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SAGP/SSIPS 1984

Is ayaeov a pros hen equlvocal in Aristotle '8 Eth1c5?

‘ . Lawrence J. Jost
Philosophy, University of Cincinnati

"'In his (early 5th C A.D.) commentary on Metaphysics, r.2.
1003a22 hav1ng expllcated the doctrine of the focal meanxng i
of 'belng in now famlllar fashion thh the help of . the standard
examples of 'healthy' and 'medical', Syrlanus suggests that the
phenomenon of pros hen equivocation is found in "many other cases
also, for example that of the good, for, god and the opportune '
are good and v1rtue and form are good". 1 This ready extenSLon -
to the case of to agathon of Aristotle's creative solutlon (in
'Meta, TEK) to the problems posed by the multlple appllcatlon of
- to on is typical of a 1ong tradition of commentary stretchlng
w;down to our own day. Even John Acerll, as cagey an exegete as

‘one mlght wish for, confesses that [1]t is temptlng to 1nvoke

the former explanation fi.e. Eﬂmm hen equlvocation] for the
pred1cat1Ve use of 'good' in which, e.g. knowledge, vxrtue
:pleasure may be called good . . ‘2 The basms for the standard
affirmative answer to this paper s main questlon is, of course,_
N96b26 93 which (in Bywater s text along81de a rather 11tera1
‘Engllsh translatlon) reads as followso '

aAAa ﬂwj sn 1&751&1' o But;”how, indeed, is it [i.e.

Yup eoxma 1013 ye and agathon] said? For, it does not
Tuxn5 ouwvuu01g.. ukl seem at any rate to be a case of
dpb ve 6 d¢’ Evds elval ' chance equivocation. Is it then
# ﬂpos Ev &wavra cuv15181v;_ - by being [derived] from one [good]
n uuAlov KaT avakoylav,  or by'everYthipngOntribuﬁing to
ms Yap ev cwuatl ow1s o one,'or'is it~rathér‘by'analogy?

\
ev ¢an vous Kul‘allo
U LI
én ev aﬁk?,_-

For, just as Sight.is in the body,
intelligence in the soul, so also
one thing accordingly in another.




" or else by analogy“;w

g
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_ The passage above is more than typically crabbed and con-
fusing;‘*itauses‘quasi-technical expressions without explanation
and asks guestions rather than asserts conclusions. Even more
disconcerting is the fact that, having teased us into thinking
~ he will resolve the Question of which of the two options he en-
dorses, 1f elther, Arlstotle goes on to’ ‘say:  "But, perhaps, one
‘should 1eave such thlngs alone for now since to render them
accurately lS more properly the task of another branch of phi-
1osophy" (N 96b30 1). Notoriously, when we ransack the rest of
the corpus looking for the approprlate dlscu331on adjourned here
| we come - up empty. The questlon ‘is never framed 1n quite the way
it is here in the NE and it is anyone 5 guess Whlch ‘passages from
- the Metaphysxcs, for example, might be relevant. Nevertheless,
in splte of the difficulties posed by the passage, it does seem to
justlfy the clalm G E. L. Owen made for it when he noted that it
makes "its own constructive suggestion about the senses of .

“ good'" by . addlng “the- redeemlng afterthought that all uses of
good' may be connected elther by affiliation to some central use
4 .One of Owen s goals in this famous paper
was’ to suggest that in 1ts p051tive proposal the NE has surpassed
‘the EE dlscu531on of agathon by not only restating the criticism
of: Plato s over-51mple1ed account but by a jud1c1ous application
of the device of foral meaning found so useful in Meta. TEK
for resolving the equivooit§ of on. As Owen develops the sug-
gestion, although the EE (1n its treatment of Ehllla) had intro-

duced fo:al meanlng, Aristotle had ... :
1
not seen 1ts application to such wholly general ex-
pressions as 'being' or ‘good’. -When he uses it he
takes pains to explain it, and it is characterlstlc
of his earlier work--the work of a young man fond of
schematic argument——that the 'explanation he gives in
the Eudemian Ethics is far more clearcut than the argu~
- ments in the Nicomachean Ethics and the Metaphysics
_whlch rely on the same 1&ea 5.

" Owen's main concern in the rest of his artlcle is to demonstrate
a development in Aristotle’ s 1og1c and metaphys;cs, not his meta-
'eth1c5° he argues that the EE, in its seeming denial of the pos-
sibility of a single science of being (E 17b25-18al) contradicts




the argument. of Meta. T that the fozal meaning of ‘*being":
:allows for a reinstatement of such .a science, the Aristotelian
-science of *being-qua-being', however, and not:its discredited

Platonlc ancestor. -
~ Now, if Anthony Kenny s recent treatment of the EE as a
p0551b1y later-than-NE work6 is taken: seriously, much of Owen's

:_pOWerfully persua51ve picture of Aristotle'’s development needs

critical re-assessment. In the. recent Owen symposium at Florida
State, I tried to begin this project.with an examination of the
‘case for the claim that the EE.firmly proscribes: a single.science

-+ .of being in the manner that Owen,describes;y In that paper I

admit that "the silence of the EE" on the NE's "redeeming after-
thought" is "troublesome and a satisfactarynexplanationfof this
difficulty belongs _in any complete discussion of" N 96b26-9.
That is,-if_we_aggee that the EE lacks,:while the NE contains,"
a "constructive suggestion" about . agathon, ‘and posit-that the
EE is later than the NE, how are we to account for the apparent
anomaly of Aristotle's dropping a promising idea? : Various ex--
planations are possible, of course, all.of them awkward, but for
those sympathetipito.Kenny'sdprogramw,SwSOme acecount of the EE's
failure to suggest. focal meaning as a strategy for. dealing with
the equivocity of agathon:is called for. .In this paper I .wish
to explore some of these possible explanations, assuming only. as
a working hypothesiszwhat_certéinly-neéds detailed support, viz.
that the EE is, indeed, later than the gg and represents to some
extent an attempt t0¢streamline.and*firm-up.the‘argument%of the
earlieruwork,"As-Kennyuin,particular,has-developed'the proposal,
the EE is more systematic,9 more inclined to supply premises

10 it is a tighter, leaner work

. needed- for deductive arguments;
than its more famous counterpart, omitting much in the way of
anecdote and digression that makes the NE "a more pleasant read".
In:its comparative austerity, then, the EE deserves its charac-
terization as "quasi-mathematical' in character, a stylistic
feature:stressed in D. J. Allan's pioneering work on the treatise.
‘Uniikg Owens, however, who saw in this the signs of an.early work
done by "a young man fond of schematic argument" (see p. 2 above},
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Allan's view was that "the systematizer is the later Arlstotle“ 12

Whether the Allan-Kenny thesis about the EE bears up better under
examination than the Owen treatment is, of course, a large and
quite controversial issue. All T can hope to do here is to probe
one important aspect of that larger question by concentrating on
 ‘the question of the pqrported Eggg.hgg equivocation of agethori°

" Before attempting an‘ehalysis of the ‘central NE paesage‘al-
'réady-noted,:it.wiI; be heipful to get clear about some preliminary
presuppositions'COhcerniné Aristotle's approach to agathon as well

'~ as indicating the common ground that NE I.6 and EE I.8 share in
- their criticism of Platonic metaethics. The simplest possible

account of the meaning of ’agethon‘ (customarily and correctly

" translated by our"good"in'EhgliShl3)‘WOu1d treat it as an un-
ambiguous . predicate (adjective) standing for a quality or charac-
‘ter common torallgthings.that are properly called ‘good'. 1In the
3ianguage"of-thetCategories r'&yue&, goods .or good things, would

be said on this view to be quévuua,’literally, *named along with

S or together with', hence, 'of like or same name'. Just as a man

- and an ox are unambiguously called 'animal’ since they both belong
to the same genus, so too the things that are good, e.g.'honor

- and virtue would be called 'good' in the same sense (Cat. la 6-8).
They would be alike first of all insofar as they share a common
designation, the word itself. 'But, more importantly, they would
be alike in. that'"the'definitidn or account of being according to
the name" (6 xato T o¥voua Aoyos 1313 oucla; -= 1a7) would be the
~game (0 auros)ﬂln each case. When we have one word (e.g. Cwov or
&Yaeov) applied to dlfferent objects, which are nevertheless
definitionally equivalent with respect to the character indicated
by the word itself (Kat& T oﬂvoua), we shall say that the woxd

““in qguestion is unlvocal or that the things similarly called are

univocals. This use of 'tnivocal' to render’oUvﬁvuuos is prefer-
able to the'translitereted 'synonymous' since the latter expression
in English connotes not one word's having the same meanihg through~-
out a variety of uses but rather the situation where two (or more)
words are said to have identical meanings. Thus, just;as men and
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oxen share in-the common quality of animality, good things would
share in a common quality of gocdness if éYuBJv were univocal.

They would  form the various species of a common genus of QOOd;:
ness. The-definition or account of their goodness in each case
would be the same. It is this possible position' that Aristotle
has in mind in NE, I, ch. 6, where he considers the Platonic
approach to the analysis of agathon. Using typically Platonic
phrases he represents this position as maintaining that there is
a common idea of goodness over all good things (KOlvﬁ Tts“éﬂ? '
%OUTOQ§‘{5£GY? N 96a22-23) or something universally common and
single present in them(KOlev 11 ‘ka88rov kal &y - N 96a28). His
most general label for this view of 'good® as a predicate standing
for'a common property of all good things is what may be called o
Kue ev predication; that wherein a predicate is ascrlbed Kae

£V sisos (1096b10) , "according to one form™ or KoTo uiov 16eav,
"according to a single idea" (N 96b15-16, cf. Republic 507b6).
Ignoring the special problems raised by the form or idea of'the'
Good in a Platonic sense, one‘'can isolate those: arguments targeted'
specifically at the view that - ayaeov is predicated Kue ev. o

Initating the example of John C. Hall14 it is useful to di-

vide ‘up selected portions of the parallel NE and EE passages‘éx- ;

pPressions of similarities and differences in the two names with
the use of labels, as bhelow. ' ‘

NE o _ - EE order in EE

(Al) N96al7-23 | (01) El8al-a9 BER
(A2) N96a23-29 (02) : E17b25-34 o (a2)
(A3) N96a29-34 (a3) E17b34-18al O (a3)
(Ad4) N9%6a34~65 © {ad4) E18al0-15 (al)
(B) N%6b7-26 . . - o (ad)
(Cl)  NO6b26~29 - . . - S (8)
(C2) N96b30-97al4 - {Y) - El7bl6-23 _ (e)
_-— | - (8) E18al5-24

-- . -~ (e) E18a24-30




(Al) (A4) and (al) (a4) are arguments dlrected agalnst what
Aristotle takes to be Plato's. unlvocallst p051t10n on the ques-
tlon.' (B) is Aristotle's own version of a posszble Platonlc
defence agalnst his arguments (the subject of Hall's artlcle)
_whlle (Cl), ‘but. not (Y). includes ‘the constructive and puzzllng
;suggestxon about uyaeov already introduced. (CJJ ‘takes some
parting shots at the ethlcal lmpractlcallty of Plato s Form of
Vthe Good : ; R ' S
Two observatlons about (C2) and its relation to EE are worth
-maklng 1mmedlately. First, its position. has moved from the end
'*of the dlscu551on in NE to the beginnlng in EE.' That could sug-
'gest that Aristotle in the EE was more consclous of the need to
indicate clearly (and before any détailed crltlclsms of Plato's
"p051t10n are given) what should and should not be expected in the
sequel A thorough discussion (~p Sragkome1V) - of the forms and
“their dlfflcultxes belongs to a different. disc;pllne (erepas
”élarplsﬁgblﬁ ~-17, all“v ew;grqpqw ~ bl9), one that deals in logoi
at once both destructive and geheral (bi8). 1If, however, he is
“to speak 1n ‘an abbreVLated fashion (ouvtouws - hl9) Arlstotle says
that’ to poszt a Form of good or, indeed, of anything else is to
‘speak abstractly and vacuously (Aoyxnws-ﬁaygnevws - b21; cf. Meta:
221a21~22 and 1079b26 which use KevokoyeTv). ‘As many have noted,
this brutal and abrupt eafly dismissal of the theory of Forms,-
with its blbllographlcal reference to frequent dlscussion else~-
where 1n both exoteric and esoteric works (su 1015 KaTa ¢1Aocce1av
- b22~3), contrasts sharply with the .apologetic tone ©of NE I..6
where Aristotle indicates. how painful (yet necessary} it 15 to -
put truth before friendship. Here, one gets the 1mpress;on that
the author is weary of battles over the Forms, and wzshes, without
taking anything back from the general critique, to concentrate .
only on those criticisms especially rélevant to the Form of the
good. Second, the theme of (C2), viz. that it is not easy to see
how practical men - doctors, weavers, carpenters, etc. - would be
helped by a study of the Form itself, is picked up not only in

(v) at E 17b24-5 but also later in EE I. 8 at E:18a34-b4 wherethere
is an apparent backward reference to our NE passage, viz. the
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phrase v TG Aoyﬁ Ysypduuévov - Ei18a36. (For a defence of the
received text containlng this phrase agalnst Cook Wilson's and
Susemihl‘®s exc131on, see Woods ad loc ). The claim that Plato's
Form should either be usé&ful to no science or to all equally
(a36-7) seems to be a very compressed reminder of N 97a4-6 while
the eVen'mo;e curt.g 18a37-8 (E&t ov wpaKTsv) condenses (C2)'s -
claim about practitioners to the barest possible formulation.

Of the remaining parallel passages, viz. (Al) = (a4) and . .-
{al) - (04) we can afford to mention half of them'on1y=in passing. .
since their essentially 'ad hominem attacks on Plato's Forms raise
‘no particular difficulties for the Form of the good. Thefproblemw;
of the sepefability of Forms'{(Aé) and (a4)],'then,‘and the special
difficulty'for PlatonistS”of positing a common form over any

-series of thlngs standing in the relation of prlor to posterior-
[(Al) and (ul)] may thus be- sxde-stepped in favor of ‘the other
 brace, viz. (A2)-(02) and (A3-u3}. A glance back at the table. "
“on p. 5 above suggests that the EE regrouping of the arguments it.
shares with the NE may reflect a similar evaluation. That,is,hl,
" {(02) and (a3) are discussed first since they contain the céntral
claims about the 1og1c of agathon, while (al) is placed third,
Just before (ué). Taken ‘together with the Eudemian newcomers. .
'[(6) and (¢g)]. the progression of antL—Platonlc ‘arguments in I, 8,
then, appears to move from clainms closest to Arlstotle 5 own
observatlons, e.g. ‘those drawn from his own doctrine of categorzes,
through .challenges to Plato'’s emphasis on the eternality of the
Form of the good down to contemporary (note the repetition of .
vUv in E 18al6) "methematicizing“ Platonists such as Xenocrateé?
Prefaced as.this_series'is by the harshness of (y) and followed by
the ialmost perfunctory passage discussed above, viz. E 18a34-b4, it
is hard to resist the impressiOn that the EE, in contrast with
the relatlvexmnmmhpf the NE chapter, exhibits, as Flasher puts it,
"eine kiihle Reserve".;7 One‘way of contrasting the two chapters
as wholes, then, is to observe that the NE's critique is in many
ways an internal as opposedeto an;external-ofiticel examination
of Platonic metaethical doctrine. [To use Jaeger's discredited,
but still suggestive, way of contrasting the early critique of




Plato' S Forms in (Meta A.9) with later versxons (e.g. M. 4),
the NE has the "we" flavor while the EE smacks of "they".] 1In
spite of these dlfferences in tone, however, it would be a mistake
to make too much of such nuances in compar;ng_the NE and EE. We
need to return to the spe01flc arguments._ . | - .n

. (A2) ‘and (a2). in: partlcular are crucial since, they contain
the thegis that 'good! . (T ayaeov, Tg uyaeov) is said in many ways,
(senses): (nelhaxms Aeveral), indeed in just as many (toast) as
'being' (Tw OVTI - N- 196a23~4, B 17b26) ThlS str;ct parallel
between 10 avaeov and 10 3V bears underscorlng in v1ew of the fact .
that one noteworthy commentator has attacked the customary 1nter—

'pretatlon that Arlstotle ls extendlng to good' "the focal analy51a o
by which 'belng and one are analyzed in the central books of the

Metaphysics". 18 In sharp -gcontrast w1th other scholars, especlallyi

Owen, Fortenbaugh 1nterprets the pros len hen _equivocation lnvoked at
N 96b27-8 as a case of "generic affiliation" familiar from the
btologlcal\ami.logecal works so that the dlsputed passage (ag evog
E1VAal % TPOS EV . aTavia guvTEAETY) is taken to mean "all [goods]
being from one genus or. belonging to one genus" 19 The trouble hex:
~is .that. he has to take the class of thlngs de51rab1e in thelr
own right as a genus and treat the various kath hauta goods as

' species . within a common genus. Fortenbaugh appeals to Poeterlor
Analytics. II.14, 98al4 ff. for a parallel treatment lnvolvzng '
natural kinds. Another problem with thls suggeetlon, however,

as Enrico Berti has: pointed out, . is, that

every time Aristotle uses the expression wpos év to
explicate a case of homonymy, he rules out any question

. of its being a simple difference among' various species
of the same genus, a dlfference which is indicated
rather by the expression ka8 'Ev. See above all EE VIT
2, 1236al6-18, a passage recognized as Qne of the first
and mogt clear on the subject of the Tpos EV, where,
belng w3 e{Sn svos YEvous is equated with belng Ko eV,
and is opgssed to Aeyeaeax ﬁ00$ utuv s . o TIVE KOl THUTNV
[ 1A1av] .

Fortenhaugh's interpretation is also vulnersble to the charge
that he fails to take note of the twice-mentioned explicit phrase
{caxmg Tm d%Tl whlch, at the very least, is prima facie .evidence
that Arlstotle 13 1ndeed suggestlng for avueov the treatment found




so helpful for_ ov and sv. ~In view of these prcblems, then,

the more traditlonal interpretation deserves ‘a.closer examina-

' tlon than Fcrtenbaugh provides. The close connecticn between
ayaeou and ou 1s developed in the two passaqes at hand, (a2)
‘frecalls (wcﬂep sv dﬁko1s thpnTal) the doctrine of the differ-
ent senses of TO ov which from the Categorxes to the Metaphy51cs
forms the backbone of Aristotle's ontology. It (TO ov) 31gn1fies
or stands for (onua1vet) substance (ouc1a ~-Cat 1b26 = o1 doT -
E 17b27= 8 _T05€ T1 - Meta 1028al2), quallty,_'how quallfled' :
(w01ov), quantlty, 'how much'" (wooov) and so on for the cther
categories. - The: varlcus exlstents {things that are = ta 3vta}

" or of whicp"belng (TO ov) can -be truly prédlcated fall into the
differentlcategories or highest genera whale_not themselves shar-

ing any common:.universal feature univocally designated by ‘being’

- (cf, Austin's phrase - "like breathing, only quzeter“), Aristotle's
‘usual way of puttlng the point is" expressed 1n ‘the dictum “Belng

© is not a genus" (Meta 998b22, Post. Anal. 92b13) ‘ There is.

" nothing common to ‘Socrates; his bravery, hlS helght, his color,

his being shod or ‘barefoot, lying or s;ttlng and S0 on (Cat.,
ch. 4);: when we: say that ‘each of these things is the 'is' must

be taken as elllptlcal for %is a quallty , "is a relative', and
50 on. - Now, that which is- gcod or the good 15 "found in each of
the categcrles according to {(a2) (TO ayaeov eu émacrn Tov mrdoewy
3011 TOUva ~E17b30). (A2) tells us that 'good' is predlcated

in each, e. g. of good ‘and intelligence in “the category of sub~
stance, of the virtues in that of quality, of the moderate in
that of quantlty, 0of the opportune in that of tlme, and so on

(N 96a24-7). The same or similar examples are mentloned in (az)
- Given this categcrlal diversity of goods, Arlstotle says it 1s
‘clear (Gnlov - a27) that there could nct be some‘one common uni-
versal character shared by them all (OUK av slh motvov 11 kaddrov
Kol ev - N 96a27 ~-28). If there were such a character it could not
be predlcated ln all the categories but only 1n one’ of them. (ow
Yap uv eAeYET ev wacdts les Kdtnyoplcls all ev yta uovp :"

N 96a28-29). fThat is, if dyaeov were predicated KaB ev e18og -
or in.just~cne way (govast xeyoufvov = Ph231c5318$b31), it would
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51gn1fy items in a sxngle category; e€.q9., 'a year long

(evtauclav = Cat. 5b5) is predlcated only in the category of

tlme or white (keunov) in that of qualzty.21But, 51nce ayaeov

is so obvxously promiscuous = it can ma = With an ltem 1n any
-category -~ Aristotle concludes that it could not be a Kae ev
“predlcate. _ o y

o The argument advanced in {(A3) and (a3) is closely related

‘to the fore901ng and depends on the principle that for anything
Vpredlcated KOTO utav 165av there should be a 51ng1e sclence

(uta swlctnun) which studxes it (N 96a29~30). But, as a matter
of fact, there are several sciences of the good, €.g. med;czne,
gymnastics, military strategy, not just one (E 17b36, N 96a29£f.).
- ¥ But, it may be asked, just what is the force of these argu- |
ments that Arlstotle mounts agalnst a xad sv account of the mean-
ing of ayueov7 .Hardie has balked at any 1nterpretat10n which
rests content w1th saylng that " good’ is predicated in different
categorles“ merely means- “that 1t is predicated of subjects which

_are.in different categor:.es.f'22

Assumlng that the sentences
Arlstotle suggests in his list would be "God 1s‘good“,'“courage

is gdod“ "the useful is good", etc., Hardie labels such sentences
"definitions" in which the predicate is "1nev1tably in the same
category as- the subject" 23But is difficulty to see why he brings
in the not;on of def;nxt;on here. ‘They would be strange defi-

. nitions, indeed, ones in which the definiens is in each case

. . nominally the same, whereas the definiehda-are known to be cate-

‘gorially different. Perhaps he is drawn to thié‘interpretation
because of a certain feature that each of the definienda share -
‘_that w1th1n their own categories they are essentially good things.
. That is, it would seem to be analytlc that 1n the category of time,
'the right time or the opportune (o KatpOJ) is. good or that in

that of quallty the virtues are good. But, this feature is very
likely a result of a too narrow choice of examples on Aristotle's
part,_a teﬁdency to use those which are obviously and naturally
termed;‘goed“, They\are all, perhaps, good simply or tout court
i'e,f'aithout qualification’ (&nlas ) as opposed to good at certain
- times or under certain conditions (t1vi) 2% In the present context,
thcugh, Tmyaea TVl mlght do just as well as long as different
categories were suitably chosen, e.g. the spanking of a naughty
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child (in the category of wécxalu}. ‘A more cautious interpre-
tation than Hardie's is certainly defensible textually. What. .
is needed is the recognition that the goodness of things in dif- N
ferent categories wil1 differ sharply from catego"rylto-category° .
The-type'of goodness appropriate to substances does not have mucb'
in common with that of relations or quantities or’places; What
'good' signifies in each case is as different as the very things
themselves.‘:Categorial'differehces'will be found in the charaC“
teristic excellences of each category. An early text that seems
to incorporate this suggestion for &Yaeév can be found 'in the ;
Topics 107a6ff., where it is said to mean 'productive of health®
- as applied-to‘medicine,ifa’qualify‘ such as courage or justice
as applied to the soul, 'the right time' as applied to some events,
.etc¢. . There is no suggestion that there is any link between these
usages. -~ In fact; they'are ‘gilven as examples of predicates so ob-
v10usly dlsparate as to make the common word - clearly homonymous
(6nhov 5T1 ouwvuuou ro Aeyouevov ~ 107ab).

Further support for this interpretation can bergleaned from
-the concessions Arlstotle offers in (B) to a real or imagined
Platonlc rebuttal of his criticisms. One might restrlct the appli-
‘-catlon of the: univocal thesis to things good in themselves
'(Kuﬁ &vra} or as ends and not. as' a means to somethlng else
(81a TAvTa). Even if this is done, however, it will still be
fruitless to look for some. COmmon quality_that the maef&uré goods
of Ttuﬁ, ¢poun01$ and nGovn share (NE, I. vi. 9~ 11) For the
‘accounts (Aoyox) -one would give of them as goods (n ayaea) differ
conSLderably. What makes honor good is not what makes practical
wisdom or pleasure good.  They share no common character1stlc. As
Hall puts it in his useful discussion of (B), "The account (léyos)
we give of the goodness of each good thing 'will consist of the
: listing"of the properties that make it good . . . actual;zed honor
‘is thought good."25Thls account harmonizes with that of Austin, as
‘“agalnst Prlchard, when he observes that "Aristotle does not say
he 'cannot-f£ind' a common character denoted by”&vaegv in these
. instances: he says that he knows ayaeov stands for different
characters."” 2ﬁhe whole section of chapter 6, then, whlch criticizer
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the Platonic approach to explicating the meaning of &Yaegv,'forms
a unified attack on the search for a Kae'éQ account of the predi-
cate 'good' making all good thlngs unlvocally good, A possible
:weakness -of Aristotle's crltlcism is that it is still open to the
un;vocallst to try to find'a sultably qeneral definiens for -
ayaeov, there is no a prlorl argument to ‘the effect that a KaB sv
account is, -in. principle,’ 1mposs;ble. But, 4n view of the more
plauSLble accounts that Aristotle turﬁs to briefly, this may not be
a_ fatal weakness. - It séems to be. another example of "Aristotle's
commonest complaint. against other phllosophers“ - "that they over-
_51mp11fy" .27 The simplest possibility, that uyaeov stands for one
szngle quality or character common to all good things, is just: too
51mp1e to account for the phenomena. 'Good'; unlike simple predi-
cates such as.color. words, will not abide such an analysis. Thus
far,‘ln its negative treatment of the univocallst positxon the
_NE and EE are in substantial agreement.

- If Tayaea are not oUVUVURG what other 90551b111t1es are there?
The most comprehensive term is that' which opens the Categories,

'ouwvuua, which designates things havlng only a’common name, differ-
1ng in that different senses of the name are applicable. .. The
senses may: be completely -different, as the example at Ni. 7129a30,
KAEls, which may mean eithér 'key, or 'collar-bone', ‘was intended
to show. Aristotle calls this sort of. ‘Homonymy chance (aﬂo Tuxns)
1homonxm1 and rejects it stralght off as the sort that the use of
ayaeov exemplifies (1096b26-7). That is, when one calls ‘honor,
pleasure, and practical wisdom all 'good' he is not just  purely
equivocatihg; There must be some connectlon between these uses'
they are good according to somethxng common Or - KaTa T KOlvov
(Metaphy51cs, 1060b35) if not cao' sv. He then goes on to list
three more p0551b111t1es, the first two of which are probably
equlvalent' a¢ evos ("derived from one thlng") or, more commonly,
wpos & ("related to one thing") and Kot avaxoyzuv ("according to

analogy"). L

. Aristotle's technical terminology for classifylng the phe- -
nomena of ambiguity fluctuates, especxally from the earlier works
(e. g. Categories or TOElCS) to the 1ater (chlefly The Metaphysmcs),
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and can give rise to confusion. Joseph Owens, for example, fol-
lowing the TOElCS, tends to equate the expressions Ta TOAAGXDS
AeySueva and T . mmmwuu( the equivocals') and to Juxtapose them

as a palr to the corresponding equivalent pair Ta uovast Aeyoueva
and 1o quwvuua ('the univocals' )58 He then subdivides the class
of "equivocals" into at least three sub-clasges depending on
~whether the homonymy is one (a) by chance, (b) by reference or

(c) by analogy.29

G. E. L. Owen, also, supports this general
scheme .30

Hintikka, on the other hand, in an unduly neglected dis-
cussion of ambiguity in Aristotle, has argued that "Aristotle
consistently dlstlngulshes homonymy from multlplicltytaf applica=~
tions and uses the terms ouwvuqu and moAlaxds for this purpose" 3
70 ﬂokhaxwg Aeyousvu is found to be a wider class than Ta ouwvuuu,
by Whlch, according to Hintlkka, "Aristotle meant Ta aﬂo TUXﬂS
ouwvuuu" (ps 139), i.e. accidental or chance equivocation. In
this he is following a tradition that goes back to Alexander of
Aphrodisias, who explicitly identified T0. KUptws ouwvuua Asyoueva
(equivocals in the primary sense) with Ta &ﬂo TUXNS 92 Among the
many Aristotelian passages brought forth by Hintikka in support of
this interpretation, one from EE is worth repeating here, viz.

E 36b25, where tEe dlfferent sorts of frlendshlp are called ¢1l1u
neither Kae év 8150$ nor ws ouwuuuo1 nut ws étuxev exoucat npos
uﬁras but uuAlov wpos N Solomon translates the key phrase ‘as
possessing a common name a001dentally without being specially re~
lated to one another' while Rackham renders it 'as having a common
name by accident and standing in a merely chance relationship to
one another.' Both translations would be strengthened if the ka1
here is taken, as is likely, explicatively. The main point is
that the non~homonymous, non-synonymous cases, those which, as
Alexander puts lt, “have some reason for thelr belng similarly
named” (alTlaU T1va EXEI 100 ou01w5 uhlnlo1§ wvouaceol - 11l. 26-7)
are classed alongside the (chance) equivocals as different types
of 10 noklaxﬁf Aeyoué&vu. The following chart incoxporates
Hintikka's suggestion and classifies the technical terms needed
for further discussion of Aristotle’s treatment of the alleged
ambiguity of &Yaeév. Examples of each are given below.
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Aristotle explicitly rejects (a) for'theicaeerof &YaBGu
..and‘mysteriously'Offérs‘both (b) and (¢) as possible alternatives,
,abruptly refusing to go into any further dlscu931on.' The com-
mentator's task then, is to try to flll 1n what he mlght have

.osaid at this juncture, ‘examining the: varlous alternatlves in

. turn. That is, the Maim: task is to con51der the relatlve ‘theo-

" retiecal advantages of (b) and (c) and then check to. see if
Aristotle's actual usage of ayaeov tips the scale one way or the
'.other._ nfortunately, there is room here only for treatment of (b).
A model for (b) is provxded by Arlstotle s favorite example

- of a ﬂpOj %% adjectlve, 'healthy (uyis1vov), dlscussed at Meta,
1071lalff. and elsewhere. Various thlnqs, e. g; the actual healthy
state of an individual, the 31gn of it in his rosy hue, the con-
“stitutionals that keep him that way, are called 'healthy in dif-
ferent but clearly related senses. They all refer to the state of
- health itself {wpos Uytstav), either dlrectly or to what' 1ndlcates
its presence or tends to preserve it. uylsvov has 'focal mean-

-..ing' in Owen s phrase, always p01nt1ng to "one deflnlte kind of

thlng" (ulav T1Vo ¢001v Met. 1003a34)33 Further spec;flcatlons

. for wpos sv equlvocatlon are offered 1n the. EE, whlch does not
consider 1ts appllcatlon to ayaeov.. There, ln the account of
¢1l1a, the prlmary sense. of a wpos év word is "that of whlch the
deflnltlon is implicit in the deflnltlon of all" (wpwrov 6 &u 0
Aoyog eu nuclv Sﬂapxe1 - 'E 36a21~22) 3 "1ts deflnltlon reappears
as a component in each of the other defmltz.ons‘B4 For example,
in: deflnlng "scalpel'’ one would have to 1nc1ude mentlon of the
surgeon that uses it, but the reverse need not hold. That lS, one
could deflne ‘surgeon’ ‘without mentlonlng his tools.: If we could
not do this we would have to say that were no surgeons until
scalpels were invented. This "logical priority" - prlorlty in
héyos or definition - of the primary sense of a ﬂpas"%r'word
seems to be a necessary condition of TPOS Sb equivocation.

A further condition is suggested by Joseph Owens, viz. that
the "nature expressed in each case is found in only one of the
instances.” Only the art of surgery is by nature surgical; other
instances can only derivatively share in the nature of the surgical
This condition, while not being altogether clearly ekpressed,
seems justified by Aristotle's procedure with regard to 70 & or
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'being . For, while things from all the categorles can be said

~ to be, only the fmrst category of substance is in the fullest

sense (Cat. 2all~ 12), all other thlngs that are, are attributes,
processes, etc. of substances¢ The notion of the natural (or onto-
loglcal) priority of ouo1a remains one of the thorniest problems
©of modern Ar;stotellan scholarshlp and. I. cannot resolve the issue
here. But since "natural prlorxty“ together w1th "10g1ca1 priority
seem to form deflnlng characterlstlcs of npos S% homonymy a qulck,

. no doubt crude, attempt to formulate both condltlons is in order.
':'Then, the problem w111 be to find a suitable candidate for focal
meaning for araeov,_lf (b) 1s taken as representing Arlstotle s

¥

) true cholce., 7 . _
‘h, ' Before d01ng that, however, lt may help to brlefly charac-
'fterlze the general 1oglcal propertles of the npos v relatxon.
Any such account of the connection between varlous 1tems 11nked
- in this way w111 be expressed by relatlonal prop051t10ns of the
- form sketched on the next ‘page. A, dlagram u31ng the gsimple
'example of 1hrpiros ( medlcal') for the common prealcate P as
descrlbed at Met._1061a3 -5 and 1003b1 3 is prov1ded alongSLde
to zndmcate the “focal" character of the relatlon as emphasized
by owen. . . : ' ’ ,

.. The main polnts are that (1) quite dlfferent 1nd1v1duals
(b, e, 4, v .‘;) (2) ‘all of whxch share a common predlcate (»),
. are (3) related in dlfferent ways (Rl, R2, 3) to (4) the very

same thing (a) which is (5) the: grlmarz instance of. P One
;”key feature, (4), that distinguishes npos e% from roT avaloytav
equlvocatxon is clearly expressed at Meta. 1061a3 —‘Wpos
‘:'13518 6 %gaotov - "each refers to the_same thlng“;‘.Another

" such mark, (3), is implicit in the repetitions of mpos together
'with the epeoifio examples of different relations that he does
specxfy (e. d. exstv xpnoluov,uwo) (1), (2), and (5) are
famlllar by now. ' o
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The two crucial feaﬁuﬁes of a case of pros hen equivqcity,'
then, are (NP) and. (LP) below: o

[ (A exist and ~B ‘exist) and .
- % {B exist and A exist)]

(NP} A is haturally-prior to B

[ © {(A's logos includes

(LP) A is logically prior to B
‘ . ‘ B's) and 7 (B s logos
‘ ;ncludes A's)]. "

‘The most obvious candidate for the reférence point of all
human goods is happiness'(556u1ubv{a)}"This concept plays the .
central role in both ethical treatises in that the argument be~
gins with and returns to its clarification. In NE, I, ch. 4, it
is quickly conceded that the highest*godd‘is conSidefed by all, -
both the vulgar and’ the refined, to be happiness and that the

typical dlsagreements ‘revolve about its proper definition. Still

later in the argument, Arlstotle returns to this. theme by admit-
tlng that identifying TO aptcrov (the best or highest good) with
eu6u1uov1a 18 trivial in itself since such an identity appears to
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be an accepted one (ouohoyouuevov Tt ¢a1u5Tu1 - N 97b22-3; cf.
N 95al5-20}. Happiness, then, would be an obvxous and unproble~
matic good. It may, perhaps, even have some clalm to belng pri-
marily and most properlyncelled_ good’® (TO Kupzms avaeov -
D 44b7). The suggestion woulo'be, then, that all good things
will be found to bear some definite relation to happiness in that
they cannot be fully understood ﬁiﬁnout seeing the reference to
happiness as providing the focal meaning of oya8dv. '

A recent paper that appears:to involve the suggestion contain-
ed in the last paragraph puﬁs'the‘pdint as follows:

eudaimonia is good in a primary sense: other practical
goods are so called "homonymously’, not by a mere play
on words, but in secondary senses that forms on
eudaimonia . . . all lesser practzcal goods are SO
called.because they are components of eudaimonia, or
produce oY preserve components of eudaimonia, and the
like . . . So we needn't doubt that distinctive of
Aristotle's semantics of goodness is its hollsm, the
facality of practical goods on eudaimonia, i.e.ypn the
whole life that they provide for or constltute.i

_As Price would have it, thern, when we call wealth, frxends,

the practice of virtue ‘gocd' we munst be understood .as making an
1mp1101t reference to the notion of. happlness, to which these
”.varlous human goods all contribute . (awavra GUVTEAETY: N 96b28)
The: é_g_} (or definitions) of each of these, then, must contain
as a component the logos of happiness if (LP) is to be satisfied.
But, is this plausible7 Is it not quite conceivable that one
could define pleasure, virtue, health, frlends, etc. without any
mention of happiness 1tself? It would seem: that the list of the
good things that make up the happy life cou;d‘be,drawn up after
an independent"coneiaeration of each element in it. That 1s, one
mlght construe Arxstotle ] development of the concept of
euGaluov{a as a constructlon using the ordinary understandlng of
undenlably good thxngs which may have, even in respect of thelr
goodness, llttle, 1f anythlng, in- common.. Thls is suggested in
the cr1t1c15m and of the Academlc tendency. to begin dlscuSSLOD
of the Good ltself (GUTO TO ayaeov) with talk of the One or num-
bers ( E, 18a15—24} ’ He recommends that they should Wstart £rom
7 thlngs‘admltted to be good, for instance health, strength, sobriety
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of mind, and prove that value {10 kaidv) is present even more in
the unchanging.". . ... . . . ‘ . S

Clearly, the concept. of happlness is far closer to ordinary
ethical speculation than Academic mathematicizing theories, but

. - the interpretation now being considered conflicts with what we have

seen of Aristotle's own approach. . This is borne out by the fact
that Arlstotle S own analysis of happiness proceeds by breaking it
down into euwpa£1a ("well-doing") and eVZwia ("welfare") and the
various subcomponents of these component goods (N 98b21-22). The

- suggestion that euéatuovlu is the common reference-point ‘for all

good things threatens to undermine Aristotle's own recommendation

to Plato and, indeed, the whole positive account, by introducing

& vicious circularity. That is, the goodness of happiness would

- be invoked to account for any similarities between good things,

a primitive understanding of the goodness of which would be neces-
sary to understand happiness itself. '

Furthermore, it is not clear that the nature of goodness is
to be found in:-only one case, i.e. happiness, and not in the other
instances as Owens' second requirement. would suggest. Pleasure or
intelligence or virtue would all seem to have claim to being kath
hauta good for man apart from their connection with happiness,

(cf. especially N 96b7-26, D 51blff.). If we accept the more
primitive notion of "natural priority" as defined by (NP) it seems
clearly possible that the relation between happiness and the other
_goods need not reflect this pattern. We could have instances of
pleasant, intellectual, and virtuous activity without instantiat-
ing thereby the complete notion of happiness that we possess.,
..The best evidence that Aristotle himself recognized this point can
ﬁe seen in the fact that children and animals cannot be said to be
happy (N, 00al-5). yet they can and do experience pleasure (D 44b8-9
and N 76b19-27). Austin’s quip that "it would be silly to say

- 'call no man pleased until he is dead'® (cf. N 00al0-11 where
~this is said of ‘happy’) would also highlight the differences here,?
.uThus, there séems.nq clear parallel in the ‘case of happiness to
‘the sityation with respect to substance where the mpds €v treatment
of 10 gv,includes,;he-“claim that statements about non-substances
can be reduced to - translated into - statements about substances?
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It would seem, rather, that statements about happiness would re~
quire translation into statements about some set of its component
.goods and not vice versa. For instance, the popular view of hap-
piness, with which Aristotle strives to square his own account

in. NE, Bk, I, ch. .8, has plessure as forming "part of the concept"
of euéaIuovta. Again, ‘asg: Austln expresses it, the "full analysis
of euaaluovla includes that of ayueov."39Therefore, since the sug-
gestion that happinéss is the focal meaning of ayaeov apparently
fails to meet either -of the defining characteristics of ﬂpos av

homonymy in a- straight-forward way, it seems unllkely that a ﬂpOS

: gu interpretation using othe¥ focal goods ‘would be- successful. Of
course, the exclusion of one candidate canndgt be expected to prove
. this more:general claim; “still, the fact that e%&dluov{ﬁ is the
most comprehensive, inclusive: concept that Aristotle provides in
his Ethics would tend to mitigate the chances for any others. How
could it be ‘seriously suggested that all good -things center on '
‘Pleasure by itself or intelligence or virtuous action? ' Each of
these seems at best only a partial answer on Aristotle's view.

" ‘We -have already mentioned (see p.- 1 above) Ackrill‘S“sug*
‘gestion that 'a modified pros hen account might work for a restricted
‘class of cases, viz. those involving predicative as opposed:to
attrmhutlve uses of agathon. This would appear to be in the spirit
of the.-NE's (B) i{see p. 5 above),*afpassage:that deploys a Platonic,
univscalist account to handle a réstricted ‘¢lass of kath hauta
goods; e.g. knowledge, virtue, and pleasure, and lacks a counter-
part in the EE. Even for the'restricted_class, however, the ques-

tion raised-above still applieg.  There seems to be no reason to
‘hold that - (LP) and (NP)' can be met by cases of knowledge, virtue,
ordpleasure = their logoi qua goods (cf. N 96b24~25) differ after
all. It is.true that it is only two lines later that the pros
hen possibility is raised and we may think that we are entitled
to amend the claim of ‘difference by saying that they will all have
a common refeérence tO'the'focﬁs:ofreudaimonia. But, given the
fact that the suggestion is put in the form of a question and that

*"another,_ptesumably“weaker relation eof analogy is also brought up,

we cannot be confident in this inference. Even ‘if we could ake
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some rongh sense of the suggestion that kath hauta goods have
different relations to the same focus - e.g. knowledge may facili-
tate the pursuit of eudaimonia, virtue express it, pleasure
“top it off, thus perhaps bringing us closer to satisfying (LP) -
(NP) remains a stumbling block: As noted above, it would seem as
though any of the three goods in question could exist in. the ab~-
sence of their supposed focus. When Aristotle considers the three
liries, for instance, in both the NE and EE - those of pleasure,
honor,. and xntellect - and he argues against them as partial and
incomplete accounts of happlness, he is presupp051ng that these
goals can exist and be pufsued in'isoletion.g If not, what point
would there be in arguing against such foes? When Aristotle
recommends a complex blend of balanced pursults, when he galls for
us to set up a target to sheot for in forming our 11fe~plans, he.
--is assuming that other, lesser goals than eudalmonla 1n all its

rich complexlty could be sought, perhaps even dchleved w;thout
thereby ensurlng that one become fully" eudalmnr The situation
in a practical science is not like that.;n_a purely theeretical
one. If Aristotle's ontology is correct, colors, weights, etc.
cannot exist by themselves, without somehow 1nher1ng in primary
substances.; But, Aristotle's ethical theory vould be persuasive
~and penetratzng w1thout having a similar ontologlcal result of

. the actual natural priority of eudaimonia to other agatha. Even,
then, if we gfaﬁﬁ the poseibiiity of a full-strength pros hen

.. account for agathon as certainly envisaged in the NE, we have
seen why Aristotle mlght well put off definitive remarks on the
subject until an approprlate opportunity in "another brand of
rhilosophy” presented itself. The ontological 1mp11catlons of
~such an account, the precise ways in which (NP) and (LP) would
need modification and development, present conceptual difficulties
that we have no good evidence were ever met head on.

If these speculations, then, about how difficult a pros
hen account would be ﬁd work out in detail; perhaps even impos-
~sible, we can see why the escape hatch of analogy is so quickly add-
ed to focal meaning as possibilities to be explored. When he
wrote the NE, then Aristotle was certainly not sure of how to
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proceed. If the EE is later than the NE, it is perhaps just as
likely that he has"’quietly dropped the idea than that it, too,
somehow" conveys the same conclusion that the NE does, although
differently expressed. ‘This' latter suggestion has been made by
Berti and defended by David Robinson ‘in their contributions to
the Symposium- Aristotelian on the EE.  As the latter puts the
view, for example, in his reply to Berti e

M. Bert; seems to me to be perfectly correct in finding
the notion of 'logical prlorlty or' 'focal meaning' applied-
to the senses- of Yueév in EE I. -Aristotle distinguishes

between means and end, 901nts ocut the 'natural? priority
of ‘end to means; and suggests that there is also a ‘logical .}

prlorlty of end to means, such that the end is called ‘good’

in a 'truer' sense than the means are called 'good', and
also in-a sense which is prior in definition, since the
means are only called good derivatively from their relation
to the end which is the 'first good', mpBtov dysbdv, or the
‘good itself', obtd dyndév.. The 'natural’ priority of end’
to means results from that fact that means are good conly in
80 far as they promote a good end, whereas the end is good
by its own nature and 'for its own sake’'; the end is good
whether or not the means exist, but if the end were destroy-.
ed the means would cease to be good. The 'logical' priority

of the end results from the fact that means can only be shown’'

I,to be good and defined -as good by reference to the end to
which they are means; the definition of the goodness of a
means must contain & reference to the goodness of the end
te which. 1t ls a means. _

By putting heavy stress on the means/end relation, then,"
Bert1 and Robinson reinterpret the doctrine of focal meanlng

80 as to have both the NE and EE compatible with ‘such an inter-

pretation. But, as’ Jonathan Barnes has argued in his review of .

Untersuchungen.zur Eudemlschen Ethik "talk about means and ends

need have no connexion with the sense of *godd‘'; and neither in
L rhe pasic point
seems to be that if we construe the means/end relation causally

EE nor in EN is any connexion overtly made".

and "x is good because it is a means to y}-and‘y”isfgdod“, ‘there
' is no reason to think that goodness of x‘and vy, while remaining
different qua goods, need to be "analytically connected".42The

"logical priority" of ends to means is not strong enough to support
an instance of (LP). Nor would (NP) be upheld either.’ If jogging

is geod as a means to health and health is a kath auton good,

it is easy enough to imagine the means without the end. (Jim Fixx
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may be a case in point). Whether reinterpreting the means/end
relation along the lines of those who distinguish between con-
stitutive, intrinsic conceptions of means and instrumental, ex-
trinsic accounts would be preferable to the interpretation.
Barnes offers are perhaps worth exploration. But, nothing in
Berti or Robinson suggests that they had such a distinction in
mind and we may be initially skeptical that this move would pre-
serve anything like pros hen equivocity in its strongest form.
At thisspoint all we can claim is the fabled Scotch verdict.
To our leading question of whether agathon is a pros hen equ1vocal
irAristotle’s Ethics we can only reply: "not proven". The NE
does not unambiguously endorse it and we have seen reasons for
thinking it a difficult doctrine to defend. If this view of the
matter is plausible, then the EE's silence on the question is '
certainly compatible with our tentative, but still largely negative,
conclusion. There are signs, however, especially in E 18a30-2
that the analogy option from N b26-% is still open. Fleshar, for
one in an important footnote to his paper preserved in the English

translation available in the second volume of Articles on Aristotle,

argues that the alternative of focal meaning is "rejected still
more decisively than in EN"; he suggests that the EE endorses the
analogy option "even if the word 'analogy' is missing” when it

says "each thing is drawn to its own proper good, the eye to sight,
the body to health, and so another to another" 43 18a31~2). Thus,
the EE may share with the NE a preference for the analogy solution
although it, too, offers very little evidence that this is go.

But, the subject of a possible kat' analogian account, how it
differs from a pros hen treatment, if, indeed, it does, and whether
it would be sufficient to unify the various uses of agathon is a
topic best left to another occasion. %4
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Footnotes

1061w Kat sw% aklmv ﬂolkwv, ;lov TOU cyaeou-rat yup o eeos
Kai 6 KQIDOS &yaeov Kal <n> dperﬁ &Yaeov Kal 0 51605 (S zrranl in
Metaphysica cOmmentarla, ed., (S. Kroll Berlln, 1902), p. 56,
11. 24-6. s -
v 9

The other, "latter, explanatlon Ackr111 con51ders, viz. by
way of analogy, which also appears in the crucially relevant text
(NE I, 1096b27ff ), is tentatlvely a551gned the task of unifying
"The attributive uses of good' 1n which it works like ‘e

(& good knife does its Job successfully, a good chair does its -
~different - job successfully . .-." (J.. L. Ackrill, Aristotle's
Ethics [London° Faber and Faber, 1973], jo 243, ad loc. Actually,
;“Ackrlll's suggestion, while brief and unargued, is, indeed,

) "temptlng"._ It deserves serious consideratlon, along w1th other
.possibllltles for reconciling Aristotle s apparent h931tat10n 1n
his positive account of- agathon. o

_ 3References to the Nlcomachean and Eudemlan Ethics (NE and EE
hereafter) w111 be shortened verszons of the famlllar practlce,

. with one exceptlon.' That is, 'NE 1096b26 9t 1s the expanded form
Nwof the cxtatlon 1n the text and should cause no ‘difficulty, while
'EE 1217b6'” for example, will be shortened to 'E 17b6'. The more
debatable departure from standard practice, viz, that of abbre-
vxatlng 'NE 112933 - 1154b34' to 'D. 29a3 T 54b34' needs some ex-

. planation. Since I belleve w1th Kenny [See The Aristotelian -
Ethics:" A Study of of the Relatlonshlp Between the Fudemian and

Pl Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle (Oxford .1978)] that the so-called

* disputed or "common" books of these treatlsee [NE V, VI and VII =
EE IV, V and VI] should not be arbltrarlly awarded to one course
lectures over the other,: materxal from these books will be
;labelled neutrally,' For - an outline of Kenny s case for their
Orlglnally belonglng to the EE (together Wlth discussions of other
issues related to current controversy about the E *H/NE connection)?

see my. “Arlstotle s Ethlcs. HaVe We Been Teachlng the Wrong One?“
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Teaching Philosophy, vol. 6, no. 4 (October, 1983), pp. 331-340,
especially pp. 333~-336.
4

G. E,'L;-Oweh, "Logic and'Metaphysics in Some Earlier Works
of Aristotle," in Aristotle and Plato in the Mid-Fourth Century,
Diiring and Owen (eds.)} (Goteborg, 1960), pp. 167, 166.

5

Ibidc 7 Pn 159

6In addition to The Arlstotellan Ethlcs (footnote 3 above)

see also hls Aristotle's’ Theory of The Wlll (New Haven, 1979),
a brief synopsis of. which can be found on p. 338 of the artlcle

"‘ also mentloned in footnote 3.

7See "Owen and the ’Slngle—Science Argument in the Eudemian
o Ethlcs" forthcoming in a collectlon of essays from the 1983 con-
- ference to be edited by Russell Davey and Jaakko Hintikka and pub-

lished by the University Presses of Florida.

8Further support for Kenny's position drawing on the differ-
ing treatment of friendship in the two works can be found in my-.

.. March, 1984 contribution to the Pacific Division Meeting of the:
'o"Amerlcan Phllosophlcal Assoczatlon entltled "Testing Kenny's

Hypothe51s About the Fudemian EtthS' The Case of Philia" (copies
available upon request)
9

Arlstotle S Theory of the Will, p. 69. -

loMlchael Woods, for instance, notes that‘the 13-premissed

"formal argument” about happiness in Book II, chapter 1, is con=-
siderably more elaborate than the correspondlng NE] argument"
[Arlstotle s Endemlan Ethics: Books I, II and VIII (0xford, 1982},
jo 8 930‘ : '
”;'1

' “QuaSL-mathematmcal method in the Eudemlan Ethics", in

. Aristote et les problémes de Méthode, ed. 5. Mansion (Louvain,
1960), pp. 303-18; “Aristotle s Criticism of Platonic Doctrine
Concerning Goodness and the Good", Proceedlngs of the Aristotelian
- Society, v. 64 (1963/4), pp. 273w86, rev1ew of Dirlmeier’'s
Eudemische Ethik, Gnomon, v, 38 (1966), PP 138-49,
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Allan, "Quasi~-mathematical method in: the Eudemlan Ethlcs",_:w
p. 318,

The traditional translation of ayasov by 'good' will be

followed here and in itself is certainly not controversial. A .
glance at Liddell and Scott's entry for Jyaeév surely bears out
P. T. Geach's observation that whlle Aristotle "did not talk M
English" the Greek word he did employ "had ambiguities quite | :
parallel to those of 'good‘ " ("Good and Evil", Analysis, V. 17
(1957), p. 35). In particular there are Greek equivalents for
colloquial expressions such as 'my good friend', the infinitival
construction ‘it is good to ____’, ‘a good' 'the good', ‘goods’
in the sense of 'wealth' and the lxke.",The aifficulties that are
encountered in unraveling ‘good' or avaeéu'are mainly conceptual
or philosophical and not matters of translation. Thus, Geach
adds that it is "possible that the uses of &Yueéu and ‘good' run
parallel because they express one and the same concept, that this
is a philosophically important concept, in which Arlstotle did
well to be interested . . ." (p. 35). The discussion which fol-
lows assumes that this point of view is justifiable, at the very
least for occurrences of ayeeov in Greek phllosophlcal authors,
especially Plato and Aristotle.

l4gohn C. Hall, 'AMOIIBHTHTII WI (Aristotle, EN, 1096b7-26)
Classical Quarterly, v. 60, no. 1 (1966), pp. 55-64.

15Woods, p. 84. In spite of Woods' attempt to fidd a source
for the reference "in some early work", it 15 defen51b1e for those
in the "XKenny-camp" to refer to the NE, as in the later cases of
E 20b10~-11 (cf. N 05b20 f£f.,) or, possibly, E 44a20 (cf. NE VIII.3).
See Kenny, The Aristotelian Ethics, pp. 226 ff. for further dis-
cussion of the EE's habits in referring to other Arlstotellan

works.

Y¥por discussion of (8) and () see Jacques Brunschwig,
"EE I87, 1218al5-32 et Le IEPI TATAOGOT", in Untersuchungen zur
Fudemischen Bthik {Moraux and Harlfinger) {eds}o(Beflin,’1971),

1o



_ 27
pp. 197-222, While Brunschwig argues it is Plato himself,
not an earlier or later figure, that is targeted in the EE,
other schelars (e.g. Hans von Arnim and Helmutt Flashar)'are
more inclined to see Xenocrates, for one, as the target of (&)
in particular. See Woods, pp. 82-3 as well as Flashar's "Die
Kritik der Platonischen Ideenlehre in der Ethik des Aristoteles”,
in Sgnusia: Schadewaldt Festschrift (Flashar and Gaiser) (Eds)
(Pfullingen, 1965), pp. 232, 243-4 (footnotes 40 and4dl).

171pid., p. 233.

18y, Fortenbaugh, "NicTomachean Ethics, I, 1096b26=29",
Phronesis, v. XI, no. 2 (1966), pp. 185-94,

191pid., pp. 188-9.
20Berti, "Multiplicité et unité du bien selon §§ 1 8", in
Moraux and Harlfinger (eds). (see footnote 16 above),; p. 180,

footnote 70.

2lpumet maintains in The Ethics of Aristotle (London,

1900), p. li, that the "phrase povaxds Ae?éﬁevov (oﬁp.ﬂollaxaj
Asﬁusvou) is exactly equivalent to it u1§ KGTHYODI%VKQTHYOD—

e
obuevov." .

22y, 7. R. Hardie, Aristotle's Ethical Theory (Oxford, 1968),

p. 57.

231pid.

24This distinction is drawn quite clearly at D 52b26 ff.
in connection with good and pleasures. A typical example might
be the contrast between the healthy state of an arganism and
the foul-tas.ting medicine needed to restore such a condition to

a sick man.




28
25Hall, p. 61.

263, L. Austin,™ATAGON and ’ETAAIMONIA in the Ethics of

Aristotle”, in J.M.E. Moravcsik (ed) Aristotle: A Collection

of Critical Essays (Garden City, 1967), p. 288. This essay was

reprinted in the second edition of Austin's Philosophical Papers

(Oxfadt, 1970), p. 24.

27G E.L. Owen, "Aristotle on the Snares of Ontology”, in:

New Essays on Plato and Arlstotle (R. Bambrough): {ed) (London,
1965), p. 69. |

287, owens, The Doctrine éngeinq"ig_the Aristotelian Meta-
physics, 2pd ed. (Toronto, 1963), pp. 115, 113 footnoe 28. It

should be noted that 1aterﬁn the chapter (pp. 121 £f.) Owens

does amend this view in the light of other passages.
291bid., p. 118.
‘300wen (see footnote 4 aboﬁé),‘Pe 166, fdotnotejl.

3lJaakko Hlntlkka, "Arlstotle and the Amblguity of Amb;gulty“

_ Inqulrz, Ve 2, no. 3 (Autumn, 1959), pp. 137-51, reprlnted in his

Tlme and Necess:l.ty° Studies in Arlstotle s Theory of Modality

(Oxford, 1973); pp. 1-26 (rev1sed)

32A1exander’of Aphrodisias, In Arlstotells Metaphy51ca

Commentaria (M. Haydruck) (ed) (Berlin, 1891), p. 241, 11, 25-6.

33owen (see footnote 4 above), p. 169.

341pid.
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350wens, p. 119.

36a.w, Price, "Aristotle's Ethical Holism", Mind, v.'89
(1980), p. 344, |

37austin, pp. 280-1 (p. 18).
380wen (see footnote 4 above),.P. 180, -
3%austin, p. 279 (p. 17).

40p, B. Robinson, "Ends and Means and Logical Priority", in

Moraux and Harlfinger (see footnotes 16 and .18 above), pp.185«6.

41J.-Barhes,-Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, v. 55

(1973), p. 336.

421pia.

43y, Flashar, "The Critique of Plato's Theory of Ideas .in

Aristotle's Ethics", in Articles on Aristotle 2. Bthics and Poli-
tics (Barnes, Schofield and Sorabji) (eds) (London, 1977}, p. 9,
footnote 15;- the quote in the original version (see footnote 16

above) can be found on p. 243, footnote 37.

441 anm indebted to the Center for Hellenic studies and its
director, Prof. B.M.W. Knox, for providing a matchless Arbeits~-
platz during 1982/3 when I began to work on following up Kenny's

approach to the EE/NE relationship.
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