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THE CONCEPT OF “OPOX BETWEEN
ARISTOTLE’S TWO ETHICS

JAKUB Jirsa

One of the customary ways to formulate the possible difference between
the Eudemian Ethics (EE) on the one hand and the Nicomachean Ethics
(NE) on the other is in the terms of intellectualism.! Within the £pyov
argument in EE IL1 Aristotle defines “happiness” (eddaipovia) as “the
activity of perfect living in accordance with perfect virtue” (1219a38-39:
Cwilg Telelag évépyewa kat Gpetv tehetav). The final passages of the
Eudemian Ethics provide us with a clear definition and structure of the
perfect virtue. The perfect virtue is kahokéyaOio (1249a16), a virtue com-
prising all of the particular virtues discussed thus far (1248b8-10). The
KahokdyaOia is perfect in the sense of being complete and not lacking
any part; furthermore, it is perfect, because, as will be demonstrated,
it even adds something valuable to the natural goods such as health,
wealth and honour.

" The work was supported from European Regional Development Fund-Project “Crea-
tivity and Adaptability as Conditions of the Success of Europe in an Interrelated World”
(No. CZ.02.1.01/0.0/0.0/16_019/0000734). I would like to thank the anonymous reviewers
for their comments and, above all, the editor, Matéj Novotny, for all his work and sugges-
tions of improvements to the article. The flaws and mistakes that remain are fully my own.

! For a valuable account of this term see Keyr 1978; for a summary of different
approaches to the relation between the Eudemian and Nicomachean Ethics, cf. Jost 2014.
The difference between the two Ethics phrased in intellectualistic terms is to be found
in e.g. Monan 1968; Rowe 1971, 35; Coorer 1975, 90-91, 118-119; Kraut 1989, 251;
Broapik 1991, 374-375, 389; KenNy 1992, 5-6; Reeve 1992, 129; Lear 2004, 5, 27; KENNy
20162, 242-243.
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The identification of the perfect virtue as kahokdyadica, which includes
the so-called practical virtues, has led to a general consensus that the
Eudemian Ethics advocates a more inclusive and more complex notion
of happiness than the Nicomachean Ethics. The lack of an analogous defi-
nition of the perfect virtue in the Nicomachean Ethics gives rise to con-
flicting interpretations of happiness. On the one hand, it can be read as
an inclusive concept including practical virtues and other goods, quite
similar to the account in the Eudemian Ethics. On the other hand, one
could argue that happiness is the activity of Oswpia and other possible
goods are excluded from its definition.?

[ will argue that despite the fact that the Eudemian Ethics does not
identify happiness with contemplation, the contemplation of god never-
theless plays a very important role as the dpog (standard) of our actions.?
While examining this concept in EE VIIL3, I will show similarities with
the usage of 8pog in Aristotle’s Protrepticus. On the other hand, I will
argue that the Nicomachean Ethics does not entail this concept of 8pog
and in this respect it seems more particularistic than the Protrepticus or
the Eudemian Ethics.*

I believe that this substantial difference is reflected in the methodo-
logical approaches in the two Ethics as well.> The Eudemian Ethics presents
ethical inquiry in a rather scientific or even mathematical way compared
to the Nicomachean Ethics which repeatedly questions the exactness and
scientific character of ethics. I will start with these methodological dif-
ferences and show how they relate to the substantial ethical discussion
of 8pog or its absence.

2 Cf. BoBonicH 2006, 24-25; similarly in Rowe 1971, 33-36, yet Rowe leaves
kahokdyadia out of his interpretation.

* The first meaning of the term 8pog listed by LS/ is “boundary” or “landmark”;
I will discuss particular occurrences of the term and its meaning later in detail. For the
purpose of this work the relevant meaning of this term is “standard” as “guideline” or
“criterion”. One could see the relation to the first, traditional meaning of the term: the
“boundary” or “landmark” functions as an orientation point which leads our steps and
it can be even reached, i.e. it sets the goal for our steps or actions.

* On particularism see ENGBERG-PEDERSEN 1983 or Loupen 1986.

5 Cf. BosonicH 2006, 25-27 and INwoop - Woorr 2012, xviii for useful summary
of these differences.
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There are two most common explanations for the differences between
the two Ethics: a difference in audience® and a change of mind on
Aristotle’s part.” If it were only for the methodological difference, 1.e.
presenting the same or similar subject matter in different ways or sup-
ported by a different sort of arguments, the explanation based on the
difference in audience might be right. However, I will argue that the dif-
ference in methodology is closely related to a difference in Aristotle’s
substantive view of ethical matters which cannot be easily explained by
reference to a different audience.

For the interpretation which follows it is helpful to mention another
point from the discussion about the differences between the two Ethics.
Allan in his classic discussion of the Eudemian Ethics introduced the
notion of a “quasi-mathematical” method. This method consists in begin-
ning with some true but vague propositions which will be refined by
the philosopher so as to be rendered more precise and this process will
reveal the relevant causes (“the why”). The precise result will then be con-
firmed from experience, i.e. from prevailing opinions. The entire scheme
is, according to Allan, based on a mathematical pattern of deduction.?
The Nicomachean Ethics, on the other hand, does not entail such strict-
ness or exactness.

Despite the fact that Allan’s account has been rightfully criticized,’
its importance lies in highlighting that the Ewudemian Ethics presup-
poses a much higher level of exactness and precision in ethics than the
Nicomachean Ethics. Even if Allan is wrong concerning Aristotle’s assumed
inspiration by methods in geometry, it is still the case that the Nicomachean
Ethics opposes any kind of mathematical method and exactness in ethics

¢ Cf. MILLER 2003; KenNy 2016, 270 and Simpson 2013, xii. However see Rowe 2015,
224 against these interpretations. FREDE 2019, 112 concludes that “claims to the effect
that the EE is better organized and philosophically more interesting at closer inspection
turn out to be quite dubious”.

7T am leaving aside Allan’s somewhat critical remark that the difference might be
- as far as [ understand him - a difference of methodology, as in the case of Descartes’
Meditations and Principles of Philosophy, ArLaN 1980, 318.

8 ArLan 1980, 307.

° E.g. Jost 1991, and recently KarBowskr 2015.
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whereas the Eudemian Ethics does not exhibit any such hostility and its
arguments are similar to mathematical proofs.*

Zingano further develops these complex differences in a clear way
which can be supported by my interpretation that follows: “In a passage
of NE, which has no parallel in EE, Aristotle writes that the virtuous
man is the one who ‘judges correctly each action, and in each, the truth
appears to him’ (3. 4, 1113a29-30). The virtuous man, once capable only
of providing good opinions, now sees truth in each action. As soon as
Aristotle makes such a change, he has to abandon the dialectical syllo-
gism as the type of proof for ethics, for ethics is now in a place which
opinion cannot systematically reach: the world of (practical) truth.”"!

According to Zingano this means that the Nicomachean Ethics dimin-
ishes claims to accuracy in practical matters. The truth about practical
matters does not belong to the domain of general principles or standards
and is thus a part of the domain of perception.’? Furthermore, Aristotle
does not present induction as a tool for ascertaining a general standard
in the Nicomachean Ethics. It is rather the state of our character which is
responsible for how we judge practical matters:

“The good man judges each class of things rightly, and in each the truth
appears to him; for each state of character has its own ideas of the noble
and the pleasant, and perhaps the good man differs from others most
by seeing the truth in each class of things, being as it were the norm
and measure of them.”

6 omovdaiog Yap Ekaota Kpiver 0pOdG, Kol év EKGoTolg TAMNOES avTd
paivetat. ka0’ fkdomy yap EEwv 1814 ot kot kal 1d€a, Kal diagépel
mielotov Towg 6 omovdaiog T® TdinOEg év EkdoTolg Opav, MOTEP KAV
Kol pétpov avtdv dv. (NE 111,4,1113a29-33)"

10 Cf. KarBowskr 2015, 112, 131-132.

1 ZiNneaNo 2007, 314.

12 Cf. NE V1,8,1142a26-27: “practical wisdom is concerned with the ultimate particular,
which is the object not of knowledge (¢miomjun) but of perception (aiobnoig).”

B The translations of the Nicomachean Ethics are from BrRowN - Ross 2009, unless
stated otherwise. The Greek text is from Bywarer 1890.
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Similar claims are made in several instances in the special books of the
Nicomachean Ethics, but nothing of the sort is to be found in the special
books of the Eudemian Ethics, where ethical truth is modelled analogous-
ly to the truth of other sciences.”* Similarly, as I will show later in the
text, the Protrepticus groups ethical knowledge and philosophical exper-
tise with all other knowledge and expertise which search for the proper
natural 8poc. Nothing like this is to be found in NE I11,4,1113a29-33,
where the norm (kavdv) and measure (uétpov) is the practically wise man
(ppdvinog) or the excellent man (omovdaiog).

The notion of 8pog in the Eudemian Ethics

I will argue that the methodological differences have a counterpart in
Aristotle’s conception of the nature of moral affairs. This difference can be
explicated by means of the example of the concept of 8pog and its differ-
ent usage in Aristotle’s ethical works. The Exdemian Ethics discusses 8pog
at the very climax of the book, namely in the third chapter of Book VIIL

This chapter starts by revisiting past claims: Aristotle has already spo-
ken of particular virtues (kattn pépog Gpetijc) and their capacities. Now he
will address the virtue that arises when they are combined: kahokéyaBia
(1248b7-11). KahokéyaOio is a perfect virtue in the sense of complete-
ness;"®> someone who is kaldg kdya0dg must have all particular virtues
similarly as all body parts must be healthy for someone to be healthy.
The specific task or work of xahoxdyadia is to ensure that a person
will use all of the natural goods in a noble way (1249a5-7). What does
Aristotle mean by the term natural good? A natural good is for example
health, strength, honour, good fortune and power. All of these things
are naturally good, but can be harmful to those with bad character (£Eg,
1248b30). On the other hand, for a good person (&ya0dc) - a person

" BosonicH 2006, 26-27; Devereux 2015, 146; KarBowskr 2019, 132; see e.g. NE
1X,4,1166a12-13, X,5,1176a15-19 and X,6,1176b24-27.

5 For a similar understanding of perfection as completeness cf. for example BrRoaDIE
2010, 4.
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with good character - these natural goods will be good (1248b26-27).
Natural goods, however, are not noble in themselves because, Aristotle
claims, they are not laudable or praiseworthy (émawverd, 1248b25). Natural
goods are not praiseworthy precisely because they can be abused and
are bad if the character of the person who possesses them is not good.

A noble person (koidg kaya0dc) is someone who possesses noble
goods and does noble deeds for their own sake (1248b34-36). Noble
things are the virtues and their respective works (¢pya). Since a noble
person has noble motives and acts in a noble way, the natural goods are
not only good for him (as in the case of a good person) but noble as
well, since “things become noble when people’s motives in doing and
choosing them are noble” (1249a5-6)."

Kohoxdyabio therefore ensures our correct treatment of the natural
goods so that they are not only good for us but noble as well. But there
seems to be an additional role of xahokéyadio in relation to particu-
lar virtues. By the end of the discussion of natural goods and nobility,
Aristotle adds that a person “who thinks that one should possess the
virtues for the sake of external goods will do noble things only coinci-
dentally” (1249a14-16). It is the Spartan character described a few lines
earlier (1248b37-1249a6): someone who acknowledges the role of the
virtues but considers them to be instrumentally good for the sake of the
natural goods.” This means, for example, that he acknowledges the role
of courage, justice and moderation but only as far as they contribute to
e.g. honour, power and health. The virtues and their acts are not consid-
ered to be good in their own right; they are always good for something
else, for an external good.”® Such a person is a good person since the
natural goods are good for him, but he is not xkardg kdyaddg, since his
deeds and motives are not noble. It seems that xaloxdyadia thus posi-
tions the virtues in the right place as well. To be kaldg k&ya06g means

' On this interpretation of “noble” cf. Aristotle’s Politics (VI1,13,1332a7-18) as well.

17 Cf. SimpsoN 2013, 671-672.

BT believe that within this argument the “natural goods” and “external goods” are
one and the same category. Cf. the general division of the goods at EE I1,1,1218b32: one
kind is in the soul (e.g. virtues), the other kind is external.
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having virtues and doing virtuous things for their own sake, because
they are virtuous.

How does a good person find the right path toward the natural goods
so that they are not harmful for him?"” Aristotle answers using the analo-
gy of medicine: a doctor has a standard (8pog) by which he distinguishes
a healthy body from a sick one. And at the same time, there is a standard
for the degree to which something can be healthy and beyond which it
can be harmful to health (1249a21-24), and further he adds:

“Similarly, in regard to actions and choices of things that by nature are
good but not praiseworthy, the good man should have a standard of
possession, choice, and avoidance concerning abundance and scarcity
of wealth and other gifts of fortune.”

oltw Kal T@ omovdaiy mepl TUG TPGEELS KOl Cipeoelg TV @UoEL PV
dyobdv oK Emawvetdv O el Tva glvan Spov Kol Thg EEewg Kol Tig
alpéoemg Kal mmepl Quyilg xpNUdtmy TAn0ovg Kol OMydTnTog Kol TMV
ebtuynudrov. (EE VIII,3,1249224-1249b3)%

Aristotle insists that the omovdaiog? must have a 8pog according to which
he judges the right amount of possession, in accordance with which he
chooses and acts regarding the natural goods.”? The doctor analogy says

¥ Since the noble man, kahdg k&yaBdg, is at the same time a good man, the natural
goods are good for him and moreover they are noble because of his kahokéyadio,
therefore, the following passage treating a good man’s treatment of natural goods applies
to the noble man as well.

20 The translations of the Eudemian Ethics are from Kenny 2011, unless stated otherwise.
The Greek text is from WaLzer - MiNcay 1991.

2 Kenny translates omovdaiog as “a good man” and presumably does not see
a substantial difference between omouvdaiog and dya0dg. Inwood and Woolf have “an
excellent man”. The usage of omovdaiog here is not evidence that Aristotle refers to the
noble man (kardg kéya6dg) here as well, but it does make such an understanding possible.

2 In opposition to Rowe (1971, 110) Kenny 20162, 183 argues that the scope of this
8pog is not limited to the natural goods; he shows that it does entail those virtues which
deal with natural goods and generally the virtues of the lower part of the soul. BRoapie
2010, 5 interprets kahokdyadia as “a general attitude to virtue as such” since according
to her one can have all the virtues and not be kaldg k&ya0dc.
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that the doctor judges by reference to the 8pog which is quite general
since it covers “each thing”, and yet specific at the same time since it is
the standard of more or less (¥hattov #) mhéov, 1249a23) in these matters.”

The term &pog is used surprisingly little in the Hippocratic corpus,
yet it is clear that a physician needs a standard for his actions. What can
the medical analogy tell us? First, 8pog is a distinguishing mark for the
possibility of science. In De arte (V,22) we read “where the correct and
incorrect have a proper 8pog, surely there must be téyvn”, i.e. wherever
there is 8pog for telling correct from incorrect we can establish an exper-
tise and we do not have to be dependent on luck. Second, the &pog dis-
cussed in the Hippocratic corpus is a general standard which is looked
for in particular cases so that the doctor knows how to proceed with
diagnosis and treatment.**

What could be this 8pog in the case of omovdaiog?® Aristotle’s first
answer is that “one should conduct one’s living with reference to one’s
superior (pog o dpyov Cijv) and more specifically to the quality of one’s
superior activity (mpog v EEwv kath TV Evépyerav TV o Gpyovtog)”
(1249b6-8). What does he mean? I believe he refers back to the previous
chapter (VIIL,2), where the discussion of the origin (&pyn) of our think-
ing prompts Aristotle to write:

“As in the universe, so here, god moves everything. For in a manner the
divine element in us moves everything. Reason is not the originator of
reasoning, but something superior. But what can be superior to knowledge
and to intelligence, except god? For virtue is an instrument of intelligence.”

2 The sentence is &mel & oti Tig 8pog Kol T® latpd, TPOg OV dvapépwy Kpiver TO
VYLEWOV OOUOTL Kol 1], Kol Tpdg OV uéypL moood momtéov EKaotov Kai eb Uylaivov, et 8t
EhatTov §) whéov, obként (1249a21-24). The reference of £kaotov is not clear, yet the exact
meaning is not crucial for my argument; for example, Rackham and Woods translate
“each thing”, Kenny “each activity”.

2 De septimestri partu, 1X,26 talks about physicians using patients state on particular
days (e.g. odd days or specific even days) as 8pog for telling the crisis in the disease.
Epidemics, V1,2,20-21 asks whether an appearance of a particularly sparse blood is not
&pog for indicating empyema. The Hippocratic texts are read in the Loeb Classical Library
edition. Cf. brief discussion in ANGIER 2010, 9-10.

25 Cf. discussion in Kenny 20162, 182-183 and Broabie 2010.
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Momep &v T Ohw 0gdg, [Kal] kv ékelvw. KIVel yap Twg mavia 1O év
UiV Bglov: Mdyou &’ &pyty o Adyog, &AL TL Kpelttov: Ti 0OV &v KpeltTov
Kai gmotung ein <kol voi> v 0edg; 1 yop apeth) 10D vou Gpyavov.
(EE VIIL,2,1248a25-29)

God is the most superior element of all and the passage outlines a hier-
archy of value: virtue is an instrument for intelligence (voig) and intel-
ligence with Moyog are inferior to god. The text is extremely condensed;
however, it seems clear that the term “god” (0edg) at 1248a29 cannot
refer to the divine in us but it points to the god that moves everything
both in the universe as well as in the soul (1248a25-26) since 0gdg is
contrasted with voiig which I believe is the divine in us. The votg as the
divine in us is the principle of movement in the soul, yet voig itself has
the origin of its movement in something superior (cf. 1248218-20). The
hierarchy between reason and god is laid out in terms of superiority.
This 1s picked up by Aristotle’s insistence that one’s living should be
organized and led in accordance with one’s superior (Gpywv) and the
quality of his activity.?

Indeed, a few lines later Aristotle says that the superior is god (1249b14)
and thus concludes that:

“... whatever choice or possession of natural goods - bodily goods, wealth,
friends, and the like - will most conduce to the contemplation of God
is the best; this is the finest standard.””’

fltig o0V alpeoig Kal KTijolg TV @uoeL dyaddv TowoeL LaloTa. TV ToD
Oetov Bewplav, 1) oOUATOG 1| XPNUATWV T PV T TOV GAhwV dyaddv,
adm dpiom, kol odtog 6 8pog karotoc. (EE VIIL3,1249b16-19)

% The terminology indicates a possible relation between the god as the &pyn of
thinking and at the same time the &pywv of our living; for the textual possibilities
supporting this interpretation see DIRLMEIER 1984%, 499-500; I differ from Dirlmeier,
since I accept that the 6 0edg at 1249b14 refers to the god of the universe introduced
at EE VIII,2,1248a22-29. See Eyk 1989, 30-31 for a brief discussion of the relation to
the Metaphysics X11 and Epxk 1989, 33-38 for a detailed commentary on this passage.

 For the sake of consistency, I have changed Kenny’s choice of “criterion” for pog
at 1249b19 to “standard” as it was at 1249b1.
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The 8pog, the standard for natural goods, is the contemplation of god
(tob 0gob Bewpia). The meaning of the phrase ot 0eot Oewpio is
possibly controversial: is it the contemplation of god as the object of
activity of our rational soul or is it the contemplation of the divine in us
which is here called “god” and thus god is the subject of the activity of
contemplation?”® Dirlmeier argues for god as the subject of the activity,
reading Ogo¥ as a subjective genitive. He bases his interpretation on two
passages where, according to him, Aristotle denotes votg by the term 0gdg,
these passages are Politics, 111,16,1287a28-31 and Protrepticus, VI11,48,9-12.%
However, Verdenius has shown that Dirlmeier’s understanding of these
two passages is mistaken.*® They confirm the relation between our voug
and the divine or god, but they do not suggest that 8e6g means voig.
Further, already Kenny saw that this interpretation is not credible: the
previous passages used 0edg solely for the god of the universe and, as
we have seen, 0e6g was contrasted with votg at 1248228-29.%

I understand the phrase to take the god to be the object of con-
templation which might even trigger the movement of intelligence itself
(cf. 1248a25-29). Therefore, whatever the amount of natural goods,
or whichever goods we choose, serves the contemplation of god, this
amount or choice is thus good; on the other hand, when a given amount
(either too much or too little) of the natural goods, or our choice, hin-
ders or impedes the contemplation of god, the amount or choice is
actually bad. In all practical matters regarding wealth, honour or health,
the contemplation of god is the criterion which determines their good-
ness for us.

28 Cf. overview in Woobs 20052, 193-198.

2 DIRLMEIER 19848 499-500.

30 VerpENIUS 1971, 289-290.

U KeNNyY 20162, 175; Similarly Woobs 2005%, 197 is sceptical about Dirlmeier’s
interpretation.
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Comparison with 8pog in the Protrepticus

This conception of the contemplation of god as a 8pog for our practi-
cal actions invites comparison with the concept of dpog in Aristotle’s
Protrepticus.®* Although the dialogue Protrepticus was lost, the text has been
reconstructed to an astonishing extent since the rediscovery of its frag-
ments in the nineteenth century. Nowadays, lamblichus’s Protrepticus is
the main source of the recovered text.*

Aristotle insisted in the Protrepticus that all expertise (téyvou) including
the lawgiver and philosopher must have standards (&pot) acquired from
nature (X,55,1-2).** Unlike the other téyvau, the philosopher takes his
standards from the primary things themselves (&’ abtdv 1OV TPOTOV,
X,55,9) since he is a spectator (Beatng) of these precise things and not of
their imitations. Philosopher’s actions are then correct and noble (6pHoi

Kol kahot) since “he is the only one who lives looking toward nature

and toward the divine”.®

Aristotle lists several professions which acknowledge the importance
of a natural §pog guiding their practice. Doctors and trainers of athletes

32 VERDENTIUS 1971, 289 discusses other possibly parallels between the Protrepticus and
EE VIIL3. GauTHIER - JoLIF 1970, 437-438 try to separate the concept of 8pog in the
Protrepticus from the usage in the Eudemian Ethics; however, their argumentation is based
solely on the assumption that the Protrepticus belongs to the Platonic tradition, whereas
the Eudemian Ethics is a peripatetic work, i.e. that these two works do not share the same
philosophical framework.

33 Therefore, all references to the Protrepticus are to PisteLL1 1888. For current discussion
of the Protrepticus and its status within Aristotle’s corpus see HUTCHINSON - JOHNSON
2005 and HurcHinsoN - Jounson 2018. Based on their findings I ascribe the views of
the character Aristotle in the dialogue to Aristotle, the author.

¥ There are two occurrences of 8pog within the preserved text of Aristotle’s Protrepticus:
VL,39,16 and the just quoted X,55,1-2. At V1,39,16-18 Aristotle writes: “what measure
or what standard of good things is more precise than a practically wise man?” (u 8¢
Tig Nuiv kavov 7 tig 8pog dxpipéotepog TV dyadmdv mMy 6 @povipog). The passage
parallels NE I11,7,1113a29-33 and X,5,1176a17-18; however, there is one difference to the
Nicomachean Ethics which stresses that the practically wise man himself is the measure. As
the subsequent sentence explains, the practically wise man is the measure and standard
because of his knowledge (¢momun, Protrepticus, V1,39,18-20). The nature of this knowledge
will be explicated in the later passage around the second occurrence of 8pog at X,55,1-2.

35 Protrepticus, X,55,26-27: pévog yop mtpdg v @iow Brémwv i Kol mtpdg 10 Oelov.
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agree that they must be knowledgeable about nature (¢uiowg) for the
success of their practice (X,54,12-16). Aristotle adds that the legislator
(vopoBétng) must also be knowledgeable about nature. While the for-
mer professions are concerned with virtues of the body, he is concerned
with virtues of the soul. However, both the body and soul belong to
the sphere of nature. Moreover, the virtues of the soul are much more
important for the success of the polis than the virtues of the body and
therefore even a legislator must study nature, presumably in order to look
for the natural 8pog (X,54,16-22). Aristotle’s conviction that nature pro-
vides the correct 8pog lies in that “everything that comes to be (or has
come to be) in accordance with nature at any rate comes to be (or has
come to be) well, since what is unnatural is inferior.”*

The science of living things belongs to the study of nature and there-
fore even the 8pog of ethics and politics stems from this domain. One
must look for proper natural 8pog as it is not enough to proceed by
copying others:¥

“For just as in the other craftsmanlike skills the best of their tools were
discovered on the basis of nature, in carpentry, for example, the carpen-
ter’s line, the ruler, the string compass, <... missing line of the text ...> for
some are acquired with water, or with light and beams of sunshine, and
it is by reference to these that we put to the test what is to our senses
adequately straight and smooth - similarly the statesman must have certain
standards taken from the nature itself, i.e. from the truth, by reference to
which he judges what is just, what is noble, and what is advantageous.”

3¢ Protrepticus, 1X,50,16-19: kol 10 pév yryvouevov yiyvetal, yéyove d& o yeyovog 6 ye
Wy Kottt pvow &av kahdg, glmep 1O mopd Quowv gadiov Kol t@ katd @Uow. Cf. EE
11,10,1227a18-23 and NE 1,9,1099b20-23 for the same claim that nature naturally ends
in good; Geis 2013, 297-298 provides a short interpretation of these passages. Moreover,
in EE VIL,6,1240b20-21 Aristotle claims that man is naturally good and being wicked
is against nature.

7 “The craft imitates nature” is a famous Aristotelian dictum (Physics, 11,2,194a13ft.,
11,8,199a8ff.). In the Protrepticus Aristotle speculates that the craft cannot properly proceed
by copying another craft, as it actually reeds to be guided by nature in order to succeed.
Cf. interpretation in Monan 1968, 20-21.

8 All translations of Protrepticus are from HuTcHINSON - JoHNsoN 2017 unless stated
otherwise. The only general exception is using “standard” for 8pog instead of their “guideline”.
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KaOamep yap &v Taig EAhaig TEYVaLG Tl dnuovpykoig Gmd Tijg phoemg
ebpnTaL T PENTLOTO TMV OPYAvVY, OloV &V TEKTOVIK]] 0TAOU Kol Kavmv
Kol TOpvog <...> Th pEv DTt Kol QT Kol Tolg adyols TMV AKTIVWV
M@bEvtav, Ttpodg & Kplvovieg TO kKath TV alodnow ikavdg e0bL Kol
Aelov Bacavifopey, ouolng 8 kai TOV TOMTIKOV Exewv Tivag Opoug del
amod Tiig poemg alTiig kal tiig dAndelag, mpdg olg KpLvel Tt dikaiov Kol
Tl KOAOV Kol Tt ovugpépov. (Protrepticus, X,54,22-55,3)

The good house-builder uses such &pog as well, namely rulers and such
like, and does not build merely by comparison with already complet-
ed houses (X,55,14-17). Similarly, a good lawgiver or politician does not
merely imitate the institutions and constitutions of other states such as
Sparta or Crete (X,55,17-21), but must have certain standards taken from
nature itself.* Here, nature is called “truth” and the politician judges
according to these natural standards what is “just, what is good, and
what is advantageous” (X,55,1-3).%° Therefore, all the crafts value their
tools discovered on the basis of nature (4o tijg @pioewg, X,54,22-24)
and the standard for practical matters is taken from nature and truth
itself (X,55,2). The phrase “what is just, what is noble, and what is advan-
tageous” suggests that the judgment based on &pog should be made in
a wide practical domain and it is not limited to natural sciences or crafts
such as house-building or carpentry.

Aristotle writes that in skills other than philosophy the tools and the
most precise thoughts are not acquired “from the primary things them-
selves” but rather rely on experience (00x &’ adT@®V TOV TPOTOV ... EE

39 1f the Protrepticus was written around the same time as Plato composed his Laws
(suggested by HutcHinsoN - Jounson 2014, 385), this could signal a connection to the
opening sequence of the Laws, where the Visitor enquires about the origins of the laws
in Sparta and Crete. This connection could work both ways: either the young Aristotle
is jesting at his teacher or Plato is indicating that Aristotle might be too hasty in turning
down possible inspiration from these two city-states.

“ Notice the three values of political life mentioned by Aristotle: a politician judges
what is just (dixawov), noble (kahdv) and beneficial (ovpgépov). Aristotle does not discuss
whether all three are always present at the same time, though all three are judged based
on the standards or guidelines taken from nature itself.
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¢umeplag, X,55,9-12)." The philosopher, on the other hand, “is a spec-
tator of these very things, not of imitations” (X,55,13-14: adt®v yé&p dott
Oeatig, Al o0 wunudtmv). Aristotle employs Platonic language hard-
ly to be found anywhere else in his writings: all others, except the phil-
osophers, must imitate (presumably in their crafts and lives) imperfect
imitations.” These imitations are neither beautiful nor divine nor sta-
ble. Therefore, their imitations (the products and actions of non-philoso-
phers) cannot be beautiful, stable and divine either. On the other hand:

“[...] the philosopher is the only craftsman to have both laws that are
stable and actions that are correct and beautiful. For he is the only one
who lives looking toward nature and toward the divine and, just as if
he were some good navigator who hitches the first principles of his way
of life onto things that are eternal and steadfast, he moors his ship and
lives life on his own terms.”

[--.] &M pwovov St wovou Td@V dNuovpy®dV Tod PLA0GOPOL Kal VOUOL
BePatol kal mpaEelg elotv opOal Kol Kohal. povog yap mpdg T @uoLY
BrEmwV Cij kol tpog T Oglov, kal kadamep v gl KuBepvipng Tig dyadog
2E udlwv Kol poviwwy avapauevog Tob Blov Tog apyig opuel Kol Ti
k0 gavtov. (Protrepticus, X,55,24-56,2)

The poetic language yields an important conclusion: the philosopher is
the only one whose actions are correct and beautiful. As Aristotle writes
later in the Protrepticus, his living is perfect. The reason for this is that he
obtains his standards from looking directly into nature and the divine.”
The philosopher is likened to a ship-captain who finds a safe haven where

1 Most 1992, 202 adds that poets could be another example of craftsman oriented
towards transcendent truth.

“2JAEGER 1923, 91, note 3 sees this as proof of Aristotle’s Platonism; Diiring answers
him at length in DUrING 1960, 44-49. I agree with Diiring that this does not seem evidence
enough that Aristotle is championing the theory of Forms at his point.

4 Concerning the look into the divine the two obvious parallels with Plato’s dialogues
are the Phaedrus, 253a-e and Alcibiades I, 133c4-6.
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he can moor his ship and live on his own terms ({fj ka0’ éavtov).** This
“living on his own terms” means that the captain lives in accordance
with his nature and therefore he lives more and lives better than anyone
not living on his own terms.

The Eudemian Ethics as well as the Protrepticus use the concept of
8pog as a principle, standard or a guideline for our action. According
to the Protrepticus the philosopher acts correctly and nobly, since he
looks towards nature and the divine. According to the Eudemian Ethics,
a good person as well as a noble person has a standard for their prac-
tical actions concerning the natural goods: the contemplation of god.
The natural or external components of kalokdyoOia are good in so far
as they promote the contemplation of god and they should be consid-
ered bad when they endanger or hinder this contemplation. Therefore,
the goodness of the natural components of the complex concept of
KkohokdyaBia is dependent upon an intellectualistic principle. For good
and noble people alike the contemplation of the divine is the criterion
of correct choice and action.

The occurrence of pog in the first chapter
of the common book on intellectual virtues

The concept of 8pog in the Eudemian Ethics does not only appear in the
closing chapter. It also appears at the beginning of the Book V, i.e. one of
the common books shared with the Nicomachean Ethics.* In the remain-
ing part of the article I will argue that the concept of 8pog as found in
the Protrepticus and EE VIIL3 cannot be a part of the exposition in the

# Plato in the Republic (V1,487e-489¢) uses this simile to highlight the stratification
within the state and to support the role of knowledge in guiding the polis. The good,
knowledgeable captain in the Republic is attacked for being a “star-gazer” and good for
nothing since he would spend time studying the heaven and stars. Yet, it is exactly this
knowledge of nature which is necessary for a safe voyage on the sea.

* Bonasio 2019, 17 argues that the 8pog passage in EE V,1 should be read in tandem
with EE VIIL3.



22 JAKUB JIRSA

Nicomachean Ethics. The question is why it occurs twice within the first
chapter of one of the books common to both EE and EN?

It is well known that the Eudemian Ethics and Nicomachean Ethics
share the so-called “common books”. We have separate books EE I-III
and VII-VIII and NE I-IV and VIII-X; the middle books are common
to both treatises as they have been delivered to us through the centu-
ries (EE IV-VI = NE V-VII).* It is an open question where, i.e. within
which of the Ethics, these common books originated. The debate thus
far has sought the origin or the intended home of these books either in
the Eudemian Ethics or Nicomachean Ethics."”

However, it is important to note that these are not the only two
options. Beresford has recently suggested an alternative approach to this
issue.® As Kenny notes, the common books are replete with repetitions
- long repetitions of almost identical sentences and topics.”” This repeti-
tive style does not appear anywhere else in the remaining books of the
Eudemian Ethics or Nicomachean Ethics and characterises only the com-
mon books.

Therefore, as Beresford quite plausibly suggests, the repetitions are
the result of a later collation of two separate texts on the same issues. At
some point, an editor tried to collate the two texts on ethics into one
single treatment. This effort was successful in passages where the content
was rather similar. Conversely, the work was left unfinished in sections

4 The latest assessment of the manuscript tradition is in FRepe 2019, 88-89; her
conclusion is that while the evidence suggests that the common books belong to the
manuscript tradition of the Nicomachean Ethics, this says nothing about the state of the
works in antiquity. VERDENIUS 1971 shows that the common books are transmitted in
some manuscripts of the Eudemian Ethics as well.

¥ For the distinction between the question concerning the origin of the common
books and their intended home see NIELSEN 2018.

8 Apam Beresrorp, Talk on the Editing of Book 5 of the NE, 14. 10. 2017, Catholic
University of America, Washington, D.C..

4 Kenny 2016% 242. Kenny does not list any examples, but cf. 1130a16-24 with
1130a28-1130b1 on particular injustice with several repetitions in these short parts of
the text or the two examples of the shoemaker and the builder on the one hand and
the shoemaker and the farmer on the other, both illustrating the same problem: the
proportional equalisation of their goods and the invention of currency.
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where the differences were too great for the text to be consolidated. The
so-called “common books” which we now possess are the product of
this editorial endeavour. It would thus be misguided to ask which of the
Ethics they originally belonged to, as the entire hypothesis presupposes
two complete treatises on ethics (perhaps lecture notes) from two differ-
ent periods of Aristotle’s career.

Beresford’s suggestion - if developed and backed up by further
research - might help to solve the problem why the current text of the
Nicomachean Ethics mentions 8pog and raises hopes that it will explain it.
If his hypothesis is correct, then the double appearance of &pog at the
opening of the NE VL1 is not an act of carelessness on Aristotle’s part.
Indeed, it seems that Aristotle is promising to provide an account of
8pog which he never does within the Nicomachean Ethics. But it is only
because the promise might be originally taken from the Eudemian Ethics
where it 1s fulfilled in the Book VIII, chapter 3.° The editor collating
the two Ethics into one (and thus creating the common books) took this
passage from the Eudemian original but did not collate the later books
because of their divergence. Therefore, we find the account of &pog only
in EE VIIL,3 and not in the Nicomachean Ethics. 1 will propose - based on
Beresford’s hypothesis and the interpretation of the differences between
the moral theory developed above - that the concept of §pog used in the
Protrepticus and Eudemian Ethics is foreign to the Nicomachean Ethics as such.

Let us return to EE V,1 = EN VL1. At the beginning of the chap-
ter Aristotle says that he is about to give an explanation of his earlier
claims that one ought always to choose the mean which is set by correct

50 Cf. StewarTt 1892, 1 who notes that the Book VI starts as if with two introductions.
The appearance of 8pog in the Nicomachean Ethics was already confusing for RAMSAUER
1879, 372 who refers to the Eudemian Ethics because of similar terminology. BURNET
1904, 250-251 considers the term &pog to be a sign of an “Eudemian touch”. Similarly,
STEWART 1892, 3-4 interprets this passage as pointing to EE VIIL,3. GAUTHIER - JoLir 1970,
439 suggest the Eudemian origin of the passage, yet according to them it was properly
reworked into the Nicomachean version. FReDE 2020, 660 briefly suggests Aristotle left this
passage from the Eudemian Ethics. On the other hand, Kraut 1989, 327-338 interprets
the passage without any reference to the Eudemian Ethics. My own interpretation backs
the Eudemian aspect of this passage with a doctrinal interpretation.
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reason (6p00g Adyog).”! The discussion of the mean and correct reason
is a natural part of both EE and EN. However, I believe that the con-
cept of 8pog used in EE V,1 = EN VL1 fits only into the Eudemian Ethics
which shares this concept with the Protrepticus. Aristotle starts his expla-
nation saying that:

“In all the states of character we have mentioned, as in all other matters,
there is a mark to which the man who has reason looks, and heightens
or relaxes his activity accordingly, and there is a standard which deter-
mines the mean states which we say are intermediate between excess and
defect, being in accordance with correct reason.”

&v mhooug yop Talg eipnuévoug €Eeot, kabamep kal &mi TV JAAmV, EoTL TIg
0k0TOG TTPOG OV ATofrETTwV 6 TOV AdYoV Exmv Emiteivel Kol avinoty, Kat Tig
Zotv 8pog TV pecomjtwy, dg HeTaEl pauey elval tig VrepPoifig Kol Tig
Eelypeng, odoag katd tOv 6pOOV Mdyov. (EE V,1 = NE V1,1,1138b21-25)

The mark (oxomdg) which we should look at is what we aim at in virtuous
action.”” The standard (8poc) determines or settles where the mean is. It
is clear that this 8pog is not limited to the action and choices regarding
the natural goods, but rather encompasses all states of character and all
matters. Aristotle further adds that this concerns “all other pursuits which
are objects of knowledge” (1138b26-27: v taig &g Empeleiong, Tept
doag £otiv Emotiun).”® Moreover, it is clear that Aristotle assumes that
okomdg and dpog are two different concepts with different functions.”
Aristotle concludes:

' The numbering and the Greek text will be from the Nicomachean Ethics since the
common books are left out from modern editions of the Eudemian Ethics; 1 use the
translation from BrownN - Ross 2009; the translation of the passage from Kenny 2011
supports my understanding of &pog as “standard” as well.

52 Cf. NE 1,2,1094a23-24: “Shall we not, like archers who have a mark (otdy0c) to
aim at, be more likely to hit upon what is right?” The oxomdg is set right by a virtue
(VL,13,1144a8).

53 Cf. Protrepticus, 1X,54,22-23: xa0dmep yup v toig Ghhoug TE(VOLG.

31 believe Tuozzo 1995, 138 is wrong in equating okomdg and 8pog, since the text
does not support the identification; further Rowe 1971, 111 argues against identifying
okomodg with 8pog.
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“Hence it is necessary with regard to the states of the soul also, not only
that this true statement should be made, but also that it should be deter-

mined what correct reason is and what is the standard which it [i.e. cor-
5355

rect reason)| uses.
S0 del kol mepl Thg Thg Yuyhg EE€eig wi) wovov dan0dg elivar TodT
elpnuévov, alAl Kal Stwplopévov Tig €0ty 6 0pHog AOYog kai TolTov Tig

8poc. (EE V,1 = NE VI,1,1138b32-35)

The correct reason recognizes the 8pog and it is because of this recog-
nition that it is called correct. The reason is correct if it recognizes the
8pog, the standard of a mean between excess and deficiency.

The back reference at the beginning of the chapter fits both EE and
EN. Within the Nicomachean Ethics, the fact that virtue finds and choos-
es the mean 1s mentioned at I,6,1107a5-6 and it 1s said that virtue “hits”
the mean (IL,6,1106b27-29). The need for the definitional discussion of
correct reason was announced at I1,2,1103b31-34 and this passage points
to Book six which 1s under discussion.’® However, when later in the last
chapter of the same book we come to the promised account of correct
reason, which is here - with regard to practical matters - identified with
@povnoig, the concept of 8pog is not mentioned.”’

Similarly, one finds eatlier passages on the mean and correct reason
in the separate books of the Eudemian Ethics as well. Kenny refers to
11,5,122226-10 and 11,5,1222b7-8.% The first passage claims that what is
the best and greatest is in accordance with correct reasoning. Aristotle
further specifies that this good is the mean between excess and defect.
This excess or defect can be either absolute (Gsthic) or in relation to
some standard (pdg twva Spov, EE 11,5,1222a16-17). The second pas-
sage 1s a promise of further investigation of correct reason, similar to
EN 11,2,1103b31-34, however Aristotle in this case specifies that he is

% Translation slightly altered, I am thankful to Matéj Novotny for this suggestion.

¢ Cf. Frepe 2020, 656.

S EE V,13 = EN V1,13,1144b26-28: o011 yap o0 povov 1) katd tov 0pOov Adyov, ahl
1 ettt Tod 0pOod Adyov £Eig dpetn) dotiv 0p0OG Ot AdYog TEpl TMV TOLOVTWY 1) PPOVNOig
gotv. Cf. commentary in FRepe 2020, 711-712.

8 Kenny 2011, 167.
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interested in correct reason and in the standard we should look at while
defining the mean (EE 11,5,1222b7-8: tig 8’ 6 0p0Og AdYoG, kol tpdg Tivo:
det Bpov drmofrémovtag Méyewv 1O HECOV, VoTEPOV EMIOKETTEOV).

While the Nicomachean Ethics offers no explanation of dpog which
was promised in EE V,1 = EN VL1, we have such a definitional account
in the Eudemian Ethics. According to the EE VIII,3 this 8pog is the con-
templation of god;* it has been elucidated that too much or too lit-
tle of the natural goods can hinder the contemplation of god and that
whatever hinders the contemplation of god is not correct and is thus
bad. Correct reason recognizes this and commands that our action and
choices maximise our contemplation of god.

This, of course, is the Eudemian version of the story; nothing of the
sort 1s to be found in the Nicomachean Ethics. Not only does Aristotle not
define the perfect virtue, nor does he discuss 8pog anywhere else other
than in these opening lines of the book on the intellectual virtues, i.e.
Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics (= Book V of the Eudemian Ethics).

Before proceeding further, I should clarify my understanding of 8pog
in Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics. One could object that 8pog in the
opening lines of Book VI does not mean “standard” as in Book VIII of
the Eudemian Ethics but that it is a “definition”.® The term 8pog appears
in the two passages quoted above (1138b23 and b34). Within the first pas-
sage it would be unintelligible to translate 8pog as definition. No definition
can determine the mean states which are intermediate between excess and
defect. The mean state can be - perhaps - explicated in a definition but
it is determined by a standard. The &pog in 1138b34 could be translated
as definition, however the exposition between both occurrences makes it
highly unlikely since the term 8pog at b34 picks up the earlier sentence at
b21-25. Moreover, if §pog means standard at 1138b23 while at 1138b34
it means definition, Aristotle would use one important term in two dif-
ferent meanings within eleven lines, which I find unlikely.® Further, the

% Broapik 2010, 24 argues that this 8pog is not limited to the natural goods, but
extends to the goodness of the soul in general, cf. EE VIII,3,1249b21-3.

¢ This could be based on Eustratius’ interpretation, cf. Rowe 1971, 110-111.

¢! Similarly Rowe 1971, 111, cf. PeTerson 1988, 242-243.
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text suggests Opog has a role within the account of good conduct. The
role of a standard is to determine the mean states and actions. The pos-
sible role of a definition is unclear. And, finally, there is no occurrence
of 8pog in the rest of the Nicomachean Ethics where “definition” would
be a suitable translation.®

The impropriety of 8pog in the Nicomachean Ethics

Despite the fact that the passages 1138b21-25 and 1138b32-35 quoted
above look like the promise of further investigation, the Nicomachean
Ethics never discusses the concept of 8pog.”* The meaning of &pog is thus
left open and its role in the argumentation is unclear.

% The only occurrence of the term 8pog in the books specific to NE is in 1,7,1097b13
in the discussion of self-sufficiency where it means “limit” or “boundary”: we are naturally
social living beings, our conception of a happy life includes family, friends and social
relations. Yet, there has to be a certain /imit for how many can be included. - Further,
within the common books, the term is used in a mathematical sense to describe a ratio
or proportion (NE V,3,1131b5, b9, b16 = EE IV,3) or as a logical term of a proposition
(NE V1,9,1142b24 = EE V,9; NE V1,11,1143a36, b2 = EE V,11 and NE VII,3,1147b14
= EEVL,3). At NE VII,5,1149al (= EE VI1,5) it means boundary. The other occurrences
of &pog in the common books are in NE VI,8,1142a26 (= EE V,8) and VII,13,1153b25
(= EE VL13). However, even here, there is no account of what 8pog is or how it works.
First, within the discussion of the differences between reason and practical wisdom it is
said that reason concerns 8pog which is without Ldyog whereas practical wisdom concerns
what comes last, i.e. particulars (6 pugv yap voig t@v pmv, Gv odk Eom Adyog, 1) 6t T0D
éoydrov, 1142a25-26). Understanding of the sentence among the interpreters is far from
certain. The relation between reason and practical wisdom suggests that 8pog means “term”
or “general term” in opposition to particulars. BROADIE - RowE 2002, 183 translate tdv
Spov at 1142a26 as “definitions”, at the crucial passage 1138b34 they understand 8pog,
curiously, as “determining mark”. Interpretation of this complicated sentence opens the
discussion about the distinct objects of votg and @pdvnoig; whatever the conclusion
of such discussion, I would be reluctant to say that while gppovnoig generally concerns
particulars voig concerns definitions. It seems to me better to side with the majority of
translations and opt for understanding 8pog here as “general term”. Finally, in the context
of “good luck” (edtvyie), it is said that the 8pog of good luck is fixed by reference to
eddarpovia (1153b25), i.e. 8pog here is a limit beyond which good luck cannot be called
the same because it is not “good” anymore since it goes against happiness.

¢ Cf. Rowe 1971, 112 or Kraut 1989, 330 complaining that “unfortunately, Aristotle
does not spell out any answer to these questions”. See further references to the frustrations
of modern interpreters in PETERSON 1988, 234-236.
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Ackrill suggests that “promoting e0dawpovie” could be such a 8pog.**
This suggestion is plausible when informed by the meaning of 8pog in
the Eudemian Ethics, presupposing that the Nicomachean Ethics considers
gvdaupovia to be a kind of Oswpia (INE X,8,1178b33, cf. X,7,1177b19). Since
Oewpla is the prime activity (évépyeia) of god (NE X,8,1178b21-22) and
the Eudemian Ethics claims that “one should conduct onée’s living with
reference to one’s superior, and more specifically to the quality (§€ic) of
one’s superior activity (évépyeiwa)” (EE VIII,3,1249b7-8), this comprehen-
sive interpretation makes sense.®” However, it mixes accounts from two
different treatises and Ackrill is right to acknowledge that nothing in this
vein is suggested anywhere in the Nicomachean Ethics itself.*

Rowe thinks that the 8pog concerns “particular cases” but immediate-
ly suggests that there is “no detailed criterion possible” within Aristotle’s
ethical system and that “there is no reason why Aristotle should not
answer the question by saying, in effect, that no such [sc. §pog]| exists”.®

Peterson in her study of 8pog and its relation to “right” or “correct”
reason (0pOOg Moyog) offers four possible answers to Aristotle’s question
which she rephrases as follows: “what is the line or border between too
much and the intermediate and between too little and the intermediate
that the right reason of the person of practical wisdom marks off?”* The
terms “line” and “border” imply a certain level of exactitude. Yet, none of
the four answers proposed by Peterson operate with any level of exactness

4 AckriLL 1980, 138.

¢ This is the strategy of Reeve who tries to reconcile both Ethics and argues that the
8pog has the same meaning in both treatises, namely it is the contemplation of god, cf.
ReevE 2012, 134-140. Reeve’s attempt to identify the same 8pog in both Ethics encounters
two problems: the meaning of &pog allegedly employed in NE is said to be derived
from EE and the Protrepticus, despite their possible incongruences with NE; second, the
conclusion of his synthesizing analysis, which conversely draws on NE, contradicts the
conclusion concerning 8pog explicitly posed in EE.

¢ Ackrirr 1980, 138. Cf. similarly Coorer 1975, 101-103; as Peterson remarks Cooper
differs from Ackrill in taking the 8pog to determine the mean state, whereas Ackrill takes
it as a general criterion or standard of what has to be done; cf. PETERsoN 1988, 235.

¢ Rowe 1971, 111.

% Rowk 1971, 112; cf. BroabpiE - RowE 2002, 358-360.

¢ PeTERSON 1988, 242; cf. KrauT 1989, 327-334.
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which might correspond to (a) the methodological remarks made in
the Eudemian Ethics which call for proper explanation of the causes and
possible congruence of different opinions using rational argumentation
or (b) Aristotle’s concept of 8pog in EE VIIL3 interpreted above. [ am
inspired by Peterson’s approach, though I will argue that the answers she
suggests do not qualify as possible candidates for 8pog. I will list them
in order to clarify the difference between the conceptualization of the
ethics in the Eudemian Ethics on the one hand and in the Nicomachean
Ethics on the other.

First, Aristotle cannot actually define 8pog because the nature of prac-
tical matters - as understood in the Nicomachean Ethics - does not allow
it. Finding the mean is not easy and is not a matter of reasoning:

“for it is not easy to determine both how and with whom and on what
provocation and how long one should be angry [...] up to what point
and to what extent a man must deviate before he becomes blamewor-
thy it is not easy to determine by reasoning, any more than anything
else that is perceived by the senses.”

o0 Yap PAdLov doploat Kol Mg Kol Tiol Kol 7l 7Tololg Kol TOo0V YpOvov
OpyLoTéov [...] O 8& ugypt Tivog Kal £l OGOV PeKTOg 00 PAdLOV TM MOYW
apoploon 00dE yap &lho obdEv TV aicOntdv. (NE 11,9,1109b14-22)7

Our practical decisions (at least in the moral domain) are based on our
trained moral sensibility and not on any general principle or standard.”
When Aristotle pairs decision-making with perception (1109b23), he

makes clear that virtues allow us to see what is good and what is not.”

The proper objects of perception are particulars, not abstract entities
or principles or standards.” Aristotle is therefore incapable of defining

7 Cf. similarly in NE 11,3,1104a8-10 or IV,4,1126b1-4.

' On the difficulty of finding the mean cf. Kraut 1989, 328 and the even more explicit
statement in LonpoN 2001, 582: “Aristotle says that with respect to a given action or
emotion as such, there is no single fixed point that is always right (NVE 11,6,1106a29-32).”

2 Cf. ENGBERG-PEDERSEN 1983, 202 on @pdvnoig as a form of perception.

73 Natarr 2010, 94-95 accepts that “the judgement of particular situations is left by
him to moral perception, aisthésis, both in intellectual and in moral knowledge,” though
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or even articulating any 8pog, he can merely introduce particular exam-
ples, just as if one were to explain what the colour red is. This seems
to be Rowe’s solution to the problem: there is no general and abstract
answer to the question “What should I do?” or “What is good to do?”™

Second, Aristotle suggests that even if there were some general truths,
one could not know them in advance. We do not deliberate and make
choices concerning necessary things, nor about the things outside of
our power.

“Deliberation is concerned with things that happen in a certain way for
the most part, but in which the outcome is obscure, and with things in
which it is indeterminate.”

10 BovieteoOon 8¢ v Tolg (g £ml T TOMY, ddNdolg 8t mdg dmopnoetal,
Kai &v olg adwprotov. (NE 111,3,1112b8-9)

As Peterson puts it, “often what is true to say will be clear at the moment
of action”.”” Human deliberation is problematic and difficult, as the out-
come 1s uncertain and indeterminate - if this were not the case, we would
have no reason to deliberate.

Third, even if there were some general principles and standards, record-
ing them in an ethical treatise would be practically useless as they would
lack an appropriate audience. Experienced people with good character
do not need these standards as it is their good character that leads them
to act well. Conversely, those who are not experienced cannot make
proper use of such standards due to their lack of experience:

he is right to warn against scepticism concerning the general ideas presented in Aristotle’s
ethics, “the very possibility of knowing the particular depends on the possession of the
universal, as (sc. Aristotle) says both in the Analytics and in the Metaphysics, because, as
we saw at the beginning, the particular always falls under an universal that explains it
(981a22).” However, this importance of universals still does not establish the necessity
or even possibility of a general standard in ethical judgements.

7 BroaDpIE - RowE 2002, 359. Cf. Grant 1885, 514 commenting on this passage:
“Aristotle meant that general rules are often inapplicable to particular cases, which must
then be decided by a kind of ‘intuition’ or ‘tact’, not derived from philosophy, but natural.”

7> PETERSON 1988, 245; she is referring to Aristotle’s claim that “the decision rests
with perception” (2v tij aiobnosel 1 kpiowg, NE 11,9,1109b22-23).
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“Even medical men do not seem to be made by a study of textbooks.
Yet people try, at any rate, to state not only the treatments, but also how
particular classes of people can be cured and should be treated - distin-
guishing the various habits of body; but while this seems useful to expe-
rienced people, to the inexperienced it is valueless.”

00 Yap Qoivovror 008’ LUTPLKOL £K TV CUYYPUUIATWV YivesOaL. Kaitol
elp®@vTal ye Aéyewy o wovov to Ogpamedpata, AL Kol ig Labeiev
v kol g el Ogpamedey ékaotovg, diehduevol thg £Eeg tadta Ok
Tolg utv éumeipolg dpéhua elval doKel, Tolg & AVETLOTNUOOLY GyPELC.
(EN X,9,1181b2-6)

At the beginning of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle defines the goal
of ethical studies to be action instead of knowledge (NE 1,3,1095a5-6:
gmeldn) 10 téhog éotiv o0 yvolg Ak tpdEig). Therefore, the inexperi-
enced and young are not suited to study the science of politics, since it
is derived from action and is about action. In order to understand eth-
ics properly and effectively, Aristotle claims that one needs to experi-
ence the actions that it entails (1095a2-6). This means that a theoretical
knowledge of rules and standards will not suffice.

Fourth, 8pog might be a superfluous concept, as it has been established
that of the utmost importance is the character of a good man coupled
with practical wisdom, which allows for the correct choice to be made
in a particular situation.” Aristotle’s definition of a moral virtue says
that it is “a state of character concerned with choice, lying in a mean,
i.e. the mean relative to us, this being determined by reason, and by that
reason by which the man of practical wisdom would determine it” (NE
11,6,1106b36-1107a2: otwv Gpo 1 Gpeth) EEIG TPOULPETIKT, £V UECOTNTL
ovoa T} PO NUAS, dpLouévy Adyw Kol @ dv 6 ppdvipog opioetev).” The
mean here is determined by Adyoc, which is not an eternal standard but
the reason of a practically wise man.”® The concept of moral virtue in

76 PETERSON 1988, 246-247.

77 Cf. LoNpoN 2001, 571.

78 Recently a line of interpretation has emerged which understands Mdyog in the
definition of virtue as a principle or rule, cf. Tvozzo 1995 and Curzer 2016; even this
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the Nicomachean Ethics does not entail anything that resembles the Spog
found in the Protrepticus and Eudemian Ethics. The concept of 8pog is
simply obsolete in the Nicomachean Ethics.

Whereas the Eudemian Ethics and Protrepticus look for the right 8pog
in practical matters (i.e. the matters concerning natural goods accord-
ing to the narrow interpretation of kalokdyadic) and they settle this
8pog with reference to the nature or to the divine, the closest thing to
a standard which the Nicomachean Ethics can offer is the omovdaiog, the
outstanding person, which is said to be the “norm and measure” (kavov
Kol uérpov, 1113a29-33):

“The man who is without qualification good at deliberating is the man
who is capable of aiming in accordance with calculation at the best for
man of things attainable by action.”

6 & amhdg edPoviog 6 T dpioTov AVOPDOITM TOV TPUKTDV OTOYAOTLKOG
Kot Tov hoywopdv. (NE V1,7,1141b12-15)

Such a man must be a virtuous man, since virtue aims at the mean
(otoyaoTikt) Tob nécov). However, even here there is not a single mention
of 8pog that would in any way inform the process of finding and choos-
ing the mean in emotions and actions (1109a20-5; and cf. 1107a2-6).”
Now it seems that the concept of aiming or hitting,*” and the capacity
of a virtue to “hit” upon a mean, is used, instead of looking to a 8pog
that would settle the question of right action and choice. I believe this
change to be one of the main differences between the two Ethics. Instead
of looking for a general pog which one is supposed to find in each and
every relevant situation, the idea seems to be that virtue is the character
state which enables us to “hit” the mean, the right spot, the right course
of action. As Aristotle says, a good decision-maker in the general sense

understanding of Adyog does not threaten my interpretation of 8pog and its role in the
Aristotle’s two Ethics. The interpretation of Adyog does not have to affect understanding
or the role of 8poc.

7 Cf. Lonpon 2001, 572-574 on this passage.

8 On these concepts cf. ENGBERG-PEDERSEN 1983, 189-190; Boupon-Mirror 2005,
96-99.
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is good at aiming at or hitting on the highest goods (/NE 1141b12-14,
quoted above). The verb “to aim/hit” (otoydZeo0Oau) or the derived adjec-
tive “skilful in aiming at / able to hit” (otoyaotixdc) is used both in
general explanations of how virtues work (e.g. at 1106b16, 1106b28,
1109a22) as well as in descriptions of how individual virtues or vices
work (cf. 1126b29 and 1128a6).*" Neither of the words is used within the
Eudemian Ethics and here virtue is not understood as a character state
which aims or hits on something.

Conclusion

Most authors articulate the main difference between the two Ethics in
terms of intellectualism: the outcome of the Nicomachean Ethics 1s much
more intellectualistic compared to the Eudemian version. The Eudemian
Ethics defines eddoupovia with the reference to the complex karoxdyadio,
which also subsumes the practical virtues.

This seemingly well-founded general view was recently called into
question by Broadie who rehabilitates theoretical reason and its activity
(0ewple) in the Eudemian Ethics.¥* According to her, Aristotle claims that
theoretical reason is ruled by god just as “health” rules the medical art:
it does not rule by prescriptions but as a goal to be reached (1249al3).
Aristotle states that analogously to orders being issued for the sake of
health in the medical art, the practical wisdom issues orders for the sake
of god (cf. 1249b14-15). The god described here is clearly the cosmic
god, the origin of all motion and reasoning (1248a25-29). Broadie con-
cludes: “God 1s the object studied in theoretical activity, and practical
wisdom (in the kalos k’agathos who is involved with theoretical activi-
ty) acts so as to maintain whatever disposition or dispositions underlie

81 Cf. Kraut 1989, 329, who is led from analysing the sentences about hitting the
mean at 11,6,1106b28 to considering the concept of 8pog at VL1 and finally complains
that Aristotle does not give answer to the question of &pog in ethics.

82 BroapIE 2010, 22-24. Similarly, DirRiMEIER 19848, 498 stresses the priority of 10
Oswpnukov at EE VIIL3,1249a21-b29.
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theoria. Practical wisdom is concerned with any such disposition as basis
for theoretical activity.”® Practical wisdom is presented here as inferior
both to god and to the Bewpla for the sake of which it gives commands.

I accept Broadie’s reconciliation of the Nicomachean Ethics and the
Eudemian Ethics in one respect: they both have an important role for
Oewpla. However, the main point of my argument remains, both texts
differ in the respect of the role of &pog.

Broadie’s conclusion resembles the result of the comparison between
practical wisdom (qppdvnoig) and theoretical wisdom (cogia) in the final
lines of Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle says about practi-
cal wisdom:

“But again it is not supreme over philosophic wisdom, i.e. over the super-
ior part of us, any more than the art of medicine is over health; for it
does not use it but provides for its coming into being; it issues orders,
then, for its sake, but not to it.”

&G uty 00 Kupia Y 0Tl TiG cogiag 00dE Tol felTiovog wopiov, Momep
o0dE Ti|g Vytelag 1) latpikn)” od yap ypftoL adti), dA 6pd dmog yévntol
gkeivng ovv Evexa mrdrrel, GAL odK EKeivn.

(NE V1,13,1145a6-10 = EE V,13)

In both treatises, gppovnoig provides for copia and its activity; the compar-
ison is in both cases illuminated by the example of medicine and health
and in both cases the relation is expressed as “giving orders”. These pas-
sages clearly exhibit similar features and, moreover, if Broadie’s interpre-
tation is correct, even the Eudemian Ethics suggests that practical wisdom
is subservient to theoretical activity.

The last point of Broadie’s interpretation examines the final lines of
the argument concerning 8pog as the Oswpia of god:

“And this applies to the soul, and it is the best 8pog for the soul when
one is least aware of the irrational part of the soul as such.”

8 Broapik 2010, 23.
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Eyel 8t tobTo TR Yuyi), Kai ovtog Tiig Yuyiig Opog dplotog TO fKioTOL
aio0aveobar Tod ardYoL pépoug ThG Yuyiic, T TolovTov.

(EE VIIL,3,1249b21-23; transl. Inwood and Woolf)®*

The best 8pog for the amount and usage of natural goods is said to be
the &pog of the soul as well. The entire soul is in good shape when it
supports the contemplation of god and is in bad shape when it hinders
and obstructs the contemplation of god.® This means that the virtuous
soul - i.e. a soul that is in good shape - supports the activity of contem-
plation. This could explain the earlier claim that virtue is an instrument
or tool of intellect (votg) and that god is superior (kpeittwv) to know-
ledge and intellect (EE VIII,2,1248a25-29 quoted above, p. 14-15). The
virtues are “instruments” in the sense that they provide for the contem-
plative activity which must be originated by god as an external &py. This
1s the same god, which is the object of the contemplation in question.

One might compare the passage from NE X,7 on oyohy, where the
practical virtues have a similar position:

“And happiness is thought to depend on leisure; for we are busy that
we may have leisure, and make war that we may live in peace. Now the
activity of the practical virtues is exhibited in political or military affairs,
but the actions concerned with these seem to be unleisurely.”

doket Te 1) eddarpovia v Tij oyori] elvar doyolovueda yap tva oyordlmuey,
Kol wohepotpey v elpnvny &yopev. TOV uEv ovv TPUKTIKOY APeTdV &V
TOlG TOMTLKOLG 1) &V TOlG ToAELKOLG 1) £vEpyera, al Ot mepl Tadta mpdEelg
dokolow oyolol elval, oi pkv mohepkol kol tovrehde. (NE X,7,1177b4-8)

Similarly, as in the Euxdemian Ethics, the practical virtues exhibited in polit-
ical and military affairs act so as to maintain or achieve oyol which in

8 Here I use the translation of Inwood and Woolf, since it is closer to Broadie’s
understanding of the text. The Greek here is unclear and any interpretation borders on
speculation; for the discussion of the textual issues cf. DirmEIER 1984%, 504; Tuozzo
1995, 142 and Broabie 2010, 24.

8 Broabik 2010, 24.
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turn is necessary for Oewpia. Therefore, the idea that the practical vir-
tues - which might be good in themselves as well - are also subservient
to some higher goal, namely intellectual or theoretical activity, is to be
found in both Ethics.®

To conclude, I consider the Nicomachean Ethics to be rather complex
and not as unequivocally intellectualistic as, for example, Monan and
many others have claimed. On the other hand, I understand the climax
of the Eudemian Ethics to be more intellectualistic and contemplative.
I have argued that the intellectualism or the primacy of Oswpia is pres-
ent in both writings in a structurally similar fashion. However, Monan
is right in noticing that this intellectualistic aspect is far more developed
in the Nicomachean Ethics compared to the discussion in the closing lines
of the Eudemian Ethics.

One of the major differences between the two texts lies in how
the goodness of our actions is measured. Whereas the Eudemian Ethics
(together with the Protrepticus)®” works with the concept of 8pog, which
is the standard of goodness of our actions and choices, the Nicomachean
Ethics does not deem practical matters capable of such precision nor
does it recognize a general standard of good acting and choosing. Why
is the concept of 8pog missing from the Nicomachean Ethics (apart from
the occurrences in the common books)? I have argued that the concept
of 8pog is rendered obsolete if not quite out of place in the Nicomachean
Ethics. 1 have presented four reasons which suggest that Aristotle actual-
ly abandoned the notion of a general &pog for ethical matters in favour
of the concept of aiming at or hitting the right mean by way of our vir-
tuous character.

8 STEWART 1892, 9 even claims that there is “no difference” between NE X,6-7 and
EE VIIL3 with regard to the ultimate standard.

8 The similar use of q@pdvnoig in the Eudemian Ethics (I-11) and the Protrepticus (VII,
XII) is a further reason to examine these two works in relation.
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Summary

THE CONCEPT OF “OPOX BETWEEN ARISTOTLE’S
TWO ETHICS

The article shows a difference in Aristotle’s ethical theory between the
Protrepticus and Eudemian Ethics on the one hand and the Nicomachean
Ethics on the other. The difference is explicated by means of the interpre-
tation of the concept of 8pog (standard) in these writings. The Protrepticus
and Eudemian Ethics present ethical theory as an expertise which - together
with other sciences - has a standard for decisions and actions taken from
nature and the divine. The ethical theory presented in the Nicomachean
Ethics does not entail such a strong concept of 8pog and it treats ethics
in contrast to other, more exact, sciences. Finally, the article presents
a tentative suggestion as to why it seems that the Nicomachean Ethics V1,1
raises hopes that it will provide a detailed account of §pog when in fact
there is no discussion of it.

Keywords: Aristotle; morality; horos; Nicomachean Ethics; Eudemian Ethics,
Protrepticus
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