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Abstract: In a puzzling sentence, Aristotle claims in Nicomachean Ethics 1.8 that proponents of
unsuccessful accounts of eudaimonia have grasped if not many, at least some aspects of it correctly. This
paper tries to explain in detail what this sentence means in the context by identifying what exactly was said
correctly by the proponents of unsuccessful accounts. As a result, | submit, Aristotle has a rhetorical
procedure, since Aristotle would be making some effort directed to convince people recalcitrant to his
account of eudaimonia.
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Resumo: Em uma frase de dificil entendimento, Aristoteles, em Etica a Nicomaco 1.8, afirma que
proponentes de concepgdes equivocadas sobre a eudaimonia compreenderam, se ndo muitos, ao menos
alguns aspectos dela corretamente. Esse artigo tenta explicar o que essa frase significa em seu contexto
identificando o que exatamente foi dito corretamente pelos proponentes das concepgdes equivocadas.
Como resultado, eu defendo que Aristételes apresenta um procedimento retérico, ja que ele estaria se
esforgando para convencer pessoas recalcitrantes em relagéo a sua concepgéo de eudaimonia.
Palavras-chave: Aristoteles, Etica a Nicomaco, eudaimonia, método.

In Nicomachean Ethics 1.8 (hereafter, NE)!, Aristotle is committed to
some sort of effort to show that his definition of exdainonia, advanced in the
previous chapter, is compatible with some adversary conceptions of this subject.
The whole chapter is divided into two sections by this sentence:

* This paper is a result of my research funded by CNPQ (process 433825/2018-9). | greatly benefited from
numerous discussions, questions, and suggestions that were exchanged in conferences held at
Universidade Federal de Uberlandia (UFU), where | presented the initial version of this paper, and at
Universidade de Campinas (Unicamp), when | could discuss a more mature version of it. | extend my
sincere appreciation to all my colleagues who participated in these discussions, with special appreciation
for Lucas Angioni, Breno Zuppolini, Raphael Zillig, Daniel Devereux, Rubens Sobrinho, Angelo Antonio
Oliveira and Manuel Berron.

" According to Bywater's chapters division of the NE.
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T1: o08etépoug 8& tobTwy ebhoyov dpaptavety Tolg Ghowg, AAN' €v yé T i %ol td
nhelota noropOolv. (1098b28-29)

T1: [A]lnd it is not reasonable to suppose that cither set of people are wholly
wrong, but rather that they are getting it right at least in some one respect, or else

in most respects. (1098b28-29; Rowe’s translation?).

The first section is composed of an introductory paragraph and the
first set of conceptions which, even if not equivalent to Aristotle’s conception
of endaimonia, are seen as compatible with it. The second section is characterized
by conceptions which seem to be more recalcitrant to Aristotle’s doctrine, and
nevertheless, their proponents are still said to get at least some aspects of it
correctly, as seen in T1.

Some interpreters have defended that, in 1.8, Aristotle is, in a way or
another, implementing the method of endoxa or the dialectic method as depicted
in EN VII 13. Accotding to this interpretation, Atistotle would be trying to save
all or most reputed opinions (endoxa) on eudaimonia, since these opinions carry
some truth in them, which implies that Aristotle reaches or proves his
conception of exudaimonia through a regimented form of aporia solving that
consists in disentangling conflicting reputed opinions. In recent years, however,
alternative interpretations claimed, in a quite compelling way, that Aristotle’s
procedure in EN 1.8 is neither dialectical nor an implementation of the method
of endoxa presented in EN VIL1. Instead of being concerned with saving
opinions, Aristotle is investigating facts*, which is in accordance with some
important aspects of his doctrine of scientific inquiry. I think that this kind of
interpretation, which can be found for instance in Karbowski (2015; 2019),
Devereux (2015), and Salmieri (2009) is fundamentally correct as it grasps the
relation between ethics and scientific inquiry correctly and generally locates 1.8
within that relation. However, my focus is not to discuss whether Aristotle’s
procedure is dialectical or not>, but to offer a closer reading of the whole chapter
and a more detailed discussion for a more complete understanding of the
meaning of T1. This is important because this account is missing in most of the

2 Unless mentioned in contrary, all translated quotations of the NE are from Rowe’s translation (2002).
3E.g. Reeve (1995, p. 55), Bames (1980, p. 495), Crisp (1991, p. 522), Irwin (1999, p. 186-187, 326-327),
Scott (2015, p. 197).

41 will specify and defend in the next sections a precise meaning of ‘investigating facts’. For now, a general
meaning of facts as what happens suffices.

5 My interpretation is compatible with some sort of dialectical reading [to be specified below] of the EN and
with what | am going to call the scientific reading.
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literature about 1.8. In general, this chapter has not received as much attention
as other methodological passages in EN I, and when it is discussed, some
important exegetical aspects I try to highlight here are not even mentioned.

My aim in this paper is to detail what Aristotle does when he scrutinizes
each mistaken conception of eudaimonia, why he would consider their
proponents as getting right what exdaimonia is at least in some respect, if not in
many, and what exactly he means by that. To achieve my aim, I will need to
advance how I understand Aristotle’s arguments in 1.5 against some ways of life
as being flourishing lives; the following step will consist in interpreting how and
why Aristotle can affirm that the proponents of unsuitable candidates for a
flourishing live somehow get things right in 1.8. If my arguments are correct, I
will end up with an interpretation that shows that Aristotle’s procedure in
analyzing opinions fulfills a rhetorical role in his inquiry concerned with facts
intended as a means to convince people of his definition of exdaimonia in 1.7.

I - ENT 5 and the failed candidates for the chief good.

In the NE 1.1-2, Aristotle, in a controversial fashion%, concludes that
the subordination chain of ends has its limit in an end that is desired for the sake
of itself and never for the sake of other ends, and this ultimate end of our actions
and choices is the final end and the highest human good (cf. 1094b7). This
argument does not rely on opinions. No endoxon is needed to stablish the
premises of the argument or to ascertain that they are true. Aristotle relies on
how ends are sought, and this suffices to conclude that there is a final end. But
knowing that there is such an end is a different question from knowing what
end it is. In 1.4, Aristotle put this question forward:

Aéywpev &' dvodafBovieg, €nedn) nllox yvowg xal mpoaipeoc Ayafol tvodg
doéyetar, ti Eotly 00 Aéyopey Ty oAty EplecBon xal T O ThvTLY AXEOTATOY
@V TEonT6Y Ayad®dv. dvdpatt pév 0bv oxeddy Und thv TheioTwy Oporoyslor: Ty
Y80 eOBoupoviay xal ol Tohol xal ol yxplevieg Aéyovor, 10 &' el {fiv xal o €0
npattewy taltov Uohap Bdvovot 1M eUSaupovely tepl 8 tfig e0Boupoviag, Ti oy,

apgioBnrolion xal oly Opoiwg ol torkol 1ol coyols dnodidouotv. (1095a 15-22)

8 There is a long discussion whether Aristotle’s argument is valid or fallacious. A brief but clear introduction
to this problem can be found in Bostock (2000, p.9). As it is not important for my goal, | will not discuss it.
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Let us then resume the argument: since every sort of knowledge, and every
undertaking, secks after some good, let us say what it is that we say political
expertise seeks, and what the topmost of all achievable goods is. Pretty well most
people are agreed about what to call it: both ordinary people and people of quality
say 'happiness’, and suppose that living well and doing well are the same thing as
being happy. But they are in dispute about what happiness actually is, and ordinary

people do not give the same answer as intellectuals. (1095a 15-22).

The highest good is almost uncontroversially called ‘exdaimonia’, and it
is acknowledged that exdaimonia is living and acting well, but it remains
controversial what good is the highest of all, that is, what kind of goal-directed
living is the best life. Wise people’s answer to this question is different from
most people’s answer. If both groups were right on this matter, the highest
human good would be different for different people. Some people identify this
life-directing goal as palpable and visible things (cf. 1095a22), like pleasure,
wealth, or honor, while other people assume that this goal is good in itself and
cause of all other goods. Not all the myriad of conceptions of exdaimonia is worth
discussing and Aristotle will take as more serious candidates those that are more
clearly identified as such and those that seem to be backed by arguments (cf.
1095a29-30).

After a confessed digression (1095b14), Aristotle returns in 1.5 to the
scrutiny he initiated in 1.4, assuming that it seems that people, not unreasonably,
base their conceptions of exdaimonia on their way of living.

0 Y00 Gyafov xal thv elSwpoviay olx Ardyws Eoixooty €x t@v Biwv
UnohopBdvety ol p&v mohhol xal poptndtator v ABovy: 810 xal 16v Blov
Ayan®ot 1OV Amohowotindy. tEels Yoo elot pdhota ol mpodyovieg, 6 1€ viv

elonpévog xal 6 Toltndg xal 1pitog 6 Bewentnoe. (1095b.14-19).7

7 |s the adverbial expression ‘oUx dAdyw¢” modifying ‘€oikaciv or ‘UmoAauBdveiv? Translators disagree
about it. On the one hand, Rowe (2002) and Crisp (2014) make the option for the former alternative, on the
other hand, Natali (1999), Irwin (1999), Reeve (2014), Bartlett and Collins (2011) and Beresford (2020)
make the option for the latter. | cannot see how the first alternative is philosophically viable. The verb
‘€oika’, which in this context means ‘it seems”, modified by the adverbial expression, would be taken as “it
not unreasonably seems” and the adverbial expression would lose its strength, since ‘€oika’ carries the
sense of seeming reasonable or probable. Besides, Aristotle has already said that he would not take into
consideration but promising opinions, excluding already unreasonable ones (1095a28-30). Modifying
‘UmoAauBdvw’, the adverbial expression makes the sentence be taken as claiming that people not
unreasonably form their conception of eudaimonia based on their lives, what preserves the force of this
expression and makes good philosophical sense. Another question is what the subject of ‘€oikagiv’ is. One
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On the good and happiness, people seem not unreasonably to judge from their
lives; most people, i.e. the most vulgar suppose it to be pleasure; that is just why
they favour the life of consumption. The kinds of lives that stand out here are
especially three: the one just mentioned; the political life; and the life of reflection.
(1095b.14-19) (Rowe’s translation modified.)

The three forms of life people conceived as being the best life fulfill
the condition of being the ones most clearly identified (¢£1095a29-30) and they
are not mere opinions about what life is the best. In fact, an important aspect of
the chapter is that these conceptions are not sets of well-thought articulated
beliefs about exdaimonia, but kinds of lives articulated around a good taken as
architectonic, that is, a good that supposedly stops the series of subordination
of goods (EN I 2 1094a18-22). Aristotle is not consulting an inventory of
opinions; he takes the way people actually live to identify the good that has that
salient feature of stopping the subordination series of goods®. For him, it is a
matter of fact that lives are lived with eyes on such a good®. Then, the
identification of the three forms of lives is important because it allows Aristotle
to pinpoint what good is taken as the chief good in each form of life and assess
this good in accordance with some criteria it must fulfill as a candidate for the
highest good. Having a good as the chief-good means that it controls and
subordinates all other goods. In a more precise way, once a kind of good is
assumed as the highest, it becomes the end for the sake of which all decisions
are made. No matter whether it is taken under the umbrella of inclusivist or
dominant interpretation of exdaimonia, the point is that a kind of good must stop
the subordination series of goods and this good will be the most important in

option is to take ‘oi moMoi kai oprikwraror, following Rowe (2002), Bartlett&Collins (2011) and
Gauthier&Jolif (2002). Another possibility is to read the sentence with an hidden subject and supply one in
the translation, as Natali (1999), Irwin (1999), Reeve (2014), Crisp (2014), and Beresford (2020) did. The
second possibility introduces a symmetrical treatment of all candidates for the highest good as goods that
people do take as the most important of all in their lives. The first option creates a somewhat strange
scenario where Aristotle takes the life of pleasure from how some people live, and we are left with no
reason why Aristotle picked the other kinds of lives.

8 This is also clear at the opening sentence of the Politics: 100 y&p eivai SokoUviog ayaBol xapiv Tavia
TpdrToual avieg “for everyone performs every action for the sake of what he takes to be good)” (1.1
1252a2-3 - Reeve’s (1998) translation).

9 In the Eudemian Ethics 1.2 1214b6-11, the argument is slightly different, since Aristotle does not commit
himself to the stronger claim that all people have such a chief good, but only who is capable of organizing
her life in accordance with her decision (ipoaipeai) for the sake of a goal in which the good life consists.
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the sense of being the one sought for the sake of itself and never for the sake of
other good.

By being the good that stops the subordination series of goods, the
chief good has some formal features, that is, by being so, it implies some
features. In fact, if it stops this series, it must not be decided upon for the sake
of something else. A further implication is that this kind of good requires a
certain way of organizing the pursuit of other goods according to the priority
determined by deliberation, which means that one’s flourishing life may demand
her to postpone or deny satisfaction of some desires or attainment of some
goods in order to promote the highest good!°.

Equipped with this conception of the chief-good, Aristotle goes
forward and tries to advance the reasons for not taking neither the life of
enjoyment, nor the political life as fulfilling these formal conditions embedded
in the notion of the chief-good.

The many and the most vulgar people live the life of enjoyment, having
pleasure as their highest good. Aristotle dedicates no more than a few words to
dismiss pleasure as fulfilling the requirements for being the chief good. It goes
as though it was obvious for his audience that pleasure is not the highest good,
despite being elected by most people, who take as examples of this sort of life
some people in high-profile public positions. No argument is advanced for this
dismissal. It would certainly be strange dismissing the most common conception
of good live with no reason given for that. Aristotle, when depicting how people
living like that behave, says only: ol ué&v o0v ool Tavteh@g Avdpanodbdeig
paivovtar Boounudtwy Blov mpoatpodpevor “Now most of the utterly slavish sort
of people obviously decide in favour of a life that belongs to grazing cattle”
(1095b19-20). Why does living like that not fulfill the requirements to be the
chief good? The answer to this question is not explicitly given, but it seems that
it consists in that having pleasure as the chief good is not consistent with the
organization and hierarchy of goods presented in the first chapters of EN. In
fact, grazing cattle are animals that follow immediate pleasures irrespectively of
any kind of structure based of a priority of some goods in relation to others.
Prioritizing goods is such an important aspect of exdaimonia that Aristotle makes
it a condition for one to be a suitable listener of his lessons of ethics: £t 8€ 10l
n&leoty Axohovdnmnds Wy pataing Axodoetour %ol Avwpelds, €netdh O tehog
€otly o0 yvlorg A mpdéic. “What is mote, because they have a tendency to
be led by the emotions, it will be without point or use for them to listen, since

10 This is the reason why Aristotle demands his audience to be capable of not following affections if they
want to take his lessons profitably (cf. EN 1.3 1095a3-5)
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the end is not knowing things but doing them.” (1095a4-6). Then, life of
pleasure as the highest good has no structured direction. If this is so, there is a
good argument based on the notion of the chief good to dismiss the life of
enjoyment as the best life, which, it is worth noting, does not rely on the value
of such pleasures in themselves.

The second form of life is the political life, which takes honor (tip7) as
the highest good. This is the life held by people who are more refined and
dedicated to action. The argument against honor as the highest good has some
steps not completely clear, but the gist of it is clear enough. Honor, besides being
more superficial than exdaimonia, is not something that results from one’s action,
since it is bestowed by another people. No matter how often one acts well, she
will not be honored if a different person does not honor her. Euwdaimonia,
however, is an achievable good (1095a16-17), which implies that it depends in a
relevant way on the agent and is difficult to be taken away, differently from
honor. Another reason to not take honor as the chief good is that many people
seeking it attribute to it a relative value, since they rather prefer being honored
by good and excellent people than by bad ones. If honor were taken as
something valuable in itself, it would not be more or less valuable in relation to
who bestows it!!. After dismissing honor as the highest good, Aristotle takes
the hypothesis of excellence (Qpet#) as the highest good. However, one can be
excellent and still not be active or suffer significant infortunes, but exdaimonia is
acting and living well. Therefore, excellence cannot be the chief good (1095b30-
1096al). The life dedicated to money is easily dismissed as a candidate for the
best life because of the instrumental value of money, albeit exdaimonia is the final
end and never instrumental to any other good (1096a5-10). As Aristotle does
not consider the theoretic life in Book 1, it plays no role in the chapters we are
concerned with.

Now, Aristotle does refute, on the basis of the merely formal features of
the notion of eudaimonia, pleasure, honor, virtue and wealth as the good that stops
the subordination series of goods. However, none of his arguments is based on their
value as goods. Aristotle never ever questions in 1.5 whether they are goods or are
somehow present in the best life. This is an important aspect of EN 15, and it plays
a relevant role in Aristotle argumentative strategy in Book I. These goods are taken
under scrutiny again in I 8, as we are going to see.

" In some passages, as for example in 1.7 1097b1-5, Aristotle is committed to honor as having intrinsic
value. | do not need to deal with the intricacies of his conception of honor. All | need is to pinpoint that in
1.5, some people who take it as the highest good attribute a relative value to honor even if agreeing that
eudaimonia has no relative value.
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IT — Reassessment of the goods that failed as candidates for the chief good.

EN 1.8 elaborates on the conception of exdaimonia defined in chapter
1.7. The well-known definition of eudaimonia as the activity of the soul in
accordance with the most complete and best excellence determines how the
subordination seties of goods is propetly stopped (cf. 1.7 1098a16-18)'2. All
subordinate goods are sought for the sake of the best accomplishment of the
human function. It means that one must organize her life in such a way that she
must prioritize some goods over others, or postpone the achievement, or
enjoyment of some goods in order to achieve a better and more complete good.
The problem an agent must face is what goods are part of this kind of life.
Aristotle himself seems to touch on this point immediately after defining
endaimonia, saying that once the conception of the best life is sketched correctly,
one can fill in the details”. This overall picture seems to be true for most
interpretations of Aristotle’s conception of exdaimonia. EN 1.8 is, even still in
broad lines, an attempt to specify goods that are part of the best life.

The first lines of this chapter refer back to the definition of exdaimonia
and states that the investigation must tackle what is said about it in addition to
the premises and conclusions of Aristotle’s argument:

Yuentéov & epl abtfig 00 novoy €x 100 ovpmepdopatog ol €€ v O Aoyoe, G
nal €x t@v Aeyopévev mepl altfic @ pév ydp @Anbel mdvta ouv@der ta
Umdipyovia, T0 8€ Peudel oyl drapwovel TdnHec. (1098b9-12).

But we must check over it not only on the basis of our conclusion and the
premisses of our argument, but also on the basis of the things people say about

it: for a true view will have all the characteristic properties * in harmony with it,

12| will not discuss the intricacies involved in the definition of eudaimonia. What is important for me is that
Avristotle sees his definition as the highest good that subordinates all other goods and is not subordinated
by any good.

13 MepiyeypaBw pév o0V Téryadov TalTn - dET yaip iowg UrotuTr@aal TpdTov, €10' GaTepov avaypdyal.
36¢le 8 Gv TTaVTOS €ival Tipoayayelv kai diapBpdaal Té KaAGS Exovia TH TTEpIYPaQf, kai O XpOvog TGV
To100TWV EUPETAS F TUVEPYOS ByaBog eivai- “Let the good, then, be sketched in this way; for perhaps we
need to give an outline first, and fill in the detail later. To develop and articulate those elements in the sketch
that are as they should be would seem to be something anyone can do, and time seems to be good at
discovering such things, or helping us to discover them” (1098a20-24)

14 In section IIl | offer a justification for translating ‘r& UmapyovTa’ as ‘the characteristic properties’.
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while a false one quickly finds itself in discord with what is true. (1098b9-12 —

Rowe’s translation modified).

What is said about eudaimonia is easily grasped reading the chapter.
Aristotle will cope with some conceptions of exdaimonia that are quite
transparent throughout the text. What is interesting about these conceptions is
that some of them have been dismissed in 1.5 as good candidates for being the
chief good and, in 1.8, they are reassessed, and nonetheless Aristotle will say that
it is not reasonable that who have proposed them are completely mistaken about
endaimonia.

In the first section of 1.8, the first conception Aristotle considers is the
ancient one and agreed-upon by philosophers which take the end as certain
actions and activity and among the goods of the soul 1>. How it agrees with the
definition of eudaimonia is clear. In the ergon argument, Aristotle says that the
human function is an activity of the soul and in 1.4, he affirms that it is agreed
that the meaning of the word ‘endaimonia’ (ct. 1.4 1094b19) is acting well and
living well. Now, it is noteworthy what exactly Aristotle means by using the
adverb ‘0p00¢ (1098b18). What is said correctly (0p0@q) is that the end (0
T\0Q), i.e, eudaimonia, is some sort (1veg) of actions and activities. In this context,
there is no further specification of what sort of actions and activities exdaimonia
consists in except that these actions and activities must relate to human soul,
since eudaimonia is a good of the soul (cf. 1098b14-16). Thus, this conception is
said correctly, but should ‘correct’ here be taken as ‘equivalent’ or as ‘adequate
account’ ‘Correct’ in this context should rather be taken as ‘compatible’. Such
a conception is not equivalent to Aristotle conception of eudaimonia, which has some
qualifications of great relevance. If is correct only in a much vaguer sense in which both
Abristotle’s conception and this opinion are true becanse the latter is a very generic statement
about endaimonia and as such it encompasses the former, which is, according to
Aristotle, the correct specification of the actions and activities in which

15 ()oTe KaADG Gv Méyorto katd ye Tadmy Ty 36¢av Tahaidv o0oav kai GpoAoyoupévny UTId TGV
@1AogoQOUVTWY. BPBKIS BE Kai OTI TPASEIS TIVEC AéyovTal Kai Evépyelal TO TEAoG: oUTw yap TGV TEpi
Wuxnv ayadbav yivetal kai o0 TGV k1o “So what we have been said will be right at any rate according
to this view, which is an old one, and has the agreement of those who reflect philosophically. The account
will be right too in so far as certain actions and activities are being identified as the end; for in this way the
end turns out to belong among goods of the soul and not among external goods.” (1098b16-20 — Rowe’s
translation modified.).
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endaimonia consists. However, the correctness in such a generic level is little
enlightening about the nature of the actions and activities exdaimonia requires’®.

After these opinions that agree straightforwardly with Aristotle’s
conception, there is a second set of opinions, which are in a way or another
recalcitrant to it. How Aristotle regards them is important and deserves a closer
look.

T2 — @aivetar 8€ nal 1@ Eminrodpeva A mepl TNy eUSupoviay Amovd' UndEysLy
@ heyOévti. 1olg pév ylp et ol 8¢ podvnotg Aol 8E copla Tig clvou Sonel,
ol 8¢& todta f) Tobtwy Tt ped' Ndoviig fj 0Ux Avev NSoviic Etepot B nal trv €xt0g
eletnplav ovpmapakapBdvovowy. tobtev 8 T uev Tolhol xal makaol Aéyovay,
& 8€ OMiyol nal EvBofor Bvdpeg (1098b22-28).

T2 — Also all the things that are looked for in relation to happiness appear to
belong to what was said it is. For some people think it is excellence, others that it
is wisdom, others a kind of intellectual accomplishment; others think that it is
these, or one of these, together with pleasute or not without pleasure, while others
include external prosperity as well. Some of these views have been held by many
people from ancient times, while some belong to a few people of high reputation.
(1098b22-28. Rowe’s translation modified).

T2 marks off the change from the first set of things said about
endaimonia to the second. The things searched or required (1@ €minrodpeva) for
the best life and believed to belong to it are listed in T2’s second sentence. In
the first sentence, however, there is no clear indication of what kind of
predicative relation holds between exdaimonia and @ €minrobueva. All Aristotle
says is that a relation between them exists. The following sentence presents an
important step in which Aristotle lists the things searched (t& émlnrodpeve) for
endaimonia as proposed conceptions of what exdaimonia is. Their proponents
comprehended some of the aspects of the best life that are being searched (&
Emlnrobpever) as what exsdaimonia is'. To some people, it is excellence; to othets,
phronesis; while others affirm that it is sophia. Some say that they all are required,

16 More than that could be said. Even different and competing accounts can be in agreement in a very
generic level. The proposition “Eudaimonia consists in some sort of actions and activities” is true for both
Avristotle’s account and for one’s defending that pleasure is the highest good, but how it is going to be
cashed out inside each account will be different. In syllogistic structure, the same conclusion can be
explained by different premisses, so that the same sentence present in the conclusion would be held as
true for competing syllogisms, but explained differently. | do not need to discuss this any longer here, since
my interest is only to show that the same sentence can be part of competing and irreconcilable accounts.
17 Note that ‘c0daipovia’ in line 23 is the subject of the verb ‘eivar’ in line 24.
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some say that one of them, but pleasure must follow them. Some people, in
turn, affirm that it is prosperity, in terms of external goods. Some of these
conceptions are held by many people of ancient time, while the others are held
by few reputed people. It is noteworthy that these goods in a way or another are
involved in the conceptions of good lives Aristotle refuted in 1.5. In fact, honor
and wealth are external goods and present in a prosperous life. Excellence, sophia
and phronesis can all be encompassed by excellence in general, and pleasure is the
key component of a life of enjoyment. Before tackling with each of these goods,
Aristotle claims that people holding these conceptions are not completely
wrong, since they have gotten some aspect, if not many, in the right way, as we
read in T1. The question that arises from T1 is how it is possible that people
who advocated for conceptions of exdaimonia Aristotle refuted are now said to
grasp at least some, if not most, of its aspects correctly.

As Aristotle is definitely trying to indicate how his conception of
endaimonia is compatible or in agreement with common or the relevant
conceptions about it. Before jumping to a hastily conclusion that 1.8 is or is not
implementing the methodological remarks of EN VIL.1,8 T will go through how
Aristotle tackles each of these opinions in I.8. This is important because it is the
way he actually proceeds that should inform us about the methodology he
applies in a given context. As I will claim in the next section, 1.8 can hardly be
seen as an implementation of EN VII 1, but my interpretation is compatible
with some weaker conceptions of dialectics.

The first good Aristotle scrutinizes is excellence. This position is
described as: tol p&v obv Aéyovot Ty Goethv A Apethy v ouvwWdoE oty 6
Aoyog tabng Yoo €otv N nat' alThv évépyeta. “Well, out account is in harmony
with those who say that happiness is excellence, or some form of excellence; for
'activity in accordance with excellence' belongs to excellence.” (1098b30-31).
This is quite a vague presentation, which can be read more or less stringently.
As the context is determined by T2, in which the things that are required or
searched for the best life fluctuates as belonging to exdaimonia either with a
definitional relation, or without a manifest predicative relation, it might be read
as:

a)  Eudaimonia is [an] excellence, that is, the end that stops the
subordination chain of goods is [an] excellence, or

18 E.g.; Berti (2010, p.321), Owen (1986), Nussbaum (2001), Irwin (1988). Natali (2017, p.49-50) also
claims that Aristotle is deploying a dialectical procedure in 1.8, but, according to him, dialectic is not the
method Avistotle’s use to define eudaimonia (which is achieved by scientific methodology), but only to seek
confirmation of it.
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b)  Eudaimonia requires [an] excellence, that is, whatever the best life
is, it must contain [an] excellence.

It is clear that a) implies b) but b) does not imply a) and that they are
not equivalent statements. Under Aristotle’s conception of eudaimonia displayed
in the conclusion of the ergon argument, b) is true. As an activity of the rational
part of the soul according to excellence in a complete life (cf. 1098a16-18),
endaimonia necessarily requires excellence, but excellence is not the good that
stops the chain of subordination of goods. But b) is true in a rather generic
reading and under some specifications it will not be consistent with Aristotle’s
conception. In the following lines, Aristotle details how b) should be specified
in order to be more in line with his own conception of exdaimonia. His train of
thought starts from the same point he mentioned in 1.5 against the identification
of excellence as the highest good, since one can be an excellent person and be
inactive or have a life full of infortunes. In 1.8, Aristotle highlights that there is
a relevant difference between, on the one hand, having and being disposed to
excellence and, on the other hand, using and being active toward excellence,
since not only action, but good action is necessary for the best life (1099a3). This
is justified by the general agreement that exdaimonia is living well and acting well.
Then, the conception scrutinized here under b) agrees with Aristotle’s
conception, but it needs to be read in a certain way and with the addition of
some qualifications. As a) implies b), the vague and unspecified formulation
‘endaimonia requires [an] excellence’ is also true for the proponents of a), but b)
is not enlightening about the nature of eudaimonia. In 1.5, on the other hand,
excellence is scrutinized according to a) above, and dismissed as the highest
good, the good that stops the series of subordination of other goods.

Phronesis and sophia, mentioned in T2, are never object of scrutiny in
1.8. Presumably, Aristotle is considering them under the umbrella of excellence,
since they are kinds of intellectual excellence!. If it is the case, the same
specification applied to excellence must also apply here. In a very general and
vague level, it is true that exdaimonia requires these intellectual virtues. In fact,
already in the ergon argument, Aristotle divides the human soul into two rational
parts and, as we can see in 113, sgphia and phronesis are excellences of one of
these parts. As eudaimonia is the activity of these parts according to excellence, it
requires both sgphia and phronesis being used or in activity, since their possession
alone is not what makes one live and act well. Again, who claims that phronesis
ot sophia is endaimonia grasps correctly one aspect of the truth to the extent that

19 |t does not make any difference for my interpretation whether ‘phronesis’, in this context, has the non-
technical meaning of thinking, and not of the intellectual virtue of the calculative part of the rational soul.

283



Dissertatio [58] 272-301 | 2023

a life with eusdaimonia includes phronesis and sophia. However, this is true at the
same vague level as excellence in general is required for the best life. In a more
specific formulation, Aristotle is committed to the activity of them as required
for the best life.

The next claim Aristotle deals with is that exdaimonia is a pleasant life®.
In L5, pleasure was shown as an unsuccessful candidate for the highest good,
but no argument is advanced for it, except that Aristotle compares the lives
dedicated to pleasure to how grazing cattle or slavish people live. One reason
that possibly explain it is that one, when driven by immediate pleasures, is not
capable of following any structure of subordination of goods, which demands
some pleasures being postponed or not satisfied so that other pleasure can be
satisfied. In short, living as grazing cattle and slavish people means that one is
not capable of living in accordance with a structured life. In 1.5, Aristotle does
not say any word about the lack of intrinsic value of pleasures, whether they
have a place in his conception of exdaimonia or whether they are something bad?!.
Simply, there is no hint about the value of pleasure in one’s life. What is at stake
(and this is relevant) is that pleasure cannot be the highest good.

In 1.8, pleasure is vaguely advanced as floating between two possible
claims:

a) Eudaimonia is [a] pleasure, that is, the end that stops the

subordination chain of goods is [a] pleasure, or

b) Eudaimonia requires [a] pleasure, that is, whatever the best life is, it

must contain [a] pleasure.

Aristotle is not taking pleasure as a candidate for the highest good,
according to a), since it is false for him. Again, as in the case of excellence,
Aristotle is trying to show that people who claim that exdaimonia is pleasure are
right to the extent that pleasure is part of the best life. This is what they grasped
correctly in a vague sense that demands further qualification. On the other hand,
they are mistaken by suggesting that pleasure is the highest good. Then, it is true
that in a vague sense pleasure has a place in the best life, and Aristotle tries to
reach the qualifications he needs. As I shall explicate later, his main interest in
1.8 is to make clear that his conception of exdaimonia keeps some resemblance to
how people conceive the best life so that they can be persuaded of it, and that

2 |n 1.8, Aristotle always mentions pleasure as a quality of the best life rather than what the best life
definitionally is. He does so either by saying that it has some pleasant good or actions or that some actions
have pleasure in themselves. This formulation is important because it allows for the vague presentation
Aristotle advances in order clarify how pleasure is present in the flourishing life.

21 The first hint about the intrinsic value of pleasure occurs only in I.7 1097b1-3, where Aristotle claims that
pleasure (along with intelligence, excellence and honor) is chosen for itself and for the sake of eudaimonia.
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is why his argument here does not rely on a well-developed theory of pleasure.
Aristotle’s full-blown theory of pleasures is both complex and deep, and it is
linked with his conception of moral development, but no profound account of
it is necessary for Aristotle’s intention in 1.8. He only needs a general account of
how pleasure is present in the best life without any further explanation.

This account is more carefully delivered as the subject seems to be
more difficult than the previous. In 1.5, pleasure is proposed as the highest good
which subordinates all other goods, while in 1.8 Aristotle depicts pleasure as
something that follows some actions. One finds pleasure in things one is fond
of (Exdotw &' &otly ABL 1Eog 6 Aéyetan photoroltog “and to each person that
thing is pleasant in relation to which he is called lover of that sort of thing”
(109928-9)), so that pleasure is not presented as something sought for its own
sake, but as some psychological event which follows the satisfaction of a given
affect. The examples Aristotle gives are illuminating: horses are pleasant to
people who love them, spectacles are pleasant to whom loves them, and
excellence is pleasant to people who love acting excellently. What all these
examples suggest is that one loves what is pleasant to her (note the compositions
with the verb philein which are examples filling the gap-sign ‘“pikototoltoq’
(1099a11)).

As all he needs in 1.8 is to show that pleasure has a place, arguably an
important one, in his conception of the best life, whatever pleasure means in a
more fine-grained detail for his ethical theory. But even considered in this broad
approach, pleasure is a complicated psychological event. Differently from
excellence, which is always something good in itself (cf 1097b2-3), since it is the
best disposition of that it is excellence, people might have pleasure for different
things, included bad ones. If Aristotle were committed to the claim that pleasure
simpliciter is present in the best life, consequently he would have to accept that
any pleasure has its place in the best life, and, for the same reason, the best life
would include all sorts of actions that satisfy any sort of affection followed by
pleasure. To avoid this kind of difficulty, Aristotle advances, without any
rationale in 1.8, a thesis that people fond of the noble (pridonador) find pleasure
in things that are naturally pleasant. These things are excellent actions and for
these actions pleasure is not something that comes in addiction to them, but
they are pleasant in themselves. Who finds no pleasure in noble actions is not a
good person. As excellent actions are noble, a good person finds pleasure in
them, and this is true for any sort excellence (cf. 1099a20). As proper human
excellence is twofold, moral and intellectual, Aristotle is assuming that both
kinds of excellence are pleasant in themselves and theit activity is noble [el &'
0Ute, xad' altdg v elev al xat' dgethy mddeic Adelon. A LAY xod Byadud ye
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nol wnochod “If that is so, actions in accordance with excellence will be pleasant in
themselves. But they will be good, too, and fine” (1099a21-22)]. Aristotle
concludes that exdaimonia is what is best, noblest, and most pleasant.

We are now able to understand how who proposed that pleasure is the
highest good has grasped at least some aspect of exdaimonia correctly. As in the
case of excellence, pleasure cannot be the highest good, but the best life must
be pleasant, and even apolaustic pleasures have a place in it. Who claimed that
the highest good is a life which has pleasure as the good that stops the
subordination chain of goods is not correct, but they got something right
inasmuch as eudaimonia involves pleasure. But this is still too vague and little
enlightening, since Aristotle would not concede that any pleasure whatsoever
has a place in the best life. An important specification is needed in terms of the
kind of pleasure that must be sought in the best life, as pleasure is not a good in
itself. Aristotle narrower conception makes clear that noble actions are naturally
pleasant, and this is the kind of pleasure present in the best life.

Now, one can raise an objection to my interpretation asking about how
this position about pleasure in 1.8 relates to what Aristotle says about pleasure
in I.5. Can it be the case that Aristotle is operating with two non-equivalent
conceptions of pleasure in these chapters and, thus, he is not trying to show how
the conception presented in 1.5 has a place in the best life? In 1.5, what is at stake
is the apolaustic life, whereas in 1.8 he is concerned about the pleasure of the
noble life?2, If this is true, 1.8 cannot be construed as an effort to show that the
proponents of the candidates for the highest good in 1.5 have grasped at least
some aspects of the best life correctly and Aristotle would be targeting different
people in these two chapters.

The construal I am advancing can, nonetheless, accommodate well
these different conceptions of pleasure. Aristotle’s point would, then, be that
the noble life which has activities and actions that are pleasant in themselves also
involves some apolaustic pleasures, provided that these pleasures are not sought
as the end of one’s actions. A temperate person might very well enjoy good
food, sophisticated drinks, and sex, and certainly these pleasures must have a
place in the best life. What is important is that the noble person will not seek
apoulaustic pleasures for their own sake. She can enjoy them as they follow her
noble and excellent actions. There are a few passages supporting this claim in
both NE and Eudemian Ethics (hereafter, EE).

22 See, e.g., Devereux (2015, p.142) on this.
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2) v B epl TG cwpaTHAg Anokadoets, tepl g Adyopey TOV olipoove 1ol AONKGTOV,
06 ) Q) mposelofon TV NBEwv Stomwv g UnepBords (NE VIL4 114824-7)

But of those types having to do with bodily enjoyments that we say are the sphere
of moderation and self-indulgence, the one who pursues excess in what is pleasant
without its being a matter of decision. (NE VII1.4 1148a4-7)

b) dnolaboed T Gy TV cwpaTx@®@y NSoVAY O TuYWY %al Avdpdtodoy ol NtTov

100 dptotov (NE X.6 117726-8)

Again, just anyone can enjoy bodily pleasures, and a slave no less than the best
kind of person. (NE X.6 1177a6-8)

c) mdvreg yAp TovToLg PHoet Te Yaipovat, nal Embupiag hapdvovat, xal oVx eloly
oU8E Aéyoviow Qxolactor (00 ylp UmepBadlovor @) yoipewy plihov fi el
Toyysvovtes nal AvreloOor pdidhov f 8el pun tuyydvovieg), 008" dvdhyntot (00 yap
€Melnovot 1@ yaigety A Aurelobar, BAAA udhov UnepBailovoy).

By nature everyone enjoys these pleasures, and conceives an appetite for them,
without either being or being called undisciplined, given that they neither enjoy
themselves excessively when they find them nor get excessively pained when they
do not. They are not insensible either, since they are not deficient in their
enjoyment or pain, but if anything tend to excess. (EE I11.2 1231a28-34; Inwood
& Woolf’s (2013) translation)

d)  Orav yap unbevog €vdecic (I)psv, tHTe ToUG ouvamhavcopévoug {ntolot mévreg,

nal 10Ug 0 netoopévous oy f 10U¢ TOLYCOVTAG.

For when we are in need of nothing then we all look for people to join us in our
pleasures and for beneficiaries rather than benefactors. (EE VIL12 1244b16-18;
Inwood & Woolf’s (2013) translation)

e) B0 <8et> ouvhewpely xal cuvevwyelobot, 00 T Si1d TEoPRAY %ol TA Avoryrador

ol towdton OptMon Soxolot etva, GAAA Amoraboets.
These kinds of association seem not to focus on mere nourishment and the

necessities of life, but on the enjoyments. (EE VIL12 1245b5-7, Inwood &
Woolf’s (2013) translation.)
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Passages a) and b) unequivocally claim that bodily pleasures are sought
both by virtuous and vicious agents. Passage c¢) does not have the word
‘Anoravotd’, but is focused on bodily pleasures resulting from the sense of touch.
Passages d) and €) show that genuine friendship, which occurs between virtuous
people, involves the enjoyment of apolaustic pleasures. These passages seem to
be enough to ground my claim that the best life must include the enjoyment of
this sort of pleasures and, then, Aristotle needed to account for their presence
in his conception of the best life in 1.8. Consequently, who proposed that
endaimonia requires this sort of pleasure is correct, but who claimed that it
consists in an apolaustic life is wrong.

After pleasure, external goods are the next to be scrutinized. In 1.5, honor
and wealth are proposed as candidates to be the highest good and all the other goods
would be sought for their sake. Aristotle’s argument to dismiss them as candidates
is grounded in the instrumental value of wealth, and as such it cannot be the final
end. On its turn, honor is not something an agent achieves by herself, but from
someone else granting it to her, but exdaimonia is something doable and achievable
by the agent. In 1.8, Aristotle is quite clear about how external goods relate to
endaimonia. They are needed in addition (npoodeopevn) since they ate like instruments
for good actions [roA& pév Yyl mpdtteton, xolfdmeg &t' dgysvwy “For in the first
place many things are done [...] as if by means of tools” (1099a33-b1)]. Deprived of
the necessary resources to act excellently, one’s actions that depend on these
resources will not take place. If she does not have wealth to promote certain kinds
of goods to her City, she cannot be magnificent. In order for one to be temperate,
she needs to have access to food or drink. This much is clear enough, but there is
another aspect concerning external goods, besides being instrumentally necessary to
good action. Eudaimonia is the best life, and it would be odd to call exdainon someone
inflicted with relevant misfortunes. Then, some external goods are necessary not
only as instrumental to virtuous action, but for the good life itself [€viwv & trdpevor
punaivouot 10 poxdplov “thete are some things the lack of which is like a stain on
happiness”(1199b2)], as being well born, having good offspring and friends. One’s
life characterized with the deprivation of such kinds of goods will unlikely be
considered good (cf. 1099b3).

The conclusion of this argument is important because Aristotle
explains the source of confusion people make when they think that exdaimonia is
the possession of external goods. These goods are necessary in some extent for
one who have a good life and it amounts to saying that all good lives are well
supplied with them. In face of that, some people take external goods to be the
end that stops the chain of subordination. Here, we see the same pattern we saw
in the other conceptions of eudaimonia.
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a)  Eudaimonia is [an] external good|s], that is, the end that stops the
subordination chain of goods is [an] external good][s|, or

b)  Eudaimonia requires [an| external good(s], that is, whatever the
best life is, it must contain [an| external good]s].

Who proposed external goods as the end that stops the subordination
chain of goods confused a necessary condition with a sufficient condition
[xabdmep 0y elnopev, owe mpoadelolun xol Thc Totadg elnpepiag B0ev eic
To0T0 TétToULoY Eviot TNy eltuyloy Tfj ebSoupoviat “As we have said, then, one
seems to need this sort of well-being too and this is the reason why some people
identify good fortune with happiness” (1099b6-8)]. Not surprisingly, Aristotle
mentions in the last line of the chapter that the same happens to people who
take excellence as being the highest good [Erepot 8& v Gpetyv “others [identify
with] excellence.” (1099b8)], which is exactly how we interpreted Aristotle’s
treatment of excellence at the beginning of 1.8.

To sum up, the gist of 1.8’s second section is that all proponents of the
conceptions Aristotle mentions have made an important mistake. They identify
some good as the highest good based on how people live and by doing this, they
pick as such one or another good they understand as subordinating all others
and that are present in any instance of the best life. All these conceptions are
wrong at their face value, i.e., as conceptions of eusdaimonia. Aristotle himself
argues against them in 1.5. However, it can be said that their proponents grasped
something right since they imply a true, but little enlightening proposition. A
false proposition such as ‘eudaimonia  is by  definition
pleasure/excellence/external goods’ implies a true proposition such as
‘endaimonia’ requires pleasure/excellence/external goods’. The way this true
proposition is cashed out by Aristotle is completely different from how the other
proponents presented in 1.8 specify their conceptions. Any instance of the best
life, according to Aristotle conception in 1.7, must involve excellence, pleasure
and external goods, but exsdaimonia does not consist in any of these alone or
jointly taken. Then, as regarding the second set of opinions, our T1 should be
understood as claiming that who proposes these mistaken conceptions are not
completely wrong since they grasped that the best life must include excellence,
or pleasure or external goods.

ITI — Methodological remarks.

Some interpreters influentially claimed that Aristotle is deploying his
dialectical method in 1.8. The characterization of this method in detail is not
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consensual among these interpreters, but there seems to be an agreement about
the general aspects of this method. The paradigmatic description of its steps is
the widely known passage in NE VIL.1 1145b2-723%:

In broad lines, this passage is read as a three-steps dialectical method
or procedure: 1 — laying down a set X of phainomena, i.c., the reputed opinions
(z& €vBoZa) about a given subject; 2 — examining all the reputed opinions of the
set X through aporiai; and 3 — proving all reputed opinions or, at least, the most
authoritative of the set X. The result of the implementation of the
methodological steps would consist in a “sufficient demonstration” [Sedetypévov
Qv eln rav@c. (1145b7)] of the opinions that survives the exam, since “the
solution of the aporia is the discovery” [fj y0p Moig tfic Anoplag elpeoic €.
(1146b7-8)].

There are different possible readings of the details of this passage, but
its core is more or less accepted by any interpreter who reads the passage as
providing a dialectical method?*. In order to read in these lines a dialectical
methodology, an interpreter assumes that the scrutiny of endoxa is a sufficient
condition to identify a dialectical context and that the digporia is a privileged
dialectical devise. Also, this procedure has a kind of proof as its outcome. Even
if this is the true reading of VIL.1%, and the assumptions are justified®, it is
hardly what happens in 1.8. In VII.1, the diaporia must be implemented among
the set of endoxa picked in the first step. Whatever criterium used to choose the
most authoritative among them, the scrutiny should take only these endoxa and
solve inconsistencies they may raise when one tries to make them compatible.
The most authotitative endoxa are the metric to measure how correct are the
conflicting endoxa and to put aside the recalcitrant propositions from the endoxa
that can be restated in a better and compatible fashion. This is not what Aristotle
does in 1.8. To begin with, the gauge against which the popular views on
endaimonia are measured is not an endoxon, but Aristotle’s own position, which is
evidently at odds with the relevant popular views about it. Aristotle has no
interest in proving that the relevant endoxa form a set of compatible or true

2 “As in other cases, we must set out what appears true about our subjects, and, having first raised the
problems, thus display, if we can, all the views people hold about these ways of being affected, and if not,
the larger part of them, and the most authoritative; for if one can both resolve the difficult issues about a
subject and leave people's views on it undisturbed, it will have been clarified well enough.” (NE VII.1
1145b2-7).

2 E.g. Barnes (1980), Jost (1991, p.30) and Kraut (2006, p.77-84), who understands this three-steps
method as “Aristotle’s proposed method for testing the truth of ethical propositions” (2006, p. 77)

25 For a recent and very compelling defence that Aristotle is not prescribing a dialectical methodology in
NE VIl 1, see Zillig (2018).

% | have argued against this interpretation in Mendonga (2014, 2017).
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propositions after the diaporia. In 1.8, there is no aporia raised and the endoxa are
not compared with other endoxa. What happens, instead, is that Aristotle has
come to his definition of exdaimonia in 1.7 by an argument grounded on human
nature, not on exndoxa, and in 1.8 Aristotle has a much more modest goal (which
is by no means a proof or a demonstration) that consists in showing that his
conception of the best life involves the goods the competing views indicated as
the highest good, and then, as I will argue below, it is not completely alien to
people who propose these conceptions.

Aristotle is not saying that who takes either pleasure, or excellence, or
external goods as the highest good is stating something true. That these
conceptions are not correct we know since I.5. In 1.8 he points to the fact that
their proponents are not completely wrong and have grasped something right.
If the construal I advanced in the first part of this paper is right, what they saw
correctly is that the best life must involve the mentioned goods.

One major point still deserves attention. Aristotle is not simply comparing
propositions in terms of coherence. He is discussing these opinions in terms of their
adequacy to relevant facts?’. In an already quoted passage, he says:

Syentéov 8& el althic ol povov Ex toli cupmepdopatos nal €€ Qv 6 Adyog, BAAA
nol €x t@v Aeyopévev mepl oUtfic @ p€v ylp @Anbel mévta cuvdder T
Umdpyovia, T0 8€ Peudel oyl drapwovel T@nOec. (1098b9-12).

But we must check over it not only on the basis of our conclusion and the
premisses of our argument, but also on the basis of the things people say about
it: for a true view will have all the characteristic properties in harmony with it,
while a false one quickly finds itself in discord with what is true. (1098b9-12 -

Rowe’s translation modified)

27 One can object to my interpretation by claiming that facts and all possible experience after all are kinds
of representations that need a conceptual scheme for events and state of affairs to be taken as facts, then
they would inescapably be endoxa, what would be in line with Nussbaum’s interpretation of Aristotle
methodology (2001, p. 254). Another objection could be raised by saying that Aristotle is grounding his
discussion on facts, but moral facts depend on how people have or acquire moral knowledge of how to act,
and it would be acquired as endoxa, which encompass values, legal and social norms, etc., so that they
are inescapable. My interpretation holds against both objections. The metaphysical assumptions about
what is a fact for Aristotle is not the relevant aspect in EN 1.5 and 8. The important thing is that Aristotle
takes peoples’ lives and properties of eudaimonia as facts and not as opinion and this is important to his
inquire in 1.8 as he is not concerned about coherence among propositions. It might well be the case that
facts are after all reducible to endoxa, but in the context, Aristotle are focusing on them as facts. By claiming
that this is the important aspect of Aristotle’s procedure, my interpretation does not preclude a dialectical
reading of this chapter provided that by ‘dialectics’ we understand a kind of test or scrutiny of propositions
and not the much more demanding procedure of VII.1.
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Aristotle’s point in this passage is that what is said (t@ Aeyopéver) about
endaimonia, i.e. endoxa, should be confronted with its charactetistic properties (t&
Undpyovta), and what is true is in agreement with ewdaimonia’s characteristic
properties. But what does it mean exactly? Aristotle uses “t@ Undgyovia’ in many
ways. Karbowski (2015a, p.123) and Salmieri (2009, p.330) highlighted the
importance of taking it as facts generally taken. Recently, Angioni (2019, p.154—
157) has shown that ‘t@ Undpyovte’ can be read with more precise meaning than
simply facts. This more precise reading of this expression is not incompatible
with the more general reading, since a characteristic property of something is a
fact about it but it picks up the relevant aspect for a given account. Certainly,
many things can be true of exsdaimonia, and consequently be a fact about it, but
many of them ate simply not relevant in an account that seeks a better
understanding of the nature of exdaimonia®. Of course, a correct account of a
given subject must be in agreement with all facts about this subject and I am not
denying that. My point is that Aristotle is picking up some salient properties of
endaimonia, as they are more important to get to grips with the nature of
eudaimonia®. Whatever the best life is, some properties are more characteristic of
it than others, and when it comes to get a more enlightening account of the best
life, these salient properties must be taken into consideration. Taken according
to this sense, the passage is not saying the trivially true sentence that all facts are
in agreement with a true account, but setting the agenda for the following steps
in the chapter. Aristotle needs to single out salient properties of the best life and,
then, clarify how they can be accounted for in his conception of exdaimonia.

If this is correct, my reading makes ‘t@ Undpyovta’ equivalent to ‘td
émlnrodpeve’ in T2. The things searched or required for the best life are
properties or features that are not only true of or necessary for this life. They
are also and more importantly salient features that identify the best life, that is,
important aspects a flourishing life must display. What people say about
eudaimonia is true if it agrees with the facts understood as relevant properties or
features that belong to the best life. As said above, facts, now understood as the

% For instance, appreciation of Sophocles’ works, or being attentive to not take undue advantage in
transactions are true of and necessary for the best life, but they are not salient features of it and do not
contribute to a better understanding of the nature of eudaimonia.

2 Angioni (2019) fumishes (with no intention of exhaustivity) a list of six uses of ‘Umdpxev’ and ‘T&
Umapyovra'. The use | am proposing here is the sixth in his list, which he explains as “Sometimes the verb
‘Umapyenv’ (or the participle ‘1a umréipyovta’) used with a dative complement has the force of “being (most)
characteristic of’, “being a feature that is important to characterize something as it is (as to distinguish it
from its neighbours)” (p.156). In 1.8, ‘7& UTapxovTa’ has no dative complement, but ‘Omdpxev’ in line
1098b23, in our T2, has ‘TQ) AexBévI’ as complement, which | take as what Aristotle said about eudaimonia.
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salient features that identify or characterizes something, are the gauge to
measure the accounts given in 1.8. Consequently, Aristotle argumentation in 1.8
does not limit itself to seek for coherence among endoxa/ legomena.

If this is true, “t@ Ungpyovra’ should not be taken as having the same
reference as ‘T Aeyopéva’. The latter refers to the conceptions Aristotle
mentions and will scrutinize. On the other hand, the former refers to the salient
properties of eudaimonia. This distinction is important. The salient properties
should be present in any account of exdaimonia, but how they are accommodated
from account to account changes and this makes an account more or less
adequate than its competing ones. A true and general claim about pleasure being
required in a flourishing life, as we saw in the last section, can be cashed out in
different ways and some accounts will do this inadequately, being a false
account. With “t& Aeyopéve!, Aristotle is mentioning some specific ways people
cashed out what is taken as ‘T@ Undpyovra’. If these expressions are not taken
as having the same reference, the passage is more directly read as a general claim
according to which all salient features or properties can be articulated and
accommodated inside a correct account, and that is what ‘@An6%¢’ seems to
mean in the passage®. Aristotle is not primary concerned with truth values of
propositions, but with how salient characteristics of exdaimonia can be treated in
an account. True propositions are, of course, necessary for a true account,
however a true account requires more than only the truth of its propositions.
One cannot reach a true account about the nature of esdaimonia on the basis of
very general although true propositions. Aristotle wants to reach an account in
which one can grasp how and why the relevant features or properties attributed
to the subject belong to it. His goal to reach an account by which he can make
clear how the salient characteristics of the best life are in agreement with his
conception of eudaimonia, which is the true conception for him. Consequently,
“eudng’ means an account that does not accommodate all the salient
characteristics, since they do not propetly fit in the account. All the Aspouéva
need to face these characteristics of exdaimonia and this process is what will
determine what fits in the account.

In Aristotle’s perspective, his conception of eudaimonia is what best
corresponds to the facts, especially to the best condition of the human nature.
He surely thinks his conception of exdaimonia fulfills all the requirements for a
life to be the best, most complete and self-sufficient. In 1.8, Aristotle assumes
that his theory is located on the facts’ side as the account which articulates and

% Rowe (2002) and Reeve (2014) translate ‘GAGB¢’ into ‘true view’, and Irwin (1999) into ‘true account’.
These translations are in line with my suggestion.
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accommodates the relevant facts about exdaimonia. Therefore, in 1.8 Aristotle is
not concerned with an effort to clarify or prove endoxa. As we can see, his
argumentative path along chapters I 1-7 culminating in his definition of
endaimonia has led him to defend a conception which has no resemblance with
ordinary or erudite conceptions of exdaimonia. This amounts to saying that his
conception is the best account of the relevant facts and that the ordinary or
erudite conceptions are at odds with the facts.

Bearing this in mind, 1.8 introductory paragraph could be paraphrased
as follows: once eudaimonia has been defined on the grounds of premises and
conclusions which best apprehend its nature, we should now also investigate it
starting from what is said about it. Its salient features agree with an adequate
account, which, in turn, disagree with an inadequate one. The passage here
paraphrased sets Aristotle’s procedure for the whole chapter, which is strongly
grounded on relevant aspects of eudaimonia Aristotle himself established along
the last chapters. Besides, on Aristotle’s perspective, the only way to verify
whether an account is true is its correspondence with facts. An adequate account
certainly must be coherent, but coherence alone does not entail the
correspondence with facts. An account can be coherent and inadequate to
articulate facts.

If this is true, what is Aristotle’s goal in 1.8? Salmieri (2009) suggests
that from 1.8 to 1.12 Aristotle is secking for supplemental confirmation of his
definition of exdaimonia in 1.73!. It is supplemental because Aristotle has reached
a solid conception of eudaimonia and gives no hint that it needs to be confirmed.
In the course of 1.8, Salmieri says, Aristotle finds new Auparchonta which
contributes to fleshing out his conception in 1.7, as, for instance, discussing how
endaimonia relates to pleasure and external goods. I think Salmieri’s interpretation
is in the right direction, but it can be further developed to reach a clearer
comprehension of the chapter. In the first place, fleshing out an account does
not sound the same as giving supplemental confirmation of this account. In 1.8,
what looks like as needing confirmation is each of the conceptions about the
best life referred by ‘t@ Aeyopéva’, not Atistotle’s conception. Furthermore, in
Salmieri’s reading, it remains unclear what Aristotle means by saying in our T1
that it is not reasonable that who proposes the /legomena discussed in 1.8 is
completely mistaken.

In the previous section, I advanced my interpretation of Aristotle’s
argumentative effort in 1.8. and I have defended that the first set of /gomena are
straightforward compatible, but not equivalent, with Aristotle’s conception if

31 Salmieri (2009 p. 331).
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provided with some qualification, and their proponents probably are who
grasped most things right. On the other hand, the second set of /legomena are
deeply mistaken at their face value. In T2, when describing the second set of
legomena, the predicate of the verb ‘elvar’ in 1098b24, although implicit in this
line, is ‘Udaiovia’. What is at stake, then, are ordinaty or erudite conceptions of
what eudaimonia is. As such, i.e. at their face value, all these /legomena are utterly
mistaken and they cannot be taken as consistent with Aristotle’s conception,
even under some qualification, as it is possible for the first set.

In order to understand Aristotle’s point, it is important to read the
patticiple ‘xaroplolv’ not as referring back to ‘dAyljc’ in 1098b11, at the
beginning of 1.8, as if Aristotle were saying that the proponents he envisages in
T2 stated partial truths. If the reconstruction of the argumentative steps we have
developed above is right, Aristotle can hardly have in mind something as partial
truths. He never says that the proponents’ conceptions are true or that it fits his
account. His argumentative effort does not make the second set of /egomzena right
after a diaporia or the addition of some qualification to them. Aristotle’s goal is
to show that their proponents grasped correctly some component or necessary
condition of the best life, but they were astray when it comes to the correct
definition of exdaimonia.

Now, the question about what exactly is Aristotle’s intention in 1.8 is
still unanswered, and should be, finally, addressed.

If we consider the NE as a whole, Aristotle has no need to get to grips
with how pleasure, external goods and virtues relate to exdaimonia in 1.8%2. He
covers all these subjects in depth in this work. Additionally, he is not testing or
making compromises regarding his own conception of eudaimonia, which he
regards as correct, in order to accommodate different conceptions3?. The fact
that Aristotle believes his conception of exdaimonia is the correct one does not
imply that it is his last word on this topic. His account needs both to be filled in
detail and some explication. Aristotle’s conception of exdaimonia, as we saw,
deviates away from both popular and erudite conceptions. His lectures on ethics
do not have as audience fully developed virtuous people versed in Aristotle’s

% External goods are nowhere dealt with as such in the NE, except in 1.8, but some external goods are
subject of discussion in many contexts, as honor in virtue of magnanimity, wealth in the virtue of
magnificence and liberality or friendship in book VIIl and IX.

3 Aristotle’s approach in 1.8 is, then, neither based on some coherentism methodology, as defended, for
instance, by Reeve (1995, p.137), nor applying something similar to the Rawlsian principle of reflective
equilibrium, as proposed by Makinen & Kakkuri-Knuuttila (2013), since what s at stake is not the coherence
among different moral intuitions.
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moral philosophy, but people who intend to become good. It is not
unreasonable to think that for them, a definition of exdaimonia such as the activity
of the soul according to the best virtue would sound not only unfamiliar, but
also odd®. If we remind how Aristotle delimitates what eudaimonia is in the
Rbhetoric 1.5%, it is nothing remotely similar to NE 1.7 definition. This is
important, since in the Rbewric Aristotle is concerned with endoxa about
endaimonia, which is supposed to capture how people conceive it.

However, if we consider EE 1.6, another methodological possibility
opens. In this chapter, Aristotle distinguishes the philosophical inquiry from the
non-philosophical by arguing that philosophers, even in political inquiry, must
look for causes and argue on the basis of argument. This discussion in preceded
by a not entirely clear passage quoted at length:

nepatéov 8€ mepl maviwy todtey (rely thy mioty Sld Ty Aoywy, paptupiotg ol
TOEABELY IOl YOWUEVOY TOIG PUVOUEVOLG. *Q&ToToV MEY yalp mavtag AvBpdroug
paivesbar ouvoporoyolviag tolg Princopévols, el 8& pi, TedToV Y& Tvar TavTag,
Omep petafialopevor nomoovoty: Exer ylp Exaotog olxelov T mpO¢ v AMjbeiav, €€
by Gayralov Sevasvar zw¢ megl abT@r Ex i v OGS pév Aeyopédvey ol
cap®c 8¢, Tpotolow Eoton xal 10 caple, petahapBavovoty del T yvwELpuOTeEEN

v elwbotwy Aéyecbar ouyreyvpévws. (1216b26-35)

In all these matters we must try to seek conviction through argument, using the

appearances as witnesses and examples. The best situation is that everyone be in

3 Cf. NE 1.3 1095a5-6, 1.2 1103b26-29.

% See, e.g., Schuh (2019).

3% Rhet. 1.5 is a long chapter, but its two first paragraphs are enough to clarify how the notion of eudaimonia
is broadly conceived. The first important note is that eudaimonia and its parts are the goal for individuals
and for all people that direct their choice: Zxed0v 8¢ kai idiqt £kGaTw Kai KoIVA TTEG1 oKOTIOG TIC £GTIV 0U
oToxalouevol kai aipodvral kai PeUyouaiv- kai ToOT £0Tiv év Kegahaiw eimelv ) T ebdaiyovia kai T&
popia alTh¢- “Both for each private individual and for all people in common there is pretty much a sort of
target they aim at in what they choose and avoid” (1360b4-7, Reeve's (2018) translation). All exhortative
and dissuasive discourses are about eudaimonia or its contrary (cf. 1360b9-11). After this, eudaimonia is
defined thus: “€aTw Or) eudaiyovia eUTpatia Per' dpetig, 1 autdpkeia {wig, R O Biog O peTd dogaleiag
NJ10T0G, i) €UBEVID KTNUATWY KAl CWHATWY METG BUVAPEWS QUAAKTIKFG T€ KOl TIPOKTIKAG TOUTWV. GXESOV
y&ip TouTwv &v A ThAeiw TAV eudaipoviav dpoloyolov ivar &mavteg. “Let happiness, then, be doing well
in action involving virtue, or self-sufficiency for living, or the pleasantest life involving security, or as
abundance of possessions and bodies, involving the capacity to guard these and make use of them in
action. For pretty much everyone agrees that happiness is one or more of these.” (1360b14-18, Reeve’s
(2018) translation). The last sentence shows that almost everyone agrees that eudaimonia is one or many
of the things listed in this definition.
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manifest agreement with what we are going to say; failing that, that everyone
should in some fashion agree, as they will do when they have had their minds
changed. Each person has some affinity with the truth, and it is from this that one
must prove one's case on these issues in one way or another. If we start from
what is truly but not enlightening spoken, as we make progress we will speak in
an enlightening way, continually substituting what is more intelligible for what is
usually spoken of confusedly. (1216b26-35 — Inwood & Woolf's (2013)

translation modified)

I am not going to comment this passage in detail here?”. My focus is
rather on the italicized sentence according to which each one holds some aspect
adequate to truth from where explanations of them in some way must begin. In
the course of these explanations made philosophically, what is not enlightening
may become enlightening®. This explanatory process is what will make it
possible for people to change their position. Undoubtedly, the change Aristotle
secks is made towards his account, and his goal is not to reach an equilibrium
among different positions by making them coherent. The gist of this passage is
the displaying of a strategy to conduce people to agree with Aristotle. If people
do not agree with Aristotle’s account on the basis of his arguments, they can
agree somehow if a change is produced in their conceptions. The particle “yap”
in line 1216b31 introduces a justificative for this change. If leads us to a picture
where this change is initiated by showing that these pegple have captured at least some aspect
of the subject under discussion as it occurs in the reality. As Aristotle cannot be saying
that who disagrees with him has offered a true account, he must be saying that
they have in some respect said something true of exdaimonia, but not enlightening
to grasp the nature of exdaimonia®.

My suggestion is that in NE 1.8, Aristotle has the same sort of attitude.
For those recalcitrant towards his account, he tries to show that the common
and erudite accounts have grasped something correct about eudaimonia. Along
the ten books of the NE, he will explain why and how the salient features
present in these accounts do belong to a true account of the best life. In this

3 The main points of this passage have been recently explained by Angioni (2017), Devereux (2015),
Karbowski (2014; 2015b), and Mendonga (2017).

3 About how Aristotle conceives this enlightening process, see Angioni (2017).

3 At the end of EE 1.6, Aristotle says that one way of being wrong is having a true proposition and an
incorrect explanation (cf. 1217a14-17). In the present topic, one could correctly say that
pleasure/excellence/external goods have a place in the flourishing life, but give a false explanation of it.
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sense, 1.8 plays a rhetorical role*. It is a chapter in which Aristotle is focused
not on introducing explanations or solve aporiaz, but in convincing people by
making clear that his conception does not exclude the goods people think as the
ultimate end that gives a direction to the good life*!. In 1.8, he wants to secure
some confidence from his audience not completely convinced by his arguments
in 1.7. For his audience, there are some aspects of this concept that are necessary
to be present if one is referring, by using ‘euxdaimonia’, to the same thing they do.
That is, someone who thinks that a life of pleasure is the best life, would
probably refuse or not be sympathetic towards a conception of the best life
which is formulated in such a way that pleasure has no evident place in it.
Accordingly, if Aristotle’s conception of eudaimonia does not involves in a way
or another the salient features or properties commonly thought of the best life,
then people could not understand Aristotle as meaning the same thing as they
do by using this term. In another words, if Aristotle’s conception of eudaimonia
is so detached from the usual way people use this term, his theory could be
envisaged as based on a kind of homonymy so that, despite the same word is
being used, its meaning or definition is different from the ordinary use. That is
why Aristotle needs to grant that the conception of exdaimonia he put forward in
1.7 accounts for the main aspects people think of as belonging to the best life,
which amounts to saying that he is using the term to signify something people
can relate to. Not complying with this procedure would be similar to use the
term ‘courage’ to refer to actions that are neither dangerous, fearsome nor
daring, which are salient characteristics of the actions people refer to with
‘courage’. Any theory of courage based on such strange use of the term would
be regarded as meaning something different from the ordinary use of the term.

IV — Conclusion.

In this paper, my main focus was an attempt to cash out T'1, especially
when it comes to the understanding of the sentence that it is not reasonable to
suppose that the people Aristotle targeted in T1 were completely mistaken
regarding their conception of eusdaimonia and that they would have grasp most,
or at least some, aspect of eudaimonia correctly. His intention is to prepare is

40 | am using the terms ‘rhetoric’ and ‘rhetorical’ in the same way Natali (2007) proposed: “The rhetorical
aspects of the NE derive from a strong intention to convince, that is embedded in the work.” (Natali 2007,
p. 371)

4 Natali (2007), although he does not mention 1.8 as of rhetorical interest, has convincingly argued in favour
of taking some passages as of rhetorical interest and distinguished from the NE main explanatory focus.
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audience toward his conception of eudaimonia, which he envisages as the best
account for the relevant facts, what makes his rhetorical strategy highly valuable
for his goal. The interpretation I have portrayed fits some sorts of dialectical
readings of 1.8, as well as scientific readings. My discussion is focused on the
attempt to offer an informative and enlightening account of what and why
Aristotle said that proponents of mistaken conception of eudaimonia have
grasped at least some things right, which is not provided in the literature.

Why, one could ask, would Aristotle proceed in way? Aristotle’s
conception of eudaimonia as the excellent activity of the rational part of the soul
could sound odd and quite different from popular views on the subject.
Someone not used to Aristotle practical philosophy could wonder if she and
Aristotle are talking about the same thing. Even a person who fits the profile of
Aristotle’s audience he depicted in NE 1.3, which means that she will not follow
pleasures unrestrainedly and is capable of organizing her life according to a
higher good, might find his definition somewhat uncompelling, and since he has
refuted the most common conceptions of eudaimonia in 1.5, it could not be
evident for his audience how his conception fits the ordinary use of the term,
and therefore he needs to display how his theory accounts for things required
for endaimonia. Chapter 1.8, as construed here, is an important step for Aristotle
to show how his conception is not a philosopher’s extravagant theory, but a
conception that makes sense in ordinary life and is better and more complete
than its alternatives. In another words, as the use of the term ‘exdaimonia’ in
ordinary language involves goods easily identified as at least part of the best life,
Aristotle’s needed to show that his conception also involves all these goods and
that it is not a fanciful armchair reverie abstracted from practical life. If
Aristotle’s intention in his ethics is to help people live and act better, his theory
must be understood by ordinary people.
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