameful to be overcome by

excess if we struggle. But that is exactly what the akratés does: struggle.

For it is not surprising if someone is overcome by strong and excessive pleasures

or pains; indeed, this is pardonable, provided he struggles against them—Iike

77John J. Cleary, “Akrasia and Moral Education in Aristotle.” Reading Ancient Texts Volume II: Aristotle
and Neoplatonism (Leiden: Brill Publishers, 2007), 59-60.
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Theodectes’ Philoctetes bitten by the snake, or Carcinus’ Cercyon in the Alope,
and like those who are trying to restrain their laughter and burst out laughing all at
once, as happened to Xenophantus. But it is surprising if someone is overcome by
what most people are strong enough to resist, except when due to his hereditary
nature or because of disease (as, for instance, the Scythian kings’ softness is

hereditary, and as the female is distinguished from the male) (NE 1150b7-16).178

Once Philoctetes is bitten by the snake, he is in such agony that his constant complaints
cause Odysseus and company to leave him behind. King Cercyon is in agony once he
finds his father, Poseidon, has impregnated his daughter, Alope. Pain, whether emotional
or physical sometimes cannot be ignored. Pleasure, too, can sometimes be a bit much
for us to handle without an outburst. So, it is shameful to be overcome by what most
people could resist. But if there is something that most people cannot resist, then it is not

shameful to give in. We are, after all, only human and not divine beings.

An opponent might object that the akratés cannot be the same type of person as
the enkratés because the enkratés is on the road to virtue. However, there is no guarantee
that enkrateia will be overcome and an individual will become virtuous. When Aristotle
talks of moral improvement, he outlines a specific way in which it would happen. But there
is no guarantee that everyone will be successful in this endeavor. In fact, it looks rather

bleak for the many.

178 oU yap & TIG ioxup®@V Kai UtrepBarlouciv NBoVOV ATTATAI i AUTTOV, BAUPACTOV—CAAAD GUYYVWHOVIKOV Ei
avTITEiVWY, WOTTEP 0 O@e0dEKTOU PIAOKTATNG UTTO TOU EXEWG TTETTANYUEVOG R 0 Kapkivou €v 1) AAGTIN KepkUwy,
KOl (DOTTEP Of KATEXEIV TTEIPWHEVOI TOV YEAWTA AOPAOV EKKAYXALOUGIV, IOV CUVETTEGE =eVOQPAVTW—OAAN" €1 TIG
TIPOG A oi TToANoI dUvavTal AvTEXEIV, TOUTWYV ATTATAI Kai P dUvaTtal avTiteively, un dia uolv 1ol yévoug i did
vOooV, oioV év ToIg ZKUBGV BaciAeToIv 1| paAakia di& TO yEVOCS, kai W¢ TO BAAU TTPOC TO BppPEeV DIECTNKEV.
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Only someone who has a suitably prepared soul will be swayed by arguments to
become better. The rest of us have more work to do before the arguments can convince

us, if they can do so at all.

Now it is apparent that arguments stimulate and incite the noble youths to be
strong, given well-born character and true love of the fine makes them capable of
being possessed by virtue, but they are powerless to stimulate the many to

nobleness and goodness (NE 1179b8-11).179

What argument could reform the many? To change by way of argument old habits
well rooted in their characters is not easy, if not impossible. We should be content

if we seem to become suitable when all the virtues are ours (NE 1179b16-20).'8°

Arguments are good for convincing the well-born youths who have been brought up
properly. Of course, they need to be exposed to these arguments in order for enkrateia
to become virtue. The vicious, however, are out of luck. The ones led by pleasure, the

akratéis, are also unconvinced by argument alone.

For he who lives by the dictates of passions will not hear or comprehend an
argument turning him away. And how could he be persuaded to change? Speaking
generally, passion seems not to listen to argument but to force (NE 1179b27-

29).181

179 vjv 8¢ paivovTal TTpoTpéwacdal pév Kai TTapopuRoal TOV VEWV ToUS EAeUBepioug ioxUelv, OGS T eUYEVEC
Kol wg GANBQG @IAOkaAov Trolfjoal v KOTOKWXIPOV éK TAG APETAG, ToUG Of TToAAOUG &duvaTelv TTPOG
kaAokayaBiav TrpOTpqucxoBm

180 100G O ToloUTOUG TiG Gv Adyog psTappueploal ou ycxp oidv Te o0 padiov T& €k TaAaiol  Toig
ABeal kateIAnuuéva Adyw pswomoal ayarntov &' fowg éoTiv & TTAvTwY UTTaPXOVTWY 81 WV ETTIEIKEIC
dokoluev yiveaBal, peTaAdBoluev TG ApeTig

181 00 yaip v dkoUoele AOyou ATTOTPETTOVTOG 0Ud’ Bv auvein & Katd TTaBog v: 1OV &’ oUTwg EXovTa TTGIG 010V
1€ petateioal; OAwS T oU dokel Adyw UTreikelv 1O TTGB0G GAAG Bial.
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If the intermittent akratéis have a character ready to receive the virtues, which | argue
they do as they are really the same as the enkratéis, then they can get better. The path

to virtue must be started on at a young age, but it does not end there.

Presumably it is not enough if they get the right upbringing bestowed upon them
in youth, but as they become men, they must pursue that which they are

accustomed to (NE 1180a1-3).182

The habits they formed in their youth must be maintained if they are to become virtuous.
As Aristotle and Plato both note, some people with good starts in life never live up to the
example their parents set. Finally, for those way off course, corrective treatment is in

order.

The bad, who desire pleasure must be chastised by pain, like a beast (NE

1180a).183

The ones who need corrective treatments are the chronic akratéis, because the vicious
are incurable. Of course, there is no guarantee that the chronic akratéis become the
enkratéis or the enkratéis become virtuous. But, if moral change is to occur, then it

happens in that order.
IV. Healing Morally Bad Character

So far, | have been arguing that the akratés in between episodes is the enkratés. But how

does this change occur? Aristotle says that she physically recovers her knowledge:

182 oQy ikavov &’ iowg véoug BvTag TPOYRAG Kai EmiueAeiag TUXETV OPBRG, AAN’ £TTeIdn Kai AvOpwOEvTag BeT
¢mndevelv alTa Kai £0ieaBa.
183 10V 8¢ padov fdoviig dpeyoduevov AUTIN KoAaleaBail WaTrep UTTolUyIov.
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How is the ignorance resolved, so that the akratés recovers her knowledge? The
same account that applies to someone drunk or asleep applies here too, and is not
peculiar to this way of being affected. We must hear it from the natural scientists

(NE 1147b6-9).184

What does it mean that we will learn this from the natural scientists? According to Owens,
“in the historical setting this could not mean anything else than the study of the human
body in the Hippocratic tradition, which was in turn couched in the natural philosophy of
the Presocratics.”'8% Indeed, Aristotle’s many other works study the human body in this
tradition. In fact, his work on sleep will be helpful in explaining how the akratés becomes

clear-headed again.

A person awakens from sleep in the same way that the akratés recovers from her

episode. Aristotle writes that sleep is a specific incapacity of the sense organs:

As we have said, sleep is not any incapacity of the perceptive faculty, but this
affection is one which arises from the evaporation of food. That which is exhaled
must be pushed up to a certain point, then turn back and change just as the tide in
a strait. Now, in every animal the hot naturally tends to move upwards, but when it
has reached the upper parts, it turns backwards, and moves downwards in a mass.
So, drowsiness mostly comes on after food; for the matter, both the liquid and the
bodily, are carried up in bulk. When, therefore, this comes to a stand it weighs a

person down and causes him to nod, but when it has actually sunk downwards,

184 g & AueTan iy Gyvola Kai TTAAIV yiveTal EMOTAPWY O AKPaTAg, O auTdg AOYog Kai TTepi OiVWPEVOU Kali
KaBeUdOVTOC Kai oUK idlog ToUuTou ToU TTaBoug, OV JeT TTapd TV QUCIOAOYWV AKOUEIV.
185 Joseph Owens, Aristotle: The Collected papers of Joseph Owens (Albany: SUNY Press, 1981), 172.
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and by its return repulsed the hot, sleep comes on, and the animal is asleep (On

Sleep 456b18-29).186

So, sleep is not merely the sense organs being incapacitated; that is what separates it
from fainting and other bouts of unconsciousness (On Sleep 455b6-7). It is one that
necessarily follows from the nutritive faculty needing to do its job. This is why we get

especially sleepy after meals. We awaken from sleep when this process is complete.

Awakening occurs when digestion is completed: when the heat, which had been
previously forced together in large quantity within a small space from out the
surrounding part, has once more prevailed, and when a separation has been

affected between the more bodily and the purer blood (On Sleep 458a11-13).187

Again, akrasia is a physiological condition that will subside once the body has returned to
its previous state. So, once the disruption in the body is complete, the akratés will regain

her knowledge and regret her actions.

Joseph Owens tell us that ethics makes use of medicine to answer this question:
“Further, both ethics and medicine deal with a man, a composite of soul and matter. The
composite is an essentially changeable nature, changeable through both moral
persuasion and physiological alteration.”'8® Here, Owens is telling us that the hylomorphic

composite that we are is changeable in several ways. One can be moral habituation.

186 AN yap oTTep giTopEey, oUK EaTiv 6 UTTvog aduvapia raoa 100 aioBnTikod, AAN’ €K TAG TTEPI TRV TPOPRV
AvaBuuIaoewg yivetal 1O Trc'xeog T00TO" Avaykaiov yc‘xp 170 AvaBUPIWPEVOV PEXPI TOU WOEIoBal, &1’ c’xvnchpé(palv
Kai psTaBa)\)\av kaBatrep elpitTov. 10 O eappov €KAoTOU TV {WWV TTPOC TO AVW TTEQUKE (papacem otav &’
v TOI¢ Avw TOTTOIG YévnTal, aepoov TOAIV AvTIOTPEPEI Kal KaTcxcpspaTm 010 pdAioTa VIVOVTGI Utrvol atmo TAg
TPOPAG aBpdov yap TTOAU T6 T UYpOV Kai TO OWHATWOEG AVOPEPETAI. IGTAUEVOV PEV OUV BapUvel Kai TTOIET
vuoTadeiv: 0tav O pEwn KATW Kai avTioTpéwav Atrwaon 10 Bepudy, TOTE yivetal 6 UTTvog Kai 10 {Mov KaBeUdEl.
187 "Eyeipetan &, dtav me@OR Kai KpATAGOT 1} CUVEWOHEVN BEPUOTNG £V OAiYW TTOAAR €K TOU TTEPIETRITOG, KAl
SIaKPIBA TO TE CWHATWSESTEPOV QIPA Kdai TO KABAPWTATOV.

88 Owens, Aristotle: The Collected papers of Joseph Owens, 179.
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However, the akratés acts against her habituation and is guided by her passions. So,
focusing on her education will not help her regain her knowledge. Instead, we must look
for a physiological cure to her condition; something that will get her desires under control
of her reason. She knows what she ought to do, but that knowledge gets suppressed
when her passions are stirred up in her body. Medication, as Owens suggests, might help
with this. “Cures for alcoholism, the prescription of tranquilizers, and the use of other
therapeutic aids for persons who want to follow their better moral judgment, testify to it
abundantly.”'® Recall that corrective treatment in the form of pain is necessary for the
bad (phaula). So, behavioral therapy could help the akratéis as well. She needs to start
feeling pains when she desires excess pleasures for food and sex rather than giving in
and feeling pleasure. I'm not endorsing anything as extreme as shock therapy, but
something along those lines where she will begin to have a bad feeling following her

excessive desire.

For Aristotle, this process will involve righting some wrongs, a process that should
have occurred in childhood. This is because a proper upbringing is necessary to get us

to feel pain in the right ways and at the right times.

For pleasures cause us to do base actions, and pain causes us to abstain from
fine ones. That is why we need to have had the appropriate upbringing—right from
early youth, as Plato says—to make us find enjoyment or pain in the right things;
for this is the correct education. Further, virtues are concerned with actions and

emotions; but every emotion and every action implies pleasure or pain; hence, for

89 Owens, Aristotle: The Collected papers of Joseph Owens, 179.
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this reason too, virtue is about pleasures and pains. Corrective treatments reveal
this too, since they use pleasures and pains; for correction is a form of medical
treatment, and medical treatment naturally operates through opposites (NE

1104b9-18).1%0

Starting habituation young works well. Correcting what should have been done in
childhood will be more painful. Sarah Francis calls attention to the following passage

where Aristotle says as much:'®’

It is beneficial to make as many motions as possible with children of such an age.
To prevent the twisting about of limbs because of softness, some races apply
mechanical appliances to the body to make them straight. It is also beneficial to
accustom the soul of small children to the cold, for this is most useful for health

and military service. (Politics 1336a10-16).192

It is better to train the limbs to be straight from birth rather than after some deformity
presents itself. The former is less painful than the latter. If we do not receive the proper
upbringing, then we need to regulate pleasures and pains as an adult. This will be
considerably harder, as we will have habituated ourselves into liking the wrong things and

avoiding the good things. Corrective measures will have to make us feel pleasures and

190 Jix usv yap TI’]V néovnv T8 @adAa npaTTopsv o1 ¢ TV AUTTNV va KOAQV aTTEXONEDD. IO OET r]xeou TTWG
sueug €K VEWV, wg 6 MA&rwv enoiv, WoTe xaipelv Te kai AuTteioBai oig Jei* A yap 6p0n Traideia alTn €oTiv.—
ET1 O’ &i ai dpeTai iol Tepl TTPALEIC Kai TTAON, TTavTi O¢ TTa0el Kai TTéon Tedel EmeTal Adovn Kai AUTIN, Kai did
1001 Qv €in 1 APETA TrEPI NOOVAG Kai AUTTAG.—UNvUoUa B¢ Kai ai KOAGOEIG yivopeval dId TOUTWV iaTpeial yap
TIVEG €iolv, ai O¢ iO(TpaTou O1G TV évavTiwv TTe@UKaol yiveaBal.

91 Sarah Francis, “Under the Influence” Classical Quarterly 61, no. 1 (2011): 166.

192 £11 8¢ Kai KIvrioeIg 6aag svésxsTou TroigioBai Tl‘])\IKOUTwV OUMQEPEL TTPOG O TO JN) dlaoTPEPETBal TO PUEAN
OI" amaAdTNTa XpvTal Kai viv Evia TV €BvV dpyavolg TIOI UNXaVIKOIG O TO o@ua TTOIET TWV TOIoUTWY
aoTpaBég. oupgépel O’ UBUG Kai TTPOG T WUXN ouveBilelv €K PIKpWV TTaidwy, ToUTo yap Kai TTpdg Lyiciav
Kail TTpOG TTOAEHIKAC TTPAEEIC e0XPNOTOTATOV.
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pains at the appropriate times. This sounds a lot like behavioral therapy. If | am pleased
by bad things, then | need to reinforce aversion by feeling pain instead. Dieting as an
adult is more difficult than eating healthy from childhood onward. Giving in to desire is a

slippery slope that is difficult to escape.

If the cure for akrasia is beginning to sound like the cure for some sort of mental
illness, then we’re on the same page. The melancholic, a subset of the akratéis, are, in
today’s terms, most closely akin to someone suffering from bipolar Il disorder.'®3 As such,
they need medicine and/or therapy. Here, | stray slightly from interpreting Aristotle to
using him as a jumping off point to give an Aristotelian view of what to do about akrasia.
This is necessary because Aristotle did not have at his disposal the knowledge of how to
cure mental iliness that we have today. While what | will argue about the cure for akrasia
is my own view, it is Aristotelian at its core and does not conflict with anything in the text.

Aristotle would be quite happy that a physiological condition has a physiological cure.
Aristotle mentions melancholia four times in NE VII:

The quick-tempered and melancholikoi are most prone to be impetuous akratéis.
The former too hasty and the latter too violent to wait for reason because they are
prone to follow appearance (phantasia) (NE 1150b25-28).194

One type of akratés does not abide by the result of his deliberation, while the

melancholikos is not even prone to deliberate at all (NE 1152a18-19).19°

193 Akiskal & Akiskal, “In Search of Aristotle: Temperament, Human Nature, Melancholia, Creativity and
Eminence”, Journal of Affective Disorders 100 (2007): 4.

194 pGNioTa & oi OZEIC Kai peEAayXOAIKOI TRV TTPOTIETH Akpaaiav ioiv AKPATEIG™ o Pév yap dId TRV TAXUTATA, Oi
O¢ BI&x TRV 0POSPATNTA OUK Avauévouat TOV Adyov, did TO dKoAoudnTIKOI Eival T pavTacia.

195 & pév yap auT@V OUK EUMEVETIKOG OIC Bv BouAsuanTal, & 8¢ ueAayxoAIKOG 0USE BOUAEUTIKOC SAWG.
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Easier to heal of the akratics are the melancholikoi than those who deliberate but
do not abide by it (NE 1152a27-29).19
Melancholikoi by nature are always in need of healing, for their body is in a
continuous state of irritation, and they are always having excessive desires (NE
1154b11-13).1%7
So, the melancholic are a kind of akratés whose desires are so strong that she skips
deliberation altogether. Ross and Rackham each translate melancholikoi as ‘excitable’.
Liddell, Scott, and Jones translate it as ‘atrabilious’ (ill-tempered). Irwin translates it as
‘volatile’. However it is interpreted, it is the excess of black bile that causes such a

temperament. But what does melancholia look like today?

According to Akiskal and Akiskal, “this disease [melancholia] often arises from
cyclothymic and hyperthymic temperaments, and the melancholia Aristotle is referring to
is possibly bipolar I, or some territory in between.”'®® The cyclothymic and hyperthymic
temperaments are the tell-tale lows and highs felt by those on the bipolar spectrum. The
former refers to the instability of mood from which those on the bipolar spectrum suffer
and the latter refers to the abnormally positive attitude that punctuates the depressive
episodes. On the bipolar spectrum, “depression dominates the course of the disease, yet
it is punctuated by brief periods of hypomania; most importantly, such individuals display

lifelong traits of depressive (melancholic), anxious, cyclothymic, irritable (choleric), and

196 gliaToTépa BE TV AKPACIDV AV 0i heEAAYXOAIKOI AKPOTEUOVTAI TWV BOUAEUOUEVWV PEV WI) EMUEVOVTWY OF
197 oi B¢ peAayXoAIKoi TRV QUOIV agi dEovTal iaTpeiag” Kai yap 10 o@ua dakvOuevov diateAel dit TRV KpdoIv, Kali
aei &v Opécel apodpd cioiv:

198 Akiskal & Akiskal, “In Search of Aristotle: Temperament, Human Nature, Melancholia, Creativity and
Eminence”, 4.
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hyperthymic (sanguine) temperaments.”'% Specifically, bipolar Il disorder is “defined by
a pattern of depressive episodes and hypomanic episodes, but not the full-blown manic
episodes that are typical of Bipolar | disorder.”°° While someone with bipolar | will
experience manias in the form of cleaning the living room from top to bottom at 3 am or
spending their entire paycheck on a new hobby, someone with bipolar Il disorder will

experience hypomanias where they have rapid speech or become irritable.

Treatment for bipolar Il disorder involves antipsychotics (mood stabilizers) and
therapy. Medication alone can level out the roller coaster of emotions, but therapy is
needed so that the individual can tell when she is having an episode and act accordingly.
Most manias are obvious to an onlooker, but not to the individual herself. She may be
acting recklessly but, since she feels energized, she does not see a problem at this time.
This is very similar to the akratés. The akratés has a normal temperament punctuated by
these episodes where she indulges. If she wishes to stop, then she must first see that
there is a problem during her episodes and not just after. Talking with a professional can
help, but she has a physiological condition that prevents her from acting as she should.
Likewise, the individual suffering from bipolar Il disorder has a brain chemistry imbalance

that needs to be regulated.

What will medication do to the akratés? | see two options. The first is that
medication will make the akratés have the right desire. If the akratés now has the right

desire, then she will be virtuous. The second is that the medication will make the akratés

199 Akiskal & Akiskal, “In Search of Aristotle: Temperament, Human Nature, Melancholia, Creativity and
Eminence”, 2.

200 “Bjpolar Disorder,” The National Institute of Mental Health, Last Revised January 2020,
https://www.nimh.nih.gov/health/topics/bipolar-disorder.
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do the right thing. If this is the case, then she will be more reliably be enkratic. This will
depend on whether the akratés in question is intermittent or chronic. Either way, it shows
that the akratés and enkratés are of the same kind. Therefore, they belong on a spectrum

together and should not be separated as they often are.

When a person suffering from bipolar |l disorder is having an episode, even simple
tasks like taking a shower can seem insurmountable. They have the second order desire
to want to want to take a shower, but they lack the first order desire to get in the shower.
This lack of desire can pop up intermittently or it can do so chronically. If it is intermittent,
call the state they are in if medicine cures their desires state X. If it is chronic, call the
state they are in if medicine makes them do what is right state Y. If medicine cures their
lack of desire to shower, then they will be virtuous. If medicine makes them do what is

right, by overriding their lack of desire, then they will be more reliably enkratic.

Knows What Is Right | Desires What Is Right | Does What Is Right
Virtue Yes Yes Yes
State X Yes Yes Yes/No?
Enkrateia Yes No Yes
State Y Yes No Yes
Akrasia Yes No No

State Y is identical to enkrateia. So, if the chronic akratés is given medicine for her

condition, then she will become the enkratés. State X is a bit imprecise, because the
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person in State X will not necessarily do the right thing. Nor will she necessarily do the

wrong thing.

What would Yes/Yes/No correspond to on the preceding chart? It would be a
virtuous person making a mistake. That is not necessarily a hexis. There are a lot of
combinations absent from this chart that are not hexeis. Consider No/Yes/Yes. That could
be one of two things. The first is called inverse akrasia. For example, Huck Finn desires
to let Jim go free, helps Jim go free, but thinks it is wrong.??! The second, | argue, would
be a child possessing natural virtue. She does not have the knowledge that what she
desires to do is right, although it is. She feels that bullying is wrong, but can’t articulate
the universal premise of the good practical syllogism. Again, these are not stable enough

to be hexeis.

Yes/Yes/Yes is obviously the virtuous person. So, no matter what someone in
State X finally does, it is better than being the akratés. If the intermittent akratés is given
medicine for her condition, then what does she become? | argue that she becomes
virtuous. Even if she makes a mistake and does not follow through ten percent of the
time, she is still acting from a reliably stable state. The virtuous person does not have to
be maximally virtuous. She is allowed to make mistakes sometimes. If the intermittent
akratés becomes virtuous with medicine, then she was the same type of person as the
enkratés all along. Recall that her soul has to be properly prepared before virtue can take

hold. It is not shameful for the concert pianist to take a pill to relieve her stage fright.

201 Chad Kleist, “Huck Finn the Inverse Akratic: Empathy and Justice”, Ethical Theory and Moral
Practice 12, no. 3 (2008): 257.
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Without her medicine, we might never hear her play. With her medicine, however, she

can do what she desires to do, which is good.

At this point, keen readers of Aristotle will point out that he also has two kinds of
akratéis, which might not line up nicely with my division into intermittent and chronic. For
Aristotle, there are weak akratés and strong (impetuous) akratés. Indeed, | have already

noted that the melancholics are the latter.

Among the akratéis themselves, those who abandon themselves are better than
those who have reason but do not abide by it. For the second type are overcome
by a less strong emotion, and do not act without having deliberated, as the first

type do (NE 1151a1-3).292

So, the weak akratés who deliberates but fails to follow through on the conclusion is worse
off than the melancholic akratés who is so excited that she skips deliberation altogether.

This might seem counterintuitive. Cleary explains why it is not:

Thus, by contrast with the incurably vicious person who is morally blind, the akratic
person can be morally educated because he recognizes the right thing to do, even
though he occasionally does the wrong thing. Aristotle concludes (1152a27) that
the type of akrasia shown by persons with excitable temperaments is more curable
than that of weak akratics who deliberate about what they ought to do, but fail to

keep their resolutions.”?%3

202 qUTV & TOUTWV BEATIOUG Oi EKOTATIKOI 1 Oi TOV AOYOV EXOVTEC PEV, WM EMMEVOVTEG BE" UTT EAGTTOVOG VAP
TaBouC NTTOVTAI, Kai oUK atrpoBoUAsuTol WaoTrep GTepor
203 Cleary, “Akrasia and Moral Education in Aristotle”, 49.
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Going through the deliberation and failing to follow the conclusion is a failure of her
reason. It does not have quite the hold on her that it should. The melancholic akratés can
be taught to slow down and think first before acting. A failure of reason is harder to cure

than a failure to reason.2%4

Francis draws attention to the following quotes that can help make sense of what

affects the melancholic akratés:2%%

Full of hope, the young are naturally as hot-blooded as those who are drunk; At

the same time, because they have not yet had many failures (Rhetoric 2.12).2%

Similarly in fits of anger and all manner of appetites all are easily deceived, and
the more easily the more they are under the influence of emotions. To those
suffering from a fever, animals appear on the walls because of a small

resemblance of marks in a pattern (On Dreams 4600b9-13).207

We can now see that the temperature of the body affects the intellect. Being too hot can
cause us to be too optimistic or to hallucinate. Recall that melancholia is a disease of the
black bile. The temperature of the black bile makes one either mad or a genius (Problems
954a31-34).2%8 The melancholic akratés has a physical impediment that gets in the way
of reasoning, unlike her weaker counterpart who has a desire issue. Again, medicine or

behavioral therapy that will retrain her pleasures and pains are appropriate cures. The

204 Thanks to Richard Bett for clarifying this point.

205 Francis, “Under the Influence”, 162.

206 kai eUEATTIOEG” (DOTTEP VAP Of oivwpévol, oUTw diaBeppoi ioiv oi véor UTTO TAG PUOEWS: Gua &¢ Kai dId TO
MATTW TTOAAG ATTOTETUXNKEVAI.

207 1ov aUTOV BE TPOTIOV Kai £V OpydiS Kai £v TTacaig mBupialg elamaTnTol yivovtal TTAvTeg, Kai pdAAov dow
Gv pdMov év Toic TTaBeoIv QoIv. B10 Kai TOIC TTUPETTOUGIV évioTe @aiveTal (A £V TOIC TOIXOIC ATTO MIKPAS
OPOIOTNTOC TV YPAUUGY GUVTIOEUEVWIV.

208 | know that Problems is likely spurious. However, while it may not be Aristotle’s own words, it is
sufficiently Aristotelian enough for my purposes.
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weak akratés will need some reasoning education as well as aversion therapy to retrain
her appetites. She needs to learn to trust the conclusions that she has come to. Perhaps
a formal logic course will show her that her reasoning is justified, which will make her

more likely to follow it in the future.

While the two kinds of akratéis are clearly not identical, the only thing | disagree
with Aristotle about is akrasia being stable enough to be a hexis (stable state of the soul)
of its own. The melancholic akratés can be either intermittent or chronic; it depends on
how often she fails to deliberate. Likewise, with the weak akratés. She can be either,
depending on how often she fails to abide by her deliberation. | have been arguing that
the akratés makes a narrow mistake in one facet of her life. The frequency of this is
undetermined by the text. Certainly, one could argue, since Aristotle lists akrasia as a
hexis, then she must act that way always or hés epi to polu (for the most part). However,
the akratés is defined not by how she acts always or hds epi to polu, but by her failings.
She need only make a mistake ten percent of the time to be considered the akratés. Of
course, there are agents who make mistakes ninety percent of the time, yet can be said
to know better. They are akratéis too. The fact of the matter is, Aristotle is silent in the
Nicomachean Ethics as to whether the akratéis are intermittent or chronic. However, |
believe that he is amenable to the thesis and therefore my overall point that, from what

he has told us, akrasia and enkrateia represent one hexis, not two.

Conclusion

| have presented Aristotle’s puzzle from NE VII.3 about who is curable: the akratés or the
vicious person. For Aristotle, the akratés is easily cured because she regrets her bad

actions. This means that she, unlike the vicious person, can see the error of her ways. |
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argued that this makes her the enkratés when she is between akratic episodes, no matter
if her episodes of akrasia are intermittent or chronic. | concluded by discussing what
course of action the akratéis can take to be cured. Since her condition is physiological,
she needs medicine or behavioral therapy to resist her passions. While Aristotle could not
have known this at his time, he would be amenable to the idea that a physiological

condition requires a physiological cure.
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Chapter Five: Aristotle vs. Plato and the Stoics

So far, | have been pushing my interpretation of Aristotle without stating why we should
begin with him in the first place. | will now remedy that. In this final chapter, | will compare
Aristotle’s view with that of Plato and the Stoics. Their views differ with respect to the
questions of the voluntariness of bad actions, there being states between virtue and vice,
being happy without external goods, the unity of virtue, and the value of friendship. It is
with regard to these questions that we can see Aristotle’s view as being superior, because
it leaves room for common phenomena, especially enkrateia (self-control) and akrasia
(lack of self-control). The upshot of making so many fine-grained distinctions is that it
focuses on the positives rather than the negatives and thereby encourages us to be

better.

|. Aristotle vs. the Stoics

In this section, there are four issues on which | will be focusing. The first two are areas
where the Stoics and Aristotle seem to agree with each other, but, upon further inspection,
do not: unity of virtue and friendship. The second two are areas where it is clear that the
two disagree: the necessity of external goods and there being states in between virtue

and vice.

Unity of Virtue

While the Stoics hold both the unity of virtue (UV) and reciprocity of virtue (RV), Aristotle
only holds RV. UV is a stronger thesis than RV. According to UV, all of the virtues are in
play simultaneously. According to RV, if someone has one virtue, then they have all of

them. Here is the Stoic view:
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Menedemus of Eretria eliminated the plurality and the differentiations of the virtues,
proclaiming that there is a single one, called by many names: the same thing that
is called temperance and courage and justice, like ‘mortal’ and ‘human being’.
Ariston of Chios also made virtue one in its being and called it ‘health’... Zeno of
Citium also in a way seems to be drifting in this direction when he defines prudence
in matters requiring distribution as justice, in matters requiring choice as
temperance, and in matters requiring endurance as courage (Plutarch, Moralia

440e-441a).2%°

All the virtues, which are sciences and skills, have their theories in common and,
as already mentioned, their end. Hence, they are also inseparable. For whoever
has one has all, and whoever acts in accordance with one acts in accordance with

all. They differ from one another by their own main points (Stobaeus 2.63,6-11).210

So, the Stoics hold both that having one virtue entails having the other virtues, RV, and
that the virtues are all in play simultaneously, UV. Aristotle holds only RV and not UV
because he believes that the virtues are all inter entailing, but not that they are all

concomitant.

209 Mevednuog piv O €€ EpeTpiag avrpsl TV ApeT@v Kai 1O TTARBOG Kai T8¢ dlapopdg, we uidg oliong Kai
XPWwHEVNG TTOANOIG dvépact TO yap auTd cwepoolvny Kai avdpeiav Kai dikaloguvny AéyecBal, kabarrep
BpoTov kai dvBpwTtrov. ApioTwy &’ 6 Xiog Tf pév oloia piav Kai alTdg ApeTnVv TToiel Kai Uyiclav wvopade. ..
€olke O¢ kai ZAvwy €i¢ To0T6 TTWG UTToPépeaBal 6 KiTieug, 0pIfduevog THY GPAOVNCIV €V PEV ATTOVEUNTEOIG
dikaloouvny, é&v &’ aipeTéolc cwepoolvny, &v &’ UTToueveTéOIC Avdpeiav:

210 Moodg 8¢ Tag GpeTag, Soar EOTAYAI €i01 Kai TEXVa, KOIVA T Bswpriuata Exelv Kai TEAOG, W¢ gipeTal, TO
auTo, 816 kai AXwPIoToug ival. TOV yap piav £xovTa TTacag EXEIV, kai TOV KaTd iav TTpATTovTa KaTd TTadoag
mpatTelv. Alagpépeiv & AAANAwvV Toi¢ kepahaiolg. All Stobaeus excerpts, unless otherwise noted, are from
the Wachsmuth edition.
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That is why some say that all the virtues are phronésis, Socrates was wrong in
thinking that all of the virtues are forms of phronésis, but right in saying that the

virtues require phronésis to exist (NE 1144b18-21).2"

The Stoics think that, at bottom, each virtue is phronésis, just in a different sphere of
action. But, for Aristotle, phronésis is its own sort of virtue, a virtue of thought, distinct

from the many virtues of character (e.g., justice and courage).

Virtues of thought exist in the rational part of our soul, while virtues of character
exist in the non-rational part of our soul. This division into rational and non-rational parts
of the soul is not one shared by the Stoics. For Aristotle, however, it is important to
understanding how virtue comes about. Recall from Chapter Three that, on his view, one
possesses virtue of character if and only if one possesses phronésis. The agent who
exhibits virtue of character does not happen to also possess phronésis. Instead, one can
only exhibit virtue of character by possessing phronésis, and anyone possessing
phronésis will exhibit virtue of character, because each requires the other in order to play
its role. The reason that virtue of character requires phronésis is "precisely because a
virtuous disposition is a habit of a non-rational element in us, it needs direction and
guidance."?'? The virtues of character are of the part of the soul that does not have but
can listen to reason. Well, phronésis is of the part of the soul that has reason. Virtue of

character can make us desire to do something courageous, but we have to also know

211 B16TIEP TIVEC PACI TTACAC TAC APETAC PPOVATEIS EIVAI, KOI SWKPATNS TA HEV 0pBMC £ZATEI T &' APAPTAVEV:
OT1 P&V yap PPOVATEIC (DETO ival TTACAS TAG APETAC, MUAPTAVEY, &TI &' 0UK GVEU PPOVATEWS, KAAGDG EAEYEV.
212 pakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: An Introduction, 227.
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what reason concludes the courageous action for that circumstance to be, or else we

cannot act on our desire.

However, the dependence is not one-sided. If a person possesses phronésis, then,
unless she is making an uncharacteristic mistake, when she acts, she will exhibit virtue
of character. Phronésis, far from existing in isolation from the virtues of character, requires
them to be what it is. Otherwise, the ability to achieve an end is not necessarily the virtue
of phronésis, but merely a character trait that people who are other than virtuous possess,
cleverness. So, having phronésis will mean that we have each of the twelve virtues of
character. And having one virtue fully will mean that we must possess the other eleven
fully, because phronésis ensures that we act on our desire to be virtuous. Therefore, we
can see that Aristotle holds RV. But he does not go so far as to hold UV, because the

virtues do not simply reduce to phronésis on his view.

Why is it better to hold just RV and not both RV and UV? | argue that UV is too
strong. UV requires each and every action to be in accordance with each virtue. Even if
we go with the canonical four virtues of justice, wisdom, courage, and temperance, that
is simply not what the circumstances always require. When danger is afoot, it is time to
be courageous. When pleasure is a possibility, it is time to be temperate. The Stoics think

that each and every virtue is always at play when the virtuous person acts.

They say that the wise man does everything well...This is a because of his
accomplishing everything in accordance with right reason and in accordance with

virtue, which is skill concerned with the whole of life...By analogy, the bad man
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does everything that he does badly and in accordance with all of the vices

(Stobaeus 2.66,14-2.67,4).213

So, the wise person is always acting with each of the primary virtues in mind (prudence,
justice, courage, and moderation) and the vicious person is always acting with each of
the vices in mind. For Aristotle, this is not so. One virtue takes the front seat and drives
our actions. The courageous thing need not conflict with the just thing to do, but one will
be what the situation calls for. Imagine that | am sick with the flu. It is time to be generous
and kind. Generosity will take the front seat and drive what my friends do for me. They

will not be worried with courage or wittiness.

To worry about all twelve virtues simultaneously would be to ignore what the
situation calls for. There might be times where two virtues drive my actions, but not all
twelve. Imagine that | am a judge and have to sentence a very dangerous person. | must
do what is just, but doing what is just also takes courage, for this person is very imposing.
Such situations might present themselves. However, there will never be a situation where
each of the twelve virtues Aristotle lists in the Nicomachean Ethics will be of equal
importance. There is a time for wit and a time for anger. Likewise, for the rest of the
virtues. So, the Stoic view conflicts with common sense, while Aristotle’s view accords

with it.

Friendship

213 Aéyouor 8¢ kai TTavt’ €0 TroIElv TOV co@dv... T® yap Katd Adyov 6pBdv mteAelv TTdvTa kai olov Kat’
] 7 o 7 . . 7 \ .2 3 Y ~ z ~ e 174 ~ ~.
apetiv, Tepi OAov ouaav TV Biov TEXvVNV... Kath 10 avaAoyov 8¢ kai Tov @alAov TTavTa 00a TTOIET KAKWG
TTOIETV Kai KaTd TTdoag TAG KaKiag.
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While, at first glance, it might seem as though Aristotle and the Stoics are on the same
page with respect to friendship, they have divergent views. Aristotle and the Stoics do

agree that true friendship is among the virtuous, because the friend is another self.

And they say that friendship exists only among the virtuous, because of their
similarity. They say that it is a sharing of things needed for one’s life since we treat

our friends as ourselves (Diogenes Laértius 7.124).214

Complete friendship is the friendship of good people similar in virtue; for they wish
goods in the same way to each other insofar as they are good, and they are good

in themselves (NE 1156b7-9).21°

The excellent person is related to his friend in the same way as he is related to
himself (since a friend is another self). Therefore, just as his own being is
choiceworthy for him, his friend’s being is choiceworthy for him in the same or a

similar way (NE 1170b6-8).216

However, this is where the similarity ends. For Aristotle, friends are an important part of
a eudaimon life, for no one would choose to live without friends (NE 1155a5-6). For the

Stoics, friendship is but a stop on the way to a eudaimon life.

According to Annas, “there is no distinctive ethical role here for philia, commitment

to particular other people...We have no ethical reason to stop at, or to be particularly

214 \¢youai B¢ kai TAV @IAav év uOVOIC TOIG oTToudaioIg gival, Sidt TAV OpoIdTATA" Paci &’ alTAV Kolvwviav TIVE
gival TOV KaTd TOV Biov, XpWHEVWY AUV TOIC GIAOIC WS £QUTOIC.

215 Teheia &' €0Tiv 1) TV AyaBOV @IAia Kai Kat' dpeThvV Opoiwv. oUTol yap Tayadd dpoiwg BoUuAovtal GAAAAOIC,
A &yaBoi, dyaboi &’ €ioi kad’ auToug:

2160)¢ B¢ TTPOC EauTOV Exel & oTToudaiog, Kai TTPOS TOV Pilov (ETepog yap alTog & @ihog €oTiv): kabaTep olv
70 aUTOV €ival aipeTdv £0TIV EKGOTW, 0UTW Kai TO TOV iAoV, A TTapaTTANCiwG.
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concerned with, attachments to particular other people.”'” Annas believes this because,
according to the Stoics, our concern for others in general is fundamentally of the same
kind our concern for our children, which itself is of the same kind as our concern for

ourselves. She cites the following passages from Cicero and Plutarch:

[The Stoics think that] as soon as a living thing is born (for this is the place to start)
it feels a concern for itself and is introduced to conserving itself, and to its
constitution, and to loving those things that preserve its constitution (de Finibus

111.16-20).218

How is it then that [Chrysippus] keeps on irritating us by writing in all his books,
books on physics, by Zeus, and on ethics, that we are familiarized with ourselves
as soon as we are born, and to our parts and to our own offspring? (Moralia

1038b).219

The virtuous life for the Stoics is one in which the agent has achieved impartiality. They

attempt to treat all people as they do themselves.

(1) Each one of us is at it were wholly enclosed in many circles, some smaller,
others larger, the latter encompassing the former following from their differences
and unequal conditions towards one another. (2) The first and closest circle is the
one which a person has drawn as though around the center, his own mind. This
circle encompasses the body and anything received by the body. For it is the

shortest and smallest, and is almost fastened to the center itself. (3) The second

217 Annas, The Morality of Happiness, 265.

218 Annas, The Morality of Happiness, 264.

219 17Gy¢ olv aTTokvaiel TTaAIV v TravTi BIBAIW QUOIK® v Aia Kai ABIKD YPAPWY WS OIKEIOUUEBA TTPOS aUTOUC
€UBUG yevouevol Kai T YépN Kai Ta EKyova TA EQUTQV;
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one, further removed from the center but encompassing the first, this is placed
around parents, siblings, wife, and children. The third one has in it uncles and
aunts, grandparents, nephews, nieces, and cousins. The one after encompasses
the other relatives. Immediately afterwards are local residents, then fellow-
tribesmen, next that of fellow-citizens, and then in the same way those from
neighboring towns, and those of the same country. (4) The outermost and largest,
which encompasses all the rest of the circles, is that of the whole human race. (5)
Once these have all been considered, there is need to vigorously draw each of the
circles together somehow towards the center, and to always be eagerly
transferring those from the encompassing [circles] into the encompassed ones

(Stobaeus 4.671,7-673,11).220

The goal for the Stoics is to draw everyone in and treat them as we do those closest to
us. We cannot draw everyone into the innermost circle. However, we should still try to
shrink the circles as much as we can. This goal is not to make as many friends as

possible, but to become impartial.

For Aristotle, drawing everyone in so close is just not possible.

220 (1) BAWC yd&p EKACTOG APMV 0oV KUKAOIC TTOANOTC TTEPIVEYPATTTAI, TOIC HEV OUIKPOTEPOIS, TOIC B¢ WEiooTt,
Kai TOIG YEV TTEPIEXOUTTI, TOIG OE TTEPIEXOUEVOIG, KATA ng dlapdpous Kai dviooug TTPOG d)\)\r'])\mg oxéaelg. (2)
TPWTOG psv yap £0TI KUKAOG Kai TTpooeXECTATOG, OV aUTOG TIG Kaeomep mepi KEvTpov TAV £auTtol ysypomwl
diavoiav. &v M KOKAW T Te owua TIEPIEXETAI KA TG TOU CWHATOG svsm TTapeIANUpéva. oxséov yap o
BpaxUTaTOC Kai UIkpoU Beiv alTol TTPOCATITOPEVOC TOU KEVTPOU KUKAOG 0UTOG. (3) BeUTEPOG &' AT TOUTOU
Kai TTAEOV P&V AQPEDTWG TOU KEVTPOU, TIEPIEXOV OE TOV TIPMTOV, &V () TETAXATAI YOVEIC ABEAPOI YUVT| TTOTBEC.
6 8’ &1mé ToUTWV TPITOC, &V () BET0I Kai TNBIBEG, TTATTTTON TE Kai TNOAI, Kai AOEAPRDV TTOISES, £T1 &’ Avewioi. uéd’
8V 6 ToUC GBANOUC TTEPIEXWVY GUYYEVEIC. TOUTW 8’ EQEEAC & TMV SNUOTOV Kai PET AUTOV O TOV QUAETQIV, €16’
O TTONIT(V, Kai AoITTOV OUTMG O PEV AOTUYEITOVWY, O O OUOEBV@IV. (4) 6 &' £EWTATW Kai IEYIOTOG TTEPIEXWV
Te TAVTOG TOUG KUKAOUG 6 Tou TTavTdg AvBpwTTwv yévoug. (5) ToUTwv olv TEBswpnUéVWY KOTd TOV
EvTeETaUEVOV €0TI TTEPI TAV Oéouaav EKACTWYV XPRAOIV TO ETTICUVAYEIV TTWG TOUG KUKAOUG WG ETTI TO KEVTPOV
Kai Tfi oTTOUdf peTagEPElv Aei TOUG €K TV TTEPIEXOVTWV EIC TOUG Treplexopévoug. Here, the Greek text has
been taken from Long and Sedley (347-348).
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Clearly you cannot live with many people and distribute yourself among them.
Further these many people must also be friends to one another, if they are all to
spend their days together; and this is difficult for many people to do. It also
becomes difficult for many to share the joys and sufferings as their own, since you
are quite likely to find yourself sharing one friend’s joy and another friend’s
suffering at the same time. Presumably, then, it is not good to seek as many friends
as possible, but only enough to live with. Indeed, it even seems impossible to be

an extremely close friend to many people (NE 1171a3-11).22

Humans simply cannot treat everyone like a friend. We need not be hostile towards the

furthest Mysian, but we need not open our home to her either. When we try to spread out

the sentiments we have for those closest to us all that ends up happening is a watering

down of the feeling. In his criticism of Plato’s Republic, Aristotle tells us that treating all

children as if they were your own child will not work:

For that which is common to the greatest number is neglected. Everyone thinks
chiefly of his own household, hardly at all of the common interest; and only when
he is himself concerned as an individual. For besides other considerations,
everybody is more inclined to neglect something which he expects another to fulfill;
as in families many servants are often less useful than a few. Each citizen will have

a thousand sons who will not be his sons individually, but anybody will be equally

221 811 &' oUY 0I6V Te TTOAOIC GUZAV Kai Slavépelv auTdv, oUK EdnAov. £Ti 8¢ kakeivoug BeT GAAAOIC Pidoug
gival, € péAOUCT TTAVTEG HET’ AAAAAWY cuvnuepelelv, TOUTO &' EpYQIBEC év TTOANOIC UTTAPXEIV. XOAETTOV OE
yiveTal Kai 1O ouyxaipelv Kai TO cUVAAYEIV OiKeiwg TTOANOIG €iKOG yap GuuTTiTITElV Aua TM Pév ouvhdeoBal TG
5¢ ouvayBeaBal. iowg olv €U Exer pf ZnTeiv WS TTOAUPIADTATOV €ival, GAG TocoUToug ool €i¢ 1O oUlfiv ikavoi.
0UdE yap £vdéxeaBal BOEsiev &v TTOMOIC eival gihov opodpal.
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the son of anybody, and will therefore be neglected by all alike (Politics 1261b36-

1262a2).222

The Stoics simply expect too much of us. According to Annas, “impartiality has seemed
to many to be too high a demand for a reasonable morality to make, too much of an
alienation from our natural attachments to be a requirement that moral agents can
reasonably be expected to respect.”??® | agree. We can only care for so many people.

There is only so much time in a day to invest in bettering others.

Another issue is that the Stoics only see friendship as being between virtuous
persons. This is a problem for two reasons. First, it means that my best friend and | are
not really best friends, something | am not willing to concede. Second, it clashes with our

common-sense ideas about friendship often being intense emotionally.

My best friend, Rileigh, lives very far away in Las Vegas. We do not see each other
often, but we have cried and laughed together on many occasions. Whether it be a
graduation or the loss of a beloved pet, we are there for each other. This is no emotionless
matter where | send a card and give it no thought. We are like sisters. We even have
matching Aristotle quote tattoos. The Stoic idea of friendship does not capture this
relationship. Because | am not virtuous, the Stoics would not consider this relationship a
true friendship. For them, friendship is only between two virtuous people. If they are right,
then an akratés like me has no business being friends with Rileigh. Indeed, | have nothing

to offer her because | cannot properly attend to her needs as | ought to attend to my own.

222 11pO¢ yap T0IG GANOIC WG £TEPOU PPOVTICOVTOG OAIYWPOToT YEANOV, (ICTTEP €V TAIC OIKETIKOIC SlaKoViaig oi
TToAOI BepaTTOoVTEG EVioTe XETpoV UTTNPETOTOI TV EAATTOVWY. YivovTal &' EKAoTw iAol TV TTOAITGV Uioi, Kai
oUT01 0UX WG £KAOTOU GAAG TOT TUXOVTOG O TUXWV OHOIWG 0TIV UGS, (OTE TTAVTES OPOIWS OAIYWPHTOUTIV.
223 Annas, The Morality of Happiness, 267.
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The fact that | do treat Rileigh as a second self and help her achieve her goals is a modus

tollens against the Stoic view.

Aristotle, on the other hand, would realize that, though less than ideal, ours is a
true friendship. He allows for there to be other forms of friendship that are less perfect
than the ideal friendship that exists between virtuous persons, which accords with our
modern notions about friendship. He thinks that we can be friends for utility and pleasure
(NE 1156a10-14). Being friends for utility does not mean that | am using the other person
as a means to an end. | am still treating her well for her own sake. A.A. Long phrases it
well when he describes friendships that are decidedly not Stoic: “You may like your server
at the checkout counter, she may like you, and you may wish each other well for each
other’s sake. This reciprocal affection and benefit are sufficient to make this encounter a
kind of friendship, but one that goes no further in its basis than utility benefaction.”?4
Friendships for pleasure can also live up to the test of treating the other as a second self.
Long continues: “Such friends find one another appealing because they enjoy one
another’'s company, irrespective of any material benefits they receive or of any firmly
positive judgments concerning one another’s characters. Mutual pleasure and enjoyment
are what make these friends wish each other well in the contexts of their spending time
together and keeping in touch.”??® These friendships might be incomplete and dissolve at
some point, but they are friendships nonetheless. The bonds we share will fellow
inhabitants of our cities are these types of friendships as well as the bonds shared by

children who are fond of one another (NE 1157a26-29).

224 ong, “Friendship and Friends in the Stoic Theory of Good Life”, Thinking about Friendship ed. Damian
Calouri (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 223.
225 Long, Ibid.

139



Since the virtuous person, for the Stoics, is free from emotions, her friendships will
be rather stolid. Of course, | do not mean to say that the Stoic virtuous person is cold like

a robot. She is not led by pathos (emotion), but can feel eupatheias (innocent emotions):

They say that there are three innocent emotions: joy, caution, wishing. Joy, they
say, is the opposite of pleasure, being well-reasoned swelling. Caution is the
opposite of fear, being well-reasoned shrinking. For the wise man will be afraid of
nothing, but he will be cautious. They say that wishing is the opposite of appetite,
being well-reasoned desire. Just as certain passions fall under the primary ones,
so too with the primary innocent emotions. Under wishing: kindness, goodwill,
affection, gentleness. Under caution: respect, purity. Under joy: delight, merriment,

cheerfulness (Diogenes Laértius 7.116).226

However, | still believe that this is not what we see in intense friendships. When my friend
is having a panic attack, | should not tell her that what she is worried about is not really a
danger. Instead, | should comfort her. | do not think that the Stoic virtuous person can do
this. She cannot see why her friend is upset so she cannot see how to empathize with

her.

On the other hand, the virtuous person, on Aristotle’s account, has the right amount

of the right emotions. So, she will share in the emotions of her friends.

226 Ejvan 8¢ kai e0TTaBEiag @aai TpEi, xapav, eUAGBeIav, BoUAnaiv. Kai THV Pév Xapav évavriav [@aaciv] sival
Tfi HS0VA, oloav eGAoyov ETapaiv: THv &’ eUAGBEeIav TM POPw, oloav elAoyov EKKAIGIV. poPnBRoecBal pév
yap TOV 0o@ov oUdap®S, UAaBNBAcecOal €. TA &' émbBupia évavriav @aciv gival THV BoUAnoiv, odoav
elAoyov Bpe€iv. KaBaTep olv UTTO T& TP®TA TTABN THTITEl TIVA, TOV alTOV TPOTIOV Kai UTTO TAC TTPWTOG
euTraBeiag” kai UTTd pév TV BoUAnaiv ebvolav, eUuéveiav, AoTTagudv, ayatnaiv: UTro 5& Thv eUAGREIav aid®,
ayveiav: UTTO B¢ TNV Xopav Tépwiv, elpoalvny, eUBupiav.
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| speak of moral virtue, for this is concerned with emotions and actions, in which
one can have excess or deficiency or a mean such as one can be frightened or
confident, feel appetite or anger or pity, and experience pleasure and pain in
general, either too much or too little, and in both cases wrongly. Whereas to feel
these feelings at the right time, on the right occasion, towards the right people, for
the right purpose and in the right manner, is to feel the best amount of them, which

is the mean amount, which is the very thing that is virtue. (NE 1106b16-23).2%7

It is not hitting the mean to always be the same level of happiness. We should be sad
when our friends are sad and happy when our friends are happy. On special occasions,
we should be very happy. The Stoic virtuous person is too reasonable. She cannot

properly empathize with her friends as Aristotle’s virtuous person does.

Moreover, the Stoic virtuous person will never feel certain emotions, e.g., anger,
whereas these can be felt in the right way and at the right time for Aristotle. Here is the

Stoic view:

(1) They say that the morally good man experiences nothing contrary to his
desire nothing contrary to his impulse nothing contrary to his design, on
account of the fact that in all such cases he acts with reserve and encounters
no obstacles which are unanticipated. (2) He is also gentle, his gentleness
being a tenor by which he is gently disposed in acting always appropriately and

in not being moved to anger against anyone. (3) He is also quiet and well-

227 Néyw OF TRV RBIKNAV: alTn yap €01 Trepi TAON Kai TTPALEIC, v O ToUTOIC £0Tiv UTTEPROAN Kai EAAEIYIC Kal
10 wéoov. oiov Kai gpoPndival kai Bapphoal kai émBupfcal kai dpyioBfval Kai éAefjoal kai SAwG RoBfval
kai AuttnOfivar £0T1 kai pBAAOV Kkai (TTOV, Kai dueSTEPa oUK €0 1O &' 8Te BET Kai €9’ 0i¢ Kai TTPOS oU¢ Kai ol
gveka Kai w¢ del, yéoov T Kai dpioTov, OTTEP 0TI THG APETAC.
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ordered, his decorum being knowledge of fitting movements, and his quiet
demeanor the good arrangement of the natural motions and rests of his soul
and body. (4) The opposites of these occur in all bad men (Stobaeus 2.155, 5-

17)_228

So, for the Stoics, the virtuous person will never get angry. But what about when someone

has injured your friend? That is precisely the time to get angry. Aristotle agrees:

Let us then define anger as a desire accompanied by pain for a real or apparent
retribution because of a real or apparent slight, affecting a man himself or one of

his friends, when such a slight is not befitting. (Rhetoric 1378a31-33).22°

Of course, many people feel too much anger or feel anger towards the wrong people, but
the virtuous person will have the proportionate response when she or her friend has been
slighted. A true friend is on our side after a breakup; she does not tell us to look for a
silver lining until some time has passed and we have healed. So, she needs to have

intense emotions, sometimes.

Glenn Lesses agrees: “If true friends turn out to be free from emotion, then the
Stoic conception of friendship differs greatly from the attitude that makes, say, Butch
Cassidy a pal to the Sundance Kid or Thelma to Louise. Stoic friendship is not a

passionate personal relationship. If the sage is a reliable friend, he or she is also a less

228 (1) Aéyouai O¢ unTE TTOPA TRV OPECIV UATE TTAPA TAV OpUNY WNTE TTApa TV EMIBOANY yiveaBal TI Trepi TOV
otroudaiov, OId 1O PéD’ UTre€aipéoewg TTAVTA TTolElV TA ToladTa Kai pndév auT® TV EVAVTIOUPEVWYV
AmPOANTITOV TTPOCTHTITENV. (2) givan 8¢ kai TTpdiov, TRCTTPASTNTOC olong EEwg KaB’ fv TTPAWC EXOUTT TTPOS
10 TroIETV TG EmMBAANAOVTA €v TGO Kai U ék@épeaBal €ig Opyrv &v undevi. (3) kai AaUxiov d& Kai KéauIov
gival, TAC KOOMIOGTNTOC olong ETMIOTAUNG KIVACEWV TTPETTOUC®YV, AOUXIOTNTOS 8¢ UTagiag TTepi TAG KaTd
@UOIV KIVAOEIG Kai JOVAGWUXAG Kai owuaTog. (4) Tiv évavTiwv ToUToIC £TTI TTAVTWY QAUAWY YIYVOUEVWV.
Here, the Greek text is taken from Long and Sedley (416-417).

229 "EgTw dn 6pyn 6peCIc HeTA AUTING TIHWPIOG Qaivopévng SId @aivopévny OAlywpiav TV i auTov i TRV
auTol, ToU OAIYWPEIV un TTPOCHKOVTOG.
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intense one.”?° But Aristotle’s virtuous person can be a good friend without being so
rational all the time. She does not go so far as to be led by appetites and desire to act
wrongly, but she can feel love and whatnot fully. So, Aristotle’s view again accords well
with our common-sense notions. Friendships occur between all sorts of people and, even

when it occurs between two virtuous people, it often involves intense emotions.
External Goods

Another, more obvious, difference between Aristotle and the Stoics is over the possibility
of being eudaimon without external goods like health and wealth. Here is the Stoic

position:

‘Indifferent’ is used in two senses: in the first, of things which contribute neither to
happiness nor unhappiness, as is the case with wealth, reputation, health,
strength, and the like. For it is possible to be happy without these, though the
manner of using them is constitutive of happiness or unhappiness (Diogenes

Laértius 7.104).231

For the Stoics, things like wealth and health can be used in good and bad ways. So, they
are not good simpliciter. Only something that is good simpliciter, like virtue, can be a

necessary component for eudaimonia. Here is what Aristotle says:

Eudaimonia clearly also needs external goods to be added, as we said, since it is

impossible, or not easy, to do fine actions if we lack the resources. For many fine

230 Glenn Lesses, “Austere Friends: The Stoics and Friendship”, Apeiron 26, no.1 (1993): 69-70.

21 AIxGg 0¢ AéyeoBal adidgopar Amrag PEV T WATE TTPOG eudaioviav WrTE TTPOG Kakodaipoviav
ouvepyolvTa, wg Exel TTAolTog, d6&a, Uyicla, ioxUC Kai TG Opola: EvOEXeTal yap Kai XwpIic ToUuTwv
gudaiyoveiv, TAG TTOIAC aUTWOV XpNoews e0daIPOVIKAG olong i KAKODAIUOVIKAG.
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actions require instruments for their performance: friends, wealth, and political
power. Further, the lack of these—for instance, good birth, good children, beauty—
mars our blessedness. For we do not altogether have eudaimonia if we look utterly
repulsive or are ill-born, solitary, or childless; and we have it even less,
presumably, if our children or friends are totally bad, or were good but have died

(NE 1099a31-1099b7).232

For Aristotle, we cannot be eudaimon without some amount of external goods. If we are
starving or being tortured, then we cannot be eudaimon (NE 1153b19-22). The eudaimon

life is one with enough resources to pursue virtuous activity.

Aristotle very much wants to vindicate common-sense morality where he thinks it
is correct. The Stoics are happy to give us a theory which contrasts with common-sense
morality. The Aristotelian project is to account for the plain phenomena. So, we should

put stock in what people say about eudaimonia.

We should examine the principle, however, not only from the conclusion and
premises, but also from what is said about it, for all the facts harmonize with a true

account (NE 1098b9-11).233

When going over the common beliefs, Aristotle notes that most people believe

eudaimonia to be the highest good or final end, but disagree about what exactly it is (NE

232 paiveral &’ SPWG Kai TOV EKTOC AyabBmv TTPoodsopévn, KaBATTEP iToyev: AdUvaTov yap f ou Padiov Té
KOAQ TTPATTEIV AXOoprynToV 6VTa. TTOAAG PEV YA TIPATTETAI, KABATTEP OI” OPYAvVWY, dIa QIAWV Kai TTAOUTOU Kai
TTONITIKAG SUVANEWS £viwv B TNTWHUEVOI PUTTAIVOUCT TO PAKAPIOV, Olov £UYEVEIQS, £UTEKVIag, KAAAOUG OU
TTavU yap eUSAIPOVIKOS O TRV idéav TTavaioxng i BUCYEVAC | HOVWTNG Kai ETekvog, €11 & iowgh fTToV, € Tw
TTAYKOKOI TTOIOEC €iev 1 @iol, f yaBoi vTeg TEBVEOIV.

233 FkeTrTéov ON) Trepi QUTAS 00 POVOV €K ToU CUUTTEPACUATOC Kai £€ (v 6 AOyoC, GAAG Kai €K TGV Aeyouévwv
el AUTAG TW PEV yap AANBET TTavTa ouvadel Ta UTTAPYXOVTA,
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1095a18-21). Some candidates are pleasure, wealth, honor, and virtue. But each of those
either lacks self-sufficiency or completeness. The eudaimon life is one which cannot be
added to in order to make it better. Only a life of activity lived in accordance with reason

is eudaimon.

It is clear that all the various characteristic sought after in eudaimonia belong to
the good as we have said. For to some people happiness seems to be virtue; to
others phronesis; to others some sort of wisdom; to others again it seems to be
these, or one of these, involving pleasure or requiring it to be added; others add in
prosperity as well. Some of these views are from ancient times and held by many,
while others are held by a few men who are widely esteemed. Neither group is
likely to be completely wrong, but to be correct on one point at least, or even most

points (NE 1098b23-30).234

People who have good opinions about what eudaimonia is should be listened to. Even if
their accounts are not entirely correct, there is still some nugget of truth that can be useful

in fleshing out a fuller account.

Most people think that we need external goods to be happy and they are right. The
Stoics won’t even allow that health and wealth are goods, because they can be used
badly. However, tell the homeless person that wealth is not a good and she will laugh.
Tell the person who is dying that health is not a good and she will raise an eyebrow. | do

not mean to present a straw man of Stoicism here. Even defenders of Stoicism admit that,

234 paiveral 8¢ Kai T £mMENToUuEvVa TTEPI TV Udaipoviav Amravl’ UTTAPXEIV T AEXBEVTI. TOIC YEV YA APETH,
T0iC 8¢ PPAVNOIC, BANOIC B¢ Topia TIC eival SOKeT TOIC 8¢ TalTa A TOUTwYV TI PEB’ /BOVAC A OUK Gveu BOVAC
£Tepol OF Kai TNV €KTOC eleTnpiav cupTrapaAauBavouaiv. ToUuTwyv O& TG PEv TToAAoI Kai TTaAaiol Aéyouaty, Ta O&
OAiyor kai Evogol GvOpeg oUdETEPOUC OE TOUTWYV eUAoyoV diapapTavelv Toi¢ 6AoIg, AAN’ v yE TI i Kai TG TTAEIoTa
KaTopBoUv.
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at first glance, the sage seems to be missing something important when she does not

mourn the loss of something as the rest of us do.

For we might suppose that we cannot react appropriately to the sufferings of others
if we do not take these sufferings seriously but regard them as unimportant. The
Stoic sage lacks passions because she lacks the belief that, for instance, being
crippled in an accident is really bad for the victim. To regard such misfortunes as
indifferent rather than bad is apparently to believe that they are trivial. We might
argue that our immediate responses to the sufferings of others cannot be
appropriate if we believe that their sufferings are trivial. And so, even if sages
display some immediate response to the sufferings of others, in so far as they have
some elements of passions, the content of their response still seems to display

inhuman detachment from the sufferings of other people.?3°

Irwin defends the Stoics from critics like Nussbaum and Striker by saying that “only virtue
deserves, in the Stoic view, the uncompromising concern that non-Stoics direct to
external goods.”?*® However, one need not preserve health at all costs, say becoming
vicious by stealing medicine, in order to respect health for the good that it is. It will affect
someone’s happiness if they are crippled in an accident and it should. They should not
lose all zeal for life. But mourning the loss of their limbs is perfectly normal. The Stoics’
desire to fly in the face of common-sense morality shows that they are too out of touch

with people to give advice. The masses are not going to heed their warnings if they conflict

235 Terence Irwin, “Stoic Inhumanity”, The Emotions in Hellenistic Philosophy ed. Juha Sihvola and Troels
Engberg-Pedersen (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1998), 227.
2% |rwin, “Stoic Inhumanity”, 236.
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with everything they believe. Aristotle, on the other hand, is more apt to make room for

what the masses believe, even when they are wrong.
States between Virtue and Vice

The most important difference that | will be focusing on is the question of there being
states between virtue and vice. For the Stoics, the answer is no. But, for Aristotle, the

answer is yes. Here is the Stoic position:

It is their opinion that there is nothing in between virtue and vice, whereas
according to the Peripatetics there is, namely progress. For, they say, just as a
stick must be either straight or crooked, so must a person be either just or unjust,
nor again are there degrees of justice, and likewise for the other virtues (Diogenes

Laértius 7.127).2%7

For if one truth is not truer than another, then neither is one falsehood falser than
another. So, neither is one deception more of a deception than another nor is one
mistake more of a mistake than another. For he who is a hundred stades from
Canopus and he who is one stade away are equally not in Canopus. So too he
who makes a greater mistake and he who makes a smaller one are equally not

acting correctly (Diogenes Laértius 7.120-121).238

‘Yes,’ they say, ‘but just as in the sea the man an arm’s length from the surface is

drowning no less than the one who has sunk five hundred fathoms, so even those

237 Aptéokel &' auToig Pndév pamﬁu eival ApeTAg Kai chchxg, TV MepImarnTikGv pam&u apsTng Kai KoKiog
€ival AeyOvVTwY THYV 1'rp0Ko1'rnv we yap d&iv paaiv i 6pBov eival EUAov A oTpeBASVY, 0UTwG A dikaiov A adikov,
oUTe 0¢ dIkadTEPOV OUT ABIKWTEPOV, Kali £TTI TWV GAAWY OPoIWG.

238 &f yap aAnBiég aAnBolc pdAhov olUk EaTiv, oUdE Weldog Weldoug oUTwg oud’ amartn amarng, oud’
GUAPTNUA AUAPTAMOTOC. Kai yap 6 £kaTov oTadioug atréxwy KavwpBou kai 6 éva £Tmiong ouk eioiv év Kavwpw:
oUTw Kai & TTAéov Kai 6 EAatTov GuapTavwy £Tmiong oUk gioiv €v TG katopBolv.
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who are approaching virtue are no less in a state of vice than those who are far
from it. And just as the blind are blind even if they are going to recover their sight
a little later, so those progressing remain foolish and depraved right up to their

attainment of virtue’ (Plutarch, Moralia 1063a-b).?%°

So, for the Stoics, there is nothing between virtue and vice. Right up until we make the
leap to virtue, we are still vicious. In these quotes we can see that, if we aren’t perfect,

then we’re vicious, according to the Stoics.

However, for Aristotle, we can fail to be perfect in many ways, some of which are

even praiseworthy.

Enkrateia and endurance seem to be good and praiseworthy conditions, whereas
akrasia and softness seem to be base and blameworthy conditions. The enkratés
seems to be the same as one who abides by his calculation; and the akratés seems
to be the same as one who abandons it. The akratés knows that his actions are
base, but does them because of his emotions, whereas the enkratés knows that
his appetites are base, but because of reason does not listen to them (NE 1145b8-

14).240

For Aristotle, we can be enkratic and akratic. The enkratés (person of self-control) does

the right thing, but has the opposite desire. The akratés (person lacking self-control)

239 “yai,” @aciv, “GA& OoTTep 6 TIAXUV amméxwy év BaAaTTn TAC ém@aveiog oUdév ATTOV TIViyeETal TOD
KOTOOEBUKATOG BPYUIAC TTevTakooiag oUTwS oUdE of TTEAGJOVTEC APETR TGOV PaKPAV EVTWV ATTOV giov év
KOKig: Kai KaBaTrep oi Tu@Aoi TUQAOI gial kAv OAiyov UoTepov AvaBAETTelv HEAWGIV, 0UTWG Of TTPOKOTITOVTEG,
dyp1 001 TV ApeThv dvardBwaiv, BavénTor kai poxdnpoi Siapévouaiv.”

240 AoKeT Or ] TE EYKPATEIO KOi KAPTEPIQ TGV GTTOUdAIWY Kai [T0V] ETTaIVETMV €ival, 1] &’ dkpaaia Te Kai JaAAKIQ
TV QAUAWY TE KA WeKTWV.—Kai O aUTOG £YKPATNG Kai EMPEVETIKOC TW AoyITU®, Kai AKPOTAS Kai EKOTATIKOG
100 Aoyiopol.—Kai 6 pév Akpatng €idwe 6T @adia TTpaTTelv did TTGB0G, 6 &' £yKpaTnG €idw¢ OTI @adAal ai
EmBupial oUK akoAouBeiv2 Bid TOV AGyov.
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knows that what she desires is wrong, but fails to overcome her desire. Since a majority
of us are somewhere on the spectrum between enkrateia and akrasia, we should focus

on these states of character.

The upshot of Aristotle’s view is that we can differentiate between better and worse
states of character. For the Stoics, the world is black and white. But, for Aristotle, there is
a big gray area where most of us exist. The person who is one stade from Canopus is not
as lost as the person who is one hundred stades from Canopus. We can expect the
person who is one stade away to get to Canopus is due time. But we might not hold out
hope for the person who is one hundred stades away. Likewise, with the drowning
example. The one who has sunk an arm’s length can be reached. Not so for the one who
has sunk five hundred fathoms. There are people who are closer to virtue than vice. The
Stoics are conceptually handicapped compared to Aristotle. They can say that some
people are closer to virtue than others, but, on their account, they are all still vicious at
the end of the day. For Aristotle, the enkratéis are praiseworthy even if they do not attain

virtue. The Stoics, however, cannot claim this.

| have been arguing that the akratés is the same kind of person as the enkratés.
So, they are both praiseworthy on my account. Of course, a chronic akratés would not be
as praiseworthy as an intermittent akratés, but recall that the average akratés might well
have eleven out of twelve facets of her life in order. She only makes a mistake with respect
to the tactile pleasures associated with food and sex. Moreover, her mistake is not
complete ignorance, like the vicious person has, it is a temporary one. On my account, a
great deal of non-virtuous people have much better to be said in their favor. This is not

so for the Stoics. For them, most of us are in a bad condition. My interpretation of Aristotle
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leaves us with a roadmap to virtue, but much more. It does not damn us for being less
than perfect. So, it encourages us to see the good we are doing and try harder to do more.
It focuses on the positive rather than the negative. This is better for inspiring moral

development.

Another problem with the Stoics’ view is that some kind of gestalt switch occurs
when a person finally becomes virtuous. Up until that point, she is vicious. However, all
of a sudden, she is now a different sort of person. That just is not how habituation works.
For Aristotle, we need to train our desires to come in line with our reason. l.e., we must
learn to like doing the right thing and loathe doing the wrong thing. This is how habituation
works. When Aristotle addresses the young men of his day, his audience for the
Nicomachean Ethics, he is not addressing perfectly virtuous people. Instead, they are
mainly enkratéis. They have had a good upbringing, but still have to work to do the right
thing from a stable disposition. Aristotle makes room for most people in the world to get
better according to his theory. The Stoics, on the other hand, condemn us all for our

failure.

A final problem is that, according to the Stoics, the virtuous always do everything

right and the vicious always do everything wrong.

There is nothing between virtue and vice. For all human beings have from the start
inclinations toward virtue by nature and are like half lines of iambic verse,
according to Cleanthes. Hence, if they remain incomplete, they are bad, but if they

are completed, they are excellent. They also say that the wise man does
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everything in accordance with all the virtues. For his every action is complete and

so none of the virtues are left out. (Stobaeus 2.65,7-14).24

All mistakes are equal, and likewise all right actions; and all fools are equally foolish

since they have one and the same disposition (Stobaeus 2.113,18-21).242

The bad man does everything that he does badly and in accordance with all of the

vices (Stobaeus 2.67,3-4).243

And all the imprudent are mad. For they are not prudent, but do everything in
accordance with madness, which is equivalent to imprudence (Diogenes Laértius

7.124).24

But, is this really in line with what we observe? | think not. There certainly are people who
are always acting badly, but this is not the case for everyone who is not yet perfect. There
are shades of gray when it comes to moral mistakes. Aristotle’s view allows for people to
make mistakes one, two, five times out of ten. In fact, this is what we see. A truly virtuous
person is a rarity for Aristotle, but a near impossibility for the Stoics. Someone who acts
in accordance with each of the vices is as rare as someone who acts in accordance with

each of the virtues. But those in between are many.

241 Apetfic B¢ kai kakiag oUdév eival PeTall. MAvTag yap AvOpWTTOUS APOpUAc EXEIV €K QUOEWS TTPAC
APETAY, Kai 0ioVE TV TV NUIapBEIwy Adyov Exelv kaTtd Tov KAeavBnv. 80ev ATeAEIC pév &vTag eival auAouc,
TeAElWBEVTOG B¢ aTToudaioug. Mdaol 8¢ kai TTavTa TToIETV TOV COPOV <KaTd> TTACAG TAG ApeTdc. MNaoav yap
Pa&Iv TeAeiav alTol ival, 816 Kai PNdePIBC ATTOAEAETPOaI APETAC.

242 TEK] TTAVTWV TE TOV AUOPTNUATWY iowv GvTwy Kai TOV KatopBwudTtwy, Kai Toug dppovag £Tmiong TTavtag
dopovag gival, TAV AUTAV Kai fonv £xovtag dIGBEaIV.

243 16v @adAov TTavta 6oa TToIET KAK®WS TTOIETV Kai KATd TTAoag TAG KaKiag.

244 mravTag TE TOUG BQPOVAS HaiveaBar ol yap @povipoug gival, GAAG Katd TRV ionv 1A appocivn paviav
TavTa TPATTEIV.
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Consider the cheating wife or the lazy dieter. Imagine a wife who is perfect in every
way, except that she is cheating on her husband. How frequent her trysts are will
determine whether she is the akratés or the vicious person. If she has only cheated once
and ends the affair, then she is the akratés. However, if it has happened multiple times to
the point where this is a reliable way she acts, and she does not regret it, then she is the
vicious person. Obviously, one of these scenarios is worse than the other. Both have
gone wrong, but one is worse. Likewise, for the person who cheats on her diet. The dieter
who knows that she should be having carrot sticks, instead of the chocolate cake she is
actually eating, for a snack has gone wrong, but if her mistake is fleeting, then she is in a

better position than if she makes this mistake constantly.

For the Stoics, the people | consider akratéis are just as bad as every other person
who fails to be virtuous. Even worse, the Stoics have no way of saying that the people |
consider enkratéis are any better than the vicious. Imagine that instead of cheating on a
husband or a diet, one only feels the desire to, but manages to overcome that desire and
act according to reason. This is a feat to be celebrated. But the Stoics cannot applaud
such behavior. Instead, they must lump such people in with the rest of the foolish and

vicious, if they are to be consistent.

How do these two views come to such different conclusions? It has to do with an
even more basic disagreement between them. Again, for Aristotle, we can divide the soul
into rational and non-rational parts. These parts can be at odds with each other, giving us

the enkratés and akratés. No such division exists for the Stoics:

They say the soul has eight parts. Its parts are the five sense organs and the vocal

part and the thinking, which is the intellect itself, and the generative. From
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falsehood comes a perversion, which extends to the intellect, many inborn
emotions and causes of instability arise from this. Passion itself is, according to
Zeno, the irrational and unnatural movement of a soul or an excessive impulse

(Diogenes Laértius, 7.110).24°

For the Stoics, the soul is rational when the person is virtuous and the soul is irrational
when the person is vicious. There is no distinct part of the soul that lacks reason that we

can pin point as the explanation why we go astray sometimes.

For the Stoics, the behavior Aristotle calls akrasia and enkrateia could only be

described as a flip-flopping of reason.

They say that emotion is an impulse which is excessive and disobedient to the
dictates of reason, or a movement of the soul which is irrational and contrary to
nature (and that all emotions belong to the soul’s commanding-faculty). Therefore,
every fluttering is also an emotion, and likewise, every emotion is a fluttering

(Stobaeus 2.88,8-12).246

Some people say that there is no difference between reason and emotions, and
that there is no disagreement between the two and a standstill, but a turning of the
reason to either direction, which escapes notice owing to the sharpness and speed

of the change. We do not perceive that the natural instrument of appetite and

245 Paoi B¢ THV YUYV €ival OKTAPEPR® pépN yap alTAg Ta TE TIEVTE aioBNTAPIC Kai TO QWVNTIKOV UOpPIOV Kai TO
dlavonTikév, 0Trep £oTiv alTh 1 didvola, Kai TO yevvnTIKOV. €K O TV WeUdWV £TTIyiveaBal TV dIOaTPOPNV ETTi
TRV diavoiav, 4@’ f¢ TTOAA TTaOn BAACTAVEIV Kai GKATAOTACIOC aimia. 0TI 8¢ aUTd TO TTABOC KaTtd ZAVWVA R
dAoyog Kai Trapd UaIv Wuxic Kivnaig i Opun TTAeovalouoa.

246 M@Bog &' eival Paoiv OpuAv TTAsovaloucav Kai ATTeIBf T aipolvTi Adyw fj kivnov wuxfic <&Aoyov>
Tapd QUoIv (eival 8¢ TTE0n TavTa To0 fyepovikod TS Wuxfig), 16 kai Tdcav TrToiav TTEO0¢ gival, <kai>
TaAIv <1Tav> TTd60¢ TIToiaV.
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regret, or anger and fear, is the same part of the soul, which is moved by pleasure
towards the shameful, and while moving recovers itself again. For appetite and
anger and fear and all such things are worthless opinions and judgments, which
do not arise by just one part of the soul but are the whole commanding-faculty’s
inclinations, yieldings, assents, and impulses, and, quite generally, activities which
change rapidly, just like children’s attacks, whose fury and strength are dangerous

and transient owing to their weakness (Plutarch, Moralia 446f-447a).?4

When the akratés falls victim to her passions, she is not simply changing her mind very
rapidly. Instead, she is viewing the object of her desire under the guise of the good. She
is focused on the short-term good that the donut or cigarette will bring her rather than the
long-term damage either will do. She does not go back and forth between her desire and
her reason. What reason tells her has been locked away for a short period of time. Once
she acts on her desire and the akratic episode has passed, she will regain her reason.
But, while she is having her episode, she will not vacillate back and forth between what
reason dictates and what she desires. Recall from Chapter One that the akratés usually
says something like ‘I know | shouldn’t eat this’ or ‘Eating this would be bad.” She does

not go back and forth saying ‘Will 1?7’ or ‘Won’t I?’ over and over again.

The Stoic view holds that what | call akrasia is just a rapid changing of the mind.

When | overindulge at dinner, | do not keep changing my mind. Common-sense morality

247 Eviol 8¢ @aaoiv oUx £Tepov gival ToU Adyou TO TTaO0G oUdE SuEiv diagopdv kai oTAalv, GAN’ £vOS Adyou
TPOTIV 1T Au@OTEPA, AavBdvouaav AUAS 6EUTNTI Kai Taxel JETABOARS, oU ouvoplvTagl 6T TauTov £0Tl TAC
WUXAC W TTEQUKEV ETTIBUETV Kai JETaVOETV, dpyileaBal kai dediéval, pépeaBal TTpdC TO aioxpdv Ug’ ABOVAC Kai
@epopévng TTaAIV alThG EmAauBavecBarr kai yap émBuyiav kai 6pynyv kai @éBov kai Ta Toladta TavTa d6Eag
gival Kai KPIoEIS TTovNPAC, 0U TTEPI V TI YIVOUEVOS TAS WUXAS MEPOG, GAN" GAou TOU fyepOVIKOT POTTAC Kai EIEEIC
Kal oUYKaTaBEoeIg Kal OpUag, Kai OAwG évepyeiag TIVAC oloag &v OAiyw PETATITWTAC, WOTTEP ai TOV TTaiIdwY
Emopopai TO paydaiov Kai T aPodpov EmMoPaAic UTT dobeveiag kai aBéBaiov £xoual.
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tells us that we can and do act against our better judgment. When these akratic episodes
happen, we feel the discomfort of having two conflicting desires. We both desire and don’t
desire the cigarette/donut/affair. We feel these desires simultaneously, not in rapid
succession. Again, the Stoics tell us something that flies in the face of common-sense

and Aristotle tells us something that accords with it.

Aristotle and the Stoics disagree about a lot. The Stoics hold that all of the virtues
are in play simultaneously, while Aristotle holds the weaker view that if someone has one
virtue, then they have them all. The Stoics hold that the only true friendship is one
between virtuous persons, while Aristotle holds that we can be friends for utility and
pleasure as well as virtue. The Stoics hold that we do not need external goods to lead a
flourishing life, while Aristotle holds that we need a certain amount. The Stoics hold that
anyone who is not virtuous is vicious, while Aristotle makes more fine-grained distinctions
when it comes to moral mistakes. Aristotle’s view accords well with common-sense and

everyday appearances. Therefore, his system is superior to the Stoics’.

Il. Aristotle vs. Plato

In this section, | will focus on two major differences between Plato and Aristotle: the unity
of virtue and the im/possibility of akrasia. Indeed, they disagree about a host of other
things, but, for my purposes, these are the main differences. Aristotle’s account has the
upshot of being not only consistent with the apparent phenomena, but it is more uplifting

too.

The Unity of Virtue
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As | said in the previous section, Aristotle holds the reciprocity of virtue (RV), that if
someone has one virtue then they have all of them, yet does not go so far as to hold the
unity of virtue (UV), that all of the virtues reduce to one thing, and are therefore
concomitant. For Socrates?*®, on the other hand, each of the virtues reduces to

knowledge. So, he holds both RV and UV.
Socrates poses the following questions to Protagoras:

Recount this for me in precise exposition: whether virtue is a single thing, its parts
being justice and temperance and piety, or are the things | have just mentioned all

names for a single being. This is what | yearn for.

This is an easy question to answer, Socrates, he replied. Virtue is a single entity,

and the things you are asking about are its parts.

Do you mean, | asked, parts as in the parts of a face: mouth and nose and eyes
and ears? Or parts as in the parts of gold, where there is no difference between
parts or between the parts and the whole, except in largeness and smallness

(Protagoras 329c¢c-d)?%4°

248 Obviously, Socrates left us no texts. We have only the words of his followers. A further problem is that
the accounts do not always agree. Take, for example, the contrast between Xenophon’'s Apology and
Plato’s Apology. Should we never take Plato’s word as evidence for what Socrates believed? No, that would
be too harsh. Plato presents convincing evidence that Socrates was committed to both UV and the
impossibility of akrasia. Indeed, this evidence accords with what Aristotle says about Socrates in Books VI
and VII of the Nicomachean Ethics. So, | take it that Plato’s portrayal is useful. If, however, we were
discussing the afterlife or the Forms, then | would be less prepared to take Plato’s word for what Socrates
believed.

249 1q071" 00V aUTA BieABE pol AKPIBMC TG AOyw, TTOTEPOV £V WV Ti £0TIV 1] APETH, uopIa 8¢ alTic 0TV 1
dikalooUvn Kai cwepoolvn Kai 0016TNG, DA TalT €aTiv & viv on éyw EAeyov TTaAvTa OvopaTta To0 auTol Evog
6vTog TOUT €oTiv O £T1 €mTTOB®. ANG Padiov ToUTO Y, €PN, W ZWKPATES, ATToKpivaaBal, 6Tl vog BvTog
TAG APETAG HOPIG 0TIV O £PWTAG. MdTEPOV, £PNV, OTTEP TTPOCWTTOU TA POPIa YOPIG £OTI, OTOUA TE Kai PIg
kai d@OaAOI Kai T, A (OTTEP Té TO0 XpUooT uopIa oUdEv dlapépel Ta ETepa TV £Tépwv, AAAAWY Kai TOT
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While he never answers the question for himself, he is certainly displeased with

Protagoras’s answer that they are like the parts of a face.
Then thoughtlessness is the opposite of temperance? —It appears so.

Now do you remember that earlier it was agreed that thoughtlessness is opposite

to wisdom? —He agreed to this.
And that one thing has one opposite? —I say so.

Which of the two, Protagoras, of our explanations are we to let go of? That one
thing has one opposite or the other, as was said, that wisdom is different from
temperance, and each is a part of virtue, and moreover, a different part, and that
the two are as unlike, both in themselves and in their capacities, as the parts of the
face? Which of the two are we to let go of? The two of them together are not quite
in tune; they do not agree with each other. How could they agree, if one thing must
have but one opposite and not more, while wisdom, and temperance likewise,
appear both to be opposite to thoughtlessness, which is a single thing? Such is the
position, Protagoras, | said, or is it otherwise? —He agreed, involuntarily

(Protagoras 332e-333b).2%°

250 Evavriov Gp° €0Tiv a(ppoouvr] owepoolvng; Paiveral. Mspvnoou olv &1 év TOIQ EUTTpOoCBEV wpo)\oymou
r]plv appoouvn cogia évavTiov ivar; SuvwuoAoyel. "Ev 8¢ £vi povov gvavriov givar; dnpi. Mspvnoou olv 61
€V TOIG EUTTPO0BEV WHOAOYNTaAI NIV A@poclvn coia évavTiov gival; ZuvwuoAdyel. "Ev B¢ évi ydvov évavtiov
gival; dnui. Métepov olv, G MpwTaydpa, AJCWUEV TOV Adywv; TO 'év évi uévov évavriov ival, fi ékeivov év
W £AéyeTo ETEPOV Eival oWPPOOUVNG CoPia, HopIov B EKATEPOV APETAC, Kai TTPOC T ETepov eival Kai
&vopoia kai aUTd Kai ai SUVAPEIS alTGV, (WOoTTEP T ToU TTPOCWTTOU uopIa; TIOTEPOV oUV 3y AUCWHEV; oUTol
yap oi Adyol au@oTepol oU TTAvVU JoUaIKWS AéyovTal' ol yap ouvadouaiv oUdE ouvapudTTouaiv AAARAoIG.
TGRS yap v ouvadoley, €iTTep ye avaykn évi pév Ev uovov évavriov gival, TAgioolv 8¢ un, Tf 8¢ depoouvn
évi 6vTl cogia évavria kai ow@poclvn al @aivetar i yap, W Mpwrtaydpa, £pnv éyw, i GAAWG TTWG;
‘QuoAdynoe Kai Jah’ AkOVTWG.
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So, if the virtues are not like the parts of a face, because they each have the same
opposite, but opposites always come in pairs, then they are like the parts of gold. They
are all in play simultaneously, because they are all just knowledge of what the situation

calls for.

For Socrates, if someone has one virtue, then they have all of them, and this is
because each of the virtues just is knowledge of what is right. For example, he argues

the following about courage:

Therefore, cowardice is ignorance of what is and what is not to be feared? —He

nodded.
Now, | went on, courage is the opposite of cowardice? —He affirmed.

Therefore, wisdom about what is and is not to be feared is the opposite of this

ignorance? —He nodded thereupon (Protagoras 360c-d).?%"

While knowledge of what to do is enough, on Socrates’s account, to drive us to action,
for Aristotle, it can only get us so far. We need to have the desire to do something virtuous
and phronésis further specifies what the situation calls for. So, Aristotle only partly agrees

with Socrates. Again, | call attention to the following quote from NE VI:

251 Qukodv A TGV SeIVV Kai PR deividv apabia deihia av gin; ‘Eéveucev. AN prv, DAV 8’ éyw, évavriov
avdpeia delhia. "E@n. OUkolv 1 Tv deividv Kai pn deiviov cgogia évavtia T ToUTwv apabia éoTiv; Kai
évtalBa £T1 éTéveuaey.
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That is why some say that all the virtues are phronésis, Socrates was wrong in
thinking that all of the virtues are forms of phronésis, but right in saying that the

virtues require phronésis to exist (NE 1144b18-21).252

So, while Aristotle agrees with Socrates that the virtues involve knowledge, they are not
reducible to mere knowledge. Since they are not reducible to mere knowledge, they are

not all in play simultaneously.

The upshot to holding RV but not UV is that Aristotle leaves room for us to make
different kinds of mistakes. We can do the right thing in one area of our lives and do the
wrong thing in another. For example, | can do what the temperate person does but not
what the just person does. We can be inconsistent in this way for Aristotle without doing
everything wrong. For Plato, we can only do wrong when we are ignorant. But that does
not exhaust all of the possibilities. We can know that something is wrong and still desire
to do it. This is what the akratéis and enkratéis do. The enkratés does what is right, but
not in the way that the virtuous person does it. The akratés fails to do what is right. | will

elaborate on this more in the next section.
The Im/possibility of Akrasia

For Plato, akrasia is impossible, because wrongdoing is always involuntary. For Aristotle,
the akratéis and vicious act wrongly, but do so voluntarily. As such, they are blameworthy

for their actions. Just like the Stoics, Plato is conceptually handicapped by denying the

252 516T1EP TIVEG POCI TIACAS TAS APETAC PPOVATEIC Eival, Kai ZWKPATNG T péV 0pOMC £ZATE T &’ fUAPTAVEV:
OT1 P&V yap PPOVATEIC (DETO ival TTACAS TAG APETAC, MUAPTAVEY, &TI &' 0UK GVEU PPOVATEWS, KAAGDG EAEYEV.
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possibility of akrasia. Aristotle is correct, the appearances show us that akrasia exists.

Moreover, it is true that we are, up to a certain point, responsible for our character.

In the Apology, when Socrates is questioning Meletus, we can see that he holds

the theory that no one does wrong willingly:

Is there anybody who wishes to be harmed by those who live around him rather
than be helped? Answer, my good sir. Indeed, the law commands you to answer.

Is there anyone who wishes to be harmed? —Certainly not.

Come now, which of the two have you brought me here for: that | corrupt the young

men and make them worse willingly, or unwillingly? —Willingly, | say.

What then, Meletus? Are you so much wiser at your age than me at mine that you
know that bad people always do something bad to those who are near to them,
and the good people do good, whereas | have come to such a pitch of ignorance
that | don’t know this, if | make one of my associates wretched, | run the risk that |
shall be treated badly by him, so that | do as much harm as willingly, as you say?
I’m not persuaded by you, Meletus, and | don’t think anybody else is. Either | don’t
corrupt them, or, if | do corrupt them, it's unwillingly. So, you’re lying either way.
But if | do corrupt them willingly, it's not the law to bring people here for such
mistakes but get them alone and instruct them and admonish them. Clearly, if |
learned better, | shall stop doing what I’'m doing unwillingly. You on the other

avoided my company and were unwilling to teach me, and brought me here
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instead, where it's the law to bring those in need of correction, not instruction.

(Apology 25d-26a).253

According to Socrates, people who willingly do wrong need education, not punishment.

They simply do not know that what they pursue is bad.

Socrates also tells us that no one willingly does wrong in the Protagoras.

Ignorance, he explains, is the cause of wrongdoing:

Then if, | proceeded, the pleasant is good, no one who has knowledge or thought
of other actions as better than those he is doing, and as possible, will do as he
proposes if he is free to do the better ones; and this yielding to oneself is none

other than ignorance, and strength over oneself is wisdom. —They all agreed.

Well then, by ignorance do you mean having a false opinion and being deceived

about matters of value? —They all agreed to this also.

253 "EgTiv 0o0v 60TIC BoUAETal UTTO TMV oUVOVTWY BAGTITEGOAI paAAOV i WpeAEioBal; aTTokpivou, W AyaBé:
Kai yap 0 vopog keAeUel atrokpiveaBal. €00’ 60TIC BoUAeTal BAaTTTEGOA;

Ou dijTa.

dépe On, oTEPOV EUE cioayelg delpo we dlapBeipovta ToUG vEOUC Kai TTovnpoTéPoug Trololvta £KOVTa
dkovTa;

‘EkévTa Eywye.

Ti 8ATa, O MEANTE; TOoOTTOV OU éUOT COPWTEPOS €1 TNAIKOUTOU BVTOG TNAIKOGSE GV, (DOTE U PEV EYVWKAS
OTI oi pév Kakoi Kakov TI €pyadovTal dgi ToUg pahioTa TTAnaiov €auTt@y, oi 8¢ dyaboi ayabov, Eyw B¢ On €ig
Tooo0ToV duabiag AKkw WoTe Kai ToUT dyvo®, 6Tl éav TIiva poxBnpov TroInow TWY ouvévTwy, KIVOUVeElow
KOKOV TI AaBeiv UTT autod, woTe To0To <T0> TO0oOUTOV KOKOV €KWV TTOIW, WS QNG aU; TalTta £yw ool ol
Treiopal, w MéAnte, oipal 5¢ oUdE BAAOV avepwwy oUdEva: GAN’ fi ol BlagBeipw f, €i BlogBeipw, dkwy,
woTe ol ye KAt AP@EOTEPA WeldN. €i O& Akwv dlapOeipw, TWOV TOIOUTWY AUAPTNHATWY OU 6eupo vopog
gioayelv £oTiv, AAAA idig AaBovTa BIOAOKEIV Kal VOUBETEV: 6n)\ov yap O éav paew Trcxucopou 0 ye akwv
TT0IG). OU B¢ ouyyevéoBal pév pol kai diIdacal EQuyeg kai oUK RBEANCag, delpo 8¢ eicdyelg, of VOUOGS £OTiV
gioayelv ToU¢ KoAdoew¢ deopévoug GAN ol pabrioewg.
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Then surely, | proceeded, no one willingly goes after the bad or what he thinks to
be bad. It is not in human nature to wish to go after what one thinks to be bad in

preference to the good (Protagoras 358b-d).25

We can see here that Socrates thinks that going after what is actually bad only happens
when one is ignorant.
Plato is still committed to this thesis, even later in his life when he has moved away
from Socrates’s theories towards his own.
On the other hand, when the unjust are curable, one should realize, in the first
place, that every unjust person is not unjust willingly. For the greatest of evils no
one anywhere would acquire willingly, least of all in his most valued possessions.
And, as we have said, the truth is that the most valued part is the soul. No one,
therefore, will accept into this most valued thing the greatest of evils and live with

it all his life (Laws 731c).?%°

All bad men are, in all respects, unwillingly bad. This being so, my next argument

necessarily follows —What argument?

That the unjust man is indeed bad, but the bad man is like this unwillingly.

However, to suppose that an unwilling act was done willingly is illogical. Therefore,

254 Ej Gpa, Epnv éyw, TO U Ayabov £oTiv, oudeig olTe eidwg olTe 0iduevog BAAa BeATiw eival, i & TTolel, Kai
duvaTa, ETTeTa TToIEl TadTa, €0V T& BeATIW: 0USE TO fTTW £ival auTod EAAO TI TOUT' €0Tiv A Apadia, o0dE KPEITTW
¢auTtol &Ao T A cogia. Suvedokel Traoiv. Ti 8¢ OR); dpadiav dpa TO ToIOVOE AEyeTe, TO WeudH Exelv dOEavV Kai
¢welioBal Trepi TV TIPAYHATWY TGV TTOAAOD &giwv; Kai TolTo T1éio1 ouvedokel. Ao T olv, £@nv éyw, £TTi ye
T8 KaKd OUBEIC Ekuv EpxeTal oUdE T & ofeTal kakd ival, oUd’ £0TI TOUTO, WG £OIKEV, &V AVOPWTTOU QUOEI, &TTi
& oieTal kakd ival €BEAEIV iéval avTi TV ayadmv:

255 14 5" al TGV 001 AdIKoUOT PEv, iaTd 8¢, YIYVWOKEIV Xpr) TTPWTOV Pév 6T TTIEG & EBIKOG 0UY EKWV BBIKOG.
TQV yap PeyioTwy Kak@v oUdeig oudapol oUdEv KWV KEKTATO Av TTOTE, TTOAU &’ AKIOTA &V TOIG TV £aUTol
TIMWTATOIC” WPUXA &', WG €iTTOPEY, GANBEIQ v’ €0Ti TTEOI TIILTATOV £V 00V T TIMIWTATW TO WEYIOTOV KAKOV
oU0¢i¢ £kwv N TTote AGRN Kai Zfj dia Biou KeKTNPEVOS AUTO.
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to the person who holds the view that the unjust are unjust unwillingly, a man who
is doing injustice does so against his will. Here and now, a conclusion | myself
must accept: for | agree that all men who do injustice do so unwillingly (Laws 860d-

e)_256

It is clear that Plato holds that wrongdoing is always done unwillingly. Again, | think that
this is because he is committed to what Socrates says in the Protagoras about ignorance.

However, the akratés is not all together ignorant like the vicious person is.

Like the Stoics, Plato leaves no room for enkrateia and akrasia. For him, there is
only virtue and vice. However, for Aristotle, this denial of akrasia is absurd.
This [Socrates’s] argument contradicts things that appear manifestly. There is
need to search concerning the affection, if it is ignorance, for the type of ignorance
that it is (NE 1145b28-30).2%"
Plato and Aristotle do agree about one thing: that vice is a disease of the soul.
Diseases of the soul because of a bodily state come about in the following way.
We must agree that want of understanding is a disease of the soul, and want of
understanding is of two kinds. One is madness, the other ignorance. Whatever

condition a man suffers from, if it brings about one of these two, it must be called

2% )¢ oi kakoi TavTeg €i¢ TAvTa cioiv GKovTEG KaKoi. TouTou 8¢ oUTwg £XovTog avaykn Trou ToUTw
EuvéreaBal TOv £EfG Adyov.

Tiva Aéyeig;

Q¢ O pév AdIKGG TTOU KAKOG, 6 O& KaKOG Gkwv Tolo0ToG. dKouoiwg O& €koUualov oUK Exel TTPATTECBAI TToTE
Aoyov: Bkwv olv ékeivw @aivorT’ av adikelv O GdIKOV TM TAV GdIkiav aKoUoiov TIBEpévw: Kai df Kai Vv
opoAoynTéov £poi, E0penuI yap dkovTag AdIKEV TTavTag:

257 o(10¢ HEV OOV O AOYOS AuQIORNTET TOIC Qaivopévolg évapy@g, kai Séov InTeiv Trepi 1O TaBOC, €i O’
ayvolav, Ti¢ 6 TpdTTOC Yivetalb Tiig dyvoiag
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disease. We must assume that excessive pleasures and pains is the greatest of

the soul’s diseases (Timaeus 86b).2%8

If Plato allowed the possibility of akrasia, he would agree with Aristotle that it is a bodily
condition that affects the intellect. However, again, he maintains that wrongdoing is

involuntary.

And, indeed, approximately all those affections which are called by way of
reproach want of self-control in pleasure, as though the bad acted voluntarily, are
not rightly so reproached; for no one is voluntarily bad, but the bad man becomes
bad by reason of some bad bodily condition and uneducated nurture, and these

are experiences which are hated by everyone and involuntary (Timaeus 86d-e).2%°

The issue here is that Plato has removed all agency from the wrongdoer. Total ignorance
is not the only reason that people go astray. Certainly, it is conceptually possible that
there are people who do not know that adultery, theft, and murder are wrong. However,
most of us have been raised in societies such that we are familiar with the harms of such
behavior. Even children who are raised in abusive homes can come to understand that
violence conflicts with love. So, even if we get a bad start, there is hope for us to get

better.

258 Kai & pEv TTepi TO oA vooruata TauTn EupBaivel yiyvopeva, T8 8¢ Tepi Yuxnv dId oWPaTog EEIV THSE.
véoov pév B wuxfic dvolav EuyxwpnTéov, dUo &’ avoiag yévn, 1O uév paviav, 16 3¢ apadiav. Tév olv & Ti
TTAoXwV TIG TTAB0¢ OTTOTEPOV aUTWV ioXel, vooov TpoapnTéov: Rdovag O¢ kai AUTTag utrepBailoloag TV
vOowv peyioTag Betéov TH Yuxh:

259 kai oxedov Or TavTa OTTéoa NBOVAV AKPATEI KAT GVEIBOC WG EKOVTWY AéyeTal TV KAK@Y, oUK 6pBQIg
oveldileTalr KaKOG UEV yap Ekwv oUdeig, EBIa 8¢ TTovnpav £€Iv Tiva ToU 0WHATOC Kai ATTaidEUTOV TPOPNV O
KOKOC yiyveTal Kakdg, ravTi 3¢ TalTta £x0pa Kai GKovTl TTpoayiyveTal.
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On Plato’s view, | have to be ignorant of the fact that cigarettes and too many
donuts are bad. If this were the 1930s, then that could be a universal excuse. However,
we now know that cigarettes are bad for our health. Likewise, with too many sweets or
fattening foods. Of course, there could be some people who do not know these things.
Aristotle leaves room for this with the vicious. But this is not the only way to go wrong.
People can desire what is bad and go one of two ways: they can either give in to their
desire or not. For Plato, these kinds of mistakes do not happen. However, these mistakes
are more common than being totally ignorant of the badness of the object of our desire.
So, not only are they possible, but they should be the focus of our study given how

common they are.

Moreover, there is no agency left in a person if all of her mistakes are due to
ignorance. Aristotle differentiates between things done in ignorance and things done out
of ignorance. For example, drinking too much alcohol can make us ignorant. However,
such behavior is not thereby excused, because the agent chose to get drunk in the first
place (NE 1110b23-28). Treating people as though they just do not know any better is to
infantilize them. Most adults know better than to get drunk and drive. Yet some people do
exactly that. Should we really think they did not know any better? If that were the case,
then, once told that their actions were wrong, they would reform. However, recidivism
rates are high. As Aristotle says, it “contradicts things that appear manifestly” to assume

that akrasia never happens (NE 1145b28).

Why is Aristotle right? Because we are responsible for our actions, good and bad.

He says as much in NE Book III:
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If someone says that pleasant things and fine things force us, because they are
external and compel us, then, everything must be forced. Everyone in every action
aims at something gratifying. Moreover, if we are forced and unwilling to act, we
find it painful; but if something pleasant or fine is its cause, we do it with pleasure.
It is absurd, then, for him to ascribe responsibility to external causes, not to himself
as being easily snared by such things, or to hold himself responsible for his fine
actions, but pleasant things responsible for his shameful actions (NE 1110b9-

17)_260

So, we cannot accept praise when we act rightly but not accept blame when we act
wrongly. We must admit that we are to blame for our bad character. Of course, our parents
and role models have a very strong effect on us. But, at a certain age, it is up to us to
pursue the good over the pleasant. Rachana Kamtekar agrees: “I am the voluntary cause
of known but unintended effects of my voluntary actions, and among these known effects
is the character into which my actions habituate me.”?®" | am the cause of these actions;
it is not some great mystery why | have acted wrongly. | have to take responsibility for my

actions. Otherwise, | will never be able to get better.

Plato, like the Stoics, has to lump all of the wrongdoers together. But, for Aristotle,

some of us are curable and others not. So, we too need to make these distinctions.

The intemperate person, as we said, does not feel regret, since he abides by his

choice. But every akratés is prone to regret. That is why the truth is not what we

260 ¢ 5¢ TIC TG O Kai T KAAd @ain Biaia eival (Avaykadev yap E€w 6vta), Tavra av £in olTtw Biaia. TouTwy
yap XapIv TAVTEG TTAVTA TTPATTOUCIV. Kai oi Yév Bia kai dkovTeg AUTTNP®G, oi O€ O1a TO NOU Kai KaAdv ued’
noovig. yehoiov &1 70 aimdaBal T €KTOG, GAAG uR auToV €UBAPaTOV GVTA UTTO TWV TOIOUTWY, Kai TV UEV
KOAQV £€auTov, TRV &’ aioxpiv Ta Ada.

261 Rachana Kamtekar, “Aristotle Contra Plato on Voluntariness of Vice.” Phronesis 64, no. 1 (2019): 75.
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said in raising the puzzles, but in fact the intemperate person is incurable, and the

akratés curable (NE 1150b029-32).262

The vicious are too far gone to be saved. The akratés and enkratés, however, can
become virtuous. Again, this focus on the positive over the negative exhorts us to be

better. Virtue is a real possibility for many of us.

I’m not projecting onto Aristotle here. The point of the Nicomachean Ethics is to
get better. Of course, he had a narrower audience in mind than | do, but it would be foolish
to expect him never to make mistakes. For all his errors about women and slaves, this
much he gets right. He didn’t write Nicomachean Ethics simply to show that he was a
virtuous person. No, he wrote it with his pupils in mind. He wants them not only to know
better, but to do better. This point is made both early on and towards the end of the

Nicomachean Ethics:

Since our present study, unlike the other [branches of philosophy], has a practical
aim (for we are not examining the nature of virtue for the sake of knowing what it
is, but in order that we may become good, without which result our examination
would be of no advantage), it is necessary to carry out our enquiry concerning
actions, and to ask how we are to act rightly. For our actions, as we have said,

have control over of our hexeis. (NE 1103b26-32).263

262 "EoT &’ O pév aKoAGOTog womp £AEXON, o0 psTapaAnnKog (sppava yap T Trpooupsosl) 6 &’ akpaTtng
psTaue)\nTlKog TI4G. 810 oUY WOoTTEP nrropncrcxpsv oUTw Kai EX£I AN’ & psv aviatog, 6 &’ |chog

263 E1rei o0v R Tapoloa TTpaypaTeia ol Bewpiag Evekd ¢0Tiv (oTrep ai GAAar (oU yap v’ eid®uev Ti €0TIV R
ApeTh okeTTOPEBa, AN v’ dyaBoi yeviopeBa, étrel oUdEv &v Av dpeAog alTfc), Avaykaiov émokéwaodal
T8 TTEPI TAC TTPAEEIC, TTAC TTPAKTEOV QUTAS alTal yép €io1 KUpial Kai ToO TToIdG yevéaBal TG EEEIC, KaBATTEP
eiprkapev.
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If we have said enough about happiness and the virtues, and friendship and
pleasure, then may we assume that the inquiry we have formed is complete? As
we have said, in practical sciences the end is not to attain theoretical knowledge,
but to act on it. Hence, to know about virtue is not enough. We must attempt to
possess and practice it, or in some other way to become good (NE 1179a33-

1179b4).264

The point of reading is not merely to know what is good, but to go out and do it. The
conclusion of the good practical syllogism is, after all, an action (NE 1147b9-11,
Movement of Animals 701a17-24). So, we are meant to go forth and act, and to do so

well.

Aristotle and Plato have quite divergent views when it comes to UV and the
possibility of akrasia. For Plato, the virtues are each always in play simultaneously,
because they are all just knowledge. For Aristotle, that just is not right. There is a time for
bravery and a time for wit. One virtue takes the wheel and drives how we are going to
react. Being sensitive to the situation requires seeing which virtue is needed, not acting
with all of them at once. For Plato, akrasia is impossible, because wrongdoing only occurs
based on ignorance. For Aristotle, this contradicts the obvious appearances. Most people
know that cigarettes, alcohol, and sweets are bad in excess. However, many still
overindulge. This fits with what Aristotle writes about going astray. Again, his system

accords with common-sense notions.

264 Ap’ o0V €& Trepi TOUTWV Kai TV APeT®V, £TI 8¢ Kai QIAag Kai ASOVAC ikavig eipnTal Toig TUTToIg, TEAOG
Exelv ointéov TRV TTpoaipealv, A kaBaTTep AéyeTal, oUK £0TIV €V TOIG TTPAKTOIG TEAOG TO Bewpfoal EkaoTa Kali
yvavai, dAa padAov 10 TpaTTElv auTd; oUudE O TTepi APETAC ikavov TO eidéval, GAN Exelv kai xpfioBal
Treipatéov, i € TTwg GAAwg dyaboi yivoueba.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | have presented reasons why | begin with Aristotle’s system rather than
Plato’s or the Stoics’. The Stoics hold that each virtue is in play simultaneously, external
goods are not necessary for flourishing, friendship is only between the virtuous, and that
all vicious people act with all of the vices at once. Aristotle disagrees with them on all
these points. First, the virtues do not form a unity, but there is a reciprocity among them.
Second, we need a certain amount of external goods to flourish. Third, friendships can
exist between all manner of people and often involve intense emotions. Finally, there is
at least one stable state of the soul in between virtue and vice. Plato also holds that all of
the virtues are in play simultaneously and that akrasia is impossible. However, we are not
always ignorant when we act wrongly. While | do not agree with everything that Aristotle
writes, | agree with a majority of it. Making fine-grained distinctions when it comes to right
and wrong actions fits better with common-sense moral notions and gives those of us

who are struggling a roadmap to virtue.
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Conclusion

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle focuses on four hexeis (stable states of the soul):
virtue, enkrateia (self-control), akrasia (lack of self-control), and vice. Most people draw
bright lines between enkrateia and akrasia. This is a mistake. On my interpretation, we
ought to draw two bright lines: one between virtue and enkrateia and another between
akrasia and vice. This means that the akratés (person lacking self-control) and enkratés
(self-controlled person) are actually the same kind of person, they differ only in degree.
So, Aristotle has only given us enough information to distinguish three separate hexeis.

While this is hardly the received view, | am convinced that it is faithful to the text.

The akratés and enkratés are the same kind of person for three reasons. First, the
akratés makes a very narrow mistake. She does not know, or knows in the way that the
drunk person knows, the conclusion to the good practical syllogism. The good practical
syllogism is the one employed by the virtuous person. Because she knows the two
premises, but has her knowledge of the conclusion locked away by her physiological
condition, the akratés only knows better in a weak sense. Second, she makes this mistake
in only one facet of her life. She desires too much the tactile pleasures associated with
food and sex. Aristotle lists eleven other spheres of pathos (emotion) where her behavior
is undetermined. Third, the akratés and enkratés both lack the psychological unity that |
argued the virtuous and vicious agents each possess. The virtuous and vicious persons
each possess a harmony between what reason tells them and what they desire. The
akratés and enkratés lack this unity. They are always at odds with themselves and

struggle.
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Realizing that the akratés and enkratés exist on a spectrum allows us to focus on
the positives rather than the negatives of akrasia. This will exhort us to get better, even
though Aristotle seems to think that our character is rather cemented by the time we reach
adulthood. He does, however, admit that the akratés, unlike the vicious, is curable,
because she comes to regret her wrong actions. So, there is hope for us akratéis yet. The
cure for akrasia will be like the cure for many forms of mental illness, because one of the
forms of akrasia that Aristotle mentions, the melancholic, is very much like someone with
Bipolar Il disorder. The akratés has a physiological condition. So, she needs medicine
and/or therapy. She needs medicine to curb her desires and therapy to realize when she
is in the middle of an episode. While | strayed slightly form interpreting Aristotle to giving
my own view here, Aristotle would be happy that a physiological condition has a

physiological cure.

Finally, | defended Aristotle’s system against Plato and the Stoics. Akrasia is not
impossible; it happens all the time. It is what Aristotle describes, the akratés has her
knowledge temporarily locked away from her. Once she regains it, she regrets her
actions. The upshot to this interpretation of Aristotle is twofold. First, it accords with
common-sense beliefs about morality. Aristotle very much wants his theories to be
supported by facts that are obvious even to lay people. Second, it drives home the
purpose of the Nicomachean Ethics: to be a better person. We are not to read it and
merely sit back with the knowledge we have acquired. We are supposed to go forth and
do some good in our community. My hope is that my interpretation makes that abundantly

clear.
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