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1. Aristotle’s Eudemian Ethics can also be argued to raise the most central human question, namely “what
is happiness?”

2. Though prematurely, it is worth pointing out that the fusion of the Good with happiness is not without
problems. When theGood andhappiness are conflated the thing that gets lost—a fundamental characteristic
of the good—is one’s indifference to personal gain. Once merged with happiness, the human good becomes
self-serving: the important distinction between “the right thing to do” and “the advantageous” disappears.
Frommany perspectives, one of thembeingKant’s, the preservation of this distinction is crucial formorality.

3. I go into greater detail about why I find courage to be an appropriate test for morality’s conduciveness
to happiness later in this chapter.



4. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, translated by Robert C. Bartlett and Susan D. Collins, 2011, 1094b11;
hereafterNE.Unless otherwise noted, all references will be to this translation.



5. I say probable rather than definite, because Aristotle prefaces his statement about the hierarchy of ends
with the conjunction “if.” In effect, he does not assert that lesser ends are necessarily subordinate to greater
ones. He only leaves the possibility open, for human life seems to be ordered that way.

6. “We may define a good thing as that which ought to be chosen for its own sake; or as that for the sake
of which we choose something else; or as that which is sought after by all things, or by all things that have
sensation or reason, or which will be sought after by any things that acquire reason...” (Aristotle, Rhetoric, 20;
hereafter R).

7. It is important to note that since Aristotle raises the question of the highest human good, he implic-
itly but definitively refuses to rely on any authoritative answers provided by either piety or convention. For
him, this most important human question has not been settled and remains open. The implication of Aris-
totle’s position is that he rejects both nomos and revelation as truths. With regard to the former, while man
possesses conventional beliefs about how he should live, there is nothing affirming the correctness of those
beliefs other than his awe for the ancestors. The Philosopher refuses to accept the prejudices and supersti-
tions of the ancestors as a legitimate authority. Ancestral custom proves to be intimately tied to piety, for the
claim of custom to be correct is virtually always justified by revelation. This justification is tied to the belief
that the past is superior to the present, since the ancestors were closer to the gods than men today: custom,
therefore, derives its authority from an alleged divine source. It becomes clear, then, that Aristotle’s rejec-
tion of convention as the ultimate authority on the question of the human good, or his religious skepticism,



is what enables him to engage in political philosophy and seek the answer anew (Bartlett and Collins 2011,
237).

8. Thepurpose of knowing the good is to live a good life: “with a view toour life, then, is not theknowledge
of this good of great weight, and would we not, like archers possessing a target, better hit on what is needed”
(NE 1094a22-24)? For further evidence of Aristotle’s insistence on the practical purpose of knowing the
human good, seeNE 1103b26.

9. This is Grant’s own translation; Bartlett’s and Collins’ does not include the word “production.” See also
NE 1094a25.

10. Aristotle, The Politics, translated by Carnes Lord, 1984, 1253a1; hereafter Pol. Unless otherwise noted,
all references will be to this translation.



11. It seems necessary that since Aristotle identifies politics as the most comprehensive and architectonic
art, he implicitly sees ethics as a subfield of politics. Since man is first and foremost a political animal, an
investigation of the human good in accordance with man’s nature would ultimately have to culminate in a
study of political life. Ethics, in turn, is what Browne (1889, vii) calls “the ground-work of the rest,” meaning
that the investigation of the parts has to precede the investigation of the whole. The development of man’s
moral nature must therefore come prior, and serve as an introduction, to an investigation of the principles of
human society. The Nicomachean Ethics is, in this way, a prelude to the Politics. Since ethics is a subsection
of the “great practical subject [of politics]” (Browne 1889, vii), the Philosopher does not wish to examine it
abstractly. Instead, he investigates the good to the extent that it relates to man in his daily life, to the extent
that it relates to practice. Ultimately, Aristotle seeks to study the good “which falls within the province of
human nature, and is therefore attainable by man” (Browne 1889, vii). William Jelf agrees with this interpre-
tation and argues that for Aristotle, ethics is “a branch of the great science of politics” (1856, 4). The good
of man, which is the subject of ethics, belongs to the art of politics. I further argue that because politics is
a both the realm for human perfection and an ultimately practical subject, and because ethics is a subsec-
tion of this most architectonic art, Aristotle’s examination of morality has a practical purpose and hence, a
practical approach. Therefore, the fact that ethics falls within the art of politics is yet another reason for the
Philosopher’s practical approach to the search for the human good.

12. The pregnant subject of happiness will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter. At this point,
I will only mention happiness in reference to that which I am presently discussing: first the good and then,
morality. I will subsequently return to the concept of happiness and attempt to tease out its peculiar role in
Aristotelian morality.



13. See also Aristotle, Eudemian Ethics, translated by Anthony Kenny, 2011, 1216a26; hereafter EE.Unless
otherwise noted, all references will be to this translation.

14. It seems to be Pythagoras who first formulates the “three lives” that Aristotle makes use of in theNico-
machean Ethics: the Theoretic, the Practical, and the Apolaustic. He speaks of three kinds of men whose
characters correspond to the three sorts of people attending the Olympic games. The lowest of the three
‘classes’ are those engaged in buying and selling: to them, theOlympic games is as a primarily economic ven-
ture. Then, there is the class ofmenwho participate in the athletic contests; they are active and committed to
practical success. Lastly, and at the top of this hierarchy of men, are the spectators of the games: they simply
observe and contemplate (theorein). This genuinely Pythagorean idea of the three lives is, most likely, what
inspired Aristotle’s own formulation of the concept.

15. It is to the majority of ordinary people that Aristotle attributes the opinion that pleasure produces hap-
piness, but not the life of pleasure itself. As such, pleasure is more of a cherished desire for the many than a
reality of life. Thismakes sense, since wealth is a notable prerequisite for the pleasure-centered life: exquisite
food and drink, as well as charming women, require money.



16. The Epicureans are a good example of this, since they considered pleasure to be the highest good but
also cultivated the virtues. It is them, then, that Aquinas characterizes as upright.

17. Likewise, in the Eudemian EthicsAristotle says that the life of pleasure is one suitable only for complete
slaves, for it is no different than the life of the beast (EE 1215b30). Both, the slave and the beast are subhuman
characters in Aristotle’s thought, the former for not perfecting his reason and thus failing to be fully human,
and the latter for being inferior to man on account of its lack of reason.

18. As is characteristic of Aquinas, he here engages in detailed classification of all of the different parts of
the Philosopher’s argument.



19. Aristotle’s analysis of the political life represents a fundamental transformation of contemporaryGreek
convention. He replaces the emphasis on honor in moral-political life with an emphasis on nobility, which
according to the way in which he characterizes it, is essentially different from honor despite the fact that it
is observable in the same actions; those actions which are noble are also honorable. Aristotle’s conception of
the noble will be discussed in Chapter 3. For now, it suffices to say that in reconstructing political life around
the axis of virtue rather than honor, Aristotle draws a fundamental distinction between the noble, which is
the end of virtue, and the honorable.



20. The precise way in which Aristotle distinguishes honor from nobility will be discussed in Chapter 3.
21. Aristotle, Magna Moralia, translated by G. Cyril Armstrong, 1969, 1184b15-16; hereafter MM. Unless

otherwise noted, all references will be to this translation. See alsoNE 1098b33-1099a6.
22. The concepts of habit andhabituation help to stabilizeAristotelianmorality as a coherent doctrine. The

primacy of the noble, which is the cornerstone of his moral teaching, is largely secured by the identification
of virtue with virtuous action; the noble, not unlike honor, is tied to the performance of noble acts. Habit, in
turn, is the means by which virtuous action is cultivated: despite having a natural basis, virtue is not strictly
natural for Aristotle and it is also not produced by knowledge. One becomes virtuous through habituation
and the habit of performing virtuous acts is what enables one to continue being virtuous.





23. Alexander Grant (1874, 1:431) points out that the distinction Aristotle draws between absolute and
relative knowledge is not one of things knowable but one of things known. The difference is significant, for
the Philosopher should not be understood as arguing that abstract truths are inaccessible to men and thus,
we have no choice but to experience life as ultimately relative. Moral relativism is not the doctrine Aristotle
puts forth. He only contends that the absolute things are not known bymen in general, perhaps because they
are difficult to discover. It is because we, the gentlemanly readers of the Ethics, lack the knowledge of things
“known simply,” that the Philosopher is compelled to promulgate his moral teaching from the standpoint
of “things known to us.” Also, there is an important way in which the dignity of morality is compromised
by appealing to first principles as a justification of moral truths. This problem will be addressed later in the
chapter.



24. Likewise, the virtue of a horse consists in the excellent performance of the things that define the nature
of the horse: “running, carrying its rider, and standing its ground before enemies” (NE 1106a20).

25. This definition of virtue also appears in the Eudemian Ethics,where Aristotle says that virtue is the best
“condition or state or power of whatever has a use or has work to do” (EE 1219a1). Likewise, the vice of any
given thing is the characteristic in reference to which the thing is in a bad state. The terms “characteristic,”
“capacity,” and “passion” are important in the definition of virtue, as Aristotle endows them with specific
meanings. These meanings will be addressed later in the chapter.



26. For instance, because Aristotle does not deduce morality from higher principles, his presentation of
the moral virtues fails to successfully refute someone sharing Thrasymachus’ position, as laid out in Plato’s
Republic. The man unconvinced that the just and the advantageous go hand in hand and moreover, the man
convinced that they are at odds, cannot be refuted by Aristotle’s inductive approach to morality. The induc-
tive approach is founded on an appeal to man’s strong moral convictions.



27. This is not the place for a comprehensive discussion of the essence of Aristotelian happiness. Since
happiness as a possible outcome of courage is the central theme of this dissertation, I have reserved a full
treatment of it for the last chapter. As Aristotle himself says, a thorough examination of virtue is required so
that “we might better contemplate happiness as well” (NE 1102a6).



28. In his commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, Thomas Aquinas (1993, 35) makes an argument
about the necessity of an ultimate end due to the unity of human nature. Because despite their differences
in character and function all men belong to the collectivity of mankind, there must be one chief end for
man as man. Similarly, Aquinas notes, there is a single end for a physician because of the unity of the art of
medicine—health.

29. Aristotle proves that man must have an ergon in two different ways. First, he puts forth a moral argu-
ment: there must be a distinctively human ergon, since far less dignified things, like a shoemaker, have an
ergon. Therefore, a being as venerable as man must surely have an ergon; idleness cannot be it, since man
cannot be defined by a ‘non-ergon.’ Second, Aristotle presents a mechanical argument about the necessity of
a uniquely human ergon: if each part of the human body has a function to fulfill, there must be a function of
the whole (NE 1097b25-33).

30. When Aristotle identifies the specific work that is proper to man in contrast with other animals, he
quickly dismisses both the life “characterized by nutrition” and the life “characterized by sense perception,”
for those exist in the animal kingdom (NE 1098a1-2).



31. W. F. R. Hardie (1968, 25) points out Aristotle’s insistence on “rationality in a general sense, not the-
oretical insight” as man’s unique ergon. Theoretical insight, he argues, is only one specialized way of being
rational and thus, does not exhaust that which is uniquely human. Given Aristotle’s emphasis on the life of
moral action throughout theEthics, what is significant aboutman’s faculty of reason is not that he is “a natural
metaphysician” but that he is thus capable of “planning his own life” (Hardie 1968, 26).

32. To do one’s work well means to do it “in accord with the virtue proper to it” (NE 1097a15), which is to
say virtuously.





33. The philosophical discrepancy between Plato and Aristotle is particularly apparent in the context of
courage, as the possession of knowledge that ought to secure all of the virtues does not seem sufficient for
courage.





34. TheMagnaMoralia confirms this tripartite division by referring to the three “phenomena” of the soul:
“feelings or affections, powers or faculties, and states or dispositions” (MM 1186a10-12).



35. See alsoMM 1186a15.
36. This is an observation made by Sir Alexander Grant (1874, 1:494).
37. What Aristotle calls “in a certain way” (NE 1106a1).



38. It is interesting that in his discussion of capacities Aristotle treats them from the standpoint of the
passions: as they differ from them and thus, always in reference to them. They are said to be able to receive
the passions: for instance, the irascible capacity exists as one is capable of becoming angry.

39. Hexis has proven to be an extremely difficult Greek term to translate into English. The word “charac-
teristic” does not capture its precise meaning. According to Joe Sachs, who translates it as “active condition,”
it is “any way in which one deliberately holds oneself in relation to feelings and desires, once it becomes a
constant part of oneself. For example, fear is a feeling, and lack of confidence is a predisposition to feel fear;
both are passive conditions. Cowardice or courage are active conditions onemy develop toward them. One’s
character is made up of active conditions. Hence this is one of the most important words in the NE, and the
foundation of Aristotle’s understanding of human responsibility. It is sometimes mistranslated as ‘habit’ be-
cause in the 13th centuryAquinas read a Latin translation that used habitus for hexis andmos for habit (ethos).
The confusion that has resulted persists even when hexis is translated as ‘disposition’ or ‘state,’ words that are
too general since they can mean something passively present as well as something actively achieved. A habit
is a necessary precondition for the formation of an active condition (1114b21-23, 1104b8-13, 1179b24-26),
but there is all the difference in the world between the two” (Sachs 2002, 201).



40. It has been noted by a number of translators and commentators that the Greek term hexis is a difficult
one to translate into English. While both habit and characteristic are acceptable translations, Jelf (1856, 38)
notes that thewordhexis strongly implies “the notion of a state, consisting in certain principles, or operations,
or actions.” The emphasis of the term is, therefore, primarily on “the operation of certain powers,” which
suggests an active or dynamic property.

41. As Bartlett and Collins (2011, 32) note the expression “in a measured way” is synonymous with the
phrase “in a manner characteristic of the middle (mesos).”

42. This means that both virtues and vices are characteristics of the human soul.
43. Experiencing the right amount of anger is always virtuous and always a good thing, which however

does not imply that the right amount of anger is the same in every given situation. Instead, the right amount
is always relative to the particulars of a situation and thus varies across contexts; what remains static is the
correctness of the amount of anger, not the precise quantity of anger. The correctness of the amount lies
somewhere between the point of excess and the point of deficiency, although it cannot be assumed to be an
exactmathematicalmiddle term. Theproblemof the “middle term”will be addressed later in this chapter and
for now, it is sufficient to establish the fact that moral virtue is neither a passion nor a capacity, but instead a
characteristic of the soul.



44. The term “moved” points to the absence of choice: since the passions move a person, he is moved by
another and not by himself. One is taken over by the passions and relocated to a different emotional state.
For instance, the passion of anger moves one from a state of tranquility, joy, or indifference into a state of
anger. The moving is the product of the passion and not the person. With the virtues and vices however, it
is man himself who does the moving and that always entails choice: when moved by the passion of fear, one,
in return, chooses whether to move oneself in the direction of cowardice, courage, or rashness. This choice
is man’s own.

45. The mandatory presence of choice in virtue does not imply that virtue is solely the product of choice:
nature, and habituation play a role as well. Aristotle maintains that one cannot be virtuous in the absence of
choice, not that choice is all that is required for virtue.

46. The unnaturalness of virtue should not be taken to mean that morality is contrary to nature. Aristotle’s
formulationonly states that virtue is not a natural inevitability present in all humanbeings. The seeds of virtue
are thus present by nature—the passions and reason—but the final product is not: the virtues are “present in
us who are of such nature as to receive them, and who are completed through habit” (NE 1103a25).

47. According to Jelf (1856, 45) Aristotle implies that there is a strictly natural element common to all of
the virtues. He calls it “a moral sense”—an inherent human intuition about good and bad, base and noble—
and argues that despite not openly saying so, Aristotle “seems to recognize it as a faculty of our nature.” The
evidence towhich Jelf points in justifying his conclusion can be found in the second last paragraph of Book II,
Chapter 9. There, Aristotle says that the extent to which man’s engagement in vicious behavior is blamewor-



thy is “subject to perception” or “residing in the perception of particulars” (NE 1109b22-24). In light of this
statement, Jelf attributes to Aristotle a recognition of an innate moral sense in men, by which they are able
to recognize “right and wrong in particulars” (1856, 45). While Jelf ’s argument is not implausible, there is an
alternative interpretation of the passage at hand: this moral sense to which the Philosopher indeed seems to
allude could be the product of experience and instruction, or in other words, man could be habituated into
having a moral sense about particular rights and wrongs.

48. There are two descriptions of how habit functions, but neither of them amounts to a “definition” of the
term (NE 1103a19-26, 1179b23-26).

49. Aristotle notes that habit is a concept applicable only to animate agents.



50. The unnaturalness ofmoral virtue does not unequivocally lead to the conclusion that virtue is the prod-
uct of habituation. It only leads to the conclusion that it is the product of education. Education, however,
can take the form of teaching instead of habituation. So, why does Aristotle maintain that virtue results from
habit rather than knowledge? In an important way, the character of Aristotelian morality implies it. In or-
der for something to be taught, it must be deduced; it needs to be thoroughly analyzed and justified. This
educational method—the transmission of knowledge—threatens to compromise the fabric of morality. It
renders moral virtue not simply good in itself, but either a necessary consequence of some higher principle
or an advantageous path in life. This, in turn, strips morality of its nobility by reducing it to the status of a
means or a necessity. If produced by knowledge, therefore, moral virtue becomes subordinate to non-moral
ends. Moreover, in the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle argues that pure knowledge is appropriate for the theo-
retical sciences: knowledge of architecture makes one an architect. The productive sciences, to which moral
virtue belongs, however, are different: knowledge is insufficient (EE 1216b5). Unpracticed moral virtue is
not moral virtue.



51. When characterizing moral virtue as a mean pertaining to both passions and actions, Aristotle defini-
tively establishes the centrality of action in morality. It is crucial that the virtuous man not only experiences
the passions in accordance with the mean, but also acts virtuously. Virtuous action thus emerges as central.
This view is confirmed in the Eudemian Ethics (1222a6), where Aristotle refers to moral virtue as a kind of
state (characteristic) that makes people doers of the best actions, and best disposed to what is best.

52. While not counterintuitive, Aristotle’s proof that the mean is the common form of all the moral virtues
seems intellectually unpersuasive. ThePhilosopher simply takes the common judgment of the arts as true and
abruptly transfers it to morality: because artisans follow the middle course in their work, gentlemen must
do the same in the acquisition and practice of moral virtue. The trichotomy of Aristotelian morality—virtue
in the middle and a vice on each side—thus has a dubious foundation, for the Philosopher not only accepts
common opinion as true, but also assumes that art and morality follow the same principle.



53. I have reserved the discussion of prudence inmoral virtue for Chapter 5, where I will show that the role
of practical wisdom is to discern the appropriate mean in every situation.

54. InBooks II-IXAristotle confines himself exclusively to the ‘moral’ perspective ofmorality: moral virtue
as a good and an end in itself independent of any consequences it may produce.





1. The phrase “according to nature” is quintessentially Aristotelian. As used in the Politics, it refers to the
perfection of a thing: “what each thing is—for example, a human being, a horse, or a household—when its
coming into being is complete is, we assert, the nature of that thing” (Pol. 1252b32-33). In the same vein, I
call the education needed to elevate natural courage to the moral virtue of courage an education “according



to nature,” for it takes a natural ingredient and perfects or completes it; it facilitates nature’s actualization of
itself.

2. “[L]ike brute animals who turn on those who have wounded them” (NE 1116b25).
3. The thumotic man, like the brute animal, “rushes impulsively into danger, being driven by pain and

spiritedness, without seeing in advance any of the terrible things involved” (NE 1116b35). The act itself is that
of resistance to an interference with oneself, where the power of the desire to repay harm leads to a disregard
for the potential danger to oneself. Aside frombeing aroused by danger or harm, thumos can also be triggered
by what Thomas Aquinas refers to as “an arduous good” (Aquinas 1948, “Treatise on the Passions,” Q 25).
An arduous good is a good sought by the irascible, rather than the concupiscible passions: the object of the
irascible faculty is always something difficult or arduous. For instance, the thumos of a predatory animal can
be aroused by the sight of a desirable prey animal: the prancing gazelle is an arduous good that stirs a lion’s
thumos as he bolts to catch it. Thus, the animal’s impulse of fighting for his life and his impulse to chase after



an arduous good are one and the same; they are expressions of thumos. Both are instances of aggressionwhere
the impulse to lunge dictates the act and neither reason nor, in an animal’s case, any regard for consequences,
guides the given action.

4. NE “Glossary,” 315. Later in this chapter, I discuss the relationship between thumos and anger.
5. Aristotle’s remark that “the courageous are spirited” (NE 1116b27) indicates the impossibility of

courage without thumos.



6. “Courageous men, then, act on account of the noble” (NE 1116b31).
7. While Aristotle attributes all four quotations to Homer, only the first three are, in fact, Homeric. The

fourth comes from Theocritus’ Idylls; it is found in its twentieth poem titled “The Young Countryman.”



8. The reason that the quotation used here differs from that in the Nicomachean Ethics is a discrepancy
between the two translations.

9. Odysseus’ anger is also directed towards Penelope’s insolent suitors, but since they represent an enemy
already defeated, I am reluctant to identify them as the object of his thumos. For this reason I describe as
“fate” that which angers him.



10. As John Stewart (1973, 1:296) points out, in this passage of the Nicomachean Ethics, not unlike in the
parallel passage of the Eudemian Ethics (EE 1229), Aristotle portrays thumos “chiefly in light of its special
manifestation—anger.” This claim of Stewart’s is consistent with my argument that the four “Homeric” quo-
tations do indeed seek to highlight thumos’ relationship to anger: the first two by romanticizing spiritedness
as thework of the divine, and the last twobydemystifying the thumotic impulse and showing it to be the prod-
uct of human anger. Thus, I am not alone in interpreting the Philosopher’s goal in selecting these particular
quotations as seeking to stress the intimate link between spiritedness and anger. It is perhaps not incidental
that both Sir Alexander Grant (1874, 2:42) and R. W. Browne (1889, 76) translate thumos as “anger,” while
nonetheless acknowledging that thumotic acts extend beyond the scope of anger-inspired ones.

11. Achilles quickly gets angry at Agamemnon in response to his feeling of being publicly shamed, as the
latter seizes Briseis. His rage causes him to nearly attempt to kill Agamemnon (Homer 1924, 9.407). It is
possible that Achilles gets very angry very quickly because his soul is endowedwith a great amount of thumos.



12. There are times at which men appear to get angry at inanimate objects—in Herodotus’ account of the
Scythians who angrily shoot arrows at the gods in order to punish them and in Herodotus’ account of Cyrus
the Great who angrily punishes a river by repeatedly striking it with his sword—but that can be explained by
the fact that these inanimate objects of anger are always anthropomorphized. Once such objects are demys-
tified and thus seen as devoid of responsibility, there cannot be anger toward them.





13. Since Aristotle identifies the noble as the end of courage and since he simultaneously holds that “each
thing is defined by its end” (NE 1115b23), he must necessarily mean that nobility is the end of every coura-
geous act. In other words, real courage is fundamentally dependent on the right motive. Sir Alexander Grant
shows his support for this conclusion with the following argument: “moral beauty is what characterizes brav-
ery, therefore it is the end of bravery (because final and formal causes coincide), therefore it should be the
end of each brave act” (Grant 1874, 2:36).

14. Although for Aristotle a thumotic act is not strictly “chosen,” he refuses to call it “involuntary action”
(NE 1111a24). Despite being impulsive, a thumotic act is voluntary, because it comes from the agent rather
than from without. Yet, it is not chosen, since it is not the product of deliberation, or the product of reason
in general. In effect, if choice is understood as something born out of deliberation and involuntary action as
something purely accidental, then a thumotic act would fall in between. It is intentional, because man wills
it, but it is not chosen, since impulse rather than reason selects it.



15. John Stewart (1873, 1:298) correctly points out that in the absence of cultivation, thumos “manifests
itself chiefly as anger—a pain hungering for the pleasure of personal revenge.” Without proper cultivation,
spiritedness remains themere brutish impulse to face dangerwhosemost conspicuousmanifestation is anger:
it lacks both the noble as a proper end and reason as a loyal ally.

16. In the spirit of the argument I make here, Jelf describes thumos in the following way: “the animal in-
stinct, which, when regulated and elevated into a rational instinct, and directed towards the kalon, may be-
come andreia” (1856, 69).



17. The centrality of action in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics provides further justification for my choice
to discuss fear and confidence in the context of education, rather than nature. When he speaks of the cul-
tivation of courage, he insists that one becomes courageous by continuously performing courageous deeds
(NE 1103b16). Courage is therefore largely the product of habit. In particular, habit is indispensable to the
proper state of the passions: one ceases to fear excessively by the practice of facing one’s fears; one ceases to
fear deficiently by experiencing the gravity of fears previously underestimated; likewise with confidence, it is
brought in accordance with the mean by practice and thus habit. Overall, Aristotle’s emphasis on habituat-



ing the passions to correspond with themiddle term leadsme to examine them as objects of education rather
than nature.

18. In Chapter 6 of Book III of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle points to the fact that people have “cor-
rectly” described fear as “the anticipation of bad things” (NE 1115a10). This is a reference to Socrates’ depic-
tion of fear in the Laches (Plato 1995, 198b8) and Protagoras (Plato 2004, 358d6-7).

19. Aristotle’s depiction of the relationship between fear and pain is interesting and somewhat surprising.
In the Eudemian Ethics (EE 1229a38), he argues that human pain, both physical and psychological, cannot
be said to cause fear. Painful things do indeed trigger an emotional response of pain, but Aristotle refuses to
call that response “fear.” “Fear of pain” is thus a phenomenon that the Philosopher would not see as correctly
identified. He goes as far as agreeing that some pains “appear” (EE 1229b20) frightening to men, but no



further. For him the fear aroused by pain is only a semblance of fear. The one exception Aristotle admits of
is life-threatening pain: only the real or perceived approach of pain threatening to take one’s life gives rise
to fear rightly understood. Fear cannot be stimulated by pain, with this one exception. From this postulate,
a reciprocal question emerges: can pain be stimulated by fear? The relation between fear and pain will be
discussed in Chapter 4.

20. This logic applies only to cases of poverty and sickness that are not actively precipitated by one’s own
actions; they have to be purely fortuitous.

21. Thomas Aquinas makes the interesting argument—an argument different from mine—that the crite-
rion according to which Aristotle seems to distinguish between some legitimate and illegitimate fears is hon-
orability or respectability rather than accountability: “It is good to fear these things [the objects of legitimate
fear] inasmuch as fear is not only necessary for the preservation of respectability, but even fear itself is some-



thing honorable. There is a kind of disgrace attached to the person who does not fear evils of this sort. This is
obvious from the fact that one who fears a bad reputation is praised as decent, i.e., morally good andmodest.
But onewho does not fear evil of this kind is blamed as shameless (Aquinas 1993, 176).” Yet, Aquinas simulta-
neously agrees with my position on the illegitimacy of the fears of poverty and sickness: they are unfounded
because their avoidance is out of one’s power.

22. Theword “fearless” (atromos) used byAristotle does not, I believe,mean to imply “without any fear,” but
rather “fearing properly, in accordance with the mean.” On the basis of what Aristotle says about the mean
and its position between the extremes of excess and deficiency, fearlessness understood as ‘the total absence’
of fear would make it an extreme. So, when he says that the courageous man is fearless, Aristotle would have
to mean that he is not virtuous. This is highly implausible. Therefore, I believe that the term “fearlessness” is
intended tomean “the mean with respect to fear;” that would put it in line with courage. Of course, there are
important differences between fearlessness and courage, but those differences have to do with things other
than the disposition towards fear. There is an additional piece of evidence in support of my interpretation
about the meaning of fearlessness: Aristotle labels the total absence of fear in the man “who exceeds in fear-
lessness” “madness” and “insensitivity to pain” (NE 1115b27), never fearlessness. Since Aristotle admits of
the existence of excessive fearlessness, then he cannot conceive of fearlessness as the ‘absence of fear,’ since
an absence does not admit of excesses. Lastly, in Chapter 7 of Book III, Aristotle uses the phrase “he who
exceeds in fearlessness” (NE 1115b24), which implies that fearlessness itself is a mean, since there can be no
excess of the total absence of fear.

23. The word Aristotle uses here is aischros, which is the traditional antonym of kalos (noble or beautiful).
In the moral sense, aischros means “shameful” and “base.” Throughout the Nicomachean Ethics, Collins and
Bartlett translate aischros as “shameful.” I however, find that “base” is amore fitting term in this context, since
it more clearly depicts its opposition to the noble. Additionally, Aristotle uses another word that Collins
and Bartlett also translate as “shameful”—aidos. These two words—both translated as “shameful”—bear
important differences, the precise nature of which I will explicate elsewhere. For now, it suffices to indicate
that I will stray fromCollins and Bartlett’s translation of aischros as “shameful” and will call it “base” instead.



24. Courage’s relationship to the noble and to reason will be addressed in Chapters 3 and 5, respectively.
25. Sir AlexanderGrant characterizes the restricted context of courage established byAristotle as “a protest

against the doctrine represented in the Laches...where courage is extended to all those objects which are here
expressly excluded from it—dangers by sea, illness, political conflicts, even the encountering of temptation.
Aristotle treats all such applications of the word andreios as merely metaphorical, to these he opposes the
proper use of the word as belonging peculiarly to war” (1874, 2:33).

26. A modern day example of such a man would be the drone “pilot.”



27. A noteworthy complication, or ambiguity, emerges from Aristotle’s association of courage solely with
the fear of death in battle. It appears that aman can simultaneously be courageous and fearful towards things
outside the context of war. For instance, Aristotle maintains that a courageous man can nonetheless fear
“malicious envy” and “wanton violence against his children and wife” (NE 1115a23). This means that aside
from fearing things one ought to fear (disrepute), one can have illegitimate fears and still be courageous, so
long as he is fearless before the prospect of death in battle. This seems highly counterintuitive: if death is the
most frightening thing and the courageous man is fearless before it, how can he fear less frightening things,
especially since Aristotle distinguishes fears by “degree” (NE 1115a25)? Based on what Aristotle says about
courage and fearlessness—the courageous are fearless and “no one more steadfastly endures terrible things”
(NE 1115a26) than them—one would expect for courage to encompass and supersede fearlessness. In fact,
Aristotle explicitly says that the courageous are “fearless when it comes to…any situation that brings death
suddenly to hand” (NE 1115a34-b1), for instance a sickness and a shipwreck. They are said to be fearless in the
face of these less than noble deaths because they are “as undaunted as a human being can be” (NE 1115b12).
Yet, in the examples noted above—malicious envy and wanton violence against one’s children and wife—the
fearless and the courageous donot seem to intercept. How is it possible for the fearlessman to be less fearful of
certain frightening things than the courageous? In pushing this discrepancy to its extreme, one is faced with
the following conclusion: one can be courageous when one is fearless in the face of death on the battlefield,
even when one is fearful of all else in life. In the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle seems to confirm that this is
indeed the case, as he says that “people who are very soft about some things are nonetheless courageous, and
some who are hard and tough are cowards” (EE 1229b3-12). In the context in which they are used, the words
“soft” and “hard” refer to one’s ability to endure non-life-threatening evils, such as envy. The fear or softness
towards some things does not, therefore, seem to compromise one’s courage. All in all, despite its internal
complexity, the relationship between courage and fearlessness permits us of one unambiguous observation:
the fearlessness of courage only pertains to death in battle.



28. I take the phrase “in the way he ought” to refer to the mean because of its context: the four paragraphs
immediately following the one to which it belongs are all devoted to the vices corresponding to fear. As such,
their subject is the moral infirmities resulting from fearing what one ought not and in the way one ought not.
The coward, for instance may fear both the wrong things and in the wrong way (NE 1115b34). Regarding
the latter, he deviates from themean in fearing excessively, or in not fearing in the way one ought. “Theway”
therefore seems to refer to the mean.



29. As noted earlier, a full account of the noble will be given in Chapter 3.
30. Aristotle says that the ignorant are not courageous, for they are simply deceived about the bad and

dangerous (NE 1117a22-25). Bravery through deception does not seem far frombravery from self-deception,
which means that Aristotle is likely to refuse to see the effacement of fear of death as noble or courageous.
The effacement of fear would have to rest on self-deception, since the fear of death is a legitimate one.

31. The courageous man’s love of the noble may not be the only thing responsible for his ability to endure
fear. His thumos may also play a role, since it is said of thumos that it renders a man steadfast and willing in
the face of danger.



32. In Chapter 7 of Book III,Aristotle provides circumstantial evidence of this. He claims that the coward,
on account of his excess of fear, which Aristotle equates with an excessive feeling of pain, always seeks to “flee
suffering” (NE 1116a15). Because of this, he cannot endure the prospect of death in battle, unless death is to
him a flight from something worse. Poverty and erotic love are offered as examples by Aristotle.

33. Vises ordinarily have only one mobile jaw; the other one remains fixed. For the purposes of this illus-
tration however, one should imagine both sides to be movable.

34. The steadfastness has to be immense for the aforementioned reason: it has to withstand immense fear
and not cause a state of paralysis.



35. Although Aristotle does not use the term “vice” when speaking of the extremes of fear and confidence,
he does use it to describe prodigality (NE 1119b18). Since he calls the opposites of liberality “vices,” I feel
confident that the opposites of courage can also be properly labeled as “vices.”

36. These seem to be the only two alternatives that Aristotle sees as possible: combinations of extremes.
The hypothetical combination—deficiency in fear and the mean of confidence—is not considered by the
Philosopher, since it represents the mixture of a virtuous and vicious characteristic. At any rate, whether or
not it is an objectively viable human phenomenon, it is nowhere discussed by Aristotle. The same is true of
his treatment of theman excessive in fear: he can be either deficient in confidence or excessive in confidence,
but not confident in accordance with the middle term. The mean of fear thus seems to only correspond to
the mean of confidence; this is also the case with the mean of confidence.



37. Themadness Aristotle ascribes to persons deficient in fear and excessive in confidence does not need to
be strictly clinical. Without being clinically deranged, one can be seen as mad if he is unable to comprehend
the finality of death and is thuswithout fear in life threatening situations. Also, a hubristicman—excessive in
confidence and deficient in fear—would be mad if he conceives of himself as god-like and thus invulnerable.

38. Their excess of fear is implied by the term “reckless cowards,” for cowardice is identified by Aristotle as
an excess of fear.

39. Aristotle does not, at any point in the text, provide an example of a reckless person who is not cowardly.
As noted in an earlier footnote, Aristotle does not entertain the possibility of an excess-mean or a deficiency-
mean combination.



40. Aristotle’s depiction of the reckless man in the Eudemian Ethics (EE 1228a28) is somewhat strange and
thus worth mentioning. Initially, he seems to identify recklessness as the opposite of fear, which is to say,
as the absence of fear. He further says that the reckless man is “less afraid than is right, and more daring
than is right” (EE 1228a34). The word for daring—tharsaleos—is the same as the word for confident in the
Collins/Bartlett translation of the Nicomachean Ethics. The initial presentation of the reckless in the Eu-
demian Ethics therefore suggests that they are deficient in fear and excessive in confidence, which contradicts
their depiction in theNicomachean Ethics. Three paragraphs later however, Aristotle seems to “correct” him-
self: he speaks of the recklessman as simply overly confident anddrops the deficiency in fear part. Thismakes
his depiction correspond to that in theNicomachean Ethics.



41. My argument for the existence of a causal mechanism between fear and confidence—where the former
impacts the latter—is challenged by the phenomenon of the reckless man, whose excessive fear does not
cause a shortage of confidence, but rather its opposite—excessive confidence. This challenge however, can be
overcome in the following way: unlike the coward, the reckless man does not fear everything and thus, his
confidence surfaces in situations where he is not facing things that are frightening to him. In other words, he
is confident because he is not afraid, whereas the coward is always afraid and thus never confident. When the
recklessmanfindshimself in a situation that genuinely frightens him, his confidence ceases andhe, effectively,
becomes identical to the coward.



42. This is the place for the strongest involvement of reason, as will be shown in Chapter 5: reason is the
means by which the mean is determined.



1. I use the term “other-directed” to connote service of another’s good. I do not use it in the sense of
being directed by another rather than by oneself. In other words, I take the opposite of “other-directed” to
be “self-directed” (in service of oneself ), rather than “inner-directed” (directed by oneself ).



2. This observation is made by Susan Collins(1999, 133).
3. This view is explicitly laid out in the Magna Moralia, where as the end of virtue, the noble is given

precedence over the “materials” (MM 1190a29) of which virtue is composed.
4. The identification of the noble as the end of virtue is most clearly emphasized with respect to courage.

It is here that the term to kalon appears most frequently and resonates most emphatically. With respect to
the other virtues, Aristotle identifies nobility as also the end of moderation (NE 1119b17), liberality (NE
1120a25), magnificence (NE 1122b7), and in a more ambiguous way, greatness of soul (NE 1123b20).

5. This statement is qualified by the virtual absence of the noble from Aristotle’s last six virtues.



6. The independence of morality from philosophy is ensured not only by the noble, but also by Aristotle’s
division of the rational soul into two parts: one occupied by practical and one by theoretical reason. I address
the question of the rational soul in Chapter 5 of the dissertation.







7. Since the proper end of the warrior is victory, he errs when he faces danger on account of something
else, like material goods (Pol. 1258a12).



8. Kelly Rogers (1994, 303-306)makes the sensible argument that victory cannot be amotive for courage,
because victory may require the performance of shameful acts; by definition, courage is noble and thus, not
shameful. This means that courage and war are not entirely compatible: the primacy of nobility may com-
promise the prospects for victory; likewise, the primacy of victory may require the abandonment of nobility,
and thus the abandonment of courage. There are two examples of the latter that Rodgers points to: Achilles’
desecration of Hector’s corpse and America’s nuclear attack on Hiroshima. Both acts can be argued to have
secured victories and yet, neither one is courageous. It is the proper concern of every state to lead successful
military campaigns, for its survival and freedomdepend on it. Therefore, if nobility and thus couragemust be
abandoned inwar, so be it. With respect to the courageous individual, however, the values are reversed: while
it is desirable to be both courageous and victorious, nobility trumps victory. Hence, he would not choose a
shameful victory over a noble defeat. The tension between the noble and victory exposes the tension between
the good of the city and the good of the individual. This iswhy courage, aswell as the other ten virtues, should
not be understood as other-directed: while courageousmen are useful to the city, if victory were to come into
conflict with the dictates of the noble, they would betray the city and choose nobility.





9. It is important to note that Aristotle openly attacks Plato’s attempt to do precisely that—to discover
and establish a fixed meaning of the idea of things such as “the good” and “the noble” (NE 1096a11-29).

10. Although it is not pertinent to the present discussion, it is interesting to point out that JohnM. Cooper
discerns the presence of non-moral dimensions of the noble. For instance, a discussion in the Metaphysics
(Aristotle 2004, 1078a31-b36) reveals an aesthetic dimension to Aristotelian nobility: the noble exudes “or-
der, symmetry, and determinateness” (Cooper 1999, 273). The mean, understood as a condition of harmony
and balance against two extremes also fits here. For a full discussion of the aesthetic dimension of the noble
see Cooper (1999, 273-276).

11. The aesthetic dimension of courage is intimately tied to the mean as the correct standard. Just like
a beautiful work of art has the right amount and correct arrangement of color, symmetry, movement, and
proportionality, courageous action likewise exhibits measured fear and confidence without slipping into ex-
tremes. The balance of the passions is thus beautiful in the same way as the harmony of artistic elements.



12. These are the instances inwhichAristotle speaks of “judging nobly” in Book I of theNicomacheanEthics
alone: 1094b28, 1095b6, 1098a15, 1098a23, 1098b2, 1098b6, 1098b16, 1099a24, 1100b20, 1101a5, 1101b28.







13. Citizen-soldiers are characterized as “most closely resembling” (NE 1116a27; EE 1230a16) courage.
The citizen-soldier endures death in battle “through a sense of shame and longing for what is noble (since it
is for honor) and through avoiding reproach since it is shameful” (NE 1116a28-29). What is at stake, there-
fore, are honor and dishonor: both are other-directed, in the sense that they depend on the opinions of
others. This makes them theatrical kinds-of-virtues. In the absence of spectators, the citizen-soldier would
not endure frightening things, since no honor can be bestowed upon him. This shows that although he may
“long for the noble,” the honorable is his true end. This is why he is closest to courage and yet, not courageous.
That which separates him from real courage is the noble, where the noble needs neither the recognition nor
the affirmation of others.

14. Nobility par excellence belongs to the great-souled man, since he possesses all of the moral virtues (NE
1123b29-30). At the same time, this man “is not disposed even toward honor as though it were a very great
thing” (NE 1124a17). Since honor is not a great thing to the great-souled man and since he always aims at
the noble, there appears to be a clear distinction between nobility and honor as ends.



15. For an insightful discussion of the cleavage between nobility and honor in Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, see Aquinas (1993, 21-22).

16. The honor lover is, according to Aristotle, mistaken, for he ranks honor higher than the fine actions
throughwhich he earns it. Thus, hemeasures the excellence of his actions by their success in receiving honor:
their nobility is, for him, derivative of their effect. To put this in Machiavellian terms, the honor lover is
“effectually” noble in the sense that he deduces the nobility of an action from the honor earned by its per-
formance. This is a radically un-Aristotelian position, for the Philosopher insists that the truly noble acts are
independent of their effects (NE 1097b4).



17. Lee Ward disagrees with this interpretation and insists that in being subject to praise, courageous acts
are ultimately “subject to the political community, which confers praise andblame through the distribution of
public honors” (Ward 2001, 71). I believe that this is implausible given Aristotle’s overt rejection of honor as
the standard for political conduct and also given his rejection of the citizen-soldier as a properly courageous
man.

18. Likewise, in the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle says that longing for the noble differs from longing for
the advantageous in the same way that living according to reason differs from living according to passion
(NE 1169a5-6). This, in light of the Aristotelian distinction betweenman and animals on the basis of reason,
implies that the pursuit of the advantageous is bestial or subhuman.



19. For Aristotle, the self-respect of the virtuous man, aside from being a good thing by making one more
independent of others and thus more self-sufficient, is also necessary for the continuous exercise of virtuous
actions. When a man lacks a sense of self-worth, he refrains from noble pursuits, since he sees nobility as
unreachable. Aristotle testifies to this in his discussion of the small-souled person inNE 1125a19-28.



20. Plato for instance, who does not go as far as Aristotle in seeking to establish a causal link between
morality and happiness, characterizes courage as present in many settings, including sea storms, suffering,
illnesses, and poverty (Plato 1995, 191d-e).

21. Harry Jaffa argues that Aristotle’s choice of the battlefield as the proper setting for courage ismotivated
by an intent to rest his account of courage on an authoritative but “unsophisticated” general opinion: “that
of every schoolboy” (Jaffa 1973, 79). The idea that death in battle is the truest testament of courage “carries
immense conviction,” as both the people and the gentlemen agree that the man who sacrifices himself in war
for the sake of the common good is courageous. Jaffa characterizes this Aristotelian presentation of courage
as belonging to “legal justice” (Jaffa 1973, 80), where legal justice refers to the common good, as established
by laws. Jaffa goes on to argue that the conception of courage discussed in Book III is an imperfect one; more
importantly, he holds that it is not Aristotle’s final one. I will discuss Jaffa’s distinction between the two kinds
of Aristotelian courage in the chapters on pleasure and reason, since pleasure and prudence seem to be the
basis on which Jaffa makes the distinction.

22. Sir Alexander Grant argues that Aristotle’s identification of the battlefield as the only proper sphere for
courage represents his subtle protest against the Socratic doctrine presented in theLaches (Grant 1874, 2:33).

23. For thatmatter, I also do notmean to imply that the courageousman consciously experiences his coura-
geous acts as selfish or conducive to his own good. I only wish to argue that that they are conducive to his
own good.



24. It is possible that for this very reason Aristotle omits wisdom from his list of virtues in the Rhetoric;
wisdom is not a virtue whose benefit to others is at all apparent.

25. Note that in the Rhetoric virtue is said to be a capacity (dunamis) rather than a characteristic (hexis).



26. For an interesting account of the reason behind Aristotle’s choice to restrict virtue in the Rhetoric to
only its other-directed aspects, see Terence Irwin’s essay “Ethics in the Rhetoric and the Ethics,” 142-175.

27. Aristotle makes a qualification when arguing that the city is a properly noble end for courage: the city
must be of a certain kind. The nobility of the polis requires that the community be organized with an eye to
pursuing virtue and human flourishing (Brady 2005, 201; also Pol. 1280b5-14).

28. That would be an expression not of courage, but of natural thumos instinctively seeking to protect its
own.



29. This immediately reminds one of Lincoln’s 1852 eulogy forHenryClay inwhich he says ofClay that “He
loved his country partly because it was his own country, but mostly because it was a free country” (Lincoln
2001, 127).



30. If the welfare of the city were the true embodiment of nobility, then death in battle would not be the
exclusive context of courage. The welfare of the city in wartime can be secured in a variety of other ways that
Aristotle refuses to call courageous: poisoning the enemy, engaging in tactical retreats, or in themodern case,
using sophisticated weaponry that eliminate or at least reduce the need for physical risks. Why, according to
Aristotle, should these actions not be courageous? I argue that it is because they are not activities in which
man exercises his own virtue; they are not activities that contribute to the perfection ofman’s character. They
may be good for the city, but are not noble because Aristotelian nobility is synonymous with the nobility
of one’s soul rather than with the common good. This is also why he identifies civic courage as imperfect
courage: it lacks the noble as its telos despite the fact that it serves the city just as effectively as true courage.

31. Sir Alexander Grant provides literary proof of the willingness of men with worthless lives to face dan-
ger and risk their well-being. He cites a passage from Shakespeare’s Macbeth Act III, Scene I in which two
wretched murderers speak after one another:

Second Murderer:
I am one, my liege,
Whom the vile blows and buffets of the world
Have so incensed that I am reckless what
I do to spite the world.

First Murderer:
And I another
So weary with disasters, tugg’d with fortune,
That I would set my life on any chance,
To mend it, or be rid on’t.



32. The courageous man remains steadfast in the face danger at sea and in sickness, but is “disgusted with
this sort of death” (NE 1115b2). The absence of nobility from such dangers make them unsatisfactory for
the man seeking to develop and affirm the virtue of his own character.

33. Again, I must stress, and will go on to explain, that this is the essence of nobility, not the perception of it
held by the courageous man; in his own right, he experiences his noble deeds as wholly self-forgetting

34. The perfection of man’s moral character is, in turn, themeans by which he becomes happy (NE 1098a5-
18; 1099a23-30).



35. Nobility requires the union of two provisions: a grave risk to one’s life and conferring a benefit to some-
thing lofty. War satisfied both of these requirements. That the city must be of a certain kind was discussed in
the previous section of this chapter.

36. Susan Collins agrees with this interpretation of Aristotelian courage and insists that “in showing his
prowess as a man or dying nobly, if it is necessary to die, such an individual is willing to suffer death only in
an action in which he exercises his own virtue” (Collins 2006, 53).

37. Sarah Broadie agrees with this interpretation of the noble as primarily conducive to the good of the
individual. She reasons that “the agent who does A because it is noble to do it does A as one who, by the
doing of this independently right action, renders himself noble or fine” (Broadie 1991, 93).

38. In the context of discussing friendship, Aristotle identifies noble deeds as beneficial to oneself, in ad-
dition to the obvious benefit they confer on others: “...the good person ought to be a self-lover - he will both
profit himself and benefit others by doing noble things...” (NE 1169a12-13). Stewart correctly points out that
because the nobleman is intensely devoted to his nobility, or as he says, “he cares only forHumanPerfection,”
he takes advantage of any situation that furthers the nobility of his soul, even “at the cost of his bodily life”
(Stewart 1973, 2:381).

39. I should note that Aristotle does not say this with certainty and instead prefaces the statement with
“this is perhaps what happens.”



40. In Chapter 8 of Book IX, Aristotle climaxes the argument that one’s best friend is ultimately oneself. It
would follow that human happiness depends not on the possession of friends, but on one’s ability to secure
the truly good, like nobility, for oneself. For a full account of the development of this argument, see Lorraine
Pangle (1999, 171-202).

41. The self-directedness of nobility, as Hardie (1968, 328) correctly points out, does not make Aristotle’s
viewof humannature a cynical one. Likewise, Smith claims that “there is nothing sordid [and] nothing gross”
(Smith 1889, 46) about Aristotelian self-love. Aristotle’s characterization of the virtuous man as a self-lover
needs to be understood in the context of his reformulation of the term “self-love.” Being a conventionally pe-
jorative term, “self-love” connotes selfishness. The Philosopher addresses this common usage, as he says that
tomost people the self-lover, who is solely concernedwith himself, is diametrically opposed to the nobleman,
who disregards his good for the sake of his friend’s (NE 1168a28-35). Aristotle insists that this dichotomy
rests on a misconception and seeks to correct it: the man who loves the self which desires objects like bodily
pleasures andmoney is not the real self-lover; themanwho secures the noble for himself is the real self-lover;
the self is that which stems from the most authoritative part of man—his reason. “Just as a city and every
other whole composed of parts seem to be their most authoritative part above all, so too does a human be-
ing” (NE 1168b32-33). When a base man loves himself, he loves himself “merely because he is himself ” (MM
1212b22). There is nothing further to justify his self-love, for it is unreflective of the quality of his character.
It is based only on the fact that his self is his own. The good man, however, loves himself because he loves
nobility and his character is a reflection of it. Thus, he only loves himself because his character has ascended
to a state worthy of love.



42. JohnM. Cooper (1999, 266) has an interesting interpretation of the noble as the end of virtuous action.
He argues that Aristotle’s morally virtuous person has three distinct ends when performing virtuous acts:
Cooper refers to themas “values” and he claims that they are the good for oneself, the noble, and the pleasant.
There is some merit to Copper’s analysis, since Aristotle indeed claims that virtue is noble, good for oneself
in the sense that it is conducive to happiness, and also pleasant. At the same time, Cooper’s argument is
more radical than mine, for he implies that the virtuous person is consciously motivated by all three of these
“values.” That is to say, every time he performs a virtuous deed—remaining steadfast in battle, for instance—
he clearly has all three values in mind, where his own good and pleasure are pursued as consciously as the
noble. This, as I will proceed to argue, does not seem to be the way in whichAristotle portrays the psychology
of the virtuousman. While virtuous activity is indeed held to be both pleasant and good for the virtuousman,
the agent himself is not in conscious pursuit of these goals when aiming at the noble.





43. The philosopher stands as the definitive exception to this rule, as I will explain in Chapter 6.



1. Or rather, certain pleasures, since Aristotelian pleasure is anything but a homogeneous concept, as I
will proceed to show in this chapter.



2. At this point, it is worth noting that there is a qualification to this thesis namely, that the pleasure
accompanying the happy life must be of the correct kind. It is the ignorance of this qualification that leads
opponents of pleasure as such to deny that happiness and pleasure are at all congruent. Aristotle addresses
their position in Book VII of theNicomachean Ethics.



3. To the argument that a certain kind of pleasure may, in fact, be the best thing or the ultimate good,
Aristotle replies—“For this reason, all people suppose the happy life to be pleasant, and they weave pleasure
into happiness - reasonably so” (NE 1153b14-15).

4. I will address the heterogeneity of pleasure and its corresponding ranking of the pleasures later in this
chapter.

5. I will address the precise way in which pleasure supervenes happiness—by supervening activities con-
stitutive of happiness—later in this chapter.

6. “Happiness, therefore, is the best, noblest, and most pleasant thing; and these are not separated” (NE
1199a25-26).







7. The Politics provides evidence of Aristotle’s conviction of the superiority of the soul to the body: “So if
the soul is more honorable than both possessions and the body both simply and for us, the best state of each
must necessarily stand in the same relation as these things [among themselves]. Further, it is for the sake of
the soul that these things are naturally choiceworthy and that all sensible persons should choose them, and
not the soul for the sake of them” (Pol. 1323b15-21). In The Parts of Animals we read, “As every instrument
and every bodily member subserves some partial end, that is to say, some special action, so the whole body
must be destined to minister to some plenary sphere of action. Thus the saw is made for sawing, and this
is its function, and not sawing for the saw. Similarly the body too must somehow or other be made for the
soul, and each part of it for some subordinate function, to which it is adapted” (Aristotle 1882, 645b); and
in Generation of Animals, “...also Soul is better than body, and a thing which has Soul in it is better than one
which has not, in virtue of that Soul” (Aristotle 1943, 731b).



8. At the beginning of the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle examines the hedonist claim that the life of pleasure
is constitutive of happiness. After identifying the pleasures to which hedonists refer as those of the body
alone, the Philosopher then addresses the relationship between bodily pleasure and happiness. If happiness
can be said to contain certain pleasures, those are not, Aristotle argues, bodily pleasures (EE 1216a36). While
thehappypersondoes indeed experience bodily pleasures at certain occasions, his happiness is not on account
of those pleasures. While bodily pleasures are necessary to prevent the obstruction of virtuous activity (EE
1153b18), as they are processes that restore us to our natural state, “perhaps” man’s happiness “is on account
of quite different pleasures that he is rightly thought to live a life that is pleasant and notmerely painless” (EE
1216a36-38); these, I believe, are the pleasures belonging to the soul.

9. This discussion, located inEudemian Ethics 1154a8-1154b35, is not pertinent tomy project and so I will
not delve into it.

10. In chapters 12-14 of Book VI of the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle presents a five-fold hierarchical clas-
sification of pleasures. At the very bottom lie the pleasures of the infirm, which Aristotle insists cannot be
deemed pleasures at all. Right above them are what he calls “coincidental pleasures:” those of food, drink,
and sex that have the remedial effect of restoring something deficient to its natural state. Next are the aes-
thetic pleasures of the senses. These are divided into two classes according to the rank of the senses involved:
the pleasures of touch and taste rest beneath those of sight, hearing, and smell. Finally, the pleasures of the
mind, which also belong to the realm of the soul, are situated at the very top.



11. The association of the passions with pain and pleasure is not unique to the Rhetoric and occurs stan-
dardly in Aristotle’s thought, his ethical writings in particular. See NE 1105b23, EE 1220b13-14, and MM
1186a13-14.

12. It is worth noting, since there is some debate in the secondary literature, that Aristotle characterizes
these six passions as instances of pain, not as merely accompanied by pain. On this point, I am in agreement
with Stephen Leighton (1996) who argues that pleasure and pain include the passions, rather thanwalk along-
side them. His essay “Aristotle and the Emotions” also offers a good discussion on the similarity and differ-
ence between the pleasures and pains contained in the passions: is the pain felt in fear unique to fear or is it
interchangeable with the pain of shame; do the passions and pleasures of the passions differ only in number
and intensity or is there a qualitative difference between them?

13. A fewqualificationof fear are thenmadewhich, althoughnot pertinent tomyargument that fear exudes
pain, are nonetheless interesting: the evils to which Aristotle refers must be “destructive or painful,” not
evils like wickedness or stupidity; also, they must be imminent, not in the distant future. Martha Nussbaum
captures these qualifications nicelywhen she says that “the object of a person’s fearmust...be an evil that seems



capable of causing great pain and destructions, one that seems to be impending, and one that the person
seems powerless to prevent” (Nussbaum 1996, 307). Then, with respect to confidence, while the Philosopher
does not mention pleasure in its definition, he does say that confidence essentially involves “the expectation
associated with a mental picture of the nearness of what keeps us safe and the absence or remoteness of what
is terrible” (R 66); I owe this insight to John Cooper’s Reason and Emotion (1999, 245). This discussion, then,
provides clear evidence thatAristotle defines fear in terms of lupe, and there is some, thoughweaker, evidence
that he correspondingly defines confidence, and the emotions that involve pleasure, in terms of hedone. Now,
since fear, not confidence, is the primary passion constitutive of courage, courage looks to be chiefly painful.

14. Jaffa describes the way in which animals fear death as fear of the pain associated with the things that
precipitate death, not as fear of death’s finality or as fear of the termination of the good that is life.





15. The effect of an education in courage is that the pleasure of courage comes to supersede the pain asso-
ciated with it: courage is more pleasant than painful, since the pleasure accompanying nobility is great. In
effect, the courageous man chooses the noble and endures pains, but ultimately secures for himself greater
pleasure than the absence of those pains. The question of why Aristotle chooses to delay the subject of the
pleasure of courage until Book IX is a pregnant one and the subject of much debate. Since it is not intimately
tied to the topic of this dissertation, Iwill abstain from thoroughly addressing it. I shall onlymake the prelim-
inary suggestion that the delaymay be necessitated by two things: first, Book III abstains fromaddressing the
pleasure of courage because the concept of prudence has not yet been introduced and sincemoral virtue does
not exist apart from intellectual virtue, there is a way in which prudence impacts the pleasure-pain calculus
of courage; second, the topic is delayed because it needs to be prefaced by the discussion of the heterogeneity
of pleasures that takes place in Book VII.



16. There are, in fact, three discussions of pleasure in the Nicomachean Ethics: the two that I proceed to
discuss (in BookVII and in BookX), and one in Book I.The last, however, is not comprehensive, as it consists
of a rather superficial dismissal of pleasure as the good life. This discussion takes place prior to Aristotle’s
examination of pleasure and thus, it likely refers to pleasure as commonly conceived of, which is to say as the
devotion to bodily pleasures.

17. This discussion of pleasure also belongs to the Eudemian Ethics.



18. It is ineffective because in matters like these, speeches are far less credible than deeds (NE 1172a34-
1172b7). See Burger (2008, 191-192) for a good articulation of this argument.

19. Aristide Tessitore suggests that the two separate discussions of pleasure are meant to address different
audiences. The discussion in Book VII, which opens with an explicit address to political philosophers, is ad-
dressed to them or at least to potential political philosophers, whereas the treatment of pleasure in Book X
and its minor treatments elsewhere “is subordinated to themoral-political horizon that dominates the Ethics
as a whole” (Tessitore 1996, 63). The section on pleasure in Book X, therefore, has a wholly didactic concern
(NE 1172a19-25). Furthermore, Tessitore argues that Aristotle’s definition of pleasure as “unimpeded activ-
ity” is incomplete and remains incomplete throughout the Ethics. He suggests that its completion is to be
found in the Philosopher’s purely philosophical works like the Metaphysics, where the divine activity of the
prime mover is identified with pleasure (Tessitore 1996, 67).



20. As W. F. R. Hardie points out, there may also be a purely logical reason behind Aristotle’s rejection
of pleasure as a genesis: it is asymmetrical to that which it should be symmetrical to, its opposite. Pleasure
cannot be a process of return to a natural state, or “a process of replenishment” (Hardie 1968, 300), because
its proper opposite would have to be “a process of depletion” (Hardie 1968, 301). Pain, however, especially in
terms of nutrition, corresponds to depletion, not to a process of depletion: one is pained when one’s stomach
is empty, not when one’s stomach is becoming empty. A further testament to this is the fact that the pains
of depletion do not cease the moment replenishment begins: while a cut or a burn is painful, the process of
healing cannot be said to cause pleasure.



21. In the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle briefly explains the sense in which a pleasure is “natural.” He divides
the pleasures into “natural” and “coincidental” and characterizes the latter as corrective of some kind of defi-
ciency and thus, less genuine since theymerely remove pain. By contrast, natural pleasures, or the unimpeded
activities of the natural state, are “those that stimulate the activity of a healthy nature” (EE 1154b19). It be-
comes clear, as I will later discuss, that the Philosopher sees pleasure as a heterogeneous concept. At this
point, it suffices to say that his definition of pleasure as an unimpeded activity of a natural state seems to refer
to the highest type of pleasure, or pleasure par excellence, where “natural” carries the connotation of healthy
or perfected.

22. There is an evident discrepancy between the Philosopher’s definition of pleasure in the Nicomachean
Ethics and the Rhetoric that merits serious attention. While in the former work he characterizes pleasure as
an activity and thus “not a transition, but a fruition” (Grant 1874, 1:247), in the latter he says that pleasure is “a
movement, amovement bywhich the soul as awhole is consciously brought into its normal state of being; and
that Pain is the opposite” (R 38). These twodefinitions are in obvious tensionwith one another andmoreover,
the one in the Rhetoric is explicitly rejected in the Ethics and attributed to anti-hedonists who on account of



it, hold the view that either all or most pleasure is bad: in the Ethics Aristotle insists that pleasure does not
arise from our movement into a natural state, but from our employing it. The definition of pleasure in the
Ethics is equally applicable to the high operations of themind as well as the basic functions of the body, since
even in the case of the pleasure felt by supplying a want, though the experience of pleasure is concurrent with
the satisfaction of the want, the two are not identical. The definition of pleasure in the Rhetoric as something
restorative, however, does not seem to account for the high pleasures, such as that of contemplation. Within
the secondary literature, there are competing views on how to understand the glaring discrepancy between
Aristotle’s two accounts of pleasure. For example, Dorothea Frede (1996, 274) argues that Aristotle must
have “changed his mind” and ended his “Platonizing period,” because his conceptions of moral virtue and
happiness matured. They matured in such a way that a specific problem in the Platonic account of pleasure
became evident to him: if pleasure is a restoration of a defective state into a natural state, then perfect beings
and perfect activities must be devoid of pleasure. Others, like Whitley J. Oates, attribute the discrepancy
to the disparate purposes of the two works. He argues that unlike the Ethics, which is meant to put forth
a unified theoretical system of moral virtue, the Rhetoric is only “a practical handbook for the instruction
of public speakers in all the techniques and tricks of the trade” (Oates 1963, 333). In effect, the Rhetoric
“moves into the realm of amoralism if not immoralism.” It follows that the “truths” Aristotle professes to
speak are no truths at all but means by which one can become an accomplished orator; an orator, in turn,
does not need to grasp ethical or political truths in order to be successful. Both of these scholars caution
the reader against taking the view expressed in the Rhetoric to be Aristotle’s true conviction and thus, reject
the presence of a close connection between it and the Philosopher’s ethical writings. There are also others
who share this position: John Cooper (1994) and S. Halliwell (1994). Even those who insist that there is
an ethical dimension to Aristotle’s Rhetoric tend to separate the pleasure discussion from the question of the
moral insight of the orator and, in turn, dismiss it as strictly rhetorical: seeGisela Striker (1996, 286),Markus
H. Worner quoted by Troels Engberg-Pedersen (1996, 116), E. M. Cope (1867, 235), and W. M. A. Grimaldi
(1980, 243-246).



23. Aristotle’s initial classification of pleasures—into curative and natural—is, I believe, not genuinely held
to be true by him. He seems to take a conventional or popular view on the taxonomy of pleasure, assert that
it is authoritative, and then stress its misleading character: “whatever restores us to our natural character-
istic is pleasant only incidentally” (NE 1152b34-35). In other words, the Philosopher pretends to support
this popular classification of pleasure only to point out its great flaw: it incorrectly mixes semblances of plea-
sure (curative “pleasures”) with real pleasure (natural pleasures). I therefore take his discussion of the first
classification of pleasure to be a subtle attack on the conventional and authoritative view of pleasure.





24. The ethical bearing of the distinction between pleasure and activity becomes explicit in Chapter 5 of
BookX (NE 1176b24-29). There, Aristotle contends that since pleasure comes from, or belongs to, an activity,
the supreme good cannot be pleasure; it can only be the best activity. To put this in context, we should note
that in this final discussion of pleasure Aristotle mediates a debate between two extreme positions. On one
extreme is Eudoxus, who claims that pleasure is the good, the supreme good. On the other is Speussipus who
holds that pleasure is entirely base—a position often adopted for pedagogical purposes, in order to have a
good effect, not because it is believed to be true.

25. It is due to the primacy of the activity to pleasure that Aristotle finds himself unable to answer the
question “is pleasure good?” This question cannot be answered, because there are only pleasures; there is no
“pleasure” as such. Which pleasures are good, which are bad, and which is best is not established according
to how pleasant the pleasure in question is, but by the rank of the activity it accompanies.



26. Aristide Tessitore puts this very nicely in Reading Aristotle’s Ethics: “The activities of both sense per-
ception and thought have corresponding pleasures that become most acute when the activity is executed in
the best possible way. The pleasures do not inhere in the activities themselves, but rather ‘come to be in
addition’ ” (Tessitore 1996, 99;NE 1174b31-33).



27. Unlike Rousseau, Aristotle sees virtue as effortless. Self-restraint requires effort and a kind of self-
overcoming, whereas virtue is not characterized by an internal struggle. Through habituation, the virtuous
man ought to internalize virtue to such an extent that he longs for it. He chooses virtue not in spite of himself,
but because it pleases him.

28. “Thus one must be brought up in a certain way straight from childhood, as Plato asserts, so as to enjoy
as well as to be pained by what one ought, for this is correct education” (NE 1104b11-13).



29. There are a number of scholars who agree with the argument made here, namely that moral valuations
inform the experience of pleasure and pain. Erik Wilenberg (2000, 4; 34), for instance, divides pleasures
into “sensory” and “propositional,” the latter of which are influenced by one’s values. Thus, a courageous
man takes pleasure in facing danger in battle because he sees such activity as good, whereas a coward is
pained by it since he sees self-preservation as a greater good than nobility. Similarly, Julia Annas insists that
“the pleasantness of some virtuous actions cannot be appreciated in a way that makes no reference to the
viewpoint of the agent, or to his conception of the good life and what it demands of him, or to what is seen
by him as valuable” (Annas 1980, 290). This insight seems to be particularly pertinent to courage, for the act
of remaining steadfast in the face of fear of death cannot be assessed for pleasure in a way that appeals to
virtuous and vicious men alike. The act cannot be made appealing, let alone pleasant, to one who does not
love nobility. Ultimately, then, one’s conception of the good can influence what counts as being pleasant.



30. Here and hereafter I use the terms “good” and “goodness” to connote not “the useful,” as Aristotle’s
distinction between the good, the noble, and the pleasant does, but rather “the noble.” In other words, I take
a person’s belief in what is good to capture his belief in what is praiseworthy, in what the end of his actions
should be; in the case of the morally virtuous person, the good is “the noble” rather than “the useful.” So, as
I go on to argue that upon proper habituation “the good” and “the pleasant” converge, I mean to stress the
connection between “the noble” and “the pleasant” rather than that between “the useful” and “the pleasant.”
“The good” is thus the ultimate good that man consciously aims for. While this good may be “the useful” in
the case of utilitarians, it is “the noble” for the man of moral virtue.







31. Virtue, or being good, is only present by nature “through certain divine causes for those who are truly
fortunate” (NE 1179b24), which is to say in virtually no one.



32. The other-directedness of exercises in courage imposed on the young is crucial, otherwise they risk
becoming mere lovers of danger rather than properly courageous. In effect, when habituating children in
courage, the exercises they perform must have a clear justifiable external end; they must be performed on
account of something other than oneself and, of course, on account of something good.



33. Some commentators find that the only way to reconcile Aristotle’s identification of exercises in courage
as painful and his insistence that virtue is pleasant is to attribute pleasure not to the exercises themselves, but
to their end—nobility. This view seems to be supported by the Philosopher’s analogy of the courageous war-
rior to the professional boxer: both are engaged in essentially painful activities, and both experience pleasure
once their respective activities are successfully completed. Though this seems like a sensible interpretation
of the relationship of Aristotelian courage to pleasure, I argue that it cannot be true on the grounds that it
is inconsistent with the Philosopher’s rejection of pleasure as a process of coming-into-being. Those who
hold the view that pleasure is a process of coming-into-being implicitly identify pleasure as the end, not the
process of becoming (NE 1153a7-9). As discussed earlier in this chapter, the view of pleasure as a genesis is
rejected by Aristotle. To explain the relationship of pleasure to courage in these terms is to attribute to Aris-
totle the precise view that he labors to refute. In effect, the analogy of the courageous warrior to the boxer
should not be taken as Aristotle’s last word on that relationship. Yes, exercises in courage involve pains, and
yet to admit of this is not to conclude that they are purely painful or that pleasure only belongs to the end:
the end-means dichotomy is not the correct way to understandAristotelian courage as it pertains to pleasure.
Instead, one ought to search for pleasure and pain within the exercises of courage themselves, since they are
ends in themselves.













1. In the context of this discussion in theMeno, Lorraine Pangle argues that the wisdom of which Socrates
speaks is not “active” wisdom or prudence, as he explicitly says, but is instead theoretical wisdom. For her
full argument, see Virtue is Knowledge (2014, 108-111).



2. The challenge to the eudaimonism of moral virtue posed by reason’s seemingly dominant role within it
is distinct from the challenge to moral happiness posed by the philosophical life. Although they both hinge
on the centrality of reason in human life, their “locations” make them different: the former is internal to
moral virtue while the latter stands outside of it. The question examined in this chapter—whether reason’s
commanding function within moral virtue culminates in the transcendence of morality—pertains to the in-
ner workings of moral virtue. It challenges its independence as a self-sustained path to human happiness. It
raises the question of the coherence and ultimate existence of morality as a distinct way of life. If, however, I
am able to show that reason does not threaten the autonomy of moral virtue, the objection posed by reason
as an alternative to the life of moral action remains. As I noted earlier, these two challenges are different and
the overcoming of one does not imply the overcoming of the other. Theymust be treated separately and thus,
I have devoted chapter 5 to the former and chapter 6 to the latter. In order for the life of moral virtue to be
crowned a viable path to happiness it must both, resist collapsing into pure reason and persevere in the face
of the contemplative life.



3. This is indicated by his reference to the Socratic thesis. Aristotle’s reflections on the Socratic position
culminate in the assertion thatwhile all of themoral virtues are not simply forms of phronesis, it is not possible
to be good in the authoritative sense without prudence any more than it is possible to be prudent without
moral virtue (NE 1144b30-32).



4. As I will go on to show, the same approach—that of emphasizing differences over similarities—can be
observed in Aristotle’s presentation of the rational soul. There, he separates its two parts in an even more
pronounced way.





5. This formulation raises the following initial difficulty: Aristotle provides no explanation of the way in
which theoretical thinking works beyond the statement that it affirms the true and it denies the false. The
reader is left ignorant of the precise way in which it does that.

6. Note that phronesis is identified as the middle term of the five.



7. As Claudia Baracchi points out, Aristotle may not be fully divorcing sophia from human concerns. She
suggests that wisdom deals with the human things from a trans-human perspective, rather than from within
thehuman-centeredworld. As such, wisdom“has todowith the situatedness of humans inwhat is not human,
with the question of the proper place of humans in the kosmos...sophia entails the realization that human good
is not the good without qualification - that what is good in human terms is not necessarily good vis-a-vis the
other-than human” (Baracchi 2008, 210).



8. In theMetaphysics,Aristotle illustrates this pointwith the following analogy: while the content of health
differs between humans and fish, the content of whiteness or straightness is always the same. Prudence is
meant to be analogous to the former and wisdom to the latter (Aristotle 2004, 1074b26-27).

9. Sincewisdom is indifferent to purely human concerns, it cannot be ameans to attaining happiness: “For
wisdom, on the one hand, will not contemplate anything as a result of which a human being will be happy
(sincewisdom is not concernedwith anything that is coming-into-being), while prudence, on the other hand,
does pertain to this” (NE 1143b19-22).



10. It is worth pointing out that unlike Aristotle, in the Meno Socrates identifies all of the virtues, moral
and intellectual, as forms of prudence. He says that there is no genuine virtue without phronesis (Plato 2004,
88c-d).



11. This assertion, or even a slight intimation of it, is nowhere made in reference to theoretical wisdom.
Therefore, one can safely assume that the attainment of the latter is in no way dependent on morality or
moral education.



12. This dismissal is recognizably premature, as the last chapter of Book VI of theNicomachean Ethics sug-
gests that prudence exists, and acts, for the sake of wisdom. I address the difficulty raised by this statement
in the conclusion of this chapter.





13. It is not altogether clearwhether the characterization of politicians andhouseholdmanagers as prudent
men is meant to only expand the scope of prudence or add something new to it. Is the good of others an
expansion of the good for oneself, or is it something altogether different? In the Politics,Aristotle argues that
the individual, the household, and the city are qualitatively different and this would mean that they possess
distinct ends. If the good of the individual is different from the good of the household and the good of the
city, then a different kind of skills must be required for the attainment of each. The skill of recognizing the
good of the city cannot be the same as the skill of recognizing the good of the individual, since the latter
is not a mere microcosm of the former, but something altogether different. Whether these various facets of
prudence, or these various kinds of prudence, are all simultaneously present in the prudent individual, or
whether he can have one but not the others, is unclear. It is, however, conceivable that one can recognize his
own good but be oblivious of the good of the city, and vice-versa.

14. In addition to the aforementioned expansion of prudence, an expansionwhich I argued effectively con-
stitutes a distinction, Aristotle establishes yet another distinction within prudence. He speaks of two differ-
ent “kinds” of prudence. Both fall within the sphere of politics and as such, look to the good of others: one
of these he calls “architectonic prudence” (NE 1141b26) and he describes it as pertaining to “the legislative
art” (NE 1141b27), while another is identified as “the political art.” This second kind of political prudence is
“concerned with particulars [and] bound up with action and deliberation” (NE 1141b27-28). Then, there is
the kind of prudence discussed earlier: the one pertaining to the individual that consists in “knowing about
what concerns oneself ” (NE 1141b35). It is interesting that this third kind of prudence, self-oriented pru-
dence, is said to be incapable of existing in a vacuum: while pertaining to the good of the individual, it is
nonetheless situated within the political regime and it is always on the basis of the character of that regime
that one can be truly prudent, that one can “dowell for oneself ” (NE 1142a9). In otherwords, the individual’s
good is itself contingent on the political regime in which it exists: the good for oneself takes a different form
in different regimes, since the regime determines the scope of what is possible for the individual. Aristide
Tessitore makes the following interesting suggestion regarding the relationship between political and self-
oriented prudence: despite Aristotle’s identification of political prudence as most comprehensive, supreme,
and encompassing of the prudence associatedwith the good of the individual, there is a very important sense
in which the prudent individual is primary to the prudently run city, which is to say to the prudent statesman.
He insists that the former is responsible for the inception and continued success of the latter: the excellence
of the city’s laws presupposes an excellent founder and prudence is also the individual virtue that enablesmen
to correct the deficiencies of existing laws (Tessitore 1996, 44).





15. With respect to its knowledge of particulars, prudence looks very much like an inductive process in
which one moves from perception of particulars to universals, albeit unanalyzed universals. In other words,
the prudent person knows particular cases, or manifestations, of something general or universal, and on the
basis of this knowledge he goes on to discern the universals toward which these particulars point. Yet, what
experience alone cannot provide is full knowledge of universal demonstrative explanations, since these in-
volve abstract universals that are far removed from experience. In this vein, Aristotle notes that a scientist
who knows universal explanations may simultaneously “not know some of the particular cases through lack
of observation.“On the flip side, the prudentman knows the particular cases of a universal explanation and is
able to faintly infer the universal explanation; what he lacks is the scientist’s knowledge of abstract universals.

16. It is on account of its knowledge of particulars that prudence is unteachable. Because phronesis is the
kind of wisdom that enables one to act well in situations that are always different, it is not the kind of wisdom
one could gain simply through learning a set of general axioms. As “practical,“ phronesis is the kind of wisdom
one gains through acting correctly over and over again so that one gains insight into the kind of action that is
called for in an entirely new situation. One of the constituents of practical wisdom, then, is “the correctness
of the reasoning of the deliberative part” (Sim 1995, 62). In this vein, what makes prudence like experience
is not merely its familiarity with many possible scenarios. More importantly than that, the two are alike in
their ability to adapt to the new on the basis of knowing how to adapt and in being able to deliberate about
situations not previously encountered.



17. Aristotle explicitly confirms this inNE 1180b11-28 when discusses good education.
18. “We deliberate not about ends but about things conducive to the ends. For a doctor does not deliberate

about whether he is tomake someone healthy, an orator whether he is to persuade, or a politician whether he
is too produce good order...Rather, having set down the end, they examine how and through what things it
will exist” (NE 1112b11-17). He also says that “Deliberation is concerned with actions that happen through
one’s own doing, and the actions are for the sake of something else. For not the end, but rather the things
conducive to the end, would be the object of deliberation” (NE 1112b32-35).





19. Reeve observes that Aristotle employs the concept of tightening and loosening “in cases when a tripar-
tite structure is thought to exist, consisting of a continuous underlying subject, often referred to as ‘the more
and the less’, a pair of opposes attributes that can vary in degree, and a target, typically a mean condition of
some sort, that can be achieved by increasing (tightening) or decreasing (loosening) the underlying subject to
change the degree of attributes” (Reeve 2012, 131-132). As confirmation of this observation, Reeve points to
wide range of phenomena with respect to which the metaphor is employed. See History of Animals, 486a25-
b17 (parts of the human body, like a straight nose); Politics 1309b18-31 (political constitutions); Rhetoric



1360a23-30 (political constitutions); Nicomachean Ethics 1173a23-28 (health of body); Sense and Sensibilia
439b30 (colors).



20. Aristotle insists that prudence exists only in the context of moral virtue, when the target at which it
aims is a noble one. Thus, its merely calculative capacity, while important, does not exhaust the totality of
prudence. That capacity by itself is known as cleverness: “There is indeed a capacity that people call ‘clever-
ness,’ and that is of such a character as to be capable of doing what is conducive to the target posited and so
of hitting it...Prudence is not the capacity in question, though it does not exist without this capacity, and this
‘eye of the soul’ does not acquire the characteristic [of prudence] in the absence of virtue” (NE 1144a24-32).

21. I call the problem posed by the circular relationship between prudence and virtue “theoretical” be-
cause it exists in theory alone. The inability to definitionally separate prudence from virtue does not inhibit
the practical actions of the virtuous, or the courageous, man. He remains capable of making correct deter-
minations about how to act because his orientation toward virtue is solidified by a certain kind of education.
Established habit enables him to understand his actions as being done for the sake of the noble and thus, as
being good. In turn, he engages his practical wisdom in devising the proper means to nobility in the various
contexts he encounters. Thus, the aforementioned circularity does not pose a practical problem for virtu-
ous action, if we understand virtuous action as action from the perspective of the virtuous person (Dempsey
2007, 126-127). This renders the problem of the circularity a purely theoretical one: the character of the
virtuous man’s actions is unclear to those attempting to understand it from without and for that matter, the
gentleman himself is unclear about the character of his actions despite the fact that he is nonetheless able to
perform them uninhibitedly.



22. My argument that in the context of courage natural virtue must be thumos is further supported by the
Philosopher’s claim that both children and beasts possess natural virtue (NE 1144b8-9). Putting children



aside, the admission of beasts’ possession of natural virtue is parallel to the admission of beasts’ possession of
thumos in Book III of the Nicomachean Ethics. Is not the sub-rational instinctive drive to face danger, then,
whatAristotlemeans by natural virtue? I believe that itmust be, for there is not another candidate that would
satisfy this criterion—the criterion of being both by nature and common to men and beasts alike.

23. My interpretation of “natural virtue” as thumos, as opposed to some kind of moral intuition, makes
Aristotelian ethics open to the lethal charge of conventionalism. If the end of moral virtue is established
neither by reason, as the Philosopher explicitly states, nor by nature, as my equation of natural virtue with
mere thumos implies, but by habit, then where do the habituators get the end to which they educate the
young if not convention in the formof ancestral wisdom? Is thewhole ground of Aristotelianmorality simply
conventional since it is habit based? Furthermore, if moral virtue is simply rooted in convention, why would
it make us happy? To this charge of conventionalism, I would offer the following tentative response: while
Aristotelianmoral virtue can in a certain sense be characterized as conventional, its conventionality is largely
curbed by the primacy of politics to morality. To begin, virtue’s rootedness in habit cannot be denied: at the
end of Book IV of the Ethics, the Philosopher explicitly says that disgraceful things ought never to be done,
regardless of whether they are disgraceful in truth or only according to common opinion (NE 1128b23).
The positive equivalent of this assertion must be that one ought to do what is held to be good even it its
goodness is not based on truth, but on societal opinion. Convention is thus important and serves as the basis
for human action in the city. Yet, in stressing the importance of common opinion or convention, Aristotle
simultaneously reveals his conviction that certain things are disgraceful as well as good in truth. As Jaffa
points out, “behind [Aristotle’s] regard for common opinion is the principle that certain things are indeed
decent and honorable and noble, and that to act indecently or dishonorably or ignobly is in itself, and in
truth a vice, a deficiency, and an imperfection” (Jaffa 1973, 145). In other words, while morality does seem
to rest on opinion, there may nonetheless be an objective truth behind it: the moral good can be the human
good, and thus “proper to human nature as such” (Jaffa 1973, 145). If this is indeed the case, then who or
what supplies man with the knowledge of the human good, on the basis of which one can then devise the
appropriate moral code? Is there some faculty in us that enables us to know what the true human virtues
are? I would argue that rather than a specific faculty, a particular art seems to accomplish this task—the
political art, which is the “most authoritative and architectonic [science or art of the human good]” (NE
1094a26). The Philosopher identifies the political art as the most likely place to discover the human good,
because all other arts—including morality—are subfields of it. How does politics salvage morality from the
charge of conventionalism? By what means does politics discover the objective good and what does it say it
is? The Politics shows us that the idea of the human good varies from a regime to a regime; politics seems
as conventional as morality. This appearance, however, is misleading: while the characters of regimes are



different, they are not equal, as Aristotle not only holds that some political orders are better than others but
more importantly, that there is a best among them. The closer a regime happens to be to the best regime—
the regime most conducive to the common good—the more “objective” or “truth-based” its morality would
be. Since the common good is the end of the political community, the regime that secures it best is the best
regime, the best regime according to nature, and the best regime in truth. This political order thus becomes
the standard by which we are to judge all political orders and, in turn, all moral codes: the merit of a moral
code is derivative of its approximation to themoral code of the simply best constitution. This is how, I believe,
Aristotelian morality escapes the deadly charge of conventionalism: by rooting its validity in the zenith of
politics that informs all else, the best regime. The way in which the Philosopher arrives at the best regime as
the objective standard for all political orders and moral codes is long and winding; a thorough examination
of it would takeme too far astray frommy topic. I will only say this much about it: the “discovery” of the best
regime is ultimately the result of a painstaking rational investigation into human nature and its perfectibility,
which it to say, the result of reason.

24. The necessity for the virtuous man’s possession of prudence raises the following question: why does
the agent need to be practically wise himself instead of merely following the prudential guidance of another?
Why is delegation not a viable solution for him, since what matters is the end, not who guides him there?
Reeve argues that while delegation works with respect to “productive” problems, it does not in “practical
problems:” “an agent who delegated the problem would commit the Victorian error of letting his servants



do his living for him. For to enjoy virtuous actions—to achieve the happiness they constitute—we must
do them virtuously, out of appetites, desires, and wishes that are in a mean. We must do then, as Aristotle
puts it, not only ‘with correct reason...but [also with the accompaniment] of correct reason’—that is to say,
we must do them from the correct reason that we ourselves generate and possess” (Reeve 2012, 188-189).
Reeve’s argument, that prudence cannot be delegated because it is a constitutive part of moral virtue and
thus of happiness, seems entirely sensible: after all, as I have argued in Chapter III, Aristotle characterizes
moral virtue and even its most self-sacrificial aspect—the noble—as primarily self-directed, as pointing to
the good of the individual. The goodness of moral virtue is thus primarily internal, resting in the soul of
the virtuous man. The quality of his soul is primary to that of his actions: he performs virtuous deeds not
for the sake of their external consequences, but for the sake of uplifting and perfecting his own soul, albeit
without knowing it. Delegating the work of prudence to another is thus counter-productive, since the moral
character of the virtuous man—and ultimately his happiness—hinges on what he has inside of him.

25. Richard Bodéüs makes the interesting observation that Aristotle’s presentation of the relationship be-
tween virtue and prudence can be seen as an inversion of the Socratic thesis: “knowledge is no longer the
condition of virtue but virtue is the condition of knowledge (i.e., knowledge of the proper end to human
life)” (Bodéüs 1993, 51).

26. The question of whether the prudent person depends on moral virtue to provide the ends of action is
settled by the realization that what he desires is what virtue requires; a person of practical wisdom has the
same desires as a virtuous person because his desires have been habituated in this way; to describe someone
as practically wise and to describe him as morally virtuous is to focus on independently identifiable, but
interdependent, aspects of the same character (Rorty 1980, 383-384).







27. Despite apparently disagreeing with my interpretation of “natural virtue,” Ronna Burger makes the
sound observation that moral virtue and prudence can themselves be internally divided by virtue of being
different things together than when separated: “cleverness in practical wisdom, when separated from virtue
of character, has its counterpart in natural virtue of character, when separated from phronesis, and the two
natural conditions both stand over against the unitary condition now designated as virtue in the sovereign
sense” (Burger 2008, 126).

28. Unsurprisingly, since this has proven to be the case several times thus far, there is an apparent disjunc-
tion between the Nicomachean Ethics and the Rhetoric on the question of prudence and its relationship to
moral virtue. In Book II of the Rhetoric Aristotle identifies phronesis as one of the things, alongside virtue
and goodwill, that enables an orator to appear trustworthy whether or not he really is (R 55). What is par-
ticularly striking about this formulation is the sudden separation of phronesis from arete: Aristotle implies
that, in contrast to the conception of prudence elaborated in the Nicomachean Ethics, a person may possess
prudence without virtue. In fact, phronesis here seems to represent an orator’s calculative rational capacity
wholly independent from any ethical ends. Prudence thus becomes precisely what Aristotle argued it is not



in the Nicomachean Ethics—value-neutral cleverness capable of supplying the means to any ends. Without
being able to account for the discrepancy between the Rhetoric and the Nicomachean Ethics on the question
of prudence, I would like to point the reader to Stephen Halliwell’s (1996, 180) explanation of it: he argues
that unlike his ethical works, Aristotle’s Rhetoric employs a popular rather than a philosophical conception
of prudence.



29. Aristotle is explicit that especially in the case of the courageous and moderate persons, passion “is in
all respects in harmony with reason” (NE 1102b28).

30. Interestingly, L. H. G. Greenwood notes that the harmony between reason and desire is not uniquely
characteristic of moral virtue. It also exists in the case of the wicked man who chooses an effective means to
a depraved end (Aristotle 1909, 175-176). Thus, reason and desire are like-minded allies in the case of the
highest and the lowest manifestations of morality alike. They are only at odds, in the two middle states—
self-restraint and lack of self-restraint—where one rules the other by means of coercion.





31. For Cooper’s full argument against the intellectualist interpretation of phronesis seeReason andHuman
Good in Aristotle (1986, 103-114).



32. If the philosophical life is indeed characterized by the service of prudence to wisdom, then are we still
strictly speaking of phronesis, since Aristotle insists that its existence is dependent on the presence of moral
virtue? If we answer this question in the affirmative, then the contemplative life must subsume the moral, as
the philosopher must possess the virtues of the gentleman in addition to his own. This, however, as I argue
in the last chapter of the dissertation, does not seem to be the case since the two kinds of virtues—moral and
intellectual—are in tension with one another as ends. So, it remains puzzling why Aristotle uses the loaded
term phronesis to indicate practical wisdom’s service to theoretical wisdom.





1. There is much debate on what precisely Aristotle’s understanding of happiness entails, and whether it
comes in several sorts. For some notable examples of the interpretive possibilities, seeHardie (1965, 277-95),
Cooper (1986), Kraut (1989), Kenny (1992), Purinton (1998, 259-97), and Yu (2001, 115-38).





2. Many scholars support the view that Aristotle presents an intellectualist theory of the human good.
This theory specifies theoretical activity as the sole component of the best life and it implies that all other
goods, including moral virtue, have value only as means to sophia. This position is defended by scholars
including Kenny (1978, 203-214; 1965, 93-102), Adkins (1978, 297-313), and Sullivan (1977, 129-38).

3. See Cooper (1986, 121-122), Cooper (1981, 384), Ackrill (1980, 21-23), Whiting (1986, 74-93), Keyt
(1978, 139), Irwin (1985b, 93-94; 1986, 207-208), Hardie (1968, 22), Devereux (1981, 249f.), and Price (1980,
346).





4. Proponents of the inclusive interpretation, like JohnCooper, maintain that Aristotelian happiness con-
sists of “a plurality of independent values” or that Aristotle espouses a “bipartite conception of eudaimo-
nia” (Cooper 1986, 114). This interpretation is heavily indebted to the Eudemian Ethics where Aristotle de-
fines happiness in the following way: “an activity of a perfect life in accordance with perfect goodness” (EE
1219a38-39). Cooper takes this to mean “with all of the soul’s excellences taken together as making up a
whole” (Cooper 1986, 116-117).

5. The inclusive interpretation, which I will discuss at length later in the chapter, overlooks the prominent
tension between the moral and philosophical lives. Risking one’s life in battle is incompatible with seeking a
long leisurely life for contemplation; one must be compromised for the sake of the other. Likewise, wisdom
may, in certain cases, be best pursued by acts that go against the dictates of moral virtue. In effect, combining
the two lives into a single all-inclusive way of life is practically suspect, if not theoretically unsound.



6. To only point out a few: NE 1098a14; 1098b18; 1099a14, 18, 20, 21; 1101b15; 1103b30; 1104b14;
1106b17, 25; 1107a5; 1108b18; 1109a23; 1109b30.

7. Indeed, the problem of chance is insoluble in the absence of revelation or at least a certain conception
of the afterlife, which Aristotle refuses to endorse.



8. “Hewouldnot beunstable and subject to reversals either, for hewill not be easilymoved fromhappiness,
and then not by any random misfortunes but only by great and numerous ones” (NE 1101a8-11).



9. Aristotle identifies “a complete life” (NE 1100a5) as yet another external good necessary for a happy
life. The notion of a complete life brings tomind the longevity of life that is particularly relevant to the virtue
of political courage. The courageous man constantly risks his life, as he faces death on the battlefield. In
effect, his virtue appears self-defeating, or at least self-undermining. How, then, can courageous activity be
conducive to happiness if it risks one of the conditions for happiness, a complete life? An analogy to Socrates’
position in the Crito may be useful in answering this question. Socrates recognizes the fact that all other
things being equal, dying at the hands of unjust accusers would, of course, be worse for a man than living
and engaging in philosophical activity. Yet, all other things are not equal and this effectively changes the
calculation. The terms under which Socrates would have to live were he to avoid punishment for his crimes—
like receiving dishonor—would not, in his view, be any more compatible with his happiness as willingly
accepting the jury’s verdict would be. In fact, they would be worse than death (Rogers 1994, 303). Similarly,
although the courageous person’s activity may potentially destroy his life and thus foreclose the possibility
for happiness, he takes that chance, because the alternative—avoiding danger—would most certainly prove
destructive of his happiness. In other words, he chooses the potential loss of life over the certain loss of
happiness. By dying in battle, he would fail to meet the “complete life” requirement for happiness, while by
fleeing noble danger, he would continue to live but in shame and thus, in misery. In this sense, the dead
courageous man ranks higher than the alive but wretched one who turns his back on courage. Needless to
say, neither scenario is ideal and it is only by risking and preserving his life that the courageous would be truly
happy.



10. As a citizen, Socrateswas required to participate inAthenianwars. He thus had to simulate the behavior
of the courageous man for the sake of his well-being. This shows that without being central to the activity of
contemplation, the need for external goods nonetheless arises in the life of the philosopher; the city and his
fellow citizens make demands of him as a member of the community. A philosopher who does not obey the
laws risks incarceration, ostracism, or execution. If he cleverly circumvents the laws, he still risks a degree
of dishonor. Moreover, “such a philosopher also risks the reputation of all philosophers and philosophy...[he
thus must at the very least] appear morally virtuous without being so” (Swanson 1992, 199). The need for
this appearance creates a dependence on external goods, not unlike that of morally virtuous person.



11. “Solon andAnaxagoras, pre-Socratic representatives of the contest between thepolitical and theoretical
life, now speak in one voice, and Aristotle with them, if only to agree that moderate resources are sufficient
for the happy life (Burger 1995, 91).





12. As Claudia Baracchi notices, Aristotle’s discussion of happiness in Book I is unlike that in Book X in
one immediate sense: there is “a shift from the language of logos to the language of nous, theorein, and sophia
(intellect or intuition, contemplation, and wisdom)” (Baracchi 2008, 299).





13. See Chapter 4 of this dissertation.



14. It is unclear preciselywho holds that happiness resides in leisure or whether we are to take this opinion
as Aristotle’s own. At the very least, we can presume that the Philosopher agrees with it, as he does not
challenge it and moreover, treats it as authoritative and common-sensical. Furthermore, in Books VII and
VIII ofThe Politics, Aristotle unequivocally expresses his own esteem for, and even commitment to, leisurely
activities in the city.





15. This assumption is thoroughly supported by the drama in Homer’s Illiad, where virtually all of the
Olympic gods actively support either the Achaeans or Trojans and repeatedly intervene in their conflict. On
the other hand, see Plato’sRepublic (1991, 376c-383c) for Socrates’ argument that the gods could not possibly
care for human beings and their affairs.



16. This conjecture invites further investigation into the relationship between wisdom and prudence. In
particular, it may be the case that the latter is a precondition for the former—necessary or not—in the sense
that the gentleman may, under certain circumstances, become a philosopher. Scholars like May Sim (1995,
52) explore this possibility by means of superimposing theMetaphysics onto theNicomachean Ethics.

17. As Amélie Rorty acutely observes, the superior self-sufficiency of contemplation also consists in that
the “independence of the intellectual from the moral virtues [she here means wisdom rather than prudence]
allows contemplation to continue in themidst of political disaster and practical blindness” (Rorty 1980, 392).



In other words, while things like tyranny, civil war, or a plague prove detrimental to the exercise of moral
virtue (of some virtues more than others), they do not inhibit philosophy to nearly the same extern: “the
stars and the divine remain unaffected by the absence of phronesis” (Rorty 1980, 392). Thucydides presents a
compelling illustration of the fact that when political order collapses, not only moral virtue, but even basic
human decency suffers irreparably (Thucydides 1998, 2.47-2.53).

18. Burger argues that the tension between the inclusive and exclusive conceptions of happiness “recurs
in sophia itself, which was defined in Book VI as either knowledge of the whole or knowledge of the high-
est things in the cosmos. In the latter case, ‘the human things’ would be too contemptible to be of utmost
importance, in the former that would be homogenous with everything else and hence the subject of a more
comprehensive science” (Burger 1995, 82-83).





19. This new distinction is made explicit inNE 1178a16-22.



20. The problem of the internal coherence of the inclusive approach will be discussed a few paragraphs
down, where I argue that moral and philosophical virtue are invariably in tension with one another, and thus
cannot be effectively harmonized in a single life.



21. “But insofar as he is a human being and lives together with a number of others, he chooses to do what
accords with [moral] virtue” (NE 1178b5-7). The philosopher’s status of a member of polis requires him to
appear honorable, or at least not contemptible, in the eyes of his fellow citizens. This means that he needs
to partake, at least minimally, in the activities that they deem proper and decent. As such, the philosopher
finds himself having to mimic the moral virtues. Yet, in appearing morally virtuous, he merely satisfies the
expectations of his fellow citizens, not those of moral virtue: his apparent ethical virtue is not real virtue, for
it is practiced for the sake of intellectual virtue, rather than for the sake of the noble.

22. While the philosophermay need to engage the ethical virtues, he does so in such away that they cease to
be real virtues and become mere means to contemplation: courage on the battlefield may be required so that
one is not prosecuted for cowardice; and moderation may be required so that one’s capacity to philosophize
is no impeded by excess of food, drink or sex. So, while moral virtue par excellence is not pursued for the sake
of theoria, mimics of it are, but only in the context of the contemplative life where wisdom is the ultimate end
of all other subordinate goals; to the philosopher, courage and moderation are not moral virtues but rather
amoral necessitates that enable the uninhibited practice of contemplation.



23. The two questions—“What life contains the highest kind of eudaimonia?” and “What life counts as
eudaimonia?—have different answers. The highest form of happiness is contemplation, while both contem-
plation and moral action count as happiness. If effect, eudaimonia exists in individuals to greater and lesser
degrees, where contemplation contains a kind of happiness superior to moral action. Also, among the happy
persons who engage in contemplation some are better at it and thus closer to wisdom than others. They ex-
perience greater eudaimonia (NE 1177a32-34, 1178b28-30). Equally, among the morally virtuous some are
happier than others depending on the degree to which they engage inmoral action (NE 1117b9-11, 1173a20-
22; Pol. 1328a39).



24. SusanneHill denies the tension between contemplative andmoral activity and argue that the life whose
end is theoria will not be devoid of the practical aretai. She insists that the philosopher will never “be forced
to sacrifice the practical aretai to engage in theoria” (Hill 1995, 111). I will address Hill’s argument and
discuss the precise way in which the act of contemplating, as an end, proves destructive of moral virtue,
strictly speaking at a later point in the chapter. So far, I have argued, and hopefully not without merit, that
the reverse is evident and true: moral acts are inhibitive of contemplative activity insofar as they are time-
consuming distractions from it and insofar as they allocate rational activity away from theory.



25. It is not inconceivable that this may be the exact trajectory of the life of Plato who, in the absence
of his teacher Socrates and as a great-souled Athenian aristocrat, may have very well pursued a political—a
moral-political—path in life, as his brother Glaucon did.



26. In identifying thesemen as the Ethics’ intended audience, I do notmean to suggest that they are its only
intended audience, for there is compelling textual evidence that the book contains an alternative teaching
designed for the potentially philosophical.



27. Although the life of contemplation is happiest, the examples ofThales andAnaxagoras point to a serious
problem with it: it is possible for one to possess supreme wisdom and lack prudence altogether. It is difficult
to see how such a person—the natural philosopher comes to mind here—can ever be happy given the fact
that knows neither what is advantageous for human beings nor how to attain it. This person is detached
from his uniquely human condition by being wholly preoccupied with matters that transcend it: he lacks
the ability to act well, for he possesses neither practical wisdom nor properly oriented passions. He must,
therefore, be unhappy despite the divine activity that defines his life. And yet, a different kind of philosopher
may be immune to this problem: the political philosopher occupies an unarticulated by Aristotle middle



ground, where he possesses both wisdom and prudence. As Aristide Tessitore claims, “political philosophy
is an activity that is neither indifferent to nor walled in by the vicissitudes of political life” (Tessitore 1996,
50) and as such, its practitioner would escape the unhappy fate of Thales and Anaxagoras.



28. Ronna Burger engages in a fascinating discussion about the difference between Aristotle’s and Solon’s
conceptions of happiness, given the fact that the former employs the authority of the latter to attest to his
own position. In BookX,Aristotle argues that a truly blessed life only requires amoderate amount of external
equipment. He says that on this, Solon and Anaxagoras—the statesman and the philosopher—agree with
him. However, Burger observes, the agreement may not be as unequivocal as Aristotle makes it out to be.
In particular, Solon’s conception of the happiest kind of life is quite unlike Aristotle’s. From the writings
of Herodotus (2007, I:30-32) we know that when Solon visits Croesus, the tyrant of Lydia, and is asked to
identify the happiest human being he has ever heard of, Solonmakes the following observation: the happiest
man is Tellus, an Athenian who lived in moderate prosperity, enjoyed a familial life, and finally died in battle
on behalf of his city and was honored for that. By contrast, Aristotle presents the life of the theoretical man
as best and assigns a secondary happiness to the moderate life Solon judged best (Burger 2008, 204-205).



29. This—the problems stemming frommorality that ultimately render the life of moral virtue suspect—is
a topic I will address in the final section of this chapter.





30. While it is unclear whether by receiving great honor Aristotle means being honored by the greatest num-
ber of people or being honored by the greatest of people, one may reasonably infer—an inference based on the
Philosopher’s overall aristocratic approach to both ethics and politics—that it is the latter. In fact, it is even
possible—though I cannot supply textual evidence for it—that the great honor which the magnanimous man
is concerned with is the honor bestowed by others like him, by morally virtuous persons.





31. There is an inherent tension between these two conceptions of justice, but Iwill abstain fromaddressing
it, since it is unrelated to the current project.



32. By political I do not mean ruling in general but ruling in a “political fashion”—ruling and being ruled
in turn.





33. Amélie Rorty seems to agree with this argument, as she insists that “phronesis balances courage with, or
against, the activities of the other virtues. Phronesis is the master virtue, the practical and intellectual hexis
which determines the priority and balance among the goods to be realized by the virtues” (Rorty 1986, 164).

34. While I frame the solution to the problem of tyranny/imperialism in terms of phronesis, Salem frames
it in terms ofmagnanimity. Themagnanimousman, he says, as a sort of kosmos of the virtues, is the paradigm
of moral virtue. As such, he invites us “to imagine that the various ethical virtues become fully themselves
only as they occupy their proper places within the spacious soul of the magnanimous man—to imagine, that
is, that ethical virtue becomes one complete whole in the person of the magnanimous man” (Salem 2003,
29). Consequently, the possibility of the great-souledman being courageous but tyrannical—courageous but
unjust—vanishes.







35. To derive happiness from utility is to argue that rational control over the passions is necessary for the
effective functioning of man in society.

36. I am referring to the semi-fictional protagonist of Clint Eastwood’s 2014 film “American Sniper,” rather
than to the historical person the film is based on.
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