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Thi the is attempts to d ribe th b t life that hould lead. [t 

undertake a ca e - stud of Arist tie 

the de cription of the best life and Ari totle · onception of it. F r Ari t tl , the b 

life is a happy life eudaimon liv ), while the be t g d i happine eudwmonia). 

Eudaimonia consi ts in contemplation and an eudaimon life i a contemplative life. 

But Aristotle is not quite clear on the relation hip between eudaimoma and an 

eudaimon life. It is not clear whether the e are different or the arne. Yet his 

eudaimonia does not seem to be what e eryone want . 

for Ari totle contemplation i the ol'e preoccupation of ·the god · only a 

philosopher can lead thi divine' hfe in e erci ing the ' di in faculty of reasoning. 

But it i impossible to pro e that the o-called god exi t and that the contemplate. 

As Dr. Solomon Mon enye ha ob erved, there are different conception of 

happiness: "The term happiness ha a wide range of application and di erse modes of 

life may each be conceived of as generating happiness to the people concern d. 1 It is 

a question ofrelativism. 

Howe er, contemporary Aristotelians eem to di agree about Aristotle s 

conception of eudaimoma. orne cholars argue that eudaimonia is a composite end 

which include many desirable goods beside contemplation but other scholars 

maintain that eudaimonia consists in a single monolithic good, namely contemplation. 

These ie' s have been called the inclusive and the dominant' iews re pectively 

thank to F. W. R Hardie) though they are not nece sarily mutually exclusi e. But 

there are other cholars like Emilie Oksenberg Rorty who in ist that Aristotle was 

. Mon enye, ' Education and ational Con ciou ne ,' Ph.D thesis, Univer ity of Nairobi, 1984, p. 53. 
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simpl und cid d v h ther t ad ate the in lu i e or the d minant tew of 

eudwm nia. Ackrill, operand White pre nt th in lusi e w v hereas Hardie 

Kenn and Kraut pr ent th dominant i ' . 

It i difficuJt to tell which one of th chool f thought i a true 

representation of Ari totle's view of eudaimoma without reading Ari totle s 

icomachean Ethic . After reading the text I di co ered that th inclu ivists' and 

the exclusivi t argue at cross-purpo es. For the latter think that eudam10nia i the 

best human good wbiJe the former think that it is the best human life ince Aristotle 

view of eudaimonia is ambiguousl unclear. AJI in all I found that Aristotle leans 

towards the dominant vie' of eudaimonia. Accorrung to my own interpretation of 

Aristotle view of eudaimonia the two are different. But for me 

eudainzonia happiness) and an eudaimon life(happy life) are synonymous terms. 

The mean the same thing conceptually and practically in ab traction a well a in 

concrete reality. But for Aristotle these are two different things. 

At first I thought like Aristotle that there was one k:ind of human life that is 

the best of all other kinds of life. But later I reali ed that different people ha e 

different opinion about the best life and that the question 'what i the be t life?' 

cannot be answered conclusively. There is no consensus on this matter. It i a matter 

of relativism. But the fact that there is no possibility of a uni er al agreement on 

' hat is the best life for all human beings doe not prevent an one from expres ing 

one s view as to what it might be! The best that one can do i to state one s opinion 

about the best life. I have reiterated the view that the best life is not, as Aristotle 

thought, an exclusi e life of sheer contemplation. I have argued that the best life for 

me is a sati factory life comprising all necessary goods. In my view, it i an eas life 
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in which aU that one needs i a ailabl . But uch a life 1 unreali able. It i 

unattainabl and untenable in practice. It i onl po ible in the ry. 



II P 0 . 

TRODUCTIO 

This introductory chapter mar the beginning ofth dt cus ton of the be t life 

in general and Aristotle s conception of eud01moma in particular. 

1.1 Preamble 

There are different conceptions of the best life. lndeed he qu ti n f the 

ideal life bas a great deal of ethical importance. The i ue of the highest po sible 

good or the best life for human beings is often subsumed under the gen raJ question 

about the purpose of life. Jn fact, b fore the focu shifted to Aristotle ' r omuchean 

Ethics the research that led to the writing of this thesis began as an investigation into 

the general metaphysical question of the meaning of life. 

1.2 cope and limitation of the tudy 

Aristotle (384-322 BC that great, ancient Greek philosopher dealt with these 

issues in the Nicomachean Ethic and the Eudenuan Dh1cs, among others. But this 

thesis concentrates on the fonner. Further I am mainly concerned with one of the 

issues that Aristotle dealt with in the Ethi ·, namely the theme of eudarmoma, as the 

title of the treatise suggests. The Ethic ' a named after Aristotle ' s son 

Nicomachus. 

Although the Ethic is composed of ten books, this study is particularly 

concerned with onJ two of them that is the first and the last, Book I and Book X, 

because it is in these books that eudamzoma is discussed explicitly. Book I deals with 

the idea of the highest good Book ll contains a discussion of moral virtues. Book Ill 

is a continuation of the treatment of ethical irtues. Book IV also invol es the 
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discussion of orne virtues of character such as friend rup and gener ity B k v 1 

about justice. Book VI contains a di cussion of irtues of thought and the d ctrine of 

the Mean. Book VII in ol es a further discussion of virtue, vice and plea ur . Book 

VITI is devoted to a detailed discussion of friendship and it arieties. Book IX is a 

continuation of the discussion of friendship. Lastl , Book X in ol es a final 

discussion of eudaimonia, pleasure ethics, politics, and moral education. 

E en so the que tion of the good life is not the onl topic that Aristotle 

addressed himself to in that work. Although there are many other themes in it the 

purpose of this thesi is to deal with this one alone and an other subject in it only in 

so far as it is associated with the good life. The aim is not onJ to understand 

Aristotle s conception of the best life in this treatise, but also to critiqu it, and, to 

offer a better altemati e to it. 

Unfortunate! trus writer does not know Greek, the original language in 

which the Ethic · was written. The lack of the knO\ ledge of the Greek language is a 

hindrance with regard to reading the text in its original language of publication that 

is, classical Greek. I must admit that this is a major constraint on my part. For this 

reason, I have used a contemporary English translation of the Ethic as the main 

reference. Many of the translators of, and commentator on Aristotle s works are 

presumably \ ell versed in contemporary Greek as opposed to the classical one in 

which Aristotle wrote. For thi reason, their translation rna not be quite accurate 

and reliable. Nevertheless I assume that the ideas of Aristotle remain basically the 

same, irrespective of tb language into which his work bas been translated. This 

thesis is concerned with those ideas, particularly, Aristotle's ideas of the good life. 
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Many scholars have translat d eudaJmoma to mean happine s· , hile oth r . 

notably Sir David Ross J. M. Cooper, and J. L. Ackrill have mamtained that 

'happiness is a wrong and, therefore a misleading tran lation of 'eudGlmoma'. 1n its 

modem English usage, the tenn 'happiness refers 'exclusively to a subjecti e 

psychological state, and indeed one that is often temporary and recurrent.' Hov e er. 

the author argues that this is not what Aristotle meant by • eudG/monra.' For the latter 

-
thought that eudaimonia consisted in a virtuou act i ity of the oul. 

As such, there is a controversy surrounding the correct interpretation, and 

translation, of the Greek term 'eudQimoma into English. As the follo\\ing passage 

shows, the English translation of this word, whjch equates it with happin ss is 

disputable: 

The corresponding adjective originally meant 'watched over by a good genius', but 
in ordinary Greek usage the word- means just good fortune, often with special 
reference to external prosperity. The con entional translation ' happiness' is 
unsuitable in the ethic , for whereas 'happiness means a state of feeling, differing 
from pleasure' only by its suggestion of permanence, depth. and serenity, Ari to~e 
insists that eudaimonia i a kind of activity· that it is not any kind of pleasure, 
though pleasure naturally accompanies it. The more non-committal translation 
'well-being' is therefore better. 1 

For instance, Cooper prefers the term ·human flourishing, while others prefer 

' the best possible life, ' or well-being, to happiness. ' For lack of a better 

alternative, ' happiness' has been substituted for "eudaimonia in many places in this 

thesis. Both tenns are used interchangeably in this thesis as well as by a number of 

authors. Perhaps the word happiness is the most approxjmate to, if not, the most 

appropriate English translation of, eudaimonia, e en if it is not its perfect 

translation. In any case translations are often imperfect. E en so, the problem of 
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translation is not th one with v hich thi the i is one rned. Rath r. tt 1 concern d 

with the problem of understanding Aristotle' theory of eudaunoma. 

1.3 Definition of terms 

In the Nicomachean Eth1 Aristotle de cribed the go d a 'that at , hich 

everything aims. - This i the ultimate end of every action. As th highe t end of 

human action, it is identified with eudaimonia which i defined as the rational 

'soul s acti ity that e ·presses virtue." In other words it i a rational acti ity of the 

soul according to irtue. Eudaimonia has been defined as folio\ s: "a ital spiritual 

well- being. As a compound Greek word, it is etymologicall deri ed from the two 

roots eu which means 'well or good and 'daimon which mean 'spirit' ·god , 

'inner force or genius . :! Thus the literal definition of wlwmoma is ''ha ing a 

good guardian spirit i.e. the state of having an objecti ely desirable life.''3 so to be 

eudaimon is to be in high pirits, to ha e a good spirit. Literall to b poss sed of a 

good demon' or spirit. 

Eudaimonia means ' ell being li ing well or doing well. evertheless, for 

lack of a better term, the problems and disputes of translation notwithstanding in this 

thesis the word ' happiness · is used to mean eudaimonia. Happiness bas a gr at deal 

to do with success and pro perity. ArguabJ , it is the good at' hich e eryone aims. It 

is the best thing that everyone wants. It is the ultimate end of all human actions; that 

is, the final good. It is the highest of the goods that are achie able in practice, the end 

toward which every intermediate or proximate end is ultimately directed, the supreme 

human good. 



In Aristotle's l:.tluc 1t 1 uppo d that g n rttn 

rigid ascending hierarchy of g d 
fit Uut it 

is doubtful whether there JS a d fimte arrang m nt f g m n endm rd r. It 

may be that there is no fi ed order of go d . rn a t th r is an ind tnll num ·r 

possible hierarchies of go ds. One per on rna pia on g xJ ab \C n thcr •ood 

that may be placed below the other by a different per. n It i impo 1btc to 

determine the correct hierarch among many po 1btllt1e , uh ut fi ·cd t ndard f 

doing that. 

The good life is supposed to be a perfi ct life ran id alllfe that human b ings 

are capable of leading. It i the be t of all po ible ~ind o human hfi . hu the 

good means the good life. The go d life i called eudmmoma And tf An t tle 

thought that eudaimonia means cont~mplat10n, th n he thought that the g d h[i 

means a life of contemplation. Again, if contemplation re[i r 

good life is a philosophical life. 

ph , th n the 

Autarkeia means sel [-sufficiency. As an enttal pr perty feu iamzoma. thts 

concept refers to the autonom_ and self-reali ation of the c ntemplatt e life 

Akrasia incontinence or ' eakness of will. It de crib the conditt n of 

someone who knows the right thing to do but lacks the will pow r to do it 

ophia is the Greek term that means theoretical wisdom, the highest virtu . as 

opposed to practical wi dom phrone r. which m ans 'I. kno' ledge wi ly applied to 

everyday living ... 2. That faculty ... in humans " hich a enables them to dt er 

what the correct ... action is in a gi en situation and (b) makes human de ire 

conform to reason or allows reason to control such desires). Phrone. r. ntaJl 



knowledge of the go d .. of rati nal hum 11 

and their proper apphcat1on in achi ving th e d · irablc r lion 1 

Arete m an , ·irtue or excell nc human· th 

development and u e of h1s rea on to the utm t le ·I 0 

(And for Aristotle, in thi conststs a! an indi\ idual' ultimate happin 

Theona refer to "abstract, tntellectual knowledge" as d1sttngui hcd r m 

praxi , practical ability or manual kill.''6 

1.4 Tbe tatement of tbe problem 

I set out in my research to know th be t kind of human life I th re an ideal 

way of life? Can we know it? If o, h w ught we to hvc? 'I \\ard ~ hich g I 

should we aim? Is there only one end or man end wh1ch human ings should 

ultimately seek? lfso, which one( ? Perhap there 1 onl • one particular wa · of hfe 

that is the right wa of life as Ari totle suppo ed. r tt rna. that there 1 a 

. 
particular goal or goal of life that i or are the htghe t g al r g al of life that all 

human beings should aim at achie ing a indi\ iduals, 1f n t 

possible that there is not only one definite goal for all human tng t aim at, nor one 

particular kind of life that all human beings should lead' In ther ' ord • 1t may be 

that there is no such thing as the good life or the uprem end of all human acti n . 

There may be nothing like the good life or the best life that everyone a p1re t , or 

should aspire to achie e. The point is that there may be more than one good It~ . 

Perhaps there is no particular life that i the best of all kmds of life. Even if it IS 

granted that the best life exists this rna still be unknown, unkn wable, unattamable 



and untenable. ln this ca. c, it ould b the 

The question of the be t life i n t nl · 

answer it to the sattsfaction all. 1 h r i 

what is the best way to live. 

t li onl in th n t n t m 
"' 

for us. It is a subjective matter For e ry ne ha. a particul r , i , .. 0 

mcm on 

and it is very difficult, if not, impo s1ble to reconcile their vic\-.:s ri totlc h. d 

his own opinion of the best poss1ble huma~ life as hown in the Htlu \. 

Unfortunately, there does not seem to be an way wr ng 

or right with regard to this matter. It is one person' ,.,. rd again t that fan ther. 

'One man's meat is another s poison.' E eryon has a nght to hold hi wn opinion. 

However, this does not mean that every point of ie\\ 1 nght' or doe it mean that 

they are all wrong. There may be one particular viewpoint that 1s corr ct his i 

what I am looking for. There are certain general ethical tandard that can b applied 

to judge whether one point of iew is good or bad. Howe er 1t t hard to JUdge 

whether or not a particular human life is better than another life. 

What is the best life fore eryone? In seeking the be t ltfe we are undoubt~;dly 

involved in making a value judgement. We cannot avoid subjecti 1sm In a mg that 

a particular life is the best life, we are in effect sa ing that that IS the kind of ltfe that 

we prefer. In this case, the answer to the question of the best life is subj ct to 

relativism. 

Aristotle's Ethics begins' ith an in estigation of the be ·J/ife and ends wirh an 

endorsement of a particular kind of life a. the beM life fhr lwmun bemg.~ to lead 

However, there is a dispute among Aristotelian cholars about the kind of life that 

Aristotle really regarded as the best one, that is,' hether it\ as the life of virtu or the 



life of comemplat10n or a mi .tur f b th h . at 1 \\ ~ n , n n r m t 

tud his Eth1c mdepend ntl m rder t find ut fi r m 
tie r all 

thought and wrot a ut m ord r to aluat hi th T) 

Again, in the fir t entence of the b k, the go d j · that at which 

e erything aims.· Tht definition i \.ague and mt I admg b au n purpon that 

e eryt.hing has an aim. D s e erything without e c pti n aim at m thing? What 

does it m an to sa that omethmg aims at s mething I ? . nd tf \CI)1hing aim at 

something then v hat is the aim of that at which e rythi ng aim ? ~ I) thing cannot 

possibly aim at something becau e there must be at lea t one thing that d not aim 

at anything, that is ' hat e erything is ·uppo. ed to atm at. Here ' eem to be 

involved in some kind o circular rea oning. If human b mg ha e atm . do it 

follow that e erything el also has an aim? Mayb all c n ciou things ha e their 

aims. But it is doubtful whether unconscious things too ha e aims. Th latter rna be 

said to ha e aim on I in a figurative or a deri ati e manner of speaking. Reali only 

conscious beings (pour-. 01, thanks to Jean-Paul atre) may ha e arm to aspire to. 

Beings without consciousness (en- ot, thanks to Jean-Paul atr ) rna be aid to ha e 

the aims that conscious beings ascribe to them and not their own purposes. For aims 

presuppose and connote consciousness. But ince inanimate things ha e no 

consciousness, they cannot be said to ha e purposes and to aim at anything. 

It is also difficult to tell whether all human beings have one common ultimate 

end. Maybe we ha e a common aim based on our common nature as human beings. 

At the same time, we pursue arious ends that are more or Jess equal . Different 

people seem to prefer and to pursue different ends. E erybod does not seem to be 
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pursuing the same end But Aristotle opine that the b t li 1 an eudamwn li e. 

However different people s em to ha e different cone pti ns of ·th ultimate end . 

In that case, there are man conceptions of the ultimate. In an ca e e en if there i 

one ultimate end for alJ people there is no consensus on what it is and there cannot be 

any universal agreement on this matter since there are conflicting opinions about it. 

There is no way of pro ing that one particular kind of life is the ideal life for human 
. 

beings. But that does not rule out the possibility that such a life reall exists. That 

does not mean that every opinion is right either. Whether it is right or wrong depends 

on the criterion of judgement that is applied. But there are many criteria that rna be 

applied here. 

Aristotelian scholars interpret Aristotle ' s theory of eudaimonia in many 

different and conflicting ways. They differ on the correct interpretation of it. In other 

words, they disagree about Aristotle's conception of the best life. Is eudaimonia a 

singular or plural good? Is it the supreme human good? If not, what if any, is the 

ideal human good? That is the problem I am addressing here. Therefore there is need 

to clarify the matter in order to a oid confusion, agueness and ambiguity. 

The disagreement among Aristotelian scholars aggravates the problem of 

understanding Aristotle's doctrine of the good life. For it is hard to tell whichever 

interpretation is right unless one is familiar with the doctrine of the Ethics. That is 

the reason why it is important to study it In order to avoid confusion and 

misinterpretation, 1t is better to read the book in order to hear from the horse' s 

mouth, so to speak, what the philosopher' as Saint Thomas Aquinas called Aristotle, 

had to say, rather than to rely on commentaries on his work. The disagreement 

concerns the interpretation of Aristotle s conception of the best life. Aristotle's 
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theory has pro ed so problemati to man cholars that som f them have accused 

him of indecision'. ·inconsistenc • 'ambiguity. and 'arnbt alence.' They differ 

about the correct interpretation of his conception of the be t life. The fact that they 

disagree on the issue of Aristotle's conception of the best life is what has necessitated 

my study of his Ethic. so that I ma knm the truth about the i sue. 

This disagreement leaves open the question about Aristotle·s conception of 

the best life. That is, the question whether he ad ocated a ·dominant or an 

inclusive' iew of eudaimonia. One side claims that Aristotle conceived of 

eudaimonia as a dominant end ' hile the other sid argues that he iewed it as a 

composite whole made up of discrete parts. As such, whoe er reads the ' orks of 

these commentators rna be confused and perplexed by their conflicting statements. 

The reader is still left wondering about the true interpretation of Aristotle's 

conception of eudaimonia or the best life. Readers may be confused, uncertain and 

undecided about the correct answer to the question regarding Ari totle s c·onclusion 

on this issue. Similarly it is not clear whether Aristotle thought that the best life was 

an intellectual life or a moral life or a mixed life ofbotb morality and intellectualism. 

That is why I had to peruse his ethic . 

Therefore it is necessary to turn to the words of Aristotle themselves, to focus 

on a close, personal, and independent scrutiny of Aristotle's own vie' s about the best 

life in the Ethics, in order to understand his position versus the claims of his 

commentators. Otherwise it would be difficult to tell the right side from the wrong 

side. This is what I have endea oured to do before I can evaluate Aristotle's iew of 

the best life. In order to be fair and to do justice to an author, one should understand 
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the author s point of view before critici ing his iev . For other wnter rna. ha e 

misunderstood, misinterpreted, and misrepresented the author' 1ev •. 

Some scholars argue that in Aristotle· s iev , eudarmoma. a the h1ghest goal 

for human beings, comprises many aluable ends· but others insist that 1t con ists in 

one single ultimate end that is the acti ity of stud or contemplation alone. 

According to the latter school of thought, Aristotle advocated a dominant theory of 

eudaimonia, but the rival group of scholars maintains that he articulated an inclusive 

thesis. 

For this reason? it is necessary to find out whjch one of these theories of 

eudaimonia, if any, Aristotle really held or whether he had a different theory of 

eudaimonia. In order to solve this problem, it [s necessary to concentrate on the study 

of his Ethics. The conflicting arguments of Aristotelian scholars are also discussed in 

this thesis with a view to finding the truth about Aristotle s conception of the nature 

of the best life for humans. 

The research that led to the writing of this thesis sought to understand 

Aristotle's conception of the best life before it could bee aluated here. But there is a 

problem of interpretation in as far as Aristotle s theory of the good life is concerned. 

There is the problem of the nature of eudaimonia. Is it a compound end, which 

comprises many other ends or is it a single end It is one thing to know ' hat kind of 

thing Aristotle thought that it was, and another thing altogether to say that it is reaJly 

the ultimate end of all human actions. Aristotle claimed that we ultimate! aim at 

eudaimonia in everything that \ e do. But is it really true that all people naturally 

desire happiness? To the contrary, it may be observed that others seek pain and 

suffering either consciously or unconsciously. 
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Admitted!. it i not enough to a. that th end 0 hum n tion 

eudaimoma. For we should also know the meaning of •utlcmnmuu. ri t tic d 1n d 

it as a rational acti ity of the soul in accordan e with r a on. ·1 hu th pr bl m of it 

definition is also connected \ ith the problem of translating it 

argued that the tenn 'happin ss' does not fully rend r th meaning f eudmmoma in 

English. 

Once the meaning of eudmmoma is cl ar the name that it is gi en will n t 

seem to matter at aU . For Aristotle was dealing with td as and n t nl} v 1th v ords. 

This is a conceptual problem rather than a lmguisttc one. It i a pr blem of 

interpreting Aristotle's conception of eudwmomu and not a problem of translating 

the tenn into English. Aristotle s conception of eudamwma can be und rsto d castly, 

irrespecti e ~f whiche er nam the English ha e gi en it. As hakespear wr t m 

Romeo and Julie/, ·A Rose is a Rose, by an other name it smells S\ eet. • 

In a nutshell, the following ar th issues with whtch this thesis 1 c ncem d 

HO\ ought we to live? Toward\ hat goal or purpose should we aim? Are there many 

goals or only one ultimate goal of life? What, if anything i the best human li e? 

These questions presuppose a perfect way of life, a supreme goal of life. The 

problem in ol es the identification, and the definition of the best life. In order for 

them to be identified the best goal and the best life ha e to exist. For it is futile to uy 

to identify the unidentifiable and the non-existent. This is the problem: what, if 

anything, is the best kind of life, the ultimate goal of life? This question ratses 

another question: what is the criterion for goodness again t which one may consider a 

particular life to be better than a different kind of life? This question is complicated 

by the possibility of conflicting criteria of goodness. That is why today there are 



various ethical lheone uch as relati i m egoi m and utilu n 
01 

m 

party take to b 'the best' ts th b t thing nl · from a panr ul r 

r 

tnt n vt " 

Indeed there rna be as many b ,. live a there are diff rent on ptt n 

the best' depending on which cntenon 1 appll d 

moral judgement as a resuJt of vanous preference r dtffen.:nt J· r 

whatever one person regards as the best life rna be r gardcd a mfl ri r rom an th r 

person's point of view. As Yutang put It "the pomt of dt putc i not what1 but ,-.hat 

should be, the purpose of human life, and it is therefore a pra tic I, and n t a 

metaph sica) question. Into this question of ' hat should b the purpo c f human 

life, every man projects hi own concept tons and h1 ovm seal f \'alu It i for thi 

reason that we quarrel o er the question b cau ur cale of value diffi r r m n 

another."5 Ne ertheless everyone is free to express his i ' concerning \\hat an 

possibly be the supreme good and the perfect hfe for everyone. N tndi putable 

answer can be gi en in response to this questton. It i therefore an open qw.:· ti n. 

According to the mclusl e iew the be t hfe IS n t the life r pur 

contemplation nor is it a life of pure virtuous actl tt_ · 1t ts a perfe t life that 

comprises all necessary goods. This is the interpretation of the go d ltfe that the 

inclusive attribute to Ari totle though the latter seemed to have giv n prionty t 

contemplation other than moral \~rtue. In so doing, the seem to be putting words 

into Aristotle's mouth, as it \! ere. The are wrong because the ' claim that An totl 

said what he did not say. In effect. the are sa ing that he said what I think Aristotle 

should have said. But in thi thesis I am saying that though it 1 po s1ble to tell 

whether the dominant or the inclusive interpretation of Aristotle's th sis i right it 



seems as if there 1 · no w~v o provmg rhat 

even if the inclusive thests is the correct vi , 

I fl '"/ unh nn r 

t hft• I think t 1 tl 1 1 

the view of Aristotle in the 1~·1hic.\. at I a t. In that ca , thi i ~hat n tot I hould 

have said but did not say. It is not ' hat he dtd a . Yet th in Ju ivc the 1 cl im 

that it is what he said. 

Nevertheless, the vie of the best hfe as an inclusiv life f m 1 and 

intellectual virtues also has its relati\istic problem There i no wa · f t lling wha 

goods or how many goods should be included m or excluded fr m u h a hfc and n 

what basis that should be done. E en if the perfect hfe pos es es certain component 

goods, there is no way of detennining the extent to which a particular g d hould 

pursued and bow much of that good t neces ary fi r the p rfect It fl . It i equal I · h rd 

to establish the order of the ingredient goods in the mixed life a the be t ltfc. 

Furthermore, the superlati e adjectival form ·be r is u uall · cd 

ambiguously. Indeed, the application of the concept 'best' m reference· to hfe 1 

bound to be subjective and relati e. In this case, it is imposstble to reach a univcr ·al 

agreement concerning the ideal or the perfect human life. Everyon ems to ha hi 

or her own conception of the ideal life and it appear as if there 1 n \ a of telling 

which one of these conflicting conceptions of the perfect life 1 ' b ner" than the other. 

There is no universally acceptable moral criterion of judgement \\lth regard t the 

value of life. Therefore there is an apparent risk of subjectivity in any attempt to 

define the best life. For, there is no standard )ardstick for reconcilmg the conflicting 

opinions about the best life. The concept of the best life eem to lend 1t elf to 

arious subjective interpretations. e ertheless, e eryone i free to state his 
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con ictions with regard to the b st lifl th ugh it i di 1 ult 
1 

conception of the best life becau e of the ambiguity ofth tcnn 

My vie'> is that the be t po stble life for all human tn 

nu 

to I d 1 th td · I 

possession of e erything necessary for life. Thts mcludc a perfc t om matwn f 11 

moral virtues and all intellectual \irtue , and much more. roth r than nl; n kind 

virtue. What does a 'perfect combination· mean and m what d I hat is 

indetenninate. But the problem wtth thts kmd of te''· a ' ith man · oth r \\htch ar 

based on perfection, is that it is difficult, if not tmpo tble, t kn , r to chtc e 

perfection. e ertheless the fact that ideals cannot b attamed shouJd not pr ~ent us 

from trying as much as po sible to appro imate or to approach them, for that i the 

best thing that we can do practically to enhanc our lot. 

It is really difficult if not, impossible, to tdenufy the ·right' concepti n f the 

best life amongst man ri al int rpretations of the be t hfe. Agam. thcr are 

conflicting opinions on the meaning of the word ·'right'" a w 11 as th term " e t · 

These words are often used ambiguous! . Whate er on regard a the be t life 

depends on one s understanding of the meaning f the word "be t. " But tn e 

people's understanding of the meaning of the term " est' differ from ne per on t 

another, people's ideas about the best life are equall) dtYer . There i n umver al 

standard of judgement with regard to this matter. There are many conn1ctmg 

conceptions of the best thing. But there is no ' a of telling which one i the ·nght' 

one. Perhaps, there is none that is right from a uni ersal point of iew. How ver, the 

fact that there is no absolute agreement on the question of the best life should not 

prevent anyone from advancing an argument in fa our of a particular conception of 

the best life. But that does not necessaril mean that e erybody is right. \'eryb dy 
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cannot nght in holding confhcung pini n . 

everyone is wrong. Wheth r one i right r 

standard that is applied in makmg a moral judg m nt 

8 cause of this relativism, one can nl t 1 

individual or group of indi idual . 

n th rtt ul r ha 

ut th h 

group of individuals, in one particular localt and tim , r rard g r right ma 

be regarded as bad or wrong b a different tndiVJdual f indi,idual at th 

same time and place or at different ttmes and place Unl an 

certain arbitrarily fixed con enttonal rul or Ia\ 1t m hard to kn , h1ch on 

r 

many goods is the best one. I kno\ of no uch uni r I rul . There ar d1ffi rent 

ethical rules or standards though orne may appear to m r ''-ld pre d th n th r 

criteria. Acc?rding to relati ism the be t life for me 1 n t nee aril th b t life 

for you· and the best life for you and me is not nece aril th b t life fi r eryon 

else. Hence there are diverse conception of th best life and th r IS no wa of 

telling which one of them i true. Indeed there i n v a of r c ncilmg confltctmg 

conceptions of the best life. At the same time, the bet lifi fi r me is what I uppo 

to be the best life for all. Aristotle's concepti n of th b t ltfe 1 onl on of the 

different conceptions of the best life. Aristotle t o had an opimon ab ut th be t life. 

But we cannot tell whether he was right or wrong. Perhap the st thing that we can 

do is to show whether we agree or disagree with him and show wh we agree r 

disagree with him on this matter. And this is what I ha e et out to do in th1 th t . 

It is impossible to prove beyond reasonable doubt whether he was right or mistaken 

though anyone may agree or disagree with him. There is no consen us on tlus matter 



Howe er, eryon i at li rt_ t pr h1 r h r o 1m t 

imposing an particular n u ·r pe pi 

1.5 Objecti e of the r ea r h 

ne o the aims of writing thi th i 

Aristotle s the ry of the be t human h a th titl 

acknowledging the difficulty f trytng t an w r th 

writing this the is my atm is to h \ that th 

und nd nd t nll 1 • 

tht th 1 mda \\ hll 

n a ut th '" 
n cann t r d 

concJusivel . I ha e u ed Ari totJ 's conception f th b t li c a th mam point f 

reference. But ther are probl m f mterpretati n c nccptt n 

of the best life. For this reason I have tried t r lv th pr bl m b) tu ing 

Aristotle's h'th1 . clo ly. 

It is important to kno\ \i hat Anstotlc m ant b the be t life, wh t h t k itt 

be, before riticising his i w. For n may attribute ht wn i \\) l 

Ari totle. There is a dispute among c rtain Arist telian h tar 

correct interpretation f hi ie Th re i a controvcr .' urr unding An t tk · td 

of the best lifi . For that reason there 1 a n d fl r the re Iutton f tht: nfl1ct 

between the ad ocates of the 'dommant' im rpr tat1 n of ri totl · n f 

eudaunonia on the one hand and the d fenders the tn lu "e the 1 , n th th r 

hand, in order to find th truth concerning Ari tot! v1e\\ . 

the Etluc closely and carefully in order to kno" Aristotle 1dea of th t hfl 

want to examine and to as es nstotle· theory of the g hfe anal ti II and 

critically with a iew to stating my own ie\ of the Ideal life fore eryon . 

It is reasonabl to que tion and to amin Ari totle 's conception of the b 

human life without taking it for granted, befo one can judge \ h ther or n t It 1 



plausibl . Th r 1 n d t find n unqu ti n bl and 

best life. Trus thesis attempt t an , th qu 

good that human b ings h uld pur u ? A uming hat 

thesis attempts to find ut ' h1ch kind f lifi it 1 , h t r 11 m 

others, and what 1. its ultimat goal. Th aim i to i nt1 

human goal. 

thl 

hl bl 

Aristotle s Eth1c. erves as the ba ic s ur e of r crcn c fi r th pu f 

answering the question of the g od life. Th1s i b au fit rele\anc t t 

matter of this thesis. Alth ugh th pomt of reference JS ri totle · th 

best life particularly in the Eti11C:.\ the major aim f writing thi th i i t t · t 

answer the question What is the best life?' The ther aim IS the und rstandin • f 

Aristotle s i:w of the best life. Thi is a topic that ha en the subje t fa lc •thy 

discussion among many scholar for a long lim . F r that matter. the 1e'' f me 

scholars are discussed b low in order to thro\ more light n the t pi . 

As indicated abo , one of the aim of thi th 1 1 t ani\J at a I ar 

understanding of Aristotle's cone ption ofth bet human ltfi . The final a1m fman 

is supposedly one. Howe er, people differ in their concepti n f th t hfe. " e 

shaH se so n, some think that it i a hfe of pleasure, \! htle th rs tak Itt be th 

political lifi or the philosophical life. Yet others uppo that Jt is the hft of making 

money. 

Furthermore the aim of this thesis is to try to res I e and to reconcile tb 

conflict between the rival interpretations of Aristotle s theory of the good hfi b 

stating the 'correct interpretation of Aristotle s view. 



It is imperau to m t th 

Aristotle s th ory of th go 

good life. Withm the page 

everyone. I want to phil 

r 

w r th t th r 

may hold similar vi ' hke mine though th rna. n t ani ul. t th rn in imil r 

way. But I also v ant to und tand Ari t tie point f "i ,., , tth r rd t 

life. 

1.6 Methodology 

This th sis cons1 ts m an analytical e\aluati n r riti 1 appr i al r 

Aristotle s ethical idea of the id al human IJ[! . F r 1 am valu ting th rv 

of the best life. My study 1 therefor a ltbrary-bas d re carch. A _u h, thl the i 

involves the review and ritical an(!l. is the ry of the be t human li fc in 

the Ethics in particular. Be ides, I ha e reviewed the r: Je, ant ' lr ·s f ccnain 

commentators on Aristotle's " rk. For instan e, I have d1 u d c ·tensivd the 

iews of J. L Ackrill and R1chard Kraut m rder t tllu Irate th inclu i e and th 

dominant interpretations of Aristotle· f the nature of •udcumomu 

respectively. They are repre entatl e of th tw ompeting th ught. 

Furthermore, I have tried to re ie' and criti ally analy e the rei vant 1 w f ther 

authors. For philo ophy is an analytical acti ity. 

Since this thesis invol es the di cu i n, the de cnpti n. the anal 1 , and the 

criticism, of the concepts of the b st life or human 

rightfully described as conceptual analyst or critical anal st or de cnpti e anal} i . 

For philosophy is a discur i e, critical and conceptual d1 ctplm 



I ha e tudi d ruotlc td th g h Jn 

thesis emb die a nttcal and anal_1i al dt n t t th r hoi 

best life. 

1.7 Ju tification and ignifi an e of the r . arch 

Perhap the most important and th mo t puul in • qu n u k 1 

this. What is the purpo e of li ing? To a k this qu ti n i to tak 11 or 

there is on I~ ne r a on r purp l! l be hte\cd tn li t! . But it i 

or not there is one perfect life Thi thcsi omra Ulton t thts 

debate. 

As human b mgs, we need to knO\\ ho\\ best \\c can lead that\ c 

may li e according! . H01 ·er. th r 1 no guar m e that when r tf \ c kn " th~.: .... 

"best' way to live, then w hall li em the .. e t" way! 

As the tit I of thi the i indtcat , I mad a ddi 

topic, that is, th best life fl r human bemg fhat i the topic I ch c t l r · car h on 

out of personal interest. I \ ndered about th best p iblc way f li e and th b\! t 

possible achievement in life, b for I embarked n the rc carch. Pcrhap phtln oph 

begins with wonder. as An t tl aid The re arch tn\Olved an mination 

Aristotle s ideas of the good life. hi i not only cau e I~ und Anst tic's tdea 

interesting but also because the e idea are r levant to the t pte that 1 am "riting 

about. But I disagree ' ith Aristotle con eming the best It [I . 

Although many important changes ha e taken place in pe pie's ''a~ fIt[! 

owing to scientific and t chnological ad ancement as w II a cia-economic and 

political developments e er since Anstotl \\-TOte ab ut the best human h~ tn th 

t:Lhics, life has basically remained th arne. And it "viii probabl remam the same 
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for many millennia to c me. orne 

important for us in thJs ne\ millennium, c peciall • ht 

ideas. 

llll nt n 

hu I 

In this thesis, I am writing particularly about Arist tic· claim that "t 1111wnw 

is the ultimate end of all human a ptrations and that th int 11 tu. 1 It r th 

philosophical life is the best ltfe for all people. I cho c to tud · An tt tl ut f 

-
interest in him as one of the greatest philosophtcal gemu e fall time . 'J h chm 1.! 

of this topic has helped me to I imit the study to manageable proportions 

It is important to kno' what Aristotle a one of the emuu.:nt philo oph · ol 

antiquity had to say about the best ' ay to hve and to learn from him. In pa ·ing 

tribute to him, some scholars ha e described htm a .. th master f th m that kn " . ·• 

For example, Karl Marx described .him as "the greatest thinker of antiquit · ,.,.hilc 

Saint Thomas Aquinas referred to him honourably as "the philos ph r: Smcc 

-
Aristotle was probably one of the first great philosopher to deal explicitly with tht: 

theme of the good life, it is important for me to study 1t tn details. Admtttedl . 

Aristotle's idea can . till erve a useful purpose even tndar. For philo pher die. 

leaving their ideas to outli e them. Of particular concern is t.he r le ance of those 

ideas to our li es today. Since 1 am now concerned with the same pmhl •m that 

Aristotle was faced with in his Eth1c , that is, the problem f describmg the best kmd 

()f life for human beings to lead, it is important to study the Etlucs becaus of it 

:relevance to this thesis. I have considered the views of Aristotle about this problem. 

other people's interpretations of his ' ork. and tbe relevant \\Ork of some other 

scholars. For this reason, I ha e gi en special attention to the study of the Dh1c.\ 



where Ari totl ta kled th pr I m th ut t 1 

that his oth r ' orks ar irr Je, 

Un nunat I). ertain nt mporarv h Jar Ut h rr t 

interpretation f Aristotle's ,j '· ab ut the be t lifi But th 

encouragement rath r than a hindr nee t th 

life. This is a contro er·ial i u . And thi the i i m · ntnbu11 n t 

about Ari t tle ' opimon of th he t life, th ullimatc nd fl r 11 It 1 

n 

toward th rc lution f the th reti al pr blem >rr t mt 11 rd tl ln 

of the best li e in the c nceptl n fAn totlc. panicul rl) in hi 

contributi n t thegener I ·n v.ledgeofthc 'be C life or the 1d• I llf , it 

is a contribuu n to Ari otelian · h lar h1p. ·urth~;rm r thi. the i \\Ill b · u d in 

the future for academic refcrcnc It may c f help to tht: 

g neral r ader. It them cut aero s di Clphnary hamer 'J hcrcf n.: it 1 an 

interdisciplinary stud} . In addition. I have !read ob 1"\cd th 1 the i u ofth ~;.t 

life is a probl matic matter that should not b taken r r granted 

problems read lacuna of int rpr tat JOn 1n a f: r a the g 

1.8 Theoretical framework 

or there arc 

I am going to apply Arist tie' cth1cal the f) a m ' the rcti I frame\ rk 

b cau e of it r Je anc to the i ue that I am e. amming. nam I_ th ideal li . 

According t Burton F. Port r, Anstot ilani m 1 an ethl f m kind f elf-

realisation or elf-actualisation. Jn this ca e on hould try a much as p 1bl' t 

achie e or to realise one's p tential, that 1 t actuali it mce potentialit) i an 

abstraction it rna b impo sible t kn v • let a Jon t ach1 one· potential. for 

e en if one achi e an} thing one cannot be ure that 1t 1s th potential in qu ti n. 



In Aristotle's ethical theory. pcopl h uld try t cl phil ph 

contemplating as much a possibl . The m re we ntcmplat , th ttcr nd h pi r 

our lives become. But we cann t become a happy a th ·, d • n r n ur h\ 

become as good as their li es for th y ar suppo ed to be unlimttcd di in t 10 
1 

while we are limited human beings. The d1vine hfi 

possible life. It is the paradigmatic epitome of goodn and happin s r hum nit 

to follow. For that reason, v e cannot lead the best hfi unles we c a · t b · hum n 

beings and become gods! Try as \! e would we cann t become as happ) 1 the ~ods . 

In Aristotle's system, we find a hierarchtcal arrangement of type f Ji,cs. I· r 

some lives are better than other . And there is one kind f hfe that i supro d to be 

the best of them all. But is 1t so? Anst tle ngtdl · assum d that there \\a. on I · nc 

hierarchy of lives. But there are ~an po sible hierar htes of li 'I! I me f ''h' h 

are irreconcilable with others. Th hierarch that on choo c ccm to dc:pcnd n 

one's philosophy oflife. 

As Porter puts it, Aristotle ''advocated a doctrine that is still influ nual toda 

Aristotle s ethic is self-realizationist in nature, it ne rthele contams ertain 

components of the hedonist theory. Aristotle is sometime classified as a hcd mst (a 

well as a rationalist and a teleologist), but thi is misleadmg b cau e he on I regarded 

pleasure as the accompaniment of activitie aimed at el-real izatton." ' Ari totlc 

ethical theory is caJied teleologism because it claims that '·everything has an end r 

purpose, a potentiality seeking actuality."7 It i a metaph sical, teleol gical, ethtcal 

theory since it claims that the whole uni er e and erything in it is organised tor 

some end or purpose. A lot of empha is is placed on the consequence of human 



action rath r th n th mt mi n 1 th m r 1 a 

it elf. everth less. it rna · tum 

intend d r an mher nt pu that all thmg! 

particular rna ' not hav a functi n a id fr m a I rh 

intrin ic funcuon or calling or purpo that can b dt throu • 

and subsequent! a tualized 'I h 

people in t rm of fun tion rna_ e ' r nghc.:ad d I ht on · m I) , n 

anthropomorphic tdea 

Th qu shon f the g d hfe ts nly one f th i u tht I 

theory. thtcal th orie hav 

hi torical classificati n, a the ry rna b tther m d ·rn u Ia · i ·al It ha n id 

that a theory will be cia teal if it d e ne oft\\ thmw, orb th 11 11 au rn1 ts t 

answer the que ti n. ·what 1 the g d life for man?' and 1 It attempt tl an ' r the 

question: • HO\: shoul men act'>' me Ari t tie· ethical th f) i on ~m d "Jth 

But 111 a cl i al th , 

in a historical en e t . formulated during th • r ck clas 1 al era I he 

' ord classical ' ha man en c . 

But to the extent that An totle. the ry focu . n the qu ll n r th ·nd r 

the goal of human life. it ts a teleolnJ!.i ·a/ eth1 al th f)' a ppo d l 

theory. In far a tt takes the g al of human It fe t b ha pines or cud nmcmw, it i 

a eudaunom.·t1c ethical theor), that i . a th I) f happine her fore. 1 ri totle' 

thical theory is teleological and eudamwm. t1c. lt i a tele I gical ethtcal the ry in 

o far as it stre ses the nd or purpo of human activnt a a a i of m r I 
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judgem nt. But in o far a eudumwmu 1 t u ht t 

activity Aristotle's theol) rna as' ell be de. cri d a 

on 1 m n 

seems to be an eliti t theory in ar it purport th nl, th 

philosopher can achie e perfe t happm t k th hun n 

life to be the life of contemplation and regard d thi th h1~h t h m n 1. 

Again, he felt that it is a mark of great foil not to ha e n ' li 

the achievement of any particular g al -

ln the Greek Poh or th city-stat f Arist tl ' da · it , 

that was concerned with the ta k o inve tigating the mal en ot human r 

the good as stated abo e. Thu ethics is c nn cted wlth poht1cal 

that both of them are cone med \\ith th g od fi r human ein' . II \\cH::r. th 

differ to the extent that ethics is m~rel a branch of polit1 al c1enc . A ,a in ethic i 

concerned with the good ofth ind1 idual whereas p ltt1cal c1cn 

the common good of the soci ty a a whole. 

For Ross, Aristotle s ethic is d finite! teleological; m r I it r h1m 

consists in doing certam uctwn not b cau th m t right in them el\. 

but because we see them to b uch as will bring u nearer t the ·g d fi r man.' ... 

At times, howe er his teleology i tmman nt· th g d act 1 a m an t the g d tn 

the sense that it forms an element in the ideal life. 9 e erthele '"here every 

action that helps us to achie e our aim i g din that en , that i n t th rea on ''h ' 

they are good Aristotle s moral theory is part! de ntological and partl tele log• al 

It is deontological because it depicts ertain action a g od or bad in-th m he . 

For example as the following pa sage shows. adultery i bad in i elf. "But note ·el)' 



action or eehng admit of the m an. r· r th nnm 

baseness g spite. hamel 

murder among actions All f th and 1mil r nm 

because they them I e , n t their . c 

these thing we can ne er be c rrect but m t in ana I\ nn t 

them v ell or not " ell - e.g. b committin adultef) ' 1th th n •ht , om n th right 

time in the right v a_ : 10 r irtue are m rate in th •n th t th 

are neither deficient n r e ·ce si e, though, as An tot I' admttt d 1t, 11 1 

the mean ac urate! in ethical matt r . A u h, th re i · a di. unctJ n l t n n 

ethical mean or a mean relati to u and an obJCCll\-e mean, uch a in rna h m tic 

A for Maclnt re, Ari t tie· v1ew i · telcolog1 al but It 1 n t 

consequentiallst. , Ross's refer nc to ·certain acti n and n t all 11on d n t 

safeguard him suffici ntl · from utright cnti 1sm c nccrning ' ·hat s m to a 

misrepresentation of ri totle' m ral phtl ph An t tie' tht annot b nghtl. 

described as pur ly t leological. Thi i a implifi at1 n f h1 cth1 al th • ry r· r 

Aristotle, some actions are g d or ad in them he while th r are . c n d r 

bad depending on their con equ nee . That i , om thing arc intrin ic II · m r I 

while others are moral extrin icall . The good act1on r "'lrtu arc th e that tal.. 

the intermediate position that i , the mean, bet\ e n the tw e. treme nd 

deficienc . That is Aristotle· th ory f the g I den mean r th d trine f 

moderation. Human action are not g d or bad becau e th rom te r fat! t 

promote tb achie ement of the human g d though the} may or rna · n t do that. 

The fact that an action doe not resuJt in the attainment of the uhimate end 1 n t a 



sufficient justification fi r di m1 smg it b d u n 

action leads to the appr hen ' n th ult imat end 

action. For one rna us a g or bad acti n n m th 

Thus an action doe not becom g d nl nth gr und that it i u 

stone to the ultimate nd An action d n 

not lead to the ultimate end. A good r a bad acti n m r ma. n l 1 d t th • 

attainment of the ultimate end. u t o( all. 11 i 1th r go d r n r 

cannot serve as a means to the g od. It doe n r lad be au it 

serves as a means to the 0 0 d. The end d e not justi y th me n 

Nevertheless, Aristotle claam d that all oth r g part fr m e u lo mum w 

were, in the final anal sis pursued fi r th a~e of th g d. ut that d n t tmpl · 

that those goods are good because ~e are means t it. All the , me the · ar • mean 

to the end and the are goo ither in them el e r fi r m n · ide , 

some actions are neither go d nor b d. But the an till 

achieve the good 

1.9 Bypotb i 

u d ·a I ddcr t 

There are many kinds of human life. Pre urn bl , me f th e 1t ·e are 

better than other li e , and th re i n particular kind f hfi that 1 the bt.: t f all 

kinds of life. imilarly, there are man uppo edl ne 

good that is the best of them all. That' as the a umptl n fAn t tl ''h n he 

out to investigate the nature of the good life. He assum d that th re wa om thing 

kno\vn as the good that e erybod \.\anted to ach1e\.e in this hfe in d m~ anything. 

That was his point of d parture in th Elluc m particular. Th bottom line i that all 



thmg can b arr nged in a ifi ht rar hy ' tth m 

the lo' er po ttion than th upr me g that 

But it i d ubtful whether th g od r the 

hierarchy is smgle or pluraL In oth r w rds. it i 

good is contemplation alon r ' h th r it is a om und 0 

other good(s . imilarl}, tt is dtsputable ,-..hether th upr me Jifl 1 

contemplation or a mixed l1fe of cont mplati n and thcr g d . 

Ne erthele s, Aristotle se med to ha e argu d r th uprcmn · 

contemplation as a ingle g d and the fa •mt d hfl 

m 

contemplation, moral 1rtue and e ·temal r ph ' teal g d. a. the b t ltfe 1 r m n 

This is on ofth hypothe es that inti rrn the pre nt the i 

The other hypothesis is that th b t go d ts a om und r a c m . 1 fall 

necessary goods· that the best lifi is a c mprchen 1 c hfc that en mp e all 

necessary good . 

For Aristotle p rfect happine c n i ted tn puP ntemplall n And in c 

this is the sole acti ity of th g ds it is out f r ach fi r humans II w ver we ar> 

capable of some degre of cont mplattve acti\Ity and. e:ten i n, me d gre f 

happiness that i le s than the p rfect happin of the god ut '' are mcapable f 

a continuous or an uninterrupt d acti ity of contemplation ca e f ur human 

limitation. o, our b st a ti ity i the econd- e t activtt} m relatl n t the 

activity of the gods. The best actt ity is pure cont mplat1 n and th ec nd-be t 

activity is inferior or subordinate to pure cont mplati n. Pur c ntemplau n i an 

ideal that is unattainable and untenable m this life. W cannot achte e tt unle we 

become gods and cease to be human being . But in that case it is not a human g d 



but a di ine good. Although Ari t tic h ld th 1 tl 

contemplation, heals realr d that it , human! · 1mpo 1hJ 

achie e it sine we n d other g d in additi n to nt mpl t1 n } 1 1 

we cannot contemplate ah a 

nothing but contemplating as th 

ntinu u I . 

up 

c nn t 

d l d human l 

a human society, we ne d g d such as mon · and fn nd Pur 

brings perfect happin s . rth le s, -p rfect happin or pur nt mpl tH n 1 n 

ideal that cannot be possibl achi ved m thi life, at I a t. A tthm • th t 

we can do is to aim at it and dra\ near t it as mu h a Ill humanl: tbl~ l d 

so. But we cannot achie e it. h h1ghest human g d and th b t human hfl 1 th 

one that is most proximate to th d1 me acti\it} fpurc nt~mplati n. 

The best life is a life of pur~ contemplation. It i a d1 m • lift and n t a human 

life. Again, we cannot li e it 'th ut c asmg t human and b (I r\; ' c b m 

gods. So the best thing to do ts to aim at the td al and to try a much \ an t 

approach it. The more we approach it the better our II e e orne and th • happier ' l; 

become. For the di ine life is th be t of all p sible live . Th ec nd-b t lift: i . at 

the same time, the best possible human lifc . Th refore the b t human life i mcrcl 

a second-best life. It is second to th di ine lifl . In n totl · an a ht 

it in so far as one is a philosopher\ ho engage in the b t actt it) f nt mplation. 

For this reason one can b the happie t human b mg. But n ne can attain th b t 

good of pure contemplation because it b longs to the gods ·et ' arc human b tn 

That is one cannot be perfectly happy though one can b the happ1e t fall human 

beings. Perfect happiness b long to the gods. 

because none can be as happ as th gods are. 

o one can be perfi ctl. · happ 



Furthenn re. m nh 

hile th moral life i nly th n 

folio~ h w er. that tht: m ral li[! i th 

b lo'> . lrontcall ', a life of ure ntemplation 1 b 

most contemplatt n plu m ther g life mu h 

other good s i happi r and ben r than a life with d but , 11h hut r n 

contemplation at all. hfe wnh a httl ntemplauon 1 b t r an h. pp1 r th n 

life de oid of contemplation. A li~ with a little contemplati 

better and happier than a life with a httl c ntem latJ n but ' ith n 

life with ut contemplation at all but ' tth m re g od '' uld • b ·tt~r an hap 1cr 

than a life that 1 \vtth ut c nt mplati n but ha_ th ugh th ·r ann t 

possibly e a life that i total I Ia kmg at lea ton g d1 I hat i in 

ntemplate the happt r \\C m • nd th b tt r 

our li es become. Cont mplation 1 th le cnteri n fl r judgmg wh r li li.: 1 

good or happ . For happtne -xt n a far a c nt mplation. 1 II hum an 

contemplate· it i on I th d bJTce of nt mplati n that difTcrs fr m nc p ·r 

another person. Thu eryb dy wh c nternplate 1 hap certain c. h.:nt hr.: 

happier ou are the m re u contemplate and ice " r a The phtlo ph r th 

happiest fall people contemplate m re than th re t If ' hat can ay a ut 

Aristotle' claim that netth r childr n nor lave can call d •happ "? 

This i d batabl . For th fact that ryon can c nt mplate d not 

necessarily mean that veryone alwa · c ntemplate . It is qu t1 nable ''hether 

happines and cont mplanon mean th arne thing. Th _ ar c nainl 

tn this ca e, then on rna c nternplate and not be happy. imilarly. ne rna · 



happy without contemplatmg. ut that d nd 

applied. 

Granted that happm ar me 

happy to the extent that ne contemplate . Furth r. cv I) n 

and not always. It folio\ s that we are metime hap and n t 

we contemplate at times and not ah a s. 1 hat i , i ' t1k n 1 tl , that 

contemplation is the sole critenon fi r happin 

The second-best life i a b tter and a happi r li[l th n life that 1 m~.:Td 

derivatively or secondaril happie t or be t. The m raJ lifl! i 

happiest. Since the b st human life 1 the happic t life that 

contemplation, the moral liu is not th b t lift m the tru 

said to be the best life onl deri ativel r s c ndanl 

the ' ml It i 

But it is difficult t understand v.hat Arist tic meant the mor I lift· ·ing 

the best life only secondarily. What i th difference and 

secondary happiness? What, if anythmg, 1s ec n ary happtnc ? D it e ·i t. m th 

first place? These qu stion are not answer d in Anstotlc' Uluc \\hat d • 1t 

really mean to sa that a particular life is happie t r 

that it is a second-best life? h re does n t seem t 

happiness. ither it is happines r it is not happin 

ndanl ? 

uch a thing a 

it mean 

nda 

It 1 Jther tru ha pme. r 

else it is not happiness. itb r it is real happine or 1t 1 n t happm 

In this case the second-be t life i one that ha mo t c ntemplation and me 

other goods. It is the be t human life the b st li e for everyone to lead h m re" e 

draw near to the ideal, th happier web come. The closer a life i to the di me life 

of pure contemplation, the happier and b tter such a life tum out t be For the 



2 

d1vin lifi 1 th be t and th h ppic t It 

and good lifi can II 

b e en m r ur ont m 

Although Ari t tie ad" at d th life f c nt mplat1 n th t hfi • thl 

thesis eeks t nt mplau n almt 

g od· and that a perfi t ombinau n of 1rtu and nt mplatt n 

th ideal nd. A 'irtu u and ont mplativ lifi 1 a 

merely cont mplati r mer I \ irtu us. etth r 

th n hi t t 1 

''' d rn I n n r 

theoretical ' t dom alon d c n tltut the b t g ith r th hfc pur 

practical irtu nor the ltti of pure c ntemplati n i l li~· . h be l It • 

invol e a p rfe t combinatiOn f mu and cont mplati nand mu h m r 

First, Aristotle' in e tigati n gm with the a umpll n th t human ~Jngs 

have one comm n natural ultimate or . upr m g al f life. B t m tht the 1 we 

shallargu thatther ar man diffcrentbutcquall ' Import ntg al rkmd oflifeto 

aim at. We ha difii rent oncept10n th b t hfi•. ll ' ever, th fa t that ' ·e 

differ in our con pt10n of the e d e not rule ut the · ·1bllit ' of the tlife r 

the best g al. 

Nevertheless, 1 find An totle's idea of th be t g d a ont mplation ( r a 

rational acti ity of th oul a cording t rea n) que tJ nable and una cepta I . 

Howe er, he purported to state a i w of th be t g d that i unque ti nable and 

acceptabl to e erybod . He ' a tatmg his wn ie\\ ab ut th b st life. J or th rc 

are many iews of the b st life and if one of th "m 1 th ab olute truth, th n other 

must be wrong. 



Pe pi are n t agr ed n h t 1 th truth c n h an 

and the best goal of life 

why there are ery many phtl pht f li a \ 11 

to show people the right' wa t ltv 

Contrary to the inclu i e the i , it i n t th 

eudaimonia as a compound man. de trable g . Ari totl th t 

-
eudaimonia is a mgle goal that domm Jte.\ all th r end tn th but 

eudaimon life whose end it i enc mpa ntcmpl tt n 'I h 

inclusivists seem to be attributing their 0\\11 'ie\ t Aristotl . r th m. th r 

Aristotle distinguished the on from th ther he ' ha c nl und d th • 1\ 

concepts with each other. The end up talking fan eudwmrm life instead of talking 

about eudaimonia as such. Th think that eudwmoma i an in lu t\ g d r r 

Aristotle said that the happ r on \\ uld be m ne d f c t m I g 

theoretical virtue. Actual! in Ari totle' tew, it t the 'Udamum life that i 

i elusive and not eudamwma since the e em t be two dtfll:rcnt thing for ri t tl 

But I think that euda1moma happine s) mean an eudamum (happ ) life. lla pme 

cannot be separated from a happ life and 1ce er a. 

A distinction must at \ hat the auth r think that 

Aristotle said and what they think that nstotle should ha e atd a ut eudmmrmw. 

ometimes the latter is substituted for the former. The mclu tve thesi end up 

tating what Aristotle is supposed to have said rather than \ hat h actuall dtd a ·. 

he fact that happiness is a ingle good d es not mean that a happ ltfe const t- tn th, 

chievement of only one particular go d! Happiness is a single go d sine tt con i t 



in contemplauon al n : it i an . Ju t\e nd But h 

inclust e 10 the n e that it th 

good that i known a ntemplati n. 

h 

mJ 

pJ u n 1 

d minant nd ince all oth r end ar u rdinate t tt But n th 1 

th happiest li fe i a life that c n i t in d ing n thtng apan fr m 

it is not a life of pure c nt mplati n u h a lifc i human! tmpo n t d 

above. An arm - chair kind of phil oph 1 an i J) - t \\ r 10 th 

contemporary w rid. 

The be t human lifi a ltfe \ h e final nd i ontcmplati n th ugh It 

requires ther g d besid contemplation If happin nl m 

contemplation and c ntemplati n d n t on 1 t fan ·thtng el. c, it loll " that it i 

one good· it is n t th cas that n is a comp und r a c mpo. He f m n 

as Aristotle ' as concern d. 

Aristotl clann that the b t life 1 the c nt mplativ r th phil phtcal It c 

as debatabl a it i implau ible. Practtcall. mind d pe pit! n ,d t b 

theoreticians and theoretician ne d to e practically mtnd d t . n cd b th 

theory and practice. There i ne d fi r higher le' el f pr ductt n f g d and 

services, and not absolute c ntemplatton. We n d practical kill • rafts nd 

professional profici nc in add1t10n to c nt mplati n. V. ne d practtcal kn \\ledge 

as well as theoretical knowledg . ntemplatt n h uld be ace mpani d b cell nt 

action. Ideal I • one should combine practtcal acti\ ity "tth the r ttcal acti it: ' n 

if one is a theoretician one cannot be a th oretic1an all the ltm . tmilarl , a 

practically minded p rson must al o th ori e s mettmes, and not alway . o 



sometimes one is a th or t1c1an , hil 

Theory g s together \ th practi e 

Although tber are nfli ting int rpr tati n 

eudaimoma and the eudatmon liti in th Ltluc.\ the r ar h 

the dominant interpretation 

good and the philo ophical liti a th b t lifi nt th 

correctly. However th alleg d supr macy philo ph1 al h 

n 

t 

\I 

r th 

contemplative life o er the moral life 1 till a c ntr r ial r9int 1 or th1 it 

can be argued that the best life is n t m r I a philo oph1 II if · nc1th r 1 u m r I. 

virtuous life. It is both a theor tical !Jfe a \i ·ell a a pr cti al n . 

for the supremacy of a perfi ct combmati n of the m ral lifl 

action, and the philo ophical life and an ' th r ne es ary g d. raJ 'mu rna. be 

a necessary, but not a suffici nt condition for happm tmilarl , ntcmplall n 

may be a necessary condition but not a sufficient onditi n or h ppme In an 

case, human nature includ much m r than c ntcmplati n and m ralit. l r 

in tance, we also ha e an emotional and a pintual id I ur natur . Ide II · '' 

ought to be more than perfect! m raJ and perfe tly intellc tual in hfc lntelle tual 

astuteness and moral rectitude i not all that con tttute the t 11 fi , . n if ' 

cannot reach the moral and th int llectual id al , " sh uld mak d \\ ith th 

second-best altemati e,' hich is th nearest appro ·imation to the td al 

Aristotle also realised that ' cannot lead th g dl lifi ' of pure contemplation n 

account of our humanity. For uch a lifi is superior to the human Je I ne \ ill lt\e 

it not in so far as one is a human being but in so far as one po es es orne di-..me 



element. m r I lilt: 1 1 o' n 

or the life of '\:irtue. 

Th point is that eudumwma rna_ 

but it is not (r1r er I)'Oilt: n \\ I!\ en a 

Furt:hennore the philo phi at It e may ha · • 

th hu 1 h 

nth 

n th 

howe er fi r th r It i not th~ 

time. ln an ca c d1ffercnt an ' 

t li e n \ · nctthcr \ 1t lor 

' gl\ en m rcspon 

th 

th n 

l th t 

do s the philo ophical ltfl c n i tin?" nc rna: ar •u r r amp! th t th 

highest human goal and that the v1rtu u life i th h t human hfc tic, 

howe er udamumw ' a th high t g al fl r human cmg and th phil . h1 hit: 

or the contemplat1 e h wa the be t human hfc. But his' ie\\ 1 qu It 1 

doubtful wh th r happin 

Perfect happine s, in m_ v1e\ n ccs. ary g d 

Similarly th perfect hie i the perf~ tly happ li ·: It ha all n an 

lacks nothing. ut uch a life i an una hie, able id al mcc 1t 1 tn ccc 1bl ' 

sh uld try a mu has ' ·e cant appr ach it That i the e t thing that we can d a 

human beings. 

1.10 Literature revie\\'' 

Writing about 'l:'udl11monmn and m ral \ 1 d m. in Moral Wl\dom and Urm i 

Lt e John K ke for hi part. refer t An totle· dt. tm t1 n tween the r tical 

wi dom ( plua) \\hich i concerned with truth and practical \i 1 d m (p/zronct.\1\ 

which i concerned w1th actton. The former aim at the metaphy teal kn ''I dgl! f 

th first principles. This 1 in contrast to practical wisd m which i c ncem d ' tth 

the contingencie of the life of act1on. Moral wi d m entail both phil s phical and 



practical wisdom. For it 

living a good life. It ts cone rn d v.ith th n 

f th 11r I 

sary a 

of good lives. Th se rna b und r t d r m th hum n 

particular viewpoint other than d's. Th y pr du 

anthropocentric" knowledge. respe t1v I . K k 

conception of a good life. For "what make a particular thin 

nature of that thing ... that good IJ,e invol th d ·vel pm nt of pot ntHlltti 

inherent in human nature. 11 

It is noteworthy that this author wnte a out ·a g d lifl or g 

this thesis is concerned v. ith the best lifi • r th g d hfe.' I h t i ' h rc h diff\:r 

from Aristotle. The former uggests that there are mora tlu.m rm • g d li c: but the 

latter implies that there is on/ one_g d It fe or on/ ' one m t perfc t I i c. 

Nevertheless, it is doubtful \ hether th re 1 n pani ular human life that i 

better than others since differ nt pe pie ha e d1f er nt nc pu n fth t life n 

there is no agreement that any particular kind of life 1 the b st nc. ut that 1s n t t 

say that all kinds of lifi are, there(! re g d and adm1s 1ble th rear g d 

and ad lives. But it is easi r to tell the difference betw n them than t judg 

whether one good life is better than an ther go d I 1fe. 

Again, Kekes has someho m1srepre ent d Anstotle's 1e . An t tie 

philosophises about the g od life but K kes write ab ut the laner' cone pt1 n fa 

good life or ' good live . Arist tie thought that th re ' as nl on kind f ltfi that 

was superior to alJ other kinds of life that 1s the ph1lo oph1cal hfe. He all d it the 

good life, meaning, the best life. Kekes, hove er con iders g d li e m relation t 

moral wisdom. Evidently he trunk that there are more than one go d life. H talk 



about the moral \'alu of man I! d h\e ut An t tl th u •ht rl 1 

importance of on kmd of human lifi natur he , a '"' 11 • tm 

i concerned ab ut the probl m f r nctlmg th appar nt uml m1n, 

of good lives, a hovro m the foil ' mgqu tan n 

According to the author human nature detcrrnmes the nece ary r uirements r a 

reasonable cone ption of a good life. For '·th expectati n of unif nnn · i md ·cd 

reasonable, in ofar as th nee sary requir mcnt are c n em d. ·, h1lc the 

appearance of plurality 1 a r liabl indicator f the dtffl r nt f rm. g d live ma_ 

take b · nd the nece sary r qutrements."1 

traits that account for the diffl renee among g d ltv 

well as differences among th m. But v hat thi auth r d 

human on iti n and 

There are stmilaritie 

n t tate i ''hat make a 

good life go d! 

clear. 

hat he m an here b: 'g d' and b ' ·a g d life 1 n t et quit 

Kekes argues that'' mak what we behe e i a good life for ur he fh 

making and the li in~ of it howe er are not tw pr c se but on . We make a 

good life by living' ell and v eli e a go d life onl if we make it go d ·I But h 

t lis us neither how to li ' " ell' nor how to make our li s ·g d · Hi argurn nt is 



circular, it in o1 the a11ac f Ill/ p tn I I } 

differences concerning v htch kind li 1 r rc 11l 

the author himself admit 

On the contrary, this thesis is ba ed upon the first interpr tat1 n f ri t tl It i 

concerned with what he ca11 'thss . egettcal i sue ·r h re i thl 

problem because it is th cause of s holarl di agr em nt and c ntr \er!.H.: ~ h1c.:h 

hamper the proper understanding of Aristotle 'viC\\ of the b tlifl . 

There are a number of cho1ar who have gt en the am tntcrprctati n I r 

example according to Str Da id Ro snterpretatton f 'te\ . 

Theoretical wisdom i uperior 10 practical and part of th value of rh 
latter is that it help to produce the former It 1 lear tlmt wlllemp/ui/(J/1 H for 
Aristolle the mam mgred1ent 111 ~ 11-bemg, wll'tll'r moral a tmn 1 anoth •r 
mgredient m it or only a mean. to 11 produ fUJI/ 1. not .\o mlmt he d ubt 1 
not entirely removed b b Well-bemg mu t be a tivit in ccordance wirh th 
virtue of the be t part of u , wh1ch IS rea on ne acti ·, wh1ch i \\ II- mg i 
theoretical. This is the best a tivity of whtch we are capable, in It i th e erct 
of the best in us on the best of all obj t • though, tho ·e which arc temal and 
unchanging; it 1s what we can do mo t continuou I • it brin pleasure of 
wonderful purity and tability; it i lea 1 dependenl on oth r m n, bile mor I 
virtue requires others as the object of 11 activity, it al n ms to be lo cd for 
it elf, while pracrical activitie -notabl the greate 1 of them th deed of th 
state man and the ldier aim at goods beyond them I e ; it i the life M mu t 
ascribe to the gods, since rhe ascript1on of moral life to them would b ab urd But 
the life of contemplation i too high for us; we cannot live it qua men, heimz 
compound of body, irrational oul, and reason, but onl in \1rtue of the d1 ine 
element in us-we mu t, as far as rna b lay hold on eternal life b Ji\1ng the life of 
that which, ho e er mall a part of u it be. i th be t thing in u and the mo t 
truly our self, he ho thu live i the happ1e 1 man 16 



The theoreti ally w1 per n and th pra ti all. h 

the former i not nl happ1cr th n the latter, he t 

everthel s Ro • v1 w 1 mtstak n 

them are happi st. though n 1s happt nl 

life expre ing the oth r kmd of irtu [i. . th kind ' Jlh 

[happiest] m a condary way b cause the actt Itt pre in' th1 \ trtu rc 

human.''17 Furth rm re 

The life of moral virtue and practical wisdom, c nc med a 
feeling springtng from our bodil nature. 1 the life of the ""h Jc com 
which man i • and gi es a well-being' h1ch rna be call d •human"" II- in ' Th 
pan a igned to the moral life then b An totle em to t\ told ( 1) It 
con titutes a econdary form of well-bemg. one .... tuch we ar driv n to fall ba k 
upon b the fact that we are not aJI rea on and cannot hve alwa · on 1he I el f 
the contemplati e life. And it helps to bnng into bemg the higher kind ~n totle 
say very little about how it doe thi 1 

Perhaps the contemplati e life const m the cont mplat1 n f the truth in 

mathematics ph sics and metaph sics. th happ1est lifi·. it i th ntemplati n 

of, rather than an in\estigation of. a kno\ n truth. It eem t c n 1 t in a JentJfl 

aesthetic, and di ine contemplati n. enh le , th re t vel) httl e\ 1d nee t 

suggest that Aristotle thought of a sthetic cont mplat1 n a a pan of th~; 1deal human 

life. For him di ine contemplation or the logy t the h1ghe t fi rm f c nt mplati n. 

It is reasonabl to suppo e that this part of the cont mplatt e llfi '"ould ha e the 

character of wor hlp prop r to th cont mplation of th d1vm natur . 

the ideal life is much emphasised in the Eudenuan Etluc.\, where the best life t 

d fined as ·the wor hip and contemplation of God.·· 19 

Besides, Aristotle argued again t the Plat nic theo f Forms. parncularl · the 

Form of the good as the origin of the human good. For him. th term good· di not 



ha e a meaning that applied to all the thing it d cribed fh good h n (I rm n 

from its individual instances. But e en if it has a parat e. i tcnc • no\ in • n , all 

not make any difference in the practical life of man. 

There are two essential characteristics of the good ''It mu t b · final , 

something that is chosen alwa s for its m.vn sake, n ver a a mean to an. thin' 

else."
20 

Secondly, it must be self-sufficient, something which by itself make life 

worthy of being chosen. Both these marks belong to\ ell - being. But we ha'e still 

to ask what happiness is. To enable him to answer th1s question, Arist tit! intr duccd 

the Platonic notion of work or function. "21 He used the Platonic idea of function t 

defme eudaimonia. It refers to a unique characteristic act1 tty of human being in 

accordance with virtue, or the best and the most perfect virtue. if there t~re more Jlum 

one virtue. The latter phrase shows that Aristotle was still undecided or uncertain 

whether eudaimonia consisted in the e ercise of only one irtue or more than nc 

virtue since he uses the word · i r . 

For Aristotle, there' ere two distinctive elements in e ery person. The ne 1 

rational while the other is non-rational. The fonner al o c n 1sts of two parts ne f 

which possesses reason while the other merely obeys it. It is mtennediate between 

the rational and the non-rational elements in us. Therefore it can b cia ified a a 

part of either of the two. This 'is the faculty of destre, that v hich in the self­

controlled man obeys the rule of life which he sets b fore him elf, but m the 

incontinent man disobeys it. There are thus two kinds of virtue-the irtue of the 

reasonable element proper and those of the intermediate element the trtues of 

intellect and those of character.' 22 



A far as Aristotl wa tUdUtmom 

intrinsicall desirabl \lrtU u u tn uy. H 

end of human acti~ ·ue b c u 1t i n t valua 

This cone ption of eudwmunw IS ntrary t th rdina 

rather than an activity, ofb mg amu d or pi a d. 

Aristotle made a distmctlon b tween \ trtu' f hara t r and , mu th 

intellect b t\ e n th or tical wi d m and pra ti al m \\ qutr m raJ 

irtues b habituation or e pen nee But we a quir mtdl 

experienc r teaching and leammg. For e: mple. tcmpcnn nd 

generosity are irtues of character ' hereas mtclhgen c ' i d m and under tandtng 

are irtu s of thought. Th • ar a1d to be trtue 

Both of them arc said to be tntrinsi all good. 

ul 

There are at I at two d1fferent interpr tati f t n t tic' \1 ' . me 

scholars think that Ari totle ad cat d an el itt t nc ·pti n f th b It I Uut 

others argue that h advanc d a mprehen 1ve \I ,., f th d li e, r th •m1 cd 

life', which is end ' d \ ith many desirable g d and n t n p rt1 ular kind f 

good that is sup rior t all of th m. And a en, me . h Jar h ' 

accused Aristotle of outnght ambi alene ind 

issue of the b st life for man. 

nfu 1 n nc mmg th 

For that matter, it is hard to t II wh1ch ne am ng the n al tnt rpretati n f 

the Ethl is the right on . That is if we assum that th r i on f th m that i right 

and that not all of them are nght or wrong and that there ts no ambiguicy n r 

ambi al nee in Aristotle's cone ption of the go ltfi . Ther i a pr bl m f 

interpretation as far as Aristotle s \ te\ is cone med. That is the rea on '' h · th1 



problem is worth inve ugating. lm 

conception of the best ltfe for human t compound d "nh th dt 1cult. h t 

the identification of his id a ofth id al g al hum n 

For instance, as Dame! T 

hich equate the ultimat nd f human life ith h ppin u ht 

lbl 

aggregate of intrinsic go ds. Thi 1 -the in lui c ,je, f ulumoma Ul It IS 

debatable as shown in the folio\ ing qu tat ion. ··R ad r ha c I ng tru '•I d '' llh th 

tension in Aristotle s own te t b t\ e n the e option - n th ltl 

and the life of divine thought. '23 

Richard Kraut right! declare that Arist tie id ntificd ·happm ' tth nl · 

one type of good: excellent acti _ity of the rati n:1l . oul.''!~ 1mllarly, the auth r 

observes rightly that 

Aristotle's teaching on the subject of happine ha n a /OfiiC' rif mf "' • 
philo ophical debat m recl!lll year· Did he h ld that happin con 1 m th 
e ercise of all the 1rtue , moral and mtellectual , or that supreme h ppin i to be 
found only in the pracnce of phllo ophical cont mplation? rhe qu tal t 

the rete ance of hi ethi today 2~ 

In this case, the problem that should b addressed 1 that f th natur of the c t life. 

and the characteristics by \! hich it can be 1dentdi r known v h th n. if 

anything, is the true interpretation of ri totle's concepti n fthe st life for human 

being ? Is hi ie\i right or mistak n? The e are th 1s ue that thi th 1 1 

concerned with. 

What, if an thmg i th • st' p ible kmd of lifi for human ctng ? r 

' hat is the highest, the ultimate or the be t goal for human eing ? Th attainment f 



the b st lifl m an th achiev m nt th t hum n h n 

goal is its lf the high st goal in th pi 

Di er an w r ha e b en nd 

different people ha pti ns, fir t fall, l I th 

term best' and ther ore in efli t. d1ffer nt 1d a of the t t h c 

here, for example that Ari totle s treat1 e. th ICUIIUJ /wan ltlut pr td 

conception. H n one of th i su \\hlch thi th an 1mpl) 

be stated a th problem of identifying and cnllcall a 

ofthe best life for human b mgs. he td a 1 t find ut ' h t kmd lifl· he tt k 11 

to be, what he r gard d as the b st nd, and wh •tiler he reuiZl' tlwug/11 that till' em/'·' 

a single dominant emf or on m lu\lve, compo.\1/e ' 11 I u/ mum• It 1rt1h! J.:OO '' · 

Aristotle' cone ption of the b st Jiti• i debatable An t tic ,.,a not the 1r t person 

to ask the question ' What is th g d · Plat had a J...c it fl n: hun In fact thc1r 

views of the goo I are trikmgly 1milar. 

According to Fitzgibb n. tn Itlu .\, Fum/am ' Ilia/ fJmn 1ph' ' of \lora/ 

Phil ·oplry Ari totl did not make th meaning h ppin c1 ar th ugh it 1s 

admitted I th highest goal that pe pie a 1m at in all th ir act1 n I Iuman acti n ar • 

goal-oriented. The are dir cted t \\ard the attainm nt f meg al In An t tic 

view, the goal of all human action i happtne , or b tt r till,., ·dl- ·in g. We ha 

a natural d sire for happine . Th ugh our acti n an.: g ar d t ward th 

achie ement of happine s the meaning of th latter 1 n t quite cl ar. l Jappme 

the goal of all our actions though dtfii r nt p opl defin it tn ditli r nt' a) .. If all 

human actions are don for the sake of happin s then 1t would m t foil \V that 

., hate er mak us happy is go d and is the right thing t do. Furth rmore. in e tt i 



5 

natural to seek happiness, to do what c me natural! , ·ould 
t d \ hat i m r II • 

right."
26 

Therefore, to act according to human nature 1 to act r; a· n bt:. r r th •r 

a universal hwnan nature. Yet human b ings al o drfTer in man . \\a , . ' 

differences of race, nationality tribe, clan and indi tdual diffi rcn 'up dl ·, 

these are mere contingencies. We remain the same e sent1ally. Human natur i th 

essence of our being. The difference among us are only accidental or u J· . 
they are not substantial. For instance, it does not matter whether w ar \\hit men r 

black men. We are basically identical as human being wtth the am nature a ' ell 

as the same rationality. However there are people ,.,,ho argue that there ar dJfTerent 

levels of rationality among the races of the world and that the whrte race h the 

highest level of rationality in general. Of cour there ar md1 idual drfTer n es. for 

some people are more intelligent !han others. There are difTcrences of rationaltty 

within each race and not among the different races. 

Naturally, everyone wants to be happy. Therese m to be a generaf c n en u 

that happiness is the ultimate goal of aU actions. It is the goal that all people a 1m at in 

practice. However, there is a disagreement concerning the meaning f happines . 

What, then, constitutes happiness as our ultimate goal? 

After considering different conceptions of bappine s, Aristotle concluded that 

happiness consisted in a life of contemplation. Hov e er. he admitted right! that it 

was impossjble for a human being to lead a life of pure contemplation in this hfe. He 

did not believe in an afterlife either. "Such a dilemma \ as ery disturbing to 

Aristotle as can be seen from the fact that he keeps coming back to thi question so 

often in his ELhics. He seems to ha e settled finally for something less than the 
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absolute end omething ' hich can attam d tn th1 lifi , nam 1 , p 

combined with a reasonable amount of pleasure .,~7 urthenn r 
• 

Other gr~t thinker concerned th msel e v.1th thi qu 11 n nc1 
10 

they concluded enher that th ultimate end could not b attam d or that hll 
cannot be attained in thi life it can be anamed m another li e er thJ n 
conclude that our ultimate end cannot be attained at all j to con Jude that w 

condemned to frustration, that is, that by our very narur we k h ppm 

fulfiLment but such happines is impossible to attain. ot onh would thi 
frustrating but i_t w~uld involve u in a contradicLion ince we wo~ld ,ng that 
our nature whtch ts the source of alJ our acrions tend tow rd a I( al that i 
impossible to reach, that all of our actions are done for the ke of an end wh1ch 
cannot exist for u _"8 

m 

We may have one ultimate end since we have the arne nature. How \er c\'cl)one 

may not attain it. For our actions rna. or may not I ad t the attainm nt of the final 

end. Moreover, one may choose not to stri e for the ultimate end If an ultimatc g al 

exists, it seems to folio' that the things that enable u t attain 11 are g but th e 

that prevent us from achieving it are bad. The ult1mate goal detennmcs m rality. 

Although there are many intermediate ends that we aim at in our act1 Hies, there is 

only one ultimate end that all our actions aim at attaining. We ch o e what t d 

according to the fmal end that \ e inten to achie e. Jn ther word , .. \ e ar n t free 

as to what our ultimate end is, but we are free to choo e tho e act1ons that arc mcan 

and/or proximate ends to our ultimate end. 29 The fact that " e ha e an ultunatc end 

does not mean that we must achieve it. lt is one thing to ha e an aim and another 

thing altogether to succeed in achieving it. 

In The Good Life, Alternative · in Eth1c ·, Burton F. Porter al o makes a critical 

review of Aristotle's teleology. ln his discussion of the best hfe he d1stingui hes 

'right' from' goo~ saying that ·Good. in contrast to right, is applied to" orthwh1le 

goals in Jiving, the ethically desirable aim or end of exi tence to which people should 

aspire. It refers to the basic meaning beneath human choices and the ultimate reason 
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for living-or dying ... what on 1 \\1lhng to die fi r IS e enuall) v ·hat on h e fi r. 

Whate er is posited as being of fundamental imponance in life, the p1 otal purpo e 

around which human activities are organized, constitute a person· conception of the 

good. ''
3° For him, there are arious possible conceptions of th good For instance, 

some people think that the good is happiness \i bile others identify it \\ith pleasure. 

But for Aristotle, the good was eudaunonia. That is, human \: ell being", 

happiness ' or vital well being' which Is ·perhaps clo ed to the Greek, for it implies 

a dynamic state of personal satisfaction as well as health, good looks, material 

comforts achievements etc.,' hich seems to be ' hat Aristotle bad in mind. In any 

case, Aristotle took eudaimonia to be the ummum bonum, the highest good which 

hwnan beings can attain. '31 

For Porter, since it is reason. that distinguishes man from animals as Aristotle 

said, ·~e good· for man must in some way io ol e our reasoning faculty. Humans are 

the rational beings ... and man s purpose in living must be connected with ·the proper 

use of this central and primary ability. 32 As far as the author is concerned, the best 

life for human beings may in ol e the use of reason, but how, exact! ought our 

powers of reason to be employed so as to achieve eudaimonia? Aristotle replied in a 

somewhat circuitous way by saying that t: should aim at achjeving e cellence for 

ourselves as rational beings. Arete or excellent functioning in our area of supremacy 

(which is reasoning) will yield a good life. 33 Aristotle seemed to argue that Since 

reason is central to man, arete in the functioning of reason will bring about the 

ultimate good for man which is well being or eudaimonia. '34 Porter criticises the 

idea of a human function. For him it was doubtful whether human beings have a 

characteristic function. It is also unclear whether reason is a unique human property. 
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Moreo er it is po sible that human being are umqu m 

aesthetic and religious e penences. Th author\ 'Onders h Anstotle ch e r as n 

rather than the latter as lh unique function of human bemgs. In an ca . human 

beings do not ha e to be unique in order to ha e a characteristic funct1on as human 

beings. We do not ha e to be different from other animals in ord r t have a function. 

Aristotle tried to cut us off from our '~animal roots' et it rna be that our function, if 

an consists in the performance of an activity that we share with other aruma I . 

As for AJasdair Macintyre, in After I irtue, both Aristotle and Plato belie ed 

that eudam10nia is a single unitary hierarchical compound of man good . He think 

that there is a discrepancy is-a- is Aristotle s metaph sical and political iews of 

man. For him, ·cont mplation i the ultimate human telo~ the ssential final and 

completing ingredient in the life of the man who is eudaimon ... In many passages 

where Aristotle discusses indi idual virtues, the notion that their possession and 

practice is in the end subordinate to metaphysical contemplation would seem oddly 

out of place. 35 Aristotle's task in ol ed the formulation of a universal conception of 

the good that is also particular at the same time. Hence there is a tension between the 

uni ersal and the particular aspects of his account of the good. In spite of the 

problem of translation Aristotle s identification of the good life wjtb happiness has 

widely been criticised for lea ing open the question concerning the composition of 

eudaimoma. irrue is the quality that enables indi iduals to acbjeve happiness. 

Without it happiness cannot be achie ed for it is a necessary means to happiness. 

However, the word ·means is often used ambiguously. 

Aristotle does not in his writings explicitly di tinguish between two different types 
of means - and relationship. . .. For what constitutes the good for man is a 
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complete human life lTv d at 11 best, and the ex ,., i e of th wrtue 1. a 11 ~. 'illl)' 
and cemral part of such a life. not a m re preparatory aerc1se to · trt 1 h a 
life. We thu cannot characterize the good for man adequately with ut alread 
having made reference to the virtues. And within an Aristotelian framew rk the 
suggestion therefore that there might be some mean to achie e the good for man 
without the exercise of the virtues makes no sen e. J<i 

Although happiness has been defined as a virtuous acti ity of the rational soul, this 

does not mean that virtue is its ingredient. Rather, it implies that happiness has the 

quality, and not the content, of virtue:. It does not contain virtue~ it onl has its 

characteristics. Similarly the fact that happiness is a rational activity doe not mean 

that it has the component of reason within itself. It means that it is a reasonable 

activity. For it is a single continuous activity of contemplation that is both irtuous 

and rational. 

The good is the first idea to be discussed in the Ethic . E erything else that is 

discussed thereafter is meant to explain the general idea of the good. The following 

chapter contains a detailed discussion of the idea of the human good. 
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BAPTER 

THE ULTIMATE HU G D 

In thi chapter. 1 am concerned with what An totl call d •the g d' or that at 

which all our actions are directed. It is said to b the end for the sake f ,.,.hich we do 

every action. The good i said to be self-sufficient and omplete. 

2.1 Teleology 

T he opening sentence of Aristotle · s Ntcoma he an Elluc strikes a tel eo I gical 

cord: ' very craft and e ery in estigation and likewi e every action and decision, 

seems to aim at some good hence the good has be n well de cribed a that at which 

e erything aims.''1 By '·aim Aristotle meant th ultimate nd of all human activitie 

taken as a collecti e whole. He assumed that everything aims at something and that 

there was omerhmg at wruch everything aimed. 

Teleology is the science of natural purpose. Thus human beings act purposely 

or in a teleological manner. But some purposes are merely intermediate-end . The 

are means towards other ends. Ultimate] , they are means toward the final end, 

which is not a means to a further end. This is 'the good' , the highest tenable good 

the summum bonum. Aristotle calls it 'eudatmonia. ' To be eudaimon is to be in 

'good spirits or hilarious. 

Arguably, human beings have a natural tendency to think and act purposively. 

Granted that that is the case we tend to project our own purposes to everything else. 

We suppose that inanimate objects too ha e purposes other than the ones we gi e 

them. This manner of thinking may be called personification. From the earl stages 

of infancy, humans think in tenns of purposes. We seek to know the purposes of 

things as if e erything must ha e a purpose. The tendency towards teleological 
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thinking ma ventuaU lead to a religious com ·eli n. or in tanc . ry part of the 

body seems to serve a specific purpose. It appear as if ''the human b d must ha e 

been de igned by someone having th mental PO\ er of vision to e an end to be 

accomplished, and then to adapt the end. ·.1 For belie ers the per on referred to here 

is God. However some scholars identify ~ purposi eness' with nece ity, mechanism 

or natural adaptation in the course of evolution. Mechanjsm is the d ctrine according 

to which the world is perceived as som- kind of grand machine tn v hich things have a 

cause and effect relationship. It is a scientific world- iew. As a mechanist, a scientist 

looks for the causal relation among things rather than their purposi ene s. In other 

words, he is concerned the How-question' and not the 'Why-question. But the 

mechanistic view need not contradict the doctrine of teleology though the latter 

stresses the purposes or final ca~es of trungs rather than efficient causes. They are 

' not necessarily incompatible. A partial view of the world may make it app ar to be 

go emed by strict mechanical lav s, adequate and true with their restricted limits of 

time and space; while the spectator of all time and aU existence may see it under the 

aspect of intelligent plan and purpose .. ,J Th se are complementary iews. The 

supplement each other. This means that they are far from being contradictory. There 

rna be 'purposiveness' within mechanism and mechanism \vithin 'purposi eness. 

2.2 The human good 

The human purpose, in Aristotle, may either be an activity or a product of an activity. 

There are as many ends as there are different actions, crafts and sciences. The 

hjerarchy of these ends corresponds to that of their respecti e acti "ties. In each case, 

the end of the ruling science, that is, political science, is the most choiceworthy of 



all rhe nd o ubordinat ci n es. which ar onJ~ n r tt · thJC 1 

considered as orne kind f political ci nc .4 

It is instructi e that Aristotle satd that all thing . eem to wm ar \fJ/IIe good." 

At this junctur it eems as if he' as not !aiming that all thing d m a tual fa t a1m 

at some particular good, though this is ' hat he meant in th final analy 1s. The fact 

that e erything seem to aim at some good doe not necessaril m an that e' erything 

doe in fact aim at a certain good. The fact that something e ms to b the case) 

doe not necessarily mean that it is theca e. It may be true that orne thing aim at 

some good(s) ore erytbing aims at some good(s). However, e en if. ·ome things aim 

at some good, this too does not necessaril mean that all thing (with ut e. ception) 

therefore do aim at the same good. E en if e erything has its end this do s not, of 

necessity, mean that the all aim at the same end. There rna b different ends. For 

instance, the fact that everybody has a mother do s not m an that there is omeone 

who is the mother of alL Aristotle s point ' as that every human action eem to aim 

at something and there is something that is the ultimate aim of all human actions. 

Thi is what he called the good. He supposed that if 

(a) There is some end of the things we pursue in our action which we wish 
for becau e of itself and because of which we wish for the other things, and (b) we 
do not choose everything because of something else, since (c) if we do, it will go 
on without limit making desire empty and futile· then clearly (d) this end wiJI be 
the good, i.e. the best good.$ 

This statement is a mere supposition· it is not a matter of fact. ft is a conditional 

statement. lt is noteworth that Aristotle did not claim here that there is such an end 

as the good. Its existence is open to doubt. First of all, he argued that in case the 

good exists it is the best good for other ends are pursued for its sake. Otherwise 

desire would be empty and futile if it has nothing definite to aim at and if everything 
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is to be pursued for the sake of something el e m m muum. But \\ hy annot de ire be 

futile and why should not there be an inftnite regress? It " ould be unreasonable and 

absurd. 

However, the existence of such a good should b pro ed, fir t, before our 

desire can be shown not to be 'empty and futile. But Aristotle suppo ed that the end 

exists since its non-existence would mean that our d sire is purposeless. It is like 

putting the cart b fore the horse. It begs the question. Th point at i sue is exact! 

that; human striving and desire is ultimately either purposeful or purposeless. 

Aristotle's argument is persuasi e and rhetorical. It i possible that d sire could be 

embroiled in emptiness and futility. Fear, ris~ and futility of our desire do not seem 

to be enough justification for the assumption that there must be som particular end 

of it. Aristotle's argument is m«?ant to convince us that such an end e ists by 

assuming that it does in fact exist, an assumption that does not hav to be true. It is 

further assumed that the assumption is itself true. The reason for assumtng that it is 

true has been stated as the possibility of the emptiness and futility of our desire in 

case we assume otherwise. The reason why our desire cannot be empty and futile i 

supposed to be because there must be a final end of our desire and the reason by our 

desire cannot be without a final end is because it would otherwise be empty and 

futile. To that extent, Aristotle's argument seems circular. It begs the question. 

Having posited the existence of the good as an intrinsic end for the ake of 

' hich other ends are sought, Aristotle went on to argue that the knowledge of the 

good is of great importance for the conduct of our li es. For 'if, like archers,\ ·e ha e 

a target to aim at, we are more Likely to hit the right mark. If so we should try to 

grasp, in outline at any rate, whaJ the good i, and which cience or capacity is 



concerned wtth ,,_. This is the task Ari tolle et fi r h1m elf at th gmning of the 

Etluc . He suppo ed that there was such a thing a the b st g al and th b t hfe as 

far as human life i concerned. 

2.3 Political cience 

According to Aristotle. political science was the science that \ as concerned with the 

pursuit of the good life. It was the most architectonic cience. For him, it wa 

The mo t controlling science, the one that. more than any other, i the 
ruling science . . ( 1) For it is the one that prescribe ' hich of the science ought to 
be studied in cities, and which ones each class in the city should learn, and hov far 
(2) Again, we ee that even the mo t honoured capacitie , e g. generalship, 
household management and rhetoric, are subordinate to it. (3) Funher, it uses the 
orher sciences concerned with action, and moreo er legislates what must be done 
and what a oided. Hence it end will include the ends of the other sciences. and so 
will be the human good. 7 

The end of political science is taken to be the human go d that is the end of the ends 

of all other sciences. Therefore, it seems to be a dominant end. Howe er. it i 

doubtful whether political science, as it was con idered in Aristotle s days, means the 

same thing toda . The political science of Aristotle 's da s seems to have meant 

something slightly different from what we mean by political science today. lt has 

undergone a transformation in the course of time. In the ancient Greek cit -state in 

which Aristotle dwelt it was the most controlling science the most authoritati e 

science, the ruling science, that determined the subjects which would be studied and 

the extent to \ bich the could be pursued. But the days of the city-states are long 

gone. Instead we ba e various independent nations such as Kenya. Kno\ ledge has 

increased and science too has progressed. It would be anachronistic to suppose that 

political science has remained the same while other branches of knowledge have 

de eloped in tbe course of time. For Aristotle, ethics or moral philosoph was a 

branch of political science. Today, however, ethjcs seems to be an interdisciplinary 
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study. It seems to bet o pr sumptuous to suggest that th g od li[i 1 the concern of 

only one particular science. There is no particular science toda wh se ole busine s 

is to teach people how to lead a good life. 

In Aristotle's opinion, although the good of a city may be the same as the good 

of an individual, the good of the city is apparently a greater and more complete good 

to acquire and preserve. For while it is satisfactory to acquire and pre erve the good 

even for an individual, it is finer and -more divine to acquire and pre erve it for a 

people and for cities. And so, since our investigation aims at these [goods, for an 

individual and for a city], it is a sort of political science. '9 The in estigation of the 

Ethics is supposed to be some kind of political science because it is concerned with 

the individual 's good as well as that of the city as a' hole. Perhap the good of the 

city is greater than that of the indiyidual simply because it concerns the good of many 

people. The fact that it is the good of a large number of people does not necessarily 

make it •finer and more divine' as Aristotle suggested. He assumed that there was a 

hierarchy of degrees of perfection and divinity. Such claims are difficult to pro e or 

disprove. In fact, he admitted that it is unreasonable to demand scientific exactitude 

in ethical judgements as in mathematics. 

Aristotle set out to find out the end of political science or "the highest of all 

the goods pursued in action. '10 

2.4 Eudaimonia 

Admittedly, most people concur with Aristotle that the good is eudaimonia or 

happiness. For "both the many and the cultivated call it happiness and suppose that 

living well and doing well are the same as being happy. " 11 However, they disagree 

b 12 
a out what happiness is and the many do not gjve the same answer as the wise. 



There ar di rse con eptions of happm s. An otle- c n ptt n f happm 

one of them. o there is a need to define happiness b for an conclu ion about the 

happiest life for human being can be rea hed. But th re 1 not one d finttlon of 

happines : there are man_ definitions of happiness. "F r the man} thrnk it ts 

something obvious and e ident e.g. pleasure. wealth or hon ur orne thinking one 

thing others another, and indeed the same person keep changing hts mmd mce in 

sickness he think it is health, in poverty wealth. And \ h n they are conscious of 

their own ignorance the admire an one who speaks of something grand and beyond 

them." 1 Happine s, then se ms to mean different things to dtfferent people and 

sometimes e en to the same p rson depending on one's circumstances. This uggests 

that the meaning of happiness is relati e to indi iduals and circumstanc s. Happiness 

seems to be an ambiguous concept because it means different things to different 

people. Are the different conceptions of happin ss reconcilable? If happiness reall 

has many meanings then the problem that ari es is that of identifying it trUe meaning, 

if indeed there is such a thing as the true meaning of happiness. This implies that 

there is a 'false meaning too. In this ca e the latter is a contradiction in term for a 

false meaning' means a meaning which is not the real meaning and therefore it is 

not a meaning at all. If happiness means different things to different people, then it is 

a subjecti e condition and relativism applies to it. In this case. we cannot say that 

someone is happier than another since there are different conceptions of happiness 

and there is no way of comparing them, unless we choose one standard of comparison 

arbitrarily. 

Aristotle went on to say that some wise people like Plato 'think that besides 

these man goods there is some other good that is something in itself, and also causes 
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all these goods to be go ds. '1 e ertheless Ari totle reJ cted Plato d trin of the 

Fonns or Ideas and dismis ed it as irrele ant for the know! dge f the g d There is 

no Platonic Form of the good that is suppo ed to b good in itself. 

Aristotle discussed only the most pre alent beliefs or tho e that are backed by 

cogent arguments. He observed that people's conceptions of the go dare reasonably 

derived from the kinds of life they lead. He outlined the most fa ourite and pre alent 

kinds of life, namely, the life of pleasure the political life and the philo ophical life. 

But he barely mentioned the life of making money. In his iew, thes were the most 

prominent and popuJar kinds of life. In this thesis l have discussed them in turns in 

the subsequent chapters. 

What is the good Aristotle was looking for? What could it possibly be? For 

him, it seemed to be' one thing i!l action or craft and another thing in another~ for it 

is one thing ·in medicine, another in generalship, and so on for the rest. ' 15 But in all 

these cases the good is certainly "that for the sake of which the other things are done· 

and in medicine this is health, in generalship ictory, in house-building a house in 

another case something else, but in every action and decision it is the end, since it is 

for the sake of the end that e eryone does the other things." 16 Thus, it seems as if 

there are as many goods as there are different acti ities since there are man ends that 

correspond to many activities. If this is the case then it is possible that there i not 

one particular good that is the end of alJ these activities, contrary to Aristotl 's 

supposition. The question that concerns us here is this: What is the good of human 

action? In trying to answer this question we must, of course, assume that the good of 

human action exists and that knowing it or finding it, is the problem . 
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Ther fore ... if there 1 . om end of v f}thin ... that 1 pur u d m a u n. rim 

Will be the g d pursued 1n a tton· and tf there are mor nd rh 11 on . th ,e ''ill be 

the goods pursued in action.'' 7 But th que tion i tht : are th r man · ultimate nd 

or nly one ultimate end? Thu the ultimate nd rna eon artt ular g d r many 

goods. This is one of the perennial problem of philo ph}, that t th 

problem. Th problem is thi : has human acti n one go d r man g od as tl 

ulttmate end? The question that ari es th n is wheth r the go d is mgl or plural. 

Did Ari totle b lie e that the g od and~ by implication udwmoma or happiness 

consists in one good or more than one good? That t the maner. Whale er th ca ~; 

rna be the good i the high st nd. But th concept of th g d still ne ds 

clarification. Th fact that Aristotl u ed the hypoth ttcal form of argumentatton · tf 

then ', implies that the good rna or rna not • xist. ln cas it d es n t e 'i t, the 

search for it is an exercise in futility. Aristotle s em d undecided as to whether the 

good existed or not. He pres nt d a hypoth tical ca e. Howe er for the ·purpo e of 

argumentatio~ he did well to as ume that such an nd exi t d, othen-\1 e it would b 

needless to look for it. H also appeared to b und id d as far a th nature of th 

good ' as concerned· he eemed to doubt whether th good was one or man . It is 

this indecision as well as equivocatton that hav gi en rise to th philo ophical 

controversy surrounding the corr ct interpretation of his conception of the good. He 

eemed to be non-committal on this matter. 

According to Aristotl there were man different kinds of ends. Some of 

them are chosen for the ake of something other than themsel es. For example, 

w alth and instruments are means of achie ing oth r ends. Such ends are said to be 

incomplete. The complete ends are those that are pursued for themsel es. And the 
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good is not an incomplete end· it i thought of as the m st complete end meaning that 

there are degrees or arieties of completeness, with the I wer ones at the bottom of 

the hierarchy of completeness and the highest one s at the top of it. 

But the best good is apparentJ something complete Hence. if onl one end is 
complete, this will be what we are looking for. and if more than one are complete. 
The most complete of these will be what we are loolcing for. An end pursued in 
itself, we say, is more complete than an end pur ued because of something el • 
and an end that is never cboiceworthy because of something else is more complete 
than ends that are choiceworthy both in thernsel es and because of this end, and 
hence an end that is always choiceworthy, and also choiceworthy in it elf, never 
becau e of something else, i unconditionally complete. ow hap pine more than 
anything else seems unconditionally complete, since we always choo e it, and also 
choose it because of itself, never because of something else.18 

Aristotle assumed that the good was something complete or the most complete end, if 

there were many ends that are complete. There is an apparent uncertainty about the 

question whether there is only one complete good or \ hether there are many 

complete goods, though Aristotle .wrote as if there was only one such good. He 

supposed that if there were many complete ends, there had to be one that was the best 

of them aU by virtue of its being the most complete. In this case, the possibility that 

al l these purported ends could be equally complete with none of them being more 

complete than the other was ignored. Maybe the most complete end must necessari ly 

exist among complete ends. If they are really equally complete then it is self-

contradictory to suppose that one of them is more complete than the rest, unless there 

are degrees of completeness. If that is the case, none of them will be more or Jess 

complete than others. But what does it mean to say that something is more or less 

complete? If something can be more complete tbis seems to suggest that it is simply 

incomplete because it has a capacity to accommodate more of what it lacks. It is 

incomplete if it is not perfectly complete. But it would seem as if completeness does 

not admit of degrees at all. In this case, something is either complete or incomplete. 
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If 1t i n mpl te th n it 1 me mpl te an if it i n t m mpl t • th n it i 

complet Anstotle consider d th po ibih d gr f 

asid th qu stion of the numb r of c mpl t end 'A'hat t m ant b 

'complet in this case? Can concepts uch as the c nc pt f happm atd t b 

complet in the ordinary ns of the term? 

There are three categories of g d.s: tho that are pursued r th ake of 

other go d.s · tho e that are sought for their own ake a well a forth ake f other 

goods~ and tho e that are desired exclusi el for them elves (for the ake of nothing 

other than themsel es . The first category of go ds i aid to b le omplet than 

the intennediate one and the third is the clas of th most c mplete go ds. But to 

assum that th most compl te end e ists i t a that there are d gr e of 

completeness. That is, goods are arranged in an ascending ord r of gradation \ ith the 

less complete ones at the bottom of th s ries and the more compl te one at the 

higher levels of the hierarchy. But the qu tion one rnmg the numb r antJ the natur 

of the mo t complete good s still remain since it i not clear \ hether it i one 

single) g odor one compound good or whether th r are man plural) but distinct 

goods. 

The go d is said to be eudamzonia or happiness. Although e ery irtue such 

as honour, pleasur , and und rstanding is al\ ay cho en for itself, it is also chosen for 

the sake of happiness. Supposedly we can achi e happiness by their means. 

However, ·'happin ss ... no one e er chooses for their sake or for the sake of 

anythtng else at all. 19 The good is suppos d to be complete and self-sufficient. o ts 

happmess. It is only happiness that seems to m et the two conditions of the good, that 

is completeness and self-sufficiency. Happiness is said to be self-sufficient since 'all 
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by itself it makes a life choice orth and lacking n thmg .. ~o B ide • happm s t 

the most choiceworthy good 

Since it is not counted as one good among man If1t '"ere counted one 
among many, then, clear! , we think that the addition of the malle t of good 
would make it more cboiceworth , for the mall est good that is added becom an 
extra quantity of goods so creating a good larger than the original good. and the 
larger of two goods is alway more choicewonh But we do not think any 
addition can make happiness more choiceworthy, hence it is mo t choiceworth ~ 1 

As ''the end of the things pursued in _action happiness eems to be 'something 

complete and self-sufficient "22 The meaning of the good still ne ds clarification: 

But presumably the remark that th best good i happiness is apparentl omething 

generally agreed, and what we miss is a clearer statement of what the be t good is. 23 

Many people unanimously agree that the good is happiness though they disagree on 

the meaning of happiness. 

2.5 The human function 

For Aristotle, the best human good could presumably be found b looking for the 

human function. The presumed good for a human b ing eems to depend on his 

function, like the good for a flutist, a scuJptor and craftsman depends on their 

function. This function must be peculiar to human beings· it is unique. It cannot be 

the life of nutrition and growth because humans share this with plants. Neither can it 

be a life of sense experience for this is also shared with animals. It is as if 

commonality is inferior to uniqueness. Individuality is superior to communality. 

Therefore, ' the remaining possibility, then, is some sort of life of action of the 

part of the soul that has reason. Now this part bas two parts, which have reason in 

different ways, one as obeying the reason in the other part, the other as itself having 

reason and thinking. We intend both. Moreover, ljfe is also spoken of in two ways as 
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capacit) and a a tivit \and we mu t take a human being ci 1 functi n to b hfe 

as acti\ lty, smce th1 ems to be called lite t a fuller e. t nt."· ri totle defined the 

function of man as .. the soul' acti ity that e ·pres s r ason a. it elfha\ing rea on or 

requires rea on as obe ring reason .... . O\ \\C take the human fun tion to be a certain 

kind of life, and take this life to be the sour a ti ity and actions that e:prt.:ss reason 

... the excellent man·s function 1 to do this fine! and \\Cil .. Th human go d turns 

out to be the soul s acti ity that e presses 1 rtue. Ancl if there are more v1rtues than 

one. the good will e ·press the est and mo t compl te virtue. 1 t rcO\·er. it w11l be in 

a complete life. '"25 Here Anstotle is obviously doubting wh ther there i one irtue or 

more. I ere is another problem: the human funct10n con ists m the actt\ 11 • of the soul 

in accordanc ''-ith one virtue or many virtues, whate er the as rna be. This is et 

another instance of Aristotle·s ind ci ion. It i the same problem of one and many in 

as far as the highest good(s) for human beings i 'are concerned. 

2.6 Divi ion of good 

Goods may as well be grouped as external good , goods of the body and goods of the 

soul. 26 The latter .. are said to be goods to the fullest ext nt and most of aiL and the 

soul's actions and a tivities are ascribed to the soul.' 27 Aristotle acknowledged that 

this account of the good is a belief agreed upon b_ ancient phiJo oph rs. The good 

turns out to be an activity as opposed to a state and it is a good of the soul. "The 

belief that the happy person li es \ elJ and does well in action also agrees with our 

account, since we ha e virtually said that the end is a sort of li ing well and doing 

well in action. Further all the features that people look for in happiness appear to be 

true of the end described in our account. For to some people it seems to be irtue ~ to 

others intelligence; to others some sort of wisdom· to others again it seems to be 
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these, or one of these, involving pleasur r reqUJring n addition: and oth r add in 

external prosi)erity as well. '2 Some of these view are traditionally h ld b · many 

' h1le others are held by fe, famous wise men. F r "it1 rca onabl fi reach group to 

be not entirely in error, but correct on one point at least, ore en on most pomts.''29 

Aristotle's account is in line \\ith the Yie\ that happiness 1s virtue m general 

or a particular virtue. For the "activity expressing irtue i proper to virtue."30 The 

life of action is said to be intrinsicall. pleasant. "For being pi a ed is a c ndition of 

the soul , hence included in the a tivity of the soul ... Then actions xpre sing the 

'irtues are pleasant in themsel es.··'' 

Contrary to the suggestion of the Del ian inscription, happines is the be t the 

fi n st and the most pi asant. These three fi atures are not distin!,ruishable. "For all 

three features are found in the st a~tivities, and happiness we say is these activities, 

or rather one ofthem, the best one.''32 The emphasis is mine. Here..- e encounter et 

another instance of Aristotle s indecision concerning the question whether the good is 

single or plural. Aristotle seemed to b undecided as to whether it consists in one 

good or many goods. That is the matter upon ' hich the proponents of the dominant 

interpretation of eudaimoniu and the advocates of the incJusi e view of it di agree. 

That is, happiness is either one particular thing or a compound whole made up of 

many particular parts, or it is something lse. 

The activity of happiness requires e ::ternal goods as ' eJI "since we cannot, or 

cannot easily, do fine actions if we Jack the resources ... further, depri arion of certain 

externals - e.g. good birth, good childr n, beauty-mars our bles edness; for we do not 

altogether ha e the character of happiness if we look utterly repulsive or are ill-born, 

solitary or childless, and have it even less presumably if our children or friends are 
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total! bad, or were 12ood but ha~ e died:·· H ppin m t ne d addnion I 

pro penty as a human b mg one '"hoi happy al one ds e.'t mal pro pcnty.1 A a 

philosoph r. the happ) per on cannot phtlo opht on an cmpt; tomach' He needs 

food too In order to feed, he needs mont: ·, especiall 1f he It e in the cit~. But in 

order to ha\e money. he needs to acquire ll som h w. In other ''ord . he need to 

ha e a source or ource of income. For he i a human bemg li\ ing in a human 

soc1ety. This 1 why some people identif_ happin s "'ith good fortune whtlt! other 

identify it with virtue. 

2.1 The cau e of happine 

Anstotle wa also concerned about the causes of happmess lie pomted out that the 

"[question ab ut the role of fortune] ratses a puzzle: Is happmess acqturcd b) 

learning, or habituation, or by ome other form f cultivation? Or i it the rc ult of 

some di me fate. or even of fortune? .r Assuming that the gods &rive gifts to men, it 

rea onable for them to g1ve people happme for th1 1s the best of all human go d . 

But even if it is not sent by the gods. but instead result from v1nuc and some on 
of learning or cultivation. happiness appears to be one of the most divine thing . 
ince the prize and goal of vinue appears to be the best good. something divine 

and blessed Moreo er ifhappiness come in this way it will be wide! shared: for 
anyone who is not deformed in hi capacit ' for inue will be able lO achieve 
happiness through some son of learning and attention And since it is better to be 
happy in this way than because of fonune, it is reasonable for this to be the way we 
become happy For whatever is natural is naturally in the finest state pos ible, and 
so are the products of crafts and of every other cause, especiaJiy the be t cau e. 
and it would be seriously inappropriate to emrust what i greate 1 and fine 1 to 
fortune 36 

According to Aristotle happiness was ··a certain sort of activity of the soul expressing 

virtue, [and hence not a product of fortune]; and some of the other goods are 

necessary conditions [of happiness] others are naturally u eful and co-operati e as 

in truments [but are not parts of it.]"37 Now it seems as if Aristotle made up his mind 
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that happiness has not a compound of J s. ln th1 ca e. it a ar to b a ingle 

good, and not a compound one. He contended thus: 'thts c nclusi n agree with our 

opening remarks. For ' e took the goal of political scien e to b the: t good~ and 

most of its attention is d ote to the character of the citiz ns, to make them good 

people who do fine action , which is reasonable if happiness depend on virtue, not 

on fortune.' 8 

According to Aristotl , 'e are- rational animals but no animal hould be 

regarded as happy because animals cannot share in this kind of activity, that is, 

animals do not and cannot reason. ot e en children can be properly satd to be 

happy: 'for the same reason a chtld is not happy either, since his age pre ents him 

from doing these sorts of actions; and if he is called happy, he is being congratulated 

because of anticipated ble sedne S2 ince, as we ha e aid, happinc s requtre b th 

complete virtue and a complete life.''39 The contention that animals and chtldren 

cannot be happy is contrary to the common belief that they can b happy and the 

common practice of calling them happy whenever lhe show sigrtS of happiness. for 

Aristotle, a complete life was necessary for happiness. Howe er, one might want to 

know how complete a complete life is or should be. If a complete life means a long 

life this does not yet settle the question; for one may still wonder how long such a life 

should be. No age-limit seems to be long enough. Happiness endures. Happiness is 

permanent Since it is stable, it does not fluctuate as much as a person s fortunes. So 

if a person's happiness depends on his fortunes he will be like a chameleon. His 

happtn ss will vary according to the \ariation of his fortunes. For sometimes he is 

fortunate but at other times he is unfortunate. Therefore, in this case, it would mean 

that he is sometimes happy and at other times unhappy. Hence "it is quite wrong to 



be guid db) someones fonunes For hi doing w~ll r badly d n 1 r t n them: 

though a human life. a we aid, need thc.:se added it L thc.: acti\ itie c ·pre. sang 

\'inue that c ntrol happiness. and the contrary acti nies that control tt contrary: 0 A 

happy person Is not unstable. The per on 1 ah a happy. here 1 no fluctuation of 

the person's happines uch happine s does n t vary ~ ith different c1rcum tances. 

The person 1s not happy and unhappy at different time But 1t ' ould se m that the 

person· s bappmess does admit of degrees of perfection d pending on the mode of his 

contemplation. The happ person is a stable person. The person maintains the same 

character throughout a lifetime. But that is human! 1mp ss1ble. ·-r r alway • or 

more than anything el , he ' itJ do and study the actions expre sing irtue. and will 

bear fortune most finely in every way and in all cond1tion appropriately , smc he is 

truly ·good, foursquare and blameless··..tl 

Since a irtuous person does not perform "hateful and base" acti,it1cs, such a 

person can ne\ r become mi erable.4~ For ''it i acti,ities that control life: ·.n And a 

•·truly good and intelligent per on, ... wtll bear strokes of fortune uitably, and from 

his resources at any time will do the finest actions:-~" H or she will bear stroke of 

misfortune equally v ell and with composure and confidence. The happy per on will 

b consi tent and he 'viii not be subject to fluctuation. He ' ill not be shaken ea ily 

from his happiness b an· misfortune. But he can be shaken from it b r many great 

misfortunes: " .. . and from these a return to happiness will take no hort time: at best, 

it \\Ill take a long and complete length of time that includes great and fine 

successes. '"'5 Whatever Aristotle meant by a 'complete length of time' i not quite 

clear T1me mtght probabl be complete. Many different answers can be gi en in 

response to this question: how long is a long life?' 
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imilarly what is meant by complet inu n t qune 1 ar though the 

happy person is said to be 'one who e ·pre ses complete irtu in hts acttvtties. ·>46 He 

has a sufficient amount of external go d to last a whole lifetim . Perhap \! e should 

add that he will "also go on living this wa and ill come to an appropriate end. "'7 

Whatever this end m ans? 

Happiness is the end that is complete in all ways. • Hence we' 1ll say that a 

living person who bas, and will keep, th-e goods we mentioned is blessed, but blessed 

as a human being is.'..ts For instance, happiness, unlike justice, is not praiseworthy. 

But it is counted as ... ' ·blessed as something better and more godlike than anything 

that is praised.'.49 According to Eudoxus ... only the god and the good ha e this 

superiority since the other g ods are prais d by r ference to th m (e rything is 

praiseworthy. )"50 

Given what has been said so far, happin ss turns out to be "something 

honourable and complete. 51 Furthennore, 'happiness is an origin~ for the origin is 

what we aiJ aim at in all our other actions~ and we take the origin and caus of goods 

to be something honourable and divine. '52 Happiness is an origin in the Aristotelian 

sense of its being a final cause. 

[n Aristotle s view, one cannot be said to be happy while one is asleep since 

happiness is not a state but an activity. Neither can a hopeless and miserable life be 

described as a happy life. Happiness is 'choiceworthy in itself, not for something 

else. It is one of those acti ities that are choiceworthy' in themselves. It is not found 

among the other kind of activities that are only ·cboiceworthy' for the sake of other 

ends. Funber, it is self-sufficient since it lacks nothing and ' nothing further beyond it 

is sought from it '5 It is taken to be the end at which all human beings aim, 



indt 'du U\ 1.. n t tie rgu d that .. hap m~: . th n 1 n t f; und in 

amusem nt~ r n ,., uld a urd i th end '' r~ mu m~nt nd ur Itt ·I ng 

eff n and uffi ring atm d at amu ing ur I· r ' ra ucally 

me It 1 (th end, but n u 

work an t tl nl~ at arnu ment. appear tuptd and hildi h .. 

Happin nsi t in a -.:irtuou life of actt n. n t m r amu ment r pa ttme . 

al o clatmed that a sla\ could n t hare in happmc Ma_ b he th u •ht 

b caus th Ia ish li e wa that f suffering and m1 ·cry. H wever \\c an argue, t 

the contrary that t thee tent that happin i the end f human a t1 n and in far 

as a Ia is a human betng ~ngaged m p rfi rrning activttic that ar~ really human 

th rc i n ju tifia re. n for dcn_tng that he an be happ lh ugh it rna) trll be 

argued that a slav a a Ia cannot be happy, tht latm i que t1 nablt.: because 

h cannot s parat himself. a it ' r . from his human it~' tmilarl~, An t tie ' ·ould 

not ha childr n to b called happy nth gr und that happme lasts a c mplete life 

span y t children hav not t attain d it. An \vhen th ) are called happ~ the! are 

merel b tng congratulated for their potential happincs r ble sedness. The may be 

amu d but not happ . Thi laim contradict omm n kno' ledge· ' e rdmaril 

ascnb happines to babie , let al ne children. For in tance "'hen children smile and 

laugh. w presum th m to b happ . I say ·pr sume .. b cau e a smile r laughter 

doe not necessarily m an happine s. For someon . a an actor may feign hap iness 

b~ pret ndmg to be smiltng or laughino. However, for ri tot] happine s doe n t 

mean the same thing as amu ement. We ha e al o not d that e en animals would not 

qualify, in ristotl 's view, t be call d happ for the lack the faculty of rea on, th 

dtsttnctive feature of human b ings (for him. man is a rational animal). But e en this 



claim i subj ect to d bate. It is a debatable or contr e ial pomt. \ e can n 1ther 

prove nor dispro e the claim that animal can b happ · anymore than \ · can prove or 

disprove the claim that animals think. Whether animal can b happ r not depends 

on the meaning of happiness in question. If happiness means human happiness then 

ani mals cannot d finitely be happ becau e they are n t human beings. This seems to 

be what Aristotle had in mind in den ing that animals can be happy. 

N evertheless, animals seem to -ha e orne degree of rationality rhough it 

appears to be lower than that of man. In any case it eems difficult, if not 

impossible, to prove beyond reasonable doubt that animal do not ha\e reason. 

Therefore, it seems unreasonable and unfair to claim that animals are without reason. 

In Aristotle s iew it is reasonable that happiness as a virtuou acti ity should 

be an expression of the superior i!fue of the best good. That is, th understanding 

or \ ha te er else seems to be the natural ruler and leader and to understand what is 

fine and divine, but being itself either di ine or the most di ine lement in us."55 

Complete happiness consists in the proper expression of the irtue of the 

understanding. That is, the actj ity of stud) . '56 Study seems to be the most self-

sufficient activity. This acti ity is supreme since the understanding is the supreme 

element in man. The objects of knowledge are the supreme elements of the 

understanding. FurtheiDlore, "it is the most continuous activity which men are 

l f 
. . 51 

capab e o engagmg m. 

2.8 Leisure, pleasure and happiness 

Leisure entails happiness. Pleasure is an accompaniment of happiness. The acti ity 

of understanding seems to be "superior in excellence because it is the activity of 

study aims at no end beyond itself and has its own proper pleasure, which increases 
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the acti\ tty. Further. elf- uffictenc . I 'isur , un ·an d a th ity (a ar a i pos ible 

for a human bemg}, and an other fi atures a nbed t the ble cd per on, are 

evident!) features of this activit :·> ts not a charactcn tic 

feature of happiness, the complete happiness of a human being mvol e the activity of 

tud_ that lasts throughout a complete lifetime. As Aristotle admltt d. "su h a litt: 

would be superior to the human level. for someone willli it not in o far as he is a 

human b ing, but in so far as he has some divine element in him. And th acti\ity of 

this di ine element is as much superior to the activity e ·pressing the rest of virtue as 

this elem nt is uperior to the compound. Hence if und rstanding 1 omethmg dtvine 

in comparison with a human being, so also will the life that expres es understanding 

be di ine in comparison with human life."5
'J 

But the reference to 'the compound' m thi ca e seems to uggest that 

happiness is a compound or a composite whole. Jt seems to lend credence to the 

inclusi e thesi . For Aristotle, we should think in term of immortalny-a much a 

possible, and not merely of mortal things on account of ur mortal being. We hould 

endeavour · to li e a life that expresse our supreme element: for however much this 

element may lack in bulk, by much more it surpasses everything in pow r and 

value." Aristotle argued that since th understanding is the identity of e eryone who 

has developed this element, 'it would be absurd, then, if he were to choose not his 

own life. but something else's.''61 For him, the characteristic nature of something was 

'·supremely best and pleasantest for it; and hence for a human being the life 

expressing understancting wiJl be supremely b st and plea antest if understanding 

above all is the human being. This life, then, will also be happiest The life 

expressing the other kind of virtue [i.e. the kind concerned with action] is [happiest] 
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m a secondary "vay becau e the activities e rpre mg th1 vmu are human: 2 

Intelligence is intertwined with irtues of character that are als as octated with 

fe lings. 'Since the virtues of the compound are human irtue . the life and the 

happiness e pressing these virtues is al o human. The irtue of understanding, 

hO\ ever, is separated (from the compound.) .6J The latter is divine. 

Happiness is seen to be 'the human acti ity that is most akin to the gods. ,,64 

Happiness is both human and divine. it is\ hat man has in common with Aristotte·s 

gods. It consists in the activity of study or contemplation. Other animals do not share 

in happiness since they are devoid of the act of stud : ·for the whole life of the gods 

is blessed, and human life is blessed to the extent that it has something resembling 

this sort of activity; but none of the other animals is happy, because none of them 

shares in study at all. Hence happiness extends just as far as study extends, and the 

more someone stucties, the happier he is, not coincidentally but in so far as he studies, 

since study is valuable in itself. And so (on this argument happiness will be some 

kind of study.',65 

Nevertheless, the idea that happiness is contemporaneous with study is rather 

odd. It can be objected that there is no happiness is studying as such. Rather, it is the 

consequent results of study that may yield benefits that make us happy. Indeed, too 

much study may be detrimental to health. For 'too much of something is dangerous.' 

There is no guarantee that one will be happy when one studies something. Hence, we 

can say, on the contrary, that excessive study can easiJy lead to weariness and 

unhappiness. There are many people who suffer from mental illnesses as a result of 

too much study. For instance there is a proverb that states that 'he that increaseth 

knowledge increasetb sorrow. ,,66 Although most things seem to have both advantages 



as well a dtsad\antages, Ari totle emphasised the m nt of stud) but tgn red it 

demerits. Fore ·ample, t o much learning can lead to undestrable con cquenc 

Furthermore, Aristotle ·s view is anthropomorphic in it a nb" the human 

acu ity of stud or contemplation to the gods Although men arc known to 

contemplate, it i not clear whether these gods, granted that they e ·tst, do 

contemplate at all! Aristotle indulged in the orthodox Greek mythology. lle t ok the 

existence of the gods for granted. 

But the happ person needs other goods as well in so far a he i a human 

being living in a community.r.7 Since he is not natural! self-sufficient for stud , ''he 

needs a healthy body and needs to ha e food and the other services pro tded.''M1 The 

happy p rson I ads a \ trtuous life ' ith a moderate uppl of e ·temal go d . ·· olon 

sure! describ d happy people well, when he said the had been moderately supplied 

\'rith external goods, had done what he regarded as the finest action and had lived 

their lives temperately. For it is possible to have m derate pos essions and still to do 

the right actions. And Anaxagoras would seem to ha e supposed that the happ 

person was neither rich nor powerful, sine he said he would not be surpri ed if the 

happy person appeared an absurd sort of person to many. For the many judge by 

externals, ince these are all they p rceive.' 69 Aristotle thought that his argument wa 

acceptable to some wise people.70 Howe er, wise people also disagre among 

th msel es about important issues. Definitely not al1 wise people will accept it. So 

the fact that a few wise people have expressed the same view does not say much 

about its soundness. For him it seemed as if the gods showed most lo e to those 

whose activities expressed understanding and took care of it. That is, the 

philosophers. 
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For if the god pay some attention to human being . th em to, it "'ould be 
reasonable for them to take pleasure in what is best and mo t akin 10 them. namely 
tmderstanding: and reasonable for them 10 benefit in return th e who mo t of all 
like and honour understanding. on the assumption that these people attend to what 
is beloved by the gods and act correct! and tinel Clearly, all tlu 1 true of the 
wise person more than anyone else; hence he i most lo ed b the gods And it i 
likely that this same person will be hapf.ie t; hence the wise person will be happier 
than anyone else on this argument 100 

1 

Perhaps a better way of studying happiness is through the examination of 

inue since it has been described as 'an acti ity of the soul expre ing complete 

virtue. '72 Since human "happiness is an acti ity of the oul,' 7 and not that of the 

body, it is the appropriate human irtue and the human good. 

2.9 Self-sufficiency and completeness 

Aristotle reiterated the then popular iew that the end of human life is eudaimonia.14 

He says that it is 'self-sufficient and 'complete. For that matter, it lacks nothing at 

all. It is the same characteristics of self-sufficiency and completeness of eudwmoma 

that make some students of Aristotle suppose that euda~moma is an inclusive end for 

it contains' every requisite thing. Incidentally, others see in the same properties, the 

uniqueness and dominance of eudaimonia as it is said to be the mo. t complete and 

self-sufficient human goal. As such there is et another question to be answered here 

concerning the nature of eudaimonia; that is, whether it is a single end, a composite 

of many ends, an inclusive end, a dominant end, an exciusi e end, or some other type 

of end. Most people agree unanimously that the good is eudaimonia though they 

disagree about its mearung. They differ in their conceptions of eudaimonia. Aristotle 

stated his own view after considering the ordinary views concerning eudaimonia. He 

believed that the common views of eudaimonia are neither entirely wrong nor correct. 

However, they have one common weakness of identifying it with one good such as 

pleasure, honour, virtue, health and wealth. Such goods are its necessary, and not 
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uffi 1 nt, Londmon' (and n t ingre nt . In thi it u d a r a tf 

euJaimonia t n t n pamcular g d uch a pi Th1 

contradict th dominant mt rpretati n 

that An tot) d1 mi e the popular \ i w that iden ify it \\ 'th n 

But thi do not ne e sanl_ 1mpl that h1 ie\\ of emlumuma i th r fore 

compr h e. !~'udwmo1ua remain a ingle g d though 1t i n t identifiable with 

the go d \S,.lth \', hich peopl ordmaril · a ciat 1t. It i ha b n id nufied \\ 1th 

contemplation alone. 

As the h1ghe t human purpose, eudatmuma seem t b a 'd minant' rather 

than an 1nclus1 e end. It\ a pre ented a the on I nd that i not de 1r d for the ake 

of any1hing at all xc pt 1t I f. All oth r end are either pur ued for th akc of other 

end or both fi r th ir own sake a ' ell a fi r th ake f som thmg el ltimatel , 

aJI ends ar pursu d at least fi r the ake f eudwmoma. Thi sugge ts that the are 

inferior or subordinate to it in th hierarch of end at the top f wh1Ch there i a 

dominant eudwmoma Itself. nl udwmoma remam as the d mmant, supreme or 

superior nd of all other end . 

Arguabl Aristotle regard d the b st life purely as a life of theorw, a life of 

contemplation, a life of tudy, a a philo ophic or intellectual life. It is the lifl of a 

phil sopher. This t said to b a di ine hfl . The philo opher leads thi kind of lifi in 

o far as he pays most art ntion to the di ine element in him in a compl 1e life that is 

th mteJ lectual faculty or the understanding. However there is a misunder tanding 

concerning Aristotle's theory of the best life a much as about his theory of 

eudwmonra. For ther is a controver among cholars with regard to the question 

whether it is a ·mixed" life which includes other goods like moral irtue and 
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pleasure, for example Ari totle identifi d the best bfi "ith th pur uit of tudy or 

contemplation alone. But some scholars argue that for hun the b st hfe was the life 

of tudy alone while others contend that it is the p litical life or th hfc of ,.Jrtue); 

stiJJ others maintain that it is the political cum philosophical life. thers argue that 

the intellectual life was not the be t life for Aristotle. Henc it i important to fmd 

out and critically analyse the kind of life that Aristotle reall regard d as the best life 

before criticising it 

Aristotle seems to hav de iated from the highly speculati e charactenstic of 

ancient Greek philosophy by adopting a scientific or empirical method in hi 

discussion of ethical issues. He et out to define the nature of the good life for human 

beings not only by reflecting upon it, but by examining th practi al li e of ordinary 

people. He observed that peopl~ distinguished between 'good li es' and ·bad lives.' 

Both ways of life are characterised by happiness and unhappiness, respectively. 

Ha ing examined these lives, Aristotle arri ed at the conclusion that the·best life for 

man was the happiest life. For the good is happiness. A good life is a happy life. 

However, if there are many typ s of good li es, it follows that ther are also many 

kinds of happy lives. It may be asked how these li es compare, what the criterion of 

such comparison is, whether it is reall an accurate one and how one is supposed to 

go about choosing the best or the happiest life of all. Which one of these li es is, in 

fact, the best and. therefore, the happiest life? What does it mean to say that the good 

life is a happy life? What kind of life is a good or a happy life? What are the 

characteristics with whjch it is identifiable and by which it is definable? ls it a life of 

pleasure, success, fame, honour, irtue and what have you? What is the meaning of 
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happin ? dmarily, people m an dt er nt and t n ntradi tory thmg by 

happiness. Thus 1t IS difficult to tell \\ h1ch one of th sets th rr ct interpretation 

In the Etlu Aristotle undertook an analytical in e tigatton fth meanmg of 

bappine . He defined happiness as the activity f the soul in ace rdance \\ith p rfect 

vinue. This suggests that there i another sort of' irtue that is imperfe t. But thi 

definition of happiness is rather vague and ambiguous. 

ince it i couched in obscure terminology. In fact, it ha been a ource of 
puulement for philosophers for cenrurie , and variou interpretation of 1t have 
been offered A plausible interpretation. although not the onl one, i thi : 
Aristotle is stressing the fact that happine s is not omething which is tatic, but is 
an act1vit . Men tend to think that happine is something we arrive at-a certain 
fixed goal which awaits us if we behave in certain wa s Tho e who hold this view 
tend to think of happiness as an object of a certain sort. once we finish our tour 
through life' daily activities, so to speak. then we will ha\e arrived at this goal 
called happiness. But this is preci ely what Ari totle is denying Happine s i not a 
goal in this sen e. Rather, it's something which accompanies certain activities. 
in tead of being the goal of these activitie . Happines . a a characteri tic of men' 
li e , is something like persistence. A man v ho engages in a course of conduct 
persistently does not arri e at a goal called persistence ' Instead, it's a way of 
engaging in various activities of life .... 1f one engages in the e acti itie in a 
certain way, then we can declare him to be happy 7

j 

. 
Aristotle s ethical theory is a cJassical one for it addresses the issues concerning the 

good life for man and how human beings shouJd conduct them el es. 'Aristotle is a 

classical moralist in both senses. His response to the former is that ·the good life for 

man is a I iii of happiness.' As for the latter, he said that ' men ought to b have o as 

to achie e happiness' 76 Ho"V e er, it is still unclear e ·actly how people should 

beha e if the are to be happy. Perhaps Aristotle s formula of the Golden Mean is the 

answer to this question. Ideally, men should behave according to the principle of the 

Golden Mean, avoiding the two extremes of excess and deficiency but striking a 

balance between them if they want to be happy. This is the doctrine of moderation. 

The balance ma be a totally new virtue. It may be different from the excess and the 

deficiency. Further, the mean may ary from one individual to another since some 
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people are better at certain things than others and each type of m an 1 appropriate to 

each person though they are unequal. "All of the e ha e in common th fact that if 

men behave in accordance 'tb the mean, the will achie e happines . but there may 

be man ways of so beha ing, thus many \ ays of being happy .• m Indeed there are 

two kinds of mean, name! ', a relati e mean and an objecti e mean. 

Unlike Plato, sometimes Aristotle argued for moral relati ism. For him, it 

appears as if there are many ways of behaving well, for what appeals to on p rson 

may not appeal to a different person. 'Aristotle is both a relati ist and an empiricist 

in ethics. 78 His is a problematic, common sense, ethical theory. It is impossible for 

one to prove a priori the right way to Live. This is onl possible through actual 

experience and experimentat]on. 

Since the Ethics begins wiJh the defmition of the good as "that at which 

e erything aims," Aristotle assumed that everything aims at som thing whose 

existence is merely a conjecture. Such an end was presented as a real exrstent though 

it was Aristotle s postulate. If (a) there is some end of the things we pursue in 

actions which we wish for because of itself, and because of which we wish for other 

things· and (b) we do not choose everything because of something else, since (c) if we 

do, it will go on without limit, making desire empty and futile; then clearly d) this 

end will be the good, i.e. the best good. "79 Aristotle denied the possibility of an 

infinite regress since it would make desire empty and futile.' But he did not state the 

reason why desire should not be empty and futile. He did not explain \ hy the chain 

of ends must, if indeed it must~ end some' here and why everything should not be 

desired for the sake of something else. It does not follow necessariJy from the 

statement that if there is no infinite regression of ends, then there must be one 
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panicuJar end that i cho en for 1t sab.. and for th sak of' ·hich all oth r nd are 

ch en. For 1t i the e istence of the go d 1ts If that ne d t be pr ed, 1n the first 

pla e. How can it be kno\ m to be the ne for the ake of v~hich all th rend are 

pursued . In an case it is possible that there are more than one uch end. 1t can 

either be one end or one compound of man ends. In addition An totle u ed the 

conditional form of argumentation as shm n abo e yet he was convmct:d that the 

good really existed as a natural nd. 

The good is supposed to be the end of "the most controlling sc1 nee: the 

'master science.' 0r th 'ruling science,' that is, political s ience. For thi reason 

Ari totle 's Ethics is said to be some form of political science (though this is far from 

the truth in the modern usage of the term sine its end is the good. All th r cience 

are taken to be subordinate to political science as their ends are inferior to its end, that 

is, the good. It encompasses the ends of th other scienc . This means that there is a 

one-to-one correspondence between the hierarch of sciences on the orre hand and 

that of their ends, on the other. Aristotle claimed that although '·the good is the same 

for a ci as for an indi idual, still the good for a city is apparently a greater and more 

complete good to acquire.' 81 Political science is concerned with the common good of 

the citizens of a city or nation-state but the Hthic. deals with the good of individuals. 

The other kind of good is dealt with in the Politics. Here \ e are only concerned \vith 

the good for e ery indi idual. Presumably, the good for each individual is the good 

for us all - th.., common good. 

Aristotle was convinced that the 'knowledge of this good is also of great 

importance for the conduct of our lives, and if, like archers, we have a target to aim 

at, we are more likely to hit the right mark, than if we have nothing to aim at.82 
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Elsewhere, he said that it is foolish not to have on · ltfe organis d toward the 

achievement of some goal: not to have one· s Life organized in view of orne end is a 

mark of much folly. 3 So one ought to aim at the achievement of a particular goal in 

this life. 

Furthermore, Aristotle pointed out that the most people agree that the good is 

eudaimonia though they disagree about its meaning. 

As far as its name goes, most people virtually agree {about what the good is, 1 
since both the many and the cultivated call it happiness, and uppose that living 
well and doing weU are the same thing as being happy. But they disagree about 
what happiness is, and the many do not give the arne answer as the wise. For tbe 
many think it is something obvious and evident, e g. pleasure, wealth or honor, 
some thinking one thing, others another; and indeed the same per on keep 
changing his mind, since in sickness he thinks it is health, in poverty wealth. And 
when they are con cious of their own ignorance, t11ey admire anyone who speaks 
of something grand and beyond them. {Among the wi e, } howe er, some used to 
think that besides these many goods there is some other good that i omething in 
itseU: and also cau es all the e good to be goods. 84 

The preceding statement is a clear reference to Plato and his theory of Forms or ldeas 

that Aristotle criticised and dismissed as irrelevant in so far as the good is concerned. 

As such, there is no universal agreement on the meaning of eudaimonia· it seems to 

mean different things to different people. As Aristotle himself admitted, 'for some 

people it seems to be virtue, to others intelligence; to others again it seems to be 

these, or one of these, involving pleasure or requiring its addition· and others add in 

e rternal prosperity as well. "85 People's opinions upon this issue seem to vary from 

time to time and from place to place. Whatever one person regards as eudaimonia 

appears to be relative not only to one's spatio-temporal circumstances, but also one's 

physical condition. For instance, when one is sick one tends to think that the opposite 

of sickness, b.ealth, is the good. It may as well depend on one's socio-economic 



situation. For exam pi the po r rna suppo e that the g od n ist in th oppo ue of 

po erty. 

If people do not agree on the meaning of eudamwma as the goal of life. they 

cannot e en agree that one particular kind of life is the be t or the happ1est hfe. since 

their conception of this depends on their conception of eudamwma. Hence, there 

seem to be as many conceptions of the happiest life as there are dtfferent 

interpretations of eudaimonia. 

lf eudamwnia is the supreme end of e ery human activity, all other ends are 

merely means to it. But there is no unanimity among cholars concerning its 

meaning. There are at least t\! o categories of ends or goods that is, goods in 

themsel es or intrinsic goods, and extrinsic good r nds that areal o mean to other 

ends. An extrinsic end is pursued for the sake of another end while an intrinsic end is 

pursued for its own ake. According to Aristotle, there is yet another kind of end that 

is pursued both for its If as \ ell as for the sake of some other end. For·him, an end 

which is pursued for itself alone is better than an end which is pursued both for itself 

as well as for tbe sake of something else. Moreover, an end that is pursued both for 

itself as well as for the sake of something else is better than an end that i only 

pursued for the sake of something else. Therefore an end for the sake of whic;h all 

other ends are pursued an end that is only pursued for itself and not for the sake of 

an rth.ing else is said to be the best of the three kinds of end. Eudaimonia is said to be 

the only end of this kind. Is this a justifiable criterion of goocines ? What reason 

could Aristotle gi e for preferring it to other criteria? Aristotle claimed that there was 

on] one good that was pursued for its sake and which could ne er be pursued for the 

sake of any other thing, for it was the best of all goods, that is, eudaimonia. However, 



that does not yet solve the pr blem because be had to sho wh th r udmmoma was 

one good or a combination of many goods. There are other ends be id s eudamzoma 

which are also pursued for themsel es. But eudarmoma is aid to b the onl end that 

is never pursued for the sake of anything else. or Aristotle, although those ends-in­

themsel es may also be means to some other ends, they are, ultimate] , also means to 

eudaimonia. But eudaimonia is said to be the only end in itself that is als the end of 

all other (intrinsic and extrinsic) ends~ it is the only end that is not a means to any 

other end as there is no end beyond it. That is why it is called the supreme end. It is 

regarded as the highest of all other ends since it i the only one which is 

unconditionally 'complete (if not, then the most complete in case there are more 

than one complete end; though it doe not follow contrary to Aristotle s suggestion, 

that in this case there must be one ~f them that is superior to them all~ for some of 

them or all of them could be equal) and 'self-sufficient. Perhaps we should add, in 

the same vein, that if there are more than one self-sufficient good '(which i a 

possibility too then eudaimonia must b the most sufficient good. In both cases then, 

there are degrees of completeness as well as self-sufficiency. If that is the case then 

' e might as well be justified in concluding that what is complete or most complete is 

the same as what is self-sufficient or the most self-sufficient, in which case there is no 

need of distinguishing between the complete and the self-sufficient. Therefore, it is 

the 'most cboiceworthy' end. Human beings seek other goods, for example, money, 

only as means to eudaimonia. However, people do not aim at it as a means to 

anything else, for it is not a means to another end; it is an end in itself, a perfect end, 

the final good for human beings. Therefore, eudaimonia is sought strictly for its sake. 



Human beings aim at 1t as the end ofth bet hft . But it i dHli uh t pr ,e ''h th r 

one kind of I ife is better than another one. 

ince ther ar man ' intrinsic ends, It i not eas t Jd ntlf) the "b t' f th m 

all without making a value judgement. Aristotle aid that happme or •udaunoma 

(that is ' ell-being is the best end Furthermore. he seem to claim ac ordmg t one 

interpretation that the happiest life, or the best life IS the life of tlzeorta or 

contemplation. It is a philosophical life. The philo oph r is sa1d t e the happie t 

per on since he makes the best use of the highest faculty of a human bemg name! , 

the understanding. Jt ha a di ine origin. This i the element that constitutes the 

essential difference between human beings and beast . Hence the Aristot !ian a. ing 

that Man is a rational animal.· Aristotl ' s i w ems to be eliti tor int II ctual. 

Now, it is doubtful whether all human beings aim at, or ought onl to aim at, 

one final goal or man , goals. let alone the question ' hether or not people naturally 

stri e for or should aspire to, eudaimoma in particular or some other errd. Ari totle 

assumed that eudaimonia was the ultimate end pur ued b all human beings. A a 

matter of fact it is not clear whether there is one common ultimate goal that al l 

human beings naturall aim at or ought to seek. It is difficult to tell whether people 

aim at a single ultimate end that is the best of all ends or at multiple, different, but 

equall good ends. A Burton Porter puts it, tber may not be an end for which 

everything is intended or an inherent purpose that all things must fulfil ... There may 

not be a purpose to anything aside from the artifacts man creates pecificall to erve 

some purposes. Human beings in particular may not ha e a function aside from a 

self-created one. Perhaps we ha e no intrinsic function or calling or purpose that can 

be disco ered through introspection and subsequent] actualized. The entire 
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approach of eeing objects arurnals, or peopl in term of funcnon rna ' be wrong­

beaded .86 This is an anthropocentric approach. Aristotle tned to convince us that 

human beings too ha e one particular function as djfferent parts of the bod seem to 

have their specific uses. 

Well, perhaps we shall find the bet good if we first find the function of a human 
being. For just as the good, i.e. {doing } well , for a flauti t, a sculptor. and every 
craftsman, and, in general, for whate er has a function and {characteristic} action, 
seems to depend on its function, the same seems to be true for a human being, if a 
human being bas some function ... Then do the carpenter and the leatherworker 
ha e their functions and actions, while a human being has none, and i by nature 
idle, without any function? Or, just as eye, hand, foot and, in general, every 
{bodily} part apparently has its functions, may we likewise ascribe to a human 
being some function besides all of theirs? What, then, could thi be? For Jiving is 
apparently shared with plants, but what e are looking for i the pecial function 
of a human being; hence we should set aside the life of nutrition and growth. The 
life next in order is some sort of life of sense-perception· but this too is apparently 
shared, with horse, ox and every animal. The remaining possibility, then, i some 
sort of life of action of the {part of the soul} that has reason 7 

Here, Aristotle tried to persuade h.is audience to accept the claim that a human being 

has a definite function just as every part of a body has a function. Perhaps the 

function of a man is to fulfil a man-made purpose or the purpose of bis maker in 

creating him. Yet different people may ha e djfferent purposes and, therefore, 

ruverse functions. This issue raises the question whether aU human beings have the 

same human purpose whether the human purpose is the same as the di ine purpose 

for him, or not. Does a human being have a purpose, an artificial or divine purpose? 

Assuming that we have a purpose, we shouJd live in such a way as to acrueve it. 

Therefore, the question that we need to answer is this. What is our purpose and how 

can we achie e it? 

For Aristotle, the purpose or function of a human being is to make use of his 

understanding excellently as the purpose of a knife, for example, is to cut well. 

Ne ertheless, it may be impossible to prove the purpose of a human being beyond any 
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reasonable doubt. 1aybe human bemg ba e various fun Lion tmtlarl) . the same 

knife may be us d for different purposes. ristotle ugee ted that tht: pr per fun tton 

of om thing is it e ence its defining baract risttc or it natur (that \ hich make 

it what it is . Howe er, even if it is assumed that man has h1 specific function 

Anstotle s conception of the proper function of man rna · till be d1sputed together 

with his conception of the nature of man. The true nature and function of man needs 

to be established. Aristotle sets out to pro e the cx1stence of omething. name! the 

good, whose existence he takes for granted thereb begging the question. 

There is no uni ersal agreement on what .L the b st human ltfi . For that 

reason, the best life (according to Aristotle) is not necessaril the best life for 

e eryone. Similar!', what was the happiest life for Aristotle then n ed not be the 

happiest life for everyone else now. lt is assumed that the best life is the same as the 

happiest Ji fe . There is not an accurate way of pro ing beyond an reasonable d ubt 

' hat 'the best life really is because the term best i ague and ambiguotl . There is 

need to know whether the happiest life or the best life i the political life. the life of 

enjoyment the life of making money, the intellectual life, or orne other kind of life. 

But the best life cannot be detennined to the sati faction of everyone because 

e eryone has a different conception of the best life. For some scholars at least, the 

intellectual life seems to be the best and the happiest life from Ari totle 's point of 

view. This is said to be the life of a philosopher. It is supposed to be a divine life. 

2.10 Intellectual and moral Virtues 

Although Aristotle defined eudamwnia as an acti ity of the soul that expresses virtue, 

he seemed to complicate the matter by distinguishing between two fonns of virtue, 

namely 1rtues of character which are acquired through habituation and intellectual 



virtues " hich are taught. So it is not clear whether euda1m m 'l i an ethical 1rtu or 

an intellectual virtue or both. 

In so far as ethics is concerned, the distinction betwe n moral and mtell ctual 

virtues seems arbitrary. Maybe it is possible t be int llectually , irtuous without 

being morally virtuous, or morally virtuous without being intellectually irtuou . For 

some authors~ it is impossible but for others it is possible. According to this study, it 

is possible to know the truth about what is good or right and still lack the neces ary 

will to bring it to pass. One may know what is right but refuse. t perform it. 

However, someone might argue that the two are bound together. One may 

argue that if one is irtuous intellectually, one must also be morally irtuous, 

otherwise it is not the case that one is intellectually virtuous. And if one is morally 

virtuous, one must also be v~nuou intellectua1Jy, otherwise one i not virtuous 

moralJy. In this case, theoretical and practical virtues are inter-linked. When one is 

theoretically wise one is also expected to be practically wise and if one i's practically 

wise one should also be theoretically wise, otherwise one is not wise at all. 

In this case goodness or virtue involves both intellect and character. Who er 

is good intellectually should also be good morally and whoe er is good morally 

should also be good intellectually. Whoever is bad morally is supposed to be bad 

intellectually too. And whoever is bad intellectually should also be bad morally. 

When you know the right, you will do it, aU things being equal, thanks to Plato. 

Otherwise you cannot be justified in claiming to know the right thing to do. If you do 

what is not right, it is only because you do not know the right thing to do! This is an 

ideal situation In practical life, there are people who know what ought to be done 

but do not do it In fact, there are many people who know the right thing to do but do 
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th op sit of it They r fu e to d what th ) kn " t · th right thing to do 

In eed. there are man~ people who mtsus thetr mt lh:::.en e. Forth , u itt devtc 

and e · Ul \\TOng actions uch as cnmes. But oth r rna; d , .. hat is g d not 

b cause they knov that it is good, but coincidentally Th ' ma · be forced to do the 

go d for one reason or another. 

2.11 The best life 

Moreo er, Aristotle· s definition of eudwmoma is a technical one m th sense 

that thi is not what e erybod normally understands by ··happmess:· A a rational 

act1vity of the soul, it does not even seem to be what e eryone d sires. For on thing, 

it se ms to lie be ond the reach of e erybody e cept philosopher . It ound unfair 

and wrong to restri t happiness to an e elusive group of p ople. 1t is misleading to 

suggest that the philo ophers are the happiest people. A a human good. happine sis 

attainable by all human beings. It ' ould be wrong to argue that eudaimoma i. 

undesirable for some people b cause, for them~ it is unattainable for the can till 

desire whatever they cannot attain, though it is unreasonable to do so. Moreover, it is 

doubtful whether eudamwnta is trul the 'highest human goal. What does it mean to 

say that one end is higher than another one? For Aristotle, the for-the-sake-of relation 

is the criterion of judging whether one end is higher than another one. Neverth le s, 

different people may alue different things differently thus placing them in different 

places in a hierarchy of ends. 

For that reason, there is a disagreement among scholars about what the 

happiest life is since there are conflicting theories or interpretations of the meaning of 

happines . It appears as if there are as many criteria for the happiest and the best life 

as there are different interpretations of happiness. But it is difficult to tell which one 
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of these interpretations is tb corv ct one that is, 1f' e assume that on of them mu t 

be correct whereas others ar false. According} , it ma be difficult to tell ' hich kind 

of life is happier or better than a different kind of life, if peopl d1 agree about the 

meaning of happiness and goodness. Aristotle said that we must rely on tbe 
\ 

judgement of the excellent or the wise, person for a solution to this problem. B an 

'excellent man , he meant the philosopher. Howe er, disputes may arise concerning 

human excellence. This creates another problem ho\l are we upposed to judge 

whether a person is really excellent or not? What is the criterion for excellence? 

According to Aristotle, the excellent person spends most of his time on 

contemplation. Again, it is hard to tell the exact time that an excellent person should 

de ote to contemplation throughout one s lifetime. 1s an one who sp nds more time 

in contemplation than another on~ necessarily a more excellent person than the other 

person? And is there somebody who spends time on contemplation more than aJJ 

other people? Furthermore, Aristotle did not clarify, be ond reasonabl~ doubt, the 

issue whether the excellent person is only theoretica!Jy wise, or whether he is only 

practicall wise, or whether he is both theoretically and practically wise. For he made 

a distinction between theoretical wisdom and practical wisdom. However, as 

Aristotle admitted that ethics is an inexact science. lt is difficult to be accurate in 

ethical judgements. Therefore it will be satisfactory if we can indicate the truth 

roughly and in outline· since ... we argue from and about what holds good usually 

(but not universally), it will be satisfactory if we can draw conclusions of the same 

sort. Each of our claims, then, ought to be accepted in the same way as claiming to 

hold usually), since the educated person seeks ,exactness in each area to the extent that 

the nature of the subject allows; for apparently it is just as mistaken to demand 
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demon anons from a rhetorician as to accept ( m rei ·) per uasi e argument from a 

mathematician." 

ow, if there is a difference between Aristotle· d fimti n of eudumwma and 

what others mean b it then his ideas of a happ life. a good hfe, the happte t life 

and the best life also differ from some other people·s opinions. ince different people 

ba e different conceptions of happiness they al o ba e diffi rent conceptions of a 

happy life and the happiest life. There is no unanimity about a good life and the best 

life, for people do disagree about the meaning of the terms 'good'. It is not thecae 

that e eryone means the same thing by a happy life and the happiest life either. 

Furthermore, it is doubtful whether a "good'' life i necessaril a •<happy'' life, or 

whether the 'best'" life is th same thing as the <happiest· life, unless goodness and 

happiness are synonyms. But they are not synonymous term . Therefor a go d life 

and the best life do not necessarily mean the same thing as a happy and the happiest 

life respecti ely. 

Howe er, for Aristotle. a good life also means a happy life and the happiest 

life is regarded as th best life. But to say that th best life is a happ life is not the 

same as saying that they mean the same thing. For goodness is not equi alent to 

happines . The question 'what is the best life? cannot be conclusi el ans\ ered for 

different people ha e different conceptions and interpretations of the best life. There 

are man conflicting theories of the best good and the best life· Aristotle s theory is 

only one of them. What, then, is the criterion of judgement to be used to tell which 

one of these conceptions of the best goal and the best life is the correct one? It seems 

as if there is no such criterion. Therefore there is no way of telling the correct 

conception of the highest human end or the best life. ln this case, anyone may come 
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up with an criterion and concept1on . udmm mu or th b t hfe and cla1m that it is 

th right one. It seems as if there is no way of dispro\ling anyone's claims. The best 

life seems to depend on one's opinion. Whatever someone take to be the best life 

would seem to be the best life for him. It is a question of relativism and subjectivism. 

It seems as if there are as many best goals and 'best li es as there are different 

interpretations of or opinions about the best goal and the best life (the e seem to be 

more subjective than objective). There -is an element of subJecti ity in olved in this 

issue. Perhaps it has nothing to do with objectivity at all. Since the ultimate human 

good has been equated with eud01moma it is important to consider its nature. This is 

the theme of the next chapter. 
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HA ER 

THE NAfuRE OF EUDAJ1\f, 'JA 

The ultimate end of humans is said to b eudwmoma th u
0

h th m amng of 

this concept is not clear. This chapter attempts to clarify it meaning. It i concerned 

with the problem of interpreting Aristotle's conception of udaunomu the 

icomachean Ethtcs. It is de oted to the discussion of the confllcung \ie\ s of 

Aristotelian scholars about Aristotle's doctrine of eudwmonia. In order to d this, I 

had to study Aristotle's treatise, namely, the Elhic~ ind pendently. 

3.1 Ari totle' conception of eudaimonia 

According to this stud Aristotle presented a 'dominant' theory of 

eudaimonia and not an inclusive theory. But according to some interpreter , 

Aristotle recommended the latter instead of the former. This is what he should have 

said ut he did not sa according to other scholars. Aristotle's conception of 

eudaimonia in the E1hics in particular is tbe source of problems of interlJretation for 

ristotehan scholars. A a result, there are arious interpretations of it. It ha 

generated a lot of controversy. 

n the one band, some scholars contend that Aristotle presented a dominant 

and an intellectual theory of eudaimoma· on the other hand, others argu that 

Aristotle s theory of eudaimonia includes much more than intellectualism or 

contemplation. According to the former school of thought, Aristotle had a 

"dominant,' or an intellectual theory of eudurmonia, but according to the latter, he 

had an " inc) usive·· or a 'comprehensi e ' theory of eudaimonia. One group of 

scholars sees eudaimonia as a single, supreme, determinate end while the other takes 
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it to be a composite of intrin ica1ly de trable ends. a ' h mad up of dtfTerent but 

co-ordinated ends. These are seeming! conflicting ie a ut th same thing 

Aristotle himself may ha e been responsibl for thts confu ing 

misunderstanding or controvers among the critics of his wor Sometimes he 

seemed to suggest that eudGlmoma is a singl end and at time he argued as if it was 

one compound of many ends. It seems as if he pre ented two conflicting conceptions 

of eudaimoma. He was probably undecided concerning the nature of the g od. He 

was apparently tom between the two alternatives. Consequently, some scholars are 

bound to concentrate on the inclusi e view while excluding the exclusi e view while 

others highlight in the same way the exclusi e iew while they e elude the inclustve 

VIeW. 

For this reason, the true conception of Aristotle s theory of eudaJmoma 

remains unclear, vague or ambiguous. This is why it is shroud d in controversy. 

Hence we need to resolve the apparent conflict for a clear and an llnarnbiguous 

understanding of Aristotle' s real point of tew. 

3.2 The exclu ive view 

The proponents of the dominant-end iewpoint include W. F. R. Hardie, Thomas 

agel Kathleen Wilkes, Richard Kraut, and Anthony Kenny, among others. Their 

iews are discussed below. 

3.3 W. . R. Hardie 

Hardie is notably one of the best - known defenders of the intellectual the is. He is 

credited with the introduction of the ke words "dominant and inclusive' into the 

debate about Aristotle s conception of eudaimonia. 1 
' A dominant end is a single 

specific end which has more iroportan ethan aU other ends. An inclusi e end is one 



which falls into an o eralllife-plan or netw rk fends··- In th r · r . ad mmant 

end is an e clus1ve and uprem end \ bile an inclusi end i a com rehen 1 e or 

compo ite end. 

Hardie accuses Aristotle of failing to d1stingui h bet\ een the e ends. He 

accuses Aristotle ofmixin:::. up the dominant and the inclusi e theori of eudamwnw. 

Howe er he is right in arguing that Aristotle generall ad ocated a dominant theory 

of eudaunoma though he should ha e ad ocat dan inclusive vi w of eudamwnw. A 

far as he is concerned, this is not what Aristotle ad ocated. But as far as his 

opponents are concerned this is exactl " bat Aristotl advocate . Ther i a di pute 

between the two parties. 

As indicated below, J. L. Ackrill argues against Hardie s contention that 

Aristotle confuses the two kjnds of the ultimate end. ln fact, Aristotle himself did not 

classify ends into dominant or inclusi e ones at all. That was not his pr blem at all. 

He was not concerned with the distinction between dominant and inclu~ive ends a 

Hardie is. This is the problem of the latter. This is related to m own problem with 

regard to Aristotle's doctrine that is, wheth r he thought that there was only one 

ultimate end or many ultimate ends that we should aspire to achieve. These concepts 

ha e been emphasised b commentators on the Nicomachean Eth1c., those who 

attempt to interpret it. 

Aristotle states that ·goods are di ided ... into three types some called 

external, some goods oft be soul, others goods of the bod, · and the goods of the soul 

are said to be goods to the fullest extent and most of all, and the soul's actions and 

acti ities are ascribed to the soul. '3 Besides ends can either be activities or products 

beyond the activities that produce the . But some ends are intennediate in the sense 
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that the are means to other end or at least one end, narnel h ppm ss) as " ell as 

ends in themselves. For instance, pleasure, honour and · rtue eem to be means and 

ends at the same time. 

As we have seen before, ends have b en de cribed as ·complete' or 

incomplete. In Aristotle s view, ' an end pursued in itself ... is more complete than 

an end pursued because of something else· and an end that is ne er choiceworthy 

because of something else is more complete than ends that are choiceworth both in 

themselves and because of this end~ and hence an end that is always {choiceworthy, 

and also choiceworthy in itself, ne er because of something else, is unconditionally 

complete. >4 Some scholars have taken issue with this criterion also. How can 

something which is not sought for the sake of something else be greater (or more 

complete than another that is pUJsued both for itself as well as for the sake of some 

other thing? This suggests that there is a hierarchy of ends and degrees of 

completeness, with different ends successi ely becoming more complete than the 

lower ones, thus culminating in the most complete end which is eudamzonia. 

ow, the question is whether this ultimate end is a single, complete end, say, 

pleasure, honour or virtue~ or a perfect combination of all desirable ends. It would 

seem appropriate to regard this end as complete not in the sense of being full of its 

necessary constituents like a vessel but in tbe sense of being perfect or accomplished 

in terms of quality and not quantity. In an case, eudaimonia may still be concei ed 

of as a unity rather than as a complex composition of various parts. 

For Hardie, the perfectly happy person does not necessarily need to aim at 

theoria as the ultimate goal. He argues that it is needless to seek contemplation as an 

ultimate and dominant end. We should also pursue other ends. He is right. Of 
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ourse. this doe n t mean that he rejects lh dommant mt rpr tation fAn tot! · 

conception of eudwmoma. After all this ts the theory that h attribute to Ari totl 

He criticise Aristotle for purported! holding it. Though h admtL that there are 

passages of the Ethtcs where Aristotle argued in fa our of the inclu i e view of 

eudaimonia he argues that Aristotle eventuall concluded that int Jlecrualism alone 

was the best human goal. He ad ocates an intellectual and. therefore a dommant-end 

interpretation of Aristotle conception of eudaim nitt. F r him, then, Ari tot! · s 

conception of eudaimonia is that of the single end of contemplation. 

3.4 Thoma agel 

Hardie wins the fa our of Thomas Nagel for whom 

The Ni omachean Ethics exhibits indecision between two account of 
eudaimonia-a comprehensive account and an inteUectualist account. According to 
the intellectualist account . eudaimonia is realized in the activity of the most 
divine pan of man, functioning in accordance with its proper excellence. This i the 
activity of theoretical contemplation. According Lo tbe comprehen ive account ... 
eudairnonia essentially involves not just the activity of the theoretical mtellect but 
the full range of human life and action, in accordance with the broader excellence 
of moral virtue and practical wisdom. This vie\! connect eudaimonia with. the 
conception of human nature as composite, that is, as involving tbe interaction of 
reason, emotion. perception, and action in an ensouled body 5 

Like Hardie, agel claims that the Ethics generaHy presents a dominant theory of 

eudaimonia in spite of its 'indecision between two accounts of euda1monia. tf 

Aristotle was reaU_ undecided about which theory to propagate, as the author claims, 

then he could not take sides in this dispute. For him, Aristotle confounded the 

dominant and the inclusi e theories of eudaimonia not only in the icomachean 

Ethtc but also in the Eudemian Ethic . For he claims that the Eudemian Ethic also 

shows that Aristotle was undecided whether to present a comprehensive or an 

intellectual view of eudaimonia. To a large extent, it implicitly expresses a 

comprebensi e theory of eudaimonia. But in the end it contains a passage that 
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suggests the truth of the intellectual the is of th last k o the tchomachean 

Ethics.
6 In this case it could be wrong to sa that Aristotl was doubtful whether to 

present a dominant or an inclusi e theory of eudarmoma, for it appears that he finalJy 

settled for the intellectual or the dominant theory of eud tmoma. 

There is a hierarchy of human ends in " hich the lower ones are ubservient to 

eudaimonia as the most final end. Rationality as the best part of the oul is exalted 

above all other ends. Reason ensures the transcendence of merely human aspirations. 

The cultivation of reason thus allows the philosopher to share in the di ine 

preoccupation of contemplation. Reason is said to be the noblest thing possessed by 

man and it is divine. That is why Aristotle said that one leads the intellectual life in 

so far as one culti ates reason as a divine element in hims JC At the same time, he 

said that the philosopher needed _external goods only to the extent that he was a 

human being living in a human society. According to agel's interpretation of the 

Etlzics, Aristotle did not say that the ultimate human goal consisted in a composite of 

certain ends as a whole, rather, it consists in identifylng it with one of them, that is, 

with reason as the highest human and divine faculty. 

3.5 Kathleen Wilkes 

The accusation that has been levelled against Aristotle by the previous authors has 

al so been emphasised by Kathleen Wilkes when she observes that ' it is notorious that 

Aristotle gi es two distinct and seemi gly irreconcilable versions of man's 

eudaimonia in the Nichomachean Ethic . These conflicting accounts are not only of 

what the good man should do but also of what it is good for a man to do.' 9 She thinks 

that ' the life of a good man' and 'the life good for a man' are incompatible ideas yet 

she sets out to explore the extent of the possibility of uniting them 'in a single concept 
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o eudatmonia." HO\\ can the be possibl_ uruted 1f th are me mpaubl ? In h r 

1ew Aristotle succeeded in this task. 

His cce is of great intere t for contemporary moral philo oph · h i tru that 
the way he links ' the good man" with .. the good for man" as far a the theorelr 
life is concerned-by claiming that a bener- than- mona! happin 1 • or i an 
immediate product ot: a better-than-human activity-does not ha\e much 
comemporary rele ance once we ha e denied the reality or feasibilirv of a life 
de oted ~holl to unproducti e contemplation But h.i argument that the better a 
man is at practical reasoning, the better a life he "rill lead, i of great importance, 
and its importance is enhanced if we extend the scope of phrone 1 , as we 
legitimately rna , to include human problem- olving intelligence in general For 
Aristotle's claim is then that the best man is the man who exercise h1 rational 
capacitie to their fullest extent lo gam for him elf the be tlife po · rh/e'' 1u 

Hence the good mans life is identical with the life that e ery man ought to lead. For 

the good person is the ju t judge of what is right to do and he actually choose to d 

the right thing always. He leads the good life for man the life that each and every 

normal person should lead, because it is good But who is a good man and \ hat is the 

good life? This question can be answered in man differ nt ways without reaching a 

uni ersal agreem nt. 

Howe er, Wilkes seems to agree with both Hardie and Nagel that in the final 

anal sis it is the intellectual or the dominant er ion of eudaimoma rather than the , 

comprehensi e iew which Aristotle espoused. For she states that if "we take 

philosophic wisdom ophia or theoria as the highest of man's capacities, we 

certainly get Ari. totle' own ie·w, but we also find a multitude of problems."11 

Unfortunately what in her own words, is ·Aristotle s own vie\ is not really his 

iew as far as the ad ocates of the inclusive' thesis are concerned. 

Although Wilkes attributes to Aristotle the inte11ectual thesis, she also 

crincises him for allegedly holding it. She thinks that inte11ectualism is not the 

highest good. She is right. Contemplation alone is not the highest human goal. 
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Ideall it ought to be co nbined \vith practical ·nue. A pern t combination of 

theoretical irtue and practical virtue does constitute the ideal human end. Theory 

alone is not enough, nor is practice alone sufficient. The e two activities seem to be 

necessarily co-joined. As human beings, we are naturally endowed with the abihty to 

think and to act. Although we may think without acting, under normal circum tances 

we cannot act without thinking. Thinking well is more likely than not, to lead to 

acting weU and acting well presupposes thinking well. 

Aristotle defined man s function as a rational activity of the soul in 

accordance with virtue. But as Wilkes observes he complicates the issue by 

di.stinguishing two major forms of rationality: practical wisdom (phrone i ) and 

philosophic wisdom (sophia ... So man s erg on may be the activity of the psuche in 

accordance with either or both of_these. In the EE as in the NE Aristotle eventually 

settles for an unequivocally intellectualist ... answer: the ergon of man is to engage in 

contemplation, theoria - philosophic wisdom in its purest or most rarefied form. ' 12 

She notes that, for someone, practical wisdom, rather than theoretical wisdom, could 

be preferable as the sole determinant of the characteristic function (ergon) of man and 

she questions the rationale of regarding any kind of rational activity as the only 

specific function of a human being. As Aristotle put it, it is the hjghest human good. 

There are many other human activities, which distinguish man from other animals. 

Following Nagel, Wilkes consid s a common objection to Aristotle' s 

argument concerning the function of a human being that restricts it to contemplation. 

This is not the preserve of human beings, for it is shared with the gods. But it is 

doubtful whether animals also reason at a lower level. Aristotle was convinced that 

neither anjmals nor children are happy because they do not share in the activity of 



reasoning. Besides, man people are unabl t cont mplate in pu of thetr 

rationality. Contemplation is supposed! the end of all other a tivtue and 1t i 

concerned With superhuman things like gods trr t principle and b mg o it seem 

not to ha e any contribution to make to the life of the phllo opher nor tus purposes. 

Howe er for Aristotle, the fact that theoria was pursued for its own sale was an 

ad antage rather than a disadvantage. 

Man may be described in many wa s other than as a rational animal wa s that 

would still distinguish him from other animals. In this case, rationality is not the only 

specific function of man. Critics claim that 'Aristotle' s own description of man's 

ergon as nothing but contemplation does not e en meet hi own condition that it 

should be idion -unique to, and thus defining. the creature ' hose ergon it specificall 

is: the gods do nothing else:·B Wilkes claims that 

The activity of contemplation has poor claim to be regarded as that activity 
the perfonnance of ' hich is definitive of mankind not only 1s 11 the sole 
occupation of the gods. b111 many rational men are incapable of the he1ghJ of 
abstruse and abstract speculation. Moreover, theona is an activity subserved b 
al l but generating no feedback (the objects of contemplation are not the affairs of 
men but rather transcendental entities- the gods, unchanging first principle , 
Being). So the activity can not be justified by the contribution it makes 10 the 
welfare of the man engaged in it ... nor can it be ju tified . by any contribution it 
make to someone else' s purposes. We need to know wby Aristotle thinks that the 
life of contemplation i the life of the best ort of man (" hy it is the life of the good 
man) and\ h it is the best for him- ( hy it is a l.ife good for a man.)14 

The emphasis is mine. Now. the human soul is divided into the rational and the non-

rational pans. It is the fonn or essence of a human being and its activity is his 

function. But the soul's activity includes other activities apart from ratiocination. 

This means that the function of man may be as multifarious as the activity of the soul. 

However, Aristotle did not identify the function of man with the activity of the soul as 

a v.hole~ rather, he identified it only with the be t par! of the soul, that is, the part that 
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has reason. ince man is om kind of a ·b_ bnd and two- tded creatur who has 

certain properties in common with both animals and gods," Ari totle' definition of 

the function of man as a rational activity 'highlights th sid of ranonality at the 

expense of animality and thus oversimplifies the nature of man. With this 

o ersirnplification the gap between the life of a good man and the life that is good for 

a man appears to widen yet further.' 15 Yet, for Aristotle the life of the good man 

means the same thing as the good life for man. The good man or the excellent man is 

the epitome ofthe ideal and his actions form the paradigm of human action. 

Wilkes also emphasises the conflict between the political life and the 

philosophic life in Aristotle s Ethic , saying that the latter supersedes the former. 

Consequently, she argues that 'Aristotle s position is thu not consistent~ one cannot, 

and should not try to, juggle with_the texts so that the conflict of the tv o lives is 

sol ed " 16 Nevertheless, she turns about and claims that these kinds of life can be 

reconciled easily today. It can be argued that contemplation is not superior to other 

human activities, that it is not the only divine activity and that it does not constitute 

eudaimonia by itself alone. Thus the philosophic life is not the only good life that 

man can lead~ it is one alternative among others. In this case, it is not the best life for 

man. Indeed, the distinction between theoretical and practical reason can be disputed. 

Rationality is applicable in the resolution of different problems. 17 The author 

concludes that 'it would be more charitable to Aristotle-and fortunately in keeping 

with remarks of his elsewhere-to stress the acti ely inquiring side of Sofia and to play 

down the praise of contemplation. We could then resolve the conflict between the 

philosophic and the ' political' li es by agreeing that although the ergo of man is 

indeed 'activity of the psuche in accordance with a rational principle,' the 'rational 
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principle in qu stion is, broadl , int IJigenc m g neral-mt lhg n th t ma. be 

applied to craft, science philosophy, politics, or an oth r domain.''1 Inde d. the 

philosopher rna as well be a politician. Ma b it is better to b both a philo pher 

and a politician than to be either a politician or a philo opher. 

It is one thing to disagree with an author and a completely different thing to 

show that the author is wrong. Wilkes questions the role of contemplation in 

eudaimonia saying that there is no "sufficient evidence to justif the supposition that 

for men there could be a genuine, long-lasting, and \i holly static state or activity of 

mental gazing. '19 But contemplation does not mean the same thing as the o-called 

' mental gazing.' In addition, she claims that to the extent that the 'philo ophic life 

is intended to consist of this improbable occupation, it seems neither fea ible nor 

desirable.' 20 

3.6 Richard Kraut 

A contemporary British philosopher, Richard Kraut also advocates the llominant or 

intellectual interpretation of Aristotle s theory of eudaimonia. His interpretation 

rightly represents the dominant view of eudaimonia. This is how he e plains his 

interpretation of Aristotle's theory: 

On my reading of the NE, Aristotle thinks that the ideal life for human beings is 
one in which we engage in theoretical activity on a regular basis . . But l also 
believe that according to the NE, we must have many other goods besides 
contemplation if we are to lead a life in which we are regularly occupied with 
theoretical studies. Though perfect happiness consists in contemplation alone, that 
good is just the pinnacle of a large hierarc y of goods, each of which plays a role 
in promoting tbe philosophical life. To contemplate over along period of time, we 
need pleasure honor, health, financial resources, and so on. Human beings are not 
gods, for we can engage in contemplation over an extended period of time only by 
uniting together in communities, and only by providing ourselves with various 
material resources. Without physical security, health. and like-minded friends, the 
philosophical life of any normal human being becomes difficult at best. 21 
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Furthermore Aristotle meant that all go ar ought for th ake of the goal of the 

perfection of happiness to which they are subordinate. Th optimum g d conststs in 

the limitless pursuit of contemplation. Other goods should be pursu d to th extent 

that they lead to contemplation. So, we naturally do whatever will lead us toward our 

ultimate end But there are good and bad actions some of which will lead anywhere 

but to the ultimate end. Thus, it is misleading to suppose that all ends without 

-
exception) are really means for the attainment of the finaJ end or ends. Furthennore 

our interests and preferences differ so much that it is doubtfuJ whether we aJl pursue 

the same end naturally. An egoistic view of eudaimonia rna be attributable to 

Aristotle. In the first book of the ELhic , 

Aristotle identifies happiness with only one type of good-vinuous activity. 
I take him to mean by this that happine s consist either in exceiJent theoretical 
activity or in exceUent practical activity. That is, to lead our Lives well, we should 
make one of these goods our ultimate end, and all other goods should be sought 
for the sake of one of the highest goals. In Book 1, Aristotle leaves aside the 
questiOn of whether one of these ultimate ends is a better choice than the other, 
but in X. 7-8 he argues that a life lived for the sake of philosophical activity is 
superior to one devoted to moral activity. Accordingly, the best among happy 4ives 
is that of a person who regularly contemplates and who chooses all other goods for 
the sake of contemplation. The second-best life is that of a person who regularly 
engages in political activity and who pur ues all other goals with an eye to this 
ultimate end."22 

Kraut argues rightly against inclusivism, saying that there is hardly any 

evidence in the Ethic for it. For him, Aristotle equated happiness only with virtuous 

activity, particularly theoretically virtuous activity. However, Aristotle believed that 

other goods besides theoretical activity are also good in themselves. It is not the only 

acti ity that is good in itself 

The inclusive view seems to have no textual basis. "There simply is no good 

evidence that in the NE Aristotle identifies happiness with a composite of virtuous 

activity and other intrinsic goods.' 23 For Aristotle, happiness is a single 
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ntemplati · activity and n t a plurah of om iu Th 

author emphasises hi attack on the compr henstve \i " f udwmmua when h 

argues that there is no evidence in th first boo of th Ellu that happme ons1st 

of all intrinsic goods. The inclusive thesis i bas d on a mismt rpr tatton of a 

particular pa sage in the Etluc : All of the oth r pa ages in B ok 1 potnt the other 

way: far from being an all-inclusi e composite happines con tstS in nothmg but 

virtuous activi either theoretical or practical.)' 24 That is. the actt ity of 

contemplation. But it ought to be said that it consis in both theoretical as \ ell as 

practical irtue. According to Kraut 

Aristotle takes himself to have hown in 1.2 that th hierarch of end 
terminate and he propo e that we find out what lie at the top of that structure 
The possibility that there might be more than one end at the top i kept open, but 
in I. 7 he begin a defence of two closely related kind of live , each having one 
ultimate end. The defence of one of those Jives-the life devoted to theoretical 
activity is taken up in Book X. Both li es are happy, though the political life has 
certain defects that prevent it from being one of perfect happiness. But none of thi 
should be taken to mean that Aristotle i committed to the thesi that if omeone 
leads a philosophical-political life-a life that seeks to balance these two activities­
then he is not Jiving well . And it should be noticed that even thi mixed life i~ still 
de otcd to one kind of good, namely, virtuous acti ity E en o nothing imponam 
hang on the que non whether we describe this mixed life as one that has one 
ultimate end (virtuous activity} or two (ethical and intellectual activity) What i 
imponant i to recognize that a life can be a good one if it ha just one ultimate 
end-provided that thi end is some form of virtuou activity-and that a life cannot 
be the best that is pos ible for u unles it i devoted to a ingle ultimate end 
(contemplation). That complex conclu ion is one for which Aristotle i preparing 
u in 1.2, but at that point he has still a long way to go 2s 

The presentation of the account of the good in the first book of the Ethic is 

consistent with Aristotle s defence of the contemplative life as the good life in the last 

book. The question is whether Aristotle ' as right or mistaken in articulating this 

particular iew. According to this thesis he was wrong. 

In the first two books, Aristotle sought to answer the question about the good. 

He sought to find out, in his own words, what is such that (a) it is desired for itself, 
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(b it not desired for the sake of any further g ocl and c all other goods are d u d 

for its sake?"26 He discussed different ways of answering thts qu tion and dtsmissed 

most of them. For example, he denied that happiness means pleasure, honour health, 

wealth, or some other single good. In the first b ok, the soul's activity in accordance 

with virtue is the good?7 He tries to confirm this answer. But in the eventh chapter 

of the first book Aristotle concluded the function argument thus: "the human good 

-
turns out to be the soul ' s activity that expresses virtue ... And if there are more virtues 

than one, the good will express the best and most complete virtue. 28 The last 

statement shows an apparently indecision on the matter whether there are more than 

one virtue. In fact, Aristotle divided virtues into theoretical and practical virtues. 

That is, virtues of the intellect or intellectual virtues which are acquired through 

teaching and virtues of character that are acquired by habituation. Since there are 

more than one kind of virtue, one of them, namely, theoretical irtue tum out to be 

the best one; it is the best and most complete irtue, as shown in the lasf book of the 

Ethic . 

As a result of Aristotle' s apparent indecision, a certain controversy has arisen 

as to whether the human good is the activity of the soul in accordance with only one 

virtue or with many virtues. At that stage (in the first book) Aristotle was still 

noncommittal on this matter. Some scholars interpret the passage quoted above as 

evidence in favour of the dominant view of eudaimonia while others u e it to defend 

the inclusive thesis, depending on whether they think that eudaimonia is the soul's 

rationaJ activity in accordance with a single virtue or many virtues. 

The dominant interpretation of eudaimonia regards the phrase ' the best and 

most perfect virtue' as a clear reference to theoretical wisdom. In the Ethics, it does 
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not mean a ombination of pra tical and theoren al wt d m th u h thi i a tuall 

the best good in as far as this thesis is concerned. Howe er. thts d n t m an 'that 

according to I there is ju t one kind of happ life for human bemgs - th 

theoretical life discussed in X. 7-8."29 These chapters a ·that although perfect 

happiness consists solely in contemplation one can at o b happ to a econdary 

degree) if one li es a life de oted to ethical acti ity as on 's ultimate end . perfect 

happiness consists in exercising theoretical wisdom the most perfect irtue , whtle a 

less than perfect happiness consists in exercising the practical virtues (the one that 

are not most perfect. 30 Altemati el , both theoretical wi dom and practical "vi dom 

are said to be perfect or most perfect, except that the one is basically perfect or most 

perfect " hereas the other is p rfect or most perfect secondarily or derivati ely. Both 

of them are 

Good ways of leading one's life, but in both of them one is to take one' 
ultimate end to consist in a single kind of activity and other ends are to be pursued 
to the extent that they promote that highest goal Whether one leads a 
philosophical or a political life, all goods are to be arranged in a hierarch · each 
lower end is for the sake of some better end, which may in tum be desired for the 
sake of a still higher end. But each of the two hierarchies terminate in a ingle 
end, and in fact the two termini are of the same type: they are activities of the part 
of the soul that has reason. o, I take the NE to be saying e ery other type of good 
(everything that is not virtuous activity is to be desired for the sake of just one 
type of good - virtues activity ln Book 1, Aristotle leave aside the question of 
which sort of virtuou activity- theoretical or practical - is be t 31 

According to the Ethic , other goods besides virtuous activity ought to be sought for 

their sake alone. For it is the best good. An virtuous activity may either be practical 

or theoretical. "For no matter which of the two goals one adopts as one s ultimate 

end, one will lead a good life- if one is adequately supplied with other goods, so that 

one can regularly engage in irtuous activity o er the course of a Jifetime."32 Thus 

there are two aspects of the good life or the happy life, that is, the life according to 
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practical virtue m which this is th ultimate nd pur u d m a ti n} a ~ 11 as the 

kmd of life m which theoretical irtue IS the ult1mate end me th or tical \ trtue i 

greater than practical irtue, according to Aristotl , th kmd of hfc m accordance to it 

is better than the one accordmg to practical irtue. Indeed it ts r gard d as the best of 

all kinds of human life. But is it reall the best human life? There i no uni ersal 

agreement on this matter. There is no guarantee that mtellectuah m is the best kind 

of life. For there are many kinds of good lives from which one rna choo e which 

kind of life one '> ants to lead Different people lead different kinds of li es without 

necessarily seeking to lead one particular kind of life. We all lead diffi rent kinds of 

life and there is probably no particular kind oflife that we should all aspire t lead 

The inclu i e thesis c1aims that Aristotle was .. sa ing that happmes is a 

composite of all the goods that are desirable ~ r themselves: it is not to b equated 

with virtuous activity alone, for that i not the on I_ good that i desirable in itself.' 33 

The following passage is frequent! used to how that happiness, for Arislotle, was an 

all-inclu i e compOSite: 

We regard something as self-sufficient wheo all by itself it makes a life 
choiceworthy and lacking nothing; and that is \1 hat we think happine s doe . 

Moreover. we think happiness is most choiceworthy of all good . since it is 
not counted as one good among many. lf it were counted a one among many, 
then. clearly. we think that the addition of the smallest of goods would make it 
more choiceworthy; for [the smallest good] that is added become an ex:tra 
quantity of goods [so creating a good larger than the original good], and the larger 
of two goods is always more choiceworthy. [But we do not think any addition can 
make happiness more choiceworthy, hence it is mo t choice\ orthy t• 

According to the ad ocates of the inclusi e thesis, Aristotle said that happiness is 

elf-sufficient and complete because it is composed of aJJ that is desirable in 

itself' 35 In this case it cannot be identified with a single good, namely the activity of 

'inue, much less with one virtuous activity - the activity of contemplation. 
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On the contrary the dominant interpretation tate that th conclus1on of th 

function argument clearly equates the human good with v1rtuou achVtty and with 

that type of good alone."36 The ultimate end is only one type of irtuous activity, 

namely, contemplation. The dominant interpretation rejects the ri al mterpretation 

that purports 'that the ultimate end of the best life consists not just in contemplation 

but in a composite of many different types of virtuous acti ities. '37 Even if this 

-
argument is granted, "the function argument is still equating the human good with 

virtuous activities and with no other type of good:'3 E en Book I is not 'treating 

human happiness as a composite of all intrinsic goods. On such a reading, Aristotle is 

contradicting himself within a single chapter: first ... he says that happiness is an all-

inclusive composite, and then ... he equates it solely with irtuous activity ... that 

contradiction can be avoided by r(!interpreting the first of these two passages. '39 

According to the Elhics, goods are arranged in a hierarchy that terminates in a 

single ultimate good That is, each good is pursued for the sake of·eudaimonia. 

However, there is a common objection that states that there is no e idence to show 

that the hierarchy has a single definite end. Kraut suggests that the hierarchy could 

take four different forms, nvo of which are illustrated below. 

A B C 

MNO 

X Y Z 

(I) 

In this case, X is pursued for the sake of M, and the latter is sought for the sake of A. 

Similarly, Y and N are pursued for the sake of B. Likewise, Z and 0 are desirable for 

the sake of C. The three columns are supposed to be alike in the sense that in every 
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column a )ower good 1 desired for the ake of a higher on If , and are good 

that are desirable m them el es there can be 

o orcle and the hierarch of end '' ould e entuallv tennmate in 
something desirable for itsel( but that omething would not be ·a ,mgle good 
There would be no one end for the sake of which all subordtnate good are 
pursued. except in the trivial ense in ' hich we could say th 1 evel)thing else i · 
desirable for the ake of A-B-C. But A, B. and C could be qutte diverse they 
might be ph ical pleasure, contemplation, and health. To speak of them as a ingle 
end. and to say that e erything else is done for the sake of ome one good, \.\Ould 
be quite anificial 40 

Aristotle said that in case all ends were sought for the sake of one particular end then 

that must be the good. Apparent1 1, he was not sure' hether the good cons1sted in one 

good or many goods. The reason for denying infinite regress in a eries of ends is that 

it would otherwise make our desire empty and a in. Arislotle assumed that it was not 

a icious circle and that the endpoint of the chain of ends is desirable for itself. 

Howe er, he did not establish in Book J that there was only one end of a series of 

ends. The conditional form of this observation suggests that it is a h pothesis rather 

than a conclusive argument. 

In the first book of the /:.,'tlucs it is not yet clear whether the good is a single 

end or a compound of many different ends. 1t is still possible that it can be either of 

the two. It is like! that the apex of the hierarchy of ends or a row of multiple ends 

each of' hich is desired for its own sak , appears as in the diagram shov.n abo e. 

e ertheless, the function argument leaves no doubt that the good is a single end for 

the sake of which all other ends are pursued. Thirdly, 

Aristotle's method involves making assumptions that are justified only at 
some later point in his argument As he says in 1 4, we begin witb stamng pomts 
for which no reason are given. but we eventually discover something more basic, 
which can in rum help us bener understand our initial assumptions .... It would not 
be surprising, then. if 1.2 is only putting forward the hypothesis that there is a 
single ultimate end Aristotle is confident that the hypothesis will prove fruitful, 
because he already sees the direction in which his argument is beading. Virtuous 
acti ity wi ll tum out to be the ultimate end and so the proposal that there is only 
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one will evenruall be vindicated \! e cannot expect rum to a hsb m th fi t 
few lines of 12 that the ultimate end is unitary e must take riou ly 1u plea 
that we not seek justification right from the tart, but patienll wait for hi 
argument to unfold. 

In fact, on my reading, we have to wait until X.7-8 until we fully 
understand why the ultimate end should not be a multiplicity For even if we agree 
with Aristotle that happiness consists olely in virruous activity, we can as why 
we should not regard theoretical and practical virtUe as equally desirable and take 
our ultimate end to consist in equal parts of intellectual and moral activity 
Aristotle's argument against taking our highest good to consist in this particular 
mixture is postponed until Book X. and io Book I he rest content with a more 
modest conclusion: the ultimate end is not a campo ite of honor, pleasure, virtuous 
activity, and other goods that are desired for themselves It consists in virtuous 
a~vity alone. 41 

In Book I, Aristotle believed that be had demonstrated that the hierarchy of goods 

ended somewhere. But as Geach argues Aristotle seems to commit a fallac when he 

moves from the premise "every series whose successive terms stand in the relation 

chosen for the sake of bas a last term · to the conclusion that ' there is something that 

is the last term of every series whose successive terms stand in the relation cho en for 

the sake of.,~;2 Anthony Kenny too does emphasise the fact that "such a transition is 

clearly fallacious. Every road leads somewhere: it does not follow that there is 

somewhere-e.g. Rome- to which all roads lead.' 44 What remains to be determined is 

its terminus. 

The possibility that there might be more than one end at the top is kept open, but 
in I. 7 he begins a defence of two closely related kinds of lives, each having one 
ultimate end. The defence of one of those li es-t he life devoted to ethical activity­
is continued throughout the remainder of Book 1, and the defence of the life 
devoted to theoretical activity is taken up in Book X Both lives are happy, 
though the political life has certain defects that prevent it from being one of perfect 
happiness .... what is important is to recognize that a life can be a good one if it has 
just one ultimate end-provided that this end is some form of virtuous activity-but 
that a life cannot be the best that is possible for us unless it is devoted to a single 
ultimate end( contemplation). That complex conclusion is one for which Aristotle 
is preparing us in I.2, but at that point be still bas a long way to go.45 
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In B k 1.- ofth Ethtc , Anst tie assum d that th tennmu fth h1 rarch~ 

of go is a single go d. According to the dominant interpr tation of eudwmomu 

the stru ture of the hierarch_ of goods takes the follov.·mg form · 

A 

M 0 

X Y Z 

(2 

In this diagram, A is the only good in itself that is not desised or de irable for the sake 

of anything I e though all other goods are desired or desirable for its ake. HO\ ever, 

M, N and 0 are both desirable in themsel es and desirable for the sake of A as well. 

X, Y, and Z are desirable as means to the higher goods that is M, , 0 and finally A, 

in that order. 

Ob iously, in Book 1.2 there is nothing to play the role of the ultimate nd of 

human decision. The good is the most desirable end and all other good have 

something to contribute to it: 4 for the extent of their contribution will determine the 

extent to \ hich they should b pursu d. One such good, he will argue is acti ity in 

accordance with ethical virtue· an even better one is contemplation. We can look to 

either one, and determine the extent to which subordinate goods should be pursued. 

And in using them as standards, we will see why the goods we take for granted -

friendship. pleasure, honor. and so on - are truly desirable. This is the project 

Aristotle carries forward throughout the rest of the NE.'>46 

In Book 1.2 politics is said to be beneficial to everyone who understands it as 

it is "the science that studies the ultimate end of human life. '47 That is the good. 
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But after having e a.mined thi ubject, some do best to devote their lt\es to the 
understanding of other subjects· they take to hean the conclusion that the t life 
is philosophical, and they have the ability to lead such a life Other do best to stay 
with politics. pursuing the questions investigated in Ari totle' other practical 
writings and e ercising civic leadership in light of hi conclusions In either case, 
one will be pursuing a single ultimate eod And the ultimate end that the political 
leader seeks for himself and for others is not contemplation but moral activity- not 
because moral activity is better, but because it is the highe t good that all citizen 
can achieve. 48 

But according to the inclusive interpretation, happiness is a composite of all 

intrinsically desirable goods. The good is neither contemplation nor \irtuous activity. 

So all other goods, including contemplation, ought to be pursued for the sake of 

happiness. It is an all-inclusi e good. As a composite whole, happiness is superior to 

any of its individual parts.49 

J. L Ack:rilJ is the best known proponent of this interpretation of Book I. He 

bases his interpretation on passages in Book I.I-2 and Book 1.7. However Kraut 

believes that Ackrill has misread these passages. He argues that ' this seriously 

weakens his attempt to show that in 1.7 Aristotle took happiness to be an.all-inclusive 

composite.' 50 

There is a big difference between the causal for-the-sake-of relation that 

Ackrill tries to explain and the one Kraut has discussed. It is 

fllustrated by means of the examples Aristotle uses in 1.1 : certrun activities 
are pursued for the sake of the products they yield, and those products in tum are 
desired for the sake of further ends they promote. But the for-the-sake of relation 
that Ackrill is talking about is a relation between part and whole. Happiness is the 
whole for the sake of which each of its components is desired, and to say that one 
good is desired for the sake of another, in this sense does not mean that it causally 
contributes to that further good. Contemplation is-in this new sense-for the sake of 
happiness, without causing it to come into being. And if I am asked why I want 
this good, then I should reply, according to Ackrill 's reading, that 1 want it both 
for itself and because it is one of the goods of which happiness is composed. 
AckriiJ does not hold that this for-the-sake of relation is the only one present in the 
NE. His claim is that both sorts of relations can be found in Aristotle' s work. 
1Jltrinsic goods are for the sake of happiness in one way, and mere means are for 
the sake of their ends in another. 51 



II 

The causal relation ad cat d b Ackrill is a my tenou Forth mpon nt f the 

composite of happmes seem not to ha e an conn ctmg link. Th ar merely 

conglomerated withm the compound of happine . Th go d mu t b th most mclu i e 

good, since the more the intrinsic goods it contains the better it becomes. ·· ow. if there 

need be no connection between an one component of happiness and an other. th n there 

is no explanatory alue in the statement that some single good is desirable for the sake of 

the larger whole ... since that relation ism sterious w should not attribute it to Aristotle 

wi thout strong textual reason for doing so. 52 

According to the dominant interpretation Ari totle ' a sa ing that, at best, ethical 

·irtues ought to be pursued for the sake of contemplation. The distinction between "more 

and less perfect virtues is based 'on the a umption that ethical virtue i to be desired in 

art because it promotes theoretical irtue. 53 Howe er, according to th inclusive thesis 

ursuing A for the sake of B means that the former is a part of the latter. 

Ackrill claims that Aristotle committed a falJacy in the passage at ·JO 4aJ 8-22. 

For he seemed to move ··from the claim (a that every activity aims at some end, to 

the conclusion (b that there is some one end aimed at b e ery acti ity. (Thi i the 

same fallacy that would be committed by someone who argued that since everyone 

has a father there is some one p rson who is the father of everyone.)"54 According to 

Ackrill s reading of Book 1.2 Aristotle showed here that "there is some one good for 

the sake of which all others are pursued. '55 For him it is 'possible to acquit Book 1.2 

of this fallacy when ' we realize that he is thinking in terms of this for-the-sake-of 

I 
. , .56 

re anon. 

Prior to his presentation of the function argument in Book 1.7, Aristotle granted 

the possibility that the best life \vill have eli erse ultimate ends. 57 However, if this 
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is the case, then there are as many different conceptions of tb t life as th re are 

different ultimate ends. But there can only be one ultimate end in th same series of 

ends; there cannot really be more than one u1timate end, in the tru ense of the word 

ultimate, • like one terminus of a railway or road from one direction and not many 

termini. Aristotle's students took it far more for granted than contemporary readers 

that a well-lived Life is organized around some one final end. 5 

-
In Book 1.2 Aristotle set out to find out the upposed good at the top of the 

h.Jerarchy of goods. He did not claim that he bad shown that there \ as only one good 

at the top of the hierarchy. . .. He and his audience treated that as a natural and 

Vvidespread assumption. Since it is a belief that Aristotle eventuall tries to confinn 

we have every reason to acquit him of fallacy in 1.2. He rejects the possibility of an 

endless hierarchy, draws on his audi~nce' s willingness to believe that some one good 

is at the top, and focuses our attention on the question of what that good is. "59 Ackrill 

uses this passage to defend his inclusive interpretation. According "to him the 

characterisation of politics, in this passage, as the study of the good commits Aristotle 

to the inclusive thesis. For Aristotle described politics as the ruling science whose 

end embraces the ends of all other subordinate sciences.60 

But this alone does not prove that the good as the ultimate end is a compound 

of many intrinsic goods. Indeed, the points that Aristotle made about politics and the 

ultimate end favour the dominant interpretation rather than the inclusi e view of 

Ackrill. Ackrill uses the claim that the end of politics embraces the ends of aJt other 

crafts as the evidence for his inclusive interpretation of the good. For he takes 

Aristotle s conception of the good to be a composite as opposed to a single goocl For 

him, however, eudatmonia is not the composite of all kinds of goods; it is the 
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com ite of intrinsic go ds. Yet the end of htJcal cs n . namel~. the g d. 

embraces other mtrinsic ends in the sense that th se are pur u d 

to Ackrilr suggestion, it doe not embrac them in the 

ingredients. 

ntral)· 

that they are 1t 

Kraut rightly ob erves that Aristotle s suggestion at the beginning of Book 1.2 

is that ··the good is an end v hich 1s desired for itself and for the ake of wh1ch other 

ends are desired .. . This means that there are other ends beside the ultimate end· and 

so the ultimate end cannot be inclusive of all intrinsic and instrumental goods.'.o1 ln 

Book 1.1 -2 there i no mention of the end of politics. Th ultimate end 1 tated for 

the first time in the function argument in Book 1.7. According t the dominant 

imerpr tarion, An wtle said that the Dt;St and the second-best chOices for the ultimate 

end ar contemplation and ethical virtuous acti it respective! '· In this case, these 

goods seem to be quite distinct. But this does not m an that the are mutually 

exciusi\ . if they ar not mutualiy cxclusiv , then th rei a possibility lhat they are 

imerrdated in a cenain way. o, contemplation may involve ethicaJ virtuou activity 

and vice versa. 

Aristotle was seeking a certain single good that i the ultimate end of all other 

goods. But 1s It right to identify happiness only with a smgle good, as he supposed? 

It is imponant ro identify it with the right good. This raises another question: what is 

really the r:ght good. According to Kraut, Conceptions of happiness that identify it 

wnh a smgle end are therefore perfectly in order: their success or failure will d"'pend 

on the kind of good they propose as the ultimate end Thi~ docs not mean that some 

stng!e good must succeed· it may rum out that ail smgle goods are poor candidates for 

the ultimate end~ and that happiness must instead be identified with a complex 
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combination of goods. But the st ' a r to point out wheth r tht 1 true 1s to examine 

the leading single-end candidates, and see h ther any can plauslbl be regarded as 

the ultimate end . .62 Kraut denies that ... there is a possibility that Aristotle still 

thought that there were many ultimate ends. It is a foregone conclusion that the end is 

only one. For Aristotle stated "that the end of each craft is different and since there 

are many crafts, there must be many ends. When he sa · 'if they are man ; he must 

be talking about the top of the hierarchy. He is trytng to d termine where this 

hierarch tenninates and is admitting that this highest level might be a row of se era I 

goods rather than some single end E idently, he did not intend to pro e in i.l-2 that 

the hierarchy of goods has just one end at the top. That is a conclusion he has yet to 

reach.'.63 There are two possibilities: there is either only one end or more than one 

end on top of the hierarchy of g?ods. Whatever the case rna be the good must 

occupy the top position in that hierarchy as illustrated below: 

A 

M N 

X Y Z 

(3) 

As the ultimate end, A is an intrinsic end that is never sought for the sake of anything 

else but itself M and are intermediate goods that are ought for themselves as well 

as for the sake of A But X, Y and Z are extrinsic goods that are not sought for 

themse] es but onJy for the sake of higher goods such as M and N. They are 

ultimately desirable for the sake of A. They are means to the latter. 

Aristotle discussed non-perfect. perfect> and most perfect ends. 64 The most 

perfect good is happiness. The other goods such as 'honor, pleasure, and 
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understandmg are not unconditi nail_ perfect, for th ar d ara 1 fi r th ake of 

funher ends. The. are more perfect. how er. than low r g 

in trument . Happin s appear to b a differ nt thing inc the 

apex of the hierarch of go ds yet it is. 

hk \\ alth and 

Ackrill pposes this interpretation of the three kmd f end . For h1m, 

happine s is the end that comprises every intrin ic good. A go d is aid t be more 

p rfect than another one if it contains more goo than the th r ne. And happme s 

is taken to b the most perfect good because it is the compos1te of all intrinsic goods. 

Ackrill thinks that the concept of eudamwma is inclusi e of all go ds that are 

desirable in themsel es. This is his conception of eudwmonw. Alth ugh h tries t 

anribute it to Ari ·totle th latter reall ne er thought of eudumwma lik thi . lnd d, 

eudaimonia is the highest good precis I because it is perfect and cannot be impro ed 

upon by an additional good not because it contain enough go ds alread , but 

becaus it is alread compl te and self-sufficient. Eudatmonw i unique·in the ense 

that it requires no extra good other than itself to perfect it ince it is alread_ perfect 

But goods oth r than eudwmonia rna be jmpro ed b~ add1tional goods. 

I IO\ ever, Kraut argues that "there is no e idence that the for-the-sake-of 

relation is somethjng treated as a relation ben een individual good and a larger 

composite that includes them.'"65 Indeed, it is difficult to conceptuali e the 

comprehensi eness of a good. The idea of one good that contains other goods is 

rather strange. Ttus is at best a figurati e manner of speaking. What does it mean to 

sa that one good contains or includes another one? Indi iduaJ goods are concrete 

and discrete. They are not containers of other goods. 



123 

Different altemati es are e. amm d in Bo k I.5 but non of th m i reJected 

on the basis of the fact that it is onl a unitary d. Anstotle w c rtainly lookmg 

for some sing]e perfect good that constituted h ppine s, a good that was not a mere 

means to anything else. He took the most perfect good not to a mean to any 

further end, but as a good that is the end of all other goods or end . 

But according to Ackrill, Aristotle made · a cJ ar conceptual point, ... when 

he says that we choose honor and several other good or the ake of happiness.',66 

The unavailability of the alternative to his interpretation is the reason he gives for 

thinking that it is correct. Either Aristotle is making a conceptual point' or ·a rash 

and probably false empirical claim . .6? But he could as ~ ell have mad a conceptual 

as well as an empirical point. On Kraut's reading, however, Aristotle is making 

certain empirical assumptions . .6S 

Aristotle's observation that the best virtuous activity is the g od implies that it 

is our ultimate end. Since it is not only a good but the good, it has all the three 

properties of an ultimate end: ' it is desirable in itself, it is not desirable for the sake of 

anything else and every other end should be desired for its sake . .69 That is the end 

that Aristotle was iD estigating in Book I. The function argument is an attempt to 

explain what it is. At the top of the hierarchy of ends there is some irtuous acti ity. 

According to the dominant interpretation, Aristotle took theoretical wisdom as 

the best and the most perfect irtue. Contemplation is the good because it is the only 

activity according to the best or the most perfect irtue, name! , theoretical wisdom. 

There is a distinction between happiness proper and secondary happiness in Book X. 

Although the life of political activity is also a happy life since it consists in the 

exercise of practical virtuous activities, properly speaking, perfect happjness can onJy 
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found in contemplation Th md c1 1 n on mmg \hi h f th . t\\ kmd of 

!Jfe is supenor L th other m Book [ 1s fin all -.. h· d tn th t nth b k "here the 

phi losophical life i said to be the happ1est htt; r th perti ct II[! , in the true en e f 

th worci l lo\l e er. the political life 1s al o the happ1 t ltfe It i al o a perfect life. 

1 ·e erthele s, it i the happiest hfe in a econdary or ad m·auve way. Both li\'eS ar 

well-l ived happ live . But perfect happines • in the real en e, con 1 t onl in the 

contemplative acti ity of the philosopher. Th theoretical w1 dom of the philo opher 

1s the good or the ultimate end since it consists in cont mplation as the acti ity 

according to the mo t perfect irtue. In Book l , the good i only d crib d as an 

acti ity ac rding to virtu , lea ing open th question as t \1 hat that activ1ty i . At 

, it is identi fied a contemplation, in B k X. Furth rrnore, moral acti iry is 

a. parently depicted as the p nultimate end while intellectual act1vit · i portrayed a 

the ultimat end of humans. The distinction bet\ een the two acti 1tie cern 

arbitral) . Both of them are human activitie . A such one can engage in both 

acti ities at the sam time. There seems to be no clear JUStification for distmguishing 

beT\ een intellectual acti ity and moral activit . ne rna be a moral intellectual. 

Ideally one ought to be an intellectual who i a morall. upright indi idual. 

Aristotle denied that moral acti ity constitut d perfect happiness. Ho\ ver 

he also seemed to be saying that ethical activity did somehow constitute happiness. 

In fact he b li ed "that to be happy to a secondary degree, one must lead a life in 

\\hich all other ends are pursued for the sake of activity in accordance v.i th ethical 

irtue. It is perfect! correct then, to say that the function argument does not commit 

An totle to the thesis that happiness consists in contemplation alone. Contemplation 

IS the on! acti ity being referred to when he speaks of ' the best and most perfect 



125 

" irtue but we should not infer from this that. in his ptmon n ther kmd of good 

hould be identified with happiness. '70 Book mphas1s s the mt that th xerc1se 

of perfect virtue constitutes happiness. 

On the contrary, the function argument sho\1 s that the good i an acti ity of 

the soul according to the best irtue. According to the dominant interpretation of 

Aristotle's doctrine, the less perfect goods are practical irtues uch as temperance 

and generosity. The fact that perfect-virtue is referred to repeated I r fleets the 

con iction that the function argument can be used to prove that the exercise of moral 

irtues constitutes a secondary form of happiness. For --perfect happiness consists in 

exercising the most perfect irtue, whereas secondary happiness consists in exercising 

irtues that are not perfect without qualification. '71 The function argument pia s a 

double role· for it involves a def~nce of the political and the philosophical lives. 

Unacceptable consequences do not follow from the identification of the be t and most 

perfect virtue with theoretical wisdom. Once we see how the functiorr argument is 

supposed to serve as a defence of two kinds of lives, we may und rstand why 

Aristotle concluded that the good was the exercise of the most perfect irtue. 

Aristotle wrote in Book I that the most perfect end was 'the one for the sake 

of which all others were chosen. '72 This account of perfection is the only one that is 

offered in Book I, and it would be absurd not to use it in the attempt to understand 

what the most perfect virtue is. If ends have more or less perfection depending on 

where they stand in a hierarchy, then Aristotle must have meant that virtues too can 

be arranged in a hierarchy. Accordingly, a virtue that is not perfect is one that is 

desirable only on condition that it promotes some further virtue. A irtue that is 

perfect is one that is desirable in-itself And the most perfect irtue is the one that is 
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not de 1rable for the sake of an other though all f th th r , 1 nu are d irabl or 

1 sake. That irtue is c ntemplation in rist ll • · , 1 w 

Ackrill thinks that the highest irtue IS made up fall vinue unhke Kraut. 

he does not take it to be the single good of the ret1cal' 1 dom. he belie e that it ts a 

composite of both practical and theoretical irtue . •·But this is a conclu 10n v e 

cannot accept since we ha e rejected his wa of understanding Aristotle' trichotom 

of end . There is no justification for taking the m st perfect trtue to be a comp site 

of all irtues, unless Aristotle has alread introduced the idea of a comp site goo~ 

and has treated degr es of perfi ction in terms of greater inclu ivenes . And thi he 

has not done. 73 ome vinues are p rfect and not most perfect. 

I agre ' ith Kraut but disagree with Ackrill. Kraut a ume that Aristotl 

t ok the best and most p rfect virtue as a single irtue, that is, theoretical irtue or 

contemplation, while Ackrill regards Aristotle s conception of the good as a 

composite of all rtues. Aristotle identified the good ' ith the rational and the 

virtuous acti ity of the soul alone. 

Aristotle' s reference to the good as an acti ity in accordance with the best and 

most perfect virtue implies that he identified it with one irtue. ·This of course does 

not commit him to the view that someone leading the best life needs only one virtue. 

Rather, his claim is on! that the activity at the pinnacle of human goods is the 

exercise of some one virtue· many other virtues are needed, but the occupy lower 

positions in the hierarch . '74 

Although Aristotle identified the good with only one virtue, he also thought 

that it was possible to be happy b acting according to the less perfect irtues. lt is 

for this reason that Aristotle pointed out in Book I.8 that happiness consists in the best 
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activity or the b st activities. And in Book X.7- h made a dt uncuon between 

perfect happiness and secondary happin ss. The latter is identified w1th the second-

best activity v bile the former is identified with the best activity. 

The virtue Ari totle refers to at the conclusion of the function argument - rhe one that is •·be t 
and most perfect"-is some single virtue whose superlative nature con i panl in it relatiOn 
to the other virtues: all other virtues are desirable for its sake, and though it i de irable in 
itsel( it is not de irable for the sake of any other virtue. Aristolle does not a which virtue it 
is because he has postponed discussion of the contemplative life. But he can hardly be blamed 
for not saying which virtue is best until be has a chance to discuss them all By referring to 
some one virtue that is best, he alerts us to the fact that some ranking of the virtue will be 
required before we can determine whjch-life is best.75 

Perfect happiness consists m acti ity according to theoretical wisdom ' hile 

secondary happiness consists in acti ity m accordance with practical (or moral) 

wisdom. In the final anal sis, Aristotle made it clear that the political and the 

philosophical lives are both happy though the latter is happier than the former. 

Jndeed, he regarded it as the happiest life. 

In the rest of Book I. 7, there is no mention of the best, the most perfect virtue 

or the life of contemplation. It is in Book X.7-8 that Aristotle concluded that the best 

virtue is theoretical virtue and that the philosophic life that is devoted to its pursuit 

was the happiest life. Howe er in the first book he was concerned with the irtues 

and the activities of the second-best life. He used the function argument to defend the 

best and the second-best kinds of life, that is the moral life as well as the inteJ1ectual 

life. 

Kraut denies that in Book 1.8-11 Aristotle said that happiness consisted of all 

intrinsic goods. For him, Aristotle identified it only with a single good, that is, the 

activity in accordance with virtue. All goods can be divided into three categories, 

namely e rtemal goods, goods of the body, and goods of the soul and the latter are 

said to be the best goods. 76 According to Aristotle, the good was an activity of the 
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s ul · it was not an external good. Th go d 1 happm~ r 'inu u. acth·ny H nee 

there are rwo kinds of irtuous acti ity or t\\o nns f happmc · that 1 , perfl ct 

happin ss and secondary happines . 

Aristotle thought that it was unthinkabl that the end f hfe should be 

determined b. fortune.
77 It is not a matter of chanmng fortune or chance. Human 

life has a certain design, a certain plan and purpose. Wed not act purposeless! ·we 

always act according to some purpose s) that e' ould like to achi ve. Our purpo es 

seem to be ordered in an ascending order with the highest of them all at the top of the 

hierarch.. In thi case it rna. be that thi is a fixed rder such that e ery good 

occupies its nghtfuJ place abo e or below the adjacent good s . But n is questionable 

whether uch a rigid hierarch of ends reall exists. 

II other goods in human life serve the purpose of promotmg theoretical 

virtuous activity as the highest good. Happiness does not depend on good fortune 

though good fortune may equip one ' ith c rtain n sary requirementS in a happ 

life. This does not mean that good luck produce happme s itself Happiness 

require an indeterminate exerci e of a great deal of p r onal ffort during a lengthy 

but an unspecified duration during which the necessary irtues are acquired. We are 

not told how great such indi idual dri e should be or how man ' . ears constitute the 

happy life as our ultimate purpose. We are simply told that the happ life requires a 

great effort and Jasts long. 

I fappiness or virtuous acti ity does not depend on goods such as honour, 

health, wealth, and friends. Although a happy human life contains a variety of goods 

its ultimate goal is not a composite of many different irtuous activities; on the 

comrary. it consists in only one form of inuous activity. That is, theoretical virtuous 
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activity. The ultimate end of life i the end of he happie t lifc r th h e of th most 

perfect happiness, while the penultimate end of life is the end of the s cond-best life 

or the life of secondary happiness. Happiness extends as far as \irtuous acti ity 

extends. That is, the more one engages in virtuous activity the happ1er one becomes 

and vice ersa. 

The ultimate end of life is not an external good, but a good of the soul.7 

evertheless, the alleged arrangement of such di er e goods in a ngtd hierarchy 

seems quite presumptuous. At best, it is only the same category of goods, be tt the 

goods of the soul or those of the body or external goods that might be organised in 

an order of merit though the different categories may also be ordered in a certain' ay. 

Even then there are many ways in which different goods can be arranged depending 

on the priority of the person who or9ers them unless the alleged hierarchy of goods 

consists of fixed le els of parts like a machine. 

According to Aristotle, the unhappy person was one who was inVolved in an 

unjust pursuit of goods such as physical pleasure, amusements wealth and power in 

the belief that these are the best goods. As an unjust person, he seeks them at all costs 

and in total disregard of the interests of other people. Unhappiness is the result that 

en ues when one acts according to the ices that force one to regard these as the best 

of all available goods. On the contrary happiness only consists in the two-prong 

pursuit of the second best and the best goods, viz., moral and intellectual activity. 

In Aristotle s view the fact that virtuous acti ities control happiness does not 

mean that the are necessary conditions ofbappine s. Good luck is also necessary for 

happiness. For anyone who suffers Priam s kind of misfortune can hardly be called 
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happ Pnam was a H men character wh\ fi l I from gra lth ugh happine 

requires oth r g ds apart from inuou acn ines. the latter onl contr 1 tt 

It is one supreme end, name! virtu us acti ity that r gulate all mtermed1at 

goods as their ultimate end: It is the on! good that controls our happmess a it is the 

onl good that constitute our ultimate end. All subordinate go are to b regulated 

by it as the supreme good, that is, their ultimate end. Although both virtuous 

activities as w U as ext mal goods such as friends and ' ealth are n cessary 

requirements in the good life human life and human happine s depend on and is 

controlled b. . irtuous acri ities alone as the ole ultimate end of human life. A the 

end of the most controlling discipline, it is the controlling g od. Human life and 

happiness is controlled by virtuous activity. Aristotle· project starts ' ith the search 

for the ultimate end of human life and ends' ith its identification with the good as the 

most controlling good. 'ln book 1, he does not sa which irtuous acti ny is the one 

that is most in control-for he leaves aside the question of which i most p rti ct. 

E entuall , he \vill adopt a theory in which contemplation i the controlling good of 

the perfectly happ_ life and ethically irtuous activit is the controlling good of the 

political life." 1 

The contemplative faculty eems to be our natural ruler and guide.82 It "does 

not actuaJl give commands or deliberate about how we should act: it is practical 

rea on that does that. Theoretical reason is the natural ruler of one's soul. The 

exercise of thi capacity is the good that bas authority or control o er all other goods 

since it is the ultimate end of the best life. '' 3 In the best life exercising theoretical 

wisdom is the ultimate end, and practical\ isdom subordjnates itself to tbis goal. "' 
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As far as the dominant interpretation is oncem cL th b t life IS one in 

which theoretical wisdom i one s ruler and guid , but that d es n t mean that it is the 

only kind of ruler one should ackno\ ledge. 5 Th happ pers n n eds a sufficient 

supply of equipment too.86 He requires external goods as well. How er such goods 

do not constitute happiness~ they are necessary requirements for happmess. The 

happy person requires them though the ar'e not the ingredients of his happiness. 

They are not components of happiness b cause hap 1ness is not a composite of goods: 

it is a single thing. Happiness has no constituents other than contemplation. It 

consists only in one virtuous acti ity. As the good, it is the ani end for the sake of 

which all other ends are pursued. It is the perfect, reasonable activity of the soul in 

accordance with irtue. 

Happiness is not a composi.te good. But the happy life consists of other goods 

as well. The ultimate end consists in one of the goods of the souL 7 Other goods are 

means to happiness but they are not parts of happiness. Ne erfheless, they 

constitute the happy life. External goods such as friends, wealth and power are 

related to virtuous activity as their ultimate end in the same way that a cause is related 

to its effect, but not as a part is connected to the whole of which it is a part. There is 

absolutely no textual evidence in Book I that happiness is 'an all-inclusi e composite' 

of goods that are desirable in themsel es. Although a reasonable amount of external 

goods is required for the promotion of happiness, the latter consists only in the 

activity of virtue that is either practical or theoretical. The theoretical acti ity of 

virtue is called perfect happiness while its practical activity is known as secondary 

happiness. 
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Acknll an other oppon nts of the dommant mterpretati n ay that happin 

should not be tdentified w1th an smgle go d such as ethi al act1vicy. or 

contemplation. or honour or pleasure. or any such go d t ne among man .. and n 

matter ho\i desirable 1t may b it is alwa s les de irable than the combmat1on of that 

good and some other go d no matter how little it might turn out to be. For example, 

the~ ' ould insist that contemplation is less desirable than the compo ue that consists 

in contemplation plu ph sica] pleasure - assuming that both f th m are good in 

themselves. And so the best good is the largest composite. In other words. happiness 

is een as an mclusive composite of all goods that are desirable m them lve . That 1 

probabl ··, by Aristotle says that it is self-sufficient: it make life ·choiceworth_ and 

in need of nothing.··· 9 Ob iou I_. everyone who has e erything that he requires doe 

not lack anything that he requires. That is, what makes him happ IS the fact that he 

is self-sufficient. In this case, happiness is especiall desirable because it 1 complete 

and it does not require additional goods to supplement it and to make 1t a better 

' hole. According to this interpretation, happiness is ·an all-inclusi e composite' 

' hole that is m need of nothing to impro eon it since it already contains everything it 

needs. 90 

However, according to the dominant interpretation, p rfect happines can only 

be equated Wttb perfect irtuous activity of the rational part of the soul. Perfect 

happiness and secondary happiness both consist in excellent theoretical and practical 

acti ities. respectively. Although these lives ha e many other intrinsic goods apart 

from excellent acti ity, the goods in question are not contents of happiness. They are 

subordinate to it. Thus, there is a hierarch of goods at the top of which there is 
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happiness. Contrary to the doctrine of mclusivi m it is not th c e that happtn ss is 

identical with the hierarchy as a whole. 

As a single good happiness has no components· nor is it a ingle compound 

good This is the dominant interpretation of euda1monia. cholars do not argue only 

about how Aristotle used a certain ' ord· the more important qu stion is what he took 

the best kind of life to be. He held that the more happines a life has. the b tter a life 

it is. For him the happiest life was the best life. However e eryone cannot agree 

WJth him on what he took as the happiest and, therefore, the best life. Everyone 

seems to ha e his or her own idea of the best life and the happiest life. And there is 

no wa of telling which one of the different conceptions is the correct one! 

However, according to the inclusive interpretation. the best life is not the one 

that has the greatest possible amo!ffit of some single good. Ackrill regards it as the 

one that has the appropriate amount of each component of happiness. Aristotle 

endorsed a simple fonnula: those who have more contemplation alsd' have more 

happiness, for contemplation is perfect happiness. Ackrill thinks that there is no way 

of reconciling the treatment of happiness in Book I and Book X. This is the 

contro ersial passage: " a) the self-sufficient we posit as that which when taken by 

itself makes life cboiceworthy and in need of nothing. Such we think happiness to be 

... (b) furthermore it is the most choiceworthy of all, without being counted in 

addition-being counted in addjtion it is obviously more cboiceworthy {when 

taken with the least of goods. For what is added on is an increase of goods, and of 

goods the greatest is always more choiceworthy. 91 Although Kraut criticises 

Ackrill's interpretation, he says that he is in partial agreement with him. For he too 

takes (b) to be putting forward an argument in the form of a reductio ad ab ·urdum. 



If happme s ts mere} one go ong many. th n. it '' uld b b tter to hav 

tt pi us something else than to ha e 1t alone. For more g art: better than fewer. 

Accordmg to the inclusi e concept10n of happine s. a per on wh 1 happ) i not as 

well off as som one who has happiness and om further g od. ur htghest aim - ... ) 

according to thi wa_ of thinking, would n t only be t be happy, but happmess plus 

all the other intrinsic goods. And that simpl_ 1s not ' hat an 'one m hts nght mind 

wants to sa about happiness. We take that good to b most des1rable in a special 

' a : it ts not onl a good howe er aluable; rather it is the ort of good that cannot 

be impro ed upon by being counted in addition to other goods. 

Once. ou ha e the greatest amount of happmess that settle the matter: ther 

are no other goods that can make one· life b tter Ackrill and others mfer fr m th1s 

' ay of reading Aristotle's argument that he was identifying happiness not with any 

one good such a cont mplation but ' ith the composite of all intrinsic good . He 

seem to be reading his own conception of happiness into Aristotle· cOnception of 

happiness. But Kraut says that there is no e idence that Aristotle did that. Kraut 

denies that the argument abo e commits Aristotle to the mclusive ie'> . n the 

contrary he attributes to him the iew that happines is not subject to impro ement 

b the addition of any other good not because it contains all necessary goods. but 

because 1t is characterised by the optimum amount of a single good, the virtuous, 

rational acti ity of the soul. Since happiness consists in irtuous activity alone, the 

addition of something other than irtuous acti ity to virtuous activity does not 

produce more happiness· only more virtuous acti ity leads to more happiness. There 

cannot be an increment in happiness on account of an increment of goods other than 

itself. This is the correct interpretation of Aristotle's conception of happiness. 
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As Kraul rightl admits, .. this passage pu constramt on an adequate 

conception of happiness: the good or goods \vith which happm s 1 1dentified must 

not be subject to improvement through combination with other . But 1 d not find 

Aristotle saying that this condition of adequacy can be met only by identifying 

happiness with the composite of all intrinsic goods.' 92 Tn this case happiness is 

identifiable with one or more goods. Ackrill believes that Aristotle identified it with 

-
many goods while Kraut maintains that he did not do that since there 1 a great deal 

of evidence that Aristotle equated happiness with virtuous activity alone. 

Furthermore as far as Anthon Kenny's interpretation of Aristotle s 

conception of happiness is concerned Aristotle insisted that happiness was most 

worthy of choice only in the limited sense that when it is compared with an other 

single good, it can be seen to be m9re desirable. Happiness cannot be improved upon 

by the addition of any other good for it is already complete and self-sufficient. But 

when we multiply other goods the resulting bundle is exp cted to be better than the 

inirial good. Accordingly Kenny thinks that Aristotle was putting this constraint on 

the single-most desirable good there was. So conceived the good turns out to be 

contemplation, for virtuous acti ities are the best goods and contemplation is the 

highest virtuous activity. But on Kenny' s reading Aristotle gladly admitted that the 

sum of this one end plus any other end is better than contemplation alone. The fact 

that it is subject to improvement does not disqualify it from being happiness because 

it is understood from the start that happiness is made more desirable by the addition 

of any further good. 

On the contrary, that is not Aristotle s view! Other goods may be improved 

upon. But happiness cannot be improved upon. For it is an end in itself. It is 
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complete and self-sufficient. 1t lacks nothing. It t the ole g od of the ul that an 

make a life worth choo mg without qualification. ther g d apart fr m happiness 

become better with the addition of more goods. Happtn s t "'m st h tcewonh · of 

all goods since it is not counted as one good among many. If it \ er counted as one 

among man. , the~ clearl '. v e think that the addition of the small st of goods would 

make it more choiceworth : for (the smallest good) that is add d be orne an extra 

qual ity of goods (so creating a good larger than the original go d) and the larger of 

t\ o goods is always more choiceworthy. (But we do not think any addttion can make 

happiness more choiceworthy: hence it is most choiceworth_ .) happin ss. th n, is 

apparently something complete and self-sufficient~ smce it is the end of the things 

pursued in action. 9~ 

Kraut is right m rejecting Kenn · s interpretation. He say that it is 

unacceptable and unorthodox. Happiness is the go d and the good is that for the sake 

of which " e do all that ' e do. Accordingly, we cannot take ' the c11oice\ orth 

passage ' to be saying that happiness can be improved u on by b ing combined with 

other goods. 

Aristotle was saying quite clearly that happiness was the most worthy of 

choice good in the special sen e that it could not be impro ed upon through a 

comb ination with other goods. For if 1t could be impro ed upon then it would 

become more worth of choice when even the least of goods was added to it. 

Consequent) the composite would be better than happiness alone. But that is absurd 

if happiness is realt the best or the most worthy of choice good. As the most worthy 

of choice good, happiness lacks, and is in need of nothing. Aristotle explained the 

meaning of eudaimoma as a concept before he could present bis own conception of 
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eudaimonia. But he denied that it was ob iousl .. true that all g ds that ar destrable 

in themsel es constitute eudaimonia. The latter has no constttu nts other than 

contemplation~ it is identical with contemplation alone. lf the in lusive thesis was 

true Aristotle could not have regarded the happiness of gods as the ideal of human 

happiness for they lack goods other than contemplation. 

Aristotle claimed that the gods were the happiest beings. 94 Contemplation is 

thought to be their sole activity. They do not engage in any other a tivlty. Th1s is a 

h.ighly questionable assumption. For it is impossible to establish ' hether the so­

called gods contemplate or not, let alone to prove their existence be ond reasonable 

doubt . They do not take part in ethical activity either. Their happiness is supreme. 

And their li es ba e the maximum amount of contemplation. If it were conceptually 

true that happiness is a composite_of e ery intrinsic good then it would be equally 

true that they are the components of the happiest life too. However Ari totle did not 

ad ·ance the inclusive thesis. 

Kraut argues that Ackrill's interpretation of the self-sufficiency and most­

cboiceworthy passages ' is incompatible with Aristotle s identification of happines 

with virtuous activity alone in Book L But there are two kinds of irtuous activity, 

viz. theoretical and practical, virtuous activity. Kraut takes Aristotle to be saying that 

happiness or the good is what lies at the tip of the hierarchy of ends in which the 

lo\J er ends serve as means to the higher ones and all of them are means to the good 

itself The good is not a compound of intrinsic ends but the summit of all kinds of 

ends. The good does not contain perfect ends like honour, virtue, and pleasure nor 

does it include the ends for which they are desired. Admittedly, Aristotle was aware 

of the possibility that happiness might have been a composite of many goods. For he 
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ob erved that '·!f there t .\ .·ome end of til a lwm. rlus would h, th ood a Jue\'lhl 

b_\ actw n; hw if there are many {II wuuld he/ the. e"'95 inc th e nd altematJv 

was not 'iable· Aristotle en led for the first optton. 

Kraut believes that his interpretation is ad antageous m th sen e that 1t 

demonstrates that there is no conflict between the ie\ e 'pre ed in the ·most choice­

worth · passage and identifying happiness with the single go d f muous acti ity. 

Anstotl · s theology is quite compatible\ ith his practical philosophy. The god enjo 

perfect happiness even though they lack other goods since happiness depends on 

contemplation alone. If happiness includes as man good a pos ible, then divin 

happiness ' ould not be regarded as the standard of human happin ss. or they do n t 

engage in the many acti\ities that people engage in. lndeed if happme s 'ere an 

inclusi e end, men would be happier than the gods in this case. ne does not becom 

less happy on account of the lack of goods other than irtuous acu Jty. Aristotle 

concei ed of happiness as the most choiceworthy good, for interrnediate·good could 

not supplement or improve it. 

According to the interpretation of Ackrill, even the smallest intrinsic good is 

enough to lessen the amount of happiness if it is lacking from the compound of 

happiness that contains all intrinsic goods. Thus each good has a place in our lives. 

But as far as the dominant interpretation goes, happiness increases or decreases 

according to the degree of irtuous activity alone. The more one engages in irtuous 

activity the happier one becomes and the lesser one is involved in irtuous activit , 

the less happy one becomes. Since happiness depends onl on virtuous activity it is 

not enhanced nor diminished by the absence or presence of goods other than itself in 

one 's self. 
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Ackrill equates •the best possibl :;;o d' w th ·the large t c mposite of 

mtrinstc goods. On the contrary, Aristotle him elf thought that th good differed 

from any other good in the sen e that it \ as the most complete and elf-sufficient end. 

Thus happiness as the human good cannot be improved upon b combining it with 

any e rua good. That is the message of the most ch iceworthy passage. 

The argument for inclusiveness takes contemplation to be a mere good 

-
hereas Aristotle took it to be the final good. Only ·nuous activity constitutes 

happiness. There is no better good than happiness. Indeed happiness cannot be 

impro ed upon by the addition of any good. "Since the good is ' hatever lie at the 

top of the hierarchy of ends-whether the top is simple or comple - goods occupying 

lower TO\VS cannot be added to the pinnacle to fonn a superior composite. 96 On the 

contrary, according to Aristotle, th~ good was simple and not complex. 

Pleasure is a good whose addition to some intrinsically desirable thing other 

than the good makes the result better than the original good. But it is not the good 

si nee it can be impro ed upon yet the good cannot be impro ed upon. in Plato s iew 

the best hurnan life is a mixed life of pleasure as we1l as understanding.97 Even if the 

good life is a mixed life this does not necessarily mean that the ultimate end oflife is 

al o a mixed end. Since pleasure and worthwhile acti ity are necessarily connected, 

it must be an ingredient of the good life. Aristotle wrote tbat taking interest in a 

particular activity makes it better in the way it is done. 9 He regarded acti ity in 

accordance with virtue as the most pleasant activity. 

3. 7 ntbony Kenny 

Anthon Kenny for his part, compares and contrasts the Nichomachean Ethic and 

the Eudemwn Ethics together with Books I-VII, which they have in common in terms 



140 

of their di cussion of eud unoma. Th re are es entia!. tru tural 

substantial differences and similarittes b tween th two. or Instance th form r 

presents a dominant concep1ion of eudwmunw v hile th Jan r ant ulate a 

comprehensi e or an inclusive view of eudaunonia. He accept the dominant 

interpretation of eudaimoma. But ifth same author \VTOte these treans s the_ ought 

to present the same point of iew unless different authors with daffi rent points of 

ie' \\'TOte them if not, then their author might ha e been confu ed But for Kenn . 

·The ees happiness as constituted essential! by the contemplatave activity of 

nou : this is the only happines reall_ worthy of the name, and the moral virtue is a 

second-rate kind of happin ss. In the EE on the other hand, happiness consist in the 

id al functioning of every part of the soul: the acti ity of contemplation 1 on I one, 

admitted! the highest one, among a family of acti ities ' hich con titute th happy 

lifi ."99 There is a disagreement among scholaTs as to which of the two conceptions of 

happiness is ad ocated in the books that are common to both trectuses. The 

implication is that the ichomachean Htlucs does not appear to form a coherent 

treatise but a di Jointed book consisting of three different parts. Not onl is the 

N1chomachean f"'_:t/uc. diffi rent from the J::udauman Eth1cs, but there are also 

differences a ' ell as similarities among its beginning, the middle as well as its final 

part. Yet the same author arguabl , \vrote both works. ln that case, their author i 

inconsistent. It is unlikely that an author of such a gr · genius as Aristotle could fail 

to distinguish two different conceptions of the same idea in two different orks let 

alone wi thin the same work! But still that is humanly possible since 'it is human to 

err. · 
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As far as the concepnon of happiness in the contra ersta1 boo · 1 concerned. 

their tew is said to be generally closer to the Eudemwn f:.tlu \ than the 

. ·rchom chean Eth1cs though this is not quite clear, for the are similar to both books 

in certam aspects. This suggests that they originally belonged to the former and that 

they were later incorporated in the Nichomachean Ethic assuming that the latter 

came later than the former. Indeed, there is another controversy among scholars not 

on I about the authorship of the two treatises but also about their htstorical origin 

and therefore that of the common books. But that is not my concern here. 

The Nichomachean Ethics and the Eudemian Eth1c.~ are said to differ also in 

terms of their structure. The latter begins with a discussion of t\ o question : a 

th oretical question, \ hat is the good life and how is it caused? and a practical one, 

·what goal in life should I pursl!e'. These questions are ob iously interrelated though 

the are not the same. Happiness is seen as an intrinsic end comprising every moral 

and intellectual irtue, the best of which is pleasure since it consists in th~ cultivation 

of all virtues. Probably irtues can be enumerated. Thus happiness is an activity of 

complete life in accordance with complete irtue. 100 

Again, the Eudemian Ethics, commences with the discussion of happiness 

before discussing the good while the Nichomachean Ethic starts with the discussion 

of the good before proceeding to the discussion of happiness as the good. In this case 

it i claimed that the latter is more Platoruc than the former in giving priority to the 

concept of the good over happiness. Not everything that comes flrst like a firstborn is 

necessarily more important than whatever follows it. The first idea to feature in any 

discussion is not always the most important of all ideas. Sometimes the most 

important idea may appear at the beginning, in the middle, or at the end of a 
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panicular \\Ork dependmg on the structural orgamsatton pr 1 rrc!d by It auth r. 

There IS no con ent1onal and str1ct rule about th1s maner 

Howe er, to thee .rent that the l::udemwn Dlucs d als vvnh the funct1on of the 

soul ,., h1le the Ntchomachean Etlztc'i is concerned ' ith that of man the former eem 

to express a more philosophical and Platonic ie' than the Ian r a f: r as Kenn. is 

concerned. Further the first book of the latter differs most importantly from the first 

two books of the former. The laner "identifies happiness \\~th a ingle d mmant end. 

the acttvity of the highest irtue· \ her as the former views happiness as an inclusi e 

end the activity of all the virtues of the rational soul in the broadest sen e '101 

Howe er. unlike Ackrill, he denies that the first book of the latter presents an 

m lusi e iew of eudaimoma. 

In Ackrill the alleged di!Terence between the first and the last books ' ithin 

the Ntclwmachean Ethics is apparently the same as th perceived contra t, in Kenny, 

between the latter and the Hudenuan Etlucs taken as a ' hole. Ace rdirrg to Ackrill, 

the first book and the tenth book of the Nicomachean Hthics are sa1d to present an 

inclusi e and a dominant vie' of happmess, respectively. Similar! ·, m Kenn . the 

latter as a whole and the Eudemian Ethic.· in general are seen as presenting a 

dominant and an inclusive interpretation of happiness. respecti el . Thu the iew 

e pressed in the final book and not the first b ok, of th former is selective! taken 

by Kenny to be the predominant view of the whole ' ork. On the other hand, his 

critics and the proponents of the inclusive theory such as Ackrill seem to find it 

unJUStifiable to generalise the view of the last book while ignoring that of the first 

one. as the conclusive view of the entire treatise. Instead they have chosen to 

attribute the comprehensi e idea of happiness purportedly articulated in first book, 
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rather than the last one, to the \\hole work thereb) ub rdinating and suppr .ing th 

notion of happiness pre ented m the latter. In both ca e , th o rail theory of the 

'IC:homachean Eth1c is reduced to the idea expres ed in Its last book and no attempt 

is made to reconcile these dtvergent vie' s. 

Granted that its first and the last books really ad ocate contradictory theories 

of eudwmoma there seems to be no justification for attributing the "ie' of one book 

other than the other to the ' hoi work. It is fallaciou to do so. II .. ever. if there 1 

no contradiction between the iews gi en in the the e b oks, then the view of the 

concludmg chapter of the N1chomachean EthiC.\ rna_ b treated as the final 

d velopment of the ie' of the first book. Like a conclusiOn, It comes last in 

Aristotle· s in estigation of the nature of the g d that begm , as an introduction tn the 

first book. 

Like Kraut, Kenn disagrees with Ackrill on the interpretation of th latter 

concerning the clause 'if there are more than one '1rtue, m accordance ~ith the best 

and most complete· as a reference to ·man 'total · ·comprehensive or the sum of alI 

vinues. · For Kenny it should be interpreted as a referenc to the upreme virtue, that 

is, contemplation as it has traditional! been con trued. ··The traditional iew sees 

the clause 'if there are more than one irtue, in accordance with the best and most 

complete', as keeping open a place for the eventual doctrine of N1comachean Ellzic 

lO that happiness is the activity of the upreme irtue of . ·ophw. E en Ackrill does 

not try to deny that in Nicomachean Ethic· I 0 a ·dominant view of happiness is 

adopted.'' 101 Kenny puts fon ard the 'traditional ie\ and reiterates his criticism of 

ckrill's view when he observes that in the preceding chapter of the Nicomachean 

Et!ucs 
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. . Anstotle has alrc:ady made ~lear that he doe not r gard happin 
an mclu tve end. but as a dommant one. m the passage in v. hich he , that wh n 
we are lookin_ for ometlung which. when not added to anvthin!o( ~1. j mo t 

hoicewonhy-clearl , if it i so added it i more cho1cewonh; \\ith~ e ·en the lea t 
additional good If happine s were meant a an mclu 1ve end a the sum total of 
goods sought for their own sake, it would be absurd to pea· of good additional 
to happine s. When Aristotle speak of 'the best and mo t tele1 vinue' the word 
·lf:!!cua· admittedly ha several sen e , one o which 1 ·compl te '. but it 1 hard to 
take the word for 'best· to mean · comprehensiv of man ·. rather than 'b uer than 
the rest. Arete like the nglish word 'vinue', can be u ed as a mas -noun (as in ·a 
man of great vinue } or as a count-noun (as in ·a man of many vinuc ). but on 

ckrill' vtew ristotle i made to witch from the rna s-noun to the count-noun 
u e within a space of ten words 103 

The author disagree with Ackrilrs inclusive interpretation of th doctnne f the 

earl pan f the /~1/ucs though he agrees with him cone ming hi dominant '<le\ of 

happi nes in the la bo k. Instead, he rightJy thinks that Ari totle presented a 

dominant interpretation of eudwmoniu in the ' hole treat1s . ·The contrast then, 

bet' een the inclusi e, organic view of happmess in the EE. and the dommant, 

intellectualist one of the ~ i clear and profound. Instead of a single life offering u 

all the \alues sought by the promoters of the three traditional lives, the concluding 

section of the NE offers u a first-class, perfect happmess con istmg of the exerci e of 

sophiu. and an altemati e, second-class career cons1sting in thee ercise of phrones1s 

and the moral vinues. N w which of these conceptions of happine s matches better 

the remarks about happiness in the disputed books?"' 10~ 

1 n Kenn · s iew, this question has either been ignored or quest1oned b_ other 

scholars. he ·three traditional lives' referred to above are the life of pleasure, the 

pol1tical I i fe and the I ife of study. These are the main contenders for the be t life. 

Aristotle's requirement that happiness mu t be self-sufficient is used as a 

principal argument by those who wish to express an inclusi e interpretation of the 

concept of happiness in the fir t book of the , ·,chomachean Ethtc.. If perfect 



bappmess makes life desirable and lackmg in nothmg n 1 wn then o it i argu d. 

it ca iUlot be restricted solei. to contemplation. or, tt i obq us that th re arc all 

parts o f other go ds that would b lackmg m a life of pure com mplatton. Howe er 

it is one thing to e ·pre one's notion of happine , and another thing to e pre s 

Anstotle's conception of happiness. 

Aristotle did not maintain in the Ethic that a happy man is If-sufficient. He 

made this clear' hen he said that the happy man also need fnends.105 H thought 

that contemplation alone was a sufficient condition for happiness. He tdenttfied 

happiness with contemplation becau e one who contemplate approach the ideal of 

e lf-sufficienc more closely than th person who eeks the life of action. en the 

intellectual needs the basic necessities of life like the just per on. Ilowe er. he can 

do \ ithout those who benefit from Dis well doing. Indeed, he is able t theorise alone 

though he can do it better with his colleagues. 106 

If happiness were meant a an inclusive end, as the sum total of goods sought 

fo r thei r own sake, it would be absurd to sp ak of goods additional to happine s. The 

evidence that ha so far been adduced shows that Aristotle did not consider happiness 

as an inclusive end. 

Ackri ll and Cooper regard happiness as an inclusi e good ln his paper 

'Anstotelian Happiness' Stephen Whites own interpretation rests on a distinction 

between happiness as comprehen ive, and happiness as incJu ive. He believes that in 

the 1 1chomachean Ethic happiness is inclusi e in the sense that it includes more 

than one component: contemplation all by itself cannot be identical with happiness 

e en happiness of tbe best sort. While it is inclusive, it is not comprehensive. He 
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of extra goods. 

I 6 

su h n an be tmpr d by th additi n 

Here ts a clear di tinction between omprehens1ve and tn Ju tve g od . But it 

absurd to think of the good as a comprehensi e n that in tude all g od . 

Aristotle's observatton that the good make li[i 'Ia k nothing· should not be 

interpr ted that it includes everything~ it means that it has no defictenc! There is no 

e\idence that Anstotle regarded happine s as a compos1te of every g od. Perhap, the 

idea of the good as an inclusi e end that is not comprehensi\e ' the one that i 

expressed in ristotle's Eudemwn Ethtc . Howe er, in the Nrclwmucheun D/ucs, 

happiness i portrayed neither as an i nclu i e end nor is It a comprehenSl\ e end. 1 f 

An totle's conception of eudwmoma in the two ethical treat1 es are really diss1milar 

or contradictory, then this raises the que ti n of the authenticity f the author hip of 

these \ ork . In that case, it is doubtful whether both of them are rea II the products 

of the arne writer. Wh. can the same \\Titer express contradictory ide~ about the 

same thmg in the arne work or in different' ork ? 

In the Ethic.,, there seem to be tV~o differ nt kinds of happine : 

contemplation the superior one and moral action the inferior one. owhere in the 

EtJuc. or in the J~udemtan Etluc. did Aristotle suggest that contemplation and moral 

vtrtue are constituent parts of a single o era II happiness. 

On the face of it, the concluding section of the l:. tlucs, unlike the Eudemiun 

Ethtc does not offer a single life containing all the goods sought b the promoters of 

the three promment lives. Instead it offers a first-class, perfect happiness, consisting 

of the exerci e of understanding, and an altemati e, second-class career, consisting in 

the exercise of wisdom and the moral virtues. 
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Aristotle anted a table ac ount of happines that ' as c ndu t\e to human 

nature. Although no human situat1on can pos ibl · achteve th tdeal of If-

suffici nc · self-sufficienc_ ofier an 1deal standard of measunng candidate for 

eudamwnia. In Book of the Ntchomachean Ethtc,\, it is u ed a a cnterion for 

d1 crimmating between the claims of contemplation and the hfe f moral\ inue to be 

the supr me ort of happiness. 

-
Those" ho favour an inclusi e mterpr tation of eudwmoma argue that in the 

Ethtcs Book I, and perhaps e en in Book X moral irtue is a nece sarv onstituent of 

supreme happiness. Their arguments have already been rebutted. 

3.8 Terence Irwin 

Further. T. Irwin argues that tf happines is comprehensi c, and good that depend on 

fonune are genuine good then l]appiness must include them. John Cooper. in a 

stnking departure from hi earlier position sees the l:,'tluc.\ as being unique among the 

Aristotle's ethical treatises in the sense that it requires an adequate supply of e\1cmal 

goods in the meaning of happine s itself as its essential characteristiC. 107 He claims 

that this is Aristotle's final theory on the matt r. 

3.9 The inclusive tbesi 

The repre entatives of the inclusi ise-end theory of eudaimoma are J. L. Ackrill. J. M. 

Cooper, and S. White, among others. The inclusive interpretation of happiness in 

Bo k I is popular with many commentators. However, Book X cannot easily be 

interpreted in an inclusi e \ ay. In spite of Anthony Kenny 's efforts in 

·Intellectualism in Aristotle· it seems impossible to depict the two books as offering 

different accounts of happiness. 
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Th word ·perfe t" eem ambtguous in An t ttc· ' a ul ~ ... i it m an 

· mar rath r than ·complet : that confirms the claim that n mean th arne thing in 

the pas age of B ok I of the l~tlucs to which referenc ha en made. n the other 

hand 1f it means ·complet '. then 1t implie that there is no th r element in perfect 

happin ss apart from the contemplati e acti\ it} f the mind. 

Aristotle went on to show that theoretiC contemplation pos e sed all th 

qualitic. \·\'hich, according t Book L were in popular opini nand m truth, propertte 

of happiness.10 In Book I happiness is described a the best acuvity1
u<J but 

com mplation i the best acti ity b cause it is the operation of the best thing in man 

(the understanding) and concern the highest object of knO\\ ledge (noble and dtvme 

thing . ) w 

In the first book Aristotle listed the propertie whtch p ople belie ed to b 

e .enttal to happiness. and in the tenth book he sought to sho' that only philo ophtcal 

contemplation po essed th e ess ntial qualities. But th concluding ecuon of the 

F:tlucs. m tead of offering, like the l:'udenuwz 0/ucs, a ingle life containmg all the 

value sought by the promoters of the three traditional I ive ofTer a first - cia . 

perfect happiness consi ting in the exercise of understanding. As an alternative the 

fonner goe n to offer a second - class career consisting in the exercise of \vtsdom 

and th moral irtues: that it is not perfect happincss. 111 

The main reason wh interpreters are motivated to reJect this eliti t position is 

that the} do not find it to be a credible philosophy. Admirers of Aristotle are 

unwilling to attribute such a strange doctrine to his mature ethical ' ork. ln 

panicular. the find the contemplati e person who is the hero of the tenth book, a 

trange and repellent human being. If contemplation alone constitutes perfect 
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happiness then in cas ''here there ts a c nflt t b l\\een the demand of moral 

'mue and contemplation, the agent hould engage tn contemplation. even if the 

alternau e is sa\ ing his neighb ur from a bummg hous . F r m tan e. Dever u.x also 

argues that in case the contemplati e person lacks moral v1rtue th rc 1 nothing to 

pre ent him from being qUtte ruthle s in pursuing his goal 

3.10 J . L. Ackrill 

Ackrill also eem to ahrree '~-'ith all these author as far a the problem of 

und r tanding Aristotle's theory of eudwmonw is concerned when he says that 

Ari totle ·seem· to give two an wers' to the question <what is the be t ltfi:! for a man 

to lead?' But his u age of the ' ord 'seems' suggest that Ackrill is careful or 

autiou in his criticism of the subject of the Ethtc . For what m rd) seem t be the 

ca e may or may not b the cas~. In this case, Aristotle may have gwen two 

c ntli ting ans' ers to the question of the ideal life for man. In actual fact, one rna 

misund rstand his point el) ea ily. It may tum out e entually that he had gtven one 

con i tent answer to the question about the best life. At any rate, 1 f indeed his answer 

is ambivalent a Ackrill and others claim. then there i no justification' hatsoe er for 

attributing to him the inclusive rather than the dominant vi w f eudwmoma and ice 

vera. 

Howe er, Ackrill di agrees w1th Hardie and others on their dominant 

interpretation of Ari totle · s theory of eudaimoma. He argues, instead, for the 

inclusive th ory of eudamroma. His claim that Aristotle s conception of eudamwnia 

1 pr dominantly inclusi e rather than dominant sounds strange in the light of what 

has been said so far. He argues that the fact that there is one ultimate end for the sake 

f \ hich e ery other end is desired should not be interpreted that 
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. There 1s a ing.le object of d ire in the sen e of a monolnhi a!> oppo d 
to ·mclu 1 e • end. lndeed the 1mmediatel follO\\ing refer nces to the political an 
as architectomc and as having an end that embrace the end of other an are 
themselves {as Hardie allow ) indicative of an inclu ive cone puon If. howe\er, 
the 1dea 1 admitted of an end that include even· md pendent! de 1red end th 
po 'lhility presents itself of constructing one (inclu ive) end from any pluralrt ot 

eparate end and of peaking of the one compound or mclu i e end a the highe t 
good for the sake of which we seek each of the in!,.>Tedient end m 

According to this interpretation, · most of the Dhics imp I ies that go d action i -or IS 

a major element in - man· s best life, but e entually m Book T n purely ontemplati e 

activity is said to be perfect euduunonur and Aristotl does not tell us how to 

combine or relate thes two ideas.''1 
D Thus, he acknowlede:es the truth of th 

dominant interpretation of eudaunoma, partl . At least he admits th presence of an 

intellectualist conception of eudwmnnia in the F.thics. Ackrill thinks that Aristotle's 

onception of eudamumia is inclusive because eudwmonia i the good. the end of the 

most authoritati e cience, that is political science, ' hich in Jude all other end . 

1 e ertheles , the good does not include other ends in the sense that it contams them, 

but in the sense that the are ought for its sake. 

For Ackri II, "Aristotle' it.:umachean /:t/uc. ra1ses more que tions than it 

answer . Two central is ue as t which it is not e en quite clear \\hat Ari totle 's 

view really is, first what is the criterion of right action and of moral irtue? And 

second, what i. the best I rfe for a man tv leac/T' 114 As far as the first question is 

cone med h rightly denies that Aristotle committed ·rumself to the thesis that 

actions are aluable only insofar as the promote theona.''115 Instead, Aristotle 

advanced the doctrine of virtue as the mean ben een the two e ·tremes of deficiency 

and excess. This is the criterion of right and moral action as far as the Etlzics is 

concerned, which AckriJI seems to o erlook \ hen he claims abo e that Aristotle's 

view is not clear on the moral criterion. It is the doctrine of moderation. Right 
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a nons are those that ar neither defictent nor e ·ce s1 it 1 difficult to 

fix the mean accurate) as far as human acti n i c ncerned. 

Ackrill claims that Aristotle failed to gi e a · at1 factory an w r' to th 

question of the best life for man. The latter attributed the best life t th g ds. That 

is. the life of theona. Admitted) Aristotle ackno' ledged the fact that it was 

impossible for human beings to lead the di ine life of pure theorw. But the 

philosopher can lead a life akin to it in o far as he is also in olved in the activity f 

theoria to some extent. However, unlike the gods, he can onl th ori e at time and 

not all the time for he is a human being. He is therefore limited in this ense 

As Ackrill rightl ... observes ' ou do not give a man a complete rule or recipe 

for life b telling him to engage in th •oria. Any human life must include acti n. and 

in the best life practical ' isdoll! and moral irtue will therefore be displayed as well 

as sophia. 116 It is true that the best human 1 ife does not, and cannot, consist in pure 

contemplation. It is partl theoretical and partl practical. The besf human life 

con ists in a combination of theona and praxis. That is the ideal human life. 

Furthermore, Ackrill admits that Aristotle ''cannot make intelligible m the Htlucs the 

nature of man as a compound of 'something divine and much that is not di ine. How 

can th re be a coalition between such parries? But if the nature of man is thus 

unintelligible the best life for man must remain incapable of clear specification even 

in principle. 117 He is right. One can only sa what one takes the best life to be and 

not ' hat the best life is, ince what one takes it to be is not the same as what another 

takes it to be. He goes on to discuss the contrast bet\ een the political and the 

philo opbicallives. 



Like ilke , Ackrill questions the distm uon bet veen th pohucal and the 

philosophic life. either the philosophi at life nor th p hti al lifl 

uni nterrupted single acti ·ty of theoretical or moral irtue. Th act that they are 

different does not mean that they do not ha e certain charactenstics in common. 

Sometime Ackri ll acknowledges the fact that Aristotle thought that th philo ophical 

life was superior to the political. " Insofar then, as he i concerned to pick out the 

philosopher' life and the statesman's life as the t\ o wonhiest id als and t rank the 

former higher than the latter, Aristotle is not obliged to ask how in th philo opher's 

life the distincti e acti ity of theona is to be combined with humbler practical 

activities." 11 Neither did Aristotle specify how practical activity was to b related to 

theoretical acri ity in the political life. 

Ac ording to Aristotle's definition of the function of a human being as a 

rational principle,· it includes both practical , as well as theoretical , rational a ti ity. 

However, Aristot le's final conclusion adds what is usually taken to be a restriction 
to theoretical or contemplative thoughL theoria. and to express therefore a narrow 
as opposed to an inclusive view of eudaimonia. For he says· ' the good for man 
turns out to be the activity of soul in accordanc with irtue, and if there are more 
than one virtue, in accordance with the best and mo t complete' (or 'mo t final,' 
teleiotaton); and it is supposed that this last must refer to ·oplua, the \irtue of 
tlumria However. there i absolutely nothing in what precedes that would justify 
any such restriction. Ari totle has clearly stated that the principle of the ergon 
argument is that one must ask what powers and activities are peculiar to and 
distinctive of man. He has answered by referring to man' power of thought . and 
that thi is what distinguishes man from lower animals is standard doctrine. But no 
argument has been adduced to suggest that one type of thought is any more 
d1 tinctive of man than another. In fact practical reason. so far from being in any 
way les distinctive of man than theoretical, i really more o; for man shares v.rith 

. ' d h . . f h II!> nstotle s go t e acuvny o t eona. 

Ackrill argue that Aristotle concei ed of eudaimonia as a whole made up of intrinsic 

ends. "That the primary ingredients of eudwmonia are for the sake of eudaimonia is 

not mcompatibJe with their being ends in themsel es· for eudaimonia is constituted 
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. . . 1 
~ acm ties that are ends m themselve ·· - H d lare. that "wh n nstotl ay. 

that A is for th ake of B, h need not m an that A 1 a mean t ub equent B but 

rna mean that A contribute as a con tituent to B~ that th1 1 ,, hat he d mean 

v.hen he sa s that g od actions are for the ake of eutlumwmu. and that he do's not 

argue or imply that eudaunonia consists in a single type f actt\'11). theorta."'112 This 

is the conception of eudaimomu that Ack.rill thinks Ari totle ad\'ocated the vie\ the 

latter must ha e advocated. According t him Aristotle was •· a}tng, then that 

eudaimonia, being absolutely final and genuinely self-suffici nt is more de irable 

than an 1hing else in the sense that it include. e erything in its If It i best, and 

better than everything else, not in the wa that bacon i ~ better than egg and than 

tomatoes (and therefore the best of the three to choos ), but in th ' ay that bacon. 

eggs, and tomatoes is a better bre~tkfast than either bacon or egg or tomatoes- and i 

indeed the best breakfast without qualification.'"123 He ees •udaimonia a a 

compound of many ends as oppo ed to a single, dominant end. ft is unconditionally 

better than any or all of its constituents. e ertheless the comparison of a \ hole and 

its individual parts is quite unnecessary. Ackrill denies the intellectual thesis but 

affirms the inclusive interpretation emphaticall . He attributes to Aristotle a the is 

that the latter should ha e ad ocated although he did not ad ocate it. Aristotle 

advocated an intelJectual thesis instead of a comprehensi e the is. 

H: then, the Nichomachean Ethics addition- "if there are more than one virtue, in 
accordance with the best and most complete ·-is a reference b AriSlotle to 
-monolithic" doctrine, the doctrine that eudaimonia is reaJiy to be found in just on " 
activity, theoria, it is entirely unsupported by previous argument, part of whose 
conclusion it purports to be. Moreo er, it is not called for-and by the conceptual 
clarification of the notion of eudaimonia earlier in the book and chapter; for it has 
not there been said that the end for man must be · monolithic" (or even contain a 
dominant component). Thus such a restriction wiU be an ill-fitting and at first 
unintelligible intrusion of a view only to be explained and expounded mucl1 later. 
Now this is certainly a possibility, but not, in the circum tances, a very strong one. 
For we are not dealing with a work that in general shows signs that marginal notes 



154 

and later addruon or r Vt ton ha,· got m rporated but n t proper!. m1 r ted 
into the text 1 ~4 

F r 1 krill . one possibl .. alt mativ to con tructmg 'th be t and mo t c mplete 

'trtue· a an allusion to soplua:·r1 · i to "'int rpr lit as refemng to the t tal "in.ue, 

the combinatiOn of all ·irtues ... thi interpretation gi e a n e to th conclu ton f 

the ergon argument that is exactly \\hat the argwn nt itself requir s."' 12
h F r htm, ''the 

only proper conclusion of the argon argument ' ould b : '·if there are more than one 

irtue then in accordance with all of them.' L!? This is not only ''hath thinks that 

Aristotle advocated, but al o ' hat he thinks that Aristotl should ha ad ocated. He 

thinks that 

This uggestion i confirmed by two later passage in Book I, where 
AriStotle u e. the term tele~a arete and clearly i not referring to . ophio (or an 
one particular virtue) but rather to comprehen ive or complete inue. The fir t of 
these pa sages (I 9. 1 0) i explicitly taking up the conclusion of the l!rgon 
argument- 'there is required, as we sCIId, both complete virtue (m·ete tt:leta.~) and a 
complete life.' The econd (I 13. 1) equally ob iou I relies upon ir 'since 
eudaimonia i an activity of oul in accordance with complete virtue (arete 
teleum), -we must inve tigate virtue· And the whole funher de elopment ot the 
work. with its detailed di cus ion of moral irtues and its stre upon the intrin ic 
alue of good action. foliO\! natura II if (but only if) the conclu ion of the ergon 

argument i understood to refer to t:omplete and not to orne one p!Trtn·u/ar 
virtue.128 

Here Ackrill seems to read his own IC\ into Aristotle' ' ork. Jn particular, he 

seems to interpret the' ord 'complete to mean 'inclusi e of other ends.' Instead of 

regarding some or all-intrinsic ends as parts or in!,rredient of the final good 

(e udamwnia) as a whole, he ought to take some of them, if not, aiJ of them as its 

attributes. qualities or accompaniments. These are its effects or consequences rather 

than its components. 
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3.11 J. M. oop r 

But as far as Cooper"s interpretation ts cone med, n totle ad · cat d a 

comprehensi e theory of eudaimoma not onl in the '1cmnach an Etlu , but m the 

Eudem/Gn Ethic · as ' ell. Howe er, like Aekrill, he adm1ts that there IS an 

'intellectualist strain' in the fanner. For' an intellectualist thesis remams but one o 
) 

h dged about as not to contradict the more inclusi e view put fon ard in the 

Eudemian Ethic and presupposed by the remainder of the 1coma hean."'129 He also 

admits that Aristotelian interpreters often disagree ab ut the importance of the life 

d oted to intellectual pursuit and its relationship with the moral life. For him, 

Anstotle ad ocated the 'mixed· life. He rejects the intellectual interpretation of 

eudaimonia. He thinks that it is irreconcilabl with Aristotle s conception of moral 

virtues as intrinsic ends. Contrary. to the intellectual thesis, he denies that end other 

than intellectua1ism merely serve as means to it. A single ultimate end need not be a 

dominant one. In his discussion of Aristotle ' s theory of eudwmoma, Cooper rightly 

ob rves that ' readers ha e r gularly found the ariou thing Ari totle said on this 

topic extremely difficult to reconcile with each other. What' as apparent! meant b 

its author as a single coherent theory has often seemed to collapse into a set of 

disconnected remarks - remarks which are suggestive, no doubt, but which seem 

hardly de eloped enough to count as a theory of anything." 130 He claims to be 

defending "an interpretation of Aristotle s conception of what il is for a human being 

to flourish that does ... make it a coherent theory and does so without ignoring or 

doing violence to anything he says which bears on the topic." 131 He examines the 

intellectual thesis, 'the view that human flourishing consists exclusi ely in pure 

intellectual activity of the best kind.' 132 According to him, 'such an intellectualist 
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interpr tatlon cannot make ~,; h ·rent of Aristotl r al IC\\ in th 

\ tcomaclu. an Etlm:. · taken as a whole:· 133 He tri to sho' that ··c rtain pa sages. 

particularly in th sixth book, suggc t that An totle ·s real ~ ie\\ of ' hat it is for a 

human being to nourish tncludes much more than mere! · intellectual acti ity."' 13'
1 For 

Cooper as well as for Kenny. the "baste concept of th 7i (JJ1Wc:l1ean Ellllt.''· from its 

logical and structural form. •s the good rather than "lldamzmua: ·JJS But this 

dist inction does not seem to mak much ens gt en that the g d 1 the sam thtng as 

t ucla tmmz w . 

The good, tn Aristotle's \lew is eudamumiu. In evaluating Aristotle's 

po ition, Cooper does ' ell to deny that contemplation alone IS the ultimate human 

goal. Although he argues that Aristotle had a comprehenstve theory of euclannonia 

he seems to. contradict himself \ hen he attnbute the exclu 1ve conception of 

eudwmonia t o to Aristotle. For he says that ·'th notion that human desires thus 

converge on a single object of pursuit certainly does not immediately recommend 

itself. On might rather have a ariel)' of fundamental d sires none dependent on an 

of t he others. What then mak s Aristotl think that an on · de ires do exhibit such a 

bizarre structure?" 136 This question shows that Coop r think that Aristotle thought 

that e eryone desires one ultimate end without pur uing other ends. yet this is the 

Interpretation of Aristotle theory that he is supposed to refute! He ends up 

e. ·pressing opposing interpretations of Aristotle theory f eudwmoma. AdmittedJy, 

''Ari stotle s words tend to imp! that\ e all ha e such an end. But in the Eudemian 

Ftlucs he holds not that e eryone does have his desires organized on this pattern, but 

that everyone ought to. 1 7 ln other \ ords, the one is descriptive ethics ,. hile the 

other is prescripti e ethics. indeed, sometimes Aristotle seemed to ay that such an 



157 

end a ruaJI e i ted. It could b more a curate to ay that in the t lwma h an 

Eth1 he supposed, especiall at the b gin ng, that such an end c 1 t d and not that 

It did actual! e ·ist. For he stated that if th re was an end for the ake of which 

e efJ hing' as pur ued, then it would be the good, the be t go d that h was s eking 

in hi ethical in estigation. The use of th conditional ent nee fonn: 'if ... then ' 

tmpl ies the possibility of the non-existence of 'th good, o-called. It ts an indication 

that Aristotle' as probably not sure ' hether or not such an end 1st d Th re may or 

rna not be such a thing as the good. F r there are many g ods to be pursued. 

Howe er, he set out to find out what the g od was while he suppo ed that it did in 

fact exist. In other words, he might have committed the fallacy of begging the 

question. That is the assumption or the presupposition on \\-hich h based his 

investigation. Cooper concludes that 

Although in the tenth book Aristotle doe adopt an intellectualist ideal, he 
does so only with important reservations ... These are significant reservations~For 
they show that in hi most mature ethical theory Aristotle does not totally abandon 
the conception of human flourishing as a life organized so as to bring a great 
variety of different goods by being de oted to the e ercise both of the intellectual 
and of the moral e ceUences. He continue to de elop and expound thi view on 
the a surnption that it is thi ultimate end which the person v. ho poss ses practical 
intelligence (phronesi ) and a vinuous character will pursue. But whereas in the 
Eudemian Ethic such a life is the highest ideal concei ed, in the icomachean, in 
the final analy is, Aristotle both conceives and prefers another intellectualist. ideal 
which it is fair to describe, with Rodier, as superhuman, by contrast with the more 
down-to-earth ideal of the Eudemian Ethic . . Many will find much to regret in this, 
and \ ill accordingly find the moral theory of the Eudemian Ethic the more 
interesting and the sounder of the rwo. 1 am m self sympathetic to this a e ment 
But even in the Nicomachea11 Ethics, as I ha e argued, the older iew, though in 
the end given a secondary position, continue to survive for those who do not. or 
cannot, regard only their intellectual nature a essential to what they are. m 

Gi en such a wide disparity of interpretations of Aristotle's conception of 

eudaimonia, it seems as if there is some kind of lacuna, a gap left to be fiUed, in the 

understanding of his theory. Which one of these conflicting theories of eudaimonia 
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-

e ·pre c n rad1ctory \\ S. But if th r IS a po 

n_ht v.h1le th other 1 wr ng th nth r I ne d t n n_!ht and th thcr 

\\<TOng. Furth nnor , if the di putant ar equall. mi.tak'-=n ' hat 1 the h ory that 

n otic a tually propagated? n otl him elf wa t hlam for the confu i n and 

m1 understanding among h1. read rs. Had h be n quit cl ar on th meaning f 

euci tmonia and th good IJ[i th Interpretation f h1 cth1 ' ould not have b en 

ct to such di pute and contro rs . 

m of tho '"ho argu in fa, ur of the d minant the 1 argue that there ar 

pa age m the 1:"1/uc · '"h re An totle d fend d the inclu 1 ·c mterpretatJOn and tho e 

'" h subscribe to th latter argu that th r ar pa ag s that how that he he I the 

d minant \ icw. Ma~ e th1s ambiguity i not th 1r fault. Arist tic him ·If \Va the 

cau c th1 misund r tanding. It IS a if h pr 1ded an amb1\al nt th ry of 

udaunnma. He eem d to affinn and to d ny at the arne time that 'udamumw is a 

mgle dominant acti ity thereby c ntradicting h1m I f. ut it should b n ted that the 

int llectual interpr tat ion comes at th 'ery end of th tr a tis , gi •ing the impre ion 

that Aristotle, ha\ing begun h1s inve ligation mto the human go d final! conclud 

that it consi ted m th act1 it of contemplation as th est of all oth r human 

activities. 

This hapter conclud s th discus ion, in part l of the g od that start d in the 

r ceding chapter. 10\ since this thesis is con em d ' ith the id a of the ultimate 

human good as' ell as the idea of the go d I if~ the next tep is to tum to part IT and 

con ider one of the candidates for the good life namely the life of enjoyment. 
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HAPTER fOtR 

THE LIFE 0 PL · LRE 

fh1s chapter examines the hfe of enjo_ mentor gratification a. a candidate forth be t 

life. It consid r the vi w that pleasure 1 the highe t human g al. 

-t.I Bedoni m 

Hedonism, wh1ch derives etymologically from the reek w rd /l(:c/one, 

meaning pi asure, is one of the ancient and most mfluential philo ph1e of life. A 

Its name suggests, it is the\ ie''" that pleasure IS the grcate t g od It claims that only 

pleasure is good in itself 

G. E. Moore de otes the ' hole of the tlmd chapter f his book, l'rmopw 

r·thicu, to the discussion of hedonism. His iews on hedoni m \\ ill be d1scus cd and 

analysed in the rest of this chapter because of the rele\ance of this the ry to the 

subject of pleasure and the life of pleasure. Hedomsm is probably the ·'m t famous 

and most widely held of all ethical principle :· The hed mst1c pnriciple 1 the 

doctrine that human beings should aim at pleasure alone smcc it is the only good 

which is not sought for the sake of anything else but it cl f. 

But that was not so for Aristotle. The latter thought that it '"'as not pleasure, 

but ezulamwnia that was sought for its own sake and not for the sake of anything else. 

Moore attributes the assumption that pleasure is the sole good to ·the Naturali tic 

fallacy· . To define a natural term (such as 'good·) in tenns of an unnatural term 

(such as pleasure is to commit the so-called 1aturalistic fallac . It --consists m the 

contention that good means nothing but some simp! or complex notion. that can be 

defined 1n tenns of natural qualities."2 For the good i a simple, ·unanalysable' and, 

therefore, indefinable notion like ·yellow.' Therefore, it cannot be defined in terms 



16 

of a natural tenn. Th proof of tht '1 '' h m th act d at its d nial t. • t.:lf-

ontradictory. o to define ·go d. tn t ·rm fa natural qual it) u h a plea ure is l 

c mmit the fallac. named abo e. 

llo' ever, 'good· in this sen e of the tenn i qutt different from thl.! -nse tn 

"hich Aristotle used it. H re r ference i being made to ·go d. a a simple ~thi al 

quality in contrast to ·bad·. \\herea Ari l tie used the same term to refer to a de in:d 

end, the highest goal of human actjon. Thes are 1\\ of the arne 

word (or are they different ' ords?). Indeed, the not nl se m to b tw dttTer~;nt 

senses of the same word· they are also di fTerent tenses, for m one . en e good i an 

adJecti e and in another ense it is a noun But the e t\ o en es cern to be related tn 

a certain way- to the e,·tcnt that what is g d can a! o be .1n end f human a tton nnd 

the latter can as well be described ~good. The human go d is g d and tt i. go d t 

seck it. Ma be the good i pur ued because it is g od r 11 i go d becau e e\ er: body 

pursues it. This is reminiscent of Plato·s question in the IJJUel •tw ·art:·thtngs good 

because they are approv d by God or d e God appro e of th m becau e th y are 

good?" 

H donists, '·hold that all other things but pleasure, ' hether conduct or virtue 

or knov.ledge, whether life or nature or beaut). are only good as mean to pleasure r 

for the sake of pleasure never for their O\\n sakes or a ends in thems lves.··
1 

Hedonism is the vie\ that onl} pleasure i an intrinsic good. But Moore assumes that 

plcasur i one of the intrinsic goods. Similarly. h denies that the "iew that pleasure 

is one of the things that are good as m ans. is ·'inconsistent \vith Hedonism:·~ ft is 

not th ie' that pleasure IS une lifthe things that are good as ends in themselves. It 

is not the view that 'pleasure is good as an end or in itself,' nor is it a doctrine about 
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'"the st m an \\C can take m ord r t obt in I a urc or an) oth r nd ·· 1 ather. 

hedomsm 1 the d tnn that ·plea ur ulune i g od a an nd r tn i .:1 . aken in 

this s n e. hedonism 1 not the\ I \\ r Ari tot I Th latt r lie\ d that eudamwma 

(and not pleasure) wa the onl_ thing that \\a go d in it elf and that for the sake of 

which all other g od w re pur ued. Hence. his r ject1on ofhcdoni m. 

Moore too ts out to clarif) the meaning of hedomsm with a 'il..:w t sh wing 

the absurdity of its baste pnnciple and its inconsi tency wllh other -.:icw .. For him. 

the hedont tic principle or the vtew that 'pleasure alone i g d a an end - g od in 

and for its If: 1 an intuition. H argue that the '1ews that pi a ur alone i. good a 

an nd and that ome Ieasure are better than others in tenn r quality. arc not on I_ 

di tmguishable but al·o contradictor) to each other. or ··"c mu t hoo c l I\\CCn 

them: and if we ch o e the latter. then we must g1vc up the principle of Hcdonisrn."'7 

The acceptanc of both propositions embodies a ontradict1on and an mconststt.:nc ·. 

I lowe,· r. orne \\Til r acccpt th 'ie\ that plea un; alon' 

reject the' i ,.,. that pi asure admits of degree . 

g od a.· an end but 

\Vhile refernng to Plato's l'llllehu\, m whtch crat s tri to ommce 

Protar hus to belie\e that hedomsm i absurd. Moore tend to carry hi attempted 

refutation of hedomsm to itc; extreme logical absurdity. ··rf '"~ are r ally gomg to 

maintam that plea ure alone IS good a an end we must maintain that it is good, 

\\h lher we are con.ciou fit or not We mu t d clare it reasonable to take a ur 

tueal (an unattainabl 3 ideal it may b ) that we should be as happ) as possible e en on 

ondiuon that' e ne,·er know and never can know that we arc happy ... Can we really 

sull d1sagr ? Can an) on till declare 1t obvious that this i reasonable? That 

pleasure alone is good a an end?"' On the contraf} it is self-contradictory to say. as 



the author does, that one can b plea. ed or happ_ wnhout o pi a urt: 

or happiness. It is a ontradtction m t rm t distingui h pi a ur .. and It 

consciOusness. For the cons tousn s o pleasur 1 pr uppo cd in its d finnion. A 

pleasure that none is consciou of \\Ould not. in the fir t pia e he. [\t.:n though th • 

concept of pleasure i a different thing from pl· a urc. b th must b • in cons iousncs~. 

An experience cannot be kn0\\11 to be plt!U.\£1111 at all unle om con· is c nscious of 

it. The ery nature of pleasure essentially inv l\'e the fact of n· b ·in~ fdt. 1 f a 

teeling is a conscious thing and ph!asure is a kind of feeling, it rollo,,s that pleasure 

too is a conscious thing. 

The author seems to be mtstakcn m his h~ pothetical dt·tinction between 

pleasure and the consciou nes of it. Pl a urc cannot hi! '' tthout consciousness. 

When we talk of pleasure, it means that '"·e are conscious or it; there i nothing likl! 

pi asure \ ithout consctou ness. 1ayb this is possible theoretically, but not in 

practice. It is a hair-splitting exercise to claim that pleasure can be di tinglllshed 

from consciousness more or less like parttcular colours are distingui hable (in 

principle) from colour. According to Moore., th ) should be distmgutshed if plea ur\.! 

alone is to count as the ultimate end He assumes that if they are inscparabl , 

consciousness would still serve as a means to the end of pleasure. lie concludes that 

if"the pleasure would be comparati el~ \aluel ss without the consciousness. then we 

are bound to say that pleasure is no/ the only end, that orne consciousnes at least 

must be included with it as a \eritable part of the end.·· On the contrary, ll seems as 

1 f consciousness is not something to be mcluded tn pleasure since it is a I read) there. 

Its presence is presupposed by the existence of pleasure. It is inseparably bound up 

'' tth pleasure. Indeed, the term ·consciousness of pleasure· is a tautoloro becaus 



pi asur 1 actuall~ the on 1 f plea ur Th f pl ur nn t 

poss1 ly e separated from it con c1ou nc . though th • 1, ·lm 1 a 

dtfferent thing from th tdea f that fe hng. \CI) c n cpt entail 

Cone pts cannot b But thinking ab ut pi a urc i a 

different thing from th feehng or the xp nence f lea ure. Ahh ugh on~ may 

kno'' pi asure ' ith ut haHng or fe ling it at the same ume, n n can , pt:ncnce 

plea ure unknowing!~. everthcless, one ma) deri\e plea ure from thinking abl ut 

pleasure. Thinking als has its pleasures. 

Moore .ound unr alisti ally too radical in his id all m It i und ·r tandable 

that 1n claiming that pleasure alon the go d the hed n1 t pre uppo c the 

onsc10usn ss of plea ·urt.;:. as a bare minimum c nd1t1on for the p iblc truth of that 

proposition. Con c10u ·ne s is not a con equence of pleasure but it pr~cond1tion . 

One cannot expenence pleasure unconsci uJy! It is a ontrad1ction m tcnn. to 

suggest othcrwis . Indeed, experience 1 a fom1 of cons i u nc s and cons 1ousne 

1 an experience. the ext tentiali t Jean-Paul . anre put it. there 1s no pure 

onsciousness: th rc is no cons iousness as such. for in tance, ''hen one 1 com·cwus 

one mu t necessaril) be con cious of being consc1 us. F r con c1ousnc . is 

necessarily the consci u ness of omething. At least. v•e may talk of the 

consciousne s f consciou nes and the con ciousncss of the con ciousne of 

consc1ousness, 111 m/mttzmz. 

for Moore. hedonism is a mistaken and misleading philosophy because it 

on fuses means and nd and regards pleasure alone rather rhan it con ciousness. a 

the nl) good. ln his' i w, it is \Hong to supp se that consciousness must neces arily 

accompany pleasure and that it do s not matter therefore \\hether pleasure alone or its 
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on tousn 1 said t beth iar a h i m d 1t i tr mel) 

doubtful "hether c n. tou nc ace pi a ur n th 

contrary, con ciousn not a n omitant qualit~ f plea urc. but it e ntial 

precondition. There ts no u h thing a plea ure \\hich none i c n iou r. 

lf we place fairlv before u he que ti n i~ con iou nc . of pi a rc th le 
good? The an wer mu t be · 'o \nd with thi the Ia t defenc of II om m ha 
been broken dov\11. In order to put the que.tion fair!\ we mu i late 
con ciousnes of pleasure \\e mu t i1 k. suppo e \\C \\ere COn ' U f plea urc 
only, and of nothin' else, not even that -. e ' ere consciou \\OUid that state of 
thing however gr1!tll th.: fJIIWtlt~\', be Yery de\trah/e? · on\:, 1 thin · c n 
suppo e it so On the other hand it .eem qun plain. that we do regard \cl) 
desirable, many complicated tate of mind in which the con ciou nc. of other 
things-states which "e call ·enjoyment of so and so lf thi i corr t. th n it 
follow that con c1ou ne of plea ure i not the ·ole good, and hat man other 
state . in which it i. includ d a a pan ar much better than it n e \\e rccogni. • 
the principle of organi unitie , an~ objection t th1 onclu ion, founded on th 
supposed fact that the other elem m of uch tate. have no value in them elvc . 
mu disappear nd I do not know that I need to sa. any more in refutal on of 
Hedoni m 10 

It IS self-contradictory t talk of pi a ure without consc10usn' and the . uppost:d 

dl! irability of the greate t quantity of such 'pleasure' at the amc time:. mcc thl.! e 

tenns connote the ery notion or con c1ousncs of plea ·ure wh1 h i · being denied 

here. When pleasur 1 said t b th ole g od the refi ren e is not to th' idea or 

plt::asure as the ultimat end. rather the goal i the xpcnence of plea urc alone a 

o po e to thinking about pi asurc. On per on may merely think about plea urt: 

\ 1cn.:as another may actually c in po s ssion of the same plea urc that the ther one 

i m rei_ thinking ab ut. Indeed. the arne per on may think of plea ure. but not 

e. ·penence pleasure. except perhaps th exp ricnc of thinking f pleasure tt elf on 

one occasion. But on a different o asian, one may c ·p n nee pleasure \ ithout 

thin · ing about it though one must n e sarily be consctou. of the expenence of 

pleasure. Now, b the pleasure princtple the h donist must be taken to mean the 



a rual xpen n ~ of pi sure and not the m r th ught 

· n nee anvthim! '' ithout em~ m ntalh a\\ar of . - - .m 

nme. 

!though M or .. mak a d1 uncti n bct\\~cn pi ur~ an the con iousm: . 

f plea ure the two are naturally bound togeth r: they are in ep rahl . According t 

hts interpretation of hedonism ··either pleasure b: ttsel f (even th ugh w • can ·t gd it) 

would be all tha is desirabk, or a con ciou ·nes of it '' uld b a lith t i dl: irable. or 

a cons 1ousnes of it" uld be more plausibl till. Both thes .. pr position· cannot b 

true· ... 1t is plain rhat th latter 1 true:' hence it foil " that lea ure is Jwt the sole 

good.·· 1 M ore ob en es that it i absurd to r gard 'the con ciou n o pleasun.: · a 

th sol g od smce It i not. But h is mistaken in the en that he doe n t 

ackn ''I dge the fact that th~.: reality of pleasure 1 nece aril thl.: con c10u ness fit. 

Ho' ever, th r i a difference bet' een the: thought oC r the id a of pleasure and the 

experience of 1t. Th refore, it i not absurd to r gard an e ·pen nc ·or plea ur~; 

(together with then cessal} consciou nes f tl) a the. ole good It ha aln.:ad\ bt:en 

observed that th two arc in ~;parable. 

But according t M ore, 1t is necessarily safe to u e the . o-call d ·method of 

lation· in order 1 find the intrinsic "alue of something like pi asure. That is. to 

c nsider ho\\ valuable it would be if at all "it e. i ted in ab olute i olation, tripped of 

all ilS u ual accompamments.' 11 This 1s a mere suppoSitiOn, a h pothet1cal case. For 

nothing can posstbly b d priYed of it necessary and essential properttes or it 

es. nee without being annihilated. Thi assumption is reminiscent of the 

e Jstenttalist method of abstraction or the bruc.ke11ng r?f e:rpenenc a a mean of 

under tanding metaphysical being. At best, it is a h pathetical, rather than a 



pra tical ·meth d: Indeed. it i e\ n ubt ul \\h h r it 1 r all) am rh J in th 

true sense of th word. 

4.2 Epicureani m 

fh re are t\\.'O forms of h dom m. h doni m proper. ''hi h was founded b · Ari tipus 

435-356 BC) and Epicureanism, ' hi h is named aft r, and annbuted to. it oundcr. 

ptcurus. These w r no tab!} the anc1 nt Greek philo ophcr '' ho ad' at~d for 

hedonism in arious form . The former· "as a pupil of crat s H ounded the 

C Tanaic School. Epicuru is said t have sutTercd from stomach - ache for many 

year and allegedly Ji ed on bread and wat r only. Hi llft!-styk wa frugal. 

ab t mious and ascetic. Th1s i the kmd of life he not only recommended hut h al.n 

ltved. 

But in the twentieth centuf) hedomsm \ a espoused for mstanc '. b · 

utilitarians (notably b' Mill and Bentham) a well as b) Herb rt pen cr and llcnr} 

tdgwick. 13 That is not to sa'. however. that these arc th only p opt \\ho believe in 

hedonism. The popularity of thi philosoph) of life 1 quite e' id mas m t people 

arc often seen seeking pleasure op nl) and de lib rately as if pleasur is rea II th, nl) 

thmg that matters in this world. Most people seem to belie\ in the philosophy of 

hedonism. Again, most people app ar to be hedonists in thetr practical It es. They 

are hedonists not only in theory ut also in practice n mav believe m hedonism 

\\Jthout necessarily li ing as a hedomst. One may theorise about hedonism without 

practising it, as much as another rna) live like a h donist \'.ithout theorismg about 

hedonism. However, it is reasonable to e.'pect one who b lieves 111 hedonism to 

practise it and one who practises it to belie' e tn lt. For it is unusual (though not 

impossible) for one to b lieve in something et not to pract1ce it and to practise 



\\hat Yer one oe not b lieve in. It i in_tnl: re to pr ach "hut n d e n 1 pra ti 

and pretentiou to practi e what one does not b Jle,·c m. 

To begm with. Arisnppu talked fall the pkasure l n · lifetim~. lie 

explamed the meamng of pleasure in tenn of bodily and ordinary ·ns e pericnce 

li ke making 10\·e. eeing. touching h aring, smelling and ta tinu. For him. human 

beings are hiuhlv en uou and elfish animals, that are alwav after their own - . . 

comfort, welfare and gratification. He bel ievl!d that lfishn s. is n nher shame! ul 

nor ~wrong. 

The hedoni t considers the life of pleasure as the ideal life for him, C\eryonc 

se ks (or should ek) as many or a much plea ure. as he or h can possibly get. 

But those circwnstance wtthout pi asure or those one \\ ith veT) fe\\ pleasur sought 

to be avoided at all cost . For the present matters much more than th remoten . of 

the past and the uncertainty f th future. Plea ure is transitory o, the hedom t 

\ ·ould rather eat. dnnk and make merry today for he fears that he might die t morrow 

(mstead of looking forward to the indefinite and uncertain future) . H tries to make 

the maximum and the best use of the present in terms of enjoyment. H capitali. es on 

the transient pleasures of the moment. 

In effect. the hedonist mak C\'eral assumptions. For instance. he assume , 

firs t, that everybody needs the greatest possible amount of pleasure. econdl), he 

a sume that it i impos ible to get the necessary pleasure. Third!~. he assumes that 

pleasure is good. Fourth, he assumes that pleasure can never be superfluous. Fifth, 

he assumes that 1t is unfortunate to do without pleasure and that this is a misfortune 

for wh1ch one ought to be compensated. 



Unhke hedoni m proper. pt ur ni m cmpha i. th n .! t1 a td nc 

pain more than the positive de ir for pi asur al n . r~pi rn kind of an 

thical hedonist II dtstingUJ hed b me n g d and and b li ,. d that 

th g one are to b pursu ·d whih.: the bad one· arc to b a" ided. llo\\ , ·r he 

was htghly critical of Aristippus' \ersi n f h doni m. In. tead. h hcl that the 

latter was logically flawed and impra tica I c. For him hed n1 m \\a t( o much 

concerned with the pas age of time and tli fear or death. How r, he d1d n t nl_ 

criticis it~ h also tried to under tand and to mod if· it. He ac cptcd the hedonistic 

principle. It stipulates that pleasure 1 ··the onl · thing at which we ought to atm. the 

nly thmg that is go d a an end and for 1t m..n akc." 14 
11 ore deni 'S Aristippu. · 

I aim that pi asure is directly proponional t happin s . H disagre "ith th' 

hedonists claim that the more pleasure on' ha , the happ1er one b ome and that the 

more pleasant the acti\ it ·, the happier it becoml.: . F r hun, happinc..;s. 1 not 

eynon ·mous \vith plea urc. 

Epicurus was \ •ary of exc iH~ pi asures ''ith painful con equcncc . I k 

b lie ed in moderate eatmg and drinking, the pursuit of mtelle tual lea. ures, and an 

av.areness of the impossibiltty ofp nnanent pleasure. F r him, the good life invol ed 

the acquisition of such good plea ure. as friendship and engaging in phdosophi 

diSCUSSIOnS. 

The influence of hi philosophy can be judged from the fact that the Engli ·h 
language till con tams the ''ord · p1cure'. \\hich i. ba ed upon th 'ie'' of 
Epicurus Like so many\ ·ord . hO\\ever. the connotation of the word epicure· 
as it i no~ employed do not represent accurate!· the .on ofphilo.oph~ '"hich wa 
held by picuru him elf. " n ·epi urean' i nov. depicted a a gourmet, as a 
person who e main delight con i t in the enjoyment of exotic or fa tid1ousl 
prepared food and rare wine Epicuru him elf uffered for years from tomach 
trouble and wa never an 'epicure in the modern ense He ate frugally. alleged! 
drank only water. and in general. li\e in a high! ab tcmiou fashion (His letter 
con ained ch entences a· the folio'' ing· '1 am thrilled with plea ure in the bod} 
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\\ n I 1\e on bread and · at r and I pit on lu nou p c: r n t r th 1r , 0 
l . but be-au. of he incom enien r th t toll \\ them • •~ 

. n Eptcurean b·he" in plea ant and mod rat li\·mg. r him, pi ure i · the g d. 

Howev r, h al o realt: that an ardent pur ult of pleasure an 1 r du.; painful 

ons quen s. !·or tnstanc . th 'pi a ur~.: of drinking' often ha the painful aftt:rmath 

f hangO\ rs and ickn . t: p Clall in th morning f the da~ afl r th~o: drinking 

pr . According to Ep1curus. am derate pur utt of pleasure and the avoidan c of its 

unwant d painful conse u nces wa the right \\ay of II\ mg. A g od and happ) I if~; 1s 

both pleasant and painle . But a bad l1fc and an unhapp' hfc is unplca ant and 

painful. 

It is said that some pleasure are pamful \\hllc oth rs arc painle s. Ob\iously, 

good plea ures are th pamless on s. There are ·d) nami · and ·pas J\c· plcasur . 

too. Arguably dynamic pleasures include. for e-.:ampl . se ual lov . \\h1ch .. is bad 

b"cause it is accompanied by fatigue, rcmor e and d pression ... glutton~. the fame 

that one achi ve through a life of public eT\ i • drinkmg and marriage. All of these 

are bad bccaus the) arc ac ompanied b) pain: glutton will lead to ind1gc tlon. fame 

may be ac ornpamed b~ all sort of di r ss. drinking will I ad to h ada he . di c;ase 

.. . .. and so on. (. On the contrary, friendship is a pas i e pleasure. plCUrU 

rc ommended it b aus 1t was purported!} unaccompanied by pamful effect 

For he se med to prefer the avoidance of pain to the pursuit of pi a ur s \\ ith 

pamful consequences. For him, pi asure was the highest end of life. Each person is 

lo king for happiness and this ntails pleasure. Epicurus also made a distinction 

b t\\' en temporary or momentary pleasures and p rman nt or life-long pleasures, 

cmpbas1sing the !art r mst ad ofthe fonner. Long-lasting plea ures are to b found in 



the rem of th oul f a ph~ i all) h alth. hum n m_ r htm pi• ur 

on 1sted, in a negatt ens . mainl. in th lack ain rath r than th ulftlm nt f 

the d ire for satisfacti n. Like n tot It=. he empha i ed mt ·11 tual pl·a ur • In hi 

\ ie' , pleasure \ a good but pain ''a bad r e\ tl. He str s ed t lt=ol gi m Pl! ph.: 

hould aspire to the go d ltfe that c n 1 t m the tranquillity of the ul and a h •alth_ 

body. He advo at d a rat10nal harmomou and p ace ul lifi . r him unha pine 

"·as the cons quence of fear as well sa !'utile and an unbndle d trt=. It 1 a mark f 

"isdom to desist from the multiplication o ince thi tantam unt to the 

tncrement fthe cause of pain and sorr w. he "i ·· p r n will minimi e hi r her 

needs. 

Epicureanism recognise the fa t that nothing Ia t fl rc\ cr. not eH.:n pka ur •. 

PI asure is temporary. For that m_atter. the pur utt f the pi a ur fam • and 

nche for instance, eems to be a futile, s lf-defe ting ·ercts . The \\.~alth) and the 

famous usually feel in cure and an:: di trustful of the poor he' rna) b worried 

about petty j alous and th perce1v d em iou ch m f th p r again t thern 

Fpicureanism regards pain or unplea antn ss as part of life and it seck to minimi c 1t 

rather than to eliminate it totall or t ' hip up ' ·him ical nttment of hcer 

optimi m. Although hedoni ts and ep1curean ahke I ve plea ur s, th latter pr fer 

moderation ' hile the former go to th ·tr mes of enJoyment. An epicurean se m to 

be a dec nt and di ciplined person. For he pursues pleasure in moderation. HO\\e er, 

it ts difficult to d termine the e.·tent of the right mod --ration. He r ali es the 

tmportance of the sa}ing that "too much of som thmg i dangerous.· He b ·It ves in 

self-control and If-determination in matters cone ming the pursuit of plea ure. T 

a large e ctent th n Epicureani m ems to be closer to Aristotle· s doctri n of the 



I 9 

golden mean than the mam tream h doni m. H we r, nu . bj t that b th rm. 

ofhedonism stre 1ndi\1dualism and ofaltrui m and. cwl 

,,. I fare -the c mmon good. 

4.3 P ychological and ethical hedoni m 

Another distincuon ha also been made between p ~ch I gical and ethical 

versions of hed nism. According to th form r, p opl actually pur ue plea ure 

throughout th ir li es. W cannot help. but pur ue pleasure. for thi rea on 

p ychological h clonism is descripti c \\hile ethical hedonism 1 prescripti e. r or the 

latter holds that p ople ought to seek pleasure. Ace rding to Henl) Sidgwick. 

P • chological Hedonism i the 'iew that th object of e\ ry human desire i pleasure. 

It 1s belie' ed that pleasure is the on! object f all human de ires that it L th 

universal end of all human activitie .17 But most promin nt p ychologi t ha e 

unanimously r jected it. This iew is --commonly held by p ople not exp rt cith r in 

p ychology or in philo ophy.'' 111 Thus, hedonism i a comphcat d ethical theory 

consisting of many ersions. Both versions of hedonism appeal t different people. 

Pleasure (and the absen e of pain) is regarded a the ultimate end in human lifl . 

Its psych logical version claim that pleasure is the sole moti ating factor in 

C\eryday life. Every human activity aims at the acquisition of pleasure in one wa_ or 

another. For example, h rmitage and fame are not end in thems I es but mer 

means to pleasure as an end in itself. 

Psychological hedonism purports to single out only one true explanation of all 

human activities. The search for pleasure is said to be the onl~ rea on for every 

acti\ ity. Pleasure is seen as the ultimate end that is sought for its O\VTl sake. All other 

th ings such as fame and riches are sought as means to pi asure. Only pleasure is not 
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sought for the sake of an~1hmg el Therefore. n i r _anl d th high t and tht: 

best good or the final end of human life. 

Psychological hedonism laim to be a 1enufi e pi nation of human 

beha our. Howe er it does not withstand th test of • c1entific scrutin '· · 

• 'owadays psychologists acknowledge the fact that the n ed for pi asure doe 

moti ate ome (and not all) people ~om •tune (and not ah-.a · ) to engage tn .\Vme 

(and by no means all) acti' ities. Howe -er, the deny that this 1s always the case m 

e ery situation. For instance, the desire for \ ealth may begin as a means t acquire 

pleasure but wealth once acquired, i often treated as an end m itself rather than as a 

mere means to pleasure a in th cas of som rich mi er . Attention i apparently 

fixed on the attainment of wealth rather than on pleasure. oney se m to be 

hoarded for its own sake and not (or the sake of the pleasure it promise to bring. 

Indeed, pleasure may be disregarded and rejected sometimes, esp cially 1f it hampers 

the acquisition of wealth. For instance, it is possibl that some slum-d\\ellers are 

reasonably rich people. If, then, money and not pleasure 1 an end in it elf, at least for 

certain people, then psychological hedonism is a \\TOng and misleading theory of 

human motivation. Howe er, psychological hedonists claim that the mi r deri es 

pleasure from the practice of hoarding money and that he does not thereby treat 

money as an end in itself This is his style of gaining pleasure. Plea ure is still th 

final end for which he stri es by mean of keeping money even if he denies it. 

Therefore, there is need for the psychological hedonist .. to pro e that we alwa s do 

de ire pleasure or freedom from pain, and that we ne er desire an)thing Is 

whatever. 19 On the contrary Moore claims that he has shO\-\'Tl '"how ob iously untrue 

it IS that we never desire anything but pleasure· and hO\\ there is not a shadow of 
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!:'TOund for 5aying ev n that \\henc\'er we dcs1r an)1hing. ,,. ah •)~ a ire plea ur~.: 

as well as that thing."~0 

Contrary to Its claim, ps_ cholog1cal hedont m i · not a tcntifi thl.!ol)'. It can 

neith r be falsified nor refuted by an app al t fact . 

For "hen any theory cannot be refuted by facts. then it to. es tts c:xplanatory Ioree 
h becomes true 'bv defimllon· but no longer refer to the world in the \\3\' in 
' hich genuine scientific theories do. smce its truth or falsity no Ionge· dep;nds 
upon the fact '-"'hen Liu happens the theory rna) be rejected on the ground that 
it has lost its power to prm·ide u · with a atisfactory explanation ;c. ,, hat men 
de ire·. o that in assenmg that all men are motivated by a de ire for plea ·urc. it is 
as erting no more than the tautology that all men arc mottvated by a de ire lor 
\\hat the~ destre It ha. become irrefutable b~ becoming tri\lal-t e • it is not \\Orth 
refutmg. :J 

nlike psychological hedonism. ethical hedonism, do s not only ay that 

people normal I) stri\e for pleasure. Instead, it claims that everybody should strive f< r 

pleasure because 1t is the only ultimate good that is good m itself. 

Ob\'iously it is po sible to be an eth1cal hedomst '' llhout being a 

. 
p ychological hedonrst and vice versa. One may hold that people ought to pursut: 

pi asure and deny that they actually do so. Altemativel), one rna) beiic\c that people 

ought not to pursue plea urc but disagree that everybody does o. For 1hese doctrines 

do not entail each other. Howe er, once we admit that people alv~ay pursue pleasure 

as a matter of fact, it seems pointless to say that they should strive for pleasure, si nce 

th1s is what they are doing already. For it is reasonable to ad ice someone to do v~hat 

he or she does not do and not what one is already engaged in. 'evertheless, one can 

argue that people ought nvl to seek pleasure only if this statement Implies that they do 

seek it and that they are capable of attaining it. As Kant would put it. ·ought' implie 

· an.' One ought to be told to do \ hat one can do and not what one cannot do. But 

one ma} be told that one ought not to do what one can do or whatever one rna do. 



r gain. what on ought to o or n t t d nd n t nl~ on on il it • t 

o it but aJs f the a lion in the g1 n 

1rcumstances. Therefore, ··tt 1 gical h d ni m d nOt nt il 

thical Hedonism. One rna) h ld either doctrine without ne c sari! · h !ding the 

other. For e ample, one might bell eYe that m n ar m ti\ a ted t k pi a ur>, and 

one also might belie e that the ought n t t do 
.... ,,..,._ 

Ethical hedoni m cems tog a little bit beyond p.' hological hcdoni m. ·or 

11 adm1ts that people pursue plea urt: alwa s but it adds that plea urc being the ole 

good. real! ought to be ought. It attempt to d line the be t way in which p • pi 

ught to conduct themsel e and the est possible life for human beings. s lar as 

th1s particular ersion of h doni m i concerned. we should aim at plea uri! alone in 

C\erythmg that we do. I·or the be~t kind f human life 1. taken L b the life of 

pi asure. Howe er, in uggesting that human b ings ought t aim at plea ure. the 

ethical hedonist seems to a~ ovenly that the do not in fa t d o and-that e\'cn if 

the do th n they do not do ufficiently. l-Ienee th need fl r them to asp1re fi r 

pleasure. Othenvis ther would b no point to urge people wh are air ady pursuing 

pleasure to do exact! what th are domg particularly if the· are doing so a th 

hould unless one wants to encourage them to continue domg soma b ncr' a 

Howe er, other think rs contend that the good life cannot b the life of 

pleasure, b cause not all plea ure are good. Some pi asures are definite!_ had 

Although some people argue, like Cpicurus that it is the g od pleasure that m:1ke up 

the good life pleasures that appear to b g od such a friend hip, for e ·ample, rna 

also tum out in the end to b bad as in the case of a departed friend. S condly it is 

argued in defence of the doctrine that pleasure is good that pi asure as such can 



hard)~ b ad. e\ n pi a ure den d r m taking drug lik th u_h th tr 

could b bad F r m p pi . at I a t. the ·pi ·a ur m king 

bhang I annuh1., sutn·u), [i r m tan , s em t b g d. IJo,,e,cr 11 i dttli ult to 

parate the patnful con equence of an actt\ n. uch a thi ne rom the pi a urabl 

nes. for example. bhang moking t said to ha\' both plea urablc a \\dl a p inful 

r ults Th s factor eem to be tn parabl~ j in~d t !!ether. II 'nc the pur uit f 

pleasure eem to b always ac mpant d b~· pain Indeed it ~;em dttlicult t 

parat pleasure fr m tt painful con.equcnc e:ccpt in principle. lnd~ d. pain i 

the e. ·act antith is of pleasure. But the t\ · are dt tmctiYc in time. It d c. not m ke 

ense to clatm that plea urc and pain occur concurr ntl mcc they arc c ntradtct ry 

t each other. Arguabl~, some pi a ure are a c mpantcd pam in parabl) th t 

to "'ad\ tse one, as ctht al h doni t d , s ek plea urc i tn effect frequent I , 

quivalcnt to ad\ ismg one to seck pain a dl, mce the tw meUm"· cannot be 

dt ociated. Etht al h dont m. con equ ntly. mu. t sometime ad' i e· nc not to 

pursu pleasur \\hen th 'l; plea ures are II wed by pam. and thu it practical 

effi ct seems incompatible with th' theof) ... ~l It se m to contradtct thc comm n 

en e vte\ that ometimc pc pic ought to seek pleasure though not always. lndccd, 

som times ople h uld act not for the ake of plea ure. but a a matter f duty or 

bltgatt n, e en if they d n c no plea ure fr m o act mg. In the light of the objection 

above, hedoni m app ars to be an inadequate theorv of moral behav tour. 

Desptt it attracti enes hedomsm seem to contradt t some ordmaf)' moral 

b~:: 1 ·fs Sometime people object to certain plea ant thing and pleasurable beha\tour 

on th b is of their immoralit . Hedonism 1 objectionable not onl_ b~:;cause it 

recommends the pursuit of superficial pleasures. but al o b cause it wrong! · clatm 
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that pl ur al n 1 \ ·onh pur umg. PI a ur 1 n t tht: nl, t.:n 

thts Iifi . Indeed it an b argu d that it i n t tht: nl, pi ptrc 

t anain. Ther ar man oth r nds k for in thi life. In 

fact, pleasure is, and should. onl · c n. ci u I} pursu d m t alv~a · , 

at least from the ordinary point f i '' PI a urc d n t c m t be th upreme 

good. 

Ther is t anoth r distincti n bet we n t\ ·o ther · fi rm f hcd ni rn' that 

1 • Egoi m and Utilitarianism. Thus h clonism can b either cg JStiC or utilitarian. In 

other \ ords, both Egoism and tilitariani m are hcdomst1 . Th1 1 a c ntr \t:r tal 

p int. For thes ethical theorie arc often treated a being d1 ITer nt from hcdoni. m. 

and not as [I rms of it. In fa t, the c theonc ··arc n t nl d1ffcrcnt fr m, but tn tl · 

c ntradictory of, one another: ince th fi rmer a rt ·My "'n greate t plea. urc is 

th ·ole good the latter 'The grcatc t pleasure of all is the ~o/• good .... ~ 1 

4.4 Egoi m 

Egoism is the ie'' that very ind1\ idual hould ultimat pur ue h1 or her 

own greatest good in the form of happines . Th self or ego tal... the entre- tage. It 

i pr cripti e in this respect. Adm1ttedl), ne's greatest go d 1 achie\able thr ugh 

altruism In this sense, egoism is compatibl with altru1 m. In this ca e, on can 

serve oth rs' int rests as a means to the achievement of one· own intere t( ). In any 

case, the interest(s) of others rna as well be in the inter st of ne elf But there i a 

different sen e in' hich goi m 1s incompatible \\lth altrui m. That is the .en e in 

''h1ch it denotes som kind of' g ntricism· r s lfishne s. 

In thi sense. a man i an e~ oi. t. if all his acuon. are actually directed toward 
gaining pleasure for himself, whether he hold that he ought to act o, becau e he 
v.ill thereby obtain for himselfth greate ·t poss1ble happines on the ' hol , or nOt 
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ground t 

lfi h rath r than the altrui.tic. n ·. It i. 

nonn II~ applied in reference t ne· 0\\11 go al nc. and n ton · ''n I ·asur 

al n . . the final en . In th1 ca e. it i po ible r r one to b an cg ist with ut b mg 

a hcdomst and the comcrse i a s1milar possibility. ForM ore. 

The con pti n "hi hi . perhap , m .I do I a. O\.i t d wuh Egoi m i. 
that denoted b) the '"ord 'm) ''n intere t, · the I:..'oi t i the man \\ho h ld. thai 
a tcnden \ to promote h1 · O\\ n interest is the ole po s1bl . and ·uflici nt. 
JU tificauon of all hi action. But thi. concepti n of ·m~ o\\n mten:. ,· plain! 
include . in general, very much more than m) oY..n plea ur It i .. indeed, on!\ 
because and in so far a ·m · O\\ n intcre.t ha b ·n thought to con 1 t ·ole!) in nt\ 

0''" plea ure, that f:goi t have be n l~d to h ld that m · O\\n plea ure i. th • ol 
good 26 

Hcd ni t argue that the ought to pur Ul: their O\ n !:rrcatc ·t pi a urc m c,;; th~ir own 

great t good on ist in it.:!? 

But a· far a M ore i ·concerned. g ism and hcd m m, f \\hi h 1t i a l'pe, 

ar If- ontradictol) main I becau e of th ambiguit; f th term ·my own g d. 

F r Eg01 m states "that each man· happine s 1. the s lc g od - that a number of 

d1 ffercnt thing : ac ording t different people, ar each f them the only g od thing 

:for cach of them l there is- an ab lute contradiction!":! A such. th r seem to be 

a man~ 1deas of th ol g d a th r are differ nt p pie "ith d1fferent opinions 

about it Th r fore the goistic pnnciple according to vvhi h l:ach indi' iduar good 

IS uppo d to b th sole good app ar to be multiple, rather than single (as it should 



which is a contradiction in tenn . \ 'hat this imph i th t •• a h man· 

happiness is the onl · thing de 1rable: s vera! thmg arc each of th m th • only thing 

desirable. This is the fundamental contradiction of Eg01 m:<!? V.'hat it mean i that 

each individual's good i the only good there i Yet there are many indi\ idualc; o. 

y extension, it can be h pothesised that there are as man ·\Ole gond' · a there arc 

many indi iduals or indi idual good , \\hich is ab urd~ 

-
Furthermore, that 'it should al o be true that the I Iappmes of all i the ole 

good v hich is the principle of Universalistic llt:domsm, would introduce another 

contradiction. And that the e proposition should all be true might be called ·the 

profoundest problem in Ethics' : it ' ould be a probl m nece sari!_ msolublc ··•r, Thi 

statement may be interpreted to mean that th best pos iblc condition of humanity 1 a 

situation whereby e ery human bejng enjoy happmess. The happiness of all is tht: 

same a the happiness of each and every indi idual: there is n such thing as the 

happine s of e eryone apart from the happiness of indt\ tduals. Jn as nse, there ts n 

happiness as such; for happine i always the happmess of someone. It is a different 

matter whether the happiness of all is practically achievable. e c pt in the ry It 1 an 

ideal that is worth stri ing for. 

There are t\ o kinds of egoism that are usually confused "ith each other, that 

is. egoism as a doctrine of means or ends. The former seems to be more or less 

plausible. There is a difficulty in trying to recognise the contradiction between the 

plea ure of one individual and the summum bonum as the sole good. There is some 

confusion concerning egoism as a doctrine of means or end . Apparently. Jt lends 

credence to the latter. For him, .. if Hedonism is tru , Egoism cannot be so; still less 

can it be so, if Hedonism is false:·' 
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tihtarian philosophers like J. S. Mill and Jcrem) Bentham thmk that th • 

htghest good. summum hmmm, ts the great' t happine for the great t number of 

pc pie. th ) equate happiness \\ tth pkasure. Utilitarianism doe not entail the vic\\ 

that action are to b j udgccJ as good to the e:-acnt that the\ serve as mean to the 

attainment f pleasure. The utilitarian critcnon of ethtcal Judgem •nt ··is it tendency 

to promote the mtere.,t of C\crybody.'·3~ But each person has many dtffcrl.!nt interest· 

and different people ha\'C man· conflicttng tnterests. Utilitarian• m tresses the 

uttlit) or expedience of actions. All goods are seen as means to pleasure. 

The utilitarians tend to re!:-rard everything a. a m~rc means. neglecting the fact that 
ome things v.hich are good a means are als 1 good a· end Thus . tor mstancc. 

assuming pleasure to be a good, there is a tendencv to value present pleasure only 
as a means to future pleasure. and not. a is stnctl nccessal) if pleasure i good as 
an end. also to wc1gh it again t pos tblc future pleasures Much utilitarian 
argument in,olves the logical ab urditv that \\hat is here and nov.. never has any 
\alue in it elf. but i. onlv to be judged by its consequences which again, of course, 
\\hen the) are realised. would have no alue in them~clves. but v.ould be mere 
means to a still further future. and so on ad m/imt11111. 11 ~ 

Uttlitananism doe not seem to make a clear di tmction b tween means and end . It 

is generally accepted as the \. ic\\ that 'the greatest happmess of the greatest number" 

of people is the standard of ethical judgements. Accordmg to utilitariarl!Sm, it would 

seem as tf it does not maner much whether pleasum a the sole good is felt by many 

pcopl , few people. or by nu une. so long as the result is desirably great. But this 

crittctsm of utilitariantsm seems to be \\TOng since utilitarianism does make reference 

to th greatest happiness of the greatesl mmzher of people. The problem with 

utl1ttarianism is that 'the greate t number is an indeterminate number. 



e nheless, th idea of the e, i ten f the lc g d a a gr •at quam it) f 

pleasure which none feels i a contradJctlon in terms sine ''hat make plea ur · be 

called as such is the fact that it is fell. Fe lmg IS an essential cJ ment in the nature of 

pleasure. So, there can ne er be a pleasure that nob d} feels. 

According! , if the greatest happiness of the greatest numb r is the \llllmwm 

bonum that ought to be aimed a~ then the pleasure of the greatest number alone 

seems to be the best possible means, fr01n the hedonistic point f \iew. fen unng 

that pleasure exists in tbe greatest quantit}. It is more likely that th sol good ts the 

greatest pleasure of many people than that it i the greatest pi a sure as uch trictiy 

speaking, the utilitarian principle according t which the pleasure or the greatest 

number of people is assumed to be an end in itself: can hard!. be de cribed as 

hedonistic. For it requires the exi~tence of the 1:,rreate t number of pe pic, as a 

necessary condition for the existence of the final end. Therefore, pleasure ulvne 

cannot be legitimate] claimed to be the good. There are other things im hed in th 

ultimate end apart from pleasure. At best, it ' ill be acknowledged that the practical 

conclu ions of utilitarianism are not misleading since actions which tend to promote 

the greatest general good are normally accompanied b, the greatest pleasure. 

Generally, most utilitarian arguments are intended to show that right action arc 

approved by common sense. This fact seems to pro e neither that the sole good is 

pleasure nor that right actions are effective! ' most plea ant. Thi is thought to be 

absolutely dubious. 

ln MilJ•s Utilitariamsm, happiness is defined as pleasure and the absence of 

pain. These are the only intrinsjc ends. ·By happiness is intended pleasure, and the 



ab ence of pam: by unhappmess pam. and the pri ·at ion of pi a. ur :· " 

M1ll. the only desirable thing is pleasur 

ording to 

J. till denies that the principle of utility stricti) reti r to the en e in wh1ch it 1 

contraJ) to pleasure. Utility is pleasure itself and the lack of pain. o ll cannot be 

distingutshed from pleasure. "The creed which accept as the fi undation of moral . 

ulity. or the Greatest Happiness Principle, holds that actions are right in proport1on 

a the) tend to promote happiness. \\rrong as the tend ro produce the re\erse of 

happiness."'c' All other desirable ends are as such due to "the plea ure inherent in 

themseh·es, or as means to the promot1on of pleasure and the prevention of patn ··'7 

Li~e the earl_ Epicureans, Utilitarians ha e been called names. For instance, they arc 

supposed to imply that the end ofhuman life is no higher. better or nobler than mere 

pleasure. The Epicureans on the other hand argue that it is their accusers \vho 

degrad human nature b ' implying that human beings are onl_ capable of attaining 

pleasures that animals like pigs are also abk to attain, and of being incapable of 

enjoying higher pleasures than these. It is derogatory to equate the Epicurean life to a 

beastly life since the human conception of happiness is not the same thmg as the 

pleasure of a beast Apparently, human beings have more de eloped faculties as 

compared to animals. The · consciously seek the t,rrattfication of higher pleasures than 

tho e that any animal is capable of attaining. The Epicurean theory of life attaches 

more ,·alue to the pleasures of the intellect than those of sensation. According to 

Mill, "it is quite compatible \\ith the principle of utility to recognise the fact, that 

some kinds of pleasure are more desirable and more valuable than ot.hers.'.:111 For him. 

the idea of degrees of pleasure is incompatible with the ie\\ of pleasure as the sole 



g . For ill 'the estimation of pleasure should upp d to depend n quantit) 

I ,. 39 a one. 

The greatest happine s of all a pposed to that f an indh idual is the 

uuhtarian ethical standard of judgement he nobility of character contribute a great 

deal to this goal. It makes the world a better place to It\ e m and bt;nefit the 

individual concerned as well as oth rs. A cording to the principle of Utility. 

The ultimate end. with reference to and for the sake of v.hich all other 
things are desirable (wheth r we are con idering. our own good or that of other 
people), is an existence exempt a far as po sible from pain, and a nch as pos iblc 
in enjoyments, both in point of quantity and qualit}. the test of quaJity. and the rule 
for measuring it again t quantity, being the preference felt by tho e \\ ho in their 
opportunitie of e~perience. to v. hich must be add d their habit!> of ell:. 
consciousness and self-observation. are best furnished ' ith the mean of 
comparison. 40 

orne critics argue that no form of happines i a rational end of human life and 

onduct since it is allegedly untenable. They claun that happiness is an unnecessary 

id al. ln this case the achievement of happiness can neither b the end of m rahty or 

that of rational human action. 

tility in olves the search for happtne s as well a the a\oidancc of 

unhappiness. For this reason. if happiness cannot be attained, it is necessary to aim at 

the pre ention of unhappiness, at least. Happiness or pleasure is natural! 

momentary· it is not a permanent state. It does not last forever. But in Ari totle·s 

\'iew. happiness is a permanent activit) as opposed to a temporary state. 

Th utilitarian ethic recognise the abilit) of human beings to be altruistic. 

However, it denies that sacrifice alone is itself a good if it do s not augment 

happiness in its totality. But it appro es of the need for self-sacrifice as a 

commitment to the attainment of th happiness of others, either the collecti e 



191 

happm ss f humanity as a whol r th happint: f indi idual . · ubJ t t the 

hmitauon of what 1 m the interest f mankind a a whole. · h utilit:man tandard of 

ethical Judgement IS not an indi 1dual's happine but th happincs or c'erybody 

But th1 is Immeasurable. Utilitarianism tre s s the ethical agent" tmpartiality 

d1 int re tedn sand b nevolence. The aim of eth1cs 1s the increment of happin~; . 

Moore accepts Mill's idea that ·'Questton of ultimate ends arc not amenabl 

to direct proof. Whatever can be proved to be good. must be so b) be1ng shown to bt! 

a mean to something admitted to be good without proof_,,.~, According to 1ill, ends 

are desirable things. But for Moore. Mill is mistaken m using the tem1 ·d, imble a 

an end· a a synonym of ·good as an end.· Moore takes M1ll to be aying that 

pleasure alone is good as an end. Utilitarianism teaches that all thcr end apart from 

happiness are only desirable as means to the attainment of the final end of happiness. 

'The fact is that ·desirable does not mean 'able to be desired· ... Th~ de 1rable m ans 

simply what ought to be desired or deserve to be desired ... 'De irabl ·doe mdeed 

mean ·what it is good to desire·: but when thi is understood, it is no longer piau ible 

to ay that our only test of that is what is actually d sired.'-~ 2 Mill commits a fallacy 

in tdemifyi ng what is good' ith what i desired. He confuse the sen e of ·desirable' 

according to which it means that which should be d ired with another s~::nse 

\\ hereb) it is taken to mean that which is desired. If "desirable· is to be identical 

Wlth •good,' then it must bear quite another sense. And et to Mill s contention that 

the desired is necessarily good, it is quite essential that these two senses of ' desirable' 

should be the same. If he holds the are the same, then he has contradicted himself 

else" here, if he holds they are not the same. then the first step in h1s proof of 

Hedonism is absolute! ' \VOrthless . .-~ 3 



Mill seeks to prove that what is g d and \\hat i d tr dare th am thing. 

~evenheless not e erything that 1 d\! 1r d i g od, for me destrc arc bad. lie 

.. re ognises that, if he is funher to maintain that pleasure al ne 1 goo . he mu t pr ve 

that pleasure alone is reall) desired." ~ 

Mill seems to contradict himself when he argues that everyone's happrness is 

the only desirable thing since one·s own happiness is th des1re of e\ery ne. 

Howe er, be agrees that there are other ends, sa , money fam . food and dnnk. 

besides pleasure which are desired "'and this admission is at once a contrad1ctton of 

hi Hedonism.'..t5 Though utilitarians ar&TUe that the object of desir is alwa s 

pleasure, "pleasure is alwa s, in part at least the cau e of desire ... It JS th1s use of the 

same language to denote quite different facts, \ hich l belie e to b the chief cau 

why p ychological Hedonism is so _often held, just as it was also the cause of Mill' 

naturalistic fallacy.'..t6 Moore thinks that the Psychological Hedoni t confuse the 

pleasur of thought with the thought of pleasure. The idea of the obJect of desire is 

not alwa s and only the idea of a pleasure. 47 He claims that .. we are not ah a s 

conscious of expecting pleasure, when we desire a thing. We may be only conscious 

of the thing whjch we desire, and may be impelled to mak for it at once without an 

calculatJOn as to whether it will bring u pleasure or pain. And in the second place, 

even when we do expect pleasure, it can certainly be ery rarely pleasure only which 

' e d sire.' 48 Furthermore, "the theory then that what is desired is alwa s and only 

pleasur must break down: it is impossible to pro e that pleasure alone is good, by 

that line of argument.':49 On the oth r hand, if pleasure is not regarded as the effect 

but rather as the cause of human desire. '·then all the plausibility of our etrucal 

doctrine that pleasure alone i good straighta\ a disappears. For in this case, 



pleasure is not what I de ire, it IS not ''hat I want: it i 

have_ befor l can want anything .. 5{
1 

mething ''hi h I already 

Agatn. although Mill claims that ·happiness i th ole end of human action, 

he acknm\ledges 'that pleasure is not the onl} thing we actual!) desire: 51 For 

example, human being (though not all) also desire \'tnue as much as we want 

happiness. Funher, ·Mane_ is. m many cases. des1red tn and for tt elf."52 According 

to Moore, these "admissions arc. of course, in naked and glaring contradiction v.ith 

h1 argument that pleasure is the only thing des1rable. because it i the only thing 

desired "'53 Mill admits that money. for mstance, 'is onl) desirable as a means to 

happiness." For Moore he ··ha failed to distinguish 'end· in the sen e of what 1s 

de irable from ·end' in the sense of what is desired: ... This IS a cons qucncc or the 

naturali tic fallacy.--"'4 

Mill defines the good as the desirable and the desirable a the dcstrcd. for 

him. "hat can bed sired is ''hat is in fact desired. "If there[! rc. we ca'tl lind some 

one th ing which is alway and alone desired, that thing \\ill ncce arily be the only 

thtng that is destrable. the only thing that is good a" an end.~- 55 He commiLc; the 

t aturaltstic fallacy in his argument. For be defines the good in terms of one natural 

quality that 1 pl..;asure. Thus, "Mill tells us that we ought to desire something (an 

ethrcal proposition), because we actually do des1re it but if hts contention that 'I 

ought to desire means nothing but 'I do desire· were true. then he is only entitled to 

sa~. 'we do desire o and so because we do desire it' and that is not an ethical 

proposltton at all. it ts a mere tautology. The whole obJect of Milrs book is to help 

us to discover what we ought to do; but in fact, b) attemptmg to define the meaning 
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of this ·ought ' he has complete! d barr d hims If fr m ev r ulfilling thatll ~ t: h 

has confined himself to telling u .,,·hat we do:· 

First. Mill argues that \\hat is de ired is go d and ''hat i good i what 1 

de ired 'He has to pro,·e that we alway do destre pl asure r freedom from pain, 

and that we ne er desire anything else whate\ r ··S? Sidgwick thinks that this is the 

doctrine of psychological Hedomsm It is not true ··that we nc er destre an~ thing but 

pleasure· and how there is not a shadow of ground for sa. ing even that. \\ h ·n~vcr we 

de ire anything, we always desire plea ure as well as that thing:· : The cause of 

desire is distinct from the object of pleasure. 

Again, Mill admits that there are other desired thing besides plea ure yet he 

claims that pleasure is the onl} desired thing, ' hich is a contradictton in tenns. I le 

confuses the ideas of means and ends. For him, what 1 a "'means to an end i the 

same thing as a part of that end.'' ·9 

As Mill himself doe admit. the hedonistic principle that pleasure is the only 

desirabl good cannot be pro ed d1rectly. H1 argum nt in ol e the naturalt tic 

fallacy for they identify ·desirable with desired.' Pleasure is not the only thing that is 

desired. But Sidgwick defends hedonism without committing the fallacy. Hedonism 

1 an intuition. For Moore ·'Mill" aiiO\ ance that some pleasures arc infenor in 

quality to others implies both that it is an Intuition and that it is a false onc.""60 lie 

also accuses Sidgwick of failing to make a distinction between ·pleasure' and 

·consciousness of pleasure.' ·either of them is the only good thing there is. For "'it 

seems equally absurd to regard 'consciOusness of pi asur · as the sole good, since, if 

1t were so. a world in whicb nothing else existed might be absoJutely perfect.-,61 On 
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th • contra~ it an b arguc.;d that th id a of the ol g 

of a perf t world. he 'an~ t\ · different thing. 

1oore a s ns that ''the end of Utilitarianism. 

n t nt. il th • n ti ln 

w uld. if H doni m ,. r 

tru be. not md ed the best concei\able. but the; be t posstbl r uc; t promote: but it 

is refut d by the refutation of H donism ... '~ Although h ~ 1s on em d with th 

r futat10n of Mtll's naturalistic argument for hedonism, he admtts tha hedonism 

may still be true c\'en though Mill does not pro' It beyond reasonable d uht. 

4.6 ri totte·s view of plea ure: 

The ltfe of plea ure is d 'oted to th pur uit of pleasure as the highest g d. 

E\'crythtng in uch a lifi seems to be done for 1h sa"-e of pleasure alone. It i Imbued 

\\ tlh a quest for luxuries. Jt seems to cons1st in the pur uit of pleasure at all cost . 

Though many people go [! r pi asure. different peopk appear to deme plea ure fr m 

different things and the same thing doe not nccc ·sarily please th same people or the 

same p rson always. r r sometimes \\hat seem pll!asant r unpleasanrto someone 

depend on hi or her condit10n. For example, whene,·er one falls 1ck. one docs not 

usually cnjo~ th same kind of pleasure that one normall) enJ ys \\h n one i in a 

healthy state. 

orne people find plea ure in goods like fame, wealth. honour, virtu . study, 

etc t ras o, "the things that please most peopl confli t, because the_ are not 

pleasant by nature: "he rea the things that plea c lovers of ' hat i fine are things 

pl"a ant by natur ; and actions expressing virtue are pleasant m this way: and so the) 

both pl.:asc lover of what is fine and are pleasant in themselves. ··'•-~ Their lives do not 

need an add1tional pleasure o er and abO\ e 'inuous acti it:y a some ort of 

ornamentation, since they ha e immanent pleasure. 



·amin d th di t r nt f pi ur ut und th tn 

\\anting. It ts cl ar from th ft II '"nJ dt us ion f pi asur that An t ted 

the vie'' that pleasur is bad. Hi 'i ,,. was that n man c uld b, happy \\ith ut 

certain amount f pleasure in ht ltfi . Ari totle b ervt:d that it \\a generall: 

b hev d that happines ' as om kind of plea ur r ··the man~ th m t 'ulgar. 

, .. uld d and happin as pi a ure. and hence.: they al like.: 

th lifi" of gratification." ~1 fact. h \\a. om in ed that happtn \\a th '"b ·t, 

finest an most pleasant" acttvit~ f the oul.'.c,- Being plea cd 1 a condition f the 

oul. Grant d therefi re that plea ur 1 a g d f the ul and ~ f th ul ar • 

g d tn th' ame \\a)'. The 

other kinds of goods are go d of the body and e.·ternal g od . 

e erthel ss, Ari t tic denied the h donistic claun that the ltfe of ,rati 1cati n 

is the be t human lifi and that pleasur i · th highest or the Jc go d th ugh h • t ( k 

pi asure to be an important ac ompaniment of the go d ltfc. 

Th ltfe of pleasure 1 one f the three prominc.:nt kind o hfe that An t tie 

discuss din the !·;tim.\· as po tblc candidates for the be t human life. A far a he 

' a concerned, the life f pi a ure appeared to b the most popular J..md of ltfe. I· or 

' the many the most vulgar would the g d and happinc.: a 

pleasure, and hence they also like the life f gratificati n. Her th · appear 

campi tely sla ish, sine the life the_ decide on is a lifi £i r grazmg ammals.''66 As 

the ltfe f enjo 'm nt it has been described a a beast!. lifi. th life of herbi ·ores. It 

is s en as a debased life. a lower kind of life that IS onl_ suitable for sla e and 

"grazing animals such as cattle. For th e \\ho cho e t 1 ad the life of pleasure 

·appear completely slavish because the kmd of life the· choose ··js a life fi r grazing 
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a tm 1 ·· B~ implicati n thi. m an that th li e pi a ur 1 un H r uman 

·mg Admin dl · h doni L • em to h \' ~.: m ar~um nt tn th ir d en ror 

e ·ampl , many people in po iti n ~.: thi kind f ltfl . IJo, •v~.:r 

the fa t that omething i d ne b_ an authorit: d s n t nt: ~.; aril mean that 1t i a 

g) d thing. Jt d ~ not mt!an th t a particular actton i the neht thtnl.! t) do - - , 

absolute!} r r ·lati\ely. in the pre, ailing circum tan e , unlc . the authorlt) 

oncemed 1 the rei \ nt nt: in a p nicular field . It 1 · 1: I Ia iou to uggt:st 

othem 1 e. In an · case, e\cn e.·pcrt · r auth ritic. in th· arne 1cld d m timt: · 

dt agrc on ertain 1 ue of mutual concern. At time . pt.: pie e en appt:al to \VT ng 

uthonu ·s to ddi!nd th ·ir la1ms F r instanc •. a polit1c1an rna · tum out t l c a 

I a~ man in moral qu tions. In this cas . it i \Hong t in inuatc that plcasur · is th • 

h1ghest goal inct: such a per on bcli ,.c that it is tht: highe t g al. In this ast.: one 

nc ds to ap eal t a moral authority. 

On the contrary. th li[i· of pi asurc or grati 1 ation e m to• bt.: farthc. t 

remo,· d from all the thing it is wrong!_ a. octated \\ ith. Tht: . la\c has no share in 

th !if, of plea ure imply b cau e fhis la\Cf! . A a Ja,e. he i not free to indulge 

in th luxury of plea ur . In any case. he cannot afford orne kind f plea. urc. The 

chtld t o. cannot lead the hfe of lea ure becau e of it t nder ag 1 l!ither can 

grazi ng animals lead the life of pleasure since Ieasure arc ho en but they arc 

d tl.! rm in ·d t h e accord in to their master' wi h. hi d e not include cnjo) mcnt. 

Thus, it app ar as if man i th only kind of animal that ceks pi a ur more than any 

otht.:r ammal. Ind ed. there are man: more thing tha man do s for mere pleasure 

t .an tho c that other an imal do. For c.·ample animals engag in coitu at sp cific 



umes only for reproducnve purpo cs "hilc human b •ing eem t) o o an~ urn n t 

only for procreation but also for pleasure. 

Clearly, if people derive their conception of the highest good or happines 

from the kind of life they lead then those people who lead the life or pleasure at 0 

uppose that the highest good IS pi asure. They think that the b st life for all human 

bcmgs to I ad is the life of pleasure. 

As Sir David Ross acknO\\ ledges in his book. ril'l\/(}//e, there arc two separate 

d1scussions of pleasure in the Ctluc.,, that is, Book VTI and Book X. Arist tie 

d1 cuss d the theory that pleasure was not the go d bl.!cause it was a process or 

occupying a vacuwn. 

-l. 7 Plea u re in Book Vll 

nook VIT, falls short of COf1Ciuding that ph!asurt:: I the 'W/1111111111 hOIII/111 (the 

b., t good). It suggests that pi asurc could still be the good and tt d fend· this \ te\\ 

against the critics. For pleasure has an important role to play in the activit· of 

eudwnwnia. It is pan and parcel of eudumumw. 

There are three common conceptions of pleasure. F1rst, there is the view "that 

no pleasure is a good, either m itself or coincidentall;, on the h'Tound that the good is 

not the same as pleasure"". Second!), there t the view '·that some pleasure are good, 

but most are bad . Thirdt, there is the \ie\ "that even if every pleasure is a good, 

the best good still cannot be pleasure. ,(,IJ Aristotle dismissed all these \ ie\ s. 

According to th first 'tew, that is, the 'iev. of Speus1pus. pleasure is not a 

good for the follo,ving reasons: 

(a) Every pleasure is a perceivd becoming toward {the fulfilment of 
something's} nature, but no becoming i. of the same kind as its end, e.g. no 
(process of} building is of the same kind a a house. (b) Besides. the temperate 
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per on avoid plea ;ure: (c) Be:id th · intellig nt per n pur "hat i 
pamt . not what i ple3sant (d) Be ide . plea ur . impcd intelligent thmking. 
and impede it more th more \\C cmo-. them, no one. c "'hil ha\m ual 
intercour 'can think about an;,1hmg (e) Be:ide . every g'Z,~d i the product of a 
ratt but there is no craft of pleasure. (I) Be ide children and animal pur:ue 

plea.ure 

An toth! dented peusipus·s clatm (a) that pleasure is .. a percct\Cd be oming.'"71 or 

pleasure --should instead be called not percei\·ed. but ummpeded:·;~ :\ an activity. 

pleasurl: ··is a good to th full extent.''71 Ilowe er, it is not. as some pe pie uppose, a 

becoming SinCe acti\ ities differ from bee ming. runhermore. Ari lOti' ob,crvcd that 

Pain i an C\ il and is to be avoided. for one kind of pain is unconditionall~ 
bad, and another i bad in a particular \\a) bv imp •dmg :activitie:-1 8tH the 
contrary to what is to be avoided, in o far as it is bad and to be avoided. i. good, 
hence plea ure mu 1 be a good peu ipus· solution - !that plea ure is contrary 
both to pam and to the good a the greater is contraf) both to the le cr and to the 
equal-doe not u ..:eed. For he \\Ould not say :as h1s olution reqUire:.: 1 h:ll 
pleasure i cs entially an evil 74 

ln response to Spcusipus·s claim (b) that the temp rate person avoids pleasure. it is 

sarJ that he onl) avoids pleasures that are not unconditional!) good, .and not all 

pfea ·ur s l t i not the cas that th temperate person a oids pleasure in general. 

Like the intelligent person. the temperate one does not a\oid all kind of pleasure: he 

on I~ avords the ones that are not good unconditionally. For ""th rc an: pleasures of the 

,.75 temperate person too. 

Anywa whether the temperate person a\ aids pleasure or not, hrs behavrour 

do~s not detennme whether pleasure is th good or not. 

It is also debatable whether or not pleasure hrnders intelligent thinking. 

Ano;totlc·s rcspon e to Speusrpus·s clarm that the intelligent person does not seek 

pleac;ur~.:: but lack of pain nnd the claim that pleasure i an impediment to intelligence 

is thrs: ··the intelligent person pursues painlessness only i1 latron to .. pleasures that 
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are n l uncondiuonall~ go d. not pie ure per .\ .1 ' I· r · n ith r int llig n nor an~ 

tate is 1mpeded by the pleasure ansing from it. but only b; allen pleasure . F r 1h • 

p lea ures an ing from . tzu~v unci learning wtll make "·' . tut{v and I ·om all thl' 

more .. ~1 The absence of pam does not entail the pre ence of plea ure and nee H;rsa. 

Ho' e er. the absence of pleasure rna) mean the pre nee of pam and the pres nee f 

pleasure may connote the absence of pain. In facL ometlme pleasure and pain may 

be felt together! For example, there b both pleasure and pa1n m cratching an itchy 

spot. 

It is true that people are more likel · than not to do \\ell in those activities in 

which the are interested in. tho e that g1ve them pleac;ure. Indeed. people ecm to do 

better in those activities in which the~ arc Interested than in those that they are lc · 

interested in. Therefore, pleasure may enhance intelligence instead of inh1b1tmg it. 

I lowever, Aristotle's suggestion that there are different kind of plea ·ure i · al ·o 

di putable. The difference among pleasures rna) be that of d gree and ·not of kmd 

The fact that there are different thing that gi\e plea ure does not mean that the 

pi asures that accrue from them are equally different. Rather. it is the a me pleasurl! 

that is provided by different things. Pleasures do not differ imply because the_ 

emanate from different sources. They may differ in intensity and duration rather than 

in qualit) . 

Speusipus's claim (e) that e\ery good is the result of a craft but plea ure is not 

the product of any craft is also qu stionable. A craft is lil.e a skill. It is a producti e. 

rational discipline.78 Admittedly, the "fact that pleasure 1s not a product of a craft is 

qune reasonable; for a craft does not belong to a capacity. And yet, the crafts of 

perfumery and cooking do seem to be crafts of pleasure ... 79 
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Ho\\ ver. the fa t that the craf1 o .rfum ry and king gt\ ' pi asurc d 

not mean that th~y are crafts of pleasure The purpo of perfume may b anything 

other than pleasure: and the purpo e of cookel) IS d fimtcl) not the productiOn of 

pi asur but that of food. Although eating is a pleasant acti\ity. it i not meant for 

plea ure but for sta ·ing ali\e and in good health. Howe\' r, a few people may cat fl r 

pleasure But this is an exception rather than the rule. Pleasure merely accompames 

feeding but it is not the end of it. For '"people who ha e come to rely for the1r 

pleasures on food and drink instead of merely eating b cause the} are hungry and 

dnnking because they are thirsty, continue to eat and drink ' hen the) are neither 

hungry nor thirsty. for the sheer fun of doing o."' 0 Ne ertheless, even if it 1. 

assumed that children also pursue plea ure, this is doe not negate the possibility of 

it being the good. Speusipus' claim implies that pleasure is not the good because 

children als seek it. The fact that children se k pleasure or an thing at that does not 

nee ssanl: mean that what er the seek is not what the) ought to s ek. LYen if they 

seek many thmgs that are not related to the good. this does not mean that everything 

else that thl:!y seek must be opposed to the good. Then pursuit of pleasure is not the 

reason why it is not the good. Arguably, children and beasts only pursue ·'pleasures 

[that are not unconditionall good]" and not all kinds of plea ure. At an) rate, 

children from di erse backgrounds may enjoy different pleasures. In fact , some may 

not engage in any pleasure at all, d pending. of course. on their situation and 

en\ 1ronm nt. It is doubtful \ hether all children act and react in the same way to the 

same thmgs. It is quest10nable whether they all lik or hate the same things in the 

same ''ay wi th the same mt nsity. Indeed, children's behaviour may be affected b 



the fa tor of their age. For a younger chit a) nJ . acu' iii that di r rom th e 

of an older child. There is no definite pattern of beha\ tour fi r all children. 

The second view of pleasure i intended ·to sho' that not all plea urc arc 

excellent things' because (a) some of them are .. shameful and reproached, and (b) that 

some are harmful, since some pleasant tlungs cause disea e.~.st Thts implic that bad 

consequences (unlike bad sources) need not make uch pleasure bad. For some g od 

things have bad effects. For example healthy things rna be bad for the purposes of 

making money and stud ing may as well be detrimental to health (if it is overdone or 

conducted in the wrong \Vay). ror instance a number of p ople hav destroyed 

themselves mentally as a result of too much learning. There is a proverb to the effect 

that one who ''increas th knowledge increaseth sorr0\\·."81 lt is common knO\ ledge 

that too much of something is dangt:rous. Furthermore, 

Those who maintain that some pleasures, e.g. the fine ones. arc highl · 
choiceworthy, but the bodi1 pleasure that concern the intemperate per Of\. are 
not, should examine bodily pleasures [f what they say is true. why are the pain 
contrary to these pleasures awful? For i1 is a good that i contrary to an evil. Tilen 
are the necessary {bodily pleasure } good only in the \ ay that what i · not bad i · 
good? Or are they good upto a point? {In fact they are good up to a poim I For 
though some states and proces cs allow no exec s of\\ hat is better. and hence no 
e ·cess of the pleasure {in them} either, others do allow exce of what is better, 
and hence also allow excess of the plea ure in them too. O\ the bodil~ goods 
allow excess. The base person is base because he pursue the exce~ . but not 
because he pursues the nece sary plea ure : for all enjoy delicacies and wines and 
sexual relations in some way. though not all in the nght way. The contrary IS true 
for pains. The base person avoids pain in general, not fonly] an excess of it For 
not [all] pain is contrary to excess [of pleasure], except tO someone who pur ues 
the excess [of pleasure]. Hence we should say why bodil} pleasures appear more 
choiceworthy. First .. it is becau e bodily pleasure pushes out pain Exce se of 
pain make people seek a cure in the pursuit of exce sive pleasure and of bodil 
pleasure in general And the e cures become intense - that is why they are pursued 
b h . . 8:3 - ecause they appear ne :t to t etr contranes. 



On the contrary, the ba. c p ron doe not only a\oid exec _ p in: h a oid any kind 

of pain. "For not {all} pain ts contrary to e. cess ~of pleasure:, e. ccpt to mcone 

who pursues the excess {of pleasur . } ·· 

ft is said that pleasure is not good becau e it 1 uppo cd to be an act of a base 

nature, an innate nature. as in the case of a beast or an habitual (or acquired natur . 

as m the case of a base human being (whatever that mean.? Constder a Jav • for 

example. Funhennore, some kinds of plea ure are thought to b curatin! in that the~ 

correct certain defects or dc!iciencics. for instance, cinema-going and th 'atrc-going 

people may experience Cathartic experiences \\tth curame effect<;. In this ca c. ··it i. 

better to be in a good state than to be b~cormng into it. .. 5 For example, good health i 

preferable to the pleasure of undergoing treatment. Such pleasures are cxcl!llcnt by 

coincidence since they coincide v.;t~ treatment and comalcscencc. 

Some people are said to be unable to enJO) pleasures other than the ph)sical 

ones. They pursue them because they are intcn e enough to cur (or t suppress) 

pam Such people are fond of maktng themselves thtrsty. The are blameless or 

blameworthy depending on" hether the resultant thirst is harml~ss or harmful. ·'They 

do this because they enjoy nothing else and many people's nature makes the neutral 

condition painful to them.''~ Such people become base and intemperate because they 

drive out pain by its contrary pleasure or any other kind of intense pleasure. There are 

no excesses of painless pleasures. 

These are pleasant by narure and not coincidentally B) coincidentally pleasant 
t'lings 1 mean pleasant things that arc curative for the I process of} bemg cured 
coincides with some action of the part of us that remains healthy, and hence 
undergotng a cure eems to be pleasant Titings are pleasant by nature. however. 
when they produce action of a healthy nature The rea~on why no one thtng ts 
al\~ays pleasant is that our nature is not simple, but has more than one constituent, 
in so far a we are peri hable, hence the action of one part is contrary to nature for 
the other nature in us, and when they are equaUy balanced, the action seems neither 



pleasant nor painful .. For if omethlng ha a . imp! nature the ction , ill 
alv.a) be pleasame t. That is ''h) th god alv.ay. enjo one 'mple pi a ur 
I ""ithout change l For acthity belong not onl} to change but 1 to 
unchanginess, and indeed th re is plea ure tn re t more than in chan11.e ·varia ion in 
eve~ thing 1 weet' becau e of some mferioril\, for ju 1 a i~ i the infen r 
human bemg who 1s prone to variation, o al o the nature that need variation is 
mferior, since it is not simple or decent. If' 

astl}, the third view is supposed ·to show that the be t good 1 not pi a urc ... 

that pleasur is not an end, but a becommg. ·· · Some p ople argu, that pi a urc is not 

the best good ince it i a becoming and not an end It may be a go d but n t the best 

good. But Anstotle suggested that pleasure might still b the best go d in spite of thi 

obj ction since it fails to prove otherv. ise. It is still po sible that plea urc 1 the good 

even if it is only a be oming. F r ·•it is not necessal) for som thing else to be better 

than pleasur . a the end. some say, IS bcuer than the becoming. For plea ure~ arc nOl 

becoming. nor do they all even involve a becoming. The) arc activities. and an end 

(in th msch s), and arise \\hen we exercise {a capac1t. l, not when"' ar\,; commg lO 

be :in some state.J "l!9 Pleasures may tthc::r be end_ in them eh cs or ends for otht:r 

ends. Coincidental plea ·ure in in-patient are mean t \',ards good health. 

Admirtedl~, ··some plea ures might well be the best good, even though most pleasures 

arc bad:··x• In an~ case. it is an unimpeded acti ity. "This is wh all thmk the happy 

life IS pleasant and weave pleasure into happiness, qu1te reasonabl , since no acti ity 

is complete if it is impeded, and happines is something complete .. The fact that all, 

both beasts and human beings. pursue pleasure is some s1gn of its being in some way 

th be t good. "91 Furthennore, Anstotle insisted that "if pleasure is not a good and an 

act I\ ity. it w1ll not be true that the happy person lives pleasantly. For what \\ill he 

need pleasure for if it is not a good? indeed, it \Viii even be possible for him to li e 

painfully: for pain is neither an evil nor a good if pleasure is not, and why then could 



2 : 

he a oid it? So the life of the excellent p rson \\ill not be: pl a.anter it hi a ti\itie 

ar not also pleasanter. ,.n Most people cern to pursue b dil~ pi a ur' fre lUcntl) 

and suppose that these are the only pleasures there are b caus they arc the onl) nes 

that they know. 

The conclusive resp nsc to the thr e argument i that such pc pic n ither 

prove that pleasure is not a good nor that it is not the best good ut the lack of proof 

or disproof does not necessarily mean ·that pleasure 1s or is not a !.!O d or the best 

good, for that matter. ln Aristotle's vie\\, omething may be good in t\\O diftercnt 

ways, either absolutely or r lati el '. The same thmg applies to natures. states, 

processes as well as becoming. A far a the so-called bad pr cesscs and becoming 

are concerned, "(i) some are bad unconditional! , but for orne person not bad. and 

for this person actually ch icewort~y. (ii) Some are not choiceworthy for him dther. 

except sometimes and for a short Lime, not on each occasion (ii1) .ome are not ven 

pleasures, but appear to be: th se are the {proces es}, e.g .. in sick peopl ,1hat tnvolve 

pain and are means to medical treatment. ''~3 Again, a particular good may be an 

acuvity or a state. For that matter, 

The proce ses that restore us to our natural tate are pleasant 
coincidentally. Here the activity m the appetites belong to the rest of our state and 
nature {i.e the part that i till undtsturbed} For there are also plea ures without 
pain and appetite, e.g. the pleasures of studying, tho e in ~hich our nature lacks 
nothing. sign {that upports our di tinction between pleasures} i the tact that 
we do not enjoy the arne thing when our nature is being refilled that we enjoy 
\\hen it is eventually fully restored. When it is fully restored. we enjoy things that 
are unconditionall pleasant; but when it is being refilled. we enjoy even the 
contrary things. For we e,•en enjoy sharp or bitter things, though none of these is 
pleasant by nature or uncondttionally pleasant . Hence {these pleasures} are not 
1 unconclitionally} pleasures either: for a pleasant thtngs difler from each other, so 
the pleasures arising from them d.i4fer too 9~ 



2 

1an) people seem to be ed.mg difTen:m pi ur b cau e. 1r th m, the b t 

natural tat IS scemmgly different. Parad . ·ically, tht.:y at o m to desir th arne 

pleasure though it is not the one they would accept that they are pursuing for 

C\CT)thmg has an element of di\ imty in it. 

4.8 Plea u re in Book X 

But in Book X. Anstotle dealt with pleasure different) . As ''e hall sec soon 

there are certain similanues as well as difference betwe n these two tr atmcnt f 

pleasure in Book Vli and Book X. In the latter, Aristotle articulated hts O\\TI 'iew of 

pleasure and contrasted it with the view of Eudoxus according to" hom pleasure was 

the best good and those of his crit1cs, '"ho belic\'ed that plea.ure was bad. '(he 

discussion of plea ure in B ok X repeats the dtscussi n m Book II more thnn n 

contradicts it. Nonethele s. both of them are undoubted! ' the ' orks of ArislOtlc. But 

it was in Book X that Aristotle not on I)' criticis 'd others· \ ie\ s but also tated h1s 

own' te\\. 

Here, Aristotle's argument i that pleasure 1 ab olutcly complct . As far as 

the nature of pleasure is concerned. it is not a pro ess or a mo\'ement The latter 

"'takes time, aims at a certain end, and i complete only when it has attained its end. 

1. either in th time which it occupies. taken as a whole, or in the moment of 

attamment. '95 Pleasur is alwa s complete; it ta)...es no time to be pleased. Being 

plca_ed i mstantaneous. One can become pi ased quickly or slo"IY but one cannot 

he pleased slowly or quickly. Pleasure is " ornething complete in itself and 

satJ <.faclor) in e ery moment of itself, like the acti ity ofp rcepllon or ofthought."96 

The activities of thought and the senses are most pleasant whenever they are 

in their healthy state and their objects are good in themselves. Thjs implies that 



pleasure admi of d gr 0 ti n. PI ur mt n ifi 

acttvities. It perfects th\; a tt\ itt that it ac mpani .. Pie 

bound up \vith acti ity. ne might upp se that m n d sir pi a ur· b \::lli.C th . 

d sire life and because pleasure perfect the a ttvitie \ •hich mak 

Dtffi rent pl asures complete different kmd fa ti\ itie ·very acti tt. 

completed by its proper plea ure. The m re w take pleasure in d ing 

up life.· 7 

an onl_ b 

etter we can do it. Similarly the les ,- e enjoy doing something, the m rc w tl::nd 

to do something else. 

In addition th more \ enJO' d ing omcthmg th b •tt r we arc likely to 

continu doing it. Pe pie ar often distracted fr m ncentrating n m thmg by 

thmg that pl ase them m rt: than oth rs. 

For instance peopl eat nut _ in the theatr tf th actor are bonng. ··r r the 

pi asanter activity p JSh out the other nl!, all the more if it i. much pka.ant r, ·o 

that \ 'e no longer e en engage in th oth r actl\lty. Ilene if w ar enjoying ne 

thmg int ns I ' we do not do another very much. It is \\h n w ar only mildly 

leased that \ e do s mething Is • e g. p oplc who at nuts in th atre do thi. m ·t 

\\hen the actors are bad.'' Others rna e\'en d zc and fall asleep. Alien plea urc. 

are like proper pains in the sense that they interfere \\ ith and mhibit activitie Th 

go dne s and d sirability of different acti ttics differ accordino to their pr p r 

plea ures. 

imilarly, diffi r nt rae s of animals ecm to ha\e th tr O\\n differ nt 

pi , sures They have pl a ures akin to thcmseh s. Mayb . it should b said that th ~ 

den ·c pleasure from di f[i r nl acti\ ittes, not that they have differ nt pi asures. 

PI asure remains the same· onl · the acti ities that produce it are different. 
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erth less, '"dtffi rent men take plea ur~ in dtfTerent thing . \\'hi h pl a. ur then, 

ar the true human plea ure? Tho e in which the practlcall_· ''i man delights; or. 

to put ll mor objective!} thost: ''hich complete the functi n r function proper to 

man.' 
9 

Furthermore, the perusal of B ok X re eats and confirms the following 

bservations. lt is mainly concerned with the discu sion of the hedonistic claims of 

Eudoxus. It stat s that pleasure is comparable to sight in the cnse that both of them 

are aJways complete in form. Pleasure is an instnntaneous who! It i n ·ither a 

·bccomtng' (change) nor a ·process. or these need omc duration for their 

completion but pleasure doe not. Therefore. the are mcompletc at every tage of 

thetr progression except the last moment when the) are complet d and thctr end is 

achieved. On the contrary. pleasure 1 a complete ''hole. It need not be completed in 

time by anything else. 

E ery proccs , e.g. constructing a building take time. and aims at some end, and 
i · completed when it produces the product it eeks, or. Lin other \\Ord~, i::­
complete] m the whole time Lthat it takes] 1\loreovcr each process is incomplete 
during the processe: that are it part . i e. during the time 11 goes on, and it 
consist. of procc es that are different in form from the whole proces and from 
each mher . Hence (processes that are pans of larger proces. cs] differ m form, 
and we cannot find a proces complete in form at any time [while it is going on) 
but [ onl ], if at all, in the ~ hole time [that it takes] \ proccs is not complete. it 
would seem. at every time. and the many [con tituent] processc are incomplete, 
and differ in form, since the place ITom which and the place to whtch make the 
form of a proce s [and differem proces es begin and end in different place- )100 

Pleasure is always complete. This is what dtfferentiates it from a process. A '·pro ess 

must take time. but being pleased need not' for what takes no time and hence is 

present in an instant is a whole. This also makes it clear that it is wrong to say there 

is a nrocess or a coming-to-be of pleasure. For this is not said of e\'erything. but only 

of \\hat is di isible and not a \\hole; for seeing, or a point, or a unit, has no coming to 

be. and none of these is either a process or a becoming. But pleasure is a whole; 



h nee tt to has n oming to b ·· 1 t ming 

Th re are pr ess and a b ommg f divisible and in m Jete thing only. 

H w v r pi asure i indi\ isible and mplet . Th r fi re, ll an hardly • aid t 

a pro ess or a b coming. 1ke points, unit: and 1ght, pi ur , a a \\hOI i neither 

a process nor a b coming. Ther fore, 1t doe not com t · · ry f: cult; t f 

perceptiOn is act1 e m r lation to its p r eptible bject and mplctel. acti' e wh~n it 

is m 0 00d condition in rdation to th fin t f 1t per pt1ble bt~.;cts . r th1 ab ·e 

all ms to b the character of ompletc acti ·it ', ' hether it is a crib~d to th · fa ult. 

r t the subj ct that has it. lien c for c ch faculty the be t acth ity i. th acti ·it) f 

th • subJect in the b st condition in rdati n t the e t ~ ct of th ~ facult~:- 1 02 

Plea ·ure e entually com pi t s acti itic . 

Perhaps the r a on "h there i n c ntinu u. plea urc i cau ·it i natural 

t get tired. ince pleasure is a function of acti\ ities and C\'cry human activity 

limned, it must equally be limited. PI a ure i the mplellon or actidtic nnd the 

de 1red !if~ . For instance, the mu tcian and the learner seek plea ure in ord ·r to 

ac ompiJsh their acti iti s and to c mplcte the1r live . Plea ure mal.. · life 

"choicev.orthy.' 

The question \ hether life IS chosen • becau e f pleasur , or pi a urc bccau e 

of life·· remains unansw red. For ··the two appear to yoked t geth r. and to allow 

n eparation· for pleasure ne er an es v ithout acti 1ty, and equally, It compl te 

e\ f) a tl\ity. ' 103 The are ins parably intertwin d. Howe r. its em as ifther re 

d1! fl rent speci s of pleasure. 

We suppose that differcn thing complete thing of different pecie That is ho 
it appear , both with natural thing and \\ ith artefact . e.g. with animaJ . tre . a 
painting, a tatue, a hou e or an implement, and similarly, activities that differ in 



spec1es are also completed by thin_ .at differ m pecies cu nic of thou •ht 
diffi r in pccies from acthitie ofthe faculties of perc ption. and o do the. r- m 
each other: so al o. then. do the pleasure. that complete th m Thi. i · al 
apparent from the waJ each pleasure 1 pr per to the acthity that it compl te 
For the proper plea.ure mcrea es the acthitv For we judge each thinu bcller and 
more exactly \\hen our activity i associated with pleasure If, e .g. we enjoy doing 
geometry. we become bener geometers, and under tand each que tion better; and 
similarly lo\'ers of music, building and o on improve at their proper function \\hen 
they enjo)' it Each pleasure mcrease the activity, v.hat incrl!a es 11 1· proper to it, 
and since the activities are different in species. what is proper to them is al ·o 
different in pecies l(l.l 

Some pleasures are opposed to each other. The enjo ment or one particular thing 

militate against the enj yment of another esp cially if it is m re pleasant than the 

other which must be ignored consequently. As in the case of a bored audience that 

resorts to eating nut during a performance in a th atre because the actor are bad. 

people are easily distracted from whatever they are doing if they derive very litt le 

pleasure or no pleasure at all from it. For example, Aristotle claimed that nobody 

could think intelligently in the course of sexual intercourse. f r ·'pleasure. impede 

intdligent thinking, and impede it more the more \Ve enjo) them: no one ... while 

ha ing sexual mtercourse can think about an}thing ... '05 

There are two types of pleasure: proper pleasures and alien pleasures. The 

former improve acti ities while the latter destroy them. Foreign pi asures have the 

same effect as proper pains whjch is contrary to that of prop r pleasures. Proper 

pains and pleasures come from th activity but in contrary ways. 

Although Aristotle wrote as if there were various pleasures, these are not 

really many pleasures but one. What was meant b) the reference to proper and at ien 

plea ures were the sources of pleasure within and without particular activities. There 

is no qualitati e difference among pleasures. 



For Aristotl ry acti\ it • h • orr ponding pi ur d nt I a ur 

roper to an excell nt acti\i ·. ut a 'i 

Argum nts do arise '' h th r pleasure 1 th am as th actl\'it) au e th cap ar 

to b closet conne ted Pr umabl • there are difli r nt kind f plcasurl.!. For 

example, pi asures f thought differ fr m plea ure P rhap , diffi r nt 

ammal pecies ba e difli r nt c rrcsponding s c1es f plea~ ur . vcn within the 

same speci s there s m to be differ nt plcasur r in tanc ··th 'pi ll'iltrc!. · dijjl!r 

a lot, in human being· at any rate. For th' same thmgs deft 'hi \Om' people, and 

uuse pam in other~; and while wme md them pau~ful am/ lwte.fitl oilier., .fmd them 

pleu. ant and /o able. 106 Th1 i r lativi ·m. 

Th re ar man thing. that arc cxpenenccd iffcrcntly depending n the 

conditions of the subj ct . r e,·a!nple, ' e t thing. tastt; diffi reml) t nc ''h ha 

a fe" r. The good or the ex ll~nt per on 1 taken to c th' c nn01 cur of plea ure 

and pi a ant things. Is h really infallible? Therefi re, there are n uch thing a 

hameful pi asures e ·cept to those \\hO are c rrupt. Th kind f plea ur that is 

appropnate to a human b ing will b prop r to and con equent up n hi char cten tiC 

act1' ity. Therefore th pi asur that com pi te th actl\ itie of the c rnpletc and 

ble sed I happy man whether he ha one acti" ity or mor than ne ''~II be called the 

human pleasures to the fulle t e tent. The other plea ures will be human in 

ccondal) and e n more remot \\a c rre pondmg t the character f the 

acti,iti s.'"107 

Accordingly pi asure i an integral accompaniment of happine . th upreme 

go d. Besid s, the most plea ant 'irtuou acti ity is the e pre sion of ' isdom. 

Arguably the desire for pi asure is a characteristic of animals. Children too are 



educat d on the basis of pleasure and pa · 1. Th y ar taught t ek th pl a ant and 

to avoid whatever is painful. Virtuou charact r s ems to d p nd on the enjoyment 

and th hatred of the relevant things. Pain and pleasure rna. be experienced 

throughout a particular lifetime. The_ are Important eth1cal element concerning 

happin ss. People tend to pursue pleasure while a oiding pain, a sh0\\11 by 

utll itarians. 

1e rtheless, some pleasant things are not good, n ither are all painful things 

bad. For instance, a sugar - coated poison 1 not good for food ''hil a painful 

surgical operation may still be necessary for health. At any rate children in d1ffercnt 

parts of the ' ·orld are brought up in different ways. For, there are diverse cultures 

wtth arious ways of raising children. It is e ident that the children in question \\ere 

those who li ed in th then known ancient Greek world. Today' children are reared 

differently. Times and things ha e changed. Even the \) ays of nunuring children 

appear to ha e changed. In any case children's upbringing is a matter fhat c.lep nds 

on the taste of their parents, their em ironment and the soci - cultural milieu. It 

depends on indi iduals, circumstances times and places. It is relative to these 

factors. There is no absolute (or universal) way of educating children. In orne 

places they are merely indoctrinated. 

These are controversial issues. For that matter, the ' should not be ignored. 

Some people argue that the good is pleasure while others contend that pleasure is base 

because the are either convinced that it is actually ba e or because they believe that 

it is ethically healthy to portray pleasure as inferior even if it is not. Most people love 

pleasure and are ensla ed by it. For that reason some people think that the lovers of 



pleasure should be direct d m the oppos. e direction that they can find th mean. 

Howe er, Aristotle thou2ht that th were mtstaken: - . 

For arguments about actions and feeling are less credible than the facts. henc anv 
conflict between argument and perceptible [fact ) arouses contempt f;r 
argument and moreover undermine. the truth as well [a the argument.) For ir 
someone blames pleasure, but then has been seen to seek it on omc occa ion·, the 
reason for lhis lapse eems to be that he approves of every type of plea ure: for 
the many are not the sort to male distinctions True arguments. then would cern 
to be the most usefuL not only for knowledge but also for the conduct of life r:or 
since they harmonize with the facts. they are credible, and so encoura~e those \\ ho 
comprehend them to li' e by them 10s- -

But Eudo ·us argued that pleasure was the good because of the foiiO\\ing reasons: 

(I) This was because (a) he saw that all [animalsj. both rational and non-rational, 
seek it. {b) In evel)1hing. he sa_·s, what i choiceworth} is dec nt. and what i 
most choiceworthy is upreme (c) Each thing finds its ov.n good, ju t as 11 finds its 
own nourishment. (d) Hence. \\hen all are drawn to the same thing. [1 e pleasure]. 
this indicates that it i be t for all (e) nd what is good for all. what all aim at, 1s 
the good.. (2) He thought it wa no less evident from con ideration of the 
contrary. (a) Pain in itselfi to be avoided for all. (b) Similarly, then, its contrary IS 

choiceworthy for all (c) What is most choiceworthy is what we choo e not 
because of, or for the sake of, anything else (d) And it i agreed that this 1 the 
character of pleasure. since we never ask anyone v.hat his end is in being plea ·ed, 
on the as umption that pleasure i choiceworth_ in itself J) \lloreover. [he 
argued], when pleasure i · added to any other good, e.g. to just and temperate 
action, it makes that good more choicewonhy. and good i increa ed by the 
addition of itself 109 

On the contrary, Aristotle argued that nothing could be good in itself if it is made 

more ' orthy of choice by the addition of anything that i good in - it elf. I Jurnan 

beings are looking for the good that meets this condition (the condition of self-

sufficiency) and that we can all share in. People believed Eudoxus· arguments 

because of his virtuous character rather than on account of their own merits. 

Se era] objections to Eudoxus s arguments are refuted in favour of Eudoxu 

and against his critics. In the first place, although some critics deny that the good is 

what e eT)thing aims at, Aristotle's charge is that their vi w is nonsensical. For things 



that appear go d to ' rybod) ar satd to b reall_· go or thi. rea n. th 

objection is aid to unju tifiable. It would be ju tifi bt onl_ if unintdtig nt 

bemg desire pleasure. I lowe er, intellig nt b ings also de ir plea ure In any ca e. 

it 1s pr sumed that there is some superior thing that lo ks after the go d of lower 

ammals as well. Thus the obje tion seems to be \\Tong and mistaken. 

econdly, the critics claim that the fact that pi asurt; 1 a good d es n t 

necessarily follow from the proposition that pain is evil. For e\ tl 1 contrary t e\ t1 

and the l\\"O are contrary to the mean that is, th absence of pain r plea ure. 

Generally speaking, the objector has a point to make. according to Anstotle, 

but in this particular case hi vi w is wrong. Granted that plea ur and pain arc C\ il, 

th re is the possibilit ' of a oiding neither or both of them. II \ ever, th two arc 

different in the sense that pain is usually a oided as an evil but pi asurc i often 

chosen as a good. 

Thi rd ly, the fact that pleasure i not a quality d e not neces aril_ ·mean that it 

is bad. -ven happiness and general virtues are not qualities but they are good. 

ln the fourth place, unlike the pleasure that is indefinite because of its 

admittance of degrees, the good is something definite like h alth, whtch also admits 

of de!:,tree . Tho who hold thi iew are right prO\ ided they are referring to the stat 

of b ing pleased. The virtue of justice too is relati\'e in the sense that it admits of 

d gre s of p rfection. How er, if they mean various pleasures, then they have not 

quite grasped the fa t that the reason why there are degree of pleasures is that some 

are pa in ful while others are painless. 

Fifth, although it is alleged that pleasure is a process and a becoming, this 

cla1m seems to be wrong. for pleasure is note en a process. Quickness or slowness 



tther in n If r relau to . m thing I 

Ho ver netther of the e ts tru of plea ure. ·· or th ugh certainly it i p ible to 

becnme pleased quid.!_ . as it i posst le to b c m an&'TY qutckl . tt 1 not Stbl IIJ 

be pleas d qUick! · n t even in relation t omething els " 110 loth or qUicknc s is 

only pos ible for roce ses like~ alking and grO\\~ng. 

Sixth, it is wrong! ·claimed that pain 1 th emptying f the natural onditton, 

and hence the peri hing, and pi a urc is the refilling. and hence th b~commg. 

Plea ure cannot possibl be a becoming: 

ot ju t any random thing, it ecm .. come to be from any 
other, but \ hat omething comes to be from is what 1t i dis ol ·cd 
into lienee v.hatever plea ure 1 the becoming of. pain h uld be the 
perishing of it They do indeed a that pain i the empt\ mg of the 
narural [conditiOn, and hence the pen htn_], and that plea ure i · ib 
refilling, [and hence the becoming] mpt ing and refilling happen to 
the bod , 1f. then. plea ure i the refilling of omething natural. ~hat 
has the refillmg v ill alSo have the plea urc Hence it \ ·ill be the b dy 
that ha pleasure. 111 

Th activity of refilling i not plea urc. though omeon mtght be plea cd \\hJl a 

r filling happens, and pained \\hen he is bee ming empt . Th ·lief that pleasure is 

refilling seems to ha e arisen from pains and pleasure in connection "nh ~ od .a , 

hunger, thirst and satisfacti n. For at first. one seem to be empty (hungry or thir t ) 

and suffers from the pain of hunger th n take pi asurc in the refilling ( ating and 

dnnking to one s satisfaction). Thi is not true of all pleasures. For mstance, in 

mathematics and the pleasures of sense perception: mell, ound sight, m mories and 

e. ·pectations. These arise without pre ious pain. Here. there is no question of 

empt ing nor refilling anything. ince no emptmess of an 1hing has com to , there 

is nothing \ hose refiJJing might come to be. 



_) 

,. nth. m cnuc cne th disgracetul pl asur how that pl a ·ure 1 

not a g d. n the ontral), it rna~· b argu d that th c.; ur f di graceful 

pi ure are an_1hing but pleasant F r m tance. 1f c rtain rhing ar health~. '' et 

or bitt r to ick pcopl , th y hould n t be uppo d t e health~ w t or biller, 

e ·cept t them. n r hould it be uppo d that thing app a ring ' h1t to pe pie "1th 

defectJ e ·es ar ''h1te except to them imilarly if me thmg are plea ant t 

people in a bad condition, the should not b upp s d to b pi a ant. e. ·ccpt t uch 

people In add1tion, it can be argu d that pi a ures are "" rth ch smg except \A.-hen 

they orne from bad s ur imilarl . wealth i desirable. but not if~ u have t 

betra} omeone to get it. and health i des1rable, but not if it requtre ou t cat 

anythmg and v rything as th mnc cern t do) More ver. plcasur eem t 

dtffi r m p c1e . Tho e from fine ur es are different fr m tho e fr m hamcful 

source ; one cannot ha e the just per n· plea ure unles one i ju t. an}more than 

one can ha e the mu ICtan·s pi asure with ut b ing a mu ician, and o on' 

Eighth the dtfferenc t\\een a friend and a natterl!r 1 a1d to be an 

indication that pleasure 1s n t a good r a ign that plea ures diffi r in pccic . 1 h 

fnend ems to aim at what is good, but the flatt rer at hat is plea ant. The latt r i 

reproached \\hile the former is prai d. 

everthele s. no ne would hoo e to live \\ith a child' I el fthought for a 

\\hole lifetime. taking as much pleasure as possible in what pleases children or t 

enJo~ himself v.hile domg some utterly shameful a tion even if he would ne er uffer 

pam for it. In fact. th re ar man thing that p ople would be eager to do e n if 

the) brought no pleasure, e.g. seeing, remembering, knm\ling, and the culti ation of 



·cular virtues 1t does not maner 1f pi asur ne e ani olio'' on th m m e 

. could be cho en e n if no pleasur r ulted fr m th m 

Ther fore in the discussion of pleasure m ook X of the I tlu \. n totle 

onclud d that it would se m to be clear then, that pleasure i not the g d, that not 

ev ry pleasure is choic \\Orth , and that orne are hoicewonh_ in them I es. 

differing in speci s or in their sources from those that are not.""- ln Ari totle · 'te\\ 

pleasure is not the best thing for human being to asp1re to. In m · vi ' . plea ure is 

one of the necessary goods for the b t life e en if it is not th best go d fi r man. 

\en so, the life ofpleasur is in parable from the oth r kinds of life. or th who 

lead the other lives also need pleasur . But an e · lu i life of th enJ ym nt of 

pleasure does not seem to b the best life for human b mg to lead. 

Apart from the life of pl~asure another candidate for th g od Ji[i~ 1 th 

materialistic life of making mone . That is the subject of the ne ·t chapt r 
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CIL PT ·R Fl\ 

THE LIF MAKIN y 

This chapter i de oted t th di cussion f th tC\\ that th be t lifl , th 

hfe of mone making and that w alth or mone i the b st g d. Tht 1 th kmd of 

ltfe that businessmen seem to lead The o erriding purp f the II [i of mon 

making seems to be the accumulation of' ealth for its ake. It i a life f rna ·imtsing 

profits and minimising lose. a much a possible a far as the u tnes f makmg 

mone i concerned. lt is a materialistic or capitaltstic t ·le oflifi. 

5.1 ~lateriali m 

Materialism ha part! been defined a ·the policy r practi e of gi' ing to much 

value to wealth.· Mone • mauer ,. ry much in the on temporary world fi r the 

purchase of goods and service !Jece sary for life. Pecuniary matter matter v I) 

much. Fiscal or financial matt r matter a great deal for leading the good life toda_. 

The life of money - making i a seri us busines . Mone matters. For ··money 

answereth all things.'·' 

But Aristotle rejected th rec i d opini n that wealth con tituted the highe t 

or the best good. Similar! · he denied the common belief that the best life wa the 

ltfe of making money. For h1m "the money-maker"s life is in a wa forced on him 

[not chosen for itself]: and clearly wealth is not the go d ' e ar seeking, tnce it is 

[merely] useful, [choiceworthy only] for some other end. I renee one would be more 

incltned to suppose that [any of] the goods mentioned earlier is the end, since they are 

liked for themselves. But apparently they are not [the end] either; and many 

arguments ha e been pres nted against th m. L t u , then.. dismiss th m. · 2 Most 

people\ ant to become rich· ery fe\ people can say hon stly that they do not want to 



om \ ·ealth) Ind d. to date money e rns to be the comrn dity that mo t peoph:: 

d sire the most. It 1 the best sellmg-go d Perhaps 1t 1 the b . t human g d. It 

m to be the only mea urement for success. ov.aday , th amount of mon · one 

po sesse seems to be the common standard of succes all o cr the world. The more 

money one has, the more succe sful one appears. The more goods a life possesse the 

better It appears to be. By thi argument the best hfe i a life that con i ts m the 

po sess1on of most goods. For the rich are respected while the poor are d pised. 

Po erty i a bad thing. Po erty i an e il thing. Even if one i educated but p or, one 

seems not to command as much re p ct as one who is uneducated but rich. ther 

rna despise ·ou if you are highly educated but poor. An educated but poor p ron 

has no respect among the uneducated rich. It is a if it is b tter to have money e\en if 

one is uneducated, than to be educated and without mone . Ne erth less, someone 

rna. argue that the educated person should not be poor when the person can use 

education to translate his knowledge into its monetary equivalent! 

·.2 'apoleon Hill 

In lY1 ink and (irow R1 ·h, Napoleon Hill discusse specialised knowledge as 

one of the elements in the · formula of the accumulation of riches. The other 

ingredients are desire. fatth, auto uggestion, imaginatiOn, organi ed planning 

dectsion-making, per istence, power of the master - mind the m stery of sex 

transmutation, the subconscious mind, the brain and the si th ense. All this sounds 

rather far-fetched. For him knowledge 1s divided into two different kinds: practical 

and specialis d kno""'ledge. The first one is not as useful for the accumulation of 

riches as the second one. ·The faculties of the gr at universities possess, in the 

a~lfegate, practically every form of general knowledge known to civilisation. A1ost 
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1 the profos or., ha hut ltt1/e nwne_\ . Th ~ pectal i e n t achmg kno\\ I dge. but 

ey do not pecia1ise on the orgam auon. or th u\e of kn \\(edge. KnO\\Iedge wtll 

not attract mon y unless it i organized and int lligentl_ dn cted thr ugh practical 

fans of acL1on to the d finite end of accumulation of mon y." 3 In tht cas . the id a 

of lcno\.\'ledge for its own sake is usele s for the accumulation of mon y Contrary to 

Francis Bacon's idea it is not th case that ·knowledge is pow r" · rather. "Kno\ ledg 

ts only potentwl p wer. It b come power onl ' \ hen and if, it is organt7ed into 

d fi nite plans of action and directed to a d fit1ite end."'.. The ducational in titutions 

should teach students how to tran late what they have learnt into practice. 

But not all kinds of knO\ ledge can be applied thus. Ther is the r tical 

knowledge and practical skills. Some kind of knowledg is pe ulati e and not a 

applicable or practical as scientific studies such a m dicin law engm nng 

agriculture, and archjtecture. lnde d, en the sci nc s ar di ided into pur sci nee 

and technology. It is the former that translates jnto the latter. But t chnology also 

relies on pure science for kn ledge" hile pure science dep nd on it forth r quir d 

in truments. There is a symbiotic relationship between the two. Both of them arc 

needful. 

But according to apol on Hill "an educated man is not, n cessaril , one 

v.ho has an abundance of general or specialized k.no\ ledg . An educated man is one 

\liho has so de eloped the faculties of his mind that he ma ' acquire an)1hing he 

wants, or its equi alent \\~thout iolating the right of others ... Any man is educated 

who knows where to get knowledge when he needs it and how to organize that 

knowledge into definite plans of action. '5 The point is that we ought to act on what 

we know. What counts is practical knowledge - skills; mere ·head-kno\ ·ledge' does 
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not matter as far a the qu ti n of ama sing wealth 1 

pplicat1on of know! d0 e other than m r he r ti al kn \ ·I dg tha unt. . 

e rth I , Aristotle. fl r hi pan. plac d spe ulall\ h. nO\\ lcdg ab '~; 

pra t1cal know! dg and all th r fonn f kn ''ledge. H · thought that gJ'vmg 

pnorit) to th art of makmg mone • at the expen e of all th r thmg ''a not a natural 

\\ay of accumulating\ ealth. Actuall. w n d a c mbinat1 n fboth th or tical and 

practical kno\\ I dge. 

In th word f Hill, ·'the be t-edu at d people are ften tho wh arc known 

as ·self-mad · r self-educated. It take more than a c liege degree to make on a 

per on of ducation. Any r on who 1 educat d i on \\ h ha learn d to g t 

"hate r he want in lifl 'Hhout iolating th right f thers. Edu ation consist , 

n t so much of 1-.nowlcdg , but of kno'' ledg e cti el and per 1 tent I applied. 

1en are paid, not mere! • for ' hat the kno\\. but m re particular!~ for what the) do 

\\1Lh that which the_ knO\ .',(' Wen d p ciahsed knowlc gc. It purpo must al o 

b specified. 'T a large xtent 'our maJor pur m life, the !!oal t ward ''h1ch 

~ou are working will help determin what knO\\Iedge ou n ed.''7 Knowledge ught 

1 be or
0 ani ed and applied b , mean of practical plan . Its 'alue lie in it 

appl ication in the ach1e ement of a particular goal. It i as if the phra 'the educated 

poor' is a comrad1cti n in tenns or a mi nomer. In that ca e, tho e who claim to b 

du ated but ar poor are not telling the truth . The ma be anything but educat d! 

It IS as if you are edu ated then you must becom ri h. While this may be th ca e 

sometimes it is not ah a the case. In fact, education has di' 1ded p ople into 

unequal categories. It is part! r respon Jble for the di ision f people into different 

clas es. Those ' ho are educated stand a great chance of becommg rich but the 



uneducated seem to be doomed to povert) fore er The~ ar ondemn d to po' rt 

unless. by some stroke of luck r chance. the. ar sal ag d from depri ati n. 

Indeed, it rna be obs rved that ther i no u h thmg a know! dg [I r ll 

own sake that education should produce financial pro penty. ·ducatlon should 

enable the educated per on to lead a better and a happi r li e than the un ducated 

person. Ne ertheless the acquisition of wealth s m to depend on other factor 

apart from education. Thou 0 h education can enri h you. 11 is not a n ccssary 

condition for riches. It is not an 'open sesame.' -ducation i not a guarantee for 

riches~ though it is understandable that the educated p ople hould transmute their 

knowledge into material wealth if the are really knowledgeable or educated. 

Otherwise the so-call d educated poor ar any1hing but educated or knO\\Iedgeabl . 

1t does not matter wheth r or not to be ducat d means the arne thing a to be 

1 .. .-no"\! Jedgeable. In any case it ma ' be diillcult to fix the boundary between the 

educated and the uneducated class! That is another matter. Indeed th r~ are p ople 

who distinguish knO\ ledge from wisdom. For them. the latter is practicable but the 

former is theoretical. But that is d batable. Th poor eem to be ignorant becaus 

they lack the kno' ledge of making mone and/or the ability to mak mone . Yet 

both riches and po erty seem to be within the reach of everybody. For an one can 

b come rich or poor. Whoever is poor today may become rich tomorrow and 

whoever is rich today may become poor tomorrow. But it is true that one man 

people li e and die as poor people without getting rich. Con ersel , man live and 

die as rich persons, especiall those ' ho are born to affluent families. Though the 

rich and the poor are different, death seems to equalise them. But still the death of 

the rich appears to be a greater loss than that of the poor these days. The poor person 



has no respect e en in death! Other tend to lament m rt: for the demt of th rich 

than that of th poor. For ··the po r 1 hated ... but the n h hath man fnends: 

Indeed, the rich are oft n l!i n a more ·decent burial than the poor. because f thetr 

n hes. Unfortunat I , thes days unscrupulous get-rich quickly at an cost: ktnd of 

people dig up even tb graYes of the dead in search of aluable . 

Ne ertheles , it i hard to drav the boundary at v hich poverty end and riches 

begin. For some ·poor' people do consider themselv s. or ar considered b others, 

as being rich, ' her as som 'rich' people regard th msel es or ar regarded by 

others, as poor people. It is an iron '· 'Rich and 'poor seem to be relati e tenns. 

orne people, for instance, would not regard an one but a millionaire or a billionaire 

as a rich person. The judgement as to " hether on is rich or p or aries from place to 

place and from tim to time and from individual(s) to individual(s . Whoe\'er is 

considered rich or poor at on particular time and place ma not n ce sari! be o 

considered at a different time and place. Others rna regard whomsoever one person, 

or group of persons, regard as. a rich. or a poor, p r on difTerently. H we\er 

absolute riches and ab olute po erty do not exist c ·cept as an extreme ideal on the 

one hand, and an e jreme deficienc , on the oth r hand, at any particular time and 

place. Among the rich and the poor, there will always be those ' ho are mor or le 

nch or poor than others. Who ver is rich in one respect rna as well be p or in 

another respect and ' hoe er is poor in one ' ay may b rich in another way. The 

decision depends on the applied standard of judgement. 

Indeed there ar people who were considered rich long ago who are poor by 

today's standards of economic indices. The rich of the contemporary world v.~ll 

probably be seen as poor people by future generations in the world to come. 



But there are man wa 'S of acqutring w alth. om of them ar 
0

0 d but 

others are bad or e iL For "the I e of mane: is the root of all evil .. CJ It ts 

noteworthy that this statement should not be interpreted to mean that it 1 bad to be 

wealthy, rather, it means that an e cessi e lo\'e for mane rna predi po e and 

exposes one to evil. 

The poor desire to become rich and the rich dete t po erty Indeed, the latter 

are determined to remain rich, if not, to become richer still. There are many people 

who become rich by unjust means, but others gain wealth fair! through hard-work, 

good fortune or by inheritance. Some people manage to acquire riches 

unscrupulously. Although some of them abandon their e il wa s after acquiring 

wealth, others continue with their corrupt\ ays of amassing' ealth without limit. 

For example, two oung K~nyans ha e now b en charged in court ' ith 

kidnapping a businessman from whom the allegedly demanded a ransom of fift 

mi llion Kenya Shillings which they reduced to ten million before the were arrested. 10 

It is clear that the desire to get rich quickly is the main motivating factor und rlying 

such crimes. Money is seen as the op ~n sesame to the good I ife and this is identified 

\\ith luxurious living· mane is regarded b many as the panacea for all kinds of 

problems. For money ans\ ers all things. ' 11 A society that puts a lot of emphasis on 

aftluence will soon face up to the challenges of a arice and unlawful means of 

acquiring wealth. 

Nevertheless, man people acquire wealth honestly, as an inheritance that is 

bequeathed, in turn, to a posterity that becomes rich by irtue of the same fonune. So 

there is some kind of wealth that is stolen or ill-gotter wealth and a different kind of 

~ ealth that is created legitimately. Hence there is another type of ' ealth that 1s 
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a quar d by fonun or b · Inheritance. ometime peopl a qUJre wealth by a stroke 

of good luck, say. when th y get it b} chance and a a gift or and with ut '· rkmg for 

n. for instance one rna acquire a lot of money 1f one \\lOS a !ott ry such th Kenya 

Charity Sv eep take b tting comp tition. But orne rich people have acquired the1r 

wealth fraudulent]~ through such riminal acti 'ties a corruption. mone> laundenng, 

u ury smuggling mugging drug trafficking and robbery w1th or without, i lence in 

which their victim rna~ be murdered for quick gain. Some people resort to crime a 

a means of acquiring' ealth. 

In this case, one can cite the example of the common crime of car-jacking· at 

gunpoint in which the victims are usually killed and robbed of their ehicles. Indeed 

orne of thes apparent incidents of ·car-jacking' ar actuall premeditated murd r 

committed by hired thug . 1 ~ The stolen ehicles may be smuggled into neighbouring 

ountries, or else the ' may be sold to others within the country either in a modified 

fonn or the rna) be dismantled and sold to un u pecting bu~ ers as spare pans for 

1milar cars for quick gain. Such criminal acti ities are usually carried out b p ople 

''ho are serious!_ ngaged in the business of making mone and acquiring ' alth 

,,,thout limit. The e people eem to v orship money. Mone should be a good 

seT\ ant and not a master. 

There is a pl thora of 'ho' -to-to-it books that are meant to teach the reader 

about the best ways of making mone fast enough or getting rich quickly. ln the view 

of many people mone is the most aluable pos ession. The spend most of their 

l1fetime seeking more and more wealth. Most days of th ir li es seem to be spent in 

searching for wealth. Everyda ... is taken to be ada of making money. lnd ed so 

rnu h is their Jo e for money that if it \vere possible they wouJd forgo sleep in eYery 



mg]e da of their li e m ord r to mak mor mon ) Th ir a 1c mott,·attn!_ fact r 

IS a arice or greed for w alth. lt 1 a 1f hfe w uld b meaningle , .. ith ut wealth 

\.tone ' seems to beth gat wa to all the g d thmg flife. 

Indeed, man p opl dread p rty. Thus e' eryon eems to b d t rmin d to 

e ttricate oneself from th prison of poverty. orne people succ d in on wa or 

another in their endea our to becom rich and are referred to as wealth , p pte or 

uccessful people but oth r fail to attain it and ar called p r peopl 

ow, the question that might aris is ' beth r the fear of po erty or the d 1re 

for wealth or both is the cau of theft? In fact , it can be argued that 1t is not ah\a) 

the desire to become rich that cau orne theft but the need to ta rich and to 

become richer still that is resp nsibl for the pre' alencc of the curr nt wa' of rime 

and a aricious acquisiti eness in O!Jr midst. or instance, the wealth: rna , be 

implicated as accomplices in, or rna terminds of bank robb rics. Howe,·er. the p or 

rna steal others property not nl in order to meet their ba ic ne ds for ·urvival, and 

their desire to escape from po erty, but also becau f their de 1re to become rich. 

Those ' ho are already rich may aJ o steal the prop rty f other not on I in rder to 

sta rich, but in order to b orne richer and richer still. However, it i generall 

b lie ed that the poor are more likel to rob from the rich because f their p erty 

and their covetousness, than the rich are apt to rob the poor, pr ci el b cau the 

already have what the poor do not ha . But it rna be argued that the ncb are 

r ponsible for the po erty of the poor. For the_ ha e exploited or depri ed them of 

the rightful share of the common-good. A section of the rich rna be accused of 

takmg the lions share of the national cake a a result of their pri ileged positions, at 

the expense of others. The have fleeced the poor of wealth lik arnpires ucking 
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blood from tbetr \ tctim or like tick !! Uln!! faner and fatt r with th bl od fr m thetr - ~ 

mactated ho t . Itt a if me nch people pr ) on the p orb> e ·plaiting them. On 

the contrary, the nch ha e the rightful hare of the commonwealth if they ha e 

acquired it I gttimatel • through hard work 

-.3 Karl .Man. 

It was Karl Marx ''ho lamented that the rich b come richer while the poor b come 

poorer in a capitalist society. For there i a cia s struggle b tween the rich class and 

the poor class, r the masse and the gap between th two is e er '' idening. For the 

nch get richer '"hile the p or get poorer. The poor bee me more and more alienated 

from their labour. The li from hand to mouth as a re ult of their exploitation. 

They mere! scrap a li ing. Hence th need forth rn to unit : ' \\orker of th w rid 

unite, ·ou have nothing to lose but _ our chains.· According to the Marxist doctrine of 

historical materialism the thesis of capitalism will be ercome by th anti the i of 

ocial ism and the latter \\ill finally b replac db) communism \\ho e basic ten t" ill 

be from each according to his ability to each according to his need., 

SA Peter Singer 

In his discussion of the money - maker's conception of the best life in the book 

entitled Hov. are we to /rre? Peter singer observes that the nineteen eighties ' ere the 

height of the etho of making mone , in American history in tenns of the amount of 

money that ' a made the speed as well as the op nness '' ·th which the goal of 

money-making \vas sought after. 13 H traces the de elopment of the capitalist s 'stem 

of the production of wealth to its original beginnings, sa ing that the foundat1on for 

the de' lopment of the capitalist society was laid down over the ages. There is need 

to understand the origin of capitalism in order to understand the problems and the 



lessons of the last entUJ) one mmg th 1deal hfi Th m n ym J...mg m ntaltt)' or 

the preoccupation \\1th wealth that rvade ltfe m m nca h a gr at d al of 

mflu nee in the so-called 'd el p d. \\ rid as ' II a in th 'd loping· nati n . 

There are man people ' ho fl rgo man hour of leep m order to make mone ·. 

Their businesses remain o n O\' mtght for the purp e of making :tra dollar 

~oreo er the practice of operating busmes enterpri e t\! enty-four hour eryda 
. 

has received a jab in the arm \\ith the recent technological inno ation of the Internet 

and e- commerce. 

The lo e for mone may driv orne people t a p int of madnes . here i a 

popular anecdote ' ho e auth r is an nymou · it state that ·man made m ne_ and 

money made man mad. Capitali m anctions the idea f acquisition for it ake as 

an ethical " ay of life. But there hopld be limits to the pur uit of riches. Pre iou I 

money and material property w r r quired for the pr 1 1on of basic go ds and 

essential services. 

At the minimum le el mone • and po se ions meant that one could afford food, 
shelter and clothing, at a level of Rreater abundance. money and po es ion 
signified a grand estate, servant . Ia i h entertainment, travel, perhap also the 
ability to attract lo ers or gain political power. In the capnalist era mone i valued 
for its own sake, not just for \ hat it can buy. t the highest le el of income. the 
narural order of things goes into rever inStead of mone being alued for the 
things it buys, things become valuable for amount of money the cost . For 
capitalist man, the sole purpose of one· life' s work i . in \.\ eber' s "ords, ' to ink 
into the grave weighed down with a great material load of mone and goods' \\ e 
do not acquire goods in order to live, in tead we live in order to acquire goods 14 

We need to trace the roots of Western capitalist ideas in rder to appreciate the 

differences capitalism has made to our attitude to acquisition and mane making. 

Accorcting to Singer the origins of Western capitalist idea are to be found in 

anc1ent Greece, and the Judea-Christian tradition.15 In the former, there was a nous 
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philo ophical d bate about the go d life for man Anst tie· stud) of the g d h fe m 

the thtc.' is a case in point. H wever. succe wa apparent!~ not defined in 

monetary or material terms in ancient time For example, in Plato· tripanne. ideal 

society, onl th lm est cadres that is, farmers and arti ans are engaged in profitable 

activities and the accumulation of wealth. But the highest clas of itizens, namel . 

the guardians and the rulers are not to li e in their private home · thev are to live 

communally, ha\ing all things including their \Vives) in common in order t be free 

from the corrupting innuences of money. The are to rule according to ' isdom and 

JUStice. This Utopian ideal is far r mo ed from the practical life of ci,ic life. 

5.5 Ari totle' economic theory 

As compared with Plato's idealism Aristotle's philosophy eems more practical and 

realistic, it might be as rete ant today as it 'as in ancient Greece to the actual life 

people lead. Aristotle dismissed Plato s idea ofth communal ownership of property 

since people do not ha e an equal share of the work they are supposed to do. There 

must be lack of incentive to work (disincenti e in a ituation here some p ople 

work hard but consume less' hile others do litttle but consume much, ' hich is unfair. 

Ho' e er Aristotle recognised and legitimised the pleasure of possession. He made a 

distinction between self-love and selfishness. For elf-lo e is narurall a necessary 

feel ing but selfishness or excessive love of self, like a miserly love of mone , is 

unnatural and bad.17 The former is a positi e emotion ' hereas the latter is a negative 

one. 

In line with this distinction Aristotle also made a distinction bet\ een 'the 

narural art of acquisition and an excessi e desire for money. The natural an of 

acquisit ion is a form of 'household management' . Aristotle fixed no definite limit to 
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it Th1s impli that peopl an d ' lop fwhat i pr per r th n d ofth 

hous bold Making mon ) can b a mean to the nd of pr 1ding th h 

what 1t n eds but becaus it is onl_• a m ans t an end, it 1 limited b th natur of 

the end itself. This is a pr p r " a_ f making mone . It is c ntra t d \t.1th th 

Improper fonn of making mone . For. ·· orne per on are led to b lieve that makmg 

money is the object of hous hold management, and the ' hole idea of the1r live is 

that they ought either to in r as the1r m ne: \\ithout limit, or at an ' rate not t lo e 

1t ... orne men turn every quality r art into a mean of ma"-ing mone •; thi th 

concei e to be the end and to th promoti n of the end all thing mu t contribute· 1 

In this case, the mean ha been c nfu ed v~ith it end. It is wrongl belie d that 

money necessarily mean wealth. To pr e his p tnt, Anstotle narrated a story of 

King Midas who prayed that eryt~ing he handled hould b transfonned int gold. 

Consequently, his pra ·er \ a anS\"- r d fa ourabl ' and e erything h t uch d 

Including food inside his mouth v as changed into g ld! A a result or hi gre d ' 

request, he had nothing to eat in spite f his ha ing gold! Despite it abundance. th 

amount of gold in his pos ession c uld not be termed \ ealth for it v ould not atisf 

ht basic needs. He\ ould starve to death in spite of his gold. The implication ofthi 

ob ervation by Aristotle is that wealth is suppo ed to help people meet their ba ic 

n eds otherwise it is not wealth. 

Accordingly, it i natural to acquire goods in rder to fulfil our nee ary 

n eds. For example the farm r art of making money out of animals and fruits i 

natural always. 19 But it is 'unnatural' t make money for its sake. Aristotle b liev d 

that it is quite unnatural to conduct busines for the purpose of making mone . 

According to him that practice should be condemned. It i contemptible. For it i a 



form of exploitati n. ·a mode b · \\hi h men uam from n an th r" In oth r \\Or 
~ ' 

~oricuJture is a natural wa ' of acquisition for it increa e the sto k of g ds for 

human consumption. But bu ring and selling :: od to others for profit and at the1r 

expense doe not add an al ue to tho e go ds. It is a m ans of enriching one elf by 

exploiting one' customers. 

Furthermore. ristotle observed that usury or trade in mone for the sake of 

making profit is the worst type of trade b cause ''it make a profit from curr nc 

1tself instead of making it from the process which currenc was meant to serve. '10 

Thus, every kind of usury, such a that of Sh lock in hake peare's play The 

.\lerchant ojr en ice, is an e il. For "currenc came into existence merely a a means 

of exchange; usury tries to make it increase ... Hence ' e can under tand why, of all 

modes of acquisition. u ury is the most unnatural.' 21 The moral implication of this 

observation is that th natural is good but the unnatural is bad. This is the philo oph 

of naturalism. For thi rea on. human nature must be good. But does som thing 

really become good simp! because it is natural? Whate er is according to human 

nature is good. Granted that human nature is rational, ' hate er is human is rational 

and ' hatever is rational is right and good. Conversely, whate er is contrary to reason 

is also contrary to human nature. It is therefore \\Tong and bad. But the problem with 

this thesis is that it does not show how one can kno\v what is natural and. therefore, 

what is rationaL Do we not usuall disagree about what is the natural or rational 

thmg to do? Ne enheless, hether we agree or disagree about this, what is natural 

\\ill supposedly remain rational. The problem is how to know it. Given that it exists. 

that is an objecti e truth that needs to be known. 



.., .. 

Let us re en to the t pic o mak.mg m ne) . mger r fer to th vie\ of 

Aristotle that mon is terile, the d tnne of the steriht) of mon y. Li'.-mg thmg 

mcrease naturally, and it is natural for us to use them for our purpo es. But since 

mone was supposed to be sterile, Aristotle thought that it ' as unnatural to make 

mone out of its increase! 

Aristotle s view of the sterility of mone sounds primiti e and outdated today. 

Profit is important. In esnnent of capital for the purpo e of making profit is the 

driving force behind the de elopment and progre of humanity nowada s. Perhaps 

investment in the stock market is the mo t common contemporary wa of making 

money out of money. For example, the United States 0 liar i traded ' ith other 

world currencies at intemationall fi ·ed exchang rates and shares are bought and 

sold at the Stock Exchange at market_pric s that are detennined b ' the market forces 

of free trade. Thus ,.,·hat Aristotle p rc ived to be wrong in tho ancient days is en 

nowadays, to be the right thing to do because it is profitable. His ecorromic iews 

then, seem to have been o ertaken by e\'ents· the sound archaic. In this ca e. the 

seem to have long outli ed their u efulness. 

It is in the first book of the Po/1/1 .\that Aristotle presented a general stud of 

the art of acquisition and all forms of property. Heal o seemed to justify slavery. For 

he regarded a slave as 'an article of propert . 22 First of all, he considered the 

problem whether the art of acquiring property is id ntical with that of household 

management, or is a part of it, or is ancillary to it· and \ hether, if it is ancillary, it is 

so in the sense in which the art of making shuttles is ancillary to the an of' ea ing or 

in the sense in wrucb the art of casting bronze is ancillary to the art of sculpture. 23 

For Aristotle, these are ancillary in a different \ a_· the one pro ides instruments, 



and the other the matenal .. that the an f h u ehold manag m nt i not 1d nn al 

\lth the art of a qutring proper!) i b\ 1 us. lt t ~ th funcuon of the I an r 1m pi) to 

provid . but it 1 the function of the former to u ' hat ha been provided. fi r \vhat 

art can there b other than that f hous hold managem nt, v htch will use the 

re ources of the hou ehold? But the que tion whether the an of acquisition is a part 

fi t. or a separate an altogether. is one which adm1ts of a d1vergence of\ ie" . ·<!-1 

People s styles ofli ing differ ery much. ·The mo t 1ndolent are the pa toral 

nomads. The· acquire a ubsistence from domestic animals, at their leisure, and 

,,,thout any trouble: and as it i nece ary for their f1 ck to move for the sake of 

pasturage, they also are forced to foil w and to culti ate v. hat rna be called a li ing 

fann. 25 But others ··ti e by hunting: and of these, agam, ther are difli rent kinds. 

according to their different modes of hunting:'26 Yet others "live b b ing 

freebooters.' ~7 e enheles . .. it i curious to find fr ebooting or pira regarded as 

on the same fo ting \\ith a pa toral or farming life and as a m de of acqui ition 

dependent on the freebooter's own labour. But pirac wa a tolerated pursuit in the 

Eastern Mediterranean (on omething like the same footing as trade) dO\ n to 

Aristotle s time and e en later:'28 Furthermore, fisherm nand hunters· who li near 

lakes and marshes and rivers, or b a sea which is uitable for the purpo e, gain a 

Ii,elibood b fishing: others li e by hunting birds or wild animals.' 29 However most 

people, for example in Sub~ aharan Africa, are pea ant farmers. Therefore, the 

different wa s of life besides trade, are pastoralism, pirac fishing hunting and 

fann ing. These are labour~intensi e occupations. 'But there are some \ ho li e 

comfortabl b means of a combination of differ nt methods. and who supplement 

the shortcomings of one way of life, when it tends to fall short of being sufficient in 



Itself b addin::o some other ' ay. Fore ·ampl . orne combine the pastoral wa) of life 

\ith the freebooting, others combine farming ' ith hunting· and imilar c mbination 

may be made of other ways of life; as need imp ls peopl so the shape their li es.''30 

This is obviously a natural, life-long universal, acquisiti e capacity.31 

Granted that nothing is made purposeless1 or in ain by nature but for a particular 

purpose, then it is probable that all animals must ha e been made by nature for the 

sake of men. It also follows that th art of war is a natural mode of acquisition. 

Hunting is a part of that art· and hunting ought to be practis d, not onJ against wild 

animals, but also against lnmwn beings who are 1J11ended b nature to he rul d hy 

others and refuse to obe that intention. because this sort of war is naturally just.'' 2 

This emphasis is mine. Aristotle s insinuation that some people ar supposed to b 

ruled implies that others are born_ to be ru1ers. For Aristotle, some people are 

intended by nature to be servants or sla es while others are supposed to be master or 

owners of slaves. This idea i as intriguing as it is contra ersiaJ and questionable. It 

amounts to an attempt to justify or rationalise sla ery. The sla e traders may ha e 

been inspired by such unfortunate pronouncements. 

It has been said that · one form of acquisition is natura II a part of th art of 

household management, in the sense that the manager of a household must either 

ha e a aiJable or ensure the availability of a supply of objects which are either 

necessary for life or useful to the association of the city {poli '} or the household. 

These are the objects which may be regarded as constituting true wealth for the 

amount of household property hicb suffices for a good life is not unlimited, nor of 

the nature described by Solon* in the erse, ·there is no bourJd to wealth stands fixed 

for men. "33 The art of the acquisition of wealth is limited. 'Wealth may be defined 



~38 

as a numb r of in truments used in a hou hold or Jty:·l Jon was an Athenian 

Statesman and poet a polttical and economic refonner of th i ·th century B.C 35 

Evidently, ther is a natural and an unnatural art of acquiring ' ealth for hou hold 

rnanag rs and statesmen.36 aturall acquired \ alth is meant for the purpose of 

making a Jj ·ng or acqwring the means of survival as a basic requirement. 

Managing a household entails th art of acquisition a one of its part _ Apart 

from the an of acquisition, there is another part of household management that 

in olves the relation between the master and the sla e as an article of prop rty). 

\\'hat applies to domestic hous hold management is analogous to the management of 

political econom . Karl Marx ideas about political economy rna ha been 

mspired and influenced b the text of these chapt rs. They anticipated his famous 

v1ews. Aristotle used the phrase art of acquisition· to refer to various things. "(I) 

Sometimes it indicates the art of acquisition gen rally. It then covers all forms (sound 

and unsound) which the acquisition of propert might take. (2) Sometin'l s it is u d 

to indicate onl those form of acquisition which are perverted or unsound in the 

sense that the are directed merely to selfish monetary gain. 3) Sometimes, but m re 

rarely, it is used to indicate only the sound or natural forms of acquisition which are 

necessary for the life of the household or state."n Aristotle's suggestion that 'plants 

ex1 t for the sake of animals~ other animals exist for the benefit of human beings ' is a 

clear reference to the ecological principle known as 'the food-chain· in ' hich there is 

interdependence among the members of the eco-system. 3 

In Chapter X of the Politics, it is said that there is a certain art of acquisition 

that differs from the natural one. lt is an unnatural art. lt consists in the use of money 

both as a medium of exchange and for the purposes of making profit. The 
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um ulation of ·a fund of curr n ~ · e ms to be the pecific con em of this fonn of 

e art of acquisition. That is, 1ts aim is the amassing of\! alth with ut limit. n the 

ontrary there is a different iew according to ' hich currenc is regarded merel · as a 

onvention. According to this vie currenc is not the main aim of the art of 

a quisition. There is some element of truth in this iew too The natural art of 

acquisition is not different from household management' it fonns a part of it. Unlike 

1 unnatural counterpart the aim of this particuJar art of acquiring property i not the 

accumulation of currenc '; it is the accumulation of true wealth. Lt is not unlimited, 

but limited 

The second form of the art of 'getting property' or the art of acquisiti n 

suggests that wealth and property are limitless. lt ha affiniti s ' ith the pr vious 

form of acquisition with which many people identify it. Unlike th pre ious fonn of 

the art of acquisition, the second one is unnatural · it is produced b orne kind of 

skilful experience. 

Aristotle used the phrase ' the art of acquisition· chremat1 t1ke to mean three 

different things. He makes a distinction between the natural and the unnatural art of 

acquisition. The former "consists in acquiring the means of living a good life and is 

thus an essential part of household management. ' 39 But the latter is 'a perverted kind 

whose aim is simply to get as much mone as possible. 10 It ·consists in making 

money for its own sake.'>4 1 Ideally, this is the kind of acquisition that most p ople 

prefer to engage in. Howe er, Aristotle disappro ed of it, for he regard it as 

unnatural. His ideas may ha e influenced the modem criticism of the capitalist 

system of production that thrives on the accumulation of capital notably the anti­

capitalist views of Karl Marx. 



rding to Anstotle, ery anicle f pr pen: an po tbl u ed r t\\ 

tferent purpo H re h 1 ··maktng th 1m rtant d1 un u n 

alue and th ·chang \alue of an art1cl : '"'· Th are tntrin 1c pr of such 

arucles though "'th · do not b I ng to tt in the same e:t nt. The one e 1 pr per and 

peculiar to th articl concerned~ the other is not. ' 3 It i possibl to tran act busme 

mg th m for xchange in either \ a . uch transaction an r m th fact that 

me people ha more properties than the ne d but other ha e I than th need. 

urpnsingly, Ari totle claimed that ··retail trade i not na/ura/1 a part of th art of 

a quisit ion. If that were the ca e, it ' uld only be nece sary t practice xchange to 

th extent that sufficed forth needs of both partie .'..;4 This idea al o contradicts the 

contemporary i ' and practice of trade. 

Therefore, it i ob iou that exchange has no r le to pia in the househ ld. In 

the household peopl ha e their property in common. E. ·change on I come ab ut in 

an expanded a sociation. H " er, long ago people who I i d far from ·one an ther 

exchanged different thing b ban r trade ace rding to their need . orne 

communities still do o en toda . orne comm dity that i found to be u eful for 

one person is e changed with omething lse that is useful to omeone I ' ithout 

the use of mone as the medium of e ·change. Thi kind of exchange is a natural ne. 

It 15 neither contrary to natur nor is it a fonn of acquisition. It was pre alent in 

pnmiti e communities. For it ·'simply s rves to satisfy the natural requirements of 

sufficiency."'"'5 The monetary s stem of acquisition de eloped from this art of 

e change. Men began to rei on foreign sourc to supply their needs. The 

imported , hate er they lacked and exported their surplus pr duce. This is hO\ the 

use of money came about. For not all commodities ha the quality of portabilit . 



Therefore peopJ ··agr d. or th purpo of th 1r hang . t g1 · and r c 1 e 

me comrnodi \ h1ch itselfb long d to the cat gory f useful thmg and p d 

th advantage of being easil handl d fi r the purpose of g tting the n e iti of I i fe. 

uch commoditi s ' r iron, il er and other similar metal . At fir t th ir alu , as 

s1mply determined b their size and ' eight· but finally a tamp was impo ed on the 

m tal which serving as a d finite indication of the quantity, would ave p pie the 

trouble of determining the alu on ach occasion. 6 Although th an of a quisition 

de eloped from a natural and nece sary form of e change for the ' ell b ing of the 

fami ly Aristotle thought that it has s me kind of unnatural tend ncy. "In th fir t 

stage people exchange go ds for mon y which they then exchange fi r mor go ds. 

Anstotle does not seem to disappro e of this but it has a tendenc to d velop into a 

form of acquisition ' hich is intend_ed purel to mak m ney - mon is used to bu 

goods \ hich are then u ed to make mor mon . · -I 

The second form ofth art of acquisition originat d folio' ing the·in ention of 

currenc . It invol ed retail trade. 'Wh n in this ' a a currenc • had once b n 

instituted, there next arose from th n cessary process of exchange the econd form 

of the art of acquisition, the one ' hich consists in retail trade. It has grown o er 

the ages from simple beginning of r tail trade to the more complex trade of m d m 

conglomerates. Its aim is the disco ery of the sources as ' ell as th m thods of profit 

rna ·imisation. Consequently, the art of acquisition is belie ed to be concerned 

mamly with the accumulation of currenc that it erves the purpose of disco ering 

financial sources. In this case it is seen as the art of making mone and the 

production of wealth. Since curr ncy is the concern of the art of acquisition and retail 



de 11 IS a umed that w aJth on 1st m a fund of urren ~ Thu th u and 

ituuon of m ne) as curr nc bee me me\ itable. 

The following is the corresponding passag in B k V of the Eth1cs that al o 

deals \ ith the origin of money and it nature: 

This i " h all item for exchange mu t be comparable in some v. ay Currency 
came along to do exactly this, and in a way it become an intermediate, ince it 
measures every hing. and so measure excess and deficiency-how man · shoe are 
equal to a hou e .. Everything, then, must be measured b some one measure, as 
we said before In reality this measure is need, which holds everything together; 
for if people require nothing. or needed things to different extents, there would be 
either no exchange or not the same exchange. And currency has become a son of 
pledge of need, b convention; in fact it has it name (nonusma) becau e it i not 
by nature, but by the current law (nomos). and it is within our power to alter it and 
to make it useless .. If an item is not required at the moment, currency serves to 
guarantee u a future exchange, guaranteeing that the item will be there for us if 
we require it, for it mu t be there for u to take if we pay ow the arne thing 
happens to currency [as to other good ], and it doe not alway count for the 
same; still, it tends to be more stable. Hence everything mu t have a price. for in 
that way there will always be exchange, and then there will be as ociation. 
Currency, then, by making things commensurate as a mea ure does, equalizes 
them~ for there would be no association without commensurability. And so, though 
things o different cannot become commen urate in reality. no equalit without 
commensurability. And o. though things so different cannot become 
commensurate in reality. they can become commen urate enough in relation to our 
need . Hence there must be some single unit fixed [as current] b a stipulation. 
This is wh it i called currency; for thi makes everything commensurate, since 
everything is measured b currency "9 

Money facilitates exchange and ensures reciprocal proportionality. Currency is meant 

to compare goods that are meant for exchange. As a medium of exchange, it is an 

intermediate good in terms of which e cess and deficiency are measured. Without 

money, it would be clifficult to know for example how man pairs of shoes are 

equivalent to a house. Mone , is the standard of measurement in as far as 

proportionality is concerned. Exchange depends on the market forces of demand and 

suppl _ It is facilitated b money. Currenc is a con entional pledge of need. It 

guarantees a future exchange. It makes things commensurate by equaJising them. 



"For ere ' ·ould be no as c1allon '' ith ut · hang • n e · hang , .. ,th ut quality 

no equality without commensurability. ·-So 

Ho' ·e er in the Poht1 · · Bak r. th ed1tor uppo e that Aristotle meant that 

the aJue of an article depend don it demand. ar from it, he argu that th alue 

of articles is determined b their use. J lo\i e er it i difficult t tell the mean b 

' ·hich he assumes that their mon tary alue can be deri ed from the alue of their 

use. Besides us alue is suppo ed to b tran latable int monetary value. 

On the contrary, others ha e argued that currency is a con entional sham an 

mherent nonentity by nature. "For if those\ ho u a currenc , gi e it up in fa our of 

another, that currency is worthless and us les ~ ran of the nece sary purp e of 

hfe· 51 unless it is in current use. For it i possibl to possess much currenc~ without 

the means of subsist nee. Th refore .. a man rich in currenc ... will often be at a loss 

to procure the necessities of subsistence· and sur ly it i absurd that a thing h uld be 

counted as wealth which a man rna possess in abundance and et none the less die of 

starvation - like Midas* in the fable ' h n e erything set before him wa turned once 

into gold through the grating of his own a aricious pra ' r.' 5- Midas pra ed that all 

thmgs that he touched should tum into gold. Accordingl hi pra. er wa answ red· 

and e erytrung he touched, including the food insid his mouth was transformed into 

gold! He might ha e starved to d ath in spite of the abundance of his gold. This 

shov s that the value ofmone or currenc lies in its purchasing po\ er. 

This form of acquisition (chrimw. ·ti. like) is unnatural since it consist. mere! 

in the art of making mone . It differs from the natural form of the art of acquisition. 

The latter is an essential element in the v ell being of hou eholds. Retail trade serves 



purpo e f makmg mon : through th ex hang nd n 1 hang 

pen on curr nc) as '·both a bas1 unu and a limiting t ctor tn · hange:· ' 

Funh nn re, ·'th ' ealth pr du d b th1 econd, fl nn of th art of 

a quis1tton IS unlimited." on equentl ' the art f makmg mon can go on 

endless! becau there is no appar nt limit to th amount of mon • ne can 

a umulate. Howev r Arist tie for his part, argued that there ' as a limit to the 

amount of th property that a household required for the ' ell b mg of it memb rs. 

H nee the naturaJ art of acqui ition is n t limitles but limited. For m tan e in 

m dical practice ' hose end i the pr duction of health the ph_ s1cian do not 

prescrib as much medicin a po sible but on I th amount of drug that is sufficient 

to treat the patient. Although his aim is t ensure go d health as much asp ibl the 

means at his disp sal are limited. 

Since th natural art of acqui iti n that Ari to tie appro ed of tended to erlap 

in some cases with the unnatural type of' hich he disappro ed, many peOple confuse 

the two and suppos that making mone_ is th onl a ailable form f the art of 

acquisition. The end of th latter i unlimited. lts end is unlimited ' ealth. lt i the 

acquisition of money for its wn sake. 'But the art of hous hold managem nt, as 

distmct from the art of acquisition has a limit· and the object of that art is n t an 

unhmited amount of wealth.''55 However it has no fixed limit. 

In this case, it seems as if v ealth is limited. Howe er, thi is not always the 

case as we see the opposite happ ni ng and all who are engaged in acqui it ion 

mcrease their fund of currency without any limit or pause. "56 The contrariety 

emanates from the relationship bet\ een these two type of acquisition. The are 



r lated m th nse that th make u f the am bJ ct. th ugh th 1 d n t make 

oftt in the same v a . 

amassing property. But it is not the bj ct of the oth r n . For this rea n om 

people think that the aim of hou ehold management is the art of m re accumulatiOn 

of property. That is wh the insi t in keeping wealth in the form f currenc. and 

pursue its unlimited increment. 

Aristotle stated that that kind of mental attitude v as cone med with mere 

lning rather than with the g od life. Ba icall the desire to li i a unlimited a 

that of its causes. 

Even those who do aim at well-being seek the means of obtaining ph ical 
enjoyments; and as what they eek appear to depend on the activity of 
acquisition, they are thus led to occup themselves wholl in th making ofmonc 
This is why the second form of the art of acqui ition ha come into ogue 
Because enjoyment depends on . uperfluit , men address themselves to the art 
which produces the superfluity nece sary for enjoyment, and if they cannot get 
what they want by the art of acqui iLion, the attempt to do so by other mean . 
using each and every capacity in a a not consonant with its nature 7 

ei ther courage, nor medical practice, nor military service has the natural function of 

making money. Howe er there are orne p ople who t nd to exploit such abiliti s for 

the sake of making money. Nowada ' medical practice and military service ha e 

also been highly comrnercialised especially by quacks and mercenaries. ··Th proper 

function of courage, for example, i not to produce money but to gi e confidence. 

The same is true of military or medical ability: neither has the function of producing 

money: the one has the function of producing ictory, and the other that of producing 

health. But tho e of whom we are peakmg turn all .wch capac1tie mlo form. of the 

art of acquisition, as though to make mane were the one mm and everything el·e 



r onrn uJ to thur atm." 5 om people u thetr mthtal) pr \V r tn tance. 

[i r commerctal purpo e , for making mone or m tanc th rna b htred a 

mercenaries mst ad of using their s rvice to make peace. T da. th r are m n 

mmded quack \\hO are m r concerned with th busin 

\nth the responsibility of maintaining g od health. Th 

\\1th the aim of making mone imilarl orne laym n ' ith n kno\ I dge of 

pha.nnacology rna · set up chemist's hop for the sam purpo Of c ur . these 

chnics and pharmacies b nefit many p ople. But me f them cau e more harm than 

good. These enterpri e rna take more of the ph sician · attention and time than the 

public hospitals ' here the are emplo ed. The patients \ ho go to the latter rna be 

ad\tsed to se th therapist in his pri at clinic wher they are more like! to r ei e 

bener treatment. uch opl act against their pr fl ssional ethic . Indeed other 

may iolate the ath of Hippocrates that i tak n up n graduation. lnd ed the 

paramedical staff rna fi llow suit. or e. ample in Kenya, man pri ale clinic as 

well as pharmacies ha e be n e tablish d orne of them are e en run by unqualified 

personnel · thanks to the need to make more and more mon and ' to make ends 

meet.' And man illegal practices like abortion are going on dail in a numb r of 

such clinic and hospitals in spite of their being outlawed in Ken a today. Abortion is 

often used as a last resort for g tting rid of unv ant d pr gnanci s today, for famil 

planning or binh control. But tho e who carry them out take the opportumty to make 

more mone . 

Many other service and go ds are purported! produc d for the good of 

consumers: ho\ e er the actual aim of their produc rs is moneymaking. That is ' hy 

there are man fake products. Conmen abound. 



e acquisition of property. The ne e ary on di ffi rs from the unn c ary on m the 

nse that it is ·naturall a branch f ub ist nee and not therefore unlimit d in its 

ope as the other form is but subj ct to d finite bounds. '59 

ln Chapter X of the Politics, the main object of household managem nt is 

depicted as the use and th superv1s1on of property and not its acquisiti n. The 

household depends on natur for the pro -ision of its needs. On the contrary the art of 

acquisition for its own sake " how it \ orst side in usury " hich makes barr n metal 

breed. ,(j() This is the common practice of lending money for making a profit. uch 

money is refundable with interest That i the normal practice in all financial 

m titutions today. E en indi iduals practise u ury. 

The last chapter is meant to ~n ' er this question: 'Does the art of acquisition 

belong to the province of the manager of the hou hold and the statesman? Or is it 

outside that province, and should prop rty be regarded as something which the can 

simply take as given? ,t;l 

It can be argued that the art of medicine lik that of acquisiti n are parts of 

household management. 

The member of a hou ehold must needs have health in the arne wa as they must 
needs have life or an of the other nece saries. Ther is a ense in "'hich it i the 
business of the manager of a household or of a ruler to see to the health of tbe 
members of his household or city; but there is another en e in which it is not their 
business but that of the doctor. imilarly, in the matter of property, there i a sen e 
in which it i the bu ine s of the manager of a hou ehold to ee to its acquisition 
and another sense in which that i not his bu iness, but part of an ancillary art. But 
in general, as we've already noticed, a supply ofpropeny should be ready to hand 
The natural fonn. therefore of the art of acqui ition i always, and in all cases, 
acquisition from fruits and animal . That art as we· e said, has rwo form . one 
which is connected with retail trade, and another ~ hich is connected with the 
management of the hou ehold. Of these rwo forms, the laner is necessary and 
laudable, the fanner i a method of e change which is justly cen ured. because the 
gain in which it results is not natural! made, but is made at the expen e of other 
men. The trade of the petty usurer i hated with most reason. it makes a profit 



from currenC) Itself in ead of ma1dng it from the proc \\hich curren · v.'3 
meant to rve urrency came mto e 1 1 nee m r I as a mean of e. chan •e. 
USUJ) trie to make 1t increase Thi 1 the reason why it got it name. t r a ~h 
offi pnng r mbl it parent. the mtere t bred b · mone · i like the principal 
which breed it. and it may be called 'currency the son of curr ncv · h nee"' can 
understand wh . of all mode of acqui nion, u ury is the mo unnatural bl 

Th Gr k v ord toko · means interest' Its basic meaning is 'bre d' r · ffspring' 

that implies producti · or multiplication.6 

urther in Chapter Xl Aristotle considered the practical aspects of th art of 

acquisition its di\ isions and arious practical ca s of its succe ful application. For 

instance, its usefulne in creating monopolies. He ha discus d its th oretical 

aspects in the pre ious chapter. 

The parts of the an of acqui ition which are of actual u e are the following The 
fi rst i an experience of farm-stock. Thi involve knowing which are the mo 1 
profitable breeds, and on what oil, and with what treatment, they, the will give u 
the greate profit - kno"ving, for example, the right ~ a of stocking hor e or 
cattle, or sheep, or any other kind of farm-stock We need experience to t II how 
different breeds compare with one another in point of profit. or what breed. are 
most profitable on \J hat orts of oil. and orne on another sort. Other u eful parts 
of the art of acqui 'tion are e perienced in culti ation, not only of comlancl. but 
also of land planted with vine and olive ; experience in bee-keeping, and 
experience in the rearing of such fi h and fowl as may help to provide ubsistence. 
These are the part and the original element of the an of acqui ition in its mo t 
proper fonn We now come to exchange. Thi include . first and foremo , 
commerce which is divided into the three operations of the pro ision of a hip, the 
carriage of freight and offering for sale - operation which differ from one another 
in the sense that some ha e a greater margin of safety, and other a greater margin 
of profit it include , in the second place, in estment at interest, and it al o 
includes, in the third place. service for hire, , this last part of exchange is part! a 
matter of skilled craft men in the mechanical arts, and partly of un killed worker 
v.ho can render only the service of bodily labour third form of the an of 
acquisition is a form intermediate between the fir t and econd, for it po e 
elements both of, the first. or natural form, and of the form which consist in 
exchange. It i concerned with thing extracted from the earth or with produc of 
the earth which bear no fruit but are stiU of use; and we ma thus cite, a e amples, 
lumbering and all{forms of} mining. 

There are many kinds of metals and eli fferent kinds of mining. Lumbering and mining 

actJ\1ties d iffer from fanning in the sense that their products are not of immediate use· the 

ha,e to undergo the proce of manufacturing and e change before the are used.65 
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Aristotle gave a g neral ace unt of th anous orm f th art o a quiSitlon 

He thought that it was of great practical importance to c nsider 1 mmute d tails but 

it 1 in bad taste to d\i ell on them. 

A coUection ought also to be made of the scattered tone about the wa in wluch 
different people ha e succeeded in making a fonune They are all u eful to tho e 
who value the art of acquisition. There i , for example, the story which i told of 
Thale ofMi1etu it i a story about a scheme for making mone , wh1ch i father d 
on Thales owing to his reputation for wisdom, but n in ol e a principle of general 
application. He was reproached for hi poverty. which as opposed to how the 
usele ness of philosophy, but obserVing from hi knowledge of meteorology 
that there was likel to be a hea crop of olives, and having a mall urn at hi 
command. he paid deposits, early in th ear, for the hire of all the oli e pre e in 
Miletus and Chio ; and he managed, in the absence of any higher offer. to ecure 
them at a Joy. rate. When the eason carne. and there was a udden and 
simultaneous demand for a number of presse he let out the tack he had collected 
at any rate he chose to fix, and making a con iderable fonune h succeeded in 
proving that it i easy for philo opher to becom rich if the so d ire, though it i 
not the business which the are reall about. The tory i told as hawing that 
Thales proved his own wisdom; but as we ha e said, the plan he adopted, which 
was in effect, the creat1on of a monopol , in olves a principle which can be 
generally applied in the an of acquisition Some citie , therefore, a ' ell as 
individuals adopt this re ource when in need of mone : they establi h. for 
instance, a monopol in provisions 67 

Thales of Miletus is often regarded as the most an ient (Greek) philosopher one of 

the famous se en great sages, and the probable founder of empirical science. For he 

predicted an eclipse of the sun in 585 BC. 

Household managers and statesmen should knO\ these wa s of making mon 

because 'a knowledge of the e method is u eful to statesmen - citi , like 

households, but to an e en greater extent are often in want of financial resour es and 

in need of more ways of gaining them. This is the reason why orne of those who 

adopt a political career confine their political acti ity to matters of finance . .69 

Indeed, the desire to acquire wealth seems to be the o erriding moti e for man 

people who go into political practice. e rtheless, Aristotle argued that 'the money-

makers life is in a way forced on him (not chosen for itselfl· and clearl wealth is not 



eg w a king smc tt i :mer lyl u ful. ( ch tc w rthy nly} r m 

er nd. Hen e one would be mor tn Jm d to sup that ran ofJ th g ods 

mentioned arlier is the nd sine the ar liked fl r th m el e But apparent! the 

are not the end} either; and many arguments have been pre en ted again t th m. Let 

us. then. di mi them. 70 E eryb d want mone n t as an end m it elf but as a 

means to another end or to other ends. But since the end of life must be mething 

mtrinsicall good, it follows that mone cannot b the end of Jifl , for n is nl good 

as an instrument and not as an end in it elf. That is" hy Aristotle rej ct d th mone 

-maker's life. Though it is cited at the b ginning of the 1:"!/ucs as on of the possible 

candidates for the best life Aristotle concluded that it did not constitute the best life 

at all. Yet mone i of great importance in the b st life for the acquisition of the 

necessary goods and services. Monc is one of the best goods. Its acqui ition and 

possession tends to produce happiness. But Jack of mone does not enhance 

happiness. It diminishes it instead. It rna e en cause unhappiness. Tner fore, the 

be life must somehm have something to do' ith the po session of' ealth. 

If wealth i not the good that we are lo king for, what else rna it b ? If the 

life of affluence is not the best life, ' hat other kind oflife is tt? If the life of making 

money is not the best life what then is the best life? Could it be the political life or 

the phjlosophical life or another kind of life? The next chapter is an attempt to 

establish whether the political life is the best life. 
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TH POLITICAL LIF 

Lf th b st human life i n ither the lifi of makm mon , n r th Iifi of 

pi asure could it be the life of irtue or the life of hon ur? If ne1ther pi a ure n r 

'" alth ts the highest human good \ hat th n is it? Could it be honour or mue? Thi 

1s the topic of this chapter. The life of irtue, the moral life or honour i al o called 

the political life. 

6.1 toicism 

This was an ancient Hell ni tic philosophical chool \ ho e founder' a Zeno 

ofCitiurn, a Cyprean city (334-262 BC). According to toicism, irtue i th ultimate 

good. And ' irtuous li ing is the onl g od and the ultimate aim of life ... The study 

of philosophy leads one to the jrtuous life. 1 Moral irtue IS the ole go d. 

According to the Stoics, "the irtuou life is the onl good but is unattainable without 

knowledge. The end of the virtuous I ife is the ideal of complet If- uffici nc · and 

self-mastery of the indi idual li ing according to the harmonie of on ' s mncr 

rational nature and the corresponding uni ersal rational necessity in the cosm s. ''2 

6.2 Honour and virtue 

The political life or the life of action is one of the ways of life that rna_ be 

regarded as the best life. It is probabl the best life. The aim of this life is either 

honour or virtue. That is why in the Etlucs it is treated a a moral life or a irtuou 

life. But it is also equated with the life of the politician or the statesman. Hence the 

ethical and the political life are interrelated. Similar! , ethics is treated as a branch of 

politJcal science for both are concerned "th the good. The one is concerned with the 
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d of th mdtvidual and th ther the g d of the c1 t) in g n ral or th c mm n 

d. Her th a umptJon i that th pohtlctan 1 a r a m ral per on 

P rha politician are sa~d to b honourable becau e, lead r , th , are uppo d t 

be morall upright and be nd reproa h. H we er, om poltttcian are an hing but 

moraJI behaved But tht may be th xception rath r than the rul 

o, the b st g od could pos ibl b both honour and irtu or either of them. 

mce we ha e already dealt with the idea of the g d in the econd chapter, \ e shall 

not go back to it. For nov we are not o much concerned about the g od as we are 

about the good life. Again in this chapter l am e amining the ie\ that the g d life 

or best life is th political life. This is al o known as the moral life or the life of 

\1nue. Might Aristotle ha thought that the political life ' a the b st lifl ? Could 

this kind of life beth be t life, in actual fact? 

Whereas we can search for, and find the an wer to the fir t question by 

stud ing Aristotle writing(s , especiall hi ethical work s), it eems i~pos ible to 

answer the second question to everyone'. sall.~fact/On . This i because e\ery n has a 

different idea of hat th best life is. And eryone claims to be righ~ supposing that 

others are mi taken. Therefore issue of the best life is a ubjecti e and a relative 

matter. It can not be decided beyond reasonable doubt. E ery opinion about the be t 

life Ia s claim to the truth but is debatable, contestable disputable or contro ersial. 

Therefore the problem of identifying the be t way of life seems to be an insoluble 

problem. The disagreement on the question of the best life cannot be resol ed. E en 

if the best life e ists there is no wa of proving its exi tence. This is a perennial 

problem that engenders an endles debate whose conclusion cannot be reached. But 
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!hat d s not mean that w h uld not a_ \\hat ' ·e think 1 th b t hfi and \\h we 

thmk so. That is what 1 intend to d m th1s the 1s. 

6.3 ristotl political theory 

To the b t of my knowledge Ari totle did not a • that the happie t hfe was 

the political life. But he said that it as the happie t life on I econdaril . That i it 

1 not the best life in the true n e of the word. It i on I ' b deri at ion that it can be 

-
taken to be the best life. H we er a ' e ha e seen before it i not clear what he 

meant by the political life being th happiest life e ondaril . 

It was Aristotle who described people as political animal . The ethic ' and the 

politic of Aristotle are closely connected. The fonner i relevant for political th ory 

m particular. In it, political science is the most authoritati e scienc that control all 

other sciences to the extent that it d~tennines what disciplines" ill be studied in the 

poll and to what extent the will b pursued. Political cience aims not onl at the 

good of indi iduals, but also at the good of the community a a \ h I e. It aims at the 

' hole good of the community or the common good. 

Aristotle's politjcal theory in the Politics begins with the study of th human 

good in the Ethic . The latter is identified with eudaimoma. Arguabl it is identified 

''-'1th the e ercise of both theoretical and ethical irtues. Aristotle s account of moral 

virtues seems to reflect the contemporary a lues of the Greek society particularly the 

alues of the wealthy and educated male elite. The happy person also requires a 

suitable amount of external goods apart from ha ing the moral virtues. For instance, 

he also needs wealth as well as friendship. He needs external goods such as mone if 

he is a generous person and friends if he is a friend I person. These are the means of 

exercising irtue. Only a limited supply of such external goods is required for 
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pprness. Aristotle examined the m t popular ie\ b fore crittci ing and refining 

th m but wtthout dtsmi sing them. Although certain phil ophers felt that trtue v a 

If-sufficient for happines and that external goods were superfluous in o far as 

\ trtue was concerned, a number of Greeks identified happines with material 

possessions like mone ' nobility, and political power. Aristotle held that go d fortune 

and moderate material prosperity were only tangentially rele ant to happiness. He 

took a moderate position. This position is rather extra-ordinarii ironical. One·s aim 

m life is the rational de elopment of one s virtuous potency. It cannot be identified 

wtth the ownership of wealth or honour. Although happiness i a irtuous acti ity, 

some external goods are al o requisite. The good life embodies irtue, external 

goods, and intellectuaJ irtues. Aristotle seems to have arrived at a compromising 

position that satisfies both theory and practice. Whereas practicaJ wisdom is 

concerned with human activities theoretical ' isdom has to do with the contemplation 

of eternal and immutable things. Seeming! , Aristotle s teacher, Plato·, influenced 

h m to argue for the supremac of the philosophical life as we shall see in the next 

chapter. Arguably Aristotle argued that the best and highest act of humans consists 

in philosophical contemplation. In the tenth book of the Ethic , Aristotle returns to 

the discussion of the theoretical or the philosophical I ife gi ing reasons why he 

thought that it was superior to the rest of the irtues. The reason being that 

contemplation is the most continuous and the most pleasant acti ity that is desirable 

for its own sake. Besides, it is a divine acti ity; and the philosopher has the least 

need of external goods. Howe er, this does not imply that philosophicaJ 

contemplation is the only valuable activity. Neither does it mean that ethical virtues 

have no value at aJ I. 



6.4 Th econd-b t life 

mce humans are partiall eli tne an not ent1rel di m • th hfe f pure 

contemplation lies be ond them. uch a life would b •t o high · for man to lead. 

Therefore, contemplation only occupies a portion of the philosopher's life. But ince 

the phi losopher is a person living among others in the society he must act according 

to ethical virtues too. These are human, and not di ine, irtues. The are necessary 

for happiness. Thus Aristotle seems to -have settled for a mixture of intellectual and 

ethical irtues as the end of human action. Granted that we are naturally part! d1 me 

and partly human, the best life for us must also be both divine and human. This i the 

inclusi e interpretation ofth best life as opposed to the dominant interpretation. 

Did Aristotle really dismiss the life of irtue? The life of action is probably 

regarded merely as a second-be t l~fe yet it looks like a very strong contender for the 

ideal life. This is the second kind of life that Aristotle discuss d in the Eth1cs. It is 

the kind of life which statesmen lead. That is statesmanship. They take the good to 

b(! honour because this is the end that the pursue. 

In the Aristotelian s stem of thought, there is a hierarchical structure of 

sc1ences and their ends. The hierarchy of sciences corresponds to that of their ends. 

Thus e ery science has its specific end. For instance, the end of medical practice is 

good health and the end of household management is the production of wealth. And 

there is a supreme science who e end is equall supreme. It is the most 

'"choiceworthy end that is, at the same time, the end of all other sciences. Political 

science is the science whose end is the good that is being sought Hence, the science 

of the good is political science. It is the most authoritati e, the most architectonic, 

the most controlling, or the ruling, science. ( 1) For it is the one that prescribes 
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bich of th sct nces ought to be studied in cities and which one each class in the 

ity sh uld learn, and how far. (2) Again we see that e en the most honoured 

capacities, .g. generalship, household management and rhetoric are subordinate to 

n. 3) Further, it uses th other cience concerned with action, and moreover 

legislates what must be done and what avoided."1 The end ofPoliticaJ Science is the 

good that includes the ends of all other sciences. As such, its end is superior to the 

other ends of other sciences. If its end is the good~ then it is reasonable to deduce 

from the foregoing statement that the good includes all other sciences. ln this case, 

th inclusive interpretation of eudaimonia eems right. But not before it is shown that 

the end of political science includes the ends of all other sciences in the sense that 

the are means (and not contents) to it. If the good is eudaimoma, then it follows that 

eudaimonia includes all other ends, in \ hich case it seems true that it is an inclusive 

end as the inclusi e thesis stipulates. It is probabl a comprehensive end. But it also 

seems to be a dominant end in the sense that all other ends are pursued·for its sake. 

The concept of one end including other ends is not quite clear. It is difficult to 

understand. How can the same end be the highest end and include all ends that are 

subordinate to it, at the same time? This seems to be a contradiction in terms. 

Ethics is some kind of political science since its end is the good of the 

ind1 idual in particular while that of the latter the good of the city in general. 

Hove er, Aristotle argued that since 'the good is something of our own and hard to 

take from us", it cannot be honour which depends on those who honour others rather 

than those who are honoured. 2 Therefore honour seems ' to be too superficial to be 

what we are seeking."3 That is the good. But politicians seem to prefer honour to 

vtnue. For they want to be honoured by intelligent people in order to assure 



tie m 1 t d that it '' '1rtue rath r than 

onour that se med to b the goal f th pohll at hfi For him. th virtu and 

honour appeared to bet o incomplete t e th g d r m tan . n 1 1ble t b 

\utuous but asl ep or inacti e thr ughout one· Jdi tim 4 urth nnorc th muou 

rson might lead the most mi erable lifl . For tht reason. It would b 

philosophically parado ·ical or ab urd to regard him as a happ , man . 
. 

Virtue is some kmd of mean an ethi at m an m deration r xcell n . But 

th1s does not exclud it from b ing or s rving as a mean toward th achie,· m nt f 

the good. Virtue has been defined a .. a a tat that d cid s. b) ( on 1 tingJ m a 

mean, (c the mean relati e t u , d) which i defin db ' reference to rea n (e 1.e., 

to the reason by reference t ' hich th int IIi gent per on '" uld d tn it. lt 1 a m an 

between two vices one of excess _and ne of dcficienc .' '6 The mean is n t definite 

but relati e to the person ' ho fi s it. Ilowe er Aristotl · iew f the natur of 

wdaimoma is still un lear. or ther f "irtue, namel·, 'irtue of 

character or ethjcaJ "Virtues and 'irtu f thought r int llectual irtues. InC 

Eudaimonia has been d cnbed a a irtuous acti it of the human oul 1t rna be 

ask d whether it is an acti ity of the oul in ac rdan e v. ith on I the virtue ) f 

character or according to the irtue(s) of thought alon , r whether it is an actl\ ity 

according to both of th m or an activit in accordanc with irtu as such. For 

example ethical irtu includ justice, bra ery, temp ranee, genera ity, 

magnificence and magnanimity wher a intellectual virtues are such qualities a 

mtelllgence wisdom, and und rstanding. 
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lt re are a I a t three w akn of An totl · s thtcal ac unt. Ftr t, n totle · 

ount of th trtu tn relation t th p litical tru tur rna ha\ be n mpaubl 

ith th an tent w rid f tty-stat but It is in ompaltble \\ith th contemporary 

"orld m whtch there are no city- ate . econdl Ari totl · t le I b') pre uppo es 

ht metaph 1 at bioi gy. The reJ ti n f th on implies the dental of the other. 

La tly, the ctty-state is one f many cio-politi at s st ms in ' hich th If that 

mpltfi s th irtue can thri e - it is b · no mean the only s st m \! hereby th 

\emplification fthe ,;rtues can be fi und and nurtured." 

6. 6 ontemplation without happine 

. r totl aid that the lifi of h nour was one of the happi st li apart fr m th 

philo ophical ltfi . But it i onl the happi st life in a deri ati e or a se ondary ' a '· 

o on can lead a happ lifi \\ith ut nee s aril ngaging in any philos phi al 

... 1' tty As far a Aristotle ' a concern d the philo ophical life was pr fi rable to 

the politica l. For him. it wa the kind of lifi that' a rea II the happiest life. A lifi 

that is d ot d to th pursUit of ethical acti ity as th ultimate end is also a good lifi 

ev n if it lack theoretical rea on. 

inc p rfect happiness i identified ' ith cont mplation alon one ' h doe 

not ngage in this acti it , ma be pre umed not to ha e perfect happin s. lie may b 

happy but not perfi ctl , happ '· If contemplation w r the only ' a ' of b c ming 

happ\. as ristotJ purported, such a life would not be the best lifi. There i n ed for 

theol} as w II a practice in as far as an life ts concerned. Indeed a lifi that i 

pur .. contemplati e is inconcet able. Similar! . a life of nothing but practical virtue 

is un hrnkable. We act ' h n ' e think and think when we act. Given that theoretical 
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mue 1 mo t perfect hile practi al \irtue is perfect but n t m t perfi ct, B ok 1 

ms to contain two different treatm .• :, ofhappmes . 

ll i activtty in accordance with practical virtue. and it is actiVIt) in accordance 
with theoretical vinue. This duaJ account correspond with the fact that in X.7-8 
two competing lives are con idered, one of them happier than the oth r o what 
Aristotle hould be taken to mean in Book I is that perfect happines consi t in 
one kind (the most perfect kind) of virtuous activity and a econdary form of 
happines con ists in another (less perfect) kind of virtuous activi . In other 
word , one can be happ -though not perfec I, so - if one ha and e..xerci e the 
practical vinues, but lacks the theoretical virtu s 8 

Each kind of life has a different ultimat end. In the case of the philosophical lifi it is 

contemplation whereas in the pol it1cal life it is moral acti ity. Another p ssible 

int rpretation is that these 1i es ar ''devoted to a mixtur of philo ophy and polit1cs, 

but they differ in that each places more empha is on one or other of the e two kinds 

ofacti ity."9 Thus the "goal of the best life is ami ·ture of philosophical and p litical 

acuvity, \vith more emphasis going to th former than to th laner. The econd-best 

I ", b contrast, is one that has no philosophical acti ity at all. ' 10 Like t~e preceding 

altemati e, this interpretation ' takes the second-best life to have a single ultimate nd 

- acti ·ity in accordance \: 'th moral irtue - and it agr es that, according to X. 7-8, a 

hfe de oid of philosophical acti ity can still be happ : · But in the dominant 

interpretation of happiness, the b t life i said to ha e · the greatest amount of 

phtlosophical activity'; according to Aristotle it is not a life that achie es orne 

ideal balance between philosophy and politics. 11 

6.7 Iter native interpretations of Aristotle s theory of the be t life 

Altemati ely, the best life may be conceived of as the id al happiness that consists in 

a relentless pursuit of philosoph . In this case, the happiest people would spend all 

their time on philosophical contemplation alone if that were possible. Nevertheless, it 



1 humanl~ im .. ibh.: to pend one· ' hole lifemne doing nothmg el.c but 

cmterr:plating philo ophtcally. In the . arne ,·em. the c nd-bcst human ltfe would 

onstst tn the least am um f com mplation but in l\'e most political activity. 

t'l t ad ·"The cc nd-bc tlifc 1 one that a 1gn ·omc place to philo oph1cal actt tty, 

ut keep that place a mall a possible: all f on · remaining time sh uld be 

dt:\Oted to poliucal acti\lty.'' 1 ~ On thiS \le\\ , .. the advocate or the philo ophtcal life 

nd the ad\ocat~ f the political life a1,rre that some time mu t be pent on 

ontemplation if one is to be happy. But they dtsa~::rr e about how much t1me 1 be t 

de' oted to this act1 ity: one party thinks that more 1 alway better, and thi is the side 

of the dtspute that Aristotle takes: the other party think that contemplation hould b 

kept to a mm1mum. though it should not dimiru h to zero ··D 

6.8 Different life tyles 

D1!Terent' ays oflifc differ in their conceptions of the good. The political life differs 

from the philosophical life 111 gi\ing as much pnorit) to political activtty'as the latter 

gl\ es to philosophtcal acti\ ity. 

In Book I." of the Htlucs it is suggested that happiness in the political life 

con 1st m 'i rtue r honour. This i yet another instance of Aristotle· mdecision. 

Both of them ha\e already been dismis ed as inadequate answers to the question 

about the meaning of happiness. For that reason, neither irtue nor honour constitutes 

he end of the political life. This implies that there is a correct wa of defining 

happwess in so far as the political life is concerned. happiness is an "actJ\ 1ty in 

accordance with such practical irtues as courage. ju t1ce, and temperance and so 

on:· .: 



6.9 he political li fe in Bo ~ I 

The discus ton of the political lif"' in B ok I :erve onl\ a an introductton to a 

tmi lar discussion in Bo k ' Hert:: 11 w uld b \a.Tong to up that the p htical 

life has be n rejected as a po stbl candidat for the e t ltfe: onl) a ouplc of 

an wers to the question of the mcanmg of happine in connection "ith that life have 

b en rejected. Rather, tt can prop rl:> be as octal d '' tth a particular conception of 

happiness if its end is taken to be an act1 tty accordtng to moral or etht al '111ue. 

However, Book 1.5 does not state the st \\a) f defending the poltttcal life on the 

basts of a particular ie\\ ofhappines . 

It has been claimed that in the first b k in particular and the entire l:'r/uc.\, 

An totle presented a compreh nsi' e defimti n f th mcamng of happmes . In oth r 

words, human happiness consists it) all compossible intrinsic goods and ince this i 

the end that politics tries to bring ab ut the ad, ocate of the p littcal life wtll answer 

the question 'what is happiness?"' b_ equating it ' ith all such go ds~"; On th 

contrary, Aristotle was ad ocating a ingle good by ' hich the polttical life ' a 

idenu fiabl namely, acti,·it_ according to practical r moral irtuc. I Ic n er 

committed himself to '·an all-inclusi e conception of happiness. ,,(i Aristotle thought 

that a philosophical life was better than a political life. Both li,es are related in the 

sense that they share ethical \ irtu like temperance, justice and courage. These are 

requtred by the politician as well as b the philosopher: both of them require ethical 

nrtues. Since politicians are assumed to b good peopl , the · are not suppo ed to 

ngag in immoral unethical or icious activities. 17 For them. ethical acti ity is 

choiceworthy in itself. 27 Ho\ ever, sine they are also human. they have the same 



a n t at th r ha'~ ·or tn ar liucian. m tm1 b m ng 

rr 1 no 'lg g in fi. tfight in t ~ d f u ing th ir \\It ' 

Pre umab y. b th th p llu 1an and th~.: rhil ophcr are g d pi • "h ha" 

tudted ·tht al \ tnue u ce sfull) 

Contemplation i. the ultimat end of the philo phical lifi . and actt\11 · 111 
accordanc v.ith ethical vinue i the ultimate end of the p litical lite The 
philo.opher ''ill engage in ethical activit), but ''ill do . o for the . ak of 
contemplation, therefore, hi hfe i in accordance "ith under tanding and not in 
a cordancc with practical vinue. By contrast, th poh11 al life i onl! that omit 
ontcmplation: the politician alway act for the sake of moral acll\.11). and in 

contemplation i not de trabl for the sake of an · funh r good. it play no role tn 
the econd-bc t life 1 

· 

n t tk rank d the phtl ophical life.: abo,·c th ' p lttt al life. for instanc . the 

fanne r 1. preft: rabl to th~.; latter me It require a minimal amount of :temal go ds 

a. compared ''ith the latter I'J ll1 as 1fthe fewer the "tcmal go d a particular life 

pos.es e the b tter it is. evenhele . Aristotle did not ad\O ate the 'ie\\ thar the 

t\\O ki nd of life ·hould 1deall be c mbincd But he did not say that they ught not 

to b c mbi n d enhcr. Since the. are different alternativ . one ha t choo c th one 

that one prefi r to lead. ln this case, the) seem to be mutua II exclusive kinds of life. 

In other , ... ords. on cannot be a politician as well as a phtlo opher' But th1s object1 n 

i m1 lead1ng. for there are political phil soph rs too. In fact, Aristotle rcall ed that 

h phi lo oph r could not contemplate all th tune. For he is a human being li\ing in 

a ~ 1e~ \\hereby he has to interact ' ith other . Therefore, h need to have practical 

\ inues m addit ion to theoretical irtue. Though the Janer 1 the be t good in 

Ans ntle · s , 1e''· the b st life for u do s not consist in contemplation alone. It is 

pract1 a ll~ impossible for a human b ing to li e such a life unless he b com s a god. 

But th n he would ha c ceased to be a human being! So long as one is a human 



ng. n must pos I m nt or th 'mu . . In r tl . th t human life i 

t nsed b ontemplati n a " II a pra ll al a ti ·. Th ugh it i m .tl: a 

111 mplati lifi ll ha orne pr ucal a tl\tty a \\ell. But in the r;.. the e·t hfl 

for man ts a purely c nt mplati\ ltfi A the 1deal lifi it i appr a hablc th ugh 

a h1evable. It i a ut pian ideal Although it i 1mpo sib! fl r man t achi ,. it 

pra ticall , it is the normal I i [I of the g d . 

Anoth r p sible alt mali e i that Arist tie held that the philo. pht , I ltfe 

dtff4 red from the political life in th 

actt\ity but the second one i de,oid f 1t lienee, th be t lifi i the ktnd f ltfe that 

on ists in an occasi nal e rei e f th reti al '' i dom. It \ a An t tie om 1ction 

that ther was an imp rtant d1fferenc bet\\ en the phil ph1 al and th p lni al 

kinds of life since the former gi . a high r pri nt:. than the latter. t c ntemplat1 n, 

th only single acti ity whi h he regard d a the htghe t and the b t good. 

Although Ari totle wrote that th rc IS a dtffer nt kind f ltfl ·b 1de the 

philo ophical one, which i cho en for it ake and 1 not a happ~ a the 

philo ophical one, he sc m d t lea 

any between them is not ob\ ious: it is not clear "hethcr or not on 

and lea e the other or wh ther one is upposed t combin b th. P rhap th per n 

who leads the b t life is a philosopher and a polttictan th ugh he gi e top priorit_ to 

omemplation. This int rpretation i. al o an o n po ibili . 

In Aristotl s days th question of th meaning of happin \\as ans \ered in 

thr e dtffi r nt ways, v hich point d to different kinds of Jife. 20 first ther wa the 

It~ of enjoyment or gratification, that was the kind of life that the majority preferred 

to lead si nce they equated happiness with dil · pi a ure. Aristotle \\as ,·ery critical 
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thl _ m of II · - ndl~ th re ' a an tt mpt t 

\1lh a na ular ncept1 n f happine . ''hi ·h purp ne n ur. 

n tot • nu 1 d th1 \IC\\ o happme a ,,. 11 · r him. h n ur d • nd n the 

~~ \·er rath r than the ne \\hO 1 d ecau c 

th Jan r is uppo d t be methmg '' hich 1 ur "n and el") hard t t k ''a~ 

. ' r m u .-- 1milarly. An totle r ~ect d the conception a 'tnu . \\h1ch 

1. hought to be the nd of the political life 2' But th f th third \\ay f 

htc. that 1 the philo ophi al or th c ntemplati\e ktnd f life. wa po tp ned to th 

tt:nth chapter Th popular laim that w alth c nstituted h ppme . "a. al o 

d1~mi t!d r r .. the mon ·-rna r' 11 fe 1 m a ''a' fi rc d n him n t h en fi r 

it. ·If: and cl ·arl) \\ealth i not th g d w are ekmg, in e 11 1 ful. 

h 1c " rth n h for ome other end. "21 Hard I) anv f th f 

happmc. ~ s m to anc;\\er the question f the meamng f happin 

\\' alth. for mstancc 1 am an to ha pmes and not the end flifi . 

6.1 0 The political life in Book,· 

\\'h•n th di usslonofth·philosophicalllfcre umc ml3o J.. X, hapter VII- Vfll 

this kind f life i a1d to b ha pier than the politi at ne 1-1 ' ever, the com pari on 

b tween the two l1ve i not based n the conce ti n of happines a the end of the 

political ltfe. Happines 1 smd to c n ist in a' inuou a 11\ 1t. Jther 1rtue nor 

honour i td nt1cal ' ith happincs . 

If ristotle v.as doing that. then, having rejected both an v.er he \\OUid be would 
b 1n a position to a that we hould not lead a political hfe Instead. I 5 i ayin_ 
that if honor or virtue 1s taken to be the end of the political life. then that kmd of 
life 1 based on an unacceptable an wer to the que tion " '>\hat i happine ?" in 
x 7- ristotle i a suming that the political life can be as ociated with a better 
an wer to lhat que tion than either "honor'' or •·vinue ·· The be t answer it can 
g1\e to that qu uon i •·activit in accordance \vith su h practical vinue as 
courage. justice. and temperance and o on '' 26 



On the other hand. the ph1lo oph1 al lifi i ba ed on the com ICU n that happme 

an acti rJ ty according to theoreti al ,.,, dom. The introductof) di cus i n of the 

polnicallife in Book I has seen the Tt;JeCtlon of th two conceptiOn f happi nes w1th 

" h1ch it has been reasonably connected (that is, as honour or irtu ) Ne rtheless, 

th1s does not constitute the rejection of the political life. Even o. B ok I leave open 

the question concerning the right con eption of happiness as the ba i for the end of 

the political life. Arguabl it suggests that the end of the political life is an activny m 

accordance with ·rtues of character. 

AJtemati ely Ari totle \\Ia probably advocating for a philosophical cum 

poli tical life. Maybe he belie ed that the b"'st d finition of happmcss ' a nt;ither 

th oretical acti i alone, or practical acti ity alon . but a combination of th h m 

such a \ ay that happine s become an activity according to both theoretical and 

pra tical 'irtue. If that is the cas , then Anstotle ma have been sa_ mg that the id al 

lifl consists neither in a philosophical project alone or a political n . lt is not a 

theoretical life nor is it a practical I ifc: 1t i a mi ·tur of b th. For that matter. one 

should not merely be a politician or a philosopher: ideally one ught to combine the 

l\\ O In this case, ther is no need to choose be1ween these kinds of life. One ought 

to be both a politician as well as a philosopher. 

Admittedly, this interpretation is\ ulnerable. The life of a politician is tak n 

to be the life in accordance ' ith eth1cal activit '· It i possible that Aristotle wa 

inv sugating the difference between the li es. However, it ma be argued that there 

is no justification for connecting the t\ o treatment of happiness in the Dh1cs. Some 

hav argu d that there is a deep conflict b t\ een the both treatments of happiness. 



.. ndl. a or tn:: t th m lu t\ '' " fhap in th at o th llli al 

It· ... 1 gt \ ng a ompr h nsl'.:e an ,.,.er t th 1 ue f the m :aninJ r hat 

1. t a~ . happme f C\ nd. Happm i td nttfi d "1th 

h1. om end of llt1 al 1en 

a u ity a cordmg t practical 'Jrtue A ordingly 

ood m thodolog r qUJr . u to tan \\lth the a ump ton that 1h 1 

tntemall) nsistem. and to aband n tht a sumption onl when we ha'e good 
rca on to do o We hould try to ee ho" far \: e can xplain \ hat Ari totlc sa:. 
m n plac b\ appealing t \\hat he say el ev.here. and w . hould gJVe up 1h1 
attempt on I) "hen our pr ~ect fail: nd · I \\ill conunuc to range back and forth 

t\\ ecn B ·s I and X. on the a umption thal the pre. em ditTerent a pcct of a 
mgle oherent theol) 2

' 

Thu . n . totl \\a n t com mitt d t an in lu i' cone ption of euJamronw n r a 

compreh n j, id I. 

The com ari on betw n the liti al and phil pht al live is addres ed in 

both Each of th diffl rent liv c1at d "llh a d1 fferent 

nc pti n of happm : the philo ph r ay it is the r tical acti' it , th tate man 

that 11 i pra tic I acti ity. J\ri t tie implted that th b twe 'n political 

and phil ophtcal care r mu t be nsid r d if w ar t I ad our li\e in the bet 

\\av Th differ nee are e entuall: brought to light in th last b k. The l\\O 

ind of life are ompa ed and th philo ophical ne 1 a1d t b bett r than the 

poltu al on , a h0\\11 in th next chapter 

Th phil ophical lifi and th litical life ha e a lot m comm n. The 

should not b combined. F r e ·ample. th share such ethtcal virtu s a ju tice, 

t mperan e and c urag . Even o. the philosophical lifi 1 rated abo\ th political 

hfl fnd e . 1t is as urn d that the olitical lifi i charact ris d by ethical irtues. 

Ho\\ ,·er. 11 1 doubtful wh th r th sam can be aid about the philosophical life. 



1 e pomt of difference b tween the t\\ live 1. robahly that the politiCian and the 

philo opher have practtcal a well a theoretical virtue , respecttvel). ru the1r 

e: lusi e, ultimate ends. everthele s. there i som t xtual e' 1den e fi r reJe ting 

th1s interpretation.2 For both of them hare the ethical irtues. 

Arguably. ethical activity. unlike theoretical acti ity, ts not ·ultrin ically 

d irable to the philosopher. Presumably, th only intrins1call desirable nd is 

-
th oreticaJ activity. Thus, th more contemplation a particular kind of life ha the 

bener kind of life it is. Hence, the best life must consist in most ont mplation or 

pure contemplation. To the philosopher ethical acti it is a means rather than an end 

in Jtself. 

lf this interpretation is correct, then the statesman and the philosopher do ha c 
more in common than their po ses ion of the nece ary external good ; state men 
v.ill always act in accordance with the ethical virtue . and philosophers will at lea t 
sometimes do the same. But the difference (indeed. mcompatibiliry) between the 
two lives would be far more striking than their similaritie Philosopher w uld not 
have the ethical virtues- in tead, they would hold themselvc ready to do whatever 
is contrary to virtue in order to increase their opportunities for contemplating.~ By 
contrast, politicians. being good people. would never do anything contrary to 
"irtue . they choose ethical acti ity for its own sake 2? 

The contrast between the two lives nl makes sen e for one '"ho belie es that the 

treatment of happiness in Book X is incon istent ,-.ith that in Book I. 

For on this reading, x 7-8 rank the life of someone indifferent to the virtues of 
character above the life of someone dedicated to expressing those virtues And o 
these chapters would be committed to the view that we are better off if we do not 
have such virtues as justic and courage. But this doctrine must be inconsistent 
with the bulk of the E ... but there would have been no benefit in examining the 
ethical virtues for those in Aristotle' s audience who eventually decide to lead the 
immoral life he allegedly advocate in '. 7-8 ~ 

Thi mterpretation is right. Both the philosopher and the politician are ethically 

'irtuous people. The fact that philosophers decide to engage in ethical activity should 



tak n a an pr aon o th a umpti n that th ~ ha tha I 'anu · ·· in e th ) 

ds, th ~ li' \\1th th •r . an a g d lilt: fl r th • ''h 

ar 1rcum tan r quare th of the th1 al 

\lrtU lth U!!h tha an wer ma b true. ll r mam un ati fact !"\ - . r th 

r n \\hy the phil s pher ho t a t ethical!) 1 ull un I ar. It i 

'aou '' hy an~ d) . for that matter, v. h th r he 1 a p lit a ian r a phil ph r, 

ought t exerca e 'inue f character. There hould b a rea on '' h: eth1 al 'artu . 

ar·n e ary [i r lead1nglh' phil sophacallifl . 

Th li[i faction or the political life 1 regard d a th b t life nly in a 

' ondaf) or d ri atl\" wa . Therefi re 1t i not real!~ the b st kind f ltfe. The b t 

laf 1 suppo d t b g d '' ithout qualification It 1 the e t life in the tru 

thl! " rd What then, rna po sibly constitute th b t li{;? Yet polatic very 

tmponant for reating a ua tabl envir nm nt for the realisation of the go d life Th 

g od l1fe rl.!qu arc 'irtu and hon ur '' h1ch are th nd of the politi al iif And 1f 

. ri. totle· ob cnanc that man i a polttacal (or o i I) ammal i an)thmg t g b 

hen th good life mu t be orne kind of p litical lifi . Thu , the b st go d i 

omehO\\ 'i rtuous and the best I i fe i omeho\\ p hta al. en if the be t life 1 not 

the ilf of \'irtue, the former till require 1rtue. For the b t lifi ha virtue as ne f 

11 1ngred1 'nt . It i inconc ivable that the bet life should be a life \\;thout an · 'irtue 

at all. Th best life compri e irtue and other nee s ary good . The b t good al o 

compnses ' irtue as one fit ingredients. 

But as shown in the next chapter the best life or the happie t po sibl human 

life ior An totle wa the life of und rstanding or the lifi of tudy not the political 

hfe One who leads the best life is call d a philosopher. H pays most attention to 



.. 

a U\ 1 • of cont mplall n. th o th hll!he. t human fa ult\ nam lv. th - - . 

rstanding. But el)b dy ann t b a p lnician r a phil ph r. Th rc ar 

o r ktnds oflifi that ar quail) ignt ti ant. 

O\ 1t i clear that e en the p ltttcal ltfe i n t th t ltfe he remaining 

ibility is that it could b the ph1l ophi life Thi 1 th th m the n . t 

penultimate chapter ofthi the is. 



Refer nee 

P t "r . \ngdes. /Ju.tirmw:\' t~f'l'lulmnplty. Barnes & oble Book A DJ\ISJOn of 

Harper · RO\\. Publishers. e\" York. 1981, p. 276. 

2 1bul . p.JJJ 

: Ari totle. 'u:onwc!ll!tJII ~~-1/ucs, Hackett Publishing Company, Indianapolis, 198-. 

pp. 2-3 

-+ !hid. p. 7. 

: lhltl. 

6 lhitl .. p. 8 

. rhuL p. 44. 

9 \ . Mclmvre. , 1/ter I'rrtue, A ~ 'twh 111 A /oral Theorv, Uni ersit of Notre Dame . . - .. 

Pr . . ' tre Dame, 1984. p. 162. 

I 0 R. Kraut. Ariswtle on Human Guud. Princeton Uni ersity Press, Princeton. 1989, 

p :o 

13 1hnl. 

14. rhul. 

I -. lh~cl. 

16 !hiLl.. 18. 

17. rhul.. p 19. 

18. 1hrd . p. ]0 . 

19. Anstotle. op. (.' II . , p. 26. 



_o. R. Kraut.. op. c11., p. 25. 

_I An totle, op ell., p. 288 

:_. ibid. p. 7-8. 

_]. 1b1d., p. 7. 

2~ . ibid 

2: ibid., p. 8. 

2 . Ibid. 

27. ibid. 

2 . R. Kraut, op. CJI. p. 18. 

29. tbid. p. 20. 

30 Ibid. p. 21. 

31 tbid., p. 22. 

32 thid. 

33 Ibid_, p. 23. 



II \P LR £V · .. 

111 : PI Ill < OPIIIC L LIF 

Ha' mg en m th pr cdmg chapt 'r that th be t li t n tth r th hf· f 

akm_: m n ) north ltfi f pie ure. n r the lttical li e, it t. tun~ t onsidcr 

h th r it rna) the phd pht al life. hi 1 the n em fthi hapt r. 

~ I Th mo t p rfect life 

'· ordtng t n totle. the It e fthe hll ·oph r 1 th~.: 'St human ltfc. It i:~ e·ond 

It none but the dt\ me It~ . nl} the ltfi f the g 1 b t1 r than th phil . ph1 al 

hft· It I al 0 known a. the lifi 0 tud or the lifi r ntemplation. nlil..c the 

rra 11 alii[! of th oregoing chapter. the phil . ophical ltfe I~ a theoretical I ill:. 

In the r reg In!.! hapt r, I haYC already on tdcred the po lbllit) that 

An totlt:' as not p r uadmg u t I ad a philo phical I 1ft in preference t a political 

hi . but was rather recomm nding a kind of ilfi that "a b th phil ophil:al a well 

as olt t1 al. That i , a life that 1s accordmg to b th th r ttcal and pra tical 'irtue In 

th1 ,·ie\\. one sh uld be a phil pher a "~ell a a ·p I itt tan· metimes Ari totlc 

.e.:m t be saying that on ought t take part in tht: p ltt1cal affairs of the po/1' but at 

otht!r time. h em to argue that one should k p ut of p ltti aJt gether and 

tn. 'ad concentrate on th tud ' f phil ph . 

ont mplati n 1 aid to be th highe t actt it) that one can po ibl enuage 

1n But p litical acti,ity 1 high st only t a sec ndary degree. Thu phil s phical 

11 uy hould b gl\' n a higher priont' than polnical acti\1 .' in th Jiv of 

tnd1\ tdual . Therefore, th r ar t\: o kind of li es that are called happ . that is. the 

ph1Jo oph1cal and the political I iii . So on should choo t I ad tth r of them. Yet 

h former is presumed to be sup rior to the latter me the latter is happ 



_ ondanl . Ind d. th nn r 1 re!!ard •d n t nlv a - . mg happi r than th I tt r. 

tal o as th happ1 t of all kmd fhuman life. 

I An tot I b liev d that a ph1l ph1 at II fl '"a uperi rand m r prefl·rable 

t a political lifi th n th1 uld be c n tru d a ubordmatt n f th thical. 

intellect or theoretical 'irtu uch a mtelhgence and " i dom. ut orne ch Jar 

argue that this is an implau ibl int rprei~ni n ·for Anst tl indt ugh ut the 

but · of the E that we ought to p f hara ter." 1 

ording to thi interpr tati n, th 1.'1/uc' as a \\ h le take th II fe a cordmg to 

und rstanding as ' ell a practtcal 'irtu t b two a pcct f the kmd of life that 

n totle recomm nded . 

. 2 he po sibility of a political CUf!J philo ophicallife 

The one is philosophical' hile the othc;;r is lit1cal. o he uld b a) mg that ne 

should I ad a life that is both polttical and philo ophtcal that i . ne 'h uld be a 

point ian as ' ell as a phil pher. Thi 1s al a mistaken 'i w of Art t tl · 

con eption of the id al life since 

ccording to ri totle. the philosopher must be equ1pped with nece ary 
goods, and will choose to ac1 eth1cally But thi doe not mean that h1 hfe 1 one 
that is in accordance with food. heher. health. ethi al \lrtue. and o on The 
philosophical life i one that •ive a certain kind of pnmac. to th orettcal reason 
and to contemplation, and that i why n totle call it a life tn accordance w1th 
understanding it is not a life in a cordance practical \inue. becau e th e vinue 
do not have primacy in it But we hould not infer that the c practi al exc lienee 
pia no role whatsoever in the philo oph1callife. And o we hould not infer that 
An otle's con istency can be pre ef'\ied only if we take him 1 be urging hi 
readers to lead a life that i both in accordance with under tanding and in 
accordance with ethical v1rtue. life can contain ethical acti,it ''ith ut gi\ing 
pnmacy to that activity - that i , without b tn • a ltfe in accordance \\ith ethi al 

. 2 \lnue 
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1 a1 t ha\ pnmac~ m pant ular life. and that l1[1 1 md to a rdm!.! 

hat m ular g d. 1f, a the ultunatc end f that life. it m et th f11l \\mg 

c ndm n: .. ( ) all oth rend in that life ar d ~ 1red r; r 1l ake: Cbl it 1 d" 1r d fl r 

1 ·If: and ( 1 It 1 n t de ired for the al\e of an · ther g d m that lif ."'1 The 

ul1mat ~ nd of th phil oph1cal hfc 1 contemplation whll that f th p ht1 allife 

n a ll\ it) ac r mg t cth1cal \ inue. ince a ph1lo oph r e cr 1 practl al 

'mu m ~rei ~ a a mean t under tanding r ntcmplati n, h1. pn rll~ 1 n t th 

fonn r. but contemplation. But the p llllcalllfC I de Old r ontemplatiOn b ·cau It 

L unn cc an in 11. It 1. th The end f th p lui ian 1 alwa\· 

eth1 al ' mu . 

Th' argument that m Anstotle the p ht1 al and th phd ph1cal li'e are 

1d ·all~ supp cd to be c mbincd has air ad ' be n r Jccted Yet a p rfe t 

omhmat1 n of 1h ·omt and pra:m ecm to b th be t I if that w can lead Butth1 

-is an 1d al that not C\ n the philo ophcr can ach1 Ye. pr i el ' becau e it is an id al 

1 her ·fore. th t thing that 'e can do 1 to try to appro. 1mate it as much a 

po . lblc . 

.i\n totle argued ~ r th sup ri rity of th philo phical lift: vcr the p litical 

life The philo oph1cal hfe is sup ri r to th · pollticalhfi smce 1 end i al. taJ..en to 

be th1.. end of the p liti al hfe. lied es n t uggest that th tw hve are up cd to 

b mbmed For that matter, he is likely t be und r t d a saying that it 1 b tt r 

to b J phdoso h r rather than a p litic1an. Thi is the o-called argum nt from 

ilene~. C nt mplatJon 1· upenor t the actl\ iues of a polit1c1an who ne ds more 

e. T'rnal goods than a philosoph r ~ If the formula that the more one contemplat s th 

belt r one's hfi is, and that there i no lim1t t the study of philosoph is true, then 



rtion pro\1de a ·· Cl I\' '1d n c again t th '1 w that the: t li[l fl r a 

JJTlan being must one that mbme the acti' 1t1c a phil ophcr and a polrt1 al 

I der:· Political activm take t much tim at the -.;pen f th d ,.d pm nt f 

on under tanding ofth oretJcal dr c1plin and th ntcmplatr n of th ir truth . 

I( a I shall argue, Ari totle h ld that human b m~ ecome happier the more 
the contemplate. then he cannot al o belie e that the be t hfe we can lead 1 one 
in which we willing! gi .. e up time we could pend on th oretacal pur ·uat. in order 
to engage in p litical acll\it In normal arcumstance . philo opher. v .. ho are not 
burdened with the responsibilitie · of Plato' philoc;opher-kmg will have more time 
for theoretical studie •. and, since more contemplauon i alwa · better than le. . 
they will have better li e 6 

In th is \-Jew, a philo phrcal life i better than a lifl that 1 both p lit1cal a , ... II as 

phrlo ophical. e erthel ss. one lrfe rna_ be mon.: lnical or m re phil s phical 

than a different kind of life. But rt i racticall · imp rblc t I ad a lrfc that 1 purely 

pol1tical or purely philosophical. 1t i human! rmpracucable to I ad a kmd f IJfe 

that is devoted to pure tud r pur contemplati n becau e human life 1 

multifaceted and we n d tim to do other thing a pan from stud~ rng or 

omemplating. Since the philo opher is a human b ing with variou nc d . he cannot 

spend his lifetime as a' hole tudying r c ntemplating Th st thing that he can 

po 1bl · do is to allocat a much time a p 1blc for a much cont mplation a he 

can racticall afford. 

There ar at I ast t\\ models of leading one· life. Th c ar the lr es 

a cording to understanding, on th one hand, and according to '1rtue. on the th r. 

Th e are the two types of life beh een whrch people are uppo ed to choo e. And 

h former is said to be sup ri r to and therefor more ' choice\ orth ,· than th latter. 

Thrs 1 the correct interpr tation of the pa age ab ve. Although both IJ\'es are hap y 

h\es mce the possess adequate re ources, the ph1lo pher s life or the kind of life in 



.:-. ordance ' ith und rstandmg i r gardcd a the happt t li m th • real . •n. • f the 

ord ·1-Jappt But th kmd of life in accordancl.! "tth eth1cal vmue i al the 

h:appt ·st' only in a deri atl\·e en e. 

The two live- should not b combmed becau e the are altemattv s b twe n 

' htch one hould ch osc. flo\i e er, such a one ought to ch o e th kind of hfe that 

on can lead o it 1 not JU t a matter of choice. itt al o a que. tto11 f ability. F r 

on may want 10 lead a life that one ts incapabl of leading. Perhaps. a ne 

mt rpretati n ha it "the onl) important differenc bet\\een these two It e 1 that the 

fi t contain ome theoretical acti 1ty "herea the ec nd ha none. The b t life i 

that of a per on who. llf?011 occaswn e ercises the virtue of theoretical ,._ tsdom; but 

'' here this acti\ ny i. ranked, in one· scale of values. i immateriaL o long a one 

engage m itt ·orne extent."7 On the contrary, it seem as if there i no life that i 

completely devoid of theoretical wi dom. o one eem to ha' c proposed ·uch an 

interpretation of Ari toth:!·s conception of the best life. Admitted! ·. the fact that n ne 

ha. proposed it d s not necessaril m an that it 1 a mistaken view. It L still 

p ssibl that 

Contemplation i the best kind of activity and the highe·t ingle good 
Therefore. he could not belie e rhat there is nothing to choose between a life that 
ranks this acti it fir t and a life that give it a lower priority lie must think that 
the per on who rank other good abo\e contemplation is making a m1 ake about 
hov. best to lead hi life, such a per on does not have a perfect under tanding of 
\ hat hi goal m life should be. and uch a life cannot be the happiest life there is 
for human beings · 

There 1s an abundance of evidence to show that in An totle 's v1ew cont mplation 1s 

lh,• hl•s/ .\/IJgle good for the reasons stated below. First. it is the acti\'ity of th best 

nnue. namely, theoreti al wi dom, and so it is the best activity9
· second, "the objects 

stud1ed b~ the philosopher are the best that can be grasped'' 10
: third. ·'it gi es u our 



grear t pl asur s ... fourth , .. it i more ell- uftt tent than cthtcal acll\ ity· ·1- fifth. 

human bing is most of all to b tdenulicd \\ith the retical r a on·· ~': and. Ia tl). 

thi part of the human soul i the n that is m st akm to the g d :·14 It is 

uppo dly di ine. 

Aristotle would not ha c made these claims .. if he thought that \vherc one 

ranks ontemplation among goods is a matt r of no practtcal tmportance ·· '~ We 

hould show, in one way or another, that cont mplati n is superi r to any other good 

For it is the supr me go d. o ... in rder to I ad the b t ltfl . it i not sufficient that 

one merely believes that contemplation i ur best actt it '. such a beltefmust in om 

way affect the' ay one make choices. And it is not sufficient if on mere I) engage 

m this activity at some point or other in ne·s life: that is n t gi ing it enough 

prominence '' 16 In order to dcmo_nstrate one· belief that contemplation i the best 

acti ity, one should consider the amount of contemplation that 'ery altemati 

likely to offer in the long run and choo the one that promtses to gi more 

contemplation than there t. 

This manner of interpretation implies that Aristotl 's doctrine i egoi tic 

(indi idualistic), for it se ms t attribut to Anstotle the ie' that ne should ch ose 

the best activity for oneseifirrespecti e of the con equ nces for other . Of c ur e the 

aim of ethics is aid to be the good of the individual as well a the city. 17 It is 

concerned with both goods r one that includes both of them. That is the common 

good \Vhich includes the good of the individual as well. Sometimes the latt r may 

cotncide with the former. But it is better to pur ue the good of the city (the common 

good) or the good of the ociety than th good of the individual : ··for v.hile it is 

satisfactory to acquire and preserve the good even for an individual it is finer and 



\tn to utr and pre r\'e it or a pic and r lttc~ But th ommon 

r the g d th ' mdl\ idual ·cau. It ' pr lcrabl "h n 

t \\ onflr h g d of th mdl\ tdual is a nfi d [i r th akc th c mmon 

''h n the two are at \ananc , a it i m uttlttariantsm Her . An toll,· theory 

. lund It e utilitariamsm \\ith its empha 1 on the greatc t happin s prin 1ple. Thu 

h dtd not advanc a pure! mdi\ tduali tic 'IC\\ of happtne There i n pr of that 

h' ad\'anced such a 'IC\ m the J:thlc, . Th mdi\'idualt ttc tnt rpret tlon of th 

human good do not eem to take mto onstderat1 n Anstotle's d ctnne a a unified 

''hoi It e ms to ignor the element of the common go d roth r opl · \\elfar 

Ther [I re, tht Interpretation f Aristotle· con epu n of the best 11 fc can he 

di m1s ed 

.3 The uperior·ity of contemplation 

There i a difft:rent \vay of showing the pnorit ' of cont mplation. Tt im I 

of a 1gmng number tog ds and gi ing the highest numb r to onh;mpratl n. 

Th1 a. signment 1 not to be made in an arbitrary way. rather it hould reflect the 
objective imponance of various goods Giving the h1ghest number to 
contemplation reflects the fact thai it 1 the be t mglc good The econd-be t good 
tacti-...it) in accordance with ethical 'inue) . hould receive a lower number-but not 
JU. t an lower number will do it must reflect the real differences in value bet\\Cen 
them. After these we1ghts are correctly assigned. one hould chedule one· 
acti\ities in a way thai reflect their relative wonh 1" 

the act 

Unfi rtunatel). no particular work of ristotle gives us the hint about ho\ t ar~ out 

such a proJect. Indeed, such a project is bound to b ubj cti e rather than o ~ cti e. 

For orne people are bound to rate certain goods higher or lower than the ·oughf to 

be arranged. fn this cas , it is difficult to determine the ·correct' arrangement. The 

rankmg of goods according to the order of merit eem impo sible. lt i 

pre um tuou for this cannot be done with perfect accuracy. In an case, differ nt 



pi will bri pn nt_ 1 di er nt g o d pendmg n their pre cren c 1 yb 

re 1 on e · ell nt r on (read g ni us "h can arrangt.: g d. m a perf ct 

But \\ h an d that" 

owher y that contemplation i related to om oth r good a 
num r i to a second: nor doc he a ign numbers to an oth r pair of g d in 
an effort to repre nt how much more de irablc one i than the other lie oltcn 
claim that the ud · of the human go d lack the preci i n a ailabl in theorcti al 
ubjects, and he could not sa • thi if he thought that a igning numb r to g d. 

were a feasible proJect In fact, a pa sage in /'olllt ' iii I_ e ·pli itly sa) that 
goods cannot be related in thts way ri otic aruue · th re that ment h uld be the 
basi of di tribution both in pohttc. and in the craft. Although me goods are 
more desirable than other v.e cannot say ho\i much b Her the • are and therefor\: 
we cannot a tgn a number to contemplation in a way that would a urately 
repre ent it degree of up riorit to all other good ·' 

\\hat is contemplation? ··r contemplate i bring to mind the truth f a 

theoretical di cipline:·~t Thts atd be th highe t acti\ it~ of mind that t 

human! tenable. It is the e crcts f the understanding on the attainment or 

th oretical wisdom (. oplua) in the philo ophical life a. oppo ed to practical "1 dom 

(phronests) in the political life. Thi · i the h.ind of\ trtue that 1 c flcern d with 

gra ping the first princtple of th um r e.1::! In a far a the Eucl~:mtw1 U/11c.\ i 

cone med, it entails the m taph steal knO\\ ledge f th unm vcd mO\ cr a the final 

cau. e of the universe. Thu the ultunate end of human bemgs i th knO\\ I dge or the 

ontemplation of God as the uncau ed cau e of th um er e. Th ultunate end r ltfe 

1s the worship and contemplatton of God according t Anst tie· c nccpti n of the 

~o din the Eudemian Etluc. though an thei twill dtsagr \\ ith him. 

The best activit • for a human being is the contemplation of what 1 di\ine. but ' e 
should not take Aristotle to be aying that in the ideal human life one will alway 
be thinking about the higheSt cau e whene er one thtnk about theoretical matter 
Though mathematic and natural philosophy are le er disciplines, that doe not 
mean that they can or hould be avoided by someone who want to lead the hi!.\1 

life. In order to achieve an understanding of the highest cau e . it may be useful or 
even essential to learn the e other subjects And even after one ha achi v d the 
highest under tanding, one is vulnerable to the imperfection that is part of the 



human • nd1 on " cvcmuall) tire of ev n the gr at t plea ure. and . 
var ti n the philosopher m c ntact with the divin \\ill need a ch n~tc trom 
ev thi llbJt 1 nd ' ill then tak d hg,ht a. \n totl did, in le~. r the:,rcucal 
d1. plin . : 

rLtott·· th I ID do,etatl well with lu ethic and metaphy tc . Ac rdtng to 

nstotl ·s concepti n of the id al life more nme sh uld b pent on comemplati n 

han on any thcr good. For example. he ' ho gives priont to ph sica! plea ure atth 

'pen of c ntemplatl n i not leading the be t life a far a Anstotle wa 

oncemed. ne may sp nd in uffictent time n contemplati n or philo ophtcal 

a II \ ity. roo little a time for on · 0\\11 good. One does n t lead the best life if one 

.p 'nd no time n phi los phical activity at all r if one ranks an other go dab e it. 

Tht standard allo\\ us t judge ' heth r r not a panicular lifl fails to be th best, 

ha ts. ift t does not meet the standard. 2~ 

In thi ca e. there is n limit to th de irabl amount of contemplation. fhere 

1s no uch thing as too mu h contemplation for n · go d. Cont _mplauon 1 

ompletc and, therefore, unimpeded. So ·'the happy person ne ds to haH! good f 

the bod~ and ext rna! good add d (to go d acti" ities), and need fortune al o. o that 

h ''iII not be imp ded in thes wa ~s:·- · Ari to tie ackn wledged the fact that as a 

human being. th philosopher needs a rea onable amount of external goods too so a. 

I 
. 16 o Ctl nc ntrate on cont mp atJon.- P rhap one annot competently contemplate 

something on an empt) stomach, for xample. Howe er. neither health nor any other 

good uch as ethical irtue delimits the desirable amount of contemplation. Aristotle 

be he, ed that there could n ver be too much philosophical activity for one· s good in 

one· lifetime. There is no such thing as too much philosophical acti ity for one' 

good for him one should engage in as much philosophical acti ity as pos ible. 



th phtl oph1 I li d not d t mum: h \ 

mu h ttme to d \Ot t phil oph), It ut a d ·fimtc 

adeall) mak de 1 ion ab ut our acti\ iti' :·~1 

• 'ide us \•.rith the be t po tblc p rtumt1e 

memplati n. 

nh"" 

th e a ti\ iti that 

r engaging in phil phical 

Another po s1ble mterprctati n f Ari t tl • · th ory f the b\! t II c 1 th t the 

mo t desirabl human lifl i one in "hi h mo t time i dcvot d t ontemplati m at 

th e ·pense of oth r g d . Probabl , it is a life that ha th maxtmurn contemplau n 

beyond which there can ne\ r be an a dtt1onal c ntemplati n n should only 

contemplate to the , tent that uch c ntcmplati n 1 neces af) t , h(m Jt a th g d 

that is most d 1rable. n hould con ntratc on other g d . 

Accordmgly, the b st plan f l1fe 1 n \\h1ch g1 e cont mplation 1t due b 

d \Oting more time t 1t than t an) oth ·r g d while e kmg a mu h dt ersny f 

go as JS nee ssary. But .. there impl_, i n e\ idcnce for the mtdprctat1 n in 

que uon "~9 

.4 · quilib ri um 

An ther possible interpretati n of Anstotle' c ncepti n f the best life i that on 

should onl pursu ertam go d like contemplation, ethical tnue, phy teal pleasure, 

friends and honour' bile maintainmg ''the right balance b twe n these goods:·2'J But 

how can one tell " hat is th right balance? ne hould al sp nd th right amount of 

ttme on contemplation, th time that i ncces af) t shov. that 1t 1 the b st g d. But 

ho\\ much time is the right time for c ntemplation? The d1fli renee t\\'Ct;n th time 

spent on contemplation and the s c nd-best good h uld be kept to the minimum 

lev 1. according to the ' 'ie\ of th minimal pri rity of contemplation. then\ ise 



~r \ Ill an k r· \eT timatln_ th. tntnn I \\ nh I nt mplauon •• Ag ln. 

at 1 an ind tt:nntnate mt. ·r h ~r • i n rca n f r attn utmg u h an 

rpr>tati n to An totl a th n:: 1 n te ·tual ba i fi r it. nt mplati n nnot 

1bl b over\'alued though 1t can b' pur ued m r than on• ught t d for nc 

on· I e·. ak It w rth annot be equat d "Hh an) thing cl c m c 1t 

mu t nc ril) b~.; h1gher than that f any other g d The more cont ·mplau n a 

II ha th b tt r it is. The lim1t f the ''onh of ontemplation i tnd t ·rminable. 

fnere 1 no !Jmrt t c ntcmplat1on a it 1 upp d t e the mo t c ntinu u act I\ 1ty. 

1 h re 1 no mgle an wer t th que 11011 of h w much t1me one hould dev t to 

ont mplat1on 1nce d1ffer nt pe pie find them el es rn d1fi'erent c1rcum tance and 

th am unt of ontemplat1on they ought t engage rn dcp nds on th e err urn tance 

a well a ther r prefer nee . 'e ondly, "them re time ne ha fl r contemplation, the 

b tter off one i ... 1 ,·en if contcm plati n 1s the b t act1 1t~ that "c can engage tn, 

\\l: ·an not b preoccupied '' 1th 1l all th time for somcti me there ar thcr duti 

be anended t in the cour e of ur lr\'e .. nly the g d are md t contemplate 

onunuously. They d nothing cl apart from ti11S acti\Jt That i ''h · th ~' are 

on ider d the happie t bemg . Their happme i the parad1gm f happine . The 

amount of time human being p nd n ntemplation i nece sari!) ltmtted 

Pe pi who pa) most attention to conrcmplau n are called philosopher . But 

the~ cannot contemplate all the time b cau c they are human b ings and n t g d . fn 

an~ a . there are different capacnt and abilittes. Though ther i a I e en m 

''ht h 'eryone i a ph1losoph r. th re is a trict sen e in wh1 h only ery few people 

lik Plato and Aristotle are philosophers. ev rthele not \eT)on is committed to 

the bu incs of contemplation. Ther are di\'erstties of careers that ' all engage in 



., . 

ugh om pe pie e m 1 pay mor attention to the reucal maner. m re than to 

ra tical one . How ver. ,... ne d th philo ophers a \\ell as ·practical pe pi . At 

am rate the cont mplative per on must b practical at ume and th pracucal person 

must sometime engage m contemplation. 

It might be argu d that .. there 1 no uch thing a the b t amount f 

contemplation 1mpbciter For there is no one right or be t mixture of g d. fi r all 

human beings. One s1mply JUdges each Situation according to its m nts, and the he.'il 

life for you is the life in .,.,·hich each of these de isi ns is \vlsel made. ·-•: This 

emphasis is mine. This remark smacks of relati,ism. or it sugge t that there i no 

uch thing as the best life: rather, what there is, i the be t lifi for you or for me. 

1t is doubtful wheth r the contemplative life is r ally bener than the politi al 

life. Maybe the latter is better thar:t the fonner. But Aristotle compared the two 

lives and concluded that the phil s phical lifl was the happiest life." For him it i 

superior to all other kinds of life. Such judgements depend on the tandard that i 

applied It is a different matter whether or not it i the right standard. The fact that 

he thought that it was the b st life does not necessarily mean that it is th~ be.: tlife. It 

was the best life for him. But we cannot tell \ hether he ''as right or wrong. The best 

that we can do is to gi e our O'"-'Tl iew of the best I i fe. 

Jf eudaimonia consists in contemplation alone. then one rna object that thjs i 

not \\hate erybody wants. There i no room for ·arm-chair' philosophy especially in 

the contemporary world of cut-throat' competition for surviYal. Rather. the best 

good and the best Life seem to be irtue and the life of irtue, respecti el. . Although 

not everyone desires irtue, it seems to be as good as contemplation, if not better. 

However, a perfect combination of irtue and contemplation may be preferable to 



t'!r Thv 

.. mbm 

m to go t J ·th r ah 3) s. But h '' an '' d t rmm th p rfe t 

th tw '! 

1a) '' 1 d m i th highc t g d But "1 d m rna} bt: n trued in man. 

c nnlctrng \\ay fhe c ntemplatt\-e per n 1 th reticall) ' 1 and the vmu u 

rx:r n 1 pract1 all\ \\1 ·c. But th rcttcal "1 d m and practical wi d m are n t 

mu uall) xclust . Th • fact that om nc 1 th or ttcall) \VI e d s n t tmhtat 

agamst ht being practtcally wis . ne can be the rcttcall and practtc lly '' 1 e as 

' c.:! I. lnd d it eems as 1 f the retical \\1 dom and practical "1 d m an: b und 

ogether "ith each th r. Thu , ' h ver is the reti all \VI must at o b pra t1cally 

"t. I! and '1cc er a. It 1 hard to belte that ne can ha\ e th or ttcal "1 dom but fail 

o translate tt into pract1ce or that ne can b practically "' e \\ith ut b •tng 

theor .. t icall ) "IS at th arne ttme. lndc d. 1t is difficult t draw the lmc b tween 

pract1 al and th reti al \'visdom II ' ever. thi 

and pra u~e . The) g tog thcr. 

i.~ The argument from divinity 

not t sa) that there is no the ry 

'·e, enh "k . Ari totle argued that phil s pher were happi r than tate m n tnce 

th ) \\ere more akin and dear to th g d who were supp ed to have omc c nc rn 

for human life and to pay attention to contemplation as a di me acti ny.l4 But the 

rea Ill\ of Anstotl 's gods t questionable. If the do n t exist, then the theory that 

di' in contemplatiOn i man· ultimate g al break down. It can b argued that 

\n t tl supposed thetr e 1 t nee and merely assumed that th ' were mv I ed in 

contemplation mer ly ecau he thought that c ntemplation was the be t activit for 

human bemgs t participate in. Perhaps he could not think of a better activity for 

human beings oth r than the philo oph, that he happened to engage himself in. In 



, hts d ctnn 1 If- n tn!.! 
~· Je s happ_ • than 

hi losophe b au the. n \er t k part m ont mplation at all th ~ ngag d 

m tt le s than th phtlo oph r did. · ith r way, th ' ar not suppo ed t b a happy 

the phi lo oph rs. 

Hen e, there are degr s of happine s dep nding on the level of 

contemplation so that the gods ar perfectly happ [I llowed y the philo pher 

then the statesmen (or politicians) and others, m that order. But hO\\ can on ·s lev I 

of contemplation bed term in d? The duration of 'philosophical" r fle 11 n may not 

be the absolute standard of judgement for happines . In any case differences are 

bound to arise as to what reall onstitute philo ophical contemplation. Various 

d fi nitions of philosophy ha e been gi en and can till be gi,en. o h \i can one t II 

which of them is the right one? T~e definition of phil ph i it If a phil ophi at 

problem. That is the ir n . Philosopher differ among themselves cone rning the 

definition of philosoph . Thu Aristotle's definition of philosophy is not th onl 

definition of philosoph • that ther is. 

The length of tim spent on philosophical acti ity is al o of t:,rreat importance 

for the conduct of the b st lifi . Th re is no limit to phil sophical a tivity. The more 

contemplation one ene.ag s in, th happier one seems to become. 35 Thus one who 

engages in more contemplati n than another person is happier than that p rson. In 

this case the philosopher is said to be happier than the politician ince th form r 

spends more time on contemplation than the Iauer. According to Aristotle·s 

argument from divinity human b ings ought to contemplate because the gods do so. 

Perfect happiness is said to be an acti ity of cont mplation.36 That \i as Aristotle s 

conclusion. 



nt 1 a m n n b ''' • n t' It both \\ht h ar h pp~ 

h pi t li e. That i . h phil phtca anJ he point al It' c.:a h 

"'' h ~' priont)' to a din r nt g d a th nly ultimate end all hum 

rf~.: t happtnl: nt mplatt n. th n it 1 d to e the ultim tc 

human ~.:nd F r eve!) g ake f c ntempl ti n but the latter 1 

Ol.\ r tred ft r th ak fan g d th r than it df. It 1 d 1rable in tt •If It 1 

t tnn 1 llv d t rabl If practical 'trtu u It\ It) ught for the ake of 

omemplati n. then tt 1 ub rdmate t it. It 1 nly a c ond- t •nd sm c It t the 

m . t pro\imate nd t the ultimate nd But thi d n t mean that it i a non-

t h ppm . ' hat it mean 1 that ll 1 lc perfe t than th' m t p rfcct nd 

tl · ' iew i. thatth happi t ltf 1 the phil phtcal li(i and that the' trtu u 

hie 1 happtc t nl) in a derivatt or n c. h ltfc f,inuc 1 n t as 

go . plea ant. lf-sumctcnt and c m I tc, as the ultimat end, - nt mplation. 

Funher. n does not qualif~ t be the ulttmat • nd b cau tt lack the qual it r not 

b mg d st r d for th ake f omethtng el e. For 1t i de tred r the akc of the 

ultnnat ... c.!nd. n totlc cern t a that them rc contemplati\'e a ·ti\ ity a ltfc ha . 

tn h ·ner tt t.. H n 'irtue t not th ultimate end sine tl i de 1red for the latter 

\'en th ugh. ltke the ultimate end, it t al de tred for it If. Lik th ultimate end, 

it i. al o tntrinsicall~ de trable. 

There 1 anoth r mi leading interpretati n that td nttfie c ntemplation with 

the , t ·pan f happincs : a if th latter i a ompound. A cording to th1 

n rpr tatt n. t sa} that contemplatton i perfect happm ts t a) that it i the be t 

JOOd and it i 1ngle. The good is not Identical with an ne go d. a far a this 

·n erpr·rat1on goes. Thi i th claim f the inclusive the ts. It purports that m the 



I ponra~ed a a omrx ll 1! d. In 

a ·· ompo 1t o all m iblc mtnnsi • g ; and ''hat • . 7- add 1. that the 

rfect pan of th1s om it . th ingle m t valuabl go d 1 ntemplati n. And 

, on this r ading, bo k. I and ' ar c ncemcd with different qu~:: t1 n : th' fir t 

ks ··,,hat is happine ?' (meaning .. ,,hat i the be t c mp Jte") \\hll the Ia t a k 

''\\hat IS perfect happine '>''H Ac rdmg to thl 111lcrpretation r rfe t happtne ' 

"happin ss i a complex g od who c b st (that 1 , perf~ ct) comp nent i 

ontemplation. 3 Thi 'JC\\ IS gr unded on the mclu i c the 1 a oppo ed t th 

·dominant interpretation of ri t tie cone pti n r happ1ne . Ace rdmg to the 

Iauer, the best possible human lrfe ha maximum theor tical act I\ 1ty The . nd­

best kind of human life aim at ma.·imising pract1 al ' 'irtue as opp edt theoretical 

,·rrtue. This is also a happ 11 fe tho_ugh It lacks the retical 1rtue. 

But there is no t :tual ba i fl r the claim that happine 1 a mp 1te f 

orne or all, intrinsic good . n t tie n ver identified contemplation ,\•i th the b 

pan or the pern ct component of a compos1te happin s. Happine s 1 n t a 

omposite that comprise man ' ends. If it wer a omp ite of a "ariety fend , the 

god would be disad antaged in the 

for their ole acti ity of contemplation If happrne is not a compound it has n 

con tituent parts, the b st part b ing contemplati n. llappiness i not an all-inclusi e 

composite. e enhele s thi interpretation may eem to b correct if one take into 

ons1d ration the fact that the identification of th good ' ith one single good uch as 

w alth, health, p1 asure v1rtue or honour has b n dismissed in the first book. 

Aristotle was probably undecided on ' h ther the good \ as ingle or plural, as shown 

m th following three quotations, all of "'hich b gin \\Jth ·ir. First. "ifther is om 



d of ' rythin,2 that i pursued in acti n, thi ' ill b th • g od pur u d m acuon: 

d 1f ther · ar m r' nd than one. the will be the u ds pursued in a tion ... • 

dmm ·dl). thi matter n eds funht:r clanficauon 1 A 1milar md 1 ton 1 e hibtted 

m the d · cnption of the go d a a ompletc end. for tt i a1d that .. , f on I · one end 1 

mpl te. th1 '' 111 b what we are I okmg lor: and if more than on are complete, the 

most com plete or th se ''ill be \\hat \\'e are lookmg for .. 41 The sam rndcci ion 1 

e' tdent m the definition of the human good as the acti 11. f the soul according t 

\ Jrt ue.~- Th1rdl . ''((tltere are more v1rtue., than one. the god' ill express the best 

and mo t complete irtue .... n Again. it is still not clear whether the good consists of 

one smgle 'inue or more than one irtue. At this point Aristotle was non-committal 

on this 1 su . Funhennore. Aristotle sa s that his account of the good agree .. v.ith 

tho e wh sa~ happiness is irtue (in general) or some (particular) inue.'...t 1 

According to the dominant interpretation. the political and the philosophical 

IJ , c ar altematJ\'eS with different conceptions of happiness. The Orst book i 

matnly cone med with the end of the political life \\hile th last book deals \\ith a 

com pari on of the t\ o liv s. But ho\ can philosophy be better than the end of the 

pol meal ltfe, which is aid to be the end of all other sciences? 

\\ e should choose the philosophical life because 11.\ end (comemplatmn) i · 
.\11perwr lo the end of the poflt1cal l({e (activity in accordance with practical 
\trtue) The comparison bet\veen lives in X 7-8 is carried out in precisely the same 
manner as the compari on in book 1: different lives have different end • and one life 
i better than another if its ultimate end is uperior And so. when Ari totle argue 
in X 7- that perfect happiness consists in contemplation, he is answenng the 
question rai ed in book 1 .. what i happiness?' To think that books I and X are 
addressed to different question is to ignore the fact the opening book rai e a 
major question-should we be philo ophers or politician '>-that i answered only in 
the closing pages of the ~s 



The argument fr m divinit~ n b interpreted in a \\ay that bnng it into 

ntlict with the clatm that a n n-philo phi al li c can a w II be happy Ari tot It:· s 

atms that happmess depends on ontcmplauon and hts clatm that animals are n t 

happ because the ' do not contemplate suggests that happmess i td ntifiable stnctl~ 

\\lth contemplation. Therefore. Ia J.. f th~oretical acttvity mean Ia J.. of happine 

ne ' ho does not practice contemplati n IS not happ , no matter \\hat. But lack of 

happiness does not n cessarily mean unhappmess. The fact that one ts not happy 

does not therefore mean that one must b unhapp . ne may be neither happ nor 

unhapp_. The ab ence of happiness is not the same a unhappines . 

In the argument from di\tntt~, happine s means th same thing a p rfect 

happiness. Hence one may b happy but not p rfectl happ). 1 f one is not a 

phtlosopher. Perfect happines is reserved for the philo opher alone. The 

phtlosopher is second to none. but the god . For the philosopher is th onl; one \\hO 

engages in the contemplati e activit) of the gods. Although th~ philosopher does not 

contemplate as much as the gods do becau e of human ltmitation, th philosopher is 

still the happiest human being. Since the gods contemplates more than the 

philo opher; they are supposedly happier than him. 

If perfect happines con ists in philosophical contemplation alone, then 

statesmen who are not philosophers are not perfectly happ . They rna be happ and 

not perfi ctly happy. If happiness means philosophical cont mplation alone then the 

statesman who is not engaged in this acti ity is not happy at all. Nevertheless, 

statesmen may be happ 1 happiest, or \'en perfectly happ , ,.., hiche\'er is construed as 

the tdeal, but they are, at best, happ , happiest or perfectly happy, ' hate er the cas 

rna} be, onJy in a derivative or secondary ense. For "'the life expressing the other 



md ' ir.u 1 •. the kmd cone m ' ·tth a tion) i. happt l) m a ondary ''a; 

aus • th · actt HI e. ·pre mg this 'irtuc arc human ... ~ ' But ontcmplatton ts 

\tne However. 1t1s d ubtful \\hether pohu tans and lo\\er ammals are happ) t a 

. • ondary d •gree only or imperfectly happ ', Perfect happmess 1 atd to b .. a certam 

<. ntemplatJ\e acll\tt) ··~ This statement uggests that there 1 an imp r~ cl 

t"lappinc s a ''ell. If o, \\hat make perfect happiness p·rfect and ''hat make 

1mperfi t happiness tmperfect? What in other words. do th w rds ·pcrfe t' and 

·,mperfccf mean in thi ca ? Th phrase ··perfl ct happiness'' is ddom repeated in 

th • argument fr m diYinity. It occurs at particular. convement places. nee more. 

the i sue of whether happines and perfect happine s mean the same thmg or not, 

suggest that Anstotle rna ha e been undecided 

What justification is there in denying that lower animals can be happy imply 

be ausc th do not engage in contemplative, and b extension, ethical acti it)? ... 

o. it might eem that horse and oxen fail two independent tests for happiness. 
tirst. the) do not contemplate. and thu · they fail to attain perfect happine ; 
econd. they do not engage in moral actiYity. and therefore they fail to attain the 

It! • perfect form of happiness. The first test u e gods as exemplars of perfect 
happiness. but the econd test is independent or an_ di,~ne comparison, and in ·tead 
u e ethical human beings as exemplar of happines . lt is this second tc t that 
utstanding politicians pass: though they are like animals in their failure to engage 

m acuvity akin to divine contemplation. they are them elves the modeL of 
happine s used by the econd te t 

49 

If contemplation is identifiable with p rfect happiness it can be ascribed to the 

acti' ity of moral irtue as well. So both li es are happy but the contemplati e life is 

happier than the one that is morally virtuous. This view eems to imply that the 

comemplati e life is better than the moral life. But thjs is debatabJe. In fact, it is 

dtfficult, if not, impossjbJe to separate the two. A contemplative life is somehow 

moral and a moral life is somehO\ contemplative. According to this interpretation, it 



'ould em as Jf .. th be t kmd of lifi ha ( ntemplau n a it I ultimate end. and 

e m re fully ne an r alizc this end. that t th~ m re fien one can ngage in thi 

uvit}. th bener off on i :·50 

Howe er. in the real sen ~.:, the happie t life i the phtlo ph teal life 1 he 

pohticallife is only denvatwcl or secondaril happie t. rneamng that it i not rcnll~ 

th happiest life. lt i not the happtc t lttc in the true en e of the word! It 1 a go d 

ltfe and not the good life. Although it ts a good life, tt 1 not the be t life. 

The polittcallife and the philo ·ophtcal ltfe do not differ in the d grees of'th >ir 

pursuit fthe same goal, but in the dilli r n e tn the kinds of goal the) pursue. It ts a 

dtiTerence in kind not de~::rree . lf o. ho" can we compare the tw It e ? "The more 

one achteves the goal of the best life. the belt r ff one is. In tsting that more 

contemplation is b tter than less qoe not commit him t classifying liv~..; a cording 

to degrees of contemplation rather than ace rding to kind of goal ... 'it Thu the 

philosophical lifi i he/fer than the polittcal lifi not because ii ha more 

contemplation than the latter. but becau e it end (that is, contemplation i all gedly 

better than practical ·irtuous activity. The difference between the l\\O IJ\c i not a 

dtffcrence of degree· it is a dtfference m kind. They are not different because the ' 

have different degrees of contemplation. Rather. theJ dtffer to the extent that the· 

pursue different ultimate goods. Th philosophtcal ltfl pursues contemplation as its 

ulttmate end while the political life pursues excell nt, virtuou practical acti ity. 

The former is di jne \\hereas the latter is human. Therefore, the philo ophicallife is 

better than the political life since the divine is better than the human. 

The best thing to aim at in one's pursuit of happmess is not a compound of 

goods. The best lifi has the greatest possible amount of one particular good, namely 



nt mplau n tmtl rl_. th • h nh n ulttm:n ·n that 1 

tl ti\ it_ ., hu the li~· \ trtuc mferior to th • b t life on 

ount ot n k of~ nt mpl ti n a '' II a on unt f the di lcr fll 

utunal' no lh•on·kmd flif~i infcn rt the thcrin fara it ndi tnfln r 

t the nd the th r kind flife. Ari totl \\as 

vmg that if on i. trying t have thl! ht•st Mi! on can. then tlu mi ture of 
g . 1 not th b 1 target to aim at If n . ucc ed in achieving tht balan e. 

ill not ha\e a good a life a omcon \\ho make contemplation his 
ultimate end 1 he goal of ha\ ing a mixture of philo oph and politi i 
tnt cd ate bet\\ccn th be t goal and the cond be t. and for r n "c ha' c 
just tver there is nothing ab urd about sa ·ing that there arc hve · that tall b t\ ccn 
the be ·t !.( .I and the e ond b t ri ·totle an . · that any ne \ ho u ecd · at 
thi. mtxc~ life i· happ_ -not a· happ~ a those "h contemplate more. but happier 
than tho.c \\ho do not contemplate at all ~1 

ter fT if one's ultimate goal i · c mcmplall n al ne nc '' ho lead th~ 

bc_t life ngag s on a much philo phtcal activit~ a 1 p ible The argument that 

happm ss ts acce_stble eYcn t ' hod not contemplate can be r~achcd "tthout 

ha Ill!! to imr duce the '' rd .. perfect ·· into the argument from di\ inity. The r a on 

"h' animal and other oplc fail to e happ • is be th do not engage in 

on mplauon at all. According to tht · int rpretauon 

(a) Th god are paradigm ofhappine . ince they have p rfect happine 
at all ttme (b) II other li\ing b ing~ ha\e a greater or a I r d grce of. imilarit 
to rh god . or no 1milarit · at all (in the relevant r sp ct) (c) Thi compari n 
) cld. a ranking of living being m terms of happine th degree of ''ell being 
achieved b all other living thing can be a ·e cd by comparing th ir lives '' ith 
d.,-.ne hfc (d) Judged in thi fa. hion. human bemg hav diffi rem degree f 
happine , for ome of th ir actl\ ities have more re emblance to divin a tivtt 
than others. but many ca e. no human bemg t happ_ for the enure durauon of hi 
hlerime. from be_·nning to end (e The hve of 01her ammals arc not a. good a 
our hv can be and the arc not happy, becau e "in no ' a do the hare tn 

I 
. <l contemp auon · 

Her, t n t tie wa not nl aymg that lower animals lack perfect happme s, but he 

''as al o saying that the ''do not share m happiness"54 The happmes of other 



eatur ·· an it i 

d.ard An t t hand trme th t l1ving b mgs form a hicrar h .. and that th 

n. fi ture can do JS n.:s mbh: th g d :·'S Although all human bcin0 ar akm t 

t e gods b v1rtu of po e smg the dl\ me facult ' f under tanding that nables them 

t be mvolv d m contemplation hk them. not all human bemg are a happ_ a th 

h• losopher The latter pa most an nllon to the exer 1 e ofth under tandmg while 

others ha e a donnant tal nt that th can explo1t but th ) do not do s . If nl Wl: 

an make use of the understanding like the philosopher ' e could be a happy a 

th~y are suppo ed to be. Th best life con i t m a ··supr me, eternal and 

unmterrupted intelle tual act1 ity. ·· . .., 

Furthermore, the ontemplatJVC actl it) r th g d i th onl paradigm [ 

happines . According! . excellent. r a oning \\ill b the ultimate end f n \\ho 

wants to lead the best life. In addition "'smce th god achieve the h1ghe t d grec of 

happiness b cont mplating the b st kind of human life IS the on that i de\oted to 

that very acti ity.''57 Aristotle's as umption i that human bcmgs resemble god in 

the ense that they ngage in th o-called di'.-ine actl,·it. of cont mplation. Th ugh 

"'statesmen are d prived of p rfect happiness, becau e th do not engage in the same 

acti' iry as god they can I ad happ live non thele s, becau e their ultimate end IS 

lh godl ike goal of reasoning well. ' But how can the existence of the o-called gods 

of ancient Greek m rthology be proved? How can we t II ' hether or not they 

contemplate? Whatever an ' er one gi\'eS in response to these questions d pends on 

whatever one's beliefs are. 

The conclusion of the argum nt from divinity i that perfect happiness is the 

a ti\ 1ty of contemplation. So, we should emulate god \\hen we are fac d with the 



h II ng o 1 mg on >th t kmd oflif ,. ought to I ad. But ho" can " imnate 

m c n •Jthcr kno\\ n r b li \c in') ContemplatiOn 1 suppo d to be the 

ol pr cupation o the gods h clatm that there arc god. who onl~ occupation 

ntinu usc ntcmplation can neither be pro,ed n r di proved 

me~ th rc i only one standard of happines that consi ts in a h1crarchy of 

li' ing things \\tth the gods being at the apex. ··to be as happy as \\C can, we must 

approxtmate the condition of the gods:· ··J Gtvcn that contemplation is the only 

ac tl\'llY of the god . tt would appear as 1f our happmc extends a far as '"c practtce 

ontemplation onver 1~. we cannot be happ~ unless \\e exerc1se contemplation 

\\'c can only be happ) if and ''hen \\C are engaged in contemplation. The more we 

·ontemplatc th · happter we become Whale er el e that can mak u happy is bound 

to be 1m perfect and a e ond-best altematl\e to contemplation. Of course, there is a 

. 'COndary \\a) of being happy, that i , the pollttcal way of life. ror ... those who lead 

polit1cal li\'eS can be happ) e en if they engage in no philo ophical acti it} 

h 
.. (,{1 

" at ocver There 1 no limn to cont mplation The more we engage in 

ontcmpbtion the better and the happ1er \\C become. One's happiness mcn.:a cs in so 

far as ne increases the amount of one·s cont mplattve actl\ity alone. In ca e two 

IJ, ing beings do not engag m contemplation at all, there is no p mt m asking \\oho 

c ·erc1 es more contemplation than the other. 

7.6 "ritique of Aristotle's conception of eudaimonia 

If happtness dep~nds on contemplation alone, then one who does not contemplate at 

all cannot be happy. In that case, if it i true that politicians do not contemplate at all 

then the) cannot be happy at all. Why, then, did Aristotle insist that the political life 

wa !zapp1est only secondarily? What did he mean by secondary happiness? It would 



e that n 1 etthc.:r happ) or n t h pp) But the fa t that one ts not h ppy do . not 

pp) . ne could b indirti.=rent In an} 

a s1n c dtiTercnt pe pi ha\' • di cn:nt c nc pll n of happmess. it is 1mpo siblc 

to t ·II v.htch on fthc dr\·er e c ncepuon of happmes. rs the nght one · eryonc 

think that the) are nght mce c\ei)One regard different kmds of life a the b st or 

the happiest hfe, it is tmpossrble to tdl \\hic.:h one of th~:: e kind of life 1 reall the 

best r the happiest life. But that do~ not mean that one should n Yer expre one's 

opimon about the best life. 

For one to be considered happ , ne must be mvolved in contemplation o era 

consid rable length of time. IJ the duration of contemplation is sufficient then 

happiness become directly proportional to contemplati n. E en so, the sufficiency 

of contemplation is a matter tha~ cannot be dectded amtcabl : H 1 bound to be 

onrroversial. How much contemplation ts ufficient for happines ? Ho" I ng is a 

·consid rable length of time'? This i a \'agu noti n. Aristotl did nol specify the 

requisite period of contemplation. For him, a political career requires less time than a 

philosophical one as far as contemplation is cone rned. W are better ofT 

contemplating as much as possible. 

But one cannot be happy if one i inacthe r asle p throughout on · lifetime. 

There must be a considerable period of contemplation for happiness to b achieved. 

But the length and the numb r of time( spent on contemplation as well as its d pth 

ar indefinite.61 It is possible to arbitrarily den that a p rson is happy e\en if he i 

happy. The discussion of happiness in the fir t book or the Nicomac:hean £/hies 

inniates an in estigation of a single ultimate end. In its last book, that end is 

identified with contemplation and the b st life with the cont mplative life. The 



t 1 1h h ppte.l h e hul onl~ d mati\ 1 .. J v nn le. . ne must nol 

• k nc· cgoi tu.:ally. If one ck one· s g od at lhc c. ·pen c of oth •r , how 

\\Ould on <.le' lopctht al\inu s'! 

Ari toll · nnceivcd of the good a an mtnn. tc end fl r the . ake f whtch all 

other thing ar '" de ired . But the tdea f the good can be mterpreted in \arious \\ay . 

( ne rna) take it a' a log1cal truth, a an emptrical ob ervation. or a a 
moral tmperau\'e. omeone who ays that there i. a upreme good, in \n. totle' 
ensc. ITIJ) mean that a a matter of logical truth there i a single end \\hich is 

aimed ar in every chotec of a human betng He may mean. on the other hand, that 
every man d ~.: . a a matter of contingent fact have a single aim tn cYery one of his 
chotec Or final! ·, he may mean that evel) man should. under pain of bemg 
unrea ·onablc or tmmoral. atm at a ingle end in each of his choices M 

'h c '' ho address them el es to this question do not make them elves clear as to 

''htch on of the c three approaches they arc adopttng. Indeed each intcrpr tation 

"~ems ambtguou : 

Is the • ingle end' in question an end which is. or ought to be. common to t'l.VCI)' 
chotec of every man'> r 1 11 mere!) an end ''htch govern evcl) cho1ce of each 
particular man, but which perhaps differs from man to man? The first of the 
foregoing altemati,·e for instance. rna) be taken in '"'"'0 v.ays It rna · be a strong 
thests to the effect that it i a logical truth that every man. Ill every choice, atm at 
a single end which is common to all chotec. of all men Or 11 may be the weaker 
the 1 that each man, in each of his choices, pur ues a ingle end, but one \\ hich i 
perhaps proper to himself63 

Sometimes Aristotle's conception of the good is taken to be the tronger cnse of 

the c .. logical theses ... As Aristotle pointed out at the beginning of the 0/ucs, it 

s ·ems to be a necessary truth that everything is not chosen for the sake of something 

el.e all --chains of reasoning about means and ends must come to a halt 

omewhere ... c>-1 But this do s not necessaril. mean that there is somewhere where all 

chaws come to an end. lt rna mean that all chains have different ends. This is not 



th t th n: 1 n ultimat end fi r th o "hi h we 

ek ther nd . And that 1 cuc/CIIm mw. 

n totlc ar •ucd that there "a n infinite r gr r if'·(a) ther· 1 me 

·nd o th thing \\C pur uc in ur action \\hich w \\ish forb au c fIt elf. and 

a us of which w '' i h for th oth r things: nd (b) w d not ch \erything 

ause of omethtng else, inct.: (c) tf we do, 1t \\Ill go on ''ith ut limit, mak1ng 

d str empty and futik: then cJcarl. ·d) this end ''ill be th go d. t.e. th b~:st 

. I • 5 
~ Ou. 

fallacv. 

e erth less, other have ntict ed and accu ed him f ommitting a 

Thi passage has b en taken 10 contain a (fallaciou. ) proof of the existen e of a 
ingJe supreme end of act ton Thus Gcach writes, ' it i clear that Anstotlc think. 

himself entitled to pa from .. eve!)' scric whose succe ive term tand in the 
relation cho n for the ake of ha a last tcnn·· to "there i someth.tnu that is the 
last tenn of every sene whose ucce ivc tcm1s land in the relation cho en for 
the sake of '.66 

uch a transition is clear! · fallaciOus. ··E ery road lead ome'' here: it docs not 

fol io' that ther is somewh re - e.g. Rome-to '"hich all roads lead.''67 To con ict 

r\n totle of thi fallac one must as umc that he wa offering th clause 'we do not 

choose everything for the sake f mething el e ' as a reason for the hyp the i in the 

fi rst clause 'there is some end of the thing we do hich ' c de ir for its sake. But 

it ts not necessary to do this: the second hypothesis may b a consequenc of, not a 

r ason for, the first one. Von Wright and Hardie agree ' ith Williams in acquitting 

Anstotle of the fallac attributed to him b Geach. The fonner points out that if 

n totle accepted the conclusion that there was one and only one end of all chain of 

practical reasoning then he contradicted himself Clearly, happiness. for Aristotle 

was at least one supreme end But 'Aristotle also admit that there are ends, other 



n hl h \11 • H m nnon pi a ur and 

ur 

It 

U1.:h 

I unt ril • But th1 argument i mvah<.l I r all that it mean i that ''hen "e a t ut 

d\! r· fi r ~om~..:thmg then' c r I okmg ft r th ati f: ti n four de. ire for It, 

1 d n t m an that we arc car h'ng fl r a tnglc ml in all ur acti ns: li r th rc 

rc a mam di ercnt kind tisf: ction a th rc arc different \\a\' f fulfilling 

hem. On the oth r hand, if it i alleged that ' hcn~.:vcr n a t n must b pursumg 

a g al \\htch n 1 ts m the att facu n all nc·s de trc . then the thCOI}. o far 

fhm b •tng m: c arily true 1 • n t even empirically true For it 1 po tblc not to ha\t; 

a a g althe att faction all one· de tn:s. and indeed p siti\'dy to hope that not all 

on ,· d\! ire \\Ill b· all tied. If this i the a c. It annot be logi all true that tn 

e\ ' f) th ing \\C d \\C ~ k the. ingl aim f tOtal all fa ll n 

\\'illtam · argue that Ari totle ace pled the thes1 that \\hat \'cr 1 pur ued 1 

pursued for single atm. n t on the ba i of the imalid argument ab ut hains f 

r· tical r a oning but on the ba is r the c n tderation about the functton f man. 

Tht. ac ount f Ari totle ·s argument i probably mi taken W n ed not credit 

: n t tie with belteving that ''e cf\ e a purpo 

The argument from th function (ergon of a human b ing cannot shO\\ that, 

as a maner f fact or logic, \\"C all pursu "hat \. r we pur u fi r th ak f 

hap mess. Arguably. Aristotl did not bcli that we s ek a single end in all our 

a 110ns. W may say that e cry time something ts pursued for the sake of happm s. 

Or it maybe that something must b pursued once. at least for the ake of happine s. 



n t th 1r t nn t th mlUI m u uon I· pl sur • 1 

nal · pu ucd ~ r 11 II di n t d n. thi 

An t tl uguc tion that all ll n haH; a . inuh.: end. I h: 

uppo d that 1 then· I' a 'mgle encl f ., f) thing that i don . then thi will b tlu.· 

hut !f tlu.r he m rc than uch end. th n it "ill b tht. \c.M 

!though h ' pr babl und • 1dcd n thi matter r one r man ·nd • h went n 

a~ that there 1 ob' i u 1.· m r th n n end." nng 

mperfect ends uch as nutc and "calth. he can; ftcn ought fl r the akc of ther 

en s. P rhap there 1 no 1ngle r> rfe tend. Kenn · argue that ··e,cn a a mauer f 

ta t. Anstotle d1d n t b lic"e that men ek a mglc end in all th ir action :'71 I Jc 

:: s on to sa that 

It i) not true. ither in r gic or in ri totclian doctrine, that all men ·cck 
hap pine in all th d I 11 c\ en tnlc that all men . ck happine ? II ere 11 1 
useful to foliO\\ Hardie m d1 tmgui hing bct"cen a dommant and an inclu ive nd 
If happines is thought of a a dominant end. then it i th object of a . ingle p_nmc 
d ire. sa • form ne • or for lulo ·oph · If it i thought of a an in lu l\e end 
then the de ire for happm . ~~ the de ire for the orderly and harmom u 
gratificauon of a number of mdep ndent de 1rc It cern clear that n t everyone 
has a single dominant aim in hfc ll i urel · po !>ible to I ad a hfe on ·1 ting of the 
succc ive pursuit of a number of unrelated a1m f equal imponancc Jf by 
happiness we mean omcthing ou~ht a a dominant aim H cems to b untrue that 
all men k happine s 71 

Kenn b lie es rightl that Aristotl p rc ·i,ed happine in th d mmant en e But 

he derues that Aristotle thought that everyone ought happine s a the final goal of all 

acuons. Indeed, he denies that e eryon pur ues happines . f our • there are 

manj other nds apart fr m happin s that people pursue. Hm'e' er. 1t can 1111 be 

said that it is possible that p ople arc pursuing happine m pursuing them. Ari t tie 

·•c rtainl says that all agree that happines IS the purp e of ethics. and that it i the 

htghest of practical goods. But th re is no reason \ h) he hould think that e\'el} body 



th1 • or pur u th high t good II he n cds to prcsumt!. and all that he 

~ r su·nc, 1 that all hi lecture audiences arc in carch happmes ."'7~ 

K ·nn_ argu that although Anst tic could b.: justified in his final 

d nu i au n of happinl!s with contemplation. it i not the a e ··that all ''ho c k 

happ1ncss eek philo oph1c contemplauon.''7' In the tenth bo ". happmes ha be n 

dent1tied with contt!mplauon m e the latter IS the onl go d that eems to po c 

all th charact risti of the good as outlined m Book I. Furth rmore, Aristotle· 

.. hefthat the pursUit of happmes must be the pursuit fa smgle dom11wlll a1m, and 

hts account of the nature f philosophy. seem to be both so senously mistaken as to 

f'Tlake unprofitable a dtscuss1on of his arguments that happiness consists in theonu. •·7-l 

. lowe\ er, Kcnn) doe not den that An static had a d minant theory of eudul!nomu. 

''hat he objects to. like me. i Aristotle's apparent identificati n of happiness v.ith a 

mg le dominant end. The acceptance of the dominant th ory of ezulwmoma means 

th<! ace ·pta nee of tht= 1d a or a singl dominant end. which is eui.lui11wma or 

happ1 n s. 

rurthcrmore, Ari totlc denied that the happy life \Vas the life of plea urc. H 

chimed that the latter was a beastly life. for him. happines ' as something peculiar 

to human betngs. That is why he claimed that animals could not be happ '. E en 

children were said to b incapable of being happ ·since happiness requires a complete 

pan of life, ' hich the have not yet attained. Aristotle asserted that whenever 

ch1ldren were called happy, therefore. they ' ere onl b ing congratulated for their 

P<>twntial happiness. But how can one be congratulated for something that one ha not 

yet achie,·ed? 



K nn~ H r m tan that .. it •~:m dd t 

t t an tl\ it; at all Und ·r n nnal 

ir umstan n id red a a particular tate. · 5 Ari t tie d e n 

d nut} happm \\Jth virtue bee au c f the p 1bdity that a\ irtuou 

1dle r asl p through ut hi lit; tim~; . Be ides he argu that It 1 pos ibk (; r u h a 

pt!r on to befall n b_ calamit ' r 1111 fortun and an unfortunate p r n cann t be 
. 

ailed hap · no mi erable per on h uld ~ called h pp~ . But \CI)Onc is thu 

ul nerable. Who then an be nghtly calh:d happy. 't h charact nstic f happme 

are elf-suffici nc and perf~ t1on or c mpl t nc . here ar d grec of p rfecllon: 

and happin ss 1 th ught to 1.! the m st perfect of all perfect g od nlike ther 

~ood such as rea on nche and plea urc. happinc 1 cho en for it own ake 

Ho,vever, it is ironical that Aristotl~ dt tmgui hcd happmes fr rn rea n her~;, yet m 

the t nth b ok he identifi d the hnppy life \Vith the th rettc hfe a th most rft: l 

ltfe ·The self-sufficicnc ' f happmc s doc not c n i t m it being a life for a 

herm1t. but rather in its ing an act1v1ty \\hi h by itself. and without an) thing cis 

mak s hfe choice-worth and complete. f cour • other go d added t happmes 

wJI I add up to something more ch01ce-\\Orth_ . Thi Ia t remark make 1t clear that 

Anstotle did not con ider happine an mclusi e tate mad up of independent 

d .. 76 g s. 1onethel ss, Aristotle did not sa • that addttional g od \\ uld make 

happine s more choiceworth · in fact he denied that happme s a the final end, 

c uld b improved upon. For happiness 1 good "1thout qualification. 

Kenn argues that one rna · achieve certam goal in life •et fail to be happy. 

As uch. happiness should not b id ntified with the achiev ment of a particular goal. 

··Happiness as reaJis d appear to be a state of mind, or perhap rather a tate of' ill~ 



It I in 1 nt ntm nt and ati Ia tion. nd m1ght rhap b d . nb d an 

utu . \ r • u n that n atutud m· t b mdhing ' hi h an · ad ptcd at 

111 m a" ) in \\h1ch happmc cannot. Happm in th1 en might m t be 

all fa t1 n f n · major desire uplcd with the bcli f that uch at1 facti n i 

h ·elv to endur :·17 In fact, thi i the wa , pe pic c nce1ve f happme s nowaday . 

nm cnllcl m i a m d m da con cption f happmes and the g d hfc, as 

p ed to the anctent and un rthodo · ie\\ f nstotl . If happm 1 a tate rather 

than a ll\ ity. and i th1 is not what everyone a pir s to achte e in the final run, then. 

perhap . An totl • \\as writing ab ut omething other than happine as w knO\\ it 

1 a) . Indeed the best human g od r the bet human life has a great dealt do with 

rational actt\ it~. d lib muon and cont mplat1on. But this do ~s not mean that 

tntellectual or phtlo ophical acti i is the be t human activity. Indeed, the best lifi 

al requires a certam amount of int llectual acti\ ity . But intcll ctual acti ity i not 

all that 11 needs. Thus philosophy, contemplation, or in tell ctual activity is n ither the 

b st go d n r the only good in the b st life. Of cour e th be 1 lifl i , in a way. 

philosophical. contemplati e or intelle tual, but philosoph alone contemplation 

al ne, or tntellectualism alone is not the supreme human good. The b t lifi 

comprise much more goods than contemplation. This is onl ne of them; it i b no 

m an the only one. The best life consist in other activities besid s philosophical 

acu\·it:y: 1t is not. as Aristotle thought, a life or pure contemplation. rn addition, 

Anstotl made a fa lse dichotom b tween happiness (eudmmomu) and a happ · 

(eudt.Jimon) life. For me, happiness consists in li ing the kind of life that is happy. 

Happiness is not something different from a happ life: indeed happiness means a 

happy life. There is no happiness without life though there rna be a life ' ithout 



ap m . For ri totl happin and happ ' life arc different but for me they are 

ot different l thin that happin s and a happy life mc.:an the ame thing. I think 

hat 1h he t human good is the b st human life. e crthel s . I di agree with 

nstotlc n h1 claim that the.: best human life is the philosophical lrfe. ln thi­

hapt r. I ha\e end rt\'Oured to how that the b st II{; 1s not a philo ophical life. 

O\ • it is ume to conclude this the ts; It is high ttmc w concluded our 

dtscussion of the best life for human bemgs to lead i'en that the best ilfc i neither 

the life of pleasur . nor the life of money - making, nor the polillcal hfc, nor the 

phlio ophical hfe. ''hat other kind of life, if anything, can be the best human life? 

This i theta k of the ne. t chaptec the last and the concluding chapter of this thesis. 
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Jl \PI .R I IrJ 

rH G our ~ 

In h haptcr w ha\ c cf\ d that th r on th 

l lifl fl r all human mg to lead mcc c · ry nc ha on O\\'n 

tm n c n emmg th • m tter. But ther 1 n \\a of r nctlmg nflt ting 

pmt n· o the t lift: \\e ha e al en that An t tie opmed that the b t hfe 1 

phtlo phical life w in thts chapt r. I am al gomg t gtv ) ou my \Vll 

rmton ofth b t hfe Y u can d lik \\I e me ' u al ha e ·our \Vll pmton of 

th be l life. In addtti n, I \\til ummari e the findmg of m re arch befor 

ncludmg thts chapter and thi thesis. 

8.1 The corr ct int rpretation of ri totle theory of eurlaimouia 

\\ e have e n thatth rear tw dtfferent interpretation of An toll · c nception of 

eudwmoma. om holar think that Ari t tie ad' cated an inclu i c 'iew of 
. 

~?u.' moma, ''herea argue that he ad ocated a dommant ie\ of udwmmua. 

I~ edt cus d the e ie'' maml in Chapter ne and Chapter T' o. 

y pr bl m has b n, fir t, the p sibi lit of findmg th correct interpretation 

of Arist tie· th ory of happine r eudaunonw and the best I i fe; ec ndl , the 

determination of whether or not he \\a right. C nceming the first part of the 

ro tern, I ha fi und out that Aristotle ad,ocat d th dommant interpretatt n of 

eudumwma. But a far a the sec nd part of the probl m g e , I ha e been arguing 

that he should ha e ad anced the comprehen ive d ctrine of eudwmonta. Though the 

domtnant mterpretation of ?udamzoma i th correct interpretation of Anstotle's 

conception of the natur of eudaunoma, thi does n t mean that Aristotle ·s 

conception of eudaunonia is right. I am not for th idea that t highest of all 



In 11 n 1 t nl . ,rtJ lndl: d \I! u uon d .. ... 

In mu t b 

ng m r nt h1crar h1 d11Tcrent 

pl ha' di r nt ''ay f cia 

) to t II '' h1 h nc th c hi rar h1c r lly the right n n 

b p1 k d rbltr. ril: a m· nti n [I r the kc f n' 01 ~n c At b t. th 

h ~he t g d is a mp und f • hat 1 wh_• ll 1 a mplct and 

If- unic1 nt nd It i a mprchcn 1\C go d mcc ' ·c ha\C d1fTerent need' and not 

J t on part1 uiJr g< d It i not a mon lith1c end But a fi r th~ ingr d1 nts f 

udaumnua. n dogmati an wcr can b g1 en in th1 r gard \\ ith ut the n 1.. f 

U ~ Cll\ ISm gam. ''her a I agr ''ith Aruotle that the best thmg 1 happmc 

d n t thmk that ll nt mplall n alone Lnstead. I think happtne l1e m 

the au fac tt n fall our need . llappme s th n \'>ill 

of all our n ce al) n d . Furth rmore, n t tie' defimt1 n f happtne as an 

acm 1tv f the oul r fer t an a ti stat fthc mind 

Tho wh c nc ive of An totle· d trine f happtn s tn m lu I\' t m1 

onfound 1t \v1th h1 d ctrin of a happ life probabl be au h wa n t I ~arab ut 

h 1d ntlt} f the e id a . Alth ugh Arist tie regarded happm a a mgl g 

nam I '. c ntemplauon. he thought that the happy life includes many g d that the 

happ) man has ne d f. Ther 1 a distin t1 n b tween happines and a happ IJfi , 

b t\\e n the g od and th go d life in Aristotle· J::tlu .~ Howev r. that d n t 

M an that ri totle wa right in maktng a d1 unct1on b twe n the b t g od and the 

"St hfe, or betwe n happines and a happ lifi . Th re is a ense 10 whi h th be t 

good IS Identical \ ith th b st life. ven if a happ life requtres man · good , it can 



til hap . hfl Hap in 1 th~.: t ot li\ ing 

PI happln\.: mean 11\tng a happ~ llf . It do~.: n t 

ntl f Jj, ing a h pp) li c. ·ccpt a a n cpt. I r the th ught f 

ppm 1 di rent fr m the pra ticc of happinc. Again. th re ibl b~ 

O) su h thmg happm wilh ut li . ut ther are mann r way f lifl ''tth ut 

happin . Hence \ h n ' c a '. fi r c ·ample. that happmc 1 ur ultimate end, ' e 
-

mean that it th b st \\a of life th tall of u. h uld I ad o happinc i a \\a of 

h fe. It 1 the be t goal or end in th~.: ~n e of cmg th b • ·t ' a_ of l1fe. Happm 

and a happy life ar n t different thing . llappmes i the an or a t1v1ty f llvtnl! well 

and since thi is v hat e,·ery ne a1m at achi \ ing 1t i th best good that pe pic aim 

at This shov s that happine sand a happ_ l1fe are n t dif[! rent. but Identical. 

But in Ari totle. eudamwnw_ d es not represent b th the b t g od and the 

b t life. It means the b st good. Happiness 1 a mgt an not a omple"X g od. A 

. 
happy life is the kmd f life ''ho predominant aim 1 happme s (read 

contemplation) though th happy per on also oth r necessary go d This 

kind oflifi require oth r go d apart from happines . nt mplation is not the on I 

go d pursued in a happy life though it is pur ued t a greater ext nt than an oth r 

good that is pursued alongsid it. All ther goods are ultimate! sought for th saJ..c 

of contemplation. Other go ds be id s contemplation are r quired in lh happ ' hfe. 

The) are necessary though not ufficient for the achie emcnt of happme he fact 

that happiness consists in a ingle good d e not mean that a happ life must 

of that single good alone. 

I ha e argued against the dominant interpretation of the happy life in Aristotle. 

But I have also argued in favour of the inclusi e int rpretation of the happy life. I 



th mm. nt 1m rpr t t1 m nccptll n appm , but 

111 lu I\ tnt n of f 

,f.unumr I think th t th ibl l•li.: i a com rch\!n 1\~o: lifl.:. 

nd i an inclu '' end. an in ·lu i\c end i n t nc c arily 

mpr ht:n i\ emJ A umprehen t\ end m Jud II rc ui itt: g d . But an nd 

n ll called •jn lu i\C C\Cn if It ha 3 f \\ g d in it 

\cc rding to Ari totlt; t!udamumw \\a a im!l~.: go d. namely the rati nal 

al Jvtt~ of the ul in ac rdance \\tlh virtue. Ba t ally. eutlamumw t tn ace rdanc~.: 

"tth th oreu al ' irtue wherca ec ndary eudamumw t. tn a ordanc '' tth practtcal 

' rtuc II \\ c\ er the m t eudumum It fc 1 n t d ' ted t the pur u1t f ne mgle 

g d. ·uduinumw. at th e\.clu 10n f th re t f the g d It c n 1st in th pur wt 

r euduummw a the highe t g od and any oth r nece a0 g d The critenon f 

euda11nnma 1 cont mplati n. f ur e. thi 1 a mgl g d f :'uclwmomu xtend 

~ 

a fa r a_ cont mplation do The mor ntemplati n om: engages in, th m re 

t:u(lunum one b c me . Th m t ont mplat1 e life i al o the most eudamum life. 

n totle " om.ince that the happ1c t l1fi v a the phil ophic I liti . lie 

\\a. al o per uad d t suppo e that It i n t nly the mo t euclwmon lifi , but that 1t 

\\a al o the be t hfe. Ther fi r th happ1er a lifi i th better 1t is. Thus the qual it 

of h f• d pend on •udaunoma The go d life i a happ_ hfi though th re are 'aiJ ing 

degree of happine s. And th b st hfe i the happiest life. Henc the hierarch ' f 

go ha a dire t orrespond nc with the hierarch · of eudauuoma. 

But 1f happmes mdeed extends as far a cont mplati n g s then it means 

th same thing as contemplation. his is not a mere mean t happin ss. Jt i 

happm ss ttself. But do s contemplation al n or pure contemplati n really 



. I Iappinc n t m n 

ntcmplation d 

ril le t happin . h n n engage in contcmplati n 11 d n t 

sari! m n that one IS happ_ . nt mplati n d c. n t •uarantc happme 

ontemplauon 1 n t the nl: way f find ing happinc . an find happin s in 

ne perfonnan of many thing b ·1d ntemplat10n Th n.: arc man 

-
LOntemplatt e people \ ho ar • m iscrable: they arc an) thing but happ~ 

ln ristotl contemplation is a rat1 nal actl\1l) fthe ul tn ace rdancc with 

\ tnue. j e enh le . the fact that he a: that the mgle actt ity fthc ul 1 rallonal 

and virtuou at the same t1mc d n t imp I that h thought of it a a mplc. · g d 

Rat1onahty and \ irtue art: m rei~ the annbute f ntcmplati n. In Ari toll · \ iev •. 

th' e are n t the ingredient r. c m n nt f ntcmplation. lt ~ llo\'v that 

An totle thought that contemplati n r cudannoma 1 a ingle and n 1 a mp itc 

g d. mce contemplat1on i th pmnaclc f th hierarch of g d , 1t 1 a dominant 

end of all other ends. The latter are ubordmate t 11. F r it 1 th u reme or the 

ult1mate nd. But it i a single r a simple g od that d e not include an~ go d other 

than it elf lt is self-contain d and complet . In thi ca e, the dominant interpretation 

of nstotle's ie of eutlamwwa is nght but the inclu i e ie\ is mtsta"en. 

The best life that is the happiest ltfe which i the philo ophical life r th 

cont mplati e life or th life of tudy 1s a1d t b a di ine ltfe in the 'u:omach 'Wl 

Eth,c\); it con ists in the cont mplation and wor htp of od in the Eutlemwn 1-.tluc.,). 

For that matter, it is a godly lifl . This is the pomt of agre ment b t\ en the t\ o 

treat1ses of Aristotle. The both agre that th best life is a divine life. If the are 

reall the works of the arne author about the same thing, unless the · b long as 



h ·n th r u~ht 1 h th1 kmd o 

Itt ri t tl " 

ught in \ h1 h 11 \\ uld \H ng to upp c a h Jar ha\ e d n , 

t h \\ nfu ·J 1n tackling the pr blcm f th nature f th tdcal life fi r 

h man. 

!though An toth.! \\f t • in the /.t/11(;,, that u h a life appearc t lie b y nd 

r a h of mon I human b ings, he en our Jed u n t on I · t think f m rtal thing 

but at to think ut immortality and etcmit:. lie \\Cnt n t a ' that th ugh we are 

m nal " r capa I · f leading the d1\ me II e b au f the pre en e m u of th~:: 

dt m !em nt f und ·r tanding. According t the l.udemwn /.1/lf(.:\, th b~ t life is a 

h f · that on 1 t m the contemplati n and the w r hip f d. 

cverth lc . man pe ple cannot help thinl..ing that a particular way f life 1 

the • upp e that other are mistal..en. ne re omm n t other the 

kind of IJfC that n tal-.e t be the be t life. "\Cil \\Jlhin the sam c mnlUnit ther 

cann t b an) unammity a t whi h of the man · ver. 1on f v.hat i regarded a the 

1d~a1 hfl ts the right one. . one uppo es that the est hfc 1 the kind f life ne 

I ad or de ire to lead For. a Anst tie ha pomted out m th h"thlc\, p pie tend t 

den\e the1r concepti n of th best life from the krnd of life the lead. Indeed, thi 

1s al what Aristotl him elf did in the l~tlucs . At the ri k of committing the ad 

hommem fa llacy on m1ght argue that Aristotle wa pr ~ cting and uni\er alising his 

philo ophical ca reer For he probably conclud d that th philo oph1c life \\a th be t 

1fe htCUU\e he ' a a philosopher. Further h could b accus d of havmg been 

lfi\Oh-ed in anthrop morphism that is, the act of attributing human charact ristics to 

h god . Hence, in Aristotl ·s iew. the god cont mplate bener than humans. 



um n nt mpl t J r 1 H th god "h nt mplatc hk 

h g d d 0' l that \\hi h I the b t aCU\ II' 

.2 R I tht m 

loa refi re th qu u n about th end f life an t an \\>cred in a man · '"a · 

re ar d1 fTer nt f the nd life. F r in tan . an gn t1c and an 

h 1st cann t h lp but an \\t!r it in an agn ttc and an athe1st1 wa . m a n c . 
. 

t r is no um ersal aw~:ement n \\hat th st li[i i . But th fact that th rc 1 n 

um\ersal agreem nt about' hat 1 · the e t life d ' n t mean that th rc i · n t th e t 

hfl·. There rna be one hfe that i the b t fall kmd life even th ugh pc pie 

d1 gree among them lvcs \\hat ~ind of I IIi it i . Different p pie ha\'' 

d1flerent conceptions of the b t h e. As such a cpu rna clmm that ther 1 no 

such thing as th, he.\1 life fi r all pc pie; in tcad, there ar as man 'be r live a 

th re are di er e pi mons ab ut v. hat constitutes the be t life. For a criuc. we cann t 

reasonabl talk of the be t life that 1 un~nown r C\ en unkn wable. In th1 a c. 

there is no wa of reconcllmg th c nfl1cting iew . eryone can. at b t, nly sa 

' hat is suppo ed to b th be t life. 

Such, then, is the relativism and ubjectJ\ i m that ms to charact n e very 

attempt to answer the question What i the best life?' for a scepucal p r n, there 

seem to be as many good li e a ther arc different c ncepti n of what a good I iii 

is. and there is no uch thing as the g d life. Ultimate!_, the quesuon f the go d 

life or th best I ife is unan ' erabl for a relati ist and a subjectivist. He \viii a that 

smce there ar man opimon ther are als man answers to this question. The 

an \Ver one gi es to it s ems to depend on one· belief about th kind of life that is 

good for the question may be ans\ red in man ' different ' a s. But ther eem to 



\\ r nrntmg "" n 1 putm ' pam . • r thc.:rc.: m not to h a 

nt\ raJ nten n I Judgement in th1 man r. 

• 1l ha h n h \\n here that th ''a the.: 

I i Th t '' h1 d tnnc.:. It h h \ n furth r that [I r him. the 

ulumat n J f II human strh mg \\3 eudamumw. 

ul1 a < rdancc \ llh them t pcrfc t irtue. nam 

th:ity th 

ntemplati n. In n totlc· 

le\\. eudumwma c n i ts in thi ingle d minant a tl\'11) r him 

udmmonw \\a nellh r a c mprchcn I\ n ran mclu 1 e comp ne f man ends. 

Th ref r •. Ari t tl · c ncepti n of eudamuJiua was that fa mgle d minant 

llowe\cr it 1 doubtful \\heth r the -calkd -uduwumw 1 rcall the l11ghe t 

human goal. It 1 quail unclear \\h thcr the phil phic hfl i the be t lifl that 

human b·1 ng arc capable f leading. Alth ugh c nt mplation or tud) i g od, it 

d not em t b the h1ghe t human goal the s -call d 'the g od.' To claim that 11 

1s the best g d amounts t making a \aluc JUdgem nt. Th r 1 n uni cr I tandard 

of_1udg ment b_· ''hich' e can det nnine which kind of life 1 b tter or ha p1er. than 

anoth r kmd of life. Sine there arc degr of g dnes and happmc . there ha t 

a tandard mea ure b which ' e c mpare them otherwi e \\C w uld not h.no\\ 

11iuch on 1 better than another on . Though the contemplatiY life or the life f 

tudy or th philosophic life i quite important it i doubtful whether it IS the b st f 

all po s1ble kinds oflifi, the o-call d 'the good li[l .' 

In any case, pure ontemplation r ontemplation for the sake of 

ont mplat10n alone, se m to be a lu ·ury that ery fe.,: people can afli rd to engage 

m conunuousl . It is humanly impossible to de\'ote one elf to a liti of pur 

unint rrupt d contemplation at th e pens of other dutie some of\ hich are natural 



nd n ce ry su h a w rk n r I t1 n In th - lied hird \ rid ountn 

ltk Ken a th r 1 , . ry littl ro m fi r ann ha1r phd ph1cal culati n t th 

xpen e of developm nt. rfect c mbinau n of pra neal and th reu I \\i d m 

would constitute a b tter kind r lifi than the kind ted t tther 

th or tical wisdom or practi al wisdom. ''e n d pr ti I '" d m a 

much as we n ed theoretical "1 d m. But An totle ga pn nt) t th rcucal 

\\ISdom or contemplation 'er practical \\ i dom r moral '1rtue. He placed 

metaphysics and theol gy above the practical 1enc 

In the Eth1c.\ th go d, namel ewlamumw. h en 1d nti tied '' ith the 

function of a human b ing and the latter h been defined as a -..irtu u a tl\ It) f the 

oul. 1 Therefore, the good has somethmg t d "ith virtu and n i p 1 lc that the 

g d life is the life of irtue. But ince 'udwmoma 1 at de cri ed as a ··rational" 

activity it has some elem nt frau nality apart fr m 'Jrtue. Th refi re it 1 e' 1d nt 

that the good i som thing that i both rati nal and irtuou . It eem t be 

characterised by intellectual a well a m ral -..irtuc th oretical a well a practic::tl 

'Jrtues. Nonetheless, c ntemplation and m rality d n t exhau t th l1 t f human 

goods. But if eudamwma i a good of the oul and if th out 1s a dl\ ine ntlt). the 

good is also a di ine acti 1ty. Th g d life is at o a di\ me life. 

8.3 The ideal human life 

There is not only one end or g od that all p pie pur ue at the exclu ion of all oth r 

end . th re are man g d thmg that peopl a p1re t ach1ev such a "' ealth. fam , 

po\.-..cr, and e cellenc . ln spite of Aristotle c ntrary opinion irtu may be said to 

b the highest human go d and a \irtuous life rna b s n a the best human hfe, 

m tead of a contemplati e life. However. not eryone want to b irtuou Indeed 



:o 

om pe pi do not ''ant to b '1rtu u at all m the) arc ppo · d t it. th y rna) 

"ant to remam \ i ious 

H we er the purpose of the pre ent the 1 1 not to state what e\'el)bOd) 

"ants or d sire mo L but to put [i rward. from a per onal tandp mt. what everybod) 

ught to pursue m tht hfe smce it is the h1ghest and the be t goal. Pre umabl , 

people ought to a1m at the ideal life: \\e should aim at it for our O\vn g od and al o 

for the go d of the s c1et • in general. vertheless, people are not agreed on what 

onstitutes th ideal human life. We should not onl be mmdful of our own 

tndi idual good , that i a selfi h ie\\ but also the common good. 

Th ref ore. the conclusion of th1s thesis i that the best of all kmd of human 

ltfc is much more than a virtuous and an mtell ctual life. The b ... st life i a holi tic 

ltfe. The best life and the best good include both practical and theoretical 'irtue, 

among man_ other things. As th ideal life, it entad a p rfect combination of 

practical and theoretical wisdom and much more. It is a comprehensive life that i 

both elf-sufficient a well as complete. As an ideaL it is out of reach of every human 

betng. It cannot b attained and ustained, at least in this life. 

8A The second-best practical life 

Although Anstotle made distinctions among such goods as pleasure. wealth. \ 1rtue, 

honour, and contemplation and distinguished the philosophical life as the best life, 

from the life of pleasure. the lifi of money - making, and the political life, these 

d1 unctions are target • arbitrary. Th se are not \\.ater - tight compartments. For, 

th re are linkages among all these di isions. For example, there is a sense in which a 

l1fe of pleasure is a philosophical life; and a political life is a philosophical life. 

Funher. a ll these lives imolve some element of money- making as well. There is no 



., -· 

life that co i ts m the ursuat f nl) ne good at th r g d In 

tht case, it as Y.Tong to think that there is a life f pure pleasure r pur )tnent 

There is no life that i pure! a lifi f making m ney either. eith r 1 th r a ltfc 

that is purely a political or a philo ph1 at lifl . ·v ryone needs ach ne of th . e 

go ds at one time or another. Therefor , human lifi cannot be di' id d mto differ nt 

and unconnected kinds. For instan , a th or tical life is ne er entir I the reu al for 

it has some practical aspects to . Con" rs ly. a practical life is not always practical 

it also engenders some th oretical a ti\ ity. Therefor , the alleged diffi renee among 

the li e discussed abo e are not natural. In the final anal ·sis, the different kinds f 

life are not practicall distinguishabl . The ar onl distinguishable in principl or 

theoretically. The purported distinction among those aspects of life are th refore 

convenient and con entional. For a_ life of making mon y cannot be separated from 

the life of pleasure. either is it separable from the other kinds of li~ . Th r is no 

cl ar-cut distinction b t\v en the political and the phalosophical life. Bbth of them 

cannot be distinguished from either th life of making mon · or th lifl of pleasure. 

Thus all these' ays of li ing ar interr lated and int grat d. And the best li{i ' ould 

be an id al life that consists in a perfect interrelation as w II as integration of all wa_' 

of life. Only a perfect indi idual would be able to lead such a life. But as imperfect 

beings we must contend ' ith different wa s of life that are far remo ed from the 

p rfection of the ideal life. Therefore, I conclude that although th best life is 

concei able, it is by no means achie able. The best life is unattainabl and untenable. 

It is a utopian ideal. The best thing for as to do then is to try as much as \ e can to 

approximate it 



Therefor . the b st u luemhh good for man mu t be a c mpound of all 

n • essary go d . "ithout ·ception. The be t practtc:ahle life "ill be a 

com pre hen tve hfe that is end \ ed wJth the om pound of all thos necessaf} go d . 

Although it 1 not the hfe of pi a ure. the life of making mon , the life of\ lrtuc. nor 

the lifi of ph1lo.ophtcal acti,it_ alon . 1t ha the be t elements of all of them. The 

best life IS not ne parltcular life among the c but tl mvolvc ingredients of all the e 

kmds of life together with other necessary requirements. Th best ltfe t an ea y hfe. 

Funherm re. the realisation of such a life for e eryone calls for the creatton of the 

appropnate soci -economic and political conditions. 

THE END 
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