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ABSTRACT: In this paper, I discuss in detail one of the first conclusions drawn
by Aristotle in the ergon argument. The paper provides an in-depth approach to
Nicomachean Ethics’ lines 1098a3-4, where one reads: “Aeimretai 8n mpaxTikr Tis ToU
Aéyov Exovtos”. I divide the discussion into two parts. In the first part, I put
under scrutiny how one should take the word “mpakTiki}” and argue that one
should avoid taking this word as meaning “practical” in the passage. I will argue
in favor of taking it as meaning “active”. The exegetical inconvenience of taking
“mpakTiki)” as meaning “practical” is the fact that it restricts the results achieved
in the ergon argument by excluding the possibility of contemplation being
considered a eudaimon life. In the second part, I discuss the expression “Adyov
éxov” and provide some arguments to take it as preliminarily introducing the
criterion of division of the virtues that will be spelled out in EN 1.13 so that the
Aéyov-€xov part of the soul here also makes reference to the virtue of the non-
rational part, i.e., virtue of character. I offer a deflationary view by showing that
the moral psychology is developed in EN 1.7 within the limits imposed by the
ergon argument.

Keywords: ergon argument; moral psychology; virtues; Aristotle; Nicomachean
Ethics.

A introducao da psicologia moral no argumento do ergon

RESUMO: Neste artigo, eu discuto em detalhes uma das primeiras conclusoes
apresentadas por Aristoteles no argumento do ergon. O artigo traz uma discussao
pormenorizada da afirmagao “Aeimetal 81 mpakTiki Tis Tol Adyov €xovtos” nas
linhas 1098a3-4 da Etica a Nicémaco. Eu divido a discussdo em duas partes. Na
primeira parte, eu coloco em discussdao como se deve entender a palavra
“mpakTiki)” e argumento que se deve evitar toma-la como significando “pratica”.
Eu argumentarei em favor de entendé-la como significando “ativa”. O
inconveniente exegético de tomar “mpakTikiy” com o significado de “pratica” é
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que tal leitura restringe os resultados alcancados no argumento do ergon ao
excluir a possibilidade de a vida contemplativa ser considerada uma vida
eudaimon. Na segunda parte, eu discuto a expressdo “Adyov éxov” e fornego
alguns argumentos para entender a expressdo como preliminarmente
introduzindo o critério de divisao de virtudes que sera apresentado em EN 1.13
de modo que a expressdo “Adyov €xov” na passagem discutida deve ser
entendida como também fazendo referéncia a virtude da parte ndo-racional da
alma, a saber, a virtude do carater. Eu apresento uma interpretacao deflacionéria,
argumentando que a psicologia moral é desenvolvida em EN 1.7 tendo em vista
os interesses argumentativos do argumento do ergon.

Palavras-chave: argumento do ergon; psicologia moral; virtudes; Aristételes;
Etica a Nicomaco.
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Introduction

In the ergon argument, one of the first conclusions drawn by Aristotle is
that the proper activity of the human being consists in the exercise of the part of
the soul that has reason. In the Greek language, he formulates his point in the
following way: AeimeTau 8r) wpakTikr Tis ToU Adyov éxovTos. In this paper, I intend
to offer a detailed discussion of this phrase. In order to do so, I will divide the
phrase into two parts. Firstly, I will discuss what Aristotle meant with “mpaxTikn
Tis”, for it is not completely clear how this expression is to be taken. I will argue
against the possibility of seeing in this expression an exclusive reference to the
practical life in opposition to a life devoted to contemplation. If “mpakTikry” is
understood in the sense of “practical”, two irreconcilable views on eudaimonia
seem to be held by Aristotle within the EN. In EN X.6-8, he flatly affirms that
contemplation is a eudaimon life. However, if the ergon argument is interpreted in
a restrictive way so that the human proper activity (and, by consequence,
happiness) consists exclusively in the kind of activity involved in the practical
life, the results attained in EN X.6.8 would be in disagreement with what was
established in EN 1.7. I will argue in favor of a view that advocates a broader
meaning to the word “mpakTik}” by taking it as meaning “active” in the passage.
This option has the advantage of reconciling the two supposedly opposing views.
At the second moment, my attention will be focused on the expression “to¥
Aoéyov éxovtos”. I will argue in favor of the view that takes one of the ways of
being said “Adyov €xov” as already introducing the kind of rationality proper to
the virtue of character in EN 1.13. Against Fortenbaugh, I will defend the claim
that the part of the soul that is characterized as obedient to reason in EN 1.7
should not be understood as being part of the rational part of the soul that is
rational strictly speaking.

1. EN 1.7: the moral psychology vocabulary

The ergon argument is considerably built around Aristotle’s moral
psychology. The argument is put forward as an attempt to provide a preliminary
account of the concept of eudaimonia, which constitutes Aristotle’s leading
investigative interest in EN I and which will see the end of its investigation only
in EN X.6-8. The moral psychology that emerges in EN 1.7 needs to be adequately
grasped because it is a prelude of the classification of virtues in EN 1.13 and a
correct construal of the passage plays a decisive role in providing a proper
characterization of the virtues of character and of thought.

The ergon argument starts out by introducing the idea of the proper
activity of the human being (T6 épyov ToU avbpcomou) (EN 1097b24-25). In what
follows, Aristotle illustrates his point by saying that the crafts (EN 1097b25-26
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and 1097b28-29) and the animal organs (EN 1097b30-31) have their own proper
activity. And, in such cases, the good and the doing well (Tayabov kai To €0) of
these things reside in the excellent performance of their proper activity (EN
1097b27-28). This last argumentative step is developed further in EN 1098a7-12
(see also EN 1106a15-24). That said, Aristotle proceeds with the task of finding
out what is precisely the proper activity of the human being (EN 1097b33). The
investigation proceeds in the following way:

T1 (i) 16 pev yap Cijv kowodv elvar paivetal kai Tols uTois, CnTeital
5t TO 1d1ov. apopioTéov &pa Triv Te BpemTIKNV Kai TNV auEnTiknv fwrnv.
emopévn 8¢ aiocOnTikn Tis v €in, paiveTal B¢ kal auTn Ko Kai (T
kai Boi kal mavTi Cepep. AeimeTal 81 TpakTikr] Tis ToU Adyov €xovTos:
(i) ToUtou Bt TO pEv cos Eemmelbis Adycw, TO & cos E€xov kai
Slavooupevov. BITTs 8¢ kai TauTns Aeyouévns THv KaT Evépyeiav
BeTéov: kuptcdOTEPOY Yap aUtn Sokel Aéyecbal. (iii) ei & éoTiv Epyov
avBpcotou Yuxiis évépyela kata Adyov fj un &veu Adyou [...] (EN
1097b34-1098a8).

(i) For being alive is obviously shared by plants too, and we are
looking for what is peculiar to human beings. In that case we must
divide off the kind of life that consists in taking in nutriment and
growing. Next to consider would be some sort of life of perception,
but this too is evidently shared, by horses, oxen, and every other
animal. There remains an active/practical life of what possesses
reason; (ii) and of this, one part ‘possesses reason’ in so far as it is
obedient to reason, while the other possesses it in so far as it actually
has it, and itself thinks. Since this life, too, is spoken of in two ways,
we must posit the life in the sense of activity; for this seems to be
the more proper sense. (iii) Now if the function of man is an activity
of soul based on reason or not without reason [...]*

In the whole step T1.i, Aristotle discriminates the different kinds of life in
order to find out the proper activity of human beings. As life is shared by natural
beings at distinct levels?, his efforts will be concentrated in establishing what kind

1 All the translations of EN’s passages were taken from Broadie and Rowe (2002). I made some
changes in the translations when I considered that it had philosophical implications. The Greek text
is from Bywater’s edition (1894).

2 What Aristotle means by “kinds of lives” is made clear in some passages from De Anima: “by ‘life’ we
mean that which has through itself nourishment, growth, and decay” ({w1v 8¢ Aéyopev ti|v St avTOU
Tpo@ENV TE Kal avénow kal @Biow) (De Anima 412a13-15, Shield’s translation) and “but living is
spoken of in several ways. And should even one of these belong to something, we say that it is alive:
reason, perception, motion and rest with respect to place, and further the motion in relation to
nourishment, decay, and growth” (mAgovay®g 8¢ toD Tijv Aeyopévou, k&v €v Tt ToUTwV EvuTiapyn
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of life is proper to human beings. With this purpose in mind, he rules out the life
of nutrition (6pemTikr {eor}) and growth (avEnTikr} Ceor}), which are plainly shared
even by plants. In what follows, he does the same concerning the life of
perception (aicbnTikr Ceorj), which, in spite of not being shared by plants, is
shared by animals and, in reason of that, cannot be classified as a proper feature
of human beings. After this argumentative move, Aristotle is left with a rational
kind of life: an active/practical life of what possesses reason. In the formulation
in Greek: AeimeTon 8n mpakTikr Tis Tol Adyov éxovTos. Aristotle’s phrasing is quite
puzzling and has given rise to some pressing exegetical questions, as I show in
the following sections. The conclusion attained by him is compactly formulated.
In what follows, I would like to argue that the details of the last sentence of the
passage T1.i are fleshed out in the passage T1.ii, in other words, the latter passage
should be taken as making explicit the results achieved in the former one.

What is, I think, hardly open to disagreement among the interpreters is
that the word “Ccory” is implicit in the line 1098a3 in the expression “mpaxTikn
Tis”, as well as in the line 1098a2 in the expression “aicbnTtikr} Tis”. The word is
employed in the line 1098al and, then, taken for granted in the sequence of the
passage3. The agreement, however, ends here and there are plenty of divergences
in the interpretation of the details.

2. The Greek Adjective “mpaxTiki}” in line 1098a2: a controversy

The meaning of the word “mpakTikj” in the line 1098a3 is a matter of
dispute and has been a cause for controversy. If the Greek adjective is roughly
transliterated into English, one obtains the word “practical”, a word tends to be
easily associated with the idea of actions. This association should not be taken for
granted, however. As I intend to show, this word has a broader meaning, which
should not be restricted to the idea of actions and ultimately of moral actions.

In his translation, Rowe (2002) opts to render the passage in the following
way “a practical sort of life of what possesses reason”. In his French translation,
Tricot (2007) suggests a solution similar to Rowe’s: “une certaine vie pratique de
la partie rationnelle de I'ame”. Although the word “practical” is not present in
Crisp’s translation (2000), he renders the text in such a way that the kernel of the
passage is built around the idea of action: “a life, concerned in some way with
action”. Similarly, Irwin (1999) translates “some sort of life of action of the [part
of the soul] that has reason”. The problem of associating the Greek word

uévov, v adtd @apev, olov vols, aionois, kivnolg kai oTdolg 1) katd TéToV, €Tt Kivnotg 1) Katd
Tpo@ENV Kal @Biolg te kal aiinotg) (De Anima 413a22-25, Shield’s translation).

3 All the translations consulted read the passage in that way: Gauthier and Jolif (1958), Irwin (1999),
Crisp (2000), Broadie and Rowe (2002), Ross revised by Lesley Brown (2009). In the same vein,
Stewart’s (1892, p. 99), Burnet’s (1900, p. 35), and Joachim’s (1951, p. 51) comments.
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“mpakTikn” with the English words “action” and “practical” (or “pratique” in
French) is the disconcerting implication that these options carry to the ergon
argument. If one assumes that at this point Aristotle’s intention is to restrict the
human ergon to the life of action, i.e., the kind of practical life implied in the moral
life, there will be the difficulty to reconcile this result with the conclusion reached
in EN X.7, according to which human happiness (et8ainovia) also consists in
contemplation. Given this scenario, it becomes clear that the translations quoted
end up inconveniently constraining the reading of EN 1.7 and make it clash with
the conclusions about eu8aipovia drawn in EN X.74.

Even though the Greek word “mpakTikii” and its cognates are undeniably
linked to the idea of action in a strict sense, I mean, in the sense of moral action
(a couple of pieces of textual evidence for this view: EN 1140b21, 1141b17,
1143b24, 1143b27, 1144a11-12, 1146a8, and 1152a9), I would like to argue for a
different meaning to this word in EN L.7. I will side with those translators who
prefer to translate “mpaxTiki}” as “active” (Burnet 1900, p. 35, Joachim 1951, p. 51,
Gauthier and Jolif 1958, p. 15, and 1959, p. 56 (“active” in French), and Ross
revised by Lesley 2009, p. 11). For Burnet, Gauthier, and Jolif, the word does not
rule out the activity involved in contemplation and should be taken in a broad
sense which includes Bewpia. The general idea conveyed by the translation
“active” is that the part possessing reason must be regularly exercised, so that
one may safely say that reason has an active life, in contrast to an inactive life. In
such a reading, the association of the word “mpakTikr}” to the notion of moral
actions is weakened, but it is not completely dismissed. An active life of the part
possessing reason also involves the exercise of reason in the practical sphere, but
the practical rationality is no longer the primary focus of the argument. Trying to
keep the translation of “mpaxTiki}” as “action”, Stewart paraphrases the passage
in the following way: “a life consisting in the action of the rational part” (1892, p.
99). The idea behind Stewart’s translation is acutely akin to the one imparted by
“active”: the proper activity of human beings consists in the action of their reason,
in other words, in an active life of reason. An additional point to be made is that,
in the entry “mpaxTikds, 11, 6v”, Liddell & Scott (9th edn. 1996, p. 1458) lists “active”
and also “effective” as possible translations.

One of the advantages of taking “mpakTiki” as having the meaning of
“active” is that, by doing so, Aristotle does not commit himself to a specific sort
of rational activity at this moment of the EN. And that is a good exegetical

4 Lawrence uses the following translation of the passage: “a practical life of the part having reason”,
and it leads him to the same set of questions as | am advancing. He proposes a very sketchy construal
of the passage to address the questions. According to him, the sense of action involved in the passage
is strongly related to the idea of rational choice (mpoaipeoig), for not even gods make rational
decisions in the sense that human beings do, and, even when humans beings contemplate, it may be
done based on a decision (Lawrence 2001, p. 459). In his view, Aristotle singles out a feature that is
proper to human beings and so finds the kind of feature demanded by the ergon argument.
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outcome, for, had he argued otherwise, he would be advancing more than the
occasion allows. The inquiry is at the very beginning and Aristotle is still in need
of investigating adequately the notion of virtue, something which is done from
EN 113 to VL.13, when the virtues of character and of thought are put under
scrutiny. Moreover, Aristotle himself points out that the ergon argument plays
the role of providing a sketchy delimitation of etdcipovia (EN 1098a20-23).
Consequently, it should come as no surprise that its results are formulated at a
general level and that its details will be spelled out later in the sequence of the
investigation. Additionally, this translation does not clash with the philosophical
conclusion drawn in EN X. 6-8, which establishes that the life of contemplation is
also a eudaimon life.

In order to dispel the objection that “mpakTikry” is invariably related only to
moral actions, let me quote a passage from Aristotle’s Politics:

T2 &AN ei Taita Aéyetan kaAdds kai Ty evdaipoviav eUmpayiav
BeTéov, kai kowr Taons méAews v ein kal kad’ ékacTtov &ploTos Biog
6 TpakTikds. AAAA TOV TTPAKTIKOV oUK dvaykalov elval Tpds ETépous,
kaBdamep olovtai Tives, oUd¢ T&s Siavoias eivar pdvas TauTas
TPAKTIKAS, TAS TV AMORBavévTwv XAPW Ylyvouévas Ek ToU
TPATTEW, AAA& TTOAU p&AAov Tés aUToTeAels kal TAS aUTEV Evekev
Becopias kai Siavorjoeis: 1) yap eumpagia Téhos, cdote kai mpagis Tis

(Politics 1325b14-21).

If this is well said, and we should assume that eudaimonia is good
activity, then the active life is best both collectively for the whole
city and also for each individual. But it is not necessary for the
active life to be one lived in relation to others, as some believe, nor
are those thoughts alone active which we have in order to get
results from action; much more active are those contemplations and
thoughts that are complete in themselves and for their own sake.
For good action is the end, and therefore a certain kind of action is
also the end (Kraut's translation).

In this passage, both the life of actions and the life of contemplation, which
is described as “contemplations and thoughts that are complete in themselves
and for their own sake”, are openly recognized as mpakTikoi Biol. The passage is
very enlightening in relation to EN 1.7. First, it gives to the Greek adjective
“mpakTikds” the meaning for which I have argued, encompassing 6ecopia, and, by
this reason, settles the question about whether “mpaktikii” in EN 1.7 must be
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necessarily associated to moral actions®. Given the textual evidence quoted, the
answer to this question is clearly negative. Second, Aristotle emphasizes that
both contemplation and moral action have as their goals a successful
performance (eumpagia). By doing so, Aristotle endorses the claim that ebdaipovia
consists in the excellent performance of such activities, a point assumed in outline
at the very start of the passage just quoted when he says: Trv e’daipoviav
eumpayiav Betéov. Thus, it is reasonable to argue that what is at stake in 1098a3
in the EN is an attempt to emphasize, with the Greek adjective “mpaktikr}”’, that
the human ergon consists in the exercise of reason and not only in its possession.
It is not enough to possess reason, but, in order to be eudaimon, it is necessary to
make it active through its use. I think that a decisive argument in favor of that
point is provided in the step T1.ii.

In step T1.ii, Aristotle claims that the life of the Aéyov-éxov part is said in
two ways (EN 1098a5) - even though he presents only one of them - and then
lays down which one he is arguing for (EN 1098a6). In my view, what Aristotle
is doing is an attempt to emphasize and state clearer what was previously
expressed by the use of the adjective “mpakTiki}”: the life of the Adyov-Exov part,
he adds, is said in the sense of activity (xat’ évépyeiav). As Aristotle does not say
which opposition he had in mind, one of the options is to assume that the
opposition intended was between activity (évépyeia) and disposition (g€is).
Gauthier and Jolif (1959, p. 57-58), as well as Stewart (1892, p. 99-100) and Burnet
(1900, p. 35), take the passage in that way. Such an approach is backed up by a
passage taken from the chapter that comes right after the ergon argument:

T3 Tois utv olv Aéyouot T ApeTnv 1) ApeTiv Tva ouvedds ¢oTv 6
Adyos: TauTns ydp 0TV 1) KaT auThy évépyeia. diapépel 8¢ {ows ou
MIKPOV Ev KTroel 1) Xprioel TO &pioTov UmoAauPdvew, kai év €Eel 1
gvepyeia. TNV pév yap EGwv evdéxeTar pndév ayabov amoTeAeiv
Umapxouoav, olov TG kabeudovT 1j kai &AAws s eEnpynkdTy, THv
8 evépyelav oUy oidv Te: Tp&Eel yap ¢§ avaykns, kai e¥ TP&EeL. cdooTep
8" 'OAuptiactv oUy oi k&AAIOTO!L Kai ioxupdTaTol oTepavoivTal GAA’
ol aywwifopevol (ToUTwV Ydp TIVES VIKEIOIV), oUT Kal TAV év T PBicd
KaAdv kayabdv ol mpdTTovTes 6pbdds EmrPolor yivovtar (EN

1098b33-1099a7).

Well, our account is in harmony with those who say that eudaimonia
is virtue, or some form of virtue; for ‘activity in accordance with

5 An important remark to be made is that what my interpretation tries to avoid is the association of
the Greek word “mpakTtikry” with the sense of the word “practical” in the English language that
excludes (or that, at least, is not obviously related to) a life of thought, i.e, a contemplative life. If
“practical” is taken in the loose sense of activity, someone may eventually say that the life of
contemplation is practical because it involves the activity (or action) of contemplation. I'm indebted
to one of the anonymous refereer for calling my attention to this point.
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virtue’” belongs to virtue. But perhaps it makes no little difference
whether we suppose the chief good to be located in the possession
of virtue, or in its use, i.e. in a disposition or in a form of activity.
For it is possible for the disposition to be present and yet to produce
nothing good, as for example in the case of the person who is asleep,
or in some other way rendered inactive, but the same will not hold
of the activity: the person will necessarily be doing something, and
will do (it) well. Just as at the Olympic Games it is not the finest and
the strongest that are crowned but those who compete (for the
winners come from among these), so too in life it is the doers that
become achievers of fine and good things - and rightly so.

In this passage, Aristotle advances the claim that ev®aipovia is not to be
found in mere virtuous disposition but in the virtuous activity. In Aristotle’s own
terms, not in €§is but in évépyeia. This passage lends support to the interpretation
according to which Aristotle had in mind the opposition between &fis and
évépyeia when he affirmed that the life of the Adyov-€xov part is said in two ways.
Disposition (g€15) is a fully-fledged concept in the EN, which is developed in book
II. In a general description, it means a highly developed disposition that enables
its possessor to do something in a certain way. If one endorses this opposition,
the underlying idea in the passage will be that, provided that the person intends
to achieve eudaimonia, he cannot just have a virtuous disposition (in this case a
good disposition related to the Adyov-Exov part of the soul) and then not put it to
use. The acquired disposition needs to be exercised. Another possibility, which
also fits the context, is to suppose that the opposition is between évépyeia and
Suvaus, as Irwin’s translation suggests (1999). In this case, the point is similar to
the previous one, at least in its general lines: given that an individual intends to
have eudaimonia, reason cannot be idle, I mean, it cannot be just an available
capacity, it must be exercised. Regardless of the option chosen, my main point
holds in both scenarios: the expression “kat’ évépyeiav” plays the role of making
explicit what was previously given by the word “mpakTikr”®.

6 One of the possible translations listed by Liddell & Scott (9th edn. 1996, p. 1458) to the word
“mpakTikr}” is “effective”. Even though I opted to argue in favor of “active” as a more appropriate
translation, I would not discard the possibility that “effective” also captures some aspects of what is
at stake in the passage. It might be perfectly the case that with “mpaxTiki}” Aristotle also intended to
introduce the claim that reason should deliver an efficient performance, I mean, a performance that
is effective in attaining its aims, be it either practical or theoretical. The occurrence of “mpakTik}” in
EN 1.7 seems to encode this meaning as well. This is a meaning that is at play in the definition of
phronesis (EN 1141b21-22). The occurrence of “mpakTikr” in the definition of phronesis is designed
to indicate that phronesis performs effectively its task of carrying out what is good for human beings.
I'm grateful to Lucas Angioni for calling my attention to this aspect of the word “mpakTtikr}”. For
Angioni’s comments about some uses of “mpakTikds” in EN VI, see Angioni 2011, p. 306,312-313, and
324-325.
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3. The Two Meanings of “Toi Adyov éxovTtos”

In explaining his use of the Greek expression “tol Adyov éxovtos” in EN
1.7, Aristotle starts out by putting flesh on the bones of his moral psychology. In
EN 1.7, Aristotle states only briefly what he means by the expression “toU Adyov
éxovtos”. The brief remark is fully developed in EN 1.13 when the classification
of the virtues is officially set forth.

The division of the part possessing reason in EN 1.7 is quite puzzling.
Aristotle divides the part called “Adyov €xov” into two. One of them is said to be
“Noyov Exov” insofar as it is obedient to reason and the other insofar as it
possesses reason and exercises thought. That division unavoidably reminds us of
the division proposed in EN 1.13:

T4 16 & ¢mbuunTikdv Kail SAws OPEKTIKOV HETEXEL TTWS, T) KATI]KOSY
goTiv autoU kai melfapxikdv: oUTtw 81| kal ToU TaTpos kai TGV PpiAwv
papev Exelv Adyov, kai oux doTep TGV pHabnuaTikdv. 811 8¢ meibetal
TS UTd Adyou TO &Aoyov, unwlel kai 11 voubétnols kal mé&oa
¢mTiunois Te kai TapdkAnois. e 8¢ xpr) kai Touto pdval Adyov Exew,
BitTov £oTan kai TO Adyov €xov, TO UEv kupiws kal év auTe, 1O &
cdotep ToU matpods akovoTikév Ti (EN 1102b30-1103a3, highlights
are mine).

The appetitive and in generally desiring part does participate in it
[reason] in a way, i.e. in so far as it is capable of listening to it and
obeying it: it is the way one is reasonable when one takes account of
advice from one’s father or loved ones, not when one has an account
of things, as for example in mathematics. That the non-rational is in
a way persuaded by reason is indicated by our practice of
admonishing people, and all the different forms in which we
reprimand and encourage them. If one should call this too
‘possessing reason’, then the aspect of the soul that possesses reason
will also be double in nature: one element of it will have it in the proper
sense and in itself, another as something capable of listening as if to one’s
father.

In that chapter, Aristotle identifies the obedient part of the soul with the
appetitive-and-in-generally-desiring part, which is firstly classified as non-
rational and then, a couple of lines later, as being rational to some extent. A
sneaking suspicion that one may well have after comparing passages from EN 1.7
and EN 113 in their entirety is the following: is one allowed to identify the
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obedient part, that is, the appetitive-and-in-generally-desiring part, in EN 1.13
with the perceptive one introduced in EN 1.7? As pieces of textual evidence for
that, some passages from the De Anima where Aristotle defends the view that the
presence of perception implies the presence of appetite can be quoted:

T5 kal yap aicbnotv ékaTepov TV HEPGV EXEL Kal KIVNOIV TNV KAT&
TéToV, €l &' aiobnow, kai avrtaciav kai Speflv STTou pév yap
aioBnois, kai AUt Te kai ndovn, émou 8¢ TauTa, ¢§ avdaykns kai
¢mOBupia (De Anima 413b21-24).

for each of the parts has perception and motion with respect to
place, and if perception, then also imagination and desire; for
wherever there is perception, there is also both pain and pleasure;
and wherever these are, of necessity there is appetite as well
(Shield’s translation).

T6 UTdpxel O¢ TOls HEV PUTOTS TO BPETTTIKOV HdVOV, ETEPOLS BE TOUTO Te
Kal TO aiobnTikév. €l 8¢ TO aloBnTIKOY, Kai TO OPEKTIKOV [...] T& 8¢ Cdda
T&vT' €xouot piav ye TGV aicbhjcewv, TV aenv: @ &' aicbnois
UTtdpxel, ToUTw 1dovr) Te kai AUTm kal To 18U Te kai Autmpdv, ols 8¢
TalTa, Kai 1) émbupia Tou yap 1ndéos épebis attn (De Anima 414a32-
b5).

The nutritive faculty alone belongs to plants; both this and the
perceptual faculty belong to others. But if the perceptual faculty,
then also the desiderative faculty [...] And all animals have at least
one kind of perception, touch. And that to which perception
belongs, to this belongs also both pleasure and pain, as well as both
the pleasurable and the painful; and to those things to which these
belong also belongs appetite, since appetite is a desire for what is
pleasurable (Shield’s translation).

In these passages, Aristotle argues that the presence of perception implies
the presence of appetite, establishing a close connexion between these two
capacities. Given this textual evidence and, moreover, considering that the
appetitive-and-in-generally-desiring part of the soul in EN 113 can be hardly
identified with the nutritive and vegetative part - which is dismissed out of hand
as having nothing to do with human virtue” - and much less with the rational

7 On two occasions, the nutritive and vegetative part is said to have no importance to the ethical
investigation: “[...] and we should leave the nutritive aspect of the soul to one side, since it appears by
nature devoid of any share in human excellence” ([...] kai TO BpemTikOV EaTéoV, ETreIdn) Tfis AvBpoTIKTS
apeTiis auolpov mépukev) (EN1.13 1102b11-12) and “of the fourth part of the soul, the nutritive, there
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part strictly speaking in the context of the threefold division of the soul proposed
in EN L7, the reader may well be led to infer that EN 1.13’s obedient part was
surreptitiously introduced as the perceptive part in the function argument?. If
that reading is in order, an important exegetical problem arises. Before saying
that the human ergon consists of an active life of the Aéyov-€xov part, Aristotle
flatly ruled out the life of nutrition, growth, and also perception as candidates to
that position. So the inclusion of this part of the soul on second thoughts as taking
part in the human function in EN. 13 might sound unlikely.

Aristotle’s argumentative moves in EN 1.7 lead Fortenbaugh to argue that
the division proposed in lines 1098a4-5 “runs within the biological faculty of
thought” (Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 62, see also p. 125, footnote 22). One reason put
forward by him to support his view is that emotions involve beliefs (for instance,
the belief that there is a danger or that one suffers injustice), and beliefs belong
to the biological faculty of thought®. In his view, had Aristotle identified the
obedient part, responsible for the emotions (as it is made clear in EN II), with the
perceptive soul, it would have been philosophically questionable. Fortenbaugh
grounds his position by assuming that Aristotle is moving within the framework
of his biological psychology in the first part of the ergon argument, which allows
the reader to assume that the Aéyov-€xov part of the soul is to be taken as the
biological faculty of thought, within which then a further division is drawn
(Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 67). In Fortenbaugh’s own words, “the obedient part of the
bipartite soul is cognitive and therefore has a place within the biological faculty
of thought” and “the sphere of moral virtue is cognitive and therefore overlaps
the biological faculty of thought” (Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 67).

is no excellence of a relevant sort; for there is nothing the doing or not doing of which depends on it”
(ToU 8t TeTépTOU Hopiou Tijs Wuxiis oUk E0TIv &peTr) TolaUTn, ToU BpemTikol: oUdtv yap T aUTS
TPATTEW 1 un Tp&TTew) (EN VI.12 1144a9-11).

8 A strategy to associate the obedient part of the soul presented in EN 1.13 with the perceptive soul
presented in EN 1.7 is insinuated by Fortenbaugh and then dismissed out of hand: “More than a
century ago, Bernays recognized thatlines 1103a1-3 are a supplement. His explanation is instructive:
Earlier in 1.7 1098a4, the obedient element in the soul was attributed to the Adyov éxov. Therefore,
at the end of 1.13, Aristotle thinks himself constrained to add that this attribution is also permissible.
The reference to 1098a4 is important, for here too the passionate part of the soul is brought within
the Adyov £xov, and here too the inclusion is unexpected, so that as I see it, neither in 1.7 nor in 1.13
is a gloss to be suspected. Rather, Aristotle has written both passages with a definite purpose in mind.
He wants to make clear how the bipartite psychology of ethical theory relates to the biological
psychology of the De Anima. In the early passage, clarification is certainly helpful and perhaps
necessary. For Aristotle has used the psychology of the De Anima to determine the function of man.
This use of the psychology of the De Anima could be misleading, so that a listener (or reader) might
confuse bipartition with the biological psychology, i.e., he might believe that the divisions of the two
psychologies coincide and that the obedient part of the bipartite soul is identical with the biological
faculty of sensation. For that reason, Aristotle has added a note, making clear that the division of
bipartition runs within the biological faculty of thought; that the obedient part of the bipartite soul
and the biological faculty of sensation are not identical” (Fortenbaugh 2006, p. 61-62)

9 Passages presented by Fortenbaugh to justify the need of beliefs in the emotions are the followings:
EN111.6 1115a9, Rhetoric. 1382a21-22,1378a30-33, and 1380b17-18.
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Before addressing Fortenbaugh’s arguments, one needs to take a step back
and take a careful look at how the expression “Adyov éxov” is employed in the
EN. There is compelling evidence that Aristotle does not take this expression as
having the same meaning throughout the EN. The term has its subtleties, which,
in my view, rely in large measure on contextual issues. There are two occurrences
of the expression “Adyov €xov” that represent a glaring example of the meaning
shift. Whereas in EN 1.13 Aristotle seems to allow that the appetitive-and-in-
generally-desiderative part of the soul be somehow described as “Adyov éxov” (EN
1103a2-3), clearly adopting a broad meaning to the expression, the same
expression is unexpectedly employed in EN VI.2 in a narrow sense in which only
the properly rational parts are included. The broad meaning disappears in that
chapter and the expression “Aéyov €xov” encodes only the parts of the soul called
“gmoTnuovikév” and “AoyioTikév”. As a result, one observes a meaning shift that
invites the interpreter to be careful when comparing passages. For this reason, a
contextual sensitivity is important to grasp what is at play in EN 1.7.

Back to EN L.7. It seems to me that the features assigned to the Adyov-€xov
parts of the soul in lines 1098a4-5 are valuable clues that shed some light on how
the expression “Adyov éxov” can be understood, even though at the end of the
day the result delivered may not be as promising as we would expect. The
descriptions might be reasonably taken as an effort made by Aristotle to
discriminate the two parts called rational by assigning to each of them features
that differentiate one from the other and that apply either for one or for the other,
but not for both jointly. To put it another way, the features ascribed to each part
has as its primary intention drawing a clear line of delimitation to each of them
by means of exclusive features. In this view, what Aristotle does here is to contrast
and oppose two ways of being said “Adyov éxov”. One way to be said “Adyov
g€xov” is as being obedient to reason (cos émmeifés Adyw). Here Aristotle employs
a metaphorical language that will be enriched throughout EN 1.13. The other way
to be said “Adyov €xov” is as having reason and exercising thought (cos €xov kai
Siavooupevov). If one assumes that the latter features are exclusive to the second
way of being said “Adyov €xov” (just as the former feature, that is, being obedient
to reason, is proper to the first), it is plausible to take the passage as having the
underlying idea that the features that belong to the first way of being said “Adyov
éxov” should not be ascribed to the second one and also the other way around, a
position that receives exegetical support from EN 113, especially when one
compares the parallels between that chapter and EN 1.7. For instance, as Aristotle
classifies the obedient part of the soul with a non-rational part of the soul
(&Aoyos) in EN 113, this may be arguably seen as evidence to deny to it the
possibility of being described as “cos €xov [Adyov] kai Siavoouuevov” and,
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consequently, of being taken as having reason for itself, I mean, as having the
power of exercising reasoning and language.

I admit that saying that someone or something has reason (Adyov &xov)
due to being obedient to reason is perhaps a philosophically unsound way to say
it. Nonetheless, for the time being, it is more advisable to take Aristotle at his
word, especially because the division proposed by him is only outlined in EN 1.7
and a lengthy treatment is provided later in chapter 13. Despite that, I think it is
worth noticing that Aristotle arguably employs in EN 1.7 a broad sense of the
expression “Adyov éxov”, which cannot be accommodated within the biological
faculty of thought, as Fortenbaugh in some way proposed, without severe
difficulties. It seems that only the second characterization might be appropriately
said to resemble the biological faculty of thought or even to be the biological
faculty of thought. The first characterization is rational only in an extended and
broad sense and apparently is a characterization proper to Aristotle’s moral
psychology. That characterization will appear again later in EN'1.13 and its details
will be spelled out. So I opt to take the passage as it stands in the Aristotelian text
and, additionally, assume that the obedient part does not have reason properly
speaking and does not exercise thought because both attributes belong
exclusively to the part that is rational in the strict sense.

One last point: when it comes to the identification of the obedient part with
the perceptive part of the soul, although this hypothesis may be speculated based
on the textual support of some passages from De Anima, Aristotle, to the best of
my knowledge, never claimed that explicitly in the EN. What we know with
certainty is that the non-rational part whose good condition constitutes virtue of
character is identified with the appetitive-and-in-generally-desiring part of the
soul, which is influenced by reason. As far as the textual evidence in the EN is
concerned, we need not take a step further and associate this part of the soul with
the perceptive one in the threefold division found in EN L.7.

In step T1.iii, Aristotle proceeds by saying that the human ergon is an
activity based on reason or not without reason (évépyeia kat& Adyov 1j ur &veu
Aéyou). In my reading, the Greek word “fi” can be taken as proposing an
adjustment to the expression “évépyeia kat& Adyov” for not capturing precisely
the results previously achieved, because, as I have tried to show, there is one part
of the Adyov-Exov part that does not possess reason in the strict sense but that,
even so, maintains some interplay with reason. If my reading is correct, Aristotle
cannot commit himself to the claim that the human ergon is exclusively an activity
of reason, for the previous results achieved compel him to state that the human
ergon is an activity that cannot be performed without reason. This new
formulation is in tune with the posterior inclusion in EN 1.13 of the exercise of
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virtues of character, which are, at least partially, non-rationall®, among the
activities that promote eudaimonia. The second formulation makes room for the
inclusion of the appetitive-and-in-generally-desiring part of the soul in the
human ergon, posing a challenge to Fortenbaugh’s reading. If the twofold Adyov-
g€xov division had been drawn within the rational part strictly speaking, Aristotle
would not have had to add the expression “1j ur} &veu Adyou”. The formulation
“gvépyela kat Adyov” would have been a perfect fit for summing up his results.

4. Concluding Remarks

The reading I have advanced is deflationary and I think that it harmonizes
with the purpose of the investigation led by Aristotle in EN 1.7. My main point in
defending a deflationary reading is that the examined passages do not have the
aim of setting out the details of Aristotle’s moral psychology. To put it differently,
the moral psychology is not within EN L7’s investigative focus. Moral
psychology plays a role in this chapter within the limits imposed by the ergon
argument. So the construal of the passage is restrained by some caveats. The
details of moral psychology are fleshed out in EN 1.13, which is definitely a
chapter that should take pride of place in any attempt at fully understanding
Aristotle’s moral psychologyl.
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