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ARISTOTLE'S THEORY OF PRACTICAL WISDOM 

By YoSHlo FUJII 
Professor of Philosophy 

Aristotelian philosophy has been studied assiduously by scholars of the 

world for the last two thousand years. It seems that no Aristotelian stone 
has been left unturned and that nothing new can be said about the 
Stagirite in the sphere of philosophy and philology. But one can always 
expect to find a new angle, from which to study his outstanding works on 
philosophical problems. In any new undertaking, however, we should not 
follow the Scholastic formulae or the well-beaten path of Aristotelian study. 

What we are called upon to do today is to throw a new light on 
the incarnate system of Aristotelian philosophy evolved through following' its 

development rather than on his pre-harmonized system. 
This problem has been successfully dealt with by Prof. Werner Jaeger in 

his work, Aristoteles, Grueedlegueeg eil~er Geschich,te seileer L;fatwicklu,~g (Berlin, 

1923). A. E. Taylor was quite right when he said, "If any of us 
henceforth ventures to make assertions about Aristotle without having taken 

Mr. Jaeger's fascinating work into account, he will at least be speaking 
very terribly at his own peril." I That development of Aristotelian philo-

sophy seen in the studies effected on the Jaeger method has been followed 
and furthered largely by F. Solmsen and R. Walzer in both logical and 
ethical ficlds.2 1 myself have traced by this same method the history of 
Aristotle's metaphysical and epistemological developments in my work, 
Aristotelione Studies (in Japanese, Tokyo, 1940). Again in another treatise, 

The ~thics of Aristotle (in Japanese, Tokyo, 1951), I have endeavoured 
to survey and analyse the development and structure of the practical 
wisdom (~)Pb!)~alS) of Aristotle which constitutes the most fundamental 
concept of all the intellectual virtues. This is an attempt to make 
an inquiry into the scientific character of his classical L;thics. In this 

article, I will give a short summary of the main conclusion I have reached in 

my recent work, dwelling on the relationship between practical wisdom 
and practical syllogism which to my way of thinking presents a very interesting 

problem in the tudy of Aristotle. 

* Cf. A. E. Taylor's critical notice on Jaeger's work, in t' Mind ", Vol. XXXIII, 19_24. 

' F. Solmsen, Dle Efrtwicklet,eg der Aristotelische'a Logik utid Rheiorik, Neue Philologische 
Untersuchungen, hrsg. v. W. Jaeger, Heft 4 (Berlin, 1929) ; R. Walzer, Magt~a Moralia u'ed 
Aristotelische L;thik, Neue Philol. Unters. Heft 7 (Berlih, 1929). 
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At frst, I attempt to make clear two things ; namely, the relation-
ships enveloping the three works of ethics credited to Aristotle, the Nic(~ 

'1~acheale Ethics', the Eudemiale L::thics and the Grea,t L;thics and my point 

of view on each of them. Sir A. Grant, in his well-done study, The L;thics 
of Aristotle (3 ed., London, 1874), observes : " First, the Nicomachea,e Ethics 

a:):e~easspaec~ilo}earttsheofgetnhL:inme aarned oorpleg~natlo wdoor~bot f ASrelsctoontle hjhmeselL;,u~he'oleuigah,e 

L;thics are the work of Eudemus, the pupil of Aristotle, written either 
during his master's lifetime or shortly after his death: they are based 
entirely on the Nicomacheal~ L;thics, being a re-writing of the system con-
tained in the former treatise with some modifications and additions. Third, 
the Great L;th,ics are the compilation of some considerably later Peripatetic, 

who had before him the Ethics both of Aristotle and of Eudemus, and 
who gives a sort of abstract of the results of both, but on the ~¥'hole 
follows Eudemus more closely than Aristotle." 3 

This explanation seems coherent and well-substantiated. For students 
of Aristotle have regarded the Nicoeleacheaee L;thics as most fundamental 

in ideas and most original in style and tone. St. Thomas and many 

other commentators have done an extensive and intensive research worl･. 
on the Nicovttacheone L;thics and given a scant attention to the L:udelnionl 

and the Great L;thics. The only exception to this interpretation is r. 
Schleiermacher, who in his C7ber die ethischen Wlerke des Aristoteles read 

at the Berlin Academy in 1817, asserted that Aristotle wrote the Great 
L;th,ics rather than the two other works which probably were brought out 
by some other philosophers on the basis of the Stagirite's book. He even 

went so far as to say that the IV~icomacheal~ L;thics was written later than 

the two others. But he arrived at such an arbitrary conclusion, as can 
be seen from his Plato-interpretation, chiefly because he had been engrossed in 

his attempt to build up a philosophical system which hindered him in a 
more natural developmental interpretation of the L;thics. Accordingly, the 
real ie4teletio Aristotelis ~vas lost in the process of his study. L. Spengel 

strongly refutes the theory of F. Schleiermacher in his Uber die unter 
Nonl~ee~ des Aristoteles erhalteltele ethische,e Schriften (1841) after a com-

parative study of the three L;thics. According to him, only the Nicovracheale 
Ethics is Aristotle's genuine work, the L;udemialt L;ihics is copy of it and the 

Great Ethics is a product of the L;udem,ian. In this respect, Spengel 
essentially concurs with Grant. It may be said therefore that the inter-

' A. Grant, Tlle ~thics of Aristotle, Vol. I (London, 1874), p. rs. 
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pretations of Spengel and Grant are regarded as the conclusion of the 
study in the Aristotelian Ethics in the 19th century. 

Jaeger and other scholars, on the other hand, proved that the Nicor'ea-

chea,~ was Aristotle's "*enuine work of **reat importance, but that the 
Great L;thics was written by a Peripatetic who probably had been influenced 

by Dicaearchus and that the latter work was compiled with those extracts 
made from two other L;thics and used as text books for lectures. The 
Great Ethics, in spite of its name, is less valuable and bulky. H. v. 
Arnim has presented proof refutin*" this theory in a way that resembles 
Schleiermacher's point of view, but we cannot but feel that Jaeger's inter-
pretation is more appropriate and substantial. Walzer in his exhaustive and 
persuasive vi'ork, Maglta Morali,a u,rd Aristotelische ~thik (Berlin, 1929) agrees 

¥vith Jae*"er, thereby probably ending the controversy between Jaeger and 

Arnim. But what is important to us here is rather the position of the 
L;udeel~iaee ~thics in the philosophical development of Aristotle and its 
relation with the Nicomacheone I~thics. 

It is explicitly clear that the L;udefltiatt L;thics basically agrees with 

the Nicomacheal4 LIthics, although the former discourses in a different way 

and in a condensed form; it is more theological and Platonic than the 
latter. Since it is unthinkable that the author of the Niconeacheale L;thics 

who was a more mature and deeper thinker than the author of the L;udemiafe 

L;thics would attempt to produce a crude and imperfect excerpt of his own 
original work, namely, the L;udemiona L;thics, there is every reason to 
believe that Eudemus not only edited but wrote the latter himself as well. 

But this interpretation is right only when it is assurned that Aristotle 

held oply one ethical point of view embodied in the Nicow~acheone L;thics. 

For this very reason, any system of thought that disagrees with the Nico-

macheone L;thics is considered un-Aristotelian and Eudemian. There can 
be no shadow of doubt that Aristotle's Ethics is Aristotelian. But this 
assertion too can be misleading, for as Kant could not build up his so-called 

critical philosophy at one bound, so Aristotle might not have been able to 

perfect his ethical system at a stroke. If we can suppose that in his 
earlier days, his metaphysical thinking followed a theological and Platonic 

pattern, can we not say the same thing about his ethical thought too ? 
If this assumption is not un-Aristotelian, we see a new light in the interpreta-

tion of the L;udemiaee L;thics. In other words, this assumption concerning 
Aristotle's earlier and more Platonic work, the original Metaphysics, holds 

true with his original L:th,ics. Hence, this L;thics can be ascribed to the 

L;udemiatt F,thics. 

The Fu,udametetals of the History of Aristotle's Develope,~eett has resulted 

from Aristotelian studies carried on this light. The study began with P. 
v. d. Muhll, and was developed on the basis of his work by E. Kapp who 
carefully scrutinized the Relatiole of the L;udevleiale L;thics to the Nicoinachea,, 
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E≠h6‘3。4This　problem　has　been，as　mentioned　above，successfully　solved

by　Jaeger．　He　writes　about　it　as　follows：

　　　　“My　own　results，which　partly　agree　with　and　partly　go　beyond　those

of　my　two　predecessors，were　reached　along　another　path　and　without
knowledge　of　their　observations．　Since　their　viev1，that　the　E認θ郷伽2
E煽‘3is　e＆rly　and　genuine，does　not　seem　to　have　gained　general　acceptance，

and　since　I　hope　to　be　able　to　make　the　matter　clear　once　and　for

al1，｝I　will　set　out　my　own　method　here．It　was　a　disadvantage　of　their

work　that　it　was　not　related　to　Aristotle豊s　development　as　a　whole．　In

particular，by　confining　their　comparisons　to　the　two　great　E臨65，they

gave　a　han（ile　for　many　objections，since　they　had　no　fixed　point　of　temporal

reference．Such　an　immovable　criterion　is　to　be　found　in　Aristotle’s　ethics，

which　has　never　yet　been　seriously　considered．By　means　of　the　fragments

of　the痔o舵頭‘％3，including　the　newly　recovered　matter，it　is　possible　to

make　a　picture　of　the　development　of　his　ethics　in　three　clearly　separated

stages：the　late　Platonic　of　theルo舵頭‘％3，the　reformed　Platonism　of　the

E面θ砺伽，an（i　the　late　Aristotelianism　of　the　Mω粥α‘hθ伽．For　us　the

most　important　form　of　the　inquiry　will　be　the　question　which　of　the　two

E∫h乞‘3is　to　be　regarded　as　the　immediate　product　of　the　problems　of　the

乃o惚麺‘螂，and　whether　it　is　possible　to　demonstrate　a　continuous　advance

ata11。”5

　　　Having　thus　gained　a　true　orientation　of　the　disputed　problem　and

accomplished　a　thorough　investigation，Jaeger　expressed　his　conviction　that

he　has　arrive（1at　a　satisfactory　conculsion。　As　for　us，we　can，following

this　trustworthy　assumption，clarify　the　very　interesting　development　of　the

meaning　of　practical　wisdom（ρρ6レησ‘g）which　is　a　most　fundamental

concept　in　the　practical　philosophy　of　Aristotle。

II

　　　Aristotle，s　mission，σのζεごレτ凌gα‘レ6μεッα（to　salve　the　phenomena）has，

in　my　opinion，a　double　meaning，namely，to　raise　the　commonplace
to　the　scientific　and　to　lower　the　transcendental　to　the　empiricaL　To　the

Stagirite，the　phenomena1（ioes　not　contradict　the　noumenal　or　the　immanent，

the　transcendent　l　rather　they　harmonize　with　each　other，the　transcendental

being　able　to　claim　its　ex三stence　only　within　the　phenomenaL　That　is

why　he　is　sometimes　associate（i　with！hθhゼ∫hθ78掘θo∫厄θα傭吻α裾Rθ鰯3陥

or’んθ痴面」θ一〇∫一’hθ一グoα4わθ伽θ餓R砺o脇κ3粥伽4動n拓幅5溺．This　mode

　‘P．v．d．M臼h11，PθA7魏o観‘εE∫h5‘o躍禍E％4εヲ痂07％η多z4．鷹’oγf綴θ　（G6ttingen，1909）；E．
Kapp，PαεVθ鴻αμ砺34θγE％4ε粥‘3‘1診θ伊多2％7八弓た07πα6砺ε‘1～θ錫Eずh5々（Berlin，1912），

5W．Ja3ger，A湘olεZeε．p．241（I　have　borrowed　this　quotation　from　the　English　transla－
tion　by葺こ　Robinsou，　ed．2，0xford，　1948），P．23L
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of　thinking　ascribed　to　Aristotle　holds　true　also　with　the　origins　of　almost

all　theずθグ卿伽俗∫θ‘h銘6‘螂that　he　introduced　into　the　philosophical　wor14。

Itmaybesaid，forinstance，thattheconcept・Hhe蜘θ㈱（μεσ6τη9）
which　is　fundamental　to　ethical　virtue　is　a　combination　of　two　items：

Hrst，the　worldly　wlsdom　that　lies　within　the　Hellenic　national　spirit　from

the　time　of　the　Seven　Sages　or　the　ordinary　way　of　thinking　of　the　so－

called傭γ8α伽θ画0676∫α3which　finds　expression　in　such　gnomes　as“Excess
is　to　be　avoide（1”　（μηδ勧　67αレ）　or　“Moderatioa　　is　the　best”　（μ6τρoレ

琶μστoレ）l　second，the　exact　scientific　ethics　of　the弼oγ蜘（μ‘τρoレ）which

runs　through　almost　all　the　dialogues　of　Plato　and　especially　the昂漉伽ε．

Through　such　understanding，we　can　comprehend　Aristotle’s　famous　de五ni－

tion　of　the粥θ㈱’“in　respect　of　its　substance　and　the　definition　which

states　its　essence　virtue　is　a　mean，with　regard　to　what　is　best　and　right

an　extreme．”6As　regards　the　termクh70解語3（prudentia，practical　wisdom），

we　may　say　that　it　is　still　more　clearly　marked　by　the　same　tendency；

here　too　it　shows　two　sides，scientific　and　commonplace。

　　　π砂o銘θ語εwas　first　used　as　a　philosophical　term　in　the　days　of　Socrates．

Needless　to　say，this　term　has　been　in　use　since　the　intellectua1（iawning

of　Hellas　and　even　is　to　be　found，for　example，in　the　gnomes　of　the

Seven　Sages．7　But　in　those　daysρh70解語εmeant　worldly　wisdom　in＆ctual

life　almost　approximating㈱麺吻．For　Heraclitus　says　in　one　of　his
fragments：“Loσ03is　common　to　all，but　many　people　live　as　if　they　had

a　specia1ρh70解語30f　their　own，，’8thereby　bearing　out　the　contention　that

there　was　virtually　no　distinction　betweenρhγo解語3and8錫ε∫θ働θor　g伊zo語ε、

Empedocles　and　Democritus　often　used　this　term　in　the　sense　ofαθ認ho3づ3，9

VVe　can　therefore　say　thatρh70錫θ5ゼ8represents　in　pre－Socratic　philosophy

an　idea　that　embodies　all　thαt　is　human　without　a　technical　meaning　of

its　own．　But　to　Socrates，all　virtues　were　nothing　butρh70解語ε，どogo3

and吻3！θ耀∫out　of　this　practical　intellectualism　grew　“Knowledge　is
virtue”and“None　do　evil　willingly，for　those　who　know　virtue，do　it　and

only　those　who　do　not　do　vice．”Plato，his　great　disciple，usedρh70％θ語3

in　the　sense　ofε砂h毎and2p耐θ粥θafter　the　Socratic　fashion，meaning　both

practical　reason　an（i　theoretical　reason。　The！oごφ6Zαε蕊‘50f　this　typical　use

are　shown　in　the盈伊猛o，the　Phαθ40㈱4≠hθ5伽ψ03伽仰．10　This　practical

intellectualism，furthermore，is　the　keynote　of　the　Roぶ餌b翫α．As　un－
questionable　proof　of　our　interpretation　stands　the　ultimate　principle，14θαo∫

　6Eごん．ハ尾‘．3116，　1107a6－8　（For　ease　of　reference，I　have　used　the　standard　Oxford　trans－
1atlon　ed．by　W．D。Ross，with　some　alterations．）．

　7Diels－Kranz，P5θFずαg働θ濯8497Vo7εo為7α醗θγ，5・Au且Bd・1（Berlin量1934）・10（1，64，18，65，6）．

　81帽．，Herakleitos　B2．

　o乃‘4．，Empedokles　A86．Demokritos　A112．

　10Mσπ088A－D，Pゐαθ4079D，5『y”ψoε5％粥206A，1～θ3ρ麗西」56α496A．σ．」．Hirschberger，
1）唇ερhγo％θε‘ε伽4θ7P砺！050ρh澹P蹴oε707dθ鋤511θα’θ，Philologus，Supplement　band，XXV
（Lelpzig，1933）．
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Ooo4∫　it　goマerns　and　evaluates　not　only　all　existence　and　cognition　but　all

human　con（1uct　as　weIL　All　the　subsequently－produce（1dialogues，especially

the勘漉伽3，which　takes　up　the　problem　ofρh70πθ語3as　one　of　its　main

subjects，are　not　exceptions　to　this　interpretation，What　is　to　be　noted

here，however，is　the　fact　that　Plato　therein　is　quite　conscious　of　the砂o拓α

embodie（i　in　the　transcendency　of　that　Idea，indicating　a　compromising
inclination　toward　reality．　For，in　reply　to　the　question，“～Vhat　is　virtue？，，

Philebus　gives　hθdo銘θ　and　Socrates　ans、versρh70％θ語3that　belongs　to　the

same　order　of　ethical　merit　as錫o硲．These　facts　form　the　indispensable

premise　to　the　understanding　of　Aristotle，s　ethical　development．

　　　We丘rmly　believe　that　Aristotle　was　a　most　true　descendant　of　Plato；

neither　was　h6a　bom　anti－Plato面st　nor　his　humble　adherent．　Aristotle

belived　that　he　could　not　un（ierstand　Plato　thoroughly　unless　he　surpassed

his　teacher。Paradoxical　as　it　may　sound，it　is　Aristotle’s　stringent　criticism

on　his　teacher7s　works　that　has　distinguishe（i　him　as　the　protagonist　of　true

an（l　ever－1asting　Platonism．In　the痔o舵頭6螂written　when　Ar三stotle　was

αmember　of　the　Academy，ρhγo舵353is　spoken　in　Platonic　style　as　well

as　in　Platonic　spirit．It　links　the脅o舵頭6％3immediately　to　the　P翻の％ε．

For　here　it　seeks　to　make2’h伽吻07θgθo働伽560and　de価es　philosophy

as　the　most　exact　science，strictly　following　the　Platonic　formulae　of
gρ6ッησごg＝6π‘στラμη＝レ00g＝σogどα．In　other　words，ρh70解面5in　those　days

meant　reason，both　theoretical　and　practica1，as　it　did　at　the　time　of

Socrates　and　Plato。　Aristotle　wrote　the　E％磁痴伽E煽‘3in　his　days
of　travelling　l　it　is　original　to　theムr5‘o粥α‘hθ㈱　E渉h蛋63　which　he　wrote

when　he　was　the　head　of　Lyceum　after　he　had　reached　maturity。The
E初4θ伽δα銘E∫h記3is　reHective　and　critical　on　Platonism　although　the　author

firmly　believed　in　the　latter．It　is　a　product　in　a　period　of　trasition．（The

three　works　critical　of　Platonism，namely，0秘14θα3，0錫昂泥oεoρhy　and
thgθα7面θ甜1晩臨ク勿轟‘5，are　believed　to　have　been　written　about　this　time．）

Although　thls　original　E’h6‘εis　as　a　whole　deeply　colored　in　the　same

transcendental　ethos　εしs　the　P70’7θρ∫乞‘％ε　and　presents　τ5≠α　‘o銘♂θ粥ク」α’5ワα　as

ideal　life，it　does　not　refute　the　fact　that　virtue　in　everyday　life　must　be

humanistic　and　non－transcendent．Here　the　Metaphysics　of　morals　is　found

compatible　with　the　Ethics　of　humanlstic　good．We　can　therefore　easily

understan（1whyρhγo解3蛋3have　a　dual　character　of　the　transcendental　and

the　empirica1，embodying　theonomic　and　imperative　reason，on　the　one
hand，an（1practical　prudence，on　the　other．　But　nothing　is　said　here　of

the　nature　ofρhγo解563as　a，moral　hαみ伽ε．　The妬‘o粥α‘hθ㈱E’h668how－

ever　gives　this　explanation．

　　　　We　can　characterize　this　classical　E∫h6‘5asθ∫h6‘α働07召餓画60，for

it　analyses　and　describes　the　pηenomena　of　human　virtues　not　by　a　trans－

cendental　but　an　empirical　method．This　Ethics　may　also　be　called　a
P窺θ銘o粥θ紹oJo9ツ　oゲ　E’h66α」　（わ銘ε‘50ωε％23ε．　Many　a　shade　of　meaning　of
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ρhグo解廊used　in　this　E∫肋3are　analysed　by　L．H、G，Greenwood　as　follows：

　　　　“The　wordρh70麗儒is　used　in　VI（of　the八耽o卿α6hθ㈱E協‘ε）in　four

senses．　The　four　senses　are　as　follows：（a）In　the　narrowest　of　the　four

ρh70解語3is　merely　said　to　lead　to　the　knowledge　by　each　man　of　what　is

good　for　himself　as　distinguished　from　other　people．（b）P痂o魑θ儒as
distinguished　fromεδβooえ’αis　the　aρετラthat　leads　to　the　comprehending

and　retaining　of　practical　truth　as　distinguished　from　the　searching

foritand五ndingit．（c）P物70脇55asdistinguishedfromτ6Zレηisthe
aρετラthat　leads　to　truth　aboutπραπ4as　distinguished　fromπαητ凌　（d）In　the

broadestofthefoursensesρh7・錫翻istheaρετラthatleadstotruthabout
all　human　abtion　whetherπραξごg　orπ吻σごg”11

　　　But　at　another　place，Greenwood　gives　another　division　from　a　dif壬erent

point　of　view．　“The　second　division　h＆s　to　do　with、the　sphere　of　action

rather　than　with　the　kind　of　action；that　namely　into，πoえ‘τごκラ，o～zoンoμα，

9ρ6レησご9περ≧αうτ6レκα≧ぎツα一practicalintellectualaρετ歩asitc・ncemsthe

whole　country，a　single　血ousehold，the　in（iividual　thinker　himself．”

But“the　third　division　is　more　obscure　than　the　second，and　it　is　in

a　sense，at　least　for　the　purpose　of　the　Ethics，more　important，It　is　founded

on　diHlerences　of　intellectual　activity　itself　rather　than　on　di任erences　in　the

nature　or　sphere　of　the　actions　to　which　the　activity　leads，　The　thir（i

（iivis量on　includes　the　head　εδβoひえ6α，　εδστ02／α，　δ7Z∫ッo‘α，　σ6レεσ‘9，　7ツoむμη，レ099

πρα駕τα6g：　with　a　suggestion　ofクhグo惚sσ3in　a　narrow　sense　as　opposed　to，

all　of　these．”12

　　　This　analysis　is　very　comprehensive　and　suggestive，but　the　mut伊al

relationship　between　the　three　divisions　is　rather　obscure；it　seems　to　have

completely　ignored　the　historical　development　o［沸70解画3。I　wou1（i　inter－

pret　the　essential　nature　ofρh70耀語εin　the　M60辮α‘hθ脇E渉h唇63as　follows：

According　to　Aristotle’s　definition，“ρh70πθ353is　a　time　and　reasoned　state

of　capacity　to　act　with　regard　to　the　things　that　are　goo（i　or　bad　for

man．，，13　And　since　no　one　deliberates　on　or　calculates　things　that　are

invariable　or　things　that　are　beyon（i　his　reach，〃hγo％θ3面　is　the　calculative

virtue　of　variable　things．　It　may　be　therefore　contr＆sted　withεoρh彪
which　is　a　scientific　virtue　of　invariable　things．As　quoted　before，ρhグo解3な

is　divided　into　politica1，economic　an（i　in（iividual　wisdoms　according　to

differences　in　the　sphere　of　action．But　what　is　more　important　to　our
present　study　is　to　make　intelligible　the　relations　between　this　hα房伽3aud　its

attributes　which　are　roughly　groupe（i　intoεうβoりλ5α，σ6ソεσ‘g　an（iγ凶μη。

　　　　Aristotle　says，，，It　is　thought　to　be　the　mark　of　a　man　Qf　practical

wisdom（gρ6レ‘μog）to　be　abie　to　deliberate　we11（zαλφg）about　what　good

　　ll　L。H．G．Greenwood，∠47多ε’o’♂θ，八確‘o錫α‘肋佛E’h5‘ε，Book　VI，with　essays，notes　a血d

translation（Cambridge，1909），p，37。

　　12　1b言4．，　P．60．

　　13E〃～，，八伍‘．，VI5，1140b4－6，
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and　expedient　for　himself，not　in　the　same　particular　respect，but
about　what　sort　of　things　conduce　to　the　goo（i　life　in　gene琢1．”14　Since

“θ駕θZ♂θ弼♂y，’（ε西）and“別θJJ”（駕α畑g）have　the　same　meaning，it　is　quite

natural　that　θ万6θπθ仰6θ　6傷　4θ」訪θ7α’50弼　（εδβoひえ∫α）　should　be　considered　to

be　an　essential　attribute　ofクh70錫∫佛oε，excellence　in　deliberation　will　be　a

correctness　with　regard　to　what　conduces　to　the　end，of　whichρh70銘θ語3is

a　true　apprehension。Then　what　will　make　a　true　apprehension　of　this
possible？　It　cannot　be　anything　other　than　μ銘4θγ3’‘z％4加zg　（σ6レεσ‘9）．　For

5鄭θεδεis“the　facu】ty　of　opinion　for　the　purpose　of　judging　of　what　some

one　else　says　about　matters，with　whichρh70銘師3is　concemed，’，15and　is　the

fundamental　function　which　makes　bothρh70惚語3an（i吻ε’餓θintellectual

virtues．　But5y惚廊8is　not　theoretical　but　practical　because　it　is　concemed

with　the　‘oγ7θ6加θ33　0f　judgement　and　not　the∫7伽h　of　knowledge．

伽伽8傭伽9（σ6レεα9）isusedinthesenseasthegoo4燃30∫㈱伽一
3’儲4伽g（εδσoッεσどα）for　the　same　reason．At　the　same　point，Aristotle

5ays：“5y％θ語εis　about　the　same　objects　asρh70解語3；but3翅θ3」3and

ρhグo％8563are　not　the　same．Forρhγo％鰯3issues　commands　since　its　end　is

what　ought　to　be　done　or　not　to　be　done　l　but8y解5630nly　judges．”　But

we　must　not　take　these　faculties　for　two　species　under　the　same　genus，

鉤惚εなis，as　above　stated，one　of　the　faculties　of　practical　judgement

pertaining　toρh70卿語ε．Therefore，the　more　su玉table　term　to　express　such

a　relation　may　be　calledブ面g餓θ魏　（7痂μη）which　means“the　right
discrimination　of　theθα痂励イθ（♂π‘ε‘z‘g）”l　so　far　as　g銘o卿θacts　as　right

discrimination，it　is　synonymous　with3y％θ865，but　so　far　as　it　is　concerned

with　the　equitable，it　resemblesθ励o詔αclosely．For　equity　is　not　an
absolute　but　concrete　justice，the　equitable　is　just，but　not　the　legally　just，

but　a　correction　of　legal　just，and　it　corresponds　to　“the　rightness　with

regard　to　the　exped玉ent－rightness　in　respect　both　of　the　end，　the　manner

and　the　time．”As　long　as　g偽o勉θis　the　right　discrimination　of　what　ought

to　be　done，it　becomes5y蜘如∫hθ翫フ協g㈱θ銘∫（σひ77ッめμη）with　deliberation

and　understanding．Here　we　may　find　suf臼cient　reason　to　assert　that
a　man　of　practical　wisdom　is　excellent　in　deliberation　and　also　a　man

of　understanding　has　sympathetic　judgement．

III

　　　Now　that　the　general　character　of　Aristotle’sρh70銘θ36εhas　been　analysed

on　the　basis　of　explanations　given　in　theハ翫o粥α‘hθ脇E’h5‘ε，Book　VI，

we　can　grasp　the　part　to　be　played　by　that　hα館螂　in　the　practical

1‘

’ゐ．ハ尾‘．VI5，1140a25－28。

15E∫h，酬‘．VI1021143a14－15．
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syllogism　as　apPlied　to　express　tlle　logic　of　will　an（i　action・　Strange　to

say，however，the　philosopher　who　works　out　the　laws　of！1惚！画‘5，theo－

retical　syllogism，touches　only　on　practical　syllogism　in　the　E∫h6‘3and　O％

’1多θ5b認，as　if　it　were　a　problem　alre＆dy　su伍ciently　discussed．0％∫hθ
愉拓o％o∫1肋伽αZεwhich　must　be　attributed　to　a　student　o壬the　Aristotelian

school　rather　than　to　the　Stagirite　himself　as　credited，discusses　this　point

as　follows：

　　　　“But　how　is　it　that　thought　is　sometimes　followed　by　action，sometimes

not，sometimesby　movement，sometimes　not？What　happensseems　parallel
to亡he　case　of　thinking　and　inferring　about　the　immovable　objects　of　science。

There　the　end　is　the　truth　seen（for　when　one　conceives　the　two　premises，

one　at　once　conceives　and　comprehends　the　conclusion），but　here　the　two

premises　resu1Hn　a　conclusion　which　is　an　action＿＿　for　example，one
conceives　that　every　man　ought　to　walk，one　is　a　man　oneself　l　straight

way　one　walks；or　that，in　this　case，no　man　should　walk，one　is　a　man；

straight　way　one　remains　at　rest．And　one　so　acts　in　the　two　cases　provided

that　there　is　nothing　in　the　one　case　to　compel　or　in　the　other　to　prevent。

Again　I　ought　to　create　a　good，a　house　is　a　goo（i　l　straight　way　I　make　a

house．I　need　a　covering，a　coat　is　a　covering；I　need　a　coat。What　I
nee（l　I　ought　to　make，I　need　a　coat　l　I　make　a　coat．And　the　conclusion

I　must　make　a　coat　is　an　action．And　the　action　goes　back　to　the　beginning

or　first　step．　If　there　is　to　be　a　coat，one　must　first　have　B，and　if

B　then　A，so　one　gets　A　to　begin　with．　Now　that　the　action　is　the

conclusion　is　clear．　But　the　premises　of　action　are　of　two　kinds　of　the　good

and　of　the　possible．”16

　　　As　Grant　has　pointed　out，practical　syllogism　may　be　divided　into

two　froms＝
　　　（1）　Major　Premise　　Such　and　such　an　action　is　un玉versally　goo（i．

　　　　　　　　Minor　Premise．　　This　will　be　an　action　of　the　kind．

　　　　　　　　Conclusion．　　　　Performance　of　the　action．

　　　（2）　Malor　Premise．　　Such　and　such　an　end　is　desirable．

　　　　　　　　Minor　Premise．　This　step　will　conduce　to　the　end，

　　　　　　　　Conclusion．　　　　　　Taking　of　the　step，17

　　　But　these　forms　are　really　coincident　with　each　other；as　the　good　is

always　desirable　and　the　end　itself，the　major　premise　may　be　said　to

contain　the　Zogo80∫α箆θ％4which　implies　a　general　principle．　As　any

particular　acHs　an　apl）1ication　of　such　a　principle　and　the　means　necessary

to　the　realisation　of　an　end，the　minor　premise　may　be　said　to　represent

the　Jogo30∫’ho粥θ佛3toward　the　att乱inment　of　such　an　end．　Hence，the

application　of　the　minor　premise（the　means）to　the　major　one（an　end〉

16Pθ砿o如。4銘5鵠．，VII1，701a7．
17A、Grant，oρ。‘‘f．，Vo1」，p．263ff。



102 THE　ANNALS　OF　THE　HITOTSUBASHI　ACADEMY ［Octob　er

1eads　to　the　conclusion（performance　of　the　action）．

　　　　Now　what　kind　oHunction　does　practical　wisdom　play　in　practical

syllogism？　昂70解廊5，as　we　have　proved，is　above　all　an　θ鷹θJJθ観
4θ」伽7薇o％　（εδβoo2ぞα）。　Aristotle　treatsゴθ」伽7画o偽　（β06えεひαg）in　the1〉1客一

60粥α6hθ㈱E倣εas　follows：“We　deliberate　not　about　ends　but　about

means．　For　a　doctor　does　not　deliberate　whether　he　shall　hea1，nor　an

orator　w五ether　he　shall　persuade，nor　a　statesman　whether　he　shall
produce　law　and　order，nor　does　anyone　else（ieliberate　about　his・en（i．

They　assume　the　end　and　consider　how　and　by　what　means　it　is　to　be
attained．，，18

　　　　1t　can　be　said　therefore　that　クh〆o％8語3，　in　respect　to　excellence　in

deliberation，expresses　the　Jogo30∫∫hθ卿θ餓3and　belongs　to　the　minor
premise　l　such　a　faculty　ofρhγo％師εis　called‘♂θτθγ解83（δεごレ6τηg）．For

“it　is　such　as　to　be　able　to　do　the　things　that　tend　towards　the　mark　we

have　set　before　ourselves　and　hit　it．”19　Hence　we　call　men　of　practical

wisdom　clever；practical　wis（10m　camot　exist　without　this　faculty．

　　　　But　to　get　a　right　judgement　in　the　minor　premise，we　must　clearly

understand　the　major　premise．In　other　words，it　is　impossible　to　be
practically　wise　without　being　good．For　the　major　premise　which　regulates

moral　principles　is　understood　only　with　the　aid　of　virtue・We　call　that

which　expresses　the　Zogoεo∫㈱θ伊乞4right　reason（ゐρθδgえ670g）。　But　what　is

the　relationship　between　practical　wis（lom　and　right　reason？

　　　　“Now　the　right　reason　is　that　which　is　in　accordance　with　practical

wisdom．All　men，then　seem　somehow　to　divine　this　kind　of　state　is
virtue，viz．，that　which　is　in　accordance　with　practical　wisdom，But　we

must　go　a　little　further．For　it　is　not　merely　the　state　in　accordance

with　（κατ6）the　right　reason　but　the　state　that　implies　that　presence

of（μετ4）right　reason，that　is　virtue；and　practical　wis（10m　is　a　right

reason　about　such　matters．，，20

　　　We　can　not　however　draw　the　conclusion　from　this　much－disputed

quotation，that　right　reason　and　practical　wisdom　are　the　same　l　we　must

rather　assert　that　the　former　has　the　imperative（επ‘τακταラ）character　of　t血e

major　premise　and　the　latter，the　judging（πμτ吻）character　of　the　minor

premise，Being　unified　by　practical　reason（レoDgπρακτごπ6g）which　underlies

functionally　practical　wisdom　and　right　reason，these　premises　lead　to　the

determination　of　will　or　the　choice　of　purpose（πρoαどρεσ‘g）。

　　　Thus　we　have　arrived　at　the　conclusion　on　Aristotle，s　theory　of　practi－

cal　wisdom．In　the　P70舵頭‘％5written　in　his　academic　period，practical

wisdom　was　synomymous　with　theoretica1，as　it　was　with　Socrates　and

18E’h．ハπ‘．III3，1112b11－15．
19

’h．八砺．VI12，1144a24－26．
20

’h．M‘．VI13，1144b21－28．
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Plato　l　and　the　traditional　formulae　of　gρ6レησ‘g＝ンo恥＝ゐρθ占gλ610g　was

still　preserved．　But　Aristotle　in　the　E翻o煽α％　E〃3唇‘ε　expressed　his

criticalreHecti。n。nthetrascendcntalmeth・d。IntheM‘・伊πα‘h卿E∫廊・
he1nade　distinction　between　practical　wisdom　and　theoretical　wisdom　for

the　first　time　and　showed　the　logical　relation　between　practic＆1wis（10m

andrightreas・ninthef・rmulae・fpracticalsy11・gism・Thispr・blem・長ers
usagreatdea1・fless・ns，butunf・rtunatelythecreat・r・fclassica11・gic

failedt・c・mpletehisthe・ry・nthe1・gic・facti・n・




