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~ ARISTOTLE'S PHRONESIS
AND

GADAMER’S HERMENEUTICS™*
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paul schuchman

in the numerous wrilings which
congiitute his hermeneutical philosophy
Hans-Georg Gadamer has often hoted
the significance of Aristotle’s concept of
phrangsiz for his own anolyeis of hi
man understanding.’ The aim of Gada-
mev's hermenoutics is to unesver the on-
tologleal struciure of understanding con-
ceived ag the lundamenta), defining
made of man's being in the world. His
purpose is not to elaborate a genoral
theory of methods or interpretation, and
gtill lass to outtine the general process of
undorstending in lis confemporaty, sei-
enllfic mode. Rather, he zecks to pehe-
trate the phenomenon of onderstanding
insofer as it determiipnes the being of
mun =5 capahle of experlenca and truth
as zurh, in all their different modes,
richness, and diversity.

The phenomenan of understanding
pervades every human relationship to
the world, but if man's being [ ihe
world is flnfle and historleal, so too is
his understanding, and I the world -

longs 1o the being of man as understand-
ing, g0 alsn does understRnding belong
to the being of the world? This a priorl
and ontologieal asgertion is formulated
v Gadamer !n his principle of "effec-
e history" (Wirkungegeseiichtc).
This means that in all our understand-
ing we sre always aiready within the
horizen of particular guestions, preju-
dleces, interaste, and viewpeointz which
are co-ilotermined by whal we want fo
understand in ils effeetive-higtorical in-
Tluence, Le, in fus influence as 1radition
Gadavner's theziz wanld be that the ela-
ment ol “cffective history™ is operative
in all human understanding aa such.®
With this as a [oundation Gadarmer
proveeds fr develop the vorious conoep-
tions of his hermeneiitical philosophy:
the reflewive Jinension of understand-
ing, it= ineradieabic historicity, the her-
menswilcal sttuation, understanding as
g mediating fusion of horlzors, under-
standing as an ingtance of application,
the inflnlty of the unsald, the signifi-
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cance of gueslioning . and dlalogue, un-
derstanding s= an historical process 1o
which we belong, language as the medi-
um in which understandlng Is achieved,
and the overcoming of the standpoint
of ahsolute subjectivity end its ideal of
an pbjective, acientific knowledge. To
alaborate or all of these conceptionhs 13
nol our prezent aim; only one of them,
the concept nf applicatlon, has immerl:-
ate import, because it is this aspect of
nnderstanding which relates Gadarner's
hermaeneutical inlerest to  Aristotle’s
concepd of phronésise

Ii 1z Gadrmer's contenlion that un-

derstanding always involves somelhing .
like the application of & tex1 10 1he pres-

enl sitnation of the interpreter: il every
situgtion is different, then the text, if it
is o be understood progerly, must be
understood at-every moment and in
overy particular sifuation in 2 new and
different way. Thus if the heart of the
hermenentical problem is that the same
tradition must always be understood in
a diffarent manner, the problemn, logicel-
iv speaking, is thal of the relationship
between the universal and the. particu-
Inr. According Lo ihis Account, under-
standing should be conveived as the ap-
plication of something universal {a
text) to the hermeneulical situation of
a particular interpreter. In this sense
applivation iz the eceniral problerm of
hermencutics.

How is application 1o be conceived?
First of all, il. must be malntained that
application i8 npeither o subsequent,
derivative, nor occaslonal part of the
phenomenon of wnderstanding, hut co-
deterrnines it in its eatirety rlebt from
the start. This meuns, secondly, that the
relationship between the universal and
the parlicular is never a matter of a

eorrcct, nbjeciive understanding of the -

ideal meaning of a text, for example,
which iz relafed only afterwardz and
gecondarily to the pariicular and Ihnited
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standpoint of the interpreter. If the
principle of ‘eifective history™ iz taken

. ¢carnestly, then genuine understanding is

not a mailter of disregarding our own
particular, hermeneutical situatlon in

- order to reproduce ahjeotively and sci-
" entificelly the original meaning of a

text, but of relating the text 10 our own
individual viewpoint through a guestion-
inz dialogue which reveals in part both
our gwh horizon and the unsaid depths
of the ariginal text in a process of his-
torleal . transmission mediating past

- .meaning into the presnt contexi. To put

it paradoxically, what we understand
of a text must alwavs be different if the

“text iz to remain the same® Tt is this

hermencsufical relation between univers-
al and particular which has drawn Ga-
damer’s at'rpnﬂnn to Aristotle's ﬂm‘:trme
of moral knowledge or phronésis.-

Gadamer finds in the coneept of
phvonésin a model of the hérmeneutical
problem, e, the problem of applica-
tion.# Unﬂersfa.nﬂing g5 application
means that a universal, such as a text,
can only be underzlood as mediated by
the particular horizon of the interpreter,
Phrondsiz, for Aristotle, represents the
pxcellenee of moral knowledsre, of man's
knowledge of the good. Following Ga-
damer we can now say that phronésis, as
an instance of hermeneutical appllea-
tion, would mesn that particular juds-
ments about the concrele hinnan good
are only possible as mediations of moral
knowledge {the universal) with the par-
ticular and concrete sitwations In-
volved. The question is: What kind of
4 niversal™ is moral knowledge? What
kind of *mediation™ is herz at work? In
the following pagez I will attempt 1o
sumarize Gadamer’s inlerpreiation of
the Aristotclian coneccept of phronesis,
and T will do 8o under three headings:

"first, moral knowledge and the .univer-

sality of epistéme second, moral knowl-
edge and the universality of techné;
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third, moral judgment as a “media-
tlf.m."

.
Within the context of Aristotle's
ethical thinking the desipnation of mor-
al knowlkdge or man's knowledge of the
human good ds “universul” is indeed
provocatlve. Chapter € of the first hools
of the Ethics is dovoted precisely to a
critique of Plato’s conception of an ab-
solute gond in ilself koown in 1he rman-
ner of an abstract universsl.” How could
a knowledge, Aristotle asks, of the uni-
versal and eegential structure of good-
ness itsell help a physician lo fical his
patients? A doclor does not even study
heglth in the ahstract, but the heaith of
man, perhaps even the health of a par-
ticular man, since it is individuals he js
healing." Moral knowledge, Lherefore,
iz not a knowledge of goodness as such
in ity essential and unchanging struc-
tore. In other words and 1o usc Avis-
lotle’s own technical vorabizlary, moral
knowledee iz not an eHELEME,

By epist@mé Aristotle means 4 the-
oretical khowledge and frarme of mind
characierized by insight and deduction
about 1he essentizl, unchanging, and
unjversal dimension of being.® This emi-
nent mode of knowing and of truth has
as its model the selehee of mathematics,
It such a knowledge is whally unsuit-
able for the realm of human action. In
the first place, epistéme is a knowledge
of what |z unchangeable; the doings of
man, however, are subject to cxtraor-
dinary diversily and change, Sccondly,
it is a knowledze which depends on
proof, but particular decisions anid the
moral judgments which lie at their root
are not attained by deductive inference.
Thirdly, epistéme as knowledge can be
taught and learncd, but not even Peri-
cles can teach his own sons to be good
men ot worthy Statesmen, Also, theo-
retical knowledze has its porpose in its

own pursult and atfainment; moral
knowlzdge on the pther hand exists for
the suke of aciion, not for the sake of
contemplation. Finally, in epistfme one
stands over against things observing
them at a theorelical distance, so to
spegk, bul an existential shusation, a
situation of action, is that to which ane
essentially and intrinsieally belongs, and
it is o this kind of particular that moral
knawledpe and deliberation are to he
appliad.*

To pul it in Gadamer’s termns, vhvro-
#égis is not “obfective knowledge” and
thuz 13 always inzdenquate to 1the situz-
tional characier of miman exisience. We
have already noted that phronesie, as
Gadamer seesz it, iz an nstance of the
hermencutical application of a universsl
rognition to a pariicular situation. But
the kind of universal represenied by
epistéme is not the proper characteriza-
tioh of moral knowledge, for the concept
of situation encompasses a logical stre-
ture which lranscends the relalion of
law {0 case. To find oneself in a situa-
tion jmplies an experientlal moment
which objective koaowledge can never
Iully grasp, Situations do nnot possess
the characteristics of » mere object
which one mcets face to face. Even n
knowledge of all objectively given facts
relevant fo a sliuation can In no way
embrace the particular perspeoctlve of
somcone actually involved. The univer-
aplity of objective knowledge or epis-
t&mé Is not the universality of main’s
knowledge of the good, The Ilatonic
form of the good is an empty generallly,
and in rejecting it as the object of phro-
#Z4is, Arxistotle is making the momen-
tous step of separaiing ethles from
metaphysics. It is true, of course, that
Aristotle remaing Socratic in that he
holds on to knowledge as an egsentlal
component of man's moral heing, but
this moral knowledge is not the knowl-
edge of the philosophker, characterized
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by abslraclness, chanpelessness, neces-
sity, and deductive certitude.

il |

Arigiolle’s queztion, as Gadamer
gees it, iz the gquestion of the rate of
Inowledge for man's ethical being:
What is the role that kmowledge plays
in man's being human? The answer to
this question, generally speaking, 1= in
terms oif the application of this knowl-
edee, considerad in some sense as a “lni-
versal,”™ tg the particular situalions of
life, thus yielding {rme moral judpments
which can guide our actiocn in thesp sit-
uations, Cur problem oow s Lhe precise
status of moral lknowledge as a "univer-
gal.” Clearly such knowledge docs nat
have the rank of epistemé understoed 65
a pure objective cognition detached
trom the kind of human beings which
we are, (Tt is Aristotle's thesis, in fzct
— and we will comme to this matter again
in greater detall — that phrotdsis does
aaf stand in i=olation from the moral
bizing of man but brlongs to it intrinsic-
ally aa determined by it snd determina-
live of ilY.” Il moral knowledge, then,
is not ""universal” in lhe sensc o opis-
Lo, is it perhaps identical with tecfing,
ihe exemplary form amongy 1the Greeks
of a knmowledze which zoverns action?
In other words, I8 phrondais a skill or
a craft?=

If moral knowledge were of the
same tvpe as the Lknowledge of the
orgft=man, thiz would mean that it is a
knowlcdge of hew to “nrake” oneself,
of how to fashlion one™s own humannoss.
TL would mean thal haman aclion is 2
fashioning of oncaelf in relatlon to an
gidog or form of oneself in the same way
that a cruftsman carries within himseli
an gidos of what he seeks to make and
to etabody in his material. It phrondsis
were desienated as a ferhne, it would
mrean that moral lmowledge is universal
In ihe same way as a plan or blueprint is
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universal, and that applieation 13 noth-
ing more than an *informing” of the
“matter” represnted by the potentlality
of ¢concrete situations,

It is undeniable that in certain ma-
jor respecis ftechré can serve as a mol-
€]l for moral knowledge. Boath of them,
aftor ali, are representatives of genuine
knowing. Also, both techné and pkrons-
si% are knowledge of a dynamic kind,
Le, their purpose Is €0 determine and
gulde actlon, and consequenily they
sl include the application of knowl-
edge to the particular task, Indsed, it is
thiz element of application which has
drawn Gadamier™s notice in his elforis to
define the structure of hermeneutical
consplovsncss and understanding,. Fur-
thermore, fechaé is a practical knhowl-
cdze undersiood as a genuine mastersy
of the kind of thing io0 be made, and in
this regard it is especially zimilar to
whrongsis which Aristotle characterizes
as the capacity to think wel] for the
sake of living well,'?

Thers is no doubt that a4 real analo-
y does exist belween the perfections of
moral and technical conseiousness, bul
they ave certainly not the same., Ob-
viously, man does net make himself in
the same way as he farhions a product.
For this another kind of knowledge 15
needed, a knowledge which man has of
hiz moral being, a knowledira which is
of himeelf and for himself.* To chara:-
terize moral knowledge in its universal-
Hy as a “self-knowledpe™ mmediaiealy
distingruiches it Irom epistémeé, [or this
“zelf-knowledse"” is in no way idenlical
with a theory of man in his timeless, vn-
changing, and universal sirdciure. Bul
to distingunish it from technical knowl-
edge is a more difficult task, The ob-
tecis of pharonéesis and fechad, ontologic-
ally speaking, are the same; a particular
something which can always be differ-
enl [rom what it is. Likewise, a person
who has to make moral decisions has

Copyright (¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyrighi (¢) Del*aul Universily



been so formed by ediication and custom
that fie knows in general what is vight,
can apply this knowledge to particulsr
situations, and by teking - the right
means can’ thus reach a right moral
judément on how he i= #o0 act. All of
this also characterizes fechne. How,
then, is moral knowledge diflerent from
itz fechunical cownterpart?

Arvistotle lists three poinls of di-
vergenee belween phroncsia and techné,
First of ali, we lcarn a iechng and can
zlso forgoet it, bul we do hot learn moral
knowledge in this way nor can we fall
to remernber it.’* And why is this the
cese? Beeszuse we do not stand over
against meral knowledge as if it were
something which we could acgnire or
not, In the way that we chonse to ac-
quire ‘or to nerlect an ohjectlive slkdll.
Father, we are alwayz alreadv in the
situalion of having to act, and henece 1n
sure way musi already possezs and he
able to apply moral knowledge, at least
to a certain Jdegroe. But we do not pos-
gegs this knowledge in such a8 mahner
that we already have it fully in advance,
ge to speal, and then apply it to specific
sltuations. Our general potion of what
is right can serve to some extent az a
guiding idea to which we ran look in
the determination of right moral judg-
ments. Bul theve is a basic difference
belween this general notion and the
eraltman’s blueprint. What is right can-
nat be wholly determined indepondently
of the situation that yequires right ae-
Lllon from me, wheraas tha farm of whal
a craftsman desires to make is already
fully determined independently of any
particular Instance of what 13 made,'®
We willl return to this point again when
We come to examine more closcly the
kind of medistton characteristic of the
moral Judgment,

Secondly, a difference between mor-
al and technieal knowledge can also he
discerned in regard to the relationship

of means and end.’? Moral knowledre
has no merely partivudar and determin-
ate emd, bul is converned with-right Hy-
ing in general, whereas all techniral
knowledge iz particular and sewyves par-
tlcular ends. Morcover, with regard to
moral knowledge one must deliberale
with oneself precizely about the object
of this' knowledge, ic., ahoul what is
right: in cohcrete gltuamlions, but with
technd we learn il lirst and then find
the means for putting it into action. And
s0 phronéeie can never oe eliminaled
through the exlension of techpmical
knowledge, slnce what is right to do In
a parideulsr situation con never be
knocwn proviously to 1bat siluation, and
henee cannot be taught. The same is al-
£0 true aboul our knowledgn of the right
end; thern can ke no anterior certainty
eeneerning that 10 which the good life
a5 a whole Is dirvected.

Neither the right means nor the
right end can be bnown as abjects of
knowledge., Phronésis does not first ex-
Int a2 2 complets body of propositions,
bt must be brought progressively to
relative adequacy by continuous insight
into the moral requiremntls znd possis
kilities of our concrete and situated ex-
istence. DBy cmbraclng both means ard
¢nds, moral knowledge onee aprain shows
its essantial otherness from techas. The
conslderation of the means through self-
deliberalion is a moral consideratlon
and hence kelohgs to moral knowledge
as specifying ihe dominant end of
human “well-being.” Thus 1t makes
na sense in the case of phrondsis to
distinguish between practical koowl-
edge and the experience of particular
situations, as ean be done In the case of
fcehné. Moral kmowledge is a kind of
expetience, amd this Lo such an extent
fhat. Gadamer would term it the funda-
mental form of exporlence, in compari-
gon with which all other experience rep-
resents a dilution or derivation.
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And lastly, moral knowledge is dis-
tinct fromm technical cognition insofar
as It is self-knowledge, ie., insofar as it
is aware of ttself as determined by the
moral being of man and determinative
of it.¥ This unique gelf-relation of phro-
neécia resides In its awareness of itself
as bound to arefé or as directed to mor-
al ends, Gadamer trics Lo clarify this by
alluding to the various modilicalions of
motral reflection which Aristotle intro-
dures in the later chapters of Book VI
af the Eihicz. "The virtues of sinceis
("understanding’), gadome (“'insight’'),
and syggwdme (“lellow-feeling’’} are
only possible if moral knowledze 1s
aware of 3. .1 as ralated intrinsically to
man's achievement of his moral being
as rocd," This “transeendental™ relatlon
between phronésie and arefé becomes
clear from Aristotle’s analysis of practi-
il knowledze in its ahsolute debase-
mentt. The deinos is the shrewd fellow
who hag all the natursl prerequisiles
and gifte for genuine moral knowledge,
who i ahle with remarkable skill io get
the maost out of cvery situation, who is
able to seize his advantage everywhere,
Rut he ie also characlerized by ope ap-
palling fact: he exercises his gifts with-
out being led by a good character and
hence without eny oricntation at all Lo
the moral good. Al of these examples
throw into reliel the final point of di-
vergehce Hetwoen plrondsts and dechné:
technical knowledge has noe intrinsic,
existential relationship to the being of
the craftsman: one can have teckn® and
vet deliberately do a bad joh, but If a
tiar  deliherately and habitually does
what is wrong, he docs not possess plero-
nESIS,

Moral kanowledpe, therefore, in ifs
“miverzality® is essentially different
from both epigtfnd and feckhné. 1t does
not have the universality of a premise
I[rom whirh a conelugion can be deduced,
nor of a law in its application 10 a cage,
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nor of a form in its application to a ma-
terial. Rather, the universality of moral
knowledge is a “hermeneutical univer-
zality™ in the sense developed in Gada-
ner's philosophy. We speak of univer-
sality only because understanding itself
was detormined as an instance of appli-
eation, i.e., of the application of what is
to be understood (the universsd) to the
particular situation of the Imower, pie-
ciscly beeause the presont situation, with
all its prejudices, limitptions, and stand-
points, is the productive groung of all
understanding whatscever., The univer-
sality, therefore, of what is to be under-
glood lies in the fact that it is alwavs
understood in a differont way. In re-
gard to phronésis this would mean that
moral knowledee, man's knowledpe of
the ‘“well" of his being, is universal only
msofur as it 3= effective differently in
various particular situations, This char-
acter will becomne rmore clearly manifest
if we trn to the moral wdement con-
eaived aos a mediation of moral knowl-
edge as universal with our present cir-
curRtAnce,

T

YWhat has Gadamer told us so [ar
ahout phronesis? Phronésis 1s the aretd
or exeeilence of practical, existential
knowledze, p knowledge of what is good
and bad In huwnan actlon. Thia means
that phronésis is above all a seli-knowl-
edge, a knowledze cohgerned with one's
own being human; il is &8 knowledge of
what i= right for human doing in all Hhe
vavions aituations of life. But a sihua-
tion iz not something which siands be-
fore me like a determinate abject; a =it-
nation iz something in which I always
already belonp, and what is good for
me is that which the situnation requires
or promises in its moral and creative pos
ientiality. Thus moral knowledge is not
"“abjoctive knowledge™; it is not & knowl-
edge of what is objootively distinet fram
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me but of thal which the siluation de-
mands -ainl offers; In other words, the
good which 12 known in moral knowl-
edge is In the last analysis sormething
which I have to do..

The implication of this insight is
clear: the human goed, as that which is
always conerete, individual, and condi-
tioned, is not to be known independenily
and prior to the sltuations in which we
exist. Phrondsis, then, as moral self-
knowledge, is an experieniial knowledgoe
of the partleulars of human life which
alffows us to think about what the hu-
man good might be in various individnal
circumstances, This thinking 1z called
deliberation. XIcneas, phronésis con be
undersivod as a deliberating capacity
ruoted in an experiential seif-knowledge
which we are able to “upply” to the
different situations of lfe. Buat we do
not “apply™ this knowledge as a totality
which we already possess. As we have
just noted, moral] knowledge is ng! ob-
jective knowledge: it Is not a theory, il
i not a boedy of laws, principles or com-
mandmenls, it is not moral philosophy,
Ethical reflection can serve to illamine
mordl Knowledge and experience, bul
it iz not identical with them. For if the
goad were Known prior to our encounter
with different situations, ng self-delther-
ation would be needed. The problem of
application as regard moral knowledge
Iz the question of how our experiential
apprehension of the human good can tell
us the particular good dernanded of ws;
it is the question of how our awareness
ol human “well-being' ecan enahle 18 to
nchieve the “well” of our being in what
we do. The problem of applicatian,
therefore, is the problem of moral judg-
ment A2 mediated truath.

_We have =zald that moral knowladpe
iz not theory, nnt & hody of principles
and eomandments, not an imperative,
not g blueprint for molding situationzl
possibilities. We now ask: What does

1bis mean with respect to the problem
of application? In ihe previous section
we have already made severnl allasions
ta this matter, and it is now time to con-
sider It in greater detali, Tf moral
lenowledge had the status of epistémé or
techné, what the good is would always
in essence be known prior to any en-
counter with conerefe situations with all
lbeir demands and potentialitins for
good actiom, Application would then be
recduced either to the recognition of
something as a particular case of a uni-
versal prineiple or 1the fashioning of huy-
man life in accordancs with seme modcl
of behavior. In other words, the medl-
gtion of moral knowicdge would Le un-
derslood eithor as Insiantiation ar imi-
lation. In bolh vases appieation would
be & matter of determining the particu-
lar situaticns from an objective stand-
point.

But if it is true thal a situation is
always something fo which we halong,
and if as a consequence no objective
knowledpe 15 adeguate for comprebend-
Ing it, and furthermore, if this charac-
ter of oar being necessitates a deliber-
ation wlth oneself for the sake of know-
ing what is right in the context of con-
erete living, then we are ahle fo say
that aplication with racard to moral
knowleldge is a0t deferminative bud
keuristie. Moral knowledge must. be ap-
plied to the particular siluation through
a heuristie process of self-deliberation,
made possible by moral experlence, in
which we can dizeover the particular
good 1o be performed. Moral knowledge
reguires the concreto situational context
in order to complete it, and it is the
Davticulariiy and unigueneszs of a silua-
tivn which, through the process of de-
liherative inquiry, mediates and makes
effeclive our general knowladge of the
good for human life. Applicaticy, there-
fore, is a matter of heuristic mediation,
nol objective determination, and it is
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precisely for this reason lhal Gadamer
has noticed the “hermeneutic relevance”
of Aristotle’s conception.

Ancther aspecl of fhis mediation
must alzo be considered, Heuristic me-
diation means that the good ean never
bhe NAly recosmized apart from the mitn-
ation in which I find mysclf. MNow, lhis
situatlon iz alway=s my own situation,
ie., it is one in which I kealong in all my
own Individoual and hislovieal conercte-
ness. What I have made of mysclf,
therciore, all my dispositiens, halb:dis,
anid deszires — in a word, my character
or éthas — 1a a detcrmining factor for
every situational encounter. The phe-
nomecnon of desire or striving (Aris-
iolle calls It orexis) is [undamental for
any sdequale comprchension of his mor-
al philosophy. Gadamer rccognizes
quite clearly that the basis in man for
moral knowledwe or phronesis 1s pre-
cizely this striving and its development
thita a fized ntiitude or disposition.® The
gqualily and direction of our morat belng
insofar as we are disposed to respond
and to act in one way or another is
zalled our character or eilaos.

The term éthos was subject to an
interesting transformsation of meaning
from the carliest times to Arvistofle=
The word iz found in Homer, and there
as well as in later texts it means {in
its phual form, te &thea) the abodes,
haunts, and habitual places of animals,
a place of pasture, for example, where
shepherds dwell with their herds. In
Hesiod éthos designabtes the dwelling
places and habilationzs of mehn. From
1he basle sense of abode, dwelling place,
and home, there developed the meaning
of the ahiding itself, the dwelling and
inhabiling, lhe being at hoow: in a cer-
tain place, In Aristotle this latter scnse
iz intericvized, and here &thos relets to
lhe way and rmanter in which man is
and can he at home in the world; it is
the jnner residing, bearing, and com-
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portment which a man has towards him-
sall, towards others, and towards his
world, Bikos is lthuas 1w constant
cground and foundation from which all
action flows forth, and as such is a cen-
tral component in the moral being of
man. i

The ontlogical statua of Ethos is
ithat of a heris or dispositlon. Tike a!l
natural beings, man is possessed of a
radical and primosdial Impulse or striv-
ing to actualize his potentiality for be-
ing the kind of belng that he is; in other
terims, & striving te actualize his hu-
manness 1n all thal he does. Through
repeatod actions and omissiens there 16
exiglished in human life a fixoed atti-
tude to reszpond and act in A certain way,
end thizs devcloped disposition, viewed
as & total and dominant substructure of
nan’s responsiveness, is called his £2hog
or character. What is declslve, however,
is the relationship of chavacler 1o phro-
#eede, and it 1s thiz which Gadamer em-
phasi#es when he asserts that the basis
of moral knowledge in man is precisely
ihis striving and itz development into
an habitual stance or bearing, There-
fore, the warld of human meaning is es-
sentfially different from the world of
sheer nature (physis) ; human exlstence
is not a place in which capacities and
powers merely work themselves out, but
man hacomes what he is through what
he doas and how he does it, and he he-
haves in a certain way because of what
he has become. In Lhe sphere of &Hhos
the laws of nature do not operate, and
yel IL s not a sphere of lawlessness bul
of human insiilutions mnd attitudes
which ean be changed and which have
the quality of hinding Tules anly to a
fimited degres2?

The besl state of man's Ethos 1s
called its excellence or aretd, and Aris-
fotle states that there is no phronésis
withoul aret€ ethilcg, and no arete with-
out phronsésis® The point which he is
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making I8 very simple: our practical
thinking is given ils dircetion by the
fundamental manner of our dispesition.
If we are so disposed that wo hahitually
reach oul for the “well” of our belng in
what we do, then practical thinking will
atterant Lo realize this “well-being.” In
other words, our moral knowiedge con-
ceived in its excellenes a4 the power of
gond deliberation with aurselves would
depenerate to g (rizhtening and uncan-
ny cleverness without the conscious nri-
entation of ocur desire towards the pen-
uine pood which can be recopnized only
through thought. Our practical knowl-
edge of the human esood {3 medialed
from the standpoint of onr own individ-
ual situation, a situation which can not
bo aobjectified, thus forivding to moral
experience the slatus of objeclive
knowledge, But our own  individual
standpoint Is preeminently a malier of
arete and of ils strength and pevvasive-
negs, and precisely in the orientation
which it gives to aur thought and action
liez itg mediating foree in the Igsuing
of a moral judgment. Without arets
our dcliberative inguiry would never
learn to see a situation “in the lighi
of what is right,s=

Mediation as heuristic rather than
&5 determinalive means twa lhings. ¥t
means, firat of all, that our knawladge
of the pood is never a prior totalily of
obfective propositions which we bring
to all the perplexing eneouniers of hu-
man lile iz the sanc way as we bring a
univer=al law to jis possible Instances,
or & blueprint 1o muaterials: ralher, this
knowledge as marul experienes must be
completed, Tulfilled, mediated, and made
eifeetive In and through gur particular,
gitualed standpoinl. And secondly, it
means that the excellence of moral
knowledge as defiberation is granted its
bazic orientation to coodness by our un-
derlying, affective attitude or aretd
which, az an ontologleal element of
man’s being in the world and wilh
others, influences theronghly his entire
historlcal existence.

Moral khowledge az 2 universal and
the moral judement as o mediation are
the two aspeats of Aristotle's conception
of phrondsis which Gadamer’s own her-
meneutic horizon has allowed him ic
penetrate mosl acutcly., Our own ag-
tempt In this essay has been nothing
inore than to aummarize hiz Interpre.
tation.
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