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ABSTRACT

A DEVELOPi\/IENTALIST INTERPRETATION OF ARISTOTLE’S
NICOMACHEAN ETHICS

By

Hope Elizabeth May

Aristotle’s chief ethical work, the Nicomachean Ethics (NE), has
given rise to a number of lively scholarly debates. Chief among them, is the
debate about Aristotle’s conception of the human good or eudaimonia.
Aristotle defines eudaimonia as activity of the soul in accordance with virtue
(NE 1098a17-18). But several different kinds of psychic virtues are all
discussed in the NE, viz., ethical virtue and sophia. Unfortunately, it is
unclear whether Aristotle identifies eudaimonia with the combination of
ethical virtue and sophia, or whether he believes that eudaimonia consists in
the activity of sophia alone. Inclusivists endorse the former alternative,
whereas intellectualists endorse the latter.

Aristotle’s “function argument” (NE 1097b22-1098al18) -- the
argument which leads Aristotle to conclude that eudaimonia is “activity of

the soul in accordance with virtue” -- has become the locus of the dispute






between intellectualists and inclusivists. The present work focuses on this
dispute. I argue that both intellectualist and inclusivist interpretations of
Aristotle’s conception of eudaimonia, are flawed. For both accounts ignore
Aristotle’s views about the biological development of human beings. As I
will show, Aristotle’s views about human development play a crucial role in
the function argument. Once this fact is appreciated, we are able to see that
ethical virtue is a developmental prerequisite for sophia, and hence that
sophia cannot be actualized without ethical virtue. This conclusion
challenges those intellectualists who claim that in some cases, ethical virtue
and sophia can come into conflict with one another.! These intellectualists
conclude from this that eudaimonia consists in contemplative activity alone,
and that ethical virtue is merely instrumentally valuable. On this view,
ethical virtue is valuable only to the extent that it helps one to be a better
contemplator. I reject this view and argue that ethical virtue is necessary for
the development of sophia. Thus, eudaimonia is activity in accordance with
ethical virtue and sophia, but these virtues are hierarchically related since
ethical virtue is a developmental prerequisites of sophia. This is the

primary conclusion of this work.

' See Cooper ([1971), 149-168), Kraut ([1989], 181).






iv

Copyright by
Hope Elizabeth May
2000



For Michael Russo
“the friendship of good persons is good, and they are thought
to become better too by their activities and by improving
each other.”
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INTRODUCTION

Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics (NE), is devoted to the topic of the
human good (10 dvBpdmivov &yoBov) or eudaimonia (eddoapovia) (NE
1097b22-23).! However, there is much scholarly controversy regarding
Aristotle’s conception of eudaimonia. Scholars dispute the question of
whether Aristotle identifies eudaimonia with the single, solitary end of
theoretical activity (évépyeia Oewpnrtixn), or whether he identifies eudaimonia

with a combination of different activities.

' “Eudaimonia” is typically rendered in English as “happiness.” I have decided not to adopt this usage since
the word “happiness” has connotations which Aristotelian eudaimonia does not. English speakers use the
word “happiness” to refer certain moments or episodes within a life. According to Aristotle, however,
eudaimonia is the most final object of desire (VE 1094a18-22). It is not an episode that “comes and goes.”
Rather, it is an activity which all our desires are “for the sake of.” According to Aristotle, the desire for
eudaimonia is fashioned by nature so that a human being may fully develop into a rational animal, and
ideally, into an animal who reasons excellently. Thus Aristotelian eudaimonia has a naturalistic or
biological basis. Our conception of “happiness” does not.
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The Difficulty

Aristotle’s own imperspicuity regarding his conception of eudaimonia
is partly responsible for the scholarly debate that surrounds it. In book I of
the NE, Aristotle defines the human good as “activity of the soul in
accordance with virtue, and if the virtues are many, in accordance with the
best and most complete/final/perfect (teleiotatos/teherotorog)” (NE 1098al7-
18).2 Aristotle, however, discusses three different kinds of virtues in the NE.
Two of these virtues -- the virtues of character (VoC) (&petai thig nOnikhic),
and phronésis (@povnoig), are interentailing. For Aristotle claims that the
VoC and phronésis are necessary conditions of one another: phronésis cannot
exist without the VoC, and the VoC cannot exist without phronésis (NE
1144b30-32). Since Aristotle claims that the VoC and phronésis are
interentailing, I will refer to the combination of these two virtues as ethical
virtue.’

The third kind of virtue discussed in the NE is philosophical wisdom or

sophia (co@ila). According to Aristotle, sophia is the combination of nous

(vod¢) and epistémé (éncrtnun) (NE 1141a19-20).  Aristotle's definitions of

? Since scholars disagree about how to render “teleiotatos,” 1 have provided the three standard translations of
this term. My interpretation of this word will be offered in chapter two of this work.

3 Aristotle defines the VoC as “states of character (€xe1c) concerned with choice (mpoatpetuch), lying in a
mean (uecdtng) (NVE 1107b36-1107a2).” He defines phronésis as the excellence of the opinion making
faculty (8o€aotikdg) (NE 1140b26-27).

4 Although the standard interpretation of “sophia” is “philosophical wisdom,” our notion of
“philosophical wisdom” is much broader than Aristotle's. It is useful to regard nous as the intellectual

2



nous and epistémé are technical notions that will be discussed more
thoroughly in chapter 4. For now, we can think of nous as a developed
disposition that grasps definitions of general terms such as “mammal,” and
“rhetoric.” Thus, if the term “mammal” were to be defined as “a warm
blooded and haired animal that nourishes its young with milk,” then this fact
would be grasped by nous. We can think of epistémé as the ability to
demonstrate the logical consequences of the definitions that are grasped by
nous. Thus sophia, the combination of nous and epistémé, involves both the
grasp of definitions, and the ability to demonstrate the consequences of these
definitions.

Although he discusses several kinds of virtues in the NE, and although
he defines the human good as activity of the soul in accordance with the best
and teleiotatos virtue (NE 1098al7-18), Aristotle does not explicitly state
which virtue is the best and teleiotatos. Nevertheless, the emphasis of the NE
as a whole does seem to provide a clue as to whether Aristotle identifies
ethical virtue or sophia as the best and teleiotatos. For the focus of the NE is
ethical virtue. In fact, nine out of the ten books comprising the NE are
devoted either to the VoC, or to phronésis -- the two components of ethical
virtue. Aristotle's discussion of sophia, on the other hand, comprises a brief
section in book VI of the NE (NE 1141a9-1144b8), and several paragraphs in
book X (NE 1177al12-1178a32). Thus, the fact that the NE consists in

detailed discussion about the constituents of ethical virtue, and the fact that

power that enables a human being to grasp definitions, and to think of epistémé as the ability to



the NE contains relatively few remarks about sophia, suggest that Aristotle
believes that ethic_al virtue is best and releiotatos.

However, the final book of the NE appears to cause problems for the
view that Aristotle identifies eudaimonia with ethically virtuous activity. For
here, Aristotle claims that nous is the best thing in us, that the best activity is
theoretical, and ethically virtuous activity is inferior to theoretical activity (NE
1177a12-18, NE 1177a22-25, NE 1177b1-4, NE 1178a5-9). Indeed, given
that the focus of the NE is ethical virtue, it is odd that at the end of this work,
Aristotle states that theoretical activity is best and most pleasant. Moreover,
the fact that Aristotle claims that theoretical activity is superior to ethically
virtuous activity, poses a serious threat to the view that Aristotle identifies
eudaimonia with ethically virtuous activity. Aristotle's remarks in book X of
the NE seem to imply that he identifies eudaimonia with theoretical activity,
and hence that the best and teleiotatos virtue is sophia.

Unfortunately, Aristotle does not tell us how to reconcile book X with
the rest of the NE. Nor is he clear about the relationship amongst ethical
virtue, sophia, and eudaimonia. Is Aristotle implying that ethically virtuous
activity has no role in the eudaimén life? If so, then why is the bulk of the
NE concerned with the VoC and phronésis? If ethically virtuous activity does
have some role in the best life for man, then what is the nature of this role?

And how is this to be reconciled with book X?

demonstrate the logical consequences of definitions. For a brief description of sophia see NE 1141a9-b8.



The Debate

The alleged discrepancy between book X and the earlier books of the
NE, has given rise to intense scholarly disagreement about Aristotle's
conception of ‘eudaimonia. 1 will refer to this scholarly controversy as the
intellectualism debate. At the crux of the intellectualism debate are two
competing interpretations of NE 1098a17-18. For here, Aristotle defines the
human good as activity of the soul in accordance with the best and teleiotatos
virtue, and there is disagreement about which virtue is best and teleiotatos.

As we will see, at the heart of the intellectualism debate is a
disagreement about both the meaning of “teleiotatos” and the nature of the
“for the sake of” (xapw) (FTSO) relationship. For at NE 1098al6-18,
Aristotle defines eudaimonia as “activity of the soul in accordance with virtue
(xata Gpetnv), and if the virtues are many, in accordance with the best
(&protoc) and teleiotatos.” Earlier, Aristotle states that a teleiotatos end is
an intrinsically desirable end that is never chosen for the sake of any other
end, and is the ultimate end for the sake of which all other ends are chosen
(NE 1097a29-b4). The fact the meaning of feleiotatos is defined in terms of
the FTSO relationship, reveals that these two notions are conceptually
connected. And the fact the human good is defined as activity in accordance

with the teleiotatos virtue, subsequently reveals the conceptual connection

amongst eudaimonia, the meaning of “teleiotatos,” and the FTSO




relationship. Indeed, since the latter two notions are crucial to Aristotle's
definition of eudaimonia, they have become integral to the intellectualism

debate.

Intellectualism

According to some scholars, Aristotle identifies the best teleiotatos
virtue with sophia, and hence believes that eudaimonia consists in theoretical
activity alone.” These scholars endorse an intellectualist interpretation of
Aristotelian eudaimonia. Intellectualists claim that all other goods, including
ethical virtue, are valuable only because they help to promote theoretical
activity. In order to support their position that the best and teleiotatos virtue
is sophia, intellectualists interpret teleiotatos as “most perfect,” and claim
that the FTSO relationship is causal-normative relationship.® It is causal,
because all goods, including ethical virtue, are valuable primarily because they
help to promote theoretical activity -- the characteristic activity of sophia.
And it is normative, because theoretical activity provides a norm and a

standard that determines the extent to which all other goods are pursued.

3 See Cooper (1975), Devereux (1981), Hardie (1965), Kenny (1978), and Kraut (1989). Kraut claims that
ethical virtue is an intrinsically desirable good, but that it is not a component of eudaimonia. See Kraut
([1989], 215). Irwin (1991) has persuasively argued that Kraut's interpretation is inconsistent with
Aristotle's eudaimonist project. For Kraut claims that ethical virtue is intrinsically and instrumentally
desirable. Irwin points out that this is problematic. For why should one choose ethical virtue for its own
sake, if it is not a component of eudaimonia?

6 Kraut ([1989], 200-203).



Inclusivism
Although intellectualism accords well with Aristotle's remarks at X.7.8,
many scholars have rejected this reading because of its rather unpalatable
consequences. For intellectualism implies that it is possible for a eudaimon
individual to behave in ways that are incompatible with ethical virtue.” Since
intellectualists claim that ethical virtue is not a component of the eudaimon
life, they also believe that it is possible for one to be eudaimén and to shirk
the ethical virtues. Kraut, for instance, claims that in some cases, theoretical
activity can and should be maximized by abandoning ethically virtuous
activity.®
... if you manage to escape detection, then certain injustices might
bring you more contemplation than less. For example, if you ignore
the needs of your parents, and no one finds out about this neglect, then
your standing in the community will not suffer, and you will have more
time for theoretical activity. My interpretation does not attribute to
Aristotle the assumption that such cases cannot occur.’
Many have found intellectualism unacceptable since it implies that one can be
eudaimoén while ignoring the needs of one's family, friends, and community.

Scholars simply cannot accept the idea that Aristotle believes that the

eudaimon individual is solely concerned with theoretical activity, and does not

7 See Cooper ([1971], 149-168), Kraut ([1989], 181).

® This is consequence of Kraut's claim that the more theoretical activity that one engages in, the more
eudaimén one is. See Kraut ([1989],9). See also Cooper ([1971], 149-150).

? Kraut ([1989], 181).






value social, political, and family life unless doing so helps to promote such
activity. For if th_is were true, then Aristotle would be arguing for a life that,
in our own day, would be looked upon with disdain. Thus, many scholars
reject the idea that Aristotle identifies the good life with a life which the
average person would deem to be morally reprehensible.

Because many scholars find an intellectualist interpretation of the NE
unacceptable, they embrace an alternative inclusivist interpretation of the
NE." Scholars who endorse inclusivism reject the view that eudaimonia
consists in theoretical activity alone, and argue instead that eudaimonia is an
end composed of various intrinsically desirable goods, namely, ethical virtue
and sophia. Thus, inclusivists identify the best and teleiotatos virtue with a
combination of goods. On such a view, the eudaiméon individual is
necessarily ethically virtuous, since ethical virtue is a component of
eudaimonia.'"" In contradistinction to intellectualists, inclusivists interpret

teleiotatos as “most complete,” and claim that the FTSO relationship is

10

also reject i ism because prop of this view typically claim that ethically
virtuous activity is merely instrumentally valuable. See Cooper ([1971], 163-165), and Kraut ([1989], 5-6).
Kraut argues that even though ethical virtue is not a component of the most happy life, it is nevertheless
both instrumentally and intrinsically desirable. However, Irwin ([1991], 383-386) points out that to say
that the eudaimén individual values certain intrinsic goods that are not components of eudaimonia, is
incompatible with Aristotle's eudaimonistic project. But there is further problem for the view that ethical
virtue is merely instrumentally valuable. For if it is true that the virtues of character are valuable only when
being used to help promote theoretical activity, then it follows that since courage (cv8peiov) is one of the
virtues of character, then courageous activity is only valuable if it promotes theoretical activity. But this is
absurd. For Aristotle defines courage as “being fearless in the face of death in battle” (NE 1115a24-31), and
it is rather difficult to see how such a virtue could help promote theoretical activity.

' Roche ([1988], 191). Although all inclusivists agree that eudaimonia is a end that contains a plurality of
virtues, they disagree about which goods comprise eudaimonia. Ackrill (1980) claims that all intrinsically
desirable goods comprise eudaimonia. Purinton (1998) disagrees, claiming instead that all and only
virtuous activities, activities of the rational soul, comprise eudaimonia. Keyt (1983) holds a similar view
to Purinton's, claiming that all of the rational virtues comprise eudaimonia



relationship between part and whole."? According to inclusivists, then, the
best and teleiozjat_os virtue is the most complete, all inclusive virtue, wherein
each individual good is desirable for the sake of this all-inclusive end.

Although all inclusivists agree that both ethically virtuous and
theoretical activity are components of Aristotelian eudaimonia, some believe
that theoretical and ethically virtuous activity are equally desirable, whereas
others believe that theoretical activity is more desirable than ethically virtuous
activity.” I call the former group simple inclusivists, and the latter group
moderate inclusivists.'*

There are, then, at least three different positions within the
intellectualism debate. Strict intellectualists claim that eudaimonia consists in
theoretical activity alone, that ethical virtue is not a component of
eudaimonia, and that ethical virtue is valuable only to the extent that it helps
promote theoretical activity. In order to support their view, intellectualists
interpret “teleiotatos” as “most perfect,” and believe that the FTSO
relationship is a causal-normative relationship. Simple inclusivists claim that

theoretical and ethically virtuous activity are both intrinsic goods that are

12 Ackrill ([1980], 19-20).

13 Ackrill (1974) suggests that theoretical and ethically virtuous activity are equally desirable. See Irwin
(1991), Keyt (1983), and Roche (1988) for the view that theoretical activity is more desirable than ethically
virtuous activity.

' Importantly, although moderate inclusivists claim that theoretical activity is more valuable than activity
that is ethically virtuous, they do not also believe that one should eschew the ethical virtues in order to
maximize theoretical activity, as do the strict intellectualists. For moderate inclusivists claim that ethical
virtue is a necessary condition of theoretical activity. As David Keyt puts it, “...theoretical activity is to be
maximized but only within the constraints of practical wisdom and moral virtue. Moral activity is the
foundation, and theoretical activity the superstructure, in the best life for a man.” Keyt ([1983], 370). On
such a view, it is impossible for ethical virtue to be compromised for the sake of theoretical activity, since
the ethical virtue is necessary for its operation.



equally desirable components of eudaimonia. Finally, moderate inclusivists
agree that eudaimonia includes ethically virtuous and theoretical activity, both
of which are intrinsically desirable, but they add that theoretical activity is
more desirable than activity that is ethically virtuous. Both groups of
inclusivists interpret “teleiotatos” as “most complete,” and believe that the

FTSO relationship is a relationship between part and whole.

Developmentalism

In what follows, I argue for two importantly related conclusions. First,
both the intellectualist and inclusivist account of the FTSO relationship, as
well as their respective interpretations of “teleiotatos,” are inadequate. For
both views fail to recognize that the meaning of teleiotatos and the nature of
the FTSO relationship are rooted in Aristotle's views about the biological
development of human beings. For in Generation of Animals, Parts of
Animals and Physics, Aristotle describes the FTSO relationship as a
mechanism that nature uses in the biological development of organisms, and
he repeatedly discusses how nature brings about some product or process, for
the sake of some subsequent stage of development (GA 743al16-18, PA
639b26-640al, Ph. 199a17-18)."* 1 will show that pace the claims of both

intellectualists and inclusivists, in the context of the NE, “teleiotatos” should

' Aristotle also claims that in addition to nature, human beings also act for the sake of some end (NE
1093a18-22). However, intellectualists and inclusivists have focused only on the human use of the FTSO
relationship, and have ignored nature's use of this mechanism. Both uses are important to Aristotle's
conception of eudaimonia, as I will show.

10




be interpreted as “most final,” the FTSO relationship should be understood
as a relationship of final causality, and that the relata of the FTSO relationship
are stages in the biological development of a human being. In my view, if X
is for the sake of Y, then X is a developmental stage that is necessary for the
realization of Y.

My interpretation is most akin go the moderate inclusivist viewpoint,
although I reject the moderate inclusivists account of the meaning of
“teleiotatos” and the FTSO relatonship. One could say that my account
strengthens the moderate inclusivist position by showing that it has a
biological basis. For the second conclusion for which I argue is that ethical
virtue is a developmental prerequisite of nous, and hence of sophia (for
sophia, as mentioned above, is the combination of nous and epistémé (NE
1141a19-20). Once we understand that the relata of the FTSO relationship
are developmental stages, we will be able to see that ethical virtue is a
developmental prerequisite for the actualization of sophia. Intellectualists and
inclusivists have failed to appreciate this fact not only because they have
ignored the biological basis of Aristotle's conception of eudaimonia, but also
because they have misleadingly characterized the nature of ethical virtue. For
they describe ethical virtue as if it is essentially concerned with one's
commitments to others, and/or with the control of one's passions.”® To be
sure, Aristotle surely believes that family, friends and community are valuable

(NE 1169b28-1170b19, NE 1123a4-5), and even claims that a man ought to

16 See Kraut ([1989], 181. Cooper ([1971], 149-150), quoted earlier in the Introduction.
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help his friends and children become good if they are living under ignoble
laws (NE 1180a2_9-31). Aristotle also believes that it is important for one's
appetites to listen to, and hence be controlled by, reason (NE 1119b10-15).
However, the essence of ethical virtue, according to Aristotle, neither consists
in one's commitment to other people, nor in one's having a chaste disposition.
Rather, the essence of Aristotelian ethical virtue consists in the excellence of
the psychological mechanisms that are responsible for excellent human action,
viz., correct belief, correct desire, and correct deliberation. As mentioned
above, the components of ethical virtue are the VoC and phronésis. And
according to Aristotle, whereas the VoC imply ensure that one's desires are
aimed at the correct objects (NE 1144a7-9), phronésis is an intellectual
virtue (&peth davolog) (NE 1139al) of the faculty that forms opinions (NVE
1040b25-26), and implies an excellence in deliberation (NE 1141b9-10).
Since opinions can either take the form of universal (e.g., “all humans or
mammals”) or particular (e.g., “Socrates is a human”) judgments, then
phronésis implies that both kinds of opinions are correct.'” Such correctness
of opinion, as we will see, is necessary for the complete actualization of nous,
and hence for sophia.
The structure of my argument is as follows: in chapter 1, I explicate
Aristotle's function argument -- the argument which concludes with
Aristotle's definition of eudaimonia at NE 1098a17-18. The intellectualist and

inclusivist interpretations of this argument will be the focus of chapter 2. I

12







will examine their divergent account of the meaning of teleiotatos, as well
as the nature of the FTSO relationship. In chapter 3, I show that the
intellectualist and inclusivist accounts of the meaning of “teleiotatos” and the
FTSO relationship are inadequate since both fail to recognize the biological
basis of Aristotle's conception of eudaimonia. In chapter 4, I explain why
ethical virtue is necessary for the development of nous. In chapter 5, I
provide another argument against intellectualism by explaining why ethical
virtue is necessary for eudaimonia, and conclude with some speculative

remarks about Aristotle's intention in writing the NE.

"7 Cf. NE 1142a11-23.
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CHAPTER 1: THE DIFFICULTY

My aim in this chapter is to provide an explication of Aristotle's
function argument, the argument which concludes with the definition of
eudaimonia as, “activity of the soul in accordance with the best and
teleiotatos virtue” (NE 109817-18). As we will see, Aristotle's remarks in
X.7,8 cause difficulties for the interpretation of NE 109817-18. These
difficulties have led to scholarly debate surrounding the interpretation of the

function argument.

The Function Argument

In the opening book of the NE, we learn that Aristotle's aim is to
discover the nature of eudaimonia, or the human good. The function
argument (NE 1097b22-1098a18) is Aristotle's attempt to pinpoint the human

good. According to this argument, the human good can be defined

14






through the ergon (or function) of man (NE 1097b10-11).! Aristotle claims
that the ergon of man is excellent rational activity (VE 1097b34-1098a4), and
he defines eudaimonia as activity of the soul in accordance with the best and
teleiotatos virtue (NE 109817-18). Aristotle's arguments for these claims are
reviewed below.

The guiding assumption behind the function argument is Aristotle’s
claim that the human good can be defined through man's ergon (NE
1097b10-11). Auristotle's provides an analogical argument for this claim:

Presumably, however, to say that happiness (eddoupovia) is

the chief good seems a platitude, and a clearer account of what it is is

still desired. This might be first be given, if we could ascertain the

function (£pyov) of man. Just as for a flute player, a sculptor, or any
artist, and, in general, for all things that have a function or activity

(npa&ic), the good (téryoBov) and the “well” (10 £9) is thought to

reside in the function, so it would seem to be for man, if he has a

function. What then can this be? Life seems belong even to plants,

butzwe are seeking what is peculiar (id10v) to man. (NE 1097b22-

34).

In this passage, Aristotle argues that since the good of an artist resides
in his ergon, then the good of a man likewise resides in the human ergon.

This argument seems problematic, however. First, it is not at all clear what is

relevantly similar between human beings and artists. Artists,

' The word “Epyov” is usually translated as “function.” Aristotle claims that we can discover the ergon of
man if we discover what is {310v, or peculiar to man (NE 1097b35). Although some commentators believe
that Aristotle means that we can discover the &pyov of man if we discover any property that is peculiar to
man (e.g., telling jokes), I agree with Jennifer Whiting (1988) that this way of interpreting “idiov” is
incorrect. Rather “{diov” refers to the essence of a creature. Whiting’s interpretation is supported by GA
736b4.

2 All translations of the Nicomachean Ethics are by David Ross, unless otherwise noted.
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of course, are human beings, but it is unclear as to what is similar between

the artist qua artist, on the one hand, and the human qua human, on the
other. Moreover, it is not at all clear that man has an ergon, in the same way
that a flautist or a sculptor has an ergon. A particular artist or craftsman has
a determinate ergon. The ergon of a doctor, for instance, is to heal, and the
ergon of a rhetorician is to persuade. But it is not certain that a human being
has a determinate ergon. Perhaps man is born without a specific ergon, and
decides for himself which ergon or erga he wants to adopt.” A human being
could decide to be a flautist, or adopt the ergon of a sculptor, without there
being a specific ergon of human beings. Possibly aware of such an objection,
Aristotle supports his claim that man has an ergon with the following
argument:

Have the carpenter, then, and the tanner certain functions or

activities, and has man none? Is he born without a ergon? Or as eye,

hand, foot and in general each of the parts has an ergon, may one

establish that man similarly has an ergon apart from all these? (NE

1097b28-34).
Aristotle seems to believe that since a human being's body parts each have
their own ergon, then there is a specific ergon of a human being. Thus,
Aristotle appears to advance the following argument:

1.If some parts of a human being have an ergon or function, then a

human being has an ergon or function.

2. Some parts of a human being have an ergon or function
A human being has an ergon or function.

The argument is valid, but the first premise is problematic. For it simply does

not follow that if some parts of X are Y, then X is Y. Just because the atoms
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comprising Socrates cannot be seen with the naked eye, it does not follow
that Socrates cannot be seen with the naked eye.* Aristotle's argument
appears to commit the fallacy of composition.’

Despite the difficulties surrounding NE 1097b28-34, Aristotle proceeds
as if he has said nothing objectionable. And after establishing that man has an
ergon, Aristotle next claims that the ergon of a human being can be
discovered if one discovers what is idion to human beings:

Just as for a flute player, a sculptor, or any artist, and, in general, for all
things that have a function or activity (npa&ic), the good (taryaBov)and
the “well” (10 €0) is thought to reside in the function, so it would seem
to be for man, if he has a function... .What then can this be? Life seems

belong even to plants, but we are seeking what is peculiar (idion) to
man. (NE 1097b25-1097b34).

According to Aristotle, the ergon or function of man can be determined if
one discovers what is idion to human beings. Most scholars interpret
“idion™ as “peculiar.”® Ackrill, for instance, writes:

Aristotle has clearly stated that the principle of the ergon argument

is that one must ask what powers and activities are peculiar to and
distinctive of man.’

3 This is Jean Paul Sartre's criticism of Aristotle's assumption that man has a predefined ergon.
There is the additional problem that the similarities between the crafts, body parts and human beings seem
weak. Is Aristotle claiming that a human being has an ergon because, like a hand, a human is part of some
larger organism? T. H. Irwin ([1980], 35-36) puts the problem well:
When Aristotle offers to say what happiness is, he refers to the “function” or
“characteristic activity” (ergon) peculiar to human beings: just as a hammer or a leg has a
function, a living organism has one... .This argument is not easy to accept. Is the
inference from artifacts and organs to human beings secure, or does it rely on the
disputable assumption that a human being is an artifact, or else the limb of a larger
organism?

3 The fallacy of composition is committed when the following premise is assumed “if the parts of X have

property P, then X has the property P.” This claim is not always true. The parts of a wristwatch may be

inexpensive, but this does not mean that the wristwatch itself is inexpensive.

¢ An exception is Whiting (1986) who argues that the idion of man is identical to man's essence.

7 Ackrill ([1980], 27).
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and Kraut:

Our function cannot simply be to live, since that is something we

have in common with plants, and we are looking for what is

peculiar--to human beings. .. .[Aristotle] is looking for what is

peculiar (idion) to human beings.®
But if Aristotle is claiming that the ergon of a human being is determined by
what is merely peculiar to a human being, then the connection between a
thing's ergon and its good is tenuous. Why is it the case that man's ergon,
which is determined merely by what is peculiar to human beings, is relevant
to what is good for man? Auristotle does not seem to be aware of these
questions, and he states that rational activity is idion to human beings:

Let us exclude, therefore, the life of nutrition and growth. Next

there would be a life of perception, but it also seems to be shared

by the horse, the ox and every animal. There remains, then, an
active life of the element that has a rational principle (&govtog

AOYov).
In claiming that the human good is determined by man’s ergon, and in
claiming that man’s ergon is determined by man’s idion, Aristotle seems to
be advancing the following argument:

1. The human good is determined by the human ergon

2. The human ergon is determined by what is idion to human beings.
3. Rational Activity is idion to human beings.

4. The human ergon is rational activity

The human good is determined by (consists in) rational activity

8 Kraut ([1989], 313). Both Kraut and Ackrill recognize a difficulty here. For if Aristotle identifies the
best and teleiotatos virtue with sophia, then since the God contemplates, then sophia is not peculiar to
human beings. Kraut avoids this difficulty by claiming that Aristotle is using “idion” to refer to that which
is peculiar to man relative to animals, not relative to all living things. So, on Kraut's view, there is no
difficulty for Aristotle to claim both that contemplation is idion to man. and that the God contemplates.
See Kraut ([1989], 316).
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This argument, though valid, is problematic. For there are many activities
that are idion to human beings other than rational activity, such as gambling
and giving to charity, for instance. If “idion” indeed means “peculiar,” as
most scholars assume, then we need an explanation as to why Aristotle
singles out rational activity as the ergon and idion of man. Why is rational
activity, rather than say, giving to charity, the ergon and idion of man? Why
should we dismiss the view that the human good consists in giving to charity?
Aristotle appears to provide no answer to these important questions.

Nevertheless, after stating that “the life of the rational element” is
idion to man, Aristotle makes the important claim that the rational element is
two-fold:
Life seems to belong even to plants, but we are seeking what is
peculiar to man. Let us exclude, therefore, the life of nutrition and
growth. Next there would be an active life of the element that has a
rational principle; of this one part of the element that has a rational
principle has such a principle in the sense of being obedient to one,
the other in the sense of possessing one and exercising thought
(drxvoovpevov). (NE 1097b34-1098a4-5).
After establishing that there are two parts to the rational element of the soul,
Aristotle then returns to the notion of the human ergon, and makes the
general claim that the ergon of a good thing is for the thing to perform its
ergon well (NE 1098a8-11). From this it follows that the ergon of a good
man, is for man to perform his ergon well. Thus, if the ergon of man is

rational activity, then the ergon of a good man is excellent rational activity.’

So Aristotle concludes the function argument with the following claim:
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the human good is activity (évépyeia) of the soul in accordance
excellence, and if there is more than one excellence, then it is in
accordance with the best and most teleiotatos (NE 1098a16-18).

I am leaving “teleiotatos” uninterpreted for now because of the disagreement

about how to render this claim. The term “teleiotatos” is the superlative

form of the adjective “teleios”. “Teleios” can be rendered either as

“perfect,” “complete,” or “final.””  Accordingly, “teleiotatos” can be

interpreted as “most perfect,” “most complete,” or “most final.” We will

see soon enough that much hinges on which of these meanings is selected.
Put in standard form, Aristotle function argument is as follows:

1. The good of any artist resides in that artist's ergon (NE
1097b25-28).

2. If man has an ergon, the good of man resides in that ergon
(NE 1097b24-5).

3. Body parts and artists each have their own ergon (NE
1097b28-34).

4. Man has an ergon (NE 1097b34).

5. The good of man resides in man's ergon (from 1,4).

6. The ergon of man can be discovered if one discovers what is
idion to man. (NE 1097b34-35).

7. Activity of the rational principle is idion to man (NE 1098a3-
4).

8. The ergon of man is activity of the rational principle.

9. The human good resides in activity of the rational principle.

10. the ergon of a good thing is for the thing to perform its
ergon well (NE 1098 a8-11).

11. The ergon of a good man is the excellent activity of the
rational principle.

12. There are two elements of the rational principle (VE 1098a4-
5).

The human good is activity of the soul in accordance with

virtue, and if the virtues are many, in accordance with the best
and most teleiotatos (NE 1098a16-18).

? Aristotle explicitly states that by “life of the rational element,” he means life in the sense of activity or
actuality (energeia) (NE 1098a5-6). In other words, eudaimonia is the operation or activation of the rational
element. According to Aristotle, merely possessing this element is not sufficient for eudaimonia. Rather,
if one is eudaimon, then one's rational element must be actualized, i.e., in use.
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The qualification that Aristotle makes at the conclusion of the function
argument, viz., tt}at the human good is excellent activity in accordance with
the best and teleiotatos virtue, seems to refer back to his remark that there
are two elements of the rational principle (VE 1098a4-5). Aristotle appears to
be saying that of these two rational elements, eudaimonia is activity in

accordance with the best and releiotatos.

The Difficulty of X.7,8

So far I have laid out Aristotle's function argument and have
mentioned some of the difficulties involved therein. However, in addition to
the seemingly problematic moves that Aristotle makes in the function
argument, his remarks about sophia in book X, the final book of the NE,
further complicate the matter. For the earlier books of NE, especially books I
through VIII, contain detailed discussions about ethical virtue, which is a
combination of the VoC and phronésis. Given that the conclusion of the
function argument states that eudaimonia is activity of the soul in accordance
with the best and teleiotatos virtue, and given that Aristotle spends the bulk
of the NE discussing ethical virtue, one is naturally inclined to believe that
Aristotle equates the best and teleiotatos virtue with ethical virtue, and hence
that eudaimonia consists in ethically virtuous activity. However, Aristotle's
remarks in X.7,8 seem to create conflict with this inclination. For in X.7,
Aristotle claims that best activity is not ethically virtuous activity, as one

might expect, but is theoretical:
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If [eudaimonia] is activity in accordance with virtue, it is reasonable
that it should be in accordance with the highest virtue -- and this will be
that of the best thing in us. Whether it be reason (voug) or

something else that is this element which is thought to be our natural
ruler (Sokel &pyewv @Oorv) and guide and take thought of things noble
and divine, whether it be itself also divine (Bslov) or only the most
divine element in us, the activity (évépyeio) of this in accordance with
its proper virtue will be perfect happiness (teAetia e0doupovic). That
this activity is theoretical we have already said (VE 1177a12-18)."
Later, at X.8, Aristotle explicitly states that the life in accordance with the
“other virtue” is inferior to the theoretical life (VE 1178a9). Presumably,
Aristotle is referring to ethical virtue, since this is the only other virtue that is
discussed in detail in the NE. And at NE 1178b31-21, Aristotle claims that
the philosopher, most of all, will be eudaimén. These remarks seem to be out
of place in the NE. For the earlier books suggest that eudaimonia is ethically
virtuous activity, whereas X.7,8 seems to imply that eudaimonia is theoretical
activity. It is unclear how Aristotle would reconcile these two views. Does
he believe that ethical virtue is the best and teleiotatos virtue? Or does he
believe that the best and teleiotatos virtue is sophia? Or, does Aristotle
believe that the eudaimoén life consists in a combination of both ethically
virtuous and theoretical activity? Indeed, Aristotle's function argument seems
to involve a thicket of difficulties. Not only do his moves within the function

argument seem problematic, as reviewed above, but there is also the tension

between X.7,8 and the earlier books of the NE.

1% T have modified Ross’ translation slightly and used the adjective “theoretical” instead of “contemplative”.
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Scholars have been particularly frustrated by the fact that Aristotle is
unclear about which virtue he believes is best and teleiotatos, and there is
notorious debate about how the conclusion of the function argument should
be interpreted. Should the conclusion of the function argument be
interpreted in light of X.7,8, or should X.7,8 be eschewed when interpreting
the function argument? There are indeed scholars who endorse the latter
alternative, and argue that X.7,8 was not originally part of the NE."" Such an
account at least acquits Aristotle of outright inconsistency, as it places the
blame on some careless editor of Aristotle's corpus.

Other scholars advance less charitable accounts of the relationship
between X.7,8 and the rest of the NE. According to this school, Aristotle
actually contradicts himself in the NE. W. F. R. Hardie and John Cooper, for
instance, argue that Aristotle identifies the best and teleiotatos virtue with

ethical virtue in the first nine books of the NE, and identifies the best

' See references in Roche ([1988], 192, n.31). Textual evidence seems to rule out such an explanation.
For in book X of the NE, Aristotle seems to refer back to his discussion of eudaimonia in book I, where he
claims that eudaimonia is a teleiotatos, self-sufficient and intrinsically desirable end (NE 1097al5-
1097b21); and that eudaimonia is an activity in accordance with the best and teleiotatos virtue (NE
1098b18-19). In chapter X.7, these remarks are echoed. There, Aristotle states that sophia is the highest
(xpatiotog) virtue, that it is the best (dpiotog) thing in us, and that activity in accordance with sophia is
teAeio evdonpovia (NE 1177a12-13). Although Aristotle never explicitly claims that sophia is identical
to the teleiotatos end, he seems to imply this much. Aristotle's reference to sophia as dpiotog seems to
refer back to the conclusion of the function argument, which states that eudaimonia is activity of the soul
in accordance with the best (&pictoc) and most teleios virtue (NE 1098a16-17). Moreover, Aristotle states
that contemplative activity is self-sufficient (a:0tdpkeio), and desired for its own sake (VE 1177a27-b3);
and in book I, he tells us that these two qualities are characteristic of eudaimonia (NE 1097a15-1097b21).
Thus, Aristotle seems well aware of his preceding discussion about eudaimonia, even in the final book of
the Nicomachean Ethics.
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and teleiotatos virtue with sophia in the final book of the NE. Such an
account interprets the NE as containing a flagrant contradiction. "

There are, however, many scholars who argue that Aristotle presents a
unified and coherent account of the best and teleiotatos virtue in the NE."
Yet, there is disagreement even among these scholars. They disagree about
whether Aristotle identifies the best and teleiotatos virtue solely with
theoretical activity, or whether Aristotle identifies the best and teleiotatos
virtue with a combination of ethically virtuous and theoretical activities.
Intellectualists endorse the former interpretation, whereas inclusivists
endorse the latter. In the next chapter, these competing interpretations are

discussed.

2 Hardie ([1965], 279) and Cooper ([1975], 165-180). Cooper argues that Aristotle's inconsistency in the
NE is caused by the fact that, in the earlier books of the NE, Aristotle accepts the psychological theory of
the Eudemian Ethics, whereas at other points, Aristotle accepts the psychological theory of the De Anima.
Since these two theories are inconsistent with one anqther -- the psychological theory of the Eudemian
Ethics identifies a human being as a combination of mind and body, but the psychological theory of the De
Anima identifies a human being with nous, which is non-bodily -- Aristotle's discussion of the human good
Is inconsistent. Cooper (1987) has rejected this rather uncharitable reading and now embraces inclusivism.

** See Cooper (1987), Keyt (1981), Kraut (1989), Purinton (1981), Roche (1988), Whiting (1986).
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CHAPTER 2: INTELLECTUALISM AND INCLUSIVISM

In this chapter, I discuss some of the prominent intellectualist and
inclusivist interpretations of NE 1098al17-18, the conclusion of the function
argument. Since intellectualists and inclusivists disagree about the proper

9

interpretation of the term “teleiotatos,” which appears in the conclusion of
the function argument, it is necessary to discuss the different interpretations of
this term. Furthermore, since the meaning of “teleiotatos” is conceptually
wedded to the nature of the “for the sake of” relationship (NVE 1097a28-35), I

will also discuss both the intellectualist and inclusivist accounts of this

relationship.

Intellectualism
As mentioned earlier, intellectualists believe that the referent of the best
and teleiotatos virtue is sophia. Although Aristotle neither explicitly states

that sophia is the teleiotatos virtue, nor identifies eudaimonia with a single
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activity, he does say that activity in accordance with sophia is teleia
happiness (NE 1177a17-18). He also states that nous is the highest and best
thing in us:

If [eudaimonia] is activity in accordance with virtue, it is reasonable
that it should be in accordance with the highest (xpotictoc) virtue —
and this will be that of the best thing in us. Whether it be reason (vog)
or something else that is this element which is thought to be our
natural ruler (doxel &pyewv @Oowv) and guide and take thought of things
noble and divine, whether it be itself also divine (Belov) or only the
most divine element in us, the activity (évépyeio) of this in accordance
with its proper virtue will be perfect happiness (teAeio. dSoupovia).
That this activity is we have already said (VE 1177a12-18).

This passage seems to refer back to the conclusion of the function argument
which states that the human good is activity in accordance with the aristos
and teleiotatos virtue (NE 1098a16-17). Thus when Aristotle states that
eudaimonia is activity in accordance with the aristos and teleiotatos virtue in
1.7, intellectualists believe that he is tacitly referring to theoretical activity.
Daniel Devereux puts the point well:
In view of the close relationship... .[between] X.7 and the definition of
1,7, most commentators have supposed that Aristotle must have had
philosophical contemplation in mind when he formulated his definition
of happiness [in book one]. In other words, Aristotle deliberately sets
up an equation between happiness and the activity of contemplation in
1,7, but the reader can only see this in retrospect.'
Intellectualists find further support for their claim that Aristotle identifies
eudaimonia solely with theoretical activity, by noting that Aristotle describes

it with superlative adjectives. For instance, shortly after the function

argument, Aristotle states:

" Devereux ([1981], 251).
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Eudaimonia, then, is what is best, most beautiful and most
pleasant, and these things are not separate according to the
epigram at Delios: :

- The most just is the most beautiful, and heath is best, but
most pleasant is winning what one loves.

For all these things belong to the best activities, but we say that
eudaimonia is identical to these activities, or the best one of

these. (VE 1099a24-31).
Intellectualists claim that the fact that Aristotle describes eudaimonia with
superlative adjectives suggests that he believes that eudaimonia consists in a
single, solitary activity, rather than a combination of them. For a superlative
seems to single out one entity from several altermatives. According to
intellectualists, when Aristotle states above that eudaimonia is “one of these,
or the best one of these” he seems to be singling out a particular activity.’
Moreover, when Aristotle claims that the life in accordance with the other
virtue is inferior to life in accordance with nous (0 xoTow Tov vodv Biog) (NE
1178a5-9), intellectualists aver that he is singling out sophia, to the exclusion
of ethical virtue. Intellectualists, then, argue that Aristotle's manner of
speaking about eudaimonia reveals that he identifies eudaimonia with one,

rather than many, activities.

The intellectualist thesis that Aristotle has theoretical activity in mind at
1098a17-18 influences not only their interpretation of the superlatives,

“aristos” and “teleiotatos,” that appear in the conclusion of the function

? Intellectualists also argue that NE 1099a24-31 demonstrates the implausibility of an inclusivist reading of
the function argument. For inclusivists believe that eudaimonia is a combination of virtuous activities.
But at NE 1099a24-31, Aristotle draws a contrast between a plurality of activities (“these activities”) and a
single activity “one of them.” And he states that eudaimonia is identical to the best activities or one of the
best. But by “one of the best activities” Aristotle cannot mean, pace the inclusivists, “a plurality of
activities” else there would be no contrast between “a plurality of activities” and “the best one.” See Kraut
([1989], 243).
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argument, but also their view about the referent of “idion.” For they think
that since Aristotle identifies eudaimonia with theoretical activity alone, then

2 66

“aristos,” “teleiotatos” and “idion” should be interpreted accordingly. This
seems relatively innocent when considering the adjective “aristos,” which
means “best.” But interpreting “teleiotatos” and “idion” to refer to a single
activity is more difficult.

Consider the term “idion” for a moment. We saw in chapter one, that
after Aristotle claims that rational activity is idion to man, he distinguishes
two parts of the human soul -- one part that possesses a rational principle, and
one part that is obedient to a rational principle (NVE 1098a4-5). Aristotle also
states that this latter part is irrational or without reason (0Aoyov) (NE
1102a26-28). Importantly, the irrational part of the soul is also comprised of
two parts -- the part that is responsible for nutrition and growth, on the one
hand, and the part that can either obey or disobey the rational soul (NE
1102a32-1102b-14). Whereas the former part of the soul is shared by
animals, Aristotle seems to think that the latter part is not. For one can only
possess the second type of irrational soul if one possesses reason (else, there
would be nothing for this type of irrational soul to obey or disobey). Since
human beings are the only animals that possess reason, it follows that the
second type of irrational soul is unique to human beings.

Aristotle also distinguishes two parts of the rational soul -- one portion

which possess a rational principle in the strict sense (xvpiax), and the other

having the tendency to obey as one does one’s father (NE 1103al-4). Later,
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Arstotle states that the part of the rational element which obeys is the part
that forms opinions (8o&ootikdg) (NE 1140b25-26, 1144b14-16), that the
virtue of this part is phronésis (NE 1140b27-28), and that phronésis implies
ethical virtue (NE 1144b30-32):

It is not possible to be good in the strict sense (xvpiog dyafoc) without
practical wisdom (@povnoic/phronésis), or practically wise without
moral virtue (&petod thg HOikhc) (VE 1144b30-32).

Now, one way of understanding “idion” is to see it as encompassing the two
rational elements -- the part that forms opinions, and the part responsible for
theoretical activity (nous), and the part of the rational soul that is unique to
human beings. For all of these parts are unique to human beings.> This
reading of “idion,” is of course incompatible with the intellectualist thesis that
Aristotle identifies the human good with a single activity. For if man's idion
encompasses all of the unique parts of the human soul , then the human good
would be activity in accordance with the virtues of all these parts of the
human soul. This contradicts the intellectualist thesis that Aristotle identifies
the human good solely with activity in accordance with sophia. Thus,
intellectualists reject the above reading of “idion.”* In their view, the idion

of man is the single peculiar characteristic that is best and teleiotatos.

3 This view is argued for by Purinton (1998). Contrast Purinton with Irwin ([1980], 49), who claims that
the human idion can include any and all characteristics that are possessed by other creatures, as long as there
is just one characteristic that is uniquely possessed by man:
If x can do A,B, and C, and nothing else can do C, but other things can do A and B, we might
describe x's peculiar function either as “doing A,B, and C” or as “doing C”. Now it is fairly clear
that Aristotle understands the peculiar activity of man in the first, inclusive way.

* The argument that Kraut ([1989], 239 n. 32) gives against the inclusivist reading of “idion” is that such a

reading is incorrect since on it, “ no organization is imposed upon our ends.” Indeed, according to the
intellectualist, Aristotle's primary project is to tell us how to organize our ends so that one activity
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As mentioned above, intellectualists also interpret “teleiotatos,” in
accordance with _their view that Aristotle identifies the human good with a
single activity. However, “teleiotatos” can either mean most perfect, most
complete, or most final. Since the term “perfect” is congenial to the
intellectualist thesis that Aristotle identifies eudaimonia with a single activity,
intellectualists believe that by “teleiotatos”, Aristotle means “most perfect.”
However, the term “teleiotatos” is conceptually wedded to the “for the sake
of” (FTSO) relationship. So if intellectualists want to interpret “teleiotatos”

as referring to a single activity, they need to provide an account of the FTSO

relationship that is compatible with this view.

The Intellectualist Account of the “for the sake of’ Relationship:
In the following passage, Aristotle explains the nature of a teleios end,
by appealing to the “for the sake of” (xapwv) relationship:

Since, in fact, there appears to be more than one end (téAog), and we
desire some of for the sake of another (e.g., wealth, flutes, and in
general instruments), it is clear that not all ends are teleios ends; but
best good appears to be teleios. With the result that, if, for its part,
there is only one teleios end, this will be what we are seeking, and if
there are more than one, the most teleios of these will be what we are

outweighs all others in importance. Since a broad interpretation of “idion” is incompatible with this
project, Kraut alleges, then such a reading must be rejected. Kraut's argument is weak. A broad
interpretation of “idion” is compatible with there being an organization imposed upon our ends. Keyt
(1983) provides such a view. According to his view, eudaimonia includes both ethical virtue and theoretical
activity, but theoretical activity ought to be maximized within the constraints imposed by ethical virtue.

3 Cooper ([1975], 100, n. 10), Kraut ([1989], 242-243). Kraut makes an important distinction between a
teleios end (a perfect end) and an end that is releiotatos (a most perfect end). Kraut argues that Aristotle's
distinction between a perfect end and a most perfect end, refers to two different conceptions of happiness.
Eudaimonia qua perfect end is activity in accordance with virtuous activity. On the other hand, eudaimonia
qua most perfect end is activity in accordance with sophia, the intellectual virtue responsible for excellent
theoretical activity.
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seeking. Now we say that the thing which is pursued (10 di1wKTOV)
for itself (xaf' awto) is more teleios than that which is pursued for the
sake of another, and that which is never desired for another (0
undérmote Ot GAAo alipetov) more teleios than the things that are
desirable both for themselves and for another, and the end in an
absolute sense (amAdxc) is always desired for itself and never for
another. And eudaimonia seems to be this most of all. For we desire
this always for itself and never for another, but honor,

pleasure, reason (vovg) and every virtue we desire for themselves (for if
nothing resulted from them we should still choose each of them), but

we desire them also for the sake of (ydpwv) eudaimonia, judging that
on account of them we shall be eudaimén. But no one chooses
eudaimonia for the sake of these, nor, in general, for anything other
than itself (VE 1097a25-1097b6).°
Note that immediately after claiming that some ends are more teleios than
others (NE 1097a29-35), and that eudaimonia is the most teleios end (NE
1097a35), Aristotle justifies the latter claim by claiming that, “we choose
[eudaimonia] always for itself and never for another, but honor, pleasure,
reason and every virtue we choose for themselves... .but we choose them
also for the sake of happiness” (VE 1097b1-1097b4). Since Aristotle explains
the nature of the most zeleios end by appealing to the fact that all other ends
are chosen for the sake of this end, Aristotle believes that the term “teleios”
is conceptually connected to FTSO relationship.’

In accordance with their view that Aristotle identifies eudaimonia with

a single activity, intellectualists claim that the FTSO relationship is, at the very

¢ My translation.

’ Purinton ([1998], 263) denies that there is a conceptual connection between Aristotle's discussion of ends
that are teleios in different degrees, and the meaning of “teleiotatos * in the function argument. This claim
contradicts the texts, however. For after Aristotle states that some ends are more teleios than others (NE
1097a29-35), he then claims that eudaimonia is the most teleios end (NE 1097a35). Then, Aristotle uses
the explanatory “gar” to reveal that he does see a conceptual connection between feleios ends and the
teleiotatos end: “ for we choose (eudaimonia) always for itself and never for another, but honor, pleasure,
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least, a causal-normative relationship.® Richard Kraut, a proponent of
intellectualism, offers this account of the FTSO relationship.

According to Kraut, Aristotle's opening remarks in 1.1, provide an

important clue to properly understanding the nature of the FTSO relationship:

As there are many actions, arts and sciences, their ends are also many;

the end of the medical art is health, that of shipbuilding a vessel, that of

strategy victory, that of economics wealth. But where such arts fall

under a single capacity--as bridle- making and the other arts concerned

with the equipment of horses fall under the art of riding, and this and

every military action under the art of riding, and in the same way other

arts fall under yet others--in all of these the ends of the master arts are

to be preferred to the subordinate ends; for it is for the sake of the
former that the latter are pursued. (NE 1094al-16).

Kraut believes that in claiming that some arts are subordinate to other arts,

Aristotle is claiming that some goods are subordinate to other goods. This

seems reasonable enough, as Aristotle claims that the end of an art is the

good of that art (VE 1094a1-3). So, if the end of one art is subordinate to the

end of another art, as the end of bridle making is subordinate to the end of

riding, and if ends are identical to goods, then some goods are subordinate to

other goods. Kraut makes the further claim, however, that goods comprise a

hierarchy, and hence that the subordination relation between two different

goods is a hierarchical relation. Inclusivists, as we will soon see, deny that the

subordination relation between two goods is a hierarchical relation, and argue

instead that the subordination relation should be understood as a relation

between part and whole.

reason and every virtue we choose for themselves ...but we choose them also for the sake of (xapw)
happiness” (NE 1097b1-1097b4).

8 Kraut ([1989], 200-203) defends this claim.
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Kraut claims that at the bottom of the hierarchy of goods are the
least valuable goods, which are dubbed the “imperfect goods.” These goods
are only desirable for the sake of some other good. Wealth and musical
instruments, for instance, are desirable only for the sake of something else,
and therefore are imperfect goods. Next on the hierarchy are the
“moderately perfect goods,” viz., goods that are both desirable for the sake
of some other good and are intrinsically desirable. Finally, at the pinnacle of
this hierarchy is the most perfect good, a good that is intrinsically desirable
and is never desired for the sake of any other good:

...every good of human life is to be located somewhere within a
hierarchy that has a single end at its pinnacle. The lowest row of this
hierarchy contains ends (such a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>