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Introduction

The desired and the wished for is either the good or the apparent good (phainomenon agathon).
And this is why the pleasant is desired, for it is an apparent good; for some believe it is, and to
some it appears [so] although they do not believe it so. For phantasia and belief do not reside in
the same part of the soul. (Ethica Eudemia VII.2 1235b26-29)

The cause of [perceptual illusions] is that the faculty in virtue of which the ruling part judges is
not identical with that in virtue of which appearances (phantasmata) come before the mind.
A proof of this is that the sun appears only a foot in diameter, though often something else
contradicts the phantasia. (de Insomniis 460b16-20)1

These two passages, one drawn from Aristotle’s ethical works, the other from his
psychological works, present parallel accounts of two apparently disparate phenomena:
motivational conflict on the one hand, and the experience of optical illusion on the
other. Aristotle implies that both involve a clash between how one rationally judges
things to be and how things appear. In the optical case, the relevant appearances are
visual appearances: ways things look. In the ethical case, they are what we might call
evaluative appearances: appearances of things as good or bad.
Talk of things appearing good is pervasive in a philosophical tradition which

stretches from Plato to the present, a tradition which holds that we desire things insofar
as they appear good to us.2 Aristotle very much belongs to this tradition, and talk of the
apparent good is particularly prominent in his works. In his psychological works the
apparent good surfaces as the goal of all actions driven by appetite, human and animal.
In his ethical works it plays a major role in the explanations both of human motivation
and of moral error: we all strive for what appears good to us, but only to the virtuous
person does what is truly good appear so. In fact, I shall argue, the apparent good is a
notion absolutely central to Aristotle’s accounts of desire, pleasure, emotion, delibera-
tion, and virtue – in short, to some of the most important and most debated areas of his
psychology, philosophy of action, and ethics.
But what is it for something to appear good? What is the relation between such

appearances and ordinary perceptual appearances? Why does pleasure in particular
appear good, as Aristotle claims in the first passage above (and as many would agree)?
And how does what appears good motivate desire and action?

1 Translations throughout are mine unless otherwise noted.
2 Famous modern proponents of this view include Donald Davidson and Elizabeth Anscombe; as the few

who argue against the view emphasize, it is widely and often uncritically accepted by philosophers historical
and contemporary.



For some philosophers, talk of the apparent good is loose or metaphorical: that
something appears good to someone means just that she believes it good, or perhaps
that its appeal is particularly vivid to her. For others appearing good may be a primitive
notion. I want to show that Aristotle’s case is different: his texts provide the resources
for a substantive theory of apparent goodness. The parallels between the two passages
quoted above suggest – and other passages confirm – that we should take the ‘apparent’
in ‘apparent good’ quite literally. They imply that Aristotle holds that things appear
good to us, just as things appear large or small, in virtue of a psychological capacity
responsible for quasi-perceptual phenomena like dreams, visualization, after-images
and optical illusions: phantasia (conventionally but misleadingly translated ‘imagina-
tion’).3 And things falsely appear good to us when phantasia misrepresents the world,
just as in cases of perceptual illusion.

If this is right, then we can reach a better understanding of Aristotle’s notion of
apparent goodness by applying the account Aristotle gives of phantasia and its role in
motivation – an account we find in the psychological works – to the notion of the
apparent good as it figures in his ethical theory. The project of this book is to do just
that. I will argue that while no account of the apparent good is explicit in the ethical
works, these works assume an account that we can derive from the psychological
works. An appearance of goodness is a motivating representation through phantasia,
which derives from previous perception of its object as pleasant, and forms in turn the
basis for thoughts about goodness.

This may seem a stretch: surely, some will protest, Aristotle’s talk of phantasia in the
first passage above is metaphorical, or at least broad; he does not intend the word in the
technical sense developed in the de Anima and other psychological works, nor does he
intend his various mentions of things appearing good in the ethical works to have any
special connection with quasi-perceptual appearance. Aristotle, just like us, often talks
of how things appear as a way of talking about how people believe things to be,
perhaps implying that the beliefs in question are pre-reflective or in need of examina-
tion: consider, for example, the famous phainomena of EN VII.1, appearances which are
surely intellectual rather than perceptual.

This is true; nonetheless, there is a general reason to suspect that his talk of the
apparent good is specially connected with phantasia. Looking at the notion of the
apparent good across the corpus, we will see that Aristotle uses it in two ways: to
explain motivation in general, and more narrowly to explain mistaken motivation.
Meanwhile, a close look at phantasia in the psychological works will reveal that it plays
two main explanatory roles that correspond closely to these. Through phantasia, we can
represent objects of perception or of thought to ourselves when those objects are not
present: that is, through phantasia objects of perception or thought appear to us in their

3 A more literal translation, given the root in çÆ���Ç��ŁÆØ – to appear or be made apparent – would be
‘appearance-awareness’ or ‘being-appeared-to,’ but as these are awkward I will usually leave the word and its
cognates untranslated. I give a detailed account of phantasia in Chapter 3.

xii INTRODUCTION



absence. Such appearances are necessary for motivation (as well as for thought):
through them we can represent something not yet present to perception and thereby
come to have it as a goal. But they can also play a potentially harmful role, when
through phantasia we misrepresent the objects of perception. This is what occurs when
we experience perceptual illusions; it is also, I shall argue, what happens in ethical error
– what happens when we act or feel as we should not.
Thus we have reason to take seriously the connections between phantasia and the

apparent good.When we do, I want to show, we gain new insight into some of the most
important areas of Aristotle’s practical philosophy: the roles of desire and cognition in
action, the nature of the passions, the role of intellect in akrasia, the relation between
character and intellect, the mechanism of ethical habituation, and the scope of practical
reasoning. Most generally, we get a new and controversial interpretation of Aristotle’s
moral psychology, one on which he holds a view I will call Practical Empiricism.
It is well known that Aristotle holds that the content of all theoretical thought is

ultimately derived from perception: as the medieval philosophers paraphrased his view,
“There is nothing in the mind that was not previously in the senses.”My analysis of the
apparent good will show that he holds a similar view of practical thought: thought
about what one should do, what is good. Just as ordinary perception is at the basis of all
theoretical cognition, so practical perception – which I will analyze as pleasurable or
painful perception of things as good or bad – is at the basis of all practical cognition.
Pleasurable perceptions give rise through the work of phantasia to appearances of
goodness, which in turn form the basis for our thoughts about goodness – and thereby
for even our most rational desires.
This interpretation of Aristotle as a practical empiricist will be controversial in two

important, and related, ways. First, it gives an absolutely central role to pleasure in
human motivation, and thereby in human virtue. Second, it greatly restricts the role of
rational, intellectual thought in Aristotle’s ethics, for it entails that phantasia – a non-
rational form of cognition, i.e. one that we share with lower animals, and that belongs
to a non-rational part of the human soul – plays roles that others have claimed can only
be played by intellect.
The book is divided into three parts. Part I explicates the notion of evaluative

appearance implicit in the psychological works. Chapter 1 argues that the de Anima and
de Motu Animalium’s discussions of locomotion show that there is a special form of
cognition crucial to all action: evaluative cognition. Chapter 2 offers an account of the
most basic form of such cognition, evaluative perception, arguing that Aristotle construes
pleasurable and painful perception as genuine cognition of value. Chapter 3 turns to
phantasia, a very vexed topic: although Aristotle claims that phantasia plays a necessary role
in all action (and all thought), interpreters disagree over its nature, its scope, and even over
whether Aristotle provides a unified account of it at all. I argue that he does, and defend an
account of phantasia which differs from recent ones in its minimalism: phantasia can do
everything Aristotle attributes to it while being simply what he evidently defines it as, a
faculty of preserving and reproducing perceptual experiences. I then use this account to

INTRODUCTION xiii



show that phantasia’s crucial role in action involves preserving and reproducing the
pleasurable, or painful, motivating aspects of perceptions of value. This yields an account
of the apparent good: for something to appear good to an agent is for that agent to have a
pleasurable, motivating appearance of that thing through phantasia.

The rest of the book shows how this notion of evaluative phantasia is at work in
Aristotle’s views about human motivation and human virtue. The aim is not only to
show continuity between the ethical and psychological works, but also to use the
philosophy of action derived from the psychological works in Part I to illuminate
important debates and puzzles about Aristotle’s ethical views.
Part II examines non-rational humanmotivation. Chapter 4 takes on a long-standing

debate about Aristotle’s account of the passions, the non-rational emotions and desires
central to ethical character. Using the analysis of the apparent good developed in
Chapter 3, I argue that when Aristotle describes fear, shame, pity and other emotions
as involving appearances of things as good or bad, he means this to be taken literally:
passions are based on evaluative phantasia. Chapter 5 focuses on appetites, and in
particular on Aristotle’s account of akrasia, weakness of will. Here I use Chapter 3’s
analysis of the apparent good to show that the de Anima contains an overlooked account
of akrasia; I then argue that recognizing this account helps us to solve the interpretative
problems that have plagued the more famous account in the ethical works.

Part III argues that evaluative phantasia plays a crucial role even in our distinctively
rational, distinctively human motivations: decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
) about what promotes
our ends, and wish (��ıº��Ø
) for our ends themselves. Chapter 6 shows that practical
reasoning (deliberation) relies on evaluative phantasia. Chapter 7 shows that when Aristotle
says thatwewish forwhat appears good to us, hemeans this in the technical sense:wishes are
for ends, and each person’s view of the end is a function of her non-rational character;
therefore it is phantasia rather than intellect which provides us with our goals. Chapter 8
explains this by developing the Practical Empiricism thesis. Ethical habituation shapes
character, as Aristotle argues, because it involves repeated pleasurable perception of virtuous
activity, which gives rise via phantasia to a general appearance of virtuous activity as good.
Intellect conceptualizes this general appearance, but the content comes from non-rational
cognition. Thus even our most distinctively human and distinctively virtuous desires are
grounded in phantasia and thereby, ultimately, in evaluative perception – in pleasure.

I should add that this book, although long, is much shorter – or at least covers much
less ground – than the book I originally intended to write. That book would have
traced the link between pleasure, phantasia, and apparent goodness through Plato,
Aristotle, Epicurus, and the Stoics; it would have shown that the views I here attribute
to Aristotle have important precedents in Plato and an important afterlife in the
Hellenistic philosophers, and that these connections illuminate each philosopher’s
views. I would still like to write that book some day, but in the meantime Chapter 4
goes a small way toward making the point with reference to Plato and the Stoics, and
I can refer the reader to my published work on Plato for more detailed arguments that
he holds views very similar to the ones discussed here: that the non-rational part of the
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soul is the seat of perception and appearance-reception, and that it is subject to
evaluative appearances which explain its passions and desires.4

One final note: it is a major commitment of this book that Aristotle’s ethical views
are deeply linked to his psychological views, and that research into the connections
between the two will be profitable in understanding the ethics. Some might, however,
think this a philosophically dispiriting claim. Many of the details of Aristotle’s psychol-
ogy, and particularly of his account of perception, are arcane, empirically falsifiable, or
otherwise suspect; if his ethics turns out to be deeply rooted in his psychology one
might then think that his ethics turns out to be less fruitful for contemporary philoso-
phy than has been so widely thought. But this does not follow. Aristotle’s moral
psychology as I will interpret it is, physiological details aside, very much a going one.
In particular the idea that perceptual imagination is tightly linked with our emotions,
plays a major role in the formation of our characters and in our deliberations, and is to a
large extent independent of rational thought, is as alive now as it was when Aristotle
(following Plato) developed it.5 If Aristotle were around today he would doubtless
study moral psychology not only from the armchair but also from the psychology lab;
I see every reason to think, however, that the hypotheses he would be testing would be
the very ones he actually endorsed (and surely he would find a way, perhaps without
too much effort, to interpret his data to confirm them). Moreover, much of what we
will see in his psychology is a priori: questions about what counts as awareness of the
good, for instance, and where to draw the line between reasoning and the non-
rational. Thus I am hopeful that as one consequence of my main arguments in this
book it will emerge not that Aristotle’s ethics is hamstrung by an outdated psychology,
but instead that Aristotle is as worth listening to about psychology, at least moral
psychology, as he is about ethics.

4 See especially my 2006, 2008, and 2012.
5 See for example recent work on the role of imagery in emotion and character by cognitive therapists,

summarized in Hackmann, Bennett-Levy, and Holmes 2011, psychologists’ discussions of “System 1” and
“System 2,” and Tamar Gendler’s work on “alief ” (e.g. Gendler 2008).
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1

Evaluative Cognition

1.1 Desire and the good
My aim in Part I of this book is to give an account of Aristotle’s notion of the apparent
good. I will argue that all motivation involves an appearance of the desired object as
good (or of the rejected object as bad).1 Moreover, these appearances are the work of
quasi-perceptual phantasia, derived from pleasurable perception.
Before making the case for this claim, however, I want to establish a more general

one: that on Aristotle’s view all motivation involves at least some form or other of finding-
good – some form or other of evaluative cognition. That is the task of this chapter.
By ‘cognition’ I mean to capture what Aristotle calls Œæ	�Ø
, from Œæ	��Ø�: to discern,

discriminate, or judge – one of the activities that distinguishes humans and animals
from plants (de An. 432a16). Aristotle holds that there are three capacities through
which creatures exercise Œæ	�Ø
: perception and phantasia, common to humans and
animals, and intellect or thought, which is distinctively human.2 (It is worth emphasiz-
ing that on this use of the term there is nothing specially rational or intellectual about
cognition: even a simple animal who lacks any mental powers more sophisticated
than the sense of touch counts as a cognizer. ‘Cognition’ may sound exclusively
intellectual to some ears, but I use it, along with the more idiomatic ‘finding,’ for
lack of a better general term.3 I should also note that I will use the verbs ‘cognize as’ and

1 Like Aristotle, I will for the most part focus on desire, pleasure, and the apparent good, but I mean my
conclusions – as he evidently does his (see especially de An. 431a8-12, discussed in Chapter 2) – to apply
mutatis mutandis to aversion, pain and the apparent bad.

2 For all three as ŒæØ�ØŒ� see MA 700b19-21, discussed below; cf. de An. 427a17-22: “thinking and
understanding seem to be just like perceiving something, for in both cases the soul discerns (Œæ	��Ø) and
recognizes (ª�øæ	Ç�Ø) something of the things that are.” Some interpret Aristotle as denying that phantasia is
ŒæØ�ØŒ�, at de An. 428a3 ff., but the manuscripts have “[phantasia] is one of the capacities or states by which
we Œæ	����� (cognize, discern) and achieve truth or falsehood”: it is Ross who inserts an pæÆ before this line
(and Bywater a ÇÅ�H��� �N), turning the assertion into a question, and then taking Aristotle to answer the
question in the negative. And while Aristotle does certainly deny that phantasia is identical to any of the other
ŒæØ�ØŒ� (perception, belief, knowledge, intellect), he just as explicitly affirms that it can be true or false
(428a10); hence this interpretation must be flawed. Moreover, given how explicit and unambiguous MA
700b20 is, we have no reason to amend the mss. at de An. 438a3. The analysis of phantasia I give in Chapter 3
will further support the claim that it is ŒæØ�ØŒ�.

3 There is moreover a tradition of using the Latin cognitio to translate Aristotle’s Œæ	�Ø
 in the relevant
sense: see Aquinas’ commentary on the de An. at e.g. 622, where cognitio applies both to intellect and to
perception. (Aquinas elsewhere uses apprehensio for the same purpose.)



‘find’ non-factively: one can cognize something as F, i.e. find it F, even if it is not F.)
My claim in this chapter, then, is that all motivation depends on the agent’s finding the
desired object good through one or another cognitive capacity.

We have already encountered the main evidence for this claim in the Introduction,
in Aristotle’s characterization of the object of desire as “the good or the apparent good
(phainomenon agathon).” This is a claim he makes repeatedly, and in many different
contexts:

The object of desire (Oæ�Œ��) always moves, but this is either the good or the apparent good.
(de An. 433a27-29)

What causes movement in the first place is the object of desire and the object of thought . . . And
we must suppose that the apparent good also holds the place of a good, and also the pleasant, for
it is an apparent good. (MA 700b23-29)

Without qualification and in truth the object of wish is the good, but for each person it is the
apparent good. (EN III.4 1113a23-24)

These passages characterize the object of desire (Zæ��Ø
) as the good or as the apparent
good. The discussion surrounding theEN passage on one particular species of desire, wish
(���ºÅ�Ø
), is the most explicit. Here Aristotle argues that the unqualified object of wish is
the good – i.e. the genuinely good; each person wishes for what appears good to her,
however, and therefore only virtuous people wish for what is really good (EN
1113a15-31). Thus, although he draws little attention to the ambiguity, ‘apparent’ here
plays two roles: to call something an apparent good is to show both (a) that it subjectively
appears good to a particular agent, and (b) that this appearance may be false.

If his use is consistent, then in saying in other passages that the object of desire is the
good or the apparent good, he means that while some desires are for things genuinely
good, and others for things merely apparently good, every desire is for something that
appears good to the one who desires it: ‘apparent’ in this context always carries the
sense of subjective appearance, as well as indicating the possibility of error. Other
passages confirm that the subjective appearance sense is intended by making the even
stronger claim that we desire things because they appear good to us:

The object of desire (Oæ�Œ��) and the object of wish (��ıºÅ��) is either the good or the
apparent good. And this is why (�Ø) the pleasant is an object of desire, for (ª�æ) it is an apparent
good . . . (EE VII.2 1235b25-27)

The apparent fine (ŒÆº�) is the object of appetite (K�ØŁı�Å��), whereas the really fine is
the primary object of wish (��ıºÅ��). But we desire on account of (�Ø�Ø) it seeming [to be
fine], rather than it seeming on account of our desiring.4 For thought is the starting-point.
(Met. 1072a27-30)

4 �ˇæ�ª��ŁÆ �b �Ø�Ø ��Œ�E �Aºº�� j ��Œ�E �Ø�Ø Oæ�ª��ŁÆ. We could also translate: “We desire because
we think [it fine], rather than so thinking because we desire.” (The passage does not specify the content of the
thinking or seeming, but we have to fill in ��Œ�E with something, and the references in the previous lines to
the fine, genuine and apparent, provide the only clear antecedent.)
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The pleasant is desired because (ªaæ) it is an apparent good; objects are desired because
(�Ø�Ø) they seem fine (here in the Met. passage Aristotle uses ‘fine’ instead of ‘good,’
butMA 700b25-26 shows that he sometimes uses the two terms interchangeably when
characterizing the object of desire).
I will argue in Chapter 3 that the variants on ‘appear’ (çÆ	���ŁÆØ) in all these passages

are meant in a narrow, technical sense: the apparent good is what appears good quasi-
perceptually through phantasia. For now, however, I want to focus on a more general
point: if the goal of all action and desire is the apparent good, then every desire and
action requires some form of awareness of its object as good.Whenever someone desires
some object, she does so because she finds that object good, through some mode of
cognition or other. It is only by being cognized as good that something becomes an
object of desire.
This is the prima facie interpretation of the “apparent good” passages quoted above,

and it has a fair amount of support from interpreters (see below). Nonetheless it will be
worth arguing for at some length, as I do in this chapter, for many will find it plainly
wrong.
A striking feature of Aristotle’s view of desire, inherited from Plato, is the distinction

between rational desires – distinctively human desires involving distinctively human
forms of cognition – and non-rational desires, the appetites and other passions which
we share at least to some extent with lower animals, and which can conflict with
rational desires in the human soul. (I will have more to say about Aristotle’s under-
standing of this distinction later on; what I have said here should serve to fix the terms’
reference. Note that ‘rational’ on this use is descriptive rather than normative: one can
have mistaken or bad rational desires.) Rational motivations – wish, and its quasi-
desiderative cousin decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
) – are indeed for things the agent finds good,
as the EN passage on wish in particular makes clear (1113a23-24, with the surrounding
lines). But rational motivations have this feature, many will protest, precisely because
they are rational. Consider how Aristotle distinguishes the two types of desire in the
Rhetoric:

We do some things on account of rational (º�ªØ��ØŒc�) desire, others on account of non-rational
(¼º�ª��). For wish is desire for the good (for no one desires anything but what he supposes to be
good), but anger and appetite are non-rational desires. (Rhet. 1369a1-4)

Elsewhere, he explicitly distinguishes appetite from decision and wish on the grounds
that appetite is for the pleasant instead of the good (EN III.2 1111b17; cf. Topics
146b36-147a8). And he describes akratics – incontinent or weak-willed people who
act on appetite against rational decision – as choosing the pleasant “instead of the things
they themselves believe (��Œ�F��Æ) good” (EN IX.4 1166b9): the desires they act on
are in direct conflict with their judgments about what is good.
Thus Aristotle seems to introduce the category of appetite in part to show that some

desires are not for things qua good. His point is widely understood to be that recognizing
something as good requires intellectual capacities available only to humans, and indeed
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only to the rational part of the human soul.5 And many will find this obviously correct:
only reason can work out that something is good, as opposed to merely pleasant, and
therefore only reason-based desires can be for the good.6

What then should we make of the “apparent good” passages quoted above, which
seem to show that all desire is for what the agent finds good? One response would be to
deny that appearances of goodness are distinct from desires: to say that the pleasant is an
apparent good, for instance, is just to say that it is an object of desire. But this is a hard fit
with the causal language we find in passages likeMet. 1072a27-28 and EE 1235b25-27,
quoted above: to say that the pleasant is an object of desire because it is an apparent good
is to imply that there is at least what Aristotle would call a difference in being between
those two properties.7 (It is also a hard fit with theMA and de An. texts I discuss below,
which, I will argue, confirm this causal account.) Another response may seem
promising, however: one might deny that ‘apparent good’ carries the sense of subjec-
tive appearance at all. Irwin proposes a very different reading, as follows:

. . . ‘apparent good’ need not refer to something’s appearing as good, but may instead refer to
the good that appears, even if it appears as something other than good – as pleasant, for
instance . . .When the animal acts to get what appears to it, the appearance must be in general
an appearance of its good – an appearance of something that is in fact good for the animal,
though not necessarily an appearance of it as good. (Irwin 1990, 331-32)

Thus a thirsty slug seeks water not because water appears good to it, but because water
appears to be water, or appears pleasant. That is, the claim that desire in general (and
appetite in particular) is for the apparent good is merely an extensional claim about the
object of desire: the things we desire are things which are (a) in fact good, and
moreover (b) apparent to us – i.e. things of which we are in one way or another
aware. Nature designs creatures to desire things which are in fact good for them, and so
teleologically it is correct to say that desire is for the good, but this implies nothing
about how the creatures themselves view the objects they desire.

A recent paper by Corcilius (2011) deploys this same extensionalist strategy in tackling
the claim which will be our focus in Chapter 2, and which we can take for now as a
specific version of the claim that the object of appetite appears good: that in perceiving
something pleasant one “perceives the good as such” (deAn. 431a11).8 AlthoughAristotle

5 For this account see e.g. Irwin 1990, 331-32, citing in support Pol. 1253a15-18 (which I discuss in
Chapter 2): only humans have perception of the good and bad.

6 Irwin supplies Aristotle with an explanation of why this should be so: “To conceive my good, as
opposed to my pleasure, I have to be able to deliberate, and to compare the results of different actions” (1990,
336).

7 For brief discussion of David Charles’ interpretation on which desiring a pleasure and having
an appearance of it as good are, while “different in being,” identical activities, see Chapter 2.3.

8 Later I will argue that there is a difference between perceiving something as good and having an
appearance of something as good: the latter is a function of phantasia. But since phantasia derives its content
from perception (see Chapter 3), and since both are non-rational forms of cognition, the distinction does not
matter for our present purposes.
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is often taken to be saying here that we have appetites for what we perceive as good,
Corcilius argues that he must mean instead that we have appetites for things which are
(a) in fact good, and moreover (b) perceived by us (as something or other).
If these extensional readings are correct, then the “apparent good” passages give no

evidence that non-rational motivation involves any kind of cognition of things as
good, and thus in no way conflict with Aristotle’s characterization of appetite as for the
pleasant rather than for the good. Is this enough to justify the extensionalist strategy?
I think not.
First, Aristotle’s use of the phrase ‘apparent good’ (çÆØ������ IªÆŁ�) in the

passages where he discusses it at length is clearly and unambiguously intensional. EN
III.4 1113a23-31, the passage on the object of wish quoted in part above, explicitly
explains the claim that wish is for the apparent good as meaning that we wish for things
that appear good to us; this is also the clear implication of Top. 146b36-147a4 (which
also elaborates a similarly intensional use of the phrase ‘apparent pleasant’).9 Thus it
would be at best highly misleading of Aristotle to characterize the object of appetite,
and of desire in general, as the ‘apparent good’ without meaning to suggest that here
too the agent in some way finds the desired object good. The extensional reading is not
only strained, but uncharitable.
Second, the extensionalist faces a glaring problem in accounting for error: not

everything desired is in fact good, and Aristotle surely means to point this out in saying
that the object of desire is either the good or the apparent good. The extensionalist
might take him to mean that the object of desire is either something in fact good (e.g.
wholesome water) or something that appears to be something in fact good (e.g. tainted
water that appears wholesome), but this is to stretch the phrase ‘apparent good’ perhaps
intolerably far. Moreover, this strategy cannot help us with the akratic: to say that the
akratic goes for what appears to be something that is in fact good for him – pastries
masquerading as vegetables, perhaps – would be to ignore the distinctive and prob-
lematic feature of akrasia, namely that the akratic goes for something he himself
correctly thinks not good.10 Consider a passage on the kind of motivational conflict
involved in akrasia, from the de An.:

[A]ppetite [moves one] on account of the now; for the presently pleasant appears both without
qualification pleasant and good without qualification, from a failure to look to the future. (de An.
433b8-10)

9 Here Aristotle argues that one should define wish as desire for the apparent good rather than the good,
and appetite as desire for the apparent pleasant rather than the pleasant, “For often what is [really] good or
pleasant escapes the desirers’ notice, so that [what they desire] is not necessarily good or pleasant, but only
apparently so (��ºº�ŒØ
 ªaæ ºÆ�Ł���Ø ��f
 Oæ�ª�����ı
 ‹ �Ø IªÆŁe� j ��� K��Ø�, u��’ �PŒ I�ÆªŒÆE�� IªÆŁe�
j ��f �r�ÆØ Iººa çÆØ������ ����).”

10 Irwin does not mean to apply his analysis to akratic appetites, but only to those of lower animals. In the
texts that characterize the object of appetite as the apparent good, however – see especiallyMA 6 and de An.
III.10, both quoted below – Aristotle seems unconcerned to draw any distinctions between human and
animal appetites.
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I see no way to read this passage as making the merely teleological point that nature
designs creatures to desire the pleasant, and does so because the pleasant is (normally) in
fact good, and moreover is something apparent (something manifest or easily appre-
hended). It is not, as the extensionalist reading would require, that the presently
pleasant is something in fact without qualification good, which is moreover apparent:
rather, it is something which appears to be without qualification good although it in fact
is not – and which is desired because it appears good.11

Third, and I think decisively, when Aristotle says the pleasant is desired because it
appears good (as e.g. at EE VII.2 1235b25-27, quoted above) he evidently means to be
saying something more explanatory than that the pleasant is desired because it appears
pleasant. This is particularly clear in the de An. passage quoted just above, where
appetite is moved to pursue a pleasure not merely because it appears pleasant, but
also because it appears good (“both . . . and”). Even if these turn out to be two ways of
making the same point (that is, even if the ‘and’ should be read as epexegetical – and
I will argue in Chapter 5 that it should), it is notable that Aristotle considers the second
worth mentioning. He evidently thinks that the appearance of the object as good plays
a role in explaining why it is desired.

There is a strong case to be made for the intensional reading of Aristotle’s claim that
desire is for what appears good, then, but it seems to conflict badly with his views of
non-rational cognition and non-rational desire. Should we therefore take it that he
overstated his case in the “apparent good” passages? Should we conclude that he
wavered on the nature of appetite, sometimes construing it as for what subjectively
appears good and sometimes not? Or can we instead find a way to attribute to him a
coherent overall view?

This would be a challenge: we would have to find an interpretation which accom-
modates both the face-value reading of the apparent good passages and the motivations
for rejecting it – an interpretation which allows that all desires are for what the agent
finds good, while also explaining the difference between rational and non-rational
desires in such a way that it makes sense to say, in some contexts at least, that appetites
are for the pleasant instead of for the good.

In the remainder of this chapter, I argue that the challenge must be met: the notion
that desire depends on finding-good is not confined to a few passages, but plays a
crucial role in Aristotle’s most detailed accounts of motivation. In Chapter 2, I turn to
show how the challenge can be met – how we can accommodate Aristotle’s distinction
between rational and non-rational desires.

The view I will be attributing to Aristotle is a radical one. There are plenty of
philosophical theories which draw a special connection between desires and judgments
of value: take for example the view, sometimes called motivational internalism, that the
thought ‘f-ing would be good,’ construed as the recognition that one has reason to f,

11 I give a more detailed account of this passage, and in particular of the phrase ‘without qualification
good,’ in Chapter 5.
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normally motivates one to f, and thus that the resulting desire to f depends on an
evaluative cognition. But such views apply only to a restricted set of desires: desires that
are specially rational in the sense of being responsive to reasons recognized as such.12

These desires are construed as dependent on evaluative cognition, but this is by stark
contrast with desires of another type which are not: whims, urges, attractions, and,
paradigmatically, appetites like hunger and thirst.13 What I want to show is that for
Aristotle there is no such distinction. There is of course something special about the
distinctively human, distinctively rational desires that play a crucial role in ethical
action. What is special about them is not that they depend on evaluative cognition,
however, for that is true even of appetites; instead it is that the evaluative cognition on
which they depend is rational.

1.2 Practical cognition
If we want to know whether or not Aristotle thinks motivation dependent on
evaluative cognition, the natural direction to turn is to the two texts in which he
discusses the psychology of motivation: the question he puts as “What in the soul is the
mover” (de An. 432a18-19), or “How the soul moves the body, i.e. what is the origin
of animal movement” (MA 700b10-11). In these two texts, MA 6-11 (passage 1
below) and de An. III.9-11 (passage 2), Aristotle seeks to identify the psychological
causes of locomotion (Œ	�Å�Ø
 ŒÆ�a ����), or more generally of acting (�e
�æ����Ø�).14 When a human or animal voluntarily moves her body in the pursuit of
some goal, what is the efficient cause within the agent of that movement? Both texts give
the same broad answer: the chief mover is desire (Zæ��Ø
: de An. 433b10-12, 27-29;MA
703a5), but there is something else that plays a necessary role in motivation too: either
perception, or phantasia, or thought – that is, some form or other of cognition.

We see that the things which move the animal are thought and phantasia and decision and wish
and appetite. And all these can be reduced to intellect (��F
) and desire (Zæ��Ø
). For both

12 See for example Nagel’s distinction between motivated and unmotivated desires (1970, 29), or
Schiffer’s distinction between reason-producing and reason-following desires (1976, 197 ff.).

13 See Schiffer on thirst (1976, 198) and Nagel on hunger (1970, 29). Hume makes a similar point about
hunger in the Treatise, where he notably construes most other desires along the lines I will attribute to
Aristotle: “the passions . . . are founded on pain and pleasure, and . . . in order to produce an affection of any
kind, ’tis only requisite to present some good or evil . . . DESIRE arises from good consider’d simply, and
AVERSION is deriv’d from evil” (A Treatise of Human Nature, II.iii.ix).

14 At MA 701a34, quoted in 1e below, Aristotle says he has been offering an account of how animals are
brought “to move and to act” (ŒØ��E�ŁÆØ ŒÆd �æ����Ø�). Certainly there are differences between locomotion
and action: arguably one can act without locomoting (e.g. in issuing a decree from the throne, or in catching a
fly on one’s tongue), and arguably one can locomote without acting (for Aristotle sometimes uses �æA�Ø
 in a
strict sense which applies only to distinctively rational action: EE II.8 1224a28-30 and EE V/EN VI.2
1139a20). But givenMA 701a34’s casual equation of the two, it should be clear that Aristotle is not attending to
those differences here, and we should thus recognize a broad sense of ‘action’which covers everything Aristotle
means to be explaining in these accounts. This will be confirmed by what we see below: he is clearly explaining
not only animal locomotion but also deliberated human action, �æA�Ø
 even in the strictest sense.
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phantasia and perception (ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
) hold the same place as intellect, for they are all cognitive
(ŒæØ�ØŒ�). (MA 700b17-21)

The object of desire (Oæ�Œ��) moves by being thought or by being presented through phantasia
(�fiH ��ÅŁB�ÆØ j çÆ��Æ�ŁB�ÆØ). (de An. 433b12)

The proximate cause of the movement is desire, and this comes to be through perception or
through phantasia and thought. (MA 701a34-36)

. . . it is pretty much at the same time that the creature thinks it should move forward and moves,
unless something else impedes it. The affections (��ŁÅ) suitably prepare (�ÆæÆ�Œ�ı�Ç�Ø) the
organic parts, and desire (Zæ��Ø
) the affections, and phantasia desire. This itself comes about either
through thought (�����ø
) or through perception. (MA 702a15-19)

Insofar as the animal is capable of desiring (Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�), this much is it capable of moving itself.
But it is not capable of desiring without phantasia. (de An. 433b27-29)

The animal is moved and travels in virtue of desire or decision (Oæ���Ø j �æ�ÆØæ���Ø), when
something has been altered in accordance with perception or phantasia. (MA 701a4-5)

Cognition therefore can be practical as well as theoretical: it can be a cause of action,
when it joins in the right way with desire. But what sort of cognition is practical
cognition? And how precisely do cognition and desire combine to cause action – what
role does each play? I want to show that, just as the “apparent good” passages lead us to
expect, practical cognition is evaluative: it identifies objects as good, thereby rendering
them objects of desire. But this will take some work. For both the MA and de An.
discussions are difficult and confusing, and while many interpreters argue or assume
that they present practical cognition as evaluative (see citations below), there is
evidence in both texts which seems to support a very different account of motivation:
one on which desire sets the goals, while cognition merely discerns means to those
ends. (One might call this interpretation a Humean one, but this would be in some
ways misleading; I will call it simply an instrumental-cognition interpretation.15 ) On
this interpretation, motivation, or at least non-rational motivation, can occur without
any evaluative cognition – any finding-good – at all. And this may seem to throw us
back on the extensional reading of the apparent good passages after all.

In what follows I provide analyses of both texts which show that while they do allow
practical cognition an instrumental role, they also characterize it as essentially evalua-
tive. Just as the thought which underlies a wish is thought of an object as good, so too
the pleasurable perception or phantasia which underlies an appetite is perception or
phantasia of an object as good.

15 A Humean view of motivation might allow a non-instrumental role for perception and imagination,
and even belief, while restricting reasoning to a purely instrumental role. Hume himself evidently did just
this, as noted in footnote 13 above: he held that most desires are founded on impressions or ideas about
pleasure or pain (see Treatise I.3.10 and II.3.9).
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1.3 Practical cognition in the de Motu Animalium16

TheMA very explicitly presents practical intellect as playing two roles in the generation
of action: first identifying something as good, and then working out the means to
achieve it. Intellect contributes to action by being both instrumental and evaluative. At
least that is what Aristotle says in one passage (MA 701a6-25, the passage on the practical
syllogism quoted below as 1c). The rest of the discussion of locomotion is confusing,
however, and it is not obvious how to reconcile it with this view of practical intellect.
I want to show that it nonetheless provides a coherent account, with two important
features. First, it consistently presents intellect as causing action by playing both evalua-
tive and instrumental roles. Second, it draws no relevant distinctions between intellect
and the lower forms of cognition (perception and phantasia): these lower forms act
parallel to intellect in both its roles. And thus – although Aristotle is certainly not as clear
about the distinction between the two roles as one would like him to be, and may hold
that both roles are often condensed into one cognitive act – cognition in general, not
just rational cognition, is practical by being evaluative as well as by being instrumental.17

The discussion is confusing because it seems to give its guiding question – “How
does the soul move the body, i.e. what is the origin (Iæå�) of animal motion?”
(700b10-11) – several different answers. It begins with a very general account, in a
passage we saw in part at the beginning of this chapter:

1a. All animals both move and are moved for the sake of something, so that this is the limit of all
motion for them: the that-for-the-sake-of-which. And we see that the things that move the animal
are thinking and phantasia and decision and wish and appetite. But all these reduce to intellect (��F
)
and desire (Zæ��Ø
). For both phantasia and perception hold the same place as intellect: for all are
cognitive (ŒæØ�ØŒ�), while they differ in the ways discussed in other works. Wish and spirited desire
and appetite are all desire, and decision shares in thinking and desire. (700b15-23)18

There are two movers, desire and cognition – with intellect as the paradigm species of
cognition. (Note that here and throughout both the MA and de An. discussions of
motivation Aristotle evidently uses ��F
 to denote a cognitive capacity, like perception,
rather than in the special sense of ‘intelligence,’ an intellectual virtue, which we find for
instance inEEV/EN VI. In fact, thewayheplaces ��F
 alongside perception and phantasia
here, along with his casual shifts between ��F
 and terms like �Ø���ØÆ (see below), indicate
that he is often using it as a general term for all distinctively human cognition,
fallible thoughts and beliefs included. I will thus translate it as ‘intellect,’ meaning this as

16 My understanding of this text owes a lot to discussions with David Bronstein and Ben Morison, and to
Malcolm Heath (which is not to say that they agree with me).

17 TheMA text is less discussed than the de An., but recent work has taken on the issues I here address. For
readings on which non-rational practical cognition (in particular phantasia) is purely instrumental, see
Nussbaum 1978, Essay 5, and Schofield 2011; for a reading on which all practical cognition is evaluative,
see Labarrière 2004.

18 Translations of the MA are loosely based on Nussbaum’s (1978).
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a suitably general term.) Moreover, all three forms of cognition play at least roughly the
same role: phantasia and perception “hold the same place” as intellect (�c� ÆP�c� å�æÆ�
�å�Ø�, 700b20).

The next lines shift from the psychological causes of motivation to its objects:

1b. As a result, what causes movement in the first place is the object of desire and object of
thought (�ØÆ��Å��). But not every object of thought, but the telos of things doable (�æÆŒ��).
Wherefore the mover is this kind of good, but not every fine thing . . . And one must suppose
that the apparent good holds the place of the good (IªÆŁ�F å�æÆ� �å�Ø�), and the pleasant, for it
is an apparent good. (700b23-29)

The apparent good “holds the place of the good” in the explanation of locomotion:
that is, it too can function as the goal or that-for-the-sake-of-which which 1a declared
the ultimate cause of all animal locomotion. Given that 1b’s identification of the telos
as a good is in keeping with many other passages (see citations and discussion in
Chapter 2), we can spell out Aristotle’s thinking in these lines as follows. First he
makes an unqualified statement, relying on his standard connection between good and
goal: something can be a goal and object of desire for an agent just in case it is good for
the agent. Then he considers an objection: sometimes agents desire goals that are not
good for them, e.g. pleasant things. Then he offers a response: the pleasant can be a goal
because it shares an important feature with the good: it is an apparent good. But there
was another simplification in the first lines of 1b: the goal is not always the object of
thought (�ØÆ��Å��), because not every animal is capable of thought.19 Does Aristotle
address this simplification too? He does, and with the same word, apparent.20 I argued
in section 1 that Aristotle standardly uses the phrase ‘apparent good’ to do double-duty:
to indicate not only the possibility of error but also the subjective nature of the
appearance. In this passage, at least, we can be more specific about the second sense:
Aristotle has in mind appearances through phantasia (and perhaps perception). For,
especially given the parallel between phantasia and perception “holding the same place”
as intellect (1a) and the apparent good “holding the place” of the good (1b), the
implication is clear: the object of desire is either a good that is grasped by intellect, or an
apparent good grasped by phantasia (or perhaps perception).

Should we however read the claim that the object of desire is the good or apparent
good as intensional rather than merely extensional – as entailing that practical intellect,
phantasia or perception cognize things as good? Certainly in the case of intellect we

19 And, as I will argue in later chapters, not every human desire is based in thought.
20 Some will try to read 1b’s description of the pleasant as the apparent good as applying only to humans,

on the grounds that only humans are capable of evaluative cognition. I address this kind of objection more
generally in Chapter 2, but for now we can note that Aristotle here means to be offering a general account of
animal locomotion, that he signals no restriction of the “apparent good” clause to humans, and indeed on the
contrary that – if my interpretation here is correct – one of his motives for introducing that clause is precisely
to widen the application of his first statement to non-human animals, those incapable of thought.
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should, for this passage is closely followed by the explicit statement of the two-roles
account:

1c. How is that one when thinking (��H�) sometimes acts and sometimes doesn’t act, and
[sometimes] moves, but sometimes doesn’t move? It seems that something happens very similar
to what happens to those thinking and reasoning about unchanging things [i.e. in theoretical
reasoning]. But there the telos [goal, end] is a proposition (Ł��æÅ�Æ) (for whenever one thinks the
two premises, one thinks and puts together the conclusion), but here from the two premises the
conclusion becomes the action – as for example whenever one thinks that every human being must
walk (�Æ�Ø�����), and that one is a human being, straightaway one walks, or that no human being
should now walk, and one is a human being, straightaway one stays still. And one does both things, if
nothing prevents or compels one. “I must make something good, a house is good”: one makes a house
straight away. “I need a covering, a cloak is a covering; I need a cloak.What I need, I should make.
I need a cloak; I should make a cloak.” And the conclusion, that one should make a cloak, is an
action. One acts from the starting-point. If there is to be a cloak, it’s necessary for this to be first,
and if this, then this. And this one does straight away. That the conclusion is the action is clear.
And the productive premises come about through two forms, through the good and through the possible (Æƒ �b
�æ�����Ø
 Æƒ ��ØÅ�ØŒÆd �Øa ��� �N�H� ª	����ÆØ, �Ø� �� ��F IªÆŁ�F ŒÆd �Øa ��F �ı�Æ��F). (MA
701a7-25, emphases mine)

Here we are told that intellect is practical in part by identifying things as good. If we
are to take seriously the parallel between intellect and non-rational cognition implied
by the “holds the same place” passages, then we should conclude that the same is true
for phantasia and perception.
I will offer more evidence that this is the right reading of theMA when we consider

the later part of its discussion in Chapter 2, but first we must consider the lines which
immediately follow 1c, which may seem to contradict the interpretation outright:

1d. But just as with some of those who ask questions, so here thought does not pause at all to
consider the second premise, the obvious one (�c� ���æÆ� �æ�Æ�Ø� �c� ��ºÅ� �P�’ � �Ø���ØÆ

KçØ��A�Æ �Œ���E �P���). For example, if walking is good for a human being, that oneself is a
human being one doesn’t spend time on. Wherefore also whatever we do without calculating,
we do quickly. For whenever one is active with perception or phantasia or intellect toward the
that-for-the-sake-of-which, what one desires one does straightaway. For in the place of (I��’)
questioning or thinking there comes the activity of desire. “I must drink,” says appetite; “This is
drink,” says perception or phantasia or intellect (������ ��Ø, � K�ØŁı�	Æ º�ª�Ø· ���d �b ����, �
ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 �r��� X � çÆ��Æ�	Æ X › ��F
); straightaway one drinks. (701a25-33)

Taken in isolation, the last lines of this passage seem to speak unambiguously in favor of
the interpretation on which practical cognition is purely instrumental: it is desire that
sets the end, and cognition’s only role is to identify a means of achieving it. A tempting
reading reconciles this with 1c by saying that premises of the good – end-setting
evaluations – only a play a role in rational motivation; when appetite is at issue, it
motivates without any reference to the good at all. Someone who accepts this reading
will find confirmation in the lines which follow, and which are evidently meant as a
summary of 1a-d:
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1e. In this way, then, animals set out to move and to act, desire being the proximate cause of the
movement, and this coming about either through perception or through phantasia and thought
(ªØ�����Ås j �Ø’ ÆN�Ł���ø
 j �Øa çÆ��Æ�	Æ
 ŒÆd �����ø
). (701a33-36)

A general desire like 1d’s appetite for drink is converted, by means of an instrumental
cognition like “This is drink,” into a specific desire of the kind that directly causes
locomotion. On the instrumentalist reading, that is cognition’s only role.

The fact is, however, that this cannot be Aristotle’s view – as even someone inclined
toward the extensionalist interpretation of the “apparent good” passages should
agree.21 For Aristotle characterizes appetites not as brute desires or blind urges toward
drink or food, but instead as desires for the pleasant (de An. 414b5-6, EN III.2
1111b17). He thinks that creatures have appetites for food and drink because they
find them pleasant:

All animals have appetite for food because they have perception of the pleasure that arises from
food. (PA 661a6-8; cf. de Sensu 436b16-18, Topics 146b9-12)

Even in the case of appetitive motivation, then, there must be some correlate of intellect’s
“premise of the good”: a cognition of an object as having some characteristic which
renders it desirable, namely as being pleasant. A blind drive interpretation, on which
appetite impels a creature to pursue drink independently of the creature in any way
finding drink attractive, should not even be on the table. And thus 1d’s “This is drink”
should not be taken to give an exhaustive account of cognition’s role in appetitive
motivation.

Moreover, I will argue in Chapter 2 that the remainder of the MA’s discussion of
locomotion confirms that practical cognition always has an evaluative aspect. Here is a
brief preview of that argument: The lines that follow 1e show that cognition leads to
action by bringing with it certain material changes, heatings and chillings; these are the
material aspects or effects of pleasure and pain; therefore practical cognition is essen-
tially pleasurable (Chapter 2.1); moreover, Aristotle construes pleasurable cognition as
evaluative cognition.22 Therefore we should accept the reading of the MA implied by
the “holds the same place” passages: all motivation involves evaluative cognition.

What then are we to make of the drink passage, the last lines of 1d? I propose an
alternative reading, or rather two variants on an alternative reading; I am not sure
which Aristotle had in mind, and I admit that both are speculative, but something
along these lines is necessary to accommodate the point that appetite is for the pleasant,
and to make the passage fit with the rest of the MA’s discussion.

The first lines of 1d show that the drink case is presented as an example of acting �c
º�ªØ������Ø: not having reasoned or calculated (701a28). It certainly looks to involve a

21 I am grateful to Terry Irwin for making me see this point about the proponent of the extensionalist
reading.

22 Chapter 2.2-5 makes this case for perception, Chapter 3 makes it for phantasia, and chapters 6-8 make it
for thought.
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syllogism: “I must drink” looks just like “I must make something good” and other first
premises in 1c’s examples, and “This is drink” plays the same general role as the “premises
of the possible” in 1c: it shows how to put the imperative into effect. In denying that this is
a case of reasoning, then, Aristotle does not mean that it lacks elements that correspond to
the premises involved in practical reasoning. What he is denying instead is shown by the
first lines of 1d: just as in some cases there is no “pausing to consider” the second premise,
here there is no pausing to do any considering at all – no need for “questioning or
thinking” (701a31) – for both elements are obvious. That is, there is no more need to
reason out a premise of the good than to reason out a premise of the possible: both are
equally obvious. Instead of having to reason out “If I am to get a drink then Imustfirstfind
a river,” for example, one simply sees or imagines or thinks of some water.23 And instead
of having to reason out “Drinking is good for me,” one simply sees or imagines or thinks
that this is so. (According to the analysis I give in the next two chapters, one can have such
a cognition simply by having a pleasurable perception, memory, or anticipation of drink.)
If this is right, then in the drink passage Aristotle does not bother to mention the

element that corresponds to a premise of the good at all, but it is nonetheless there in the
background, the work of one or another of the cognitive faculties. What he mentions is
only the effect of that evaluative cognition, namely the appetite for drink, to which he
here (misleadingly) attributes words that sound just like a premise of the good.
In fact, we might even take Aristotle’s idea to be that here evaluation and non-

evaluative representation are combined in one cognitive act. The facts are so obvious,
and there is thus so little need for calculation (“thinking and questioning”), that there
are not even two separate premise-like elements at all: instead, everything that intellect
has to reason out in the syllogism cases is captured here by “This is drink,” cognized in a
special, evaluative way. One’s body is in a certain condition: depleted of liquid. One
sees (remembers, thinks of ) some water (“This is drink,” says perception, phantasia or
thought). One thereby acquires a desire to drink – a desire that “comes to be through”
the cognition. This occurs because, given one’s bodily condition, the awareness of the
water as drink is a special kind of awareness: not the bare registering of a fact, but an
evaluative representation.
This suggestion may seem odd, but it in fact has a lot to recommend it. First, if

Aristotle thinks that the evaluative and instrumental roles of practical cognition are
often both condensed into one act, this explains why he draws so little attention to the
distinction between these roles outside theMA’s passage on the practical syllogism (1c).
Second, it fits particularly well with the physiological account of practical cognition we
get in the remainder of the MA’s discussion – but we will come to that in Chapter 2.

23 I am not at all sure how phantasia or intellect could provide the information “This is drink” in a way that
renders drinking immediately possible, without involving deliberation. Perhaps Aristotle’s idea is that they do
so in conjunction with perception, as e.g. when one sees a well and remembers (through phantasia) or thinks
that there is water inside.
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For now, we have seen that the MA’s discussion of how desire and cognition cause
action shows not only that practical intellect is practical in part by being evaluative, but
also that all forms of practical cognition “hold the same place” as intellect in causing
action – and thus that even non-rational motivation depends on evaluative cognition.
In the next section, I show that this is confirmed by Aristotle’s other main discussion of
motivation, in the de An.

1.4 Practical cognition in the de Anima
De Anima III.9 seeks to identify the psychological causes of locomotion. It rules out the
nutritive and perceptive faculties; it seems then to rule out intellect and desire as well,
on the grounds that each can override the other. But III.10 shows the situation to be
more complex:

2a. It is apparent then, at any rate, that there are two movers, desire or intellect (��F
), if one
classifies phantasia as a sort of thinking (�Å�Ø�).

b. For many follow phantasiai [plural] contrary to knowledge, and in the other animals there is
neither thinking nor reasoning, but phantasia.

c. Therefore both of these cause locomotion, intellect and desire – intellect, that is, that calculates
for the sake of something, i.e. practical intellect; this differs from theoretical intellect in its end.
And all desire is for the sake of something: for that which is the object of desire is the starting
point of practical intellect, and what is last is the starting point of the action. So that these two
reasonably appear to be movers, desire and practical thought. For the object of desire moves, and
on account of this thought moves, because its starting point (Iæå�) is the object of desire.

d. And when phantasia moves it doesn’t move without desire. So the mover is one and is the
faculty of desire.24 For if two things, intellect and desire, moved, they would move in accordance
with a common form. But as it is, intellect doesn’t appear to move without desire. For wish
(���ºÅ�Ø
) is desire, and whenever one is moved in accordance with reasoning, one is moved in
accordance with wish.

e. But desire moves contrary to reasoning [too]: for appetite is a kind of desire. While intellect is
always correct, however, desire and phantasia can be correct or not correct. Wherefore (�Ø)
while the object of desire always moves, this is either the good or the apparent good . . .

f. Since desires arise that are opposed to one another, and this happens when the logos and the
appetites are opposed, and this occurs in those who have perception of time – for intellect orders
one to hold back on account of the future, but appetite [orders? moves?] on account of the now;
for the presently pleasant appears both without qualification (±�ºH
) pleasant and good without
qualification, from a failure to look to the future –

g. the mover will be one in form, the desiderative faculty, insofar as it is desiderative, but before
everything the object of desire, for this moves, itself unmoved, by being thought or represented
by phantasia (çÆ��Æ�ŁB�ÆØ) . . . (de An. III.10 433a9-b12)

24 Reading Oæ�Œ�ØŒ� at 433a21 with one group of manuscripts; another group has Oæ�Œ��, object of
desire. Nothing in my argument hinges on this dispute.
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Cognition and desire are both movers (2a) – not, as one might have concluded from
the last lines of III.9, because each sometimes causes action on its own, but rather, as is
most clear from 2g, because they somehow cause action together: desire moves with
the aid either of intellect or of phantasia.25 (Thus when Aristotle speaks of intellect
motivating us to do something he means that it does so via rational desire (wish) (2d);
when he speaks of “following phantasia” (2b) he means following desire that is guided
by phantasia (2d).)
How do desire and cognition jointly cause action?26 2c seems to characterize practical

intellect as instrumental reasoning; this, in combination with 2a’s and b’s implication that
phantasia plays a role roughly parallel to that of intellect, may suggest that desire sets the
end, and cognition determines the means. But 2c identifies practical intellect as “intellect
that calculates for the sake of something” in order to distinguish it from theoretical
intellect: the point may be not that it is instrumental, but that unlike theoretical reason
its function is to bring something about. When we look at the wider context, moreover,
we find something very different from a purely instrumental-cognition account.
In 2e Aristotle makes the claim that has been my focus: that the object of desire is

“the good or the apparent good.” In 2c the starting-point (Iæå�) of practical reasoning
was identified with the object of desire; now the object of desire is identified with the
good or apparent good. But this, by simple transitivity, makes 2c a version of a thesis we
find in the ethical works:

Practical syllogisms have a starting point: “Since the end and the best is of such a sort . . . ” (EE V/
EN VI.12 1144a31-33)

Practical reasoning starts from an object of desire, but this is to be understood as
something the agent finds good (or even ‘best’). Thus practical reasoning does supply
means to ends, but it begins by doing something very different: identifying something
as an end in the first place, by judging it good.27 In other words, the de An. works with
the same “two roles” account of practical intellect which we saw in theMA’s practical
syllogism passage above (1c).

25 It is notable that perception seems to have dropped from the list we found at MA 700b19-21 (quoted
in 1a above); I will return to this point in considering the differences between the different forms of
practical cognition in Chapter 3.

26 The evaluative-cognition reading of this chapter that I will defend has wide support: it is sometimes
argued for, and sometimes simply assumed. For variations on it in recent literature, see Hudson 1981, Charles
1984, 89, Richardson 1992, Freeland 1994, Segvic 2002, and Destrée 2007. Alexander of Aphrodisias
interpreted Aristotle in this way and incorporated the view into his own theory of action: see e.g. his de
Fato 178, 184, and Mantissa 172 (quoted in Chapter 2). But it has not been clearly shown how to
accommodate 2c’s implications that practical intellect is purely instrumental, nor have the possibilities for
an instrumentalist reading of the rest of the passage been thoroughly examined, and so I think it worth
defending the evaluative cognition reading once again. My argument overlaps at some points with those of
Richardson and Hudson.

27 Compare a slightly later passage from the de An., which characterizes the first premise in practical
reasoning as “Such a person should (��E) do such a thing” (434a16-19). As I explain in Chapter 2, Aristotle
treats “one should f” and “f-ing is to-be-done” in these contexts as interchangeable with “f-ing is good.”
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The first lines of 2e further confirm that practical intellect is in part evaluative.
Aristotle presents the claim that the object of desire is “the good or the apparent good”
as a consequence of the difference between the two forms of practical cognition:
intellect is always correct but phantasia, like desire, is sometimes not correct, and this is
why (�Ø) the object of desire is either the good or the apparent good. (I discuss the
sense in which intellect is always correct, and give a more detailed reading of this
passage, in Chapter 5.) The natural inference is that the object of desire is either what is
apprehended as good by intellect, correctly, or what appears good through phantasia,
perhaps falsely.28 It is also natural to read the case of motivational conflict in 2f as
dramatizing just this difference: intellect orders one to hold back from some merely
apparent good, while appetite urges one toward it, and does so because it “appears
good,” i.e. is apprehended as good by phantasia – just the sort of case described in 2b as
“following phantasiai contrary to knowledge.”

One might attempt to defend an instrumentalist account by giving an extensionalist
reading of 2e-f on which they make no reference to the agent desiring objects as good:
the point would be simply that when one uses intellect one hits on what will be
genuinely beneficial, while when one relies on phantasia one might be led astray. (My
intellect can, for example, reason out that abstention from the fifth beer will give me
more pleasure in the long run, thereby focusing my desires on a genuine good;
meanwhile the beer might appear very pleasant, and so if I let my desires be guided
by phantasia they will push me toward a merely apparent good.) But we have seen
ample evidence that intellect contributes to motivation by judging things good, and 2e
in fact confirms that claim. For unless it is part of practical intellect’s function to identify
things as good, we cannot explain why intellect’s being “always correct” should
guarantee that the object of intellectual desire is the genuine, rather than merely
apparent, good. Someone with desires for bad ends may deliberate perfectly correctly
about how to obtain what she wants, but the object of her desire will for all that
not, by Aristotle’s lights, be anything more than apparently good. Aristotle himself
explicitly recognizes this possibility in EE V/EN VI.10: the akratic or base person can
deliberate correctly about how to get what she wants, but will thereby attain some-
thing bad (1142b18-20).29

28 (This is a widespread reading of the passage: see for example Simplicius’ commentary, and Richardson
1992.) We should thus take it that desire’s being “correct or not correct” is not an independent phenomenon
alongside phantasia’s being such, in need of further explanation, but a consequence of desire being sometimes
guided by infallible intellect, sometimes by fallible phantasia. I will argue below that intellect-guided desire is
wish, and phantasia-guided desire appetite; I will also address the apparent overstatement in the claim that
intellect is infallible.

29 The possibility of correct deliberation toward bad ends also plays a crucial role in the discussion of
akrasia in EE VI/EN VII.2 and 9. If someone decides against pursuing a given end on the grounds that it is
bad, but then acts according to her calculations about how to achieve that end, she is still akratic – still in some
sense acting contrary to her practical reasoning; if we interpret Aristotle as restricting practical intellect to
means-end reasoning we leave no room for this idea. (For this point, see Hudson’s analysis of 2e-f: Hudson
1981, 124–25). Moreover, someone who reasons correctly about how to achieve something bad and then
abandons her deliberation is in a sense acting irrationally, but she does not count as akratic: the akratic is one
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What about phantasia? Just like 1a with its claim about “holding the same place,” 2a
and b imply that it plays the same kind of role in causing action that intellect does: that
is why it can substitute for intellect, in animals, or oppose intellect, in people (in cases of
akrasia and enkrateia, incontinence and continence). This already suggests that phantasia
too operates in part by finding objects good. And indeed, this is just what we find in the
last lines of 2f, where appetite pushes one toward some pleasant thing because that thing
appears (çÆ	���ÆØ) pleasant and good. I have argued above that the passage is naturally
read as attributing the appearance in question to phantasia; thus the lines show that
through phantasia we are aware not only of things like “There is cake around the
corner,” but also of things like “The cake is pleasant and good.”30 There remain many
questions about how a non-rational capacity like phantasia could receive such an
appearance, and I will address them in the chapters that follow; for now, I want simply
to emphasize that this is what Aristotle says.
Thus de An. III.10 characterizes practical cognition as not only instrumental but also

evaluative. 2e tells us that the object of desire is either what is thought good by intellect
or what appears good through phantasia; 2f reinforces this with a causal claim: objects
are desired because they are cognized as good. We have a wish for something because
we think it good; we have an appetite for something because it appears good to us
through phantasia.
And thus the de An., like the MA, confirms the face-value reading of Aristotle’s

claims that the object of desire is the good or the apparent good: all desire is for
something the agent finds good, and therefore all motivation depends on evaluative
cognition.
There remains a question as to precisely how it does so, and here I think both

discussions are open to two different readings. On the first, motivation begins with
evaluative cognition, which generates desire for its object. On the second, motivation
begins with desires, but these desires are desires for something good; therefore the
instrumental cognition which focuses desire on a particular object (and thus gets the
body moving) is inter alia cognition of something as a way of fulfilling that desire – that
is, is inter alia cognition of something as good. I am not sure which of these options best
represents Aristotle’s view, nor am I sure that he consistently held one rather than the
other, or even clearly distinguished between them. What I want to stress, however, is
common to both. Whether Aristotle thinks that practical cognition’s role is to focus
pre-existing desire-for-the-good onto a specific goal or to generate desire in the first
place, he is committed to the idea that all motivation crucially involves evaluation. All
practical cognition, not just the rational variety, is practical in part by being evaluative –
whether this is in addition to its being instrumental, or by way of being instrumental.

who acts contrary not to just any practical reasoning, but to “true logos and correct decision” (1151a34),
emphasis mine. Thus ‘true logos’must mean not whatever correctly achieves a given end, but more narrowly
what correctly achieves a good end. See also Anscombe 1965.

30 I offer a more detailed discussion of this passage, and defense of this interpretation, in Chapter 5.
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Even if its role is restricted to finding means to satisfy desires, it does so not merely by
recognizing things as, e.g., drinks or predators, but by recognizing them as good or bad.
This is what makes practical cognition practical – what ties it to desire and thus to
action.

1.5 Non-rational finding-good
I have argued that Aristotle construes all desire as dependent on evaluative cognition.
This is the point of his claims that desire is for the “apparent good,”which we saw must
be read intensionally; it is confirmed by his most detailed discussions of the relation
between cognition and desire, in theMA and de An. accounts of motivation. Thus we
should take the point as established. On Aristotle’s view, all desires are for what the
agent finds good. All desires are based on evaluative cognition (where this means either
that cognition generates such desires, or that it focuses them onto specific objects).
Rational desires are based on rational evaluative cognition – intellect; non-rational
desires are based on non-rational evaluative cognition – perception or phantasia.
Appetites are for the pleasant, but they are for the pleasant because it appears good
(see 2f from the de An. and 1b from the MA).

But as we saw in the first section of this chapter, Aristotle sometimes makes claims
which seem to conflict with this – claims which provide the motivation for the
extensionalist reading of the apparent good claims and the instrumental-cognition
readings of passages 1 and 2. At EN III.2 1111b17 he explicitly distinguishes appetites
from rational desires on the grounds that the former are for the pleasant instead of for
the good; other passages imply the same (see quotations in section 1). And this would
seem to imply that only intellect can grasp the good: practical intellect judges things
good, while practical perception and phantasia merely represent things as pleasant.

Can we reconcile these claims, and attribute to Aristotle a coherent view of non-
rational desire? I want to show that we can. What we need to find is an account of the
claim “appetites are for the apparent good” which steers a clear path between two
extremes, as follows.

Clearly we need to avoid a reading of this claim on which appetites are for what the
agent finds good in precisely the same way that rational desires are – in other words, a
reading on which appetites are based on intellectual cognition (thoughts) of things as
good. This would be to collapse the difference between appetites and rational desires,
ignoring all the evidence that appetites are independent of evaluative beliefs (see
section 1).

One might try to escape this difficulty by retreating to an extremely deflationary
reading of the claim: perhaps ‘appears good’ as a characterization of the object of desire
could be construed as mere metaphor, meaning nothing more than ‘is attractive,’ or ‘is
pleasant.’ We have already seen that Aristotle characterizes evaluative cognition as
essentially motivating; in Chapter 2, I will argue that he also characterizes it as
essentially pleasurable. And thus it may seem that we should cash out the notion of
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appearing good, with respect to appetites, entirely in non-cognitive terms – as a
conative or affective state, or both, but not literally a cognitive one. But this will not
do either. For we have seen that Aristotle takes himself to be making a substantive,
explanatory claim when he says that appetites are for the pleasant because it appears
good. Practical perception and phantasia “hold the same place” as practical intellect:
they evaluate objects, leading us to desire them. And these claims cannot stand if we
simply reduce the appearance of goodness to pleasure or to desire.
What we need, then, is an account of the claim that appetites are for the apparent

good which is just deflationary enough: not so robust as to make the implausible claim
that appetites are for what we think good, but not so weak as to undermine the causal,
explanatory claim Aristotle is evidently making when he says that we desire the pleasant
because it appears good. In the next chapter I will argue that we find just what we
require through a closer analysis of the idea that the pleasant – the object of appetite –
appears good. This might be interpreted to mean simply that when we take pleasure in
something, we thereby come to find it good, but Aristotle is often taken to hold a
stronger view: that to feel pleasure in something is to find it good, i.e. that pleasure is a
mode of value-cognition. I will defend that interpretation, arguing that even percep-
tual pleasure – the most basic form of pleasure, and that which forms the basis for non-
rational appetites – counts as literal, though very primitive, cognition of value.
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2

Perceiving the Good

I want to establish two claims about the relation between the pleasant and the apparent
good. First, Aristotle links the two more closely than has been generally recognized: his
view is not simply that the pleasant appears good, but that evaluative cognition –

cognition through which things appear good, or indeed are otherwise cognized as
good – is itself essentially pleasurable. Second, this is no incidental attribute of evalua-
tive cognition: instead, pleasurably cognizing something is cognizing it as good.

I mean these claims to apply to all forms of cognition, and will argue for them with
respect to phantasia and thought in Chapters 3 and 6. My focus in the present chapter
will be solely on perception, however, and this for three reasons.

First, it is here that an extensionalist reading of the “apparent good” claims is most
appealing. It is all very well to talk about thinking things good, but to talk about tasting or
smelling or hearing something as good – and thus to say that appetites for pleasant
food and the like are always desires for what one finds good – may sound much more
like metaphor. What is needed to show that even appetites are for what literally appears
good, then, is an argument that pleasurable perception is cognition of value. (In fact I will
argue in Chapter 3 that many appetites are based on phantasia, but we will see that this
entails that they are indirectly based on perception: we have appetites for things which
appear good to us now because we previously perceived things of the same kind as good.)

The second reason for focusing on perception is one thatwill be crucial for thewhole of
my interpretation of Aristotle. Perception is on Aristotle’s view not only the simplest form
of cognition, but also the fundamental form: it is from perception, in one way or another,
that all thoughts and phantasiai ultimately derive (see Chapters 6 and 7). This is widely
recognized as being Aristotle’s view of theoretical cognition, but I shall argue in the
remainder of the book that he takes it to apply to practical cognition as well: he embraces
Practical Empiricism. Thus if we want to understand what it is for something to appear
good through phantasia, or what it is to judge rationally that something is good – two
notions absolutely central, I will argue, to Aristotle’s conception of human action and
ethical virtue –wemust begin by understanding what it is to perceive something as good.

2.1 Practical cognition and pleasure
In the previous chapter we examined the MA’s discussion of practical cognition;
I argued that such cognition must always be at least in part evaluative, although the



last lines we examined, 1d’s drink syllogism, seem at first to present it as solely
instrumental. I want now to show that the rest of theMA’s discussion provides further
evidence against the instrumental-cognition reading.
If practical cognition were purely instrumental then there need be no intrinsic

difference between practical and theoretical cognition: Aristotle could hold that all
exercises of cognition are of the same type, but depending on the use to which they are
put (finding means to achieve a goal vs. merely receiving information) count either as
practical or theoretical. What we find in the latter part of the MA’s discussion,
however, shows that Aristotle presents the cognition that causes action as being of a
special kind. Practical cognition as he here characterizes it is essentially pleasurable or
painful, and hence essentially motivating. (This may seem a rather different point from
what I need to confirm my arguments in Chapter 1, but I will argue in the rest of the
chapter that this in fact amounts to the view that it is evaluative.)
After 1e (see Chapter 1.3), Aristotle makes something of a fresh start, now introdu-

cing physiological factors into the causal account of locomotion:

1f. For just as automata move when a small change has occurred, the cables being released and the
pegs knocking against one another . . . so too do animals move. For those kinds of functioning
parts have the same nature as the sinews and bones . . .When these are released and slackened the
creature moves . . . But in the animal the same part has the capacity to become both larger and
smaller and to change its shape, as the parts expand because of heat and contract again because of
cold, and alter. Phantasiai and perceptions and thoughts (����ØÆØ) alter the parts. For perceptions are
at once a kind of alteration, and phantasia and thinking have the power of the actual things.
(701b1-19, emphasis mine)

Automata (Aristotle probably has in mind some kind of puppets) move without
undergoing qualitative change; animals move when their parts change size and shape
because they have been heated or chilled. The heating and chilling are caused in their
turn by “phantasiai and perceptions and thoughts,” i.e. by cognition. Thus the claim is
that cognition causes physical alterations which in turn cause large-scale bodily move-
ments. A later passage gives the same account, although this time only with reference to
perception rather than to cognition more generally:

When on account of (�Ø�) perception the area around the origin [of the “movement-imparting
soul” – sc. the heart] is altered and changes, the adjacent parts change with it, expanding and
contracting, so that by these means animal motion necessarily comes about. (MA 702b21-25,
emphasis mine)

Notably, neither of these passages mentions desire at all. Given all the evidence we
have seen that desire is crucial to locomotion it is clear that we must take their accounts
as elliptical, and 1e has shown us how to fill in the gap: desire is the proximate cause of
locomotion, and “comes to be” through cognition (cf. 702a17-19). By omitting to
mention desire in these two passages, however, Aristotle puts the emphasis on practical
cognition’s power to cause bodily changes, and thereby confirms 1e’s implication that
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cognition is the beginning of the causal chain. How are we to explain this power? It
will help to know what we are to make of the changes themselves, the heating and
chilling that lead to expansion and contraction and thereby to locomotion, and on this
point we get significant help from the lines that follow 1f:

1g. For in a certain way the thought form of the pleasant or frightening1 is like the actual thing
itself. That is why we shudder and are frightened just thinking of something. All these are
affections (��ŁÅ) and alterations; and when bodily parts are altered some become larger, some
smaller. . . . Now the origin of motion is, as has been said, the object of pursuit and avoidance in
the practical sphere (�e K� �fiH �æÆŒ�fiH �ØøŒ�e� ŒÆd ç�ıŒ��). Of necessity (K� I��ªŒÅ
) heating
and chilling attend (IŒ�º�ıŁ�E) the thought and the phantasia of these things.2 For the painful is
avoided, and the pleasant pursued, and the painful and pleasant are nearly all accompanied by
(���a) some chilling and heating (but we don’t notice this happening concerning very small
things). (MA 701b19-702a1)3

The perceptions or phantasiai or thoughts that lead to locomotion – practical
cognitions – somehow bring with them heating or chilling, which in turn sets off
other changes that lead to locomotion. Perhaps, as ‘perceptions are at once a kind of
alteration’ may indicate, heating and chilling are the material aspects of the cognition
itself; perhaps they are separate, efficient-causal effects. I do not see any clear way to
decide which of these Aristotle intended.4 What matters most for my purposes,
however, comes through on either reading. Even if the heating and chilling are
separable effects of the cognition rather than its matter, they are necessary effects:
“Of necessity heating and chilling follow the thought and the phantasia of these things.”
(This seems to conflict with the ‘nearly all’ (�Æ��a �å��e�) in the next line, but that
must therefore be meant as a tentative caveat, withdrawn in the parentheses that

1 Excising Ł�æ��F j łıåæ�F j (“hot or cold or”) with Nussbaum, although the sense of the text need not
be affected if we leave it in: it is clear from context that Aristotle’s main concern here is with the pleasant and
frightening, and that if he did write in ‘hot or cold’ as well, he did so only to give related examples of the way
thoughts preserve the character of their objects.

2 Perception is omitted here, but this is not meant to show that it is not “attended by” heating and chilling:
rather, the point is that that goes without saying, while Aristotle needs to emphasize that what holds for
perception holds also for thought and phantasia. (See 1f: all forms of cognition have the same effects on the
bodily parts, “for perceptions are at once a kind of alteration and phantasia and thinking have the power of the
actual things”). I will argue in later chapters that phantasia and thought derive the relevant powers from
perception itself.

3 The lines I have omitted show how the immediate changes lead eventually to large-scale movement: “It
is not difficult to see that a small change occurring in an origin sets up great and numerous differences at a
distance – just as, if the rudder shifts a hair’s breadth, the shift in the prow is considerable. Furthermore
whenever an alteration occurs around the heart in accordance with heat or cold or some other affection
(��Ł�
), even if in an imperceptible part of this, it produces a great difference in the body with blushing and
pallor, and shuddering and trembling and the opposites of these” (701b24-32).

4 A line quoted above – the alterations occur “on account of” (�Ø�) the perceptions (702b21) – may
support the efficient-causal reading, but perhaps the alterations Aristotle has in mind here are the contractions
and expansions caused by the heating and chilling, which would be consistent with the latter being the
material aspects of perception. In general we might fairly say that Aristotle is not overly concerned with
distinguishing between relations of identity, constitution, and causation in this part of the MA.
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follow.) All cognition has some material aspect,5 but the material aspect of practical
cognition is special: it includes or necessarily induces heatings and chillings – and
thereby leads to locomotion. This is confirmed by a later passage:

Heatings and chillings are responsible for (ÆN�	ÆØ) the movements [that lead to locomotion] . . .
For thought and phantasia, as was said earlier, present the forms of the things that produce [the
alterations]. (MA 703b14-20)

But what are these heatings and chillings – what does Aristotle have in mind? The
text makes clear that they are closely connected to pleasure and pain. The objects of the
cognition which brings on heating and chilling are named as “the pleasant and
frightening,” and a few lines later as “the painful and pleasant” (701b20, 36); what
follows reveals the second identification to be the most general one (which fits well
with Aristotle’s definition of fear as a response to things qua painful).6 In fact 1g seems
to say not merely that the painful and pleasant are among the objects of pursuit and
avoidance, but that all such objects are painful or pleasant. For Aristotle argues that
(a) heating and chilling necessarily follow the cognition of the objects of pursuit and
avoidance, and then supports this with the claim that (b) the pleasant and painful are
followed by heating and chilling; if there are other objects of pursuit and avoidance not
mentioned here, then (b) can hardly support the necessity claim in (a). In later chapters
I will argue that this is precisely Aristotle’s view. Here however we are confining our
attention to appetites, and it is uncontroversially Aristotle’s view that the objects of
appetitive pursuit and avoidance are the pleasant and painful.
Thus practical perception – our focus here – is always perception of the pleasant and

painful. And while one might use the phrase ‘perception of the pleasant and painful’ to
mean ordinary perception of something that is in fact pleasant or painful – on which
use it would be accurate to say that a sick or depressed or un-hungry creature who sees
its favorite food without feeling any particular affect or motivation is still perceiving
something pleasant – Aristotle’s use is clearly different. 1g mentions frightened
shudders as an example of the chilling that accompanies practical cognition, and in
the next lines, Aristotle illustrates the point that “the painful and pleasant are nearly all
accompanied by some chilling and heating” as follows:

1h. This is clear from the affections/passions (�ÆŁ��Æ�Æ).7 For daring and fears and lusts and the
other bodily painful and pleasant [passions/states] are accompanied by heating or chilling, some

5 Even thought has a material aspect, since it cannot occur without a phantasia (de An. 431a14-17, 432a3-9).
Aristotle does suggest at some points that there is a form of thought that is purely immaterial (de An. III.4), but
this is theoretical rather than practical thought.

6 (See e.g.Rhet. 1382a21.) The interpretation of the heatings and chillings we find for example in Michael
of Ephesus’ commentary thus seems well justified: “Our nerves and parts . . . become bigger during pleasures
by the agency of the well-mixed heat, and again contract . . . in fears on account of the cooling” (commentary
on the MA, 119.7-10).

7 Aristotle must mean either the passions he goes on to mention in the next sentence or the physical
aspects or accompaniments of them.
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of a part and some of the whole body. Memories and expectations, using such things as images,
are sometimes less and sometimes more responsible for the same things [i.e. heatings and
chillings]. (702a3-7)

The most prominent members of the class of heatings and chillings are thus the familiar
physical aspects of pleasurable or painful emotions and desires: warm flushes and
tingles, cold shivers and chills. (The class also includes the smaller, less noticeable
relatives of these, as we see from the comment on the rudder: Aristotle’s claim is that
whenever we have a practical cognition we experience heating or chilling, but
sometimes these reactions are so subtle that we barely register them. This serves at
least to make the necessity claim more plausible.) Indeed, Aristotle seems to mean that
heating and chilling are literally the material components of the psychological experi-
ences of pleasure and pain.8

This shows that in talking of cognition of the pleasant and the painful (as at 1g; cf.
de An. 431a8–10, quoted below, on perception of the pleasant and painful) what
Aristotle has in mind is a form of cognition that is itself pleasurable or painful: the
enjoyable tingly perception or anticipation of a sweet taste, the nasty chilling appre-
hension of danger, and so on.9 Once we recognize that the kind of cognition at issue in
theMA’s account of locomotion has this special feature of being pleasurable or painful,
we see why it is essentially practical. For on Aristotle’s not implausible view, pleasure
and pain always have motivational consequences:

Perception, then, is analogous to simply stating or thinking. But whenever the perceptible thing
is pleasant or painful, the soul, as if affirming or negating, pursues or avoids it. (de An. 431a8-9,
emphasis mine)

Wherever there is perception there is also pain and pleasure, and wherever these are there is of
necessity appetite too . . . (de An. 413b23-24; cf. 414b1-6)

Feeling pleasure in something leads us to desire it; feeling pain in something leads us
to be averse to it. I will have more to say about the relation between pleasure and desire

8 Comparing these passages with other texts provides further evidence for this interpretation. 1h claims
that passions are “accompanied by” (���a) heating and chilling, while elsewhere Aristotle says that all passions
are accompanied by pleasure and pain (pleasure and pain “attend” (����ÆØ) the passions: EN 1104b14-15, EE
1220b12-14, Rhet. 1378a19-22; see discussion in Chapter 4). Moreover, 702b21-5 locates the physical
changes entailed by practical cognition in the area around the heart (it does not explicitly describe these
changes as heatings and chillings but it is natural, given 1h, to include them in its picture); a passage we will
return to from the PA locates pleasure and pain in that region: “The movements of pleasures and pains and in
general of every perception (Æƒ ŒØ����Ø
 �H� ���ø� ŒÆd �H� ºı�ÅæH� ŒÆd ‹ºø
 ���Å
 ÆN�Ł���ø
) appear
to begin from there [the heart] and terminate there” (PA 666a11-13). Furthermore, the de An. identifies
the physical aspect of anger as the boiling of the blood around the heart (403a31-b1), while the Rhet.
defines anger as a painful passion (1378a30-31).

9 I am here leaving indeterminate the relation of the pleasure or pain to the cognition (cf. note 4): for all
Aristotle says here, the idea could be that the cognitions are intrinsically pleasurable and painful, or that
pleasure and pain follow them as necessary effects. The crucial claim for my purposes is that a given episode of
cognition cannot count as cognition of the pleasant or painful – and thus cannot be an instance of practical,
motivating cognition – without giving rise to pleasure or pain.
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below, but for now what I wish to emphasize is simply that on Aristotle’s view there is a
necessary link between pleasurable or painful awareness and motivation. And this, we
can now see, is just what he means to capture in the causal-chain passages of the MA,
which provide the physical correlate of that psychological claim: heating and chilling
cause alterations and expansion and contraction, and thereby lead to locomotion.10

In fact there is an important oversimplification in this position as I have stated it:
Aristotle does recognize what we would call purely aesthetic perceptual pleasures, ones
that induce no appetites and no locomotion (see e.g. de Sensu on the pleasant smells of
flowers, which “contribute not at all to appetite” (443b29), and EN III.10’s distinction
between the pleasures of sight and sound and those of taste and touch). Moreover he
explicitly recognizes pleasures, very pleasurable ones indeed, of purely theoretical
thought. Thus it will not do to say that cognition is practical simply in virtue of being
pleasurable. The main point I am arguing for is that practical cognition is essentially
pleasurable (or painful); I am not however sure how to make room on Aristotle’s view
for the fact that cognition can be pleasurable without thereby being practical. There
does seem to be a tension in Aristotle’s position here (rather thanmerely inmy statement
of it), for both the de An. passages quoted just above and the MA’s causal account of
action imply that pleasurable cognition necessarily induces motivation.11

I suspect that the right thing for him to say is this. Pleasure is indeed by its nature
essentially motivating, but not necessarily appetite- or action-inducing. In some cases,
pleasurably perceiving or contemplating something motivates us simply to carry on
perceiving or contemplating it: for example, “the pleasures that come from contemplating
and learning will make us contemplate and learn all the more” (EN VII.12 1153a22-23).
What explains this is the difference between the objects of theoretical and practical
cognition, and the corresponding difference in their ends. The objects of theoretical
cognition are things that cannot be changed or acted on, while the objects
of practical cognition are things that are �æÆŒ��, doable or to-be-done. (Both
MA 700b25-26 and de An. 433a28-30, lines I elided from passages 1 and 2, stipulate
that the object of practical cognition is not just any good or fine thing, but the practical
(�æÆŒ��) good or fine, which, as I argue below, Aristotle understands as the to-be-
done.12) Thus even though the pleasure we feel in theoretically contemplating or
perceiving something registers the object’s attractiveness and appeal, the only way we
have to respond to this attractiveness is to keep on cognizing it; in the practical case,

10 Given what we have seen about the relation between heating and chilling and pleasure and pain, it
would thus be natural to take the alteration of the bodily parts, or their expansion and contraction, as the
material aspects or necessary material effects of desire, but I see no conclusive evidence that this is Aristotle’s
intention, and will leave the point as a speculation.

11 The second passage quoted, de An. 413b23-24, could be interpreted as saying that all creatures with the
capacity for perception also have the capacity to experience pleasure and pain and also the capacity for
appetite, which would be consistent with some episodes of pleasurable perception not leading to appetite.
But the first passage (431a8-9) seems to be making the stronger claim that whenever a creature pleasurably
perceives something it is thereby motivated to pursue it, and so too does the MA.

12 See also EE V/EN VI.2 1139a6-8 on the differing objects of theoretical and practical thought.
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however, we respond by doing something. To put it another way, theoretical cognition
has its end in itself, and therefore so do its pleasures; practical cognition, meanwhile, is for
the sake of some goal (see 2c from the de An.), and therefore so too are the pleasures that
attend it.13 Pleasure in the smell of a flower does not make us want to do anything other
than go on smelling the flower, but pleasure in the smell of food gives us a goal outside
what we are doing at the moment: it makes us want to eat the food.

I am not sure how the MA’s account of the role of pleasure in locomotion should
accommodate these distinctions, but I suppose Aristotle’s claim would be that only
registering something as to-be-done brings about the heating or chilling kind of
pleasure (after all, one rarely blushes at the beauty of a rose, or of the Pythagorean
theorem), and that this explains why the pleasures of theoretical cognition do not lead
to action. In other words, there is a distinctive kind of pleasure which characterizes the
distinctive kind of cognition we are concerned with here: practical cognition of
something as a goal.

There are interesting questions to be pursued about the pleasures of theoretical
cognition, but I will leave the subject at that. For my main point is that what we see in
the MA makes clear that even if pleasure and motivation attach to some exercises of
theoretical cognition, they are essential and necessary features of practical cognition –

and this should be decisive against the pure instrumental-cognition reading. Sometimes
when we see, smell, imagine, or think of some object, our awareness is pleasurable or
painful, in a way that thereby disposes us to pursue the object or avoid it. Whether this
occurs only when we are already actually desiring to obtain or avoid something, as on
the second interpretation of practical cognition canvassed in Chapter 1, or whether it
can precede and generate desire or aversion, as on the first, the cognition itself is a
special one: pleasurable or painful, accompanied by heating or chilling, and by its very
nature inseparable from desire for its object. It is thus essentially different from, and
cannot be reduced to, non-practical cognition. If on a given occasion an agent’s
cognition of a sweet smell (e.g.) is pleasurable, heating, and desire-inducing, then
this cognition is essentially different from the cognition she might have of an identical
smell on an occasion when it fails to motivate her –when, for instance, she is too full or
too sick to want food, or has become too temperate to be tempted by unhealthy treats.

Thus the MA first presents practical cognition as evaluative (see Chapter 1: every
episode of motivation has a cause equivalent to an intellectual “premise of the good”),
and then presents it as essentially pleasurable or painful (and hence essentially motivat-
ing). One might think that these are two separate points, but we have already seen that
on Aristotle’s view pleasure and evaluation are closely linked: the pleasant appears
good. We need now to investigate more closely the relation between feeling pleasure
in something and finding it good. I will argue that at least in the case of perception –

saving higher modes of cognition for later chapters – pleasurably cognizing something

13 On the differing ends of theoretical and practical thought see also EE V/EN VI.2 1139a35-36.
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is finding it good. Before I proceed, it is worth noting one benefit this will have
regarding the texts we examined in the previous chapter: it will explain why outside
the MA’s passage on the practical syllogism Aristotle draws no attention in his discus-
sions of practical cognition to the distinction between evaluative and non-evaluative
practical cognition. For at least with reference to perception it will confirm the
suggestion I raised above in relation to the “This is drink” passage (1d): that in many
cases, the two roles which Aristotle assigns to practical cognition are combined in one
cognitive act. If pleasurably tasting some water counts as perceiving the water as good,
then one episode of perception can play both the role that corresponds to the premise
of the good (“Drink is good” – the evaluative cognition which gives rise to the appetite
for drink) and the role that corresponds to the premise of the possible (“This is drink” –
the instrumental cognition which shows how to satisfy the desire). For a pleasurable
perception of some water is simultaneously a discerning of the water’s ordinary
perceptible qualities (coolness, wetness) and a discerning of its (apparent) goodness.

2.2 Pleasure as value-perception
We can begin with two uncontroversial points about Aristotle’s account of the relation
between the pleasant and the good. First, he holds that they coincide. People do of
course take pleasure in things that are bad for them, but those things are not truly
pleasant – not pleasant “without qualification,” or “by nature.”14 Second, he holds that
pleasure functions as a way of tracking the good: when all goes normally, animals and
people can get what is good for them by going for what pleases them. This is the
teleological role of pleasure, its function in furthering the survival and flourishing of the
creatures who experience it. This holds for basic bodily pleasures:

Taste [must belong to all animals] on account of nutrition, for by it one distinguishes the pleasant
and the painful in food, in order to flee the one and pursue the other . . .When we are hungry the
smells of [foods] are pleasant, but not pleasant to those who have been filled and need no more.
(de Sensu 436b15-17; 443b22-23)

It also holds for complex, ethical pleasures, as we will see in detail in Chapter 8:

One who is a human being is suited to and on the road for [virtue] . . . but the road is through
pleasure: it is necessary for fine things to be pleasant [i.e. to become pleasant to the person].
(EE VII.2 1237a3-7)

Thus what is truly pleasant for an animal or person is good for it, and in pursuing the
pleasant a creature tends to achieve its good. But Aristotle is sometimes taken to hold a
stronger view. It is not simply that in pursuing the pleasant one thereby tends to hit on
what is good, where this may be quite unwitting – may involve no awareness of the
good as good. Instead, feeling pleasure in something is finding it good:

14 See e.g. EN VII.12 1153a5-6, VII.14 1154b15-20, X.3 1173b20-25, X.5 1176a10-22.
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[P]leasure is a way in which the goodness of the activity is experienced through its effects on our
subjectivity in general, or our sensibility in particular. (Cooper 1996, 270)

[S]omething’s being pleasant is a prereflective way of its seeming to be good . . . (Broadie 1991, 329)

This is an interpretation of a claim which, as we saw, Aristotle makes repeatedly: that
the pleasant appears good (e.g. EN III.4 1113a33-b2, EE II.10 1227a39, EE VII.2
1235b26-29).15 On the reading we are considering, Aristotle’s claim is that in finding
something pleasant we are struck by its value and worth. This is an idea captured by our
use of phrases in English like ‘tastes good’ and ‘feels good’ to describe perceptually
pleasant things. If we find chocolate pleasant, we say that it ‘tastes good’ – that is, that
we perceive it as good through taste. Cognitively, this is an extremely simple and basic
way of finding something good. It need not involve thinking that the thing is good; it is
a purely sensory experience which may be independent of or even at odds with
thoughts about goodness. (I will give some account of Aristotle’s notion of thought,
and of its differences from perception and phantasia, in Chapter 3; for now, the relevant
points are that thought is beyond the capacity of non-human animals, and this because
it involves a grasp of universals and also what we might call rational assent. To think
something good is to bring it under an explicit concept of value, and to endorse it with
the most authoritative faculty of one’s soul; Aristotle can hold that pleasure is value-
perception without holding that it involves anything like this.)

The claim that pleasure is a mode of value-cognition is controversial. (For a sustained
attack on it see Corcilius 2011.) It is also opaque. The main aim of this chapter is to
defend it in detail, largely by spelling out what we should take it to mean. I want to
show that Aristotle does indeed construe pleasure as awareness of goodness; I also want
to show that this claim, properly understood, yields an account of evaluative percep-
tion that meets the demands laid out at the end of Chapter 1: an account just
deflationary enough to reconcile Aristotle’s distinction between appetites and rational
desires with his claims that even non-rational appetites are for what appears good.

2.3 Perceiving the good as such
There is some evidence for the view of pleasure as value-perception in Aristotle’s most
famous treatment of pleasure, in the EN. There Aristotle twice discusses the nature of
pleasure, both times with reference to perceptual pleasures (among others). Most
relevant is the characterization in Book X:

There is pleasure in accordance with each sense (ŒÆ�a �A�Æ� ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø�), and likewise in
accordance with thought and contemplation, but the most pleasant is the most complete, and
the most complete is that of the thing in good condition relating to the best object in its domain.
And pleasure completes the activity (��º�Ø�E �b �c� K��æª�ØÆ� � �����). (EN X.4 1174b20-23)

15 In Chapter 3 I will argue that the ‘appears’ here usually signals the involvement of phantasia (see
Chapter 3); for now, however, we may join Broadie and others in reading the claim as a more general one.
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Pleasure is the characteristic feeling of performing one’s natural activities excellently:
perceptual pleasure is what arises when, with senses in good condition, we perceive
excellent objects; intellectual pleasure is what arises when, with intellect in good condi-
tion, we contemplate excellent objects. Thus pleasure is by its very nature connectedwith
awareness of something good. It is not just that nature designs creatures to feel pleasure
when they cognize something good for them (where nature could just as well have
designed them to feel hot or go beep). It is that there is an essential link between the states
of cognizing something good and of feeling pleasure, such that the latter cannot be
understood or defined without reference to the former. (This is at the least compatible
with the EN ’s earlier definition of pleasure, in Book VII, as “unimpeded activity of a
natural state” (K��æª�ØÆ� �B
 ŒÆ�a ç��Ø� ���ø
 . . . I�����Ø����, 1153a14-15): pleasure
– that is, unqualified pleasure – is the characteristic sign that all is going as it should.)
This is, however, too weak a claim for our purposes: it might be interpreted as

meaning that pleasure is merely a response to awareness of something that is in fact
good, rather than itself an awareness of something good, let alone awareness of it as
good. We find a much stronger claim in a passage we saw briefly above, one that gives
an explicit definition of pleasurable perception. The passage is from de An. III.7: it
precedes the account of locomotion we examined in Chapter 1 but concerns a similar
topic, namely cognition’s role in generating action. (Here I quote only what Aristotle
says about practical perception; in later chapters we will look at what he goes on to say
about phantasia and thought in the lines that follow.)

3a. Perception, then, is analogous to simply stating or thinking. But whenever the perceptible
thing is pleasant or painful, the soul, as if affirming or negating, pursues or avoids it.

b. In fact, to feel pleasure and pain is precisely to be active with the perceptual mean toward the
good or bad as such (ŒÆd ���Ø �e l���ŁÆØ ŒÆd ºı��E�ŁÆØ �e ���æª�E� �fi B ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒfi B ����Å�Ø �æe

�e IªÆŁe� j ŒÆŒe�fi w ��ØÆF�Æ). (de An. 431a8-11)

The passage is much discussed, and although it is a difficult one there is a rough
consensus among commentators ancient and modern as to its meaning. It is generally
taken to say that feeling perceptual pleasure in something amounts to perceiving that
thing as good:

In being pleased perception cleaves to its proper (�NŒ�EÆ) activity as good, while in being pained it
rejects it as bad. (Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s de Anima)

When [perception] perceives something hot as hot, it perceives only its differentiating feature
and fiery essence. But when it relates this sort of essence to the animal it then judges it not just as
perceptible but as unpleasant or pleasant, that is, as preservative or destructive of the animal.
(Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s de Anima)16

Sensation announces to us in the first place only the existence of an object, and towards this we
place ourselves by the feelings of pleasure and pain in definite attitudes of acceptance or refusal.

16 Translation based on W. Charlton’s, from the Latin version of Philoponus’ commentary on Book
Three (1991).
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We feel it to be good or bad, and there arises in us in consequence longing or abhorrence. (Zeller
1897, vol. 2, 108-9)

[Aristotle] defines pleasure and pain to consist in “the consciousness, by means of the discrimi-
nating faculty (�fi B ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒfi B ����Å�Ø) of the senses, of coming into contact with good or evil.”
(Grant 1874, vol. 1, 256)17

There is however an extensionalist alternative to this interpretation. 3b could be read as
saying simply that one feels pleasure when one comes into perceptual contact with an
object that is good for one, with the ‘as such’ indicating that the relevant perception is
of the good-making quality of the object rather than of some other quality irrelevant to its
goodness (e.g. of its taste rather than of its color); on this reading the perception need
involve no awareness of the object as good.18 I want to defend the widespread intension-
alist reading of ‘perceiving as good’; since the phrase is obscure, however, a full defense
will require spelling out in some detail what precisely we should take it to mean.

The phenomenon at issue in the passage is clearly the same one discussed in the
account of locomotion in theMA: perception of something pleasant or painful leads to
action (pursuit or avoidance) (3a). Practical perception is identified with perception of
the pleasant or painful, where this is to be understood (as in theMA) as perception that is
itself pleasurable or painful: the discussion moves without comment or argument from
talk of perceiving something pleasant (3a) to talk of experiencing pleasure in it (3b).19

What the passage adds to the MA’s account of pleasurable perception is an explicit
definition, in 3b: feeling pleasure is “being active with the perceptual mean toward the
good as such.” ‘The perceptual mean’ (�fi B ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒfi B ����Å�Ø) is a reference to the
faculty of perception itself, or perhaps to the “common sense,” or to whatever organ of
perception is involved in a given episode of perception.20 The nearest and most natural
antecedent for the ‘as such’ is ‘the good or bad,’ and this is how the passage is naturally
and usually taken.21 Thus 3b says that to feel pleasure in something is to be perceptually
active toward it as good. But what does this mean?

“To be perceptually active toward something” means simply to perceive it: see e.g.
EN 1174b14–15 (“every sense is active toward the perceptible (ÆN�Ł���ø
 �b ���Å

�æe
 �e ÆN�ŁÅ�e� K��æª���Å
)”), and 1d from the MA (“whenever one is active with

17 Grant refers here to de An. III.7. See also Broadie 1991, 329 (quoted above); Achtenberg 2002, 161;
Whiting 2002; Charles 2006.

18 Corcilius’ (2011) “objective” reading of the passage fits this model; compare Irwin’s (1990) extension-
alist reading of the claim that appetites are for the apparent good, quoted in chapter 1.

19 Thus Aristotle treats pleasantness and painfulness as response-dependent properties relativized to particular
responses. My tasting chocolate on a particular occasion does not count as my perceiving something pleasant –
and thus cannot be practical (action-inducing) – unless I am pleased by it on this particular occasion, even if
chocolate is something that most people find pleasant, or that I find pleasant most of the time.

20 Aquinas argues that it is the common sense; Hamlyn defends the other options (see their commentaries
ad loc.).

21 One might try to take the ‘as such’ to mean ‘as perceptible’ or ‘as pleasant or painful’ but these are
grammatically unnatural enough that we should resort to them only if we cannot get a satisfactory account of
what Aristotle might have meant by ‘as good or bad’; I will argue that we can.
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perception . . . toward the that-for-the-sake-of-which (‹�Æ� K��æª��Åfi . . . �fi B ÆN�Ł���Ø

�æe
 �e �y ���ŒÆ)” (MA 701a29-32)).22 This implies that to be perceptually active
toward the good as such is to perceive something good as good. What we need now is
an account of what this means.
As I said in Chapter 1, what we are hoping to find is an account that is just

deflationary enough. We do not want to saddle Aristotle with a view on which one
can grasp that something is good through perception in the same way one could grasp
that through thought: this would be to ignore the gulf between thought and percep-
tion, and the consequent differences between thought-based desires (rational desires)
and perception-based ones (appetites). But neither do we want an interpretation which
maintains that difference at the cost of a purely extensional reading of perceiving the
good. Aristotle does clearly hold that creatures tend to feel pleasure in objects that are
in fact good for them, but in this passage he seems to be saying something more: that
pleasure is an awareness of the good object as good. Moreover, only if this is what he
means can he be reasonable in claiming that we desire the pleasant because it appears
good (EE VII.2 1235b27, de An. 433b9, quoted in Chapter 1).
What we must do then is to analyze 3b’s claim; it will clarify things to begin with the

meaning of ‘good,’ then proceed to ‘being active toward something as good,’ and
finally to consider the role of perception.
First, the good at issue must be what Aristotle calls the “practical” (�æÆŒ��) good –

the doable or to-be-done good – for it is only this which can be an object of pursuit
(see especially de An. 433a27-30). Thus we need not worry about Aristotle’s account of
the good in general, but only about his account of the practical good. And here,
fortunately, Aristotle is fairly clear. For throughout the corpus he identifies the practical
good as the telos (end), i.e. the that-for-the-sake-of-which (�y £��ŒÆ). Consider for
example his explicit definition in the EE:

The good is said in many ways . . . and one kind is practical and another not. The practical is
this kind of good: the that-for-the-sake-of-which (�æÆŒ�e� �b �e ��Ø�F��� IªÆŁ�, �e �y ���ŒÆ).
(EE I.8 1218b4-6)

He links good and telos also at Phys. 194a32-33, 195a23-25, Pol.1252b34-35, Met.
983a31-32, Rhet. 1362a21-23, the opening lines of the EN, and in both ethical works’
function arguments: for everything that has a good, “its good resides in its function”
(EN I.7 1097b26-27), where a thing’s function (�æª��) is identical with or closely
linked to its end (see EE II.1 1219a8). Likewise in the biological works, ‘the good’ for
an animal always refers to what contributes to and promotes its life: what is �NŒ�E��,
familiar or proper to it, what benefits it in the sense of contributing to its actualizing its
innate potentials, to realizing its form.23 Thus the good in general for a thing is the

22 In context the that-for-the-sake-of-which is drink, and to be active with perception toward it is for
perception to “say ‘This is drink’ ” (MA 701a32-33) – i.e. is for the agent to perceive that it is drink.

23 See Gotthelf 1989, with many citations.
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attaining of its overall end, and the good in a particular context is its particular end in
that context.

There is a debate among scholars as to which is metaphysically basic: Gotthelf argues
that good is defined in terms of telos, while Cooper and others argue that telos is defined in
terms of good.24 But our concern here is psychology, and whichever way the metaphysi-
cal grounding works (if either), Aristotle’s equation between ends and practical goods
entails that we can understand what sounds like a mysterious psychological state, being
active toward something as good, in terms of one more readily intelligible: being active
toward something as an end. This, surely, means aiming at the thing, striving for it,
pursuing it or being disposed to do so.We are active toward something as a practical good,
then, whenwe relate ourselves to it as to-be-pursued, to-be-done –whenwe have it as an
end or goal. In the Rhet. Aristotle offers as a popular, uncontroversial definition of the
good “whatever is chosen (Æƒæ���) for its own sake . . . and the things productive or
preservative of such things” (Rhet. 1362a21-28; cf. 1363b13-17): the good is whatever
one has as a telos, or what contributes to that telos.

Thus we can say that when a sapling draws water up through its roots, it is “being
active toward the water as good.” The water is good for it – contributes to its
actualization and flourishing – and in drawing up the water the sapling is acting in
the appropriate way toward the water, acting toward it as good. It is doing so with its
only psychic capacity, its Łæ���ØŒ�, faculty of nutrition and growth.

Now we are in a position to understand 3b’s claim. Animals and people are active
toward their food as good nutritively, in the same way that plants are, but they also
have a more complex way to be active toward things as good. Through perception,
they can become aware of something as good, not only having it as an end in the way
that a plant can have an end, but being aware of it as an end, discerning (Œæ	��Ø�) it as an
end. That is, there is a special state a perceptive agent can be in, a special kind of
awareness such an agent can have, in which an object impacts her faculty of perception
not simply as e.g. blue or sweet or in motion, but as to-be-gone-for.25

This interpretation of what it means to perceive something as good is supported by a
comparison with Aristotle’s characterization of intellectually cognizing things as good.
In 2c from the MA, as well as in other discussions of practical syllogisms, he alternates
between representing the major premise as being of the form “F-ing is good” and as
being of the form “F-ing is to-be-done”: compare for example “Every man should
walk (�Æ�Ø�����)” atMA 701a13 with “Walking is good (IªÆŁe�) for man” at 701a27.
More generally, 2c lists a number of premises in the to-be-done formulation (two with
�Æ�Ø�����, two with ��ØÅ����), and then categorizes these all as “premises of the

24 See Gotthelf 1989; Cooper 1982.
25 My analysis here is very similar to Tuozzo’s analysis of evaluative cognition: “To think something good

(in the focal sense) is to cognize it as an end of action, and thereby to have an impulse to pursue it” (1994, 544;
cf. 543). For a modern equivalent, see Oddie: “the good just is that which needs to be pursued, or promoted,
or embraced” (2005, 41). (He uses this analysis to argue for a very strong version of the link I find in Aristotle
between cognizing something as good and desiring it: on his view the two are identical.)
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good.” Thus Aristotle equates thinking of something as good with thinking of it as to-
be-done; I am arguing that the same equivalence holds in the realm of perception.
Moreover, we find this equation of cognizing-as-good with cognizing-as-end in

Aristotle’s famous ancient interpreter, Alexander of Aphrodisias. Alexander gives what
he takes to be an Aristotelian account of motivation, in keeping with his general
philosophical approach.26 On his version, the appearances which induce desire are
“appearances of things as to-be-chosen (çÆ��Æ�ØH� ��æ	 �Ø�ø� ‰
 Æƒæ��H�)” (de
Fato 178.17-28), or “as to-be-done (çÆ��Æ�	Æ� ��æ	 �Ø��
 ‰
 �æÆŒ���ı)” (Mantissa
172.25-28; de Fato 184.3–11). Alexander thus evidently interprets Aristotle’s “appears
good” as “appears to-be-done”; I am arguing that he is right to do so.27

In fact, this is a fairly natural interpretation of what it is to find something good, even
apart from Aristotle’s teleological commitments. There is a clear use of phrases like
“That mouse sure looks good to that cat” to mean that the cat is aware of the mouse as
a goal, not merely in the sense of something it is in fact pursuing, but in the sense of
something worth pursuing, something that is to-be-pursued or to-be-gone-for. The
idea is something like: if you see, smell, hear, feel or taste something as good, you seem
to represent it as having a special glow around it, or a special pull to it – something
which marks it out as the thing to choose.
Returning now to the passage at hand, what 3b tells us is that this state of perceiving

something as to-be-done – perceiving something as good – is the state of feeling
pleasure. When someone perceives some water, she is “perceptually active toward” the
water. When that perception is a pleasurable one, she is also perceptually active toward
it as good.
This interpretation makes passage 3 fit very well with the MA’s account of practical

cognition. On that account evaluative cognition – that is, the cognition which in a
given episode of motivation “holds the same place as” a premise of the good, be it
perception, phantasia, or intellect – is of a special kind. It is affectively charged –

pleasurable – and it is essentially motivating, necessarily inducing desire for its object.
In passage 3 we have an account of evaluative perception which fits this description
perfectly. Such perception is obviously affectively charged, for it is itself the feeling of
pleasure. It is also, as further attention to the passage will show, essentially motivating.
“Being aware of something as to-be-pursued” certainly sounds like a state which
naturally leads to desire: if the experience of tasting water simply strikes one as endlike,
as to-be-gone-for, this presumably means that one thereby comes to desire it – or even
that one thereby is desiring it. And indeed one or the other of these seems to be
Aristotle’s view in the passage, although it is not quite clear which. 3a repeats the claim

26 “I am the principal exponent [of Aristotle’s philosophy], having been publicly declared teacher of it by
your testimonial” (de Fato 164.14).

27 I am for now bracketing the difference between the perceived good and the apparent good; Chapter 3
will show that the basic notion of finding-good is the same in both cases, because the appearances derive their
content from the perceptions.
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we saw above that pleasurable perception necessarily entails desire: when the percepti-
ble thing is pleasant, the soul pursues it. The lines following 3b are sometimes taken to
make an even stronger claim:

3c. And actual avoidance and actual desire are this/are the same,28 and the faculty of desire and
the faculty of avoidance are not different either from one another nor from the perceptive
faculty; but they are different in being.29 (de An. 431a12-14)

On a widespread reading of these lines, pleasurable perception entails desire not
because it generates desire, but because pleasurable perceptions are desires.30 But the
lines are infected by a textual difficulty and some philosophical obscurity.31 Moreover,
we have seen significant evidence that Aristotle elsewhere holds that perceptual pleasure
causes rather than is identical with desire,32 and the overall arguments of bothMA 6-11
and de An. III.9-11, on which there are two movers, desire and cognition, certainly
imply that Aristotle thinks of the two as distinct. What we can safely conclude is that,
although he may have been unclear or even undecided about the precise details of the
relation between pleasurable perception and desire, Aristotle consistently held that it is
in the nature of pleasurable perception to be accompanied by desire.

Thus our interpretation of passage 3 confirms what we saw in the MA: evaluative
perception is both pleasurable and essentially motivating.

The interpretation gains further support from Aristotle’s teleology. Aristotle holds
that there is a very close link between essence and function: for natural substances and
many other things too, “what a thing is and what it is for are one and the same” (Phys.
198a25-26). Thus if we want to know what perceptual pleasure is, we should look to
its function. Doing so will confirm that perceptual pleasure is discrimination of an
object’s goodness, understood as awareness of the object as to-be-pursued.

28 The manuscripts are divided between ��F�� and �ÆP�� or �ÆP� at 431a12: see discussion below.
29 OPå ���æ�� �e Oæ�Œ�ØŒe� ŒÆd �e ç�ıŒ�ØŒ�, �h�’ Iºº�ºø� �h�� ��F ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�F· Iººa �e �r�ÆØ ¼ºº�.
30 See e.g. Philoponus’ commentary; for extensive defense and discussion of the view see Charles 2006

and Tuozzo 1994.
31 If we follow one group of manuscripts in reading ��F�� at 431a12 the claim is clear. “Actual desire is

this,” i.e. is the subject of the previous sentence (3b) – pleasurable perception. There is just one psychic
activity, with two aspects or descriptions. (This is consistent with the fact that we usually desire what we don’t
have, so that desire is overall a painful or at least non-pleasant experience: compare Plato’s view of
anticipatory desire as a mixture of pleasure and pain (Philebus 47c-d).) If we follow the other group and
read �ÆP�� or �ÆP� instead, however, the passage simply underdetermines the relation between perception
and desire: it says that “actual desire and actual avoidance are the same” (a claim not as absurd as it may sound:
the point would be that both wanting and shunning are desires in a broad sense, goal-directed motivations).
We get little help from the claim that the perceptive and desiderative capacities or parts are “the same
although different in being”: whatever precisely this relation involves, Aristotle’s other mentions of it imply
that for two capacities to stand in this relation is compatible with their exercises being distinct (e.g. seeing and
tasting, in de An. III.2, or perceiving and exercising phantasia, at Insomn. 459a15-17).

32 We desire things because they are pleasant or appear good (EEVII.2 1235b25-27, de An. 433b8-10,Met.
1072a27-28); cognition “prepares” desire (MA 702a15-19); and desire “comes to be” through perception or
phantasia and thought” (703a34-36).
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This emerges from consideration of Aristotle’s view of the function of perception in
general. Aristotle’s theory of perception is thoroughly teleological. He asks himself why
certain creatures should be endowed with perception, where this means asking in what
way perception serves their good.33 The answer is that perception furthers survival
(�ø�Åæ	Æ) and well-being (�e �s ) (de Sensu 436b15-437a2, de An. 434b22-27). Nature,
which does nothing in vain, equips animals and people with a special faculty that
increases their opportunities for survival and flourishing. How can perception – the
most basic form of Œæ	�Ø
 (cognition or discrimination) – accomplish this task? Some-
how it must be able to discriminate between objects that would benefit the perceiver
and ones that would harm it.
That something is beneficial to a creature – that it contributes to her achieving her

telos, i.e. that it is good for her – is on Aristotle’s view an objective, although of course
agent-relative, fact about that thing: goodness is a property of external objects out there
to be discovered. More specifically, it is what the Categories would classify as a relation
(�æe
 �Ø): for some food to be good for an animal (e.g.) is for that food to stand in a
certain relation to the animal – the relation, as we saw above, of contributing to her
telos.34 But how can such a relation be discerned? Perception is a very unsophisticated
faculty: it cannot reason that something is beneficial; on some interpretations, it cannot
even recognize things as leaves or lions, food or threats, having access only to “proper”
perceptible qualities (color, sound, etc.) and “common” perceptibles (size, shape,
motion, number).35 Aristotle scholars have wondered how such a limited faculty can
possibly serve its teleological role in animals who lack the power of reasoning: how can
it enable them to recognize things as food, or as threats? Some argue that Aristotle
simply has no answer to this worry.36 Others try to solve the problem by bringing in
phantasia, ascribing to it powers or roles nowhere explicit in Aristotle’s texts, on the
grounds that some such filling-in is needed to make sense of his account (see my
discussion of Nussbaum, Lorenz, and others in Chapter 3).
3a-b, however, suggests a simpler explanation: the perceptual faculty is designed so

that when it comes in contact with beneficial and harmful objects, it normally responds

33 This is ground well covered in the literature; see e.g. Irwin 1990, 303-5.
34 For a detailed account along these lines, see Achtenberg, who argues that “perception of value

is . . . perception of a certain kind of relatedness, namely, the internal relation [Aristotle] calls ‘entelecheia’ or
‘energeia’ and that we might call ‘development’, ‘completion’, ‘or ‘fulfillment’ . . . ‘Good’, for Aristotle, simply
means ‘development’, ‘completion’, or ‘fulfillment’ ”; “Since good means telos or its variants, when we see
something as good, then, we are seeing it as a telos or as teleion [complete/perfect] or a teleiôsis [completion/
perfection], and so forth” (2002, 44 and 65).

35 That is, “incidental” (ŒÆ�a �ı����ÅŒ
) perceptibles can only be recognized by perception in
combination with the higher cognitive faculties that non-human animals lack: see e.g. Beare 1906, 286 ff.,
and Kahn 1992.

36 “[There is] a major problem for the interpretation of animal perception. Clearly animals need to ‘make
sense’ of their perceptions. Do they have something corresponding to sortal classifications like man, dog
[which in humans are the province of nous] . . . ? Aristotle has apparently nothing to say on this question
except that, lacking logos, animals cannot have our way of understanding what they perceive” (Kahn 1992,
369, note); cf. S. Cashdollar 1973, 164.
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with special feelings – pleasure and pain – and it is these feelings which guide the
animal toward the beneficial and away from the harmful.37We get strong confirmation
of this view from the passages quoted from the de Sensu at the start of section 2 above:
creatures are designed to be pleased by the taste or smell of food when and only when
the food will benefit them (de Sensu 436b16-18; 443b24-26). Moreover, creatures are
also so designed as to experience appetites for whatever they find pleasant, as emerges
from some passages on the connection between appetite and pleasure that we saw
above:

Wherever there is perception there is also pain and pleasure, and wherever these are there is of
necessity appetite too . . .Whatever has the perceptive faculty also has the desiderative, for . . .
whatever has perception also has pleasure and pain and the pleasant and painful, and whatever
has these also has appetite. For appetite is desire for the pleasant. (de An. 413b23-24; 414b1-6)

All animals have appetite for food because they have perception of the pleasure that arises from
food. (PA 661a6-8)

Therefore, being pleased by beneficial things and pained by harmful ones is enough to
ensure pursuit of the former and flight from the latter. An animal pursues her food not
because she recognizes “this is food,” or “this is a banana,” and then reasons or intuits
that she needs to eat such things in order to survive, but because when she smells or eats
it, she gets a special feeling, pleasure. Another passage makes a similar point:

Humans are poor at smelling, and perceive no smells without the painful and pleasant. . . . And it
makes sense that hard-eyed creatures should perceive colors in the same way, and that none be
manifest to them except the frightening and the non-frightening. (de An. 421a10-15)

Creatures who cannot recognize predators as such can experience fear (a species of
pain)38 at the sight of a proper perceptible, and thus will flee. Thus animals can
discriminate the beneficial from the harmful without recourse to sophisticated forms
of cognition: simple perception even of proper perceptibles can suffice, by being
pleasurable or painful. (There will still be important questions as to how the animal
associates the pleasant taste of her food with the mere sight of it, or what motivates her
to set off in search of food when none is in view. Here phantasia must indeed play a
crucial role, conjuring up a memory or anticipation of the pleasant taste; I will present
an account of how it does so in Chapter 3. But I will argue that phantasia’s efficacy
depends on its reproducing the pleasurable quality of perceptions, so that perceptual
pleasure remains the basic mechanism of motivation.)

Thus the function of perceptual pleasure is to track the good – to discriminate the
beneficial from the neutral and the harmful – in order to motivate pursuit. Of course

37 Many have recognized that pleasure plays some crucial role here: see e.g. Freeland 1994, 49, Modrak
1986, 60, andWhiting 2002, 173. My interpretation differs fromModrak’s and Freeland’s by making the link
between pleasure and perception more direct (not requiring the mediation of phantasia); it is in many ways
close to Whiting’s.

38 See e.g. Rhet. 1382a21.
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sometimes things gowrong: an animal might take pleasure in something actually harmful,
and it is a crucial claim of Aristotle’s ethical theory that people with bad ethical characters
systematically take pleasure in base, harmful things (like overeating and adultery) that
would not please the virtuous (EN III.11 1119a12, X.6 1176a13-22). It is notable,
however, that Aristotle views taking pleasure in the bad not merely as a regrettable
tendency, but as a kind of malfunctioning of the pleasure-taking apparatus, akin to
ordinary perceptual error:

The pleasures that bring reproach . . . are not pleasant: that they are pleasant for those in a bad
condition does not mean that we should think them to be pleasant, except for this sort of person,
any more than we should think things healthy or sweet or bitter that are so to people who are ill,
or again think things to be white that appear so to those suffering from eye-disease. (EN X.3
1173b20-25)39

And since function is so closely related to essence, this confirms our interpretation of
3b. Perceptual pleasure is discrimination of the good, where this discrimination takes
the form of awareness of something as to-be-pursued.40

I have argued that Aristotle construes perceptual pleasure as literal perception of
goodness; before moving on to show that this account meets the demands raised in
Chapter 1, we must consider one passage from the Pol. which may seem to undermine
the account:

Man alone of the animals has logos. For voice (çø��) is a sign for the painful and the pleasant,
wherefore it belongs to the other animals – for their nature has come this far, to having perception
(ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø�) of the painful and the pleasant and to signifying these things to one another, but logos is
for showing the advantageous and the harmful (�e �ı�ç�æ�� ŒÆd �e �ºÆ��æ�), and so also the
unjust and the just. For this is peculiar to man by contrast with the other animals, to have perception of the
good and bad and just and unjust and the others (�e ���� IªÆŁ�F ŒÆd ŒÆŒ�F ŒÆd �ØŒÆ	�ı ŒÆd

I�	Œ�ı ŒÆd �H� ¼ººø� ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø� �å�Ø�). (Pol. 1253a9-18, emphasis mine)

The passage seems to show that pleasurable perception does not count as perception of
the good in animals, for they perceive the pleasant but not the good. And if this is so,
then either it does not count as such in humans either, or if it does, this must be for
reasons more complex than the ones I have given above.
Such a reason could in principle be furnished: one might argue that humans can

perceive what animals cannot because intellect expands our perceptual range, just as it
does, on a widespread view, in perception of “incidental perceptibles” (substances –
people, plants, tables and so on). There is a debate among interpreters about incidental

39 Compare his claims that the things that please the base are not pleasant “without qualification” (±�ºH
),
or not pleasant “by nature” (see e.g. EN 1153a5-6 and 1176a13-22).

40 I am thus suggesting that Aristotle held something like Dretske’s (1981) account of mental representa-
tion, on which a mental state represents an object just in case that mental state has the function of “carrying
information” about that object (and also can misrepresent that object). Prinz uses this account to argue that
emotions have representational content (2004, Chapter 3); I will show in Chapter 4 that Aristotle treats
emotions as something like species of pleasure and pain.
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perception: some think even animals have it, and others think that it is actually thought
rather than perception, but many occupy a middle ground, as follows. Only humans
can recognize things as roses (as opposed to merely as red, sweet-smelling, soft,
roundish, etc.) because only humans have the intellectual capacities to understand
what a rose is. But we nonetheless literally perceive things as roses: once we have attained
an understanding of roses, we can non-inferentially recognize roses as such. We do not
need to reason out, on the basis of things we can perceive, that a rose is present; instead,
when we perceive a certain shape and color we simply see that the thing is a rose. The
concepts we bring to bear on the world help to determine the contents of our
perceptions.41 Likewise, Aristotle might think that because we have the ability to
reason out that something is good (e.g. by grasping that it is beneficial, or that it is fine),
we can non-inferentially recognize good things as such – perceive them as good –

while animals cannot.
This yields a much more demanding interpretation of perceiving the good than the

one I have offered. Should we take the Pol. passage to outweigh the arguments I have
given that perceiving something as good is instead simply a matter of being struck by it
as to-be-gone-for, and thus accessible to non-rational animals as well as to humans?
I think we should not. To begin with, I see no evidence that Aristotle distinguishes
between human and non-human perceptual pleasure, or human and non-human
appetite, in ways that imply that the human ones are more sophisticated cognitively.
We share the pleasures of touch and taste, and thus also the appetites for them, with
lower animals (EN III.10 1118a24-26). Aristotle does not explicitly say that there are
no important differences between humans and animals in this respect, but it is notable
that he draws much attention to the similarity and none to any differences.

In fact, however, the Pol. passage only makes trouble for my account if we take it to
be using ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 in the narrow sense of sense-perception, and it is at least as likely that
the word is here used more loosely. Certainly there is nothing technical about the
context, and ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 is a standard word for cognition in general (see e.g. Pol.
1281b35-38, where Aristotle speaks of ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 of political matters, using the word
interchangeably with �e Œæ	��Ø�). Meanwhile, in a passage from the Rhet. which we
will consider in Chapter 4 – a passage where he is most likely using ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 in a
narrow technical sense – Aristotle argues that justice and injustice are “least percepti-
ble,” in a context that seems to imply “imperceptible” (1382a10-12); if we want to
avoid contradiction between this and the last line of the Pol. passage, it is most easily
done by taking ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 in the Pol. passage in the non-technical sense.
In this case the passage is perfectly compatible with my account of pleasure: its point

is that animals do not have the concept of goodness and so can only be aware of the

41 This interpretation of incidental perception as non-inferential is widely accepted; it is defended in detail
in Cashdollar 1973. For the more general point about intellect expanding our perceptual range, see e.g.
Everson: “What content a perception has will depend . . . [in part] on the subject’s own recognitional
abilities – that is, on which concepts he is able to exercise in perception” (1997, 227).
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good by feeling pleasure in it, while humans can recognize the good as something
distinct from the pleasant, through thinking things good. The kind of “perception”
that humans alone have of the good (and the just and “the others” – presumably other
ethical qualities) would thus be perception in a broad or metaphorical sense,
perception of the kind that Aristotle equates with phronesis (practical wisdom) at EE
V/EN VI.11-12 1143b27-30 and 1143b5 – an intellectual grasp, not a sensory one. If
this is right, this Pol. passagemerely denies animals phronesis, leaving themwith the kind of
awareness of the good that I have here argued he elsewhere attributes to them – sensory
perception of the good, which forms the basis for appetites, animal and human alike.
Of course if this is what Aristotle means in this passage one wishes he had not

expressed himself just as he did. But his view of the relation between perception and
goodness is, if my interpretation of it is correct, a very difficult one to articulate, and we
should not be surprised to find him putting it in ways that seem at times contradictory.
I return to this point at the end of the next section.

2.4 Just deflationary enough
I have been arguing for an interpretation of pleasurable perception as perceiving as
good, where this means perceiving as to-be-gone-for, to-be-pursued. What I want
now to show is that if this account is right, then perceptual pleasure counts as
perception of the good in a way that is just deflationary enough to make sense of
Aristotle’s account of non-rational desire. That is, the account of perceptual pleasure
developed above meets the demand raised in Chapter 1: it allows Aristotle to be saying
something meaningful and substantive when he claims that we desire the pleasant
because it appears good, without thereby collapsing the distinction between wishes for
the good and appetites for the pleasant.
On the one hand, pleasurable perception is the most minimal, unsophisticated form

of awareness of the good. As Tuozzo puts it in his analysis of passage 3, it is “the
unconceptualized mental experience of the good” (1994, 536). Being aware of
something as to-be-pursued need not involve being aware of why it is to-be-pursued.
The possible reasons for this are various: that it contributes to one’s survival or
flourishing; that it is familiar or proper (�NŒ�E��) to one; in the case of distinctively
human action that it is fine (ŒÆº�), or more specifically just, courageous, generous, and
so on. Arguably, grasping any of these requires thought. (I return to this subject in
Chapter 4.) But, given Aristotle’s view of perception, simply being aware that some-
thing is to be pursued does not.
The fact is that it is harder than one might expect to draw a principled line excluding

value-properties from the range of Aristotelian perception. De An. II.6 divides objects
of perception into proper, common, and incidental, and this might seem to rule out
everything beyond material objects and their manifest physical properties (colors,
motions, etc.). But Aristotle divides all the things that are into those that can be
perceived and those that can be grasped by intellect (de An. 433b22), and when he
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offers a principle of division it leaves much more than we might expect on the
perceptible side. “Particulars are necessarily perceived,”while intellect grasps universals
(APo. 87b37-39). InMet. I.1 – a text which lays out Aristotle’s empiricist epistemology,
and to which we will return in Chapters 7 and 8 – this difference is elaborated.
Perception grasps that something is the case – a particular fact – while intellect grasps
why it is the case – the underlying universal cause:

The senses do not tell us the why (�e �Øa �	 ) of anything, e.g. why fire is hot; they only say that
(‹�Ø) it is hot. (Met. 981b12–13)

This seems to leave a great deal to perception: perception suffices for grasping the
“thats.”42 And thus it should suffice for grasping that something is to-be-gone-for –
i.e. that it is good.

An analogy with perception of an uncontroversially perceptible property may be
helpful. A baby or buffalo can feel the wetness of water: as Aristotle would put it in the
language of the Met. passage quoted above, without presumably meaning to make a
point about explicit predication, the baby’s or buffalo’s senses “say that the water is
wet.” These creatures of course lack the ability to use the word ‘wet,’ and also the
ability to know what wetness is: to grasp the universal in the Aristotelian sense of being
able to give an essence-revealing definition which supplies the underlying cause. They
do not know what makes wet things wet; they do not understand that what they are in
contact with is in a liquid state; they do not understand what it is for something to be
wet. But none of this undermines the claim that they feel the wetness of the water, in a
literal and non-metaphorical sense. The water has a property, being wet, and through
the sense of touch the baby and buffalo are in perceptual contact with that property –
“perceptually active toward the water as wet.”

Likewise, I have been arguing, if the baby or buffalo is parched then the water has a
certain relational property: being good for them. Through pleasurably tasting the
water, they are in perceptual contact with that relational property – “perceptually
active toward the water as good.” That they cannot say that it is good, nor understand
what goodness is, i.e. understand what makes the water count as good, in no way
undermines the claim that they perceive its goodness. That they cannot say or
understand the explanation for the fact that the water stands in a certain relation to
themselves in no way undermines the claim that they perceive that it does.43

42 For an extreme interpretation along these lines see M. Frede: “Hence perception and memory . . .
suffice to account for our experience . . . To go by the account inMetaph. A1, one gets amazingly far without
reason [��F
]. In fact . . . for all practical purposes one does quite well without reason altogether, just relying
on experience” (1996, 162).

43 Compare Achtenberg: “Since good means telos or its variants, when we see something as good, then,
we are seeing it as a telos or as teleion or a teleiôsis, and so forth. We may not be articulately aware of what we
are seeing, any more than a person who sees various items as circles may be articulately aware of the criterion
on the basis of which he or she is selecting certain items out and collecting them together. Aristotle would say
that the universal is in the perceptions, though we may have the perception more than once and still not
know the universal (Met 1.1 980a27-981a7)” (2002, 65).
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Thus our account of pleasure as value-perception is deflationary enough to avoid
attributing to perception powers which Aristotle reserves for thought. But one might
worry that in meeting this demand it has become too deflationary to respect Aristotle’s
claims that we desire the pleasant because it appears good. Our analysis of passage 3
equates perception of the good with an affective state, pleasure, and links it (either by
identity or necessary causation) with a conative state, desire. Perceiving something as
good is pleasurably perceiving it in a way that essentially entails desire. And this may
seem to reduce perception of the good to a purely non-cognitive state. It may now
seem, that is, that perceptual pleasure is not itself a way of perceiving the qualities of
external objects, but rather a purely affective state, a feeling that arises from such
perception as a separable result; ‘perception of the good’ might seem to be a mere
metaphor, one we can cash out entirely in affective and conative terms.
But this is not so. Being aware of something as to-be-pursued is not simply a matter

of being pleased by it, nor simply a matter of wanting it. Even if these are all ways of
picking out the same state (I have argued that the first two are, and conceded some
evidence for including the third), it is a state which cannot be understood simply in
terms of how it feels, for it has an irreducibly cognitive aspect. It is a state by which one
registers or discerns (Œæ	��Ø) a property of the object: the relational property of
contributing to one’s flourishing.
That this state is genuinely cognitive is confirmed by Aristotle’s frequent implica-

tions that perceptual pleasure is an exercise of the perceptual faculty. This is strongly
suggested by 3b, which calls pleasure an activity of the “perceptive mean.” The
simplest way to take this claim is as saying that pleasure is itself a form of perception,
and this is how Aquinas takes it (construing pleasure as a form of “common percep-
tion” like perception of shape and motion).44 There is moreover some evidence for
this being precisely Aristotle’s view:

The movements of pleasures and pains and in general (‹ºø
) of every perception appear to begin from
[the heart] and terminate there.45 (PA 666a11-13, emphasis mine)

Aristotle nowhere else says that pleasures and pains are perceptions. But throughout
the corpus he treats pleasures and pain as affections or states of the perceptual system,
physiologically very similar to ordinary perception. Perception in general is a “kind of
alteration” of the ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�, the perceptual system or perceptive capacity or part of
the soul (de An. 415b24); in the Phys., he defines pleasures and pains in just the same
way, as “alterations of the ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�” (247a16-17). Some argue that this line from the
Phys. must represent an Academic view that Aristotle later rejected, because it seems
incompatible with EN VII’s argument that pleasure is an activity (K��æª�ØÆ) rather than

44 See his commentary ad loc.; Tuozzo (1994) argues for a similar view.
45 Aristotle often uses ‘x, y, and ‹ºø
 z’ when x and y are species of z: see e.g. de Sensu 436a9 (“spirit and

appetite and in general desire (Łı�e
 ŒÆd K�ØŁı�	Æ ŒÆd ‹ºø
 Zæ��Ø
)”), and EN II.5 1105b21–23 (“I mean by
passions appetite, anger, fear . . . pity, in general (‹ºø
) those things which pleasure and pain attend”).
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movement or process (Œ	�Å�Ø
). If Aristotle changed his mind about whether pleasure
is an activity or process, however, he remained constant about the capacity of which
it is an activity or process: as we have just recalled, 3b from the de An. calls being
pleased an activity (a way of K��æª�Ø�) of the “perceptive mean.”

When we turn to Aristotle’s discussions of pleasure in the EN, we find confirmation
that pleasure is at least intimately related to perception. EN VII defines pleasure as
“unimpeded activity of a natural state” (K��æª�ØÆ� �B
 ŒÆ�a ç��Ø� ���ø
 . . .
I�����Ø����, VII.12 1153a14-15). On a common way of understanding this claim,
it identifies pleasure with pleasurable activities, and thus like the PA identifies percep-
tual pleasures with perceptions: pleasures are unimpeded activities, so when the activity
of perceiving is unimpeded, it is not only pleasurable but is itself pleasure. EN X seems
to offer a different view: as we saw above, it identifies pleasure as what “completes
the activity” of perception (or thought) (EN X.4 1174b20-23). If pleasure is what
completes the activity of perception then it is not identical with perception. This is at
least a natural way to take Aristotle’s point, in the above passage and later in the
discussion:

Pleasures in activities . . . are so indivisible (I�ØæØ���Ø) from them that it is disputed whether the
pleasure is the same as the activity. Still, it does not seem likely that (�P �c� ��ØŒ� ª�) pleasure is
thought or perception – for that would be bizarre (¼�����) – but on account of it being
inseparable (�e �c åøæ	Ç��ŁÆØ) it appears to some to be the same. (EN X.5 1175b30-35)46

In fact, Aristotle may hold that pleasure is one species of perception – value-
perception – while denying that it is identical with the perceptions of non-value
properties from which it arises. (The pleasure of tasting water would thus be a
perception of its value, distinct although “inseparable” from the perception of its
taste.) Even if he means to be denying that pleasure is identical with any perception,
however, EN X is compatible with 3b and with Phys. 247a16-17 (which calls pleasure
an alteration of the ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�). If pleasure is an inseparable effect of activities, not
identical with them but somehow “a supervening perfection like the bloom of youth
on those in their prime” (ENX.4 1174b33),47 then the pleasure proper to each activity
is so closely bound up with the activity that the activity could not occur without it –
would not be that very activity. And thus there is an intrinsic difference between the
perceptual system on occasions when there is no pleasure and occasions when there is;
pleasurable perceptions are different, qua perceptions, from non-pleasurable ones.
Thus on either view of pleasure, when one feels pleasure in the taste of food one’s

perceptual system is functioning differently from the way it functions when one feels
no pleasure in the taste. And since the nature and function of the perceptual system is to
discriminate (Œæ	��Ø�), this psychophysical difference makes for a cognitive difference as
well. When one perceives the taste in an impeded or incomplete way, as for example

46 Corcilius takes this as strong evidence against the view that pleasure is literal value-perception.
47 ¯�ØªØ����� �Ø ��º�
, �x�� ��E
 IŒ�Æ	�Ø
 � uæÆ.
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when one is ill, one merely registers (Œæ	��Ø) the taste. When one perceives it perfectly
or completely – which is to say, perceives it pleasurably – that perfect exercise of the
perceptual system registers the value of the food as well.
This is not to downplay the aspects of Aristotle’s account of value-perception that

make it sound at times non-cognitivist. Perceiving something as good is inseparable
from having “pro-attitudes” toward it: being in favor of it, being disposed to pursue it,
being pleased by it. But it does not reduce to these non-cognitive states. Even though it
is an affective state (and on some interpretations of 3c a conative one as well), it is at the
same time a genuinely cognitive state: perceptual discrimination of a perceptible
feature of an external object.48

I submit, then, that we have in Aristotle’s view of perceptual pleasure an account of
evaluative perception that strikes the balance between too deflationary and too robust.
This is not to say that the balance is easy to strike, nor that Aristotle has expressed himself as
clearly as one couldwish. If my analysis is correct, then the notionAristotle is getting at is a
difficult one, and it is understandable that in trying to express it one might wind up saying
things that sound contradictory. Consider Themistius’ attempt to explicate 3a-c:

Perception is not able to grasp (I��ØºÆ������ŁÆØ) the good nor the bad, but only the pleasing or
painful, while discerning (Œæ	��Ø�) the good and bad belongs only to intellect . . . But nonetheless
perception supposes (�Y��ÆØ) the pleasant and the good to be one, and the painful and the bad.
For (ª�F�) it draws one towards pleasant things and turns one away from painful things.
(Themistius, Commentary on Aristotle’s de Anima)

Perception cannot grasp or discern the good, and yet it “supposes” the good to be the
same thing as the pleasant – which it could hardly do if it were not in some way aware
of the good after all. Themistius here ties himself in a knot much like the one Aristotle
ties himself in by saying both that pleasure is perception of the good as good (3b) and
that animals perceive the pleasant but not the good (Pol. 1253a9-18), and by saying
both that appetites are for the pleasant instead of the good and that appetite is for the
pleasant because the pleasant appears good.
Although Themistius goes too far in saying that perception has no grasp of the good,

we can see him as aiming toward the right idea. We will be most charitable to him, and
to Aristotle as well, if we take them both to hold the view I have argued for above. In
one sense feeling perceptual pleasure in something does not amount to cognizing the
good (and thus desires based on such pleasure do not count as desires for things qua
good): if one cannot distinguish the good from the pleasant, one has not really
discerned or discriminated it – for Œæ	�Ø
 is a matter of separating something out
from other things.49 But in another sense feeling perceptual pleasure does amount

48 For a similar view of perceptual pleasure as at once cognitive, affective and conative see Charles 2006
(although he argues that what is cognized is pleasantness rather than goodness); for a parallel view about
decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
) see Demos 1961-2.

49 That is the original meaning of the word, still present in its other meanings (judge, distinguish,
discriminate).
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to cognizing the good: in being pleased by something, we are aware of it as to-be-
gone-for, and thus (note Themistius’ ª�F�) are aware of it as good. One upshot of this
combination is that a creature who can recognize the good only through perceptual
pleasure will not be aware that there is or could be any way in which things are good
other than by affording pleasure: a dog does not recognize that water is to-be-gone-for
because it is beneficial, for example, for it is aware that water is to-be-gone-for only
insofar as its awareness of the water is pleasurable. And thus it is reasonable to say, as
Themistius does here, that perception “supposes the pleasant and the good to be one”;
it is also fairly natural to say, as Aristotle does at times, that perception-based desires are
desires for the pleasant instead of for the good.50

Perhaps the clearest way to put the point is this: Those who deny that pleasure can
count for Aristotle as genuine cognition of the good are thinking of cognizing the
pleasant as alternative to cognizing the good. Sometimes Aristotle himself speaks that
way. But I have been arguing that he in fact thinks, at least so far as perception is
concerned, that cognizing the pleasant is a way of cognizing the good – a confused way,
in that it fails to distinguish the good in any way from the pleasant, but a genuine way
nonetheless.

2.5 Higher modes of cognition
In this chapter I have given an account of perceiving the good. But the notion which
I want to establish as crucial to Aristotle’s ethical views in Parts II and III is a somewhat
different one: having an appearance of the good, where this is a function not directly of
perception but of a more complex psychological capacity which derives from percep-
tion, phantasia. I turn to an account of the apparent good in the next chapter, but as we
will see this account is much indebted to the account of the perceptible good we have
seen here. For I will argue that Aristotle’s understanding of perception’s relation to the
higher modes of cognition – phantasia and thought – entails that appearances and
thoughts of the good must ultimately derive from perceptions of it.

This is a view I will call Aristotle’s Practical Empiricism. Just as perception is on his
account at the basis of theoretical cognition (see especially Met. I.1 and APo. II.19,
discussed in Chapters 7 and 8), so practical perception is at the basis of all practical
cognition. Pleasurable perceptions give rise to appearances (phantasiai) of goodness,
which in turn form the basis for our thoughts about goodness – and hence for even our
most rational desires.

50 I argue that Plato holds a similar view of the appetitive part of the soul, in my 2006. Compare Price on
Plato: “[I]t will fit the same phenomena to say that appetite aims only at pleasure and takes no interest in the
good, or that it identifies the good with pleasure. Indeed, both may be true, according to different
conceptions of the good: on a determinate conception [e.g. the good as the beneficial], to pursue only
pleasure may be to turn one’s back on the good . . . ; on an indeterminate one, to pursue anything is to take it
as a goal and so as part of the good” (1995, 50-51).
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This will have important repercussions for Aristotle’s moral psychology, which
I discuss in what follows. But it also will provide another reason for counting percep-
tual pleasure as genuine cognition of value, in addition to the ones I have given above:
according to Practical Empiricism, such perception forms the basis for our concept
‘good.’
Given an epistemology like Aristotle’s, the perceptual state one is in when all is

going well and one looks at something square deserves to be called “perceiving as
square” both because it is caused by squareness in an external object and because it is on
the basis of such perceptions that one comes to have a concept of squareness.
If pleasurable perception provides the inductive basis for the concept of goodness –
and I argue in Chapter 8 that it does – then it deserves to be called “perceiving as good”
for the same kinds of reasons.
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3

Phantasia and the Apparent Good

We began in Chapter 1 with Aristotle’s claim that all desire is for the apparent good.
One might take this in a broad or loose sense: we only desire what seems good to us,
i.e. what we find good through one mode of cognition or another. If this is right, then
Aristotle uses ‘apparent’ (phainomenon) simply to indicate subjectivity and the possibility
of error. We desire things not precisely in virtue of their being good, but in virtue of
their goodness (or seeming goodness) being manifest to us – appearing to us. More-
over, as he says in passages like 2e from the de An. (desire can be “correct or not
correct,” and therefore the object of desire is “either the good or the apparent good”),
we sometimes want things that are merely apparently good – that appear to be good but
are not. As we have seen, Aristotle makes use of both these senses of ‘apparent’ in his
discussion of wish in EN III.4: each person wishes for what appears good to her, but
only to some people do things appear as they are.

It is sometimes suggested, however, that ‘apparent good’ in the passages on the
object of desire should be taken in a narrower or more technical sense: as what we find
good through one particular cognitive capacity, phantasia.1

We have already seen some evidence for this in the close connection Aristotle draws
in several passages between phantasia and the apparent good. Recall the passage from
the EE which we saw in the Introduction:

The object of desire and the object of wish is either the good or the apparent good. And this is
why the pleasant is an object of desire, for it is an apparent good; for some believe it is [good], and
to some it appears [good] although they do not believe it so. For phantasia and belief are not in the
same part of the soul. (EE VII.2 1235b26-29)

There are also two passages from the discussions of locomotion which make this
connection. The MA implies that phantasia can “hold the place” of intellect in causing
action precisely because the apparent good can “hold the place” of the good as an
object of desire (1a-b); similarly, the de An. passage noted above (2e) implies that the
object of desire is either the good or the apparent good precisely because we apprehend
things as objects of desire either through intellect or through phantasia.

1 See Segvic 2002, for an extended defense of this view; compare Charles 1984, 89, Hudson 1981,
Richardson 1992, Freeland 1994, and Destrée 2007.



I have two aims in this chapter. First, I want to show that the discussions of
locomotion also provide more comprehensive, systematic evidence for the connection
between phantasia and the apparent good. They show that every locomotion-inducing
desire is based, directly or indirectly, on an evaluative phantasia – a quasi-perceptual
appearance of the desired object as good. Second, I want to show how the account of
evaluative perception given in the previous chapter yields, in conjunction with an
account of what precisely phantasia is, a detailed account of what it is for something to
appear good through phantasia – an account of the notion of the apparent good. In the
remainder of the book, I will argue that this very same notion of apparent goodness,
the notion which this chapter shows to be crucial to Aristotle’s account of locomotion,
also plays a central role in his moral psychology and ethical views.

3.1 Phantasia in action
We have seen that Aristotle identifies two psychological causes of locomotion: desire
and cognition. Neither the MA nor de An. discussions dwell much on which form of
cognition plays which role in different cases of locomotion. Both strongly imply,
however, that one particular form plays a role in every case: phantasia.
In theMA, the desires which cause locomotion are based only indirectly on thought

or perception, but directly on phantasia:

The affections suitably prepare the organic parts, and desire the affections, and phantasia desire.
This itself comes about either through thought or through perception. (MA 702a17-19)

A later passage characterizes movement as non-voluntary when neither phantasia nor
desire controls it (MA 703b8-11), implying that these two are necessary conditions of
voluntary movement. The de An. implies an equally crucial role for phantasia:

Locomotion is always for the sake of something, and is with phantasia or2 desire. (de An. 432b15-16)

These passages seem to imply that phantasia is not merely one among several possible
occupiers of the cognition-role in locomotion, but specially necessary for locomotion.3

But why should this be so?
The question has received a fair amount of attention from scholars, and there is

widespread agreement at a very general level (see citations below): locomotion is goal-
directed movement (“always for the sake of something,” de An. 432b15), and Aristotle
must think that it is through phantasia that creatures apprehend objects as goals. Many
have also recognized that in the case of animal action, apprehending objects as goals at
least sometimes involves recognizing them as pleasant, and therefore that phantasia is

2 Some emend the text to read ‘and,’ which would seem to capture Aristotle’s view better (since he has
been arguing that cognition and desire cause action together). In any case, it is significant that phantasia alone
is mentioned, rather than perception or intellect.

3 In fact, theMA seems to equivocate, sometimes arguably implying that perception can cause locomotion
without the help of phantasia. See discussion below.
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somehow responsible for associating objects with pleasure.4 I accept both these claims,
and offer arguments for them below. But why is phantasia necessary for these tasks – why
cannot perception or intellect suffice? To answer this one must address the question
discussed in Chapter 1, of what cognition as a genus contributes to locomotion; one
must also address another and very vexed question, the question of what phantasia is and
how it operates. Most accounts that have been offered of phantasia’s role in locomotion
depend, I will argue, on mistaken answers to one or both of these questions.

As to the first question, we have already seen that Aristotle presents cognition in
general as contributing to locomotion by cognizing things as good, as well as by
identifying means to ends. Moreover, we have seen strong evidence for the evaluative
role of phantasia in particular, in the passages that correlate practical phantasia with the
apparent good (1a-b and 2e-f ). Many commentators have recognized these implica-
tions, and argued (or assumed) that phantasia plays its crucial role in action precisely by
receiving appearances of things as good, thereby rendering them objects of desire –

goals.5 (This is compatible with phantasia playing an instrumental role as well; the claim
is simply that this is not what makes it necessary for locomotion, for the instrumental
role could equally be played by perception or intellect, while for some reason, yet to be
determined, the evaluative role must be played by phantasia.)

But what is it for something to appear good through phantasia, and why should such
appearances be necessary for motivation? To answer this we need to turn to the second
question, the question of what phantasia is.

A few things are clear. Phantasia is a close relative of perception, found in most animals
aswell as humans. It ismore sophisticated than perception, in that the simplest animals lack
it, but less sophisticated than reasoning or intellect, in thatmany non-rational animals have
it. But beyond this, trouble lies: there is a marked lack of scholarly consensus about
phantasia’s nature, scope, and role.6 (There is even a difficulty about what it should be
called: the word is standardly translated ‘imagination,’ but this is widely acknowledged to
bemisleading. It has its root in the verb çÆ���Ç��ŁÆØ, to appear or be made apparent, and
thus to capture the literal force we should have to say something like ‘being-appeared-
to’;7 as this is awkward, I prefer to leave it untranslated.)8

The difficulty in giving a unified account of phantasia arises from the fact that
Aristotle makes it responsible for a wide range of psychological phenomena, while

4 See for example Irwin 1990, 318; Modrak 1986, 60; Lorenz 2006, Chapter 9.
5 See those cited in footnote 1.
6 Detailed and influential discussions are to be found in Nussbaum 1978; Schofield 1978; Modrak 1986

and 1987; Wedin 1988; Caston 1996 and 1998; Everson 1997; Lorenz 2006. I will not here take on a full
discussion of these different views, but I refer to them where most relevant in what follows.

7 As does White 1990, 7; cf. Everson 1997, 181.
8 The situation is further complicated by the fact that Aristotle uses phantasia to refer variously to a capacity

(as arguably at de An. 438a1-4), to the exercise of that capacity (as at de An. 428b11), and sometimes even to
its contents or deliverances, apparently interchangeably with phantasma (as at Insomn. 460b20, quoted below).
This is in fact very natural: compare a similar ambiguity in our ‘perception.’ For clarity’s sake I will use the
untranslated phantasia to refer only to the first two of these, translating the last use as ‘appearance.’
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defining it in such a way as to make this breadth mysterious. In the passages where he
offers definitions of phantasia, he characterizes it as a close relative of perception
(ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
), and emphasizes its role in nonstandard perception and perceptual error
(see quotations below). This makes sense of its role in perceptual illusions (de An. III.3,
Insomn.), and arguably also in dreams (Insomn.) and memory (Mem.). (I consider these
subjects in Chapters 4 and 5.) The role Aristotle attributes to phantasia in other passages,
however, is much broader: it is necessary for all thought (de An. 427b16, 431a14-17,
432a8-14; Mem. 449b31), and – as we have seen above – for all locomotion. This
hodgepodge of roles has led to a notably wide variety of interpretations of phantasia,
and some declare it futile to search for a unified account at all.9 Why should the same
capacity by which we experience dreams and after-images play a crucial role in all
thinking, or – of most direct concern to us here – in moving from place to place?
I want to show that Aristotle does have a unified account of phantasia, one which

adheres to the definitions he offers while also accounting for its role in motivation.
(The necessity of phantasia for practical thought is the topic of Part III; I will there show
briefly how my account explains phantasia’s necessity for theoretical thought as well,
but the main concern of this book is with the practical sphere.)

3.2 Phantasia: the basic conception and beyond
Aristotle’s most extended discussions of phantasia are in de An. III.3 and in the Insomn.
The first discussion is concerned to distinguish phantasia from perception and thought,
while the second aims to show how phantasia accounts for dreams and other perceptual
illusions, but there is a good deal of consistency between the two. Here is a brief and
I think largely uncontroversial account of the common claims, using the Insomn.’s more
elaborate description of the psychophysical mechanisms of phantasia.
When in ordinary circumstances a perceiver, human or animal, comes into appro-

priate contact with a perceptible object (e.g. when her eyes are open and functioning
well and a visible object is nearby and well lit), the object produces a change or
movement in her perceptual system: what the Insomn. calls an aisthêma. To become
aware of the aisthêma is to exercise perception – to perceive the external object.10

Sometimes – arguably always, although Aristotle is not explicit on this point – the
aisthêma gives rise to a further movement, more or less similar to itself: a phantasma. This
further movement may go undetected, but if it reaches the central organ of perception,

9 For example: phantasia always plays a role in actual perception as well as quasi-perception (Ross 1949);
it is instead a capacity only for “non-paradigmatic sensory experiences” (Schofield 1978, 252); it instead
interprets perceptions (Nussbaum 1978); it is instead a general representational capacity that plays a part in all
cognitive functions (Wedin 1988); or, as Hamlyn concludes, “[T]here is clearly little consistency here”
(comment ad de An. 427b27).

10 I am following Everson’s (1997) language here: to say that one is aware of the aisthêma is not to say that
it is the object of one’s perception; rather, one perceives the external perceptible object by being aware of the
aisthêma.
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the heart, one becomes aware of it. And to become aware of the phantasma is to
exercise phantasia: “phantasia is that in virtue of which we say that some phantasma
comes to be for us” (de An. 428a1-2).11 Thus phantasia is “a movement arising from
actual perception” (Œ	�Å�Ø
 ��e �B
 ÆN�Ł���ø
 �B
 ŒÆ�’ K��æª�ØÆ� ªØª�����Å, de An.
429a1-2; Insomn. 459a17-18).12

This account entails three central claims about phantasia:

(1) Phantasia always arises from perception – that is, every episode of phantasia is
based in some way on an episode of perception:

Phantasia . . . belongs to perceivers and is of the objects of perception. (de An. 428b12-13)
Phantasia . . . does not arise without perception. (de An. 427b14-16)

The phantasmata, or residuary movements, which are based upon (�ı��Æ	��ı�ÆØ I�e) the
aisthêmata . . . (Insomn. 461a19)

Such movements arise in our souls from earlier perceiving (I�e ��F ÆN�Ł��ŁÆØ �æ��æ��) . . .
(Mem. 451a3-4)13

Each [phantasma] is a remnant of an actual sense-impression (��º�Ø��Æ ��F K� �Bfi K��æª�	Æfi

ÆN�Ł��Æ��
). (Insomn. 461b21-22)14

(2) Phantasia is independent of perceptible objects in a way that perception is not,
for one can have a phantasia of something not present to perception:

Things perceptible by each sense-organ produce perception in us, and the affection (pathos) that
they make come to be is present in the sense-organs not only when the perceptions are active,
but also when they have departed. (Insomn. 459a24-28)

Even when the external perceptible has departed the aisthêmata remain and are perceptible.
(Insomn. 460b2-3)15

(3) Phantasmata are similar to the aisthêmata from which they arise, and therefore
have similar psychological effects – and thus a phantasia of an object is very like
the actual perception of that object:16

11 For this account see especially Insomn. 460b28 ff.: during the day, certain phantasmata are present in the
blood but knocked aside and obscured by the stronger movements of perception and thought; at night,
however, with no competition from perception, these phantasmata “are carried to the origin of perception, and
become apparent” as dreams (K�d �c� Iæåc� �B
 ÆN�Ł���ø
 ŒÆ�Æç�æ���ÆØ ŒÆd ª	����ÆØ çÆ��æÆ	, 461a6-7).

12 My account here follows Everson (1997, 175-177) and Caston (1998, 274).
13 With reference only to the phantasmata that constitute memories.
14 With reference only to the phantasmata that constitute dreams.
15 . . . K�����Ø �a ÆN�Ł��Æ�Æ ÆN�ŁÅ�a Z��Æ. Aristotle must here be using aisthêmata in a broad sense that

includes phantasmata – i.e. as the genus of perceptible affections of the perceptual system as a whole, produced,
directly or indirectly, by perceptible objects.

16 This requires some clarification. To take an example from the Insomn. (460b7), if the sight of a person in
the distance triggers a phantasia of one’s enemy, the aisthêma from which this phantasia arises, and to which it is
similar, is not the aisthêma directly produced in seeing the person in the distance but rather an aisthêma
produced in the course of some previous perceiving of one’s enemy.
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Things appear in whatever way not only when a perceptible object moves a sense, but also when
the sense by itself alone is moved, provided only it is moved in the same manner as it is by the
perceptible object. (Insomn. 460b23-25)

Since . . . phantasia seems to be a movement and arises not without perception but for perceivers
and of what perception is of, and since movement may arise from the activity of perception (��e
�B
 K��æª�	Æ
 �B
 ÆN�Ł���ø
), and this must necessarily be similar (›��	Æ�) to the perception, this
movement [i.e. phantasia] cannot happen without perception nor belong to nonperceivers, and
the one who has it does and undergoes many things in accordance with it. (de An. 428b10-17)

One must think of this kind of thing that arises through perception [i.e. a phantasma] . . . as like a
kind of painting (Çøªæ�çÅ�Æ) . . . For the movement that arises imprints a kind of imprint
(�����) of the aisthêma, just like those who seal things with signet-rings. (Mem. 450a27-32)

Because phantasiai remain [after the perceiving is over] and are similar to (›��	Æ
) the [original]
perceptions, animals do many things in accordance with them. (de An. 429a4-6)

I submit that (1)-(3) exhaust the features that Aristotle consistently and explicitly
attributes to phantasia. If that is right, then phantasia is essentially the capacity to have an
experience very like the perception of some x but which is not directly caused by
perceptual contact with any actual x (where x is a proper, common, or incidental
perceptible – e.g. pinkness, roundness, a pig).17 It is a capacity for making present to the
mind something one has perceived before. Let us call this the basic conception of phantasia.
Now that we have an account of phantasia, our question is: how does this explain

phantasia’s role in action? And here there seems to be a difficulty, for phantasia on the basic
conception ismost easily interpreted as a capacity for non-standard perceptual experiences
like after-images, dreams, hallucinations and perceptual illusions. Indeed, several of
Aristotle’s most explicit and detailed characterizations of phantasia – including Insomn.
460b23-25, quoted under (3) above – come in the context of explanations of how
illusions come about (see Chapter 5 for discussion).18 But if phantasia is nothing but a
capacity for experiencing illusions, then it can play a role only in a very small and strange
set of actions: things like sleep-walking to get a dream-banana, barking at one’s reflection
in the mirror, or fleeing from someone who looks from far away like one’s enemy.
One might think, then, that to explain phantasia’s role in locomotion – its ability to

present objects as goals –we have to go beyond (1)-(3) and posit functions for it that are
not explicit in Aristotle’s texts. And indeed, recent literature has offered various
versions of this claim.

17 That there is phantasia of all three categories of perceptibles is strongly implied at de An. 428b25-30.
18 Briefly, to have an illusion as of x is to have one’s perceptual system affected as it would be by x itself;

what directly causes the experience is not any perceptible object, but instead a phantasma, produced from an
aisthêma of xwhich was produced in turn from past perception of x. When the stranger in the distance appears
to be one’s enemy the culprit is a phantasma of one’s enemy, arising from past perception of him. When one
appears to see Coriscus in a dream the culprit is a phantasma of Coriscus produced in the same way. And in
keeping with this account, when the sun appears a foot wide (Insomn. 460b16-20, de An. 428b3-4) the culprit
is – I would argue, although others have thought a more complicated explanation necessary – a phantasma of a
foot-wide object, arising from past perception of one.
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On the first, phantasia does not merely preserve or echo perceptions, but somehow
interprets them. Through bare perception we can become aware of an object, but only
through phantasia can we apprehend it as something we might want to pursue or avoid:
phantasia “somehow presents the object of desire to the animal in such a way that it can
be moved to action” (Nussbaum 1978, 240). On Nussbaum’s account, this means
interpreting proper perceptibles as aspects of incidental ones, i.e. of substances – lions or
leaves, predators or prey:

[P]hantasia is the faculty in virtue of which the animal sees his object as an object of a certain sort,
so that we can say the perception has for him some potentially motivating content. . . . [W]hen
we perceive a rose by sight, it is not the rose qua rose, but the rose qua white that acts upon our
sight. But to be moved to action an animal has to become aware of something qua what-it-is-
called; he has to see the man as a man, not just as pale. The forms said to be presented by phantasia
were forms of the pleasant and the fearful, hence necessarily of the thing as a unitary object under
some description, not just as an assortment of various perceptible characteristics. We are always
passively receiving perceptual stimuli; but when we actively focus on some object in our
environment, separating it out from its context and seeing it as a certain thing, the faculty of
phantasia . . . is called into play. (Nussbaum 1978, 255-259)19

This certainly goes beyond the basic conception of phantasia: Nussbaum here
attributes to phantasia a role nowhere explicit in the texts. But there are positive reasons
to doubt the interpretation as well. First, whether or not he gives a clear account of
how it is possible, Aristotle certainly speaks as if perception on its own, without the
help of phantasia (or thought) can perceive all three classes of perceptibles.20 We have
seen this in 1d from the MA: “‘This is drink’ says perception or phantasia or thought”
(701a32-33, emphasis mine). It is also (inconclusively) implied by a passage that seems
to characterize phantasia as “movement arising from the activity of . . . these three [kinds
of] perceptions,” (de An. 428b25-429a2): if phantasia is what arises from the perception
of common and incidental perceptibles (as well as of proper ones), then it is presumably
not involved in that perception itself. In the same vein is what we have seen under
points (1) and (3) above: if phantasia works by simulating perception, then there must be
some content already contained in perception for phantasia to simulate – the content of
perception on its own must be very similar to the content of phantasia.
Thus we should reject the idea that phantasia provides us with goals by interpreting the

data of perception in the way Nussbaum describes. But others have also thought that
practical phantasiaworks by somehow going beyond what perception can do on its own:

19 Compare Schofield on de An. 428a14-15: “in phantasia we consciously or unconsciously interpret the
data of our senses . . . [when we try to identify something in difficult conditions] we may have to exercise our
imaginations, comparing and contrasting what we can see with the way familiar middle-sized things of our
everyday acquaintance look, before we are able to conclude that it looks like a man; we may have to try
seeing it under different aspects before we succeed in seeing it as a man” (Schofield 1978, 113). See also
Richardson 1992, 385.

20 Nussbaum is not alone in thinking that phantasia plays some role in ordinary perception: compare e.g.
Caston 1996 (on the perception of common and incidental perceptibles) and Wedin 1988.
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[Locomotion is produced by] a two-part cognitive process. Aisthêsis [perception] or noêsis
[thought] presents an object, and phantasia elaborates on the object, reinterpreting it in the
light of anticipated pleasures and pains. This description secures a place for phantasia even in cases
where a different cognitive faculty presents the object. (Modrak, 1987, 97 )21

I take Furley (1980) to be putting forth a related view: animals and people are moved
by external objects because through phantasia we are able to see them as objects of
desire, i.e. as good in some way.
On these views, phantasia is necessary for locomotion because it is only through

phantasia that objects appear pleasant or good to us, thereby becoming objects of desire.
These interpretations are right about something important: as I argue below, it is
because phantasia is both pleasure-involving and evaluative that it plays its crucial role in
action. But this is not enough to show why it should be necessary for locomotion.
Perception on its own can be pleasurable or painful. And I argued in Chapter 2 that
perception on its own can also be evaluative: one can perceive something as good. And
thus perception on its own can be motivating: pleasurable perception, i.e. evaluative
perception, essentially entails desire (see passage 3 – de An. 431a8-12). If this is right,
then there is no special need for phantasia to interpret the data of perception as pleasant
or good, nor to associate perceived objects with pleasure and goodness.22

There is a third strategy for explaining phantasia’s role in locomotion which also goes
beyond the basic conception: on Lorenz’s version, phantasia represents things as goals
by letting creatures “envisage prospects.” The idea is that what motivates a creature to
locomote must be something much more complex than the mere representation of a
(proper, common, or incidental) perceptible property that has been perceived at some
point in the past. Rather, “the formation of purposes that motivate animals to engage
in locomotion . . . always, or at least typically, involves accomplishing the cognitive

21 See also: “Desire is always for the sake of something (433a15). . . . In the case of inarticulate desires,
for instance, the desires of non-human animals, there must . . . be some representation of the object as
desirable. . . . The association of pleasurable or painful sensations with certain objects as a result of past
experience could play this part. �Æ��Æ�	Æ would serve as the vehicle for these associations, by presenting
the sensible qualities to which these sensations attach” (Modrak 1986, 60).

22 One passage in de An. III.10 seems to imply that perception on its own cannot give rise to desire:
“Insofar as the animal is capable of desiring (Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�), this much is it capable of moving itself. But it is not
capable of desiring unless it has phantasia” (de An. 433b27-29). If we take this to mean that perception never
gives rise to desire without the help of phantasia, however, the passage is flatly contradicted by 1e from the
M` (desire comes about either through perception or through phantasia and thought – MA 701a35-36), and
by the straightforward reading of passage 3 from the de An., which either claims that pleasurable perception
essentially gives rise to desire or even equates the two, with no mention of phantasia, and with a clear
implication in the next lines that phantasia causes desire by simulating perception. It is also contradicted by
another passage from the de An.: “All animals that have touch also have desire. About phantasia [whether they
have it] is not clear . . . ” (de An. 414b15-16) – for if we can know that an animal has desire, and therefore the
ability to go for its good, without knowing whether or not it has phantasia, then phantasia cannot be a
condition of desire. For a compelling argument that what Aristotle must mean at de An. 433b27-29 is merely
that perception on its own cannot give rise to the desires that motivate locomotion – i.e., desires for absent or
distant goals – see Lorenz 2006, Chapter 10.
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task of envisaging a prospective situation” (2006, 131) – envisaging oneself drinking
water, say, or taking shelter under a leaf. Therefore, phantasia plays a necessary role in
locomotion because it is through phantasia that we envisage such situations.

This account is faced with the burden of showing two things which it is difficult to
show: first, that Aristotle has in mind a crucial role for phantasia which he nowhere
mentions, and second, that phantasia even in lower animals is capable of representing
something as complex as “situations.”23

One might reply that Aristotle’s discussion of phantasia’s role in locomotion is cryptic
enough that we are forced to go beyond the basic conception and offer speculative
accounts. It is worth bearing in mind, however, that Aristotle not only consistently
presents phantasia as exhausted by the basic conception, but also seems to claim that this
conception suffices to account for phantasia’s role in locomotion. This comes out
explicitly in the last passage quoted above under claim (3):

Because phantasiai remain and are similar to the perceptions (�Øa �e K�����Ø� ŒÆd ›��	Æ
 �r�ÆØ),
animals do many things in accordance with them. (de An. 429a4-6, emphasis mine)

Through phantasia an agent can have an experience that is psychologically similar to the
perception of some particular object, even when that particular object is not there to be
perceived, and it is this very fact that explains why the agent “does things in accord
with” phantasiai – acts on them. Aristotle’s claim here is that phantasia contributes to
animal action just by preserving and reproducing perceptions – not by interpreting
them, or synthesizing them, or in other ways going beyond what perception on its own
could do were it being actually exercised on the appropriate object at the moment. All
the interpretations canvassed above hold that phantasia contributes to locomotion by

23 Lorenz admits the first as a difficulty (“It should be acknowledged at once that, unfortunately, Aristotle
does not say, in theDe Motu Animalium or anywhere else, that animal locomotion always or typically involves
envisaging prospects” (2006, 131), and gives compelling arguments to show how Aristotle could have
extended his account of phantasia to address the second. I think, however, that interpretative charity dictates
that if we can explain phantasia’s role in action without going beyond what Aristotle actually says about
phantasia then that is just what we should do. The most explicit evidence Lorenz gives that animal motivation
involves envisaging prospects is EN III .10 1118a23: the lion taking pleasure in the sight of the stag is pleased
‹�Ø ��æa� ���Ø, which Lorenz translates as “that he is going to get a meal,” concluding that the lion takes
pleasure “in the prospect of eating” (2006, 131). But the point of the passage is to show that animals take
pleasure in sounds, sights, and smells only incidentally, i.e. because those are associated with other perceptions
or experiences that provide pleasure in themselves: as the corresponding EE passage (III.2 1231a5-10) puts it
– with no mention of anything as sophisticated as “that he is going to get a meal” – the smells animals enjoy
are “the ones which we enjoy either in expecting or remembering, like those of foods and drinks, for we
enjoy these on account of another pleasure.” Thus arguably the ‹�Ø at EN 1118a23 should be taken as a
‘because,’ as surely the one a few lines above should be (“because (‹�Ø) the ox is near, the lion takes pleasure
through sound” – a20-21); in that case the claim is just a variant on what we got at a19-20: “Dogs do not
enjoy the scents of the hares but the eating.” The point then is that the sight of the stag triggers in the lion a
pleasurable anticipation of stag-taste; this fits perfectly with the account I go on to give below. (Malcolm
Heath has pointed out to me another reason to doubt that animals do something so complex as envisage
prospects: Aristotle at one point denies that they can “experience expectation and anticipation of the future
(K� Kº�	�Ø ª	���ŁÆØ ŒÆd �æ����Œ	Æfi ��F ��ºº����
)” (PA 669a18-21) (although he elsewhere does attribute
expectation to animals: see HA 612a12 on the panther who Kº�	Ç�ı�Æ).)
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adding some content to what we get from perception, and yet this is precisely what
Aristotle’s own account seems to deny.24

Now, the view that practical phantasia adds no content to perception is only
mysterious if we assume that perception on its own cannot motivate – but I have
argued in Chapter 2 that it can. To make sense of phantasia’s role, then, we need only
two things. First, we need evidence that phantasia, by simulating perceptions, can
motivate in the same way that perceptions do – that is, that phantasia can preserve
and reproduce not just what we might call the narrowly representational content of
perceptions (their representations of things as blue, sweet, round, and so on), but also
their motivating character – the aspects of perception that make practical perceptions
practical. Second, we need an explanation of why phantasia should be necessary for
locomotion even if perception on its own can motivate.
In the next section, I show how to answer these demands. The argument will yield

not only an explanation for phantasia’s role in locomotion that sticks to the basic
conception, but also an account of the notion we have had in view all along, the
notion of the apparent good.

3.3 Practical phantasia
We saw above that Aristotle presents phantasia’s ability to cause locomotion as a conse-
quence of its similarity to perception: “Because phantasiai remain and are similar to the
perceptions, animals do many things in accordance with them” (de An. 429a4-6, emphasis
mine). I want now to show that one crucial similarity is affective similarity: phantasiai
preserve the pleasurableness or painfulness of the perceptions from which they arise.
As I mentioned above, the idea that pleasure plays some central role in the

explanation of how phantasia causes action is not a new one: several interpreters have
given accounts on which phantasia at least sometimes renders something an object of
desire by associating it with pleasure.25 But most of these interpretations mention this as
one among various functions of practical phantasia, rather than as the central feature
which renders phantasia necessary for locomotion. One account does show that
pleasure is central: Whiting’s (2002) (which turns on a reading of passage 3 (de An.
431a8 ff.) similar to the one I offered in Chapter 2). I agree with much of Whiting’s
account, but there is one difference in our views which will be important for my
analysis of the apparent good: she argues (as I interpret her) that phantasia motivates by
representing objects as pleasant or painful.26 I will argue that phantasia motivates
by being itself pleasurable or painful, just like perception.

24 I owe this last way of putting the point to Thomas Johansen (in conversation); Johansen gives an
account of phantasia’s role in action which sticks to the basic conception, and with which I am mostly in
agreement, in Johansen forthcoming.

25 See e.g. Modrak 1986, 60, Lorenz 2006, 119, and Irwin 1990, 318.
26 Animals “need to move in order to take in nourishment. So they need something to motivate them. This

is the role played by pleasure and pain, which are essentially motivational states, states that simple animals are
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As we have seen, on Aristotle’s view the perception of any proper, common or
incidental object of perception can give rise to a phantasia of that object: phantasia
preserves and copies what we might call the narrowly representational component of
perceptions.27 But Aristotle also represents phantasia as preserving and copying the
affective component of perception: its pleasurableness or painfulness. This emerges
from two passages outside our main texts that are concerned with central functions of
phantasia, memory and expectation:

Since to be pleased lies in perceiving a certain affection (K��d� �e l���ŁÆØ K� �fiH ÆN�Ł����ŁÆ	 �Ø��


��Ł�ı
), and phantasia is a kind of weak perception (ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
 �Ø
 I�Ł���
), [and] some phantasia
of what a person remembers or expects [or hopes – Kº�	Ç�Ø] would always attend in remember-
ing or expecting – if this is the case, it is clear that pleasures come simultaneously to those who are
remembering and expecting, since there is perception there, too.28 Thus it is necessary that all
pleasant things are either present in perceiving or past in remembering or future in expecting; for
people perceive the present, remember the past, and expect the future. (Rhet. 1370a27-35)

[A]ll of ethical virtue is about bodily pleasures and pains,29 and these are either in acting or in
remembering or in expecting. The ones in action are on the basis of (ŒÆ�a) perception, so that
they are moved by some perceptible, while those in memory and in expectation are from this
(I�e �Æ��Å
) [i.e. are due to the perception]: for people are either pleased in remembering as they
experienced, or in expecting as they will experience (�xÆ ��ÆŁ�� ����Å����Ø l����ÆØ,
j Kº�	Ç����
 �xÆ ��ºº�ı�Ø�). So that it’s necessary for all such pleasure to arise from perceptibles
(��e �H� ÆN�ŁÅ�H�). . . . (Phys. 247a7-14)30

If the actual tasting of water was pleasurable, then so too will be the memory of tasting
it, or the anticipation of tasting some more. Here Aristotle is following Plato’s
characterization of expectations (or ‘hopes’ – Kº�	��
) in the Philebus: they are pleasures

moved either to sustain or to end and that complex animals – capable of representing them in imagination –
are also moved either to bring about or to avoid” (Whiting 2002, 173).

27 I use ‘narrowly representational content’ to contrast with evaluative content. Since on Aristotle’s view
evaluation is representational (as opposed to non-cognitive), we need something like ‘narrowly’ to mark the
difference between representing something as e.g. blue or round and representing it as good.

28 When Aristotle says that “there is perception” in remembering and hoping he is clearly using
‘perception’ in a broad sense on which phantasia is either a species of perception or quasi-perception (ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø

�Ø
, as in the first line of the passage). Perception narrowly and strictly so called is only of things present (Mem.
449b13-15).

29 ‘Bodily’ might seem to narrow things down too far to make the passage a basis for any general
conclusions about pleasure, but the fact that the passage identifies bodily pleasures and pains as the domain
of ethical virtue indicates that Aristotle must mean the category to include all pleasures and pains relevant to
action; I defend this reading further, and give my own account of why the pleasures connected with virtue are
perceptual, in Chapter 8.

30 Compare EN X.3 1173b18-19, which includes among the pleasures of perception (ŒÆ�a �a

ÆN�Ł���Ø
) “memories and expectations.” The Rhet. passage is explicit in attributing these preservations of
perception in memory and expectation to phantasia; the Phys. passage is not, but Aristotle consistently
attributes memory to phantasia elsewhere (see especially Mem. throughout), and attributes expectation to it
as well in the Rhet. passage; moreover, the claim of the Phys. that the pleasures of memory and expectation
are I�e �Æ��Å
 – from perception – and arise “from perceptibles” reminds us very much of de An. III.3’s
characterization of phantasia as being of perceptibles and arising from perception.
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of the soul in which we “pre-enjoy” (�æ�åÆ	æ�Ø�) some future pleasure (Phil. 39d4 ff.;
cf. “the expectation before the pleasures will be pleasant” (32c1)). Crucially, the idea is
not – or not just – that we expect that something will be pleasant, or remember that it
was pleasant. Rather, the expecting or remembering is in itself pleasurable. We get
some of the enjoyment of an actual experience in anticipating or remembering it: we
pre- or post-enjoy it.
Moreover, this is just what we should expect Aristotle to think, given that – as we

saw in Chapter 2 – he construes the feeling of pleasure as an affection of the perceptual
system itself (see especially Phys. 247a16-17, just following the lines quoted above:
pleasure is an alteration of the ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�). If perceiving something cool on a particular
occasion is not a neutral but instead a pleasurable experience then the perception of the
coolness is a special perception of the kind we discussed in Chapter 2: it heats or chills
the area around the perceiver’s heart, i.e. it is pleasurable. Because phantasmata are
similar to the aisthêmata from which they derive, and thus affect the perceiver in similar
ways, we might expect the phantasmata that result from that pleasurable perception of
coolness – and which are active in the memory or expectation of the experience – to be
heating or chilling and pleasurable as well.
We get direct confirmation of this view from some passages of the MA’s discussion

of locomotion which we looked at in Chapter 2. Moreover these passages show, I will
now argue, not only that phantasia preserves the affective component of perception,
but also that this is precisely the feature of practical phantasia which renders it practical –
desire-inducing. We saw in Chapter 2 that perceptions contribute to motivation
insofar as they are pleasurable or painful; the MA shows that the same is true of
phantasiai.
First, the MA confirms that the basic conception of phantasia is sufficient to account

for its role in locomotion, by stating that phantasia contributes to action by simulating
perception:

1f. . . .Phantasiai and perceptions and thoughts alter the parts [thereby setting off a causal chain
which leads to locomotion]. For perceptions are at once a kind of alteration, and phantasia and
thinking have the power (���Æ�Ø
) of the actual things (�æ�ª�Æ�Æ) . . . (MA 701b13-19)

The appearance through phantasia of a thing (and also the thought of a thing) has the
same capacity or power (���Æ�Ø
) to affect us as the thing itself. Clearly Aristotle does
not mean that the phantasia of a lion can bite, nor that imagining a meal can fill one’s
belly. ‘The power of the things’ must refer instead to the way things affect us through
perception, and in particular to the locomotion-inducing effects he has referred to in
the first lines of this excerpt: heating and chilling the area around the heart. As he puts it
shortly afterwards:

1g. Now the origin of motion is, as has been said, the object of pursuit and avoidance in the
practical sphere. Of necessity heating and chilling attend the thought and the phantasia of these
things . . . (MA 701b33-35)

PHANTASIA AND THE APPARENT GOOD 59



Just having a phantasia of an object of pursuit or avoidance is in itself a heating or
chilling experience. (So too is having a thought of such things, a point to which
I return in Chapter 6.) Thus phantasia can stand in for perception in practical contexts
because its physical effects are the same as perception’s. But we saw in Chapter 2 that
heating and chilling are the physical accompaniments of pleasure and pain, and thus to
say that phantasia motivates by preserving and reproducing the heating and chilling
effects of perception entails that it motivates by preserving its affective component. The
next lines confirm this through a discussion of the same two functions of phantasia at
issue in the Rhet. and Phys. passages, memory and expectation:

1h. This is clear from the pathêmata [passions, emotions]. For daring and fears and lusts and the
other bodily painful and pleasant [passions?] are accompanied by heating or chilling, some of a
part and some of the whole body.Memories and expectations, using such things as images (�Y�øºÆ), are
sometimes less and sometimes more responsible (ÆN�	ÆØ) for the same things [i.e. heatings and
chillings]. (MA 702a2-7, emphasis mine)

When phantasia reproduces a pleasurable or painful, heating and chilling experience
in memory or expectation – when it “uses such things as an image” – the result is itself
pleasurable or painful, heating and chilling. This is the material counterpart of the claim
we saw above from the Rhet. and Phys.: that the memory or expectation of a pleasant
or painful experience is in itself pleasurable or painful.

OurMA passages confirm, then, that a phantasia arising from a pleasurable or painful
perception is itself pleasurable or painful. They also confirm that it is in virtue of this
fact that phantasia is practical: the heating and chilling of the parts around the heart that
are the material accompaniments of pleasurable or painful phantasiai, just like those that
are the material accompaniments of pleasurable or painful perceptions, set off a chain of
psychophysical events that gives rise to or focuses desire, and culminates in locomotion.

Thus we have answered the first demand I laid out at the end of section 2: the basic
conception of phantasia can account for its role in locomotion because phantasia
preserves and reproduces the affective component of perception as well as its narrowly
representational component. We do not need to go beyond the basic conception to
show how phantasia can cause action. What about the second demand, however? If all
that practical phantasia does is simulate perceptions – rather than add content to them
by interpreting them or otherwise going beyond them, as on accounts like Nussbaum’s
or Lorenz’s – why should phantasia be necessary for locomotion, as Aristotle implies that
it is? Why doesn’t perception suffice?

First, a caveat: the MA seems to equivocate on this point. Passages like 1a, 1d-f, and
MA 702b21-25 (quoted in Chapter 2) imply that perception can motivate on its own;
moreover, given the view that perception heats and chill the area around the heart (see
1f and 702b21-25) it is very difficult to see why perception should not be able to
initiate locomotion: as a physiological matter, why should not these heatings and
chillings lead to expansions and contractions and thereby to large-scale bodily move-
ment, just as they do when it is phantasia which induces them? Indeed, 1f seems to
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imply that they do. On the other hand, other passages of theMA imply that phantasia is
necessary: when perception gives rise to locomotion, it does so only by first giving rise
to phantasia (see 702a17-19, quoted in section 1). Moreover, in the de An. perception is
not mentioned as a mover at all: locomotion is caused either by phantasia or intellect,
and since intellect depends on the use of phantasia (see below), phantasia is necessary for
all locomotion. I thus take Aristotle’s considered view to be that phantasia plays a
necessary role.
At any rate this should have been his considered view, for there is a compelling

account to be given of why phantasia is necessary. This is an account which many have
offered, and which I accept in broad outline. It goes as follows:
The phenomenon Aristotle wants to explain, in de An. III and in the MA, is

locomotion, or more generally goal-directed action. (See note 14 in Chapter 1.)
Such movement only takes place when an animal pursues something not immediately
present: something at a distance, or not in view, which it has to move to get. For when
the animal is in direct perceptual contact with something she likes (actually drinking
water, for example), she has no need to move around. If phantasia is what enables us to
represent perceptibles in their absence, then it is clear why it should be necessary for
locomotion: only through phantasia can an animal or person be aware of something not
present to perception, making that thing available as an object of her desire, a goal.31

Moreover, because there is no thinking without a phantasma (see e.g. de An. 432a3-9) –
and in particular because deliberation, the kind of thought particularly concerned with
action, works through phantasmata (see de An. 431a14-17 and 434a7-10) – phantasia is
involved even when the goal is apprehended by thought. Thus all locomotion requires
phantasia, either on its own or as a medium for thought. (I will give more detailed
arguments for the claim that practical thought requires phantasia in Chapter 6, but
Aristotle is so explicit on this point that it should be uncontroversial.)32

It is clear how this account will work when we plug in the view of practical cognition
I have argued for above. When an animal is in perceptual contact with something

31 “Creatures that have appearances [i.e. phantasiai] have a point of view on their environment; they can
respond to particular features of it without the normal sort of physical interaction with those features (as, e.g.,
animals respond to the presence of water before the water wets them)” (Irwin 1990, 305). “Phantasia is a capacity
for sensory representation that enables the representation of features and objects of various kinds that are not
currently perceived by way of the senses . . . Aristotle assigns to that capacity a prominent role in the production of
behaviour, and in particular in the production of purposive locomotion, because he takes it to be able to do
something that perception cannot do, which is to put an animal in cognitive contact with prospective situations”
(Lorenz 2006, 114); cf. Modrak 1986, 59, D. Frede 1992, 289-90 (with reference to how practical thought makes
use of phantasia to present situations for evaluation), and most recently Yurdin 2009.

32 There may seem to be a problem in that, as we saw in Chapter 1, Aristotle sometimes contrasts acting
on phantasia with acting on intellect: see de An. 429a5-8, 433a11, 433b12, and the passages that contrast the
apparent good with the good as an object of desire. But we have seen evidence that phantasia is involved even
in thought-based action (seeMA 702a17-19 and the other quotations in section 1 of the present chapter); we
should thus take the passages which contrast phantasia-based action with thought-based action to be
contrasting actions that involve only phantasia with those that also involve thought, i.e. that involve phantasia
as a tool for thought. I return to this subject in Chapter 6.
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pleasing – actually tasting water, for example – she feels pleasure, and hence desire.
(Perhaps Aristotle has inmind the desire to keep on going, or simply a positive disposition
toward the activity.) When she merely sees some water, however – or when there is no
water in view, but she remembers or anticipates or imagines getting some – there is no
strictly perceptual pleasure to instigate desire and get her limbs moving in pursuit.
Phantasia fills this gap: since a phantasma of something is similar to, and has similar causal
powers to, the actual perception of that thing, phantasia can play themotivational role that
perception just now cannot. In remembering or anticipating or imagining the pleasant
taste of thewater, the animal is having a pleasurable phantasia of it; this pleasurable phantasia
induces desire and pursuit, just as would the actual pleasurable perception. Phantasia’s
key contribution to action is its pleasurable representation of an object not presently
perceived, which thereby becomes desired as a goal.

Thus we have an account of phantasia’s role in action which sticks to the basic
conception: practical phantasia preserves and reproduces practical perception, rather
than interpreting perceptions or adding content to them. I have argued that this
account fits better with what Aristotle explicitly says about phantasia than its rivals do.
Nonetheless, a few comments are in order onwhat the account might seem to be lacking.

First, I do not mean to imply that what I have described is the only role that phantasia
ever plays in locomotion: as we have seen in the MA, phantasia can also supply the
means to a given end – that is, can supply what corresponds to a “premise of the
possible.” But this cannot be what makes phantasia necessary for action, for that role can
be played by perception or thought as well. (Recall 1d: any of the three forms of
cognition can supply the information “This is drink.”) Much of what Lorenz attributes
to practical phantasiamakes sense of its instrumental role, and shows why in many cases
perception will not suffice for this role, while phantasia can fill the gap. Lorenz argues
further, however, that phantasia is necessary for this role – that perception cannot guide
animals in acting appropriately to achieve their goals.33 If he is right, we should
conclude that Aristotle should have had a theory about how animals figure out how
to realize their goals, and moreover that had he had such a theory phantasia should have
played a central role in it. Nonetheless, Aristotle may not have had any such theory at
all, for he never gives one explicitly; and – to return to the crucial point – we can
explain his claims that phantasia is necessary for locomotion without them.

Second, it is difficult to see how merely representing an object or action to oneself –
even representing it in a pleasurable, desire-inducing way – can suffice to render it a
goal. What makes the pleasurable phantasiaiwhich count as representations of goals any
different from pleasurable memories, or hallucinations? It seems that Aristotle needs the
idea of different modes of presentation: presenting something as future and attainable,
rather than as past, for example, or as a mere fantasy. This looks like a real gap in the
account I have attributed to Aristotle. And this too may well be a gap that could in

33 Lorenz 1996, 180-1 and Chapter 11.
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principle be filled by a suitably expanded or fleshed-out conception of phantasia. But
once again, the evidence seems to suggest that Aristotle neither noticed this gap nor
intended to fill it with phantasia.
It is of course open to us to show how in his conception of phantasia Aristotle has the

resources to present a fuller theory of action than he explicitly presents. My claim is
simply that in what he does say Aristotle has done enough to show why phantasia
should be essential for action. The key claim is that through phantasia we pleasurably or
painfully represent objects not directly present to perception. I want now to show, at
last, that in making that claim Aristotle is giving us an account of the notion that I have
claimed is central to his theory of action: the apparent good.
I argued in section 1 that both theMA and de An. discussions imply that phantasia causes

locomotion by producing appearances of things as good. What we have seen thus far is
instead an account on which phantasia causes locomotion by reproducing the pleasurable-
ness of the perceptions from which it arises. But we are now in a position to see that it
follows from this chapter’s account of the relation between phantasia and perception, in
conjunction with the previous chapter’s account of Aristotle’s view of pleasurable per-
ception, that the two claims amount to the same thing: a phantasiawhich is pleasurable and
desire-inducing is an evaluative phantasia – a cognition of something as good.
When you touch something cool you perceive its coolness: you discern or become

aware of (Œæ	��Ø�) its coolness through perception. Since phantasia preserves and
reproduces perceptions, when you have a phantasia – e.g. a memory or anticipation –

of something cool, you have an experience very similar to the perception of coolness.
You do not in this case actually perceive coolness, but given the similarity of the
experience it makes sense to say that you have an appearance (phantasia) of coolness.
Chapter 2 showed that when you touch something cool and the experience is

pleasurable – e.g. when you dive into a cool lake on a hot day – you become aware
through perception not only of coolness but also something else: goodness. Thus,
when you have a pleasurable memory or anticipation of coolness (e.g. when you
remember or anticipate diving into a cool lake on a hot day) you are having an
experience very similar to the perception of good coolness. You do not in this case
actually perceive good coolness: what you have is an appearance (phantasia) of good
coolness. Thus we can say not only that you have an appearance as of coolness, but also
that you have an appearance of it as good. Just as to have a pleasurable perception of
something is to “be active toward it as good”with perception, to perceive it as good, so
to have a pleasurable phantasia of something is to “be active toward it as good” with
phantasia – to have an appearance of it as good.
The appearance of goodness is thus the representation through phantasia – the

memory, anticipation, imagination, or other quasi-perceptual simulation – of percep-
tible goodness.
We now have an account of the apparent good as it functions in Aristotle’s account

of locomotion. An appearance of goodness is a pleasurable, essentially motivating
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phantasia of an object, a representation which ultimately derives from a pleasurable,
essentially motivating perception of an object of (more or less) the same type.34

3.4 Phantasia and thought
My goal in the remainder of this book will be to show that the notion of apparent
goodness explained above is the very same notion which plays a major role in
Aristotle’s moral psychology: in his theory of the passions, his account of akrasia, his
theory of ethical character, and even his account of rational, deliberated action. Briefly,
the explanation of why phantasia is necessary for locomotion will also entail that
phantasia is necessary for a range of complex human motivations: any desire or aversion
directed at something not present to perception – e.g. ambition for an unrealized goal,
anger at a remembered slight, or the wish (��ıº��Ø
) to live a certain kind of life –must
be based on an evaluative phantasia. I will establish these claims in detail, and examine
their consequences for our understanding of Aristotle’s ethical views.

In turning to consider Aristotle’s moral psychology and ethics, however, we will be
turning away from phenomena that are common to humans and animals toward
phenomena that are distinctively human, and this will introduce important complica-
tions. In the first part of this book I have, following Aristotle’s lead in the de An. and
MA discussions, examined perception’s and phantasia’s roles in motivation very gener-
ally, not drawing distinctions between animal and human motivation. But human
motivation is at least sometimes very different from animal motivation, because human
cognition is very different from animal cognition. In humans, perception and phantasia
exist alongside, in various ways subserve, and sometimes come into conflict with a
higher cognitive power: thought. (By ‘thought’ I mean to include all the species of
cognition which Aristotle attributes to humans but denies to animals: reasoning or
calculation (º�ªØ��
), thinking (�Ø���ØÆ), belief (��Æ), and nous in its various senses.
I will have something to say about the differences and relations between these kinds of
thought, but mainly only insofar as they differ in their relations to phantasia.) In order to
understand human practical phantasia, and thus in order to understand the role of the
apparent good in ethical character and action, we will therefore need to take into
account the interactions between phantasia and thought.

One thing we will need to consider is whether and how the capacity for thought
expands the possible content of perception, and thereby of phantasia (since phantasia,
I have argued, derives its content from perception). Aristotle is often taken to hold that

34 There are interesting questions as to how tightly phantasia must be tied to actual perceived objects:
although Aristotle does not say as much, it is charitable to interpret him as holding that perception of a
particular cool lake (for example) can give rise to a less specific phantasia of some cool lake or other – what
Caston explains as a representation with “indefinite singular content,” or Yurdin as a “non-specific”
representation (Caston 1998, 290; Yurdin 2009, 81). Moreover, as Caston also argues, Aristotle might (and
should) hold that we can have phantasiai of things we’ve never perceived (e.g. dreams of dragons), because
phantasiai can be produced as distortions of actual perceptions (Caston 1996, 49).
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a thinking creature can have perceptions that a non-thinking creature cannot: on a
widespread interpretation, he holds that while humans can perceive incidental percep-
tibles like people and trees, lower animals can perceive only proper and common
perceptibles. If this is right, it stands to reason that humans can also perceive value-
properties that lower animals cannot. I will consider this idea in Chapter 4’s discussion
of the passions, using to it explain how humans can have phantasiai as of things like
undeserved well-doing or unjustified insults, and in Chapter 8, to explain how we can
have phantasiai of very general things like a certain way of life.
The other thing we will need to consider is the relation between phantasiai and

thoughts concerned with the same objects. (This is a different point from the previous:
once phantasiai are formed, whether or not they in some way depend on thought for
their content, they can stand in a variety of relations to thought.) We have already seen
evidence that phantasiai – and indeed perceptions – can have the same content as
thoughts: for example, “‘This is drink’ says perception or phantasia or thought”
(passage 1d). That is to say, phantasia and thought can be about the same things. And
this entails that there are three relations in which they can stand.
First, phantasia can exist in the absence of any relevant thought, as it does in animals:

we can have appearances of something about which we have no thoughts at all. I will
argue that this happens in humans when our rational faculty is somehow impaired, as
e.g. in sleep or a fit of intense passion.
Second, phantasia can conflict with thought: the two can contradict one another, as

Aristotle puts it in the Insomn. (460b19–20). I discuss cases of this kind in Chapter 5,
examining conflicts between thought and phantasia in non-evaluative cases (perceptual
illusions) and in evaluative cases (akrasia and its opposite, enkrateia).
Finally, phantasia can agree with thought: the two can say the same thing. In fact,

even though some thoughts conflict with some phantasiai, Aristotle must hold that for
every thought there is a phantasia that agrees with or otherwise supports it, for on his
view there is no thought without a phantasma (e.g. de An. 431a14-17, 432a8-9).
Loosely and provisionally, we may interpret this as: there is no abstraction without a
quasi-perceptual image of something particular and perceptible from which one
abstracts. (We will consider how this works in more detail in Part III.) And this has a
very significant repercussion for Aristotle’s view of practical cognition: even practical
thought – intellectual judgments that something is good or bad – will presuppose
corresponding evaluative appearances through phantasia.
This last claim has two striking consequences, ones which I mentioned in the

Introduction as the most radical aspects of the view I develop in this book.
First, it opens the way for phantasia to play a major role in phenomena that are

traditionally thought to be purely intellectual. At various points in Parts II and III I will
be arguing that Aristotle characterizes as phantasiai cognitions that others have thought
must be intellectual; that is, I will be arguing that various instances of the phrase
‘apparent good’ are to be taken literally, along the lines developed above, where one
might think that they are to be taken in a non-technical sense as references to what the
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agent thinks or believes. The standard objection to my reading will be as follows:
“Aristotle can’t mean that passions like envy (Chapter 4), let alone decisions and wishes
(Chapters 6-8) are based on literal appearances through phantasia, because he thinks we
envy, decide on and wish for what we think good.” To which I reply: certainly
Aristotle holds that we envy, decide on and wish for things we think good. But he
holds that these evaluative thoughts presuppose – in very different ways, which
I elaborate in those chapters – evaluative phantasiai: pleasurable or painful, essentially
motivating appearances derived from previous perceptions of their objects. Moreover,
it is the appearances that give the thoughts their content.35 Recognizing this fact allows
us, I will argue, to make sense of aspects of Aristotle’s moral psychology that vex the
standard, more intellectualist view.

Second, if Aristotle holds that all evaluative thoughts derive their content from
evaluative phantasia, and thus ultimately from evaluative perception, then his theory
of human motivation gives a strikingly central role to pleasure and pain – much more
central than has been generally acknowledged. I have argued above that Aristotle
characterizes phantasia as a necessary cause of all motivation. Given my analysis of how
phantasia contributes to motivation, this entails that he thinks that the apparent good is
the object of all desire: not just animal, but human as well, and moreover not just
appetitive desire, but even distinctively rational desire, the kind that involves delibera-
tion and other forms of thought. And this, given my analysis of the apparent good,
entails that we only desire things of a type that we have previously experienced as
pleasant. I will argue in Part III that this is just what Aristotle does mean: not only does
practical thought, like all thought, make use of phantasia, but it derives its content from
the phantasiai; therefore we think good only the kind of thing that has previously
appeared to us as good, and thus only what we have at some point pleasurably perceived.

My account of practical phantasia thusmakes pleasure and pain crucial to all motivation.
Nonetheless, as I argue in more detail in Part III, it should not be taken to imply that
Aristotle is a straightforward psychological hedonist who thinks that every action and
desire aims at gaining pleasure or avoiding pain. The claim is not that desire is always desire
for pleasure, but rather that desire is always based on a pleasurable cognition of the desired
object. Pleasure is the efficient cause, but not necessarily the object, of all desire.36

35 I will argue that wishes are based directly on thoughts which derive their content from phantasiai, while
passions are based directly on the phantasiai, with the derived thoughts being epiphenomenal.

36 On this point – as on many others – the view I am attributing to Aristotle is similar to that of the British
empiricists. Consider Hume’s view that impressions or ideas of pleasure and pain are “the chief spring and
moving principles of all [the] actions” of the human mind (A Treatise of Human Nature, I.iii.x), which he
accounts for as follows: “An impression first strikes upon the senses, and makes us perceive heat or cold, thirst
or hunger, [i.e.] pleasure or pain of some kind or other. Of this impression there is a copy taken by the mind,
which remains after the impression ceases; and this we call an idea. This idea of pleasure or pain, when it
returns upon the soul, produces the new impressions of desire and aversion, hope and fear . . . ” (ibid., I.i.ii).
As in 1f-h from the MA, motivations are based on memories or similar reproductions of pleasurable
perceptions.
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The Apparent Good and
Non-Rational Motivation
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4

Passions and the Apparent Good

Imagery is a powerful technique for coping with negative feelings. Mental pictures
can sometimes connect directly with emotional experience in a way that words
can’t. (N.M. Elman and E. Kennedy-Moore, The Unwritten Rules of Friendship)

People do not feel fear and distress when they have been persuaded through logos
that something bad for them is present or approaching, but only when they get a
phantasia of these things. For how could someone move the non-rational through
logos unless he sets before it some kind of picture similar to a perception (�Ø�Æ
I�ÆÇøªæ�çÅ�Ø� �æ����ºÅ�ÆØ ÆN�ŁÅ�fi B �ÆæÆ�ºÅ�	Æ�)? (Posidonius, fragment 162)

We have seen that Aristotle gives evaluative phantasia a central place in animal
locomotion by characterizing appetites – the desires for the pleasant which cause
most animal motivation – as being for the apparent good. But appetites are not
found only in animals: they play a crucial role in human motivation too. So too do
the other members of the wider class in which Aristotle groups appetites: the passions
(��ŁÅ). My aim in this chapter is to show that Aristotle construes not just appetites but
all human passions as involving appearances of things as good or bad, where these are
appearances of precisely the kind discussed in Chapter 3. Fear, anger, shame, love, pity,
jealousy and the like involve essentially motivating, pleasurable or painful, evaluative
representations through phantasia, derived from previous pleasurable or painful percep-
tions. We feel fear when we have a quasi-perceptual appearance as of something
dangerous, and anger when we have a quasi-perceptual appearance as of something
insulting, where these are just the sort of appearances we might have in a vivid memory
or a dream. Therefore evaluative phantasia plays a crucial role in human motivation –

and thereby in human virtue.
Versions of this account have been presented in recent work on Aristotle, and some

of what I say will repeat arguments others have made.1 But the idea that passions
involve phantasia remains controversial;2 I aim to bolster it by showing crucial conti-
nuities between Aristotle’s treatment of the passions in the Rhetoric and the theory of
phantasia’s role in motivation that I derived from the psychological works in Chapter 3.

1 See Achtenberg 2002; Cooper 1996a; Nehamas 1992; Nieuwenburg 2002; Sihvola 1996; R. Sorabji
1993, 56-58; and Striker 1996.

2 For detractors see Fortenbaugh 2002; Leighton 1996; Nussbaum 1996; and most recently Dow 2009.



4.1 Doxastic vs. phantastic accounts of the passions
It is the Rhetoric that gives us Aristotle’s fullest treatment of the passions, as well as the
most striking evidence that he construes them as involving phantasia. Here is one
example (we will see many others below):

Fear is a pain or disturbance arising from the phantasia of a destructive or painful future evil. (Rhet.
1382a21-22)

Noticing Aristotle’s frequent use of the word phantasia and of variants on çÆ	���ŁÆØ (‘to
appear’) in the Rhetoric’s definitions, some have concluded that Aristotle holds what we
might call a phantastic account of the passions: passions are based on exercises of phantasia.
But this argument is far too quick. No one would insist that Aristotle’s every use of
çÆ	���ŁÆØ and its variants is meant in the technical sense of quasi-perceptual appearance:
sometimes he uses these words broadly, just as in English we often use ‘it appears to S that
p’ to mean simply ‘S believes that p.’ Some interpreters – call them doxastists – argue that
this is how we should take Aristotle’s appearance-language in the Rhetoric’s definitions of
the passions. For (the argument goes) people are afraid of what they believe dangerous, not
of what merely appears dangerous. Indeed, Aristotle himself evidently recognizes this in
his canonical discussion of phantasia in de An. III.3 (at 427b21-24, quoted below).
Morever, even in the Rhetoric Aristotle often characterizes the passions using words like
��Œ�E� (believe) and �Y��ŁÆØ (think) aswell as appearance-words. Therefore, hemust hold
that passions involve not quasi-perceptual phantasia but instead doxa, belief – a state he
contrasts with phantasia as being distinctively human and distinctively rational, i.e. depen-
dent on logos (see de An. 428a20-24, quoted below). And thus, the doxastists conclude, his
use of appearance-language in the Rhetoric is non-technical: it is meant to emphasize the
vividness of the beliefs in question, or their subjectivity.3

I have two aims in this chapter. First, I want to show against the doxastists that
passions do indeed involve literal phantasiai, the very same kind of quasi-perceptual
appearances that feature in memories and dreams. While the use of appearance-
language in the Rhetoric’s definitions may be inadequate support for the claim, there
is overwhelmingly strong evidence from elsewhere. In the ethical works Aristotle
attributes the passions to a part of the human soul which exercises perception and
phantasia but is not capable of belief (section 2), which entails that if they are based on
cognition at all it must be non-rational cognition, perception or phantasia. In the
Rhetoric, meanwhile, Aristotle characterizes the passions as essentially pleasurable and
painful, and argues that all pleasure and pain are in perception or quasi-perception,

3 “[N]o technical distinction between phantasia and believing is at issue in any of these analyses of
emotion”; “In general, the account shows no awareness of the more technical psychological distinctions of
the De Anima” (Nussbaum 1996, 307 and note 16); see also the others cited in the previous note, especially
Dow. Although Dow now acknowledges that phantasia does play a crucial role in the passions (MS), I will
take his 2009 paper as a target in much of what follows, since it presses the doxastic view forcefully, and gives
a clear presentation of the challenges that face defenders of the phantasia view.
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phantasia; this entails that – just as the ethical works lead us to expect – the passions must
be functions of either perception or phantasia.4 A close look at the Rhetoric’s character-
izations of the passions shows that they involve phantasia in particular: they all depend
on memory, expectation, or imaginative embellishment of a situation (e.g. visualiza-
tion) – which are paradigm exercises of phantasia (section 3). Moreover, we find
precedent for this view in Plato’s characterization of the passions (section 4).

My second aim is to show – where previous defenders of the phantastic interpreta-
tion have not – how this interpretation can accommodate the textual evidence and the
philosophical claims that have seemed to count against it (sections 5-6). Because
experiencing a phantasia is a way of accepting or endorsing a representation, parallel
to belief, the phantastic interpretation yields a view of the passions which is both
consistent and compelling. And because phantasiai in normal cases track or trigger
beliefs, the interpretation is compatible with Aristotle’s implications that the passions
correspond to evaluative beliefs.
I concede that although Aristotle gives us the resources to construct a good account

of the relation between passions and beliefs, he is not at all as explicit as we might wish
him to be, and thus the account I propose in the last section is somewhat speculative.
But the main point I wish to make in this chapter is that any interpretation of
Aristotelian passions must be constrained by decisive evidence that passions involve
literal phantasia. Whatever relation passions bear to belief, it should be clear that they
are based directly on phantasia. Chapter 5 will strengthen this claim by examining cases
in which evaluative phantasiai and evaluative beliefs conflict (namely, cases of akrasia):
when this happens, I will show, passions follow phantasia.

4.2 The passionate part of the soul
In the course of discussing virtue in both ethical works, Aristotle appeals to a claim
familiar from the psychological works: that there is a division in the human soul (EN
I.13, EE II.1). He distinguishes three parts of the soul, using as his criterion their relation
to logos – reason or rational account. One part has or exercises logos: the rational (ºª��
�å��) part. Another part is utterly non-rational (¼º�ª��), in no way sharing in or
responsive to logos: the vegetative part, responsible for nutrition and growth. Then
there is a third part, not rational in the strict sense – not capable of exercising reason – but
rational in an extended sense, for unlike the vegetative part it is able to listen to reason
(or obey or be persuaded by it: ��	Ł��ŁÆØ or IŒ�F�Ø�) (EE 1219b30, EN 1102b31-33).

This third part is of particular significance in Aristotle’s ethics – ethical virtue is at
least in large part a matter of its being in good condition5 – because it is the seat of what

4 This point is the focus of Nieuwenburg 2002; he gives it a very good defense, and some of what I say in
its support repeats his arguments.

5 See EE 1221b28-31, EE 1220a8-11, and EN 1103a3-5. I discuss ethical virtue, and its relation to the
passionate part of the soul, in detail in Chapter 7.
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he calls the passions (��ŁÅ): appetite (K�ØŁı�	Æ), spirit (Łı�
), fear, shame, anger,
boldness, malice, joy, love, hate, longing, envy, pity and others (EN 1106b16-17, EE
1220b12–13). Hence his name for this part in the Politics, adopted by ancient commen-
taries on the ethical works: it is the �ÆŁÅ�ØŒe� �æØ��, the passionate part of the soul.6

The passionate part cannot exercise reason, as we have seen, but Aristotle strongly
implies that it has its own forms of cognition: perception and phantasia. The ethical
works call the seat of the passions the desiderative part (or faculty), �e Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�

(EN 1102a30, EE 1221b31); meanwhile, the de An. says that the desiderative part is
the same as (although “different in being from”) the perceptive part (ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�)
(431a13-14 – passage 3c from Chapter 2), which the Insomn. declares to stand in this
same relation to the phantasia-exercising part (çÆ��Æ��ØŒ�) (459a16-17). This identity
is confirmed within the ethical works themselves: the EE refers to one part of the soul
as “the perceptive and desiderative” (�e �’ ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒe� ŒÆd Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�, EE 1219b23).7

Thus the passions belong to a part of the soul which lacks logos but can exercise
perception and phantasia. The passionate part is, as Eustratius puts it, “the animal and
desiderative part in man, which is both perceptive and phantastic (�e K� I�Łæ��fiø

Çø�ØŒe� ŒÆd Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�, n ŒÆd ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒe� ŒÆd çÆ��Æ��ØŒ� K��Ø)” (119, 26-27, com-
mentary on EN 1103a1 ff.).8

These identity-claims seem straightforward, but there are some passages which have
been taken to count against them. After distinguishing the strictly rational part from the
part that merely obeys reason (the passionate part), the EE says that both are “peculiar
(Y�ØÆ) to the human soul” (1219b37-38); the same is arguably implied by the
corresponding passage of the EN’s function argument, in which the active exercise
of these parts of the soul is said to be a distinctively human life (1097b33-1098a5).
Drawing on these passages, Fortenbaugh (2002) has argued that the passionate part is a
division of what the biological works call nous, intellect: it is an “alogical” intellectual
part, but intellectual nonetheless, and should not be confused with the perceptive part
we share with animals.9

The passages Fortenbaugh cites are not, however, decisive. First, given its interac-
tions with the rational part, the human perceptive part is so different from the
corresponding part in animals that one might well call it “peculiar” to us.10 This is

6 See Pol. 1254b8. Aristotle implies the same in the ethical works, both by naming this part after a
paradigm passion, appetite (it is the “appetitive and in general desiderative part” (�e K�ØŁı�Å�ØŒe� ŒÆd ‹ºø

Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�, EN 1102a30)), and by identifying it as the seat of character, where character is defined in part as a
disposition to feel passions.

7 Rackham inserts an extra �e before Oæ�Œ�ØŒ�, translating “the sensory and appetitive parts”; Woods
follows suit, without comment. In light of de An. 431a13-14, however, the emendation is wholly unnecessary.

8 For an extended argument that the non-rational part is what one might call our animal soul, see Lorenz
2006.

9 2002, 26-27.
10 This is Aspasius’ account of the passionate part of the soul: “Presumably (Y�ø
) the non-rational and

passionate part of human beings differs also from that of animals, not to the extent that it seems to differ from
the nutritive part (for their passionate part has something in common with ours, because it partakes of spirit
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particularly plausible given Aristotle’s views about the close relation between function
and essence: a part whose function is limited to promoting the creature’s survival is
different in nature from a part whose tasks also include providing the material for
thought and obeying the dictates of reason.
Moreover, it is important to note that the EE calls the two parts “peculiarly human”

in the course of contrasting them with the nutritive part (Łæ���ØŒ�): Aristotle’s point
in this passage is that the virtues of the nutritive part play no role in distinctively human
virtue, and the passage notably omits any mention of the perceptive part. Only a few
lines earlier, however, he has made this same point about the nutritive part in a passage
that unambiguously assigns the perceptive part a crucial role in human virtue (and
identifies it, as we saw above, with the passionate part itself (1219b23)). The context
there is a claim that the virtuous are no better than the vicious when asleep: he offers as
explanation the fact that the virtue of the nutritive part of the soul is irrelevant to
human virtue, and that

in sleep the nutritive part is more active, but the perceptive and desiderative is non-functioning
in sleep. But insofar as they in some way share in motion, even the phantasiai of the virtuous are
better. (EE II.1 1219b21-5)

Unlike the nutritive part, the perceptive part plays a crucial role in human virtue. Its
near inactivity in sleep explains the similarity between sleeping heroes and sleeping
villains; insofar as it is active – being, in its capacity as phantastikon, the source of the
phantasiai (appearances) that constitute dreams – it explains the slight difference be-
tween the two. Thus in calling the parts relevant to human virtue “peculiarly human”
in the later passage, Aristotle may well mean only to be contrasting them with the part
we share with plants, the nutritive part; he is evidently ignoring animals altogether at
this point and so we should not mean to deny that they have a passionate part. (Note in
support that the other part described as “peculiarly human” at 1219b37-38 is also in
fact shared with someone non-human – God.)
In any case, Aristotle clearly holds that animals feel at least some passions (a point the

Stoics had to deny).11 It would thus be natural for him to think that the part of the soul
in virtue of which we feel passions is one we share with animals, although it may be
quite different in our own souls.12

(Łı�
) and appetite and in general of pleasure and pain), but it differs insofar as it is not obedient to logos”
(comment ad EN 1102b13).

11 See e.g. animal appetite and spirited passion (Łı�
), at EN 1111b12-13 and EE 1225b26-7, anger, at
Rhet. 1380a24-26; envy, atHA 608b10 and 619b27-31, and many passages on fear. (For further citations and
discussion, see Sihvola 1996.) The doxastist has to say that what animals have is “only analogous” to human
passions (see Fortenbaugh 2002, 69); this is not only at odds with Aristotle’s many unqualified attributions of
passions to animals but is also (as Sihvola argues) undermined by HA 588a18-26, which implies that animal
passions differ from human ones only in degree.

12 Fortenbaugh has another argument against equating the ethical works’ ¼º�ª�� part with the perceptive
part: it makes nonsense of the Politics’ claim that natural slaves wholly lack the rational, deliberative part (Pol.
1260a13) (2002, 53). For if what slaves are left with is what we share with animals, how can they be human
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As to the other passage Fortenbaugh cites, from the EN ’s function argument,
Aristotle might hold that the life devoted to the exercise of the perceptive part is
subhuman while still holding that the distinctively human function involves the
(distinctively human) exercise of that part. Indeed, this is strongly implied by a later
passage:

To live is defined for animals by the capacity for perception, and for humans [by the
capacities for] perception and thought. . . . To be [for humans] is to perceive or to think. (EN
IX.9 1170a16–b1)

I conclude, then, that the ethical works attribute the passions to a part of the soul that
exercises perception and phantasia. This fits very well with Aristotle’s characterization
of the passions in the de An.:

The soul does not appear to undergo (���å�Ø�) nor do most things without the body, such as to
get angry, feel confidence, have an appetite, in general (‹ºø
) perceive; thinking (�e ���E�) seems
most like something peculiar to the soul . . . The passions (��ŁÅ) of the soul all seem to be with
the body: spirit, calmness, fear, pity, daring, and further both friendliness and hatred. (de An.
403a5–18)

On the prima facie reading of the ‘in general’ in 403a7, this passage outright identifies
the passions as species of perception.13 On any reading, it shows that the passions do
not belong to the intellectual part of the soul, but have more in common with
perception. Compare an argument from EN X.8: the life of ethically virtuous activity
is more human than the quasi-divine life of excellent intellectual activity, because
“some passions even seem to arise from the body, and character-virtue is much yoked
to the passions” (1178a14-16). Intellect is in some sense separable from the body, but
passions are not – and hence cannot be functions of intellect.

All this leads us to expect Aristotle to say that passions, insofar as they involve
cognition of any kind, involve non-rational cognition – perception or phantasia. And
when we turn to his more extensive discussion of passions, in the Rhetoric, this is just
what we evidently find.

beings who use and understand language, and why should they “partake in logos to the extent of perceiving
but not having it . . . whereas other animals do not perceive logos but obey passions” (Pol. 1254b22-24)? But
Aristotle seems not to see a problem here: he says explicitly in the ethical works that barbarians, who are
natural slaves are “by nature unreasoning and live only by perception (IºªØ���Ø ŒÆd ���� �fi B ÆN�Ł���Ø

ÇH���
)” (EE VI/EN VII.5 1149a9-10). The notion of linguistically competent humans equipped only with
a cognitive resource shared with animals may well be incoherent; all I can say is that if there is anywhere in
Aristotle’s works that we should positively expect incoherence, the discussion of natural slaves is it. (For an
argument that Aristotle does in fact attribute some rational capacities to natural slaves, see Heath 2008.)

13 So Nussbaum and Putnam 1992, 44. As they mention, Aristotle often uses ‹ºø
 to indicate the species/
genus relation: see e.g. EN II.5 1105b23, quoted in Chapter 3, note 45.
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4.3 Passions in the Rhetoric
The Rhetoric instructs orators in the methods of persuasion, among them the art of
playing on the audience’s passions. In the service of that task it offers definitions and
discussions of the passions much more elaborate than those we find in the ethical
works – although consistent with the details the ethical works do provide.14 What
emerges, I will argue, is an account of the passions as having three essential features:
they are pleasurable or painful; they involve evaluative representations; and these
representations are the work of phantasia.
The Rhetoric offers one general definition of the passions as a class, which we will

consider below, but we can begin with the more detailed definitions of the individual
passions. Aristotle defines and discusses thirteen passions. Nine have much in common,
so much that they seem to form a natural class. The other four are quite different, do
not conform to the general definition of the passions, and are perhaps included only in
deference to popular usage; I mostly ignore them in what follows. What I aim to offer
is an account not of everything that Aristotle lists as a passion, but of a natural class
which lines up roughly with that list: a group of psychologically similar states which are
central to his notion of ethical character. If I can show that anger, pity, fear, confidence,
shame and a few others are, like appetite, based on phantasia, I will have shown that
evaluative phantasia plays a very important role in Aristotle’s ethics.15

We have seen one above: fear is a pain arising from the phantasia of a future evil.
Here are the others:16

Anger is desire, accompanied by pain, for revenge for an apparent (çÆØ�����Å�) slight. (Rhet.
1378a30-31)

Shame is a pain or disturbance concerning things appearing (çÆØ����Æ) to lead to loss of
reputation; Shame is a phantasia of a loss of reputation. (Rhet. 1383b12–13; 1384a22)

Confidence (Ł�æ��
) is the opposite [of fear] . . . so that hope of safety is accompanied by the
phantasia of it as being close, while frightening things are absent or far off. (1383a16-19)

14 The avowedly practical intent and endoxic method of the Rhetoric does not preclude its being a source
of a genuinely Aristotelian view of the passions: as Sihvola puts it, “A good orator has to be familiar with the
emotions, because he must be able to produce them in his hearers. In order to do this in a reliable way it is not
sufficient to know what people think the emotions are; he must also know what they really are” (1996, 53).
For further defense see Fortenbaugh 1970.

15 The passions I exclude are friendliness (çØº	Æ), hatred or enmity (�e �Ø��E�, KåŁæ�), kindness (å�æØ
),
and unkindness (�e IåÆæØ���E�). The last two I ignore completely, for although the Rhetoric catalogues them
as passions they do not seem to belong to the same class as the others at all. (As Kennedy puts it, the discussion
of these “differs from others on the emotions in that it primarily focuses on what kharis is, neglecting the state
of mind of those who exhibit it” (1991, 149).) The definition of hatred explicitly excludes a feature common
to the other passions and listed in the general definition of the passions (quoted below): it is without pleasure
or pain. Thus it seems that neither it nor its opposite (friendliness) should really be classified as passions proper;
for further discussion, see below.

16 Calmness (�æ�ı��Ø
) is defined as the opposite of anger, and so presumably shares anger’s general
features: it is pleasant where anger is painful, and involves appearances of good things (hope) where anger
involves appearances of bad. I have not quoted its definition only because it is less explicit on these points than
the others.
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Pity is a pain taken in an apparent (çÆØ�����fiø) evil, destructive or painful, befalling one who does
not deserve it, which one might anticipate oneself or someone close to one suffering, and this
whenever it appears (çÆ	�Å�ÆØ) near. (1385b13-16)

To be indignant (�����A�) is to be pained by someone apparently doing well undeservedly (K�d
�fiH çÆØ�����fiø I�Æ�	ø
 �P�æ�ª�Ø�). (1387a8)

Envy (çŁ��
) is a pain taken in the apparent doing well (K�d �P�æÆª	Æfi çÆØ�����Åfi ) of those like
us. (1387b23-24)

Rivalry (ÇBº�
) is a pain taken in the apparent presence of goods (K�d çÆØ�����Åfi �Ææ�ı�	Æfi

IªÆŁH�) possible for oneself to take, among others like oneself. (1388a32)

Also useful to us will be Aristotle’s descriptions, in the context of a discussion of
pleasure in Rhet. I.11, of states that he elsewhere characterizes as passions:

And victory is pleasurable . . . for there is a phantasia of superiority, which all desire. (1370b32-34)

And honor and reputation are among the pleasantest things, through each person’s phantasia that
he has the qualities of an excellent person. (1371a8-9)

To be liked is pleasurable. There, too, the good, which all who perceive desire, is present to
someone in his phantasia. (1371a18-20)

Despite some important differences, all these definitions and descriptions have enough
in common to justify us in inferring several theses about the passions as a class.

First: all the passages characterize the passions as involving representations of value.
Fear arises from the appearance of a future evil (��ºº����
 ŒÆŒ�F), pity is for an
apparent undeserved evil (ŒÆŒfiH), pride and ambition (at issue in the passages on victory
and honor) involve representing oneself as superior to others, or excellent, or good.
Anger is a response to an apparent slight (OºØªøæ	Æ) (being treated as less worthy than
one is); indignation, envy and rivalry involve representations of others as doing well, or
doing well undeservedly. There is a question as to what precise relation holds here: are
passions themselves evaluations, or partly constituted by evaluations, or responses to
them? Shame is a phantasia of something bad, while anger merely arises from such a
phantasia; arguably Aristotle did not notice the tension here, having had no determinate
view of the matter. What is clear, however – and what suffices for my purposes – is that
passions essentially involve evaluations. To be afraid of death entails finding death bad;
to be proud of a victory entails finding that victory good. Passions, then, are somehow
dependent on evaluative cognition; Aristotle holds some version of what is now called a
cognitivist account of the emotions. But what species of cognition does he have in mind?

Given my argument in section 2 that the ethical works attribute the passions to a
non-rational part of the soul, we should expect it to be a non-rational form of
cognition, and the passages quoted from the Rhetoric above certainly seem to confirm
this: they characterize the passions as responses to how things appear.17 If Aristotle is

17 A few passages in the ethical works use similar language: see especially the discussion of the frightening
at EE 1229b13-18.
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here using phantasia and appearance-words in the same sense as he does in the
psychological works, then his point is that passions involve quasi-perceptual represen-
tations, exercises of the psychological capacity for phantasia – which is, as I mentioned
above, just what many interpreters take him to mean.
There is a controversy here, however, for as I mentioned above an influential line of

interpretation denies that passions involve exercises of phantasia at all, arguing that they
must instead involve beliefs. This doxastic interpretation draws apparent support from
many passages in the Rhetoric itself, for Aristotle frequently characterizes the passions in
ways that imply dependence on intellectual cognition. To take a striking example, only
a few lines after characterizing fear as arising from a phantasia, Aristotle adds:

If fear is accompanied by the anticipation (�æ����Œ	Æ
) of suffering some destructive thing, it’s
evident that no one who thinks (�N����ø�) that he will suffer nothing is fearful, nor [do people
fear things] they do not think (�Y���ÆØ) they will suffer . . . Necessarily, then, those who think
(�N�����ı
) they will suffer something are fearful. (1382b29-33)

Likewise, the description of the object of pity as an apparent evil which appears close at
hand (see above) is immediately explained by the claim that

it is clear that it is necessary for the one who is going to feel pity to think (�Y��ŁÆØ) that some evil
is present of the sort that he or one of his own might suffer. (1385b16-18)

In these passages Aristotle mixes talk of how things appear with talk of how people
think things are.18 Doxastists think there is a clear explanation: he does not mean to be
marking any difference between the two. Aristotle’s view is that the passions involve
beliefs, and when he uses appearance-language he does so in a non-technical sense, to
show that the passions are responses to things represented in a particularly vivid way, or
to things merely apparent, or to things as one takes them to be.
I grant that we should never simply assume that Aristotle’s use of the verb çÆ	���ŁÆØ

or its participle çÆØ������ is technical; moreover, there are clearly passages in the
Rhetoric which use such words in connection with the passions with the sense of
‘manifest,’ and arguably others which use them with the sense of ‘dubious’ or ‘merely
subjective.’19 (The doxastists’ point is much weaker as regards the noun phantasia,
which occurs in six of the descriptions of passions: there is no established, widespread
use of the word to mean ‘vivid belief ’ or ‘subjective belief,’ nor does Aristotle himself
frequently use it in a non-technical sense, as interchangeable with ��Æ.20 ) But there is
positive evidence that the Rhetoric’s appearance-language is technical, evidence that the
doxastists ignore.

18 See also 1387a24-25 (on indignation), which alternates between ��Œ�E� and çÆ	���ŁÆØ.
19 For ‘manifest,’ see especially the claim that we pity people most when “the suffering is apparent

(çÆØ������ı) before our eyes” (1386b5-7).
20 Dow 2009 cites EN 1114a32-b3, but I will argue in Chapter 7 that Aristotle has the quasi-perceptual

sense in mind here too. Some passages in the Met. may count, but arguably even here there is a connection
with perception.

PASS IONS AND THE APPARENT GOOD 77



Most unequivocal are some lines which follow closely on the first definition of a
specific passion, the definition of anger:

And a kind of pleasure attends all anger, from the hope of getting retaliation . . . A kind of
pleasure follows on account of this and also because people dwell in their minds on retaliating;
the phantasia that then occurs produces pleasure, just as does the phantasia that occurs in dreams (� �s�
��� ªØ�����Å çÆ��Æ�	Æ ����c� K���Ø�E, u���æ � �H� K�ı��	ø�). (1378b1-10, emphasis mine)

This is an explicit comparison between phantasia’s role in a paradigm passion and its role
in one of the phenomena attributed to it by the psychological works, dreams (see
Insomn., throughout, and de An. 428a8). Anger and vengeful hope are pleasant for the
same reason that sweet dreams are: they involve pleasure-inducing quasi-perceptual
representations – phantasiai.

But we need not rely on a single passage. In what follows, I argue that the
implication of the passage on anger is systematically borne out by Aristotle’s discussion
of passions in the Rhetoric, revealing his use of appearance-words to be narrow and
technical throughout. (This will leave open a subtler doxastic interpretation, on which
passions involve beliefs that are based on or accompanied by phantasiai; I consider and
argue against this Stoicizing interpretation in section 4.)

We can begin with the Rhetoric’s very first mention of phantasia, in I.11’s discussion
of pleasure – a passage we saw in Chapter 3:

Since to be pleased lies in perceiving a certain affection (K��d� �e l���ŁÆØ K� �fiH ÆN�Ł����ŁÆ	 �Ø��


��Ł�ı
), and phantasia is a kind of weak perception (ÆY�ŁÅ�	
 �Ø
 I�Ł���
), [and] some phantasia
of what a person remembers or expects [hopes – Kº�	Ç�Ø] would always attend in remembering
or expecting – if this is the case, it is clear that pleasures come simultaneously to those who are
remembering and expecting, since there is perception there, too. Thus it is necessary that all
pleasant things are either present in perceiving or past in remembering or future in expecting; for
people perceive the present, remember the past, and expect the future. (Rhet. 1370a28-35)21

We saw in Chapter 3 that phantasia as characterized in the psychological works is
quasi-perceptual experience, derived from and similar to actual perceptual experience.
This passage’s definition of phantasia as “a kind of weak perception” is very naturally
taken as a layman’s formula, suitable for Aristotle’s avowedly pragmatic purposes in
the Rhetoric, of the psychological works’ more technical “movement arising from
actual perception.” Meanwhile, its claim that “some phantasia of what a person
remembers . . . would always attend in remembering” conforms to the Mem.’s

21 In this passage and some others I translate Kº�	Ç�Ø� and Kº�	
 as ‘to expect’ and ‘expectation,’ but they
also have the more specific sense of positive expectation, i.e. hope. ‘Expectation’ brings out that what
Aristotle has in mind is the counterpart of memory: quasi-perception of the future. But we should also keep
in mind the other sense, hope, to recall that Kº�	
 is pleasurable. Plato groups Kº�	
with other passions, in the
Philebus (see section 4 below); I suppose Aristotle excludes it because he thinks it a component or cause of
other passions.
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arguments that memory is itself an operation of phantasia (450a12-13 and throughout).
Thus far, then, Aristotle is evidently using phantasia in its technical sense in the Rhetoric.
I want now to show that this “weak perception” passage entails that the passions as

Aristotle characterizes them in the Rhetoric must involve literal phantasia. First I will
establish that Aristotle holds the following:

(i) All pleasant and painful experiences involve perception or phantasia.
(ii) The passions are essentially pleasant or painful.

From this it follows that the passions must involve either perception or phantasia.
Then I will argue that his specific characterizations of the passions show that he also
holds:

(iii) The passions are directed at non-present objects,

from which it follows that they must involve not (just) perception but (also) phantasia.
The weak perception passage gives us half of claim (i): all pleasure lies in perceiving

or in quasi-perceiving – remembering or anticipating something perceived, i.e. ex-
ercising phantasia. A later passage makes the same claim about pain: “the things which
cause pain are all perceptible” (1382a10).22 Thus insofar as something is pleasurable or
painful, it must involve perception or phantasia. Another passage we saw in Chapter 3
makes the same point about the pleasures and pains relevant to ethical virtue, which
certainly include passions:23

they are either in acting or in remembering or in expecting. The ones in action are on the basis of
(ŒÆ�a) perception, so that they are moved by some perceptible, while those in memory and in
expectation are from this (I�e �Æ��Å
) [i.e. are due to the perception]: for people are either
pleased in remembering as they experienced, or in expecting as they will experience (�xÆ ��ÆŁ��

22 The full sentence runs: “The things which cause pain are all perceptible, while things which are
especially bad, injustice and folly, are least perceptible (�a �b� ºı�Åæa ÆN�ŁÅ�a ����Æ, �a �b ��ºØ��Æ ŒÆŒa

lŒØ��Æ ÆN�ŁÅ��, I�ØŒ	Æ ŒÆd Içæ����Å): for the presence of vice (ŒÆŒ	Æ
) causes no pain” (Rhet. 1382a10-12).
Aristotle’s argument is hard to follow here: he is distinguishing between hatred and anger, and it is difficult to
make sense of these lines in context. In particular it is difficult to know what to make of the claim that
injustice, folly, and in general vice are “least perceptible”: on what theory of perception is an insult or
undeserved good fortune perceptible (and hence pain-inducing), but injustice not? Perhaps, in keeping
with Aristotle’s distinctions between perceptibles and intelligibles as discussed below, the idea is that insults,
greed, and other manifestations of vice are observable, while vice itself is the underlying cause of such
behavior, and as such merely intelligible. Alternatively, Aristotle might mean ‘perceptible’ in a looser sense
here, intending the point that one’s own injustice and folly tend to escape one’s notice.

23 The Phys. passage refers to these pleasures and pains as bodily (�ø�Æ�ØŒ�
), which might seem to restrict
(i) to a quite uncontroversial claim about the pleasures of food, drink, and sex, with little bearing on the
passions. But given that the Phys. identifies these pleasures and pains as the ones relevant to virtue, this cannot
be right: the pleasures and pains which virtue is ‘about,’ according to the ethical works, are not just the
pleasures of touch and taste and the like but also fear, anger, envy, and the other passions (see note 25).
Compare the EN ’s claim that ethical virtue involves passions and is therefore, unlike intellectual virtue,
connected to the body–soul compound, because passions “appear to be human [as opposed to divine].
Indeed, some even seem to arise from the body” (1178a14-16). The de An. shows that passions are bodily
(���a ���Æ��
) in the sense of having physical aspects: anger, for example, involves the boiling of the blood
(403a16-403b1).
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����Å����Ø l����ÆØ, j Kº�	Ç����
 �xÆ ��ºº�ı�Ø�). So that it’s necessary for all such pleasure to
arise from perceptibles (��e �H� ÆN�ŁÅ�H�). . . . (Phys. 247a7-14)

(In the EN Aristotle presents a different view: there are pleasures of thought distinct
from pleasures of perception. But here it is clear that he does not think passions are
pleasures of this kind: he explicitly contrasts passions with these intellectual pleasures of
contemplation (see especially EN X.8 1178a14-16, quoted in section 2).)
Claim (ii) is explicit right from the start of Book II’s discussion, where Aristotle offers

a general definition of the passions as a class:

The passions are those things on account of which, by undergoing change, people come to differ
in their judgments (Œæ	��Ø
), and which pain and pleasure attend (����ÆØ): for example, anger, pity,
fear, and other such things and their opposites. (Rhet. 1378a19-22)

The definitions of individual passions, quoted above, bear this out: fear, shame, pity,
indignation, envy and rivalry are pains, anger is accompanied by pain; confidence,
being the opposite of fear, is presumably pleasant, as are the passions alluded to in I.11’s
discussion of pleasure (pride and ambition). Moreover, Aristotle makes the same claim
in his general definitions of passions in both ethical works: passions are attended by
pleasure and pain.24 These works also assert an essential connection between passions
and pleasure and pain in their frequent claim that virtue is “about pleasure and pain”
(see e.g. EN 1104b8-9, 1172a20-25; EE 1220b37, 1221b39), for this feature of virtue
turns out to be due in large part to its connection with the passions.25

Clearly, then, Aristotle holds that the passions stand in a very close relation to
pleasure and pain (although it is far less clear that he has a consistent overall account
of what precisely that relation is).26 There is no feeling these passions without feeling

24 “By passions I mean appetite, anger, fear, daring, malice, joy, love, hatred, longing, jealousy, pity – in
general, those things which pleasure and pain attend (����ÆØ)” (EN II.5 105b21-23); “By passions I mean
things like this: spirit (Łı�
), fear, shame, appetite – in general those things which for the most part
perceptual (ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�) pleasure and pain attend in themselves” (EE II.2 1220b12-14). (I comment on the
significance of the EE’s “for the most part” and “perceptual” below.)

25 Character-states like virtue and vice “are conditions of the passions, and the passions are defined
(�Øøæ	��ÆØ) by pain and pleasure; so that on account of this and on account of the earlier theses, it results
that all ethical virtue has to do with pleasures and pains” (EE II.4 1221b36-39); “Virtue and vice are about
excesses and deficiencies of pleasures and pains, and the pleasures and pains arise from the dispositions and
passions (�ÆŁ��Æ�Æ)” (EE II.5 1222b10); cf. “One must take as a sign of people’s characters the pleasure or
pain that supervenes on their deeds” (EN II.3 1104b3-5), where the pleasures and pains in question are
evidently states like calmness or fear, i.e. passions. To say that character is a state of being disposed to have
certain passions (as at e.g. EE II.1 1220b7-10) is to say that character is a matter of being disposed to be pleased
and pained in certain ways, pleasurably and painfully affected by things around one.

26 Anger, shame, pity, indignation, envy and rivalry are all identified with pains, while fear is only
“accompanied by” (����) pain; the I.11 passages might be read as identifying appetite, love and the others
as species of pleasure, but they leave open the possibility that the relation is weaker, i.e. mere accompani-
ment. This is an indeterminacy we also see in the general definitions of the passions quoted above from the
Rhetoric and from the ethical works: that pleasure and pain “attend” (����ÆØ) the passions might mean that
they necessarily result from the passions, but (given Aristotle’s use of “attend” elsewhere) might mean
something stronger: Aspasius interprets the claim as meaning that pleasure and pain are the genera of
which passions are species. I do not propose to argue that either of these views (or a related one, or hybrid)
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pleasure and pain, and this is no contingent fact: part of what it is to feel these passions is
to feel pleasure and pain.27 And insofar as passions are essentially pleasurable or painful,
they must, given claim (i), involve perception or phantasia.
Now we are ready to show that they involve phantasia in particular. Rhet. I.11’s

“weak perception” passage emphasizes that phantasia has the power to preserve not
only the narrowly representational content of perception but also its affective compo-
nent: in remembering or anticipating the taste of a delicious cake, one has a quasi-
perception through which one re- or pre-experiences not only the taste but also the
pleasure.28 This power to preserve the affective component of perception is, we saw in
Chapter 3, the very power that enables phantasia to play its crucial role in motivation.
Directly following the weak perception passage, Aristotle shows how this same power
explains the pleasurableness of various passions. He begins with anger:

Things remembered are thus pleasant. . . . And things expected . . . And in general, things that
give delight when present [are pleasant], both when we expect them and when we remember
them, for the most part. Wherefore (�Øe) even being angry is pleasant . . . (1370a35–b11, emphasis
mine)

Memory and expectation (hope) are pleasant because in them phantasia preserves the
pleasantness of pleasant perceptions. And from the fact that memories and expectations
are pleasant, it follows (�Ø) that so too is a paradigm passion: anger. (Presumably

is, or should have been, Aristotle’s underlying or all-things-considered view. What is crucial for my
purposes is something that we can derive from these texts without speculation: that the passions are
essentially connected with pleasure and pain.

27 The Rhetoric does present one striking exception: hatred. Although it is listed as a paradigm passion at
EN 1105b21-23 (cf. de An. 403a18), which characterizes the passions as pleasant and painful, the Rhetoric says
very explicitly that hatred is not accompanied by pain (and does not in any way suggest that it is pleasant)
(1382a12-13; cf. Pol. 1312b33-4). What are we to make of this apparent contradiction? A solution is
suggested by EE 1220b14’s qualified claim about the passions: that they are attended by pleasure or pain
only “for the most part.” This is sometimes interpreted as meaning that all passions are merely contingently
related to pleasure and pain, but the way that Aristotle builds pleasure and pain into the definitions of the
individual passions in the Rhetoric belies this, and the characterization of hatred suggests a different interpre-
tation: while most species of passion are essentially pleasurable or painful, hatred – possibly along with some
others, although Aristotle gives no further examples – is not. Even this admission will seem to weaken the
claim that pleasure and pain are essential to the other passions, or essential to them qua passions, but it is worth
noting that Aristotle’s characterization of hatred makes it look very different indeed from the other passions,
so much so that we might reasonably conclude that he includes it with the others in conformity with popular
opinion but conceives of it in such a way that it really belongs in a different and more rational class (perhaps
along with its opposite, friendliness (çØº	Æ)). (Notably, the Politic’s discussion of hatred says that unlike anger it
does not interfere with reasoning (º�ª	Ç��ŁÆØ), perhaps suggesting that it is not even a state of the non-
rational soul.) Thus Aristotle’s treatment of hatred need not undermine the claim that nearly all the states he
calls passions, and certainly all those which conform to his general definition of passions, are essentially
pleasurable or painful. As I said above, my aim is to give an account of a group of states which Aristotle
characterizes as forming a natural class, and which play a central role in his notion of ethical character,
although this means ignoring a few of the states which he calls passions.

28 See also Physics 247a, quoted above. In both passages Aristotle is following Plato’s analysis of hopes as
anticipatory pleasures in the Philebus: hopes are pleasures of the soul, in which we “pre-enjoy” (�æ�åÆ	æ�Ø�)
some future pleasure (Philebus 39d4 ff.; cf. “the hope before the pleasures will be pleasant” (32c1)).
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Aristotle’s idea is that anger involves the hopeful expectation of revenge, although the
lines that follow do not make his thought particularly clear.)29

Next Aristotle makes the same claim about another paradigm passion, appetite
(K�ØŁı�	Æ): appetites are pleasant “for (ªaæ) people enjoy a certain pleasure as they
remember how they got something or as they expect they will get it” (1370b16-17).
The pleasantness of appetites, like that of anger, is explained by phantasia’s power to
preserve the affective component of an experience in memory or expectation. Then
Aristotle turns to love (�æø
) (a species of appetite) and mournful nostalgia, making
precisely the same point, this time emphasizing the quasi-perceptual nature of the
cognitions involved. Lovers get pleasure from talking about or otherwise referring to
their beloved, “for in all such things they suppose that in remembering the beloved they are
as if perceiving him (����Å����Ø �x�� ÆN�Ł����ŁÆØ �Y����Ø ��F Kæ�����ı)”; mourners feel
“pleasure in remembering and, in a way, seeing (����c �’ K� �fiH ����B�ŁÆØ ŒÆd ›æA� �ø
)
[the departed] and what he used to do and what he was like” (1370b21-22; 26-28,
emphasis mine). These passions are pleasant insofar as they involve memories that
reproduce the experience of perceiving – that is, insofar as they involve phantasia.

Thus when in the lines that follow Aristotle explicitly attributes the pleasures of
victory, honor, and being liked to phantasia (1370b23-1371a20, quoted above), we
have every reason to take the word literally: the phantasia mentioned in Rhetoric I.11’s
descriptions of passions is the self-same phantasia at issue in the psychological works.
And thus these passions, just like the appetites we discussed in Chapter 3, are based on
evaluative appearances: on phantasiai which preserve the affective and motivating
character of the pleasurable or painful perceptions from which they derive.

But can we extend this interpretation to cover all of Aristotle’s passions? Canwe use it
to show that even in Book II’s definitions (quoted at the start of this section) he means
his appearance-talk technically? Let us return now to those, and see how we fare.

In two cases it is very easy to see a necessary role for literal phantasia: fear, which arises
from the phantasia of a future evil (1382a21-22), and confidence, which is accompanied
by the phantasia of safety being close and frightening things far off (1383a17-19). We
are afraid of future things (Aristotle must mean that even when one fears the presently
advancing enemy, the fear is of the future experience of being pierced by their swords),
but future things are not present to perception. Essential to fear, then, is the ability to
represent perceptibles in their absence – the defining feature of phantasia. Likewise for
fear’s opposite, confidence, for this too is future-directed: we are confident about
future safety.

29 Being angry is pleasant “for no one gets angry at those apparently unable to get revenge, and people
don’t get angry, or get less angry, at those who are above them in power” (1370b13-15). Presumably the
second point shows that anger depends on hope of revenge (as at 1378b1, quoted above), but I am not sure
what the first is meant to show. In any case, however, the “wherefore” at 1370b10 makes clear that anger is
pleasant insofar as it involves memory and expectation – and therefore, as the weak perception passage shows,
insofar as it involves phantasia.
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In other cases it is at first less obvious that there is a role for phantasia. Consider anger
(painful desire for revenge for an apparent (çÆØ�����Å�) slight (1378a30-31)) and pity
(pain taken in an apparent (çÆØ�����fiø) evil (1385b13-16)). It is of course possible to
feel anger or pity toward something past, or in prospect toward something future, but
these passions can just as well be directed toward something present – I can be angry at
the thing you are doing right now, or pity you the pain you are undergoing before my
eyes – and it might thus seem that mere perception would suffice for these passions. We
have already seen, however, that on Aristotle’s account anger involves memory and
expectation (1370b1-11), and he says just the same about pity. What we pity people for
are things that we might anticipate (�æ����Œ���Ø��) befalling ourselves or our loved
ones (1385b14); one feels pity

. . . . in general whenever one is so disposed as to remember such things happening to himself or to
one of his loved ones, or to expect such things to occur to him or to one of his loved ones.
(1386a1-3, emphasis mine)

Thus both pity and anger turn out to involve representations of things past and future,
just like confidence and fear, and we should take the variants on çÆ��Æ�	Æ and
çÆ	���ŁÆØ in their definitions literally.
But is Aristotle’s view that every species of passion involves memory or expectation?

I see no evidence that it is. The way he characterizes the other passions suggests,
however, that they involve visualization – and thus phantasia – in other roles: not now
in remembering or expecting non-present events, but in imaginatively embellishing
one’s present situation – picturing things not present to perception even when the bare
facts are thus present.
This comes out particularly clearly in Aristotle’s advice to the orator on how to

induce pity:

Since sufferings are pitiable when they appear near at hand, while people either do not feel pity
for what is ten thousand years in the past or future or not in the same way, because they do not
expect or remember it, it is necessary that those who contribute to the effect by gestures and cries
and displays of feeling and generally by acting (���Œæ	��Ø) are more pitiable, for they make the
evil appear near at hand, by putting it before one’s eyes (�æe O����ø� ��Ø�F���
), as about to be or
having been . . . And most pitiable of all is the virtuous person being in such situations. For all
such things better induce pity on account of making [the suffering] appear near, both since he is
unworthy [of suffering] and since the suffering is apparent to our eyes (K� OçŁÆº��E
 çÆØ������ı).
(1386a29-b7, emphases mine)

Pity here is characterized as a response not to the mere awareness that someone is
undergoing something bad, but to a vivid, quasi-perceptual representation, a picturing
of the bad scenario as near at hand. Emulating the workings of memory and expecta-
tion, the speaker “puts something before the eyes” of the audience. Clearly the
operative faculty here is phantasia: de An. III.3’s canonical discussion of phantasia
describes the exercise of phantasia as “to put something before one’s eyes” (�æe
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O����ø� �Ø ��Ø��Æ�ŁÆØ, 427b18-19), and in both the Mem. and Insomn., phantasia
“places something before one’s eyes” (�	Ł��ÆØ �æe O����ø�) (Mem. 450a5, Insomn.
458b20 ff.). In vividly imagining what a speaker describes, as in remembering, hoping,
and dreaming, we quasi-perceptually represent absent perceptibles.

An earlier passage has implied a similar account of another passion, shame. People
feel shame when they are being observed by others,

as Cydias said to the people in the debate about the allotment of land in Samos; for he thought
the Athenians should suppose (���º���Ø�) the Greeks standing around them in a circle, actually seeing
and not only later hearing about what they might vote. (1384b32-35, emphasis mine)

Shame was defined as a response to something that apparently (çÆØ�����Å�) damages
one’s representation, or as being itself a phantasia of loss of reputation (1383b13;
1384a22). Here Cydias induces shame by making people vividly imagine the loss of
their reputation – by having them entertain a shameful scenario, which is to say by
engendering in them a literal phantasia, a quasi-perceptual representation.
In these passages it is an orator who puts something before the audience’s eyes.

Although Aristotle is not explicit on the point, there is a good case to be made that he
thinks that we often induce passions in ourselves by putting things before our own
eyes. Consider I.11’s claim that winning is pleasurable on account of a phantasia of
superiority, or that honor and reputation are pleasant on account of a phantasia of being
like the excellent person (1370b32-4, 1371a8-9). In both these cases, someone’s
passion (pride or ambition) is a response not merely to publicly available facts (that
she has won a victory or received some honor), but also to her imaginatively embel-
lished representation of herself: as being superior to others, or as being like the excellent
person. Something similar occurs with indignation, envy and rivalry, which are
described as responses to the apparent (çÆØ������) success of others (1387a8, b23,
1388a32): these passions are plausibly construed as depending on representations that
go beyond the straightforwardly perceptible facts of the situation. One sees an enemy
finely dressed and paints oneself a mental picture of his past bad deeds contrasted with
his present and future indulgences; one sees a friend receive an honor and pictures it
being bestowed on oneself instead.

If this is correct, it may still be the case that in every one of these passages the
appearance-words connote vividness or manifestness, as some doxastic interpreters
would have it. But the reason the impressions at issue are so vivid will be that they
are exercises of phantasia – instances of picturing things to oneself, putting scenarios
“before one’s eyes” just as the orator does when he wants to arouse emotions. To
represent absent perceptibles to oneself, combining them in new ways to create
imagined scenarios, is to exercise phantasia in the technical sense. It may, however,
often involve making the represented things particularly vivid – apparent (çÆØ������)
in a looser sense.
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4.4 Platonic precedent
Given Aristotle’s tendency to take on ideas from his teacher, making explicit and
systematic what Plato leaves at the level of suggestion and metaphor, it should count
strongly in favor of the above interpretation of Aristotle’s passions that there is clear
precedent for it in Plato. In two of his most detailed discussions of states which Aristotle
calls passions, Plato describes these states as dependent on vivid, quasi-perceptual
images. I discuss these texts in more detail elsewhere, and explore the question of
whether or not Platonic passions involve rational cognition (I argue that they do not);30

a brief look here will suffice to show that Plato makes quasi-perceptual imaginative
embellishment a necessary condition of the passions, and thus add support to my reading
of Aristotle’s Rhet. above.31

Plato never offers a definition or classification of the passions as explicit or systematic
as what we find in the Rhetoric. In many dialogues, however, he groups together anger,
fear, pleasure, pain, appetites, erôs, and similar states, and at various points refers to them
all as ��ŁÅ or �ÆŁ��Æ�Æ. Two dialogues offer detailed characterizations of these states:
the Timaeus and Philebus.
The Philebus offers an implicit definition of the passions as a class: “anger and fear and

longing and sorrow and erôs and jealousy and malice and however many other such
things there are” (47e1-2) are mixtures of pleasure and pain which the soul experiences
without the body (47d5-9). An earlier passage gives an extensive discussion of one
psychic pleasure, hope (Kº�	
 – the same word I have translated as ‘expectation’ in
passages from the Rhet. above). The passage has received a great deal of attention as a
discussion of false pleasures; it is notable, however, that at the end of the discussion
Socrates takes himself to have established that not only hopes but also “fears, spirited
passions (Łı�H�), and all things of that sort” can be false (40e2-4) – thus implying that
the passage’s analysis of hope applies to the states mentioned at 47e as well, i.e. that here
Plato offers an account of the passions.
What is crucial for our purposes in this account is that it presents hope as a response

not only to a representation of a state of affairs, but to a vivid, quasi-perceptual
representation. A scribe writes words (logoi) on our souls, and then a painter comes
along, illustrating those words with pictures (39a-b). It is in beholding these painted
phantasmata in our souls (çÆ�����Æ�Æ KÇøªæÆçÅ���Æ, 40a9) – that is, in imagining
certain scenarios – that we feel passions like hope. Plato gives one example:

Someone often sees (›æfi A) himself in the possession of an enormous amount of gold and a lot of
pleasures as a consequence. And in addition he also beholds (ŒÆŁ�æfi A) an inner picture of himself
(K��ÇøªæÆçÅ�����), beside himself with delight. (40a10-12)

30 Moss 2012; much of this section is excerpted from that piece.
31 Hackforth notes that the Philebus passage provides an antecedent for Aristotle’s phantasia (1945, 72), and

Lorenz 2006 finds precedent for Aristotelian phantasia in both the Philebus passage and the Timaeus one,
although neither Hackforth nor Lorenz relates these passages to Aristotle’s discussion of the passions.
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The mere belief that one might acquire a fortune, the passage implies, will not
inspire the kind of psychic pleasure that constitutes hope; but the vivid, quasi-percep-
tual imagination of one’s future wealth will. Furthermore, the “beside himself with
delight” clause shows that hope is a response to imagining the future scenario as
pleasant: as in Aristotle, what inspires passions is not merely a quasi-perceptual image,
but one representing an object as in some way good.

The other passage which suggests a similar account is from the Timaeus. (The passage
offers an account of only one class of what Aristotle will call passions; for an argument
that Plato means key features of the account to cover all the states which the dialogue
calls �ÆŁ��Æ�Æ (a close cousin of ��ŁÅ – see Tim. 69c-d), see my 2012.) Timaeus has
distinguished the rational part of the soul from the non-rational; now he is discussing
how the latter can be controlled:

[The gods knew that the appetitive part] was not going to understand logos, and even if it were in
one way or another to have some perception (ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
) of some logoi, it would not have an
innate regard for any of them, but would be much more persuaded by images and phantasmata
night and day. The god conspired with this very tendency by constructing a liver, a structure
which he situated in the dwelling place of [the appetitive] part of the soul. He made it into
something dense, smooth, bright and sweet, though also having a bitter quality, so that the force
of the thoughts sent down from the mind might be imprinted upon it as upon a mirror that
receives the imprints and returns images. So whenever the force of the mind’s thoughts could
avail itself of a congenial portion of the liver’s bitterness and threaten it with severe command, it
could then frighten this part of the soul. And by infusing the bitterness all over the liver, it could
project bilious colors onto it and shrink the whole liver . . . causing pains and bouts of nausea.
And again, whenever thought’s gentle inspiration should paint quite opposite phantasmata its
force would bring respite from the bitterness by refusing to stir up or to make contact with a
nature opposite to its own. It would instead use the liver’s own natural sweetness on it and restore
the whole extent of it to be straight and smooth and free, and make that portion of the soul that
inhabits the region around the liver gracious and agreeable, conducting itself with moderation
during the night when, seeing that it has no share in reason and understanding, it practices
divination by dreams. (Tim. 71a3-d4)

The passage is difficult, but we can extract from it the following account.32 The
appetitive part of our souls often experiences passions like lust and fear. As creatures
equipped with a higher, rational part, we can disapprove of these passions and try to
counteract them; one way for the rational part to counter existing appetitive passions is
to induce new ones. If appetite is craving some base pleasure, the rational part can
frighten it with the threat of painful consequences; if appetite is shrinking in fear from
some noble duty, the rational part can embolden it with talk of rewards. There is,
however, a difficulty about communication. The rational part has rational cognitions –
thoughts – which it would naturally communicate as logoi (arguments, rational

32 My reading of this passage has much in common with that of Lorenz 2006; it differs mainly in
emphasizing the evaluative nature of the images in question.
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accounts). The appetitive part of the soul, however, is not responsive to logoi: perhaps it
has no awareness of them whatsoever; certainly it will not be persuaded by them (71a).
So the good gods devised a solution: they designed our bodies in such a way that the
rational part’s thoughts reflect off the shiny surface of the liver, yielding images
(phantasmata). These images, unlike logoi, can directly influence the appetitive part.
The responses they induce are pleasurable or painful. In fact, the passage strongly
implies, they are paradigm passions: fear, calm, and presumably others as well.
Thus the passage characterizes rationally induced appetitive passions as based on

images. And Plato, like Aristotle, characterizes the images as quasi-perceptual. The
constitution of the liver – smooth and dense – is just like that of the eyes, as described at
45b-c, which encourages us to take it that the images at issue here are very similar to
those that play a role in sight; moreover, Timaeus goes on to say that these liver-images
also play a crucial role in dreaming (71d-72b), which he has earlier described as a kind
of quasi-perception involving the same inner processes as perception (45d-46a). Here
the parallel with Aristotle is striking: phantasia, as we saw in the passage on anger above
(1378b1-10), plays a role both in passions and in dreams.
Moreover, the content of these passion-inducing images is evaluative. The images

are, as we have seen, reflections of thoughts which the rational part wants to commu-
nicate to the appetitive. These are thoughts about what to do or avoid; in particular,
they are thoughts about what is beneficial to do or avoid (see 71a1-2). If these thoughts
were expressed as logoi, the logoi would be exhortations, threats, warnings, or reassur-
ances. In claiming that thoughts can be reflected as images, Plato implies that the
images capture this aspect – that the images are themselves threatening or reassuring,
presenting things as good or bad, to be done or to be avoided. It is this fact that lets
images stand in for logoi in influencing the appetitive part of the soul: the rational part
cannot explain to the appetitive part why it is best to pursue or refrain from some
course of action, but the liver-images make the course of action simply look good or
bad, the way something can look good or bad in a picture.
In these two dialogues, then, Plato characterizes certain states which Aristotle will

call passions as non-rational, pleasurable or painful responses to quasi-perceptual
evaluative appearances. And thus we should take very seriously the implications that
Plato’s student works with just this same view.

4.5 First doxastic objection: the contents of perception
I have given textual, philosophical, and historical arguments that Aristotelian passions
are based on literal phantasiai – quasi-perceptual appearances. Despite all this, however,
some will still protest that this cannot have been, or should not have been, Aristotle’s
view. They will make two objections: first, these representations have complex and
sophisticated contents inaccessible to phantasia; second, Aristotle’s use of words like
��Œ�E� and �Y��ŁÆØ in the Rhetoric shows that passions are for things we believe good or
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bad, rather than for things that merely appear so.33 In the remainder of this chapter
I argue that both objections are based on inadequate accounts of human perception and
phantasia, and in particular of their interactions with intellect in the human soul.

According to the first objection, because phantasia inherits its representational
content from perception and thus can only represent what can be literally perceived,
one simply cannot have phantasiai of imminent danger as bad, one’s neighbor as doing
well undeservedly, revenge as sweet, and so on. Perception is of perceptibles, proper,
common, or incidental (de An. II.6), but the representations involved in passions go
beyond things like the white, the round, and the son of Diares. They are propositional
in structure: in them one thing is predicated of another. Moreover, what is predicated
are value-properties like being a slight, or doing well undeservedly, which cannot be
literally perceived.

But what we saw in Chapter 2 shows that this simply does not do justice to
Aristotle’s view of perception. As to the worry about propositional structure, Aristotle
standardly characterizes the perception of both common and incidental perceptibles as
propositional: we perceive that (‹�Ø) the white thing is round, or that it is a man (de An.
418a21-22, 430b29-30).34 However literal or elaborate a theory of predication we take
this to entail, it means there is no special problem for a theory of the passions which
attributes complex representations to phantasia. And as to the claim that the value-
properties which incite passions are beyond perception’s range, we have already seen in
Chapter 2 that Aristotle thinks value literally perceptible.

Perhaps this last point is not so simple: one might protest that even if we can literally
perceive the pleasant and painful, or even the beneficial and harmful – the values most
plausibly at issue in passage 3 from de An. III.7 – this does not show that we can
perceive the more abstruse qualities at issue in many passions: qualities like the insulting
or the undeserved. That is, even if Aristotle thinks perception can form the basis for a
simple passion like appetite, he cannot think that it forms the basis for a sophisticated
one like anger or envy.

Is this objection warranted? The simple response is that it cannot be. Whether or not
Aristotle has an account of how things like insults or undeserved well-doing are
perceptible, he clearly thinks that they are. As we have seen, he holds both (i) and
(ii): all painful and pleasant things are perceptible, and the passions are essentially
pleasurable and painful responses; therefore the things to which they are responses
must be perceptible. Moreover, in assigning passions to a part of the soul which is
equipped with perception but not reason, the ethical works assume the same. Addi-
tional confirmation that phantasia in particular can represent sophisticated, passion-
inducing value-properties comes from a passage from the ethical works on anger:

33 Both objections are developed in Dow 2009.
34 For more citations and an extended argument in favor of a robust reading of these ‘that’s, see Sorabji

1996, which argues that having denied animals reasoning and belief, Aristotle had to build predication and
propositions into their perceptions; see also Tuozzo 1994.
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Logos or phantasia has shown that something was hubris or a slight, and spirit (› Łı�
), as if having
reasoned that one must fight against such a thing, is distressed right away. (¯˝ VII.6 1149a32-34)

Here Aristotle is clearly at pains to distinguish different forms of cognition: the contrast he
draws between phantasia and logos belies a doxastic interpretation on which phantasia is
being used in a loose sense. The clear implication is that one can have a phantasia of
something as an outrage or an insult, and that such a phantasiawill induce anger.With this
in mind, when we read the Rhet.’s definition of anger as a response to an apparent
(çÆØ�����Å�) slight we have good reason to take the ‘apparent’ in the narrow and
technical sense. (Notably, theEN passage says that anger can also be a response to a report
from logos; I consider this point in addressing the second doxastic objection below.)
Thus there is a simple response to the doxastist’s objection: Aristotle evidently thinks

that slights, undeserved good fortune, and the other passion-inducing properties are
literally perceptible.35 Perhaps this is because, as I suggested in Chapter 2, he thinks that
all particulars are objects of perception, while only universal underlying causes are beyond
perception’s range.36 Or perhaps he thinks that the perception of complicated value-
properties works in a way similar to incidental perception (on a widespread interpretation
thereof, mentioned in Chapter 2): intellect expands our perceptual range, so that we can
literally perceive things that animals cannot (as opposed to inferentially grasping those
things on the basis of what we perceive). Just as our intellectual grasp of what a rose is gives
us the ability to perceive roses as roses, so toomight an intellectual grasp ofwhat an insult is
give us the ability to perceive insults as insults – to perceive that someone’s sneering tone is
insulting just as directly as we perceive that it is loud.
At any rate, Aristotle clearly does think that such things are perceptible, and it is

worth noting that he is followed, both in this view and in the assumption that it needs
no defense, by his philosophical successors: the Stoics and Epicureans characterize
value-impressions (phantasiai) as perceptual, apparently without offering any explana-
tion or justification.37

35 Two other considerations may seem to confirm that Aristotle thinks sophisticated value-properties
literally perceptible, but we should approach them with caution. First is the Pol. passage we considered in
Chapter 2 which says that humans “have perception (ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
) of the good and bad, just and unjust, and the
others” (Pol. 1253a10-18). This may show that we literally perceive things like justice, but (as I urged in
Chapter 2) Aristotle may instead mean ‘perception’ here in the loose sense of awareness: certainly there is
nothing technical about the context, and taken literally the passage conflicts with a literal reading of the
Rhet.’s claim that injustice is imperceptible (1328a10-12, discussed above). I argued in Chapter 2 that we
should perhaps take the Pol. passage to have in mind metaphorically perceptual intellectual cognition instead,
and this bring us to the second consideration: one might think that the ethical works’ characterization of
phronesis as something like perception provides further evidence that sophisticated value-properties can be
literally perceived, but this would be a mistake. Phronesis is an intellectual virtue, i.e. a state of the rational part
of the soul, and thus even though Aristotle compares it to perception in various ways those comparisons
cannot support claims about the kind of cognition available to the non-rational part.

36 See Chapter 2.4, and in particular the discussion of Michael Frede’s view of rationality.
37 Chrysippus “says that goods and bads are perceptible . . . ‘ . . . it is possible to perceive theft and adultery

and similar things, and in general, folly and cowardice and many other vices, and not only joy and
benefactions and many other right actions but also prudence and courage and the remaining virtues’ ”
(Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions, 1042e-f, trans. Long and Sedley); Epicurus “denies that any reason or

PASS IONS AND THE APPARENT GOOD 89



4.6 Second doxastic objection: accepting vs. believing
Doxastists also raise another objection: passions are responses to how we take things to
be, rather than to how things merely appear to us, and therefore passions must be based
on thoughts or beliefs rather than phantasia.38 There are really two claims here, which
I shall take in turn. One is based on a simple mischaracterization of phantasia. The other
is more complex, and explaining how it goes wrong will involve a careful consider-
ation of the relations between phantasia and belief.
The first claim is that phantasia gives us mere appearances and hence cannot induce

passions. There does indeed seem to be good textual evidence for this claim, in a
passage from de An. III.3. Aristotle is arguing that phantasia is not identical with
supposition (��ºÅłØ
, a genus whose species include belief (��Æ)). One mark of
distinction, he claims, is that phantasia

is up to us (Kç’ ��E�) whenever we want, for it is putting something before one’s eyes. . . . but
believing (����Ç�Ø�) is not up to us. (de An. 427b17-20)

Next comes another distinction:

Further, whenever we believe (�����ø���) something terrible or frightening, we are affected
(�ı����å����) straight away, and likewise for something reassuring. But with respect to
phantasia, we are in the same condition as when we observe something terrible or reassuring in
a picture. (de An. 427b21-24)

These lines imply that phantasia is motivationally and affectively inert, or at least weak: a
phantasia of something frighteningwill induce a shiver, but not real fear. If this ismeant as a
general claim about phantasia, it is decisive support for the doxastic interpretation of the
passions. But the context strongly suggests that it is not. Aristotle has just said that phantasia
is “up to us,” andwhile this is true of one type of exercise of phantasia – active imagination,
in which we conjure up an image, voluntarily “put something before our eyes” – it is
clearly false as a general claim: the appearances we experience in dreams and illusions are
not “up to us” in that way at all. Thus the “up to us” claim should be taken to apply only
to one species of phantasia. Moreover, it is just this voluntary kind of phantasia that would
seem to be at issue in the second part of the passage: actively imagining something terrible

argument is necessary to show why pleasure is to be pursued, pain to be avoided. He holds that we perceive
these things, as we perceive that fire is hot, snow white, honey sweet” (Cicero, De Finibus I.30).

38 See especially Nussbaum 1996 and Dow 2009. Dow characterizes the phantastic interpretation as the
view that passions involve “things merely appearing to the subject to be as they are represented, rather than the
subject’s actually taking them to be so” (2009, 143). As he points out, this is the way that some proponents of
the phantastic interpretation characterize their view. See especially Cooper: “It seems likely that Aristotle is
using phantasia [in the Rhetoric] to indicate the sort of nonepistemic appearance to which he draws attention
once in De Anima 3.3 (428b2-4), according to which something may appear to, or strike one, in some way
(say, as being insulting or belittling) even if one knows there is no good reason for one to take it so. If so,
Aristotle is alert to the crucial fact about the emotions, that one can experience them simply on the basis of
how, despite what one knows or believes to be the case, things strike one – how things look to one when, for
one reason or another, one is disposed to feel the emotion” (1996a, 417).
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is nomore frightening than seeing it in a picture, but dreaming or hallucinating something
terrible can surely induce fear. Thus we should conclude that the passage is not making a
general claim about phantasia at all. Despite his lack of explicit qualification, Aristotle
means to be arguing that one type of exercise of phantasia does not induce passions, while
leaving it open that others do.39

In fact, we should be surprised to see him making even this weaker claim. A major
premise of the Poetics is that when we watch tragedies we experience pity and fear,
genuine passions; if we can feel fear at a representation of something terrible on stage,
we can presumably also feel fear at a representation of something terrible “in a picture,”
or in active imagination. Arguably Aristotle is working with a view about the suspen-
sion of disbelief: if we remind ourselves that it is just a picture, or just a mental image, or
just a play, we experience the passions to a much lesser extent, or possibly even not at
all. I return to this point below.
At any ratewe cannot read the passage asmaking the blanket claim that phantasia cannot

induce passions without rendering Aristotle’s overall treatment of phantasia badly incon-
sistent. For we have seen ample evidence that elsewhere in the corpus – including in the
same chapter of the de An. itself (429a4-8) –Aristotle unequivocally characterizes phantasia
as able to cause action, by inducing emotions and desires. A quick glance back at some
excerpts from passages 1 and 2 should suffice here to confirm the point:

Phantasiai and perceptions and thoughts alter the parts [thereby initiating the changes which lead
to locomotion]. For perceptions are at once a kind of alteration, and phantasia and thinking have
the power of the actual things. (MA 701b16-19)

The origin of motion, as has been said, is the object of pursuit and avoidance in the practical
sphere. Of necessity heating and chilling follow the thought and the phantasia of these things.
(MA 701b33-35)

The affections suitably prepare the organic parts, and desire the affections, and phantasia desire.
(MA 702a17-19, cf. 700b17-21, 701a29-36)

The object of desire . . . moves, itself unmoved, by being thought or represented by phantasia
(çÆ��Æ�ŁB�ÆØ). (de An. 433b11–12)

At this point, the doxastist might throw up her hands. Surely, she will say, the point of
the passage from de An. III.3 is that to have a phantasia as of a terrible dragon before one
(for instance) is merely to be subject to the appearance, and not yet to believe it – and
for that reason not yet to be moved by it. Moreover, she will add, that is surely the right
thing for Aristotle to say: if one merely entertains such an appearance without actually
believing that there is a terrible dragon present, one will not be afraid. So when
Aristotle does say in various places that we can moved by phantasia without the help
of belief he must simply be confused.

39 For arguments that Aristotle’s use of ‘phantasia’ in these passages is precisely the kind that he dismisses a
few lines below as merely metaphorical (ŒÆ�a ���Æç�æ��, 428a1-5), see D. Frede 1992, and an unpublished
paper by Anders Dahl Sorensen, “Phantasia and Emotional Response in De Anima 3.3,” to which I am
indebted for my understanding of these passages.
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In order to state this objection most clearly, and also in order to show how it is to be
answered, I want to rephrase the point in Stoic terminology. This may seem an odd
thing to do in a discussion of Aristotelian passions: not only anachronistic but also
potentially misleading, because Stoic psychology is so obviously different from Aris-
totle’s. In fact, however, not only is Aristotle’s view of phantasia more similar to the
Stoics than has been generally recognized, but examining the differences will help us
clarify how the doxastic objections mentioned above go wrong.

4.7 Aristotle and the Stoics on phantasia,
assent, and passion

Two concepts are central to the Stoic view of both belief and passion: phantasia and
assent (�ıªŒÆ��Ł��Ø
). On the Stoic view, all sentient creatures (animals and people)
are subject to phantasiai, appearances.40 Rational creatures have an ability which non-
rational ones lack: we can criticize and question these appearances. If we decide an
appearance is false we reject it; if we decide it is true we assent to it. Only once we have
assented do we have belief (��Æ).41 This entails that animals cannot have beliefs –
precisely as Aristotle holds (de An. 428a20-22). But does it entail that they have no
functional counterpart of belief – that they are always in the state of merely entertain-
ing appearances? Not at all: since animals lack the ability to question appearances, they
can no more withhold assent from an appearance than they can give it. This means that
they simply go with the appearances, by default.42 Let’s introduce the term ‘accep-
tance’ to name a genus which includes both active assent to appearances and passive
failure to question them. We can then say that while for people experiencing an
appearance does not yet amount to accepting it, for animals the distinction between
experiencing and accepting simply does not arise.

Phantasia and assent are also crucial concepts in the Stoic theory of motivation,
including their theory of the passions. Some phantasiai are “impulsive” (›æ�Å�ØŒÆ	 ):
they have it in their nature to give rise to motivation. These obviously play a
similar role in Stoic theory to the role I have attributed to evaluative appearances in
Aristotle’s, and indeed the Stoics construe impulsive appearances as evaluative (al-
though the details are complicated, and we need not explore them here).43 Just as
rational creatures can assent to or reject ordinary phantasiai so we can assent to or reject

40 It is standard to translate phantasia as ‘impression’ in the context of Stoic philosophy, but I think ‘appearance’
does as well here as it does in Aristotle.

41 For the Stoics ��Æ is a lowly cognitive achievement, “weak and false,” by contrast with knowledge and
apprehension (K�Ø����Å, ŒÆ��ºÅłØ
): see e.g. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos 7.151. And since
Stoics construe passions as a species of belief (as I go on to show), this entails that passions are all false. But this
aspect of the Stoic view need not concern us here: the crucial distinction for our purposes is between merely
being subject to an appearance and assenting to it.

42 For citations and discussion of the Stoic view see Sorabji 1993, 41.
43 Here is a simple version with clear affinities to Aristotle: “Once the good appears it straight away moves

the soul towards itself, while the bad moves the soul away from itself. A soul will never refuse a clear phantasia
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impulsive ones. Assent yields motivation of one type or another; assent to phantasiai
with the appropriate kind of content yields passions.
From these claims follows what is most notable about the Stoic theory of passions:

because passions result from assents to appearances, passions are a species of a belief, and
only rational creatures can have them. But does this mean that animals have no functional
equivalent to passions? Again, clearly not. Animals have impulses (›æ�Æ	) which are at
least very similar to fear and appetite, aversion and desire. And the explanation is the same
as the one we saw above: since they cannot actively assent or withhold assent to
appearances, for them, experiencing an appearance is tantamount to accepting it – and
thus experiencing an impulsive appearance is tantamount to being moved by it.44

Now we are ready to consider the most striking difference between the Stoic and
Aristotelian theories of the passions. Stoic passions are rational: they are the result of
rational assent, and thus belong only to rational creatures.45 On the Aristotelian
account, I have been arguing, they are non-rational: they are exercises of a non-
rational part of the soul common to humans and non-rational animals alike. This means
that what Aristotle calls passions are the kind of thing the Stoics attribute to animals,
and refuse that name: default, passive acceptances of appearances rather than active,
rational assents.
How does this help us with the doxastic objection at hand? The objection was that

passions must involve belief because they depend not on the mere awareness of an
appearance but on the acceptance of it: we are not afraid of things that merely look
scary, but of things we really take to be scary. But we have seen now that this
distinction only makes sense with reference to a rational being: someone who can
distinguish between how things appear and how they really are, and thus can be subject
to an appearance as of p without accepting that p. For a non-rational part of the soul, as
for a non-rational animal, there is no meaningful distinction between being subject
to an appearance and accepting it. Of course this acceptance will not be rational
acceptance – not reflective acceptance on the basis of reasons grasped as reasons, as
we might put it: it will be a default, automatic, unreflective acceptance. But it makes
sense to view it as a kind of acceptance: just as the rational soul takes it that p in
believing that p, so the non-rational soul takes it that p in being appeared to as if p. And
when the appearance is an evaluative one, this acceptance will be or cause a feeling of
fear or shame or pity or the like – a feeling which the Stoics would call a mere proto-
passion (since it is not the product of rational assent) but which Aristotle calls a passion.
Therefore we can answer the doxastist’s objection as follows: on Aristotle’s view,

being subject to an appearance of something as terrible will not always entail rational

of good . . . This is the source of every movement both of men and of God” (Epictetus, Discourses 3.3.4). For
discussion of the more complex versions of the Stoic view see M. Frede 1986.

44 See especially Origen, On Principles 3.1.2, which emphasizes that creatures like spiders and bees are
moved simply by phantasia.

45 They are also, confusingly enough, irrational – i.e. false. But this need not concern us here.
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acceptance, i.e. belief that the thing is terrible, but it will always entail non-rational
acceptance – i.e. fear.46 (This still leaves us in difficulties about the de An. III.3 passage,
which implies that one can be subject to the appearance without feeling fear. I propose
two possible ways to reconcile this passage with all the evidence we have seen that
evaluative appearances are essentially passion-inducing. Possibly Aristotle’s point in the
passage is that we do feel some fear, as he arguably thinks we do when we look at a
frightening picture (or when we remember something terrible). Alternatively, the idea
might be that when we actively, deliberately entertain appearances (when the exercise
of phantasia is “up to us”), we are not subject to them in the same way as we are when
they simply strike us. I return to this question in Chapter 6’s discussion of deliberative
phantasia.)

It is, as previous advocates of the phantasia view of the passions have noted, a strong
advantage of this interpretation that it renders passions independent of beliefs. One can
in certain circumstances (although given my arguments about belief below one
normally will not) have a passion in the absence of a corresponding evaluative belief.
This is a point that doxastist interpreters of Aristotle – and Stoics – have to deny, but
that common sense upholds and many philosophers have emphasized. Here, for
example, is Hume:

. . . let us consider the case of a man, who being hung out from a high tower in a cage of iron
cannot forbear trembling, when he surveys the precipice below him, tho’ he knows himself to be
perfectly secure from falling. . . . His imagination runs away with its object, and excites a passion
proportion’d to it. (Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, I.iii.xiii)

Our beliefs can fail to influence our passions, because passions are the province of a
different form of cognition: according to Hume, “imagination;” according to Aristotle,
I have argued, imagination’s Greek ancestor, phantasia. The Rhetoric does not discuss
the possibility of dissonance between passions and evaluative beliefs – not surprisingly,
since inducing such dissonance would be of no use to the orator. But Aristotle certainly
recognized its occurrence, for in the ethical works he devotes a good deal of attention
to a paradigmatic species of such dissonance: akrasia. I take up this subject in the next
chapter, arguing that Aristotle’s characterization of akrasia confirms that passions are
based on phantasia, and are therefore independent of evaluative beliefs.

4.8 Aristotle and the Stoics on passions,
phantasia, and belief

Thus we should lay to rest the doxastist’s claim that phantasia cannot give rise to
passions. But a serious complication remains: we have not accounted for the substantial
textual evidence that passions do correlate with evaluative beliefs. We see this in the

46 For a compelling contemporary account of non-rational motivation along these lines see Gendler 2008.
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de An. III.3 passage: “when we believe something terrible or frightening, we are
affected straightaway.” We also see it in the passage on spirited passion quoted above
from EN VII.6: the awareness of a slight which induces anger can come from phantasia,
but it can also come from logos. And there is plenty of evidence in the Rhet. too: when
Aristotle says, for example, that “those who think (�N�����ı
) they will suffer some-
thing are necessarily fearful” (1382b33), or that “if people think (�Yø��ÆØ) that they
have done wrong and suffered justly anger does not arise” (1380b16-17), or uses
variants on ���	Ç��ŁÆØ and ��Œ�E� (1385b24, 1387a24), it is extremely natural to
take him as saying that passions depend on thoughts. Moreover, as some doxastists
point out, this seems crucial to Aristotle’s whole purpose in discussing passions in the
Rhetoric: his claim is that an appeal to passions can help persuade an audience, and this
would seem to entail that passions involve beliefs rather than mere phantasia.
This objection goes deeper than the others the doxastist raises: it is true that Aristotle

often speaks as if passions depend on thoughts or beliefs, although he elsewhere clearly
attributes them to phantasia. Indeed, I can see some appeal to concluding that he simply
contradicts himself on this topic, or does not have a fully determinate view, or (as
Sihvola concludes) thinks that some passions require belief while others do not. In fact,
however, his texts do give us the resources for a consistent view – and it is one on
which passions depend only on phantasia.
The key is to take account of the interactions between phantasia and thought, which

I mentioned briefly at the end of Chapter 3. Aristotle holds, we will see, that (a) all
thought requires an exercise of phantasia – i.e. phantasia is a necessary condition for
belief; and (b) in standard cases a phantasia as of p automatically triggers the belief that
p – i.e. phantasia is in standard circumstances sufficient for belief (in creatures with the
capacity for belief). Thesis (a) entails that even if passions normally track beliefs phantasia
is necessary for passions; thesis (b) entails that even if passions normally track beliefs
phantasia is sufficient for them.
The evidence for (a) is explicit:

Since nothing exists, as it seems, separated and apart from the perceptible magnitudes, it is in the
perceptible forms that the intelligible forms exist . . . And on account of this, no one would learn
or understand anything without perceiving, and also whenever one contemplates (Ł�øæfi B), it is
necessary that he contemplate some phantasma at the same time. (de An. 432a3-9)

To the thinking soul the phantasmata serve like aisthêmata.47 And whenever it affirms or denies
good or bad, it flees or pursues. Wherefore the soul never thinks (���E) without a phantasma.
(de An. 431a14-17)

Phantasia is a necessary precondition and indeed accompaniment of all (mortal)
thinking. Thought requires visualizing or other sensory equivalents: it employs uni-
versal concepts, but we think by imagining particular instances. We think about
triangles in general, for example, but do so by way of inspecting a mental image

47 Aisthêmata are perceptual states: see Chapter 3.2.
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(phantasma) of a particular triangle (Mem. 449b30-450a9). The second passage shows
that this applies in the practical sphere as well as in the theoretical: in deliberating about
what to do, thought makes use of mental images; as a passage that follows shortly
afterwards puts it, thought “thinks the forms in phantasmata” (de An. 431b2). I discuss
phantasia’s role in deliberation in more detail in Chapter 6, but we can already see an
important consequence: thinking about what good or bad things will happen in the
future entails having phantasmata of those possible events. Thus when someone “thinks
that he will suffer something,” for example (1382b33), he will in so doing have before
his mind a phantasma of such suffering. (Compare again the painter and scribe in Plato’s
Philebus.)

Thus phantasia is – just as my arguments in sections 2-3 entail – a necessary condition
of the passions. Even when a passion depends on an intellectual evaluation – e.g. when
it is logos which declares a slight, as in EN VII.6, or when one believes (����Ç�Ø�) that
something is terrible or frightening, as in de An. III.3 – evaluative phantasia is necessarily
present too.48

This might suggest a modified doxastic position, on which passions are based on
beliefs which are supplemented, like all beliefs, by phantasmata. This is certainly a more
promising position than the pure doxastic one, for it accommodates all the evidence we
have seen that phantasia is at least a necessary condition of passions. But because it makes
belief a necessary component as well, it cannot do justice to the evidence we saw in
section 1 that passions belong to the non-rational part of the soul. Is that evidence
simply irreconcilable with the passages which suggest that passions track thoughts and
beliefs?

It is not: we can make sense of these passages even while holding that phantasia is
sufficient for passion. Once again, it will help to use the Stoic view to illuminate
Aristotle’s: I want to show that he holds a proto-Stoic view of the relation between
phantasia and belief – and thus holds that the phantasiai which give rise to passions
normally also trigger corresponding evaluative beliefs.

Various commentators on the de An. have taken Aristotle’s claims that phantasia is
necessary for thought in a way different from that discussed above: as a version of the
Stoic view on which forming a rational judgment is a matter of assenting to or
contradicting a phantasia.Consider two passages from early in the discussion of phantasia
which lend themselves fairly naturally to this interpretation:

Phantasia does not arise without perception, and without it there is no supposition (��ºÅłØ
) . . .
And these are the different kinds of supposition: knowledge (K�Ø����Å) and belief (��Æ) and
practical wisdom (çæ�Å�Ø
) and their opposites. (de An. 427b14-16; b24-26)

Of thinking (�e ���E�) . . . the one part seems to be phantasia, the other supposition (��ºÅłØ
).
(de An. 427b27-28)

48 Lorenz argues that this is the basic mechanism whereby the rational part’s commands influence the
non-rational part’s desires (2006, 118).
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Themistius, Alexander, and more recently Hicks (1907) take these passages as
advancing a proto-Stoic view: when Aristotle says that thinking is part phantasia and
part supposition (��ºÅłØ
), ‘supposition’ is playing the role of the Stoic’s ‘assent’
(�ıªŒÆ��Ł��Ø
); when he says that non-rational animals lack belief because they lack
the conviction (�	��Ø
) which follows from logos (428a20-24), ‘conviction’ is playing
this same role.
Aristotle certainly says nothing to confirm this explicitly, and in fact (as I argue in

Chapter 6) the commentators are over-Stoicizing his view: unlike the Stoics, Aristotle
does not take all “supposition” nor all thinking to rely on phantasia in this particular
way (although he clearly does think it all relies on phantasia in some way or other –
again, see discussion in Chapter 6). But this leaves open the possibility that some of our
suppositions – e.g. beliefs, or one type of beliefs – are products of assent to appear-
ance.49 We find strong evidence for that view from a different source: the discussion of
illusions in the Insomn.50

If it escaped someone’s notice that a finger was pressed under his eye, one thing would not only
appear (çÆ��E�ÆØ) to be two but he would believe that it was (���Ø), while if it did not escape his
notice it would appear but he would not believe. (Insomn. 461b31-462a2)

The perceiver in this case begins with a phantasia as of two objects before him; if
he rejects the phantasia he does not form the belief that there are two objects there,
but otherwise he does. In other words, unless the perceiver has reason to doubt
the phantasia, he forms a belief in accord with it. And this suggests that Aristotle
did indeed hold thesis (b): in standard cases, a phantasia as of p automatically triggers a
belief that p.51

The Insomn. passage thus offers an implicit proto-Stoic account of what we might
call appearance-based beliefs, beliefs which have their causal basis in how things appear.
This will be a wide class, including all quasi-perception-based beliefs (e.g. the belief
one has, on the basis of seeming to see a red rose in the vase, that there is a red rose in
the vase). Such beliefs, the passage implies, are to be construed as what the Stoics would
call assents – most of them automatic or unreflective – to appearances.
My proposal is that Aristotle construes the evaluative beliefs relevant to passions –

e.g. the thought that one will suffer something frightening (1382b29-33), or that an
evil of the sort one might suffer is present (1385b13-17) – as belonging to this class. If it

49 On Sextus’ interpretation, this is true of all beliefs: “[According to the Peripatetics] whenever the soul
yields to the phantasia arisen from perception and agrees and assents to what appears, it is called doxa” (Adversus
Mathematicos 7.225-6). I will argue for a more restricted claim below.

50 My interpretation here agrees with Gallop 1991 and Everson 1997, 214-15.
51 It is not immediately clear how Aristotle might have reconciled this thesis about belief with de An. III.3’s

claim that belief presupposes conviction (�	��Ø
), which in turn presupposes having been persuaded (�e
����E�ŁÆØ), which in turn presupposes logos. Perhaps the idea is that even when a belief follows an appearance
automatically, what makes it count as a belief is that were one to be asked “why do you believe there are two
things there?” one can answer by giving a reason: “because it appears to me so.”One recognizes the appearance
as evidence in retrospect, even though one performed no explicit, conscious inference at the time.
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appears to you that the spear in your enemy’s hand is both long (a visual appearance)
and terrible (an evaluative one), you will normally on that basis acquire both the belief
that the spear is long (a vision-based belief) and the belief that it is terrible (an evaluative
one). I have argued that the evaluative appearance will trigger a passion, fear; therefore
it follows that fear is normally accompanied by a belief that the feared object is
frightening.

Note that I am not attributing to Aristotle a Stoic account of the passions, according
to which the passions are based not on the appearances but on the beliefs.52 This would
be a version of the doxastic view: when one is merely subject to an appearance of the
spear as terrible one does not feel fear; fear only results when one accepts or assents to
that appearance, thus coming to believe that the spear is terrible.53 But this strongly
Stoicizing interpretation of Aristotelian passions will not do. It does accommodate all
the evidence we saw above that phantasia is necessary for the passions (section 3), but it
clashes with the evidence that passions are non-rational, the province of a part of the
soul not itself capable of belief (section 2). And thus we should conclude that Aristotle
held a subtly different view: the passions themselves are based on phantasiai alone, but
those phantasiai normally prompt corresponding beliefs.

It is true that Aristotle is nowhere explicit about this view; it may also be true that in
writing the Rhet., where his purposes are practical, he did not have or keep it clearly in
view. But I submit that it is the only view consistent with all our evidence, and thus
that charity dictates attributing it to Aristotle as what either was or would have been
(had he developed one) his underlying view. For only this view lets us respect both the
non-rationality of the passions and their alignment with evaluative beliefs. It accom-
modates on the one hand claims like “those who think they will suffer something are
fearful” (Rhet. 1382b33) and “whenever we believe something frightening we are
affected” (de An. 427b21-22), and on the other hand evidence that passions are
exercises of a non-rational part of the soul incapable of belief.

For on this view, even though it is phantasia that gives rise to passions –which is why
passions can be the province of the non-rational soul, and why they can in some cases
conflict with evaluative beliefs – evaluative beliefs are their normal, default accom-
paniments: unless the agent actively withholds assent, the evaluative phantasia which
gives rise to a passion will also give rise to a corresponding evaluative belief. Fear is a
response to a phantasia of a future evil, but those subject to such a phantasia will
normally also believe that there is a future evil. Therefore one can for the most part
characterize the passions by way of corresponding beliefs, as Aristotle often does in the

52 Or on which the passions simply are beliefs, as on the Stoic view; I am not convinced that Aristotle had a
determinate view about the relation between passions and cognitions, and so have intended to leave that
question open throughout, although for convenience I sometimes speak of cognitions as giving rise to
passions.

53 Arguably Andronicus interpreted Aristotle this way. He claimed that the passions involve supposition,
��ºÅłØ
; Aspasius took this to mean that they require rational assent, and argued to the contrary that
phantasia is sufficient (Aspasius, in EN 44,33-45,10). For discussion see Sorabji 1993, 57.
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Rhetoric. And – to turn to Aristotle’s specific concerns in that work – one can predict
that a person’s passions will usually influence her beliefs in a way that makes appeal to
passion a useful device for influencing juridical opinions.54 In fact, this interpretation
accords much better with Aristotle’s discussion of the role of passions in persuasion than
does the doxastic one: he speaks of passions as affecting judgments (Œæ	��Ø
) made in
lawcourts or assemblies – by which he plausibly means a species of belief – rather than
as themselves being (or being entailed by) those judgments.55

Passions can result from beliefs, because the thinking which leads to belief is
supplemented by visualizing or other exercises of phantasia; passions normally entail
beliefs, because the phantasiai on which they are based normally trigger beliefs. But
passions are not themselves a function of belief. Just as seeing something as round can
result from, and will normally entail, and yet is essentially independent of, the belief
that it is round, so feeling anger at someone can result from, and will normally entail,
and yet is essentially independent of, the belief that they have done you wrong.
In the next chapter I give further evidence that this must have been Aristotle’s

view – and at the same time give further evidence that evaluative phantasiai play a
crucial role in his ethical theory – by examining cases in which passions and evaluative
beliefs diverge: cases of akrasia.

54 Or: the appearances on which her passions are based will influence her beliefs. Given my argument
above that for a non-rational soul-part being subject to an appearance amounts to accepting it, and therefore
being subject to an evaluative appearance amounts to feeling a passion, we can put the point either way.

55 “One should not warp the jury by leading them into anger or envy or pity, for that is the same as if
someone made crooked the ruler he was going to use” (1354a24-26); “[There is persuasion] through the
audience when they are led to passion by the speech. For we do not render judgments in the same way when
we are pained as when we are enjoying, or loving and hating” (1356a14-16); inducing a passion is a means of
“preparing the judge” (�e� Œæ	�Å� ŒÆ�Æ�Œ�ı�Ç�Ø�) (1377b24). The point emerges also from the general
definition of passions which we saw above: the passions are “those things on account of which (�Ø’ ‹�Æ), by
undergoing change, people come to differ in their judgments” (1378a19-20). An angry person is more likely
to judge a wrongdoing voluntary, but her anger does not already entail a judgment (a Œæ	�Ø
 in the legal
sense).

PASS IONS AND THE APPARENT GOOD 99



5

Akrasia and the Apparent Good

5.1 A puzzle about akrasia
In Chapter 3 I argued that phantasia owes its crucial role in motivation to its indepen-
dence from perceptibles: because it can represent absent objects, it can furnish us with
goals. But this same independence from perceptibles also opens up a serious danger:
phantasia can misrepresent things, leading us astray. The capacity to preserve and
reproduce perceptual experience in the absence of appropriate contact with the per-
ceptibles is most readily understood as a faculty for experiencing perceptual illusions,
and this is a role that Aristotle clearly and consistently attributes to phantasia. Moreover,
various passages present phantasia as playing a similar role in practical contexts, mis-
representing things as good (see quotations below). Not all appetites are for things that
will in fact contribute to our survival or well-being; not all passions are appropriate
responses to the actual value of their objects. When someone craves a base pleasure
because it appears good, or is excessively afraid of performing a noble deed because
doing so appears overall bad, or excessively angry at a mild insult because it appears
outrageous, phantasia is misrepresenting facts about value, just as in ordinary perceptual
illusions it misrepresents facts about shape or size. Thus Aristotle uses the phrase ‘the
apparent good’ not only to refer to the genuinely good apprehended as a goal through
phantasia, but also and indeed more frequently to refer to the merely apparent good – to
things in fact harmful which phantasia nonetheless apprehends as good.
The aim of this chapter is to use the parallels Aristotle draws between phantasia’s roles

in ethical error and ordinary perceptual illusion in order to give an account of one
way that phantasia leads us astray in ethical matters. I will use the parallel to show that
the psychological works contain a neglected account of a phenomenon of which the
ethical works’ account is famous but famously confusing, and to show that the
psychological works’ account can illuminate that of the ethical works. The phenome-
non I have in mind is one particular species of ethical error: akrasia (incontinence,
weakness of will, lack of self-control). (I consider phantasia’s role in other kinds of
ethical error in Chapters 6-8.) I will argue that Aristotle construes akrasia as based on a
conflict between the belief that something is bad and the phantasia that it is good.
Discussions of Aristotle’s view of akrasia usually center on Book VII of the EN

(= Book VI of the EE ), and in particular on the notoriously difficult third chapter of
that book. Here Aristotle argues that Socrates was in some sense right to maintain that



akrasia involves ignorance. This much is clear. As to the details, however, the text is so
dense and so thorny as to leave little of Aristotle’s view beyond doubt. What is the
akratic agent ignorant of: the minor premise of the practical syllogism forbidding her
action, or only the conclusion?1 And what is the nature of her ignorance? Does she lack
the relevant knowledge altogether, or merely neglect to combine it with her other
beliefs? Or does she know it in some sense but not in the crucial sense of having
integrated it into her character?2

Underlying these questions is a much broader worry: How does an account of
akrasia as involving ignorance of any kind fit with the more straightforward account we
find elsewhere in the corpus, on which akrasia involves a struggle between opposing
desires? The starkest statement of that account is in de Anima III.11 – in akrasia, desire
conquers desire (434a12-14) – but it is clearly present in the ethical works too.
Consider how Aristotle first describes akrasia in the EN:

We praise the reason (ºª��) and the reasoning part of the soul of enkratic and akratic agents: for
this exhorts them correctly and toward what is best. But there seems to be something else in them
too, by nature contrary to reason, which fights and resists it. For exactly as with paralytic limbs
which when their owners decide to move them to the right take off in the wrong direction,
moving to the left, so it is in the case of the soul. For the impulses of the akratic agent lead in
opposite directions (K�d �I�Æ��	Æ ªaæ Æƒ ›æ�Æ	) . . . [T]here is something in the soul besides
reason, opposing it and going against it. (EN I.13 1102b14-25)3

This picture of akrasia as a struggle between the opposing “impulses” of the rational and
non-rational parts of the soul – a close descendant of Plato’s account of motivational
conflict in Republic IV – is clear enough. The EE gives it even more emphasis: in akrasia
(and enkrateia – continence, strength of will, self-control), so separate and opposed are
the rational faculty and the appetitive that we could even speak of one being forced and
compelled by the other (EE II.8 1224b24 ff.). Does Aristotle simply ignore this picture

1 The former view has been predominant. For the latter, see Kenny 1966, Santas 1969 (attributing the
view to Gregory Vlastos), and Charles 1984 and 2009; the view dates back to the medieval commentator
Walter Burleigh.

2 For the view that the akratic agent knows the relevant information but fails to combine it with her other
beliefs see Joachim 1951, 224-29, and Irwin 1999, 261. Dahl defends the view that the akratic agent has the
relevant knowledge but has failed to “integrate it into her character” (1984: see especially 188 and 213);
I think McDowell’s and Wiggins’ views (discussed below) can be understood as versions of this one (see
McDowell, e.g. 1998, and Wiggins 1975); compare also Charles 2009.

3 Some propose an alternative reading of these lines on which there is no conflict between impulses: “the
impulses of the akratic agent lead in the opposite direction [sc. to what reason commands].” Two considera-
tions support the conflicting-impulses reading, however. First, later passages in the EN make clear that the
akratic agent acts on appetite against a contrary motivation: in Book VII akratic agents act against their
decisions (�æ�ÆØæ���Ø
 – for discussion and citations see below); in Book IX they “have appetites for some
things and rationally wish (���º���ÆØ) for different things” (IX.4 1166b7-8). Second, Aristotle attributes
K�Æ��	Æ
 ›æ��
 to the akratic and the enkratic agent at EE II.8 1224a33, where the context makes it very clear
that this means impulses opposite to one another.
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later in both works (at EN VII.3/EE VI.3)4 when he characterizes the akratic agent as
ignorant?

There are two problems here. First, why, given his resources for a “Platonic”
account of akrasia as the victory of non-rational over rational desire, did Aristotle see
the need for a “Socratic” account of akrasia as involving ignorance at all?5 Second, and
more gravely, how can the account of akrasia as involving a struggle between opposing
desires even be compatible with an account on which the agent is unaware that she is
doing something wrong?

Ross puts this second worry sharply in his criticism of EN VII.3. He, along with a
majority of scholars, interprets the chapter as saying that the agent lacks the minor premise
of the syllogism forbidding her action. The problemwith this explanation, he argues, is this:

It says nothing of a moral struggle; the minor premise of the moral syllogism (and with it the
conclusion ‘I ought not to do this’) has never been present, or it has already been suppressed by
the appetite. And the account which explains how the wrong act can be done in the absence of
this knowledge cannot explain how the knowledge has come to be absent. But Aristotle
elsewhere shows himself alive to the existence of a moral struggle, a conflict between rational
wish and appetite . . .We must suppose that interest in his favourite distinctions of potential and
actual, of major and minor premise, has betrayed him into a formal theory which is inadequate to
his own real view of the problem. (Ross 1949, 140)

Other responses are more radical. Perhaps the chapter was written by some other
author and smuggled into Aristotle’s text (Cook Wilson 1879). Or perhaps, despite
appearances, VII.3 does not explain akrasia in terms of ignorance at all: Aristotle
proposes ignorance not as an explanation, but rather as a special description, of failure
to do what one judges best (Broadie 1991; cf. Dahl 1984).

In what follows I will argue that we can reconcile the struggle account of akrasiawith
the ignorance account, and can do so without downplaying the ignorance at issue in
EN VII.3. Properly understood, that chapter’s explanation of akrasia in terms of
ignorance is not only compatible with the picture of akrasia as involving a struggle
between opposing desires, but also supplements it by offering an explanation of how
the non-rational desires win out over the rational ones. To see why Aristotle thought
the victory of non-rational desire in need of special explanation, however, and to settle
the question of just what explanation VII.3 provides, we will have to look outside the
ethical works altogether.

I wish to show that Aristotle provides the resources for another account of akrasia,
one that has not been properly appreciated, in our passage 2, from de An. III.10.6 This

4 In the remainder of this chapter I use only the EN numbering.
5 The so-called Platonic account is that ofRepublic IV, the so-called Socratic that of the Protagoras. Many of

those who discuss EN VII.3 address the relation between the two accounts, although not always in these
terms.

6 The account has received surprisingly little attention. It receives brief mention fromCookWilson (1879,
50) and Walsh (1963, 124-27), and is otherwise generally neglected. (What Walsh does say suggests an
understanding of the relation between the two accounts very much in line with what I propose here.) Many
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account is philosophically interesting in its own right, and also proves very useful in
illuminating the discussions of akrasia in the ethical works. It presents akrasia as
involving a conflict in the agent between rational judgment on one side, and on the
other side phantasia. This entails that akrasia is the practical equivalent of (certain cases
of) being taken in by perceptual illusion.
By following the parallels between akrasia and perceptual illusion through the

psychological works, we will uncover an account which fleshes out EN VII.3’s
comparison of the akratic agent with the person mad, drunk, or asleep (1147a12-15),
and thereby guides our interpretation of Aristotle’s account of akratic ignorance in that
chapter, dictating answers to its main interpretative puzzles. The view that results will
reconcile the account of akrasia as ignorance with the account of akrasia as a struggle
between desires, for it will show that non-rational desire wins out not by overpowering
rational desire in a direct battle of strength, but rather by undermining the cognitive
basis of that desire. That is, the non-rational desire wins by driving out the agent’s
knowledge of what is to be done or avoided, and with it the rational motivation
dependent on that knowledge.7

Finally, the parallels between akrasia and perceptual illusion will indicate why
Aristotle may have thought such an explanation of akrasia necessary in the first
place – why he may have thought it impossible for appetite to overpower rational
desire directly, and thus have sought to explain akrasia in terms of ignorance instead.

5.2 Akrasia in de An. III.9-10
The passage that will be our main focus here is one we have seen already in Chapter 1:
passage 2, from de An. III.10. But first we must back up to the lines which directly
precede that passage: the last lines of de An. III.9. Aristotle’s investigation of the
psychological causes of locomotion is already underway, and he has narrowed down
the candidates to intellect and desire. In these lines he argues that neither of these is
authoritative or decisive (Œıæ	��) for locomotion, by appeal to the phenomena of
akrasia and its opposite, enkrateia (continence, strength of will, self-control):

Neither can the reasoning faculty (�e º�ªØ��ØŒ�) and what is called intellect (��F
) be the mover.
For . . . even when intellect does give an order (K�Ø��������
) and thought (�ØÆ��	Æ
) says to
avoid or pursue something, [the agent] isn’t moved, but acts in accordance with appetite
(K�ØŁı�	Æ�), as for instance does the akratic . . . But neither is desire (Zæ��Ø
) decisive (Œıæ	Æ) for
movement: for enkratics, although desiring and having an appetite, do not do what they have a
desire to do, but follow intellect. (de An. 432b26-433a8)

have argued that de An. III.10’s general theory of action is relevant to an understanding of akrasia, but without
attention to what I see as that chapter’s distinctive account of akrasia: see e.g. Santas 1969 and Destrée 2007.

7 This same view is defended, on different grounds, by Charles 1984 (see especially 163-64).
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This passage characterizes akrasia and enkrateia as conflicts between intellect and
desire: in enkrateia the former wins out, in akrasia the latter. But the discussion that
follows shows the fuller picture to be more complex. It will be convenient to repeat
most of passage 2 here:

2a. It is apparent then, at any rate, that there are two movers, desire or intellect, if one classifies
phantasia as a sort of thinking (�Å�Ø�) . . .

d. And when phantasiamoves it doesn’t move without desire . . . [And] intellect doesn’t appear to
move without desire. For wish (���ºÅ�Ø
) is desire, and whenever one is moved in accordance
with reasoning, one is moved in accordance with wish.

e. But desire moves contrary to reasoning [too]: for appetite is a kind of desire. While intellect is
always correct, however, desire and phantasia can be correct or not correct. Wherefore while the
object of desire always moves, this is either the good or the apparent good . . .

f. Since desires arise that are opposed to one another, and this happens when the logos and the
appetites are opposed, and this occurs in those who have perception of time – for intellect orders
one to hold back on account of the future, but appetite [orders? moves?] on account of the now;
for the presently pleasant appears both without qualification (±�ºH
) pleasant and good without
qualification, from a failure to look to the future . . .

g. the mover will be one in form, the desiderative faculty, insofar as it is desiderative, but before
everything the object of desire, for this moves, itself unmoved, by being thought or represented
by phantasia (çÆ��Æ�ŁB�ÆØ) . . . (de An. 433a9-b12)

As I argued in Chapter 1, these lines present practical cognition as evaluative:
intellect moves us by judging things good or bad, and phantasia moves us by presenting
appearances of things as good or bad. To turn to the subject at hand, how do these lines
characterize motivational conflict, akrasia or enkrateia? The last lines of III.9 character-
ized such conflict as a conflict between something cognitive on one side and something
conative on the other, but here, in 2d-g, we find that the full picture is more complex:
the agent is torn between two desires, each based on a different form of evaluative
cognition. On one side is her wish, the desire that moves her “in accordance with
reasoning” (2d), i.e. that follows intellect’s command (2f). To be moved by wish is to
be moved by intellect: one has a wish for something because intellect thinks that thing
good. (Thus it is true but incomplete to say, as in the preceding passage, that the
enkratic follows intellect: more precisely, she acts on a desire – a wish – for what
intellect declares good.) On the other side is an appetite for what appears good, the
present pleasure (2f) – that is, a desire in accordance not with intellect but with
phantasia.

One way to describe this conflict, which fits well with Aristotle’s account of akrasia
and enkrateia elsewhere (see e.g. the passage from EN I.13 quoted above), is as a conflict
between rational and non-rational desire. Wish is based on reasoning or intellect, and
thus counts as rational desire. (Thus Aristotle speaks indifferently, in 2 and other
passages, of desire in accordance with intellect, desire in accordance with thought
(�Ø���ØÆ), desire that follows reasoning, and wish (���ºÅ�Ø
), distinctively rational
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desire (e.g. 432b5).)8 Appetite, meanwhile, is based on phantasia, a non-rational form of
cognition possessed by animals as well as humans, and thus counts as non-rational
desire.9

Thus de An. III.10 attributes conflict between rival desires – the kind of conflict at
issue in the brief mention of akrasia later in the de Anima (“desire conquers desire,”
(434a12-14)) – to a conflict between rival cognitions, each of which represents
something as good: an appearance through phantasia on one side, and a rational
judgment by intellect on the other. In the case described in 2f it is obviously better
to follow intellect than phantasia. 2e provides a general explanation as to why this
should be so: when we engage in rational thought about what is good, we hit on what
is genuinely good, but when we have a phantasia of something as good the appearance
may be false. Intellect is always correct (or rather, rational thought is naturally such as to
hit on the truth).10 Phantasia, however, is not, and thus “the object of desire always
moves, but this is either the good or the apparent good.” Therefore, although the
passage does not make the distinction explicit, akrasia will be a matter of going with
phantasia against intellect, and enkrateia the opposite.

8 It will be important for what follows that Aristotle also ascribes belief (��Æ), to rational animals alone –
see the argument distinguishing belief from phantasia on just these grounds at de An. 428a22 ff., and the EN ’s
equation of the ���Æ��ØŒ�, faculty of belief, with the º�ªØ��ØŒ�, faculty of practical reasoning or deliberat-
ing (ENVI.5 1140b25-28) – so that when he speaks of desire in accordance with belief he is again referring to
desire specially linked to reasoning.

9 I am here restricting my discussion to what Aristotle later calls perceptual phantasia, in contrast with
rational or deliberative phantasia, which he introduces only after our passage (III.10 433a29, III.11 434a5-7).
It is clear from context that the former kind, the kind we share with non-rational animals, is the kind at issue
when we act against reason, as in akrasia. We have seen evidence in Chapter 3 that all desire and all action
involve phantasia (432b15-16, 433b27-29; cf.MA 702a17-19); if this is right, then strictly speaking when we
act against perceptual phantasia by following intellect, we will be acting in accordance with phantasia of a
different kind, the rational (º�ªØ��ØŒ�) phantasia involved in deliberation. I return to this subject in Chapter 6
but ignore it in what follows (although see my comment on Destrée in note 48 below).

10 2e seems to overstate its case: we do, as Aristotle is well aware, sometimes make mistakes in our practical
thinking. (For a telling example, see the discussion of Neoptolemus at EN VII.2 1146a16 ff.: like one who
acts akratically, he goes with passion against rational judgment, but in his case his rational judgment is wrong,
and it is passion that leads him to do what is good. Here is a case where (on the account of akrasia I offer
below) it is better to go with phantasia and appetite than with rational thought and rational desire.) This might
suggest that in 2e Aristotle is using nous in the restricted sense he often employs on which it is a “success
term”: if one makes an error, one turns out not to have been exercising intellect, but mere thinking. But this
restricted use will not fit Aristotle’s purposes here, where he has been using nous to cover rational cognition
more generally (note that the contrast between nous and phantasia in 2e looks as if it is meant to be exhaustive).
We can, however, generalize the point about the correctness of nous to other forms of rational cognition by
comparing the present argument with that of EN III.4. There Aristotle argues that the object of wish is
“without qualification” (±�ºH
) the (genuine) good, although for each person the object of wish is what
appears good to them, and thus vicious people wish for things in fact bad. If wish (���ºÅ�Ø
) is, as I have
argued, desire for what one rationally judges good, then by EN III.4’s logic rational cognition “without
qualification” is correct, although in particular cases it will get things wrong. Vicious people will have false
rational judgments about the good, and corresponding wishes for what is not in fact good, but it is still
somehow in the nature of rational cognition (and therefore of wish) to hit on the genuine good, while this is
not in the nature of phantasia (nor therefore of appetite).
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5.3 Ethical error and perceptual illusion
This account has a striking consequence: it entails a very close parallel between
motivational conflict and something on the face of it quite different, the experience
of perceptual illusion.11 Just like someone who believes that the lines in the Müller-
Lyer illusion are of equal length but cannot help seeing one as bigger than the other,
akratic and enkratic agents experience conflict between how things quasi-perceptually
appear to them and how they rationally judge things to be. Indeed, earlier in the de An.
Aristotle has explained the experience of perceptual illusions as involving precisely the
same kind of conflict that explains akrasia in III.10: a conflict between phantasia and
rational thought. He has appealed to the fact that

False things appear (çÆ	���ÆØ) concerning which one at the same time has true supposition
(��ºÅłØ�): for example, the sun appears a foot wide although it is believed (�Ø������ÆØ) to be
larger than the inhabited earth. (de An. 428b2-4)

to argue that phantasia cannot be identical with belief (��Æ): in one who believes the
truth but experiences the illusion, phantasia and rational cognition are opposed.
The same argument appears in a passage from the Insomn. which we saw in the

Introduction and in Chapter 3:

The cause of all these things happening is that the faculty (���Æ�Ø�) in virtue of which the ruling
part (�e Œıæ	��) judges (Œæ	��Ø�) is not identical with that in virtue of which phantasmata arise [i.e.
the faculty of phantasia]. A proof of this is that the sun appears (çÆ	���ÆØ) only a foot wide, though
often something else contradicts (I��	çÅ�Ø) the phantasia. (Insomn. 460b16-20)

As we have seen, this passage closely echoes one from the EE on the object of desire:

The object of desire and the object of wish is either the good or the apparent good. And this is
why the pleasant is desired, for it is an apparent good; for some believe it is [good], and to some it
appears [good] although they do not believe it so. For phantasia and belief are not in the same part
of the soul. (EE VII.2 1235b26-29)

Aristotle is explaining both the motivational conflict one experiences when tempted
by a pleasure one judges bad, and the cognitive dissonance one experiences when
subject to a perceptual appearance one recognizes as illusory, as conflicts between the
rational faculty and phantasia – between what one believes and how things appear. In
perceptual illusion the appearances in question are straightforward perceptual appear-
ances such as the appearance of the sun as a foot wide; in akrasia and enkrateia they are
appearances of things as good.

For confirmation of this parallel, consider Aristotle’s odd remarks about melan-
cholics. In the psychological works he describes melancholics as being particularly
sensitive to phantasmata (appearances through phantasia), or experiencing particularly

11 Here Aristotle is following Plato, who draws this parallel in the Protagoras and in Republic X. For
discussion of Plato’s use of the parallel, see my 2008.
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lively ones (Mem. 453a21, Div. Somn. 463b17). When we look to the ethical works,
we find that these same people are particularly prone to ethical error: they tend toward
impetuous akrasia (EN VII.7 1150b25-26) and are “constantly in a strong state of
desire . . . intemperate and base” (EN VII.14 1154b11-15). People in whom phantasia
is strong are prone not only to nonveridical perceptions but also to the desires that
prompt vicious and akratic behavior; this encourages us to accept that such desires are
based on literal phantasiai.12

In Chapter 3, I argued that value-appearances are pleasurable appearances through
phantasia, derived from pleasurable perceptions, which are perceptions of value. Just as
we can anticipate or imagine or remember something as blue by having a phantasia that
preserves and reproduces the perception of blueness, so we can anticipate (etc.)
something as good by having a phantasia that preserves and reproduces the perception
of goodness – that is, that preserves and reproduces the affective component of a
pleasurable perception. Aristotle’s parallels between ethical error and perceptual illu-
sion further suggest that just as we can misperceive something as a foot wide by having a
false appearance of it as such through phantasia, so we can misperceive something as
good by having a false appearance of it as such through phantasia. How does this work?
Let us begin with phantasia’s role in ordinary perceptual illusion. We get our fullest

account from Aristotle’s work on dreams, the Insomn., where he characterizes dreams as
a species of perceptual illusion, and attributes all such illusions to the workings of
phantasia. After detailing various illusions, he concludes:

The cause of the illusion (��F �Ø�ł�F�ŁÆØ) is that things appear in whatever way not only when
the perceptible moves [the faculty of perception], but also when perception itself is moved, so
long as it is moved in the same manner as it is by the perceptible. (Insomn. 460b22-25)13

An illusion is caused when one’s perceptual system is affected as it would be by direct
perceptual contact with some type of perceptible, in the absence of such contact. And
this kind of affection is, as we know from Chapter 3, the work of phantasia. Illusions can
occur because “the condition (pathos) produced by perceptibles [i.e. movement in the
blood] does not only persist in the sensory organs when the perceptions are actual, but
also after they have departed” (459a26-27; cf. 459b6-7); “even when the external
perceptible has departed, the aisthêmata persist and are perceptible” (460b2-3). In
creatures with phantasia, the perceptual system can be indirectly affected by objects
perceived in the past, as if actually perceiving them in the present.

12 Here as at various points modern psychology shows Aristotle to be on to something: psychiatric
conditions like depression and anxiety disorders seem to be correlated with excessive or abnormal
mental imagery (see the review in Holmes and Mathews 2010).

13 One might read “the illusion” in the first line as referring only to the immediately preceding example,
the finger illusion, but the explanation can cover all the cases Aristotle has given in the preceding discussion;
I think Gallop is right to describe this as “a general explanation of illusions by a principle that will later be
applied to dreams” (note ad loc.).
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Thus one component of having an illusion as of x is having one’s perceptual system
affected as it would be in normal circumstances by x – that is, having a phantasma of x in
the absence of appropriate perceptual contact with any x.14 This on its own is not
enough to differentiate illusions from other operations of phantasia – memories,
anticipations or imaginations. Presumably one difference is that in illusions the experi-
ence of the phantasia is similar enough to the experience of actual perception that it can
be mistaken for one. But there is also another factor: in many cases of illusion – perhaps
on Aristotle’s account all – it is not just that one has an appearance of x, but that some
particular y falsely appears as x.15 Many of the Insomn.’s examples fit this pattern: a man
in the distance appears to be one’s enemy, some lines on the wall appear to be animals,
one object appears to be two (460b20-21). In these cases the perceiver is affected by a y
as she would be in normal circumstances by an x: the perception of the y somehow
triggers a phantasma of an x.16

One might protest that this cannot be Aristotle’s comprehensive account of misper-
ception, as it does not seem to fit one of his favorite examples: the sun appearing a foot
wide (used both in the de An. and Insomn.; in both cases the claim is that the appearance
of the sun as being a foot wide is a false appearance through phantasia). Indeed some
commentators have argued that this is best understood as an ordinary perception rather
than an illusory phantasia.17 But the context in the Insomn. shows that he thought it fit
his general account of illusions – he gives the sun example just before the finger example,
which is followed by the general explanation of illusions – and it is not difficult to see
how: the idea must be that the sun affects our visual system as a foot-wide object at some
optimal distance would. Insofar as this sounds implausible, I plead that the fault lies not
with my analysis of the example but with the example itself: as others have noted, it is far
from clear in what sense the sun “looks to be a foot wide” at all.
With this account of phantasia’s role in ordinary perceptual illusion in mind, let us

now turn to its role in what we might call evaluative illusion. I want to show that
roughly the same phenomenon is at issue. In evaluative illusion, the agent is perceptu-
ally affected by a y as she would be in normal circumstances by an x: the cognition
(sight, thought, etc.) of the y somehow triggers a phantasma of an x. Specifically, the
cognition of something that is pleasant only in a qualified way triggers a phantasma of
something good and pleasant without qualification – and thus induces desire.

14 Where x is any proper, common, or incidental perceptible – redness, roundness, a man. Aristotle does
not say “in normal circumstances” at Insomn. 460b25, but clearly intends some such qualification.

15 The simplest cases of illusion are after-images (see 459b7-23), but even these fit the pattern: a white wall
appears green, a stationary object appears to be moving, a blank wall appears to have something shaped like
the sun on it.

16 Aristotle emphasizes that similarity (›��Ø�Å
) plays the crucial role in such mistakes: “the stronger the
pathos [the emotion or illness that increases our susceptibility to illusions – see discussion below], the less
similarity is needed for these things to appear” (460b7-8). I am not sure that similarity plays a parallel role in
the ethical case; see discussion below.

17 See for example Everson, who uses the sun example to argue that Aristotle sometimes uses phantasia in a
broad sense which includes ordinary perception (1997, 179).
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These terms require some explaining. We have seen two descriptions of false value-
appearances attributed to phantasia: an elaborate one from the de An. – the presently
pleasant appears without qualification (±�ºH
) pleasant and good without qualification
(2f) – and a simpler one from the EE: the pleasant appears good (1235b27). The latter,
simpler claim is repeated in various passages:

In the many the deception seems to occur on account of pleasure. For it appears good while not
being so. Thus they choose the pleasant as good, and flee pain as bad. (EN III.4 1113a33-b2)

The telos is always something good by nature . . . but against nature and by perversion not the
good but the apparent good . . . And the cause [of error] is the pleasant and the painful. For things
are such that the pleasant appears good to the soul and the more pleasant better, and the painful
bad and the more painful worse. (EE II.10 1227a18-b1)

This simpler claim, that the appearance of the pleasant as good is false, is surprising, for
both common sense and the teleological view of pleasure we saw in Chapter 2 hold
that very often pleasant things are good, and even that their pleasantness is a sign of their
goodness. Indeed, I argued in Chapter 2 that perceiving something pleasurably
amounts to perceiving it as good. Is Aristotle now telling us that all such perceptions
are false? Surely not. Instead, he is implicitly appealing to a distinction he draws
explicitly elsewhere:

The pleasant is on the one hand what is without qualification (±�ºH
) pleasant and without
qualification good, and on the other hand what is [pleasant] to somebody and apparently good.
(EE VII.2 1236a9-10)

The without qualification pleasant is genuinely good.18 What is merely apparently
good, according to this passage, is what is pleasant with some qualification (more on the
nature of the qualification below). Thus the simpler claim should be read as equivalent
to the more elaborate one: when Aristotle talks of the pleasant falsely appearing good,
‘pleasant’ should always be read as an abbreviation for ‘pleasant but not without
qualification.’
Does this tell us what it is to have a cognition of the qualified pleasant trigger a

phantasma of the without qualification good and pleasant? There are several thorny
issues to be worked out here.
First, we need not take the phantasma at issue to consist of two distinct

representations – one of the object as without qualification pleasant, and the other of
it as without qualification good. I argued in Chapter 2 that for the non-rational part
of the soul, to desire something as pleasant is for it to desire that thing as good: this
part of the soul cognizes the good only through pleasure, being unable to discriminate
the two. Thus we should read the ŒÆ	 (‘and’) in 2f as epexegetical – as an ‘i.e.’.
Second, we need to be careful in interpreting the ‘without qualification.’ The word

is ±�ºH
 – simpliciter, in Latin; it may also be translated ‘absolutely’ or ‘simply.’ 2f

18 Cf. EE 1235b32-33, EE 1236b27, and EN 1156b22-23.
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contrasts the pleasant without qualification with the presently pleasant, suggesting that
‘without qualification’ means “in the long run, overall.” Other passages, like EE
1236a9-10 (quoted just above), contrast the pleasant without qualification with what
is pleasant “to somebody,” where this turns out to mean “somebody not virtuous”:
different things appear pleasant and good to different types of people, but only those
things that please and appear good to the virtuous person are without qualification
pleasant and good (EN III.4 1113a23-31).19 But do these uses help us understand what
it is to have a phantasma of something as pleasant and good without qualification? If
Aristotle’s point is that the akratic imagines the present pleasure to be the kind of thing
that would please the virtuous, or to be the kind of thing that is pleasant all-things-
considered and taking into account all the consequences, he will be saying something
absurd.20 Thus we should not read the ‘without qualification’ in 2f’s description of the
appearance intensionally. Instead, we should take the point to be that the akratic’s
phantasma of the pleasant object contains no qualifications, no caveats about the
pleasantness that might weaken her appetite for it. The present pleasure simply appears
pleasant and good (that is, “pleasant, i.e., good”) – it appears so without any qualifica-
tions. Indeed, that Aristotle means to be giving a characterization of the kind of
appearance which lies at the basis of all appetites – that is, simply an appearance of an
object as good – is strongly implied by 2f. The claim that appetite urges us toward the
temptation because it appears pleasant and good without qualification suggests that to
find something pleasant only in a qualified way – to recognize it merely as presently
pleasant, for example – induces no desire.

Consider how this might work in a particular case. An agent is presented with a base
pleasure: a third helping of cake, for example. The cake is pleasant, but only in a
qualified way: it will be pleasant now but have painful consequences, and/or it would
please a non-virtuous person but not a virtuous one. If our agent is non-virtuous –
intemperate, or with akratic or enkratic tendencies – the sight or mention of the cake
will induce an appetite for it; if she is temperate, it will not. (This seems a hard doctrine,
but it is indeed Aristotle’s: the temperate person takes no pleasure in the base things
which please the intemperate (EN 1102b27-28, 1119b15-18, 1152a2-3), or is even

19 Other passages contrast the merely apparently good and pleasant with what is truly good and pleasant
along the same lines: see EN 1176a15-19 and 1144a33-36.

20 A prima faciemore plausible interpretation is that she has a phantasma of it as “pleasant overall, pleasant in
the long run,” but this too is problematic. Such a phantasma could only be the product of deliberation (albeit
bad deliberation): she would have to have considered the consequences and weighed them against the present
pleasure. But in akrasia the appetite is opposed to the deliberated desire (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
): it is not that the akratic
deliberates twice about the benefits of eating the cake, reaching two different conclusions which ground two
opposing desires, but rather that she has one desire which follows her deliberation and another, the appetite,
which disregards it. It is not that the non-rational soul makes an all-things-considered judgment, taking into
account (although miscalculating) the future consequences of the desired action, along with other relevant
concerns; instead, the problem is that it engages in no such deliberation at all, and cannot, for it lacks the
ability to exercise logos. (This is not to say that appetites cannot be indirectly influenced by deliberation: surely
they can. I return to this point in Chapter 6.)
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disgusted by them (1176a15-22); she has no appetite for the kind of thing the
intemperate person goes for, or only a moderate one (1119a14).)
What Aristotle implies in 2f is an explanation of this desiderative difference by way

of a cognitive difference: the non-virtuous person is, while the virtuous person is not,
subject to a phantasma of the cake as pleasant, i.e. good. We know from Chapter 3 what
such an appearance is: it is a pleasurable, motivating appearance, derived from previous
pleasurable perceptions of objects of a similar type. So when the non-virtuous agent
sees or thinks of the cake she calls to mind a representation derived from some
pleasurable perception in her past – a representation of the delicious taste of chocolate.
But the virtuous agent does not: for her, the sight or thought of the cake triggers no
pleasurable memories or anticipations. Perhaps for her the cake calls to mind a
phantasma of bad consequences, or perhaps it simply does not excite her imagination
at all. At any rate, she is not pleasurably affected by the cake; it does not appear good to
her, and so she has no appetite for it. This need not mean that she cannot recognize the
cake as presently pleasant: it is not that her tastebuds are different from other people’s,
but rather that for her the fact that something affords immediate pleasure is no more
appealing – no more prone to conjure up pleasurable phantasmata – than e.g. the fact
that it is square.
This is perhaps easier to imagine in the case of something we recognize as morally

forbidden. It is not that the temperate man, on seeing the gorgeous but married woman
next door, pleasurably imagines smooching her but overcomes the resulting desire; it is
rather that he is simply not the sort of person to whom such an image – such a fantasy
(from phantasia) – would occur. And therefore he can look at her without feeling any
desire. That, at any rate, is how Aristotle sees it.
Thus part of what virtue entails is an immunity to a certain sort of false appearance:

the appearance of qualified pleasures as good. The virtuous person has correct non-
rational cognition of a kind that all others lack (except perhaps the person with
“natural” virtue – see EN VI.13, and discussion in Chapter 7). I will say much more
about this in Chapter 6, but it is worth noting, especially in the context of a discussion
of akrasia, that this is importantly different from a similar-sounding claim that McDo-
well and Wiggins express by saying that the virtuous person “perceives” things
differently from the enkratic: what they have in mind is a point about the intellectual
cognition central to phronesis, a kind of cognition Aristotle sometimes compares
to perception. (For citations and brief discussion see below.) It is certainly right that
on Aristotle’s account only the virtuous excel at perception in this metaphorical
sense, for only they have phronesis; what I wish to emphasize is that the virtuous also
excel at something psychologically closer to literal sense-perception, namely evaluative
phantasia.21

21 In Chapter 7 I will argue that this is what we should expect, given that character-virtue is the excellent
condition of the non-rational part of the soul, the part that exercises not intellect but perception and phantasia.
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Thus phantasia plays a role in evaluative illusion at least loosely parallel to its role in
ordinary perceptual illusion: through phantasia, a thing of one kind affects the percep-
tual system the way that, in ideal circumstances, something of a different kind would.
Cognition of a y – a merely qualified pleasure – triggers a phantasma of an x: something
pleasant and good without qualification. My aim in the remainder of the chapter is to
use this parallel between perceptual and evaluative illusions to answer the questions
about akrasia with which we began. The parallel explains, I will argue, why Aristotle
thought it necessary to explain akratic action as the result of ignorance, how the
ignorance account can be compatible with the motivational-struggle account, and
what sort of ignorance he must have in mind.

5.4 Following appearances against knowledge
It would be puzzling indeed for someone who recognizes an ordinary visual appear-
ance as illusory to let her actions be guided by it. To use an example from the Insomn.
mentioned briefly above, could we take seriously the claim of someone who says
“I know those cracks in the wall are just cracks, but they look like animals, and that’s
why I’m swatting them”? (Or: “I know the sun is larger than the inhabited portion of
the earth, but it looks a foot wide, and that’s why I’m going to try to catch it with my
net”?) The most we could say of such a person is that she is able to say the same words
as someone who really knows that the appearance is false; so long as she continues to
act as she does, however, we must assume that she does not really believe, or perhaps
even understand, what she is saying, for if she really knew that the appearance was false
she would not act on it.

On the account we have derived from de An. III.10, the akratic agent is just like the
swatter of illusory animals. Both the akratic and the enkratic agent experience a false
appearance (of the present pleasure as good), and both – as we will see from EN VII.3 –
may be able to say words that contradict it. If one of them nonetheless acts as if the
appearance were true – eats a third piece of cake, for example – it is natural to think that
although she can say the same words as the other, she does not really believe or does
not really understand them: that she is in some sense ignorant of the fact that what she is
doing is bad.

One might protest that if the appearance is affectively charged, i.e. is a value-
appearance of the kind at issue in cases of akrasia (the cake looks delicious, the high
bridge dangerous), the mystery dissolves: the resulting passion simply motivates one,
rational objections notwithstanding.22 I will return to this view in the final section, but
my point in this section is to show that whatever the philosophical merits of the view, it
cannot have been Aristotle’s: he thought it impossible to act on an appearance one
actively recognizes as false. For he held, I want to show, that (a) it is the proper function

22 For interesting treatment of the roles of affect and belief in such cases, with discussion of historical
background and recent experimental psychology, see Gendler 2008.
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of the rational part to scrutinize appearances and reject the false ones, and that (b) one
only ever acts on false appearances in cases where the rational faculty has failed to
perform this function.
We can begin by noting that Aristotle does acknowledge that in some sense people

act on appearances that conflict with how they know things to be: earlier in de An.
III.10’s account he has claimed that “many [people] follow phantasiai contrary to
knowledge” (433a10-11 – passage 2b). But a passage from his extended discussion of
phantasia earlier in the de An. (III.3) qualifies this claim:

Animals do many things in accord with phantasiai, some because they have no intellect, i.e. beasts,
some because intellect is sometimes covered over by pathos or diseases or sleep, i.e. humans. (de
An. 429a5-8)

If a person “follows phantasiai contrary to knowledge” she does so, this passage implies,
only because her intellect is impaired, “covered over” by something like an eye that is
shut.23 Thus ‘contrary to knowledge’ must mean contrary to what she usually or
dispositionally knows, rather than to what she is actively contemplating just now –

precisely the distinction Aristotle exploits to explain acting against knowledge in his
discussion of akrasia in EN VII.3, discussed below. Furthermore, the passage adds, the
cause of the impairment is some psychophysical affection: disease, sleep, or a pathos.24

Pathos – literally ‘suffering’ or ‘undergoing’ something that happens to one as opposed
to something one does – refers in some contexts to a broad range of conditions and
experiences, but the juxtaposition with sickness and sleep here shows that Aristotle has
in mind the narrower sense we saw in Chapter 4: emotions and appetites, like those
involved in akrasia.
We get a more fleshed-out account of how such conditions can “cover over”

intellect and leave us to follow phantasia in Aristotle’s most extensive discussion of
perceptual illusions, in the Insomn. Although that discussion is not directly concerned
with akrasia, the parallels we have seen above suggest that we can use it to fill out the
account of akrasia we have derived from the de An. I will lay out the Insomn.’s account
of following phantasia against intellect in this section, apply it to de An. III.0’s account

23 For this reading, with helpful citations for K�ØŒ�ºı��Æ (cover or lid), see Lorenz 2006, 199, note. Aristotle
calls nous the eye of the soul at EN I.6 1096b28-29, and implies the same analogy at VI.13 1144b10-12.

24 A passage in the de Sensumight suggest another explanation: when there are conflicting motions in the
soul, “the greater motion always knocks out (KŒŒæ���Ø) the lesser, wherefore people do not perceive things
held right before their eyes if they happen to be intensely thinking about something, or feeling fear, or
hearing a loud noise” (447a14-17). If thinking can knock out perceiving, then perhaps perceiving (or
misperceiving) can knock out thinking (although it is perhaps significant that Aristotle does not mention
this converse as a possibility). Given the emphasis in EN VII on the causal role of the agent’s appetite in
akrasia, however – and given that our analysis of de An. III.10 shows that experiencing a phantasia of
something as pleasant and good entails having an appetite for it – we can safely take de An. III.3’s explanation
of going with phantasia against intellect as most relevant to cases of akrasia. See also the passages I cite below in
which it is appetites rather than perception that “knock out” (KŒŒæ���Ø�) reasoning: EN III.12 1119b10 and
EE II.8 1224b24.

AKRASIA AND THE APPARENT GOOD 113



of akrasia in section 5, and then consider how the resulting account of akrasia fits with
EN VII.3’s discussion in section 6.

In the Insomn., as in de An. III.3, Aristotle is concerned to distinguish between being
subject to an appearance and actually accepting it – the distinction which underlies
what I called his proto-Stoic account of belief in Chapter 4 (section 6). In Chapter 4 we
considered this account only in relation to straightforward cases, when the rational part
assents to appearances and forms a corresponding belief. But the Insomn.’s subject is false
appearances (dreams and others like them), appearances which one ought not to
accept. On the Stoic view, humans can experience a false appearance without thereby
coming to have a false belief, because it is one function of the rational faculty to
scrutinize appearances and, when necessary, reject them; the Insomn. shows that this is
Aristotle’s view too. Recall the sun illusion passage:

the faculty in virtue of which the ruling part (�e Œıæ	��) judges (Œæ	��Ø�) is not identical with that
in virtue of which phantasmata arise. A proof of this is that the sun appears only a foot wide,
though often something else contradicts (I��	çÅ�Ø) the phantasia. (Insomn. 460b16-20)

The “ruling” or authoritative element in us judges the appearance, and if it finds it false
“contradicts” it (cf. 462a8, quoted below): it may for example say of a dream-image
(one species of phantasma), “This appears to be Coriscus but is not Coriscus” (462a5).
The natural interpretation is that this judging and contradicting element is the rational
faculty, and this is confirmed by an earlier passage:

Sometimes [when one is dreaming] belief (��Æ) says that [the appearance] is false, as it does for
those who are awake. (Insomn. 459a6-7)25

We should take ‘belief’ here as shorthand for the part or capacity of the soul responsible
for belief – the ���Æ��ØŒ� or º�ªØ��ØŒ�, i.e. the rational part.26 As we saw in the
discussion of perceptual illusions above, to be subject to an appearance one rationally
judges false is to be subject to cognitive conflict between phantasia and belief, i.e.
between the non-rational and rational parts of the soul.

Now we come to an important complication: sometimes the rational faculty does
not perform its proper function. The very next lines of the Insomn. open up this
possibility, for here is the sentence we saw above in full:

Sometimes belief says that [the appearance] is false, as it does for those who are awake, while at
other times it is held in check (ŒÆ��å��ÆØ), and follows the phantasma. (Insomn. 459a6-8)

25 At 461b26-29 Aristotle seems to imply that the “common sense” (the central faculty of perception) is
responsible for noticing and contradicting false appearances, but this (pace Modrak 1987, 94 and 137-38)
cannot be his considered view, for he explicitly contrasts the appearance-contradicting part with the
appearance-receiving part at 460b16-18, while elsewhere he identifies the common sense as itself the
organ of appearance-reception (the organ of phantasia) (Mem. 450a1-11).

26 For this equation see EN VI.5 1140b25-28, quoted in footnote 8 above.
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If the rational part is “held in check,” it fails to contradict the false appearance. This idea
is illuminated by a later passage on illusions, which we saw in part in Chapter 4. When
one is asleep,

. . . that which is similar to something seems to be the real thing (��Œ�E �e ‹��Ø�� ÆP�e �r�ÆØ �e
IºÅŁ�
). And so great is the power (���Æ�Ø
) of sleep that it makes this escape one’s notice (��Ø�E�
��F�� ºÆ�Ł���Ø�). For just as if it escaped someone’s notice that a finger was pressed under his eye,
one thing would not only appear to be two but he would believe that it was (���Ø), while if it
did not escape his notice it would appear but he would not believe, so it is in sleep: if one is aware
(ÆN�Ł��Å�ÆØ)27 that one is sleeping, i.e. [aware of] the sleeping condition (pathos) that one’s
perception is in, something will appear, but something in the person says that this appears to be
Coriscus but is not Coriscus. For often something in the soul of the sleeper says that what appears
is a dream. But if it escapes his notice (ºÆ�Ł��Åfi ) that he is sleeping, nothing contradicts the
phantasia. (Insomn. 461b29-462a8)

In the finger-on-eyeball example, the agent’s rational faculty is functioning normally:
she simply happens not to know that there is something non-standard in her viewing
conditions, and thus fails to notice that what appears to her is a mere appearance. Here
there is no systematic psychological or physiological explanation for why her rational
faculty fails to contradict the false appearance. The dreamer example, however, is
importantly different: here a pathos – sleep – inhibits the agent’s ability to notice the
difference between real things and mere appearances, and thus prevents anything
within her from “contradicting the appearances.”28 Other pathê – sickness, emotions,
and desires – can have the same effect:

We are easily deceived in our perceptions when we are undergoing pathê, and different people
according to their different pathê; for example, the coward when excited by fear, the person in love
by erôs; so that from a slight similarity the first seems (��Œ�E�) to see his enemies, the second his
beloved. And the stronger the pathos, the less similarity is needed for these things to appear. In the
same way all people become more prone to deception when they are angry or undergoing any
appetite, and themore so themore strongly they are undergoing the pathos. This is also why lines on
the walls sometimes appear to feverish people to be animals, from a slight similarity in how the lines
are put together. And sometimes these things increase along with (�ı���Ø��	��Ø) the pathê so that, if
the people are not severely ill, it doesn’t escape their notice (ºÆ�Ł���Ø�) that the appearance is false,
but if the pathos is greater, they even move themselves in accordance with the appearances. (Insomn.
460b3-16)

27 We could translate ‘perceives,’ but Aristotle clearly means to contrast this with ºÆ�Ł���Ø: hence ‘notices’
or ‘is aware’ seems better. (See note 25 above on the problems with taking the perceptual faculty as the
subject of these verbs.)

28 Aristotle acknowledges that sleep does not always have this effect: sometimes we are aware that we are
asleep, and in these cases we can experience the dream-appearances without mistaking them for real things
(“Sometimes belief says that the appearance is false” (459a6).) He does not say what accounts for the
difference between the two kinds of case, but a natural suggestion is that it is a matter of how deeply one
is asleep, i.e. how powerful the pathos is. The passage quoted next in the main text confirms this suggestion.
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Someone slightly angry or fevered, the passage suggests, may be subject to a false
appearance but will notice that it is false. If the pathos is stronger, however, the fact that
it is a mere appearance will “escape her notice” (ºÆ�Ł���Ø again), and thus nothing in
her will contradict it.

I take these passages from the Insomn. to illustrate the de An.’s claim that we follow
phantasia against intellect when the latter is “covered over” by a pathos, and also to
elucidate what this “covering over” consists in. For the rational faculty to be covered
over – or, as the Insomn. puts it, to be “held in check, or not move with its proper
motion” (461b5-7; cf. 459a6-8) – is for it to be unable to perform its proper and crucial
function of noticing and contradicting false appearances.

Moreover, the last lines quoted above confirm that if the agent does notice that the
appearance is false, she will not act on it – will not “move herself [or ‘be moved,’
ŒØ��E�ŁÆØ] in accordance with it.” Someone with a slight fever may see the cracks on
the wall as animals, but so long as her rational faculty remains unimpaired she will not
get out of bed to swat at them. Strong pathê lead us to act on appearances, then, because
they impair the rational faculty, preventing it from detecting false appearances. (The
earlier lines of the fever passage suggest that pathê can also be responsible for generating
false appearances in the first place. I will comment on the possible application of this
fact to the explanation of akrasia below.)
There remains a question about the Insomn.’s view of the dreamer’s or fevered

person’s rational attitude toward the appearances she follows. Does her rational faculty
actively assent to the appearances, as 459a6-8 arguably implies (belief “follows” the
appearance), or is it simply silent on the matter? The latter seems a more plausible view:
to say that the dreamer outright believes the appearances is to ignore the difference
between cases in which the rational faculty is impaired by a pathos and cases (like the
finger-on-eyeball illusion) when it is functioning normally. (This is Gallop’s interpre-
tation of Aristotle’s view: in dreams, belief “simply fails to oppose” the appearances, so
that they “gain acceptance by default” (1991, 25). Pickavé and Whiting (2008, 342)
offer compelling arguments for a similarly nondoxastic interpretation of the fever
example.) Passages like 459a6-8 seem to count against this interpretation, but Gallop
points out that Aristotle’s use of ��Œ�E� and variants is looser here than in the de An.,
where Aristotle criticizes Plato for conflating seeming (��Œ�E�) with mere appearing
(çÆ	���ŁÆØ). (See e.g. Insomn. 458b29, a clear case of Aristotle using ��Œ�E to mean
çÆ	���ÆØ and, arguably, the use of ��Œ�E� in the passage just quoted above, at 460b6.)
Given this loose and inconsistent usage, I think it most likely that Aristotle did not have
a clearly worked out position on the question in the Insomn.; I will argue below that he
has a decisive answer to a parallel question that arises in the Ethics regarding akrasia.

I have been arguing in this section that Aristotle holds a proto-Stoic view of
rationality: it is one of reason’s proper functions to scrutinize and judge appearances,
and this function is crucial not merely for the regulation of belief but also for the
regulation of action. (The view can be traced back to Plato (which further supports the
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claim that Aristotle holds it): see my 2008. But the Stoics are most explicit, and so their
terminology is most useful in explaining Aristotle’s view.)
The appearances we have considered in this section are all value-neutral appear-

ances: appearances of things as a foot wide, or as an animal, and so on. Such appearances
do often play a role in action, but only contingently: if one happens to want something
a foot wide, or happens to fear animals, they become potentially motivating. But the
Stoics’s view of reason also applies to what we might call practical appearances:
appearances with an essential tendency to motivate – what the Stoics call ‘impulsive’
appearances, which clearly correspond to Aristotle’s evaluative appearances:

Ensouled things are moved by themselves when a phantasia occurs within them which calls forth
an impulse . . . A rational animal, however, in addition to its phantastic (çÆ��Æ��ØŒBfi ) nature, has
logos which judges (Œæ	����Æ) phantasiai, rejecting some of these and accepting others, in order
that the animal may be guided accordingly. (Origen, On Principles 3.1.2-3 (SVF 2.988))29

Reason is the judge of the impulsive appearances to which the agent is subject. If it
accepts such an appearance, the agent acts on it, but if it rejects the appearance she does
not.
Aristotle surely likewise intends his view of reason’s role to apply to practical

appearances as well as value-neutral ones. For when he says that humans follow
phantasia against knowledge (2b), or that we act on phantasia when intellect is covered
over (de An. 429a5-8), the context both times is a discussion of phantasia in its practical
role – and practical phantasia is, I have argued in the first part of this book, first and
foremost evaluative. Notably, the view that when reason rejects evaluative appearances
we do not act on them is explicitly championed by a philosopher who was not only
Aristotle’s devoted follower but also influenced by Stoic terminology, Alexander of
Aphrodisias. Here is a passage we saw excerpted in Chapter 2:

It is agreed by everyone that man has this advantage from nature over the other living creatures,
that he does not follow phantasiai in the same way as them, but has logos from her as a judge
(ŒæØ�c�) of the appearances that impinge on him about certain things as deserving to be chosen
(�H� �æ���Ø���ı�H� çÆ��Æ�ØH� ��æ	 �Ø�ø� ‰
 Æƒæ��ø�). Using this, if, when they are exam-
ined, the things that appeared are indeed as they initially appeared, he assents to the appearances
and so goes in pursuit of them; but if they appear different or something else [appears] more
deserving to be chosen, he chooses that, leaving behind what initially appeared to him as
deserving of choice.30 (de Fato 178.17-28, trans. Sharples)

Alexander here uses Stoic terminology to express what he takes to be an Aristotelian
view; I have been arguing that his interpretation is correct and illuminating. On
Aristotle’s view, as on the Stoics’, humans can be subject to practical appearances

29 Translation based on Long and Sedley 1987.
30 Compare: “For man alone of the other living creatures is able, after an appearance has impinged on him

that something is to-be-done (çÆ��Æ�	Æ� ��æ	 �Ø��
 ‰
 �æÆŒ���ı), to enquire about it and deliberate
whether he should assent to what appeared or not” (Mantissa 172.25-28).
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without acting on them, because reason acts as the judge and censor. So long as reason
is performing its proper function, then, we do not act on false appearances. If someone
does act on a false appearance – that is, if she does act on an appetite or passion which
reason should oppose – we can conclude that reason is not doing its job.

There is of course a major difference between the Stoic view and the Aristotelian
one: the Stoics hold that without rational assent to an impulsive appearance there is no
genuine appetite (or other passion), while Aristotle holds, as I argued in Chapter 4, that
there is: the non-rational soul’s passive acceptance of the appearance suffices to
generate an appetite (or other passion). Thus on Aristotle’s view when reason plays
its proper role, rejecting false value-appearances and thereby preventing us from acting
on them, we act not only against an appearance but also against the passion resulting
from that appearance. Alexander brings this out clearly in another passage which
describes a conflict between appearance and appetite on one side and reason on the
other, much like 2f:

Man has logos as a judge of the phantasiai which impinge on him from outside about things that
are to be done (��æd �H� �æÆŒ��ø�), and using this he examines whether each of these things not
only appears the way it appears, but also is that way. . . . In this way then he often holds back from
certain things that appear pleasant, although he has a desire (Zæ��Ø�) for them, because the logos is
not in harmony with what appears (�c �e� ºª�� �å�� �fiH çÆØ�����fiø �ı�fi �����Æ). . . . (de Fato
184.3-10, emphasis mine)

Refraining from a desired pleasure because one rationally rejects it is, in Aristotle’s
terminology, acting continently. What we have seen in this section and the previous
one entails that Aristotle must think continence the norm when there is motivational
conflict. Conflicts between rational and non-rational desires are based on conflicts
between evaluative beliefs and evaluative appearances, and when reason contradicts
appearances we do not act on them. Unless, that is, intellect is somehow covered over
or held in check by sleep, sickness or a pathos. This suggests an account of how akrasia
comes about; in the next section I develop that account.

5.5 The illusion account of akrasia
The Insomn. explains the cognitive effects of pathê in physiological terms: sleep and
other conditions involve changes in the blood which affect cognition. We do not need
to go into the details of Aristotle’s physiology here; what is crucial for our purposes is
that he treats appetites and emotions as involving similar bodily conditions (see
especially de An. I.1 (403a7 ff.), which explains why erôs or anger can have the same
effects as fever or sleep, as at Insomn. 460b4 ff.). Indeed, Aristotle reminds us of the
physical aspects of emotions and desires in EN VII.3 itself, in a passage that compares
the cognitive effects of such pathê to those of more straightforwardly physical ones: the
famous comparison of the akratic agent to one mad, asleep, or drunk (1147a10-18,
quoted below).
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This gives us strong encouragement to use the account of following phantasia against
intellect that we derived from the Insomn. to fill out the account of akrasia implied by
de An. III.10. The result will be as follows:
Sometimes an agent reasons that some temptation – e.g. a third helping of cake – is

to be avoided (intellect “orders her to hold back” (2f)). Nonetheless, the cake appears
to her “without qualification pleasant and good without qualification.” This is a
phantasia, and it is a false one: a temperate person would not even be subject to it.
Thus our agent, like someone knowingly experiencing a perceptual illusion, has

conflicting rational and non-rational cognitions. Her case is special, however, because
the cognitions in question are evaluative ones, and we have seen that these have
motivational consequences. The rational judgment that the cake is to be avoided
brings with it a rational desire to abstain from it (what de An. III calls wish (���ºÅ�Ø
),
and EN VII decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
)). The appearance of the cake as good, meanwhile,
brings with it an appetite to eat the cake.31 Thus just as the temperate person is not
subject to false evaluative appearances, neither is she subject to appetites that conflict
with what her rational faculty commands (see EN 1102b27-28, 1119b15-18). And
thus our ethically inferior agent has conflicting desires as well as conflicting cognitions:
she undergoes motivational struggle.
For some time, these conflicting motivations wage war; then a crucial change occurs.

The appetite for sweets is a bodily pathos, and it can affect cognition in much the same way
as pathê do in the Insomn.’s examples: it can impair the rational faculty’s crucial function of
noticing and contradicting false appearances. If the agent’s appetite were milder, or her
rational faculty more resilient, she would continue to recognize the appearance as false,
but she is like those “who become drunk quickly, on a little wine, and on less than most
people” (EN VII.8 1151a4-5): the pathos “covers over” her intellect.
Now there is no longer anything to contradict the phantasia, and so she follows it.

I have argued that even in the perceptual illusion case such following is best understood
as default yielding rather than as active rational assent (whether or not Aristotle was
clear on this point in the Insomn.); in the case of akratic action, this is certainly so.
Someone who acts akratically, unlike someone who is self-indulgent (IŒºÆ���
),
pursues harmful pleasures without believing that they are good (see EN 1146b22-24,
1151a20-24, and 1166b8-9). She does not actively assent to the appearance as true, but
with her rational faculty impaired neither does she reject it as false: there is simply
nothing active in her to resist the appearance. Likewise, she does not acquire a rational
desire to eat the cake, but with her intellect silent she temporarily loses her rational
motivation to avoid it, and so there is nothing active in her to resist the appetite.

31 This may seem to clash with Aristotle’s assertion in EN VII.3 that the appetite that causes akratic
behavior “happens to be present” (see below). If we appeal to the distinction between general and specific
appetites that I mention below, however, we can say that the agent just happens to be in a state of general
craving, but only after the false appearance focuses that craving on the cake does she have the appetite that
causes her action.
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Appetite can (as we will see Aristotle emphasize in EN VII.3) move the agent all on its
own, and with nothing left now to counter its force, it does: she eats the cake.

There remains a complication. We saw above that pathê can cause false appearances:
an emotion, desire, or fever can exaggerate similarities so that a stranger appears to be
one’s enemy or some lines on the wall an animal. (If one were not afraid one would not
even be subject to the appearance of the stranger as one’s enemy; if one were not
fevered one would not even be subject to the appearance of the lines on the wall as
animals.) Is the agent’s appetite, like the fever in that passage, responsible not only for
rendering intellect unable to contradict a false appearance but also for generating that
appearance in the first place? Aristotle does say elsewhere that an appetite can cause
something to appear good.32 When we try to apply this idea to the case of akrasia, we
get an account which may seem worrisomely circular: earlier (in 2f from de An. III.10),
we saw that the false appearance of something as pleasant and good without qualifica-
tion gives rise to an appetite, while now we see this kind of false appearance itself
generated by an appetite. We can, however, construe this not as a vicious circle but
rather as a causal chain, if we distinguish general states of intense desire from specific
desires for particular objects that can directly cause action.33 First the general craving for
sweets distorts appearances to make the cake appear pleasant and good without
qualification; then, because the appetitive part of the soul goes for what appears
pleasant and good without qualification, that general craving gets focused on the
cake. (Or perhaps the right thing to say is: a new appetite arises, a specific one for
this particular piece of cake.) There will be a further question as to whether the general
appetite has arisen in its turn from a general phantasia of pleasures as good: I will argue
briefly in Chapter 8 that it has.

We have now developed a full account of akrasia based on Aristotle’s psychological
works; let us call it ‘the illusion account.’We have also seen some reasons – beyond the
general but highly defeasible principle of wishing to find consistency in Aristotle’s
thought – to expect this account to be compatible with the account of akrasia in EN
VII.3. First, because it is hard to understand how someone could act in accordance with
appearances that she recognizes as illusory, construing motivational conflict as a species
of perceptual illusion naturally invites an account on which acting akratically involves
some kind of ignorance – just the kind of account we find in VII.3. Second, the fact
that VII.3 appeals to the body-altering and knowledge-impairing effects of appetites
and emotions in a passage that compares these with more straightforwardly physical

32 “Things do not appear the same to people insofar as they are friendly or hostile, nor to the angry and the
calm . . . but either altogether different or different in importance. To one who is friendly [i.e. favorably
disposed], the person about whom he makes a judgment seems not to do wrong or only slightly; to one who
is hostile, the opposite; and to a person appetitively desiring something (K�ØŁı��F��Ø) and full of good hopes, if
something in the future is a source of pleasure, it appears that it will come to pass and will be good; but to an unemotional
person and one in a disagreeable state of mind, the opposite [appears]” (Rhet. 1377b31-1378a5, translation
based on Kennedy 1991, emphasis mine).

33 For another account of Aristotle’s view of akrasia that makes use of this distinction, see Destrée 2007.
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conditions like sleep (quoted below) suggests that the chapter’s account of akrasia is
meant to be compatible with – and indeed naturally supplemented by – a physiological
account of how such conditions affect cognition, an account of the kind Aristotle
himself supplies in the Insomn.34 A remark later in VII.3 bolsters this suggestion:

As to how the ignorance is resolved and the akratic agent becomes a knower again, the same
account [holds] as about the drunkard and the sleeper, and is not particular to this pathos; this
account we must hear from the students of nature (çı�Ø�ºªø�). (EN VII.3 1147b6-9)

Let us turn, then, to the text of ENVII.3, to see if we can provide an interpretation that
bears out these suggestions by rendering the chapter compatible with the illusion
account of akrasia. I will not pretend that the fit is easy or obvious: VII.3 makes no
mention of false appearances, and hardly any mention of phantasia at all. But I hope to
show that we can read Aristotle as presupposing the illusion account as the background
for VII.3. This will prove that chapter compatible with the struggle picture, and help
illuminate the other questions that plague its interpretation.

5.6 Nicomachean Ethics VII.3
The discussion opens with the question of whether akratic agents act “knowing
(�N���
) or not, and in what way knowing” (1146b8-9). The preceding discussion
has made clear that this is a version of the question Socrates famously answered in the
negative in the Protagoras: Does anyone willingly do what she knows is not best? (See
especially 1145b26-27.)
Beginning at 1146b31, Aristotle introduces several distinctions between ways of

knowing, with the aim of showing that while in some senses of ‘knows’ it would be
very strange for someone to do what she knows she should not, in others it would not
be strange at all: one may act against the dictates of knowledge one is not presently
exercising (1146b31-35), and, as a particular case of this phenomenon, one may act
against one’s general maxims if one does not notice that they apply in a particular
situation (1146b35-1147a10). Someone might know, for example, that all dry food is
good for people, and that he is a person and that some type of food is dry, but if he
“either does not have or is not exercising” the knowledge that some particular morsel
of food is of this type (1147a8), there will be nothing strange in his failing to eat it.
Many have taken this “dry food” case to be an example of akrasia.35 But if we are to

fit VII.3 to the illusion account, this cannot be right. As Ross points out in the passage
quoted in the introductory section, the person who fails to eat something dry because
he simply does not know that it is dry, or is not “exercising” that knowledge (where
the contrast with the condition Aristotle immediately goes on to describe (quoted

34 For this same approach, with rather different results, see Pickavé and Whiting 2008.
35 Translators often beg the question by making “the incontinent man” the subject at 1147a8 (thus Ross),

although in fact there has been no mention of the IŒæÆ��
 within the discussion of ways of knowing at all.
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below) shows that this means something like: he happens not to be attending to the
fact), undergoes no inner struggle. He has no logos commanding him to eat the food,
and thus no corresponding rational desire (decision – �æ�Æ	æ��Ø
) to eat it. Perhaps we
are meant to assume that he has some appetitive aversion to it, but this is not enough to
make his avoidance of it akratic. Thus we should conclude that, as Kenny puts it, in this
passage “Aristotle is simply explaining one sense in which a man can �N�H
 – �c ��E

�æ����Ø� [knowingly do things he should not]” (1966, 173).
This reading is confirmed by the next passage, the passage I mentioned above on the

body-altering and knowledge-impairing effects of appetites and emotions. For its
opening lines strongly indicate that only here does the explanation proper of akrasia
begin:

Furthermore, there is another way besides those just mentioned in which having knowledge belongs
to human beings. For within ‘having but not using’ we observe a different condition,36 such that
one both has it in a way and doesn’t have it, like the one sleeping or mad or drunk. But those
who are in the grip of pathê are in this kind of condition: for spirited passions (Łı��	) and appetites
for sex and some other things of this sort clearly alter (��ŁØ��A�Ø�) the body too, and in some
cases even cause madness. It’s clear, then, that we should say that akratic agents are in a condition
similar to these people [the sleeping, mad and drunk]. (EN VII.3 1147a10-18, emphasis mine)

The akratic agent’s ignorance, like that of those mad, drunk, or asleep, is to be explained
by the presence of a body-altering pathos, and this is “another way” (¼ºº�� �æ���) of
being disposed with regard to knowledge, different from “those just mentioned”
(1147a11-12). People affected by pathê do not merely fail to exercise knowledge that
is at their disposal, as do those who inadvertently neglect to eat nutritiously because they
do not recognize a particular piece of food as being of a particular kind; instead, they
“both have it in a way and don’t have it” (1147a12-13). While under the influence of
the pathos they are literally unable to exercise their knowledge, as Aristotle says in a
related passage from the Physics:

Whenever someone has passed from being drunk (��Ł��Ø�) or asleep or diseased to the opposite
state . . . he was earlier [while affected] incapable of using his knowledge (I���Æ��
 q� �Bfi K�Ø����Åfi

åæB�ŁÆØ) . . . [The change back to] using and activity occurs through the alteration of something
in the body. (Phys. 247b13-248a6, emphasis mine)37

This can serve as a preliminary answer to our interpretative question about the nature
of akratic ignorance; I return to the point below.

This reading entails that (contrary to e.g. Dahl 1984, 209) both the young students
and the actors mentioned in the next lines (1147a21-23) are brought in only as
illustrations of the fact that one can say “words that come from knowledge” without
possessing that knowledge, and the one undergoing akrasia is like them only in this

36 ˜ØÆç�æ�ı�Æ� �c� ��Ø�: possibly “an extreme condition”?
37 Compare also the sleeping geometer often cited in this context (GA 735a9-11), who must undergo a

bodily change before he can exercise his knowledge.
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respect. She speaks in the same way as them insofar as she says something she does not
really know, but in her case – like that of the drunkard who recites proofs or verses of
Empedocles (1147a20), but unlike that of the students or the actors – the ignorance
results from a strong bodily pathos.
Next we must face one of the most difficult passages of the chapter, Aristotle’s

attempt to explain akrasia in terms of the beliefs the agent holds and the way they
combine to influence action (1147a24-b5). The passage is very hard to understand on
its own terms; there is also a serious prima facie obstacle to reconciling it with the illusion
account of akrasia. I want to show that we can in fact reconcile the two, and also that
we can use the illusion account to go some way toward illuminating the passage itself.
Aristotle begins by laying out his theory of the syllogism: when universal and

particular premises combine, they yield either assent to a conclusion, or an action
(1147a25-28). Then he applies the theory to cases of akrasia:

Whenever one universal [belief? proposition? premise?] is present forbidding tasting, and anoth-
er, that all sweets things are pleasant, and this is sweet, and this [belief/proposition/premise] is
active, and appetite happens to be present, then the one [belief/proposition] says to avoid this,
but the appetite leads: for it is capable of moving each of the parts.38 (EN VII.3 147a31-35)

Most commentators interpret this passage as describing two syllogisms. The first one is a
practical syllogism forbidding tasting. Remaining fairly neutral on the details under-
determined by the text, we can represent it as follows (using ‘U’ for universal premise,
‘P’ for particular, and ‘C’ for conclusion):

(U1) Avoid all F things
(P1) This [piece of cake] is F
(C1) Avoid this39

(I mean to leave it open for now whether the middle term is ‘sweet’ or something else
(e.g. ‘unwholesome’); we will return to this point below.)
The syllogism passage tells us that the agent reasons that she should avoid the cake,

which is to say that her rational faculty generates a rational command, a logos, to hold back
(compare 2f above). But there is something else that “happens to be present” in her, an
appetite, and aswe find out a few lines below, “the appetite is opposed (K�Æ��	Æ) . . . to the
correct logos” (1147b2-3). I will return to the intervening lines shortly. For now we can
note that this description is strikingly similar to the picture we saw in de An. III.10, where
“desires arise that are opposed (K�Æ��	ÆØ) to one another, and this happens when the logos
and the appetites are opposed” (2f ). This encourages us to read EN VII.3 as employing the

38 Or “each of the parts [of soul: rational and non-rational] is capable of moving [the body]” – a less
common reading, but one which fits well with the de An. III.10 account of akrasia.

39 Some, wishing to deny that the agent ever reaches the conclusion of the syllogism forbidding tasting, insist
that ‘Avoid this’must be a universal premise, not a conclusion. But this is so plainly out of keeping with the idea
that a universal premise contains no reference to particulars (like ‘this’) that I think we should rule it out.
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same shorthandwe found at the end of de An. III.9.40 That passage characterized akrasia as
a conflict between a motivational state on one side and a cognitive one on the other, but
the ensuing discussion made clear that on a fuller description it is a conflict between two
pairs of states: a rational evaluative cognition with its corresponding rational motivation
on one side, and a non-rational evaluative cognition (an appearance through phantasia of
the cake as good) with its corresponding non-rational motivation (an appetite) on the
other. The syllogism passage, like de An. III.9, mentions only a rational cognition and a
non-rational motivation. Elsewhere in EN VII, however, Aristotle mentions the rational
motivation that depends on the logos forbidding action: he says that the akratic agent acts
against her decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
) (see e.g. 1148a9), where a decision is a (partly) desidera-
tive state.41 Thus, contraRoss and others, VII.3 does imply the struggle picture: in akrasia a
rational motivation conflicts with an appetite.

As to how the appetite wins out, this passage says nothing explicit, but a remark Aristotle
makes a few lines below strongly suggests that the explanation is the same as on the illusion
account. On that account, after the appetite and the rational desire vie against one another
for some time, the physical alterations involved in the appetitive state impair the agent’s
rational faculty so that it no longer “contradicts the appearance,” i.e. no longer orders her to
hold back. But to say that appetite wins out when the agent is intellectually impaired is to
say that it wins out when she becomes in some way ignorant. And in keeping with this
explanation, after some more comments on the syllogistic explanation to which we will
return, Aristotle concludes the discussionwith a commentwehave seen above: “As to how
the ignorance is resolved and the akratic agent becomes a knower again, the same account
[holds] as about the drunkard and the sleeper . . . ” ( 1147b6-8). Commentators have
sometimes argued that these lines must be misplaced (see e.g. Irwin (1999)), but on our
reading they are just where they should be: they serve to remind us that appetitewas able to
“lead” the agent in the syllogism only by way of inducing the kind of ignorance we saw it
capable of inducing in the comparison with madmen, drunkards, and sleepers.

This, however, brings us to a serious worry about applying the illusion account to
VII.3, concerning the cognition that grounds the agent’s appetite. I have argued that in
the de An. this cognition is a non-rational one, a phantasia of the cake as pleasant and
good. But Aristotle’s syllogistic explanation in VII.3 does not merely neglect to
mention explicitly that the agent’s appetite is grounded in phantasia; it strongly implies
that it is grounded in rational cognition instead. This comes out in the lines immedi-
ately following the syllogistic account:

40 For this same strategy see Santas 1969.
41 Decision is described as deliberative or intellectual desire at EN VI.2 1139a23 (Zæ��Ø
 ��ıº�ı�ØŒ�) and

1139b5 (Zæ��Ø
 �ØÆ��Å�ØŒ�). In de An. III.10-11 the rational motivation is called a wish (���ºÅ�Ø
) rather than
a decision (there is only one mention of decision in the de An., at 406b25), but the description of wish as
desire in accordance with reasoning (2d) applies well to the EN ’s notion of decision. It seems that in the de
An. Aristotle uses ���ºÅ�Ø
 to cover all forms of rational desire, not employing the ethical works’ distinction
between desire for an end (���ºÅ�Ø
) and desire for something within one’s power that contributes to an end
(�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
); I return to this subject in Chapters 6 and 7.
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Thus it happens that the agent acts akratically in a way by the agency of logos and belief (��e
ºª�ı �ø
 ŒÆd ��Å
 IŒæÆ�����ŁÆØ), but not [belief] that is opposed in itself, but only acciden-
tally: for the appetite, but not the belief, is opposed to the correct logos. (EN VII.3 1147a35-b3)

The appetite for the cake is guided by the belief that it is pleasant, and this belief is the
product of a piece of full-blown reasoning, the second syllogism implied in the
syllogism passage:

(U2) All sweet things are pleasant
(P2) This [the cake] is sweet
(C2) This is pleasant42

This is compatible with the view that the agent acts on phantasia: as we saw in
Chapter 4 a belief (like “This is pleasant”) can give rise to an appearance (of the thing as
pleasant and good without qualification) and thereby an appetite. But if appetite is
dependent on a syllogism and belief, even indirectly dependent, how can it win out by
“covering over” intellect? Once intellect is impaired, the worry goes, won’t the agent
lose access to the beliefs that guide appetite, in addition to those that sustain her
decision? If so, then appetite can no longer motivate action, for it will revert to the
status of objectless craving.
Before we respond directly to the worry, it is worth noting that the characterization

of akratic action as dependent on reasoning is in apparent tension not only with the
illusion account, but also with common sense, and even with Aristotle’s claims later in
ENVII. One might on occasion become aware that some cake is pleasant by beginning
with a universal belief about sweet things and going through the steps of a syllogism,
but surely this is not the standard case. And Aristotle himself, in a later passage
contrasting those who are led to act akratically by appetite with those who are so led
by spirit, recognizes that a much simpler form of cognition can do the job:

Appetite, if logos or perception only says that something is pleasant, impels one to enjoy it . . . (EN
VII.6 1149a34-b1, emphasis mine)

This passage tells us that while the akratic agent’s appetite can be guided toward
an object by logos, it can also be guided by mere perception.43 This means that the
syllogistic account describes at best one species of akratic action, and the claim that
the agent acts “in a way by the agency of logos and belief ” (1147b1) picks out at best
a contingent feature of akrasia; perhaps Aristotle got carried away in those passages by

42 Contrast the pseudo-syllogism in our passage 1d from the MA (“ ‘I must drink,’ says appetite . . . ”),
which involves no universals and no calculation (no reasoning – �c º�ªØ������Ø, MA 701a28), and can thus
represent the psychology of non-rational animals as well as humans.

43 Aristotle must have in mind not only the direct perception of some pleasant quality (e.g. tasting
something sweet), but also cases like the one he mentions in EN III.10, where the sight, sound, or smell
of food alerts an animal that pleasure is near. (On the account he gives in the psychological works this will
probably involve phantasia, but he does not mention that here, and indeed contrasts such perception with
phantasia at 1149a32-35.)
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his zeal for the explanatory power of syllogisms. If the illusion account can accommo-
date cases of the kind described in VII.3, therefore, we should not worry too much if it
does not emphasize them. And there are, I think, two plausible ways to reconcile the
syllogistic account with the illusion account.

The first is to suppose that even if phantasia is first alerted to the fact that the cake is
pleasant by a belief to that effect, it can continue to apprehend the cake as pleasant – and
thus continue to guide appetite toward it – evenwhen the rational faculty is silent and the
agent loses her grasp on her beliefs. To use one of Aristotle’s metaphors for communica-
tions between the rational and non-rational parts of the soul, if a father’s offhand remark
that there is cake in the cupboard excites his child, the child can on his own cognitive
steam set off to find it after the father has fallen asleep (or passed out drunk).

The second possibility is to suppose that even when intellect is impaired to the
extent that it cannot command “Avoid this,” it is still able to function in other ways.
Our worry stems from the assumption that on the psychological works’ view, we
follow phantasia against intellect only when intellect is completely disabled by a pathos.
This may be a natural reading of the de An.’s claim that we act on phantasia when
intellect is “covered over,” but the Insomn. implies a less radical account. Even
someone asleep or mad with fever can exercise intellect and reason to some degree:
his rational faculty is “held in check or not moving with its proper motion,” but not
totally inert, as evidenced by the fact that – as the text seems to imply – he still has
beliefs and thoughts.44 The account I gave in section 4 of what it is for the rational
faculty to be “held in check” gives us a non-arbitrary way to demarcate these intellec-
tual abilities and disabilites. Aristotle is interested, both in the Insomn. and in VII.3, in a
kind of intellectual impairment that is drastic but nonetheless localized.45 When
affected by the pathos intellect cannot perform its crucial function of noticing and
contradicting false appearances, the function essential to it on the proto-Stoic account
of rationality I attributed to Aristotle above. It may however be able to perform other

44 On a plausible reading of the Insomn., Aristotle holds that even while we are being taken in by dreams
we can still have thoughts (see 458b15-26, 462a28-29) and beliefs (recall for example the claim that belief,
when held in check, is not utterly inert but rather “follows the phantasma” (459a6-8); the same point is made
at 461b6-8). None of these passages provide indisputable evidence that the rational faculty is active even
when “held in check,” however. For doubts about the strictness of Aristotle’s use of ��Æ and ��Œ�E� in the
Insomn., see the discussion in section 4 above. As to the thoughts we have when dreaming, what Aristotle says
is that “when we are sleeping we sometimes think other things �Ææ� the appearances” (458b17-18;
cf. 462a28-29 which also uses �Ææ�). I have (following Gallop 1991, 138) taken him to mean that we
sometimes think about other things, “over and above” the dreams. We might, however (following Modrak
1987, 101), translate �Ææ� as ‘contrary to,’ in which case Aristotle has in mind thoughts like “I’m asleep right
now, and this is just a dream” – in other words, the thoughts that constitute the noticing and contradicting of
false appearances; if this is right, then these passages provide no evidence that intellect can be active even
when “held in check,” for these are thoughts we only have when it is not held in check. I find Gallop’s
reading more natural, especially given the emphasis on what is thought being something “other” than the
appearances (Iºº�, 458b18), but this is inconclusive. (The passage on mnemonics in dreams (458b18-25)
might settle the point in Gallop’s favor, if only we knew how to interpret it, but I do not.)

45 Charles 2009 argues that it is important that VII.3 compares akratic agents to those who are �N�ø����Ø,
“tipsy-drunk,” rather than ��Ł�����
, “dead-drunk,” unable to think at all.
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functions. Thus the agent’s appetite, in “covering over” intellect, might leave intact her
belief that “This is sweet,” and even her belief that “Everything sweet is pleasant”;
what it knocks out is her ability to recognize that “This appears to be good but is not.”
(I will consider which element of the syllogism this corresponds to below.)
We might even suppose that the effect on intellect is so localized as to be surgical: the

pathos knocks out the agent’s awareness that the cake is bad but leaves everything else
intact. On this interpretation, even when in the grips of passion our agent is aware of
the difference between how things appear and how they really are in general (she will,
for instance, reach for the cake on the counter instead of its reflection in the mirror); all
she loses is her ability to notice and contradict one crucial false appearance, the
appearance of the cake as good. This may be a more philosophically plausible picture
than the one I have suggested. I do not, however, see any principled way to extract it
from the psychological works’ characterizaton of pathos-induced ignorance. What
physiological fact could explain so specific an effect?
A final note on this subject: while there is certainly no explicit claim in EN VII that

the akratic agent’s appetite is grounded in a phantasia of the cake as pleasant and good,
there are two mentions of phantasia that fit well with that account. The first of these
immediately follows the claim that in akrasia an appetite is opposed to a logos:

Beasts are not akratic, because they have no universal supposition, but only phantasia and memory
of particulars. (EN VII.3 1147b3-5)

Beasts lack the rational faculties that yield universal knowledge, so in their case acting
on (an appetite for what appears good to) phantasia cannot be acting as their knowledge
would forbid if it were active. We do not fault dogs for pursuing the present pleasure
any more than we fault them for barking at their own reflections: where phantasia is the
highest form of cognition, there can be no blame for following its lead.46

The second is an otherwise puzzling remark in EN VII.7. Here Aristotle is distin-
guishing weak akratic agents, who deliberate but then act against their decisions, from
impetuous ones, who “are led by the pathos on account of not having deliberated”: the
latter, he says, “don’t wait for the logos, because they tend to follow the phantasia”
(1150b27-28). Our account makes sense of the remark: the impetuous akratic agent
goes with his phantasia-based desire, i.e. appetite, without ever thinking through the
logos that would oppose it. The weak one, by contrast, follows a phantasia-based desire
in opposition to a logos-based one. (Thus the impetuous akratic does not undergo
active motivational conflict. On my understanding, most of what Aristotle has to say
about akrasia – including in passage 2f from the de An., and in EN VII.3 – applies only
to the weak variety, and what Aristotle does in EN VII.7 is to indicate a similar

46 Compare 2f: logos and appetites can be opposed only “in those who have perception of time” – i.e. in
rational creatures (see Hicks’ note ad loc.). 1147b3-5 is often taken to concern the role of rational cognition in
generating the “bad” syllogism, but given Aristotle’s claim later in book VII that akratic appetites can depend
on perception alone (1149b1-3, quoted above), this would be very misleading.
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phenomenon. The illusion account gives us a good explanation of why impetuous
akrasia is similar enough to weak akrasia to deserve the same name: in both, one follows
a phantasia-based desire against what reason would say were it doing its job.)

In sum, EN VII.3’s syllogistic account of akrasia is in obvious tension with the
illusion account’s focus on phantasia as the cognition that grounds appetite, but I have
tried to show that this plausibly represents a difference of emphasis rather than a
substantial change of view.

We are nearing the end of VII.3, but the last lines are among the most disputed.
Giving an interpretation of them will mean addressing head-on one of the main points
of interpretative dispute that I mentioned in the introduction: what is the proper object
of akratic ignorance? When appetite impairs intellect, does the agent lose her grasp on
(P1), the minor premise of the syllogism that forbids tasting, or does she retain her grasp
on that premise but lose her grasp of (C1), the conclusion? That is, what is “the last
protasis” in the following lines?:

Since the last protasis [premise or proposition] is a belief about something perceptible, and is
decisive (Œıæ	Æ) for actions, it is this that the one undergoing the pathos either does not have or
“has” in the way that we saw is not [really] having knowledge but [merely] speaking, like the
drunk with the verses of Empedocles. (EN VII.3 1147b9-12)

The first thing to be said is that our account of the chapter renders this question much
less pressing than it would otherwise be. The most common reading of the passage
takes “last protasis” to refer to the minor premise, and makes this very significant by in
effect taking the passage as confirmation that the “dry food” syllogism discussed above
is a paradigm of akratic reasoning: the agent never notices that the cake falls into the
category of things forbidden by the major premise, and thus never reaches the
conclusion “Avoid this.” I have argued, however – as have all those who want to
make VII.3 compatible with some version of the struggle picture of akrasia – that at
some stage before her action the agent grasps both premises of the syllogism forbidding
tasting, and thus reaches the conclusion; it is only after this that her ignorance sets in.
(More precisely, this is what occurs in the cases Aristotle later calls “weak” akrasia, in
which “people who have deliberated do not stick with the results of their deliberation
on account of the pathos”; impetuous akratic agents “are led by the pathos on account of
not having deliberated” (VII.7 1150b19-22), and thus, it would seem, never undergo
struggle. As many have pointed out, if the standard version of the minor-premise
reading is correct – if akrasia is to be understood on the model of the dry food
syllogism – all akrasia reduces to the impetuous kind.) This view is in principle
compatible with either reading: perhaps under the influence of appetite the agent
loses her grip on the minor premise, and thereby also on the conclusion which depends
on it, or perhaps the appetite leaves the minor premise intact and robs her only of the
conclusion. So long as she has earlier grasped both, we can account for her having
undergone struggle before appetite won out.
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One would still like to know which account Aristotle has in mind, and while our
interpretation does not rule decisively in either direction it does put important constraints
on the answer. First, the knowledge the akratic lacks must be the product of, and
dependent on, the proper functioning of her rational faculty. This follows from the
picture of akrasia as a conflict between phantasia on one side and intellect on the other
(see 2f and de An. 429a5-8). Second, more specifically, the knowledge she lacks must be
the product of, and dependent on, her rational faculty’s capacity to notice and contradict
the falsity of the appearance onwhich she acts – the appearance of the cake as pleasant and
good without qualification, i.e. as to-be-gone-for. This follows from the characterization
of being taken in by perceptual illusions in the Insomn.: she acts as she does because she is
temporarily unaware of something analogous to “The sun is in fact larger than the
inhabited portion of the earth,” or “Those things on the wall are really just lines.”
The reading on which ‘last protasis’ refers to the conclusion meets both constraints

very naturally. “This is to-be-avoided” is a direct contradiction of “This is to-be-gone-
for,” and as the conclusion of a piece of reasoning (syllogizing), it is produced by and
depends on that reasoning.
What about the much more common reading, on which the agent lacks the minor

premise?As to thefirst constraint – that the knowledge she loses be dependent on the proper
functioning of her intellect – things might look bad, for on the standard interpretation the
minor premise is the province not of reasoning but rather of perception. Perception is a close
cousin of phantasia, and both are activities of what is in some sense the same faculty of the
soul, the perceptual faculty (Insomn. 459a15). If grasping (P1) simply amounts to being
aware of some perceptible fact (e.g. “This is sweet” or “This is cake”), then the minor
premise reading construes akrasia as a conflict between contradictory perceptions rather
than, as the illusion account has it, a conflict between a perceptual cognition (phantasia) on
one side and a rational cognition on the other. (Furthermore, this reading offers no
explanation of why the pathos knocks out one perception while leaving the other intact.)
There is, however, a version of the minor premise reading on which it meets the

constraint. In several passages Aristotle describes phronesis (the excellent condition of
practical intellect) as a quasi-perceptual capacity primarily concerned with particulars
(1142a23-30, 1143a25-b5). McDowell and Wiggins have applied these claims to
VII.3’s analysis of akrasia, arguing that the agent’s grasp of the minor premise – or
more precisely her “selection [of it] as minor premise: as what matters about the
situation”47 – is itself an exercise of practical intellect. If this is right then the “covering
over” of intellect will after all entail the loss of the minor premise.48

47 McDowell 1998, 29; cf. Wiggins 1975.
48 There are other readings which make the grasp of the minor premise intellectual. Greenwood argues that

recognizing something as belonging to a certain class (e.g. recognizing some cake as falling into the category of
unhealthy things) must be an act of intellect (1909, 55). Destrée gives an account on which (P1) is grasped by
rational or calculative (º�ªØ��ØŒ�) phantasia (2007, 152-54). This would fit our constraint, but I do not think it is
right: as I understand Aristotle’s brief description of calculative phantasia (de An. 434a7-10), what it yields are
decisions about what to do – conclusions, rather than particular premises, of practical syllogisms.
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As to the second constraint – that the missing piece of knowledge be an exercise of
the rational faculty’s capacity for contradicting false appearances – the commonest
version of the minor premise reading, on which (P1) is “This is sweet,” clearly fails to
meet it: there is no conflict at all between the belief that the cake is sweet and the
appearance of it as good. Here too, however, there is a version of the minor premise
reading which may work, one in fact presupposed by the McDowell/Wiggins reading.
We might take it that (U1) (the universal forbidding tasting) is not “Avoid sweets,” but
instead something like “Avoid excessive numbers of sweets” or “Avoid unwholesome
foods” – that is, that the middle term of the syllogism is evaluative or prescriptive in
nature – and thus that (P1) is something like “This is one too many,” or “This is
unwholesome.”49 If this is right, then (P1) is arguably a contradiction of the appearance
on which the agent acts. To recognize something as unwholesome or excessive is
precisely to notice qualifications about it that render it not pleasant and good “without
qualification.”

This version of the minor premise reading has its supporters on other grounds, and is
perhaps a philosophically attractive view of akrasia. It is worth noting, however, that it
is a particularly hard fit with the text of VII.3: it would be strange for Aristotle, having
spelled out both premises of the second syllogism, never to name the crucial middle
term of the first, nor to draw any attention to the fact that it must be something
different from ‘sweet.’ Insofar as our account makes this the only viable version of the
minor premise reading, therefore, it may count in favor of rejecting the minor premise
reading altogether.

Both the minor premise reading and the conclusion reading struggle with the lines
that follow, and the illusion account gives us little help here:

And since the last term (‹æ��) seems to be neither universal nor scientific (K�Ø��Å��ØŒ��) in the
same way as the universal, what Socrates sought also seems to happen. For it is not what seems to
be knowledge in the strict sense that is present (�Ææ���Å
) when the pathos occurs, nor is this
dragged around on account of the pathos, but instead the perceptual kind [of knowledge]. (EN
VII.3 1147b13-17)

These lines seem to say that what the agent lacks is knowledge of the universal premise
forbidding tasting. This is formally compatible with the conclusion reading: if one loses
one’s grasp of (U1) there is no syllogism, and so one loses one’s grasp of (C1) as well. It
also fits the constraints we derived from the illusion account: “Avoid all sweets” (or
“Avoid all unwholesome foods”) plausibly contradicts the appearance of the cake as to-
be-gone-for, and, being a universal claim, it is clearly a product of intellect. On the
other hand, this reading is a bad fit with the preceding lines (1147b9-17), in which we
are told that the knowledge the agent lacks is knowledge of something perceptible –
with the strong implication that this is the only knowledge she lacks, not that she lacks it
as a consequence of lacking universal knowledge – and thus most interpreters reject the

49 For variations on this reading see Aquinas’ commentary and Grant’s.
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implication that the agent lacks knowledge of the universal premise, often resorting to
ad hoc emendation of the text.50 If we do take the passage at face value it lends support
to the conclusion reading and counts strongly against the minor premise reading; I can,
however, see no argument based on the illusion account for choosing this reading over
the straightforward reading of the preceding lines.
In sum, the illusion account rules out the standard versions of the reading on which

akrasia involves ignorance of the minor premise, leaving admissible some philosophi-
cally intriguing but textually thin interpretations. It fits very well with the reading on
which it involves ignorance of the conclusion. I will not claim, however, that these
arguments are decisive.
As to the nature of the agent’s ignorance, our account has yielded a much firmer

answer. She is at the time of action literally unable to access the knowledge that would
prevent tasting. She does not merely fail to combine it with other propositions
(Joachim, Irwin), nor does she merely fail to use her knowledge in the sense that she
fails to act on it (Broadie), nor is her lacking it a matter of her having failed to integrate
it fully with her character or with her conception of the good life (Dahl, McDowell,
Wiggins). And certainly she does not merely fail to use it the way that an absent-
minded person might fail to notice that the piece of cake she is about to eat is her third.
Instead, she is literally prevented by her physical condition from exercising some
knowledge that would otherwise be at her disposal. That is why Aristotle compares
her not to those who simply fail to use their knowledge, but instead to those who, like
the madman, sleeper, and drunkard “both have knowledge in a way and don’t have it,”
and that is why he says we must go to the çı�Ø�ºª�Ø to discover how her ignorance is
resolved.51

50 Supporters of the minor premise reading often follow Stewart’s proposal, reading ��æØª	���ÆØ for
�Ææ���Å
 ª	���ÆØ in 1147b16, to yield “It is not in what seems to be knowledge in the strict sense that the
pathos overcomes . . . but the perceptual kind.” Kenny 1966 and Charles 2009 offer plausible readings of the
unemended text in support of the conclusion reading: akrasia does not occur in the “immediate presence”
(�Ææ���Å
) of the universal knowledge (Charles), or “it is not the mental utterance of the major premiss”
which gives rise to the appetite (Kenny); instead, trouble sets in when one comes to the level of the particular.
A version of this strategy should be available to supporters of the minor premise reading as well: akrasia occurs
not when we are merely contemplating universal truths, but rather when we are faced with the task of
applying such truths to tasty particulars. For an extended defense of the face-value reading of this passage, the
view that the akratic lacks knowledge of the universal (that is, fails to actualize her universal knowledge by
applying it to the relevant particular), see Pickavé and Whiting 2008.

51 For this reading see also Charles 1984, Pickavé and Whiting 2008, and Lorenz 2006, 197. It gains
support not only from the Physics passage cited above on drunkards (247b13-248a6) but also from a passage
from the EN’s discussion of temperance: “if the appetites are large and intense they even drive out
(KŒŒæ���ı�Ø�) reasoning” (1119b10; cf. EE 1224b24). It is worth noting too that there is strong precedent
for this view in Plato. See Timaeus 86b-c (when undergoing intense pleasures, pains, or appetites a person “is
incapable of seeing or hearing anything right. He goes raving mad, and is at the moment least capable of reasoning”),
and especially Laws 645d-e and 649d-e, a discussion to which Aristotle is surely indebted in EN VII.3: strong
passions, just like excessive wine, make all forms of cognition “abandon” us (I��º�	��Ø – Laws 645e2). If I am
right then Aristotle’s view is a modification of Plato’s in the Timaeus and Laws: passion drives out reasoning,
but leaves perception and phantasia operative.
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This interpretation leaves Aristotle vulnerable to an objection which has often been
leveled against his account of akrasia: surely not every instance of acting against one’s
knowledge of what is best involves a strong passion, let alone any bodily affect. The
present suggestion makes the complaint even sharper: surely not every instance of
failing to act on one’s rational judgment about what is best involves a passion so strong
that it shuts down one’s ability to think. To this I reply simply that while there may be
cases of “clear-eyed” irrational action, they are not among those Aristotle is concerned
to explain under the rubric of akrasia. As the passage on drunkards, madmen, and
sleepers so strongly suggests, Aristotle’s akratic has little in common with Austin’s cool
bombe-hogger, let alone Davidson’s bedtime tooth-brusher:52 she is someone in the
grip of strong passion. The account I have developed here indicates that it is a mistake
to expect Aristotle’s account of akrasia to apply even in an extended way to cases that
do not involve powerful passions. This might arguably be a defect of Aristotle’s account
of akrasia, but it is not a quirk of my interpretation.

Thus Aristotle’s akratic agent is closer to Socrates’ than many have thought. She is far
from “clear-eyed”: her intellect, the eye of her soul, is not merely clouded but actually
covered over. In the grips of the pathos she loses the ability to distinguish how things
appear from how they are, and –what amounts, on our account, to the same thing – to
distinguish what is good for her from what is presently pleasant.

5.7 Ignorance and struggle revisited
I began the chapter with two questions about the relation between EN VII.3’s account
of akrasia and the struggle picture that we find elsewhere in the corpus. Why, given his
resources in the struggle picture for a common-sense account on which non-rational
appetite overpowers rational motivation and leads us to do what we know full well is
wrong, would Aristotle want to make the radical Socratic claim that akrasia must in
some way involve ignorance? And is the ignorance account a stark rejection of the
struggle account, as it has seemed to many, or is there some way to reconcile the two?
I have tried to answer these questions by fleshing out an account of akrasia implicit in
the psychological works and applying this account to the interpretation of EN VII.3.
First, because Aristotle construes motivational conflict as involving a variety of

perceptual illusion, and because he holds the plausible view that no one who recog-
nizes an appearance as illusory will let it guide her behavior, he has strong reason to
deny that one can act on an appetite in direct defiance of a rational desire. If akrasia
involves a choice between what quasi-perceptually appears good and what reason
declares to be good in direct opposition to that appearance, then a clear-eyed akratic
will be no more possible than a clear-eyed swatter of illusory animals. One might
object that because the illusions involved in akrasia are evaluative ones, and so

52 Austin 1961, 146; Davidson 1970.
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necessarily have motivational force, here, unlike in ordinary perceptual illusion cases, it
becomes possible for appearances to overpower knowledge in a battle of brute
strength. Perhaps Aristotle overlooked this possibility, or perhaps he had reasons to
reject it; in any case on the interpretation I have argued for he has susbstantive and
compelling reasons, if not decisive ones, to hold that akrasia must involve temporary
ignorance.
Second, the account of akrasia as ignorance is not merely compatible with the more

straightforward account of akrasia as the victory of non-rational over rational desire, but
forms a crucial part of that account. Appetite wins out over rational desire precisely by
knocking out the rational cognition on which that desire depends – by rendering the
agent temporarily ignorant of the fact that her action is bad.
If the arguments of this chapter have been successful, they show that attention to the

psychological works can illuminate the ethical works. In particular, recognizing phan-
tasia as the cognitive basis of non-rational motivation allows us to use what we know
about the nature of evaluative appearances, and of the interactions between phantasia
and intellect, to make sense of what the ethical works say about non-rational desire and
its interactions with reason. In Chapters 7 and 8 I will argue that this same recognition
helps us solve another vexing set of problems in the interpretation of the ethical works,
the contribution of non-rational character to our conception of happiness. But to get
to this point we will need to lay some groundwork. In Part II, we have seen how
evaluative phantasia serves as the direct basis for non-rational passions. In the last part of
the book I turn to show that it plays an equally important role, although a less direct
one, in the desires we have here seen contrasted with and sometimes opposed to
passions: distinctively human, distinctively rational desires – wishes and decisions.
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6

Phantasia and Deliberation

6.1 Rational desire
Thus far I have argued that the very same “apparent good” that the psychological
works characterize as the object of animal motivation is also the object of non-rational
human passions: emotions and appetites are based on quasi-perceptual appearances,
exercises of phantasia.
Despite the various complications and objections I have considered along the way,

this conclusion should be in a sense unsurprising. Non-rational passions are, in a word,
non-rational. Given my arguments in Chapter 1 that all motivation is based on
evaluative cognition of some kind, we should thus expect them to be based on non-
rational cognition. And therefore when we find Aristotle saying that appetites, envy
and the like are responses to what appears good, it stands to reason that, as I argued in
Chapters 4 and 5, he has in mind literal appearances through phantasia.
In the remainder of the book, however, I will argue for a more radical thesis: that

phantasia underlies all human motivation. Even our most rational and distinctively
human desires are based in one way or another on phantasia. Therefore even these
desires are in some sense for what quasi-perceptually appears good. And therefore –

given my account of the apparent good in Chapter 3 – even these desires are ultimately
based in pleasurable perceptions.
If this thesis seems surprising, or plain wrong, that is because it apparently ignores the

enormous importance Aristotle assigns to the distinction between the rational and
the non-rational in both his psychology and his ethics. Humans are different from
animals – and thus capable of achieving virtue and happiness – precisely in that we
possess logos. We share the cognitive powers animals have – perception and phantasia –
but on top of these we also have rational cognition: thought (�Ø���ØÆ), intellect (��F
),
and reasoning (º�ªØ��
).1 Moreover, rational cognition can be practical as well as
theoretical, and hence our cognitive difference from animals entails a motivational
difference: we have distinctively human, distinctively rational desires.

1 I will have some occasion to discuss the differences between these in what follows, but it should be clear
that Aristotle thinks them all distinctively rational: they are all activities of the part of the soul that has logos,
and therefore all unavailable to lower animals.



More precisely, there are two species of motivation that Aristotle assigns to humans
alone, each of which plays a crucial role in virtue and hence happiness: wish (���ºÅ�Ø
),
and decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
). Each is denied to non-rational animals (EN III.2 1111b11-13);
moreover, each is explicitly called rational or noetic at some point in the corpus (see
Rhet. 1369a1-4 on wish, and EE V/EN VI 1139b4-5 on decision). The natural and
nearly universal interpretation is that each is based on rational cognition. Indeed, this
distinction between species of rational desire clearly corresponds to the distinction we
saw in the MA between two roles for practical intellect: identifying an end (supplying
the “premise of the good” in a practical syllogism) and working out the means to it
(supplying the “premise of the possible”). In the ethical works Aristotle distinguishes (as
he does not systematically in the MA or de An.) between wish, as desire for ends, and
decision, as desire for the particular doable things that realize ends.2 A very natural
inference is that wish is based on practical intellect in its first role, decision in its second.
Let us accept this characterization for now (the arguments I go on to give in the rest of
the book will support it). The question I want to raise is: does this entail that these kinds
of desire are therefore not based on phantasia, and therefore not for the apparent good
in the technical sense developed in Part I of this book?

Certainly one might suppose so, and Aristotle himself seems to say as much in the
discussions of locomotion we examined in Chapter 1. For at many points in both the de
An. and MA passages he speaks of phantasia and intellect as mutually exclusive alter-
natives, one or the other of which – but not both – plays the cognition-role in each
episode of motivation. For example:

2a-b. [T]here are two movers, desire or intellect, if one classifies phantasia as a sort of thinking.
For many follow phantasiai contrary to knowledge, and in the other animals there is neither
thinking nor reasoning, but phantasia. (de An. 433a9-12)

g. [T]he object of desire . . . moves, itself unmoved, by being thought or represented by phantasia
(çÆ��Æ�ŁB�ÆØ). (de An. 433b11-12)

See also theMA’s claim that phantasia (as well as perception) can “hold the same place”
as intellect in causing action (1a –MA 700b18-20). Correspondingly, these texts imply
that intellect-based desire is for the good by contrast with the apparent good: see the
MA’s claim that the apparent good, and therefore the pleasant, can “hold the same
place” as the good (1b – 700b28-29), along with two other passages we saw in
Chapter 1:

The apparent fine (ŒÆº�) is the object of appetite (K�ØŁı�Å��), whereas the really fine is the
primary object of wish (��ıºÅ��). (Met. 1072a27–28)

2 The de An. mentions decision once (406b25), the MA several times, but neither explains a difference
between it and wish; I will argue below that the de An. uses ‘wish’ to refer to what the ethical works call
decision.
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2e. While intellect is always correct, however, desire and phantasia can be correct or not correct.
Wherefore (�Ø) while the object of desire always moves, this is either the good or the apparent
good. (de An. 433a26-29)

Rational desire, these passages imply, is based on intellect rather than on phantasia,
and thus is for the good rather than for the apparent good. Moreover, given Aristotle’s
frequent equation of the apparent good with the pleasant, this is in keeping with
another distinction we saw in Chapter 1: rational desire is for the good rather than for
the pleasant (see EN III.2 1111b17 on decision, and Top. 146b37-a8 on wish).
If this is right, it entails that rational motivation is psychologically entirely different

from non-rational. In particular, while non-rational motivation is ultimately based on
perception of the pleasant, we can in no way infer that the same is true of rational
motivation. Rational desire is for the good rather than for the pleasant – another way of
saying that it is for the good rather than for the apparent good – and therefore does not
depend on pleasure for its motivational power. Thus, for example, Aquinas’ comment
on a passage from de An. III.7 (3h below):

[In the case of perception], from the apprehension of what is good or what is bad, appetite or
avoidance did not follow immediately as it does here, in connection with intellect. Instead,
pleasure or pain followed, and on that basis, appetite and avoidance followed subsequently . . .
[T]he desire of the intellective part is moved immediately by the apprehended good or bad.
(Aquinas, Commentary on de An. 431a14-17, trans. based on Foster and Humphries)

Appetites are based on perception, and so can only motivate by way of pleasure and
pain; rational desires, by contrast, are based directly on cognition of the good, and
therefore have no basis in pleasure and pain.
I want to show that this view of practical intellect, and thus of rational motivation, is

wrong. Thoughts about what is good presuppose evaluative phantasiai, and thus desires
based on such thoughts are in some robust sense desires for the apparent good – and
thus even our most rational desires are ultimately based on pleasurable perception.
In fact, we have already seen strong evidence that phantasia plays a role in distinc-

tively rational motivation. For as we saw in Chapter 3, despite the passages quoted
above both the MA and de An. seem to say at other points that phantasia is involved in
every episode of motivation:

[Locomotion occurs when] the affections suitably prepare the organic parts, and desire the
affections, and phantasia desire. (MA 702a17-19)

Locomotion is always for the sake of something, and is with phantasia or3 desire. (de An. 432b15-16)

How then are we to reconcile the evidence above that Aristotle contrasts acting on
phantasia with acting on intellect (and see especially the cases of akrasia and enkrateia

3 See note 2 in Chapter 3: some read ‘and,’ but in either case my point here is that phantasia alone is
mentioned, rather than perception or intellect.
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discussed in Chapter 5) with the present passages’ widely accepted implication that all
motivation involves phantasia?

A very simple answer is suggested by a claim about the relation between phantasia
and thought which we encountered in Chapter 4: “The soul never thinks without
a phantasma” (de An. 431a14-17). All thought involves phantasia. Moreover,
Aristotle makes clear that this holds in the practical sphere as much as in the theoretical:
the claim just quoted comes in the course of a discussion of practical intellect
(see 3d-h below). And therefore thought-based motivation, although it is to be
contrasted with motivation based exclusively on phantasia, will itself involve phantasia
in some way. I want to show in the remainder of the book that this simple answer
is right.

It looks to be immediately confirmed by a surprising comment Aristotle makes in
summing up de An. III.10’s discussion of locomotion:

And in general, as we have said, insofar as the animal is desiderative, thus far is it able to move
itself. But it cannot be desiderative without phantasia (Oæ�Œ�ØŒe� �b �PŒ ¼��ı çÆ��Æ�	Æ
). And all
phantasia is either rational or perceptual (º�ªØ��ØŒc j ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�); of the latter, the other animals
too have a share. (de An. 433b27-30)

This looks to be saying that non-rational motivation is based on perceptual phantasia
and rational motivation on rational (or ‘calculative’) phantasia.4 In fact the details turn
out to be more complicated: I will argue that while rational phantasia is at the basis of
decision, wish relies instead on perceptual phantasia. But the broad outlines of the
simple answer are right: all thought relies on phantasia, and thus even thought-based
desire is based in some way on phantasia as well. Moreover, the phantasia presupposed
by practical thought is, just as one might expect, practical phantasia: pleasurable,
evaluative phantasia, derived in its turn from pleasurable, evaluative perception. There-
fore even our most rational desires are in some sense – a very substantial sense, I will
argue below – for what appears good through phantasia, the apparent good.
The argument of Part III of this book will thus be an argument that Aristotle holds a

view that we can call Practical Empiricism. Just as theoretical thought depends on
phantasia, and thus ultimately on perception, so practical thought – thought about what
is good, to-be-done – depends on practical phantasia, and thus ultimately on practical
perception. Spelling out the details and the ramifications will take some work. In this
chapter I argue that deliberation, the process that yields the premise (or premises) of the
possible, involves evaluative phantasia, and thus that decisions are in some sense for the
apparent good. In Chapters 7 and 8 I argue that our intellectual grasp of ends – premises
of the good – also presupposes evaluative phantasia, and thus that wishes too are for the
apparent good.

As I mentioned at the end of Part I, Practical Empiricism will have two major
consequences for our understanding of Aristotle’s ethics. First, practical intellect does

4 This reading is for instance implied by Charles 1984, 89.
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quite a bit less on Aristotle’s view than is widely thought. We are indeed able, in virtue
of our rationality, to have cognitions about the good, and corresponding motivations,
that are unavailable to lower creatures. But this is not so much a matter of grasping
distinctive content as a matter of manipulating and conceptualizing content in sophis-
ticated ways. The content of our thoughts about the good – that is, the kind of actions,
lives, goals, and objects we think good – is determined by non-rational cognition: by
evaluative perception and phantasia, the cognitive capacities of the non-rational soul.
Second, Aristotle is more of a thoroughgoing psychological hedonist than is widely

thought. Even though the pleasant is not the object of rational desire, pleasure plays a
crucial causal role in determining the content of our thoughts about the good, and
therefore in generating even our most rational desires.

6.2 Starting-points vs. calculations
My strategy in what follows will be to use Aristotle’s fairly detailed discussion of how
theoretical thought depends on phantasia to shed light on his much briefer claims about
how this works in the practical sphere.
In using an account of theoretical thought as a guide to understanding practical

thought I am following Aristotle himself, who explains practical reasoning (syllogisms)
by analogy with theoretical reasoning (see EE VI/EN VII.3, and passage 1c from the
MA), and explains practical wisdom, phronesis, by comparing it with the virtues of
theoretical intellect (EE V/EN VI). In both contexts Aristotle’s analogies between
theoretical and practical thought rely on a distinction that he evidently thinks central
for an understanding of thought in either domain, and that will be crucial for my
arguments in what follows: the distinction between starting-points (IæåÆ	) and the
reasoning or calculation (º�ªØ��
) done from them. Here is how he puts it in a passage
to which we will return in Chapters 7 and 8:

For just as in theoretical sciences the hypotheses are our starting-points, so in the productive ones
the end (��º�
) is a starting-point and hypothesis. ‘Since that person needs to be healthy, it’s
necessary for this thing to be, if that is to come about,’ just as there [in the theoretical realm] ‘If
the triangle is [equal in degrees to] two right angles, it’s necessary for this thing to be.’ (EE II.11
1227b28-32)

In both the practical and theoretical spheres, reasoning involves two components.
First, we must have a grasp of the starting-points: in the theoretical sphere, these are
universal, necessary truths, which take the form of axioms, postulates, or definitions; in
the practical sphere, as this passage tells us, they are the goals for the sake of which we
plan to act. Second, we calculate what follows from these starting-points: we reason
from them to a conclusion. In the theoretical sphere this reasoning takes the form of
demonstration; in the practical, it is deliberation. (I provide more textual evidence for
these claims in Chapter 7.)
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Given that grasping starting-points and reasoning from them are both exercises of
thought, we should expect them both to involve phantasia: as we have seen, Aristotle
states very explicitly that “The soul never thinks without a phantasma” (de An. 431a14-17)
(and see various different formulations quoted below). But although he makes clear
that thought relies on phantasia, he does rather less to clarify precisely what the relation
is. I will show below that if we systematize some scattered discussions of theoretical
thought, we will find that there are in fact several different relations here.5

In the passages where Aristotle makes his explicit claims to the effect that thought
requires phantasia, I will argue, he has in mind the second component of thought,
calculation, in both the theoretical and practical sphere. Most of this chapter is devoted
to showing how calculation makes use of phantasia; I will argue that the roles phantasia
plays in theoretical and practical calculations are closely analogous, and I will use the
former to illuminate the latter.

As to our grasp of starting-points, Aristotle makes clear that in the theoretical sphere
this too owes a great deal to phantasia, although the role phantasia plays here is very
different from the one it plays in deductive thought. In Chapter 7 I show how phantasia
aids our grasp of the starting-points of theoretical reasoning; in Chapter 8 I use this
account to argue that it plays a similar and perhaps even more substantial role in our
grasp of the starting-points of practical reasoning – in our grasp of ends.

6.3 Phantasia and Calculations
When Aristotle says that there is no thought without a phantasma, what does he mean?
First, we need to set aside an answer that may seem to be implied by my arguments
about phantasia and belief in Part II, but that turns out to be insufficiently general.
In Chapter 4 I discussed a way in which some rational cognitions depend on

phantasia: some beliefs (��ÆØ) are, as on the Stoic view, the result of accepting the
content of an appearance. If the person in the distance appears to be my enemy and
I see no reason to question the appearance, I will thereby come to believe that it is my
enemy. But this cannot explain why all thought should depend on phantasia: unless we
are determined to assimilate Aristotle’s view to the Stoics’ (as some of his interpreters
have been), there is no evidence for attributing to him the view that all beliefs come
about this way. Some are based directly on perception: if I see red in front of me I will
normally come to believe that there is red in front of me, and on the minimalist “basic
conception” of phantasia which I defended in Chapter 3 there is no role for phantasia in
this process. Moreover, many beliefs are not directly derived from perception or
perceptual appearance at all. My belief that 3 is a prime number seems entirely unlike
my belief that there is a stranger in the distance: in the latter case I begin by passively

5 Much of what I say below is loosely in line with D. Frede’s (1992) discussion of this topic (although my
arguments in Chapter 3 for accepting only the basic conception of phantasia count against her view that one of
its roles is to synthesize something like a “field of vision”).
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experiencing a phantasma, and then assent to its content, but nothing we have seen in
Aristotle’s discussion of phantasia suggests that this is so in the former case as well.
Thus while the Insomn. gave us evidence that Aristotle construes some beliefs as

assents to appearances we have no positive evidence that he construed all beliefs that
way. We do, however, have very explicit evidence that he thinks phantasia necessary
for thought in a quite different way (which I mentioned briefly in Chapter 4): as an
actively conjured aid to reasoning. Here phantasia is required not as a necessary
precursor to one’s present intellectual state, but as a simultaneous aid. Suppose one is
thinking about some aspect of triangles, e.g. whether a given triangle can be inscribed
within a given circle. While this is happening, Aristotle holds, one is not merely
thinking about triangles but also representing them through phantasia:

And since there is no thing (�æAª�Æ) that exists in separation from perceptible magnitudes, as it
seems, the intelligibles are in the perceptible forms – both those which are called abstractions, and
all the states and qualities of perceptible things. And on account of this, without perceiving one
would not learn or understand anything. And whenever one contemplates (Ł�øæfi B), one neces-
sarily at the same time contemplates by means of phantasmata.6 For phantasmata are just like sense-
perceptions (aisthêmata), except without the matter. (de An. 432a3-10)

The proper objects of thought (��Å��) are universal, imperceptible essences, but just as
such objects only exist in enmattered form, so we can only think about them as such: as
abstractions from particular, material, perceptible objects. And this means that thought of
the thinkables cannot be exercised without simultaneous perception of the perceptibles.
More precisely, thought requires quasi-perception, phantasia – presumably because we
need to think about more variations and examples than we could perceive all at once
(we mentally compare many different triangles by putting them before the mind’s eye,
for example). We get a fuller statement of this account in a passage from the Mem.:

It is not possible to think (���E�) without a phantasma. For the same affection occurs in thinking as
in drawing diagrams. For in the latter case, though we do not make any use of the fact that the
quantity in the triangle is determinate, we nevertheless draw it as determinate in quantity. And
the thinker works in the same way: even if one thinks something that has no quantity one puts a
quantity before one’s eyes, but thinks about it not qua a quantity . . . So that it is clear that the
recognition (ª�H�Ø
) of these objects is through the primary faculty of perception. And memory,
even of intelligibles, is not without a phantasma. (Mem. 449b31-450a13)

The mathematician reasoning about triangles needs perceptible triangles as examples
from which to draw her abstractions; phantasia provides them.7

6 Reading çÆ��Æ��Æ�Ø at a8; alternatively, “one at the same time contemplates some phantasma,” or “one
at the same time contemplates phantasmata.”

7 Arguably this is also what Aristotle has in mind in the passages we saw in Chapter 4, passages which Hicks
and some ancient commentators take as evidence for the proto-Stoic view: “Phantasia does not arise without
perception, and without it there is no supposition (��ºÅłØ
)” (de An. 427b14-16); “Of thinking (��F
���E�) . . . the one part seems to be phantasia, the other supposition (��ºÅłØ
)” (de An. 427b27-28). These
passages occur so early in the de An. discussion of phantasia that we have very little to go on in determining
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Returning now to the characterization of theoretical reasoning with which we
began, we can see that theoretical intellect will use phantasia in this way when
performing its second task, deducing conclusions from given starting-points. (We
may leave open for now the question of whether phantasia plays the very same role
in the grasping of starting-points; I will argue below that it does not.) Thinking about
triangles in the ways described above is clearly something one does when performing
calculations. A geometer deducing theorems from her postulates will be thinking about
triangles, lines, angles and the like; while doing so, we have now learned, she will be
conjuring up phantasmata of all of these.

What about the practical analogue of demonstration, namely deliberation? Here
Aristotle is very explicit that a parallel phenomenon takes place. Although his extensive
discussions of deliberation in the ethical works make no mention of phantasia, the
de An., which of course focuses more than the Ethics on the psychological under-
pinnings of action, twice argues that deliberation depends on phantasia. In deliberation,
just as in theoretical deduction, we use phantasmata as aids, envisaging or otherwise
imagining possible options.

The first argument to this effect comes in de An. III.7’s discussion of
practical thought. It follows immediately on 3a-c, the lines that were our focus
in Chapter 2, where Aristotle claims that pleasurable and painful perceptions are
perceptions of the good and bad, and trigger pursuit and avoidance. Now he turns
to thought:

3d. But to the thinking soul (�fi B �ØÆ��Å�ØŒfi B łıåfi B),8 phantasmata serve just like aisthêmata, and
whenever it states or denies good or bad, it avoids or pursues. This is why the soul never thinks
without a phantasma . . . 9

e. Thus the faculty of thought thinks the forms in phantasmata (�a �b� �s� �Y�Å �e ��Å�ØŒe� K� ��E

çÆ�����Æ�Ø ���E), and as in these cases [when one is actually perceiving the objects] the objects of
pursuit and avoidance have been determined for it, so also outside perception, whenever it is
engaged with phantasmata (‹�Æ� K�d �H� çÆ��Æ����ø�fi q), it is moved.

their meaning, but if we read them with the later passage quoted above (432a3-11; cf. 431a13-17 and
context) we get the following account: to make a rational judgment to the effect that e.g. this triangle can be
inscribed in this circle presupposes having first conjured up an image of a triangle inscribed in a circle, and
then assenting to it. In this case these passages do not give evidence of the proto-Stoic view of appearance-
based belief that I discussed in Chapter 4; nonetheless we have sufficient evidence for that view in the Insomn.

8 ‘The thinking soul’ could be another name for the faculty of thought (��Å�ØŒ�) we find in 3e; one
might instead argue that it refers to the soul which has such a faculty, on the grounds that it is the whole soul
rather than the faculty of thought which avoids and pursues: see Hicks’ note ad 431b3-5 on the difficulties of
finding a consistent subject throughout the passage. It makes no difference to our understanding of the
workings of practical thought, however: even if Aristotle here has in mind the whole soul, the activities he
attributes to it in these lines are ones it performs in virtue of its thinking part.

9 The lines that follow seem to be an interpolation or digression; I omit them here.
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f. For example, perceiving the beacon [the person/faculty of thought judges] that it is fire,10 and
seeing it move with the common sense (�fi B Œ�Ø�fi B), one recognizes that it is the enemy.

g. But sometimes it calculates and deliberates about future things in relation to present things,
using the phantasmata and thoughts (����Æ�Ø�) in the soul, as if seeing.

h. And whenever it says that there is something pleasant or painful, then it flees or pursues (‹�Æ�
�Y�Åfi ‰
 KŒ�E �e ��f j ºı�Åæ�, K��ÆFŁÆ ç��ª�Ø j �Ø�Œ�Ø)11 – and in general does one thing. (de
An. 431a14-b10)

Like perception, thought is practical by being evaluative: when we think something
good we are thereby motivated to pursue it. But there is a complication: “to the
thinking soul, phantasmata serve just like sense-perceptions” (3d). Just as in theorizing
about triangles one conjures up a phantasma of triangles, so in deliberating about what
to do one is somehow “engaged with phantasmata” (3e).
What does Aristotle have in mind? We find more details in 3g, where he tells us that

phantasmata are needed for cognition about the future.12 This fits well with our account
of phantasia’s role in action from Chapter 3: when the goal is not present to perception,
phantasia puts us in touch with it. What 3g adds to this account is that this will be the
case even when thought is involved. When we deliberate about future options, we
actively call up and inspect phantasmata of them (alongside thoughts about them), so
that we can, “as if seeing” them actually occurring, judge whether or not to pursue
them.
We get somewhat more detail from the de An.’s second discussion of phantasia’s role

in deliberation. As we saw in section 1, toward the end of the de An.’s discussion of
locomotion Aristotle mentions that in addition to perceptual (ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�) phantasia,
which belongs to most animals, there is another kind, exclusively human: calculative
(or ‘rational’ – º�ªØŒ��ØŒ�) or deliberative (��ıº�ı�ØŒ�) phantasia (de An. 433a29,
434a5-7). He goes on in III.11 to describe this as follows:

Deliberative phantasia is present in rational animals. For whether to do this or this is already the
task of reasoning (º�ªØ���F), and it is necessary to measure by one thing, for one pursues the
greater; so that they [rational animals] are able to make one out of many phantasmata. And this is
the reason why [the other animals] do not seem to have belief (��Æ�), because they don’t have
the kind [of phantasia]13 that comes from syllogism . . . (de An. 434a7-11)

10 My translation here loosely follows Hicks 1907.
11 I discuss alternative translations of this line below.
12 3f is widely and I think correctly taken to give a case in which thought works with actual perception

(we see the fire in motion, and thereby infer that the enemy is advancing). It thus provides a contrast with 3g,
which describes the kind of case that 3e referred to as “outside perception”: now we are concerned with
future objects, and thus no longer seeing an object of pursuit or avoidance, as in 3f, but only “as if seeing” it,
through phantasia. Does 3f thus describe a case in which practical thought doesn’t require a phantasma, contrary
to 3d? No. First, in inferring the presence of one’s enemy a phantasma as of him will come into play (see
432a3-10). Second, inferring that the enemy is present does not yet count as having decided what to do: one
will also need premises of the good and possible, and phantasia will play its role here.

13 So Hicks 1907. Ross 1961, Hamlyn 1968 and others take the implied noun here to be ‘belief,’ but this
makes the claim a non sequitur.
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The passage is very compressed, and has been subject to various quite different
interpretations, but we need not go into all the details here. What is clear is that the
claim that deliberation involves “making one out of many phantasmata” describes the
active use of phantasmata in the aid of practical thought. In other words, this is another
characterization of the phenomenon described in 3d-h: in deliberating, one makes use
of phantasmata. Notably, then, this does not imply that what Aristotle describes here is
(as sometimes thought) a different species of phantasia, the exercise of a phantasma-
producing capacity which people have over and above perceptual phantasia; instead,
‘calculative or deliberative phantasia’ refers to a use to which rational creatures can put
the products of perceptual phantasia. (Compare the theoretical case: in conjuring up
images of triangles the geometer is activating the same capacity, perceptual phantasia,
that is operative when he is subject to an illusion or memory of a triangle.)

What the passage says is that in reasoning about what course of action to take, one
conjures up various images – presumably of the various options and their possible
consequences – and somehow synthesizes them into ‘one.’Here there is a debate: some
take ‘one’ to mean ‘one phantasma,’ while others take it to mean something like ‘one
plan.’ Grammatically the first interpretation is most natural. Moreover, it gets strong
confirmation from a passage we have seen from the MA: the phantasia which “pre-
pares” desire and thereby gives rise to action “itself comes about either through
thought or through perception” (MA 702a17-19). This implies that when we make
use of phantasia to aid us in deliberation, the result is itself an exercise of phantasia: the
representation that emerges from deliberation, synthesized from the various phantas-
mata of different options, is not one that could be had by a lower animal, but it is
nonetheless a literal phantasma.

Thus these passages from the de An. show that deliberation relies on phantasia just as
much as theoretical demonstration does.14 Just as we cannot deduce theorems about
triangles without envisaging triangles, so we cannot deliberate about possible courses of
action or objects of desire without envisaging them. What we have not yet determined
is the nature of the phantasmata that play a role in practical reasoning. I want now to
show that they too are practical: pleasurable and evaluative.

This is a very natural interpretation. It is suggested by my arguments in Chapter 3
that phantasia plays a necessary role in action because it is through phantasia that we can
represent absent things as good; it is embraced by various interpreters, e.g. Frede:

All activities, whether based on non-rational or on rational desire, presuppose that I envisage
something as good or bad for me, to be pursued or avoided. The necessary condition of my
thinking that something is good or bad, according to Aristotle, is that the soul shall have certain

14 Note that this is so even on the interpretation on which the one thing synthesized from the phantasmata
is not itself a phantasma. Aristotle’s claim would still be that deliberation is an activity of the rational soul, but
one which makes use of the non-rational soul’s capacity to represent absent perceptibles. In reasoning about
whether to do x or y (de An. 434a7-8), one imagines – actively calls up phantasmata as of – x and y, and uses
these imagined representations to decide.
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phantasmata (431a14-17); I have to have the image of a future good or bad . . . (D. Frede 1992,
288-89)15

What I want now to show is that this interpretation is in fact entailed by the account of
practical phantasia I developed in Chapter 3.
Consider an episode of deliberation: with a view to the end of enjoying herself

moderately, someone is deliberating about whether to eat one more piece of cake or
call it a night. Since there is no thought without a phantasma – since one cannot reason
abstractly about non-present perceptibles without quasi-perceiving them – she will in
so deliberating have to imagine eating, and imagine abstaining. Suppose, then, that she
first imagines the actual eating. This is an act of phantasia, which preserves and
reproduces previous perceptions – previous experiences of actually eating cake. Now
for the crucial point: as we saw in Chapter 3, if these perceptions were pleasurable
ones – if eating cake is the sort of thing she has enjoyed in the past – then the imagining
will be pleasurable too. That is, it will be the kind of representation we discussed in
Chapter 3: a pleasurable, evaluative phantasia which has it in its nature to generate
appetite for its object – an appearance of an option as to-be-done, to-be-pursued.
But our agent is a deliberator, and she is not done: the rational part of her soul does

not make the non-rational error of automatically conflating the presently pleasant with
the pleasant and good without qualification (see de An. 433b8-10, passage 2f ), but
instead considers possible qualifications. She now imagines the possible consequences
of eating the cake: perhaps a tummy-ache, or a feeling of regret. The perceptions these
imaginings preserve and reproduce (remembered aches and regrets) were painful ones,
and so the imaginings will be painful too: they will be appearances of their objects as
bad which have it in their nature to generate aversion – appearances of things as to-be-
avoided. (Now she may go on to imagine what it will be like to walk away from the
cake, and also the consequences of doing so.)
One question to consider about this process, before we consider its culmination: do

these pleasurable and painful imaginings actually induce appetites, aversions, and other
passions, as they would outside the deliberative context? Arguably yes. This much at
any rate is implied by a passage from the EE on the deliberations (not explicitly so-
called) of akratics and enkratics:

The person who is being continent both feels pains in finally acting against his appetite and also
enjoys the pleasure that comes from the expectation (Kº�	��
) that he will later be benefited and

15 The continuation of the passage is also helpful: “The intellect by itself can only think what is non-
sensible, the intelligible forms; but the intellect needs sensible images to decide whether something is
desirable or not; it has to envisage concrete situations containing material objects to decide that something
is worthwhile or should be avoided. Sense-perception, on the other hand, is strictly limited to what is before
the sense at the time when it is. . . . There can, of course, be no sense-perceptions of future goods and evils. All
sensible projections are due to imagination . . . ‘to the rational soul images serve as perceptions’ ” (D. Frede
1992, 289).
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even now is being benefited by being healthy; and the acratic enjoys acratically obtaining what
he has an appetite for but is pained by the pain that comes from expectation, for he supposes that
he is doing something bad. (EE II.8 1224b16-21)

Here we learn that – as my discussion in Chapter 4 predicted16 – in the course of
considering the future consequences of their actions the enkratic feels the pleasure of
hope, and the akratic the pain of expecting something bad. These passions accompany
their deliberations, as products, we now see, of the phantasmata of the future scenarios
which deliberation necessarily involves.17

On the other hand, Aristotle does have the resources to argue that the phantasmata
which we actively conjure up in deliberation either induce no passions at all, or at least
induce far weakers ones than do those phantasmata which simply assail us. Recall a
passage from de An. III.3, discussed in Chapter 4.6:

Phantasia is up to us whenever we want, for it is putting something before one’s eyes. . . . Further,
whenever we believe (�����ø���) something terrible or frightening, we are affected
(�ı����å����) straight away, and likewise for something reassuring. But with respect to
phantasia, we are in the same condition as when we observe something terrible or reassuring in
a picture. (de An. 427b17-24)

I argued in Chapter 4 that this passage’s claims apply only to active imagination – but
that is precisely the use of phantasia at issue in deliberation. When in the course of
deliberation we actively put an image of some suffering or reward before our eyes, and
contemplate it as a mere possibility, we feel at least less fear or hope than we do when
we believe that it will come to pass.

At any rate, we can conclude that in the process of deliberation our agent conjures
up various phantasmata which are pleasurable or painful – and are therefore, as we
learned from Chapter 3, phantasmata of the options as good or bad, to-be-pursued or
to-be-avoided – and in consequence feels various passions to some degree or other.
Then, finally, she reaches a conclusion. In the words of the de An. III.11 passage, she
somehow “makes one out of these many phantasmata”: synthesizes a single image
which represents one option as overall best. Now she has settled on one course of
action: she makes her decision, and acts upon it.

Thus when one decides on an option one will necessarily have a pleasurable,
evaluative, motivating phantasia of it at the same time. One might think Aristotle’s
point here is that decisions carry with them a way of influencing the non-rational soul,

16 See the brief discussion of deliberation in Chapter 4.6.
17 Note that this does not entail the undesirable consequence that the virtuous person will experience

inappropriate passions in the course of deliberation. If the situation is such that eating the extra piece of cake
would in fact count as intemperate, then either it will not even occur to her to consider eating it (the
possibility is not one that is salient to her, to use McDowell’s language) or, if it does occur to her, the
phantasma of cake-eating which she conjures up will not be a pleasurable one, since she takes only moderate
pleasure in things like cake, and would not enjoy an extra piece.
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for the phantasiawhich results from deliberation will influence non-rational motivation
just as much as do ordinary perceptual phantasiai.18 But if this were so, then the akratic –
who has after all deliberated, and decided on a good course of action – would have
some non-rational passion supporting her decisions, alongside those that oppose it;
Aristotle implies that she does not. Moreover, if the synthesized phantasma is a
sophisticated synthesis, one that represents comparisons and calculations – a represen-
tation of something as “overall best” – then it will not be intelligible to the non-
rational soul. (It will be like a visual picture which is too abstract or complex to be
intelligible to a non-reasoning creature: a blue-print or graph, or – to return directly to
the theoretical parallel – the diagram the geometer produces in proving the Pythago-
rean theorem.)
I think Aristotle’s point is quite different. The synthesized phantasma is described not

merely as a by-product or accompaniment of deliberation, brought along to keep the
non-rational soul in line; instead, it seems to be a necessary part of the process of
deliberation, an indispensable aid for reaching a decision. Particularly if we read the last
lines of the passage as I have done above – lower animals lack belief because they lack
syllogistic, i.e. deliberative, phantasia19 – Aristotle’s claim here is a very strong one. The
belief that one particular thing is to be done, the belief that is the conclusion of the
practical syllogism, and the cognitive basis or component of a decision, is something
like an assent to an evaluative appearance – an assent to the single phantasma generated
through deliberation. Deliberation yields an appearance of one option as best, and
one therefore rationally judges it best. Thus the thought arises from the phantasma.
Decisions – paradigm exercises of practical thought – derive their content from
evaluative phantasia.
If this is right then one can decide only on options one has pleasurably imagined.

Two passages on practical thought strongly support this conclusion, by associating
practical thought with pleasure. First consider 3h, from de An. III.7. When the thinking
soul deliberates about the future it uses phantasmata (and thoughts) “as if seeing” (3g).
On the translation of 3h which I gave above (following e.g. Ross), “whenever it says
that there is something pleasant or painful, then it flees or pursues.” That is, one of the
phantasmata representing future options represents an option as pleasant, and it is this
option which thought selects, and rational desire pursues. We can make this fit with
III.11’s account of deliberative phantasia as follows: the one phantasma synthesized
through deliberation represents an option as best, which is to say that it represents it
pleasurably; noticing this feature of the option, thought selects it. (More precisely, the

18 I think this is what Lorenz implies, although he is not specifically referring to deliberative phantasia here:
“Perhaps taking his cue from the Philebus’ simile of the illustrated book, [Aristotle] sees intellect and sense as
integrated so that all acts of the intellect are accompanied by exercises of the sensory imagination in and
through which the subject envisages the objects of thought in a sensory mode. As a result, his psychological
theory can easily explain how it is that thoughts of, say, prospective pains or pleasures can get a grip on the
non-rational part or aspect of a person’s action-producing apparatus” (2006, 118).

19 For deliberation as a kind of syllogism see especially Mem. 453a13.
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phantasma represents this option pleasurably without any qualifications, or at least with
the fewest qualifications of the available options.)20

Precisely in order to avoid this hedonistic interpretation of 3h, however, alternative
translations have been proposed of the crucial line, ‹�Æ� �Y�Åfi ‰
 KŒ�E �e ��f j ºı�Åæ�,
K��ÆFŁÆ ç��ª�Ø j �Ø�Œ�Ø. Taking the KŒ�E and K��ÆFŁÆ as antithetical, Hicks, for
example, translates “And when you pronounce, just as there in sensation you affirm
the pleasant or the painful, here in thought you pursue or avoid.” This is admissible,
but strained.21 But many will prefer this reading because it avoids the implication that
we think things good because we find them pleasant. (See again Aquinas’ commentary
on passage 3, quoted above: intellect, unlike perception, is motivated directly by the
good without needing to represent it as pleasant.)22 We need confirmation from
elsewhere, then, that pleasure and pain play a crucial role in practical thought. We
find it from passages we have already seen in Chapter 2: theMA’s discussion of practical
intellect.

Recall from Chapter 1 that the MA groups together all three forms of cognition as
playing roughly the same role in locomotion. In Chapter 2 we examined perception,
and saw that it is practical insofar as it is pleasurable. When a creature perceives
something pleasant (e.g. tastes something sweet), the perception involves heating and
chilling of the area around its heart – the physiological aspects of pleasure and pain –

and these lead to other bodily changes and thereby to locomotion. In Chapter 3
I argued that the MA attributes just the same workings to practical phantasia, and
I noted in passing that it extends these claims to practical thought. Let us look at those
passages again:

1f. . . .Phantasiai and perceptions and thoughts (����ØÆØ) alter the parts. For perceptions are at
once a kind of alteration, and phantasia and thinking have the power of the actual things. (MA
701b16-19)

20 This is not necessarily to say that Aristotle subscribes to a maximizing version of psychological
hedonism. There is a fairly natural interpretation of the de An. III.11 passage on which he does: the references
to “measuring by one thing” and “pursuing the greater” remind us of the art of hedonic measurement in
Plato’s Protagoras, and suggest that what Aristotle has in mind here is some kind of hedonic calculus. But the
passage is far too compressed for us to be able to endorse this reading with confidence, and arguably the fact
that he says “measuring by one thing”without naming pleasure as that one thing counts against it: perhaps he
is being deliberately vague, or perhaps he thinks we use different criteria in different situations. My claim is
simply that the pleasure and pain we feel in imagining various options guide our choices.

21 “In sensation” and “in thought” are not explicit in the text, and even if one wants to take the KŒ�E and
K��ÆFŁÆ as antithetical (“in these cases/in those cases”), the nearest antecedent antithesis is between cases
where thought is accompanied by perception of the desired or avoided objects, and cases where that object is
absent to perception – which would imply that in the former cases, thought does after all go for things
because they are pleasant.

22 Likewise, “Torstrik objects that A. of all men would be least likely to make rational action depend
solely upon pleasure and pain” (Hicks’ note ad loc.).
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1g. For in a certain way the thought form of the pleasant or frightening is like the actual thing
itself. That is why we shudder and are frightened just thinking of something. All these are
affections (��ŁÅ) and alterations; and when bodily parts are altered some become larger, some
smaller. . . . Now the origin of motion is, as has been said, the object of pursuit and avoidance in
the practical sphere. Of necessity heating and chilling attend the thought and the phantasia of
these things. For the painful is avoided, and the pleasant pursued, and the painful and pleasant are
nearly all accompanied by some chilling and heating (but we don’t notice this happening
concerning very small things). (701b19-702a1)

Thought leads to action in the same way that perception and phantasia do: the
thought of something pleasant or painful is accompanied by heating and chilling – i.e. is
pleasurable or painful – and thereby generates or guides desire. Thus practical thought,
just like practical perception and phantasia, has as its object the pleasant and painful.
This does not entail that the content of one’s thought will always or even often be
“This option is pleasant”: only the decisions of someone whose goal is to obtain
pleasure will reliably have that content. The most general form will be “This option
is best,” where, depending on one’s general ends, this might mean most pleasant, most
healthful, most lucrative, most virtuous, etc. But we learn from these passages that
the option declared best is the option that one finds pleasure in, and therefore that the
thought “This option is best” will be a pleasurable one.
We saw in Chapter 3 that the aspects of practical perception which make it

practical – its affective and evaluative components – are preserved in practical phantasia.
What 1f-g suggest is that they are also preserved in practical thought. And while unlike
the de An. and Mem. the MA does not explicitly say that practical thought depends on
phantasia, it does imply that view by saying that thought preserves something of
perception (1f ). Thus we can reconcile Aristotle’s view here with that of the de An.
if we take him to have in mind a progression as follows:

1) In the cognitively simplest cases, practical (pleasurable, evaluative) perception
directly conditions desire.

2) In more complex cases, practical perception gives rise to practical phantasia,
which then conditions desire.

3) In the most complex cases, practical perception gives rise to practical phantasia,
which is then used by practical thought (deliberation), which then conditions
desire.

At each stage the higher mode of cognition derives its character – affective as well as
narrowly representational – from the stage which precedes it. Thus if the thought of x
is pleasurable, and hence motivating (heating and chilling, and hence leading to
locomotion), this is because at some point in the past one pleasurably perceived
something like x, and recalled that perception through phantasia in the process of
deliberation.
Thus Aristotle’s account of deliberation winds up giving an enormous importance to

pleasurable perception. In deliberating we use phantasmata as we go along, conjuring up
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images of the various options; the option which is pleasurable to imagine is the one we
choose. But the nature of the phantasmata relies on previous perception, for the things
we imagine pleasurably will always be the type of things we have previously perceived
pleasurably. Thus only someone who has experienced pleasure in doing virtuous
things – and I will argue in Chapter 8 that such pleasure is indeed properly construed
as perceptual – will reliably be able to conjure up pleasurable phantasmata of the right
option, and therefore only she will reliably be able to recognize that option as best, and
thus to decide on it.23 This is one reason why one cannot have phronesis, which consists
at least in large part in excellence in deliberation, without having the right non-rational
character. (More on this topic in the next chapter.)

This characterization of deliberation may sound plainly wrong, for it may seem to
impute to Aristotle straightforward psychological hedonism: all people, including the
virtuous person, always pursue what they judge pleasant, and do so because they judge
it pleasant. In a sense this is precisely right. But in a sense it is wrong: nothing I have said
entails that practical thought takes the form “x is good because it is pleasant.” Rather,
because x is represented pleasurably, practical thought concludes “x is good.” Pleasure
in the representation of an object causally explains the thought that the object is good,
and thereby the rational desire for it, but it can do all this without pleasantness being
the desired feature of the object. As I said at the end of Part I, Aristotle’s view is that
pleasure is the efficient cause, but not necessarily the object, of all desire.24

I have argued in this chapter that calculation – reasoning from given starting-points –
relies on phantasia in the practical sphere just as much as in the theoretical. This then is
one aspect of Aristotle’s Practical Empiricism. Practical calculations have their basis in
perception, because the phantasmata they depend on derive from perception. And
because the relevant perceptions are pleasurable or painful ones, every practical
thought – every motivating thought to the effect that something is good or bad –

has its ultimate basis in feelings of pleasure or pain. Even decisions, our most indubita-
bly rational desires, are based, albeit indirectly, on pleasurable, evaluative phantasia.
In the next chapter I turn to the other aspect of practical thought: our grasp of the

starting-points of practical reasoning.

23 Of course a non-virtuous person may accidentally hit on the right action: perhaps she has experienced
pleasure in helping old ladies across the street because they have paid her, or flattered her, and so can
pleasurably imagine helping this old lady across the street now. But what she pleasurably imagines, and
therefore decides on, will be the wrong aspect of the action: she will not be “deciding on the virtuous action
for itself” (EN II.4 1105a32) and therefore will not really be acting virtuously.

24 Compare Broadie: “pleasure and pain are the matter from which the formation of rational choice takes
its start” (1991, 331). See also Zeller, who has no qualms about casting Aristotle as a hedonist in the sense
I advocate here: “Moral virtue is concerned with pleasure and pain, since it has to do with actions and
emotions which cause these feelings: pleasure and pain are the primary source of desire, and the criterion of all
our actions, to which we refer in a certain sense even the motives of utility and right . . . The thought of the
good operates upon the will through the medium of feeling, the good presenting itself as something desirable
and affording pleasure and satisfaction” (1897, vol II, 157-58, with note).
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7

Happiness, Virtue, and
the Apparent Good

7.1 Phantasia and the starting-points of reasoning
In the previous chapter I argued that phantasia plays a crucial role in the process of
reasoning out conclusions from starting-points, both in the theoretical realm and in the
practical. But what about the grasping of the starting-points themselves? We can begin
by looking at the theoretical realm: here Aristotle’s discussion makes clear that phantasia
is a necessary condition of this component of thought as well.
Aristotle discusses our grasp of theoretical starting-points in Met. I.1 and APo. II.19.

He outlines a process by which we come to grasp the universal, necessary truths which
form the assumptions from which we reason – e.g. definitions of mathematical entities
like triangles – as follows:

i) One perceives triangles many times.
ii) The perceptions are preserved in memory, via phantasia (APo. 100a3; cf. Met.

980a28-29).
iii) From many memories of triangles arises one experience (K���Øæ	Æ) (APo.

100a5-6; Met. 980b29-981a1), which implicitly contains a universal (APo.
100a6-7), which is a cause explaining why triangles have the properties they
do (Met. 981a28-30).

iv) One achieves explicit grasp of this explanatory universal, which will then serve
as the starting-point for demonstrations (APo. 100a6-9;1 cf. Met. 981a5-7); the
state one is now in is called nous2 (APo. 100b12).

Universals are present in particulars, and hence although perception is of particulars
it implicitly contains an awareness of universals.3 Thus it is from perception that we

1 “From experience, or [i.e.?] from the whole universal that has come to rest in the soul ( . . . the thing that
is one and the same in all those things), arises the starting-point (Iæå�) of craft (��å�Å) or science (K�Ø����Å).”
(Craft is productive knowledge rather than theoretical knowledge; I discuss it in section 5.)

2 This is a narrow and technical sense of nous; I argued that in theMA and de An. III.9-10 Aristotle uses the
word in a broader sense in which it covers all rational cognition. One passage of the EE/EN introduces a
technical sense for nous in the practical realm; I discuss this below.

3 “One perceives the individual, but perception is of the universal – for example, of man rather than of the
man Callias” (APo. 100a17-b1).



come to have contact with the universal (perception “instills the universal in our souls”
(100b5)). Through the process described above, induction (K�Æªøª�) (100b4), the
universals are made explicit: repeated perceptions give rise, via memory, to a
generalized but not yet explicitly universal representation – an “experience” – which
in turn forms the basis for a direct intellectual grasp: nous in a special sense, sometimes
translated “intellectual intuition.” Thus perception is at the base of all knowledge: one
cannot come to have knowledge of triangles without having first had perceptions and
phantasiai of triangles. One way to put the idea is in terms of content: thought can only
grasp content which is implicitly, inarticulately contained within previous perceptions.
And this makes observation extremely important: one simply cannot come to grasp the
first principles of geometry if one’s senses are so deficient, or one’s environment so
impoverished, that one has never had adequate perceptual contact with triangles,
squares, lines and so forth.

Aristotle does not emphasize phantasia in his discussions of this process, but what he
does say is enough to show that it plays a necessary role. Experiences (K���Øæ	ÆØ) arise
directly from memory, which is, as we know from the Mem., a function of phantasia;
the APo. alludes to phantasia’s role in the process by speaking of the “resting of the
sense-perception (���c ��F ÆN�Ł��Æ��
)” which enables memory and thereby experi-
ence (99b36-37). Arguably experience itself is also at least mainly a function of
phantasia, for Aristotle implies that an experience simply is a collection of memories,
and also says that animals have a little of it, although only a little.4

Thus it is phantasia which forms the bridge between the particular objects of
perception and the universal implicit in them. And this is what the account of
phantasia given in Chapter 3 leads us to expect: retaining and eventually synthesizing
the contents of many episodes of perception must be the function of a capacity with
the same independence from direct contact with perceptibles, and ability to preserve
and reproduce perceptions, which explained phantasia’s role in animal motivation
and human passions.5

4 “From frequent memory of the same thing arises experience: for the memories, many in number, are
one experience (Æƒ ªaæ ��ººÆd ��B�ÆØ �fiH IæØŁ�fiH K���Øæ	Æ �	Æ K��	�)” (APo. 100a4-6); animals have a little
experience according to Met. 980b26-27. I return to this topic in Chapter 8.

5 As D. Frede puts it, “sense-perception is not only confined to the moment of actual perception, it is also
always narrowly limited to the particular object directly under inspection ([de An.] 417b22-28). The scientist,
however, has to have not just a view of this or that leopard in front of him . . . ; he has to form a picture of
‘leopards’ . . . before he can go into the more abstract business of his science. It seems that phantasia is supposed
to render us that service as well . . .Phantasmata are often depicted as inaccurate impressions . . . But it is that
less detailed but more general picture that we need for our generalizations” (1992, 291). She goes on to argue
that although phantasia is not mentioned in APo. II.19 it must be doing most of the work in induction: “only
the collected phantasiai of [i.e. derived from] many sense-perceptions can lead to the sight of the universal
feature in the particular” (1992, 292). Johansen puts it well: “Because phantasia, unlike perception, does not
rely on the presence of a perceptible object, phantasia allows us to accumulate perceptual information
serviceable for comparison and generalisation of the sort that Aristotle thinks leads to the articulation of
the most fundamental concepts” (Johansen, forthcoming).
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In the remainder of the book I will argue that Aristotle holds a loosely parallel view
about the starting-points for practical reasoning: judgments as towhat is good qua end, i.e.
of what goals to pursue. Just as our grasp of theoretical starting-points emerges from
ordinary perception and phantasia, so our grasp of practical starting-points is dependent on
practical – i.e. pleasurable and evaluative – perception and phantasia. Therefore one cannot
grasp the true starting-points of action – cannot know what is worth pursuing – without
having had appropriate perceptions and phantasiai of the good. Moreover, it is these
perceptions and phantasiaiwhich determine the content of one’s thoughts about the good.
In fact, I will argue, phantasia plays an even more important role in the practical case: it
supplies the entire content of practical starting-points, although not their status as such.
The main idea, which I argue for in detail in Chapter 8, is that habituation, the process

which according to Aristotle molds ethical character, is the practical analogue of induc-
tion. Being habituated into virtuous activity entails having repeated practical perceptions
of such activity: pleasurable perceptions, i.e. perceptions of such activity as good. This
corresponds to stage i of theoretical induction. At the next stages, corresponding to stages
ii and iii, these perceptions are preserved and generalized via phantasia, to yield a
generalized appearance of virtuous activity as the goal of life, i.e. as eudaimonia. It is this
appearance – once assented to and thereby conceptualized by intellect (stage iv) – which
forms the starting-point of practical reasoning, deliberation about what to do. Intellect
merely makes explicit what is already contained in the appearance, and thus in no way
affects what goal we pursue (although it makes all the difference to how we pursue it).
If my arguments succeed, then evaluative phantasia plays an absolutely central role in

human virtue and happiness. Aristotle opens both versions of the Ethics with an
argument that it is of paramount importance in life to have in view the correct end.
We all by nature aim at one highest good, and all agree on calling it happiness
(eudaimonia), but different people have different views about what happiness is. Most
people think it is “something obvious and manifest, like pleasure or wealth or honor”
(EN I.4 1095a22-23); only the few and refined know that it is the life of virtuous
activity or of contemplation. Without the right view of the end, one cannot be
virtuous, and cannot be happy. What I will argue in what follows is that this view is
a product of perception and phantasia.
This account of phantasia’s role in practical reasoning is certainly not explicit in

Aristotle’s texts. Nonetheless, I will argue, it is required to make sense of what he does
say about how we come to grasp the starting-points of practical reasoning – how we
come to have the right ends for our actions, i.e. the right objects of the special sort of
desire he calls wish.

7.2 Virtue makes the goal right
Theoretical reasoning has starting-points: the hypotheses, axioms, postulates, and
definitions which form the premises for demonstrations. So too does practical
reasoning, and Aristotle draws explicit parallels between the two:

HAPPINESS, V IRTUE, AND THE APPARENT GOOD 155



For just as in theoretical sciences the hypotheses are our starting-points (IæåÆ	), so in the
productive ones the end (��º�
) is a starting-point and hypothesis. ‘Since that person needs to
be healthy, it’s necessary for this thing to be, if that is to come about,’ just as there [in the
theoretical realm] ‘If the triangle is [equal in degree to] two right angles, it’s necessary for this
thing to be.’ (EE II.11 1227b28-32)6

Both kinds of reasoning begin from accepted premises on which the rest depends; in
the practical case, these are statements (or cognitions) of the goal or end of action, that
for the sake of which one is acting.

In the theoretical case, as we saw above, Aristotle holds that the starting-points are
grasped by nous (in the narrow sense), as the result of a process of induction. In asserting
this, Aristotle is emphatically contrasting our grasp of starting-points with our grasp of
what follows from them: the starting-points of reasoning cannot themselves be the
product of reasoning (see especially APo. I.3 and II.19). As he sums it up in the Ethics’s
discussion of theoretical knowledge,

Demonstration is from universals. There are therefore starting-points from which demonstration
proceeds, which are not themselves reached through demonstration. Therefore, [they are
reached through] induction. (V/VI7.3 1139b29-31)

Demonstrations must proceed from premises which are not themselves deduced
from anything else. Thus nous, although it is the highest intellectual state, is not strictly
speaking a form of º�ªØ��
, reasoning.
In the practical case, Aristotle makes precisely the parallel claim. Just as the starting-

points of demonstration (theoretical reasoning) are secured by something other than
deduction, so the starting-points of deliberation (practical reasoning) are secured by
something other than deliberation, for as Aristotle repeatedly claims, there is no
deliberation of ends:

We do not deliberate about the ends, but about the things toward the ends (�H� �æe
 �a ��ºÅ).8

For the doctor does not deliberate about whether to heal, nor the orator about whether to
persuade, nor the politician about whether to make good laws, nor do any of the others [deliberate]
about the end. Instead, having laid down (Ł�����Ø) the end, they investigate how and through
what to achieve it. (EN III.3 1112b11-16; cf. 1112b33-34, EE II.10 1226b9-10, 1227a7-8)

In both forms of reasoning, then, the starting-points must be secured through
something other than reasoning. One might think that the analogy suggests that in
the practical case as well as the theoretical starting-points are grasped through nous, on

6 The present passage is concerned with “productive” (��ØÅ�ØŒ�) reasoning, but the context makes very
clear that its conclusions apply to strictly practical reasoning as well; moreover this is in keeping with what
Aristotle says elsewhere, for example “Practical syllogisms (�ƒ �ıºº�ªØ���d �H� �æÆŒ�H�) are equipped with a
starting-point: Since the end and the best is of such a sort . . . ” (V/VI.12 1144a31-33).

7 Hereafter I will use only the book numbers, omitting the titles, for the common books EE IV-VI = EN
V-VII.

8 I join many modern translators in rendering �a �æ
 as “things toward” ends, in order to avoid the (as
I will argue in section 6) overly narrow implication of “means.”
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the basis of induction: indeed, some have made just this claim.9 But this is not what
Aristotle says. Instead, in the few passages where he makes explicit claims about how
we get our grasp of practical starting-points, he makes a strikingly different claim:

Virtue and vice respectively keep healthy, and corrupt, the starting-point, and in actions the that-
for-the-sake-of-which is the starting-point, just as in mathematics the hypotheses are. Neither
indeed in that case is the logos instructive of the starting-points, nor in this case, but virtue either
natural or habituated [is instructive] of right belief about the starting-point. (VI/VII.8 1151a15-19)

Does virtue make the goal right or the things toward the goal? We suppose the goal, because
there is no syllogizing or logos about this. Instead, this must just like a starting-point (Iæåc) be laid
down (���Œ�	�Łø). (EE II.11 1227b22-25)

Phronesis is yoked to virtue of character, and this to phronesis, since the starting-points of phronesis
are in accordance with (ŒÆ�a) the character-virtues, and the correctness (�e �’ OæŁe�) of the
character-virtues are in accordance with phronesis. (EN X.8 1178a16-19)

The role played by intellectual intuition in the theoretical case – laying down
the starting-points for reasoning – is played in the practical case by ethical character.
So Aristotle says, and he confirms the claim in passages which evidently restrict practical
reasoning to working out how to achieve ends, while assigning the setting of the ends
themselves to character:

Virtue makes the goal right, phronesis [practical wisdom] the things toward the goal. (V/VI.12
1144a7-9)

Decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
) won’t be right without phronesis nor without virtue: for the one makes us
do the end and the other the things toward it. (V/VI.13 1145a4-6; cf. EE II.11 passim)

Excellence in practical reasoning – phronesis – shows us the right ways to achieve our
ends, but never tells us what ends to pursue. Having the right ends is instead a function
of having the right character; and character is (as is widely and, I will argue, rightly held)
not an intellectual state at all, but a state of the non-rational part of soul.
That at least is the face-value reading of the five passages just quoted (let us call them

the Goal passages). Nonetheless, a formidable array of interpreters have refused to
accept it. Aristotle’s claim that virtue makes the goal right is “misleading” (Cooper,
Hardie); on the prima facie reading “absurd” (Broadie); it “risks obscuring” Aristotle’s
genuine view (McDowell); it “must be modified” (Greenwood), or “must be treated as
a lapse on Aristotle’s part” ( Joachim); given his other commitments, Aristotle “is
wrong to claim that there is no reasoning about ethical first principles” (Irwin).10 For
despite what Aristotle seems to say in these passages, these interpreters insist, he must in
fact hold that intellect plays a crucial role in identifying our ends: either (despite his

9 See Cooper 1975, Dahl 1984, Reeve 1992 and others, discussed below.
10 Cooper 1975, 64; Hardie 1968, 213; Broadie and Rowe 2002, 49; McDowell 1998, 30; Joachim 1951,

218; Greenwood 1909, 51; Irwin 1975, 578. Other influential opponents of the face-value reading of the
claim include Allan 1953, Gauthier and Jolif 1958-9, and Wiggins 1980.
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apparent denials) we do after all reason about ends, or (despite his apparent silence on
the point) we grasp them through some function of intellect distinct from reasoning –
perhaps dialectic, or perhaps as in the theoretical case “intellectual intuition” (nous).11

Why does the face-value reading of the Goal passages meet so much resistance? First,
it seems to conflict with various statements Aristotle makes about virtue and phronesis in
other places. I address those passages below, and argue that they can and should be
accommodated by a straightforward reading of the Goal passages. But there is a second
and deeper motive for resistance as well, which opponents of the face-value reading
make perfectly clear. They think that if Aristotle assigns non-rational character respon-
sibility for determining our ends, he is turned, in effect, into Hume (or rather, into a
crude Humean of the kind that Hume himself may not have been): if reason plays no
role in setting our ends, the job must fall to mere desire.12 And indeed, most of the
face-value reading’s few defenders have attributed to Aristotle just this view.13

Certainly Aristotle holds the very un-Humean view that we want our ends because
we find them good. This emerges most clearly from his characterization of the special,
distinctively human desire we have for things qua ends – wish (���ºÅ�Ø
) – as being for
what we find good (see the passages quoted in Chapter 1.1 and especially those from
EN III.4-5 quoted below). But does that mean that wish is for what we rationally judge
good? In assuming that it does, we saddle Aristotle with a stark dichotomy between the
rational on one side and the purely conative on the other. If intellect does not supply
our goals, the thought goes, then only desire and passion are left to do the job. But this
interpretation turns on an equation of the non-rational with the non-cognitive: the
rational part is made the sole source of all cognition, including all judgments of value,
while the non-rational part is reduced to a purely conative force, its only role being to
provide motivational force in support of or against such judgments.14

But, as we have seen at length in earlier chapters of this book, this is simply not how
Aristotle carves up the soul. Intellect is one species of discrimination or cognition
(Œæ	�Ø
 or ª�H�Ø
) – one mode of receiving information about the world. But there are
non-rational forms of cognition too: perception and phantasia. If Aristotle does hold
that character has the power to set our ends, he will not be attributing that role to a

11 For the first kind of view see Irwin and Wiggins; for versions of the latter see Cooper, Dahl, and Reeve
(cited below). Some take 1143a35-b5 as evidence that ends are grasped by nous, but I will argue that this is a
misreading.

12 For clear expression of this worry as a motive for the intellectualizing reading, see for example Sorabji: if
we deny intellect a role in choosing goals, “Aristotle is assimilated to Hume and the emotivists” (1973-4,
209). See also Allen 1953, and Cooper 1975, 62-63. Compare Irwin’s discussion of the tension between
Humean and non-Humean elements in Aristotle’s ethics (1975, 568 and throughout).

13 See especially Walter 1874 and Zeller 1897, vol II, 159-60 with 182-88.
14 See for example Sorabji’s argument that habituation must involve intellect because it is “not a mindless

process” (1973-4, 216), Taylor’s claim that the non-rational soul cannot supply first principles because its
activities are “not cognitive at all, but rather affective” (2008, 211), and Cooper’s argument that if habituation
is non-rational it amounts to “mechanical” training (1975, 8). For compelling arguments against equating the
non-rational with the non-cognitive, however, see Cooper 1998, 244-45.
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purely conative force. Instead, he will be attributing it to a part of the soul which has its
own forms of cognition, including evaluative cognition – perception and phantasia.15

Here, then, is a proposal rather naturally suggested by the parallels Aristotle draws
between practical and theoretical starting-points: perhaps in claiming that character
supplies our practical starting-points he means that we grasp these through phantasia, as
the culmination of a process which roughly parallels theoretical induction. Virtue
makes the goal right because in order to become virtuous one must have had the
correct practical perceptions of virtuous activity and thereby come to have a correct
practical phantasia of virtuous activity – a generalized appearance of it as the good.
In fact, we find a striking implication that Aristotle does think phantasia the cognitive

basis of the desire for virtuous activity as the end, in his most detailed discussion of the
way in which wish is for the good:

Should we say that what is wished for (��ıºÅ��) without qualification is the good, but for each
person the apparent good (�e çÆØ������)? For the virtuous person, then, what is wished will be
what really is [good/to-be-wished-for], while for the base person what is wished for is some
chance thing . . . For the virtuous person discerns (Œæ	��Ø) each thing rightly, and in each case the
truth appears (çÆ	���ÆØ) to him. (EN III.4 1113a23-31)

And suppose someone said that everyone longs for the apparent good, but they are not in control
of the phantasia: whatever sort of person one is, in that way the end appears (çÆ	���ÆØ) to one?
(EN III.5 1114a31-b1)16

See also a passage on starting-points:

Practical syllogisms are equipped with a starting-point: “Since the end and the best is of such a
sort . . . ” And this does not appear (çÆ	���ÆØ) except to the good man. For vice perverts, and
makes us be deceived about the practical starting-points. (V/VI.12 1144a31-36, emphasis mine)

In Chapters 4 and 5 I argued that when Aristotle talks of someone having an appetite
or other passion for something because it appears good, we should take this in the
narrow and technical sense: the cognitive basis of our appetites, anger, pity, and fear is
evaluative phantasia. Might the same be true here? If so – if Aristotle does mean these
words for appearance and phantasia in the technical sense – then these passages resolve
the dilemma we saw above. Aristotle can hold a Humean view of practical reasoning
as restricted to working out “things towards ends,” while still holding the very

15 In making this claim I am in large part agreeing with, and hoping to revive, the interpretation of Burnet
(1900, 64-68) (although for doubts about the role he assigns to nous see Chapter 8). Others have given related
interpretations: see Achtenberg 2002 and Fortenbaugh 1964. My aim is to give the face-value reading of
“virtue makes the goal right” a more thorough and sustained defense than it has hitherto received, both by
showing that it is the natural reading of the texts and by explaining how it can accommodate what its
opponents have considered powerful textual and philosophical arguments against it.

16 This is a complicated argument for the conclusion that we should be held responsible for our moral
characters. For my purposes, what is crucial is the correlation of the way the end appears with the kind of
ethical character one has, and it is clear that Aristotle takes this as established: what is up for debate in the
passage is whether or not we have control over our characters, which would give us indirect control over the
appearance of the end.
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un-Humean view that we want our ends because we find them good, for his claim is
that we find them good through phantasia.

The objections to reading Aristotle this way will be obvious. Wishes, unlike
appetites and other passions, are distinctively human desires; at some points Aristotle
says that they are for what we think good, and at some points he even outright calls
them rational (see citations below). Therefore the object of wish must be what is
judged good by intellect rather than what merely appears good through phantasia.
Moreover, many will add, this is what we should expect given the importance and the
difficulty of grasping the correct end: Aristotle can hardly leave this most important of
tasks to capacities we share with animals. Even granting that phantasia can cognize
particular objects or scenarios as good in the perceptual way I laid out in Chapters 2-3,
it is simply unsuited to represent the very general goods that form the ultimate starting-
points of deliberation – the life of virtuous activity, to take a salient example. How can
phantasia, which preserves and reproduces particular perceptions, represent such a
general, abstract goal? Thus (many will argue), despite the face-value reading of the
Goal passages Aristotle must in fact think that getting ends right is a function of practical
intellect. Wishes are based not on quasi-perceptual appearances, but instead on practi-
cal thought – and arguably even on its highest deliverances.17

Therefore, our objector will conclude, it would be perverse to take these occur-
rences of phantasia and çÆ	���ŁÆØ in the technical sense of the psychological works.
Aristotle’s point in these passages is that we wish for what we think good (the doxastic
use of ‘appears,’ discussed in Chapter 4), and he uses the language of appearance only to
emphasize the subjectivity of these thoughts.18 Note that this strategy is parallel to one
we saw in Chapter 1: when Aristotle says that the apparent good is the object of
appetite he is met with a deflationist reading of ‘good’; when he says it is the object of
wish he is met with a deflationist reading of ‘apparent.’
When we look closely at the passages connecting wishes and ends with appearance,

however, we find that they characterize these appearances in ways that make them
look much less doxastic than perceptual. Consider expanded versions of the first two
passages:

Should we say that what is wished for without qualification is the good, but for each person the
apparent good? For the virtuous person, then, what is wished will be what really is [good/to-be-
wished-for], while for the base person what is wished for is some chance thing, just as for those in
good bodily condition what is healthy is what is so in truth, while for the sickly things other than
these, and likewise for what is bitter and sweet and hot and heavy and so on. For the virtuous person
discerns (Œæ	��Ø) each thing rightly, and in each case the truth appears (çÆ	���ÆØ) to him. For
distinctive things are fine and pleasant in accordance with each character-state, and the virtuous person

17 I discuss the evidence for all these claims below.
18 Cooper, for example, argues that when Aristotle speaks of the apparent good as the object of wish he is

using the phrase in “a different sense” from that in which the pleasant is an apparent good, for now he is using
the phrase to mean “what one takes or holds actually to be good” (1996b, 270).
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presumably excels the most at seeing (›æA�) the truth in each case, being like a standard and measure of
these things. (EN III.4 1113a23-33, emphases mine)

And suppose someone said that everyone longs for the apparent good, but they are not in control
of the phantasia: whatever sort of person one is, in that way the end appears to one. If then each
person is somehow responsible for his character, he will be responsible for the phantasia as well.
If not . . . one needs a sort of natural, inborn sense of sight (çF�ÆØ ��E u���æ ZłØ� �å���Æ), by which
one will discern (Œæ	��Ø) finely and choose what is really good . . .Whether then the end does not
appear (çÆ	���ÆØ) in whatever way to each person by nature, but is partly due to himself, or
whether the end is natural . . . vice will be no less voluntary [than virtue]. (EN III.5 1114a31-b20,
emphasis mine)

Both passages use perceptual metaphors: the virtuous person “sees” the truth; we
grasp the end as if through a “sense of sight,” inborn or otherwise. Moreover, the first
passage compares virtuous and vicious discernments of value with healthy and un-
healthy discernments of the bitter, sweet, hot, and heavy. Sick people may well believe
(on the basis of memory or testimony, for example) that the wine which tastes bitter to
them is sweet, or the air which feels hot to them cool; what they are lacking is the
ability to perceive things properly, and if their beliefs about the bitter etc. do come to
differ from those of healthy people, this is because their perceptions do. Thus Aristotle’s
analogies strongly suggest that the kind of cognition or discernment (Œæ	�Ø
) which
virtue enhances and vice perverts is perceptual rather than rational. Note also that this
passage explains the claim that “the virtuous person discerns each thing rightly, and in
each case the truth appears to him” by referring to affective or aesthetic reactions: “For
(ªaæ) distinctive things are fine (ŒÆºa) and pleasant in accordance with each character-
state.” If the virtuous person’s ability to discern facts about value is a matter of being
pleased and pained in the right ways, or admiring and being disgusted by the right
things, then this discernment is an operation of non-rational cognition.19 This is further
supported by a passage from the EE:

The virtue concerned with each thing discerns (Œæ	��Ø) rightly the greater and the lesser – just the
things which the phronimos would command virtue also [performs? commands?], so that all the
virtues follow phronesis, or it follows all of them. (EE III.5 1232a35-38)

The Œæ	�Ø
 due to virtue is in accord with the commands of phronesis but not a function
of phronesis itself, the passage implies; it is instead something distinctive to character by
contrast with intellect – and hence non-rational.
These passages more than casually suggest, then, that one desires something as an end

because it quasi-perceptually appears good. Should we nonetheless dismiss this impli-
cation on the grounds that wishes are rational desires?
It turns out that there are several different claims one might be making about wish in

insisting that it is rational, and it is important to distinguish them. One question is
whether or not they belong to the rational part of the soul; on this point, it seems fairly

19 I defend this aesthetic reading of ‘fine’ in Chapter 8.
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safe to say that Aristotle’s considered opinion is no.20 But this is arguably consistent
with their being rational in a second sense: being based on rational cognition.21 Here
we seem to have better evidence: in the de An. when one is moved by wish one is
moved “in accordance with reasoning (º�ªØ���)” (433a23-25), and in the Rhet. it is
rational (º�ªØ��ØŒ�) desire (1369a3). But it is notable that nowhere in the EN or EE
does Aristotle repeat those claims. He does strongly imply that wish is distinctively
human (EN III.2 1111b12-13, EE II.10 1225b25-26), but this is as far as he goes.
Meanwhile the Pol. – which Aristotle presents as a continuation of the EN – not only
places wish in the non-rational part of the soul but also groups it with appetite and
spirited desire as being present in children straight from birth, “while reasoning
(º�ªØ��
) and nous arise in them as they grow older” (1334b17-25).

Turning now directly to the ethical works, we find that they strongly support at least
one part of this last claim from the Pol.: namely that wish is not based on reasoning
(º�ªØ��
). For they explicitly distinguish wish from another form of motivation,
decision (�æ�Æ	æ��Ø
), and characterize the latter as the outcome of deliberation,
which they equate with practical reasoning (V/VI.1 1139a12-13). Thus it seems that
what was called wish at de An. 432a23-25 – desire which accords with reasoning – is
now called decision.22 Wish, by contrast, is characterized as being not for the particular
things one decides on as the result of deliberation, but rather as for goals or ends – and,
as we have seen above, Aristotle says that these starting-points of deliberation are not
themselves the product of deliberation. This looks then like support both for the face-
value reading of the Goal passages and for the technical reading of the claims that wish
is for the apparent good. Wishes are for ends, which are grasped not through reasoning
but rather by the non-rational part of the soul, through phantasia.

But there is one final claim people have in mind when they say that wish is rational
desire: that it is for what we think good, even if those thoughts are not the product of
practical reasoning in the strict sense. The Pol. passage we saw above denies that wish is
based on nous (as well as reasoning), but the ethical works twice seem to say that the
object of wish is what is thought good. In between characterizations of the object of
wish as what appears good the EN also once characterizes it as what seems or is thought
good (�e ��Œ�F�, 1113a21), and while this may be a loose use of ��Œ�F� as equivalent to
çÆØ������ (cf. Insomn. 458b29, discussed in Chapter 5.4), it may be strictly doxastic;
the EE, meanwhile, says that no one wishes for what they think (�Y��ÆØ) bad (EE II.7
1223b6). Moreover, it is very hard to make sense of the implications that wish is

20 He only assigns them to the rational part (º�ªØ��ØŒ�) in the Topics (126a13); on a common and I think
correct view this is an Academic holdover, while de An. 432b5, which says that it would be absurd to “tear
apart” desire by placing wish in the rational part (º�ªØ��ØŒ�) with appetite and spirited desire in the non-
rational, along with Pol. 1334b17-25, which places wish in the non-rational (¼º�ª��) part, give Aristotle’s
considered view: all desire belongs to one and the same part of the soul.

21 For defense of this view see for example Alexander, and Gauthier and Jolif 1958-9.
22 The de An. mentions �æ�Æ	æ��Ø
 only once, at 406b25. It seems not to work with the EN/EE’s

distinction between wish and decision, using ‘wish’ as a generic term for distinctively human desire.
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distinctively human (see above) without taking it to involve some sort of cognition
beyond what is available to lower animals.
In Chapter 8 I will argue that we can respect both this evidence that wishes are based

on some form of thought and the countervailing evidence that they are based on
phantasia: Aristotle’s idea is that they are based on beliefs which are mere assents to
phantasia, adding no content to what the appearances already contain (see 8.5). Thus
wish is rational in one sense, but this in no way conflicts with the face-value reading of
the Goal passages: it is the non-rational soul rather than the rational, phantasia rather
than thought, that provides our view of the end.
What I have presented in this section is a way to give Aristotle a coherent account of

how we come to have the goals we do. There are three conditions for the argument to
work: we must accept the face-value reading of the Goal passages, a technical reading
of the claim that wish is for the apparent good (understood as: wishes are based on
beliefs which are mere assents to appearances), and the idea that habituation is a
practical analogue of induction. All three will be met with objections; the aim of the
rest of the book is to defend them.
I begin in the present chapter with a defense of the face-value reading of the Goal

passages: a thorough examination of Aristotle’s views on virtue and phronesis shows that
he indeed attributes our view of ends to the non-rational part of the soul. This entails
that it must be phantasia rather than thought which is responsible for their content. This
has the very strong advantage of absolving Aristotle of the charge of incoherence about
practical reasoning: he can hold his Humean view of practical reasoning without
embracing the (sub-) Humean view that our ends are set by brute desire. Thus we
need not conclude (as many have) that on the question of how we get our goals
Aristotle is simply confused, inconsistent, or prone to making badly misleading state-
ments at crucial points. In Chapter 8 I show that this non-rationalist account of the
starting-points of practical reasoning is well grounded in Aristotle’s overall view,
through an argument that secures the second and third conditions: wishes are for
what appears good through phantasia, because habituation is a form of practical
induction.

7.3 Virtue is non-rational
My aim in the remainder of this chapter, then, is to demonstrate that Aristotle means in
the Goal passages just what he seems to say. The ultimate goal each person pursues is
happiness (eudaimonia) as he or she views it, and we each reach our view about what
happiness consists in – virtuous activity, for example, or the life of pleasure or of honor –
not by any intellectual process, but instead through the non-rational habituation of the
non-rational part of the soul.
Let us use the label ‘Intellectualists’ for those who resist this interpretation, arguing

that Aristotle grants the task of setting ends not to character but to intellect. There are
two Intellectualist strategies for accommodating the Goal passages. One is to allow that
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virtue plays a crucial role in giving us our goals, while insisting that it can do so only
because it is in part an intellectual state.23 The other is to accept that virtue is non-
rational, while denying that it literally supplies our goals.

I begin in this section by arguing against the first Intellectualist strategy: textual
evidence overwhelmingly supports the view that virtue – or at the very least the kind of
virtue which “makes the goal right” – is exclusively a state of the non-rational,
passionate part of the soul.24 In section 4 I argue against the second and more common
Intellectualist strategy: textual evidence shows clearly that Aristotle characterizes virtue
not as merely making us want our goals, but as literally supplying their contents. Thus
the straightforward reading of Aristotle’s texts is one on which a non-rational character
state determines our goals.

Then I will argue that there are no good reasons to reject this straightforward
interpretation: the burden of proof lies on those who oppose it. Contrary to wide-
spread opinion, Aristotle does not characterize phronesis in such a way that it must
include a grasp of ends (sections 5-6). Moreover, because ethical character involves
non-rational cognition of ends, Aristotle can restrict practical intellect to reasoning
about “things toward the end” without embracing a Humean view of motivation or
moral judgment – that is, without abandoning his view that we desire our ends because
we find them good (section 7; this argument is completed in Chapter 8).

Let us begin, then, by examining the evidence that virtue is a non-rational state of
the soul. To many this will seem obvious: on the standard reading of the ethical works,
virtue – that is character-virtue (MŁØŒ� Iæ���), by contrast with intellectual virtue25 – is
the excellent condition of the non-rational part of the soul. That is how Aristotle
introduces virtue in both ethical works:

There are two parts of the soul, and the virtues are divided in accordance with (�Øfi �æÅ��ÆØ ŒÆ�a)
these, and the intellectual virtues belong to the rational part (Æƒ �b� ��F ºª�ı �å����
 �ØÆ��Å�ØŒÆ	),
while the others [i.e. the character-virtues] belong to the part that is non-rational but has desire (Æƒ �b
��F Iºª�ı �å����
 �� Zæ��Ø�). (EE II.4 1221b28-31; cf. 1220a8-11)

[There is a distinction between the part that exercises reason and the part that obeys it], and virtue
is also defined in accordance with (�Ø�æ	Ç��ÆØ ŒÆ�a) this same difference: for we call some of the
virtues intellectual and others ethical. (EN I.13 1103a3-5)

23 Irwin 1975; Engberg-Pedersen 1983, 126-27. See also a recent paper by Lorenz (2009), which argues
that this is Aristotle’s view of virtue in the EN, although not in the EE; while I agree that the EE is more
explicit in its characterization of virtue as non-rational, I do not see sufficient evidence for attributing to
Aristotle a change of mind on this point, for, as I argue below, the apparently intellectualist passages from the
common books (EN V-VII/EE IV-VI) can be read as consistent with the clearly non-intellectualist earlier
books of the EE.

24 This is the standard interpretation, held by the ancient commentators and most modern ones. In light of
the difficulties in accommodating the passages cited below, however – difficulties forcefully urged in Irwin
1975 and Lorenz 2009 – it is worth defending at some length.

25 Here and throughout the chapter I follow Aristotle in using the unqualified term ‘virtue’ (Iæ���) as
short-hand for ‘character-virtue’ (MŁØŒ� Iæ���).
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The EE passage is unambiguous in its claim: intellectual virtues belong to the
rational part of the soul, character-virtues to the non-rational.26 The corresponding
passage in the EN says only that the virtues are “defined in accordance with (�Ø�æ	Ç��ÆØ
ŒÆ��)” the distinction between the two parts of the soul; especially given the similarity
to the EE’s language, however (virtues are “divided in accordance with (�Øfi �æÅ��ÆØ
ŒÆ��)” the parts), it is very natural to read this passage as making the same point, and
this is how it is taken by the vast majority of commentators. That character-virtue is a
state of the non-rational soul is also very strongly implied by many other passages: the
argument that virtue is the product of habituation in actions and passions (see discussion
below), and the descriptions of character-states as dispositions to feel passions in
particular ways.27 Moreover, if Aristotle in fact thinks character-virtue in part intellec-
tual then the ethical works’ whole project of contrasting intellectual virtues, acquired
through teaching, with ethical ones, acquired through habituation, is awkward, mis-
leading, and incomplete. Indeed, the interpretation on which virtue is wholly a state of
the non-rational soul is so straightforward that we should only abandon it if there is
clear textual evidence against it.28

According to the first species of Intellectualist, there is. The virtues “are decisions
(�æ�ÆØæ���Ø
), or not without decisions” (EN II.5 1106a3-4), for an act to be done
virtuously it must be “decided on” (EN II.4 1105a31-32), and virtue is a “prohairetic
state” (��Ø
 �æ�ÆØæ��ØŒ�, most naturally translated as ‘a state issuing in decisions’ – EN
II.6 1106b36, V/VI.2 1139a22-23, EE II.10 1227b9; cf. EE III.1 1228a24 and III.1
1230a27) – while decisions are the result of rational deliberation (e.g. EN III.3 1113a9-
12). Virtue is a state not merely ŒÆ�a �e� OæŁe� ºª��, in accordance with the right logos
(reason or rational account), but ���a ��F OæŁ�F ºª�ı, with the right logos (V/VI.13
1144b26-27). And therefore it does not occur without phronesis, the excellence of
practical intellect (V/VI.13 1144b8-17, 31-33). Moreover, logoi, while not sufficient to
instill virtue, seem to play some role (ENX.9 1179b20 ff.). All this has been taken to show
that virtue is in part intellectual, in which case it must belong not exclusively to the non-
rational part of the soul, but also to practical intellect (just as e.g. the virtue of being
harmonious belongs jointly to more than one note).29

26 See also MM 1185b5-12 for an equally explicit claim using K�. ‘Unambiguous’ is perhaps too strong a
term: Irwin (in conversation) urges that the virtue which perfects one part may be partly a state of another
part. This may be a possible reading, but it is certainly an oblique one, and if we can show that there is no
strong evidence from elsewhere which pressures us to adopt it then we should avoid it.

27 See especially EE II.2 1220b18-19: “Character-states (���Ø
) are those things which are responsible for
these things (the passions) being present either in accordance with (ŒÆ�a) logos or in the opposite way.”
Lorenz thinks that the EN’s revision of this definition to include actions alongside passions signals a change in
Aristotle’s view: now virtue must be responsible for everything that goes into action, which includes
deliberation and decision. But the EE clearly holds that virtues influence how we act, and it seems natural
to take the EN’s revised definition as simply making that point explicit.

28 This is of course compatible with virtue being rational in an extended sense: in a virtuous person, the
non-rational part not only obeys reason but is in harmony with it and follows it in everything.

29 “Aristotle’s allocation of the virtues of character to the non-rational part of the soul, and of the virtues of
intellect to the rational part, is at least misleading . . . he ought to have said that virtue of character involves
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Is Aristotle simply contradicting himself? Or does he consistently hold one of these
views about virtue, in which case the passages implying the other view are in need of
careful reinterpretation? I will argue that the case for this Intellectualist interpretation is
in fact quite weak: the passages its proponents cite are all either inconclusive or in fact
best read as evidence for the non-Intellectualist account.

Let us begin with what has seemed one of the strongest pieces of evidence for the
Intellectualist account: Aristotle’s definition of virtue as a prohairetic state (��Ø

�æ�ÆØæ��ØŒ�).This is, as I mentioned above, naturally and standardly read as implying
that virtue is a state which itself issues in decisions (�æ�ÆØæ���Ø
).30 But there is only one
passage in which Aristotle himself explains the phrase, and what he says there belies this
reading:

Since all virtue is prohairetic – and what we mean by this (��F�� �b �H
 º�ª����) has been said
earlier: that it makes one choose everything for the sake of something (���Œ� �Ø��
 ����Æ Æƒæ�E�ŁÆØ

��Ø�E), and this is the that-for-the-sake-of-which, the fine (�e ŒÆº�) – it’s clear that courage, being a
virtue, makes one endure fearful things for the sake of something . . . [i.e.] because [the action] is
fine. (EE III.1 1230a27-32)

Aristotle has defined virtue as a prohairetic state at EE II.10 1227b8; what “has been
said earlier” (a27) is thus a reference to the discussion which follows that definition: a
discussion which argues that virtue “makes decision right” by making its goal right, i.e.
by aiming at the mean (II.11 1227b12-1228a3, which includes one of the Goal passages
quoted above). The present passage explicitly reiterates this claim in telling us what it
means for virtue to be prohairetic: it means that virtue gives one the right goal for one’s
decisions – “makes one choose everything for the sake of . . . the fine.” And this shows
that the claim that virtue is prohairetic is, properly understood, simply a reiteration of
the Goal passages. Virtue is a prohairetic state in that its function is to make decisions
correct (cf. 1144a86-89), although because it controls only one component of deci-
sions it needs the help of something else – phronesis – to fulfill its function. (Compare
“the eyes are for seeing,” which is plausibly essence-giving despite the fact that seeing
also requires the cooperation of the brain.)31

both parts of the soul” (Irwin 1975, 576); “Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics conceives of the virtues of
character as rational states, states partly constituted by a . . . quickness to grasp suitable reasons for acting . . . ”
(Lorenz 2009, 178).

30 Compare for example the description of knowledge (K�Ø����Å) as a ��Ø
 I����ØŒ�ØŒ� (V/VI.3
1139b31-32), and phronesis as a ��Ø
 �æÆŒ�ØŒ� (V/VI.5 1140b4-6). (One might try to get a non-Intellectualist
reading by insisting that prohairesis does not have its technical meaning at all in EN II.5, but this conflicts with
the beginning of III.2, which introduces the technical discussion of prohairesis by saying that we have already
seen the importance of prohairesis for virtue.)

31 This is further confirmed by the previous pages of the EE. At II.10 1227a18-23 Aristotle argues that
pleasure appears good and bad, where this means that pleasure appears good as an end of action (��º�
, a25),
i.e. as an object of wish (1227a27-31). Immediately following, at 1227b1-5 we get: “It is clear from these
things that virtue and vice are about pleasures and pains, for they are about objects of decision (�æ�ÆØæ���),
and decision is about the good and bad and what seem such, and these are by nature pleasure and pain.” That
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This understanding of the relation between virtue and decision also undermines the
Intellectualists’ interpretation of Aristotle’s claim that for an action to be done virtu-
ously it must be decided on (EN II.4 1105a31-32). This will mean not that the
reasoning which culminates in the decision is itself an exercise of virtue (as
on the Intellectualist reading), but that virtue has not been manifested unless its
function has been fulfilled, i.e. unless it has set a goal toward the realization of which
a decision has been made. This is strongly supported by the claim that follows: that it is
habituation which ensures that we decide on virtuous actions for themselves (EN II.4
1105b4-5, noted above). I will argue below that habituation is non-rational; if it can
ensure that we decide on virtuous actions for themselves, this can only mean that it
ensures that our decisions have the right ends.32

The other text that has seemed most strongly to support the Intellectualist account is
one in which Aristotle distinguishes mere “natural” (çı�ØŒ�) virtue from “strict”
(Œıæ	Æ) virtue. The former is found in non-rational creatures (children and beasts) as
well as adults, but:

The strict kind does not occur (ª	���ÆØ) without phronesis . . . For virtue is not merely the state
which is in accordance with the right logos, but that which is with the right logos (�P ���� � ŒÆ�a
�e� OæŁe� ºª��, Iºº’ � ���a ��F OæŁ�F ºª�ı ��Ø
 Iæ��� K��Ø�). (V/VI.13 1144b16-27)

The Intellectualist takes this to mean that virtue includes an excellent rational state as
a component: it does not arise without phronesis because it includes phronesis, and it is
“with logos” because it is itself in part a rational state. But immediately preceding this
passage, Aristotle has given what is evidently a reiteration of our strongest evidence for
the non-Intellectualist account, namely the distinction between character-virtues and
intellectual virtues made in EE II.1 and EN I.13 (quoted at the start of this section):

So that just as there are two species [of good condition] in the case of the believing part of the
soul (K�d ��F ���Æ��ØŒ�F ��� K��d� �Y�Å), phronesis and cleverness, so too there are two in the case
of the character-part (K�d ��F MŁØŒ�F): natural virtue on the one hand and strict virtue on the
other. (V/VI.13 1144b14-16)33

Phronesis belongs to practical intellect, here identified as the part of the soul that has
beliefs.34 Virtue, by contrast – even strict virtue – belongs to the “character” part of the
soul; given that Aristotle also describes this part here as the seat of natural virtue, a state

virtue is concerned with decision, then, means that it is concerned with the goals of decision – the ends, the
objects of wish.

32 As to the claim that the virtues “are decisions, or not without decisions,” it is clear that Aristotle accepts
only the latter option, which we can now explain along the same lines as the claim that they are prohairetic
states.

33 I have translated K�dwith the genitive as ‘in the case of’; we get even more direct support for my reading
if we take it as ‘in’ (following for example Irwin 1999).

34 This part is ���Æ��ØŒ�, believing (V/VI.5 1140b26-27) (by contrast with K�Ø��Å���ØŒ�, knowing –
V/VI.1 1139a12) because it is about things that could be otherwise; earlier Aristotle has called it the
calculating part (º�ªØ��ØŒ�) on the grounds that it is the part which deliberates (��ıº����ŁÆØ) (1139a12-13).
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found in non-rational creatures, he evidently has in mind the non-rational, passionate
part.35 And thus the ensuing claims that virtue cannot exist without phronesis and is
“with logos” should be taken – as they often are – to mean simply that genuine virtue is
dependent on phronesis. “Strict” virtue is, like natural virtue, an excellent condition of
the non-rational capacities for passions, in which they tend to be in a mean between
extremes, but strict virtue belongs only to souls that also possess phronesis, and natural
virtue only to souls that do not. On one version of this reading, this difference is merely
extrinsic: we do not dignify someone whose non-rational soul is in good condition
with the unqualified label ‘virtuous’ unless he is overall excellent, i.e. also possesses
phronesis.36 But there is a more compelling version, which makes the difference
substantive rather than merely terminological: the passions and actions of a strictly
virtuous person do not merely happen to coincide with what well-functioning practi-
cal intellect would prescribe, but they are such as to wait upon the right prescription (the
OæŁe
 ºª�
) before becoming active. As the EE puts it with regard to one particular
virtue, courage, virtue is “attendance on the logos” (IŒ�º��ŁÅ�Ø
 �fiH ºªfiø) (EE III.1
1229a1–2). And therefore strict virtue, unlike natural (or merely habituated) virtue,
cannot exist without phronesis.37 We can make the point clearer by way of one of
Aristotle’s own analogies for the relation between the rational and non-rational parts of
the soul: a servant who receives no instructions, or no good instructions, from his
master, might nonetheless tend to do the right thing, but will be in a state very different
from that of a servant practiced in obedience to an excellent master. The former acts on
his own impulses; the latter takes the lead from his superior. And it would be reasonable
enough, if somewhat odd to our ears, to say that only in the latter case is the servant
truly (or ‘strictly’) an excellent one.

It is true that Aristotle uses the phrase ‘with logos’ (���a ºª�ı) elsewhere in the
ethical works to mean something like “intrinsically rational.”38 But this is not decisive.
Aristotle first introduces the non-rational part of the soul as ����å�ı�Æ �fi Å ºª�ı

(partaking in a way in logos) (¯˝ I.13 1102b14, cf. ¯¯ II.1 1219b27); the phrase
���a ºª�ı may be meant as a reference back to this. Moreover, the Rhetoric char-
acterizes as ���a ºª�ı certain appetites (K�ØŁı�	ÆØ) which result from “having listened
or been persuaded (IŒ���Æ���
 ŒÆd ��Ø�Ł����
)” (Rhet. 1370a18-27), a description

35 The Intellectualist must claim that �e MŁØŒ� refers to a compound of the non-rational part with some
aspect of the intellectual part; this seems to me too strained a reading of the sentence to be credible.

36 See Greenwood: “combination with” cleverness (��Ø��Å
) – the quality of being good at deliberating
toward any given end, regardless of its value (V/VI.11 1144a24-27) – makes natural virtue into strict virtue
(1909, 56).

37 This is, I think, what Aquinas has in mind when he says that “when we act repeatedly according to
reason, a modification is impressed in the appetite [the non-rational part of the soul] by the power of reason.
This impression is nothing else but moral virtue” (commentary on EN 1103a18-26, trans. Litzinger). This
view of virtue is compellingly defended in Smith 1996, which aims to reconcile the Goal passages with the
evidence that virtue “seems to be a matter of following the dictates of wisdom” (1996, 58).

38 See for example V/VI.4 1140a6-8, 5 1140b20-22, 6 1140b33, and especially EE II.1 1220a4-12, which
characterizes the intellectual virtues as “with logos” and argues on that basis that they belong to the rational
part of the soul; Lorenz rests much on these passages.
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which strongly recalls the virtuous non-rational soul’s obedience to the rational in EN
I.13 and EE II.1. If an appetite counts as “with logos” insofar as it is influenced by
listening and being persuaded, then so too should a non-rational character-state.
Aristotle’s point in V/VI.13 will thus be that character-states that are ŒÆ�a ºª��

merely happen to coincide with what logos would command, while those that are
���a ºª�ı actually result from obedience to logos – just the contrast the non-
Intellectualist finds here.
Thus the passages which have most seemed to cast doubt on the non-Intellectualist

account of character-virtue can be accommodated.39 Moreover, this is, as I argued
above, the most straightforward reading of the ethical works. Finally, the view is a
philosophically defensible one. Lorenz resists attributing it to Aristotle on the grounds
that it would be “repellent for a theory of virtue to deny that having an outstandingly
good character in important part actually consists in being disposed to grasp reasons”
(2009, 178). But in excluding an intellectual element from what he calls character
(MŁØŒ� ��Ø
), Aristotle is in no way denying that the grasp of suitable reasons for actions
is part of the condition that Lorenz is evidently thinking of as character (plausibly in
keeping with modern usage): overall excellence in matters to do with action. It is
simply that Aristotle construes that overall excellence as a composite state made up of
two excellences: excellence in practical reasoning, and excellence of non-rational
character. As he puts it in the EE, after distinguishing the rational and non-rational
parts, “just as good [bodily] condition (�P��	Æ) is composed of the virtues of the parts,
so also is the excellence of the soul (� �B
 łıåB
 Iæ���)” (EE II.1 1220a3-4).40

39 Lorenz also cites the claim that temperance and courage “seem (��Œ�F�Ø) to be the virtues of the non-
rational parts” (EN III.10 1117b23-24), which arguably implies that the other character-virtues are not. The
‘seem,’ however, is often taken as a significant rather than a casual one, indicating an endoxon which Aristotle
rejects. See Burnet’s note ad loc., drawing attention to the plural “non-rational parts” (Iºªø� ��æH�): “sc.
Łı��F ŒÆd K�ØŁı�	Æ
. Aristotle starts as usual from �a ��Œ�F��Æ, in this case the Platonic view. Aristotle did
not himself believe in ‘parts of the soul.’ ” (For this strategy see also the commentaries by Taylor 2006,
Gauthier and Jolif 1958-9, and the Anonymous commentator.) Alternatively, Aristotle may be saying that
everyone recognizes that courage and temperance are concerned with passions, while in the cases of the other
virtues (for example justice) this is far less obvious; thus only courage and temperance “seem” non-rational.

40 Lorenz also objects that separating virtue from phronesis “seems to introduce a gap between virtue and
action. It seems to remove, say, courage from the courageous person’s thoughtful and intelligent activity in
the course of which they implement a suitable way of achieving the goal of, say, rescuing the children left
behind in the burning building. That activity itself turns out to be, it seems, not an exercise of courage, but of
cleverness [i.e. ��Ø��Å
] or phronesis” (2009, 203). But this, I take it, far from being an objection to the non-
Intellectualist interpretation, is precisely Aristotle’s point in distinguishing virtue from phronesis. The idea is
that it is one thing to have the right goal, the proper feelings about it, and the proper responsiveness to
reasoning about how to achieve it, and another thing to be good at the actual reasoning. Courage will still be
manifested during the implementation of the goal – the courageous person persists in his determination to
save the kids even if reasoning reveals it to be harder or more dangerous than he first thought – so it is not that
character-virtue simply lies dormant after the goal is set. But figuring out how to achieve the goal is not itself
an expression of courage; it is an expression of phronesis. Courage is manifested in having the right goal, caring
about it, and feeling the right feelings throughout the process of implementing it, but not in the reasoning
that goes into figuring out how to do so.
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In sum, then, the burden of proof is squarely on the Intellectualists: on a straightfor-
ward, textually and philosophically defensible reading of both ethical works, virtue is
solely a non-rational state.

Now I come to the second main argument of this section, which shifts attention from
what Aristotle means by ‘virtue’ in general to what he is doing in the Goal passages.
I want to show that even if someone is willing to shoulder the burden of proof – even if
someone insists that there remain reasons for thinking Aristotelian character-virtue a
partly intellectual state – she should nonetheless concede that what does the work of
making the goal right is a state of the non-rational soul.

The evidence for this claim comes from the last of the Goal passages, from the
discussion of akrasia in VI/VII.8. What instructs us in right opinion about the goal,
according to this passage, is “virtue, either natural or habituated (çı�ØŒc j KŁØ���)”
(1151a18-19). There are two ways to read this qualification: either Aristotle is explain-
ing more fully than he does in the other Goal passages what he means by ‘virtue’ – all
virtue is either natural or habituated, and either type can make the goal right – or he is
restricting the work of making the goal right to two species of virtue among several.
Leaving open for now which he intends, the claim is that the state which makes the
goal right is either one acquired by nature or one acquired through habituation. What
sort of states might these be?

The case of natural virtue is straightforward: all the other passages which mention it
explicitly characterize it as non-rational. As we saw above, natural virtue is a condition
which resembles but falls short of genuine or “strict” (Œıæ	Æ) virtue (V/VI.13 1144b14-16);
at least one reason that it falls short is that it is neither “with” nor even “in accordance with”
logos:

Each virtue exists both by nature and in another way, with phronesis (�Œ���Å �ø
 Iæ��c ŒÆd

ç���Ø ŒÆd ¼ººø
 ���a çæ�����ø
). (EE III.7 1234a29-30)

The courage on account of spirited passion (Łı�e�) seems most natural (çı�ØŒø���Å), and when
decision and the that-for-the-sake-of-which are added, [seems really] to be courage. (EN III.8
1117a4-5; cf. EE III.1 1229a20-28)

Natural virtue bears this same relation – not identical, but similar – to strict virtue (�c� Œıæ	Æ�).
For our characters seem to belong to all of us by nature in a way, for we are just and temperate
and brave and have other states straight from birth. . . . The natural states belong also to children
and beasts, but are manifestly harmful without nous41 . . . But if one acquires nous, it makes a
difference in action.42 And this state which is similar [to natural virtue] is virtue strictly. So . . .
there are two [species of good condition] in the case of the character-part: natural virtue on the
one hand and strict virtue on the other, and of these the strict does not come to be without
phronesis. (V/VI.13 1144b2-17)

41 We can leave it open for now whether this is meant as practical nous in a technical sense, or simply some
input from intellect in the broad sense of rational cognition.

42 Or possibly “one does very well in action” (K� �fiH �æ����Ø� �ØÆç�æ�Ø).
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Naturally virtuous agents fall short of full virtue, either because they lack intellect and
reasoning altogether (as with children and beasts), or because they fail to exercise it in the
properway: fail tomake decisions at all, or fail to decide on the fine, or fail to be practically
wise (phronimos). I have argued above that the contrasting state of strict or genuine virtue
itself merely depends on, rather than includes, intellectual excellence; in any case,
however, the status of natural virtue is clear: it is solely a state of the non-rational part of
the soul, a condition of the passions without any intellectual component at all.
What about habituated virtue, the other state mentioned as “making the goal right”

at 1151a19? Here the story is somewhat more complicated, but I will argue that on any
viable interpretation this too is a state of the non-rational soul alone.
Both ethical works introduce character-virtue as a state acquired through habituation:

Intellectual virtue for the most part has its origin and growth from teaching . . . while character-
virtue arises from habit . . . By doing just actions we become just, by doing temperate ones
temperate, by doing brave ones brave . . . (EN II.1 1103a14-17; b1-2)

Moreover, Aristotle seems to hold not merely that habituation is necessary for virtue,
but that it is sufficient:

By nature we are able to receive the virtues, and we are completed (��º�Ø�ı����Ø
) through habit.
(EN II.1 1103a25-26)

The lawgivers make the citizens good by habituating them. (EN II.1 1103b3-4)43

Intellectualist interpreters who accept the clear implication of these passages that
habituation is sufficient for virtue must therefore argue that habituation has an intel-
lectual component: it involves learning explanations of why certain actions and reac-
tions are appropriate, why they are good.44 But this fits poorly with the distinction we
have just seen between acquiring states through habituation and acquiring them
through teaching or logos (EN II.1, cf. Pol. 1334b8 ff.). Moreover, Aristotle’s extensive
discussions of habituation not only make no mention of any intellectual aspects, but
explicitly present the repetition of actions and passions as what does the work:

By acting in dangerous situations and by becoming habituated to fearing or feeling bold
(KŁØÇ����Ø ç���E�ŁÆØ j ŁÆææ�E�), some become brave and others cowardly – and it is similar

43 Lest one think that habituation is only part of the lawgiver’s tactic, supplemented by some kind of
intellectual teaching here unmentioned, consider a passage from the Politics: “the law has no force for
persuading other than habit (�Ł�
)” (1269a20-21). And as I pointed out above, even with regard to what
has seemed the most intellectual component of virtue – that for an act to be done for example justly or
temperately it must be “decided on, and decided on for itself” – Aristotle says that this “arises (��æØª	���ÆØ)
out of frequently doing just and temperate things,” i.e. from correct habituation (EN II.4 1105a31-b5).

44 See for example Cooper: “Now, though he is not careful to say so, this process of training is not the
purely mechanical thing it may at first glance seem . . . the habituation must involve also (though Aristotle
does not explain how it does so) the training of the mind. As the trainee becomes gradually used to acting in
certain ways, he comes gradually to understand what he is doing and why he is doing it” (1975, 8). I have
already argued that this presents a false dichotomy: between intellectual and “mechanical” training there is a
middle ground, the shaping of non-rational cognition.
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for things concerning appetites and angers. . . . And in one word, the character-states (���Ø
)
come to be from the similar activities (K��æª�ØH�).45 (EN II.1 1103b16-22; cf. II.2 1104a33-b2).

It is by doing the actions and feeling the passions that one attains the corresponding state.
The same is implied by the passages which describe habituation as working mainly by
means of pleasure and pain: see e.g. EE VII.2 1237a1-7 and EN II.3 1104b8-12. Thus
habituation is a non-intellectual process (although not at all a non-cognitive one, I will
argue in Chapter 8). But it is very difficult to see how non-intellectual training on its own
can yield an excellent intellectual state; therefore we should conclude that the virtue
which results solely fromhabituation is itself non-intellectual, a disposition to feel the right
passions and motivations in the right ways – which is precisely how Aristotle seems to be
describing virtue at many points in EN II and EE II. If habituation is sufficient for virtue,
virtue must be a state of the non-rational soul alone.

A more promising strategy for Intellectualists, then, is to argue that despite the
implications of EN II.1 and EE II.1-2, habituation is not in fact sufficient for virtue.46 If
this is right, then habituated virtue, the state paired with natural virtue in our Goal
passage (VI/VII.8 1151a15-19), is not itself full or “strict” virtue, but instead is a species
of the same genus as natural virtue: a state of the non-rational soul which resembles full
virtue but falls short of it due to the agent’s intellectual deficiency. One passage from
the end of the EN strongly suggests this reading:

Some think people become good by nature, some through habit, and some through teaching
(�Ø�ÆåBfi ) . . . But logos and teaching do not have force in every case, but the soul of the hearer has
to have been prepared beforehand by habits toward rejoicing and hating things in a fine way, just
like the earth that is to nourish a seed. For the one who lives according to passion would not
listen to a dissuading logos, nor again would he understand it . . . A character proper to virtue must
then somehow be there beforehand (��E �c �e qŁ�
 �æ�ı��æå�Ø� �ø
 �NŒ�E�� �B
 Iæ��B
), loving
the fine and being disgusted by the shameful. (EN X.9 1179b20-31, emphases mine)47

On one reading, this passage says that habituation yields a character which is akin to
virtue, but virtue itself comes only with the aid of “logos and teaching.”48 If this is

45 ¯��æª�ØÆ covers passions as well as actions.
46 “A reader of Book II might have thought that virtues of character are acquired by learning to enjoy and

want to do virtuous actions . . . But we must now agree that non-intellectual training is insufficient for real
virtue, which requires wisdom” (Irwin 1975, 571; cf. Sorabji 1973-4, 211).

47 There are striking similarities here to Plato’s description in the Republic of the cultural upbringing
(“musical education”) that is a necessary preparation for virtue: someone raised with the right artistic
influences would “praise fine things and enjoy them, and receiving them into his soul would be nourished
by them and become fine and good, and would censure shameful things correctly and hate them while he is
still young, before he is able to grasp the logos, and when the logos does come would welcome it, recognizing it
through its kinship (�NŒ�Ø�Å�Æ)” (Rep. 401e4-402a4). The Republic makes very clear that the upshot of this
musical education is a necessary preparation for virtue, but not sufficient for it: to become truly good one
needs in addition the logos, i.e. the intellectual grasp of the Form of the Good.

48 This is not evidence that virtue itself is partly a rational state; it is apparently a version of V/VI.13’s claim
that there is no virtue without phronesis, and the non-Intellectualist can accommodate both claims in the same
ways (see below).
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indeed Aristotle’s view, the “habituated virtue” of our Goal passage is a necessary
condition for virtue rather than genuine virtue itself: it is mere habit-virtue. The person
with mere habit-virtue, like the one with mere natural virtue, is inferior to the truly
virtuous person because the truly virtuous person is also phronimos (has phronesis). This
reading seems to fit well with the Politics, which distinguishes the virtue of a citizen – a
virtue instilled by correct habituation through good laws (see e.g. 1269a20-21) – from
“complete” (��º�	Æ�) virtue, the virtue of a ruler or “good man,” who is a phronimos
(Pol. 1276b34-35, 1277a15). On the other hand, since this reading of the passage
conflicts so strongly with the account of habituation in EN II, it is worth considering an
alternative interpretation: given that the purpose of the whole discussion of which this
passage forms a part is to argue that logoi are not sufficient for instilling virtue (see
1179b4 ff.), and given that this discussion nowhere says that they are necessary,
Aristotle’s view might be that they are simply an optional aid.49 (I say more about
the nature of the logoi in question below.)
There is evidence on both sides, then, and I will not try to settle the issue of whether

Aristotle’s “habituated virtue” is identical with strict virtue itself, or merely a preparation
for it. For on either interpretation, the point crucial for my purposes holds: habituated
virtue, like natural virtue, is a non-rational state. And thus whenAristotle says that “virtue,
natural or habituated, teaches us right opinion about the goal” (1151a18-19), he means
that what makes the goal right is solely a state of the non-rational soul.
What about the other Goal passages? These clearly refer to ‘strict’ virtue, by contrast

with natural virtue (and by contrast with mere habit-virtue, if there is such a thing): this
is particularly clear for two which come in the context of the very discussion which
makes strict virtue dependent on phronesis and thereby distinguishes it from natural
virtue, in V/VI.12-13 (1144a7-9 and 1145a4-6). The Intellectualist must thus insist
that Aristotle changes his mind: in book V/VI he says that what makes the goal right is a
partly intellectual state, while in book VI/VII it is a solely non-rational one. But this is a
very uncharitable reading indeed: the language of the later Goal passage is so similar to
that of the earlier passages that the Intellectualist winds up attributing to Aristotle a stark
inconsistency.
Finally, consider an Intellectualist willing to bite this bullet. Even she must accom-

modate the fact that Aristotle draws sharp contrasts between virtue and phronesis – and
does so particularly, as we have seen, in the passages which distinguish what makes the
goal right from what makes the “things toward it” right. The unreconstructed Intel-
lectualist will have to explain the contrast as part-whole: while virtue is a state of both
practical parts of the soul, phronesis is just one aspect of this state, the intellectual aspect.
The Goal passages certainly do not sound as if they are contrasting a whole with one of
its parts.50 Even if they are, however, “virtue makes the goal right, phronesis the things

49 Compare Protagoras’ position in the Protagoras: an ordinary upbringing is sufficient to instill virtue, but
Protagoras’ teachings can expedite or embellish the process.

50 See in particular “Phronesis is yoked to virtue of character, and this to phronesis” (EN X.9 1178a16).
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toward the goal” will entail that the non-rational aspect plays a necessary role in
determining the goal, while the intellectual aspect is sufficient to determine the
means. (Compare “That suit makes him look handsome, and the jacket makes him
look tall,” which clearly implies that the pants as well as the jacket are responsible for
making him look handsome.) Thus we would still need an account of how non-
rational character contributes to our conception of the goal.

There are Intellectualist strategies for explaining this; in the next section I will argue
that they fail.

7.4 Making the goal right
Most Intellectualists belong to the second camp. They accept that virtue is non-
rational; what they deny is that it literally supplies the content of one’s view of the
end. This is a privilege they reserve for phronesis (so that, despite the apparent division
of labor in the Goal passages, it is phronesis task to grasp the end as well as the “things
toward it”); virtue’s role is purely conative. Aristotle says that temperance (�øçæ����Å)
“preserves phronesis (��fi Ç�ı�Æ� �c� çæ�Å�Ø�)” because “to someone corrupted by
pleasure or pain, straightaway the starting-point [i.e. the proper end] does not appear”
(V/VI.5 1140b11-20): this allegedly shows that virtue “makes the goal right” only in
that the appetites and passions which constitute character determine whether or not the
end, which is dictated by intellect, is “preserved” – i.e., whether or not the agent keeps
it as an end. Either (a) virtue ensures that one will want the goal which one intellectually
judges best, or (b) virtue preserves that goal in that non-virtuous desires would prompt
intellect to change its view of what is best.51

These interpretations are problematic in their own right: why should virtue play this
role for ends but not also for “things toward them”? (If I can be easily tempted away
from wanting to save a drowning baby, for example, surely I can be all the more easily
tempted away from wanting to do it precisely by jumping in myself when deliberation
has shown that that is the best means.) But most importantly, they simply do not
capture what the Goal passages seem to say. Those passages describe parallel roles for
phronesis and virtue: whatever it is that phronesis does in relation to the “things toward
the goal” (“make it right,” “make us do it”), virtue does in relation to the goal itself.
And surely what phronesis does in relation to the things toward the end is literally
identify them – tell us what they are. Thus the clear implication of the Goal passages is
that virtue dictates what the goal is. This is very nearly explicit in the VI/VII.8 passage,
which says that virtue is �Ø�Æ�ŒÆºØŒ
 of – teaches us – the goal (1151a15-19).

51 For version (a) see for example Allan 1953, 74-75 (which provides a good history of the dispute
between those who accept the straightforward reading of the Goal passages and those who oppose it); for
version (b) see for example Irwin’s commentary on EN 1140b11 ff. But there is a readily available non-
Intellectualist reading of the “preservation” passage: without the right end, which can only be supplied by
virtue, practical intellect will lack the proper starting-points and so cannot achieve true excellence.
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Moreover, that virtue literally supplies the content of the goal is strongly – I would
say conclusively – supported by the analogy that Aristotle draws between practical and
theoretical reasoning in that passage and others. As we saw in section 2, what Aristotle
clearly and explicitly claims is that the role played by nous in the theoretical case –

laying down the starting-points for reasoning – is played in the practical case by ethical
character. In the theoretical case when Aristotle denies that “logos is instructive of the
starting-points” he assigns that task to nous; in the practical case, then, he is assigning
the very same task to character. And this means that what virtue is doing in “making the
goal right” is supplying the goal: giving us the true view of the end at which our actions
aim, just as nous gives us the true view of the premises from which our theoretical
demonstrations follow.
A third plank of support for this reading of ‘makes the goal right’ comes from

Aristotle’s systematic correlation of character with views of the end. Recall the passages
on wish, character, and how the end appears which we saw above: each person wishes
for (has as her end) the apparent good, but only to the virtuous person does the end
appear correctly (EN III.4 1113a23-31); how the end appears depends on what sort of
person one is (EN III.5 1114a31-b1); the starting-points of practical syllogisms do not
appear except to the good man (V/VI.12 1144a31-36). That is, how the end appears
varies with one’s ethical character: it is the virtuous person who reliably has a correct
view of the end. Of course given the co-dependence of virtue and phronesis it is possible
to construe these passages as attributing that correctness to the latter, but this is not at all
the straightforward reading: had that been Aristotle’s point, he should have substituted
‘phronimos’ for words like ‘virtuous’ and ‘good.’
That character supplies ends is further supported by a natural reading of a much-

debated passage on decision:

[The efficient cause] of decision is desire (Zæ��Ø
) and the logos that is for the sake of something.
Wherefore decision requires nous and thought, and also a character-state (�h�’ ¼��ı ��F ŒÆd

�ØÆ��	Æ
 �h�’ ¼��ı MŁØŒB
 K��d� ���ø
 � �æ�Æ	æ��Ø
). (V/VI.2 1139a31-34)

Decision is the result of a desire for an end – a wish – and deliberation about how to
achieve it (see e.g. EE II.10 1226b5-6 with 1226a5-8, and less explicitly EN III.2
1111b19-20 and III.4 1113a2-12). An Intellectualist reading of the passage must insist
that the identification of the end, as well as of the means, is a function of “nous and
thought,” leaving the character-state responsible only for motivation.52 But if character
is the source of wish, and wishes are for ends, then the claim that decision requires
“nous and thought and also a character-state” is most naturally taken to mean that it
requires character as the source of the end, and intellectual cognition (nous, in the broad
sense, i.e. thought) as the source of the “logos for the sake of something” – that is, of the

52 See for example Irwin’s (1999) note ad loc.: “We need virtue of thought to find the true reasoning, and
we need the right sort of character if we are to follow true reasoning in our actions”; cf. Cooper 1975, 63.
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deliberation which shows how to achieve the end.53 In other words, this passage is a
version of the Goal passages: compare 1145a4-6.

Thus we have strong support from three sources – the Goal passages’ division of
labor, the analogy between theoretical and practical reasoning, and Aristotle’s consis-
tent correlation of ends with character – for a robust reading of “virtue makes the goal
right.”54

There remains an important question about the scope of “goal.” There are more and
less general ends, and Aristotle does not make particularly clear which level he has in
mind in the Goal passages. Certainly he must think that virtue makes right one’s
particular goals in particular situations, for it is a mark of doing particular actions
virtuously that one decides on them “for themselves” (EN II.4 1105a32): contrast,
for example, the wasteful person who has an “appetite for giving” with the genuinely
virtuous (liberal) person who “aims at the fine” (EN IV.1 1121b1-5, discussed below).
(As this example brings out, the same action may be aimed at under different descrip-
tions, and so virtue may make the goal right even if a non-virtuous person would have
produced the same outcome.) But Aristotle never qualifies the Goal passages by
restricting their application to particular goals: he seems to mean that virtue also
“makes right” that ultimate goal of paramount importance, namely happiness (eudai-
monia) as one views it.

Intellectualists try to accommodate this by saying that while happiness as a general,
indeterminate goal is an undeliberated starting-point of deliberation, any specification
of it (as e.g. pleasure or wealth or virtuous activity) must be the result of deliberation.55

53 That the logos in question is deliberative, rather than an articulation of the end, should be clear: recall
“there is no logos of the goal” (EE II.11 1227b23-25), and note the equation of deliberation with reasoning
(º�ª	Ç��ŁÆØ) a few lines before the present passage, at 1139a12-13. Intellectualists will attribute the logos to
thought (�ØÆ��	Æ) alone, taking nous in the putative special sense of intuition of the end (see below). I hope to
have shown here that in the absence of evidence from elsewhere, Aristotle uses nous in this special sense, this is
an oblique reading of the passage; below I will argue that there is no good evidence from elsewhere.

54 There is one passage from the EE which might seem to contradict all this: “Courage is the following of
logos (IŒ�º��ŁÅ�Ø
 �fiH ºªfiø), and the logos commands that one choose the fine (�e ŒÆºe� Æƒæ�E�ŁÆØ Œ�º���Ø) .
. . And the logos does not command one to endure painful and destructive things unless they are fine” (EE
III.1 1229a1-9). Aristotle frequently tells us that virtue aims at the fine (see e.g. EN III.4 1115b13-14 and
IV.1 1120a23-24); this passage seems to say that it is intellect which commands the virtuous person to aim at
the fine, while character merely follows intellect’s lead. (For this interpretation see Smith 1996.) But this is
contradicted not only by all the evidence we have seen above that it is character which sets our goals, but also
by the passage quoted above from EN X.9, and the lines which follow it: even before he listens to logos a
properly habituated person “loves the fine” (is çØºŒÆº��, 1179b8), and while logos urges the decent person to
pursue the fine (�æ��æ����ŁÆØ ��F ŒÆº�F å�æØ�, 1180a7), he will obey only because he is already “living for
the fine” (�æe
 �e ŒÆºe� ÇH��Æ �fiH ºªfiø ��ØŁÆæå���Ø�, 1180a10-11). Thus we should seek an alternative
interpretation of EE 1229a1-9, and the last lines of the passage suggest one: intellect’s role is to tell us which
things are fine, i.e. which things count as fine in a given situation. A person with good character will wish for
the fine, but without the right logos (i.e. without phronesis) may wind up (e.g.) pursuing extreme dangers to no
one’s benefit, and hence acting rashly instead of courageously. (I discuss this role for phronesis at length in the
next section.) Thus the point of the passage is to show that intellect directs us toward the things that are
actually fine, i.e. that are actually fulfillments of the goal; this is compatible with it being virtue, not intellect,
which provides the fine as a goal in the first place.

55 See Irwin and Wiggins, quoted in section 6.
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But if I am right that virtue “makes goals right” by literally supplying the content of the
goal, this is nonsense: one does not require virtue to be right that the ultimate end is
happiness generally conceived, for on this point “most people virtually agree” (EN I.4
1095a17-18). Where virtuous people differ from others is in having the right specifi-
cation of the end: in identifying the end as excellent rational activity rather than as e.g.
pleasure or wealth (1095a20-25). And it is a very natural inference that they differ in
this way precisely because they differ in their ethical characters (cf. the passages on wish
and the apparent good).
There is one strong piece of evidence in favor of the Intellectualist’s line on

happiness: Aristotle twice speaks of people “deciding on” (�æ�ÆØæ������Ø) a specific
way of life (the life of pleasure, politics, or philosophy), at EN I.5 1095b19-22 and EE
I.4 1215a35-b1. But there is so much countervailing evidence that views of happiness
are instead among the undeliberated starting-points of practical reasoning that I am
inclined to treat these as non-technical uses of �æ�Æ	æ��ŁÆØ. Consider a discussion in
the EE, which begins with the claim that decision (and hence deliberation) is not of
ends, and continues as follows:

But before the process [of deliberation] begins there will be the that-on-account-of-which (KŒ
�æ���æ�ı �b �Aºº�� ���ÆØ �e �Ø’ ‹ ), and this is the that-for-the-sake-of-which, for example
wealth or pleasure or any other such thing which happens to be the that-for-the-sake-of-
which . . . And by nature the end is always good . . . but contrary to nature and by perversion
not the good but the apparent good. . . . And the cause [of this kind of error, i.e. error about the
end] is the pleasant and painful. For things are so constituted that (�o�ø ªaæ �å�Ø u���) the
pleasant appears good to the soul, and the more pleasant better, and the painful bad and the more
painful worse. (EE II.10 1227a13-b1)

Pleasure, wealth and honor – specifications of happiness – are goals laid down before
deliberation begins, not goals reached through deliberation. This is supported by the
implication in the last lines that we value these things not on the basis of (faulty)
reasoning but simply because we are by nature attracted to pleasure and repelled by
pain. (The point is strengthened if we suppose that Aristotle here has in mind, as I have
urged that he usually does, the technical meaning of “appears good”: we desire pleasure
not because we reason that it is good, but because it simply appears good to us through
perception and phantasia.)
Further evidence comes from a passage from the Politics, to which we will return

below:

Well-being (�e �s ) for everyone depends on two things: one is the goal and end of actions
being laid down rightly, the other is finding the actions that lead to that end (�æe
 �e ��º�


ç�æ���Æ
) . . . Sometimes people make errors in both, as for example in the medical art:
for sometimes doctors neither discern (Œæ	��ı�Ø�) finely what a healthy body should be like
(��E� �Ø ��E �e �ªØÆE��� �r�ÆØ �H�Æ), nor hit on the things productive of their undertaken
mark. (Pol. 1331b26-37)
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The example of health as an end is typical (see e.g. EN III.2 1111b26-29): Aristotle
more than once groups health with happiness as examples of undeliberated objects of
wish. The first line of this passage (and the context within the Politics) shows that he has
that analogy in mind here too. So it is notable that health is here described not as a
general and indeterminate end but as a quite determinate one: being right about the
end of health is a matter not simply of wanting to produce whatever health turns out to
consist in, but of “discerning what a healthy body should be like.”56 And thus the
health/happiness analogy implies that being right about the end of happiness is a matter
of “discerning what a happy life should be like” – of having a fairly fleshed-out view of
the good life, such as that it consists in virtuous activity.

Consider also a claim from early in the EE:

It would be superfluous to examine all the beliefs (��Æ
) that people have about happiness. For
many things appear to children and the sick and the insane which no one having any sense would
puzzle about: for these people are not in need of logoi, but the first need time in which to change,
and the second need medical or political discipline . . . Likewise [it would be superfluous to
examine] the beliefs of the many . . . For it is absurd to apply logos to those who have need not of
logos but of experience (¼����� ªaæ �æ��ç�æ�Ø� ºª�� ��E
 ºª�ı �Å�b� �������Ø
 Iººa ��Ł�ı
).
(EE I.3 1214b28-1215a3)

It is not logos (argument or reasoning) that gives one correct judgment about
happiness; instead it is time and experience. And since the relevant experience will
surely include the experience of the right kind of activities – that is, habituation – this
fits very well with the idea that it is virtue, the product of habituation, which makes the
goal right. Two passages confirm this by drawing a direct link between habituation in a
certain way of living and the adoption of that way of living as one’s ultimate goal:

The many and most vulgar not unreasonably seem on the basis of their lives to suppose (KŒ �H� �	ø�
���ºÆ�����Ø�) that the good, i.e. happiness, is pleasure. (EN I.5 1095b14-19, emphasis mine)57

The that (�e ‹�Ø) is first and a starting-point. And of starting-points, some are grasped
(Ł�øæ�F��ÆØ) by induction, some by perception, some by some sort of habituation (KŁØ��fiH
�Ø�	), and others in other ways. (EN I.7 1098b3-4)58

56 Compare an example of deliberation fromMetaphysics VII: “Since this (���d) is health, if the subject is to
be healthy this must first be present . . . ” (Met. 1032b6 ff.). Again we have as a starting-point for deliberation
something much more specific than “Health is the goal.”

57 The point is made more general if we follow Irwin in transposing 1095b16 with what follows (b17-19):
he translates “people quite reasonably reach their conception of the good, i.e., of happiness, from the lives
[they lead]; for there are roughly three most favored lives: the lives of gratification, of political activity, and,
third, of study. The many, the most vulgar, would seem to conceive the good and happiness as pleasure . . . ”

58 Some argue that the starting-points Aristotle attributes to habituation at 1098b3-4 are instead claims to
the effect that certain actions are fine and just (see Burnyeat 1980, 72-73, following the ancient commentators
Aspasius, Eustratius and Heliodorus). I think it more plausible to follow Burnet in holding that the starting-
points in question here are those that Aristotle attributes to virtue – views of the ultimate end, i.e. awareness
that happiness consists in such-and-such a life. The lines come immediately after the famous function
argument: the whole context is a determination of what the end is, i.e. of what constitutes eudaimonia. In
the lines that follow (the start of EN I.8) Aristotle says that we should inquire about the starting-point, and
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Habituation shapes character (see section 3); in so doing, according to these passages, it
also gives one a corresponding view of happiness. (I defend this claim in detail in the
next chapter.)
I have argued, then, in this section and the previous, that when Aristotle says that

virtue makes the goal right, his statement is neither ‘misleading’ nor a ‘lapse.’He means
just what he seems to say: that each person selects her ends, including her ultimate end,
not by any intellectual process, but instead through the non-rational habituation of the
non-rational part of her soul. In the next sections I turn to consider why this view has
seemed so objectionable to many interpreters. I lay out the motives for doubt, and
show that they are misguided.

7.5 Phronesis and ends
The major motivation for the Intellectualist interpretation of the Goal passages, as we
saw above, is the worry that taking these passages at face value saddles Aristotle with a
Humean view.59 But what is so bad about doing that? First, the Intellectualists object
that Aristotle holds the very un-Humean view that we desire our ends because we find
them good. This, as I argued in section 2, is absolutely correct, but does not in fact
support the Intellectualist reading over the non-Intellectualist reading at all, for
Aristotle may hold that we find our goals good through phantasia. But Intellectualists
raise a second objection too: they think that Aristotle characterizes phronesis in such a
way that it must be responsible for more than working out the means to independently
given ends – i.e. must also be responsible for setting the ends in the first place. Is there
any truth to this? I will argue that there is not.
The Goal passages are not the only evidence that Aristotle restricts phronesis to delibera-

tion about “things toward ends.” In his discussion of phronesis in V/VI Aristotle several
times identifies the phronimos as the onewho is able to deliberatewell: see e.g. 5 1140a25-31
(culminating in “so that in general the phronimos would be the one able to deliberate
(› ��ıº�ı�ØŒ
)”), and 7 1141b9-10 (“we say that this is the function of the phronimosmost
of all, to deliberate well”). He also claims that phronesis is concerned most of all with
particulars (8 1142a14), where this means particular actions or objects to be acted on.
Other passages go even further. Phronesis is “about (��æ	 ) things about which there is
deliberation (��æd z� ���Ø ��ıº���Æ�ŁÆØ)” (7 1141b8-9) – which implies that it is not
about things about which there is no deliberation, e.g. ends. And practical intellect, the

then launches a defense of the definition of eudaimonia he has just given. Moreover he elsewhere claims that
eudaimonia is a starting-point, not only in the Goal passages but also in EN I.12: eudaimonia is the starting-point
and cause of all other goods, “for it is for the sake of eudaimonia that everyone does everything else”
(1102a2-4). But even the rival reading supports my general account of the Goal passage, although in a way
that only makes a claim about particular goals in particular situations: for the virtuous person recognizing some
particular action as fine is recognizing it as a (possible) goal, and hence as a starting-point for deliberation.

59 See for example Allan, Cooper, and Sorabji, cited in note 10.
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part of the soul of which phronesis is the virtue, gets labeled the º�ªØ��ØŒ� (rational or
calculative part), “because deliberation and calculation are the same (�e ªaæ ��ıº����ŁÆØ
ŒÆd º�ª	Ç��ŁÆØ �ÆP��)” (2 1139a12-13): the implication is that the function and essence
of this part is to deliberate, and nothing more. Finally, when Aristotle explicitly defines
phronesis, he names as its province “what is good and bad for man” (5 1140b5-6).60

Intellectualists take this to mean the intrinsically good and bad, i.e. what is good and bad
qua goal, but this is undermined by comparison with his other statements of this point:
what is distinctive of the phronimos is “to be able to deliberate finely about the good and
advantageous (IªÆŁa ŒÆd �ı�ç�æ���Æ) for himself ” (5 1140a25-27), to be concerned
with “what is healthy and good (�ªØ�Ø�e� ŒÆd IªÆŁe�) for men” (7 1141a22-23), or to
know “the advantageous for himself ” (7 1141b5-6). That ‘good’ is paired in two of these
passages with the obviously instrumental ‘advantageous’ and ‘healthy,’ and replaced
entirely by ‘advantageous’ in the third indicates that in saying that phronesis is concerned
with the good Aristotle all along meant the instrumental good rather than the good qua
goal. All these passages suggest, then, that in the ethical works Aristotle is working with
precisely the same definition of phronesis which he gives in the Rhet.: “The virtue of
thought by which people are able to deliberate well about the goods and bads we have
mentioned with a view to (�N
) happiness” (Rhet. 1366b20-22).61

Against all this evidence that phronesis’ domain is “things toward ends,” there is only
one passage which Intellectualists cite as explicitly claiming that phronesis gives us our
view of the end itself. Aristotle is concluding his discussion of euboulia (good delibera-
tion) in V/VI.9:

If then deliberating well belongs to the phronimoi, good deliberation would be the rightness
that accords with what is advantageous toward the end, of which phronesis is true supposition
(� �P��ıº	Æ �YÅ i� OæŁ�Å
 � ŒÆ�a �e �ı�ç�æ�� �æe
 �e ��º�
, �y � çæ�Å�Ø
 IºÅŁc
 ��ºÅł	


K��Ø�). (V/VI.9 1142b31-33)

On the standard reading, the claim of the passage is that phronesis is (among other
things, surely) the state which provides a true view of the end – despite all the
implications to the contrary in the Goal passages, and despite Aristotle’s silence on
any connection between phronesis and goals anywhere else (see below). But it is not at
all clear that this is what Aristotle means.

For one thing, as is frequently noted, the antecedent of the ‘of which’ (�y) might be
‘what is advantageous toward the end,’ rather than ‘the end,’ in which case this passage is
consistent with the Goal passages, and makes no claim about phronesis grasping the end.62

60 Phronesis is a “true practical condition, with logos, about the good and bad for man (��Ø� IºÅŁB ���a

ºª�ı �æÆŒ�ØŒc� ��æd �a I�Łæ��fiø IªÆŁa ŒÆd ŒÆŒ�).”
61 This definition of phronesis as restricted to deliberation also has historical precedent: see Democritus,

fragment 2, 119, and the other texts cited in Gauthier and Jolif’s commentary on 1140a30-31. It is clearly
different from Plato’s conception of phronesis, which includes knowledge of what the Good itself is, but given
Plato’s lack of distinction between practical and theoretical wisdom this is just what we should expect.

62 This reading originates with Walter 1874, 470-72. It is worth noting, arguably in its support, that the
passage as I have given it above follows what is now the standard text, Bywater’s, but Bywater is following
only one manuscript; the others all have the indefinite �Ø ��º�
 (“some end”) rather than �e ��º�
 (“the
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Intellectualists argue that this reading cannot make sense of the passage in context.63 This
argument is inconclusive, but even if we accept their favored reading the case is not as
simple as one might think. For consider Aristotle’s use of a phrase very similar to ‘true
supposition of the end’ in a passage earlier in the EE, which has not to my knowledge
been noted in this connection:

[D]ecision is not present in the other animals nor in people of every age nor of every state. For
neither is deliberation [present], nor supposition of the that-on-account-of-which (��ºÅłØ
 ��F �Øa

�	), but nothing prevents many from being able to opine (�����ÆØ) whether something is to be
done or not to be done, while not yet doing this through reasoning (�Øa º�ªØ���F). For the
deliberative capacity of the soul (�e ��ıº�ı�ØŒe�) is the capacity contemplative of a certain cause
(�e Ł�øæÅ�ØŒe� ÆN�Ø�
 �Ø�
). For the that-for-the-sake-of-which (� �y ���ŒÆ) is one of the
causes, because the that-on-account-of-which (�e �Øa �	) is a cause . . .Wherefore those for
whom no goal is laid down are not able to deliberate (�x
 �ÅŁ�d
 Œ�E�ÆØ �Œ��
, �P ��ıº�ı�ØŒ�	).
(EE II.10 1226b20-30, emphasis mine)

‘That-on-account-of-which’ is another label for ‘that-for-the-sake-of-which,’ i.e.
the goal;64 thus this passage’s ‘supposition of the that-on-account-of-which’ should be
taken as a notational variant on 1142b33’s ‘supposition of the end.’ But such supposi-
tion, the EE passage strongly suggests, is simply the recognition that one is working towards a
given end – a recognition which is a necessary condition of deliberation, i.e. practical
reasoning (º�ªØ��
). “Those for whom no goal is laid down” – animals, children, and
wanton adults – do something that resembles deliberation: they opine about whether
or not to do something. But they are not actually deliberating, i.e. not “doing this
through reasoning,” and this is because a crucial part of what it is to do something
through deliberation is to recognize what one is doing as being for the sake of an end,
and to use that end to guide one’s deliberations. (Aristotle goes on to elaborate this
point a few lines below, in a passage we saw in part above (1227a13 ff.): deliberation is
about means rather than ends, but “before the process [of deliberation] begins there
will be the that-on-account-of-which (KŒ �æ���æ�ı �b �Aºº�� ���ÆØ �e �Ø’ ‹), and this
is the that-for-the-sake-of-which . . . For the one who deliberates, if he has carried his

end”). If we follow the other manuscripts (with Bekker and Grant), we get: “good deliberation would be the
rightness that accords with what is advantageous toward some end, of which phronesis is true supposition.”
‘Toward some end’ looks very incidental, simply a way of explaining what ‘advantageous’means (what it is to
be advantageous, or a “thing toward the end,” is to be advantageous with reference to some end or other); if
this is right, we should follow Walter's reading.

63 See for example Cooper 1975, 64, note: the immediate context is a distinction between good
deliberation toward limited ends (for example technical deliberation) and unqualified good deliberation,
which is toward the “unqualified end”; thus the passage is identifying unqualified good deliberation by saying
that it is toward “the end of which phronesis is true supposition,” i.e. the unqualified end. This is reasonable
enough, but it may be that Aristotle feels he has made that distinction sufficiently clear in the preceding lines,
and is now merely summarizing the whole discussion of euboulia.

64 Compare the equation in later lines from the same chapter (quoted above): “ . . . the that-on-account-
of-which, i.e., the that-for-the-sake-of-which (�e �Ø’ ‹, ��F�’ K��Ø �e �y ���ŒÆ) . . . ” (1227a14).
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inquiry back from the end, deliberates about what is toward it, in order to bring the
process back to himself, or what he can do himself towards the end” (1227a13-18,
based on Woods’ translation).)

Thus ‘supposition of the end’ in this EE passage means not the thought that goes
into identifying the end, but rather the grasping of the end qua end, i.e. the using of the
end to guide deliberation. If we bring this passage to bear on 1142b33, then even on
the standard construal (phronesis is true supposition of the goal), the point is not that
phronesis supplies the content of the goal. Instead it is that the phronimos is one whose
excellent deliberation is constantly guided by an excellent goal – a goal supplied, as we
are frequently told elsewhere, by virtue.65

There is one other passage which talks, indirectly, about supposition of ends: a
passage on the starting-points of action which we saw in part at the start of section 3.
This may at first sight seem to undermine my reading of 1142b33, but on closer
inspection fits it:

Temperance preserves phronesis. But it preserves this sort of supposition (��ºÅłØ�). For the
pleasant and painful do not corrupt or pervert every supposition, such as that a triangle is or isn’t
equal in degree to two right angles, but only practical ones. For the starting-points of practical
things are that-for-the-sake-of-which the practical things are, and to someone corrupted by
pleasure or pain, straightaway (i) the starting-point does not appear, (ii) nor that he should choose and
do everything for the sake of and on account of this (�P�b ��E� �����ı ���Œ�� �P�b �Øa ��FŁ’ Æƒæ�E�ŁÆØ

����Æ ŒÆd �æ����Ø�). (V/VI.5 1140b11-19)

As I noted above, Intellectualists read this passage as evidence that phronesis identifies
ends: they take the claim to be that without phronesis the starting-point (the end) does
not appear. But the claim is in fact more complex: having the supposition of an end x
preserved means both (i) having x appear to you, and also (ii) knowing that you should
be acting for the sake of x. We can maintain consistency with the Goal passages, and at
the same time explain the idea that temperance “preserves” phronesis, if we take it that
Aristotle means to attribute (i) to virtue and (ii) to phronesis. It is character that ensures
(i), making one aware of the content of the end – that one should act finely, or that one

65 Broadie suggests an interpretation along these lines (although without the support of the EE passage):
practical intellect “is active about the goal . . . by seeing it as a goal” (1998, 296). The Intellectualist will object
that the proposed interpretation does not sufficiently distinguish phronesis from euboulia, while the text clearly
presents them as distinct. For the Intellectualist the distinction is clear: euboulia is one part of phronesis, the
other part being insight (nous) into the end (see for example Gauthier and Jolif, comment ad loc.). But there
are other ways to draw the distinction. Anthony Price has pointed out (in conversation) that Aristotle presents
euboulia not as a virtue, like phronesis, but instead as a correctness or “rightness” (OæŁ�Å
) – analogous in the
practical sphere not to wisdom but to the correctness it ensures, namely truth (see 1142b11). We know from
the Goal passages that phronesis “makes right the things toward the goal”; euboulia is Aristotle’s name for the
kind of rightness (correctness) it thereby produces. In support of this reading, note that euboulia is not on the
list of states (���Ø
) concerned with particulars at 1143a25-29: unlike phronesis, nous, consideration (ª���Å)
and comprehension (�����Ø
), it is not a “state” at all, and hence not a virtue – and hence need not be
distinguished from phronesis by assigning the latter a wider province. Greenwood offers a different solution:
euboulia is the search for practical truth, phronesis the state of possessing it (1909, commentary ad loc.).
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should save the drowning baby, or whatever it may be. What phronesis adds is the right
“supposition of the end,” where this means, as I argued above, being aware of it as an
end, i.e. using it to guide deliberation – or as Aristotle puts it here, (ii) being aware that
one should “choose and do everything for the sake of and on account of it.” Even
though (i) is a function of character it is necessary for phronesis, for without having
something as one’s end in the first place one of course cannot use it to guide
deliberation.
So much, then, for the most explicit piece of alleged evidence that phronesis identifies

ends. There are however several other passages which have been taken to entail the
same claim. First, the discussion of “architectonic” phronesis in V/VI.7-8:

Nor is phronesis only of universals, but it must know particulars too: for it is practical, and action is
about particulars. Which is why some who don’t have knowledge (�PŒ �N���
) are more
practical than others who do know, and in other cases too the experienced [are more practical].
For if someone knew that light meats are easily digestible and healthy, but did not know which
meats are light, he would not produce health, but the one who knows that bird meats are light
and healthy will produce health more. But phronesis is practical. So one must have both [the
universal and the particular], or the latter more. And there would be an architectonic form in this
case too. Political science (��ºØ�ØŒc) and phronesis are the same state (��Ø
), but their being is not
the same. And of the type concerned with the polis, the architectonic phronesis is legislative
science (����Ł��ØŒ�), but the kind concerned with particulars gets the common name, political
science. (V/VI.7-8 1141b14-26)

On the Intellectualist interpretation, architectonic phronesis is the excellence by which
we identify the highest human good; the universals it grasps are articulations of goals.66

The first point to make is that architectonic phronesis may not be required for
individual virtue and happiness at all.67 Aristotle emphasizes that in the political sphere
it is the non-architectonic type of phronesis, the type concerned with particulars, that is
practical and deliberative (�æÆŒ�ØŒc ŒÆd ��ıº�ı�ØŒ�, 1141b27); meanwhile, through-
out his discussion of phronesis he has emphasized that it is concerned with action and
deliberation (see quotations at the start of this section), and at the start of the present
passage he has argued that knowledge of the particular is more important to phronesis
than knowledge of the universal, precisely on the grounds that “phronesis is practical.”
Moreoever, in the EN’s final chapter Aristotle seems to say that a grasp of practical
universals is needed only for the task of making others virtuous. He begins by praising
the Spartan model on which the state attends to the nurture and practices of the
citizens; only if the state neglects this will the individual need to bring his children and
friends to virtue (EN X.9 1180a29-32) – which implies that one can be perfectly
virtuous without acquiring the expertise needed to make others virtuous. Moreover,
he says, if one’s task is simply to make a single person virtuous then knowledge of

66 For this reading see for example Joachim 1951, 210, and Greenwood 1909, 44.
67 See for example Broadie, in her commentary on the EN (2002) and (despite his Intellectualism) Hardie

1968.
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universals may be of some help, but for the most part knowledge of particulars will
suffice, just as it suffices for doctoring a single patient; only if one aims to improve
several or many people will one need universals:

It would seem that presumably the one who wishes to acquire a craft or become a theoretician
(��å�ØŒfiH ª����ŁÆØ ŒÆd Ł�øæ��ØŒfiH) must progress to the universal, and come to know it as much
as possible; for it has been said that the branches of knowledge (Æƒ K�Ø��B�ÆØ) are about that.
Then perhaps (��åÆ) the one who wants to improve people through care, whether many or a
few, must attempt to acquire the legislative art (����Ł��ØŒfiH ª����ŁÆØ), if we become good
through laws. (EN X.9 1180b20-25)

This implies that individuals who wish only to know how best to live their own lives
have no need of these universals.68 For individual well-being all that is required is the
non-architectonic phronesis, the kind concerned with particulars; universals are useful
only for legislators – and, as we learn elsewhere, political philosophers. (Aristotle calls
his subject ��ºØ�ØŒ�, and says it is the most architectonic of the sciences; he also calls the
political philosopher (��F �c� ��ºØ�ØŒc� çØº���ç�F���
) the architect (IæåØ��Œ�ø�) of
the human telos.69 Presumably political philosophy, which includes ethics, is even more
architectonic than legislation; both aim at improving the many.)

This reading is confirmed by what Aristotle says about the practical irrelevance of
universals. We can bring this out by considering some lines I elided from a passage we
saw above on why phronesis is required for strict virtue:

The natural [virtues] belong also to children and beasts, but are manifestly harmful without
nous.70 At any rate it seems this much can be seen: just as it happens to a powerful body without
sight that in moving it stumbles heavily, on account of not having sight, thus also here. But if one
acquires nous, it makes a difference in action.71 And this state which is similar [to natural virtue] is
virtue strictly. (V/VI.13 1144b8-14)

The passage makes very clear that phronesismakes a crucial difference in how we act,
and this fits with the characterization of phronesis throughout the ethical works (see for
example “phronesis is practical” in V/VI.7). On the Intellectualist interpretation, the
point of the passage is to show that without the grasp of the end which phronesis
supplies, one’s passions will lead one astray.72 Phronesis is necessary for acting well
because it provides us with the right end, and does so by grasping the first principles of

68 Lest there should be any doubt that the legislative art mentioned in EN X.9 is meant to be something
different from the kind of phronesis Aristotle has been discussing up to this point, the kind necessary for
individual virtue and happiness, the passage continues: “Next, then, should we examine whence and how
someone might acquire the legislative art?” (1180b28-29), making clear that this is a new topic not already
covered in what came before.

69 EN I.2 1094a27; VI/VII.11 1152b1-3.
70 See note 41 above.
71 See note 42 above.
72 “[N]ous is of the first principle or unconditional end, eudaimonia. So what natural virtue lacks . . . is grasp

of the end, grasp of where it is going” (Reeve 1992, 86); cf. (among others) Cooper 1986, 63.
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practical reasoning, the universals at issue in the architectonic phronesis passage. The
trouble is that, as we have already seen from V/VI.7-8, Aristotle denies that knowing
universals makes one more practical at all. Further confirmation comes from theMet.’s
discussion of craft (��å�Å). (We will return to this subject in more detail in Chapter 8,
but for now we can note that we should expect Aristotle’s view of craft to illuminate
his view of phronesis, for he defines the two as very similar states in V/VI.)

With regard to acting experience seems to differ from craft not at all, but the experienced hit the
mark even more than those who have a logos without experience. The cause is that experience is
recognition (ª�H�Ø
) of individual things while craft is of the universal, and actions and becom-
ings are all about the individual: for the doctor does not heal man except incidentally, but rather
Callias or Socrates or someone else . . . (Met. 981a12-19)

The craftsman is no better at producing the desired effect than the experienced person.
Grasping universals in the domain of one’s craft makes one wiser – and therefore better
able to teach others (Met. 981b7-10) – but has no effect on one’s own productions;
analogously, grasping universals in the domain of action will make one a better writer
of ethical and political treatises, and a better lawmaker, but will have no effect on one’s
own actions. Phronesis does of course make us better at acting, but it does so for
precisely the reason the Goal passages give: it makes us better at grasping particular
“things toward the end.” (I argue further for this reading of the natural virtue passage in
the next section.)
Others argue, however, that Aristotle thinks political phronesis necessary even for

one’s own virtue and happiness, and there is some evidence in their favor.73 Moreover,
one might argue that V/VI.8’s analogy between political and individual phronesis
implies that there is a form of architectonic phronesis concerned only with improving
oneself (although Aristotle certainly does not make this clear): knowing the universals
as well as the particulars relevant to achieving one’s own happiness. But this brings us to
a second problem with the Intellectualist interpretation of the passage: nothing Aris-
totle says about architectonic phronesis in either the political or private sphere implies
that the universals it grasps are ends.
In its political application, Aristotle tells us, architectonic phronesis is law-making

(����Ł��ØŒ�, V/VI.8 1141b25). Laws, however, give guidelines for achieving the goals
of a state, rather than setting out those goals. See for example ENX.9: laws “prescribe the
upbringing and practices” (����åŁÆØ �c� �æ�çc� ŒÆd �a K�Ø�Å����Æ�Æ) of the citizens,
with a view to making them virtuous and thereby happy (1179b34-35) – just as a doctor

73 Arguably this is implied later in the same chapter: in Irwin’s translation, “One’s own welfare requires
household management and a political system” (�PŒ ���Ø �e Æ���F �s ¼��ı �NŒ����	Æ
 �P�’ ¼��ı ��ºØ��	Æ
)
(1142a9-10). Given Aristotle’s view that man is a political and social animal, he arguably holds not only what
the passage literally says but also the related point that we cannot know what is good for ourselves without
knowing what is good for others. Also supporting this view is the fact that Aristotle seems to present his own
lectures on ethics, which certainly make universal claims, as an aid to acquiring individual phronesis. I return
briefly to this point below.
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might prescribe a certain type of regimen to a whole population, with a view to making
them healthy; one who wants to make the citizens better should study legislative science,
because “through laws we become good” (1180b25). And while Aristotle certainly
characterizes political science as the science concerned with the highest human good, his
point is that political science is the science which aims at this good – has it as its telos – just
as medicine aims at health or economics at wealth (EN I.2 1094b6-7). Political science is
the science not of identifying the human good, but rather of determining which policies
and laws will best promote it.

Of course this presupposes having the right conception of the human good, and the
political scientist must begin by making a clear statement of it (EN I.2 1094a22-25; cf.
Pol. 1321a14-16). But this does not entail that it is political science which itself
furnishes that correct conception: virtue of character is a necessary condition of political
as well as of individual phronesis – hence Aristotle’s insistence that the improperly
habituated cannot be good students of political science (EN I.4 1095b4-6) – and this
because (as I have been arguing) it is virtue that gives one the correct view of the goal.

Thus by analogy with the political case, architectonic phronesis about one’s own
good would consist not in grasping definitions of one’s end, but instead in being good
at formulating general policies by which one can achieve it.74 And indeed this
interpretation fits the only examples Aristotle gives to show that deliberation is
concerned with universals: “light meats are easily digestible and healthy” (V/VI.7
1141b18-19) gives a general guideline for achieving the goal of health, but is no
more a statement of that goal than the more particular proposition “poultry is light
and healthy”; likewise for the other example he gives, a bit below: “all heavy water is
foul” (V/VI.8 1142a23-24).75 To say that phronesis is concerned with universals as well
as particulars, then, is simply to say that deliberation involves universal claims as well as
particular ones – general rules analogous to laws as well as particular imperatives
analogous to decrees. Moreover, this is just what we should expect given the context:
as Burnet points out in his commentary, when Aristotle says in V/VI.7 that phronesis is
“not only about universals, but must also know particulars,” this implies that what he
has been discussing up to this point is the kind concerned with universals – and what he
has been discussing is a state responsible for deliberation. (See for example a few lines
before the introduction of architectonic phronesis, “We say that this most of all is the
function of the phronimos, to deliberate well” (1141b9-10).) Thus even if Aristotle does
hold that knowledge of universals is required for individual virtue and happiness, this
would not show that it is phronesis’ task to set our ends.

74 See Burnet’s note ad loc.: it is character that supplies one’s end; “What � ŒÆŁº�ı çæ�Å�Ø
 does is, given
the true good as an Oæ�Œ��, to frame general rules for its attainment” (Burnet 1900).

75 These are presumably examples of medical deliberation, not phronesis proper, but the point is that they are
claims about what promotes health, rather than definitions of health; the analogous universals in the phronimos’
sphere would be claims about what promotes happiness, rather than definitions of what happiness is.
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Further confirmation comes from the discussion of craft in Met. I.1. Expert doctors
differ from their merely experienced counterparts in grasping the universal as well as
the particular, but the universals in question do not look like ends. Instead, Aristotle’s
claim is that while merely experienced types know only that “this thing was beneficial
for Callias when he was ill with this disease, and for Socrates, etc.,” craftsmen know the
universal truth “that [this cure] benefited all people of this sort, divided off into one
type (ŒÆ�’ �r��
 �� Iç�æØ�Ł�E�Ø), when ill with this disease – for example phlegmatics
or bilious people when burning with fever” (981a7-12). This is the medical analogue
of a general ethical claim like “Actions of type x are to-be-done in situations of type y”;
the analogue of a definition of happiness would instead be a general definition of
health. And while the doctor must of course correctly grasp what health is like, just as
the phronimosmust correctly grasp what happiness is like, what Aristotle here presents as
the distinct contribution that medical knowledge makes is not this but instead general
rules like the one about fever – that is, about “things toward” the end of health. (See
further discussion in Chapter 8.)
So much for Aristotle’s discussion of architectonic phronesis; the arguments I have

given here also count against the related Intellectualist interpretation of two other
passages. One is from early in the EN:

We must begin from what is known (ª�øæ	�ø�) to us. Wherefore the one who is to listen
sufficiently about the fine and just and in general about political things should have been finely
raised in habits (��E ��E
 �Ł��Ø� qåŁÆØ ŒÆºH
). For the starting-point is the that (�e ‹�Ø), and if this
were to appear sufficiently, there will be no additional need for the because (�P�b� �æ�������Ø ��F
�Ø�Ø). For this type of person either has the starting-points or can get them easily. (EN I.4
1095b3-8)

On a view we find for example in Reeve, Aristotle’s point in this passage is that
habituated virtue becomes strict virtue when one acquires phronesis by grasping the
because; furthermore, grasping the because is grasping the end.76 But what we have seen
above about ethical universals suggests that the passage should be read in one of two
ways, neither of which associates phronesis with ends. First, if Broadie and Hardie are
right that a grasp of universals is not a requirement for individual virtue and happiness,
we should take at face value the claim that in ethical matters someone who has the that
has no need for the because.77 Alternatively, even if they are wrong, we have seen from
theMet.’s discussion of craft that grasping the because in the practical realm (i.e. grasping
the universal – Met. 981a28-30) means grasping general maxims that relate particulars

76 Reeve 1992, 30; cf. Hardie 1968, 35 and Cooper 2010. Others have thought the because crucial to
phronesis without explicitly identifying it with the end: see Burnyeat 1980.

77 Compare EN I.4 1098a33-b2: “The cause is not to be demanded in the same way in every inquiry, but
it is sufficient in some to demonstrate the that finely, as for example with starting-points.” For a detailed
argument that inquiry into universal causes of ethical facts belongs not to ethics itself but rather to
metaphysics, physics and psychology, see Achtenberg 2002, 76-95.
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to one’s end, rather than grasping a definition of the end. (Again, see further discussion
in Chapter 8.)

The other passage is one we saw above from EN X.9, which arguably implies that
logoi are necessary to produce full virtue. Those who take the EN I.4 passage to imply
that phronesis involves knowledge of the because see confirmation in X.9: they take the
logoi in question to be something like explanations or reasoned accounts of why the
things one has been habituated to admire and desire are good – becauses to explain
habituation’s thats, and thereby to provide the intellectual component which allows
merely habituated virtue to become strict virtue.78 But X.9 describes the kind of logos
in question as one that “dissuades” (I���æ������
) from wrongdoing, which implies
that the logoi are exhortations rather than explanations. Moreover, this fits with
Aristotle’s characterization of the logoi relevant to moral education in the chapter as a
whole. Logoi are not sufficient to make people virtuous because they can “encourage
and urge on” (�æ��æ�łÆ�ŁÆØ �b� ŒÆd �Ææ�æ�B�ÆØ) only those who are already on the
right track (1179b7); logoi are thought useful in bringing about virtue because

. . . some believe that the legislators should exhort (�ÆæÆŒÆº�E�) people toward virtue, and urge
them on for the sake of the fine (�æ��æ����ŁÆØ ��F ŒÆº�F å�æØ�), since those who have been well
advanced through habits will listen well (K�ÆŒ�ı�����ø�) . . . For the decent person, living
toward the fine, will be obedient to the logos (�fiH ºªfiø ��ØŁÆæå���Ø�). (EN X.9 1180a5-11)

Notably, the language Aristotle uses here to describe the relation between the
educational logoi and their audience is precisely that he uses to describe the relation
between the rational and non-rational parts of the soul in EN I.13. The non-rational,
passionate part

in the continent person is indeed obedient to (��ØŁÆæå�E) the logos, and in the moderate and brave
person it is probably even better at listening (�PÅŒ����æ��) . . . And admonitions and every
reproving and exhorting (�Ææ�ŒºÅ�Ø
) show that the non-rational can be persuaded in some
way by logos (��	Ł��Æ	 �ø
 ��e ºª�ı �e ¼º�ª��). (EN I.13 1102b26-1103a1)79

Thus X.9’s claim that logoi are useful (or even necessary) for virtue does not show that
phronesis supplies our ends; instead, it confirms what we see in I.13 and elsewhere:
intellect (one’s own or another’s) supplements character by giving specific guidance
about what to do.

Even if one accepts my arguments that the passages reviewed above – V/VI.7-8 on
architectonic phronesis, I.4 on “thats” and “becauses,” and X.9 on the role of logoi in
moral education – do not assign phronesis the role of setting ends, one may still feel that
they count against my narrow reading of phronesis as concerned exclusively with
“things toward ends.” This is for an important reason which I will touch on only

78 See for example Cooper 2010.
79 Both this passage and the one from EN X.9 go on to compare the relation between exhorting logos and

exhorted audience to that between father and son.
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briefly here: each of these passages has been seen to support the view that the goal of
Aristotle’s ethical lectures – that is, of the EN and EE themselves – is to help bring the
audience to full virtue precisely by helping them become more phronimos. Aristotle
says that phronesis, as an intellectual virtue, is acquired by teaching (EN II .1 1103a15),
and given that he calls the subject of his lectures politikê (see EN I.2-3),
which he later pronounces the same as (although different in being from) phronesis
(V/VI.8 1141b23-24, quoted above), the interpretation is a compelling one. But if
phronesis is the kind of thing you acquire by studying ethical theory, one might object,
then surely it goes beyond excellence in deliberation.
I am not convinced by this argument. We can hold on to a narrow view of phronesis

by arguing either (a) that Aristotle thinks his lectures useful for the acquisition of
architectonic phronesis, understood as the kind necessary for teaching and ruling others,
while holding that people acquire ground-level phronesis, the kind necessary for indi-
vidual virtue and happiness, in the course of ordinary experience; or alternatively (b)
that the aim of the lectures is indeed to make us more phronimoswith regard to our own
lives, but precisely by aiding us in our deliberations – that is, by spelling out the “things
toward” the ultimate end. (For a defense of (b) see the close of Chapter 8, in which
I argue that the choice between the practical and the theoretical life is a choice of
different means to the same end, excellent rational activity.) The issue is thorny,
however, and settling it would take us far afield from the main question at issue
here.80 I am thus content to leave open the possibility that phronesis involves philosoph-
ical understanding in addition to excellence in deliberation, so long as we recognize that
this does not automatically entail that it supplies our ends. The phronimos might, for
instance, be someone with a philosophical understanding of the psychological and
metaphysical bases of ethic facts, justifications which secure his grasp of those facts,
without for that reason having a different end from his less philosophical counterparts.81

In the absence of other evidence that phronesis supplies our ends we cannot take the
possibility that it involves philosophical understanding of ethics to prove that it does.
There is one final piece of alleged evidence for the claim that ends are the province

of intellect: an extremely difficult passage on the role of nous in practical reasoning. The
passage comes at the end of V/VI.11, shortly before the discussion that includes several
of our Goal passages.Nous in the rest of book V/VI refers unambiguously to theoretical
nous, the state of grasping universal starting-points for deductions; now, however,
Aristotle evidently introduces (without comment or explanation) a technical sense of
nous in the practical sphere. He has just been emphasizing that phronesis is about
particulars (1143a26-29); now he says the same of practical nous:

And nous is of the last things (�H� K�å��ø�) in both [the practical and theoretical spheres]. For there is
nous, and not logos, both of the first terms and of the last; and the [nous] concerned with demonstra-

80 For good arguments that phronesis does not involve philosophical understanding, see Achtenberg 2002,
74-80 and 91-95.

81 For this kind of view see e.g. Engberg-Pedersen, 1983.
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tions is of the unchanging, first terms, while that in practical matters is of the last and changeable
[term] and the minor premise. For these things are the starting-points of the that-for-the-sake-of-which, for
the universal is from the particulars (KŒ �H� ŒÆŁ’ �ŒÆ��Æ ªaæ �a ŒÆŁº�ı). Of these things therefore
one must have perception, and this is nous. (V/VI.11 1143a35-b5, emphasis mine)

On a widespread reading, this passage shows that we grasp the goal – the “that-for-the-
sake-of-which” – on the basis of intellectual induction. The particular facts that we grasp
through practical nous (which is understood to be an aspect of phronesis) form the inductive
basis for an intellectual grasp of the goal.82 But the lines which seem to support this
reading – “these things are the starting-points of the that-for-the-sake-of-which, for
the universal is from the particulars” – are so compressed that we should be wary of
interpreting them in away somanifestly at oddswith everything elseAristotle has said, and
in particular is about to go on to say in the Goal passages which shortly follow, about how
we acquire our goals. Cooper (despite his own embrace of the view that nous grasps
practical starting-points) argues persuasively against this reading, citing in his support a
passage from the de An. which uses very similar language:

The last thing is the starting-point of action (�e �’ ��åÆ��� Iæåc �B
 �æ���ø
). (de An. 433a16-17)

In this passage Aristotle must mean that the last thing – the particular – is that from
which one begins to act towards one goal; thus at 1143b4 too, Cooper argues, Aristotle
is saying that particulars are starting-points not for the grasping of ends but rather “for
the attainment of ends.”83 Thus the passage supplies only very inconclusive support for
the view that intellect provides our ends; in the absence of better evidence there is no
pressure to read it this way.

Other evidence, however, is not forthcoming.What I have tried to do in this section is
to place the textual burden of proof firmly on the Intellectualists’ shoulders. There are
some scattered, difficult passages which can be read as evidence that phronesis provides us
with our ends, but all these passages admit of alternative readings which fit better with
what Aristotle says elsewhere. On the other side, there is copious and explicit evidence
that phronesis’ task is solely to provide us with “things toward the end” – that it is the
condition which makes one good at determining how best to achieve goals, goals one has
acquired from some other source.

82 See for example Greenwood 1909, 51, Sorabji 1973-4, 214, or Dahl 1984, 44: “ . . . what nous grasps are
propositions indicating what is to be done or what is good in a particular situation. These propositions are
starting points for an inductive inference to universal ends. From propositions of the form ‘This � is good’ or
‘This � is to be done’ one can inductively infer universal principles of the form ‘What is � is good’ or ‘What
is � is to be done’ . . . [O]ne has inductively acquired a universal end.”

83 1975, 42, note. Broadie argues for a similar reading: particulars are starting-points of the end in the sense
that “they give rise to the end (i.e. to its realization) by filling out the general aim so as to convert it into a
decision,” while the claim that universals come from particulars means that “generalities come into being
only as particularized” (commentary ad 1143b3-5); for longer arguments cf. her 1998.
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7.6 The role of phronesis
Even some Intellectualists recognize that nearly all the textual evidence is against them,
but balk at drawing the natural inference: witness e.g. Allan’s complaint that Aristotle is
“for the most part silent about the theoretical insight [i.e. knowledge of the overall
goal] of the man of practical wisdom, and seems content to present him as one
who . . . can judge what ought to be done in given circumstances.”84 Why this
insistence on privileging a few contested passages above so many clear ones? Aside
from the Humean worry that restricting phronesis to “things toward the goal” leaves the
setting of goals to desire – a worry I have addressed above and will take up again in the
next chapter – I suspect Intellectualists are motivated by the corresponding worry that
restricting phronesis in this way renders it ethically trivial.
Clearly Aristotle thinks phronesis of paramount ethical importance: there is no (strict)

virtue without it (1144b16-27), and once you have it you have all the virtues (1145a1-2)
(and see in general V/VI.12-13). And we should grant the Intellectualists that this
strongly implies that phronesis is excellence at something that goes beyond what a
Humean would recognize as practical reasoning. Someone merely efficient at putting
his plans into action – someone who can calculate the quickest route to the river where
the child is drowning, or can arrange the most impressive catering for his friend’s
wedding at the cheapest price – may be smarter and more effective than his bumbling
friends, but we would be very wary of calling this a moral difference. But between this
ultra-Humean (or sub-Humean) view of practical reason, and the Kantian one which the
Intellectualists find in Aristotle, there is room to take up an interesting position.85 And
that, I argue in this section, is just what Aristotle does. Successfully working out the
things that promote an end is on his view complex, ethically demanding, and crucial to
well-being – and this because “things toward the end” is a category far broader than what
we think of as instrumental means.
We can begin by noting that he claims very explicitly that getting the “things toward

the end” right is of extreme ethical significance. Consider the earliest of the Goal
passages again, along with the line which precedes it. Aristotle is arguing, against a
putative objection, that phronesis is not idle but instead choiceworthy and indeed
necessary:

Further, the [human] function is achieved in accordance with phronesis and character-virtue: for
virtue makes the goal right, phronesis the things toward it. (V/VI.12 1144a6-9)

Phronesis is essential just because it makes “things toward goals” right, not for some other
reason about which Aristotle is “content to be for the most part silent.”

84 Allan 1952, 182-83, quoted approvingly by Hardie 1968, 213.
85 ‘Sub-Humean’ is Bernard Williams’ term, fromWilliams 1981 – a paper which provides a good model

of what I am arguing is an Aristotelian view of deliberation, with “subjective motivational set” corresponding
to Aristotle’s notion of character.

HAPPINESS, V IRTUE, AND THE APPARENT GOOD 191



The ethical significance of “things toward the goal” is further confirmed by the first
lines of the passage we saw from the Politics: “Well-being (�e �s ) for everyone depends
on two things: one is the goal and end of actions being laid down rightly, the other is
finding the actions that lead to that end.” Being right about the “things toward ends” is
crucial to our function, and hence crucial to our happiness.86

Thus we should leave off wondering at Aristotle’s silence regarding the putative
end-setting role of phronesis, and instead search his discussions for positive evidence of a
suitably broad conception of “things toward ends.” One such conception has been
proposed by Wiggins and McDowell: phronesis is a kind of moral perception, whereby
“one rather than another of the potentially practically relevant features of the situation
would strike a virtuous person, and rightly so, as salient, as what matters about the
situation.”87 This is surely at least in part right, given Aristotle’s emphasis on phronesis’
concern with particulars. But there is another conception – or possibly another way of
explaining this conception – much more explicitly supported by the texts. This
becomes clear when we focus on a function of phronesis which Aristotle evidently
thinks extremely important, but which has been largely ignored by those who focus on
the debate surrounding the Goal passages: the function of determining the “mean”
(�����) at which virtue aims.88

It is in this capacity that Aristotle first says anything substantive about phronesis, in his
famous definition of character-virtue in EN II.6:

Therefore virtue is a state issuing in decisions, consisting in an intermediate relative to us,
determined by logos and as the phronimos would determine it (‰æØ����Å ºªfiø ŒÆd ‰
 i� ›

çæ�Ø��
 ›æ	��Ø��). (¯˝ II.6 1106b36-1107a2)

Virtue is an intermediate state (����Å
) between extremes of excess and deficiency,
in that it aims at (is ���åÆ��ØŒ� of ) the mean (�e �����) in actions and passions (EN
II.6 1106b27-28, II.9 1109a20-23). That is, virtue ensures that we aim at the mean –

or, to use a less technical formulation which Aristotle frequently presents as equivalent,
at acting “as one should” (‰
 ��E). But it can be difficult to know just what the mean is:
it is one thing to wish to do what is right in a given situation, but quite another to know
just what is right – to know “when one should [act, or feel a passion], and about what
things, and in relation to whom, and for the sake of what, and how one should” (EN
II.6 1106b21-22). Hence the need for phronesis, whose function, according to this

86 Note also that EE II .10 poses as an open question whether virtue makes the goal right or the things
toward it; although Aristotle goes on to argue for the former answer, the way that he poses the question
shows that he does not think that the latter would obviously give virtue too trivial or non-ethical a task.

87 McDowell 1998, 29; cf. Wiggins 1975, 232-33.
88 Greenwood does acknowledge the importance and relevance of this role: see his 1909, 58-59. But on

his interpretation (a) determining the mean is only one part of deliberation, and (b) what it is to determine the
mean is “to decide what moral states or moral actions are the best means toward the attainment of that final
end,” the life of excellent contemplation (Ł�øæ	Æ). My interpretation differs significantly, as will become
clear below.
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passage, is to provide the logos which defines or determines (›æ	Ç�Ø�) that mean.89 As
Aristotle puts it with regard to some specific examples:

Getting angry belongs to everyone and is easy, and so is giving and spending money; but to
whom and how much and when and for the sake of what and in what way no longer belongs to
everyone, nor is easy; hence doing this well is rare and praiseworthy and fine. . . . Presumably
hitting the mean is difficult, and especially in particulars: for it is not easy to determine (�Ø�æ	�ÆØ)
how and to whom and about what sort of things and for how long one should be angry. (EN II.9
1109a26-30; 1109b14-16)

The ‘determine’ in b15 reminds us of the role attributed to the phronimos in EN II.6’s
definition of virtue; the point of both passages is to show that phronesis is necessary for
virtue because without it one cannot identify the mean at which virtue aims. And this
explains why phronesis is ethically so significant – why it makes what we would call a
moral difference. Someone who typically gets too angry, or angry at the wrong people
or for the wrong reasons, is making an ethical error; he lacks the virtue of mildness.
Someone who goes wrong in giving and spending money is making an ethical error
too: the generous (Kº�ıŁ�æ	�
) person hits the mean, but the gifts of the wasteful
(¼�ø��
) person

. . . are not as they should be (‰
 ��E), but sometimes they make wealthy those who should be
poor, and would give nothing to those measured in character, but much to those offering flattery
or some other pleasure. (EN IV.1 1121b5-7).

Moreover, I want now to show, it is just this sort of thing Aristotle has in mind when
he describes phronesis in the Goal passages as what “makes right the things toward the
end,” i.e. as what guarantees good deliberation. One might think – as commentators
who ignore EN II.6 in their discussion of phronesis evidently do – that Aristotle simply
forgets about mean-determining when he turns to his head-on discussion of phronesis in
V/VI. But that discussion opens with a reminder that the mean at which one should
aim is “as the right logos (OæŁe
 ºª�
) says” and a promise to investigate the deferred
question of what the right logos is (1 1138b18-25); it ends by identifying the right logos
first as “the one in accord with (ŒÆ�a) phronesis” and then (in what is presumably an
overstatement) as phronesis itself (13 1144b23-27). Thus in characterizing phronesis as a
deliberative excellence that makes the things toward the end right, Aristotle evidently
takes himself to have characterized it as what determines the mean. And a careful look

89 More precisely, the passage says that the logos determines virtue (or on Bywater’s emendation, ‰æØ����fi Å
ºªfiø ŒÆØ fiz i� . . . determines the intermediate which virtue is); some think that this assigns phronesis the role
of directly monitoring one’s character-states. But as I show below, Aristotle elsewhere identifies that which
needs wise determination as the mean, where this refers not to what virtue is but instead to that at which it
aims. Moreover, just before the definition of virtue at 1106b36 he says that virtue is an intermediate state only
in that it aims at amean (����Å
 �Ø
 ¼æÆ K��d� � Iæ���, ���åÆ��ØŒ� ª� �s�Æ ��F ����ı) –¯˝ II.6 1106b27-28,
cf. II.9 1109a20-23). Therefore we can put the point as I have done above: the role of phronesis is to determine,
by logos, the mean at which virtue aims. Compare also EE II.5 1222b6-7.
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at his various characterizations of virtuous action shows him to be, if not a model of
clarity, at least plausibly justified in this assumption.

The first point to note is that in saying that virtue “aims at a mean” (is ���åÆ��ØŒ�
��F ����ı – e.g. EN II.6 1106b28), Aristotle is saying that the virtuous person takes the
mean as his end or goal. This is implied throughout, but most explicit in a passage from
the EE:

Every decision is of something and for the sake of something. That for the sake of which is the mean,
of which virtue is the cause (�y �b� �s� ���ŒÆ �e ����� K��	�, �y ÆN�	Æ � Iæ���) . . . 90 (EE II.11
1227b36-38, emphasis mine)

This passage repeats the claim of the Goal passages that virtue makes the goal right:
because he has a virtuous character, the virtuous person has a good goal – here
characterized as “achieve the mean,” i.e. “act as one should” (‰
 ��E).91

The second point to note is that Aristotle characterizes deliberation as a form of
determining or defining, ›æ	Ç�Ø�: deliberation is about things that are as yet “undeter-
mined” (I�ØæØ����, EN III.3 1112b9); “The object of deliberation and the object of
decision are the same, but the object of decision is already determined (IçøæØ������)”
(1113a4) – i.e. through the preceding deliberation; good deliberation cannot be
identical with belief (��Æ), because “everything that is the object of belief is already
determined (uæØ��ÆØ)” (V/VI.9 1142b11-12).

Thus we can unify Aristotle’s various descriptions of virtuous action as follows. In a
particular practical situation the virtuous deliberator begins with a goal at which he (for
it will always be a he, on Aristotle’s view) is aiming, i.e. wishes (has a ���ºÅ�Ø
) to
achieve. This is a goal which can be described variously as:

(i) the mean (EE II.11 1227b36-38, quoted above)
(ii) the fine (e.g. EN III.7 1115b13-14, IV.1 1120a23-24, and EE III.1 1230a27-29)
(iii) the major premise of a particular practical syllogism: “Avoid all unhealthy

things” (or whatever Aristotle intends at VI/VII.3 1147a32) or “I must make

90 The remainder of the sentence is contested: the manuscripts have �e �æ�ÆØæ�E�ŁÆØ �y ���ŒÆ, to which
various emendations have been proposed. Woods’ translation follows Fritzsche and Susemihl in reading �fiH
for �e, yielding “of which virtue is the cause by choosing.” This would provide support for version (a) of the
Intellectualist interpretation of the Goal passages: virtue makes the goal right in that virtue makes us want the
goal. But (as Kenny 1979 persuasively argues) this emendation is misleading and unnecessary. We should
instead read with the manuscripts simply that virtue is the cause of the goal, where what this means is
explained by passages like EE II.11’s Goal passage (1227b23-25), which shortly precedes these lines; the
remainder of the sentence will then be simply a reminder (albeit both otiose and grammatically awkward) that
decision is for the sake of something; or (following Kenny, who thinks we can get this sense either without
emendation or by reading ��F for �e) the sentence will read “It is the mean that virtue is the cause of the
decision’s being for the sake of,” where this is a clumsy statement of “Virtue is the cause of the decision’s
being for the sake of the mean” (Kenny 1979, 85-87).

91 It is worth emphasizing that this is not a universal goal, one like happiness or “doing well” (�s �æ����Ø�)
which anyone who has any kind of goal has ipso facto. There are plenty of people who do not aim at acting as
they should: witness for example wasteful peopl� (¼�ø��Ø), who “have an appetite for giving, but the how or
whence makes no difference to them” (¯˝ IV.1 1121b2-3).
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something good” (MA 701a17) – or, to use the general formula for the starting-
points of practical syllogisms,

(iv) “the end and the best” (V/VI.12 1144a31-32).

This goal is his starting-point; now he must deliberate about how to achieve it. His
deliberation is (or yields?) a logos; since he is phronimos, and hence excellent at delibera-
tion, it will be a “right logos.” And we can describe that logos in different ways,
depending on which description of the goal we have used, as:

(i) determining the mean
(ii) identifying what is fine in the circumstances
(iii) a minor premise or chain of premises of a particular syllogism: “This is un-

healthy,” or “a house is good” – or, most generally
(iv) “this will lead to the end and best,” i.e. as identifying the “things toward the

end.”

All these descriptions show that what deliberation does is to make determinate the
indeterminate goal with which the agent began. And thus accurately working out how
best to achieve that goal – working out the finest “things toward it,” i.e. deliberating
well – is “determining the mean,” i.e. is correctly making specific the worthy but
overly general goal of acting as one should. For example, it is characteristic of the
generous person to have the right goal: he “will not neglect his possessions, wishing
(��ıº����
) to assist someone through them” (EN IV.1 1120b2-3). But in order
really to achieve this goal he must deliberate about how much money he should give to
whom, and in what way, and so on. And getting this right, as we have seen above, is
hitting the mean.
This yields an interpretation of phronesis with two important advantages. First, it

gives us a unified account of phronesis by showing that the two apparently disconnected
roles which Aristotle explicitly assigns it – determining the mean by the right logos, and
making right the “things toward ends” – are in fact equivalent. Second, in identifying
deliberation with mean-determination, the interpretation shows that phronesis as char-
acterized in V/VI is much more than Humean instrumental reasoning, and hence
merits the ethical significance Aristotle attributes to it. Phronesis is crucial to virtue not
because virtue requires mere means-end efficiency, but because without phronesis the
intention to do what one should cannot reliably be made specific in an appropriate
way, and hence cannot reliably be focused onto an appropriate course of action.
Moreover, this allows us to make good sense of Aristotle’s claim that natural virtues

are harmful without nous, because “just as it happens to a powerful body without sight
that in moving it stumbles heavily on account of not having sight, thus also here”
(V/VI. 13 1144b8-17). This claim comes in the course of an argument that the relation
between natural and strict virtue – “not identical, but similar” (1144b3) – is just like
that between phronesis and cleverness. The clever person differs from the phronimos in
that her ends may be either good or bad (12 1144a23-36). The naturally virtuous
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person differs from the genuinely virtuous one, this passage thus suggests – especially
given that it comes shortly after one of the Goal passages and shortly before another
(the earliest two) – in that her “things toward the goal” may be either good or bad.92

We saw above that practical nous is intellectual quasi-perception of particulars
(11 1143a35-b5); this is what the person with merely natural virtue lacks. Just as a
blind person may have the strength and will to walk somewhere but stumbles over
obstacles because she cannot see her way, so someone with natural courage (for
instance) may have the right goal in a given situation, but blunder because she cannot
discern what the brave thing to do is in that situation – and thus wind up acting rashly
rather than bravely.93

After all, even those who wish to do the right thing may find it very hard in a given
situation to work out just what the right thing is – and getting it wrong can be a moral
failing.94 This is an idea which a modern Aristotelian, Hursthouse, has forcefully
expressed by contrasting practically wise agents with well-intentioned adolescents
who harm people they wish to help because they lack the experience necessary for
correctly applying ethical concepts in particular situations. Not knowing how to
benefit someone most efficiently may be an ethically neutral deficiency; not knowing
what sorts of things are benefits in a given situation – to take one of Hursthouse’s
examples, thinking that it would be kind to protect someone from a hurtful truth in a
situation where it would in fact be unkind – is an intellectual failing that is at the same
time plausibly a moral one.95

The interpretation of deliberation I am presenting may look very like one familiar
from the literature: the so-called “constituent means” view of deliberation famously
advocated by (among others) Wiggins, McDowell, and Irwin. Drawing on a distinc-
tion between instrumental means to a goal and constitutive components of it, these
interpreters have argued that deliberation can be restricted to “things toward the end”
without reducing to mere instrumental reasoning. One notion of “things toward the
end” is instrumental means, but:

The second notion . . . is that of something whose existence counts in itself as the partial or total
realization of the end. This is a constituent of the end . . . [In the] constituents-to-ends case a man
deliberates about what kind of life he wants to lead, or deliberates in a determinate context about
which of several possible courses of actionwould conformmost closely to some idea he holds before
himself, or deliberates about what would constitute eudaimonia here and now, or . . . about what

92 This reading fits also with the Politics passage quoted above (1331b27-38), and EE II.11 1227b21-23.
93 Hence my reading of this passage converges with the Wiggins/McDowell view of phronesis as moral

perception, as against the Intellectualist reading quoted above.
94 Gauthier and Jolif’s note on 1144b16-17 (from passage 12) makes this point very well; see also Kenny’s

example of someone who has the worthy goal of justice, but “pursues it under the [let us grant] mistaken
belief it consists in taking from each according to his ability and giving to each according to his need” (1979,
107).

95 Hursthouse 1991, 231. Cf. Hursthouse 2003: “Quite generally, given that good intentions are inten-
tions to act well or ‘do the right thing’, we may say that practical wisdom is the knowledge or understanding
that enables its possessor, unlike the nice adolescents, to do just that, in any given situation.”
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would count as the achievement of the not yet completely specific goal which he has already set
himself in the given situation. (Wiggins 1975, 224-25)96

The view is indeed similar to the one I have advanced; Greenwood, one of the
originators of the idea of constituent/whole deliberation, recognized determining the
mean as one form of it (although Wiggins et al. make no mention of it).97 Like myself,
the constituents-deliberation camp argue that we can do justice to the ethical signifi-
cance of deliberation while respecting Aristotle’s claim that it is of “things toward
ends,” on the grounds that “making right the things toward ends” is an ethically
demanding task which involves giving specific content to a general goal.98 But if we
follow the constituents-deliberation view to its proponents’ conclusion, we wind up
giving up the game on “virtue makes the goal right” entirely. For Wiggins and Irwin
use their notion of deliberation to argue that in an important sense there is after all
deliberation of ends – and thus that giving content to the goal is an intellectual task:

[P]ractical intellect is not concerned with means as opposed to ends. Insofar as it is concerned with
constituent ‘means,’ it is also concerned with ends . . . A virtuous man’s ends are chosen by
rational desires resting on deliberation about components of the final good. (Irwin 1975, 571)99

But this is simply to obliterate the distinction Aristotle clearly thinks so important: the
distinction between being right about the end and being right about the “things toward
it.” It may be fair to say that Aristotle does not give usmuch guidance in drawing the line
between the two, but we should nonetheless avoid an interpretation which precludes its
being drawn.100 Moreover, to say that practical reasoning can furnish specifications of
ends but not ultimate ends themselves is to place a restriction on its powers that is far
from arbitrary. Aristotle’s claim is that while we can reason about how to live or what to
care about, given a set of ultimate values, those ultimate values are fixed and determined
by our upbringings – that is, by the affective, evaluative dispositions that our upbringings
produce: our characters.101

We should not, then, take the idea of determining or specifying ends as broadly as
the constituents-deliberation camp do. We can nonetheless take it far enough to ensure
that deliberation is ethically significant. Deliberation cannot teach us that eudaimonia

96 Cf. McDowell 1998, 26. Wiggins and McDowell connect this picture of deliberation to their notion
of phronesis as the perception of morally salient particulars, mentioned above: to deliberate well is to see what,
giving one’s goal of acting well, is morally salient in the situation, and this amounts to seeing “what doing
well, here and now, is” (McDowell, ibid.).

97 Greenwood 1909, 58; but see the caveats about his interpretation noted above.
98 See especially the McDowell passage cited above for an emphasis on ethical significance.
99 Compare Wiggins, 227: “It is plainly impossible to deliberate about the end if this is to deliberate by

asking ‘Shall I pursue the end?’ . . . But this platitude scarcely demonstrates the impossibility of deliberating
the question ‘what, practically speaking, is this end?’ or ‘what shall count for me as an adequate description of
the end of life?’ ”

100 As I have urged above, he cannot mean that virtue makes the goal right simply in giving us the right
very general end of happiness, for that end is common to everyone.

101 Compare again Williams’ view in “Internal and External Reasons.”
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consists of the life of virtuous activity – only character can do that – but it can work out
the whole substance of that general goal, showing at every point what counts as an
achievement of it.

I have attempted in this section to give an account of phronesis which allows it the
ethical significance which Aristotle clearly grants it despite lacking the end-identifying
role which he (almost clearly) denies it. It is compatible with my account that phronesis
does more than determine the mean at which virtue aims: it might also for example
monitor one’s character-states to make sure that they remain intermediate between
excess and deficiency, or resolve apparent conflicts between the virtues, as some argue;
it might also bring with it a philosophical understanding of the end such as enables one
to teach others (e.g. by giving lectures on moral philosophy). I see no clear evidence
that Aristotle gives phronesis these roles, but my main point is simply that what Aristotle
explicitly and unequivocally does attribute to phronesis – the power to determine the
mean at which virtue aims, i.e. the power to “make right the things towards the end” –
is sufficient to explain why phronesis is so important to happiness and to character.
There is neither good textual evidence nor philosophical argument for thinking that it
also identifies the ends.

7.7 Phantasia and the goal
We are left now with what the Intellectualists rejected as a Humeanizing interpretation
of Aristotle: practical reasoning is confined to working out the means toward ends,
while the ends themselves are the function of non-rational character. But as I argued in
section 2, this view is not in fact objectionably Humean: Aristotle can maintain it while
still holding that we desire our ends because we find them good, so long as he holds
that we find them good through a non-rational form of cognition, one available to the
part of the soul which is the seat of character. Moreover, we have excellent evidence
that this is precisely what he does think: the passages with which we began characterize
the object of wish – the end as we view it – as what appears good, and even as a phantasia
(EN III.4 1113a23-31, EN III.5 1114a31-b1, V/VI.12 1144a31-36). Now we have
reason to take that language in the technical sense: given all the evidence above that we
grasp ends on the basis of a non-rational part of the soul, in conjunction with evidence
from Chapter 4 that the appetitive or passionate part of the soul exercises phantasia and
perception (but not of course reason), a technical use of ‘appearance’ is precisely what
we should expect. Aristotle’s view is that one desires something as an end because it
quasi-perceptually appears good: the basis of wish – even of the most general wish for
happiness as one views it – is, no less than the basis of appetite, an appearance through
phantasia.

This answers the charge of Humeanism: if this is indeed Aristotle’s view, then he can
perfectly well restrict practical reasoning to deliberation about what promotes ends
while still maintaining that we desire our ends because we find them good. But as we
saw above (section 2) it also opens the gates to more Intellectualist objections. How can
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phantasia have the sophistication to grasp ultimate ends? How can this view accommo-
date the evidence that wish is for what we think good? And why should we accept that
there is any non-rational process that can furnish us with a grasp of starting-points?
Here is a very natural suggestion, motivated by Aristotle’s parallels between practical

and theoretical epistemology. As we saw in section 1, Aristotle attributes the grasp of
theoretical starting-points to nous, but assigns a crucial role to phantasia. Might his view
be similar in the practical realm? Perhaps there is some practical equivalent of induction
which works through perception and then phantasia to give us an unarticulated grasp of
the end; perhaps intellect then steps in in some non-deliberative capacity to make this
grasp explicit. In the next chapter I argue that this is precisely Aristotle’s view.

HAPPINESS, V IRTUE, AND THE APPARENT GOOD 199



8

Practical Induction

8.1 Induction and habituation
Virtue and vice respectively keep healthy, and corrupt, the starting-point, and in
actions the that-for-the-sake-of-which is the starting-point, just as in mathematics
the hypotheses are. Neither indeed in that case is the logos instructive of the
starting-points, nor in this case, but virtue either natural or habituated [is instruc-
tive] of right belief about the starting-point. (EE VI/EN VII.8 1151a15-19)

I argued in the previous chapter that we should take this claim very literally: it is
ethical character that supplies us with the starting-points of practical reasoning. But how
does this work? How does having the right character – where this means having the
right non-rational dispositions toward actions and passions – give one the right ends?

The aim of this chapter is to answer this question, and in doing so to resolve the
worries left standing at the end of Chapter 7. The key will be to recognize that
Aristotle’s analogy between the starting-points of theoretical and practical reasoning
extends further than he makes explicit.

In the theoretical realm, as we saw in Chapter 7, the starting-points for reasoning are
supplied not by reasoning but by nous in a technical sense: a special exercise of intellect,
sometimes called “intellectual intuition” (APo. II.19, cf. V/VI.6). But this is not a
mystical process: nous does not grasp its objects out of thin air. Instead, nous’ grasp is the
culmination of a process of induction: repeated perceptions are preserved through
phantasia, yielding first an experience and finally a noetic grasp.

If virtue plays a role parallel to nous in the practical realm, might there be some
induction-like process in the practical case which explains this power? Many have
argued that there is: the process that produces virtue, namely habituation. Indeed,
Aristotle explicitly claims that habituation can play a role parallel to induction in
furnishing starting-points, in EN I.7:

The that is first and a starting-point. And of starting-points, some are grasped by induction, some
by perception, some by some sort of habituation (KŁØ��fiH �Ø�	), and others in other ways. (EN I.7
1098b3-4)1

1 For an argument that the starting-point in question is a grasp of eudaimonia, see note 58 in Chapter 7.4.



But if habituation can yield a view of the end, how does this work? Aristotle does
not seem worried about the epistemology of practical starting-points in the EN: he
simply asserts that “we get some starting-points from habituation,” as if it were clear
that habituation of the kind he describes can have such power.
Some have argued that this must be an intellectual process, basing their arguments

on V/VI.11 1143a35-b5, the passage we examined in Chapter 7.5 which says that the
particulars apprehended by practical nous are “the starting-points of the that-for-the-
sake-of-which.”2 I argued that the passage is not in fact concerned with induction, but
instead with deliberation. Moreover, the only way to reconcile the view that we reach
our ends through intellectual induction with Aristotle’s claims that habituation shapes
character and thereby determines our ends would be to hold that habituation is in part
an intellectual process, and I have argued at length that it is not (see Chapter 7.3).
I will let the arguments of the last chapter stand against any Intellectualist account of

practical induction; what we need to find instead is a way that non-rational habituation
could yield a grasp of ends. I want to show that Aristotle has the resources for a
coherent account of how this works, not one he actually gives in the Ethics but one that
he could have given, by expanding on his analogies between practical and theoretical
epistemology.
Versions of this account (differing at points frommine) have been defended by Burnet,

Engberg-Pedersen, and Achtenberg, but the view has not received sufficient attention.3

I want to show that it is worth taking very seriously, by showing that the parallel between
habituation and induction is extremely close indeed. Just as theoretical induction proceeds
through repeated perceptions of a certain type of thing, so habituation –which wemight
call practical induction – proceeds through repeated practical perceptions of a certain type
of thing, namely virtuous activity (or vicious activity, if the habituation is bad). That is to
say, in being habituated into a certain kind of activity we come to take pleasure in it: to
perceive it as good. These perceptions are preserved and generalized through phantasia,
yielding a general appearance – something analogous to an “experience” – of that kind of
activity as good.Next some contributionmust bemade by the intellectual part of the soul;
I consider in the final section of this book just what that contribution is, and I argue that it
is far less substantial than any Intellectualist would think.

8.2 Habituation and pleasurable perception:
an argument from first principles

In an influential article on the role of habituation in virtue, Myles Burnyeat argues that
the key to habituation’s powers is its connection with pleasure (Burnyeat 1980). There
is excellent evidence that this is Aristotle’s view:

2 See Greenwood, Reeve, Sorabji, and Dahl, cited in Chapter 7.
3 See Achtenberg 2002, Burnet 1900 (Introductory Note to Book 2), and, for a more Intellectualist

version, Engberg-Pedersen 1983.
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Ethical virtue is about pleasures and pains: for on account of pleasure we do base things, and on
account of pain hold back from fine ones (�H� ŒÆºH�). For this reason it is necessary to be
brought up straight from childhood, as Plato says, to enjoy and be pained by the things one
should. For this is the correct education. (EN II.3 1104b8-13)

Virtuous acts, though “by nature pleasant” (EN I.8 1099a13-14), will to the person
with a bad character be very unpleasant. What ensures that one come to take pleasure
in them – and therefore reliably to choose them for themselves, i.e. to be virtuous – is
habituation: repeated, supervised performance. This view is perhaps most clearly
supported by two passages Burnyeat does not cite:

The absolutely good is absolutely choiceworthy, but for each person what is good for him; and
these should be in harmony. And virtue makes this happen . . . And one who is a human being is
suited and on the road for this . . . but the road is through pleasure: it is necessary for fine things to be
pleasant [i.e. to become pleasant to the person]. (EE VII.2 1237a1-7, emphasis mine)

Upbringing and practices should be ordered by law, for they will not be painful when they have
become habitual (�ı��ŁÅ) . . . Even when they have grown up they must practice these things
and be habituated to them (KŁ	Ç��ŁÆØ). (EN X.9 1179b34-1180a1)

Habitually behaving in certain ways – performing certain actions and undergoing
certain passions – makes one take pleasure in that behavior.4 Moreover, a process that
makes one take pleasure in virtuous behavior is a process that molds one’s character –
for virtue is first and foremost concerned with pleasures and pains. Such is the thesis of
EN II.3, which launches many arguments for this claim, and concludes by declaring:

The whole affair (�A�Æ � �æÆª�Æ��	Æ) both in virtue and in the political art is about pleasures and
pains. (EN II.3 1105a10-12)

What I want to show is that these pleasures which habituation instills, and which are
so central to virtue, are properly construed as perceptual pleasures. Habituation is
pleasant because it involves pleasurable perception – which is, as we saw in
Chapter 2, practical perception, essentially motivating perception of its objects as good.

First, a very quick argument for this conclusion: Aristotle says precisely this, in a
passage we have seen twice already from the Physics:

Virtue and vice . . . necessarily arise through the perceptive part of the soul undergoing alteration
(Iºº�Ø�ı����ı ��F ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒ�F ��æ�ı
). This part will be altered by perceptibles. For all of ethical
virtue is about bodily pleasures and pains, and these are either in acting or in remembering or in
expecting. The ones in action are on the basis of perception, so that one is moved by some
perceptible, while those in memory and in expectation are from this [i.e. are due to the
perception]: for people are either pleased in remembering as they experienced, or in expecting
as they will experience. So that it is necessary for all such pleasure to arise from perceptibles.
(Phys. 247a3-14)

4 See, for a rather different example, de Sensu 444a1-2: people who mix scents with their drink “force the
pleasure through habit.”
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The pleasures which give rise to virtue (i.e. the pleasures involved in the process
which produces virtue – habituation) are perceptual pleasures: affections of the aisthê-
tikon, caused by perceptibles. The passage does refer to these pleasures as “bodily,” but
as I argued in Chapter 4 (note 23) we should not take this to restrict the claim to the
pleasures of eating and sex and the like, for this would attribute to the Physics an
implausibly narrow view of ethical virtue which obviously clashes with that of the
ethical works. In the de Sensu Aristotle argues that pleasure and pain, along with all
desire, are connected with the body because they are connected with perception
(436a6-10 with 436b1-4); given that the Physics passage goes on to explain the claim
that ethical pleasures are bodily by saying that they arise through perception we should
take Aristotle’s point here to be the same. More specifically, he may intend precisely
the point he makes in ENX.8: ethical virtue is connected to the body–soul compound
because it involves passions (1178a14-16) – which are, as we saw in Chapter 4,
pleasures and pains. I will return in the next section to argue that passions are indeed
the pleasures that play the crucial role in habituation.
Here is another quick argument that the pleasures of habituation are perceptual:

another passage we saw in Chapters 3 and 4 claims that all pleasures are perceptual:

Since to be pleased consists in perceiving a certain affection, and since phantasia is a kind of
weak perception, and since some kind of phantasia of what a person remembers or hopes is
likely to remain in his memory and hopes – if this is the case, it is clear that pleasures come
simultaneously to those who are remembering and hoping, since there is perception there,
too. Thus necessarily all pleasurable things are either present in perception or past in
remembering or future in hoping; for people perceive the present, remember the past, and
hope for the future. (Rhet. 1370a27-35)

If we could take these passages as authoritative, we would be done: the pleasures of
ethical habituation are perceptual. But many will protest that the Rhetoric and Physics
represent early or popular views of pleasure that Aristotle rejects in the Ethics, where
pleasure arises from all manner of different activities – including virtuous behavior.
Bostock has argued to the contrary: the EN strongly implies a view that merely

emends the earlier one to cover the pleasures of thought (Bostock 1988).5 Most of
Bostock’s argument turns on an application of Aristotle’s process/activity (kinêsis/
energeia) distinction that does not wholly succeed.6 But Bostock is certainly right to

5 Others have noted this implication somewhat in passing: see Broadie’s commentary ad EN VII.12
1153a2-7, and Gosling and Taylor 1982, 262 (although they seem to ignore this point elsewhere, as at 269,
quoted below).

6 Bostock wants to show that the EN view that all pleasure depends on activity (K��æª�ØÆ) rules out
pleasure in actions that are instead processes (ŒØ����Ø
) – a category which would include most virtuous
actions. Whatever pleasure we take in such actions must therefore lie in some activity associated with the
action – namely the perception or contemplation of what one is doing. Sympathetic as I am to Bostock’s
general conclusions, I think this argument for it is flawed. For there are various passages in which Aristotle
speaks of pleasure in activity where ‘activity’ clearly refers to something other than perception or thought:
most strikingly EN IX.7 1168a6-7, where performing actions (�æ����Ø�) counts as a pleasant activity. See also
EN IX.9 1170a5-11, where doing virtuous actions counts as being active (K��æª�E�) in the way relevant to
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say that the EN gives most attention to perceptual and noetic pleasure, and only shows
how his definitions of pleasure work in those cases. As he points out, the famous Book
X characterization of pleasure as what perfects or completes (��º�Ø�E) activity looks, in
context, to apply only to perception and thought:

But since every sense (ÆN�Ł���ø
) is active in relation to the perceptible, and completely active
when the sense is in good condition and its object is the finest in the domain of that sense . . . in
the case of each of the senses the activity that is best is the one whose subject is in the best
condition in relation to the object that is most worthwhile in the domain of that sense. But this
activity will be most complete and most pleasant. For there is pleasure in accordance with every
sense, and likewise with thought and contemplation; but the most pleasant is the most complete
(��º�Ø����Å), and the most complete is that whose subject is in good condition, in relation to the
most worthwhile of the objects in the domain of the sense; and pleasure is what completes the
activity. (EN X.4 1174b14-23)

Arguably one could extend this model to other activities, but Aristotle does not do
so explicitly; Bostock argues that this is no mere omission but instead a reflection of
Aristotle’s long-held belief (he cites the Phys. passage) that all pleasure is perceptual,
here modified to take into account noetic pleasures.

The main objection to this reading is (as Bostock acknowledges) that many pleasures –
including most of the ethically significant ones – look neither perceptual nor noetic.
Noetic pleasure is a very small species indeed: its paradigm instance is the pleasure of
contemplation, touted in EN X.8, and although Aristotle may think that practical
intellect has pleasures of its own he certainly does not make that explicit. But the pleasures
it seems natural to call perceptual are also a very restricted set. I have in mind pleasures
taken in things insofar as they directly impact the five senses: the pleasure of tasting
something sweet, looking at a beautiful picture, listening to good music, and so on: here
one is aware, through one’s faculty of taste or sight or hearing, of the pleasant perceptible
qualities in the object. But what about the pleasure of filling oneself up when one is
hungry?Or of taking a stroll, or having a chat?Or – to come directly to our concerns – the
pleasures of doing the right thing, the pleasures of virtue?

Let us return for a moment to the simple claim of de An. III.7, the Rhet., and the Phys.
that pleasure is an activity of perception.Why would Aristotle hold this view? Presumably
because he thinks that pleasure is, or at least essentially depends on, some form of awareness
of its objects. To take pleasure in filling one’s belly involves pleasurable awareness of that
filling; to take pleasure in building a house involves pleasurable awareness of the building. If
this is indeed his reason for characterizing pleasure as a perceptual activity, then it is natural

pleasure, and (against the thrust of a good deal of Bostock’s argument) 1170a29 ff., where perceiving that one
walks (�Æ�	Ç�Ø) counts as perceiving that one is in activity. When Aristotle wants to oppose activity to process
(see Met. IX.6 and also EN X.4), he uses walking as the paradigmatic kinêsis; this indicates that – contrary to
Bostock’s otherwise compelling arguments – Aristotle is not strictly and consistently opposing the two in the
EN’s discussion of pleasure, and thus not ruling out pleasure in actions solely on the ground that they are
processes.
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to take the ethical works’ account only as an expansion of that account, not a radical
revision. To feel pleasure in something is to be aware of it in a certain way, which we can
describe trivially as a pleasurable way, and more substantively (I have argued in Chapter 2)
as being aware of its value. In other words, pleasure is or intimately depends on Œæ	�Ø
,
cognition. As Bostock puts it, “Aristotle’s fundamental thought here is that pleasure takes
place in the mind” (Bostock 1988, 271). Moreover, as we have seen from the start, there
are only three forms of cognition: perception, phantasia, and thought (see especially
MA 700b19-20, quoted in Chapter 1). And since phantasia is in essence a kind
of perception (the aisthêtikon and phantastikon are the same although different in being
(Insomn. 459a16-17), i.e. phantasia is an activity of the aisthêtikon, although qua phantastikon)
in a sense these three forms of awareness reduce to two.7

If this is right, then all pleasure must be either perceptual or noetic. For any
enjoyable thing we do – eating, or drinking, or building a house, or temperately
abstaining from sweets, or justly distributing goods – “the place where the pleasure is to
be found is in the associated thoughts and perceptions” (Bostock, ibid.).
The ethical works give us a further argument for this claim in some strange passages

from the discussions of friendship.8 In a passage which forms part of a longer argument
about the pleasures of virtue which we will consider below, Aristotle says:

4a. To live is defined (›æ	Ç���ÆØ) for animals by the capacity for perception, and for humans [by
the capacities for] perception and thought . . . It seems then that to live is in the strict sense
(Œıæ	ø
) to perceive and to think. (EN IX.9 1170a16-19; cf. EE VII.12 1244b23-25)

What should we take Aristotle to mean when he says that living is, in the strictest
sense, perceiving and thinking? Surely living also includes things like acting, desiring,
speaking, house-building, and so on. We can begin to see why he omits these when we
notice that he also omits activities like eating, digesting, sleeping, and growing. These
are fundamental activities of our psychic capacities, akin to perceiving and thinking;
presumably Aristotle excludes them here because we share them with plants and they
are thus in no way distinctively human, while perception, although we share it with
animals, has distinctively human uses, or is essentially connected to what is distinctive
about us.9 Thus in 4a Aristotle is talking about what defines us as humans, referring to
the idea he develops in the de An.: a kind of creature, e.g. human, is essentially (has as its
soul) a set of fundamental capacities which explain all its essential or characteristic
activities. Notably the de An. included locomotion along with cognition as what

7 See de An. III.9: “The soul of animals is defined by two capacities, the critical, which is the function of
thought (�ØÆ��	Æ
) and perception [no separate mention here of phantasia], and further locomotion . . . ”
(432a15-17; cf. 427a17-21).

8 Bostock notes these but sets them aside as of dubious relevance.
9 See my arguments in Chapter 4.2: as we saw there, both ethical works treat the activities of the non-

rational, passionate part of the soul as part of the human function (by contrast with nutrition and growth),
even while describing these activities as ones we share with animals – perception and desire. See especially EE
II.1 1219b23-38, quoted in Chapter 4.2.
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defines human and animal souls (427a17-19; 432a15-17); the Somn., however, concurs
with the EN: “It is by having perception that the animal is defined” (454b24-25).
When we recall that the de An. explains locomotion as a function of cognition together
with desire, and furthermore declares the desiderative part or faculty of the soul to be
“the same as, although different in being from” the perceptive (431a13-14 – passage
3c), the contradiction disappears: there is a case to be made that at the most fundamen-
tal level, all animal activity is a function of the aisthêtikon – and thus all human activity
of either this part or the noêtikon. We find confirmation of this idea in a passage from
Pol. VII.3 which argues that the life of thought is a practical life on the grounds that
action (�æ��Ø
) is an activity of thought (�Ø���ØÆ).10

To return now to the point relevant for our purposes here: if being alive is funda-
mentally perceiving and thinking, and therefore all our activities (walking, house-
building, getting angry, etc.) are in some sense activities of the perceptive or noetic
faculty, then all our pleasures must in some sense be perceptual or noetic. Towhich class
do the pleasures of habituation belong? I argued at length in Chapter 7 that habituation
molds only the non-rational soul; therefore its pleasures must be perceptual.

8.3 Pleasure in perceiving the fine
Now we can come down from these very general claims about the nature of pleasure,
and look specifically at what Aristotle has to say about the pleasures of habituation.
Ethical habituation means repeatedly engaging in virtuous activity –which means both
doing virtuous actions and feeling appropriate passions. For the importance of feeling
the right passions during habituation, see especially two comments on courage:

By acting in dangerous situations and being habituated to feel fear or confidence people become
either brave or cowardly . . . By being habituated to scorn (ŒÆ�Æçæ���E�) fearful things and
withstand them we become brave. (EN II.1 1103b16-17; II.2 1104b1-2).

I argued at length in Chapter 4 that passions are exercises of the perceptual part of the
soul, involving phantasiai of things as good or bad. A natural suggestion at this point,
then, is that the character-shaping pleasures (and pains) of habituation are perceptual
because they are the pleasures (and pains) which are or attend passions: appetites, fears,
feelings of confidence, pity, hope, and all the rest.11 This interpretation has the strong
advantage of making the character-shaping pleasures of habituation directly related to
the constitution of character: by repeatedly feeling certain pleasures and pains (passion-
ate ones) in response to certain objects, one becomes the type of person to feel those

10 “Even in the case of others’ actions [the subordinate craftsmen’s] the master-builders are most strictly
said to act, through their thoughts (��ºØ��Æ �b ŒÆd �æ����Ø� º�ª���� Œıæ	ø
 ŒÆd �H� K�ø��æØŒH� �æ���ø� ��f

�ÆE
 �ØÆ��	ÆØ
 IæåØ��Œ���Æ
)” (Pol. 1325b21-23, emphasis mine). This implies that thought is active not only
in the forming of plans (deliberation) but also in their execution.

11 This is close to Burnet’s account, although he identifies as the relevant perceptions only those involved
in desiring.
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pleasures and pains reliably in response to objects of those types – i.e. one comes to
have a certain disposition towards passions, which is a major component of what it is to
have a certain character (see Chapters 4 and 7). For example, by repeatedly feeling fear
in the face of bodily harm, one becomes cowardly. Putting it in the cognitive terms of
practical induction, by repeatedly perceiving certain things (noble death, shameful
escape, excessive indulgences, etc.) as good or bad, one comes to be the type of person
to perceive things that way reliably.
I think this view is clearly on the right track, but it needs refinement. One reason to

doubt it is that, as Aristotle himself implies in his discussion of courage in EN III.9, the
virtuous person’s passions will not always be pleasurable: the life of virtue may,
depending on one’s circumstances, involve a good deal of righteous anger, justifiable
fear, friendly pity, and so on. The other reason is that the view as stated does not focus
narrowly enough on the content of the virtuous person’s view of the goal. The
virtuous person, I will argue, is one who sees virtuous activity as good not merely in
the various ways involved in feeling the various passions (e.g. as bringing pleasure, or
safety, or benefit, or revenge), but very specifically as good “in itself,” or to put it
equivalently, as fine or beautiful (ŒÆº�).12

In what follows I will argue for a restricted version of the passions view: the
character-shaping power of habituation lies in one type of passion which attends all
virtuous activity, which is always pleasurable, and which furthermore is specifically a
response to things qua fine: something close to what we would call pride.
To begin with the point about the fine: Aristotle says of the virtuous person, the

person who has been correctly habituated, that she chooses virtuous actions for
themselves, i.e. for the sake of the fine (see e.g. EN II.1 1105a31 with IV.1
1120a23-24).13 Moreover, she loves such actions, and takes pleasure in them:

And the life of virtuous people is pleasant in itself. For being pleased is one of the [properties/
activities] of the soul, and for each person that thing is pleasant of which he calls himself a lover
(çØº���Ø�F��
), for example a horse to the horse-lover, a spectacle to a spectacle-lover – and in
the same way also just things to a justice-lover and in general things in accord with virtue to the
virtue-lover (çØºÆæ��fiø) . . . [i.e. to] lovers of the fine (��E
 çØº�Œ�º�Ø
). (EN I.8 1099a7-13)

Moreover, we saw at the start of section 2 that habituation works precisely by
making us come to take pleasure in fine actions: it is because people do base things on
account of pleasure and abstain from fine ones on account of pain that it is crucial
to have one’s pleasures and pains correctly habituated from childhood (EN II.3

12 See citations below. This is forcefully argued by Achtenberg 2002, who sees habituation as depending
on perceptions of the fine, although not in quite the same way as I outline below.

13 It is widely agreed that these are two ways of saying the same thing, in part because this is the only way
to save Aristotle from contradiction, and in part because Aristotle defines the fine as one of the things chosen
for itself (EN II.3 1104b30-31, quoted below, and cf. Rhet. 1362b8-9); see also the passage quoted just below
in the main text which equates loving virtue with loving the fine.
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1104b8-13), i.e. the “road to virtue” must be a process which makes one take pleasure
in the fine (EE VII.2 1237a1-7).

Thus the crucial effect of habituation is making one take pleasure in the fine; I want
now to show that this pleasure is based on awareness of the fine as such, i.e. as virtuous
and fine. (The next step will be to show that the awareness involved is perceptual rather
than noetic; I will in the process argue that the awareness is self-directed, i.e. is
awareness of oneself as acting and feeling finely.)
One might object to the claim that the virtuous person takes pleasure in the fine as

such, on the grounds that she might love virtue only extensionally: perhaps she loves
virtuous, fine acts, but not under that description. This idea has some appeal for
modern readers: our notions of humility dictate that one can be virtuous without
recognizing oneself as such, and possibly even that one cannot be virtuous while
recognizing oneself as such. But this, I will argue, is not at all Aristotle’s view.
That “love of the fine” is not meant in the merely extensional sense comes out most

clearly in EN X.9’s discussion of habituated virtue, which we saw in part in
Chapter 7.3. Aristotle begins by claiming that logoi cannot convert the many to virtue
because the many have the wrong motive for doing virtuous actions:

For they do not by nature obey shame (ÆN��E) but fear, nor do they hold back from base things on
account of the shameful but on account of punishments. (EN X.9 1179b11-13)

Where logoi do have a chance, as we saw in Chapter 7, is with those who have been
correctly habituated:

The soul of the hearer has to have been prepared beforehand by habits (��E
 �Ł��Ø) toward
rejoicing in and hating things in a fine way (�æe
 �e ŒÆºH
 åÆ	æ�Ø� ŒÆd �Ø��E�) . . . loving the fine
and being disgusted by the shameful (���æª�� �e ŒÆºe� ŒÆd �ı�å�æÆE��� �e ÆN�åæ�). (EN X.9
1179b24-31)

Punishments can only give one the right extensional pains: it can make one averse to
doing things that are in fact shameful, but not because they are shameful (not “on
account of the shameful”); likewise, presumably, rewards and incentives can give one
the right extensional pleasures but only these, making one want to do the things that
are in fact fine but not because they are fine. One might have thought – and some
interpreters do – that habituation does the same: it is a kind of conditioning by which
one comes to associate pleasure with the right action, but not yet for the right reasons.
But Aristotle here contrasts the many’s motive with the motive of the well-habituated
person, the fine-lover, and therefore he must mean that it is quite a different thing to be
one who rejoices in the fine and is disgusted by the shameful. It is only the vulgar who
find their pleasure and pains in extrinsic features of virtuous and vicious action; what
proper habituation instills, by contrast, is an enjoyment of virtuous actions as fine – an
enjoyment of them under that description.
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Correct habituation thus teaches us to value and aim at the fine qua fine, which in
the case of actions means valuing and aiming at virtuous actions qua virtuous. This is
very close to Burnyeat’s view:

[L]earning to do and to take (proper) enjoyment in doing just actions is learning to do and to
enjoy them for their own sake, for what they are, namely, just, and this is not to be distinguished
from learning that they are enjoyable for themselves and their intrinsic value, namely, their
justice and nobility [i.e. fineness – he translates ŒÆº� as ‘noble’] . . . [S]omething is desired as
noble or just, something inspires shame because it is thought of as disgraceful. The responses are
grounded in an evaluation of their object. (Burnyeat 1980, 78; 80)

A paper by Wielenberg (2000) puts the point nicely by making use of the distinction
between propositional and sensory pleasures: the pleasures of virtue are pleasures that
something is the case, namely that one’s behavior is fine.14

I want now to show that these pleasures are properly construed as perceptual. More
precisely, the fully virtuous person takes both intellectual and perceptual pleasure in the
fine; the moral habituee takes perceptual pleasure, and it is this that shapes her
character. (Since my focus is on habituation I will thus for the most part ignore the
intellectual pleasures; that the virtuous person does take intellectual pleasure in the fine
is clear from passages like EN IX.8 1168b29-30.)15

In Chapter 2 I argued that pleasurably perceiving something is perceiving it as good.
There we focused on appetitive pleasures like the pleasure of drinking when thirsty: if
something agrees with one’s bodily nature one will feel physical pleasure in it, and
thereby find it good. But this is only one way in which things can be found good – only
one guise under which we see things as to-be-pursued. Consider how Aristotle puts
the point in the EN:

There are three objects of choice (�æØH� ªaæ Z��ø� �H� �N
 �a
 Æƒæ���Ø
) . . . fine, advantageous
(�ı�ç�æ����
), and pleasant16 . . . Pleasure follows everything subject to choice (�A�Ø ��E
 ��e
�c� Æ¥æ��Ø� �ÆæÆŒ�º�ıŁ�E) – for both the fine and the advantageous appear pleasant. (EN II.3
1104b30-1105a1)

Given my arguments in Chapter 2 that Aristotle effectively defines the good
(IªÆŁ�) as that which is an end, i.e. chosen for its own sake,17 we can take this
passage’s claim that there are three objects of choice as the claim that there are three

14 The distinction between propositional and sensory pleasures comes from Feldman 1988. I thank
Sungwoo Um for drawing my attention to these papers, in his own unpublished work on the pleasures of
virtue in Aristotle.

15 Richardson Lear 2006 focuses on intellectual pleasure in the fine, although arguing that there are non-
rational – thumoeidic – pleasures as well.

16 In the Topics he says that these are three properties that are Æƒæ���, choiceworthy or to-be-chosen
(Æƒæ��� K��Ø �e ŒÆºe� j �e ��f j �e �ı�ç�æ��, 105a27-28; cf. 118b27 where these are three things for the
sake of which (å�æØ�) other things are choiceworthy).

17 See the passages quoted in Chapter 2.3, especially “Let good be [defined as] whatever is chosen
(Æƒæ���) for its own sake” (Rhet. 1362a21-22); see also “If there is some telos of practical things which we
want for its own sake . . . this would be the good and the best” (EN I.2 1094a18-22).
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species or guises of the good. Moreover, pleasure attends all three (“both the fine and
the advantageous appear pleasant”) – as we should expect it to if it is (or supervenes on)
the awareness of the good in the most general sense.

I want to show that the pleasure the virtuous person, and likewise the habituee,
takes in virtuous actions is pleasure in perceiving them as fine. I will not attempt an
analysis here of just what it is to find something fine (as opposed to pleasant or
advantageous): for a compelling account, see Richardson Lear 2006 (which I follow
in much of what I say below).18 But here is a natural suggestion about the distinctive
kind of pleasure we take in the perception of virtuous activity as fine, which will
be borne out by the texts we see below: it is something broadly akin to aesthetic
pleasure, which is another species of the same genus (since ŒÆº� can mean “beauti-
ful” as well as “fine,” and arguably often means some combination of both). It
involves admiration, if the fine things belong to others, and if they belong to
ourselves, pride.

Morever, as a perceptual pleasure, it is an exercise of the non-rational part of the
soul; arguably (although I will not make that argument here) of the element or aspect
of that part which Aristotle follows Plato in calling thumos (spirit or spirited passion).19

Note, however, that it is a pleasure that can only be taken in the course of moral
habituation. There may be other non-rational pleasures in fine things: for example,
pleasure in such things as gratifying the spirited desire for honor and victory. But such
pleasure is not proper to virtue; instead, it is a mere indulgence of non-rational passion
(see EN IX.8 1168b15-31). Taking non-rational pleasure in the fine qua fine must
mean in part taking pleasure in it qua the kind of thing a phronimos would command.
Compare my arguments about why virtue cannot exist without phronesis in
Chapter 7.3: proper habituation trains the non-rational part to obey and wait on the
rational part. Thus it trains one to aim at fine things in a special way – namely, in such a
way that one’s non-rational impulses will wait on the deliverances of deliberation
before pursuing them.20

We can begin with a comment on the pleasures of virtue which Aristotle makes in
the context of the EN’s argument that a virtuous person will value virtuous friends:

18 She argues that the pleasures the virtuous person takes in fine activity are noetic as well as non-rational;
see note 15 above.

19 For this view see Richardson Lear 2006, following Cooper 1996b, especially: “the practically wise
person has learned to desire the kalon with his reason because earlier he desired it with his thumos-desires . . . It
is through thumos that people are first motivated to experience this kind of value” (Richardson Lear 2006,
279). (Given my arguments below, this view gains some support from Aristotle’s claim in the Pol. that thumos
is “that capacity of the soul by which we feel friendship (çØº�F���)” (1328a1). This raises the question of
whether or not animals can perceive the fine and feel this special kind of pleasure in it; given that they have
thumos of some kind it seems that they can, although my arguments in Chapter 4 about how intellect expands
our perceptual range leave it open to Aristotle to argue that they cannot.

20 See Smith’s (1996) arguments about pursuing the fine vs. living according to passion, although I think
he overstates the role of intellect.
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The virtuous person’s activity . . . will be pleasant in itself . . . For the virtuous person, insofar as he
is virtuous, delights in (åÆ	æ�Ø) actions in accordance with virtue, and is disgusted by those that
come from vice, just as a musical person is pleased by beautiful/fine (ŒÆº�E
) melodies and pained
by base ones. (EN IX.9 1170a7-11)

Enjoying virtuous acts – one’s own or a friend’s, the context implies – is like
listening to good music: a perceptual pleasure taken in the fine. This is an idea Aristotle
elaborates in Pol. VIII.5, where pleasure in artistic representations of virtue is made a
crucial part of moral education:

And since it is the case that music is one of the pleasant things, and since virtue has to do with
being delighted (åÆ	æ�Ø�) correctly and loving and hating correctly, it is clear that there is nothing
one should learn and become habituated in (�ı��Ł	Ç��ŁÆØ) so much as discerning correctly and
delighting in virtuous characters and fine actions (�e Œæ	��Ø� OæŁH
 ŒÆd �e åÆ	æ�Ø� ��E
 K�Ø�ØŒ��Ø�
XŁ��Ø ŒÆd �ÆE
 ŒÆºÆE
 �æ����Ø�); but the best likenesses of the real things – of anger and calmness,
and further of courage and temperance and all their opposites and the other character-traits – are
found in rhythms and melodies . . . And habituation (KŁØ��e
) in feeling pain and delight at
likenesses is close to feeling them towards the real things . . . From these things therefore it is
apparent that music has the power to form the character of the soul (���Æ�ÆØ ��Ø� �Ø �e �B


łıåB
 qŁ�
 � ��ı�ØŒc �ÆæÆ�Œ�ı�Ç�Ø�), and if it has this power, it is clear that the young must be
directed to music and must be educated in it. (Pol. VIII.5 1340a14-b14)

The education described here works to shape character by habituating people to
take pleasure in virtuous actions and characters. It does so by what we would call
aesthetic means: through music. One might think that the pleasure we take in music is
obviously different from anything properly called ethical pleasure, but the project of
using music to shape character shows that Aristotle (following Plato, who prescribed
just this kind of musical education in Republic II-III and Laws II) clearly did not.
“Habituation in feeling pain and delight at likenesses is close to feeling them towards
the real things”: by frequently experiencing pleasure in musical representations of
courage, one will come to feel the same kind of pleasure in one’s own courageous
acts: perceptual pleasure, or as wemight say, using the Greek word, aesthetic pleasure.21

In the Ethics there is no explicit mention of musical education: moral education takes
place entirely through habituation in virtuous activity.22 But the comparison we saw
above from EN IX.9 of the virtuous person with the lover of music at least suggests

21 Aristotle does hold that there are intellectual pleasures to be gained from art, but his argument that
education must first address the non-rational part of the soul, in Pol.VII.15, together with his characterization
of musical education as shaping the characters of children (see especially Pol. VIII.5), implies that the relevant
pleasures are non-intellectual.

22 Arguably this is due to a difference in focus rather than to any change of mind. Aristotle’s focus in the
Ethics is on what an individual can do to achieve virtue and happiness, and in the Politics on what the state can
do to make the citizens virtuous and happy. Habituation can happen at home (although it is influenced by the
laws – see EN X.9), but musical education must (the Pol. argues, following Plato’s Rep. and Laws) be
prescribed by the state.
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that the mechanism is the same: in both cases, one is learning to take pleasure in the
perception of virtue.

This is confirmed by the rest of that chapter’s discussion. Aristotle is arguing that the
virtuous person needs friends in order to be happy:

If then happiness is in living and being active, and the activity of the good person is virtuous and pleasant
in itself, just as was said in the beginning; and what is one’s own (�e �NŒ�E��) is one of the pleasant
things; and we are more able to observe (Ł�øæ�E�) those close to us than ourselves, and their
actions than our own; and the actions of the virtuous who are friends are pleasant to the good (for
they have both the things pleasant by nature):23 therefore the blessed person will have need of
such friends, since he chooses to observe actions decent and his own, and such are the actions of the good
[i.e. virtuous] friend. (EN IX.9 1169b30-1170a4)

The first line might imply that the simple doing of virtuous actions is pleasant in itself,
independent of any awareness of it; insofar as there is any standard interpretation of the
Aristotelian pleasures of virtue, this is certainly it.24 But the rest of the argument shows
that this cannot be quite what Aristotle means. Virtuous friends contribute to our
happiness because we take pleasure in observing (Ł�øæ�E�) their good character, their
good actions and good passions; but we need friends only because it is easier to observe
others than ourselves.25 This implies that being virtuous is pleasant because observing
virtue is pleasant. That is, being virtuous is pleasant not precisely because one enjoys
doing virtuous actions, but rather because one enjoys observing them.

This still leaves open the question of what kind of awareness Aristotle has in mind:
one might think that Ł�øæ�E� indicates that the virtuous person takes pleasure in the
contemplative thought that she is acting virtuously – that this is an instance of Ł�øæ	Æ in
Book X’s sense. But the word can be used for perception as well as thought (its original
meaning is “to look at”), and what Aristotle says in the next lines should leave no doubt
that at least one kind of observation he has in mind is literal perception.

Here he makes one of his fresh starts, arguing again for the conclusion that the
virtuous person needs friends by “examining the question more from nature”
(1170a13); the argument begins with a passage we saw above:

23 This is explained by what comes just below: the things pleasant by nature are things “decent”
(K�Ø�ØŒ�E
) and “one’s own” (�NŒ�EÆ).

24 The account fits naturally with the EN’s definitions of pleasure as either being or perfecting activity (VII.12
1153a13-15, X.4 1174b14 ff. ), if one ignores Bostock’s arguments that ‘activity’ refers only to thinking or
perceiving. The thought goes: actions like distributing goods or fighting in battle are themselves activities; when
one does them virtuously (justly, bravely) these activities are perfect or complete, and therefore pleasant. See e.g.
Gosling and Taylor: “A good man must take pleasure in his good actions . . . For . . . they are actualizations of a
well-developed nature in relation to the proper objects. But in that case the actualizations are perfect, and so
pleasant” (1982, 269).

25 Why should this be so? Angela Chew has suggested to me that Aristotle’s idea is the following: when
one is acting virtuously oneself, one is caught up in the situation, attending to external events, and thus not
fully able to reflect on one’s own state. (As a bonus, this interpretation is compatible with the pleasing
suggestion of one of my undergraduates: that Aristotle would never have made this claim had he known
about things like camcorders!)
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4a. To live is defined for animals by the capacity for perception, and for humans [by the capacities
for] perception and thought (�����ø
) . . . It seems then that to live is in the strict sense to
perceive and to think.

It continues as follows:

4b. If then being alive itself is good and pleasant (which seems likely from the fact that everyone
desires it, and especially the decent and blessed; for to these life is most choiceworthy
(Æƒæ����Æ��
), and their living is the most blessed),

c. and if the one who sees perceives that he sees, the one who hears perceives that he hears, the
one who walks perceives that he walks, and similarly in the other cases there is something that
perceives that we are active (K��æª�F���), so that if we perceive, [we perceive] that we perceive,
and if we think, [we perceive] that we think, and the fact that we perceive and think is the fact
that we are (for being is perceiving or thinking),

d. and if perceiving that one is alive is one of the things pleasant in themselves (for being alive is
something naturally good, and perceiving what is good as being there in oneself is pleasant), and
being alive is choiceworthy, and especially so for good people, because being is good for them and
pleasant, for perceiving together/being conscious of (�ı�ÆØ�ŁÆ�����Ø)26 what is in itself good they are pleased,

e. then as the virtuous man is disposed toward himself, so is he disposed toward his friend – for his
friend is another self.

f. Therefore, just as for each his own being is choiceworthy, so his friend’s is too. But as we saw, the
good man’s being is choiceworthy because of his perceiving himself, that self being good; and such perceiving is
pleasant in itself. (EN IX.9 1170a25-b10, emphases mine)

What makes the virtuous life pleasant, according to this passage, is the pleasurable
awareness that one is virtuous. One thing to note right away is that this renders the
pleasures of virtue strikingly self-referential: on a straightforward reading, one takes
pleasure not merely in the fact that one’s actions or states are good (where one might
take equal pleasure in someone else’s actions and states being such), but that the good
actions and states are one’s own. Indeed this was already implied in the earlier lines of
the chapter, quoted above: the actions that please the virtuous person are those “decent
and one’s own (�NŒ�E��).” This self-reference will seem offensive to modern readers,
who may try to downplay it. I return to the topic at the end of this section, but another
point emerges from passage 4 that is more important for my purposes: the pleasurable
awareness that renders the virtuous life pleasant – the awareness that one is virtuous – is
characterized as a form of perception. From this it will follow that the pleasures of
virtue are indeed perceptual pleasures.
One might protest that this is an overly literal reading of passage 4: perhaps Aristotle is

using ÆN�Ł����ŁÆØ in the loose sense of ‘be aware,’ and he means that the virtuous person
takes pleasure in believing (thinking, knowing) that he is good, rather than in literally
seeing (let alone smelling or tasting!) his good qualities. But there is good reason to take the
talk of perception in the narrow sense. First, in 4a Aristotle clearly contrasts perceiving

26 On the translation of this term see below.
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with thinking, and attributes it to animals as well as people, so he must there be using
ÆN�Ł����ŁÆØ in the narrow and technical sense; if he uses it in a looser sense when he
speaks of perceiving that one perceives and thinks, in 4c, he will be switching between
two senses of the word within a few lines. Second, he strongly implies that he has literal
perception inmind in a similar passage a few pages on, which characterizes the perception
one enjoys of oneself and of one’s friends as belonging to the same genus as sight:

Just as seeing (�e ›æA�) is most welcomed by lovers, and they choose this form of perception
(�Æı�c� �c� ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø�) more than the others . . . in the same way living together is most wel-
comed by friends. For friendship is a sharing, and we are related to our friend as we are related to
ourselves. Hence, since the perception of our own being is choiceworthy, so is the perception of our friend’s
being. Perception is active when we live with him; hence, not surprisingly, this is what we seek.
(EN IX.12 1171b29-1172a1, emphasis mine)

Third, and most important, we have very good evidence from outside the ethical
works that Aristotle treats self-awareness as a form of literal perception. This comes out
most explicitly in his treatise on sleep and waking:

We consider the one who is perceiving to be awake, and every waker to be perceiving either
something external or some movement within itself. If then being awake consists in nothing other
than perceiving (�e KªæÅª�æ��ÆØ K� �Å���d ¼ººfiø K��d� j �fiH ÆN�Ł����ŁÆØ), it is clear that by the very
thing with which one perceives, wakers are awake and sleeping things sleep. (Somn. 454a2-7)

In this passage Aristotle is clearly using ‘perceive’ (ÆN�Ł����ŁÆØ) in the narrow and
technical sense: in the lines that follow he alludes to the psychic divisions of the de An.
and argues that plants do not wake or sleep because they lack �e ÆN�ŁÅ�ØŒe� �æØ��, the
perceptive part (454a12-17), and later he reminds us that “it is by having perception
that animals are defined [viz., distinguished from plants]” (454b25). What he attributes
here to the perceptive part (or faculty) is a power we would call consciousness – what
makes for the difference between waking and sleeping.

In the following pages Aristotle claims more specifically that the power of sleeping
and waking – of consciousness – belongs to what is known as the “common sense,” in a
passage which reminds us strongly of 4c:

Now to every sense there belongs something special to it, and also something common. Thus,
seeing is special to the sense of sight . . . But all are attended also by a certain common capacity
(Œ�Ø�c ���Æ�Ø
), whereby one perceives that one is seeing or hearing. For it is not by sight, after
all, that one sees that one is seeing, nor is it by taste or sight, or both, that one discerns (Œæ	��Ø) or
is able to discern that sweet things differ from pale ones, but by some part that is common to all
the sense-organs. For there exists a single sense (ÆY�ŁÅ�Ø
), and the controlling sense-organ is
single . . . Given this (��	�ı�) it is manifest that waking and sleeping are an affection of this thing
[the common sense]. (Somn. 455a12-26)27

27 Some take this passage to be discussing only an aspect of sensory perception, something like the
awareness of the change in the sense-organ that constitutes perception: see e.g. Everson 1997, 143. But
given Aristotle’s argument that because we perceive that we perceive by the common sense it is therefore this
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Returning now to the ethical works, we see that 4c uses precisely this same language
of second-order perception: the one who sees perceives that he sees. Here Aristotle
extends the idea to cover perception of other activities as well: we perceive that we are
(4c), where this means that we perceive not only that we perceive but also that we
think. Thus we should conclude that the kind of self-awareness or self-observation is
literal perception: an activity of the aisthêtikon. Some may doubt that consciousness or
self-awareness is properly conceived of as a form of perception, and it is not my purpose
here to defend Aristotle on this point (although the idea seems sensible enough). The
crucial point for my account is that Aristotle does treat self-awareness as a form of
perception, both in the psychological works where he clearly means to be giving a
technical account of perception, and in this passage from the EN. Therefore the
pleasures of self-awareness count for him as perceptual pleasures; and therefore, given
4f, the pleasures of virtue count for him as perceptual pleasures. (This allows for the
possibility that one may also, as on Richardson Lear’s view, take pleasure in the
intellectual contemplation of one’s goodness; the point is simply that this would be
something beyond the essential pleasure of virtue, the one which 4f characterizes as
rendering the life of virtue choiceworthy.)
Returning now to the objection against Bostock’s view which we saw in the

previous section – that many pleasures cannot be construed as either perceptual or
noetic – we see that the self-awareness aspect of perception can extend EN X.4’s
account of perceptual pleasure to cover cases that do not fit into the “tasting sweetness”
schema. Eating when hungry is pleasurable because one perceives the inner replenish-
ment.28 Being healthy is pleasurable because one feels the good condition, the smooth
functioning, of one’s own body. In general, we feel pleasure when we perceive good
things in ourselves (4d, f). And it is clear how this applies to the pleasures of virtue: the
virtuous person takes pleasure in perceiving his own good psychic condition, the
excellence of his ethical state (4f).
A passage from the EE loosely corresponding to passage 4 makes this even clearer.

There, as in EN IX.9, Aristotle argues that being alive is choiceworthy because it is
choiceworthy to know (ª�øæ	Ç�Ø) oneself, where this turns out to mean to be aware of
oneself when one is in good condition, i.e. virtuous (EEVII.12 1244b33-1245a5). The

sense which is responsible for waking – i.e., as we saw from the earlier passage, for consciousness – it is very
natural to take the idea of “perceiving that we perceive” in a broader sense: as being conscious or aware of
one’s own perceptual activity. (For this interpretation see e.g. Kahn, who uses 4c to argue that even in the
psychological works perception of perception is a broad phenomenon: “Now this ‘common power which
accompanies all the senses, in virtue of which one perceives that he is seeing and hearing’ [Somn. 455a], would
not seem to be so very different from the modern notion of consciousness as defined by Locke, ‘the
perception of what passes in a man’s own mind’ ” (1966, 59).)

28 Bostock implies this account of bodily pleasures: bodily replenishments are processes, and cannot in
themselves be pleasant; what is pleasant instead is the perception of the replenishment (1988, 269). This is a
view that comes straight from Plato’s Philebus, and there should be no surprise in Aristotle adopting it without
much comment.
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next premise is the famous claim that a friend is “another self” (1245a30). From this he
concludes:

To perceive [and to know] a friend, therefore, is necessarily in a manner to perceive and in a
manner to know oneself. Consequently to share even vulgar pleasures and ordinary life with a
friend is naturally pleasant . . . but more so to share the more divine pleasures [e.g. virtuous
activity], the reason of which is that it is always more pleasant to observe (Ł�øæ�E�) oneself enjoying the
superior good, and this is sometimes an action (�æ��Ø
), sometimes an affection (��Ł�
). (EE VII.12
1245a35-b2)

To be virtuous is to be disposed to feel the right passions and do the right actions.
Recall a worry we raised above, as to how being virtuous can be pleasant when the
virtuous actions and passions themselves are unpleasant (self-sacrifice or anger, for
example). This passage makes the answer clear: the pleasure comes from observing
these fine, appropriate, virtuous actions and passions in oneself. It is what we would call
a pleasure of pride – and one can be pleasantly proud of one’s pains.29

In fact, pride seems precisely the right general term for the pleasures of virtue as
Aristotle describes them. Recall the first long passage we saw above from EN IX.9
(1169b30-1170a4): one enjoys one’s friends’ virtuous actions because “they have both
the things pleasant by nature”: they are good, and they are �NŒ�E��, one’s own; this is
very close to Hume’s definition of the things which excite pride (Treatise II.i.v).
Aristotle offers the same explanation for why the virutous person’s own existence is
pleasant to him, in 4d: “perceiving what is good as being there in oneself is pleasant”
(cf. 4f ). Thus a version of the account on which the pleasures of virtue are pleasurable
passions is correct: one pleasurable passion always accompanies virtuous activity,
namely pride. (One might object that if this were Aristotle’s view he should have
said so; so far as I can tell, however, he does not have a word for pride as a pathos,
presumably because all the words at his disposal have connotations of excess.30)

29 Consider as an example the odd phrasing of Gordon Brown’s apology to the late Alan Turing, on behalf
of the British government: “I am pleased to have the chance to say how deeply sorry I and we all are for what
happened to him . . . I am very proud to say: we’re sorry, you deserved so much better” (emphasis mine; quoted
in “PM’s Apology to Codebreaker Alan Turing: WeWere Inhumane,” The Guardian, 11 September, 2009).

30 The pathos opposed to shame in the Rhet. is the clearly pejorative “shamelessness” (I�ÆØ�åı��	Æ), with
no mention made of fitting or blameless pride. He does elsewhere come up with labels for the attitude,
although not ones that sound like passions, and does characterize it as pleasurable and passion-like: the EE’s
discussion of greatness of soul (megalopsuchia) calls the thing of which vanity is an excess and self-belittling a
deficiency “valuing oneself” (I�ØH� Æ���) (see EE II.3 1221a31, with 1221a13 implying that this counts as a
pathos); in the EN he says that the megalopsuchos takes pleasure in hearing about his deeds (���ø
 IŒ���Ø� –
IV.3 1124b15), implying that there is a pleasurable passion involved, but not giving it a name. Thus he seems
to think that there is a passion that plays this role, but not to label it as such, and this would be well explained
by the lack of a non-pejorative term. (In fact, I am not sure that English speakers had a non-pejorative word
for pleasure in one’s own perceived goodness until fairly recently; and I am told that even now it is only
Americans who can speak of feeling proud without squirming.) Arguably if my account is correct Aristotle
should have described the pleasures of virtue as pleasures of thumos, but he says much less about this passion
than does Plato.
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I have argued, then, that the primary pleasure of Aristotelian virtue is that of prideful
self-perception. Despite all the evidence presented, however, one might object that
something has gone wrong: this cannot be Aristotle’s view of the pleasures of virtue, for
it seems morally repellent. Aristotle’s virtuous person now appears intensely self-
conscious, outrageously vain, and lacking in appreciation for the genuine value of his
actions – a fair match, in fact, for a character like Emma Bovary:

. . . The pride (orgueil ), the joy of saying to herself “I am virtuous,” and of looking at herself in the
mirror striking poses of resignation, consoled her somewhat for the sacrifice she believed she was
making.31

Is this complaint justified? At least not entirely. On the account I have given, the
virtuous agent need not have the explicit thought that she is virtuous, merely
the pleasurable perception of her good qualities as good. So her awareness of her
behavior as good could in principle be less explicit, and certainly less intellectual, than
Emma’s awareness of her own (putative) virtue. Using the analogy which Aristotle
(following Plato) makes between virtue and physical health, we can explain
the difference as follows. I have claimed that on Aristotle’s view, just as being
healthy is pleasurable because one perceives the good condition of one’s body,
being virtuous is pleasurable because one perceives the good condition (actions and
passions) of one’s soul. Now, one can easily imagine a Mme Bovary-type pleasure of
health: the pleasure of working out in front of the mirror, all the time saying to oneself
“I’m getting so buff!” But there are other ways of taking pleasure in health too: one can
simply be pleasurably, confidently aware of the good functioning of one’s own body,
without pausing to think “That’s health, and I’m proud of it.” It seems open to
Aristotle to hold that the pleasures of virtue come closer to the latter.
There are also even less self-conscious pleasures of health: one can simply feel good,

where the cause of the feeling is the smooth functioning of one’s body, without any
awareness that this is the cause. Such pleasure can arise without the kind of perception
we exercise in observing or reflecting on ourselves the way a third person might. It
might come from something more like proprioception: feeling one’s good condition
from the inside. If this is the closest analogue to Aristotle’s view then his virtuous
person can be very modest indeed. Moreover, this account erodes the difference
between the view on which pleasure is in the doing of virtuous actions and the view
on which pleasure is in the perceiving of them (after all, no one claimed that we could
take pleasure in doing things without being in any way aware that we were doing
them) – and thereby throws us back on what I called the standard interpretation.
But can Aristotle hold that the pleasures of virtue are so unreflective? There is good

reason to think not. First, fully virtuous acts are chosen on the basis of deliberation; as

31 Flaubert 1992, 86. Of course part of what is repellent here is that we think Emma not merely vain but
self-deluded: she thinks she is virtuous but really she is not. But we tend also to think that if she were virtuous,
she wouldn’t be sitting in front of the mirror rejoicing in the fact.
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we saw above they are chosen “for themselves,” i.e. “for the sake of the fine” (EN II.1
1105a31, IV.1 1120a23-24). Thus Aristotle’s virtuous agent need not be as self-
conscious as Mme Bovary, but she has to be aware that what she is doing is virtuous
and fine, and has to choose her behavior for that reason. (This does not in itself show
that she has to value it as her fine behavior, as opposed to as fine in itself, but I have
argued separately for that claim above.)

The texts on friendship provide another strong argument that proprioception is the
wrong model here: that would make nonsense of the claim that it is easier to observe
virtue in those close to us than in ourselves (EN IX.9 1169b30, quoted above) – and
would thereby undermine Aristotle’s most extensive argument, an argument he makes
at length, for why the virtuous person needs friends.32

But the main argument against the deflationary proprioception interpretation, and
in favor of the robust self-perception interpretation, is that the latter is precisely what
we should expect to find in Aristotle. We should expect Aristotle’s virtuous person to
be proud of his own excellence, and even to rejoice in it – and not at all to be
unwittingly virtuous, humble, unconsciously prompted by his feelings to do the right
thing without any awareness of it as right, or of himself as good.

Consider the virtue of megalopsuchia (‘greatness of soul’) and its special relation to the
other virtues. The great-souled person is not merely worthy of being valued, but
“values himself greatly (��ª�ºø� Æ��e� I�ØH�) while being worthy” (EN IV.3
1123b2). This is clearly an extreme of pride: as Russell puts it, “One shudders to
think what a vain man would be like.”33 But in fact Aristotle’s vain man may be no
more prideful than the great-souled one: vanity is a vice not because extreme pride is
bad in itself, but because the vain man’s pride is misplaced – he overestimates his own
worth (EN IV.3 1125a27-28). If he were as good as he thinks he is there would be
nothing wrong with his pride; and indeed, vanity is better than its opposite, under-
valuing oneself (the vice of the “little-souled,” 1125a24). Moreover, this is not a one-
off case of Aristotle indulging pride, for megalopsuchia is not merely one virtue among
others: “It seems to be a kind of adornment (Œ���
) of the virtues, for it makes them
greater” (1124a1-2). His view is not that pride does not diminish virtue – instead it is
that it enhances it.

Finally, the above picture of the pleasures of virtue fits very well with the egoistical
underpinnings of Aristotle’s theory of virtue. Virtue enters Aristotle’s ethical theory by
way of the function argument: the reason he gives for caring about virtue is that being
virtuous is crucial to one’s own flourishing. Virtuous actions often benefit others, and
possibly benefiting others is even a condition on an action’s being virtuous, but
Aristotle makes it perfectly clear that the ultimate value of virtue is, like the value of
everything else in life, eudaimonistic: it is good to be virtuous because that is a part or
condition of one’s functioning well and thereby living a happy life. And while one

32 I am grateful to Antony Eagle for helping me to see this point.
33 Russell 1945, 176, quoted in Hardie 1968, 119.
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could construct a theory on which even the most rational agents take pleasure in virtue
on the basis of some features other than what makes virtue valuable, Aristotle gives no
sign of doing so. So it should be no surprise that the pleasures of virtue are pleasures
taken in the awareness of one’s own good condition, in a robust and literal – if not fully
repugnant – sense.34

Thus the foremost pleasures of virtuous activity – the pleasures that make one’s life
worth choosing when one is fully virtuous – are pleasurable perceptions of oneself as
fine. Furthermore, it is a very natural inference from here to the conclusion that these
are the same pleasures that attend the virtuous actions and passions of the moral
habituee, the pleasures that shape her character, especially given that Aristotle describes
the effect of habituation as making one take pleasure in virtuous action as fine (see EN
X.9 quoted above).35 And thus the process of habituation has a very important
cognitive aspect. Through habituation, as through the musical education described
in the Pol., one comes to take pleasure in perceiving virtuous passions and actions –
which is to say that one comes to perceive them as good, or more specifically, as fine.
To return to the main argument of this chapter, we can now see that habituation is

indeed a close analogue of induction. It is what we might call practical induction, since
the cognition involved is practical (pleasurable, evaluative) cognition. Through habit-
uation, one acquires not only many perceptions of virtuous activity, but many pleasur-
able perceptions of it – many perceptions of it as good. Now let us consider how the
process continues.

8.4 Phantasia of the goal
Recall my brief summary of Aristotle’s account of theoretical induction at the start of
Chapter 7:

i) One perceives triangles many times.
ii) The perceptions are preserved in memory, via phantasia (APo. 100a3; cf. Met.

980a28-29).

34 Note that the complaint we have been considering about Aristotle’s view of the pleasures of virtue is
similar to one that critics make about contemporary virtue ethics: that it attributes to the virtuous person
excessive concern with her own virtue. This is sometimes presented as a point about reasons: virtue ethics
claims that the reason a person has to help a friend, for example, is that doing so is virtuous, while (the critics say)
a really virtuous person’s reason would be that doing so will benefit the friend. As Hurka puts it, “[I]t is not
virtuous – it is morally self-indulgent – to act primarily from concern for one’s own virtue” (2001, 246; cf.
Keller 2007). The criticism here is parallel: Aristotle says (I have argued) that the pleasure one properly takes
in benefiting a friend is pleasure in being virtuous, while (the objection goes) it ought to be pleasure in the
beneficiary’s well-being. It is certainly not clear that this charge against contemporary virtue ethics is fair – but if
I am right about Aristotle’s view, it looks like the parallel charge against him is.

35 Moreover, the person becoming physically fit will normally take the same sort of pleasure in her nascent
fitness as she will take in her full fitness once she has acquired it, and likewise for the one becoming wealthy,
or famous, or skilled in a craft; thus the person becoming virtuous can take the same sort of pleasure in his
nascent virtue as he will take in his full virtue once it comes. According to ENX.4 the pleasures will be better
(more perfect (��º�EÆ)) when the relevant capacities and objects are, but they need not be different in kind.
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iii) From many memories of triangles arises one experience (K���Øæ	Æ) (APo.
100a5-6; Met. 980b29-981a1), which implicitly contains a universal (APo.
100a6-7), i.e. a cause explaining why triangles have the properties they do
(Met. 981a28-30).

iv) One achieves an explicit grasp of this explanatory universal, which will then
serve as the starting-point for demonstrations (APo. 100a6-9; cf.Met. 981a5-7);
the state one is now in is called nous (APo. 100b12).

Induction begins with perception but requires phantasia to move forward. Repeated
perceptions of triangles do not on their own provide a grasp of triangles sufficient to
supply the starting-points for deductive reasoning, for although the universal is some-
how in the perceptions one cannot grasp it solely by perceiving. To get to the point
where one can grasp it explicitly (stage iv), one must be able to generalize from one’s
perceptions, and this presupposes that one remember triangles one has perceived (stage
ii), and that one be able to recognize new things as triangles on the basis of one’s
memories (stage iii). Memory is certainly a function of phantasia. As to the next stage, as
we saw in Chapter 7.1 an experience is (perhaps the same as although different in being
from) many memories, and animals have a little of it, which implies that it is at least
largely or even wholly the work of perception and phantasia.36

If habituation is the practical analogue of induction, then we should expect phantasia
to play a role here too. Repeated perceptions of virtuous activity as good on various
occasions do not on their own provide a grasp of virtuous activity as the goal sufficient
to serve as the starting-point for practical reasoning; phantasia is required too. (This is
not to say that phantasia is enough; I turn to that issue in the next section.)

This is in part for a reason familiar to us from Chapter 3: practical perception cannot
on its own furnish goals of any action, human or animal, because goals are by definition
things not yet present to perception. To have virtuous activity as one’s goal is not
simply to enjoy doing the virtuous thing one is doing now, and thus the wish to
perform virtuous activity, just like the appetite for a drink or the fear of an imminent
blow cannot be based merely on perception: one must preserve one’s previous
pleasurable perceptions in memory, and reproduce them as representing something
to-be-pursued. And we saw in Chapter 3 that the preservation and reproduction of
perception, pleasurable perception included, is the work of phantasia.37

But in this particular case phantasia is necessary in a different way, too, which corre-
sponds to one difference between wishes and passions. Someone who wants to live a life
of virtuous activity does not merely want to live a life in which she repeats various actions

36 APo. 100a5-6 and Met. 980b26-27, quoted in Chapter 7 note 4. For arguments that experience is
wholly a product of perception and phantasia see e.g. Engberg-Pedersen 1983, 156 and Charles 1995.

37 Aristotle emphasizes that pleasurably perceiving virtuous activity will go with pleasurably remembering
and expecting it: the virtuous person “wishes to spend time in his own company; for he does so pleasantly,
since he has both delightful memories of things he has done and good hopes for things he will do in the
future, and such things are pleasant” (EN IX.4 1166a23-26).
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more or less identical to those she has already performed; instead, she wants to live a life of
that kind of activity. She thus needs to be able to recognize particular excellent and fine
actions open to her as being the kind of actions she finds good. This requires that she have
at least the practical equivalent of stage iii, a grasp of virtuous activity as the good parallel to
an experience (I am for now bracketing the question of whether she also needs some
practical equivalent of stage iv). This will be not just a pleasurable memory or expectation
or imagination of some particular virtuous activity, but a pleasurable general representa-
tion of that kind of activity – a general representation of it as good.
We saw that in the theoretical realm stage iii involves phantasia; this fits with all our

evidence from Chapter 7 that in the practical realm it must. It is “virtue, either natural
or habituated” which teaches us the goal: that is, our view of the end is a function of
the non-rational soul, which exercises phantasia and perception but not reason. More-
over, when Aristotle speaks of our view of the goal in positive terms, he speaks of it as
something which appears quasi-perceptually to us – in fact, as a phantasia (Chapter 7.2).
The parallel between theoretical induction and habituation has given us strong reason
to take that language in the technical sense: just as induction yields, through perception
and phantasia, an ability to recognize certain shapes as triangles (where that does not yet
include an explicit grasp of the feature one is recognizing), so habituation yields,
through pleasurable perception reproduced by phantasia, an ability to recognize virtu-
ous activity as to-be-pursued (with the same caveat). Someone who has acquired this
ability is someone to whom virtuous activity now appears good, i.e. someone subject
to a general appearance of virtuous activity as good.
This does not mean that thought plays no role in the formation of this general

appearance: we saw in Chapters 3 and 4 that the contents of our perceptions can be
influenced by thought, and therefore a thinking creature will have a broader range not
only of perception but therefore also of memory, and therefore also of experience – or
of its practical counterpart, the generalized appearance of a certain kind of activity as
good. Thus thought may influence the content of this appearance. Perhaps thought
also plays a role in making that appearance suitably general: there is after all some
evidence that in ordinary induction thought plays a role in constructing a general
experience from specific memories (for after all animals have it only “a little,” and
perhaps this is even an understatement for “not at all”).

What I want to emphasize, however, is that activities of a certain type can only
appear good as a goal on the basis of previous pleasurable perceptions and phantasiai of
that type of activity. Moreover, the relation between the perceptions and phantasiai on
the one hand, and the general stage iii appearance on the other, is fairly direct: one
acquires such a general appearance not by inferring from or reasoning about what one
has perceived, but instead by making implicit generalizations of a kind arguably
available even to lower animals. (This raises the question of whether or not animals
can have such a general phantasia. I suspect that Aristotle’s answer would be that, as
with stage iii in the theoretical realm, they can “a little,” for they are susceptible to
habituation. See Pol. 1332b3-4: “the other animals live mostly by nature, and some
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also a little by habits (�ØŒæa �’ ��ØÆ ŒÆd ��E
 �Ł��Ø�)”; various passages in the HA
illustrate this, for example 573b27 on sheep who are habituated (�ı��Ł	Ç�ı�Ø) from
youth to act as leaders of the flock.
Thus at the practical equivalent of stage iii someone who has been correctly habituated

has a general appearance of virtuous activity as good, an appearance which is at least in the
main part the product of her non-rational cognitive capacities. But is this the end of the
process? Has she now fully acquired the starting-points of practical reasoning? Or is there,
as in the theoretical case, a need for intellect to convert this appearance into something
else? In the theoretical realm only those who reach stage iv have the starting-points for
theoretical reasoning, and thus only they can perform genuine demonstrations and
achieve genuine knowledge (K�Ø����Å) – and thus only they can have wisdom
(��ç	Æ), the excellent state of theoretical intellect. Is the practical case parallel – does
phronesis involve or presuppose an intellectual grasp of the end?

Recall one species of Intellectualist we encountered in Chapter 7: Intuitionists, who
think that intellect provides our grasp of the end not on the basis of deliberation but
rather through an intuitive grasp – namely, nous.38 They hold, that is, that nous
furnishes the starting-points of practical reasoning in the same way that it furnishes
those of theoretical reasoning. This view would certainly seem to be a natural fit with
the analogy between habituation and induction I have proposed here: as the final stage
of practical induction, nous uncovers substantive, hitherto undetected truths about
virtuous activity, and only now does the agent have a correct view of the end. In fact
there are a few Intuitionists who have presented just this view.39 But my arguments in
Chapter 7 count strongly against it: it is not intellect’s task to provide us with goals.

Indeed, if Aristotle thinks that nous furnishes practical starting-points he seems to go
out of his way to obscure the point. As we saw at length in Chapter 7, the role that nous
plays in the theoretical realm – grasping the starting-points – gets attributed in the
practical realm to virtue instead, even in passages that explicitly mention the analogy
between practical and theoretical reasoning (e.g. VI/VII.8 1151a15-19). Moreover, far
from saying that phronesis includes nous as a part he explicitly contrasts the two: phronesis
“lies opposite to (I��	Œ�Ø�ÆØ) nous,” because phronesis is of the “last thing,” i.e. the
particular (while nous is of universal starting-points) (V/VI.8 1142a23-25). Likewise, in
the one passage where he introduces a technical sense of nous in the practical sphere –
V/VI.11 1143a35-b5, quoted and discussed in Chapter 7.5 – nous’s role is to grasp not
the end of action, but rather the opposite: the “last thing” or “second [i.e. minor]
premise” – the particular facts of a situation in which one acts.40

38 See among others Greenwood 1909, Hardie 1968, Cooper 1975, Dahl 1984 and Reeve 1992.
39 See Greenwood 1909 and Reeve 1992, 86, although their views of the earlier stages of practical

induction are very different from mine, and more intellectualist. Burnet’s view is nominally Intuitionist, but
I think his version is in fact closer to what I propose below.

40 Cooper emphasizes this: although he is an Intuitionist he recognizes that this passage does not support
that view, for the passage is very explicit in describing what it calls nous as a perception-like apprehension of
particulars (Cooper 1975, 42, note).
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Nonetheless, there seem to be some important considerations in favor of this
reading. First, the theoretical analogy would seem to entail it. Second, it would resolve
an important worry about wish left hanging at the end of the previous chapter: if goals
are grasped through intellect, albeit on the basis of phantasia, then wish is indeed a
distinctively human, thought-based kind of desire.
In the next section I will argue that neither of these considerations necessitates the

strong Intuitionist version of the practical induction account: there is a cheaper
solution, and one which accommodates all the evidence we saw in Chapter 7 that it
is character rather than intellect which furnishes our goals.

8.5 Beyond phantasia: true supposition of the end
We need to distinguish carefully between three quite different questions. First, does the
fully virtuous, phronimos person have any intellectual grasp of happiness? Second, if so,
does this grasp play a necessary role in her practical life? And third, if so, does this
undermine my arguments in Chapter 7 that it must be non-rational cognition which
provides the content of our goals?
As to the first question, the answer is surely Yes. As we saw in Chapter 4, a phantasia

as of pwill normally and by default trigger the belief that p. Therefore if habituation has
led someone to have a generalized phantasia of virtuous activity as to-be-pursued, then
so long as he sees no reason to question or doubt that phantasia (as he might were he for
example to come under the influence of malicious sophists), he will automatically also
believe that virtuous activity is to-be-pursued. Likewise for the more specific goal-
appearances which habituation will also give him: if in a given situation it appears to
him good to eat temperately, or stand firm in battle, he will normally also believe that
this is so. (That when we wish for and deliberate toward an end we also have the belief
(��Æ) that we should pursue it is particularly explicit in EE II.10, where Aristotle
distinguishes decisions from beliefs on the grounds that the latter align with wishes
rather than decisions: “One wishes most of all for the end, and believes (����Ç�Ø) that
one should both be healthy and act well” (1226a13-16).) But this leaves open the
possibility that the beliefs are epiphenomenal: perhaps the phantasia does all the work,
forming the starting-point for deliberation and the basis for wish (in which case the
answer to the second question is No).
In the remainder of this chapter I want to show first that beliefs of this kind (beliefs

that inherit their content from the appearances to which they are assents) do play a
necessary role in furnishing the starting-points of practical reasoning, and second that
they also suffice. Intellect makes no more substantial contribution, and therefore the
content of our goals comes entirely from our characters: the answer to both the first
and second questions is Yes, but the answer to the third is still No.
There is a simple reason to accept that it must be the belief rather than the phantasia

that is strictly speaking the starting-point for practical reasoning. The starting-points of
practical reasoning are cognitions or statements of the end that can be used as the bases
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for inference: as Aristotle puts it in a passage we have seen several times, “Practical
syllogisms are equipped with a starting-point: ‘Since (K��Ø�c) the end and the best is of
such a sort . . . ’” (V/VI.12 1144a31-33).41 Therefore, one’s grasp of the end has to be
the sort of thing which can play a role in inferences: “Since the end is . . . ”. And
Aristotle’s (plausible) view is that only intellectual cognitions can perform that task. As
the discussion of the akratic’s reasoning in VI/VII.3 shows, he thinks that non-rational
cognitions must if they are to play a role in reasoning be taken up as beliefs: the minor
premise “this is sweet” is a ��Æ about something perceptual, rather than a mere
perception (1147a25-26, cf. 1147b9). If awareness that x is the end is to serve as a
basis for deliberation, then, it too must be grasped by intellect.42

Thus we should concede this much to the Intellectualist: the virtuous person will
have a correct intellectual cognition of the end, which is not epiphenomenal but
instead a crucial condition of correct deliberation. Moreover, it would be very natural
to take this correct grasp to be a part of phronesis.43 Let us grant, then, that it is a
requirement of phronesis that one believe that the life of excellent rational activity is the
good life.

But this is not much to grant: in fact, I have already granted it. Recall my interpre-
tation in Chapter 7.5 of the claim that phronesis is “true supposition of the end” (V/VI.9
1142b31-33) (and recall that belief is one species of supposition, according to de An.
427b25). Part of phronesis is having a grasp of the end qua end, i.e. recognizing it as the
goal toward which one is deliberating (cf. EE II.10 1226b20-30, discussed in 7.5); part
of phronesis, then, will be having an explicit intellectual cognition that x is the end. But
this in no way entails that intellect adds anything to the view of the end supplied by
character. Instead, it suggests that intellect’s grasp of the end consists merely in agreeing
with – assenting to – what character supplies. If this is indeed Aristotle’s view then he
can sometimes refer to the end as appearing good through phantasia, and sometimes as
our believing it good – as he does in shifting between talk of the apparent and seeming
(�e ��Œ�F�) good in EN III.4 – without thereby committing any grave equivocation:
the content of intellect’s belief is the same as that of character’s appearance. One of the
Goal passages, the one with which I began this chapter, fits this reading very well:

41 There is a debate here as to whether the statement of the end is to be understood as the major premise of
the syllogism, or instead as something which comes before the syllogism proper. For the latter position see
Cooper 1975 and Hardie 1968, 228-31, who points out that we need not take �ƒ �ıºº�ªØ���	 �H� �æÆŒ�H�
as a technical term, as the translation ‘practical syllogism’ implies: it might instead mean simply reasoning
about practical things; for the former see Allan 1953, Joachim 1951, and indeed the majority of interpreters.
I have accepted the standard view, which I do think supported by our passage 1c from theMA, but in either
case the crucial point remains: we reason from the end.

42 As Greenwood puts it, “Since the actual stating of any proposition is an intellectual and not a moral act,
the actual stating of the end . . . must be the work not of moral virtue but of practical wisdom” (Greenwood
1909, 51); my view here is also very close to Engberg-Pedersen 1983, 152.

43 Aristotle arguably implies that phronesis includes everything that counts as a virtue of practical intellect,
at V/VI.5. Some, like Reeve 1992, take intellect’s grasp of the end to be distinct from but a necessary
condition for phronesis; my arguments in what follows count against this view as well.
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Neither indeed in [mathematics] is the logos instructive of the starting-points, nor in [the practical
case], but virtue, either natural or habituated, [is instructive] of right belief (��F OæŁ�����E�) about
the starting-point. (VI/VII.8 1151a17-19, emphasis mine)

Non-rational character teaches us the starting-points by yielding correct beliefs.44

Thus, strictly speaking, our cognitions of the starting-points of practical reasoning are
rational, exercises of intellect – but their content derives from character, i.e. from the
generalized phantasia that is produced through habituation.
What about wishes, desires for the end? We can resolve the tensions we saw in the

previous chapter if we take it that when one wishes for what appears good to one, the
wish is based directly on an evaluative belief which arises from the appearance without
adding any content to it.45 This will accommodate the evidence that wish is distinc-
tively human desire for what one thinks good, while still respecting the evidence that
wishes are determined by non-rational character, and are for what appears good in the
technical sense. Wishes, like passions, normally track both appearances and beliefs, but
unlike passions are based directly on beliefs.
We would have good evidence that this is Aristotle’s view if it turned out that one

can have a wish for something one believes good without having the corresponding
appearance – i.e. that one can get the belief by testimony or reasoning or some other
way. In fact, this seems to be precisely Aristotle’s view of the akratic and enkratic, who
have correct wishes but lack good character.
Aristotle says that the akratic is better than the intemperate person because he has the

right end: “the best thing in him, the starting-point, is preserved” (VI/VII.8 1151a25-26).
But this comes directly after he has told us that it is “virtue, either natural or
habituated” which makes the goal right. Surely the akratic has neither kind of virtue:
she has unruly, intemperate appetites.46 Correspondingly, the arguments of EN III.4-5
imply that she lacks a correct appearance of the end: only the virtuous person has that.
How then can the akratic have the right goal, and the right wishes (and therefore make
the right decisions)? Aristotle’s thought must be that her character is good enough to
make her responsive to arguments about the good life, or to make her admire virtuous

44 Gabriel Richardson Lear has pressed on me that Aristotle must hold that the phronimos’ grasp of ends is a
form of knowledge rather than mere belief (in which case this passage mentions only one stage in the
acquisition of that grasp). I think there is something to this, but it is notable that he calls phronesis “true
supposition (��ºÅłØ
)” of the end, perhaps deliberately leaving it open whether it is knowledge or mere
belief. I suspect the right thing to say is that by contrast with theoretical epistêmê, phronesis counts as mere
belief (being about changeable things, and being a state of the doxastikon rather than of the epistêmonikon). On
the other hand, the phronimos’ grasp of the goal is as good as any such grasp could be, and so by contrast with
other people’s grasp of the goal – the enkratic’s and akratic’s, most saliently – it should count as knowledge.

45 This talk of content may seem problematic: arguably the content of a conceptualized belief necessarily
differs from that of a perception or phantasia. But recall that Aristotle thinks beliefs can contradict appearances
(Insomn. 459a6 and 460b20, discussed in Chapter 5.4), and thus presumably also that they can agree with and
confirm them; that is what I have in mind.

46 Burnyeat argues that the spirited akratic has been well habituated but lacks phronesis (1980, 84);
I disagree, for reasons to do with my understanding of phronesis laid out in Chapter 7, but this is anyhow
beside the point, for the present passage is concerned with the appetitive akratic.
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people, and thus acquire correct beliefs about the goal in these ways.47 This is not the
normal, properway to acquire such beliefs: in awell-functioning human, virtuemakes the
goal right (since that is how virtue helps to complete our function: see V/VI.12 1144a6-9,
one of our Goal passages). Thus our akratic is like someone who knows her eyesight is
sometimes unreliable and so accepts other people’s judgment about what colors things
are: she acquires the right belief, but not in the usual way. As a result, there is dissonance
between how she believes things are and how things appear to her to be. (This is
obviously similar to the cognitive dissonance I attributed to the akratic in Chapter 5, but
it is a more general phenomenon. There we were considering the akratic’s state during
particular episodes of akrasia, and I argued that she has conflicting rational and non-
rational cognitions about some particular object or course of action, e.g. eating this piece
of cake now. But I raised the possibility that the particular phantasia of the cake as good
might arise from the general phantasia of bodily pleasures as good, and we can see now
that it does: her uneven upbringing has involved enough self-indulgence to yield a
generalized appearance of bodily pleasures as good, and this stands in conflict with her
general belief that they are not. Note that this conflict is found in the enkratic as well,
and is therefore not enough (contra interpretations like e.g. Charles’ (2009)) to explain
akratic episodes – unless the agent’s intellect is “covered over” by passion the general
belief will hold sway and she will act in accordance with her wishes and decisions rather
than with her appetites – but it does explain why she is prone to conflicts between
decisions and appetites.)

Thus we have good evidence that wishes are based not directly on appearances but
instead on beliefs. It is not immediately clear why Aristotle should hold this view,
however: given that he thinks that wishes are not based on practical reasoning (see my
arguments in Chapter 7), what is his motivation for holding that they are based on
intellectual cognitions at all? Here is a suggestion: wishes are for ends, as decisions are
for “things toward ends,” and just as to decide on something one must be able to see it
as a means to an end, so to wish for something one must be able to see it as an end
toward which there could be means.48 To put it another way, the content of any wish
is something that could in principle be expressed as the starting-point of practical
reasoning. But we saw that only intellectual cognitions can play a role in reasoning, and
thus in order to want something as an end one must believe that it is good, rather than
merely being subject to an appearance of it as good.49

There is another reason to hold that wishes are based on intellectual cognition:
Aristotle more than once characterizes wishes as desires for the good rather than for the
pleasant, and many take this to entail that they must be based on intellect because only

47 Aristotle arguably has this possibility in mind at Pol.1332b6-8: “people do many things contrary to their
habits and their nature on account of logos, if they are persuaded that it is better . . . ”.

48 This is compatible with the fact that we can, as Aristotle stresses, wish for the impossible: “I wish I could
fly”would mean, “I wish there were something I could do to bring about the end of my flying, even though
I know there isn’t” – by contrast with an appetitive urge to fly, perhaps!

49 Compare Tuozzo 1994, 541.
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intellect can grasp the good qua good. Despite my arguments in Chapters 1 and 2 that
all desire is for things qua good in a substantive sense, there is something right in this,
and the present view of wish can account for it. (Here I follow Tuozzo 1994, although
he does not treat beliefs as assents to appearances.) In rationally assenting to an
appearance of something as square one no longer merely perceives it as square but
also thinks it square; one explicitly applies the concept ‘square.’ I argued at length in
Chapter 2 that feeling perceptual pleasure in something is perceiving it as good –

perceptually discriminating it as to-be-gone-for – without thereby applying the
concept ‘good.’ In assenting to such a perception, however – or to a generalized
phantasia arising from many such perceptions – one does apply the concept. Thus it
makes sense to introduce a strict sense of ‘desire for good’ that applies only to desires
based on conceptualized cognitions of the good. As Tuozzo puts it, as objects of desire
the good and the pleasant “differ only in their mode of cognition: the one [the good] is
conceptualized, and so involves thought, while the other [the pleasant] is unconcep-
tualized, and so involves perception (or phantasia aisthêtikê ) . . . ” – and therefore “the
distinction between epithumia and boulêsis does not turn on a distinction between two
kinds of attractiveness in things that can motivate us to action, but rather on the two
different ways we can cognize the attractiveness of things.”50 (Note that this does not
entail that appetites are desires for the pleasant conceptualized as the pleasant.)
Thus our minimal concession to the Intellectualist resolves the apparent contra-

dictions in Aristotle’s account of wish: if wishes rest on conceptualized assents to non-
rational cognitions, then Aristotle can hold that they are distinctively human, based on
thought, and for the good rather than the pleasant; and he can do all this without
thereby undermining all his arguments that our ends – the objects of our wishes – are
not reached on the basis of logos, but determined instead by non-rational character.
Phantasia supplies the content of the goal; intellect merely accepts and in the process
conceptualizes it.51

Is there any reason to go further? On the Intuitionist view, for intellect to grasp the
end is for intellect to supply the end – to reveal virtuous activity as the good for the first
time. Those who combine Intuitionism with practical induction thus hold that while

50 1994, 542; 543. Tuozzo furthermore sees this conceptualization as the culmination of a process of what
I have been calling practical induction, although his view here differs from mine. Something like habituation
plays a role: when babies appetitively desire and enjoy pleasant food, “This nonceptualized cognition of the
good serves as the experiential basis for the child’s coming to possess the concept ‘good,’ ” and thus one will
come to have wishes for bodily pleasures unless moral education intervenes (ibid., 547). I think he goes
wrong, however, in ignoring the power of correct habituation to give us rival appearances of goodness, and
thus that his view gets the belief/appearance relation backwards: “Once one has the concept of the good, one
can, under the influence of parents, etc., come to believe that some things are good which do not appear,
through perception or phantasia, good to one . . . The moral education of most people progresses only this far;
hence most people are incontinent . . . or continent . . .Moral education need not stop there . . . [B]oulêsis can
influence the objects that appear to one as pleasant. Sensible appearances of the good can be modified by
sincerely held opinions about the good” (ibid., 548).

51 I take this view to be roughly in line with Achtenberg’s (2002, 133–34) and Burnet’s (1900, 67), and
perhaps also McDowell’s (1988a, 31-33).
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habituation gives us the right general orientation, only with the intervention of nous
do we come to have the right end: the last stage of practical induction, just like the
last stage of theoretical, really teaches us something new. Reeve, for example, inter-
prets V/VI.13’s claim that natural virtue without nous is potentially harmful, like
strength without sight (1144b4-14), as follows:

Now nous is of the first principle or unconditional end, eudaimonia. So what natural virtue lacks,
as the analogy of the blind person makes clear, is grasp of the end. (Reeve 1992, 86)52

I argued in Chapter 7.5 that this is a misreading: what practical nous supplies is a grasp
of the “things toward the end” (so the person without it is like a blind person who
stumbles over things in her way); the whole content of our goal comes from character.
I want to defend that claim now by looking at Aristotle’s analogies between phronesis
and another broadly speaking practical expertise, craft. My aim is to show that reaching
stage iv in the practical realm does not give one a new goal, but only makes what one
was already implicitly going for, in stage iii, an explicit and conceptualized goal.

I take the Intuitionist view to be that in moving from an experience-like grasp of
virtuous activity to a nous-like grasp (that is, in moving from stage iii to stage iv), what
one grasps is the because underlying the that one had at stage iii, and in doing so one
comes, for the first time, to have virtuous activity as one’s goal (cf. the Intellectualist
reading of EN I.4 1095b3-8, on ethical becauses, discussed in Chapter 7.5). At stage iii
one often performed virtuous actions, but, on this view, without recognizing their
excellence or fineness as the thing about them that made them worth choosing. Now
one grasps that such actions are worth choosing because they are excellent and fine, and
therefore means to the end of living excellently (rather than because they feel good, or
are socially approved, etc.), and this makes a major difference to how one acts – as if a
blind person had acquired sight.

I want to show that grasping the because in the practical realm does not make this
kind of difference. It does make a difference, of precisely the kind discussed above:
when one has an explicit, articulate goal, grasped as a goal, one can use it to guide one’s
deliberations. But grasping the goal in this way does not make one aim at something
new. It gives one an end in the strict sense for the first time, and so in that sense gives
one a new end, but what is new is the status of the end as a full-blown starting-point for
practical reasoning, rather than its content. This explains why Aristotle refers to this
grasp as a “true supposition,” rather than employing the more elevated term he uses for
its theoretical parallel, nous.

This emerges from Aristotle’s discussion of the becauses involved in a state that is
broadly like phronesis: craft. Aristotle emphasizes that phronesis, as a condition of

52 Although what he goes on to say is close to what I defend below (although I do not use the term nous,
which I think out of place here for reasons given above): “It is natural or habituated virtue, then, that ‘teaches
true opinion about the first principle’ (1151a17-19). Nous simply grasps the universal implicit in what they
teach” (ibid.).
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practical intellect rather than theoretical, differs significantly from scientific knowledge
(K�Ø����Å) and wisdom (��ç	Æ), which have as their province necessary, eternal truths
(V/VI.5 1140a35-b3, 7 1141a22-25). There is however another truth-grasping condi-
tion (��Ø
) much more similar to phronesis: craft (��å�Å – skill, art, craft-knowledge).
The definitions Aristotle provides of these two in V/VI.5-6 imply that they differ only
in their ends: phronesis guides action (�æ��Ø
), which has its end in itself, while craft
guides the production (��	Å�Ø
) of some product. Like phronesis, craft is contrasted with
scientific knowledge as being practical in the broad sense – concerned with doing
things rather than merely thinking – and hence concerned with “things that can be
otherwise.” Therefore while it is true that craft, like scientific knowledge, comes about
through a grasp of universal causes – becauses to explain experience’s thats (Met. 981a24-30)
– these are quite unlike the universal causes at issue in scientific knowledge.
The latter are definitions or accounts of essences, but Aristotle evidently denies those to
the craftsman.What then are the universal becauses that belong to craft? I argued briefly in
Chapter 7 that they seem to be general, lawlike claims that subsume the particulars of
experience under universal categories. I quote again (cf. Chapter 7.5) the one clear
example Aristotle gives of a because that differentiates stage iii from stage iv in the realm
of production:

Craft comes to be whenever from many experiential concepts (��ººH� �B
 K���Øæ	Æ


K���Å���ø�) one universal supposition (��ºÅłØ
) comes to be about similar things. For to
have the supposition that this thing was beneficial for Callias when he was ill with this disease,
and for Socrates, and in the same way individually for many belongs to experience; but that it
benefited all people of this sort, divided off into one type (ŒÆ�’ �r��
 �� Iç�æØ�Ł�E�Ø), when ill
with this disease – for example phlegmatics or bilious people when burning with fever – belongs
to craft. (Met. 981a5-12)

The expert doctor grasps the starting-points of productive reasoning, the universal
causes which the merely experienced doctor (the one who reaches only stage iii) lacks;
the important difference that this makes, according to this text, is simply that he is now
able to make explicit the generalizations implicit in experience, with the help of
explicit concepts (phlegmatic, feverish, etc.).
We can infer, although Aristotle notably does not bother drawing attention to the

point here, that he will also have an explicit grasp of his end, and indeed Aristotle says as
much inMet. VII.7: the essence (�P�	Æ) or form (�r��
) of health is in the doctor’s soul
(for the medical craft is the form of health (1032a32-b14)). But if we are to respect
Aristotle’s distinction between producers and theoreticians, and the claim in Met. I.1
that the latter are wiser than the former, which entails that they have a higher grasp of
causes (981b31-982a1), we must take the craftsman’s grasp of the end to be fairly
minimal. The doctor grasps that health is e.g. the right balance of the hot, cold, wet, dry
and so on, and uses this in deliberating about how to cure a fever, but in grasping these
facts he is only making explicit and articulate what was already implicit in his experiential
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grasp on health, rather than acquiring a substantially new view of health – and therefore is
not acquiring a new goal.53

The practical analogue should be clear. Someone who fully grasps the starting-points
of practical reasoning, i.e. the ends of action – that is, the phronimos – is like someone
who has a craft, and thus differs from the analogue of the merely experienced worker
(namely the person with the non-rational conditions for virtue but without phronesis).54

But because phronesis is concerned with what can be otherwise, and thus is more like a
craft than a science – more like carpentry than math – one can be phronimos without
delving into the most fundamental causes relevant to action.55 What someone gains
when he grasps the starting-points of practical reasoning is merely an articulated,
explicit awareness of the generalizations he was already making on the basis of his
habituation. Earlier he could say only “This action is to-be-done in this circumstance,
and this similar one in this similar circumstance”; now he can say things like “All fine
actions are to-be-done,” (or, at a lower level of universality, “All temperate actions are
to-be-done”) – and this is because he now recognizes the goal, the because and
explanation for why other things are to-be-done, as fine, excellent activity.

In other words, when someone goes beyond having a stage iii phantasia of a certain
type of activity as good, and becomes able to conceptualize that type of activity as
excellent, fine activity, the main thing he gains is the ability to deliberate appropriately,
subsuming particular actions under the universal categories that show how they
promote the end. Once again, this is the account dictated by Aristotle’s claim that
phronesis is “true supposition of the end,” on the interpretation I argued for in
Chapter 7.5. I explained that claim on the basis of EE II.10 1226b20-30, where
Aristotle argues that deliberation requires being aware of one’s goal as such, and
therefore that the deliberative part of the soul is the part that contemplates final causes.
Thus what it is to have a true grasp of the ultimate because in the ethical realm – a true
supposition of the end – is to be guided by the end in one’s deliberations. The person at
stage iii has the right goal, but only implicitly, and so is not yet correctly guided by it:
she cannot yet connect up particular actions to the end of excellent rational activity

53 Compare EN I.7 1098a26-b2, which says that craftsmen do not need the because, but only the that. De
Sensu 436a19-21 says that the “more philosophical” doctors (�H� NÆ�æH� �ƒ çØº���çø��æø
) do engage in
the study of the same first principles that engage the natural scientist; but this implies that there are many
doctors who do not, and even that insofar as a doctor does study such causes he is acting not qua doctor but
instead qua philosopher. After all, Aristotle can hardly mean inMet. VII.7 that the carpenter has a philosophi-
cal understanding of his products, although the language of form and essence does seem to imply that. We
should compare Plato’s claim in Rep. X that the carpenter looks toward the form (N��Æ) of the bed (596b),
which clearly means not that he has philosophical understanding of beds – indeed, Plato goes on to say that he
merely has correct belief (��Æ, Rep. 602a4) – but instead that he works with an eye to their function.

54 This will be the person with mere habit-virtue, if there is such a thing, and if not the person who is on
the way to full virtue but not yet there.

55 As to what these causes are, this is not entirely beyond dispute, but the passage we saw from EN I.7 very
strongly suggests that they at least include the explanations of the that outlined in the preceding lines:
explanations of the fact that eudaimonia is the life of excellent rational activity. (See my arguments about the
reference of ‘the that’ in Chapter 7, note 58.)
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(nor to more local goals) by means of excellent deliberative syllogisms. The person who
has reached stage iv is precisely the person who has acquired this ability. He can say not
merely (with the stage iii person) “This act of abstention was to-be-done on this
occasion, and this similar action on this one,” but rather, explicitly, “Temperate acts are
to-be-done”; in articulating this he is guiding his deliberations by the goal of acting
temperately. Thus the full syllogism would be: “Virtuous activity is the goal; acting
temperately is a way of acting virtuously; therefore temperate acts are to-be-done; this
particular action a is temperate in this circumstance; therefore a is to-be-done,” where
the last clause represents his decision.
Note that we get a version of this type of syllogism, although from a third-person

perspective, in the APo.:

We seek the that-on-account-of-which up to this point, and we think we know something
[when we have grasped this cause] . . . For example: for the sake of what did he come? In order to
get the money. And that in order to pay back what he owed; and that in order not to do
something unjust. (APo. 85b27-32)56

The person with phronesis – the person who has reached stage iv and has an
intellectual grasp of the end – knows becauses for why his actions are to-be-done,
because he can relate his actions to their cause: their final cause, namely his end. It is
good to come and get the money, and thereby pay back the money, because acting in
this way is an instance of acting justly, and therefore is a way of achieving the end,
excellent activity.Met. I.1 equates grasping causes with having the logos (�e ºª�� �å�Ø�,
981b6). In the theoretical realm having a logos means being able to give a demonstra-
tion from one’s starting-points; in the practical realm, as I argued in Chapter 7, it means
being able to deliberate correctly.
If this is what it means to acquire an intellectual grasp of the starting-points of

practical reason, then in moving from stage iii to stage iv one merely acquires concepts
for the kind of acitivity one was already pursuing, and thereby becomes able to use such
activity thus conceptualized to guide one’s deliberations, i.e. to use it as a goal. And
therefore we should reject the Intuitionist’s robust account of stage iv in favor of the
minimalist one: character supplies the content of the goal, and intellect merely con-
ceptualizes it. Aristotle’s discussion of phronesis, his analogies between practical and
productive reasoning, and the contrasts he draws between practical and theoretical
reasoning, all count against the Intuitionist version of the practical induction account.
A final point on this subject: it may seem that there is one major advantage to be

gained by expanding the account of practical induction to include a robust final stage
closer to what nous does in the theoretical sphere. For that would give us a clear way to
reconcile all the evidence for the face-value reading of “virtue makes the goal right”

56 The passage is noted in a similar context in Allen 2012, which has a very helpful discussion of the
parallels between deliberation and demonstration, and an analysis of “practical knowledge” largely in accord
with what I say here.
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with an important complication I have hitherto ignored: Aristotle’s claim that the
ultimately right goal is the life of excellent contemplation (Ł�øæ	Æ) (EN X.7-8; EE
VIII.3). Habituation in virtuous activity cannot on its own give us any experience of
contemplation, and thus cannot yield an appearance of the life of contemplation as
good. It might however furnish an appearance of ethically virtuous activity as good, in
which intellect can somehow discern the life of contemplation as the underlying
cause.57 If this is right then phronesis does play a role in supplying the end: it supplies
the ultimate end – the view of eudaimonia – for those few who recognize the life of
contemplation as the highest human good. This concession to the Intellectualist would
be an important one, but a very limited one too: even if intellect does provide the
content of the contemplator’s ultimate goal in this way, it reaches this content not as
the conclusion of pure practical reasoning, but only by abstracting from a non-rational
appearance furnished by character.

In fact, however, there is compelling evidence that Aristotle treats the contemplator
as having the same goal at least at a general level as the person who lives the life of
ethically virtuous activity. Recall that the function argument identifies the correct end
as excellent activity of the rational part of the soul, a definition that applies both to the
life devoted to the exercise of ethical virtue and to the life devoted to the exercise of
intellectual virtue. Some reconcile this with EN X by arguing that both contemplators
and those who live the practical life of ethically virtuous action are achieving the
correct goal, although the former only “secondarily” (EN X.8 1178a9).58 Although
I do not think it has been noted, this interpretation gains confirmation from the Pol.,
where Aristotle identifies the correct end as “the activity and use of excellence [Iæ���,
i.e. virtue in the broad sense that leaves open whether he has in mind character-virtue
or intellectual virtue or both]” (see for example 1328a38 and 1332a9). Here he treats
this as an end shared by contemplators and practical types alike, by contrast with
popular but incorrect ends like military power or wealth. In speaking of the disagree-
ment between contemplators and practical types, for example, he says,

Let us now address those who, while they agree that the life with virtue is most choiceworthy,
disagree about the use of it (��æd �B
 åæ���ø
 ÆP��F). (Pol. 1325a16-17; cf. 1324a25-28)

The implication is that both share the same goal: excellent, fine activity – “the life
with virtue.” Aristotle does imply that they disagree about the goal, at 1324a34, so
perhaps we need here to distinguish between generic and specific goals. If this is right,
then even contemplators get their generic goal through correct habituation. Intellect
cannot work out that excellent rational activity is to-be-pursued – that task is reserved

57 Here is one way in which this might work, perhaps implied by the final chapter of the EE: ethical
habituation molds the non-rational part to defer to reason, and to take pleasure in letting it lead; one then
grasps through nous that this is good because the very best life is the life of pure (vs. practical) exercise of the
rational part – the true flourishing of this part of the soul.

58 See for example Purinton 1998; I was persuaded of the merits of the view by an unpublished paper by
Hille Paakkunainen.
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for character – but it can show that the best and finest species of excellent rational
activity is contemplation.
And therefore, to return at last to the main claim of this chapter and the previous, the

contents of our goals are at least largely a function of phantasia. Despite all the
differences between wishes and passions, and despite the mediation of intellect in
particular, when Aristotle says that we wish for the apparent good, just as much as
when he says that appetite is for the apparent good, he means that we desire what we
pleasurably represent through phantasia, and he means that this representation is derived
from previous pleasurable perceptions.
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Conclusion: Aristotle’s
Practical Empiricism

In Chapter 1 we saw that practical intellect has two roles, detailed in our passage 1c
from the MA: identifying something as an end – the “premise of the good” – and
determining the means to achieving it – the “premise of the possible.” We have now
seen in Part III that intellect depends on evaluative phantasia – and thereby, indirectly,
on pleasurable perception – at both stages.
Identifying an end is the result of a process parallel to induction. The thought “x is a

triangle” is made possible by the perception of many triangles, and the eventual
grasping, mediated by phantasia, of the universal property they all have in common.
So too, I have argued, the thought “x is the good, i.e. the end” is made possible by the
pleasurable perception of many activities, and the eventual grasping, mediated by
phantasia, of the universal property they all have in common. On an empiricist
epistemology like this, one will not come to make intellectual judgments about
triangularity which apply to things radically different from triangles one has actually
seen, because it is those triangles which inform the concept. (More precisely, one might
come to do so, but this would be an abnormal process; it is not the natural, correct way
to reach such judgments.) Neither, the analogy shows, will one come to make
intellectual judgments about goodness which apply to things radically different from
things one has actually pleasurably perceived, because it is those things which inform
the concept. That is why habituation is so important: the perceptions it involves
determine one’s eventual conception of the good. This is how we should understand
Aristotle’s idea that habituation shapes character, which in turn determines one
phantasia of the end, which in turn forms the basis of wish.

Deliberation, meanwhile, the rational process that generates the premise(s) of the
possible, makes use of phantasmata as it proceeds: we conjure up images of the various
options and choose one we imagine pleasurably. Thus just as one cannot make
calculations about triangularity without imagining a triangle, which in turn requires
having perceived triangles in the past, one cannot make calculations that a certain
action is to be done without pleasurably imagining that type of action, which in turn
requires having pleasurably perceived that type of action in the past. This is a second



reason why habituation is so important: without past pleasurable perception of one’s
own virtuous activity, one cannot pleasurably imagine the virtuous option in a given
episode of deliberation, and therefore cannot be counted on to decide upon it.
Thus Aristotle is a thoroughgoing empiricist in the practical realm as well as in the

theoretical: practical thought depends on practical phantasia, and thereby ultimately on
practical perception. And thus we have seen that his moral psychology has the two
features I mentioned in the Introduction as the most radical consequences of my
arguments in the book.
First, Aristotelian practical thought is far less sovereign and self-standing than its

Kantian or Platonic counterparts. Although it is superior to non-rational cognition, and
although non-rational cognition exists in us partly for its sake, reason does not rule in us
as an independent force inserted as it were from above (on the model for example of
Plato’s Timaeus). Instead, it is dependent on non-rational cognition, both in genesis and
in operation.
Second, Aristotelian practical thought has its content largely determined by pleasure.

Aristotle says that “The whole affair both in virtue and in the political art is about
pleasures and pains” (EN II.3 1105a10-12, emphasis mine). We have seen that not only
non-rational character-virtue but also phronesis, not only non-rational passions but also
wishes and decisions, all depend on past pleasurable perceptions. Therefore we should
take it that this is precisely what he means.
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craft (technê ) 153 n.1, 184–5, 187, 228–30



Dahl, N.O. 101 n.2, 102, 122, 131, 157 n.9,
158 n.11, 190 n.82, 201 n.2, 222 n.38

Davidson, D. ix n.2, 132
decision (prohairesis) 5, 45, 66, 119, 122, 124,

129 n.48, 138–40, 162, 165–7, 170–1,
175, 177, 194, 223, 225–6

in the de Anima 124 n.41, 138 n.2, 162
and phantasia 148–52

deduction 144, 156, 189, 220
see also phantasia, role in

deliberation 175–87, 229–31
as determining the mean 192, 194–6
not of ends 156, 177–8, 197; see also

constituent means; starting-points
and phantasia 61, 95–6, 105 n.9, 144–52,

234–5
and pleasure 151–2
Williams’ account of 191 n.85

Demos, R. 45 n.48
desire (orexis)
for the good or apparent good 3–9,
19–20, 227

rational vs. non-rational 5–6, 9, 33, 41–7,
104–5, 137–41, 158, 161–2

relation to evaluative cognition 19, 36
role in locomotion 9–20
see also appetite, decision, wish

Destrée, P. 17 n.26, 48 n.1, 102 n.6, 105 n.9,
120 n.33, 129 n.48

Dow, J. 69 n.2, 77 n.20, 88 n.33, 90 n.38
doxa see belief
dreams x, 51, 53, 64 n.34, 70, 73, 78, 86, 87,

90–1, 107, 114, 115–16, 126 n.44
Dretske, F. 39 n.40

emotion see passion
empiricism xi, 234

see also induction; practical empiricism
ends (telê )
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theôria (contemplation) 27, 30–1, 80, 143,
155, 192 n.88, 204, 212, 215

as the happy life 232–3
thought
as a broad term 30, 60
dependence on phantasia 61, 64, 95–6,
143–5; see also phantasia; nous

Timaeus 85–7, 131 n.51, 235
Tuozzo, T. 34 n.25, 36 n.30, 41, 43 n.44,

88 n.34, 226 n.49, 227

virtue
habituated 171–3
intellectualist account of 163–91,
194 n.90, 198–9, 201, 222–4,
227–8, 231–2

makes the goal right 155–63, 174–9; see also
Goal passages

natural 111, 167–8, 170–3, 184–5,
195–6, 228

as non-rational 163–74
relation to decision 166
strict 167–8, 170–3

‘with logos’ 169
see also pleasure of

Walsh, J.J. 102 n.6
Walter, J. 101 n.1, 158 n.13, 180 n.62
weakness of will see akrasia
Wedin, M. 50 n.6, 51 n.9, 54 n.20
White, A.R. 50 n.7
Whiting, J. 32 n.17, 38 n.37, 57, 116, 121 n.34,

131 n.50, 131 n.51
Wielenberg, E. 209
Wiggins, D. 101 n.2, 111, 129, 130, 131,

157 n.10, 158 n.11, 176 n.55, 192, 196–7
Williams, B. 191 n.85, 197 n.101
wisdom (sophia) 222, 229
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