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PREFACE

Ix the following Notes I quote the text of the Nicomachean
Eihics as it is given in Mr. Bywater’s Edition (Clarendon
Press, 1890); and it is to be understood that I approve
Mr. Bywater’s readings and punctuation throughout, except
in the (comparatively few) places where I express doubt or
dissent. : .

Mr. Bywater’s Contributions fo the Textual Criticism of
Avristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (Clarendon Press, 1892) un-
fortunately did not appear till the first four Books of my
Notes were already in print; but in preparing the sub-
sequent Books for the press I have taken account of the
explanations and valuable suggestions: contained in this
brochure.

To Prof. Susemihl’s critical edition of the Nicomachean
Ethics, not to mention his edition of the Eudemian Ethics
and his edition of the Moralia Magna, T am deeply indebted.
On almost every page of these Noies I have to acknowledge
something which I owe to Prof. Susemihl’s “industry and
suggestive treatment of the text. =

Before leaving the subject of the text, I ought perhaps
to apologize for pretty often referring to the readings of
certain inferior manuscripts — Cambr.,, CCC, NC, B, B’
B'— which I happen to have examined. I quote these
readings, not as being valuable in themselves, but—some-
times as enabling me to illustrate from my own observation
the operation of causes which we have to take account of in
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vi PREFACE,

estimating the readings of the important manuscripts—
sometimes simply as not having been hitherto published.

So far as the problem of establishing the text of the Nico-

machean Ethics is directly concerned, Mr. Bywater is
undoubtedly right in leaving as our recognised sources b
and Lb, with I and Aspasius.

These volumes contain only ‘ Notes." I have not written
“Introductory Essays,’ partly because the brilliant and in-

structive * Essays ’ contained in the First Volume of Grant’s’

Ethics hold the field—partly, and chiefly, because I think
that junior students—to whom I hope these Nofes may be
useful—can master the Lthics only by fighting their way
through the problems and difficulties of the Treatise, as
these start up —sometimes for the first time, sometimes
again under altered forms—in the Greek text itself.

Having, for these reasons, dispensed with ‘Introductory
Essays,’” 1 have been obliged to make a good many of the
‘notes’ somewhat long; and being anxious that every
important passage, as it occurred, should there and then
impress the student with its full weight—its weight being
often the weight of Aristotle’s whole Philosophy brought
to bear through some technical term—I have not been very
careful to avoid repetitions.

The quotations from other works of Arlstotle, and from
Plato, have been printed in full, in order that the junior
student may be able to read conveniently, within the limits
_ of these volumes, what he certainly must read, if he is to
understand the Efkics in a concrete way as part of Aristotle’s
entire Philosophy.

In writing the ‘arguments’ I have allowed myself con-
siderable liberty. In some cases it seemed that the student
would be best introduced to the particular context by an
epitome, in some cases by a paraphrase and explanation,
in other cases again by a more or less free translation.

In composing the ‘notes’ I have of course had a great
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mass of material to draw upon in the works of the many
scholars, ancient and modern, who have commented on the
Ethics. The Greek Scholiasts—Aspasius (Hevlbut, 1889),
the Paraphrast Heliodorus® (Hesnsius and Heylbut), Eu-
eratius, Michael Ephesius, and the other Scholiasts printed
in the Aldine Collection® (1536)—I1 have used carefully
throughout; and améng the modern commentators I owe
much, in different ways, to Zell (18z0), Coraes® (1822),
Michelet (1848), Fritzsche (for v, vi, vii—1851, and viii,
ix—1847), Grant (last edition, 1885), Ramsauer (1878), and
Jackson (for v—1879).

My largest debt is to Grant, whose Efhics 1 wish to
mention here with the greatest respect, as an edition the
value of which has steadily grown on me. For help,
indeed, in certain classes of detail difficulties, I have had
most often to turn to other authorities ; but no other edition
have I found so fertile in philosophical suggestions. These
suggestions, I would remark, are to be found in unobtrusive
notes, as well as in the Introductory Essays.

I must not omit to acknowledge my indebtedness to the
modern translators—Stahr, Williams, and Peters—especially
to the last. Here and there I have felt bound to say that
I do not agree with a rendering given by Mr. Peters ; but
his Translation, taken as a whole, I have found an able and
trustworthy assistant.

! We seem to have no good reason for believing that this was his name: see
L. Cohen in the Berd. philolog. Wockensch. Nov. g, 1889, p. 1419, and ¢f; Val.
Rose in Herwes, vol. il p. 212,

For the Greek Scholiasts on the £. V. generally, see Val. Rose, Hermes,
vol. v. pp. 61 sqq. s#ber die griechischen Commentare zur Ethik des Aristoteles ;
and ¢f. Bywater in Hermes, vol. v. pp. 354 sqq.

# This collection is composed as follows according to Rose (Hermes, vol. v,
article referred to in footnote above)—Book I Eustratius, II-IV Anonymus,
V Michael Ephesius, VI Eustrativs, VII Anonymus rec, VIII Aspasius,
IX-X Michael Ephesius.

% For the circumstances attending the publication of this interesting edition
see AAAMANTIOS KOPAHS §md A, OEPEIANOY (Treste, 1890), vol. iii.

PP- 47 599.



viii PREFACE.

My separate debts to predecessors 1 have tried to acknow-
ledge in all cases as’ they were contracted ; but it may well
be that, in annotating a Treatise on which there are so many
Commentators, I have sometimes put down, from ignorance

or forgetfulness, as my own, what ought to have been credited-

to another.

There is one writer, not yet mentioned, to whom I wish to
express special indebtedness. Dr. Rassow’s forschungen
siber die Nicomachische Ethik (1874) have been always before
me in writing these Nofes. I suppose all who know Dr.
Rassow’s little work will agree entirely with me when I say
that very few works of the kind contain so much valuable
matter in such small space. It would be a great gain if the
Forschungen—a model of critical method—were made more
accessible by means of an English translation.

It is not necessary to refer here, except generally, to the
assistance—acknowledged in detail—which I have derived
from the editors of other works of Aristotle, and from the
editors of other authors, quoted in these Nofes.

In conclusion—a few lines about ‘interpolations,” ‘dis-
locations,” and ‘duplicate passages.” The subject is an
interesting one, and 1 have touched it in some of my notes
on Book v and Book vii, in connexion with the views of
Dr. Jackson and Prof. Cook Wilson—also in other notes
referring to the views of Dr, Rassow; but it properly lies
beyond the scope of these volumes, which aim chiefly at help-
ing readers of the Ethics to get hold of the philosophical
doctrine’ of the Treatise. I feel sure that the scholars just
mentioned agree with me in thinking that the philosophical
doctrine, in its broad outlines and more important details,
stands out with such evidence and actuality, that it is im-
possible to conceive our view of it as having to be appreciably
altered in consequence of discoveries which may hereafter
be made as to the condition of the text before the age of
Andronicus. To take up the subject of ‘interpolations,

PREFACE. ix

dislocations, and duplicate passages’—even if I had been
competent to do so—would therefore have been beside the
aim of these MNofes as concerned with the philosophical
doctrine of the Effucs. Of course it would be a matter of
extraordinary phidological interest, if an Egyptian papyrus
were found, old enough to decide for, or against, the in-
genious speculations of the modern xwpiforres.

The Index added to these NVofes does not profess to be
complete. It is designed mainly to help the student by
bringing together selected notes on some of the more im-
portant topics. To find his way in the Greek text, the
student must turn to Mr. Bywater’s Index.

J. A. STEWART.
Suly, 18g2.



B MANUSCRIPTS

K»=cod. Lanrent. 81. 11 (1oth cent.].
L¥=cod. Par. 1854 {12th cent.).
~ MP=cod, Mare, 213 (r5th cent.).

Nb=cod, Marc. append. iv. 53 (14th cent.}.

0OP=cod. Riccard. 46 {14th cent.}.

H*=cod. Mare. 214 (14th cent.).

Pb=rpod. Vat. I342 (14th or 13th cent.).

T = Vetusta translatio (13th cent.).

Cambr. = University Library 1879 L i. v. 44: the Eliensis of Wilkinson, Zell,
and Michelet, the O° of Susemihl (13th cent.).

CCC =Library of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, 112 : the O' of Susemihl
{15th cent.).

NC =Library of New College, Oxford 227: the O® of Susemihl (1sth
cent.).

B'=Brit. Mus. Add. MS. 14080 (15th cent.}.

B?= Brit. Mus. Add. MS. 67go (15th cent.).

B#=Brit. Mus. Royal MS. 16 C. xxi (16th cent.].

Par. 1853 =Bibl. Nat, Paris: (part containing E. N, 15th cent.).

[For Bekker's MSS. of the £. V. see Susemihl, Die Bekkerschen Hss. der
 N.E. News Jukvbiicher fiir Philol. 1878, p. 625 sqq.; and Bywater's Contri-
butions to the Textual Criticism of Awistoile's Nic, Lk, For the English MSS.
of the £, N, see dAwnecdota Oxon., Classical series, vol. i, part 1. For T, the
Vet, tr., see Newman's FPolities, vol, il. pp. x1i sqq.]




CORRIGENDA

5, foot-note, read kalds wai dyadis.
81, thirteenth line from top, for © &5 used ' read 75 is used.’
169, heading of note on § 2, yead dperdv.
329, tenth line of note on § 2, read apxt8iwpos.
496, ninth line from top, for “whole section’ 7ead “clause.’
tenth line from top, for of pire read pévror mav.

. 133, heading of note on 1146 a. 22 read TapaBofa éhéyyeav.

148, top line, for “acts also against his consciously realised know-
ledge of the including universal” #zad ‘at the same time
conseiously realises the including universal.”

178, sixth line from top, /or “in’ read ¢is)

181, fourth line of note on a. 3, »ead drparis.

264, sixth line from top, /2 “imply * read ‘implies.’

295, seventh and cighth lines of note on a. 26, for &7 kol abrols read
Kal eTL abTols,

BOOK 1.

——

EHAPTER 1.

ARGUMENT.

Euery art, every science, every action, every act of choice, atms al some good,
Hence they have well defined The Good as * the end whick all things aim ot
But ends differ. Sometimes our end is the meve performance of a function ;
sometimes, something substantive beyond the performance of the function—in
which case the something substantive 45 © better than, i.e. is the raison d’étre
of tlie funciion by which if is produced.

There ave as many ends as theve are arts, scicnces, and forms of action.
There are certain leading arts, sciences, and forms of action, under twhich
ceriatn other arts, sctences, and jforms of action group hemselves in various
Lrades of subordination. The end of a leading art, science, or form of aclion
s always more choiceworthy than fhe ends of the subordinate arts, sciences, oz
Jorms of actton belonging o the group. Thus Generalship iv an art, whose end,
Cgictory, 15 more choiceworthy than © riding, the end of the subardinate art of
horsemanship ; as “riding, in its turn, is more choiceworthy than * the bridle)
the end of the still more subordingie ari of bridie-making. This exanple shows
that an art whose end is, and an art whose end s not, @ substanitve product
may Eelong to the same group of subordinate arts. A dridic is a substantive
Product, viding is the mere performance of a function ; but the ari of bridle-
making and the art of horsemanskip both fall under the same leading art.

§ 1. mdoo k.rA.] Eustratius, and other commentators after him, 1094 a. 1.

have noted that many of Aristotle’s great philosophical ireatises
begin with a universal proposition. In the universal the cause is
contained (A#n. Post. i. 24. 85 b. 26 76 8¢ kabihov mpérov atrwow dpa
5 kafidhov) : science explains things by their causes (dn. Post i. 2.
71 b. ¢ émordpefa 8¢ oidpefa ékagror Arhds. . . . Srav Ty 7 aiviaw

oidpela ywaokew 8¢ fiv 10 mpaypd éorw, Gri éxelvov dirla éotiy kai wij
évdéxecbar Tovr d\hes éyew); hence the propriety of beginning a
scientific treatise with a universal proposition, rather than with a

particular statement.
P

The opening words of the Polifics are éredy
B



2 BOOK I: CHAP. 1: § 1.

1094 a. 1. 7acar i\ 6pdper kowvopiay Tivd oboay, kai waray kowwviar dyefd Tws

évexer guregTnrviay (Tol ydp elvar Soxobvros dyaled ydpw wdvra mpirrovat

wdvres), Sjhor bs macal péy dyabod Twos oroxalovrar: the Melaphysics

begin—mdires dvbpemar 7ot elbévar dpéyovrar Ppioer: the Post. Anal.
begi i oty
yiveras ydoeos: similarly, the treatise @ Partibus Anim. and the
Physies begin with universal propositions. On the other hand
the later Eudemion Ethics begin as Grant says (Efkics: essay i.
vol. i. p. 23) ‘ without any sc,entzﬁc preface, but rather in the form
of a literary essay, with the sentence: “In the temple of the God
at Delos some one . . . has inscribed the following verses on the
vestibule of the shrine of Latona.””’

The exordium of the Z.V. (taken in connexion with the similar
exordia of the Folitics, Metaphysics, Posterior Analyfics, and other
treatises menticned) thus indicates, by its form, the logical method
which Aristotle regarded as proper to ‘a sclentific treatise.
Demonstrative science in the strict sense (drodewrwcy émoriuy—h
€& d\nloy kel mpaTwr kul dufrov kal yreppoTépar kal mpoTépwy Kal airioy
o8 gupmepdoparos An. Post, 1. 2. 71 b.20) is possible, indeed, only in
the regions of melaphysics and mathematics, where the mind con-
fronts truths which are abstract (dves @\gs), eternal (&fdw), and
necessary (uy édexdpera d\ws éew). In these regions principles
are apprehended by the eye in diagrams, or by the mind’s eye in
speculation, with perfect clearness and distinctness, and conse-
quences are evidently scen to flow necessarily from principles®. In
the concrete enquiries, on the other hand, of the natural and
moral sciences, there is no such clearness of principles, or evident
consequence of conclusions. Health, Liberty, Temperance, Utilily,
and all other ‘mixed modes,” as Locke would call them, in them-
selves as principles, and in their relations to their consequences,
stand on a very different footing from an intuition like that of
cirele, and a law of thought like that of econtradiction. Yet, in his
concrete enquiries, Aristotle is so far influenced by the analogy of
emoriuy, in the strict sense, that he constantly refers his most
particular observations to general principles of a highly abstract
and formal character, and often symbolises the primary importance
of these principles by the position which he assigns to them at the
beginning of an enquiry, as if to show that the conclusions

' On space intuition as the gromnd of apodeictic science, see Lange,
Logische Stdien, p. g sqq.

BOOK I: CHAP. 1: § 1. 3

reached in the enquiry flow from these principles, as the geometer‘s. 1004 a. 1.

gonclusions flow from the visualised definitions, or daavrams,

e ‘Which he posits as his star tmcr-pomts This penchant for the ‘ geo-

-metncal method” in concrete enquiry sometimes leads Aristotle
* astray, where ‘verification’ does mot force itself upon him, as
it d%es in Ethics and Politics. "

- So much for the general logieal significance of the exordium of
the E#hics, as oneof a class. Tts special logical significance in
relanon to the Treatise which it introduces may now be indicated.

* The cause assumed in this section is the Final Caunse; and the
leading doctrines of the Treatise may be shown to follow as con-
clusions from the universal proposition in which this cause is
assumed,

The good which every bemg, consciously or unconsciously,
strives to realise is not something external to itself (yopeorér 1. 6.
13), but s ssen good (cf. i. 5. 4 7dyafor & olkeldy 7e kal duvagaiperor
ebar pavrevdueda), the perfection of its own nature, whatever that
may be. The oak, which, springing from the acorn, grows
according to the law of its mature, and becomes a perfect tree,
realises the end of its existence, and attains “its own good” T

final cause of an organism cannot be distinguished from the’

organism itself at its best. The final cause, or good, of the tree is
the tree itself. Hence, for the term good, we may substituté the
term exisfence.  All beings, Aristotle might have said, struggle for
existence according to their kinds. ®douws, which in its strict sense
is biological law—the law determining the growth of organised
beings, is antagonistic to the drepor, or that which is indefinite
and shapeless: see mept (dov yevéoews 1. 1. 715 b. 14 7§ 8¢ ¢los
elyer 6 dmetpor TO pév yap dmetpov dredés, ) 8¢ dlicis det (yrel Téhos,
The ¢iows of the acorn produces the oak, and only the oak, an
organism realising a definite shape or wépus, in which no one part,
or function, is developed out of due proportion'. Such an

Y Cf. de Part. Anim. i, 1. 641 b. 25 &7’ eivar pavepdr Gre Eome 70 TowiTor B
81 ral kaXolper, dlaw: ob ydp 8 & 71 Eruyey & Endorov yiverar emépparos, aAAd
T6Be &k Tovbe, 008k eméppa TO TuXOr éx ToD TuxdvTos cwépparost dpxh dpa xal
womTiKdY ToU & alrel T emipuar lce yap TaiTa’ Jlerar your éx Tobrov. CL
et AL 16, 1021 b, 21 EkacTor ToTe TéARwoy, wal 7 oboia wiga TOTE Tekela,
Oray katd TO eldos Tis olwelus dperfis ppdev EAAeimy pdpov Tob raTd (low
peyéfovs. Cf Themistius on the Physics, vol, i. pp. 170, 171 (ed. Spengel}—
70 elBos wal 70 mapdderypa TovréaTr & Adyos Tob 7i fv elvar. wapdderypa B2 elmov
oDy @3 of Tds ibéas Aéyorres alré 71 iaf’ abrd DHpeords wal ywpigTdy €ldos, AAN
émedyy @pioTer TO eifos ExdoTov TRV Umd PUsews yirouérer, olov arfpdmou tamov

B2



4 BOOK I: CHAP. 1: § 1. BOOK I: CHAP. 1: § L. 5

Xt s IE I is eternal. - Accordingly, we find Aristotle défining eldaporia as 1094 a. 1.
1094 a. 1. organism is essentially itself, containing in itself its own dexy and - e S %

rékos, 7.e. growing in its own way, and for its own sake’. In these
respects natural organisms differ from the products of workmanship
(réxwn). which have an external dpxf—are shaped by another, and for
some end towards which they are merely means. A house exists
“for the sake of those who inhabit it, but a plant or animal exists
for its own sake. Téywn is accordingly related to the good in a
very different manner from that in which ¢iews is related to the
good. Téywp is a means towards the attainment of the good,
whereas ¢iows is the realisation of the good. Now, since the
subject of the Ffkics is the Life of Man af its best (6 €@ &), it is
easy to understand that the relation of ¢voes, rather than that of
réxim, to the Good will be present to Aristotle’s mind throughout
the Treatise. Human life at its best is no mere device, or means,
adopted by man for the sake of somecthing beyond itself and
better.  The ebdaipwr fues, and there is nothing better than his life.
His nature is a Adyos, or organism, épféds, balanced in all its parts,
and containing, like the nature of a tree, its own dpxy and réhos
within itself—freely initiating functions, in the performance of
which it treats itself ‘always as an end and never merely as a
means.” So far, there seems to be no essential difference between
the Tree and the Man: the Adyos, or organism, of each affirms
itself. Whether the fact that in the man the sell-affirmation takes
the form of consciousness of self makes an essential difference, is
a question which need not be discussed here. As it is, the
etdalpor, in affirming himself, Anowes Aimself—takes a survey of
human pature as an efos, or organic whole, consisting of mutually
related parts and tendencies.

But why related as they are, and not otherwise? Because ‘it is
best’ that they should be so related—because ¢ Deus sive Natura’
requires them to be so related. Hence the complete knowledge
of human nature, as an eldos, requires a knowledge of God, and
demands dewpla strictly so called, or the contemplation of that which
Bods Ehafes oukls TAarérow, kel § Taira Snuovpyotoa dpxn péxpr TosoiToy
wphetm jevodoa T DAny méxpis ob T eidos Tolro wal THY poppuv Teleiws
Evapuboal 7] BAy. :

1 Fer its own sake as representative of an immortal type. As individual,
it sacrifices itself to the perpetnation of this type: see Aspasius on this §—
fxagTor ~dp dyera tmd ThHs ilns ¢ioews gmouly énl Ty ibay Teladrgrer
emt B¢ TadTgy dyerar Bid 70 wpds Ekeivo vevewwévar, b mhvrew Tl TehawdraTov
(2. e. 70 Beiov).

Oewpia mis (x. 8. 8). And this is the formal definition, not only of
the etdaypmovia of the Thinker (the subject of the context in which
this definition occurs), but also of that of the moral agent— Kard
7hs d@\has dperds: for the latter exists for the sake of the former,
andgmust be defined in accordance with it. The city exists for
the sake of -its thinkers. A materially prosperous city withouit
thinkers would be drerds, like the body without the life. Political
institutions and moral rules are what they are, because the end
of the city is to be the home of a few thinkers. The moral life,
which bulks so largely in the city, is vo dvayaior 76 é imofioens in
relation to the popg# which the life of the thinkers—r¢ Gyxo
]uu:po'v—reaﬁées. Soghias Evexa émrdrrer [ ppdvnois, @AN otk €xel)
(£.V.vi. 13. 8). Hence it is in the @ewpyruds Bios that the ulti-
mate standard of eZ conduct is found. The ultimate 8pos or
axomds, according to which the moral pesdrns is fixed, is given not -
by the practical, but by the speculative reason. Without the
speculative ideal of Tov Gedw Beparretew kal Bewpety (L. E. 1249 D. 20),
or b ébavariew (E.N. x. 4. 8), man’s moral life would be meaning-
less. Why should he restrain his desires for the mere sake of
restraining them? Eibapovia, then, even when realised in the
performance of moral actions, is eopia, or contemplation of the
eternal : for the eidos of human nature, which must be known, if
moral conduct is to be achieved, cannot be known except in view
of its end—rb ddavariCew, 76 Tov feiv Bepamebew kal Bewpeiv .

The ultimate good, then, which man seeks after is the con-
sciousness of his own cidos as feior. It is only the ‘ Thinker.” as
such, in the Bewprricds Bios, Who has this consciousness clearly (see
E.N. x. 8.8). The morally excellent man, however, acs @
manner which would e inexplicable wnless the eldos of Human
Nature were such as the ® Thinker’ is conscious of it. The
morally excellent man may be said to have a practical, as dis-

! 1t is interesting to note that Plotinus (quite as much a Neo-Aristotelian
a5 a Neo-Platonist: see Hegel, Forles, siber die Gesch. d. Philes. vol. 3, p. 9)
actually describes as feepia Tof clfous the effort of plants and animals to preserve
and perpetuate their various types (£ue. iii. 8, vol. 1. 333 sqq. ed, Kirchhoff),
just as Aristotle often describes it as a striving after 70 Get xai 70 Oefor, So
Also the Scientia intuitiva of Spinoza’s wise man is a fewpla of Human Nature
sub specte aeternitatis, or as related to God. With sciendia drtuitive, 2 man
forms clear and distinct ideas of his passions, and so tegulates them, just as
the rnahoxdyafds of Eundemus (£. £. H. 15) finds in his fewpta of the Divine
Nature, and of Human Nature as divine, the fpos 7@y pesorirar.



6 BOOK I: CHAP. 1: §1.

1094 a. 1. tinguished from a speculative knowledge of it. He knows it as

an ¢pfes Adyes, Or organism maintaining itself with difficulty in an
environment—liable to be disturbed by sensations and passions ;
and his ‘unconscious metaphysic " consists in his strong zuferest in
its maintenance, which causes him to reject the solicitations of the
senses and passions, and ‘choose the mean,’ as the Pracfical
Reason (acting in the service of the Speculative Reason) directs.

The morally inferior man, on the other hand, allows external
influences to interfere with the steady operation of the internal
organising principle of Reason. He allows himself to grow in this
direction or that, out of due proportion (mape rov spféy Adyov), in
the interest of ends foreign {o his nature, as an harmonious
organism. He devotes himselfl to pleasure (dmohavorexds Bios), or
wealth (xpnuariocris Bios), or social success (rpf—see E. V. 1. 5),
objects which a turn of fortune may remove from his grasp, leaving
him without any ¢ good of his own.” He fails in life, because he
‘makes himself a means and not an end.’

Thus from the Principle laid down in the first section of the
Lithics the whole teaching of the Treatise may be deduced : that the
Practical Life consists in the maintenance of the Mean, or organic
balance, in action and feeling, for the sake of the Speculative Life,
which is supreme, and furnishes the Practical Life with a exards.

wépm] The habit or faculty of making (s pera Xéyov alpdods
momruey L. N. vi. 4. 3). It is external to the thing made, and,
as such, is distinguished from ¢dows, which is an immanent for-
mative principle (Mef. A. 3. 1050 a. 7 5 pév oty réym dpxy v @he,
7) 8¢ Ppuots dpyn év adrg : and of, £ V. vi. 4. 4). Although réym aims
at the good in a very intelligible sense, its relation to it, as has
been pointed out above, is not that in which Aristotle is concerned
to show that the rational agent stands to his good. The rational
life is not a process, producing beyond itself something which
may perhaps in turn be employed for some further purpose; it is
good and beautiful in itself, like an organism, and not useful as
a means.

-péfoBos]: see the notes of Zell, Michelet, and Grant, and Jndex
Arist. s.v. Literally it means ‘way to knowledge’: here it
stands for ‘knowledge’ or ‘science’ itself (émworqpn).

wpais| as used in the E¥hies properly means ‘moral action’:
cf. vi. 2. 2 7 dlofpors oddeuas dpyn mpdfewst Sjlor 8¢ § ta bnpla
alolnow pév Exew mpafews 8¢ pj kowovelv, Ilpafis €Xpresses reason

BOOK I: CHAP.1: §r. i

(Aéyos), or what the man is as an indivisible eidos or person, just as 1094 a. L.

the place of the hands on the dial at a given time expresses the
whole mechanism of the clock. = As such, mpags is distinguidhed
from reactions in immediate response to isolated stimuli of sense.

wpoafpecrr.g] defined in Z. V. iii. 3. g as Bovhevruey dpebis 7o¥ & a. 2.

fuir® It also is peculiar to man as possessing reason. It is the
¢ choice’ of means to some end, the end being distinguished by
reason from the pleasure of the moment—the object of émfupia.
It is good when it is the exponent of the whole man as p~_erfect‘|y
a}aprehended by his reason; bad, when the end with which ’the
agent ‘identifies his good’ falls short of being ¢ the whole man,’ or
is merely a phantastic image of him. Mere émfupia, on the‘ other
hand, expresses only the reaction of the sensibility in relation to
an isolated stimulus. It involves no conception of a good. Some-
thing is pleasant at the moment, and émfupia Tushes with?ut
reflection to the enjoyment of it. Tipoaipests therefore, as implying
the conception of an end different from present pleasure, is placed
here with technical correctness in a list+of faculties and functions
which aim at ‘a good” Even ‘bad choice’ involves the notion,
however imperfect, of “a good: as Aspasius says ad loc. xai yap ai
poxfnpai mpaets kal poxfnpai mpoapéoers péger Tod dyablod yivortar,
a\A& merhaviuéver TEy TpaTTivTey i) TEOGPOUpELY.

815 kahds dmeddravro Thyaboy ob wdrr epleran] cf. ZL V. x. 2. 4
of & émordpevor Gs obk dyafoy ob mave' éplerar, pi otbiv Ny,
Cf. Rhet. i. 6. 1362 a. 23 éore ) dyabdw & dv airo éavrov vexa 7
alpertv kat of évexa dNAo alpotpeba kal of éplerar wavra §) mfm j’z‘t.
digbnow Eovra ) vobv 7 e AdBotr yotw kai Soa & vols &v éxdore dmodoiy,
xal dqa & mept Exaaroy vols dmodibuoy EkarTy, TobTé éoTw éxdoTe ayalov,
Cf. Themistius, Hept ¥uxs, fol. g2 (vol. il. p. 208, ed. Spenge})
dyadod yip 5 atofnous § alobyous dyri\apPBdvecfar oly ofa Te oUdé s aes
&0\ pdvov Tob Tépmovros 7 dmdvros, To 8¢ dyabdy kat 76 Kkakdy ToD wob
pévoy kpivew éori. But if diefhous and émbupla; as such,. are not
directed to ‘the good,” how can the lower animals, which hm:e
only alofyois and émfbvpia, be said “to strive a.fter‘the gooc% ?
Because their alofioeas and émbupla have, like their protective
colours and other bodily adaptations, assumed a definitely fixed
character in relation to an orderly (i.e. rational) environment.
Their organisms, which their alobjoes and émbupim supser\’e,
are embodiments of reason adequate to the conditions of the
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108% o. 2. environment in which they survive: cf. Z. A vii. 13. 6 o8

HBosy Buikovas Ty adriy wdvres, floviy pévror wdvres lows 8¢ kai

Sidkovaw oly fiv olovrar 38 fip &v paler, A& Ty @ty wdvra yap
GeS 5 s ety

ioee Exer 1 feiov.  Man's épéfers condlict with his ¢ good,” because

by his fewpia he has risen into a sphere in which his merely animal

adaptations are inadequate. i

§ 2. Buapopd . . .] There are two kinds of ends. Some are
immanent, being identical with the évépyeiu, or functions, which
constitute the essence, or perfect being, of the things of which
they are said to be the éwépyeia. A physical organism, and the
noble life, are ends of this first kind. Some ends, however, are
not immanent, but exist beyond the functions or operations which
produce them. The products of réy¥y are ends of this second kind.
They continue to exist after the processes which have produced
them have ceased; whereas a physical organism ceases to exist,
as such, when its vital functions cease. The end of réxm 13
an éyov mapd Ty évépyeiav. Hence the évépyaar, or operations as
such, of méym are said to be dredeis, and are more properly called
koqoss than éépyaa. CL Mol ©. 6. 1048 b 28, &c. maca yap
kivgais drehys, loyraoia, pdbpots, Bdbiris, oikodopnos afrar 8¢ KunoeLs,
kal drehels ye ol yip dpa Babite kal BeBadiker, 008" oikobupel rai Grodd-
pker, oUdé yiyverar kal yéyovev, 7 kweirar kal keklvnker' dAN Erepov kat
rivet cal kvetrar ébpake O¢ ral Spi dpa 16 adrd, kak voet kul vevdnke, Ty pév
ol TutatTyy évépyetay Aéyw, ekelve 8¢ khmow, CEL Met. K, 9. 1066 a. 2o
i ve kimois évépyara pév elvar Soxei Tis, drelys 86 But Life, whether
viewed as an organised system of various functions, or as mirrored
in cne high function such as sight or thought, is é&épyew in the
strict sense, 7.¢. contains its own end in itself. Such vépyewa, as
Aristotle puts it, ‘resides in” that organism of which it is said to
be the évépyewa, being indeed identical with the odola or eldos of the
organism ; whereas the so-called éépyew of the builder or weaver,
qud huilder or weaver, passes out into the house or web, which is
“better than”® the builder or weaver, gud builder or weaver. See
Met. ©. 8. 1050 a. 23, &C. énei 8 dori raw pév Zoyaror 1 Xpiots, otoy
SYews 1) dpaos, kai oldéy yhverar mapd rabrny Erepov dnd Tijs Bifrews Fpyort
ér’ dviwy 8¢ yiverai i, ofov dmd tis olkobouis oikia wape Ty olkods-
pnow . .. Gowy pév obv Erepiy i domi mapd Ty ypiow 1o yiypdperan,
TovTLY péy 7 dvépyeia &y T mowupive Eoriv, ofoy § Te olkoldpnos v TG

; : : o g .
oikodopouuévey kal 3 Ugavors & 1§ dpavopdve’ bpoles 8¢ kai émt Tow
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d\hay, ket Sles 7§ kinois év TG kwoupéve' fowr 8¢ pn dorw dAle T 1094 a. 3.

fpyov mapd iy évépyeaar & adrois {mdoyet § dépyaa olov § dpacis fp T
dpavre kal i Oewpla v 76 Bewpotvm kal § (on év T Yruyi Std kal §) eldar-
poviee {oy yap kat wod Tis eorivc Sore avepdy ot ) oloie kal o eldas
Cuipyed ris orw. ‘With the doctrine of this passage we may compare
Arisjotle’s theory of the relation of the Yuxj to the oopa. The

Arux s the fumction of the obpa, its form, or essence. A dead body

18 a body only in an equivocal sense, as a marble hand is a hand.
It is life which constitutes the body; and the living body does not
exist for the sake of any end external to itself. See De dnima,
W. I. 412 a. T9 dvaykdior dpa v Yyt obolay elva, b5 eldos
soparos Guowot Buiper {wip Syorres—and Mel H. 3. 1043 a. 35
Vruxi yap otoia kal évépyen capards Twos . As the whole body exists
for the sake of, and is constituted by its life, so ah organ like the
eye, taken by itself, may be said to exist for the sake of, and be
constituted by its special function—sight. The end, good, or
being of the eye is sight.. This end or good is not something which
can exist apart from the eye ; and an eye which does not see is not
really an eye. Cf. De Anima, ii. 1. 412 b. 18 € yip #v 6 dPpbahpds
{Gov, Yuyn @v abrd Gr § dfns almy yip edola dpfalpod 1 kard Adyor®
§ 8 Spbarpos Thy Sfews, Hs dwolimovorns, oix forir dpfapds, whip
dpovipes, kafdrep 6 Afwos xal yeypappévos. - The noble life (eflacu-
povie—rd €6 (Gjv) is the function or évépyee of Human Nature as
sight is of the eye.

§§ 8, 4] T3 f &, the noble life, is the chief end of man, and all
his actions and pursuits are for the sake of this. But every one of
these actions and pursuits has its own immediate end, which, in its
turn, is a means to the end of some more comprehensive pursuit,

L Cf. Zeller, P%. 4. Gr. third ed. p. 48% (Aristot.).—‘ Besteht nun das wahre
Wesen jedes Dings in seiner Form, und das Wesen alles Gewordenen in
seinem Zwecke, so wird diess auch von den lebenden Wesen gelten miissen.
Jedes lebende Wesen ist cine kleing Welt, ein Ganzes, dessen Theile dem
Zwecke des Ganzen als Werkzeuge zu dienen haben. (Phys. viil. 2. 252 b.
24 € § & (wo Tolro Buvardy ~yeviabar, Ti KwAier TO abTo cvulirar kal katd TO
mav ; el yip &v pueps pdopw yiverar, eal fv peyidg). Jedes Werkzeug ist aber
von der Verrichtung abhingig fiir die es bestimmt ist; der EKorper ist mithin
wm der Seele willen da, und die Beschaffenheit jedes Korpers ist durch die
seiner Secle bestimmt: (de part. animal. L 5. 645 b. 14 érel 8% 76 pév
dpyavoy war Evexd Tov, TEv &i Tod odpatos popler ZracTor Everd Tov, T8 & ob
{vewa mpalis 7is, pevepdy dte gal 7O civokoy c@pn gurioTyre Tphlews Tos Evexa
MAGPOVS . . . . WoTE kal TO o@pd Tws THs Yuxis Gvexer, wal Ta pipie Ty Epyey
ampds & mépuwey éraoror. Cf. Met, vi. 10. 1035 b. 14.)

2. 6.
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1084 a. 6. We thus find in Jife many dpyirecromial Surdpes, so called however

a. 10,

a.13.

8 14,

in a relative sensc only, because fe dpyirekromxy Stvaus par
excéllence is the art of living nobly. All other ends—Health,
Wealth, Victory—are subordinate to, and good only in relation to
the noble life. Although some of the special operations of man,
such as walking, riding, dancing, differ from the réysa proper in
not resulting in &vya or things made, still they resemble them in
looking beyond themselves, as e.g. to health, business, or amuse-
ment. On the metaphor implied, in the use of the term dpyirex-
roveeq) here, the Paraphrast has the following remarks: 4 & orparg-
yiy) dpxrrekroviks) wpis airas [Ze. immiy k.| kakeirar Sdvarar yap
dmep & apyirétev év tols Tékroow wabimep yip xcivos dmofiémay els 1o
eldos 7iis olkias éceiva keheber motely Tols réxrovas & wpds éxeivo Péper 75
eidos, ofrw kal § orparnywh, kal elris E\\y rowatry, dmd Tod Wioy rélous
Tais @hdats Sidwet rols kavovas,

§ 4. 8dvaper] ‘faculty,” in the sense in which we speak of the
Faculty of Arts or Law at a University.

xehwomouih | Accepted by Bekker and Bywater on the authority

of pr. KD alone, for the xa\womomruch of re. Kb, and apparently all
other MSS.

kotd Tov adrdr 3 Tpémor] Bywater introduces kard into the text
from KP Mb, (and Cambr.). For & read here by Bekker and
Bywater, Susemihl gives 8. The best MSS. secem to have 8,
while 8¢ is given by CCC, B!, B and Ald. Where 8 and &
are concerned, however, MS. authority is not of much account.
1 prefer 8¢

év &mdoais 8¢] 8¢ is the reading of all MSS. apparently except
MPb and r, which have 8. A¢and 8 are constantly interchanged in
the MSS.,and the best of them have not much authority in the matter,
Zell, Grant, and Ramsauer read &, and explain it as an instance of
‘0 in apodosi.” The law of 8¢ in apodosi’ in Aristotle is thus
formulated by Eucken (de Arist. dicendi ratione: pars prima: de
particularum wsu, p. 31)— 8 in apodosi usurpatur aut ita ut
tepetatur apud demonstrativum cum antecesserit apud relativum,
aut post demonstrativum, cum non antecesserit, sed enuntiatio
demonstrativa quodam modo opponatur relativae, aut post par-
ticulam eI, ubi apodosis opposita est protasi.’ It seeras natural then
to bring the év drdoais 8¢ of the present passage under the first
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clause of the law for ¢&¢ in apodosi’ as formulated by Eucken. 1004 a.14.

Michelet, however, reading 8, prefers to speak of an anaco]utzlon
here. He follows Krische (Jenadsche alle. Literalurzedung:

- December, 1835: mo. 230, p. 403) in thinking that the doar &

eleiv with which the sentence begins is, after the parenthesis,
changed per anacoluthiam into & émdoas 8, the & being simply

repeated. The words of Krische (quoted by Eucken, p. 25 are:

‘drar 8 elot kundigt den Satz an, der durch die Vergleichung,
welche aber von ihm nicht zu trennen ist, unterbrochen wird;
Ml év drdoas 8¢ wird der unterbrochene Gedanke, der nun auch
die Vergleichung in sich schliesst, wieder aufgenommen, so dass &
nach é& dm. das wiederholte erste 8¢ ist, und nimmermehr statt 85
die Apodosis bildet:” on which Eucken remarks—* cujus sententiae
assentirer, si Aristoteles scripsi'sset év Tavrais O¢, sed cum év amdorats
legatur, quo verba omnia quae aniecedunt comprehenduntur,

“nescio an cum codice MP (cujus auctoritas in talibus rebus summa

est) Korae, Bonitzio 87 legendum sit” I am inclined to follow
fucken in preferring & to & here, on the principle which he lays
down in substituting 8y for 8¢ in £. V. iii. 11. 4. 1118 b. 24—"post
mdrra noN particula 8¢, quae opponit, locum habet, sed &, quae ea
comprehendat guae antecedunt’—and quite independently of the
authority of Mb. MP notoriously abounds in unique readings,
which have no genealogical significance, and can only be regarded
as the conjectures of a scribe: sce Susemihl's Pref. to his edition
of Lth. Nic., Teubner, 1880, p. viii— Cum inter peculiares M P
codicis lectiones haud paucae sint sine dubio e mera conjectura
modo falsa modo recta haustae, summa in eo adhibendo cautione
opus neque Bekkerus® ubique satis ea usus est.” FEucken-there-
fore seems to me to take up a peculiarly untenable position, when
he maintains (p. 40) not only that we must go to the MSS. to
decide between 87 and 8¢ but that on this particular point M P is
to be preferred to all others: ©in Ethicis Nicomacheis ubicungue
agitur utrum & an & scribendum sit codex MY ceteris omnibus
praeferendus est,

§ 5. Suddper & 0884 krh] It does not affect the subordina- a. 16.

tion of ends described in § 4, whether the subordinate ends are
épya, like a bridle, or éwépyewar, like riding. Both fall under the end

1 According to Rassow (Forsch. dber die Niv. Eth. p. 8) Bekker has altered
the text on the authority of MY unique in about twenty places.
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1094 a.16. of generalship—victory. Again, an évépyea like walking may be

subordinated to an éwépyeia the end of which is an ényoy, as when a
builder walks to his work; just as, on the other hand, an end
which is an &pyor, like a bridle, may be subordinated to one which
is an évépyeta, like riding. The &yor is indeed ‘“better than’ the
évépyan which produced it, but not better than aeny évépyea. Thus
a substantive €yor may be subordinate to a wpagis which results
in no &yov. So the Paraph. ad floc. e 88 wai py) mpifess elev o
7éhy Téy wpakewr, NG Epya, ovdéy kwhver Bélriowr eivar kai aiperarepov
kal aiTdv 7OV épywr TO Tis dpyiTekrorikis Teos kai wpdfis O dump
yalivomotTikys péy TeNos Epyort yahwds vdp' erparnpkis 8¢ Téhos
mpates® viky ydp® kat obdéy keller Ty vikgy Belrio elvar ral alperorépay
Tod xaAwol' ro yip Epyor Berwoy s mpdfews, ob wdens, @G pduns

) ot I 3 o 30 A
EKELLTIS 35 mmrs'hea,ua EOTL, BE,UTH. TE’RBC ERELVTS EOTE,

GCHAPEER V.

ARGUMENT.

New, if all formes of human endeavour have uitimately one and the same
end, this end being svucht after for ifs own sake, while all other ends are
choseir a5 pmeans fowards tfs affatnment—and this must be so, for, if all owr
ends weré tuel mieans to furiher ends, human endeavorr wwould b an endless
and vain process—ines one ulttmate end will be the Chief Good.

The knowledge of the true nmature of this ultimate end of all Rumas en-
deavour must evidently have great influcnce on the conduct of &fe. If we
possess the Enowledge of it, we shall b move Likely always fo do the right thing
in pariirular circemstances.  We must therefore try o get at least o general
tdea of s nature, and to determing the science or avi of wiich @ 45 the obect.

Lt st suvely be the obfect of the science whick rules all the other sciences,
and suppites the plar which they oll subserve. Such Statesmanship—ihe science
o7 aré of social Hife—mumeifestly 45, Al other sciences and arts exist and ave
cultivaled subject to the provisions whickh this supreme scienice or art lays down
Jor theme. Tt uses the olher sciences and arts for ifs own praciical end > 2t de-
terynines authoritatively what we skall do, and what we skl wot do. s end
therefore, including o5 it does the ends of all the other sciences and arts, will be
maw's Chicf Good, When we say ‘man's Chegf Good’ # is eminently the

- citizen’s Chigf Good that we have in view ; for althownch “man’ and © citizen’
are essenfially one, and their good therefore essentinlly the same, the accidents
of concrele Iife may partially isolate the individual from the sociely of lis
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- Jellowcitizens, and the good which ke aftains to im Jis pariial isolation will

differ in degree, though ot in kind, from that whick men in full rapport quith
the best social influcnces vealize for themselves and their city. The former
good is onz which indeed we are offen fain lo acqguiesce in, but the lalter 5
far betier—a more divinely beautiful thing to lay kold of and kecp.

§1] As Grant says, this is ‘the argument upon which the
whole system of the Zikies is based! We cannot always desire
means; there must be an end desired for its own sake alone ;
for human nature, like the physical organism of an animal or plant,
ntast have a limit or definite form. This limit or definite form will
be the swmmum bonum (réyabdv kai 6 dpiorov) of man. As the
functions of a physical organism do not build up an indefinitely
increasing mass without constant shape, but result in a structure
definite both in size and form, so man’s desires do not follow one
another endlessly, giving rise to conduct which has no plan, but
conspire (with success proportioned to the rationality of the agent)
towards the maintenance of a definite system of life. The irrational
man, as such, loses sight of this end. He is dominated by the
émbupéa which happens at the moment to engage him. This is
succeeded by another émfbuuia, perhaps in no way related to it
His life is thus not one, but many; it is a mere succession of
episodes like a bad play. Ithas no object: drewpos yip § wijs émbuplas
piows (Pol. ii, 4. 1267 b. 3). But the rational man has a definite
object—the maintenance of the eldos of human nature, ‘This eidos
he apprehends as an organism which must ¢correspond with a
social environment,” because it cannot otherwise take its appointed
place in the xéopos, or realise itself as ¢ divine.”  That harmonious
play of all the functions of his nature, which enables man so to
¢ correspond with his social environment’ that he may realise
himself as °divine,’ is the End or Good of human nature. This
¢ correspondence’ is the function of sols, the synoptic faculty,
which views everything in its relations to all other things, 7.e. not as
phaenomencn, but as noumenon, 0T sub specie aefermifalis. In the
mpaxrikss Bilos, with which the main part of the £7kies is concerned,
the synopsis is less perfect than in the fewpnricds Bios; hence, as
everything is defined in accordance with its perfection, we find
man’s chief end defined at the close of the Efhzcs as fewpia. For
the present, however, it will be enoughto regard it as ‘correspon-
dence with the social environment.’

In connecting the dyaféy with the =épas, Aristotle follows the

1004 a.18.
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Pythagoreans and Plato. Z, AL il 6, 14 =& Yap kakby Tol dwelpov, g
of Hubaydpeor elcalov, 70 8¢ dyabdy Tob memepaouévov. Plato, Lhilebus,
27 B Zw. mpérov piv rolvey dnepor Aéyo, Betirepor 8¢ 76 mwépas, Erer ék
wovTwy Tpiroy uktiy Kal yeyerquévmy olalay, Ty & TS pSews alriay xal
yevéoews Terdprny Néywv Gpa i mhpupedolpy & m; The gzood and
beautiful are realised in the wifis. Cf. Phil. 64 D Zo. & e
fvpmdons ye pifews ob yalemdv 8ely mip airiay . . . . . On pETpoy kal
Tis Euppérpou Qigens ) Tuyoloa fricoly kal Smwcoiy Eiykpaos waca
& avdycns amd\uge i re keparvipera kai wpaTHY EQuTNY . . . . vEw O
karamépevyer fptv 7 rayaboi Slvaus els ThY Tob kakod Biow. perpibrys
yap kal fupperpla kddhos Sfmov wal Gpery mavrayod fupBaiver viyveabat,
Aristotle’s view of the relation of wépas to the dyafdy is very clearly
stated in Mel. a. 2. 994 b. g &t 8 76 o Zexe Téos rowiror Be b i
ahhov Evera, dAhd Td #Aha ékelvov, Gore € pev orar Totdroy 7O Eoyarow,
olk €orar dmepor. el 8¢ pndé Tewodrov, otk Eorar TH ob fvexa. GAN. of TO
dmetpoy morobrres havBdvovaw ebnipolvres Thy Tod Gyabfol diow. xalror
oifleis &y éyxephioeter otfiy mpdrrew, i péMoy érl mépas Hlew ol dv €ty
vous v Tols ToioUTols évera ydp rwos del mpdrrer § ye volu Eywr” TovTo ydp o
wépas’ 76 yip Tékos wépas éori. The dyalé, or wépas, at which rods aims,
both in science and in the conduct of life, is order, system, kéopos.
Nots combines separate facts into a theory, separate actions into a life,
just as, according to Anaxagoras, it brings order into the material
universe. No single desire or act can be properly said to be good.
The good, like the beautiful, is realized only in the orderly arrange-
ment of parts: see Poef. 7. 1450 b. 3 76 dp ka\dwy e peyéBer ral
vafew éorl. ‘The relation of parts in a definite organism,’ is what
Aristotle means by the ayaloy, the wemepaopévov, the xaddy. This
relation is the object and realization of »ofs. It is the royrdy which
exists only for vods. Hence it is said, as in Met. A. 9. 1074 b. 33,
to be identical with »ofs. The object of »ois is vofs itself. Nobs
is therefore dominated by nothing external to itself, and better
than itself, as alo@yous is dominated by ré alofyrér. It is therefore
absolutely good—rpdrioroy i—aiivdw dpa voei, elmep éoTiTo Kpdreorov, kal
€aTiy 1) vonots voroews ¥onais alverar & del ENhov # émioTipy kat 1§ atobnous
kal ) d6fa kal 1§ Sudvoia, alrfis B ey mepépyo. The true personality of
the evdaipwy is his elSayorla or rationally ordered life (E.V. ix. 4.
4 1108 2. 6 copév & éepyeia), or perfect correspondence with his
environment. It is the law of his own nature to correspond
perfectly. We must not abstract him from his environment, as if
he were one thing, and the environment another thing, and thus
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represent him as dominated by something alién to, or external to 1094 a.18.

himself. In the life of reason he is a ‘law unto himself” ® He
understands and desires everything as it stands related to the great
whole of which it is a part. His knowledge is ‘adequate, and
his desires are according to his knowledge—i.e. his knowledge is
equal to what can be known in his sphere, leaving no residuum of

the unknown, and his desires give rise to no conduct which can

ever become matter for regret. In the life of sense, on the other
hand, a man perceives only the superficies of things, and fails to
grasp them in their essence as parts of the whole. His desires
too, following the superficial information supplied to them by sense,
lead him to perform acts which he afterwards wishes undone. The
world is wider and more complex than himself, and has many
surprises and retributions in store for him. The life of sense is
thus one of subjection, or passivity; while the life of reason is one
of freedom, and supremacy (¢, the term xpinrrov applied to roiis).
This life of reason, in which there is no ignorance or error is, it
will be easily understood, an ideal, like Spinoza’s cogmitio adaequata,
which no man ever actually reaches. Yet some men approximate
to it more nearly than others; and in the beautiful structures of

plants and animals we have a physical rendering of it which, save—

for the death of the individual, is perfect.

7@y mpakTdv] 7. . ‘ rerum agendarum,’ Michelet rightly, who finds
fault with Muretus for supplying reéywith npakrdy, and distinguishing
between ré\y which are mpaxrd or attainable by man, and those
which are od mparrd—Iideal ends. But Aristotle cannot admit such
a distinction; see x. 7. 8§ xp) 8¢ od kard Tols mapawoivras dvlpimiwa
Ppovely avfpwmor dvra, odlé funra tov Gmriy, AN é’ Soov évdéyerar
dfavarifew. TH mpakrde is the result or object of mpaks (as 7o
emornréy 18 of émoriun, 5 alefyrov of dirfnois) and as such may
signify either ‘something done’ as a means to an end, or the end
itself: see £. E. 1. 4. 1217 a. 35 Sixbs Aéyerar 0 mpakrdv. kat yap
by évexa wparroper, kal Ta roiTwy mparropeva ydpw, which Grant refers
to as “a sort of scholium ’ upon the term mpaxrdy.

Boukdpela]| employed here with technical correciness, Bothjots
or wish being directed to ends. Bee E V. iil. 2. g & & 5
pév Bovknois Tob Téhous éori pahhov, 7 O€ wpoaipegis Thy wpos TO TENes.
Similarly aipotpefa implies mpoaipeoes or choice of means.

wpdewgt] impersonal. For examples see Znd. Arist.

a. 18.

a. 20,



1094 a.21.

a. 22,

a. 23,

a. 84.

suggesting a balance, exomds being a target.
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pataiar] CE Phys. ii. 6. 197 b. 25 és Tobro by 76 pare, 76 mepurds
NGy Eveka Brav pi wepaivy éxelvo ob Evera émeiive—i. . Where a means
misses its end, Z . is no means at all, we have 7o pdrp. But no
part or function of a physical organism is thus useless. All parts
conspire to the life or good of the organism. See De Coclo i. 4.
25T A. 32 pdrqy yép vnddnypa TodTo Aéyopey of pf) éomw Imdbere o e
feds kal f) iois od8iy dAdyws o0d8é pdrmpy woiel, where dldyms means
without Adyos, or definite structure and ratio of parts. Cf De
Partibus Anim. iii. 1. 661 b, 24 pndéy pdryy mowely vy Piow pndé
meplepyor, and other places noted in the Jud, Arist,

§ 2. @ obv] Zell and Michelet quote Muretus—* Mos hic est
Aristotelis, ut saepe, quae affirmare instituit, ea interrogando efferat.’
Cf. the common use of # in Aristotle introducing as a question
the writer's own opinion, e.g. £. V. v. 9. 9 j 0bd¢ rolro daoiy;

porfy . . . okowdy] There is a mixture of metaphors here, pomy
On pomipy Eustratius
says—anmd peraopds tow (vyav ofs & Tols Bdpeot xpdpeba. The
metaphor of the oxomds oceurs, as Zell and Grant notice, in Plato
Rep. grg B, C, where it is said of the dratSevror kal dAnfelas dmerpor
that okemdr v 7§ Bip olk éxovow &a, of oroyalopévous 8el dravra
apdrrew & dv wpdrreow By Te kal dppocia.

708 Béorros] Grant says:—‘not “our duty” in the modern
sense, this conception not having been as yet developed®, but
more generally ¢ what we ought to do” from any motive. The
word &or was a received term with reference to moral subjects.
Cf. Plato Rep. p. 336 D, where Thrasymachus, calling upon
Socrates to define Justice, says “ Mind you don't tell me that it is
the &éov or the dpédpor, or the Avoirehoiy or the kepdaiéor, OT
the Evugpépor.” CL also Charmides p. 164 B; Xen. Mem. i. 2.
22, But the exact import of the term was not fixed. Aristotle in
the Zopics il 3. 4 mentions among the moM\ayds Aeydpeva, oloy e
70 Béov dori 70 Euppépov § 70 kaldv.

The fundamental meaning of 8éw, or &s 8ei, seems to be in-
dicated by the conjunction which occurs in Z. V. iii. 7. 2. 1115 b.
12 &s 8ei 8¢, kol s & Nyos, dmopevet (6 dvdpelos Ta oBept) rob kadoh
&exa. That is v, which is necessary as a means to the main-

1 T cannot assent to the view (apparently held by Grant) that the Greeks

had not developed the conception of *Duty,” as we find it—to take a typical
modern instance—in Kant.

L
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lenance of the organism of man's moral nature—an organism
which realises an 4pfés Aiyos, or just proportion of parts, and is
therefore xa\év and dyafiv in the eye of rads which contemplates it.

- The same reference to a just proportion may be noticed in the use

Of 70 8éov in F. N. iv. 2. 13 8id wémys pév odk &v el peyadompenis' ob
yip éstr dd’ v modka Samavioer mpemdrTws 6 § émiyepdy Ghibios’
mape T dElay yap kal T Béov, kar dperiy 8¢ 5 dpfas. CL E. V.iv.
2. 20 6 & OmepBdidwr kal Bdvavoos 7¢ mapa To Géoy avahiTrew Umep-
fd\ke.  Similarly, the passage before us (Z. V. i 2. 2) means
thdt, if a man knows the dya8d» of man, 7. ¢, the efos or organisation
of man’s nature as a system of harmoniously balanced parts, and if
he keeps the thought or perception of it always before him in all
that he does, he will not fail to do, at the proper time, what is
necessary (déov) to its maintenance.

§ 8. Timw ye wephaBeiv.] A frequently recurring metaphor,

- derived from the practice of the sculptor, who makes a rimos or

rough clay model before he begins the statue in stone. Before we

~ begin our elaborate treatment of the chief good, we will try to

form a rough general idea of what it is, and of the conditions

under which it can be realised. See Zell and Michelet ad Joc., and

Schwegler Met. vol. iv. p. 42, and Judex Arist. s. v. timos, for such
phrases as wayuhos kai Time, kabidov hexbév kal Tome, Time Kal ém
kipadatn Aéyew, TUme kai oik akpids Néyeoba, Timwp Sehbelv, Timw
dwopisréor.  The imoypaghy in painting answers to the rimes in sculp-
ture. In de An.ii. 1. 413 a. 9, we find the metaphor from painting
mixed with that from sculpture—rime pév ody rairy Swpisbe kai
troyeypddfo mepl Yuyie.  In E. V. i. 7. 17 there is the.same
mixture of metaphors. We must suppose that the sources of the
metaphors have at last ceased to suggest themselves distinctly.
Both metaphors occur in Plato, e.g. Kep. 414 A rorabry tis Sokel pot
i ékdoyi) eiva kai kardoragis Tév dpxdvTay Te kal Puldro, &s & Time p
' drpiBeias elpiofar, and Rep. 548 D és My oyipa moliretas droypdfr-
avra py drpif3es dmepyicacfac

émompdr §) Suvdpewv] Sivaps is the generic term, and includes,
a5 species, émoripn and réym @ but here Surduewr seems to stand for
Texpar.

§ 4, xuprwrdms] Grant remarks that here ‘«vpordrys seems
partly to mean “most authoritative” or  absolute,” partly “that
which is most absolutely a science.”” Kiptos is (1) ‘ sovereign over’

c

1094.a.24.

a. 25,

a. 26.
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&, 27.
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{2) “in the strict sense,” 7. ¢. in the sense which has the authority
of ‘usage in its favour, and consequently ¢prevails over’ other
senses of a term: cf. £ NV i 4. 13 rvpidrepor pip alry Soxel
Xéyeafau = © for this seems to be the more proper sense of the term " :
cf. also wupla dperqy vi. 13. 1, where rvpla has probably both the
meanings mentioned above—* virtue, in the strict sense of the
term—sovereign virtue” The present section may be rendered
thus : ‘It would seem to be the object of #¢ science par excellence,
the science which is mistress and directs (dpyererrovucr) all the other
sciences.”

§§ 5—17. rowadty 8 4 mohirikt paiverar, krh.] It is man’s nature
to be a citizen—gioa dvlpomos moherikdy {por.  Severed, if that were
possible, from the hody politie, the individual would be like an
amputated hand, which is no lenger a hand except in name, for it
is the performance of its function in the economy of the living
body which constitutes it a hand. The drolis would be either a
beast or a god; not a man, for he would have no distinctively
human function: see Pof. 1. 1. 1253 a. 19 «al mpdrepor 8¢ i ioe
wohts 7 olkla kal ékaoros fuév éortiv. TO yap Ghop mpdrepow dvaykaiow
elvar ToU pépovs® dratpovpérou yap Tol Ehov olk Eorar mols obde yelp, e iy
bpavipos, Somep € Tis Néyer Tip Abimy: Sagfapeioa yip Eorar Towiry,
mivra 8¢ 76 Yy dporar kal Th Svwdper, Gore -upkétt Towdra Svra ob
Aewréor vt alirh elvar AN Spdmpa.  re pév obw 1§ mélis kai ioe wpdrepor
#) Eagros dfhov' € yap py adrdprns ékaoros ywpiolels, dpolws Tols dAhots
pépeous Efew mpos w0 Ghew, G B¢ py Suvdpevos kowovely § pndéy Seduevos 8¢
atrdpretay obdey pépos moews, dore i Oppiov 7 bess. CF Mef. 7. 11.
1036 b. 30 ot yap wdvrws 7ob dvfpamov pépos 7 xeip, AN 7 Svvapéry
T Epyov dmotehely, dore Frduxos odoar pi Eufruyos 8 ol pépos.

Man realises his true personality as man, when he becomes con-
scious of the manifold relations in which he stands to his fellows in
that final social system which is distinguished as the md\is from the
xéopn and oixia ; and when, in consequence of having become con-
scious of these relations, he acts, not to please or profit himself, but
to show himself worthy of the civilization permanently embodied
in his wé\es. Then his life is the chief good of man as man.
Hence moleruen, the science of the plan (&pxerekmmxﬁ) according
to which the mdhis is constituted, will be the science of the
chief good of man as man, 7. ¢. of man as a ‘social being®’ Ac-

t And as a ‘thinker’: for it is only in the wdAss that thinkers are found.

BOOK I: CHAP. 2: §§ 5-7. 19

cordingly all man’s special pursuits, such as warfare, household 1094 a. 27.

management, and public speaking, so far as they may promoté or
prevent the realisation of this ¢ plan,” are regulated by wohirudj.

The subordination of erparpyxy to molrwe does not need much
explanation. The true function of the grpamyds is to conduct suc-
cessfelly the wars which are necessary to the maintenance of the
7éMis, a5 a home of the peaceful virtues and arts: moheuotper W'
epfmy dyeper E. N, x. 4. 6. 1t is for oy therefore to see that
the military spirit is kept within just limits. The main point in
Atistotle’s criticism of the Spartan constitution is that, by the
exclusive aftention it paid to military excellence, it produced a state
of society which could not last, no place being left for the peaceful
virtues. Sec Pol. il. 6. 1251 b. 2 wpods yap pépos aperis 1§ wiga alu-
rafis T8y pépov éorl, Tiv wokeuxiy almy yap xpnolun wpos 7O Kparely
Toryapoty érdlovro piv melepoivres, dmiM\wro 8¢ dpfavres, &d T4 i
énforasfar oxo\élew, pndé joknkévar pnbeplay doxnow érépay kuparépay
TS TONEpLRTS.

The subordination of olkovouks to wokrreks is a point of great
importance in Aristotle’s system. The #é\is is composed of olkias
which, though chronologically prior, are logically posterior to the
mé\is, 7. e. they exist for the sake of the mé\is, 2s the members for the
sake of the body. Hence mohurikf, which sees to the good of the
wélus, or whole, will regulate olkovopuxs, which sees to the good of
the oixie, or part. The true function of the eixovdues is so to rule
his household consisting of wife, children, and slaves, and so to
providé for their material wants, as to make his “home life” such
that he, and his sons when they grow up, can, without encumbrance
or distraction, devote themselves to ‘political life,—that is, to the
leisured life of culture which the society of the mé\s offers. In
providing, in this ‘political” spirit, for the material wants of his
family, the olkovdpos is engaged in 4 kmyrc) 7 kard ¢iow, and the
capital which he accumulates and administers is 6 a\yfuwés mhodros, 2N
amount definitely limited in relation to the end which it, as dpyavoy,
subserves. But thé oixovdues may forget that ‘ political life” is the
end, and ‘home life’ or ¢ private life’ only the means. He may

The final cause of civilization, as developed through the stages of ofwfa and
of kdpn, is the production of the small band of thinkers who, when the stage
of the wéAws has been reached, illuminate each generation. Averroes rightly
interpreted Aristotle’s thought with the dictum °necesse est ut aliquis philoso-
phus semper sit in gente humana (Commentary on de Aw. iii).

c2
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1094 a, 27. make ‘home life’ or a ¢private career’ his end. He may make it

his end to have a luxurious establishment, or to accumulate wealth
for its own sake by trade (xpnuarcorici)—an unnatural thing to do,
for wealth is naturally a means, and the man who makes its ac-
cumulation his end is engaged in an endless undertaking.

It is for moherueh, therefore, as the science of the social orgaaism,
to see that the spirit of self-aggrandisement in olkovduot, or private
persons, does not make the parts useless or even dangerous to the
whole, See Pol i. 3. 1256 b. 27 & pév ofv eldos kmmicis xard Ppiow
Tijs olkovoutxils pépos éoriv' & Oel fror vmdapyew ) wopilew avriv dras
dmdpyy, &y éori Opoavpiopds ypnpdrev mpos {onr draykatey kal ypyolpey
eis koweviay wohews 1) olkias. wal Foker & ' dhnfiwds mhobros ék TolTwy
elvat, 7 yap Tijs Totabmys kTcews alrdpketa Tpds dyabiy (wie olk dmepds
dorwy, Homep Shwy dnot wotheas.

whovTou & obdey Téppa mepaoudvoy dvBpdor keirat.

Kelraw yip Gemep kal Tals @\Nats Téxvais® 0Ddey yip Spyavor dmepov videpids
éott Téxuns otire whifer olire peyéfer, 6 8¢ wholros dpydvor mAGdds o
olkovopkdy Kai moMTIkGY, 6Tt pev Tolvuy €Tt Tis kTyTiky kata Glow Tols
olkéyopots kai Tois mwolTikats, kai 8¢ fv alriav Sfhoyt Eori 8¢ yévos dANo
KTYTIRTS, v pdltoTe Kahotow, kai Sikawr edtd kakew, xpnparworicny, O
fjv obbeév Boxel wépas elvar mhoirov ral kTioews.

The ‘political” raison d’élre of ‘home life’ is nowhere seen

- more plainly than in Aristotle’s theory of slavery (Pol i. 2). The
institution of slavery is supported on the ground that the slave
is necessary to ‘political life.” He exists not to contribute to
the personal comfort or luxury of the master, but to give him
that eyodq without which ¢political life’ is impossible. A free-
man, who is obliged to be, as it were, his own slave, or, like the
Bavavooes, to do slave’s work, is naturally excluded from * political
life! This defence of slavery, as necessary to ‘political life,’
becomes intelligible when we recognise the ‘ gentlemanly” and even
‘academic’ character of Aristotle’s ‘political life” In supporting
the institution of slavery as he does, and in excluding the Bdravoes
and ypyparweris from ¢ political life,’ Aristotle merely gives expres-
sion to the truth, or truism, that refined culture and social brilliance
are found only within the circle of the leisured class. A ¢ good
man,” according to the modern view, is a man who leads an
upright and useful life in his sphere, whatever that may be. Aris-
totle’s < good man’ (erovdaios) is, above all, a connoisseur of life,
a man of the world, educated, magnificent, fortunate. Slavery or

U :
 favalooy kal 7 Tév ayopulwy dvlpdmav, kai T6 GnTkdv.

" dpers is essentially the quality of the gentleman.
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yome analogous institution is obviously

| of a caste of men of this sort. See Pol. I. 3. 1277 b. 35 p kat

- X * v ;]

vals Bavatoous mokiras feréon; . o . 1278 2. 8 5 8¢ BehrioTy .-ro?l:s o
woifjrer Bivavooy woNirgy . . . 8. 20 ob yap oidy 7 émmdeloar Ta TS

L3 A ’
dperijs Covra Bioy Bdvavooy # Oprikdv: Z. 2. 1319 a. 266 & f‘zap Bcfg
v i oty € > dperns, & iferar 70 whjbos 16 Te Thv
aii\gs, kat otdey Epyoy per dpeTi)s, Gv pETAXED :

4 : Aristotle’s

The subordination of gyropun to wokirwy 18 an inté‘:resting po?nt.
It Plato’s Gorgias 452 sqq. we find the S(}Phist Gorgias attempting
{0 identify them, maintaining that Snropuci is the true art of_ 'gow:em-
ment, and is concerned with the greatest good of man—with ‘ that
which gives men freedom in their own persons, and to rulers th'e power
of ruling over others in their several states,” viz. ‘thf: word Whlch.per-
yuades the judges in the courts, or the senators in FI:IE counml‘, 01:
the citizens in the assembly or at any other political r{:en?tmg
(Jowett). Socrates maintains against this v that\ - Eh?tonc is thsf
ghadow of a part of politics: = Gorg. 463 _D ome yip prTopuk) Kata
vov pdv Ndyov molurikis popiov élbohor. It is the art O'f‘ flattery,
and the simulation of justice. Similarly in the Politicus 304
wéhruch and gyropueh are carefully distinguished, and the. subordn.ma—_
tion of the latter to the former insisted upon. l?ubhc speakm.g
wils so essential to the exercise of political influence in a democratic
state that the temptation to regard rhetoric as the hl.ghest art was
very strong. Aristotle follows the example of Plato in st.renuousl'y
opposing this view, and we cannot be wrong In Supposing th]it it
i his sympathy with Plato’s opposition to thc. profelssmna! teac ers;
of public speaking which makes him Seiect’pljroptkq hercras one o
his instances of an art subordinate to mokeri. See £. N. %. 9. 20.

An orator is too apt to speak so as to obtain applause or benefit
for himself, whereas his speaking ought to be 2 means to the' good
of the state. This it is for the state {o see to. A'Ifstotlf; ol?wously
considered the art of public speaking as one requinng cgnsxdcrab}e
regulation, for in Réef. 1. 1. 1354 2. 11-26 he says that in the best
ordered states speakers are not allowed to make appeals to the
emotions of the judges, but are confined to the facts of the case—a
restriction, he dryly adds, which would re.duce many speakers (o
gilence, To appeal to the emotions of a judge is to l.Jend the rulie
you are about to use. In the interest of the community at large it
would seem that oratory ought to be regulated even in private cases

necessary to the existence 1094 a. 27.
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1094 a. 27. between citizens; but where the speech is addressed to a sovereign

b. 4.

pecple to determine their policy, the responsibility of the speaker is
much greater. Tt is very little however that statute can do, in the
absence of good sense and good feeling, to curtail the licence of
public speaking. The institution of the ypad mapavfper at Athens
was an attempt in this direction, but does not seem to have been
very successful. Its effect was evaded by the passing of Yrydiopara
(as distinguished from »dpot), in force for one year, and annually
renewable.

The relation of woliru) to public speaking supgests, through the
sophists the great teachers of rhetoric, the general subject of the
relation of molerwh to education. We are told in § 6 that mokeru)
determines what sciences and arts shall be taught in the city, and
to what extent, and to whom, and in the Politics (1. 13—0. 7)
a sketch of the education which it is desirable that the state should
provide is given. Again, in the last chapter of the E. V. (x-9)
the question whether education ought to be private or public is dis:
cussed (to a certain extent dialectically), and the conclusion reached
that it ought to be public. The private point of view, even if it
were backed by sufficient authority to enforce its particular system
(which it is not), is too narrow.

It has been pointed out above that the difference of opinion
between Plato and the sophists seems to have caused the selection
here of pyropus) as an instance of an art subordinate to TONLTIKT.
The selection of orparyyd seems also to be due to the influence of
Plato, who, in Politicus 304, 305—a passage from which the
present may very well have heen borrowed— describes moherweh as
the sovereign (Basehws) science which regulates gnropuh, erparnyud
Suaoruey, as well as povows and Shes ai wepl xﬂpo‘rexlif:ﬂs-c’mcrrﬁﬁmi
The selection of oixovouux is not accidental either, but is determined
by Aristotle’s peculiar view of the evil of ypguarworich (see Pol. i. 3
iz 5.6. b. 41), as well as by his theory of the origin of the méAes (see
P'c?f. 1. 2. 1253 b. 2 dvaykaioy mpdroy mept oikovopius elmelr mica yap
atykewrar mélis ¢f oikiin).

. § 7. xpopérms] 7.e. using as means to its own supreme end; cf.
tl‘le use of xpjowor="the means, as e.g. Z. N.1i. 5. 8 xat 6 rl;ﬁroe
Bijhor 61t 00 76 (jrotpevor dyabiy yphoos yip xal E\ou xapw. Pel ii. 6.
1271 b. 3 xonoluy wpis 76 kpareiv. £ IV, viil. 6. 5 xpnotuovs eis ti xad,

XPopéms . . . vopoBetodoms] Cf. the division of 4 mept méhw piimors
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(& N. ¥ 8 2) into (1) vopolferua, (2) moherecr, 7. e. into that which 1094 b. 4.

lays down general rules of life, and that which deals, in the assembly
and the law courts, as well as in the various executive departments,
with the details of public business.

Tais Novmals [mparikais] Tév émompdv] Bywater brackets mpax-

TiKaTS,

§ 8.] The words dyamyrév pév yip kai évi pdvg are a little startling. b. 7.

but must not be understood to mean that the individual is in any
semse self-subsisting, and able to realise his good independently of
the state. We have scen that Aristotle’s doctrine is that the indi-
vidual has no existence apart from the body politic. No man
who i not a mohirgs can attain to the dvpdmwor dyabéy. Indeed
this doctrine is implied in the words rabréy éomw &i kal moket. Ac-
cordingly when Aristotle goes on (o distinguish the good of the
wéhes from that of the efs pdvos, as ké\\or kai Bedrepov, he must be
understood merely to distinguish between mokirar- in different social
circumstances—betsveen the mokérps who, like Solon or Pericles, is
surrounded by all that is best in civil life, and the wokirns who lives
in exile, with a memory or a hope instead of a city, or is placed in
social circumstances which are mean and unworthy of him, like
‘the great soul in a small city’ spoken of by Plato (Rep. 496).
Plato indeed regards exile and a small city as distinctly favourable
(in existing circumstances) to philosophy—man’s highest occupa-
tion; but Aristotle takes the more concrete view, that with mean
social surroundings, a man cannot perform his highest function
well, although he may perform it in a way. It would be a mis-
apprehension of Aristotle’s teaching to suppose that the distinction
drawn in this section is that between the good of the community at
large—“ the greatest good of the greatest number,” and the private
good of a single member of the community. No such distinc-
tion could be made by Aristotle. The good of the efs pdvos, in
which we must sometimes ¢ acquiesce,’ is still his good as a ‘social
being’; it is not 2 xrjpa of which he may be the solitary pos-
cessor, but an éépyera Yroxis which can only be manifested in a
social environment, unsatisfactory though that environment may
be in a given case. A man’s social environment may be fitted
to call forth his noblest energies, or it may be such as to
impede them without entirely destroying them : this is the dis-
tinction which Aristotle draws. His social energies impeded, a
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1094 b.7. man is apt to fall back upon the abstraction of the individual

perese—to live for himself, and forget that he is & member of the
body .p?]itic 5 when his noblest energies are constantly called forth
by F)?’Illl?.nt social circumstances, he identifies himself with the bod

politic, which is no longer for him an abstraction, but his omj':
concrete life. The true self is a noble life in 2 oreat city. » The
terms xdAwv and edrepor are applied with technich correct‘n,;ss 0
this life, which is, in the highest degree, one of definite order and
fczrm. The term xkakdy, as we have seen, is applied where there is
pfysﬂcs‘ kal Tdis (Poel, 7- 1450 b. 3); and the term @eior marks the
na?s which ¢vous, whether in the natural or in the moral world

strives to perfect, by purifying from the influence of Ay, Beds is:
pure form without matter (see Mt A, 7, and, for the expression
oepyem dvev - Suovdpeas De Interp. 13. 23 a. 23.); duow is a principle
wh‘lch, by producing ever more and more definite forms (efdy)

Strives to approach the ideal of the divine immaterial for:u’
Plants -and animals, which perpetuate their species  (etdy) m
young individuals unaffected by the decay of age, are thus said
to strive after 76 Beior in so doing : De Anima, 1; 4. 415 a.24
qbya-mn')‘mmv Yap Ty Epyev rois {Gow . . . 7o moujoaL ETepor oioy airo,

{Q’mu ey (Gov, durdy 8¢ durdy, fva rod det kal top Geiov peréywow 7%
&u::awrai. Occonom. i. 3. 1343 b. 23 dpa 8¢ kai § diioes &m?r}tqpc:?
TaUTy T mepiddw 70 det evar {mel kar &piﬁpr}u ot dvvarar, d\\d kard T6
eiiﬁor‘ ore mpopkovdpnrar imd Tob Belov ékarépov ) Qvote ﬂ:ﬁ 7€ avdpis kat
n;rs..ymiaw&s' mpos THY kowwwiay, Similarly, in following pleasure

““hlch. is the symbol of functions tending towards the good of thf.i
organism, all animals follow a divine instinct: £, V. vii 1 2.56

"1153 b. 30 of8 A8oviy Bubkova: TiY altiy mévres, idoviy pévros ré;zrss:
i 0¢ xai Subrovaw ody #v olovrar odd fiv dv doler, dANG my ‘m:':*'v‘
ravra yap Giver e rv Geiov, T eiov, then, being the principle r(;It)f
Jorm, or organisation, in plants and animals, it is easy to under-
ste:nd how, apart from any special motive to use an ornate epithet
vais should be described as feios, as in £. V., x. 4. 8, and man,
other places. Nofs is the principle of form and order :Zn man zé
man; the faculty whereby he abstracts his attention fr’on': gt:he
separate [Presentations, as such, of sense and feeling, and regards
the relations in which the presentations stand to or:e another in
an orderly system of science or life. To be able to x'a’erz.e‘zf oneself
w1-_th such an orderly system may well be characierised as -th:)lJv and
O¢ior, The identification of sois and 74 voyrov is a doetrine of the
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jgreatest importance in' Aristotle’s philosophy, enabling him fo 1094 b.7.

teconcile the opposition (which Grant finds so conspicuous inehis

wystem: see Grant's Erhics, vol. i. pp. 412-413) between ‘the

end for the state” and ‘the absolute worth of the individual con-
jciousness” Only that ‘individual (sc. human) consciousness’ has

‘absglute worth” which has for its object, and identifies itself with,

‘the end for the state” The true self is the consciousness of socisl

duty. “Huiv pév v6 e ka’ Erepor, ékelvg 8¢ (sc. Bed) abrds abrot 8 €

dorly (£. E. H, 12, 1245 b, 18.).

*The Paraphrast shows little appreciation of the philosophical
import of the passage : he says &ore pév yip xal 75 év évi avbpare 70
dyadby Sacboar dyamyrdv (dv Te v &répp mis, dv Te v éaurg Surybh
puhifar) kakhioy 8¢ kai Beubrepoy EBver kal méXeaw, Sgov N TEY WOMAGY

elapovia Tijs €vis duelvoy oriv.

€ver kot méhesw] The Hellenic race with its various states as b.10.

distinguished from non-Hellenic races is doubtless foremost in
Aristotle’s mind here.

7 péfodos| ¢ This enquiry. ' b. 1L

wohuruki Tis oboa] Michelet says, ¢ s nihil aliud indicat, nisi quod
praeter moralem sint adhuc aliae scientiae quae politicae subjici-
antur, ut olxeouws. Inferiores scientiae autem a nobiliore cui
subjectae sunt denominantur.” Perhaps it is better to avoid com-
mitting Aristotle to the view that ¢ moral philosophy’ falls under
¢ political philosophy” as species under genus. He can hardly be
said to distinguish the two.

CHAPTER IIL -
ARGUMENT.

Our Subject then is the Chief Good, our Scicnce o kind of Statesmansihip.

Exactness of scientific treatment, it must be promised, depends on subject-
matter. Seme subjects do not admit of being treated very exactly, just as some
materials do not lend thenselves to very fine wiylmanship, Now, the scicice of
Sociely is not am exact scierice, because its subject-matter, Conduct, is o very
complex one—indeed 5o full of inconsistencies and peyplexities, thal ta some peofle
it seeins an arbitrary system, withowut foundation in the natuve of things. On
seich @ subject, then, we shall be satisfied with rough indications of the traeth;
with probable conclusions jrom grobable premisses: with whick the © edrcated’
veader will also be satisfied ; for the educated man looks always in & science
Jor that degree of exactness of which its subject-matter admits: he does wot
aliow a mathematician fo give him merely probable conclusions, ov demand
strict demonstration from an oralor. ’
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1094 b.12. A manmay be ‘ educated” in some particnlar branch, orin the general sense of

b. 12,

b. 13.

the Zerom. T either case, ke 45 a ‘good fudge) as far as kis education extends.
gmm a youth is not ¢ fit studeit of the scignce of seciety. He is not a * good
Judge® of doctrines belonging to a subject—the conduct of Life—of which }’z;km‘
0 real experience: morcover, ke is so prone to be led eway by kis feelings

that doclrines have no influcnce over his conduct: and it s influcnce 0;::;'
condiect, not inculeation of doctyines, that is the raison d'étre of our Seence.
What kas been serd vegarding the youthjul in years és true also of the youthful
en charactor,  Theve are meen who al mature age still live under the rule of
thetr passions.  Their knowledge doés such men no good.  Buiif a man yule his
destres aright, and add according to the diclates of his yeason, knowledpe of the

tracths of onr Scivnce will be of great wie to kim. .

This chapter is devoted to the logical method of Ethics,—a subject
which is taken up again in ch. iv. §§ 5—7, and in ch. vii. §§ 17-23.

§ 1. UTORELLErTY a'r]v] The dmoxapédm TAy is the matter, as
distinguished from the form. See Mt Z. 3. 1029 2. 3 Adyw 8¢ mp
pév Do, oioy Tor yahkdr, T 86 popmy 5 axipa s idéas 6 & e
Tovrov Ty avdpidvra 76 givodor. This #p (sometimes called =5
mokelpevov) is, in itself, formless, and therefore not an object of
knowledge ; see De Coclp, iil. 8, 306 b. 17 dadie xa dpoppor Bel
70 dmokeipevor etva, and Mzt Z. 10. 1036 2. 8 7 & DAy dpeoros kaf
abrr, It is, however, receptive, in various degrees, of form, and,
together with a given form, constitutes a concrete thing (o sévolor) :
see Mel, A, 4, 1015 b. 13§} mpory Prots kal kupiws Aeyopdvy foriv %
oteta (i.e. 76 Grdoy eidos, Alex.) § rév éydvrov dpyiy kwhrews v adruls
7 aird 5 yip Ty 76 Tabms Dexriel elvar Néyerar Glois.  Qud receptive
of the forms which o or réywy may impose upon it, @Ay is ré
ivapet éxavroy (et N. 4. 1092 4, 4), 7. e. the potentiality of a definite
form, Cf Met. Z. 7. 10322, 20 &ravra 8¢ & ywdpeva § gioe § TEXIN
Eyer Thapr Buvardy yap elvar kai piy elval €kaoTov atrav Tovro § doriv ép
éxdfrr@ wan., - Cf. Mef H. 2. 1043 a. 24 i éom yahieg; Spadérgs
Bakdrrns® 76 pév tmoreluevoy s Ay 1 dkarra i 8 évcpye kal 7 popd
7 dpakdrys, CE Pol 1, 3. 1256 2. 8 Aéyo 8¢ Ghgp 6 dwoxeiperow €€ ob
Te amoTeheirat épyoy” oloy Updyry uév Epra dvBptavromord 68 yahkdp.

74 dxpifes] ¥y being the rough material which has to be brought
into shape, the finish or perfection (vt drpyBés) of the shape will
largely depend upon the nature of the material operated on; e.g. a
figure carved in wood will differ in artistic character from one cut
in marble. The facts dealt with by a science constitute its @iy,
the science being the eldomofyos xat péppoois (Eustratius) of the fAy.
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As various materials, wood and stone, lend themselves differently 1094 b.13.

to the efforts of the artist who gives them shape, so various subjects
of enquiry admit of different degrees of definiteness in their scientific
{reatment : ody dpolws év dnave Tois Kéyors émiyreay 7o dipifes, Gomen
b év rois dppuovpyeupdvors ¢ e.g. in medical and sociological enquiries
the facts which science has to reduce to order, or Adyes, are SO
numerous, and their relations to one anather so complicated, that
probable conclusions, 7.¢. expectations which are more or less likely
to be realised, are all that we can hope to reach. We can never
bessure that we have taken into consideration everything affecting
a social question or a medical diagnosis. In geometry, on the
other hand, the influence of @iy is reduced to a minimum. All
other qualities of bodies except their spatial, diagrammatically-
represcniable qualities are ignored by geometry; and of the
diagrams, as drawn, all actual irregularities are ignored. In nature
there is no such thing as a circle with all its radii absolutely equal ;
but geometry assumes such a circle, and its deductions are true on
the assumption. The first principles of geometry are so clear to
the eye in the diagrams which represent them, and the reasoning,
guided at every step by the eye, is so obviously affected by nothing
save these principles, that we feel sure that our conclusions ‘ cannot
be otherwise, Geometry is thus the type of dmédefis, or necessary
reasoning, because it has to do with &dy as such, 7. e with abstrac-
tions, 7 é¢ dparpérews—ra drev VARs; cf, An. Post 1. 13. §9 2. § @
yip pabnpara mept eidy éori, kT, Abstractions, or pure eidn as such,
from their very nature are incapable of change, change being
incident to concrete things which grow and perish. The plan of
a house, as such, 7. the conception of certain architectural rela-
tions, is unaffected by the yévecis and ¢dopd which alter a structure
of bricks and mortar. Where Adyos is oty 15 Uy cvvelgppdvos, there
yéveats and pbopa obtain ; roi 8¢ Adyev otk &orw olirws &are (lbecpealur
0U8é yip yeveots' ob yap yiveras 75 olkia elva, AN 76 T)le ) oixig (e,
Z. 15, 1039 b. 21). Cf. Med. Z. 8. 1033 b. 16 pavepiv o7t 76 pev as
€tdos i &5 ovoia Neyduevow ob yivera, kat év dmavre TG yevopéve Uhy Evear,
70 pév 768 76 8¢ rode. The elbos, as such, is dndivisible (Mel. 2. 8. 1034
a. 8 dropoy Ti eidos) : kivyots and yéverrs belong only to 7 pepLaTa Kat pij
B\a (E.N.X. 4.4.1174b. 11), Z.¢. to material things, or the formations
of matter ; their ‘matter’ being the element of divisibility, confusion,
and change in them. Cf. d¢ Gen. ef Corr.i. 4. 3202. 2 éom 8¢ TNy pd-
Mora piv kat kupies 16 Umokelpevor yeréoews kai Pplopis Sexrtkdr, Form,



28 BOOK I: CHAP, 3: § 1.

1084 b.13. or el ing dxf i
9 or eidos, then, as such, being arinrov, aideoy, and pj évdeyduevor A hws

Exerv, constitutes the object of drodewriny émtoriuy.  Geometry is the
type of dmoSewericy émeoriun ; for, although it is impossible for man
f};{ apprehend form without a certain admixture of matter (cf. dz
. :?ifr;:. 4_?9 b. 3 I vociy afi"x‘?o'rw dvev pavrdoparos), still, in geometry,
alter, .. the irregularity due to the actual presentation of the
ff)rm, 1s so slight, and so easily eliminated by an effort of imacina-
tion, that .Aristotle is practically justified in speaking of the obg'ects
E)f the science as being &vev s, See Mot a. 3. 995 a. 14 'rJ‘v &
fkp:ﬁo?\oyc'av iy pabpparuay otk v dwacw amawryreoy, ank’ ;’y ro?j 1
e Thgr.  Bidmep 0d Puoikds 6 Tpdros* draca yap ,fcrms 7 oo E"uj
uim.-:' and Mel 2. 15.1039 b, 27 o oboiey v alolyrdv rév kal é’xac:-(:
t:vrf Gpuopuds otire amddeiis dorw, §re Eyovow Oy, §is 5 Plas roiatry dor®
ivﬂexfcﬂ?as Katl sfms’xa': . 8id plapra mdvra ta kel Ekaora airiv. ,?EJ: oty
:{' ;e moiﬁ‘;gfs- mu: ava]:xafmx‘f, x}ai é cfpw-p&; emtaTnponxds, xal odk evdiyerat,
TP OVO emiompny oT€ per enioriuny Gre § dyvoww elvai, dANG 86fa 1o
-rowtn'nv o, olrws obd drébafw obd opiopoy, GANG Odfa ot Tob vde-
Xopevou aAws Eyew, dihoy Gri odk du el adréy offre dprouds o.z’}'re c?miaﬂf;
CEL .Z'!fga‘. K._ 3. 1061 a, 28 & uubnpards mepl t& éf dparpeoems 'n}::
Gewplay mowirar mepiehivw Yip mdvra T& aivlyrd Bewpei ofov Bapos kai
xov(j)‘dmra, KN . .. pdvow 8¢ karahefmer 75 moody kal cuvexés.  Simple
spatial forms, always the same, and spatial laws or conditiﬁﬂq
never counteracted by unforeseen influences, explain for Aristotle a;
the_y do for Dugald Stewart (Zlements of the Phil. of the Hm;z
ﬂfzmﬁ Part II. c%z. i and ch.ii. § 3), and J. S. Mill (Zogz, Bogﬁ
. Ir;:le:‘; ; and vi) the necessity and universality of the truths of
E Or{ ifm"&f'n}y imokewérny Dl Eustratius has the followine note »
%) 35' ég e:frfc.-n}s pebodov kat TéxEs Aéyera b Srokelpevoy aﬂr;s wepl {“;
RATAYIVETaL, Umoke(| ¢ 7 70u) kal 7 STCH
mi(:; rep;,msr:e:i::t; eil ;—:y rfr.nc’y Kal m?utcx_r’; ,T& év Bl éori mpdypara
: i Tpdéets e Kkal evépyeiar, drva Téy & émt
76 WoAD évdexopcrar elot kal odk det Hudires éxorra, AN Eorw of kdmi o
(Efrﬂkct',u.emv arominrovra. [Cf, Phys. iv. g. 219 a’ 22 Uiy pfao:c:zgffl T.B
Tiwr.] kal érel Towodrow vo Urrokelpevoy THY s éxt T woMD, Kkat of A smk-‘
wgpa&&:fwss mept avron,  Bib ovde ypi avaykalas Twés a'-:m’i‘}ef&m :ar:}:]: :“
G;U’T\NS‘ e\w&exoge’mﬂ dmaireiv: Somep yip pérpov of Adyor Téw 7 ; 'r:p
Et’l?‘i. regl v Néyovrat, kai 8¢l 7o pérpov épappdlov eiva 7wpos 1o e-.-P:‘,m: :
o Svwara 8¢ 7o del Eyoy boatras TG s éml 76 ToAD oirws ?x:w;pe’(f)t W.::
g’e"aré"ar,. The Paraphrast says: od yip Suvardv éni wdons PAns 4 Pu?m
™ axpySeardaryy dhifewar efpeiv, AAN v pév roic pabnparicois, dre &m;:mzh:
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Exovow DA Kal el boalres Exovoar, [cf. et A. 24. 1023 b. 2 €k 1094b.13.

s alobnriis TAys § civderos odola @& kal O eidos dk Tijs 7o €ifous
fhns: and Met. Z. 10, 1036 a. 9 PAy 8¢ ) pév alobyry éoTw 7 Be voyri. |
autyhs % é\ffew kal oddiy 7 Thy koAber 7O dkpiBés” év Be Tois &\ Nots év ols/

A L3 ’ 3 3 5 -~ X5 B T b 3 r Ed I3 : > X
r& troxelpera olx dvaykaia oUdé del Spolas Eyet, dprerds ot Adyos 6 amd

v &Y dal 70 wheloToy Gurdyey.

§ 2. 7& 8¢ kaNd, k.r\.] The subject-matter of moral or political b. 14.
science is right conduct,—that which men, being such as they are,
ought to do, in the various circumstances in which they are placed.
But the notions comprised within this sphere—/ustice, Temperance,
Courage, fec.—are constituted by relations which vary (within limits)
or are ‘contingent, not ¢ necessary’ or immutable, as are those
perceived in mathematics. It would, therefore, be absurd to demand
¢ demonstration’ in such a subject. When Locke (Zssay, iii. 11. 16)
maintained that morality might be made ¢ capable of demonstration
a5 well as matheratics. if ethical terms, such as _Jus#ice, were care-
fully defined once for all, and the definitions nsed as first principles,
he failed to see the full import of the circumstance that there are
no diagrams in morals, and to appreciate the difference between
2 ‘mixed mode, however carefully defined in words, and a spatial
form clearly represented to the eye in a diagram. But, even were
it granted that, with definitions of its ‘ mixed modes " as principles
of deduction, moral science, notwithstanding the absence of diagrams,
might be made as ‘accurate’ as geometry, it would =till be true
that such an abstract system would be practically useless, being
inapplicable to the varying contingencies of life ; and indeed might
become positively injurious, by stereotyping the conclusions of im-
perfect enlightenment, and handing them down in an authoritative
form to times which might be profited by a change of conduct.

Moral rules must suit themselves to the varying exigencies of life
(so far as they do vary), and ethics cannot be made an ©exact
science” without ceasing to be a practical system. According to
Aristotle, however, ethics is essentially a practical system : N, 1
3. 6 T réles éoviv o ywhois &N& mpakes: and mpages is concerned
with the contingent and variable; see Z. N, vi. 5. 3. Demonstra-
tion can be looked for only where the subject-matter is abstract,
7. e. where it is possible, and convenient, to ignore all actual irregu-
larities and contingencies. But in ethics it would be as absurd to
ignore the irregularities and contingencies in circumstances and
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N 5o ” 5 A - -~ N 5~
1094b.14, conduct, as in the art of navigation to ignore the variations of the 167 C) old v & éxdory miker Sixaua kal kakd oxj), Tavra el elvar abri) 1004 b.14.

weather. A science which is concerned with things as they present
themselves concrelely in nature can never attain to exactness,
draga yap tows 1 Goois éxet Thgp Mef. a. 3. 995 b. 17,

Yet, although Rigks and Wreng are not abstract and immutable
eidy like the principles of geomeiry, they are not the arbitrary
creations of mere convention (répe), but have a definite nature of
their own (¢doe). There are certain actions which, except under
the most extraordinary circumstances, must be performed, as
there are certain which must be avoided by all men, if human
socicly Is to maintain itself. We must not be misled by conceiv-
able exceptions, or by the numerous cases of actions which do not
involve the very existence of human society, and therefore would
be indifferent but for fashion or some local and temporary utility,
into supposing that e// actions are indifferent. DMan's nature is of
a certain kind on the whole, and his circumstances are of a certain
kind on the whole; and if he does not act in a certain way on the
whole he will perish. This is the ¢éous in the distinction between
right and wrong. There is a ‘natural’ distinction between right
and wrong as there is between food and poison .

The question as to whether the dlkwor exists ¢iger or répe is
a prominent one in the history of Greek ethical speculation. Itis
fully discussed by the writer of the fifth book of the Efhizs {ch. vii),
and the Zheaetotus of Plato is chiefly devoted to it. Protagoras,
we are told in the 7eqefesus, maintained that ‘man is the measure
of all things,’—that is, that things are what they seem % him. By
“man’ Protagoras did not understand °the human faculties as such,”
but ‘every individual man for himlf! Zheqet. 152 A ¢mol ydp
ToU [5 Hpmrayépas] mdvray ypypdrey pérpoy @vBpemoy elvar, Tov péy Srroy
@s EoTi, TOVY 8¢ i Lrrov ©s otk oTw.’ dvéyrakas yip wov ; Geort, drey-
voke kat TONNdKES. 2@, oUKoU olT@ mos A€yl @S o pév ékaoTa €poi
Galverat, Tolatta pév éorw éuol, ofa 8¢ ool, Totadta & ab oot dvbpomos 8¢
ol Te kdyd ; Beart. Néyer yap oty olrws. Hence nothing has a nature
or essence of its own, but exists only in relation to the mind which
happens to perceive it: Theacl. 157 A oddév elvar & avrd kel aird,
AAAd T del yiyreofo, 76 8 elvar mavraydey éfaperéor. Hence (Thicaet.

I Cf. Rhet. 1. 1, 1355 2. 20 xpijoupos & éoriv 4 fyropws Biud Te 76 pige elvar
kpelrTw TéAG07 Kt Td Sikwa Ty Evavrivv, GoTe édv pi) kara TO mpoohror al
kploels yiyvavTar, drayen 8 al7dv frracfa . . . 37 del AT kal T PeArin T4
Piiger ebrvAdoyioritepa wal mbapirepa ds drhds eimeiy,

Yus dv avra voprly: and (Theaet. 172 A) elcoiv kal wept makericiw,
My i i ?

P a\ . . k3 b A al LY 8 h% " LY , ks & £
kit pev xat aloypa xat Gikawe kai adika kal Gota kal pi, ola dv €xdory

wikes oinfeloa Oirar vépipa éavry), TavTa xai eivar 77 ahjfelg éxdory, Kat év
Foirows psv 008y goPoTepor ofire iStorny Idiwro ofire mikw wilews elvat « . .
(B) & rois dikalows xai dbikots kal oiots kal dvoslos é6éhovorw loyu-
pileafar os ole Eori Ploer alrdv otléy obolar éavrov Eyor, dAAG T4 kowy
ddEay Tovro yiyverar a\ybés Tdre Srav 86gy rai Soov &v Joxj xpdvor. This
view, which was obviously fitied to recommend itself to professional
tedchers of rhetoric or the art of ‘getting on,” seems to have been
held by many of the sophists, as also by the Cyrenaics (e.g. Theo-
dorus; see Ritter and Preller, Hist Phil. Theodorus), and, after
Aristotle’s time, by the Epicureans. For a criticism of the view
wipe povoy elnar, oo 8¢ py, sce Cudworth's Elernal and Immutable
Moralify, Books II and IIL ' :

§ 8. kal téyofd]. ‘Good things’ also, as well as 76 xahé kel 7a B. 17.

fikaca, are of a mutable nature, and cause many perplexilies. The
Paraph. has —o? udvor 84, d\é xai adrd ra dyads éf By okel cvrioracfal
1) ebdarpovia (dvdpelay Néyo ) mholron #f Towirdy Ti) kal abra et whduny
mwod\y, kA Although this section is thus primarily a statement
about rdyafd, it may perhaps be regarded also as conveying, by its
position, a refutation of the immediately preceding »dpe pdvoy elvas
tpioe 8¢ pip. * The argument from variability proves too much, viz,
that good things a/se, such as wealth, have no quality of goodness
in themselves independently of opinion and fashion. If right and
wrong are indifferent, then riches and poverty are also” Rassow
conjectures ¢unlay for davépelav (Forsch. p. 88). He says, ¢ Dass die-
Tapferkeit unter die dyadd gerechnet wird, und nicht unter die.
ka\é kal dikaa, steht in auffalligstem Widerspruch mit den Grund-
anschauungen und dem Sprachgebrauche der Tthik. Der Scho-
liast [Eustratius] nimmt dedpela in der Bedentung von isyds, aber
diese Aushiilfe ist unzulissig [the Jadex Arist. gives no instance

of dubpein=ioyis]. Ich vermuthe daher: 8w ¢iar Vil. 9. p. 1009

A, 31 gaiverue 8 Gpos kai 7 ékrds dyabdv mpoadeopdvy, kafimep eiroper’
ddtvaroy yip ) ob fddov T& k& mpdrrew dyopiymTor dvTa. moAAA pév yip
mpdrrerat, kaBdmep 80 dpydver, Sid pikoy kal mhovrov kai mohiTiks Supdpens.”
I'he assumption which underlies Rassow’s objection to drpelar seems
to be that rayafd here, as distinguished from ré xadd xal 7& dikara,
must be ra éwrds ayafi. I confess that I cannot see why Aristotle
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should not be allowed, even immediately after the mention of =&
kaha kal T Sikaw, to take tdyedd in its generic sense, and, having
given wlairos as an instance of & ékrds dyadd, to add dvdpeln as an
instance of ra év alrg (see Riel. i. 5. 1360 b. 26); cf. Eustratius,
el 8¢ Ty kvpios dvdpelav (as distinguished from foxds: Eustratius is
here offering an alternative explanation for the . dvdpela=loyis
explanation which he seems to favour), épels dru & mpds & dvrébyxe,
Tpas 7t Téw Gupaiov xkai ewllev; &y 7oy érrds kal kard Jruyir dyabov.

§ 4. mepl Towlrwr Kkal €k Towodraw| A common Aristotelian
expression, mept towolrer referring to the matter of the enquiry,
and é rowdrer to the principles available for the establish-
ment of scientific conclusions relating to this matter. See Kbt
. 1. 1357 b. 16, quoted by Zell—é rivor pév ofv 8¢l kal mporpémew
kal dwoTpeney kal éraively kal Jréyew kat katnyopeiv kal dmoleyeicfai, kai
motar difar kal mpordoels Ypnoiuor mpds TS TOUTGY mloTels TavT euTiv'
wept yap Tottwy (1. ¢. 7O mporpémew k.r.N.) kai éx rovrar (7. e. al &éfar kal
ai mpordres) v &bupfpara. CF Zup. 1. 8. 103 b. 30 mept bv pév of
Adyor kal ¢£ v raira kal Togavrd éome: de Part. Awim, i, 5. 644
D. 23, sqq. ovpBé8nke 8¢ mepi pev exeivas (z'. £. Tas ayernrovs kai adh@dprovs
oboias) Tupias oligas kal Geias éhdrrovs nuiv Gmdpyew Bewpias (kal yap éf
&y dv mis okéyaro mepl adrdy, kal wepi &v eidévar mobolpey, mavrehds
€orly SMya T4 Qavepa kara T aiobpew k.m.A. Cf. Hist. Awuim.
i. 6. 491 4. 13 wept &u Te ydp kal & Sy elvar St Ty amddeafw, &k TotTor
yiverar pavepdy. Add to these examples given by Zell, £. V. 1. 3. g5
oi Aoyor & ée rotrar kol mepl rovrer. K., vi, 11. 6 ék rolrer yap af
arodeifers kai mepl TovTGY.

In Anal. Post. 1. 7. 75 a. 39, sqq. Aristotle says—rpla ydp éore &
év Tals drodeifeow tv pév 76 duodepiperor supméparpa’ Tobre § dovi Td
imdpyoy yéver Tvi kol alrd® év 8¢ Ta afibpara dfidpara B¢ éaTw, EE Bv°
TpiToy 70 yévos T Umoxelpevoy, of T wdly kai 1¢ kal aira oupBefnedra
dnhot 7§ dnédadie: and An. Ppst. 1. 10. 76 b. 11 mdga yap drodexricy
enwoTipy wept tple éoriy, foa Te elvar Tiferar Tatra 8 éori TH yéves o
Tor kall avra walpuirer éorl Bewpnruay’ kal 7& kowd & Aéyopey dfidpara,
€& &v mpirev drodaxviover kal Tplrov td wdby by Tl onpaive Zkaorov
AapBdver :—and in the same chapter, 76 b. 22 rpia rard éomi, wept &
7e Beikvvot, kai a Seikvvat, kai €5 &v. On the passage 73 a. 30, 549.
Themistius (vol. i. p. 28, ed. Spengel) writes—rpia éori 7i & rais dmo-

beifeaw, év pév 8 Belkvurar Smdpyew ) i Srdpyew, toiro & éori v6 xkary- -

yopotperoy év 16 ovpmepdopart, & 8¢ 16 Gfdpata & By Selvvurar,
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alirar § eloiv of mpordoes & Tév kaf aird Tmapydvraw, Tpivoy 8¢ T4 yévos 1094 b.19,

1 Omokelpevor kot 3 ¢igis fs T& waly kal 74 kaf abra dmdpyorra

“Beirviovow ai droleifers, ofor dpibuds fj péyebos: and on 46 b. 11 he

writes (i. 36 Spengel) 7pia éoriv tnép @v ékdomy mpayparelerar eme-

a ’ 1§ k3 ’ / * * 8 A - ’ 6 b b5 9’ s ST Wi
TIy TO TE Umokeipevoy yevos olov dpibuos 1j peyedos, kat Ta kal aura

Umapxgura TolTe), olov T4 GpTior kAl TO weptrTow, 7} TO 8o dpbis Exew, % o
oupmimTew, kal mpds TovTows Td dbibpara, olov éiw Yoa dmwo loer. It is
lo be noted that the analysis given in these passages (. Post.
75 2.39—76 b. 22) is introduced in order to expose the illogical
précedure of applying the principles and method of one subject
(yévos) to the explanation of another subject—75 a. 38 ik dpa Eorw
€ d\hov yévovs perafivra Seifar, olov TO yewperpikdy dpilfunTi  Tpa
ydp éore xv . The conclusions (& Seikevor) of a given science are
proved within the sphere of its own subject matter (mept & Sefivuat,
yévos), by means of certain formal principles (é£ &v), available within
that sphere. The expression mept Towtrey kat e Tordrev evidently
contains a reference to this analysis, wepl rowoirwr relating to the
yévos Ot dmoxepéyy TAy of moral science, viz. r& mpakra, and ée
rowdTov to the principles available in such an enquiry. We must
remember that these principles do not resemble either the axioms
or the definitions of geometry, which are ‘eternal and immutable,’
but rather embody ¢ tendencies.’

év8elxvvofar] Eustratius has—dmddefis pév kabupds kat BeBaios 16
{qrotusvoy wapiord, evdefis 8¢ Sid Tvey éxTumdoeny Ral ppiceer Kat
éppdoewy, According to the /nd. Arist. Aristotle does not use the
verb elsewhere, and nowhere uses the noun (f8efis). In Athenian
law évdeucvivar means ‘to inform against, lay an &dafis against’

‘anyone for illepal conduct. Cf. Plato, Apol. 32 B kai éroipov

dyrey évdekvival pe kal dndyew Td¥ pyrdpev.  The ‘ probable” nature of
the evidence upon which an &defis relied may have suggested to
Aristotle the employment of édefirvofae in the present connexion.
The author of the fyropic) mpds ANéfardpor 38. T445 b. 8, speaking of
the éferaarixdy eldos, uses the verb with what certainly seems to be
a reference to its legal use—~édelis kaorov mporilépevor Tiv prbévrov
# mpayBévrov 1 Suwonbévrov éferdoopev, évdewkvivres alra xat Tols
Stxalors xal Tols voplpos kai Tols 18fg Kai ko ouppovoty vavriotpeva.
At any rate, in the present passage édelkvuofar may be rendered
by ‘indicate’ (as distinguished from ° demonstrate "—dmodewrivat).
thv &s émt 10 mohd] That which generally takes place. It is

distinguished from rd del kat é¢ dvdyrms on the one hand, and 7o
D

b.20.

b.

21.
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1004 b.21. cvpfSefnrds kat 76 7uxdr on the other hand, see Afef K. 8. 1064

b. 32, sqq. Hav &) apev elvar 76 pév del kal €& dvdykns [c’.g. the
angles of a triangle are = 2 right angles], =5 & d&s ér 76 moAd
[e.2. 'per=evera.nce is rewarded by success], 76 & ofid s énl 6 mohv
olir gei xal zé am'ym}g, A\’ drws f‘n.lxsv [e g when a man d.lggd‘lg his
vineyard, finds a (reasure] . ..&or 8) 7o ovpSefnreds & yiyverg pév
olk det 008 &£ dvdyrns, old bs émt w6 modd. CF. also Tupics ii. 6. 112
b. 1 78v mpaypdrov Ta pév 8¢ dvdyrns éoti, Ta 82 &s émi 10 moNY, Th B¢
émérep’ &ruyer. Hence Deliberation is concerned with ré ds éri 76
7oMd, for Ta é€ dvdyrns and =& dnd riygs are equally removed from the
sphere of man’s influence: F. NV, iii. 3. 10 T Bovheteafar 8¢ év rols
bs €mt 70 woND, adfhos 8¢ wos droffoerar, kai &v ols adwptoror: and cf.
§8 1—g of the same chapter. In E. V. v. 10. 4 ™ &s éml 16 mhéor s
used in the same sense as o os émt 70 woxd. On the distinction
between émt wohd (=far) and &s ért 76 woxd (both & and the article
with wo\d are essential to the expression) see Eucken, dber den
Sprachgebrauch des Aristoteles (1868), p. 55, sqq. - Thue. (ii. 13)
has fapoeiv re ékéheve mpoaidvTwy pév éSakoivwy Taldvrey G €Tl TG TOAY
¢dprv kar eémavrdr: and Isocrates mept elpiims 166. b kai Tadr’ el py
kard mavrey obtws eldiorar oupSalvety, GAAd T6 ¢’ ©s €mi T6 moA TotTow
yiyrerar Tov tpdmor. A fragment apud Meincke Fragm. Com. vol.
ili, 469 has ds éxt T4 molh& roiro moid.

Towaita kal oupmepaivesfar] From probable premisses only pro-
bable conclusions (cuumepdopara) can be drawn; cf. 2. V. vi. 5. 3
eimep émoTiun pév perd dmodelfews, v 8 al dpyal évbéyorrar des Eyew
rotroy py Ermw dnddabis (mdvra ydp &béyerar kot dMhws Ixew) kT,

Tov adtdy B Tpéwoy wal dmodéyechal ypedv ExaoTo ThY ]\eyop.e'vuw}
The Paraphrast gives the right sense,—d&omep 8¢ 6 mepl Tiis mohirikis
Aéywy ob Slvarar dxptBearépay dhjlear ebpeiv i) éony ) TAn idwow, ottw
kat 6 Kpivaw 7ols Tototrovs Adyeus kahis dv kpiver el kard tov adrdv
rpdmor pn dxpyBeorépay dinbeiay dwarrel § dony 7 Thy Sidwow, éh& T
éndexopémy dmodéyerar. For dmodéyesfm in its present meaning of
‘accipere cum assensu, probare.” see /[ndex Arisi.  Pefers brings
out the point of the remark well— The reader, on his part, should
take each of my statements in the same spirit.’

menonBeupévou] The merambevpévos is the man whose culture
(maideia), whether special or general, enables him to criticise and
estimate fairly scientific methods and results. His familiarity with
the general principles of the ‘logic of the sciences’ leads him to
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" expect differences of treatment, as the dmoxepér Ay differs in 1094 b.23.

various departments ; and his acquaintance with the precise char-
ucter of the #y of a given department, aided by his knowledge
of logic, enables him to judge whether a certain method of dealing
with that #\y is appropriate or inappropriate. See F. ZE. 1. 6.
121%,8. 8 dradevoin ydp éare mepl ékagrov mpaypa To p ddvacha
kplvew rovs 7 oikelovs Adyovs ToB wpdyparos kal tots dM\erpiove: [et.
I. 4. 1006 a. 6 & yap dnaldevoia T8 pi ywhokew Thov O
Gyrely dmddeat, kal Tivov ol 86t Bhas plv yip dmdvrer diivaror drddetiw
evte. Cf. Met. T. 3. 1003 b. '3 & 8¢ godla is kat ) Guowd, aA
ob mpary boa & éyyxepotur Téy Aeylurov Twés mepl Tiis ahnlelas, ov
rpémoy Bet dmodéyeabar, B dmandevalar Tdv dvaluTik@Y ToiTo Spdovr
et yhp mepl rolrwv fraw mpoemorapévovs, alla py drolovras {yreiv.
With this last passage cf. Aristoxenus, Harmonica p. 30 (ed. Mar-
quard )_Behrwv tros éori 70 wpodehely Tov Tpémov THs mpayparelus tis
frﬂf EO—TW’ ‘-m Tpn}llymu'xoﬂ?es‘ (R)WEP UEOV n ﬁﬂaLO‘TEOV Pﬂa{ﬂl’ WDPE_UW#FG‘I
eidores Te kardk T pépos éopéy adriis ral py Adbeper fuds alTods wapvmos
AapBdvorres T6 mpaypa: kabdmep "Apirrorélns dei dupyeiro Tovs mhelgToUS
Tér drovadyrer wapd Tdroves Ty mept Tdyabol ﬂ.xpouo’w rafer wpoo-
wvar ply yép Ekaorov dmokapBdverra Mpreabal T tév voplopéver TolTey
dvbpemivey dyabay ofoy mholrer yicay loxty 76 éhov etdapoviay T
favpaoti dre 8¢ aveijoar of Adyor wepi pabhudrev xal dpifpdw
kal yewperplas kal dorpolaylas, kui 76 mépas 6re dyallv éoTw év,
mavredGs oipar wapddofoy To éalvero alrols: elf ol pév tmoxarepovovy
Tod mpdypares, of 8¢ karepéppovro. Ti ofy 1o alrwov; ov Trpm'iSEa'uv
AN Somep of épiomikol mpos Tovopa alrd UmokexmuiTes -n'poayeo'ab
€l 8¢ ¢ mis olpar mpoelerifer TH Ghov, émeyivwoxey dv 6 péMhwr drolew
kai elmep fpeoke alrd Siépevey &y év 1h eilnppévy vmoliber Tipocheye
pév ofy ral adrds “Apwrroré\gs 8 alrds Tatras 1és alriss, os Epny,
Tois pé\hovotr dxpoiafue wap’ adrod, mepl rivev 7 foTiv 3 mpaypareia
kal ris. Cf Met a. 3,093 8. 6 of pév ol éw ) pabyparids Neyy
Tis odk dmodéxorTar TaY Reydwmv‘ of 8 &v py mopaderyparikdst of 8é
phprupa afwiow érdyecbar wommy' kat of pey mdvra drptBds, Tovs B¢
Mvmret 7o drpiBés 7 S 70 py Bivaclar ovvelper % 8ute Ty pukpodoylay [z é.
the minuteness of such enquiries, which seems to them tedious],
Exer yap T 78 dkpiBés TowlTor' dove kaldmep emi TéY u-u;.cﬂo}\maw, Kkai
émt Tav Néyow dvehevfepov elval eae Soxel td Oet rerabebodar mds EkaoTa
dmodexréov, CF. de Part. Anim. i. 1. 639 a. I wept maocav Uewplar,
7e kal péfodoy Spoiws Tameworépay Te kal TyuwTépay, Sio atverrac Tpémor
s éfews clvar, Gy T pév émoTiuy Tod wpdyparos Kalds Eyer wpogayo-
D2
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1094 b.28, peverr, tir & olor madelay rwd. wemadevuévov vhp dore kard Todmor T
5- T ik

Svraca kpivae dordyws v ka\ds § py xakds drodideow & Aéyor.
TowobTor yap & Twa kal TV Shws memadevpévor oidpel elvar, wal TS
merabectofa 76 divaobar mossty 76 elpnuévor. whiy TotTov pév mept mdvrow
s elmely kpirudy Twa vopiloper elvar &a Tév dpibpdy dvra, Tov 8¢ mept
Twos picews dopiopins ey yip dv mis Erepos Tov adrov Tpiwey TG
elpnueve  Siakelpevos mept piprov Gore Sihoy Bri kal Tije wept (i
ioroplas fel rwis tmdpyew dpovs Totodrovs wpos ols dragépwr amodéferar
oy Tpémor TéY Sekvvpévar, yupis Tod mwids Exe Tahplés eire ofrws cire
@ws. In the last passage ¢ dhos meraibevpévos (cl. 6 mepl mav wemthe-
devpévos of the Efhics) is one who is remarkable for his grasp of
the general principles of logical method, and for his delicate
appreciation of the applicability to various subjects of the notions
defined in a work like the Mefaphysics; while 6 mepi mwos gicews
apopopams (cf. 6 wal &aorov memadevpévos of the F'thies) is one
who is distinguished for his appreciation of the method proper to
a particular department, of the details of which he happens to have
special knowledge, although his knowledge may be that of the
amaleur, as distinguished from the expert—a point made plain in
Pol. Hi. 11, 1282 3. 1 domep ot latpdy Sl Sibdvar ras edBivas v
tarpois obtw kal Tols dANovs év Tois Guolois® larpds 8 § re Snptovpyds kal
6 dpyeTekTomids kal Tpites & wemaiBevpévos mept Ty Téyrpy ol ydp Tives
TOWUTOL Kal mepl mdoas Gs elmeiy Tas Téxwas' dmodidoper 8 78 Kplvew
obdey frrov rois wemadevpévos § Tois elbdow. DBut, after all, the mept
wiv meratbevpevos and the xad &acror wer. are not so much separate
persons as personifications of two ‘elements in wadele. A man
cannot show special wadelz in a particular department with the
details of which he has at least an amateur’s acquaintance, with-
out  possessing a certain amount of the general mabela which
consists in knowledge of the principles of logic as they apply in
other departments; nor, on the other hand, ean a man be said to
realise the true meaning of these principles unless he has applied
them for himself in a particular enquiry. Naturally, however,
critics of science differ according as they present the one or the
other of these two elements of the critical habit with the greater
prominence. The difficulty raised by FEustratius regarding the
possibility of & mept wéy wemadevuévos, “ the man who knows every-
thing,’ is thus irrelevant. Aristotle does not imagine the existence
of a man who knows the details of all the sciences, as well as each
specialist knows the details of his own department. The mepl mav
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" e, is, as has been just said, the man who is familiar with the 1094 b.23.
- logic of the sciences, and the notions more or less applicable in all

departments ; who brings, in short, to his c‘rlticism of the method of
fi given enquiry familiarity with the doctrines qf the Orgasnon an’d
the Metaphysics ; his habit realising the requirements of .rraséesr:
specified by Alexander on Met. 995 a. 6 (p. 126 ed.—BoAmtz) Bef
npiTor €y Tois dvaluvrikals éyyvpvaleofar kai Tols Aoykeis o)\’w.s', kat
elbidvar tols Tpdwovs Téy dwodelfewr kai Tas ¥ Miywy guvayoyds. In
many respects the distinction between the mept way mem, and tlze
xall éaoroy wer. is the same as that marked by the terms hoywis
and ¢wowas respectively, on which see Phys. iii. 5.\20{; b. 4-10
Noyicis [kowds Te kai ob Puowas, Themistius ad Zﬂc‘] fick ol oxozar
pfvors o . . Quokds 8¢ paddhor Gewpotiow kT Z.6. Iook.lng at ‘the
subject (1) in the light of the general formal conceptions Whl.Ch
dominate all science, and (2) more concretely, in connexion with
its own special proximate principles; cf. PAys. viil. 8. 2'64‘ a9
OIF P“V ﬂgl’ {A{P TLE és‘ OEKEEOI-S R.d‘yﬂ[f Trw‘r'efra‘slev 0‘570!. KG‘& TOLOUTOL TIVES
elow hoyixds 8¢ émokomodar kv, It will evidently be one of the
most important functions of madela to see that each of the two
points of view—the formal (eyids) and the concrete ((ﬁvvu::c?)s)ﬂ
has its proper place assigned to it in a given enquiry, flcc?rdmg as
that place is determined by the nature of the Umokeiuén TAn. On
the wemadevpévos see the excellent notes of Michelet and Grant, to

which I am largely indebted.

yévos] “is with Aristotle the object of a single science: pia b,25.

émothun dotiy § &ds yévovs (An. Post, 1. 28 [87 a. 38]). Cf. the
whole of Aet. ii. 3. Grant. See also Mes. &. 6. 1016 a. 26 for the
identification of the yéves with the Ax.

pabnpaticed Te mbavohoyolytos dmodéyeabar] Taken from Plato, b. 26.

Theaet. 162 E, as Zell and Grant point OUt:&T,n;,BHSW 8¢ kal
dudyknqy 0bd frrioly Néyere, dA\d 7§ elkdre xpﬁargs, 4] ei,e‘ﬁe}?e Gs,éﬁmpos‘
fi @\Nos Tis T@Y YewpeTpéy Xphpevos ympsrps'iv,‘ afios ol évos fiieat b
ely. oxomeire ofy of Te xkal Oeddwpos el Ewoﬁséft;rﬁs mifavodoyla Te kat
eixbor wepl TyhkatToy Neyopevous Adyous. ’ﬁ';roﬁexelaﬂm take.s _the gen,
of the person, like drotw, generally, however, with a _parumple such
a8 Neyovros, elmévros.  See Liddell and Scoll, 5. v.

pyropudy &modeifers dmarrelv] The orator uses &ybupipara (Rhet, b. 27.

i. 1. 1355 a. 6) which are arguments é eikdror kai onpeiov (Rt 1.
2. 1357 2. 32).
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complexity of every moral and social question, he will admire a 1085a. 2.
system in proportion to the ‘lucidity’ with which it pushes a few

‘clear ideas’ to their logical issues. Cf. in this connexion Mill's

Logic, book vi. ch. 8, on the ¢ geometrical method’ of reasoning in

morals and politics.

1005 a.1.  § 5. «of Ekaotor pév dpo & memudeupdros] xaf Ekaoror must be
supplied after 4, and «piver xahds understood from the preceding
SCI’.’E?.(:!VIICC. Coraes reads in his text dyabos kprris. “Exactor dpa Ti
kafl Ekagroy merabevpévos® dnhds bé & wept mav weradeupévos, a reading
supported- by the version of Aretinus, sfngwla jottur is gui tn séngulis.
The pév inserted after xad aoror by Bywater, is given by Mb,

rc H and pr Kb, dxpoards] Michelet says ‘Cum auditore, non cum lectore rem

habet Aristoteles. Illa igitur vox luce clarius facit hoc opus
Aristotelis, ut pleraque, ex praelectionibus in Lycaeo habitis ortum,
ab, ipso Aristotele vel etiam a proximis gjus discipulis hunc in
ordinem redactum atque editum esse quem hodie servat. It seems
better to suppose that the crifical funciion of the werardeupévos has
suggested the word dxpeards, it being customary for Aristotle to
think of kpiois as the function of listeners (in the law courts or
elsewhere) who follow a speech intelligently ; see L. N, vi. 10. 2
5 B¢ oiveois wperuay povoy, and Vi. I0. 3 & v xpijebar Tjr Bify emi 7o
xkplvew wepl Tolror wepl & 7 Ppdumeis éorw, dXhou Néyorros, kal
cplvew xa\s [¢omw § otveors]. Cf. Philemon apud Meincke Fragm.
Com. iv. 46 yakeméy ¥ depoarijs davveros kabipevos, | 9w yap avolas oix

éaurov péucherat.

drr)u?.-s:! means ‘simply,’ ‘without qualification’ (distinguished
from «ard mpdobeow E. N. vii. 4. 3), ¢ universally.’ .

2.2, Bd... mwepl todrer] Whatever his proficiency in logic, as such
may be, the youth is deficient in the other element of w;;Befa viz:
special acquaintance with the material details of moral sci;nce
should he pose as a critic or connoisseur of it. The matter 0;"
‘rnora'l science is life, with its circumstances and actions, of which
he }Im.s as yet no sufficient experience. On account of his ignorance
o‘f life he will be likely to regard ethical problems as being more
simple than they really are. His ignorance of the moral 5\:; will
be practically tantamount to a denial of its existence. He will
tr?at Ethics as if it were an abstract science like geometry, He
w1ll_apply a few hastily assumed and arbitrarily defined pril::ciples
to circumstances of all kinds. The author of the Sixth Book of
the Ve, Ethics (ch. 8, §§ 5, 6) remarks that boys may succeed in
miathematics, because the abstractions of that science (ra & dpar-
plfo‘ems) do not need much experience for their acquirement; but
that they do not show prudence, and fare unfit students of nsitural
science, because experience produces prudence, and the principles
of natux_-al science are not easily apprehended spatial relations, but
generah?ations, the results of long and careful inductive enqu;ries.
EE IV.vi 8. 1142 A, T2 yeoperpiol pév péor kat pabyuarikod yivovTar

o i gogot Ta Tosara, ppdripos & ol Soxei yivecdar. alrioy & Gri kai
T:ul: kaff Ekuord éorw 5 (pdvnas, & yiveraw yrépupa € dumeplas, véos
§ .E},m,.,ﬂpog mfuf éotw whijflos yap ypdvou mouet T éumeplay émel kat
:‘ﬂur Gy Tis oképarro, Sia vi 8y pabnparwds pév mals yévorr v, copds &
i Puowds ol § Ore ta pdy & ddaplocds éotw, var § af dpyal éF
E‘pirszpfas" xal T pév o0 mioTelovow of véow MG Aéyovow, vav 8¢ o T(
€omw ok ddqlov; As a2 critic of moral science, then, the youth will
Eiemand more elegance and exactness than the #\y (of which he is
ignorant) admits, Geometry will supply him with his conception
of what moral science ought to be. Not realising the endless

§ 6. & ... mpifis] Not only is the youth too inexperienced in a. 4.
the difficulties of life to appreciate a science attempting to deal
with them, but even such knowledge of the principles and rules of
conduct as may reach his understanding will be practically useless
to him, because he allows his passions rather than his knowledge
to determine his actions. This circumstance—that his knowledge
will be practically useless to him, is conclusive against the attempt
to impart it, the end of the science of life (wolurixi) being conduct
and not mere knowledge. It is one of the most distinctive points
in Aristotle’s ethical teaching—that it is useless to address the
understanding (Aéyos) until the passions (mddy) have been brought
into order. So long as a youth is passionately fond ofia certain
course of conduct, it is vain to tell him that it is zrong. He will
not understand what you mean; he will only feel that the course
of conduct styled wrong is pleasant. Right and wrong have
definite meaning only for one who is detached from the sway of
his passing passions, and can regard them, and their objects,
coolly in relation to life conceived as an organic whole. ‘Affectus,
qui passio est, desinit esse passio, simulatque ejus claram et dis-
tinctam formamus ideam.’ (Spinoza, Z7%. v. 3.) When the passions
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and desires have been organised, as it were, by the moral training
which the state supplies, 7. e. when Adyos, or proportion, has been
thus effected among them, then the time has come to appeal to
the consciousness of this Aéyos which has now dawned in the man’s
mind, and to instruct him in the rasionale of that conduct to which
he has been imperceptibly habituated by influences operating from
without upon his sensibility to pleasure and pain. Cf. E A ii.
3. 2 06 Bet Aybal 7os €U0Us éx véov, Gs & Thdrer ¢uoily, Gare yaipew Te
rat Mvreicfar oy 8l n yap dpby waela adry éoriv. When he has
come to fke, and fafituqlly do what his moral instructors think
7ight, then, but not till then, it will be useful to explain to him
Aow and why it is right. The Xéyos, or moral understanding,
appealed to by a theory of Ethics, does not come into existence
till the desires have been reduced by moral training to Aéyos, or
order. The youth who acts karé mifos—on the stimulus of present
feeling, cannot realise the truths of ethical science, which are
recognised as such only by the calm survey of the man in whom
the Adyos or moral order is assured. The youth, like the dxparis,
may possess a precarious Adyos—a fine system of generous aspira-
tions and good intentions, in relation to which moral truths may
have some sort of vague meaning for him in his calmer moments ;
but this Ndyes, and the vague yéwms which it renders possible,
cannot withstand the assault of #dfos: rois yap rotoirows dvérmrag 5
71&5{).019 yiverai, kafamep Tols drparéow (§ 7)—* their knowledge, such
as it is, turns out profitless for them.” The dxparis or ‘incontinent
man’ knows (after a fashion) that it is wrong to yield to wdfos,
but nevertheless yields. He possesses a Adyos which opposes
itself. unsuccessfully to éméupia (see Z. V. i 13, §§ 15, 16, and
vil. 3)—not the Adyos which amounts to ¢pévyous (for that resists

¢mbupda successfully), but merely the faculty of posing dramatically,

as a temperate man, in his intervals of reflection: see £. V. vii.
3+ 8 70 8¢ Aéyew Tols Noyous Tovs dud Tis emaripys oddéy onueloy’ Kkat yap
ok é 7ois mabeow toirois Srres dmodeifes kai &an Néyovow "Epmedokhéos,
kal ol mpBrov palidvres cuvelpovst péy rods Adyous, ivaoe § odre® Bei yap
auppvivar, ToiTo 8 ypdvov Seirar dore kabdrep Tods UToRpOEVOUS, oUTws
vmohyrréoy Méyew kai Tovs drparevopévovs.

To sum up—The véos is an incapable student and critic of
moral philosophy, because he is unacquainted with the facts,
a knowledge of which it presupposes. His ignorance is due (1)
to the short time he has lived, (2) to the strength of his passions,

L
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which do not allow him to see even the facts, which he has had 1095 a. 4.

opportunities of observing, in their true light—7. e. as invalving the
distinetion of rzght and wwromg, rather than that of plasant and
unpleasant. He has not yet acquired the faculty by which the
truths of moral philosophy can be apprehended, viz. the Adyoe
whiche neglects the pleasure or pain of the present, and regards
the relation in which the pleasant or painful action stands to the
whole life. Such knowledge of moral philosophy as the wéos
acquires is but ear and lip knowledge, of no influence upon his
cofiduct. The moral faculty (Aéyos) must be evolved as the result
of the right ordering of his épéfees by moral training, before it
becomes profitable for him to study the theory of morals. If the
end were merely to construct a speculative system, perhaps a
youth might be able to appreciate such a system, as he appreciates
the elements of geometry; but conduct is the end; and conduct
requires knowledge of the perplexities of life, and a settled
character directed towards a high ideal. :

§ 7. 1ois 8¢ kotd Aéyor Tis Spéfeis mowoupdvols kal wpdrTouot a. 10.-

wohvedekes @v el TO mwepl TolTwy eiaévm.] To the man of settled
moral character a knowledge of the principles of moral philosophy
will be very useful, just as a clear and methodical statement of the
principles hitherto unconsciously followed is always useful to the
artist or enquirer of practical experience. The Logic of a science
is of very little use to one beginning the science; but may prove
an invaluable guide to the experienced enquirer. A ‘critique’
may be meaningless to one who has not studied the picture or
statue carefully for himself: but may become instructive after he
has done so. Moral philosophy is useless to one who has no
experience of life, and no faculty to discriminate between right and
wrong, only a feeling for what is immediately pleasant or painful.
Some of the Sophists, Aristotle says, (£. M x. 9. 20), thought
that it would be easy to legislate by making a collection of the
most approved laws in existence, and selecting the best of them—
as if the selection of the best required no judgment—as if the
whole difficulty did not lie in judging correctly, as in music all
depends upon the musical ear. Similarly (Z. V. x. g. 21), medical
reports are useless to non-professional readers, but useful to men
of professional experience.

The description of the memaidevpévos given by Isocrates (Pana-
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1095 2.10. henarcos 239), although differing from that given by Aristotle in

@

not involving a technical specialisation of the term, is interesting
as bringing into clear light the combination of experience and
ethical moderation which Aristotle regards as essential to mwdela
in relation to the science of mohirued. Tivas ofv kahd memadevpdvous,
emeiln) Tas Téxras kai The emioripas kal Tas Svvdpers dmodokpdle | spdron
peév Tols kalds xpwpdvous Tois mpdypact Tols kard THv Hpépap fxdoTny
TPOOTITTOUTL, Kai e O6fay elruxd Tor rapdv Eovras ral Svvapdmy os
€t 70 oAy aroxdfeafa Toi cuppéporros Ererra Tods mpembrrws kal Sikalws
Sphotrrag rois det mAnowilovet, kal tas pév Tov NNy dndias kai BapiThras
etkdhas kal padios dépovras, odis §' atrovs s duvardr eadporirovs ral
perpiardTovs Tots gureloL mapeyorras’ €t ToUs Thv pév flordy del Kpa-
rotvras, TOv 06 cuupopdy pn Mav frroudvovs, AN dudpwdds év adrels
Sagetpévovs kol Tiis Pioews dflos fis peréyorres Tuyxdvoper wéraprov,
Gmep péytoron, tols py Sagfepopdvovs tmd Tav ebmpaytioy pnt éfwora-
pévovs avroy pnd tmepnhdvovs yiyropdvovs aAN upévovras TH vdfer T4

‘mov b povotvrer, kal ph paller xalporras Tois Sud Tixny Swdpfagw

ayabois § Tois b Ty alrév Plow kal Ppérmow €€ dpyis yryrouévois,
The wemaidevpévos is thus described by Isocrates as the man of
experience and moderation, who knows how to deal with the
circumstances of life as they occur. In the Zthrcs the meraevpévos
is the cratic of the science of life. But it is only the man of the
world described by Isocrates, who fulfils the conditions, moral and
intellectual, which Aristotle regards as essential to madela (in his
technical sense of the term), when it is engaged in the critical
estimation of woherkq, It is only the man of experience and
moderation who can know what is meant by right and wrong. As
the man of experience and moderation knows how to live, he is
also the only competent critic of the science of life. His critical
faculty, like his practical judgment, has become an instinct in him.
See £, N, vi. 11, 6 dore 8¢t TpoTExel TOY Eumeipwy kai wperBurépwr i)
Ppoviper Tals dvarodelkrots ddoeat kal 8dfats oty frrov v drodeifewr’
dua yap 70 Exew éx iy épmeplas dupa Spdow dplas,

The ethical and political docirines of Aristotle are thus, we see,
¢ovavra cvvercior: hence the difficulty which we, at our distance

from the ancient Greek life, experience in the study of them.
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CHAPTER 1V.
et ARGUMENT.

B kat then is the Chicf Good which is the object of our Science 2 Most people,
cultipated and uncultivated, agree as to its name and call i Happiness: duf hers
the agreement ends ; for some make Happiness consist in FPleasure, others in
Weaith, others in Social Recogrilion ; and often amaif's view of # changes with
his civeunstances, e. g, when ke falls sick, he thinks that it is ealth, and wken
ke &5 poor, that it is Wealth. Others again, conscions of their own ignorance,
identify & with the Wisdom and Learning wiich they adptive from ofar:
lastly, it has been held to be Something by Itself, apart from all particular good
things, bt the cause of their being good, It would take too long to examine all
these wiews » ¢ will be enowgh to notice those which have the greafest vogue, or
st fo say for themselves as theories of Life.

But before we begin an examination of these views, and thereafler atfempl
to set forth o wicw of our own, it i3 inportant that we showld be clear about Tie
method proper ta the Science of the Chief Good. Where ought the enquiry io
begin?  With general principles? or with particular facts ¢ Evidently with
something Frown : bul when we say ¢ known’, we may mean either krow in
the strict acceptation of the term, known for what it 4, .e. known scientifically as
@ gererval principleis Frowsn ; ot krown from our point of view, i.e. known as a
particular fact presented fo the senses. It is with the known’ in the lutter
accepiation ihal our present enguiry must begin.  This is why it @5 so tmperiant
that the student of the sciznce of conduct should bring to his study of the subject
a good moral character. Without this, ke cannol ‘know’ the elemeniary Sacts
with which his study must begin, i. e. cannot understand a teacker who begins
by pointing fo ceriain concrete examples of Virlue or Vice, or by quoting
certain popular sayings, or by laking for granted that this thing is wrang and
hat thing vicht. Indeed this elementary * Rrowledge’ is so iniportant in itself
that if does not matier much if the average man never proceed from it fo the
Enawwledee of privciples, or of the rveason wity.

§ 1. waoa yvdois kai mpoalpeois] ¢ The original four terms réyvn,
jiéboBos, mpagis, mpoaipeais are here reduced to two. Grant.

Twéois has for its object, or < good, the reduction of the data of
experience to form, law, or theory; mpoaipesis aims at the preserva-
tion of the moral organism amid the dangers to which it is exposed
in its environment.

1085a.14.
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§ 2. eBBaporlav] It is Aristotle’s object, in the Ekizs, to give a
new meaning to this accepted term. The popular view regarded
‘ Happiness® as consisting in the favour of Heaven and Fortune,
and in the multitude of a man's possessions.  Aristotle shows that
it consists, not in what a man Aas or recerves, but in what he 7s and
does. It is an active function (éépyea Yruyis), not a condion of
passivity. It is ‘noble living’—ro e (v in the active sense. CfF.
the remarkable fragment of Aristotle preserved by Stobacus, Fior.
T. 54. vol. i. p. 48, ed. Meincke (assigned by Rose, Frag. Arist, 89
to the dialogue wepi whoiTov),—véule Ty eldaporiay ok év o whAAG
xekrijcbar ylyveobar, d\X év 1 1 Yuxh € Sakeiobac kal yap oide T
abpa alrd 16 Napmpd obire xexoopnpévoy Qaly Tis elvar paxdproy G 76
Ty Uyleay Eyov xal omovdaleos Sukeipevov, xiv pndév Téw TpoeLppérey
atrd wapp’ Tov atroy 8¢ Tpémoy kat Yuyy éav  wemmevpévy, Ty Toratrny
kat 7oy vototTor dvlpemor eldaipova mpocayopevréov eotiy, vik Gy Tois fkrii
4 Napmpds kexoopnpévos, abrds ppdevds dfios Sv olde yip Tnmow, Ky
Yk xpuoa kat okeviy Iy wolurel gaihos dv, Toy TowiTor agioy Tevos
vopioper elvar, dAN' b5 dv Sakeipevos §] amovdalws, Toiror pahoy rawoi-
pev. domep yip €l Tis TéY oikerdw alroi yelpwy ey, xarayéhaoros &v
yévorre, Toy abréy tpdmov ols mhelovos allay Ty kriow elvar oupBiBare
ijs Uias ¢uoews, dbMlovs rolrovs elvar 8ci vopilew kal Totro Kar
a\ifeway olrws éxer rikre ydp, domep Gyoly % mapoyula, kdpos pév UBpw,
aradevoia 8¢ per' cbovolas dvowar Tols yip Buakepévors T wepL T
Yuxny kakds, ofire mholros ofire loxds offre kdAlos rév ayalbév éoriv’
X doo mep & adrar pallor ai Swlises kaf irepBoliy imdpwa,
TogalTe Kkai whelw kal peifo Tov kekrnuivor Bhdmrover, xwpis Pporoens
Wapa’yepﬁpémc.

Xapievtes] ¢ Cultivated '—synonymous with rois oodots three lines
below. Cf Z. N.i. x3. 7 =ow latp@v ol xapieyres, an expression re-
garded Dy Zell as equivalent to r@v larpév of phocodwrépws 7w
réxmy peridvres, de Sensu, 1. 436 a. 21, CL de Divinal. 1. 463 a.
4 héyovae youy kal tév larpdv oi xapicvres Ore del odddpa mpooéyery rois
évurvios® eBhoyoy 8¢ oUrws dmohaBely kal rois i rexvirais péy, cxomov-
pévors 8¢ T kal Qihocopotow. For other references to the use of
xapiews see Index Arislt,

7 ¥ ef Lfv kal 10 € mpdrrew] ‘ed mpdrrew is an ambiguous
phrase. In its usual acceptation it would rather mean * faring-
well ™ than ““acting-well.”” Grant. It is Aristotle’s object to give
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an active instead of a passive sense to these commonly accepted 1095 a. 19.

expressions for the Chief End.

i dorw]| Tis dorw is the reading of Ob, CCC, NC, adopted by
Zell, Coraes, Michelet, and Ramsauer. The Paraph. and Aspasius
seem to have read i éomw. Eustratius distinguishes between the
two rehdings: &v 0 pév (7. 7is) 7ol Gmoxepévo, 76 8 (7.e. Ti) Tov
otatdlovs Nyov Sqleridy: d.e. ris érrw relates to a thing looked at
in the concrete with all its material qualities, while i éorw (as=rd
vl jjy eivas) is the technical expression for the essence (ofota dvev TAgs)
or form (efdos), declared in definition (éptopds, Gpos, or Adyes). Miche-
let argues that =is is the better reading here, since Aristotle is about
to state, not the definition of eddarporla, but popular opinions re-
garding it. See the notes of Zell and Michelet. The weight of
MS. authority is in favour of rf and # seems to be required to
bring out with sufficient sharpness the antithesis between the clauses
beginning dvdpars pév ofy and wept 82 s edBarpovias.

§ 3. 3oviy #§ whobror } Tyuiy] Eudemus (Z£. Z. i. 2. 1214 b. 24)
explains the identification of eddapovia with ryu, 86fa, mhavros, or
waidela, by the fact that these are condifions of Happiness, and there
is a natural tendency to identify the conditions of the existence of
a thing with the thing itself: Zort yap radr’ alrio s dpduoByrioews
wepl ToU ebbarpoveiy, i dori, kal yiveraw Sib Tiver dv dvev Yap oby oidy Te

3 -~ . -’ - » » 7 ’
etBapovelv, Eror uépn Tijs etdmpovias evar ropifovoiy,

~ouveddres & Eavrols dyvorav] ¢ Conscious of their own ignorance.’
They answer to those who make maiela, ¢ superior attainments,” the
arormds Tov ka\ds (7y, in the list given by Eudemus, i. 2. 1214 b. 8.

&wo] The Platonists, whose view is examined in chapter 6.
Aristotle formulates the doctrine of ideas in the expression & =
mapa Ta woAhd (7. e. a single ‘universal substance,’ kabdhov odeia, in
which the particulars, r& moM\d, & alo@yrd, ‘participate ' —peréyer,
but which is nevertheless separate from them—yopiorés). His
own view opposed to this doctrine he formulates in the expression
é kard woMA&y (se. that in which the particulars are seen to
resemble one another, which is predicated of—karnyopeiras xard—
any one of them, as a quality—zowv 7—possessed by it. See Ax.
Post. 1. 11. 7% 2, 5 €8y pév odv elvar, § & o waph & oG odk dudykn,
e anddeifes Eatar elvar pévror & kare moM\@v d\nbés elmely dudyiy, ofr yip
€orar 76 kabihov, dv ) Tovro 3 éav 8¢ 6 kaldlov pi 7, T péoor oik
éorar, bor ovd dmddesbis. Met. Z. 13. 1038 b. 35 Gavepdy bre ofdév

a. 20.

a. 23.

a. 25.

a. 28 i
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1005 a. 26. Tor kaféhou Umapydvrev olola éoTi, kal 6r¢ olbér anpalver Tév kowy rkary-

'YOPO‘UFE‘U&U!’ Tdaf T, &m TOI&HB!.

Spengel (Aristotelische Studien 1. Nic. Eth. p. 203) conjectures
ydo for & after fwm: *Es folgen ndmlich die Philosophen, welche
etwas von den gewohnlichen Ansichten weit abgehendes sagen, und
dadurch dem Volke imponirten, das waren aber jedenfalls die Idea-
listen. Arisioteles ist damit in den Gegensatz von den mollel zu
den oogol iibergegangen, und hat zugleich den Platonikern einen
Schlag gegeben’; ihre Lehre werde von der Masse nur angestaunt,
weil sie gar zu frappant und eigenthiimlich scheine, Ich haltevydp

fiir nothwendig.” Spengel's ydp would certainly convey a very

pretty ‘hit’ at the Platonists; but I think that & is needed to
answer to pev, line 22.

a 20, $4. 18s pdhgra émenokaodoas 7 Soxodoag Exew Twh ?\670!'] Views

which ‘lie on the surface’ and are therefore popularly accepted, or

views which, as ‘invelving a theory of some kind,’ are more recondite,

and are therefore confined to philosophers. Cf. Rjef iii. 10. 1410
b, 22 émrdhata yap Néyoper 7& mavrl dnla kat & pndév 8l (grioar, quoted
by Zell and Grant. Cf Aristotle’s Fragm. 470. 1555 b. 12 sqq.
8id kat rés kdmas airéy Ekeavrivas Emoujoavro kai 7§ peyéfe memrTds
80y % Kopkupata émemdhase pdorif kai eis wapogiav jAGe.  The
Paraphrast’s note is ixavéy 8¢ éorw el éferdgoper Tas eml TO WOAD kai
i Tér Thedver voplopdvas 3 Sokovoas Syaw mird Ayor. The principle
of selection laid down here is that of 75p. i. 12. 105 a. 34, referred
to by Zell after Muretus: 7ds pév olv mpordoes éxhexréor, Soayis
Btopicln mepi mpordoews, f Tis mdvrov ddfas mpoxepuldpevor i) Tas Tow
mheloTar § Tds @y codidr kal TotTwy 7 mavrer 1 TéY FAdorter 3 TV

| prepyreTdrey,

a. 80. § 5.] From hence, to the end of the chapter, follows the second

digression on the method of Ethics” Grant.

Before beginning the examination, promised in § 4, of the
popular views (examined in chap. 5), and of the philosophical views
(examined in chap. 6), Aristotle enters upon a mapékBaais concern-
ing the method of moral science and the previous training which
the student of the science must have received. The mapéeBaois
seems to suggest itself suddenly in connexion with the mention of
rds pdlrra émmolaloloas défas, as distinguished from zis Soxovoas
Iyew Tt Méyor. The former 86 are of inductive origin, based on
observation, however onesided, of the circumstances of life; whereas
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the latter recommend themselves on @ préors and abstract grounds. 1095 a.30.

Hence the words py) Aavfavére & fuas ére Saépovow of dmd 7oy dpxdv
Ndyoe wal of émi tas dpyds.

In every enquiry a beginning must be made from what the
enquirer ‘knows. Cf 4z Post. i 1. 71 a. 1 waca Sibackakia xal
waoa wdlnois Swwonriky €k mpolmapyotans yiverar yvdoews. The en-
quirer’s ¢ previous knowledge’ may be either of abstract formulae
generally applicable to the explanation of particular cases, or of
particular concrete phenomena requiring explanation. Thus in
Geemetry he starts from the axioms and definitions,—certain abstract
principles which are ‘known,’ and proceeds from them to the
various more particular truths of the science. In the science of
Medicine, on the other hand, the knowledge with which he begins
is of symptoms—certain particular concrete phenomena of health
and disease, from the observation and comparison of which he
proceeds to the discovery of the hitherto unknown general laws of
life, on which they depend. Where a few abstract forms of great
simplicity, and therefore easily ‘known,” can be applied to the
resolution of particular problems, the enquiry is deductive. Geo-
metry, which makes complex spatial relations plain to the eye by
breaking them up into simple spatial relations already ‘known,’
(Met. 8. 9. 1051 2. 21, &c. elploxerar 8¢ kal T& daypdppara évepyela’
Barpoivres yap ebpiakovaw e & fy Siypnpéva davepa dv Gy viv § évumdp-
yeu Suvdper Sui vl 8o GpBat 75 Tpiywvor; 87i al mepl plav oTeypny yevias,
foar 800 dpfais €l ofv duikro § wapd Tir wheupdy, Wivte dv ju €lfvs
3iXor) is the perfect type of deductive reasoning. But where the
enquiry is concerned not with abstract spatial relations, or with the
development of mere notions, but with the behaviour of real
phenomena in nature, no such simple formulae capable of explain-
ing the phenomena are ‘known’ to the enquirer from the first.
The concrete phenomena themselves are ¢ known,” and the formulae
have to be abstracted from them. The falling of bodies to the
earth, the swinging of the pendulum, the tides, the orbit of the
moon, and the orbits of the planets, had all been separately ‘known’
before Newton evolved the great generalisation which explains
them. An enquiry concerned with the behaviour of real phenomena
in pature is (in its earlier stages at least) inductive.

Having alluded to the distinction between Deduction and
Induction, and indicated, by the expressions yréppa d&mlas and
yrépipa uty (of which more hereafter), the ground on which the
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1095 2.30. one or the other of these two methods is adopted in a given enquiry,

a. 8L

3. 32,

Anstotle asserts that moral science must be prosecuted on the
inductive method, because particular cases of conduct are at first
“ better known’ to the enquirer than the general principles of conduct
which give them significance. These particular cases, however,
which must be known to begin with by the student of morals, will
be entirely beyond the experience of one who has not been habitu-
ated to perform right actions and avoid wrong actions, and there-
fore has no stable moral character. Moral science assumes that
the student has learnt practically to discriminate in his conduct
between right and wrong actions, or, to use the technical language
ofthe present passage, that he ‘knows’ that such and such actions
are right, and such and such others are wrong; it then proceeds
to show him Aow and =iy they are right and wrong— e to dis-

cover their law. But the man of unstable moral character does

not ‘know’ that such and such actions are right or wrong, because
these terms have no meaning except in relation to a definite system
of life, and his life is conducted on no system, but is obnoxious to
the temptation of the passing moment. The present wapékBaots,
then, in which it is thus stated that the method of Ethics is obser-
vational and inductive, prepares us for the use which Aristotle
afterwards (£, V. 1. 8) makes of the popular views, which embody
at least a certain amount of true observation, and explains the con-
tempt with which he treats the & przor: system of the Platonists.

ol .amd Tdr dpxdr Aéyor| Deduction, cvN\oyiouds, £. N. vi, 3. 3
6 0¢ oulhoyiopds ék Téy kabdihou.

ol énl Tas épxds| Induction, éraywyy, Zvp. i. 1o. 105 a. 13
eraywy) 8¢ § dmd v kabékaora éml t& kabilov Eodos.

6 Midrwv| Bekker and Sus, following Lb, omit 6. Bywater,
following Kb, Mb, Cambr., restores it to the text. Grant, omitting
6, remarks that ‘the use of the word IM\drev here, without the
article, shows that a personal reference to the philosopher is
intended”: see also Grant’s note on vi. 13. 3, where it is remarked
that Aristotle uses the article when he speaks of characters in
books (z.g. of the Socrates of Plato’s Dialogues), but gives the
names of real persons without the arficle, except in cases of
renewed mention. But, as Plato is not a character in a book, like
é Swxpdrns, but always a real person, it is difficult to see what we
gain by being told here ‘that a personal reference to the philo-
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gopher is intended” Grant continues, ‘ The use of the imperfect 1005 a.32.

fmdpe shows that the reference is gemeral; when Aristotle quotes
from a particular passage in the Zazws (653 A) of Plato (Z72. ii.
3. 2) he says &s 6 Mdrov noiv.’ Tt will be observed that in ii. 3.
2 the article appears /in apparently all MSS., and yet the reference
to Plato as the writer of a particular passage is as much ‘a personal
reference to the philosopher’ as the ‘general reference’ to him in
the present section. It scems to me to be unsafe to attach im-
portance to the presence or absence of the article before Mdrer
heré or elsewhere, more especially where, as here, the MSS. are
divided. Serpdrys, of course, is in an entirely different position.  As
regards the reference in #mdpe being ¢ general,’ not (as Michelet
and Heylbut, Asp. p. 9, suppose) to the passage on the dialectical
method at the end of Rep. vi. 510 sqq., I think that this may very
well be so. Muretus, failing to find any discussion of the dwopfa in
the writings of Plato, suggests that the reference is to his dypapa

ddypara.

&prréov pév yip &md TOv yrwplpov] CLf Az Post i 1. 71 2. T b. 2.

wara Sidackalla kal maca pdfpois Swavontucy €k mpoimapyotans yiverar
ybreos : Top. Vi. 4. 141 a. 28 yopifoper 8 olx de v Tuxdvrey,
ANN &k Tdy mporépor kai yvopipwTépey . . olTe yip wica Sibaokalia kai
pdbnots Exed

radra 8¢ Surrds Td pdv yap fpiv 7& 8 &mh@s] “Amhids attached to
a term indicates that the term is to be taken in its sfracf sense :
of. the &més axparis of . N. vil. 4. Tvdppa damhés, then, are
objects which are Enown (nofa not scibilia : see the notes of Zell
and Michelet), in the strict sense of the term Anowr. According to
Aristotle the pure form (efdos, obola dvev FAns) is known in the strict
sense of ‘known! Where the form is with difficulty recognised,
or not at all, on account of its implication with @\ in a gwodor, OF
concrete material object, there is Anowledge only in a secondary
and qualified acceptation of the term. This inferior kind of
knowledge, however, is given in experience before ¢knowledge’
strictly so called. Concrete objects of sense are mpdrepa mwpos Tpds,
or ypepydrepa fuiv, while the €5y are mpdrepa pioer Or yroppbrepa
@ioe, 7. e. although not first known by us in e order of fime, th.e
&by are logically first, inasmuch as the knowledge of them is
necessary to the right understanding of the material objects in
which they are embodied; and they are ‘ naturally better known,

E
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e ; : : et jsiinguunt, 1095°b. 2. ¢
1005 b. 2. because knowledge realises its true ‘nature,’ or reaches its goal, hoc loco Paraphrastes et Eustratius rectescientias distingyunt h=

when it apprehends the eidos without admixture of matter. Cf.
the use of ¢doe in the statement, Pol. i. 1. 1253 2. 19 mpdrepor 3
7 boe milis # oikla ral Exagros fpdv T yip Ghov mpérepoy dvaykaiov
evar Tob pépous—i.e. although the family existed before the méhes
was evolved by the cuwowwuss of xapar, yet the wéhes is (I goal
towards which the ¢dois of man tends from the very first; he is
Qioer moherikdv {gov, and we cannot properly understand him in his
earlier phases, unless we keep in view the final goal of his ¢ios,
Man moves towards the wdhs, in which individualism gives place
to the consciousness of social relations, as the whole natural world
‘moves towards the perfect form of the mpéror kwoiy, aitracted, as it
were, by its beauty. See et A. 5. 1052 a. 24 émel 8¢ 76 kwvotpevoy
kal kwoly péoov [see Bonitz Mef ad loc. on the text], &
Tolvur Tt & ol kwovmevoy kwel didwy kai evoia Kkai évépyeca oloa.
kwel 06 Gbe 70 Spextdy kat TS voyrdv kivel ot kwolpevor ... TI072 b. 3
xwet B¢ @s épdpevor,  Similarly, knowledge advances from the con-
fused data of the senses to the clear perception of relation or
form. Form is the goal of knowledge, and is therefore ¢icer yré-
ppov, It is the dwhas pudpepor, that which is known in the true
sense of ‘known’ BSee dm. Posi i. z. 41 b. 33 mpdrepa &
€oTi Kal yropdrepa Sixbs. ol yap Tatmiy wpirepor Ti pioe kal wpds
nuas mwpérepor oldé yrapudrepoy, kai fuiv yroppdrepor Aéyw 8¢ mpis
fpas pév wplrepa kal yvoppdrepa T& éyyitepor ths alofirews. dmhas
8¢ mpdrepa kal yvopyibrepa Ta moppdrepor EorTt 8¢ moppwTdTe peér Th
kaféhov pdieora: eyyurdro 8¢ ta kaf &aora, kal drrleetar Tadr @AA-
Ras. “Quamvis,’ says Michelet, p. 21, ‘cognitio rerum sensibi-
dium sit facilior nobis et primi ad eam feramur, vulgusque ipsum
ea non careat (Me. i. 2): tamen minus scientiae et veritatis in
rebus sensibilibus inest, et tum demum scire putamur, si universalia,
difficillima cognitu et a sensibus remotissima, perceperimus; quo
fit, ut principiorum, quippe quae non fpiv yrepudrara sint, etsi
anhés ff pioe yoppdrara, admodum pauci, ii nempe, qui divinam
quaerunt beatitudinem, i.e. sapientes participes fiant. Principia
vero ideo yrepyérepa sunt, quod ipsius animi naturam efficiunt,
singularium autem rerum cognitio ex fortuitis uniuscujusque per-
ceptionibus pendet ... p. 22, Attamen si semper singularia nobis
essent notiora, semper in scientiis ab singularibus ad principia
ascendere deberemus; et Aristoteles prorsus, ut putant, esset
empiricus qui analytica sola utatur methodo (z.e. induction). Sed

Sunt enim scientiae in quibus, naturali rerum ordine servato :‘_(}z'.e.
the order of our knowledge is, as it wete, that of ¢dors), dahos
yréppa et nobis sunt yreppérepa, ita ut € ausis (a?rffmv) utpote
plus perspicuitatis habentibus ad effectus (alrrdjdigrediamur ; ex
gr. ire mathematica et metaphysica, in quibus ha_n‘é cfb__\_ 93‘?5% g
principiis et universalibus ad reliqua descendendum esTIn  qu tbuss -
dam vero aliis scientiis effectus manifestiores nobis quam ipsae
causae apparent, ubi, naturali rerum ordine mutato, nobis.‘not'%ora
noh simpliciter sunt notiora. Quamobrem hisce in SCI'I‘E‘I.}U‘!S viam
alteram ingredi oportet, non ex principiis, sed ad prineipia.” The .
difficulty of this ascent from the particular to the universal, from
the effect to the cause, from the concrete to the abstract, from the
matter to the form, is noticed in an interesting passage in Mel
Z. 4. 1029 b. 4, sqq., where it is said that, as in° moral educ’:ation,
the problem is to make that which is really or mtur:cﬂly good
also good for the individual, so in science, the problem is to make
that which is really or ‘naturally’ known or true, also known or
true for the individual student: § yép pdbnots ofire yiverar maoe dur Téy
frroy yreplpey dive cds Té yrépypa palloy kal TodTo Epyov éoriy, bomep

& Tais mpdfeat T wotow &k Téy éxdore dyabav, vi Sles dyafi éxdoTe
dyabd, ofrws &k Téy alrd yroptpeTépen T4 T hloe yropypa alrg yroptpa,
The ¢ ordinary way of knowledge’ from the concrete effefzts to the
general law is described in Zvp. vi. 4. 141 b. 5, sqq,, and 1llustra.te£i
by the manner in which we acquire our knowledge of the owuyuy,
or mathematical point. The solid is more evident to the senses
than the plane, the plane than the line, and the line than the point.
This is the order of our knowledge, but the order of natural pro-
duction is in the opposite direction. The motion of the poi'm
generates the line, of the line the plane, of the plane the solid.
The point is ¢ice mpérepor to the line, plane, and solid; but the
solid is mpds fués mpérepav, 7. e. more obvious to our senses. To
dboe mpérepoy is the source from which the sensible particulars
flow, as it were, and, though last to be known by us, is the first
principle of natural generation. We can gather from Ar.istot].e’s
theory of Definition 8w mporépor ral yrapiperépar, OF & priors, which
is stated in Zop. vi. 4, as well as from his theory of drédefss, that
he found it more difficult than we do now to distinguish between a
principle of actual generation, and a principle of clear explanation,
He concludes the passage in the Zopics (vi. 4) with the words
E2
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s

(141 b. 15) dmhas pév oy Bélrior 78 8wt rév mporéper (7.e. pioe mp.)
Tt Gorepa mepiofa yopiley: émoTnpovikGTEpOY Yap TH Towdrdy éoTiv,
od piy &\\& mpds Tobs ddvrarcivras yapifer S rdy Totolrwy dvayxator
loas 8ut Tév éeelvows proplpwy moidicfar Tov Néyow . . . T42 2. g frws 8¢
kat O arlids yrdpupor o T mace yrdppdy éoTw dAAAG T Tols €8 Suer-
wévois T Sdvowar,  Cf. B, N, vil. 3. 13, 14, where the xaféiov is
distinguished as émompordy from the &ryaros dpos of sensation.
Our knowledge of concrete objects, then, coming before our
knowledge of the forms or general laws which they realise, the
method of all the concrete or natural sciences will be (at least in
the earlier stages) observational and inductive: see Phys. i. 1.
184 a. 16 méue 8¢ ék 7av yepparépey fuiv ) 68bs kal caperrépar émt
o capéorepa 7 dice kat yroprpdrepas of yap Tabrd fplv Te yoppa kak
arA@s' Sdmep avdykn Tév Tpémor TolTov mpodyety ék TéY doateaTépay piv
1)) o, quiv 8¢ capearépey, érl & capiorepa TH loa kai yreopyd-
Tepa, €ori & fuiv 70 mpdrov e kal cay Th ovykeyupéva palhoy
Jorepoy 8¢ ék Tovraw ylverar yvdpypa th oroyeia xkal af dpyat Sapodio
raira, But in mathematics the case is different. Here there are
no concrete objects, in which the eidos is obscured by the ¥\, and
has to be abstracted from it by a toilsome process of comparison
and generalisation. The objects are 8y pure and simple, or
abstractions—ra é£ dpapérens, ab inifio ; and among these abstrac-
tions the simplest and most easily ‘known’ are those of the widest
application. ~The axioms and definitions are more easily ‘known,’
than the particular properties of the various figures which are
shown to involve these axioms and definitions ; hence the method
of mathematics will be deductive. This does not, of course, affect
th&'truth of the position (on which Aristotle is quite explicit: see
An. Post. 1. 18) that our knowledge of mathematical, as of all other
dpxal, Is derived from the materials presented in sense-experience.
The experience, however, required for the acquisition of mathe-
matical principles is much slnderer than that necessary for the
attainment of the principles of a concrete science like medicine or
politics. In other words—where we deal with diagrammatically
representable relations of space we can begin the deductive method
almost at once; where we deal with concrete phenomena, the
deductive stage, if reached at all, must be preceded by a long
period of inductive enquiry. Nogs—the faculty of specially attend-
ing to that which is common in a multitude of sense-presentations,
and of abstracting it as a point of view—perceives the form in the
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matter supplied by induction, easily, or with difficulty, according to 1095 b. 2.

the nature of the matter. Spatial forms are easily abstracted, but
‘kinds® or ‘metaphysical notions’ with difficulty; and wFlen ab-
stracted ‘kinds’ and ‘notions” are not the lucid pripcxpl.es of
deduction that spatial forms are, because their apprlicatlon is not
diagrammatic, but to concrete phenomena. On 7 ¢iger Frogetnpn =
and ra fpiv . see Michelet’s note ad loc, ' Tr.e?ndelenburg s
Elementa Logices Aristoleleae, § 19, and his De Amima ii. 2, § 1, note.

Yows odv Auilv ye aprréor Gmd TOv fiply yrwplpe] ‘Perhap's: then b. 3.
we at all events must commence with what ze know? Aristotle
was probably unconscious of the sort‘of pun in this sentence.
He merely asserts that zee (z. ¢. ethical phllosophers) must start from
a basis of personal experience. (Grant.) The gist Of;thE'! present
mapéiBasis may be given as follows. Eﬁ&uﬁa)v{a is the apxf, or ﬁrst‘
principle of human life. Are we in possession of the kn.cm'%edge of
this dpx ab Znifio, as we are in possession of ti.1e pr{nmpies ‘of
geometry, and will moral science consist merely in Fhe dedu.ctlve
application of it to explain the details of conduct ; or wﬂ! th,e s:::icncc
not rather consist mainly in the attempt to abstra:ct this dox from
the g of our particular experience, z e to find 1tit Arzs}t}tle_, as
Eustratius and the Paraphrast (the latter with a certain qualification)
interpret the present passage, decides here in i?a'\four of the second
alternative. How far he is true to his decision we shall see.
The Paraphrast’s words are—eénei 8¢ mept dpxms 6 7\:5?;09 (dpxii yap ‘xai
airia éoTi T8 Téhos T@Y Tpafewr® & éxelvo ydp TL mpdrTopey) fr;rr,‘-::eov,
rés b6 moujrarbar Tov mept adris Noyoy Exe Jap Sm(j)op.\:iy' Kal !’Tpm,'ro:.-
wepl Tov dpx@v pukpoy Suahnlropedar Tév yap uirfmy‘ 7o fm,, -r,s?ttmv s
70 8¢ elbikdy T 02 Thikdy o 8¢ momTikdy' Kal WOUITIROY pev 1) svfpyfaa ToD
rexulrov: fhwdv 8¢ 7a £iNa kal ol Aior €€ &y 1) olda. éiﬁmbt de 'r::} sfﬁo’g
s olkias® Tehwdy 8¢ 8¢ b 7 olkia yéyover. émel 8¢ ta?im sir s,wl ,rojs
mpdypact ToD evar, iira eol Kai ThHs yroTews aw’m:: Kkai .& au:rmv
dlwavrar éxeva ywobokealar. éav ydp Tis €il] Ti"]N, rexmz: 700, EoEion
xaf v T olxlay dppeotpynaey, eloerat i olklay §) dyaliy r;.: Li)ﬂv):]:{, Gaow
o5 Téxyy mpooTke. kai & THw Gy €ldds kai 6 TO efﬁoc, Spoias. mr,?uv 35‘
ywdokovres Ti 6 Tékos abTis eiodpcba §j dyabiy 7 ¢m..rlq:;. ‘Eupﬁau:ﬂ Bc
xal 76 dvdmalw drd Tob eldévar 7O dmorédeopa Tas alrias "ywmu‘:ce‘w'. u”'yup
eiBds T oy, [v. L airiay] Ty Téqu dloerar ToD fov:'r(:u, :im 1:1_ dhha
poiws.  dare Tols Ndyous Ouxds avdykn yivearﬂm." 7 G‘?TO’TQ)JJ' t}ﬂ'o‘re?\-.
eapdrov tas dpxds drodewvivar, j dmd Tov dpxov T4 dmoTeléopara



5 BOOK I: CHAP. 4: §§ 5-7.

1005 b, 3. xpijcopsba 8¢ érarépa Tov pebiodwy kara kaipov. [This is the qualifica-

'tion, alluded to above, with which the Paraphrast seerus to accept
the present passage as pledging Aristotle to an inductive method in
.Ethics.] kal dmd pév Téw dpydy drolelfopey dray alral Ofjhar dew' 7o §
dvdmahty, 6Tav T8 dworeléopara haveporepa §. Owt TolTo kai HAdrey
ka\ds elnres ToiTa Kkat Hripet, s otk abtddopoy v dmi wavrds, wirepor did
Ty dpydv 1 mpooikovca Tiis dmodelfews 68ds, 7 énl Tas dpyds domep &
oradiy ard rov dbleferdy émt v mépas ) 7O dvdwakw. Surriis obv oloms
tis 6807, mébey fuiv dpkréov; 4 OGijhov 8ri drd Tév dmorelesudrey

BT}'ADW';T( TOY ?IG}K!T&PC(:)F WpdéE@v, &)]’! &PX?} xai a'frwy Tl} ‘!TO)&?‘-K(‘JF Té.-’\l‘.]i‘

~éari; el yap dnd rav yeplpey dpfacbar, ob ;) ¢iloea, AN fuiv.  Dioe

b. 4.

pev yap yvoppa Néyorraw al dpyai kai T& aitta® ékeiva yap § Piows
wpérepa wuploToy, Kal mpbs ékeva mpaTws 6pd' fHuir 8¢ Té dmoreléouara
yrépuya’ 68er dpkréor olre yip cadys €orar 6 Ndyos dwd Thv THuiv
yrepluoy ywipevos. Lustratius explains as follows—émel Tolvur dpxs

pév Tehigy 7 ebdatpovia. al 8¢ mpds adriy &g Té\es dyovoar af kard Tas

dperds eloe mpafews, attar 66 UoTepme pév T Ploe os s eddayovias
altiaral, nuiv 8¢ oapéoTepar kal yropuuwTepat, ek TolTwY Huy dprréov Kkal
duiréor 8¢ alr@v wpbs 16 alriov—i, ¢, ebdawpovia is the Final Cause of
Life. The various dperal are naturally subsequent to it, as being
its effec/ss—i.e. as being what they are in virtue of it, just as the
hand is a hand in virtue of the body; but they are more evident
to us than it is—z. ¢. we learn (under the influence of moral training)
to discriminate practically, or in our habitual conduct, between
good and bad actions, before we can form a notion of life as
a great whole, and understand why and how they are good and
bad ; accordingly, we must begin our study of moral science with
this merely empirical ‘knowledge of the dperaf’ and rise from it
to the knowledge of their cause, eldawuovia.

§§ 6, 7. B Bei Tois eeow fixBar kakds . . . Tob Sudri.] The con-
nexion here may be exhibited as follows. Moral science must begin
with moral facts—with particular moral actions. The student .of
moral science must be able to see for himself that a particular act is
goodor bad. (Apy7 rd ére. .. dpkréoy drd rov fuiy yrepipwy). It will be
useless to s/ him that such and such an act is good or bad; he
must have a tendency to think it good or bad. He cannot manifest
this tendency unless he has often performed, or abstained from
performing, the act in question—z.e. unless he has acquired a
Zobi? in relation to it. When he has once acquired good habits,
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he may derive profit from the study of moral science; for then 1095 b. 4.

he knows what it is about—he then realises what is meant by
calling such and such actions good or bad. Habit makes him
think a certain act good : moral science explains to him why it is
s0. Thus dpys here means ¢ what we start with’—the particular
in this case: whereas dpyds in the next sentence (§ 7) is to be
understeod in the technical sense of ‘universal principles” (see
Grant ad loc.). At the same time we cannot help secing that in
using dpx# popularly, Aristotle is not uninfluenced by the associa-
tions connected with its technical meaning. The perception that
a particuiar act is good or bad, which is an dpy#, in the sense of
being simply the beginning of the study of moral science, itself
involves a universal principle. The universal principle is the
tendency to regard the act as good or bad, derived from the habit
of performing it or avoiding it. The habits are thus ethical dpxal,
or first principles, or, at least, medsa axtomata under the supreme
dpyf—eddayorie. Without the habits, the moral perceptions have
no existence. Accordingly we cannot be said to start from the
moral perception in the popular sense of *starting * (dpxréor, dpx1),
unless we have already a habit which is & ©starting-point’ in
the technical sense as being a general principle. This seems
to be the implication of the passage before us; and our inter-
pretation of it is borne out by passages elsewhere in which habit
is actually described as a sort of universal, viz. E. IV vi. 11, 4
dpyat yip Tov of Eveka (7. ¢ the habitual motive or aim), abrac (7. ¢.
particular acts) éc 7év kaf &aora yip Ta kabohov—where kabdhov
describes the habit which has been acquired by repetition of
particular acts : and again Z. V. i. 7. 20 Tdv dpxéw ¢ ai pév érayayy
Bewpoivrat, ai & alobioe, ai & Owpd Twi, kal é’?\)\m. : 5)\?\ws—“\vc
perceive our starting-point, sometimes by induction, sometimes
by simple sensation, sometimes by habituation. . .'—where s’éwpfis
is presented as a sort of ‘moral induction,” which puts us in
possession of ‘moral principles,” just as scientific induction gives
us the principles of deduction.

There is no moral ér, then, unless there are good habits. We
begin our ethical studies with the ér: (dpxi) 70 &7c) ; but we sh‘ould not
perceive the ém at all, unless we possessed the dpyn of hablt.' Qur
perception of the &r is thus 2 sort of deduction from the principle
of habit. So far as the conduct of ordinary men is concerned,
the perception of the én supersedes the necessity of the knowledge
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of the didre—i.e. the fact that they perceive a certain act to be
good (it being really good: this the vopoférys has scen to), implies
that they are so habitually disposed towards it, that, from a
practical point of view, speculative reasons, proving that it is good,
may be dispensed with, Ordinary men, who act virtuously from
habit, do not need to know, and perhaps could not undezstand,
why they ought so to act. Their Habit, with the accompanying
Opinion that the things habitually done are good, is a sufficient
substitute for the why, éxady 16 té\os ot ob Yyréois dAha mpifs.
The vopobérys, however, who is the author of the habit, raust
posscss the wiy—he must know why certain acts are good.

"~ In his case, at least, it cannot be said, that the ém is enough with-

out the &wri. He must be able to show how the law of the habit
(which is merely ‘empirical’ to the ordinary citizen) can be
‘derived from’ the Supreme Law (6 86r) of Human Nature—
evatponia,

So much for the meaning which the immediate context un-
doubtedly gives to the present Passage. Bul we must remember
that & (as distinguished from &wre) has a special application,
which could not fail to make itself felt to Aristotle’s mind
here. Td e is that which is accepted without drddegis: it is
7o dvamddewror, Hence it is a term specially applicable to the
dpxei or universal principles of drédeitis, which of course would not
be dpxai if they admitted of deductive proof—i. e, if they could be
explained by means of a &ér. Thus we find £ N i 4 20,

1098 a. 33 oik draunréor § oide Ty airlay &y Emaviy Suotws, @A

;xan‘w & Tiow 70 G Seylivar xa\ds, olor kal mepl Tas dpyas' 76 8 &n

mpdrov kai dpyq. Accordingly, the words before us—dpxy yap b
érv kai el roiro paiverro dprotrras, obder mpoudelaer Tov Sdri—if
absitacted for a moment from their context!, mean that érddeilis
must start from an dpyy dvanddewcros ; and that, if this dpyn is self-
evident, it is unnecessary to attempt to make it more evident
by trying to find some higher dpx# (3eére), which may explain it,
The Paraphrast actually speaks of the én of the present passage
as dpyy) dmodeifews. He SayS—el pév yap dwd vév pyiow dmedeikruper
Tas molricds mpdfeis ayafls elvar, kai Tov g7 weraibevpévor v rais
rotabrais wpdfeow relboucy dv, Myov dvdyky dnoavres émei 8¢ amd Tow
Yoréper Tiv dpyiy Boukdpeba drodeivivar oy wohirkay mpdbear Sphovdre,
xal Oei Umoketofor wepl adray kabdwep dpyfiy dmodelfews &1t éyabai,
! The passage would run very well with the clause dpx? . . . Gibre omitted,

=1
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; L oy 6 wel \as kal Owalas Tas 1095 b, &
pavepy &re ob Slvarar merobijvar, el pi 6 weipg kakas

TolavTas Tpatets elbas.

6 8¢ rorolros éxer ) AdBou dv dpyos pudlus] “7.e. 6 xahds ypéves. b. 7.

Such a one is in possession of moral facts, which either. stand
already in the light of principles, or can be ,at once reco‘gmsed as
such on the suggestion of the Philosophers. Grm?t. "lhe ]E:ara—’
phrast’s comment is—el yap o &7 dyafai ai mpakes apxetwr?; Se?mm
Tis otdeév deqodpeda Tol Sibre  Tip 8¢ alriay, 70 véhos Bq)my:m, 1 ')u:-wa':cﬂ
#81, 7 dkeboas padlws yréoerar be 8¢ ol érepoy 5){5;’1'01;1'?;-,( xml;nrrf
atros ywdoket, pire map’ Erépoy dvarar pavfdvew, a’xovo‘a'rm‘ .rwv Hmoam{.
Stahr's note (Aristofeles’ Nec. Eth. dtberselst um‘z’ erlinter?) on ‘t:;llS
passage is good: ‘Aristoteles will also dass die Erkenniniss der
Principien der Sittlichkeit beim Menscher{ hen:orgehe aus der
thatsdchlichen Erfillung der Sittlichen Pfichfen.

pnBérepor| neither e, nor AdSor v dpyds.

- 2 A E B = frs ti— ; D.
obros pév k.r.\.| Hesiod, fpya ki jpépar 291-295. The senti- .1

ment expressed in these verses became proverb.ial, arrld rea(.:ppf:ars
frequently in literature: see the notes of"Maglrus, Zell, .oraes.,
Michelet and Grant, who refer to Herod. vii. 16, Soph. d#fig. 720,
Livy xxii. 29, Cic. Pro Cluentic 31. The words of Sophocles
are— :
b Eyaye mpeoBelew mohv,

¢ivar Tov dvdpa wdvt' émoTipns mhéww

el & ody, Pi\el yap TovTo pi) TaUTp-pémew,

kal T Aeydvrov &b kakdv T pavfavew. .
and Livy’s words are—¢Saepe ego (ze. I\'I.mutxus _af!dressmg ;hte
soldiers) audivi, milites, eum primum. esse virum qui ipse c':on‘su at,
quid in rem sit, secundum eum qui bene.mcmenu Obedlfllf. qui
vero nec ipse consulere nec alicri parere sciat, eum extremi Ingenit
esse.’
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CHAPTER V. .

ARGUMENT.

It & guite natural that men’s views about the Chief Good, or Happiness,
should be determined by the muonner of their lives. ZVierz are three prominent
lives, and, corvesponding to them, three leading visws aboul Happiness,

(1) Zlhe iife of sensual enjoyment,” The votaries of Uiis lifs make Happiness
Pleasure.  This vicw fhas vecetved more attention than it deserves, becaiese the
fife of which it & the theory—the life of a brute beast—is that led ly many
persons of high stalton, 2

(2) The iife of the man of affatrs. He makes Social Succoss the Chief Good.

But Soctal Suceess is to0 superficial a thing to be the C hief Good. 1t has s
being rather in the applause of others than in the nature of the man himself;
whereas the Chisf Good must surely be sometRing in a man—something which
is kis ownt, and not eosily to-be laken away from kim. Moreover, those who
seek the applaicse of thetr fellow citisens, seek it that they may have the satis-
Saction of belicving in theiv owm Goodness. Thus they put Gooduess above
applause.  But even Goodness falls short of being the Chicf End, for a man
may ‘ fave Goodess* and yel sperd his whole life without doing anything worth
doing—nay, may be involved in the gretest mEsfortunes, notwithsianding his
Goodness : and it would be paradoxical to call such a man ¢ Happy.

(38) The life of the thinker, This we shail examine afterwards.

As for the life of MONEY-making, it is contrary lo natwre. Its end, MOREY, 15
obviously but a means, unnatirally converted inlo an end. A Uhough the same
25 true of the other ends examined above, it is not so obviously true.

$ 1. dpels. .. dmohapBdvew] Let us return from this digression and
examine men'’s iro\fyeis concerning the chief good, for (ydp) these
broMjyreis are worth examination, being derived, as is only natural,
frgm their ‘own experience of life (otx d\dyws ofkacw & @y Biwy
rodapfdvew). \Incorrect as these Smohjyrecs are, they are not with-
out 3 certain foundation in experience, and will embody part of the
truth which we are in search of. They place happiness in the
satisfaction of one side of human nature; a review of them will
bring to light how many sides human nature has, and will enable
us to fill in the details of our own theory of life, which, stated in
outline, is that all the sides of human nature ought to be duly
satisfied under the synoptic eye of »ots. The subject of éoikaow is
ot pévmohhol in § 2, and of 8¢ yaplevres in § 4, the words 86 e
Zapdavarile § 3, being parenthetical, Peters does not bring out
the force of ok d@dyws correctly; he translates—* As to men’s
notions of the good or happiness, it seems (to judge, as we reason-
ably may from their lives) that the masses, who are the least
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refined, hold it to be pleasure Oik d\dyos relates not fo owr 1095b.14

inference, but to the derivation of Gwokfers from Biow by those zjaffw
live the Blov; the frodiyras so derived are pronounced ‘natural” or
‘not unreasonable.” Williams falls into the same error as Petersl;
he translates—* the many and baser sort give by their lives a fa{r
presumption that their conception of the chief good. anFl of happi-
ness is that it consists in material pleasure” Stahr is right— “’:11’
kehren jetzt zu dem Gegenstande zuriick, wovon wir abgesch\vfnft
sind. Es scheint mir nimlich, dass die Menschen nicht chne eine
gewisse Berechtigung ihre Ansichten iiber das was gut unt.i was,
Gliickseligkeit sei, nach ihren verschiedenen Lebensarte? hilden.
So Lambinus—°Sane vero summum bonum et beatitudinem non
sine ratione ex variis vitae generibus existimare videntur.” The
Paraphrast takes too narrow a view of the scope of the c]ause.-rb
yéip dyabév . . . fwohapPBivew, When he understands it merely to give
a reason why men’s views of the chief good vary so much—wz‘.
because their lines of life (Blot) vary—jpucis 8¢ Aéywper dfev mpsgf-
Brpev. Gy 8¢ fuiv 6 Néyos mept Tov Bre Bugicpovs oi dvfperor wepl Tis
ebdapovias Eyovor d6fas. Ekacros Toivuw axohotfws 7@ oikeliw [Slo :r:‘;l:
ebdapoviar épi¢erar. This takes no account of oix &?\6}:&!5‘, which
prepares us for the importance which is attached below in chapter
8 to the dmoliyres of the various classes of men.

§ 2. 810 al tov Blov dyawdot| Ayardoe means that they acquiesce b. 17.

in, or look no higher than ; xaf means that their life isin accordance
with their theory, or dméhnyrs.

peis ydp elov krN] In the dmohavorids Blos a man sacrifices
the Aéyos, or harmony of his nature as a whole, to the émbupnricov
pépos—to his desire for pleasure; in the moliruds Bios (as tlfe term
molurikds is used here) he sacrifices it to the fupoedés pépos—to
ambition, or love of social success, and the applause of others ; but
in the fewpyricds Blos human nature is not treated as a means, but
reverenced as an end. To be reverenced as an end it must be
seen sub specte aelermitafis as divine, and this involves ?ea)pfa.
Hence human nature cannot be maintained as a Adyes in the
mpaxTikds [Bios, except by one who has the ‘axorrcr’s (se.e \'1 = §§ T2,
3, notes) which 8ewpla gives. To have this a'x.crmjs, it is not mdegd
necessary to be oneself a ¢ philosopher” or “ thinker, or actually to
lead the separate fewpnricds Bios strictly so called ; but it is necessary
to live in a city which has ¢ thinkers, and is regulated for the sake
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of them. In such a city fewpla, which appears in the professed
¢ philosophers”’ or ‘ thinkers” as the clear consciousness of specula-
tive truth, manifests itself in the men of affairs as a spirit whereby
they are enabled to detach themselves somewhat from the influence
of merely personal pleasures and ambitions—° material grounds of
action,” and take a ‘{formal,’ ‘ theoretic’ view of life, compsehend-
ing it in its peéyefos kai rafw as a system of kakel mpdafes. This is
the spirit of the °true politician,” as described by Eudemus—Z, Z.
i 5. 1216 a. 23 of woldei rév molurwdy ote dAnbds Tvyydrovot Tis

] =5 3 . 3 . 50 N an # 3 x 1 .
. o
CWPOTYOpLas” ov yap eLot MOALTLKDL KOTGQ THY a)\qﬁemv O [ey pap ‘JTDAQ'J.K 5

" 7éy kehdv ot wpdfcwr mpoutperikds abrdr ydpw' of 8¢ molhot ypnudrev

xat wheovelias Evexer dmrovrar Tov (y olrws. 1 he ‘true’ mokiricés Bios
is thus, in a Sense, a Bewpyricds Blos, even in the case of the man
of affairs who is not a professed philosopher or thinker. More
literally, of course, it is a fewpyrucds Bios in the case of the man of
affairs who not only lives in a city which exists for the gake of
¢ philosophers ' or ‘ thinkers," but is himself also a ¢ thinker’ in the
strict sense, and enjoys moments of inward philosophical exorg in
the course of his ‘political” career. It is not necessary to be a
professed °philosopher” or ‘thinker,” and to abstain from active
participation in affairs in order to lead the Bewpyricos Bios. Perhaps
the dewpnricds fBios is most successfully realised, not as a separate
life, but as the form of the mohirixds Bios.

The three lives mentioned by Aristotle here answer to the three
classes of men distinguished by Plato (Rep. 581)—r0 puokepdis
yévos, T0 ildvewcor kal GuNdrypoy, and r6 Pihdootor, in the first of
whichy émfupia” has the mastery, in the second Buuds, in the third
Néyos. These three types of individual character are exemplified
on a large scale in moreias (Rep. 544, 5qq.). In dpigrexparia there
is 6pdvara, ‘one mind’ extending throughout the whole body
politic: all classes cheerfully conspire to maintain the good of the
state, each performing its own function under Adyos or *the con-
stitution.” In roxparie order and discipline are confined to one
class—the military class, representing fuuds, or the pushing self-
asserting principle in human nature. In é\eyapxia the principle of
embupia, represented by a wealthy clique, takes the place of Buuds,
and for a time, by adopting the maxim of ¢cool self-regard,
manages to ward off anarchy. Finally, in &nposparia anarchy
prevails, every individual doing what pleases him best at the time—
till the ropawos, representing the supremacy of some one éméuuia in
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the individual character, puts an end to the licence of the many,
that the licence of one—the worst anarchy—may reign. So, in
the drohavorikis Blos some tyrant émfuple may determine conduct,
or many émdupim may have their turns; in the moliricds Blos
ambition is the master-passion, and keeps order to a certain extent,
but not*in the interest of the whole man, only in its own interest ;
while in the Bewpyrucds Blos all the functions of man’s nature are
exercised duly.

Michelet and Grant point out that this three-fold division oceurs
in 2’ metaphor attributed to Pythagoras by Heraclides Ponticus
(apud Cic. Zuse. v. 3), in which life is compared to the concourse
at Olympia—some come to contend for prizes, some to buy and
sell, some—the noblest sort—to look on as spectators: ‘[Pytha-
goran] ut scribit auditor Platonis Ponticus Heracleides vir doctus
in primis, Phliuntem ferunt ‘venisse; cumque Leonte principe
Phliasiorum, docte et copiose disseruisse quaedam ; cujus ingenium
et eloquentiam cum admiratus esset Leon, quaesivisse ex eo, qua
maxume arte confideret ; at illum, artem quidem se scire nullam,
sed esse Philosophum; admiratamn Leontem novitatem nominis
quaesivisse guinam essent Philosophi, et quid inter eos et reliquos
interesset: Pythagoran autem respondisse—Similem sibi videri
vitam hominum et mercatum eum qui haberetur maxumo ludorum
apparatu totius Graeciae celebritate: nam ut illic ali corporibus
exercitatis gloriam et nobilitatem coronae peterent, alii emendi aut
vendendi quaestu et lucro ducerentur : esset autem quoddam genus
eorum, idque vel maxume ingenuum, qui nec plausum nec lucrum
quaererent ; sed visendi causa venirent, studioseque perspicerent
quid ageretur et quo modo: ita nos quasi in mercatus quandam
celebritatem ex urbe aliqua sic in hanc vitam ex alia vita et natura
profectos, alios gloriae servire, alios pecuniae ; raros esse quosdam
qui, ceteris omnibus pro nihilo habitis, rerum naturam studiose
intuerentur: hos se appellare sapientiae studiosos: id est enim
philosophos : et ut illic liberalissumum esset spectare nihil sibi
adquirentem, sic in vita longe omnibus studiis contemplationem
rerum cognitionemque praestare.’ Iamblichus (zite Pythag. § 58)
preserves the story in the following words—(see Cic. Zwse. v. 3,
ed. Davisii, note) éowevar yap € (Hvﬁaydpas) v els Tov Biov TéY
dvbpimey wipodor v émi Tas mavmylpels dmavrdvre dpile’ b yip ekeioe
ravrodamot Porrdvres dvfpomor dAdos kar dAhov ypeioy ducvelral, 6 pév

1085 b.17.

Xprpartopos Te kat képSovs xdpw dmepmolfjoas Tov Goprov énerybuevost 6
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8¢ Bdfns Evexa émiBeifopevas fxew Ty Jlpny Tod cdparos ore ¢ kal TpiToy
eidos kai 76 ye éhevbepidrarav, cuvakSperor Témwy fas Sreka kal Bnpoup-
ynpdrey kakaw kai dperis Epyor kal Nywy' olre 8 ki 76 Biv mavre-
Samovs dvfpdmovs rais orovdals els taird ouwdbpoilcafar Tods uev vap
Apnpdrav kat Tpudie alpel wéfos. Tods 8 dpyRs iak Tyepovias fpepos,
Pphoveiar e Sofopavels karéyovrer . el\ikpwéaratoy OF ebvat Todrov
dvlpowoy Tpémov 7ov dmodebduevor Ty té@y kaMorov bewplar &v xal
mpogoraudler Gekdaotpor,

The Neoplatonic rendering of the fewpyricds Blos, which makes
it an ecstatic life of entire freedom from bodily influences, is Guite
foreign to the concrete view of human nature taken by Aristotle.
Aristotle’s fewpyricis plos is the rafson @étre of the mohes, in the
same scnse that the Yoyq is the radwn détre of the vaopa. We
know of no Yuxi except as correlated with a odpa: so we know of
N0 fewpla except as manifested by a civilized man, or wohitys, It is
true that'n the Tenth Book of the Z#%s he uses language which
may seem to lend itself to a Neoplatonic rendering ; but his object
there is to abstract, and present clearly, the formal principle or
theoretic element in actual life, and we must be careful not to make
‘a material use* of this merely ‘formal principle,” and suppose that
he asserts the possibility or desirability of an actual life of pure
feapia for man, in which the (oy moherdr should be transformed
into the feds. The gopds, as distinguished in the Tenth Book from
the molirps, is as much an abstraction as 6eds considered apart
from the kdopos. Hence we must not accept as a correct account
of Aristotle’s view the mystical comment of Eustratius on the
Gewpnridds Blos of this passage—diaxdrrar iy {ap kel T8 capruoy
TouT0 péos kat mpokd\upua Ocg kal rois Beols 8¢ dmwdberar ovyyivera,
Aristotle himself was no believer in such a Nirvana, whatever
influence he may have had on the evolution of the mystical
doctrines of which this note of Eustratius is a reminiscence.

§ 3. &Bpawoddleis] Zell and Michelet compare £, V. ifi. 1o, 8
wepl ras Towavras 8 fdords 1§ gedpooivy kal § dkolacia Coriv Bv kal T&
Aewma (fa rowwvel, dev dvlparodddas kat Ogpibders Palverrar abrar §
elolr adj) kai yedoes.  Magirus connects the contemptuous character
of Aristotle’s criticism of the drohavords Bios in this section with
the remark made in 7Zbp, i, 9. 105 a. 3 ob 3 8¢ mav 7péBAnpa,
0bd¢ migay Béqur émovomelr AN fiy drophioetey & Tis Tov Adyov Beopévan,
kai i koldoews 7 alobhoews, The ¢ castigation,’ as distinguished
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from ¢ argument,’ is contained here in the terms ¢popricdraro: and 1095 b. 16,

dvbpamoddders, and in the comparison with Boorjpara.

TUyXdrouot B¢ ANdyou] ¢ Obtain consideration.” Grantcomparesx. 6.3, b- 2L

@y év Tals édouotars] Zell compares viil. 6, 5 of 8" év rals éfovalas.

Eu.pSummﬂ\?\(g] Cf E. E.i 5. 1215 b. 36 & yoiv é&v Af-yﬂu“."c‘o Bots b. 22.

v & Amw Tpdow év whelogr 7OV TotlTey (7.6, Ty coparwdy Hlovdw)
éfovordler moANGv povapydy . . . 1216 a. 16 of 8¢ SapSavamalhov pakapi-
Covres § Spwdvpilnr tor ZvBapitqr § tév E\Aev Twis TOV (Gvrev Tov
droRavoricdy Bioy, ofiror 8¢ mdvres év 16 yalpaw dalvovrar Tdrraw Ty
eddarpoviar, See Cic. Tuse. v. 35 (among Rose’s Fragments of
Aristotle, No. 77) ¢ Quo modo igitur jucunda vita potest esse a qua
absit prudentia, absit moderatio? Ex quo Sardanapalli opulen-
tissimi Syriae regis error agnoscitur qui incidi jussit in busto,

Haec habeo quae edi, quaeque exsaturata libido

Hausit: at illa jacent multa et praeclara relicta.

Quid alind, inquit Aristoteles, in Jovss non in regis sepulchro
inscriberes ?  Haec habere se mortuum dicit, quae ne vivus
quidem diutins habebat gquam fruebatur) Cf also Cic. de Fin
. 32. 106 quoted by Rose /7. No. 77. Had Eudemus, when
he wrote 6 yoiv é Alyimrp Bois rr, the work (Dialogue mepi
Swatoatms according to Rose) to which this fragment belongs
before him? The verses translated by Cicero are given by
Athenaeus viil. 14. 335 7 y&p rév émrpipar Suvauévov mwapéhimey
& kakds ofres éwomabs (7.e, Archestratus, author of yaerpovopia)
kai povos {Gooas tor SapBavamdhov Tob Avaxvwdapifew Biov, by abia-
vonrérepor elvar kari Ty mwpoonyopiar ol mwarpos "AptoTorélys €. e
of 7o tdov EmyeypdPbar ¢moi Xplowmmos Tade

et elBds Ori Bupros fus Tov Guudw dele,

repmoperos Bakinon® Bavévry Tou ofiris Sunas.

kol yhp éyd omalds elpe, Nivov peydlys Baoi\eioas.
kel €xw 600 Ehayor xkal épiBpoa kal odv fpem
répry’ Eralflor 7a 8¢ wol\d kat SNBia wdvra Néhemrar,
f8e coy Pistowe wapaivesis, obdé wor  altis

Aqoopat. éxmnabo & ¢ Oélwr Tiv ameipova ypuodv.

Athenaeus (xii, 38. 528, 9, apparently quoting Ctesias) and
Nicolaus Damascenus (ed. Tauchn. p. 251) describe fully the
luxurious habits of Sardanapalus. The latter writer says olknow
éywy év Nive, &8or 5 olpmar év rols Baoikelors SiarpiBov, émhov uév
oty dmréuevos, ob8 émt Bipay éfidy, bomep of wdlar Bagihels, éyxpisperos
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d¢ =0 mpdowrov, kat Tods dalpods Sroypahdueros, mads Te Tés madAaxidas
dud\operos mept kd\hovs kal éumhokiis, 76 T olpmay yvvaweln e
xpopevos.  Cf. Athenaeus xii. 39. 530 "AptordBovdos (served under
Alexander, and wrote a history of his wars, which was Arrian’s
chief authority) & ““év "Ayxud\y fjv éeiparo (Pnol) Sapdaviralos, "ANéE-
avdpos dvaBaivav es Hépoas kareorparomedelioaro. kat B ob méppw T
rob Zaplavardlov jumpeiov, €’ of forivar rimor Aibwov cuuBeBlnkira

_tiis Sebuas xetpods Tots Saxrilavs, bs v émuporodvra, énmyeypdpbar 8¢ adrg

"Acquplots ypdupaot ¢ Sapdavdrades, 'AvakuwSapdfov wais, "Ayxdkny kat
Tapoor Eeper fuépy puf. Eobie, wive, malle Gs TdMka Toirov odx dfia’
Sardanapalus (Asshur-bani-pal),
son of Esarhaddon, reigned from about 664 till about 647. His
reign marks the culmination of Assyrian power and civilization.

- k) ’ b - r”
—ToU amoKpoTIRaTes €oike Néyew.

§ 4. 7uprv] On e as the end of “political’ life, see . N, v. 6.
7 miobis dpa Tis doréos (7. 2. to the dpyer), rovro 8¢ ruyw) xal yépas. CF
Pol. ii. 4. 1266 b, 38, where the moM\of are said to be satisfied with
krnoes, but the yaplevres to strive after rupai, honores—in oracudfovow
of pdray 8k T dmodryra THs kTioews, NG kai Sk TE TEY Twdr Tod-
vavriov 8¢ wepl éxdrepor” of peéy yip molhoi Bia vo mept Tas kTATes dviroy,
of 8¢ yaplevres wept Tév Tipdv av loat.

émmohaudrepor] ¢ Too superficial for that which we are in search
of’ Grant. Honour is not the nature and life of the person
honoured, but a merely superficial and transitory reflection on him
of the opinion of other people.

Soxel . . . porrevdpebe| Honour depends on those who give it,
not on him who receives it. It therefore cannot be the chief good,
Wl‘.llCh is ‘one’s own’ and depends on oneself; cf. £ ©.8. 10504,
34 :,qq,? from which we can understand how e2darpovin, being an
évépyera which contains its own end in itself, must be oixeidr r—7. e.
something which resides wholly in the man who realises it—éoor
8¢ pqp éoriw dAho T Epyor maph Ty dvépyeay év adrots dmdpye 1 dvépyear
ofov 1) Gpacis &v v§ dpdvre kal 5 Bewpla év T4 Bewpoivre kal § (o év 7
Yuxs® 8w kai ) ebdaypovia® (wiy yap woud Tes éoriv.  On the other hand,
where a result different from the évépyea is produced by its opera-
tion, 7 e. where the éépyena is not its own end, but has an external
end, the évépyaa (consummation) is in the result—1050 2. 30 dowr
pev ody Erepby Tl éore maph Ty ypRow T yuywduevor, Tolrwy peév § évépyen
v 7¢ mowvpdug oriv, oiov i Te oikoddumots é 76 olkoSopovuéve kal 7
thavois év 1§ Spawopévy® Gpolws 82 kal émt rdv E\\ev kai S\es § klvjous
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& t§ kwvovpévp,  As ddavais then is v 19 Upawopéve, SO Ty is év 1095 b. 24.
rois rpdae: it does not reside év 76 mipepéve as bewpia resides & o f,f'
dewpoivre. The zood opinion of others is an &you.as 11. were, whu::h T
a man produces, like a web or a house; it is not his oton life.

The notion of snkerence, which is doubtless the one primarily
attaching to ¢ in the present case, does not of course exclude that

of being in the power of, into which indeed it easily passes.

porvreudpebo] Zell quotes Schol. Par. pavrevipeba dpyrar Sid TS b. 26.
phme T mept abrod drodeyBivar, AN Gs év elkuopd obte hapBdvecfar,
aroyacricy yap véxm 7 pavncn.  Cf De Gen. Amim. iv. 1. 765 2. 27
pavrevdpevar 76 cupSyadueror &k Tév eixérov kal mpohapBdvovtes &s olres
éyov wpiy ywipevor ottws Weiv. May not the term have a special
appropriateness in connexion with rdya8éy, or the true Form of human
life—rd & fuiv Oeiov, which man ©divines,’ just as all plants and
animals after their kinds instinctively, by a kind of natural divination,
find their good—succeed in maintaining and perpetuating their
various types, and so realise 76 det kai 76 etor? See note on i. 2. 8
b. 7. All life—moral and physical—is a striving after Form, a
divination of & delor,

§ 5. énv . . . kpelrrov] The editors refer to viii. 8. 2, where
is said to be sought kard cupBeByrds.

morebooay] Kb, Mb, Ob, Ha have morelowom, which ought to b. 27.
be restored to the text for Bekker's mioretwow. See Rassow, Forsch.
p. 53 ‘der Aorist hat inchoative Bedeutung’

kal éw’ dperrj| Epexegetical—¢i. e. for their virtue. b. 29.

§ 6. drehearépa] dperf is a mere &, or possession of the power b. 32.
of acting well, not an éépyere or act; see il. 5. This és may
subsist without going forth in action, It is therefore dreleorepg—
‘falls short of being the rédes’ (Grant}—which is 76 & & in
actuality, not in mere potentiality. Ed8mporia is the manifestation
of dpers, and is defined in i. %. 15 as Yuxis évépyea xar’ dperqp.  Thus
dpern) IS 10 ebBacpovia a8 Bivaus 1O évépyea.

kabeldewv] is opposed to évepyely X. 8. 7 d\ha pijv (jp ye mdvres
Irelndacwy atrois [rols Beots| wal évepyciv dpar od yip &) ralelbew
domep Tov Erdvplova,

#ovta Ty dperqv] 2 ¢. with the mere &is of dper.  “ Past merits,” b. 3.

F
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says Grant, ‘or the passive possession of qualities whose existence
depends on the attestation of fame, cannot be thought to constitute
the chief good. Very different from this is évépyeca kar dpemip an
actual life of virtue in the present.’

kakonafelr kol druxeiv] cf. i. g. 11. The good things of body
and estate are the 9y in which the e?daipov realises the form of his
nature. Without this matter the form cannot be realised ; but the
form is not to be confounded with the matter. Edfapovia is a
certain manner of life. This manner of life requires certain <on-
ditions, as the art of Phidias required marble or ivory. As Eudemus
puts it (£. £, i. 2. 1214 b. 16), we must be careful to distinguish
between 76 v kakés and v dvev ob Suvardy G kahds. Cf. Didymus,
*Aptororéovs kal T Aowrdy mepuraryrikiv mepi @y nhixdy Sbypara apud
Mullach., Fragm. Phil. vol. ii. p. 9o rods 8¢ wopiforras t& 70d
odparos kal T8 Efwlbey dyadi cupmhnpoty Thy eddaroviar dyvoety dri v pév
edbapovia Blos éoriv, 6 8¢ Blus &k mpdfews gupmemhfpurar Tay O cwpa-
Tikdv kal tov ekrds dyaley oddéy ofire mpafw eivar kal) cavro, ovl Ghws
&vépyeiav . . . T& Hv dvev mpdrrew Sriolp adtvarov pepy Tis evepyelas Ayew
otk opldy.

€ pY Oéow Buaduhdrrav] For the meaning of féaws as an dpxi
drodetfews see Az Post. 1. 2. %2 a. 14 $qq. where it is distingnished as
dpxn iy py fore Seibar, pnd’ dvdykn Exew Tiv padnoopevoy T from délwpa,
which is an dpys f dvdyry Exew 7w drwodv pabnodpevor. Here (L. N,
i. 5. 6) however we are concerned with the dialectical (as distin-
guished from the apodeictic) @éous, which is described in Zop. i. o.
104 b. 19 (quoted by Eustratius and the commentators after him)
Béais B¢ éorw dmdhplns wapddofos Téy yvepipov Twds kara pehocopias
dlov 6 ek foriy dvriéyew rabimep Efm "Avrwbéms' i) Gre wdvTa Kivelrar
kat’ ‘Hpdheror # e & 75 &y, xabimep Mé\ocoos ol 76 yap Tob
ruxduros évavria als Sofas dmodmvapévoy portilew elnfés éomi. A
8iots, then, is a paradox maintained on the authority of some great
philosopher. An exception is made in its favour in the application
of that rule of Dialectic by which only &dofa are admitted as pre-
misses, and wapddofa as such excluded.

In Aristotle’s time the Cynics maintained the paradox indicated
in the present passage, and after his time the Stoics, contending ére
mflnfpm;rs ﬁl -‘ipen} wpés' sﬁﬁa(puw‘av—that the mere consciousness Of
virtue, even though its manifestation ‘in works’ be prevented by
external circumstances, constitutes Happiness. (See Zeller’s Stozcs,
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Lpicureans, and Sceptics, pp. 224, 225, Engl. transl) Cicero (Para- 10986 a. 2.

doxon, 2) defends the Oéows—8r alraprys 7 dpery mpbs edlarpoviay,
farguing,’ as Grant remarks, ‘the greatness of Regulus in his
misfortunes, as though that were identical with his happiness’ ; or
perhaps 1ather identifying his ‘idea of happiness’ with ‘the con-
sciousness of happiness,” to borrow a delicate distinction drawn by
Prof. Jowett (Plato, Introduction to the Gorgias). *Nee vero, says
Cicero, ‘M. Regulum aerumnosum nec infelicem nec miserum
unquam putavi. Non enim magnitudo animi ejus cruciabatur a
Po.enis, non gravitas, non fides, non constantia, non ulla virtus,
non denique animus ipse: qui tot virtutum praesidio tantogue
comitaty, quum corpus ejus caperefur, capi certe ipse non potuit
. . . bonus vir et-fertis et sapiens miser esse non potest. Nec vero,
cujus virtus moresque laudandi sunt, ejus non laudanda vita est,
neque porro fugienda vita est quae laddanda est. Esset autem
fugienda, si esset misera. Quamobrem quicquid est laudabile idem
et beatum et florens et expetendum videri debet.” ¢Plato,” says
Prof. Jowelt (L. ¢.), “does not mean to say that Archelaus is tor-
mented by the stings of conscience, or that the sensations of the
impaled criminal are more agreeable than of the tyrant drowned in
luxurious enjoyment. . . . What then is his meaning? . . . He is
speaking not of the consciousness of happiness, but of the idea of
happiness. When a martyr dies in a good cause, when a soldier
falls in battle, we do not suppose that death or wounds are without
pain, or that physical suffering is always compensated by a mental
satisfaction.  Still we regard them as happy. . . . We are not con-
cerned to justify this idealism by the standard of utility or by the
rules of logic, but merely to point out the existence of such a
sentiment in the better part of human nature.”

Aristotle was not deficient in appreciation of the part which the
idea of happiness plays in life; but his idealism was not of the kind
to express itsclf rhetorically, and seem to have always in view some
heroic figure of the tragic stage. His idealism consisted in his
profound recognition of the fact that man has aspirations which
can never be satisfied; which, nevertheless, must be fostered,
because they give ¢/an to those functions which are capable of actual
fulfilment. The aiperdraros Bios is indeed unattainable by man;
but if he ceased to aspire to it, the good life, which is actually
within his reach, would become, in its turn, an impossible ideal.
See B V. x. 4. 8. 1177 b. 31 0d xpj 8¢ kardt Tols mapawotyras dvfpe-

F2
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1096 a.2. mwa Pporew vbpamor Srra oldé Buyra Tov Buyrdy, AN éP’ doov dvleyerar

a. 3.

afovariferr kal mdvra woely mpes To (v kara O kpdTioTov TOW €Y m'.rm‘l
The account given of the spirit of the dvpeios in %, V. ifi. 9. 8§ 3-5
shows us how well Aristotle understood the place of ‘the idea of
happiness” in life—not as a ® constitutive principle,” and equivalent
to an actual ‘consciousness of happiness,’ but as a ‘regulative
principle.’

ikavds yip kol év Tols éykukhots elpnrar mepl adrév] It is oftien
assumed that 7& éyxdeia arc the same as éforepikol Adyor. One of
the reasous for holding that the reference of the latter expression
is to commonly accepted views, not necessarily embodied in any
written work, is that the present tense is invariably (or almost
invariably) used with it. But here, the perfect seems to indicate
a special reference to a definite class of written works, or it may be

to a definite course of lectures, See note on éfwrepkol Adyori, 13. 9.

8.4 § 7. dmép ob] mepi is Bekker's reading against the MSS,, which

all apparently give $mép. Susemihl and Bywater accordingly read
vmép.  Ywép with the genitive is so characteristic of the 7. A7,
and the Aristotelian commentators, that its reception into the text
here (justified by the MS. authority) raises the question, whether
the clause in which it occurs should not be bracketed as an inter-
polation. See notes on iil. 3. 2, and iv. 2. 4.

émopdvois] X. 7.

§ 8. 6 B¢ xpqparomys (sc. Blos) Plawds mis éoriv] The money-
getting life is contrary to nature, for nature has always a definite
mé\os, whereas money-getting goes on eis drepor, see Pol. 1 3.

1256 b. 41 ypnparioricdy, 80 fv oldéy Soxel wépas elvar mhoirov Kal
¥, » h e . . -
‘kTioews . .. 1257 b. 19 €ore yap érépa 7§ xprparioTd) kat 6 mwhoiros

é kard ¢plow. The term Blaos is to be taken in its technical sense
=mapa ot see de Coelp 300 a. 23 6 8¢ Big xal wapa piow Talizdy:
Mk A, 5- I0I5 b. I4 €l &'pﬂ coTiv drta aida kal akivra, ovlev exeivois
éori Plaov 08¢ wapd gbow 1 Mel 1. 1. 1052 2. 23 Pioer. .. kal gy Blg:
Phys. fil. 5. 205 b. § €y yip v i wov Blg kai oy of wépuker: Phys.
iv. 8. 213 2. I mdoa kivgous ) Bl § kavd pbow . . . § pév yap Blaws wapi
Piow éoriv: Phys. vill. 4. 255 b. 31 mdrra 7& xwobpera §) dloer kveira
7 mape piow ket Ble. Newman (note on ol i. 3. 1253 b. 18) remarks
that the connexion which Aristotle traces between ré Bimor and
T mapd Puow is inherited by him from Plato (sz 64 D), and
from still earlier inquirers (cf, Profag. 337 D, for the words of the
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Sophist Hippias). Eustratius interprets the passage incorrectly. 1096 a. 5.

He says that the ypnuamorjs Bies employs violent means to
make money. Dante (/z/. xi. 109-111, quoted by Michelet)
had this interpretation in view when he placed usurers among
the ‘violent’ in Hell: although it is to be observed that the
¢ violence’ comsists in ‘setting Nature, in herself, and in her follower
(Art), at nought” Grant translates— But the life of gain is.in a
way compulsory, and remarks that Blaws ‘is to be taken in a
passive, not in an active sense. It is the opposite of éxovouos,
menning “ forced,” asin £/4. iii. 1xg. ‘it implies that no one would
devote himself, at the outset, to money-making, except of necessity,
“parce quil faut vivre” . .. It is true that in several places ﬁéaifs
is opposed o kar& ¢éeuw, and in such contexts means “unnatural ' ;
... But without such a context, it cannot simply stand for mapa
¢tow. To this it may be answered that the term Xprparios
of itself supplies the context required. That ypnparioricy is dmepos
and mapt ¢éow is a common-place in the Aristotelian system.

For Blaws we have the conjectures Bios dBtos, or &uos (Muretus),
and od Bios (Coraes); but no correction is necessary. Aspasius
has i 8¢ xpnparioriy Blator Aéyovor, Touréame pikpdy, Gs mpds eddat-
jroviay Biator Néyovres Tobrov—as if he read Bads.

xphovsor] useful as means to end: see [ndex Arist. s.v. The a. 7.

term is technically employed (alone or with els e and mpds 1) to
denote the means. The life of money-making is concerned only
with means, and has no limiting conception of the end of human
endeavour. This the life of @ewpla has, and with this end identifies
itself. The Bewpnricds Bios is Life, and exists for its own sake
(see x. 7. 5); whereas the xpnparioris Bios is not Life, but undue
care for one of the material conditions of Life.

xaraBéBivra] The editors quote Pol. ©. 2. 1337 b. 22 aia.l6.

caraBeB\qpévar pabioes, ‘the ordinary branches,” and PEJZ..G. 3.
1338 a. 36 Tav karaBeflypéver Hulﬁwpd‘r‘mv—'\\.’h(:re the notion of
the fundamental character of these branches is conveyed, Here
we may render—‘and yet many arguments have been thrO\J}‘n
away in support of them,’ thus bringing out the idea of a_foundation
Jaid for the claims of 807 and 7y and at the same time indicat-
ing that labour has Jeen wasfed on the atiempt to lay such a
foundation. I think that wpds aird obliges us to take account
of this Jatter point by suggesting xarpdhevrar mpds abrd.
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CHAPTER VI.
ARGUMENT.

.}Va-za det a5 examing the opindon of those who make the Chicf Good a Universal
Lssence, or Idea, existing apart from all particular good thi 1t i
unpleasant duly to have {o criticise this opinion, which is that c;g:z‘m wi:‘ i
o7 _gﬁermrfaf Jriends ; but the philosopher is bound to prefer truth to frs'e?za’i‘fi'm

(1) Objects comceived as members of a sequence (e.g. numbers), where fﬁ.
.s‘zijseqraemf ‘depmds wpon the prior, they do not bring under a :c:mmoﬁs I :
But goc:d o5 a conception whick agpears in the Category of Substance, and ‘f’“'
Wt the Categories of Quality and Relation, which are subseguent to t&e" C. m‘ef o
of .S“.éimme’ i.e; _ﬁ‘ﬁ"ﬂf‘f{ﬁﬁaif i as their ground, How then, on their I‘::g

!L’:f;?' o5, can they bring thess various appearances of Good under one common

(20 & all good things fall under one common ldea, \ve. have all one and
same Lissence, or Fovm of Being, how comes it that, there being fe;’a‘x Categort :
o Forms of Be:wzg, we find good things in all the ten, and not in one C:teozef y
um.'y.»"‘. Thus, in ..?)Ee Category of Substance we find God and Reason, in tk;:f};‘

gu;ss';fj:, the various Virtwes; in that of Quantity, the Moderate _:., in that of
e .arzm,l the Useful—and these are all ¥ good things although the I
their 383_7385’ o et Essence’ is not the same. . 7 g

(3 Smcle things that hawe the same essential natwre, or Jall wnder one e
e’fﬂ"f.’ ail olyects 0]" one Science, good things vught all to be objects of the sa -
scéence. But If/‘zs.r is not so.  Euew good things in the same Caiegory are ob, 'j}i‘g

of a’gfews"st sclences —under the Category of Time, the science q; the fa j;;fs
opportunity in vickness is Medical Science ; that of the faveurable s
i warfare is Generalship. ey
(4) What do they gain by the prefix real by which they mark their Tdeas?
ll{eal-man, and man, kave the same essential nature, viz. that of ¢ mamn i }z
75 r{ommm ¢o both.  Similarly the real-good, and a good thing, are ﬁo:.;'e ‘mo:; 2
;z-,?:f}g ?;Z-' a:i@w;@!y that real f:‘sgm everlasting, we ask, Em’fays ETE iura:_
e 2 4 :i;:xf% and fuet ihe rea!—goo.d in a higher position, qua good, than
i . g2 & ’Ja’e'a of the [j"aod is good, 7 is 5o independentiy of time
i pare'.zcm‘(zr thing is goud, # also is good independantly of fine, fust :
a thing is white, whether it be white for a day, or a thousand Jears. R
. jazar; iih;;&:‘es io;sz’zz}; ;e?i;z;sfr}m!;g?m %5 25 the position of the Pytha-
s, of good thin ithi ' atlside o
which, they place lhe Principle of Oiz'(y. Eij:;: Ej;;l;?;‘:;zfi; Z::‘x;:t o
Jollows z‘:’w Lythagoreans vathier than the Platontsis here. g ok
e e
: / in themselves, and thin d as
2 85 fes, 2% good as means to these.
0:;3 3; a;t;éy things good ine themselves which the theory profosses to bring under
frﬂ- us then confine our attention fo things pood in themselaes.
a_mf it e a.r.?ea’ W hat things may be 5o described *—there are two aliernative
wers possible, viz. They are things such as secing, or thinking, or as certain
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pleasuyes and konours—or The Idea of the Good is the only thing good in ilself.

Uf the latter alternative be accepted, the class of things good in themselves will
be left empty, for the Idea is mot in the cass. [f theformer afternative be
accepted—i. ¢, if it be adweitied that secing, thinking. &c., are also good in
themeseloes, as well as the Iiea, then the same essential pature of Goailsess mst
be apparent in them ali, as the same quality of whileness o afparent in suow
and white paint. But as o maiter of fact the “gvodness’ of thinking differs
essentially from that of seetng, and kas its own definition. For the same reason
the goodness of cack of the pleasires and konours veferred to has ifs owr separale
definition.

When we cadl a thing ¢ good,’ then, we do net mean that i participales 17
conmon with all other good things in one Idea of the Gook. What thens do we
mcan? We mean something: for the same epithet is surely nol applied by
mere accident to all these things, without theve being some comtmon characterisiic
i theme all justifying its application. What is this common characterisitc
Derkaps the fact that they < belong fo the same depariment, or | contribute to the
same end'—i.e. they ave perkags called © good,’ as @ knife and a bandage a7z
both called * surgical,’ because they belong to the same depariment—surgery, or
a5 cleanliness and exercise are both called * healthy, because they contrituie 1o
the same end—health : or perhaps # is safer to say that éhings are called ¢ good
Con the ground of identical velations’—e. g. the relation of the eye fothe body is
the same as that of reasom to the soul ; &f we call the eye ‘good’ i dts relation,
e must call reason ‘good’ in s also. But the discussion of these maiiers
belongs properly io another part of our system, and seeed mot defarn ws further,
especially as the Universal Good, apart &y itself, even if @ exist, is evidently a
thing whick man cannot wake the end of kis action, and lay hold of : and it is
an end which ke can lay old of that we are now looking for.

But it may perkaps be said that a krowledge of the Fdea of the Good kelps as
o perform those good actions whick we can perforim, and to lay kold of those
good things which are within our reack, by giving us an © example or slandard
of goadness’ fo serve as a test of the goodness of our conduct. This s a plausible
vizm ; bl it is mot supported by what, as a matler of Jact, is the procedure of the
sciences and arts. They all try fo realise a good, and to supplement what is
lacking to them, but it is never * the knowledge of ihe ldea of the Gaod’ that they
nialke their desideratum. If this knowledge weve really usefiel, &5 @ fibely that
all men of seience and artists would thus neglect it? But the chief argunient
against this view that o knowledge of the Idea @ wseful, is that dertved jfrom
the difficulty of explaining to oneself how it can be wseful—how it can be usefil
to @ weaver or carpenier in his trade—hot it can make @ man a belter gemeral
or @ bettor doctor. So far, indecd, is a doctor front troubling fimself witn Such
wide © knowledee, that ke does not ake o wide wiew cven of ©health, the final
ead of his crom profession. It is not Universal Health whick he considers, bul

mar's healih, or vather his patiend's health.

Iniroductory Note] The *Ideas’ of Plato answered, in part, to
what we now call ‘ Laws of Nature” As distinguished from par-
ticular phenomena which come and go, the ¢Ideas are fixed;’
hence are the objects of scenfific knowledge, as distinguished from

1096 a. 11.
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1096 &.11. mere sensation. Particular men are men, because they ¢ participate

in,’ or are copies of’ the ‘Idea of Man’; as we should say —
because they are common results of that fixed Law of Nature

- which brings forth such beings as men. Particular things are
beautiful, because they are ¢ copies of the Fternal Beauty —as we
should say—because there is that in the fixed constitution of the
universe which determines the production of things so characterised.
To give force to his assertion that the ‘Ideas’ are fixed, Plato
was accustomed to speak of sensible things as fluctuating, and
even unreal®. Such reality, at any rate, as they possess they desive
from the “Ideas® in which they ¢participate.” We must not, how-
ever, take Plato too literally. He speaks of the unreality of par-
ticulars, in much the same way as we speak of the impossibility
of an uncaused phenomenon,—a phenomenon which is not part
of the universe of Natural Laws. The language at his disposal
for expressing the ‘reality’ of the Ideas was not adequate to the
task. He was obliged to say that the Ideas have more odola than
the particulars, or that the particulars derive sdch edofa as they
possess from the odoia of the Ideas; thus seeming to make the Ideas
separate Zhzngs. But how can the particulars ¢ participate in’ the
otoia of a thing separate from them? This was the question which
Aristotle put to Plato, or the Platonists. The ofoia of a thing must
belong to itself; a thing cannot have its otoia outside itself iz another
thing. This difficulty, raised by the inadequacy of the word odota for
the task assigned to it, was felt by Plato himself (see the Parmenides),
and was probably brought home to him, asto Aristotle, by the literal
interpretation which pupils of the Academy gave to the doctrine
of the Ideas, not only speaking of them as separate things (that
was almost unavoidable), but thinking of them as such.

The “Ideas’ then answer, in part?, to our ‘ Laws of Nature,’ the
objects of scientific knowledge. But these ¢ Ideas’ are members
of a system, in virtue of belonging to which they are what they
are. This system is the Universe—the One, or the Good. If the
‘Ideas,’ are otola, or ‘fixed Laws of Nature,’ the Universe of
which they are the fixed Laws, is énérewa ris odulas—is not itself

* Modern Biology seems to enforce Plato's doctrine of the unreality of the
particular.  We sce the life of the individual shortened by natural selection for
the sake of the Race. Sce Weismann, Essays apon Heredity (Clarendon Press),
Essays i and fii.

* In part they answer to the *Categories of the Understanding® in modern
philosophy. The i8éa rdyabod answers to the ¢ Ideas of the Reason,’
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a Law of Nature, but higher. Ilow this doctrine of the Idea of1096a.11.

the Good was misunderstood—by the Platonists, we may suppose,
rather than by Aristotle—is best shown in the chapter now before
us. There is nothing, I venture to think, in the Dialogues of
Plato to justify the interpretation which Aristotle’s eriticism
assumes : we shall accordingly follow the line of least difficulty,
if we suppose that the Platonists are mainly responsible for the
misunderstanding. In all likelihood too they are responsible for
the popular ridicule which seems to have been bestowed on the
doatrine—see Divg. Laerf. iil. 26 and 27 quoted by Meineke,
Lragm. Com. vol. iil, 302 rowiros 8 by (Mhdrev), Spws doxadly kak
abros Omo ThY koukdv— Augdis T Apdirpdret—
-~ 10 8 dyalor § T wor' foriv, of ob Tuyxdvew.

péNhets Bia ravrn, rrop oiba TodrT éyd,

& 8éomor’, ) 1o I\dreves dyafliy” mpduexe &,

It will now be convenient to place by the side of Aristotle’s
criticism, analysed above in the drgument, Plato’s own account
of the Idea of the Good as given in Rep. 506 sqq. The Guardians
of the State must know the nature of the Good, for if they have not
this knowledge, they cannot know the real nature of the Just or the
Beautiful. What then is the Good? Socrates can answer only by
a simile. The Sun, the Eye, and Visible objects, are in the
sensible world, what the Good, Reason (vofs), and the Ideas (sa
voolpeya), are in the intelligible world. The i6éa tob dyefod is that
which gives their truth (d\ffewr) to the objects of real knowledge,
as the sun gives visible cclour to the objects of sight. It is the
i8éa o0 dyafoi which also gives the power of apprehending this
truth (émeoripm), as the sun gives the eye the power of seeing. As
light and sight are not identical with the sun, so @jfea and
émiemhun are not identical with the i8éa Tob dyafod, but only like it ;
moreover as the sun causes the yévess of all things but is not
itself yéveors, so the idéa Toi dyafol Imparts cioia to the objects of
real knowledge, but is itself something higher than oboia—otx
eiatas Bvros Tob dyalfed, GAN Eru éméxewa Tis olotas mpeoBely kal Suvdpe
tiepéxovTos (509 B).

‘% Good,” says Plato, “is the cause of existence and knowledge.”
This opens a sublime conception, on the one hand, of a world
in which all things are very good; on the other hancl,. of a
philosophy whose method of the deepest knowledge consists in
no mere abstract investizations, nor any mere accumulation of
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1096 a.11. experience, but in apprchending with enthusiasm and joy the

all-pervading idea of good, as it manifests itself under the three
forms of beauty, symmetry, and truth [Philebus 65 A}’ Grant,
Lihics, Essay iii. vol. i. p. 205,

It is difficult to understand a man of Aristotle’s calibre attacking,
as he does, a theory like this; especially as his own philosophy of
human life, with its ideal of the fewpyricds Blos, and its doctrine of
eddaporia as something not to be counted among particular good
things (£, V. 1. 4. 8.), is in entire sympathy with it. ‘Im Ganzen,
Guien, Schénen resolut zu leben. is the ideal for Aristotle’s
eldaipwr, no less than for Plato’s ¢doodos. We are tempted to
believe that it is not Plato’s theory which Aristotle attacks here,
~ but the formalism of the Platonic school; at any rate, the
criticisms contained in this chapter are entirely beside the mark,
as directed against the theory which is exhibited in zhe Republic.
‘0 i 18éar adrijy refeauévos is the man who, after a long education,
has risen to the speculative height from which he can see, like
Spinjaza’s wise man, all things as belonging to a single system, in
relation to which they “have existence,’ “are good,” and “are known.’
The idéa rob dyafoi is not a separate thing—-xwprordy ro; it is the
system to which ‘things” belong, and by belonging to which (or “par-
ticipating in” which) are ‘ things —it is the One, Deus sive Nafura®.
If the Platonic school had confined itself to presenting, as Plato
does in the Republic, the conception of =5 &, or 76 dyafidy, as a great
‘regulative principle,’ probably no objections would have been
raised by Aristotle. But the Theory of Ideas tended always to
become ‘more and more a Theory of Ideal Numbers, lending
itself to obscurantism; it also stood in the way of the acceptance
of that critique of the forms of speech (as epoch-making as Kant’s
deduction of the forms of thought) which it was Aristotle’s greatest
service to European culiure to have begun and carried so far.
It is therefore not entirely surprising to find the 8éa o5 dyabod,
notwithstanding Plato’s presentation of it (an unexceptionable
presentation of it, one might have supposed, from Aristotle’s point
of view), coming in for a share of the opposition which the eidyrucot
apibpot, and ywpiora €8y of the school naturally roused in the author
of the doctrine of Categories.

! There is a very interesting passage in Teichmiiller’s Zerarische Fefhden,
PP- 232, 233 (to all the views contained in which I do not however wish to
pledge myself) which may be consulted in this connexion.
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It is in the distinction drawn between mpéry and devrépa oleia in 1096 a. 11.

Cal. 5 that the doctrine of the ywpiorér eldos or ‘universal thing,
as held by the Platonists, is most effectively met. That doctrine,
like the paradox of Antisthenes (see Plato, Sopk. 251 A, and Arist.
Met. A, zg; cf. also Mullach, Fragm. Phil. vol. ii. 270 and 281, 2)
and Stilpo (see Plutarch, ade. Colotem 23), practically assumed that
all words stand for #hrmgs. Antisthenes consistently denied the
possibility of predication, because each thing, marked by its own
name, is itself. The thing marked by the word Kallias is itself,
andsthe thing marked by the word maz is itsell. You cannot
predicate man of Kallias, for that would be to change Kallias into
man, and make kim another individual. The Platonists, on the
other hand, affirmed the possibility of predication ; but it was only
by the four de force of their dogma of péfefbis that they were able to
do so. Man was indeed the name of a thing separate from the
thing of which Kallias was the name; but somehow the thing
called Kallias ‘ participated in’ the * Substance” of the other thing
called man.

In opposition to Antsthenes and the Platonic yepilovres, it is
pointed out in Cat 3 that, although the term man looks like the
name of a separate thing, it is really indicative of an aspect or
attribute of a thing: see 3 b. 10 émt pév olw Tav mpdTer olotdr
dvapguoBiTyror kat d\nbés éorw e Tode T onpaiver . . . TO¥ 8¢ evrépar
obotiy Galverar pév duolws T¢ oxnpar: Tis wpognyoepias T63e T onpatvery,
Grav etay &vbpwmov 7 (Gov, ob iy d\pdés ye, GANL pdaNhoy moidy T
anpaiver, ob yap &v éoti 7o Umokeipevor Gomep ) wpory obei, MG kard
moMér [as distinguished from the & nape moAAd of the Platonists]
é dwbpomos Méyerar kat vd {Gov. The distinction drawn here is, in
grammatical language, that between the proper name and the
common term, practically amounting to that between the ‘ reality of
existence’ and “the reality of validity’ noted by Lotze, Logic
p- 441 Eng. Tr.

¢ Among all the reasons,” says Zeller (P4 d. Gr.ii. 2. 302) ¢ with
which Aristotle opposes the theory of Ideas, there are two which
rise into prominence, and to them all the others may be mediately
or immediately reduced, (1) That the universal notions . . . posited
in the Ideas are not substances, but mark only certain properties
and relations—at most, genera and species, not things them-
selves. (2) That the Ideas lack moving force, and that they
not only do mot explain, but render impossible, the change of
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1096 a, 11. phenomena, creation and destruction, alteration and movement,

and the natural properties of things thereon dependent.’

The position taken up by Aristotle against the Platonic ywpi-
{ovres in objection (1) is that of the critic of the forms of speech,
or thought (the two are inextricably connected in Aristotle’s mind),
who distinguishes ra yévn rav dvrov—the various senses in which
Kallias 7¢ something, 75 a man, # good, 2 a father, Unless these

distinctions were kept steadily in view (and the ‘realism’ of the -

Platonists was the great obstacle to their recognition) it was vain,
Aristotle rightly thought, to hope for advance in the sciences. ¢ As
for objection (2), it comes from the man of science, who is not
satisfied unless he has gfficient causes. But, as Lotze says (Logic
D- 447), ‘ The fact that they supply no beginning of motion proves

little against the doctrine of the Ideas ... As concerns Aristotle’s -

criticism let us turn to the sciences of our own day. What shall
we say to our Laws of Nature? Do they contain in themselves
a beginning of motion? On the contrary, they all presuppose
a series of data which they cannot themselves establish, but from
which onee given, the necessary connexion one with another of the
phenomena which ensue is deducible. No natural law ordains
that the different bodies in our planetary system should move, or
that their course should be directed towards one and not another
quarter of the heavens, or that the acceleration which they impose
on each other by the force of attraction should have the particular
amount which it has and not a different one. But is the whole
system of mechanical truths useless and mere empty babble («evo-
Moyetr) because it leaves these first beginnings of motion to be
explained from some other source, and starting from the fact
of motion as it actually finds it, is satisfied with explaining its
different phases in their necessary connexion with each other? .
To see in the world of Ideas the patierns to which all that is, 77
anything is, must conform, was a thought of which the importance
is unfairly ignored by Aristotle.

The doctrine of Ideas, as Plato himself sets it forth in his
Dialogues, was, it must be admitted by the reader of Aristotle’s
criticisms in the Mefaphysics', misunderstood—but probably more
by the Platonists than by Aristotle. Be that however as it may,
Aristotle’s criticisms have done much to give currency to false

! Itisin Caf. 5, as it seems to me, that we have the really valuable results
of the Aristotelian opposition to the doctrine of Ideas.
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views regarding the doctrine, as held by Plato himself. For the 1096a. 11.

doctrine, as held by Plato himself, we must go to Plato’s own

~ writings: and if we sometimes find statements there which seem

to imply the ywpiordy eidos, we must remember that Plato could
hardly help using language which might be interpreted as implying
it. He wished to describe the relation of Laws of Nature to
particular things, and the Greek language almost obliged him
to speak of these Laws as ¢things.’

On the Platonic ‘ Ideas’ generally see Zeller, 2%. d. Gr. (Plato),
Grali’s Ethics, Essay iii. vol. i. p. 200 sqq., Jowelt's nfroduction fo
the Parmenides, Lotze’s Logic Book 1il. ch. 2—+#he world of ldeas;
for Aristotle’s general criticisms see Mef. A. 6, Z. 13, T4, 15, M. 4
5, 9, io, and Cat. g, Zeller's Ph. 4. Gr. ii. 2. 293 sqq. (3rd German
ed.), Zeller's Plat. Studien, pp. 232, 3, Grote's Aristotle, appendm i
and appendix iil.

Keeping in view the account of the idéa Tob qyaaw given in Rep.
506 sqq. and remembering that Plato himself, as distinguished from
weak disciples, did not regard—could not have regarded—The
Good’ asa ¢ Thing’ separate from * particular good things,’ we may
20 on to examine Aristotle’s criticism in detail,

§ 1. 75 8¢ kaddhov] sz, dyafér. Eudemus introduces his dis-a. 11.

cussion of the Idea of the Good (Z. £. i. 8. 1217 b. 1) as follows—
orenTior Totvuy 7l 6 dptoTov, kat Néyerar mogayds. €y Tpil Of pahwTa
paiverar Eéfais elvur Tolro. acl yip dpioTov piv elvar wdvTey aitd T6
dyady, alrd 8 elvar o dyabov ¢ imdpxer 76 Te TPdTY evar TGV dyabay

- -~ ~ 3 1 ¥
xat 70 airie T4 wapovein Tois ANois ToU dyabd edvat.

§ 2. & ofs T& wpdrepov kai Uorepor]. Things related to one a. 18

another as the terms of a series were not brought by the Platonists
under one Idea. Where one thing grows out of another thing,
the two things cannot be regarded as coordinate impressions of
a single type. Aristotle recognises this in 2ol iil. 1. 1275 a. 34
(see Zeller, Ph. d. Gr. i. 2. p. 295 n. and Jowett, Pol. ad loc.)
where he notes the impossibility of finding a common definition
for the molirm of the various states, which he distingnishes as
épBai and wapexBeByxrvias, the latter being subsequent to, or degener-
ations of, the former.

I understand Aristotle in the present § to refer, not to the
eldyricot apibuoi of the Platonists, but to the pafpparikct dpibpot,
The distinction between these two is given in Mes M. 6-8. The
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pabppaticot apiBpol are the 1, 2, 3 of ordinary numeration; the
porddes of which these dpiuof are composed are all ovpBS\grai, being
homogeneous. The pafpards dpbfpds 3 arises out of 2 by the
addition of 1, and is thus subsequent to 2 (forepor), or implies 2.
The eldyricol apibpol, on the other hand, are doiuBgror: % duds adrs,
and 4 mpuds adrf, (Duality and Trinity as notions), cannot be added
together : the powddes of which 4 8vés adry is composed are not homo-
geneous with those of which § rpuis adry is composed : the rpids adry
is not the Svde abrp+-1: it is independent of the vds airy. Thus
the eldpriol apfuot, with which the Platonists identified the 8¢ut, are
distinguished from one another not as the term dptfpoi naturally
implies—quantitatively, but qualitatively. They are dotpBigror,
which means that they are not quantitatively comparable. Ac-
cordingly, when they, equally with the uafquaricot dpiflpal, are
described as involving mpérepor kal orepov (see Metf. M. 6. 1080 b.
12, and Bonitz’s note, p. 542 sqq., on oy pév Hyovra 15 mpérepow Kay
Jorepor Tas 8éas—Trendelenburg’s conjecture, pf before €orra,
accepted by Zeller, Platon. Stud. p. 243, rejected Ph. 4. Gr. il. 1.
P- 433, is wrong), the description is to be taken as one awkwardly
transferred from the dpuyricoi dpiuoi, which are not independent
entities, to entities which, though called dpfuoi, are yet regarded
as independent of one another. The phrase aodpS\yroe dpiBpol
really involves a contradiction. As Bonitz says, Met p. 540:
‘Plato enim licet ex Aristotelis testimonio dixisse videatur ras
idéas €lvar dpudpois, tamen hos numeros, qui idearum exprimerent
naturam, a mathematicis ea distinxit ratione, quae revera ipsam
numerorum naturam penitus tolleret. Hos enim numeros dixit

. esse dovpfiqrovs, consociari non posse nec computari alterum cum
L . . . - .
altero. Sed quum numeris abstractis, utpote magnitudinibus

ejusdem speciei, id necessario tribuendum sit, ut incrementa ac
decrementa inter se et efficiant et patiantur, hoc qui negat, is
numeros manifesto non quantitates definitas esse dicit, sed quali-
tates definitas, quas quum ipsas describere non possit, ad nume-
rorum imaginem confugit” The mpdrepor kat Torepor of the eldn-
wwot apuuol, in short, is therr leing qualitatively distinct. Alexander
on Met. M. 6. 1080 b. 12 accommodates himself so entirely to
this strained use of mpdrepor xat Torepor as to say (Alex. 7z Met. p.
722 ed. Bonitz) rév pév yip Eyovra 76 mpdrepor kal Sorepov eyer
elvar tds l0éas Tov eldpricdy dpibpdy, Tov 8¢ pi T mpoTepoy kai doTepor
eqovro. e kar' eibos Sapépovra Tov pabnuarikdy elvar érifero,
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We may safely assume, I think, that for Plato himself the 1086a.18.

eibyricol dpufluot were rather symhols of the fixity, separateness, and,
as it were, impenetrability of the qualitatively distinct i8éa, than
the i8éa themselves: but it is evident from Aristotle’s criticism in
Met. M. 6-8 that Pythagorizing followers confounded the symbols
and the things symbolised.

I take it, then, that the reference in the present § is to the
pabfyuaricot dpefpot and not to the eidyricot dpifpoi s and T understand
Aristotle to remind his Platonic opponents that, according to their
own view, the pafnpgarwol dpfpel do not involve a common idéa,
because they are not mutually exclusive eidy independent of one
another, (like the various species under the genus amimal), but are so
related to one another that the prior is included, as condition, in
the subsequent. That the i8éa:r themselves are dpfuol is another
entirely different opinion of the Platonists, not, as I think, alluded
to here. It would not be true to say odfé rav (eldprdn) dpilbpor
idéar kareorevalov, for the Platonists certainly posited =6 & as the
supreme id¢a or formal principle which produces the other idéa:
(called eldnTikol &p(ﬁpof,) in the matter of the 8vds, 7o péya kal TO 'umpa'y 2
see JMef. A. 6. 988 a. 10,

The parallel passage in the £, £ runs as follows, i. 8. 1218 a. 1
€v doors Umdpyer T wpdrepay ral UgTepov, otk foTi kowdy Ti mapd ravra,
kai Tol7o ywpordv. Ely yap v 7i Tob mpdrov mpdrepor mpérepor yap
70 Kowdy Kal yepioToy il O dvatpovpévoy Tob kowov dratpeiofar 16 wpaTov,
Ofov ¢l 76 Suwrhdaiwoy mpdror Ty moM\arhaoier, odx cvdéyerar b wolha-
mhdotoy T6 Kowj KaTyopolperoy eivar ywpLoToy' Eorar ydp o Surhaciov
mporepoy, el qupBalver T6 kowdy eivar Ty 13éav, oiov € yepioTor Foufoed
mis 70 xowdy, Fritzsche (followed by Grant) makes the ¢ gooue
imdpyer 76 mpdrepor ki Dorepov of this passage the elbyricol dpibpod,
and compares Mzl B. 3. 999 a. 6 & év ols 10 mwpdrepor rai Torepdy
éorw, ody ol6y Te 10 émt Tobrwr clval T wapd Taira’ olor € TPWTT) TEW
dpbpdy 1) Buds, odr Eorar Tis dpfuds mapd v eldn Tév dpluby Spoiws
8¢ oldé oxfipa wapd Ta €idy tav oyypdror. I agree with Bonitz (J’Wé‘f.
pp. 153 and 154) against Zeller (P4. 4. Gr. ii. I.p. 434), and
Schwegler (on Mes, A. 11. 1019 a. 3) that the pabyuaricol dpiBuoi
are intended in e/ B. 3. 9gg a. 6. If so, the presumption is
strong that they are intended in £. . 1. 8. 1218 a. 1, and if in
the latter passage, then in E. A 1. 6. 2. It ought to be mentioned
that Zeller’s opinion in the Pla‘onische Studien (p. 239 sqq.) was that
the reference in Z. N 1. 6. 2 is to the pafyparwoef, not to the
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eidprucol dpibpol: but that in his PZ. d. Gr. (il. 1. p. 433 second
edition) he reverses this opinion,

768" dyafov héyerar k.7\.] The category of substance—rd ri éorwvl,
70 kal’ alrd, ) odola, is naturally prior to the other categories: 7.e.
the various relations and qualities recognised under the other
categories presuppose 7%ings to be related and qualified. ¢ Being

-white,’ and “being small,” are kinds of “being’ (yém rév drrev),

dependent on ‘being a thing” ‘Being a thing’ is the strict and
primary sense of ‘being.” 1If, then, the subsequent or dependent
kinds of “being,” on the one hand, and ‘being’ in the primary
and fundamental sense, on the other hand, are equally described
as ‘good,” it is plain that the term ‘good’ cannot represent a
generic notion, Substance and its accidents or offshoots are not
independent €i8y, to be brought under ¢ good’ as their yévos.

Two points are to be noted in this argument, (1) It seems to
assume that the Aristotelian doctrine of the Categories had come
to be so far accepted by the Platonists that the inconsistency of
their theory of Ideas. with it was worth peinting out to them.
(2) In laying stress upon the dependence of the other categories on
the first category it certainly makes a point against of pj karackevd-
{ovres Tav dpfpdr 1dar, but at the expense of somewhat staggering
the reader when he comes to § 3, where the independence or sepa-
rafeness of the categories is assumed, and it is contended that,
since deds as substance, and dperq as quality, fall under different
karnyoplar Tob &vros, or differ v elvar (see Met A, 5. 1017 2, 23
doayds yap Néyerar [se, kark & oxipara s karqyepias]| rocavray@s 16
€tvar gnpaiver: and cf. note on E. WV, v. 1. 20), they cannot both be
called ‘oood’ gud having one common nature. In § 2, line 22,
Tod dvros is the ‘being,” or 7o efvar, of the first Category, and the
other Categories are presented as related to it as accédents, oupBe-
Boxira; whereas in § 3, line 24, 7¢ dvre is used generally for the
‘being,’ or 70 elvat, which is found in ten distinct kinds correspond-
ing to the ten Categories.

! éorup is omitted by K* MP O and CCC in 1 20, and apparently by all
MSS. in 1. 24. See Bonitz's note on 4feZ, E. 2. 10206 a. 36. In enumerating
the Categories it would appear that Aristotle sometimes writes 70 =i for 74 7#
gorur, bpengcl (Arase' Stud. p. 203) argues that the writer of 7 37, must have
found no éorer here in line 20, for he hasi. 1. 1183 a. 10 kad yap & 78 7i kal
év 7@ wo@. In E. F.1. 8. 1217 b. 27, however, we have 7f érrw. Rassow
{ Fw.rcir p. 53) would omit &r7w both in line 20 and in line 24
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§8. &n ¥ é&rel xrh] The argument in § 2 was that ‘good,” 10988.23,

when applied to a substance, and to a relation respectively; is not
applied to two. things belonging to mutually exclusive classes,
capable of being brought under a higher class notion: the
argument in § 3 is that substances and relations belong to mutually
exclusive classes—these classes, however, are not 8y, but ultimate
yévy incapable of being brought under one common yévos Or idéa.
The categories are ta yévq TV 3uraw, and v elva odk edoia odderi ol
yép yévos 75 8v An. Post, i, 7. 92 b. 13. Cf. de 4n. i. 5. 4170 2. 16
ob BBkel kowd mévroy [Sc. Tév yevav Taw arnyopiey| elvar oToryeia,

rayafdy loaxis Nyerar 7§ dvm] ‘ The use of the term good is
coextensive with that of the word 7. The categories, as ol kary-
yopiat Tod dvros, are the various senses in which the word # used :
see et A, 7. 1017 a. 22 kaf’ abrd 8¢ elvar Néyerar Soamep onpaiver T&
oxhiara Tijs kamyyoplass Gorayds yap Myera, rocavraybs T civar onpaives,
émel ofy TEY karyyopovpévey T piv T éoTe anpaive, Ta 8¢ wowy, Ta 8
moady, T4 8¢ mpds T, T4 8¢ wowely §) wdoyew, 7@ 8 mob, ra 8¢ mére,
ékdoTo ToiTer 70 elvar TalTd onpaivet. 000y yap Buadbéper o dvbpwmos
Sypalvay éoriv § 0 dvfporos Dyalver, obBé 8 dvfporos Babi{wy éoriv §
répvor tob Bbpamos Badile §) Téuver.

& 7¢ woug ai apetai] see notes on il. 5.

Siaira] ‘residence.’

§ 4. 1oy katd plov 8av pla kol émormipn] cf. Mei I 4. 1055
a. 3T kal yp 1 émoripn wept & yévos j pia. ¢ This argument,” says
Grant, ‘is certainly unsatisfactory if applied to Plato’s point of
view. Plato would say dialectic is the science of the Idea of zood,
and in this all other sciences have their meeting-point. Even of
the mpakrdy dyabér it might be said that according to Aristolle’s own
account it falls (in all its manifestations, whether as means or ends)
under the one supreme science—Politics.’

§ 5] Susemihl brackets this § and § 6 as ‘inserta ab editore
anthmsmmo. I do not think that bracketing is safe or helpful in
a chapter like the present.

dmopfioeie § dv Tis i wore kal Bodhovrar Néyeww airoékaoror| Grant
compares Met. A, 9. 9go a. 34 of 8¢ ras ibéas alrias millépevor mpaTor
uéy (qrotvres Tovdl T@r dvrav haBelv tis airias Erepa tolrois ioa Tov
dptbudy Edpaay, damep € Tis apfpiioar Bovhdperos é\arrdver péy Svrov
ofotro py) SurnoecBai, whelw 8¢ morfoas dptfpoln. The ibéar are merely
the doubles of the particulars, and do not help us to explain them.

G

a. 25.

A ST

a. 29.

a,.34
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This criticism is valid against those Platonists who regarded the
l8éar, or laws which explain particular things, as themselves also
Hrngs; but does not affect Plato who, in the Parmenides 132
A-E, anticipates it in its most telling form—in the form of the
piros &vfpwmos tefutation. (For this refutation see Bonitz. Mz
Pp. 111, 112 on A, g. 9go b. 17.)

6 airds Aéyos| The same definition, expressing the same essence
or nature,

old¢év Broloouow] se. abrodvlpernos rai ivbpamos.
008" 1 dyabdv] sc. Swiver dyalboy Tu kai alroayadiy.

§ 8. dA\& piy 08¢ krA] The connexion between this and the
preceding section is well brought out in the parallel passage Z. Z.
i 8. 1218 a. 10 fomt 7oivuy; Gaciy, aité T dyabér o oDy adTd wpdo-
ketrar wpds To¥ Adyoy tov kowdy' Toiro 88 i &v ey mAjy b7i dibiov kat
xepworér. ¢ This prefix adre-,’ the Platonists are supposed to answer,
‘Is not mere surplusage: adro-—adidwy. Aristotle replies—¢ mere
duration does not enhance essence. The nature of whiteness is as
perfect in a snowflake, which falls into the river, as in a block of
Parian marble” I cannot agree with Grant (Z7iics, Essay iii,
p. 210), who sees in Aristotle’s argument merely a ©confusion
between length of duration (moluypowmor) and eternity (didior) ™’
According to Aristotle’s doctrine the odoila, or 7¢ #v efvar, immanent
in particulars is didwow, in the sense of being independent of the
accidents of yéveots and ¢bopd, which take place in time—é& xpdve,
It is the Platonists who confuse molvypdvior and diSwr, by making
their i8¢ #hings separate from the particulars—yopiora etdy, thus
placing them in space and time—in space as rpiror dvfpomor SOme-
where, in time as wmolvypdma. I therefore understand the °con-
fusion between didior and wahuxpdvior’ to be due to the Platonists,
not to Aristotle. Aristotle says to them—*You make the iféa. or
notion, which is didior, or independent of the accident of time, a
thing among things in space and time. Your did.ow is, after all,
only molvypdror. You have not grasped the distinction between a
law which is eternally valid, and a thing which comes into existence
and perishes.’

The statement eimep pmde Aeuxdrepoy 76 ﬂa?\vxpomov TOD e\(j}qpepov
take to mean that the accident of time does not affect the =i #»

1 Grant here follows Eustratius.
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elvas Of Nevidrps.  CE Themistius mepi Jrvxis, fol. 6ga (vol. il. pp. 1086 b. 3.

38, 39, ed. Spengel) where Aevkdrys, as such, is said to be inde-
pendent of péyefos or space, and in this respect is compared with
yoiis—o yap obdy gurtehet O péyebos els v Gbow, Toito dudyeles kald
aird, €l kal kard cupBeBnxos Biatpoiro’ oldé yap T6 myxvalov hevkor paNiov
70U modiafov . . . 0 kal TO péyefos Tais mowdrnriw ol cuvreel, dA\d
abialperos 1 Nevkdrns os Neuxdrne kal év to peyéfa. ooavtes 86 kal ent
70U vob kal Tijs TovTov Suvdpews el Tov kikhov kat Tod peyéfovs 76 e peilov,
opolws kal 7O opkpdrepoy pdptov vonoer, obbév wpis Tiv oloiar Tol vod T4
pe")'r.egos, elmep oloia airol 1) évépyeaia. olTe ydp Twa kai aypoves yivealas
Aéyoper, ofs obdéy & xpovos mpods Thv Telelwow ouveiwrdeper, dAN elfis
Tédewa Kat GAGxAnpa yiveraw v drooly popiw Tob ypdvov.

I conclude this note with an extract from Michelet ad Zc, to
whom, it will be seen, I am much indebted—* Hoc loco pugnat
Aristoleles adversus eos, qui ideas separant a singulis. Ii, qui
ideas vel formas rerum ut ipsarum substantias ipsis rebus insitas
esse putant, jam, etsi pereant singulae res, aeternitatem formarum
adseverant, sive in hac exstent sive in illa re caduca: est enim
aeternum immutabile aliquid, in quolibet temporis momento totum
existens ; singulae igitur res ipsae acternae, quamvis caducae.
Qui vero ideas separant a rcbus singulis, illis aeternitas nihil aliud
est atque infinitum temporis spatium, quod, cum percurri reque
existere nunguam possit, idem est ac diuturnitas, Itaque non ex
vera Philosophi sententia, sed ex falsa istorum opinione .aidww et
mohvyporeor idem est.

§ 7. This brief and obscure jotting, which is not reproduced
either in the £ Z. or in the 47, M7, may be taken as a sort of
argumentum ad homines addressed to the Platonists—* Your doctrine
of the alreayafiv is not held even by Speusippus, the head of your
own school: he agrees with the more plausible view of the Pytha-
goreans. The dpyal ai kar& ovororylay heyopevar of the Pythagoreans,
or rather of a section of the Pythagoreans, are given in Jef, A. 5.
986 . 23 as—mnépas dmetpoy, mepirriy dpriov, & whijbos, Sefwv dpuaTepoy,
dppev Bikv, hpepody kivadpevor, bl kapmidov, dds oxdres, dyalbov kakiv,
rerpdywvoy érepdunkes. | Here b & appears in the column of good
things—7.¢. in the oroiyos in which 76 dyafév occurs. Taking this
circumstance in connexion with the fact mentioned in e/ A. 6.
087 b. 27 that, while Plato regarded 7o & kal 7ols dpifpotls as wapa
& aiofyrd, the Pythagoreans regarded them as immanent in

Gz
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1096 b, 5. particulars—of & dpifuods elval Pnow aird To spdypare, We may

perhaps venture to explain the section before us as praising the
Pythagoreans at the expense of the Platonists, because they—the
Pythagoreans—‘make the One good, instead of making the Good
one’: ze they do not make the Good an abstract unity separate
from things ; they find it immanent in things in various forms which
_ they enumerate ; unity is only one of the forms of its immanence—
being a united whole is one of the ways in which a thing is good.
The Pythagoreans, in fact, are praised for drawing up a list of good

things. Td &, vd nwépas, &c., may each be called good. There is-

no good separate from the things enumerated in the column: see
Plut. 7s. ¢f Osir. (quoted by Zell) ch. 48 (ed. Parthey)—oi pév
Tivfayopixot Si& mhetdvaw dvopdrey rkaryyopoio: Tod pév dyabed 7o &v 70
memepaopéioy T8 pévoy T8 €08 T mepowiy T Terpdywvoyr T toow T Seltov
76 Naprpdy, Tod 8¢ karod iy dudda 7o dmepor TO Qepoperoy TO Kapmihev
T dpriov Th Ereplunies T a0y TO ApITTEpdY TO CROTEWDY,

As regards the precise nature of the agreement of Speusippus
with the Pythagoreans we are left pretty much to conjecture. It
is not unlikely, however, that Aristotle is contrasting with “the
one dpyn of the Platonists the moM\at dpyal of Speusippus:
see Ml Z, 2. 1028 b, 21 Sweloimmos 8¢ ral mhelovs odoias amd vob
évds dpldpevas, kal dpyds éxdorns olwoias ENAny pév dpilpdv, dNhpw Gé
peyeliy, Erera Yuxis kal Tobrov 8) Tov Tpdmov emexreiver Tas oboias.
These dpyal or obofar derived from =5 &, Speusippus held to be
better than =5 &, because (as may be seen from a comparison of
the seed with the adult form) 76 «dXioror kat dpearov is not in the
Beginning but in the End. Té &, then, although the first beginning
of things (cf. dpdperos dmd 70D évds), is nof, for this reason, in an
exceptional position as regards goodness. Qua good, it is only
one among many good dpxaf, and indeed the least good among
‘them, as being the most remote. It is to this doctrine, then, that
Aristotle probably refers when he says here that Speusippus is one
of of mbévres év 1)) év dyabéy ovororxia T6 év: see Mef, A, 7. xofz b,
30 doer 8¢ ImolapBivovaw, domep of Mubaydpeos xai Emedoummos, 76
kd\uoToy kal apurTor pi) év dpyh elvar, 8t T0 kal Ty uTéY Kai TV
(wwv 7ds dpyeas alria pév etvar, 0 8¢ xakdy kai Téheov €v Tois fk ToUTLY,
otk 8pbas otovra. The reason which Aristotle gives for this judg-
ment is rd yép onéppa ¢ érépor éori mporépav Teheiwy kal TO mpdTOY OV
oréppa doriy ANAG 70 Tékewoy. The Firsi Cause is the Bes/—God, who
is {dov didwy dmaroy (Mef. A. 7. 1072 b.29). It is plain then that, in
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the section before us (&, &. i. 6. 1), Aristotle must not be under- 1096 b. 5.

stood to approve the doctrine of Speusippus when he describes it
a8 mbavirepoy than that of the Platonists criticised. He merely
uses the name of Speusippus as a coniroversial weapon against
the Platonists. On the doctrine of Speusippus see Grant, Zik.
ad lge. and Essay iil. pp. 217—-218.

§§ 811 See Argument.

§ 8. 6A\& mept pév Todrov dNhos Zorw Adyos| I agree with Grant
that “we need not confine the reference of mepi roiraw to the Pytha-
goreans and Speusippus, or refer it, with some commentators, to
the books mentioned in the list of Diogenes (v. 25) wepi Tdv
Hvfayopeiov a* mepi Smevoimmoy Kai Hevokpdrous o) The reference
is rather to ‘the whole subject of the good in its relation to unity—
to existence—to the world’; 7 e to “the scope of Aristotle’s entire
Metaphysics.” '

% T ph mepl marrds Ayafod 7ods Adyous eipijodar] rois b. 8.

Adyous is the theory of the Platonists. Coraes gives the sense of
the clause well—dvremmeiv tis dv Eyor pov Tovro, ére IAdrav ov wepi
marros ayafod E\\& mepl Tol kuplws kat xaf abrd dyafol wemoinTar Tov
Aéyor. The Platonic theory does not bring a#/ goed things (things
relatively good included) under one Idea, but only things absolutely
good. The omission of pjin CCC and OP seems to be a mere
blunder.

kol & €tbos| Assigned to one species. eidos is here, as Grant b. 10.

remarks, tke Aristotelian species, not the Platonic sdea.

§10. % 8oa . .. % oi® &\\o| These are alternalive questions. b. 16.

The latter is disposed of first by dore pdrawor éorae 76 eldos, and the
former is dealt with in § 1. If the 8¢a rdyafod is the only thing
absolutely good, the class («ldos) of things absolutely good, which
the Platonists ask us to disticguish, will be void of contents, for the
i8¢a is not 7z the class; as Michelet says—* Distinxerat Noster in
genere duas bonorum species (eidn) : bona per se et propter aliud.
Iam si omnia vere bona, tanquam non existentia per se, ab idea
excluserimus, et alteram speciem tantum ideam esse voluerimus,
haec bonorum species erit vana, omnique carebit argumento; nec
essent duae species, generi coordinatae (id, quod tamen supposui-
mus), sed idea vana et multitudo existentium bonorum.’
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1096b.21.  § 11. et 3¢ kal 7abr’ éori Tdv kab’ adrd] If, on the other hand, the

b.

b.

25.

a7.

things enumerated also (kaf, Ze: as well as the Idea) are absolutely
good, and, as such, are Aeydpeva rard plav idéav, how are we to account
for the fact that they do not all exhibit a common nature or essence
of goodness capable of identical definition like the whiteness of
white things?

oik EoTwv dpa O &yaddv kowdy TL kard piav idéav] ¢ The applica-
tion, then, of the %y “ good ” (cf. d\\d més 8y Néyerar; in the next
sentence) to things does not imply that they all participate ir a

LER )

common *idea.

§ 12. épwripois| dpdrupa are things which have the same name
without having the same nature (. g. k\els, a key, and the collar-
bone), as distinguished from cvvdwupa, things which have the same
name and the same nature (e. 2. ox and horse, which both not

only are called animals, but are animals): see Caft i. t a. 1. When

such very different things as . ¢. a knife, a dinner, a field, and a
horse are all called ‘good,’ they surely cannot get this common
name by accident (ob vdp fowe Tois ye dmd Tiyys uwvipors). There
must be some reason why they are called ‘good. That reason,
we have seen, does not lie in their participation in one Idea, or
universal substance; nor does it lie in their having a common
inherited nature, like the members of a biological class, which are
owérupa,  What, then, is the reason of their being called “ good ?’

dAN dpd ye .. . dvahoyiar ;] rd dfp’ &ds Aeydpeva and ra mpss &
Aeydpera.(the two phrases are practically equivalent) are technically
distinguished by Aristotle from 7¢ dpwripws Neydpeva on the one
hand, and =& cvveripes or kad' & Aeydpeva on the other hand. T&
Spwvipos Aeydpera have their common name dwd rixgs: ma cuverdpos
or kaf & Neydpeva have it because they belong to the same eifos or
yévos, whereas & d@’ évds, or mpds & Neydpeva, are things which do
not necessarily belong to the same eldos or yéwos, but agree in
contributing to one end, in relation to which they are regarded as
belonging to one department—as, ¢. 2. a knife and a lecture may
both be called ¢ surgical.” They are both called ¢ surgical,’ not as
an ox and a horse are both called ¢ animals,” nor yet as a key and
the collar-bone are both called «\els. See Met. K. 3. 1060 b. 37
74 7e larpioy kal Tywewdy . . . molhayds Néyoper . . . latpixds yip Adyos
Kai paynipiov Néyerar 76 10 pév dmd Tis larpikis emoTiuns etvat, T 8
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.ml:'il'y xpiowor. CL Mef. Z. 4. 1030 b. 2 0bdév yap larpudv odpa kal 1006 b.27.

&yov kai okevos Néyerar ofire Spovipes obre kaf & d\\a mpds &—on
which Alex. (72 Met. p. 441, 1 13, ed. Bonitz) has oiire xaff & xal
ovvaripes, NG mpds &, ffyavw bs Ta dfp’ évés Te kat wpds &v.  Cf also
Met. T. 2. 1003 2. 33 78 8¢ by Aéyerar pév moXhaxds, d\Aa mpbs & kat
play Tive Goow, kai oty Spwvipos AN domep kal T byewdy dmav mpds
Uylewar, 70 pév ¢ Pohdrrew, 10 8¢ TG moely, T B¢ TG onueiov etvat Tijs
{yeetas, 7 8 B Sexrwdv abris.  Kai 76 larpicdy mpds larpuciy’ 76 pév yap
6 Exew Ty larpukiy Aéyerat larpkdy, 76 B¢ 76 elpuis etvar mpos avry, T6 8¢
7§ Eyov ebvar 'r.ﬁg larpikis, ‘Opotorpdmas 8¢ kat d\ha Apfrdpeda Neydpeva
roirors. Ovre 8¢ kal d by Néyeraw mo\haxbs pév, dAN’ dmay wpds plav dpxiy’
& pév yap dre odolar, Svra Néyerm, 7& § 8re wdly obaias, 4 & ot 630s els
obeiav, §) phopal § orepraes §) mowdryres § wouTikd §) yermTika oboias, i) TEV
mpds Thy oty Neyopévoy, ij Tolrev Twds dropdoes §) obolas* i kat 7o %
by elvar py) by papéy. Kaldrep ofv kal tév Tyewar dmwdvrov pia emoThpn
éotly, Gpoiws Todro Kkal éml TG ENwr. Ol yap pivow Tov kad' & Aeyo-
pévoy émworipns éorl Beopioar puis, d\hd kal TGV wPos plav heyopérar
duow wal yép TaiTa Tpdmoy Twid Néyerar kaf . Djlov ofy dre kal T
Svra pias Beopiioar § dvra: on which Alex. (p. 199, L 20) has—«af
&y pév Neydpsva Néyer Tt cvvdrupa kai HP & 11 kowdy reraypéva yévos. ob
pdvoy 8¢, noi, Tév otrws Exdvrev mpis ENAjAa pla émoTnmy, ARG x-ﬁ;
78y 4@ évds kal wpls & . . . év maoi wos alrols opaTar i pioes atmy ap
%is kal 8¢ v ofrws xakeirat . . . kal ydp é 76 Pvhaxricg s Dycelas .m't eju
6 mourikg kal év 7§ Sexrikd Yyled dorw 7 Bewpovpén. There is pia
émoripn of all dvra 7 dvra, just as there is pia emoTE) TV Uytewdr
dwdrron ; for not only =& xaf & Aéyopeva (ra curédrupa), but 7& mpos
ptay Neyépeva piow fall under ¢ one science.” The term 7o v is used
in many senses, but in all mpos &, just as dywewdv is always used
mpds Syileiav, whether it be used to qualify something which produnfes,
preserves, declares, or is receptive-of heal_th; thus‘ f?od, exercise,
and a good complexion are all called l:'yurf.mi.. Similarly =6 iﬁv is
always used in reference to (mpds) one object, viz. ovoia, somet’m}es
marking obcla itself, sometimes its mdédy, sometimes 680s eis oveiar,
sometimes Glopd otwias, Cf. also M. M.ii. 11. 1209 2. 23 ooy
apéy larpidy T paxeipwy, iatpuwiv ToV dvbpamov, kal Ea-rpmr'{v Ty
emorhuny: TaiT oly dpolws Méyovrar, AAN& TO pev puxaiptov T XpUILpRON
ebvat mpos laTpuay larpkdy Aéyerar, 6 8 dvfpomos 7§ omTikdS  elvat
yielas, 7 & émoripy 7§ airia eva kal épyn: . E.H, 2. 1.2.36. a. 36
dvdyiy dpa Tpla Piklas €ldy elvar, xai piTe kaf & amdoas pqf &s eidn
évbs yévous pire mdpmay Aéyeobar Gpovipes. IIpds plav ydp Twva Néyovrat



1096 b. 27. kal mpdrny, Gorep 16 larpudr. Kak Yoy larpwiy kal cdpa Aéyouer kat

b. 28.

b. 31

b. 32,

b. 35.
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dpyavov kal Epyov, AAN& kupivs 76 wparov. Tpdrow § of Adyos év fuiv
‘Gmdpxer.  Olov dpyavoy larpidy, ¢ &v & larpds ypioare év 8 16 Tod
larpod Aoy ofx Zorw & Tob Opydvev, Zyreirat pév ofy mavrayed T
mpdroy - and for other references see note on v. 1. 4.

We can now see that the distinction made above in § 8 between
i kad abra Swokdpeva, as kol &v eldos Neydpeva, and r& moumricd robroy
xal pvhakrika 4 Tév vavriov kolvrid, as Bi& Talte Aeydpeva is really
that between the ovdrupa, or ré kal’ & Aeyéuesa, and the a mpos &
xai &’ évds of § 12, and the other passages quoted. The Platofiisis
assert that there are éyafd so called owevdpws; 7. e. dyadd which are
members of a true efdos (or yévos), their membership being explained
as their péfefis in one idéa; Aristotle’s refutation consists in show-
ing that no éyafd are cuvdvupa, but are Tpdmov A\Aov Neyopeva,

fi paMhor kot dvakoylar;] This is Aristotle’s final answer:
Different things are called ¢yafi on the ground of identical relations
(@vadoyia is defined in E. V. v. 3. 8. as lodmys Mywr). Thus
the relation in which sight stands to the body is the same as
that in which reason stands to the soul. If sight is ‘good’ in its
relation—. ¢. contributes to its particular end, the welfare of the
body, reason is ‘good’ in its like relation to the welfare of the
soul: see Alexander 7z Met. p. 550, 1. 1% (ed. Bonitz) +& dviloyor
Aeydueva . bs TolTe € TOlTY, ooy Gs Sus &y Spdatpdg vois ér \ruyi,
and p. 329, L. 13 76 & kar’ dvaloyic: & opioare Gs @do mpds dAdo,
Different things are called © good,” not because they all contribute
well to one end, but because they all contribute well to #Zesr respec-
five ends.  Ta sar’ dvaoyiav \eydpeve may be represented by parallel,
& 7pds & by converging, lines.

§ 13. d\\qs v el prhogodlas] mpdry Piocodia, as distinguished
from the present enquiry which is moherkh s, “Ywdp for mepl, how-
ever, makes me suspect the whole clause from eEarpiBoty 1O s
#éas as an interpolation. On this late use of éxé sce notes on
L g. 7, iil. 3. 2, and iv. 2. 4.

€i ydp al Eomv & u 70 kowy] k.7.\.] Rassow (Forsci. pp. 53, 54)
defends xal, the reading of Kb, Mb, and Camb. against ré.

§§ 14, 15, 16.] The xwpiariv dyebéy is not only an unrealisable
good, but it is also useless as an 7dea/—mapdderypa, Grant has a
good note on these sections: ‘It has been objected that Aristotle
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fixes on too mean specimens of the arts, and that he might have 1096 b.35.

spoken differently if ‘he had adduced the fine arts. But the question
is whether, for practical: life, the Idea, that is, a knowledge of the
absolute, could be made available? This forms a great point of
divergence between Plato and Aristotle. The latter seems to
regard the Idea as an object of the speculative reason alone,
something metaphysical and standing apart; and between the
speculative and practical powers of man he sets a gulf. Plato, on
the other hand, speaking without this analytical clearness, seems o
think of the Idea as an object for the imagination, as well as the
reason, as being an ideal as well as an idea. In this its many-
sided character he would make it affect life as well as knowledge ;
for by contemplation of it the mind would become conformed
to it

§ 16. oddrms § TékTwr . . . €idbs 70 adtd Tobro dyabév] This is
not a fair criticism of Plato. He does not represent the know-
ledge of the Idéa rdyafod as attainable by artisans, but only by those
exceptional natures who, having gone successfully through a long
course of scientific training, are found capable of Sialexrewh, and, as
philosopher-kings, are to be entrusted with the management of the
State. See Kep. vii. In the E. E. i, 8. 1218 b. 7-24 the useless-
ness of the knowledge of the 18¢a rdyabov is demonstrated from the
fact that this i6éa is not an airwy &s kvyjoar ; it does not produce motion,
either as the efficient cause at the disposal of an artificer produces
it, or as the réos rév mparrer, which calls forth the energies of the
wolrixds, produces it.  Aristotle and Eudemus, when they criticise
Plato, seem to forget their own great philosophical principle—that
the ré\os Tér mpaxrar is not ultimate, but sought for the sake of the
Bewpyrikos Bios, in the exomds of ‘which—8edv Bewpely kni Bepamevei,
76 ¢’ Soov éndéxerar abavarilew—the dpos vév pecorirey is to be
ultimately found. Aristofle with his 6 7o» okomdr Exev épfdv, and
Plato with his 6 #i» i0éav alrjy rebeapévos, are at one in making
amor infelleciualis Der the ultimate spring and coordinating principle
of all man's varied activities, scientific, moral, and artistic.

73 adrd Tobro dyaév] (the reading of Kb restored to the text by
Bywater for the airé rdyadév of Lb and T preferred by Beklker) is
equivalent to roire 7 abroayadér. Instances of the separation of the
prefix adro- from its word, are given in the lndex Arist, e. g. Mef.
M. 8. 1084 a. 21 adrd &aoros dbpanos,

1097 a. 8.

8. 9.
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ARGUMENT.

But fo returst now from the Good of the Flatonisls, whick, o say the least, is
unattainadie, to the atfainable good, the object of the present enguiry—we 58
that this attainable good is something which differs tn different actions and
arés. But can we find no general lerm fo chavacterise it in every case ?
Seerely in every case the good is that for the sake of which 15 done what is devie—
health in medical practice, viciory in werfare, the house tn building—in shart
the Fnd, whatcver s special nature, n cvery case. So, if we hawve always
wltimately one end in all owr actions, this one end will be the good attained by
wman in action; If morve than one end, them these will be the forwms in
whick good is attained i action.  This we are led again fo our old conclusion,
whick it is mow tine fo explain viove fuily.

There ave many so-called ends which are not really ends, but only means
to something else. Monzy, e.g. and 100ls are ends whick ave not veally ends.
But the Chief Good must be really an end. Now that which is sought for tés
grm sake 25 more really an end then that which is sought for the sake of some-
thing else ; and that which is wever sought for the sake of something else is nore
roally an end than that whick is sought both for its own sake and for the sake
of something else ; while that which s always sought fov its own sake and
ncwer for the sake of something else is most really an end,i. e. is an end wilfiout
gualification. Now Happiness s such an end without qualification. Honour,
Pleasure, understanding, and the virtues, we seek both for their own sakes and
Jor the sake of the Happiness which we suppose they will bring. But Happiness
920 mage seeks as a means to these, or fo anything.

That Happiness s the Chief Good may be inferved also from the fact that
Hagpiness is self-suflicient. The Chief Good #s self-sufficient: ils possessor
lacks nothing ; and with Happiness a man lacks nothing—when we say ‘@
mian’ we mean not © the solifary individual) for ke @5 an abstraction, bul the
real man—rhe citizen, whose concrete personality is constituied by the manifold
relations in which ke stands to Finsmen, friends, and ﬁdl’wws’tzls}m, within
a defintte civele.  Such a man, then, with Happiness, lacks nothing: he has
that which is the best of all good Hhings—not best, however, tn the sense of
being one of them, jor if it were ome of them, # could be made letter by the
addition of the least one of them.

Bul * Fappiness is the Chief Good’ is, after all, a truism which throews
Little lieht on the real nature of Huppiness or the Chisf Good. Perkaps we may
veack something more definite by determining ‘ the function of man.

Euvery artist has his peculiar work or function. Surely man, as man, fas
kis peculior function also. What is it then ¢ Let ws review the wital functions
i order. [t camsof be laking in nowrishment, and growing, for plants and
animals, as well as man, live this kind of life, and we are looking for kis
peculiar function. Nor can it be perceduing with the senses, and feeling, for
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this kind of Uife ke shaves with all animals. We are kft then with the con-
clusion that mar's peculiar fumction is the rational Life—that &5, rational
conduct, T#he good man will perform this function well, i.e. 50 as fo realise
the end of kis being in the manifestation of his own peculiay excellence.  The
eind or Clief Good of man may then be defined as <wifal function manifesting
the excellence which is highest and most porfect in human nature. DUt it is
only “in a perfect life’ that this end can be realised ; ¢ for one swallote does not
make spring’ ; :

Lot this serve as @ © rough sketch’ of the Chief Good. If the outiine is veght,
it will be easy to fill in the detarls afterwards. But our former T BIRG
nertst nat be forgoiten—the same exactness must not be looked for in all enguiries ;
Jor éxactness vayies with subject-matter, and with the natwre of the pariicular
enguiry or arf. Nov must we always demand syliogistic antecedents. First
principles fave wo such anfecedents, but are data of sense perceplion, induction,
or hatit. FVe must try then to look for our principles in the place natural {o
cack kind, and be caveful to define them weliwihen we have got them : for good
definitions, to begin with, have great influcice on what followes: © the beginning
a5 more than half the whole!

§ 1. émavéNdoper &mt & fyrodpevor dyaBdv] See i. 5. 8, where the 1007 a. 15.

expression To (yrodpevor dyafldy OCCUIS, immediately before the
digression of chapter vi. :

aiveran pdv ydp ENho & &Ny wpdker kal Téxvp] This resulf has been a. 16,

reached in ch. vi. § 12—«al @0 &) év @Xe. The ydp introduces a
clause which gives direction, as it were, to the question ri mor’ dv
ety w5 Gyrotpevoy dyaféy ; What is good, we have just seen, differs in
different arts and pursuits, but is always the end of the art or
pursuit in question; Téhos is the most ceneral description which
can be given of dyafév. Hence the dyabév, 2. e. T (grotpevor dyadiv
must be tehedrator—rhe end par excellence. Accordingly, if all
mpaxrd have ultimately one éhos, Or certain assignable rén, this, or
these, will be 7o mpakrdv dyabi.

§ 2. p.e-ruﬁaiﬁav 8 k] Michelet has ‘haec aderratio ipsa a.24.

Philosophum jam ad ea quae sibi proposuerat reduxit’; Stahr
translates ©So ist denn auf ihrem Umwege unsere Uniersuchung
doch zu demselben Resultate gelangt’; Williams, ¢ Our argument
has now returned to the question from which it originally digressed’;
and Peters, ¢ Our argument has thus come round by a different paih
to the same point as before 1 do not think that peraBaivaw here
implies drgression, but rather advance Sicp by step, through the
particular cases of farpud, orparyyin, clxodopty, &c., to the generali-
sation & &mdoy mpafer 76 vos: of. Mel. Z. 4. 1029 b. 1-12, where
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1097 a.24. 70 perafaivar expresses the inductive process by which & dive

4. 27,

a. 28,

a. 30.

yropipa are reached through ri adrd yrdpipa @ wpd Eyov yép 16 pera-
Balvaw s 10 yropiparepor. G yap pdfois ofire ylverar maor Sk tév
frror yreplpey Pioe es T& yrdpya pa\or kai Toiro épyov éariv, Gomep
&v 1dis mpaeol o momjoar €k 16y ékdore dyabav Té Ghws dyabh ékdoTe
dyald, olres ék Tdy alrd yrepperiper ta T ¢loe woppa alréd
yropipa.  1i 8 éxdorows yrdpipa kal mpéra mohdkis fpéua ovi ‘y?l;:)pmc:,
Kat pkpov i) ovbey Eyer Tob drrost AN Bpos ék Téy Gathws piv YreTToY,
alt 8¢ yrwordy, i GAws yreord yvbva meparéor, peraBalvovras, omep
etpyrae, S rolrer adrev., Bustratius evidently understands peraBatver
here (Z. V.i. 7. 2) to mean gradual advance—peraBalvor 6 Adyos dop’
€vbs mpos Erepoy, kal 7ol pév TeketoTépoy durTducvos dei, 7o 0¢ dreNéoTepor tmep-
Balveyeis alrt 76 {yrofdpevoy 6 kowdy dndyroy télos, Ty eldapoviay dpiferar,

eis Tadrdv] 7.¢. to the same result as that reached in i. 2. 1.

§ 3. adhods] Zell ejects atdots as due to the following Sas.
“Aypols, $pidovs, and Soidovs have been conjectured by Coraes,
Donitz, and Bywater ( Journ. ¢f Philol. vol. xvii. p. 68) respectively.
I confess that I do not see any objection to retaining afofs.

téheta] ¢ Ends in themselves.’

§ 4.] “The conception of ends was not fully developed in Plato ;
at the beginning of the second book of the Repudlic, those are sa,iti
to be the highest goods which are desired both for themselves and
for their results” Grant. It is misleading, I think, thus to com-
pare directly what Plato says about Swawadmn, at the beginning of
Rep. 1i, with what Aristotle says here about 76 &uoror. Plato
merely says of Swawolvy what Aristotle himself says of dpers in §5
—’-that from one point of view it is an end, from another point of"
view a means; and Aristotle would certainly not dispute the state-
ment that its being a means, as well as an end, makes it more
valuable than it would be if it were merely an end. On the other
hand Plato would agree with Aristotle in regarding the eldaspovia
or noble life, of the indivisible organism of the nd\s, as an en’c;
which is never a means. It must be carefully noted that when
Plato says, in the passage referred to by Grant, that 8aga;ou{w, as
both end and means, is better than things which are merely ends
the ends which he has in his mind are +6 yalpew kal af ﬁao;a‘; é’cm:
dfdafeis. He is not thinking of 5 &pearor—the noble life, which
the Swdekricds alone grasps in its unity. Perhaps we may say that
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Buarorivy has two senses with him—that, as one of the virtues, it is 1097 a. 30.

both end and means; but, in its highest sense, as equivalent to
Aristotle’s eddaporia, it is an end, never a means. j

§ 5. vodv] Not ‘Reason’ in the highest sense, but ¢intelligence”’ 1097 b. 2.

or ‘prudence’ as in vi. 11, 6 xal fde § Hhexia vody éxet kat yrédpmy.
Those who systematically make ryj or fdovy their end, 7.e. choose
it & airé, are those who identify it with eldapovfe, as they are
described in ch. v. The truly good man chooses rim, 780v7, vots,
and aper#, for the sake of eddmpovia: 7. e. in all his special pursuits
he 15 regulated by the ideal of the noble life.

§ 6. ¢polverar B¢ kal & Ths adragrelas T aliTd oupBaiver] ¢ The b.6.

same conclusion (viz. that eddapovia is the summum bonum) follows -
also from the consideration of its self-sufficiency.’

5 & adrapxes kr\] ‘The term “self-sufficient,” however, b. 8.

we do not apply to the life of the mere Self—the solitary Self,
but to that of the Self realised in association with others—
with parents, children, and wife—with friends and fellow-citizens.”
In this rendering I have tried to bring out the Jogécal construction
of the sentence, according to which air@, the logzcal subject of
abrdpxaa, is qualified (1) by pém, and (2) by yovelor. . . modiraws:
. ¢. the Self may be regarded ejther (1) in isolation, or (2) as con-
stituted by social relations. 1In the first case it is a mere abstrac-
tion, and its self-sufficiency is only nominal; in the second case
it is concrete and real, and self-sufficient in virtue of the presence
of those relations which constitute its concrete reality.

According to the grammatical construction, however, yoveta
and the following datives are coordinatz with adrd. The dative
atré depends on the verbal notion in afrepxes, as Ramsauer points
out: “Egregia brevitate,’ he says, ° per solam dativi casus vim fota
enunciatio confecta est. Nobis magis perspicuum esset, si in
eandem sententiam legeremus : afirapres 8¢ Néyoper oby & altd pdve
dprel A\\& kal yoveDow dpkeiv 3l k7N  Cook Wilson (Zransactions
of Oxf. Philological Sociefy, Feb. 3, 1888) calls attention to the
words of the Paraphrast as giving ‘the right explanation of the
dative '—afrapkes 8¢ 8 dpret ob povoy Tui {Gvre Blop povéryy, &MNd kal
yovedor krh.  Of course properly alrapkes (neut.) cannot govern
abré (masc.), much less yovedou: the only proper construction is
abrdpens abrg (cf. M. M. ii. 13. 1212 b. 26 adris émrg avTdprns
Zrra) 1 adraprys GANOLS {yovetor . . . mokirais) is a contradiction in
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1007 b. 8. terms.  The grammar thercfore of the sentence is loose : we ought

bl 11

b. 12.

b. 16,

to have had something like this—rir & alrdpey Néyouer ody aird, §
povdmys, adrdprn, @\ aird, i oikovdpos kai wohirns. The singular
yovawt (Kb and MbP however have juratél), among the plurals,
points to airg as the logical subject of the clause @& . . . wokfrass.
$daer moMiTikdy 6 dvfpwwos| Rassow (Forsch. p. 54) defends the
reading moMrwdr given by Kb against the molirwds of LbMb, and
compares ixX. 9. 3 mol\uwor yap 6 dbpemos kai ovliy mepukds.

Man realises his true nature or personality in the mékis. The true
“self,’ to which ‘self-sufficiency " is ascribed, is that which conSists
in the clear consciousness of manifold social relations, and of the
duties which they entail, as distinguished from the ‘self” which is
made up of the sensations and feelings, as such, of the individual :
see Pol. i. 1. 1253 a. 1 Gavepdy 6 Téy loe § wilus éorlt kal §re &
dvbpenos Guoe mohmwdr (Gov, kal ¢ dmolis St Piow kai od Sl Tiyyw
firoi halhds eorw i kpeirraw § avfparos,

§ 7. 7odtwr 8¢ Aqmréos dpos mis] Social life, the realisation of
which by the individual constitutes his true personality, is, so to
speak, a natural organism (rév ¢ioe §) molis éori Pol. i. 1. 1253 2. 2),
and must be definile—dbpropévor : of. ix. 10. 3, 4, a passage which
seems to redeem the promise dA\a rotiro pév eloaibis émiokenréon,

yovels] = mpoydvovs. Rassow (Forsch. p. 111) suggests that after
yoveis 2 genitive, 7&» yovdwr, may have fallen out, but does not
press the suggestion.

The true self, described as ‘self-sufficient,’ is constituted by the
consciousness of relations to others—ancestors, contemporaries,
and descendants, within a definite, and comparatively narrow, circle.
The self, like the state, must be elodwvonros. The orovdaios—the
man who is earnest about the performance of duty, will not allow
himself to be influenced in his daily life by the supposed wishes of
very distant ancestors, or by the supposed wants of very remote
posterity : nor will he try to adapt himself to a very wide and
miscellaneous body of contemporaries.

§ 8.] All the editors have long notes on this section, which, after
all, is not very difficult. ‘Moreover we take (supply oiéucfa) Hap-
piness to be the most choiceworthy of all good things—not “most
choiceworthy ” in the sense of being itself one of them, for (8¢
as introducing this apagogic proof is practically equivalent to ydp,
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which Susemihl, following Aretmus, indeed reads) plainly, if it 1097D.18.

were counted together with them as one of them, it w ould Le made
more choiceworthy by the addition of the least of them—
the addition would cause an overbalance of good, and the
greater good is always the more choiceworthy., Cf. the Para-
phrast’s very clear niote— e Ty ebdaporiar ob Aéyoper ovrapfpciota
Tois dNNats dyabfois® Tév yap aiperdy fyovpeba eivar T dkpor kai el
abaroiyor alrir Tois #ANots moujooper ayabols, :j)awphv éri, € mpooli-
cro;.(sv Tt TéY E\hor abrh, alperorépar modoopey, Kal otTws otk dv € aiTh
rb #xpov réw alperdw. FEustratius, on the other hand, absurdly
interprets the passage as meaning that ebdawpovia, though mdrrer
alperordry without addition of minor good things, is nevertheless
made aiperorépa éavris by the addition of them—ofor 7o ebrpixay
lows, § 70 émbdeflos Badifew, § . Towiroy &repov, & mpooribépevoy Tj
eidaspovig pnBevds Newropévy Tiw KupeTépwy TPoS gveragw aipereTépay
adriy éavriis dmorerel, 1 will not trouble the student with the other
views of the interpretation of this passage. A statement and
criticism of them will be found in Rassow’s Forsch. pp. 112-115.
Rassow interprets as I have done above, following the Paraphrast,
So also do Coraes, Michelet, and Grant; Zeller, however (P4. d. Gr.
ii. 2. pp. 610, 611, third ed.), at the end of a somewhat puzzhncr note,
suggests that the words ocuveplpovpémp 8¢ . . . del, or at least
mepoxd « .+ dei are an interpolation. But it is difficult fo suppose
that the writer of the A7 M. i. 2. 1184 a. 15-25 had not the words
subpectcd by Zeller before him when he wrote—pera raira Toivuw
GJS' TO ﬂpiﬂ"{'ﬂl} Bff_ CTKIJ?“ELV Ho‘repai-' O‘UT@Q (I}L‘ K{'!.i RWGU wmptﬂpov}zeyou »
PANN' dromov. To yap dpwroy éredn éomi médos Téheww, T B¢ Téletov
Tos bs d&rhds el oty &y o &fewer cvar 1 eddaporia, Ty &
ebdavpoviay & ToMNGy dyabow auvrifeper; éav &) 1o SéktioTor okOmGV
kat abro cvwaptBuns, alird abroll forar Békriovt alrd yap Belriorov
Zoran  Olor T& yeewds eis kai Tip Dylewy, oxbmer T rolrevr wdvrov
Bérioror, Blrwror § foTiw iylea. Ei 8) 7etro mdvrov Sédrioroy,
k@t aird atrod Bé\micror: drowoy O) oupBaiver. OO 8 lows olre ye
ckenTéor TO BeNTioTOD.

The docirine of the present section may be explained as
follows— EdSapovia is Life, and, as such, cannot be classed among
the ‘good things’ of life. It is the Form and organisation of
man’s powers and opportunities. To suppose it possible to add
one of these powers or opportunities to the already perfect Form,
would be to suppose that the power or opportunity in question
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1087 b.16. has not been already organised in the Form!, and that conse-

quently the Form is imperfect. The absurdity of such a supposition
would equal that of representing a perfectly healthy man as made
more healthy by the addition of a heart. As the various organs of
the body have no function, and therefore no real existence, aparf
from the living body, so particular good things (virtue, health, beauty,
wealth) have no existence, except as elements of the noble life.

In this section Aristotle virtually maintains all that Plato con-
tended for in his doctrine of the Idea of the Good. As the Idea
of the Good is the unity of good things, and that by reason of
which they are good—in other words, as it is that definite system,
or order, by belonging to, and subserving which, particular things
are said to be good, rather than pleasant, or otherwise atiractive
fo mere sense; so etdarporla is that orderly and beautiful life in
relation to which, and only to which, man’s powers and oppor-
tunitiecs have any significance. The man who has no rational
conception of the greatness and beauty of Life, as a system, will
cherish, instead of that conception, an image borrowed from sense
he will identify Happiness, or Life, with pleasure, or honour.
Having made this identification, he will easily persuade himself
that Happiness’ may be enhanced by the addition of particular
good things; for Ais < Happiness® is itself only a particular good
thing. But Happiness, as the rational man conceives it, is not
a fhing—not something that a man receives passively and possesses
(krijna), but the use (xpjors) which he makes of the things he has
received and possesses. So, a tree is not the inorganic elements
into which it may be analysed, but the use, as it were, to which
the organising principle puts these elements. Nobs in man, like
$vors in the plant amd animal worlds, recognises and imposes
definite limits. Particular details are valued by it, not for them-
selves (if they were, no limit could be assigned to their desirable
multiplication), but for the sake of the beautiful Life which trans-
forms them. But the man who lives by ‘sense and imagination’
is immersed in these details. Life, or ‘Happiness,’ is for him
a mere succession of particular experiences—an indefinite sum
of good things which never satisfies him, To the external view

' Cf. Met. 2. 17. 1041 b. 11 5qq., where it is shown in the case of sdp¢ that the
olisia, or organic whole, is not co-ordinate with its grotxeia or elements, and
cannot be added to them.
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he may seem to be eddafpor, because the material conditions or 1087 b.18.

elements of eldapovia are separately present; but the transforming
spirit is inwardly wanting—

‘Er hat die Theile in seiner Hand,

Fehlt leider nur das geistige Band.'
He is receptive of isolated impressions; he lives xard mdfos; he
does not assert a personality in active function. Cf. Poet 6.
1450 4. 18 7 eddarporia év mwpdier &ati, kal 76 Té\as mpatis Tis éoriv, o

TOLETNS.

$ 8. &\ Tows Thy pév ebBuporiar 76 dpiorov Aéyew Gpoloyodperdy b. 28.

T dalverar, mobeital 8¢ x.7X] According to Ramsauer r6 dporov is
the subject and wi» eddatporiav the predicate, and 76 dproror must be
understood after =i domv. The accepted mame ebdapovia and the
desiderated definifion are thus contrasted by pév and 8. But, if this
were the construction, should we not have eAX’ lvws 16 pév evapoviay
TO aptoToy Néyety duohoyoipevdy T Quaiverar, mobeirar 8¢ k.M, !

§ 10. & 74 Zoyw Boxel Tayaldv elvar kal 1 0] whether the &y b. 28.

be a substantive result wapa rij» évépyetar, or simply the évépyera itself
(see £. V. i 1. 2 and M. ©. 8. 1050 a. z2-b. 3). In the former
case the &yov is better than the éwépyeaa, in the latter case than the
ebis. Cf. F. F. il 1. 1219 a. 13 70 pyor Néyerar Siyds® tév pév ydp
oy Erepdy T 70 Epyov mapa T yphow, oiov olxedeptkis olkia GAN odk
oikoBdpnots kai larpicis tyleta GMN oty Uytavots ovd ldrpevois, Tar 8 1§
xpficts €pyor, olov dews Spacts xat pabpparikis émoriuns fewpla. "Qor
dvdyry, v Zpyov §) xpiots, Thy xpiow Békrwoy evar ths éfews.  Of this
latter kind is the &yor dvfpdmou of the present passage: cf. et ©.
8. .1050 A, 34 Sgwv B€ py éorw d\No Tu Epyor maph TV evépyeiar, v
atrois Urdpyes 7 evépyeta, oioy §) Gpagis €v TG Gpdrrt kat § Gewpia év T
Oewpotvr kal 4 fon év T3 Yuxh, 8 kai § eldatpovia® (e yap moud Tis
éoriv. Cf also A M. 1. 3. 1184 b. g T 8¢ réhog éoriv oly dmhody
aAAd Burrdy lwv pév ydp oo T TéNos alTy) ) dvépyea kal § yphots, olov
The Oyrewst kal EoTe ye i xpiots aiperorépa Tis efews.  Tehos 8¢ 5 xphois
otibels yip dv Bothero Exery Ty G pi péllor dpar alAa plew. *Opsios
8¢ kul én drofs kai Taw TowlTeY. Qv dpa kal xpiows kai e éaTiv, del
Bé\twor xal aiperdrepor 7 xpios Tis éfews® 7§ yap xphots Kal 7 e’-ye'gyvsm
TéNos, 0 & éfis Ths xprioews fveer.

§ 11. wérepov odv k.v.\.] The editors point out that this passage b, 28.

is taken from Rep. 1. 352 E 8okel ¢ oot eivar Trmov Epyov; dpatye. Gpa
H
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ody todro dv Oelys kal Frmou xal &Nhov drovoiy Epyow, & dv i) pdve ékeive
. &8 &ro br &g Wots 3 épBadpots ; o Sjra. i
39 deotoas @\\e § dolv; obdapes. obroty Sikales dy raira TolTwv
patper Epya elvar; ., .
&yov Ti mpoeTéTakrar; . . . 0 80, pera Tavra Tile akéyrar . . . Yroxis
Priooper Epyov elvary pd\iord ye, €fn, olkoly kat dperipy paper Twa Yuxis

waj) Tis 7 dpoTa; , .

» - L 1 i - g g _r T 4
oUxkoDY Kai dpery) okel oL elvai exdoTe, pTEp Kal

5 : ‘
elvan; chapey,

§§ 12, 18.] The following extracts give in outline the psycholog
of these sections—viz. that living beings (ra &uyruxa), possessing the
power of nutrition and growth, are either sentient ({$a) or non-
sentient (¢vrd). Sentient beings either combine their separate
sensations into a rational experience (&fpemos), or they do not
(& Nowrdx (@), De An. ii. 2. 413 2. 20 Aéyopey oby dpyir AaBdrres Tis
oxérews, Stwpiocbar T Eupruyor Tob dfriyov 7§ (v, Mheovayds ¢ 700
v Neyopévov, kiw & T Tolrwy éwmdpxy povo, {iy alré apey, olov vovs,
dlofyots, klvos kal ordows ) kard Témov, éT kivois N xard Tpoiy kal
GBious Te kal abfnais, A kal & Qudpeva mavra doxer (i Palverar yap
év abrols Exovra Stvapw kal dpyiy rtowabryy, 8 fis abbnoiv e kai pbiow
NapBivovat kard Tobs évavriovs Témovs® ob yap dve pév alferar, kdro &
o, AN’ Spolws éx’ dude kal mdvry Goa kai Tpéderar, kai (i du Téhous, s
&v Bdvnrar NapBdvew tpodiy. Xwpifeobar 8¢ Toiro péy Tdv dlhov Suvardy,
7& & d@\ha Todrov dbivarov év Tois Gunrols. Davepdy &' éri Tév puopivoy:
obdepta yip abrois Umdpyer Stwaps &y Yuxns. To pév oty (v Our Ty
dpyiw rabryy Smdpye Tois {bot, T 8¢ {Por Bk mv alofyow mpbrws' xat
vip T pi kewotpeva. pnd d\Adrrevra Tomoy, Exovra & atobyow (Ba Méyopey
kai ot Giv povov, AleBiicews 8¢ mparov imdpyec wigw apn, "Qomep 8¢
76 fpenrikdy Sivara ywpileabar Tis dpijs kol maons alofioews, obros 7
&by oy @\aw alobioewy.  Epentikov 0 Néyoper T4 TotoUTOw popioy i
Yuyis of kai & udpeva peréyer Ta 8¢ (Ba wdvra datverar Ty darTikny ai-
ofnaw Eyovra. 3. 414 4. 29 Tév 8¢ dwwdpewr 7ijs Yuxis ai hexOeivar rols
piv Omdpyovor wacat, kabimep cimoper, Tols 8¢ Twés avrdw, éviots B¢ pia
vy, Avwdpers 8 elmopey pemririy, dpexrikov, alolnrikey, KumTikoy Kard
réway, Suvonrikev. Ymdpyer 8¢ Tols pév durals 6 Cpenrikdy pdvov, érépots
8¢ rovrd Te kal To alofyrkdv. EL 8¢ t0 alofyrwdy, kak & Spekrecdyt Bpefis
pév yap émbupla kal Bopds kal Bovhnots, Ta 8¢ (da wdvr Exovor plav ye
oy alolioewy, iy dpiy ¢ 8 alobyows dmdpxet, TolTe o Te xal Avmy
kal 70 700 Te kal Avamady, ofs 8¢ Tabra, kal § émbupia’ Tab yip fdéos
dpefis atrnt . . . *Eviois 32 mpds TolTols Tmdpyer kai TO Kard TémOY

-~ ». L
kevyrikdy, €répois 8¢ kai T8 Stavonrucdy Te Kat vols, olov dvfpamots Kat €L Tt
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rolobroy Erepdy éomip # kal Tyudrepow, . . . ois pév Yoo Uwdpyel
Xoyropds Tér Gbaprév, Tovros kal té Newrd wdvra, ois § exelvow EkauToy,
ol wage hoyiopbs, ANAG Tois pév obdé avraoia, v 8¢ Talry pévy (Gow.
Hept 8¢ Tad Bewpnricol vob érepos Adyos,

§ 18. mpakTikr] Tis Tob Adyor €xovros| Grant translates, ‘a moral
life of the rational part,” and compares vi. 2. 2 ra fnpla alefpow péy

1097 b.33.

1098 =. 8.

Zyew mpdtews 8¢ pi) kowaveiv, This translation is somewhat mislead-

ing. Man's highest function is not mpagws in the sense of moral, as
distingunished from speculative ° action —6ewpia: nor do the words
wpakriy o0 Ndyow Exovros really limit us to the ‘moral life. See
Pol. 1. 3. 1325 b, 14 AANN el raira Aéyerar kakds rai iy eldaypoviay
edmpayiay Geréov, kal kowsy mdons wolews v ely kal kal Exasrov dpurtos
Bios & mpaxrkds., "AXNG Ty mpaxTikiy olk dvaykaiov elvar mpos érépous,
kafdmep otovral Twes, 0b8¢ Tas Swavoias eivar povas TaiTes mpakTikis TS
Tow awoBawdvrar yapw yryvopévas €k Tol mwpdrTewr, dAAG wolv piANor Tas
atTore)els kal Tas abTdr évekey Bewplas kal Siavonoers® 1) ydp edmpagia télos,
Gore kal wpafls Tis® pdliora 8¢ kel mpdrrewy Néyoper wkvplews kal Tév
éfaTepindy mpdbewv Tovs Tais Biavolats dpyerékrovas. It is better then to
translate the words mpakrixi Tis ol Adyer Eyovros, ‘a life consisting
in the action of the rational part.’

tobrou 8¢ 70 pév ds Emurebés Adyw, 10 8 dg Zxov kal Suavoodpevor]
¢ With regard to the present passage,’ Grant says, ‘ Bekker exhibits
no variation in the MSS,, and the Paraphrast evidently had it in his
text. All that can be said therefore is that the present sentence
interrupts the sense and grammar of the context, and that it is
conspicuously awkward in a bock which for the most part reads
smoothly.” Rassow (#orsch. p. §2) brackets the sentence, pointing
out that émmefiis does not occur elsewhere in the Aristotelian canon,
and appears only in very late Greek. While the sentence itself,
then, is doubtless an interpolation, its doctrine is strictly Aristotelian,
being, in fact, that laid down afterwards in ch. 13, § 19 of this
book. °The rational part” is (1) Reason proper, & Adyor &yov kuplos
—that which ‘has reason”in the strict and proper sense of ‘having,’
i.e. ‘has it én #self’;” (2) the appetites gua obedient to reason, rd
peréxov hdyev—that which ¢ has reason,” not in the strict and proper
sense of ‘having,’ but in the sense of ¢ participating in, or benefiting
by, what another has.’

Surrds kv h.| © But, as this “ rational life” may be understood in &. 5.

H 2
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a. 7.

100 BOCK 1: CHAZ, 7: §§ 13,14,

either of two senses—either as a state, or as a function, we must
take it in the latter, which seems to be the more proper sense.” 1
am inclined to agree with Rassow (Zorsch. p. y2) that rai before
radrns ought to be omitted. He supposes it to have been inserted
after the clause rodrou 8¢ . . . Saveoipevor had been interpolated.
After Aeyopérps Rassow conjectures that such words as +s pév kar
évépyetav tiis 8¢ kaf E&w have fallen out (Forsch. p. 73).

§§ 14, 15.] The apodosis begins with 76 dvpdmwor dyabév § 15,
where yiverar, a5 Grant remarks, “is used as denoting a deduction
from premisses ’ [cf. i. 8.3 for a similar use of yiverar], and may be
rendered ‘it results that the good for man, &c.” Eustratius, however,
gives a different force to yiverar: ok clwe 8¢ Jruygs évépyeta 2oriv dANG
ylverar, Sui 70 ppiémore {orarfa oeilery Tov Téhewow dvlpomar ex Tod
. €ori B¢ kai d\as

T - \ ¥ & oAt ~ . oy - . 2 ]
ELTTELY TO YLVETOL® €mel TV TOAYRAITOY TVa €V 7o 'ywemgal Ex€EL TO eLral,

k3 -3 A T 1 3 ’ 2 3 ~ o3 ’
ayafiol aXka 8id mavrds eppévew avrol arrexduevor . .

&s &v 7§ Bedrpe dyor kal fuépa kal 6 dmavrds' rolrev yap Ekaorow Shov
pév os 6hov otk amnpriopévor UioTaral, kara pépos 8¢ yuwduevor dmoreeitar
TapepyopEvey TéY pepdy oite kal 1§ évépyeta kat yap adris TH pew
yeyovbs fidn wapiile, v0 & émvplyveras per’ éxeivo, kal édelis olrms, kai
otidémare oAdkhnpos foraray, aAha kard pexpow dmapriferar  Sid kal wepl
airijs otk & oikelor elvar elmely d\ha yiveoBar, Is Eustratius think-
ing of £, V. ix. 9. 5 év dpxii yap elpyras ore 7§ evacpovin evépyed Tis
éariv, §) 8 évépyeia 8ihov 87t ylveral xai oly tmdpyer Gowep Krijud Tt ?
Grant’s explanation of ylverar is of course correct.

§ 14. q;uxﬁe.évépye_m] The term Yuy# has not been actually used
above, but is naturally suggested by the divisions enumerated in
§§ 12 and 13, which are those of the Yy

katd Adyor | ph dvev Aéyou] The Paraphrast explains rightly, I
think, the distinction intended here: rard Xdyor, Srav Savofrar, # ol
dvev Ndyov, Brav xkard 70 wabyricdy pépos wwijrar perd Ndyov'. The
expression kard Adyor at the beginning of this section is followed, it
will be observed, by the expression perd Adyov at the end of the
section; but the technical opposition between waré Adyor (where
Adyos is a principle governing life mechanically from without), and
peré Aoyov (where Ndyos regulates life from within: see notes on vi.
13. 5) does not seem to me to be raised in the present passage,

! So also Eunstratins—rd pev wnra Adyor wepl 7hs olretoy iyotons Adyor gal
Buavoovpévys Yuy s Bépevos T3 2 piy drev Adyou wepl THs Adyw émmebobs,
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although the two expressions occur in it. The expression pera
Adyov often stands merely for ‘rational’ instead of Aoyueds, which
Aristotle does not use in this sense—or hardly ever: cf. M/ o, 5.
1048 a. 3, where dvvipes pera Aoyov are opposed to éhoyor Suvdpers.
Here, then (Z. V. 1. 7. 14), I think, the phrase mpdfeis pera Aoyov=
mpafes Aoyuds (as a later writer might employ the adjective) ; and
expresses shortly what has been set forth more fully in the words
€vépyeta kazd Noyow §) pij drev Aéyov, understood as by the Paraphrast®,
Perhaps, however, it may be thought that § pj dvev Adyov is=perd
Aéyou in the technical sense of the latter expression (7.e. where hdyos
is an immanent principle regulating life), and that # thus introduces
a correction of the inadequate formula «ard Adyor, which accordingly
is not repeated, the more correct perd Mdyov being used. But it
does not seem likely that Aristotle would introduce such an im-
portant distinction by means of the merely negaiive expréssion g
dvev Ndyov. On the other hand, such a negative expression is well

1098 a. 7.

fitted to designate the obedience of the passions to reason, as dis-

tinguished from the spontaneous activity of reason itself in the
sphere of thought.

76 yéver| qualifies v & adrd.

§15.] The Definition of ebdouporia. Muretus quotes Cicero’s neat
rendering of Aristotle’s definition of eddaquovin, © Aristoteles virtutis
usum cum perfectae vitae prosperitate conjunxit.” JDe Fzn. iv. 7.

kotd thy dplomy kot Tehetotdmpy] 2.4 kard T Tob woi dperiy.
Reason is the Form of man which is impressed on the matter of
the lower nature which he shares with the brutes. This Form
(identical with the 7é\os or &yoy, cf. Z. N. iil. 7. 6 opilerar yap
éxacTor 74 TéNer: Mol ©. 8. 1050 a. 21 T yap €pyor réhos) is the
oy (§ 12) which is the object of the present enquiry. In seeking
to discover the definition of a thing (and Aristolle is here really
seeking to discover the defimition of man), we always look for
the characteristic Form |irrespective of the matter in which it is
realised. Hence here, when Aristotle identifies Happiness with
the éépyea of Reason, he is considering it formally—as something
which admits of defimition (see note on vii, 13. 2 b. 10). But

! This was written before T became acquainted with Bywater’s view that
dvBpdrmov 1098 a. 12 .. .obTw 16 is a repetition of what has gone before. This
view explains the conclusion which I had reached that perd Adyov and xard
Adyov are not distinguished here, as they are in vi. 13. 5.

a. 8.
a, 16.
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1098 a, 17.

it must not be forgotten (and Aristotle, unlike the Neoplatonist
exponents of his system, never forgets this) that Reason, or the
Form of Happiness, is only realised by man in a given matter,

| vegetative and sensitive. Accordingly, when Happiness is said to

a. 18.

be an &vépyea kara Ty dpleTiy kal Tehewordrny dperqy, 7. ¢. kard Ty TOD
vod, it is understood that e// the functions, vegetative and sensitive,
of man as a composite being are exercised in a harmony charac-
teristic (#wr) of man alone. This harmonious exercise of all his
natural faculties is the ‘exercise of Reason’ in which man’s chief
good consists. The exercise of Reason is fas7 in the sense of being
the co-ordination of all other functions, not in the sense of being
itself a function abstracted from the others, capable (in man as

 distingnished from God) of operating without a material basis laid

in the Yuyf gua Opewriey and alobyruy. See Laas (edbapovia, Arisiotelis
in Ethicis Principium quid welif ef valeat, Berlin, 1850), pp. 10
and 11: ‘In hac definitione non omnia plana sunt: mirum est
quod hominis munus in sola ratione versatur, quia ejus propria sit;
quasi non sentire et vivere, quamvis non proprium, tamen hominis
munus sit. . . . Ut igitur cur rationi humana omnia tribuantur
noscas, memineris quaeso Aristotelem hominis proprium quaesivisse;
est igitur hoc potius anquirendum cur alicujus rei vis in ejus proprio
solo sit non in toto. . . Cum Platoni omnis essentia vertatur in uni-
versali, #/7 (7. e. Aristoteli) generalis definitionis pars nihil est nisi
materia in qua vera essentia specificae differentiae exprimatur. . . .
Ac si omne genus materia est, quo mersa differentiac forma, ut ita
dicam, sola vim totius exprimit, etiam in rerum natura omne eatenus
existit quatenus materiae forma est impressa: conditiones igitur
necessariae ut forma possit comparere pro materia habentur; ut,
cum primum illud forma definitum prodiit, cae ad rei vim per-
spiciendam nullivs sint momentl. Itaque si ex Aristotelis sensu
omnis plantarum vita animalium propriam existentiam tempore
praecedit tanquam conditio sine qua non, est ea in ipso animali
materia, vera autem essentia in proprio est qued in ea exprimitur.
Quare verum munus hominis non in vivendo, non in sentiendo
seseque movendo—sed hae sunt conditiones in quibus rationalis
hominis vita efflorescat.

§ 16. &n 8 & Blo tehelw] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 116, &c.) discusses
the question whether these words mean, as generally supposed,
¢das volle menschliche Leben bis zum Tode’—#.e a complete
life spent prosperously up to the day of death. He begins by
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admitting that there is much in favour of the view that such is their 1008 a. 18.

meaning : first the passage K.V, i. 9. §§ 10 and 11 oide mals
eddaipwy foriy ofimo pip wpakTkos TE@Y Towvrwy G Ty Rhiklay oi
8¢ Neyduevor S iy éhmida paxapifovrar. 8el ydp, Homep elmoper, xat
dperils Tehelas kal Biov 7Tehelov. moAlal yap peraSohai ylvorrar kal
- # 4 A" ’ . 3 ra A s L] 3 s
wmarTolar Tiyar kard Toy [Bior, kai évéxerar Tov- pdhor edfnueivra

peydhais ovuopais mepimecelr émt yhpws, kabdmep év Tols Tpwikols mept

Mpudpov pvlederar Tov 8¢ Towabrars ypnodpevor Tliyais kai Televrfiorarra

afliws obdeis eddmporifec: secondly, the circumstance that the later
Peripatetics undoubtedly took the words in this sense—Z. E. ii. 1.
1219 b. 6 85 kat 76 Z6havos Eyer kakds o py (vt ebdaypovifew, aAN
dray 4By Télos' olfev php dredés elBapor ob yip ow: M. M. i 4.
1185 a. 4 old év xpive ye drelel, dAN év Tehely” Téhews & av €in
xpovos doov dvlpomes Bwi. There is nothing, however, in the
expression Bios réhetos faken by itself, Rassow thinks, to warrant us
in assuming that Aristotle—as distinguished from his followers—
makes a long continuously prosperous life a necessary condition
of Happiness. The phrase Bios rékciwos taken by itself means
simply a life that reaches its end or aim. Of course to reach
its end or aim a life must have a reasonable duration, and a
reasonable amount of prosperity ; but the question still remains,
Did Aristotle, like his successors of the Peripatetic school, identify
this reasonable duration and prosperity, necessary for the attain-
ment of the end, with a long life continuously prosperous up to the
day of death? To answer this question, Rassow appeals to
L N, i. 10. 14 obd¢ 8 mowkihos ye kai edperdBolos’ ofre yap éx TS
ebSaipovias kunbioerar padlos, odd' Omd Tév TuybvTevr druynpdrov Gk
$md peydhov kal moAAdy, €k Te TV Tololrey ok v yévorro wakew ebdalpoy
év dMlyo xpove, aAN dimep, &y woAAG Tt ral Te\eioy, peydhwy kai kakdy év abTP
yevéuevos émfBotos. Thus, while Solon will allow the title of ‘ happy’
only to the man who possesses Happiness without interruption to
the end of his natural life, Aristotle does not regard it as impossible
to regain a Happiness which one has lost. Ifthen it is conceivable
that 2 man may possess, lose, and then regain Happiness, how can
the Bios réhews, in the sense of “das volle menschliche Leben bis
zum Tode, be the necessary condition of Happiness? We shall
have to return to this subject in ch. 0.

§ 17. wepuyeypddbo . . . dvaypdyor] The editors compare de a. 20.

gen. amim. . 6. 743 b. 20 drara 8¢ rals meprypadais fropilerar
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wpérepov, Uorepov 8¢ NapBdver T8 xpdpara kal Tas pakakdryras kal Tas
adqporras, drexuds Gomep v imd (oypidov Ths Ploeos Spuiovp-
yovpeva' kal yap of ypageis Imoyparavres wais ypappais odrws évakeigovot
rois ypopase 76 {por. The meaning of imorvréem is to “mould
slightly or roughly, then to outline’ = mepypdyrar, which is
opposed to dvaypayrar, to ¢ fill in in detail.

In this (the third) digression on the logical method of Ethics
(§§ 17-23), Grant remarks (Z#hics vol. i. p. 394) that € Aristotle
points out his definition of the chief good as a “ sketch to be filled
up”; and also, it would appear, as an dpys or leading principle,
which in importance amounts to “ more than half the whole ” science,
In filling up the sketch, he again cautions us that too much
dkpifiewa is not to be expected.  But it is plain that he has deserted

4 his former view of the science as inductive [7 ¢, in i 4. 5]; he now
- makes it depend on a general conception of the chief good which

is to be applied and developed.” See generally Grant’s Appendix
A on the Eihical method of Arisiofle,  Grant seems to me to go too
far when he says that, in the passage before us, Aristotle ¢ has
deserted his former view of the science as inductive’ The
opposition between induction and deduction is not an absolute one.
In a concrete enquiry, of the complexity of that pursued in the
Lthics, the phenomena could not be grouped and handled, as
‘induction’ requires, without the aid of ‘deduction.” ‘A general
conception of the chief good, framed in anticipation of the
evidence to be afierwards fully adduced in support of it, is
essential at the outset, as ‘throwing the light of science’ (to
use Mill's expression) upon phenomena which would otherwise
baffle knowledge by their complexity and apparent inconsistency.
Aristotle’s method in Ethics is thus ¢inductive, or deductive,’
according to the point of view from which we choose to regard it

He starts with a ‘general conception, framed in advance of
 the facts, which he applies to their interpretation ; so far his method

is ‘deductive.” But the results of the application of this ¢ general
conception’ are so carefully verified by appeals to experience at
every step, and so often modified, to bring them into agreement

with experience, that the so-called ¢ deductive ’ enquiry seems not

to differ from the inductive’ process of establishing generalisa-
tions by the observation of particular phenomena. In short
Aristoile’s method in Ethics answers pretty exactly to what Mill
(Logic Book vi, ch. g) calls the ¢ Physical or Concrete Deductive
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method,’ the method of astronomy, natural philosophy, physiology,

- and especially of social science, ¢ that most complex of all studies.’

The author of the Zthics is ‘aware’ (to borrow Mill's words)
“ that the same superior complexity [of social phenomena] which
renders the instrument of deduction more necessary, renders it
also more precarious’; and he meets this difficulty by the syste-
matic use of verification, characterised by Mill as ¢the third
essential constituent part of the Deductive method,’ and described
as the process ‘of collating the conclusions of the ratiocination
¢ither with the concrete phenomena themselves, or when such are
obtainable, with their empirical laws. Aristotle’s appeals to “the
concrete phenomena themselves '—to his own observations in
Ethics and Politics, occur on every page; while to ¢ their empirical
laws,” a5 popularly recognised in &8ofa and Aeyépera, he attaches
the greatest weight. The spirit in which Aristotle employs the con-
crete deductive method in the Zzkics could not be better charac-
terised than in the following passage (Mill's Logz vi. 9): * The
ground of confidence in any concrete deductive science is not the
& priori reasoning itself, but the accordance between its results and
those of observation & pos#eriors. Either of these processes, apart from
the other, diminishes in value as the subject increases in complica-
tion, and this in so rapid a ratio as soon to become entirely worthless;
but the reliance to be placed in the concurrence of the two sorts of
evidence, not only does not diminish in anything like the same
proportion, but is not necessarily much diminished at all. Nothing
more results than a disturbance in the order of precedency of the
two processes, sometimes amounting to its actual inversion ; inso-
much that instead of deducing our conclusions by reasoning, and
verifying them by observation, we in some cases begin by obtain;
ing them conjecturally from specific experience, and afterwards
connect them with the principles of human nature by & priors
reasonings, which reasonings are thus a real verification. :

In the ZErhics ‘the order of precedency’ is frequently *dis-
turbed, and even ‘inverted, in correspondence with the
exigencies of a difficult enquiry. Hence the hesitation which
Aristotle’s commentators have shown in deciding the question,
whether the method of the Efkics is ‘deductive,’ or ‘inductive.
The truth however is, as we have seen, that the abstract distinction
between Deduction and Induction is not @ propes in relation to
a concrete enquiry like the present.

1088 a.20.
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a. 22,

a. 23.

4. 28.

106 BOOK I: CHAP. 71 § 17, 18.

With regard to Aristotle’s attitude, in other concrete enquiries
than those of the moral sciences, to the three operations noted by
Mill (Logie iil. 11) as essential to the Deductive method, viz. the
processes (r) of direct induction, (2) of ratiocination, and (3) of
verification, it may be said that while he is fully aware of the
importance of the third, and carries out the second with mar-
vellous acuteness, he is not sufficiently careful about the first.
His natural science is largely vitiated by the influence of mofiomes
femere a rebus abstracfae.  But in ethical and political science
the case is different. Here the ratiocinations, the results of which
are carefully verified, proceed from principles which, from the
nature of the subject to which they belong, are based on a solid
foundation of experience. IHuman life is always present to our
observation, and rouses our liveliest interest; and we frame
true generalisations about it before we are well aware that we
are generalising at all ; at any rate, our unconscious generalisations
are so nearly true, that subsequent conscious verification easily
corrects them. But in the field of natural science, Aristotle had no
such foundation already laid for his dpxal. He had to depend, in
an age in which observers were few and inexperienced, scientific
collaboration unknown, and instruments of observation non-ex-
istent, almost entirely upon himself. Little wonder then that his
principles in this field did not answer to the ‘subtlety of nature,
and gave results often so vague, and wide of the mark, that they
seemed to be verified by observations which were really quite
irrelevant to the subject of enguiry.

8dtere . . . éNheimor] Victorius, followed by most of the editors,
quotes Sopk. Li. 34. 183 b, 1] téy yiap elpioropéver dwdrrov ra péy
wap érépov Ayplévra mpdrepoy memovnpéva kata pépos émidédwker tmh ThY
wapakafovrey Gorepor' ta 8 €€ Dmapyijs ebpiokdueva pikpav T wpdTow
emibooiy AapBdvew eiwle, ypnowwwrépar pévrow wodAd Tis ToTepoy ek
Tovroy abfjoews, Meyparoy yap lows apyy mavrds, Gomep héyerar: 8id kat
xalerararor' Soco yip kpdrioroy 14 Suvduel, Tosolre mikpéraroy by TG
peyéber yahemdrardy otw odhbivar.  Tatmys 8 ebpnpévms paov 76 mpoori-
Bévar kat cvvaifew 16 Noumdp éorw’ Smep kal mepl rols puropikots Adyous
oupéBnre, oxediy 8¢ kal wepl Tés &N\as mdoas Téxvas.

Ea.a.pep&‘mm] ¢ to articulate,” “ to work out in detail

Kat 6 xp6vog KTR] Ci. Plut. Conzin. vit Sflp 9 TE Uo¢mrarar,
xpovos (E¢n Oahfs) 7a pév yap edpnker odros 0y Ta 8¢ elpioet.

§ 18.] See Grant’s useful note on the various meanings of axpiBeca.

BOOK I: CHAP. 7: § 18. 107

Here, according to Grant, depien combines three meanings: ‘It 1098a.26.

seems to say that mathematical exaciness is not suited to Ethics—
that too much swblesy is not to be expected (xal yip rékrwy xal
yeopérpns kr.\)—that too much defarl is to be avoided (fmws i ré
ndpepya k.TN.).

The definition of the Chief Good is not like a definition in
Geometry, the consequences of which can be demonstrated to the
eye plainly in a diagram. It only enables us to trace fendencies—
& &5 érl 7o mohd, which may be counteracted in particular cases.
It is a principle, after all, not so much of science as of conduct;
it leads us not to scientifically demonstrated conclusions, but to
good and useful acts: cf. I. 3. 6 & Téhos éoriv ol yrdore aAld mpais.
Like the carpenter’s right angle, it is a principle ypyotpn mpos 76
&pyor sufficiently correct for the practical purpose in view—a purpose
which would be defeated if greater elaboration were attempted:
of. i. 13. 8 Bewpyréar O xai TG mwolurikg wepi Yruxijs, Gewpnréor b
Tolray ydpw, kat ép Boov ikavés €xe mpbs @ (protpeva, Cf Mill's
ZLogic vi. g+ “It is evident . . . that Sociology considered as a system
of deductions & priors cannot be a science of positive predictions
but only of tendencies. We may be able to conclude from the laws
of human nature applied to the circumstances of a given state of
society that a particular cause will operate in a certain manner,
unless counteracted; but we can never be assured to what extent
or amount it will so operate, or affirm with certainty that it will
not be counteracted ; because we can seldom know, even approxi-
mately, all the agencies which may coexist with it and still less
calculate the collective result of so many combined elements.
[E.g. the collective result in a given case of the elements of
evdaporia, One man’s eddmpovin may be seriously affected by
external circumstances, which do not so seriously affect that of
another. | The remark, however, must here be once more
repeated, that knowledge insufficient for prediction may be most
valuable for guidance. It is not necessary for the wise conduct
of the affairs of society, no more than of any one’s private concerns,
that we should be able to foresee infallibly the results of what we
do. We must seek our objects by means which may perhaps be
defeated, and take precautions against dangers which possibly
may never be realized. The aim of practical politics is to surround
any given society with the greatest possible number of circum-
stances of which the tendencies are beneficial, and to remove
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10988.26. or counteract as far as practicable those of which the tendencies

are injurious. A knowledge of the tendencies only, though without
the power of accurately predicting their conjoint result, gives us to
-a certain extent this power.

< o -~ ~ : -
2.28.  katd THy Gmokewpdmy Ohmy xal m Tocoiroy 9’ 3oov oikelor

a. 29,

peBddu] Eustratius explains the distinction made here—o? pdvor
Pnoiv, katd T4 Onoxelpeva érilnreiy e T dkpiBetay aX\E kal karé ras
pebdBovs ris karaywopdvas mepl aiid . . . elplokoper yap molNdkis Sia-
Pipovs pebédous karaywopdvas émt Th adrd Unokeiperoy, o kard Tov abriy
axomiy @A\E Ty péy xaré Thede, Ty 8¢ kard Tivde T mpdbeaw . . Tapd-
Enyfm ToU Ré?ov Térar kal yewpérons mepl (o dupo the dpbis
Yevias karaywipevor kT

§ 19. kol ydp] The connexion here is explained by Eustratius,
a5 quoted in the last note. The comparison of the yeopérpys and
wéeray Occurs also in Aristoxenus 33- 15 (p. 48, ed. Marquard)—

O piev yeopérpys otder yphrar T3 Tis aiobioens Suvdpe, ob yip édige my

3w offre T8 €08 offre 74 wepihepes ofic’ dhho ol8éy Téw Towlrey obire
Patdes ofire ef kplver, AN BaNhor & Téxrwy kal 6 Toprevris . . . T 82
Rovow oxeddy éor dpxiis Sovaa rafw 7 mijs alobicens dipifBea, m’J‘ yap
évdéxerar Gaihos alcbavdpcvor b Aéyew mepl retrov by ppdéva Tpdoy
alofdvera,

2.30.  ThY Spbiv] sc. yeviay,

8. 3L

7i éotw §) moldy 1i] ¢ Its essence, or essential attributes.” Techni-
cally 7{ éore stands for the yévos, and woidr m for the Suapapts eido-
wowds which, impressed upon the matter of the yévos, makes the
obaia OF 7o 7t Av elvar declared by the dpiopds. See Zup. iv. 2. 122
b. 15 odberis , . . % Siapopa yévog éorin Gre 8 roir dAnbés, Sitov’
cideula yap Buachopt opaives oy, @Ahd pahdor wody T, kafdmep
o weldv kal T Siwovw Zop. iv. 6. 128 a. 26 5 pv Stahopa Ty
FOWTTA TOU yévous, del aqualver . .. o Yip elmdw meliy, wody T Méyer
(Pov: Met A, 14. To20 4. 33 70 mowwy Aéyerar Eva pév Tpézov 4 Beachopd
s olglas olov moudy 71 dvbpamos {Gov, dre Simovw, Trros 8 Terpdmouy’
kal kUkhos moww T oyhua, Sre dydmoy, Gs Tis Siagopds Ths kard T
obalay mousTyTos ofons, ¢ Diege Unterscheidungsmerkmale der Arten
(¢- e. 7 Siagpapd) . . . sind nicht,’ says Zeller (Ph. d. Gr.ii. 2. 206, ed. 3)
‘accidentelle, sondern Wesensbestimmungen (Met. vii, 4. 1029
b. 14, 1030 a. 14, Zop. Vi 6. 144 a. 24 obdepia vip Supopd Tév
kard oupBefnkds imapyirrer éori, kafdmep odde 16 yévos' o pip dé-

Xeraw i Dupopdy Ymdpyew Tt kad w Umdpxew), sie gehdren zum
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Begriff des Subjekts, von dem sie ausgesagt werden, alles daher, 1008 2.81.

was in ihnen enthalten ist, gilt von den Arten und den Einzelwesen,
denen sie zukommen (Kaf c. 5. 3 2. 21 ff,, b. 5). Es kann dess-
halb von ihnen gesagt werden, dass sie (zusammen mit der
Gattung) die Substanz bilden (Mer. vii. 12. 1038 b. 19}, dass sie
elwas substantielles aussagen (7bp. vil. 2); sie selbst jedoch, fiir
sich genommen, sind nicht Substanzen, sondern Qualititen, driicken
nicht ein =i, sondern ein wowy 7 aus (7op. iv. 2. 122 b. 16, ch. 6,
128 a. 26, vi. 6. 144 a. 18-21, Phys. v. 2. 226 a. 27).
The words before us are v éorw 7 moidv i, not = éove kel woldy
7e. With ref, we could translate—‘the genus and difference,” or
‘the generic and specific attributes,” giving =i éor its strict meaning,
according to which it is distinguished from 6 i v elvar. In & part.
amim. i. ¥, 641 2. 16 the phrase kal ri kai moidy 7 actually occurs,
where 7 and woidv 7o are equivalent to yévos and uagpapd respectively,
and the whole amounts to oteia, or 76 7¢ Jw eivac. But here 7 obliges
us to give 7 éomw by itself the meaning of 7o rf f» elvay, oloia, or
‘essence’; while the alternative (4) moiéy i, which may be rendered
by ‘essential attributes,’ expresses the same ‘essence’ looked
at from a slightly different point of view, as constituted by the
rehevrala dwaopa : see MMef Z. 12. 7038 a. 19 Pavepdy bnt i rehevrala
Sagpopa [perd 70U yévous dnhadn, Alex. ad loc.] § obeia Tob mpdypares
éorac: on which Alexander (p. 488, Bonitz's edition of Alex.) has
j) vehevrain Quahopd éorl 75 eibos, T 8¢ mpd adriis TNy . .. 7O pév (Por
weloy thn ol ., . 70 8¢ Slmowr efdos: and Zeller (P;Z d. Gr.ii. 2. 207,
ed. 3) explains that the reAevraia Siacpopd is not simply the last specific
character as such, but the specific notion determined by it. On
the technical distinction between =i éore and =6 ¢ v eivae see Zeller,
Ph.d. Gr.ii. 2. 207—9,ed.3; Schwegler, Mef, Excursus i; Trendelen-
burg, Rhein. Mus. 1828, vol. ii. 457-483; Trendelenburg, De A nima
note on i 1. 2 (cf. his note de An. iii. 4. 7 on 15 peyébe ebar);
Trendelenburg, Kategorienlehre 34 f.; Biese, Ph d. Arest. 1. 243,
366, 427, ii. 35; Waitz, Orgen. 67.b. 12, 94 a. 11. ‘Zu dem einfachen
ti éore)’ says Zeller (Ph. d. Gr.ii. 2. 2009, ed. 3), ¢ verhilt sich das
v elvar wie das Besondere und Bestimmte zum Allgemeinen und
Unbestimmten .. . Das 7f §» elvar ist mithin eine bestimmte Art
des vt éom (daher De Anima, iil. 6. 430 b. 28 700 7{ éort kard 6 7
#v ebvar, das Sein nach der Seite des Wesens), und es kann desshalb
dieses, wie diess bei Arist. sehr hiufig ist, in der engeren Bedeu-
tung des 7{ jv elvar gebraucht werden, wogegen das letztere niemals
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. 1098a.3L in der umfassenderen des ={ éore steht, so dass es auch den Stoff

®. 32,

a, 33.

1098 b. 1.

oder die blosse Eigenschaft oder das Allzemeine der Gattung,
abgesehen von den artbildenden Unterschieden, bezeichnete.
Fustratius’ note on the words before us is—6 8 yewpérpys iy 7e
oloilav kat wodrnra Tis dpbis éminrel T vé éorw éferdlwy, kai Tiva
&xer Biachopdy mpos Tiw ofeiav kai dpfheiav. This would be its rehevraia
Srachopd, :
émws ph) T& mdpepya k.w\.] cf. Agathon, apud Athen. 185
70 pev wdpepyor, Epyov bs, mowduela,

1 r
6 8 Zoyoy, ds wapepyov, dkmovotpeda,

§ 20. olk &wavrréor . . . Spolws| Sections r9-r19 have insisted
on the importance of a meprypadh, or dpys, to the subsequent
development of a science. Section 2o suggests that, while every
science must accept its particular dpyf or dpyei as ultimate (z.e.
without foregoing demonsiration), some sciences push their dpxh or
dpxai farther back than others. The theoretical sciences are con-
cerned to have principles as ultimate and irreducible as possible?,
whereas the practical science of Ethics, the end of which is not
knowledge but conduct, does well to acquiesce in a principle or
principles leading to useful applications, without troubling itself to
go back very far upon the theoretical reasons which might be
adduced (were it worth while) in support of the principle or
principles in which it acquiesces. What the Paraphrast says of
dpxal generally is especially true of the doxf of morals—e yap
$yriooper Tév dpxdv alriay obdémore Gpfdpeba dAN' & dmerpov Badioi-
pefa.

7 31¢] as distinguished from the 8ire: see An Post. i 13. 48
a.22,5qq. CLZ.V.i. 4. 7.1095b. 6. Td &r may signify, either a
particular fact accepted immediately on the authority of sense, or
a general principle accepted, without syllogistic proof, on the
authority of induction. In either case there is an dpxs or Beginning—
a stimulus which initiates, in the one.case, a movement in corre-
spondence, or a process of continued observation; in the other

* Cf. Top. 1. 1. 100 a. 27 dmédefis pév olv éoriv brav & dAnflv ral mpbror &
cvAoyiopds 1, f) &k TowovTar & &id Twow mpbrev kol dAg6@y THs wept abrd
yrloews Thy dpxiy eikyde . . . Eo B2 AAn0F pdv kal mpliTa Ta pi) B €répaw, dAAA
8 aiTdy Exorra Ty wioTe of Bef ydp év Tals Emornporicais dpxals Emlnreiofar
70 & 7i, GAN’ Ewdoryy Tov dpxdy adriy kad’ Gavriy elvar moriy. CL De Gen,
Ap. ii. 6. 742 b. 32 7ijs ydp dpxfs ANy wEows kal bk Swbbes.
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¢ane, a ratiocinative train of thought. A sudden noise which 1098 b. 1.

malkes me turn round to look, and a general point of view which
enibles me to explain the particulars of a science, are both dpyal.

oloy kol wepl tos dpyds' 7o 8 8r mpBrov kol dpxy| Rassow b. 2.

(Zorsch. p. 16), following Zeller and Miinscher (Quaest. c7it. p. 18),
regards the words olov kal mepi Tas dpyds as an interpolation, at the
game time holding that the whole passage § 18 peprijoflar a. 26 . . .
§ 23 {yroupéor, b. 8, consisting mainly as it does of repetitions
of i. 3. 1 and i 4. 57, i3 not by Aristotle. Susemihl brackets
§ 17 86fare a. 22. .. § 23 Grovpévor b. 8. Ramsauer proposes the
omission of & before &, and takes the clause 6 &re mpérov kal
dpxh closely with ofow xai mept vas dpyds—° velut in iis quae principia
sunt causas quaerere absurdum; esse enim illa, omnium primum
est. I think that ofov kel mepl Tas dpyds 7ay be an interpolation,
but that we have no substantial grounds for condemning it as such.

§ 21. v dpx@v . . . &\hws] ‘And these starting-points, or prin- b. 3.
ciples, are arrived af, some in one way, some in another; some |
by induction, others by perception, others again by some kind of .-
training.” Peters.

¢rayoy] Cf. E. V. vi. 3. 3. 1139 b. 28 4§ pév &) émayayi) dpxy
eortw kat Tob kaBélov, 6 8¢ culhoyopds ék Tév kabéhov. eloly dpa dpyeai
é£ Bv 6 aulhoyiopds, &v otk fomi muNopopds éraywyn dpa.  See An.
Post. ii. 1g, where the part played by the repetition of particular
experiences in producing principles is graphically described.
Cf. An. Post. i. 18. 81 a. 38 davepor 8¢ kal ére, € s alofyors
éxhéhoumev, dvdykn kal émaTiuny Tk ékhelotrévar, fv ddvwarow hafleiv,
elmep pavldvoper i) émayoyy § drodeller, & § ) pév amdbeafis &k Tov
xkalihou, § & érayayh &k Tév kard pépost dblwaroy 8¢ va kabBohov Gewpirar
el py O énaywyns . . . émaxlijvar 8¢ pi Eyovras atobnow ddivaror THV
yép kaBéxaorev % alofpas.  This last passage, dealing as it does with
the origin of & xafdlov or general principles, does not contradict
the statement before us, ai péy érayoyy Bewpotvrar ai § alobioe kT
dealing with the origin of dpyai or principles which are not
regarded as necessarily gemera/ principles in all cases. Where
an dpy) is the result of érayeys, it is of course a general principle ;
but sense-perception (alofyois) can also give an dpxq which, though
merely a particular impression, is a Beginning (dpx), or stimulus,
capable of inducing a train of ¢avrdopara, or of rousing an émbupia,
or of immediately calling forth a movement in response. The
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apxy produced by éraywy is the cumulative result of a great many
scnse impressions, and action or thought suggested by such an
dpyi is more likely to be in correspondence with the environment
than that suggested by a single impression which may be of an
exceptional character. But such a single impression obviously
differs in degree rather than in kind from the deeper impression
produced by induction. Sometimes we think and act on the
strength of deep impressions produced by long and uniform
experience, sometimes on the strength of the impressions which
we receive at the moment. It is to be remembered, however, that
the channels of these latter impressions—the organs of special
sense—are themselves the results of long and uniform experience
in the race, and that the impressions received through them are
consequently not so particular as they seem to be when contrasted
with ¢ generalisations 'from experience,” the formation of which we
can frace in the life of the individual. Indeed Aristotle himself
recognises the universal element in alofyoes in such passages as
An. Post. il. 19. 100 a. 16 kat yip divfivera piv w6 kalf Ekacron, § 8
alofyots rob kafdlov éoriv, olor dvfphmov, AN od KadMiou &vﬂpé#nu:
and Az Post. 1. 31. 87 b. 28 € y&p kal orw § alobpos rob Tawidde,
kai pjy ToUdé Twos, AN algBavegbal ye davaykator td8e Ti, kal mod,
Kar yui. 4

The latter part of the passage quoted above (note on § 19 a. 29)
from Aristoxenus illustrates how aic6yos may be an dpyf: ré 8¢
povoikg axeddy éorw dpyijs Exovoa Tdfw i Tijs alobhoens drpiBeia, ob yip
evdéxerar atlos alobardpevor €6 Néyew mepl rolrav v pgdéva rpémon
aiobaverat,

The dpyxal obtained by ébwuss are (1) the moral habits or
tendeneies to act in ceriain ways. These habits are produced by
the repetition of particular acts, juist as scientific generalisatiot;s
result from repeated perceptions. After many observations we
acquire a certain point of view which dominates our scientific
procedure in the department to which the observations belong.
After performing many similar acts we acquire a bent which
disposes us to go on performing the acts in question. Farther, as
belief goes with action, a tendency to act in a particular way is
attended by a belief that it is good (7 . right or desirable) to act in
that particular way. Hence édiwpds not only produces the dpys of
Habit, or tendency to actin a particular way, but also, as a kind of
érayeyy, produces (2) a point of view from which conduct is re-
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parded—the dpyn of belief or opinion on moral matters. Cf Z. V. 1098 b. 3.

t' 4 §§ 5: 6'

kai @\\ae 8 dM\ws] This does not mean that there are ofer b. 4.

ways in which dpyai are obtained besides the three mentioned.
Transl.  some in one, some in another of these three ways.’

Eustratiuvs has a note which brings out well the connexion
between the clause =av dpydr 8 al pér krA. and what immediately
precedes: émet ras dpyas téy émornpdr pn & dmédafuw eime ywdo-
areofar, pnbe o Sidt mept alrdr dnodiocbuy, domep Tivds épwrdrros—ral
s Tairas yvoplooper kat émomodpeda dyrdorovs oficas kai pi dmoBaiio-
pevas émoripy ; ovpBioeral yip Sl rév ddflev dika ré Epha yiveofu—
wapadidwot Tovs Tpdrovs O &y qulv ) yydois TOv apx&r weptyiverar aklovs
wapi Ty emtoTiuny Svras. emaywyy pér ewpolvrac s alrar Td TG alTd
{ra kat d\\hows loa ke, ., . oloBfioer 8¢ b rds ékdorov @Y mpdrTwy
oToixelwn oixelas yvopiloper modrnras’ olov mupds pév Thy Beppdryra,
dépos 8¢ Ty Sypéryra, Blaros miw Juxpdryra, yis iy Enpdryra. dwopd B¢,
©s ai dperai® wos yip d\\ws kaid eivar .vapiu'n;.csv Ta cohponkd i ek Tob
FpaTTew TatTa ;

§ 22. peniévar k] ¢ We must endeavour to attain each in the
natural way’—Grant. Z.g. we must remember that moral principles
naturally result from éfeopds. - We must not try to reach them by a
purely intellectual process, as if they were theoretical principles, or
by the short-cut of the intuition or feeling of the moment. CE
Eustratius—érel 8¢ kard Sapdpovs tpémovs § Tév dpydv yvbois npiv
wepiytverat, ik Totro dmaiv brL weiparéov éxdoTas kard TOV Tpdmwor Exelvow

perépyecBar ka by mepiraoy eis ywoow qpiv epyecar.

Siwoprobdar] Cf. An. Post. ii. 3. go b. 24 ai dpyat tév drodetéewy b. 6.

Splopol &r O olk Egovrar dmodelfers, BéSexrar mpdrepov. # Foovrar ai
dpyai drodeeral, kal vév dpyar dpyaf, kal Tour els drepor Budieirar, ) T
mpaTa Gpiapel €oortar dramdbewron. Bywater has restored dwpirfioo
from Kb, for the épiwrdior of all other MSS.

§ 28. Bokel ydp whelor 7) oy 108 wavros eivarf dpxh] CL Pol. E. b. 7.

4. 1303 b. 20 # & dpyy Méyerar fuav elvar mavrds, which seems to be
the ordinary form of the proverb. Did Aristotle borrow the modi-
fication mAetoy  furov from Plato, Leeg. 453 E—dpxn yip Aéyerar pev
Aoy mavrés v Tats wapoipiais €pyov, kat T6 ye rahws dplacbau mdvres
éykapualoper éxdorore T0 O 0Tt Te, s fuol chaiverar, whEov i) TO v
kal oldels aiTo kalds 7906;15#00 e"yrcexm,m'mccv ikavis? If we are to
believe Teichmiiller, however (Ziterarische Fehden, p. 188), the
- :



1098 b. 7.

114 BOOK I: CHAP. 8.

Ethics were written before the Zaws, CF ‘Probl. x. 1 3 8g2 a. 29
1 pév yap dpyn mavrds Epyov péporort oy vap. Cf Hor. Zp. i 2.
40 ‘Dimidium facti, qui coepit, habet; and Orelli's note ad Joc.
Lucian, Hermot. 3, erroncously attributes the proverb to Hesiod ;
but Hesiod’s dictum (épya x. . 30 vimiow 0D8E toamw doo mAéor Hury
mavrés) has an entirely different meaning.

oupdorii | The notion of the Chicf Good ¢ throws the light of
science” upon the complicated phenomena of human life.

CHAPTER VIIL

ARGUMENT.

Let us wow see if oy Defindtion agrees with fopudar opinions about Happi-
ness, for 3fat does not, ¥ comnot be true in fact, however corvect in logic.

Good things are popudarly distinguished as (1) extersal good fhings, (2) good
hings of the soul, (3) good things of the body; and good things of the soul are
Placed highest. Our Definition agrees, making the Chicf Good consist in certoin
vital functions or actions of the soul, and in conduct. Tndeed the expressions
¢ functions,” © actions,” and ‘ conduct, by themseives, are sufficient o show that
onr end is a good thing of the sowl, not an external good thing,  Again, the
Hafpy man is gopularly said to* live well,) and ‘1o do and Sare well’: noe,
we praciically define Huptiness as ‘a good Ife] or as* well-dotng’  Further,
everything that has ever been viewed as an essential veguirenient of Happiness,
and fas consequenily been identified with i, #r included e omr Definition—
Goedness, Prudence, Wisdom, Pleasure, External Prosperity. We must
beliene that these, as elements, are really contained in Fragpiness, uniess we are
Prepared to deny all weight o consensus and authority.

Lat #ie first place, them, we have the support of those who say that Happiness
ds Goodiess, for we make 7t @ function manifesling excelience, or goodess —our
advance being that we thies make it consist, not in possession, fef i use, aof i
having something, éu# én doing something: for @ man may have a good thing,
and yet it may zosuft in no gosd for him. As at Olympia the croun is Jor
one of the compelilors, not for the sirongest man in Greece if ke khold aloof, so
en life, success 4s won not by being good, but by well-doing.

Again, our Definition gives dus jlace to Pleasure, for the lzfz of well-doing”
has ifs o pleasure—an inherent pleasure, not @ merely ornanental Pleasure,
whick may be put on, as it were, and taken off.  Whatever a mian does habitu.
ally ke Iikes, i e. fakes pleasure o ; and the good man takes Pleasure in the
good aclions which constituts his Hafpiness —indeed ke would not be Lood man
if ke did not take pleasure in them. Moveover, taking pleasiure in the things
whick ke ought o take picasure in, ke enjoys real pleasures, ie, Pleasures which
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Combivee logether harmonionsly in kis life ; whereas the pleasures of ordinary
el e wnreal, as judged by this dest, 3. e. they conflict with ene amother.

chued not enly are the actions i which Happiness consists pleasant i the epes
0 the good man—:ihey are alse truly good and traly fair in hiseyes : and ke is
Hhe best jrdge.

Hlappiness, tien, i in dself < fairest, soeelest, best’—all three: it ts wol
Vighlconsness whick ds fairest; and fossession sweptest, and hewith Dest, as the
Detian. Tuscription hatk it : yet, “the functions of the Kighest excellence) in
Wlich Happiness consists; cannol be performed in the absence of external good
Wiings, It s dmfossible, or difficult, to play a brilliant part on the stage of lite
without equipment. Friends, wealth, influcnce, are the instruments ; high birth,
iy children, beauty, the ornaments of the Happy Life. This is why some
hawve even identificd Happiness with cxternal prosperity, i.e. with good fortune,

§ 1. oxemwréov B wepl abrijs] alris grammatically refers to dpyy in
7. § 23, but the sense requires us to understand eddatpovias. T read
dé for &, with Susemihl and Bywater.

¢k 700 oupTepdopatos kal ¢€ dv & hdyos] These words are to be
taken as a periphrasis for ‘logically,” ¢ syllogistically,” or * formally.
¢ But we must examine our principle—the notion of the Chief Good,
not only from the formal point of view—from the point of view of
“Conclusion and Premisses,” but also in the light of the popular
opinions about it” This rendering takes Mdyos=ouhhoyiopds by a
common usage, and contrasts v& ¢ &v, the premisses, with the
cuprépaopa.  Cf. An. Post. i. 7, 1. 10, and especially An. Prior.
. 4. 57 a. 36 (quoted by Ramsauer) davepds ofv &rav pév § =
gupmépacpa Yeudés, avdykn €£ By 6 Aoyos reudy elvan # wdvra 4 fma.
This passage scems decisive as to the meaning of the phrase ¢é£ &»
& Myos, and deprives of plausibility an objection which micht be
urged against our rendering, viz. that Xdyes must here mean
dpiopds, and not suvdheypopds, because in the subsequent sections it
means épopds. Coraes is therefore wrong with & &v 6 Mdyoss 7
pépy €€ &v & dpropds olykerrar Tis ebdatporias. The definition of the
Chief Good has been reached as a cvpwépacpa by a process of
reasoning from premisses (é€ &v é Adyos) involving such absiract
notions as vékos, dyafdy, evépyera. The result of this abstract process
—the Definition of the Chief Good in i. §. 15—must, Arstotle now
says, be zerified by being collated with concrete experience as
embodied in the common opinions and sayings of men. While
this seems to be the plain meaning of the passage before us, the
awkwardness of its phraseology must be admitted. Svumépaopa,
the technical term for the conclusion of the ovMoytouos, is im-

Iz

1098 b. 2,
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1098 b. 9. properly applied to an doyy §is ok &ore cuhhoyiopds, especially in a

context like the present (unless Rassow and Susemihl are right in
bracketing ch. vii. § 17 or 18-23), where the non-syllogistic origin
of dpxai is carefully insisted upon. FEustratius, who sees the

difficulty just noticed, has a good note, in which he gives what T

take to be the correct interpretation—é rov Aéyew wepl ol THS
evdatpovias dpuapod perafas els T kowds elmeiv wept Téy dpydv, kdrewrw
els Ty apxn v alrés ero tiy eddapoviay Sprodpevos. emel B¢ muAhoyrod-
pevos dia wodhdv suvifer adriy, vo 8u ob & SidTe dwodiSods [Eustr. has
said above in his note on 4. § 20 r& pépy rob Hoov s eblatpoviar
exheydpevos obdaui airiav eihgde 8¢ fv dmdpyer keiveor Ekacrow Th eldar-
povig obde St pépos s ovoias alris dorly ., . .1 B¢ rowairy Belfis
7o Ot ov Toi Biri éori], ot viv dr oxemréov mepl abrijs el dppddios
6pos Tijs evdayporias 6 dmododels, ob pdvov &k Tob ovpmepdoparos & abry 4
Gpxh kai 6 Spog éurt, xai éf v & Noyos rovréorw ée Tav Tpordgeny € b
7 mept avrod Beifis cveréferar, dMAG ko,

The doctrine, justly insisted upon by Aristotle in the present
passage—that the principle of moral science must be brought to
the test of substantial agreement with popular opinion—does not
admit of analogical extension to the principles of the physical
sciences. Popular opinion cannot afford to be far wrong in matters
of conduct, but has little reason for being right as to the remote
truths of the physical sciences. Aristotle, however, submils the
principles of the physical sciences, equally with the principle of
moral science, to dialectical tests, 7.e. examines them in connexion
with 7 &dofa: see Tvp. i. 2. 10T a. 36 & 8¢ mpos T4 mpdTa Tév Tep!
éxdony emoTipny dpydv |xpfaos § mpaypareta, 7,0, fhe Topics, which
supply premisses for the Siaherixds ovNhoyeopuds, and rules for its
employment]' & pér yip v olkelov rév kard v wporebeioar émoriuny
dpxdy d8vvaroy elneiv Tt wepl adriw, raldl mpbrar af dpyai dmdrray elol,
dui B¢ Taw Tepl dkaora wdoEwy duiykn wept atréy Sielbeiv tatro § DBioy
1 paliora oixeiay_-rr}c Siadexrikis éoriv feracTic) yip obua, FPOS TaS
dracey 7o pefidor dpyds 600y &xe. Im his note on the above pas-
sage, Alexander (Berlin Schol. 254 b. 36) illustrates the relation of
Dialectic to first principles, by showing how &doe may be used in
support and elucidation of the Definitions of Geometry. See Zeller
(Ph. d. Gr.ii. 2. pp. 243-4 ed. 3) “Sie (¢ . die Dialektik) dient
insofern namenlich zur Feststellung der wissenschafilichen Princi-
pien, denn da sich diese als ein erstes nicht durch Beweisfithrung
aus etwas gewisserem ableiten lassen, bleibt nur iibrig, sie vom
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wilirscheinlichen aus zu suchen. Thren Ausgang nimmt eine 1098 b. 9.

solehe Untersuchung von den herrschenden Annahmen der Men-
schien ; denn was alle, oder doch die erfahrenen und verstindigen
glauben, das verdient immer Beachtung, da es die Vermuthung
{tir sich hat, auf einer wirklichen Erfahrung zu beruhen (cf. £, V.
Vi, 18, 6, X. 2. 4, Vil. 13. 5; RAel i 1. 1355 2. 15). Je unsicherer

- uber diese Grundlage ist, um so mehr dringt sich auch Aristoteles

dug Bediirfoiss auf, aus welchem schon die Scokratische Dialektik
entsprungen war, ihre Mangelhaftigheit dadurch zu verbessern, dass
die verschiedenen in der Meinung der Menschen sich kreuzenden
Ciesichtspunkie zusammengebracht und gegen einander ausge-
glichen werden. Daher die Gewohnheit des Philosophen, seinen
dogmatischen Untersuchungen Aporzen voranzuschicken.’

That Aristotle failed to draw consciously any very marked
distinction between the principle, or principles, of moral science,
and the principles of the physical sciences, as related to #8ofq,
shows how defective his conception of the method of the physical
sciences really was. The dialectical sifting of é&defe, or men’s
opinions about facts, in order to find the residuum of truth con-

“tained in these opinions, can never take the place, in the physical

sciences, of direct observation and arrangement of the facts them-
selves. The dialectical method of physical enquiry is on a par
with the attempt to sift historical truth directly out of myths by a
rationalising process (on which see Grote’s Greece, Part 1. ch. 16) ",
The importance, however, of a dialectical treatment of the principle,

or principles, of moral science cannot be too much insisted on, |

The value of these principles is that they lead ‘ not to knowledge
but to conduct.’ Unless conduct is to be revolutionised rather
than regulated, these principles must. on the whole, agree with
the moral sentiments and opinions which, by their prevalence,
prove themselves to be such as the welfare of man requires.

The moralist’s function, then, according to Aristotle’s view (the
justice of which is indisputable), is to introduce form, clearness,
consistency, into the body of opinions, on practical matters,
commonly held by men. These opinions are, on the whole,

1 We must not, however, underrate the indirect service rendered by Aristotle
to these very physical sciences. His * dialectical* treatment of their principles
put Europe in possession of the subtle calculus of philosophieal language,
without which later brains conld not have thought out the discoveries suggested
to them by wider and more careful observations.

Vi
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1098 b. 9. sound (otherwise they would not prevail on matters of such

vital importance to the human race), but are wanting in clearness
and consistency viewed as a body. The moralist, viewing them
as a body, detects and removes the inconsistencies, and produces
4 system in which his contemporaries recognise the clear expression
of their own obscurely entertained sentiments. So, to take a
parallel case, the policy of Pericles was recognised by the Athenian
Sfjpos as the perfect form of its own political views and aspirations,
which, without his genius, would never have found expression as a
system. See Z. Z.1i. 6. 1216 b. 26 meparéoy 8¢ Tovraw mdvrev (el
e miotw 8k tér Adyor, paprupions kal  mapaSelypact xpohpevor rois
Pavopévors,  kpdriaTor pév yip mdvras arfporovs daivesfar cuvousoy-
oivras rois pnlyoopévors € B¢ pi Tpdmor yé Twa wdrras, Srep pera-
Biafoperor momcovgw: Eye viap EkacTos oixeioy Tt mpos Ty ahnfewnyt £
bv. dvaykaioy Sewvivar més mepl abrdr ék yap rov ahpbos pév heyopdvar,
ob cagds 8¢ mpoiotow Zorar kai 74 oapds, peralapSdvovew dei Ta
yropipérepa 76v elolitoy Néyeofar ouyceyvpévas (cf. de Anima ii. 2.
413 2. 11): E NV vil. 1. 5 81 & Gomep éri Taw E\hav, Tibvras Td
Pawipera, kai mpdroy Swamopnoarras, oirw Sexvivar pdhora ey wdvra i
évBofa wepl ravra v& wdly, € 8¢ i, & mheiora xai kyprorara v yap
Mmral ve 7a Buoxepi kal Karakelmyra & évoka, Bederypcvor v ey Ivavés,
—E. V. x. 8. 12 oxopeiv B 1 mpoepnpeva xp €nl T Epya kal Tov
Biov Pépovras, kal cvvabdyrar piv rois épyots dmodexréon, Sathovodiran 8¢

Aoyous tmolgmréar (cf B N % 1 $§ 3, 4)

b1l 79 péy yap 8Mbel . . . Td\n0és] The passage Z. V. x. 8. 1z,

just quoted, helps us to understand this clause. Ta vrapyovra are
 the natural attributes of the thing, the facts of its nature’ (Grant),
which, it is here tacitly assumed, are adequately represented in the
opinions or Aeydueva appealed to. If the Definition be true (o
pev yap dhnbet), these commonly recognised facts will agree with it ;
but if it be false (¢ 8¢ yrevdel), they will soon show themselves at
variance with it. Grant notices the confusion caused ‘by the
word rd\yfés in the second part of the sentence answering to ra
vmdpyovre in the first, and consequently having to be taken in
a different sense from ¢ alpfei immediately above. Rassow,
however (Forsch. p. 73), conjectures, with great plausibility, that
raknfés 15 the blundering interpolation of a reader, who did not
observe that r& dmdpyovra is the subject of Swgwrer, as well as
of cuvgda.  His words are * Vergegenwirtigt man sich den Zweck
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dion Abschnittes, so wird man nicht Anstand nehmen kinnen, das 1098b.11.

Warl ra\yéés als falschen Zusatz eines Lesers, der ein Subject zu

fiaghweet vermisste, auszumerzen, Denn Aristoteles kann nur

llgses sagen wollen: ist eine Begriffsbestimmung richtig, so
alimimt sic mit den dwdpyorra tiberein d.h. hier mit dem, was
einem Dinge nach allgemeiner Ansicht zukommt; ist sie falsch,
a0 ergiebt sich bald, dass sie damit in Widerstreit-steht.”

g § 2. vevepnpévov 8 . . .| ‘ To apply our principle (87), goods
hive been divided into three kinds® (Grant)—i.e. to apply the
principle of appealing to \eyduera, ]

As Ramsauer observes, this threefold division of goods is
indicated by Plato in Philebus 48 E and Euthyd. 279 B. Cf also
Legg. 743 E. It is a very natural division, and doulbtless was
made long before Plato and Aristotle ; but the Peripatetics seen'} to
have given it philosophical importance, by taking _it in conuezion
wilh their discussions of ebdapovia. Cf. Plut. de Vita et Poest
Lomerd, ch. 137 of & é Tob mepimdrov mparelew pév ta The Yruyds
dyabi vopifovew oloy Qpdnow dvlpelay owppooivyy dwawoivyy, Beé're‘{m
& elvar T@ Tol odparos olov Uylaar kr. . . . Tpira 8¢ T4 ékrhds olow
eddoflay kr . . . érawerdv péy yap elvar kal Bavpactéy To €v alymBioe
Kai ¥éro kai dropla xal cvpdopals afoviras xpiobar T dperi) Tis tpvxfis
dvrexovons Tols kakois, ob pévror aiperdy, odde pakdprov' 76 & 5'v’a’yft3ms:
votn Exew t6 Svre eldaypor odBE yap Ty kriow pémy Tis dperijs ?Rka xu‘t
Y XpRow kol Y e’ve’p’yeaav etvar ka\ov. Didymus_’z_\p:a'mrs)\w; Kf:]l'.
Téy Aomdy mepmarnrikdy wept véy Hdwdy ddyuara (Mullach, £7. P’ﬁzz’.
il pp. 89, go)—after making out a parallelism between the dyafd of
body, mind, and estate thus—

ylen aappastiv whotiros
loxis dvdpeln dpxn
KAANOS Biraroaivy Prhia
etawodyoia Gpovnais evTUXin—

ooes on to say—rods 8¢ vouilovras vé Tol cdpares kal Ta Ewler a’?raﬂc::
gupmhgpoy Ty ebdatpoviar dyvoer 8t f pév ebbaiporia Sios e’crﬂ:f, ‘o
8¢ Bios éx mpdfews ouvpmerAperar TEY 0 Cwparikdy kal TdV €ktés
dyabév ol8év oiire mpakw eivar kal’ éaurd, otif’ Ghws évépyeiar, )y
The passages in which Aristotle refers to this threefold division
are RhAel i. 5. 1360 b. 25 ofre yip airapréoraros ety, c\f 157:'(1',0;(9:.
alte 1@ T év aitd kal T éxrds ayafld, Eor & sjp ai:r@ péw -fa meph
Yuyip xai Té év ohpary, e & ydvaa kal giloc kal ypipara kal T
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b. 14,
b. 16.

120 BOOK I: CHAP. 8: § a.

Pol. H. 1. 1323 a. 22 vopivavras of fkavbs moANS Aéyeobar kal Tév é» Tois
é€aTepikois Ndyaus mepl tijs dplarns Lois, kal yiv XpyoTeoy atrols' Gbs dAnbas
Yip wpds ye plny Saipeory otdeis duroByriceey dv, bs of, rpiay obody
pepibor, TGy Te ékrds xkai Tov €y copare kal Tév v 14 \ruyi, wdvra Tadra
Umdpyew Tois paraplows xpi. Cf. F. F.ii, 1. 1218 b. 32 wavra &) v dyafa
7 ékzos i) évYruyd kal Totrap aiperdrepa & év i oy, xabdrep Staipoipeta
xat €v Tois ewrepucais Noyaws 1 M. M. 1. 3. 1184 b. 2 Zore riow ayabor Ta
Hev €y ruxd) olos af dperal va § éu ™ cdpare olov tylea, kd\hos, Ta 82 dkrds,
whoTTos dpyxi Teps) f el L A\ho TéY Towotrev: TolTwy 8¢ T &y ™ Yroyd Bér-
niora. The following passage, attributed by Mullach (Fr.i.p. 554b.)
to the Pythagorean Archytas, is so evidently from a late Peripatetic
summary done into the Doric dialect, that it is added here merely
as another proof of the importance given by Peripateticism to the
threefold division of dyafd, not as being a possible source from
which Aristotle may have borrowed that division: § & avfpwros
oty & Yuye povor, dAAE kai 7o abpa” 16 yap £ duorépey {Gov kal 75 &
TolatTRY éfxrﬂpmrm:' Kkat yip af Tés Yuyas Epyavor o oGpa méduker, dANL
xai 7& avfpdmo pépos, kal roito kai & Vuxd. 8id kal Tow dyabaov & pév dvrird
@vbpore, & 8¢ o pepéwr. kal dvbpames péy dyabdy etdapootva, rdv 8¢
pepéow 6 arfpdra, Yuxas pév, dpdvaous, dvdpeta, Skatoriva, coppoaiva,
caparos 66 kdhkos, Dyica, etetia, edacrbacta, va B €kTds, mhoiros kal
d6fa kal Ty kal ebyévera envyévrapa fpev o dvépdre, kal dxdhovla Tois
dloe mpoidearaciow dyabors. dopugpopel de i prjova Ty dyabiv v
péova, ilia pév kal 86fa kai mhobros copa kal Jruydy, Oylea 8¢ kat
ioyts kat edarrfacia Yruxdy, $pivacs 8¢ xal avdpla kal owpposive kal &
?amm-:n'wa Tov vdov Tas Yruyds, 6 8¢ wéos vdv Oedv. olros Yap 6 kpaTiords
€umi kal & dyepovelwr ral Tolre eka kal T& d\ha Tor ayabay B8
mapiiper. erparedparos pév yip dyeirar orparayds, mherdpor 8¢ kyBeprdras,
T® 0¢ koopw feds, tas Be Vuxds vdos, Tas 8¢ mepl oy Blov etdapootvas
Ppdragis. oldév vip drepdy Sm Ppovacts, ai wi émordpa Tas wepl Tou
Bioy ebdapooivas § émordpa Tov kard Piow drbpdwe ayabav,

Méyopev] ‘are commonly said to be” Peters.

Tifeper] ‘ may be said to be! Peters.

dote xkalds 8 Méyore] ‘so our Definition (Aéyos) is right.’
Tis mpifas ral Tds évepyelas tés Yuywds of the present passage
is equivalent to the Yuxfis wépyera of the Definition, as given
inch, 7. § 15. In making the highest good an éépyea Yuyds, the
Definition agrees with the commonly accepted view that the goods
of the Yuxg are the highest.
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§ 8. 0p0ds B¢ xal Sv .. . 7éhos] ‘But indeed we secure the 1098 b.18.

suipport of this dpinion by the mere statement that certain actions
fid exercises are the end’—Peters: 7. 2. ‘our Definition is also
fcen to be right, in that it makes cerfain actions and functions
the end” “Qui enim dicunt, actionibus humanis felicitatem
contineri, in animo sitam felicitatem volunt, cum solus animus
in homine agendi sit principium '—DMichelet. As yuyxds was
the emphatic word in the previous §, évépyea is emphatic here :
see Eustr., Sadéper 8¢ roiro (z.e. the point made in § 3) 7ob
wpd avrod (2 e that made in § 2), érc év ékeivo pév 70 kad@s eiprofar
Yuxils évépyecar i eddapoviar curéctyoer évraiba B¢ 16 Spfas Néyer-
dae wpaters elvar kal évépyeas 0 Téhos. 5 B Twés mpooedyrey dru ady
drhas wpdfes kal évépyea 70 Téhos dMAG motal’ fror kar dperny kat

dyabul,
yivera] “is shown to be.’ Cf. i. 7. 15 for this use of yiverar, b, 20.
§ 4. 7¢ Myw] ‘ our Definition.’

0 €0 LAy kal 10 eb wpdrrewr Tov eddalpova] ‘the popular saying
that the eddafpwr lives and fares well.

€lpyrar] 7. e. in our Definition. b. 22.

§ 5.] ¢Farther, the various things which are looked for in
Happiness seem all to belong to it as we have defined it.’

§ 6. tols pév yap apemj] The Cynics, who held alrdpey mip dperip b, 23.
evas wpos evdapoviar (Diog. L. vi. 11 apud Ritter and Preller, Hist.
PP § 226 Cynici)—a view afterwards adopted by the Stoics.

tois 8¢ gpdimors| The commentators generally identify this with b, 24.

the view of Socrates, comparing £ . vi. 13. 33 cf £ E. i. 5.
1216 b. 3 Swxpirns pev ofv 6 mpeofirgs ger elvar Téhos TO ywdoKew
Ty dperiy, Kt érelfTer Ti omiw 7 Stkawoolvn kal T( 1) dvlpela kal EkacToy
T&r popler altis' émoler ydp Tabr elhdyws. émaripas yip der’ eivar wdoas
7as dperds, &o6 dpa cupBalvew elbéar e Ty Bdikaoglvqy kal elvar
Bixawov, dpa pér yip pepabriraper Tiv yewperplay kai olkeBoplar kal éopéy
olkoddpor kal yewpérpar.  OF course this is an absurd travesty of the
doctrine of Socrates,

dMhos 8¢ copia Tis| Anaxagoras probably for one: cf. £. Z. 1.
5. I2106 a. 1T 7dv pév ofy *Avafayipay Qacly duokpivasfar wpds Twa Sua-

mopolyta Towalr drTa, kal Siepardvra Tivos évex dv Tis EAmzo yevérfa
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= 3p

paNov i i yevéaBar < rop Pdvar “ beopficar 1y otpavdy kay THY TepL
70v SNov kbupov rdéw?  OFros pév. obw EmaTipns Tads Cveren v aipeow
Gero Tiplay elvar oo Giv. Cf. E.E. i, 4. 1215 b. 6 ’Avafaydpas pév
6 Khalopémos épwrnbeis tis & etdatpovéoraros, “odbels” elrev “ by ob
vopilers, dAN' dromos dv Tis oot Pavely.”  Toitor § drespivaro Ty Tpd-
mov exelvos Spdv Téy épduevvy adivaron UrolapBdvorra 3 pEyay Bvra kai
Kkaloy §) mhotoior rabrys TUYXdvew Ths mpoonyoplas, Adrhs § Torws wero
v {@vra dNimws kal kabapis mpos 70 Sikatoy § Tivos Bewplas kowavodyra
Gelas, Totror &g dvbpwmor clmeiv paxapwoy ebar.  Cf. . V. x, 8, 11.

Tols 8¢ Tadrta 3 Tolrar T €6’ 7Bovfis 7} ol dveu M8evfis] cf. Plato
Lhilebus 27 D 10 5 vicavra péw Eepéy mou Tiv purrdy Sloy 58ovijs Te kal
$povigeas : cf. Phileb. 6o 10,

peb’ fiorfis] seems to mean ¢ with pleasure added,’ as distinguished
from ol dvev f8ovis, *with pleasure essentially involved’; so,
apparently, the Paraphrast—roic 8 rodrey m ped gbovis, dAda wijs
an’ adrdy Tobrwy rwropéms.  Cf. below, § 12 otdéy &) mpoodeirar Tijs
Hdoviis 6 Blos airow domep mepudmTou Twds, aAN Exer T Riovy év cavrd,
When Plato praises réy pwrov Biov jBoris Te ral Ppovioews, he, like
Aristotle, regards the relation of Pleasure to virtuous action as an
essential one : this is plain from Phiebus 63 E &Xae 8¢ H8omis
daAnbeis kal kabapas ds elmes, oxedov oikelas fuly voule, kal mpds Taitais
Tas pel dyelas kal Tod gapovety kat O kal Evumdons dperiis éndom
«afdrep feod bmadot yyripeva adry Evvakodovfotier mavry, radras piyey
«rX.  Aspasius explains differently : pef §doris pév of Aéyayres pépos
Tijs evdaipovias mowict T oy, of 8¢ otk dvew fi8avijs, ob pépos GAN Ba

bk dvev ) ebBapovia Aéyouo v oy,

grepor] The commentators identify this with the opinion of
Xenocrates, Plato’s disciple: see Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. P 419 a,
quoted by Ritter and Preller, Zist, Ph. § 301 Eeopdrgs | . .
i edBapoviav amodidwet krijow Tis olkelas dperijs kal s GTpeTikis
abrfj Svwdpews. elra os pcv & @ ylyverar daiveras Aéyar mip ruyip, be
& i’ &y ras dperds, os 8¢ & by b pepir Tas kalds mpdlers kai tae
omovdatas éers e kal SialéTers kal Kiijoets kai axéoes, &s rotror odk dves
76 ceparia «ai Té ékrds. This does not seem to differ essentially from
Aristotle’s own view of the nature and conditions of eddaporia,

oup‘rrapn)\apﬁ&wuuw] Mb, Ob, Ald, CCC, and NC give
ovpmepihapSivovaw. MS, authority does not count for much where
mapa and mepl are concerned. ZvpmapalapBdvovew (‘take in as an

BOOK I: CHAP, 8: §§ 6-9. 123

Wdjunct, Ziddell and Scotf) expresses a view of the relation of 1098 b.26.

i) fkrds eberppia to ebdayuovia such as Aristotle himself holds ; ovp-
nephapBivovow (‘include along with’) expresses a view which
Atistotle would object to as putling # ékrds ederppia—a mere
condition, of dvev oix &v ey, or dvaykaior e trobérens, too much on
@ par with the formal elements, or pépy strictly so called, of
etdayovia,  On r& pépm is elSuporias see below note on § 16..

eberplar] literally, ¢ goodness of season {¢ros),” and then, generally,
! prosperity.’

§ 7.] CE vii. 1. 5, and note there. b 27.
§ 8] ‘Aristotle now proceeds to show his own coincidence b. 30.

with these preexisient theories. It is to be observed that he says
nothing here in reference to those who made happiness to consist
in *“thought™ [¢pémors] or “a sort of philosophy” [sodia 7is].
This is one of the marks of systematic method in the Ethics.
He will not anticipate the relation of ¢pémess and ocodia to
ebdarporia.”  Grant.

Although it is true that Aristotle makes no cxplicit. reference
in this chapter to those who made happiness to consist in ¢{]dl’:’?}u’ei‘
Or gopia ms, he seems to me not entirely to overlook their opinion ;
for in § 13 he passes from the consideration of the pleasure
involved in ai kar’ dperjy mpdfeis to the assertion that they are not
ouly pleasant, but also «al dyafal kal kehai, as judged by th?
amovdaios, the standard of excellence. This appeal to the xpiaus =
amovdaiov involved in deﬁning the Chief Good as Yruyis éve’p‘yﬁa.x.ara
T dplaTp dperfr seems to me to give full weight in the Definition
to the opinion of those who make Happiness consist in ¢pdunos or
gopia 7is, and I think that § 13 is intended to bring this out.

curedds] Susemihl now wishes to read (Z. £. Appendix, p. 163)
oivopos (*conterminous with') afier Kb. He think.s‘ that 0‘11.1'066:,
given by NC (not by Z=CCC) and Cambr., supplies the inter-
mediate form between the correct ovvopos and the plausible cuweBds :
see his reply to Adolf Busse (sur Texthritok der Nic, Eth.: Hermes,
vol. xviii. p. 137, sqq., 1883) in V. fakrd. 1883.

TadTs ydp oTw 4 kot admhy érépyaia] ¢ For “exercise of faculties b. 21.

in accordance with excellence” belongs to excellence, Peters,
‘Zur Tugend gehort die ihr gemisse Wirksamkeit.” Stahr.

§ 9.] With this § cf. M. M. 1. 4. 1184 b. 28 75 dpa eldapovelv kal
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w0y dv 16 Bly kaddv kéyabdy . . . émiBolol yivorrar] ‘win the great 1099 a. 5.

1098b.3L 5 eddaporia év 74 €d (Hy doriv, 76 & b (v & $ Kkard Tas dperds Gy
prizes of life!  Cf i 10. 14 peydhor kal kadév , ., yevbpevos émnSolos.

Toir’ dp’ éori 7éhos kal i edBavpovia kai o & apioror. By ypheoe rofyur Tk
Gv ely kal evepyela §) ed8aporia. "Ov yap Gy b kal Xpiats, 7 ypioes kat 1
évépyera Téhos' ths bé Yuxiis 3 dpersy €fus éoriv. Eori 8¢ % 7 évépyela kal 7
Xpiiots adrijs Téy upermv, dore Téhos dv &l 5 évépyera kal | xpiows adris.
‘H ebapovia &’ by efp v TQ Karh Tas dperds (i Emu‘iqmp oty T
ap:.a'm:r dyafir éomv 5 ruﬁawovna, kil abry Téhos & cvepyeln, (Gvres dv kard
Tds apsrds etaipoves &v elqper kai Eyorper o dptoror dayaldy, Emel 8 odw
eotiy 7 ebbapovia ré\ewy ayaloy kai Téhos, obdé Toiro dei avbivew St kal
v Tedele forar. O yap Zorar év wadi (o0d yip éort mals etBaipwy) dAN &y
avdpi* ofros ydp rékewns. 0L év Xpivg ye arehel, dAN év rehelp. Téhewos
& av ely xpdvos, doov dvBpwmos Biuol, Kat yép Aéyerar o,agm: wapd Tois
molhois 61t B¢l mov eddaluova év 9 peylore xpove toi Blov kpbew, bs Séoy
™ Téletor elvau xal év ypdve Tehein kal év avﬂpmr@ “Ore 8¢ évépyerd
oy, Tor &v 7is kal drreifer. Ey yap wois Umvots, otov €f Tis kafedBor Su

§ 10. €o7i 8¢ kal 6 Bios adrov kol odrdr §8s. 75 pdv yop #decfat a. 7.
1@y Yuyik@v] The connexion is explained by the Paraphrast—éon
¢ d Blos atrdy kaf éavrdw §d0s, otk eEaler Exwv miv floviy:  émel yip TO
fdscfae s Duxis éoriv (cf. E. V. x. 3. 6 e 8} éore 700 kard o
dvanhnpeots 5 $lo, év ¢ 7 dvarhipadts, rodr dv kal §orro’ TH céua dpa’ob
Boxet 8¢ 038’ dorww dpa 7 dvarMjpeaie ndov), olber kwhier Tir Tis Yuxis
Kar' dperijy évépyeway peb’ fdovis elvar.  CI. E. V. x. 4. 10, 171, and x. &,
6: also E. £ ii. 1. 1218 b. 32 ndvra 8) & dyafa § drds § & Yruxf. kat
rovTey alperotepa Ta v T4 Yuxf, kabdmep Suapotpela kal v Tois éfwrepucois
Adyous: dpovyors yip wal (8ovly & Yuydi ¢ and M. M 4. 3. 1184 b. 5
ma & & Jruxg Subprorar dyablr els tpla, els Gpérnow els dperiy xai 5doviy,

ékdore 8 lotiv #30 mpds 8 Néyerar $udotoroires] If 2 man is a. 8.
peharowobros, he will, unless hindered, perform the mpdgers which his
disposition prompts. These mpdfes, being A own, i.e. proceeding
from Azs own disposition, will be pleasant (see £. V. viii. 3. 6 édore
yap xal §8oviy elow ai olketar mpafeas); their being pleasant and their
being performed are two inseparably connected characteristics of
such mpdfes,

Biov, Tdr Towiror vd wavy Bovhopela Néyew ebdaipova evar 16 pev yap (v
abrd Tmdpyer, AAAG TO (v abrg rard tés dperds oy dmdpyet, 6 v kard

T évépyaar : of. E. IV, ix. 9. 5, and x. f. 2.

b.32. & kmjoed) xpfoer . .. & e § évepye;g] Eustr. has # pér yphos
Kal krijows, émt Tév Jp-yamy Aéyerar kai €l ro Tobrois dvahoyor, f; & e&s‘
Kat évépyaa éml Tay & run Gewpovpévay TOLTHTwOY Kai TeNetovGdy adrd, ofow
#A0UTos per kal orely kal Ta Tijs -rsxng Umoupyi Spyava év kriioe elvat Tois § 11. rois pév olv wolhols T 1i8éa pdyeror Bid 10 p) ddoer Torabr a. 1L

elvar] The gaidos is not an organic whole, His desires do not

represent the good of a permanent personality, but are merely the

cravings of this or that part as separately affected. The whole

does not live in every part, but every part is devoted to its own

separate gratification. What pleases one part displeases another -

part. But the rational man—the ¢pdmpos or emovdaios— perceives

and loves the beautiful Form of Human Nature (ré xa\dr), and is

regulated by his consciousness and love of it in all his desires.

Nothing is pleasant to him shich harms, or even does not benefit,

his nature as a whole—rols 8¢ pi\oxdhots érriv §8¢a 7& Giloe 780, Ta

guaer pica—*things naturally pleasant’ are thus things which call

forth the functions, and preserve the health, of 2 man’s true ¢pio—

his rational personality; ré& py ¢ioe 98éa are things which stimulate

desires ‘not obedient to reason,’ 7.e. not organised as parts of a

consistent and permanent system. Cf. the description in Z. V.

ix. 4 of the emovdaios and of the Gathos respectively—§ 3 Spoyrapove

3 ~ fE -~ v . PR e . ~ 3 ¥ .
EAUTE (0 0#0’08{1109) Kod Tod duroey DPpeYETOL KATQ Tagay Ty ‘\pUx'JIP Kat
¥

Exm,lrre Rsyov—rm, kal Oei ypriobas adrois ﬂ'pos T4 Oéovra ds p pdry ) Tavrey
ey kTS Téxmy 8¢ kal émoriuy kai dpert) éfets Tis Yuyis, €v adr pév os
v wrmn_uemp olwar, TehewTikal 8 Tob v @ eiol, kal Bet kar atras vepyeiv
@s p7 phrgr ras Efes & ExouLer' @s yap t?qcrmpw B pawopédve pdry
Krijots, oltw kal éfer dyallf pi) évepyotiay ety dv TH © umdpyew Oidkevor.

b.33. Ty pév yap Bw . .. bwdpxovoar] ¢ for the Habit (of Virtue) may
be present, and yet bring forth no good result.

1009a. 2. émpynkdni] fapyew means ‘to lie quite idle, like a field ‘lying
fallow.’

a. 3. -npcige:.] The sub_]ect is éépyea, but Eustrat. has mpdfe vip ég
drdykns 6 kar’ alriy evepydy kal el mpdfer ék yap ayabis éews dyalat
mpoSaivovew évépyaar. So the Par. wpdfer yap €f dvdyxns 6 T
Evfpyf‘ay EX”AJV, Km E[ mu ﬂyﬂﬁql’ EPEP‘/FLGV Ex(l’ ‘U frpafﬂ..

domep § *Ohupmiacw x'r?\.] Cf. £ £ ii. 1. 1219 b. 9 ore-

Pavotvrar of mkivres, AN’ ody of Suvdperor MIRAY, pi) vikdvTes OF,
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Wmuletie)'—Coraes, Grant quotes Plut. Perizles 38 @cddpacros . . . 1099 a.16.
lardpyrer dre voodr & Heprchiis émokomoupév Twi Tér diler deifere

weplumrov ¥md 76w yuvawdy ¢ Tpaxile mepmpruévor : and Plato, fep.

W, 426 B otd ad érwbai obde meplanTa,

1099 a.11. Botlerar & cavrg Tayafl kai td Gawdpera kai wpdrrer (rm?i yap dyabod
Tayalon Siamorely) kai éavrod Svexa (vod yép Siavoyrikod Xdpe, 8mep éxaoros
elva Boket) kal (v 8¢ Botherar cavrdw xal ogleofa, kal pdliora Todro ¢
Ppovet. dyadoy yip 13 orovlaie 76 eivar, On the other hand (§ 9) oracudte
(76w paidor) i Yruyh, kal 7o pér Beie poxlnpiav dhyei dmeyduends Twey, T6
8" flerat, kal o pév Sebpo 1o &' decioe Ehrer Gomep dacmdyra. It may be
noted that the term ¢éoe has the same reference, in the phrase ra
Glae fidéa, as the term natuwral has in Butler's expression, ¢ the
natural supremacy of Conscience’ (Sermon 2), viz. to Human
Nature as a systen.

008" doriv dyadds & pi) xadpov] © This anticipates EZ4 ii. 3. 1, where a. 17.
Il is said that pleasure is the test of a &s being formed.” Grant.

§ 13. aAAG piy kel dyabal ye kai kodat] cf. Eustrat. of pévor fdeia a. 22.
hnut kel éavris af kar dperip mpdfes, s m’agam&ég abrais érumdpyovoay
K(gmpf'mg 'n‘j;v 'Eiao!fﬁlv, dAMd kal &}raﬂa‘t kal kahai,

: = - ety : ‘ L pdhiote TodTor Excm-rov] %, ¢, dporar kal kdhhiorat,
8. 14, dore kal todrois eioly fdetat kai kaf’ abrds| ‘accordingly they are a5 di ol

pleasant, both to those who perform them, and in themselves,’ 7 e -

the desires of the padcaro: are in perfect correspondence with ¢ the

Nature of Things,’ or ‘moral environment '—r& Gioe 78éa, the

things in which a man oughi to take pleasure, are adrois fdéa, things
- in which they do, as a matter of fact, take pleasure. Cf E. V. ii.
4. 5 kal’ éxdomny yap i Vid dor wald xal niéa, kal Sagéper mheirroy
lows 6 omovduios T6 Talyfés v éxdorors Gpar, bomep Kavdy kal pérpor

elwep kahils kpiver wepl adrdy & omoudalog: kpiver & og e'rfmp.ev:] See a. 23
note on § 8 b. 30 above. Cf. Eustrat. «ai roiro (F.e. kal pdhcora rodrov
dkaarov) Sihov drd ol kplvorros® amouddios Yip v & kplvev mepl alrév,
apldw Exer Tob Noyurpod T kperipioy, kal mel AdioTon atrey xal dpiorov kal
kiX\oToy ai kard Tis dperds mpdews kplvovrai, bs kal mpdrepow elpyrar, ele
d ¢ dvdyins kal rotatrar € 8¢ pf, atdds e 6 onrovdaios, kat &écrrpmfj?s
d 6pfds: Emep &romor.  On the emoudaios as the standard of, £ V. iii.

4. 55 1X. 4. 2, 3.
kpiver 8 &5 eimoper]| Viz. xal dyafés kai ka\ds elvar ras kar’ dperiy

airéy dy,

a15.  § 12. odd¢v &) mpoodeirar k1.\] Ramsauer contrasts the
relation of eddawovia to & derds dyabi—3§ 15 palverar & Spws kai
T@y ékrds ayabiou wpoodeopém. In short, ndov, being Tdv Juyikdy,
cannot be a mepiarror, On the whole § 12 see Zeller, Ph. d. Gr.
i, 2. 620 (third edition): ‘Die Lust soll nicht der Zweck und
Beweggrund unseres Thuns sein, sondern nur eine nothwendige
Folge der naturgemissen Thitigkeit; kinnten beide getrennt
werden, so wiirde ein tfichtiger Mensch die Thatigkeit ohne Lust der
Lust ohne Thitigkeit un bedingt vorziehen (Z. V. x. 3. T2 oddels 1° Gp
€Aara (fy madiov didvotay Exwr Bia Biov, 58duevos €p’ ois v madla &g

: 3 b o
wpagets, kal pakioTa TovTeY EkacTov.

§ 14, kol od Sl.uipccrm; TaiTa katd 76 Anlaxdy énlypappa] and a. 25.
these are not separated as they are in the Delian Inscription.”  The
Eudemian Ethics open with the quotation of these Lines® Zell,
Coraes, Fritzsche (£74. Fud.), Michelet, and Grant collect various
renderings of the sentiment, ¢. g. Plato, Gorgias 451 E olopar vip e
dxroévar &y Tols oupmooios Gidvrwy avfpamer Toito o orohidy, & &
rarapilpotvrar @lovres, dri Dyaivew pév dprordy dore, 1o B Setrepoy kakdy
yevéaar, wpivor O, &s dnow ¢ wowris Tob okohot, T6 whovretr abdhms
xr.\.: Theognis (Poef. Gn. p. 11, Tauchnitz) k@ \uoror 78 Sadraror
Adaroy & ydvew | mpiypa 8¢ repmvérator Tob Tes épidro TuyeEly !
Simonides (or Epicharmus)

oldy 7e pdMiora, oide Xalpew wowdw T Téw aloylorior, pnéérare pE\hoy
Mvmnbiva.  wepl moAhd Te amovdyy momoalied’ dv kal e pndeplay émdépor
5Borip, olov épiv, ponpovetew, eldévar, Tas dperis Exew. € § & dudyxys
Emovrar Tolrots doval, oddiy Srapépec  éNoluefla yip dv radra xal € 1y
yivour' dn’ adrav fdovh); in Wahrheit jedoch besteht die Tugend eben
darin, dass man die Lust von der Tugend gar nicht zu trennen weiss,
dass man sich in der tugendhaften Thiti gkeit unmittelbar befriedigt
fiihlt, und keines weiteren, dusserlichen Zusatzes von Vergniigen
bedarf.  Zeller then quotes £, . i, 8. 12. CF, also il. 3. 1.

2.18.  mwepudwrou| ‘v6 wap’ fuly pulakriipor, kal cumbéorepor, puhakrdy (Tahi.

Dytalvey pév dparov dvdpl brar;
deirepor 8 kakéy Quiv yeréala,

70 Tpivoy $é Thourely dBdAms,

kai 70 Teéraprov NEGY perd Tow Gilawv:

! Brit. Mus. 16. C. xxi (B%) and the Aldine Edition give—#5wror 5 TUXER
ob mes Exacros pd. :
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1099 1.25. Soph. Creusa (apud Stob.)

kaA\wrdy éomi roiivdikoy wehurévan
Aorov 8¢ 7o (fr Fwogop gbioror & ére
wdpeare Apbris @y épi kub’ fpépar,

8 29.  Tajras 8¢ 4 ploy todrev ™y dploTy, dapér elvos Thy eiBaiporiar]
The unity of eldapovia—the dpiory évépyera in which the other évép-

| yeta are not lost, but co-ordinated and used for the good of the
whole—is well brought out by Eustr. in his note, her
etdatpovia § dpod maces af kard Tae aperis éy

glich in der vernunftgemissen Thitigkeit, in der Atfsijbung 1099 .31
+ vollendeten Tugend; alles iibrige kommt nur alf- eine Be-

; ung derselben in Betracht und ist nur insoferp fiir ein _F}ut

¥l halten, wiefern es mit jener zusa.mme‘n'h':ing.t, a,l‘s zht:e .natizrhche
Folge, wie die Lust, oder als ihr Hilfsmittel, wie die l?lbllchen. und

fmneren Giiter ; muss aber vorkommenden Falls zwischen diesen

* yemchiedenen Giitern gewihlt werden, so n.iiissen ?:lle ar'ldern den

pelstigen und sittlichen, weil sic allein unbedingte Giiter sind, nach-

‘ptehen.

e—éar 8¢ 5
» A 2 ’ L
spyeiar, 7 €l play tis Tobrev
3 in = M E -~ ’ - -

€pet, 7 aplomy wacdy ., . | atrn 8 Gy ely % kard Ty a\ndi ikooodlar ral

dxopfiymrov] ¢ Tanquam ars poetae vel actorum virtus jacet nisi & 33.
Ppsvnew, 4 kal rds E\as gurtpoboe kal curégouca.

externo splendore ac pompa scemague a(?jl?ve'tur, ita 73. -,me-f]s
dupyria kar’ dperv fere nulla est nisi vita hominis instructa sﬂ.: variis
bonis. Ramsauer. Without the xoppyia of favourable circum-
gtances a man cannot play a brilliant part on the stage of life.

a.3L  § 16.] External goods are necessary as conditions of edSac-

| movia, but are no parts of it just as air and light are necessary
| to the life of a plant, but are no parts of that life. Even
pleasure, although it must neot be accounted a par/ of edbar-
rovia, is more intimately connected with it than external goods.
Ct Pol H, 7- 1328 a. 21 énel &, dorep v d\ov @y kard i
TUEOTOTWY 0 Tabrd éoTe pdpia Tiis O\ns ovordoens, Sr dvey 76 Ghar ok
v ety, Sihov Gs 0dd¢ wé\ews pépn Beréor 8va ralv méheowr dvayxaioy
vrdpyew . . . 8 kricews péy det rals wokegew,

§ 18. éviwv 8¢ . ..] Things, the absence of ?vhich mars etdapovia, 1099 b. 2.
are distinguished, as Ramsauer notes, from things which are HCCES’-
gary to it as épyava. The &¢ after éviow thus an*f.\f’ers Eo ’the ,ufv
alter zoAdd.  Grant quotes el 1. 5. 1360 b. 18 ¢l 8 éomr §f evaatpo'ma
rowbroy, dvdykn airis elvar pépy ebyéverav, moludihiay, ’xpr_nrroq:)z.hm:u,
whoiToy, elTekviar, molvrekviav, elympiav, éTt 'nffs‘ -ninﬁ O‘wp(:?ﬂs .upﬂ,ﬂ?’
n:ol.‘ 'I’-'y:€lﬂlf K&nﬂg ECFX?:'D‘ F-E”)IEeDS‘ aﬁmpw &ycavm:r:.xr}v, a,ﬂé:]l’, :ﬂ.}l,‘qir:, EU'T‘Ugtf(V:
dperr}:r otr@ yip dv almapréoTaros €, € Umdpxoe alTg TG T E‘V aivre kai
Tt ékrbs dyald® ol ydp orw d\ha wapd ménf. er adds, "El.le ex-
pression in the R/ef.  parts of happiness ” is equ%va-le.nt to “instru-
ments”” of happiness, the more accurate designation in the preservat
passage” ‘This is scarcely correct;—the pres;ent passage, as we
have just seen, distinguishes the instruments (dpyava) of happ.mess,
such as mh\oires, and its ornaments, such as xd\\os 5 whereas in the
Rhef, both are called ¢ parts’—puépy. In E: F 2.’121,4 b. sz
(&v dvev yap oy oidy, Te ebdatpovely ot ;.Lépr}:rqs ei-(?mpomas- elvat voui-
¢ovar), on the other hand, we find pe‘p:ﬂ} s ea:namp?mas contra.sted with
dv dvev oly. oldr re, this latter expression being, in .fact, equwa}enr; to
the pépn of the Riet. The Rhet., co.ncemed as it 1s to‘ supply points
to speakers addressing popular audiences, nat.ura:liy differs fm.m thei:_
more philosophical Zhes (Vie. and.Eua’.) in its presentation o
eldmporia. It includes conditions, instruments, and on:lan?ents
among the pépn. TFor pépy as “formal elements of the notion’ see
MMet. Z. 10 and 11.

ovdér § doriy § krioie
pepos Ths mokews . . 1 ¢ mikis kowwvia Tl dore Tow bpoler, Eveker Be
wijs e dvdeyopdms dploryst énet & doriv ebbaovia 1o dprorop, abry B¢
dperils évépyeia kal xXpiots tis Téhewos k. : . F. i ». 1214 b. 11
pakiora 8¢ el mprov . . Swoploaaba . .

. € viv THY iperépor 7 Gy €t,
kal Tivay dvey Tots dvfpdmors vtk e xeTau

ot Umdpyew. of yap rairdy,
v dvev oy ol Te tyratvew, kal 15 Upalverr.  bpoiwe 8 Eyer rotro xal é’
Erépar mohhév dore 0ide 1o Giv kahés, kat &r Svev of Suviirdy Civ kakas :
E. N, vii. 1 3+ 2 uilepia yap évépyea réheins epmodilouévm, § 8 edbaypavia
70w Telelwy 8uo mpoodeira ¢ svalpwy Téy &y odpar ayalir kal rév éxrds
Kt Ths Thyys, Gmws i éumodilyral Tadra, of 8¢ Tow Tpoxilduevoy kal Tov
Bvoruylars peyddats meprimrorra evdalpova pdokovres civar, éaw § dyabs,
7 ékdrres 7 dorres oidi Aéyovow, See Zeller, P4, d. Gr.ii. 2. 620, 621
(ed. 3) * Mit mehr Schein liesse sich seinen Aeusserungen iiber die
dusseren Giiter der Vorwurf machen, dass er den Menschen hier zu
sehr von blos natiirlichen und zufilligen Vorziigen abhiingig mache.
Aber doch verlangt er auch Jene nur darum und nur so weit als sie
unentbehrliche Bedingungen eines vollendeten Lebens und Werk-
zeuge der sittlichen Thatigkeit sind, womit er unstreitig Recht hat.
©+» DP- 622, 3 Die Gliickseligkeit bestcht wesentlich und ur- K



130 BOOK I: CHAP. 8: & 16, 17.

1099 b. 8.  ebyeveins] See Pseudo-Plut. de Nodilifale 7’ Aprovoréimy Gpiper €y

T¢ exdedopéve mept elyevelas BiBMg kat €v Tols érmverols Sarekoounkora kal
v 7av dyabép Ndyo Smpbunkéra’., The fragments from this Dialogue
mepl ebycveias, preserved in Stob. Fior. 86. 24, 25, and 88. 13 (see
Berlin Aristotle, r490), seem to suggest for edyévera a more intimate
relation to ebdapovia than that occupied by the other dyafdé men-
tioned with it ; for it is defined as dpery yévovs—* hereditary virtue’
(so also in Pol. T. 7. 1283 a. 37); and, as such, must contribute to
the content of that re\eia dpers which manifesis itself in the évépyeta
of eldaporla. Edyévea is thus on a higher level than the ©instru-
ments” or ‘ornaments’ of edSapovia,

od mdvy eidapovikés] ‘is not very likely to be happy.’ Peters. -

7l $dor] omitted by He, NC, P?, Par. 141, Par. 1853, Eustratius,
Heliodorus.  Accordingly Susemihl brackets the words. The
reference to ¢itoe is certainly not quite in place here, where the
writer is speaking of the ornaments rather than of the instruments

- of edBatpovia.

§ 17. &repo 8¢ v dpemiv] These words are regarded as spurious
by Giphanius, Ramsaver, and Susemihl. But are they not neces-
sary to account for the 8dev which follows in Ch. 9. § 1? I think
that they are: see Grant, ad loc.—* The word 8ev expresses the
thread of connexion by which this new subject of discussion (z.e.
miTepdy éore pafiyrdy kr\) is introduced.  Since happiness seems to
be a balance of two principles, an internal one, virtue, and an
external one, circumstances, the question arises whether it is attain-
able by the individual through any prescribed means, or whether it
is beyond his control. It seems chiefly, however, to be upon the
word dperqy that Aristotle goes off. The question of the day,
mérepov pafyrov ) dper, comes before him in mentioning that some
identify happiness with virtue. . . . The question forms an important
point at issue in the ethical systems of Aristotle and Plato. The
conclusion of Aristotle is directly opposed to that which is tentatively
stated at the end of the Meno (99 E)—dpers &v el offre dpicer otre
8iBakrdr, alha Oeig poipa mwapayiyropérm duev vob ote v mapayiyrmrar, It

! The text of the passages quoted from Aristotle in the editions of the e
Nab. (ch. 14} has no authority. The passages were inserted by J. C. Wolf, the
first editor of the work. See Newman’s Pofitics, vol. iL. p. 68,
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& of a Pericles or” Themistocles which is ascribed to 8ela
; whereas in £. V. 1. 9 Aristotle is speaking of the elmpagia of
e citizens—oi p mempopévor Tpds dperiy.

CHAPTER IX.

ARGUMENT.

Lhe view that Happiness is Good Fortune—a gift bestowed by an exfe'rmz‘l
Pisier, Lieaven or Fortune, wpon ceviain fauoured persons, s the very anti-
Hhgiis of owr wiews that it is a function whick the strenuows mas, by his owwn
Wiints, learns to perform ; and it may be useful heve to compare t'ke degwg:. in
Which two such opposite wiews of the ovigin of Happiness succeed in accounting

~ Jor the facts of life.

We may begin by admitting that if Heaven has any giff jor mat, Happiness
wmay well be that gift: it s indeed @ Divine thing': but this it surely may
be in wirtue of being the crown of man's endeavonr. . -

Apain, if Happiniss were a gift of Fortune, it wonid be something exceptional,
wol widely distributed as it is. Jts being widely distributed corvoborates our
wlew that it is attained through exertions of whick most men are mpaéfe:

And again, it is surely move in keeping with the ¢ beauty’ of {Efap_?&meu—-
that is, with the exquisite Harmony of the Happy Life, to ascribe it fo ,L‘Zw
aperation of @ steady principle of causation, such as human agency, rather than
to an aimiess principle itke Fortune or Chance. The organisms of the physical
suorid are too beautiful, we think, and too definite, to be the resulis of Chance 3
but the life of the good man is far more beauliful and &gﬁn&e‘. .I::sa’.eed tﬁ.zs
beanty and definitencss of the Happy Life arve implicd in our Definition, which

“ thuts Dhrows meh Fight on the guestion of the ovigin of Happiness now before

ws. We define it as a vital function manifesting ex:e{lema—s'mﬁe}réﬂzg-fkm
that it is of @ definite kind : and here we find ourseluves in agreement TWith z}z..e’
doctrine laid down al the becinning of this Treatise—thal the Chief Goad s
the end of Statesmanship ; for the statesmarn's principal cave is fo produce a
cerdain definite character Zn Aés citizens, i e, fo make them good, and capable of
well dotng. With good veason, them, we do not speatk of an ox as 5 }mm —for
he cannot perform the functions in which Happiness consists ; ora child (unless
by anticipation)—for he cannot yet perform them. The performance of r)';e'.;.rz
needs, as we have said, perfect excellence and aperfect life : and gften e@g& & e
is imperifect : many are the changes of fortune ; the man w)’:_a Aourishes most
may happen upon great misfortunés in Ris old age, like Priam ; and no one
would cail a Prian ¢ hagpy. e
K2

| be remembered, however, that, in the Meno, it is the political 1099 b. 8:
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1009b.9. §1.] Cf Z. E. i 1. 1214 8. 14 mpdrov 8 oxemréov év rhue 79 €3 &iv

b, 11.

o

b. 14,

b. 18.

xal mis kryTév, mérepav driger ylywovrar whvres etBuipoves of Ty drorTes
TatTs Tis mpooyoplas, domep weydhos ak pikpol kal Ty xpowv Suaghéporres,
j) B paboews, bs ofions érwripns Twds Tis ebbatporias, ) &ud Twog
dokoews (7oM\& yhp obre kard iow ofire pafotiow N édobeiow
Ymdpyer Tois avfpdmrots, patla udy rois tathws fiobeior, ypnori 3¢ Tois
XproTds), i Tolrov,pdy kar olSéa Tév Tpémav, Buolv 8¢ Bdrepor FHros
kabimep of vupdodymror ral Bedhgmror Tow dvfpdror érwola Bapoviov
Twids bomep vbovaudlovres, §) Sk Thy iy (woAhol yap radréy Pacw efvas
T eidarpoviar kal iy ebruyiay).

§ 2, 8] Aristotle, while declining to regard Happiness as
a special gift bestowed on a favoured few by anthropomorphic
gods, is willing to allow the term deiov to be applied to it as
an ornate epithet—as indeed the term may be applied to any
beautiful result of the formative agency of Nature: of. #Z. V.
Vil 13. 6 wdvra ydp oo Eye T Ocor: de An. il 4. 415 a. 26
Puowkeraror yap v év Tois (Gow Lyev, fra Té\er xal ) mypopara ¥
TV yéveow abropdrqy Exer, T0 momoar érepov oioy atrd, {Gov pév (o,
Gurdr B¢ durdy tva ol det xai ol Belov peréywmw, § Slvavrar wdvra yap
excivou dpéyerar, kdkelvov Eveka mpdrrer doa kard $iow wparre : E. F.
H. 14. 1248 a. 26 kwei ydp wws wdvra td & fulv Oeion.

aAhs dv el oxdfrens olkeibrepov] Eustr. Says Tou mepl mpovolas
€l v Xbywv olkeidrepoy kal Beokoyixiis Gewplas éydpevor f6uciy 8¢ 7 mpokewpéun
mpaypareta, xal Soov kar alriv ikavir 75 elpnpévor. The question,
however, is not one which Aristotle cares to discuss even where,
as in the Metaphysics, it might seem more in place than here. The
passage, £, IV, x. 8. 13, in which he comes nearest to seriously
entertaining the question of a personal relation between the gods
and men, on close examination, is seen to commit him to nothing
more than an ornate use of the epithet Beodpehéoraros.

§ 4. € ¥ & ol wohdkowor . ., . émypelelas] There is a certain
looseness in the reasoning here ; indeed Grant describes the last
clause, as it stands, as a pesitio principii.  The argument seems to
be this:—If we suppose that Happiness is acquired & dperiy xaf rwa
pdbnow i doxqow, Z.e. by our own personal -exertions, we not
only are still at liberty to describe it as dpioror, Ociov, and paxdproy,
but we are able to explain the admiited fact that it is ‘ common
to many’ (wohikewor)—a fact which is irreconcileable with its being
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Peduboros or the :;‘pecz'al gift of the gods. “But it would seem also 1098 b.18.

16 be common to many—a characteristic which can be explained
(yidp) only if we suppose that it may be ?.cquued th?oug}: study
und diligence, by all who are not incapacitated for virtue. The
{iportance of 7o mokixaway, as enabling us to chscnminate bn?tween
the claims of an exceptional agency like 8eds, eduia, or Toxy on
the one hand, and of man’s own personal exertion (émipélea, &c.)
on the other hand, to be the source of Happiness, is well brPughf
out in Z. F. 1. 3. 1215 2. 12 € pév yip év 7oie Sk rixyy 7syo#e‘vmls 7
yuis did plow 16 kahds (ip éorlv, dvékmoTov Qv €ty ToANois (ot:: ydp e‘o"r:
8 dmpeheius § krijows obdé én° alrals obde Tis abrdy mpayparelas) :l’. 8
di 7§ abrov mowdy Twa elvar xal Tis kar abrév mpafets, kowdTepoy &-v ety 1-’5
dyaddy kat Gedrepor, kowoTEPOY ey TG TAEIOTW e’v&e’xscrﬁ:u ;.Lnacrxét’v, Betd-
repov §é 16 kelabar Ty ebdaysoviay rois afitods mapackevd{ovat wotovs Twas

kal Tas mpdafes.

§ 5.] On this section Ramsauer remarks, ‘ jam enim missa est b. 20.

omnis cogitatio de deorum beneficio. Nec deesset forsitan ne-

cossario 76 mohdkowor, si res ad deum referenda esse videretur;

quod vero fortunae attribuitur spreta omni lege ne‘é:s- ént 70 mOAU
quidem potest accidere.” The fact that Happiness is © common to
many’ certainly excludes the hypothesis of mere char‘me 'bemg its
cause; but I cannot agree with Ramsauer in thn?kmg that
the same fact does not, in Aristotle’s mind, necessarily exclude

- the hypothesis of its being the gift of personal gods. We must

remember that the popular conception of ebdaiporia which Aristotle
has to correct is that embodied in the etymology of the word,
and associated with such examples as Polycrates and Croe.sus,
who, because specially favoured by Heaven, were also specially
its hfcvos.
exrl)\oigsgeizt’s nﬁte on § 4 makes iy 8 dv kal molikowoy disprov{‘:: the
intervention of the gods. felp & & kal mohikowoy' nf:mpe si ex-
ercitatione virtus comparatur. Jam autem concludit: Cum a
multis possit acquiri, revera exercitatione co_mparatur. Sin vero
a Diis mitteretur, paucis Deorum amicis contingeret, ut ’admodj.un
paucis Homeri heroibus, ex. gr. Menelao campi Elysil’ I think
that & rijs eddayuovias mohixowor is intended to disprove the agency
of any exceptional cause, whether God or Chance. e :
In illustration of the conception of ¢veis contained 1np§ 5 {el%
and Michelet quote Pays. viil. 6. 259 a. 10 év yip vois e deil 1o
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Temepaopévor Kai To Békriov, v déymrar, Smdpyew pakhow: de Juv. et
Sent. 4. 469 2. 28 iy dbow dpopey & maow dk oy duvarsy mooioay 7
‘kdhAtoTop.

The implication in the argument e & ¢oriv ofrw Béhtiov § &k
Tixpy ebdapovely k. is that eddayworia, being man’s perfection or
the realisation of his ¢ows, will, like other realisations of dios,
manifest 76 Béirior kal 78 memepaomévor—that definite structure and
function, which cannot be the result of an indefinite principle, an
atrioy kard oupfeBneds, such as réyn. On Tixy see Met. K. 8. 1064
b. 32 wav &) Qaper civac w5 uéy dei kal éf dvdykns . . . T 8¢ bs éml 1o
TOND, 70 8¢ 0fiE’ s émt 16 wolD ofir’ del al &f dvdykns aAN' Sras Eruyer . . .
€071 8 70 oupBefinkds 8 yiyveras pév, otk det 8 o2l €€ dvdyxns 008 G émt T
mOAD . . . o 8¢ Evexd tov v Tois Pioer yoyvopévots ) dmd Siavalas
€oriy. Tiyy & éorhv Brav T Tobrey yéunrat kari cvpBelyrés . . . % TUXT
& alrioy kara oupBelnrds v rois kard mpoaipeaw ToV Evexd Tov Yiyvoucvots

. @ § dirta dépiara A’ &v dv yévarro 74 dmd wioxys.  CF also Phys.
1. 4, 5, 6—2.¢. 5. 107 2. 18 rat 75 pavat elvai v mapileyor T Tiynw
plias' 6 yap Ndyos § rév dei Svraw §) réw s éri TdTOND: 1 0¢ TOxm & Tois yiy-
vopevas wapa Tatra* Hore éreds adptora Td otTws atrie,kal i Thyy ddpiaroy,

In Pﬁ_yq. ii. 8, 199 b, 13 the definite products of ¢ious, the
principle of organic growth, are contrasted with the haphazard
results of chance—&e. «al é rois anéppans yiveabar érws Ervyer fhos
d¢ draper § ofre Néeyor 7& Picer e kal plow Gloer yip doa dnd rwos
€v éavrois dpxTs quvexes xvolpeva ddukrerar els T Téhos ap’ ékdorys 8e
o 10 abrd ékdoTols ovde T Tuydr ael pévror émi T alrd, éw i w
epmodion, Phys. ii. 8 is, indeed, the best commentary on the

present §. It is argued in the present § that elSatgovia, civilization, -

the perfect form of man’s life, is too beautiful and definite an
organism 1o be the result of chance; so in Phys. ii. 8 it is argued
that the beautiful structures of plants and animals cannot be
due to the working of the haphazard principle of w8 atrdparor, with
which “the survival of the fittest’® is mistakenly identified in the
chapter—as in the following passage 198 b. 2 3 i koMler olre kal
Ta prépy Exew & i dboer, ofov rois dddyras €€ dvdykns dvateihar Tols pip
éumpouBiov. Aels, émrndelove mpos 7o Suapety, Tods 8¢ youdlovs mhareis
kal quo'f;.torss-“'rrpde:'r& healverw iy Tpochiw, émel ob rodrov &exa yevéobar,
dAAG cupmeoeiv.  Spolws 8¢ kal mepl T@r d\hev pepdw, év ofs Soket
indpyew 18 &vexd Tov.  Gmov pv ol dmavra ovvélly Somep kiv €l Evexd
TV €yivero, Tavra pev daily amd Tob adropdrov svordvra émirndelos® Goa
8¢ i) olrws, dréhero kal drdAhvrar, kabimep *Epmedorhis Aéyer 1 Bovyers
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pupa, 6 pév by Adyos, @ dv Tts dmopfoeier, -‘.!t'.a\ro-:i Kal e"{ rw‘&).ms‘- 1089 b.20.
iide dorir adlvaroy 8¢ Totroy Exew TV Tpimor. tuvra‘ ,wa ;yap mf
i 1l hloe 7 del oliro ylverar §j Gs éni TO wohd, rév 8 dmd zogys K
i alropdrov 008, Darwin quotes this passage at the bz?gu}nmi
" of the ¢ Historical Sketch’ prefixed to his ¢ Origin of ‘ Species, a'nd
adids— We here see the principle of natural selection shaﬁo;ke'
forth, but how little Aristotle fully c'omprehended th:,e princip :}a }s
“hown by his remarks on the formation of the tecth. Afls.to e's
doctrine of ¢ies, however, is not inconsmtfant mth'li.!arm.msm—-;
Indeed, if teleology is to find a place at all in ‘Darwu%mm it mt?s ;
I feel sure, be in that form in which it is conspicuous in Aristotle 3
doctrine of ¢ious.  Aristotle’s mistake in the ?zjtsgage quo’te’
by Darwin is to see chance, and not natural law, in ré& sverdrra
iy Belws.
:¢unev,] Ramsauer, Susemihl, and Bywater rightly place a b. 322
comma instead of a full stop after wepurer. ;
§ 8. & katd Témy] Té0M, like ¢lots, is 7ol péaov oToXaaTLE] ;
glrives to realise that which is dcﬁnit‘e: cf; E N, ii. 6. g.. £
is directly opposed to rixn, which is its oTéprots: c’f. jfr‘fet.. A 3.
1070 4. 6 9 yap Téxnm } giboer ylyverar ‘ﬁ ,rv;@;: o 6 awn;:.a;?) ;‘pe:‘:
ody réxmn dpxy év d\he, . 8¢ Qraws dpxy év alrd . . . @i O¢ Aotma
alria oreproes TobTwy, et
katd Ty éplemy]| dplomy & diria 76V év rifxﬁpcéfrotj- sjeya{op.emr age';;u b. 23.
s kpeirrov kai Téxvys Kal fioews. Eustr. s C,f. E.’ﬂ.: ii. 6. 9. I I.o :
14 % & apery maans TéxmS dxpiBearépa Kkai dpelvav ea.r*rw.

§7. ouppovés . . . {nrodperov] ¢ Light is thrown on. Fhe b. 25.
question before us (7. e. how we attain Happiness) by our definition
of Happiness) also. :
( mzépiq] ‘)of a certain definite kind,—. e : realised u;der b. 26.
definite conditions internal and external. Cf }}rlstoxen’usjl 20
(Marquard p. 24) 7 fppocpsvoy 'L@’RDS‘ vt TTPUG‘BlE‘ITa! avvﬁeu-,e;)‘s- ;‘\mf
mouds xat ob THs Tuxotons. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. il 4. 167 ov&: i
oTépnois wordTys 0LOE woudy, NN’ épnuta moidnres. S0 hex"e, euf c,um:m,
being an évépyeia moud Tes, cannot be the result of tixy, for Tuxy .
is the orépnows or éppuia mowbmyTos.
v 5¢ hovwow . . . dpyaruds| 7. e. Happiness is essepFially tf:;xﬁg b 27.
évépyaa, but requires the other goods s the‘ Cm.ldltl:m ott:rs 5
realisation. (1) It requires ré rod céparos dyafd as its Gy, maller,
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- 1099 1.27. or necessary substratum—{r& uév Sndpygew dvaykaiov. Cf. Phys. ii. g.

b.

B,

31,

32.

G .
200 a. 7 €v 7ols d\\uts wlow, €v Goots 76 &vexd Tou oy, ot dvev péy Téw

‘avaykalay éxdvrev Tip Giow, ob pévrol ye B ratra dAX' § bs TAgy, AN
&vexd Tov* olov Bud 7 & mplwy Towadl 5 Omas Todl, kal &veka toudi. Tobro
pévrow 0 of Evexa dbivarov yevéobas v s obnpods 3° dudyen dpa anpady
elvat, e mplov Eorar, kal 6 épyoy atrob, €f imolivens ody T dvaykatoy
AN oy bs Téas v yap 7 DAy dvaykaior 76 § of vexa iy 6 hé'yrp)’
| —health, vigour and longevity, goods of the body, are neceslsa.ry to
- the Form of Happiness, as the matter in which it is realised. So,
cutting the form of a saw is realised in the matter of iron, not of
wood. This relation of Happiness or Yuxijs évépyera to bodily
cxcellence is indeed merely an extension of Aristotle’s general
doctrine of the relation of the Yvys to the body: sec 2 Au. i, 1.
4!‘2 2. 20, where Yuys is defined as eidos ocopetos Quewol Svrdpe
Swip Exovros—the Yruy is the form of the oopa, Which is the dfvaus

or matter. (2) Happiness requires r& éerds dyafa as instruments

(ra 8 owwepya kal yprowa wépuken Spyavikds. Cf. Z. IV, 1, 8. 13,
1099 a. 33 moMAa pév yap mpdrreras xkabdmep 8 dpydyuy, bt pi\ev kal
TAOUTOU Kkal wONTkTs duvdpens).

§ 8. motods Twas kai dyaBods] «at dyadods is here epexegetical—‘of a
certain definite character, 7. e. good.”  Cf. Eustratius : 7 8 ok
€pyov Exer érypeNéoraroy motely tods wohiras motods Tivas fiyour dyafots
kal mpartikots Tdy kakdw. By the agencies of pdbyos, dowpous, and

€buopsds, mokrwc effects the Happiness of the citizens—a definife
result,

§ 9,10.] These sections are intended to strengthen the position
that personal exertion is the cause of ebdapovia, by pointing to the:
absence of ability to make the exertion on the part of children and
brutes, &v 0ddér efdaruoy Aéyoper.

" 1100a.4. §§ 10, 11. Bel ydp . . . woMal ydp . ..] The first ydp

introduces a clause explaining why children cannot yet be called
ebdaipoves: the mpdfes. in which ebdapovia consists require rekela
f.t’perri angl a réietos Blos. The second ydp introduces (somewhat
1r.relevantfy~;_ 2 clause which explains why even those old and
virtuous enough to be mpakricol may still fail to satisfy the require-
ment of the rehewos Blos, regarded as a life free to the end from
great misfortune. Thus the transition is made to the subject
of the next chapter. See Ramsauer on $§ 1o and 11.
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CHAPTER X.

ARGUMENT.

Ave qve then < to call no man happy while ke lfves,’ following Solow's maxinm
Swail for the end ¥ If this means that ¥ a mas may be happy after his death.
W who define Hopfeness as € a wital funciion’ can admit no such doctrime ;
et wwe need ot suppose that Solon meant amything so absurd, He mzant that
When @ man is dead he dis béyend all chance of misfortune, and that we may
dhin, if his life has been happy, safely say so. But can we really feel sure that
vien when ke is dead a mar is beyond the veack of good and evil fortunc? A
Woing man may be touched by good and evil fortune without being consciouns of
it} Jo perkaps the unconscions dead may be louched by the good and bad fortune
of thetr children and remoter descendants. 1 would indeed be absurd o suppose
that a dead man is so fouched by posthumons fortune as to become now * happy,
now © wretched ” ; but i world be equally absurd fo maintain that ke cannot be
touched by dt at all. Perhaps however the further examination of Solow's
waxing may throw some light on this question of posthwmous fortune—Must we
then “wait for the end’ before we venture o felictiate a man on his Happiness{
Swerely ¢ £s absurd to wait till Happiness is a thing of the past, before we ven-
ture to admdt its extstence—because, forsooth, it is a stable thing, whereas the
Jortune of man's life is unsiable to the end. So, let owr answer fo Selow be—
Lhis continual observance of the chonges of fortune is a greal ervor. Happiness
does zeof consist in good forfune, although it requives s malerial assistawce:
nordoes Wetchedness consisé in bad fortune : it is in actions, good and bad, that
Happiness and Wrelchedness consist.  dnd here we weay wote that oy Defisd-
tion of Hagpiness i5 corveborated by Splon himself. It is the stability of Happi-
sess which strikes kim most.  How the stability which ke regards as essentiol
to Hapginess can be predicated of a life which s still obnoxious fo fortune, is
his difficully, Now the functions in which owr Definition makes Hoppiness
consist have more stability than aught else in haman life. They are the man's
throughout life, even wmore than his Fnowledge end skill of hand. In the
performance of the highest of them he Hves continuously, identifying Atmself
wilth them. Himself ke still is both in prosperily and in adversity—a per-
sonality maintaining ifs identily throwsh all changes. Skight changes do not
anfluence hime nrnch ; greater changes ewhayce his Huppiness or war it ; bt
even where they do most fo mar it by laying sorrows upon kim and impeding
kine an the performance of kis functions, kis noble personality shines oul: we
see him bearing his misfortunes cheerfully, not becavwse he does ot feel them, but
becanse ke “has a heart aboon them &)  Such a man, whalever hoppened, conld
sever become *wretched, for ke could never perform the base actions in whick

Wretchedsness consists ; on the other hand it would be absurd to extol * the felicity
of Ads life, if ke ended his days like Priam.

From what has been said it is evident fhat the happy life @5 esseniially
wnzform.  The hapipy nan is not easily moved from kis Happiness by ordinary
misforiunes : and if once mozed somewvhal fron it by great misforiunes, 15 nof
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westored 1o it tre a shori time, but, if at all, ondy after man :

s ¢ | aniy after many years full of plorious
: Anfz_’ now we may present our Definition in this final form—* The hapty
sRan is ke ﬁ.ui"xa_. beinig perfectly good, manifests hic goodness in aclion, who has
been sufficiently furmeshed with external good inings, whore lfe embraces o

dg?m‘rf, t.e.a perfect perivd—and ( perhaps we should add ), whose death is
according to kis lifel

1100 8.10.  fntroductory Note.] In this chapter Aristotle shows how his con-

cept?on of Yruxiis évépyeta kar’ dperiy may, as dpxs, be applied to solve
(cf. i 7. 23 Soxed yip wheion i o mavrds elvar dpxn; kal wollé
ovppary yiveofar O alrfs iy {yroupéver) what is undoubtedly the
most .pressing question which the moralist has to deal with. The
question is—How can there really be such a thing as Happiness
for living men, who are always exposed to terrible vicissitudes of
fortune?  Aristotle’s answer is—Happiness does not depend essen-

tially, as is popularly supposed, on the outer moment of Fortune, .

but is within a man, and is as abiding as his personality, of
which it is the function. It is indeed affected by Fortune, but it is
not the sport of Fortune, If, then, the Definition is correct with its
Yruxijs évépyewa xar’ dperip, Happiness is possible. But further, the
very c,:ircumstance that pessimism, or disbelief in the possibility of
Happiness, prevails, is evidence in favour of the conception em-
_bodied in the Definition. Men are agreed that Happiness, if it
exist.s a,t‘ all, must be something stable and lasting ; this is why,
considering too exclusively the mutability of Fortune, they despair
of Happiness. Their agreement that Happiness (did it actually
exist) would be something stable, is a 8a in favour of the correct-
ness of Yuxis éépyeia kar’ dperiy, for such an éépyera is preeminently
stable. :

Hﬁaving shown that Happiness is possible, because essentially
Qm;‘wlc évépyea kar’ dperqp, Aristotle is willing to concede to popular
opinion a very important influence exercised by Fortune ; and in
making this concession even entertains the question, whether the
influence of Fortune ceases for the individual at his death, or does
not rather (as another popular belief will have it) affect even the
dead through their descendants. His discussion of this question
(resumed on ch. 11) is remarkable as leading to no definite state-
ment of his own view. The discussion is conducted in the spirit
of the dialectic which animates the Platonic ¢ Dialogues of Search.’
Indeed, the disproportionate space occupied by the subject or sub-
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'jntn of chapters 1o and 11 suggests the thought that in these 1100a.10.

thiapters we have part of an early Aristotelian Dialogue worked into /

the later and more dogmatic E#%des. Aristotle is reputed to be the

wuthor of a Dialogue Ednuos § mept Yvxqs treating of the immor-
tulity of the soul, fragments of which have come down to us (see
Borlin Aristotle, p. 14795qq.). Cf. the conjecture of Blass (Zkezn.
Mus. vol. xxx. p. 481 sqq. 1875) that the Dialogue wept poaopias
wiy made use of in the composition of certain parts of the Mefa-
Physics and de Coelo.  Be this as it may, the point of interest for
us here is that 2 fhe Ethics Aristotle thinks it worth while to
discuss, at considerable length, without arriving at any positive
expression of opinion, a question on which we know, from his other
writings, that he had formed a positive opinion. The Yuxj he
defines in the de An. ii. 1. 412 b. 10 as 76 =i v evar 7§ ToLRdL
sdpar. Personal consciousness—all that is included in the desig- .
nition wabyrcs wovs, perishes with the body. The momricis vovs
I8 eternal, but it is cosmic not personmal:—de An, iil. 5. 430 2.
17 kai ofros 6 vobs xcopwrlﬁc kat dpiys kat dmabijs 77 olotg dv évepyela . . .

yoptoels 8¢ éare pdvoy 8mep éori, kal ToiTo povor dbdvaroy Kai didior: oft
pipovetopey 8¢, &ri oiTo pév drabes . . . 6 8¢ mabyrikds vous Pplaprdst Kal
llvev roirov offév voei—on which see Trendelenburg, de An. p. 4971,
who finds in o pyypoveioper a denial of Plato’s doctrine of dvapimos.
Even in the chapter before us (£. V. i. 10) ‘ one phrase oceurs,’ as
Grant points out (£24. Essay v. p. 3o2), ‘in which the real feeling
of Aristotle, for the moment at least, seems to be let out. He asks
(£th. i. 10. 2), “Can Solon have meant that a man is happy when
he has died ?” and replies, < This would be an absurdity, especially
since we consider happiness to be éwépyesa™ . . . it is clear that we
have here a brief indication that death destroys those potentialities |
that result in happiness. It would seem then that the only immor-
tality which is left possible by his belief is a Buddhist nirvina’ (see
generally Grant's ‘Z7h. Essay v. pp. 295-303, where he discusses
Aristotle’s opinions as to the nature of a soul). Why, then, does
Aristotle discuss the question of personal immortality as he does
here? The form in which the question is raised seems to help us
to an answer, ‘How is the happiness of the dead affected,” he
asks, “by the fortunes and conduct of their descendants’? We
immediately think of the importance attached in ancient societies to
the performance by descendants of the ceremonial rites due to
ancestors, the proper performance of which may almost be said to



1100 a.10.

a. 11,

140 BOOK I: CHAP. 10: § 1.

have been the raison d'élre of the family as a corporation to bé
perpetuated,  The large place which the cult of ancestors held in
the imagination and traditional practice of the ordinary Greck seems
to explain the prominence here given by Aristotle to the discussion
of a subject in which he had no scientific interest, and his un-
willingness to comumit himself to a conclusion which he knew would
be Niav dpedov . . . kal rais Séfas evavrioy (i 11. 1), Itis to be noted,
however, that he rationalises the issue put—Ii is the effect on dead
ancestors, not of the ceremonial conduct, but of the fortunes of
their descendants which he discusses. On ancient beliefs regarding
the soul and death, and on the cult of the dead, see Fustel de
Coulanges, La Citf Antigue Livre i, chapters 1 and z.

It is perhaps worth noticing in conclusion that in the Dialogue
Edbnpos fj wepl Yruxis, an argument for the immortality of the Soul
seems to have been drawn from the religious homage paid to the
dead. Fr. 33, Berlin Arist. 1480 a. 11 § Jroyy afdvaros, émedy)
abropuios mdvres of dfparmor kal cwévdoper Xous vois karoiyopérois ral
Sprupey kar' adrév, oides 8¢ vo  pndapj pnbapds Sre onévder woré %
dpvvot kat adrod,

§ L. karé Zé\wva] See Herod. i. 30-33 for the conversation
between Solon and Croesus—otre &v, & Kpotae, says Solon (ch. 32.
§ 6) wav éorl dvfpomos aupdoph éuot B¢ b kai mhovriew €y péya
cpaivear kal Bacihebs elvar moANaw drépdmov éxetvo B¢ b elped pe, otiko oe
yw Aéyw (Z.¢. ebBaipova), mpiv v re\evrioavra kakds v wiva wibopar. . . .
Again, § 12 aplv § & rekevrioy émoxcew, unde ka\éerw kw S\Bioy, GAN'
edruxéa, and § 17 oxoméew 8¢ ypy wawrds Xpiparos Ty Tekevriy K7
dmoBjoerar, mohhoior yip &Y $modéfas SNBow & Beds, mpappifovs dvérpeyre,
The result is given ch. 33 raira Nyor 76 Kpoioo (6 26hev), off kes
ofite éxapilero, ofre Ndyov piv Tomedperos ovdevds dmoméumerar Kképra
ddgas dpabiéa eivay, bs T4 mapedvra dyaba pereis, T TeNeuTiy mavTés xpih-
paros épav éxéheve. Plut. Vita Solonds ch. 2% "EN\pow, cimey, &
Bagi\el Avdow mpds Te TaAAa perplos Exew & Beds E8wke kai aoias Tivds
dBapoois, ws Lowke, kal Snpotikiis, o0 Baoihikis odde Aapmpas, trd perpit-
THTOS rﬁpf;x;}‘ﬁ-:(:.'rw,'ﬁ rixats Gp@oa mavreSamais Xpopevoy det ov Bloy olk
€4 tois mapovow dyabols péya (povein oddl Bavpdlerr dvdpis cdruylay
peraSodys xpdvov éxovoar. Enetor yap éxioro mowilor ¢ ddfhov 75
péMor & & es télos 6 Salpeoy ero iy elmpagiar, Tobtor ebdaipova
vapilopey. & 8¢ {vros Ere kal kiwdvyelovros v 76 Blo pakapiopds, domep
dyonopévou ripvypa kat orédavos, doriv 48&8aos Kal édxvpos, The com-
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fmentators quote for the sentiment of this dictum attributed to 1100 a.11.
~ Boph. 0. T~ 1528
dare Gmrov dvr’ ékelvqy Ty Televralay ypedv
npépav Emoromoivra pndéy’ oABilew, mpiv v
réppa Tod Blov mwepdoy pndiy dyewds mabiv.
Trach. 1
Adyos pév éor’ dpyales dvfpdmor davels,
o5 otk dv aloy éepdfois Bporov, mpiv &v
Bdvy 7is, o¥r’ €l ypnoTos oft’ € Tg kaxds.
Burip. Androm. 100
xpy & obmor’ elmeiy ovdév BNSwv Bpordy,
wpiv & Bavérros Ty Tehevralar Bns
émws wepdoas fuépar fife kdro.
Troad. 509 '
 Thw § edapdvor
pndéva vopifer ebrvxey mpw dv Odvy.
To these passages may be added Awwoiov Tvpdrvoy ée Andas (apud
Stob, Flor. vol. iv. 18, ed. Meincke)—
Bunray 8¢ pndels pnéer OAGidy mwore
kplvy, mplv airdy e Televrjoavr 18y
év dochakel yip Ty favdvr émmwéoar

§ 2. dromov] See Grant's £#. Essay v, p. 302, quoted in Intro- a. 13.
ductory Note to this chapter.

§ 8. pnd2 26hwy Tabro Bodheral] ¢ Solon’s meaning’ was evidently a. 15.
érs mymikaiTa v Tes doakds k..., as may be seen from the accounts

given by Herod. and Plut., not that a man is positively happy after
death. :

dodakds] Cf. Dionysius quoted at the end of note on § 1. 2. 16.

Eye pév kal Tod7 dpdroPimoly Tiva] Ramsauver points out that a. 17.
uév here is not followed by 3, the opposition generally expressed by
means of two clauses being implied in the single clause &yer pév xat

Toir aughroBimnoiy Twe—* ut si explicares ‘““haec gquamguam vera
sunt tamen aliam admittunt controversiam.”’ &¢ at the beginning

of § 4, dropiav ¢, has no relation to this pév.

8oket] not to be taken as necessarily an expression of Aristotle’s a. 18.
ewn opinion.
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LB ¥ &nl Twa xpdvor) “not even for a time *—. ¢. for a short 1100 a.29.
Hiie after the death of the yorels.

O § 5 Grant remarks— The second part of this sentence, pro-
ounced so strongly as it is, seems to contradict what one woul'd
liive supposed to be Aristotle’s philosoplfiical creed. But he is
liere speaking from the popular point of view, and states strongly
the two sides of the difficulty that presents itself. For Fhe nonce he
fitcepts a common belief on the subject (cf. i 11. 1, L. 11. 6), but
modifies it so as to leave it unimportant.”

1100a.18. elmep kal T¢ Lavm py alobavopére 8¢] Gomep kdv f s (dou plv
dyatlots rois kard Tov Bloy dyalds dv, vou ¢ olkeiwy airol e éxdvrev, xal
abrdy els yraow olk Epyomo kal 8 dmodnulay fres § Sl Xpovior kat
opodpdv dryohiar mwps érepa, ofrw kal 70 Tedvedre cupPaives mod\dkis
yiveobar pydepinn alobnow Exovrs Tow dyaBér 4 tols olxelnis abrod
oupBSpker—Eust. Rassow (Forsch. p. 120) would place a comma
after {@vri, on the ground that the words g atofavopéve 8¢ cannot go
with the conditional clause: the construction is Soxei yap elvai 7e 7
relvedre kal Kakby kai dyadiv, ) alobavopéve 8¢, eimep kal 16 {Grrt kai
Kakov kal dyaddy éore pi alobavopéve.

A dead man, it may be argued, is like a living man absent on a
long journey, to whom, without his knowing it, good and evil may
happen, in the matter of his estate, or in the persons of his relatives
left at home. A dead man may thus perhaps be said “to partici-

, Date unconsciously’ in the happiness or misery of his descendants.
" Aristotle says nothing here to lead us to suppose that he appro-
priates this view ; indeed, he could not appropriate it, for it still
assumes personal immortality, although in a highly attenuated
form. Aristotle’s own doctrine is that ‘immortality’ belongs to the
family or race, as distinguished from the individual: see de An.
i 4. 415 a. 26 uoikdraror yap 76y &pyey Tois {bow, Joa téhewa xab
mnpapara, § Ty yéveaw abropdry Eyer, o modrat Erepov ofov adrd, (Gov
pev Lpov, hurdy 8¢ durdy, lva Tob det kat Tod Oelov peréxwow 3§ Svarra

s . . émel ofv kowovely dduvarel Tob del kal Tod Befou 7] ouvexely, Sa 6

§ 6. 18 wpdrepoy dmopnBev] viz, mirepoy o0’ aMhow oé&ém.&y&po}rrow a. 31,
edlporaréor Ens v (7 ; § 1. The solution of this dmepla will help us
lo the answer of 7o viv émyrodpevor, Viz. moTepoy a'wuw:irm Ta THY
dieydvaw tois yovedow ; the discussion of which is resumed in the next
chapter.

§ 7. dvaxuxheiofar] Zell quotes Phys. iv. 14. 223 b. 24 qbaf:rl vép 1100 b. 3.
xikhov etvar v& dvfpdmwa mpdypara. Michelet quotes Herod. i. 207

klkhos Tév dvbpemiov éott mppypdrov.

§ 3.] Grant notes that the words yapahéorra ral cafpas Bpupévor b. 6.
form an iambic line, probably quoted from some play.

§ 9. { 7 pév Tais Tixals émakoloubely oidapds dpbév ;| This is b. 7.
Solon’s error.  He attaches too much weight o fortune. Happiness
is essentially the virtuous life, which can maintain itself even in the
midst of misfortunes. "
With éraxohovbeiv rais rixars cf. Menander (Stob. Zcl. Phys. ii. 8,
Meineke, £7. iv. 213) i
Svomapakolotfyrdy T wpAyw eoTiv TUYI.

pnder éviéxeofa v Plaprdv radrd kal v apibud Srapévew, 5 Sivara
s o - # A A .\ » n ’ 3
PETEXEW €RAOTOV, KOWWYEL TAUTY, To pév paAdor 76 § firror kai deapdves odk
atrd &N’ olov atrd, dpibud piv ody &, ide & &,  Oecon. 1. 3- 1343 b.
23 dpa 8¢ kal ) Ppbos dvamhnpol radry 5 meprdde T del elvar érel kar

dptlpdy ot Biwvarar, dAN& kard T8 elfos® offre mpowxovdurTar o Tou Belov e ,
R 2 AT 3 § 10. poprupel B¢ 76 Aéyo xai 70 viv Siamopnév] To be taken b.1L.

closely with what immediately precedes—‘ Happiness does not
consist in good fortune. Good fortune is only an :axtemal con-
dition, not part of the essence, of Happiness. Happmess. consists
essentially in the performance of function: and (§ _m) th‘us theory
(¢ Méyw) of Happiness is confirmed by the very difficulties ’therfx—
selves which we have reviewed.” To Swmopeiv is Siépyecfar tas dmoplas
(see Index Arist.s.v. Suamopeir); consequently here 6 »iw amropr;ée'r;v
means ‘the result of the review of awopiar which we have concluded.
The result of this review has been to bring out 7o péwudy Tt elvar v
evdmpoviar as the thought underlying the dropia—* How can eldar-

ékarépov 7) Giots Tob Te dvdpds kai Tis yuaikds mpds THY koweviay,
8. 20. Tipol xal &Tcp.t'm] 7. ¢ to himself.

a 2L  §4. dwopiav 8¢] This is Bekker’s reading, followed by Bywater.
I am inclined to follow Susemihl in reading & : nothing new is
going to be >dded: what has been said is going to be repeated in
different words.

8.23.  kavé MNoyor] ‘in accordance with his life’: Eustr. has xard Adyov
jjror xard axolovdiay kal dveloyiar tis abrob pakapidTnTos.

a.28. Tois dmooripaci] ©in their respective degrees of removal.” Grant.
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1100 b. 11. povin, Which is péwmpdy i, be realised in the life of man, which is
obnoxious to fickle fortune (§ ¥)’? Our Definition, which makes
Happiness consist, not in good fortune, but in those functions
which are the most stable elements in human nature, is thus con-
firmed by * the review of dmoptar.” The Paraph. Heliodorus explains
this excellently—\éyopev rolvov mpds Tiw dmopiav, Grv 7d pér Tiyas

abrds] the reading of MP, CCC, NC, Vet. Int. adopted by 1100b. 17.
Susemihl and Bywater instead of adrd. :

Miqv] Similarly in Z. V. vi. 5. 8 réxm and Dpévnas are con-
rasled—Ap8y pév s rowbrys ews (e g. méxuys) €ori, povnoens ,ﬁ’
ik forwv.  Téxen implies the cultivation of a smalll part of a man’s
nature ; whereas dpdvpocs involves the organisation of the whple
man, and he cannot ‘ forget” or lose his ¢psvyais ‘wnhout beco‘rmng
another being. Cf. Grant on the present § (i. 1o. 10)—*The
dépyea . . . s our life and being, and it would be.absurc,l’ t:o speak
of forgetting this. It  is more abiding than the sciences,” . &. ti}an
the separate parts of knowledge, which do not constitute the mind
itself.’

§11. 7 Lnrolpevor] 70 {yrovpevoy 7v € dlvarar pévew 6 eddaipov b. 18.
pakdpos év Tais TéY TUXDY pETATTOTETI. Eustr, S? the‘ Pﬁara;ph.—‘
Undpe T Grovpevov T evdatpont, 70 powpor Sphevort c.wnp elvas TH
dyabov.

pdhioTo Tdvrov] ‘ mostly ' Grant ; wdvror 1S neut.

mpder kal Dewpoer 7& ko' dperfy] Grant (note on §' m), p'oints
out that these words show that the opposition betlm:een ai kar’ dperijy
dvépyeia and af émoripa in § 10 is not the opposition ‘ between the
moral and intellectual évépyerar.

8y Gs @\ndds ayabds kal Terpdywvos dvev Ydyou | Ze:ﬂ_. Ct?ra'es, b. 21.
Michelet, and Grant refer to Plato, Profagoras 339 Aeye: yap mov
Spervidys . . . 6Tt

&vdp’ dyabiv pév ahabéws yevéofar yakemov
xepoiv Te kal woal kal o
Terpaywvoy dvev Yéyou Te-
TUYpEVoD,
Cf. Rhet iii. 11, 1411 b. 23 Mye 8 mpd dppdrov :'r.:i'rm frme:{u doa
évepyodvra cnuaives olov Tov dyady dvBpa t}:&ym elvau rerpay(omré:
 peradopd: due yip réheta, aAN' of onpaiver évépyeiav. Sn.opa.ter, apu
" Stob. Flor. vol. ii. z22 (ed. Meincke), quoted by Zell, indicates the
precise metaphor conveyed by mpci'ymmc--—rff- oty oz:v'roa Kum’mv

Sipwvidov Adyov TeTpaywves, b rara waoav "n:xqv Kai g.-payfmrm:-

perdoracw dopakds éornéerar, So Eustr. rerpayevos, r‘}n:ar. lﬂeﬁqx{ns‘-xm

ardotpos’ &k peratpopls TEY TowlTEY OXIpRGTEY, d orws av p\u;i;'ewa‘fre‘crqr:u
$pba foravra. Cf. Suidas sub poc. Aapdokios—oepvds 8¢ fiv kal evoxm-
L

émakalovbeiv, olBauds pbdv: ol yip év rairats ) edBatuovia ouwararas, §
Tofmemle diia mpooleirar péy Tolroy mpds iy eddatpoviar avfpomwos
Bios, kabdmep elmoper: 3 8¢ obala s eddarpovias otk Sy alrais, dAX év 73
xar dperiy évepyela ouvicrarat, kabds elpyrar.  Mémpor yap €l elvar i
ebBaroviay kol Buk Toiito of Suvardy adriw év Tois Amd Ty ovioracfar
kal TolTe paprupel §) mpokepdin Host  dmd Tolrov Yip EaBe Ty dpyiy
Tob tmokelofar Ty eddaywoviar pdvgroy etvas.

b.14. ponpwrepar yip wai TOv EmoTnpdy abrar Soxobow etvar] The
contrast here is between deeply organised functions, whetber -
fellectieal or moral, involving the coordination of all parts of a man’s
nature—z.e. between the display of intelligence and moral goodness,
on the one hand, and special knowledge, involving the perhaps
exclusive cultivation of one small part of human nature, on the
other hand. An intelligent man will show intelligence on all
occasions, a just man will always act justly; but an examinec may
quite forget a branch of knowledge, after the reason for which he
‘got it up’ has ceased to exist,

b. 19,

b.15.  rolrev § adrdv] i.e rov depyady Tdv kar dperiy.

ai mpwdratac] The exact force of this expression may be gathered
from i 12, which asks whether edSapovia is émawerdy ot Tipon,
Things which are means are érawerd, but an end-in-itself, such
as eddmpovia, is ripor.  Hence here af ryuorerar may be rendered—
‘the highest,” 7. ¢. the most final. The paxdpor—those who realise
most perfectly that ‘humanity is an end-in-itself’ not a means
to something beyond itself, spend their lives in—identify themselves
with the performance of functions which are *highest’ in this
sense. We may take it, then, that af Gewpyrical évépyecar were in
Aristotle’s muind when he wrote rotror 8" adrdv af ryudraras

b.16. katalijy] Coraes suggests &jv: cf. the Paraph. && 76 (v & adrais
Tols paxapiovs pdliora kal ovvexéorara.  The compounded form kara-
{iiv is rare, but it is, I think, appropriate here: perhaps, however,
the xara- represents a dittograph of the preceding -rara.
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Jeunn nichts einzuwenden haben gegen das Solonische Wort; denn 1101 a, 14.
mag er auch auf die dussern Gliicksfalle ein minderes Gewicht
legen als Solon, so stimmt er thm doch darin bei, dass es zur
(Mliickseligkeit nicht eines gewissen Abschnittes des Lebens,
gondern des ganzen Lebens bediirfe, und wer dies meint, wird
Solons Vorsicht im Urtheil nur billigen kinnen. (Oben ch, 1o § 7,
Wit es als ein dromov bezeichnet, e 67 éoriv eddutpwr, pi dApfed-
geri kar adrod 7o mdpyov. Auch dies wird durch die Worte,
drady 0 pédor dpavés ppiv zuriickgenommen). Die letztere
Definition, die, wenn man auf die Fassung Gewicht legen darf,
noch als fraglich hingestellt wird, scheint in der Schule des
Aristoteles die herrschende geworden zu sein. Denn wihrend er
gelbst noch Grunde gegen die Solonische Ansicht anfihrt, wird
diese in der Fudemischen Ethik kurzweg als richtig bezeichnet
und demgemiss der Bios rékews als das volle Menschenleben
gefasst,

Susemihl apparently differs from Rassow in regarding the words
d & ofre . . . paxapiovs & dvbpbmovs § 16 as genuine. But
surely, if the words 4 mpooferéov . . . mdirws, with their references
to the future (Buwodperor and relevrirorra) are inconsistent with
Arisiofles criticism of the Solonian dictum, the words ols dmdpyee
«a, omdpler are equally so. Nor is the sentence e & ofro . .
parapiovs § dvfpemovs even consistent with itself. The writer of it
evidently lays emphasis on rév {évrev, and intends to make a
statement which shall embody what he conceives to be Aristotle’s .
correction of Sclon’s 78 pj (évr’ eldaporvifer: but he does not see
that the words «at @wdpfe deprive the correction of meaning,
Aristotle’s objection to Solon being that Solon will not acquiesce
in the present, but must needs wait for the future. Aristotle’s
view of Life is like his view of Pleasure. Both Life and Pleasure
are peffect (re’?\em) &y TG :Erﬁp.(_g v, We have not to wait for
a fulure téhos: if we had, Life would be a yéreos, not an
€vépyeia.

1100 b, 21. per Té& mdvra xal Terpdywvos dvev Jréyov Tervypévos, s Gdvar kara Tov
Spovidyr.

~ 0.26.  §12. kal ydp adrd cuvemkoopely méuker, kaif Xpiors adrdy k.7 |
atré and 4 xpiots eirév are distinguished. ‘In themselves they
naturally help to lend a charm to life, and the use of them is
noble and good.

b.80. Siahdpmer 10 kahdv] Both Michelet and Grant remark on the
Stoical tone of this passage. Grant compares £, V. iii. g. 4, where
the self-sacrifice of the brave man is described.

1101 8.2,  § 13. éx thv dmapydvtov k.TN.] Tds Toxas § és Spyava xpi § s Thas
vmokewpévas Aoyifeclar.  Eustr.

2. 8. § 14 ablhios pev oidémote yévorr @v 6 eddaipwy, ob ply pakdpios ye
k.r.\.] The distinction between etdaluwr and paxdpros is not carefully
observed by Aristotle. We may perhaps say that the latter term
is strictly applied to the man whose happiness is not marred in any
way by circumstances : cf. the derivation given in £. . vii. 11. 2
TOU pakdpioy dyopdracw dmd Tol yalpew. :

a.14. §15.] In this § the words # mpovferéov a. 16 . . . mdvrws 2. Ig
are bracketed by Susemihl. Rassow had pointed out (Forscs.
pp. 118, 119) that they (and also the words e & ofrwa. 19 . . .
dvfpomovs 4. 21 in § 16) are inconsistent with the result gained
by Aristotle from the discussion of Solon’s dictum, although quite
in harmony with the later peripatetic view of the Bios Télewos.
Rassow’'s words are—*Was hindert uns also, fahrt Aristoteles
fort (§ 15). den gliickselic zu nennen, der der vollkommenen
Tugend gemiss thitig und mit &ussern Gliicksgiitern hinlinglich
ausgertistet ist pn wov Tuydvra ypdrov dAA& réhew Biov? Schlisse hier
die Untersuchung, so wire nicht bloss die Ansicht des Solon
zuriickgewiesen, sondern man wiirde auch iiber die Frage, was
man unter dem [ios mélews zu verstehen habe, keineswegs im
Zweifel sein kinnen. Denn wenn es denkbar ist, dass jemand
die Eudidmonie besitzt, verliert und wiederpewinnt, wie kann
der Besitz ¢e-z2lben an das volle Menschenleben gebunden sein ?
(cf. note on i. 7. 16). Aber wider Erwarten erfolgt ein Zusatz, der
zwar in der Form einer Frage auftritt, aber doch einer Frage, die
cher zu Bejahung als Verneinung hinneigt. Es heisst: # apoo-
beréoy . . . mdvras; € & olrw . . . & dvfpomovs. Wer so definirt

§ 18. pokaplous ¥ &vBpdmous] Before dvbpimovs T, C CC, Eustr,, a. 20.
Paraph., corr. P (7. e, Par. 2023), and perhaps Asp. (sce Bywater)
read &s, which Michelet ascribes to Christian influences—as if the
distinction intended were that between the imperfect happiness
competent to man’s fallen nature and the perfect felicity of God:
whereas according to the true Aristotelian teaching, man, although

L2
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1101 2. 20. partially subject to the vicissitudes of fortune, has a region—that of

thought—exempt from their influence. As exercising thought he
enjoys a felicity which does not differ in kind from the divine ;
while, as a composite being, he enjoys a human happiness. Be
this as it may, I cannot see how the so-called Christian distinction
may not be got out of the words before us as well without as with

os. The meaning (with or without &) seems however to be simple

enough—we may call men pacdpwor, but we must remember that
they are men. The difference between the happiness of man and
of God is not in the kind of function which constitutes the
happiness in each case, but in the continuity of that function : see
MMet. A, 5. 1072 b. 13 ék Towdrys dpa dpyiis forprar & odpavis kat 5 Piiois
Seayewyy 8¢ éorw oia 7 dpiary pupdy xpovow fuiy ore Yap del exels éoru
iy péy yap ddtvarov . . . Gore (i kal aiby cuvexms xal aidios imdpyst
76 Bedd* Toiro yip 6 Beds.

Eustratius, although he perhaps writes under the influence, to
some extent, of the Christian distinction, does not really misre-
present the Aristotelian teaching in his commentary on the words
before us—pakapiovs 8¢ ¢uow bs dvlpdmovs Froo kara T6 dppitor
avBparivy loe, ols 1§ é Bip daywy)) év dawexei §ioer xal peraBolj
imdpyet, émel tijs voepds kat Oelas Ploews ENo eldos parapiéryros, év
ardoer 6 elvar éyolons kal pydeplav Omopevolons peradodfy. 1 have
great doubts, however, of the genuineness of the words e & ofire

C .. . & avBpomovs,

CHAPTER XI.

ARGUMENT.

T retursr now fo the question whether the dead ave touched by the fortunes
of living descondants and friends— That they are not tfouched at all is @ cold
docirine opfosed to most mew's way of thinking, and therefore not one which
we showld be justified in maintaining dogmatically : buf to make a critical

| examination ¢f *he particulur cases, in order {0 estimate the probabilily of the
dead being o7 not being touched in eack, wonld take too long : a gensral stalement
o the subject muusst suffice : and It it be this—Difforent things whether hap-
Pening to qurselzes or to owr friends affect us differently.  Some things affect us
deeply, other things lightly, This during owr lives. But when wwe comipare
the way in which the dead are ‘affected’ with that in which the living are
* affected, we most be prefarved for a vast difference—much vaster than that e
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e theatye betwveen the effect of a messenger’s tals of horvor and erime and the effect

O the erime iiself in ail its horror enacted on the stage before our eyes. Taking
wieonnt then of this vast difference in the way in which the dead as copzzfzifz red
With the living are ¢ affected —if they are *affected’ at all (o dowbt :'a}:.zm we
Wit ot lose sight of either,—we may say that if af;g)':.z qf. g?:‘wd or evtl reackes
he deaid from the living world and touches them, it is so {raﬁwfg, o7 they are 5o
Wiiensible to its influence, that ¢t doss not affect thetr Happiness if they ave hagpy,
W Wietchednzss if they are wretched.

§ 1] On the subject of this ch. see introductory note to ch. 10. 1101 a. 22.

Ile now returns to the émyrotuevoy of i. 10. 6.

Aav dbihor palvetor kal tals Séfats dvavrior] Remembering that a. 23.

the treatment of the subject in this and the preceding chapter
\8 dialectzcal, we may recognise in these word‘s .two ma.rks c_)f the
legitimate dialectical mpéracis or mpdBippa, as it is described in the
Zopics. (1) No mpéracis may be employed wh1E:h deeply oﬁ"end?
the religious and moral sentiments of men, 7up. i. 11. 105 a.’g ov
Bei 8¢ mav mpéS\yua oddé mavay Géow émokome: AN fy dmopiueiey
dv w5 7@y Noyou Seopévew, kai py Kohdoews 7 aloicews, ot .I\FLE‘”,. T&'?
dnopoivres morepor Bl Tovs Oeots Tepav, Kal Tols yovels dyamay 7 ol
rohdoews Séovras, of 8¢ wirepov 1§ xtdv Nevir) i} ob, alofioews. So, to (.:all
in question the consciousness of the Dead is a heartless proceeding
(Mav dpoor) and not suited to Dialectic. .(z? Another mark of
a legitimate dialectical mpéracis seems to be indicated by the words
xai rais dofaws évavriov, viz. that, except where it. is supported b}.' very
exceptional evidence, it must not conflict with populaf QpiHic.
See 7vp. i. 10. 104 a. 8 &om 8¢ TPOTATLS " [Lép Smhfxrm; epcfrqu-ai
&dofos #) maow § Tois wheloTos 7§ Tois oodois, kai TolTots ¥ wAGW 7
rois mhelorors #) Tuis pdliora ywepiposs, py wapadofos Oely yap Fid?
ric 70 Soxody Tois oodois, v pi évavriov Tais Tév woNAGy dofws 33
and 70p. i. 11. 104 b. 19 féais 3¢ corw tmohngris rfzpniﬁugng :r&w
yaplpor Twis kard ikogoplor olov 6T oLk EoTw %w:)\)cyew,’ kaldmep
&pn Avmiobévys o . . TO yap Tob TuxéyTOS évavria ras B‘?éms u?r_r.-qf}qu-
pévow. povrifew einfés éomw. In a dialectical dlSC:’.lSS!Ol‘l, then,.hke
the present, we must not call in gquestion the Wldel}:’ entertained
belief, that the dead are conscious, the denial of which moreover
wounds the tenderest feelings of mankind. But while, for these
reasons, unwilling here entirely to deny this popular bel.ief,
Aristotle does not scruple to minimize it—his dialectical c?ncluﬁoﬂn‘
being§'5 Zocke yap éx TobrTwy €l xab Siikveitar wpds aﬁtoﬁf t:‘rww,::.'r
dyabdv eire Totwavriov, depavply Ti Kkal pekpdy i} dmhés § drelvors ewvar,
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1101 s, 28. € O¢ p7, Toooirdr e ral Towdrov Gore ) woweiv eldaipovas rods pi

dvras pnde rods Jyras dpaepeicbar o pakdprov,

a.28. $§§ 8, 4, 5.] We have here a double protasis el & a. 28 , . . .

a. 32,

a. 34,

1101 b. 1.

diapépes 8¢ a. 31, the apodosis beginning—ouXXoytoréow 7 2. 34.

§ 4. 14 mapdvopa xal Sewd wpoimdpxew & Tals tpaywdias i
mpdrreodac] ‘It makes a much greater difference whether a calamity
happen to the living or to the dead, than it does whether a terrible
crime be presupposed in the plot of a tragedy or enacted on
the stage.” Michelet appositely quotes Hor, 4. 2. 181

Segnius irritant animos demissa per aures
Quam quae sunt oculis subjecta fidelibus.”

There can be very lile doubt that this is the meaning of the
passage; but most of the commentators, beginning with Eustrat,,
miss the point, ¢. 2. Coraes, with ofoy érl mapubetyparas, Olbimovs, iy
pTépa yapar, tols oplalpods éckomriperos, ris dpxis «al mjs warpidos
ékminray, oT &y, Olapéper ot év 77 axpri Tadrd Tabra wagyew o
kpwoperou 0ibimodas,

§ 5. ouldoyworéor] *we must take into account”

pENhor 8 Yows 18 Suamopeivar k7] ‘or rather perhaps (we
must take into account, ovAoyieréor understood) the fact that
2 question is raised about the dead etc’ Grant. Lambinus
suggested paklor & {ows 78 def Sawopeiocfar: but as Grant argues’
* The alteration would really alter and spoil the context. Aristotle
does not say “Perhaps after all we had better start the question
anew, whether the dead are conscious of events.” This would
contradict § 6. He only says, “ While granting the hypothesis
that they do feel, we must take into account the element of doubt
which still continues to attach to the subject.”’ Rassow, however—
(Forsch. p.ng), is of opinion that p@ov § {res rd8e dei dmopeioba is
the correct reading. I cannot help thinking that the considerations

urged by Grant against the conjecture of Lambinus tell equally
against that of Rassow.,

ék Todtwr] ék raw cipnpévar—Aspasius: so Stahr, Peters, and
Williams: but the Paraph. has—gaiverar rofvvw oTL, €l kat pyeral Te
Tpos avrols dwd TobTwY,

! After noting the rendering of the Paraph, as supporting Tambinus—axerréor
oty wepl 155 Bagopds: BéArior 3¢ tori crébacar e Kowevotow KT A,
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el B sc. ddavpdy Te kak pekpov, F g p - e ;
i i o inm W 3 i
- § 6.] Victorius thinks that this § is an z.?hggr-l_t scholinm W"% hb i
lias got into the text— nihil enim novi tot 1’9;}%15 expomttlr. tnm =
iy = % . - § .-_|\f 13'
solum sententia sed ne verba gquidem varianttr ... . sunt e

T i
: i : z wne’ . Stahr follows
It nonnulli (which ?) a quibus haec verba absunt; 54? v =

Victorius in regarding the § as an interpolation. . 4 g

CHAPTER XII.

ARGUMENT.

fr—Ts Happiness a thing which we praise, or s ¢t

Let otr next guestion be th or revereds for

ot vather a thing whick we revere# It must be either praised
it i5 actually good, wot @ mere possibility of good. e A,
A thing s praised because ¢t is a good peeans fo some Sl
fﬁrzrac‘fera;‘f fraised because ¥ produces virtuous actions. | B
e to an end beyond, praise is misapplied: eg. it &5 m Pl ;5 s
r:{;‘;:j!m:{v 50, ta the Gods who exist for themselves mtd_/;s';::fa:kz}é ey
] ol 75 alowe praise: © that a goo B (
o Cmq:{gjg" (z?oofx’ * s indeed the argument which Eudoxus wsed

praise mast e il a mryﬁue Fine of adpocacy i

to prove that © Pleasure is the Chief Good

was, in the opinion of many. % ats of bodily strength or
; - Drmiances such as fe g i 7
As for encomia—Lthey ave for f{:’};mase who have made encomia their special

ieces of arf : but the wo wead : =
i;zj;i?;fay é{cmmlx‘m’ for details ; our present subject is Happiness, and

jnni irst Prin-

lain that Happiness is revered asan End. ,‘4m Begmvfmg a:s’s.a ::;:?,;L P}Z?me

fa' Iz it is reveved, Al that is done by men is done for‘ its sake :d e
ﬂf‘;wr or First Cause of ail their actions. Such a Principle ar

T vepere as diviie.

i ¥ her 1101 b.10.
Iniroductory Note.] Except that this chapter tcontan_lsh a t;x;:l 1:1- 1101
3 nt of the Definition. with popu
attempt to show the agreement : i : :
opinifn and forms of speech, ils connexion with the 1‘r'nme;i1a1
i in Z.FE.ii, .12
context is not evident. The following passage in E. L‘hl ntemg
a. 40—b. 16, which gives an imperfcet conspectus of t i c'og T
j i ' ; Tin
: E. V., seems however to
of several chapters of the ; 5 : FT
the solidarity of the enquiry before us with the preceding dlSCU}SbiD]: :
s F el - N oL
especially with the question e dei 70 7é)os dpdy i—07L &€ o goes :
v i ] a T
Toy Bpov alrils Aéyoper kulds, paprvpta Ta Soxolvra waow M

" Ea -
3 (v 16 alvd Te edbapovely, Gv exauToy
ap €0 mpa L 6. €0 (p TO alvd T¢
TE yap €0 mparTew Kal (7
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1101 b. 10, xpiiols éore kai évépyea, xat ¥ (i kal 7 mpakis (m} vidp 4 mpakriky ypuT-

b. 10.

oy éori L L . ) kal 70 phre plav fpépay elvar edBalpova phre waida pil
htkiar macay (86 kal w5 Sohwvos éxee kakds 16 p (o ebdarpovifery, aAN
orav iy rélos' olldév yip dredés edBayor ob yap Ghov)' & & of Erawo
Tis dperfjs fud T4 Epya, kal T& Eyrdpia Tdv épyor kai areavoivrar oi
vkdrres, aAN' oly of Suvdpevor wikiv, wy wkévres 8¢ kal 4 Kplvew éx
Téy Epywy dmoids Tis oty ¥ B i ) eddayovia odk draweirar 5 o Bia
Tatyy T@Aa, § 6 els Tabrpy drapépeoba §) o pdpra elvar adris. Sib
érepoy  elduporiopds kat Erawos kal éykdpuov. T jér  yap éyxdprov
Ayos 7080 kaf Eacror Zpyov & 8 Enmawos Towdrow efvat kabihovt & &
elBatpoviopds Téhovs. It will be observed that the word tipioy is not
used here, the writer, true to his view—d Séiwvos Exer ka\ds To pn
{ovr edbaiporifery AN ray AdBy Téhos, ending the passage with ¢ &
ebdatporiapss TéNous,

§ 1] eldaspovia is evidently not a 8vvapis or mere potentiality of
good : it is definitely and actually good. But is it actually good
as a means or as an end? This question, which has already been
answered over and over again, may be answered once more
by reference to the popular distinction between érawerd and riua,
the former being good means, and the latter good ends. The
result of this reference is oddels my eddaipoviar émawes kafldmep 76
Sixator, d\X' &s Beedrepdy 1 kai Bdriop pakapiCer (§ 4). CfL M. M i, 2.
1183 b. 20~37—a passage which fully explains what Aristotle under-
stands here by émawerd (ofow dperat) miua (olov \puxs, voos, % dpyi)
fi.nd durdpets (olov dpxs) mhotros loyds kdAhes). Ramsauer, who has an
Important note here, points out that the conjunction érawerd, fua,
durapers occurs only in the Z#. Nve, and the M. 3. In 77 op.iv. 5
70 Svvardy §j 76 mommkdy 13 distinguished zs & @o alperdy from 7o
Tipeov, which is 82 adrd afperdy, no mention being made of 7o érawerdp! ;
(226 b. 4 [opiv 3¢] rai el e 70w 8¢ aimd Teptay § aiperdv els Sivapw § 6 Suva-
Tov ) 76 momTikéy Enrer’ mica yap Slvapis kat wiy =5 Svvaréy ) 76 O TROY
3 @No alperdr), while in another passage, 7up. iii. 1. 116 b. 37
tima and érawerd do not seem to be distinguished, o/ being end;
0:‘ means—ére 0 kd\hiov kaf alrd kal miptdrepor kal érawerdrepor,
oloy duhia whotToy xal Sucatortvny loxdos, T pév yap kad abré rov

-

2 '!"he term .e’iraws'.rév does not indeed occur in this passage ; but its contrary
fexriv occurs in the immediate context, 126 a. 30 dpar 8¢ xai ef 7 raw YerTwy
f}?swmv els Bivepuy 1) 76 Suvardv yney .  : then follows 126 b, 4 Kal e 7 7w 8
ab7 Tiplay % alperdy eis dvauy , . . énier;
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il o whotroy 87 €auror aAha 8 Erepov, Tiw 8¢ Pukiar kad aird,
Wil ol pydiv péder iy Srepor an abris Eoecfar.  All we can say is
that here in the Efhics Aristotle finds that it suits his purpose
1o make a distinction between émawera and ripa which he does
1ot make in the Zopecs.

wis éxew émaweiofou’] When the possession of a good gwality
places a thing in a definite 7elation fo something else we praise it
on account of its relation to that something else (yvorrar of &rawor
&' dvadopas § 3). CL Cal 5.6 b. 2 %m 88 . . . révmpds e .
¢bis Budbeors émoripn alofnouw féois., mwdvra yip T4 elpyueva aita
dwep éativ érépuov elvar Néyerar o . o 5 yap €s mwds Es Néperar, Kai
0 emwoThpny Twes émoripn wor.h Cf. the last words of the present
book of the E.NV.: vou éfcor 8¢ tas émoiverds dperds Aépoper. A
good quality to be érawerdy, however, must be one which places its
possessor in a defintde relation. There are certain good qualities—
various émoripac or réyrar (the Suvdpers pera Méyov of Mef. ©. 2. 1046
b. 1) such as pyropues, Swhexricn, iorpucy, which may be used
for good or evil indifferently, and therefore are not émawerd or,
at least, not so without qualification. But moral &es (¢. 2. Bexatoot)
differ from such dwvdpers in being the sources of good actions only,
in this respect resembling the dhoyor Surdues or natural properties
of Mei. o. 2, which always produce the same effects—the peculiar
property of fire, e. ¢. always producing heat, that of snow, cold : cf.

N also E. V. v. 1. 4. These moral &es are érawerai without qualifi-
T > - «
4 cation, as they tend definitely to good; whereas many intellectual

&eis (and it will be observed that no intellectual &as are instanced
by Aristotle in the section before us—i. 12. 2) belong rather to the
class of Surdpers which are distinguished from ra émawerd in § 1.
Fustratus seems to sce this—ra pév Oela ripa Méyoper dbs mapyorra
tmép Erawor . . . émawerd 8¢ r& dvfpdmva ds ToU Tipaclar pey hamdpera,
éralvwy 8¢ pdvor tvyydvovra. elot 8¢ xat érepn dvpdmuwa pér kal ruira,
énaporepiforra 8é, bs kat karoploty Glvdcbar xal dpaprdvew, xai &id
rotro Surdpers heydueva, s Twas Tév Texvav mdpyer ebpely, oloy laTpuiy
7 gnropuciy krh.  These instances, it will be observed, differ from
those given by the author of . M, 1. 2, who has ré 8¢ Suvdpecs oiov
dpxn whoites loyvs kakkes 1183 b. 28,

Besides the moral éfew, there is another class of moudryres,

Yillar kat érawerdv, ta 8 ol «aff aive @\A& & érepor eldeis yap 1101b. 10,

§ 2. dalverar B war 70 émawerdr 7§ wordy 7L elvar kal wpds TL b, 12.
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sufficiently definite in the direction of good to be  praised * without
qualification—viz. those described in Cat 8. g a. 15 as 74 kard
Svvapw Guowir—ot yip ¢ Suareirfai raos Eaarov roirey Néyerar, alhd
1§ lvapw Exew Puowy . . . rob mocal T adlos . . . ofor mokrikol
i Bpoukoi (cf. the passage before us, § 2) Xéyorrat ot 16 Sraxeiabal wws
a\ha t¢ Sbvapw Exew puowiy vob wooal T padlws. To prevent
misunderstanding it is proper to add that, although in the view of
the passage before us (Zz4 i. 12. 2) the qualities or mobryres
regarded as érawerd par excellence are the moral &es and T kara
Straper duaay heydueva, still it is not implied that all fnfellectual
¢Seis are mere potentialities for good or evil, like prropued, and
therefore not properly érawerd. Those émoripm which are con-
cerned with necessary truth cannot be turned to evil account,
and, gua éfas, are accordingly émawerat: similarly the intellectual
&:s of ¢Ppdumaus, althongh concerned with contingencies, is éracrert,
being one of those uls d\nbeloper kai pndérore BuayrevBipeda (E. IV,
Vi 6. 2). That Aristotie extended rawos to intellectual as well as
to moral éees is indeed plain from the last section of this book,
where dperr is described as émawery &, and the dperai are then dis-
tinguished as 7iai and duavogrucal. The tendency, however, which
we have noticed in the passage before us (i. 12. 2) to regard the
moral ées as preeminently érawerai is developed by the writer of the
M. M. into the doctrine that the intellectual é€ets are not iwaweral
see M. M. i. 5 1185 b. 3 Zorw & 5 Yoy, s Gapéy, es blo pépy
Oupyuéun, els e T Mdyow Egov kal 76 d\oyov. év pév 8 v6 Mdyov Exorre
eyyiverar ppdimoes dyyivowa vopla ebudbea ponpy kal T4 Totadra, v 8 T
a\dye alraw ai dpetal Neydpevan, gogpoaivy Sixatsaivy dudpeln §oar E\at
o0 fj8ovs Boxoliow éraweral eivat. kard Yap Tatras érawerol heyducla raré
8¢ ris vab Ndyor Eyovros olidels émaweitar ofire Yyap GTe goghis, otdels
éraweirai, oire Gre ppdupos, odd Pws kard T Ty Towdrer oidd.
This is not in itself Aristotelian, but Aristotle suggested it. :

With the words which head this note—aqaiverac & xx X, cf, et
4. 14. 1020 b. 23 pdkora 88 75 dyaddv kal o kakdy onualver T5 wordy
€mi TOV E’p\{rﬁ_xaw, kal Tovrov pdliora énl Tois Eyovet wpoaipeow : cf. also
£. N, ii. 5, which turns on goodness (dper) being regarded as /e
wowTys par excellence: hence an examination of the admitted forms
of wordrys—eks, Siwams, mibos (or wabyrich mowwrys), with the conclu-
sion § 6. 1106 a. 11 Aeimerar Eeig ras dperas elvau.

xal Tov loxupdy 8¢] Kb: accepted by Rassow (Forsch. 34). The
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8¢ serves to bring out clearly that there are fawwo disfine/ classes 1101 b.16.
0f énaveri—the dperal, and r& xard Svvapw duouiy : hence also the
ward wedukdvar here,

§ a. ye)m?m:[ sc. of 660:'.I b.18.

roiTo 8¢ oupBalver] 7.e Tods feods mpds pds dvapépecdar. Cf. b. 20.
£ V. x. 8. 7 for Aristotle’s view of the life of the Gods, which is
dewpyrecn évépyera, holding itself entirely apart from admixture with
the concrete, and consequently from interference in human af-
fairs.

§ 4, épolws B¢ xal Tov dyabdv| se. t& Gedrara. b. 25,

§ 5. Edofos] Said to have been one of Plato’s pupils; chiefly b. 27.
celebrated as an astronomer (JMef. A, 8) ; made 780 the summum
bonum (Z. V. x. 2). For references to the literature about him
see Schwegler, J/es. vol. iv. p. 310. Opposite the section before us
there is a scholium on the margin of Par. 1834 (L*)—not however,
so far as I could judge, one of those by the hand which wrote the
text—throwing considerable light on this doctrine of Eudoxus: it
is (see Cramer, dnecdota Graeca vol. i. Schol, Cod. Par. 1854,
P- 1101 b. 27)—&\eye yap mp Hooviy émékewa elvar wdvrav Tér dyabov
kot 8ud Tolro dwéveper alrj & Eddofos ta apworeia. This expression
émékewa wavrar Tav ayaflor suggests the view that the doctrine of
Eudoxus was only a modification of Plato’s theory of the 3
rdyabos, and consequently by no means a * hedonistic * doctrine, as
Aristotle insinuates Z. V. x. 2. 1 émoredorto & of Ayor 8wt v Tov
#ovs dperny padov 4 & alrovs® Sraepdvrms yap éboker aoppor efvar ol
On @s pilos Tijs jlovs ébdker Tatra Méyew, dAN olrws éyew kar aljfear,
Here Aristotle speaks as if Eudoxus was better than his doctrine :
but it is quite in Aristotle’s manner to misrepresent the doctrines of
the Platonists. See note on £. V. x.1. 2. In the present§ (i. 12.
5) it will be understood that Aristotle does not imply his approval
of the conclusion drawn by Eudoxus.

§ 8.] éyxdua are given to good acts or products as such; &rawos b. 33.
to the qualities in men necessarily resulting in such acts or
products; while a Life spent in the systematic performance
of all good acts is, taken as a whole, riwer and rédewor. The
editors refer to Rfef. 1. g. 1367 b. 26 &ome § &rawes Adyos dudavider

_ péyefos dperfis . . . 76 8 éyxdpion Téy Spyor éort , . . &b xal éyxopud-
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1101 b. 38. {oper mpdfarras' 4 § fpya ompeia s feds ot drel érawabper kal ui)
mempayora, el moreloper elvar Towtrov. See also the passage from
£, E.ii. 1 quoted in the introductory note to this chapter.

§ 7. 10t wepl T8 Syrdpea menompévois] In a list of Aristotle’s
works given by Hesychius we find Téxm éykopaorich (see Berlin
Arist. 1469): cf. Rhet ad Alex. 4 on the éyropwarricdy efdos.
1102a.2.  §8. dpxh] doxiw Mb, Ot CCC, Ald, but dpxy is right; Zell
quotes ii. g. 1 rowadry oriy (6 dpersy) Sick 6 GTOYATTIK TOU péoou elvar,
and vil. 4. 5 & Sibkovras Sk o agodpal elvar,

The ré\os, or perfect adult form, is the dpy# which determines
the growth, through all its stages, of a plant or animal (see Met. A,
8. 1073 a. 1 16 mpéaror od owéppa éotly NG 78 Tékecow) 5 similarly,
ebdaspovia—the 7éos, or perfect form of human nature, is, as xahdy,
the dpyd, or principle of attraction, which moves states and
individuals to the performarnce of noble actions,

b. 85.

CHAPTER XIIL

ARGUMENT.

Sence Happiness 1s “a vital Sunction manifesting perfect excellence, et us
#OTY, Th 0¥ der lo gel a clearver vivw of Happiness, examine the nature af ¥ excel-
lence)  In doing so we shail anly be followrimg out the line of enquiry contemplaled
al the beginning of this Treatise, whew we descrited o Science as a kind of
Statesmanship ; for the * excellence” o ¢ Soodness’ of theiv citizens &5 what ail

trate Statesmen (o, g. the great lazngivers of Crete, Sparta, and other states) have
beesr peost anxions abeut

QF course it ds man's excellerce that we examine i and the excellence wof of
£is body But of kis soul ; Jor we define Happiness as @ wital Junction, i e. q
Sunction of the soul. The Statesman thes must Rnowr sonietling about the soiml
as @ whole, just as the physician must Fovew the body as @ whole : in eack cuse
10 past can be known or treated avight EXCEPL as part of the whols. Bur the
Staterman's study of Pychology need not go #ifo wearisome detarls, for its cnd
s practical not scientific,

& will be enough then if we here borrow the matn outlines of Psychology
J7ont other works in whickh the subject is lreated—and first, lef us borvow the
a’z‘sz'szb;z of the sonl dnfo (1) the irrational part and (2) the part which has
Feason—it does not concernm us heve whether the

S parts are really separate as
hand and foot are in the body, or only separated in LRought as corvex and con-

ave in the mathematical circunference.  Then the irrational Pt is sup-
dévided. Firstwehave thevegetarive part, the Principle of nuttrition and Erowih,
WAICH Wwe see perhags most Plainly at work in the embryo ; but it continues to
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mmm i the adult also, This principle is common to all Zim'rfg n'eam;ﬂ and
W poculiar fo mman.  Thus € operaies most in sleep z‘a-&.m the a‘gfermig‘ ;m.m
i 88 men, G e, befeveen good men and bad men, is least apparent: . z;m;i'
Al their lives’ according fo the saying  the happy are 7 bettes q‘f than :},
Wisirable)  And this s easily explained, for x]a"@ is the non-activity of the
Wl ua prisciple of conduct—although the principle of conduct may gme!f:zi:
i so far active in slesp as fo make the dreams of the good man better than ¢ oﬂ
] Of the bad man, But enough of this: let us pass on frow the nalritive paﬁ
Whose excellence is not that of man as man, to the other subdivision of the
Vvational pari—io © the principle whick fz’aazcg/’z arm{;mm’ yet paﬂzazi_zfa!s.r .w?je.
Aot in reason,”  In the continent man and in the incontinent m.m .a;ﬁ' see o
Principles, sne that of reason which we praise, and another whic oppom‘
weason. This latter principle in the continent man at c‘.ea{f obeys reasor ;-a
Jurticipates ir if.  Thas the trrational part qf. e.‘/‘hz sm.l conlains fwe fﬂ:{c;‘f; ;
wthe vegetative principle whick does not ‘?arimpafe i Feason a.e'm’ 2 i o
apfetitive whick docs in the semse of Jz'sfm‘mg to reason :m’d' oée?fmg it -
wmonition, reproof and exhorfation all wzr?z:e.r.r ‘f" s:‘.r gﬁarfzuj)affo:z ;n riaao: ;
Al bf we wish on the stremgth of ifs © participation . 70 suy fizae‘ 2 ¢ has ;;js;; ,;z
there care be no objection to our saying so, arnd .mf!ataw:fmg the ?m:: @; : .
which kas reasen’ inte two parti—the part whick has reason in the s ric]
Sense, @ e. in tiselfy lite the father whe directs ; and the part z‘t.r}ucfx‘;a; i f;‘;:r
secondary sense, i.e. by devivation from anolther or participation, fike the chils
is father's directions. :
m&;'{:fﬁ;agw’}};m wnderlies the classification of the .‘excee'!mces.’ We dis-
tingutish them as those of the intellect (i.e. tha part whick }zc:.?.r rea.f‘;nz an itself )
and those of the moral character (7. e. the appetitive part w&.:ck Jol m; ;&aﬂ;ﬁf).
Wesdom, intelligence and prudence ave excellences of the mé‘eZZef:t., era z?}
and temperance of the moral ;}zara::x‘e::. Wﬁaf we are a'z:rarséxf;f: a man 5.;?
wioral character we do wnot speak of him as wise ar_md_eflagem £ as go
tempered or temperate ; whereas the wise man comes in Jor the {‘:raa;;e fppy;-
priate to his habit, which belongs to the other division, é/%fxe? of tﬁe intellect. e
both divisions an * excellence’ may be described as a © habit which we praise.

§ 1. wept dperfis émokentéor By €ln| Kb, Camb., and Asp,, a:e 1102 1, 6.
the authorities for & €, accepted by Bywater. The words & ey,

: ' in other authorities.
mAnﬁiiog?sslign of the Ethics begins here. A‘ft('er ipdicaﬁng, in
this chapter, the psychological ground of the dlSIlI}Cllon befweep
the Sravonricai and the 40ixat dperal, Aristotle goes on in Boo?; i, and
Book iii chapters 1—3, to discuss the common c'haia.;ctensncs of
the ffwat dperai. This discussion is summed up in iii. 5. 21 ;mhvg
pév ody wepl Tév dperdr eipyrar ; then follows a detailed .a.ccountko t f
separate ___r:,lﬂmal dperaf up to the end of‘ B’ook 'v; while Book vi is
- devoted to a discussion of the Siavoyrikai aperat,

X ..H_H§ 2. 6 kar aljferar wolemikés| Michelet compares Pol. iii. 5. a. 8.
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a,. 10.

a.. 11,

a. 13,

a. 14,
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1280 b. 4 avepdy bru Sei mepl dperiis Smpehés elvar T v b5 d\pfds
dvopalopévy mokew Cf also Z.F. i 5 1216 a. 23 of moMloi ray
molurikdy otk d\pdds rvyydvovos tiis mpoayyoplas. ob ydp eloe wohirixol
xkard Ty d\ibear. & pév yap mohirikds Tav kakdy éoTi Tpdfewy mpoaLpETL-
«ds, abraov yapw: of 8¢ moMhol xpyudrov kal wheoveflas Svexer Grrovrar Tob
Ly otirws.

§ 8. Kpnrav] Pol. ii. 7.

Aakedawpoviov] Pol ii. 6, Grant remarks that ¢ Aristotle seems
to have inherited the preference felt by Plato and Socrates for the
Spartan constitution; not so much as a historical fact, but rather
as a philosophical idea. It presented the scheme of an entire
education for the citizens, though Aristotle confesses that this
became degraded into a school for gymnastic’  The fault which
Aristotle finds with the Spartan legislation is that it is based
ona one-sided psychology—that it recognises only the virtues of the
duposides pépos. Cf Pol il 6. 1271 a. 41 kal &BL 8¢ T tmoléser Tol
vopolérov émriuoeey dv mis . . . mpbs ydp pépos dostiis § whoa otvrafis
Téw véper ol Tiv mohepikiy' atry 8¢ yproiug mpds T Kparel' Toryapoiy
éoglorto pév molepodvres, dmdM\vrro 8¢ dplavres, 8tk o pi) émloraclar
oxohdlew, pndé fonkévar jdepian doxnowr Erépay KUpLeTépay Ths muhepixis,
Cf. Pol. ©. 3. 1338 b. g viv uév odv ai pdhiora Soxoicat Tér wikewr
empeNeiofat 1oy maidoy af pév drikiy Ew umowotior, XoBbpevar ¢ Te
€y kal Tv alfpow Tov ewpdrer, of 8¢ Adkwves raiTy pév oy fuap-
ror i duapriay, Onpubdeas & dmepydlovrar rois movoLS, ©§ TOUTO Fpos
dvlplay pdliora cupgépor. kalror, kablamep elpnrar mohdxrs, offre Tpds
plav . . . ofire mpbs pdigra ratyy, Bhérovra womréoyr iy Cmpélear,

€l mwes &repor] Michelet suggests the Carthaginians, whose
constitution is described, and on the whole favourably criticised in
Fol. ii. 8. Eustr, has &s 6 S¢Aor “Abpraiwy, xkai érépav Erepou.

§ 4. kara Tiv & dpxils mpoalpeaw] see Z. N, i 2.5 Cf i 9.
8. The Par. has &ore 8fhov ére 5 Giryous afiry dxdhovfos &y €ln 1g ¢
apxis Tou Adyou gKOTQ" v yap éxelvos Tepl ToU TéNous i TOMTIKTS.

§ 5. &bpomivms] I transcribe Eustratius’ note on this §, not
as throwing much light on Aristotle’s doctrine of = dfpimuwor
ayafév, but as an interesting example of how Aristotelian doctrines
fared under the combined influences of Neoplatonism and Christian
asceticism: woM\& yévy dperdw eloiyor of wahatol, wolirecqy kabapreiiy

BOOK I: CHAP. 18: § 5-7. 159

poephe kal iy .rrapaaﬂypaﬂxr}v kal Ty Beovpywiy: rolrer & ékdomp 1102 a. 14.
- Bilpove el vérrapa v& wpdra Ppémow avdpelay coppocivmy Siwaoaiimy,
MAAwe kai d\\ws Ekagroy dmoliddvres alréw, olxelos Snhovdri Tdv yevdw

ddirrou,  @xha viw ﬁ,ui"v T4 Ote Tatra vagywarm ‘ys'ln:.- pdiiora, 1§
wokirwy kal 1§ xabapricy, 7 pév s Yruyije cvpmpartolons T@ copart,
i ¢ xopopéims atmod kai éxnions dovprabis wpds alrd, os evai Thy ey
perpondleay pivov kohdlovear Tas tmepBolas Tév waldr rkai pexpr Tot
él’d’fxm'rm cuvmpotoar THY katq Taita évépyear, Tiv O § els dmdfear
dyovrav év v¢ & xkabaipesfai Ty Yruxny, § kai 1y drayayoboar re fjdn
wil kexa@apra, kai arpogmwallys wpds TO odpa yeyerprar, dvlpermivyy
talvuy dperiy Gnol Ty molurwkiy, s olions s kabaprids kal 1AV Notwdy
liép dvbpumor Eoor kard T ourapdrepoyt émel kal ioe & dvfpwmos
fluepoy kai cvpayelacTikdy kal kowovikdy'  Bre 8¢ kal iy wpds T6 olkeion
e koweviay dprheerar, dmép dvbporelay Tére rabéoTyke cinbeqiy, macay
UMty dmnprnpévos érépyeiar, xai dvemioTpdte ThY yepdvev Yuyh kol
vp kaBape mpds T4 rpelrre dvadepdperos kal mpds Ty Belw dvar\otlipevos

AN apyrey.

§ 8. kai Ty eddawporior 8¢] This clause introduced by kai . .
8¢ (on which see Eucken, de Arist. dicends raf. Pars Prima: de
paritcularum wusw p. 32) stands to that immediately preceding it in
the same relation in which the words «xai ydp rdyafir xr.A in § 5
stand to those immediately preceding them: accordingly, the
Paraphrast’s rendering is simply—énet rolvuw ;1 dvbponivy dpery ot Tob
copards o ahka Tis Yuxis (kal Ty ebdapoviay yap Yuxis évépyear
Aéyoper), kT

§ 7. domep kal Tov dpBakpods Bepamedoorta kol way (1d) odpal
It seems best (with the Par., Victorius., Zell, Coraes, Grant, Stahr,
Williams and Ramsauer) to govern et wav {7¢) oépa by eldévar, not
by 8epareioorra (with Eustr., Argyrop., Lamb:, Michelet and Peters).

f ‘The statesman must know something about the nature of the

soul, just as the practical oculist must have a general knowledge of
the body ' : 8nder 67t Bel 7ov mohurikdy eidévar mds Exer T& wept Yy,
domep kal Tov péddorra dhbalpdy Bepamelicw, ToV coparos mavrds THv
yroow éxew avaykyr Paraph. This interpretation is strongly
supported by Plato, Ckarm. 156 B, quoted by Coraes and Grant—
#8n xal ov drgroas TGy dyaldy iatpiy, éreldy Tis alrols mpocéAly Tals
6 dahpots dhyew, Néyoval mov &7e oy oidy Te abirols pdvovs émiyepety Tods
éﬁ)&aﬁpm‘a; laofar, dAN dvaykaior el &pa kol Ty keakiy Cepamelew e
péMhor kal Ta Tow Sppdrev b Eyew' kai al To Ty keakiy otecfar dv

. B 17

a. 19.
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gk 3\ » - -
1102 a. 19. 7o7e Oepaneioa abrip ¢’ éaurfie, dvev. Ehov 7ol ooparos, moAAy dvosay

elvar ék 8y robrov rod Moyou Srairars émi mar o copa [cf. Ramsauer’s
conj. (adopted by Bywater) wav 5 eépa for mav oopa in . N i. 13,
7] Tpemduevor perd rov Ghov 74 pepos émyetpodar Bepamedery),  This
wide view of the relation of the special organ to the whole body,
or of local symptoms to the general condition of the body. recalls:
the teaching of Hippocrates, to physicians of whose school ,we may
suppose Aristotle to refer in the expression réw laTpdv of yapievres
§7. In the Treatise mept dpyalns irpiiis 20, Hippocrates lays down

and in the Prognostic (see Littré, Hipp. ii. 96) and Treatise ?'repE
Biatrns d¢éwy (see Littré, Hipp. ii. 198) applies, the great principle—
Fhat we must study é dvépwmos, the conerete human organism, in all
Its rapports with external things, and ascertain the effects, Healthy
and morbid, which they produce upon it, instead of takine
(as qnsci«lentiﬁc practitioners do) each symptom by itself] a.na
pronoun_cmg it {0 he a case of druyxpor, which must be met by
the application of fepudr, or of dypdy, by the application of Enpdr—
a method which he derides in nept dpy. ir. 13, a8 6 mpdmos & éf
imoféoews,  See mepi dpy. iyr. 20 (Littré vol. i. D. 622) émel Tol yé
pot Bokéer dvaykalov elvar wavrh intpd mepl Phowos eldévar, kal wdvy cmov-
8doar bs elrerar, cimep i pédher Tdv Sedurwy mouaew, § 1 orw avfpe-
mos mpls Ta éobidpeva kal mwdpera, kat § T mpos T& E\\a Ererndeipara
kai & T agy’ éedorov écdore fupBioerar,  Littrd (vol. i. pp. 205, 296
Introd)) is of opinion that Plato has this passage (or one to si,mﬂar
effect at the beginning of the First Book mepl drairys, see Littré
vol. i. p. 300) in view in Phaedrus 270 C . Yuxiie obr Plow
aflws Noyov karavofioar oier Svwardy elvas dvev tis To0 Ghow ioews ;

¢t1r.. el pe;u Trmoxpdres re 7@ 7o Acinmiadéy S v retfeabar, oddé ﬁ'e'a;

Guparos dvev thie pefidov rairys. Although Aristotle only once

mentions Hippocrates by name (and that without any reference to

his d(_)ctrines--Poi. H. 4. 1326 a. 15), traces of the influence of his
teaching are, according to Littré (vol. i. p. ¥y2), numerous in

the Aristotelian writings. To the passages mentioned by Littré

may be added de Semsu 1. 436 a. 20 (quoted by Grant and

Ramﬁauer to illustrate r&v larpév of Xapievres), a passage which

describes the method of physicians who observed a rule identical

! Cf. Aristocles peripateticns (Snidas. s.’A, 7
1 - Apirrordis), apud Euseb, Pracsar
:E'm?zg. xi. ch. 3 faﬂdréﬂ Ydp of latpol pépn Tivd bepanciovres, ém;;e.hoﬁ:—-rm{aév
ooy owpaTwy TpaTOY, ofTe £.T.A. 1 See Mullach, Fragwme. Phil, iii. 206, 299.
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With that (dvaykator wavel rpd wepl bows eldévar) laid down by 1102.a.19.

!ilppocmte&-—uxsaﬁv TOv 7€ mepl Puoews of wAeloTor kai TOV larpdy of

| . 4 A - I3 R - > . L] -
= Mnrmj)mrfpws TV TEXVNY METIOUTES O fer TENUT@UIY €is T WepL LATPIKTS,

ul ' de 78y mept dloews dpyovrar mwept larpuis. Medical specialists,

" (e Herod. ii. 84, for the length to which specialisation was

vatried in Egypt), must control their treatment of particular organs
by a competent knowledge of the structure and functions of
the whole organism ; similarly, the statesman who has to educate
# people must do so with a knowledge of human nature as
i organic whole, otherwise he will fall into error like that of the
Spartan Legislator who cultivated the warlike virtues of his people at
the expense of the peaceful. Cf. Pol H. 13. 1334 2. 6 ai yap mAeiorar
T rotolTer moheéwy Tokepoloar pér oolortar, kataxTyoduevar 8¢ Ty dpxiy
dmdMvvrar . . . alrios 8 6 vopobéms ob watBetoas Slvaclar oyolddew,
The interpretation offered by Eustr., Argyrop., Lamb., Mich.
and Peters cannot, I think, be easily maintained against the
evidence afforded by the parallels quoted above. Argyropylus
teferring kel wav odpato Gepanedoorra, gives the following rendering—
‘Quemadmodum et eum qui curaturus est oculos totumque corpus,
de ipsis scire oportet’ ; which is thus explained by Michelet—¢ ut
politicum qui animo medetur animi naturam perspectam habere
oportet, ita medicus qui oculum totumve corpus curat, id, quod
semper curat, sive oculum sive corpus nosse debet. Virtus enim
ge habet ad animum ut sanitas ad oculum corpusve.” The other
interpretation, according to Michelet, ‘leaves us without a simile” ;
~—‘nec dicere vult Aristoteles, animi virtutem spectanti majus
guiddam animo investigandum esse, quemadmodum qui oculis
mederetur totum corpus nosse deberet: istud enim de medico
uidem et ipsum verum est, de politico autem nihil simile proferre
fpossit.” This objection we may answer by remarking that what
“Aristotle insists upon is that the statesman must have a knowledge
of human nature as a whole, if he is to deal successfully with
the education of any of ifs parficular tendencies or capacities : 2 o
that whenever he is engaged with one part of human nature
he must think of the other parts: e g. when he is dealing with a
particular &peus, say the love of money, he must take it in con-
nexion with other épéfes, such as that for pleasurable indulgence ;
and further, must consider the relation of the dpewrikdy pépos
gepsrally to the rational element: and the connexion of both
#o¢gis and Aéyos with the Gperrucde pépos.
M



1102 a. 24,

a 26.

a. 27.
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§ 8. Todtwr xdpw]| rév dperéy &rexa. Eustr.

§ 9. év 7ots éfurepirols )\éymg} I think that it is best to render
this expression quite generally—‘in other accounts, or ¢ else-
where,’ leaving it to be gathered from the context whether the
reference, in this or that particular case, is to written or to un-
written opinions, to the opinions of Aristotle himself, or to those of
others. That the reference is always to a definite class of popuior
treatises (as distinguished from the adstruse freatises—dxpoaricol
Aoyor, see Strabo xiil. 6og, Plut. dkex. 4, ado. Colol. 14, Aul. Gell.
xx. 5) written by Aristotle himself was held by many of the older
interpreters (e g. by Victorius and Lambinus), but has been given
up by most modern scholars. The literature of the subject is very
extensive. The student may consult (in addition to the notes
of Michelet, pp. 28—31 and p. 72, Zell, p. 56, and Ramsauer, p. 51),
the following authorities—/nd. Ar. s. v. é€. hoy.; Grant, Ethics (ap-
pendix B on efwrepixot Myor), Grote, drrsiotle 1, 63 sqg.—Bernays, Die
Dialoge des Aristoteles, Susemihl, Newe fakrbiicher vol. 129 (* éore-
pueoi Ndyer bei Arist, u. Eud.’; his conclusion is that furepicol Aéyor=

¢ ausserphilosophischen Erorterunfren mit verschiedener Falbung
in verschiedenen Stellen'), Thurot, Eizza's.r sur Arisiofe, 1860, p. 223,
Brandis, Die Schicksale der Aristotelischen Biicher, Rhein, Mus.i. 254,
Stahr, dristofelia vol. 1. 3 (iiber den Unterschied exot. u. esot.
Schriften des Arist.), and Zeller, PA. d. Gr. vol. il. 2. p. 114 sqq.
Zeller's conclusion (p. 118 sqq.) is expressed thus— Wenn auch
im allgemeinen jede Erérterung eine exoterische genannt werden
kann, welche nicht zu der eben vorliegenden Untersuchung gehort,
oder welche nicht tiefer in ihren Gegenstand eindringt, wenn ferner
die “exoterischen Reden” nicht immer und nicht nothwendig
eine bestimmte Klasse von Sekrifzen bezeichnen, so finden sich
doch Stellen, in denen wir allen Grund haben, sie auf solche zu
beziehen” The present reference (£. . i. 13. g) Zeller thmks
(p. 122), is most probably to the Dialogue Eudemus.

It is to be observed that the Paraphmst, in his note on the
present passage, is careful to say that the reference is no/ to written
works—mept ruxis Tolwwy ol pdvov év guyypdppacuy, AAE amd-
mdpuros ‘D’POS‘ TDUS‘ EI\’TWX(«LWI‘TGS‘ RPKIJUVTEDS‘ EHTD}MI! E.Vla. Rﬂl XP?’}U’TEOV
atTats.

ofov] = scilicet, videlicet. See fnd. Aris7 and Ramsauer’s note.
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"ﬁarnnys (dee Dial. d. Arist. p. 65) makes olov here="zum Beispiel,’ 1102 a. 27.

wrongly, I think.

§ 10. 7¢ Myo] As we might say—° 100'1C3H} two, but really a. 30.
: (iegiurdra, Z.e. as really existing) indivisible,” Cf. Mef. M. 2. 1077 b.

1y, The distinction marked by Xdye and meduxdra here is that
ulsewhere marked by Noywas and guowads (see note on vii. 3. 9).
"I'0 explain a thing Meyias is to explain it by means of a formula more
or less abstract and general: to explain it ¢uowas is to explain it
imore concretely, taking account of its natural properties. It is
avident that while only one exhaustive concrete view of an object
gan be taken, more than one abstract view may. Thus a odvehow
iy be Aéyp 8vo. Ty, which is the totality of the functions of the
body, exists (méguve) only as a totality. Reason does not exist
without sense, or sense without the vegetative functions ; but we can
look af the Jroyg from various points of view—as rational, sensilive,
vegetative ; just as in mathematics we can look at a real line, which
has a certain breadth as well as length, from the point of view of
its length only.

év T mepudepeia] Here the circumference formed by a line ¢ with- a. 31,

out breadth * is Zoked af from two points of view—as concave and
CONVEX.

§§ 11-19.] The ‘psychology’ contained in these §§ is, with slight a. 32.

differences of terminology, that already given in i. . 12—13, where
see notes,

§ 11. kowd kol ¢putikg] The meaning of kewd here is explained
below, § 12—rairps pév odr kows. Tis dpers) ke ol dvBpumivy pafverar,
In De An. ii. 4. 415 a. 23 nutrition and reproduction are mentioned
as the two functions of this ¢ part of the soul —j yap Gpenruch Yuxs
Kkat Tois dAAots drdpyet, kal mpoTn Kkal kowordry Stvapls éoTe Yruyis, kaf
Ty Smipxer 7o (fp dracw. s oTiv Epya yawioa kal Tpa{;bﬁ_ xypicbat.

§ 12. Boxel yip v Tols Umvois évepyeiv pdhora| The commentators 1102 b. 3.

quote mepl Tmvou kal éyppydpoews I. 454 b. 32 ré épyor 70 abrov moued

5 Bpenricdy popuwor év T4 kabevdew pallov i év T4 éypyyopévar  Tpéerar

yip xai adfdverar Tore pdlhoy, bs ovdéy mpogledpera mpds raira THS

airffjoews. The natural connexion between sleep and nutrition is

brought out in full detail in wept dmvov 3. ¢ Der Zweck des Schlafs,

says Zeller, Pk d. Gr.ii. 2. p. 550 (referring to De Somno 3), ‘ist die
M2
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1102 b. 3, Erhaltung des Lebens, die Erholung welche ihrerseits wieder dem

htheren Zwecke der wachen Thitigkeit dient. Seine natiirliche
Ursache liegt in dem Ernihrungsprocess.’

b.7. §13.] In the treatise mepl éwumviov Aristotle explains dreams as
caused by kwioes, similar to those made by the aiofyrd, occurring in
the organs of sensation in the absence of the aiolyré. He points
to the phenomenon of ‘afterimages,” 2. 459 b, as illustrating the
principle of the persistence of sense xwises, and accounts for the
dreamer’s belief in the truth of his dream, while it lasts, by the fact
that the simos which constitutes the dream is not exposed to the
lively criticism of other experiences, but has the dpy7n (or conscious
principle) of the dreamer all to itself, & dpylav rév xara popLoy
alofjocwy kai dduraplar Tob évepyeiv. The dpyf pronounces for the
truth of any experience purporting to come from sense, unless a
more authoritative experience be present to contradict the judgment
—mept épumvior 3. 46T b. 3 BAws yap 10 dd’ ékdomns aiobioeds Prow
1 apx7, €dv pi érépa rupotépa drridf.  Galverar uév ol mavTws, Sokel B
o0 mdvrws 70 pawdpevor, AN’ éiv 6 emupivoy karéxnrai i pn kwiTar Tiv

¢ i
OLKeELar K Loy,

b, 9. mMp el pj] MY, Asp.—adopted, in place of the m\iy e =y of other
sources, by Bywater, who makes the words 8fev gacty . . . daily
parenthetical.

b.10,  Behriw] Cf. Plato, Rep. ix. 571 C: also Proél. A. 14. 957 2. 23.

b.13.  § 15. &N\ mis $pdois +is Yuxiis] ¢pioes here is equivalent to 8dvaues
Or poptov.

b.14. 700 ydp dykpatods kai dkparols Tév Aéyov] In the éykparis or ¢ con-
tinent man,’ and diparfs or ‘incontinent man,’ there is a struggle
between émbupia and Adyos, with the result that,in the case of the eyxpa-
7iis, Adyos generally prevails, and, in the case of the dkparis, émiBupia
2.¢. both know that it is wrong to follow pleasure, but feel inclined
to follow it; the dxpargs, however, yields to his inclination, whereas
the éyspariis does not. Distinguished from the deparfis and dykparis,
in whom a struggle takes place between Adyes and érbupla, are the
dxd\agros or ‘incorrigible,” and the odppwy or ‘temperate man,’ in
neither of whom there is a struggle—because, in the dxdhaoros, émi-
fupia has gained complete supremacy, and Adyos. in the cégpar.
The desires of the ségpar cheerfully obey reason : the reason (or
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vonscience) of the dxdhagros is either silenced or transformed into 2 1102 b.14.
\rewdis Adyes—a Flatterer of Desire.

#ml ravavria yip ol dppal Tov drpordr] CF il 2. 4, 5 kai 6 drpamys b. 21,
dnilupdy pév mpdrrel, mpoarpotpevos § off & E’ykmfr{s‘ & c:mrra?\w e
poljevos pév, émbopdv. 8 ot kal mpoatpéoer pév émbupia évavrioiTal,
drbupla 8 émbupia o¥ 2 cf. also note ad loc. with reference to Rep.

440, where Plato proves that the émfupnruccy and Noyworkdy are
i - .

distinct ¢ parts] by pointing, just as Aristotle does here, to the

‘ opposition” between them.

§ 16. whs & Erepov, odder Siadéper| 7.6, mirepoy Beép&m:' kabdrep b, 25.
1t ToD chpares pépia . . . i 76 Néyp Blo ¢oriy dxdpioTa meukoTa . . .
obBév Sradpéper wpods T& wapby—3§ 10 above.

§ 17. webapxel yobv ¢ Myg 750 700 &yxparols] sc. dpexﬂxov: b. 26.
Avistotle seems here to offer a sort of apology for describing 76 Tod

dkpaTols as peréyor Néyov. See note on i.5. 6 for an estimate of the

Mdyos Tob dxparous.
odppovos kal drdpelov] The obdpor and dpeios are given as b. 27.
examples of confirmed virtue. éykpdrewa is nOL propetly ékus.

mdyra yip Opodurel TG Aéyw] Cf ix. 4: 3 6p?vapow? }e;aun::h(é L. 28.
oroudaios) kal Téy abréy dpéyerar katd w&cmv‘ Tr}‘lf \P‘vxnv.l OI; t ‘e 0&}\ e]:;
hand, eracuile (rdv poxbnpév) 7 Yruxm Km.m .u‘cl-l"af;a Hpoxg:}-pcavu e
amexéperdy Twoy o & ijderar, xai 5 pév Bedpo 70 & ékeloe EAver domep
Siacmévra—ix. 4. 9.

§ 18. dalverar B kai 76 dhoyor ?a—rrﬁv] .s'. ¢, as well as tl}e ’;pux:i
itself, which has already (§ 9) been divided into two parts—ro dAoyov
and 7o Agyor €yor.

78 piv yap durikdy oidupds KOWQVEL ?.\c'wou] -It .is true :Lha?; ?l;'yusl', ast,_ b. 29.
conscientia—t.e. as a regulating princu,plle within 'she l'fldl\-‘l ua '(‘)
which he himself is conscious, does not 1f1ﬁerfere th}} h1s' vege.ta?:t\«e
(or merely physiological) functions, ag it interferes with his appet; e's
and desires. At the same timewe must -rernernbler that thesevegi:ta ; e
functions are there because they are mate‘nally necessary, in the
economy of the Yy, for the realisation of its end——.the con’s?lf}?:‘
ness of Adyos. In this sense then they ¢ parhﬂclpate in Myoi.. ; y
must be defined in reference to it (épierar yap éarov 79 réheu dil. 7. s
except as ‘necessary in the economy of the Yy, for the conscious
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1102 b.29. realisation of Adyos,” they ate meaningless —as the oica is mean-

b. 80.

b. 31.

ingless except as “materially necessary for the mé\is.” We may say,
then, that, although the ¢urwdy pépos < has nothing in common with
Adyos '—if Adyos be taken to mean (as it certainly means in this con-
text) the individual's comserons regulation of irrational tendencies,
yet it “has all in common with Adyes,” in 6 far as it is Bexruxdr, 7.e. SO
constituted as to serve as material basis for the individual's con-
sciously realised Aéyos. Again, although the conscious Adyos of the
individual cannot step in suddenly to modify his own vegetative, or
merely physiological functions, as it can to modify his appetites and
desires, the conscious Myos of the ¢legislator’ does, in the long
run, modify the vegetative, or merely physiological functions of the
individuals belonging to the race over whose development he pre-
sides. In the interest of the particular form of culture which it is
his “end’ to realise in his citizens, *the legislator ’ will see that the
suitable physique is at last produced in them. But, after all, we
need not look so high as  the legislator’ to find conscious modifica-
tion of vegetative functions. The results of ‘sexual selection”’ are
evidence for the reaction of ‘consciousness,” even among the lower
animals, on the vegetative part. However, to limit the reference to
the human race—we can say 1o pev guridr obdapds kowowel Xéyou
only if we take Adyos in the restricted sense of the reason of the
individual, and forget that vduos which is Adyos amd Tivos dporoens
xal voi (£. V. x. 9. 12) takes measures which, in the history of the
race, profoundly affect * the vegetative part.

76 8 émbBupqrikdy kal Shws Spexmikdv] 7. . 75 dpekrendy is the generic
term : see D¢ A iii. 3: 414 b. 2 (quoted by Ramsauer) dpefis pév
yap émbupla kal Bupds kai Buthyars,

odte 8 . . . pabnparkdr] The Paraph. has—Aéyoper yap 7ob
marpos kat 7oy Gikev Ndyor Exew 18 dmiorpédecbar mwpds atrods ki ofe kehed-
ougw éfaxohovleiy' Néyoper B¢ xat Taw pabpuaricdy Ayov éxerr 7O eidévan
alTd kal pacly Tiva kal émioThuy aivoy éxew.  The phrase Zyew Adyoy
has a double ifheanin_g: éxew Ndyov tér pafppardy is ‘to have the
theory or demonstration of mathematical propositions’ in one’s
own mind—i e to understand it for oneself: to take it on authority
would not be to “have it,” in this sense of ¢ having : " &ew Ndyov 703
marpos s, idiomatically, to ¢ have regard to one’s father '—to pay

- attention to his advice; but here the reader is asked to lose sight,

for a moment, of the idiomatic sense of the phrase, and contrast
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2 ?owi i 5 02b. 31
having the Méyos of one’s father’ with ‘having the Adyos of 11

muthematical propositions.” ¢ Having the Xyos of one’s father” is
having it as borrowed from him; ‘having the Royo's'rof t'natfle-
mutical propositions” is having it in the strict sense of hawr.lg -
liaving it in one’s own right, for the Adyos of the faﬁrp,urrrcm Es t’he'
Adyos of the palyparikés himself—éni pév yép Tév dvev TAns 10 adtd
Jiure vh vootw kal T vootpevow: De An. iii. 4. 430 a. 2. i
It is difficult to express in English_thc d?uble,enf’endre' of the
Cireck : but the meaning is that one is ¢ rational '—é&yer Adyov—in
- feldi dvi f another, and as
\wo senses—as yielding to the good advice o :
grasping scientific truth by one’s own effort.

1] € gy & i 701103 a, 1.
§19. €l 8¢ xph kai TodT0 gdrar, Adyor &xew, Surtér EoTar Kal T8

Aoyov Exov, 16 piv kuplus kel & abrg, 10 ¥ ci’:cnfep 'rch mpr?:g %nou:{;
rukdy 7] The &oyov has been shown to be Bwlrov-—wz. ) (i)urﬂ‘x;: ;
1) opekriedy,  To dperTexdy has, gua xarfixeoy-Aéyov, been desc_rlh . t;ls
peréxor Aéyou.  Aristotle now goes on—" If % are to &y t ar c
dpexrudy also (kat Tovro), as well as the Aéyov £oe pzoper, exeu -IFY;D
in virtue of its being peréxov Adyov; then the Aéyow G als? wi ;
durréy as well as 8 @oyor. We shall ‘hav:a Ehe )mnyov' e‘xoﬁr ?E ;
divided into (1) 76 Adyor Eov xupios ’xa?. &y avﬁ?—llhatt. V{?’lc . {:)
reason, in the strict sevse of < having, 7.e. “has‘ it in itself] an )
5 Adyov €xov, where &yov=peréyor—that. tir}.nch. has IEaS(.)llll, I‘lot.on
its own right, but by derivation or pa.rtlcxp.atlon. An. i ulst-ra. i n
may make this clearer : Animals are divided into (1) rationa l—mozl ;
and (z) irrational—the lower animals. Of the Im:ver arcllm]';a S ri .
(a) e.g. bats, do not allow themselve.s to be |:11r§1t:teé5 ‘ ); Gy
reason : others (&) e.g. dogs, do: and if we may ca ée ) rmume,;i
then (1) will have its two divisions, as well as (2), (2) being
under both (1) and (2). 3 ‘
mouvodper B¢ kal Tov coddy katd T &w] See note on i 12. 2.

a. 8,
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CHAPTER 1.

ARGUMENT. -

Excellence being of two kinds, Intellectual and Moral, the former owes #fs
origin and development, for the mosé part, to reaching, and thevefore needs time
and experience, the latier comes from habit (EBos—hence its name in Greek
q0uh).  Thiv bedng so, it is plain that the varisus Jorms of Moral Excellence,
L. the varicus Moral Virtues, are not naturally implanted gualities in wus ;
Jor habit cannot alter any natural quality: e.g. it s the nature of @ stone to
Jall, and pou cannot habituate 7 #o rise by throwing it up info the afr coo so
often. The Virtues, then, are not naturally implanted qualities : but this docs
7ok mican iRt their presence tn us is  contrary lo nature” It is our nature fo
be capable of acquiring them ; but it is by habit that we do actually acquire
them.

Further, wheve a natural endownnent is concerned, the order in Lime 5 (1)
Sacully, or organ, e.g. eyes, and (2) employment of Jaculty, or organ, e.g.
seeing: we did not acquive our cyes by often seeing, but first had eyes, and then
saw with them ; whereas in the case of the Virtues the ovder is reversed - we
acquire them by acting, even as we acquire the Aris—mwe become butlaers by
lagrlding, just men by deing just acts. To understand ow frue this is, we have
ondy to look at the procedure of lavu-givers. Wishing to make their citizens
goad, they provide laws under whick their citizens are habituated to Derform
good actions. A good constitution differs from & bad one in the suecess with
which it habituates the citizens to perform good actions.

Again, the analogy of the Arts, referved to above, will elp us to understand
anather point, vis.—1khat it 15 in the same, not in different circumslances, with
the same, not with different opportunitics, that one mian, by repeatedly acting
well, acquires a Viriue, and another man, by répeatedly acting badly, fails
away info the oppesite Vice. In the same circumstances ons man becomes o
good builder, or musician, and another man a bad builder or MUSICITI, CACcora-
dng as the one vepealedly builds, or plays, well, and the other badly : so, it isin
the same business that one trader beconies Just, and anotler ungust, in the saie
service Lhat one soldicr acquires the Virtue of courage, and another falls away
into the Vice of cowardice, To sum wup—: 3t &5 foom the vepeated performance
of similar acts that u Habst s formed. Hence the imigortance of secing that the
acts are of the vight kind ; for according as they are good or bad, so will the
Halbit be good or bad. It thus makes all the difference to @ man's character,

whether the acls, which ke has Seen habituated from youlh wuprards to perforne,
are good or bad, L
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§ 1. 70 whetov] The Paraphrast has—ral 5 pév Savoyriey éyer pév 1103 2. 15.

Kl dmd ris Pioeos Ty dpyny (Sexricdv yip 6 dvfpwmos émturnuns) kak
dind €0ovs alifnow hapBdver Twd' 6 O0F whéow dmd Ths Oibuokakias kai T

yéveow kal tip atifnow €xe.  For an account of the relation of éu-

fietpin to the dpyai of émoripy see An. Post, ii. 19.

1 8 A0k é§ &ous] Grant quotes Plato, Legg. 92 E mav pos 2- 17

Bk ¢os. Cf. also E. . ii. 2. 1220 a. 9, and M. M. 1. 6. 1186 a. 1,
and Plutarch De Firs, Mor. ch. 4 (quoted by Zell}—8d xal xahds
dwdpacrar 76 §bos Eore pév ydp, bs time elmely, moubrys Tob &J\&ymi‘r&
ﬁ&a;-- (:)wipmrrm 8¢, 6r1 T modTnre Tﬂﬁﬂ}b’ kal Ty Bza(f)op('m Z0er NapPdver
7 dhoyor dmd rod Ndyov mharrduevov, ob Bovkopévov 7o wdflos e’ém;:efv
navrdnaow (ofire yap duvariv oiire 5};&;3&09) aAhd dpor Twa kal Tafw

I3 ar k3 A% =
- émrdévros alrp, kat vés ffikas dperds, olk dwafeias offvas, @\l ovp

perpias maboy xai peadmras, éumowotytos’ éumoi 8é ) dpovioe Ty ToU
walyrieot Sivapsy els €€ dorelay kabiords. : ’

*Héukn) dpern, as such, comes €€ éfovs: but éfos requires a f.celr_tam
elvia to work upon (see Grant ad /o). The children of a gwh;ed
community inherit tendencies to virtue which make habituation
easy.

§ 2. otlepia TV f0ikdy dlerdy dloer Mplv eyylverar] 7.e. only 2. 19.

those dperal are called ffuwal which result from training under vduos ;
for there are guowal dperai (see £. V. vi. 13). The difference, how-
ever, between o dperp and 0wy dperny is that the former does
not, like the latter, involve k¢ whole man. A man may have
“natural,” or constitutional, courage without possessing other good
qualities ; whereas, i£1.0 possess 76y dpery, his nature has become
a unity and a system in perfect adjustment to tl?e complex ex.tern.al
system represented by wduos, or the law and fashion of the SOfIlet? in
which he lives. When man is said to be ¢doer molirkdp {Goy, it 18
not meant that he is produced by Nature in ready-made corre-
spondence with a complex social environment. ﬂis gor'n'espondence
is only the final result of prolonged contact with society; but he
has a nmafural tendency to correspond. In other words, the un-
civilized man is not civilized already, but fas & iz Aim to become
civilized—o#r dpa Pioer ofre mapd Qiow éyylvovrar al dperai, aAla
meukdor pev fuiv Séfacdar abrds, redewoupdvors 8¢ dua Tov €dovs (§ 3)-
&ieus, like many other leading terms, has l?oth a generic and a
specific sense in Aristotle—a circumstance which of.tcn mvo'lves the
philosopher himself, as well as his interpreters, in considerable
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1103 &.19. confusion. In its gerleric sense it="<laws of nature’; in its specific

sense; ‘laws of orgenic nature, or-“ biological laws,’— 2. laws of
nature which result in the production and maintenance of definite
living structures. It is in connexion with this narrower sense of
the term that we must take all Aristotle’s most characteristic state-
ments about ¢iows (as in Phys. ii)—oidcy pdryp § diois morci—réhos
kal o0 évera 7 Plos—dpys) év abrd—det 6 Békriov, &c. In the present
section, however, ¢iois i3 used in the wider sense, which includes
all “laws of nature,’ organic and inorganic. OFf course, it is true
only of the laws of inorganic matter that they are not changed by
habituation (o26év vap 7av pive Ziror Ehws €diferar); for in the
sphere of biology ra ¢oe dvra change in relation to, adapt them-
selves to, or ‘habituate’ themselves to, changes in the environ-
ment,

The distinction therefore drawn in Mt ©. 2. 1046 b. 1—af pév
pera Aoyov Supdpers mhoar tév dvavrler ai airal® ai & dhoyor pla éwds—
does not properly diseriminate between man’s conscious life on the
one side, and nature, whether organised or unorganised, on the
other; but rather between organised nature (including man’s
conscious life) on the one side, and inorganic nature on the other.
The expression pera Myou by itself is wide enough to include all
organisms. Only organisms exhibit Aéyos or ratio. Inorganic
nature is essentially &\oyos.

2.28.  § 4. dmep ént 1dv alobfigeor Bihov] Grant observes (Zihics Essay

iv. vol. i. p. 240, note 34) that ‘this doctrine is opposed to some
of the modern discoveries of psychology, as, for instance, Berkeley's
“ Theory of Vision”” Taking his stand on ¢t rar ¢loe: drrav
dM\os ebiferar, Aristotle fails to see that the senses are really “ habits’
organised in the race, and that the difference between the senses
and the moral virtues—both being viewed as adaptations to environ- |
ment—is that the former are adaptations of very long standing,
deeply organised in the race, whereas the latter are, so to speak,
adaptations of yesterday’s date, and not yet perfect in the race—z, e.
not inherited except in the vague form of eiuia. :

- ¢We need only compare,” says Grant (note on § 2 of this chapter),
¢ the theory of Virtue in this book with the discussions in the Mo
of Plato, to see¢ how immensely Moral Philosophy had gained in
definiteness in the mean time.” Virtue and knowledge are, indeed,

no longer confused together. Virtue is no longer said to be pro-
S :

r'
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duced by ¢ teaching,’ like knowledge, but to result from ‘acting in 1105 3. 28.

gorrespondence with »dues, or the social environment.’ '_fhis was
certainly a great advance in definiteness of theory. But yet, the
‘gocial environment,” as Aristotle understands it, lacks continuity
in time; every man has to begin his adaptation almos? at the
beginning. The peripatetic doctrine of catastrophes, or ¢dopal (see
Pol. ii. 3. 1269 2. 5, 6, and Newman's notes), whereby all except
i few human beings were periodically destroyed, civilization having
lo begin afresh on each occasioag' (see Bernays, Theaphrasios ‘r';'z)g;-
Lrommigheit p. 39), finds its parallel in Aristotle’s theory of the
growth of moral virtue, in which Heredity is not recogn.ised st~
Jictently* by the side of Habituation, or individual adaptation.

§ 5. vopobéran] Aristotle, in common with his contemporaries, b. 3.

had not adequately grasped the truth that ‘constitutions are not
made but grow’” He shows a tendency to personify social in-
fluences, and make them emanate from a definite legislator in the
past. The foundation of colonies, under ready-made laws,l doul?L-
less gave plausibility to this view, which in itself however is quite
in keeping with the peripatetic doctrine of discontinuous civilization
alluded to in the last note.

§ 6. &n & 7Tév abrév x| Ze ‘The circumstances and acts ». 6.

are. generically the same, only differing as to well and ill.i Graxllt.
Repeated mpoapéaes, good or bad (bad mpoapéoess not being casily
distinguishable from mere dpékeis) transform an original dvaps rév
dvayriov into 2 fixed &s, good or bad, which resembles the d\oyos
Straps of Mei. ©. 2. 1046 b. 1 in being pla évés, See el ©. 5.
1048 a. 8 ékelvar 8¢ 7ow Svavriow [momrikal], GoTe dpa wowoes Tavavria®
roiro 8¢ ddtvaror vy dpa Crepdy Tu elvat TO Kiproy éyw 0¢ T0DT0 opskuw
#) mpoaipeaw : and E. V. v. 1. 4 Stvapis péy yap kai emoripy Jokel TGV
evarrioy §) adbry elvat, és & 7 évavria Téy dvavriov of.

§ 7. kol &t B Néyw &k TOv Spolwy évepyeldy ai Efes yivorrar] ‘It p. 21,

will be observed that why an act tends to reproduce itself Aristotle
does not inquire’—is Grant’s remark here. But it need not sur-

» Not that Aristotle did not make valuable first contributions to a just view
of the importance of Heredity in morals and politics—in hi's doctrine of guouei
dperh and edgnia, and of edyévein defined as dpersy -yévou? in a fragmeTnt of th,e
Dialogue De Nodilitate (preserved by Pseudo-Plut. Ze Nod. I4 [but ef. Newman's
DLolitics vol. ii. p. 68] and Stob. FZ. vol. iii. p. 166 ed. Meineke: see note on
i. 8. x6. b. 3), and in Pol. i, 7. 1283 a. 37«



172 BOOK IT: CHAP. 1: § 7, 8.

1103 b. 21. prise us that Aristotle does not stop to put this question, for if it is

b, 22,

a legitimate question at all, it is, at any rate, a very wide and vague

one. To ask why acts tend to reproduce themselves—why

they become easier instead of more difficult—why, in short, habits.

are formed, is tantamount to asking why there is such a thing
as life, or the continuous correspondence of organism with environ-
ment. For further considerations relating to this subject see note
on i 6. 17.

§ 8. wowds awodidévan] ‘fales reddere’—Michelet. ¢ Wherefore
we must see that the acts are of a certain kind’ For the Aristo-
telian use of drodidévar see [ndex Arist. and Cope, Riei. i 1. 7.
1354 b. 3, note. Cope quotes the 8¢t ras evepyeias mouts drodiddrar
of the present § and says—‘ras évepyeias dmodiddras is not simply
“to produce ” but to produce energics that are due 7o 7h2 sysfem,
energies corresponding to the faculties from which they spring.’
Instead of ‘ corresponding to the faculties from which they spring’
he ought to have said—* corresponding to the faculties which 7% is
desired Vo produce’-—i.e. fitted to produce certain faculties or
habits.

drohovbodow | For the technical meaning of this term see £, V.
vii. T2, 1 b. 26, note.

CHAFPTER TL

ARGUMENT.

The way then in which the acts are pesformed being so sniportant, we must
now cnquire what is the right way, for this Trealise &5 intended fo be prac-
fcally wsefe.  The yight way is the way which the Right Reason prescribes—
det this be taker as the most general answer which can be given, and let us start
From it > we will examing aftferwards the nature of the Right Reason and ils
velation to the Virtues,

But before proceeding, let us remind the reader again that we agreed that a
theory of conduct ought lo be an outline, not an exact system ; theorics being
always conditioned by subject matler, and the subject matier of our present
enguiry—- all that relates to Conduct’—being one which preseats no absolutely
Sixed conditions, in tids vespect vesembling the subject matter of medical science
—*all that relates fo Health! With such o sulject matier, owr Theory, as a
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Whale, must e a tentative outline ; still more fentative must be any naryower
Lniralizations whick we may make within ils compass ; for the particular

e whick such generalisations attempt fo explain are cases whickh fall wnder

W @ty and are provided for by no sel of traditional rules, but must be dealt
Slth, av the special occasions requeive, by the agenis themselves, just as the
eintencics of a particuler case of dliness must be dealt with by the doctor, or
those of a particular stormy by the pilot, as ke judges best at the time.

Baet we must ot despair. We must do what we can lo felp our “ theory of
Condect’ i its evil plight. Let ws them venture wupon the generalization, that,
Wl i cating and drinking, so tn conduct, excess and defect are tnjuriows, and
the mean sabutary— that e. g. it is by fearing dangers too muck and too lLittle,

that men become cowardly and vash; by aveiding these extremes, that they
become courageons. Tt is in the same civcumstances, then; and with the same

Opportunitics, that ong man, by répeatedly acting well, acquires @ wisrtne, zm‘a’
another, by repeatedly acting badly, falls away into the opposite wice. To this
e must now add, that the virtue or vice, once fully formed, will manifest itself
in the continued performance of the acts, good or bad, in wh éch it originated—
herein following o lew observable in the case of acquired bodily gualities also:
mien become strong by taking much food and exercise ; and strong men show
their strength in taking much food and exercise, So, wlen become lemperate cb'
denying themselves pleasures ; and temperate men show their femperance in
denying themselnes pleasures.

§ 1. domep ai &\oe] The fewpyricat pelosopiae are three— 1103 b.27.

pabfnparich, pvow) and feokoyix. See Mel. E. 1. 1026 a. 18.

dvaykaior emokéfacfar] Rassow (Forsch. p. 55), followed by b. 29.

Bywater and Sus., reads drayxalor émoxéfracfar for Bekker's dvayraidy
éore oxélacla, on the ground that drayeaior does not, except
very rarely, occur with éori in the Aristotelian writings. Rassow is
supported by Lb, CCC, B!, B

§ 2. kard tdv 8p8dv Ndyov] ‘In the present passage it seems best b. 32.

to avoid translating ward Tdv dpfiw Adyor “according to right
reason,” as is usually done, (1) because of the article which seems
to show that \éyos is used in a general sense here, and not to
denote a particular faculty of the mind; (2) in reference to the
train of associations which must have been in Aristotle’s mind of
s standard,” “proportion,” “law,” &c’—Grant ad Joc. Organic
potentialities—ai perd Aéyov Surdpess—may result in structures, or
habits, variously fitted' to correspond with the environment.
Where the correspondence is an exact one, the organisation, or
Xéyos, is said to be dpfds. In jfuy dpern human nature reali.ses
itself as a system or organism (dpfos Adyos), capable of withstanding
the disintegrating influences of pleasure and pain. The process
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b. 33.

1104 a. 4.
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which results in n6icj dperq is the eifomoinois xai pépthoaes 6w wally-
parov (Eustr. ad vi. 13. 1). If a facully of épbis Aéyos is to be
distinguished from the proportion, or orderly arrangement, which
is its gffect, it can be distinguished only logically ; for the two are
really one. The épfos Adyos is the personality, or orderly nature,
of the virtuous man, of which he is necessarily conscious.
¢ According to the right ratio " renders xara rér dpfov Adyor adequately
in most places.

Garepov] Book vi, or what may have corresponded to it in
the original Nicomachean Treatise.

rag #Mhas dperds| 6 éplos Ndyos is not coordinate with the dpera,
any ‘more than the whole body is coordinate with the hand or
head. The hand is a hand only because it belongs to a body
which has a head and all other necessary parts. The dperal are
dperai only because they coexist in a definite system or Adyos.
Courage without all the other virtues is a mere abstraction, like
a hand belonging to no body: of yepiforrar d\\ijler ai dperal
E. N.vi 13 6. .

§ 8. odév éomqrds exer] Not being €& dvdykys, they vary; but
they vary within the limits fixed by the conditions of human
existence. Ta 8ikate are not »due, but ¢ice: 7 e they are suitable
to human nature, which is regulated by certain wniform divlogical
laws, not to be confounded, however, with the mecessizzes of mathe-
matics or metaphysics, After all, however, the expression oddér
éords Eye is too strong, and is apt to mislead. Perhaps  nothing
absolutely fixed” would express what we ought to understand.

§ 4. 7owdrou B Bvros 7ol kabéhou k.r\] The most general
statement that can be made in morals (the definition of ef8aipovia)
is, even as a general statement, lacking in definiteness. It is only
a meprypaph (1. 7. 17) or rough sketch, of that which is essentially
contingent : something very different from the absolutely definite
épeopot of “things which cannot be otherwise,” which stand as the
dpyai of mathematics. But indefinite as the highest generalisation
of morals Is, it is more definite than the lower generalisalions,
which relate to special duties. When we descend from the
meprypagpn of Life as a whole, to the details of Life—to the duties
of Kallias in his particular circumstances, we are indeed ‘immersed
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{n matter’—we no longer look for dxpiBea—not of course for 1104 a. 5.

mathematical dxpiBea—Tor that did not belong to our mreprypat—

" Juit not even for the drpiBera of the skilled workman., Rules of

conduct for Kallias cannot be turned out like shoes.

§ 5. Bondeiv] Still, -something may be done in the way of g, 11.

yupplying a rule applicable to all cases— Do not run into
extremes.’

§ 6] The parenthesis 8¢t yép . . . xpiofa follows dpdper in-
(Coraes’ text, and the same order appears in two MSS. noticed by
that editor, and in Argyropylus, and the Paraphrast. At any rate
{he parenthesis contains the reason for adducing the illustration

bonep ém ris loyos kA, Ethical phenomena are dgary and must

be illustrated by physical phenomena which are gavepd. Zell,
however, ad loc., refers to instances in which the clause contam‘ng
the reason stands before that containing the statement for which
the reason is given.

74 e yip imepfdMhovre k.7.\.] Grant remarks that this is perhaps a. 15.

taken from Plato Erastae 134. Cf. M. M. 1. 5. The doctrine that
medical treatment ought to aim at the mean had been laid down by
Hippocrates Ilepl dpxains Iyzpuxijs. ch.g (Lim"'é,' i, 588). Ealel pév v
drkis, domep Spnyéerar, Boa pév v loyvpérepa E3hanTey, Soa b fv dofevé-
wep':x SPéNeé T xal Erpecpe Tov Kduvovra kal 7oy iyuaivovra, ebmerés éw fr TH
mpiypa wodhor yip Tod dodaléos dv Ede mepihapBdvovtas dyew €mi TO
dofevloraroy, viv B otk Ehamgov dudpryua, ové foaoy Mpaiverar Tiy dv-
paov, iz e\dooova kal dvledorepa oV ikavdy mpooépnTar Th yap Tov
Nepod pépos Sbvarar loxvpds év i) ioer Tob dvbpdmov kat yuidoar (lame or
weaken) kai dofevéa noifjoat kal diokrelvat.  mohha 8¢ Kkal dAAa Kakd, €Tepoia
piv Téy dwd mhpboos, ol foooy 8 dpa Sewd kal amo kevdaoios” O by
moM\dy TokiNdepd Te kai dui héovos dpiBins éori (“ainsi la médecine
a bien plus d'une face, et exige une précision de plus d'un genre.’
Littré). 3 yap pérpov Twis croydoaoloer pérpov Be, olfe zrraﬂp.éii?
o30¢ dpilfpdy odBéva E\how, mpds b dvaéper oy TO depiBés, ole v
ebpolys aA)' #) Tob owoparos TV alolnpow & Epyov ofre karapalely
dxpiBéms, Bore apikpd Guaprdvew fvfa i #bar kv éyd Tolrov Tor IpTpoy
Toyups emawéoyn Tov optkpd dpaprdvoytal 7o & depiBés Bluydias €ort
xaride énel of moM\ol ye Tov Iyrpdp Tabrd poi doxéovor Tolo kakolot
«uBepriTnoe mdoxew Kai yip éxeivor Srav év yahfey kuBepravres dpapri-

\ : : . ;
g, ob karadavées elaiv: Grav 8¢ alrols katdoxp XeudV TE peyus kai



4. 24,

a. 80,

156 BOOK II: CHAP. 2: §§ 6-8.

l 8 ; ¥ -~ o ~ 3 » = ’ :
104 a.15. dvepos éfdarys, Gavepids 70y maow dvfpomotat 8 dyveaiyy kat dpapriny

Sihol e?a’m dmoléoavres T vaty, There is much in the above passage
(especially the remarks about & dxpe3és, and the illustration from

xv;?spm:xﬁ) to suggest that Aristotle retained a reminiscence of its
drift when he wrote §§ 3, 4, 5, and 6.

§ 7. OE dypowkor] In ii. 7. 13 the dypowos is adduced to exemplify
another éX\ewfs—rviz. that wept 7o 980 15 & Tadid,

§ 8. ofov énl tfis ioxdos] Here Aristotle may almost be said to
explain the formation of moral habits by the principle of ¢ the
survival of the fittest "—yiverar yip [se. 5 loxds] ék o8 moA\ijw Tpogbiw
AapBdvewr kal mulhols wdvovs Pmopdvew, kal pdhiora &y Sdvoer adrd
wolelv & loxupds. obrw ¥ ¥xei kal éml 10v dperdv. This is one of
those very important passages in the Z#hics which remind us that
the author was a great biologist,

CHAPTER III.

ArGUMENT.

g.qd'fofﬂfﬂg as the performance of ceriain acts i5 attended by pleasure ov &y
pam,' we ey infer that the habit of performing them has or has ot been
afgmsf-m’. Zhus ke who faces danger and feels pleasure, or at least no pain, in
so doing, s habitually courageous ; while he who Jeels pain in so doz’ﬂg’ s
cowardly. JIndeed we may go so far as to describe the field of moral z:z'n‘&:e, as
¢ Pleasures and Pains ' —for

(1) 2t is Pleasure that tempts us to do wrong, and Pain that makes us hold
aloof from noble deeds.  True education iés being trained from childhood fo like
and disiike aright, as Plato says.

(_2) Pleasure or Fain attends every action and every feeling, and it is with
acliges and feelings that moral virfue has o do, g

(3) Moral correction is effected by the remedial influence of Pain.

(4) Every thing is naturally related fo, and concerned with, that which
naturally affects it for good or evil. Now, we are afficted for evil, i.e. made
worse, by Pleasures and Pains unduly pursued and avoided. And this is so
Zrue, that some have been induced to go the length of defining Virtue, as insen-
sibility 2o ke influcnce of Pleasure o Pain, But this is too xmg;uc’g}fed a
slatement ; for it igrores the distinction befween due and undue x‘srzj?mkre.

(5) Again, there are three objects of choice, the honourable, the atsefael, and
s‘kel Pleasant, and three of aversion, the dishonowrable, the tnjurious am;' the
painful: now, the good man fends to act rightly in relation to all tﬁe,se olbjects
and the bad man tends to ery, but chiehly in relation to Pleasure—jor ,P:’ea,mﬂ:’
enters most largely info the composition of kuman nature: it belongs not only
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Vo man's merely sentient swatuye which he shares with the lower animals, bat
atlernds the pursuil and attainment even of the distinctively kuman objects of
chvice, the fronourabic, and the usefrl.

(6) Again, the liking for Pleasure has grown up with us all frome our child-
Dood, It has sunk like a dys into the fibre of our Ifves, and is nof to be easily
rubbed out.

(1) And not only do e estimate our feelings according to the Pleasure or
Lain atiending them: even to oup actions we all, move or less comsistently,
apply the same standard. T bring this personal standard inio Farmiony with
what s objectively right—ito make the individual ¢ ke and dislike aright; is
the all-important object to which the Movalist must exclusively devole himself.

(8) Lastly, it is the glory of Art and Virthe to conguer difficulites,  Fhat
miore difficult conguest than that of Pleasure could be set before Moral Virtue
and the Art of Virtuots Living ¢

T hawe now established the following potnts—that Virtue is concerned with
pleaswres and pains: that, according as the same epportunities are repeatedly
used for the performance of good actions, or vepeatedly used for the perfarmance
of bad actions, a man acquires a wivtue, or jalls away into the ofposite vice:
and that the formed virtuz or vice manifests self i the continued performance
of the good or bad actions in which it originaled.

§ 1. onpeior 8¢ Sei moretofar Thv Efewyv TV emywop.émy §30rir 5 1104D. 3.

Aémny ois épyos] If certain acts are attended by pleasure, we may
generally take it that the habit of performing them has been con-
tracted; as long as they remain painful, we can infer that the
habit has not been contracted.

It is to. be noted that the term émywopémy occurring here is
employed in Z. V. x. 4. 8 to express the relation of pleasure to
action : rekewi 8¢ v evépyeway § HBov] oby ds i s évumdpyovaa, GAN
& énvywdpendy T TéNos, ofov Tols dkpators ) Gpa. Transferring the simile
to the present passage, we may say that pleasure is the sign of the
perfect habit, as the bloom of beauty is the sign of youthful prime.

6 pév ydp dmexdpevos Thy cepaTIKGOY fBovay kol 087§ T0dTR Xuipwy b. 5.

cddpwy] Aristotle here lays it down that the good man does good
actions easily and with pleasure. But it may be urged—‘The
greater the difficulty, the greater the merit. There is no merit in
doing good actions mechanically” Surely this is a narrow view to
take of a good action. A good action is not a lur de_force. We
must not allow the sense of pride and victory felt when a difficulty
has been overcome, to influence our judgment. The important
point is that a good action has been done, not that something has
occurred to stimulate amour propre. A difficult action is not so
likely to be repeated as one which is done easily, and it is of im-
N



178 BOOK II: CHAP. 3: & 1-4.

1104 b.5. portance, in estimating the value of a good action, to know whether

it is likely to be repeated, or is merely an isolated émiSecis.

b.8. mepl HBovis ydp ki Niwas éotiv § @by dper] The rest of this

chapter contains ¢ig2/ Considerations in support of the statement
that moral virtue has to do with pleasures and pains.

b-9.  Consideration (1) is—8i& pév yap Thy 3oy T8 dobhe mpdrroper,

b. 11,
b.13.

b. i€,

Sia B¢ Ty Ndmny Tdv kakdv dmexdpeba] A distinction seems to be
drawn here between the ways in which we are influenced by
pleasure and by pain respectively. Under the influence of pleasure
we directly seek what is bad, not recognising it as bad (see the
analysis of drpacia in Z. IV. vii, 3), whereas pain makes us desist
from doing what we clearly see to be right.

Particular pleasures and pains are the influences which tempt
men to perform acts involving excess or defect—z. e. to sacrifice
their permanent welfare to something unenduring. The peodrys, or
Gpbds Adyos (right ratio), is that definite organisation of the moral
nature, which has grown up in response to »éuos, and withstands the
disintegrating influence of particular pleasures and pains. But the
life kara 7ov 6pbow Ndyov has its own pleasure. All acts which sub-
serve the maintenance of the épfis Aéyos are pleasant to the good
man, and habitually performed; while acts which tend to destroy
that Adyes, however ‘pleasant’ they may once have been, have
ceased to be pleasant to the good man, and are no longer per-
formed, We are thus brought to the old distinction between ‘ good
and bad pleasures,’ 7. between pleasures attending acts which
conduce to the maintenance of the pecdrys, or dpfis Adyos (rig‘nt
ratic), and those attending acts which, on account of their kind
or degree, hinder the establishment and maintenance of the Aéyes.
*Héucq dpery is the final result of that education, or adaptation
which enables a man to distinguish between ‘good and baé
pleasures,” and choose the good.

§ 2.] Zell, Michelet, and Grant quote Plato, Zegg. 653.

§ 8.] Consideration (2). The virtues have to do with =ddy and
zpdes, which are all attended by pleasure and pain: of Z. V. x.
4. §§ 69, referred to by Michelet. ai, omitted by Bek., should be
read before dperal (see Rassow, Forsch. p. 55); Kb, CCC, and
Cambr. have ai. ’ :

§4.] Consideration (3). Punishment, one of the great agencies
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of moral improvement, consists in the infliction of pain applied as 1104 b. 16.

A contrary to vice which is pleasant. The Paraphrast has—«afdrep
drelvaes (Z.e. rais lampelacs) cvavrias ai véoor bs Oepametvvar, kal v
Bwper larpby Yroxpiw wpocdyovra Bepimeiar ywooKopey et Ty véoor
and Oéppms ovaripar, olre kel dmd Téy koldoewy SBupmpdy obedy ywé-
wkopev 6ri Bepamevdpevas kaiar and jdovis yivorrar.  Zell, Michelet, and
Grant refer to Hippocratespdph. xxii. § 2, for the doctrince al ¥
lurpeiar Sit 7éov évavriwv. There is a passage however in his work
mept dpyains inrpuciis (13. Littré 1. 598), in which Hippocrates ridicules
the applization, at least, which the doctrine receives from ordinary
practitioners, who follow what he calls 6 rpdmos & é& bmobévews. This
rpémos or Method juggles with certain nofiones femere @ rebus absiraciae,
simply directing the practitioner Sondelv r§ pev fepud énl mo Jruxpdv,
and so on with the other &avrla. But let us test this Method in
a concrete case: A patient has a complicated illness occasioned
by eating unwholesome food. Is his condition @eppdy, or Yruxpd,
or £npdv, or Sypév? Hippocrates asks derisively : And where shall we
find the remedy likely to cure him under the contrary category?
See also note on £ V. 1. 13. 7.

§ 5.] Consideration (4). Pleasures and pains make us worse ; b. 18.

hence some have gone the length of defining virtue as insensibility
to their influence. But this is going too far; for virtue is not Adyos
in the abstract, but an #whos Néyes—the result of an cidomoijors xal
péppoais oy mabypdrev. 1t is the order of the mdfy, not dmdfera.
So Plato (Philebus 6o D,E) says that the Best Life must have
both §8erf and dpémois. The peripatetic view is well expressed
by Plutarch in the following passage (De Virfute morali, 12—t
xai mept Tis Hlovds, Ty dyar dparperéov émibuplav, kal mepl Tis apvvas,
iy dyav moorovplav. olte yap O pev ok avdhynros, d\ha oodpey,
& 8¢ Sixaws, obk dpds oldé mwpis EoTar,  Taw 3¢ wabar marrdmac
dvarpeféror, € kal durardy corw, & wolhois dpyorepos & Ndyos kal dp-
B\brepos, bomep kuBepyiris myelparos émAmoyros. Tavra § dpéher kai
of vopobérar cvwidivres, uBdAhovow s Tas molurelas kal rhomipiay Kal
Cihon mpds dMAphovs. mpds 8¢ Tovs mohemfovs kal odhmyfe kal adlois
émeyelpouos xal atifovar TO Bupoeiliés kal payipov. CI. ch. 4 of the same
treatise quoted above in note to F T T i T

mpyny] Bywater, following Kb, for the mpirepor of all other

authorities. 1 confess that I do not like mpgny, It does not appear

in the Jnd. Arist. In a course of oral lectures its occurrence
N2
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1104 b.18. would not surprise us, as its ordinary meaning (especially in the

phrase x6és kal mpgfny) seems to be ¢ the day before yesterday.’

b daidei] The reading of Kb 1b Mb, Camb., NC, is obviously right

b. 23.

(see Rassow, Zorsch. p. 55). Bekker reads gaiar.

7S 106 Xéyou] “by,” or ‘in the definition,” or “formula.

b.24.  dmabelas k.m\.] See the notes of Zell and Michelet. The Cynics

b, 27.

b. 29,

seem to Dbe specially referred to here: Socrates may also be
intended, for he is elsewhere (£. V. vi. 13) accused of making the
dperal, Ppovices, or Adyar: and Speusippus held oroydlecfur Tots
dyaflols doyhnolas (see Ritter and Preller, Hist. Phil. : Speusipppis) :
Democritus also is stated to have heid a similar view (sce Ritter
and Preller: Democrifus),

§ 6. dmdretrar . ., mpaktuc| The Paraph. has— Smécera dpa %
dperi) ebvat §) Efis 1 ofrws €xovra mepl fdovds kal Adras kalde Tpoodte-
podusba—1. ¢, Gre dei, by 8¢7, xr.,, thus taking # rowairy closely with
mepl fdovis kal Mmas, Grant has— we may begin by assuming
then . . . that this kind of excellence (¢.e. moral) is concerned with

Pleasures and pains” So Williams and Peters. I think that the
Par. is right. '

§ 7.] Consideration (5)- There being three generally recognised
objects of alperis—viz, =3 kakdy, T6 cupgdiéoor and =5 787, the last is
involved in the first two. The xa\ds is v €& (iv—the Noble Life,
the conception of which serves as a regulative principle. The
ovutepor is (in the strict sense of the term) that which is recognised
as & means to the attainment of some end, whether that end be
the realisation of the Noble Life, or some subordinate end. The
190 is something desired irrespectively of its goodness or utility.
In seeking the raMdr and the ovuépor 2 man is conscious of
a system of things ; whereas in following the 54, as such, he has
to do with merely isolated particulars. The pursuit of the kakdy
and of the ovugépor is, however, pleasant, because it is a pursuit;

lo pursue successfully and to feel pleasure being practically
identical.

Yévorro 8 By Apily kal & Todruy $avepdy 87 mept 1@y airédy] Here
Bywater restores & from KD, in place of the & of al] other
authorities. I think that 2 is right, and that «al & rotrow |
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L) ” L, | 1 4b- 29.
dro = ék révde.  DBavepdy bm wepi rév avréy would =davepor ére 7 iy 110

dpersy éore mept HBovdy kat Numdv 1 bLut t}iroug!mut this_chaptetr mp; ;i
used with the accusative of the terms denoting ‘thcn circumstance j
environment of 8. dpern. 1 think that h?r(-) ':r.'epl & ?vrmv can m;i:.n
only “about the same things,’ i. e. about dpersy an.d Kkaxia @e'ntmtncread
the two immediately preceding lines. I s.hould like, howev er, otioﬂs
wepl airdv for mept tév adrér. The r_ecurrmg”—mu Orp-aw t?l‘nll:lna. s
in the immediate context—atrév rpidy yap Svror ror—would easily
lend themselves to. clerical error. -

e i 3 . 35.
ols émd T oipeow] © The subjecss of choice’—ie the three b
subdivisions mentioned wnder the head of aipeors.

§ 8.] Consideration (6). The love of pleasure is innate, in- 1105 a. 1.

grained in our nature, and hard to rub out. ¢ xaemow .mwgwl!;ag.&lml
éyxexpwopévor] the metaphor,” says Grant (followmgk u:cmus
and Zell), “ though not its precise application, Scens taken from
Plato, Rep. iv. p. 429 D, where the effects of right education are
coxﬁp,ared to a dye with which the mind is imbued, so as to resist
i ure and pain.
the detersive effects of pleas : o
Consideration (7). TPleasure and pain fan; th@j tesl‘f;. '\;13:? ;;e
i as well as to feelings). ic

apply to actions alfso (se. ‘ St

Egitely quotes Diog. Laert. x. § 129, speaking of ]‘Ei?lc.u ;
fm’ymv (78ovyr) yap dyaboy mpdror kal cuyyevikoy Eyvouey Kal amo ':avr?s‘
o " . - S * - ) ms

rkarapxépeba wdons alpécews kai Guyis Kai emt TAUTNY KATAVTOUEY,

- -~ 3 ’
kavivL T wabe T dyafiv kpivorres.

§ 10.] Consideration (8). It is very difficult to contend against a. 7.
pleaﬂll:e and pain; the contest therefore is worthy of the great
Art of Life.

‘Hpdiherros] See the notes of Zell, Coraes, Michelet and Grzlt‘rtut: a.

e : o
cf. a?:o Bywater's Heraclitz £ph. Relxgimae, CV. P 4£1. Hera:cl :
5 -oke only of the difficulty of contending wnih 91{;:;11;, as is rh og
Ii)st.aed in Pol. ©. g, 1315 a. 30, and in Eth. Lud. ii. 7. 1223’ i fSL _
1;Iis words, according to Bywater, were fuud pdyeofa yakewdr & 7
vip dv xpnily yiveabar Yruxijs ovéerat.

aperi)]| 76 rea-d by Me, rc. Lb, NC, Paris 1853, B and some a. 1.
other inferior MSS.
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CHAPTER 1IV.

ARGUMENT.

Bul heve a defficulty may be raised—A man becomes just by performing just
acts ! but surely, if he performs fust acts, he i already just: if @ man writes
corvectly, he surely can write. 7o this we may answer, that the inference is
nol certain in the case of the mnan who wiétes ‘Corvectly, any more than in the
case af the man who performs just acls. A man THAY wWrile SOMELRING correctly
&y chance, or at the suggestion of another person. . We do not krow that he can
wiite, 22/l we Enoto that ke has writlen something as only a person who can
widte could—i.e. from his own Enowledee of the art of writing. 8o wmuch for
the analogy between an art and a wiriue, appealed fo by the promoters af the
difiicully before us.  The analogy, even so far as if iolds, is evidently not in

~ faveur of iheir suggestion, but against it. It i, however, wheve the analogy
breaks down entively, thatl we see the best gpening for a decisive refutation—
and it breaks dowi here! a work of art has its artistic mevit in wWself: it ds
enough iz the realm of art if @ work, with certain good qualities in it, kas been
Produced —we say ¥ What a beawtiful work !® But in the realm of conduct we
do ot say ¢ Well donel’ as soon as we see an action, with cerlain good gualities
in i, performed. Before we pronounce, we look at the agent also, and ask—
¢ How did ke gerform 2 2 (1) Did he bnow that fe was Performing it ? (z2)
Lid ke choose deliberately to perform it, and that, becanse je thought it right,
#ot because he thought it would lead to some uiterior Pleasure or profit 7 and
(3) Did ke perform it as the resull of @ fixed and unchangeable rabit in him ?
Uniless these conditions in the agent be Sulfilled, we do not speak of the moral
watue of actions; buf works of ard have their artistic merit wudefendently of any
sick conditions in the artist, except of course that of kis having krowledpe,
With the acguirement of the wirtues Rnpwiedee, such as is regiived in the
ariist, has little or nothing to do ; but the other conditions mentioned ave all-
emportant, vealised as they are in conseqgusnce of the frequent performance of
Lood aclions.

Actions, then, are said to be just or temperate, when they are such as the just
or femperale man would perform ; but it does not necessardly follow thar if o
man performs these actions he is just or temperate.  Move is meeded s fo e st
or emperate ke must perform them as just or lemperate men perforne them.

We have good reason for saying, thenm, that it 15 by performing just or tem-
Peralz acts that a man becomes just or temperate. Nay, how could it be other-
wise { Who, if ke omifs to perform such acts, kas the least charce of ever
becoming good ? And yet the majority of men omit fo Perform them, and take
refuge in falk, and think that they have o Philosophy of life which will make
themr good.  They are like Patients who listen attentively o their Physician,
baet do not follow Jis prescriptions.  Foolish patients ! Joolish moralists!
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§§ 1-8.] This &:.-c};Ea we ‘may resolve by pointing out (which 1108 a.17.

Aristotle does not do explicitly) that r&lﬁfxauz before timPi fo'rmaflc;rz
of the Habit are, so far as the agent is concerned, ?ln_', op:ut:‘ty
dixara. They are only apparently }za{ just acts; r'eav ‘y, gur ri 13:
they are expressions of the ljvise m't;?m ozh:gzz-g;;z;; 1(:; . t(;
ioins and enforces them. € IOor: :
::;:f nli?rll;it?n; under the compulsion of the law, un.ul bi;?;;
tition a habit is formed, and he Pcrf?rms .the. acts 1n_q0r jos
proprio motu, the habit bringing with it an mstglvlt% ?:;ethe e
clear, into the significance of the acts,, and a pehe tt o jthey
good. Then they are really the agent’s own just ac S_’I"h:u >
are ‘just’in the strict, and not in an equivocal bsents:é s
sl “.‘;:T’? o réﬁ?o?s)f:\:ilgd i:oan yz'frmzm? ralio in
smopla (which, it may ed, is an 2 o
cx;fof;?sjfoi e}:(cusc f’or inactivity—see § 6 of this ’ch%ptei-—s:?:-l;;
to that in science refuted in the Meno 8‘9 ]%——awc np% e;m . qofae
dvbpdmy olire & oider ofite & un oldey oire 'yap" av 8 'y‘s elde . qf?&‘ ;
yap m;. oddév Bei TG ye Towire (qrioews. ofre & pn ol EL ob t'y(“,(:
o?‘o‘:v 8, Gyrhoe) does not help them. A ]ust' act may be ]:; o
an equivocal sense, as a word n:f:rrrectly “:ntten (‘ypapp:;td b
may be ‘ correctly written’ merg-ly in an equivocal senTe, e
sure sign that a man caen Write. TFe s.ma.logydo?y e
clearer that the difficulty about ¢ becoming just by omigl ]‘ it
is to be met by pointing out that thé acts are not‘ really jmc&ce
first, but ‘must and can’ be made just by the s:ne'x;z]l‘lo;:s Epg771 i
of the agent himself. It is this “must and f:ar} 7 ich nr:lore
Myov karagpedyorres (§ 6)—the promoters of this a;:opmulgse Oi- =
‘But, after all, there is no real analog‘y (for the P e
present discussion) between the d;,)erai and t : ﬁ-rsxva';l‘he i
Spoty éorw énl Te TOV TEXVOY kal TV dperay ($ 3., a2 ).f. l };gat =
ness of a work of art is something quite different irom .
a moral action. The goodness of t.he work of art 1sda qu a}:
which we see at once in the work itself—Hermes 1s hLilEl pBut
ot o o nok gl i G scon T
the goodness of a moral action 18 10 e -
ich we can appreciate apart from the goodness of gen!
gl;xl;l:‘e:;)ﬁ of thﬁs is that the real object of the mora% iugg&r;z:t ;s
not the isolated action, but e gyslemh of cindm{e?::ﬁ;; t;, ; ﬂ,}a j,};
is we can get at only through a knowledg
ﬁi}‘-&hltshe agent ierformed the given action. If we find that an
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In the latter case his charitable act’ w?ult.'l l::e.hsud_z 011 ge ;1 :
appearance. Ilpo&:poé;.«evos 8 aird cannot signify c. m;xngs )lves:
j-e. the particular acts, for their own sakes, ajs end.s:m-t e}m LGOO:-]
for mpoaipeais -is the choice of means (see L. N..n.z. 2. 9). 5
choice treats particular acts as means to the mahs::.tu:rr_llc;r -
povla, the chief end. (3) Not only must an act, to T?e morally gt be,
be chosen in the way described a.bove,. but the’ choice of it mlis; e
habitaal and practically inevitable. The ‘rrpmipff]:w of nuez;nas;1 L
good, must be guided by the Bothyos (£. . iii. 2. 9) oh bee;;
or Life, to which the whole nature of the moral agent has

perfectly adapted.

1105 a.17. action, belonging prima facie to a noble system of conduct, has,
as a matter of fact, been performed by the agent deliberately in
the interest of that system, and performed also easily and with
pleasure, as being an action with which he identifies his own good,
then we venture to speak of ‘the goodness of the action” We
know that it is a good action which we can count on the agent to
repeat. It is only actions which will be repeated that are morally
significant. An action, however useful and even well-intentioned,
which is not likely to be repeated, because the agent finds it
difficult and unpleasant, is not an important faclor in that cor-
respondence with the environment which is the ultimate object
of the moral judgment. Of course it is true that there are actions
which from their very nature are exceptional, because intended to
meet exceptional circumstances—actions involving heroic self-
sacrifice, which take a position analogous to that of great works of
art, and demand unhesitating and immediate applause, although
performed by a man of whose disposition we otherwise know
nothing; but in the vast majority of cases it is unsafe to estimate
an action thus from the outside, judging of its moral value
from its splendour or immediate utility ; before we come to a
decision, we ought to know the state of the agent—whether he is
aware that he performs the act, whether he chooses it because it is
right, and that, of fixed habit, having often performed it before,
and therefore being likely to perfori it often again,

5 pdv eid&at 0dddy A pucpdy k] , £ This,"Grant rer.n:tirks, < ;j b. 2.
a reaction against the Socratico-Platonie dm_:trme that vir ue C(t)h
sists in knowledge.’ Aristotle uses s‘Eééma in t:wo sens;.:s 1r'1 Z
present context, in one of which he affirms, gn.d in the ot '%el: b;?fnq
to deny, its necessity in morals. A man must kenoz tﬁa:J }kg st h??;;
an act, if the act is to have any moral S{%nlf}cz}nce at h o
an indispensable condition (mpéror pév éav elbis), as we{ “a o
above. But, this condition fulfilled, a man may act. well w Ao
a theory of action (o pév eidévar), if his r}loral habits .zire gll' 1
whereas correct theory without good habits woul‘d ,avaL’l 110 nni.;
The statement, however, t6 pév eidévac l-)fJBéy ?} pLKpdy wX.vei, e;&:iew
thus explained, is too strong from Aristotle’s own point 0}{ : s:
Without a #keory, conduct could not long %namtam itself a =
system. Aristotle concedes this in his doctrine of bth(‘e ;":T:Q_
vois, and in his view that the moral agent ought to be(.cn_ St ;fsor
berwss (L. NV. x. 9. 14). After all, if allowance Etmtle i
difference of philosophical language, Plato and Aristo =
essentially the same vicw about the place of %;nF;xv]f:dgedln ir'r;oin § ¥
It may be pointed out in passing that the qlst{nCUDn raw Ctioi
between a work of art which has its good in itself, fa.nd an actiot
which must be interpreted in the light of the agent s c‘flaractir, is
the distinction of Mez. ©. 8, between évépyeran which haﬂve all‘ep'y;z
map’ alrds, and those which have not—m;ao 3."g0 deus ;::‘y:: ”
Erepdy Ti dori maph Ty xpow TO y;yvdpevov: ToiTeN e w;pyet {.{mj
 wowoupdve éotiv, olov 1 Te olxoddpnats év 7§ mtaﬁofmtipetrc;}tx.r. - ": e
82 ) éow &\No T1 Epyov mapa Ty s’ve'p'yeml:, év am:ms' uﬂrcll_\;;xet 7 ::1; 1,;2!“03
olov # Spacis & 76 Gpdwry, kal 7 Oewpla & T Bemptfth. 11\‘:3 exu } s
of Homer is embodied in his &yor, and remains there for all time ;

2.28. § 8. dpel ol Taitd mwus €xovTa 'ngégom] I prefer airé given By
Lb and NC, :

a. 8L  TPATOV pév édv eldds kN Ze. (1) it must not be done & dhyvor-
av, otherwise it would be involuntary, 7. e not his act at all, but
a mere accident without moral significance (see Z. . iii. 1. 3l
(2) it must not be the result of unregulated upés or émbupia, but of
Bovkevrwcyy tpefis, 7., mpoaipers (see E. V. iii, 3. 19), and the Boi-
Aevows must be directed to the good end, z5 kaldw, 76 € G, for it is
possible to employ apparently good actions as means to an un-
worthy end.  This seems to be the sense of wpoaspotperos 8 adrd—
viz. ‘choosing means for the sake of the good end which one
appears to choose them for’; ‘choosing them as being what they
are—good : 7.e. good means to a good end’: ¢ &. a man must
choose to perform a charitable act for the sake of the public good
which such acts promote, not for the sake of personal popularity,
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1105 b. 2. but a good action is only a glimpse which we get of a good life,

Qn the one hand, it is the Iliad, and not its author that is
important ; on Lh.e other hand, it is the orderly beautiful life, of
which the action is a symptom, that is precious.

Tl;r&? GAa ., . dmep ék Tol wohhdkis wpdrTew ., , ﬂspty:’vma]
e d\la are ki mpoatpeicfar 3 adrd and the éfs, both of which
come from acting, not from philosophising.

b.5. §4.] Good actions are only then morally good, 7.e. really what
they appear to be, when they are done by a good man: and a

good man is a man who performs good actions easily and in the
interest of a noble system of conduct.

b. 9. ] §§.=5:. 8.] show that the remark wpos 8¢ v6 Tas dperas [.!‘f. éxew] o
per cldevar ob8év 3 puxpdw loyter (§ 3) is directed, not so much aeainst
Plato, as against Sophists like Isocrates, who professed (orawere
accused, by those who did not themselves take fees, of professing)
to teach conduct by a course of lectures—cf, . V. :: 9. zo. .

CHAPTER V.

ARGUMENT,

jjmﬁ; é;ﬂe asm?;i;i fﬁ;z concrele existence of Virtue, and tried to show how i is

catly acguived : let us wow Ly fo find ils forn 2 defervition: ; :

s ask—What is its Genus? 5 g e

The qualitics wlkich manifest ¢4 ;
s : az, emiselves in the Soul wre three— Feelings
C'a(;c;cz#se.f, Habits ; and Virtuwe will be one of the three e
1) Feelings: e.g.desire, anger, fear, confid, 7
‘ § : S ence, enzy, jov, love, hate, longin
emulation, pity—t - : = . ol i
= » Pity—these, and all other feelings, being accompaniod by Pleasure or
(2) Cagacities: leing capabl: epc ;
: g e of experiencing the lings—e, g. beil

cagable of feeling anger or pity. = Shie e el

ﬁgsr?') J ;‘ﬁzbu‘:} the refaj;bm, good or bad, in wihick we stend lo owr various

feelings, €. g. tf we are disposed too much or too little ¢ 2 i 5

if moderately, a good habit, ik Mé_“‘:

;;" e be;::‘ws and Fices Hze'n are not feelings, becanse we are not said fo be

20 .o;r' Jor our e Jeelings, or praised or blaned for them, whereas we are

ﬁ?’j‘a:.i‘é’ Jor our Virtues, and blamed for our Vices. Aguin, we experience a

fee ing, e.l‘g‘ anger o Jear, withont choosing fo experience i, but the viriues

::mfoiw c’fimm Mereover we are said to be “moved " by our feeli bt
‘ disposed,’ not  moved,’ by our Virtues and Vices. i
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Nor are the Virtues and Vices capacittes, for we are sot said to be good o bad,
and we are not praised or blamed, because we are capable of experiencing certai
Sfeelings.  Further, we are endowed by nature with these capacities ; but @ 5
viok patire which makes us good or bad, as was pointed out before. ’

If then the Virtues are neither feelings nor cagacities, it rematns that they are
habits.

§1. =l dorww 7 apery] What is its vévos. 1t seems to be a 1105b.19.

reversal of the natural order to enquire first (as Aristotle has done
in the previous chapters of this Book)—How Virtue is acquired ; and
then (perd 8¢ rabra) to ask—What Virtue is. This is surely the order
which Socrates finds fault with Meno for wishing to adopt (Meno 86
C, D). Perhaps we may answer for Aristotle that it is only the
man who has acquired dperq for himself who can understand its
+ éor. The present enquiry therefore follows a natural course,
when starting from dper, as something concretely known, it first
tries to show how it is practically acquired, and then fries to find
its formal definition.

& & i) Yuxi ywépera Tpla éoti k7\.] As Michelet and other b.20.

commentators point out, the phenomena in the Soul are here said
to be three, because dperj, or goodness, #e quality (woudrns) par
excellence (cf. E.NV. 1. 9. 8 atry 8¢ [7. e :}ﬂ';ro?\armﬁ] wheloTy émpéheay
roucirar Tob ool Twas kai dyalods Tods moliras mojoar ; and Met. A,
14. 1020 b, 23 pdora 8¢ 70 dyabbr kal T kaxdy opaiver 1O woww €al TOY
durixwy, kai Totrov pdlora émt Tois &xovor wpoalpeaty), SUTEESLS the
accepted threefold division (so far as the Yuyn is concerned) of
mowdrys into &fis, Swas, and mddos.  See Cat. 8. 8 b. 25 sqq., and
Grant’s note. Zell quotes Plutarch, De Virt. Mor. 4 pla yap o
radrd hagt wepl Tir Yruxie vrdpxew, Stvapur, wdbos, EEwt 7 pév odv diva-
pues dpxi) kal TAy Tou wdfovs, otoy SpyhiTys, aloyvrrnhia, 8appakedrns® To
8 wdbfos khmols s 7oy s Suvdpews, oiov pyh, albds, Bapoos, 7 8 s
ioxbs kal karaokev)) Tis mept T dhayor durduews é& Eovs eyyryvopér,
rakla piv v Gailes, dpery Bé Qv kahds Imd Tob Adyov mawayeynbi To

mafos,

§§ 2-6.] A mdfos is an isolated feeling or affection, and a 8dvapus
is the capacity for experiencing such a fecling. A capacity of this
kind, with the resulting feeling, is nafural, Z.c. independent of
education, and, in itself, is neither praised as good, nor blamed as
bad. Moreover, a feeling is a motion (xara 7@ wdfy xiveiobar Neydpela)
which arises out of a capacity Zdependently of choice (dmpoapéras).

b. 21.
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1105 b. 21. These characteristics of mdfos and 8ivaus exclude the possibility of

dpery being a mdfos or &tveyus: for doerq) is a dispostlion (xard ras
dperas Suakeiclal mws Aeydpeba) not a motion ; it zmplics choice ; and
it 7 praised as good; besides, it is acguired dy education. But
these are the characteristics of é&is.  Accordingly lelmerar Eers atirds
ELraL,

In other words, the ¢ Qualities’ of the yruy# are either affections
(mabn) or capacities (dvwdpes and éfes). Virtue is not an isolated
affection. It is therefore a capacily. But it is not a natural
capacity. Therefore, it is an acquired capacity, #.e. a &s: and
a efis for which we are praised.

§ 2. wdfq] It is to be observed that the doctrine of this section
is considerably simpler than that of the corresponding passage in
Caf. 8. In this latter passage wafyricai wodryres and mafn are dis-
tinguished (g a. 28). Hafprical mowsryres are permanent qualities,
such as a pale complexion, or madness, whether congenital or
caused by disease; whereas mify are transient qualities (if the term
gquairfies be admissible), such as paleness suddenly produced by fear,
or excitement by pain—g b. 19 éoa pér ofv Tév rowdrer cupnTe-
parev (#ekaw'a, J.)prjrr;s': and the same remarks are afterwards
applied to psychical conditions, such as pani) éoraois) d=d Twew
malor Svokumrer sal Tapapoyipey Tiv dpyxny et\yde, wablyrikal modtyres
Aéyorter: motol yap katd Tatras Aeydueda . . . dea § dmd padies
Siahvopévor kal rayy dmoxafioTauévov yivera, waby héyerar, woitres &é
ofl. &b yip Néymrar wowl Tives kard Tavrast ofire yap 6 Epulpidr Su o
aloyvwbivar épullpias Néyerar obite 6 oxmarv S 76 GoSnbirar aypias
a\Aa palor memovfévar T Gove waly pév Ta Toatrta Aéyerar, meudThTes
& oit. Here the writer says that #dfy are not mewryres : but above
(9 a. 28) he has said—rpiror 82 yévos motéryros madprikal mordryres kal
wdfy, The difference between a mafnrwy mowdrpe and a Sdwaps
according to Caf. 8 is that, while the former is the permanent
manifestation or induration, as it were, of a wdfos, the latter is a
natural capacity of doing or resisting something : see Ca g a. 18
Slvapr Quowiy § ddwvaplay tob mofeal Tt padivs § pndey wdoyew.
The &raps of the Cafegories thus differs from that of the Zfhics,
which is xaf® fr wabyrikol retrew (Le. Tév mabdv) Aeydpefla. Indeed
the ddvams of the Ffhics stands very close to the wefyrun wowrys
of the Categories. The manner in which the notion of mafprug
woiérys, OT permanent manifestation of a wdfos, naturally passes info
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that of 8tvaps xal fir walyrikel (rov mi_ﬂoue') Meyduefa is easily seen in 1105 b. 2L

the case of psychical maéyrical modmyres, where the manifestati_gns
generally admit of degrees; thus the wabyruay wowdrns of pavien
Zkoracis, OF insanity, is not always violently manifested ; and the
violent outbursts, when they occur, appear as mdf, OF kwigers,
arising out of the normal éoragts, which thus comes (o be regarded
as a capacity, rather than as a manifestation. If we compare the
parallel passage in the Eudem. Elthics (ii. 2) with Cal. 8 we can see
how close walyruc) mowrys and Sivams stand to each other, where 7a
kard Ty Yuyiw at least are concerned. In the Calegortes the opyilos
is said to have a malyricy moudrps (Caf. 8, 10 2. z wowl Vip Kard
e [sc. mas mabyrikas moubryras| Aéyovrar, Spyihor e.r.A); in the
Eth. Eud., to have a 8bvaws (Eth. Eud. ii. 2. 1220 b. 12 My 8¢
mdfy pév va rotavre, Bupiv Gofer kA L L. kal kard peév Taita ovk £0TL
woidrns, GG wdoyer kard 8¢ Tas Suvdpes, motdTys’ Néyo 8¢ Tas Suwdpeis
kal ds Néyovrau kar wdfy ol évepyotvres’ otov dpyihos k).

In the foregoing remarks I have purposely omitted, as irrelevant,
reference to such mabnrikal mowdryres as sweelness, so called because
they are qualities which produce wify in us—Cal, 8. 9 b. 5 7@ 8¢
xard Tés ainbhces ékdorny Tov dpppévay Toworirey mifous elvat TouyTLkNY

mabyriat mowdTyTes Néyorrat.

AvmBivar] Rassow (Forsch. p. 88) seems to make ouf a good b. 25.

case for his conjecture ¢ofyfiva. After guoting the § from Aéye
8 ndby down to écjoar, he says: © Affecte nenne ich Begierde,
Zorn, Furcht us.w., iberhaupt alles, womit das Gefithl von Lust und
Unlust verbunden ist. Wer so definirt, kann unmoglich die Aimy
selbst als Affect bezeichnen. Dennoch wird unmittelbar darauf
Mompfivas als Beispiel eines solchen angefibrt. Ich vermuthe
af3nbivar, denn goBeiodar wird neben épyiferfar wiederholt in dicsem
Abschnitte als Beispiel gebraucht, Z. 31 xaerd pév & wdify ofr’
emaotpeba ofire Yeyiuedu, ob yip éraweirar 6 doBovpevos obde & Spyr{d-
pevos. P. 1106 a. 2 ért Spyilbpeba pév kal pofotpeda drpoapéras. Die
grosse Ethik, die diesen Abschnitt fast wortlich wiedergiebt, hat in
threm Text bereits hvambiraci, 7. 1186 2. 15: dagegen hat Stobaeus
Ecl. Eth. p. 85 Meineke gofeiofa: dvvipes kab® ds mabyrwkor TolTwy
elvat Aeyopeba, oiov ka8’ ds opylopeda GoBotpeba {hotjes kTN

2ters B¢ kol Gs mpds T wdln Exoper b _vcux&'rg:[ CE O BE i 0.
1220 b. 18 Hes 8 elow, doar alrwai elot Tob Tavra (Z.¢. Ta wdlly) i kard
Abyov Imdpyew % évavrivs. The & of virtue is the result of the
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b. 29.

1106 a. 3.
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elBorolots kat pépdwots Tér mabppdrwy (Eustratius) effected by moral
training.

§ 3. o0 heydpeba katd 7o wdfn omoudaior | dablor] Because,
as is explained in Cat, 8, the mdfy are not properly mowrnres : we
are not wowi Twes in consequence of them. It is thus evident that
it is only on account of their close connexion with maffprical mowryres,
of which they seem to be at once the causes and the results, that
mdén are considered under the head of wasrys at all, In themselves
they are womoes (see § 4 of this chapter), or évépyeim—not moidryres
(see . V. x. 3. 1). This is recognised in Z. F. ii. 1. 1218 b. 35

row 8 & mh Yuyd Ta pév Efes §) Suvdpers elol, 74 8 vépyarar kal kuAoELs.

§ 4. wpoawploers] As Grant points out, there has been no proof
of this yet. Aristotle, however, has probably in his mind the
doctrine of J/¢f. ©. 2 and 5, according to which &pefis or mpoaipecis
determines (as o xpeov) which of the two contraries open to a Sivaps
peré Adyov shall be manifested. He therefore assumes here as a
settled point, that the dperat, having been acquired in circumstances
in which the development of the contrary xaclar was possible, are
perd mpoapéoews. It is true that the Svwdpers perd Aéyov of Met. .
2 and 5 are identified with the properly #nfeliecfual potentialities, or
abilities, 7 ¢ with the réyvar and émorijpac: but the doctrine of £74.
Nee. iil, 5—that, if the performance of good acts is é¢’ fuiv, then the
performance of bad acts is equally é¢’ juiv—enables us, or rather
obliges us, to extend the notion of 4 pera Aéyov Svvawis ) rév évavriow
ofva 50 as to include moral potentiality also—i.e. the power of
acting well or ill in given circumstances, which man, in virtue of
his Aéyos, possesses. Indeed, the notion may be even farther
generalised, so as to include all Life (physical as well as moral),
7. e all cases in which an erganism may, or may not, succeed in
doing what is for its advantage in given circumstances: and this
generalisation of the notion would be in strict conformity with the
meaning of Aéyos=orderly arrangement of parts, or organisation.
All organisms, in that they can so behave as to survive or perish,
possess urdpers Tév évavriov: whereas in the inorganic world there
is no ‘adapiation to an environment, or failure in adaptation’:
there are only dhoyor duvdpes, operating in one direction.

Suakeiofal mos| Except, apparently, for the alliteration, this
might have been &ew mos. The dperai are Swbéoers which have
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become fixed, 7. ¢ eas—see Cal. 8.9 a. 8 Sudépe s dulbérens 1106 a. 6.
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CHAPTER VL

ARGUMENT.

So much for the genus of Virtue—it i a Hebit. But whatis its differentia ?
What sort of Habif is it ¥
Lot us begin with the statement, that a virtue or excellence gives perfection -
Goth to the condition and to the function of that of which it is the viriue or excel--
lence, Thus the excellenze of the eye makes the eye ilself and s sight good.
So mait's excellence or vivine will be a habit which makes him good, and cavses
kim to perform his peculiar function well. The di, erentia then which we are
looking for is contained in the words—* which makes Jim good and causes ki
to performe his peculiar function well! We have already said, vn passing, that
Goodness s preserved by the Mean, and that < performing well ' consists in
avoiding extremes and choosing the Mean. Accordingly, if we now explain
Jully what ¢ choosing the Mear’ is, we shall explain the true differentia of
Virtue.
Wherever a measurable whole can be divided info two parts, we can sublract
a part which s * greater than, or @ part whick is © less than, or a part whick is
¢ egual to) the part whick we leave. Here ‘equal to Y is the arithmetical mean
between any two wnequal parts inta wlich the whole may be devided ; it is the
absolitte mean, or © half of the thing, whick is the same for all men. From
this absolute mean, however, we maest distinguish the relative mean, ov © mean
for me, which is wot the half of the thing and the same for all men. but that
et which is neither too mach wor too little for me—that amount whick
exactly suits we in my particuiar circumstances i €. g. let two pounds of meat
@ day be too little, and ten too much for me during my traiming: it does not
Jollow that the arithmetical mean between fwo and ten—rthe hall of their
s, i.e. six pounds, will swuil e Whatever quaniity between the ex-
tremes fwo and len swits me s the mean for me, and will be prescribed by
my trainer.  And the vale whickh the trainer herve cbserves is that which all
artists follow. They all Jook fo this, not to the arithmetical nrean ! i.e. they all
ain ol what is simply enough in the circumstances, avoiding excess and defect.
Thus we say of @ master-piece of art—" you could not taks [from it, or add to 7,
without spoiling it And if Art achicves her trivmphs by obseroing this
golden rule, much mare carefully will Virtue observe if, tnasmuch as her
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treumphs are greater: for the Virtuows Character is Lite ane of the organisns
wihick Natuere brings forth—2f is more fitly contrived and move beautiul than
any work of art.  When wwe say that Virtue obsgrwes the mzan, we vefer only
fo Moral Virtue, jor it is acquived in @ vegion—that of feelings and actions—
where excass and dfect are posstble.  Thus, take the feeling of anger: if we are
{00 angry, or not angry cnough, we crr and are blamed ; but if we are angry
at the proger time, wnfi al the proper things, and with ke proper persons, and
wilh the proger cfiect, and in the proper way, we hit off ‘ the hapty mean, and
do what we are praised jor, and what @5 vight. But where ‘woe are praised,
and ‘dp what is right, Virtue is coneerned.  [¢ is Virtue therefore which makes
aes * hit off the mean’ : indeed we may perhaps even say that * Virtue is ifself a
kind of mean. Again, theve ave many wiong ways [evil is something indefinite
as the Fylhagoreans epined, good somelfiing definite), but only one right way.
Hence it is easy to miss the mark, difficalt to hit f—another reason why we
assigie the mean—jor il is difficuli—io Virtue, and the extremes (o Vice—for
they are easy.

Moval Virtue may then be defned, as * 4 Habil involving Choice, Iying
in a Relative Mean jixed by Reason, that is, as the Prudent Man would

Jox at?

But it is only as formally defined, that Virtue *is a mean,’ or les in a mean,’
betiwesn lwp wices, choosing the middle course between lhety extremes. This
Smiddle conrse, we must remember, is likewise the Best Courser and as choosing
what ix Best wirtue is * supreme excellence.

Lt 15 not fo every action, however, and every fecling that the formuin of the
weas appites.  Some feelings, e.g. enuy, some actions, e. p. theft, ave seen, as
soo as named, to tmply evil, I% is never possible to have such feelings, or per-

Jowm suck actions, ©in the vight way.  To suppese @ possible wonld indeed be
as absurd as to suppose that acting unjustly or acting intemperately could have
15 excess, defect and wean, oy that the exact mean foinl of justice oy temperance
couid be resolved into excess and defect. Tu short there is no mean in excess and
defect, amd no excess and defect fn the mean,

. § L. woto mis] Having in the last chapter shown & 7t éorl 7 yéver
7 apery), viz. that it is a €&s, Aristotle now proceeds to declare its
differentia—rola 7.

§§ 2, 8.] Taken, as Grant points out, from Plato, Rep. 353 B. |

§ 4. moia is &omwv 4| dlows adris] Its differentia is that it is év
pHETETYTL

guvexel kal Swmperd]| Continuous and discrete quantity—iz. .
magnitude (uéyedos) and number (#Mjfos), according to Grant, who
quotes CaZ, 6. 4 b. 20 100 8¢ 7oool T péy o Biwpiopévor T e
cuvexes . . . éori O Soptopévoy, olor dplBuds kat Nyos, cvvexés 8¢ ofoy
ypappy emupdveta, copa, e 8¢ mapd Taira ypives kal témos. It will
be observed, however, that in this passage from the Cafegorizs the
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term used is Swwpirpévor Not Swarperde. Is Suwuperdv in the Elhics 1108 a. 28,

equivalent to Swpiopéror in the Cafsgories? Against an affirmative
answer we have De Coelo 1. 1. 268 a. 6 ouwexés pév otv éori 76
Staiperiv els del Staperd: and Mef A. 13. 1020 2. 10 Aéyerar & mhijbos
pév 7o Siaperdn Suvdper els piy cuvexi, péyefos 8¢ 7o ele ouvexd, from
which passages it would appear that both péyeflos and mhijfos, 7. e
both the ovrexés and the pi cuvexés are Suuperd. If Swaeperdv then
is to be distinguised from ré &wwpropévor, which undoubtedly stands
for wAjfos, we must translate oureyxei kai Sunperg by ‘continuous
and at the same time capable of division’—the rendering rejected
by Grant, but supported by the Paraphrast, who has—én mauri
wvvexel, olov ypaupd Smipaveiy, copars, i Aoy §j xpove, kal dles ér mavti
Suvapéve Srapelivar’.  The writer of the parallel passage in E. Z.
ii. 3 certainly understood the reference to be to the ouweyée alone,
and not to the oweyée and Siwpropévor. His words are, 1220 b. 21
év dmavre ouveyel xai Baperd éoriv dmepoxn kat €Aletfis xai picort kal
raira # wpds Dgha § wpos fpdst olov €v yvpracTik) €v latpik) €v olko-
Bopci), év kuBepvrixh, Kkai €v drowgoly mpdfet kal émoTnpmorik]i kal dvertoTy-
povil, kai Texvich kai dréxve' 1] pév yap klmois cuveyés f 8¢ mwpafis
kivmots.  The Ald. Sch. follows the lead of Eudemus. He says—
mpodplor Ot wdoy wpafer mapakohovbel xpdvos, odk Ehagoor §é mepl
npafes # wdby § dperty ke 8 ofv & ypove, 6 8 xpdvos & cuvexel kol
Sratpetd, kard Toiro kal abmy Tiv Swipeow Njjrerau.

§§ 4-8.] It is unfortunate that Aristotle, in introducing the’
subject of the ethical mean, gave such prominence to the gvwexes
kal Swaeperdw Ze., to Quantity simply as Quantity. He thereby
invited scholastic explanations like that by which Eudemus attempts.
to show Asw moral action falls under the head of the cvweyés—
F.E.il. 3. 1220 b. 26 § pév yip rivpots guvexes® n O mpakes cimais :
and laid his Theory open to the (really false) charge of recognising
only a quantitative difference between Virtue and Vice. As a
matter of fact, however, he is careful to distinguish between the
pégoy o mpdypares and the pégor mpbs fpds. The péoov vob mpdy-
paros, as such, has no place in morals, being confined to depart-
ments in which the ‘middle, or ©half] of something can be ex-
actly measured, or counted. The péoov mpis qpas, with which

1 Tt is fair to add, however, that the Paraphrast passes, a few lines below,
from the ‘continunous’ to the ‘discrete’—but uses the term Swpiopéror, not
Bieperév.  Aspasius is defective here.

0
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alone we have to do in morals, is that & pjre wheovd{er pyre ENheimet,
7.¢., that which enables a particular person to correspond success-
fully with his social environment. Here account must be taken of
complicated organic conditions, of complicated external circum-
stances, and of intricate actions and reactions between these
organic and external factors: and the division of a sureyés throws
little light upon the problem. This Aristotle sees clearly. It
seems probable that, having arrived at a satisfactory result in the
preceding chapter by looking at dperp in connexion with- the
Category of roiéw, he next turned to that of moaér for help, and so
stumbled upon 74 euwexés, of which his commentators have un-
fortunately made so much.

When we have found ré uésov 0 o0 wpdypares, we have found
a quantity simply. But in b péoov 76 mpds juds Wwe have a quantity,
as it is related to a quality. From oxiua, the fourth kind of
woudrys (see Cat. 8. 10 a. 11), Wwe may obtain an illustration of the
way in which quantity is related to quality. Let us suppose that
a disc is * of no use’ with a diameter of 10 inches, and that it must
be enlarged till it becomes a disc ‘of a useful size” In adding
matter (2. g. copper) to it, it is true that we must not add ‘too

‘much or too little’; but, more than this, ‘the due amount’ which

we add must have e guality of shape suitable to a disc; the same
« amount ’ with another quality of shape would not help us. This
due amouni thus circularly qualified might be called ré péoor o mpis
oy kihov, It is clear then that & péoov 76 mpds fpas, although it
has its quantitative aspect, is essentially that which is qualitatively
suitable to the moral character in the circumstances in which it is
placed .

The analogy between the moral character and the definite well-
balanced forms of organic nature, and of art, was always present
to Aristotle’s mind ; indeed we have to look no farther than the
oth section of this chapter to find it mentioned. Living organisms,
and works of art, are oxfpara, definite after their kinds, which
Nature and Man respectively form by qualifying matter. The

! Cf, Trendelenburg Lagische Uniersuch.i. 358 sqq. : he remarks that Aristotle’s
virtuots pesérys is not a mere guantum, but keeps in view the qualitative
peculiarity of virtue: and that when Plato extols measure in the moral,
natural, and artistic worlds, he understands not measure pes se, but measure
in relation to a qualitative end. It is in thé end which it subserves that
measure has its ethical value. :
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quantity of matter used in any case is determined by the form 1106 a. 26.

subserved ; the size of a particular organ, or part, is determined
by its form, which again is determined by the form (limiting
the size) of the whole organism, or work. Thus animals and
plants grow to sizes determined by their particular structures,
habitats, and conditions of life, and each separate organ observes
the proportion of the whole to which it belongs. The painter or
sculptor considers the symmetry of the whole composition in every
detail of his work. The conductor of a choir is forced to exclude
a voice which surpasses all the others conspicuously in beauty—
Pol. iii, 8. 1284 b. 8 ofire ydp ypapels fdoerer dv iy dmepBddNerra
wéBa Ths oupperplas Eyew w6 (gov, oid el dagiépor o killos' oiite vavmy-
vbs mptpvay 7 Tév d\\ev Ti popler Tér Tis veds' 008 &) yopoliddaxahos
rov peifor kal xd\hiov Tob mavros xdpou (leyydpevor édoer ouyyopetew,
In all cases Form dominates matter, quality quantity. Similarly,
the moral character is a definite Form which maintains itself as
guch, the wéser, so-called, which it observes in various circum-
stances being that couwrse of action which is best fitted in the
circumstances to secure its continued maintenance. The less we
think of the ‘middle, or ‘half’ of 76 guveyés kai &umperdy, in such
a connexion, the better. When an insect escapes capture by
resembling the colour of the leaves or bark on which it lives, its
development of that particular shade of colour and no other, has
as much right to be described as an observance of the péoor, as the
temperance which protects the citizen from extremes disastrous
to himself and others,

§ 7. Thr dppnruche dvadoylar] otherwise dpiBunruch-peodmns—
defined by Nicomachus Gerasenus (dpf. eivaywyj i. 23, p. 124,
ed. Hoche): oz ol dpibpnrea) peodrns, brav Tpiaw i whadver Gpov
éhefhs aMAnhows kewpévoy §j emwooupévey 1) abry kard moodmra Sadopd
etploxyrac perafy Téy dpebis tmdpyovoa, wy pérror Ndyos & alrds éy rols
pots mpods ANARhovs yimjrar, ofor a, B, y, 8, e.  év yap 17 fuoud Tairy
exléaet Tob dpifipot ouvexds kal dvumepSdrws éferalouévy elplokerar was
dorwredy Gpos Bueiv dva péoov Teraypéros Ty dpifunTiciy mpds alrevs
Sacaor peoéryrar loar yap af Swudopal abrod eloi wpos Tobs Exarépwle
Teraypévous, ob piw e kai Noyos & abrds colerar év abrois, Cf also
Archytas apud Mullach Fragm. Pkil. ii. 119.

The dplunricy peoérys answers to the average as found by

! Cf. Spencer's Biolygy, part ii. ch. 1 on Growth.
02

a. 35.
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1106 2. 85. statistics. Statistics give us the average amount of beer, e.g.,

b. 7.

b.

8.

consumed per head in a city: but it is only by accident that this
amount happens to be that good for a particular person.

§ 8. péooy 8¢ ob 16 Tol wpdyparos GANG TS wpos ﬁp&g] Morality
and art have nothing to do with the péocor Tod mpdyparos as such.
When we say that they seck the péoov, we mean by that term 76
pérpiov (as used by Plato in the Polificus)—the gualitatively suttable
quantify, which may of course, in some cases, Aappen fo be vo pegov
6 Tov mpdyparos. Thus corrective justice seeks to effect 7o foor
(or péoov) tb kard iy apburicny dealoyiaw (see v. 4. 3)—but only
because that foor or péoov iz qualitatively suitable : the end of justice
25 best serwed, if the parties are treated as equals who have been
made unequal by the BAdSes, and the arithmetical mean is struck
between them.

§ 9.] réxuy, dpery, and ¢pious are principles which produce definite
forms. The forms which réyrp produces in matter do not, how-
ever, pencirafe the matter, as do those produced by dperq and ¢vous.
The sculptor shapes only the outside of the marble. But a living
being is organised throughout its matter, as deep down as the
microscope can reach’. Similarly, a virtuous character is no mere
external accomplishment, but the personality of the man. For
this reason dpery is said to be mdons Téxrns dxpiBeorépn kal &pffvmr;
It is a beautiful organism in which nothing is pdryp, as distinguished
from a product of workmanship, necessarily rough and imperfect.

What Aristotle somewhat unfortunately calls the péoor in nature,
art, and morals, Plato called more happily the pérpwor. In three
passages in the Politicus he anticipates all that is valuable in
Aristotle’s doctrine, and even stumbles in one place upon the use
of the term wéoov, only however to drop it. In the first passage
(Politicus 283 E~284 A) he says that good and bad men are
chiefly distinguished by their different relations to the ¢iots ot
perpiov, and that all the arts produce their good and beautiful
results by observing 76 pérpior. In the second passage (Polificus
284 D) he distinguishes between the sciences which have to do
with number and magnitude as such, and those which regard =
pétpwoy, 76 wpémow, wov kwpoy, T0 déow, thus dividing 7 perpyrecy into

1 As Leibnitz says—* Machinae naturae A.e. corpora viventia sunt adhuc

machinae in minimis partibus usque in infinitum. Atque in eo consistit
discrimen inter naturam et artem, hoc est inter artem divinam et nostram.’
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two patts. Aristotle’s distinction between the péooy rov mpdyparos 1108 b. 8.

and the péoor mpds #pas involves the same division. It is in this
passage that Plato Lappens to use the term péoon. In the third
passage (Politicus 310) Platc makes a practical suggestion with
regard to the realisation of & pérpioy in the character of the com-
munity, which shows us how deeply he has penectrated into the
meaning of this great principle of Life. The pérpeor, he suggests,
may be realised by the énfermarriage of opposite natures. Naturally,
from faorém, like seek like; dvdpeior do not mix with oddpores.
The result is that afier many generations the former become
savage, and the latter unable to hold their own. It is for wise
Jegislation to weave together opposite tendencies, and produce a
race which may be compared to a web, Ador xai, 70 Aeydpevoy,
ednrpon (with a fine warp). Again, perpurys or Evpperpla is the
principle of good, beauty, and survival in an interesting passage
in the Philebus 64 D, E.

§ 10. Nyw 82 Thy #0uchv] #fuy dpery Is év peodmme, because it is b.16.

a form concretely_ realised in the @Ay of the pleasures and pains
which attend actions and feelings. It is an éwlos Adyos effected
in this ¢y itk difficulty. Tt is said to be év peodrym in relation to
the tendencies to disorder which it withstands. But Swavoyruc) dpers
is the Principle of Form or Adyos viewed per s¢ as incompatible
with the irregularity of excess or defect. Thus ppivos 15 the
Principle of Form in relation to the @\ of r& mpacra. This
Principle #self is not said to be év pesdmr, but the concrele form, or
moral order, which it produces in our passions (. e. the &uvlos Myos
of 30 dperd) is, becanse thal concrete form may fail (by reason
of tmepBory and Eews) to be produced. Where, however, failure
is impossible—in the region of the &itow Adyos, or rationes, of science
and speculation, truths in the pursuit of which there is no widm
and no temptation from the side of pleasure or pain —it would
be unmeaning to use the expression é pecdryr, which connotes
success in circumstances in which failure is possible.

Thus the faculties by which we apprehend such truths—the purely
intellectual &eis—aopia and émoriun—are not described as év pecd-
e oboa—Ior two reasons: first because they are phases of

1 72 N, vi. 5. 6 o ~ap dracar bndAmw Bagfeipa ohde Smorpéer T6 73V wal

e , Lo S

Avmmpby, ofoy bre T Tpiywvoy 8o bpfds Exe $ obk Exer, dAAG Tas Tept TO
mpaiTow.
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the Principle of Form, which iz #iself is incompatible with dmep-
Bolg and #ewfns: secondly because they are concerned with
objects which offer no obstacles to the reception of the form of
reason. Hence the broad distinction which must be kept in view
for the right understanding of the present section:—That in its
practical exercise—in dealing with matter, or, as we should say,
with ‘an environment,” Adyos, or the Organising Principle (though
#n fself incompatible with ilarep,&d)\é and @hewns), is surrounded by
difficulties and dangers, which it surmounts and avoids by ¢ doing
the best in the circumstances’—by ‘adaptation’—rd roi péoov
oroydfeofa : whereas in its sczenfific exercise (as Aristotle under-
stood its scientific exercise), the Principle of Reason has not to
impress its form upon an alien and rebellious matter, but finds
itself face to face with itself in its object, and, being dominated
by nothing beyond itself, cannot fall into error: *cf. Mes A. 10.
1075 4. 3 oby érépov oby 8vros ToU pooupfvou kai Tob vob, dga un TAny
éxel, 70 alrd foral, Kkai § vopois TG vooupéve pid.

Admitting fully the importance in Metaphysics and Ethics of this
doctrine of the infallibility and autonomy of Reason, I think that
it causes Auistotle to overlook the fact that there are properly
scientific operations which closely resemble moral actions in the
dangers and difficulties by which they are surrounded. The
scientific operation of éraywyn, for example, consists in the slow
and difficult formation of a conception out of the manifold of
confused sensations. At every step of this process the intellect is
liable to be deceived by present appearances, while memory often
plays it false: above all, the feelings affect its point of view—
Aniellectus humanns Inmints sicer non est. To form a true con-
ception, or kefékov, out of many alofnrd is as closely connected
with adaptation to the environment, as the formation of a good
habit of acting is, and attended by difficulties perhaps as
great, though not of the same kind. The xadéhov therefore
which embraces just the most important points in the alefyrd,
omitting those which are not important, might with truth be
described as apprehended or “held” by a &« lying év peodryre
But Aristotle, although he gives a very good account of érayeyh,
and the formation of universals, prefers, in contrasting moral virtue
and science, to lsok at the latter as engaged with the abstract
truths of mathematics and metaphysics, which the Greek mind
pursued with so much success. If the difficulties of concrete
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scientific investigation had been more fully appreciated by him, 1'_1e 1106 b. 16.
would not have drawn the line so'sharply as he scems to do in
this section, between 78uch dperr and Stwonriki) dper. ;t is to bff
noticed however that réxm, which he has correctly described as 7e
péoov oroyactiky, is the dpery) of the mewrky Sl.{ivoll.l:‘-‘.: See, E.‘.E\:'. i-'!’.
ch. 2 and ch. 4. Indeed it is implied in the definition of ffy .ape‘rr]f
(§ 15) that ¢pdunois also is oroyacTwy Tol pécou. ;s Thf:' same is, as
I have tried to show, true of other intellectual &es, In 50 far as
they also are modes of our adaptation to a difficult envuo.nme_nt.
There is therefore little value in the limitation apparently m.lphc‘d
in the words Aéye 8¢ v jfiv, except in SO far as att.entllon is
called to the much greater influence of pleasure and pain in 'the
moral than in the scientific sphere of human activity. ‘All .thmkmg,
even the most abstract, is “a mode of adaptation '—i.e. is prac-
tical? Aristotle admits this in the opening words of the JMefa-

physics —mdvres dvbpamor oD cidévar dpéyovrar Gioer. A belief is

honest which we are prepared to ac/ upon; and a belief which
leads to hurtful action is not 7rme. The avenues of know.ledgq
the special senses, do not give the whole Lrutl:x about ‘the um‘verse,
but only so much as enables us to live. Their truth 15.1'e1at1ve to
conduct. The practical curiosity of the eye of sense, which sustains
the intelligence of the lower animals, becomes in man the tl.!eoz
retical curiosity of the ‘mind’s eye ' Mzt A, 2. 982 b. 12 & 70

> o -
Bavpdfew of dvbpomot kal viv kal v mparoy fpavro pihogodpen,

§ 11. péoov Te kai dpworov] The via media which dpersy takes is b. 22.
also the dest way—z. e. the only right way in the circumstances.

Cf. below, § 17.

h3 ’ ‘
§ 12. dpolws 8¢ xal mepl Tds mpdters] as well as mept 7& midy, 2.8 b.23.
¢oBnbivat, mentioned in § 10
&v ois §) pév dmepBoli) dpaprdveral kel 1 ENhevfes [Wéyeran] | Rassow: b. 25,
(Forsch. 33) suggests & ofc # pév dmepBoly kat 7 Eenfres Yréyerar kat
épapravera—on  the ground that both predicates (ﬂpaprm'.erm., and
éyerar) belong to each of the extremes. Bywater brackets y-éyerac.

§ 18. oroxooTL ye| Ramsauer has—¢ Particuld ye adjectd ex- b.28.
cusatur quasi audacia loquendi qua nova vox peTds 3 apert) :Eod.c;
i i i ideo quod si
proposita est; neque enim prorsus Cer’sut.n \‘1rtutem q' :
o0 péaou vel aroyagTiki ToU pégov, NECESSATIO Ipsam €sse pecoryrd.
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1108b.28.  § 14. & 78 pdv xr\] There are many wrong ways of doing 2
thing, but only one right way. Therefore (kal 8wt ravr’ otv) dmepBoly
and @ewns, involving as they do many ways of doing a thing, are
characteristic of vice, and pesérys is characteristic of virtue. - The
Paraphrast has—palveras dpa kat dia Tovro iy pev UmepBoliy xai v
Eewpw Tie kaklas elvar (ddpiora yap éxdarepov) Ty 8¢ peodmra Tis
dperfs, Gpiopémp kal piav odoar. :

b.30. Mulayépewor] See Grant, Lihics, Essay iv. (vol. i p. 253), and
Ritter and Preller, Hist, Phil. Doctrina Pythagoreorum, inprimis
Philolai.

b.32. xohemdy] CL. Theognis (Poes. Grom. p. 14, ed. Tauchnitz) :

Mybéy dyay orebder mdvrov pés’ dpiora, xal oitas
"Efeis, Kdpr, dperty fjv e NaBelv yakemov,

535, f’crﬁ}m'i. pév ydp &mhds wrN] Spengel (dristolelische Shedien L.
Nic. Eth. p. z05) would place this line after émruyeiv, b. 33.

b. 36. §15.] This is the final definition of 36y dper. The parts of it
which have not been already explained ‘are—apuopévy (dat.) Adye,
and @s [Bywater reads ¢| d 6 ¢pdripos dpiverer.

The peadrs is ‘ rationally determined,” or “ determined according
to the proper ratio or proportion”” This ratio is, of course, that
of the organisation which meets most successfully the conditions of
human life. The man who realises this ratio most perfectly, and
is most clearly conscious of it, is termed the gpdrpos. In the Sixth
Book which treats largely of ¢pémots, we are told (ch. 13. 6) that it
is Gpérmors which raises ¢uows dperi) into kvpla dpern.  There exist,
independently of education, in the children of a civilised community,
certain natural tendencies to feel pleasure and pain in connexion
with the right objects. Without these natural tendencies to work
upon, »dpos would have difficulty in making a beginning of moral
education. Thus Buuds is the natural source of dwdpela, atdos of
awppoctvy, and wépeows of Swatoaivm (see especially. Z. E. iii. 7.

12342 24 sqq.). These natural tendencies véuos limits in relation
to vee another, producing a cvpperpia of the whole man. The

1.1\?0 apology is needed for sometimes rendering Adyos, or & 6pBds Adyes, by
ratio or proportion, rather than by Reason ; for the object of Reason is ratio
or system, and the faculty of Reason and its object are identical, according to a

far-reaching tenet of Aristotle, upon which he often insists. ‘O dpfds Adyos @s

the rizaraf constifution of mar, of which he is conscions in kis Myos, pplymos,
or vous mpak TR
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difference between Cuuds and dvdpeia, for instance, is that fupds is 11061b.36.

a fitful principle, depending upon accident for its manifestation,
incapable of originating a consistent course of behaviour in the
presence of danger, and not necessarily bound up with any other
zood tendency, but often existing alone—as in the case of the
Spartans and other purely warlike nations : whereas drdpelu fmplies
all the other virtues, being a member of the indivisible organism of
the moral character ; not a fitful principle of action, but mediating
acts ultimately determined by the man’s whole moral nature, and
not by the accident of the moment which might arouse his Gupds.
A man’s dvdpela is not a jfeeling which is born on the battle-field,
but the spirit shown on the field by one who, not only has had
experience of danger, but has cultivated the peaceful virtues of
qugpogte, Swaooivn, evbepiirys, peyakompénea and similarly, the
slﬁi%\o{ avdpeia is necessary to these peacefu] virtues. Népos (which is
yoBs. dved. dpikews Pol. iii. T1. 1287 a. 32) perceiving the relation
which ought to subsist between the tendencies of human nature, en-
deavours to effect it in the young, by encouraging some tendencies,
and discouraging others. At first the subjects of this educational pro-
cess are not aware of what is being really done; but in course of time
they begin to see for themselves the relation which has been gradually
effected, ®pdumars, OF the CONSCIOUSNESS of the proper relation (6 6pfos.
Adyos), dawns in them, and aids »épos, and gradually supersedes it in
the function of preserving and perfecting the oupperpia. Unless, on
the one hand, the wayward tendencies were first regulated in relation
to one another by the constraining force of vépos, we should never
become conscrous for ourselves of the proper relation in which they
ought to ctand to one another, as members of a whole ; but, on the
other hand, unless this consciousness supervened in us, our virtue
would remain at the level of the mere good behaviour of children,
who do what is right without knowing why, simply because they
are told to do it: oly oidr e dyabby elva kuplus dwcv ppornosws (vi.
13. 6). With ¢péwmots, 2 man is kdpus—his own master ; and con-
scious of the systematic unity of his nature in all its parts—&pa yap
it Dpomuer ped vwap xovoy macat Swdpovoy al dperat. With Aristotle’s
theory of the relation of ¢ppémots to «upla dperq may be compared
Shaftesbury’s view, that Firsue, as distinguished from mere Good-
ness, is impossible without Reflection (Inquiry concerning Virtue,
Book i. Part ii. Section iii), and Kant’s doctrine, that kind actions
prompted by a good-natured temperament have no moral value.
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The virtuous habits produced by the external agency of »duas,
and maintained and perfected by the ¢pdmeus at last awakened in
the subject himself, are severally termed pesdryres. In this Book,
and the two following Books, each of these pesémres is treated
separately in connexion with its own special extremes, and little
care is taken to remove the very natural impression that its relation
is only to these specified extremes—that, for instance, the nature of
ehevfepidrns is exhawmsted when we have defined it as the mean
between dewria and deelevfepla. Moral virtue thus seems to be
presented as a opfvos dperow. But closer attention shows that
this is not the impression which Aristotle intends to convey—that
the separate treatment of the virtues, in relation to special extremes,
is intended only to bring out into clear light, one after another,
a number of important aspecss of the same moral agent, as he is
placed in different circumstances: that we have to do, not with so
many individuals—the dvdpelos, cddpoy, &e.—but with poifs of view
obtained by analysis, the intention of the analysis being to enable
us at last to clothe the concrete agent more fully with his attributes.
Against the separate or analytical treatment of the various peoérres
in succession, we must set the statement od ywpiforrar dN\jhor ai
dperai (vi. 13. 6). The various virtues, although for greater clear-
ness they may be treated separately, are not separately existent, but
each exists only as all the others exist, and form an dp8is Adyos, or
system, which is different (within limits) for each man. Each man
has, as it were, his own moral centre of gravity, and all the virtues,
related to one another in a particular way, are necessary to his

stability ; but his moral stability may be assailed in different ways,

in different circumstances. On the field of battle the emotions of
fear and over-confidence are its special assailants; and its main-
tenance against them is courage. Other circumstances have other
special temptations, and the maintenance of stability receives other
names. But the centre of gravity remains the same in all, being
that particular Adyos, or organisation, of his whole nature which is
best tor the particular man. The one vice of cowardice, or of
rashness, would amount to the demoralisation of the whole nature.
We cannot conceive of the magnificence of the rash man, or of the
temperance of the coward.

These considerations show how mistaken the objection is to
Aristotle’s theory of the virtuous mean, that it makes merely
a quantitative difference between Virtue and Vice. This objection
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can be felt only by one who thinks of courage, for instance, merely 1106 b. 36.

in connexion fwith its specified extremes—cowardice and rashness.
But courage’is only a particular manifestation of § é\y dperfi: and
cowardice, or rashness, is only a particular symptom of fofal
demoralisation. Cowardice, or rashness, therefore differs from
courage as the confusion differs from the order of the whole nature.
If this is not a gualitative difference, it will be difficult to point to
any that is.

The various Virtues described in this Book and in the two
following Books may be taken, then, to be illustrations, more or less
striking, of the function of ¢pérneus, or the consciousness of the
¢right ratio,’ in preserving that ratio against the various assaults to
which it is exposed through the sensibility. As dvdpela is the
preservation of the right ratio in the presence of danger to life in
battle, s0 copposivy is its preservation amid the temptations of
bodily pleasure ; peyahompéren its preservation in the midst of great
wealth and state ; éhevfepidrns, in the midst of the daily calls upon
one’s purse; mpadrys, amid the irritations of social intercourse;
edrparehia, amid its gaieties. In these and all other circumstances
of temptation there is no occult quality, no separate faculty, which
deals with each kind of temptation—the man indivisible deals with
each, preserving in the particular circumstances of each temptation
a moral balance, which has been preserved so long, under such
various assaults, that its preservation in any circumstances whatso-
ever is no longer doubtful.

But is not this all too vague? How shall a man know that he is
really preserving his ‘moral balance,” or character? The £. V.
refer us to the ¢pdrpos or omouvdaios, and the £. £, end by referring
us to the okonds s kaloxdyubias, explained (£, E. H. 15. 1249 b. 20)
as 7ow febv Oepanetew xai fewpeiv—all that hinders this is evil ; all that
promotes it, good. This may be taken to mean that we must
regulate our lives in accordance with vove—rzé év #uir deiov, that we
must not allow ‘the sensibility” to dominate our conduct. But
¢ regulate our lives in accordance with Reason’ is a formula which
conveys no information as to the real requirements of Reason ; for,
although it is plain that we are to restrain the sensibility, how far
we are to do so we are left without means of judging. How is
a man to know when a particular wdfos, admitted, disturbs the poise
of his whole moral nature, and when not? If he be ka\ds rdyabés,
Eudemus seems to answer, he will know. Still, it would be
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desirable that those who have not yet attained to the height of
xahokdyabia should know, at least approximately, the proportions of
the moral xpdos, which, when fully achieved, is doubtless very hard
to distwrb. But Eudemus gives us no further information on this
point. Aristotle tells us to observe the proportions of the ¢pduiuns
or amovdains : but still we are not told what these proportions are.
We are told that his nature is ‘intelligible,’ not a mere bundle of
sensations: that it is épopém Adyeo—but we are not told more.
Evidently, then, Aristotle will have us lock for curselves at the emov-
dalos in the concrete, and watch how he actually tempers his nature,
This is undoubtedly to refer us to a standard of great practical
value, albeit to one which, being merely empirical, is apt to be
misinterpreted. It must be admitted, however, that even those
moral systems, which profess to give an ultimate standard, are
obliged to acknowledge that the omovdaios, or man who acts up to
the requirements of the ultimate standard, is indispensable as
a representative standard, which the bulk of mankind can easily see,
and will, from a natural tendency to imitate social types, probably
conform to. So far, then, Aristotle’s owovdaios—the good man
whom we admire and wish to imitate—is an excellent moral agency,
not only representing the standard of right actions, but supplying
a strong motive to perform them. On the other hand, the
Eudemian oxords riis kahoxdyabias—riv fedr Bepanelew kai ewpetv i3
a mere formula—* Live according 10 Reason’—mnot a concrete
example of the rational life successfully achieved, which may serve
at least as an empirical rule of conduct likely to be followed.

But how shall we know the emovdaios, or Pporpos, when we see
him? Aristotle’s answer to this really vital question is nowhere
given in so many words, but is not difficult to gather from the
general drift of his Efkies and Politics. We recognise the ¢pé-
mpos when we see him, because we have ourselves received an
education similar in kind to that which he has received and per-
fected. This education is that of correspondence with the véuos—
the law, custom, fashions, and social conditions generally—of the
State into which we have been born, and in which we live. The
tpdvipos corresponds with these conditions in an eminent manner,
In all his actions he shows himself at home in his own city, and
worthy of it. The maintenance, then, of a beautiful everyday life,
according to Hellenic traditions—a life in whose varied activities
one takes a personal, but not a self-aggrandising part—is Aristotle’s
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standard of Virtue. Tt has the advantage of being a standard 1106 b. 36.

thich it is not wvery difficult to keep in view. It is easier
10 see whether a particular action is in harmony with the tome
{ the society in which one has been brought up, than to see
whether it promotes the ¢ greatest good of the greatest number.’
But it will be said—*‘The tone of the society in which one has
been brought up may be bad: this is not an wlimate standard
which Aristotle gives us.

Perhaps not: but we must answer on behalf of Aristotle, that
he knew néthing better than the limited society of the Hellenic
city. The culture of the few, according to the Hellenic pattern,
was his standard. He was a stranger to political and economic
considerations, which, in modern times, have made ‘society ’ co-
extensive with ‘the greatest number’; he was a stranger also to
that philanthropy which gives up ‘culture’ with its maca ai
dperai, and leads what he must have considered a povdkahos Bios in
order to help the miserable.

The 8péés Aéyos, then, which the virtuous man preserves in all
circumstances is ‘correspondence with his social environment.’
It is a ‘correspondence”’ which ‘extends in space and time’—
Z.c. it is an adaptation to the environment as one whole. The man
whose habits have been determined by the conditions of peace,
but not by those of war, or wze versa, is a man who does not
correspond with his environment as one whole, and his cor-
respondence even with one set of conditions is more apparent than
real, because peace and war cannot be sharply separated ; in war
he must look forward to peace; and when he has obtained the
blessings of peace, he must be ready to defend them. Thus the
warlike and the peaceful virtues of the good man do not refer
simply to war and peace respectively. The rule which his ¢pd-
wnais or social and moral tact lays down for him is—* So act in
any particular case, that you heighten your power of acting well
in any other case.’” This rule implies a highly developed adapta-
tion. Every stimulus is received as being what it is, because the
whole environment is what it is. The moral nature of such a man
is like a highly organised animal, which acts in response to a par-
ticular stimulus in a manner which promotes the good of the whole
organism as exposed in the present and future to a whole system
of stimuli.

$pérmots, or the ¢ Practical Reason,’” does not appear fully in a
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man till “‘good habits” have been formed—till the manifold of his

sensible nature has been reduced to the 4pfds Adyos. Reason grows
with its object. It is evolved as the moral agent takes increased
pleasure in good actions—called “ good” at first only by anticipa-
tion, in relation to a future dpéds Ndyos in him, or still latent Reason.
Reason is thus the Habit of Habits. It may be that this supreme
Habit of the moral life reveals its existence, in the experience of
some men, suddenly, like the light-bringing idea which flashes all
at once in the mind of 2 man of science, after years of patient study.
This is the moral experience which Kant prefers to dwell on,
maintaining that the recognition of Duty is not to be effected by
gradual 7¢/orm, as long as the Principle of a man’s actions remains

impure, but requires a rezolution in the mind, and he can only .

become a new man by a kind of new birth, as it were, by a new
creation and a change of heart” And again— Virtue is described
by some as a long practice (in observing the law) by which a man
has passed from the propensity to vice, by gradual reform of his
conduct and strengthening of his maxims, into an opposite pro-
pensity. This does not require a change of heart, but only a change
of morals” We must not suppose, however, that passages like the
foregoing are intended to condemn habituation, which no moralist
could refuse to regard as the great practical agency in the forma-
tion. of Virtue. The difference between Kant and Aristotle is
not really one of principle, but of detail. Kant confines himself
almost entirely to the description of the pure Form of Virtue, and
leaves nearly untouched the practical question of its actual super-
induction upon sensible beings; while Aristotle applies himself
largely to this latter question. But Aristotle’s Habituation (which
Kant doubtless refers lo in the passages quoted above) is mis-
represented, when it is implied that it is a process which can go
on while all the time the ‘Principle of action remains impure.’
‘The long practice in observing the Law’ is possible, Aristotle
would tell us, only because there is, in the subject of it, a principle
of rational personality (6 mpoarpoiperov) which, aided doubtless by
“the Law,’ can and does set aside mere émfupla. Virtue is a s
mpowpetiky.  Ipoalpects is an ‘autonomous’ principle. It is
absurdly wrong to class Aristotle among those ‘who recognise
only ‘heteronomy’—‘Will ruled by appetites’—in morals.
Opoaipeats is PBovkevrwy Spebis (iil. 3. 19)—a Principle which
reaches forth to take, or refrains from taking, after deliberation,
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as distinguished from émbopin which rushes‘blindfy at ils object. 1108 b. 38.

The ewovdaie mpoaiperts which, as organising principle, builds up
the virtuous character; réaches forth or refrains in the interest of
the whole moral organism or Personality, and sets aside the
solicitations of the separate parts as such, Aristotle’s insistence on

_the unity of the virtues in ¢pdrmoes disposes at once of the sug-

gestion that he founds morality on *heteronomy.’ He would
have no difficulty in agreeing with Kant in distinguishing between
‘true and merely habitual morality.” Good natural tendencies
(dprawal dperai) may be confirmed into habits, apparently good,
but yet forming no parts of a moral organism. A collection of
such independent habits would be ¢ habitual virtue,’ as distinguished
from a ¢ virtuous character.” The man who has merely  habitual
virtue’ is virtuous because, being a man of naturally good dis-
position, he happens also to have lived all his life in contact with
certain good influences: but his nature has no system. He is
perhaps honest enough, but illiberal ; temperate enough, but not
courageous. This would be a case of ‘heteronomy.’ But where
2 habit—e. g. codpocivy—exists in a man, just as the dpfis Aoyos
of hiv whole moral nature requires it to exist—so that all the
other virtuous habits coexist with it in perfection—we have the
‘gutonomy of the Will” The actions which proceed from
such a habit are determined °formally’—sie by the con-
sciousness of the whole moral organism, or dpfés Adyos. They
are ‘formally,’ not ‘materially, determined because they pro-
ceed from, or are the expression of, the man as an «@os or Form
—a system of related parts grasped by Reason; and are not
merely due to the susceptibility of a single part placing itself in
material isolation. As man is concretely constituted, all his moral
actions must be occasioned by stimuli conveyed through the parts—
7. e. by particular feelings, pleasant, or painful. But in some cases,
in the moral, as in the physical organism, the external stimulus acts
merely as a local irritation, provoking, as it were, a reflex move-
ment of merely local significance; while in other cases, it is
answered by a deliberate movement, resulting from the reaction of
the whole organism, and subserving its highest interest.

There seems, therefore, to be no real antagonism between
Aristotle’s doctrine of Habitnation, and Kanl’s doctrine of the
Autonomy of the Will

' According-to Kant, man has two characters—an * in_tellligible *and a ¢ phe-
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The close connexion which Aristotle’s philosophical definition of
ybun dpery) establishes between the pesdrns and gpéwos recalls the
kinship popularly recognised between 6 pndév dyav and rb wéb.
ceavrov—as, for example, in the following passage in Plutarch’s
Consolatio ad Apollonium, 28— éori tév Aehdukdy ypappdrwr ré
pdhior’ dvaykatorara wpos wov Blov, Th & cavrdv, kal T uypdéy dyav
ék Totrey Yap ‘ﬁprqraa kai 7@ Aowma mdvra. Tavra 8¢ ot dhAnlos
otppova kai ouredd, kel St farépou 8drepor Eowe Sphovobar kard Slvauw.
ér € yip T4 ywhbokew éavrov mepiixeraw T8 pndéy dyav, rai év rolre 70
ywawokew éavrde.  Atd kal mepl pév Tolrar ¢naly & lwv oiTas

b Y&l Favrdy, Toit" Eres pév ot péya,
épyov ', Egov Zeds pdvos émiorarar Ocar,
6 8¢ Tlivdapos,

Sooi 6, o, xkai To pndéy dyay Eros atioay mepiochs,

§18. xal & 7] Z e kal &t peadrns dovi 7p. . . . Ramsauer says
¢ Suppletur notio jam satis adumbrata (kat #r). Dativo enim infini-
tivi circumscribitur qua ratione vel quibus in rebus sit virtus id
quod modo explicatum est: éorv 5 dpery) . . . pecdrys p. Quo
in supplemento summum est ut referatur virtus et vitia illi opposita
ad ra wdfy xal Tas mpdfas” Of course it is no new point which is
thus introduced by xai #r. It has already been brought forward
in § 10 adry ydp éore mept wdby and mpdes and in § 12.

§17. 88 katd pév T odolav krN] See Grant’s excellent note
ad loc. and his Essay iv. p. 260. < This passage,” he says (in his
note), “implies that the term Meodrys is an abstract and metaphysical
expression for the law of virtue, estimated by the understanding
(though doubtless the deepest view attainable); but that viewed in
relation to the good, or (as we should say) from a moral point of
view—virtue is no mean state lying between vices (as if virtue were
a little less vice, and vice a little more virtue), but an extreme, that
is, utterly removed from, and opposed to vice! In other words—

nomenal.” In virtue of the former he is free: in respect of the latter, he is
part of nature, and subject to its necessary laws. This distinction seems to me
to be, at bottom, that between the individual organism, on the one hand, and
its gencalogical antecedents and its environment, on the other hand. When
the organism ‘ corresponds with its environment,’ the functions which it performs
are #is own functions—they are performed in accordance with its own constitn-
tion, and we may call them fee: and yet they are necessary, becanse its con-
stitution and the external stimuli which act on its constitution are products of
the necessary laws of the Universe. Cf. note on £. AV, iii. 1. 2.
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peadrns 8lo kamidr is a scientific formula, which describes the virtuous 1107 a. €.

character in relation to the difficulties which surround it in its
‘struggle for existence”. It describes Virtue, as the Darwinian
theory describes the forms of vegetable and animal life—with
special reference to the mwohhat iéa Buvdrav which they manage, in
various ways, just to evade. But Virtue, like these other forms, is
something more than the negative ‘that which just manages to
avoid fatal error” It must contain some positive reason for its exist-
ence. It does not exist simply because it does not happen to perish.
The scientific formula, however, takes no account of this positive
reason, but confines itself to 78 draycalor 76 €€ drobéoens (see Phys. ii.
9.199 b.34 sqq.)—* Zf virtue is to be realised, such and such extremes
must be avoided’: so Darwinism—° 77 the butierfly is to live, it
must have such and such spots” But why Virtue (or the butterfly)
should take the trouble to struggle for existence, is a question to
which the formula contains no answer. Indeed no seienfzfic answer

_can be given to such a question, We can only say with Aristotle
 that Virtue exists because it is a beautiful and excellent thing (see iii.
i 5. 6), just as plants and animals exist because it is *betier’ that

they should live than not live—see De Gen. Anuim. ii. 1. 131 b. 24
émel yip €ore Ta pév didwe kat Oeia @y Svrav, T §' évdeydpeva kal elvar kai
iy eivar, TO 8¢ kakoy kat 6 fetoy altioy del kard Ty alreb o ToU Bel-
riovos év Tols éveyopévors, To O¢ pi dibior évdeydpevdv éori kol elvar kal
perahapBdvery kal Tov x-ffpnuos‘ xkal Tt Bekriovos, Béltior Bé Yruyn odpares
5 & &ufruxow Tob drlyou St Ty Yruyiy, kai TO evar Toi ph ewa kat T
v ot py (e, dwt Tatmas Tas airias yéveois {pov éoriv,

Regarded scientifically, then, as a form constituted in a certain
way out of certain elements, Virtue is a Mean suggesting Extremes.
The Extremes represent the prevalence of that matter which Virtue
reduces to form ; and a scientific account of Virtue must describe
the manner in which it accomplishes this achievement. But the
achievement itself is not the manner of its accomplishment. So,
Phidias, in executing his work, must be alive to all the various
treacheries of his material and subject; but when the work is
finished, it stands a god.

Plutarch (De Virt. Mor. 5) glosses this passige in a manner
which shows that he did not allow the doctrine of peodrys to suggest
¢a merely quantitative difference between Virtue and Vice '—dpers

.. otk oboa Pbopd Tob a\dyov Tis Yuxis oldé dvaipeots, dAka Tdfls kai
Siardopnors, drporns pév dote T Sundpet kal T TOWSTTL, TG To0G ¢ peod-

P
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s yiverar, 76 UmepBaliov éarpodoa kai To eMhetmor, Cf. also with this §,
iv. 3. 8 éore 8y 6 peyakdruxos 7§ pév peyéler drpos, 7@ Be ws Bel péoos.

On 76 7 v el see Met, Z. 4 and 17: Trendelenburg, Rhein.
Mus, 1828, vol. ii. pp. 457-483 : Trendelenburg, De 4n. 1. 1. 1,
note, and iil. 4. 7, note: Trendelenburg, Kafegorienlehre, pp. 34 sqq.:
Biese, Phil. des Arist. vol. 1. 243, 366, 427, ii. 35: Waitz, Organ.
67 b. 12, 94 a. 11, &c.: Schwegler, Aef. Excursus i

The i fv elvar, defined in Mef Z. 7. 1032 b. 14 Aéyw § oloiav
dveu Thns 7o Tt fiv elvar, is the law, or principle, in accordance with
which a thing is constituted, and is what it is. It thus answers
nearly to Bacon’s Ferma. A doctor’s prescription is a formula
which states the #{ 7» elvar of the dose which is made up in aceord-
ance with it: the architect’s plan, realised in bricks and wood by
the builder, is the #{ #» efvac of the house: the structural type which
an animal conforms to is its =i v elvar.

§ 18. od moa k1. \.] 7.e. there are mpdfes and wdfy which cannot
be so modified as to form parts of an orderly character and life,
but must be eradicated by education. Thus dvayurria, being
a natural tendency towards vice in relation to bedily pleasures,
must be eradicated, as its contrary aidos, which is a natural
tendency towards virtue in relation to these pleasures, and the
source of codpooiv (see £. L. iil. 4. 1234 a. 32), must be fostered
in the young., Again, ¢édves contributes to dbwia (see £. £. iil. 7.
I234 4. 30)—#.c. it is a natural tendency to grudge our neighbour
his due share. This natural tendency cannot be organised into
a virtuous character, or turned to good use, but must be eradicated,
if possible, by education. For the relation of ¢déves to ddicin cf.
Chares (apud Stob. #lor. vol. ii. 47. ed. Meineke),

abicdraror wpayy foti Tovr wdvror (fives,
and Hippothoon (apud Stob. Flor. vol. il 48),

Pbives kdkirros kabiararos Beds

kakois Te yaiper kayalols ahydverar.

Nyerar| Bekker and Susemihl read yréyeraw on the suspicious
authority of MP alone.

§§ 18-20.] These sections show clearly that Aristotle does not
make “a merely quantitative difference between virtue and vice’ '—

? It would not be necessary to notice this view of Aristotle’s doctrine, had it

not been advanced by Kant. There are other indications pointing to the ¢on:
clusion that Kant’s study of Aristotle was not very eareful. '

BOOK IT: CHAP, 7: § 1. 21

otk ot cupoctns kal dvdpelas brepBoly kal Ehenfris—r.e. deodaoia 1107 &. 12.

and drawwbyaia do not differ from cwgpooir in a merely quantitative
manner, nor pasirys and deia from dvdpeta: fpacims e.g. is not the
mepBoM of dudpeia—the two are qualitatively different. It is a con-
tradiction in terms to speak of the peaérs of an dxpor—and the
péoov is in a sense an dkpov, an indivisible point which cannot be
resolved into mean and extremes. We cannot speak of “modera-
tion in moderation.’ Or otherwise—an d&por is a quality not
a quantity: cf. Plutarch’s expression quoted in note on $ 17
dxpérys pév éomi ) Suvdper kai 7)) wOLdTTL.

CHAPTER VIL

ARGUMENT.

Now ket us drawo up a Diagram to show in detail that our formule * Excess
— Mean—Defect’ applies to particular cases. We shall thus give veality 10 a
theory which, left in its general form, would be foo vague.

[£or the * Diagram’ of tes (8§ 2-13) see fext.]

T the foregoing Diagrant (§§ 2-13) ¢ is in t/ie Habits of the Characters in the
middle columin, i. €. in the ways in whichk they are disposed towards actions or
Jeelings, that the mean is vealized. But (8§ 14, 15) it is sometimes reaized also
in feelings themselves and their immediate accompaniments. Thus, although
Shame is not @ Virtuons habit, ¢ the man who has a sense of Shame’ & praised.
He occupics the mean ; while one extreme is occupied by * the Bashful Many
who 35 always covered with Shame, and the other by  the man who is without
any sense of Shame. Again the feeling of Indignation s the mean between
Envy and Malignant Joy. Butwe skall ave an opportunily afterwards of
discussing these maiters.

[Monro ( Journ. of Philol. Vi. pp. 185 sqq., 1876) brings forward
what secem to be strong reasons for regarding this Chapter as an
interpolation. Its terminology agrees rather with that of the £. .
and M. M. than with that of Z. V. iv. The discrepancies will be
poifited out in the notes on Book iv.]

§ 1. kowérepor] So Bywater. Belker and Sus. read. «evérepon 1107a.80.

The reading of the majority of MSS. is xewérepor. See Susemihl's

apparatus criticus ad Joc. and Z. E. appendix p. 164. Manuscript

authority, however, is nearly useless in the cases of kowds, kends, and

xawdés, and Bekker, 1 think, was right in neglecting it here, and
P2
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; :
e ; ; \ ; i Sl I SR e in this 1107 a. 83.
1107 a. 20. going on internal evidence, which seems to be in favour of kevérepor. §§ 2-16.] The virtues, with their exiremes, ebraiesaicd i

- : : : tail in Books iii
See the passages adduced by Zell, Michelet, and Grant, and by Zeller chapter, are all described in detail in Books iii and iv—where

Pk, d. Gr. (drist), p. 171. n. 2 (3rd German Edition), especially see notes.

({é‘ (.;é’ﬁ.'..di‘?ﬁ'm: 748, a. 7 obros pév ofv & Ndyos raddhov Mav ral xevdss §4. 8 & abroais| Bywater, for Bekker's & éavrais ]':b kar abras B.11.
obiyip oy ok wav o:xe:mxa dpyav ?\o-yoa keval. The regdmg kevaTepol, A8 : is the reading of CCC, advds pr. Camb., & éards NC, Perhaps

the antithesis of d\nfwdrepor, is supported by a line of Menander § cavroic: see note on viil 4. 2. II57 . 10.

preserved in the Florentine MS. (Laurent. 22. 8) of Johannes

¢ < v N : 1 P : 3 b. 25.
Damascenus (see Meincke's Stobacus: Flor. iv, p. 242)— § 8. (1¢) mepl pukpd Buadépovoav] Bywater adopts the 7§ from b. 25

. » =3 : : Ramsauer. I should like to read mjy é\evfepidrnra, mepl purpd oboar.
Ghnbes elvar 8t T6 oeurdr, ob kewdr. :

§ 9. xata Tdv Sbnynpévoy tpdmov | Either ime kai éni repadaion (§ 5), 1108 . 3.

a. 33, Bioypadfis| froypadn in £ Z. ii. 3. 1220. b. 37. - or (as the Paraphrast takes it) {yrolvres év éxdore THY pegdTyTa Kal TG

§ 2.] See Michelefs important note, the gist of which is as &pa: see the notes of Zell, Michelet, and Grant. ‘According to
follows—we have here /owr extremes round drdpela thus— ¢ ‘hich | itherto gnided us’—Grant.

Defect of Fear &¢obid. Exce};s of Fear, - s e v -

avBpela. l——“—aﬂ?\fa. § 1L..wewparéov . . . ajrods dvopaToTolEly cudnvelas Erexa kTN ] = 37

Excess of Confidence—#pagims.  Defect of Confidence ' ¢ Aristotle’s method,” says Grant, “ consists partly in accepting expe-
There is this difference between the two sides, as the Ald. Schol, rience as shown in common language, &c., partly in rectifying it, or
notes, that excess of fear and defect of confidence are never . re-stating it from his own point of view; partly in finding new
disjoined, but always make together a single vice, of which they expressions for it, so as to discover men’s thoughts to themselves.
are, as it were, the moments; whereas the * moments” on the other He usually rather fixes the meaning of words, than creates Wt
side—viz. defect of fear and excess of confidence, may exist apart, ] ones. For instance, he here assigns a peculiar and limited meaning
and give rise to two distinct vices, the defect of fear constituting to dApfera and ¢pehia. His influence upon the forms of language
what Michelet calls Zutrepidity—a passive vice; the excess of con- : : of civilised Europe can hardly be overrated. It is far greater than
fidence constituting fpaodme, rashness—an active vice., IHence it i has ever been exercised by any one man beside.”
results that fwo peces are opposed to drdpele on one side—* intre- 7 i E
pidity” and rashness; and onl}l-'j Ic)me vice on the other side—cowardice. § 12. wpoomoinais| See note on iv. 7. I5. b. z26. %. 21.
Further, as cowardice is a vice of defect, the writer of this chapter is §14. elol 8¢ kol & Tois mabipact kel mepl T4 mdby pecdmres]| a. 30
Ied to speak of éofk the vices on the other side as vices of excess: aldds and vépeots, being mady, are not peaéryres in the strict sense ;
hence the expression & rf dgoSig dmepBdMhwr, instead of 6 o (dBa but are here called peodryres, as it were by anticipation, because
éMeimor. The Ald. Schol. explains how Intrepidity is distinguished ; they represent tendencies which can be easily cultivazed into dperal.
from 6pacirye—mpéoeore 8¢ kal 13 Bpacirnre mpbs 76 dpdBws kai To They are the natural sources, or the physical basis, of cegposduy
a\dyws immiciy mpds T& Bewd kal ydp 6 pév IrepBilAwr v ¢ Bippew and -ﬁucmnmflm; respectively according to Eudemus (£74. Fud. il 7),
depofos, otk ért B¢ kai 6 doBos Bpands, See also Grant’s note ad foc, who describes them, together with ¢kia, oepvérys, drjdea, and
Grant acutely recognizes this complicated treatment of dvdpeia as elrpperia, a5 wabprikal peodrires— praiseworthy, but not dperal (nor
“a sign that Aristotle is here only working his way to the theory of are their contraries xaefad}, for they are without mpoaipests. These
the mean.” He probably thought out his theory first in connexion : praiseworthy mdfy, being duowd (¢ e. natural in the sense of being
with dvdpela. It is to be noted, however, that in § 4 of this chapter independent of education), contribute to the ¢uowai dperai. Now,
a similarly complicated account of éAevfepidrys is given, and appears each perfectly developed virtue has its mafural counterpart, out of
also in iv. 1, just as the refinement with regard to dvdpela appears which it has been evolved by gpdmoss— Eth. Eud. iii. 7. 1234 2. 29

also in iii, 7. 7. éxdory Tws apery kel Qioe kal E\hes pera ppovioens. Thus, didaes
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1108 2.30. contributes to cwgpoaivg, and véueois to Swatooivy, and each may

a. 33.

a. 35.

be called a peadrys by anticipation. 1In Plutarch, De vita ef poesi
Homeri 132, the peripatetic doctrine of the relation of these wdéy
to Virtue is touched upon as follows—réw mept "Apororéy dorela
mdby fyovpevoy Ty viperw xal Ty Eleov (16 yap Tovs ayabuds Sixveabar
emi Tois wAnoiov, ¢ map délay elruyobet, vépeots kaleirar T6 8¢ Mumei-
obar ¢ map’ dflav Svorvyoiow, E\eos Aéyerar). Perhaps we may say
that aidés is a mabyriy peadms., or a duows) dperd), when (i e young)
it takes the fixed form of a wefyru) mowrys, as distinguished from
a mere mdfos (see Cat. 8. ¢ b. 33 sqq.).

Népears is not again discussed. The Fourth Book ends with
aldds (the last section seems to be a later addition), and is probably
defective,

Népeots (véuw) properly means the distribution of what is due.
Personified, it becomes the Goddess of Justice (sce the mept kdopov
401 b. 12 Neéueow 8¢ dnd riis éxdare Suwepfioews), especially of just
retribution, who humbles the overweening. Without personification,
it is the feelng of righteous indignation. We can thus easily
understand why Eudemus regards séueous, the fecling of indignation
naturally aroused by the sight of undeserved success, as *con-
tributing to’ justice, which is essentially Stavepnricdy rar’ déiar.
Although »épeais is not discussed in the Fourth Book of the N
Lthies as we have it, it is fully treated in RAet. ii. g, and its relation
to Sikaoodvy made very plain.

& & SmepBdhhar, ds & kovamhif] Rassow (Forseh. 74), following
Coraes, and followed by Susemihl, inserts 5 & \elrar xat 6 pév
imepBdiier before ws.  For Bekker's ¢ un8¢ in the following line he
reads ppdép with KD (Forsch. 53): and compares 1104 a. 20,
where undér occurs in a clause of similar structure, Bywater reads
uandév for 6 pndé.

§ 15. vépcoig 8¢ pecdrns $Bérov kal émympekakios| According
to Grant ¢édros and mixarperaxia are ‘ only diffegent forms of the
same state of mind,” and cannot be opposed as two extremes, The
true contrary of ¢fivos is dvaofyoia is. This is recognised, he
thinks, by Eudemus, who has ¢ p@dvos— &vdvupor— véucors’ in his
imoypagpy (L, E.1i. 3. 1221 a. 3), and by Aristotle himself in Rjer.
. 9. 1386 b. 34 6 yap adrds éorw myatpéaxos kai Plovepds® i’

* The end of iv may have disappeared along with the Nicomachean v,
and vii.

g

7
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@ yip Tis Mvmeital yoypopdve  Kal
4 i 74 dhlopa 7 TevTov xalpew. ;

UT‘%ﬂ;:p";;g:ﬂgj’ qupgte; from the Rhetoric is certainly in Ifavonr oé
Grant's view that ¢8dvos and émixaperaria cannat ‘propcrly be oppos;

as contraries; but if we turn from the ér.-n-ypa_rf»i of Eufiemus to 1{ e
detailed description, we find that it is only the if;s wh‘mh he legi-{cls
nameless: the Zer is plainly the man called émxaipéraxos, klle iehs
us: and then he proceeds to contrast the e’?nxatpe:mxns .w1t'h the
ovepss, just as the writer of E. N il 7-15 does. Fxrant 13.\\-1?115:
then, in supposing that the mistake (in ii. 7. 15) 15_ set_‘ right by
Eudemus.” -The following are the words ?E Eudemus Sﬁ:. E ii. 7.
1233 b. 18) olov & QBovepds Kkal émxaipemm:g' : a:‘aﬂ’ (;; ya’p egs:;
Aéyourar, 6 pév Gdvos TO Aumeiofar émi -TEM ‘xa-rs tffmr‘: :eu rpar;;:?r :
docly, T6 8¢ Tob émyapexdkou mdbos [em.‘ 'ro’ ?vro] iwmvv;x;{rv,' 5 Du
Zyorv Sihos, ért 70 () xaipew Tdis wuph THY a.«ffr.w J’mxovrpay‘m;c p'ec;g
8¢ TodTEY 6 pepconTikts Kai b ékdhovr ol dpyatot e wpea’ef’: T4 ‘m‘re‘ur as
piv éml rais waph v dfiar raxompaylais Kat edmpayials, xaipet & €t 7als
“5“:;‘1-16 writer of the A M. follows £. N. iii. 7. 15 and Eud::n;:s
in thus making ¢fdves and émyaipeaxia contraries, althoug =
differs from Fudemus in making the pain and joy of thebﬂqb;‘:lrwepas‘;
and éniyapékaxos respectively, indepelndent)of the g—ooc?‘c?;rlx' )\‘cirtm:g
being deserved or not, and in making us‘uecra’s em:lu::u,e} v;-q: c
His words are (4. M. 1. 2. 1192 t’).<':8‘) veyems“ﬁf E;':rr.; ;.Lt(}'ui:ﬂ
hBovepins Kkal emyatpekakias’ . . - gore & 19 vsf.nem;: wepi ’a:'m a‘ Tv'yyi;ou
Smdpyovra dvalle vry, Ny Tis. vepsonTLcds oty 6,??“ 'rms'n i
kat 6 adrés ye wak olros Avmioerat, av Tua iy Kaxds

AvTnTIKGS., i : @
: & 8¢ ye pbovepds évavrios ToUTg. amhés

1 1vd difa. . s
:2:?;:7";“;2?;:”“8 § dv Te px TOU €t 'rr;:}c'rr'ruv, ?\imr}fer::z: éuim’mf
TolTe 6 émyatpikakos nofnoerar kakds w!.ranovTa x:u ) Cfgul., a:u,';T ;(g
dvaflo. 6 Bé ye vepeonTirds off, dlha :uetms‘ TS ‘Eﬂ:ﬂ. rovrc;v. g
write;' of the M. M. is cerrainly right in not ascribing e a}'act.fer
like the dfovepds and émeyurpéxakos the power 0‘f dlscrmuna‘mlg
between deserved and undeserved fortune. He is also certainly

right in making vépeots exclusively Am.

émi wiou . : : :
adopts, with much approbation, the suggestion of Sauppe (Dzmymzs
und Aristofeles p. 22)—to insert after Avneirat (1108 b. 5) the words

5 S ooe OF
kai & pey VEHEOTTLKOS €L TOW dvakles kakdps mpirTovoe Avrer

Imdpyovre, draykaiov TOUTOV ért 77 1108a. 35.

' “4) b4
Aumeirar, 6 B Zmyaipérakos] Rassow (Forsch. 4} b.
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1108 b. 4. course it is possible that a clause ending with \vreira may have

fallen out; but I cannot help thinking that it is awkward to
characterise the vepeonrids in a0 closely adjacent clauses, instead
o{ once for all; and I do not se¢ why we should not be allowed o
give its natural weight to the word emyaipéaxos, and mentally
supply émt maot Tois kaxds mpérrover afier xatpew, A Greek, T feel
sure, could not think of the érwyapéraros * rejoicing at the success’ of
any one, good or bad : hence Grant’s objection falls to the ground—
‘ Again, the émyapérakos cannot be said rocodror eAeimew &oTe k1.,

for he does not rejoice at the success of the good,” &c: I therefore:
thil:lk that Sauppe’s clause is unnecessary. Of course the confusion

pointed cut by Grant, of contrasting ¢déves and emyarperaria as twc;
extremes is not denied, but is perhaps not so great as Grant
supposes. The ¢bovepés is pained by the good fortune of other
people i the émyapéeakos rejoices at the ill fortune of other people :

the veueoprikds is pained by undeserved good or ill fortune. The
Gbovepss and emiyarpékaros may indeed be & atrds (L2%et), but there is
a logical distinction.

b.7.  §16. oly dmhis] Ze. mAeovayds V. I. .

b. 8.

b. 9.

éxatépas] 7. ¢. universal and particular justice v. 1. 8.

Spofws 8¢ wal wepl TOr Noywkav dperdv] Grant (followed by
Ramsauer) brackets this clause, ‘ because of the term Aoywai, which
never occurs elsewhere in Aristotle or Eudemus, as appl".ed'to the
beavanrical dperai—secondly, because of the sense, gince Aristotle
could not possibly say that he meant to show how the intéllectual

exceliences were pecomres—thirdly, becanse of the extreme likeli-
hood of an interpolation here.’

CHAPTER VIII.

; ARGUMENT.,

The tawg wites, that of Favess and that of Defect, and the virtuouns Mean, are
all ihree offosed in a certain way fo one anolther—i, e. the tuo sxtvemes are op}ﬁw‘m‘
as contraries, both 1o the mean, and to cach other. Now the mean, standino
Ut contrary opposition to ecack of the extremes, may be g:mma'z‘rz!z'w{;: expre:.re‘;'
as an ‘ equal’ whick is *greater’® than ¢ the fess’ of the defective extreme, and

N
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$less? Eham “the grealer’ of fhe excessive extreme, But kere the gran wio
actreally lives in an extreme becomes the victim of amorval gliusion. I ° greater
thon" or ‘less thaw, as applicd fo the mean in s yelation (o the extreme in
wisick he lives, ke sces “ioo great, or “doo Litlle.) The coward calls the cowra-
Gecus man rash, and the rask man calls him a coward—eackh as il were pushes
the man in the wirfusns meaw oway from he middle plave fowards the olher
extreme. The contravicty is greater between the fwo extremes than between
cach and the mean, for eack is move distant from L.e other than from the near.
But the mean is not always equally distant from cack of the extremes, for
one extrente Somettmes Tesembles Mbs mean afier a fashion ; e.g. Rashness éears
a certain resemblonce o Courage. Hewnce 3t @ the defect, Cowardice, and ot
the excess, Raskness, which i regavded as $he proper oppesite of the mean,
Courage, or as wore disfant from it: but in other cases vl iy the excess, e g.
Tintemperance, whick s so regarded, and not the defect, e. g, Insenstbility.

Fhen one of the extremes is thus the opposite par excellence of the mean, we
kave to explain the circumsiance in etther of fwo ways: (1) We may have to
refer fo the nature of the particular extremes themseloes © tius ordinary obser-
valion makes i plain that Raskness,as a jormed Habit, stands closer fo Conrage,
and vesembles it more nearly, than Cowardice does.  This ix the veason why we
make Cowardice the gpposite par excellence of Courage. [t is & reason con-
#ected with o difference in the formed habits themselves, Or (2) we way have
to wefer fo @ difference, not in the forwmed habits themselves, but in our own
tendencics, making it easicr jor ws fo asquive the one habit than the other.
Thues owr satural tendency io seek pleasure makes it easier for ws fo acquire the
extreme habit of Infemperance tham ils ofposite, the extreme habit of Total
Abstinerice.  This is why fndemperance is the opposite par excellence of Tem-
ferance.

§ L. ai pév ydp dxpar kal T péoy kol aMAAas évarrion eloiv, 4
Bé }Léu"q Tats c’u(pu.u;] Cf. Ca?. 11. 13 b. 30 5qq. évavriov 8¢ éamw éf
dvdyens dyab@ pev kaxéw toiro 8¢ dihov v kadl ékavror emaywyy, olow
dyela vioos kat dudpela Sedhin, dpolws 8¢ kat émt Tow ENwv. kakd O¢ éré
pén dyabov évavrlov, 67¢ 8¢ kaxdy Tf yap @deig kakd dyre 7 vmepBoNy
évapriop raxdy dv.  Gpolws 88 xal 7 peodrys éavrin ékarépe, viea dyabiv.
&7’ Shiywr § &v 76 rowotTor o Tis, éml 8¢ Tow mhelgrov del 1O kakg To
raxiw evavrior corty, In Cal. 6. 6 a. 17 va wheloror aAiiher dicaTykita
7@y év 7§ airé yéve is quoted as a definition of evavria: but that the
writer regards it as too narrow is plain {from a subsequent passage
(Cal. 11. 14 . T9) aviya) 8¢ wdita T4 évavria #) év 76 alr yéver clva
B év rois davriois yéveouw, §) alra yén ebai.  Nevkdy pév ydp kat pélay
& 76 alrg yéver (xpape yap alrév 70 yévos), Sixatoolvy 8¢ kai ddixia v
Tois évavriows yéveqw (rob pév yap dpery), Tob 8¢ kaxie 1O yévos) dyaboy
8¢ kat kaxor obk Eoriw év yéver, akN abra Tuyydver yém Twév Gvrd. Ch

also Mef. A. 10. 1018 a. 23 5qq.

§ 2.] é péoos, .e. & Ppovypes Or emovdalos, alone is in a position to p, 15,



218 BOOK IH: CHAP. 8: & 2-8.

1108b.15. judge correctly. See iii. 4. 5 diapéper mAcioror lows 6 omoudains T

b. 27.

b. 31.

b. 25.

1102 a.16.

d\nbés év ixdorows dpiv, Gomep kavdy rai pérpov avréw dv. The dxpot
do not possess, as it were, the alo@yrue) pecdrns, Ramsauer
appositely compares de Az 1l I1, 11. 424 2. 4 &5 19 alobhoens
olov peadryrds Twvos oficns tis €v Tois aloByrots dnvribaews: ral Stk Toiro
«pivee Th alofyrd 16 yap péoov kpirkoy' yiverar yap mpbs Exirepor alrav
farepov Tav dxpav—r. ¢. Sense is affected because it is a mean be-
tween contraries—because ¢. g. it is not so cold as & Juxpdr and
colder than 76 fepudv. If it were as cold as o Yuypdy, it could not
be affected by it: and, not affected by 5 yuxpdy, it could not be
affected by the contrary feppdr. Similarly, if it were as hot as
7o Beppdy, it could not be affected by 76 feppév—or by the contrary
Yuxpde. The difficult words yiveraw yép mpis éxdrepov abirdw fdrepov
wév dxpor (which may be compared with 6 yip dvipeios mpos pév rov
Behiv fpaovs daiverar .. here) are thus explained by Philoponus
(quoted by Trendelenburg)—mas =5 péoor yiverar tév SmepBohin
xpr.rm:‘w édeife. 7O yap v peadryme Twdv dv mpds ékdrepor Taw Akpov
Cirepor mos eotiv.  mpbs pév yip o UmepBdlhar Ty olkelov abrod Bep-
paryra Yruxpdy, mpds §é m6 Ty Yuypdryra trepBalhor Bepuiv,

§ 4.] whelom évavmidms] Bywater restores mhelory in place of
Bekker’s mheior, The MSS. are practically unanimous in favour
of mhelorn. Was the original reading mheiwv #?

§ 5. dpodrns| Both the foaavs and the dvdpeios face the foe; but
the dekds runs away: both the dowros and the é\evBépios spend
money ; but the dvehedepos docs not.  Further, fpasirys and dowria
represent the prevalence of tendencies which, if properly directed,
would have become dvdpeia and é\evbepidrys respectively ; whereas
dehia and drelevfepla represent tendencies which could not be made
to lend themselves to the formation of these virtues. Cf. iv. 1. 31
where it is said of the dowros that he is edlaros, and ot 76 pe’ao;
Stvarar eAfeiv.

§§ 6-8.] For the two grounds on either of which one of the
extremes rather than the other may be opposed to the mean as its
contrary par excellence, see Argument of this chapter.

§ 8. koopudmTa] dvatodyolay—the pice opposed to drolacia is
what we should have expected (the Paraph. has drvawéoias), but
Aristotle perhaps wished to aveid the unusual word. At any’ rate
xocpdrns here does not stand for dvawdnota, but rather for ceppo-
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otwn.  The conjunction xdomes xai sédpey-is too close in Greek 1109 a.186,
m j i o

usage to make it possible to take koopéms as ‘ prudery.’

# &miBoois] not ‘our inclination’ but ‘our advance” See the a.17.

notes of Zell, Michelet, and Grant. Grant's rendering is—* we
call those things more contrary to the mean, in which we run to
greater lengths.

CHAPTER IX.

ARGUMENT.

That Moval Virtue them is @ mean state of a cerlain kind between two zices,
that of excess and that of defect ; and that it is a mean state becarise it can hit
off the mean in feeling and action—=all this we have caplained sufficiently.
Nowe let ws drame a practical conchusion from the Theory which we fave sat Jorth.
Our practical conclusion is shortly this—Itis a difficult thine fo be good.  Hitting
off the mean in conduct is ltke firding the centre of the circle—to do it, @ man
mhust know how. It 75 easy fo open one's purse and give away money ; but to
give to the right man, the vight anount, at the richt time, for the right object, in
the right manner—that is indeed difficult, and few can do it A Il praise and
hanour thevefore to those who can. Since then it is so difficuit fo kit aff the
mean exactly ot first, we must begin by avoiding the extreme which is the more
contrary ta the mear, i e. the more dangerous extreme, * sieering far from feant
and breakers’ ke Odyssens, adofting the proverbial * second best course, and
choosing the lesser evil. In order io do this, we must ascerlain quhat things
tempt ws as individuals most—individuals are differently constituted—and,
micasuring the strength of the templation by the pleasure which the thing gives
ws, dvawy ourselves away from that conrse to whick we are constitutionally most
inclined ; for, by thus dvawing ourselves far away from our ewil bent, lthe
feaple who straighien timber, we shall reack the mean. But on all occasions it is

Pleasure which we must guard against most cavefwlly. We ought to feel
totoards Pleasure as the elders felt towards Helen, and écho their saying ; for
if we “send the enchantress away, we shall be the Fess templed fo sin.  These
are the general rules for hitting the mean ; but it is a difficait matter at best to
Jeit 3¢, especially where a muliilude of details are concerned ; thas, 3f 15 a dijfi-
cult matter to lay dowmn any rule about anger, whick shall defermine the way n
which, the persons with whom, the class of things at which, and length of time
during which, one ought to be angry : indeed, so Sfar is there from being a vule,
that awe sometimes praive the man who is deficient in the fecling of anger, and
call him good-lempered, and somietinies the mas who wWaxes wroth, and say that
he has a manly spirit. In short, the man who deflects only a little from the
right course, whether towards the side of excess, or towards that of defect; is



1108 a. 20,

a. 31,

b. 8.

220 BOOK II: CHAP. 9: §§ 2-6.

aot blaned ; only the man who defiects far, for he attracts motice : but how far
%e miaest deflect, do attract notice, and dncur béaze, it & not easy to defermine
‘acoretically ; indeed the guestion is not really a generaleone at all, bt velates io
theis, that, and the other farticular cise, and such particular cdses eluds theovy ;
ORLY SESE can pass judgment wgpor them as they arie,

Thas much then 15 plain, that the middie state is Braiseworthy, but that it
es somelinmes by leaning to the side of excess, and sometimes by leaning fo that
of defect, that we shall more castly reach the mean, or that which is FEighi,

§ 2. Bbmep 5 6] This is the reading of Kb, Ald., B, B2, B2,
and CCC (all except Kb insert éori after dismep), and must be
accepted as right, because M. M. i. 9. 1187 a. 4 has v 8¢ péoov
xakewdr, ka’ & éravoluelas Bid kal omdmoy 16 omovduior. All other
authorities (including NC, Cambr., and Par. 1853) have énep oni
7o et.  Michelet, reading 8rep éori 76 ef, takes the words as paren-
thetical, and connects xat omdmoy ket Crawerdv kal kaldr, a3 predi-
cates, with 76 8 ¢ . . . xai ds,

§ 8. 4 Kahups| The editors point out that Aristotle is wrong here.
It was Circe not Calypso who gave the advice to Odyssens (04,
xil. 1o9): but the line quoted is uttered by Odysseus himself
afterwards (Od. xii, 219), when he gives directions to his pilot.
CCC has b Kiprn Kadvfrd : B' and B? have 7 Kt’pxr;.

75 pév éorwv dpaproddrepor k.rA\.]—for the reason given in § 8 of
last chapter.

§ 4. xatd 7ov Sedrepoy, daot, whoiv] The meaning of this proverb
seems to be placed beyond doubt by a fragment of Menander
preserved by Siobaeus (#7or. vol. ii. p. 349, ed. Meineke) Mevdsdgou
ex BpaguiéorTos,

é Qelrepos mhols éori Shrou Aeydpevos,

) 3 ’ ¥ ] -
a¥ amoTuxXy TIS OVPIOV KeTatct mwAeLr,

Thus the Scholiast on Plato, Phaedo 99 D, is wrong with mapotuia

elrepus mhots émi 1éy dopulds 7 mparrdvray, wap Goov ol Swpaprdires
Kard Tor mpaTepor wAoly Aodalds mapackevalovrar Tow dedrepor.  The
proverb occurs in Pol. T, 8. 1284 b, 19, in the Phoeds g9 D, and
elsewhere.

§§ 4, 5, 8.] The doctrine of the peodrys here suggests to Aris-
totle a valuable practical rule, ‘Find out the things you have a
weakness for, and avoid them as much as you can.’

§ 6. dd¢kaoror] ‘unbribed. Sexdtew means ‘to bribe’ (ety-
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1) 1 is W name for 1108 b. 8.
mology apparently unknown). Adkov dexds was the

bribed jurymen at Athens. See Ziddell and Seot! s.v. Sexd(ew.
Cf. *Afnralor wohurela ch. 27 dpéara 8¢ pera Taira ko ae-“;&w’
mparov karabelfavros “AviTov . .. Kkptudperos yap . . . Oexdoas TO e~

oriplov améuyer.

‘ENéimy] JL ifi. 156 $qQ. b. 9.
§7. od yap pddiov Swoplons k7N Rassow (Forsch 16) points b. 14,

out that the passage beginning here, and extending to the end

of the Book, occurs again almost verfafim in iv. 5. 13, 14. He
regards the Second Book as the original locus of the passage.
L= %

§ 8. 6 B¢ péxpr Tivos kal éml wéoor Yektos of pddior TG Aéye b. 20

dpopicar] The twin clause in iv. 5. 13 shows that mapecSaivar
must be understood here after mdoor.

& 11 aloBhoe 7 kplos] alodyas is 2 wpuracy Slvapts (An. Post, ii. b. 23.

19. g9 b. 35), because a pecdrns rﬁs‘.év Tots alofprois dvavriboems
(de An. ii. 11. 11, 424 a. 4). Here it stands fc?r the faculty by
which the good man, as péoes, discriminates, with the accuracy
required by the particular occasion, between the“g,ooci ;tnd tl}le
evils contrary to it in the extremes. Cf 7o Sypa___m ek Thjs éumetpias
of vi. 11. 6. See note on év 7ij aicnoe 7 kpigis V. B. 13, for the
force of év in the phrase.
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CHAPTER L

ARGUMENT.

['J & cv_zfy for what is voluntary that men are praised or blamed ; jor that
zzl-}u{{z i involuniary they are pardon:d anid sometimes even pitied. 5 The dis-
finction between the Voluniary and the Involuntary s therefors a vital owe jor
the theory ‘zy’ conduct ; it s one also about whick the practical Iegisiator, whe
}m.jq o ws;gn rewarr::t's and punishments, would do well {o be clear. ’
gs,swczfjﬂsz :;fk are either (1) forced upon us, or (2) caused by igrorance, are

Wa’fﬁ&:’f the moving principle is external, ie. of such a kind that the man
cofax‘ni:fm nothing o M.c vesult by kis action or feeling, the vesull is forrm‘.'
::i;:: : :::: 3 e.g. the motion of a man who is carried off by bricands is forced

But i an act S forced wpon him’ whick a man pesforms when a painful
alternative is offered fo hine, such as the alternative of his own disionour
or the ;.faa.r;'x of these dear to him, and ke brings himself to accept one of zx'z;
two ewils 2 Lo it voluniarily or tnzvoluntarily that he accepts his own dis-
honour? I if voluntarily or involuntarily that ke comsenis fo the death of
:kase' dear 2 him? The parallel case of the man who throws kis goods
overboard in a storm will felp us fo an answer.  In ordinary cz’rcmrz.rmm:e..r
@ man does not hrow kis goods overboard wvoluntarily ; but, to save kis own
life, and the liver of the crew, a man of sense will (;;JTU@-’.T do so.  Let as
tfem cell acts of thiv kind mixed acts, i.e. they are both wfu;zfa and
z'azw!zmm?y o Butt move voluntary than involuntary ; for am ool @5 'a:'j;zat #1
s fo the agent, at the fime when, and in the circumstances in whick ;;.e

Berforms it ; and these mixed acls, al the time when they are performed, ,an;
chosen ay betng ithe best ém the circumstances, by an agent ko far in kz';mey
the power of setting his limbs in motion lo perform them, and who uses ihal
power, aithough ke could hove vefrained from doing so.  But although a mixed
act 5 thus voluntary as adtually performed in given clrcumstances, it is not in
s{ser the kind of et which o man wonld choose to perform apart f;om the gtven
a‘:’cewmfrz?xces; and In this sense wiay perhaps be described as *excepl in iz'zwz
circumstances involuntary, or “in ilself inveluntary’—ithis, however, by a
stretch of language, for voluntary and involuniary properly ’da.s‘fnﬁc (;(fs as
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they are to the agent when performed.  That mixed acts are voluntary as
aclually performed is shown'by the fact that we even sometimes praise a Man
for such acts ; €.g. cuhon @ man submils to disgrace or pain in a noble canse we
praise him, whereas if ke cubmit without good yeason we blame hine.  Some-
times howeuer the disgrace whick e submits 1o, and the acts whick ke lrings
Rimself to perform,may be of sauch @ kind that we cannot indeed praise Fedm, but
pardon kim in consideration of pressure foo greal Sfor hunan waluré 10 it
stased : although, again, there ave Lhings which wothing—mnol even the prospect
of the most terrible doath —should compel a man fo do > thits the Alemeon of
Enripides ¢ compelied to il his mother’ is & vidiculous figwre. 1t is hard
sometimes to decide whick is the alternative one ought to prefer; bt harder far
to abide by one's decision once made ; for senerally the chotce @5 befween pain
io-be enduved, and bringing oneself to do or submit to something disgracefil.
This s why blame or praise is grven according us one does, or dogs nol, bring
onesélf to accept the disgraceful conrse. F

Hiww then shall we describe an act which is forced upon @ man ¥ In the
strict sense of Zh¢ exprission, that is Sforced wporn a man awhich results
Jfrom a cause lying ouiside himselfy and @5 entirely indegendent of kis awn
cooperation: wheréas thal cwhich i given circumstances i chosen as the lessér
ewil, and caryied out by an agent cwho has the principle of its {nitiation in
himself, is not forced ugon him (however * involuniary in dtselfy L. generally
sndesirable it may be), but 5 kes wafintary act.

So much for painful allernatives : we cannot properly speak of @ mar being
forced o @it wheve they are conceried,

As for the contention that pleasant things. and things whick are henourable
and good, force us to ail, pxerting external pressuze wpon ws—it s obvigusly
absurd, for it implics that all our actions are forced wpon us—all that we do
being for the sake either of pleasant things, or of things whick are honowrable
and good. Morevver, when te &ré Sorced to do something, we do it wwith pain,
whereas, when we pursug Sonething pleasant or good, we feel pleaswre. 1 s
idicilons then o blame pleasant things, and not owr own Susceptibility to
their influence—to take credit indeed o ourselves for our uod actions, but to
throww the blame for owr discreditable actions upon pleasant things.

That then is* forced wpon & man’ which vesults, without his cooperalion,
from a cause external 1o A

An act which is “caused by dgnorance’ &5 aiways ¢ pon-woluntary’; but it
cannot be called ¢ involuntary " wnless the man is sorry for it when ke finds out
the harm which it has done. If ke is not sorry, it is best to deseribe his act
simply as ¢ ron-voluntary.

Buet there s a difference belween acts ¢ cqused by fgnorance, and acts © fer-
Jormed in ionorance.  The wian who &5 drwik or in @ rage acts indsed ¢ i
ignorance’— ke does mol Baow what ke v doing ; bul we do mol say that
ignorance is the cause of kis misdemeancurs or crimes : we ascribe dhem 10
intoxicaiion or anger as the case may be.  Indeed whenever @ man conmils a
affence, he may be aid fo act © in ignorance’ of what fe ought o ought not to
do ; and the effect of repeating such offences is that ke becontes an unjust or bad
man—/he acguires @ characier. Nozo we blame charvacter, this Showing that we
consider the man a voluniary agent dn its formation; 1.€, @ voluntary agent in
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the performance of acls done *in ignorance” of what he ought or ought ot to do:
oy to pui it otheriise—blindness of choice, 0 ot Fering wwhat one ought to do,
docs not make one’s acls involuntary ; on the contrary, it makes thenrbad, and,
Becoming chronic, amounts fo a character for whick one is blamed. 1t ds only
cwhen @ man's ¢ fenorance, dnstead of being due fo fiis own passions and char-
acter, is @ mere accident of the circumstances of @ particular case, that the acks
arising frone ¢ are invohuntary. Thus @ man, withowt ary fault of his ewon,

_snay not Fnow what ke docs; e.g. that hie i vevealing @ sicret. o7 whom fes aet

1108 b. 30.

affecks, e.g. he may mistake a friend for an eneiy in the dark, or ke may not
Fizowe how his act will take effect, e.g. sparring he may hurt. Here @t s mof
the man's disposition, temporary or chrenic, but the mere eccidernt of kis not
Eiowing a particnlar circumstance, whick is the true cause of his act,  His act
ther is ingoluntary —that is to say, if ke is sorry for it afterwards.

Aets forced wpon a men and acts cawsed by ignorance betng tnvoluniary,
woluntary acts will be those whick have their origin in the meane himself, he
being fully aware of all the material circumstances surrounding thery perfornt-
ance.  This being so, vt follows that acts cawsed by passion or desire are nol to
be described as involuntary. If such acts ave dnvoluntary, the lower animals,
and cven children, are incapable of woluntary action. And further—ohat
about good actions caused by passion and desire - Are they involuniary ? Or
dc it only bad actions thus caused that are trvolwntary, the good punes betny
woluntary ? It would be ridiculons swrely fo draw suck a distincleon betwveern
the effects of a single agency. - And then the absurdily af having fosay that we
are involuntary agents when we are moved to action by feclings whick ought fo
mowe ws ! for we oupht fo feel angry sometimes ; we ought fo feel a desive for
health and Fnowledse. Moreover, what we do or suffer inwoluntarily s
painful, whereas that which accords with our desire is pleasant. Aegatn, what
is gained by saying that a fawit proceeding from desive, as distinguisked from
ong procesding from deliberate calolation, is fnooluntary ?  The Important
foint @v that they are both wrong and to be avoided, [ndeed the trrational
Feelings are as much part of the man's vature as his calculating faculty ; it @5
absurd thevefore to talk of acts prompied by these feelings being fnpoluniary.

§ 1.] The discussion of the éofawr and arobetoy connects itself
with the subject of dperf, because apery is—(1) & érawery (i 13.
19, cf. ii. 9. 9), and—(2) &s mpoasperuch (il. 6. 15). We pratse what
is voluntary ; and choice (mpoaipeoss, iii. 2) is the special form under
which the voluntary principle appears in man, as a rational being,
and therefore as capable of acquiring dpers. *Apern 18 & ‘praise-
worthy habit” produced by the repetition of acts of which a man
himself is the cause, .¢. of voluntary acts. /o a man is an dpxy
rév mpafeor Aristotle does not say in the Z#zcs. He contents himself
with pointing to the fact that he zz. The author of the Eud, Efh.
(ii. 6) and the author of the A% M. (i. 1o. 11) discuss the subject
of man’s voluntary agency with an evident wish to fathom its meta-
physical import, but, after all, leave us where Aristotle leaves us—
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with the unexplained fact that man Zs a cause. They point out 1109 b. 30.

that all odeias Or Pioes are dpxat, 7. ¢. generative of other otoriar OT
dies like themselves: e. g, dvfpamos yerd dvlpbmovs kat (Gov {oa kai
dordw urd.  But man is distinguished from other generative prin-
ciples, animate or inanimate, by being the author of another class
of effects, viz. mpdfas :—see L. E. ii. 6. 1222 b. 15 sqq. The éoxn,
properly so called (kvpia), is that 88ev mpirov 7 kimets. Such is God.
Mathematical dpyal are not properly dpyai (& rais pabnparikals dpyats
otk Zore 7o kbpuov), because they are not causes of motion 3 6 & dvflpe-
wos ApxT) KWNoEWS rvdst 7 yap mpakis «imos. Where the effects are
contingent (évdéyerar kai ybeobai kai pn—such as may either happen
or not), the dpyal must be contingent also. Human actions are
contingent; therefore man is a contingent canse—ZE. £, ii. 6. 1222 b.
4T imep éoly Ewa TEY dvrov dvleydpeva évavrios Exew, dvdykn Kkal TAF
dpxés abrdv ebvat rowairas . . . Sxev mpdfewy & dvbparmds éoTw dpyx7 kal
Kbptos, avepdy Sru évdéxerat kat yiveobar kab ).

The view thus set forth by the author of the £, E. and the author
of the M. M. is based on the doctrine of Mt ©. 2 and 5—that ai

. pera Adyou Svvdpets, being rav évavriov, must he dominated by some-

thing external to themselves, which shall determine in which of the
two contrary ways they shall actualise themselves ; dvdyxy dpa Erepov
¢ elvas 7O kipioy' Néyo & ToiTo dpetw #) mpoaipeow (Met. ©. 5. 1048 a.
10). That which is xbpiov par excellence in man, making him a
moral agent—alrios kal dpxi mpdiewr, is Boukeutuch) Bpefis, Or mpoai-
peows. It is by choosing certain acts, and performing them, that we
acquire a certain Habrt. Tipoaipeais CONVErts the dtvauts Tév évavrioy
into a definite #&s, which results in acts of one kind only: cf. E.
V. v. 1. 4. ‘Apers is a s mpoaperixi (ii. 6. x5), 2 €. a habit which
was produced by, and is productive of, certain deliberately chosen
acts.

lows] See Zell ad Joc. and on i 1. 1. Aokel, Qaiveras, loos, uxeaépz
are often employed, ‘ quanquam in re certa . . . partim ex communi
Atticorum consuetudine, partim ex Aristotelis philosophandi ratione,
praesertim in his libris de vita et moribus hominum quae res accu-
ratam subtilitatem non admittunt.

§ 2. xpfowpor 3¢ k] ¢It must not be supposed,’ says Grant
(Plan of Book i), * that the present disquisition on the Voluntary is
a disquisition on Free Will. The latter question Aristotle would
certainly have assigned to mpemn Gdooodia, OF Metaphysics, and

Q

b. 23.

b. 34.
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would have thought out of place in a system of Ethics. , . . The
ensuing chapters assume that a man is an dpyy of his own actions,
and, with this assumption, treat of the Voluntary under its various
aspects in relation to virtue and vice, praise and blame, reward and
punishment. From this practical point of view these chapters
furnish to some extent a psychology though not a metaphysic of
the Will” Again (note on iii. 1. 1—2): ‘It is plain that the dis-

cussions on the Will are never metaphysical. An appeal to language

and common opinions sums up nearly the whole. The scope of
the argument is limited to a political, as distinguished from a
theological, point of view—arayxaior rois wepi dperijs €mwkamoiot,
yphioysoy 88 kai rots wopoberovor” And: ‘In asking what is the
Voluntary, Arstotle does not pursue a speculative method of
enquiry. Such a method might have commenced with the deep-
lying ideas of personality and consciousness, of the individuality of
the subject, &c. But he is content with defining the Voluntary by
a contrast to the common notions (Sexet § 3) of what constitutes
an Involuntary act. It might be said that this is giving a merely

negative conception of freedom. But in fact the conception given

is positive, only the-analysis of it is not pushed very far. The
voluntariness of an act Aristotle represents to be constituted in
this—that the actor is in every case the dpyj or cause of his actions,
except in cases of compulsion, where there is really a superior doxy

. or of ignorance, where he does not know what his action is,

.and can only be held to be the cause of what he meant to do. In

what sense, and how, the individual is an dpyq is the point where
Aristotle stops short in the enquiry.

On this I would remark—that if Aristotle ¢ stops short in the
enquiry,’ perhaps his theory of ¢in what sense, and how’ is thereby
conveyed. I think it is. This enquiry is about Responsibility ;
and ‘ Responsibility,’ he gives us to understand by ¢ stopping short’
where he does, is meaningless except as resting with the smmediale
cause of an act—7. e with the concrete individual, whose function
the act is. The individual is ‘responsible’ for acts which can be
assigned to his character as immediate cause. °Free, applied to
an act, means, ‘ caused immediately by a character —the character,
of course, performing its functions, like every other organism, in
a definite environment, not 2 vacwe. In short, it is only #he indi-
vidual, as affected by particular circumslances, who can put forth
acls, and be ‘ responsible’ for them, 7 e. come in for their conse-
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quences. This is Aristotle’s #eory of “freedom’; and I believe 1100 b, 34:

that, by thus taking its stand upon ¢ the concrete individual putting
farth acts in his environment,” it suggests the best possible solution
of the famous difficulty—How to reconcile * freedom” and *necessity,’

¢ vhich modern speculation has—to some extent, needlessly—raised

for itself. The solution which Aristotle’s theory suggests may be
put thus—The -ancestral, or other, antecedents of the concrete
individual cannot be saddled with ¢responsibility": airla éhopévov
febs dvairos. The individual is ¢ responsible’ for acts which can be
assigned to his character, as immediate cause. His character is
itself, as we now believe, the necessary product of the universe, and
the circumstances which stimulate his character to put forth acts
are likewise necessary products of the universe: but this does not
relieve him of ‘responsibility” and make his acts not ‘free,’ for
‘free,’ applied to an act, means ‘ caused immediately by.a character
performing its functions in its environment. Only * the individual
character in its environment’ can put forth acts, and be ‘respon-
sible * for them—/. ¢. come in for their consequences. The universe,
which brings forth individuals, is not itself an individual to be held
responsible : *Natur lebt in lauter Kindern ; und die Mutter—wo
ist sie?” The question of the efficiency, freedom, or responsibility
of the individual must not be mixed up with the question of the
origin of the individual,

It will thus be seen that man as dpys) @y mpdfenr is merely a particu-
lar aspect of man as living being; for, to be a living being is to be
‘ responsible” (whether in a physical or in a political environment)
for ‘free’ acts, 7. e for “acts put forth by an organism.” But the
organism must not be abstracted from the universe, and made a
‘free agent” in the sense of initiating acts with the production of
which the laws of the universe have nothing, or not everything, to
do. That would be to set up more universes than one. Itis as
subject of a libera necessizas—to employ Spinoza’s powerful phrase
—that we must conceive the ° free agent.

When we say, then, that Man is an dpys rér mpdfewr we are face to
face with the (for morals) ultimate fact that he is a living being. All

- living beings, plants as well as animals, the irrational animals as

well as man, perform certain functions by which they maintain their

own existence. To perform these functions is to be a living being.

Man’s moral mpdfess, by which he corresponds with his distinctively

human, 2. e. his  political,” environment, proceed from habits of his
Q2
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100 b. 34, nature, just as his bodily functions proceed from organs of his

nature. Moral mpdfes and bodily functions are necessary for the
maintenance of his nature as a whole; and are, on exactly the
same grounds, said to be his wpafes and Ais bodily functions
respectively. Biologically considered, bodily functions differ from
moral mwpdfers in depending upon structural adaptations of older
standing. The performance of moral mpdfas being thus more
precarious than the performance of bodily functions, and, more-
over, affecting others, prasse is accorded when the mpdéas are
rightly performed. The praise is accorded mot because they are
more truly the agent’s own acts than are the unerring perceptions
of his eye or ear, or the regular movements of his heart, for which
he is not ¢ praised”’ at all; but because they are apl not o be per-
formed rightly. A man’s virtue is praised and rewarded, but not
his health, because, as a matter of fact, his virtue grows up in
correspondence with an environment which makes itself felt by
means of praise and blame, reward and punishment. Those vital
functions which we distinguish as voluntary acts are those which
proceed from sources within a man, which are capable of being
modified, during the lifetime of the individual, in relation to his
environment, especially to that very complex part of it of which
praise and blame, reward and punishment, are the chief exponents.
Such ¢ sources within a man’ are the #abn, belonging as they do
to that part of human nature which is characterised as peréxov
Adyou, karikooy Adyov kal nebapyiov—1. ¢, still capable of being
organised in relation to vdpos, or the rational environment. From
the wady proceed (1) actions neither more nor less the man’s gz
actions than are the movements of his heart or lungs, but distin-
guished from these latter movements by the circumstance that they
affect other people’s interests directly or indirectly, and accordingly
elicit praise or blame, or otherwise call forth social influences, in
relation to which they suffer modification—are encouraged or
repressed. From the md@y proceed also (2) actions which do not
affect other people’s interests, and therefore do not elicit praise or
blame, but are called voluntary because they do not proceed from
their sources in such a manner as to exclude the possibility of their
not proceeding from them under certain conditions. Whenever,
in short, an act proceeds not inevitably from an inherited organ,
but with some degree of hesitation from a state of feeling which,
in the history of the individual, can be (or could have been) affected
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(even to the exient of being sometimes rendered entirely inoperative) 1109 b.34.

by other feelings, whether self-regarding or altruistic, we call the
act voluntary. As, however, man’s true personality consists in his
consciousness of social relations, and his readiness to be modified
in correspondence with social requirements, acts which meet these
requirements and acts which disregard them are ¢yoluntary’ in
the truest sense. Acts which affect the agent alone, although
proceeding contingently from their sources, and therefore voluntary,
are so in the lower sense in which we speak of the actions of
children and brutes as voluntary. From the way in which Aristotle
connects “the voluntary’ with ¢ praise and blame’ here, and in
other passages, we can Sec that he practically identifies mar s
¢ efficiency’ with his correspondence, or failure, by reason of the
prevalence of selfish feelings, to correspond with the social environ-
ment. As it is only the mokirgs who is truly abrdpkns (see E. N
4. 6), so it is only the mo\irys who is Zruly an dpxi) mpaewv. The
term ¢ voluntary’ however in its general sense is applicable to any
act which results from a feeling or desire contingently, # ¢ SO
results that it zay be prevented by the operation of another feeling
or desire. In carrying back the explanation of voluntary action to
the possession by man of a dtvaus Tév évavriov—t. ¢, of tendencies
still capable of modification, and in connecting it so closely with
the sanctions of a social system, the high complexity of which he
fully recognised, Aristotle gives prominence to the same considera-
tions as have led a modern evolutionist, like Spencer, (0 speak of
«Will as coming into existence through the increasing complexity,
and imperfect coherence of automatic actions —(Psyck. 1. 498-499 3
of. whole chapter on Z%e Will, Special Synth. ch. ix).

§ 8. o Bl @ 8¢ dyvoww] ‘Cum spontancum id sit, cujus
principium in €0 sit qui agat, non ignorante singulas circumstantias,
invite factum exstat simulatque una ex ambabus conditionibus, quas
requirit spontaneum, abest” Michelet ad foc. A voluntary act in one
of which the dox7 is in the agent himself, he being at the same time
aware of the several circumstances of his act. These are the two
conditions of a voluntary act. An act is involuntary when either
of these two conditions is absent: 7.e. if the agent, while knowing
all the circumstances of his act, is forced to act by an external
constraining power, olov el mvelpa Ko
(§3);or if, while he is under no external constraint, he is ignorant

a . «
oar wou 7 avlpwros Kiplor ovTES

b. 35.
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of the circumstances—e. g. one who administers poison, thinking
it to be medicine, because it has been put, through no fault of his
own, into a bottle labelled ¢ medicine,” is not held to be the ‘cause’
of the consequent poisoning, or to have poisoned ‘voluntarily.
His act is one 8¢ dyvowar yryvdperov,

The remarks of Eudemus (Z. Z. ii. 8) on the Biawor are very
instructive, Té Blator and dvdyen, he says, are terms employed to
mark a force which interferes with the law governing the behaviour
of an object inanimate or animate ; 2 stone is moved upwards fia,
fire downwards Big. When these inanimate objects move in their
own natural direction—«ard i goow ral iy kaf abra dppny (1224 A
18), they are not said to move Big, nor yet are they érolora. There
is no name to characterise their movement. Similarly, in the case
of animals, we see many motions or acts which are Bin—viz. those
done drav wapd mip év atre Sppiy Ewbéy T ko (1224 A, 22).  In the
case of inanimate objects it is easy to see the external dpxy s
kunoews which interferes with the law of their nature. It is also
easy in the case of irrational animals. They live 7 dpéfer. Every-
thing which thwarts their gpegis is Blacor. But in the case of man
a difficulty arises. He has /we equally internal principles—Adyos
and @pefis, which thwart each other. Does Mdyos exert Bta in the
case of the éyxparfs, or 3pefis in the case of the deparss? No.
Both Adyos and dpefis are internal, and Bia is exerted only by
external agencies. An act done from prudence, and on rational
grounds, is neither more nor less ‘voluntary’ than one done
from the mere appetite of the moment,—q & &\q éxoliox
Yuxh kal Tol drparols kai ToU éykparcvs mpdrrer, Big & obdérepos
(1224 b. 26). We must not abstract a man’s motives (whether
high or low, whether due to tendencies acquired during his own
lifetime, or to those inherited from his ancestors) from Jsmself,
and say that they are external to him and force him (8lawa). If later
controversialists had seen this as clearly as Aristotle and the peri-
patetics did, we should have been spared many profitless discussions
about the *Freedom of the Will” and ¢ Moral Responsibility.”

§ 4. doa B¢ Bud péBov peldvar kakdy mpdrrerar 4 8id kakdy 71, ofor
€l Tnipo‘.vvng] A tyrant with power over the lives of a man’s family
commands him to do something base. He may do it from fear of
greater evils—aut géBor peldray raxdy, 2 e the death of his family;
or he may refuse to do it because honour forbids (8w xakdy o).
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In either case he does something most painful to himself; and the
question is: Does he act voluntarily or involuntarily ?*

§§ 5, 8.] The answer is given in these sections. - Such actions
are puwrai. Fxcept under very exceptional circumstances no one
performs them voluntarily—éxotrea 8 & Towtra, dmids & lows dkol-
Tt oddels yap dv \otro xkall alrd TdV rowdrer ovtér. But there are
exceptional circumstances in which men perform them., In these
exceptional circumstances, at the time at which they are performed,
they are voluntary—they proceed from an internal dpy#, from a
desire to perform them in the agent; but in any other circum-
stances, as a matter of fact, no one would perform them. In dis-
cussing therefore the voluntariness of a given action we must look
at it strictly in connexion with the circumstances in which it takes
place, for ‘the end or motive of an act is that which is in view at
the time’ (Peters)—rd 8¢ réhos rijs mpdLews kAT TOV KALPOY E0TLI—E. £
the réhos or object which a man has in view when he throws his
ooods overboard is not the infliction of loss on himself, but the
Eghtening of the ship. The question is whether such an act is
voluntary or involuntary ; not whether it is zesse or zuzesse in the
particular circumstances, or Zikely io be matter of regrel when the
danger has passed. 1 see no reason for holding with Grant that
“the phrase 7o 3¢ réhos rijs mpdfeos is general, not referring only to
the cases under dispute, but to action universaily '—or that ‘ rékos
is used here in a peculiar sense to denote the moral character of
an action” It seems better to take rélos in the passage before us
in the sense in which it is afterwards employed in chap. 5. § 17 of
this Book, as * the object specially contemplated by a particular
action’—e. g. the lightening of the ship. In discussing the question
of the voluntariness of a disagreeable action, let us not lose’ sight
of ‘the object specially contemplated by the given action,” and
wander into the irrelevancy of considering the feelings with which
such actions are regarded in the abstract.

It may be remarked in passing with regard to the instance of
a pikry wpifis given in § 5—that cases arising out of af év Tols yepo-
ow éefokai were probably well known in the law courts: cf, for the
Lex Rhodia de jactura, Digest. xiv. 2. 1—*lege Rhodia cavetur ut si
levandae navis gratia jactus mercium factus est, omnium contri-
butione sarciatur quod pro omnibus datum est”;—i. ¢. the principle
of the ¢ general average’ is to be applied.

1110 a. 4.
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. 19.
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§ 8. &v & &v 0drd 7 dpxd, & abrd kal 7 wpdrreww xal py] This
statement, taken as an aphorism by itself, would be too general.
The functions of the heart proceed from an dpyq which is strictly
év atrg, 7. e is involved in the ¢ious of the individual (cf. 7 8¢ pims
épxn év abre Mel. A. 3. 1070 2. 7) and yet cannot be described as
ET C[!.'TCP.

§ 7. éml Tois mwpdfeot 3¢ 7Tals Towndrais évioTe kal émvoﬁvrat]
‘which shows that the acts are regarded as voluntary "—Peters,
note ad Joc.

§ 8. *AMkpaiwra] The anonymous scholiast on this Book (Ald. ed.)
has the following note here—r«al yap rév Edpridov " Alkpatova mov " Apdua-
pdov maida, Tolror ¢ 6 marip dvekely iy pnrépa (Eriphyle) éméoxnrer, e
8¢ pi, Eorar Toy warépa Mvmdv bs ol 8 dfias airias moudr Tovro loTopeital.
&\ws® mapariferar tév map’ Edpumidy Adkpatwva ds B0 elreli Twd
Uropelvarta pyrpoktorioar Aéyer yap wap’ alirg 6 *Adkpater

pakigTa peév @ emiper emwokn\as warp

60 dppafr’) eloéBawer els ©nBas idv
8id yip TovTeY drrolds ToU marpds Supyeital, s évrehapévou abrod dmoxretvar
TV pTEpa, Kal KATAPaTauvoy alTe, €l puij AToKkTEvel, rapTiay TE yijs Kal dTek-
viay, kai SiaBohds Tivas Néyer Tis pnrpds, bv olbéy fr dfwv TyhikotToy kakby
avayrdoar Fomeal T,

§ 9. dvayrdlovtar] We have here the influence of an internal
apxi—of motives, not of external force, and the term dvaykiforrar is
perhaps improperly used. But it may be that Arstotle draws
a distinction between dvdyxy and Bia (cf. § 8 &na & fows odk Zorw
dvaykaciva—where Braobijpar would have been absurd); motives of
painful cogency being dvaykala, though, as internal principles, not
Biawa. The writer of the /. A/, discusses o Biawr and o dvayxaior
in separate chapters (i. 14 and 15); and, although he says 76 dray-
kafoy olx év mavri, a\X’ 7By év rois éerds, his example shows that he is
thinking of e ¢ffect produced on the mind of the ageni by an external
occurrence, not of physical compulsion—3. 47, 1. 15. 1188 b, 21
otov fuaykdcfyy ovvropdrepor Padioar els dypdy' e 0¢ wj, amohwhdr’ dv
efpov 7 év aypd. In short, very painfully cogent motives may be
called dvayxaia, as distinguished from pleasures, which cannot be
called dvaykaia however pressing—A/. M. i. 15. 1188 b. 15 7o &
avaykaioy ol mwdvrws oU8 év mavrl Aexréow éoriv, oloy Goa fbovis Eveew
wpdrroper, €l ydp Tis Aéyor omi fraykdobny T ToU Gilov yuvaika Sia-
Hcipar imd Tis fBovis, dromos dv €.

)
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§ 10. 7& 8% wola pavéor Biana ;] “This question, following imtne- 1110 b. 1.

diately upon the words mepi rovs draykacdérras i wi, and the terms
in which it is answered, support the view that Aristotle, like the
writer of the A7. M., distinguished technically between dvayxala and
Bima, In the case of the dvaykaior it is true that 4 airle év 7ois éxvos
éorw, but not true that é wmpdrrev pndev gypBalherar. The external
oceurrence operates through the medium of the painful feeling
which it produces. On the other hand, 75 Biaww is distinguished
from 7d dvaykaiov by the differenfia éméc &v 6 mpdrrev pndév ovp-
Béyrat.  The external agency determines a man’s act without the
effective intervention of his feelings.

of ydp mpdéeis & Tois wal Zaora, Tadra 8 éoloia] ¢ For acts b.e.

fall within the sphere of particulars ; and here the particular thing
that is done is voluntary —Peters: . e. in discussing the voluntari-
mess of an act done under painful circumstances, we must take the
act by itself as ‘a particular’—in connexion merely with the
temporary state of mind out of which it immediately springs; we
must not raise the general question of its wisdom or goodness.

dmoSobvar] syn. dpilew: see Ind. Arist. s. v. dmodiddvar—*it is not b. 8.

easy to say.’

§ 11. e 8¢ mis 74 N8éa kai T kahd x.-r.)\.] The Aldine Scholiast ». 2.

seems to have read Avmppd for «kahd. He says—rovror yap xdpuw:
rouréoTi TéV fiéwy kal Avipew, T@ pév pelyovres Td Oe Subkovres® TO
8¢ wdvtes, Oplovéri ywpls TV dyaBay Néyer xal orovdaiwy. DBut kaid
(bona, honesta, formosa) are regularly coupled with #éce, as e.g. in
E. N.ii. 3. 7,7 qopdpépor (not mentioned here) being the means to
either. See Grant's note here. Having shown that acts done from
feelings produced by painful circamstances are volunfary, and are
praised and blamed in various degrees, Aristotle goes on in the
present section to show that acts proceeding from states of mind
produced by pleasant objects, or by the contemplation of what is
good and honourable, are also voluntary. The parenthetical words
avaykifew y4p o Svra are to be understood as deseribing the
position of those (e 8 ms . . . gaiy) whose view he is arguing
against. Cf, M. M. i. 15. 1188 b. 17 € yap mis Aéyor ére fvayxdotiny
iy rod p\ov yuvaika Swadbeipar tmd Tis H8ovis, dromos dv ety. Pleasant
things, and things that are good and honourable, cannot be said to
force us, or to be the causes of involuntary actions; for (1) if they
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were so, then @/l actions would be compulsory and involuntary;
since it is for the sake of pleasant things, or of things that are good
and honourable, that we do all that we do: (z) those who act under

compulsion, and involuntarily, act with pain; those who act for the
sake of the pleasant, or the good and honourable, act with pleasure:

(3) this doctrine that pleasant things force us *leaves out of account,’
as Grant expresses it, ‘ the internal susceptibility of the agent (airév
evénparov &yra),” and, in fact, is merely an excuse for bad actions,
which are generally done for the sake of pleasant things. We take
credit to ourselves for good actions, and blame pleasant things for
our bad actions.

The sum of Aristotle’s teaching here is that we must not abstract
a man’s motives, whether good or bad, from himself, and say that
they are external to him, and force him. The later doctrines of
Necessitarianism and Free Will, both apparently now defunct,
equally erred in making the abstraction deprecated by Aristotle.

wdvta dv el adrg Blawe] Bekker reads ofre for adrg: but the
authority for airg— Kb, LP, Mb, NC, Cambr.— (accepted by
Bywater) is stronger.

§ 13. ody éxduoror] © Non-voluntary.’

100 O & dyvorav 6 pév . . . & 8¢] 7od is apparently masc.
—<cf. iv. 6. 9 rov 8¢ ocumdlvovres & pév . . . & 8. There is an
apparent inconsistency between the doctrine of this §, according to
which the gy perapeddperos is not to be called drwr, and the

doctrine of § 6 above,-—«at 76 ékovoior 87 xal T drovoior S1e mpdrTTaL
AexTéon, 2

§ 14. Erepoy &’ foke kal 7O B dyvoiav mpdrrew Tob Gyvoodvral
¢ Throngh ignorance’ ‘in ignorance.” Aftér dyrooirra
Bekker has mowiy, given by T and NC. The distinction is that
between acting from unavoidable (r6 8 dyvoww wpdrrew), and acting
in avoidable ignorance (ré dyveoivra mpdrrerr). The unavoidable
ignorance which can be pleaded in excuse of an action, by an agent
who regrets what he has done (perapeldueros § 13), and which con-
stitutes (equally with Bie) the action in question dxedwior, is that of
mere particulars (i ke’ &kaora, év ofs kal mepi & § mpakis) ; e.g. (to take
the example of driygpa given by the Paraphrast in his note on
v. 8. ¥)—a sportsman, shooting at a distance from the haunts of

e, -

i m—

i
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men, kills 2 man who lies concealed in a thicket. He kills the man 1110 b. 24.

merely from ignorance of the particular fact that someone is there
concealed. He possesses no general principle from which he
could possibly have inferred this fact. The fact stands entirely by
itself, being of so exceptional a kind that he could not have foreseen
it. His ignorance therefore is described (§ 15) as 4 ka6’ &aora, and
counts as an external cause co-ordinate with gia, the preposition did
in the phrase 8 &pwowv wpdrrew expressing, as Michelet remarks,
an agency distinct from himself, 7 e. ignorance not due to his own
carelessness or other bad habits. But if, (to take the Paraphrast’s
example of a dpdprypa v. 8. 7), the sportsman shoots too near
a frequented highway and unwittingly kills a passer-by, we do not
acquiesce in his ignorance of the fact that someone was passing by ;
we go back to the cause of this ignorance —his own carelessness.
We hold him responsible for his ignorance of a fact which he might
have, and ought to have, inferred as probable from the general
principle in his possession-—that highways are frequented by
travellers. His ignorance is not due to the exceptional nature of
the fact, as in the first case, but to his own disposition. It is not
really ignorance of a particular fact which we have here to deal
with, but rather a state of ignorance—a general tendency not to
notice a certain class of facts. Hence this state of ignorance,
whether it consists in the non-application, or in the non-possession,
in the temporary obscuration, or in the entire absence, of principles
of good conduct, is described as 4 & 73 wpoatpéoel, OF 7 rabilov
dyvowa (§ 15). It is not an accident external to the man. It is part
of himself and whatever it causes he causes. Being @ gualily in the
agent, it is, as Michelet remarks, well expressed by the participle
dyvootwra agreeing with the subject of wpirrew. But not only is
it Ais ignorance, just as his health is 4z health. This would
not make him socially responsible for its results. He is responsible
because it supervenes although it need nof necessarily supervene, or
is not removed, when it micht be removed. Thus a man is
responsible for mistakes committed in temporary states of ignorance
induced by drunkenness or passion, because to pass into these!
states is contingent not necessary: cf. £l M. iii. 5. 8 xal yap ém
alré 76 dyvoeiv kohd(ovow, ¢ alirios elvar Soxfj Tis dyvolas, ofov Tols
pebiovar Suhd T4 émirimas 7 yap dpxy v altgr Kiptos yap Tob pi)
pebuabijvai, Toiro B airiov Tis dyvolas. For the same reason, he is
responsible for acts proceeding from an established vicious cha-
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racter—from total blindness to the true end of human endeavour—
what Plato calls ‘the lie in the soul” Similarly, ignorance of a law
which has been published and is easy to understand is ignorance
for which a man is responsible. Hence the principle of Juris-
prudence Jgnorantia jures nocel ; ignoraniia facti non nocet. CL Z.N.
iil, 5. 8 kal Tobs dywoolvrds Tu TEY év Tois wopots, & Sei émioracfar xal )
xahemd éomi, xohd{ovow, Spolws 8¢ xkai dv Tois d\hots, doa O¢ dpélear
dyroely Boxotow, &s ér adrois by TO ) dyvoelr Toi Yap Empehybivac
KupLoL.

There is of course some confusion in calling zke acts themselves
which are done &’ dyrowar non-voluntary or involuntary. Strictly,
the acts themselves are voluntary, but their resu/fs are such as the
agent could not possibly have foreseen, and he is not held respon-
sible for results which he did not contemplate and now regrets. It
would be more correct to say that a man is not held responsible for
such results, than that the acts are involuntary. The sportsman
shoots voluntarily into the thicket, being ignorant of the fact that,
contrary to all probability, a man lies concealed there. He kills the
man; but is not held responsible for this unforeseen result of his
voluntary act. '

Sud Te TOV elpnpévar] S pdlny kal Gpyny.

dyvoel . . . § 15 wepl & 1 wpakis] If we follow Michelet in
sharply distinguishing # év 1jj mpoapémes dyrorn and 7 kaféhov dyvora,
we may explain this passage thus—ré cupgépor® is that which is
useful as a means: § év 7 wpoapéoear dyvowa is ignorance in the
choice of means to the attainment of an end, and hence is equiva-
lent to Ignorance of the cupgpépor—rcf. iii. 2. 9 1 8¢ mpoalpeots Taw
wpos 76 é\os. Now this ignorance in the choice of means is not an
external accident, but a condition of the agent, which he has

brought upon himself by yielding to his mafy. Hence it is not the .

cause of involuntary but of voluniary actions—indeed itis the cause
of those reprehensible actions the repetition of which eventually
establishes an evil character—puoxfnpia: o yap 1 é 77 mpoapéoe
dyvowe alria Tob drovoliov, d\a s poxénplas.

Moayfnpia is thus the same as 7 xafiéhov dyvora—ignorance of the
true end itself—for it is the moral character which gives the end:
ili. 5. 20 7§ mowol Tiwes elvar TO Téhos Tawvde mifépefa. Thus, as
Giphanius observes, 4 év mi mpoatpérer dyvowa i3 characteristic of the

! Bywater reads rd ovugéporra given by Kb, Asp., and NC.
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axparis, Who knows the end, but is tempted by his passions to stray 1110 b. 28.

from the path of duty leading to it: while # ka8éhov &powa is
characteristic of the dxéhasros, who has become permanently blind
to the end. A man is responsible for both kinds of &yraw—Tfor the
dyvora of temporary passion, and for that of an established vicious
character.

But, although Aristotle undoubtedly distinguishes in this Bock
mpoaipeos, as concerned with the means, from BodAnaus the wish for
the end, and although it is reasonable to suppose that, in here using
the term mpoaipeais, he has in view the technical meaning which he
is about to give it; it does not therefore follow that in using the
expression # kafdhov &yvora he has in view something as distinct from .
7 év 7 mpoaipéoer dyvowa as wpoaipesis itself is distinct from Bodhneus -
for in iii. 3. 16 he tells us that the objects of Set\evois, and there-
fore of mpoafpecis, are not mere particulars, thus implying that they
are particulars in which #%e general law or vule of conduct is seem.
Hence # ¢ 15 mpoapéoer dyvora, which is equivalent fo dyveciy 7a
cuppéporra, OF dyvoely & Bel mpdrrew kal &v dexréop, is essentially ‘an
ignorance of the end,’ or ‘ a general ignorance,’ 7 kafitov dyvour, and,
as such, is distinguished from the excusable 7 xaf éacra ayvoia—
the thought of this latter expression, as about to be used, having
determined Aristotle to translate 7 év 7 mpoutpéaer dyvoia into the
equivalent 7 kafdhov dypawa for the sake of the antithesis. ‘H & rj
mpoaipéoe dyvma is thus distinguished from #§ xaf &kacra dyvoia as
being a s#afz, inchoate, or established, of #he agens, producing acts
which are so far from being involuntary that they are morally evil,
and confirm the evil tendency—poxénpia, from which they spring:
Z.e. § év T mpoarpéoer dyvora may stand either for the state of the
dkparfs who is said to act from émfupia and not with wpoalpesis
(iii. 2. 4)—his dywow being, in fact, the prevalence of émbupia where
wpoalpeas ought fo prevail; or for that of the dcdhaores, or dhos
xakds, who is said to act mpoaspotpevos (vii. 7. 2), Ze. calmly and
without passion choosing means to the bad end which his character
sets up—the dyvowa being, in this case, that confirmed moral blind-
ness to the good end which makes it possible for him ‘to choose
means’ to the bad end.

‘H & 77 mpompérer dyvaa, accordingly, meaning ignorance which
is a state or tendency inchoate or established of the agent, may, in
relation to the numerous dpapriar which flow, or are likely to flow,
from it, be described as a gemeral ignorance. Hence follow the
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words ot § xafidhov . . . dAN ) kad’ éaora—* that is, it is not general
ignorance, but particular ignorance, which makes an act involun-
tary.” Here all turns on the point whether o8 necessarily disén-
guishes i kalihov dyvaa from the dywewa previously mentioned, or
admits of being rendered as above—¢zhat is, it is nof general
ignorance,” &c. The Paraphrast, Grant, Ramsauer, and Peters do
not distinguish 5 év 7 wpompéoer dyroia and § rkabdhov dyrowa; and,
with some hesitation, I agree with them, against Michelet, for the
reasons I have given, and because I believe that 028 can be legiti-
mately rendered as above, The Paraphrast’s comment is— yéip év
T[ wpoalpeTel dyvoin, fTis €0T aitia TOV Kakidw, olk EoTw airie Tob
arovgiov, a\ka Tis poybfnpias® ol yap 76 kabohov mept Ths pébys dyvociv
drt movnpdy airiov ylyverar Tol deovalov, MG TO dyvofjoa pepikds
ripde Ty pélyp, olow, épe elmely, olk elbdra péxpt wémov Tibvras
pebiew.

One further point however—Does the writer of £. £, ii. g throw
any light on the present passage? Has he it in view at all?
and if so, is the distinction which he draws the same as that
which Michelet finds here in § 157 His words are—r1z225 b. 11
emei 06 70 émivracfar kal T eldévar Surrdy, & pév vb Epew, & 8¢ 1o
xpiobar Th émoTipy, 6 Exov pn ypouevos 8¢ fori pév s Swkaiws v

dyrody Néyorro, Eore B s of Siralws, olov el 8¢ dpéletav pn éypiro. Suoiws
O¢ kai py Exov Tis réyoro dv, €l b paduwr i dvayraloy fv, jy Exe 80
dpéhewar i ndoviy §j Mmyr. I8 & Eyer py xpopevos &€ the man whose
ignorance is 3 év 1 wpoapéoa—DNichelet’s ‘ignorance in the choice
of means,” and 6 p7 #or the man whose ignorance is # kafdhov—
‘ universal,” i.e. ‘ of the end'? cf. the 038" § kaBéhov (Yéyovrar yap Sud
ye ravrny) of the £. V. with the dpoiws 8¢ kat p) Eyer ris Yéyorro dv of
the £. £,

§ 15, é ols kal mepi &] “Igonorance of the particular occasion
and circumstances of the act —Peters.  Better—* the persons and
things affected by the act’: see below, notes on § 18.

§ 16. wepi 7 % & 7in] ¢ On what object or person.

§ 17. Aéyovrés daoir éxmeoeiv u.ﬁ‘rudq} Leddell-and-Scoff has
‘ébémeaé pe—1t escaped me unawares, Arist, £#h. V. 3. 1. 17, but
quotes no other instance of the usage. Ramsauer defends the
usage—-*'Exwizrer pe alienum a Graecze linguae indole non dixerit
qui meminerit legi éxBulvew, éEeAbety ydpar, The Paraphrast, how-~

e T
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ever (perhaps reading Méyorras), seems to make the subject of 1111a. 8,

ékmecey the persons—Adyorras vap mepl @der cuyxulfral Paet, ral
Tt kat wepl Tév puomgplov mapad@éyfanbar, py cvvopbrtas & Néyovor, §
kel dyveodvras 7t dméppyra fu—1. e, ékmeaely (= ovyyvbijym) means ‘ to
be confused; ‘put out,’ as we might say. The Ald. Schol,, again,
has—oloy Aéyorrds pov éfémevér por Towitor pipe—as though he
read Aéyorras, and understood the elause to mean, ° they say that, in
the course of their talk, the word escaped them.” Aspasius has—
76 8¢ Ti éorww TO mparrdpevoy, Smep éxmemrarévar {Aéyovew, Heylbut)
altovs, ds 6 Aloxihos 74 puorwd,

Aloxihos] Tried and acquitted by the Court of Arcopagus: sce a. 10,

Clem. Alex. S#om. ii. 387, Ael. V. H. v. 19, and the Ald. Schol,

1§ Mepémn| The Ald. Schol. has
Kpeahdrry émBouketovaa Kpeodidrry 76 vig bs moheplp 8 dpporar.  Cf,
Poel. 14. 1454 2. 5 év 76 Kpeopdvry ) Mepomn péhher vov viow dmokrei-
vew Gmokrelver & of, a\\ dveypopaer. Cf. Plui. mwepl ocapropayias
2. 5 (quoted by Coraes) oxdmet 82 kat viu év 7ff Tpayedia Mepdmny éni
Tor vidy abror &s Qoréa Tov viot mékekvy dpauémy kai Aéyouour |

bowwrépay 1) T8 éyd Sidwpi oa
ayir—

doov év 1§ Bedrpe kbmpa mouel,

eodapbofar 5 hehoygopérov 88pu] Aehoyywpévor Sdpu €ori 7o Eyov
én’ dxpou oubiprov 60, Tiv kaloupévny Ndyxmy, xpnowsov els Tds pdyast
omep of dywye(Ouevor yupvacias Eveka kal ol pdyns f3Auvrov, epapoivres
i) gkuToTyTeS, oid elow T& mapa Tois Tallots kakotpeva fleurels, Coraes.

ém cutnple wicas] This is the certain emendation of Bernays a.13.

(accepted by Susem. and Bywater) for the maioas of the codd.
Hurickerw is “to give to drink” The illustrations in the parallel
passages—ZE. F. ii. 9, and M. M. i, 16—bear out the emendation.

8ifad] restored by Susem. and Bywater in place of the 8«ifa of a.14.

most MS5.

axpoyerpibopevo] explained by thie Ald, Schol.—éore vd mukredew a. 15.

#) maykpariilew mpos Erepow &vev ovpmhois 7 GAws drpats Tais xepol per
ader. ¢ It is what we call “sparring”’,—Grant.

The various forms that # dyvowa 7 xaf &agra may take are thus-
illustrated in the present section in the order in which they are

kat fom map’ Edpwridp év 16 a. 12
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a. 16,

a. 24,

a. 27.
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enumerated in section 16. Ignorance (1) of the thing done (ri)—
Aeschylus and the Mysteries, the catapult accident: (2) of the
object of the act (wepi ri § év rim)—Merope’s mistake: (3) of the
instrument (riw)—the pointed spear, the stone mistaken for pumice-
stone : (4) of the result of the act (r6 ol évexa)—Kkilling by a potion
intended to cure: (5) of the mauner (wés)—when in sparring a
man hits harder than he supposes or wishes.

§ 18. & ois 1 mpafis] bracketed by Ramsauer, 1. 16. In line 18
the same expression occurs in a specific sense,—the persons
affected by the act.

kuptdrara 8 elvar Sokel &v ofs § wpafs kal of &vexa] ¢ The meost
important circumstances are the objects of the action and its
result —as the Paraphrast explains, r4 mpdewma kal w6 &pyor.  The
of fveka here is not, as usual, the sufenfion of the doer, for he
cannot be ignorant of what he intends to do; but the onfcome or
resulf of what he actually does, which is the opposite of his
intention. See Grant ad Joc.

§§ 20, 21.] In the words ivws yap ol kulds Aéyerar drovota elvar 7a
i Bupiw % embupiar it is implied that the position dkodow eivar & &
Bupdy # émbuplay is inconsistent with the definition of =& éketoiow
just laid down. This position must be examined, for if it is correct,
the definition will require modification, fvuds and émbupia being

] i 3~
apgyat €r avTo.

-§ 23.] Here, as elsewhere in this Book, Aristotle maintains the
necessity of keeping the question of the woluntfuriness of actions
distinct from that of their goodness or badness. Popular theught
tended to merge these two questions, All actions, Aristotle argues,
proceeding from modifiable feelings and states of the agent, are
voluntary ; it matters not, so far as the voluntariness of the actions
is concerned, whether the feelings and states are morally good or
bad, 7 ¢. are the causes of morally good, or of morally bad actions.
Further, in this section, Aristotle makes it clear that he regards
Bupds and émbupia as the sources of ra xaké. In his system, the
passions are not abolished, but regulated. ’Apers is the result of
the eldomoiyais kat pdppweis rév mabypdrov (Eustrat.). The passions
supply the motive power in action; &udvoa &' alry olfér rpel
(vi. 2. 5).
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évds ye witiou dvtog] ¢ As one man is the author of both’'—Peters.
Better—ev yap 7o alreov, upds §j énibupia—NPar.

§ 24. dv 85 dpéyeabor] Gupss and émbupia are two species of the
genus 8pefes, the third species being Bolhyas (see £, E.1i. 7. 1223 a.
26), not as yet mentioned. ©uwuds and émbupia elicited by proper
objects (&v 8¢i dpéyecfad) are surely not causes of involuntary actions.
To hold that they are would be to maintain the position, which
nobody apparently wishes to maintain, that r& xeAd are involuntary.

§ 26.] The Paraph. has—ei drofow fv ra kara Gupov duaprnbévra,
Siéheper v Tav amd Tob Aoytopod dpapravopéver, Kard THY ékouriov kal
akoveiov Srathopdr' Gratpéper 8¢ oblér: kal yap Tavra dpolws érelvots Peukrd,
b rol ékoveiov éori, kat Yréywy dlwr obdév Frrov' Smep olk &v v, e Biépeper

os ékovaiov axovoiov, 1 he force of the section may be brought out

1111 'a. 29.

a. 30,

a. 33.

thus—* Further, do the fanlts of anger differ from those of calcula-

tion in being inveluntary? Surcly not. Faults of both kinds
should be avoided, and the irrational passions secem to be no less
part of human nature than the reason.’

§27.] dorte kait at wphfers Tob dvBpdwou {at) dnd Bupol xai
émbupias] KP and T give dore kai of, and the af before dnd is
a conjecture adopted by Byw. from Susemihl, Toi dvépdmov thus
becomes the predicate in correspondence with dvfperied in the
line above. The other authorities (followed by Bekker) instead
of &are xat al give ai &. This latter was evidently the reading
which the Paraph. had : his words are—ér 8¢ ra doya wiby rai
dvfpdmvd elow domep 6 Noyopds' dnd Toliter 8¢ Tér madoy, Gupad Syho-
vote kai €mbupias, WeoaL ai dvfpamwas yivorrar mpdfes,

The writer of the &. F. discusses the relation of b éeoticior and
6 drodotoy to émbupia and fuués in ii. 7. His first position is
1223 a. 33 76 8 mapd v émbupiav mav Aummpdv (3 yap émibupla Tod
nBéos) dore Blawy xkal drevewor' T dpa xar' émbuplay éxolgwow. His
second position takes the form of an dmopia, through which he
eventually passes to the solution of the problem of the nature of
0 EKovTioN. 1223 b. 3 €K _us‘;v TolUr TOUTOY Bo’éstw Gy 0 KGT’ e’mgv;.:fav
ékoloioy elvar, éx 8¢ 1dvde Todvavrior. dwav yap & éxdv Tes TPATTEL,
BovAduevos mpdrrer, kai O Polherai, ékdv. Botderm & oifels & olerar
elvar kakdv, dAN& pip 6 deparevduevos ody & Botherar wouer’ 10 yap wap’
& olerar Béhtioroy elvar wpdrrav 87 émbuplay deparelecBar dorly. dore

- ] 1 3N o - 5 - 3 oam s
aun u’vﬁﬁqu’e‘mn TOV QUTOY €KOVTA KAL GQROVTA FTPATTEL TOUTO B UBUVQTOP.

R
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Wish (Bod\neis) is voluntary; but the dkpargs, who acts «ar’
embupiay, acts contrary to his wish; therefore to act xer’ embupiar
is to act involuntarily. But, as the writer points out in the next
chapter (Z. Z. ii. 8), this dwopia owes its existence to an un-
warranted abstraction. We are not entitled to look at émfuula by
itself as constituting the man, and to say that in the éykpargs it is
forced by Xoyiouds, or at Xeywpds by itself, and say that in the
deparfe it is forced by émbupla—r1224 b. 26 57 & 8\q écotoa Yux)
kai Tob dkparods kal rov éykparois wpdrrer, Big 8 oddérepos, Emibupia,
in short, is as much the man as Xeywpss, and action consequent
upon either is voluntary. The same remarks apply to fupds.  *

In the Rheforic i. 10, 1368 b. 32 seven causes of action are
enumerated—aiyy, ¢piows, and Bla of involuntary, and &fos, hoyeopuds,
Bupds, and éribupla of voluntary actions i—mdvres &) mdvra mpdrrovat
& pev ob 8 adrods & 8¢ 8 alrols. wév pév ody pi 8 abrods Td péy
Bii Toxw mpdrrovoe Ta 8 & dvdyxys, Tév & &f dvdykns T pév Big 74 B¢
Ploer, dore mavra Goa py 8 abrols mpdrrover, T& pév dmd Tixys Ta Be
¢pioe 7a 8¢ Big. Goa 8¢ 8 alrovs, kai &y abrol atrwor, T4 pév 8¢ €dos
v 8¢ 80 Spefw ta pév B Neyorucy dpefw T 8 & dhoyor forw §
5 pév Bolhnos dyaloi Spefis’ olibeis yap Bolherar dAN i) 6rav oindy elvat
dyabdy, ioyor § dpéfes dpyn kui émbupia, Gare wdvra éra wpdrTovew
dviykn mpdrrew 8¢ alrias &rvd, S rixny, S Plaw, Sl Blav, 8 €bos, Sud
Noytoud, dut Gupdy, 8¢ émibupiav,

EHAPTER TI.

ARGUMENT.

Let ws now discuss Choice : for ifs connexion with moral viriue &s intimale,
and it is a better criterion of chavacier than overt aclion is.

Chotce falls as @ species under ‘the voluntary, 1. e, “the voluntary’ is of
wider cxtent, for (V) while children and brutes are as capable of voluntary
action as adult men are, they ave incapable of choice: and (2) the sudden acls
of aduif men are voluntary acls, bul not acts of choice.

Sose have identified choice with desive ov passion : but (1) the lower aniinals
have desive and passion, without having the potwer of chotee : and (2) fhe acls of
the incontinent man result from destre, not from choice, those of the condineni
man from choice, not from desive : (3) there s a contraricty belween desire and
choice ; for desire is related fo things simply qua pleasant and painful, but
choice 93 not related fo it ofjects qua pleasant and painful, but qua good
and bad.
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The difference between choice and gassion is cven more marbed than that
between it and destre—acls which we perform in a fassion we are very far from
waiiing o choose. ;

Otlers agnin fave identified choice with wish. The two ore closely connected,
but there is a ds})?égme * Jor we stever choose an impossibility, although we may
wish i, e.g. we may wish mever fo die. Again, we offen wish Jor results
Which we have no power 10 bring about, e. g. that a cerlain compelitor may get
the prise; whereas we only choose what we can ourselyes bring about. - Further,
wish is properiy of the end, e. g. we wivh health ; choice of the means, e.g. we
choose Lo do this, that, and the other thing conducive fo health, in all cases the
objects of choice being things which He within our power.

Nor i5 choice opinion, for we may have opinions about all things in heaven
and carth, not merely alout things which lic within our power ; and apinions
are distinguished as true or false, whereas chotce is good or bad. Bui if we
may wot for these reasons identify choice with epinion gencrally, perhaps we
may idenlify @t with opinion cbout right and wrong in conduct. No: for
choosing rightly or wrongly makes us good ov bad men ; bl having ¢pinions
about wight and wrong does sot.  And it is correct fo say © we choose to do some-
thing, but nor fo say ‘e have an. aptmton to do somelking” At is ‘about
something’ thal we kave an opinion. Again choice is praised jor having a good
object ; opiiion, for being true ; and what we choose 15 that whick we consider
good ; bat we form an opinion about a thing independently of any such consider-
atiort. Nor do we always find pood choice and true opinion going logether.
There are some peaple with excellent opinions who lave bad characters, and
choose as fhey eught woi. It 75 anothier guestion, which does ol concern wus,
whether an opinion precedes, oy attends, an act of choice ! af any rate we have
showre that ihe two are not to be tdentified.

What then remains aficr all these exclusions? In choosing, as we lave
seen, we always act volwntardy ; tut in acting veluntarily we do wot always
wait fo choose—ave sometimes act on the spur of the moment, from mere desive.
It remains therefore that, @n ecting from choice, we acl woluniarily, not on the
spur of the moment, bt deliberately ; consequently the object of choice @5 @ wolun-
tary act, atout which a man has deliberated,  After going through a process of
reasoming fie prefers that whick ke ¢ chooses.

§§ 1-14. wepl wpoaspéoews| This chapter treats of mpoafpesis Or 1111 b. 5.

deliberate choice (late Latin elec#o: see Victorius ad Joc.). Hpoai-
peots 18 a spectes of 10 ékolouor—3§ 2§ mpoaipegis 8 Ekolowor péw
talverat, o rairiy 8¢, aAN éml aXéow 6 éxvdoior—r. ¢. 10 éxovoror 1 of
wider extent, for (1) children and brutes have ré ékofowor, but not
mpoaipests : (2) sudden acts are éxofoia but not xare mpoafpecuw.
Again wpoaipeots is not émbupia or éupds, for (1) irrational animals
have émfyple and Oupds, but not mpealpesis: (2) émbupia and
wpoatpeaes must be distinct principles, for the supremacy of the
one or the other constitutes the different character of the axpars or
of the éyxparsis Tespectively: (3) the opposition between wpoaipedis
R 2
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and émfupia is something very different from that between one
émbupia and another: (4) the relation of émfuuia to pleasure and
pain is very different from that of mpoaipeaes to pleasure and pain:
(5) the difference between fupds and mpoaipesrs is even more
striking than that between émbuuia and mpoaiperis. Acts done from
Bupds are the very opposite of acts from deliberate choice. Again
mpealpeats 18 not the same as Bod\nows, Wwish, for (1) mpoaipeois is of
things in our power, BotMyots often for impossibilities: (2) BotAnats
has properly to do with the end, mpoaipeats with the means, Again
mpouipeats is not the same as d6&a, for (1) §é4a is about all things—
impossibilities as well as things in our power: (2) 88far are dis-
tinguished as true or false, not as good or evil. Nor is wpoaipeois
the same as 86fa is, Z.e. an opinion on matters of conduct (cf.
FE.E. ii. 10. 1226 2. 4 ob8e 8 7 rov ép airg dvrer mpaxrer déa, 7
Tuyydvoper oldpevor Seiv Ti mpdrrew f ov aparrew)— for such opinions,
however sound, do not affect the character as a series of mpoarpéoets
does : (3) we ‘choose to take or avoid’; but we do not ‘opine 10
take or avoid’: (4) mpoaipecis is praised for its goodness, 8dfa for
its truth: (5) we choose what we have reason to consider good,
but form opinions about things quite irrespectively of this con-
sideration—é& od mdwy foper dyafi Svra (but see note ad loc. § 13):

(6) it is not always the same men who choose best and who have .

the best views or opinions on matters of conduct, for some choose
through wickedness what they speculatively disapprove.

The point that 8¢fa precedes, or attends, mpoaipeaus is not con-
troverted in the foregoing arguments, which are directed merely
against the view that mpeaipeais, and 8dka, Or 86€a s, are identical.

In iii. 3. 19 Aristotle defines ‘mpoaipeais as Bovkevrixi) dpefis v
é¢" fpiv. It is the choice of things in our power, after deliberation;
as he says in § 17 of the present Chapter—it is pera Adyov xai
Swvoias, f.e it zmplies the exercise of the reasoning faculty.
Tt is not an irrational impulse, like émbupia or Bupds, and, at the
same time, it is not purely intellectual, like 8éfa, but belongs to
the appetitive side of our nature (3pebis). For the Eudemian
account of mpoaipests see note on vi, 12. 8.

§ 1. olketbratov kr\] Cf. £ E. fi. 11. 1228 2. 2 ék rijs mpoar-
, ; R e ; S
pfo’smf KPIPUF-EP TOLOS TES™ TOUTO 6’ EOTL TO TLVOS EVERA ﬁPﬂTTfI, aRR ouv Ti
2 a . > ~ " ’ 3 1 : ’
mpdTTeL . . . éTt mirras émaivalpev kai Yréyoper eis Ty mpoaipeay Bhe-

- w v ar ” ) x ) LT -~ -
TOVTES UAAAOY 7] €L TG €0YR’ KAITOL GIPETWTEPOY 7] EVEDYELA TS APETIS . . ,
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Ere Sk 5 pa) padeov elvar 18ely Ty wpeaipeowr dmoia Tis, Bua TalTa €k Tow
épywv dveyxa(dpeba kpivery moids mis. alperérepoy weéy ulv 7 Evépyeta,
emawverdrepor & 7 wpoaipeaes. CF E. V. x. 8. 5. The docirine of the
present section is already involved in Aristotle’s definition of dpern
as &s mpoatpeTik] KT

§ 2. 78 éaidrns] Ramsauer compares what is said in iii. 8. 15—
80 kal avBpeworépou Sokel elvar To év Tois aipmdiots PéBois ddoBoy kal
drdpayoy elvar ) év Tois wpodilow” dmd éfews yip paldov fv, G frrov ék
wapagkevys. T4 mpothavy péy yap kiv &k Aoyiopot kal Aoyou Tis wpoehoiTo,
Ta & éfairys kara Ty Ew.

According to both passages, apparently, ra éfaidpmys are not kara
mpoalpeow s but according to the later passage the &ts of dvdpela is
specially shown in them. How is this to be reconciled with the
definition of dperq as éfis mpoapericn? By pointing out that the
virtuous &&s is the organic result, as it were, of many acts of
rational choice, which, at first hesitating and difficult, have at last
become ‘secondarily automatic.’ In the first passage Aristotle
contrasts sudden acts in general with those chosen after delibera-
tion; in the second passage he has specially in view the sudden
emergencies which call for prompt action on the part of the
courageous man; and he says, in effect, that the truly courageous

' man, having organised his deliberafion, will be ready for these

emergencies ; that, in relation to them, he will show how well
organised his mpoatperiky ékis of courage is; whereas té mpopary may
be faced, after deliberation, by one whose deliberation is not yet
organised—has not yet become ‘secondarily automatic.’

13111 b. 5.

b. 8.

§ 4.] Peters' translation here is—‘The continent man, on the b. 13.

other hand, deliberately chooses what he does, bt does nof desire i)
Better—* the continent man acts from deliberate choice, not from
mere desire,” for we must remember that mpoaipects is Bovhevriny)
Spefis (Z. V. iii. 3. 19), and involves appetite and desire.

§ 5. kal mpoapéoer pév émbupla évarriobrar, émbupla & émlupia b. 15.

oé] This does not mean that one desire is never opposed (o another
(cf. Ald. Schol. ad loc. Sokei kai émbupla émbupia evavria, olov e Tis
8dkqs émbupet kat yprpariopod, v 7o péy deirar Samdims, 6 xpnpariopss Bé
peidoi mepryiverar xpnpdrev), but that the opposition is not of the
nature of contrary opposition ; whereas deliberate choice and desire
are opposed as contraries (évavria), if opposed at all. Two desires
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relating to Zwo different objects may indeed clash and wrangle;
but deliberate choice and desire, relating to #e same object,
are opposed in a much more definite manner, Desire seeks to
possess it, because it is pleasant; deliberate choice, keeping in
view the permanent welfare of the whole man, declines it. The
opposition between desire and deliberate choice is, in fact, that
between desire and reason—between the tendency to disorder and
the principle of order—a definite and standing opposition, very
different from the accidental, and often temporary, opposition
which obtains between two desires. An illustration may help to
make this great difference clear. Two disorderly and self-seeking
factions in a state may oppose each other bitterly, or may join
hands against the orderly government which strives to repress
them both. Their opposition to each other is accidental, not
necessary. But the opposition of orderly government to faction is
a necessary one, as long as the state, in the proper acceptation of
the term, lasts. In the Zepudlic, Plato has sketched the décadence
of a state, in which order, or Adyes, has ceased to assert itself, and
various émbuplae assume in turn the functions of government. A
strong passion, such as that for honour, or wealth, may, for a time,
preserve order in its own interest, and maintain the semblance of
a state, but is soon overpowered by a coalition of other passions,

‘which, having obtained mastery over it, begin to wrangle among

themselves, till a passion stronger than the rest—personified as the
demagogue-tyrant—vaults into supremacy. (Rep. 545 sqq.) No
one émbupla is necessarily and always opposed to another. Each
has its own object, which may, or may not, at a given time, be
compatible with that of another. But so far as all émibupiar, as
such, seek objects which stand out of relation to an orderly system,
they are essentially opposed to reason, the principle of order, and
therefore to its exponent, deliberate choice. Reason is the per-
manent personality of the man, which distinguishes itself from
every passing desire. It coexists with the desire, and distinguishes
itself from it. But one desire does not really esexes? with another :
Z.e. two desires do not quarrel about the possession of the same
thing. Fach merely seeks its own object, and is unconscious of,
and careless of, the object of the other. The technical meaning of
the word évarriotrar thus gives the key to the interpretation of the
passage before us, as the Ald. Schol. seems to have seen. His
words are—ddtvaroy tdv alrdy dpa émibupcly Tob te Tpapirar kai Tl p)
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Tpupivar ofre yip kal i mpoaipeats dvavria T enifupla dri wept 7o avrd, 1111 b. 15.

Cf. Met. A. 10, 1018 4. 25 évavria MNéyeraw td Te pi) dvvara dua 76 avTg
wapeivas rév Stadepdurap kard yévos, kal Ti wheloror Saépovra T@v v TH
adr yéver, kai Ti Theioror dadépovra Tév év Talrd Bekrikg, kal Ta
mheioror Sadpépovra Tév dmd mhr alrip Stwapy, kel Gy § Sagpopi peylom
# dnhés ¥ kard yévos §) kar cidos. Contrariety (évarmidrye) is between
things in relation to the same quality, or circumstance, not in
relation to different qualities, or circumstances; e.g. émfupla urges
a man to drink, and mpeaipesis restraing him from drinking : ém-
Bupia and npealpeaus are here opposed (as contraries, évavria) on the
common ground of drinking. But there is no such common
ground on which two é&rfupie can be opposed. One émbupia does
not urge the man to drink, and another restrain him. He does
not “desire’ at the same moment to drink and not to drink. The
< opposition” between émbupiar is of a less definite kind than this :
e. & the desire of drink may be ‘opposed’ to that of money ; but
this is not ¢ contrary’ opposition (sbx éravrioirae), because évavria
are properly the most distant extremes within the same class, and
the desire of drink and the desire of money fall under different

classes. But to desire to drink, and to choose not to drink are

¢ contraries,” both falling under the class of attitudes towards
drinking.

The special explanation of the term éarrior given in £ N ii.
8. 8 also throws light on the passage before us. The extreme
which represents a naturally strong desire is there said to be ‘ more
contrary’ to the mean, or good choice, than the extreme which
represents a naturally weaker desire; 2. e it is more difficult, and
more painful, to avoid the extreme which represents a naturally
strong desire; for, as desire is of pleasure, the opposition to desire
must involve pain. Hence mpoaipéoer pév émbupla évavtiobroL. But
if one émbupla conquers another, it is because we like it better—
no pain is involved—émtupia & émifupla ot

The contrariety of Aoyiopds and émbupia is discussed in Rep. 440,
(_I. V. .

kol pév &mbupia . . . ol f80s] The Paraph. has—ér 3 pev
émbupla hutnpd fori, kai s 780 del dvrikeipevor Exec (mpos alro yap dei
déperar), i 8¢ wpoaipens obre humnpd éoriw obire T ROT drrikeipevoy €xei.
He seems to have had before him the reading émilvmos (Cod.
Victor.), # mpoaipegts & affre hummpi (N b) ot@” f8éos. Adopting the
reading of Bekker's and Bywater’s texts, we may explain the state-

b.

18.
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pleasure, which it seeks, and pain, which it avoids—the two being
very intimately connected, since the pain which it avoids is that of
the emptiness which it seeks to fill with pleasure (cf. Z. V. vii. rz.
z). The Paraphrast’s reading énf\wros was evidently intended to
bring out this meaning, which, however, is sufficiently plain in the
better supported reading éme\dmou.

But Mvmpd for Avagpod involves a blunder in Aristotelian
doctrine. Ipoaipeots, when, in the éyxparys, it declines an importu-
nate pleasure, or, in the dvdpeios, chooses wounds and death in a
noble cause, of course involves pain: see Z. V. iii. 9, §§ 2—2 8w
Kai ertAvmoy Er u’vﬁpefa kTN, SO, we cannot read 7 Trpon:'pems‘ & otire
Aummpé o8 piéos. But it is true to say that ¢ deliberate choice is not
concerned with the painful or the pleasant.” Its object is the ahdy,
ovpépor, or dyebiy generally. It does not seek merely to get
present pleasure, and avoid present pain, as émfupia does, but
it looks at wpdfers and w=déy in their relations to an end. It
has to do with the selection of means, irrespectively of the im-
mediate pleasure obtained, or pain avoided, in the course of the
selection. The end, of course, whether high or low, is regarded
by the agent as good and pleasant. The text followed by the
Paraphrast, though obviously corrupt in the form in which he had
it, may, however, represent the source from which the writer of the
parallel passage in the Fudemian Eihics (il 10. 1225 b. 30), de-
rived his—#re énfupin pév xal Oupds del perd Mmms: wpoapodpeda 52
ToANG kal dvev Mdmps—a statement which is true.

§ 6.] Cf. the comparison of uuds and émbupla in vii. 6. 1—5.
§ 7. Bovhqars| not will, but wesk.

é0avacias] merely ¢ exemption from death” The question of
the ‘immortality of the soul’ is not raised here: see Zell and
Grant.

§ 9. 7éhous o7l paNhov] *Again we are more properly said “to
wish the end,” “to choose the means.” "—Peters. This brings out
correctly the force of paAder. The words in iii. ch. 3, § 20—ch. 4,
§ 1 secem to imply that the proper use of both terms is perfectly
definite—that as mpoaipeass is only of means so BotApais is only of
the end,—7 pév odr mpoaipeos T eipnobe, kal wept woid éoTi xal Sri

TOY mpig 7a Tehy. 1) 8¢ Bovhnais dre pév Tob Télovs doriv cipprar.  Eude-
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mus is equally explicit with regard to mpoaipesis—ZF. £. ii. 10. 1226
8. 7 odfels yap Téhos ovdén mpoapeirat, dMha & mpos 7o tehos, But with
regard to Beidgois he says SBovAerar 8¢ ye }.&,dkl.cr‘ru 7o 7éhos (1226 a.
13), and Bovdecbar pév xkat 8éfa pdlwoTa Tab TéNovs, wpoaipeais &' otk
¢orw (1226 a. 16)—which may be thought to suggest the propriety
of limiting the reference of p@ov in the passage before us (£. V.
iii. 2. g) to BatAyaus, notwithstanding the absolute statement in LN
ili. 4. T 7 8¢ Bodhyais 67i pév Tob 7éhovs oriv eipyrar.  The Paraphrast
however has— pév Buthyats roi réhovs éoriv del, 7 8¢ Tpoaipeois ToY
wpos 70 TENos PeporTar.

Bouhdpefa pév xal dapév] s b7 Bovhdpeta ebdatpovely. Ramsauer.

§ 10. wep. & &8ia] We are to understand that ddfa may pro-
nounce upon didw, as upon anything in heaven or earth (¢f. vit. 3. 4
dyhot & ‘Hpdihewros) ; but only émoryum has them as its frue ofjects
see vi. 3. 2.

§ 11. 8\X 0882 Twi| An opinion on moral matiers—as is made
clear by the parallel passage E. E. ii. 10. 1226 a. 4 odde &) 7 tov
ép’ atrg Svrav mpakrdv §6fa g Tvyxdvopey oldpevor Belv Tt mpdrTew ij ot
npérrew, The Ald. Schol. has—ot8é Twf* olov ™)) wepl TotTwy wept a g
mpoaipects® katd yip THY mpoalpeaty oy dyabov i) kakdy wowi éopéy i yap
dyabol §j kaxol* kara 8¢ Ty wepi Tév alrdy TolTwy Oofav olkert dyafol 7
xakol ob yap 6 Bofdlwr Gri § dvdpla dyabbv § 7 Bixaooiim §in kal dv-
8petos §) dyabds' 6 mpompotpevos B¢ Tob yap dkparois ofa piv Spén, wpoaipe-
ais & of. We can gather from this section what Aristotle would
have thought of the tendency to estimate a man's character by his
speculative belief.

§ 12. $uyeiv [#f] 7] Bywater brackets 4. It is omitted by Kb,

of wéru Sofdloper] ¢ We never opine.” wdw intensifies the nega-
tive, as in the next section—é ob wdww loper (sc. dyafa dvra).

§18. % 7§ 8pBds] # is here equivalent to jro, and introduces
words explanatory of of 8. A comma between palor and ¥, as in
Coraes’ text, would prevent a natural misunderstanding of the con-
struction.

& 0d wdvu Toper] se. dyafi dvre. It is necessary to supply these
words in order to give the argument force. Ramsauer, who fails
to supply them, is aware that the argument, as he conceives it, is a
weak one ; for he says— parum in sexto hoc argumento ponderis :
Zviow yap Tév Sofaldrrav ob BiaTafovaw, AN’ clovrar dkpy3ds eifévar (vid.
3. 3).' Poterit igitur nihilominus j mpoaipeois esse dfams.” Aristotle

1111 b. 26.

b. 28.
b. 32.

1112 a. 1.

8. 3.
a. 5.

a0,
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2. 10.

a. 11.

a. 17.
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means to say here that we choose what we have reason to consider
good, but form opinions about things quite irrespectively of this
congideration. Here an important difference is noted between
choice and opinion: the former relates to the good, the laiter does
not. The Paraphrast’s note I accordingly regard as vtmng-wé'n
wpoatpotjedu pév & o—q‘.:dﬁpa vivdakoper dyada elva, Sofalouer 35 a ov mary
ywdokoper akndy etvar,

§ 14. &nod] of drpareis, see vil. 3 on the relation of dxpasia to
dofa,

§ 16. € 8¢ wpoyiverat défa s wponupéoews k.7.N.| That opinion
precedes (and accompanies) choice is undoubtedly Aristotle’s
opinion, see iil. 3. 17 7é ydp & s Sovhis mpoxpdév wpomperdr o,
Cf. E. E. ii. 10. 1226 b. g & 8é&ys Povhevrucis doriv 4 mpoaipests 1 cf.
also £. V, vii. 3. g where the premisses of the Practical Syllogism
are described as 8dfm: and de An. iii. 10. 433 b. 27 7 dperruciv 78
(@ov, Tatry adrol kwgridr dperricdy 8¢ obk dvev (avracios” gavracia Bé
wdea § Aoy §j alobyruc), :

For the use of the term mopaxoXouéei Ramsauer quotes . F. ii.
10. 1225 b. 21 pdMiora 8¢ Aéyerar mapd Twew, kal (yrovvre Sdfee & dv
Suoiv elvar Garepoy 1) wpoaipeais, frow Sdfa # Bpefist dpcpdrepa yap aiverar
wapakoXovfovvra. Ipoalpeais is not identical with either dpefis or
dofa, but ‘involves * both.

§ 17. perd Néyou kal Siavoias] Both terms mark an intellectual
process, as distinguished from an intellectnal act—they mark an
association of ideas, a train of thought, a review of the circumstances
of the case in their relation to the possibility and advisableness of
taking action. ¢ Choice implies reasoning, and a process of
thought” That ‘association of ideas,” ¢ train of thought,’ ‘intellect-
ual process’ is one of the prominent meanings of Adyes is shown
by the fact that it is frequently used for suA\\eyeopds : while, in its
do'me}mrs:‘ sense, Suwora is the faculty of josuing and separating
vojpara—see passages quoted in notes on vi. 2. 2, 3; cf. also vi. .
3 where duvowa is said not to be an assertion, or finished intellectual

result—iauavoias dpa Netmera (Spbéryra elvar iy evﬁou\ms’) abry yap (Ze,
dudvora) oimw dorts,

wpd Erépwy alperdr] ‘mpoaipeats, lit. * choosing before.” Our pre-

ference ” exactly corresponds here, but unfortunately cannot always
be employed.” Peters.

R—
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CEHAPTER, HI.

ARGUMENT.

What then is Deliberation? And what are the things about whick we
deliberate I—for plainly we do not deliberate abont everyihing. Inthe first place,
9ot about things which a fool or madman might think fit to ‘deliberate about'—
sor about the eternal and immitable verities of the Universe and of Mathematics
—nor et aboul those changes, whether proditced by necessity, oy nature, or however
produced, which toke place wniformly, like the changes of the seasons—uor
alout those events which occur without uniformily, like rains and drowghts—
oy abput chance events, such as the discovery of a buried treasure—nor yel
abowl all which concerns the conduct of human fife, for example no Lacedae-
wmionian thinks of delibevating how the blessings of good government may be con-
Jerved aepon the Scythians.

I remains then that we deliterate abod things which lie within our own
potver. We have nothing fo do with things which are accomplished by ather
causes than Man's efficiency, 1. e. nothing fo do with things produced by Nature,
Necessizy, and Chance, the other causes commonly enumerated.

Ezery man deliberates about those things which ke kas & in his fower
{0 accomplish—but not where ke has the guidance of an exact Science o Are.
He does not deliberaie, for example, how to shape letiers, and spell words—ifor
there can be no dowbt about that—=>but where the things, whick it s in jis power
fo accomplish, or affect, are not uniformly the same, but vary according to
circumstances, as, for cxample, the things which a doctor or merchant has lo
deal with vary according o circumstances  Thus, there is more voom: jor
deliberation in navigation than in gymnastic, navigation being a leks exact
systent than gymnastic, For the same reason theve is wider scope for deliber-
ation in wmailers of opinion than in matfers of scientific knowiedge. We
deliberate, in short, wheve results can be predicied with more o7 less probabilely,
bart ot with coviainly ; and where grear issues ave involved, we 1y to get other
people to join with ws in oy deliberations, because we fear that by ourselves e
shall not be able fo come 10 @ vight decision.

T¢ 25 not about the end that we deliberate, but about the menns. We set an
end before ourselves, and then enguive how, and by wheat means, e can reach
if+ if there are move ways than one of reaching it, we enguire which is the best
and easiest way ; if there is only one way, we review ils steps in the backward
direction, till we come to the first step, which is Ehe last to be thought of, but the
st to be actually takern.

Here the man who defiberates may be compared with the man who solves @
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geomelrical probiem by analysing an assumption into simpler and simpler cle- -

ments, il fe comes to something sufficiently evident to serve as the starting-poiné
of the synthetic process by which he is conducted 1o the solution, If, in the corrse
of his deliderative analysis of the successive SIEPs, a man comes wpost @ step which
e sees canvol be laken—e. g. a step impossible without mongy which cannot be
Procured—ie gives wp the idea of trying to reach the end ; but 3 all the steps
seem possible, ke takes the matler in hand, By © possible” we mean able io de
effected by himself, for that which is effected for him through the instrumentality
of his friends may be said to be effecied by himself inasmuch as he s the cause
of the actions of kis friends. His friends are liis instruments, and on s port-
ant part of deliberation is always about instriments—what instruments arve at
my disposal, and how shall I sse them 7

Man i5 a Principle or Cawse of Actions.  Deliberation is about Acttons, 1. e.
abotet means ( for actions are means), not abot the end, Eut, aithough thus
concerned with pariiculars, deliberation is not concerned with them as sense £,
which takes cach by itself, and merely saps—*this is white] “that is sweet)
Deliberation yeviews certain particulars as members of a définite system—as
consprring lo the end, and is thus a process with clear limits. althiough concerned
Witk particulars.

Fhat deleberation considers, and choice selects, is the same siep viewed af
different times.  Before anything is settled the step 15 simply ¢ under deltbera-
Zion'; but when, as the veswit of deliberalion, it is once for all preferved to otker
steps, it 05 “chosen. A man comes to the end of his review of praceical steps
when lie veackes the point at which his own efficiency beging, 1.e. when fie brings
the malter to where he, with his leading principle, or power of choice, can do
somelhing.  Thus in the Homeric constitution the deliberation of the chiefs
ended with the practical decision announced by them to the peoble.

Cloice then may be defined as the deliberate reaching forth fowards things
whick lte within our power,

§ 1] Bothevous, or Sovhy, Deliberation, is not about (1) things
a madman or fool would deliberate about, nor (2) about eternal
and immutable laws, such as those of the Universe and of Mathe-
matics, nor (3) about uniform changes whether due to Necessity or
Nature or any other principle of causation, e. &. the rising of the
sun, nor (4) about variable events, e. £. drought and rain, nor (5)
about chance events, ¢ g. the finding of a treasure, nor (6) about
all human affairs, e.g. not about the government of Scythia
(which a Greek could not influence). After all these exclusions,
there remain as the objects of deliberation, té& é@ fuiv kai mpaxrd,
and these are not ends but means. Assuming an end as good, we
look about for means, till we arrive at one which it is immediately
in our power to produce or supply—rs mparor alrwy of § 11.
Having used this means, we are then in a position to use a further
means, and so on.

e o T =
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2. Gwip of] for mepi o8 —an infrequent use of imép in Aristotle, 1112 5. 20

but more frequent in the Zthics, Topics, and Rhetoric than else-
where, according to Eucken (Sprachgebrauck des Arist. p. 479).
In the Née. £éh. it occurs five times—i. 5. ¥, 1. 6. 13, here iii. 3. 2,
viil. I. 7, and X. 1. 2 (see notes on these passages). Nor is this
use of #mép frequent in the majority of those books in the Aris-
totelian Corpus which are plainly not by Aristotle himself. In the
M. M. however it is very frequent, occurring between 8o and go
times, and is even more frequent in the Rhef. ad Alex.

§ 8. mwept 8% 7hv dblwv . .. olov wept Tol wéopou] CL de Coelo
ii. 14. 206 a. 33 7 8¢ ye 1ol wéopov rifis didws éorlv. This order
of the Universe which is said to be didws depends upon, or is the
expression of, an eternal immaterial principle, described in various
parts of the d¢ Coelo and Mefaphysics as—oboia didos dxivyros—
évépyeia dvev Buvdpews—rd Tphroy kwoly ob kwwolpevor—~Oeds i ¢ g, Mel.
A. 6. 1071 b. 4 dedyeny elvai Tva didor oloiay drximrov—and A, 7.
1042 a. 21 fore Tt aiel kwotpevoy khmow dravoror, atr & § kikhe® kat
ToiTo ol Aoyp uovor dAN' Epyp &fhov. dor dibos v ely 6 mpértas
obpavds. €ort Tolvuy Te Kkal © kwel,  émel 06 TO Kwolperor kal kvodv kai
péoov, éomu Toivvy Tv b oD xwolperoy kivel, aidwy kal olvia kai évépyea
alga, xwel 8¢ b 10 Spexrov kal 16 vonriy [kwel ol xwoipeva]. TovTww
Ta wpdra T4 abtd. embupnToy pey yap 6 Pawdueror kakdy, BovknTor B¢
npéTov 16 by kaAdy. . . . émet 8 oTe L kwovv adrd drivrov Ov, vepyela v,
TolTo oik évbéyerar AMws Eyew obfapws. hapd yap 7 mphdry TEr pera-
Bokar, ratrys & § kikhe® Tavrpe 8¢ Tuito xwei, €& dvdyens dpa éoTiv v
kal jj dvdyky, kalds, kai oUTws apxy. TO yap dvaykaior TooavTaxds, TO
pév Big ore mapd Ty Gpuiny, 76 8¢ ol olk dvev TO €D, 70 8¢ iy evdexducvor
@Aes dAN dwAds. €k TotavTys dpa dpyins fprnras & obpavds kal 1 Plas.
Stayoyny 8 éoriv ola 7 dptorn pukpby xpdvov fuiv. olrws yip alel éxetvo
(v pév yap abivaror), émel xal Hovy) ¥ évépyera voirou' kal Gtk Tovro
éypiiyopats alobnots vinoes fotoror, ehmibes 8¢ kal pvipar S Taira. 17 O¢
vinous 1 xal’ éavrip woi k@ favtd dpioTov, kai ) pdhoTa TOD pE\oTa.
éaurip G voel & vols kara perdlfrw ToU vopTou” vonpTos yap yiyverac
Bryydvey kai vodv, Gore TalToy vots kal voyToy, TO yap SexTikdy Toll vonTon
xai Tijs obaias vois. évepyel B¢ éxwr. Hor’ ékeivo paAdov Tolrou & Bokel
6 vois Oeloy Exew, kal 5 Bewpla 10 fdioror xal dpigrov. el oly olTws &b
€xer, s npets woté, 6 feds alel, Bavpaoriv el 8¢ palloy, ért Bavpacidrepor,
Exer 8¢ Hde, xat {wn A€ ¢ mdpxer 7 yap vod évépyaa (wr, ékeivos 8¢ 7

a. 23,

. . v \
evépyea’ evépyara O¢ 7 kal aiTiv exetvou {wr dpioTy kai didios. Papér
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- 5
1112 a. 21. 8¢ riw Oedw elvar {Gov aiSiov dpioror, dore (o xal alby gurexds kai didios

Urdpyer ¢ Ged TovTo yap 6 Oeds,

As Alexander in his commentary on this chapter (Met. A. 7)
puts it (p. 667, ed. Bonitz) 4 rof fhiov odaipa, and the odaipar of
the other planets, are moved by # drhavis eaipe, or mpdros adpavds,
which is & rwoetpevoy-rat-kwoty, and intermediate (uéoov) between o
whavduevor (2. e. ) Toi nhiov odaipa and the other planetary opaipac),
which it moves, and ré mp@Toy Kwolr ob Kwolpevow, by which it is
itself moved. Not only is the Prime Mover described as didios,
but the mpdros ofpavds is similarly described (fet. A. 7), as are also
the sun, and other bodies of the planetary spheres—Met. ©. 8. 1050b.
20 sqq. and Me/. A, 8. 1073 a. 26—39. [From the last passage
referred to we learn that the eternal motions proper to the sun
and other planets are caused by an equal number of deivproc kal
didioe ooias, which we must regard, not as independent principles,
but as special manifestations of the mpérav rwoiw, which primarily
manifests itself in the circular motion of the mpéros ofpavss. (See
Alex. Met. p. 682; each planetary sphere, he says, has its Yy in
subordination to the apdros wvovs, as the spheres themselves are
subordinate to the dmharjs odaipa) The circumstance that the
path of each planet is the resultant of its own proper motion
and the motion of the containing sphere next above it explains
the phenomena of natural growth and decay. The sun and other
planets, by variously approaching and receding from different
parts of the earth at different seasons, cause the alternations of
yéveoss and ¢dopd which take place in our sublunary region
(cf. Zelier, Ph. d. Gr. p. 469, sqq., 3rd ed.)—Sece de Generat.
ef Corrupl. ii. 10. 336 a. 26 sqQ.—avepdr Gre peds pév ofions Ths
popas ol évdiyerar yiveolar dppw bia 76 dvavria elvar T yip adrd xal
boatrws Exor del 18 alrd mépuke mowely. Bore frow yévenis del Eara i)
plopd. 8ci 8¢ whelovs elvar ras kwioeis xal dvarias, % T Geopd 4 5
dropalie’ v yip éavriey tdvavrie it 8 kal oy 1 mpéry hopd
aitia éori yevéoews kai Qfophs, GAN" 7 katd TOv Nofdy kikhov & Tairy
yap kai 76 ovvexés éori kai To weveiobau 8o kunoes” dvdykn ydp, € ye del
foTar ovveyls yéveors kai Glopd, del péy T rwelobar, wa pY mheirorw
abrac ai perafolai, 8o &, orws pry Gdrepoy ovpBalvy pévov, Ths wéy ofy
auvexelas 7) To0 Ghov Popa airia, vol 8¢ mpooiévar kel dmévar 7 Eyiheoist
cupPaiver yap é1é pév moppe ylveobar oré & éyyls. dvigou 8¢ rob Biaori-
paros 8vros dvdpakos Eotaw 1 klmows &or’ el 7§ wpooiévar kal eyyds elvac
yevud, T6 dmiévar Tabrov TobTo kal wppe yiveobar Plelper, kai o 76 FoA-
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Ndkis wpooiévar yerrd, kai 76 modhdris damedlety (beiper Tdv yap évavriov 1112 a, 21.

rdvarria afria.  See Schwegler, Met. vol. iv. pp. 255, 256. Cf. also
de Coelo 1i. 6. 288 a. 26 sqq.—7 yip dvepalin yiyveram did Tie dvecw
kal éntraowy, &re émel mav TS kwolpevoy w6 Tewos kweltal, dvdykn Tiv
avapehiar ylyveafar Ths knoens §j G T6 kwoly § fut 76 kwoiperor § 60
» . £ 3 % - b - 3 o~ - -~ ar 1 ’ >

ap,(pn) ELTE yap To Koy gn T avty) avvﬂ,u.é-'. KLrol, €LTE T KIVOULerOY dhho-
ofto kal pn Siapévor T6 adTd, elre dude peraBdlot, ovbéy kolle dropdios

- 1 > )g- ' 4 [ Ao S 3 . r e =
xwer.o‘ﬂm TO Kivovperor, ovler 8¢ TolTow SvraToy TEPL TOY ovparoy yereorlal

A b b} , # g - b I3 -~ £ > £
T pév yap mwovpevoy Oédeaikrar dre wpdTow Kai dmholy kai dyewyrov Kai

dPpBaprov rkal Ehws dperdBAyror, TO 8¢ rwobv old pd\dor et\oyor elvar
TawlToy' T6 Yap wpéToy Tl wpdTov kai TS dmAolr TOU Gmhol kai TO
ddBaprov kal dyémror tob ddBiprov xat dyernrov kumricdy émel ofy TH
xevovperoy ob peraBdiher odpa ov, 008 v 16 rkwoby aeraBdAlor doeparoy
ov. @ore kat T opay adtvaror aropalor eivat,

Now to return to the passage before us, £. V. iil. 3. 3—we do
not deliberate about the eternal constitution of the rdopos, because
we cannot alter it—it is the expression an obola @idios drimyres, © an
Eternal not ourselves” Nor about the eternal relations of mathe-
matics, e.g. the incommensurability of the diagonal and side of
a square. From the words with which § 4 begins—a\X’ odde mep
o v kopoe, it is plain that Aristotle thinks of the diBw here, in
§ 3, as dxhmre (Ramsauer suggests that he has forgotten to add the
words ket dearov 1, 21).  Now, it is strictly true that the objects of
pure mathemalics are deivgra (see Mel. E. 1. 1026 a. I3 7 pév yap
ugkn mepl dydpiora pév dAN ek axlvgra, Tis 8¢ pabppariis Ena [I'. €.
pure mathematics, as distinguished from optics and astronomy :
Alex. ad Z(JC.] 'n's,ol dxfmra pév ob prwn'x & fcrms‘, A\’ as €v 5?\3?' ﬁ de
TpoT) Kat Tept xwpioTa kat dklmra): but, as we have seen, in the
kéopos, an oloia didios deivyros manifests itsell in didor kwfoes.
We must suppose then that, in using the words mepi rér diblor ofor
mepl o kdopov, he is thinking only of the mparer kwotr or oficia
dxivgros, which is the cause of eternal motion, but is not itself
motion ; this cause alone is the true object of @echoyiksy OT 7 wpory
¢dogopia, the motions in their various spheres produced by it
falling under the provinces of derpodoyia and ¢uowg. This is
obviously the conception of the province of Geohoyixi which he
entertains in et E. 1 partly quoted above; for the passage con-
tinues—1026 a. 15 7 8¢ mphry kai mepl xwpwoTa Kat akivpra,  avdyky
8¢ mdvra pév T4 oitig, dida evar, pdiora 3¢ Taira' Tebra yap aing Tois
avepols Top Oelov—;i,e. mporn ¢ulevedia is concerned with za aira,



1112 a. 21,

a. 83,

256. BOOK HI: CHAP. 8: §§ 3, 4.

the causes of the visible motions of the heavenly spheres. The
mofions themselves fall under dorprhoyia and that part of guewe) which
may be entitled wepi xwhoews par excellence : see Phys. ii. 7. 198 a.
27 I:go‘ﬂ 700 Puaikod si&émt] dlws doa kivolpera kwer dra 82 p) obrére
puawis ob yap év éavrois Exovra wivyow ot dpxir kwfoews kivel, GAN
dklvnra dvra.

§ 4. &M\’ oiBe mept Tav &v kufoer . . . dvatohdv] These, as
distinguished from the difwe xat deivgra (objects of Beodoywy and
pabnpari), are the objects par#ly of drrpokoyle—a branch of applied
mathematics dealing with the didiwor kwfoeas of the various heavenly
spheres, which present such phenomena as those of rpomai «ai
ararohai, here described as éf dvdyens (2.e. €€ dvdykys . . . fip Méyoper
7§ py dvdéxesfar Adas Mef, E, 2. 1026 b. 29: cf. A, 5. 1015 2. 34);
partly of ¢uowi—a science which deals with uniformities of
sublunary motion manifesting themselves in the phenomena of
(@) inorganic and (§) organic nature—for this is what the dis-
tinction made in de gen. anim. 1. 4. 717 2. 15—7av 4 Poows § Sd 76
dvaykaior wotel §) Gut o BéArioy practically amounts to. The motions
of inorganic nature (manifesting themselves in such phenomena
as those of gravitation, heat, light, electricity, chemical combina-
tion) are said to proceed é£ dwiyens, because, although they differ
from the efernal motions of the heavenly spheres in being capable
of suspension (as when a stone is not allowed to move downwards),
still, when they do take place, they akoays take place in one way
(see Met B, 2. 1046 b. 4 al pév perd Noyov [Bovdpers| maoa vow
évavtiov ai atrai' ai & dhoyor pla évés' ofow T4 Bepudy Tob Oepuotvew
pdrov, 1) 8¢ latpucy vdoov kat yielas).

The other class of natural motions comprises those that proceed
évexd Tov, These are organic processes, or hiclogical laws, resulting
in the production and maintenance of the various definite forms
of vegetable and animal life, in which all separate parts and
functions conspire in the interest of the whole. It is these organic
processes, and the resulting organisms, rather than the phenomena
of inorganic nature, which Aristotle has in view in describing ¢dots
as he does in the following passages which are typical of many
others—Phys. 1i. 8. 199 b. 15 ¢ioer ydp, doa dwd Twos v abrois
dpxijs guveyds kewotpeva dpikveirar els Tt Téhos' A éxdarns 8¢ od TS alwd
ékdorois ovde 10 Tuyde, del pévror éml o abdrd, &y w) T éumoblop . . . .

dromoy 8¢ 76 pij viccBar Everd Tov yiveobar, dav py Wt T4 kivody Bovhev-
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odpevor.  xattar kal 1§ Téxvy of Bovelerar kai yap €l évip év 7§ Eikg ) 1112 a. 23.

mwm’y&m}, fpoims v (uce emoies’ Gor el €v Tf Téxwy €veoTe TO Evexd Tou,
kai év Pimer.  padiora 8¢ djhow, Eray Tis larpely alrds éavrdy' Tolre yap
fower ) Qlots. 6mL pév oty alria § Plois, kai oltes @s Evexd Tov,
davepdv. Phys. 1. 1. 193 2. 28 &a pév ofy tpdmer olras § Plous
Aéyerar, ) mpoTy éxdore imokeiuévy TRy TéY éydvrev év alrtois dpxny
wumoeas kal petaBolis, &Ahor 8¢ Tpdwow 1 popdhy kal v elbos TO kara TOV
Adyow . . . kai palhov adry g vhs Dhys . . . 7 popidy) Pioes.  Phys. il
2. 104 2. 28 7 8¢ ¢iows Tedos kal of Evera—and the frequently re-
curring otdév pdarmr 5 o woaed.  This is Aristotle’s dominant
conception of ¢icis. It is evidently taken from the phenomena of
organic nature, being in fact that noted in Mzt A. 4. 1014 b. 16
Pios Neéyerar fva pév Tpomor 1 Téy Guopdvey yéveors, olor el Tis émexTeivas
Aéyor 76 v. At the same time, as bas been pointed out above, he
distinguishes r& ¢uowd as inorganic (r& é£ drdyens) and organic
viz. in de Gen. An. 717 a. 15 quoted above,
and in Az Post. ii. 1T. 94 b. 36 § pév éverd Tov wowei Piows, 5 &

g = o .
(T& EM OLS TO €VERIL TOU)

€€ avdyrns’ 7 & dwdyky Surri) ) pew yhp kavd Qiow kai T opuiw, 7 O
Bia n mapa iy dopny, domwep Mibos €& dvaykns kot dve kal kdtw Géperar,
GAN ob Bid iy abriy dvdyeqr. It will be remembered that this same
downward motion of the stone, which is here described as é&
dvdyrns, 15 said to be ¢ioe in £. V. 1. 1. 2. CL Grote's Aristolle,
i. 355 : ¢ Nature produces effects of finality, or with a view to
some given end, and also effects of necessity, the necessity being
either inherent in the substance itself, or imposed by extraneous
force. Thus a stone falls to the ground by necessity of the first
kind, but ascends by necessity of the second kind!

The whole field of ¢uows is mapped out in the following passage,
Phys. ii. 1. 192 b. 8 7oy Svrev i péyv dome pioe, T& 8¢ & E\Nas
airias, qbﬁa'et 8¢ chapey elvar Td 7e {Ga Kkal T4 pépy abrév kal T Gura kal Ta
drAd Tév copdrey, oloy yiv kel wlp kal iep kol dépn [rabra yap elva
kal Ta Towabra Pioer (,‘brq.;e'&-]. wavra 8¢ 7a pnfévra Gaiverar Saghéporra 3
wpos Ta piy Ploe cvveoTdrat TolTeV pév yap fkactor v favtg apyir Exel
Kevfgems kat oTdoews, T4 pév katd Témov, té 8¢ kar’ alifnow kal Qllew, ta
8¢ kar ahholwow,

‘B giioes 5 ¢& dvdyrns mowica—law of inorganic nature, and #
l:jJt’Jarw 7 Everd Tow -,-mwﬁau-—biological law, may then be distingu’ished
as the two coordinate species of the genus ¢dows. But biological laws
realise their ends—certain vegetable and animal organisms, by con-
forming to certain definite conditions imposed, as we say, by the

s
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environment. Jf organisms are to come into being and exist at
all, it is mecessary for them to conform to certain conditions. Hence
we must distinguish from 4 ¢ioes 4 €& dviyxns wovica (which is co-
ordinate with # Evexd 7ou), 70 €£ Umobéaews dvaykaioy, OF & bs YAy Aeyd-
wevoy avaykator, which is the condition to which 4 ¢iois % &vexd rov
mowobea must conform, if it is to realise its end : sce Meft, A. 5, where
76 dyaykaior T6 dmhoiy, 7. e. in the strict sense, as ré 3 évdexnperoy
d\as Exaw, is distinguished from o of drev odk déyera Giv G5 cuvar-
TlOv . . . kdi o dvev ) dyabdv pi) dvdéxerar } evac # yevéoBa Cf.
Phys. il. 9. 199 b. 34 =5 & &£ dvdysns wdrepor & Smobéivews Urapyes 3
kal ks ; vOy pév yip olovrar 5 € dvdykns elvar & 1f yevéger, bomep dw
el Tis v Tolyov é£ dudyrns yeyeriivfar voplloi, ére T pév Bapéa xdrw
méhuke pépecfan Td 8¢ Kkolgha émtmorijs, Sib of Mbor pev kdira xai Td Bepcdua,
7 8¢ i) dve Bid kovdrnra, émurolijs 8¢ pdliora v Edda’ kougdrara ydp.
@\’ Bpos ol dvev pév roiTwy yéyover, ob pévror 8ia rabra TAY Gs B¢ TAy,
G\’ &vexa Tob kpimrew kal odew, dpolws 82 kal &v Tois @\Nois wdcwy, v
6oots 76 évekd Tov éotiv, obk dvev pév ToV dvayxalay éxdvrew Ty Plow, ob
pérror ye B Tabra dAN § ds TAqy, AN Evexd Tou, oiow Sut T § wplwy
Totobros ; Smws Tobl kal Eveka Tovdl. Tolre pévror TO of Evexa dbiwaroy
yevéabaw, v piy oubnpods §)° dvdyen dpa aidnpoty eivar, el wplov Errar kalTh
€pyov adrol, éf dmoféoens 8f) 6 dvaykaior, dAN oby Gs TEAos v yap Tj
UAy 1o dvaykaiov, 76 § of Evexa év To ANoyw . . . Pavepdy &y Gre T
dvaykaioy €v Tols Guotkais T ds Uhy Neydpevor xai ai kwices af Tatrys.
Kkal dpw pév To Puoid Nexrém ai airlar, pakhoy 82 7 rivos &vexa®  atriov
yap todro Tijs UAns, AN oly alrn Tod Té\ovs® kai 76 TéNos 7O of fveka, kal
7 dpxn) dwe ToU épropot kal ToU Adyov, dowep €v Tols kard Téxmy, énel
vikla Toivle, 7dBe et ylyveobar kal dwdpyew é£ dvaykns, kal émet # tryieta
Tobl, TdBe Bel ylyveabu éf dvdyxye kal Imdpyew, ofrws kai e dvbpemos
vode, Tabl® € 8¢ 7Tadi, radi, Thus o dvaykaior 78 ¢f tmobéoews, or
76 dvaykaiov 7O Gs UAy Aeydpevov, is that suitable environment (con-
stituted for the most part by the operation of the necessary laws of
inorganic nature—ij $vois 3 é dvaykns worodoa as explained above),
which is the necessary condition of the successful operation of the
laws of organic nature. Looking at an organism ger se, we see
that its vital functions are conditioned by mechanical and chemical
laws; looking at it in relation to its external environment, we see
that its life is maintained in correspondence with laws regulating
the inorganic phenomena of gravitation, heat, light, electricity, &c.

“H ot 5 évexd Tou mowoboa, then, is ‘ biological law’ ; 7 gous 5 ¢
drdyiys mowodea is ¢ law of inorganic nature ’; while 7o dvayaior rb éf
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imolécews expresses the relation in which ¢ biological law’ stands 1112 s, 23,

to an environment constituted for the most part by phenomena of
‘inorganic nature’ Organisms, and works of human intglligence,
are produced only under definite conditions or limitations imposed
by this environment.

Thus the €€ dudyrns—* according to the laws of inorganic nature,
and the ¢doe of the present section (Z. V. iii. 3. 4) cannot be
regarded as mutnally exclusive expressions. . A stone is said to fall
both é£ dvaycns, and ¢oe.  On the other hand, if we give Pdoe its
dominant sense of ‘ according to biological laws,” we can distinguish
it from é¢ dvdykys— according to the laws of inorganic nature.’
We must remember, however, that ¢ biological laws’ operate only
as the dvdya of the environment permits.

§ 5. 008¢ mepl 1év ENhore dNhws] From the examples given here
—oloy abxpbv kai SuSpov—we may perhaps identify these with &
dmd oupmrdparos of Phys. ii. 8, 198 b, 35 wavra Ta Pice § det olte
yiverar §j @s émi 16 woM), 7éw & dmwd Tlyns kai Tob abropdrov oddd, od
yip dmd rixns 008’ dmd ouvpmrduares dokel Teww wolhdkis Tod Xeubros, GAN
€av Tmd ktva® o0 katpara G kiva, AN’ dv XEtpdros,

o8¢ mepl T@v dmd TUxws]| T4 dmé Tiyps are distinguished as
occurrences directly affecting man, not to be foreseen by him,
because exceptional, from & dmé 7ob aUTopdTou—OCCUrrences, or
phenomena, not conceived as affecting man, which contradict the
ordinary laws of nature: see et A. 3. 1070 a. 6 B yap Téxmy B
buoee yiyperaw § Tixy § 76 adropdre. 1 peév ody Téxan doxn év iAo, 7 8¢
Plois dpx) év abrd, dbpemos yip Ivbpamov yewvd, ai 8 owrai airia
orepioeis Tovrov & 7. e. Tixn is the erépmous of ¢ x (or, more generally,
of vobs kai wav 76-8¢ @fpomov § 7). Iis sphere is 76 dSphoy in human
affairs: 76 adréparoy, in its specific sense, is the arépnats of Pioe—
it is the spontaneous, or that which contradicts uniform law in the
domain of nature—especially of organic nature: see Mt K. 8.
1065 a. 26 0 8¢ évexd Tov év Tois (uoer yiyoudvois H dwd Swawoias
€oriv.  Tiyy 8 fotly rav 1 totrev yévprar kard oupBeByxds” damep
Yap kai v éori 70 pév xkab adré o 8¢ kard oupBefnrés, ofire kal alriov,
5§ vixn & airior kara ovpBefyds év Tois Kard wpoaipeaw Ty Evekd Tov
yeyvopévots. 8ib mepi TavTod Tixn al Sudvoww mpoaipeats Yip ob ywpis
dtavolas. T4 & airia adpiora dgp’ &w v yévorre T& dmd riyns® Oid Ednphos
dvfporive Noyiopd kal alror kard ovpBefneds, dmhés & oiderds, In
Phys. ii. 6. 197 a. 36, however, 7¢ abrduarov is presented as the

52

a. 26.
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genus of riyn—buapéper § 8re 6 alrdparor ért mheldy doret T pév
vap drd Tixns mav dmd Tabropdrov, Tovro © ob mav dmd Tiyns. 7 pev
yap Tixn kat T0 dmd riyns lorly Bovis kal TH edrvyioa dv lmdpfeey
xal B\os mpafis, 8 wal dudyky wept Td mparra eivar Ty Th onpelov &
o Soker frow TabTov ewas T eddaipovia 7 ebrvyia i ?rgﬁc, 7 & ebBapovin
mpabis " ebnpafia yip. &ol ondoois pi évdéyerar mpafar, obdé T4 dmd
TiyNs TL momaal.  kai 6 Tobro ovre djruyor otlév oiite Bnplov oiite marbiov
o0Béy worel dwd Tixns, BT odk Exel mpoaipesw” od8 elruyia otd’ druyia
frapyet Tolrots, € puy kal' Guodryra.

Human intelligence, and natural organisms, attain to their
various ends on condition of utilising and adapting themselves
to the necessary laws of ‘matter” or ¢ the environment.” As a rule
(s éxl 76 mon?) they succeed in doing so—vAn OT 76 dvaykator 10 €&
tmroféaens APPEATs as ré ovrainor. But not always. Sometimes the
formative principle is unequal to the task of comprehending the
complexity of the material environment, and results follow which,
as it were, take the designer or the organism by surprise. These are
& drd Toyys in the region of human deliberation, vépera in the
animal and vegetable worlds. Tuxy and 76 avrdparor thus represent
the mistakes and fatlures of intellipence and of the organising principle
in nature, in their relations to the material environment. This
seems to be the fair inference from Aristotle’s statement that they
are erepiaets of Sudvora and ¢ious, as well as from his adoption of
the description of riyn as &3nhos airia avéperive heyiopd, Material
conditions, once ascertained, are.found to remain always the same
(ai & dhoyow Suvdpers pin évds), but organising principles may fail to
ascertain them, or use them, and so may miscarry : cf. Phys. ii. 6.
197 b. 29 olrw &) 76 alrduaror kard v tvopa Srar alrd pdmy yémrar
Té& amd tvxns, and ra émd Tol abdropdrov represent then the mistakes
and failures of organising principles. These mistakes and failures
are /heir ozon mistakes and failures (as a man’s bad acts are his own
acts), not freaks of a positive “principle of mistake or irregularity ’
in the ¥y, or external world, which is otherwise regulated by
necessary laws—~Phys. ii. 8. 199 b. 1 €l 0 forww Ena kard Téxeny v
ofs 70 3pfbs évekd Tov, v &é Tols dpapravopévors fveka pév Tivos EmtyetpeiTat
G@A\N’ dmoruyydveral, Guolws dv €yor kat év Tols uowois, kai Ta Tépara
dpapripoara ékelvov Tob &vend rov. I cannot think that Grote (Arssh
i 165) is right when he speaks of °#he independent agency’ of
Chance and Spontaneity. These are not pesifive agenis, but
arepioes,
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§ 8. Zxdbor] In £.Z.i.10.12264a. 29,and M. M.i.17.1189 2. 20, Y112 a. 98,

*1vdof (bronght within the Greek horizon by Alexander's conquest)
are substituted for Sxifar.

§ 7. &n 8¢ vols kal wiv 10 8 dvbpdmou| See Rkel. i. 4. 1359 a. 8. 32.

30 mpaTov pév oty Aymrréov mepl moia dyadd 9 kakd 6 cvpBovhedor supSev-
Netet, émedy ob mept dwavra d\N dva évdéyerar kai yevéobar kal pif.  Goa
8¢ éf dvdyrns § forw §) fora §) adivarov § elvac § yevéobar, mepl B¢ Tolray
otk fort gupBovhy,  adbé 8 mept Tov dvdeyopdvor drdviey forTw yap Kal
Pioe &na xkal amd Thyns ywipeva dyabl Tév évdeyopévov kal yiyveobar ral
i, wept Bu obdéy mpd Epyou 76 cupBouhelew dAhd Sfjkow éri mept Sowy
éoriv 76 Bovheveobar, Towatra & doriv doa méduker dvdyeoba els npds,
kat &v 7§ dpyi) Tis yevévews b muiv éorlv  péxpr ydp TovTou cromoiper,

lws Gv elpwper el fpiv Suvard § dbivara mpafw. Below, in the same

iy 8 dvBpdmey ExaoTor Boukedortar wept Tav 8¢ adTdY mpakTov]
Added lest the reader should misinterpret the words war mo 8 av-
fpawov.  The object of deliberation gemerally is wiv v6 & dvfpomou @

\, Chapter (R#et. i. 4), Aristotle enumerates five objects of deliberation .
'—(1) revenue, (2) peace and war, (3) defence, (4) imports and
- exports, (5) legislation. These are all 8’ avfpomov.

2. 33.

but the #ndivedual can deliberate only about that part of 7o &

avBpamov which is 8" adrod.

§ 8. dxpiBeis| As Grant remarks, not ‘exact’ in the sense in
which we speak of the ‘exact Sciences, but rather ‘fixed’-—as
may be gathered from the example, the art of writing.

kol adtdpreis| explains depy3ets. The dxpifea of a science which
has its own principles within itself (which is adrdpxns) is greater than
that of one which has to borrow them from another science: see
An. Post. 1. 2%. 87 2. 31.

§ D. pdlov B¢ kai wepl Tas Téxves f| s émomipas] Téxvy, as
Grant notes, is here distinguished from émiorapy, although in § 8
émwriuy has just been used as equivalent to wéym.

§ 10. év Tots @s éml 76 wohd] See note on i. 3. 4. b. 21.

kal & ofs addpioror] Ramsauer suggests kal év ois 76 adeipurroy ©
Rassow (Forsch. p. 15), following the é\X' év ofs 70y ddprordv éore o
&e O of M. M. i. 17, 1189 b. 24, suggests «ai év ois T0 G5 Jel
adwpeoror. It is pretty plain that the writer of the A7, M. had
before him both the Z, V. and the Z. Z. (ii. 0. 1226 a. 33 54q.)
when he wrote 1189 b. 18-26; he reproduces the 8ix7 ywopens g

b, 1.

b. 6.

b. 8.
b. 9.
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1112 b. 9, dpaprias which is peculiar to the E. Z., and the a8pioror which is

b. 11.

b. 18.
b. 19.

b.

20.

peculiar to the Z. V. But he uses the word ddpioroy, which is less
appropriate in the context than dddpiorov, for dépiorov is that which
has zo limits (and therefore would elude intelligence, and could
not be the subject of any forecast whatsoever) whereas dwptorov
is that which has no wery definife limits: see Waitz on Awnal. Pr.
1. 4. 26 b. 14. It may be conjectured that the writer of the 7. 4.
found in his copy of the £. V. xai év ois & 8¢l (s, mpdrraw) depraroy,
a reading which might easily spring from an original «ai é ofs & et

(se. wpﬁr*.-sw) adidptoron .

§ 11. Boukeudpeba & od mepl Tdv Tehdv] It sometimes happens,
however, that deliberation about the means to a contemplated end
results in our seeing that the end is not worth the means, and that
another end is preferable. 'We sometimes cannot be sure that an
end is desirable, 7. ¢, is really an end for us, till we have ascertained
what means it necessitates. DBut the ends instanced by Aristotle
in this section are those more obvious ends which may be accepted
as ends defore deliberation.

kdkelvo| ‘refers to éde and 8ia rodrov —Grant.

™ wpdrov aitiov] Z e. the step which must be first taken (mpérov
év 1f) yeréger), which, however, is the last to be thought of in the
review of the steps (éoxarov év 74 elpéoer). A wishes to obtain an
appointment : he can obtain it through the influence of B: he must
get an introduction to B: C can give him an introduction: he
must write to C: what is C’s address? He must look it out in the
directory: there is a directory in the club: he must go there: he
must call a cab. Here ‘calling a cab’ is the wpérov atrwop,

dvakdew . . . domep didypoppa] CL Tpp. i. 16. 175 a. 29 oup-
Baiver 8¢ wore, kabdmep év Tols wypdppacw’ xai yip ékel dvakdoravres
éviore gurfeivar wihw advvarolper,

We must suppose that the reference is to what is known as the
Analytical Method of proof in Geometry—a Method which Plato
is said by Proclus (ed. Friedl. p. 21r1) and Diogenes Laertius
(ili, 24) to have invented, although there are traces of its employ-
ment before his time (see Gow, History of Gk. Mathematics p. 176).

! As regards the admissibility of & fei=7i &£ I am indebted to Prof,
Cook Wilson for references to Jfaed. Arist. 532 b, 14, and Kiihner's Gk, Gr,
§ 502. 4, 2nd ed. g 3

=
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It consists in assuming as true the proposition to be proved, and 1113b. 20.

deducing from it, as principle, the necessary consequences to
which it leads (sce D. Stewart, Elemenis of the Philosophy of the
Human Mind, Part ii. chap. 4, § 3. 1. Preliminary observations
on the Analysis and Synthesis of the Greek Geometricians)—
¢If in this deduction,” says D. Stewart, ‘I arrive at a consequence
which I already know to be true, I conclude with confidence that
the principle from which it was deduced is likewise true. But if on
the other hand I arrive at a consequence which I know to be false,
I conclude that the principle or assumption on which my reasoning
has proceeded is false also. Such a demonstration of the truth or
falsity of a Proposition is called an Analytical Demonstration. Ac-
cording to these definitions of Analysis and Synthesis those demon-
strations in Euclid ! which prove a proposition to be true by showing
that the contrary supposition leads to some absurd inference, are
properly speaking Analytical Processes of Reasoning. In every
case the conclusiveness of an Analytical Proof rests on this general
maxim—that #utk is always consistent with itself; that a sup-
position which leads by a concatenation of mathematical deductions
10 a consequence which is true must itself be true; and that which
necessarily involves a consequence which is absurd or impossible
must itself be false. It is evident that when we are demonstrating
a Proposition with a view to convince another of its truth the
synthetic form of reasoning is the more natural and pleasing
of the two, as it leads the understanding directly from known truths
to such as are unknown. When a Proposition, however, is doubtful
and we wish to satisfy our own minds with respect to it, or when
we wish to discover a new method of demonstrating a theorem
previously ascertained to be true, it would be found far more
convenient to conduct the investigation analytically.’

Themistius in his commentary on An. Post. i. 12 (vol. i. pp.
41-43, cd. Spengel) has remarks on dvélvews which are worth
careful attention in the present conmexion. They bring to light
an important difference between otAevous and yeoperpu) dvilvots,
here roughly compared by Aristotle. He begins by defining
dvidvais—p. 42 (fol. 6 b) dvalier 8¢ Aéyo viv 70 refévros Twds dhn-
Qovs cupmepdoparas Tas mpordaes éfevplokay 8 Bv auvixdn. But

1 ¢The peductio ad absurdum is a kind of theoretic analysis. This is the

only analysis that Euclid admits” Gow, Hist. of Gk. Matkematics p. 177,
note 2, ;
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true mpordoes may be inferred, as consequences, from a false
assumption. Is not this a circumstance which must seriously
affect the value of the Geometer's dvddvos? Themistius meets
this difficulty by simply pointing out (after Aristotle: see Az
Poast. 1. 12, 8 a. 10) that, as a malter of fact, the Geometer doss
not infer ks Irue consequences from false assumplions; and that
he can be swe that he does not, because the objects of in-
tuition with which he deals in his dvélvoes are so simple and
so limited in number—p. 41 (fol. 6 b) & 8¢ rois pabhucow . . .
olk €ty 6 mapadopopds . . . Gpuorat yhp Ekagrey, kal T dvopa
éxdarou oxeddv deifls o' tév yap kikhov dkodoas edlis épa vye-
ypappcvor év airg kat ob ghéperar ér dMho Ti oypawdperor. In mon-
mathematical reasoning, on the other hand, 7Ze. in Swhoyos, the
npordoes are indefinite in number and lend themselves to various
ambiguities—p. 42 €l & odk v Suvardy e Yretdovs dybis Seibar, padiov
dv Gy 7o dvalbew . . . yahemdy T5 draNiew & dmeipots yap § Chrnots
Tév mpordoewy.  dNhi kai Tadty Sradéper & pabipare THv Siaddywr,
61t fdav v ekeivors 1§ dvdluots, alrior 8¢ odBiy yap Yrebdos AapBdvovow
els mp amébafw. The non-mathematical reasoner can never be
sure that his mpordoes are not false. But the mathematician sezs
that his are true; and, as true premisses can give only a true
conclusion, he thus demonstrates the supposition with which he
began his analysis by the reverse process of synthesis, According to
this view, the plainness to the eye of the mpordoes obtained by the
dvdlvots of duaypdppara has evidently much to do with the conviction
that the conclusions synthetically built upon them ¢ cannot be other-
wise” An assumption is resolved into its elements. These ele-
ments are necessarily few, and their nature, and their connexion
with the whole, plain (o the eye. They are evidently true premisses,
hence the conclusion (4. ¢. the original assumption) must be true.
But in concrete enquiries, as in that about the cause of =& gvhhop-~
poely (see An. Post. ii. 16), there is no such visible evidence; we
can never be sure that we have analysed rightly; hence the con-
viction of their secessizy is wanting to our synthetic reasonings on
such matters. The writer of the M/ M. has also a passage in
which he dwells on the difference between yewperpuy Girpos and
Bothevois—M, M. 1. 1. 1189 b. 6-19.

The dvilvaws of the present section is not to be confounded
with the wipeors of Met, ©. 9. x0512. 21, where Aristotle says
that theorems and problems are sclved by ‘division, ie by
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drawing lines. Thus the Theorem frpiyavor =two right angles’ 1112 b. 20.

is proved by so ‘dividing” rpiyevor—Dby so drawing the lines

which may be drawn in relation to rpiyevor (or, otherwise, the

lines which are °potentially in rplywver’) that at last angles =

mplywvoy are obtained which are plasnly seen to be also = two

right angles. The three angles of rpiyavor are at last made into

angles which can easily be pieced together so as to make two
right angles—1051 a. 21 elplokerar 8¢ kai 7a Saypdupara (here =

demonstrations: see Bonitz ad loc)) évepyeier Biaspotvres yip elpi-

orovow. o O 7v Sypppdva, Gavepd dv v viv & dumdpyer Bvvdper. O

7i 800 dplai 7o Tplywvov ) 61 ai mept play oereypiy yoviaw toar So dpbais.

el oy avikTo 7 maph Ty whevpdy, 18dvrt dv fv elfis Sjlow. Buwk Ti G €
quikvihie Spbi kaBéhov ; Bidre éhw loaw Tpeis, 4 7e Bdms o kai 7§ ék péoou +
émiarabeica 6p8y, WBdrre dqlor v Prelvo eidore, dorte Pavepdy om Ta
Svvdper Svra els &épyear dvaydpeva edpiorerar.  The two proofs given
here are of course ‘synthetic,’ and in An. Pest ii. 11 Aristotle
selects the latter of them for reduction to syllogistic form. The
angle in the semicirele is ‘ divided’ and so proved to be = one right
angle ; it is not assumed to be = one right angle, which would be
the case if the proof were ‘ analytical.” For a criticism of Euclid’s
Synthetic Method see Schopenhauer die Welt als Wille und Vorstel-
lung i. 82—8%7. Schopenhauver’s contention is that Euclid's Syn-
thetic ‘Method involves the substitution of Jogieal for nfuilive
evidence. It is smfuifize evidence, I take it, which Euclid efzoays
offers (the evidence of superposition in the last resort): but often
not in the most direct way. The issue is not, as Schopenhauer
will have it, between intuitive evidence on the one side, and the
Synthetic Method on the other ; but between the Analytic Method
and the Synthetic Method. Schopenhauer may or may not be
right in holding (against Euclid) that the Analytic Method is better
than the Synthetic for the purpose of teaching Geometry. This is
a practical question in Paedentrk upon which T am not competent
to give an opinion; but I think that he is certainly wrong in
Supposing that Euclid’s evidence is ‘ logical, nof snfuitive’ Euclid
marshals intuitive evidence according to the Synthetic Method.
The passage quoted from Mer. ©. 9 shows that the Synthetic
Method of &wipeaes is fully consistent with the appeal to intuition
at every step. As an instance of the confusion into which Scho-
penhauer falls, the fact may be mentioned that, while blaming Euclid
for his neglect of the Analytic Method and of the appeal to intuition,
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b. 23.

b, 24,

b, 20.

b. 31.
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(the two seem to be identified by Schopenhauer), he singles out
the apagogic proofs for special condemnation, as relying on Logical
as distinguished from Intuitional evidence. But competent authori-
ties tell us that these apagogic proofs are the only examples of
the Analytic Method in Euclid !

§12. kal 76 €oxmrov , .. yevdoer] The Paraphrast has—rpémor
Twé Gpoiws kai 6 Povhevduevos kal 6 pafnparicds dvalves kai & Eoyarov
sUpigkeTar dvakvovrs, Tolro Epyoy mpérov yiverar Té Bovhevopére' kabdrmep
6 pabjparicds, mpis & éoyarov ddiferar dvallor, roiro tmorilels, xkal dmd
roirov B T@v @\hwv 6dedwy, drodelkvvar 76 mpokelpevor. Kai dudo 8¢, e

avallovres dburdrots évrdyotey, dploavrar Tob {yriparos.

§13. kv peév ddurdre &rixwow, ddlotartar] The parallel in
pafpparicy Giryaes 10 such a case in Bodhevois would be the dddvarow
to which the dvdvors conducts in apagogic demonstration : cf. xai
duepo 8¢ in the passage quoted from the Paraphrast in last note.

§ 14. opoiws 8¢ kal & Tois Newmois ... 818 rivos| This clause
comes in awkwardly. What are the Aowrd? How does the &' of—
whether masc. (Michelet) or neut. (Grant)—differ from the &pyava
just mentioned, and the was from 7 ypele atror? The mos kai Sud
rivor Of § 11 seems to make it necessary to take # &a rivos here
as epexegetic of =as, and therefore to regard zives as neut. If
rivos is meuter, it will be reasonable to suppose that of Is
masculine,

§ 15. kobdwep eipnrar] Ramsauer notes that the exact phrase
&vfpamos dpyy Tév wpafewr has not been used before, although weis
kai mav 74 8¢ dvfpomov has been given (§ 7) as one of the airia.
Kafdmep elopras, he thinks, would be strictly in place only if some
such words had been used as we find in Z. Z.ii. 6. 1222 b. 18
mpos 8 rolrows § ) dvfporos ral wpdfedv Twhdv domw dpyy pévov Tév
¢gov. Perhaps, however, 4 ydp dpys év fuiv, § 13, may be considered
sufficient to justify xafdmep eipnrac

Ramsauer has another difficulty, He thinks that the words
avfpemes dpyi Tév wpafewy are unnecessary to the argument which
follows. The ‘conclusion’ Bovlevrdw 76 mpds 7o réhos is derived
from the premisses 75 8¢ Bowky mepl Té&r alrd mpakrdy, and ai &
mpéfers dXhwy &vexa ; but these premisses, he thinks, do not need
avbpomos dpxy) rév mpdfewr to rest upon. Strictly not: but surely
these latter words have this bearing on what follows, that they
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serve to introduce (or reintroduce) the rdv airg wpakréy and the 1112 b, 31.

wpafers, which are, in Ramsauer’s view, necessary to the ‘con-
clusion If, however, we follow Bywater in adopting the of yap
av ey Bovhevrér of Kb in place of the old eix dv olv ety B, Ram-
sauer’s difficulty will not arise.

ai 8¢ wpdeis &M\wr vexa] Ipdfes here are rd abrg mpakrd, ma kaf' b. 33.

ékaora (111 1,10 af y&p n'p:z'Eas év Tols kal Exaa'fa.}, or Aeemd, which are
done for some end (iil. 5. 18 o 7éhos . . . aiverar xal kelra, Ta ¢
Noumrd mpbs Toliro dvagéporres wp(i’rtovﬂ'.’.). Ramsauer finds the statement
ai 82 wpdfers E\Awy Evexa too general, and inconsistent with the doctrine
of i. 1, that some éépyaar or mpafas are their own rédy. But it
must be remembered that properly it is only edmpatia, or a syste-
matic life of ka\at mpdfews, which is its own réos. Each individual
mpages in the system is correctly described as éhov évexa, cf. iil. 7. 6
ka\ol 87 éveka 6 dvdpeios wpdrrer T4 rard Tiv dvpelav.

§ 16. od ydp &v €in] This, the reading of Kb alone, seems to be
right: ob Bovevréw 16 Télos d\A& & mpés 7a té\y has already been
laid down in § r1: whereas the old reading ofx v ofy would make
it a ‘conclusion’ now independently reached. It must be re-
membered, however, that in these writings a conclusion is some-
times proved, in the most formal manner, more than once in
adjacent passages. Grant quotes K/ i. 6. 1362 a. 17, for the
doctrine—@Bovkevror 76 mpos T Téos.

oid¢ 8 78 kal® Zkacta] These words are added to prevent b, 34,

a possible misunderstanding. Ta airg mpaxrd, with which Bov\g is
concerned, are indeed xa® ékagra: but BovAy is concerned with ra
kaf’ ékacra in a different way from alofyois.  Alafnous is concerned
with ka8’ éacra as such, 7. e. separately—with ‘ this is red,” © this is
sweet,’ ¢ this is heavy’; but xaf’ &aora as suck are not the objects
of Bovhy: only xaf éaora in so far as they may turn out to be
means to some end: e g. alofyous says this piece of cloth is scarlet:
Bowly) decides that it is a bad colour for a uniform.

" It follows (87) from r& wpds ra 7ékn being the objects of Bovig,
that & «xaf’ Zacra per se, as well as 70 réhos (this is the force of
ot8€) are beyond its scope.

el 8¢ det Bouhedoerar (sc. mis), els dmepor fifer] Grant says that 1113a.2.

#£e is impersonal: but the analogy of Z. E. ii. 10. 1226 b. 2 ds
drepoy HEovar suggests that res should be supplied.
I do not think that this clause ought to be taken very closely
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with the immediately preceding words: it rather refers to r& mpds
ré 7éy, and says that in tracing back the series of means (ré mas
xai Bl rivor) we must stop somewhere, and begin to act. Olov e
dpros Toiro ) mémerrar s 8ei are, as Ramsauer observes, questions of
fact. With such questions deliberation has indeed nothing to do ;
but it is not suggested, I think, by the words eis dnepor &t that
deliberation would never reach its goal 7 it tried to deal with
them. It simply cannot deal with them; but, within its own
sphere of =& mpbs 76 réhos it may prolong the review unduly. It
must be noted, however, that the writer of the parallel passage in the
E. L. (ii. 10. 1226 b. 1) understands by the regression els dmeipor
an examination of the data of alofos themselves. So also the
Paraphrast—otire Tolvuy 70 7éhos éori Bovhevrdy, olire 7dv mpds 76 Télas,
Goa kal Exacra® olov, € dpros Toito, € mémerTar, el mewolprar Gs e
ratra yip alofhoe ywboropey, ob Bovhj kat kpioer el 8¢ wept TovTaw del
Bovkeioerat, eis dmewpor fget.

§ 17. whip dupopévor By 10 mpoawperdy] ¢ Except that the
thing chosen is, as such, set apart, 7. e. it is the same step, which is
first ‘under deliberation,” and then chosen,” set apart, or fixed
upon. We cannot review steps eis drepoy: we must eventually
choose one of them.

drav els abtov draydyn v &pxﬁv] Ct. B . E il.50, 1226 b. 12
Bouhevipeba mwdvres Tolro fws dv els fupas dvaydyoper Tis yeréoews THY
dpxi- :

5 fyodpevor—rd mpoorposperor] Schol. & mpaxricis vovs. CL vi.
2, &

§18. of yip Baciheis & wpoethorro dvfyyelhov ¢ Sfpw] The
Paraphrast’s note is—"Opgpos . . . elodyer Tols Baoihels pera Tip
BovMijp 76 wpokpibéy amayyéXhovras T Snpm, domep T wpowpeae, GoTe
mpaxbivar, Here épéer might be substituted for mpoarpécer to the
advantage of the Paraphrast's interpretation, according to which
then the Baodeis would represent BodAevous, the Sfjpos would repre-
sent 8pefis, and the result would be the adoption of a line of
public action—a mpoaipests. But if we turn to Aristotle’s text we
see that this can hardly be the true interpretation. If the &fjuos
supplies the active element of 8pefws, while the Baouels supply the
Bothevais, how are we to explain & mpoethovto of Burthels 7 It does
not seem likely that we can have a careless proleptic use of this
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word, in a passage which contains the definition of mpoaipests.
We must believe, I think, that of Baci\eis, representing, as they do,
6 fyotpesor, also represent o mpoaspotueroy, and are therefore the
sources of Bovhevruc) Spefts.  What place then has the 8juos in the

comparison ? Merely, T think, that of dpyamxé pépn, which can be

set in motion by the mpoaipeats.

§19. Boukeutod dpextod Tov &’ Apiv] Here 7av éd’ jpiv is a
partitive genilive—* the object of choice is that among things in
our power which we seek to take after deliberation’: whereas in
the next line it is a genitive depending on &pefs. It is a very
careless style of writing which per‘mits dpexrob Tav ép’ quiv to stand
50 close to dpebis Tér €’ fuir.

éx 705 . . . Bovheuoty] MP has SovAnow: but Bodhevow is certainly
right: cf. vi. 2. 2. The Adyos of vi, 2. 2z is the Bovdevois of the
present passage.

CHAPTER 1V.
ARGUMENT.

Choice then is of means, wisk of the end. Bul is the end wished the really
good, as some supfose, or, as others suppose, only that whick the wisher thinks
good ? Eack view kas tts difficulties. If we say that the really good is the
object of wish, we must drazy the conclusion that the man who makes a wreng
selection, and * wishes something bad, does not © wivh * at all ; while if we say
that whatever a man hinks good is the object of wish, we must be prepared to
maintain that there is no such thing as a natural or absolute object of wisk, but
that all is relative fo the feeling of the individual.

Perhaps we may avoid this dilemma by saying that the really good is the object
of wish in the strict and true sense of the expression “object-of wish,' but that
what eack of s thinks good is the object of wisk for eack of us, 1. . object of wish
i a relative sense [ so that, if ¢ man is really good, that whickh o5 veally good
il be  his olfject of wish, and, if fe is bad, that wh ich is bad—just as the
Fealthy man finds an ordinary *healthy diel’ good for his health, while an
inpalid finds the diet of the sick voom good for his.

In all matiers the good man judges vightly, and what hings really are fie
thinks them to be. Euvery marn looks af things in his own way, according o kis
disposition ; but the good man s the mormal mar, with whose measure &he
divergencies of other men masi be compared.  His distinguishing characteristic
s that he sess things as they truly are: other men are decetved by pleasure.

They think that it is good, although it is not. They seek after it as good, and:

shun pain as evil.

1113 a. 8.

a. 10.

a. 11.
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§1. 4 8 BolMqois . . . 7ol 7éhous éorlv] Cf. Plato, Gorgias
464 D édv tis 7 mpdrry Evexd Tov, o rovro Boierar & wpdrrer, AN

B fid 3
ERELVD D'S EVEKT TPATTEL,

Bokel 8¢ 7ot pév Tdyabol elvar] Tiyadod is the reading of T, Asp.,
CCC, NC, Cambr., Ald,, and is accepted by Bywater and Susem.
The other authorities have dyafot. Grant has a good note here

~ in which he quotes Plato, Gorgias 466 sqq., where the doctrine

a. 16,

rdyaflot i PBovdjous is maintained : see also passages collected by
Bonitz (note, p. 4947, on Mel A. 7. 1072 a) in which Aristotle
describes the general tendency of Nature as towards the good—
de Gen. ef Corr. 1i. 10. 336 D. 25 év draow del 700 Belriovos Spé=
yealai paper Ty plow—de Part. Anim, . 10. 687 a. 15 €l odp obre
Bélriov, 7 & Qﬁfra'w £k TOY e’vae‘xupéﬂmv woiel 76 BéATioTov, ol Sid Tds
Xeipas éoTw & mvfpamoes Gponpdraros, ddha Sur T8 Ppovipararor elvar Tév
(ov Exet xeipas., Cl. also de Juces. Anim. 2. 764 b. 15, and passages
quoted in note on £, N, i. g. 5.

In all creatures there is a #idr m which direcis their efforts
towards that which is naturally good. This instinctive tendency
to conform to the objective law of the environment is often
thwarted by influences of subjective origin ; but the continuance
of life proves it to be the strongest principle—r rpdrioron, ‘It
rules the world,” because, after all, it ‘ has might as it has right.’

Tols 8¢ 7ol paivopévou dyabod] Grant refers to Met K. 6, 1062 b,
13 kal yap ékeos (Protagoras) épy mdvrev xppudrev elvar pérpov
dvbpamor, otbéy Erepov Aéywv i} o dokaly éxdare Tobir evar mayles . . .
pérpor & elvat 76 awdpevor éxdare, Cf. Mel, T. 5. 1009 a. 6, where
Aristotle says that the doctrine of Protagoras amounts to a denial
of the Principle of Contradiction—#r & dnd vis airis dé&ys xat &
Hporaydpou Ndyos, xai dvdykn épolws abrods dude i elvar i wy elvar. e
yap Ta_Sokotvra wdvra éotiv dAndy kal T pawdueva, dvdyi mivra dua dAnd
kai revdij elvar, woMot yip rdvavria tmohapBdvovow dX\jhois, kal Tods u
tabra Sofdfovras éavrols Sceyrelobas vouilovow' &or dvdyky 1o adrd elvai Te
kal pij elvar. kat el Tobr éoriv, dvdyky v Soxorra elvar dvr dAnOR T4 dvri-
keipera yap Sokdfovoty dNNots of Sieyrevopévor kai d\nfetorres el ofw Eyer
Ta dyra olros, d\fedoovet mdvres. The denial of this Principle (rasaw
BeBawrdry apxn Met. T. 3. 1005 b, 18) amounts to the denial of Life.
Life is not a succession of unrelated ¢arrdopara, but a principle

- acting in conformity with definite objective laws—the physical life

acting in conformity with definite physical laws, the moral life with
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the law of Duty. Right and wrong are “in things,’ not in our
feelings. See Cudworth’s Elernal and Immuiable Morality, book ii.
chap. i for an excellent discussion of the individualistic morality of
Protagoras.

§ 2. cupBaiver . . . ph elvar Bouknrdr & Bodherar b piy Spbis
aipobpevos| This verbal difficulty (for Aristotle is really at one
with Plato against Protagoras and all who set up the subjective
standard of feeling) the writer of the M M. (ii. 11. 1208 b. 39)
evades by means of a verbal distinction—Bovkyrér pév yip 76 drhas
u’yaﬂév, Bovhgréor b 1o e'x:io‘f@ a’.yaﬁc;v.

§ 8. phy elvar ddoer Bouhnév] 7 e. they deny the existence of an
objective moral standard.

76 Bokolv . . . daiverar] Zell quotes passages which show that
these terms are properly distinguished: but here there does not
seem to be any distinction suggested—ZE, £, H, 2. 1235 b. 25
70 yap Spexrdy kal Bovdyrov § To dyabdy i 76 Pawdpevoy dyabdy. Bid kal
76 70U dpexrdr Qawdpevor ydp Ti- dyabéy' Tois pév yip Jokel, Tois Oé
Galveras kit piy ok ob yip év Talré Tis Yruyis 7 pavragia kai ) Sofa—
cf, de An. iii. 3. 428 a. 18 sqq.

§ 4. & omoudalos x.7.\.] There is an objective good, a ¢ice
BovAnrdy, or dyafdv, which dpery, man's true ¢dows, or perfection
discloses : cf. vi. 12. 6 Ny pév -y&p &pe‘rﬁr Tov Gromor woter opdde. What
is said here of the omoudaios, or perfect man, must be said of every
perfect organism. Its actions are adapted to its environment.
If we were to ask ¢ what is best for a butterfly?” the answer would
be—*to do as the nature and instincts of a butterfly dictate.” The
example introduced by dowep kal éni mdv copdror 2. 26 shows how far
it was from Aristotle’s thought to draw a sharp line between dpery
and other phases of life. His biological studies made it impossible
for him to do so.

§ 5. pérpor] For the pérpor &bpemos of Protagoras Aristotle
substitutes pérpor 6 omovdaios; cf. Z. V. ix. 4. 2, and x. 5. 10.

v f8oviv] 7.e. the pleasure of dmdhavos is their chief good.
They do not know that the performance of duty—ra kakd mpdrrew
-—is the chief good, and is attended by ‘ils own’ pleasure: cf.
E N i 8 §§ 11 and 12,

1118 a, 16.

a. 17.

a. 20.

a. 21

a. 29.

f. 33,

a. 34,
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CHAPTER V.,

ARGUMENT. =

The pariicular acts deliberately chosen a5 means to a wished for end being
voluntarily performed, and virtue manifesting itself in the performasce of such
acis. it followos that being virtuous is* in our fower'—and being vicious also :
Jory if to do this or that is right, and is dn owr power, thes st {o do i, being
wirong, will also be it our power ; and If not fo do it is right, and in our fower,
then fo do it, being wrong, will also be in our power. ITudeed, if we deny that
being good or bad is in our power, we must deny that man is the parent of his
acfions.  But this we cannot deny, for actions canmot be veferved to amy other
origin than (o the man who performs them. QOriginating in him they are in
kis power, or voluntary, If they orisinated elsewhere, what wonld be the use
of trying to influsnce line by vewerds and punishments ! If they were nol
voluniary, we should no more try fo persusde kim fo do them, thast we try o
forsuade @ man Io feel warn, or experience any other sensation over which he
has no power. O the other hand, where the eficiency of the man is olwiously
excluded, that is, in the case of actls forced wupon him, and of acts caused by
ienorance, we do not think of punishing kim—aunless, inderd, the ignorance be
cauesed by hrmself.  Thus the drunken man is ienorant of what ke does ; but he is
Rimself the cause of the ignorance ; and in some cittes is dowbly punished—=bork
Jor the ignorance, and for what ke does in it ! 50 also men are punished for what
they do in dgnorance of a plain law, becase the ignovance is due lo their own
carelessness.  [f it be wrged in extenuation—ihat © it is thety nature to be care-
less’—we auswer that it is a second wmature, which they hove acquived by
refealing acls whick if was in their power not to performr: that they knew
qusite well what the repetition of these acts was leading to ; and that consequentiy
their final stote—theiy carelessness oy ingustice generally—has been voluntarily
chosen by them : not voluntarily chosen, howszer, in the sense that they can,
if they wisk. lay it aside and becomte just, any wmove than a man can, if ke wish.
lay aside the bad health which has resulfed from a voluntarily chosen cowrse of
dissipation. [t originally rested with themsefves sol fo become unjust ; but they
kave made themselves so with thetr eyes open. Tn this semse they are * wolin-
tarily wnjust’® although it is now beyond the power of “wishing’ lo change their
Infustice into justice. And, lest it showld be though? strange that @ moral state
whickh we cannol alter if we wish, showld yet be described as © voluniary. and be
blamed, TE may be pointed owt that there is nothing cxcepidonal in this : what
we say of a moral stale is true of many bodily stales also @ #o one wonld blame a
man for nafural unsiohtliness ; but for unsichtliness produced by dissipation
or carclessness a man is blamed : blamed, becanse his unsightliness was *valusn-
tarily’ produced, althoush now beyond the power of * wishing’ to chawee. In
short, where blame les, the vice @s ‘in owr power.”  We cannot shelier ourselves
From this blame behind the prefext that the vice is now jfixed and no longer * in
ozer power’ ; 1t originally was © #n our power’ not {o contract it
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" But some one may say—- Perhaps it is not a‘rsm-r?zag‘ it owizinally was i our
Aower not éo contract it.  Perhaps the vicivus disposition which you hold a man
vesponsible for becaise ke himself, as you sap, has fived it with kis cyes open, was
fixed for kim from the beginning. A mon alhvays seeks what ke thinks good.
Bt is he master of his thoughts ! Dozs not his view of the Chicf End of Life
depend wpon khis disposition?  You say that ke kimself conivibutes to the mak-
ng of his disposition, in whick cose, of course, ke would be.dn a sense the case
of the vivw whichk ke takes of ihe Chief End, and be responsibie for the conduct
determined by that view—obut what of he himself kas nothing lo do with the
making of his disposition—if if is fixed by nature from the beginning?  Then
surely no blame affackes fo the man who dees evil.  He does evil becanse nature
s wot endowed kim wilh an eye for the true end of life.

To this we anstwer— You frove more than you wish.  You prove virtue fo be
as involuntary as vice. If wice is natural blindness, virtue is natural endow-
aeent.  The virtuous man, egually with the vicious man, is dominated in his
actions by @ conception of the end whick kas been fixed for him from the begin-
wing.  Bul if. in order fo make the good man a voluniary agent, you admit
either that he has something to do with the formation of kis conception of ihe
good end, or that, though dominated by an end fixed for him by matuve, e
nevertheless selects means voluniarily—swrely you ave bound to make the same
admissions in the case of the bad man? If the good man is a voluniory agent
50 és the bad man.  Both are efficient in the performance of acts, if not &1 the
Jermation of the conception of the end. Nay rather, we cannot vegard acts and
end as separate. By acts good or bad we contyibute to the making of character
good o7 bad ; end according as is the character so is the end.

If then the virtuwes ave * voluntary. the vices are also ‘ voluntary. It is not
{0 be supposed, howsver, that these habils are voluntary as actions are voluniary.
A woluniay action is one over which an agent, with full knowiedoe of all the
ctrcumsiances, has contyol from beginning to end. Bui avoluniary halbit is
ane ever the beginning only of whick the agent had control—which has imper-
cepribly, fike bodily weakness, taken kold of him and become at last independent
of kis control. It is called voluntary becawese the acls which produced it were i
his power to perfora or not.

§ 1. mepi taiira| Apparently 7a mpos 1o réhos: see iii. 3. 15, af 1118 b. 4.

mpaers dAAwv éveka,

§ 2. & Apiv 80 xai 4 dper) ktA] The Paraphrast exhibits the b. 6.

connexion between this clanse (introduced by &) and the previous
clause thus—ép’ juiv &pa éoriv § dpers) xat 7 raxia® al yip mpdfas 6
&y éBifoper éavrols els Ty dperiy mpowperal kal é° fpiv dolv. The
writer of the M. M. (i. 9. 1187 2. 7) makes *Socrates’ deny the
doctrine of this section—Zerpdrys ¥y, olk éd’ fpiv yerdobar 5 amov-
Baiovs elvas i pathovs. €l yhp wis, ‘Proly, poriresy Gvrwacdy mérepoy
iv Bovhowro dikates evar i} ddicos, odfels &y Novro riy ddiklar. Spolws & én’
dvlpelas xai Sedkias kai rév dMNwv dperdw det doatros. djhov & bs e Puidol

T
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Tes eloly, odi by ékdvres einoay pathor Sure Sihov ore ovdé omovlaion—
6 &) rowdros Adyos ofk €orw ahnbys. w7l yap 6 vopoBérns oik €4 Ta
daida mpdrrew, Ti 8¢ kakk kal omouain kehelel; kal émi pév Tois Qatlots
nplay Tdrrer, &y mpirTy, énl 8¢ Tois kalois, &v p mparTy ; Kaitos dromos
v ely Tatra vopoberav, & pi &P’ fuiv eort mpdrTew. axN ds fouker, éf
fuiv 76 omovdalors clvar kai 76 Pavhors, The writer of the M., of
course, misunderstands the true position of ¢ Socrates” When
¢ Socrates’ says that vice is involuntary (e.g. Profeg. 345 D, E,
also Gorg. sog E), he means only that it is 7apa pow: as for the
doctrine Meno 100 B ela polpa fpiv Gaiverar mapayryvopery dperi) ois
wapayiyverar, where the reference is to the political genius of 2
Themistocles or Pericles—it is evidently not touched by such
arguments as those here brought forward by the writer of the M3
¢Socrates’ was not the man to underrate the influence of the
ropoférys,

& ofs yap & fpiv k7] Grant refers to Mes ©. 2 where ai per
Adyov dwapes are said to be rév évavriow. CI. Met, . 5 where
pekus or mpoalpears is said to be 1o «ipiov, and to determine which of
the two possible évarria shall be selected.

§ 8. Tooro ¥ v 7O dyobols xai kakois etvar] © And this (Z.e. a
xa\ mpdrrew kal T aloypd) is, according to our view, being good
and bad #v refers back (as e g. in iil. 8. 14), not perhaps, as
Grant thinks, “to the preceding section,” but more generally to
the doctrine already established that the deliberate choice of ra rald
or & aloypd indicates a good or bad character: cf. il 4. 2. At
any rate Trendelenburg, in his paper on 76 fv elvar (Rheinisches
Museum, 1828, vol. il. pp. 457 5qq.), referred to by Grant, is right in
telling us that dyafois here is simply by attraction to v, and that
the formula b dyafé v = * the essential idea of goodness,” or ‘ of
a good man,’ is not in the writer’s mind. He seems to be thinking
of the way in which a man’s deliberate actions indicate his character
to the ordinary observer; not of the scientific formula (rd i f»
eva) of Virtue or Vice. For the use of the dat. with eivar to
express the essential notion see D¢ Anmima ii. 1. 412 b. 12 Av pév
yiip &r Tb mekérer evar 1) oloia avroi—dAmn. Post. ii. 4. 91 b. 4 kai yap
0 (@ elvar rarnyopelrai kurd TOU dvbpoore cva.—FPhys. iil. 5. 204 a.
23 70 yap dmelpe elvat kal dmepoy TO adrd, eimep obgia TO dmetpov kal p7)
«ad’ Smoxeypévov—Met, Z. 6. 1031 b. 11 dvdyxn dpa & elvas 10 aynbov
kat dyabp elvas kai kahdy kal koA eivai, éoa pi ket do Aéyerat, aAMG
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kel abrh kal mpera—i.e. the words dmepov, dyafdy, raldév mark 1118 b.13.

notions, not concrete things. That 7o dyabois elvar in the present
passage (£. V. {il. 5. 3) cannot mean ‘ the essential notion” of the
virtuous man becomes very plain if we turn to ii. 6. 17, where the
essential notion of dper is distinguished from its excellence—«ara
pév miw obalar kal Tde Nyor tév w5 7i v civar Néyovra peadrns éoriv 7
{i,ue'rﬁ, kara 6 T0 a”pw“rov Kal 0 €0 JK()L‘}T)}Q.——T& Ex'p(o‘rop kal TO €0 ANSWeErs
to the ra xahd mpdrrew of the present passage.

§ 4. oddels éxdv mornpds 08 dxwy pakdpios| pardpuos scems to be
the reading of all MSS,, and is accordingl}; restored by Bywater.
Bekker and Susemihl adopt pdxap, the suggestion of Victorius.
Bergk (Poet. Lyr. p. 1076, referred to by Ramsauer) thinks that
this line may be by Solon. The Schol. (quoted by Zell and
Michelet) says—mapoipia toiire §j kai 'Emixappos 6 Svpardoios xéxpnrat
&v ois Gnoly @& piy éyd ‘wayraios Taita wdrra moréw, olopm 8¢ bs
obels &xdw mornpds, o8 drav Eyev. év ‘Hpaihel 3¢ Tabra 7¢ wapatpipe.
The line is quoted in the spurious dialogue mepi Swalov (Plato Dral.
D. 374 a.) referred to by Zell, Coraes, and Grant. There can be
no doubt that the writer of the line used woupds in the sense of
“wretched,” to contrast with pdeap meaning “ happy. But Aristotle
here, and the writer of the dialogue mepl dukaiov, quote the line in
order to give the word its other sense of ¢wicked,” although that
other sense is obviously not intended by the poet. The liberty
which they thus take with the poet's meaning is not so great
however as it seems. A Greek would not distinguish the two
senses of mouppée so sharply as we do when we are compelled
to translate the word by fwicked’ in one context, and by ‘wretched’
in another.

b.

14.

§ 5. Tols ye viv elpypévors] Above, il. 3. 15—Fowe &5 ... d- b 1T,

Bpamos eivar apyip Tav mpafewv.  As for the parallel domep kal Tékver,
it has not, Ramsauer notes, been mentioned before in the Z. V. ;
but in £. E. ii. 6. 1222 b, 15 we have—elol &) maoa pév ai olola
rkatd hbow Tivés dpyat, 8i6 kai ékdory mohAa Stvara TowaiTa yewar, ofou
dvbpomas dvbpemovs . . . mpos G Tovrois & Y Ewbpwmos kal mphfewy Twdv
foTw dpyt) povor Tav {wov, =

§ 6. el 8¢ Talra] 7.¢ Th dpnuéa,

Tapd Tas v diply, Gv kal al dpyal & fpiv] Bekker reads é4’ in b. 20.

place of the first én. The text as given above is that restored by
o

b. 19.



1113 b. 20.

b. 24.

b. 31.

1114 a. 4.

a. 11.
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Rassow (Forsch. p. 56) who quotes in support of & in both places
the account of ré drotaior as of 7 doys) éfwfer 11102 T, and 1110 b. 2
where 70 deotowor is said to oceur émdr’ dv ) alria év Tols exvos i
in contrast to 74 ékoiowor which is that of 5 dpyn e ¢ mparrorry,
r1ro b. 4. He also quotes 1110 a. 16 7 dpxn Tov kwelv & dpyavika
pepn €v Tals rowalrats mpdécow év abr@ éoriv v & & abrd 1§ dpxd, én’
alrd ral T mpdrrew kal py: also IITI a. 23, 1112 b. 28, 1113 b. 32;
1135 b. 19, 1140 2. 13. ’En’ or ép’ and év are often confused by
scribes, and MS. authority does not help us much in coming to
a decision; but here there seem to be good internal grounds for
preferring év in both places. As for the inference that where the
dpyai are év juiv the acts are &b’ dpiv, it is not, as thus stated,
conclusive. The movements of the heart and lungs proceed from
apyat ev juiv, but are not therefore ég’ juiv. There are plainly two
kinds of dpyai év fuiv. What is-the special nature of those dpyat év
juiv which produce movements that are ép° fuin?

§ 7. 7 8 dyvorar fis phy adrol airior] This is a full statement of;
what is implied in the 8’ &powr of iii. 1. 14. Grant has some
excellent remarks on the value of the argument of this section.
¢ This fact [of rewards and punishments] is not sufficient to dis-
prove a metaphysical system which would represent legislature,
judge, criminal, and the whole world, as forced to do what thev do
by an irresistible succession of cause and effect. DBut ethically and
politically it is sufficient to justify a practical assumption of freedom.
And in any system it must at all events be taken account of.’

§ 8. 8uwh& T& émrfma] The reference is, as the editors point

out, to the law of Pittacus, see Pol. ii. 12. 1274 b. 19, and Rhef. ii,
25. 140z b. 9.

§ 10. towidrous] Kb Nb and NC have rowofror. Ramsaner
conjectures rowdror, and in the next line &wor and dkdAacror,

§18.] Rassow (Fursch. p. 28) would transpose the sentences
& & ... dkdhaoror, and e 8¢ py ... v elyp. That which he puts
first brings the foregoing remarks to an end; while that which he
puts second introduces a new point—the Platonic 76 rér ddwotrra
1 Botheobar dfkov elvar {see Gorg, 509 E bpohoyjoaper pndéva Bov-
Adpevor dadicelv GAN' dxovras rovs abikolvras wavras abicelv, cf, Profag.
345 D, E). T think that the run of the passage is much improved
by the transposition.
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.' § 14. od p v ye kr.\.] < No man wishes to be unjust” would 1114 a. 13.

be true if wish (BovAyois) were only of 76 dyaféy, as distinguished
from r6 pawéperoy dyabiv. But the dduwdv voluntarily with his eyes
open performs the acts é& &v &orac &ios, and he is responsible for
the habit of dduia which is formed. He must be treated practically
as if he wished to form it. It is irrelevant, then, to urge ‘no man
wishes to be unjust’ as an excuse of injustice. ‘Not wishing,
in the sense of ‘not making injustice his ideal, has evidently
nothing to do with the matter. He did not ‘wish’ in this sense
to be unjust, and yet he became unjust by his own voluntary acts;
and, being unjust, he may wish to be just, but that will not make
him just.

kal €l obrws &ruxev] kairor is Rassow’s certain conjecture (as it
seems to me) for «ai, see Forsch. p. 28.

wpoepévy| se. miy dyleaw, Par.

Bakéiv] Kb, Lb, Mb, Ob, T, Ald., Cambr., have BaAeiv: but
AaBeiv is the reading of CCC, NC, BY, B2 Syllables written back-
wards are not very uncommon in MSS. DBywater brackets xai
pijras, reading Bakew. If Baheiv accidentally became AaBew, the
words xai gipar would be naturally added; or perhaps pifar was
originally a marginal gloss on Bahew, and crept into the text, and
suggested the change (not however universally made) of Bakeiv into
Aafeiv. Susemihl reads AaBeir xai pijrac,

2. 15.

a. 17.

a. 18.

§15.] We are held responsible for states of body sometimes ; a. 21.

& fortiors for states of mind, even though it may be beyond the
power of * wishing ' to change them.

§17.] This involved section, into which the movement of a a.31.

whole Dialogue seems to be compressed, consists of two sentences,
in the first of which—ei 8¢ 7es TTT48, 31 .. .. elgpvia 1114 b, 12—the
protasis states the position of Aristotle’s opponent, and the apo-
dosis, beginning oifeis 1114 b. 3, develops the consequences of
that position in such a way as to lead up to the second sentence—
1114 b, 12 & &) 1adr éoriv Ay, 7 pa\how § dperyy Ths Kaxias dora
Exotosoy ;—in which Aristotle refutes his opponent by showing him
that he ‘proves too much” The clause 1114 b. 1  pév olv. ..
b. 3 abrés alrewos is best regarded as a parenthesis stating Aristotle’s
own view, thrown in at the beginning of the  Dialogue,’ by the side



1114 a, 81.

a.32.
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of the opponent’s view, to make the issue between the two dis-
putants clearer.

tis 8¢ pavracias] Pavrasin is described in de A, iii. 5. 428 b.
10 a8 a wivgoes started by alofjowe, and resembling it; parrdepara

are images derived from sense—ideas, Vorstellungen, ‘reliques of

motions made in the sense’—to quote an expression of Hobbes
(Lep. iii), whose account of Jmagination (Lev. i and iii) resembles
Aristotle’s account of ¢pavracie very closely. See &b An. iii. 3,
where, after having shown that ¢avrasia is not alo@yoes, émorfun,
voe, or 8ofa, Aristotle says (428 b. g) oii’ dpa & r rolrer éotiv oiir’
ék rotTwy 3 Qavracia. GAN émed) éore kumBévros Toudl kweigba Erepov
umo Tovtov, 1) 06 Qavracia kivnois Tis dokel evar rai ok Gvev alo@hoews
ylyrecBar AN alofuvopévers kal &v diclnois éorw, Eome 8¢ yiveclu
kimow b s évepyeias e aloboews, kal TaiTyy dpoiay dvdyky elva T
alobioe, ey dv abm 1§ kivnots ofire dvev aloBfoens édexoudin otire i
aiofavopévors Tndpyey, kai woA\a kar’ abriy xat wotely kal wdoyew 6 Exov,
kai elvar wai @y xat Yedy.  Cf also 429 a. 1 4 Qavracia v €y
Kimots Tme s alofioeas Tis kar évépyeav yryvopéry.  émel 8 & dns
pddora atobnois éory, kal 70 dvopa dmd Tob hdous ethngey, iri drvev pards
otk Eoriy ideiv, kal dut T8 Eupévew kal Spolus eivar Tals alo@ioect, molhd
kat’ atras mpdrrer va (Ga, 7 pév Sid T py Exew voly, oiw 7& Bnpla,
7a 8¢ Bt 75 émkalimresbar Tov voly éviore wdfer §) vioows § vrrve, olor of
dvfpwmor,  Pavracia is thus a motion caused by sensation, distinet
from sensation, but resembling it. As such, it mediates between
sensation and thought—de Mem. 1. 449 b. 31 vociv olk Eorv dvev
Qarrdirparos—and gives appetite objects, see de An. ii. 10. 433 b.
29 5 Opekrixdy 16 (Gow Tavry éaurol kwnTkdy' épexrikdv B2 adk dvew
avracias Gavrasia 8¢ naca § Aoyworky i) alofyrucy” vadrnse pév ofw kal
T dMha (Gn peréyer.  Alobyruey davracia converts the sensation of an
object into an idea of it which attracts or repels: loyoruy (called
Bovhevricy in de An. iii. 11, 434 . 7) ¢avracia enables the calcula-
tive facully to marshal reasons which will appeal to #pefis.
Hobbes® ¢ Trayn of Imaginations” (Zew. iii)—the crime, the officer,
the prison, the judge, and the gallows—is an excellent example of
what Reyiorua) garrecia does. The close connexion which thus
subsists between gavracie and pefis enables us to appreciate the
force of the former term in the present section. It is used here
simply for ‘ the idea that this or that is good.” Hence it is almost
equivalent to ¢ a desire or wish for this or that.’
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€l pevolr . . . : .
tically stated in conditional form involves a difficulty. A man is
tis 2ebss wos airwos because he has voluntarily performed the acts
which have resulted in the &s: but each of these acts implies
davraric—aopektikoy 8¢ olk dvev pavracios : w'n:?t if t;Javrfwfa fs ob
xiptoi éopev dominates the whole process by which a &is is formed ?
Aristotle cannot be said to face this difficulty. It is enough for
his present purpose to refute his opponent by making him prove
more than he wishes, vzz. that we cannot take credit to ourselves

for our zerfxes. Broader ground, however, might have been taken.

It might have been argued that the ¢iouws, or natural bent which
determines the réhos, is after all tke man's own Plos—Als own
characier—in short himself—the concrete man, made up of ele-
ments -inherited from ancestors, and of elements taken on in the
lifetime of the individual; and that consequently to say that the
end is fixed ¢ioe is to say that the man himself fixes it, not that
it is fixed for him, in spite of himself, by an external power. The
bioloeical antecedents of the individual are not external to him.
Theyu are summed up 2z him. Aristotle’s opponent in.the prese’nt
passage, like many disputants in our. own day, commits the mis-
take of externalising biological antecedents. He does not see that
an inherited character is sill #4e man’s ozon character.

€l 8¢ p, odfels] e 3¢ pnlels is the readingrof Mb, Lb, Nb, T,
Ald, B, B%, NC, CCC, adopied by Rassow (LForsch. 121) and
Susemihl. KP, Ob, Camb., read e &¢ wh, otBels, adopted by Bekker,
Ramsauer, and Bywater. If e 8¢ pndels be adopted, the whole
section is one sentence, in which the protasis makes three starts :
(1) € 8¢ Tis Néyou, (2) el 8¢ pndeis, and (3) € &) 7ads’ éoriv d\yfy—the
apodosis beginning at =i pa\lor b. 12.

dMA& Bt dyvorar Tol Téhous TalTa mpdrre] Ramsauer notes that b. 4,

this view resembles Aristotle’s dyvoel pév ol 6 poxfnpos G Oet mpdrrew
kal G dpexréov, kal But T TowmbTyY dpapriay &dwor kal Ghos Kakol
yiworas E. N, iii. 1. 14. Arisiotle differs from hi::e present. op-
ponent in regarding the poyfnpds as airios s dypolas, N reCOZNISING
in the ¢tows which causes the dyvow the man’s own character.

1 8¢ 1ol Téhous Zpects| = 10 8¢ Téhos ofi éilera.

edpuhis] That ebpvia is highly prized by Aristotle is shown by ®. 8.

b.

aiTds aitios| Aristotle’s own view here parenthe- 1114 b. L.

b. 3.

5.
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The Platonic tone and phraseology of the following passage 1114 b. 9.
(M. M. ii. 8. 1207 a. 35) is remarkable :—£omw oty § ebruyla dlo-

yos Giowst & yap ebTuys eomy G dvev Néyou Exaw dppiy mpos rayaldd, xai

rotrov émrvyydyey, Toiro § éori Ploeos’ & yap T Yuxq reoTw i) Ploe

TowodTor G Sppépcy dhdyws wds & v € Eywper.  kal el Tis épumrTjoreie TOV

ofiros Eyovra, 8 Ti Tolto dpéowker Tor olT@ mpdrTEw; abx oida, Pnaly,

AN @péorer por, Suowoy mdayer Tols vblovaud{ovew kai yap -oi évfovord-
Corres dveu Adyou dpuip Eyovor mpos 7O mparrew 7. Cf. Plato, Meno,

\ - 7. b
99 D «al rovs moherixods oty friaTa rolrey Qaipey v felovs Te elval kal

1114 b, 8, i ) dpern L. vl
the_place which ¢uowg dpersy (E. V. vi. 13. 1) and edyévera (see note
on i. 8. 16) oceupy in his system,

b9 T iTov € ' i

= Ye-lp -waamv - + - Tovoroy €e.] There is a Platonic ring about

i e gcu s, and the doctrine reminds one of that maintained at

e : e S
cannl;t ::)i r;lhe ﬂ)fma—thal. apern 18 a divine gift, which its possessor ’
mmunicate to others, We can imaci isi
iers, an mmagine a Platonisin

0}pp2nent encouraged by Aristotle to enlarge on § reheia xal ﬂ)}ﬂwg

(35 r hi

; ﬁum,\anﬂd so lay himself open to the awkward question—r: paAkoy

peT Tis kaxias Errar ékoloroy
)
Rassow (Forsch Svbovoidlew, éntmvous Svras kul karexopévovs €k TOD Beot, Grav karopbaa
. p- 121) finds i ! ‘ o ’ ;

TO yap péyioror b1 ) e the construction of the sentence Aéyovres maMMa kel peyéla mpiypare, by elddres by Méyovor.

o <« @vely ecdu irregular : the words 6 yip péyioror ,

.. é ; Ui i
o e{) have no suitable predicate, the predicate rekela xal ahybu |
U =% la iy, o
‘@ beng a superlative which answers rather to the clause xat o I

§ 18. 7a 8¢ hovwd] & mpods 7O Téhos. b. 15.

§19.] At the end of § 17 the opponent had to admit that if the b, 16.

el . . . medhukivar, : oy

read aﬁ-ef T, thge_attt(;:;rdgﬁg st:aﬂz]jws;}?;::t:lﬁv.& av ety were I rédos being oy makes vice involuntary, it also makes viriue

einem andern nicht empfangen und ler;en kam; “:‘; ;lan von u}v?lur?te:ry: ’Btft he wishes to believe 'that virtue is vc.lun.tary

man 8o besitzen wird, wie es von Natur gewordén i; SR (5 dpery érodoudy éorw 1114 b. 19); accordingly ‘he mt?st adm;teezﬁ’zer
, (ist die that the end is not fixed ¢ooe (cire 87 76 Téhos py Puoer éxdoro

Gatveraw d\AE Tt kal map’ alrdy dorw—il is partly due to himself) or
that the end is indeed guewdr, but the means are voluntarily chosen
by the good man (efre 70 pév réhos uotkdy, @ 8¢ T@ Nowrd mpdrrey
Exovaiws Tov omoubalov . . ) But either admission, made in the
interest of the voluntariness of virtue, entails the voluntariness of

st:'&i)vfa), und ist es gut und schon von Natur geworden, so ist e
fl-ie \:ollkqmmene und wahre edpuia” I cannot help thir’lkingfsthai:
Ihf ﬁls _a ]11ttlf: too subtle. The superlatives péyiorror kal kdNirrow in
1¢ frst clause of the sentence surely deserve the superlative

ciiICite as muc?.l s b €l kal 76 kakds rovro medurdrau. But is -R%E(;e‘;
th ;:thl: m}\alfmg TO yip .u.e'y:.rn:or - .. e a subject with edguia
; r zehale 00 not) as predicate? Is it not better to make 7o
.u‘eyuf"rav sl «dhhioror the object of ée and to regard the Clau;-z
;:\ 3;;;(}) .i;] .:Sf:_ as tzipla\m:,tﬁry of edpviis 1. 8, 76 péyiorov kai xiAhiorop
} ping e- and «at ¢ . . . &pu developing -vis? We should
then Iranslat.e—‘ for he will have that which is greatest and fairest
anc! that which one cannot receive or learn from another, l:uuil;I ;2;
Eﬂ?rﬁ? ‘frEam nat}lre.’ Then follows the clause kai 6 .’. . ebbuia
. butmadsc;:;getrondde; l‘Zuse‘ttizl :}L]lm Subject (Rassow, Forsch,
ras) slinguis 1 ey in kal
:P;r;é;mi fréj?l the lower kir?d of sﬁ;ui‘:cn:ilic;:tm;aans ;;A?;o'::i‘
ural ability * possesses. The rehela xai andury ebdula of thi
F;s:;g; mIay F:;eo cgn;pared, as 1.1anrjsaucr notes, with thf) Beia eﬁrvx:j
e b4. .}4Of E}13),_‘1;:')1' ;vqbum opé€eas kal émibupias (£. E H.
n ‘fm;ns('jg Lot 1? / . £, and M. M. The writers of these
Rl e doctrine of tj)vc.:m’,! dperj) in Aristotle ; but they
inly developed it in a way which suggests Platonic influence.

vice.

§ 20. Somep héyerar] 7.e. it is maintained by our opponent that b. 23,
@arfue is voluntary.

§§ 21, 22.] The order accepted by Bekker from the MSS. viz. b. 26.
(1) kowq . . . wpooTaky, (2) oty Gpolws . . . éxototor ought to be reversed :
sce Rassow, Forsch. p. 28. Spengel (Arast. Stud. pp. 205-6)
inclines to the view that the section oty éuoiws . . . éxovaioe IS & 7ar=
ginale, and not, as Scaliger supposed, a part of the original text
detached from its immediate antecedent § 20 by the intrusion of
the words kawj . . . mposraéy. He thinks that the words ofy dpoiws ...
éxovoios are out of place after § 2o, which merely proves that dpern
and kakia are equally voluntary. But are they out of place as
referring back to the remark made at the end of § 14°

§ 21. mpakTikal (xoi) xaf® afrds| 7 e not rolrew mpaxrikal kara b. 28,
cupBePnkés s e g. the & of temperance produces temperate acts,
because it is its own nature to do so, not because they happen to
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1114 b, 28. conduce to health or respectability. Susemihl and Bywater insert

«al before xaf’, with T, Asp., Ob, CCC, NC, Cambr. Of course
MSS, do not help us to a decision. I do not like the ki,

1115a. 8. § 22, xpﬁo‘ao'am.] ‘to act’: cf. the use of ypiow = &épyea E. .

{5 1219 Q. I4.

a. 5. §23. méoar] See Grant's excellent notes here and on ii. ML
Aristotle can hardly have regarded his list of virtues as theoretically
exhaustive. He only means that it is not limited to the four
¢ cardinal virtues’ cogla, dvbpela, cwfpoatin, &Immo'ﬂvq, but involves
a more minute analysis of the conditions of human life than that
enumeration presupposes. We may suspect that, having written

Tives civi xai wepl mola kal wds, he naturally went on to write xat
ToGOL, '

CHAPTER VI.

ARGUMENT.

Here ends our geneval description of moral vivtue, Let us mow Proceed fo
deseribe i detail the variows forms of moral virtue—the virtues e dhe Plural ;
thetr nunther our list, when finished, will show.

Courage. J¢ is @ medioerity in relation to the feelings of fear and confidence.
Now, we fear evils—Io use the most general expression. Hence fear is defined
as the expectation of ewil. But although we fear all evels—disgrace, poverty,
disease, frisndlessness, death, it is not with all of them that courage fRas 1o do; for
there are some evils whick a man ought & fear.  Thus if a man doss ot Jear
disgrace ke &5 shomsless, nol courapeous, although the latler epithiet s sometines
wrangly applied fo him, because ke resembles the courageous masn in *not Sfear-
g’ On the other hand, poverly and discase perhaps aught not to be feared:
they da not come by one's own fault ; but yel, betng without fear of them does
Ot Consialiele a MG LOWYRZEDNS, OXCEPE IR @ mictaphorical sense. A man Hiay

< be @ coward in war, and yet look the loss of his fortune boldly in the Jace, Or
agaive, fie may fear the outrage of wife and children or the Jealousy of Heaven,
and yet be no coward ; may look forward to a_flogering with a stout keart, and
et not be conrageows. What then s the object of fear with which conrage is
concermed 2 Surely that whick ts the object of the greatest Jear—for the coura-
Seous man s the man fo face if—death, which puts an end to life.  But not
death, as such, however coming—=rhus, not death by shipawreck or disease—but
death coming gloviously in battle. He is COurageous, in the strict sense, who s
without dread of a glorious death, and of the visks which bring it fo close

BOOK III: CHAP. 6: § 1, 2. 283

quarters with kim in sudden omslaught—and _m.c& above all are the rm&; .a:f
war: ot that the courageous man is not also without dread of deae.‘a_k &y 5. it
wieck ov disease ; bul the prospect of such a death does ot call for.t}z fis _z}ef‘as!mf-
excellence, for ke rewolts against it, as miscrable and inglorious, often, i his

o 7 e iF af ined ;! i1 g ; nor ¢ take 1P arms
Inexperience, regarding it o5 inevitable. when ot is niok | nor calt A 15

and defend kimself against it. It is only where a man can lake up ars and
defend himselfs or where death is glovious, that ke can * show courage.

§ 1. mepl avdpelas] See Grant's excellent notes on §§ 1-8 of this 1115 a. 6.

chapter, in which he refers to the Profagoras ( 34957, 359-61),
and to the Zackes to show that ¢ Aristotle’s admirable account of
courage is to some extent indebted to the observamon% of Plato:
while in some points it is a protest against the Plawl.uc theory.
Aristotle’s relation to the Platonic theory may be bricfly stated
thus— Aristotle is at one with Plato in recognising the moral
elevation of the virtue, but he limits its sphere to war, whereas
Plato extends it so as to include all dangers—even those of
temptation.

§§ 1, 2. wept $6Bous .. . wpoodokiar kaxel]| Grant ”quottes Protirg.
358 D mpoodokiar Tivd Aéye kakod TulTo, €ire q}éﬁzv m;e 8f09 m?\fwe,
and ZLaches, 198 B fyoiucba & npeis Bewwit pew su:ar. a Bt:og WC:pE‘Xﬂ,;‘
Bapparéa 8¢ & py 8dos mapéyer Béos B¢ mapéxer ob Td 'yey?uvom, obide "ra
mapévra TéV kakdv, dMAG T& mpocdokapevas Ocos yap su:ur. wpoadokiay
péMhovros kakod. But, it is argued by Socrates,—.&ﬁpm cat"mot be
an émorhun, for science has nothing to do with time. {kgncull:ure,
or stralegy, pia odoa éfopd kel yyvépera kal ';,re'yo’rd'ra mr; s
(198 E) . . . xkal 6 vipos olro rdrrer iy Tow pésrey =0b oTparyyss
dpxeww @Aha tor oTparnydr TOU pdrTEwS. If couragel Is a science, it
cannot be confined to the future (Sewdy «al fappadéor) but must be
concerned with good and evil universally—# mept mdvror dyabov 7e
xal kax@y xal mdvras éydvrov (199 C).  Then, asks Socr.ates, can he
be wanting in the highest virtue, who knows all ‘tha'.t is gopdl and
all that is evil; and can he fail in temperance or justice or holmes.s,
who alone can guard against evil and compass good, whether in
the service of the gods or in the society of men? oix &{m, f:on::ludes
Socrates (199 E), pdpiov dperijs dv eln 76 viv ?\e’yoﬁmfvov A\l olpmaoa
éperf.  What we call “moral courage’ Is, in fact, madf: the
foundation of all virtue. Such is the suggestion put fonvard. in the
Laches. Ttis particularly to be noted that it is only a suggestion. In
§ 3 Aristotle protests against this wide and vague use of the term
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1115 a. 6. ardpel sted i i :
?I:.pews‘ sugg\s:btcd in th'e Lackhes. The term is properly used, he ! Aéyerar] The subject is é dvaloyv
1I}ks, only in connexion with the dangers of war (§ 10), and i et o
xu&x dpobryra (§ 4) in connexion with all other evils.
a.7. W bavepdv yeyévnrai] This is the reading K¥, Ob, Cambr,,

§ 4. 0% 8hws 30a pi amd koxios pndé 8 abrév] In limiting the a.17.
R B 1 _ sphere of dvdpeia 10 War, without narrowing .the application of the
: cepted by SuSLll'll}ﬂ and Bywater, instead of the kal mpirepor . term ¢oBeicfar (as it is narrowed by Eudemus), Aristotle shows that
;j,;,m‘ = ‘othe‘r MS{?‘ (some of which, e.g. CCC, B, B?, however he fully recognises the virtue which we call “maral courage’—the
d_‘f-’“”fﬁ” yap ysj,fs_tf?rm) accepted by Bekker. I prefer Bekker's cipmaca dperhy Of Lackes 199 E, which Plato (adopting the Socratic
HATLE Cf; below iil. 10. T Brc piv ofv pecdms éort mepi Hdovas 7 doctrine of éyxpdreia) very rightly regards as the foundation of
coppooivy elpyrar fpiv. Whatever may be thought of the genuine- mokepwcy dpery and all the other virtues.

Ia'less Olf,thefﬁra}fpd(f)ﬁ ‘in ii. 7, there can be no doubt that there wasa - 8 Does b i el ¢ Floaven), & 23
k;:gﬁn;p;;reo some kind there to which Aristotle is entitled to refer r§th5 3 ‘b.ovm;.]b' ‘OES eSrT; o juhe ?n¥h0 a.::a {g?; 5 E -z'a'fn), ol
5 or the pain of being oneselt envious: e writer of the &, £ 1. T.
1229 a. 37 adopts the latter alternative—gdBos & ot Zora, viov €

2.10. § 3. doPolpela pev oy wd ;
. v o T ! ; A , . & “
= pév oy wdvTa T4 Kakd, olov 4Boftav] Eudemus Tis TPOOPOTO OTL MNUTNTETAL Nomnp v of Gpbovolvres \umabvTat,

&f E i?i. i 1229 a. 33) limits the application of the term $d3os.
. e dlstlnsu:shes $éBos, properly so called (fear of death), from
read of disgrace, &cC. 6hws pév oly PoPeptt Neéyerar 7a mouried $dBov,

§ 6. doPepdraTor . . . kaxdv eivar| Here Sokel does not necessarily a. 26.
express Aristotle’s own view, any more than it does in i. 1o. 3 doxet
yép elvdl Tt 7§ TebvedTL cal kakdy kab yabév. BN i 10.-8§ 3-5, and

i L SN o
rmc‘mm & éoriv Sca Palverar wommike Mimns Gbapricis’ Tois yip @AY
= % ’ . ’ 73 3 3 K .
798 mpoodexopévors Momqy érédpa pév dv mis lows Nimn yévoro kel wddos k E. N.i. 11, should be read in connexion with the present remark.
£T¢, ? otk & ® i
pov, ¢dBos & odk Eorar, olov €l Tis mpoopgro 61 Nunfrerar My iy ol ’ . 2 5
GBovodrres Numotvrar, i rouabrny ofar of {yhobvres # of aloyuws L § 7. év Bohdrry A véoois] Grant quotes Lackes, 191 D, E, for a. 28
) b v o p nv olav of {photvres 7 of aloxvydpevor.  dAN the extended use of the term dvdpeia, to which objection is made
aus Tais Towatras awepévars ereafar Mrats gdSo { o 4 E 4
’ § YeveTaL, 0TW 7] . . . 4 , , 3
Proes draperics Tov (] S i : here and in the following sections—Bovhdpevos yip Tov subéafar py
S BUBLIET o] FON Giv.  Thus ¢é8os is not the proper name for the - ; . AR e e SR
anticipation of the pain of envy or shame ; it is applied only to th pbvov ToUs €7 TO smhirtkd dvdpelovs, alAa Kkai TOUS € T irmikd kal év Evp-
; ied only to the - SHL e S e
anticipation of such pains ) . ; i TFaVTL T TONELKED eiber, xal pij pdvor TOUS £V TQ TONEpLED aAhG Kal Tous €r
: as are destructive of life—28cov 5 v ‘ ¥ : ; o
a Y T ¢ 1 Guos - ten ; . 4 - » S i
dvarperwey Tod Cv.  This refinement i i Tots wpds Ty GdharTay cardivots dubpelove BuTas, KUl 00OL Y& TPOS voToUs
e s  Tefine ent in the use of the term ¢dBos was : xai foon wphs mevlas §j kal mpls & woherikd dudpeiol eloe, kal €Tt av ]
ess suggested primarily to Eudemus by Aristotle’s limitation ! ; e 1 ; v : ; i
of the sphere of drdpeia to war; but a passage in JAe/ S 3 pévoy oos wpos dmas avBpeint elow fi éBous, dAAa kal mpos émbupias 7
- Sodg viach, 1. 5. I302 3. £ . \ ; S a3 . EP . -
21 may also have e e . Rlovis Oewol ixeofat, kat pévoyres i GragTpe apTes—€iol ydp oV TIVES
iy Y ; : had its influence—&vre &) ¢dBos Aimn 7is §j Tapaxn " ot ;:,a? 'm,m;' ‘P vdoeiin ek iy ;
¢ ﬁu:‘T“CF m*‘?PE)«Ruvros Kakod (hapriced § Aummped: of yip mivra T Kakd 4 ‘ O
oSotvrat, ooy e Eorat &b S el 5 : ; " ” ) :
o x;}. Ve i BP“FW: a\\’ oa Mimas peydhas §j phopas § 8. kaM\ore] Cf. Thuc. 1. 42. 5 wal 8 \ayiorov kaipod TUXTS @. B1.
€ay T AAA Y ’ « - - - - -~ 3 ‘
o m; S | ol Toiap 2 = & giveyyus patvyrar GoTe peAhew. Ta dpa drpf TS ShEns pakhov 7j Tob Séovs dammAhaynoar.
p moppw oPodpa ob poBotvrar lraos yap wdvres St daoBaroiirce, DX -
§ 10. oméyuta] aipmbdios emepydpcra Pa:raph.——the gense given fo a. 34.

o A
ot otk s, ode 1 v
otk éyyls, olbéy pporrilovew. € 8 6 Pdfos Tolr éoriv, avdykn Td
Totai 4 elvar G
’ ra gofepa elvar doa Qaiverar Sbvapw Exer peyalgw Tob Dleipew 7
e
Bhdrrery BAdBas els Mgy peydhny ourrewoioas i

the word here by Leddzll and Scott; cf. iil. 8. 15 B kal avdpeio-
répov Boxel elvar 76 v Tois aividiows pdBos depoBoy kal ardpaxoy etvat 7 €v

- * T 5 -~ > 3 7 13 ~
Tois wpobnhoLs®  &mo tews yap pakhoy 7y, OTL TTOV €K mapagkevns’ Td

a.12. o yip kai Bel ¢pofelablor ek 5 _ ; ‘
avoided the word ¢oBeicfa here ; . K?.l- é Eudemu-g, WOH]C! have mpopavi) pEv yap i &k Noytopol Kal AGyov Tis mpoéhmiro, T& & eaiprms
usage of Rt ii. 5: eﬁkaﬁe’im, “?" 1‘= 1F flmte consistent with the iR xars iy eban - The word dmdyueos means Literally ¢nigh at hand,’
: v 76 aloyxpdv expresses better than and Hippocrates 1225 C. E. F. is quoted by Liddell and Scott for

dofeirau the relation of the émercis t i
o moral evil. ;
‘ w an absolute use of méywoy="near the end, at the approach of
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1115 a. 34, death.” ¢méywa here may have been selected by Aristotle with a

b. 2.

reminiscence of this absolute use; cf. Z. E. iii i. 1229 b. 10
A A r » ol ’, # :
xc:: yép ivbuvos éml rols Totolrove Neyerar povors Tév hoSepiv, fray WY
F b ] r ~ ’ ’ . » ;
olov § 7 Tijs Towairys Glopas momrwkéy' paiveras 8¢ kivduvos, oray mAncior
abimrar. ¥

§ 11. of pév] of dudpeior.

3 o~ 3 b3 -
b4 §12. &vols éoriv ahid) # kakdy 70 dmobavelv] Men  show courage’

where they can take up arms and defend themselves, or (7) where
death is glorious. The former condition may be realised without
tl?e latter; in which case the dvdpela would be of one of the spurious
Linds described in chapter 8: the latter condition, however, cannot
be realised without the former. Death, in a good cause, which a
man endured fearlessly, but could not actively resist, would not be
kahos Bavaros.

CHAPTER VII.

ARGUMENT.

Men d.aﬁ?:r in the things which they fear ; but there are things so fearful that
rfo s i is senses will vogard Hhens without terror, or think of facing them
These may be dismissed, for we kave to do only with things which ao"t.":w }z
they are ﬁa’fz&a’, 7t is posstble for men fo face. These latter are, in f;fw?;ﬁd'z)i
and for diffevent men, fearful in different degrees. Sz’mifczrfy: things z'mpz'r;
confidence in different degrees. It ds with objects of fear, then, wohich ave not
too fearful for man o face, and with the grownds of confidernce u:kz'ds may be set
off against them, that the cowrageous man is concerned. His fear and his
confidence he will govern aright, facing the danger of battle, as ke ought,

and as reason diclates, for the sake of glorious achicvement; for glovious

acfzm'em_em’ as the end of virtue. A couvageous act, like every other virtitous
act, realises #fs own end when it shows forith the end for the sake of whick
x'z‘s jx.wmé kabit exists. The habit of courage 45 a glory to human nalure:
s's‘ exists for the sake of being o glory fo human nature—ro be this that it is 5".;‘
its end. To show forth then the peculiar glory of cowrage is the end for the sak
of which the courageons man faces danger and does deeds of courage. i
Oiz the sidz of excess we have !— X

(z)’ The man whose fearlessness s excessive. He kas no name, but may be
described as @ sort of madman, or insensate person, for whom (tz; they say Je
the Celts) earthquakes oy waves have #o lervrors. , : e
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(2) The mam whose confidence is ercessive—the rash man, who i also a
swaggerer and & pretender 10 conrage, but feils in the fower of veal danger.

(3) 7he man whose Jear is excessive—the coward. He appears also on the
side of defect, for ks confidence is defective ; sxcessive fear, howener, is WhaL is
anst stoticeable tn him, awd hopelessness ; wwhereas the conrageois man i full of
good hope.  Rask men again are eager Jor the fray before the danger isat hand,
but i the hour of danger they hang back ; wwhereas Courageons Men Gre keen
sohen the (dme for action comes, Bast heep quizt before il

Courage then is & mediocrity in velation to the Jeelings of confidence and fear,
s these are voused T war ; and the courageols T deliberately takes his stand
cwhere he does because it s glorious o do so, or would be disgraceful nat 1o
do se.

Tut to comwmitl suicidz in order to azoid poverty, ov the panss of love, or any
other pati or S0¥TOMW, LS FIOL COUTAZECLS, bt cowardly : for foskrink from hard-
ships i5 effeniinacy ; qnd the suicide braves death, 1ot becase death is glorions,

but bocausz Tife is evil.

§1. 70 B¢ oPepdr . . . twép dvbpumoy] There are two classes
of GoBepd, (1) poBepd which men can face ; each one of these is
differently dogepér to different men: (2) PpoBepd sO appalling that no
man in his senses will face them—lightnings, earthquakes, inun-
dations (Paraph.).

1115 k. 7.

§ 2. ds dvBpwmos] 7. e. 50 far as r& kard avfpemov are concerned. b. 1.

oPhoerar pév olv kal 7& Toabra] Z.e @S well as 7& umep

avbpwmor,

&5 Bel B2 kal G 6 Aéyos Smoperel] mpoordrret is tO be understood
after Adyos, and & ardpeios is the subject of dmopevei. He will indeed
fear them, but yet, in obedience to the dictates of reason, will face
them. Ramsauer refers to a passage in Top. iv. 5. 123 b. 20, in
which Aristotle makes the dvdpeios anabis, instead of, as here,
éyxparis oSov. (See § 5 below kar’ dfiay . . . TOOXEL kal wpdrTe
§ aubpelos). The passage in the Zopics is as follows—8tapaprdrovat
8¢ kat of Ty kv els Tp drolovfotoar Slvapw TATTOVTES, ofov T mpadrTyTa
éykpdretay Opyis xai THr avdpelay kal T Bikatoo iy - PiBey Kal kepd@Y*
avdpeios pév yip Kal wpios 6 amabis Aéyerat, éyrparis & 6 maoyov Kat py
dydperos. “loaws péy oy droloubet Slvaps Exarépw TOLGUTY, &or el wdlat,
) dyeofac GANE kparew® ob i TovTo Y €07l TG pév dvpei 7@ 08¢ mpdy
clyar, GANE 70 Ghws pry TATXE $wb wow Towbrey ppdé, We may explain
this difference between the Zopecs and Fithics by pointing out that
in the Zopics Axistotle is speaking of the abstract notion of dr-
8peia—rovrd yé €0 16 pev avdpelo elvai, a8 discussed by dialectical

b. 12,
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their old place, immediately after rowdror (7. kakér) 8} kal 6 réles, 1115 b. 22.
which they explain. The meaning is—° If dvdpela is kakdy, we may

infer that its end is 5 wkaldr, for a thing is (7 e &5 essenirally as
defined—épiferar) what it is in relation to its éhos.”

1115 b. 12. disputants; whereas in the Z#fics he is describing the dvépeios in
the concrete.

7ol kalod &veku' ToliTo yap Téhos Tijs dperiis| Ramsauer observes
that it is here for the first time that the chief end is described as
76 rkahdy: henceforward it is often so described, as in £ V. 1116 a.
11, T2, 1115 a. 8, 1148 b. 13, 1120 2. 23, 24, 1122 b. 6: in
Z.E. 1229 a. 8, 1230 a. 27 : and in M. M. 1190 a. 28 and 33.

§§ 7-12.] CF ii. 7. 2, where the same complicated system of b. 24.
extremes is exhibited, vz -—

1. excess of fear

2. defect of confidence

3. excess of confidence constituting the Bpagds.

4. defect of fear (or excess of fearlessness) constituting an

ararupos,

} constituting the deds,
b.15. §4. (&) od 8t Susem. and Bywater restore & from T.

b.17. §5. & pév . .. dmopévav kai doBolpevos . . . Spolws B¢ kal
Oappdv] < The man who governs his fear and also his confidence

aright, and faces the dangers that he ought to face.’ S
g g gh 466 The writer of E. £, iil. 1. 1228 a. 33 sqq., instead of distinguishing

the trepBddder 7 dgofin as dvédwupos from the fpacds, simply says
6 Bpagds . . . olos poBeivfas pév frrov ) Bel Aappelv 8¢ paiiov i Oel.

e - L] - + .
ot éveka| se. Bei, 4. e, kakoD Eveka—in a glorious cause.

b.19. kot &ftav] There ought to be the same ratio between the
magnitudes of two ¢dB0: as there is between the magnitudes of their

§7; Kekrols] Cf. E. E. iii. 1. 1229 b. 28. Zell and Coraes b. 28.
respective goSepd.

quote Strabo vii. p. 293, who relates, on the anthority of Ephoros—
Srha alpecfar mpds Tas mhqppupidas Tods KipBpovs, xai drt dgoBiav of
Kelrol dowobvres karaxhifeofar s oikias Umopévovow, Zell thinks it
- not unlikely that Aristotle here borrows directly from Ephoros.
Ramsauer refers fo an extract in Stobaeus, Flor. ¢ 40 (vol. 1. p. 167
ed. Meineke) from the ocwayeyy é6av of Nicolaus, Kehrot of 7a
Gkeavd yearmdrres aloxpdy fyotvrac Teiyoy karanizTovra i olkiar gelyew,
mh\jppvplbos B¢ ék tis éfw BaldrTys émepyopévys pef’ dmlwy dmarrévres
tmopévovory Ews katak\dfovrar, fva py Bokdor eliyovres Tov Odvaror
¢oBeicfu.  As Ramsauer notes, both Plato and Aristotle represent
the character of the Northern peoples as marked by the prepon-
derance of fvuds Rep. 435 E, Pol 1327 b. 23. Eudemus says
(E- F i I, 1229 b, 29) kat Glws 7 BapBapwa dvlpeia perd Bupent

MR
ETTEV.

8 Myos] The faculty which perceives, or the consciousness of;
that right ratio (6 ép8ds Noyos . . . 70 kar> d&iav) which education has
established among the &\oya mdfy of human nature.

b, 20. wdoye] Cf note on § 2, b. 12, above.

§ 8. Téhos B¢ . . . T& Kkatd Tv dvdpeiav] See paraphrase at
the beginning of this chapter. Rassow's & «al v dvBpeles 8¢ 3 &
dvdpeia xakdv for the received éuwr xal v¢ dvdpeip 8¢ § dvdpela rakds
is probably right (#orsch. p. go). We see from this passage what
a ‘positive” conception of Nature underlies Aristotle’s ¢ Teleology.’
Human Nature is a beautiful organism, and to be beautful is its
rawson. d'élre. S0 a plant or animal is its own raison d’éfre: it
performs the functions of its nature for the sake of maintaining that
nature in perfection—a doctrine which was afterwards eagerly
taken up by Plotinus: see Zua. v. 8. (vol. 2. p. 12, ed. Kirch-

v S| b 4 g 7 o 1 -~ -
hoff) Aw kai 5 elvar mobewdy éorw, ére Tabrov T@ ka\g, kai TS kahdy

§ 10, ev 1als Mmaws] 7.e. & piBus. Excessive fear (generally 1116 a. 1.
producing physical symptoms, see iv. 9. 2) is more manifest than
e e defective confidence.
€pdoipoy, 6 To elvar.  woTepoy O morépov alriov i xpn Gyrelv, ofigns

The dbicews puds ; § 13. év ofs elpyron] 7.e ér modéuo, a. 11

76 5 émobvfokew ¢edyorta meviov kTN]  Aristotle, Granta. 12
remarks, ‘does not sympathise with or discuss the sentimental deaths
of the Cynic philosophers. Suicide was afterwards dignified by the
o, v

b.22. bpilerar ydp &aoror 7¢ téhet] These words are placed by
Imelmann (Ods. Crit. in Arist. Eth. Nic. p. 6) after & rard mw
avdpeiay With the approval of Rassow. I think they are better in
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1116 a. 1f.. Stoics with the name of éfaywyi—* ushering oneself out of the

world.”* See Zeller, Stoics, Epicurcans and Sceplics p- 316 £qq-
(English translation) for suicide among the Stoics.

CHAPTER VIIIL
ARGUMENT-

Such is Courage stricely so called ; butt foe other kinds less strictly so called
may be distinguished : and first, as resgmbling true courage amost closely—

(1) The conrage of the ordinary citizen. He faces danger because kis city
pupishes and disgraces Rim if he does not, and horotrs him if he does.  Hence
s conrageous mea are most commont i those cities trwhich cowardice &5 held in
dishonour and courage ia honour. This i3 the sort of couvage which Homer for-

- traysin Heetor with his—S What will Polydamas think of me ! and iit Diomedes
cwith his— What will Hector say 1 Ji is like the true courage in so Sfar as its
sotive i wirtnous, e, shame and @ wrish to awoid disgrace and o desive for
Fonowr and glory. Under this Ficad we may alo bring the courage of those
oo are compelled by thetr commanding officers to face denger—a match tnferior
fora, being actuated not by shame, but by bodily fear, by desire fo awoid not dis-
grace but physical pain.  This kind of courage o wwhich a man is compelled is
wery far rewmioved from that of the truly courageous man, who faces death under
the inspivation of @ glorious cause.

(2) The courage of experience: that of trained professional soldiers who
Enow the risks of war (often move fmaginary than veal), and how to weel them
with the greatest sajety &o themselpes and loss to Lheir adyersaries. They g0
inta battie knowing that they are likely to come out of it unhurt, If they aré
confronted by superior RUMbErs, and see that there is veal danger, they are the
first to flee ; whereas non-frofessional citizen roaps prefer deaih fo the disgrace
of flight. Socrafes, cwhern he said that ¢ conrage &5 Fnawledse, seemed, to identify
e conrage with this courage of experience ; bl the two ave widely difjerent.

(3) The courage of passion and SPErit. This is the courage of wild beasts
wwhen they rush upon those who have wounded them, and of Homer's herbes
when their ¢ blood boils) and they * breathe forth woath through their nostrils.

The treely courageous man is indeed helped on by kis passion and spirel luet the
consciousness of the glorious significance of his achisuement is his real motive,
and guides him throughout, whereas passion and spirit ave blind guides, and
cansot supply @ moval notive their influence ¥s that of mere feeling—of pain-

Jul fecling, when one is angry, of pleasurable Jeeling, when one wreaks ones .

vengeance. lf pleasure and pain wWere moral motives, them the ass, em-
Zoidened by the pain of hunger fo graz o, in spite of blows, and the lover,
risking all to emjoy his MEstrEss, wwculd be exanples of lrue courage. True
conrage is not @ {hing of feeling, but of reason; neoertheless the conrage of

e
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;fzs:z'ofe aund spivit Hes wenr to true conrage, in that it s more deeply constitu-

tional than the other forms, and expresses the naturve of the man more fully, and

g;co;ding;jz may become true conrage, if guided by veason and supplied wz';;% an
eal.

(4) The courage of hope. Those who have offen conguered are confident i
n’angerz their confidence being due to the idea that they are superior lo their ad-
versaries, and will vecetwe wo harm from them. Men who are drunk also
become emboldened by kope ; but if things do not furn out as they expect then
they fiee. The unexpected is the best fest of @ man's conrage. Expecied dz;mem
@ man who is not very courageous may prepave for, and fice, because erafsa&'
jg:e: o ;er a.’wzdrssa'm that there is léss visk in facing them than in awvoiding

o . 2 ;

s },_;g,,‘g ;g; : a;:a:; :; éf}::md Jacing an unexpected danger, we may tnfer that
- (5) The courage of ignorance. It is wot unlike that of hope, but inferior to it
mmm.&sc& as the man who hopes s actuated by an idea of success in a’rcmzz.rmmf.;
of which he is aware, whereas the man whose courage is that of ignorance is ol
m?a.'zmr.-:d by an idea of success in circumstances of whick e és amare, but by
ignorance of the circumstances, like the Argives who went boldly out a‘:; battle,

not oecase they hoped lo beat Spartans, but because they thought that Sparians
were Sicyonians. 53

§ 1. xavd wévre Tpémous] The ground on which these five forms 1118 a. 16.

of ‘courage are distinguished, as spurious, from true courage is
con}crsely stated in Z. &, iii. 1. 1229 a. 12 Zomt & idy dvdpelas mévre
?\e'yupsva.mg' bpotdTyTar T4 atra yop tmopévovew, AN ol 8k TG alrd.
The spring of action is different. In the case of true courage it is
the obligation which the perception of & kakév lays upon the dent-
the source of each truly courageous act is the whole man, 7 e. th(;,
apent as a rational whole; whereas the seeming courageous acts
done :fm-& rots mévre Tpdémevs spring not from the whole man, but
from isolated feelings. It is the same difference as Kant n,mrks
by the distinction between a formal principle and material grounds
of action. g

:These spurious forms are given in three different orders by
Aristotle, Eudemus, and the writer of the /. /7. Eudemus (Z. £.
32 zg’ a. 12 sqq.) has § molrui—i oTpari@riky (8¢ éumepiav)—7 &
dretplay kat dyvowy—i) xar’ mia—i &1 mabos d\éyoor oioy 8 Zpota
xai Bupdv. © The writer of the M. M. (i. 20. 1190 b. 21 sqq.) has
:5! xar’ éumesplav—1) S Ty dmepiav—i O Ta wady, olor of épdvres 7 ol
evbovaidlovres—n 8¢ aloytmy Ty Tpds Tobs mokiras—i) 8 ekmida. -

-rfp&-rov y.r‘;v f wolirikh® pdhote yap &okev] ‘ideogue (ydp) a. 17.
obtineat primum locum.” Rams. ‘This phrase (moherucy dvdpela’,
says Grant, ‘is to be found in Plato’s Repubiz p. 430 C, where it

Uz
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probably originates, but it is there used n 2 different sense from
the present. Plato meant by the term © civil courage™ to dis-
tinguish the true courage of a civilized man from all merely brutal
instincts. Aokeis ydp por iy opbiw Sokav wepl T@Y avTGY rotray dveu
maibelas yeyowian, Thy e Oypuodn kal dvdpamodady, olre mawy voptpor
fycialar, dNo Té 7o i avBpeiav caheiv, AAnbéorara, v & éyb, Ayes
*Amodéxopar Tolvuy TodTo dvdpeiay elva, Kal yap dmodéxov, jv § éyd,
mokrikly ye, kal 8pds dmodéfe.  Aristotle meant by  civil courage”
that daring which is prompted, not by an independent desire for
the beautiful, but by a regard to reputation, and to the fame or
disgrace and even punishment awarded by society to brave or
cowardly actions respectively.” It is scarcely necessary to add
that the difierence here between Plato and Aristotle is only about
the use of a phrase. Aristotle is at one with Plato in regarding
true dvdpela as a habit acquired by the wohirys under the influence
of véuos. We can only say that he thinks fit to use the adjective
moheried) i an inferior sense here, just as he does in £.N. 1. 5. 4
where he makes the moherids Blos one of the inferior lives, although
man is ¢ioe mokrdr {gor. The contrast between mokirat (ordinary
citizens), and hired erpariera (§ 6 below), going out to battle,
was doubtless in his mind when he wrote § 1, and probably in-
duced him to give meherucy the sense which it bears here: cf. E. E.
{ii. 1. 1229 a. 13, where mokirk] and orparierwe; occur close
together—Mda peér moherkd, avry & dariv, 7 80 aldd oloa. Oevrépa 7
orpartoreey avry 82 8¢ éumerplay cai 5 edévar.  That the influence
of vipos, so carefully allowed for in Plato’s definition of avlpeia
(Rep. 430) as diwaps xal swrnpla i mavrds B0Ens opbis Te kal vopipou
Jewav wépe xai i, i3 fully taken account of in Aristotle’s theory of
5 dwdpela # S & kakdy is proved, if it is necessary to quote special
passages in support of what is involved in Aristotle’s whole con-
ception of the relation between the individual and the state—by
Rhet, 1, g, 1366 b. 11 dudpia 8¢ 87 i mpakricol elow Tév kahdv Epyou
&y Tois kipddvots, kai @s 6 vépos Kelever Kai imnpericol TG vOue.

§ 2. Mouuddpas] ZZiad xxii. 100.

“Extwp| fliad viil. 148.

a.28. § 3.] Ramsauer, rightly I think, makes & aidé ydp parenthetical.

This kind of courage resembles true courage more closely than the
other forms do, because it is actuated by aidbs, which, though not
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aperh, is akin to it, and contributes to it (see ii. 7. 14 7 yép aidbs 1116 a. 28.

dpery pev otk éorw, emaweirar 8¢ kal 6 aldfper : cf. iv. g), and by a
desire for my, which though not 7é xeMdv, or the chief end (seel. 5.
88 4, 5), is yet its guinea stamp, and an objéct the moderate
pursuit of which constitutes an dperi) (see iv. 4) which contributes
to the attainment of the chief end.

§ 4. &vayxalopévous| There are thus two kinds of moliriky a. 30.

drdpela : (1) % O aid®, (2) § 8 dvdyrny xai $éFov. Grant refers to
Phaedo 68 D, ¢ where Plato speaks of most men being courageous
from a sort of cowardice’—r@ Sediévar kal déer &vdpeini el mavres

A of ekdaogor kalror dromdy ye Béet Tva kal Bedkig dpBpeloy elvat,

& “Extep] I2. ii. 391. It is Agamemnon not Hector who a. 83.

speaks. The lines are quoted again in Pol. iil. 9. 1285 a. 10 and
attributed correctly to Agamemnon. See Zell's note.

§ 5. mpootdrrovres] The reading apparently of all MSS., except a. 28.

a ¢ Codex Pontificius, which has the reading mpordrrovres accepted
by Lamb., Vict.,, Coraes, and Susemihl. IIpordrrorres would mean
¢ posting in front’; mpoordrrorres, simply © posting;’ generally with
dat. or adverb of place.

ténrorres] The commentators refer to Herod. vii. 223, where
{he Persian commanders at Thermopylae are said to have used
whips. See Rawlinson’s note (7) on the chapter, and note (8) on
Herod. vii. 2z for the practice among the Persians and other
Oriental nations.

§6. 7 épmepla] See Lackes 195, and Profag. 360, where b, 3.

avdpeia is defined as émoripy OF copta oy Sewdv Te kal pg, and
Prolag. 350, where those who know the art of warfare are said to
be bolder than those who do not (if the latter are bold they are
not dudpeior but pawdpevor)—in short ol emoriuoves Tdv py émiorapévay
Bappahedreput elat, kai alrol éavrdvy, medi pddwow, 3 mpiv pafey. But
as we have seen (note on iii. 6, §§ 1, 2), objections are raised in
the Laches 1009, to the definition émerrijpny vé» Sewdy kal pg, and
¢ the knowledge of good and evil, with which dvdpela is identified
at the end of the dialogue, is something differing /ofo coelo from
the éumepia of the professional (z e. mercenary) soldier with which
Aristotle very unfairly wishes to confound the Socratic émaripn
+5v dewdv. Aristotle’s unfair statement of the Socratic position, *is



1116 b. 3.

b. 7.

294 BOOK IIT: CHAP. 8: § 6.

corrected, Grant tells us, ¢ by Eudemus in his Ethics —(Z. E. iii.
I. 1229 2. 15) ) OTPATIOTIKI} - « « 80 umeipiar kal TO eldévar, oly domep
Swkpdms &Py Ta dewd, @\’ 871 tés Poyfelas 7dr Jewdr. I fear that
this ¢ correction ’ does not really amount to a fair treatment of the
Socratic doctrine. Eudemus still wishes his readers to think that
Sncrates identified courage with erpaner) éumepia, and therefore
ought to have made it knowledge, not of 7& Sewd, but of rés Boylelas
rov Sewdr, for he says, L. L. il 1. 1230 a. 4 maparhyoios 8¢ ralrots
xal §oor 8¢ éumeplay Imopévovme rovs kydtwous, Gvmwep Tpimoy oxedoy of
mheioror Tév oTparierkoy dvfpeney tmopévovaw,  alrd yap rotvavtioy
Zyee # s Gero Sokpdrs, Emarhpyy oldpevos elvar iy avdpeiav. otire yap
Sit T4 eidévat Té doBepi appodow ol émi rovs forots dvafaivew émiord-
pevos, ahX ére lgave TdS Bonfeias Tov dewdv otre B 6 Bappahedrepoy
aywviferral, ToiTo avdpela,  kai yap & 1§ loxis kal & whofiros katd

Oéoymw aulpeta eler
“ s yap dvip weuly Sedunuévos.”” .

davepds (8} ot Sehot vres Bpws tmopévovar BC epmeplay’ TolTo Bé,
Gre ol olovras klbupor elvar ivaot yap Tas Ponbeias. ompeiov 8é Grav
yap py Exew olwvrar Bonfeiav, @ 78y mhnolov §j 7o dewdy, ody imo-
pévovow, ‘The knowledge of the professional soldier is indeed the
knowledge of the means of avoiding danger; but the knowledge
required by Socrates is the knowledge of danger itseli—the power
of estimating it rationally and facing it at the call of duty. The
courageous man is the man who knows when to risk all. The
professional soldier, simply gud professional soldier, never makes
up his mind to risk all. If his experience does not tell him that he
is likely to escape, his courage fails. To make the Platonic
Socrates seem to identify courage with professional épmeipia is
ridiculously unfair. And it is only a very superficial appreciation
of the meaning of such a statement as that in Xen. Mem. iv. 6. 11
of péy d&pa émoTdperor TOIS Sewnls Te kat emkwbivors xkalds ypfobar
dvBpeiol elotw, of 8¢ Orapaprdvovres rotrou Seoi—which could lead
anyone to suppose that the real Socrates identified them. TFor an
estimate of the meaning of the Socratic ‘virtue is a science’ sce
Grant, Ef%. vol. 1. pp. 165 sqq. Essay IL.

xevi] The editors have noles here to show that ta kevd rod
moréuov—* the empty alarms of war,’ fnania belli (Tac. Hist. ii. 69),
and 74 kawd Tod wokéuov, ¢ the surprises of war,’ are both expressions
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in use. See also Goller's note on Thucydides, iii. 30, where 7o
xawdy Tod moképov is proved to be the correct reading. The MSS.
here (£.V.iil. 8. 6) vary hopelessly between xevd and rawd, and
need not be considered. I think that kevd is to be preferred; it
seems to be a more natural object for surewpdkaouw than xawd.

§ 7. era] Their éumepla gives them confidence (1) as making
them aware of 7& kevd Tob molépov, and (2) efre, as making them
skilful in the ase of weapons, &c. See Grant’s note on § 6.

§ 9. T& 8¢ molumikd] the citizen troops.

76 ‘Eppaleg] The Ald. Schol. has the following— Eppaioy év
Kopwrelg 77js Boswrias ‘rémos obre kahetpevos éori mebwos év abth, ToV
Moy dvopdher Srrer v ¢ mapareraypvol woré Kopovels otv Tois
Bonbhgovaw abrois orpatidTais éx TOU Merayoiov, pera T8y Bowwrapxov
Gre Ty mohw karélaBor: xal Ty Axpdrolw elyer U éavrd *Ovdpapyos &
Bokels mpodobeicay aiTd® abrol pév peivavies dnélavor Omd TV dpl ToV
*Ovdpapyoy droxheigavres Tis wilas, iva abrols pnde Bovhepévars éeln
duyeiv kal karalirelv iy warpida. ol 8¢ rov Bawrdr [Sondjoarres
airois orparibrac ék Tob Merayoiov Epuyor ebBis év dpxd ThHs pdxms,
aicfdpevor fva Tebydvar Tov Bowrapxoy Xipwva. ‘Ioropolet mepl 775
pdyns Tavrys Kedeooddwpos (Kndraddos ?) év 7jj Swdexdry T@Y mepi TOU
itpov woNépov, kai Awabipdms dv T terdpry Tév wepl Pikurmor xal
YEdopos év vij rpuaxoor.t Cf. Zell's note on this scholium.

See Grote, Hist. of Greece pt. 11, chap. 87, for the career of
Onomarchus the Phocian. The date of the capture of Coroneia
by him was B.C. 353 Or 352.

§ 10. xai 7dv Bupdv] fupds in Plato is the Wille zum Leben—
that principle that manifests itself, not only in anger, but in tenacity
of purpose, rivalry, pluck, push, and other forms of Fspirit.
Without its aid, Adyes would succumb. The Néyos of the state—
its constitution, and institutions, must be maintained by ¢ public
spirit” and ¢ patriotism,’ against the selfishness of citizens, and the
attacks of foreigners; the Mdyos of the individual must be “preserved
and succoured’ against the attacks of pleasure and pain, by
< strength of will’—succoured by fupds against the insidious attacks
of émbupla (see Rep. 441 A & uxi . . . éoTi TO Qupoetdés émi-

1 [ find this scholium (with a few verbal differences, and the words ioTo-
pofae . . . TpiakooTf omitled) on the margin of CCC. ad loc,

1116 b. 7.

. 9.

b. 18.

b. 19.
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covpor by 7§ Noyiorikd Ploer, and 440 A moMhaxod alobavopeba, dray
Bublwrral Twa mwaph Téy Noytopiy embupiar, Nebwpolyrd re abziv Kal
Bupotpevor 76 Bialopéve év abr, kai dowep Suoly oracialdvrow Elppayoy
76 Ndye yryvépevoy oy Bupdy ol rototrov), and preserved by it against
the disturbing influence of fear (see Rep. 430 B dlwapus xai compla
étns 8pbis wrh). In Aristotle fupds has the same fundamental
meaning—spirit of independence, enterprise, patriotism, loyalty
in national and individual character. Iere indeed, as in the
parallel passage Z. E. iii. 1 (1229 a. 24 8 dpyip kat Gupdv boaires,
and 1229 b. 29 kal 8\ws 7 PupBapu dvdpeia perd Bupod éorly, Eno
8¢ xai 80 d\has Hdovas Emopdvovow kal yip 6 Bupos nlomy Exe Twd: per
ridos yip éore mpopias), and in E. V. vii. 6, §§ 1—5, it is regarded
chiefly in the light of its special manifestation—anger: but in Pol.
H. 6. 1327 b. 23 sqq. its fundamental teaning—spirit of enterprise,
independence, patriotism, loyalty in national and individual
character, is brought out very strongly—ra pev yip év wois Yruxpols
+émois 20wy kal i mept Ty Edpbmnr Buped pév éore mhipy, Suwolas 8é
vdearepa kal Téxuys, dibmep éNetbepa pév Buarehel pdNhov, dmolirevra 3¢
kai 7év Thyoioy dpyew ob Buvdpeva’ Ta 8¢ mept Ty Aciar Suavoyrixd péy
«ai rexvicd v Yuxhy, d0vpa B¢, dmep dpydpeva kal dovhetovra Biatelel
6 8¢ rav ‘EXMpay yévos domep peoeder kard Tobs Tdmovs, ottes dudoty
peréyet, kal yip Ebupor xkal Stavoyrikdy éoriv: idmep éhetflepdry Te Biarelel
kal Bé\miora molkirevdpevoy kai Suwdpevoy dpyew mdvrww, puas Tuyydvev
mohrelas. iy abrp & €xer Sunopdy kai Ta TGOV “EAdqrov 6 [K{ﬁ]
mpbs ENApha” 7 pév yip Exet Ty iow povdkodov, Ta 8 ed [re] rékparar
wpbs dpporépas tas Jurdpers Tavras, avepoy Tolvuy &re Bl Suaponrivovs
e eivar kal Bupoadels Ty Prow Tovs péddovras ebayoyovs égecbar TH
vopolBéry mpds Ty dperip. bmep ydp pavi Tives Seiv imdpxew Tois pikali,
T8 dihgrikads pév eivar Téy yropluwy wpis Be Tods dyviras dypiovs, ©
Bupds Comw & oy T Pikygrekdy,  atmy ydp éomw 7 Tijs Yuxis Stvapis g
Gihotper. onucior 8¢ mpds yap Tovs cuvpbes kai Pihovs 6 Bupds alperau
p@\hov §) mpbs rols dyvéras, Shiywpeivbar vopicas. O kai 'Apyikoyos
mpeonkéyras Tols pikats éyxady Siahéyerar mpos Tir Gupow:
“ab yap O mapd ikew dmdyxear”

kal Td dpyov 8¢ kal 1O éhelbepov amd Tis Ouvdpews Tabrns twdpyxst waocw”

dpxucdy yap kal éfrriroy & Bupds.

irprératov] Ramsauer quotes Plato, Profag. 349 E kai iras e
(6 dvdpeios), én, €9’ & ol mohhat Pofotnrar Leva.
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~ "Opnpos] Zell and the other editors note that the first quotation 1116 b. 27.
is from 7. xiv. 151, or xvi. 529; the second from Z7. v. 470; and

the third from Od, xxiv. 318. The fourth does not occur in Homer
at all. Theocritus 2o0. 15 (later than Axistotle) has éuot & depap
éleoer aipa, and in Probl. . z6. 869 a. 5 we find 6 Gupds éous
00 Oepuot éoriv ToU mepl Ty kapblav. Coraes compares Soph. 0. C.
434 Smnuid #ew Bupds, kTN,

§11. 6 B Oupds ouvepyel adrois] cf. below § 12 duowerdm &
Zowker # Sid Tow Jupdy eivar, kal wposhafolion mpoalpecw Kal TO o Evexa
(7.6. 5 8ud 76 kaNdy mpdrrew) dwdpela ebvar.  There is a natural
alliance between 6upss and Aéyoes : see Plato, Rep. 441. Bupes is an
active principle which sides with Aéyes, the principle of order,
against the mere passions of the sensibility—the pleasures and
pains: Cf. E.V. vil. 6, § 1-5, where it is argued that depasia
Bupod is not so bad as dxpacia émbupudr, because fupds is, at least,
loyal to Adyes, whereas émbupia is. émiBovhos. There is thus a
special reason for confining the remark ouvepyel avrois to fupds:
but Eudemus, looking at the matter from a slightly different
point of view, is also right in recognising the material value to
true courage of a// the feelings—shame, anger, hope, &c: which
inspire the varicus forms of spurious courage—Z. /2. iii. 1. 1229
4. 30 mpds ris mapaxeheloes Tas v Tois kwdlvois ypiTpa TaiTa mdvra:
see Ramsauer’s note. Fritzsche (Z. Z. p. 65, note 28) quotes Cic.
Tusc. iv. 19. 43 “quid? quod iidem Peripatetici perturbationes istas,
quas nos exstirpandas putamus non modo nafurales esse dicunt,
sed etiam utiliter a natura datas, Primum multis verbis iracundiam
laudant : cotem fortitudinis esse dicunt.”

% & e Struck out by Vict. and Scaliger: sec Spengel, Arist. b. 33.

Stud. p. 206: may be a dittograph of é Ay 7.

b.

31.

3vou] Zell and Coraes adopt the suggestion of Camerarius that b. 36.

the reference here is to Jhad xi. 557

bs 8 &7 dvos wap' dpovpar lbw édijoaro maibus
vlis, ¢ O woM\& wept pémaX’ dudls édym,
kelper 7 eloeNfaw Badl Mjioy of 8¢ Te maides

. G s S
rirrovoty fordhotor By ¢ Te vymiy avtdy
enoudi v effhaocay, énel T gropéooaro opis.

§12. $uowerdrq] Cf. £\ £ il 1. 1229 2. 27 pdhwora dvown 1 1117 a. 4.
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708 Gupod dirrmrov yip 6 Bupds, 80 kat ol waides GpioTa pdyovTat
E N, vil. 6. 2 6 8 Gupbs puoikdrepor kal § xahemdrns Ty émbopiv
kA, Bupds in short represents the matural man—those inherited
qualities of constitution which supply the rough material to be
shaped by education into the form of virtue. Cf. Rep. 410 D rail
piw, G & éyd, 6 ye &ypoy 75 Bupoedis &y Tis dioews mapéyoro, kal
Spbis pév Tpapéy dvpeiny bw ey,

mpochaBolioa wpoaipeow] fupds is one of the forms of Zpefis.
This #peées must become Bovhevria).

kal 16 o0 &vexa] 76 0 kaldy, of. E. E.iil. i 1230 a. 27 eretds)
miod ye dpery mpoaipertkhy (rodro 8¢ wds Aéyopey, elpnrar wpdrepor, 6TL
Zvexd tuos mévra alpeiofar mwouwi, kai TolTé éoTe TO 0T Zveka, TO KaAdY),
Sidor 87t kal 7 dvdpela dpery mis oboa Zrexd Twos woujoet T4 GoBepa
Ymopévew, Sor’ atire 8 Gyvoray (3pBas yap wikhov wouet kpivew) offre 8¢
$Bovfw, AN dre kakév, Gupds then is a principle which naturally lends
itself, if cultivated rightly, to the performance of dufy. Itisan active
principle which makes a man scorn the passive life of submission
to pleasures and pains.

dpy Lépevor pév dhyobor, Tipwpolpevor ¥ #8orrar] But, if unculti-
vated, @uuds manifests itself chiefly as anger—a pain hungering
for the pleasure of personal revenge. It thus ceases to be the ally
of Aéyos, and becomes an émfupia opposed to it. CL E. Z. i
1229 b. 31 kal yip 6 Ovpds fdoviy exet Twd per é\mibos ydp €oTe
Tipeplas.  GAN Bpws o7 € 8w rabryy ot €l 3¢ d\hqw fdoviy Uropéver
ris Tow Bévator § Guyiw peldvoy Avrdy, olfels dwaios {av) dvBpeios
Ayorro rotrwv.  CL Rhel. ii. 2. 1378 b. 1 (referred to by Fritzsche
in his note on the above passage) xai mdoy opyf émeofai Twa jdoviy
v dmé s eNmidos Tod mepepiracfar 70U pév yap o otecfar Tevfeoba
S éplerar, oddels B¢ Tov Pawopdver Gduvdrev éplerai airg, 6 8¢ opyld-
pevos édlerar Suvardy airg.  8id kakds elpyrar mept Bupod

8s Te oAb yAuklor pékiros karaheySopevoo
arBpby év ornbecow déferar,

Sid Tabra] 7. e. AMmpw (d\yolor) and §8ovfp (f8ovrar). Pain and
pleasure are subjective springs of action (wdfh). Moral action
must be actuated by reverence for the objective law of duty (=5
xakdr) apprehended by reason.

ob yap Bid 1 kakdv 0¥ b5 6 Mdyos] se. keheles, cf. o . T
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1220 3. I 7§ yip avdpeia Gronoibnois 7§ Adye dorly, & 8¢ Adyos T6 kahow 1117 a. 8.

aipeiufar keetst,

Rassow (Forsch. pp. 29, 30) omits (with Kb, Ob, and CCCj the
sentence od &8 éorw drdpela ... civBuvor at the beginning of § 12
(it is probably a dittograph of the similar clause in § 1. 1116 b.
33, 35); places the sentence guowardry . . . avdpela elvar after 7o at
the end of § 12, 1117 2. 9; and reads 8¢ (with MP, OP) instead of
&7 after xal of @vfpwmor 1117 a. 6. He adds that the words «ai ol
poixol , . . dpoow § 11 ought perhaps to be struck out. They are
out of place in a context relating to & énpia, and anticipate the
transition made by the words «ai oi dvfpamor 8¢,

§ 13. pnBdv &v wabeiv] Perhaps we should read pnbev dv dyrimabeiv. a. 14.
The MSS. have unfév dvrimaletv.

§ 14, ,.l.eﬁucrmip.evm] Zell quotes Prob. A. 1. 9535 8. 1 kat Siua rotr
mpbs ™6 mivaw els pébqy wdvres Exovory mpofuuds, bt mdvras 6 olvos 6
mohbs edéhmidas wouel, kafdmep 7 vedtys Tols Taidas’ TH pév yip yipas
SUaehmi oy, 1) 8¢ vedrns éhmibos wAnpns. :

§ 15. 8d kal k.m\.] The courage of the sanguine man is the a- 17.
result of temporary feeling ; he is elated by a perhaps groundless
hope of victory. But the truly courageous man is actuated by
steady principle. His nature is such that the law of duty is always
before his eyes. Hence (3«) you may take him on a sudden
without discomposing him. His courage will be ready on the
shortest notice, because it is zzmself, not a passing mood.

émd Eews ydp pdMhov fiv, ér. frror ék mopaokeviis] This isa.19.
Bywater's reading for the dro éfews yap paMlov, § kal ém k. of
Lb MP accepted by Bekker. KP, Ob, CCC, and Cambr. have
paXhor #) ér¢ frrov. T am not sure that the imp. fris in place here.
I would suggest drd &ews yap pakkov elvar, iri-firTov €k Fapagkevis.

§ 16. elolv od méppw Tdv ebekn{Bwr] Because their hope blinds . 23.
the sanguine to the real nature of the danger which they en-
counter.

étlopa] Those who do not know (of dyvooirres) are, however, a. 24.
inferior to the sanguine in not having that opinion of their own
superiority which the latter have. ’Afimpa is here the superior
value which the sanguine aitach to themselves, as persons likely to
prevail: of. £, V. iv. 3. 12, where b o0 peyakoydxov dfiwpa is the
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superior value which the peyakdfruxos assigns to himself —peyalay
albToy abwl dfwos dv—Iiv. 3. 3.

Smep of *Apyeior ewabov] The editors refer to Xen. Hell. iv. 4. 10
for this incident, which occurred in the battle (B.c. 392) at the
Long Walls of Corinth, between the Argeians, Corinthians, and
Athenian mercenaries who held Corinth, and the Corinthian exiles
aided by Lacedaemonians and Sikyonians. ¢ The Argeians,’ says
Grote (Hist. of Greece pt. 11, chap. 15), ¢ bold from superior num-
bers attacked and broke the Sikyonians, tearing up the palisade,
and pursuing them down to the sea with much slaughter: upon
which Pasimachus the Lacedacmonian commander of cavalry,

coming to their aid, caused his small body of horsemen to dismount:

and tie their horses to trees, and then armed them with shields
taken from the Sikyonians inscribed on the outside with the letter
sigme (3). With these he approacked on foot to attack the
Argeians, who, mistaking them for Sikyonians, rushed to the
charge with alacrity.’

Eudemus (Z. Z. iii. 1. 1230a. 16 sqq.) thus sums up his
discussion of the spurious forms of courage—sdsrev rdv TowiTwy
dudpeiwy of St iy aid® mopévovres pdliore Gaveier {ir) dvdpeior,
wabémep kai "Opnpes 7év "Exkropd ¢now imopeivar Tov kipBuvor TOV Tpes
Tow " Ayi\Ada®

{xat)

“Brrope § atdos eihe'”

% Tovhuddpas pot wpdros ékeyxeiny dvadioes”

kal coris 7§ mohtricy dwdpela oy, § & d\pbis ofre atry ofir exelvay
obepta, NG dpola pév, domep kai i Téy bnplov, & B Tov Gupoy dudoe
i mAqyy péperar.  obire yip G abofnoe, Bel péverw PoBovpérous, olire 87
Spyhy, oifre Sut o py vopifew dmobaveicBar, 7 Bia 70 duvdpets Exew pulax-
rueds' oDdE yip olfoerat ofre ye poPBepiw eivar olfév. GAN émedy mion
dpern mpoatperikyy (vovro 8¢ wis Néyopey, cipnrar mpdrepor, bri vexd Twos
mdvra alpeioBar mouel, kal Tobrd €oTu TG of Evexa, 7O kahdr), Snkov 67 kai 1)
avdpeta dperf) Tis ofoa Everd Twos mouael kai poSepd imopévey, GoT oUTE
3¢ dyvoway (Spdos yap palhov mouet kpivew) ofire 87 fdowiv, aAN GTi kaldy,
énel, dy e piy ka\dy ] dNAa pavixdy, oly tmopéver alaypov yap.
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CHAPTER IX.
ARGUMENT.

We have said that Courage is concerned with feelings of confidence, and with
Jeelings of fear : but it is with the latter morve than with the former that it is
concerned, for fear #5 painful, and it is harder and wore praiseworthy to bear
pain than fo abstain from pleasure. But though the exercise of courage is
surrounded by circumsiances of pain, yet the end is sweet, as the garland
s sweet for the athlets, though the contest be painful.  The cowrageous man
endures death and wounds for the sake of glovious achivvement in war. It
would be absurd howezver fo say that he rejoices in death and wounds @ e
endures theme as pains, and the maove complets his excellence, and the happior
Tids life, the greater pains arethey fo im : life is so well worth living, and ke
kas to look forward to the loss of so imuck. But ke'is all the more courageous
that he gives up so much for glory in war; his courage realises in the most
ferfect way the type of Yhose strenuous vivtuss which taste pleasure only in
laying hold of the end. But, although ke is thus the bravest of men, perkaps @
less brave man, with nething fo lose, might make a move useful soldier, being
yeady to risk kis [ife for a small vemuneration.

§ 1. p8Nhov mept T& doBepd] So, as Ramsauer notes, cwpposim 1117 a. 30.

is firrov wepl Tas Mmas (iii. 10, 1), and éhevfeporns is pakdor év 7j) ddgec
@v. 1. 1),

§ 2.] Bikaiws &mawvelrar xahemdrepor yép k.7N.] CL il 3. 10 wepl a. 34.

82 7 yahemorepoy dei kal Téxwn ylverae kal dperiy kal yap T el BéATiov év

ToiTg.

§ 8. o Ay &AA& Bdberev v elvar T katd THy dvBpelav Téhos 130, a. 35.
- §mwd Tov kixhe § ddavifecbar] The forq which the courageous

man experiences in realising his end is not a pleasurable feeling,
but an ideal satisfaction. Pleasurable feeling cannot coexist with
painful feeling; but ideal satisfaction may. ‘As Professor Jowett
says in his Jutroduction fo the Gorgias—Plato does not ‘mean to
say that Archelaus is tormented by the stings of conscience; or
that the sensations of the impaled eriminal are more agreeable than
of the tyrant drowned in luxurious enjoyment. Neither is he
speaking, as in the Protagoras, of virtue as a calculation of pleasure,
an opinion which he afterwards repudiates in the Phaedo, What
then is his meaning? And what is the value of his method? His
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meaning we shall be able to illustrate best by parallel notions,
which, whether justifiable by logic or not, have always existed
among mankind. We must remind the reader that Socrates him-
self implies that he will be understood or appreciated by very few.
He is speaking not of the consciousness of happiness, but of the
idea of happiness. When a martyr dies in a good cause, when
a soldier falls in battle, we do not suppose that death or wounds
are without pain, or that their physical suffering is always com-
pensated by a mental satisfaction.  Still we regard them as happy,
and we would a thousand times rather have their death than a
shameful life. Nor is this only because we believe that they will
obtain an immortality of fame, or that they will have crowns of
glory in another world, when their enemies and persecutors will be
proportionably tormented. Men are found in a few instances to
do what is right, without reference to public opinion or to con-
sequences. And we regard them as happy on this ground only,
much as Socrates’ friends are described as regarding him in the
opening of the Phaedo; or as was said of another, “they looked
upon his face as upon the face of an angel.” We are not con-
cerned to justify this idealism by the standard of utility, or by the
rules of logic, but merely to point out the existence of such a
sentiment in the better part of human nature.’

elmep odpwvor] Grant translates (rightly I think) ¢ the blows . . .
are painful and grievous to flesh and blood,” following Lambinus,
who has cum ex carne constent. Michelet rejects this rendering for
pracseriim st mulla praediti sint carne, referring to de Anima L. 11.
423 b. 22 where flesh is said to be the medium of touch—>aAoy ére
<vrds T ToD Gmrot alebnrikdy. ubrw yip fv ovpBalvor dmep kai émi
téy Ehew Emimilbepévov yip émi Td alobyriproy odx aloBdverat, éml dé iy
odpka émiribepdvoy aloliverar Gore 76 perull Tob daTikod f odpf.

$ia 3¢ 70 WM\ . . . dalverar éxew] The ideal satisfaction—* the
Idea of Happiness,” is apt to be lost in the crowd of painful
feelings.

§§ 4, 5.] In these sections self-sacrifice is praised in a manner
which we shall do well to keep in mind when we examine
Aristotle’s account of peyahojuxia. Qud peyadéyruyos the eddalpor
seems to be devoted to his own eddaporia: but gud dvdpeios he is
ready joyfully to surrender it. See Grant's interesting note, in
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which Aristotle’s dvdpetos, ¢ pdliora Gv d&wy is compared with 1117 b. 7.

Wordsworth's ¢ Happy Warrior '—* more brave for this, that he hath
much to love. :

§ 5. o0 8% ... &bdmreran] se. 7es. ¢ The deep moral pleasure,’ b. 15.

says Grant (E#hics, Essay IV, vol. i. p. 226), ¢ which attaches to
noble acts, Aristotle describes as trinmphing even over the physical
pain and outward horror which may attend the exercise of courage.
And he acknowledges that in many cases this may be the only
pleasure attending upon virtuous actions.’

Of course 7& xard iy avBpelay stand in a somewhat exceptional
position, as compared with & karé rds dXhas dperds. They are
painful in a sense in which other virtuous actions are not. Other
virtuous actions indeed imply a restraint put upon inclination ; but
when once the moral character has been formed, they are no
longer painful : and some of them are even in themselves (7. e. as
distinguished from their ends) pleasant, e. g. & xard T peyalompé-
wear are themselves pleasant to the connoisseur (émoripev) who
performs them. Ta& xar& v dwdpelav however are not thus iz
themselves pleasant. They are so painful that it is only the man
who has the strongest interest in the chief end, who will bring
himself to perform them. Aristotle thus gives due prominence
in his account of awdpeia to the struggle which some have repre-
sented as essential to morality. But we must not allow ourselves
to be misled by his remarks here. He is not one of those who
make a struggle essential to morality. On the contrary, morality
with him is perfect adaptation to environment: accordingly, we
find him in his accounts of the other virtues dwelling on the ease
and pleasure with which the good man acts. But the other virtues
are concerned with life, and may well result in pleasant actions ;
whereas dvdpeia shows itself in the presence of death. It necessarily
involves acts which are painful, as breaking with life. Its grandeur
is enhanced, in proportion as the life or adaptation which it calls
a man away from, is the more perfect. It is perhaps a defect in
Aristotle’s system that it does not recognise any other virtues,
except dvépela, which call 2 man away from the brilliant everyday
life of which the peyahdyruyos is the ideal ornament: e g. Aristotle’s
good man is never required to give up his brilliant career, in order
to help the outcasts of society. As it is, it is only here in this
passage, in reference to the dvdpeia of the man ¢ pdiiera (v &hov,
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that we find Aristotle deeply touched by the sublimity and pathos
of that strugele between inclination and duty, which impressed
Kant so powerfully, and is celebrated by him in so many passages
full of lyrical fervour.

§ 6, otpamidras] z.e. mercenaries: p# goes with the subject
rovs Towovrovs, and kpurlerous aTpATIOTAS is predicate.

CHAPTER X.
ARGUMENT. L

Aot in order comes Temperance, the excellence of the other subdivision of the
trvational part of the soul. [t i, as we have soid, @ mediocrity in velation lo
pleasures, and (though 0 & less extent) fo pains ; and profiigacy is velated fo the
same pleasures and pains. z E

To what special pleasures then is Temperance velated # - Fleasures may be
distinguished as bodily and mental. Mental pleasures are ihose which affect
the mind without affecting the body, suck as the pleasure of being esteemed, of
acquiring bnowledge, of listening fo wonderful tales, of kearing oneself talk, and
of gossip. Ji ds not in velation lo any of these pleasures that we speak of mein
being temperate or profiigate.  The man. €. 8. who likes to kear kemself falk 1s
a bore, but mot a profiigate. Accordingly it ds = Dodily pleasures that

Temperaince will be concerned ; but not with all of them—not with the pleasires
of the eye, as suck 1 e.g. o man s nof temperate or profligate by reason of the:
pleasure fe takes in painting, aithough there is undoubtedly a wight way
of lking pictures, o5 there are wrong Ways—nor with the pleasires of the ear:
we do not speak of those who are too mach addicted to music and the theatre as
profiigate, or of those who like them i mioderation as temperate—nor with the

pleasures of smell, except by assodiation : thus there is no profligacy or intem-

pevance in being wery fond of the scent of flowers, but there is tn being very:
Jond of the edours of the perfume bottle and the dinner table. Profligate,
ginttonous persons like these odours because they vemind thent of the things they
lust after. Lven peaple who are not gluttonous like the smell of food wheit they
are hungry 3 but glatlonows persons like it without being hungry. ThEs
associated pleasure is the only pleasure which the lower animals dervve from the
semses of sight, hearing, and smell.  The dog Tikes the smell, because it suggests
the tasie, of the hare whick he tracks ; the lion rejodcas when ke heavs the lowing
af the ox and knrows that it is wnear and may soon be eaten ; the roe deer,
or wild goot, pleases his eye with the prospect of food. Tempevance and
frofligacy then are concerned with those pleasures whick the lower aninals
Share wilh man—serile and brutish pleasures, it would thus appear.  These
are the pleasures of touch and taste—although taste, properly so called, i.e. the
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dricrimination of flavours, as exemplificd .&y the wine-tasier, or the chef, is not
'z:aka:z' the glullonous person takes much, or any, p!e&mra z':z Iﬁs fc’e;: -
?f,gjf: :;:zc ra?r tactual enjoyment wwhich is com o to s-waﬁ'!o‘:w}.ag meat i}:d ;;:'iz;j
certain gourmand wished thal i e :
showing therely that kis pleasure was m‘i;;;’é”;fq;g;ﬁki?; “M'ra C{;”{;’%
touech, wwhich is Hhe most general or elementary of all e‘/%e:. SEFLSES a::;? b:(’a' rfg f"
mfre, 70F a5 mar, bael as animal, is justly held to be a :z'z:rgraay‘:}d and !5;3;;;2
:Z:r; tofz;e;:;nj ﬁj;?- e‘m:ma,x!_ Dleasires ma:sf however bz distinguished frone
profiegucy, or intemperance, is related.  Proffigacy, or intemper-

arnce, has to do only with the tactual plegsires of certain ez’gf;z:‘ée organs © or

.o with the pleasure of a skin glowi,
S Skin glowing wnde i
: & wnder the han
svmnasiun, 5 o of the rutbber in the

§ 1. mepl owdpoolims] See . Z. iii. 2 and M. M. i. 21. ‘Se-1117b. 28.

?‘Jpoo{'vr},: says Grant, which in’ spite of the false etymology given
1[3 Plaltos Cratylus 411 E [compla_gpoviceas] and Zth. Dvi g5
|_f"9 gofovoar Tijr pdrmow| meant originally “sound mind{:d-nes.s.§
(in German, Besonnenheit), soon came to “mean temperance with
regard to pleasures. In this sense it is often popularly defined by -
Pl?ito, cf. Rep. 430 E kdopos mot mes § gwppooivg cort xal 'Sow'éi-
na‘:ﬁov kai émbupiay éyrpdrea.  Sympos. p- 196 C elvar vap g o\o-
yeirar guporivy o kparely Hdovar kal embuman, &c.' See also F,&}:zrm
: .\T]?e same tendency which appeared in Aristotle’s treatn;ent ot.”
@vdpeia appears in his treatment of cedpesivg—the tendency to
narrow the reference of a term which Plato, in accordance }Wfth
popuTar‘ usage, employed with a wider meaning. Sogpootyy in the
:[?t?}?‘);';{&fic‘ is good sense and good feeling, resulting in moderation
-~ all things; and is especially viewed as a communts sensus c;'
opdvoa uniting the various classes of the state in peace and <’:0n1~
tentment under an established system of government (R 2
But Aristotle limits the meaning of the term to mo;h‘,rfaz?t.ic:rn3 1)
respect of certain bodily pleasures. Sogpoairm, from being, in thrl
??epsx&lr’c, a virtue with as distinct a social 1'eférence as c?iaioaévz
ﬁ,s:]ilr ttl:;z'becomes, in the Z7kics, the most strictly personal of all
Bokolioy ydp v éNéywr pepdr afirar clvor af dperal] Ramsauer
suspects these words. As they stand, they seem to indicate a plan
upon which Aristotle arranges the dperal in order. He begins }\?rith
E‘ne two u”ps'z'af specially associated with the two subdivisior?s of the
(.:P\o-yog pios s Yuxis, peréyovea pérar ny Adyov—viz, :—~fupds and
émbupla, It is true that the other 76wai dperai, as well asF&vB ela
and cegpoatry, consist in the regulation of @oya wddy having tI;aeIr
X
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origin in Gupds or émfupta: but dwdpeie and coppooivy ate specially
associated with these parts, being the regulation of their most
characteristic manifestations—those manifestations, namely, which
are common to man and brutes, and may, as owing nothing to
social influences, be deemed #\oya in a more thorough sense than
such passions as a desire for other people’s money, or a desire for
honour, which are called into existence by social influences. On
the other hand, if the divisions of the dpekrikér pépos were in
Aristotle’s mind, * Why,” as Grant asks, ‘ does he not begin with
owdportey, since Bupds is higher than émbuuio (Eth. vii. 6)?" I am
inclined, after all, to think with Grant £ . °Aristotle probably
began his list of the virtues with courage and temperance, because
they were two of the Greek cardinal virtues’; and to follow
Susemihl in- attaching great weight to Ramsauer’s suggestion that
the words doxovoe y&p . .. af dperaf are interpolated.

elpnrad] ii. 7. 3.

firrov yap kol odx Spolws doti mept tds Mimas| The article before
Mmas (¢f ii. 7. 3 mept #Bovis 8¢ kal Mwas o0 mdoas, firrow 8¢ kal mepl
85 Amas) limits the reference to the pains caused by the absence
of the pleasures: ¢ below iii. 11. 5.

Supficducar] ¢f. x. 5, where 7dowvai are distinguished according
to the éwépyerar which they attend.

éxdrepos| 7.¢. 6 Pp\driypos and 6 Gehopabis.
Todrwv xaipe] Scaliger’s conjecture rovre is probably correct.

§ 8.] See Theoph. Char. xxil. (iii) mept ddoheoyias, and xxiii.
(vil) mept Nahlas, and xxiv. (viil) mepl Aoyomouias.

§ 5. katd oupBePnds] Z e ¢ by association.”

§§ 6,7, 8.] Cf. de Sensu 3, where two kinds of éupai are distin-
guished, (1) those which are correlated with the various xuuoi, and
have therefore =& 780 kal 6 Aummpdy kerd oupBefpxos, or by associa-
tion. (These are the doual with which the dedhaoros is said in
J N, iii. 10. 6 to be concerned rard oupfeByxds.) They are
associated with 7pod7 and 70 Bpemvicdv pépos, and so become
indirectly objects of émbupia. When the desire for food has been
satisfied, these dopai no longer give pleasure. (2) Those dupal
which are pleasant xaf’ airds, e.¢. the scent of flowers. They do
not invite us to eat, nor do they stimulate any desire. The pleasure
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derived from such dopai is peculiar to man, whereas that of dopaf 1118 a. 13.

associated with tastes is common to him with the brutes; see d¢ Sensu
5. 443 b. 16 €ily 8¢ rob dodparrov doo éoTiv' ob yip drmep Tiwves Puaciy,
obk Eoriv ey Tob dodpavrod, AAN' Eorw.  Siopioréor 8¢ wds EoTi kal whs
ovk Eorur TO peév ydp éoTi kard Tods YupoUus TeTayuévoy alt@v, Gomep
elropen, kai 76 §0U kal & Nvmpdy kard oupBeBnrds Exovaw: ik yap T TOb
Opemrucot mdby elvar, émbupoivrov pév i8ciar af dopal Todrov eol, merhy-
popcvars 8¢ kal pndev Seopévos oy Ndeiar, 0ddé rolrois, dore abra pév,
kabdmep elmoper, kart oupBefnrds Eyovar T0 NOU kai Avampow, S xal
wdvrar elol kowal Tor (gwy' al 8¢ kad airis piear Tév dopdy eloly, olow
ai 7év avfov olbév yap pallev obd frrov wpos Tiv Tpothjy mapaka-
Aoboew, ol8e oupBdierar mpos emibuutay oldéy, alAa Tolvavriov palhov.
Cf. E. E. iii. 2, where the above disiinction between ai dopal ai karda
ovpfBeByrds Hetar and al ka8’ afrds is brought out distinctly (it is
only hinted at in the £.NV.—rols ydp yalporras pilor i féder i
Quprapdreoy Sopals ob Aéyoper deoldorovs § 5), 1231 a. 6 dhA& kal rHu
Soudy ratrais yalpovow Soat kard oupBefnrds edgpalvovow, dAha py kaf
atrds, Ayw 8¢ piy kal adrds, als § é\wilorres xalpoper § peurmpévor,
oiov dfrov kol mordw (80 érépav yhp ndoviy Tadrars yalpopev, THv TOD
ayeiv i miew), kall alras 8 olov af Tov dvbav eotv. &b Supelas iy
Srpardwkos Tés pév kakor dlew tas 8¢ §0.

We may say that cegpogivy and drohacta are concerned with those
ndoval which Plato distinguishes as mAnpooets s évdetas, Or dmadiayal
Admns, from the xafapai Hdovai: see mote on x. 3. 4, for quota-
tions from Rep. 584 B, and Philelus 51 B, where Plato distinguishes
these two kinds of #foral. The olor xpdupact kal exnpact of L. V.
iii, 10. 3 may be an echo of the ras :rrt'pf Te Th kahd M‘ydpeya xpcb;.u:n'a
wai wepl it oynpara of Philebus 51 B. The rév dopov tds wheloTas
of Phiiebus 51 B shows that the distinction marked by Aristotle’s
care ovpPefnxds and kaf atrds was present to Plato’s mind. The
following passage in M. M. ii. 4. 1205 b. 20-28 may be compared
as giving very clearly this distinction between #8ovaf, which is the
psychological ground upon which Aristotle proceeds in determining
the proper sphere of ceppogim and dkchasia—:érel & ofy ot 7
#Bov) ral kabiorapérms Tie ioews kal kafeornrvias, ofoy kabiorapévns
pev ai €& évleias avamlypwoets, kaleornkvias 8¢ ai dmd Tis Sfrews kai TS
dkefjs kai TOP TowovTew odgal, Beltiovs dv epoar al kafeornrvias ThHs
digeas evépyaar ai yap ndorai kar apporépovs Aeydusvar Tavs Tpémous
évépyetar eloly dore 8oy ére al dmd this Srews Hboval kal Ths drois kal
o0 Stavoeichar Bé\reorar & eipoay, inel af ye cwparikal ¢ drarhypboeos.

X2
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§ 7. odx &omt B¢ 008’ . . . oupBePnrds| Zell refers to Problemata
KH. 7, 950 2. Q otodr 8¢ 7év atobnoewy mévre, Td Te dMha (da dwd dbo
pérey Thv mpoclpnpévey foerat, kare O was GAlas 7§ GAws oty f0cra i)
xard ovpfBePnkds TovTo WAGXEl. OGpdy pév yap 6 Spdv, 1) kai oodpatrs-
peves, yaiper 6t dmohaler kal 8rav mAnpwby, oddé ra Towira #déa alrg,
&omep obbé nulv 5§ Tov Tapiyov um, brav &nr Eyopsy Tov payew. frav
8¢ enBeels pev, HBéa. 1) B¢ 7od pddov det nlela. Cf. E.E. iii. 2. 1230
b. 36 d\ka mepl ra 8o vav algbyriw Tavra, wept dmep rai T&\Aa Enpla
pdvay Tuyydver aiolhrics Eyovra, kal yalpovra kal hvmodpeva, mepi T
yevoTa kol dmTd.  wepi 0¢ Ta TV dhAer aicOprov ndda oyefor Gpoiws
dmavta Gaiverar avawwfirws Siakelpera, oiny mwepl ebapuoTiar 1 kdAlos.
obféy ydp, 6 Tt kai afior Ayou, daiverar wdTyorTa alrh 74 deapia 70w
kahdv § 5 depodoer Téy elappdoror, el py T mov cvuBdBnre Teparades:
dAN otide mpos Td ebaly § Suocwdy kalror vds ye aloBjoes Sfvrépas Eyovat
mdoas. dN\E ki Tev dopby raltats yafpovetr doar kard  oupBeSrds
eippalvavaw, d\hi py kal abrds.

T agree with Grant in thinking that this view according to which

“brutes have no pleasure of hearing or smell or sight except

a. 18.

a. 22,

accidental ones, namely when sounds or scents indicate to them
their prey or their food’ is questionable. Some animals seem to
derive pleasure from music’. A dog will sit for an hour at a time
at a window looking with evident pleasure and interest at people
and vehicles passing in the street. As for his pleasures of smell,
which engross so much of his attention, they are obviously so
different from any with which our less developed sense makes us
acquainted, that it would be rash to say that they are all xard
oupBelnkds. Indeed the presumption is in favour of many of them
being ka6 airds. That a dog experiences yruywal §8oval, such as
those of friendship, performance of duty, and vanity, is pretty
obvious.

i kives| Giphanius notes that xdov and censs are feminine when
hunting is concerned. Aristotle tells us that the female Laconian
hounds were better than the males; see His/ Anim. ix. i, 6o8 a.

247 ai Adkavar kives af Ofheiar eduéarepar Téw cippéywv eloiv,
Spotws & o8’ Bow 4 [edpdy] Nador] ofd’ ddr = oddé 7 e (cf:
ot8é rais dopais, and odde 7j povy above); and 4 efpédw is added

1 Coraes calls attention to Fol. ©. 6, where Aristotle himself admits that
brutes have some appreciation of music: T34% a. 13.

i

—
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because he (or an interpolator, according to Sus. and Byw.) is 1118 u. 22.

thinking of Iliad iii. 23
dore Mwy eydpn peydle éml copart kipoas,

ebpdw §) ENachor kepady §) dypuwv alya,

§ 8. 80ev dvdpamoddlers kal Bnpsdas dalvovrar] Zell quotes a. 25

Prob. KH. 2. 949 b, 6 8ui 7i kara 800 povas alobioeas drparets Aéyoper,
olor iy kal yelow ; # Sl Tas dmd TovTev ywopéras Hlonds Apiv kal Tois
alhots {dors; dre oy kowvai oboar drypdraral elor, 8id kal pdliora ij pdvas
3 * ’ . L A 3 ’ 4 ' # 5\ 3 -
emovelbiorol elow, dore TOv Umd TelTOY YTTOpEvOV Yréyouer Kal axpari

xai axéhaoTor evar Papé, Sl v md v yeiplorey §lovdy greacbar,

&b Touch is the fundamental sense in all animals; see de
Awmima ii. 2. 413 b, 4 aizbnoews 8¢ mpdrov Imdpye wacw ady.  domep
8¢ 70 Bpemrmicdy Slvarar yopilecfar Tis ddns kal mions alobjoeas, olrws
1 Ggr) Tov aMer alobioeor, GperTicdr 8¢ Néyoper To Towirtov pdplov s
Yuxns of kai Ta Guipera peréxer T4 08¢ {Pa mavra Gailveras Ty daTiiy
alofyow Eyovrae. Touch is necessary to the preservation of the
animal. Sounds and colours and smells do not feed the animal.
That which feeds it must touch it immediately. The touch of
food is taste. Taste accordingly is correlated with 7o fperrucdy
pépos, see de Anima ili. 12. 434 D. I émet yap 78 {(Gov odpa Eufruxde
dory, gopa 8¢ dmar Gnvdy, amvér 8¢ 6 alolpriv pf, avdyky kal o Tob
{wov odpa drridy elvar, el pélher odlecfu 70 (ov.  ai yap d\ha alath-
oes 80 érépwy aicBdvortar, olov doppyars Syfns dron® dardpevor O6, el pn
éfet aiobyow, ob Suvjoeras Ta peév elyew Ta 8 NaBeiv. el 8é roiro,
adivaroy Eotar cdlecbar 7o (Gov. 8 kal ) yevols éorw aomep adn Tis'
Tpadis ydp éoriw, 1 8¢ Tpog TO cdpa 76 dmriv. Yoy O kal yphua
kal dopn ot rpéher, oddé morel ofir alifnow olire Pbiow. dore kat T
yelow dvdykn dny elvai rwa, St T Tob dmrol kai Openricod aivfnorw
elvas’ adrai pév oby dvaykaiw T (@, kal Pavepdy éri oly oldv Te dvev
dijs ewar (Gov. ai 8 dhar 10D Te el fvexa kai yéver (gwyv iy od Té
Tuxdvr, dA\Ad Tiolv, oloy 76 mopevTikd dudyky tmdpxew el yap péNde
cofecbar, ol povor 8el dmrdpevor alvfdvecfar d\li kal dmuber. Cf.
de Sensic 1. 436 b. 10 Tois 0¢ {Gois, § péy (Gov Ecaorov, aviykn tmipyew
aloénow TevTe yap to (Gov elvar kat piy (Gov Siopiloper. ’18ia § #dy kad
éxaoror 1 pév dgny kal yeboes drohovlel magw €E dedykns, 7 pév apy S
v elpypévny aitiay v Tols mwepl Yuyis, 1 66 yelous Sk Ty Tpodir” TS yép
nov Beaxplvee kat 70 Nvapov airy wepl Ty Tpopiy, GoTe TO pév pelyew TO
8¢ Sidkety, kal Ghws 6 yvpds éori Tub Bperrikol poplov wdbos. Al 8¢ Bua
Tov éfwber alobioeis Tols mopevrixols altdy, oior Suthpnois kai dko kal
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1118 8. 26. 3ris, maot péy Tols Exovos cernplas vekey Ymdpyxovow, Bres Swkwoi Te

a. 32,

wpociaBavdpera i Tpoday kal T4 adha kal ta Pplaprica Gelywor, Tols 8
kal ppovioens Tuyxdvover Tod el veka® molhas yap elgayyehovoe dia-

2 3 Z) - - o . e B ~
q‘)ﬂpﬂﬁ', EE ¥ I TE TWP YonT@Y f'y'yt?ﬂﬂl- ¢’G‘ﬂv}?ﬂ'£$ Kal 1 TaY TpakTel,

§ 9 ™ yedoer &mi pikpdr § odlfev xpﬁcrﬁm] With the pleasures
derived from the various flavours which yetous perceives as distinet
(and it is with these that yeiows in the strict sense is concerned—
Tiis yap yeboeds éoiv 1 Kpioes Tév yuudy) the dkéhaoros has not directly
to do. Telous, the perception of flavours, stands to the mere sensa-
tion of throat-touch, with which the dedhaoros has directly to do,
in much the same relation in which the smell of food stands to its
taste ; and, although certain yvpol may, like certain dopat, be desired
xara ovpfeBnrés by the dxéhacros, yet roughly the remark of Eude-
mus is true that deolacia is not concerned with the pleasures of the
tip of the tongue, but with those of the throaf: Z. F. iii. 2. 1231 a.
12 émel kai Tévr mepl 7O yevarov o¥ mept wagay fdoviy émrdnrar Ta Onpla,
obd fowy T akpe Ths yAarrys 1 diobnows, AN Scev T¢ Qdpuyye, kai
Cowkery dagpf pahhov §j yeboer 16 mabos. 8d o dropdyor ok etiyovrar Ty
YAGrray Exew pakphv @\\& Tov Qapuyya yepdvou, domep Peldferos &
’Epbéidos. d@ore mepl & dnrdpeva, ms Gmhds elmely, Oeréow iy dwo-
Xagiar.

With 7ijs ydp yeloeds éorw 5 xplots vév yupdr may be compared
de An.ii. 10. 422 b. 10 @ § etby rév yvpdv, domep kal emt Tav Ypo-
pdray, GTNG pév Tdvavrio, To YAVKU kai TO TKpGY, €xoupera 8€ ToU pév T
Newapdy, Tob 8¢ 76 dhpupdy perafd 8¢ rodrwy 76 Te Bput kai ™ aboTpor
kal gTpupror kai 6£0' oxedov yap airar Soxobow ebvar Stadopal yupdv.
&ore T0 yevoTikéy domi v6 Suvdper TowlTov, yevordy 8¢ TO moTkdY évre~
Aeyela alrob.

§ 10. dyoddyos] His name, Philoxenus, is given in the passage
E. £ iii. 2. 1231 a. 16 quoted above, and in the present passage is
supplied by NP, Ob, Ald., Kb, CCC, NC, Cambr., and other M3S.:
also in Preb. KH. 7. 950 a. 2 we read rav 8¢ kard Ty podny dm’
évlwy pév év ) Yhdrry 10 900, dm dviwv 86 & 1@ Ndpvyyr, did xal Piks-
Eevos yepdvou Pdpryya eliyero éxew. There are several references to
him (or them, for there were more than one of the name) in
later writers—Plutarch, Aelian, Athenaeus : thus, Plut. de dmore
I has xvpdy 7dovf Bedovhécfar Diddfevor Tov dlroddyor: Plut. de
occulie vivends 1 tols pév yip mepl PAdfevov Tov 'Epifidos . . . émTon-
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pévovs mept & dra 1 Athenacus Deipr. viil. 26 kdv dAh@ B¢ péper Pyl 1118 a. 32.

[Méxer]

B\dEewis o, bs Aéyova', 6 Kubiptos

aifaro Tpidy Exew Adpuyya mixeoy,

Smws, karamive, ¢noly, 6Ti mheioToy Xpovor,

kat wér8 dpa pow Ta Bpopad Hdoviy wodj.
CF. also Aelian Var. Hist. x. g ®ddEevos Myvos fiv, xal YaaTPOS HTTEV.
Aristophanes mentions an Eryxis son of Philoxenus in Balrack.
934. Corr, Kb and I have ®éfevos 6 "Eptfuws, PI. Kb and CCC
®, 6 Eififws.

®dpvyé is properly the wind-pipe, but is herc used looselly for

the oicopdyos or gullet. Ramsauer refers to de Part. An. iv. 11.
6go b. 29 to show ‘quo sensu Aristoteli probabile fuerit votum
Philoxeni’: 4 pév yap yAérra Tér yupdy mowl i alefnow, Tév édeaTodw
&y 1) kabéde §) Hdevs . . . kal oxediv Taw mheloroy dov kai edeaTdy év TH

> ; .
karamdoeL T TdTet (af. L. BiEer) Tob oigopayov yiverar 1 xapes.

kowordry] Ze. it belongs to all animals: see d¢ Anima il 2.
413 b. 4 dicbioews 3¢ mpérov Smdpyer waow . Homep 8¢ 10 Gpe-
wrucdy Sivarar ywpifecbar Tis ddis kal wdons aloBioeas, olTos 1§ dpy Tév
& hov alobhoewy. Bpemridy 8¢ Néyoper 70 Towdroy poptov Tis Yruxis ab
cai 74 udpeva peréyer T 8¢ (a wdvra Qalverar Ty GETIKTY affn?r}mz:
#yorra. The Paraphrast’s explanation is wrong—rxowordry éoTiy K
Gy év maows rais alobioeowy émel Kai depjp Tk méoar al aivbnoes aIer.*a-
vovrat, for Aristotle in the de Senst 4. 442 3. 29 finds fault with
Democritus for reducing all the senses to touch : Anudkpiros 8¢ kai
of mheioTor Tav PuoloAdyer, oot Aéyovot mepl atofnoews, drowdTaTir T
mowlee mdvra yap T alobyra dnta motolow, kairor €l oUT® TOUT Exet,
Sihov ds kai Tév Eev alcljoeor éxdory G Tis €oriyt Tolre § G
adivarov, of xahemdw oumdev. CEL Hamilton's Lecfures on z’!ffefa-
physics, vol. il. pp. 152 sqq. for a defence of the view of Democritus
assailed by Aristotle.

§ 11. Aewbepudrarar] Opposed to dvdpamoddders in§ 8.

yupvaoios] In the Gymnasia there were baths, apparently
similar to our Turkish baths, which were used by the gymnasts
after exercise. For the advantages derived from rpiyrets and the
consequent feppacia see Prob. AZ. 2. 9653 b—966 a, b.

T b

b. 4.

b. 6.
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CHAPTER XI.

ARGUMENT.

Desives are (1) common (o all men and natural, and {2) peculiar fo indtvid-
uals and acquived. Thas the desive for food and drink and the sexual desive
are (1) natural, while individuals show (2) preferences for this or that kind of
Jood, ete.  Buf cven in these tndividual preferences there is an element of
natural desive, i3 that there ave some Hiings which all men agree i freferring
Yo certaiin other things. So for as @ desire ds simply naturel, i,e. 5o far as in-
dividual preference has nof vefined wpon i, it does not hold vul wwich templalion
Lo ervor, and when error takes place, i is always in the way of excess.  Thus
thase peapile are jew who, simply because ikey are Rungry or ifvrsly, will over-
Sl thedy bellies with whatever conses o hand, [t is only the Dwest sort of
people who terd to become pussling-bellics as they are called.

But wien individual freference comes in as fo the particular kind of food, etc.
with which the natural desive @5 {o be gatisfied, theve ave many whe ery, and
many are the ways of ervor, For when we say that a man © has & great lking
Jor something, we mean either that ke likes something which ke oughi not to
like at all, or iikes it more than the average man does, or in the wrong way.
Neww in all these vespects the profligale, or intenperale man, goes to excess.  He
delights dn things which he eueht not lo delight in af all—abominations ; and
where ¢ iv permitied lo take delight, he does so more than ke ought, and wore
than the average man does. .

So wmuch jfor the velation of temperance and intemperance lo pleasures: as for
the pains to which they are related, they are those caused by the absence of the
excersive pleasures. Such pains the temperale man does not jeel, while the
profiigate, or intemperate, man is fortvred by them. These absurd pains (pains
produced by pleasures Iy are Lo be distinguished from the move real pains which
the conrageous man endures and the coward shrinks from.

Those who are dejicient n their love of pleasure are very rare—so rave thal
they are not even distinguished by a nome ; tndeed such insensibility as theirs
5 searcely human.

As jor the tepiperate man, lie observes the wean in these things, He takes o
Pleasure in what the tmtemperaie man lakes most pleasure, but vather hates ot ;
and the pleasures which he does allow himself ave never excessive or ili-timed—
whether they be those proger fo a healthy constitution, ov olher pleasures in so

Jar as they do not interfere with health and vipowr, and are not {nconsistent
with ihe ideal of a noble izfe, or beyond his means.

§§1, 2,8 4] The kowai, or $uowai érbuplar are those which
all men experience, But few men habitually gratify them in an
improper way, simply guwd xowal or ¢uowal, 7. ¢ promiscuocusly
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without caring for the manner in which they are gratified, so long 1118 b.8.

as they are gratified somehow. The few who do so are the Mav
avdparodddes, who e. g, overfill their bellies with any sort of food.
The i kal érieror émbupiar are partly (1) the particular directions
which the rowai émbupiae legitimately take in different men, . g.
preference for this kind of food or drink rather than that, w?xere
the things specially desired are good, if taken in moderation;
partly (2) perversions of the kowal émbupia, Dy which thgy are
directed to objects which are poyrd. It is where the cowai émbupla
take particular directions, that we find drokacia for the most part.
This particular (and in itself legitimate) way of gratifying a natural
human desire attracts one man, that particular way another man,
and they go to excess in these particular ways. Here we have to
do with what is distinguished in Z. V. vii. 5. 8 as 7 dvfpornin
drohaoia from 7 xard wpéodeoty, i Bnpuddys 7 voonuaradns, under which
latter head it may be noted the desire of & puomrd mentioned in
§ 4 properly falls,

§1] Scaliger, with the approval of Susemihl and Rassow,
(Forsch. p. 58) inserls kal guarkal after kowai, b. 8. %

podiis . . . kal edvijs] These are the two objects of wo fperTicdy b. 9.

distinguished in de Amima ii. 4. 415 a. 23—nutrition and repro-\
duction— @perriky Yuyy kal v Tois dANots Umdpyes kai mpdTH Kal
xowordry Stwapls o Yuxds kel fy Swdpye 76 (i draTw 7s oTiv Epya
yemdoar kat Tpodi xpnranfar.

Enpas % Sypas Tpodiis] We have here the ordinary distinction b. 10.

between solid and liquid nourishment. For Aristotle’s screniific
account of the physiology of nutrition and taste see de Sensu 4.
441 b. 15 sqq. where he tells us that 76 gnodv and 7o dypdv must
both be present in every experience of taste and process of mufrition
—"Qomep oty of vamemhlvoures €v TG Lypd Ta xphpara Kkai Tods YUpOUs
rowodroy Exew mowiet T Udwp, olTw Kal N s 6 Enpov kal 7O yeades,
xat Bii Tov Enpad kel yeddovs Suboica kai kwobon TG feppd ordv T 70
iypiv mapaokevale. Kai EoTe TolTe Xupds 76 yuyvdpevoy Tmo Tob sip?-
pévoy Enpot mdbos év TH bypd wijs yeloews Tis katd Stvapr a’)\lmmnxfw
els évépyear dyer yiap t6 alabyridy els ToiTo Surdper wpoimapyor' ob ?Ja;:
kard v6 pavfivew dMAG kard 76 fewpeiv ol TO alo@avecBar. "Om & od
wavrds £gpod dAAG Tob Tpoipou of yupol i mdbos elow 7 arepnats, BEE
Aaf¥eiv évreiber, éri olire 6 Enpov dvev TOU Sypod oire o Lypoy drey Tob

£npod’ Tpothi) yap 0ldéy alr@v Tois {Pois, AL TO pepLypévov,
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b. 13.

b. 14,

b. 22,
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“Opmpos] The editors quote Jlzad xxiv. 120.

6 véos kal dxpdleov] As Achilles, whom Thetis is addressing in
the lines referred to above.

to1doe| Tpodis kai eiviis. Ramsauer conjectures wavrds for mas
in this clause, construing 16 8¢ rowdede §§ Toudode émbupeiv odxére
mavrds éorw otdé téy adrév (masc.). But it is better to accept the
anacoluthon, and to suppose that Aristotle wrote ro & with the
infinitive in his mind, and then carelessly wrote was instead of
mavrés because he had written ras yap émbupel above. Reading
was we must of course make réw alrér neuter, and explain—otse
Ty alréy det énlfupel 6 avrds, Bywater's ‘suggestion, rije 8¢ Toudiode,
is very tempting however.

3 2 'F]p.e'TEpov] ‘Et fere é¢° #pv, Ramsauer. ‘Emiferos, ig)
npév émwonbeiza, Par.  * Merely capricious,” Grant.

€repa yip . . . Twxdrrav] Here two reasons are given for the
assertion that there is something ‘natural’ even in the most
factitious tastes: (1) they are ‘ natural, in the sense of being the
expressions of the nature of the particular individuals, it being
‘natural”’ that the tastes of individuals should vary within certain
limits; and (2) they are ‘natural’ because they are confined
within these limits—because, though varying, they agree in not
giving the preference in any case to certain things distinguished
as ra rTuydrra.

wiow| moty Ob, a mere blunder.
§ 8. admiy] sc. mp yaorépa

§ 4. T yap ¢thotorodrar . . . wokhol xaipovow]| Rassow (Forsch.
58, 59) reads s for r¢ before xaipew (with Mb and Ob) and before
paidov (ND and Ob) in line 23, and treats the words row ydp (1. 22)
.. 8t (L. 24) as an independent sentence, which he closes with
a full stop. If rév yap dudororodrwr Aeyouérov is to be treated as a
genitive absolute, ¢ being retained before yalperr and paihor, and
a comma placed after 3, I. 24, then we must follow Eucken (De
Arist. dic. rat. p. 31) in reading & (MP) after xara mdvra.

Grant thinks that &s in the phrase 4 ro palkov § &¢ ol modhol is
an interpolation, because he supposes that, if it is retained, we
must place a comma after padlor, and treat #§ és of mwoAlol as a
separate clause, rendering ‘o because they like them as people
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in general do;’ whereas (he argues) pa\\ov # ought to be taken 1118 b. 22.
together so as to give the rendering ‘or because they like them
more than people in general’ (whéov § xara Tovs moMhots, Par.).
This is undoubtedly the right rendering (it is remarkable however
that Grant does not notice its incansiszency with the natural
meaning of the reading xal ds of moMhol yalpovew which he accepts
in 1. 24); but it is not necessary to omit the &s in order to obtain
it. Ma\hor # ds of modhol is as good Greek as paklov i) oi wolhol,
and has the same meaning. Thus in vii. 8. 2 (referred to by
Ramsauer) we have upowos yip 6 dxparis éorw Tois Tayy pebuokopévors
kai Omd OAfyou oiwov kai éhdrrovos §j &s of wohloi, although in iv. 4. 4
(quoted by Grant) we have érawolvres pév émi o pakioy 7 of woMhot.
The above being the meaning of # pd\lov i Gs of wohhoi, it is
absolutely necessary to accept in L 27 the reading of Kb, CCC,
and Camb. «at §| &s of 7oXhef, rendering “and more than people in
general.

§ 5.] The pains with which the odgpor and dxdhaoros are b. 27.
concerned are not independent pains like those which the dvSpeins
faces, but pains caused by pleasures (kal =iy My 8¢ mowt abrg j
#dor) 7. ¢. caused by the absence of pleasures.

§ 6. aréme] This is what Grant calls ‘the disgraceful paradox’ 1119 a. 4.
of dkodasie. The Paraphrast has dore kai dromwdy 7¢ doxel 76 &

. y - L e 2 Nl 1 ~ 3 v
T;BDPI?V )1}&1“5 AO‘S&! Kab aivtay etrat oy 1'}60”1‘]11 TOU €rarTion,.

§ 7. ob mdwu yivovrar] The ascetic spirit (unless we regarda. 6.
Cynicism as a manifestation of it) was conspicuously absent from
the Greek national character.

ob yip évfpumuch doTw 4 Towadty dvarocbnales kel yap Td houmwd
foa k.rh] Such insensibility would be inconsistent with being
a man; for man is after all an animal: ¢/ E. V. iii. 1. 27 foket &
oly frrov avfpomks eivar & dhoya mdbh, :

ob térevye 8 k] In £ V. ii. 7. 3 we have é\Aeimovres 8¢ mepi . 10.
ras flevis ob wdvy yivorrar Sibmep 0?8 dpdparos Teruxmkaoiy 008 of Tool-
Tot, totwgay 8¢ dvaicfyrer. Eudemus (£. £. iil. 2. 1230 b. 13) has
rovs 8¢ drwhres Exorras 8¢ dvawlyoiay mpds Tas airas fdovas of péw
kahoiow draisfirovs, ot 8¢ E\Nots dvdpace Towirous mpogayopelovow. EoTt
8 o wdvv ywbptpov w6 waflos ovF émurdlator Sia 70 mdvras éni Bdrepor
dpaprdvew p@dov kol mdow cvar alpguror Thy T TowovTey fdéwy frray
kal alofyrw, piora 8 elol Towolral, ofovs of kepwdodidoralor mapd-
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3 -’ A
1119 . 10, yovow dypolkous, of obbe T pérpra kal té dvaykaia mhnouifovot TOLS

nléa. Qf NV i 2. ¥ 6 pev mdoys foovis Gro\ator Kal pnbeptag
dmeydperos axihaaTos, 6 O¢ waoay Belrywy, Gomep of dypoikot, dvaicbnrds
mis: and Z. V. L. 7. 13 mept B¢ 76 ndU 7O pév v wadid 6 ey péoos
ebrpdmehos kai 1 Guabeais ebrpamehia, i & GmepBody Bapoloxta kal 6 Exwy
alrijy Bopokdyos, 6 8 énhelmoy dypowds Tis kai § s dypowda : cf. also
E. N, vil. g. 3 elot 8¢ loyupoyrdpoves of Wioyrdpoves kal of duafeis xat
of dypoikat, of peév iboyvrdpoves 8" HBorjy kal Mmyy yalpovot yap vikdyTes
v pyy peramelbuvrar, kai Nvroivrar éav dkvpe T adrév § Gowep i~
cpata’ &ore pakhoy 16 dxparel folkaow ) T fyxparel, From these
passages we may gather that, if any name belongs to the é\heimor
mepl tas ndords, it 18 dvaiofnpros, and that the dyperces or rustic (as
distinguished from the doreios or town-man) is merely adduced in
Z E.iii. z and £. V. ii. 2. 4 as an example of dvaigfyoia, as he
is_ introduced elsewhere as an example of other peculiarities—in
LN, i 7. 13, of dullness, and in vii. g. 3, of opinionativeness.
Theophrastus, Char. x. (iv), gives an amusing sketch of the
dypowos. Aypoikia 18 dpabin doyipov, The dypowos is the man who
maintains that myrrh smells no sweeter than thyme : his shoes are
too large for him : he talks loudly: he mistrusts his own friends,
and makes confidanis of his servants. He will stand on the road
and look at a cow or a goat, but will look at nothing worth looking
at. He runs himself to answer a knock at his door. The dva-
odyoia of Theophrastus does not seem to have much in common
with Aristotle’s @vawfpoic—insensibility to the pleasures mept as o
dxohaoros. Avarfpola is defined in Char. xxv. (Xiv} as Bpabirns
Yuxiis v Ndyors kai mpdfeow. The dvalofyros is the only man who
goes to sleep in the whole theatre. He loses things and cannot
find them, He fatigues his children by obliging them to wrestle.
With regard to the dypowor of the ropwdodiddoxakor referred to by
Eudemus—plays entitled ATPOIKOS, ATPIOI, ATPIQTHS, are known
to have been written by Antiphanes, Menander, Pherecrates, and
Sophron : see Fabric. Bib. ii. pp. 414, 460, 474, 494 referred to
by Zell. It is not unreasonable to suppose that Theophrasius
sometimes borrowed from the comedians in writing his Characlers.

§ 8. 0% 8\ws ois ph Bel o008 odpddpa Torolry otdevi] Rassow
(Forsch. p. 91) Teads ot¥. . . 08¢ for the oii@'. . . odre of the codd. here.
The clavse occupiesﬁt the same position in the first (ofire yap fderat
...) of the two main divisions of the sentence, as the clause o8’
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émfBupel xr . does in the second (o8 drdvrev .. .); and if oUdé is 1119 a. 13.

right in the second division it must be in the first also. Susem.
and Bywater follow Rassow.

oiS Shws Tov Towolrev 038&] Rassow (Forsch. p. 91) favours a. 15.

otfevds, making it depend upon émfupe.  Although all MSS.
apparently exhibit obtferds, three—KP, Ob, and CCC—read im-
mediately after it, not oa but & and so are as good evidence for
an original otéé e, as for an original obferdst d. It seems
certain that the letters oo are original, and that Susemihl's o086 d
is wrong. I think, however, that e%6é is right. I take the phrase
038’ Elws Tov Towdrwy obdéw as a blank adverbial formula, or ef
cefera, added 1o 008¢ p@EXhor % 86l and old’ ore pi) &et, and, with them,
epexegetic of perpiws by which ot dmévray Avmeirar obd émibupet 1S
qualified. This blank formula is to be filled in doayés @Aws bmo
700 Ndyov wopilerar 14 Towadra (E. V. il 3. 5)—e g, old os py Oet
would be included in it.

The reading ot@evés dra would easily arise by dittographia of
oo, and would be retained by scribes, for Rassow’s reason—that
otfevss depends on embupel

obTws Eov] 7.6 6 dpeyduevos v f8ovay Taw Talrows éumodiow Srrow, a. 19.

2 A Y 1 A A b\ 3 .
# mapl TO kKahoy 1) Umep TNV ovoLay.

CHAPTER XIIL

ARGUMENT.

Proflicacy, or infomperaice, s more woluntary than cowardice, for it pur-
sues pleaswre, whick meit naturally seek after, whereas cowiardice consists i1 mol
Sfacing pain, whick men naturally azoid. Moreover, pain disturbs and destroys
the nature of its sulject, but pleasure has no sk effect.  Being morve voluntary,
profliguey is thercfore more disgraceful. i is easivr to habituate oneself to Fesist
bodily pleaswres, than fo habifuate oneself to endure the pains of fear: for
e has many more opportunities in life of habituating oneself to vesist bodily
pleasures, and the process of habituation is without danger. But the habit of
cowardice &5 more voluntary than the particuler acls of cowardice ; for the
habit is not in ilself painful, whereas the acts are caused by @ pain whick
disturbs the manw's nature and makes him throw away kis arms and otheirise
disgrace himself. Hence the opinion thai these acts are even forced upon hint.

On the other hand, acts of profligacy are tore volintary thain the habit is ; for
they are actuated by desire and appetite, whereas no one destres the habit.
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The term dréAaoros—uwhich means lierally, unchastised'—is also agplied fo
children when they arve naughty ; for there is @ ceriain similarily between the
¢ proflivate’ and the naughly child. It docs not matler here whick s the
original application of the term ; at any rate, ifs trangference is warranted by
the renl analogy between destre and o child—both fry fo do what is unseemly,
and both grow apace, and need chastisement. If destre be nol chastened and
brought wrder subjection to veason, it will go great lengths, being an insatiable
principle, which is strengthened by indulgence, &l @ of last casis yeason out.
As the child maust live in obedience to his master, so must the principle of desive
be subjected to veason. Hence in the temperate man desire will be in haymony
wwith reasorn ; both will aim at thal which is noble and good ; desire will seck
the #ight objects, i the vight way, and at the vight fine, in conformity with
the dictates of reason.

. §§ 1, 2.] In these sections Aristotle is speaking about & «ard ras

Zas. Acts of intemperance are more voluntary than acts of
cowardice, because the former are prompted by the desire of
pleasure, and express the natural bent of the agent, while the
latter are done under the constraint of pain, and seem to represent,
not the agent, but his necessity.

§ 2. $ow] The normal state, as Grant points out.

péhhor 8h éKOIjO'tDL'] s¢. %) dxohaoia s dethfas. The MSS. seem
all to have &, but 8 is certainly right: see Rassow, Forsch. p. ga.

wpds adrd] mpds ma fdéa, Coraes.

§§ 8, 4] In these sections he passes on to speak about the
€£ers themselves.

The Aabif of cowardice is more voluntary (oly dpolws= pillor)
than acts of cowardice ; the habit of profligacy less voluntary than
acts of profligncy. The reasons given for these differences are
that the habit of cowardice is not painful, as compared with acts
of cowardice, which seem to be forced upon a man at the time
by the pains of fear; while the habit of profligacy is not desired
or sought after, although profligate acts are. There is a good deal
of confusion here. The habit Seiin is acquired by the repetition
of particular acts caused by Admy. It is misleading therefore to
describe it as aim) dhmoes, in order to prove it to be ‘ more volun-
tary ' than the particular acts. When Aristotle calls a Aadz? ¢ volun-
tary * he means, as we have seen (iii. 5. 14), that we are responsible
Jfor #. If then the ac/s which produce the habit of Sedia are in
a sense involuntary (as caused by Aimy § éflomor kat pbeiper 7w Tob
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Eovros poow), the habif will be equally involuntary, 7.e. the Seds 1119 a. 27.

will be relieved of responsibility for it, in proportion as the acts
which produced it were ¢ involuntary.” So much for the relation
between the acts which made the habit and the habit “iself’ If,
on the other hand, the 74 kaf’ &acra here are not the acts which
made the habit of 8ei\ia, but the acts which flow from the habit
when made—what is meant by distinguishing the Aabif tself, as
#uros, from its acts, as forced upon us by Aemn? Are they not
forced upon us by a Amy of which the ‘habit itsell” has made
us at least more susceptible 2  Again, how does the fact that oifeis
Zmifupel dedhagros elvar make the habit of ako\acia less ¢ voluntary,
in the sense of making it a habit for which we are less responsible ?
The habit is just as  voluntary’ as the acts which produced it;
i.e. if they are entirely voluntary, we are fully responsible for it.
Nor can the acts which flow from the formed habit of dxolagia
be distinguished, as ‘desired and fully voluntary,’ from the habit,
as * not desired and less fully voluntary.” Surely if these acts are
desired, it is because the habit makes us desire them. By axo-
Aaoia we mean only that such acts are desired. We seem then to
have nothing but scholastic trifling in the sections before us, if we
render them quite literally thus:—*acts of cowardice are forced
upon us by the pains of fear; but we do not fear cowardice itself,
and it is not painful to be a coward. Therefore cowardice itself
is more voluntary than acts of cowardice. On the other hand,
acts of profligacy are pleasant and are objects of desire ; but we do
not desire to be profligate. Therefore profligacy itself is less
voluntary than acts of proflizacy.” An important psychological
truth, however, may be got out of these sections, if we interpret
them a little more freely, and suppose Aristotle to mean by the és
abry acts performed after a certain date, and by the ri xaf ékaore
acts performed before that date; the psychological truth being that
the pleasures or pains, as the case may be, which originally prompt
acts, tend to disappear from consciousness, and leave the acts to
go on automatically. The pains which prompt early acts of
cowardice are very keenly felt ; but, as time goes on, cowardly acts
are performed on the occasion of less and less painful experiences,
till at last we may suppose the perfect dedds cultivating his eiia at
home in security, studiously avoiding all occasions for its active
display in the presence of danger. In such a case the dekia might
be described as abrj péw @wmos. Again, a pleasure like that of
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drinking brandy, keenly felt at the beginning of the drunkard’s
progress, disappears almost entirely at last and leaves him the
victim of a physical craving—of pain, not of pleasure.

Tt is to be noted that éketoioy, after duoiws in § 3, is the reading
of T, Nb, Ald, mg. OP, pr. P%, NC, BY, (B* has éxolotov b kal peirrov
in the text; OP has on the margin xat ékotoiov & kal wkpetrror) ;
while ¢evirdn is the reading of Bekker’s four MSS., Kb, Ib, Mb,
Ob and also of CCC and B

§ 5.] Eudemus (Z. E. iii. 2. 1230 a. 38—1230. b. 8) has the
following account of the derivation and uses of the word dxéhacros
— Néyerar & 6 drxdhaoros moNhayds. & re ydp pij Kexohaguvos TS pnd
larpevpévos, Gomep drpyros 6 pij TeTpnpcvos, Kai TolTar b pév Suwards,
5 & edivaros drpyrov yhp T4 e py Suvdpevoy Tundijrar kat T durardr
uéy pi verpnpévor 86 Tv alriv & Tpdror kal 76 ardhagTov.  Kal
yip 1O iy mepurds Béyeabar xilaow, xat TO mepukds pév i) KekoAd-
opvoy 8¢ mept duaprias, wept ds dpbompayel b cdpow, Somep ol aides.
rard radrijy yip dkdhagree Aéyovrar Thy dkohagiuy, ére & d\hov Tpdmor of

’ . & 3 ’ ) r
Svelarat kai of dviare: wdpmar Sid koldgews.

SGhor ¥ 87 70 Uorepor &md 7ol wporépou] I agree with Grant
that ¢ there can be no doubt that the punishment and unrestrained-
ness of children is the more concrete and primary idea.” Aristotle
seems to make it plain in § 8 which he regards as mpdrepor and

which Torepor—~aomep 8¢ ov maida . . . olrw kal 16 embupnTiRdy,

" § 7. évodre] One without 76 dpyor—ros.

16 ouyyerds] That which is born with one—connate. He
means that the gratification of desire strengthens the natural
principle of desire in us. Function reacts on organ. Coraes
has—mpoBiBates iy ovyyeri) xkai éuuror Tj wadiky fhila émbuplay
ally Ths émiboplas 7 vépyea, dv py kokalyrat.

§ 8. domep B¢] Kb, Ob, and Camb. have domep 8, CCC has
Sowep &7 Bekker’s domep ydp is given by Lb, Mb, T

§ 9. dpdoiv] 7e. The énbupnricév and Myos. CE vi. 2 2 de
76y Te Néyov a\nf eivar xai Ty Spefow Epfny . . . kal T aldTd OV pév

ddvar, Tiv B¢ Bokew,

BOGK LV,

Introductory Note]| TrE E. E. and M. M. agree in the
following order—drdpela, cadpooivm, wpadrs, éhevfepidrns, peyaho-
Yuyla, peyarompémaa: then follow, though not in exactly the
same order in each treatise, the mafyrikal peadrpres—uripcats, aibas,
pehla, cepvérys, d\ifea, and ebrpamehia. The Nicomackean order
is—dudpeia, cappooiy, ehevlepidrys, peyalompémea, peyakoyruyia, Piko=
Tepta, Twpadtys, Gikia, akjfen, edrpamerls,—and lastly, aldos, distin-
guished from all the foregoing as a wdfos.

In £ V. iii. 10. 1 Aristotle seems to give a reason (but see
note ad loc.) why he begins with dvdpela and cwpocivy—uiz. do-
KoUot yap Tov Ghoywr pepdv abrar ai dperal. It is true that all the
moral virtues consist in the regulation of 6 @eyov or the element
of disorder in man ; but fvpds and émbupia Tepresent this element
in certain purely animal forms, without the regulation of which, to
begin with, the more distinctively human and social virtues could
not be acquired. The reasons which make it proper to begin the
list with dvdpeia and cwgpoctrm are in favour of giving the third
place to mpadrns, which consists in the regulation of dpys, a feeling
which man shares with the brutes. As épy, however, is most often
roused by causes which depend for their existence on society,
the virtue of mpadrys, if placed third, makes an easy transition to
evbepiirns, and the other virtues which consist no lenger in the
regulation of purely animal instinets, but of feelings which are of
distinctively human origin—.c. do not come into existence except
in society—the desire of wealth, the love of display, the desire of
honour, the wish to please, and so forth.

Book 1V may be said to discuss the viriues which consist in the

Y
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regulation of feelings and desires, which, however evolved from
animal instincts, owe their present form and force to society.
*Avdpela and cwdpooivy (and perbaps to some extent mpadras),’
although, as wvrriucs, they are no less social than ékevfepidrys and
the rest, are concerned with feclings which have their roots deep
in man’s animal as distinguished from his social nature .

CHAPTER I
ARGUMENT.

Tiberality (Enevbepibrns) is the pbservance of the Mean in spending and ac-
quiring “wealth’ (xphpatay—ils more characteristic side however being that
ohich velates {0 spending, i.e. fo the use of ‘wealth’—aof moderate wealth, it
st be undersiood, nat of great wealih. Being the habit of wiing suech weallk
properly, s extremes, dowria and dvenevBepia, are the habits of abusing such
aupalth. The term dooria, kowever, is often employed with az imiplicalion
(pupuhérorTes, § 3) of érpacla and Gxodacia, and thus appears in & very bad
Light. In the styict semse (olkeiass, § 4), howezer, the fowros 5 one who wastes
Bis substance (§ 3), and so ruins Fimself—as the etymology of the word
shows (& and ealew).

The thevBipos, then, is concerned with the xpims xpqpdrey, and s Better
characterised as ane who spends well thamn as oné who acquives well ; for 0
acquive 5 rrijois, w0l ypios—i.e. ‘o qequive well’ is, at hest, the mere
refusal fo receive except Jrom praper sources, tf 15 10t actios function. "EXev-
Gepibrys will thus realise the characteristic of all dperfi—io issue i positive
well-dotng, vather thawn to merit the mevely negative praise of refraining from
ezil (§7). The enevdépros wwill give Tob KakoD Erena wnk bpds (§ 12), i.e. with

1 See, however, Zeller's Ph. d. Gr. 3rd German Ed. p. 634 (Aristotle),
note 1, for a criticism of Tlicker (das Eintheilungs- und Anordnungsprinctp
doy moralischen Tugendrethe in der Nikomachischen Ethik, Berlin, r863), who
adopts a view similar to ¢hat advanced above. Zeller’s chief point is that if
the view were correct, mpadrys must come after dvdpeia. To this it may be
answered—that it could hardly come in befween the two Cardinal Virtues
dvdpela and cwgpooiyy : but asa matter of fact comes in after Fapporyry in
the E. Z. and M. M.—a point which Zeller does not mention. Aristotle in-
deed interpolates the virtues of the Fourth Book between the discussion of
drdpeia and cwqpogtyy and that of Sueaostvy and ¢pdmgeis but this is because,
1 would urge, the virtues of the Fourth Book (like Suzmogdry which imme-
diately follows them) are distingnished from drBpeie and cwppogtrn by being
concerned with the regulation of feelings which owe their appearance to society.
The fact that wpadrns has the third place in the E. £.and M. M. seems to me to
chow that the writers of these treatises think that dvBpela and cwpposivy
ctand on a different footing from the virtues of the Fourth Book, mpadrys

occupying an intermediate position.
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q:’m recard to the fitness of things, of whick kis ¢plvners makes kim a correct
;mgg Consegueently his liberaltty mausi not be estimated from the antount that
e gives, J’u:ﬂ Jrom the relation whick the gift bears to his ineans (§ 19). Hence
Tyrants with fractically unlimited means are not dowtor, T]M:;’ faf;r;ai £ z
themselves® by their extravagance (5 23). The E\evbépios does mot ‘a'.:? :
wealih for ifs own sake, bul only &vewa 15 Sivews. Those who have m:;'g
far{wza: Jmi:)e‘ dose s by setfing a kigh value on wealth and devoting themes ’ZF-;
lo ils acquisition. They are less Likely fo be liberal with their ;SOﬁ ;'6.
those who have inkerited fortunes (§ 20). g
of c‘ﬁ.e ex;’\z-gmes, dcwrla is puwh beiter than dvelevBepia. Tt vuns short of
means 165 30) a?,m’, being a generous impulse, may be chastened by age and
fxﬁe:"m&fe. inlo si\eu:%pui-rqs (8§ 30, 31). 7t also benefits smany, by making
?20:::3:3 a;;}:z;fafe. Avehevlepla, however, is incurable, being the vice of ox;rs'
;fmadg (§.§;,‘;;ii§§i, and of narrow and timid natures, of which nothing can

We may note.in this account of éxevbepidrys and its extremes—
(1) the stress laid on the point that éevfepidrys results in a ypijoes
xpw.(.éj'my, It thus takes its place with the other virtues in a life
rff doing. The xpnparioris Bios, which may be contrasted with the
life ?f the ékevfépws, is concerned merely with indefinite «rfjous
and is a life of reception, that is, not properly a Li_ff.: at a.ll’
(2) The importance attached to force of character. Tt is bettell'
to do what is noble, than to refrain from what is base; ;md the
bold spendthrift is a more hopeful character than the timi’d niggard
(3).The remark that the spendthrift °benefits many,’ ma: be
noticed as untrue. Money does more work and ¢ benéﬁts’ more
people as “capital’ than it does if scattered about broadcast: cf
Grant’s good notes on §§ 31-32 and § 44. e

As1 crbserved in note on ii. 4. 2, Aristotle’s treatment of élev-
Espr.ér!]s‘ is as complicated as his treatment of dvdpela: see ii. 7. 4
ffmd iv. i. 29. The dowrcs is in excess as regards spending &jnd
in defect as regards acquiring; the dvehedfepos is in excess as
regards acquiring, and in defect as regards spending. Nor are the
two moments of dvehevfepla always united in one character. Some
exc?ed in acquisition; others are in defect as regards spending:
see iv. 1. 38, 39. =

§ 1] The method of exhaustion, by which its object is assigned 1119 b. 22

t0 ehevfepiéms may be compared with that by whi ;
: : L 7 which th
Particular Justice is found—w. 2. 5. ? = okl ol

U i
§21 v g : b. 2.
¥z i
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119b.30. §3. qupmhkorres] ¢ with an implication —implying ntem- A to receive ™ . . . In the Christian sentiment there is so great a 1120 a. 33.
perance. Grant compares ¢the Prodigal Son. The historian barmony between the object and subject, that the subjective side
Theopompus, Aristotle’s contemporary, in a passage preserved by appears to be lost; but in reality it is only lost to be found again,

Athenacus (iv. 62}, gives a vivid picture of the dowria of Philip and . it is diminished to be enhanced. Aristotle’s statement would be,

his friends, which may serve as an ilustration of doorie © with an It is better to give than to receive, because it is more nobles

implication —®iizmos, émel éyxpar 3s woMGn ylvero xpnpdrov, oD This has a slight tendency to give too much weight to the sub-

Gvdhooer abTa Tayéws, @i é£éBake kal éppupe, mavToy dvfpdwoy kd- jective side) T think not—e yip xai rairdr éorer &l kat méher,

cigros b olkovbos, ot pévov atTds, A\M& kal of wept avrdy.  dmhas yap peiléy ye xal Tekewdrepor b Ths mohews dailverar kat Nafeiv kal calew,

A 3~ 3 r - . I3 b ~ 5. . o » i o = = ; z : [}

obdeis abrév miorare iy Spbs, ovdé .‘T"’?PO”“" D”'{"'” 01'“‘“" T0% _8 . § 17. dvaykalor| z. e avaykaioy € tmobérews—materially necessary, b. L.

abeds dlrios Hv, dwAnoTos kai soAuTeMys dv, MPoYelpws amavTd TOLLT, if the beautiful form (5 xakés) is to be ceitided (o6e Mo n

xai kropevos «ai idels GTpaTLeTNs yip v, NoyileaBa 7d mpogidvra, Kal 1013 a. 20). 0

2 ahiokdueva 8¢ doyolav otk fdivare. Zrera § of éraipor abrol ek : : :

m:}ki S g iy 2 airis ﬁ;} e § 18. Phémew] Bekker reads émfhémew with LP.  Rassowb.6
T '} (3 EP L) T e 7 - 7 = « O

el e A e e (Forsch. o) prefers Bhémew, the reading of K and MP. CCC

¢k Oerrahins, oi 8¢ &k TS s EXhddos, ok aproriviny éfetheypevor, kot th this £ th e ¢ ) s

o L b e i e B3ekupds jich in this part of the Ethics is practically a transcript of

! T noLr T } 5 ; =

e Y g DisSeREent S ; the text of Kb (see Anecd. Oxon. Classical Series, vol. i. part i.

§ @pacus Tov Tpdmov, outat oxedor dravres eis Maxedoviay afpowsbévres 5) it & ool the 3 o ;

& i i e s ND p- 45), omits not only the prefix ém- but also the pgp immediately

éraipor Di\immov  TPOTIYOPEUOVTO. e 8¢ p7 kel TOWUTOS TIS eAnhvbet, prece ding. )

Smd Tob Blov kal Tis Salrps TS MaxeSovikijs Taxéws éxetvois Spotos = :
3 r
§19. alm ¥ kard v odolav 8i8wow] ‘didwow fort. seclu- b.o.

dendum’ Bywater. Retaining &idwow, 1 would suggest ofros in
place of afm.

éyévero. TG pev yip of mohepor Kal af orpareim, Kai ol srohuTéNeat
~ 1 3 - » * - x
fpageis abrovs elvar mpuerpémovro, kai LYy ) kooplos EAN dodTHS Kat : |

Teis Ajorals wapamhoiws.
§ 20.] Zell, Coracs, Michelet, and Grant compare Plato, Rep. b.11.

1. 33. 4, olkelws] ¢ they are not pro erly called &caror. i i
§ | Y PEOPELy . | 330 B, C, where Socrates (in his conversation with Cephalus) says
1120a.4. & 6-8.] See Argument at the beginning of this chapter. ol 8¢ krnodpevor Su)j % oi @\ dowdlovrar abrd (se. T4 xpipara)”
s EﬁETM] For the technical use of this term = tmdpxew it damep yap of mowrai . . . Kai ol rarépes ke A, Cf. also N, ix.
or karmyopelofas Twds, Se€ An, Pr.i. 27 and 28 passim. { g «
22, 005" 8oa &N\a toradta] Cf. note on iil. 11. 8, a. 15 otd’ &)
o - A 5 r ¢ £ o s Lh i ws b. =
8. 17.  $°9. frrov mpolerTa peMhov 7 od )\ap.ﬁ_uvoum] For men are less e ey 5 S
inclined 1o give away (frrov spoierrar) what is their own, than (pd\ ey 5 S5
,.C_ e gb*t o f} (i : ki 'u(; 5 zbel i thers,’ *Xs(zrant § 24. &metor . . . b. 34. ol émdpevar] Sce above, note on § 8b. 32
7= #) to abstain from taking wha ongs to © o= of this chapter.

and other editors point out pakhor i redundant. > Le ,
§ 27. Tupovidy] ‘fort. Syevidov’ Bywater. Coraes quotes 13la.7.

o 20. §10. odx firrov] = pakher Ald . Schol. Athenaeus xiv. 73 (656) Svras 8 v bs dhnbas kipBié & Sipevidys kal

o 33, §16.] Grant has an interesting note on this section in which he aloxpoxepdis, ds Xapadéoy $nobr. 'Ev Supaxoloms yoiv rod ‘Iépwvos

calls attention to ‘the spirit of manliness and nobility (drdpadys
xai peidkaros cf. Eth. iv. 4. 3.) which runs through the virtuous
characters of Aristotle.! ¢The principle of individuality,” he says
¢ 5 sense of life and free action (évépyera), are with Aristotle the
basis of morality, and the first requisite to nobleness seems to be
self-respect . . . Christianity says « It is more blessed to give than

dmooTéhorros adrd Ta kal’ Huépav Aapmpls, mwhdy Th Thelw 6 Sipavidns
row wap Ekelvou mepmopévav, €avTd puxpdy pépos dmerifero.  épopévov
3¢ rvos i alriay’ Smwos, elmev, ij te ‘Iépwvos peyahompémeta katagpavis
3, kal % &y koopedrns.  Coraes adds—#&heye 8¢ kat mpds Tols éyrakolrTas
aité piapypiay 8re av d\\wv drearepuéros Sub T yipas fbevaw,
Do s ért ynpofookeitar Tijs dmd oD kepBalvewr, bs grat TMAoirapyos
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(Plut. an seni sit gerenda resp. 5). Cf. also Stobaeus (Flor. i.
240 ed. Meineke) quoted by Coraes
éoydrov yfpes by ¢ddpyvpos €iy krd.  Grant quotes Rietl, ii. 16.
1391 a. 8 dfer kat T Stpwribou dlpyrac wepi THVY copdy kal mhovoiny
mpds Thy yuvaixa iy Tépwrvos épopévny mitepor yevécBar kpeirrop mholoior
# oodiir whelotoy elmely’ ToUS ooods yap Epn, épar éml rdis Tév whou-
siov Bpus SarpiBorras, See also the amusing reference to his love
of money in Rhet. ill. 2. 1405 b. 24 kal 6 Zwpovidys, dre piv €didov
weoBow S\yov abrd & vudioas rois dpebow, oli fffeke moweiv os Suayepatvev

Sipevidys épwrnbels Bt i

els Hutbvovs muely, €rel & ikavdy EBwker, éralyre © xaiper delhomddar

Bbyurpes trmwy.  kairou kal oy vy fuyarépes foar,
§ 29. T év pupols] See below §§ 471, 42.

§§ 30, 81. T pév obv Tis dowrias . . . Behriwv elvor To0 Greheu-
0épov] < The two sides of dearia (mentioned in § 29) are very
seldom found united in the same person, for it is not easy for
one who has no receipts to give to everybody (if he tries, his
means soon come to an end—that is, if he is a private individual ;

* and it is only the private individual who can be termed dowros):

a. 24,

b. 16.

where they are united however—that is, in the: dowros proper, we
have a character not a little better than that of the dvehedfepos.’
The words rayéos . . . dowror evac are parenthetical; and & ye
rowodros 18 6 pndapdber AapBdrey kai nagt dibovs = the dowros proper =
& 8¢ roirov Tov Tpomuw dowros of § 32 below. Where (as is generally
the case) extravagance goes with indiscriminate acquisition (§§ 33,
34), we have really a bad form of dverevéepla, not something
better than dvehevbepia, See Rassow Forsch. p.121.

§ 81. Sdoe yip ois Bel, kal of Mjerar 50ev ol 3ei] Kb, CCC,
T, and Cambr. omit both negatives, with the approval of Rassow
(Lorsch. 59,
#reros, as Rassow points out, is to give too much and take too
little. If he is reformed and becomes like the é\evfeépwos, he will
give the right amount to the right people, and also take the right
amount from the right sources—hlerac 68er det,

§ 85. oid¢ Todtou &veka] Tob xkalod &exa. All MSS. except KP
Ob and CCC, seem to read rodrov atroi—which I prefer to roirov
accepted by Sus. and Byw.

§§ 38-40.] dvehevfepia has two moments: but they do not
always coexist in the same character ; hence we have two classes

), who is followed by Susemihl. The fault of the

i e
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of dveheddepor, (1) Those who are conscientious enough—or at 1121b.16.

least externally irreproachable—in the maiter of acquisition, but
will not part with what they acquire. (2) Those who are bent
upon acquisition, and unscrupulous in the methods which they
employ.

§ 89. k{pBikes] Coraes, in his note on this section, explains the use b. 22.
. of kipt = ¢ niggard,” by pointing to its connexion through the di-

minutive xwBicer with the modern Greek roufike which means a dog-
tick or flea = the old Greek xpordw, "Eori roivur, he says, 6 xip3if
6 Blkny kpor@vos olovel kevrdy kat ékpuldr va é\dywra, 6 pnde ra Aem-
vérara rav kepparwr (small change) mapopdy, v ol Td\hot tiw abriy
peratpopiy colovres prnce-matlle kakoiot.

xupwompiomys] a cummin=splitter. Cummin, a relish eaten b. 27.

with food.

§ 40. Toxworal katd pikpd kel émi woMAG]| Zell (reading rowioral b, 34.

kal vé pucpl émt woAlg) supplies 8avellovres out of roxerai—* who lend
small sums at a high rate of interest” Michelet prefers to take
& pucpls émt woAAG with épyaldpevor— who perform small services for
a large return’—agreeing with Coraes apparently, who (also
reading kai & pukpd émt moA\§) says—robro uév onpaivel, Td €bTeN)
&t moANG Tufi Sibdvres 4 tmovpyotwvres. I prefer Zell's interpretation,
which applies as well to the reading xara pupa kai é7l modko (Byw.)
as to Zell's. For Aristotle’s general objection to rékos see Pol. i
3. 1258 b. 6 6 &¢ Tdkos yivera: véuopa vopigparos,  bore kal juihioTa

mapl porw obros TéY xpuaTiopdy éoTiv.

§ 44.] The grounds upon which dvelevfepia rather than doeria 1122 a.13.

is to be regarded as the proper contrary of é\evfepuimys are the two
specified in ii. 8. 7, 8. !

It is only as @ characler that dvekevfepia can be truly described
as peifov xaxdv Tis dowriase The economic ¢ffects ol dowria are
unquestionably worse than those of avelevfepla.

With the account of é\evfeprdrys and its extremes given in this
chapter, cf. Z. E. iil. 4 (a very meagre treatment of the subject),
and M. M. i. 23, 24. The various forms of dveAevfepia are
described by Theophrastus (Char.) not only in his chapter wept
dvehevdepias, but also in the chapters wepl dmovoias, mepl aloypokeplias
and wepi puepodoyias. The following is his description of the
aimypokepdis, as translated by Jebb:—

¢The avaricious man is one who when he entertains will not set
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1122 8. 13, enough bread on the table. He will borrow from a guest staying The extremes arve Buvavrin or areporehia! and pucpompéren.  The former

in the house . . . When he sells wine he will sell it watered to restlls in vulsar display of wealth ; the latter falls short of the requivements af

his own friend. He will seize the opportunity of taking his boys (kf;gf ;:;“::;’; ;f‘ £ & murriges or & Bsupla) &y antisly G 4o Seking

to the play when the lessees of the theatre grant free admission . ., .

He is apt to claim his part of the halfpence found by his servants § 1. mepi Tés Samampds povor| Aspasius has i pév yap elevfepuirys 1122 a. 21
in the streets and to ery—* Shares in the luck ? (kowir evar $hoas meph Bdow kal A, 7 8¢ peyalompémein mepl Thy Soow,

7ov ‘Eppiiv) « . . It is just like him too when he is paying a debt
of thirty minas to withhold four drachmas (about 3s. out of £120).
Then if his sons, through ill health, do not attend the school S
throughout the month, he will make a proportionate deduction
from the payment ; and all through Anthesterion he will not send
them to their lessons because there are so many festivals, and he
does not wish to pay the fees. It is just like him too when a
club-dinner is held at his house to secrete some of the fire-wood,
lentils, vinegar, salt and lamp-oil placed at his disposal. If a
friend or a friend’s daughter is to be married he will go abroad
a little time before in order to avoid giving a wedding present.

i § 2.] The rpupapyia was one of the extraordinary Aewovpyia: at a. 24.
Athens. The rpujpapyos got the ship, fairly equipped, from the
State. The Siate also paid the crew, and bore the expense of
their provisions. The rpifpapxes had to maintain the efficiency
of the ship for one year, hire the crew, and often pay large
bounties in order to induce men to serve; he had also often to
advance the money required for pay and provisions. The cost
of a trierarchy amounted to about fifty minae. See Smith's
Dictionary of Antiquities : article Trierarchia, and Jebb's Theo-
phrastus, p. 253. The dpxifewpis was the leader of a fewpla, Or
embassy sent by the state to the Great Games, or to consult the

| oracle at Delphi, or to assist at the celebration of the Delia—the

_ solemn festival of the Tonian confederacy. The dpxibeapia was

CHAPTER I one of the ordinary, or éycdkhac Aeroupyiar, which devolved upon
the wealthy Athenian citizen. See Smith’s Dict. of Anfiguilies,

ARGUMENT- articles— Delra, Theord, Ledturgia.  Zell assumes that the rpmpapyia

Meyaronpémeia—magnificence—difiers from Exevfepdrns in being concerned vould Cc!bi n}ore lh:-}n an dpxibewpia: Grant reverses thlS‘ OPLIOH:
ondy with expenditure, and that on a grand scale (§ 1).  The peyahompents is The Delian dpxibewpia probably cost more than a pmpapyia : some
EnevBépios, but the Exevliépios is not therefore peyoehompenns (§ 3).  Both expesnd other apyewplar probably less.
with egual propriety, bat the scale on which they do so is different ; and the

expenditure of the penyokorpemiys Fesulls in performances, and works, which are § 8. wohhdku K‘T‘R‘] from Od. xvil. 419, a. 27.
beartiful and striking in the pudlic eye, vather than meevely wseful fo indi- . Kkal yap €ym woTe oikov év dvBpomorow Evmoy

viduals, as are the gifts of the énevbépios. "EAevbepbrns resulls in a KT éhBeos ddredy, kal molhdkr Sduxor ahnTy.

atsefiel to the perion benefited ; whereas peyadompimera yesulés in an Epyov Whick

is the glory and admivation of the city (§ 10). Hence the peyahompenhs migast § 4. oby GmepBdhhovoar . . . hapmpurdperar] Asp. has—Barav- a. 32.
be a rich man, and evern @ man whose viches have been inkerited (8§ 13, 14), olav . . . mpoomoinaly Twa oboay peyéfovs Tov &y dumavipaciy agiov’ €y

othermise expenditure en a great seale (whether for public objecis*, or on greal

= b 3 " 3 L3 i~ 7
= ois yap ob Bel ovd ws Oet Aapmpurerar,
Sfamily cccasions, §§ 11-17) would be owt of keeping with his condition ; but the g e

Excvbépios sced mot be @ vich man. The kabit of spending moncy on a great e Gorepor 8 imép abrov épodpev| KD, O, Camb., and CCC read a. 33.
scale with propricty will divect the peyalompems even in cases where the tmép for mepl.  Susemihl (followed by Bywater) attaches so much
expenditure is necessarily smell.  He is an artist — tmarpore Eowkey (§ 5, and i :

will display his superior taste, even in cases in whick the ENevBipuos, slrictly 5o ! In the E. F. (iil. 6) 6 &ni 76 pei{or is said to be dvéwvpos, but to resemble

the dmepdraros and eeddrwr: in the fmoypads, however, the habit is called
Samapypia (£. £.11.3). In the I M. (i. 26) the habit is called cahakwrein (1192
: a. 37—KP however reads dhalovelas here, and dha(@r for cakarwr in 1192 b. 2

! What we understand by ‘public spirit’ enters largely into the notion of and 3). The oehdray, or swaggerer, is coupled with the gdXousos, or vulgar
PETAAOTPETELR. : person, in Kkel. ii. 16, 1391 a. 4.

called, can compete with fim—ral aud s lons Sandvys 70 Epyor Tom)Ge peyeho-
wpeméoTepor (§ 10).
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weight to the joint authority of KD and OP here, that he accepts
imép from them. e may be quite right in doing so: but I think
he ought to do more, and bracket the clause (suspicious in itself)
in which imép appears. See note on iii. 3. 2.

§ 6.] Rassow (#orsch. 75) inserts e mpémov between apémov and
% &ye (1122 b. 4), believing that no sense can be got out of the
clause ofre yip . . . éye as it stands. Is this so? Aristotle
says that the damdvac (answering to the évepyeta mentioned in the
line above) of the peyaempemis are (as his name implies) peydhae
and mpémovoa. The &ya or objects (answering to the &» éoriv
above) of his 8amdvar Will therefore be peydha, for unless t’m.ay
are peydha, we cannot speak of a péye Samdvua in the sense In
which we wish péya to be here understood—iz.e. in the sense
of péya xal mpémov ¢ Epyp—not only great materially (for the
Samdvac of the Bdvavaos are great materially), but having its material
greatness plainly justified by the greatness of its object.

Miinscher and Rassow (Forsch. p. 75) omit xai (b. 1) before bv
eoriv: wrongly I think. A &s (like an organ) is to be understood
in relation to its functions, and to its objects, or the environment
for which it is suited.

'Ev dpyj may be taken as a reference to the account of the
nature and formation of the 7fwal ées with which Aristotle began
this division (Books ii—iv) of his Treatise.

§ 10. & rodrois 8¢ k] "Ev Tobrois Z e & 8l kal os Bei.  Peters
translates—* So the magnificent man must be liberal also; for

the liberal man too will spend the right amount in the right

manner: only, both the amount and the manner being right,
magnificence is distinguished from liberality (which has the same’
sphere of action) by greatness—I1 mean by actual magpitude of
amount spent: and secondly, where the amount spent is the same,
the result of the magnificent man’s expenditure will be more
magnificent’ This seems to be the only rendering which the
words as they stand admit of: ofov péyefos is epexegetic of 7o
péya, and ths é\evlepidrnros oloys is a genitive absolute. The
rendering of Lambinus—sed in Ais quidquid magni est magnifict
proprium est, veluly magnitudo liberalifatts circa haec uversaniis,

1 Here Peters translates Bekker's raird.
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which makes the gen, ehevfeprdrnTos depend on pe"yeﬂoc, can hardly 1122 b.12.

be richt. I am inclined, however, to suspect the text, and
to think that Coraes is right in trying to restore a verb to
govern péyefos. He suggests oxotons for otons and has the fol-
lowing note: Sxetons dvtl roi ofions’ of yip dv dhhes éfnyjaa TO
woh\& Tols kpiTkols wapacydy wpdypata xopiov Tolro. § wols, €mel
6 peyahomperfs éorw dvaykaivs xai ehevlépios, kar’ obdéy Te ékelvou
Biaghéper Erepov, mhp e év peydhois kal peydlev évexa Samavd, by dv
5 peyalompemeia E\evfepidrne axotoa péyebos’ rovréorw §) Samdiy év ois
Bei xal &5 el perpla pév vioa éhevdepidrns kexhioerar, TporhaBobra €
péyebos rakeiobo peyalompéraa. Rassow (Forsch. gz) adopts the
method of emendation indicated by Coraes, and conjectures Aa-
Botans for oifogs, comparing such uses as hapSdvew atifnow, rekelwow,
véos, Tab peyéfous Téhos, tyros.  Susemihl accepts Rassow’s NafBedans
into his text, Thus peyadompéreaa ‘ist gewissermassen eine eélev-
Bepiérys in grossem Stil.”  The reading rafra (accepted by Rassow,
Susemihl and Bywater) has the support of all MSS, apparently,
except H®, CCC, and rec. Kb, which have raird adopted by
Bekker.

Whether we leave the text as it stands with efons, or read Aa-
Botons, we have to remember that the uéya, or péyedos, characteristic
of peyahompémera, is not materizl bulk, as such, but ke grondeur
which belongs to material bulk subserving a worthy end. ‘ Mag-
nificence,” says Grant, ‘differs from Liberality not in degree,
but in kind, being a display of more genius and imagination on
the same objects, and thus with the same expense producing a
more striking result.” Grant reads mept radré—but even this ought
not to be rendered ‘on the same objects” The é\evfépios and the
peyarompenss do not spend ¢ on the same objects,” but “ both spend
the right amount in the right manner,’ on their different objects.

ob y&p 7 adrh ko] This explains how it is that dmd ris fogs
Samdrys the magnificent man produces a finer result than the
liberal man. The result produced by the liberal man is merely
a xrfjpe—something that is materially useful to the recipient, and
has its market value, whereas the result produced by the magni-
ficent man is of the nature of a work of art.
* displays genius and imagination.’

The words with which this section ends are variously given by
the MSS—Kb, Ob, 1, CCC, and Cambr. give «kal oru épyou dpern,

It is favpasTdr—

B,
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peyakompémeia, &v peyéber, adopted by Bekker and Bywater: Lb, Mb,
have kai Zorw Epyov peyaompémein dper év peyébe, adopted by
Susemib] and Zeller (Ph. d. Gr. ii. 2, p. 638, note 4). Zeller
translates ‘die Grossartigkeit des Werkes besteht in einer im
Grosse sich darstellenden Trefflichkeit” I prefer Bekker's reading ;
but perhaps # has dropped out between apersy and peyahompémeia.
The words év peyéfe qualify the predicate &pyov dper).

§11. 7& {ma] as distinguished from rév 6¢ WBiov § 15. See
viii. 14. 3, where o is said to be the return which Society makes
{0 its benefactors. There ought to be a comma (Bekker has none)
after feovs,—drvabipara, karacxeval (construcliones templorum Lamb.,
arac aedificatae Victor.), and voia being the three subdivisions

of v& mepl Tovs Oeots,

xopnyeiv] See Smith's Dick of Antzg. article Choregus. The
yopnyla was one of the most expensive Aerrovpytat, The duty of
the xopyyds, who was appointed by his Tribe, was to provide
choruses for tragedies, and comedies, and other public functions.
He had to pay the xepodibdorahos and the choreuta¢, supplying
the latter with proper food, and with the necessary dresses and
masks. Even the prize which the most successful yopyyds received,
(a tripod) he had to pay for himself. For the expenses of the
yopnyia, see Haigh, dific Theatre, p. 82 sqq.

éomiar T mwéhw| It would seem that Aristotle uses this ex-
pression to distinguish the Aewwoupyla referred to, from the less
splendid éomay mip ¢uniw, one of the regular Aerovpyiar, which con-

sisted in giving a feast to one’s tribesmen. See Smith's Dict. of Ant. .

. article Hestiasts.

b. 24.

§ 12. arapéperar] The subject of this verb is 7é& Saravipara, and
5 7is k.7.A. is in apposition to TOP WPATTOLTA.

§ 14. mpémer B¢ [ai] ofs] Bywater brackets kai. 1 think that
its omission is a great improvement.

mpoimdpxer] Cf Z. E. iil. 6. 1233 b. 11 i Bewplav ok @ero

GeuoTorhel Tpémew v érarjoaro “Ohupriale Bt Tiy wpotmdpacay Ta-

mewdryra, A& Kipem: with which Fritzsche compares Plut. Zhem.

"

g—els "Ohvpmiay éNdov 6 Oecuiorakhijs kal Saphhoperos 76 Kipert

o . . ) e , . I
mept felmva kal oknras Kai TIY #\hqy AapmplTyTa Kai wApATKEUnY, OUK
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» o~ o r »
fjpkeae Tois "EMApotr.  ékeive yap Bvmi vée xai 47 olklas peydns ¢fovro 1122 . 80.

e = % 2

detv Ta TowiTa gvyyepely' 6 8¢ pime yrdpipos yeyovds dANG kal dokdy
) a L L Y

L oby Umapybrrov wap dflay éraipeobar, mposwdMoraver dlaloveiar,

A 3 ~ ’ -~ ~ =
7 &v adrols péreoctiv] #) Sid Twos Tov E {bvrev alrols olkelwy kal b. 31
auyyesdw, Coraes. < Their connections’—Peters.

§ 15. 7dv 8¢ idlwv] Aristotle here passes from the highest objects b. 35.
of peyarompimea (rd mepl Beols, and the great Newoupyias), to those
of second rank—the celebration of a marriage, the entertainment
of private friends, the furnishing of one’s house, &c. :

§17. kol émel 1dv Samwavqpdrev] I follow Susemihl and Bywater 1128 a. 10.

in reading émei for éxi, and make the apodosis begin at 8us rotro
§ 10. I find that CCC has yp. émel on the margin for insertion
before ! kat éwi rév damarqudrer: but all MSS. seem to read émi.
Peters (reading ént) translates—* And in his expenditure every detail
will be great after its kind, great expenditure on a great occasion
being the most magnificent, and then in a less degree that which
is great for the occasion, whatever it be.’ £

-~ ’ o T -
EraoToy p.éyu. év T yel—'e;] boTe evar Ta ?pyu TOV peya?\oﬂpe‘rmﬁs a. L1,
, § , \ - ;
peydha kal BovpacTd, wpés T& Spoyevii ouykpwipeva Tdfwy péy elkn-
s e T e . . . :
: {.nw: 1-1 wpds Tddovs, vady mpos vaels, kai yelpas wpos yepvpas, kai
ént Tév My dpoiws.  Paraph.

18 & peydle péya] oiov év vod peydly Samdvy. Coraes. T doa.12.
not think that Bywatcr’s insertion of dmhés after peyalompenéorarow
is necessary. I understand peyalompenés, not peyalomperéoraroy, as
the predicate of 76 év Todrows péya. :

dvraifo 8¢ t& & TolTols péya]| év 8¢ rois pukpols, T v Tols pukpols
péya, Gore TH pukpoy ToU peyahomperots mpos TG Gpoyer oY Moy
pikpt wapaSalidperoy péyroror efvar,  Coraes.

§ 20. éporioTds yapurds éomudv] ‘"Epaves being a club where a. 22.
each member entertained in turn, or an entertainment where each
guest contributed, it was of course bad taste to eclipse the rest in
splendour.”  Grant.

v 1 mapédu wopdipay eioépwv] The mdpodos was the entrance a.23.
of the chorus in the orchestra, and the first song sung on entrance—

h‘ Possibly instead of éxi: but the three dots referring to the yp. are under
the xai. :
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defined in Poef. 12. 1452 b. 22 wdpodos pév § mpory Aékis Ghov
xopot.  Zell and Coraes, however, are of opinion that here mdpodos
means the part of the theatre at which the chorus entered, and
that the ¢purple’ is not the dress of the choreutae, but. the
hangings of this part, which, in the case of comic representations,
were usually skins. That hangings are here intended seems to
be the view both of the Ald. Schol. and of the Par. The former
has—odwmbes & koppdla mapameracpara Séppes mouetv ot mopupibas:
and the Par. has—év rais kopedlas dvri kwdiwr (sheep skins), & mapa-
serdopara Ny ém Tis oknvhs, mopGupldas Exer, kaldmep of Meyapeis.
Zell quotes Lysias (699) for the cost of a comic cho-regia—-wxw;qu—
8ois yopnydr Knoodirg érikwy kal dvqleoa glv T4 Tis TKEVS civuﬁe(r'ﬁ.
éexaldexa pras—z.e. about £64. The cost of a tragic chorcgia
would be much greater.

Bywater restores Meyapoi from KV, in place of the Meyapeis of
other MSS. Pr. CCC has Meyapol,

§ 22.] Meyahompérera and its extremes are discussed in E.E.
iii. 6, and in M. M. i. 26 shortly, and in an inferior manner.

A

CHAPTER IIL

ARGUMENT.

The peyahéibvxos, or great-souled man, deems hiniself wo,r:zf/%y of t/’m:t whick
is highest, being worthy of i, as distinguished from the Yaivas,or gt ynas,
on the one side, whe thinks too kighly of kimself, and the pupofuxos, or swiali-
souled man, on the other side, who thinks foo little of Binmself. Ry

That which is highest—among external good things—is konour. ¥ is this
which the peyaXéfuyos rightly deems himself wur{éy of. Meyalofuxia, then,
may be defined as @ medioerity where lonour zm.a' dz:rﬁw%mr are concerned.

Rightly deeming himself worthy of that which @5 }s.?gkes:, zk.g :uE';.'f!AtiQ!rvxos
neest be a truly viviuous man ; and A5 peyakogvxia il lend distinetion to the
wirtues, without which it cannot itself exist. .

But, aithough ke deens himiseif worthy of the highest honour, tfze pe-yalcix{«uxus
does wot make honour ks all-in-all. Since, then, even honour is ma‘ all-tn-all
to Bim, he will not be likely fo think too Righly of inferior good a‘?azstags. Tizfz
consciousness of his own conumanding personalily will be enough jbf-ﬁzm. This
conscivusness will veveal itself externally in the independence of lis demeanounr,
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and the distinction of kis beartng.  He will accept the hononr which ke receives

Sron gaod men, not as adequate to kis desert, but as the best thing which they

can offer.  The opinion of ordinary men—favourable or unfavourable—he will
look down wpon. (Here he is apt to be imitated by those who are not really
peyaddbuxor.  But ke has a right fo look down on other men)) He will
rather do good offices than have them done fo him. He will vemember those
whom fe has bensfited, but those who have benefited hine he will easily forgef,
He will be haughty and reserved with the great, and easy with those af smiddle-
estate.  He will not enler into competetion with others for honour.  He will
reserve himself for great cccasions of acting, and greal danger; but when the
great danger comtes he will not grudge kis life.  He will love and hate openty.
He witl speak and act the truth—except in so far as he keeps ordinary people at
a distance by his dvomy. He will never be found looking up to people or things
wilh awe and wonder. Remembering evil, personal talk, Praise, blame, com-
Plaint, will all be far from his nature.

His walk will be slow, kis voice deep, his manner of speaking calm and
THETTHUF L.

The extremes—ihe vain man, and the small-souled wman, are not exactly
wicious characters—Lithey are not evil-doers: but they are in ervor.  The small-
souled marn deprives himself of what is kis due, from ot € bnowing himself:
He ¥s nol silly ; but ke @s backward, His poor opinion of himself, howsver,
makes kin o worse man in time. The vain man, on the other hand, &5 silly.
His lack of self-knowledge is conspicuons, He is always being shown-up, as ke
strives, by dress, and all kinds of osieniation, lo make people think hichly
of kimi.

Mucpovyia, however, &5 the veal opposite of peyakojvyla, for puxpofvyia is
wiore comuton than yavworys, and worse.

Iniroductory Note] Tue picture of the peyaNéyrvxos given in this
chapter is a creation of art, intended to present a great philosophical
truth with concrete evidence to the imagination. We must therefore
be careful not to look at it as if it were a portrait-sketch after the
manner of Theophrastus, or stood on the same plane with the
other character-pictures given in the Fourth Book.

The peyakiuyos accepts the highest honour, though falling
short of his deserts, because men have nothing better to give
him. He remembers those whom he has benefited, but not those
from whom he has received benefits. To the many he is ironical,
He does not give way to admiration, for in his eyes nothing is
great. This spirit in a real man would be intolerable. But
Aristotle’s peyadyruyos is not a real man. He is an ideal creation
in philosophy, as Philoctetes or Antigone is in tragedy. He is
Aristotle’s concrete presentation of that fewpia which is essential
to human excellence, He °contemplates’ the xdoumos or beautiful
harmony of his own nature, and allows nothing external to it
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to dominate his thought or conduct. He thus realises atrdpkea
or autonomy, and ‘possesses all the virtues’ in a fuller sense than
other virtuous men, who are conscious of the moral law merely
through their ¢pémous, or practical insight and self-knowledge.
The peyadéfuyos is a man of the highest speculatrve power. Like
Spinoza’s ideal, he has the scientia imfutliva, and sees in every
virtuous act the whole world of human nature clearly, which
good men of less speculative power see only dimly. The ever-
present spectacle of ¢ the moral law within,” by its sublimity, exalts
his mind ; while the exaltation of mind, or peyahofruyia, reveals
itself outwardly in the dignity and distinction of his bearing:

High speculative power being thus essential to peyahotruyia, it is-

not every virtuous man who can be peyakéyruyos.

It is impossible to determine how far Aristotle was guided in his
delineation of the peyakéyruyos by reference to particular individuals
known to him. There certainly seem to be touches in the work
suggested by such a reference ; but it may be said, I think, that
the work loses, rather than gains, by these attempts at realism,
and that the impression which they convey, that we have before
us a realand possible man, who, as described, would be intolerable,
is unfortunate, and has contributed to the misunderstanding of
the significance of peyaloyruyia in Aristotle’s Ethical System. The
measured movements, and the deep voice, make us think of a
real man: but, after all, they are only the buskins and mask of
an ideal character. Aristotle, we may be sure, was as fully aware
of the ideality of his peyadéuyos, or man who is a law to himself,
as Kant was of the ideality of his Good Will: but Aristotle,
unlike Kant, had undertaken to picture the ideal of moral ay-
tonomy, for the eye, as it were, and could not withstand the
temptation of putting in touches more suitable to a psychological
and physiclogical description, than to the representation of an
ethical ideal.

Hegel's view, that Alexander the Great was Aristotle’s model,
is a particularly unfortunate one. The impetuous genius, and
the vices, of Alexander distinguish him, in the most marked
manner, from the harmoniously developed peyahdruyos . Nor
must too much be made of the examples of peyakauyio— Alei-

biades, Achilles, Ajax, Lysander, and Soecrates—given, in a purely

! For other objections to Hegel's view see Teichmiiller 7iferarische Felden,
p- Ig2.
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logical context, in 4n Post i, 1 3: 97 b. 18; for no one of
these‘ characters answers to the. description here given. The
description of the peya\éyruxos in the Erhirs is rather the mise en
scéne of Arisiotle’s doctrine of the abrdpkeia of the ebdalpor in

the Life of Reason, than a portrait-sketch after the manner of
Theophrastus.

§4. odppwr] here means ‘modest” ‘knowing his place '— 1123 b, 5.

as each of the classes in Plato’s State, in virtue of iis ceppocim
“knows its own place.’ :

§ 5. 10 kdhhos é&r peydhe odpan] The editors refer to Poet. 7, b. 7.

1450 b. 36 76 yap xakdw év eyéler kal Tdfer dori,

§ 8. oi wag Xxedvos] 7. ¢. a man may think too much of himself, b. g.

without going the stupid length of vanity.

§8. 76 p&v peydde dkpos, 76 B¢ &5 et péoos] Cf. ii. 6. 17.p.13.

As ‘a great man’ he stands on a pinnacle; as ‘a virtuous
Fharacter’ he occupies the mean. His position, as he himself
1s conscious of it, and as it strikes the Imagination of the admiring
beholder, is one of incomparable preeminence ; but to the moral
analyst it suggests difficulties of detail in which the xatwos and
the pecpdfruyos fail—and in which the ‘ virtuous character’ himself
might kave failed.

§10. 4 & afla Aéyerar wpds Td €kTds dyabd] < Worth’ is a b.17.

:mZafz‘z'f term—z. e. it cannot be understood except as entitling
1is possessor to ‘something’; and this ‘something’ has to be
specified. Being something which the person ‘worthy of it’ gets,
it cannot be a good thing of the soul, or of the body ; it must,
therefore, be one of r& eerds dyadd.

7ipi ] When peyadofruxia is said to be Tepi Tepds Kai dropias, We b, 20.

must remember that rps is after all only @ syméol of the reward
to which the worth of the peyahdédruyos is entitled. Tepn vegarded
at an :?nd in itself in the moAcruwds Bos turns out to be Sombething
precarious, ctv TOlS Tpdol palkoy 3 & ¢ Tipepdvg (i g, 4). The
‘true reward is edéuporia or the evépyeta Vruyis kar dpernp itself. This
is indeed v{wov (i. 12) and an end in itself, as the gods, to whom
we do not give émawos, but assign =epd, are ends in thems&]ves,
Not means to our advantage. The uuq) which is assigned to the
peyakdyruyos must therefore be understood In connexion with the
z
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1123 b.20. technical use of the term rimov as explained in £. V. i 12. The

b. 26.

b, 30,

self-sufficing personality of the peyahéyruxos inspires reverence.
The outward expressions of this reverence are in themselves
nothing to the peyaléyruyos, but he receives them, as the gods
receive our homage, not because they need it, but because we
offer it, as the best thing we have to offer. But if the world is
unappreciative and withholds the homage due to his character, the
peyakdyruxos is mot troubled. He goes on his way like Plato’s
embodiment of the ‘autonomy of the Will’—é émoriugy XaBév
(Rep. 362 and 366), who walks through life with the inward con-
sciousness of justice, and the reputation of injustice.

§ 11. mipfs ydp pdhota [of peydlor] dérolow éaurods] Bywater
brackets of peydhor—rightly. It probably representsan interpolated
ol peyakdfruyor,

§ 12. alopa] ‘non est sus acstimatio, sed ipsa dignitas’™—Michelet,
rightly.

§18. o6 piw Tév ye peyaNdyuyor] mpés ought perhaps to be
restored to the iext before rdv. KD omits ye.

§14. 15 & éxdorp dper péya] The virtues of the peyahdyruxos
are exalted by his clear consciousness of their systematic unity.
An error, which might escape the notice of the ordinarily virtuous
man, cannot escape his notice, but is instantly seen in its bearing
upon the whole of life. He has always the ‘Representation of
Law Universal’ before his eyes. It inust be admitted that the
peyadéjuxos is mnot easily understood by us, and does not
command our modern sympathy. The whole man is ideal;
whereas we prefer to idealise one trait, leaving the rest of the
character still human, and prone to error. We are tempted to
apply to the faultless peyahéyruyos our saying—° Pride goes before
a fall’ forgetting that ex Aypothess he cannot fall, as a god cannot
die.

We, in modern times, are dominated by two great conceptions,
to which Aristotle is a stranger—the conception of Social Progress,
and that of HMuman Brotherhood. The peyahdyrvyos, with ‘all
the virtues,” answers to the conception of a stationary social order.
He lives in a glorious present which has no need of a future.
But in the mind of the modern social reformer, new ideas appear,
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as disturbing elements, among the old ideas which reflect actually 1123 b.30.

present conditions. These new ideas he must cherish, and give
himself up to. He must be willing to correspond badly with the
present, to incur odium, to make himself ridiculous—all for the
sake of a future, which he may not, perhaps cannot, live to see.
Here, evidently, there is no room for * all the virtues.

The other great conception of modern times—that of the
Brotherhood of men, especially as it gives reality in our eyes
to the misery that we see around us, is equally opposed to the
Aristotelian ideal of ‘all the wvirtues, If these miserables are
to be succoured, it must be by men who devote themselves to
the work entirely, without thought of © culture.’

§15. wapaceicarte] here used absolutely as in Prodl v. 8. b.31.

881 b. 6 4 8¢ barror @€l mapacelwr §) pi wapaselwy: but the full
construction has yefpas, ¢f. wept wopelas (gov 3. 705 2. 17 kai of
Géovres farrov Géovor mapaoelovres tis yeipas. The editors compare -
Theoph. Char. wept adoheoyias—mapacelravra 8 ypy Tode Taotrous
Tév dvéponey kal Spdpevor (se. o oxéhgp— with long steps,”) dman-
Adrreofai, bomis dmipetos Sovderar elva.

¢y oidey péya] The reading of Ob, CCC and Kb man. alt.; b. 32.

Bekker omits the ¥ wrongly : see Rassow, Forsch. 6o.

§ 16. xéopos| The beauty and order of the virtues which is the 1124 a. 1.

object and work of Reason.

xalokayadias] This term does not seem to have the technical a. 4.

meaning for Aristotle, which it afierwards bears in the Z. Z. (H,
15. 1248 b. 8 ff) In the Z.E. it is that s which enables a man
to see the nltimate okomds or épos—the Divine Nature. It is a kind
of gmor inlellectualts Dei.  Here, however, and in £. V. x. g. 3
(the only other place where the word occurs in the Z. V.) ‘no
special import is given to the word. It seems to imply a sort
of elevated virtue.” (Grant.) To Aristotle as to Plato the xahds
Te kdyaBds is ‘very much what we mean by a “gentleman.”’
(Grant) The writer of the A7/ (ii. 9) describes the xahds
kat dyafés as the man for whom a// things really good in life are
good—rEorw oly & kalés kdyalos § ta dmhis dyadd éorir dyadl kal
T4 amhés kali kakd éorr' 6 Towiros yap xalds kal dyabds. & 8¢ T
dm\és ayaba py éory dyald, ok ¥ori kalds kai ayalds, Gomep ohde
Uyalvew by Béfeier ¢ T dmhds Syewd pi yewd dorw. € yap & whobros
zz



340 BOOK IV: CHAP. 3: § 16-1g.

1124 a. 4. xal # dpyi} mapaywiperd Twa BhdrToter, odk v alpera ey, dAA& Th TowiTa

a. 7.

a. 20.

Goa abrdv py BAdyrer, PovMhfoerar airg elvat. 6 8¢ Towiros v oios
tmooTeANSperds Te Tar ayafev mpos T pi elvar abrd, otk &v Bokete xkakos
kdyabds elvar @A\ & rdyabh mavra Gvra dyafd éoTw kal Vo TouTwy i)
StapBelperar, ofov Hmd whevTou kai dpxis, O Towdros kahds kdyalds (MM
1207 b. 31—1208 a. 4). This description of the xalés kdyafis
as the man in perfect correspondence with the most brilliant social
circumstances—not obliged to ¢ furl his sails '—to deny himself good

-because it hurts him, comes very near what was Aristotle’s thought

when he wrote yahkewdr 7i dhnbelg peyadijruxov elvar ob yap oldy Te

&vev kahokayabias,

17. dpetiis ydp woavrehods| equivalent to xaloxayafia as under-
PETNS Yap q ay
stood in the present context.

§ 18. és péyrorov 8v] These words have caused difficulty to the

editors; and Ramsauer proposes the omission of &s. DPeters
following the Par. translates—¢ Seeing that not even honour affects
him as if it were a very important thing” This interpretation
is supported by the following @ 87 kai 4 7ipn pepov éorv.  Coraes,
however, following Lambinus, interprets differently, taking és
not in the sense of ‘as if; but closely with the superlative péyroror
—obde weph Thw Teunw, kalmep v bs péyioToy THY dyabbv, oltws Efer
dare mépa oD perplov yalpew, rvyydrov, §i Aumelofar, orepovperns. I
have no hesitation in accepting the Paraphrast’s interpretation—
ol yap péyiorov fynoerar Ty Tiphy Kol oUTe mepl almiy €ber oS péyiaTow
dv. It is true that mpq I8 péporor 7év deros dyafar (§ 10): but
dperijs mavrehods odx &y yévorro afla Ty (§ 17).

§19. Bokel B¢ kol T edruyfpota cupfdMhecfor wpds peyalo-
Ilfﬂxfu.v] The force of doxsi must be observed here. Meyahoyruyia
as popularly conceived is enhanced by prosperity : but true peya-
hoyruyla with its mavrels dpery) is independent of fortuitous aid.

The force of the passive verbs dfwivrar and repévrarin this section
and in§ zo, as explained by Ramsauer, is also to be observed—
‘a. 21 dfwivrar TepRs . . . A, 24 TdrTer . . . A, 25 TETES . ..
a. 26 dafwirm mpis: observandum genus passivam verborum.
Prius igitur iste quidem de honoribus cogitare videtur qui sibi ab
aliis offeruntur, ut deinde (vs. 27 éavrots afwolow) et ipse audeat
cosdem sibi vindicare. Id guod secus erat in vera virtute, quippe
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qua ab initio & dfws v alrés déeol éavrdv peyddev (1123 b. 2), non 1124, 20.

egens ille testimonio aliorum.’

% whouroivres] Rassow (Forsch. 60) rightly omits the article a.22.

before mhouradures, with Kb, Mb, Camb,, and CCC. 0i dvragrelovres
# mhourodvres are together distinguished from of ebyeveis. The article
before mhovrotrres would have been right, if xai instead of # had
been used.

nunés| Bekker reads muyréos. rqunrés is given by pr. Kb, MP, a. 25.

Asp. NC B

20. dpdw| & 0¢ dpde wpdoeort kal 1 dpery) xkat ta €fwler dyaba
L ? H P e

paMkor afwirar Tepis Tob THY Gpetiy pdvor €xovtos. Par.

§ 21. Swepémrai] Jebb (Zheophrastus p. 186) compares the a. 20.

tmepnpavia, or arrogance, of Theophrastus with the parody of peyaho-
Yruxla described in this section. 0 8¢ tmepiigpavos says Theophrastus
Towode Tis oivs . . . € mworjoas pepricbar pdoxer— he will profess
to recollect benefits which he has conferred—z e, says Jebb
(p- 187), *he will remind others in a patronizing manner that
he has placed them under obligations ; which may or may not
be true, for the ambiguous gdokew, “to allege,” leaves it doubtful.
This trait illustrates the difference between arrogance and Lofty-
mindedness. It is characteristic of the Loftyminded man, as
Aristotle observes, to zememéber whom he has benefited. The
arrogant man (who is a bad imitator of the Loftyminded) does
not only remember ;—he proclaims that he remembers.

kol of T8 ToadTe &xorres dyudd ylrovraw] of has been received
into the text by Bekker, Susemihl and Bywater, on the authority
of Kb. 1t is given also by Camb. ; but all other MSS., apparently,
read kai 7 rowsdra. 1 feel considerable doubt about the reception
of oi. Michelet’'s defence of kal & Towaira éxovres dyafd seems
to me to be a strong one. ‘KD of ante re rowira Exorres dyafa
addit, quam lectionem Cardwellus et Bekkerus in textum re-
ceperunt. Male. Kal v& rowadra Exovres dyafd est causa, cur i,
qui virtute orbati sunt, contemptores et contumeliosi fiant : wspote
habentes efiam externa bona ; ad yiyvoyrar igitur suppleas subjectum
e praecedentibus (oi dev dperns). Addentibus oi, alterum ai re-
jiciendum esset” This af is marked for omission by a later hand
in CCC. If we suppose the original text to have been—~imepénrac
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1124 2.29. 8¢ xal 9Bporal ra Towadra Eyovres dyaba yivovrar (s2. of dvev Gperis),

5 Fip S

b.9.

b. 11.

we may explain the words «ai of as fragments of an ancient blunder
$3piworeikal with the final ae corrected oo above the line. But there
is no strong objection, I think, to the retention of the xaf. If it
belonged to the original text, the blunder #3piorkai would be
almost inevitable: and the correction of the final a into o: would
follow as a matter of course.

‘The readings dmepémrar 8¢ kal OBproral kat & rowire Eyorres
xakd (Par, 1417, Ald., Coraes)
Kakot (I‘, Zei])
showing that the clause is one which puzzled scribes.

'yl"ywvrcu are worth noticing only as

§ 22. 5 pév ydp| Susemihl and Bywater read ¢ uév yip on the
authority of Kb, The first hand in CCC likewise gives ¢ per ydp.
So far as sense i3 concerned, I do not think that there is much
to choose between this and Bekker's 6 8é.

§ 28. purpoxivduvos| This is the reading of Kb, Camb., CCC,
and B'. The other MSS. seem to agree in giving mukroxdvBuvos.
The Par. and Asp. also read wuvkvoxivdvvos, It is difficult to decide
between the two readings.

wdrrws| ‘at all costs,” Peters.

§ 24.] Grant remarks that ‘the principle of independence ap-
pears here in an extreme form.” But we must remember that
Aristotle is putting on the stage for us his doctrine that the chief
end of man is évépyera not wdfos: we must not criticise the ¢ char-
acter’ in which this doctrine has been embodied, as if he were
a person whom we might meet in real life. At the same time,
it must be admitted that it is more difficull not to criticise the
peyaddfruyos in this way, than it is to appreciate correctly an ab-
stractly presented ideal like that of Spinoza or Kant.

ofrw ydp of wpooodMoe] Bywater introduces of, given by Kb,
CCC, and Camb. Ifeel very doubtful abeut it in Aristotle.

§ 25. &v & dv wdbwow o] This is true in tendency of us all—
as Menander says (Meineke iv, 345)—

emwhavBavorrac wdvTes of walldvres b,

I\'Iiinscher’si insertion of ¢¢" before &v is a tempting but perhaps
not strictly necessary emendation. Bywater reads of for the ofs
of the codd. after pruovetew ; and drovew for dxoter
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Oénv od Aéyew Tds ebepyeoins 7§ Au] In general terms she does 1124 1.15.

(L i. 503—4 elmore 8y ve per’ abavdroroey dunoa, 3 Emee 4 Epyw), as
Coraes points out: Aefwerae odv, he adds, peppovtcdy dpdprape mo-
NapBdvewr Tob dihooédov o mpokeiueron.

Adkoves] This again, Coraes remarks, is perhaps a pmpovidr b, 16.

dpdprypa—that is, if the reference is to the circumstance nar-
rated by Xenophon (Hellen. vi. 5. 33, 34) of Spartan envoys
(together with envoys from Corinth and Phlius) coming to Athens
to ask for aid against the Thebans, B.c. 369 ; for, in Xenophon's
summary of the Spartan speeches, the services rendered to Athens
by Sparta are very prominent (see Grote's Greece part ii. ch. 78,
vol. vii. 205). As for the historian Callisthenes, referred to by
the Ald. Schol. ad loc., we cannot be sure that the Schol. reports
him correctly. At any rate the close verbal agreement with
Aristotle’s present statement is suspicious. The words of the
Schol. are—rd 8¢ mepi Aexedmpoviov Towovror IloTopel Ka\\igféms €
T¢ mpore Tév ‘EXApmkér, Ott OnBalwr els Ty Aakovikqy ecBaklérToy,
Znepfrav Aaxedapiveot mpds Tovs “Abyvaiove ouppaytas Seduevor, Aéyovres
&t vow “Abpraioy éoa pév Tots Alnvalovs of Aakebamipdvior TETORAT LY
&8 rotray énehdborro ékdvres, & § alroi ypnoTa wpds Abnvaiww émemiv-
beaar Tovrwr duépmyro, bs Su TolTwy altols émafipevo mpds Ty oUp-

payiar paikor.

§ 26. & ékelvors] Susemibl and Bywater accept én’ éxeivais b, 21.

the reading of Kb, Ob, CCC, and Camb. In the next line the
MSS. scem all to agree in reading é. I much prefer év éxeivous.

]

§ 28. kal pehelv] restored by Bywater from Kb. T prefer the b. 27.

uéhew of the other MSS, and would close the parenthesis with

doBevpévou.

wapprowaoths ydp Bid 78 xoTadpornTikds elvar, kol dhqBeuirds] b. 29,

This is Bywater’s reading for map. yap S 7o karappove® Sio Kkai
é\., which Bekker, and originally Susemihl, accepted on the sole
authority of yp. Par. 1856. ‘There is no passage in the . V.
where the MSS. exhibit such variety (see Susemihl’s E. V. agp. crit.
and especially his £. Z. Appendix ii, where he abandons Bekker’s
reading). As the meaning given is in all cases practically the
same, I think that we cannot do better than accept Bywater’s



1124 b. 29,

b. 81.

1125 a. 8.

a. 18.

a. 21.
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choice—without assuming that it is exactly what Aristoile
wrote.

dhnbeutikds, whiy Soa ph 8¢ elporeior] See below chapter 7.
Bywater brackets elpevela 8¢ which all MSS. give after elpoveiur,
except NP, which gives eipova 64, accepted by Bekker. Susemihls
suggestion—eipow 8¢ is worth consideration I think. Perhaps efpov
¥yop- 1

§ 29. mpoés dMhov ph Sdvachar Ly GAN 4 $thor] “He cannot
fashion his life to suit another, except he be a friend’ (Peters), 7. ¢, he
cannot make himself relative fo (mpss i) any one who is less than
his &epos a 6765, Sec ix. g. 10 Erepos yap abros & pikos Lorin,

§ 8L e pi 8 6Bpuwv] Coraes is undoubtedly wrong with e pf
U éxelvar iBpuobely. Peters has © except with the express purpose
of giving offence” I much prefer Jebb’s “unless it be to show
his scorn’ (Zkeoph. p. 35).

§ 84, aivrovas] ‘excited,” Peters.

Zell refers to the Physisgnomonica, where the bodily characteristics
attending the various virtues and vices are described. Although
the characteristics of the peyaléyruyos are not described, those of
the pukpéruyos are in ch. 3. 808 a. 29 pukpotriyov onpeias purpopelss,
ukpoyhagpupos (* small and round,” Zzddell and Scotl) loyvds, pipdu-
BATOS KAl pIRpOTPAT@mOs, ofes v el Kopivbeos  Aevxddios, The
characteristics of the réomwos, however, answer partly to those
assigned here to the peyahéyruyos—rooplov onpeia’ év tals xwfoece
Bpadis, kai Budhexros Ppalfeia kal Sbov) mrevparddns kai doeueris xT.
807 b. 33. Zell and Coraes refer also to d¢ Gen. An. v. 7. 786
b. 35 doxel yewvatorépas eivas Ploews 1) Bapvdavia xal év rois Héheoe
70 Bapd rav cuerdver Bélrior T yip Béktion év Dmepoys, 5 8¢ Bapirys
Tirepoxi Tis,

§85. 0¥ ofro] no more than the Zes of pkporpéreaa and
Bavavria are «axias in the strict sense. See above ch, 2, § 22.

kai dyvoely 8" éavrdy] Cordes in defending this infinitive against
the v.1. dyvoei, makes it depend on Zoe. Grant and Peters
however make its construction the same as that of afwiv. In any
case, the particles xai—¢ (see Eucken de partic, usu p- 32) introduce

=
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words—~&yvoeiv éavréy—which explain wherein the inferiority of the 1125 a.21.

pikpoyruyos really consists.

§ 86. xadvoi] Jebb (Zheph. p. 198) compares the ppodiddremos 8. 27.

of Theophrastus with the yatwos, remarking that ¢ the pxpopiréripos
does not necessarily, like the yatwes, overrate Aimself; he only
overrates those things on which he founds his claim to honour)
¢The man of Petty ambition (uwpogahdreyeos),” says Theophrastus
(Jebb’s translation, p. gg), ‘is one who when asked to dinner will
be anxious to be placed near the host at table . . . In the Market
Place he will frequent the bankers’ tables; in the gymnasia he
will haunt those places where the young men take exercise; in
the theatre when there is a representation he will sit mear the
Generals . . . Also he is very much the person to keep a monkey ;
to get a Satyr ape, Sicilian doves, deer-horn dice, Thurian vases
of the approved rotundity, walking-sticks with the true Laconian
curve, and a curtain with Persians embroidered on it . . . When
he has sacrificed an ox he will nail up the skin of the forehead
wreathed with large garlands opposite the entrance, in order that
those who come in may see that he has sacrificed an ox. When
he has been taking part in a procession of the knights, he will
give the rest of his accoutrements to his slave to carry home;
but after putting on his cloak, will walk about the market-place in
his spurs.’ The yadvos as such does not occur among the portraits
of Theophrastus.

ai yop dEiow dvres| Bywater follows KP (and CCC)in reading o
Bekker, following all other MSS,, reads és. Cf. és dvdéror dures two
lines above, I suspect that an original és fell out after émgarvas,
and a corrector, seeing something amiss, inserted of in the arche-
type of Kk,

oxfpar] ‘outward show,” Jebb (7 /ze;?p_&. p. 193).

mepl adrdv] mepl abrav is Bekker's reading: but mepi adréw (se.
mepl Ty ebruynudrer) gives much better sense, and is defended
by Rassow, Forsch. p. 6o. Cf. the Par. mepiras pavepd moclv del i

.- = \ - 3 Nt
ebruynpara €avrob kal mepl alrdv del Neyer.

§ 87.] Mupoyruyia is worse than yawvwdrgs, and more common:
it is accordingly the real contrary of peyaloYroyiz. ¢ Want of

a. 28.

a. 30.

a. 32,
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1125 a. 2. elevated aims,’ says Grant ad loc., want of effort of will, of in-

dividuality, these are indeed fatal deficiencies as regards the at-
tainment of what is fine and noble in character. Mupoyruyia,
like avedsufepla, 15 the characteristic of a weak and narrow nature,
of which nothing can be made. Xawwéms, like dowria, may perhaps
disappear as age and experience indicate to a man his true level.
Not that the xadros will thus become peyahdfruyos. Meyadofruyia
requires such high and singular endowments that a man cannot
become peyahéruxos by the simple process of moderating youthful
xawwérgs, as it is suggested (iv. 1. 31) he may become ékevlépios
by the decay of his dowria. Meyakoyruyes nascitur non fit. A man
with the speculative endowment of the peyahéfruyos can never
have been really vain, even in the years of youthful inexperience.
But if we descend to a lower intellectual and moral level, we
may see the vain youth becoming a man whe thinks well of
himself, but not too well, and is able and ready to play his part in
life with spirit. The prpdyruyos, however, has not the amowr propre,
and personal force, necessary for the struggle which results in
fine social types: he becomes worse, as time goes on, and he
falls further and further out of the running. It must be observed,
however, that pcpoyruyic may imply either a general feebleness of
character—in which sense it is indeed a hopeless state ; or mere
backwardness (ékmpot § 35) in the social struggle, which is not
inconsistent with latent strength. It is also to be observed that
pikpouyia of this latter kind, ze mere social backwardness,
would be a greater hindrance to the attainment of ¢excellence,’ as
Aristotle understood ‘excellence,’ 7.e. the possession of ‘all the
virtues * which put a man er fpidence in a brilliant society, than
it is to that self-denying devotion to the public good which is now
recognised as the chief element in Virtue.

Meyahoyruyia is discussed in E.ZE, iii. 5 (in an inferior manner)
and in M. M. 1. 25. i

e
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CHAPTER EV -

ARGUMENT.

There is an dvavvpos dpern (we may perhaps call it Proper Amibition), the
mear between guhoriple and dgihoripin, which stands fo peyahofuxia én vespect
of Ty as ENevfepidrys sfands fo peyuhompéran i respert of Sumdry. ‘Elev-
OepriTs is concerned with comparatively small Sawovnpera, the aronymnons
stean befween gihoripla and dgthoripln, with the honowrs whick are within the
veach of the ordinavy citizen—honours which a mean cannet take kis proper
share in social life without aspiring fo.

Iniroductory ﬁ-"ate.] The comparison of the é\evfépios and the
peyahompenys brought out more than a guantitative difference, or
difference in the amounts expended. The peyahompenns, we saw,
is an artist, and his performances differ qualitatively from those
of the e\evfépss. Much more striking is the qualitative difference
between the respective objects of the peyaldyruyos and the dvdvupos
of this chapter. The statement that the peyadéfruyos is concerned
with peydiy 7 and the dvowvpos with pikpd Tipg (ll e 8) takes
us only a short way. It is a different Zind of rypsy with which
each is concerned. The rpj which the peyaddruxos accepts is
but ‘the guinea stamp, which symbolises his intrinsic worth.
His object is, not this =y, but the personality—the eSaypovia
to which it is réndered. But the dvdvupos of this chapter seeks

~another kind of mpp—ordinary social recognition; not, indeed,

that he may enjoy it selfishly, but that he may be better able to
influence society for good, just as the élevfépios secks to have
money that he may be liberal with it. Neither he, nor the é\evfé
peog, as such, has that sense of Form, which enables the peyakompenis
to make an artistic use of wealth, and in the peyaddyruyos appears
as scienfia infustiva—ihe intuition of Life as a Whole. It is there-
fore somewhat misleading to coordinate peyakojruyia and the
virtue of this chapter, as Aristotle does here, and the writer of
il. 7. 8 does, describing the former simply as mepi ripar ofica peydlny,
and the latter as mept pwpav ofoa. The virtue of this chapter is
the quality of the ‘successful man,” who makes a career for himself,
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but in a public-spirited way : peyadodruxia is Goethe’s Im Ganzen
Guten Wahren resolut zu leben; or Spinoza’s Amor intellectualis
Dei, or the xahax&wﬂf& of Eudemus,

§ 1. kai mepl Tadtqv] Ramsauer reads ruywfw for ratmy, because
ratTyy relates not to gy but to repiy peydAny, and brackets the
clause 7 pév oy . . . elppras, (ch. 3, § 38), because peyaroyryia
has not been described in this Book as wepi peydAy rpfy, although
in ii. 7. 8 it is so described. If ii. 7 is genuine—and Ramsauer
seems to accept it as such—I cannot see why Aristotle should
not be allowed to refer to it here in &omep efpnra, and kaldmep &v
Tois mperors ehéxfn. Of course if we accept the view of Monro
(Journal of Philology vi. 185 sqq.), and reject ii. 7. as an inter-
polation, the case is different. If we could read pupdy for radmy
Ramsauer’s grammatical difficulty would be removed, and the
presence of the clause containing wpeydny perhaps made more
acceptable. It is to be noted that this chapter adds scarcely
anything new to the skeich (itself comparatively full) inii. 7. 8, g :
it is also to be noted that its subject is not treated of, either in
the Z£. E. or in the M. M. Tt is perhaps allowable to suspect
that this chapter was inserted here after the whole Book was
written : and that there is some connexion between its late in-
sertion, and the comparative fulness of the summary in ii. 7. 8,
with which, moreover, it stands in close verbal relationship. I
have no theory to put forward: but my suspicions make me
inclined to accept as genuine the clause (a. 34, 35) bracketed
by Ramsauer, as well as the clauses kaBdmep év Tols mpdros eaéxly
(§ 1) and Sowep kat & rois mpwroes eimoper (§ 4) bracketed by Monro
(fc.). Grant’s note on kafdmep év rois mparars points, I believe,
in the right direction. ‘Cf. Ez. ii. 7. 8. This expression might
seem to suggest that the present passage was written after an
interval ; it is repeated in § 4.

§ 8. kal 80ev ob SE'I:] Ramsauer refers to the pikpocpihoripla OF
Theophrastus defined (Char. purpoch.) a8 dpefes Typfs dvekedepos,

§ 4. mheovaxds 708 $uhotowottou Aeyopévou] When we say that
a man is ‘fond of we may mean that he is ‘/0 fond of, or
‘laudably fond of’ In some connexions the prefix ¢eke- is un-
ambiguously meant in a good sense—e. g. in the term ¢ihopadis—

et
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or in a bad sense—e. g. in the term ¢iowos: but in other con- 1125b. 14.

nexions it is doubtful in which sense it is meant—e. g. in the term
iddrepos.  Bywater’s 76 $puiddripor for the v ¢, of the codd. in line
15 is a distinct improvement.

érawodvres pév éml 10 p&Mhov # of moMhoi] The many are b.15.
reparded as being deficient in ambition and its kindred public-
spirit. They are devoted too much to xépdos or material interests :
see Pol. 1i. 4. 1266 b. 38 & craswilovow of pdvov Sik iy dveodmra
Ths KTfUews, ahha kai S1a TV TGOV Twwdy, Tolvarrior OE wepl Exdrepow,
of pev yap wolhot Sud O mwepl Tas kTHoeas dwaoy, of O¢ yapicvres mepl

T&r Tydy, éw loal,

épipms] The allusion is doubtless to the épfuy 8iky or action b. 17.
in which one party does not appear and judgment goes against
him by default. Its own special #ame © does not appear” to defend
the mean against the claims of the extremes.

§ 5. & 8% kal s Bel] restored by Sus. and Byw. for Bekker's b. 20,
€ore § ére kal @s 8¢t The inference marked by 8 is required.
éoru &1 kal bs et is given by NC, B?, and CCC: and Cambr. has
o &) 7 xal ds et !

§ 6. goike 8¢ 7ol k.h.] even in the ordinary case of the virtue b. 23
having a name: thus 6 dvpelos mpds 7év dehdy Bpaots Qalverar, il
S,

CHAPTER V.

ARGUMENT.

The adjective Tpaos, which we agply to * the good-tempered man’ who occupiss
the mean position between the man * who shows excessive or ill-direcied anger,)
and the man “who cannot be provoked fo anger) is nof strictly appropriate,
connoting, as it doss, @ reprefensible f mildness’ or insensibility’; however it
may be laken, in the absence of a beiter term, o descrite the man who accupies
the wmean, for after all he bears more vesemblance to the ‘mild’ than fo fhe * il
tempered’ man,  Of ‘ill-tempered’ men there are several varzetier—ithe dpyihos,
dipoxohos, mEpss, and xohemos, Ou the other side, the ‘mild character’™ may
gv the length of being dvdpamodddnys (§ €), or may shade inlo the mean stofe.
The abstract nown wpadrys, it wenld seem, is available for the péon és, but the
adjective mpaos kas associations which make it somewhal inapplicable to the man
who ¥s péoos. !
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Tntroductory Aoie] The close connexion between drdpeia and

Bupds or dpyn (see ili. 8. 12) naturally sugpests a different place .

on the list for mpadrps. The writers of the E.Z. and M. M., as
we have seen, place it after cwgpostm: but perhaps Aristotle
is after all justified in placing it where he does, inasmuch as it
“inclines towards the defect’ (§ 1) and so involves svyysdun (§ 4)—
sympathy or fellow-feeling—a principle of conduct which exists
only for the moerwon (Gov.

§ L &vévupw oboar] The @evfus has no name: it is however
described below in § 5 as dopypeia ms. The writer of ii. 7. 10
{whether Aristotle, or another) is scarcely more definite. The
&es he finds without names ; but he gives them names gagmyueias
éveka. Thus he says mp peodryra mpadmpra koléowpey, and § &
Eherris dopynaia EoTw,

§ 2. 78 & épmorolvro. wohNd] and so various kinds of épyddens
may be distinguished.

§ 3. Bodherar kr.\.] ¢being mpéos means being drdpayos etc.

§4. ol yip mpwpnrkds| 7.e. where the rpeple would be
justified.

§ 6. ol elvar dpwvrikds] Here Aristotle seems to touch upon
the “final cause of anger,” which Grant tells us is not included in
the present enquiry.

§7. 1 & OwepPoly kard whvro pév yiverar . . . ob uhv Ewowrd
ye 7¢ adre dmdpyer] This distinction will not apply in the case of
the @ ewrs, which shows itself kard wdwvra, and in the same man.

§ 8. of pév olv dpylhor Tagéus pév dpyiforrar] The dpyios here
is ‘the quick-tempered man,’ the term being used in a specific
sense, whereas in § 2 the dmepfBoly as a genus is called dpydms
75, and in ii. 7. 1o the terms dpyihos and dpyérys are used in the
generic sense.

drramodiBdaoty 1 davepol elor Sid T débmra] Coraes describes
5 Gavepoi eloe as ywplov momror. A later hand in CCC inserts kal
after 7. If the text is sound, we must suppose 7 Pavepai elor to
qualify dvramodidéacw adverbially and to stand for davepss.

§10. 70 Bdpos éxovow] see de Part. An. dil. 11. 673 b. 7, where
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#5 oigpow is opposed to ¢ mowdvr: Bdpos, that which is indigestible. 1126 a.23.

The muxpés has as it were a load of indigestible anger in him—
év abrg O wélon Ty dpyiy xpdvou Bel.

§ 11. xohewods] How does the yalenss differ from the mucpds? a. 26.

Both keep up their angry feelings: but it does not appear that
the yahends, like the mupds, conceals his displeasure. The writing
however is very careless ; for in the next § the whole genus of of
tmepBahhorres mept Opyds seems to be covered by of yahemol. In
E. E. iii. 3. 1231 b, 25 we find—é mpaos péoos 7ol xakewoi xai Tov

avdpamodadovs.

§18. ob ydp pddov kr\] The passage- beginning here and a.32.

extending to the end of § 14—dvfexréor, occurs almost in the same
words in . 9. §§ 7, 8 and 9. See Rassow's Forsch. p. 16.
Rassow thinks that the proper locus of the passage is in the Second
Book.

avSpdders Gs Suvapévous dpxer] as opposed to drdpamodades § 6, b. 1.
Ramsauer notes.

6 8% méoov kal whs TapexBaivey Yextds, 0 padov T¢ Adyw dmodoi- b. 2.

var] The same construction occurs in the twin-passage ii. 9. 8
5 8¢ péxpe Tivos kai émi mwoaor Yrekrds ot pabiov ¢ Aoye adopicat. For
the usage of dwodotvar (here = dgopioar) see note on il. I. 8.
Grant translates here— to lay down in the abstract.’ :

& yop Tois kal EkaoTa kdv T alebioel 4 kpiows| see note on b, 3.

ii. 9. 8. The codd. seem all to have xat 7 olod., but I believe
that Ramsauer (followed by Byw.) is right in inserting é before
5 ,aloffoa. 1 would suggest further that a comma be placed
after éasra, so as to give the meaning which we have in ii. 9. 8
r& 8¢ rowaira év Tois kall éxacra, kai v Tj alocbfoe §) xplows where the
& before 7ij aicBjoer means * rests with,” ¢ depends on’; while that
before rois xaf &aore means simply ¢in’ or ‘among.’ This is
plainly the meaning required in iv. 5. 13 also. The pivss is not év
rois kaf &xacra in the sense of ‘resting with them,” as it is év
1 aicBioe; but if we follow the codd., we are, I think, obliged
to give the preposition, as expressed before rois xaf é&aora, the
sense which it is about to bear as understood before 7j alofioe—
viz. the sense of ‘rests with.’
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1126b.4.  §14.] By the frequently employed terms émawerdy and vrexrdy,

Aristotle indicates, with sufficient clearness, the moral standard
which he recognises. The praise or blame of social equals is
given, according as we conform to, or transgress, the prevailing
véuos of the society in which we live. The prevailing wdpos of a
society which flourishes cannot be bad: it must embody much of
the ¢uowdr diawr. Actions are good or bad, according as they
fall in with, or conflict with, an existing system of Greek Life,
assumed to be good as a system, and final as a system, although
capable of improvement in details. Any radical improvement of
the existing system was inconceivable to Aristotle.

Hpadérys is described (#rd on the list) in . Z. iii. 3 and M, M.

1, 22.

CHAPTER VI.

Argument and Introductory Note.] The dperal described in this
chapter, and in the two following chapters, concern *one’s deport-
ment in society * (Grant), That they do not stand on the same
level of moral importance as the dperal_hitherto discussed is re-
cognised by the writer of the Z. Z. when he styles them wadprical
pecdrres—eénaweral, but not dperai* dvew mpoapérens yap (. F. ii. 1.
1234 a. 24), and by the writer of the M. M. when he says (i. 32.
1193 2. 35) e pév ofw ety adrac dperal ) gy dperal, ddos v eip
Adyos,

This chapter is concerned with the general subject of ¢ agreeable
manners’ The man with agreeable manners has a certain sym-
pathy (to be distinguished from the affection of Friendship) with
those whom he meets in society, which causes him to ‘get on well’
with them. This, however, he does without sacrificing his personal
dignity. He makes himself pleasant in sqciety, without over-
complaisancy or flattery. Nor is it only by a sense of his own
personal dignity that he is guided in the manifestation of his
sympathy : but also by the desire of keeping up a high standard of
manners and conduct in other people ; for he will not make himself
pleasant, when by doing so, he would encourage something de-
cidedly objectionable. He occupies the mean position between
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the over complaisant man, and the man with disagreeable manners,
who does not ‘get on well” with people. _

Chapter 7 treats of another element in ‘one’s deportment in
society '—the straightforward unaffected presentation of oneself
as one really is—opposed to swagger and self-exaltation on the
one side, and self-depreciation on the other.

Chapter 8 treats of the third element in ©one's deportment in
society —conversational brilliancy.

Inii. 7. 11 the three dperai of social deportment are given in a
different order (@\fbew, edrpareria, ¢ilia) determined by a division
of 76 mepl Ndyov xal wpifear rowovlar into o wepi Tahgdée and 1o mepi
6 980, and a subdivision of the latter into b év maded and 76 év
waoe Tols kare Tov Plov.

It is to be observed, however, that the same order as that of
. 7. 11 is suggested in iv. 8. 12, where Aristotle sums, up his
account of the dperal of social deportment—rpeis ofy af elprudvas €v
7¢ Blp peadmres, elol 8 wacar wepi Noyor Twdr ral mpdfeay Koweowiaw.
SBiapégovot § Gre ) pdv mept dNieudn dorw, of 82 wept Th 580, THy 8é
mept v flovy i) pév v rais wadals, § § & tais kara Tov oy Blov
Spehias.

Aristotle’s scheme in iv. 6 is—

diokohos OT Bloepis—dvbrypos—dpearos and kohaf,

In ii. 4. 13 the dvdwupos is called $idos, and his &, pila.

In the Z. E., however, we have a distinction drawn between
dehia and oepvérys thus—

exfpa—aphia—rolakein
atbadera—oepvérne—dapéokeia. _

See E. E. iil. 7. 1233 b. 29 ¢dia 8¢ pegdrys €xBpas kat kolakelas®
6 pev yap ebyepds dmarra mpds vis émibuplas Sphéw kdhag, 6 8¢ mpde
drdgas dvmikpoley drexbyricds, 6 8¢ pf) mpds dracay Hdovip pT drohovfey
pijr dvrereivoy, d\A& mpds 16 pawduevor Békrioror, Pihos. cepvdrns 8¢
peadrys abfadeias kal dpegkelast 6 uév yap pndév mpds Erepov (ov MG
xarappovyricss atBddns, 6 8¢ mdvra mpds oy kal mdvrwy \drrew
dpeakas, 6 8¢ 7 pév T4 8¢ pi), kal mpds Tots dflovs olires Eyav oeprds.

The writer of the M. M, (i. 28 and 31), making the same
distinction, explains it thus—oeprérys is the peodrys wepl Ths dvrel-
Ees: dulia, mepl mpdfers kai Adyovs. The atBadns is described (M. M.
i. 28. 1192 b. 31) as oivs ppfesi evruyxeiy pndé Sakeyivar: the dpeckos
as oids wacw Sp\ely kat wdvres kal mavrayy : the ceunds as ol els

Ad
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mdvras dAX’ el Tods dflovs. Under the name of cewrds, then, the
dudrupos of Aristotle’s scheme is regarded as one who knotws how fo
mazntam his personal dignily, Under the name of ¢ios (I M. 1.
31) the same man is regarded as o who gets on well with people.
The dnexfnricss, however, and the adéddys are different men, the
former being aggressively rude, the latter only surly when ap-
proached: so also the «déheé and dpeowos are different men, the
former having an object to gain by his flattery, the latter being
overcomplaisant without ulterior object.

§4] In ii. 4. 13, as noted above, the pévos is simply called
$idos, and his virtue ¢ia (so also in Z. E. and M. M.). Here,
however, ‘the man with agreeable manners’ is said to resemble
the émewajs Pilos, but to differ in being dvev T0d orépyem ols buiker.

§ 5. ob yip 70 dpulely i} &yBuipev dmodlyerar kaota ds Bel, AL
¢ Totodros eivar] for it is not from any feeling of friendship or of
enmity that he permits this [or objects to that]—always with
perfect propricty—but because he is the well-mannered man we
are describing (rowtres)’ The logical balance of the sentence
requires 7 Svoyepaiver after 8¢l b. 24, answering to éybaipew as dmo-
déyerar does to ¢ekelr. The Paraphrast sees this : his words are—
o0 yap 8ur 70 orépyew ) éxbatper dmodéxerar Ta Neydpeva kal mparripeva,

7 Yéyer kT

§ 8. 7ol 3¢ ouvnBivorros & pév . . . & 8] Cfiii. 1. 13 rob &) &

dyvouar 6 pév . . . 4 O
dpeokos] See Theophrastus (Char. mepl dpeoeias), who defines

dpéokewn a8 Evrevfus olk éxl T Behricre fdovie TapackevarTih, * Com-

plaisance,’ he says (Jebb’s Transl. p. 85), “may be defined as a

mode of address caleulated to give pleasure, but not with the best

tendency. The complaisant man is very much the kind of person
who will hail one afar off with “my dear fellow” ; and after a
large display of respect, seize and hold one by both hands. He
will attend you a little way, and ask w/her he is to see you, and
will take his leave with a compliment on his lips. Also when he is
called in to an arbitration he will seek to please not only his
principal, but the adversary as well, in order that he may be
deemed impartial. He will say too that foreigners speak more
justly than his fellow-citizens.

In a note on the character of dofoxera Jebb remarks (p. 181}—

k]
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* The Flatterer, according to Aristotle, flatters for money or what 1127 a. 8.

money buys ; the Complaisant man “ aims at being pleasant with no
further object” (p) & &ho m). This is a fault (1) because to
combat the wishes of others is sometimes a duty to them and to
oneself: thus Aristotle’ss Perfectly-behaved man is one who will
accasionally “make difficulties ™ (Suvoxepaiver) for either reason or
both. (z) Because the primary object of the Complaisant mdn is,
not that others may be pleased, but that he may be pleasant. He
desires popularity, either from mere vanity or for the sake of in-
fluence. When, thercfore, he is said to aim at being pleasant
“ without furher object” this does not exclude a selfish object.
To be thought pleasant is itself the object which he most covets.
He is unmercenary, as contrasted with the Flatterer ; but he is not
disinterested.” Jebb goes on to notice two salient points of dif-
ference between the xdhaf and the dpeowos as porirayed by Theo-
phrastus : (r) The xé\af treats his patron as a superior; the deoxos
treats his associate as an equal for whom he has a warm regard.
(2) The xéhaf attaches himself to one patron; the doeoxos desires
to be on cordial terms with as many persons as possible.

k6Aaf] Kolaxeia is defined by Theophrastus as éuiiav aloypir
ovpdépovaay d¢ 1¢ kohaxedovrs. * The Flatterer,” he says (Jebb's
Translation p. 81), ‘is a person who will say as he walks with
another, “Do you observe how people are looking at you? This
happens to no man in Athens but you. A compliment was paid
to you yesterday in the Porch. More than thirty persons were
sitting there : the question was started, who is our foremost man ?
Every one mentioned you first, and ended by coming back to your
name.” With these and like words, he will remove a morsel of
wool from his patron’s coat ; or if a speck of chaff has been laid
on the other’s hair by the wind, he will pick it off : adding with a
laugh, “ Do you see ? becattse I have not met you for two days,
you have had your beard full of white hairs; although no one has
darker hair for his years than you” Then he will request the
company to be silent while the great man is speaking, and will
praise him too in his hearing, and mark his approbation at a pause
with “ True” ; or he will laugh at a frigid joke, and stuff his cloak
into his mouth as if he could not repress his amusement.” In his
note on this character, Jebb remarks (p. 198)—* The notion con-
veyed by the term xohaxeia is not precisely what we usually mean by

aaz

a. 10.
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‘flattery,’” but something coarser. It meant a sort of extravagant
toadyism practised not as a fine art, but simply as an industry —as
a recognised method of obtaining a livelihood. This tone is un-
consciously illustrated by Athenaeus, when in his reminiscences of
eminent Flatterers (vi. pp. 248~260) he speaks of  Cheirisophus
the Flatterer of Dionysius,” * Callicrates the Flatterer of Ptolemy,”
“ Anaxarchus one of the flatterers of Alexander.” Thesemen had,
as it were, been preferred to permanent posts.”
_ Athenaeus (vi. 8o, 261) quotes lines of the comic poet Anaxan-
drides in which xolaxeda is presented as a sort of réym or trade—
7} 8" dhaloveig pera Ty kolakelay xdpar Sidwow *Avafardpldns ¢ kopw-
diomowds év Pappakopdrrer, Néyor olTos”

ore eip’ aralor, Tavr émirpas ; d\Aa T

vkl yap abry tés Téyvas mwdoas wolv,

pera Ty kolakeiay fde pév yiap Bahepec.

Again (vi. 73, 258) Athenaeus quotes Antiphanes to the same
effect—"Avripdrns & év Anprims éxvpy Twd imoriferar Thy kohakeiay
eilvas, €v ols Aéyee

eir’ o ) yévor & ndiwv Téxwm,

7 mpéoodes @\\n, 7ol kohakelew ebgpuis,

& (oypddos movel Tv Kkal mekpaiverae,

& yewpyds €v boos éorl kwdlvors wakw'
mpdoeore wacw émpéleta kai wovos®

Juiv 8 perd yéloros & Blos kal Tpupis

ob yip T6 péyparor fpyov doTi maldd,

abpdy yehdorar, gxinbal T, éemieiv moliv,
otk 180 ; éuol pev perd 70 mhoureir Bevrepov,

Plutarch (de adulatore et amico ch. 7) describes the kdaf in the
following terms—é 8¢ xéhaé dre & plav éoriav fovs oik Eywy povpar,
0bde énvre Blov (yréy alperdy, AN érépe kai mwpos Erepor wAdrrer wai
wpogappdlor avrdy, ol dmhovs ofBé efs, d\\d mavrodamds fore kai
moikihos, eis @hhov €k @\Nov Timoy, domep T8 perapdpevor Hdwp, mwepip-
pewy del kai peracynpare{Bpevor Tois Tmodexopévors.  Alcibiades is
adduced as the great xd\af, who changed his manmers with his
place, living elegantly at Athens, and austerely at Sparta; fighting
and drinking in Thrace, and giving himself up to oriental luxury
in Asia. In his (reatise d¢ Amicorum mulfitudine ch. 9, Plutarch
again employs the expression idtav féovs éoriav odx Eyovras, applying
it to the man who is perdBolos kal mavrodands, without the special
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implication of xohaxeie. The treatise de adulatore ¢t amico contains
the philosophy of xehakeia (which it presents as a phase of he-
teronomy’), and throws considerable light on the peripatetic theory
of al}‘r&pxeza 2 x

8dokohos| Eudemus and the writer of the 42 M, as we have seen,
oppose the «?adys to the dpeoxos and the dreyprucds to the kohaf.

The at8ddns is the man who * pleases himself.! As Jebb (Z%eoph.
p. 184) remarks, he  acts chiefly from a desire to be left alone . . .
he repels advances, but he does not take liberties” He is de-
scribed by Theophrastus (aifade) in the following terms—¢ The
surly man is one who when asked where so-and-so is, will say,
“Don’t bother me”; or when spoken to will not reply . . .
He cannot forgive a person who has besmirched him by ac-
cident, or pushed him, or trodden upon his foot . . . when he
stumbles in the street he is apt to swear at the stone. He will
not endure to wait long for anyone; nor will he consent to sing,
or to recite, or to dance. He is apt also not to pray to the gods.
(Jebb’s Transl p. 87.)

In illustration of the Eudemian terminclogy, according to which
atfadea is one of the extremes where ceprérns is the mean, see the
lines of Eubulus preserved by Athenaeus (vi. 76, 260)—

AN Eort rols oeprals pév ab@adéorepos,
kai Tots kohaflL mwact Tols grOmTOUGI TE

éavrdy evdpynros,

The dangerous proximity of dpéoxeia to kohaketa is implied in
the following line of Anaxandrides (apud Ath. vi. 66, 255)—

TO yip Kohakelew vOv dpégkety dvou’ Eyer.

! Clearchus of Soli (Aristotle’s pupil) is quoted by Athen. vi. 66, 255 as
follows ;—edAal pév oldels Braprel wpds pediav xotavaliower ydp 6 xpovos 7o
708 wpoomodparos eiT@y Yeidosw & 8 Epasris kéAal EoTi peMlas & Epav )
#dddes. In another fragment, preserved by Athenaeus (vi, 67. 255, Clearchus
says—air roarelay Tamewd motely T4 fifhy TAv sohdrwy, KaTappornTEGYy SvTeY
r@v wept alTovs. onpelor 88 T4 wav Lmopévew eidéras ola ToApdol, Td Bé Ty
wohaxevopévay Euduowpévay T Kokarely, Xxatvous kal Kevols mowobrTd, TavTRY &Y
fwepoxsi map’ abrols dwohapbavesfor saruokevalesfar, On Clearchus sece
Bernays, Zheophrastos siber Frommigheit, p. 110.

1127 a.10.
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CHAPTER VIL

Argument and Introductory Note.] The d\nfevrcés, who realises
the mean between d\afoveia and elpoveia, is straightforward in
conversation and demeanour, where no important interests are
involved. Of course he will be truthful where they are; but this
kind of truthfulness belongs properly to the virtue of justice
(§§ 7, 8). Here we are concerned merely with the habit of
presenting oneself in society as one really is, neither better nor
worse.

The alalér—the Boaster or ‘ Swaggerer’ (see Jebb's Thegph.
p- 193) is of three kinds, according to this chapter—(1) ¢ peio 7ow
vrapxorTey wpoowotovpusras pndends Evexa : (§ 10); (2) 6 8d&ys Evexa
dhalovevduevos, (3) & képdous &vexa dhalovevdpevos. In all three cases
the dhagor pretends to the possession of &defa, or qualities held
in repute, which he either does not possess at all, or possesses
to a smaller extent than he would have it believed (§ 2). 0 8ééns
évexa pretends to those qualities which are admired and praised ;
4 wépdovs &vexa, to qualitics agreeable and useful to others, the
absence of which can be concealed—such as prophetic or medical
skill (§ 13).

The da{or described by Theophrastus belongs to the second
kind. ¢When he is living in a hired house he will say (to anyone
who does not know better) that it is the family mansion; but that
he means to sell it, as he finds it too small for his entertainments,’
(Jebb’s Translation p. 97.)

The elpov, as here described by Aristotle, depreciates himself by
denying the possession of qualities held in repute, or making them
out less than they are. He is better than the d\alaw, being more
refined ; he does not seek profit by his irony, nor even repute,
for qualities held in repute are what he especially disclaims (§ 14).
Excessive irony or self-depreciation, however, passes easily into
swagger (§ 15). ‘The general characteristic of [Aristotle’s |
Ironical man,” says Jebb (Z%eopk. p. 190), “is that he holds in
reserve, for whatever purpose, something of his available power.
This purpose may be an earnest dialectical one, like that of Socrates.
Or it may be to avoid ostentation and check impertinence; as
Aristotle’s lofty-minded man is ironical’ to the common crowd

BOOK V- CHAP. T 1. 359

e -
(Eth. iv. 3. 28). Or the purpose may be merely playful; as
Anacharsis in Lucian says that the Athenians were reputed
“ironical ° in conversation (Admack. c. 13) Jebb finds the picture
of the fpwr drawn by Theophrastus strikingly inadequate as judged
by Aristotle’s standard. Theophrastus  describes merely a person
who takes a cynical pleasure in misleading or inconveniencing
others by the concealment of his real feelings and intentions.’
According to O. Ribbeck (Réheinisches Museum 18476, vol. xxxi.
pp- 381 sqq., iiber den Begrifl des jpwr) the eipor is mentioned for
the first time in Greek literature in Aristoph. Nud. 449. The
scholiast on this passage has—-eipor & ndvra maifwr kai Staxhevalwy,
eipovevdperos dmaredy, imoxprns.  The Fox is the type of the elpor:
cf. Philemon, #ragm. oix o dhdmné § pév elpov 74 Pvaer, | 7 & atbé-
«agros; Neither Plato nor Xenophon, according to Ribbeck, makes
Socrates call himself €élpov. The term was really one of reproach
applied by his contemporaries who thought that he outwitted
them. Plato uses elpovein, elpwvicds, or eipavetecfau in a bad sense
in Soph. 268 A, Legg. go8 D, Rep. 337 A (the passage in which
Thrasymachus says to Socrates & ‘Hpdxhets, #dn, alry éceivy 1§ elwbuia
elpwvela Swxpdrovs, kal Tabr éyd 7oy Te kal rolirots wpotheyor, O gU
dmoxpivacfau pév ok édeNioors, eiporeiooo 8¢ kal mdvra pallov TOoots
% amoxpwoio, € tis Ti e épard), Sympos. 216 K. Cf. Aristoph. dves
1211, Plato, Apel. 38 A. The notion of eipwrvela Was, however,
ennobled by the character of Socrates, and by the representation
which Plato gave of him. In the E#z. Ni. ciporela has the old
meaning in so far as it involves a divergence from #ru/%; but when
the efper is said to be xapiéorepos, as pelywr 7o oyenpde, his character
is taken in a better and finer sense. Aristotle is the first to make
Socrates the type of true refined Jrony. But Theoph. understands
‘jrony’ ‘in a sense almost wholly bad,” as Jebb remarks (Z7%ecpt.

p. I91).

§ 1.] Imelmann (ods. ¢crit. p. 12), followed by Rassow (Forsch. 1127a.13.

p. 17), distinguishes two introductory passages in this section, (1)
mept T4 aird . . . cwnddvres, and (2) év &) 76 ovlip . . . TPOTTOLT~
pare, Imelmann (/. c.) inserts «at rijs eipaveias after dhalovelas in
line 1127 a. 13; and Rassow, Susemihl, and Bywater (the last
omitting r7s) accept the emendation.

kol 76 mpoomoufpar] mpoomoinua is something unduly assumed, . 20.

something prefended fo: hence here it refers properly only to the



1127 a. 80.

a. 21.

a. 23.

a. 24,

a 25.

a. 28,

a. 33,
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Yevdopévar, and strictly only to the d\aléw, for dpreiodar not TPOT-
mowiofa is characteristic of the efpwy (§ 3). The words 76 mpoo-
moujpare limit the scope of yevdouérwn év Adyas kai mpdfeor— those
who are untruthful in what they say and do, I meaz in the matter
of personal pretensions.” The kaf however (which Imelmann oés.
crif, p. 12 wishes to omit) seems to me to be necessary before ¢
'TFpGU"i‘TOIﬁTpﬂTf-.

§ 2. &Béfwr] things held in esteem.” The commoner meaning
of 7& &dofa in Aristotle is of course that of ¢ probable opinions,”

§ 4 abdbékaaros] In the good sense here intended, the ad@éuaros
is “the man who appears in his own character’ The term was
also used in a bad sense as equivalent sometimes to Blawos, some-
times to ifoyrdpev, sometimes to adbibns—see uses collected by
Zell and Coraes. It is contrasted with elpov in the fragment of
Philemon quoted above.

xal 7¢ Biw] Bywater'’s note is  fort. xdv o Sie.

opohoydv] Ramsauer notes the care with which the three verbs
are used—duodoyei of the dAnfevrixds, dpveira of the elpav, and TpoT-
moteirar Of the dhaldw.

§6.] It is not necessary to point to a base ulterior object, for the
sake of which the Yevddueror choose = yreidos, in order to establish
the position that they are Vrexrol: for =6 yreidos i #lself is pathov
kal Yexrov: and those who choose it pnferds &vexa (and there are
such), are gader 7iv &fw and exrol, Similarly, the man who is
a\nbevricds, where no great interests are involved, simply because
it is his habit to stick to the truth as such, is érawerds. 4

- ’
§ 7. & 7ais épohoyiais] The Par. has fort roivwy drpbevruds, oby
» ’ 3 o
8 d\nfedap év Tals cupporias kal év E\hots TowiTors Goa els Swearoo vy
» 3 ’ 3 ¥ »
7 abuclay ovvrelver . . . GAN Soris dvev dvdykns 7 vopiuov § Bikalov §
) -~ 3 n A L3 , a 3 '3 kX ’
(¢
E?\?\uv:woy mokerikot dyatlot kat év Noyg kai & Blo dnfeter 8ia povor T
= ; 5
Exewy éw ijs TowavTys dperns. ;

§ 8. &s ydp oloxpdr k.r.\.] The man who shrinks from = Yrevidos
as such, in circumstances in which it cannot be called aloypdy,
as not involving serious social consequences, will & fortiors shrink
from it in those circumstances in which the verdict of society
is severely against it: see the Par. of y&p ¢ira\jfers xal év ofs oix
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forw avdyky, woMAE pE\hoy fv ofs dnfeler drdyrn Sia 6 molirikor 1127 b. 5.

dyafoy bs yap elhafeirar 76 Yevdos kal’ énvrd, Bidre wakdy, drav wai
aloypdy 6 adtd yémrar, kal od pévor Jj kaxdy, d\hi xai Tois thlots doxj

Towiror, wés o Pevferar mdoy Suvdpe ;

§ 9. émwokhiver] I have no hesitation in accepting Coraes’ dmo- b. 8.

«hwei, which is moreover supported by the Par., &s, el Senoe mapexehiva
70D péoov, mpds iy EAAenlrr b mpds T UrepBokiy reboet.

§ 10. pmBerds Evexa] It is difficult to suppose the case of a man b. 10.

who magnifies his dmdpyorra, without thinking of his own 8ééa or
riu; as thereby enhanced. Perhaps we may say that 6 &déye %
Tiyuns fveka dhafovevduevos is the man, who, with a definite scheme of
social success before his eyes, is always ¢advertising’ himself by
a consistent course of swagger—e. g. the rich parvenu carefully
affecting country tastes in order to get into county society:
whereas & undevds &veka d\alovevdperos is the man who boasts, not
indeed without seme idea of enhancing his reputation, but without
a definite scheme of social success before his eyes.

§ 11. @s 6 ahaldv] The text would be much better without these b.12.

words: but if we retain them, we must understand them to refer
to ‘the Boaster proper, 7.e¢. the man who boasts without any
definite end to be served, as distinguished from the man who
boasts for reputation, and the man who boasts for gain. ‘The
man who boasts for reputation is not very blameworthy, any maore
than the simple boaster (4 dhaféw) is; the man who boasts for
gain, however, is more reprehensible. But, whether a man boast
from simple love of untruth (& pér ré Yredder alird xalpor = 6 d\afar)
or with the ulterior object of reputation or gain (5 8¢ 8é&ps kr M),
we must remember that his boasting is the expression of a character,
not the practice of an art, and therefore comes in for blame.

§12.] The clause oik év 7 Svwdpe & wr. is added, lest too
much should be made of the admission—o? Aav Yrexrés : see Top.
iv. 5. 126 a. 30 dpav B¢ kal € Ti Tév Yext@y ) Gevkrdw els dlvapw
3 Swardy EBneew, olov Tov gororiw §j SwdBolor §j k\émTpr Tov Burdpevoy
vd diAorpa Dparpeiofar, kT . . . wdyres yip oi pavdor kard WPO-
aipeoiv Aéyorrar

*AXafoveia is after all a fixed moral habit, not, as might perhaps
be supposed from its less offensive forms, a mere facuily like that

b. 14.
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1127b, 14. of the disputant (8uhecru), which can be employed without raising

a moral issue.  Sogoricq, not Sukexrecr, is its true parallel.

For the doctrine that mpoaipéces, not duwdpes, are the objects of
moral judgments, Zell, Michelet, Grant, and Ramsauer refer to
Zop. iv. 5. 126 2. 30 (quoted above) and Rjet. i. 1. 1355 b. 20
copioTs pv kard T mpoalpeaw, Sukexrikds 8¢ ob kard T T poaipETLy
d\\é& kare 7hv Stwapr—f the Sophist is distinguished,’ as Grant puts
it, ‘ from the Dialectician not intellectually but morall ..

Bywater makes the words oix e 77 Surdper . . . éhalor dorw
parenthetical; Bekker places a comma after dorw b, 15, and, like
Bywater, takes &omep xal Yetorps with what follows., I prefer
to take the words @omep kal Velorns, as = Gamwep kal Yrevorns éori
kara iy Ew kal t¢ rowode elvar, and refer & pév and § 8¢ to & dhaddr
L 14, not to the Yelorps. 1 would thercfore punctuate thus—
ovk v 17 Suvdper 8 éorw 6 dhaldr, AN & i wpoatpéuer (kard Ty
éEw yap kal TG Towede elvar dhalov loruw, &omep kai Yevoms), o pév
¢ Velde alrg xaipor, § 8¢ 8dEns dpeyouevos 4 képdovs. If we refer
6 pév and & 8¢ to the Yeloms, we distinguish the person described
as 76 Yeldew airg xaiper from the d\aféwr proper! of § 1o,.and
make & 8éfys dpeyduevos # xéplovs, mot an d\alar, but a person
fraudulent in another way. But is it likely that when he wrote
b pév 16 Yelber adrg xalpww, Aristotle was thinking of another
Vrevorys, distinet from the one whom he had just described in
almost identical terms (ob yap &» Zyape ¢ Yeider b. 10) in
§ 10; and, although the methods employed by yrefoms and by
aha{or respectively, where «épdos is concerned, may be distin-
guished, how is the reiorns, gud 3é&ns dpeyducros, to be distinguished
from 6 8oéns ydpw dhalovevdpervos? Tt is perhaps worth noticing
also that the definition of the &vépwmos Yreudis in Met, A, 29 seems
to be against the identification of the 8i&ys dpeyduevos 4 épdovs here
(b. 16) with the yelorps as distinguished from the d\afér—sece
Met. A, 29. 1025 2. 2 dvbpormos 82 revips, & ebyephs kai mwpoatperikds
Téw Torolrwy Ndyor, pi) 80 Erepdy 11 dAN& 8 adré—on which Alexander
(ed. Bonitz p. 402) has the following comment—aéyera &dvfpwmos

* Stahr interprets the words ds § d\aféw in § 11 as if they implied that
the term dAa{dv is not properly applied to the underds Erera apagmolotieros,
but only to the 8¢ys &vewa. Thisis surely wrong. € Thut er es aber aus einer
bestimmten Absicht, so ist wieder ein Unterschied, will er sich nimlich damit
bloss Ansehen und Ehre geben, wee der eigentliche Praller, so ist er nicht
allzuhart zu beurtheilen.’

-
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Yeudhs . . . 7 edyepis mpds w5 wedBeafar kal TouTOU mpoarperikhs kat 1127 b.14,

xaipwr 16 Yretdeofar, Bid Tovro kal py & d\ho T, ofov képdos 7 puoip
Twa® obros yop otk fori Yevdys 098¢ Pikofrevdys, dAAa ehokepdijs 1 €i Te
TOWLTOY €0TIV.

The Paraph. Heliodorus avoids the error of making & 8¢ 8éns
dpeybuevos #) xépdovs a species of & Pelorys (as distinguished from
6 dhalér), by referring & pév 76 Freier adrd yaipor 10 the Yedorms
and & 8¢ 86&ys dpeyduevos 4 xépdovs to the dhafew: he says kai kard
Twa w 6 d\alby yiveral, bomwep kai 6 Yrevorys, bs ab ddins €veka 7}

-~ -~ - o I
xpypdrey wpusmoeitar, AN’ adroll Toi Yrevdovs éveka pdvov,

§ 13, oi Be képdous, dv kai amdhavals éori Tois wéhas kal Drahabetv b.19.

Zomu pd) dvra, ofov pdvmv coddv latpér] So Bywater, following KP,
which (with CCC) omits & before Swahaeiv, and 7 before farpdy.
Bekker follows the other MSS in reading é and #. Susemihl
reads & but not 4. It is to be noted that pr. Kb has &» pdel dmd-
Aavas, CCC & #) 8er drdlavoss, and Cambr. &v #deia dmdhavas, and
that NC, B!, B% r, He, Nb, Ald, Hel.,, have oloy larpiv i pdvriv
wogioy, and O has efor pdvri §j larpiv copdy,

As regards the omission of # (which seems to rest on three
authorities, Kb, CCC, and Aspasius—he has rowdrov 8¢ pavruc,
larpuk, oodia)—a point is certainly made by the inclusion in the
list of impostors of a third variety—the learned impostor—oogds
or cogroris: but, on the other hand, it might be argued that it
is necegsary to qualify at least larpév by an adjective expressing
the skl which is pretended to; that it is not being a doctor,
but being a good doctor, which is the pretence that escapes de-
tection. The # might very easily drop out, and, once out, would
be likely to remain out, because it seemed so natural to include
the Sophist among notable impostors. KVs omission of # ought
not to weigh too much with us. It may be only one of the
numerous blundering omissions for which the MS is remarkable :
and perhaps the omission of & may belong to the same class.
On the other hand, what Kb adds or substitutes is entitled to
great attention; and ‘so, I think that Ramsauer's conjecture—
&y oy dwdhaves—is not to be overlooked.

It seems to be genecrally assumed (e.g. by Stahr and Peters)
that &vra is neut. pl. In that case the words oiov pdrrw wrX,
follow awkwardly. On the other hand, if we take dvra as masc.
sing., there is some difficulty in connecting the clause — xai



1127 b, 19.

b. 21,

b. 25,
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(or xal &) dalabetv cr. with what goes before, so as to allow
us to translate—* They pretend to have qualities from which other
people derive advantage, and to be what one may not-be, and yet
never be found out, e.£. a good doctor,’

mpoomoLobyrar Td ToradTa kal dhaloveborrar Eomi yip & adrols T
eippéve] i Toadra = 1 pdrrw aopir 1) larpdy elvar, and & elpypéva =
dméhavats rois wélas and 76 Siakabeiv py vra. We must understand

Aristotle to say that of képBovs &vexa are the largest class (ol mheioror)
of dhaféves,

§ 14. pdMdora 8¢ kal obror T& ZvBofa dmopvoivrac] Jebb (Z%heph.
P. 190) seems to give the exact force of this remark—* And more-
OVer it is credifable things which such persons especially disclaim.”
This is an additional reason for regarding them as yapiéorepor.

olor kai Zoxpdms &mole] In the next section we are told that
elpovela may become dhafovela, if excessive. In Plutarch, adv.
Colotem 18, we actually find the style of Socrates described as
ahabv—mds yap obx dhaldves of Sakpdrovs Adyor, pndéy alrod eidévau
Paarovros, dA\& pavbivew dei kal Girety o dnbes ;-

§$15. o 8¢ 7a pukpd Kal pavepd [mpoomoiodpevor] | See the notes
of Zell, Michelet, and Grant. The difficulty is that draprelofa not
mpoowowicdar is the term regularly used by Aristotle? in connexion
with the ejpwr.  On the other hand, however, Theophrastus defines
elpoveia as wpoomoinois éml xeipoy mpdfewr Kai Adyor, and in the
present section Aristotle is showing how eipoveia passes into dha-
(oveia. Those elpwves who not only deny the possession of great
qualities, but, in order to lend plausibility to their denial, seriously
affect small merits or accomplishments, which might be allowed
‘to go without saying’ (r& pupa xal pavepd), as if these were
their only good qualities, are humbugs. Ramsauer throws out
the suggestion that the words of 8¢ ra pKkpe . ., elkarappovyrol
cow have accidentally been removed from their proper place
after efpppéva § 133 but he does not press the suggestion. It
seems, however, worth consideration : Pavepe would make a good
antithesis to dukabelv éo7e pj Svra. Bywater (following Vahlen) cuts
the knot by bracketing wpoomowipero.

! Inii. 7. 12, however, eipwrela is defined as mpoaTolnas 4 éni 76 EAarrov.
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Bavkowavobpyor] The derivation of this word is obscure. The 1127b. 27.

Ald. Schol. has Bavkomavodpyovs . . . Tols oepvomavoipyous' Bavkow wifo
Ereyor of malatol Tov 'rpu(pepchlr. See also Liddell and Scoft, s.v. @m.:zos‘
¢ prudish, ¢affected.’ The general idea seems to be that o.f silly
affected humbugs, contemptible for their little transparent artifices.

# Tov Aaxdvev obis] not as worn by the Spartans themselves, b. 28.

but as imitated by certain Athenians. See Coraes, ‘aa’ loc. 1:0:‘;9
*Abfugor Aakevikds Bioteras "Abgraiovs alvirrerar, '?bv Kai ﬂ?pcaﬂem\;c
(1267. 21) kafémreral, *loagw tpéy, o5 éyo vu,u:(m,’ a'rolk?\ua Kal 7os
Awbripoy, xat Tov 'ApxeBiddny, kal Tov Xaspe'nm:v, oY m{f.?ro)\:\ov ﬂ’mruw,
of ped fuépav pév éoxvbpemdract, kai Aaxevi(ew (jmm‘, iccu' r,ptﬁiams
Fyovat, kal dmlds imodéSevrar éreidiav 8¢ ovlheydo, kal ped dAdjhov

- D ey )
yévavrai, kaxdr kal aloxpdv obdév ENleimovat,

§ 17. xelpuv ydp] sc. 7ob elporas,

CHAPTER VIIL

Argument and Introductory Nofe.] The eﬁr{]dﬂ'eloc, or _.:.’maggms-:
is the man whose conversation in society is easy, bright and
playful, contributing to the pleasure and amusemf:’nl of the company,
without offending against good taste, or hur_tmg susceptibilities.
Especially in the sallies of pleasaqtry of which persons present
(himself included) are the objects, will he show graceful .tact—wnever
saying anything that his victim, being a man of taste, docshnot
enjoy : and tacitly imposing his own rule t?f good tgste npc?xz those
who attack him in turn. The Popoléyos is the buffoon,’ or .funny
man, whose pleasantry is coarse and oﬂ’ensive., and practised in and
out of season. The doyios or dypowos (Gypowkos in E. E., M. ﬂ?., and
L. N.ii. 7. 13), presumably so called as be:mg cont‘rasted .mth t?le
doreios, is the dull man, who, like a rustic in polite soc.lety, sits
silent, unable to follow, or contribute to egsy conversauc.)n,' and
“incapable,” as Grant puts it, ‘of either making or appreciating a
joke” The Blevpla and dypouwia of Theophrastus do not present
many points of likeness to Aristotle’s extremes. : :

Looking back over the list which ends with su'.:rpcme-hm, we.seem
t0 see in the dperai of the Fourth Book, not zirfues In our sense,
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but qualities forming the dignified and brilliant member of polite . rai.se:s a laugh aga.inst‘ on?self.; t.he Iat‘ter consists in beingqable fo 1128 a. 1.
society. “The Gentleman,’ always conscious of what is due to orr_gmate a O'Ké}&:uﬂ wf:lch_lts \"lchm, -?emg a‘malf Of’goed fa'bfes ‘:“I!
himself, seems to be presented as the ideal of ¢ the good man.’ enjoy. otlons 8¢ dirris Tis wrp:rm)\ms (7 pév y:xp e:: % )Empfw fo--r:

But we must not let this ideal of ¢the Gentleman * mislead us @ yehoip xal t6 eis abidy, éiv 3 Tow0vdi, Sv v 15 oxdupa oriv, 58

in our interpretation of Aristotle. We must not overlook the way : "”‘ 9 35"’“?’3‘“ mmﬁf\a ﬂ?ﬁ(’(’f{? fa), :fvffpm pev slea ﬂi'ﬁ)\w”: lf#ff’ﬁ:fﬁm

in which o/ ‘the qualities of the Gentleman’ (even the most z poE MG'?T??:‘ES‘-’ kai yp won ‘SWSFTWF qoiere mﬁ*aweai *E‘i’ i
superficial of them) are made to subserve earnest aims. qo:@qo'ezcu 6 e tpwmev, K‘&vdﬁ? av-:ov 7T yfkoao:, pfzms-‘ Eorar n?v ¢:pnmt‘:

"EXevfepidrns is essentially the habit of doing good with one's J Kl "rou iﬁrvxpav. a' i) ”opos ouros'nﬁekrz?w Gl ru‘ iy n)\mrﬂqp?v swcu; T

money, and implies feﬂow-fee[ing regulated by discrimination of Aexlév "r(‘o CROTTOPEVD OF1:I drrzac;)ow' praidoy )jap‘ 851. 5] < Iu.eo-orrpt'rf.
desert, and a large perception of the public issues involved in the dvre épm'fcew' oliTos yap Reu—;e: €0, ‘T:he’ saz:ne d1stmct:0n 1s made in
smallest act of giving. Meyahompémera is essentially the virtue of ) M. M i, 30, 1193 a. ‘17 60".:'!1!. a‘,\ ¢ su‘rp?m]:os (awmtg was Aeybpevos

the man of public spitit, who undertakes a Xetrovpyla, on the " Kkal yap & Guvdueros axafrac éppelds, kal ds dv Umopeivy orwomTdpsios
proper performance of which the credit and advantage of his ebTpdmelos,

city depend. The ¢drupos shows how personal ambition may h & Towodross . . . Towodrer] Masc, The kind of company will a. 2,
be reconciled with enthusiasm for the common good. The wpios | Sl
"8, above all, svyyroporikds—a man who has sympathies which ' :

enable him to understand others, and bear with them. The . § 8. Bopohdyor] The Bupordyos is literally one who hangs about a. 4.
$idos and the dpbevricds set the example of dignified, and at the the altars 1o steal or beg what is offered on them - then, meta-
same time kindly and straightforward, manners, and so perform phorically, a low-fellow who will do anything to get a meal—

a moral work of the highest importance, making men understand a ‘loafer’: and, still more metaphorically, a person who will
one another better, and respect one another more, Finally the say anything to raise a laugh—a low jester. See ZLiddell and
ebrpdmelos performs an important function, by lightening the in- Sco#t, 8. v.

cubus of ennui which tends to oppress life. He contributes to that [ :

dvamavois which is sought not ?cr:r its own sake, but because it dypouxot | 'ljhe reading of Kb 3{1‘1 ”CCC, 1"_3?’»01‘63 ?to ;{he :;Xt a.9.
makes us more capable of the performance of the earnest duties by Bywater, in place of Bekker bl l} Ak

of life: maltew & édraws omovdd(y, kar’ "Avdyapow, &pdas Eyerr Soker MSS. See on the use of the term aypokos in Aristotle, note on iii.
avamatoe yip owker radud, dSuraroivres 8¢ ourexis wovely dvaraloens i

déovrar. o B réhos i avdmaveis  yivera Yap Evexa Tis evepyelas
(£.N. x. 6. 6).
Thus, in all cases, we are brought back to the standard of the

olov eirpomor] Grant gives us a neat rendering here—¢ they are a_ 10,
called witty, by a name that implies their happy turns.

Noble Life, or Hellenic Culture. Those who participate in this ~ §4 xol of Bupohdyor edrpdmeor Tpocayopedortar dis Xapierres] o 14.
culture know when it is realised in the habits of a member of their And also edrparelia is sometimes used in a bad sense—as in V. 7.
society, and prasse his habits accordingly —réw Eewy 8¢ ras raweras + £ph. 5. 4 (quoted by Giphanius), where it is coupled with gwpoloyia,
dperds Méyoper (i 13. 20). and means low jesting.

n28 a1 §1L ola 3t Myew kal ds, Spolws 3¢ xal dkolew] In the Z X § 5. é\evbepiov] KP (followed by CCC) has hevbépov. In either g, 20,
(ifl. 7. 1234 a. 14) two kinds of elrpawelia are distinguished—that case ‘gentleman ’ is the meaning.
of the man who knows how to receive pleasantry—and that of the | : 2
man who knows how to originate it. The former consists in § 8. TV kopedidy 1oy Tahwdy kol Téy Ku.wmv] Ramsauer quotes a. 22,

being able to enjoy a polite and delicate okdppa—even when it Rep. 395 E, where koppdeiv is used as synonymous with aloypoloyeiv



1128 a. 22,

&, 25,

a, 27.

a. 29,
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and karqyopelr—rarnyopotyrds e kai kwpwloirras @AMilove kal aloypo-
Xoyotpras, Cf. How 4. P. 281

¢ Successit vetus his comoedia, non sine multa

Laude; sed in vitium libertas excidit et vim

Dignam lege regi; lex est accepta chorusque

Turpiter obticuit sublato jure nocendi.
On which Orelli quotes Cic. dz Rep. 4. 10. 33 ‘apud quos (Graecos
antiquiores) fuit etiam lege concessum, ut quod vellet comoedia de
quo vellet (praeferquam de archonfe: Schol. Aristoph. Nud. 31)
nominatim diceret. Quem illa non attigit, vel potius, quem non
vexavit? cui pepercit?’—and Suidas, ’Avripayos (B.c. 417—4047)
éddrer ofiros Yriiduopa memomkévar, pf) 8ety kapodeir € Svduares. For b
koppder é& dviparos of the Old Comedy, the New Comedy substituted
tmdvora—allusion—in the case of things as well as persons.

§ 7. 7ov €b ondmrovra] Is the conversation of ebrpimelo: merely
a game of polite personal banter? We can hardly suppose that
Aristotle means this.. ‘0 & oxdmrev rather is one whose conversa-
tion plays gracefully round things and people—sometimes round
even serious things and people—presenting them in new and
amusing—but not therefore ridiculous—lights; he is a sort of
Dialectician, too, in the world of fancy; for he shapes no course
for his conversation beforehand, but goes as the winds waft him.
He is in short the charming talker, whom we like to listen to, for
other reasons, and because he is always willing to listen to us. The
meagre accounts of the edrpdmelos in the £, E. (iil. 1) and M. L.
(i. 30) present him merely as one who can give and take polite
personal banter.

The definition of elrpameria in Rief ii. 12. 1389 b. 1T a8 werai-
devpéry GBpis must be taken in its context; the edrpdreror whom
Aristotle has immediately in view there are impulsive but gentle-
manly youths. The elrpamehia of the Fourth Book is an dpers of
the man of the world, and * weradevpém #8pis’ describes only one
aspect of his conversational ¢ versatility.”

i kai répwew] Eudemus (as quoted in note on § 1) lays siress
on the pleasure which the ebrpdmehos gives ré e kpivovre.

§ 8. ob & war movjoe] Following the Paraphrast’s ot yép wdvra
epet, Coraes reads ob 8y mav Aéfer. Others have proposed drotrerar
for maujoer. Mowre seems to me to be the right word in this place,
after the preceding moweiv.
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§10. &a ¥ 068 &r dxodoar] The rule in respect of o drovew is, 1128 b. L.

it would appear, not so strict as that in respect of 7 Aéyew.

dypowkos| Bywater : &ypros (Bekker) is the reading of KP and b. 2.

CCC (as of all other MSS.), although in § 3 both KF and CCC.
read Eypmxm. Is thls Qypotkot in § 3a COI‘I"LIpth‘ﬂ. of & aypiot kat 7

§12.] See ]?zh‘oa’wim:}’ Note to iv. 6. The dperal of social b. 4.

deporiment are given here in the same order as in ii. 7. 11—viz.
ahiifera, elrpamelia, Pikia.

CHAPTER IX.

Argument and I?zz‘rr}a’wm{y Note.] The passage ii. 7. 15, in
which the discussion of réueois follows that of «ibés in § 14,
prepares us for a discussion of »éuecis in the present context
also. But the Fourth Book, as we have it, ends without even
mentioning véuests. It seems probable that the accident which
deprived us of the Nicomachean books answering to v, vi, vii,
deprived us of the last part of iv, treating of véupeois: (iv, 9. 8 is
perhaps an editor’s interpolation). Perhaps, indeed, part of the
discussion of aldés is lost ; for it is to be noted that there is no
mention of the drafoyxveros and rararhié as extremes, where the
aldfpor is péoos. At the same time, we cannot feel sure that it was
Aristotle’s intention here to represent the aifiper definitely as péoos,
So far as the discussion goes, allas appears merely as a pro-
visionally good feeling, admirable only in the young: whereas in
the Z. E. and M. M. the aidfper is evidently regarded as a mature
man, 1o less than the dihos, dindis, and edrpdmelos,—as the man who
has just the right amount of self-assurance, who is not either regard-

less of what people think of him, or too shy and sensitive to put

himself forward at all.  See M. M.1. 29. 1193 a. 1 5qq. aldds & éort
pecdrns avmoyvytias Kai karamhnfews, €oTw 8¢ mepl mpafers kal Adyous
[Z e. it is definitely one of the dperai, so-called, of “one’s deportment
ii’i society’]. G pev '}rc'(p iivufu’xw'rés‘ forir 6 év wavTi Kal ﬂpﬁs‘ mdvTas
Aéywy kai mparrer & &uyev, 6 8¢ karamemAnyuévos 6 évavrivs Tolrm, 6
wdvra kal mwpés wdvras elhaBoluevos kal mpafar Kai elmeiy (dmpakros yap
6 Towdros 6 mwdvra kararhyrrépevos)’ § 8¢ aibos kal 6 aibfper pesims
Ty TovTow. ofire yip dmavra kat wdvros, bs 6 dvafoyvvros, kal épel kal

Bb
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wpaker, obre bs & karamhit, év mavry «at wdvres edhaBnlhoerat, a\a mpike
kal ¢pel év ofs O¢l kal & dei kat Gre Bel. So also . E. iil. 7. 1233 b.
26 sqq. albos 8¢ peodrys dvaioyvrrias kai xaramhifews’ & pév yap pnde-
pids pporrier ddkns dvaioxuvros, & 8¢ mdons Guolws karamhné, 6 06 Tis
Téy awopévar émekdy aldiuwr. (This is all that we have about aldes
in the E.E.) The same extremes are given in ii. %. 14, where
presumably the view of the aidfper is the same—viz. that he is a
mature man on the same level with the edrpdmelos, &c. All that
we can say, then, is that in the Fourth Book, at least so far as we
have it, atdos is looked at from a different point of view : and that
the discussion of it, so far as it goes, cannot be regarded as
paralleled by the discussion in the later treatises. In the Z. F. and
JLJL. both aides and véusais appear among the so-called wafyrial
pegdrres—anilea, ebrpameia, dikia, and cepvdrys: whereas the sub-
ject of the gth chapter of the Fourth Book is carefully distinguished
from the foregoing dperai, its discussion forming a sort of appendix
to the Book. Aldds, as presented in this chapter, is a natural
shrinking from incurring the bad opinion of other people, which is
useful in those whose morality is not yet assured, as preventing
them from doing things which would bring them into disgrace :
but it is only thus provisionally useful. The time ought to come
when one, as a matter of fact, does not do, or think of doing, such
things. This is the strong position which Aristotle takes up. But
it suits most men to look at aidés differently, and to argue thus—
‘T have done wrong, but I am ashamed. I have done a bad
thing, but T am not such a bad man after all, because I am
ashamed. This bad thing done by me is not so bad as the same
thing done by my neighbour, who does not seem to be ashamed of
having done it Aristotle in this chapter declares himself—as we
might expect—against this substilution of the subject’s feeling in
the place of an objective moral standard. He sees that the man
who thus palliates a bad action, and gives himself, as it were,
absolution for it, will be prepared, with a light heart, to repeat it;
and that aides, though at first a protection, may become 2 snare.
We can understand therefore the anxiety which he shows through-
out the chapter to make it quite plain that aidos is not a virlue.
He feels that the point is one of great pracfical importance, because
it suits human weakness so well to make it out a virtue.

For moia alexivovrar xai dvasgyvrrotow kai mpos rivas kai wids Eyovres

see the interesting chapter Rhet. ii. 6. 1383 b. 12 5qq.

BOOK IV: CHAP. 9: §§ 1-5. T 3

§ 1. ndber] Sce note on il. 7. 14.

$éBos s ddoflas] Rafmsauer refers to Plato, ZLegg. i. 646 E
doBotpeba 8é ye moMhdris Béfav, Nyolperor Sofdeocbar kaxol mpdrrovres 7
Néyovrés 1o TGOV pij kakdy by B kat kalotper Tiv PoBor nuels ye, ofpar 8¢
kal wrdyres, aloyirmy. In Rief. ii. 6, referred to above, the definition
(1383 b. 13) does not include the term ¢dBns—eoraw 8y aloyim Nmy
Tis §j) Tapayn mwept Ta eis aboflay QPawdpeva Gépery T kaxde, § mapdvrer §
yeyovirwy 7 peAhdrrov.  In Top. iv. 5. 126 a. 6 (referred to by Ram-
sauer) doubt seems to be thrown on the propriety of including the
term ¢ifos in the definition—éar odr Tis iy aloylmy $éBor etmy 3 Ty
tsrp‘yr:;v Manr ob cupBioerar év ¢ altd 76 eldos kal T yévos Vmdpyew
7 pév yap aloyimm év 1 Noyiorikg, & 8¢ PdBos év 1o Bupoadet, kal 7§ pev
Mmy év 16 dmbupmricd (e’ﬂ rotte yip kal 7 ndovny), §-8 dpyn v T
Oupoelei, o’ ol yéuy o dmelobévra, émady olk év TH aiTd Tois eldeot
mégke yiverfa. < In strict conformity with this view that aloyivy is
ér 76 hoywrmicd we have a sccond definition in Rief ii. 6. 1384 a.
23 émei wepl adoflas bavtacio éorlv 7 aloylm, kat radrys adrijs ydptw
A& ph TéY droSawdvrev kX, It is to be noted, however, that the
definition with which R4 ii. 6 opens (1383 b. 13, quoted above)
contains the word ¢atvépera,

1128 b.11.

§ 2. 8mep Boxel mdfous pakhov % Bhews eivar] Ramsauer compares b. 15,

de An. i, 1. 403 a. 16 fowe 8¢ kal 7& Tijs Yuyis wify wdvra evar perd
cdparos, Bupds, wpadrys, pdBos, éheos, Bapoos, €re yapa kai To ikely Te
kal puoely dpa yap tolros wdoye T 70 obpa, It is of course only a
s of the Jruys which is contrasted here, in this way, with a wdfos,
for there are dodily ées. :

§ 8. Sua 70 wdler Ldvras wokhs. .ﬁpcr.p-rcivew, imd Ths aidols 8¢ b.17.

kwhieofar ] This regulation of mddes by mdfos is the only regulation
possible at first, but must not be acquiesced in as a permanent
form of moral government. The ¢uewsy dperq which is constituted
by the de facto prevalence of good over bad feelings, does not make
a man good iz ks own right. 03y iy Te dyafity etvar kupiws dvev
dpov noeas vi, 13. 6).

§ 5. 0ddérepa yap mpaktéa] This seems to bind down the émewis b, 24.

to a very strict observance of conventional propriety ; but probably

Aristotle only means that the émevofe will avoid volgarity as well as

immorality—e. g. as the Ald. Schol. says, he will not eat in the

market-place—like the B8ehuvpds of Theophrastus, who, wAzéoians

s dyepés, mpoceMfoy wpés Ta kdpva ) T4 pRle § Ta depdBpua, éoTnkds
Bbz
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1128 b. 24. Tpaynpariferar, dua 7 mohoiwre mposhahdv. Rassow (Forsch. g3) is

probably correct in reading otd” for oix before aloyvvréor.

b.25. § 6. dadhou 8¢ kal] Rassow (Forsch. 93) conjectures dud for xal
here, and supplies with ¢aidov not simply éori but aioxim éari.
Susemihl adopts Rassow’s 8w, and makes the words od yip mpakréov
§4 ... aoywréow § 5 parenthetical. I think that Rassow’s 3,
though a legitimate and tempting conjecture, is not strictly necessary.
The same may be said of Bywater’s suggestion—«ai 6.

b.28. ém Tols ékousiow yap 1 idds| In RAef ii. 6. 1384 a. 16—22, as
Ramsauer notes, dkotoia are mentioned which cause aloxdvy. Kb
CCC, Paris 1853, and NC read drovoioss.

5.20. §7. & OmoBéoews émewés] ‘good i : but the dperal are good
without an if, - ;

5.32. oy T& Towdra mpdrrovra] Bywater (with KP and Cambr.). I
much prefer Bekker's r¢ rotaiira mpdrrorra,

b.33. §8.] I think that this § is an editor’s interpolation. A case,
however, might conceivably be made out for the retention of oix
Zore & ob8 1 éykpdreia dperf, AN Tis puery i the argument being—
‘even éykpdrewa is not an dperh, SO a forfiori aldds is not. The
éyxparis has bad desires which he resists stoutly and successfully ;
the aifofueros who makes 2 virtue of his aidés has bad desires which
he seeks to palliate.’

BOOK F

Micnaer Epn. introduces this Book as follows :—év 76 mapdrre
mépmre BBl mov "Apwororélovs nlikéy Nikopayelowy mpayparelas mpideats
oTiv eimely mwepl TS pepikorépas Sikaootlims kal Tob cuoToixov Taury
Sikalov 7@ dvrikeipdvay Te TovTois adiias kai adikov' SurTy yap 1 Sikatootin
Aéyerat, 5 Te S\ dpery) kal §) mpokeywdy, Hris kat dvmibufprrar T4 ppovioet
™ dvdpelg T cwdpooiry, by ékdery, mpds 1o Bwkaiootvy Aéyeobar, kab
idlws 7§ pév Gpdrnois, 1 8¢ dvdpela 7 3¢ codpootv dvopdlerar 7 8¢ mpo-
xeme’lm;.- dpery) Bicaroatin pcy Nyerar xai Syopdlerar 14 s bhns Sucatorivys
drdpary dropa & wy ol ddgporare, alN’ domep ereivos 6  ONvpmiovixgs
ob Sekpdrys ot OAdrer ok “Apworeldys d\\a 79 kowg wavrer dvbporwy
ovopart dvfpwmos dropdleras, oiTe kal §f wapotua dpery Stkatoalvy Kalelrat
6 kowd Ths G\ys Sikatoolens Svdupaty eloi 8¢ adris pépn Olo, T Te
SiavepnTikéy Oikatoy kai 76 OioploTikdy.

For a summary of the Peripatetic teaching mept Swawoivns see
MoA G 33,

CHAPTER 1.

ARGUMENT.

Concerning fustice and Injustice. Let us, according to the melhod hitherio
adopted, start from the commonly given descriptions of the states in guestion.

Justice then is commonly descrvbed as ‘ a state whick makes us able éo perjorm
Just acts ; which matkes us act justly and wish what is just) A corresponding
description ¥s givew of tnjustice. Here the words © and wish what s just’ ave
important, serving fo mark the distinction bitween a state or Rabit on tie one
hand and a science or faculty on the other. A science or facuity (e, g. larpucy)
can produce either of twa contraries, but @ siate or habit (whether physical like
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imiete, or moral [ike Siwawoaivy) is @ bent fowards' the production of one eluss
of effects only. We may gather then from the commonly given asscriplion of
Justice that it is w0t @ faculty whick enabdles us fo pesform just or wwjust acts
indifferently.

So much for the cthical import of the ‘description. But from the merely
logteal point of wiew 4t s to be noted that since, as we have just observed, setence
i5 of contrarics, the science or knowledge of a state or habit will be that of its
contrary also. It ic also to be noted a,’kezs the kuowledge of a state or habit threws
light wpon its material conditions, and a kuowledge of these upon the stute or
habit: if e.g. we krow that leing in good training is having firm flesh, we
Frow that being in bad fraining is having sof? flesh ; and we also know that
things good for tratning ave things whick produce firmmness of flesh. Tt s
cenerally the case that if one of fwo contrarvies has various neqnings the other
has corvespondingly vavious Mmeanings.

Now infustice has twe ﬂﬂa?zs}zg’% Jor the unjust man is (1) the man who
transgresses the law and (2) the man who takes teo much or ¥ wwnfair. Con-
sequently the just man is (1) the man who observes the low and (2) the man
who s fair. Qua ‘disposed to take foo mauch’ the wnpust mas will have to do
with external good things. But since the ungust man s also disposed to take too
GLittle of that which {s evil, the wider designation ‘unfair’ is more accuraiely
applied to hime, including as it does both * disposed fo take foo much of that whick
i good’ and * disposed to take too little of that which is evel!

Concerning justice in the first sense of the term, Since the just man is the
man who cbserves the low, all that is in accordance with the law is * just’ in
one senmse of the term. Since thew the laws cover he whole field of conduct,
inculcating all the wirtues and jorbidding all the vices, justice in this sense @5
complete wiriue— complete virine, hvweper, vivwed wot a5 o simple possession, but
a5 putting its possessor i a cerfain relation fo otker people.  Fn short, the j'usr
man in this first sense is the man who * can use his virtue towards other people.
This is why < ruling over other pecple tests @ man's justice' ; and why justice
is sometimes thought to differ from all the other virtues in being *the good of
other pecple.  This first kind of justice then is not a part of virfue (1. e. a virtue)
baet virtue (i.e. the virfuous characier) as @ whole ; and the contrary, injustice,
is not @ part of vice bwl vice as @ whole. The difference between virtue
(i.e. the wirtuous character as a whole) and this kind of justice is constituled
by a difference in the point of wiew frem which eack is vegwrded, Regarded
simply as the possession of the good man his moral characler a5 @ whele is

‘called virtnous; regarded as placing him in certain relations to other people it -

is calied just.

§ 1. mepl 8¢ Bukmiooiims x.'r‘k.] Td dirawov is the principle of justice,
or justice in the abstract; Siwawotry is the habit of acting in accord-
ance with the principle.

Grant and Ramsauer refer to £, V. ii. 7. 16 wepi 8¢ Sukawooivys,

! BovAera: expresses the steady tendency of any natural law (cf V. 5. 14
Bovherm pévew parhov), not merely the consistent wish of the moral agent.

BOOK V: CHAP, 1: &8 1, 2. 375

-

émel oy duhds Aéyerat, pera Taita Biehdpevor mept éxarépas épodpev mis 1120 a. 3.

peodrrés dlow,  Grant remarks that aés pegéryrés elow; is a slightly
different question from mefa pecdrys; and Ramsauer says ‘caute
dictum mofa pecdrs;- bemuse it will be shown v. . 17 that
% Owatogtlyn pecdTys Tis €oriv, ob Tév alrév d¢ Tpimov Tats GAA@s
éperais, AN Bt péoov eoriv—r.e. Tob foov between o mhéov and
&arror.. The doctrine of v. g. 17, however, relates only to parti-
cular justice, no attempt being made, according to Ramsauer, in.
the Fifth Book, to show that universal justice is a peodrns, whereas
in ii. 7. 16 both kinds of justice are contemplated as peadrpres.
Hence Ramsauer thinks that the words #és peedmrés elow (ii. 7. 16)
are spurious. Surely this is a very unsafe line of criticism. If the
Fifth Book was not written by the author of the Second Bock, the
inconsistency noticed by Ramsauer, if inconsistency it be, need
not surprise us, If, as Ramsauer is inclined to believe (p. 281), the
Fifth Book was written by the author of the Second Book, are the
two passages really so inconsistent that to remove the inconsistency
we must alter the text? Particular Justice may perhaps be a
pecéms in a sense somewhat different from that in which the other
dperat coordinate with it are peodryres : but universal justice, at any
rate, being the manifestation in society of all the dperui, is @ pecdrns
just as its constituent elements—dudpela, cwppoaiv, &C., are sever ally
peadrnres—i. &, it IS @ pecdrs mwept mpales xak wdfyp, W llf,rl we call a
man dwdpeios we think of him specially as one who observes moder-
ation in relation to certain particular mpdfes and mdfy : when we
call him 8ixaos in the wide sense we think of him as one who
observes moderation in relation to all wmpéfes and wdfy generally.
This is so obvious that the writer of the Fifth Book does not think
it necessary to make any definite statement on the subject:
aithough he comes very near to doing so when he says ch, 2. § 6
# 8¢ (7. e. Universal Justice) wepl dmavra mepi boa & omoudalos—i. e, the
Sixawos is related to all his circumstances &s ¢i, «at @s 6 Xdyos. I am
therefore disinclined to follow Grant and Ramsauer in attaching
any special significance to moia here. It scems to follow very
naturally the woias of the preceding line, to which no one thinks of
attaching any special significance.

§ 2. katd Thr adry péBodor] e the method of taking the a. 6.

Zdofa OF Aeydpeva wepi atris (cf. § 3 below dpaper &y wdvras .
Bouhopévovs Néyew), and testing them by their conformity mth
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philosophical ideas, which, in their turn, are often madified in
accordance with the #defa or Aeyduera: cf. E. V. i. 8. 1 oxentéor 8¢
wepl alris ob pdvov €k ToU oupmepdouaros kai €5 &y & Adyos, aANd kal ék
Tov Neyopévey mept abris' TG pev yap dAnlel wdvra ovrddea T Smdpyovra,
7¢ O¢ revdel Taxd Sapovel Talnlés. Cf. note on Vil 1. 3.

§ 8. kol Bothovrar 76 Blkare . . . 78 dBuka] This is added, Mich.
Eph. says, to distinguish the &s—dicaorim—from a Sévapss (or
exmo"r;]p)}) i—olk €v ‘ré‘) ﬂoﬁa\ea‘eat 'rrplirrew oty TO eﬁtm. Exelvass (z'. &. Tais
Swdueat kai émoripats) dAAG év 7¢ Straslar & yap mip larpikiy xev,
kiw pf) Bothnrar tyddew, larpds éorl kal Néyerar, dpolws kal 6 Ty frropuay
Sdwapw v, wiv piy Smép vy Sikalev Néyy A& réy ddiker, phrep foTi,
kai Ghws kiv Svmrar imép dudorépey o ve Sikaloy kal Tay ddixev piTap
éori, dikatos 8¢ €orw vy 6 T4 Sikawa mpdrrew Svmdpevos (Which is all
that the expression mpaxrwol 7év Swalwr by itself without the
addition xat Golhorrar kr. implies) Sdwarar yap xai & ddikos Tabra
mparTew, d\A& Sixaids éatw & Bovhdperos' Polherar 8¢ 6 Ty efw Exwr Tiw
elpppévpp,  The Paraph. Heliodorus has remarks to the same
effect.

This view of the force of xat Bethorrar seems to me to explain the
connexion ovdé ydp § 4 nmaturally and adequately, and to make it
unnecessary, with Jackson (Book V. introd. pp. xv, xvi), to interpo-
late v. 9. §§ 1416, 1137 a. 4—26 between § 3 and § 4 here. It
may be true that ‘the doctrine of ch. 1. § 4, is necessary to
complete the argument of ch. g. § 16, and it is interesting to note
that this was the opinion of Mich. Eph. ‘who, though he dees not
suspect any displacement, is nevertheless careful in commenting on
the latter passage to quote the former’ DBut it is necessary to
remember in connexion with this quotation that he has already
explained to his own satisfaction the immediate sequence of § 4
upon § 3 in ch. 1.

For the popular view here appealed to, that Justice implies
Bothnas, 7. ¢. 2 definite moral bent, and is therefore not a §ivapes or
émoripn ¢f. Philemon (quoted by Stobaeus, #or. vol. i. p. 189, ed.
Meineke) duvip Sikaiss éoriw oty & piy ddican | GAX Somis dfixeiv Buvdperos
uy Bodderay, and Menander (Meineke iv. 344) Slkatos dduceiv oix
émiorarac Tpomes. The term wpoaspeiras would probably have been
preferred by the writer here as more technically correct than
Boiherar, had he wished to give an accurate definition of justice : as
it is, he merely quotes popular language: ¢/ v. 8. 11 dikaws &rav
wpoehSpevos Swatompayy, and v. 5. 17 kal § pév Siatostey éori kad iy 6
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dikatos Néyerar mpaktekss KaTd wpoaipeow roi dkaiov. At the same time 1129 a. 9.

it is to be noted that in v. 11. 6, the impossibility of 76 éavréw dduety
is proved Dby reference to the fact (stated in v. 9. 5 and 6) that no
man weshes (Botdera) to be injured; the absence of Bodhyois
shows that there is no d@dwia mpds éavrdy, Mpoaipeois, however, seems
ta be the accepted term in the two Aristotelian passages which state
most explicitly the distinction now before us between a moral habit
and a faculty—viz. E N iv, N, 12 ok ev ) Guvdper 8 éoriv 6 alaor,
AN & 15 mpoapéoer kardk iy Ew yip kal ¢ Towode elvaw dhaloy oTiy,
and Zop. iv. 5. 126 a. 30 59&:) B¢ xai et Ti Tow Yrekrov 7 bevkrdw els
Stwapew 3 els 78 Suvardy Enxev (s, one’s opponent in a dialectical
encounter), ofor Tor cororir i SidBodor § khémryy Ty Surdueror Ndfpo
T4 dMdrpis kKhérrew. oideis yap v elpmpévey 7§ Buvards elval To TodTew
TowolTos Aeyerar Oiwarar pév yap kal & Oede kai 6 omoudaios ra adha dpar,
d\\’ otk elol TowirTos mdvres yap oi Pabhor kard mpoaipegiy Aéyortai.
The distinction between moral character on the one hand and
intellectual ability or professional skill on the other, which is
formulated by Aristotle in the above passages, was one which the
Greek mind found it difficult or inconvenient to keep in view, if we
may judge from Plato’s evidently strong desire to bring it home to
his readers : see Regp. 332 D 78 7ols Pidovs dpa b moweiv xat €xfpots
kaxds Sukaiaotvny Néyer § Aoxei pot. Tis oby Suvaroraros xdpvovras Gilovs
€D mouweiy kai éxfpovs kaxds wpos vdoov kal tylear; 'larpds . . . 335 D
ol Beppdryros, olpar, Eoyou Yixew, d\A& Tob évapriov. Nai. 0udé
Enpdrnros Dypaivew, @\Xd Tob fvavriov. Idvv ye, 08¢ 84 Toi dyabod
Bl\drrew, dA\d Toi évavriow, Palverai. ‘0 8¢ ye Sixatos dyabds 3 Mdmv ye,
Oix dpa 7od Bikalov Bhdmrew Epyov, & Toképapye, ofire pikov ot drior
0idéva, dAAG T0b évavriov. Gorgias 460 C Zw. Oikoly dviyey wow
pnropudy dikatoy, elvar, Tév 8¢ ikawoy Bothecbar dikata mpdrrew; Top. Pai-
veral ye. Zw. oddémore dpa Bovhjcerar 6 ye dikaios dbiketv. Top. "Avdykn,

 Ew. 7dr 8¢ pyropucdy dvdyky €k Tov Adyov Bixaov elvar. Top. Nal. Zw.

ovdénore dpa Bovhjoerar 6 fyropwde ddwelv.  Gorgias then contradicts
himself by saying that the ﬁqropcm’é may use his art dédcws—the
intention of the whole passage being to bring vividly before us ‘the
old confusion of the Arts and the Virtues’ (Jowett iii. 12). Cf also
Meno go B, where it is argued that virtue is not an accomplishment
which can be taught, else good men would surely teach their sons
to be virtuous. So far from being an accomplishment which can
be acquired, it is rather a divine gift or inspiration. At any rate,
it is not something which the sophists can teach, as riding-masters
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teach the art of riding : see also Z. V. v. 9. 16 7oii Swalov olovrar
elvar atlev frrov T8 dBukely, &ru oblév frrov 6 Sixaos @G kai pANiow
dtvar’ &y Ekasron mpitar rovrev, and Grant’s note ad Joc.—* The
opinion that justice implies its contrary as if it were an art (Bdvapus)
would be a consequence of the Socratic doctrine that justice is
knowledge. Plato saw what this doctrine led to and drew out the
paradoxical conclusion, Kep. p. 334 a, Hipp. Min. pp. 345, 6.
The Aristotelian theory that justice is a moral state (&) set the
difficulty at rest” To this last remark it is necessary to add that
Plato, although he has no technical terms in which to express his
view, sees as clearly as Aristotle that justice is a state involving the
harmony of the whole man, and resulting from life-long intelligent
obedience to wpos.  If justice were the dexterity of a single faculty,
easily imparted in a few lessons by the Professors of gnrepwy, then
prropua would be the sovereign science, as these Professors main-
tain. But moheruc is the sovereign science, and gyropid) is ancillary:
see Politicus 304 CD E, and note on £. V. i. 2. 6.

§ 4.] See Met. ©. 2. 1046 b. 1T dov re kal véy Puvdpewy ai pév
érovrar dhoyor al 8¢ perd Ndyov. &b waoar af véyvar kal al momricai
émoriipar Buvdpers eloiv' dpxal yap peraBinrial elow v @i 5 @\o.
kai ai pév perd MNoyov wacar tév évavrior ai atrai, ai & dhoyor pla vds,
otov 76 feppdv Tob Beppaivew pdvov, 1 8¢ larpixy véoov kat dyeias.  airiov
d¢ ore Ndyos éoriv 1) émoriun, 6 8¢ Adyos 6 adros Sphol To wpaypa kal v
arépow, wAe oy Goabres, kal fomw bs duoly, fort & b Tod Hmdp-
xovros pallov. &oT avayky kal Tas TowiTas emicTRpas elvar pév tdy
évavrioy, elvar 5 Tob piv kel atmas Tob 8¢ piy kal atrds kal yap & Adyos
Tob pév kal abrd, Tob 8¢ Tpdmov Twd karh ovpBelnrds  dwogduer yip Kal
dmogopa Snhet 76 évavrior: 1§ yap oTépyais § mpdry T6 evavriov, alry &
drapopi Barépov, émet 8¢ 7& dvavria ok éyylyverar & 1§ airg, 7 &
émtoripn Stvaps T Nyov Exew, kal § Yy kuwfoews Exe dpyhy, T piv
Uysewoy Uyleiay wovor wmowel kal o Beppavricor BeppdmTa kai TH YukTikdy
Yroxpéryra, 6 8 émoripey dudw. From this passage it is plain that
the dvvdpes of the present section are ai perd Méyov Suvdpers, and it is
probable that the émwrijpa: which the writer has more prominently
in view are ai momrixal émoripar, such as larpuwh, 7. e. those which are
dpxai peraBlymikai év @le g d\ho—although, of course, the remark
Téy évarriow 5 abry is true of science generally, Thus the éroripn
or dvvams perd Aéyov—iarpicn, apprehending the dhoyos Sivapes—ré
Beppavricdy, apprehends also its contrary 7o Jrusmisdy, and according

r\
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2s it employs the one or the other will produce @eppdrns or Yruxpdrns
in the patient—always a definite result from the means taken, since
ai dhoyor Svwdpeis pla évés, In Met. ©. 2 the contrast is that between
an deyos Svwams such as 7o dyewdy (£.e. 10 mourikdy tyielas) and a
dlvauss perd Adyov, such as lerpuch @ in the passage before us (£t v.
L. 4) the contrast is between a s, such as dylea, and a dvaus perd
Adyov, such as larpueh. As the dhoyos Sdvapis—ro fyerwdv produces
only dyica (Met), so the s—iyiea (Lrh) produces only dyerd

(7 e. 7@ oppavrikd tyelas—see Top. 1. 15. 106 b, 35 76 Sypewdv 5 pév-

Uytelas wourikdy, T 8¢ uhakrikdy, 6 8 oqpavricdr. CL M Y. 2.
1003 a. 35, Met. K, 3. 1061 a. 6). For the doctrine réy évavriov
pia emornuy the editors refer to Az Pr. 24 a. 21, 48 b. 5, 50a. 19,
Phys. viii. 1. 251 a. 30, de An. 427 b. 5; and Jackson refers also
to Plato, Phaedo 97 D, and Charmides 166 E. The reason why
Tdv fvavriov pia énwripy 15 stated in the passage JMel. ©. 2, 1046 b.
1—zo quoted above—viz. Aiyos éotiv 4 émoripr, 6 8¢ Ndyos & abrds
Syhet 76 mpaypa kai Ty orépnow. For orépnois see Mef. A, 22, and
cf. 7up. vi. g, where rules are given for the definition of ré& raréd
oTepnow Aeyduera,

&is 8 1§ davria tdv dovtlov of] Rassow (Forsch. p. 95, note)
supports the conjecture of Muretus—=&fs & # adry 76v évavrior ofh
On the margin of his copy Muretus found the note of a scribe to the
effect that some MSS. have avri instead of évavrla. This suggested
to Muretus that an original airf became dvri, which in its turn
became évarria, Ha actually reads # adri.

vyrewds Baditew]| CL Zup. i. 15. 106 b. 34 ré tyrewds ) mouricis
i Pudakricds §j oqpavtikds prbioerar,

§ 5. moMhdkis pév obv ywwpilerar . . .] The transition here,
though suggested by the émwrijpy Suket rév évavriov 4 airy elvar of
§ 4, is very abrupt, and even inconsequent. After felling us in
§§ 3 and 4 that ‘ the é&s Justice does not result in both dikawa and
@bika, but only in the former, herein differing from a Stwaps perd
Adyov like larpucd, which can produce either health or sickness, and,
generally, from an émeoripn which, if it knows the &s, also knows
the orépnous of the éus,’ the writer seems to be suddenly struck by
the Jagical importance of this last point (that the knowledge of the
& is the knowledge of its oréppows) for his present purpose (the
Joini investigation of dwawoivy and dduia), and enlarges on it

1129 a.

a, 14,

a. 18.

. 17.
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1120 a. 17. throughout §§ 5, 6, and %, dismissing entirely the really important

ethical doctrine (the difference between égis and &dvams or émtoripg)
which he has only just raised in §§ 3 and 4. Inconsequent, how-

ever, though the transition marked by uév ofv certainly is, we can .

understand how it might seem a perfectly natural one to a writer
whose critical faculty was overweighed by his knowledge of peri-
patetic doctrine. According to that doctrine & or ‘possession’ is
related not only to certain definite ékrd (7. 2. 7& kard Tip éw) which
may be safely inferred from it (as in turn it may be inferred from
them as symptoms), but also to the erémots or © privation’ of that
of which as é&s it is the ‘ possession.” True, the relation between
s and érd is something very different from that between és
and erépyoes @ but the writer of the Fifth Book is not the man to
discriminate in such a case. He sees no inconsequence in the
remark that “a &s does not produce contraries—but the kuozwledoe
- ¢f a &s is the knowledge of its évarria és or of its orépnois.

The writer's implication, however, in § z, 6, 7, and 8—that the
knowledge of dwawotvy is the knowledge of ddwia, and vice versa—
must be accepted with a reservation. It has only a logical value.
Definitions of the two ées, embodying and rationalising popular
opinion, may indeed be arrived at by one enquiry. We may save
ourselves the trouble of making two enquiries. But it is only the
just man, as such, who really knvivs what Justice is. The dialect-
ical outsider, as such, can only rationalise the popular fmo\gyreis és
&xoper mepi Tov Gikaivv, a5 he may equally well rationalise the dmoAd-
Yes wepi Tob ddikov. As the just man, however, is not ideally just,
but has to struggle with the forces of evil, he will also know dbuda,
and he will know it # #fs essence, because the essence of dixla is
that it opposes itself to 8waootyy. The just man knows aduia
essentially because he knows it for what it really is—as the enemy
of dwarocvyy. But it is not conversely true that the knowledge of
ddicia which the abios possesses is also the knowledze of watorivm,
He sces in 8wkaoolwy only the enemy of ddwla: but this is to see
only an accident of &wawodvy, which is essentially kahAloTn—a
beautiful organising principle—«ai 086" Eomepos ot éGos oirw favpa-
ords. The dwos in short knows the sanction of the just law—the
punishment which it inflicts, but not the just law #/self, as such:
see Plato, Rep. iil. q4og D, E mompla pév yap dperip 7e kal admjp
olfmor’ &v yvoly, dper 8¢ (ivewns mabevopévys xplve dua abris Te kab
movnplas emoriuny Apperat.
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xafidhev émoripny Eyov oldé wos wdvra T Hroxelpeva, where T dmokel-
peva are the particular cases or facts which fall under the general
rule or principle. In his note on the passage, Bonitz, while
showing how the term naturally lends itself to this sense (the
extension of the logical subject—rd dmoreipevor is marrower than
that of the predicate), remarks that it is a sense which it does not
bear elsewhere (7. e. than in Me/ A, 2), so far as he knows, in
Aristotle’s writings. Nor is it easy to see how here (£. V. v. 1. 5)
it can mean merely particular cases or symptoms—rd dwd s 2fews,
for éx rév elexricar plainly takes up dnd 76w imokepévor, and =5
edexricdy is immediately afterwards explained as 7o wourwor.  Peters
translates—A habit is oflen known by the opposite habit, and
often by its causes and resulls’; and Jackson says: ra fwoxelpera
include not merely manifestations and symptoms of the s in
question, but also its causes and conditions. In fact the dmoxelpeva
of dyfea (to take a particular example) are 7& dyierd in the various
kindred senses of guhakrikd, wouricd, onpavricd, and Sexrikd dyeias.
For these senses of dywewd cof. Mef. iii, 2. p. 1003 2. 34, X. 3. P
1001 a. 5, 79p. 1. 15. p. 106, b. 35 I am inclined to think that if
the writer had intended to use fmoxelpeva here for efexrued in this
very wide sense of the latter term, he would not immediately have
added kai 76 elexrikdy 6 womikdy x.vA, I prefer to understand ra
Umokelpeva as the malerial condifions of edefia (v6 dvayrdiov 76 ¢£
imobfégews of Phys. 1i. 9. 199 b. 34—200 b. 8, 76 of ol dvev vd &b of
et AL 7. 10572 b, 12, 76 &5 Ay Neydpevor kal ai kwioes al radrys of
Phys. 1i. g. 200 a. 31)—the necessary food, &c., used as means or
material (r& TOLYTIKOY ei'eéfas) by the yvpracris or trainer who is the
efficient cause of elefla: cf. Pol A. 1. 1238 b. 25 miw xparioryy Te
&mhds kal Ty e THv Dmorepdvov dpiorny ob Bei Nehyfévar Tiv dyafiv
vopoféryr kat Tov bs dAyfas moherikdy, Fritzsche (whom Grant follows)
is supported in his (I think, erroneous) view of the meaning of
tmoxeipeva here by Mich, Eph. who has—ywaptlerar § €& . . . #0p
dnd tév UW admhy ékrdv, kai Ta ékri ék TRy éfews. The Paraph.
Heliodorus, however, is right—ywookovrar 8¢ af éfers xal dmd vév éxrow’
¢bis pev yip pepe elmelv i Dyleea, ékriv 8¢ 70 Dyrewdy & wpds Oyleway geper
€l yip ywogkoper Sytewdy elvar 76 woumTikdy WuKKéTHTOS &Y TapKL YwdTrG-
pev edeblay elvar Ty év capkt mukvérpra. The Paraph., it will be
observed, is guilty of a little confusion here in his use of the terms
yiea and edefia : see Top. v. 7, 137 a. 3, quoted by Zell, érel dpolas

Ty Gmwoxeypévwv] Fritzsche quotes Mes. . 2, 982 a. 23 6 mjp 1128 a.19.
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Eyec larpds Te wpds O wowmTikds tyuelas eivar kal yupvactis TPSS TG woU)-
Tikds ebeflas, Eore § 18w yupvasrob T mouprikoy elvar ebeflas, €ly dv oy

- ¥
IGTPDIJ ‘!'-!‘) ‘JTOIQ‘!‘N:L!W' ELMIL fryan’as'.

mukvétys| Zell quotes Physiognomonica 806 b. 22, where gxhnpd
is coupled with edekrici as applied to odpé.

§ 8. dxohoufel K.T.R.] Top. 1. 15. 106 bz 21 &ni énl rav kard
orépmew kai efw Neyopévov émokomely el yap @drepor mheovaxbs eyerar,
kai T8 Aowrdy, olov € 76 aloBdverbar mheovayds Aéyerar kard Te Thy Yruxiy
kut T whpa, kai 6 avaloyroy elvar mheovays pfioerar kara Te Yruxuy
kai 70 gopua,

&g &m 75 mokd] because there are exceptions to the above rule :
see 7op.i. 15. 106 b, 2 76 pév kard Ty Suivoway Gikelv 70 poeiv
dvavriov: TG 8¢ kark T coparkiy évépyear obdév—r. e Pikeir is used

mheovayds (=*to love” and “to kiss "), but moeiv the fdrepor is not.

ofov €l 70 Bikatov, kai 76 ddwkov] This is the reading of H» MP
Nb Qb B' adopted by Bekker and Bywater. But Kb, P, Camb.
read ofov €l 6 &Swkoy kal § ddwia, and LP (followed by Jackson)
reads ofov e t0 bixaioy kal T &Bikov xkai § afwia: Z.¢e. we have 76
#diwcor and § adwia, but their contraries =& Sixaroy and 5 Sicaoovey are
absent from KP Pb Camb., and 4 8watostvy is absent from Lb, I
would suggest that the archetype of KP PP Camb., which was
throughout distingnished for the unusual frequency with which it
omitted words and clauses, omitted 7é ixaor kat § Seeatoaim rai, the
original reading being ofov € 7o Slkatov kal 7 Sikarootvy, kel T dwcov
«kai % dadwia. The plural fdrepa (given by all MSS. apparently,
except H® and I, which have @drepor—adopted by Bywater—in
both places) would perhaps be thus accounted for: ¢/. for similar
plurals Z, V. v. 2. 9. 1130 b. 14 «ai 70 abikoy xai 7 diexla ob Tadrd
dAN' Erepa éxelvar, T pév s pépy & & bs Sha.

§7. 8 7 odveyyss elvar Ty dpwvupiar adrdr havbdve] se.
spovupla—* the equivocation,’ mjv éuwvuplay being = rd dporvpa:
‘hecause the things called by the same name (r& pawvpa) stand
very close to each other, the equivocal use of the name escapes
notice. ‘Opdwepa are things which have nothing but the name in
common, as Man and Picture, each of which is called {Gov. Zwwo-
vupa are things which have a common name and a common nature,
as Man and Ox: each not only 7s called, but &s {ov: see Cal. 1.
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% g, 1 oudrupa Méyerar dv dvopa pévow xowdr, 6 8¢ kara rodvopn Adyos 1129 a. 27,

repos . . . cuvdvvpa 8¢ Aéyerar by 6 Te Bvopa kowdv kat G Kdyos & abrés.
In 70p. i. 15. 107 a. 3 Aristotle illustrates the equivocal uses of the
term dyaf6v under various Categories, and remarks that a term
which is applied to several objects, each of which belongs to a
different Category, is employed equivocally, 7 e with a different
meaning in each Category—oxomely 8¢ kal ra yévy T kard Tobvopa
karnyopiéy, e Talta éurw émi mdavtey el yap pi Tabrd, Sjhov ée fpdvu-
pov 6 Neydpevov, oiov 7o dyaliv év ébéopart pév 6 mouTikdy nbovijs, v
larpicy 8 16 womrikdy Dyelas, émt 8¢ s Yuxgs 70 moudr etvas, olor
aagpova i dvlpeiav § Sikalar® polws 8¢ kal émt drfpomov. eémayot d¢
76 mworé, ofov 16 év TG kapd ayabdy dyalbiv yap Méyerar TO év TG katpd*
mohAdxts 88 76 moody, ofor éml Tob perpiov' Néyeraw yip O perprov dyaddy.
Gore Spbrvpoy T dyafdy, Goatres 8 kai TS Nevkov exl odparos pév
xpopu, émt O chovis 6 elnkooy mapamAnoios 8¢ kal T 8£0 ob ydp
Sratres ért wdviev 0 abrd Méyerar pom) pév yap dfela § Tayela,
xabdmep Gagiv of kard Tols dpibpods dpuovikel, yavia § deia §) ENdoawy
pbijs, pixaipa 82 7 SEvydmos. The Categories are thus an important
instrument in the hands of the Dialectician when engaged with the
second of the four processes mentioned in Zpp. i. 13. 105 2. 21 as
constituting the dialectical method—ra 8¢ dpyara 8¢ bv elmopiaouer
Téw cul\eyiopar fori rérrapa, & pév T mpordres haSew, Sevrepov Bé
wogayds fkaoror Néyeraw Stvacfuw Sieleiv, Tpirov tis Siapopds ebpeiv,
réraprov § % 7Tob dpolov oxéfns. In connexion with this practical
employment in dialectic of the Categories as means of distinguish-
ing =& wheovaxis Aeydpera, it may be noted as not without significance
that the Treatise on the Categories itself (whether written by
Aristotle or not matters little) begins with the words épdvupa
Aéyerar.

With 8w 7o a'fwe‘y}rus‘ elval THY opovUBiAy ]ackson compares P;g}'.s“
vil. 4. 249 a. 23 eiot 7€ TGV Spevupilr ai pév mold dréxovow, al &
Eovoal Twa dpoidmyra, ai 8 éyyls § yéver § dvahoyig, B ou Soxolow
dpavupias elvar obrat.

kal oby Gomep m vow wéppw Sihn palhor (f ydp Sadopd wohhy
# kord Thy i8éav)] It is not where the éudvupa are particulars plainly
distinguished by their ‘outward appearance’ (Peters), 2.g. Collar-
bone and Key, that dpewvpla is dangerous. It is when we are
dealing with abstractions or general notions that it is likely to
escape our notice and lead us into error: see dn. Losi. ii. 13.

g.28.
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97 b. 50 al dpovvpiar Navfldvovor padlor év rois kafddov 4 év Tols
abapépors.  Undetected épwvupla prevents the discovery of truth
by causing us to connect together notions or facts which have
nothing or little in common. From the comparison of such
notions or facts no scientific results can be obtained, since scientific
discovery requires the comparison of things which are similar (5
rod dpofov oxéyns), their similarity, as science understands similarity,
being that which strikes us after we have carefully noted their dif-
ferences (rés Siagopds elpeiv); while it is impossible to note their
differences till we have cleared the ground by dissolving any false
associations due to dpevuple which may exist in our minds (rorayds
ékactor Méyerar Sieheiv): see Top. i. 13. 1op a. 21 quoted above.
‘Operupn, in short, as such, are not comparable for scientific pur-
poses: but 76 gvrdvvgor mar ovpBinrdy Top. 1. 15. 107 b. 17.

84hn pdNhor]| ¢ Comparatively plain Grant. Cf De Gen
ef Cor. 321 b. 30 1§ yap #Ay érdpa ofoa Sfhn péN\or roi eldovs
évradfa 7} érl oaprds kal Tév dpowpepay.  Spengel suggests (wrongly)
piaAkor Sqhn (Arist. Studien Nie. Efh. 1. p. 207) for 8y paXhov—
“ Das letzte Wort (p@Ahov) gehort nicht zu dphg, sondern zu mdppe,
so viel als woppwrépw. Seine jetzige Stellung ist kaum zu recht-
fertigen, vielleicht geniigt es émt 7ér wdppo pahov Biky zu setzen.'

khefs| Zell and others quote Plutarch, Reg. ef imp. apophtheomata
9 mijs 8¢ kheedés abrg (Philip) xareayelons év moléug, kai o0 Gepamei-
ovros latpod mavros Tt kad Hpépav airotvros, AdpBave, by, doa Bother
THY Yap kA<l Exets,

When # kabélov Swkaootwy and # kard pépos Siatoctuy are
here said to be épdrupa, it is obvious that the term is not to
be taken in the strict sense of &v b dwopa pévov kowiv (Cal. i.
Ta 1), Ze of rd xvplws Spovvpa Neydpeva & éore i dmbd TRms
(Alexander Aph. A/ p. 197, line 12, ed. Boniizj; for, as Mich.
Eph. says in his note on the present passage—rar Sixaogurdy

7 pév éoTiv Oomep yévos Bikatoglvy kard wdons dperfs, 7 8¢
E:SWEI’) Tﬂi:’TTJ'E E?BDF- é[TTE (\{)5' }.(E‘V ‘yE’D(JS‘ KCI'.‘[ Emﬂ? WP&GVUP.& gu’ov'z’ar.'
émdéyovrat yap T4 €dy Tov Tov yevdy opiopdv. Below (v. z. 6, on
which see note) they are actually called cwrédrupe. In fact, the
two kinds of Swmooiry (01' of ciﬁutfa) are said to be dpwvvua
with as much or as little right as the things called dyafd are
said in 7vp. 1. 15. 107 a. 3-17 to be dpwipws Aeydpera. The
statement made 107 a. 11 dore dpavupor T dyabdv certainly cannot
be reconciled with £, V. 1. 6. 12. 1096 b, 27 o yip e (s, 78
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Hyabiv) rols ye dmd riyns Speovipas, unless we allow a latitude in 1129 a. 50,

the use of the term dpdwupe which the definition in Cof 1. 1 2. 1
does not prepare us for. The épdrupa of that definition are merely
& amd Tixys, whereas the kinds of justice (like the various dyafit)
are only called éudvupa by an exaggeration, perhaps justified by the
circumstance that the points in which they differ are very apt to
be overlooked. In strict Aristotelian language they are neither
dpevvpa nOT yet ovworvpa, but 7& mpos & Aeydpeva—see Met, 2. 4
1030 b. 2 obdé yi&p larpwdy oBpa kai Epyov Kkai okeios Aéyerar otre
oporipes ofire kaf’ év d\Ad mpés &—on which Alexander (p- 441.
13. ed. Bonitz) has o8¢ yap 70 larpixdv copa rai aedos ofire Sporipons
Aéyerar ofire kal & xal cwovipes [of. Alex. Mel, p. 199. 20 kaf &
pév heydpeva Néyer vd ovvdrupa xal T & Tt kowdy Terayuéva yévos |, dAra
npos Ev, fyovr ds 1& dP’ évés Te xai mpde é&—e.g. a drug, a bandage,
and a lancet are all called iarpicd because they are dmd ris farpucis,
depend upon, are prescribed by, or used by medical science: exer-
cise, fresh air, and food are all called fyiewd because they are mpds
rip dyleway, have Health in view as their end: see Alex. Met 107,
2 74 08 4’ évds Te kai mpos Ev Neydpeva ofire Ty Tév ourertper icoriuiar
mpos T kariyopodipevor ocder- mpds EAMjAa, offre mdhw Exyer Thy ToY Spw-
vipoy dkpardy Te ral durTor érepdryra, AN Eore Tis alTois Kowevla Kard
70 elvae Tabra & Néyera 7§ elval Ta Gvow éxelvov Tod Tpaypares, Kai
TaUTYY €v TovTols wes Evopiclar waow, db’ o Svra § wpds b Adyor Eyorrd
Tva Oua TolTo kal Tod dpdparos kekowdynker alrod . . . ob povoy dvdparos
kekowodvke TG TowalTa Kal obras Exovra mpds EANgAa ds Ta kuptws Sudrupa
Aeydpera d €oTe Ta dmd Tixns, dMAG kal airiay Twd Exer Tob Spolws dAAAAais
avopdobac,

Thus 7 ind rév aléve rév (dor and § +is Bipas Kheiovaw are both
called «heis and are duorvupa: horse and ox are both called (gov and
are guvérvpa Or kaf’ & Xeydpeva: a bandage and a drug are both

~called larpcd, and are d’ évos kal mpos & Aeydpera, It is under this

third head, then, that the two kinds of justice really fall. ‘0 foos,
the fair man, and é »uepos, the man who has all the social dperat,
are both called 8ikaw:, because the moral quality or complex of
qualities characterised in each case is d¢’ évds, 7. ¢. dmd rijs moluruchs
—is produced by the chief science; and is an instrument in its
hands xpos &, 7 ¢ mpis 76 & (v, Similarly Eudemus and the
writer of M. M. describe the kinds of ¢eia as mpés & Neydueva—
LB, H. 2. 1236 a. 16 dvdykn dpa Tpla Pikias €idy elvar, xal prhre kal’
& Grdoas pnd’ bs by Evds yévovs, pire mdpmay Néyeafar povipes' mpbs
cc
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1128 8. 80. plap ydp Twa Néyovras kai mpoTy, domep 76 larpwdy, CL ML AL i 11.

a. 31.

a, 32,

b. 1.

1209 a. 19-31. Similarly Alex. (M7 p. 195) places 7o dyaddy, 7o
cxipa, and & dpfuds under ra mpds év Aeydueva, For the sense,

however, in which Particular and Universal Justice may be called -

cuvdrupa see note on v. 2. 6.

§ 8. .maxﬁgj 76 mocayés &kaorop Néyerar Sreheiv is the second of the
four Spyava 8¢ by ebmopooper T@r cvMoyiopdy enumerated in Zop.i. 13.
105 a. 23. The first—rd mpordoews AaBeiv—has been employed in § 3.

kel & mheoréerns kal dmoos| NC, Par. 1853, Bywater: other
MSS., however, have the article before dwmoos: and Kb and CCC
for xai 6 dveoos read xai #wkos, a circumstance which may be thought
to favour the view of Trendelenburg, Ramsauer, and Jackson, who
reject kai ¢ dmoos. ¢ These words (xal 6 dmoos),” says Jackson,
“which after Trendelenburg I have bracketed, but which Bekker
retains, cannot be said to destroy the sense, as they might be taken
as an explanation of & mheorékrys [this apparently is the view of the
scribe of NC and Bywater, who omit the article before dmgos]. But
they are certainly awkward, especially as the same idea is introduced
with a justificatory explanation in § 11.- See Trendelenburg’s
Historische Bettrdge sur Philosophie il 354. 1 conceive that the

scribe, not seeing that the word mheovéerns suggested twos as its .

correlative, bridged the apparent gap by anticipating § 1.’ On
the other hand, Hampke, with the approval of Spengel (4 ristofelische
Studieni. 207), brackets the words xai 6 7heovéxrps. Their omission
would, of course, make the clause more symmetrical: but the
opening words of § ¢ seem to show that they must be retained.
On the whole, the omission of the article before #moos seems to be
the easiest way out of the difficulty. For a remarkable eriticism
of 8 ddweir = 7b m\eoverreir see Plato, Gorgias 483 B—484 B: the
gist of it is contained in the following words—wdpe péy Todro &dior

kal aicypdv Aéyerar T6 mwhéoy (yrely €xew Tdv mohhdw kai abikelv abrd |
kakolow 5 B¢ ye, oluar, Piots abry droaiver adrd, dre Bikady éore Tov

dpelvo Tob yelpovos mhéor Exew kal Tov Suvardrepor Tod dduvarerépov.
Snhal 8¢ radbra mohlayed dte olrws Exer xai év vois dMhows {wows kal TdY
dvbplmer ér Ehais Tals wokeds Kai Tois yéveoty, 61t olTe TO Sikawor kékpirat,
v kpelrre Tob frrovos dpyew kui mhéov Exerr, Cf. Menander (Meineke
iv. 359) ladryra & aipov kai wheoveblay Piye.

§ 9. énel 8¢ wheovérrns & adikos]| To kard pépos ddikoy is o dvoov.
But 6 dnoor, which is the generic term (roiiro yap mepiéyer kat kowdy
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§ 11), has two species, 76 #Aéow and 76 pefor. As, however, the man 1129 b. 1.

who habitually disregards ilo¢rys almost invariably does so for his
own advantage, & m\éow is practically identical with =& dveoor. The
dmgos with whom we are practically concerned is the mh\eorékrns.
The peovéxrns—the man who will not stand up for his rights when
he knows that he is being unfairly treated—is not often met with,
and may be neglected. Not to be confounded with the uewveéia
propetly so-called of the man who (reluctantly, of course—see V.
9 and 11) allows himself to be unfairly treated is the merely
apparent peovefin of the man who chooses 5 peior raxdy, for this
is really mheovefla. LD and B® read af (adopted by Bekker) before
mheovékrys: this xal might be defended as accentuating the term
mheovéerns, and calling attention to the fact that the dnoos with whom
we have practically to do is the mheovérps not the peroréerns—
‘Since “the unjust man is not merely unfair (#ucos) but unfair
to his own advantage (xai mheovéerns).

mepi Tdyabd €otar] CL Rep. 359 C mjy m\eoveblav mava dlows

) ,r 3 e~
deokew méurer @ dyabdy, vépw 8 Big mapdyera émt my Tod ivov Ty,

ob wdrra, &AAG wepl 8oa . . .] The #heoréerys secks to have more
than his fair share of =4 ékrds dyafd. To seek to have 7& mept
Yuxir (see £. V.1 8. 2) in as. large measure as possible is not
mheovebia: see F. V. ix, 8. 11. 1169 a. 34 & wdoe &) rois émawerois
6 omovdaios Gaiverar éavrd Tob kakod whéov véuwy. ofre uév ody Gilavrow
elvar 8¢l kabdmep elpyrar &s 8 of moMNoi, ob xph. These écros dyabd
are dmhds del dyabd, rwt ¥ ol del—i. e. they are dn themselves good
things, although @ certain relations (which must be specified in
each case) they may be evils. Thus it would be absurd to call
‘money’ a bad thing. The term “ money,’ taken by itself without
qualification (émhas), suggests the idea of something good ; although
when we qualify it, and speak of the profligate’s money’ (rud), it
suggests the idea of something bad: cf. 7op. ii. r1. 115 b. 33 &
dv pmbevds mpooTibepévov doxjj elvar ka\dy # aloypor i @\No 7 Taw Towirer,
dmh\ds pnbioerar.

H\eovefia puts into practice the false theory of life which is
criticised in Z. V. i. 10. That theory placed ebarporia in external
ebruyia—in the mere presence of (as distinguished from the proper
use of) those things &v r& pév Imdpyew dvaycaior T 82 Furepya Kal
yphiowa méduker dpyavicds (E. V. 1. 9. 7. 1090 b, 2y—cf. the dvaykaia
& tmobéoens of Phys. ii. 9, and 76 of olk dvev ‘16 & of Mel A. ke

ccz
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1129 b. 2. 1072 b. 12). This false theory of life, then, the mAeovéerns puts

into practice, making the accumulation of these external good
things, which are only zzeans to the noble life, his end. He pursues
r& dahds ayabd without considering whether they are or are not,
as possessed by him, conducive to his own true welfare (adrd
dyabd)—7. e. conducive 10 the évépyea Yruxis kaz’ dperjp.  Of all the
forms of vice, his is the most wmprincipled—involves the most
systematic neglect of the ideal, and is the most degrading to the
moral character, inasmuch as it is the abuse of those external good
things which are materially necessary to the practice not only of
justice but of all the other social virtues. Mich. Eph. has the
following note here—eimar rov mheovéxrny &lov elvar wept 7o ayald,
Aéyer pij mepi mdvra T dyabd mheovékrny elvar oire yap Tob larpod § Tob
piropos latpikdrepos § prropkdrepos omelder yevéobar, ovre TOD povoikoy
povotkdrepos kal T mhéow Toirer v ToUTols Exewr dAAG mwepl éxetva T
dyabd mheoverrei dmep eoTiw drhds kal i favtdy Puoer dyabd, Tois thavows
8¢ xal poxBnpois odk dyafd. elot 8¢ émhbs dyabd Tyiewa mhobros kaklos
ebyéveia dpxi) éfovaia, & T éavréy Gioer dyabd dvra Tois Pavhoss kaxd
éore paihoy B¢ dyabd kal cupdépovra alrols éoriv alo yos véoos mevia.

AN elyeoBas pév . . . aipeioBor 3 T4 abrois dyald] A man,
while choosing poverty and obscurity if these conduce to his true
welfare,—the performance of duty,—ought to aspire to a life in
which that welfare is more brilliantly realised through the proper
use of wealth and social advantages.

Mieovefla then is related only to ra éros dyafd. There is no

room for it, according to the Aristotelian doctrine, where the
dperai are concerned. The peyadfuyos in asserting a victorious
personality before his contemporaries is not a m\eovékrzs, although
éavrd Tov kahed 1O wAéov véper. We are tempted to ask, if not
Aristotle, at least ourselves, the question—Is this self-centred

culture which must have wealth and leisure, and must, on pain |
of losing its beautiful balance, shut its eyes to the surrounding

misery and squalor, not a refined form of wheorefla after all?
Or perhaps the more pressing question is that concerning ‘the
modern man,” in the notion of whose personality we include
industrial and commercial success—distinguished by Aristotle as
merely dvaykaior (or even Biwov) from the xaddy, or life of culture,
which constitutes the true personality of his citizen—If culture
is perhaps mheovefle, what shall we say of the personality which
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4 constituted by the consciousness of success in commercial and 1129b. 5.

industrial competition, and by the influence which attends such
success? - But the question is a far wider one than at first sight
appears. It is the law not only of human society, but of the
natural world, that the strong take to themselves the lion’s share,
and have become strong by doing so. Are we or are we not to
have Types distinguished from their fellows by strength and beauty?
It is practically to this final issue that the question is pushed in
the remarkable passage quoted from the Gorgras—483 B, C, D—
end of note on v. 1. 8.

§10.] Cf. E.N.v. 3. 15, 16.

§11.] After xowév all MSS. apparently except KV and CCC p.11.

insert (with certain variations) the words kal mapdvopos’ rodro yap
| wapavopia froc 4 dnedrys | mepiéxes magay dikiay kal kowdy oty mdons
aducias. CCC, however, has these words on the margin, in the hand
apparently of the original scribe. '

§ 12. mws Sikawa] mws is added because all enactments are not b. 12.

just in the sense of aiming at the maintenance of ioéms. Many of
them have no reference to the requirements of Particular Justice :
they are just 2z @ certain sense—i.e. they are just in the wide and
loose sense, not in the narrow and technical sense. See Mich.
Eph.—npiokerrar 8¢ 16 mws dikator, 67¢ pij kar& iy (Dlws Neyopévny
Sikatog iy whvra t& véupa dikata, dANG kard T kowds. Tes = kara
iy kowds Aeyopdvqy Swawotvyy is further explained by the words
which follow in § 13, b. 17 &ore &a pév rpémoy ., where the
pev is answered by {yrotper 8¢ ye iy € pépe dperfis Sicarogtvmy in
chapter 2, § 1: but see below, note on § 13, b. 17. :

§ 18. ol 8¢ vdpor &yopelouot wepl dmdvrov] < The view given here p. 14,

of law,’ says Grant, ¢ which is expressed still more strongly below,
ch. 11, § 1, is quite different from modern views. Law is here
represented as a positive system (though the instances quoted of
its formule are all negative, pj Aelmew iy tabw, &c.), aiming at the
regulation of the whole of life, sometim=s, however, with a bias
of class-interests, and sometimes only roughly executed (dreryedieo-
pévos). This educational and dogmatic character of the law was
clearly exemplified to the greatest extent in the Spartan institu-
tions. Athens rather prided herself (according to the wise remarks
which Thucydides puts into the mouth of Pericles) on leaving
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1129 b. 14. greater liberty to the individual. But Plato and Aristotle both

made the mistake of wishing for an entire state-control over indi-
vidual life” Cf Z . x, 9. 9 ody ikavow & lows véovs dvras Tpothis
kai emipelelas Tuxelw Oplijs, AN émed) rai dvSpelbévras 8el émirydelew
atra kai €fifecfat, kai mepl Tabra Beolued dv vipwv, kal Ghws 8 mepl
wdvra wov Biov. It must be remembered, however, in connexion
with the statement of wipor dyopetiovae wepl dmdvreov, that véuos has
a much wider meaning than /zzs, and includes also all that we
understand by cusfom as sanctioned by public opinion. However
desirable Aristotle may have considered the extension of the sphere
of law in the strict sense of the term, he could not have affirmed
with any show of truth that ‘the laws, as @ matfer of fact, have
something o say about all that we do’'—although it would be true
to affirm that ‘custom (whether sanctioned by law or by public
opinion) has” How largely the idea of cus/om enters into the
connotation of véuns may be seen from the statement £, M. v. 11. 1
& 8¢ ) kehediar 6 wdpos, dmayapever, which is not true if »éuos be trans-
lated by Jaw, but strictly true if it be understood generally as
cusfom : e. g. custom or fashion does not tell Oxford undergraduates
to go down to the River in academical dress; it therefore forbids
them to do so. Nor do the Statutes of the University tell them ;
but the Statutes do not therefore forbid them. The Statutes are
neutral in this matter, as in many other matters in which fashion
takes a side. But see note on v. 1I. 1, discussing Jackson’s
opinion.

oroyafdpevol . . , Tpémor Torobror] As Rassow points out (Forsch.
p. 76) the reference here is to the distinction between dpbal rolireia
in which the rulers rule for the good of all (rd cuppépor waor) and
mapexBdces in which they rule for their own advantage (ré svpgpépor
Tois kvpioss); see Pol. dii. 6. 1276 a. 17 pavepdr Toivur bs Soar péy
moliTeiar 70 xowj ovpdépor cxomoiow alrar pév dpfal TvyydvouTy otow
kard 18 dmdds Sikatov . . . il 7, 12979 a. 28 Gray pév 6 €is § of Shiyor
7) of wuhhol mpds Th kewdy oupdépor dpywor, ratras pév Spbas dvaykaiov
elvar Tas wohirelas, vas 8 wpos 7o Wwov § Tob évds § Tév ONiyay 7 Tob
wAnfovs wapskBdoas : and cf. E.N. viil. 10.

Spengel (p. zo07), supposing that the reference is to Democracy
(wao), Aristocracy (rois dplorois Or 7ois xupiors xar’ dperyp), and
Oligarchy or Monarchy (rois kuplots kar’ dhlor Tpdmov rowiror),
proposes to omit 4 rois dpigrois or xar” dperiw 7, on the ground that
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rats dplorats = Tois kuplows rar dpeTyy. Rassow prefer s the omission 1129 b. 15.

of the words # rois dpioras, and Jackson and Susemihl bracket
them. Bywater, on the other hand, brackets the words rar dperiy,
which are omitted by Kb and CCC. I venture to think that their
omission by Kb is a blunder. Bekker, followed bySusemibl, places
a comma after euplots, and Rassow says ‘kvpiots mit xar’ dperiy zU
verbinden verbietet der Sprachgebrauch, und Bekker ist voll-
kommen in seinem Rechte, wenn er vor kar’ dperqy ein Komma
setzt.” But why should xer dperqy not relate to rois xuplus, or
even to rtois dplotors? See Pol. A. 5. 1293 b. 3 T yip é wav
dploTwy drhds Kar GpeThv mohtrelay kal pi mwpés imdbeclv Twa ayalow
avBpdy povqy Sikaior mpocayopevew dpigrokpariav. It seems to me to
be the safer course to leave the text as it stands (either with «ar’
dperip or with 4 xar a’pefﬁv) in all MSS. except K" and CEE;
taking =6 kowjj cvppépov wase to refer to the end of the épfai
mokereiar, and 1o cuppépor rois dploTors  Tois kuplows kar dperiy 7
kar’ &\hov Tpémor rowodror to refer to the ends of the wapexBdoers:
rols dplorois, of course, not being the Hpwror drhis kar' aperny Of
Pol. A. 5, but the dporor mpis imdbecty Tiwa dyabdy dvdpéy = 7ois
«vplots kar’ dperiy §) kar’ @\ov Tzt Tpdmow. Towoitov, where the words
xar’ dperfy must be understood to refer to the standard of high
birth and military excellence, and the words kar’ @MNov Twa Tpdmar
Towbrov to the other grounds—especially wealth—on the strength
of which men claim to rule. The word towobror seems to show
that the writer thought of mo\erucy Stwapus and mhedros rather than
of éhevlepla (see Pol. A. 6. 1294 a. T0 dpeoTokparias pev Gpos dperd,
Aeyapyias 8¢ whovros, dnpoy 8¢ éhevbepia: cf. K. N.v. 3. 1)—z.e of
tyranny and of better and worse oligarchies, rather than of
democracy, in which last the kowj cupgépor appears at least to
be more regarded. I cannot, however, agree with those (e.g.
Michelet and Spengel) who make the writer refer in the words
5 kawf cupdépov maou to the end of democracy. The antithesis
between wmaoe and rois kvplots kard k... 1S SO sharply pointed that
we must believs the writer to have in his mind the distinction
between dpfal m Aereiar and wapekBdoets.

dote &va pév vpémov «.7.\.] As I have said, these words explain b. 17.

the mws dkata = kard Ty kowds Neyopémy Sikatootvny dlkaa of the last
§, pév being answered by & in ch. 2, § 1, 1130 a. 14. Jackson,
however, opposes éva pév tpémov and mpoordrrer 8¢ (§ 14, 1129 b,
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1120 b.17. 1g) and compares ch. 2, §§ To, 11. 1130 b. 22 oyebér. .. 26 moral character: cof. also Z. A, iil. 12, 8 Somep 8¢ 7dv maida et 1129 b.17.

xotwdy—* where vépipa, which promote virtue through education,

are distinguished from »dpipa which enforce the different virtues,

I think that the broad distinction in v. 2. 10, 11 is rather between
Ta ano Ty 6Ays dperis wpartépera’, and & wouTIkG THs SAgs dperfis—
between the acts which proceed from, and the agencies which
produce, virtue. These agencies are chiefly educational: but it
is not, I take it, the writer’s object to make a point of distinguish-
ing between ° the indirect encouragement of the particular virtues
by means of cducational enactments’ and their ¢ direct encourage-
ment ’ (Jackson, p. 74) by means of commands and prohibitions,
hgwever important the distinction in itself may be; he merely
wishes to show that both & mparrdpera (whether performed in
consequence of the agent’s possession of 8\ dperf), or merely in
external conformity with its requirements—for dnd ris hys dperfis
admits of both meanings: cf. 7& aro ijs larpucis as a description
of ra larpwa dpyava) and & momrud (which are chifly educational
enactments) are called vépepa, and thus to exhibit the extent of the
denotation of the term wdupa. Similarly in the passage before
us (v. 1. 13, 14), I think that the words mposrdrre 8¢ 1., instead
of containing a statement confrasted with that introduced by the
words &a pév rpémov, merely go into the details suggested b:V the
words xal rov poploy adrfis. The pdpua rijs eddapovias (in Eudemian
phraseclogy nearly = r& pdpta tis s dperis, see K. N. vi. 12. 5)
are the separate dperai enumerated in § 14, which are implanted
by education (lasting throughout the whole lifetime of the citizen
see L. V. x. 9. 9) and enforced by law. In its educational aE:
well as in its strictly legal capacity, »duos may be said npua'rdrrﬂ; Té
o0 dvdpelov Epya morely . . . kal 7& Tob odppores kr . Cf £ N i 6.
7 ol yap el 7o Seka pral dayey moAd 8lo 8¢ SAlyoy, 6 dhelmrys L& pvis
wpoa:réfec——xvhere the dhelrrns stands to the physique in the same
relation in which vépes in its educational capacity stands to the

2 Iustee}d of mparrépeva corr. KP, P¥, Ald., NC, CCC, B'? and T' read
mpogTarTopeva, adopted by Bywater, and apparently preferred by Susemihl
(see Susem. . V. addend. ef 6) i i
( . £. N. addend. ¢t corr. p. 246), who would substitute énd (the reading
of CCC) .rﬂr amé 1130 b. 22, Although the MS. authority seems on the whole
to l:ve against wpocTarripere, that would not settle the matter hetween two such
ea§11 y confounded words as wparrépera and mposrarTipera. But internal
evidence seems to me to be strongly in favour of 7d mparréuera dvo THs dperijs
as contrasted with 7d mewmricd Ts dpeTis.

xaré 76 wpdaraypa Tob wwdayeyol (i k.r.A—where mpoordypara are
evidently contemplated as r& moruct Tijs dperijs. The writer of the
M. M. . 33. 1193 b. 2 evidently treats mpoordrrer 8 kr.A. a8 ex-
planatory of, not as in any way contrasted with, éva pév rpémor kTN
He writes—=Zore 8% dirrdw 7o Sixasor, &v 16 pév éome kara pigov. Oixata
yip Pacw elvar & 6 pépos mpooTdrTer & 8¢ pdpos keheber Tavdpeia mpdrrew
kai 74 coPpova kai Grkds dmavra S kard Tis dperds Aéyerar 8ib xai,
paciv, Soxet § Siatoovyn TeNeia Tis dpery) elvar €l yap Sikasa pév o &

3 £ L4 -~ £ 5 ’ b b3 ’, k. 1 af ’
6 véuos keheder morely, 6 G¢ pipos TG KATG TAOAS GPETAS OVTA TPOCTATTEL

6 dpa vois karé vipov Supévar Buaiows rehetws omovdalvs Eorar, doTe &

Slkaros kai § duwawolyy Telela Tis dpery éoriv & pév 81 71 Sixawor v Te
rabrois SoTi kal wepl Tavra® A&y o Tolro TO Bikawow otde Ty wepi
rabra dwatootvyy (qrovpev, Here plainly & pév 87 = éva pév Tpdmov
of the passage before us (Z. V. v. t. 13) and dAAa paw ob &rd. =
Cnrotper 8¢ ye k. of £, N.v. 2. 1. 1130 a. T4.

Tdv poplov abriis| Cf. Rkt i. 5. 1360 b. 18 sqq.

§ 14.] See Fritzsche's note here for references fo enactments
against the offences mentioned, and Muretus ad lpc. Before xard
1129 b. 23 Rassow (Forsch. p. 60) advocates the insertion of rd
read by Lb.

§ 15. AN’ ody dmhds dMha wpds &repov] The writer of the M. MM,
in the passage parallel to this, goes out of his way to distinguish
5 6\ Bwawatvy from 7 xard pépos dixawoovin in 2 somewhat mis-
Jeading manner. His words are (i. 33. 1193 b. 12)—«karé pev yap Tavra
& Bikaea (7. 6. T& voppa generally) éorev kall éavrov dvra Bikatoy eivar (6
yip coppov kal § dvBpeios kat 6 éykparys kat abrds kal éavrdv ot rotolros)”
a\N& 75 Bikatow T8 mpds Erepor E\No ToU eipnuévo kata vopov Swalov éoriv
ot yap o éy rois mpés Erepov Siuibis ofow kall abrdy elvar Sikaoy’ TolTo
8¢ doriy & (yrobpey Sikatoy kal Ty Sxawalvgy THY mept ravra, Here he
says that the temperate man may, g#4 temperate man, be virtuous
xal' tavrdw as well as mpds repov, Whereas the fair man cannot, gud
fair, be virtuous kaf’ éavréy, but is necessarily conceived as standing
in a relation mpds érepor. It is true, perhaps, that a man’s temperance
or intemperance cozcerns himself, at least immediately, more than
it concerns other people; whereas his fairness or unfairness refers
immediately and essentially to the interests of other people, z e
cannot be conceived without reference to these interests: this,

b.18.

b.19.

b. 26.
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¥

1129 b.26. however, is not what the writer of the present passage (£ V. v. «ahod Evexa, but for the sake of z& ¢ioer dyaBd—ripn, whotros, goparos 1129 b. 26.

I. 15) is thinking of ; but of 8\ Swawoivy as distinguished from

the co-extensive &\ dpery by being mpds &epor (sce § 20 of this

chapter, and note). ‘This Justice, then, he says, “is perfect
excellence—perfect excellence, however, viewed not as a simple
possession, but as putting its possessor in a certain relation to
others” I think that this statement (as well as that in § 20) is
best explained by reference to the fact that the Aristotelian logic
assigns é&s not only to the category of woidrys (Cat. 8), but also
to that of nwpds =i (Cat. 7). As émoripn is at once a guality of the
émoriper and a relafion in which he stands to the EmLoTnTOY, SO
releia dpery is at once'a guolity of the véupos and a relafion in
which he stands to the social environment which requires that
quality. = So, the colour of a flower is at once that which is simply
red or blue, and that which attracts the bees.

The distinction, however, here drawn between reneia dpers) dahds
and rekela dperny mpos Erepov = Swatosivy, IS merely a logical one, and
we must not think of the man who has Swawsdvg as distinguished
from the man who has re\ela dperf, Tehela dpern, because releia,
z. ¢. because it is the perfect organisation of all the special dperat,
will maintain its possessor in active relations with the social
environment in correspondence with which its development has
been perfected: there cannot, in short, be rekeia dperyy without
7 s Tehetas dperis xphow. But the man whose dperf) is drelqs,
z.e. the man in whom certain ‘virtues’ exist separately without
having been organised in correspondence with the social environ-
ment as one great whole, will make a merely private and personal
use of his ¢ virtues’—e. g. he will perform acts of courage’ only
when his own personal interests are concerned—when his amour
propre is wounded—when he is angry—when he is afraid ; he will
be “fair’ to his friends, but unfair to strangers: ‘temperate’ so
long as he is among his neighbours and acquaintances,—in short,
he is one of those who év pév rois aixelors 9 apersi Suvavrar xpiofar,
év & rols wpds Erepov aBuvarolow—* he can use his virtue, snch as it
is, in a narrow domestic way, but not as a citizen widely related
to fellow citizens,’

With the reheia dperfp of the presentgection compare the kato-
«ayabia of E. F. ©. 3. 1248 b. 8-1249 a. 16, which is described as
dpern) réketos, and distingnished from the s rohiruch of the Laconians
and others who choose the dperai and the Zpya dad tis dperijs Ot

dperal, ebruyim, Suvdpeas. Such are ayafol pév &dpes . . o kahokayabiay

&¢ obk Exovor.

xal 0B &omepos x.r\.] Zell and Fritzsche quote /&ad xxii. 317  b. 28

olos & dorip elor per’ doTpaot vukTds duohyd

“Eomepos, bs kd\hioros & oipavd torarar dorip.
The comparison is assigned to Euripides by the New C(?Ilege
Oson. Scholiast Cod. 24{o (see Bywater, Hermes V. 356) xal 0,05:
fomepos Tovro éf Edpridov copds (sc) Mehavimmns® ?\éye; yap fv abry
Sikawooivas 8¢ ypiocor mpdgemov. CE Plotinus, Enn. i. 6 (vol. i. p. 5-
ed. Kirchhoff) és xakév 76 rijs Sixatootvys «at Uw(f?poaﬁrns Trpt.ifrm.-mv Kai
olire Eomepos otire éGos olTw Kahd: cf. Enn. Vi 6 (vol. il p\ (17,
Kirchhoff) dwaiwatry . . . fis &5 d\pbos kakdy 7o wplrwiroy Kai oUTe

ETTEPOS & o

2y 8¢ Sikavootvy culMABByy wae dpeth) &) dpery orw is the reading b. 28.

of T MV Ald. Heliod. adopted by Bergk (Poet. Lyr. p. 360, 390).
The authorship of the line is very doubtful: see Ne’w Colleg‘?
Osxon. Schol. (Bywater, Hermes v. 35«?) Kal mpm’pm{o,t:emf ¢‘fm
(originally (prz;z.é:r) rovro Bedymbos® elpyrar 0¢ oltws' [Bovheo ‘6 EUD’E’BEG)S‘
SAéyots olv yprpacw olkely i mholrew ddikos xprpara *rm’o'alue‘m,e év Si
Sikatogivy cUAMIBEnY mhoa dpern. xdpay péyToL wmapoiiias éméxer kal
péurmrar abriis bs mapoupias Bedppaaros v Té Tphre el 0DV (or 1g3n”ally
Bei), év 8¢ 16 mpare Tov Hikdr bs Dorvhilys abrod pépvrat,  kai s
xal Pwcuhifys abri éyphoare. Ilamblichus (apud St.ob. ,F Z:??‘. VO%. 18
DP. 193, 4, ed. Meineke) refers to it as ‘an old sa)q,ng’—.-lriwﬂ?ﬂva
& Tijs emoToNis Ths mpds "Avardhov mwepl Sikatooivns’ € ﬂ‘U'ru? Br,u. T0 ﬁrwv
Ghwy dperdy Téhos Kai v ourayoyly alTGY CURTATOV, € 3 oy waca
Hetor oUNMABSY kard Tov wakady Abyow, yévowro &y ms s Ty Suicato-

vy dydpevos.

kel Tekela pdhiora . , . ddwatofow] These words have given the b.30.

critics much trouble. The difficulty is thus stated by Jackson (pp-
69, 70)—* From the opening words of this §, as WEH as from the
argument generally, it is clear that the phrase mpos s c}oes nt?t
explain reela, but differentiates Bucatoavvn fr()!?ﬁ re)\stci apef:p’ ?‘hls
being so, it follows that the words ére 7is Tehetas a'ps'r,r;s' xphiois éorw
do not justify the statement wai releia pd\iora apern, and that'thc
words ér¢ 6 éxev abrpy xr). do not justify the statement 're}letcl: &
éoriv!  Jackson proposes to remove the difficulty by transposing
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Seaiig :)l';ﬁe:osl;}d; g?sft;c:z;kz;:?;::e;?}?] rj“’a 6" _::“"""‘ Other critics ma.ke of life—however expressed—assumes that self-love is the ultim'ate 1130 a. 3.

list of their view;s} Frchese th;t%? : ;’ ’ : “‘f ‘7"‘” for an eXhEl_ﬁSU‘-'e spring of action. Another proverbial expression of the same view
s O “}-\E{a il eberw ig.s simple suggestion— is ‘Honesty is the Bes.t Policy.” It is assumed_that'honesty or
idedeatt e b fv,f)qlu‘tg w'm}—-;- 1§h had occurred to me justice is something which a man gizes away to his neighbour, for
e s i o 1hemn Orrt e'll 1ﬁicu}ty, 1f we make which he must be careful to get an adequate return; and the
excellence in the highest sgense Ofg]ass?‘f’ed‘i‘ b’f_— J“St“:‘f‘ is perfect : proverb asserts that, as a matter of fact, he does get such a return.
hetanse it i the perfect emsloy en‘:m e ECE (vedeia pdhiora), : The saying d\kdrprov dyabov j Sikatogtyy, on .the other hand, suggests
ecllence, 7 e its employmenf nf) : :‘1 (f-:”{"‘“ "‘)‘:f“) of IJerff_:ct ex- that he does nof get an adequate return. It expresses th.e gbstract
i o B O affairs !_)Ut : point of view from which the poor man regards the capitalist, and

ghoour. he clause dr 8 &wor wr. explains generally the socially weaker the socially stzgager; while the

Tehein & ot (so. ypioes). ; ; = b
e gy proverb ‘ Honesty is the Best Policy’ expresses the desire (as-

z : Rl B I e : ; o . .
e e o R e e e op Rl o
equivalent to éépyea (Be;z’z}z Index, s, T:g}: and a i‘fgzaiar;sscaafégif ' ecoﬁ'omic:i ;fgiﬁﬁh IES;rb\thi;:l'l_nlzjm kIéO\V5B;]:;I plit’; Pell;z‘)?:;lr}; "*’ili
continue ouris e maintained. ver sen
the just man as an isolated individual who thinks only of himself—
who knows that he is making a good bargain, or regrets that he is
forced to make a bad one. The final cause of just action—ro ko
ouppépov (see Pol. dii. 6. 1279 a. 17) is entirely ignored by these
proverbs. The hope of gain or the fear of superior strength, by
itself, could not make men act ‘justly’; they would cheat, or perish
in the attempt to resist, rather than act ‘ justly,” if hope of gain or
fear of force were their only motive. If men act ‘justly’ it is
because they really believe that ké\orov 76 Siaidrarov, and are
drawn, kard 7o é abreis ciov, to act in harmony with the law of

b. 31,

be identified with an éépyeia; but cf. 2, § 10 quoted above, Ap-
p?,rentl}r in this place dwatoaivy is the practice of the virtue, not the
virtue itself. Aristotle would not have expressed himself so loosely.”
The expression is certainly loose; but we ought not to go the
lengtl.l of supposing that ‘in this place Sixawotry is the practice of
the virtue, not the virtue itself,—for the writer immediately adds
\xzords which show that he is thinking of dwatorivy as a efuw—3é Eywr
alrip kal mpos Erepov Sbvaron 7j dpery ypradar.

11302 1. §16. dpxi) dvdpa Setfer] This—the reading of KP—may be ac-
cepted as most probably correct. Susemihl prefers dpxa Tov dvipa

2:;: Beifllmqi:’zze;:f;era M;:mtﬁus U A?mf"g"h'f*' ?"“‘:f{f —"\dmfﬁ,'rbv i that beautiful system in which they live and haw‘.- .their be'%ng;: cf.
il ysmpép;v- po per s apxis emewov, ev atty 8¢ 13 dpxi Green’s Works vol. ii. pp. 427 (Principles of Political Obligation :
E G. Will, not Force, is the basis of the State).
a.2.  79n] ‘because the officer is ex Aypotkess in telation to others and ]
a member of a community,’ Jackson. " o ydp . . . kowwrd| xows is the reading of I, Ald,, Heliod,, a. 4.
: . BY, NC, accepted by Michelet. . The weight of external authorit
a. 8. §17. é\\érprov dyabév] The editors quote Plato, Hepiggs © . : is thus strongﬁy in gavour of E:owwvc['i, but g;:lch authority cannot bﬁ

rfyﬂuf?g (says Thrasymachus) & § pév diatooivy kat 76 Sixatoy aAAdTpeon
ayaﬂ&v’ﬂ‘li dyre, Tol KpeirTovds e kal dipyovros Evpthépor, oixeia §¢ roi
nefopevoy Te kal dmnperotvros A3y, § 8¢ dicia rodvavrior. CF. Gorgias
483, and Z. V. v. 6. 6 and 7.

jﬁ:\)\d‘rpwv dyabldy f) Swarootyn expresses, in the portable form of an
epigram or proverb, that view of life which is worked out on a
larger scale in the various systems of “ethical atomism” with which
the student of the History of Philosophy is familiar. That view

' regarded as decisive here. The best MS. might easily omit the
second of the two identical syllables in koww»3, or make xow$ into
rowaré by dittograph. Accordingly we must allow internal con-
siderations to decide between kowp and kowerd. Michelet in
support of kowd says— 4 dpxorrs § xows referendum est ad duplex
civitatum genus quod Aristoteles Pof. iii. 7 exponit . . . kowwrg nON
esset diversum ab dpyovr: cum ii, penes quos summa imperii est,
_participes sint civitatis (xowwvoiet Tis méhews).” Jackson reading
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1180 &. 4. kowwrve says—* The alteration (Michelet’s) is unnecessary. - The

a. 6.

words { dpyorrt § kewerd may be paraphrased: “either that of
the governing class in the case of a wapexBeBnkvia mohrela, or that of
his fellow citizens in the case of a mokwrela Spd7.”’ Thus both

Michelet and Jackson agree in recognising a reference to the dis-"

tinction between those states in which the governors rule for the
public good, and those in which they rule for their own private
advantage. But is it likely that this Aristotelian distinction is
referred to in a clause which states the ground on which (ydp) some
have maintained the very unaristotelian doctrine that justice is
@Mdrpoy dyafiv? It seems better to take the words to mean
simply that the just man does what is to the advantage of another,
that other being either his ruler (dpyovrs) or his neighbour (cowwg).
In obeying the definite commands of his ruler he benefits his ruler
in dealing honestly with his neighbour he benefits his neighbour:
but in neither case benefits himself. Further, the distinction
between the wapexBeBnyrvia mohwreia and the dpfy molirela turns on
a difference in the conduct of the dpyorres: but the subject of
mpdrres is the dpydpeves, or the justice of the dpyduevos.

Reference to the distinction between the wapexBeBnruviar swokerelae
and the épfal modirelae being thus excluded, we may decide in favour
of the reading xowewvg, The reading xowd, originally due to a
clerical slip, would maintain itself because it seemed to refer more
pointedly than kowwvg to this distinction which was not seen to be
out of place in the context.

- §18. 6 kol mpés adrdr wal wpds 7ols $ihous| Jackson says,
“The first kal means “even,” 7. e. “ not merely towards his neighbour
but”; not ““both,” because friends are looked upon as part of the
man himself (ix. 4. 5) and therefore cannot be identified with the
érepos”  Rassow also (Forsch. p. 61), in answer to Nétel who
would (with NC) omit the first «al and (with MP) the second mpds,
says—*‘ was hindert, das erste «al in der Bedeutung von ze/ zu
fassen?’ I cannot help thinking that Rassow and Jackson are
wrong here, and that we must take the first xai in the sense of
‘both,” and rols povs in the sense of his ncighbours” The
writer is speaking about the kdkioros, and it would be out of place
in connexion with /¢ to think of the doctrine of the identity of
the adrés and the ¢idos, which is formulated—as in the passage
quoted here by Jackson (ix. 4. 5 éore y&p 6 Pidos d\hos airds)—to
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describe the relation between good men. The Paraph. Heliodorus 1150 a. 6.

seemns to- me to be right with—dé péy otw éavrdy Te BAdmTwy T pox-
Bnpla kai Tods pilous kikerTos' & B¢ rais dperais of wpis TO olKEloy KEXPT-

pévos gupepov, dAla mpas Tovs ahhovs apioros €oi.

&N wpds Erepov] Rassow (Forsch. p. 61) seems to be right ina.7.
preferring @A\’ 6 mpos Zrepov, the reading of I, He, Nb, Ob. He
remarks that Bekker's @& mpds &repor could stand only if the
foregoing words were ¢ pi mpos abrdr.  NC has dXh& xai 6 mpos

o
ETEpOV.

§19. of pépos aperiis &N’ 8y dperf] CL Z. V. vi. 12. 5 pépos a.9.
yap oboa (sc. § oopla) ris Shys dperiis kr.\,, where it would appear
that # &\n dpern is the possession of all the ﬁpemf—-&uvqu’cmf and
76wal. The dpery of 70 Openmixdr pépos (iyiea), however, 1s not an
element in & &\y dpern: of. . Z.ii. 1. 1219 b. 20 et 7 pdpidy éore
Yroxis, ofov 70 @perikdy, 7§ TolTov dperj) ovk EoTe pdpiov Ths GAns &pG‘J'.“ai,
domep otd 1) Tod copares. Here (v. 1. 1g) Bkaootyy in the wide
sense of the term is identified with  éAn dperp: and if we are to
bind the writer to the meaning given to 7 é\y dperj in £, V. vi and
in Z. E. ii quoted above, we must suppose that the xpiois mpds
Zrepov of intellectual as well as of moral excellence is included in
the conception of universal diatoatvy.

§ 20. Zomi piv ydp 1 adrh, 70 & elvoun ob 70 adrd, GAN 1 pev mwpos 8. 12.

Zrepov, Sikaioaivy, 1 3¢ ToudBe &g &wA@s, dpery| Grant brings out
the meaning of this sentence with sufficient clearness— But what
the difference is between virtue and this kind of justice is clear
from what we have said already. They are the same, only con-
ceived differently; viewed as a relation to others, the state is
justice ; viewed as a state of the mind simply, it is virtue” Here
the comma is rightly placed after, not (as by Bekker) before,
dm\es. Cf. Met. A, 10. 1075 b. 2 7w yap Pihiar moul (6 *Epredokhis)
5 dyafdy abry 8 dpxi kai bs kwoima (ouvdyer yip) xai éf 5?\:]‘ ’pcfp:o::
yép Tob plyparos’ €l &y kal T4 atr ovpSéBnke Kkal os 137\.3; dpxii €ivas kal
&¢ xwoivet, dAAd 16 ye €lvau ob Tabré—on which Bonitz says—* HJS.
verbis (16 ye ebac ob Taird) nofionts significari diversitatem, quasi
dicat: ot raird éori 7o elvar TAy kai 76 elvar kwobvre, apparet EO]I.
Top. v. 4. 133 b. 33 AAN dAho Aéyerar 7 érepoy alrois etvar 76 elvar

3 ¥ ) o LY - 3 r A
of Taird ydp orw avfpeme Te TH avfpame evar kat hevkd dvfpdme TO
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1180 8.12. elvar hevk§ dvfpome: Phys. iil. 3. 202 a. 20, b. 9, 12, 16, ubi

promiscue usurpantur 7é elvac 76 abré et 6 Adyos 6 adrds sive els: 1. 3.
186 a. 31. al.” Cf. also the following passages quoted by the
various editors—De An. ii. 12, 424 a. 23, iil. 2. 425 b. 25 (5 8¢
Tov alobyrov évépyera kai Tis aiolnoewms 7 atty per ot kal pia, T6 &
elvas ob Tadrov abrars) : L. V. vi. 8. 1: De Mem. 1. 450 b. 21 (0 év 14
wivake yeypapudvor {Gov kai (Gov éore xal elkdy 16 alrd, kal € TobTe doTw
dupw’ TO pevroc evar o TabTér éoTw dudoiv, kai ot Gewpely bs (Gov
kal &g eledva): De Juv. ef Sen. 1. 467 b. 25 (where it is pointed out
that 76 épiBpe é may be 7§ elvar mhelw kai Erepa).

That noefion or concepizorr is meant by 76 evae in the present
section (v. I. 20) is evident, I think, from the above parallels.
Michelet, however, makes 76 elvac here the  sensible substance” as
distinguished from the notion or Adyos, and quotes Je£. M. 3. 1077 b.
12 &7t pev obv offre olotar paAhov Tdv swpdrov eloiv, oiire mpitepa TG eivar
rov alofyréy, dAAd TG Adyp povoy, oite kexwptopéva wou eivar Buvardy,
cipnprar ikavds—adding, ‘hoc loco 6 elvar de sensibili substantia
pracdicatur quae per se existere queat: magnitudines autem mathe-
maticae per se existere non posse dicuntur, sed a sensibilium substantia
sustentantur. Similarly he explains the passage D¢ A, iii. 2. 425 b.
25—alofnors and alofnrde exist separafely—rd etvae o radrdy abrdis,
but each gud separately existing is only a diwams. In actuality or
évépyaa, Z.¢. in real essence they are one. After all, this differs
only verbally from Trendelenburg’s explanation (De 4n. p. 435,
first ed.)— ubi res in sensum agit, sensus vero rem suscipit, ibi
res et sensus in unum quasi concurrunt, ut utriusque actio guasi
unam efficiat (§ adry éome xai pin), utrique vero natura per se diversa
sit (76 & elvar o Tairér avrais).” Then turning to the passage £, V.
v. 1. 20 Michelet says—* Notione el substantia virfus et justicia
untversalts suni idem, modo ef ralione existends (v¢ elvon) fanfum
differunt. Firmatur hic sensus rod elvar ipsa explicatione quae
sequitur, cum verba § pév mpos Erepor existendi rationem alteram,
alteram vocabula g 8¢ rawdde éfis dmAes declarent, Sed non ab-
nuerim his diversis existendi modis etiam diversam essentiam
contineri.” This last sentence seems to bear out the remark made
above that the difference between Michelet's explanation of o
ewar in De Ap. iil. 2z, and that of Trendelenburg and others, who
take it as = wofron, is really only verbal. The truth is that efva is
a term which takes its colour from its context, as a technical term
of such common extraction might be expected to do. Sometimes
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it means what a thing 7s /o #he senses, sometimes, what it 75 # #he 1180 a.12.

Scientific understanding. However, in the majority of cases in

‘which it is used care/ully (as in the formula 5 & elvac &repoy aivois)

it must be understood to mean what the thing & /o Zhe scaentific
undersianding—i. ¢. as = & vi v lvar, or Noyos. See Trendelenburg,
Rhetn. Mus. 1828, vol. ii. pp. 480, 481.

Turning now to Z. V. v. 1. 20, we may say that virtue and
universal justice are the same state conceived from different points
of view, just as the same road is regarded differently by the man
who stands at the top of the hill and by the man who stands at the
bottom : see Mef. K. To. 1066 a. 33 and Phys. iil. 3. 202 a, 20 kal
™5 dvavres kat To karavres' Talra ydp &v pév fotw, 6 pévror Ndyos oby S
(Phys.), or @\hé 75 eivar ody & (Met.). To the one man the road #s
downhill; to the other it 7 uphill. What the road 7 is different
for each.

Virtue and universal justice, then, being the same state conceived
from different points of view, virtue is the state conceived simply
as a state ; justice is the state conceived as putting its possessor in
a certain relation to society. Here the difference rg elvat between
virtue and justice is evidently that between things assigned to
different yéuy vév Svrov (see Met. A. 28. 1028 b. 13), to the category
of quality and to the category of relation respectively. Now, as
was pointed out in note on v. 1. 13, é& is assigned not only to
the category of modrys (Cat. 8), but also to that of mpds 7 (Cal. 7).
The moral &:s, then, considered under the category of morys, is
simply the guality, dpers, and nothing more (dmhas); considered
under the category of mpds m, it is this quality viewed as putting its
subject in a certain relation fo others—diwaroaivy and, being in
different categories, dpern and Swawoivy differ 7o elvar, for the
categories are the xarnyopiar rod 8vros (JMef. ©. 1. 1045 b. 28) “h. :
e. modi quibus esse aliquid dicimus” (Bonitz, ad /oc.). Cf. Met. a.
7. 1014 4. 22 kafl atré 8¢ evar Néyerar Goumep opalver T4 oxnuara
Tiis karpyoplast  doayds yap Néyerar Tocautayés 6 €lval onpalver
2ret odv Taw xarpyopovpdvey & pév Tl éoTi ompaivet, Td 8¢ moidy, T 8¢
roady, T 8 mpbs Ti, T4 8¢ mowely § mdoyew, Ta 8¢ woi, Ta 8¢ moré,
écdorn TOUTOV TO eivar Taltd enpalver: on which Alexander (331 L
27) has —zqw yip olkelav Twapfw éxdarou onuatver 76 b Spdvvper . . .
Sexayds kat 6 by kal 76 elvar pnbnoerar 76 pév yép 7f ololg ewwravao-
pevoy etvar Y olowedy trapfw enpaiver, 7@ 8¢ mooa Tiv os woved KT
Cf. Met. T. 2. 1003 b. 5 kai 10 O Aéperar modhayas pe, d\\' drar

pd
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1130 8.12, 7pés plar dpxqy' TG pév yap o1y odelae dvTa Adyerm, o B¢ 67 wafly

oloias kxh. Cf An Pr.i. 37. 49 a. 6 7 8 dmdpyer Tide 7@de xai
78 a\nbetecbar T8¢ kara Toile Tomavraxés Anmréov boayds ai karmyoplat
Besipnvrat., i

Mich. Eph. bas the following comment on the present section—
79 pév imoxeévg fv fori (sc. aperyy and Swatoeiivg), 7 8 Siadbépovowr
Sray pev yap dnhas os efis Yuyis okomiraL dpioTy kal pndév whéuw, dper)

, -
Aéyerar, Grav 8¢ bs xpiows mpos Erepor, Gikmoatyy ovopaleras.

CHAPTER 1L
ARGUMENT,

Concerning the second kind of justice, i.e. the justice which is a particular
Tirtue, not Ve virtnous character as a whole ! and concerning the corresponding
fnjustice.

© There is such a kind of injustice, for * laking too much’ is a distinet kind of
wrong doing, whick has as mck right to be assigned fo its own vice as yunning
away i battle, and wsing abusive languape, have to be assiened to their vespective
Dices.  In these lntier cases it o5 frue that we have special names cowardice and
bad temper for the vices ; whereas for the vice which dispeses a man o take oo
winch we have no special name, only the general name of all vice—injustice.
But the absence of @ special name must not be allowed to make ws overiook the
extstence of the vice, whick not ondy kas its own acts which cannot be mistaken,
buet evenr displays itself sometimes in acts commonly assigned fo other wices, as
¢. g. when adwitery is committed for gain, not from lust. I short, when a man
has taken more than his shave of gain we say that ke is unjust, ar we say fhat e
s cowardly when ke runs away i batile, or profligate when fe ks committed
aduliery. Thus we nust distinguish injustice in the specific sense, and njustice
in the generic sense—iwe stales which have the same name and involve the same
uotion of ‘relation towards other peofle) but differ in that injustice in the
specific sense is concerred with social position, money, and other external good
things, which men lake pleasure tn acquiring tos much of at the expense of their
neighbours, whereas injustice in the generic sense is concerned wilh the whole
sphere of mwir's activity ar a moral agent.

¢ Contrary fo low’ leing the whole wnder which ‘unfair’ falls as a part,

Particular injustice, which is relative to the wnfair, will be o ® part’ of wni-
versal infustice, which is relative fo that which is contrary fo law. Similarly,
Particular fustice is a part of universal justice.  With universal injustice, then,
which is coexlensive with that vice against whick all legislation and state educa-
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tion are directed, and with universal justice, which is coextensive witk that
wiriue whick all legislation and stale cducation strive lo produce, we have wotw
a0 more {0 do: wor shall we at present discuss the question whether there is or
is mot another kind of virtue—that of the good man, as suck,— groduced by other
agencies than those of legislation and state education :—our present subject is
parttcuiar justice.

Particular justice is of twe kinds, (1) distributive, and (2) corvecitve: and
corrective justice finds o place both ir (a) voluniary transactions (e. g. buping,
lending, and in (b) involuntary transactions, whether these latter imply stealth
and deception, as theft, or violence, as murder,

§ 1. T & péper dperfis Bixaroodvyy]| Spengel (p. 207) rejects
dperiis as an explanatory addition. The passages collected by
Waitz (Organon i. 3575) and Eucken (#der den Sprachgebrauch des
Ar. p. 24 sq.), to whom Jackson (ed loc.) refers, for the equivalence
of év pépe and kara pépes, give no instance of év péper with a genitive ;
but below § 3. 1130 2. 23 we have «ai adixdv T¢ v péper Toti Shov diikov

= &s pépos Tol Ghov adix,

§8 2-5.] Notel (Quaest. Arist. Specimen p. 11) would omit § s,
because it merely repeats the argument of § 2. But we must not
press the writer too hard in a passage like this, remembering that
we have here merely to do with enpela, and that grounds which
might easily be shown to be /lygscally identical, may present them-
selves superficially in popular thought and language as different,
and hence may be used as distinct oypeia by a method which
appeals to such thought and language. The writer wishes to show
that there is such a vice as ‘particular injustice” In § 2 he
enumerates the various acts which are considered wrong (7. e un-
just in the general sense), and assigns them to the special vices
from which they spring, in order to show that the act of ‘taking

too much’ (frav wheovexrfj) exists as a wrong act distinct from the

others, and is left without an explaining vice, unless we admit the
existence of fparticular injustice” (4 év péper dficia). In § 4 he
shows further that this vice of particular injustice must sometimes
be assumed to account for acts which seem at first sight to proceed
from other vices—as when an act of adultery does not proceed from
dxoharfa but from the desire of gain—mof keplaivew fveka: and in
§ 5 he finally clinches the matter by means of this term kepSaévew,
which has turned up in § 4, pointing out that, as we always refer
other wrong actions (adwipara) to their definite vices—adultery to

1130 a. 14.

arohacia, flight to dedia, so, as a matter of fact, we always refer an

pd2
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act from which a man derives gain unfairly (el éképlaver) to dduxia.
The reference Lere is evidently to as definite a vice as it is in the
case of adultery or flight; but this definite vice has only the general
name ‘injustice—adwia. The name therefore is to be understood
here in a specific sense. He has, in short, found that xepdaivery has
a well-recognised coordinate place in popular language by the side
of poyedar, &c., and gives as definite a sense to the diwia from
which it proceeds as is possessed by dxohasie, &c. At the same
time it must be conceded to those who, with Notel, would omit § 5,
that its omission would not materially weaken the argument. Its
retention, however, is to be defended on the ground that, occurring
in a passage which appeals to popular language, it makes use of
the term xepatverr, whereas the term empioyed in § 2 is wheovexTeiv.
The difference between nheavexreiv and xepdalvery may not be great;
but we must remember that xépdos is a term which is to hold a
prominent place in the subsequent discussion of particular justice,
and is worth dwelling on in an introductory passage like the
present. Before leaving this question of the relation of § 5 to
the preceding sections, we must notice Susemihl’s attempt to meet
Nitel's difficulty by placing a comma after xepSaiverr 1130 a. 28,
and reading ér. for ére in the same line. T do not think the change
necessary, and Susemihl is mistaken in saying that Kb has 6 here.
It is in line 24, not in line 28, that Kb has é=n for &

§ 2. xai ka7 adukiav] xal = fro.
§ 4. 8oy dpa dru Bud TO xepaafvsw] §c. adikos Néyerar,  Fritzsche.

§ 6. ouvdrupos . . . Si.iva!.lw] CL E. N, v. 1. 7, where universal
and particular injustice were said to be suorupe, and see note ad loc.,
in which it was pointed out that, as there regarded, they are more
properly ra mpos év Aeydpeva than opevepe.  Here, however, they are
regarded from a somewhat different logical point of view, and can,
with technical correctness, be called cvvédrvpa. They are regarded,
in short, as belonging to the same Category (6 dpiouss & 76 adre
yéver)—that of Relation (dpgpe év 76 mpos érepor Eyovor Ty B{rw,uw);

! Rassow (Forsch. p. 17) says ‘1130a. 28-32 (§ 5) ist wohl mit Unrecht
von Notel als Wiederholung von 1130a. 16—22 (§ 2) verddchtigt. So verwandt
namlich die beiden Abschnitte dem Inhalte nach sind, so ist doch noch ein
Uaterschied der Gedanken zu erkennen.” TUnfortunately Rassow does not
explain his view of the nature of this difference.
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and thus having the same #{ éorw or oloiu (viz. the i éorw or odoia 1130 a.33.

characieristic of the oyfua, yévos. or Category of mpés o), they are
properly gwréripa: for (Caf 1.1 a. 6) avverupa Méyerar by Td Te drope
kOwOY kal 6 Adyos & attds. For the doctrine that the = éorv which
the spropis declares has a different character in each category see
Mot Z. 4. 1030 a. T7 xai & Spopds bomep kal T0 TL €07 TAeovay®s
Méyerar kai yap 6 T dori Sva péy Tpdémoy aypniver Tiv olgiav Kkat T4 Toie
e, @\ \ov 8¢ EkaoTor TEY KATIYOPOUPEV®Y, WOTOY, wowy, kai boa d\ka
rowita.  Gomep yip kal 6 forw drdpye waow akX' oly Suolms @hhé T
jiév mparws Tois 8 émopévws, oiTe kai 76 Ti doTw amhds pév T odoig, s
§¢ Tols @hhols' kat yap 70 mordw epolpsd Gv vi domwy, oTe kal 7O mordy TEY
Ti éore péy, AN’ oty dmhds. a

On the passage before us (v. 2. 6) Mich. Eph. has the following—
os 8¢ Apurroréher guvavupa Aéyew, xal Tl 4y évos kal pos ér Aéyoueva,
& Gs &r 1) Tpite Tdv perd & Puoikd, perall éore TGV TE ouverlpor Kat
rév kuplos dpaviuer, 6tt 6 dpuopds év TG atT( héyeral dpde yip év ¢
wphs Erepor, dn dpxfe Tel mapoyTos Bi8Niov péypt kal Tande iy v péper
xaktay avvdvopor Néyer tij 8\ xaxia, frou miy éu pépet ddiiay h oAy adikie.
elol 8¢ 5 d\nbeta ob ouvdvupo, AAME péoar TEY ovveripey Kl Speripey,
8 v mapariberar épduiver bs oly dmhds ovrevipws Tds adiklas éxdler,
GAAG 777, ofa éoTl vt A évos kat mpds év, & Tpdmoy pév Twa gurdvvpa éotiy,
& &v rols pert & Guuikd §éderar, Tpimoy O Twa duwrvpd. kad Soov pév
yip & bpopis alréy, os alrds ¢mow & 7 abrd yéver éori, kara TolTo
cwdwupor eorl.  was 0 év TH alrg yéver, Kai év Tii yéver Edplooer
elmdv—dautpo yap év TG wpds Erepor, 7 TE kowny abicla, kai 7 kara THY
mheovebiay fv ém ps’pos Aéyoper. dupdrepar yap al ddwiar €v T wpds
érépovs Guaprdve To elvar Exovat. kartd péw O Tolro cureruuol eloi. kad
Saov 8 § pév &v péper dduia i kard wheoveblay wept TLuRy €aTL Kak xppara
—leyoc 8 dv mpiy kal ypHpara Th Tuxnpa Tav dyclor—év ois 8¢ fbowny
i dnd Tov képdovs 7 wheovebia, § 8¢ kabidhav dbiia mept wavTa wepl 6ra
6 pépupos kal omovdatos, kard 8f) Tobra mdAw GudrypoL elolr al ddwiam. It
will be observed that Mich, Eph. here describes the common }vevos
or category of the two kinds of justice as a common eivat.

mept Ty . . . xal 8¢ ABoviy] Here apparently the sphere and the
motive of pamcular m_;u:,me are distinguished: but the Pamph.
Heliod. has 1} y.eu ,uipmr;r ﬂsp: qu,um'a r} o—mrr}p;ar ?1 1'r£p|. qﬁuw}v 'n?v
dmwd Tab képdous.

The &wos, in the specific sense, actuated by the desire of * gain,’
seeks to have more than his share of social consideration, money,
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or personal security (¢.g. he tries to avoid risks which he should
share equally with his fellow-citizens); the @cos in the wide sense
of thfa term is he who fails in all, or some, of those various c()-:;'L'l
relations in which the good man succeeds. K i

”ig; 71:.116.] Siassow (For.vg&. p. 17) suspects the whole passage,
e h. <> 1130 b/ o9 warrl, After refusing to accept

e that 17130 a. 28—32 is a repetition of 1130 a. 1622
he says ‘I‘.fller hat man Grund, an der ersten Halfte des fol't*ender:
Capitels (bis 1130 b. 29) Anstoss zu nehmen, die den Ch?u‘.akter
gros‘ser“Bre.ite und Weitschweifigkeit trigt und die sich ohne alle
]%eemtrachtr.gnng des Gedankenganges aus dem Texte ausscheiden
ia?St. ‘ Sf) s’md die Worte (Z. 16) dore xal mwept 7ijs v uépe S;xaao{révqs
KUl TEPL TS €V ;.Le:pﬂ adiclas Aexréor wr. . ganz Ieer, da schon das vor-
hergehende Capitel von der justitia particularis gehandelt hat. Vo
allem befremdend aber ist das Zuriickkommen auf ds;.s ’vdj.tq.w;

SLK(‘J.OV ubel‘ d' - . E
a3 SChOIl .
'y 1 p 1 129 b 11 ﬁ deg l'clﬂgeltll g’eSprDChen

b. 8,

ist” The passage is certainly chargeable with the faults here
})rought against it by Rassow; but to dracke it, with Susemihl
is to ple‘d_ge oneself to a more definite theory of Lh:E authors}:i anci
composition of this Book than I am prepared to do. -

bh::?::i;qv ‘o)\'f]v.dpe'r\'ivj Spengel (pp. 207, 8) rejects dperfp as a
ring insertion: it is & ; b3
B wkatootygy which must be understood

(3 b1 b r - ;i
is 8¢ xal mola 15| For this phrase see note on Z. WV, i,
= V.. 7. 19, 2.

) §‘8. ?Lépld?ﬂfl x.T.\.] ‘now, two senses of *the unjust” have been
distinguished, viz, “ the illegal ” and “ the unfair.”’

§ 9. RN § Bek B s €7, TO QUWTFOY Kol
éi‘iE b 14. OJ\CI. l;er > Xt hel‘-f_. 15 emeL BE (a0
0 ';.'REDP ou Taurdy aAX’ erepoy 5 e T O‘hﬂl’ TO ¥ oyan T &‘T v
(i TEQOV WS u pog wpog ( e ‘,-",\J TAEnD el
RLTOY, TO OF Qoo ou ¥ T Tavy
& VLT wayr wAcoy g KAL TU HSLKOP Kac adwia o0 TauTd, dAA

érepa eéxeivov, TA peér bs pépy, Ta & os dha.  This text seems to be
# 2

" given, without admixture, only by Lb and N»  All other MSS

mix it up more or less with readings belonging to the text
iidg;teg b{bBay“;t;rl; : The only possible explanation of the te;(t
g % lyl n ' is th:a.t offered by Mich. Eph. and accepted
y Michelet and Grant—viz. that as the &uwov is a genus und

which the m)éov falls as a species (the &arror bcgr;r the onth:f‘
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species), so universal
justice falls as a species (courage, temperance, &c. being the other
species),—* what is said about “more” and “unequal” having
nothing to do with mheoveia, but being simply an #lustration of
a part included by a whole '__Grant: or, as Mich. Eph. puis it—
é& drakbyov Twds Selcvor iy Satpoply Ths TE pepucis adeklas kal TR
pepicis dixatoatvns kai Tis &hns, Suvdpe Aéyow, bs 10 Aoy mpds T vioov
ofrws f) pepuy dukaoadvy wads T BAny Sucaoctupr. Now, putting aside
for the moment the question of the MS. authority for the text which
calls for this interpretation, we may note the following difficulties
connected with the interpretation itself in its context. In § 8 =0
anooy marks the sphere of particular injustice: here, in the very
next section, we are asked to believe that it “has nothing to do with
mNeovetin, but is introduced (with o whéov) simply as “an llustra-
tion, And of what? Of the relation of part to whole : as if that
required illustration.  Further, mel is a conjunction which in-
troduces a reason, not a mere illustration or parallel. Again,—
although this may perhaps seem a small point—if & dvoor is the
genus or whole, and 78 mhéor the species or part, the order being
(1) dnoov and (z) mhéon, why have we this order reversed in the
explaining clause s pépos mwpds dhov? (cfl Jackson, p. 74 who
notices this last point).

From this review of the dropim suggested by the interpretation of
it we sce that Bekker’s text cannot possibly be right. The protasis
introduced by éwel must give the reason for the apodosis xat 76 adikoy
xai § adicia ob Talrd AN Eepa éxelvor, Th pév bs pépy T § s Bha’:
but the relation of the dugor to the mhéor as Mich. Eph., Michelet,
and Grant explain it (and their explanation is the only one congist-#
ent with the parenthesis of Bekker's text), is not a reason. AcC-
cordingly Bekker’s text must be altered so as to make érei introduce
o reason. Now, the reason why particular justice is a ¢part” of
universal justice can only be that it is (as notion—ro dduor, and
state—1 adiia) Telated to a definite part of that field of conduct
with the entire extent of which universal justice is concerned, The
text adopted by Jackson, Susemihl, Ramsauer, and Bywater, with
el 88 70 dvegov kal TO WapPAVOROV K.T K. supplies this reason. Another
internal ground for reading wapdvopoy, though a small one in com-

1 T shall give my reason below for beginning the apodosis here, with most
editors, not at @ore (line 16) with Jacksen and Susemihl, who substitute a
comma, for Bekker's full stop after Suaiogdrys (line 16).

justice is a genus under which particular 1130 b.10.
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parison with that just mentioned, is that the words &s pdpos mpds (or
«at) dov given by all MSS. no longer seem to reverse the proper
order of the two terms. So much for the internal grounds in
favour of the wapdvopov text.

For the external grounds in its favour see Bywater's app. crit.
ad loc.,, and Jackson’s note, pp. 73, 74. It may be added that
CCC agrees with Kb Pb and Camb. in reading wapdvopor mhéov,
and with KV in reading xat mpds. '

1t remains to notice Spengel’s view of this passage (pp. 208, 9)
—a view which, I think, cannot be summarily rejected as wrong,
although the MS, evidence secems to me to be rather against it than
for it. At any rate it is a view which, whether right or wrong, is
most instructive as a specimen of textval criticism. It is simply
that the parenthesis (r6 pév yap mAéov Gnav dmoov, T 8¢ dmooy o v
mhéov) is a later interpolation introduced to explain the foregoing
words, émel 8¢ 70 dwoor ral v6 whéon, by a scribe who understood
them as Mich. Eph. does. The parenthesis omitted, the sentence
runs clearly, and may be paraphrased thus—énei 8¢ 76 dnoor—
TouTéoTL 7O WAEOV—ob Talrdv 7¢ Tapavduw AN Irepoy os uépos wpos
oy, kal m6 ddikov kai §) dbikla ob Tabrd KA. Spengel's words are—
¢ Man streiche den Erkldrungssatz =5 peév Yip whéor dmav dnoov, 70 B¢
dmooy ob way whéor und alles ist richtig . . . Nicht den Unterschied
von amoor und mAéow will Aristoteles geben, sondern den von
wapdyvopor und dwoov; er sagt, dieses dmeor oder mhlov (dieses hebt
er hervor, weil die Ungerechtigkeit zumeist in der mheovebia besteht)
ist nur ein Theil von dem mopdvopor, folglich das Fehlen in diesem
RUr &s pépos von dem gesammien mapdvopor, d. h. dic specielle dduwia
von der gesammten adwia” The reading émei 8 70 &woor xai 7o
mapdvopor Spengel regards as due merely to the attempt to mend
a text already put out of joint by the interpolated parenthesis, which
itself, instead of being struck out, was altered into & uév yip dvigoy
dmav mwapavopoy, 6 8¢ mapdvopor oiy dwav dmgor. There is perhaps no
place in the Z. V. where the MSS. show so much confusion as
they do here’, and I am far from feeling sure that the wapdvogop
text which 1 have adopted is zerdally correct, although there can

' Of this confusion the Paraphrast's hopelessly unmeaning note is a fair
measure—émel 82 10 wAor ob Tadrdy lrm T dvicw, GAN Lom 7O pév Gvigon
Gowep Bov, 78 8¢ wAdoyr &s péposs (8 yap mhéor kai avigor, off 7y 82 T4 drigor
mhéor) o7 Tis ddula wal mepl T8 dwigor dAAY al odn dv eler af adral dSudar
QAN 7 pew wepl T8 mAéow pepikry EoTan dduia, % B wepl 76 ooy aduwia, kafdion,
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be no doubt that the meaning which it gives is that which the writer 1130 b. 10.

wished to convey. Spengel's text, however, gives this mflzaning
equally well; but, as I have said, T think that_ the MS.. evidence
(such as it is) is rather against than for it. It is only thls.scruple
which retains me from going even further than Spengel—viz. fr(jm
striking out, not only the parenthesis, but the wo.rds Kkal 7O #)}s:)v:
which he supposes to have suggested the parenthesis. .Kb a.nd (J(‘J(,
with «ai mpds might then be explained as giving a reading in wl‘ncl?
kal, necessitated by the insertion of efher kai 70 mhéoy .w' kat 7
mapdvogor, had established itself without extruding mpds, which would
alone be admissible if meifher xai 76 whéov 707 kdl T6 wapdvopoy Were
allowed a place in the text.

dore . . . b. 18. Goattes]| Rassow (p. 17) says ‘ Diese Worte sind b. 16.

oanz leer, da schon das vorhergehende Capitel von der jl.lsticia. parti-
cularis gehandelt hat’ ; and Ramsauer brackets them saying—* Quae
deinceps, 1. 16, adjungitur sententia (bore . . . ) hoc
loco post reliqua interposita, imprimis postquam bis dictum e?t
Cprotper 8¢ ye Ty év péper aperiis Swkatogtiny (a. 14) et Tis Bé m_t-l :Fra.la.
ris Aynréor (b. 7) ita est inanis ut ne excusari quidem possit. If
this judgment is correct (and it may well be), the question of
making the apodosis begin with éare does not arise, As, however,
¢ bracketing ’ is a somewhat gratuitous act in the case of a sentence
belonging to such a loosely organised passage as the p'rese;nt (§§
m—11), it is perhaps better to leave the words dove . .. @oavres in
the text—not as introducing an apodosis (Jackson and Susemihl),
but as a statement made in consequence of the conclusion kai 7o
dikov kal § adikla b. 13 . . . Swawaivys b, 16, which is the rez.Ll
apodosis to the protasis introduced, b. 10, by émel. T.hat 'apodosus
stated that particular justice is a pépos of universal justice; the.n
follows the clause before us which runs—¢So (&are), since' ,thIS
év pépes justice exists, as distinguished above, we must discuss it.

§ 10. Sopworéor] Rassow (£orsch. p. 93) conjcct‘ures (_i.q)opicr:rs'av,
referring to dgelobe in b. 20 above, and comparing Z. V. i. 7.
12. 1098 a. 1. I think that 8wpwéov is right, and ‘Lha.t the clause
means—* And how the justice and injustice corresponding to these
states are to be determined is easily explained’: then follows th‘e:
explanatory clause with ydp. The Swpiopds hef'e is easy, and is
given on the spot; not so in the case mentioned in the next

@cattes) hoc quidem

b.

section, where it has to be postponed—darepov Siopeoréor 1130 b. 28,

22,
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oxeddv yip T wola Tov vop.f.p.mv] ‘the great majority of the acts
which are “according to law.”” Mich. Eph. explains oyedov here
by pointing out that there are »émpa which refer, not to the moral
conduct of the citizens, but to the practice of the various arts and
trades : he says—¥ore & olv Twd TdY voplper & ob wepl Tod wie bel (T
Swpiterar, (A& ot mos dv dyadol kal omovdator xal evdperor yévawro ol
wokitat, elogyolvran, 6 yap Eupwv popoférns ob povow mept TolTwY
vopaberel kaf & 8ei (v Tods Ths abris mokrrelas perdyovras, vioy mept
oixoBdpwr, mept UpipTar, mepi GuADs mavTeyr TexwTew, dAAG kal mept
Yewpydr Kai gTpaTyGY Kai epmoplwy, kai GAlwy wehhdy & bv of wollrat
cwlerarral, o pdroy &) wepi TolTwy vopolersiy, dMG wold 8 wpdrepov
wepl This wawdelas ToY peAddvrar foeobar dyafdv Te kal voulpwv mokirdy
wpoayopeber. For ra dmd vis 6Ngs dperfis mparrduera (Or mpogrartdpeva)
in this §, and & mouricd Tis S\gs dperis in § 11, see note on v. i. 13.
b. 17. For xaf éedaorqe . . . kwhie 6 wipos See same naote,

§ 11. woudelav Ty wpds 10 kowdv| ‘ The education of a man as
a citizen’—Peters: Ze. his education for (mpds) the life which he
must lead as a member of the state, or soliruey kowvwria.,

s kaf Eaoror wadelas] ‘the education of the individual as
such '—Peters.

amhds drp dyalds dori] ‘simply a good man'—i.e ‘good’ in
the sense in which we use the term when we apply it to a man
without the =pdedeais of such qualifying circumstances as we specify
when, . g. we call him ‘ good, as #he citizen of an oligarchical stale’ :
for ‘good’ means one thing when applied to the citizen of an
oligarchical state, and another thing when applied to the citizen of
a democrafical state—. e. ‘a good citizen’ is a man who helps to
maintain a particular social system, whether that system be good
or bad: see Pol T. 2. 1256 b. 28 78» modirér . .. 7 compla Tis

. 2 | ] . Rt VI 3 I . 5 L] 1
KOW@pLas epyor e0TL, KOWwrid 8 €T 7 woliTelar amrsp THE apeTiy |

draycator efvac Toft moliTov mpds THr mohrelav. eimep ol foTi mhelw
wroluretas etfy, dilov by oli évdéyerar Tl omovdaivy wokirov piny dperip
elvar Tiv Telelay. Tov & dyabor dvlpa Papév rard play dperiy elrar
mr Telelav, B pév olv éwdéxerar wohirqy Byra ermovlaiov pi) kexrrofat
e aperny kafl fjv omovlaios avip, avepir. What then is this dpery
" w onwovddios avip—this goodness zwithout qualification xa® v
arhds dvip dyabiés éore? In the Polifics Aristotle certainly identifies
it with the goodness of a certain ¢#7z¢n, viz. the citizen of the Best,
. ¢, the Aristocratical State: Pol. A, 5. 1293 b. 3 ™ yip ¢k rév

Kkatl

BOOK V: CHAP:2: § 11. 411

dplorer dakes kar dperiy molreiuy kal piy mpds ' Omébeoty Twa ayabéy 1130 b.27.

dvpew povgy Blxaor. mpocayopevew apurTokpariay’ év povy ap amhds
6 abrds dvip xal wohirns dyabds éorw, of 8 év Tals #M\ais ayabot wpds ThE
mwolirelay elot Ty alrér. Cf. Pol. T. 7. 1283 b. 43 mokiys &€ xkowrj pév
6 peréywv Tob dpyew xat dpyesba Zatiy kel éxdoTye 8¢ mohwrelay Erepos,
mpds 8¢ Tw aploTyy 6 Suvdpevos kal mpoutpotyievos dpxeobar kat dpyew mpds
o0 Blov 7w ket dperfiv. This identification of the good citizen and
the good man in the aristocratical state depends on Aristotle’s
doctrine that in that state the rulers are not a privileged caste
distinct from the ruled, but the elders of a homogeneous people (Z.«.
a people consisting of citizens who are all good, Pol. H. 12. 1332 a.
32 @& pir onovlaia ye méhis €oti T Tols moMras Tots peTéxorTas Tis
mohirelas efvar orevSafovs 7piy 8¢ wdvres of moATrat peréxovot TS nl*o?urei'as)
—the nafural, not the arbitrarily constituted rulers. This result,
however, he reaches through a dialectical process of considerable
complexity: see Pol T. 2. 1276 b. 40 el ablvaror Gpolous el
wdvras Tovs moliras, ook Ay el dperyy pla molirov kal dvlphs dyafod : but
perhaps, he continues, we may identify the goodness of the good
man and the goodness of a particular citizen—viz. the citizen who
is a ‘good ruler’—12%57 a. 13 a\N &pa éorat TS 7 aiTy dperi) mohirov
Te orovdalov kai dvdpls omevdalov ; Gapéy 8 Tov dpxovra owovdaioy efva
dyafoy xet Qpéupor, thv 8¢ meNirwdy dvaykaioy evar pdmpoy: then
1277 & 20 € &) 7 almy dpery dpyovrls Te dyafot kai avdpis dyablov,
mohitys & érri kat 6 dpydpevos, oby 4 abri) dv ely drhds wohiTou kai dvBpds,
Twds pévror mohitou® ol yap 1) adrh dpxovres kai muAiTov. In the aristo-
cratical state, however, the rulers are men who have learnt to rule
well by being well ruled. The education in the dpery 7od dpxovros
is begun and carted on in the person of the dpxduevos. The
distinction between dpywr and dpydpeves is not an absolute ene—
the dpxduevos is Suwipes the dpxwr. 1f we regard especially the con-
finualy of the citizen’s life in the Best State (and in the Best State—
5 katd ddawr modes—Lhe citizen’s life is a confinuwus natural develop-
ment), we shall say that the dperj) of the citizen and the dperq of the
good man, are identcal ; if we give prominence to the fact that
there are always #oo gemerafions—the younger and the older—
the former of which is educated and ruled by the latter, we shall
say that the dpery of the good man (= good ruler), and the dpery
of the citizen, are different. See Pol I 2, 1277 b. 7 aAX” €ore 7is
dpxy kel fw dpyer Tév opoley TP yéver ral TéY éhevbépor. TavTyr yap
Néyoper Tip mokrip dpxy, iy et Tov dpyovra dpydpevor pabeir . . . §i6
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R,g}&fm ‘ml ToUT0 kahds ws ovk Eomw eF dpfm ph doyfévra.  Tolrav 8¢
dperi] pév érépa, Bet 8¢ oy wohirny Tov dyalby éxiorarbm kal Stvacfar xal
Efp,’{sw kal dpyecbar, xal alry dpers mohirov o Tip téw e\evBépor dpyir
émioracar én’ dugpdrepa.  kal duBpos O dyabol dude: then 1277 b
25 7 8¢ ¢pdmots dpyorros [Bios dpery pévy,  Tas yap dAlas Eoker
dvayxaloy elvar kowiis xal Tiw dpyopdver kal Tédv dpydvTer, dpyopdva. 8 e
ole €orw dpery) Gpounois, aANd Sdfa dpbis Somep yiap aidomoids &
apxdpevos, 6 8¢ dpxwy aidnris & xpdpevos. mérepoy pév oly § adry dpery
aviipds dyatiod kai wokizov omouaiov ) érépa, kal mds § abry kal més érépa,
Qavepdy é robrwy. Cf also Pol H. 13. 1332 b. 32 d\\d i ére ye
d¢i Tads dpyovras Sagpépei Tav apyopévar dvapduoBiryray . . . yip Glos
Séduke v dialpeaww, wojraca TG yévew TalThd 76 pév vedrepor T B¢ mpeaBu-
repoy, &v Tois pev dpyeobar mpémer rois & dpyew . . . Eore pév dpa bs Tols
abrols dpyew xal dpyeofar daréov, fore 82 bs érépovs. GoTe Kai THY
malelay éoriv bs iy alriy dvaykdioy, Eor 8 bs érépay elvat. Ty Te yap
peXhovra kakds dpyew dpyBivai paoe Selv mpoTov . . . 1333 4. 11 émet 8¢
molirikol kal dpyorros Ty alriy dperiy ebval daper kat Tob dpiorov dvdpds,
oy & abriy dpybperdy te Seby yiveoba mpdrepor kal dpyovra Jorepoy, Toir
& ey ¢ vopoléry mpaynarevréon, Sras Gvdpes dyalor ylvevra, rai St
tlvey énrndevpdror, kat vf v Téos Tijs dpions {wijs. The outcome of
all is that the legislator should strive to make his fellow-citizens
good men.  The answer given by the Politics to the question before
us is—that it is wokerucy, and no other agency, which conducts the
walela kal fp Grhds dmp ayabds éov, The virtue of the perfectly
good man is determined mpos miv dploryy wokireloy —Pyl. T. 12.
1288 a. 39 gavepoy Er Tov abréy Tpdmor xal Sid T@v atrév dvip Te
'yfvema arovbatos kai wolw oUTTHTEtEr Gy Tis &Pcmnxpﬁrnups’qu aﬁ Baothev-
opévny, Gore €orar kat maldela kal 76y TadTd oxedov & mowivra oroulaion
dvdpa kai ra wowidvra molridr.  But the writer of the Fifth Book of
the Ztues, in the alternative # érépas (v. 2. 11), seems to sugges.t
a point of view which is foreign to the Polifics—viz. that the good
man may possibly spring up under influences, and manifest his
goodness under conditions with which the /gesator has nothing to
do. This secems to be the suggestion thrown out in the present
passage; and it may be thought that this suggestion appears as
a definite doctrine at the end of the £ Z. where the place'of
«ahokayabia is determined. But we must not make too much of the
difference between the raloxayafia of Eudemus and the dpery rov
dpiorov avdpss of the Polifics. In both conceptions we have an
ideal excellence which man approaches along the line traced for

SR
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him by moheres.  Aristotle indecd _describes the Chief End of man 1130b. 27.

as Bewpia 7is (£. IV. x. 8. 8), and Eudemus as 7o viv feiv Geparnelaw
xal Beapely (£. F. ©. 3. 1249 b. z0); but these descriptions must
not be aillowed to mislead us. If the systems of Aristotle and of
Tudemus, as wholes, have any weight, it is to impress the con-
viction that the Chief End, however described, is not something
which we must pass through and out of social life to reach; but
that, on the contrary, it is social life itself at its best. It is true
that Aristotle’s theory of the Best Life, as a theory, is defective.
He is forced to pronounce the life ‘impossible,” because theoretically
he regaids it as @ fiaed fype of excellence. Bat his practice carries
him beyond his theory. He urges us to sdve affer the ideal
although it is ‘impossible of attainment’ (Z. V. x. 7. 8). He
thus divines that the ideal is, after all, not something unrealisable;
that, on the contrary, i/ #s fefng always reakised in the amelioration
of the life itself which we have inherited and transmit: just as the
type Horse is not something yepiorér which all horses fael of attain-
ing fo, but rather that which they per/fect in their generations.

We may take it then that there can be no doubt about the view
of Aristotle and Eudemus. In so far as a man is omovddios Or
kahos kat dyadds it I8 wolercn which makes him such.

If the writer of v. 2. 11 is neither Aristotle nor Eudemus, it is
impossible of course to determine his view, as he does not return
to the subject. He seems to swggest a view different from that of
Aristotle and Eudemus: but, as he belongs at least to their school,
the presumption is that he really shared their view, and that, after
all, § érépas is surplusage. Grant seems to make too much of the
present passage when he founds on it the statement ¢ Eudemus
[with whom he identifies the Writer of the Fifth Book | would scem
to have wished to take up the question where Aristotle left it, and
—with the view of giving a separate existence to Morals as a
selence—to ask whether there is not a kind of education, not fall-
ing within the province of Politics, which aims at producing the
virtues of the individual man, as distinct from those of the citizen.’

od yap fows . . .
£.g. in Pol.T.2.1276b. 34 (quoted in last note) dre pev oly évdéxerar
wokirqy deta omovlaioy pi kekrqafar Tiw dperiy kal i omovdalos dvip,
Gavepér—a view which we have seen is not inconsistent with the
doctrine that the dpersy kaf fiv awovdaios dvip is the work of mokire :
but the writer of the passage before us (v. 2. 11) adduces it as if

warré] This is Aristotle’s view as expressed b. 28.
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1130b. 28. it raised a presumption in favour of the supposition that an agency ;‘ position, property, and all other ‘material advantages) among _1the 1130 b.30.
different from melirue; may be instrumental in producing such doers. 1 members of the Community, according to their deserts: () .(Jor-
There is indeed much confusion of thought in the passage, and to rective Justice concerned with the rectification of TCST:ﬂtS at variance
found on it any conclusion so important as that regarding the . with the principle of fair apportionment which arise. out ?f acts
writer's doctrine of the relation between ¢ Politics’ and ‘ Morals’ performed by members of the Community in the various c;rcum-,
seems to be a very hazardous proceeding. The confusion is ' stances in which, as individuals, they ¢ have to do with one anothf&r.
increased by the Paraph. Heliod. who seems to think that the The term cvsd\\aypa = contracius of Roman Law. The relation
reference is to a distinction between the good man and the good between these two species of Particular Justice is well stated, by
citizen similar to that drawn already (v. 1. 20) between dpers; and Trendelenburg, Hisi. Beitrdge zur Phil. vol. il p. 4122 70 Blavs;xen:r
dikatooiun. : xa’ agim is the primary form of Particular Justice: the f?:m-u;m

The phrase 6 dvdpl dyaf efvar is equivalent to ‘the notion  good ! may take place in the exchanges of trade (d\hakru Sikatootvn), OF
man” ’'—¢ the being a good man’: see de An. ii. 1. 412 b. 12 Hv , in the allotment of common goods (Buweuruci Tév kowbr): the
pév yap fw Th wehéxer elvar  odela alrod, kal n Yuyy rovre.  An. Post, secondary form of Particular Justice i3 # Bopberwa; it comes Into
1. 4. 91 b. 4 ™ (6o eivat karyyopeira katd Tov davBpore elvar” GAnbés operatioﬁ when the just relations accord'mg to the primary form
yap wav 76 avblpome lvae {we etvas, Homep kat mivra, avbporor (Goy, aAX | are disturbed, and cqua}ises the unequ?d-
oby otrws &ore év elvar, Ml T. 4. 1006 b. 22 e 8¢ py oygpaiver Erepoy : .

6 drfpomros kal T8 pij dvfpenos Siler &7 kab T6 pn eva avbpodny Tob §18. TovTou 5¢ pépn 8do] The members of the social f:owa?mﬂ, as 1131 a. 1.
ebar dvfpame’ Gor’ Eorar T4 dvbpbre evar py dvlpory evar v yap i inciividua.]s, ¢ have to do with one another’ (crumn\({rrowm) 111‘ circum-
érrar ;—and further on 1007 a. 20 §hes & dvapoiiotr of Totzo Néyorres t stances which may be assigned to one or other of two main heads,
oholay kal T8 T fv eivar miavra yip dvdyeny cvpBeSqxévar pdokew abrols, . 4 according as the will of both parties (éxodma guralAdypara), Or’of
kal v dmep avBpdme elvar §) {bo elvar T fv eivar py elvar,  Mel. Z. 15, E . one party only—the other party being un\'{illing—(&xoﬁvm‘ u‘um?t?\(f?i—
1039 b. 20 emei 8¢ 1) adola érépa 7d e olvokop kal & Abyos (Aéyw & Gre para) is concerned in what is done. As. results at variance with
7 pév oltes éotiv oloin olv Th UAp ouvekpupévos & Adyos, i Bé 6 Adyos the principle of fair apportionment arise in each of these two 'sets
Ghws), brar pév ody elrw Néyovrar, Tolrwy pév éom dlapd kal yhp yéveais® of circumstances, and must be rectified, there will also be two kinds
Tob 82 Adyou olk Forer otrws dore Pleipeafar oide yap yeveois (m’: yap of Corrective ]LISE;-CE-
y('yve'rm 76 oikla eivar dAAE 76 Tiibe Th oixfg) ar\' dvev yevigews Kai y i It is easy to sce how the results of axoteia aum?}?\x.iyp.m’a (as'sa?ﬂt,
Plopis elol kal oik elolv Sébaxrar yip Gre olbels Taira yawd oldé morei. theft, &c.) are such as need rectification, and that it is in the fr:mxmf
Phys. ii. 5. 204 2. 23 76 yip daeipn elvar xnt dmepor T6 aird, emep | court that they are rectified.  “Exoloia u‘wak?ui‘ypara. (buy'mg and
wboia 70 amepor kai py xad vmokapdvov—i. e-the notion of infinity l selling, letting, &C-), on the other hand, being those in ?Vhlc}l both
and infinity are identical, for infinity is nothing but a notion—can '\ parlies enter voluntarily into cerfain arrangerr}ents in view of
never be concretely realised as an actual thing: see el o. 6. ' Tesults agreeable to both, might seem from their very nature to
10483 b. 14 76 & ametpoy oy olte Suvdue éoriv Gs frepyeia €0oueroy giVE results needing no rectification. Tt sometimes happens, how-
Xopords, d\\d ywdoer: cf. Met Z. 6. 1031 b. 11 dvdysy dpa & ehvm ever, without the fault of either contracting party, that a result
w0 dyafor kal t6 dyald elvar kal kakdy kal kald elvar, Bra p kar Ao other than that originally in view, and not agreeable to C.!‘ﬂ& of the
Aeéyerar dAhi xaf’ afrd wat mpéra. On the formula generally see parties, follows from an arrangement; and it may be right that a
Trendelenburg, de 4n. iii. 4. 7. (429 b. 10.) p. 472, first ed. cinil court should consider whether the result (unfortunate for one
b.30, §12.] Particular Justice, concerned, as we have seen (v. 1. g), ) of the parties) should be rectified, and, if so, to what extent: e.g.
with rdyabé mepl éva elrvyla kal druyia & éori pev dnhos det dyald, ot A takes the lease of a farm from B for a number of years at a rent
& olx det, is now divided into two species: (r) Distributive Justice suitable to good times : if times become bad beyond all reasonable

manifested in the fair apportionment of these good things (social calculation, it may be right that A should be able to have the
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1131 a. 1, question of the reduction of his rent judicially decided. It may

perhaps be thought that a better instance of & & ruis érovoius
guralhdypaot Siopferwdy might have been selected than this which
suggests ‘interference with the freedom of contract” It is, how-
ever, the ‘rectification’ in the civil court which corresponds most
logically with the ¢ rectification’ made in the criminal court—it is
the rectification of the original surd\haypa itself. But T suspect
that the writer of the present passage had not such a case of
rectification by the civil court in his mind when he drew up his
list of éolow qovalhdypara here, but that he thought rather of the
enforcement of the terms of such cvvalidyuare, and the setilement of
disputes tegarding their meaning, in the civil court (ef. v. 4. 7.
II32 a. 19 brav dutodnroow éri Tov Swaoriy raradeiyovat) —e.g.a
tenant and landlord differ about the effect of a clause in their signed
agreement, and fake their dispute for settlement to a civil court; or
@ debt #s vecovered in a civil court. This last instance shows also
how imperceptible the line may be dividing éxofota guradhdyparq,
which require enforcement, from r& Xafpaia among deovota cuval-
Adypara, for the man who has to be sued for the payment of a debt
is sometimes not easily distinguishable from the man who intended
from the beginning to cheat his creditor.

The judicial enforcement, then, of the terms of an éaloior curdh-
Xaypa, and their judicial duferprefation, must be distingnished from
the judicial rectification of the #frms themselves. But we must
understand the phrase °rectification of the terms themselves’ to
denote not only the judicial alteration of unfair terms already
arranged (¢ g. refusal of law courts to enforce agreements to pay
interest above a certain rate ; judicial revision of rents which have
become too high—after all a comparatively rare and somewhat
questionable kind of ‘rectification’), but also the prevention, by
other than judicial means, of unfair arrangements which would in-
evitably be made if certain checks and methods of procedure did

not exist. And here we can see that it is in the institution of .

vdpopa that the principle of Corrective Justice is most largely and
effectively embodied. On a system of barter almost every exchange
involves a result at variance with the principle of fair apportion-
ment. It is impossible, on such a system, to make really fair
exchanges, there being objectively no common measure of the
things exchanged, the accidents of temporary need and passing
whim dominating all transactions. But the institution of sduropa
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compels men to exchange on a uniform system, and therefore 1131 a.1.

fairly. It may be regarded as an omnipresent court of ¢ diorthotic
justice’—* diorthotic* in the sense of keeping strarght what would
otherwise inevitably go wrong. It does not enforce or interpret
the terms of arrangements already made, but provides aé #nsfio that
the terms shall be of a certain kind—=. e. reasonably fair, thus
interfering, not indeed with °free but with haphazard contract.
And that the writer of the Fifth Book regarded the institution of
wépiopa in this light is probable from the similarity of the terms in
which he describes its function with those in which he describes
the function of the &waorgs, £, V. v. 4. 6. 1132 2. 18 dore 7
éravopfarikoy Sikawoy fv ely 0 péoov (quifas kal képdovs. 8ib kal drav
duduoBnrdow, éxl Tov SwacrTiv raragedyovow: T6 8 éml Tov Bwaoriy
ibven ldvar éoriy émd T Slkaor & yap Sikaorijs Botherar elvar olov Sikaiov
&ufruyor kal (yrotior Sikaoriy péoov, kal kohodow Enor peaidious, ds éav
Tob péoov riyeet, roll dikalov Tevgpevor péoov dpa T T6 dikatov, eimep
kat 6 Owaorhs & 8¢ Sikacris émamool krh,—and E.N. v. 5. Io.
1133 4. 10 & mavra gvpBhnra 8¢t wws eivar, v éorlv dAhayh. ép° & o
véuop’ eAfhvle, kat ylveral mos péooy mwdvra yip perpel, dore kal THY
tmepoxy kal Thy E\kewfrw, woéca &rra 8 dmodfpar’ imoy oikin § Tpody :
cf. v. 5. 14, 15. 1133 b. 14 . What has been said of vipiopa—ithe
‘medium of exchange’ par excellence—as “diorthotic” applies to
other contrivances—of which the railroad and the advertisement
may be taken as two typical examples—whereby exchange is made
easier, and the producer is consequently enabled to count on
getting a fairer return for his commodity than he otherwise would
get—7. e. on getting more nearly the share properly due to his dtia,
or economic worth, in the industrial community.

In connexion with what has been said it may be convenient
here merely to mention a point to which we shall have to return
afterwards—viz. that, while the assignment of shares of booty to
those who have taken parl in a successful expedition, and the
distribution of social distinctions ameng citizens, are very obvious
cases of dwavops) dmd rév kowar (the agency of the central public -
authority being clearly seen in the definite order that such and
such a distribution of booty shall be made, and in the constitutional

~law which provides that such and such gradations of social rank

shall be recognised), yet there is- another and more important

case of Buwvepy and Tov rxewds—the distribution of wages and

profits among the members of the industrial community ac-
Ee¢
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cording to ‘economic laws *__which is apt to escape observation
a5 a case of Savopd &md Tav wowdv, because the existence of
common property to be divided, and the agency of the state
in dividing it, are not so immediately obvious as they are in the
other cases. It is important, therefore, to call attention here
to the fact that the exchange of products between individuals is
by far the most important state agency at work in the distribution
of the rewards of labour. The farmer receives the reward of
his labour in the form of the coat which a seitled social system
allows him fo gef in exchange for his corn from the tailor.
Népopa and the other ‘media of exchange ’ alluded to above are
thus © dianemetic’ as well as  diorthotic’ agencies. As promoting
exchange véuopa is a ‘dianemetic’ agency ; but as keeping the
exchange or distribution fair in circumstances in which unfair
assignments would, but for its intervention, inevitably occur, it is
a ¢ diorthotic” agency. Its ¢ dianemetic’ and * diorthotic” functions
are after all only logically separate ; its concrete work is /o promole
the fair distribution of the national wealth by means of the exchange
of commadiites.

Savewopds] © lending at interest.’ Jackson, Peters.

xpfiois] ‘lending without interest.” Jackson, Peters. Xpijous is
the commodatum of Roman law, distinguished from mufusum by not
being concerned, as mutuum is, with things quae pondere numero
mensurave constani—e.g. wine and corn. The actnal bushel of
corn received by the person who benefits by the mufuum is not
returned by him, but anozher bushel equivalent to it: the person,
however, who benefits by a commodafum must restore the very thing
which he has borrowed—e. g. the book. Commodaium differs from
locatio in being gratuitous. See Smith’s Dict. of Cl. Antiquities:

Article CoMMODATUM.

+or & dxovslev] Mich. Eph. has nds ouvahhdypaTe TatTe
Aéyerai; fj o 6 KAéras dvrl TéY Kheppdrov o T€ piy diwow Erepd Twa
& re 8¢ pacriyotvras, kai yéyave Tpémov Twd 8éats kat Mpps o . . AaBov
yap xprpara i &ho Tt 6 K\éras Sédukew dvr éxelvov edbivas,
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CHAPTER IIIL

ARGUMENT.

Concerning Distributs ;
12 2725 EE e 7 1
i it St hopeinnd ﬁss:%ce. [?gﬂ.b’f.zfe bedng ineguality, or foo mach to
. aa;m‘”d it s . Jusiee mfx‘ &e equalify, o the mean between foo much to
o ‘; ; J}, Le. it will snwolve four terms at least—twwo persons and
IFES, e fersons are of equal merit, they will, i Ak
- 6 2erson ¢ merity they will,in e just aistribution
%;iu::a;g:rzi sz’m{‘es. i of unegqual merit, they will receive ﬁropwtiamcz’.ff}i
: S ; ; :
ﬁmin 8 ;:;;t :‘z olher words, in a fust distribuiion the ratio between the
= J:ﬁ r:;; s Jz;jm :/ie shares will be equal.  AMhough all men admit
ought fo be *in profortion fo merit (ker’ dgims)
: ot dfion)) they an
- & : : 3| e Hot
m‘ir:;jdar{‘?@ ?:;3 ie-;jat drw?:;izx‘:des werit.  Democrals, oligarchs, a;cd eziise‘acm.f;
3 andards of merit i 7 distributs '
f of merdt in theiy distributions of the good things of
The ¢ Sl
i },g::. J;;;:r ai:i;;;};;ri:t .w’;zc)i 3_; ‘i a proportion’ ; for concrele things (such
) - shares) stand in relatio 5 7 X
less than abstract numibers do. geliadis i
: aj;:se p?'a:portam’ fo which distribufive justice conforms is that which
ﬁ‘m‘;zzc;i:ﬂmz;mﬂ fﬁameéﬂmf profortion—discrete, with four terms, ot con
woiesy for although contfinuous proporiion has realll 5 o
ope : ally four terms, it obtains
i loyeng one teym fwice, whereas in the form: ey
i : X : i wla of distribr-
i;w ;a:vtzcg the four terms a;'.:,’ separately present from the 5;3{;;;;;‘;3(:_{A and B
¢ persons, and y and 8 their respective shares.  Starting then fr;m
S B
we get alternando 4
B A

_ and eomponendo

e S A+y:B+8::4: 8
;:; ‘;re;&; jars_gummn of A and  and of B and 3 (i. e. the assignment of v to A
g, o vepresenis just distribution, i tvilntion
nrerer) B) wepresends just distribution, i.e. distvibution Laccording to.
Ungust distrélbation violates this proforiion,i.e. gives the one party too much

good {or foo littl: evil) in proportion fo kis merit, and the other top little good

(o7 200 meuch evil).

Grant introduces this chapter with an excellent note, in which h
refers to Plato, Gorgias 507 E, and Laws 757 B, as fo;eshadow' :
the Aristotelian doctrine of Distributive ]uslice: also to Pol. I‘mg
1280 a. 6 sqq., where ‘ though the mame of distributive justice- d;) =
not occur, yet the 7dea of it is fully developed.’ -

Eez
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§§1-5.] The argument is—rd Stwawow is Tror: but 76 Tro is péoor:
therefore & Sicawoy is péoov as well as foov. When, however, we
speak of ‘equal’ (foov), or ‘a mean between’ (uéoor), We ifnpl)'? at
least two Zhings. But rb Sikawer is more than 4n loor or pévov IM-
plying at least two #hings. As has been pointed out .befpr?. (\’..1.
20, V. 2. 6), it has its elvas, O Svvaps, év ¢ mpds &repov: 7. e. it implies
2 relation between persons. In other words, ¢ 8ikawv Must .be re-
garded under the two categories of Quantity* and of Relation : it
is an equalily of things which involves 2 Jair relation beltveen persons.
Hence it implies four terms—two things and two persons, at least.

§ 8. dveu Méyou] * without proof.

§ 4. kal mpds T kel Totv] Kb and CCC seem to stand alone. in
omitting «al mpés i, and LP in omitting «at o Bekl::er, followln,g
Kb, brackets kai mpds 7, Jackson follows Lb in omitting kal mioiv,
while Ramsauer and Susemihl omit the whole clause -kai 7pos
s kai motv. This last omission is, 1 think, unjustifiable, The
argument of §§ 1-5 seems 1o require an explicit statement of the
point that 78 8lawow is to be regarded not only under the category
of Quantity as {oov, but also under that of Relation—mpds me. More-
over, the writer of the . M. (i. 33. 1193 b. 31, quoted Ihere }Jy
Jackson in his important note) lays great stress upon this ‘po’mt
in the argument—r0 8¢ ye {oay & éhayloros Guoly e’yyfvs:m'” ™ :’chi
wpds Erepor loov eivar Sixowdy oy, kal Bikawos 6 Totolros av eu). ‘errft
odw 1 dixatootvy év Bualp kat to® kal v peadryme {kai Susem.), T .ue::
Sixasow [év om. Susem.] ot Aéyerar Bixawy, T& 8¢ loov & Tiow ooV, 7O
3¢ pégoy miol péaor Got 7 Sicaroatvy kat t6 Oikaior éoTal Kat -.rrpL.is nw.s
kai & molv,  Jackson therefore retains ral mpos T as the equw‘a!ent
of the mpds érepov of the M.M. This is- unquestionably right :
but it may be doubted whether he is right in omitting rfai Tegiy £ as
a gloss anticipatory of F 8¢ dlxawv, v The equivalent ex-
pression kal Teoiy is certainly unnecessary after xai mpds 7t bl'lt it
is in the manner of the writer to add such unnecessary explanations.
As for the omission of kat mpés 7 by Kb—very little weight indeed
should be attached to the emissions of KP% They are generally

3 See Mef. A. 15, T02Ta. T Tadrd piv ydp &v pla § odola, Gpow 8 Gv 7
5 D e
motérns pia, loa & Gv 76 TOoOY £V, ; ; :
G in Book V has mot independent authority. Tt is probably a tran-
seript of a transcript of K?; see Eungtish MSS, of Nic. Eth. dnecd. Ox. P- 45
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as insignificant as its actual readings are significant. What is
really important is that the argument absolutely requires «at mpds
o (whatever may be thought of the origin of the gloss xai mioiv),
and that the writer of the . /. seems to have read wpée 7 (or
mpds Tvas 7).

§ 5. kal év ols, 74 mpdypata] é ofs = ra mpdypara. Jackson (fol-
lowed by Susemihl) brackets the words ré npdyuere as a gloss on
2 :
€V OLS.

§ 8. kal q adth) €oTar iodms, ois xai & olg| ‘ There will be the
same “ equality ” between the persons and between the things’: Z e
if the persons, as comparable kowaevoi of the same social system, are
absolutely equal, their shares will be also (7 air7) absolutely equal :
if they are not absolutely equal, but stand in a certain definite ratio
of superiority and inferiority, their shares will also stand in the
same (f alrf) ratio. Mdym xal éyxhfjuara arise when the ratio, what-
ever it be, subsisting between the persons is not observed exactly
(7 adrs) in the apportionment of the shares. Ramsauer’s note on
7 alry todmys is good—* Intelliges vocem 7 airg additum ad ifodrys
tollere quasi notionem ipsius paritatis: “eodem modo quo haec
paria vel erunt vel non erunt, et illa vel erunt vel non erunt.” “Iou
enim revera neque homines nec res, sed hinc ratio inter homines,
illinc inter res ratio; et est 5 dvaloyla iodTns Adywy, vs. 31.

1131 a. 16.

a 20.

Gs yip éxetva Eyet, 16 év ols, oftw kdketva Exer] ‘I omit,’ says a. 2L

Jackson, ¢ the words =& év ofs which appear in all the MSS. except
KP [and CCC], and in Bekker's text, in order that here, as in the
sentences before and after, the persons may take precedence of the
things distributed.” Susemihl and Ramsauer also omit the words.
Certainly ¢ the persons should take precedence of the things’ here;
but even with the omission of r& év ois the clause is not satisfactory.
*Exeiva referring to the more remote ofs is then indeed correct: but
instead of «dxeiva we ought to have kal Taira referring to the nearer

¥ R
EV OLE.

dAN évredfer ai pdxar k7] Cf. Pol E. 1. 1301 b. 28 dhes yap a. 22.

v - :
70 lgov {nrotvres oracwalovow,

§ 7. & & 7ob kar dfloy Tobro Bfhov| 7odro is the fact stated a. 24.

above in § 5, that 7é dikmer involves at least two persons and two
things so related that there is # adm) lodrs between the persons and
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1151 a. 24. between the things. This fact becomes more significant if we

realise clearly that it implies that & Sikawor is dvéhoyéy re—for dva-
Xoyia we already know as mathematicians is lodrns Adyer xai év

rérrapow ékayiorors. Now, that 75 dixaiow, with its two persons and -

two things, is drdhoydr 7o is obvious from our use of the expression
xar’ dtiav, ‘according to merit” When we say that A and B are
rewarded each ¢ according to his metit” (whatever that may be), we
mean that each receives his ¢ just’ reward. But when A and B are
rewarded each ‘according to his merit, reward a (7. A’s reward)
stands to reward 8 (7. e B's reward) in the same ratio (Adyes) as
A’s merit stands to B's.  Hence, just distribution of rewards being
distribution  according to merit’ involves the dvakoyia, or iodrs
Aéyor—A : B ::a:B. By means of the expression xar’ afiav, then,
the writer is enabled to substitute for the # atmy ivdms of § 6 the
more appropriate ¢ atrés Adyos of § 10.

For the expression kar’ dflav, as used in the £. V., see the follow-
ing passages quoted by Ramsauer in his note on v. 3. 7—viz.
1115 b. 19, where the dvdpeios is said kar' dfiav, xal s fv 6 Ndyes,
wdoyer xal mpdrrew, 7. e. in the manner indicated and required by
Néyos, which grasps life as a whole, and gives each fecling and
action #fs due place in the ensemble:—1119 a. 19, where the oogpar
is said pi paMov dyamdy s Totavras fdovis s abias, L. E. than they
deserve :—1122 a. 26, where we have the expression ka7’ dfiav
daravav: and 1100 a. 25 Blw med xar détav: cf. also Z. £ il 6.
1233 b. 6 6 8 rar” dfiav kai Gz & Adyos, peyahompenns’ To yap Tpémoy
xar' afiay éoriv obdév yip mpémer TOV wapk Ty dfiav: also K. E. iii. 7.
1233 b. 19 6 pév Pldves o Avmeigfur émt Tols kot alav €0 wpdrTouTw
eoriv: also E. E. viil. 3. 1249 2. 7 70 xaA§ xdyabp kakd éome 74 e
dyafd* ka\éy yap 18 dikator Toiro 8¢ rd kar' afiav Gfos & ofros Tolraw
ki 70 mpémov kakév' mpémer B¢ Tabra Tolrg, mhebros, ebyévaa, Stwaputs.
In all these passages «ar’ dfiav means ‘according to merit or
“suitably to desert—whether the ‘merit” or “ desert’ be the ground
on which recognition is due to a persor in the social kowwria, or the
reason why a feeling, an acfion, or a circumstance should have a
certain place assigned to it in the ensemble of 6 dvbpomwos Bios.
The expression «ar’ éfav thus necessarily connotes the idea of
¢ proportion’; hence we find the phrase & ar’ diav Twor = the
equality which characterises proportion,’ 7. ¢. toémns Nywy : see Pol.
E. I. 1301 b, 29 &ore 8 Surrov 70 loor o pév yip dplbpd 76 8¢ kar’
abtav coriv.  Aéyw 8¢ dpubpd pév 10 mAGber 4 peyéber Tadro kai Iroy, kat'
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dfiay 8¢ 5 @ Adyw, otov Dmepéyer kar dpbply pev iog T& Tpia Tolv Suoir 1181 a, 24,

wal rabra Tob €vds, Ny 8¢ & Térrapa Toiv duoly kai Taita 7Ol vios®
frov yap pépos T 8o Tév Terrdpor kai 76 v Toiw Suoty Eue yip Tplon.
Equality is either (1) numerical equality (=3 dpépé Zoov), or (2)
equality of ratios (v& xar’ diav loov).

iy pévror dflav of Thy adTiv xr\.] That *the recogniticn of a. 28.

merit’ is the principle on which all just distribution must proceed
is universally admitted ; but men are not agreed as to ‘what con-
stitutes merit '—as to what is the underlying condition (émdpxew—
bracketed, however, by Bywater : it is omitted by OP, Pb, Kb, and
CCC, the two last having xar” dfiay Twa Oeiv etvar per dittographian’!
in its place) of preferential recognition. Those who think that the
masses should rule hold that the being a free man (éAevdepia) is by
itself a “merit” overshadowing all other “merits,” and entitling its
possessor to share equally with all other free’ members of the
state: oligarchs think that the rich are entitled to more recognition
than other members of the staté; some, again, think that high birth
constitutes a superior claim; and those who favour the rule of
the Best and most Virtuous identify the highest * merit’ with good-
ness and culture: see Pol. I 5. 12380 a. 7-1281 a, 8, where it is
pointed out that o éAtyapxikel make the mistake of supposing that
if a man is ¢ superior” in a certain respect (2. ¢. in respect of wealth)
he is superior in all respects; and of dpuoxparixoi the mistake of sup-
posing that if men are equal in one respect (7. . in respect of being
frec men) they are equal in all respects. Both ignore the vital
point (rd xvpiéraror, 1280 a. 25), that the State is an institution for
the furtherance of human perfection, not an insurance or joint-stock
company. Cf. also Pol I'. 7. 1282 b. 23 sqq., where the various
claims to social recognition are examined. Does any superiority,
he asks, give a man a right to a higher position in the State?
Surely not. We cannot give 2 man a higher position on account
of his finer complexion or superior stature. We do not give a
better flute, among equal players, to the high-born player. In
short, only those superiorities must be taken into account which
have a distinct connexion with the well-being of the State. Noble
birth, Freedom, and Wealth are superiorities which have a dis-
tinct connexion with the existence and well-being of the State,
and their claims to recognition are accordingly pronounced

! This dittograph may have accidentally extruded tmépyew, OF and P® ate
scarcely independent evidence.
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1131 0. 26. reasonable. There cannot be a city consisting entirely of poor
men, or of slaves; and without dpers, hereditary and acquired, there -

can be no good administration of the resources and energy supplied
by wealth and freedom. Freedom, wealth, and high birth are all
factors in the well-being of the State, if dperf—enlightened moral
interest in the kow§ cupgépov—be present to coordinate them. The
class which possesses this dperq © merits * the highest place in the
State, just because it is its supremacy alone which ensures that
other classes shall also receive what they severally “merit’ in the
duavops T@v kowdv. The rule of dpert is 7 opfiy moherela. But where
the coordinating principle of dpery is absent, freedom, wealth, and
high birth struggle each for mastery: and, through various processes
of ordois, various rapexSeSyrvias molureiar are consolidated, according
as this, that, or the other d&ia has succeeded, for the time, in secur-
ing exclusive recognition to itself.

Tn connexion with the use made of mathematical formulae by the
writer of the Fifth Book it is interesting to note the elaboration with
which his example is followed by a later writer on Justice, the
Pseudo-Archytas, quoted by Stobaeus (#/or. vol. ii. p. 137, ed.
Meineke, Mullach, Fragm. Phil. i 560):— Apyvra Hubayopefov éx
o repl wépou kal ikatooivns® 8id 70 Sixawr Tol pév dpuoTokpaTikéy, Tul B
Sapoxparwedy, Tol 8¢ hiyapyikdy mowoTITL Kai TO GPLOTOKPATIKOY KOTTaY
dmevavriay peodrara’ Tols pév yap péfooe pélovas Tds Adyes, Tois O pijoTL
pifovas diavéper & dvadoyta adra T4 O¢ Sajrokparikdy KaTTAY yeopsTpKaY &
yip Tabrg Toi Néyo oot Téw peldvor kal ppéver peyelior 76 8¢ Ghryapyikoy
kal Tupavvikdy karTay dpibpyricay” dvriaded yip airi TG brevayrig® Tois yap
piogy pélovas tds Adyws, Tols 8¢ pélooe provas,  Tai pév Oy idéar 7ds
Stavopds rocairar Tai Ot eikdves év Tais rohTelats kai Tos oikets BewpeorTa,
Tipal Te yip kai kohdoers kat dpxai 7 é¢ low ois péfout kai prject Suwveporras,
% ¢ dvico 7 TG dperd imepéyer i TG whoiTg 7 Kal Supdper, 7O pév dw €E
fow Sapoxparikdy, 16 & €& aviow dprorokpariy ¥ Ohwyapywdr.  See
Mullach, Fragm. Ph. i. 119, for an account of these three pecdryres
or dvaloyiar (in music)—(1) & dpiBpnricd, in which as the first term
exceeds the second, so the second exceeds the third—ec.g. 6, 4, 2.

Here, as Nicomachus Gerasenus (&pupnrucy eloayayf p. 132, ed..

Hoche) says, év rais eharroowy opows peiloves of Néyou, éhdrroves &€ év Tois
pelloow, 7.e. the Tatio 6 : 4 is smaller than the ratio 4 : 2; or as
Archytas (?) quoted by Mullach (ii. 119) says, T& rév palivoy dpor
Sudornpa pelov, 0 8¢ Tay pedvey peifov: (2) & yeopetpikd, where of
peioves toov mowtvrar 70 SuioTnpa kai of pelovs: &.8. 8, 4, 2,ratio 8 : 4

e
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being = ratio 4 : 23 (3) & dmevavria dv kakobper dppovixdy (Archytas
apud Mullach ii. 11g) 8ka éwrr Towiror Gore @ av mparos épos T
Sevrépe tmepéyy éavrd péper, Taime & péoos Té Tpire imepéxer TG TpiTw
péper.  yiverar 3¢ év radra 3 avedoyig 16 TV peldvay Bpov Sudorpa
peilor, 16 8¢ Tov perdvor peior: e.g. 12, 8, 6, where 12 exceeds 8 by
Ird of itself, and 8 exceeds 6 by 3rd of 6, and the ratio 12 : 3 is
greater than the ratio 8 : 6.

§ 8. povaSiked Gpuuod . . . Shus &piBpod] ‘ Proportion’ is not
peculiar to “number’ in pure arithmetic where povddes, or abstract
“ones,” indivisible and always equal to one another, are counted ; but
belongs to a/ ‘number ’— . ¢. also to ‘ number ” as realised in con-
crete and unequally-sized things. This statement (introduced by ip)
is added to meet a possible objection—that the schema of Propor-
tion, applicable to numbers formed by the addition of abstract units
(uovddes), is mot applicable to the concrete ofs and & ois with
which b 8{kawor is concerned. Mich. Eph. has the following com-
mentary here—povaducdy dapidpov Aéyo & dplpoiper, otoy v Serdda,
@ dpibpobper Tovs déca lrmovs j Tols Géka &vdpas, bs kai kvplos dpibpds
Aéyerar . . . Ghws 8¢ dpifuot Aéyorrar Td apibpnpara, ofoy Tavs Séka Bias
7 dvfpimovs. dvakoyin ydp ¢mow ob povov foti TéV éx povalev ovykes
pévar kal bs pérpov hapBavopéver dplpdr alda kai oV dpibpnriov # kat
Fpilunpivay. s yap ért Téy &s pérpev dplbpdr Eomt s dvahoyia, @s
6 0 (8) mpos Tow 8 (4), bs 6 &' (6) mpos Tow ¥ (3), obrws E&are kat émt 7w
dpibunréy Trrar, kvver, ypappby émuredwy, kai GmAds &v éoriv dpldpds
kal yap & Tovtois dvahoyln €oTiv’ Exovou yip dpibpcv. Bel yap va dvakoyla
ris %, dpifpdv rwa ebar.  Cf. Bonitz on Met. M. 6. 1080 b. 19. p. 545,
¢ Fjusmodi numeris [4 e. the “extended units” of the Pythagoreans
——riv yap Ghow obpavdy kevackevilovow €& apibpéy, mhjy ob poradiciv,
A& Tas porddas droapfBdvovaw Exew péyetos, 1080 b. 17] Ar. opponit
robs povadicovs dpibpots, 7. e. €0s numeros, quibus non certae quacdam
res (cf. V. 5. 1092 b. 19: dei 6 dpibuds bs fv §j Tewdv foriv, i) mipwos
fi yhives i povaBucss), sed ipsae unitates, abstractae ab omni rerum
qualitate et varietate, individuae (cf. 8. 1083 b. 17) neque inter se
distinctae (cf. 7. 1082 b. 16) numerentur. Ac ftalem quidem
numerum quum investiget scientia arithmetica, eundem numerum
dpedpnrikiy €t povaducdy appellat, cf. 8. 1083 b. 1y Cf. Zell, * dpifpoi
povabicol sunt quos nostrates dicunt unbenannte Zahlen; numeri
nude positi sine rebus numerandis.” Jackson (p. 81) refers to Flato,
Phileb. 56 D, “where arithmeticians who deal with porvddas avlgovs

1131 &. 26.

a. 30.



1131s. 30.

a. 31,

a. 33,

b. 1.
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such as two armies, two oxen, &c., are distinguished from arith-
meticians who deal with povddes which are all alike’

7 yap dvaloyia ioéms dotl héywr]| See Euclid, v. Defl 3 héyos éori

8lo peyebon Spoyendy 5§ kard mylikdtyra wpds dAyha mowd oyéors: and
v. Def. 8 dvaloyla 8¢ éomw 5 rav Xéyor ravrérys (v. L dpadrys). In
his note here Mich. Eph. says—b lodns dvri rob dpowdtns’ dvakoyia
yip €oTiv 1) Tov Adyer cposrys—ithe reason for preferring dpowdrns L0
ioérys apparently being that in yewperpixy dvahoyia we have to do not
with 7 kar’ dpifpoy iodms, 7. ¢. not with two equal quantities or aptbuol,
¢.&. 4 = 4, but with two qualitatively identical ratios each of which
yet involves different arithmetical conditions: e g. the ratio 2 : 4
is qualitatively identical with the ratic 3 : ro; but each ratio is
realised in quantitatively different terms. Now, if 2 and 4 be taken
to represent the sides of one (say, right-angled) parallelogram, and
5 and 1o the sides of another, the two parallelograms (which thus
represent diagrammatically the dvaloyla 2 @ 4 :: 5 : 10) arg, in
mathematical language, similar (8poia), though of course not egual
(¥va): see Euclid, vi. Def. 1. It is probable then that Mich, Eph.
had ¢similar’ geometrical figures in view when he chose dpoudrys
instead of lgéris to express the gualifative sameness of the Méyo: in
yewperpua) dvadoyia: and in this usage he is supported by the
authority of el A. 15. 1021 4. IT ralra pér yap oy pla 1 obola,
Spowa 8 G f woLdTMs pla, loa 8¢ Gr 76 woodw év: cf. Mich. Eph, on
V. 2. L2 Gray Tolvvy 17 pey wodtyre Sragepoat T alry, TH 8¢ moodTgTe pi
™) abty f§ TowalTy dvaleyia yewperpiky Kahelrar . . . Gpifpnricy dvahoyia
éoriv ) wooot pév loov €v tais Biachopals, mowd 88 pf loov 4 pi dpoiov

peTeyovoa,

§ 9. § peév oly Sunpnpéem . . . ouvexns| See Nicomachus Gerasenus
épif. eloayayn i, 21. §§ 5, 6. p. 121, ed. Hoche—ovwnupévy dvaloyia
(= ouvexns of the present passage) oiov a, 8, & (7., I, 2, 4) kara
mowryra . . . , kard wogdryra 8¢ a, B, y (.6 I, 2, 3). Awlevypém (=
Bepnpéin herc)' ... oloy kard péy o woww a, B, 8, n (e 1:2:: 4:8),
kara 08¢ 76 moody ofras a, B, v, 8 (.6 1,2, 3, 4). The statement
¢ &i bs Suot xpirar kat dis Aéyer, made by the writer of the Fifth
Book here must, of course, be taken as made with exclusive refer-
ence to the oureys dvadoyia at present before him—viz. 7 curexys
(or evwmpuévy) § xkaré woLGTYTO.

és f 700 o . .. 7o y] Jackson has an importdnt note here:
¢ Throughout §§ o, 11, 12, where I have given ordinal numbers [he
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reads # rob mpdrov, &c., for § rob g, &c.], most of the editors write 1181 b. 1.

cardinals (e, 3, 7, 8). In order to avoid the arithmetical absurdity
(1:2=3: 4) thus produced, I proposed in the Journal of Plilology
1872, iv. 310, to write (with Fritzsche) A, B, T, A: but on further
consideration T am convinced that mpdrov, devrépov xr.\. should be
substituted. The otherwise strange phrases é a dpos, rod a dpov in
§§ 11, 12 suggest this alteration, and it is confirmed by several MSS.,
Ha and KP [and CCC] throughout §§ g, 11, 12, and P and Nb in
§§ 9, 12, writing ordinals in full, whilst P? pr. man. gives sometimes
ordinals in full, sometimes «a, 3, y, & with superposed marks which
may perhaps represent the terminations of ordinals, cf. Bast, Com-
ment. Polaeogr. p. 850 [NC has ordinals in three places, and B! in
two.] Michael Ephesius and Averroes seem to have had ordinals.’
I follow Jackson in preferring the ordinals. As to the phrases
5 rob a (4 mporov, Ty Toi B (s.e Bevrépov)—Jackson asks, ‘can
they mean “the line which we take for our first term,” “the
line which we take for our second term”? Mich. Eph. com-
ments as follows—rzo 8¢ s Aéfews Tis olov @ % Tol wpéTou Tpds
™ Tol Seutépou Towirdy éorew, @s § ToU mphrov Gpov axéois Tob
dirs mpds oy Betrepoy tow 8 (qu. Ty Tod devrépov Tob B), obrws 7
ToU Sevrépou Tob & wpés THv Tab Tpirev Tob B. But is this not a
misuse of the word oxémis? Cf. Eucl. EZ v, Def. 3 quoted above.
At any rate we may safely reject the alternative suggestion of
Grant that o7eyps is to be supplied, as well as his theory that the
proportionals are algebraical quantities.” 1 have little doubt that
the reference here is to ypappai, and that the writer bas in his mind
the ouveyis dvaloyia xara woidryra of the problem of rerpaywmopds
(Euclid, Z7. ii. 14, cf. vi. 13) in which the longer side of a rectangular
parallelogram stands to a péon ypappn as the péon yp. stands to the
shorter side: see de An. ii. 2. 413 a. 17 =i éomt rerpayomopds; 76
oov érepopnrer dpfoyodrov elvar lodmhevpov. 6 B¢ Towbros Gpos Adyos Tob
oupmepdoparos” 6 O Aéywr Ot éoviv 6 Terpaywmopds péons elpenis, Tod
Tpayuares Aéyse T aitior.

§ 10. Sujpnrar ydp Spoles ofs Te kai &] ¢ for the same distinction b. 5.

obtains between the persons and between the things., Here duolos
marks the gualitative sameness of the Mdyor: see note on § 8, a. 31.
Jackson quotes Pol. T. 5. 1280 a. 1Y Sujpyras vdv abrdv =pémov éri e

7@V mpaypdrey Kai ois.

§§ 11, 12, 18.] To take the Paraphrast’s examples—a = Achilles
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(100); B = Ajax (50); y = reward of Achilles (10); 8 = reward of
Ajax (5):
(1) a:B=7y:8
(2) évaiaé—alternando (Euclid v. 16.)
a:y=pB8:38
(3) @ore & Bhov mpds 70 Ghov (sc. Srep édrepov mpods éxdrepor $13)
——componendo (Eucl. v. Def. 16). '
aty:8+86=a:f
The just distribution consists in putting together « and % 8 and
8: ... 7% dpa Tob a Spov 16 y ailevéis 7o &y Savops dikawy éomi(§ 12).

§ 11. 76 8\ov mpds 16 8hov] This phrase is elliptical: supply émep
Ekdrepoy mpos Exdrepor as in § 13.

dwep 7 vopd ourdudle] ‘this is the combination which the dis-
tribution effects” Bywater's suggestion dmep (Z¢. the ilwo terms
united in the éhov: see his Confributions to the Text. Crit. of Nic.
Lth. p. 44) is tempting.

§ 12. odtevtis] This, Jackson points out, is Euclid’s oivfeots (v.
Def. 16): cf. owrefj here. In Nic. Ger. ii. 23. 5. p. 125, Hoche,
eivbeats is mullrplication, not addition.

kol péoov 75 Blkatov Tobt Eati, {16 8 Edikor) T8 wapd TS dvdloyor]
so Bywater, following T, which gives the words ré & dwor, and Kb,
Lb, T, which read 6 before mapd for the ot of MP and other MSS.

§ 18. yewperpuchr] § dvaoyia § kara 75 wawdy is called ¢ geometrical :
on account of the large place which it occupies in geometry (see
e.¢. Eucl. Books v and vi), as compared with 7 dvaleyia i ard 75
roodr, contrasted as dpdunrch. Apibpde is moodr, whereas the
¢ similar figures’ of geometrical proportion fall, as oxiara, under
the category of mowms (see Cal 8. 10 a. 11). For yeoperpws
dvahoyia as 1) kard 16 mowv see Nicom. Ger. ii. 24. pp. 120, 127,
Hoche—Zors 8¢ 1 yewperpws draloyia Grav , .. woobmyre pq T3 uiT
Siapépeay of dpor d\MAAwy, ANa Ndyou wowrnTe 19 abTl, Svavries 7 ént
s dptbpnriis @by . . . olov B, 8, n, dv yap Aoyor Exee 6 7 wpis Tiv 8,
Totrop kal 6 8 mpds Tov B kal dvdmakw, ob pyy lony moodryra perakd
@\ oy Exovaiy., :

The Aristotelian explanation of Distributive Justice as xard mjv
yewperpikip dvaloyiay is derived from Plato: see Gorgias 507 and

e W o
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Laws 4557 quoted by Fritzsche, and by Grant in his introductory 1131 b. 1.

note to this chapter. Cf. Plutarch, Sympos. viil. Quaest. 2, who
asks why Plato represents God as a geometer.. Among various
explanations rod dei yeoperpeiv rov fedv he gives the following (Symp.
viii. Q. 2. ch. 2, quoted by Fritzsche)—5 yip Avkoipyos, oicba Simovdey,
&ri Ty dpidunruciy dvakoylay, Gs Snpoxparixiy kai Sy oloay [but cf.
the Pseudc-Archytas quoted above in note onv. 3. 7, a. 26], e€éBalev
2k 1is AareSaipovos' émewriyaye 8¢ Tiv yewperpueiy, S\iyapyia cdippors xal
Bagi\ela vopiny mpémovoar 1 pév yip dpilbpd 6 toov, § 8¢ T Aoy 76
xkar ablav amovéper.  kal ol wdvra épod plywyow, AN éoTi xppoTdv kal
movpédy elonuos év abri Suxprots, ob (vyols, 0bEE rhnpois, aperis 8¢ ral
kakias Siapopd 7o oixeioy det SiaNayyavdvrew. rabmmp & febs émdye Ty
dvaloylar Tols mpdypagt, Slkny ral vépeow, & Pide Tuvddpn, mpocayopev-
opévny, kal Seddokovoay Huds Tb dlkaov irov, NG pi 70 loov dety mareiafar
dikator. fiv yap of woMhol Suakovow ivdmTa, Taohy adiidy ofoav peyioTny,
6 Bebs 2falpev bs dvvordy éomi, 70 kar dflay Buaduldrrer, yeopeTpikis TH
kara Adyor kal kard véuev Gpi{operos. Cr. Plutarch, de Fraferng Amore
12 (quoted by Zell, p. 173) 6 pév oy Séhow dropyriperos wepl ToNiTElas,
& lobrys ordow ob woei, Mav Eofer dyAwas, apibpnriiy ral Syporparikiy

énerodyewr dvakoyloy drri Tijs kalijs yeapueTpkis.

14. Zoru ¥ of cuvexhs adm 1 drahoyla] Of course the yeoperpicy b 15,
X" n ¥ 1

dvahoyia of distributive justice with its two persons and two things
is not cwpeyns: but there are cases in which yewperpici) dvahoyia is
cureyhs—see Nicom. Geras. quoted above in note on v. 3. 9, 2. 32
—the péon ypappn of Eucl. vi. 13 is one term used twice.

yiverar dpa 70 pér mhéoy ™ ¥ E'?\u'rmv] Injustice in distribution b. 17.

being the violation of proportion, ‘it follows from this (épa) that, in
an unjust distribution, one term is made too large, and the other
too small’— e. if the distribution is unjust the éhov a+y will be
made too large, and the oz 3+ too small, or vice versa, in pro-
portion to the relation subsisting between a and 3 (8mep éxdrepov mpis
éxdrepor). The inference yivera dpa 76 pév whéoy o & &\arror
becomes clearer if we supply in thought =& & dvdhoyor pégor (cf.
line 11 above) immediately before yiverar,

. Omwep kai éwi TV Epywy oupPaiver]. “And this is also what b. 18.

actually takes place’—7 e ‘actually takes place’ (émi 7ov &yor
cuuBaiver), as well as ‘may be inferred from premisses’ (Adyp
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ovpBaiver) in the proof 76 & ddwov 76 mapd v6 dvd\oyor. yiverar
&pa 10 pév whéor 70 & Eharrov.

§§ 15, 18.] ‘A repetition of ch. 1, § 10,” Grant.

kal 76 palhoy petfov] 7o patdoy alperdy peifoy dyaféy,

CHAPTER IV.

ARGUMENT.

The other kind of particular justice is that which * corvects’ inequalities
arising out of fransactions, voluntary and tnooluntary, befween indiziduals.
Juslice in ‘corvection’ 15 eguality — wof, however, that of watios, as in
Guomelrical avaloyia, but the eguality which obiains in ariifmetical dva-
Aoyia, where the mean is equally distant from each extreme. Thus the
Fudze who ©corrects’ an inegualily arising out of a fransaction negiecls the
possible fnequality tn “merit’ of the partics (which ke could not do if ¢ distribu-
tign '’ had to be made), and takes accownt oniy of the difference produced by this
Particulay transaction in the positions of parties whom he views simply as
Pevsons equally entitled to the undiminished possession of the éutis dyafa which
kapper to belong to them. The equality x=x. which subsisted before the
transaction made a difference in the fositions of the pavties, is the arithmetical
mean betwween thetr positions x+ 1 and x— 1 after the transaction. The judee
fries to make their positions equal again by reducing them to the arithmetical
meean x. 1. ¢, by taking from A's foo-muckh (¥ + 1) that part of it (1), which was
acquired alf B's expense, and adding it to B's too-little (x—1). If we call A
the *gainer’ and B the ‘loser’ by the transaction, we may define ¢ corveclive
Justice’ as the mean between pain and loss.  Accordingly when people think
that they are “losers’ ihey appeal to ihe judge or ‘middie-man, as fo the
embodiment of the just wmean. We must remember, however, in defining
coFrective justice as the mean befween gain and loss, that, on the one hand, it is
only as something which has a value &9 be afterwards paid for in the criminal
caurt, that a blow can le called the * gain’ of the assatlant and the “loss’ of
kis victim ; and, on the other hand, that ‘ gain’ and <loss’ in the original
sense of the terms, e, gain and loss encidental fo trade, are sol wngust, and
thergfore need no © correction)

1151 b.25. § 1. 75 8¢ houmdv & 16 Bioplwrikdy k7N See note on v. 2. 13.

When distribution has to be made it is “just’ to give to each
recipient a share proportioned to his “merit’: this is 76 Scavepn-
Tty Olcarov, and its formula, as we have seen, is 4 yeoperpuy
dvahoyia, When a ovwd\\ayua between A and B has resulted in

.__\_._:‘__ -
T
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the transference of part of A’s merited share of =& &erds dyafé to 1131 b. 25.

B, it is ‘just’ to correct the anomaly by transferring back to A
from B either the part in question, or its equivalent, This is 75
deopbarucdy (or éravopbarikév, § 6) dikarov, Its mathematical formula
I8 4 dpibunrucy dvakoyia (or peadrys) 5 for A and B are no longer
regarded as possibly wnegually-meritorious recipients in a distribution
70 be made, but as persons equally entitled to enjoy the undiminished
possession of the shares, large or small, which they have respectively
received: accordingly when, as the result of a auvdAhaypa, B's share
is increased at the expense of A’s, the reduced share of A and the
increased share of B will appear as extremes between which the
equality of A and B, as persons entitled to the undiminished
possession of their shares, will fall as the arithmetical mean’
Let x = v represent the equality in the eye of the law of A and B,
as persons entitled to the undiminished possession of their respective
shares—an equality which is not affected by the differences in per-
sonal character, working power, rank, &c., which would have to be
considered if A and B came up as recipients in a distribution: a
ovvilhaypa between them reduces A’s x to & — 1 and increases
B's x to x+1. Itis ‘just’ to ¢correct’ this inequality, and the
correction is made by striking the arithmetical mean’ 2 between
% —1 and x + 1, Ze by restoring, in short, the parties to the
positions which they each occupied before the curdlAayua.

In his note on this § Jackson quotes the following passage from
Grant ad loc.— The term “ corrective justice ” is itself an unfortunate
name, because it appears only to lay down principles for restitution,
and therefore implies wrong. Thus it has a tendency to confine
the view to *“involuntary transactions,” instead of stating what must
be the principle of the just in all the dealings between man and
man.” On this Jackson remarks—* Apparently Grant forgets that
it is the original transaction which is said to be either voluntary or
involuntary, and that i{ is the rectification of wrong arising out of
the original transaction with which corrective justice is concerned.
The example which Jackson gives of the rectification of ¢ wrong
arising out of” a voluntary transaction is ‘A borrows money from
B (who is here édw) and does not fulfil his engagement to repay
the loan at a certain time; corrective justice takes from A the
proper amount and restores it to B Here I would submit that
A’s non-fulfilment of his engagement is not a ¢ wrong arisin g out of
the orsginal transaction’ in the same sense in which e. £ the loss
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of my purse is a wrong arising out of the ‘original transaction’
with the pickpocket. A’s non-fulfilment of his engagement (his
ability to repay being assumed) introduces a new relation, or ovvdk-
Aaypa, between the parties, being a form of «homs, and belonging
to the Nabpaia division of dxodown cvwaXdyuara, not to the class of
ékotota cvvalhdypara. It is properly this new drodoter ouvillaypa
out of which the wrong rectified in Jackson’s example arises. At
the same time I am ready to admit that Jackson’s example of the
Swpbocs of ‘wrong arising out of a voluntary transaction’ is
probably one which the writer of the Fifth Book would have
accepted. As I remarked in my note on v. 2. 13, he probably
thought rather of the enforcement against fraudulent or potentially
fraudulent parties, of the original terms of ékovota guvaldaypara, a,gd
the settlement of disputes regarding the meaning of the original
terms in the civil courts, than of the judicial rectification of un-
fortunate rtesults, for which neither party is to blame, arising out
of the cua\\dypara—the terms of the svvalAdypara not being in
dispute—as e. g. when a Land Court ‘ rectifies’ the result of a lease
contracted in the open market. As it is, however, he gives no
examples of o Swpbwrwiy 76 év Tois ékovaiots curalhdypace . T limit
myself to saying that he gives no examples, for I think that
Grant goes too far when he asserts that ‘all #hat ds said [in this
chapter] applies only to the “involuntary transactions.”” I take
it that the words in § §—38rav dpdraBythary, ri rov Siaoriv kara-
pebyovar—may refer to ‘voluntary’ as well as to ‘involuntary

transactions.

§ 2.] By # dmd 7w rowdv Savop we must understand much more
than the distribution made by some obvious central authority,
such as a general who distributes prize money, or a board of
directors who apportion dividends: far the most imporiant form
of the Savons) dmo rav xowdw is ‘the distribution of wealth” which
results from the operation of the ‘economic laws’ regulating
wages and profits. The good workman contributes more (cf.
the eiceveyférra of this passage) than the indifferent workman to
the development of that wealth of the nation which is, as it were,
the material body to which the State, as Yrux4, gives life and reality ;
and accordingly his reward is greater. Any attempt to interfere

1 Tt is worth noticing that the difficulty of bringing the recovery of debt
within the scope of judicial Gidpfuces was felt ; see £. V. ix. L 9.
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with the wages or profits determined by free competition is an 1131b. 2.

aftempt to disturb a yeoperpucy dvahoyla, and to violate vd Savepnrecds
dicawr.  No such attempt can, in the nature of things, succeed
pe.rm'fa.nent]y, its hope being, not to change a merely conventional
principle of &aveud, but to defeat the law of the victory of the
strongest.

It is interesting to compare in this connexion the remarkable
passage, M. M. 33. 1193 b. 36-1194 a. 25, in which distributive
Jus‘tice is described as determining the returns of labour, and regu-
lating the exchanges which in £. V. v are discussed in the chapter
.On 76 drrnumerorbés (ch. 5).  The writer of the L M/, differs from
the writer of Z. V. v in confining the principle of o drrurerofis to
criminal cases, 4. M. i. 33. 1194 a, 20-1104 b. 2.

§ 8. katé THy dpbpmriedr] Mich. Eph. defines dpé. dvaloyla as 1133 s. 1,

follows: dvahoyia apfunrech eorew . movod pév . toav év rais Bagopats
motoy 8¢ piy toov ) wy Gpoiou peréyovea: of. Nicom. Ger. p. 124 ed,
Hache, forw ofy dpiflunricy pesdrys, Srav Tpiéw i} whetdror Gpov e’gf;sgﬁ;
aM\pois kepévor émwoovpévey 1 adr) kard woedryra Biagpopie srf:pa’crm}'r;:.
;.:era&a‘.- Toy edelis dmdpyovoa, wy pévror Ndyos & airds &v roic 8pots wpos
wa)l)\r'}h?v; ynrac oiov @, 8, v, 8, €. . . . peréye dpa 7 ToiavTy woool pév
toov €v tais daopais wowd 8¢ otkétt loovt ik roire aplpnrek et 8
€umali mowod pév bpolov pereiye, mogad & off, fv fv YewpeTpiky dvri
dptfunricys,

oddéy yap Siadpéper k.rA.] When one man injures ahother man s, 2.

(the examples in this § and the next are dxotoia guvalhdypara ex-
clusively), no account is taken of the possibly unequal ¢ worth’ of
the persons as recipients in a distribution, but only of *the difference
produced by the hurt’ (rob BAdBovs i Sadopdy) in the positions of
parties who are egually entitled 1o enjoy the possession of their
own. '

In his note on this §, Grant says: ¢Corrective justice is here said
to0 regard each case impersonally as an affair of loss and #ain, and
between these it strikes the middle point. It is the moralowor’th of
persons that is ignored (el émewss pavhor e.r.A.), for we find after-
wards, ch. 5. §§ 3—4, that a consideration of the position and circum-
stances of persons does come in to modify the estimate of the loss
sustained from an indignity,’ &c. It must be remembered, however
that in the cases here alluded to by Grant (v. 5. 4 olov € :ipxr}v é‘xm;
émarafev . o . kal el Gpyovra émdraler), ‘the loss sustained [sc. by the

Ef ;
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indizidual himself ] from an indignity’ is not the most important
thing to be estimated, but rather the public ¢vdl arising from acts
which tend to diminish the authority and prestige of a magistrate.
I do not think that it is fair to the writer to assume (as Grant
seems to do) that he regards in v. 5. 4 merely the individual’s
personal loss, and not also the public evil involved in the offence ;
but it must be admitted that he does not see at all clearly that the
case el dpyovra éndraer is not sui generds. Even when one ordinary
citizen injures another ordinary citizen, the true nature of the
situation created is misrepresented by the term ouwédhaypa applied
toit. We are not concerned merely with a relation between two
individuals # vacwo, but with a sore in the body politic, which must

be healed by means which take account of the whole organism.’

AwdpBecis is much more than making the adwdr give ‘compen-
sation’ to the adwovuevos—indeed it is sometimes impossible to
¢compensate’ him at all. The words before us here (v. 4. 3)—
widér yap Bugéper kN —are significant, as showing how abstract
the writer's notion of 7o Siwpfwrwdr Sikawor is. He is thinking here
only of the ‘compensation’ given to the individual. The good
moral character of the dday does not indeed make the wrong
which he inflicts one for which the ddwotpevos should get less * com-
pensation”’ than for an equal wrong inflicted by a bad man; but
the claims of the ddwotperos to compensation having been satisfied,
it still remains to be considered by the ¢ court of correction’ how
far society has been endangered by the offence, and how much
ought to be added to the penalty on that account; and here
¢previous good character” is not irrelevant. The formula of the
dpfunriky peadrys seems to me to have stood in the way of the
writer’s taking a complete view of the nature of ¢ Corrective Justice.’

§ 4. kal yap 8rav k.rA.] “for even when onc man is struck, and
another sirikes, or one man kills, and another is killed, it is a case
of unequal division between patient and agent ’—. e, the situation
created by a theft is only a more obvious, but not a more real,
case of ‘unequal division’ than that created by an assault or a
murder.

&NA wewparar 71 Lnpie iodlet, ddaipiy Tod képBous] I am inclined
(though with considerable hesitation) to agree with Miinscher
(Quaest. Crit, p. 70) and Jackson that {ppiz is not (as Mich. Eph.
and others suppose) the instrumental dative here = Dby the penalty

——

BOOK V: CHAP. 4: §§ 4-6. 435

which he (the judge) inflicts,” but the impaired position of the injured
Party, as opposed to the xépdos, or augmented position of the injur-
ing party. The fact that in the context &puia describes the position
f)f the injured party seems to favour this view. Jackson’s rendering
18—‘7.e, meparar i Gppla lodtear w6 répBos Liqupévuaﬁroﬁ. “ He endea-
vours to equalise the unjustly augmented advantages of the one (6
xépBos) and the unjustly impaired advantages of the other (riw {nulav)
l:,»y taking from the former and giving to the latter.”” The gen.
a¢).g¢p«.7w 7ol képBous (not dpaipdr  xépdos) scems to show that xa:pﬁos
stands here for the w/kole position of the mAéor éywr, not for the un-
justly obtained part of it.

88 8, 6. Néyerar ydp ds GmhGs elmely . . . kaheiraw T8 piv Inple
76 8¢ képBos]| The terms {nplu and xépdos are applied strictly (oikeiws)
only where A has come out of an &ofeuoy owvd\haypa poorer (in
respect of dpybpiov §j 6oa eis dpylpiov), while B has come out of it
richer ; still, metaphorically we speak of the {yuia of the man who
'hals. been struck, and of the képdos of the man who has struck him -
it is not, hc_;wever_. till the damage done comes to be estimated, that
the terms are thus metaphorically applied: 7.¢. the infliction of a
wound could not be described as xépdos to the person inflicting it
except for the reason that it has a value in the criminal court znc{
has there to be paid for: see Rassow (Forsch. p. 122)— Trende-
lenburg (Hist. Peitrége zur Ph. iii. p. 42 5) denkt bei perpnés an
schitzbare Klagen, und interpretirt im iibrigen wie Barthéiemy
Saint-Hilaire: mais quand le juge a pu mesurer le dommage
éprf)m'é, le profit de l'un devient sa perte, et la perte de l'autre
devient son profit. Aber diese Auffassung ist schon wegen y¢é un-
moglich. Nach meiner Ansicht ist zu ibersetzen: aber erst dann
nennt man das eine (ppio, das andere wépdos, wenn das Frlittene
gemessen ist” Another objection to the view of Trendelenburg
and Saint-Hilaire is that although the judge’s rectification is
certainly called (kaheirar) Gpuia (7, e. = penalty) so far as the mardfas
is concerned, its result for the wabéw is never called Kképdos.

§ 6. dote 10 émavopluTixdy
there is any significance in the substitution here of éravopfarikdy for
dwopferidr. A comparison of the words before us with § 14 below
dore xépBuus_ Twos kai {nulas péoov v lkaidy ot Tow wapéi 6 ékotoay
is \veill fitted to exhibit the difficulty in which the writer is placed
by his conception of 7o Swoplarior Bixawor vd év Tois éxovaiois cuyal-

E foz ”
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. - . xépbous] I do not think that a.18.
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Adypass. In the clause before us (§ 6) we naturally assume that,
in accordance with the statement made at the beginning of this
chapter, 7o émavopfarikdy Sikatop is T4 pégov {ypias kal képdovs, not only
in drodow gvvalhdypare (from which the examples are exclusively
taken), but also in éofoia ovwaNhdypara, In § 13, however, he tells
us that {ypia and képdos- originally and properly mean that loss and
gain (having less and having more than one started with) which
the law, so far from attempting to correct, persmifs in voluntary
exchanges, oiov év 76 @weiofar kal woleiy kot év Goots alois EBerow
&&wker 6 vdpos, and that, where an attempt is made by the law to
correct $nule and képdes, it is not (puia and xéplos in such voluntary
transactions as buying and selling, but in éwvolunfary transactions ;
his final summing-up being (§ 14) dore réplovs Twds kal (yplas
pégor TS dikawy €ors Thr Wapd T kolowor—* accordingly (COI‘I’ECH\'E)
justice is the mean between gain of a certain kind and loss of a
certain kind, 7 ¢, between gain and loss in involuntary transactions.”
Here rar rapé 76 éotoror, teferring to and explaining «épdovs Tirds
kat {nplas Twés, is an inexact abbreviation for vav év rois drovolots
oswalhdypace: 5o the Paraph.—dore «éplovs rwds xat Gpias péoor o
dikaudy éaTe® Aéyw B¢ Tow €v Tols drovolos cvvalNdyuaoty . . . 70 yap év
7Tois €kovaiots cuvakdypace kepdos olite dbucdy ot ofire elfiverarr TotTww
yap @dear édwke 6 vopos. It is difficult to reconcile this summing-up
with the position from which the writer starts, that corrective justice
is the rectification of Inequalities arising év 7ois gvralidyuact kai rois
ékovolots kai Tols drovoiors © but see note on v. 4. 14, b. 18 where
Jackson's view is discussed.

§ 7. xoi {nrolor Bikaothy péoov| Fritzsche quotes Thue. iv. 83

€rolpos v Bpacidg péow Swaor)) émerpémew,

'.I.ecrl.Sl".'oug] Zell quotes Pol. E, 5. 1306 a. 28 év 8 7 epjuy Sud T
dntoriar T mpos aMAjhovs Epxeipilovor tiv $rhariy orparidras kat dpyorr

peoibio,

§ 8. 8ixa Biarpedyy] ‘to divide into two egual parts, Jackson,
who refers to Eucl. £7. 1. 1o, i. 9, ii. 30: cf. also Nic. Ger. épif.
eloay. 1. 8. 4, p. 15, Hoche, :

$ 9.:[ The sentence 7o & foov . . . dvaloylar Rassow (FW’SC[Z.’
p- 30) supposes to have changed places with 8wt vofro . . . Sixacris
—¢ Die richtige Gedankenfolge wird hergestellt, wenn der Satz dua
robro—diyaoris vor den Satz 76 &' lvov—dvahoyiay gestellt und an

T —
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die etymologische Bemerkung angeschlossen wird, zu der er ganz 1132 a. 29.

ersichtlich gehoit. Erst dann gewinnt sowohl 8t veire, als ydp
seine richtige Beziehung.’

did Tobro kal dvopdlerar . . . Qixaomis] See Alex. Aef. p. 718. a.30.

1. ed. Bonitz (on 1048 b. 21) Swatoging yip paciw [nf Hvﬁayripsmc}
oriy dpfipos 6 Guapov Ty Secdda Biya. Cf. also Theol. Arith. p. 12
(Ast’s edition), quoted here by Jackson, Aiky e, olovel 8iyy «at "lous
krA. It is scarcely necessary to remind the student that the
original meaning of &ixy is cuslom or usage—cf. iy Bporaw, ‘ the way
of mortals’; and that consequently dikacor = vépepar is earlicr than
Sikaror = lgov,

§12. loa ol &' o o o . .
which we writea...a, 8...8, 7.¢ ‘thelinesaa, BB’ As Jack-
son remarks,  the genitive and the dative appear to be used indiffer-
ently in such phrases’; hence, in b. 4, 76 é¢° ¢ y 8 (QPand CCC—
though in CCC there are traces of erasure after ¢) ought to be read
for Bekker's ro e’ &v y 8. ‘It will be observed,” Jackson notes,
“that the whole lines are described as 4 a g, x.r, and the segments
of them as 76 a ¢, krX. Thus 7 a a is what Euclid would call § a @
ypappn, 76 a ¢ what he would call 76 a e Tpfpa)

éoti 8¢ Tolro kal éml taw dM\ww Texvdv . . . b. 1L towolror] All 1. g,

MSS. give these words, both here, and (without &) in ch. 5. § 9.
1133 a. 14, where they are explicable in the context. Here they
are clearly out of place, and must have crept by some accident
into the archetype of all existing MSS. If we suppose that in the
MS. from which the archetype was copied, the text from 1132 b.
11 é\jlube to 1133 a. 14 ivanbijva exactly filled the reverse side of
one folio (A), and the obverse side of the next folio (B), we can
see that the copyist, reaching 7¢ & 1132 b. g at the bottom of the
obverse side of folio A, and accidentally turning over two leaves
(A and B), instead of one?, would find the words &ori 8¢ roiro xr),
1133 a. 14 at the top of the reverse side of folio B, and might
transcribe them after 98 r13z b. g, before he found out his mistake.
If he marked them for omission, the next transcriber might easily
fail to notice his mark.

The words having thus established themselves in v, 4, 12, their

! Rassow (Farsch. p. 38 nol€) gives an instance of this accident in the case
of Nb

. &t X.] *The lines (ypappal) over . a.



1132b. 9.

b. 11.

b. 15.
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occurrence again in v. 5. 9 would, of course, be a difficulty for
later scribes; and I cannot help thinking that the omission of dv
in the latter place was an awkward attempt on the part of a later,
but very early scribe (for a// the MSS". and the Aldine edition omit
dv 1133 a. 15) to minimise the difficulty by making the writer
appear to refer back with the imperfect awppoivro to a statement
already made. The result is, of course, an unjustifiable sentence.
Aristotle aliudes with the imperfect #» to a doctrine previously
stated, but if he wishes Zo guole the exact words of a previous
sentence he does so with &s é\éyoper mpérepor, or some such phrase.
It is conceivable, however, that a copyist in difficulty might ignore
this distinction. At any rate I feel sure that it was by no mere
accident, but on a #eory of some kind or other, that a succession
of scribes down to the time of the Aldine edition steadily refused to
admit the grammatically necessary & in v. 5. 9, while they read it
inv 4 12

Whether the clause is genuine even in v. 5. 9 will be examined
in the note on that §. The foregoing hypothesis to account for its
presence in v. 4. 1z assumes only that it was present in V. 5.9
before it appeared in v. 4. 12, but not that it is genuine, 7 ¢. was
always present, in V. 5. 9.

§§ 13, 14.] See note on v. 4. 6, a. 18.

§ 13. év 8oois &Nois d3eav]| Grant has a good note here—‘In
commerce of all kinds the law allows one to gain as much as one
can. In involuntary transactions the law allows no gain to be
made, but brings things always back to their level. This non-
interference of the law with bargains becomes, if carried out, the
principle of free-trade.’

§ 14. Srav 8¢ phire mhéov it Barror &N adrd (14 add. Rassow,
Bywater) 8¢ adrdv yévmral, T4 aitéy daciv Exew kal oire Eqpmﬂ:aem
olire kepSaivew] Bekker’s full stop before érav b. 16 should be
removed: see Rassow, Forseh. p. 94.

On the afrd & abraw [or adrav] of the MSS., T quote Jackson's
note, in which he gives the various interpretations which the editors
have offered of the words, and adds an interpretation of his own—
‘atra O alTév }-E'w;lral.] The editors all read 8¢ afrév, and most take
these words in connection with eird. “Nemo interpretum haec

1 Jackson states that all the ten MSS, (including K*) examined by him omit
dv here, I can add that CCC and B *2? also omit it.
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verba intellexit,” says Michelet. ¢ Felicianus vertit: sed sua cuigue 1132'%.186.

per se ipsa evaserint ; Argyropylus: sed suwa per se ipsa sunt facla;
Tambinus: sed paria paritus respondent. Cum § 13 dixisset, nomina
xépdos et (quic orta esse ex contractibus voluntariis, iam § 14
proponit, ea nomina translata esse ad obligationes ex delicto, ita
ut in iis solis usurpentur. Verte : ubi vero neque plus neque MU
habent, praclerquam guae per se 1psos facla sint, &c.” Rassow
(Forschungen, p. 94) proposes to insert rd before 8. atvév [ Bywater
adopts Rassow’s rd], and to translate © das was man durch seine
eigene Arbeit besass.” Grant would construe * but result in being
themselves by means of reciprocity, 7. e. by mutual giving and taking,
cavrav being equivalent to @Mher.”  Finally, as I learn from a note
to Williams® translation, Professor Chandler reads 8¢ airéw, and
translates * But when; by buying and selling (3’ air@v), men have
got neither more nor less than they ‘had at first, but exactly the
same.” Agreeing with Professor Chandler in his rendering of
whéov, Eharrov, and aird (sc. Ta €& apxis), I take &0 alrav yévpras
to mean “comes into their possession.” If we can say 8¢ adr@w elvac
“ 1o be in their possession”” Polit. vil. (vi.) 4. p. 182. 28, viil. (v.) L. p.
194. 23. 6. p. 206. 2 (see Fucken, #ber den Sprachgebrauck des A.
ii. 38), surely & abrar yiyresfau must also be admissible. The
seriterice thus means, as it ought to do, “ But when people gef what
is their own, they are said to 4eve what is their own.” Cf. Polit.
viil. (v.) 7. p- 208. 26 pdvov yap pdrepov o kar' dbiav toov kal TH Exew
& adtow” It may be conceded that 8¢ abrév yémrac would in certain
contexts be good Greek for ‘ comes into their possession,” although
it is to be noted that the idea of ‘ management,’ in addition to that
of mere ‘possession,” seems to be conveyed in the passages on
which Jackson relies; the difficulty, however, of accepting Jackson’s
interpretation of the words in the present case is that of breaking
up the phrase adré 8¢ airéw [or abréw], Which seems to be an organic
whole. The passages quoted by Jackson, after Eucken, perhaps
throw light on & airaw [or abrév| yévyras, but not on adrd 8 atror
[or abrdy]—viz. Pol. 1306 2. 16 ris moheretas B0 hiyov olioys ¢ 30T b.
12 Ty wer kardorasiy wpvatpodvrar Ty abriy 8 abrov d¢ evar SovAovrar
1293 4. 28 70 & abrdw Tas dpyds éxew. It seems to me that atra 6
abréy cannot be broken up, and that atréws is necessarily neuter,
referring to the same subject as edrd. The phrase does not, it
would appear, occur elsewhere in the Aristotelian Corpus; but in
Theophrastus, Met i, 1 (Brandis, p: 309) we have, ofit’ dyav elonuos
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1132 b.16. § [s2. 7o pabnparidy] ovvadn rois aioyrois . . . olov yip pepyyamuiva

doxel 8¢ Hpdv elvar oynpard te kat poppés rat Adyovs wepribivrop, aird 8¢
8 abrdw oddepiav éxer Ppiaw: i7.e. geometrical truths are thought to
be arbitrarily constructed by us, and to have i and of themselves
no independent reality: cf. also Plutarch, Consol. ad Apollon. 1
ovlE yip of Bédrtioror Tow taTpbr wpos Tas aflpoas Tér peupdror émupopis
evlivs mpoodépovas Tis Bk Tév Puppdkwy Bonbelas, dAN ébor 76 Bapiver
tijs Pheypoviie did s rév Ewber émyploTar érlévens aitd 80 abrod
AaBety méfrw, !

I take atra & airdv [or airév] then in the present passage as
one expression in which 8’ adréw strengthens adrd, and explain:
¢ But when there has resulted neither more nor less [than what they
started with], but simply the original amount itself’—+. ¢. the original
amount not affected from without in any way, but remaining ‘in
and through itself” the same. Rassow’s easy emendation gives good
sense, but I prefer the adra & alrév of the codd. explained as above.

@oTe képlous . . . dorepor] see note on v. 4. 6, a. 18. Jackson’s view
alluded to at the end of that note is as follows, p. 86 ‘rév nwape 7o
écovoroy] This is not inconsistent with 2. § 13 and 4. § 1, because,
whether the original transaction was dxoioior Or ékotoior, the result
must have been mapd ré éxolowor in regard to the person injured,
else there would be nothing to rectify’: and he translates the
clause—* Thus 75 [Swpfwriv] Sikaov is a mean between a sort
of profit and a sort of loss in matters which are not voluntary—
the possession of exactly as much aflter the transaction as before it
Jackson's point here then is that rév mapd 76 éxotoior is ﬁot, as the
Paraph. assumes it to be, equivalent to =ér év 7ois droveios guvadldy-~
paat, but serves to mark that kind of {nuia (resulting, it may be,
from an éxovouor mm')\}\a'yp.a) which the losing party resents, and can
have judicially rectified, as distinguished from that other kind of
(yuéa which he accepts as bad luck in business. I admit that this
interpretation of vé» mapd 70 érodowr is ingenious, and would be
plausible, if we could be sure that we were dealing here with the
unbroken statement of a consistent doctrine of corrective justice.
In the absence, however, of anything like certainty on this point,
I think that it is safer to explain the two. passages, §§ 3, 6, and

§§ 13, 14 (whether written by the same author or not cannot be’

settled, and does not matter much) independently of each other.
Sections 5 and 6 regard the xépdos and (yuia, between which o
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éravopluricdy dlkator i3 said to be 78 péoov, as enunently the képdos and 1132 b.18.

&pia which result from deotoa cvvad\dypara : and ilegal répdos and
{ypia arising out of éxevoa cvwadhdypara, though theoretically im-
plied, are not prominent in the writer’s mind. Sections 13
and 14, I think, are to the following effect—* (yuia and xéplos
strictly so called are in voluntary exchanges, and are allowed, #. &
are “just”: hence where {juia and képdos are not allowed, . e. are
“unjust,” they are so called in a metaphorical sense, 7. e. they are the
{nuia and xépdos which result from nwoluntary transactions! These
are undoubtedly the most eminent examples of ‘unjust’ {yuia and
xépSos—and the passage, I believe, confines itself to them ; whether
because the writer purposely limited his statement, or because the
sections (13, 14) are, as Ramsauver supposes p. 315, fragmentary,
I do not underiake to- decide. The consistency of ch. 4 would
have to be much more evident, I think, than it is, to make it likely
that 7év mapa 6 éxotowov is not opposed to ris ékovaiov @hNoyis
b. 13, and does not stand for row é rois akovoios cural\dypool. -

CHAPTER V. .

ARGUMENT.

Some have thought that ‘suffering or veceiving i velurn, meaning by this
< suffering or recesving the same in refurn,’ is an adequate definition of justice.
But this definition dees not explain the nature either of distributive or of
corrective justice. Corrective justice does not procecd on the principle of ‘an
eye for an eye’ ; it lakes account of circumstanies and wotives, and also mafkes
the offender suffer, sot the same thing, but that which is equivalent; and 2 és
a returs equivalent to the product of Ais labour, but not the same in kind,
which distributive fustice assigns o eack member of the community ; in
other words, the subsistence of the social community requires that each labourer
shall recetwe from other labowrers in exchange for ki product, not the same
product, but an equivalent amount of other products.  Thus, if labourers A
and B, and their respectioe products o and B, be arvanged in a square

A B

a B
e may say that exchange is ¢ cross-conjunction, 1. e, the confunction of A and B
and B and a. Stuce, however, the values of the unit products of different
labowrers differ, there could be no faiv exchange unless i were fpossible fo
determine in cach case what amouni of one product 7 equivalent to what
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* amount of another product. This is possible by means of mamjf, which s

1132 b. 21.

a “medizem of exchange’ or © common measuve of liings exchanged.  Of course
S meed’ or fdemand’ is the yeal mediim ; and money is merely its conventional
refresenialive ; but if €5 necessary o C vepresent’ or universalize weed [ since
nced in the concrele, 1. e. tie need of this particular product, varies too much 10
be @ stardard of valie, wheveas money which enables a man fo gef anything
he needs &5 something which he always needs equally—or aearly egually { for
the walue of money fluctuales slightly) ; 1. e. monzy is something which fe is
always willing to take in cxchange for his product.

From what has beem sord it is plain tha! ‘doing justice’ is striking the
mean befween the position of the party who tujures and that of the party whe is
trprered, and that the kabit of fustice 45 a mean state, pot however i the same
sense 10 which the other virtues are mean states, bl because, in the apporiton-
ment af external good things, it produces a wrean, \.e. always assigns an
amount whick is the meain between the loo muckh and the too Liftle whichk
imjustice assigns.  The just man delilerately assigns to Rimself and #o others
that amount which &5 exactly properiioned to his and their “merit® in each
case, neithier foo much wor too lillle.  The unjust man deliberately assigns too
mitch of that whick is good, and foe little of that which is evil, lo himself ; and
where he does wot himself come in for a share, lends {0 grve undue prefevence to
one or other of the two partics between whom he makes distribution.

§ 1. 76 drmmenordés| The writer having explained the two €8y of
Particular Justice, now proceeds in ch. 5 to discuss certain points,
some connected with Distributive Justice, and some with Corrective
Justice, which might have been discussed in chapters 3 and 4
under their own heads, but seem to come before the reader more
naturally and suggestively when allowed to arise out of the criticism
of a famous theory of justice with which he is already familiar.

To avrimemovéds, literally © that which has suffered or rececived in
return,” is somewhat strangely used instead of o dvrmemovferar.
Avmirerovfépar in - mathematics' is ‘to be reciprocally propor-
tional’ : dvnimemdvfnors is ‘ reciprocal proportion’; and w& dwrime-
movfora are “magnitudes which are reciprocally proportional’: see
Euclid, £7. vi. Def, 2—* Two sides of one figure are said to be
reciprocally proporfional to two sides of another, when one of the
sides of the first is to one of the sides of the second, as the remain-
ing side of the second is to the remaining side of the first” The
enunciation of Euclid £7 vi. 15 is rév lver kat play i logy exérrov
yoriay tprydywy derirendvlaow ai mhevpai al mept Tas iras yevias «ai Hy
play g tomp exorTey yoviay tpryover avmenoyfacw ai whevpal ai wepl

» ’ 2 2 \ -
Tas lvas yavias, tora eoTiv ékelva.

t I wish to acknowledge indebtedness to Jackson’s note, p. 93.

e~ T T,
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Let (1) and (2) be equal triangles having angles A4 and X 1132b. 21

equal.

Then 4B : XV :: XZ: AC.

Or let AB : XV :: XZ : AC, and angle 4=2X, then the
triangles are equal.

A X
41 (2) _
B c Y sz

Here the derwemdvfnors, or ‘reciprocal proportion,” consists in
this, that if triangle (1) is superior in respect of its side 4.5 to
(2) in respect of its side XF, on the other hand (2) is equally
superior in respect of its side XZ to (1) in respect of its
side AC.

In mathematics the term dvriremorfds, avrinenorfévar, Or dvrimendvl -
ots, thus means unambiguously ° reciprocal proportion.” But when
we apply this technical mathematical term to express the concrete
case of the ‘just reciprocation’ which ought to subsist between two
persons, it immediately becomes ambiguous. When we say that
“it is just that A should get or suffer in return what he has given
to or inflicted upon B, do we mean that he should get or suffer
lhe same thing, or somelfing different but ‘equivalent’?  And if
something different, but ‘ equivalent,” what is to be the standard of
equivalence? In the so-called drelowa ovwalAdypara a natural
instinct of the primilive man calls aloud for ‘the same thing.’
This instinct found formal expression in the law, ¢an eye for an
eye,” of ancient penal codes, and still asserts itself in those modern
codes which retain the death-punishment for murder. Tt was only
comparatively late reflection which suggested that the ends of
criminal justice were, in most cases at least, best served by a
retribution equivalent to the injury, but not the same in kind. In
the case of the ékotoia guvalAdypara, however, men necessarily saw
from the very first that avramédages could not be corn for corn, but
must be corn for something else, and that the dvramdSooss would be
fair, only if the va/ue of the corn given in return equalled the value
of the thing received. Thus the notion of zalue, dtia, proportion,
forced itself upon them from the very first in the case of éodowa
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1132 b. 21. eveakddypara, but was long absent from their reflection upon deodioia

ovrakdypara.

In the present passage the writer accuses the Pythagoreans,
together with others, of confounding justice with ‘simple recipro-
cation’; ‘simple reciprocation’ being  retaliation,” or that recipro-
cation which proceeds according to the principle of “an eye for an
eye” ‘But there are some who think that simple reciprocation,
or “suffering the same in return,” is all that is involved in the
notion of justice. This was the opinion of the Pythagoreans, who
defined justice simply (7. e. without any npdofeois or qualification)
as “reciprocation,” or ““suffering the same in return ”’—an opinion
which in § 3 is identified with that of the line e e zdfor T\,
Here then the charge brought against the Pythagoreans is that
they confounded justice, as a whole, with the lex fakionds which, as
we have seen, recommends itself to a primitive instinet as the law
of drodowa gvvaNhdypara. The writer's criticism (§§ 2—5), and con-
sequent construction (§§ 6 &c.)—in which the famous conception
of 76 dvruremovfds is not cast aside, but skilfully used—consist
in turning the reader from these drotioua gurakidypara Which are so
misleading in this connexion, if attended to exclusively, and asking
him to observe 7o dvraremor@és in ot guvalddypara as well, in
order to obtain there a truer view of its nature, and return with
this truer view to the explanation of it in the drodawa ouvalhdypara.

It seems to be very likely, however, that, in charging the Pytha-
goreans with the identification of * justice” and ‘retaliation,” the
writer is mistaken. There can be no doubt, of course, that they
spoke of juslice as dvrimemarfis : but it is probable that, in doing so,
they thought merely of the mathematical implication of the term,
without pledging themselves to the doctrine of ‘an eye for an eye,
or indeed to any doctrine which could be said to have much etbical
significance. This would be entirely in keeping with their treat-
ment of the other *virtues,” which they explained fantastically, by
mathematical formulae, without, apparently, paying much attention
to their concrete content: see Alex, on Met, A. 5. 985 b. 26
(quoted by Jackson from Zeller i. 360) s pév yap Sixatooivys ey
imodapSdvorres elvar 10 durimenovdds Te Kkai ivov, év Tois dptflpois TovTo
ebpiokovres v, Bid Tabro xai v lodkes ioov dpibudy mpiroy Ekeyor elvar

. -
Sdwkatoatuny . . . roirov 8 oi pév rdv réccapa Eheyor . . . of 8¢ Tov

éwéa: see also Theol. Arith. p. 28 (Ast), quoted by Jackson,

‘where the Pythagorean definition of justice is said to be dbvajus

e
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drobdaens Tod irov kai Tol mpoufkovres, épmepteyousyy apilluod Terpaydvou 1132 b, 21.

meptoaot peoorymt.  The other virtues were similarly formulated :
see M. M 3. 1. 1182 a. 11 mpbros piv ody évexeipnoer 6 Mubaydpas
wept aperns eimeiv, obk dpdas 8 Tas yip dperds eis Tols dpfuods drdyer
olk oixetay TOv dperdv iy Bewplay Emoieito’ o ydp tory 1) Saweaing
dptbpds iodxis foos, 1 think then that there is good reason for
doubting whether the Pythagoreans with their mathematical
expression 7o Oikator 16 derumenmovfés, pledged themselves to the
doctrine of simple retaliation with which the writer of the Fifth
Book charges them. At any rate the pseudo-Archytas (apud Stob.
Flor, ii. 138 ed. Meineke), who, I suppose, hoped to pass for a
Pythagorean, gives a very different account of the expression from
that ascribed to the Pythagoreans by the writer of the Fifth Book.
Discoursing mept vépov kai Siaiorivys, this * Pythagorean’ says 8¢t 5j
Tov vOuoy Tov kdppova kal Tar wolw ék magdy ovvferov eiper var dhhaw
molirecart kat Eyev e Bagihjas kai dpiorokparias’ &omep kal év 7@ Aake-
Safpovi Toi pév yap Baci\ées as povapylias, Toi 8¢ yépovres ras dpioro-
kparias, Toi B¢ Efopor ras Sheyapylas, Irraypérar 8¢ ral kdpor Tas daporpa-
Téas® Bl Tolvuy Tov vipov pi) povor dyeldy kal kaehdv fuev, dAN& kal dvri-
wemorfevar Tols utTd peperaw []egem igitur oportet non solum bonam
et ‘honestam esse, sed etiam singulis suis sive reipublicae partibus
oppositam—DMullach, Frag. Phil. 1. 560]. ubros yap iloyvpos kai [Fe-
Batos® 76 ¥ drrimemorfévar Aéyw alitd, kal dpyer kal dpyealfar Tiv adrar
dpydr |[partibus singulis eam oppositam esse dico, ita ut idem
magistratus alils imperet aliis obediat], domep ral év 7@ edvopwrdrg
AaxeBalpove Tols pev yap Suoi\ebow Toi €dopor dvrikdnyrar, rotrows § of
yeporres, pévor § of kdpue kai lnmmaypérar &P b yap dv pépevrs Tol

TNeoVERTEONTES T@Y dpXOvTRY, olTor Tois aAlows Droriferrar.

armumremorfds dM\w| d\le seems to be given only by Kb Pb and
CCC?; and Jackson omits it, ‘ because it is grammatically impos-
sible to combine it with drmmemor@ds,” (The dvrarerovfévar Tois alrd
pepéecow of the ps.-Archytas quoted above seems to show that it is
not impossible.) THe suspects ‘ that #h» is a corruption of &ies
prefixed to one of the double readings which in the following
sentence are preserved by PP, and therefore may have occurred in
the common progenitor of Pb and Kb’ The reading of PP is
avruremorfos &k, 16 & drrimemorfos oik épapudrrer obT €mt 7O wopiEoy
olt’ érl 76 moluriedy, mokirikéy 8¢ Aéyw T6 kowrwvikdy, 16 & dvmimenorfis,

1 B has éAAwr,

b. 23.
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11321, 23. .rA. Camb. has the same interpolation (with »épwoy szz, for

vdpuepon), and on the margin, in a later hand, the word mepirredec,

§ 2. 1 ¥ dvmuwemorfds odx euppdrrer] ‘receiving, or suffering,
the same in return’ is a definition of justice which is inappiicable,
whether we consider justice as distributive or corrective ; and
there is no. third kind of justice. Mich. Eph. has an interesting
note here—alnarar & kai “Apiortorédys Tév IMubayopeior o drhos
elmeiv o avrimemovlos Sikaov, kai pr Swopioar, pyde mporfelvar T4 xari
dvaloyiay 76 yap Er\ds drTurdoyew éxacToy & memoinker otibapds Oixaier.
ot U;?pé_'ov frapéﬁero 0 ,,u'] e’q;ap‘;.lrf'r'rem adrd _LUEH'G 'r{Ei 38@5}4?}1’1!{@ thai(p
phre 176 Bioplorikg els & 7o Blkawoy Bejpyrar dAAG wos odk Eapudle
éxelvots 3 # §ru éxelvov éxdrepov év dvaloyla éovl, T pév yap yeopeTpiky
76 & dpibpunrici, Toivo & v otderépy v dvaloyidy imominrel 8L pév oy
ok ore 0 dvrarerorfis TabTov TG Stavepnrikg ovbé kard THY yeouerpueny
dvahoyiar Sjhoy’ év pév yap ékelvg T6 lgov kai 7O Olkmiov fr 76 xar
dflav: év 8¢ 76 dvmimemovfim ok EgTi mod yap 70 kar aiuy ei Sotdos
ebyeri} kol omovaior play mhnynr mhjée, kai altdy plav dvrimkyyiras, 1) €
fepéa Marricer drrokakriobivar,  a\\a pip otde T6 Swpborig TavTér TO
dvrimemorfdss 16 pév yip Swpbericéy ot alra dfwl dimmdoxer Tols
wotjcavras’ ob ydp 080vra dvrt S0dvrog dfwi Efarpelv, alha Tpdcfa
adaov kai otov dbiws 6 &Bods § 6 dpbahuds, § eire i § 70 péhos, olov el
8éxa vopropdrey, Tatra dratrely dmd Tob womeavtos kat dldvar 7§ memov-
b6t iy aréprow Toi 4ddvros § Tob dpfarpod, It will be noticed that
Mich. Eph. in this passage thinks of a * Distribution of Punishments’
xar détav. He says that to punish, on the dvrirenorfis principle, a slave
who strikes a gentleman would be inconsistent with the Scvepnricor
Sixator. The Paraphrast is, I think, more fortunate in his illustration.
He says—Totro 8¢ 16 dvmimemorfs ol épappdrres obdent etder Tob Sukalov,

ofire yap 7d Savepnrucdv Sixaov Towofrdy aTw, olre TO BiopbaTikéy émt

péy yhp tis duavopiis ob Buvardy del Tov moliTny ékelva wdoyew € amd Tov

 kowoD dmep emoinaer' € yip Tipawwoy dmékrewe, Tds TO alrd melverar;
‘Receiving the same in return’ is an erroneous account of distri-
butive justice, because in it the dividend which a man receives ano
ro0 kowod is not the same in kind as the contribution which he
makes to the common capital: e.g. the musician is not paid in
music, but in money according to his skill. It is also an erroneous
account of corrective justice, because it makes punishment merely
a matter of immediate personal revenge, ignoring the interests of
society, which demand the establishment of an impartial court able

=15

g =
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to take account of the position and circumstances of the parties as 1132 b. 23.

members of the State, and to estimate carefully degrees of respon-
sibility.
§ 8. xaitow Bovhorral ye 7oiTo Aéyew kal 1o ‘PaSapdrfuos Blxatov]

7. ¢. the Pythagoreans appeal to the venerable authority of Rhada-
manthus.

b. 25.

76 7] the conjecture of Coraes and Jackson for the 7é « of the b. 27.

MSS. is probably correct.

3ikn & W0ela] Fritzsche quotes Hom. Hymn. in Cer. 152 1felpou
8ikyor, and compares Latin rectus, Germ, Reclt.

§ 4. woMayol ydp Swaduvel] 7. ¢ in many cases‘—:i-ust correction
and simple retaliation do not agree. The examples introduced by
ofor seem to refer only to correction, unless we are to follow Mich.
Eph. in thinking of a ‘ distribution of punishments.’

ofor et dpyiy Exwr k.1.\.] As was pointed out in note on v. 4. 3,
the writer, in this remark, probably recognises the public aspect of
punishment. Hitherto he has described punishment or ‘ correction’
as affecting the ddwawv and dSwotperos only.  We can in this instance
see the advantage of the method in morals which builds upon
foundations discovered by the examination of &defa. Had the
writer not found the so-called Pythagorean position imperfect, it
would perhaps not have occurred to him to remove a vital imper-
fection in his own theory of ‘correction,’ even in the slight and
insufficient way in which he does so in the present passage. The
Paraph. Heliodorus has a discriminating note here—a yap ro» dpyovra
runThoas, ™r TeEw ThS Tolitelas dvelke, xai ol TumThveror, aAN dmo-

kravfiicerar kal & ov ydpor tob wélas Supbeipas, meiverar pév kal alTos

b. 28.

kakds, ot T& adrd &, aM\d kara 76 dvaloyoy. CL Proll. K©. 14. 952 -

b. 28 (referred to by Fritzsche) oiov kal éiwv pév 7is dpyovra raxas
eimy, peyila T4 émiripta, éav 8¢ Tis idibryy, obdér kal kahds' olerar yip

14 3 L3 2 o 3 Ed . -~ 3 AY
Tére o pdvov els 7ov dpyovra éfapaprivery Tov karmyopotrra, @Ala kal
els v mokw DBpiCaw. 1o airow 8¢ Tpdwov kal Tév v TG Nepéwi KNémTOVTA

ob pévoy Tov bty BAdrrew, dAAG kal Ty milw aloylvew.

'§ 5. &n 10 ékodorov kol 7O Godoroy Sadéper wohi] The Par.
Heliod. merely says ei 8¢ Tus xal deovaiws kai dyvodv éAafre Tov mélas,
ob Bikaudy éoriv dpolws dvriBiaBiva:, and Mich. Eph. says el . . . éeow
Sédpaxey §) drwv v pév 7§ émavopfeomikg dikatp éferd{erar, rdi el peéw

b, 30.
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ebpély éxdw Bpdoas elfiivera perlivas ¢l 8 ko peTpoTépws”  €ni 8¢ Tob
dvrimenorfiros ovdéy rawdror éferdéerar, So far as the impulse to
retaliate in kind is an irrational one, it will not stop to enquire
whether an injury is intended (&koéawor), or is merely due to accident
(drotoror) ; but perhaps the words before us imply something more
than' this, which the writer of the M M. (i. 33. 1194 a. 37) has
expressed—ob ydp dikawor, €l s v Spbaludy éEéxonfrer Tuwds, dvre-
xomvat pépvoy, alAa wheiova mabeiv, dkolovéfoavra 3 draloyla® «ai yap fpte
mpitepos kat nbigoev, 7. ¢, if justice is ‘ receiving the same in return,
the agoressor whose assault is voluntary, and perhaps entirely un-
provoked, will suffer in return exactly what he has inflicted on his
perhaps innocent victim: but he ought to suffer more.

§ 8. A\ . .. 4 mé\is] The editors quote Pol B. 2. 1267 a. 30
Sidmep 70 foov 6 dyruremovfis coler tas mdhers domep €v 7ois Hlixois
eipnras mpirepov—where 76 loor 16 deraremovfis—rd dvrirenonfis Kar
dvaloyiay of the present passage.

T mé\w is probably to be supplied as the object of ouvéyel.

To dvrurenovfos kar lodmyra is ¢ recei{-'ing the same in return’—a
conception which does not explain either punishment, or the distri-
bution of profits, wages, and rewards generally, according to the
“merit’ of the recipient. Té dvruremorfbs kar’ avahoyiay s ¢ receiving
that which is egusvalent o what one has done. Just punishment,
notwithstanding the venerable authority of the natural man to the
contrary, proceeds upon this latter principle: it is not a wound
such as he has inflicted that the assailant receives in return, but
a damage eguivalent io the injury caused by the wound: the mere
repetition of the wound itself is not equivalent to the injury caused,
which includes not only the suffering of the individual assaulted,
but something much greater—the violence done to public order.
As for the “distribution of wealth '—it obviously proceeds on the
principle of ‘ receiving that which is equivalent to what one has
done” The carpenter e. g. contributes to the national well-being
by his work, and receives in return for his contribution, not his own
product back again, but its equivalent in the shape of the products
of other workmen who are not carpenters. He apparently receives
this equivalent from the individuals with whom he deals in the
so-called d\\axrixat kowevia into which he enters for the disposal of
his product: but in truth these é\\ayaf are only the machinery, so
to speak, of the vast Stavops) dnd véw kowaw in which the members of
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the State receive according to their eloeveyfévra. Tt is only as 1132 b. 81

members of the ¢ social organism’ that individuals have anything to
exchange. What they seem, as mere individuals, to do, they really
do as expressing the State which sustains them. But ¢ the State,’
like Nature, /bt in louter Kindern—und dic Mutier—awo ist sie?
It is this intangibility of * the State’ which, it would seem, has led
some editors (e.g. Jackson) to distinguish for the wtiter of the
Fifth Book #2#ee kinds of particular justice—distributive, corrective,
and commercial (i.e. v5 év tais d\\akricais Koweriais), This view errs
in failing to recognise in § éadoos d\hayy the most important
instance of # Suwvup) dnd Tdv kowdv—that in which the ¢ distribution
of wealth” is made according to ¢ economic lasws ’ which express
the ‘will of the State,” or reveal its essence, more significantly than
any legislative or executive measures dealing with “distribution’ ean
do. The law which sustains the State as an organism is ‘reaction
equivalent to action”’ (8 drreroreiv avidoyor). A is benefited by B's
action in a certain way, and must benefit him in return equally,
but not in the same way—that is to say, if the relation betwéen
them be a commercial one, or one of friendship «af Hrepoyiy
(Z. V. viii. 7, §§ 1, 2), for in perfect friendship (and in the most
genuine form of friendship & o 700) 76 adrd yivera @ dugpoiy
(£.V.viii. 6. 7). A benefits B by the product of his labour: B
must. benefit A equally by the product of his (different) labour, It
may be that A’s unit product is the result of more labour or skill
than B's unit product ; it is evident, then, that B must compensate
for the inferior value of his units by their greater number, if there
is to be any perddooss between him and A. Thus the qualitatively
different products of A and B must be equalised (76 kara Thv dvakoyiav
toov § 8), the process of equalisation starting from an estimate of
the labour and skill which A and B have put into their respective
products—z.e. an estimate of fhe cost of production in each case,
which gives what economists call #e nafural valus of each product %,
About the natural value oscillates % marier walue, as the relation
between supply and demand varies from time to time, W hen the
market value of A’s unit product (¢.&- house) has been compared

! Need, or Demand, is of course always assumed as the final cause of
production. A thing which is ¢costly to produce,’ and is yet produced, is
‘oeeded’ much. Labour is what Aristotle would call 29 & tmobégens
dvayrator—the material cause of production, and must be paid for; but Need is

-the final caunse,

Gg
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with that of B’s unit product (pair of shoes), as it can I,:ae easily az‘qd
accurately compared in a society which employs vipopa, or “a
medium of exchange,’ when, consequently, it has been (?etermmed
wéoa drra Srolfuara loov oikig (§ 10), then the psf&ﬂoﬂ'w‘whlch follows
will realise the law of  dvrirauely dvahoyov, or of ‘equivalent effects
each upon each.’ .
pI?I(‘l}TE Efir?c{al'nentalI:;n:tporta.m:e in the social organism of this law
of 8 dwrirowciy dvdoyor is indicated by Plato in his theory of the
division of labour as characteristic of § dvayxaordry mi;\w: sef R’ep,
369 B yiyveraw tolvvy, iy & éyé, mikis . . . . 370 f? 6’1':'114, 7 3: 5‘9, = pf;uv.
Cf. Pol.B. 1. 1261 a. 22 ob pdvar 8¢ ik mAedvar dubpomev mrriv 7 W, !:9,
NG kal éE elBer Bapepdvraw. ob yap yiverat wikis €€ (';;:oic:rv. : s‘repiw Ztgtp
cvppayla kal TéNs. TS piv yap 7§ Toa XpHTUOY, i:ﬁv 7 v o 7§ elb
(Bonbeias yap xdper 7 ouppayie wéuker), Gomep v & ,a'mﬂ;,ms‘ Zlfu;v
aloet (Boloer 8¢ T§ Towite kai mMis édvovs . . 4 .)' e'g &v ‘35 f; v
yevéobau, elder Siapéper, Bebmep 6 ooy T avrererorfos ole Tig wolets,

- -~ 2t ’
domep év Tois fbkots elpyTar wpoTEpav,

Bouleto.| 7. so far as a man is not in a pasiti@ to fa.sfserctl
himself against competitors in legitimate business, ‘and to de eﬁ
himself by invoking the assistance of.the law agamr:t thoss \t {;
treat him unjustly, to that extent he is not really a member” o
the méhes, but outside it, as a Sotdes is. To be really.a aixz.m,. a man
must be able to hold his own in the city—7.e. be in a position Z
perform his function in the body politic.

2.8 §7. % xal Xaplrwy iepdy pmoBv wowoberar] Mich. Eph. ex-

plains éumodor by év 76 péog, the Paraph. Heliod. by ¢r édorp ‘ra:w
méhewy, and the Schol. Par. (according to Zell) by pwa?b é—zv
mikewv, Jackson, translating ‘in some frec.luen,ted place, a :3
that ‘the word does not seem very appm;\ma.te, ar’ld Sug‘gests év
méhegwr, He refers to Philodemus wept EﬁoeBe‘ms ‘((xom‘per:_z
Herkulanische Studien, il. 81)—rdv Aia vipoy (fmawnewa: X5 s
Xdpiras Tis nperépas Karapyas kai tis dvramoddoets TOV .Evep‘yeﬂ'iﬂl’a
Pausanias saw a rTepresentation of the‘Graces (3tt.r1brted ‘to
Socrates) in the Propylaea of the Athenian Acropolis (ix. 30)
The position of this group answered well to the 'deiCLlpt]:Dn
¢umodew given here, It may be noted also that cel.'tgln At enian
coins bore representations of the Graces: see Miss Harrison’s
Myihology and Monuments of Ancient Athens, p. 370
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§ 8. mowet B¢ . . . oulevfis] ¢ The exchange of equivalent products 1133 a. 5.

(the quantity and quality of the one product being- reciprocally
proportional to the quantity and quality of the other product) is
effected by conjoining, or adding

together, the diametrically opposite A

terms,” Let olxodduos A, oRUTOTGROS

B, oixfa T, and imdédnpa A stand at the ' )
four corners of a square thus, so that

his product is placed immediately

beneath each workman. Exchange

of products then is effected by con-

joining, or adding together, A and T A
&, B and T, the terms which stand

at the diametrically opposite corners :—or more simply, hapSBdver 6

oikod0pos mapa Tod cruTorduoy TS kelvou &pyov, kal alrds éxelve perabibuot
T4 atroed,

B

Jackson is certainly justified in taking exception to' Grants
translation of § xara Sudperpor offevfis— joining the diagonal of a
square,’ because the mathematical term for the junction of the
diagonal is énifevéis, not oigevie. But Grant's explanatory note
gives, I think, the writer's meaning (which indeed is obvious) more
correctly than Jackson seems to admit. Grant, after drawing and
lettering a diagram as I have done above, says ‘ The joining of
the diagonal gives each producer some of the other's work, and
thus an exchange is made; but the respective value of the com-
modities must be first adjusted, else there can be no fair exchange.’
This note explanatory of the diagram which he has drawn, seems
to me to clear Grant at least from the charge which Jackson
brings against “the editors’ that ‘they fail to show why “the
junction of the diagonal” is mentioned” Nor do I think that
the Paraph. Heliodorus either lays himself open to Jackson's
charge. His words are—Aei rofvww év rais Xdpeor npev Ty lrdryrat
mhgr kara Thy dvakeyiar fiv mowt ¥ kard Sudperpov oilevfis Bidperpos
pér yap éomw 4 amé Tis yevias Tob mapalhqhoypdppov éml Ty évavriov
yoviar émlevyrvpémn eifeia. Eore & domep Terpdywvoy of Téraapes
8pot & oixoSdpos, 6 gkvTuTopes, 6 twddnpa, § oikla® & oikoddpos pép
€y’ ofl 5 a, okvrordpos 8¢ &P ob T v, olkta €@’ of 76 B, Inddypa
ob 16 8 émel roivur fmd Tov orvroTdpor TS imodnpa rierar, Gomep T &
6 76 vy, kal Dmt Tov olke8duov 4 oixia, domep 76 B Imd 16 a, év Tals mpds
@Aqhovs kowerias auvadbioerar pév 6 oikodduos Tois trodipacw, domep

Gg 2
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ourdnrerar T a T & 6 8¢ grvrordpios 5 oiklg, Gomep 10 y 76 B Kak
olrws Zgovrar ai xowwulat kard duiperpovt ob Kard T& abrd, dAAd kara TQ
dvdhoya, :

Again, I cannot follow Jackson when he says “ép’ ¢ A k.7 A are
lines, not, as in Grant’s figure, points : for if we take points as our
proportionals, what is the nse of introducing the notion of pro-
portion atall?’ If lines had been intended, should we not have
had é¢’ § A «.m.A.? Moreover, Grant does not take ¢ points’ (in
the mathematical sense) for proportionals, but quantities (5pot)
marked A BT A, and arranged for convenience round the corners
of a square. The ‘joining the diagonal’ is indeed an unfortu-
nate translation, because it suggests a geometrical construction as
such—viz. the process of connecting the points A and A, B and T,
considered merely as geometrical points, by the diagonals AA and
BI—it is unfortunate, that is to say, because it suggests what is
known by the technical name of éritevéis, whereas the writer (as
Grant, in spite of his unfortunate translation, sees well enough) has
before his mind not a geometrical square, as such, but only a
square arrangement of terms or épor, and means, not that geo-
metrical point A is joined to geometrical point & by the geometrical
line Aa, but that the term A, representing a certain quantity, is
added to the term A, which also represents a certain quantity: to
express which meaning he uses the same word, evlevéis, as he
used before in v. 3. 12 5 dpa wob a Spov 76 y kal 7 708 B T 8 avlevfis
6 & 15 Suavopfj dikawéy éorw.  In the present passage he might have
said— 700 @ Spov T & (sc. igacpive § 12) kai 7 100 B 16 y oulevées
7o év 7 @M\ayf Olkaudy coTun This latter etgevés, however, is,
according to the square arrangement of the 8por adopted, dis-
tinguished as # xara Sudperpor ootevEes?, It must be understood

1 Tn his interesting note (p. 93) on # kard Sudperpor ovevfis, Jackson refers
to . E. vii. To. T242 b. 6 ff.—* where we arc told that in an nnequal friendship
the fmepéywr conceives his claims to be represented by the formula ds abrds
mpds 7o EAdrTe oftw TO wapd ToU EAdTTOVOS ywdperoy mpls 70 map’ abTob, but
that the dmepexduevos Totwavrioy GTpépel 7 dvdhoyor kot kard SidpeTpov ov-
Cevppvorw. That is to say, if A and B are the persons, C and D their claims,
A, the superior in rank, thinking himself entitled to superior advantages,

g A+C A A G ik
argues that =T e "B ¢ oon the other hand B, the inferior,
A+D A A

holding that “noblesse oblige,” maintains that e B of = aat

These opposing views are reconciled here in the same way as in the Nee, Eti.,

. BOOK V: CHAP. 5: 3§ 8. 453

that the remark mowet 8¢ =ip dvrifoow T kot &raléylor 7 kard Sul-
perpov oidevfes, assumes that I' and A have been ‘equalised’: z.e.
xthat A= x8 =T, where & stands for the shocmaker’s unit produet,
one pair of shoes, and I' for the builder’s unit, one house. By
multiplying his 8's by &, the shoemaker B makes himself as good a
man, for the occasion of this particular @\lakrki kowevia, as the
builder A; accordingly, A being = B, and &8 = A =T, we get the
following dvaheylai:—

(D) A B A ST

(2) Ata::B:T

(3) A+A:B4T::A:B
i.e. two persons who are, for the occasion, exactly equal, get, in a
distribution made according to yewperpua) dvahoyle, exactly equal
shares, A’s share being paid in B’s wares and B’s share in A’s wares.

Let A be a workman of exceptional skill whose day’s work

is worth B’s week’s work. A’s economic dfla will thus be
six times as great as B's, if we consider A and B as contributing
throughout a lifetime to the sum of the national well-being; and
A’s entire receipts will be six times as large as B's; but that part
of his entire receipts which A gets in the form of B’s product, and
that part of his entire receipts which B gets in the form of Ay
product, must be earned by exactly equivalent labour on the part
of A and of B respectively: what A receives (wdoyee) from B, and
what he does (wouwet), 7 e. causes B to receive, must
exactly balance each other, the superiority of A's
quality being compensated for by the superiority of A
B’s quantity; Ze. A’s quantity and quality being B
reciprocally proportional to B's quantity and quality.
A and B are thus, gud exchanging equivalent: pro-
ducts, 7. e. for the occasion, toor.  Let the lines 447
and BA’ represent by their Jengths (44" being the <+ Tm
longer) the estimated total value of the labour per-
formed in the working years of a man’s life by these ' l
workmen A and B respectively : and let the equal 4 B
parts A'x, taken from A4’ and B'x, taken from
BE’, represent by their equal length the equal value
of the products which A and B exchange. It is plain here

i. e. the drepeydpuevos is held to be entitled to superior service, the drepéxer to
superior Tespect; and consequently répdos and Tepf) must be bartered against
one another, just as the house and the shoes are bartered in commerce.’
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that although 4”x is equal to B’x, it bears a smaller proportion to
AA" than B'x does to BB’. This means that the exchange of
equivalent products ‘takes more out of’ B than ‘out of’ A. A
and B are indeed for fhe occasion ioo, else they could not be
kowavel (see § 12): but, regarded generally as shareholders receiving
dividends in virtue of labour contributed to the common fund of
the national:well-being, they are not foos: A is superior to B; and
it may be a question for B, considering his economic inferiority to
A, whether he can afford # epual himself for the occasion to A, 7.e.
whether he can afford to deal with A at all.

The double point of view from which (as I have tried to show)
the kowwrvol in an dayj must be regarded—as (possibly) unequal
workers in the economic field, and yet as equal for the purpose of
the particular exchange—is excellently presented by the writer of
the M. M. in a passage (i. 33. 1193 b. 38-1104 2. 25) which
should be carefully compared with the passage now before us—
70 8" dvidloyoy év TéTTapot . ... dotw & 1) dvaloyla alm ds yap &
'\remp]n‘]g Tq? uixbﬁﬁpuﬁl, olitws 6 Dixo&;pug 'n-l? YE‘"PY";T' dpotms o) TKUTEL,
7§ vhavry, Tols dAAots maow ) avTh dvaheyia wpds dMAnAovs ylverar kai
guvéyer 87 atry 1 dvaloyia T Tolirelar.  GoTe 70 dikaor Eoer etvas TH
dvahoyor. 76 yap Bikatov cvvéyer Tas mohirelas, To atrd 8 oTi To dikaow
7 aviloyov. énei 0¢ 6 olkoB0uos mhelovos dfwov wotel TO abrol Epyov i) 6
okvrels, kal By Epyov dvrikaral\drrealas [kat] v okurel mpos wov olkoddpay,
avl’ SmoBnudrar 8 odk v oikiay AaBely, dratfa 18y évduioar, ob rabra
wdvra dura éoriy, dpydpioy mpocayopeloavres vouopa, Tovre xpiobai, kal
i dfiay kagrov éxdorou Sifdvras Tir d\\afw wowioflar wap’ dAAfAwY,

kY Fd [} 1 ’ 2
Kai TouTwm T FOR&TLKI}I’ Kolre@may oureyely,

70 ékeivou €pyov . . . 7O aitoi]| DBywater after MP r. Bekker,
following Kb, Lh Ob, reads 7ot ékelvov &yov. Bekker's o airot
adopted by Bywater does not seem to have any MS. authority,
except, apparently, that of T. All Bekker's MSS. give 708 airoi.
See Bywater's Contrib. fo Text. Cret. of the Nic. Eth. p. 45,

16 katd Ty drvahoylay ioov] is the equality obtained by taking
account of the relation which subsists between the unit products of
A and B in respect of value (their value being determined by ¢ the
worth of the persons,” or, in modern phraseology, by the cost of
production and conditions of the market), and, if they are of
unequal value, multiplying the less valuable product, so as to get
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a resultant equivalent to the more valuable. This equality must

exist (7). before a just exchange can take place (yévraz).

70 Aeydpevov| a fair exchange—j drmioots ) kar’ dvahoyiar.
guppével] Sc. i) kowovia.

§ 9. &ort 8¢ tolro . . . kal Towirov] See note on 4, § 12, b. g,
where it was said that the words, as they occur here, ‘are explicable
in the context.” More, I think, cannot be said for them. The
passage would run better without them. The sentence, a. 16 ov
yip . « . ioacivas must be taken closely with the sentence oifév yip
kwhbee . .+ ioacfivar, a. 14 at the end of § 8, which it explains:
¢ there is nothing to prevent the product of one of the two con-
tracting parties being better than that of the other (§ 8); for con-
tracts are between those who, like physician and husbandman,
differ, and are consequently often 7o/ equal’ (§ g). The sequence.
of thought traced in the above paraphrase suffers from the paren-
thesis of the words before us; and it may be that they are inter-
polated here, as well as in ch. 4, § 12.  Here, however, they make
a natural enough side remark or note, which could not be said for
them in ch. 4, § 12: a scholastic note about the relation of o
wowiy and 76 mdoyor is not entirely out of place in a discussion of
76 dururerorfds or o dvmwoidv. In view, then, of the fact that, to
say the least, they are parenthetical here, it will be convenient to
explain these words as they might be explained in accordance
with Aristotelian doctrine, if they stood as an isolated aphorism
without context.

Accepting the insertion of 8 before éroier (see Rassow, Forsck. p.
18), I would render the aphorism as follows—¢ The arts would
pe;'ish, unless, as the active element put forth action in each case
to such and such an extent and in such and such a mode, the
passive element received the impression of this action (émaoxe TobTo)
conformably in each case to the extent and to the mode.” In
other words—The existence of the arts depends upon the presence
of two elements; an active and a passive, so related that, while the
former exerts a force which in each case is definite in amount and
mode, the latter receives an impression which corresponds exactly
to the amount and mode of the force in each case exerted: e.g.
there could be no art of sculpture, if marble yielded to the force of
the chisel in a less or in a greater degree (e p1 émaoxe vovro TogoiToy)

1138 a. 10.
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than that measured by the womr) airia, or doxn peraBiTich év
dg,—the will of the artist; or if it failed to assume a form repre-

senting his idea (el py &rnoye roiiro Tololtor).

This seems to me to be the natural interpretation of the words
before us, considered, as I believe they oughf to be comsidered,
apart from their present context, as an Aristotelian aphorism,
embedying the doctrine stated or illustrated in such passages as
the following:—de dmn. iii. 5, 430 a. 10 émei & Gomep év amdoy T
Qioer dori e Th pév TNy ékdoTe yéver (roiro 8¢ & mirta Surdpe E’KEEDQ),
Erepov B3¢ 76 dirwy kal wouridy, 76 Tolly wdvra, ofor 1§ Téyry mpos THY
Uhny méropfer, dviyky xui €v T ruy) Grdpyew Tavras Tas Staopds’ kai
€omw & pcv TowiTos vols 7¢ wdvra yiveofm, 6 8¢ 76 nivra nowly, bs Efis
7is, otoy 70 ds* TEémOV ydp Twa kai TO (s wowt Ta Svvdper Svra xpo-
para évepyeia Ypdpard, Kai olTos 6 vols YwploTos kai aueyls kai amadis,
7 obola by évepyela. del yip rTyudrepor T6 wowily Tol mdoyovros kai
dpxy s Uhgs (here the vois mabyrieds is said to be so called =g
mdvra yiveoBar under the plastic power of that other vois—or aspect
of voie—which is what it is =& mdvra moweir: moreover we are warned
against supposing the relation between the active and the passive
Reason to be that of dvmmezorfévar, for we are expressly told that
the active Reason is émabfs): et ©. 5, 1048 a. 13 70 Suvardw
kara Adyov dmav dvdykn, drav dpéymrar, of T Exer Ty Slvapw kai bs Exer,
Toito wotely,  Eyel 8¢ mapdvros ToU malnriked kai GBL Exorros wouety, e O
P, mowty ot Buwjoerar (7. e. the 8lvaps perd Aéyou of the reyvirys
realises itself in a given molyous only if the material receptive of the
influence of that particular wofyows be present): Cat 4. 2 a. 3
wotely O¢ oloy Tépver, kaier waoyew 8¢ olov Tépveral, kalerar.  With these
Aristotelian passages may be compared a passage in Plato’s
Gorgras 476 B-D (referred to by Ramsauer in his note on Z. V.
V. 4. 12), which recalls the phraseology of the Aristotelian passages,
and more especially of £. V. v. 5. 9, so strongly that it seems
certain that it served as a model. To. S«dmer 8 kai Tode &pa €f
TS 71 moiel, dudykn T elvac kel mdoyoy Umd rolrav Tol mololrTOS
Nwk. fuorye Boxel., Zw. dpa Toiro wdoyor, & T6 mowoly wotel, rai
Towlrov, olov moel o wowtv; Aéye 8¢ 10 Towdwde & Tis Timrel
dvdyky ¢ timreobar; Mwk. dudyky. Fo. kai el opddpa timrer H Tayd
& TimTwy, olte kel T4 TumTdpevor Tinrecfu; Muwh\, vai. S, rowbror
dpa mdbos T$ tumropéve lotily, oiov v 7o Timror woii; Mol mdéw
ye  Ew. obkoir kai el kder mis, dvdyky Te kdeobar; Mwh. was yap

. A . vyl -~ - .
ov; Zw. kal el opidpa ye kdel 7 a\yewds, obro kdeofur 76 kadpevor,
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&s &v b rdov xdy ; Mok, mdvy ye, Tw. olkoiv kai, el Téuver Tis, 6 abros 1133 a. 14

“Ndyos 3 réprerar yap . Twk val.  Zw. kab el péya ye j Babl 7b rufjpa
7 dhyeway, TowobTor TuTMA TéuveTal TO Tepybpevov, olor 76 Téuwoy Téuver;
Mol ¢aiverac. Zw. ovANj38qy 8 8pa €l dpohoyeis b dpre ENeyov wepi
mhvror olov &v woij TO motoly, Towiroy T mdoyov wioyer, Muwk, d\N
duohoy®.

In these passages, which may be taken as fairly repregenting
what Aristotle, following Plato, has to say about the relation
between 7o wowdv and 5 wdoyor, we find nothing about the reaction
of the latter upon the former: 76 mdoyor is simply that which
maoye s it is not represented as, in its turn, a wowiv which makes
the original wowdr 2 wdoyor: and I cannot see how more can be
fairly got out of the passage (v. 5. g) before us, than out of these
passages, or out of the Platonic passage which it resembles so
closely in phraseology. But those who try to explain the passage
before us #n ifs confext, find it necessary to believe that it implies
the doctrine of the reacfion of the wdoyer upon the mowoiv. Thus
Rassow (Forsch. p. 18) says—* Der Gedanke, den man nach dem
Zusammenhange erwartet, ist dieser: die Kiinste wiirden nicht be-
stehen konnen, wenn sich nicht eine vollige Gleichheit der Leis-
tungen und Gegenleistungen herstellen liesse. Deutlicher wiirde
dies ausgedriickt sein, wenn fiir éracye etwa dvremoles Oder dvr-
amedidov gesetzt wire ; aber auch so, wie die Worte lauten, scheinen
sie mir dem geforderten Gedanken zu entsprechen. Man muss
nur bedenken, dass, wie es bei dem dvruremorfds nothig ist, deide
Theile geben und empfangen, dass also das moweiv auch ein waoyor
und das wdoyor auch ein mowedr ist.!  Jackson, agreeing with Rassow
that this is the meaning of the passage, is constrained however to
admit that it is not- one which ‘the text naturally and properly
bears,” He endeavours to extract the meaning by altering the
punctuation : see his note pp. 97, ¢8. But, it may be asked, if
Eraoye=dvremoie, what does Eraoye roolitovmean? Kowovés B may
be said deruroisiv Tocobtor doov mowel kowavds A, but not Towdroy otoy.
The point is that the xowevel exchange gualitatively different pro-
ducts, :

While maintaining, then, that the present passage ought not to
be forced to mean more than it expresses—viz. that, as o oty
(¢.g. the seal) acts, s0 76 mdoyov (. g. the wax), qud Sexrcoy 7ov
eibovs, is affected by its action; while deprecating, therefore, the
attempt to reconcile the present passage withits context by making
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1138 8. 14. &raoye=drremote—against the evidence afforded by the representa-

tive passiges quoted above, in which (in de Aa. iii. 5 expressly) 7o
mowiy is presented as éwabés: while maintaining, in short, that the
passage before us has nothing to do with 6 dvrirerovbds or mutizal
action and passion, but only with the relation between the agent
considered simply as agent, and the patient considered simply as patient,
1 do not forget that the distinction of agent and patient is merely
a logical one (cf, Zheaet. 155 A), and that, in the concrete worlds of
nature and of art, the so-called patient, in receiving the impress of
_the so-called agent, becomes in turn the good of the ageni—that
which perfects the agent : thus, the artist gives form to the marble,
and the formed marble in return is the glory of the artist: the root
nourishes the leaf, and the leaf gives life to the root: each is for the
sake of each; each is both maker and thing made.

In opening these remarks I said that a scholastic note about the
relation between 76 wotody and 7o wdoyor is not entirely out of place
in a discussion of =6 demememorfés.” It is not entirely out of place,
inasmuch as the simple relation of oty to mdoyer is implied in the
double relation of rd drrimemopbévar: but it is so unnecessary that it
seems probable that we have to do with an interpolation here as
well as in v. 4. 12. Ramsauer, indeed (p. 319), regards the words
with as much suspicion here as in v. 4. 12. On one ground only
do I think that the genuineness of the words as they occur inv. 5. 9
may be plausibly maintained. It may be argued that the writer
wishes to show that t6 dvniremov@évar must be between érepos, and
that to do so he refers parenthetically to the simple relation between
wowotr and maoyor which according to de Gen. et Corr.i. 7. 323 b. 31
are v yéver pév Spoor kai Tabrd, 7o ¥ eider dvipowor kai évavtior: as if
he said—the parties to an d\Mayi, each of whom is a wewwr acting
upon the other as a wdoywy, must indeed belong to the same social
system of fellow-workers (rg yévee Guumos), but must be of different
trades (v eider dvdpaior), otherwise they could not act and react.
This is practically the line of interpretation followed by Mich.
Epht .

This defence of the genuineness of the words before us is, as

I have said, plausible; but I cannot attach much weight to it

! Mich. Eph. does not comment on the words before us when he comes to
¥. 5. 9. His note on v. 4. 12 however deals with them in connexion both with
76 Swopfurucdy Binmoy (the subject of their context in v. 4. 12}, and with
GAAagTikal wowwviar (the subject of their context in v. 5. 9).
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‘against the reasons which seem to me to make for their spurious- 1183 a.14.

ness here, as well as in ch. 4, § 12.

§§ 10-15.] Only things, or amounts of things, which are equal in a.19.

value, are normally exchangeable. There must therefore be some
means of comparing things, in order to ascerfain, in each case,
whether they are equal or unequal in value; and when they are
found to be unequal, there must be some means of equalising them,
In the first place, the unit product of A must be compared with the
unit product of B in respect of ‘cost of production’—ie. the
labour (including ability, risk, time, &c.) involved in the production
of each from beginning to end must be estimated, and the result of
the estimate, in each case, must be numerically expressed. Let the
cost of producing A's unit product ¢ and B’s unit product & be the
same. If B needs @ as much as A needs &, @ and & are of equal
value (for the purpose of the particular exchange), and may accord-
ingly be exchanged. But if A needs 4, while B does not need « at
all, or so much, what can A do? He must (were specal need the
“medium of exchange’) either fail to obtain J, or obtain it at a
ruinous cost; and, in conceivable circumstances, he might find
himsell compelled to obtain it even at such a cost. But the institu-
tion of money removes the difficulty by substituting gemeral need for
special need as ¢the medium of exchange” or ‘bond.” Although B
may not need @ at all, or so much as A needs 4, he afways needs
something equivalent fo @ as much as A needs &. A can always
obtain 4 from him in exchange for that amount of money which is
earned by labour equal to the labour required to produce &: for B,
although he does not need g, is always willing to take A’s money
made by selling @ to those who need it, because this money enables
him to obtain ¢, which he needs, from its producer, who, again,
may not need &, but is always willing to take B’s money, in order
to obtain for himself a, which he needs. Thus all men may be
said always to “ need’ equal sums of money equally ; but particular
products, though representing the same labeur, Ze. having the
same ‘natural value,” are often ‘needed unequally’: hence, if A needs
& very much, and B needs a very little, and A can procure & only
by getting B to take a certain amount of g, it is evident that the
result of exchange will be that A has too little in proportion to his
labour, and B too much. Under a system of mere barter every
transaction thus tends to result in inequality, But by means of a
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gystem of oéuBoha which entitle the bearer to anything he happens
to need, the fluctuating standard, dependent on the varying relation
between A’s need of the particular product & and B's need of the
particular product a, is superseded by the fixed standard consti-
tuted by the circumstance that A’s need of 4 is always equalled by
B’s need of something which he cannot obtain without the money
obtained by selling 4 to A. Money is a system of oipSole, or
tickets, enabling the bearer to get what he happens to need. These
cipfola being, in their higher denominations, of precious metal,
their number cannot, in a short time, be largely increased, and
therefore bears a tolerably constant relation to the sum-total of ex-
changeable products of indusiry existing at a given time. Thas
the various unit products come, according to the labour expended
upon them and the demand for them, to be associated with definite
parts of the sum-total of money existing in the community at
given time. In this way the value of each unit product is expressed
in money, and it becomes easy to compare as to value products
which seemed incomparable i —ndrra cvpBira 8¢ mos elva v éoriv
dayi (§ 10) . . . . Bel dpa &l Tun mdvra perpeioba . . .
T# pév d\yleia 7 xpela § mdvra ouvéyer (§ 11) . . . .

i o . ~ ’ ’ e a T A b r
adlvaroy Ta& TogotTov Giathéporta olpperpa yevéobar, mpis 8¢ Ty xpeluw

. roiTo & éori
TH pev odv aipfeie
evdéyerar ixavas (§ 14) . . . . olov § imd\haypa Tis xpelas T vopopa
yéyove kard ouwbpop (§ 1) .., . mdvra yap perpel, boTe kal THY
tmepoyiy kai T ENXenfuw (§ 10). Money, ar @ caleulus, makes it
easy to compare products ; but without this calculus it would still
have been possible to compare them roughly, by taking account of
the labour expended upon them. It would, however, be impossible
to exchange them fairly—indeed it would often be impossible to
exchange them at all—without money as @ sysfem of oipfola. It
is important to distinguish between these two functions of money—
(1) as supplying a calculus (perpeirar wdvra vopiopare § 15), and (2)
as guaranteeing the satisfaction of any need (ofov éyyunris juiv tmép
The pelhodans akhayijs, € viv updéy delrar, & égrar dv Senéy § 14). In
respect of both functions money is, as remarked above in note on
V. 2. 13, 4. 1, dn ever-present diorthotic judge preventing the unfair
distribution of the rewards of labour, which, on a system of barter,
would be inevitable—z.e. without the aid of the caleulus supplied by
money, men would only be able to compare products so roughly
that the exchange of them would, in most cases, result in one party
getting too much and -the other too little ; and without a system of
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ovpfohe, a producer would often be unable/ to dispose of his pro-
duet, or be obliged to dispose of it to someone who did not need it
much, and therefore made only an inadequate return for it. That
the writer of the Fifth Book himself thought of »dutrpa as a “dior-
thotic” agency seems, as was remarked in note on v. 2. £3, to be a
fair inference from the similarity of the terms in which he describes
its functions, with those in which he desecribes the function of the
Sikaoris : see F. V. v. 4.6. 1132 a. 18 5qq., and v. 5. 10. 1133 a.
19 £qq.

Rassow (#orsch. pp. 18, 19) believes that in §§ 10-16 the same
thought is repeated in three parallel passages, no one of which has
greater claims to be considered genuine than the other two have.
These passages, which he prints in parallel columns, are—

(1) § 10. 1133 2. 19 &6 . . . . 25 Eoar

(2) §§ 1114 1133 2. 25 8 , . . b. 14 paldos,

(3) 88 14-16. 1733 b. 14 w0 8T . . . 28 Khvar.

It is certainly true that §§ 1o—16 are full of repetitions. DBut
what is the character of these repetitions? They seem to me to be
various expressions of the thought—*there must be a fixed standard
of comparison,” and so far I agree with Rassow; but I differ from
him in thinking that each repetition, by its slightly altered form,
suggests a fresh point of view important in the doctrine of currency.
Thus in the first of Rassow’s parallel passages the train of thought
is—* products must be oupBiyrd: so there must be a péooy, 2.e.
one standard: this is »uorpe, which measures” In the second
passage the train of thought is — But what do we mean by saying
that wimopa becomes the standard of measurement? The true
standard i ypela: vémopa is its conventional representative: and
the advantages of having this conventional representative of ypela
are great: ypela itself is subject to great fluctuations, whereas its
representative is not; and, when sometimes the absence of xpela
would put a stop to business, the presence of the representative
guarantees its continuance—olov éyyunris o6 fuiv” Rassow’s third
passage is distinguished by the introduction of the term oigperpa—
¢ since véueopa 1S a pérpor, the things which it measures must be
otpperpa.  But how can things so different as corn and shoes have
a common measure ? Are they not heterogeneous? Qud useful,
and év ypeia, they are homogeneous: and wdmopa enables us
to compare and measure them in respect of their common quality
of usefulness’ I do not pretend that the repetitions (especially in

1133 a. 19.
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1133 a.10: the third passage) do not give reason for the suspicion that §§ 10~

a. 20,

a. 22.

16 have come down to us in a somewhat altered form; but I
maintain that new points arise in every passage in the midst of the
repetitions. I cannot therefore follow Jackson when he says
(p. 98) that ‘the chapter would gain in perspicuity if §§ 11-16
were rejected.” Probably the Fifth Book itself would gain in
perspicuity if half of it were rejected.  But it is not a question of
‘perspicuity.” If §§ 11-16 were rejected the discussion of cur-
rency would lack several highly important topies which are not
touched in § 1o, but are at least dealt with—whether perspicuously
or not is another question—in §§ 11-16.

§10. yiveral mos péooy wdvra yap petpel, BoTe Kal T Gwepoyhy
kol thy @hewwr] Mich. Eph. points the analogy between »duicua
and the Swaoris thus: xai épas émws & voplopara dviloyov éori 6
BikaaTi® b yap émi ob eravopbutixod dwalov 77 Tob SikaoTol peadryTe dyeva-
axoper maoor St dpehelr dmo Tol mheovékrov kal mpoolelvat 7o abunbévri
péoov yip wimTey 6 Sikactis Toi Glinkdros kal nduknpcvov, énoter duthorépop
s Omepoxty kai Ty Ehewfur dfAnr, oltws xivraiba i wapalises v
vouigpdrey, elpopey iy Tis olkius wpds T4 tmadiuara trepoyyt kakds dpa
elpnrer ot yiveral mes péoor to vipuopa. kavoy yap kai kpuripuor yiverar
THs dperns Tob olkoBiparos kai TOY Urodppdrwv, s kal 6 BkaoTys Tis

wAcoveflas ral pewovesias,

Tpodsiv] 7 e (given normal conditious of the
market) as the labour required for the production of the house
(this is what the writer means by oloddpos) is to the labour required
for the production of the pair of shoes, so must the number of
pairs of shoes be to unity—. e. to the one house. In other words

-~ r
Bet Tolvuv . . .

—the sum obtained from the sale of this number of pairs of shoes -

will be equal to the value of the house : or, when the shoemaker
comes forward with this sum, he is egual {o the builder and. can
deal with him, the drakoyla being as given by the writer of . M.
(i. 33. 1194 a. 13) @s & yewpyds 7@ oixedope, viTes 6 oikoddpos TG
yewpyo.

o § 11 € ydp . . . A adr] Without need there would be no

exchange at all ; with unequal need (e pj Gpoiws Séowro), exchange
would not be the same as it is—4. e unequal instead of equal
products would be exchanged. I doubt much whether 5 oix
adr), as the alternative of 7 otk €orar, can have directly the meaning
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which Ramsauer gives it—* Si aut nulla xpela fuerit, aut alterius
multo minor, cessaret commercium awf ad parilalem non perveniret
(oby % aim dAAayn).

dwdM\\aypo s xpetas] That which represents need as medium
of exchange : what Plato (Rep. 371 B) calls £luSohor s dM\ayis
Zvexa—a ticket received in view of future xpele, where there is
no present ypete,

xeté ourbfikny] ‘by agreement among men’—cf. é§ Imobéens
§ 15. '

871 of ploer BMN& vdpw dotl . . . dxpnoror] cf. Pol. 1. 3.1257 D.
8 kal yap rév mhodros malidiws Tiféact vopioparos whijbos, Sut o mept
robr’ elvar Ty yppatioTicy kal Tip kamyikiy,  Oré 8¢ mdkw Mijpos elvae
Soket o véope kal vépos mavramast, Guoe § oddey, &re peralepeveor Te
Tév ypopivey otdeds dlwy 08 xpioipoy mpos obbéy Tdv dvaykaiwy €ori,
kai vopioparos mhovrdv moM\dris dmophoer Tis dvaykalas Tpogils® Katror
dromov TowiToy €lvar mAolror of ebmopdy Nipg amoleirw, kabdwep kal Tov
Miday éketvor pufohoyotoe & wiju dmhnoriay The ebxns TATEY attd
ywopéver Tov maparibepévay ypuodr. It is only this or that particular
monetary system which is »éuw and can be changed and disused;
the institution of money itself is ¢ioe, just as speech is giger; 2. e
like speech, it is essential to the realisation of that wohurud) roweria
in which man attains his true ¢oos. With a system of barter, as
with a system of dumb signs, man could never have become
a mokirgs, but would have remained an isolated savage. And it is
easy to exaggerate the change which »duos or agreement can pro-
duce even in a given monetary system. Speaking generally, we
may say that agreement cannot supersede the precious metals. If
they are to be superseded, it will be, not by agreement, but by the
operation of a natural law, As things are, however, and have
always hitherto been, it is as ‘natural] 7. as nmecessary, that
standard coins should be made of a precious metal, as that knives
should be made of a hard metal. The statement éf’ juir morfoas
dxpnorov applies only to tokens made of a base metal, and to
paper. Gold and silver have ‘an intrinsic value * which cannot be
taken from them—the value which belongs to them as practically
the only materials of which standard coins can be made. They
have, of course, a further intrinsic value as materials of which
articles other than coins are made; but it is not going too far to

1133 a,27.

8. 29.

a. 30.
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say that if coins ceased to be made of them, they would cease to be
¢ précious’ metals. Since then a currency is necessary to that
mohirik) kowevia in which man realises his gdors, and since a cur-
rency must be based on the employment of the ¢ precious metals,’
we may say that money made of these metals is ¢ natural”’

§ 12. Zrau 8% . . . yeopyod] As the labour required for the
production of the more valuable unit stands to the labour required
for the production of the less valuable,-so must the number of the
less valuable units stand to unity. This will be a case of dvrimeror-
8ds, or reciprocal proportion, for the number of the less valuable
units will compensate for their qualitative inferiority. The Paraph.
Heliod. has—«eicfo 8 7ov yewpyor mpés Tov ckuréa Surhdoior Adyow
Exew, €orar 8 kai 6 oires Sirhdatos TH dflg THW vrodnpdrayt €l Tolpww
forar ds yewpyds mpds Tov okuréa, T& Ymobnpara mwpos T TpoRy i TOV
airoy, Sumhaciova rrar T4 tmodfuara Tob oirov, kal oirws fgovrar dfia
o0 irov. As we have seen, the writer of the M. 7. expresses the
proportion thus—és 6 yewpyds 7¢ olkoddue olrws & olkoddpos 1§ yewpyd
(i. 33. 1194 2. 13).

els oxfipa . . . loaopévor 8] T believe that this puzzling sentence
merely puts into other words what has already been said in § 8—
viz. that it must be settled éey‘on’ the exchange how many of Bs
qualitatively inferior units are equivalent to A's unit, the dvrarerovfis
xar’ dvakoylap, OT lodppomos d\hayn as the Paraph. Heliodorus calls
it, depending on this equivalence. Let A = oikodiuos, B = owvro-
Tépos, T'= oikla, A = imddyua. Since A:B :: T : A, the simple
aileves of distributive justice will be expressed by A4T : B+A ::
A : B, where A and B have the results of their industry (éxovor 7
adréw), and do not exchange (olk d\Adrrorrar). An exchange is
effected by oifevfis xara Sudperpow, but the oifeafise kava Gudperpor
must not be made till A (the gualitatively inferior unit) has been
multiplied to give a resultant equivalent to I': 7 ¢. the oulevés kara
Staperpor must not be made unless A and T, B and 4, are reciprocally
proportional magnitudes, thus—A : B :: A (lououéoy) : I. This
FlGenl ol (Ia’ﬂﬂ'-y..) : I' is the oxfpa 1ijs dvadoyias to which the terms
“must not be brought after the exchange (érar d\dfwyra)’ Z e. to
which they must be brought Jefor¢ the exchange, when A has still
his T, and B his A’s. It is only then that it is possible (by *the
higgling of the market”) to make A equal to T, and so to make A
and B loe. A and B having thus been made fcot, are rowarvoi, or

ar
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can exchange fairly. In other words, baving, first brought the 1133 b. 1.

terms to the dvaloyia A 1B 1: A (ivacpévor) : T, we may proceed,
through & A {fc’.) BT to the oulevfis kara Bmf.i.erpau A+ A (m’acr-—
pévav) ¢ B4T :: A : B. Bul if exchange take place without a
previous equalisation of A to I, and A get simple A (one pair of
shoes) and B get I (a house), A and B are placed in the position
of extremes, or dpa, in relation to the péror or Ioor which the
exchange has ignored; and of these dpa B ¢will have both
superiorities '—will have the advantage over A in the transaction
by the two parts mentioned in ch. 4, § 1o; for, A with his house
and B with his (say) 1ooo pairs of shoes beitig {oor, the house has
been taken from A and given. to B, who still practically retains all
his shoes—g9g. In fact, whenever an article is sold too cheap,
the buyer &et duorépas Tis Imepoyds—(r) that part of the article for
which he has not paid, and (2) the money which he ought to have
paid for that part. In this interpretation I have followed, in the
main, the lines laid down by Jackson, who starts from the view of
H. Richards ( fournal of Philology, 1872, iv. 150) that dugorépas
Tas 'urrepoxas is to be explained by reference to the duoi roirors
Umepéyee Bdrepor Of V. 4. To. 1132 4. 33.

The words before us, as thus explained, seem to state, in un-
necessarily obscure language, the obvious truth that wares must be
equalized Zefore they are exchanged : and I should have less con-
fidence than I have that they do not mean something more profound,
were it not for the circumstance that in Z7. V. ix. 1. §§ 8, ¢ 2 remark
to nearly the same effect is made in plain language. The question
there propounded is—When there is no previous Stopodoyia, who is
to fix the value of the return expected by the giver—the giver or
the receiver? The receiver; but he must make the value of the
return equal to what he valued the gift at defore ke got it—8ei &
iws ob TogoiTey Tpdy doov Eyovre Qaiverar dfwy, AN doov wpiv Eyen
éripa, He must put himself back in the position in which he would
have been if he had had to “ higgle in the market’ about the price
of the article.

The explanations offered by Mich, Eph. and Michelet on the
one hand, and by Grant and Peters on the other, both ignore the
reference to ch. 4. § 10 in duorépas ras imepoxds, and therefore; as
it seems to me, miss the writer's simple (though hidden) point,
Mich. Eph, says that if no previous equalization has taken place,
but the oixodduos gets a pair of shoes, and the xurels 3 house, eack

Hh
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of the ferms (as if he read édrepov), viz. olkoBdpos and oxvrens, will
exhibit both drepBohy. and & Newns (dugorépas Tas Dmepoyds)—the
elkofdpos exhibiting dmepfon gud superior producer and é\kewfns gud
receiving only one pair of shoes; the ekureds exhibiting ?M\er.ﬂffs
gud inferior producer and imepBody gud receiving 2 house. His
words are: 7 twepox Aéyerar kal éml Tis UmepSohijs kai éMhelfrews” kal
&os cori Néyewr eis TmepBohny €868y atrd molhd® kal Eumalw eis vmep-
Boljp €860y alre oNiya. «kal s UmepBolip 88 mhovaios éoTi kai ad
els TmepBolip 8¢ wéms, loov Néyorres 16 Aav éyer 8l ypiuara molAd,
kai Mav 88¢ Shiya. kai 76 péy Tijs Aéfews rorovror” § 8¢ Néyer Towbrar v €.
rds dvaloylus TV Texmrdy kal Tdy Epyov i épyalovrar bel wowy wpo Tob
d\Adfacbar kard Tov Dpnynpévor Tpdmov, ywopéms yiap Tijs dvaloyias
7pd ris @\hayis, perd 8¢ roiro Tijs dvrallayis, forar § dvridoois kal 7
a\hayy Ion kol Swaln. kat €s 70 oxfpe tis drahoylas cimxﬂfm'erm o
elvar Gs 6 olxoddpos mpos Tov gxvrotdpov, olrws & oikoldpos perd Tis
oiklas mpos ToV oruréa perd TAY tmodnudrov, bs ydp Umepéyer O yewpyos
700 OkuTéws, obTw Kal 6 Yyewpyds perd Tol oitov, 7ol oxuTéws perd TOV
imobnpdroy, mpd Ths d\Nayfs Onlovire, kal Sl Ty TowaiTyy dmodTnTa
Tis ollas mpds T& Ywodipara loachivar. ivaclicerar O olrws. eémel yap
8irh\7 éoriv 7 olkla Tév Drodnpdroy, dv Sirhaciacl) Ta éiroﬁﬁpara,‘ 8" dvra
kal yémrar 8, forar 8§ wodjpare ioa T olkig® kal ovrms"rqs m'c:‘rr}ﬂ\)s
yeyorvlas el Mpjrerar & peév oixodpos Ta & imoquara, kal 6 okurels Ty
olklay, Zorar 6 olkoddpos pera Tov 8 tmolnpdrov toos TG crurel perd Tis
oixiag; énel yap Bia jp 1iis oiklas mpds T& dmoBjpara mepoyiy éheyero &
olkaddpos imepéxew Tob akutéws, loagférror Tar trolnpdrey Tj oixig, foral
é olkoddpos ivas T4 oxvrelr Tois B¢ Toow loa éiw mpooredy, 7a éha iva
Zorar efy &v kal 6 olkoddpos pert Tév Dmolnpdrey iTos TG OKUTEL peTd THS
olxias, 8¢l oy dmolw mpd Tijs dA\ayis woweiofar Ty dvaloyiav, kai lodew
8 adris t& Tov Texmrav épya € 8 py dudorépas Efer Tas Imepoyds’
rovréoTiy, el B¢ dmhds kai ywpls dvaloylas dMAdfovrar, ékdrepa TEV dxpwy,
#row § oikoBdpos kal & orurels, dporépas Eer Tas dmepoyds’ &v yap iy &
olkobdpos T4 (3 Urodjpara, €oTar pév imepéxoy bs oikaiduos, Tmepexopevos

¢ 5 Fooie 5
82 ki Mheimov bs ta B twodipara Exer® ral 6 orvrels dpoiws’ ws pen

A \ | L3 s [
- grutels éNheimwy kul tmepexduevos, ws 0 Exwy Ty oikiav Umepéxwy. DUTE

Totls ohras GmAds SphovdT AAAacoopévovs, pdraior éoTl perd THY dAlaymy
wepioba els oxipa dyew draloytas, kal of pdvoy pdraoy dAha xal:iﬁﬁviz-
Tov' ob yip Suvardy ént tie d\hayis Tijs Biya dvaloylas yeyovvias ewar: s
6 olxoBdpos wpds Tov owxvréa, olrws & olkeddpos perd Toy B :'.-rroﬁm.r.arm_v
mpos Toy oxuréa perd Tis olkias, S Ty Tdv d\Nagoopévey dyworyTa. 31:1
8¢ dlvarae lvacipa Té imodipare mf olkig, eipnrai. 8k yap T@v vouopd-
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Twy, § d\hov Twds.  Michelet follows Mich. Eph. Grant’s view is 1133 b. 1.

different. He says—*After an exchange has been made, or, in
short, after the price of an article has once been expressed in
money, it is no longer the time to talk of “the quality of labour,”
or for either side to claim an advantage on this account. If he
did he would have “both superiorities” reckoned to him, 7 e his
own superiority over the other producer, and the superiority of
his product ¢>or that of the other. . . . &ra dM\dfwrrar can mean
nothing else than “when they Aave exchanged”, érar with the
aorist implying a completed act. It seems unnecessary to say
that the value of a thing is not to be settled after it is sold. Rather
it is after the goods have come to market, and had a market price
put upon them, that considerations of their production must
cease, The expression, therefore, is not clear, but the above
interpretation seems the most natural that can be given of the
passage. . . . “Both the superiorities” must be those named or
implied in §§ 8-1o, the superiority of the one product over the
other, and the superiority of the one producer over the other.’
Peters follows Grant in esplaining dugporépas Zer ris Smepoyds 7o
érepov dkpov 10 mean that ‘one of the two parties would get both
the advantages—. e. have his superiority counted twice over. His
(¢-g- the husbandman’s) superiority over the other party (the
shoemaker) has been already taken into account in fixing the
price of a quarter of corn as equal to three pairs of shoes: this
is one advantage which is fairly his; but it would be plainly unfair
if, at the time of exchange, the husbandman were to demand 5OS.
worth of shoes for 25¢. worth of corn, on the ground that he was

twice as good a man: ¢f. Munro, Journal of Classical and Sacred
Plilology, vol. L.’

od et . . . el 8¢ pn] for this construction of. de Gen. ef Corr, i.
4. 319 b 23.

€l 8¢ p) . . . dxpov] Grant, Jackson, Susemihl, and Bywater treat
these words as parenthetical, remove Bekker’s full stop after arpov, .
and place a full stop after atraw b. 3 instead of Bekker's commia.
I do not think that it makes much difference whether we accept
this or Bekker's punctuation. In any case, drav d\\dfwprac and
oray éywoy are contrasted, and aim ¥ loéms is that of A made
equal to (loaopévor) I. While A and B still retain their re-
spective I' and 4, they are in a position to determine how many

Hh2 '
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468 BOOK V: CHAP. 5: §§ 12, 13,

A’s shall be held equal to T, 7. e they can make themselves (ad foc)
oo, for as the Schol. puts it-—émei dud mp 1ijs cixtas wpbde v dmabnpara
tmepoyiy é\éyero & oixobipos Imepéyew Tod oxvréws, ivaoliviey ToV
Yrobnudrov 4 olkia oTaw 6 olkoddpos ivos TG TKuTEL Having made
themselves oo in this way, they can become xoweovoi in a mutually
satisfactory ai\aya.

§18. dowep . . . . ekayoyir]| Bekker follows Kb in reading éfayoyms:
With éfayoyis the construction is—éomep (s¢. d\hdrrovrar) frav ob
&yer abrds Sépral Tis oiov oivou, Bibovres (so. olvov) alrov éfaywyis—
«giving wine in return for the privilege of exporting corn.
Jackson, reading éfayeyir, objects to cfeywygs on two grounds,
(1) because the separation of the words oior oivev from &eddvres,
which éfayoeyiis involves, complicates the senténce unnecessarily,
and (2) because ‘the weight as well as the bulk of the MS. authority
is against ¢faywyis 1 'Efayayir is certainly the easier reading : but a
difficult reading given by Kb alone comes with great weight. Amn
original éfaywyss would inevitably be changed into éfaywyf, as
soon as a scribe, aware that éfayeyn does not mean “a carge,” but
“ the privilege of exporting,” and that therefore éfaywyjs counld not
be the partitive genitive, took olov oivov with 8cddvres instead of with
of Exev-abrds dépral wis.  On the whole, I am not willing to reject
éEaywyns without secruple, though, of course, the circumstance that
dibvar efaywyny is a regular phrase is in favour of reading éfaywyny
as the object of Suldvres. ’Efaywyn is “the privilege of exporting’
see Isocrates, 7rapez. 370 b. d€iwor 8¢ kat Zaripov (Satyrus I, king of
Bosporus B.c. 407-393) kal Tod marpbs évfupnbivar, ol mdvra Tov
xpovor mepi mhAeigrov @y EXAquov pds mowolurar, rai mollakis 40y S
andvy oiroy T iy E\\ev dumdpoy vabls kevis kméumovres, Dy ebayoyiy
Zocar. It is doubtless this Black Sea trade which the writer of
the Fifth Book has in his mind here.

The plural ddévres, which ‘belongs grammatically to both the
parties concerned, whereas in sense it refers only to one of them
(Jackson), need not surprise us”.

3€l dpa Todro loacdirar] roiro is the inequality of the oiros and
ofves which must be equalised.

1 Pr, Kt seems to stand alone with éfaywyfis: CCC has éayuypv—one of
the few cases in which it varies from K in the Fifth Book.

2 This note on 1133 b. 8 was written before the publication of Bywater's
Contributions (see p. 46), and is printed withont alteration. Bywater supposes
that igaywyfs represents a blunder—é¢ dywyis, and (to account for BiBdvres)
suspects a lacuna between the tywo halves of the passage..

1
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§ 14. &yyuqris] The xpela which whuopa represents is the 1133 b.12.

abiding need of something, as distinguished from the fluctuating
need of #is particular thing: see the Paraph. Heliodorus—énei 8¢
molddkes 6 pev yewpyas Osirar Tob Epyov Tob Tékrovos, & B¢ rékraov ol
deiras 708 yewpyixod, fva T& dA\Xdypara kal ai koweviar pndé Tore kwlwyvrar,
waperihln 6 vopopa  kal tovre &bols & yewpyds TG Terrow, AapBdver
wap’ éxeivov & éxelvou Epyort b Y 7o whuopa kebiwep éyynTis éore wpos
Tov TékTova, 4T émeadiy Thy Tou yewpykot Bendy, 8 alrod Aprerar mapd
Tab yewpyod &y év ypela karéorn.  ral oire kdvraifa Sid Ty péN\ovoaw
Tab rékrovoy ypelay § d\hay sat §) kowwevia yivera. Kol 76 véjLiopa
Burdper EoTL ThvTO oxebov dv Beltal ExaaTos. ;

3et yap Tobro d)épawl't elvar haBeiv] Rassow (Forsch. p. 94)

sugrests ael y&p TotTo t‘f)e’pow& Eorar Aafeiv.

whOYEL . 0 . . p.émlv paM\ov] Money is affected in the same way b. 13.

as other commodities are®, but not to the same extent—r, e. it
fluctuates in value as the demand for it, or need of it, is greater or
less. Its natural tendency, however, is to fluctuate less in value
than other commeodities. Mich. Eph. has the following note—mdre
Suvarar @hetov TO voutopa 7 ware fhartov i) oUdév; § ¥ pév rals ebly-
velus woAv Ouvaral, €v 8¢ Tals ayay cwobeiwms kat doplats mdvTav TéHY
kapndy oUdév; oblels yap TV Eydrrev oiroy w) dprobvra éavrd kal Tols
Savrol drral\dogew Tére mpobupetrar, In a passage very similar to
the above the Paraph. Heliodorus expressly gives as the reason
why vépiope is more stable in value than other commodities, the
fact that it is duwdper mdvra oxeddy &y Seirar éxacros. It Tepresents
the ever-present need of something as distinguished from the
passing need of this thing. Accordingly, so long as the relation
between the quantity of exchangeable commodities and the
quantity of réuopa in the community remains pretty constant, the
value of a given piece of money does not fluctuate seriously.
Mich. Eph. and thé Paraph., it will be observed, allude only to

- variations in the quantity of exchangeable commodities, apparently

assuming that variations in the quantity of »iwope may be
neglected. These latter variations, however, are far more serious
than might at first be supposed. Under the conditions of modern
trade, sudden rises and falls in what is really the quantity of vépopa

L Bywater (Contributions p. 46) suspects 10 adré as an alternative reading for

TobTo, and suggests that wradxﬂ may be taken absolutely=*is subject to medi-
fication or change.’ :
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1133 b.18. in the community take place to such an extent that, had they come

within the observation of the sceptical Greek, they must have made
the plausible Afpos 76 vdmopa seem more plausible than ever.
Under the conditions of modern trade the tolerably constant
quantity of visible tangible money (which the ancients regarded
exclusively) is increased by a singularly fluctuating quantity of
invisible intangible money—=z.e. by Credif, which now swells to
enormous proportions, and raises all prices, 7 ¢ diminishes the
value of a given standard coin, now contracts, and lowers all prices,
leaving the holders of standard coins in possession of the field—
Z.e. with coins of augmented value, ¢In consequence of changes
in credit alone,’ says Giffen ( Escays in Finance, p. 294), ‘ the service-
ableness of the same quantity of money varies indefinitely in
comparatively short periods; the scale of prices is in constant
oscillation; no conceivable changes in the quantity of_ money itself
could at all have the effects which are constantly being produced
by changes in credit alone.” ‘When credit is good all prices
tise, that is, the standard depreciates in value’ (p. 200).

o r 3 - ¥
4 oons oupperplas] Cf. Plato, Zaws 918 B més yip odx ebepyérns
was bs v obolay yppudrov ovrwaveiv dotpperpor odoar kal avdpador
i : i s 5
opaliy Te kai otpperpov dmepydlerar; roiro Huiv Xpn Qdvar kal T Tob
j i
voptopares duepyaleafar Sbyapw, kal Tov Epmopoy émi rolirey rerayfar et
2 -
Aéyew” kal puoboris kal mavdoxeds kai d\ha, Td péy eloxppovéoTepa, TG O
k] - - -~
aoxypovéorepa yryvopeva, Tobrd ye wdvra Sdvarar, maow émikovpiay Tais
Xpetais ébevmropety kat duakdrnTa Tais obaiars,

0 p&v obv dAnbela . . . ixavds] Things so different as wine and
corn are not commensurable in the strict sense of the term, for
they are not homogeneous in the strict sense: pracsically, however
(cvdéxerar ixavas), they are commensurable, because practically
homogeneous—. e. homogeneous as being fo/% useful. Money is
the measure of their common usefulness: see Mich. Eph. i pév
oby aknfeig abivaroy t& rogoiror diaéporra, ciuperpa yevéuBus, el Kuplos
Olpperpa Ta Spoyevi Stvarra yevéalar, ofow dpuol dpibjois, xal HeyEdn
peyélear Ta dn’ aXMhev Togotroy Sreordra, ddlvaror aouperpa yevéchar T
yip ovpperpa kows popiy karaperpotyrat, dptuot dpibud, Té peyeln peyeler
70 8¢ popopa otk Eome pdpuy Tiw év T dAhayi® ofre yip Tév bmednudray
€ari pdpiov, olire Tob eivov* fv yap dr 4 ofwes % Umdbnpa. olre dAhov
oldevds” yiverar 8¢ pérpov tis kavd Ty ypelav airév cupperplas—7. ¢

money measures them both gu# needed or useful: being needed
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or useful is their common quality. Cf. also Acciaiolus ad loc.— 1183 b. 18.

¢ Res quae sunt diversorum generum et rationum non videntur men-
surari posse ex parte naturae (only ex instituto hominum), quia

.mensura debet esse de genere eorum quae mensurantur ; ut quan-

titas continua mensuratur quantitate continua, non discreta. Nam
si res per mensuram debent mensurari, habere debent illam men-
suram quae fit pars illarum rerum. Quare nummus ipse medius
cadit inter res mensurandas propter indigentiam: quia imponitur
pretium alteri rei, et sic etiam alteri, et in nummo et pretio con-
veniunt, et hoc pacto ex instituto est nummus quodammodo
mensura.’
§ 15.] & imobéoens] 7. e. xara owbikyy, § 11.

# ioov] ‘that is, equal to”

b. 21,

b. 24.

§ 16.] For the history of exchange see Pl i. 3. 1257, 8. 6-41. b. 26.

The passage ends with—£evikwrépas yap yevouérns tijs }301}65:’&9; o BE
dvdykns % Tob voploparos émopioln xpiots ol yap elBdoraxroy exlzw*roy
rov kart Qlow dvayraiwy' B0 mpds Tas dMhayas rowoirde Tv ovvébevro
mpds opas atrovs &uldvar kai hapfBdvew, & Téw xpyoilpwy alre by ei.';xz ”1':‘;::
xpelar ebueraxeipirroy mpds T8 (i, olov cibnpos kai dpyvpos chr. e:. n.
Totiror Erepoy, 6 pév mpator dnhds Spuobiv peyéle kal orabud, To 8¢
reevraior xai yapaktipa émiBaldvray, W dmohioy Tis perpnoews avTovs’
$ yip xapaktip €réfy Tot mocol onusior.

2

wpiv 10 vépiopa elvar] Bywater (Contrib. p. 47) suggests mpiv i)
70 vopopa ABein,

~ §17. % Bucawompayla] ‘doing justice,” Peters. The man who
¢ does justice,” as judge, strikes the mean between the position of
the party who injures and the position of the party who is injured;
and, in his private capacity, neither injures other people, nor allows
himself to be injured by them—i Swxarompayia péoov éori Tov adixeir
<& gdikeicdar, At the end of next § 1134 2. 12, however, we have
0% 8¢ adukfiparos 7o pév E\arrov dduksiobul éort, TO 8¢ peifow v6 abuety,
from which it would seem that in the passage before us dwaiompayypa
might have been used instead of dwatompayia.

4 8¢ Swkasoolim . . . Expwv] Rassow (Forsch. 61) seems to be
right in preferring the reading adopted by Susemihl and Bywater
to Bekker's § 8¢ Swarooivy peodrns éotiv ol tow abriv Tpémov Tais

mporepoy dperats, k..M.

b. 30.

b. 32.
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1183 b.32. - The Paraph. Heliodorus explains the sentence as follows—edl

7 bwatoolvy peodrns oty od Tér alréw Tpowor Tals mporépals dperals
Tou péy yap @Awv dperév &edory péon éori 8o xawibw ™ péy Hmwep-
Bakkovoa s 8¢ éNheimovoa’ % pév yap oeppoatin perald Tis Hhbibryros
rai Ty dkohacias éoriv 1 8¢ dvdpla perald tis deiklas xal tijs Opaaimyros,
kai ai d\haw dpolws’ § 8¢ Sikatooivy oix et map® éxdrepa o kaxlas als
dvrikeital, dARG povy 15 ddilg dvrikewrar péan &€ éory, éri Ths dbilas
dvgdmra erayoions, T loov alry Gjrel kai rolrov éori TOLTIK]. O
& toov péoor éori Toi pelfovos kal Tob ehdrrovns, xkat 81& Tobro alTh pév
peadTys éoriv: 7 8¢ dBuda dxpdrys, &ri vév dkpwy dorl.  Mich, Eph. has
a note to the same effect—viz. that every one of the other virtues
has two vices contrary to it, but Justice has only one vice (ddiia),
and this one vice, he explains, fewpeirar év 7§ dbikolyTe Kal dbtkovpeve,
@y & pév adidy éotiv 6 16 wAlow éxou, 6 8 abwobperos & 70 Eharrov.
This is not correct, for the & of ddwia, of which he is speaking,
is not seen in the ddwotperos at all, but in the adwar, who manifests
himself in acts both of mepBoAf and of &ANewrs—in taking too
much good and too little evil as his own share; and, where his
own share is not involved, in assigning to other people too much
or too little good or evil. Peters, who follows the Par. and Mich.
Eph., translates—¢ We sce also that the virtue justice is moderation
[or a mode of observing the mean], but not quite in the same way
* as the other virtues hitherto spoken of. It does indeed observe a
mean, but both the extremes fall under the single vice of injustice "—
and in a note he adds the following explanation—* whereas in
other fields the two extremes are chosen by different and opposite
characters (e. . the cowardly and the foolhardy), the unjust man
chooses both, too much good to himself and too little to his neigh-
bour’, too little evil to himself and tco much to his neighbour, too
much good to his partisan and too little to his opponent. Ac-
cording to this view, then, of the passage before us, the point is in
the words 5 8¢ aduia rér drpav: ‘justice is not a pecdtys in quite the
same way as the other virtues are peoémres, because, although “it
does indeed observe a mean,” “josh the extremes Sall under the
single vice of injustice”” Is it this alone that constitutes the dif-
ference? 1 think not. The chief point of difference, as it seems
to me, is marked by the words &r: pésov éoriv, and a difference of
* “Too much good to himself’ and ‘ton little to his neighbour’ are only

verbally two. The one thing which he does in all casés is to choose too
much good to himself at the expense of other people.’
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merely secondary importance is constituted by the fact that ¢both 1133's.32.

the extremes fall under the single vice of injustice.” That the
stress is upon &re péoov éoriv is plain from the words imepBody kal
E\hetyjus 7 abicin, 811 GmepPolfjs kol eNhelfeds éomv in § 185 7e Bi-
katooivy IS a peodrns because Tod péoov éarl, just as ddiwxia Is dmepSoly
and @\ewpis because imepBolis xat éMheiyredss ori. That ddila dmep-
BoAfs kal éAheifreds éort (2.e. apdorépur Tév dxpwr éorl) is another,
and, I think, subordinate point of difference.
~ In what sense, then, can &wawciyy be said rob péoov elvar in
which (}vﬁpﬂ’a is not? The glOSS rovrégrir loov which some MSS.
read after rot péoov éoriy, and Mich. Eph. recognises, seems to me
to answer this question. All the virtues, dwawoivy included, are
indeed pegdryres mepl mdfy rat wpafes, 7. e. they are peodryres in the
sense of being perpioryres—phases of man’s adaptation to a difficult
social environment; but Swkawoctuy is a pesdrps also in a more
literal sense of the term, in as much as it realiscs itself in a
definitely measurable external péoow, 7. e. in the choice of that which
is objectively foov. Justice (the writer confines himself here to
Particular Justice) is that one of the virtues which is concerned
with the fwor as distinguished from the other »dpupa. The just man
is péoos in a sense in which the cadper e. g. is not péoos—. ¢, he is
péoos kail toos. There is nothing, in short, in the passage before
us, which is not implied in the division of 76 dikawr into 6 vépipor
and 76 oor. '
I take it then that the meaning which the writer wishes to convey
is that the peodrps Particular Justice differs from the other virtuous
peaémres (1) in realising itself in the production of that to which,
as péoor Or Ioov, a definite numerical value can be assigned; and
(2) in having (nominally) only one évarria raxiu—dduia Or ‘un-
fairness,” productive of objective measurable inequality: but surely

_this does not amount to a virtual admission, that ‘the original

theory of dperf as a peadrys is a failure so far as justice is concerned’

- (Jackson, p. 100}, If there is any hesitation in the present passage

about applying the term peaéms to Sixatoovrn, the same hesitation exists
about applying it to dpers) generally ; for in Z. V. ii. 6. 13 we read
peadis s dpa éorly 9 dperd), oToygaoTik] ye olion Tob péoou. Justice,
equally with the other moral dperai, is a é&is mpomperin} év peodryTi
oboa—a habit of regulating conduct by reason in the midst of
temptations held out by the sensibility. It is the regulation of
those feelings which, if unregulated, lead 2 man to act wrongly
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in relation to property, as cwgposivy is the regulation of those
which, if unregulated, lead him to act wrongly in relation to bodily
pleasure, The cégper does what is objectively right in circum-
stances which are such that we cannot test the rightness of his
acts by exact measurement (cf. iv. 5. 13 od yip fddioy Sewopicar 7o
7os kal Tig k. . . . v yhp Tols kall Eéxacra kdv Th alcbioe ) kpleoes);
whereas the dikaos does what is objectively right in circumstances
which allow us generally to test the rightness of his acts by figures.
His action, in short, produces an{cor—a quantitative result—which
may be calculated beforehand. Awaweiv is a peodrns (or mode
of adaptation to the social environment) manifesting itself externally
in acts of measurably equal division; codpocivy is a peodrys (or
mode of adaptation to social environment) manifesting itself in
acts the rightness of which can be judged only by the qualitative
test of alofposs (iv. 5. 13, ii. 9. 8). The recognition of this
difference surely does not amount to a virtual admission that  the
original theory of dper) as a peodrs is a failure so far as justice is
concerned.’ If narrow technical ground be taken, and it be urged
that Swatootvy is NOt & peadrs in the true sense because it has only
one extreme, adiia, it may be answered that, although the possibility
of pewvebia as the contrary of wheovefia is perhaps excluded by the
result reached in chaplers ¢ and 11 of this Book, vet two kinds of
unfairness to other people may be logically distinguished—that of
giving strangers (from whom one has nothing to expect) too little,
and that of giving friends (from whom one has expectations) too
much, and that the one or the other of these kinds of unfairness
may be specially characteristic of a given #dwos.

It remains to notice Grant’s view. He says—* Justice is a mean
state or balance in a different sense from the other virtues. It is
not a balance in the mind, but rather the will to comply with what
society and circumstances pronounce to be fair (zod péeou éoriv).
Justice, according to this view, is compliance with an external
standard, While in courage, temperance, and the like, there is
2 blooming of the individual character, cach man being a law to
himself, in justice there is an abnegation of individuality, in
obedience to a standard which is one and the same for all. It
must be remembered that the account of émeixea in this book
supplements that of justice and takes off from its otherwise over-
legal character.’ :

_ I think that the habit of justice is as truly ‘a balance in. the
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mind’ as the other virtuous habits are—z. e, it is one of the modes 1183 b. 32.

in which the civilised man-has learnt to control his sensibility, in
the interest of the System of Life which Reason presents to him.
Inasmuch as this System is an objective order of things, it is “an
external standard,’ to which the omovduios, not merely gud 8ixatos,
but gwd possessing the other virtues, conforms himself. In con-
forming himself, whether as cégpwr, or as dudpeios, or as Sixatos, (0
the objective standard of Reason, he ‘is a law to himself;’ because
he realises his true self in so doing: and the only ‘abnega-
tion of individuality” to which he submits (and he submits to it gz{ri'.
addper OT dvdpeios as well as gud dixatos) is the abnegation -o.f his
merely sensitive nature. His true ‘individuality —his r@tlorl.al
nature, he cannot abnegate. Finally, it is very misleading to dis-
tinguish the standard of justice, as ‘ one and the same for all, fro.m
that of temperance or courage. The standard of the Noble Life
is an indivisible whole, one and the same for all men who have the
eye of Reason to see it clearly. Each of two good men who are
friends is a &repos airds to the other. Both live up to one and the
same objective standard, and, in living up to it, are a law to them-
selves.

kard wpoalpeory| See note on V. I. 3.

§18. i ¥ abikla Todvavrior Toi ddikou] Ze. §) & ddwia rotvarrior a. 6.

~ Inr
éori kall v & dkos NéyeTar mpakTikds Kard wpoaipeoty Tob dixov.

ém 8¢ 1dv @y . . . Eruger] ¢ Where other people are concerned a. 11.

(7. e. where the unjust man himself as 8iavéuwv does not take a s:hare),
although the result, as a whole, is the same (7. .the 'violatlon .Of
proportion), the way in which the proportion is violated (2 e.
whether the unjust man gives A or B the unfair advantage) is
a matter of chance] Here, in accordance with the doctrine of v.
chapters 9 and 11, the writer assumes that pewovefiac—the habit
of accepting less than one’s due—does not exist (see note_ on
¥. 1.9, b. 1). Ithink that it has as much right to formal recognition
as the equally obscure dvawwfyota of Z. V. il 11. 7.

100 9¢ aBikAparos . . . peilov 10 ddwkelv] The result of inj.ustice 8.
(ré ddiknua) is an unequal division, wherein the part \fvhit.:h. 1s‘ to;::
small is ¢ being injured,” and the part which is too large is ‘ injuring.
There is no reference here, as some commentalors seem to .thin‘k, :
to the question, whether aduweiy or ddueiofue is the greafer evil, dis-:

1134 a. 2,



1134 .12, cussed in v. 11, §§ 5 and 8. The writer here simply analyses the
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formal content of the notion ddiypa, as he has analysed in § 14
that of the notion Seatompayia.

CHAPTER VI

ARGUMENT.

Bt & man may perform an acl which is unjust without being unjust him-
self. By what mark, then, shail we Frow the acts whick siamp the man wha
performs them as unjusl ? There is 50 distinguishing mark attaching to the
acts.  The acts are owlwardly the same of the man who yields {0 a sudden
Passion, and of the man whe deliberately chovses ; and yet the latter is and the
Jormey @5 jot fan wnjust man® * ¢ % % % = e Gl
Bt e wnast vemember that hitherte we have descrived. Justice in the abstract
only, and that we have fo complete our account by saying somelhing about
Justice as concretely realised in the state—ciil Justice.
Cozil justice 3 the bomd which unites, in o common life, persons who are
Jree and equal.  This common life @5 its own end, or self-suficiont. It fs
regulated 1ot from without, but by the inner Brivciple of its ewn nature— F o,
Conformily with law, then, s civil Justice.  Bud where there is law and fastice,
we, as @ matter of Jact, find also ingusiice. We Sfind that tndividuals tend fo
Seek thetr own private good, and must be restrained by the law of their common
{fe.  Accordingly we do not ollow the individieal as such to riile, for le would
become @ tyrant ; but we set the inw or the constitution over the ruler, making
Adme thus the cuardian of justice and equality ; Srving khim, koweper, a recom-
pense wn Lhe form of honour and Privilege, lest, being but human, he should
say—- What am I profited if T am just and do not take advantage of my
Posilivie i give wryself more than my share of good things?'  Indeed there arve
ratlers who are mot satisfied with all the honour and Privilege that can fe
bestowed upon them, but, becoming tyrants, recom perese themselves for thetr
Lroudle by more solid advantages af the expense of thetr subjects,
" Between these who are wot free amd equal persons associated in a common-
wealll yegulated by the law of #s own consiitution, the velations ave * jusi’ oaly
i @ melapharical sense.  Thus it is only in a mctaphorical sense that we can
speak of *justice’ in the relation Subsisting betweesn (1) husband and 2wife, (2}
Juther and child, (3) master and slove. These velations are characterised by the.
power of the paterfamilias over his own, nor by the unanimity of independsit

. pesens.  The welation Defween husband ond wi e, however, vesembies that

1134 a.17.

betrocen fellow-citizens move nearly thaw do the relations befucen father and
child and between master and siave,

$8 1, 2] I believe, with Rassow (p. 38). Jackson (p. xvii, &c.),
and Ramsauer that these sections are foreign to the present
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context; but I do not venture to designate any other context 1134 a.17,

in the Fifth Book as their original locus. They certainly refer
to a subject which is discussed in chapter 8; but.this does not
seem to me to warrant Jackson's insertion of them in § 8 .af t}’lat
chapter after 8d@y : for why should it be assumed t‘hgt, being in-
terpolated where we now find them, they belong originally to the
Fifth Book at all? It is often tolerably safe to say tha:t a passage
is an interpolation ; but almost always unsafe to assign it to another
locus. The student may refer to Rassow (#orsck. pp. 35 &c.) for
an excellent examination of the various views which have been
advanced concerning the locus of the sections before us. He
regards the examination of these views as princil?ally usefgl i
showing ® wie wenig wir im Stande sind mit Sicherheit zu urtheilen
—a valuable lesson, where ‘dislocations in the text® are cons
cerned.

The passage before us, then, is best regarded as a fragment. : It
may be paraphrased as follows—* Since ohe may perform an unjust -
act, and yet not be an unjust man, by what mark shall we know,
under the various categories of crime, those unjust acts, the per-
formance of which is, of itself, sufficient to stamp the agent as
an unjust man in this or that respect—as 4 thief e.g., or an
adulterer, or a robber? = Surely the criterion is not to lfoe found
in the acfs. Two men may perform, from different motives, acts
which are externally indistinguishable. One man may steal under
the influence of a pressing, but transitory, feeling; the oth(.ar from
deliberate choice. The former is not a thief; the latter is: but
their ac/s are indistinguishable.’

On the words # oire peév otdév Swioe which are equivalen_t. to
7 kard pév tas mpifers otdév Swiver Mich, Eph. has the‘follmvfng:
note ;—iw br cadpeorépa 5 Aéfrs €l olrw wis elyer: émel &ﬁfmrw.m:a 50‘1':
T K\énrew T& poiyetew o moprevew 70 leporulay kai &:r?\_&:: :n‘m:ra as
mapdvopa, Toia éx Tolrwv mpdrrey Tis abikei, kal wola Gpolws ov:f aﬁe:cer.;
elol yap Twd ddika & mpdrTel péy Tis, dbikos 8¢ odr ol ﬂf’is 81;3 TobTO i .
67 OUK €is Ty mpabw drockonmolyTes Ta wpaypara kpivopew, dA)’ eis 14 of
Eveka. 6 yap ToU pawwopévou Ty pdyarpav khélras pel fs 'e'pe)\he:r e‘a:m‘w
dvelew, Eherer pev, K\érmys 8 ol éome, ANAG padhor geTip kal ewpyemf!
obde poryos 6 Ty whoveiay Swaplelpas émbopie ypnpdrev, &?\J\.&, qﬁc?\?xp:;.-s_
paros. épwtioas 8) 6 moin adikjupara adicdy, ddikos foTiv, m:mxpwe‘rm
Xéymr‘ ij olrw pév obdév Bioloer; Eoru 8¢ & Néyer. olto 'uél’. B‘X:‘ s
Biopiopol Aeyduevor, ddfeiey Gy pnlepiay Exew .Bm(;)opziv_l, alha mavra Tov
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1184 a. 17. abtkor T¢ mparTovTa €06V kai dowcoy elvar,

a. 20,
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a. 23.

478 BOOK V: CHAP. 6: § 1-3:

el 8¢ Tis émBhémer eis 16 TéNOS
kal ob éveka mouet 16 abikoy, elpfoer moNNovs dbwa pév mpdrrovras, ddikovs
8¢ pn dvras.

Rassow (Lorsch. p. 37) supposes, with Muretus, that some words
have fallen out after Sioloer, because *In dem mit ydp angefiipten
Beispiele wird ndmlich nicht, wie man erwarten sollte, angegeben,
worin. der ddwér dem ddwos gleich, sondern worin er von ithm
verschieden ist.” Muretus (p. 430) restores the clause thus—
7 oitw pév obdéy dwloen, émBhémovre 8¢ els 16 of évexa Boloer, and
suggests that the repeated Sisive: occasioned the omission. I do
not think that it is necessary to suppose an omission. The words
xai yap v cvyyévorro yurawi k7. are equivalent to xai yip 7o adrd
(2'. €. T4 ovyyevéofa 'yvvamf) mparTovoty 6 Te Sid walos wotdy kal & mwpo-
apoipevos, Gy & pév mpoapotpevos &dwos éoriv, 6 8¢ B wdbos of, and
explain § ofre pév (7. e. kard tis mpdfeis) oldér Swicer

o 8ud wpowipéoens dpyfv] CL £. V. iil. 5. 17 maderas yap &kaoros
{prév wos wpdfel, drav els abrov dvaydyy THY dpxAy, kai atred els T
fyovperor’ ToiTo ydp TG TROGLEOUMLEVOV,

§ 2. 00d¢ porxds, époixevoe 8¢] Miinscher, Hampke, and Ram-
sauer bracket these words, because, the case of the powyds
having been already selected in § 1 to illustrate the point under
consideration, cannot again be used as an additional illustration.
Rassow merely notes the remarkable carelessness revealed by the
words: ‘eine auffallende Nachlissighkeit ist es, wenn in den letzten
Worten neben dem «rérms der poryés genannt wird, ungeachtet das
poryelew in Vorhergehenden als Beispeil benutzt ist’—(Forseh. p.
37). Those who fracke/ words like these in the Fifth Book take
too little account, I think, of the carelessness of the writer, or writers.
The substitution of e3 (Kb, Pb, Camb., CCC Sus., Byw.) for Bekker’s
o038 before kAémrns, however, makes the whole clause less awkward,

§ 8. s pév obiv . . . wpdrepov] Here, again, we have a section which
is bracketed as an interpolation by many editors. It differs, how-
ever, from §§ 1 and 2 in this important respect—it does not contain
a piece of argument foreign to the context, but merely surprises the
reader by reminding him rather irrelevantly of a previous discussion.
It is therefore not so obviously an interpolation as §§ 1 and 2. At
the same time, I would say that it is probably one of those rather
numerous recapitulatory and connecting sentences which we may
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attribute to the care of an early editor, who, finding 8¢ 8¢ uy havdd- 1134 a. 23.

vew k.7, a somewhat abrupt beginning, inserted words to facilitate
the transition to 6 molkerwdr Sikaor from that aspect of rd dnhas
Sikawov which had been discussed in the previous chapter under the
head of 7o drrumemorfis. 1 therefore think that it is unnecessary to
try, with Jackson, to find another locus for the words before us.
Jackson places them at the beginning of ch. 1o (on émeixea), where
they do very well—but, as the head of one statue may sometimes
be made, by a clever restoration, to do very well on the body of
another. '

It is worth mentioning that the writer of the M. /. does not
recognise §§ 1 and 2, but passes mmediately from his criticism of
the Pythagorean dvrimemovlis to 76 mohireov Sikaor.  His criticism
of 76 dvrarerovfés ends i. 33. 1194 b. 2; and at 1194 b. 3 we read—
émel B¢ 70 Bixawon wolhayds Aéyerar, Sioptoréoy dv ely Tmép molov dikalov
iotiv § okénst €omi 8y Sikay Ti, bs Paviy, oikéty wpos SeomiTyy xai vip
wpos warépa. 710 O év Tolrors Slkatoy Spevipws Uy Sifeer Aeyerlue T
moherikg Sikale (éorw yap (rd) Slcaron, Swép ob corww §) owéfrs, 1o wohi-
by Bikarov). We may suppose the writer of the A2 JZ. with a text
of the Fifth Book before him in which chapter 6 degan with a
reference to the subject of chapter g—mds pév oy Exer 76 drmumemovs
mpds 7d Dikawy elpyran. Such a connecting clause might well be
genuine. But, whatever its origin may be, I feel sure that it was
written to stand Aere—that is, to make the transition from the
subject of ch. 5 to that of ch. 6.

§ 4. Bel B¢ pfy . . . wolrikdw Bikator] ‘It must be remembered,
however, that our subject is not only Justice in the abstract, but
Justice as concretely realised in the State’—.e. ‘not only what is
just in itself, but what is just as between citizens. ~Hitherto
the formal condifions of Particular Justice have been discussed
— 4. e. the dvahoyla, geometrical, arithmetical, and reciprocal, which
it involves have been explained; the writer now proceeds to
indicate the mode of its concrete appearance—to sketch its natural
history in the State. It was, of course, impossible to explain its
formal conditions without frequent references to its concrete mani-
festation in the State; but as yet there has been no connected
treatment of the latter. With the antithesis 7o dmhés Sixawor—1d
wokerekdy Sikator We may compare the antithesis ¢ dyafis dvip arAds—
& dyabbs wohirys, as presented in v. 2. 11, and in the passages quoted

a. 24,
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in the note thereon. THhe dup dyafis dmhds is the ideally good
man, the man who is conceived as realising perfectly (se. & 73
dpiory wolirelg 7§ kar’ edynv) the formal notion of goodness; the
dyalos mohirys is the man who corresponds accurately with the
conditions of a given molireie, good or bad, but, except as citizen
of 7 dpiory mékes, realises the formal notion of goodness more or
less imperfectly. The conditions of even the best existing wokereia
are such as always to prevent the actual coincidence of the dperq of
the mohirns with that of the dwip dyabis dmhés. Similarly, it is only
in % wolurela 7 kara ¢iow (see v. 7. 5) that 70 mohwrikdy Slkatoy
coincides with 76 dwhds 8ixator. That is, ¢ dv posseble fo conceive
ideal circumsiances in which the jusiice of citizens realises per-
fectly the formal notion of justice. The definition of this formal
notion, carefully elaborated in chapters 1—g, is epitomised with suf-
ficient accuracy in ch, 5, § 17 kai 5 peév Swwoodvy . . . wpds d\ov,

What, then, are the conditions of the (doubtless imperfect) realisa-
tion of Justice in the State? Sections 5, 6, and 7 of the present
chapter answer this question, Justice is realised in the common life,
under vdpos, of individuals who are free and equal. The individual,
left to himself, is not wpakrixds karé mpoaipeqww rot Swalov xai Suavepnricds
ol irov To kar’ Grakoylar, as the definition of & dmhés dikaor requires,
The constraint of vduoes is necessary to make him act justly—z e
vies, OF Adyos, representing the race, must supersede ¢ avbpuwrnos,
the individual : and since, after all, individuals must be entrusted, as
dpyovres, with the administration of this wépos, a sop must be
offered to their thwarted mheovefia in the shape of pefés 75 ; though,
even with this, they often become 7épavwer. It is.only in the wolireia
kar’ elyhy, where Adyos rules in the soul of every citizen, that a system
of external restraints and inducements is unnecessary.

From the discussion of & wokirwdy Sikaroy the writer passes
naturally to that of the relations between the various members of the
oixia, which is the unit kowevia out of which the mé\is has grown.

Distineuishing, then, ré érhds dixasov and 7o molirwor Sikatov as
the formal notion of justice, and its (necessarily imperfect) realisation
in the State, I cannot agree—{1) with Michelet, who says (pp. 177,
178) “ Id justum quod quacrimus est et simpliciler justum ef civile
justum, ita ut materia hujus libri non sit duplex justum, ut partitur
Acciajolus, simpliciter justum et justum civile; jus enim civile est
ipsum simpliciter justum vel, ut dicit Paraphrastes, xvplws 8ixaor.
Sed justum civile est id simpliciter justum, quod non proposito
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tantum et animis agentium continetur, sed etiam legibus sancitum 1134 a.24,

est’; or {2) with Grant, who says, ‘To dnhés Sixawor is opposed to
7o xkaf dporéryre. It is mot meant here to separate ré ér. 8ik. from
5 moX. 8ix.: rather it is implied that they are both the same. The
only justice that can be called so without a figure of speech is that
between fellow-citizens”; or (3) with Rassow, who says (Fersch.
p. 123), ‘70 dmhés Blkaov und 6 wohericdv Sixawr sind verschiedene
Ausdriicke fiir dieselbe Sache, was u. a. Hildenbrand und Tren-
delenburg verkannt haben. Der Gegensatz, um den es sich hier
handelt, ist der zwischen dem &r\és dikarov und dem 8ikmor xaf
époétnra.  Das erstere ist eben das politische Recht, das zweite
das viterliche, das hiusliche und das Herrenrecht. So richtig
Zeller (Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 2. p. 500), und Grant’; or (4) with Peters,
who says (p. 161, note), ¢ These are not two distinct kinds of justice ;
justice proper, he means to say, implies a state.”

In opposition to these views, then, I believe that =4 drhés Sirawow
and 8 mohericdy dikaov are here distinguished as the formal notion
(i Jv eivae O oloia dvev Thys)? and the concrete realisation (aivohor).
It is only in the ideal State that ré émAds Sirator and o molirudy
dixawr coincide—that is, they never actually coincide. In actual
States those individualistic tendencies which are specially dwelt
on below in §§ 4—%, as characteristic of the persons between whom

6 mohirwdy ixawoyr (as dislinguished from o dmhas Sikawov) subsists,

are never eliminated.

ém kowwrdy Blov] The émi is a dittogr. of &rw. Bios is here
man’s life as a welrwdy {Pov: of. E. V. x. 6. 8 eddapovias & oldeis
dudpamibe peradidwo, € pj kal Blov,

mpds 10 elvow adrdpkewov] cf. Pol T. 1. 1275 b, 17 zis pév oby
L e ‘ 3 . Sl AT 3, ‘ L m s
doTiv § wohiths, ék TouTwy pavepiy' @ yap éfovaia kowawvelr dpyis Boviev-
Tikljs Kai Kpirikis, moliTqy 7oy Aéyomev elvar Tabrns Tis méhews, wokiw 8é
o 7@y Toloitey mAfos Ikavdy mpds abrdprewar (ois, bs dmAds elmeir—and
Pol. A, 1. 1252 b. 28 5 & éx whedvoy K@Y KOLWavia TEAELDS TOMS 7o,
waans €xouga wépas s avraprelas—and Pol, T, 5. 1280 b. 29 pavepdy

, ) 3 3 ’ Ld by - N - - ¥
TOWPUY OTL OUK €0TIV 7} ‘ﬂ'ﬁkl‘ KOWW@MO TOTOU K4l Tou [jin) aafxff-l’ U¢IIS GUTG‘,}"
kal Tijs peraddoews ydpw' d\\a Tatra pév dvaykdiov Umdpyeiy, eimep foTar

wohes, 00 pw b8 UwapxGyTey TolT@V amdrTwy 0y wohes, dAN i) ToU €0

I Of course the formal notion of justice cannot be coneeived independently of
the formal notion of the State.

Il

a. 26,
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S = It N
1184 a.26. (v kowevia kai Tals olkiais kal Tols yeveor, {whs Tehéas xdptv kal auTapkovs.

a. 27.

otk Zorar pévroc Tobro pi Tov alrov xai éva KaToKOUYT@Y TaTOY Kal Ypw=
pévey émvyapiats. 816 kpdeial T éyévovro kara TGS WOAels kat q‘:{m-.c.\‘i'cu xai;
Buoioe kai Sayoyai Tod oulfr. 7o B¢ Totolrow pihias Epyov: 1 yap oD
culiiv mpeaipeais Pphia.  Télos pév oty méhews TO €0 (v, Taira 8¢ 'mu':
réhovs xdpw. wolis Off 7 yevdw kal kopbr xowaevia (wis Tekeins kai
adréprovs {xdpw). ToiTo § lorly, de dapdy, T (v elBapdvos kal
kakds. TEY ka\dy dpa mpafear [ydpw] Bercor elvar THY TOMTIKNY KO @Viay,
AN ob 7o oulr—and E. VL. 7. 6 6. & atrapkes Néyopey olr altd
pove, 76 (ovr fior povbTny,dANE xal yovelat kdl Tékpols Kal yuvaiki Kat
Bas Tais Pihors kat molirais, émedy Piover molTukdy 6 &vfpwmos. The
state (7 wokeruc) kowwvia) is an organism (arepkés re), and the law of
its members 18 T moluriiv dikator,

Aeubépur kol Towv 3 kar dvadoylor  kat dpBpdv] Fach member
of the social organism must, in order to be a member at all, have
an initiative of his own (éAevfepia), which he exercises for the
common good. This initiative cannot be exercised by an indi-
vidual whose inferiority, in mohruy dpern or Stvaps, to the other
individuals with whom he is associated, sinks beneath a certain
level, fixed differently in different mohereias. All individuals on,
and above, this level are egually members of the social organism
(toor), inasmuch as each one of them, gud Slov mwmv'&w or xa).ta:p
wpdfeov peréxev, Initiates, in his own sphere, a social function
essential to the cwrmpic of the commonwealth, even as each
member of a ship’s crew contributes his share to the prosperity cf
the voyage : see Pol. T. 2. 1276 b. 26 3 yap gwrnpla Ths vavrd\ias
gpyov éoTiv avT@Y TAYTWOY (4. 6. 7oy mhe@ripor, Kairep dropolwy vty -n';a:
Stwapw)” . . . dpolws Tolvur kal Thv moNTdY, kalmep dvopoioy Sv:ml:, 7
corgpia Tis kowevias Epyov o, Kowwvia 8 éoriv ) moluiTeia. Mec:-harn.lcal
pressure from without (rvpawis), taking the place of, or limiting,
the constitational action (Bies) of its members, is foreign to the
conception of the State as afrapeés 7, or an organism. The
individual member is indeed limited—but by the immanent law of
the organism to which he belongs (vdpos), and that, not inl his
é\evbepla, which is realised in obedience to the law of the organism,
but in his tendency to mheovefia.

The 80shos has no initiative which can be exercised for the
good of the State. He does not live for the State, but for his
master; and the law which regulates his function is an external
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one—the will of his master.. To occupy a status which places 1134 . 27.

life above the will of a master is, then, the first condition of citizen-
ship. All who occupy this status are, of course, egually free; but
it is only in a pure democracy that they are politically equal—Pol.
E. 1. 1301 a. 2 &fpos pév yap éyévero €k Toi loous driody Bvras otecBfac
dmhés loovs etvar (6ri yap éNedlepor mdvres Suolws, amhds toor eivar vopl-
fovawr). Such a democracy makes all its freemen absolulely eqnal
ctlizens—ioovs kar’ dapfpér.  Other constitutions recognise grades
among freemen constituted by differences of birth, culture, or
wealth. Some of these constitutions draw such a sharp line
between the highest grade and the grades beneath it, as to exclude
from the functions of the citizen all except those who are ivo
within the limits of the highest grade. Here, again, oi peréyorres
s molurelas may be said to be absolutely equal—ivor kar' dpiudy,
the freemen belonging to the lower grades not coming into com-
parison with them atall. But there are certain other constitutions—
the so-called mixed constitutions (Pol. A. 6 and 7), which include
within the pale of effective citizenship the members of several
grades. Their citizens are igot kar” dvaloyiaw, i.¢. loow inasmuch
as they all perform political functions, and are comparable on this
common ground ; foo. kat Grakeylay, because comparison shows

‘grades in the dignity and importance of their respective functions.

Strictly then, it is incorrect to identify, as Mich. Eph. does, the
Toot kar’ dapdudv of the present passage, with the citizens of a pure
democracy, and the oot kar” dvahoyiav with those of an oligarghy or
aristocracy. The citizens of a pure democracy are, of course, toot
kar apibpd—°on a footing of absolute equality” (Peters), but so
are the members of a close oligarchy, for they are themselves
a homogeneous body of peers, and those whom they exclude from
all share in the government of the city cannot be compared with
them in an drakoyta having for its basis political é&e. It is only in
a mixed constitution that*we can correctly speak of the citizens as
being oot kar’ dvaloyiav—* on a footing of proportionate equality*
(Peters). As a matter of fact, however, most of the ‘aristocracies’
and ‘oligarchies” noticed by Aristotle in the Politics are mixed
constitutions, recognising grades within the body of effective
citizens, and the description oo kar’ dvaloyiav is therefore applicable
to their citizens; while the description {rot kar” dpifudy remains as
specially applicable to the citizens of a pure democracy, as described
in Pol. Z. 1. 1317 a. 40—1318 a. 10,
1iz
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@d 11 Sikator kol kol Spoémra] Freemen, standing on a
footing of equality either absolute or proportionate, are related by
political ties (roirois éori mohirixow Sikawr); 7#.e. they are persons
whose unanimity (dudvoea, see Z. V. ix. 6) can create and maintain
a mohirele.  What such persons do gud peréyorres rijs wohereias, and
in accordance with its spirit and requirements, is just in the political
semse of the ferm. And this is the proper sense of the term ; for
man’s true nature, or form, is realised in the performance of
political function (pboec mohirxov 6 avfperos). But, that man may
be able to realise his true form in the creation and maintenance
of a mohirela, certain material conditions are necessary, the most
important of which is that the eixia, or families, of which the mées
is composed, shall be well regulated. In the oixia the citizen, as
husband, father, and master, no longer peréyer Biov with free equals
Tod €3 v &vexa, but exercises authority, rijs drayxaias {wijs ydpw, OVer
inferiors, some of whom are not even free. Itisin another, that
is in a metaphorical sense (xaé’ dpowéryza), then, that the term jus/
must be applied to the relations subsisting between him and these
inferiors.

e

ols koi vopos Tpds aﬂmﬁs] ral indicates that Sikawor and vépos wpbds
abrots are mercly different expressions for the same relation.
¢ Just relations’ are equivalent to ‘relations constituted by »dpos.”
Persons ofs wopos mpds alrovs are persons whose conduct is
determined, not by individual impulse, or by the force of a
master, but by the manifold influences (examples, customs, laws,
ideals) exerted by a system of common life, which they have
been born into, and are *of one mind’ (dpovooier) to maintain and
adorn.

vépos ¥, &v ot &8uxia] This is not to be understood, as by Michelet,
to mean that véues presupposes abwio—<legem propter injustitiam
institutam esse.” The social order is not a mere police system for
the suppression of injustice—20Z T. 5. 1280 b. 29 gavepiv Toivur &7t
ot Zorw ) woMis Kowwvia Témov Kol Tob pi) Adikely odls adrols kai s
peradéoews Xdpw: dAMa raira pév dvaykaiov Umdpxety, eimep €orar milus,
ot pijp 008 drapxdbvrev TotTey dmdvrey 0y wékes, dAX 7§ ol ed (v kowavia
kai Tats olklats kel Tols yéveos, (wis Tehéas ydpw kal alrdpkovs. Ndpos is
essentrally the law of man’s rational self-realisation, as woherwoy (Gov:
but since he is impeded in his rational self-realisation by the
irrational part of his nature, this law of his self-realisation is forced
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to assume, as Sikg, judicial functions, and, for this reason, is ofien 1184 a. 81

(wrongly) regarded as nothing but a repressive agency operating
& ofs adwia. The words before us seem to imply this opinion ; and
so do the remarks which follow in §§ 5, 6, and 7. Ndpos seems to
be presented as an invention specially introduced to combat
mheovetla, as Hobbes’ commonwealth is introduced to put an end to
the evils of the state of natare. But the Aristotelian conception of
wéuos, as elsewhere presented (e.g.in Pol T. 11. 1287 a. 28 6 pev
ofw Tdv vépor kekebwy dpyew Boxei kehelerw dpyew rov Bedv kai TOV poiv
wuovovs, 6 & dvfperor rehelwy wpoorifnoe kal Onpioy' 7 Te yap émibupla
rowdror, kal & Bupds dpyorras kal Tobs dploTovs ivdpas Srupleiper. Sidmep
dvev dpékews vods & vépos éorlv) gives such prominence to its god-like,
that is, creative and constitutive efficiency, that we must not find
too much fault with the phraseology of the present passage, which,
after all, is intended (as I believe) to point the distinction between
7o dmkds Bixatov, justice in the abstract, and 7d mohimwdr Sikatov,
justice in the concrete, and does so by insisting on the highly
complex character of the conditions which determine the mani-
festation of the latter. The presence of ddwia among those ols
vépos mpds adrots is the Thn (or constitutes the greater part of the
“Ay) which prevents, even in the so-called pfai mohirelar, the perfect
realisation of 7o drAds dikawoy in T mokererdy dixatoy,

év olg ¥ ddwla . . . .
by Zell, Jackson, and others from the present context. 1 am
inclined to agree with Ramsauer, who brackets only the latter half
of it (made parenthetical by Sus. and Bywater), viz. év ols 8¢ 79
dduceiv, ob maow adula. These words might very naturally have
been added, for the sake of antithesis, by a scribe who remembered
the ére & Zorw ddwotvra pinw ddwov evar of § 1. Without them,
the passage runs smoothly, rofre (which cannot in any case refer
to dbixla, for adicia is not the acf of o vépewr) referring to the
immediately preceding o ddeel.

" 70 mhov aérd vépew] From these words it would appear that the a. 83.

writer in this discussion of 7é mokirwdy dikawr has merely pariicutar
justice in view.

dwhas &yuﬁifw:l M. Eph. says—Aéye 8¢ dmhas dyafi kal Kakd T TH 3, 34.

~ - PR ;
Zaurav pioe Tawaira, & xai bs Suvdpets Aéyeraw kal dyaba kal kakd’ oy

whoiros, elyéveia, mevla, Suoyévea, kal dyadl ZoTi kal maAw kakd, ouvTENODOL

ot maow &Bukia] This clause is rejected a- 82.
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Yip T pev omovdale 3 ? dperiy é ‘ )
¥ p‘ B e w wpds Ths kar dperiy évepyelas, @ 8¢ Pavdo els Tas
Kard KaKiar,

: § 5. 816 . . . Tdpawvos| See Pol. I. ro. 1286 a. 8, where the ques-
Em? I‘S pi—.lt-—’—s'r'ﬁrepav aqupthéper palhor. imd Tov dplorov dvdpds dpyeabar
7 omwd l-u.w u,?w"f'wv Yooy ;h a;d Pol. T. 11. 1284 a. 18, where the
general conclusion is reached riv dpa vépor dpyew alperd AN
# o moliraw éva Twd, the reason be?ng I;i‘tt ‘:'Jx pév y!c;:: r:cf;m ;a:::jc::
ovy vmdpyxes, Yruynr 8§ dvbpemivge dvdykn Tolr Exew wamay (‘I'. 10.1286 a
18)—a reason further insisted on in a passage (T. 11. 1287 a. 285
quoted above, note'on a. 31. It must be remembered, however, that
i.he conclusion rév vdpoy dpyew alperdrepor pailov i Tédv mokirdy é’v; Tivd
is true, not of all communities, but of those composed of duotor kal
m"a.r.: see Pol. T. 11. 1287 b. 4I ék rév clpypévor ye cpavepdy b5 év
pév Tols Guolots kal irms ofite cupchépor éotly ofite dlkawy &va wipioy elvu
warTwy, obTe pij Orrov vépwy, dAN alior os dvta vopov, oiite viper trrov
t;ﬁrc‘dyuﬂév dyabay otire pij ayaldy w) dyaldy, obd Gr kar dperjy &ps:'m:r
%, €l pi tpémov Twd. Tis 8 & Tpéros, Aekréov. The exception here
alluded to is explained as follows—T. 11. 1288 a. 15 drav § yéves
dhov #) kal Tap dew éva Twi ovpBl Bugéporra yeréoba xar’.&penﬁlv
rogoiroy &ol Umepéyew THv éxelvov ThHs TAY d\Awy wdvrer, rére dikawoy
7O :ye'uos E‘fltﬂl 'm;frru Paoihikor kat kiprov wdvrev kai Bacihéa Tdy fva TovTov.
With Aristotle’s discussion of the question wérepor cuvugéper paXior

< A Lo T 4 * . ar 4 b - oI
om0 Toi dpiorov dvdpis doxeatac 7 imwd 7év dpigTwr vépew, Jackson com-

b.1.

pares the discussions in Plato, Politicus 293 E sqq., and in Zegg,
?374 E sqq. The latter passage especially is worth careful study.'
in connexion with Aristotle’s view. As to the point raised by
Plato molu 61 vopoferqréoy Te kal woia droSoréor kpivewr Tols Saqupio:g
(Legg. 876 A), Aristotle expresses the following opinion in Rl
1". I. ,I 3534 2. 3T pddiora pév ofv mpourker Tods dpbas rkeypévovs vopovs
oo-:z evﬁexermi wavra Swpilew adrovs, kal 4o éNdyoTa karakeimew el 'ro?s,'
E:pmwo;. We shall return to this subject in the chapter on émeiveia
v. 10).

Aéyov] MS. authority is strongly in favour of Aéyor against sépoy:
Eirn(’j of. BV x. 9. 12 6 88 vipos dvayxactudy Fyer Stwapy, Adyos du
amd Tivos Ppovnoews Kai vob.

PR St Y
EauTy TOUTO TOLEL| 7. e, faurd T8 mhéow vépuer,

’ » . I
yiverau -ruptfwos] rupavvis is the worst of those mapexBeSncia
mohereiar in which the governors rule for their own advantage, not
r
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for the common good: see F. V. viil. 10. 2 & pév yép Topavvos T 1134 b. 1.

davrd ovpdépoy oKomel, 6 82 Baci\eds 16 raw dpyopévay—ck. Pol. T. 5.
1279 b. 6 7 piv yip Tvpawis éoTi povapyia mpds T cuppépor 7o TOU

povapxobyTos.

§§ 6, 7.] There exists a general opiﬁion (Boxet) that one gets no b. 2.

advantage from being just—that, in fact, one merely confers ad-
vantage on other people, justice being ‘the good of other people.
Since rulers are apt to share this opinion, the State, in order to
secure their services, must remunerate them with honour and
privilege: as it is, there arc rulers who ‘are not satisfied with
such intangible remuneration, but become tyrants and remunerate
themselves by plundering the State. Here the clauses o yip vépe
. . . mpérepor express the reasoning of the persons who hold the
opinion (Boket), olféy aird mAéor, elmep Biratos, and are rightly treated
by Susemihl and Bywater as parenthetical : while the words pobos
&pa kr. give the practical conclusion which the writer draws from
the undoubted fact of the existence of this opinion. It is an
opinion which in his view implies a false theory of life nevertheless
it exists, and a practical legislator must take account of it, and try
to avert its worst consequences.

§ 6. 8 érépo wovet] Bekker's mowi seems to be enlirely without b. 4.

MS. authority. Shall we then accept wovei, for which the MS. authority
is unimpeachable? It is difficult to refuse to do so. At the same
time, ovei and wolet are palaeographically very like. Were it not for
the MS. consensus in favour of movei, I should decide for érépep moet
— érépe 0 whéov véper, because it answers to favrd TobTo ol = €avTe
+5 m\éov véuer in § 5, and because movel scems to mc to be an un-
suitable word to express the action of 76 vépew with which the
work of the just ruler is here identified. Ramsauer thinks that
it is self-evident that &répe mowd cannot = érdpw 70 mhéoy vépe,
although airg rotre rowi above is rightly, he admits, taken as =
éavrd T whéoy vépe. 1 confess that T cannot see the ground on
which this distinction is made. But even granting that érépe mouet
could not mean érépg o héov véper, We might argue that the words
in Rep. 343 C oi & dpyspevor mowoday TO exelvou Evptpépor are in favour
of reading érépe motei here = érépe mouel > oupgépov. However, for
the reasons against ot (which, after all,—whether from accident
or not—has no MS. backing) see Jackson’s note ad loc.
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aXAérpiov dyafév] See note on v. 1. 17, 2. 3.

b.6. §7. pobds dpa mig Boréos, ToiTo B¢ Tupd) kol yépas] ¢ Here, as in

the unequal friendships, the assistance rendered by the superior and
the honour and respect which compensate it are equated by means
of v6 avnimeravfds® (Jackson). ¢ The exchange of equivalent amounts
of honour and just government’ describes the relation between
apxer and dpxduevor, as it is conceived by those who hold that justice
18 @ARdrpuor dyafidr—a good thing handed over to one’s neighbour,
for which one must be careful to get from him an adequate return.
Nor is the writer himself unwilling to regard the relation as an
exchange; for the inference wolos dpa nis doréos is undoubtedly his.
He believes that in society, as it is, the ruler must be remunerated
with honour of a more or less malerial or external kind. But the
more perfect society becomes—the more constitutional” govern-
ment becomes, the less appropriate becomes the formula of ‘ex-
change’ to the relation between dpyer ai dpydpevor. The iy
which the ruler who is nobly gddries, or, it may be, peyahdfuyos,
seeks, Is not an external reward, but the approbation of his own
‘conscience.” He gives his services to the State, because he is
‘ public-spirited’ or ‘ patriotic.” And, further, those whom he rules
are not a passive caste of mere dpydpevor. They too are public-
spirited, and patriotic, and Aelp him to rule. Indeed, where the
relation between ruler and ruled is not, to a considerable extent,
one of mutual kelp in the work of carrying out a system of common
life, rvpavwis, in some form or other, must inevitably supervene. If
the ruled are those who do not Aelp, but merely remunerate the ruler,
the latter is sure to bid for ever higher ‘ remuneration.” ¢ Remunera-
tion’ is, indeed, maferially necessary in the case of the doywy, as in
that of the larpds. But, as oi yaplevres vov iatpar do not follow their
profession for #ie sake of the fees, so the true dpywr does not govern

for the sake of ‘honour.” The final cause of his government is the

public good, not his own advantage. In a noble community the
good ruler is the object of the highest ruf—the loyal devotion
of his people. But how absurd it would be to say that he rules
Jor the sake of their devotion! His consciousness of it is only an
émiyryvduerdy Tt Téhost his real rdos is the évépyea kar’ dperfr which
results in the welfare of his loyal and devoted people. Thus the
relation between ruler and ruled is misrepresented in its essentral
character when it is simply described as an ‘exchange” As an
exchange it certainly presents itself comeretely to the interested
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parties ; and the wise legislator tries to make it appear to them 1134 b. 8.

a tolerably fair exchange; but, even in the worst moeein that still
deserves the name, the fact that there is government at all implies
a nisus towards social organisation, which is no more accounted
for by the self-secking of the governors, than the existence of
larpuey is explained by the fact that it is practised as a profapyu)

TEXV.

§§8, 9.] Passing from the mékis to its unit the oixia, we find three b, 8.

kinds of 8fkawow, resembling that between molira: and yet differing
from it—viz one kind appearing in the relation between husband
and wife (1'6 oiKkOVOpIKOY Ss'mwv), another in the relation between
father and children (r6 warpidv Sikaor), and another in the relation
between master and slaves (ré Secmoricév). These three kinds of
Slxatov resemble the 8ikatov between woliray, in so far as they appear
in relations involving the conduct of a mohimys (the paterfamilias)
towards those who, though not molira, are individuals & dvev odx
@ ely méis: they differ from it, because the relations in which they
appear are not between é\etdepor kai imor—not between independent
persons standing on a footing of equality. The slave and the
child, as such, are not independent persons, but are, as it were,
parts of the paterfamilias: he cannot therefore imjure them, any
more than he can injure himself: if we speak of justice or injustice
aﬁpcaring in his conduct towards them, it must be in a metaphorical
sense. It is only towards his fellow-cifizens that a man can act
justly or unjustly in the strict sense. Justice, strictly so called,
appears in those relations which exist between men gud rational
beings, striving to attain ebdawpovia by united action; it does not,
except in a metaphorical sense, appear in those domestic relations,
which, after all, are common to the irrational animals with man.
For the three pépn =35 oixias cf. Pol. A, 2. 1253 b. 1-10, and Pol. A.
5. I250 a. 37; in both passages oixovopucy is divided into three
parts—~deomorky), warpk, and yapd: of. also K. V. viil. 1o. §§ 4-6
for the analogucs of these three domestic relations in wolweiat.

- : o L4
§ 8. Tadtdv Todrois] Ramsauer conjectures raimor roirg.

ot yip &otw &Bikla wpds & afred dwhds| Peters takes dmhos
with aduia— We cannot speak (without qualification) of injustice
towards what is part of one’s self’: but it perhaps ought to be
taken with r& adroi (sc. pépn), which would then be distinguished,
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as ‘ parts strictly so called,” from slave or child which is Gowep pépos
abrob: S0, apparently, M. M. i. 33. 1194 b, 10=14.

xtipa] ‘slave.” For the rationale of this use of the term see
Pol. A. 4. 1253 b. 23 sqq., and ¢ Oecon. 1. 5. 1344 a. 23-

Zos @ 1 mqMikor kal xwpoby] Reading pf before ywpiofs
(Lb, M), we must translate éos—*so long as” But the omission
of py (Kb, Oh) is strongly supported by M. A i. 33. 1194 b. 14,
15 domep yip pépos i éore Tob marpds & vids' whw érav #dy AdSy T
7ol davdpis Tafw kai ywmol] ar atrol, Tér fén év lodryTe kai Spoudryri
éori 76 marpl.

domwep pépos cuflﬂ)ﬁ] Sce Pol. A, 4. 12542, 9 76 8 krijpa Aéyerar
&omep kat 7O pdpiov. T8 Te yip pdpiov of pdvor E\Nov éorl pdplow, dAAG
kal drhés dAhov dpolws 8¢ kal o kripa’ 010 & pév Seamdrns Toi Sotlou
Serndrys pivoy, éxetwov 8 ol forw 4 8¢ Joihos od pdvor Seamdrov Sotkds
eorty, al\d kai Ghws ékeivov. tis pév odr 1 (iais Tov Sovhev kal Tis 7
Suvapuis, éx TotTwyr SfAov (L‘; yip p) abrod pioe AAX dXhov dvfpomos dr,
otros piaer Boidos éariv, dMhov 8 éoriv dvfpwros, bs &v kripa 7 [Soidos
éoriv], kripa 8¢ Bpyavor mpaxrikdy kai xopiordy). In E.N. vill. 12. 2,
3 a physiological explanation of eropyn (the germ of all social
feeling) is found in the fact that ré 7éewor €€ abrot, 7. &. pépos airot.

abrov & oidels wpoapettar Bhdwrew]| This anticipates the con-
clusion reached in chapters g and 11, Bhdmrew (se. mapa tiv vépov)
perd Tpompéoews —=ddikely.

§ 9. B odk Eotw ddikin Tpds adtéy] Ramsauer's conjecture aird,
adopted by Susemihl, is very tempting, the argument being—¢ Since
no man chosser to harm himself, and since his slaves and children
are parts of himself, it follows (8:i6) that he cannot be unjust
towards them (abrd)—7. ¢. civil justice and injustice do not appear
in his relations to them—od8" dpa @ikor 0382 Sikator T molirwde (sc.
wpoe m:"ré}.’ :

kaTd vopor yop v, kal v ols émwediker . . ] A reference to § 4.
For a discussion of the question, How far Aristotle is right in
holding that »dpos mpds eirets has nothing to do with the main-
tenance and regulation of the relation between master and slave,
see note on &, V. vili. 11. 7. That faithful slaves have rights the
recognition of which tends to place them in a quasi-political
position, is admitted in Oecon. i. 5. 1344 b. 14 xpj 8¢ kal Téhos dplobu
maow. Bixator yip xal ovppépor Thy éNevbepiar reicbar @hov.
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A
That the State has a right—e.g. in the interest of humanity—to 1134 b.13,

interfere with a2 man’s treatment of his slaves is, of course, another
matter, and does not imply that defeeeer him and his slaves there is
vépos: for the State may also interfere with his treatment of
animals : cf. Ramsauer—* év ois émechire elvas véuos. 'Ev ois: etenim
wepl adrév, velut mepi rexvomoiias, Tpodiis, maideias, leges esse, quibus
parentes vel etiam heri quam maxime obligati sint, infitiari sane
non est in animo.’

obrou § fioay . . . dpxeabar] This remark has not been made in b. 14.

the Eikics: but ¢f. Pol. T.7. 1283 b. 42 mokims 8¢ kowq] pév 6 peréyaw
ot dpyew kot dpyeabar éori, kal ékdoTny 8¢ mohtrelay Erepos, wpos 0¢ Ty
dplorny & Suvdperos kai wpoatpebperos Gpxeofar kal dpyetr wpos Tov Biov Tov

3 3 ’
KaT (apeTnv.

83 péMov . . . xai xrfipata] This is the doctrine of Pol A. 5.b.15.

1259 2. 30 kai yap yuratkos dpyew Kal Tékvww, o Elevbépor piv apdoly,
ob Tov abrow 8¢ Tpémov Tis dpxis, A& yuvaikds pév molirikés Tékvor ¢
Bagiixs.  Mich. Eph. has the following note here—éarw ardpt mpds
yovdira ioérys, kabd dupw Netbepor, kai Eore mpds dAAhovs T olkovopuixdy
Sikator, &\ho by roi mohiriked ob yap év i moliriky lodmyTi elol mpos
\AfRovs ds mapd pépos dpyew xai apxeafar Set yap del Tov dvdpa dpyew,
8¢t pévror Kat T yvvaica éfovailar Exew Twdy Téy Cepammnidor SnhovéTt

kal ths TV elokoplopéver carnplas kal Gulaxys.

76 oikovopikdr Sikawor| According to Fol A. 5 oixovopux is the
genus, and Secmorucs, rarpuwy, and yopud the species.

The following is the version which the writer of the 42, . (i. 33.
1194 b. 5-29) gives of this chapter—éorw &) dikaidy v, &s gaoiv,
olxéry mpds deambryy kat vig mpos warépa. 7O & év Tovrows Sikaww dperipws
&y 86feer Neyeolar 7¢ mohrg Swaty (Zorw yhp (70) Sikawor, vmép ob
domtv i s, TO mohrwkow dikawov) ToTe yap pdlord doTw €v oo
{xowwvol yip of moNiral Twes, kal dpotwot Bothovrar elvar Tf) Piloer, T e
Tpéme Erepot), TG 8¢ vid mpds warépa kai oixéry wpos SeomiTyy otk dv
Sdeter elvar Bleatoy obber, offce yip T¢ wodt 7 ug wpds epé olre i
xetpt, opotws 8¢ obd’ ékdore Téw popiav” Goatres dv oly §dfeer Tyew kal
6 vids wpbs marépa bomep yip pépos i éore Tob marpds & vids. whiw brav
78y AdBy T Tov dvdpds Tabw kal xopol] dw abrou, 167 fiby év ledrnre
xat dpodrnrl éomiv v¢ marpls oi B¢ molirar Towdrol Twes édéhovow elvar.

L 3 A ~
& & afirws ol olkéry wpos Seamorny éori Bikatoy 8 Thy alriy alrlay’ Tob

A A 3 & 3 - ’ A
- qdp Seomdrov i fotw 6 olkérys. dAAa 8 kal el foTy alrd Sikatov, TO

5 : s 0 KR
olkovoputy Sixkuwov wpos abrdy éorlv. ol TolTo 8¢ ye fucis (provpey, dla

b. 17.
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r T
1184 1. 17. 76 moherikdy év lodryre yap kai opotdrnre 70 moMrikoy Slkaiov Eouker ewvat.

b. 18.

dNAd 8 70 pév & yuvawds kal dvdpds xowwvig Sikawdr coTw Eyyls TOU

5 R e e b e Rl e Sl ey
mlf-'rl!{ﬂv SIKGIOU Xflpov F.E” yap EQTLIY 7] Y’JV'-'J TOU GVSPUS, akh UL#GIOTGPDV,
xal peréyee dodmrds s p@dey, Sdte éyybs Tis wolurikns kowovias 6 Blos
almav, Gore kal 16 Sikator T yvvawl wpis @dpa pdlioTd TS by Tév
I \oy TolTikdy foriy,  émel ofv ot dikaov Té €v WoMTIK Kowwrig v,
i Sikatoaven kat 6 Sikatos wepl T mokirwdy Gikatoy EoTaL,

CHAPTER VII.

ARGUMENT.

T cioil_justice there are two elements, a natuval and @ conventional, That
which is naturally just és always and everywhere equally just, whether feaple
deern ¥t just or not ; that which is only conventionally st was originaliy in-
different, and kas been made gust by law or fashion. Some maintain that there
are no human institutions which are move than conventionally just, arguing
that what is naturally of @ ceriain kind is so invariably (e. g. fire is invariably
kot), whereas the justice of human institutions varies—what is wight al home &
not necessarily right in Persia, To this it may be replied : The Divine nature
75 indeed dnoariable ; but we are heve concerned with human tnstitutions ! their
justice certainly varies ; but this does not prove that there is not @ natural as
well as @ conventional element in them ; for in the concrete world variations
are natural. Hhich arve natwral and which merely conventional among
Fmean institutions, although both those which ave natwral and those which are
conventional vary, is as plain as it & whick kand s naturally the stromger,
although either may be the stronger. In profortion as  given constitution falls
short of the ideal constitution, its instiiutions will exhibit more of the conven-
iional element.

A just rule is @ wniversal which kas just acts under it as pariiculars.
¢ Unjust act’ and ‘wnfust ruwle’— act of jusiice’ and ‘just vule’ differ.
The ‘unjust vule] whether unjust naturally or conventionally, is prior
to the “wmjust act. Similarly, the * just vule” is prior to the * act of justice,!
or rather to the © just act. for the expression * act of justice’ ought to be refained
to mark the rectification of an wunjust act.

§ 1.] That which is waturally right (ré guowiv dikacor) is right in
itself always and everywhere, whether it be deemed right or no;
that which is conventionally right (ro vouxiv dikawor), in itself neither
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right nor wrong, has been made right by the vipos of a2 community, 1184 b. 18.

and continues to be right only so long as the »opos declares it to be
right. It is perhaps scarcely necessary to point out that vopixdy,
as here distinguished from ¢vouwdv, must not be confounded with
véupov as distinguished from foov in v. 1. 8, T& vdupa are all
those things which are recognised as right by the law and fashion
(vdpos) of a community ; some of these are mafurally, or in them-
selves, right (¢ioe dixaia), others are only conventionally right (vope

 dirma). It is also to be noticed that (here in § 1) the writer, in

describing 76 vouuds Bixaov, seems to have in view only things
which, being in themselves netther right nor wrong, are made right
by »éuos. He apparently forgets that also things which are in
themselves wrong often become conventionally right. Butin §5
he uses words which may be understood to imply that both things
indifferent and things wrong may become vpg dixata—duoiws 8¢
xdi T8 i) puckd AN dvbpdmva Sikaws ob Tadrd wavrayol, Zwel ol al
wohirelar, A& pla pdvov mavrayod kard Qiow 3 dpiaTy. Here the
reference must be to the mapexBeSyrviar mokirelas in which much that
is wapd Pvow, or in itself wrong, is deemed right, Z.e. is conven-
tionally right—in which, in fact, the dod man is the good citizen.
The more perfect a wokirela is—7.¢. the nearer it approaches to
the ideal of 4§ kard ¢wow # dplery, the more fully will its wipepua
realise the requirements of 7 Gvowoy dikawow, the element of
vopukdy dixaoy in its institutions and customs being small and
consisting of what was originally Zndifferent, rather than of what is
in itself wrong,

700 58 mohirikod] Kb and CCC omit these words, and read ydp
before guowdr. The omission may be easily explained as a slip of
the eye caused by the similarity of the last words of ch. 6 and the
omitted first words of ¢h. 7. KP has frequent omissions of this
kind. On the other hand, the interpolation of mokeikod here, per
dittographiam, would be very natural. At any rate, it seems certain
that the writer of the /7. M. read here rod 8 dixaiov instead of rov
8 mwoherikol Swxaiov, for his version (i. 33. 1194 b. 3o) not only
begins—rav d¢ Sialwy dori t& pév pioer, ta 8¢ wipe, but ends
(1195 2. 5) with words which, if they mean anything, mean that it
is not b mwokrikdy dikatov which is divisible into o ¢uewdy and 7o
yopukow Sixatov.—Behriop ofw Bikaior T6 kaTd Giow Tob kard vépor. AN b
Lyrovper, Sikatdy €oTi Tohiirdy TO 8¢ mohmikdy éore T wipe, ob T dloer.



1134 b, 18,

b. 22,

b. 23.

b, 24.
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The difference between the Fifth Book with ot 8¢ wohirikod Sikafou
kr . and the M. M. with 6 moheridy éore 7 vipe of 16 Picet seems
to be due to the fact that the writer of the 4. A7, does not keep
clearly before his mind the distinction which the writer of the Fifth
Book marks by the terms véppor and vopkdy.

pvas hurpobafar] Jackson's note is—<the editors point out that
this passage is inconsistent with Herod. vi. 79 dmowa 8¢ éort Meho-
wovimolowre 8o préat Teraypévar kar’ dvlpa alypdlaror ékrivew, and
V. 77 xpdve 8¢ E\vodr opeas Supréos droriugodpevor. But, as Blakesley
remarks, the prisoners in the latter case being the Chalcidian
Hippobotae, two minae “may be considered as the ransom of a
man-at-arms, not of an inferior soldier.” One mina, then, may
have been the ransom of men of the lowest rank.’

A 1 alya ..., wpéPata] Jackson’s note here is— On the
strength of Ierodot. ii. 42 dooe pév 8 Aws ©nBaiéos Bpurrar ipdv #
vopold Tob OnBalov eol, ofrov pév vov mdvres diwr dmeyduevor alyas
Glovore, Muretus pmposed to read ai"ya A Bderr d\hd pn wpdBara,
Cr. V. E.ix. 2. § 6, de Mirabilidus 844 a.35. (In Athen. iv. 1381
@lovar & év Tais romicw alyas d\ko 8 oldér lepetov Zeus is not the
divinity honoured.) But the addition of A« does not explain the
awkward antithesis of the singular alya and the plural 8fo mpdBara.
Is it possible that d\Aa p is a corruption of play §2° Té alyas @lew
ah\a ) wpofBara ppd & might be suggested ; but Zell's conclusion
is perhaps the safest— Mureti conjectura admodum blanditur; sed
cum Aristoteles aliam rem h. L. significare potuerit sibi et popula-
ribus suis tam notam, quam nobis nunc ignotam, ab auctoritate
codicum recedere nolui.’

8dew BpagiSe] See Thuc. v. 11.

0 Ymdroparddn] The distinction between a wdpos which
embodies the permanent necessities of the State and is presumably
in accordance with ‘the za/urel fitness of things,” and a yrigeopa
which meets an unexpected and presumably temporary condition

* of affairs, is a commonplace in Greek political thought. One of

the characteristics which mark the declension from ¢iois of 3
éoxdrn &npokparia is that government by miouare, or special
decrees of the people, has taken the place of the rule of »duss, or
the Constitution : see Pol. A. 4. 1202 a. 2 érepor 8¢ eldos dppokparias

h - - ~ 3 - 3 3 b g r > A s r
TO maoe perelvar TAY Apy®dV, €av pdvov y mohirys, dpxew O¢ Tov wiuop
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&repoy etbos Sypoxpurias T8 Na pév elvar Tabrd, kipwoy § civac 76 whjfos 1134 b. 24,

xal pi) Tov vépov. Tobro 8¢ yiverm Grav v Ymivpara kipta § dANG pi &
vipos. oupBaive 8¢ Totro Sid Tols Snpayeyols. év pév yip Tais kard
vipoy dppoxpurovpévais ob ylverar Bypayeyds, dA\N of Bé\rworor Taw
Fokirér elow €v mpoedpla® dmov & of vépor pn elor kipior, évratfa yivorrar
Snpayeyol. pdvapyos yap & Bjpos ylverar, civberos els éx molhar ok
y&p mweAhol kipiol elow oly s &agros dAAG mdwres. “Opnpos 8¢ moiav
Aéyer otk dyabiy eivar mohvkotpaviny, wérepor Tavryy §| drav whelovs How oi
dpyorres &s Exagros, ddqlov. & & ol Towitos Sijpes, dre pdvapyos dv,
et povapyely Bt 7o py dpxerfa imd vipov, kal yiveraw Seamorikds, Hore
ol kéhaxes €vripo, kai foTw 6 Ojpos obros dvdloyoy Tdy povapyrdv T
rupavvide. i kai Té plos 16 alrd, kai duge Seomorika Tér Pedridvww,
kat T& Ymdiopara bomep kel T4 émrdypara, kai 6 Sqpayeyds kal & wilag
of atrol kat dvaleyor. kal pdiora 8 éxdrepor {map’) ékarépois loyiovaw,
oi pév kd\akes mapd Tois Tupdwois, of B¢ Bppayeyol Tois Sfpoes Tols
rototrois.  But, although government &y Ympiopare is thus opposed
to that by vdpos, as caprice is opposed to reason, it is none the less
true that ¢ single igropa may be the vehicle of reason—may
secure the realisation of that which is really or ‘naturally’ right, in
an exceptional case which the general rule laid down by répos
could not meet : sece v. 10. 6.

§ 2. &los] See note on E.N. i 3. 2. Cf. Grant, Elhics,
Essay ii. vol. i. p. 150 on the opposition between Law and Nature.

3. k.m.\.] The & referred to argue—Nature is invariable; the
institutions of men (r& &ixma) vary; therefore they have no -
¢natural’ foundation. The writer meets this argument in §§ 3 and 4,
by pointing out that ‘being variable’ and ‘having a natural
foundation’ are not incompatible characteristics. While all human

institutions (as distinguished from the functions of the godhead)

are ‘variable,” some of tliem are “natural’ and some of them are
¢ conventional.’ Which are ¢ natural’ and which ‘conventional ’ is
as plain as it is which hand is “naturally’ the stronger.

kal & Mépoas] The editors compare the Minos 315 E—316 A, b. 26.

where these words occur in a similar context.

§ 8. Tobro ¥ . .. b. 30 08 iae] This is a very awkward passage. b. 27.
- Toire is apparently a Sikaa xweicfa. This statement is untrue,

and yet true in a sense. ‘Among the gods’ kweira ra dixaa
obdapas—z. e. justice in the abstract is ‘eternal and immutable’;



1134 b. 27.

1135 8. 2.
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‘among men,” however, kwyrov niv 76 dicarov—all human institutions
are mutable; but not mutable in the sense of being entirely
arbitrary : their mutability is not inconsistent with 6 elval 7 xal
¢ioe in them, In the sphere of mathematics, and in the sphere of
inorganic nature (e.g. 6 wip), there are no variations ; but in the
sphere of biological adaptation, to which =& 8ixaia— man’s actions—
belong, variations are natural. Then follow the words A\’ épws . . .
ob Pioer, which are unnecessary because they have been anticipated
by the words &rre pév o kai fpéoer.  Jackson makes the whole section
moire & ...ob ¢uce parenthetical; but this, after all, removes
formally rather than practically the difficulty inherent in the
sequence—mrap’ fuiv 8 &om pév Tu kol $loer, kumrdy pévror mav, EAN
Spows éotl TO pév dloer 6 ¥ o pioer. However, we must not expect
too much logical order from the present writer, who, moreover,
expresses himself so awkwardly as to seem guilty of the inac-
curacy of ascribing 8ikawa (through deivyra dikawd) to the gods, con-
trary to the express teaching of his school (see Z. V. x. 1178 b.
10). It is to relieve him of responsibility for such an inaccuracy
that Susemihl brackets the whole clause kairor wapd ye 28 ... ob
¢ioe 30. But perhaps we need not understand wweirar 7d Sikara
after o28apds 29, with Grant, Jackson, Susemihl, and Peters. It
may be allowable to supply xweira: 78 $ioer.

§ 4. wdvras| Bekker reads rivas, against all the MSS. apparently,
and against M. 4. i. 33. 1104 b. 33.

§ 5. @volvras . . , mwholow] sc. of Zumopor, Jackson. Dealers buy-
ing up corn or wine in large quantities compute by means of large
units of measurement ; but when they retail their stock they find
it convenient to use smaller units—e. g. bottles instead of hogsheads.
It may be useful to append here the passage in which the writer of
the M. M. discusses the distinction between =6 ¢iioes dicator and o
v(fpa‘a Sikaror—i, 33 1104 b. 30 Tow 8¢ Dikalwy €ori T pév (f)l:lﬂ‘ﬂ Ta B¢
v, 86t 8 olres dmolapfdvew py bs pdémore v peramesivra’ Kai yap
T& ¢loe tpra peralapfdvous: peraBolis. Aéyw & olov el T dprorepd
pekerguer wdvres det Bd\hew, ywolueba dv duedéfior d\hé Pioer ye
dpurrepa €oTiy, kal Ta Oefia odBey frror ploer Bektin éorl Ths dpioTepds,
kv wdvre woidpey T aploTepd kabdmep ) defia.  old éru peramimrovay,
S TovTo otk EoTw Ploer AN €l b5 émi 1O woAD kat Tov mAelw ypdvow
ofre Swpéver §) dpiorepd ofion dpioreph kai ) Sebii debud, Tobro ioe

3 r 1 ’ ) - L ” r 3 ) ) 1 3 ,
éorlv. doalres éml Tér Pioe Swkalwy, pi, € peraBdie Sua Ty juerépay

»
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xphiew, S voir otk €omip ikawr Qiver, aA)’ Torw. 16 yép bs éml T
wold Suaplvoy, vobro (o Sikatov mpodarés. b yap &y fHpeis Gopeba kol
vopigeper, Todto Kai fort Sixator 70y kal xkalobper kard vépor Sikatov.
Békrior odv Sikator T6 katd piow Tov kard vépov, dAN b (jroiper, Sixaioy
éort mohitikdr.  TO B¢ moluTikdy ot TS vépw, 06 70 dioeL.

§§ 6 and 7.] * We have a transition of subject now,’ says Grant,
‘a return from the digression on civil justice, to inguire inio
individual responsibility, &c. The transition is made by saying
that the principles of justice and injustice (6 8ixaor and =& adixor)
are universals, and differ from just and unjust acts.” See M. M.
i.33. I105 2. 8 70 & ddwov kal 7o ddiknua dbgeer by elvar olire Tabréy,
ok gore 86 1o péy yap E8wdy oty TS vipw bprepevor, vivy TH THY mapa-
karabpeny dmoorepiioar &woy éorl, T6 8 adlknpd forw T iBy ddikes T
mpatai, Gpotes 8¢ v Slrawoy kal 0 duwatompdynpa ot TaiToy® T pév yap

» ~ oy 3 - Lo . AL r
BLKGH’.W Tl.’) T‘Cln) L’UP&‘} WOLTREVOY, TO SE B;mum'pa'yqpa TO T dikata T:P(ITTEW.

§ 7. ol Ecaorov B adriy . . . émwokentéor| Ramsauer is perhaps
right in suspecting that these words are interpolated. The word
JeTepor can scarcely point to anything so near as the following
chapter, to which Zell and Michelet make it refer, The Palelics
(‘intended book or books mepi vépwr’ Jackson) or Rket (i. 13.
1373 b. 1 sqq.) could not be referred to in this way by the writer of
the Fifth Book.

CHAPTER VIIL

ARGUMENT.

Just and unjust acts being avhat we have described, to act Justly or unjustly
a man must performe them voluniavily. If ke perform them inveluniorily, they

' are accidentally or nominally, not veally, just or wnjust acts ; 1. e. they are merely

gust or wngust acls, nof his jusé or awnjust acts. Thus, if a man restore a
deposit involuntarily wnder compulvivn, ke *acts justly ' in a nominal, not
I a real semse.  Further, a voluntary act may be done erther wilh or without
deliberate choice, 1. e. either after we have furned it over in our minds, or with-
out previous thought. Noew, toapply these distinctions lo the classification of the
ways in whick one member of soclety may * hurt’ another—

(1) HWhen one man hurts another without knowing that ke is detng so, and
in circumsiances e which ke could not be expected to &mow, we say that *an
accident’ has happened.

Kk

11385 a. .

3. o.
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(2) But when ke might haze known, hough acting wilhout evil intent, we
say that his act is * culpable’—for an act whick can be traced fo somtething i
the man (here fo his not Anowing when he might have knotr) is ¢ culpable,’ an
act which is due to something external to the man (e, g. o kis not knowing
when it wwas impossible for hime to know) s a meve © accident.

(3) When aman hurts another knowingly, but without premeditation, e. g
@ anger, his act is an*ad of injustice, but ke is not himself in viriuc af
it ¢ o wnjust man.

(4) I, howvever, ke hawrt, deliterately choosing o do so, 1. €. with premedita-
tion, he is © arn wnjust nian,” and his act is an * act of injustice’ in the strict
sense, i.e. ome jor whick stricily wo excuse caw be found, But wheve
sudden anger causes a man to uflict hurt, premeditation is excluded, and an
extennating civcumsiance may be found in the provocation whick roused his
anger ; for anger arises when a man thinks that ke ts wngustly treated ; and in
Judgtng the act which springs from his anger, we have toask—* Has he been
wnjustly treated i—How far has ke reccived real provocation?’  Here i
is evident that both partics may dispute in good faith, each belicving that ke has
Justice on his side. Not so where the question &5 nol abowt the justice of
an admiited act, but whether (e.g. in a busipess transaction) sométhing has
begrn done o7 not, e. g. if A asserts that ke has paid B, and B denies A's assertion.,
one of the parties must be deliberalely trying to frear the other unjustly, 1uniess
the whole dispute be due fo a slip of memaory.

1t is of conrse with the discrimination of the different degrees of puilt arffack-
ing to voluntary transgressions that a court of criminal justice fhos mainly to
do. But there are cerlain inwoluniory actions which # cannat overiook—
those involuntary actions which are not done accidentally in consequence of an
excusable ignovance af merve particulors, but are blindly and ignorantly done
under the influence of brictal and unnatural impuises.

§ 1.] RZet. i. 13 should be read carefully with this chapter. The
following is the version of the subject of this chapter given by the
writer of the 7. A/.—he does not seem to have had the chapter
before him in the form in which we have it— 7. M. i. 33. 1195 a.
14 ndre ofv 16 Olkatoy, kat mére ol ; bs amhds pév elmelv, dray mpdrry
kard mpoaipesty kal ékovoiws (rd 8¢ éxovolws b Fu, clpnrar év vois émdve
§uiv), kal éray eldos kai dp xkal & kai of fvexa, olrws Sikawy mpdrrer,
dpotws kal oaltes kal & ddikos éorar 6 elBos kai v kal ¢ kal of Evexa.
drav 8¢ pnbév Totrov eidis mpafy Tu ddikov, adikos pév etk Eorw, aruyds
8¢, el yap oidpevos Tov ToNéioy amokTelvel TOV marépa dméxTewey, ddikov
pév 71 Expafer, ddixei pévror oifléva, druyel 8¢, émel olv 76 pi) adikeiv T8
dbia mpdrTovra év 1§ dyvocw oTi ToiTo, b kal pikpdy émdve é\éyero, Brav
wy eibos pi@ by Bhdrree pnf & pnf of Evexerr AN’ 8y kal Ty Gyvoiay
Stopioréor éoriv, mas dv ywopéms Tis dyvolas, by Bdmre:, ok diuiioer,
&oro &) ofros 6 Sopurpds. Srav pév yip i) dyvow airia j Tov wpakal T,

oby ékdy roiro mpdrrer, dore olk adiker Grav O¢ is ayvelas alris §
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’- LY ’ n A rd T 3 \. o k) 13 . E
aiITiog, Kat 'h—pmﬂ TL KT THY a‘ywz(w e GUTOS OLTioS €0TiY, oUToeS ?fB‘q
- - T ~
adiket, kai Bikalws adikos ¢ 7TotovTos K\nfncerar. oiov éml T pebubrrow.
a L i - . - 1 5 -~ Tt \ 3 1 e
oi yap pefliorres kai mpdfarrés i kakdy adwolowr” Tis yap dyvolas abroi
-~ - -~ ’

elow alrior é&fp ydp abrols iy wivew Tooobrov, HaT dyvonuavras TimTewr
Y s * » A1 3 N -~ 3 - o . ’ k3
Tov marépa. Spolws [ral] ért tév EN\wy dyvorév Scar pév yivovrar 8
abrols, of kard rabiras dBiotures ddikor &v 8¢ pi) airol elow airioe, AN
LA 2 * » ~ a_r - ’ -~ ~ » » -

n (!'yvam KOKELVOLE €O0TIY QlTil TOLY ‘ITPHEI{]EI. TOoU Hpa‘fm, QUK ﬂﬁwﬂ‘- ETTLY
& 7 towadry dyoa § QPuowi, olov th wadla dyveotvra Tols marépas
’ ks » € 3 » E A} 7 3 ~ L L3 -
TomTousty, dAN 1) € Tolrois dyvoia uciky oboa ol mowt Suwk TV wpasw
e 03 » * £ > r T » » _» - ’ -~
TaUTHY Td Wﬂf-am Reyfﬂgﬂl t.llgﬂ(ﬂ. ] ')IC(P ﬂ?l’ﬂm @TiE TOU ?Tpﬂfr‘w TAUTA,

-~ ’
s & dyvolas obk avra aira, 8w ovd abike Aéyovrar.

§ 1. &xdiv] see Rhel i 13. 1353 b. 27 &am 8) 70 ddikcicba 70 dmd

e r LTS . T, (1 3 -~ . 6 e T
EKOVTOS TQ ﬂﬁu{ﬂ. TATYEL TO ydap {IBLKEI.!’ WOLOTAL WPOTEROY EKOUTIOV Elrat,

ois yip oupBéBnke . . . mpdrTouow] 7. 6. T& kara ovpBeBirds Sixata
abika wpaATTOUTLY. ’

§ 2. dotar T dBikov] 7. e, o xard cupBefnKds.
§ 8. wpdrepov] of. . E. ii. 9. 1225 b. 1. sq. and £ V. iii. 1. 20.

of {&vexa) ... Tivos Zvexa] the tendency or result of the act: see
Grant’s note on iii, 1. 18.

kakelvoy Ekaotor pl) katd oupBeBnrds pnde Big] ‘mistake and
compulsion being excluded in each case.) Timrew rov marépa karé
oupBelnrés would be to beat him, mistaking him for some one else ;
wimrew Tov warépa Big, to beat him in the circumstances described in
line 2%. Mich. Eph. is right in explaining 3 kara ovpBednrés here
as equivalent to py 8 &yvorav. His words are—ré 8¢ py) kard ovp-
BeBnxds, émi Tol eldévar & rafékacra kard cvpPelnids G ywpilow dv Tie
ratra &u 5 dyvoin dxotaioy éroler T pwipevoy, olrws ds alris Selomow’ &
T&P TC‘IV ﬂﬂff"ﬂa TT.’J?TT&,L' _E,ﬂ' WK_TOMX!’!}, KG.E 'ympffmv F.E‘P 37& 3#5.0(0{:’0}'
Timrel, dyvodw O Gri ov TimTe 6 marip alrod foriv, kara ocuuBefykos v
ély wepli Tov marépa f) wpakis, bs wpds pév Evbpemor kab® aird, bs 8 mpos
marépa kart oupBeBnkds” Hore kel drobatos i) mpds Toy marépa VBpis Tob vict.

15 B4 dyvoolpevor, | piy dyvoolpevor pév piy én’ adrd 8 dv, i Ble,
drodoroy] Have we a three-fold or a two-fold division of dretoia
here? Mich. Eph. tells us—a two-fold division. He says—8&¢t 8¢ &
77 Méfer 7 A Ble dvrl 7ob §} v GAAE ypdgpewr . . . 70 yip pi) én adrd dAA&
Bia drovowor, According to this view, then, # is not disjunctive but
explanatory, and we have the old division into ra & &wmar and za

xkz2

1135 a. 15.

&. 17.

a. 18.

a. 22,
a. 23.

a. 25.

&, 26.

a. 31.



1135 a. 81,

b, 8.
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Bla. I have little doubt that a three-fold division is really intended,
the clause moMé& ydp s\ explaining and giving illustrations of
TO p7 dyvoovpepoy pév i ér albrd § 8w, as distinguished from both
76 ayvaovpevor and o Blg. Ta pioe Smdpyorra are opposed to 76 Big
(¢f- for this opposition Met, 1. 1. 1052 2. 23 & Tt pdrea Towdrov kal
py By, Phys. . 5. 205 b. 5 el yap &v +{ mov Bla ral oy of wéchuker).
So far as ra Biasa are concerned, wpdrroper «ai wdoyoper eidéres: but
these Brawa are not the only ‘ involuntary actions’ which we perform
€il6Tes 1 moMN& yap kal Tiv picer tmapyivrer (as well as 74 Biawa) are
involuntary, and yvet eiddres kai mpdrroper kai waoyoper. The words
&v oty ol éxolowoy olir’ droloidy éorw Rassow (Forsch. p. 9p) has
shown conclusively, I think, to be wrong. Twpar and drofriokew
belong to the same class of ¢uoird as feppalvesfar, diyeiv, and mewiy,
which in Z. V. iii. 5. 7 are said to be pgr’ ép feiv phd écovowa, the
implication being that they are drofow. Accordingly Rassow pro-
poses to rcad here &v odfév o’ e fuiv ot éxotaudy domw instead of
the &v ollév ot éxolpror oliT @koboiéy éorw of the MSS. Spenpel
(Arest, Stud. p. 211) had proposed simply to read & oddév ékabouin
éorw, oiov 6 ynpar #) drofvioker, O droloiov is, I think, plainly an
interpolation ; and the passage iii. 5. 7. 1113 b. 19 sgq. quoted by
Rassow, is certainly in favour of his conjecture of’ ¢ fuiv oid
ékatouo, for the collocation occurs twice in it. But looking simply
at the palaeographical conditions of the present passage itself, should
we not be safer in accepting Spengel’s suggestion? !

§ 4. kol 76 kotd oupPePnkds| The force of xai (omitted however
by He, Mb, Q, CCC) is explained by Mich. Eph.—«ai 7 karé qup8.
kal 70 kaf adré. CCC and PP read «ai after éuolws.

For the distinction drawn here see Plato, Legg. ix. 862 B oyedov
ydp, @ pikor, o7 €l 1is 7 iBwol T Taw Gvrev ol el rotvarriov ddapeirar,
Sikawor dmhs § dBwov xpi TO TowodTov oitw Aéyew, aAX’ éaw #fe kat dikale
Tpéme Yphpevos Tis ddely Twd Te kai BAdmTy, Tolté éomi T vouoléry
Bearéov, kal mpis 8lo Taira 8) Bhemréoy, mpés Te ddwiav kai BhdSyy.

) 5.]' Cf. E.E. ii. 10. 1226 b. 30 &o7 émei 5 pév éf° airg v 7

r kA A3 7
TpATTEW ) W TpdiTew, €4y Tis mpdrry i dmpakty O abrov kal pi O

L If it be thought still safer to retain the reading of the MSS., we must
remember that the clause moAAd ~ap xai .7.A. is introduced to explain a list of
axovola, and therefore can only mean that these gioe fmé,axéw& are nof
woluntary. Jackson'’s parenthesis a. 19 ddlequa—a. 33 dxodotor, separating this
clause from what immediately precedes, cannet, I think, be right,

ot : BOOK V: CHAP.8: §§ 5, 6. 501

Hyvoiay, Exiy mpdrre § dmpaxtel, molAd 8¢ TdV TowiTey mpdrroper ov 1135k, 8.

Bovdevodperor otde mpovonaavres, dvdykn T4 pév mpoatperdy Gmav. EKOvaLor
civat, 6 & Ekotiotov py Tmpeniperdr, Kal TG ey kard mwpogiperey wdrra éxvlota
etvar, 4 8 dxoloia piy mivra kara mpoaipeaw,  Cf. L. V. iil. 2. 16 éxolgion
uév 8) palverar (vb wpoasperdv), 7 & éxolotov ofr mav mpoaiperdy” AN épd

ye T mpofeBovkevpévon;

§§ 6-9.] There are three forms of BAd3p—viz. driynua, dpdpnpa, b. 11

and ddknpa.  When the hurt is inflicted per’ dyvoias and the agent
is not the cause of the dyvaia—the circumstances being such that he
could not be expected to foresee what is going to happen—the hurt
is an drdynua, an accident, or misadventure. It belongs to the class
of & 8 &yworav (. V. iii. 1. 13). When the hurt is inflicted per’
dyvolas, but the agent is the cause of the &wouw (7. e. acts ayvodr—
E. E.ii. g, E. N. iii. 1. 14—as a drunken man does—bat not with
the dyvoa of the poxbnpss—E. A iii. 1. 14—for the words évev 8¢
caxtas exclude that kind of ignorance), and might be expected, but
for this voluntary &yrowa, to foresee what is going to happen, the
hurt is a dpdprpa—culpable. When a man inflicts hurt edos pev
@ mpaBovhetiads 8¢, under the sudden influence of one of the natural
elementary passions of human nature—especially fopds—the hurt is
an édlenpa—an znjury. But we cannot infer from an injury inflicted
under such circumstances that the agent is a bad or wmjus/ man.
If, however, the injury is inflicted deliberately, with premeditation,
then we may infer that the agent is a bad or unjust man.

- There are thus really four kinds of A8y which a court of justice
has to distinguish. A burts B. It is for the court to find out
whether the hurt is an dréyypa, or a dudprypa, Or an adixnua avev
mpovolas, OF an adlkypa ék mpovoias.

§ 6. BAafav] BMd8y is hurt or damage as such generically ; while
wilful hurt, £ . injury, is @8lkypa: see Liddell and Scotl s.v. BhdPn.

per dyvolas] not, as Rams. seems to think, equivalent to & b.12.

Zyvaar. The wriler uses per’ dywoias as a neutral phrase to cover
it 80 dyvowr, 7.6, Groynpara, and & dyvodv mpdrra, 1.6 dpapripara
strictly so called.

dpopripara] < here includes druyipara as well as dpapripera in the
narrower sense in which the word is used in § 7.’ . Jackson.

# oy ] &s vulg. Rassow (Forsch, p. 61) restores ¢, the reading b. 16.

of Kb (and CCC), as being consistent with roirg, line 14 above.
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1185 5.16.  § 7. 8rav ... dpdpmpa] The editors compare Rkt i. 13. 1374

b. 17.

b. 6 €rrw druxfuara piv Goa mapdloya kal ) drd poybnpias, dpapripara
8¢ Soa py mapdloya ki pi drd movnpias, aducrpara 8¢ aa phre wapakoya amwd
womplas Te éoriv' ta yap 8 émbuplay drd movypras.  Ramsauer very
appositely quotes Phys. B. 197 a. 18 kal 70 Prvar efval T Tapaloyoy
T XY 6pfds. 6 yip Adyos #) rov del dvrav, §j T@v Gs éni 0 mokd, # 8¢
TUX1) €v Tols ywopdvois mapd rabra. The Paraph. Heliod. illustrates
the difference between driynua (76 & dyvoian mpdrrew) and dudprppe
(70 dyvootvra aparrew) as follows—Kat dpdpropa pév dotw, Srav res Bhdvr
TWa dkoVeles pév, mapaa iy 8¢ Twa s B\dBns alriav: olov, cires &y 686 To-
Eclon, év 7) éveBéyero dvlpamor wapiévat, épdvevaé Twar ofros Yyap drav pév
dmékreve Tov vbpemor, mapéoye 8¢ airlay Tob Pévov 16 ¢ rowirg rire
Tofederv. “Ardynua 8 éoriw, drav Fapd mdcar mpocdoxiar § BAGS cupfs.
oloy, € tis Tobebwr & épnpias; ofre oupdy, mapurra Tk dméerewer
érratba yap wapdloyds mis § Bhdfy ouréfly kai mwapdadofos, kat oddey és

alrd guveréeoer & Bhiras, e pi kard oupSeByxés, aAN’ éfwbey § airia
naga Tob povov.

dvev 8¢ kaxlas] added (as w) drd wovnpias is added in the passage
quoted from the RAet) to exclude the chronic dyvota of the poyénpés,
as distinguished from the temporary d&ysoi of the pebior. What is
called in Z. V. iii. 1. 14 the dyvowa of épyn is also excluded : for the
upd moaw is said in § 8 of the present chapter to act eidds v
mpoSovheloas 8. In Z. V. iii. 1. 14 he is coupled with the pefior as
dyvodv—see Jackson’s note on v. 8. 6, in which he calls attention
to this difference between the ¢ Aristotelian’ view and the
‘Eudemian.’ It is to be noted, however, that in § 12 of the
present chapter the writer speaks of those who act 8wt mdfos
Puawov pir’ dvfpdmwor, it is true) as dyvooivres.

We are to understand the duapripara, then, of this section as
Bdfas inflicted by a drunken or careless (but not necessarily vicious)
person. Such a person would be culpar reus, in the language of
Roman law. BXd8a inflicted under the influence of anger belong
to the class of ddufpara—injuriae dolo commissae—not to that of
dpapripara.  "Ariynpa is the casus of Roman Law : ¢of. Gaius iii,
§ 211 (p. 227, ed. Gneist)—*Is injuria autem occidere intelligitur
cujus dolo (resulting in ddixua) aut culpa (resulting in dpdprrpa) id
acciderit, nec ulla alia lege damnum (7 &. BAdBy) quod sine injuria
datur reprehenditur : itaque inpunitus est qui sine culpa et dolo
malo, casu (resulting in arixppa) quodam damnum committit”

(pire
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Cf.-Menauder apud Stob. Eel. Phys. ii. 8 (Meineke, vol. iv. p. 198) 1185 b.17.

drbynpa kadikqpa Sapopiv Exer | To pév Sid .'r{rx:;v ylyverar, 76 § aipécer
The following passage from Justinian iv. 3. § 3-8 (p. 227, ‘ed.
Gneist) may be compared to illustrate the nature qf czz'Zpa’({esultmg
in dpdprnpa), and its difference from casus (resglt‘mg‘m u'ruxqpa)]—
¢ Ac ne is quidem hac lege tenetur qui casu {)ccmht,.sn m.odo cu pai
ejus nulla inveniatur . . . . . Itaque si quis, t}um .j’dCl.lh.S .Iudu-: ve
exercitatur, transeuntem servum tuum tra]ecerlt,‘ dxst.mgultur.
Nam si id a milite quidem in campo, coque ‘ub; Sc‘)htl.lm est
exercitari, admissum est, nulla culpa cjus ‘mtelhgnur; si .a.hus Fal'e
quid admiserit, culpae reus est. Idem jur.1§ est et dt? milite, si is
in alio loco quam qui exercitandis militibus destinatus est id
admisit. Item si putator ex arbore dejecto ramo servam tuum
transeuntem . occiderit, si prope viam ppb]ic%m au‘t vicinalem id
factum est, neque proclamavit, ut casus evitari possit, culpae reu‘s
est; si proclamavit, neque ille cura\.flt cavere, extra culpam est
putator. Aeque extra culpam esse intelligitur, si seorsum a via
forte vel in medio fundo caedebat, licet non pI‘OCla{’navlt,.qu%a €0
loco nulli extraneo jus fuerat versandi. Praeterea si I’I?{.‘dlCU.b qui
servim tuum secuit dereliquerit curatiot?em, atque ob id mortuus
fuerit servus, culpae reus est. Imperitia quoque ?ulpae annu-
meratur, veluti si medicus ideo servum tuum Occ1d-3r1t,. quod eum
male secuerit aut perperam ei medica:?entur.n. dedent.. ‘lmpe:u
quoque mularum quas mulio propier .unpenuam retinere nl?n
potuerit, si Servus s Oppressus fuerit, culpae reus est mu]'m-
Sed et si propter infirmitatem retinere eas non potuerit, cum alins
firmior retinere potuisset, aeque culpae t'enetur. Ea_dem placuerunt
de eo quoque qui cum equo veheretur impetum €jus aut prf)[,)ter
infirmitatem aut propter imperitiam suam retinere non potuerit.

dpaprdre pév yap Srav § dpxh & altd 1 Tis ai-rfa.g]_ : .It islplainl,’ sa.gl-'s'
Jackson, ¢ that this sentence ought to restate t}.le {}mtmctmn a I‘C}:. }'
drawn between driynpa and ripa'.p'r“rj.a.m: but it is difficult tp se: 0\:1
érav ﬁ doxs) év aird g Tiis airius—so t‘ne. MSS., except H"-. 1\11 [Lal':
B2] (which have xaias), and all the edlftors—-can be 'equ‘w:i. ent to
w1 mapakdyws, and Srav ffwlley 1O mapaldyws. More-over::? apxn b:}e
alrias is a strange phrase. Hence I have supposed_ airias to be 2
corruption of dywoias, and I find tlie strongest possible conﬁfm‘?iieg
of my conjecture both in the E . and in the M. M. (Ef. él’ N, 1;1!
5.§8: also § 7: and M. M. 1. 33. 1195 8. 27 . .. b. 47 Susemi

b. 18,
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1185 b. 18. adopts Jackson's dywoias, It is true that 7 dpxn wijs arias (= prin:

b, 21,

cipium causae) is a strange phrase; and T should feel tempted to
mend it, either by substituting another word for airias?, or by
Tetaining airias in another sense, as equivalent to criminis instead
of cawsae, were it not for the fact that I find Hippocrates (mep
dpyains irpudys 1. ed. Littré vol, i P- 570) using the same expression

3§ doxn Tie alrlas — Lrincipinm causae—ixdoon emexeipnoay wepl inrpikys

Aeyew ) ypddew, imdbeawr oiow abrénow drobiuevol TG Adye, Bepudy,
7 Yuxpdy, § fypév, 3 Snpor, §) aAN & 1e v dNwo, & Bpaxv dyavres, Thy
doxhy Tis aiting Tolow @vfpdmowot éy voloey e kai 7ol Bavdzov, kat
waoL ™Y alréqr, & 3 Slo mpobléusvor, éy wolholot pev kal ofo Aéyouae
katuthavees elolv duaprdvorres. The fact that the phrase does else-
where occur (though not in the Aristotelian Writings), to my mind
turns the balance in favour of retainin g it here,

§ 8. €idds| ‘ Thus 6 uus rowsw is accounted eidds. In N, & i,
1. § 14 he is classed with the pefior as an dyvoir : érepoy § Zoike
kat t6 & dyrowav mpdrraw Tod dyvootvra moteln & yap peliwy 7 bpyild-
pevos ob Soket O dyvotay mpdrrew, dANG Sud T4 o elpyiévay, oli elbds 8¢,
d\N’ dyvodr.  Jackson, ad loc.

Sou dvaykato i uoikd cupBalver Tois dvfpdmois] Jackson points
out that this second §oa is the subject of oupBaive. He accordingly
removes Bekker’s commas afier #déy and ¢uowd. Dich. Eph. distin-
guishes between guorwd and avayxaia wdfy— eioi 8¢ iy duowd, Epwres,
Abmar, héSor dvayrein 8¢ weiva Stfa: but I think it is doubtful whether
any distinction is intended. The writer probably wishes merely to
point out that certain normal appetites (called indifferently guoud
Or dvaykaie) common to all men, breaking out suddenty to seek
satisfaction, may occasion injurious acts which must be treated
differently in the criminal court from injurious acts deliberately

planned for the satisfaction of these (natural) or other (factitious) -

appetites. It is true, however, that in vii, 4. 2 the avaykaia with
which the deparjs drhds is concerned are identified with T4 mepl
™Y Tpothiy kai iy Tév ddpodicier xpelav, and that another sphere is

' E. g aliias: this term (see v. 2. 1 3), well known to Athenian law, occurs
in Plate, Zegg: ix, to which the present chapter is so deeply indebted ; and in
Lol il 4. 1262 a. 26 alrfar committed by persons who are dywosirres are
distinctly contemplated. H*, M, and B, with raxias, might be supposed to
exhibit a divergent form, which, when compared with the airias of other
MSS.; would point to an original aixlas,
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: N T i 7k at (& 1135 b. 21,
assigned to the deparijs fupon. Accordingly, ¢ it is necessary to

suppose that the writer means to distinguish dvayxaia a.md Guoekd
here, it would be true to say that (as Jackson explfuns a.d; Zof.
p. I112) ¢uokd wdfy are foa kowd mioe xoi € 6:0'1?;' e (E, V. V'll.
6. 2), and davaykaia wdfy a species of the duowd, including émbupiar

A
ai wept Tir Tpodr KT

od pévror Tw ddikor Bid TaliTa odbe movnpols of yip Bid poxfnplav q b.23.

BhGBy ! Srav 8 2k wpoarpduews, dbikos kal poxbnpds] ‘ i e th.(: ?ne’r(:ly
instinctive operation of these natural passions, resulting in injurious
acts, does not argue a bad character. It is when these passions are
made ‘objects of reflection,” and when the means of gr:}tfymg
them to the injury of other people are deliberately sought out, that
we can infer a bad character. It is obvious tha_t among th.ese
natural passions there are some which call in the &Ifi of reflection
more readily than others : ¢f. vii. 6. 3, where émfupia generally, Es
distinguished from 6upds, is described as E’rr{,?ovhos.q Hence tl e
prominence given in the present passage o ra ék fupot as examples
f ra pi é mpovolas,
i FDI: nthe gistinction between injurious acts produced by'the. un-
premeditated operation of dvaykaia i puorwd wddy, and inj‘ury inflicted
deliberately—especially in the form of cukepavria—in order t?
gratify spite or greed, see Probl. X6. 13. 951 b. 27 gquc‘)ted 'I_)}r Ze}
and Ramsauer)—rd pév yap adiceiv xal & dpyjy kal Oia q'bo,Sou m:.
&0 émibuplav kal 8 d\ha mol\& yiverai, kai ob pdvov ek mpovolas’ 76 82

- LI ’ 3 3
abikds eyxakelr bs T TONY €k wpovaias égTiv.

§ 9. Bid kahds Td ek Oupol odk ék mpovolas kplverar] 7a éx Bupod, b. 25.

acts done in the heat of sudden anger. In the Laws (_IX; 8.66 D-
867 B—a passage referred to by Bywater, Jowrnal of F }zzz?olog ;-
1874, v. 115, and, after him, by Jackson, for the e:_tplanatlond.o
6 & émBovkedoas otk dywoel at the end of § 1o be}ow.), P(Ia,toa is-
tinguishes between two classes of of 91.:‘;.«9" soiuETes; viz. o; efai(pvqi
kai dmpofovhelrws mpdrrovres, and of per emtSoviijs vtt'.-spma: Xxp ;@’émr‘n
potpevor.  His words are—'Ear & dpa 7is aﬁrdxﬁcp pw‘ ket & Eléz!;w’
Gupc 8¢ 3 6 mempaypévor éxmpax@év, Sixi B¢t ﬂ'paz‘rm: 70 fou.:wrop‘ f a-
Beiv, Obupd yup &) wémpakrar kai Tols Goor l&v e&mpw{;s ,ufv kal ampo-
Bovhetrws ToD dmokTelvai wANYais i T TOOUTG ?mgbﬂﬂpwa::. 'l'l.]'-l'(.‘f Tapa-
Xphipa Tis 6ppis yevopéms, perapéleud Te Ei}ﬂi")s" 'r'ou ﬁiﬂpnypmu grryvqras,
Bupé 8¢ kal 8got mpomnhaxisliévres Ndyous i) kal dripois Epyots, peradiarorres

1 Jackson inserts ch. 6. §§ T and 2 here: see his Introduction, pp. xvii-xix.
A
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\ . - , 3
1135b. 23, T Trpeplay, doTepoy dmokrelvool Tva Bovinbivres KTetvat, kal T wenpay-

,(.r.e’m:r attois dperapélyror yiyrrar,  dirros péy 81 Tovs dovous, @s ok,
?ereo;-:, Kal ‘o-)fcaﬁv,dquurépovs ;Gv;.ula yeyovbras, perafd 86 mov Tob Te
€KOUTLOV Kat akovoiou Bicadrar dv Neyoudvous. o phy dAN eikdw éol
ékatepos' & pév Tov Bupdy dvddrrov kal otk fk Tob mwapaypiipa éfaidins
alha pera émBouNis ToTepov Xpove Tipwpoluevos éxovole Eowkey, 6 8¢
cjrapzet';rms Tas épyals kai ék T0b wapaxpipa edbds xpipevos ampoBovieiras
Opotos péy dkovgin, Eome 88 0ib ofros af Tavrdracw dkodotos AN elkdy
drovoiov. 813 yahemoi Swpilew of 79 Ouud mpayfévres dvou, wrepov
ékovgiovs aiTols § Twas &s drovotovs vopoBernréov. Bédvioror iy xal
d\néoraroy els elxdva pév dudo Getvar, Tepetv 8¢ aird yopis 17 emiBovdj
«at dmpoBovdig, «kai rois pév per’ emeBovhijs Te kal SpyR krelvact Tas
Typopias yokerorépas, Tois 8¢ dmpoBovhedras e xal ealhms mpaorépas
vopodereiv. According to Jackson the émiBouvhedoas ($ ro, 1135 b.
33)—* the man who deliberately attacks his neighbour [whether by
way of revenge, or otherwise]’ cannot plead dyvora—mistake about
mjury received—because he “ has had time to consider the matter.’
Surely it is often the case that ‘time to consider the matter’ does
not contribute to the discovery of the original mistake, especially if
a man ‘ éroods over his supposed wrong before he retaliates” The
retaliatory act of such a man is, of course, é mwpovolas, and must be
more severely judged than the sudden act of the Bupe mowow @ sti
-such an émBovleloas may plead dyvow: he may say, with truth
that he planned revenge because he thought that he had been
injured—the question before the court is still mept rov dikalov, not
mepi 7ol yevéobar.  For this reason I am inclined to think that the
émBovdeioas of § 10, 1135 b. 33 is not ¢ the man who takes time to
relaliafe,’ but rather the cukoparraw or ddikes éykahdr of Probl. Ke.
13. 952 a. I sqq.

$ 9,10.] In trying a case of assault, the court, having first
satisfied itself that the assault, alleged by the épyloas as dwxwr, and
admitted by the Buug mordr as Ppevywy, was committed in the heat
of sudden anger, and therefore without premeditation, allows the
fiujm@ moedy to plead in justification of his offence so committed, and
in mitigation of its penalty, that the pyicas provoked it by what
either really was unjust treatment, or might naturally in the cir-
cumstances be mistaken for unjust treatment. The question before
the court is—Was there provocation, or apparent provocation,
sufficient to justify the assault in any degree P—nepl rob ualov
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dpeaByreirar.  The finding may be that the Sidkev is poyfnpds, but 1135 b, 25.

cannof be that the ¢edyer is poy@ypés. It is only in cases where the
fact of the offence alleged Dby the 8tbkor is denied by the deiyor
(Srav mwepl oD yevéobar dppiofnréod), that one or other of the two
parties (it is uncertain which) must de poxfppés, and guilty of
deliberately wronging the other—either the &wbrer in bringing an
accusation which he knows to be false, or the ¢eiyor in having
committed an offence which he does not attempt to justify, but
denies’; see RAef. iii. 17. 1417 b. 27 (quoted by Jackson)—p) Aaw-
favérw § 67 dvaykaioy év talry i dugroSyrioe (i.e. Th mepl Tov
yevéalat) pdvy tov érepov elvar woujpdw ob ydp éorw dyvowa alrla, bomep
dv €l Twes mept Tob Bkalov duchiofnroter : of, Pol. A, 13. 1300 b. 25
(quoted by Grant, Jackson and Ramsauer) mepi me tov ex mpovolas
kul mepl oY drovoiwy, kal doa Suohoyeitar pev, dpioBnTeirar 8¢ mept Tob
Stkaiov. ;

I said above that T do not agree with Bywater and Jackson in
identifying the émiBovheboas of § 10 either entirely or partly with the
man ° who takes time to refaliate’—6 rév Bupdy Puhdrrow xai ok éx
Tob mapaypipa éfaidrns, A& perd émiBovlis Gorepor ypive Tipwpolperos
of Legg. ix. 867 A. “The man who takes time to retaliate’—:g
pera émBovds Tipwpotpevos—does not lose sight of the mrouéry
@dwla, because he ‘takes time’; and his act of retaliation is, as
often as not, done openly, and its reason avowed afterwards. The
issue hefore the court would then be mept 700 Siwealov and not mepl
7ot yevéofar.  But the émBovhedoas of § 10, I take it, as contrasted
with the fupé mordv (6 cidpevos dixeicdar) is a person whose conduct
does not raise the issue mepl Tob dwaiov, He cannot therefore be
identified with the perd émyBovhis Tipwpotperas who avows his premedi-
tated act, and pleads justification—with success, as we sometimes see
in the French and Italian law-courts. Nor can it be right to identify
him (as the Paraph. does) with the épyioas, who may be entirely
innocent of the ddiie attributed to him by the fvué modr. It only
remains that we identify him with the man who deliberately
injures his neighbour #o/ &y way of revenge for real or imagined
wrong. A good example of such an émBovleioas is & ddikes
éykakdw, of 6 ouvkopavrdr of Probl. k8. 13. 951 b. 29, and 952 a. 1,
who, as 8ubker, accuses the deliywr of having done something,
which the latter denies having done. In such an dpduoBirnois wepi
rob yevéolay, if the jurors’ votes are divided equally for the 8uwbkew
and for the ¢elywy, the verdict is, of course, given in favour of the
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11351, 25. latter—but the writer is at pains to explain why—because the Stbkar,

¢/ he has really brought a false aceusation against the ¢edyor, must
be held to have done so knowingly and é mpovoias, whereas the
Pedyar, i he committed the offence charged, may have committed
it @vev mpovoias.. The passage runs as follows—zo pdy yip bty kal
8¢ Spyiv kai Siie PdBov kai 8 emibupiar kai 8¢ @\ha wol\& yiveras, kal ob
pdvey de mpovoias® 5 8¢ Gblkws eykakety bs 5 moY ék Emoovoias Coriv.
bore émel foar al Yihor yeydvams, 76 8¢ adikws Tov rs’yxaE?Vra eykalely
kal Tov Gedyovra dhixeiv, Pailov kpifévros 7ob ddixws eykaloivros 76 wikdy
7 devyortt & vopolérns dméveruey. . . 952 . I € peilw pév abikel 6 e
apovolas dikdv ) & pn éx mpovoias, & pev &y oukoavrdy dei €k mpovolas
dbexel, 5 &¢ Erepdy T Adukdw Tt piv 8¢ dvdyiny i 8¢ 87 dyvoway, vé 82 Sres
éruxer dlukelv alre aupminre. Srar 82 lrar yovavrar al Yigot, 6 pév Sidkwy
Kkéxpirat Do Tév Huloewy Apovatas dduxely, 6 8¢ etryer trd vow Aourdy af
abikely pév o pévrow ye mpovoias, diore énel dbikein pello xéxpirar & Sidkwy
70U Gevyovros, eixdros & vopobéms vikay €kptre Tov Ta hdrre ddikotvTa.
The émBoeioas, then, being the man who deliberately injures
his neighbour (by bringing a false accusation against him, or
otherwise) without having received provocation, the ¢ ué b. 33 will
be the 6upé woidv—the man who retaliates in the heat of anger—and
the & 8 will be the émBowedoas as just deseribed. I think that
the whole passage from 8.4 b. 25 10 & & off 1136 2. 1 is of the nature
of a parenthesis; and that the words 2w & €k wpoatpéuews Shdyrn,
adueel a. 1 resume the main thread of the discussion by repeating,
in a slightly altered form, what had been said before the parenthesis,
Viz. Grav & ék mpoaipéoens, EBikos kal poxénpés b, 25. The sense of the
whole parenthesis from & to & o may be brought out thus—An
act done in the heat of anger is not treated at law as an act pre-
meditated by the agent: for (1) it arises from provocation received
from another; and (2) the agent as ¢ebyar admits the act, and
Pleads in justification the provocation which he has received. He
stands on an entirely different footing from that one of the two
parties in an dugueBimats mepi 700 yevénbar who is proved guilty—
for one or other of them must he guilty of premeditated wrong—
either the gedyor of committing an act which he knows cannot
be justified, and therefore denies, or the Subkwy of bringing an aec-
cusation which he knows to be false. The party found guilty in
such a case differs from the fvpg wody in not being unaware of
havjng plotted an injury (6 8¢ émBovhedoas otk dyvoel), and in
not thinking that he has received an injury which justifies his act
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(3 ey {z‘. 6 6 Bupd 11'0;56:—'] dlerar adiceicfm, & & [e'. é. 6 emyBov- 1135b.25.

Aebgas] off). : : S

Mich. Eph., Coraes, Michelet, Nétel, and Pgters, refer & pév
and & 8¢ to the dpyloas and the fupg modv (they differ, hew?ver, EJLS
to which is which), thus treating the words ¢ & émBovheigas ovk
ayvoei as parenthetical (Notel rejects them fI’OI'Fl tl.'ue tcxt—.Qwes-
tionum Arisiotelearum specimen, p. 43). The ob‘]ectior‘l to this inter-
pretation is that the dpyives may or may not be cOnSCIons ofﬂhavmg{
done something to merit the retaliation of the fupg wawn, anc._
accordingly the statement & pév oferar dieiofac wouﬂld nE:-t always
be true of lum. DBut it is always true of the fupg 7ady, wh‘osi
sudden dpyn is émt cawopévy adudp. Nor could the x\’f)rds & 8 atf
(sc. oferar adieioBar ) always apply to the spylvas. I h-e is c;'onscwl'l]sl
of having done nothing to merit the attack of the Qv,twp‘?rmmv, he wi
think that he has been unjustly treated. It seems plain, then, that
the words & pév olerar dbuceigbar refer to the fvpe mordw, and t.he 'W.Ol'dS
3 8 ot to the émBovleloas, who, as I have tried to show, is nei}her
the man ‘who takes time to refaliate’ (Jackson), ner tllfj prfa'as,
but that one of the two parties in an tipfj)w’ﬂr}ﬂ;a';g‘ ﬂ.:ipl. Tol :yswcrﬂ::u_
who is proved to be poxfypés. The words 6 & émPBovketoas ode
dyvoel are thus not to be treated as parenthetical.

ém $awopém k.r.\.] Fritzsche compares £. V. vil. 6, 1. b. 28.

&y Tolg uumﬂ&ypam] The Paraph. Heliod. has—ol ydp, éowep b. 29.

év Tois éxouaiols cuvalhdypacw e, oirte xcjuraéﬂa?ﬁ &;:(ﬁm‘ﬂa’;rnafs
ylverar év éxeivos pév yap 7 mpabis n’pf,hwﬁqrfirm' aaix-, nwaaﬁe .
wapakarabnkqy 1 1o Sdvewy, kai NafSov odk &rfzﬁo.uce, ::BV‘TOVT‘O.BEEX?’ :
wompds ebfds kai Udwds éotw, el py emlabdpevos dpreirar—z. €. tj
reference is to ékodoia ovwalhdypara—e. g, B sues‘A ‘for an :3.11&\:,&;:1

debt; and A swears that he has alreadj.l paid it: one a\:ff tﬁ
two thust be woxfnpds, unless the one in terror has mrfn;l;.y
forootten the circumstance in dispute—B the. c1rcumsta:nce o.d is
having been paid, or A the circumstance of his not having paid.

dv pi S My adTd Spdow] I think, says Jackson ad loc., b 31

¢ that the subject of dpéow is 8 re Spyloas kal 6 ﬁp‘ycgﬁ'ﬂ's, who do n‘ot
raise the issue of fact unless they do it through forgetfulness, 7 e

I This seems to be the only legitimate way of completing fh(‘: clause. thDte}
(p- 43) supplies oferar éceivov dBureiofar, in the interest of his interpretation o
il L)

the passage.
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the forgetfulness which results from anger. These words are

commonly understood to refer to the two parties concerned in a

ovrdldaypa, “ubi fieri non potest quin eorum alter qui ita contro-
versantur pravus sit, nisi forte oblivio intercessit” (Victorius on
Rl iil. 17): but (1) why is adrd Spsew in the plural? and (2)
what precise idea do 'these words convey? According to my
interpretation, they stand for mepl rob yevéofar dudioByroow. 1
confess that I do not see any difficulty in reconciling the plural
with the common interpretation. The words dv w) 8ud A7fny adrs
9pdowr are added to qualify the immediately preceding statement,
by dvdykn Tov Erepov elvar poybnpdy; the subject of Spaow being of mwept
ol yevéogbar augoByrovres, and adré being o wepl ToU yeréofea
apduoByreiv. It is practically, if not exclusively, among dpdurBy-
Tjoes arising out of éodota ovraldyuera that these exceptional
cases of 6 dud Mjbnr Spav will occur. It is just possible, however,

that in an action arising out of an drofotor curddAayua, such as

assault, the fupg ooy might 8w Mgy maintain erroneously that
he had not committed the assaul,

§ 11 kol ketd 7ad? wwh] These words, as Ramsauer and

Jackson point out, are closely connected with the immediately
preceding aduwei, after which, accordingly, a comma, not 2 full stop
(Bekker), should be placed.

8tar wapd . . . loor] when his act is inconsistent with the
yeoperpixy dvadoyla of Distributive Justice, or the apifunricy lodrs of
Corrective Justice.

Spolws 3& kal dikatos, drav mpoehdp.evos Bixarompayf] Thisanswers
to éw & ék mpoaipéoews Bhdry, ddikel above.

ducarompuyel 8¢] as distinguished from wpoeNdpevos ducarompayy.

§ 12.] This section states the principle according to which
ovyyvépn is to be extended to actions or withheld from them, and,
as Ramsauer points out, naturally follows sections in which the
writer has laid down principles in accordance with which degrees
of guilt may be discriminated in a court of justice: ‘ cvyyvéuy enim
necessario ad riv xpivovra pertinet.” Jackson has an important note
here—¢ These words [ﬂ'ﬁv & a’xwm’my} answer to rov 8¢ ékovolor in
§ 5: but it must be observed that the dkofota of the present section
include actions which do not appear at all in the foregoing classi-
fication. The éoa pjj uévor dyvootvres dANé kai §¢' dyvotay dpaprdvovew
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are the drvyipara of § y: the 8oa py 8 dyvoway, XX’ dyvoalvres pév 1136 a. 5.

Sut iabos 8¢ pqre ugiciv pir dvfpomiov are neither the dpapriuara
nor the adwipara of §§ 7, 8, but acts characteristic of the inhuman
mafy . . . compare vil. 5. The acts in question are drolowe because
the perpetrators of them are not responsible agents, but they are
not cvyyrepomxd, because they are even more detestable than
ordinary vicious acts” Cf Grant ad Joc.—*The police-courts
afford frequent instances of the infliction of brutal injuries which
are **not forgivable,” though the perpetrators seem hardly respon-
sible beings” Mich. Eph, accordingly is wrong when he says—
akoloia viv fotke Néyew mdrTe T4 waph wpoalperw yiwdpeva' T& yap Kard
wabos ywdpeva mwpd EMiyov ékolota pév elmev dmpoatpera 8¢, v 8é rols
akovoiots Urdyel kat Tabra’ kat BavpacTér obdév el éxolowa Aéywr Tatra
mdlp drodoid ¢rorr éxotara pév yap doxel evar kad Goov ob 80 dyvowar
yivera, akotoia 8¢ ab md\w kaf Goov ol kard wpoalpegiy: Wrong also,
when he illustrates ra 8wt wdafos pire Puowsr phr avlpomwor by 76
roiode Tpodijs émbupciy kal Towbdé Twos wipares, olov capkis wéplikos kal
otwou yhvkéos, adding that & 8wt raire duaprioas ok éoi gvyywapuns dbws.
If the pire puowd pir’ dvfpdmva mdéy of the present section are thus,
as Mich. Eph. explains, merely the B xal énifleror émbupion of iii,
11. 1, and not ra Gppeddy waby of vil. 5, it would not perhaps be in-
consistent with the terminology of Book iii to say that the man
who acts under their influence does so éyvo@w, and it is not incon-
ceivable that even the writer of the present section might—care-
lessly perhaps—say so; but it would be in direct opposition to the
doctrine common to the Fifth and Third Boocks to speak of the
ot kal érifleror émbupiac as producing acts which are éxodora. Since
the acts are said to be dwovowa, we can only understand that the
pire prowa pir dvbpomwa wdfy which cause them are @ppeddy mdby.

b

CHAPTER TX.

ARGUMENT.

It may make our conception cleaver of the velation befween © treating ungustly’
and ¢ being treated ungustly, if we try fo answer, or at least to stale, distinctly
some difficult guesitons conneciod with the subiject—

Can a man consent to be treated wnjustly ?

Or #s it always against kis will that a man is treated wnjustly ?
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Or 25 it sometimes with ks consent, and sometimes agarns? kis will, that o
wian is freated wungusily ?

¢ Treating wnpustly’ is always a woluntary act: from which 1 mishi be
inferved that * being treated unjustly’ is always aeainst the sufferer's will, But
or the other hand, although © treating fustly is always a voluntary ait, we - find
that just ireaiment i not always goluntarily accopted—for the criminal who i
Punished ds treated justly against his will. What is true, then, af < being
treated fustly ® may be true abo of * being treated wunjustly—it may be true that
Sometinies @ man viceinss wnjust treatment voluntarily, and sometimes apainst
Ais will. - But when we arve told that a maw somelimes yecerves HRJUSE treal-
ment voluntarily, we must vefer to a former distinction, and ash—is the
argjust treatinent inflicied By an unjust agent,i.e. by one who deliberatsly
tends o inflict unjust treatment ¥ For if not, then 4t i5 only nominally and
not veally that the suffover is “freated wnjusily, and @ may be friee Hhat
e wolumterily avcepls what @ thus nominally wunjust tremtment, although
e could pof woluntarily accept what is really unjust treatment, viz, reatment
intended ¢o dnjure fiim—i. e. conld not accept it as infended. Tuake the case of the
encontinent mean : with full knowiedge of all the circumstances he voluntarily
hurts hinselfs or allowss another fo hurt kim : therefore, it may be arguwed, a
wmian can volintarily treat himself wnjustly, or inure kimself, and voluntarily
accept injury [from amother.  But does suck a man wish fo be treated
wnjustly, i.e. does ke make his own loss or ruin his endt  Surely nof. He
seill wishes for kis ewn good, 1. e. makes kis good 1is end, What ke voluntarily
enflicts wpon himself, or allows another lo inflict, is hurt, not injury. Our
answer, thew, fo the guestion, Can a man consent to be wijusily treated
or injured? is *No, for he cannot wish to be injured, i. e. ke cannot mate kis
own {55 oy ridn Ais end. I shore, whencver @ man i ingured, there must be
another person fo injure kim by acking against his wish, i e, by ienoring Ais
personality.  Accordingly, when @ man © gives away gold for brass; or, as the
equitable man ofter does, assions fo himself in @ distribution less thon his
legitimale share, ke 45 ot veally injuring himself. He does not make his own

" loss or ruin Iis end ; nay, ke may have iis own good in the form of popularity
or honour disiinctly in view.

Lot distritution the chavge of injusiice attaches to the distributor, not to the
party to whom ke kas awarded o0 much : and it is never himself but always
otlier people that the distribulor injures. Ifke distribute usfairly, under com-
Fulsion or in wnoveidable ignorance of esseniial circumstances, the distribution
5 of course dn itself awn unfair one, but the distributor is not held to be an wn-
Sair man. If, kowever, ke distritute or decide unfairly with full Frowiede: o
what ke &5 doing, he has generally a personal interest in the form which his
azard takes—appropriating to himself, if not a brile, its equivalent in the
gratitude of the favoured party, or in the satisfaction of his spite against the
unfairly treafed party.

Neglect of the disténciion on whick we have fnsisted between the nominally
and the really just or unjust act; has given vise to the opindon that it is an easy
matler to perform just acts, and that the just man kas the facully of performing
both just and unjust acts. But, to b¢ really just, acts must be performed by a just
man, and a just man s the vesult of long and diffieult training, as a good
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doctor is the result of lomg study and experience, Moveower, the formed
characier of the just man is not a jfacuity capable of prodicing contraries, but
mantfests itself only @ just acts.

Justice exisis only for a being whose parficifation in the enjovment of good
things may be greater and less than his desert, i. e, it exists for the normal man,
not for the gods whose desert is infinitely greai—not for the tucurably wicked who
are harmed by the smallest shave of such good things.

§ 1. *Amopfioere 8 dv 7is, €l ikavds Sudpiotar] See Argument of this 1136 a. 10,

chapter szb #naf. for the connexion with the subject of last chapter.
In that chapter certain principles by which 8wacral must be guided
in estimating the guilt of various offences were laid down. The
present chapter pursues the same subject, discussing questions
evidenily important for Sixagrai—viz. How far can a man consent
to receive injury? If he consent, is he really smjured, and does the
offender really injure him, or only do him harm? Or, must we
look more to the intention of the offender than to the consent
(whatever that may mean) of the sufferer, in estimating the guilt
of the offender? Ramsauer indicates the connexion between this
chapter and the last by the words—* Judicis vero quantum intersit,
si verum sit volenti non fleri injuriam, nemo non videt.”

Edpimidns eipy KE] I\Ii(‘.h.Eph.h_as-——wapurf&rm Ta ot Edpurifov lapPeia 8. 11

ek Tob Beldepodrros els migrevow Tob €orw éxdrra adietolar, \Vagner
(Eurep. Fr. p. 40), followed by Dindorf (Eur. Fragm.’ Aspéor A éf
B) supposes that we have two lines of a eriyopvfia from the *ANkpaiwr
d Bt Yagiles (referred to in Z. V. iii. 1. 8). The first line (in
which he reads xaréirar for the raréera of the extant MSS.—the MS.
from which the zet. /rans. is derived seems to have had rarékrav) he
assigns to Alemaeon (who has killed his mother), and the second
line (after which he places a note of interrogation) he assigns to
Phegeus. Fritzsche, adopting a conjecture of Grotius, inserts ob
before 6&ovoar (codd.), comparing Eurip. Hipgol. 319 ¢iles @
amoAhve oby €kotoar oby éxdr. Susemihl also reads 4 ob déovear:
Jackson and Bywater read 4 ody écoboav.

§§ 1, 3, wérepor ydp k.7 h] The reasoning may be exhibited as 8. 15.

follows :—
aduety 1S alwways skovoir: Is ddiceicfar then always arkotgior? Or,
is it sometimes éxototor, sSometimes axototor ? ;
Perhaps the analogy of Sikarompayeir and Swatotefa may help us :—
Swatompayeiv 15 aliways éxovoor: But, do we find that Swawisfu is
tdwgvs éxovaiov P
p |

P
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514 : BOOK V: CHAP. 9: §§ 1-3.

No: Buwaodabar is sometimes ékodoor, sometimes drodotov @

So, the analogy of Sikmompayey and Swaodofar does not favour
the inference that, because ddweir is always éxolowoy, dbueicfar is
always dkovawoy. It rather favours the inference that ddweiofu is
sometimes dxototor, sometimes ékotiatov,

§1. kol dpa k7] Rassow (Forsch. p. 40) raises a difficulty
here. If the question mdrepor yip x.rh. be answered fo the effect
that abweiofas is wav drototor, the question xai fpa wav ofirws ) ékeivos ;
is excluded : if, on the other hand, it be answered that dfiweiocfar is
not mav drodaior, what is the use of going on to ask whether it is &
pév éxotoror 5 & dxotmor? No one, surely, would suppose that it
could be mav éxeivas—1. e. wAY éxovotov.

The confusion indicated by Rassow doubtless exists. But it need
not surprise us. It is caused by the writer's formalism. He makes
2 point of stating all the formally possible alternatives. There
seems to be no suspicion about the substantial soundness of the
text, although the words &omep rat 7o adikelv mway éxotoror 1 17 are
probably a dittograph of the identical words in the line above.

# 70 pdv ékoloior 70 ¥ éodorov;] ‘or is dbweicbar sometimes
voluntary, sometimes involuntary ?’

§ 2. o7 eloyor dvrikeloBar Spolws kal’ éxdrepov, 16 7 adikeiobar
kot Sikatofofar ¥ éxodowoy 7 dxodorov etvar] Bywater, following Kb
[and CCC], omits ré before Sikaodofac. This seems to dispose of
the difficulty which Rassow (Forsch. p. 96) finds in taking «* as
coupling the whole clause 76 7 ddweiofar . . . drobowoy eivar with
what goes immediately before, and to make it unnecessary to con-
sider the conjecture—xai for xaf before édrepor—with which he
proposes to meet the difficulty.

§ 8. &merra k7A.] I hardly think that Bywater's érerra (to cor-
respond with mpéror pév a. 11), for the érel of the codd., is a necessary
change. See Argument of this chapter (§§ 3-6) for the further
step taken in the discussion here. The writer's feeling when he
wrote érel may be expressed thus—¢ dduweiofa is really (bs dAnbas)
always dreveior: and cases adduced to prove that it is zof always
dxotiooy (just as duaodofu is nof always éxodowow) are deceptive: for
(émel § 3), if we examine them, we shall find that they are only cases
of ddika mdayew, not of ddweicfu. Now, ddia mpdrrew carries with
it only ddika wdoyew, not ddikelefar. To injure B, A must hurt him
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wishing to hurt him. If A hurt B without wishing to hurt him 1136 a.23.

then B is hurt (B\dmrerar, dSuea mdoyer), but not injured (odx ddixelrar)
by A. To apply this principle to the case of the diparfe 50 com-

monly adduced to prove ér €onip éxdvra adweioba, OF dre &oriv atrdy

abrév adwetv—the dxparis either hurts himself proprio mosu (§ 4), or
allows another person to persuade him to hurt himself (§ 5). His
act is admittedly voluntary. But what is its real object, as that
object presents itself to him at the moment of action? His own
pleasure, not his hurt. He does not wish to hurt himself, or be
hurt by another person; he merely desires pleasure. When he is
hurt by himself, his passive side cannot complain of injury (ré
@dweiofa), for his active side, not being able to wish what his
passive side is unwilling to suffer, cannot wish to hurt the latter.
Hence olk édéyerar abrov avrov ddikev. But where the drpars is not
agent and patient in one, but patient yiclding to the solicitations of
another person, he may receive injury (ré ddweiofar) from that other
person in so far as he is seduced to do, because pleasant to his
feeling, what his tempter, even while he tempts him, knows to
be hurtful, perhaps ruinous to his person. He is injured (d8wxeirar),
because his tempter injures him (adwet). But he cannot be his
tempter's accomplice against himself. He is with his tempter as
holding out a pleasure to feeling, but not as ignoring his person:
otk adikeiTar édv 6 drparis Un Ao,

Jackson explains the present passage by distinguishing two
successive stages in ra kar’ dxpaciav. ¢ According to Eudemus, he
says, p. 117, ‘we must distinguish in 7& xar’ depaciar two successive
stages: (1) that in which the BoiAnous resists, and therefore the man
is @xw, and (2) that in which, the BoiAois having given way to the
émbBupia, the man is ékaw, but olfév mapd v afrot méoxer Bolhyauw.
Thus the drparqs is not simuliancously éxdv and maph v BotAgow
ndoyev, and therefore the phenomena of dxpecia do not countenance
the theory that 2 man may éxov ddikeiofae” :—and again p. 118, ‘in
the first stage A is not éxdw, because BotAzois, being dominant,
resists : in the second stage A is ékdv but not adwotperos, because
émbupla, being dominant, assents to B’s solicitations, BotAyais having
now given way” Of course it is quite true that in the dkparfs
there is a struggle between émbupia and Adyos, in which the former
eventually prevails, This struggle takes time, and two stages
may very properly be distinguished in it, But it is scarcely correct
to speak of the dkparis being ‘not éxdv’ in the first stage—7.e.

Tiliz
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before he acts. A man is édv, or not ¢kév, properly only at the
moment of acting (see iii. 1. 6). Now, it is agreed that the
drperis at the moment of acting is ékdv—whether he tempt himself,
or be tempted by another. The question is—what is ke real object
of his voluntary action, as that object presents itself to him at the
moment of acting? His real object, thus determined, is present
pleasure, not his own hurt. He acts to satisfy an isolated émupia,
not to do harm to his personality, as that is represented to him,
more or less adequately, by his BotAnois—the principle of self-con-
servation within him. In yielding incontinently to pleasure he
indeed violates the principle of self-conservation within him by a
voluntary act, but without realising that he does so. Hence, in the
language of the present passage, odx 8wt aivos adrév—when acting
alone he does not plot his ewn hurt ; and oix ddikeirar éxdv—when
yielding to the solicitations of another he does not conspire with
that other to hurt himself,

én’ dpdorépur] 2. e. ént Tod mpdrrew kai émi Tod mdoyew, As Mich.
Eph. explains—évdéyerar 7dv Sikatodpevor xard oupBeBnrds peraap-
Bdvew 7ot Bmafov, oray 6 amaw:rpayé‘w karé gupdeBnrds aakam?rpay_ﬁr—z'. 2
when the agent mpdrres ofs oupf3éBnxe Sicaiors etvar (v. 8. I), the
patient wdoyer ols oupBéByke Swalows elvar.

émi Tév adikwv] The omission of éxi has been suggested. The
suggestion is plausible : but the MSS. are apparently all against it.

addvaror yip xrN.| Fritzsche and Grant quote Rkt i. 13.

1373 b. 27 EoTL 31‘7 70 dBikeioBae 10 Umd Exdrros T4 ddka frria'xew.

§ 4. ém\ds| explained by Mich. Eph. as=dvev mpoobiuns, ¢ without
qualification.” The qualification or addition necessary is supplied
in § 5—mapé Ty éxkeivou Botdnow. ’Adwev is not simply hurting
voluntarily, but hurting voluntarily for the sake of hurting. The
victim cannet, without denying his own personality, be a party to
this. He must always wish to be himself intact. That BotAyous, as
distinguished from émifupia, expresses—often inadequately enough
—the personality or self is a doctrine which Aristotle shares with
Plato: see notes on iii. 4. It plays a great part also in the
philosophy of Plotinus—¢f. especially a passage Znn, vi. 8. p. 747
5qq., the key-note of which is—oiy émep ruyév éorav, dAX’ émep 7B0vA76y

3w
auvTos.

gort 8¢ kol Tolro & Tdv Amopoupéver] Discussed afterwards in
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chapter 11. The words before us come in strangely here. They 1136 a. 34.

seem to refer back to a list of dmopoipera: but no list has been
given.

§ 5. 6 Buopiopds] = dpiopés: viz. that given at the beginning b- 3.
of § 4.

§ 6. PAdmreroe pév obv . . . oldeis ydp Botherar] Bhdnreofar may b. 5.
be éotowy, but ddweisfa cannot be: for no one can conspire
against his own personality. The words od8els yip Bovkeras, ‘1o
man knowingly denies his own personality’—*no man makes his
own hurt his end’ (see iii. 4. T % 8¢ Bodhyois Tod Téhous éoriv), are
equivalent to dduweiras obdeis ékdy— N0 man submits voluntarily to
hurt which he feels to be simply hurt, and knows that his assailant
regards as simply hurt.’

obTe yap Bodherar . . .
b. 6 Botherar & oideis & olerar elvar kokdy. dA\ha piv 6 dpareudpievos
¥

oby & Bothera wower 76 yap wap’ b oieraw BélrioTow ewar mpdrTeaw O

émbuplay drparetesta éariv,

ol & ofera] This is the reading of K® alone, preferred by b. 8.

Bekker and Bywater. Other MSS. read & oix, preferred by Jackson
and Susemihl. Jackson however calls attention to £. £. ii. 7.
1223 b. %, where é drpareudpevos ovy & Bodkerar woiel seems to be in
favour of Bekker’s preference.

§ 7. "Opnpos| Llrad vi. 236.

§ 8. &n ¥ &v wpoehdpefa 88 Eorw elmeiv] The first of these two b. 15.

questions (mérepdy mor' adikel 6 veipas) has not been mentioned
before as a question to be discussed; and the second (d érw
abrb abriv ddieiv) has already been partly discussed (§§ 4 sqq.) in
connexion with the question e &orw ékdyr ddixeiofar, from which,
however, the writer evidently wishes to distinguish it, for he says
et pév oby Tob ddikelcbar Gru ody éxolaioy Bqhor. T B by kT

The word mpoeiidueda is certainly strange in the absence of a
definite list of dmoplar to which reference might be made—as
Ramsauer says, ‘Contra usum Aristotelis est ad wpoalpeciv Twa
quam inter scribendum habuerit animo absconditam se verbis
revocare’. Perhaps Zell is right in supposing the reference to be
to § 1 of the present chapter—dmopioee & dv mis el kavds duoprorar
mrept Tob Adikeigbar kal ddikely mphrov pév el ErTw . . . éxdvra ddikeiclar.

wpdrrew mpdrrer] of. . E. il 7. 1223 b. 7.
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1136 b. 15, Eaving discuised this first question, and summed up the result
W}Ih mepl pév ovy 7ol adiceicfar Stu oly ékolaior Bihoy (§ 8), he goes on
with &r & &v to discuss two other questions contemplated (but not
announced) at the beginning of the chapter.

b.17.  § 9. €l yap &déxera]  These questions seem io be connected
for if . . ., Jackson. :

: 70 mpdrepor exfév] the former alternative in the first question

3 -~ 3 ’ - :
vxz.,aﬁcm 6 velpas—explained by the epexegetical clause kai &
Stavépay diucel AN oy 6 Eyev 6 Théow.

b.21L.  éhatrwTikés| see v. 10, 8.

3 ToG10] 78 é\arroy airg vépew. This statement must not be taken
?r}ms. We must qualify it with the wpoeleats, €. g, ol dpehipovr—
€Tépov yap ayafol mheopexrel, viov Tob kahoi.

b. 22, T::)ﬁ.ﬁ?rhals kahoi | dmhds is perhaps used here to distinguish the
rakéy itself, truly so called, from 8é¢a the appearance of it.

b. 23. )\uem: kard]| Bekker inserts xal before kard without MS, authority
Jackson’s note is ‘ kai Ob?’

70v Sopiopdr] § 5 above,
b. 24.  Bud ye Toliro] 7. e. in consequence of 3 f\arrov aird vépew.

b.25 §10. ¢avep§v 8¢ o7 kal . .] He has hitherto treated the first of
the two questions stated in § 8 in its bearing on the second. He
now treats it on its own account.

b.26. &wr del] Rassow (Forsch. p.61) expunges def, conjecturing (with
much plausibility, I think) that it is the corruption of an olda ditto-
graph ddwei which KP now alone retains (in place of del after
:é'xfw). If we retain dei we can hardly take it, with Zell, as in the
idiom ¢ del dpywv : the meaning must be that, although the mhéor

éxov is often a mheovékrns in the ordinary sense of that term, he is

not alzays so.

b, 27. Umdpyer] Grammatically imdpye: goes with the second § as well
a8 with the first; but logically it goes with the frst on];r thus—
ob Yep ¢ 76 dduov Tmdpyer abikel, dAN & &xovolws ToiTo wc:u'év. It
i aof the material presence of 76 ddior in a man’s circumstances
.(uvrti‘?xowa), but its formal presence in his disposition, and efficienc
in his will, which makes the dducoy. I think that Jackson is wroné
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]

with ¢ 76 &duwor [se. wowely| fmdpye—mnote on § r1. The reading 1136 b.27.

dbicor Exw Dmdpye given by pr. KP suggests abicor Eyew dmdpxet,
which would be a tolerably satisfactory reading, although the
special force of imdpxer as opposed to ol would be lost.

robto & 88ev 4 dpxh) Ths mpdfews] Toiro is T8 ékdrra moue—" the . 28.
initiation of a voluntary agent (o édvra moueiv) is the efficient cause
of the action; and this resides in the distributor, not in the
receiver.

§ 11, odk &Sikel pév, moret 8¢ 78 &dika] Zell and Michelet make b. 31.

the AauSdver the subject of these verbs. As a slave, at the bidding
of his master, may perform an unjust act, without being himself
chargeable with injustice, so the Aap@dver may participate in an
unjust act (mowel 7& &wa), without being himself unjust in respect
of it {u’&xeiv}. Mich. Eph., Grant, and Ramsauer, on the other
hand, make the &wwépev the subject. This latter is the more
plausible construction of the two, because the Savépow is the subject
in § 70 and also in §§ 12 and 13, and because it does not require
us to stretch the meaning of wowiv so as to include what is after all
wdoyew. Jackson adopts a third course. He takes the § closely
in connexion with § 1o, omits & (as a dittograph of the first two
letters of émel), and makes 7 xeip xai 6 oikémne the subjects of the
verbs adwe and wowi. 1 suppose the sentence thus altered,” he
says, ‘to be a justification of the distinction just made between & o
&bucov [se. woelv | imdpye and ¢ rd éedvra Totro oy, The Paraph.
seems to have understood the sentence as I do.” The following
are the Paraphrast’s words—®alveras 8¢, omt 6 Stavépov adiket kal)
atrd, & 8¢ NapPdvor kard ovpSeBnris’ exelvos yip ddixet kal aird, bs ékow
roiro wouel, ‘Exdw 8¢ Tis mouei, drav jj wap’ avro Tijs wpifews 7 eiria Kal
5 dpxf) Tob mower Tis 8¢ Suavopds # dpxy waph 76 Swwépovre 6 dpa
Savépor 76 mhéov adiket kel aiTd, aAN oby & Bexopevos® ob yap éw airtg
oriv § dpyh, kabos dipnrai.  OU yap 6 moiby r& dbika Adwely Myeran, €
py kara ovpBeSnrds’ Gomep Néyerar kal 7§ xeip Qovelew, § pdxaipa, i
Nibos, map’ ofc ofx Eorw dpxn TOU pdvou, o08é d¢p’ éavrdw mparTovew
idika pév yap mowdow, adiotot 8¢ otdapds.

It seems to mie that we cannot thus regard the XapSdver or &wr
as a moaw, and take 7 xelp xai 6 olkémns as parallel to him. But
it would be possible to follow Jackson in omitting &, and making
% xeip kai & olxérns the subjects of the verbs, and yet not regard
these agents as parallel to the Aapfdver. One might regard them
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4

1136 b.31. as examples of r& mowivra in the sense of pyava, as distinguished

from r& wowdrra kvplws, oOr dpyal &fer TpUTWS 7 kivpaes, to which
latter class the dwvéuwr, as é&dbr, has been assigned. Thus the
words 86er 7 dpxh Tis mpdfews in § 10 would suggest § 11, and
the connexion between the two §§ might be exlt;ibited th,us——
jthe musf!:' of the dwvépoy, as voluntary initiator or dpyn Ths mpdfews,
is ?roze'f.v in the grimary sense, for (é7el) mowi» has a secondar;
sense in which Spyara are said mowiv) For eme introducing

a similar parenthesis, see Z. &, vii, 12, 2 b A SRt s -

necessary to omit &, and refuse to regard the sentence as simply
saying—* If the Swréuer be a mere instrument in the hands of
another otk ddiei but motel & aAduwa’? The case indeed seems
hardly ’wc\;rth mentioning : but is it less worth mentioning than
:‘.hat——a pev &yvody, mentioned in § 12? Jackson’s note on § 12 is—
The argument is contained in the words e ywoTkey Exprer dbixeos
w‘lto:fixre? kal abris 4 ydpiros 7 Tipeopias.  The words el pey &w’a&%—,
7o mpéroy merely set aside the case of ignorance as irrelevant to our
present remarks” Why then, it may be asked, may not § 1r1
merely set aside the case of compulsion as irrclevant to our present
remarks? It is indeed quite in the writer’s manner to give us a
complete list of formally possible cases, S
On the whole, then, I am inclined, with Mich. Eph., Grant, and
Ramsauer, to make 6 Siavéuwy (conceived as moiGr ENhov e’mnig;ms)
the subject of a@duer and woei—as if we read, ére, érel woMdayGs 76
moely Aéyeral kai dorwr G5 Th @uxa krelver kai 7§ xelp kai 6 oikeTTS

3 -’ 3 L3
T s v olr el 7 )
rirabartos—émirdEavros pdv ody € €kpwev, obx ddikel mouel 8¢ Té Adika,

The reading of Kb NP Pb and New Coll—pév after émerdfavros

instead of after dduei—is worth notice as pointing to a “fault’ in
the juncture of the vulgate.

For 74 &8yuxa b. 30, o Mot a. 1. 981 a. 30 &b kal rovs dpyuré-
Tovas mept ékaoror TypoTépovs Kal pENhor eldevar vopiloper TéY yeiporeyvan
kai cowrépovs, 8ri tas alrlas Téw motovpévey racty, rots & bomep kal
r:%y ayvxwr Ema, moiiv pév, ok elddra 8¢ wouiv & wotel, olov kaicl T ?rﬁ
Fritzsche refers to Plato Legg. ix. 873 E &w 8 djruydy m 'lﬂmxf?st
?’vS,c:curroy oTepiioy . . . SwaoTiy péy altg xabiléro tév yerdvor Tov
éyybrara 6 mpooikev yéve. He refers also to Pausan. vi 11
Apdkav Abyvaios fecpols ypdras howxatls, Umepdpioe kal Ta dfruya
€l ye éumeody Ti €£ alréy dmokrelverer d@vBpamror—alsotito Aeschine;
Contra Cles. 244 xdl yap bv iy Sewdy, & Abpvaior, € & .pt}n' &ha kal
Tols Atfous kal Tov oibnpoy, v& dpeva kal dyviuova, édv TG éumeadrra
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drorreivy, remopiloper, kai édv mis atrov Sayphonrat, THY Xelpa Ty Tolro 1136 b. 3L

npdfacar ywpis Tob ooparos Gdmroper Anuocévny 8¢ . . i see also the
"A0. mohwreia ch. 57 p. 145 ed. princ. Swdlee & 6 Baoilels kal ol
dvhoBacthels kai Tas Ty diyer kai Tdr der {@wv—and Pausan,
i 28 70 & év Hpuraveip kahotpevor, &ba 6 cibipy rat waow dpoios Tois
ayriyas Gidlovawr,

§ 12. ayvoiv] i dyvowa 7 kab’ &acra, N0t 4 kabéhov, must be under- b. 32.
stood here. An unjust decision made in unavoidable ignorance
of particulars is not unjust in the eye of the law of the State (ro
vopudy Sikatov), but nevertheless it violates ‘the fitness of things’
(w6 wpérov, 7. &. 76 Puaikiy Sikawor), The Paraph. seems to be wrong
in supplying rovs vduouvs after dysody. Of a judge who decided in
ignorance of the vépo of his State it could hardly be said oix dfwei
kard & vopwdy Sikaor. In M. M. i 33. 1196 b. 1 the distinction
marked here by the words 08" &wcos #§ spiois éoriv, €or & Gs ddikos
is explained thus—&or pév i adikel éore 8¢ 7 ook alikelr § pév yap 76
) dnfely xal T Pproe by dlkaww pi Expwev Talry pév e, 5 8¢ 70

- ~ i ~
atT Boxoty etvar dikaiov, olk adikel,

mheovextel kat adrés] If the Siavéuoy, with full knowledge of the 1137 a. 1.

law under which he is acting, and of the circumstances of the
particular case, make an unfair distribution between A and B, he
must do so to serve some personal end. Not only will the favoured
pariy Zxer 76 whéow (perhaps without being chargeable with aduda),
but more than that (kaf), the Siavéuwy himself too will &xet 76 mAéor.

§ 18. 1ol &dukpatos] the material result of 7o ddieiv—the unfair a- 2.
share assigned to the favoured party.

Bud Tadra] S ydpw §) Tipwpiav.

kol yip & exelve Tov dypdv xpivas] This is the reading of Kb a. 8.
adopted by Rassow (Forsch. p. 62) and Bywater, ér’ ékeivp meaning
éml ¢ pepivacbar Tob dbwnuaros. The reading of other MSS. is
éx exelvov & Tov aypov kpivas, where éxefvor are of pepiodpevor Tou
aduchparos—the unfair distributor and the favoured receiver who
share between them the profits of the transaction, the former
getting a bribe, the latter too large a share in the distribution.
Jackson paraphrases this § well—‘If the judge secures to himself
xdpes o mpepie by giving an unjust award, he is just as much a
mheovéxns as if he were to share the plunder with the receiver.
For it is not essential that the unjust distributor should take a share
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1137 a. 8. of the property distributed, since even if his share takes a more
substantial form than ydp:s and rpeple, he may receive it, not in
land (land being the article distributed), but in money.’

s 4. §§14-16.] Jackson places these §§ after ch. 1. §'3, giving his
reasons for doing so on pp. xiii-xvi of his Zufroduction. 1 am
ready to admit that these §§ suit the context of the first chapter
better than they suit that of the ninth; but T cannot admit that this
proves, or even renders probable, the conclusion that the first
chapter is their original locus. The Fifth Book, especially in its
latter part, is, to my mind, a collection of materials waiting for
arrangement, rather than a treatise which has fallen into disarrange-
ment. Nothing that 1 have read (English or foreign) on the subject
of ‘Dislocations in the Text’ has made me doubt the correctness
of what, afler all, is bound to be the prima faciz view—that the
order (or disorder) of the Fifth Book is swbstantrally that in which
the original compiler threw his materials. There are doubtless
many omissions and interpolations in the text as we have it which
add to the original confusion of the compilation : but the numerous
transplantations (often of short passages to distant places), which we
are asked by certain modern critics to assume, are quite a different
thing. It may be admitted, however, that the place which the
chapter on érelkeia now occupies (cutting in two, as it does, the
discussion of 7é ékdvra ddikeiofar and 6 adréw adréy ddkeiv) is incon-
sistent even with the low standard of arrangement actually attained
in the Book.

enough, in order to perform ¢ just actions,’ to find out the actions 1137 a. 11.
which the law declares to be just, and perform theth according to
pattern. Actions are ‘just’ only when they spring from the habit
of justice, which no mere study of the requirements of the law will
give a man.

vepdpeva] Perhaps suggested by the duwvépwr of §§ 8-13. Kb, a. 13.
Mb, Ha have yevduera, which seems to be a mere blunder.

Toiro B whéor pyov k.T.\.] Bywater (Contrib. p. 49) says—in
lieu of rofro 8¢ I restore roiro 84, or if any one prefers it, rodro [8¢],
in order to keep up the correspondence in construction and sense
between this clause and that which comes just after,in L 16: in the
one case an act is said to be w\éow Zeyor xré. and in the other
ToToiToY gpyov xré..  This seems decisive against Bekker’s cuvmevar.
AN ob tair doti ta Sikata aAN # kara cupfeBnrds, alid Tws wparTipera
xaf wos vepdpeva Sikata’ Tovro 8¢ k. With either text, however, the
meaning is—To learn to ‘know’ dixawa, as the ¢pérpos (who must
have the & of ﬁaxa;ocrqu} knows them, is more difficult than to
learn to know iyewvd as the experienced iarpés ¢ knows’ them. The
commentators compare M. A, ii. 3. 1199 a. 27 o yip okowei 6 adikos
obde Stvaras kplveww T drhds dyaboy kal 76 alrd dyafdy, dAAE Sapaprdves
7iis 8¢ Bporiiceas Tovté éomi, To dpbis divacBar Taita Gewpely, Spolws bomep
2t réw kar larpualy T pév dmlas byewdy kal T6 dyelas momricdy ofdapew
dmavres, 8re ENNEBopos kai T6 éAaripioy kal al Topal kal ai katoets tyevi
elow kal dyrelas womrikd, GAN Spws odk Exoper v laTpuy émoThwY 0b
yip Ere cidaper w6 kab Ekaorov dyabéy, dowep 8 larpos oibey TVt €0TL TOUT
dyafov kal wore kal mds Sakapéve® év TobTg Yap §oy 3 larpwky émoTipn.

a.7. §14 xai Bodvar mf xewpl 78 dpydpiov] T agree with Williams
T4 pév ot dmhds dyewd elddres duws odk Exoper olde mapaxoovlel nuly i

against Jackson that this means ‘delivering a bribe’—a vicious
action, like the other actions mentioned—perhaps suggested by
the dpyipior of § 13.

larpueh émoriy Ge 8 alires & ddwos.  Ore péy oty dmAds kat 1 Tvpavvis
dyald kal 7 dpyii kab §) efovoia, oidey ANX el alrd dyabiv 7 p, 9 wore, §)
mée Stakepévy, ovkére oibev. Jackson quotes Plato, Phaedr. 268 A-C,
where the person who é BiB\oev mofév droioas ij mepiruxdy pappakiots
larpbs olerac elvat, odbéy éndiwy Tis Téxvys 18 described as pawdpevos.

2.8 @N\a 76 &8l &yovtas TaiTa wouely olre fadioy ol e’ abrols] The
Paraph. Heliodorus has—ro pév yip wpaar & Sikaa i) va dbka, kal f

- k2 r k] 4 1 ’ €7 -
Bobvar dpyipiov # wardfar Tov whpaiov, pddidy éore kal Tob Bovhouérov® 7o

8¢ i) Swcawoimms Ew Ewy ) dbicias, b xpdvov kal dokfoews Seirat, & ds § 16, 8¢ odtd 3¢ TobTo] 70 oicobar P abrois elvar TS ddikeiv. The a. 17.
€fes #) Bikatds Tie § aBixos Aéyerar, roito 8¢ ok Eurw éd’ fipty, Hore dua opinion criticised in this § ignores the distinction between a Siwamus
76 Bovdeota kal pédioy eivar krnoacbat i and a és stated in v. 1. 4—Olvapes pév yap kal emioipn Ookel THW

evavrioy i abry elvar, & & 4 évavria Tév évavriow of, ¢ This opinion
s that justice implies its contrary, as if it were an art (Biwapss), would
.11 @A\ of Taldv k] ‘but it is only xard cupSeSpeds that actions ' be a consequence,”says Grant, ‘of the Socratic doctrine that justice

prescribed By Jaw are identical with ré 8ixua” (Jackson). It is not is knowledge. Plato saw what this doctrine led to, and drew out

2.9. §15.] See Z. V. ii. 4. § 3-6.
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the paradoxical conclusion, Rep. 334 A (6 dpa & dixaws dpybptow
Sewos Quhdrrew, ral \émrew dewds), Hipp. Min. 3475~6 (vixotw 7
duvarotépa Kkal ooarépa aiimy (sc. Yuxi) duetvor odva vy kai aughi-
Tepa piENhov durapévy roiciv, kal T& kakd kal T& aloxpd mept waoav Epyaviay
375 E). The Aristotelian theory. that justice is a moral state (€&s)
sct the difficulty at rest.”

§ 17.] Jackson places this § in chapter 1, § g after r& adrois dyafd
(see his Introd. p. xvi).

Téy 4mhds dyabdv] Mich. Eph. points out that ré dm\as dyafd or
‘things good in themselves’ are of two kinds—viz. (1) things good
in themselves in the sense of being always and without qualification
good—the dperai and the évépyeiar kar’ adrds: and (2) things good
in themselves in the sense of being good in the abstract, but not
necessarily good in all mrcumstances—moncy good in itself, or
generally, but bad in the possession of the profligate. It is with
¢ amhbs dyafd in this second sense that Swawedry has to do: for in
respect of 7a drhis dyafd in the first sense there can be no mheovetia.
His note is interesting and may be transcribed—3» & capeoTépa
1) Aés, el olirws mus elyer tav Sikatov 16 piv bs elpyrar vepnrucdy, w5 &
emavopborikéy  Tabra 0¢ TS Biavepnridy kal o eravopborikiy v TovTois
€ariv Tols peréyovor tdv drhds dyabaw, & ols éoriv 1 eddaiporia, dries 8¢
ayafd éore kvplos T 77 abrow Pioe dyabd, ofov af dperai kal af kar’ abrds
evepyeta Bevrepoy 8¢ dmhds dyafl & dpyavied xal af Buvdueis dyafle dvra
Tols kard piow Eovew b rols waph diow, Tiva 8¢ lore T Spyavird
dyala xai ai Suwipes, capnvifoy, énfiyayey év ol éoriy OmepSoMy kab
éMenris, mholros Tipal, Suvacrela wolirikd, & Totrats yip UmepSoNy kal
éMeryus.  dA\ otk € Tais drhds dyabois rals dperais® &y ydp Tais dperaie
optopévats oficats xal peaoriremy, bs dédewkrat, Tmepfody kal EMhenrs otk
darw év ofs & Eorwy GmepBoly xai ENhewns, & Tolrots kai 76 wheaverreiy
Kal petovertely. kar' dperiy & ob yiverar mheovella, of yap oidy Te Twis
dperfy NaBelv Riavdpevor Tor Eyovra, Gs emi Tow XPNRATOY Kai KrppdTey
ywerar ev yap Tovros kal dpav daipeirar Pla 6de Toide T xopioy Ty
dpmehdy twos, T4 Nourd., Thy dvdpelay Tob avdpeiov dpedéobar, 4 Ty
émoTipmy 1ol émoTipovos Bia obdels Slvarar. &v ody Eyovew of dvbpwmos
vmepfolipy kal EXevfrw, év Tovrats T Sikawa, TS yap Stvacbar Totrey Téw
dyafév xal mhéoy T Exew kat ENarrov, meplt Tiy TolTou vopny kat énavicoow
a Oikaid éoriy.  érel ois ye pndév éomi Ty TololTwr ayabdv, rovrois otd
tmepBoki) 76y Towbrey odd Eewpis loTw. & 8¢ pn atrar, oldé T
énavopboricoy § 10 Savepnriciy Slkawy, & pév oty Tois Geois & ofs ob
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mhoiros, of 8dga, ot Tepn, odk dpxn, ok &\ho oddéy TGy rowlrer dyaldév, 1137 e. 26,

3 *
ob8¢ Sixawow oire Savepnrikdy otire diopboricdy dmdpxer. dAX’ obdé ois
Zoriv, oboe 8¢ dudrots Tmd Tpuns kal deolagias kal wdons dgelyeias,

apy 3 i a 2 - 3 -
DUB €V TOUTOIS ETTLY 3“((![69 TL TOV ELOTHEVOV.

Zyxovor § GmepBoliy év Todtois kal EAewpw] Kb and LP omit év a.27.

rotrors. I do not think that &» rodrors=¢év rois dahés dyafols, although
coming immediately after év rofrois = the persons, need trouble us
much in careless writing like the present.

péxpe Tou] sc. dpéupa: of. F. V. vii. 13. 4 xai ebrvyia vmepBillovoa a. 30.

eumodids eoTw kTN

814 1007 &vBpdmwdr o] 7.e. man is neither eds nor Gnplon.
*At present éoriv has no evident subject. Should we read &8s
instead of &wd? Susemihl (Bursian’s Jakresh. 1876, p. 278) points
out that this alteration was suggested by Zwinger” (Jackson). Is
the reading of T—rofro &' dvfpdrwdv éorw not worth consideration ?
Toiro would be 76 péypt Tov dpé\pa evar Ta dmhds dyabfi. On
the margin of CCC I find yp. & robro 8 avbponwév éorw. May
not the 8w of the vulgate represent a dittograph 8¢? It is easy
to imagine a scribe, with an original péxpe vov rovro & dvlphdmwiy
¢orw before him, writing péype Toizo 8¢ Tobro 8¢ dvfpdmwdn éorw: and
it is not a difficult step from this to the péyor Tov 8ud robro 8¢ dufpe-
mwdy éorw of the margin of CCC. The contractions for &id and &
are easily confounded.

CHAPTER X.

ARGUMENT.

Concerning Equity. The relation of Equity o justice kas caused some
difficulty. The two strike us as not being exactly the same ; and yet, on the
other hand, since © equitable’ is popularly used as a term of praise for * good, i
seems illogical do distinpuish it from * just, whick, in tfs wide sense, i fhe
same as ‘ good?  If* equitadle’ and ‘just’ are fo be distinguished, one of them,
it would appear, is not  good” ; and if botk are  good,' why distinguish them ?
The solution of this difficully is that the © equitable’ and the * just” are gemeri-
cally the same,i.e. both ‘good, but the ‘eguitable’ is the befter. FEguity
is @ higher form of justice ; il is mot the justice of the letter of the law, but that
of the spirit which corrects the letter. The lat, by reason of the complicated
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nature of its subject-matier, is necessarily general in its terms, and sometimes Fails
20 meet the just claims of an individual case.  Here equity steps in and suppiies
the defect.  Indeed there are some cases obout which we cannot have o law af
all, but must provide for them, as they arise, by special decree. Where the
stones are ivvegularly shaped the builder must use a flexidle rule.

The “ equitable’ them is  just] being better, nof than the ‘ just’ as suck, but
than ols necessarily imperfect vealization in law. It is the correction of law
where it falls short by reason of its generality. The equitable man is the man
who Aabitually makes such corvection, and although he may have the Litter of
the e an kis side, is unwilling to press his legal right farshly, preferring fo
dake less than his due.

o

Introductory Note—Tt seems to be generally agreed that this
chapter is misplaced here in the MSS. Jackson puts it at the
end of the Book; Ueberweg (#ist. Phil. vol. i. p. 147, English
Transl.) inserts it (preceded by chapter o, §§ 14-17, 1137 a. 4—30)
after chapter 8, 7.e. after cvyyvoponxd 1136 a. 9. The reasons
for preferring Ueberweg’s rearrangement are (1) that the construc-
tive treatment of Justice becomes continuous, and the dmropla
contained in chapters g and 11 of the vulgate form an appendix
to the Book: (z) that the remarks on émeikera follow closely on
the discussion contained in chapter 8. A comparison of RAet.
i. 13 makes it probable that they ought to follow even more
closely than they do in Ueberweg’s rearrangement—z. . that
chapter 9, §§ 14-17 ought not to intervene between the end of
chapter 8 and the beginning of chapter 1o, but be otherwise
disposed of—I do not venture to suggest how. In Ries i 1 3 the
discussion of émeixaia arises immediately out of a discussion,
closely resembling that in Z. V. v. 8, of the various degrees of
guilt attaching to the B\dBar which come before the courts of
justice. If, as seems probable, the writer of Z, V. v. 8 had Rkt
i. 13 before him, or in his recollection, when he wrote, he would
naturally go immediately on from ovyypeporxd (1136 a. g) to the
discussion of émeikeia.

Ueberweg accounts for the disorder in the text of the last
three chapters of Z. V. v by the misplacement of the leaves of
an archetype MS.

It may be only an accidental coincidence—but it seems worth
noticing in connexion with this hypothesis of misplaced leaves—
that the mass of text from 1176 a. 11 to 1177 a. 30 (E. N x.
ch. 5, § g-ch. 7, § 4) omitted by Kb is twice as large as that
- contained in the chapter on éneixeiq, v. 10; twice as large as that
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contained in v. 11; and equal to that intervening between the
end of chapter 8 (1136 a. ¢) and the beginning of the chapter on
émeikeia, chapter 1o. There are 88 Bekker’s lines in the passage
(1176 a. 11—11%7 a. 30) omitted by KP; 43 in the chapter on
émeireia; 43 in the following chapter, v. 11; and 87 from the end
of v. 8 to the beginning of v. 0. -

The lacuna in Kb was probably caused by the absence of two
leaves (each containing about 43 Bekker’s lines) from the ancient
manusctipt of which Kb is a transcript. Fol. 121t in KP ends
with 7& yap abrd rovs (1176 a. r1) and fol. 1217 (the other side of
the same leaf) begins with pév kexopnynpéver 6 pév (1147 a. 30), the
lacuna not being indicated in any way by the scribe, who, it would
seem, was unconscious of its existence,

“On the other hand it would be going too far if we were

to say that the disorder in the text of v. 9—11 was probably
caused by a misplacement of archetype leaves containing each
about 43 Bekker's lines. The disorder’ to be explained_by the
hypothesis is, after all, not a definite indisputable fact like the
lacuna in Kb. At any rate it would be satisfactory, before attac‘hing
much importance to the quantitative relation subsisting between
the lacuna in Kb and certain passages in v. 9g—11, to be able to
point to ofher cases of ‘disorder’ in the Z. V. which could be
explained by the hypothesis of an archetype leaf of 43 Bekker’s
lines. I confess that as yet I have not found any such cases. The
space intervening between v. 4, 12 (1132 b. 9) and v. 5, 9 (1133 a.
14), to which I turned first, does not seem to have anything to do
with an archetype leaf of 43 lines.

I append Ret. i. 13. 13573 b. 25-1374 b. 23 for future reference,
and to show how naturally the chapter on émeixeia takes ifs place
between ch. 8 and ch. g, after svyyreoporie 1136 a. 9: drdvrer &)
18 ddunpirer Supnpévar; kai TGV piy Gvrey wpds T6 Kowdy Tér 8 mpos
#\hov kai wpds dAhovs, dvahaBovres L éoTiw 76 dBikeiobal, Néywper. EoTe
&) 7 afuceiofar 70 bmo éxdyros T& dBwa mdoxew' 7O yip ddwely dpoTa
mpdrepoy éxovotor eivat.  émet 8 dvdykn Tov dikovperor ,B)Lé:rrscrﬁaf Kkai
drovoiws Bhdrreafar, ai pév BAdBar & @y mpérepoy davepal elow: T yip
dyabis kai 7& kaxd elpyrar kad abrd mplrepov, kal Ta ékovoa, 1t foTw Goa
elBbres, bor dvdyen mdvra Ta éyx\jpara §j wpés TS Kowdy § wpos TS idiow
efvai, kal # dyvoobvros kal dkovres §j ékdvros kai eidoros, Kkal rolrey T4 péy
mpoekouévoy & 8¢ Sik mdlbos. mepl piv ofv Gupod pbicerar év Tois wepl Td
wdfy, mwola 8¢ mpoapolvrar kai m@ds Exovres, eipnrar wpdrepor. émei &
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Spohoyodrres mok\dris mempayévas ) o émiypappa oby bpohoyoto 7 mepi
8 5 émlypappa, oior Nafciv pév AN ol k\éYrar, kai marafal wpiTepov ar’
oty Bpioat, kai ovyyevéclar AN ob porxedoar, i KAéfrar péy aAk’ ety
-~ - *
iepoovhijoat, ob yap feob Tr, § émepydoesfar pér alN' ov Onpeciay, i
SiethéyBar uev rois woheplors AN ob mpoduivar, St Tadre Béor dv kai mepl
’ I3 ’ ’ r o T ' o 3 € ’
TolToy Biwplofar, TL wkhomy, T USpts, TI potyela, OTWS €a¥ TE UFApYELw
év re py dmdpyer Bovhdpcba Saxvival, Exopey éupavifew 6 dixaor. Eore
8¢ mdvra T& TowiTa wepi Tob Adikor elvar Kai pathoy 7 pi @dikov 7 dugho-
Bhmmous év ydp T mpompémes i poxipla kal v ddikely, T 3 Towira Téy
dvopdrov mposanuaives Thy wpoaipeowy, ofov UBpts kal Khemy' ob yap el
3 * r Lo > 3 . ’ T o » L3 L] -~ -
emdrafer wdvrws UBptoey, dAN el évexd Tovu, olov Tol dTipdoar eKelwoy 1
adrds Hobivar, obdé mdvros, € Addpa Ehafer, Eherer, AN el éml BAdBy
r 3 4% G b i ~ - L3 r A 3! b1 ~
rodrov, d’ ob Ehaffe kai operepiopd éavrob. Gpoiws 8 kat wepl TOV &'P\?\c‘w
&yer, bomep kal wepi rovrwr.
- -~ i
el 8¢ rav dwalwy kai Tév adlkey fv 8o By T4 pév yap yeypappéva
4 & dypada, wept by pév of wépor dyopetovow eipyrar, Tow 8 dypigpwy
e . = 3 3 x &5 }3 S - . -
U0 e0TLY €01 TAUTA ETTIV TQ _u.cl') K 'Uﬂ'fp U] GPET?IQ Kill KOKLES,
343 b kg 3 N W B r LY kY . r 2 4 3
€¢ oL 011'653?] KaL €rairos Kal aTl’Ll(H. KL TLjiel Rail 80}p€cu, oLy To xapl”
Iyew 76 mooavr €8 kal drrevnowiy Tov €6 womjoarta kai BonbyTikdy elvar
Tois pilats kai Boa d\ha Towdra, vé 8¢ Tob idlov wépov kai yeypappuévov
R e S S Sy £
Oheqppa, T8 yap emenés Soxel Sikaov elvay, éomv Jé émietkes TO mapa
b1 r * r ’ 5 -~ pl b € 7 . b
dy yeypappévor vépov dikasor. oupPBalver 8¢ TolTo TG pév éxdrrov Ta Be
dxbvrov Tov vopelerdr, dredvrov pdv Srav Ndfy, ékdvrov § Srav pry Slvovras
Stoploas, GAN dvaykaior pév  kafdhov elmelv, py) 3 8¢, AN bs emi 70 TON.
y o AoE ’ L | '3 . - L L *
kat doa py padiov Swpicar 8¢ dreplay, olor 0 Tpdoar Tidijpp mokike kai
3 PR 2 i ! 4 & L5 - - I e I3
wolw Twi Umokelmor yap &v & aldv Swplpovvra. Gr ol y ddpioTow, &y
x - 3 s - 3~ o W ¢ » 3 r
8¢ vopolerioal, dvdykn dwhds elweiv, dore kv dakriloy éxwv énmdpyral
v xcipa §) mardfy, katd piv TOv yeypappévoy wéuov Eoyos Eorar kai
dbixel, xard 8¢ 16 dAnlés odk dBixel, kal 70 émewkés TovTo éorly. ol 8¢ éoTi
b > ’ b 23 I3 -~ F 3 k3 3 ~ LS b 3 -~ -
70 elppévoy TO émietkés, Qavepdy mold €0TL TG Emiewky Kal OUK €Ky, Kai
wolot ok értekels dvbpomor &’ ofs Te yip Bel cvyyvopny Exew, ére TatTa,
41 A L] ’ . o r A} - 3 - A 3 A
kal TO T& dpapripata kat T dduipara i Tob iaoy aboty, pnéé Ta aruyipara
& 3 # by o I . \ 3 A ’ t LA b
Zoriy druyfpara pév Goa wapahoya kai pn dmd poxfnplas, dpapripara 8¢
o A . 1T . s ks ’ A oo » L4 3
doa pi) mapdhoya kal pi) dwd wovnplas, ddikipara 8¢ 8oa pire mapdloya drd
mounpias Te éoTiy’ T yap B8 émbupiay dmd womplas.  Kal TO Tois avBpe-
’ 7 3 ’ \ 1 L) A A ’ >
Tivols oUyywookew émietkés. KAl TO ] TPOS TOV VOpOW a\h& mpds Tov
vopoBérny, kal py mwods To¥ Ndyov d\hd mpds Tir Ouivewar Tol vopolfeérou
i - iy hi 3 b - > A A A} 3 hY A A hs
okomely, kal pi wpds Ty mpafw d\Né spos Ty mpoalpeaw, KAl p1) wPOS TO
pépos A& mpds 7d dhov, ppdé moids s viv, dAAG moids Tis fu del §) s ént

3

To mold. kol w0 prppovedety padhovy &v Emafer dyabérv 7 kakdy, kai
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dyafdy dv €rabe paldov ij émoiyoer. kal 70 dvéyeofar ddikolpevon. kat
6 paldor Adye é6éhew kplvecfar §) Epyo. kal 16 els dlarrap pader i els
Biknqy Botheabar lévar & yip Simrqris 16 émieikés bpa, 6 8¢ Swwacmis ToV
vépor” kal Tovrov Eveka Sunrnris efpéfn, Sros T emekes ?a-x{rg.- wepl pév
D‘UV TCI)TJ' ET‘LGleV 8;50,010‘80) TDV TPWOU TOLTOV.

In the M. M. (ii. 1. 1198 b. 24) émeiken i5 dlscussed in con-

nexion with elyropociun—i.e, among the intellectual &es, in a
context corresponding to Z.V. vi. 11. 1.

§ 1. xal éml 78 dN\a émawobrres peradépoper dvrl Tol dyabod] 7. e.
érawolvres peragépoper To Emeds dori Tod dyoflod kal émt ra Ea—
“from men (d&B8pa 7ov Towdrov) we transfer the term émewés to things
also (peragpépopev kal émi 7a dAAa) as a term of praise instead of the
texm dyadér’—or © we use émewés as a general term of praise instead
of dyaféy” See Grant’s note on this § and Fritzsche’s note on
L. V. viii. 11, 5 for the history of the meanings of émewqps. Derived
from eixds, it means originally (as in Homer) ‘meet’ or ¢ suitable '—
Z.¢. in the particular circumstances of a case. Thus in v. 4. 3 the
émewaps 18 the morally good man as distinguished from the ¢adhos
or bad man; in ix, 6. 2 ol émewels, the honourable citizens, are op-
posed to 6 8ipoes; while, in the present chapter (§ 8), the émewss or
equitable man is opposed to the dxpiBodixaes. In all cases the
¢goodness’ marked by the term émexés would seem to be that
which consists in correspondence, as exact as possible, with given
conditions, as distinguished from adsofufe perfection—=d drpiBés.
A man is émewqs gud wolirys; but it would be a solecism to call
him émewis gud copés: and in Isocrates Helene 209 a. b 1o émeds
Bofdlew, ¢ to form probable opinions’ (Jebb, A## Orat. vol. ii. p. 52),
is opposed to 16 dxpiBas émioragfu, ‘to have an exact knowledge’:
TOAY kpeirToy €oTe mepl Taw xproipey emends Sofilew §) mepl TéY dyphoTey
arpifos eniorasbar. ‘ ”

1137 a. 35.

76 Adyw drohouflofiov] 7. e, if we follow out the logical implication B. 2.

of the conception eémiewxés,

. , - A
| yap 76 dikarov od omouldalov, | 76 émeikes ob Biarov, el dhho] b. 4.

The easiest way out of the difficulty involved in these words is to

omit ob Sikawor with Giphanius, Coraes, and more recent editors.

T and NP omit ob dixaiov e, the former having vel enim justum non

studiosum, vel epiices aliud. Michelet (followed by Fritzsche),

retaining the words od Sikator I d\\o, places the comma after o
Mm
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7 b.4. instead of after dikaov. It is very unsafe, however, to accept as
final any suggestion which may be offered for the emendation of
2 passage like this consisting of short clauses introduced by # and
<. Such clauses were often omitted by scribes, and often repeated.
Bywater has perhaps shown proper caution in leaving the text as
the majority of the MSS. give it.

I cannot agree with Jackson that duapripares is suspicious, or 1137 b. 25.
that the Paraphrast’s duaprdvovros may possibly be the right reading,
‘Apdprqpa, 1 take it, has been carefully selected to mark the concrefe
resulf (cf. aduwhpatos v. 9. 13) of the application of the general rule.

Bud T xaBéhov] exactly equivalent to dur md amhas above. b. 27.
b.8. § 2. 8Bwkalov Twds] explained below as rob vouluov Bixalov. Ymiopartos] See note on ra ymeproparddy v. 7. 1, b 24. b. 29.

§ 7. Tis AcoPias olkoBoplas & pohiBdwos kavdv] By Acofia oiko- b.30.

b.11.  §§ 8, 4] Fritzsche and Jackson compare Plato, Politicus 294 A-

b.13.

b. 19.

C; see especially the words—oixotv délvaror €0 Eyew mpds ra undémore
dmhd 10 St mavrds yuyvdpevor dmlodv. Cf. also RAel 1. 13 quoted
above in introductory note to this chapter.

§ 4. daimoy] ¢ Cansa unde duplex illud justum exsistat, ostenditur.’
Ramsauer.

eifis] See Bonitz on Mef T. 1004 a. 5—° Smdpyer yap ebbds yém
éxovra xr\. Similem usum adverbii eifis, ¢f. Cal 12. 14 2. 32,
An. Pr.i. 16. 36 2. 6. Ens et unum, ait, suapte natura, e2dés, in
genera quaedam dividuntur.”

dopa we are to understand ‘ Cyclopean building” in which large
polygonal stones were employed, and fitted together, as at Tiryns;
and the poXiBSwos xavav is to be explained as a flexible piece of
lead which was first accommodated to the irregular surface of a
stone already laid in position, and then applied to other stones
with the view of selecting one of them with irregularities which
would fit most closely into those of the stone already laid.
Fritzsche, in his important note here, quotes an authority who
mentions that a flexible rule is still used at Verona when a wall is

> being built of polygonal stones.
Towadry| ddpioros Paraph—i.e. mepl fis ody oidy e oplis elmeiv The parallel between the easy morals for which the Lesbians
RatiiXov; were noted and their poriSdwos kavér was not likely to escape the
b.21.  § B. 7ére 8pbds &xew km\.] Fritzsche aptly compares here Rzt notice of later littérateurs (see quotations in Zell and Coraes—
i, 13. 1374 b. LT émaés o pn mpos Tov vuor dANG mpds Tov vouoférny especially from Voyage du jeune Anacharsis en Gréce, 1. il ch. 3).
cxomeiv kal py wpds Tov Aéyor dANG mpds Ty Sidvotay Tob wopobérou. Fritzsche cannot be right when he supposes that ¢ Cyclopean
iRy s : ; A S

b.23. hefwev] This is the reading of KP alone. It is to be preferred to :}l;ﬁliigiiﬁ;:rii;gll;s ‘Tomen beca:l B Lo v Scible Tk

the €& 58, ¢ ) ey | o= i =
dlSlll‘lC:l(; a[::u::jidoik}l:: ?;eb?omﬂtf:j ulsse’noat‘spg:sceio :;nsda}t;e:r;;o;: i e e e o MSS' e e
does not pronounce.’ for the oikoboplas of Kb and PP, came into use later for oixeddunots
el or oikoSopla, If olkodopis is right here, it is only hfre that it occurs

§ 6. 00 7ol 4mwAds B¢ ANN& Tob Bid T dmhids dpoapripares] T
dmhas dikator is justice not qualified in relation to the requirements
of this or that particular case—the justice of the general rule ; =&
8t 76 dmhés dpdprypa is the failure of the general rule, by reason
of its generality (8 70 dndas), to meet the requirements of a p.ar-
ticular case: ¢/ with the dmiés of this passage the use of éx\a in
the sentence quoted from the Polificus 294 C in note on § 3, 4,
b. 11. ¢ A rule, in so far as it is general and unqualified, cannot fit
individual cases, in so far as they are never unqualified, but always
particularly qualified—d8dvaror € Eyew mpos vd ppiwore dmha 7o Bud
mavros yryudpevoy dmhatv,

in the Aristotelian corpus.

Before we pass on, it may be well to notice a fragment of
Aeschylus which Grant quotes. He merely appends it to a note
in which the ‘ Cyclopean’ explanation of Acoia oixodopla is accepted ;
but it might perhaps be taken to suggest another explanation.
The fragment is given by Dindorf (7. 72), as from, the ©akapo-
wotof, in the following form—

AN & pév mis AdofBioy arvopart
ki’ &v Tpiydvots ékmepawéro pubpois,
The xiue or kvpdreov is a moulding on an architrave or elsewhere.
The Doric xopa is a simple hollow; the Lesbian an undulating
Mm 2z
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moulding, either concave above and convex below (cpma recia),
or the reverse (cyma rewersa). See Smith's Dict of Ani. article
cyma. Is it suggested that the pohiB8wos kavav had anythmg to do
with the Lesbian xipa?

§ 8.] On the Equity of the Roman Law, see Maine’s Anczent
Law, ch. iii,  Law of Nature and Equity.’

CHAPTER XI.
/

ARGUMENT.

A man cannol act unpustly lowards himself either in the gencral or in

the special sense of © acting unjustly) Murder e, g,, committed i anger, s
wrjust in the same geneval sense in which all other vicious acls forbidden by
law are wnfust.  The man who commits suicide, then, in anger acts wnjustly.
Towards kimself 2 No. Towards the State; for ¢f i5* the State that punishes
him. Nor can @ man act unjustly in the special sense towards himself : for
that would mean that the same thing cowld al once be laken from: and given (o
the same personm. Unjust treatment implies at least two persons, one of whomt
deliberately makes an aggression omw the rights of the other. Zhe same person
cannot be both aggressor and victim, agent and patient ; and moreover, 3f the
agent of infustice, who must be a voluntary agent, weve also the patient, then
the latter would be a woluniary patient of injustice, which, as we kave shown,
5 impossible.  Further, if e pas¥ in review all the modes in which wnfust
treatment may be vecerved [and 3 must be received in some pavticular mode), we
find no case in which the agent is also yecifient: a man does wot commit
adiliery with kis own wife, break into his own house, steal ks own money—in
short, njure himself in any one of ke particular modes in whick infury can be
enflicted.

The general answer, kowever, to the gmesm?z—Cm a man wflict {ujury on
Aimself 7 is No ; for he cannor voluntarily receive injury.

To infitct injury and to vecgive i ave both enil, for both involve a depmﬂm
Srom the mean—ihe agent having too muck and the patient too litle ; but to in-
Jict infury is the worse, for il implies move or less ewil in the agent, while
recesving injury does not involve ewil in the patient. Tndivectly, of course, the
recepiion of injury may lead o consequences which are worse for the patient
than the infliction of injury @s for the agent; but in itself the injfliction is
a greater evil than the veceplion of injury.

The view that a man can injure kimself owes muck of its plausibility
10 @ confusion belween the self as o whole and a part of the self. Because the
irvational part may encroach ugon the just prerogatives of the rational paré of

T =
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the selfy, it is thought that a man may act unjustly towards himself.  But the
supremacy of the rational part ever the Irrational paxt ic at most only “just’
in the metaphorical sense i whick we have seen that the rule of the father over
Ais child or the muaster over his slave is < just.

§ 1. wérepov 8] This chapter (with the exception of §§ 7 and 8)
is placed by Jackson after § 13 in chapter g.

2 1oy elpnpévav] Jackson gays ‘ze from o. §§ r-13) But
does not the explanatory clause ré pév ydp «r.\. oblige us to sup-
pose rather that the reference is to the distinction made in (.h 1.§8

'I'O }Iél’ &mmv apa 7O POFM.‘HUV Kﬂl. TU l'.O‘OlJ' ?

b keheder dmworrwrdvar Eautdr & vdpos, 8, BE pi) keheder, dnmayopeder, |
Jackson's note here is—* od keheter] © Does not allow,” .. forbids.
Cf. the well-known use of ol éav as the correlative of xekederr. The
words & 8¢ p keheter, amayopever are explanatory of the phrase of
keheder. So Victorius, quoted by Cardwell. Eudemus wishes to
say— What the law 8zds is 8ikawor, what the law fordids is dSuov.”
Cf. 1. § 14 wpoordrre & 6 vépos kal Té Tod dvdpelov Epya mouwely, olov o}
Aelmew mijp TdEw . . Spolws 8 kal Ta kard vas d\has dperas kai poxfnpias,
Té pév kehebor T4 § drayopetov, Not appreciating this idiomatic use
of of kehedw, Grant remarks “the extraordinary assertion is made
that whatever the law does not command it forbids. We might
well ask, Did the Athenian law command its citizens to breathe, to
eat, to sleep, etc.?” This criticism [z e. Grant's] is endorsed by
Rassow (Forschungen, p. 42). I cannot believe that the writer’s
meaning here is correctly represented by the tautology ¢ What the
law does not allow it forbids.” If we understand by eduos, not
merely statute law, but custom and fashion, it is absolutely correct
to say ¢ What »dpes does not enjoin it forbids’ : see note on of vduo
dyopetove wept dmdvrov, V. E. 13, b. 14. As for the ‘ idiomatic use of
ob kehebw "—otk éd means ‘forbids’ ; but does ot kehever? If excep-
tion is to be taken to Grant’s remark quoted by Jackson, it is not,
I think, on the ground of its non-appreciation of the ‘idiomatic use
of of kehebw, but because it understands wdpos in oo narrow a
sense—as Jaw, not as law and custom. The same error deprives
Michelet's note of point—*‘Cum apud Graecos leges nen juris
tantum, sed virtutis causa ferrentur, legibus praecepta continebantur,
quibus magistratus edicebant, quae fieri vellent. Apud nos autem,
stricto jure inter Romanos jam orto, lex nihil jubet, sed quae fieri

1138 a. 4.



534 BOOK V: CHAP. 11: §§ 1-4. . y  BOOK V: CHAP. 11: §§ 4-6. 535

;. 009 katd Tabmy] Kard Ty pepudiy dTis oriv § mheovebla (Paraph.). 1188 a.17.
I prefer Bekker's punctuation here to Susemihl’s and Bywater's.
The words dua y&p k... are to be taken closely with dor’ 0ldé kard

’, » -
ratirny adikel.

1138 a. 6. nolit, edicit, ita ut contraria Aristoteli jam nunc obtineat regula :
Quae lex non jubet, permiftit. Noris it necessary, with Acciaiolus,
to suppose that & 8 ) keheber dnayopeber applies only to things
obuiously wrong. Custom (fashion, public opinion) forbids the
most innocent actions, if it does not enjoin them.

aduet] KD has ddwei dv. Can dv bea corruption of adrév, which a. 18.
a12. §8. f wohis fqpiot] The commentators quote Aeschines, Conira the sense requires?
Cies. 24¢dv ris abrdy SayphanTa, THy Yeipa TV TOUTO rpibacay xwpis
roi gparos @énropev, and Plato, Leggsix. 873. The pollution of the
city caused by the suicide was probably regarded as the chief part
of the injury inflicted by his act: other effects would be those noted

*

by Mich. Eph.—«af’ & depargeirar Ty WA crparnydy i eTpardTy 7

G el st A

dpo yap k] see M. M. 1. 33. 1196 2. 9 AAA& pip & dduwdn, 1)
aBiret, mheiow Exet, 6 8 adukolperos, 7 ddietrat, ENarrov, €l dpa adrds avroy
dBkel, evdéyerar Tov abrdy gard Toy adroy xpdwor kai mhelov Eyew kai

harrov. GNAE TobT addvarow obk dpa evdéyera avToy atriy aducety.

reyvity 1 Tiwa TowoUTOY. &v wheloow| ¢ implies more than one erson’: ¢fi V. 3. 41 5¢ 2. 19.
XWTT)

' §5. &n8e... mpbrepor] The words éotaiy Te kal &k mpoapéoews,’ 8. 20.
says Jackson, ‘are not necessary to the argument. Indeed 7o
aduiv is not necessarily é mpoaspéoens : 1 have therefore translated

a1, §4 & In §§ 1-3 the writer has shown that otk Zorw dBwov
rpbs abrdy, where abwoy = wapavopov. He NOW proceeds to show
that the same is true where dbwoy = dmgov.

e ; - - (TR ]
kab® 3 @Sikos pévor & aSikdv] pévov 4 is the conjecture of Lam- the phrase “voluntary or deliberate, and aggressive. But see
binus for the & pdvow of the codd., and is approved by Zell, Ramsauer L below, note on 6 yap dbre érale 2. 21.
and Bywater. The meaning is—' Further, if we take ¢ dbwav in mpérepor] sc. 7 dbukeiy Tob dduxela ol o B

the narrow sense of ddwos (@dikes pdvor—avegos OF mheovéxrs), and
not in the wide sense (has dadhos =mapdvopos), it is impossible
dducioar éavrév. No MS, apparently gives pdvov 6, and all, with
two exceptions, 6 pévor. The two exceptions are CCC with &bwos
6 pév aduwdv, and Ha with #5wos & ahikdr. An omitted pdvor supplied
above the line or on the margin might very easily get into the
wrong place after §; and would retain that place by suggesting to
careless scribes and readers that the distinction with which the
sentence is concerned is not that between the dwaos and the mapd-
vopos, but that between ¢ r& ddwa apdrrov and ¢ ddudy, as given
" eg.inch, 9. § 3.
o 15. ToGto ydp &Mho ékeivou] Mich. Eph. has—robre ydp ¢pow dde

; | 5 =
2eelvov TovrdaTiy TovTo 7O kard Tiw mheovebiav dbikoy &repdy oy éxeivov

6 yap Sudme Zmale k.rh.] Jackson's note here is—*¢ ol yap &pxes @
bupp mordw, GAN 6 Gpyloas 8. § 9 Does this mean that 6 7o aird
dvrirotey Of the present passage and 6 fupd moaw of 8, § g are
identical? If they are, then the argument is—* dduetv is deliberate
and aggressive: for the fupd moow, who does not act deliberately
and is not an aggressor, ob doxct ddwew. This, however, is hardly
consistent with v. 8. 9. -

I ey Br Exdrra Sikelofon]—which has been shown to be a.23.
impossible ch. 9. §§ 1-6. Ramsauer asks—‘ quid hoe post verba
aueirar & oblels &xov, vs. 122’ Surely because it helps to prove
the conclusion—that the ddwdy gud dvwos cannot injure himself.

In § 3 it helped to prove another conclusion—that the ddwdv gud

Tod kaféhov ddixov. rapévopos cannot injure himself.

§ 6. mpds ¢ rodrois] ‘If, instead of arguing from our conception a. 24.
of ddixla, we examine special cases of it, we come to the same
conclusion’ (Jackson). To dmoxrwwivas éavrdy, already discussed in
§§ 2 and 3, is, of course one of & kard pépos ddixiuara, but it does
not stand in the same position as the ddiijpara mentioned in this §.

As soon as they are mentioned, we see that they are not cases of

.16, Zom ydp wws . . . wovnplar] 7. there is a sense in which the
#bios is an offender coordinate with the Sedds e.gv, and not an
offender generally. “Adwia in one sense is mheovefla—a specific
form of mompla, just as delia, doetia, are specific forms. It has
however a generic sense also, in which it is equivalent to éAg
wovnpia.
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1138 8.24. 70 ddikely éavrdy. But 70 dmokruwivar éautdy looks, at first sight, like

a case of b édwely éavrév, and it is only the reflection—i mdkes
{npmoi—which makes us aware that it is not. The difference
between the dduijpara of the present section and those of which 76
droxrunivar favrée in §§ 2 and 3 is an example is that marked in
Rpet. i Igf[ 3473 b. 18 mpoés ol & Subpiorar [ra Blkaa xai aduea)
Sexios Bubpiorar ) yhp mpos 70 kowdy §) wpos fva TOV kowwvelvrev, & St
mpdrrew kai py wpdrrew. 816 kat tddknpara kai T4 Swmapara Siybs
Eorw dduely kal Swaompayelv'  §) yip mpds Sva kat Gpropévor i) mpds TO
Kowdy' G yip pogeiwy kal TirTey diikel Twd TEY Opopévey, 6 8 an
oTparevdpevos T6 kowdv. Thus 6 eddrrwy éavrdy injures 75 kowdy by
depriving it of a soldier. Similarly, the dxdhacros or dowres who,
at first sight, might seem to injure himself, really injures the State
by depriving it of the services which health or wealth enables a
citizen to render. The poryedwr, on the other hand, is regarded
rather as injuring an individual. I therefore understand the
present § (6) to contain another argument to show that the ddwéy
gud &wgos cannot injure himself—cannot treat himself as another
individual whose *fair share’ he encroaches upon. The argu-
ments to show that he cannot injure himself gud mapivopos were
concluded in § 3.

The writer of the M. M. would seem to have these two
classes of ddunpara—rd wpos 76 kowdr and ta mpds &a—in his
mind. His words are (i. 33. 1195 b. 35)—d\\' fowe érraifa
mikw dmopioeey dv s, Gpd ye vdéyeram aimdy alrdv adikelv; ék pév
8% rob drparols okomovpére Zoikey vdiyefar. kal wdhir obrws. el
yap & & vépos mpdrrew vdrrer, taivd dorw Sikaa, & pi wpdrrev TaiTa
abicel’ kal el mwpds bv keheler mpdrrew, mpds TobTov €l wy mpdrrel, TolTow
adixei, 6 8¢ vopos kekever ghgpova elvar, ololar kekriclar, chduaros emiyue-
Aetgfai, kai TéANa Ta Towalre, 6 dpa Talta py wpdrrer Adiel abrdv.  els
olbéra yap &\kov Tdv Towirey diumudror 7 avagopd éoriy—dAAG ph
more Tavra obk-dAndij fv, obd’ édéyerar adroy dBuweiv airdv. Tov yip
alriv ok &béyerar kard Tov alror ypévov whelor Exew kal eharrov, odd’
sxdvra dpa kai deorra’ dAAG piy & dOwdv, 3 abixel, wheioy Eyer, & &
ddwotpevos, 5 dlweirat, Eharrov, e dpa alrds atrow ddixel, évdiyera Tov
aiTor kara TOv alrov xpovor kal wheloy Exewr ral €AarTor. dAAE TobT
abvvaror ol dpa evdeyerat atrov abirdy dbikelv,—ere & ply abdy éxdy adxel,
6 8¢ ddwolpevos dxoy ddikeitar, Gore e vdéyeran adrdy abrop aBkeiy,
évBéyoir’ &y dua kal drovoiws kat éxovolus mpdrrew e Tobro 8¢ adivarow
obic dpa ob¥ olras évbéyerar alrév abrir ddweiv—ére el ris AapSdvor éx
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Ty kara pépos dbunpdrev,  abkoios yap wavres. fror wapakarabiky
dmooTepolvres §) potyevorres §j khémrovres 1§ Tt d\ho TEY katd pépos
3 ’ - . 56 . 3'\ r x 1 6{
ﬂalm#ﬂf@v TOLOVYTES w. ELS € JTWTOTE QUT6$ auvTor Fapaxﬂ'rﬂ e
drearépnoey, ov8 Euolyevaer Ty éavrod yvuaika, 0d8 Edefrev adrds Ti
£ ~ o » b 3 - 3 - -’ 3 ” ” a .
EQUTOYV" WOTE €L f& Pe” G&KEW €Y TOLE TOLOUTOLS Eﬂ"r.ll", TOUT@Y BE }l—ngfl’

évdéyerar mpds abrdv moweilr, odk dr fvdéxorro alrdy dlikelw.

Shws k.7.h.] ‘But indeed the question of 76 éavrdr diweiv as 2
whole (ze. whether we understand adweiv as mapavopely oOr as
mheovexrew) is answered by reference to the definition of adweir
(ch. 9. §§ 4, 5), which enabled us to answer the question of 7o
exovrims adixeiobat,

Fritzsche has the following note on the words ghes 8¢ . . . afi-
scicfu— Eadem et sententia est et verba eadem quae p. 1136 b. 23
(coll. p. 1136 b. 3—4) leguntur. Quae si ab eodem scriptore
posita esse credimus, magnam habent offensionem, eadem si ab
alio Peripatetico (h. e. Eudemo) in simili disputatione adhibita esse
suminmus, explicationem habent facilem.” Fritzsche’s view is that
the Fifth Book was written by Aristotle, with the exception of this
eleventh chapter, which comes from the lost book of Eudemus mept
dikarooivys (see Fritzsche, Prolegomena, p. xlvi),

§8 7, 8.] Jackson places these sections, ‘which have obviously
nothing to do with the dmeplas raised in ch. g,’ after ch. 5, § 18.
See his futroduction, p. xvi. Ramsauer suggests the same locus
for them. The writer of the A7. M. passes on (i. 33. 1196 a. 25)
immediately from a discussion parallel to that in ch. 11, §§ 1-6, to
the subject dealt with in § 9.

§ 7. kol dowep .. . yup.mcrnaqﬂ These words are probably a note
from the margin. As they stand, they have no grammatical con-
nexion with the context. A °codex perantiquus’ referred to by
Lambinus scems to have patched up a eonnexion by drep &yer domep
dyrewdy kA Rassow (Forsch. p. 77) supplies after péoov the words
70 0¢ Swatompaysiy pecov.

xeipov 76 édweiv] The commentators refer to Plato, Gorgras
443 A and 509 C.

koklas § s Tehelos xal &whds §j éyyds| The distinction is not,
as the Paraph. (in an alternative explanation) says, that between
% kafélov adiia and 7 pepixi, but (as the parenthesis after éyyls

1188 a.24.

a.28,

a, 28.

a. 30.

8. 31.

a, 33.



1138 a. 33.

b. 2.

b. 7.

b. 10,
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shows clearly) that between the mdfy which give rise to the -

voluntary and reprehensible, but not deliberate, acts of the fupe
modw, and the s mpoarperiy of the poyfnpés (see ch. 8, §§ 8—11).
Michael Ephesius is right—Aéyov kaxiar dnhds Ty perd npoaipéoews
Sre 0 éxovoroy Exen, atveyyvs 8¢ mip dixa mpoapéoews . . . Bidre obdé
peres wpomipéuems Ty ékobowy” of yup opyuluevor s elme mpdrepov ékdrres
mpdrTovow ob wiy ék mpoapéoews. The expression rehela kakla, =7
peré wpoapéoews, 18, however, misleading, for it suggests (as Ram-
sauer points out) the 6Ay xaxia which is opposed to 1§ rekela dperp at
the end of the first chapter of this Book.

§ 8. aAN' 008er péher T Téyrn] Science takes no account of =&
karé aupBeBnkds. It is concerned either with & draykaia, or with 74
bs émi 7O moAv, =

§ 9.] For ‘ justice and injustice as between the parts of the soul’
the commentators refer to Plato, Rep. 432 A, 441 A, 443 C. The
writer seems to warn his readers against what he conceives to be
the misleading tendency of such a presentation of justice as we
have it in the Republic. Melaphorically we can speak of justice
and injustice Gefwween the parts of the soul. But this is no good
reason for affirming that a man can be unjust iz fke sirict sense
to hrmself.

o wav 3¢ Sikaror GAA& 76 Seomorikdy % T otkovopukdy| 7.e. not o
mohrikdy dikatov as wwell as =o Seomorwcdr and the other forms dis-
tinguished in ch. 6, but the other forms exclusive of 6 wohirixdy.
Thus the writer of the M. M. begins his parallel passage (i. 33.
1196 a. 25) with the words—od ré ye molirikdr adixnua dA\a 76 oixo-
vopicgr.  Stahr translates— Doch gilt das nicht von der Gerechtig-
keit in ihrem ganzen Umfange, sondern nur von derjenigen, wie
sie der Herr gegen den Sklaven, der Hausvater gegen die Familie
iibt.

év Todrois yap Tols Aéyors] This must surely mean ‘the theories
in question’—7.e. the Platonic and other theories which speak
of justice’ and injustice subsisting between the parts of the soul
But Mich. Eph. has &v Adyor &yee 6 Sothos mpds Seomdryy 7ov adrov kai
v dhoyor peépos Tis Yuxis mpds 16 Noyelduevor, rowavTny yap SiéoTike
ratra Sudoracw ar’ G\\jhey bs elvat o pév dpyor To 3¢ dpxdpevov—i. e.
he apparently takes év roirots rois Adyars as meaning ‘in this ratio.”

BA\émovot] dat.
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o

Sokel] They think that the man, as a whole, can injure himself, 1138 b.10.

because cne part of his soul can have its desire thwarted by the
other part. They think that there subsists between these parts
a sort of justice like that between ruler and subject. Justice, how-
ever, is between persons ofs «al vépos mpos atrovs (v. 6. 4), and ¢ parts
are not persons,’ as Peters (p. 179) well puts it. A theory of justice
which forgets this is as misleading as a theory of voluntary action
which fails to recognise 5 8y Yuxi—the organic unity behind the
struggle of the ‘parts’: see Z.Z. ii. 8. 1224 b. 21 (quoted by
Jackson)—é&are 7o pév Bia éxdrepoy pdvar mowely Exer Noyow, kai S v
dpebuy kal Bid Tov Aopopde éxdrepoy drovra moré mpdrTew” keywplopéva yip
dvra éxdrepa ekkpoverm vw alMjhwv. 8fev kai éml Ty G\qv perapépovat
Vruxiv, ére Tér év Yuxii Tt TotoUTor dpdow, éml péy ofv Téy poplwy
évdéyerar Tolro Aéyew' n & 6hy éxovoa Yuyy kai Tob deparods kat ToD
éykparols mpdrret, Big 8 od8érepos, dAAG 7y év éxelvars i, émel kat Pioer
dpcpérepa Eyoper,

o7 év toirois] Jackson brackets év.

Tés éautdy Spéheis] 7. e. the dpéfeis of the several pépy. The Bpefes b. 11

of the Aéyor #or pépos may be thwarted by the t"r'?\byap pépos, and zize
versa. “An dpebis is loosely and xard peragpopdr atiributed to the
Adyopy Eyor” (Jackson).

dpyorte kat épyopére| The editors quote Pol. A. 5. 1260 a. 5 év b. 12.

ravry [7 e Th \f/vxﬁ] yip éore ploe T6 pév dpyor 6 8 dpxduevor, by
érépay Papdy elvar dperqy, oloy Tob Néyor Exovras xal Tob akdyouv,

§ 10. 7dv nbwav]| Rassow (Forsch. p. 62) omits rév with LP and b. 13,

MP [and NC.].

e d

END OF VOL. I.
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