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We hove said that we must choose the mean, and that the mean is that whick
the ‘right reason’ points out. Bul how is the *right reason’ determined? What
: makes it © the vight reason” 2 What is it that < the vight reason® has in vivw in

/ fxing on this point rather than on that as *the mean'? The miisician, for
L example, in tuning kis tnstruntent, must have some standard of tension before
‘{f e W

K mind. Tt is trie thot the strings must not be foo tight or toc lpose, but just
El Orford the right tightness. Again, &t is true that the patient must get just whot a
4 kilful physiciarn would prescribe—neither move nor loss —all this 75 frue batk
: 3 : N PRESS 5 : - o Ly
" ERINTEDUAL T e o8 it 45 pot definite enough.  So in morals il is true that we must chovse the mean
Li 50 e o g i R as the yight reason divects : but not definits enough. We must Eruow definitely
e

what the right veason is, that is, why, or in relation to what, it 75 *right.!

| We kave distinguished the virtues of the soul as wirtuer of the moral character
and virtues of the intellect,  We have discussed the moral virtues: let wus now
diserss the intellectunl—but fivst a few words about the soul generally. We
have seen that there are two parts of the soul, the part which has reason, and
the irvalional part. Now let us divide the Part which has reason indo (1) that
part by which we percesve necossary truth, wnd (2) that by which we perceive
corntingent truth: for, as the objects are generically distinet, there must be seneri-
cally distinet faculties of the soul naturally corresfonding o cack class of objects,
knowicdge implying a certain similarity and Einsleip between faculty ond object.
Let ws call (1) the Seientific Faculty, and (2} the Calewlutive Facully, for to
deliberate and lo calculate 35 the same thing, and no one deliberates abowut weces-
sary drurhs. The best siate of each of these faculties will be the  virtue’ of eack.
e lave to discover, then, what 15 the virtue of eack, or ihe state which snables it
& perjorat ils proper function,
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§§ 1-4.] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 10, 20) points out that this book has 1138 b.15.
two introductions, (r) érel .. . épos, §§ 1, 2, 3, and (2) s B¢, . .
otrws, § 4. The motives of these two introductions seem, on first
inspection at least, to differ. In §§ 1=3 we are told that the ideal

or law of the perfect exercise of reason must now be examined,
VOL. IL B




1138 b. 18. because reason (as distinguished fr

2 BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: § 1-4.

om feeling) is the faculty which
perceives the exact point where, in a given case, the moral mean lies.
The moral funiction of reason cannot, it would appear, be rightly un-
derstood apart from the ideal or law which regulates its speculative
function. The completion of the doctrine of the moral mean thus
seems to be presented by the writer of §§ 13 as the justification
of a formal discussion of the dperal of the rational part of the soul,
leading up to a definition of the ideal, or law, of the perfect exercise
of reason. Butin § 4 the discussion of the intellectual dperat is nOL
introduced as for the sake of the right understanding of ¢he moral
aperai; the writer, having finished what he has fo say about the
moral dperal, simply passes on 10 the second coordinate part of his
treatise—the discussion of the intellectual dperai. It is to be noted
that the writer of the A/, M. does not seem to bave had § 4 before
him. He follows the writer of §§ 1-3 in introducing the discussion
of the intellectual dperal as necessary to complete the doctrine of
moral virtue; see M. M. i. 34. 1196 b. 4 émedy 8 tmép Tov dperiw
elpnrat, kal Tives elow ¢al & 7iow kal mepl wola, kal wept éxdaTys abrév, Ozt
Adyow & BékTioroy, T piv olrws elmeiy, TO

- : 3 -
€l mpdrTotpey Kata rov apfor
- » Al o L L} o ’ r

dpoudy dorw Gomep fv €l Tis elmor OTE vyiEla

kard Ty dpldy Nyov mpdrrelr,
dpror by yévarro, & Ty 7& Dyrewit wpooPépoiTo. rd &) Towirov doapés’
GAN' €pet posy T Tola Swardody eorw Uyerd, ofirws kat €l Tol Adyou,
i doriv & Néyos kai ris 6 3pfis Nbyos ; dvaykalov loos oriy mpiroy pév, év
& 6 Niyos éyylverat, imép rovrov duehéolar. Suoplaly pév obw mép Yuxgs
bs Tim Kal mpirepov, re o pdv alris cart Nyor Exo, Td B¢ {\ayoy poptov
ijs Yuxis' €orw ¥ ds 8o myr Sulpeow Eyov 7o Ndyov Eyor pbpiov Tis
Yuxiis, ov dome 70 pév Bovhevrikdy 76 8 émorypovikéy KT Further
on, (M. M.i. 34. 1197 b. 28-35), we find him stating distinctly
that his treatise is fmép ff@w, and defending, though not without
some confusion of thought, or perhaps of language, the discussion
of copia in such a treatise—dmopioee & @ Tis val Bavpdoee, Sti Tl
Smép §8ow Néyovres kil rohriks Twds mpaypareias Umép gothias Néyoper.
& 038 dorpia ddfaer &v elvar ) okéns 1 Urép
2., ¥ Tows doriv phocdoy kal mept

» L | - »
Jvra.,  kal dpayxaiov Be,

ore lrws ys mwp@TOY [
abris, €imep éoTiv dpern, ©s dapér.
TobTwy TAPETLOKOTEY 00a ¢v 76 alrd Tuyxdvovow
el meph Téy év Yruxi Aéyoper, wepl drdvrar Néyew: Tt 8¢ xal 5 gopia
& ruxq* Bore otk dhhorpias Tep . - - Vruyis matovpeba Tovs hdyovs.

It is not a profitable line of enquiry to ask which ¢ introduction’
is ¢ Aristotelian,” and which <Fudemian. Thus much may be said,
however, by way of bringing out the implication of each —S 4
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BOOK VI: CHAP, 1: §§ 1-4. 3

seems !
ems to assume that the Statesman's Manual ought to cover the 1138 b.18

i\;f(li?ie gro;md of human n:ature, the intellectual aperal being as
E}ensalic as the moral dperat to the noble life. The unity of
the apera.rf in the omevdaios having been assumed once for a]l}r
expl;nanon is offered of the special connexion of one dpers "VE
zgzi ;}?;r,ii;nz i;t of dperat _wiLh another set: it is thought to be
s e ge them accm‘(?m g to the popularly received psycho-
gical divisions, and to describe them in order as they occur
th.e list: §§ 1-3, on the other hand, instead of pa‘stin} like .
thh?ut gomment from the description of the moral a:r'f;. to tha?: 45{
the intellectnal dperai, come forward with a reason \{.h the i (;
lectual dperal should be discussed at all :—they a;e to bZ di: IIf:t‘ec-l
because the discussion of them is necessary to complete the d:):(lzltfi';e
?f the moral mean. Whereas § 4 seems to present the moral and
u?teIlectuaI dperal as holding coordinate places in the treatise, §§ -
give us a logical bridge by which we seem to pass from th’-‘ -
sub;e:?t of the treatise—the moral dperai—to a subordinatec ﬂ::-ln
the discussion of the intellectual dperai—appended as necessii t_
the corlnprehension of the main subject. But if the true ositgoi (;
the writer of §§ 1—3 is to be estimated from Z. Z. © . (H ?
1249 a. 21-b. 25 (and it is safe, I think, from the stri.kin'g:i;imil'a:ia)r
of language, to suppose that it is), he misrepresents himself, Wh?‘l
he thus—apparently from a desire for logical connexion b;etw :
the ‘p‘arts of his treatise—:/roduces reason as if it were m ee; :
amflracv fo moral virfze. It cannot be his real intention t .
reason on any such footing, The oxomés or &pos of the hois
passage, if identical with that of Z. Z. e. 3. (H. 15), will, afte P“;{Sest
the an. of the moral mean, only because it is i};e ]a:v {l)rc?di-’l j‘
man’s ’l1fe, not as human and moral, but as godlike. Reason 21 ?
no.t exist (as becomes afterwards clear) to accommot.lal'e itself to (L)I;S
exigencies of the moral life, and to perform the function of bli de
man’s le_acler to passion; rather the moral life is for the sake ;?h- 4
life of divine speculation, as matter is for the sake of form R0 :
must reg‘ulate passion, that man’s life may become Bsmm'u: o0 eis -
—Teceplive of its true form, capable of the contémpiat‘i:};ﬂfgg
service of God. I transcribe the whole passage £. Z. ©.3.(H .
Iz4g;a..zr—b. 25, as being essential to the right und‘ers’tz;idirll :0?
E. N.vi. 1. §§ 1—3—4énel § éovi vis pos xab 16 larps, wpos by dm(ﬁ:?pzv

el i ;
Kpiver TO Uyiel 5 i p, Kat
p‘ e yiEoy CORGTE kai pi, Kal mpos Ov pexpL morol moupTéoy EkaoTov
kal €0 dyaivoy, el 8¢ Tharrov §j mhéow, evkéTi® ol L Té
ok ,
'y OUT@ Kol T(:) U'TIUUSIIL(‘U ﬂfp}

B2



4 BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: §§ 1-4. BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: § 1. 5

1138 b. 18. ris mpifeis kal aipéaets Tév iae: pév dyabow otk émawerd B¢ Sk Twd elvas which in all its parts he is delicately perceptive by means of his 1138 b.18.

pov xal rijs EEews kal Tic alpéioens kal [mepl] Puyis (xal meply xpyudrov
wAnbovs kal Shiydrnros kal Tév elTuynpdrev, €y pév odv Tols TpoTEPOY
e\éxn 16 G5 6 Ndyos® roire & éoriv dawep dv €f Tis €y Tols mepl THY
Ty elretey bs 1§ larpuey kal & Adyos zavrns.  Tobro 8 a\nbés pév, ob
cahés 8¢, 8¢t 8% Somep rat €v Tols d\hois mpds T apyov (Tjy, kal wpos Ty
ZEw kardk Ty evépyey Ty Tob dpyorros, ciov Suthor mpés Seomdrov kat
ékaorov mpds Thy édorov kalixovoay dpynv. emei 8¢ kal dvfpwmos Plae
rrvuéa'rqxev e’é provrus' Kai &pxupe’vou, kat éxacror dr Séot ﬂ',OEIS 'r‘l";v éavraw
dpyiw Gy (adry 8 Sirrp* @ \es yap 7 larpuws dpxy) xai AN 1) Dylea”
Talmys 8¢ &eka Skeivn) obre § Exer katd o Bewpyrued.  ob yap émirax-
Tikds apyor o Oeds, AN’ of érexa n Ppdunois emrdrTed (Serrow B¢ 15 of
vexa® Bubpiorar 8 & @\\ois), éret kelvds ye ovbevis Beirar  fris odv
afpecis kal kriois Tav ploe dyaliv momoer pddioTa Tiv Tob Beal Bewplar,
% cdpares § xppdrev 4 Per §i rév dlev dyaddy, atr dplory, xai
ofiros 6 8pos kd\\oros® fres & 5 87 Evdewav § 8¢ ImepBoiy kwhie: Tiw feow
Gepanedew kai Bewpeiv, alry 8¢ gaihy, Eye 8¢ rovro 77 ruyj, kai ofros
s ruxiis Gpos dpuoros, 16 frora alodivecfar Tob aldyov pépovs Tijs
Yuxils, i Towodror. Tis pév olv Bpos Tis kadokayafias, kal Tis ¢ Tkomés
rav drhds dyabéy, fore dpppévors .., 1[ 1 may venture to say so,
Zeller hardly does justice to the place of the Sixth Book in the
Ethies, from failing to connect the #pos or oxomds of chap. i with
that of %, Z. . 3. (H. 15). He regards the Sixth Book as written
merely to complete the doctrine of moral virtue by an account of
¢pémaris—the other intellectual dperal being discussed only with the
view of defining more accurately the sphere of ¢pdmois. His words
are (Ph. der Gr.ii. 2, p. 648 third Ed.) ‘Alle ethische Massbestim-
mung, und mit ihr alle ethische Tugend, ist durch die Einsicht
bedingt. Auch fiir das Verstindniss der ethischen Tugend ldsst
sich daher die Frage nach dem Wesen der Einsicht nicht umgehen ;
und so beschiftigt sich denn Aristoteles im sechsten Buch seiner
Ethik mit demselben, indem er es durch Vergleichung mitverwandten
Eigenschaften erliutert und die praktische Bedeutung der Einsicht
auseinandersetzt.

§ 1. &mel B¢ Tuyxdvopey mpdtepor elpnkdres| of. L. Ll ii. 5. 1222 a.
6-10, Z. V. ii. 2. 2. Grant iranslates 6 p8os Aéyos by ¢ the right law.’
It is important to remember that Adyos is at once the objective order,

{and the faculty in man which perceives it. When a man’s passions
are regulated, his nature is a Aéyos, or organism, of the balance of

Adyos, or reason. Such a man will know at once where the mean
point lies in a given case, because his ‘moral consciousness '—his
consciousness of the ‘right law,’ or ‘just proportion,” of his nature
will tell him, as healthy feeling tells a man when he has eaten
enough. But what makes the Myos, or proportion, itself épéds, or
right? -It is safe to answer—its end, What then is its end, or,
as the writer here expresses it,its oxomds or dpos? For the sake of
what does human nature exist as an organism? Till we know this
we canndt attach definite meaning to the phrase 6 6pfds Adyos.

Zo1e Tis oxowds| Grant says—*'Emrelver kai dvinow is a metaphor b. 22.

from tuning the strings of a lyre. C£ Plato, Zysss, p. 209 B kal

éneddr, bs éyopat, Ty AMpay AdSys, od Staxelbovel oe 0¥ o marip ol

) phrap émreival Te kai dveivar fiv &v Sothy Tév yopdev . .. This meta-

phor is not quite in accordance with the other metaphor of ‘looking /
to the mark,” but in fact the term oxonds seems to have become so
regular a formula with Eudemus as to have lost its metaphorical

association. By Aristotle, sxords was used as a pure metaphor ... -
But in the writing of Eudemus it seems used as a scientific term
equivalent to réhes : ¢/t LA, Eud. 1i. 10. 20 [lLe. il ro. 1227 a. 6]
émel 8¢ Povheverar det 6 Bovhevdueros Evekd Tivos, Kal €0Ti TKOWOS Tis del
7¢ Bovhevouévy mpos by oromel 1o cupdépor, mepl péy Tol Téhovs ollels
Bovheterar . . . The similar use of dpos by Eudemus is not found in
Lth. Nic., but appears borrowed from the mode of writing in the
Politics of Aristotle” Grant’s remark that by Aristotle oxonds was
used as a pure metaphor’ is true, I think, only of two passages in
the so-called Aristotelian books of the £. V.—viz. ii. 6. 14 pgdior ucv
70 dworuyeiv Tob gkomov, and i. 2. 2 kaBdmep Tofdrar cxomow éxorres. In
the one other place in which the word oxomds occurs in these
books—iil. 12. g 8td 8¢l 700 cappoves To embupnricdy cvpperer TE
Aye okomds yip apdoir T kakiv, it seems to be used in much the
same way as in &, £, ii. ro. 1224 a. 7 quoted by Grant. The same
may be said of its use in Rkef. i. 6. 1362 a. 17 €mel 8¢ mpdkerrar v
gupfoudedorre axonds 70 aupgépor, Bovlelovrar 8¢ ol wept Tab Télous dAda
mept Tév mpos 70 Téhos k., and of its use in Pol. A, (H.) 13. 1331 b.
26 énei B¢ Boo doTiv v ois yiverar T6 €0 waot, rottow 8 doTiv & uév év TG
Tov okomdr ketobor kal T Téhos Téy mpdfeov dpbas, fr 8¢ Tas mpde TO
Té\os epolicas mpafes etpiokerr. Here surely we may borrow Grant's
words about the Eudemian oxords, and say that dy Aristolle ‘oxonds
is used as a scientific term equivalent to réhes’—although, when two



6 BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: § 1, 2.

1138 b.22. lines below he uses it again, he seems to remember its metaphorical

character—éviore yap & pév oromds &verar kards, év 8 TS TPATTELY TOU
Tuxeiv avtov Oiapaprdvovew. But in £, E. i 2. 1214 b. § is it not
also used metaphorically *—é&reira Tov Suvdpevor (v kata Ty abTol
wpoaipeow Béobar T okomdy Tob kakds (qv, frow Tysjy #§ Békav ) whotror
% maudelay wpos by dmwoPhémer mojoerar mivas Tas apates. There seems
therefore to be nothing in Grant's view that By Aristotle oxonds
was used as a pure metaphor . . . but in the writing of Eudemus it
seems used as a scientific term equivalent to réhes.” Both “Aris-
totle” and ¢ Eudemus’ use it as a metaphor, and both us® it as a
scientific term equivalent to =éhos. As for “the similar use of §pos
by Eudemus’ it is true that it ‘is not found in the Z7%. N But
Grant admits that it occurs in the Pofifics. The non-metaphorical
use of ﬂ'ﬂ:uiror?and‘opﬂs‘ as ‘ scientific terms” in the Sixth Book of the

' em§ to me to contribute nothing to the solution of the

_ §3“‘1'6 pév elmelv ofrws &\yBis pév, odbev B¢ ocudés)
- Fritzsche finds in these words a strong confirmation of his view
* that Eudemus is the author of this Book. He says—- eadem sunt
verba de re eadem Eud. p. 1249 b. 6: nusquam in Z. V. est haec
formula, An Aristotelem se ipsum tam graviler reprehendisse veri
simile est? Contra eum, qui reprehendendi et conformandi emen-
dandique locum sibi reperisse videretur, in repetenda hac formula
sibi placuisse et credibile est et similibus recentiorum philosophorum,
qui, scholae philosophi certi addicti, quum quaedam principe scholae
melius sibi intelligere videntur, haec ut nauseam paene moveant
identidem repetunt, exemplis possit illustrari, nisi odiosa sint exem-
pla’ Grant also sees in the words the protest of the disciple
against his master. He says—¢This same expression, with the
same illustration of the medical art, is repeated Zrh. Fud. viil. 3. 13
[©. 3 (H. 15). 1249b. 6] év pév 7ois mpdrepor Aéxby 74 &5 & Adyos.
TotTo & éorly Somep &v el Tis év Tols mwept THY Tpodiw cimeter b B laTpeks
«ai 6 Adyos ravrys, ovro 8 dhnbés pév, ob aapés 8¢ . . . In the present
place there is an apparent protest against the indefiniteness and re-
lativity of Aristotle’s moral theory of “the mean” and “the law.”
Eudemus does not seem (according to the statement here) content
to give greater explicitness to the idea of the ‘Jaw’ by the develop-
ment of the idea of the wise man who is its impersonation. But
he asks (separating oxowds and dpos from the Adyos), “ What is the

o

BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: § 2, 3. 7

mark to which one possessing the law must look2” “ What is the 1138 b.25.

standard of the law?”" In reality these questions get no answer.
They only cloud the subject by introducing a confusion. of formulae.’
But are the words dhnéés piv oibév 8¢ cagés too strong to be used by
a writer speaking of himself? Surely not, if we may judg:'c fl‘(Jl:ﬂ
An. Post. ii. 19. 100 a. 14 (quoted by Ramsauer) b & ééxfn per
mdhas, ov capis 8¢ Néyly, malw eiroper, O from F. V. 1. 7.9 &
frws Ty pév edBauoviay 70 dprorow Aéyew Spohoyotuerdr T¢ Gaiverat,
wolletrar & évapyéorepor Ti éoTiv Eri hexbivat, Indeed in 2. £. 8. 3-
(H. 15) #249 b. 3-6 (quoted by Fritzsche and Grant Iy we find
Fudemus correcting himself ! in words identical with those in which
Fritzsche and Grant here see the protest of the disciple against his
master.

Again, is Grant right when he says that the questions— What
is the mark to which one poqsesbmc the law must look?’— What
is the standard of the law?’ get no answer? Surely they do at the
end of the Z. £., where the épas rijs kahokdyabias is determined, and
in the Tenth Book of the £, V. where the fios fewpyrixds is discussed.
1t is true however that in the Sixth Book itself we get no answer to
them. The Sixth Book merely prepares us for the answer by
completing the detailed account of the dperai of the amoulaios.

When the omovduios has béeni once placed concretely before us in
the fulness of his atmbute?., ‘we shall then be in a position to
appreciate the définition of his dpos or oromds—of the ideal for
which he lives. Jt may be that in the undisputed Nicomachean
Books more value is attached to the living example of the amoudaios
than to a formal definition of hIS..a'xmros*—a.&, we have it at the end
of the E. E. (see note on . ¥. ii. 6. 15), but so faras a formal
account of the ideal is given in the undisputed Nicomachean Books,
it does not seem to differ from that given at the end of the £. £.
In Z. V. x the ideal is éd’ 8cov évdéxerar abavarifew kat TarTa motely wpos

5 (v kard 5 pdricToy Tov & abre (. V. x. 7. 8), and the man who
acts up to it is feopdévraros (x. 8. 13); in £. E.e. (H.) the ideal is
rév Oeov Bepametew kai Oewpetr. This latter formula is quite °Aris-
totelian’” in substance ; and it matters little whether it owes its
phraseology to the master himself or to a disciple of the school.

§ 3. 5 8et ... s 8pos.] A moral rule—e. g. ‘ Be moderate in b. 32.

your pleasures’—cannot be interpreted aright apart from a correct

! It ne wrote £. V. vi, as Fritzsche and Grant hold.



8 BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: § 3. il BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: § 3-5. 9

! ;
1138b. 32. view of the ideal or chief end of life. Asinterpreted by an Epicurean t{ ws &v & dpbmpos dpieey as an ultimate standard, but as dependent 1138 b. 32.

this rule would mean—*Enjoy yourself as much as you can
consistently with your own health and peace of mind’ But this
would be excess from the Aristotelian point of view; such enjoyment
would hinder 74 (v kard d xpdriaror év & abrg. What the writer
of Z. N. vil. 13. 4 says of edrvylais here virtually said of peadrns, viz.
mpds iy eddatpoviay & dpos alriis— the mean point in everycase is fixed,
where it is fixed, becanse the Chief Good is what it is. What then
is it? The answer finally given is—The exercise of the Speculative
Reason. But before this answer can be given, the ratiorful part of
the soul, as a whole, must be examined, and especially the Practical
Reason—dpsmeis—both because it is that manifestation of Reason
which is yvopypdrepor fuiv, and because it must have performed
its function of rationalising the feelings and desires, before the
Speculative Reason can engage, without impediment, in that
activity of Gewpla which is the highest expression of man’s nature—
z.¢. the final cause of his being. We have seen that the object of
this speculative activity is * God,” and that the man who engages in
it is Benphégraros, It may be said then that, in their answer to
the question rodrov tis Gpos, the Aristotelians maintain that the
ultimate moral standard is given by the religious consciousness.
The épos 7év peaoriror given by ¢pdumats, or the Practical Reason
(. @ av & Qpdwmpos dpiveer E. N. ii. 6, 15, and €&s 7 kara Tov
Spbov Adyov, aplis & & kari Ty Ppdunow Vi, 13, 4) is not the wliimale
standard, because the position of ¢pdwows in the hierarchy of
faculties is that described in £ V. vi. 13, 8—ad\\& iy od8¢ xupla
Y éotiv 7 pdmots Tiis codlas 0bdé Tob Pehriovos popiov, Samep obbe
vijs Uyelas §) larpecis ‘o ydp xpiirar abrf, aAN 6pd drws vyémrar  Ekelvns
aby. évexa émirdrrer, AN oDk éketvn. Ere Suotor kiv € Tis THY moMTIKEY
pain dpyew Tov Oeov, dr émirdrrer mepl wdvra T4 év TH wéher: ¢fs X.
8. I devrépws & 6 kara Thy @Ay dperiy kT, .
This note may be brought to a close with a reference to a note
of Fritzsche on Z. I, ii. 5. 1222 b. 7-8, in which he maintains the
view against which I have been arguing—that the &s dv 6 gpduipos
dploece of the £. V. was put forward as an ulfimate standard by
Aristotle,” and that it was left to Eudemus to correct Aristotle,
by showing that it is not ultimate, but dependent on the épes r7s
kahokdyabias: my contention being that ‘Aristotle’ (as we must
conclude from the subordinate place which he assigns to the
78ial dperal ai kara iy Gpévmew in E. N, x. 8) does not regard the

on a standard which is identical with the ‘Eudemian’ épos s
kalokdyabias—that, in short, there is no difference between the
positions of ‘Aristotle’ and of ‘Eudemus’ with regard to the
ultimate standard. Fritzsche’s note, which thus raises a very im-
portant question respecting the difference between ‘Aristotle” and
¢ Eudemus,” will be found on p. 40 of his edition of the 7. Z.

d\nfas] Kb r Ald. B

§ 4. ébaper] £ E. L 1. 12202, 5, £ N. 1 13. 10.

§ B. mporepov| E. . i 4. 1221b. 24, B N. i 13. 9.

éloyor]| After this word Spengel (Arist. Stud. p. 211) supposes 3. 4.

that &v #8y Bibpiorar 76 dheyow, or words to such effect have fallen
out; but the supposition is unnecessary. Tér avror Tpimor Suuperéon
relates to 86" efvar pépy tis Yuyis, and the writer means that, as the
VYruxn has two parts— 7o Ayor éyov and 7o &\oyoy, S0 16 Adyor éxor has
also two parts. .

kal dmoxelcfw 8do 74 Néyor Eorra] This division is not to be a. 6.

confused with that indicated in £. £. ii. 1. 1219 b. 28 {moreicdu &0
pépy Yruxis Ta Adyov peréyorta, ob tov abrow 8¢ Tpdmor peréyew duo,
dM\i 70 pév T émerdrrew, vh B T melfecfar kat dxoter meurévar, and
in £. N, 1. 13. 19 Serriw Eorar kal v Ayor Exer, 7 pév rvplws kal év
abrd, 70 8 Gowep Tol warpos dkovarikdr 7. In these passages we have
really the main division of the Juxy into &eyor and Adyer €xor, and
only apparently a subdivision of 7é Adyor €xov. But in the passage
before us (vi. 1. 5) the Myor &or kipiws kai & abré is itself sub-
divided into the faculty which apprehends things which are neces-
sarily what they are
apprehends things which are contingently what they are—ra évdeyé-
peva.  For the distinction between ra sy évdeydueva dles Exew (=i
didia, 7& éf dviykns amAds) and za édexdueva d\lws Exew (here =i
és érl 76 wolv), see notes on iii. 3. §§ 3-5, and i. 3. 4. This dis-
tinction, regarded by Aristotle as in things, is really in our way of
locking at things. There is no contingency in things, but there is
often failure on the part of organic beings to cope with the com-
plexity of the necessary laws which things obey. A ‘necessary
truth* so-called is one of which we become conscious by the way
of intuition®, Thus, the truth that the three angles of a triangle

T ‘ur'}- f’vﬁsxﬁpfva AAhws :xsw, and that which

L Cf. Spinoza’s theory of Scéentia intfuitiva, Etk. 1i. 403 Schol. 2,
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are equal to two right angles is apprehended by us as ‘necessary,’
because we see that, in the diagram before us (which represents all
that is essential to a triangle), they are plainly equal to two right
angles: we assist at the operation of superposing them upon two
adjacent angles, and see that they cover them. Again, the truth
that a thing cannot be at once this and not this is apprehended by
us as ‘necessary " as soon as we look at an object and see plainly
that it has a definite attribute—that a rose, . £. is red, and not also
not-red. When, however, we pass from this region of direct
intuition to that of forces so complicated in their interactfbn that it
is impossible to calculate more than roughl y what events will result,
we are in the region of the so-called ‘contingent.” The events
which do result are indeed necessarily what they are—there is no
‘contingency” in them, as we should see if we could comprehend
all their causes; but this we either cannot do, or cannot wait to do;
for in most cases we are called upon for present aczion in relation
to these imperfectly understood future events, and are compelled to
forecast them as we best can. Our attitude towards them is thus
not ‘speculative,” but essentially ‘ practical” The apprehension of
‘ contingent truth’ is, in short, ‘ correspondence with environment.”
In apprehending this kind of truth, we prepare, as we best can, for
a future condition of the environment, which must always be more
or less difficult to forecast; in apprehending “ necessary truth’ we
see plainly something which is immediately present, ‘Contingent
truth” may then be described as that body of beliefs and expecta-
tions upon which a being, whose life is ¢ a correspondence extending
in time®” acts on the whole successfully. The Aristotelian God,
whose life is a timeless intuitive function, perceives all things as
‘necessary.” In so far as man perceives ¢ necessary truth,” he too
is a ‘spectator’ of the universe, and lives a divine life ; but, as con-
crete human being, he,is no longer a ©spectator,” but an *actor’
engaged in a struggle—del yép wovei 7 (Gov—and in this struggle

~his human life is guided by his perception of ¢ contingent,’ or, as it

may be called, *practical’ truth.

In the foregoing remarks I have treated r& erfiexduera dMws Eyew
as being here equivalent to 7& és ént 78 mod. Technically 7 drd
Tioxns, as well as 7a s émt r6 mold, fall under the head of r& evdeydpeva
dMas éxew, but are obviously not to be thought of here in a passage

! See Spencer, Psychol., vol. i. p. 320.

BOOK Vi CHAP. 1: § 3. EE

which distinguishes faculties of knowledge in relation to objects of
knowledge. Ta dmd tiyns are not objects of knowledge.

|+ Tpds y&p ... Ondpyer adrois] The doctrine that to generically
distinct objects of knowledge must correspond generically distinct
faculties is here based by the writer on the hypothesis that khow-
ledge implies a ‘similarity,” or ‘kinship? between object and
faculty, This hypothesis meets us in various forms in the history
of Psychology. Sometimes it is the analogy of the reflection in a
mirror (perhaps suggested by the fact that we see by images
reflected in the eye), which seems to determine the form which the
hypothesis takes. Knowledge in the mind is something in having
which the mind becomes like the object which it knows, just as the
mirror, in reflecting, becomes like the object which it reflects.
Under this head may be brought those ancient theories identified
with the names of Empedocles, Democritus, and Epicurus, accord-
ing to which certain elfwla, dwdpporar, gedpara, images of themselves
are thrown off by objects, and passing into the soul, become its
knowledge of the objects: and also the various modern theories
of Representative Perception, which explain knowledge by means
of ‘ideas” To a closely related class belong the theories, both
ancient and modern, of ‘impressions,” ‘traces, and the like, in
which the mirror analogy has been replaced by the allied wax
and seal analogy. Sometimes again the hypothesis ywdokesfa v
opoip 76 cpowy appears in a form determined by a desire actually
to zdentify the faculties of the knowing mind with the objects
known. Under this head come those theories which assert that
the mind is itself made of the elements (oroixela), material or
formal, which it perceives in objects: see de An. i. 2. 404 b. 10
Aéyouas miw Juyiw vhs dpyds, of pév mhelous mototvres Tavras, oi 8¢ plav
TavTyy, domep "Epmeloehs pév éc rov oroyelor mdvroy, elvat 8¢ kat éxaoror
Yuxap rovTwr, Aéyor otTes
yain pev yap yatav drdmapey, Hdare 8 ddop,
aifépe & alfépa &av, drap wupt wip dallphor,
aropyji 8¢ oropyqy, veikos B¢ Te veikel Muypo.
Tov alTér 8¢ Tpomor kai & T\drwr ev 16 Teypale iy Yuyir & Tow
gToryeloy woel' ywookerla yip TG dpoip To Supoww, Ta 8¢ mpdypara ék
Tév dpxdv elvai, épolws 8¢ kai év Tois wepi rhogogias Neyopévors Sro-
piebn, abré pév 75 (Gov é£ alriis tijs T0b évis i8éas kal Tob mpaTev phrovs
kal whdrovs kal Bdfovs, v& & d\ha Guowrpdres. & 8¢ kal dM\ws, voiv

1139 a. B.
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1138 a. 8. péy 16 &, émornuny 8 v S0 povayds yap e’ & Tdv 8¢ rov mrédov

dpeBpdv 86fav, atobnow 8¢ wov rod orepeot. All such attempts to
explain how mind and external objects can be brought into the
contact of knowledge are idle. The gulf, which they would bridge
by ‘images’ and the like does not exist. Knowing faculty and
object known are not two separate entities, Fach exists only as
the correlate of the other in the organic whole of knowledge.
We cannot go behind knowledge to find there something ywopt-
pérepor by means of which to explain it. What seems to be an
explanation is invariably a metaphor, fitted only to coffceal from
us our true problem—the faithful description of the organic whole
as it is actually given.

The view «a8' podryrd 7iva «at olkedrnra # yvéais, adopted here
without demur, is submitted to lengthy criticism in the 2z 47, and
finally accepted only in a modified form. In @ Aun. i. 5 the point
first insisted upon is that it is not enou gh to make the vy contain
merely the four material oroyeia which it perceives in external
objects; it must also, if the view is to be consistently held, contain
the manifold Myo, or suwééoes, in which these ororyeia are combined
in the objects: and this is regarded as a reductiv ad abeurdum
of the view in the crude form in which it is held by Empedocles :
see de An. i. 5. 4100, 7 obdév olv peXos dveivar v aroiyeia e Juxd,
el i) kai ol Ndyor dvéoorrar kal §) advdeois' yoaopiei yap Exaotoy T4 duotow,
70 &' darovw i) rdv dvflpamoy obBiv, € i) kai Tabr dvéaran radre § omt
ddivarov, obfiv Bei Neyew vis yip do dmopioetey el Eveorv év 4 Yuyi Mdos
i) dvfpamos 5 potws 8¢ kat 70 dyabdv kai 16 ) Gyabov Tov atrdv B¢ Tpdmoy
kai wepl Tov d\dwy. The more refined form of the view, according
to which the mind contains not the material, but the formal ara-
Xeia—i.e. the categories which it perceives in things, is next
examined, and dismissed—for the mind cannot perceive these
oroixeia in things either in virtue of containing that which is
common to them all (the categories having nothing in common,
being ultimate yém); nor yet in virtue of containing eteia, mody,
moody, and the rest, separately, inasmuch as it is itself otoia, and
olgia cannot be built up out of elements which are not substantial.
If, e.g. the mind  contains’ woudy, or is composed of wood, it must
be woodv. Again the view is inconsistent with the fundamental
truth that ‘like cannot 2e affected by like —a truth which is referred
to in de An. ii. 4. 10. 416 2. 29 in connexion with nutrition (the
parallel between nutrition and knowing is an interesting point in
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the Aristotelian psychology), and insisted on generally in de Gen. ¢7 1139 . 8.

Corr.i. 7. 323 b. 29 @\ énel b 7o TUYOY Teuke Tdoyew kai moieiv,
d\X' Goa §j évavria oriv §) évavrlwsw Eyer, dviykny kal T wowiy kai TH
TAgXoV TG Yével pév Gpotov elvar kal TabTo, rg 8 elder dvbpowy kal évavrion,
«rd. Inde An. ii. 5 the view is subjected to a second criticism,
through which Aristotle passes to the statement of his own position.
If a sense (76 alo@yrikdy) is Jike that which it perceives, why does it
not then perceive a/sef/? It does not, which shows that it is a
potentiality of perceiving (which only becomes actual under the
influence wf the stimulus supplied by an external object), not,
as the Suowr époip theory makes it, the #hing percerved—the actual
‘earth,’ the actual ‘mocdr.” Tt may be compared to something
combustible which does not actually burn ll fire is applied to it.
As the combustible is not fire, but becomes fiery, so the mind,
unlike the object which affects or impresses it (for otherwise it
could not be affected or impressed), when once affected or im-
pressed, is like it: see dé Az ii. 5. 417 a. 17 rdrra 8 wdoye xal
kweitar Umd ToU moujTikeD kai evepyein Ovros. 81 €ori pév ds fwd Tob
dpotov wdoxet, éore 8¢ Hs Vmd Tob dwopolov, kabdiep elmopcy* TATYEL L€V
yap 70 dvdpoioy, wemorfos §' Spotdy domuw. . . 418 A, 4 wdoyer pév odv ody
8potor 8y, memorfos 8 duoiwrar kai €orw olov eéxeivo. 'This then is the
modified form in which the 8uotov duoie hypothesis is accepted in
the d¢ An.—a form in which the influence of metaphor is as plain
as*in the cruder forms of the hypothesis, upon the criticism of
which it is built. The Aristotelian theory of sensation, in fact,
starts from the wax and seal metaphor: see de dz. ii. 12. 424 a.
18 3 pév diobnors éari 7o Sexricow 7o aicbyrov elbov dvev Tis Thns, ofoy
6 xknpds Tow Sartuhiou dvev Tou oudiipov kal Tob xpuoed Séyerar T4 ampueiov.
As wax cannot be impressed by a soft substance like itself, but,
being impressed by that which is unlike itself, takes on the likeness
of that which impresses it; so the mind takes on the likeness of
the objects which it knows. Yet the metaphor, assuming, as it
does, the separate existence of two entities brought into mechanical
relation to each other, does not bind Aristotle’s speculation, as
similar metaphors seem to have bound the psychologists whom he
criticises.  The powerful instrument of thought which he wields in
his philosophical language, enables him to pass beyond his meta-
phor. The employment of the distinction between 8ivapes and
evépyeca enables him to see that, after all, the two entities of the
metaphor are really two correlates—an apergu which he formulates
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1139 8. 8. in de Aw. jil. 2. 425 b, 26 8¢ 100 alobyred évépyeia kat s aivBicems

7 atmi pév éore kal pla, w6 & efvar ol ralrdv adratst koA, This is his
philosophical position; but on the whole he is satisfied with his
metaphor, which, it must be admitted, takes account of the duality
in knowledge, which some of those who insist upon its unity, are
inclined to make too little of.

Now to return to £, V.vi. 1. 5. In what sense is the faculty which
apprehends ¢ dvra which are necessarily what they are * Z#e these dvra,
and the faculty which apprehends ¢ dsra which are contingently what
they are’ like these érra? The answer is that, on Aristoslian prin-
ciples, the faculties in exercise are not merely like, but identical
with the objects as perceived. The dvra, their objects, are in both
cases relafions, 7.e. &ka, whose ‘ entity consists in their intelligibility.”
That Bewpia, or the scientific faculty in exercise, is identical with the
Bedprua is a doctrine of the widest reach in the Aristotelian philo-
sophy, and is often insisted upen: e.g. de An. iii. 7. 431 2. 1 7
&' aire éorw 5 kar’ évépyeav dmiamipn 1 wpdypari: of. de An. dii. 4.
430 4. 4, 1ii. 4, 431 b, 16. But what is thus said of the scien-
tific faculty is true of all facultics, In active exereise they are
all identical with their objects—Ifor their true objects are €3y,
constructions of their own activity, ¢ relations which the mind sets
up’,” whether it be in sensation, in practical deliberation, or in
&wpfa: see de An. iil. 8. 431 b, 21 r:| \;)‘le} T4 Gura wos €oTw” wdvra
yap §) aleByrd va dvra §) voyrd, dore 8 ) dmoripy pév Ta émeryrd wes, 7
& alo@yois v aloyrd wds 8¢ voiro, el {yrelv.  réuvera obv 7 émaripy
kal ) atobnois els T wpdypara, § pév Suvape els BUI;'épeas, & dvreheyein
els évreheyeius’ s ¢ Juyis 1o alobnrikiv xai T8 €moTnpomkdy Surdue
ravrd fott, 70 pép émigTnrdr 7o 8¢ alglyriv.  dviyen & §) alra § Ta €ldn
eivar. abra pév 8 ot o yip & Aifos év Tf Yruyf, dA\d 7o eldos Hore 5
Jruyn Gamep 1) xeip eaTw’ Kkai yap 1 xeip Spyavoy €0Tw opydvar, kai & vois
cidos 0w kai 7 aloefpows eldos alobyrév., With the ob yap 6 Aifos év
i Yuxq, dAA& b eidos of this passage may be compared Green's
remark (Proleg. pp. 36, 37) that ‘as we pursue the analysis of the

operations involved in the simplest perception of fact, we are unable

to detect any residuary phenomenon amgunting to a fact at all, that

can be held to be given independently of a combining and relating

activity, which if the antithesis between the work of the mind and

the work of things be accepted must be ascribed to the former.
Cf. also Green's Works, vol. il. p. 179, § 18,
¥ Green, Prolegom., p. 36.
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The forecasting or calculating faculty in exercise will then be 1139 a. 8.

identical with its object—the probability of the occurrence of the
event about which the forecast is made. The probability is not
a quality belonging to the event; it is a quality atiaching to the
thought of a mind ready to venture upon a certain line of action.
Just as the theorem is what the thinker plainly sees it to be, Z.¢ his
thought, so the probability of the occurrence of a certain event is
the readiness to act in view of it displayed by the man whose
interest it is to make as correct a forecast as possible.

We thrs have two distinct faculties of the ‘rational part’—that
of plainly seeing the truth of the theorems (6 €& dvayens Vi 3. 2),
and that of wisely forecasting future occurrences (ré éoduevor kal -
&uBeyopevor vi. 2. 6), each naturally related to its object in the way
described.

The writer of the M. M. gives a good commentary on the
distinction between the twa rational faculties. It will be observed
that he does not trouble himself with the xef duudmre 7 paos
explanation of the distinetion—M. M. 1. 34, 1196 b. 15 Zorw & eis
8to Thv Saipemiv Eyor 16 Adyovr €xov pdpiov Tis Yruxns, v foTi TO pér
BovAevrikor 76 8¢ dmoTnuomixdy. Gt 8¢ Erepa dMMjAwr éotiv, ékx Tav
Umokeipévor G yevoiro havepdr. bomep yap 81 Erepd egmv dAlMher
xpépd Te kal yvpds kal réos kal dopy, ooalres kai Tas aiocfioes
érépas abrér §) Qiows dméBoker (Yroor pév yip deof), xupdy 8 yelove
yvopiloper, ypiopa 8 Sjred), buolws 8¢ xal r@\ha rov abrie Tpimor del
tmohapBdvew. émet 8n érepa TG Umokeipeva €aTiv, €repa kai Ta TS Yuxis
etvac pépn ois Taita yrwpifoper. Erepov § éuti 70 vourir kal To alolyrovt
rabra 8¢ Yuyf yropiloper &repor dp’ dv elny to pdpioy 6 wept T4 alebyra
kai 7& voyrd. T4 8¢ Bovdevrirdy kal mpoatperikdy wepl Ta aicfnTa kal v
kivjoer kal amhés doa év yevéoer Te kai Pfopa éoriv. Bovhevdueba yap
tmép rolror & é Apiv éorev kal mpafar kal iy wpagm wpoehopévos, mepl &
euTiy [rm‘z] Bovy kal wpoalpeais Tob mpafar §) pn wpafar Tatra § éorer
atofyra kal €v kwhoer Tob peraSdAlew’ GoTE TO TpOMpETikGy Hoplov ThS
Yuyis kard Tor Adyor Tév alolnrdy éoriv,

§ 6. 0 pév emomporikdv 1 8¢ Noyromikdy| the ¢ scientific’ faculty a. 12.

and the ¢ calculative’ faculty. I think that Grant is right when he
says that the terms emarnporicdy and Aoyiorkdy as they occur in de An.
iii. 11 are nof opposed to each other, as they are here. In de An.
ifi. 11 Aristotle is discussing the psychology of animal metion, with

1 Cf. Lotze, Logée, p. 367 (English translation).



1139 a.12,

a, 13.

16 BOOK VI: CHAP. 1: §6.

which the “ scientific’ faculty has nothing to do, and he naturally
confines himself to the ‘calculative’ faculty, which, like the writer
of E. V. vi, he identifies with the faculty of practical deliberation.
The operation of this faculty, in pursuance of his ball and socket
explanation of action (see e 4. iii. 10) he resolves into the per-
ception of a fixed principle (described as dximror 433 b. 16) and the
perception of a particular fact as falling under the principle. The
perception of the fixed principle, # xafdhov Iwédqyris (answering to
the socket), is due 10 an element in the calculative or deliberative
faculty which he calls & émwomporir (434 2. 16)'. But the émory-
povicoy of 2. V. vl is not a principle of action.

oldeis B¢ Pouhederar mepl TéV i edexopdvwr ENws éyerv] We
deliberate only where we have to do with things which we can
modify by our action. Power of modifying the course of events:
by action may indeed be accepted as a definition of mpoafpeais, or
Bouheurikd dpefis.  An irrational animal, being without Bovhevrue)

| 8pefis—being dominated by the impulse or fancy of the moment,

and unable to weigh alternatives before acting, is not the real
cause of those modifications in the course of events which it seems
to bring about by what it does. It is merely a link in the chain

. of necessary consequence formed by act, impulse, and antecedents

of impulse. This is what the writer means by denying mpags to
the lower animals, as he does below in ch. 2z, § 2. It is only a
rational being that can mitiafe a modification in the course of
events. For the irrational animal there exist no élexdpeva #Nas
éxew, in the sense of r& ds érl 70 mold, any more than in the sense
of & dré Tiyns: see IP):}JJJ‘. il. 6. 197 b. 3 avdyxy wepl vd mpuerd eiva
Y T .
momjoat.  kai Out ToiTo olite djruyoy odlev otite Bnplov ofire mabiov oddiy

. G0l drboots p évdéyerar mpafar, ovBe T dmd Thyns T

wotel diré TUNNS, OT¢ olk Exer mpoalpeow: obd ebruyia ot druyle Umdpyet
ToUrows, e py kal' bpowdtnra, domep Py Tparapyos edruyeis elvar Tols
Mibovs €f &y of Bwpol, 6ri Tipdyrar, oi 8¢ dpdluyes adrdv xaramarovyrar.

- This, I think, is a fair statement of what the distinction between

man and the lower animals in respect of the contingent’ meant
{or the Aristotelian School in its earlier period :—man, as deliber-

 ating and choosing, is an dpys)) mpdfewr: the lower animals are mere
vehicles (éovoia—pleased and consenting vehicles, it is true) of an

! The use of émeryuorikdy and &moriuy in E. V. vii. 3. 13, 14 may be com-
pared with the use of &mornpovedy in de An. iii. 11,

T ——
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impelling force : ‘man is not a necessary, because not a natural
agent'.) It is plain that we have here a germ capable of growing,
in a suitable soil, into the Free Will Theory’ as we find it in
modern philosophy. It may therefore be worth while to call
attention to the approach which later Aristotelianism made towards
such a theory. In his treatise mepl Yruxfic B. 159 b. 160 a. we
find Alexander Aphrod. denying that ¢wow and 8daokahia are in
any real sense the causes of our mpoarpécers. If they were, our
actions would be wecessary. Only confingent actions are in our
power, and contingent actions imply wpoaipeots évatrios. His words
are (mepi Yuyis B. p. 160, ed. Ald) pdvor Yuxipy Aoyiciy Eye (6
dvBpwros) xad' 7y Bovheveobal Te kal {yrelv Slvarar wepl TéY wpakréwy
abrd' kai ol meparhoy éore Tols dMhows {Wots, & TG pi) Kowwvelr Ths
roiaole Buvdpews dhoya kaholper, Tals wpoomimTovoais Pavracias Exduevd
7€ kat avykararillépevy, kal dveferdoras Eeaoroy, by mpdrTer, TowivTa, 6 yip
avfpwros povor Tév aMwy (Pov perd Ty mpoomesoboay abrd arraciav
mepl Twos Gs mpaktéov, oidy te (yreiv wepl airol kai Povhetecbai, eire
xph cvykararifecfar 16 pavévri, eire kal pif. Bovlevodueros B¢ kab
kplvas, olres épud xal émi To6 mpdrraw 7 py wpdrrew omdrepor  kak
Gmérepor mpockpivey €k s Bovkis, dpyerar.  &id ToilTo kal udvoy Tév (Pwy
dravter P alrd To mpdrrew fxet, Ori kai ToU p wpdrrew TO alté Toire
Ty ouoiay Eyer . .. ... & oly dvarrlws kal pi mpolimapyoloys airias
mpoatpovpea, Taird éoTi T4 Aeydpeva éf’ fuiv Gy kal & dvrikelperd
o7 Buraré Bia T Ty alriav py mpokaraBeBriobar fris wpoumdpyevea,
wavres v Tol yevégfar TodTo THy dvdyxny mapeiye. 8 Taira moANdkis
Twes kai meukites duoiws xal év Tols abrols éBeoww fypévor, Saghéporres
d\MfAwy ylvovrar wapa Tas dvarriovs wpoaipéoers %,

In this theory of mpoatpests dvaitios we have perhaps the nearest
approach in ancient philosophy to the modern doctrine of  Free
Will! I will onlyadd here that the germ of the opposite theory of
¢ Necessitarianism ’ is also contained in the Aristotelian view. The
Aristotelian view, as presented in the EYhics, however, seems to
combine the truth of the ®Free Will Theory,” with that of ¢ Necessi-
tarianism,” without abstracting or exaggerating either. Man is
‘a creature, yet a cause.” “Avbporos dpxy wpifewy, and &bpormos
avfpamor yerva kat faws are both true,

§7.] CF £ N.ii. 6. 3 5 ro0 dvfpdmov dpery €ly & 3 s ap Fs

1 See Green's Proleg., pp. 112, 113

* I have transposed these two passages to bring out the argument more
clearly.

YOL. II, * Cc

1139 a.13.

a. 15,
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dyabbs avbpomos yiverac xkak & jfis ed 5 Eavrol Epyow amodouer, and £. E.
il, 1. 1218 b. 37 raira 8 dmokeiobo kal mept dperiys, O éoriv i Bekriomy

, ey
Buibeais § éfis § Blvapis éxdoTer, Sowy €oTe TIS XpiaLs § Epyov,

CHAPTER- IL

ARGUMENT.

There ave three principles in the soul whick go fo defermine moral action and
truth—sense, veason, appelife.

Now sense, as such, cannol originate soval actton: thus the brutes are in-
capable of moral acion,

As for veason or understanding, and appetite—it is to be noled that pursuil
and auoidance i1 the sphere of appetiie answer o affirmation and negation in
the sphere of the undersianding. Accordingly, since moral virtue is a kabil
awhich inwolves choire, and since choice is deliberate appefite, the process of
deliberation must be true, and Hhe appelite must be right, if the choice is fo be

 good, 1. e. the understanding must afficm, and the appetite must pursue the same

a.17.

things. [Here we have the practical undersianding and practical truth. The
Junction of the wnderstanding tn science (as distingreished from ils function in
conduct and its function in ard) is well porformed when trath is obiained, badly
performed when falsity vesults, o attain truth €5 indeed the function of the
wnderstanding generally, but the special function of the widerstanding in rela-
fion o conduct—i.e. of the practical wnderstanding; ¥s fo attain truth which
is in haraony with appetite rightly divected.

Chotce is the efficient, but nol the final cause, of moral aciton; while the
efficient cawse of choice dlself is appetite and veasoning divected to a ceriain end;
thus choice tnvolves veason and undersianding, and a defintie condition of the
moral nature. Understanding by itself suppiies no motive ; it is only when
understanding has a practical end ﬁqfaﬂ it that il moves to action, the end of
the wnderstanding as employed in art being included under the practical end. for
when we praduce, o make, anything, we do so, wot for the mere sake of m'af’zz“ﬁ\zg
the thing, but with a practical end in view. Wherefore choice is reason moved
by appetite, or appefite directed by wndersianding, and such a principle is mar.

Thie past 1. not an object of choice; ne wran * chooses’ to have sacked Troy, for no
maze deliberales about the past, but only about the futire and contingont.

Truth then is the object of both tuo intellectual parts. That condition which
makes eack best able to attain trutlh will be the viriue, or excelience, of each.

§ 1. 7pla 8 éorw . .. 8pefis] These words introduce a singularly
confused- passage, in which the Aristotelian doctrine of animal
motion, as we find it in de Az, iii. chapters g, 10, 11, and de Motu
Anim., is applied to the explanation of mpafes in particular. It will
be well then to begin with a sketch of that doctrine,
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The question asked in de An. iii. g. 432 b. 13 is—What makes 113 &, 17,

an animal move its limbs?—+{ 76 xwobyr T {@ov THY kard Thmow
kipow; ‘H kara térov kivnoes 18 always accompanied by the idea of
an object (pavrasia), or by an appetite (Fpeéis) urging the animal
to seek or shun an object. Hence 5 fperricy Stwapes cannot be the
cause of this xfwous, for plants have 7§ perr. 83v. but not ¢avracia
or dpefis. Nor can rd alofyrcdr be the cause of it; for many
sentient animals do not move kard rémor.. As for rofs being the
cause of it—the fewpyrixds vovs cannot be the cause of it, for this
does not contemplate ‘conduct’; it has nothing to say about
‘things that are sought or things that are shunned—the objects
which the man who moves xeré 7dmor has before his mind : while
the other kind of »ets, which does contemplate ‘conduct,” and
issues commands about shunning this or seeking that—the mparrios
pos cannol sure mvjeas in accordance with its commands;
émbupla steps in, as in the case of the diparss, and produces a

. kimots contrary to that commanded by wvois, And yet, on the other

hand, we cannot say that #pefis or émbupia is the sole determining
cause (xwpla) of §j kavd 7émov wimow, for the éyxparis, although his
dpebis is strong, follows the dictates of his weds. Thus it would
appear that dofk voiis (including ¢arrasia) and 3pefis are causes of
) kard témor kivnows.  But as wvots, in this connexion, s ¢ évekd rivos
Noye(ipevos al 6 wpakrikds, and as the dpyq of the wpakrieds wois, 7. 2.
that which starts its deliberation, is 74 dpexrdr, we get ultimately one
cause of 7 kara rdmor kivgos, Viz, 76 dpexrdy which 18 6 rkwoie TpdTws,
and uses wobs (7. ¢ mpoaipeots, or Bovhevriky Bpefes) and dpefis (Z.e.
émbupia roused by alodnots or avracia) as its iuséruments. That o
dpexrdr is the prime movent is seen from the fact that véyoes (the
mere contemplation of truth) without 3pefes does not produce
xivqais, whereas dpebis (appetite) ofien produces ximouws in spite of
Moywopds.  The dpexvor, as prime movent of 7 xard vdm. wiv. is ‘ the
good “—either that which is really good, or that which a man thinks
good—the good, however, in the sphere of conduct (ro mpaxrov
éyadér), not the good in the sphere of speculation'—the good
which is realised in the contingent sphere, not that which is realised
in the necessary sphere: see de An, iii. 10. 433 2. 27 dei xvel pév 76
dpexrdy, dM\d Tolr éoriv §j T0 dyabdy §) v6 parvdpevor dyafdy od mav 8¢,

* 1t must not be forgotten, however, that it is as dpexrdr that God, the object

of man’s speculative faculty, moves the universe (and with it man’s speculative
faculty): see Mt A. 7,

c2
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20 BOOK VI: CHAP. 2: § IL.

@AM 75 mpakriy dyafév. mpakrdy 8 dori T évdexduevov kai dMhos Eev
and de Motu Anim. 6.700b. 13 mdvra tit {Ga xai xwel kol kweirar Evexd

s A 4
rwos, Gore Teir foTw alweis mdoms Tis Kefrees mépas, TO ot Eveka.

dpdper 8¢ 74 kwoivra o (Gov didvowav kai Gavraciav kal mpoaipeorw Kai
BotAnow xat émbupiav. vaiva 3¢ wavra dvdyerar els vody kai Spefwv. kal
yip ¥ havracte kai 7 aiobnots Ty abTiy 16 ¥G ybpav Exovow’ KpiTikd yép
wdvra . . . Bothyors 82 kal Bupds kab émibupia mdvra Bpekus, 1 8¢ mpoaipeois
xowdy Suavolus kal Spéfeos® Gore kwel mpdror 6 dpextiv kai TO SravonTéy®
ob wav 8¢ 0 Swavoyrov, dAN& TS TéY Tpakréy TéXos . . . TO pév oly wpdTOY
o xwotpevoy kwel, 5 O Spefis kal T Opekriciy kwolpevor kel The
dpexrdy, aS kivoby mpéres moves, but is not moved (kuwet o xivodpevor):
the dpekrikér, or appetitive faculty, is moved, and moves (kwodperov
xwei): the animal is moved (xweirat): or, to put it otherwise, the
animal is moved by a movent which has two parts or elements
—an unmoved part (dxivqror de An. iii. 10. 433 b. 15) vez. 16 wpaxrév
dyafiév, and a part which is moved, and moves (rd xwoiv kai xwoi-
pevov), D3, 76 dpextkéy OT appetitive faculty. Thus # kimos 7 rard
rémov depends on a mechanism which may be compared to a ball
and socket joint (de An.iii. 10. 433 b. 21, /% de Motu Anim. 1. 698 a.
14). Like the ball, 8pefes moves in the fixed socket of 7o mpakrov
dyabév, as vois (which is always dpfés, see de An. iil. 10. 433 2. 26)
presents the dyafér truly, or as ¢avracia (which is xai 8p8j xai ok
3pBi, see de An. [.c.) presents it truly or falsely. Or, we may com-
pare the Practical Syllogism (see note on vii. 3. 9, 2. 28) to the ball
and socket joint: # kaféhov dréAnyus kal Adyos is a fixed centre of
control determining the sweep of the pepuc) 8d4a: the pepuo Soga is
the efficient, but not the final, cause of the wpafis—the occasion, but
not the principle, of the act: #éy atry kivet 5 86fa, oty 1) kafolay, 7
dupo, AN 7 pév fpepoboa parkor, i & of de Az il 11. 434 a. 10.
There can be no «imois without a fixed goins & appui—mpis 76
Apepoty Bt amepeidecfar o kwoby (de Moty Anim. 8. 702 a. 26); no
wpages (7 yap mpafes kimors) without a fixed principle of conduct—j

- kaBéhov 86Ea % Hpepoiica. In other words, animal motion (including

moral action) implies a definitely constituted organism (or character)
and a stimulus received by that organism (or character) from its
environment,

To return now to Z. V. vi. 2. 1.—The difficulty is in rpa. In
the de An, and de Motu Anim. ré& xwoivra are fwo—vois OI Sarowa
(including aiobyots and gpavracia) and dpebis. But even these two are
«woivra only in the sense of being #nstruments of motion. The
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ultimate cause—rd wlplov—is b opexrdy, f.e. TO mpakToy dyafér, 1139 a.17.

According to the doctrine of e Aun. iil. 9, aiofous, vols and Bpefis
are certainly not to be described as kdpia Tis xarg émov Kugens—
under which, of course, mpafes is included, % yap mpafis xbmais
(E. E. ii. 6. 1222 b. 29). But does the addition kai &\nfelns in
Z. V. vi. 2. 1 make any difference? It indicates that the mpaes
which we have here to do with is righ/—that vods, which is =més
opés (de An. iil. 10. 433 . 26) is operative, and has presented 7o
dm\es dyafdy, instead of 76 idy 78 (see de An. iii. 1o. 433 b. 7), to
the agent as his end; and that the appetitive part of his nature has
accepted this venrde as dpexrdn; further that 8wivota, the discursive
faculty (see Bonitz, Mef. p. 214), which attains dA7fea in joining
and separating thoughts as the corresponding things are actually
joined and separated (see Jet. ©. 10. 1051 b. 3 d\pbelec pév & 76
Sippruévor oldpevos Suppfofur kal 0 cuyrelperor cvyceiobar, Eevorar it )
vavrios Eyev ) Té mpdypara: Met. E. 4. 1027 b. 20 76 pev yép dhnfés Tiw
rardpaciy éxt 76 cvykepévg Exer, Tip 8 drdpacw émi 76 Supnuéve, To S
Vreifos Tovrou Tob peproped Ty dvriacw . . . ob ydp éore Th Yreidos
xai 7 dhnfis év Tois mpdypacw . . . AN év Buavolg . . . oupTAoK] €07
xal % Suipeoes év Bavola, AN ol év 7als mpdypact), and in selecting
the suitable means to an end, has performed its work well—z.e.
é\glas, in exact correspondence with the conditions of the virtuous
life, and that 6 épexricdr has consented to adopt the means suggested.
Thus & re Aéyos aAnbhs éort kai 7 Spefes dpb (§ 2), and the result of
this harmonious co-operation of reason and appetite is 7rparkTixi)
a\jfea—right action. The addition ral dinfeias then indicates that
we are concerned here with the Aarmonious action of vots or Suivoa
(including afoénois) and Spefis.  Although each separately may be
described as wwoir (just as engine-driver and steam may both be
said to ‘set the train in motion’), neither can be described as kipror,
for vois needs #pefis, and often thwarts it, and both are themselves
moved by 6 dpexrér. But acting harmoniously together, they con-
stitute a single cause of mpafis kal d\ifera (= mparriky difea § 2),
or right action; and may well be described as «ipua, being coex-
tensive with the whole nature of the agent (xai # rowatry dox)) dvfpemos
§ 5). In their harmonious action, manifesting itself in mpoalpeots
(defined in § 5 as vois dpericds OT dpedis Stavoyrucn), they are a single
principle of motion, like the ball and the socket in the organic
unity of the joint.

But still the difficulty remains that a coordinate place is assigned
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1139 2. 17. to alobyois, as one of #hree elements jointly kdpia mpdfews kal dhyBelas.

a. 21,

The position here assigned to alofyous is certainly not that assigned
to it in the de An. and de Mot. An., where only two xivoivra are
recognised—sovs and dpefis—alvfyas being included in »ofs; but it
is not necessarily inconsistent with the doctrine of these treatises.
It ought, I think, to be explained in connexion with the theory of
the Practical Syllogism, the minor premiss of which is described in
E. N. vil. 3 as 86ka aloByrod, and as aicOyru) émoripn, A right
action is the conclusion of a syllogism in which the minor premiss—
a simulus of sense—is followed by that action which the moral
rule, defined by the major premiss, requires in the circumstances.
Indeed all mpages, wrong as well as right, involves such a ‘syllogism’
with major and minor premisses. Alofpots Or alobyricy Gavraoia
(for the latter see de Az. iil. 11. 434 a. 5) alone, as the lower
animals have it, cannot initiate mpags, right or wrong:— . V. vi. 2. 2
rovrey 8 7 alobyous oblepids dpyd mpdlews: Shkow e 76 ta Onpla alebyow
pev Eew, mpafews 8¢ pn kowevely: L. N.vil. 3. 11 1 Oypla otk dkpary,
gre otk éyer kafohov Umolpr @A: rav kel Eaora Pavraciar kal
woiune s of. M. M. i 1x. 1187 b. 7, and Z. Z. ii. 6. 1222 b, 15
The lower animals, in Aristotle’s view, act on no definite plan,
of which they are themselves conscious, but as atoyeis, alobyricy
$avracia, and Bpebis momentarily determine ; whereas man’s aloyous,
with the émfupia attending it (see de An. ii. 2. 413 b. 23 Gmov peév
alodnots, kal Nomy Te xal fduri), Smov 8¢ raira, ¢& dvdykye kal émeBupia),
moves, or ought to move, in a definite manner within the ‘fixed
socket” of rational principle. :

I would therefore explain the words mpéfews xal dAnbeias, alobpos
vobs dpetis in the present passage as the formula of the Practical
Syllogism read upwards thus—ampais (conclusion), 86fa alobyrob
(minor premiss), Snéhmfris Tod woyrod dpekrad Svros (major premiss)
Jointly the premisses determine the conclusion. The minor alone
could not detetmine it, for the minor alone would have no g/

_dappui, nor could the major alone, fpepct ydp.

§2. &om ¥ Swep . . . duyn] 76 v 70 bs d\pbés (and it is with
akjbea the épyor Siavoias that we are here concerned), z.e. ‘Z = is
frue’ (for the various senses of 76 &, see Met. A, 7, and O, 10)
consists in affirmation (kardpacis) and negation (dwdacs) in corre-
spondence with fact:—AMes. A. 1017 2. 31 &t 70 e onpaives xal 75

oriv &t dhnbés, To 8¢ w elvar 6 odk dhndés AAAG Vredbos, dpoiws €l
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TE Rl ﬂ‘ﬂ'ﬂqbﬂﬂ WS, OWOF OTL €0TL Swkrpa VLK 311 al 6 1139 a. 21.
THE o 05, noes
xma¢:u W Fl P 5

Tobro, § bt Eori Swkpdrns ob Nevkds, 8 arglést To 3'. ovK ?rirrw 7 ?(6;.:5:‘9?9
ovpperpos, bre Yeddos: ©. 10. 1031 b. I EmEL w4 . :'a xup:wrarri by al?ﬂe;:
% \reddos, rodro & éml Téy mpaypdrey €0TL T m‘.ryxlm.crﬂac :; Segpr;a'ﬂm,ﬁ w;—-r
anBeder pév 6 75 Buypmpévov aldpevas Sipiodat i :d vadxs_zltzw:v ITV}J"K(’:(T o
&revorar 8¢ 6 dvavrivs Exov % Ta wpaypara, wT €oTiv 7 l:vr(‘eufrf. :ru ?h:}aig
Aeyduevor ) Yrevdos ; ToiTo yap gremTéor T( Aéyouer. = Zap dea To :;p:i;
oleaflar dndds e Nevkdy elvas i ab Nevrds, NN it 76 0 mim ).\EUKO:, nels
oi ¢dvres Tovro dhpbedopev: De Inlerp. 1. 16 a. 12 mept yap u'vv?ern?
xai Bialpecly éorewd Yrevdos e kal 75 dhnfés: Mef. T. 7. iotE e = nar o
Siavonroy kat voyriw 7 hidveia i) karadnotw i} &ﬁdtﬁqaw"rmiro 3*55, 6pm:‘pou
8oy &rav a\nbelp § Yevdyrae orav ‘ue'»i“&)ﬁi curfly gbuorn(r; fmo?uo':z,
\ygbeter, Grav 8¢ @il Yevderar: e An. L 6: 430, a,?ztS. ?;r_{.eev avuA;wv
ddtatpérov ¥inats v TorTois, wepl G ovk oL TO '-P'svc?m‘; ér ois 55_ KaL 1'6 Jetdos
kai 76 GAn0és, oivbeois Tes 7j0y vonudrey Gomep i drrav—L.e. llmtt:d not
as the successive ideas in a reverie, but because certam. attrlbytes
really belong to certain things. Now, the facult;f which thmksl
together those things which exist or oceur logffther in the externa
world, and thinks apart those things \x“hlc.h exist or occur apart—
which, in other words, affirms and denies in accord:‘mce with ob.}ec-
tive conditions, and realises #u/k where it is povsmb}e to fall into
falsity (se. ‘truth’ as that is given 1'_n pmp‘as:.!nim) = Simm'm: see Met.
E. 4. 1027 b. 25 ob ydp éori 70 Yrevdos kai o uhr;,ﬁes‘ f:-" TOLS Tp.a-ypm‘n::
ofow b pév dyadiv dndés, v6 8¢ kaxby ebfvs ’\;reuaos‘,'cz}\)t v Smmu‘z.. mepi ¢
r& &\a kal & ¢ Corw 008" &y 7f) davelg,  Awdvora is the Understanding,
or discursive intellect, as distinguished {rom pofrs-—?eason, or.tbe
intuitive intellect. The latter is concerned with eldny or‘n?tfon?
per se, which are indivisible in the unity of their oi’.ra'iu—‘—?repl Bf T4 dmhé
ol T8 i dory i & 15 Swwvola sc. SoTi Td dhpfés Kal TO :lreuSm?; (see
Alex, quoted at end of this note)—their é)\r]ﬂfs C‘OIJ;SESLS simply
in their ¢ clear intelligibility” (0 8¢ ahpbes ;1'6 voetw atrd Met. ©. 10,
1052 a. 1), and has no Yeidos opposed fo 1t: ?ee .?thef‘ e. 1‘0. 1{05:
b. 24 70 pév Ouyely xal avar aknlés (0¥ yap mvra: x:frfuj)ams,xm”cpams},
o & dyvoeiv pi Bryydvew awarabival yap mwept 7O 7 o 0k €L, .
76 82 \reddos otk Eori, ol dmdry, @A) dyvoa (On w%uch (ScenAIeflaﬁndeI:
p. 571, ed. Bonitz—énl pév oby Taw (i:r?\&‘):r ?,-ﬂgs;yyaver; .: vous a;:rrfv# m‘_
kaldmep eloty dmTeraL TS Ploews alTdv kal uzr)\g’; srmﬁoly wnm'fp Kkal q o'\jm
réw xpoudrov . . . i ob Guyydve, obd olov 699\ abrd): 'a:/‘i also rhemlsllflls,
wept Yuyds A fol. 71 b 76 voely pév érav Tovs -ciar).o:;s dpovs xarfx?\up{’iavg:
0 Sravoetofas 8¢ & 75 ovyribévar Tobrovs Kai Siatpely o . . 70 Yrevos ér T
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a. 22.

a. 23,

a. 24,

24 BOOK VI: CHAP. 2: § 2.

cvrriévar Totovs kal Siaipeiy kal 6 @Anfést kal voeiv pév oly ofdy Te Pevdés,
Savocizbar 8¢ oldy Te: see also Alex. on Met. T. 7. 1012 a. 1 (Alex.
ed. Bonitz, p. 289, line 15).) This is undoubtedly the distinction
(recognised by Schwegler, Met. vol. iii. p. 183, Trendelenburg, de
An. p. 272, Bonitz, Met. p. 214, Waitz, Organon, vol. ii. p. 298),
which the Aristotelians make between vois and Sudvoa, when they do
make any distinction ; but they often use the terms interchangeably.
Thus in the chapter before us (£, V. vi. 2), Suvoa in § 2 is
obviously equivalent to vois in § 1; and in § 5 wpoalpeats is defined
a0 #) dpexrirds vobs # dpefis Swavonmikd.  Again, in de An.jii. 4. 429 a.
23, we find »ovs given as the faculty of davocizfar, and in Az Post.
il. 19. 700 b. 5 duivoia given as the genus under which »oss falls as
a species. Again, in de An. ii. 2. 413 b. 12, the parts of the Yy
are distingnished as fperricdy, aiofyridy and Swavonmixdy ; in iii. 4.
429 a. 30 as vonmikdr, aicfprwdy and Bpemricdy: in de A iii. 1o,
433 2. 9 we read gaiverar 8¢ ye ddo ravra kwodvra dpefis f wols, and
a few lines below 433 a. 1% 8do raira Qalverar 7& kwoivra dpefis kai
Sudvowa mpaxruky. Lastly, Alexander in his commentary on /e,
E. 4, where the technical meaning of Sidrata as discursus seems
clear, writes as if intellect in the general sense were intended (Alex.
ed. Bonitz, p. 424. 4)—ob pdvov § év rois mpdypagw odk EoTe T dAnbés
kal 70 Yeufos dAN' 008" év Tois drhois Tols év rff Suwola.

For ¢uyp and Slwfes as elements of § xard rérov kémots 5 réw (oo,
see de An.iil. 9. 432 b. 28 1) 8¢ ko § Pedyovrds o § Subkovrés i eorr,

s mpoarperiiy| L. K. ii. 10. 1227b. 8, . V. ik 6. 135.
Spedis Boukeutucd] L. L. ii. 10, 1226 b. 17, E. V. iii. 3. 10.

Tév Te Méyoy dAnbf elvar kol Thy Spekiv 3pBAv] Zpefis is 3pbi when
it seeks (lwges) what Adyos or 8udvowa affirms (karddacus) to be good,
and shuns (¢vyf) what it denies (dmdpaais) to be good :—when, to
use the expression of . V. i. 13. 17, it Gpogerei v Adya: of. BN

1.13. 18 70 & émbupnriciy kal hws dpexrikdy peréyer was [Aéyou] i xars-

* Cook Wilson (Zrans. Oxf. Philol. Sor. 1387-88, p. 6) remarks that ¢ the
doctrine that single or simple notions are neither true nor false is clearly stated
in treatises whose genuineness is doubted, viz. De Jnt. c. 1, Cat. 4, and Jet. E.
1027 b. 18 T understand Caz. 4. 2 a. 8 to state that 7d xard pnBepiar

‘gvpmAokyy Aeyipeva are ‘neither true nor false’ in the sense in which true’

and “false” are applied to propositions; but I do not think that this statement
1s inconsistent with the doctrine that there is an dAy8és = 70 voeiv.
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K00y éorw ubrod kmi werfapyuedr. The motive power in man, o dpek- 1139 2. 24,

muedr, left to itself, simply seeks present pleasure, and shuns present
pain: but this is wrong. The motive power is used 7g/4#y, only
when it is used to further that welfare of the whole life which reason
comprehends: see d¢ Am iil. 10. 433 b. 5 émet & opéfers yivovrar
evavriar a\\jhats, Toito 8¢ gupBalver Sray 6 Néyos kat # Zmibupla évavria
Bot, yiverar 8 év Tois ypdvov alobpow Eyovow (6 pév yap wobs Sis 7o
peNdoy avbédkery kehever, 71 & émbupla dia 16 f0n aiverar yhp o #dy
780 kai dmhbs 750 kal dyably dmhas, ih TS pi dpav To peMhor), eiber pév
év v €ty o xwaby T dpexticdy, dpexrirdy, mparoy B¢ mdvror 10 dpekriv
(rotmo yép ket of kuwolpevop 7 vonfivas i pavracivar), dpibug 8¢ whclw
T kwolrra. By Adyes in &. V. vi. 2. 2 we are to understand the
ovMoyiapds or chain of deliberative reasoning leading up to the
act of mpoalpeous. This Adyes is aryfis when the thoughts of
which it consists are connected as facts require—when the means
which will actually ensure the end are duly thought of in the
proper order.

§ 8. Gewpnrikfis . . mpaxTikils . . . worqTikis] See Mel E. 1. 1025 b. g 27.

25 maoa Sutvota ) mpakTiky § woTic) § Bewpyroes,

Auivowa in the technical sense—the understanding, or faculty by
which the steps to an end are reviewed in their #we order, 7.e. in
correspondence with the actual conditions of the problem, operates
in three fields, according as the end is the solution of a scientific
problem, the attainment of a practical good, or the construction of
a work of art, Take the last—the field of réyry. The architect
apprehends by wois the plan of his temple—an indivisible form
(ddaiperou, dmhotv). This plan is with him in all the steps of his
work. It is a fixed principle (axivyrov) from which his 8idvoic may
be said to deduce these steps. The plan being assumed to be a
realisable one, fuveia moumrud) or “the faculty of thinking of the

~means by which a thing may be made, performs its function well

when it devises a method of finding and employing materials which
Is frue—i. . one in which the steps really suitable are duly thought
of. In Geometry again the thinker starts with a definite problem
to be solved, and his Sidvoia Gewppruci reviews the steps which lead
to a solution in the order determined by the conditions of the
problem: see £ /. iii 3. 11 & ydp Bovhevdpevos Zowe (yreiv xal dva-
Adew Tov elpnuévor Tpomor domep duiypappa. But in the field of wpats
we cannot, as in the fields of wéxvy and fewpyric) émioripn, start with
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a. 20,

a. 31,
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a definite plan or problem. We have no clear-cut notion of Life
(76 €3 ¢iw) before we begin to deal dianoetically with the emergencies
of life. It is only after we have spent much time in dealing with
them, that we see & & v as voyrdy and kakor. We do not know
what the problem of Life is till we have in part solved it. This is
perhaps a reason for not insisting much on the technical distinction
between vods and fuivorz in this field.

Tobto ydp &ore mwavtds Sravomriked Epyov] See passages quoted
above in noteton €77 & émep kTA, § 2, 4. 21.

Tol 8¢ mpaxTikod kal StavonTiked | = rijs 8¢ mpakrues Sravoius. Tis
functioni is the attainment of di\jfea dpohdyws Eyovoa 7 opéfer 13
4p67. That dpefes is 6pfy which obeys the dictates of the TpaKTiky
Suivowa, and the dictates of the mpukricy dudvoia are such as dpefis can
obey—i. . they are concerning i ¢evkrdy kai diwrrdr,

§ 4. This section, § 5, and § 6 down to merpaypéva Ramsauer marks
as probably aliunde huc transiata. At any rate, whether a digression
due to the writer himself, or an interpolated fragment, the passage
seems to him to be out of place here. I cannot share this view. The
passage, culminating as it does in 8 § Spexrids vuis 7§ mpoalpeais
dpebis Suavonric (§ 5), seems to me to be fully justified by the con-
tribution which it makes to the writer's object—the explanation of
Budvota wpakriky A8 kupla wpdfews kal dinfeins. NMuch less can I follow
Susemihl who brackets § 4, § 5 from &4, and § 6 down to mempay-
péva, and thus brings Sudvow & adry odfér kwei at the beginning of
§ 5 into immediate connexion with the end of § 3. It seems to me
that § 4, dealing as it does with mpakrucy Sudvora as a source of kimets,
is naturally followed by Suiveta 8" abr otfév kuwel,

Tpafews pév oly . . . évekd Tivos]| mpoaipeces is the efficient cause
(dpxn 86ev % xivnous), but not the final cause (&N ody of évexa) of
wpafis: of. de Amp. il 10. 433 3. T3 dpo dpa radra KwHTIKE KaTd
T6mov, vous kai opebis, vois G€ O Evexa Tov Aoyulduevos Kai & TPAKTIKOS®
Stapéper 8¢ 7ol Bewpnriked T4 Té\er. xati ) Spebis évexd Tov wdoa’ ol yap
% &pefrs, alry dpys) 7ob wpaxtikod voit T8 & €oxarev dpyi THs mpafews.
&ore edhdyos Tatta Slo aivera Ta kwotyrd, dpefis kal dudvola mpakTiki®
T0 Gpektor yap Kwel, kal Sid Tovro ) Sidvota wwel, dre dpyy abris éoTi TS
spexrév.  The final cause of mpafes is 75 Spexrdy which is b mpaxriv
ayalv (de An.iii. 10. 433 2. 29) or empatia (£. V. vi. 2. 5). Its
efficient cause is the ‘last appetite’ in the deliberation started by
the final cause—=. e. its efficient cause is the dpefis which translates
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into act the idea of something now to be done to which Bofhevois 1189 a. 31.
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has conducted the agent: see d¢ Ap. iil. 10. 4332, 16 70 &' Eoyaroy
dpxy vis mpafews, and L. V. iil. 3. 12 kai 76 Eoyaror ev 7] dvakioet
&.7.A. The mpoaipesis or deliberate dpefis of an act then is the
efficient cause of the act; while the efficient cause of the deliberate
8peles itself is the deliberation started by that final dpexrdy for the
sake of which the act is performed—apoatpéoews 8¢ dpeles kat Ayos &
fvexd Toos.  Briefly, the good moves the pefis Savonrecn, and the
Bpebis Buavenricny moves the agent: see de An. iil. 10. 433 b. 14 7d &
eEveii Scrrdy, 10 pév axivnrov, TO 8¢ Kkivoly kal kwoUpevow EoTi 8¢ 70 pér
axtvroy T mpakroy dyaféy, T6 8¢ kwoir kal kwolpevor TO OpeKTIKOY
(kweirar yép 16 dpeydpevov §j Spéyerar, kul 7 dpebis xivyois Tis éorw 7
évépyea), T 8¢ kwolpevor T (Gow.

The caveat conveyed by the words aAN oby of évexa is not to be
overlooked. Tpoaipers is only the instrument, not the radson déire
of mpagis. An act is good, not because it gives a certain faculty
assumed to be ‘authoritative,” or a certain motive classed as ‘high,’
an opportunity of manifesting itself, but because it contributes to
the realisation of an objective good. Right and wrong do not

depend on an ‘arbitrary make of faculties,” but are qualities ‘in
pe ¥ q

things. Ilpoaiperts is distinguished from the émbupia which is con-
trary to it, not by its ¢ good intentions” or any other such subjective
quality, but by its rationality; and its rationality means its corre-
spondence with objective law. But the acts of the drparis (who is
gy mpoaspotpeves E. V. vil. 4. 4) are produced by an dpyxi—the
¢mibupia of the moment— which is at once their efficient and their
final cause. They are done not for the sake of objective good,
but for the sake of the gratification of the subjective feeling which
immediately excites them. It is only in man, however, that such a
violation of nature is possible. In the irrational animals (which
are incapable of axpagia, £. IV. vil. 3. 11) 8pefus is always primarily
for the sake of odjects and only incidentally for the sake of its own
gratification. When the irrational animals seem to follow present
pleasure they are really striving after 76 del xai 7o 6ciov. Thus
wpoaipeats OF dpefis Siavonrien only conforms to the law of all healthy
3pefes in producing acts which look beyond the gratification of
subjective feeling to correspondence with environment. Butler’s
contention against Hobbes—that, as food, not self (z.e. pleasure), is
the object of the appetite of hunger, so our neighbour, not self, is
the object of benevolence, is based on the recognition of this law
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of life often strangely ignored by moralists—antihedonistic as well
as hedonistic, perhaps more often and more thoroughly by the
former than by the latter.

In his note on mpoapéoews 8¢ dpekes xal Aéyos & évexa Twos, Eustra-
tius is puzzled by Aristotle’s inconsistency in first making &pefes the
yévos of mpoaipeats, defined as Bovheuric) (differentia) Spetas (genusy—
z.¢. its malerzal cause, and then here its efficzent cause.

85 o1’ drey vod kol Stavoins obt dveu ROucis oriv Sews ¥ mponi-
peais]| Here vov kal Siavolas take up Aéyos in the immediately preceding
clause, and jfuis fems takes up opeéis.  The opefis involved in
mpoalpeos, as distinguished from that involved in mere émfupia, is a
steadily operating appetite, proceeding from and declaring the
5y s or Hbos of its subject :—see &, N, iil. 2. T oiketdraror yip etvat
Gokel 7 mpoaipegis T dperf kal paMkoy T& 76y kplvew TéY wpdfear.
According as the 36w éis or §éos is good or bad, so is the end of
7 Spebis— . V. i, 5. 20 16 zowi twes elvar 76 Téhos Tordvde Tiféueda:
Vi. 12. 6 § pév yap dpery) vv oromdy worek épBdv: cfivi. x2. ¥o, Vi. 13. Y.

It may be asked whether robs and Sudvoa are distingnished in
£. N.vi. 2. 4. It is certainly plain that elsewhere in this chapter
they are not distinguished ; but here we are tempted to think that
the two names would not have been brought so close together
unless the writer had wished to distinguish two faculties. In
de An. ili. 9. 433 a. 1, which resembles the present passage in
oringing the two terms closely together, a distinction seems to be
intended—&r kai émirdrrovros tob voi xal Aeyotans Tis Suavolas pedyew
T ) Budkew ob xeveirar, dAAG kard miw émupiay mpdrTer, ofov 6 dxparys,
In dz An.iil. 9 Aristotle seems to distinguish vois as authoritative
principle or dpyj (émrdrrovros) from Sudvewa as merely indicating
(Aeyodons) what particular things are to be sought or shunned. If
we are to distinguish between vois and &wvara in Z. IV, vi. 2. 4, we
may say that veis grasps the end immediately, and Sudvoa reviews

the means : f6u dpery gives the moral interest in the end declared

by vais, and smpoaipeqis is the rational choice of the means discovered
by 8uivora. It may-be mentioned that Eustratius, in his note here,
treats vovs and Suivea as distinct. He says—o xvpiws vois dmhais
émBohais ywbokew méduke, Tolre péow ypwpém % Sidvow oixelpy Tob
wpdyparos avel\iyuévws karahapPdver,

ebmpagia yap kal 10 dvavrior & mpdfer dvev diavolas kal Hfous obk
€otw] f.e. Ta Onpia mpdéeos o xowwvei—ra Gnpla obk akpari,

rmmma et
S il

‘Bavonra pév, ov mpoatpera 8¢ . .
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§ 5. Budvora § adri odBév kwel] alri—by itself, without Spefis 7o 1138 a. 35.

mpaktov ayafot—1.é. Swivoia OGewpyricn. Eustratius has—i Sidvowa
dmids avry kel abriy olk €xer 71 Té\os Ths dinlelas oxompdrepoy Tra Tt
wpls ékelvo ki ... 7 péy émgTnuoviky Sidvota Téhos Eyer T ebpely T
dhnbewar, xal meparépn oddéy mpooribyow, ) 8¢ mpakTicy elplokerar pév kai
alry) Takybfés, ob péype 8¢ rotrov lorarar, dAha Bel kal avry xal mpdfews v
eixnrar Tov pextol mept ol kat ovveloyivaro: ¢fs de Moty Anim. 6.
700 b. 24 oY way 8¢ 16 Siavonrdy mpoeatperdy, dAAa Té Tév mpakTdr Téhos,
B 70 Towtrdy dore Téw dyalay 16 kvolv® dAN ol mar 76 kakdr k.TN—
on which Mich. Eph. (de Motu An. fol. 152) has 74 yip pabipara
. @A)’ ov wav T kaAdv® 1) yap yréois THv
dvrov §j Gvra ka\dv olaa fpepias palhor AN of kwioeds forw aitia.

Although it is convenient to distinguish 8idvora adrq from 7 per’
bpéfews (1.0, Spéfews 1ol mpakrov dyabod), it must be remembered that
all &udvoa is per’ épéfews. Pure speculation is sustained by the
ardour of a mind striving to make itself more and more perfect—
a truth recognised by Plato when he makes éws the impulse to
dialectic, and by Spinoza when he identifies infeilectus and voluntas,
and by Aristotle himself in the opening words of the Mefaphysics—
wdvres drfpomar Toli elBévar dpéyorTar Guser

abm yip kol tijs mounTucis dpxer] L e. we have not /oo dianoetic
dpxat kwhoews, 073, mpakrwn and womrwy Suivoia, for mpakrn Siudvora is
the dpyi of wroumriky Sudvara. A life of noble action (etmpagia) is the
end for the sake of which all mowrai, from the cobbler to Phidias,
work.

kat ob 7éhos awhds (GANG wpds T kad Twés) T worqTdv| CF. B V.
Vi, 5. 4 ms pév yap mojoews Erepor T6 Télos, Tis 8¢ mpdfews ok dv iy’
éore yap avri 1 ebmpatia Téos.

alMha 7o 'n'pu.KTﬁi'] sc. 7éhos amhds.  The reading a\X’ ol 16 mpakriv,
given by Ald., Eustr, re. K¥, re. CCC, NC, Cambr., requires us to
understand mpds ¢ kal Tws.

M & dpefis Todrou. Bid K.T.?\.} 0 mpaxrov ayafldv, the object of Sidvewa
T paKTii] (and ultimately of Suivora woumisn), is dpexrdy 1 therefore man,
as ﬁpxﬁ Trpa'ffwv, is 1’;- l?psx'ructfis‘ vois ‘?j 3,065&9 &auoqﬂm}.

§ 6.] This section down to mempayuéva, might have been dispensed
with : but this s no reason for bracketing it.

otdic y&p Boulederar wepl 7ol yeyordros GANG Tepl Tob Eoopérou kal
éviexouévou| See the remarkable passage, de Inferp. 9. 18 a. 28

b. 1.

b. 2.

b. 3.

b. 4.

b. 5.

b. 7.
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1189 b. 7. ént pév odv 7év Svraw kal yevopévoy dvdykn Ty kardacw § iy drdpaces

i e i
andiy § frevdy elvar , . . 2. 33 énl 8¢ 76y kel Ekavra kai pelddvror ody
épolos® €l yip masa kardgams §j drédacts akndis i Yevdis, xat dmay
- e £ r . 1 L3 . o 3 = A , » 3 r 13 6\ 1
ardykn vidpxew 7 ) imdpye, dote e & pév Piioer Ereabai i 6 8¢ pi
r 1 3 A - . o 3 ¥ I 3 - 3 - * -
Pnoe T alto Toiro, dghor G dvayky ahnletew v Erepov abrav, e wiva
rardpagts dnbis § Jrevdis , . . b, & 0d8év dpa obre Torw ofre yiveras olre
L IR | ’ » I3 ’s L 3 o - > - 3 » 3 L
amo Tiyns ol émdrep’ Eruyev, oddé Eoras y ovk eoTai, aAN' € avdykns
dravra kat oby 6mireg’ Eruyer 4 yap & Gpas dinfeder ) & drogpds . . . . €
éare Nevkdw viv_dAnles v elmeiv mpdrepor Src Zarar Aevkdy, Sure dei dinfes
> Al e e ot S ; o » i 3 mA 3 ] f
v elmew oToUy TOV yYevopcvwr Ot Eotar el 8¢ dei ahpfés Fv elmeiv Gru
€orw §} €orat, ody oldy Te Toiro pi elvar odBe wy éoecba & 0¢ piy oldy Te
\ . i \ il N \ : s
py yevéalar, adlvarov py yevéioOar & 8¢ ddlvaror yevéodar, dvdykn
g } -l ] il 3 - » : smn TS
yevéolar dmavra ofw 74 Eoéueva dvayrdiov yevégfar oddin dpa émdrtep
» In 3 A r = m A 3N 3 YE i |
€ruyer oUle amo TuxTs Eovar el yap amd Thyxs, obk £ avdykns' a\de pny
0l G¢ oldérepdy ye d\ndés dvdéyerar Néyewy, olov Ot ofre €orar obire ik
dorar . .. . b. 22 ¢ 8 pire dorar phre pi) Eorae atiptov, otk dv ely 7o
ER R b, e . ) . 3 . \
mdrep’ Ervyer, olov vavpayla® Séor yip dv pire yevéaar vavpayiav pire ui
yevéoba . ., . b. 31 dove olre Bovhelealar Séor v otire wpayparevesfar,
ws €av pév Todl momowuer, Corar Todi, Ly B¢ iy Tobl, otk Lorar Todt, abdiy
b r b » 1 -~ b L4 - » 4 1 A
yap xehiew kat els puprooréy Eros oy pév divar Toito Ereabar Tov B i)
Pdvar, Gare €& dvdykns Eoeobar dmorepovoiv alrdv @nbis v eimciv Tére
<+ e 19 Q. T Gore € év dnavre xpdvp olras elyer bore o Erepoy aln-
Beveabat, dvaykaiov fip votre yeviobat, kal Skaorov Tov Yeropévay del viras
L 3, 8 4 #* - A ks - i ’ o a2 3
etxev GoTe €& avdykns yevéolm, & Te yap d\nlis eime L5, 0Tt éoTal, oly
oldy Te i) yevéolbac ral m) ywdpevoy dAnbés v elmeiv del dre Eorar, el 83
raiira dlvvara—~opbuer yap dre dorv dpyh rév foopcvar kal awd Tob Bou-

* Aeveafar kal dmd rov mpadai ri, kal dre hos oTw &y Tois A7 aet évepyoior

70 duvardy elvar kai py poiws® & ols duhw évdéxerar, kal 76 elvac kal 5 pi
elvar, Boe xal th yevéoba kal 5 i yevéabfar: 7. e. future events are not
settled beforehand. They have yet to be produced by ¢ios or by
human agency. If we maintain therefore that of two contradictory
propositions about a future event, the one must be true, and the
other false, in the sense that the one is already true, and the other

'already false, we make the occurrence of the “ contingent ’ nécessary:

we banish the ‘ contingent’ from the world, and leave no place for
deliberation. It is, of course, agzzally necessary that a battle should
cither take place to-morrow in a certain spot, or not take place :
but if it takes place, it does not take place ‘necessarily,’ and if it does
not take place, it does not not-take place ¢ necessarily,'—de Jnl. g.
19 2. 28 elvaw pév i) i elvas dway dvdywn, kal éoeobai ¥E i pi. ob pévror

BOOK VI: CHAP. 2: § 6. 31

dieddvra ye elmely Birepov dvaykaion Myw 8¢ olov dvdyskny pév Eoeafar 1139 b. 7.

» a ) A ay k) » » ’ o ’
vavpayiar afipor ij py €ocofar, ot pévror Ereobal ye alpiov vavpayiur
dvaykaior obdé ) yevéoar yevéoOar pévror  pi yevéoBar dvaykaiov.

dudorépur BY 7Oy vouTikdy poplwv] The ériorpomudy pépos and the b, 12,

Aoytorikow pépos of chap. 1. § 6.

CHAPTER IIIL

ARGUMENT.

The modes in which the soul reackes truth in affirmation or negation are
Jiwe—art, science, privdence, wisdom, reason.

The object of science strictly so called s mecessary ruth. or that which cannot
be otherwise, and is therefore elernally true ; for things that are RECESSATY TN
the strict sense are all eternal, and things which are eternal are without gere-
ration and corruplion. Moreover science can always be taughl, and its object
learnt. Now, all teaching starfs from previous Fnowleder, as we say in Logic,
and procesds sometines by induction, sometimes by syllogivmr. Fndruction is the
source of the universal ; syllogistic reasoning starts from universals. Itis by in-
duciton therefore that syllogistic principles are obtained. The scientific faculty
accordingly is the facuity of demonstrating conclusions Jrom principles which are
“belier known’ than the conclusions derived from them. So much Jfor science.

§ 1. dpédpevor olv dvwber wepl albrdv mdhw Aéywper.] ¢ This chap- b. 14.

ter,’ Grant says, ‘ proposes to consider the two parts of the reason
(scientific and calculative) from a fresh point of view., In chap. 1.
§ 5 Reason was divided into two parts, because its objects are
of two kinds; here it is the consideration of Buivoa, the faculty of
affirming and denying truly, which suggests a list of five rational
states—é&ora 8y ols dAneder 7 Jugd 16 kataddroc 7 éwoddvar wévre
wov apbpdv.  In this list réyen answers to Sudvoia ToTky, émeTiuy Lo
dudvora Bewpnruch, and Ppdmais to duivora mpaxru, while vods supplies
véxom, émoriuy, and Ppdmos with their respective dpyai (see chap. 6),
and copia is the possession of both wis and Sudnola—especially
Bewpyriri) Sudvowa (see chap. 7. § 3). If this is plainly the rationale of
the present list, it is even more plainly that of the Hst in 4nal.
Post.i. 33. 8g b. 7, by which Grant thinks it highly probable that
the present list was suggested. In Az Post i 33 we have the
rational states given in the following order—~udvoa, vads, éroTiug,
Téxvy, ppdmots, codla—».e. first, the main division of the rational
part into the discursive reason (3uirowa) and the reason which grasps
principles immediately (vois); then, the three kinds of discursive

/
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reason : and lastly, the possession of discursive ability together with
the power of grasping principles. The list as we find it in Z. V.
vi. 3. 1 bears its rationale less clearly on its face. Adwdvora is not
mentioned, although we must assume from ofs d\nfeder § Yoy vé
karacpdvar § dropdrar that the writer has It in his mind: and the
logical order is reversed when cogia is placed before wois, although
it is to be noted that in the subsequent discussion of these two
states oodia is taken last. Grant thinks that ‘ Eudemus’ does not
distinguish Suivoia from wovs here. It is certainly in favour of this
view that vois appears in a list ofs d\nfeder ) Yuys 76 kaTaddrar ¥ dmo-
$dvau, for, as we have seen in Met. ©. 10. 1051 b, 24, quoted in note
on vi. 2. 2, a. 21, the a\jfera which is perceived by vovs, as intuitive
reason, is that of 70 Giydvew, or of ¢dous, not that of xardgaoes 7
amdthacis which is the éyor duavoias.  On the other hand the identi-
fication of »obs in the present list with Suwivora is inconsistent with
the special function assigned to wis as distinguished from éroriug
in chap. 6. The statement with which chap, 6 ends—Aefmerar voiw
eivar 7év dpxav makes it, I think, impossible to regard the wods of the
list as anything but the intuitive reason. The words ols d\ybeder 79
koTapdvar ) dwopdvar must therefore be taken to apply directly to
réxm emarnpn and ¢pdenois, and to be loosely extended to wefs on
account of its position as kepaki) rijs émorguns (chap. 7. § 3).
Prantl, in his work diber die dianoetischen Tugenden in der Nico-
machischen Lithik des Aristoleles 1852, maintains the thesis that to
regard this as a list of five tntelleciual dperal is to involve oneself in a
confusion of Logic and Ethics. There are only two intellectual dperal
—oopia and dpdvyais.  Zodla is the dpery of the Adyor Eyor pépos, qud
concerned with ra i éudeydpeva dhos Eyew, and Ppsvnous (including
ebBovhia, giveots, yvapy and Sewdrys) the dpers) of the 13:‘;09 éxov pépos,
gud concerned with r& évSeydpeva dMAws Eyewr.  Nods is not an dper},
but das Unmaitieliare, 7.e. the mind itself. ‘Emoriuyg is not an dpers,
for there is an dpery émoripys, viz. copia. Téywn is not an dpern, for
there is an dper) réywns, which in its highest form is also called
oopia:i—see p. 10 of Prantl's work for a summary statement of
these results. On p. 14, he calls aitention to £. V. vi. 11. 7. 1143 b.
15, as strongly supporting his view that sogila and ¢pdmes are the
only intellectual dperai—ri pév ofp oriv §f Ppdvas kdi 1 cogpia kal wepl
riva ékarépa Tuyydver olca, kai bre dAhov Tiis Yruxiis poplov dpery éxarépa
eipprai,  Zeller examines Prantl’s view in his Pkl d. Gr. ii. 2, p.
649 note 2, and rejects it on two grounds— (1) because the subject
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of Book vi, as stated in ch. 1. § 4, is the duvopruai dperaf, and no 1189 b.14.

hint is thrown cut that these are not the fize states enumerated in
ch, 3. § 1: (2) because the Aristotelian conception of dper as
énawery ébs (£, N. 1. 13. 19) applies to all five. ’Emoripp and
véxry are certainly émaweral &fes (émoripn is adduced as an
example of a é&s in Cat. 8. 8 a. zg, 11 a. 24); and wois (not
as parf of the soul, but as sfafe of the soul) is expressly described
as a & in £ V. vi. 11. 2. I it is a &, it is an érawer) EEs—

2.¢. an dpery. I think that Zeller's general position is unassailable. 7~

"Evepyei koaxd iy éEw could undoubtedly be said of the émaripey,
and also of the reyvirps, without violence to Aristotelian usage.
But it must at the same time be conceded to Prantl that a certain
difficulty is felt by the writer of the Sixth Book about the place of
émoripy and réym—see Vi. 5. 7 dA\A& piw téoms pev éerly dpert,
Ppovigens & otk éorw . . . Sfhow 1t dperh Tis éoriv [ Ppovais] rai od
réxon—(this is perhaps why réxun is omitted from the list given in ch.
6.8 2): see also M. M.i. 34. 1197 a. 16 Eorw & 1§ ppdmots dpers), bs
86feter v, otk emoriuy (émoruy seems to do duty for both émoripuy
and réym here, as in the list 1196 b. 36), érmwerol ydp elow of Ppove-
pot, & & Erawos dperfjs ¥ 8 émoriuns pév wdons dpery) éoTw, gpovioens
8¢ dperny olx o, AAN s Fower, alré m éotiv dperii. T ought to add
that Rassow (Forsch. p. 124 note) gives his opinion very strongly in
favour of Prantl’s view that cogla and ¢pdmais are the only intel-
lectual dpevai, properly so called, recognised in the Sixth Book.

dmolder yip kol 368y évBéxeron Siofeidecbur] What is here b.17.

implied is expressed fully in ch. 6. § 2—¢l &) ols d\nbelouer koi
pndémore Brafeudipela mepi T4 wy évBexdpeva # ral évbeydpeva ENAes
Exewr, émargun kal Ppdumols dort kat codia kel wovs k.. A In what
sense, then, are all these &es said to be znfallidle? Novs is infallible
as the immediate perception of ddialpera or dmha: see Mef. ©. 10,
1051 b, 24, and other passages quoted in note on vi. 2. 2, 2. 21. ’Eme-
oriun is infallible inasmuch as the truths which it apprehends, or of
which it is the apprehension, are such as, if seen at all, are clearly
seen for what they are, and leave no room for the supposition that
they might be seen otherwise—see § 2 below, mdvres yip fmohapSd-
voper, & émorducba, py édéiyecfar dws Eew, Sogia-is infallible,
because it is wobs kai émworqun (ch. 4. § 3). But in what sense
can the #fes which have to do with & évlexdpera @hws Exew be said
to be infallible? We are saved the trouble of trying to answer
VOL. IL D



34 BOOK VI: CHAP. 3: § 1.

1130 5.17. this question as regards réxwn, for réwn does ot appear in the

. corrected list of infallible &eis given in ch. 6. § 2, and it is statefi
in ch. 5. § 7 that there are degrees of excéllence in it—reyims peér
Zorw dper, and implied that involuntary, as well as \:"olufltar}'
papria is possible in it—év pév Téxvp 6 ériw dpapravev alperdrepos
(sc. 708 drovoiws duaprduovros). We have therefore only to Explal.n
how ¢pdmots, concerned as it is with 7& évdeydpeva ,5)};\«:;_ Eyerw, 18
infallible. The explanation seems to be that ¢pdimats 15 correlatefl
with the perfect organisation of the whole moral nature.—E . V. vi.
12. 10 dbivaror Qpdmpoy evar piy Gvra dyafiv. Tpornats {S the con_-
sciousness ‘of what goodness requires for its preservation. 'I:hls
consciousness is always present with the good man, and authorita-
tive in him. An artist may forget his art, because it is only a part
of himself —like a limb which may be cut off, leaving the body
alive; but ¢pémos is the good man himself—a second .nature,
which, having once put on, he cannot put off—Z. ﬁi vi. 8. 8
A& pip ob s pera Nyou pdvov anueior & dre Ny e ToiivEs
ZEews Lomt, Ppovioens & odx forw, It directs hin unernngly. in the
interest of the noble life, as instinct directs an animal in the interest
of the physical life. There is indeed nothing exceptional in ‘tPe
infallibility of the good man’ (see Z. N.iii. 4. 4, 59 owovdatos
yip Eraora kplve SpBivs, kal dv dedaros raknlis abrd Qb{:.l:tﬁfﬂf ... dowep
kavdv kal pérpov adréy dv); every organism knows infallibly how to
be itself.

Swokiper ]| Smihpnes is a ziew or assumplion, whether true or false:
see Bonitz, Met. p. 41— Significat dmohapSdver St et statuere
aliquid pro vero, sive illud est verum sive secus. It is sometimes
reached mediately as the conclusion of a syllogism—=érav Sux ovAho-
yiopod NdBy iy imohipy, sometimes is taken up immediately—éray
ks TmohdBy tmdpyew 1 pi vmdpxew (see An. Post.1. 16, 79 b. 27y
in the latter case it may amount either to émoriun dvamdderos—
defined in A#n. Post. i. 33. 88 b. 17 as Iwéhyynus tis duéoov mpordoews
(sc. kat dvaykaias), of to Sifa as defined in the same passage (89 %
2—4)—hetmerar 86fav evar Tepl 7O éhnfés pev i Yrevbos, evﬁexopsm:u Bf
kai d\Aws Exew Tovro & doriv Imdkgyrs s duégou mpoTdoews e
dvaykatas. It would thus appear that Smddnyus is a term c-)f ?rery,w1de
application: ¢/ de An. iil. 3. 427 b. 24 elol 8¢ kai aﬁrﬁs 77s vn-n)\:ﬂrm:
Sracpopal, émioTiym kal 8dfa kai Ppovnais xal rdvavria rodrev: and £. V.

13

' 5 3
Vi, 9. 7 # elBovNia ey &w dpdoTns § kari 0 gupépor mpds TO TeNos, ov )
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Ppovngs akybijs imidpdis éorw.  In the section before us (vi. 3. 1),
however, dmdhpus is evidently used in a specific sense as equivalent
to bofa, the standing opposite of émaripy: see An. Post.i. 33. 8ga.
5 1 e yap 8ofa dBéBaiov kai § Gimis 7 TowadTy mpos 8¢ Toirors oddels
olerar Sofdle rav olprar dblvaroy @\\ws Zyew, AN émtoracfu AN
drav elvar péy ofiros, of pip GARG kal d\hes oldéy kellew, Tére Sofdler,

. A , Il 5 -~ oma ’ 3 .
ws Tob pév rowirov Sifay olgar, Tov & dvaykalov émorTiuny.

- :
§ 2. émoripn pév obv kit \.] See An. Post i. 2. 71 b. g énloracba
8¢ oidped Ekacrey dmhds, dAAG py ToY coproTikdy Tpdmor Tov kard cupBe-
’ o ! 3 e 0 ar ’ 3 A . ~ o3 ad
Bnids, bray ™y T aitlav olopeba ywbdokew 8 Gy TS wpaypd éoTw, ore
exelvov airin éori, kai py évdéyeobu TovT ENhws Eyew. Afhor rolvuy 6t
TowoiTdy 71 70 entoracfal éore kal yip of py émordperor xal of émoTdueror
(3 b L3 3 . o ' (3 3 o’ N oW o o}
ol pév olovrar aimol oUTws Exety, of & émoTdpevor kai Exovow, &ore ob
drhds €oTiv emtoTipy, Todr adivaroy d\\es Eyew. Ei pév obv kal Erepds
2 ks T r ed 3 - b » . * 3 ’
€ore Tob émloracbar Tpomos, UoTepur €potper, Pupcr 8¢ kal 8 drodelfews
eidévar. "Ardlefiv 8¢ Aéyw ovhhoyopdy émornpomkir. Emornuorikiy
8¢ Ayw kal bv 16 Exew adrdv émordpefa.  El Tolnwy éori T émloracfar
otov EBepev, dvdyry kai Ty dmodextiay émoripny éE d\nlér T ebac kal
TPOTOY Kal ApETwY Kal YropReTepny kal TpoTéper kol altlvy Tov cupTepdo-
] i T LR - ) 1

paros® otre yip Eoovrar kat al dpyal oikelar Tob Sewkvupévov. EulNhoyiopds
2 A o ) - 37 . SERE T 3 3 5 #
pév yap €orar kel dvev TovTww, awddabic § odk forar ol yap woujoes
ETLOTHUNY.

Tals Spowstqaw] ‘the various analogical and inaccurate uses of b, 19,

the word ““ knowledge”’ (Grant). In the strict sense émoriun is
dmodewreny), a8 described in An. Post i. 2 quoted in last note: but
polifics, and many other mpaypareiar dealing with ra évdeydpera B\hws
€xew (where there can be no dnddafis—see Z. V. vi. 5. 3), are called
éntorijpac in a loose sense. They are ‘ branches of knowledge.

1139 b. 17.

b.

Stav € 100 Bewpeiv yérmrar] He means that a concrete thing is b. 21.

known for certain to exist, or be of a certain kind, only when it is
actually present to our observation; whereas a necessary truth
is apprehended as being always what it is now apprehended to be:
¢fs Z0p.v.3. 131 b. 21 dmav yép 70 aisbyrov €€ ywdpevor is alofioews
adnhoy yiveraw davés ydp éorw el €r Umdpyet, Bia 7O TH alobicel pévey
yrapifeoba.

& dvdyrns| In et A. 5, 75 €€ dvdyns as (1) pi) dubexdpevoy E\ws b. 22.

éxerr is distingnished from (2) T0 dvev of otk évBéyerar, (3) 7o Biawow,
and (4) 7 anddedss, or syllogistic consequentia: cof. Met. A. 7. 1052 b,
D2



1139 b. 22.

b, 24.
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11 (where no. 4 is omitted) & yap dvaykalov . . .70 uév Big 6ru wapa
iy Gpudy, T0 d¢ ob odx dvev T &3, 15 8 pi vdexdpevor ENhos ann’
aTABg —7.e. 1o uy éndexdpevoy Ehes &ew (.o 2 mathematical
truth) is dvaykaiov s ifsel: the other kinds distinguished are
dvayxaia ¢ Umobégews—see Phys. il 9. 199 b. 34. -

aiSeor Gpa] If é£ dvdyrys in the sense of pj Swdeydpevor E\hws Exew,
then aei: see Phys. ii. 5. 196 b. 1o érady) opoper T& pév dc aoalTes
yowdpeva Th 8¢ ws éml mohil, cpavepdy Bre ebderépou rotrar airia B TUX]
Aéyerar auibé v6 dmd riyms, olre Tov éf dvdykys kal del ofire ToD @ énl
wokd : cf. Met. E. 2. 1026 b, 27 émet oby <oTiv év Tois odoe Té pév del
boabrws Eyovra kal €& dvdykns, oY s kard 70 Blawy Aeyopévns, AN v
Myoper 76 i) évdixeobar dNAws, «r). The Divine Power which
moves the mpares ovpards, and with it all things, is odoiz aidios
aximros—see Met, A. 6. 1071 b. 5, and 7. roy2 a. 23. So also pure
form, as it is studied in the mathematical sciences, is aidwor : see
E.N.iii. 3. 3 wept &) tav diblav, olibels Bovheberar, olov mepl Tov Kkbopau
3 s Supérpov kal Tis mAEUpas, Gre dodpperpor: Phys. iv. 12, 222 4. 6
5 dodpperpov civar Ty Sudgerpov del eoriv,

18 ydp £ dvdyrns Gvta amhas| as distinguished from ra dvaykaia
4 & dmobéews: see Phys. i, g. 199 b. 34 70 & éf dvdykys mérepov €&
smobécens tmdpxer §) xal dmhds kT If a saw is to cut, it is
necessary that’ it should be made of iron (Phys. ii. 9. 200 a. Iz)—‘—
¢t mofécews By O dvaykdior, Here the ¢ necessity’ is extrinsic—*z/
we are to have cutting, it is necessary to have iron.” But the truths
of mathematics are dvaykaia amve—necessary without qualification,
in themselves, 7.¢. their necessity is intrinsic : sce Met. a. 5. 10150, 9
Téy pév 8 Erepov diriov Tob dvaykaia eivar, TéY 8¢ obdéy, d\ka 8w raira

- 3 - + - » 2
Erepi eaTey €5 AvayKkns. Sore 76 mpdTov kal kuplos dvaykaior 70 amwhoby EoTin.

16 & aldia dyémra Kod #pdapra] See Mel N. 3. 10912, 12 dromoy
3¢ kai yéveow mowy adioy dvrav: Z. 8. 1033 b. 17 7o pév oty etdos 7
avoia Neyduevov ob yiyverar : Z. T0. 1035 2. 27 Goa 8¢ pi) quveigmrar 7§
iy G\ dpeu Thgs, &v of Abyor Tob dSovs povor, Tavra § o Pbeiperas,
S\as ) offror oire ye: Z. 15. 1039 b. 20 émet 8 7 olola érépa T TE
ivohov kal & Abyos' Aéya 8 Gre pév olrws éoTiv obola oy i) Ay ovvenp-
pévos & Nbyos, 9 8¢ 6 Néyos Ghas. doar pév oby oﬁ’:ra: Aéyavrat, TOUTEY pév
Zor plopd kal yap yéveos. Tod 8¢ Noyou ob éorw obres bore Peipe-
clart oDde yap yéveass (ob yap yhyverat 76 olklg elvar aAN& 76 T70€ 7] oixig),

: : e e
AN dvey yewoews kai Pplopis vl kal oUK €iTiv.
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§ 3. &1 88kt . . . culhoyropd] See Az, Poss i.1. 712, I Hica
Sidaokalla xal wava pdbyois Buaponruc e mpolimapyotons yiveru yrocews.
Pavepér 8¢ Toiro fewpoliow éni maocdy ol Te yap pafpparikar TEY
emorquéy did rolrov rob TpéTou mapaylvorrar kai Tdv GAAwY ékdoTn) TEXVHY.
“‘Opoiws 82 xal mwepl Tovs Néyous of re S ovMhoyiopdy kal of 8 emayoyis
dubdrepor yap Bié mpoyweskopéver wmowivrar Ty Sidackaliay, of pév
NapBivovres bs waph Luviévraw, of 8¢ dewvivres 76 kaBohov Sut Tov Sihor
eivar T kal &aorov. ‘Quairws kai of proptkot cvpmeifovow f yip Ot
wapaderypdroy, § éorw énayoyn, i 8 évbupnpdrev, Smep éoti cuhoyrapds.
Grant, after quoting the above passage, says—‘ what Aristotle had
said of dialectical arguments (rots Adyovs) Eudemus applies to
science, which he accordingly asserts to be somelimes inductive.
His further assertion. that the principles of deductive science are
obtained by induction is inconsistent with the conclusion of chap-
ter vi [Z.e. Neimeras voiv eivas 7év apyar|, though it agrees with Arist.
An. Post. ii. 19 [100b. 12 vois &v efy av dpxor]’ Whether the
two statements 9 érayoyy dpxf éort kal rod xafidhov and voiw elvar Ty
épyav are really ¢ inconsistent” will be examined under chap. 6. § 2.

1139 b. 25.

& Tois dvahurikois Aéyopev] ¢This is a general mode of ex- b.27.

pression, not a particular reference’ (Grant), For the ‘Analytics 4
of Eudemus see Fritzsche, £¢h. Eud. Prolegom. p. xvi, and Grant’s
Ethics, vol. i. Essay L p. 32 (4th edition).

80 emaywyds] Aristotle’s treatment of éraywyn may be brought
under three distinct heads:—(1) In An Post. ii. 19 he treats
it psychologically, giving a sketch of the process by which
general notions are gradually formed in the mind out of the data
of sense: (2) in An. Prior. il 23 he treats it formally, supplying
a syllogistic formula for the inductive process, to correspond with
that already found for the deductive process: and (3) in Zup. i
12, 13, ii. 10, 11 certain dpyava & &v ciropiooper cuN\oyiopdy, and
certain rémot, are explained which remind us of the Jnductive Methods
of Modern Logic. It is in these chapters of the Zbpies (in which
the word émaywyn seldom occurs), and in the chapter on mapdderyua,
Aun, Prior. il 24, rather than in An. Prior. ii. 23 (on the inductive
syllogism) that we must look for Aristotle’s real contribution® to the
‘Logic of Induction” The so-called inductive syllogism of Az.
Prior. ii. 23, being ¢€ &mérray, misrepresents a process which results,

" 1 Bacon seems to take no aceount of this contribution.
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b. 28.

b.28.

38 BOOK Vi: CHAP. 3: § 3.

not in demonstrated truth, as the deductive syllogism does, but in
moral, or practical certainty.

ouloyiopg] defined An. Prior. i. 1. 24 b. 18 as Adyes é&v ¢

rebévrov Twar Erepby T Toy kepévar EE dvdyrns oupBae TH TalTa elvat.

1 pév Y émayeyl dpxs éoTe xai Tob Kuﬂ&)\ou] L.k and Ald. read
dpxiis, and I seems to omit kai. Kei may have been introduced, to
make the clause coherent, by a scribe who read dpyis. If the
genitive rod kaféhov depends on dpy7, it is difficult to explain kai: if
xai be retained, it seems necessary to render—°Induction is the
beginning, and is concerned with the universal’—not a very
satisfactory rendering, I think.

elolv dpo dpxol & dv. . . émayeyh dpa] See An Posli 3. 72b.
18 ‘Hpeis 8¢ haper otire mioay éntoripyy dmodewriy elvar, A& v Tov
auéowr avanddekror. Kal ot &ru dvaykalor, pavepdy el yap dvdyk pev
énioracfar T4 wporepa kal €€ by 7 dmodecfis, lorarar 8¢ more T dueda;
ralr dvaméeicra dvdykn elvan, Tabrd T oy olro Néyouey, kal ob pdvoy
émarhpny dAAE kat dpxiv émoThps elvaw Twd apey, ) Tovs Bpovs yrwpi-
(oper. The words émaywyy dpa are regarded by Trendelenburg
(Histor, Beitr. aur Phil. vol. ii. 367) as a gloss. In the parallel
passage M. M. 1. 34. 1197 A, 21 éraywyf is not mentioned—y pév
Yap émoripn Téy per dmodeifews Gvrav éotiv, al & dpyal dvamdBeror:
nor in the passage just quoted from Azn. Post. i 3. 72 b. 18, But
surely we must retain érayoyy dpa, unless we are prepared to reject
5 wev &Y émayeyh) dpyn éore kal Tob kaféhov. It seems to be impossible
to distinguish between ¢Eudemus’ and ‘Aristotle’ here. Both
ascribe the principles of syllogism, sometimes to érayeyy, sometimes
to wods. Aristotle, at any rate, saw so little inconsistency in this,
that he even gives us the two explanations within the limits of the
same immediate context—dn. Post. il. 19. 100 b. 3 Afhoy 85 dre fpiv
Ta wpeTa e’fra)ta)yﬁ yvopifew dvaycaioy: kai yip kai aioOpos ovte 76
kaféhov éumoiel.  émel B¢ Thw mept Ty Sudvoway EEewr, ats ainBedouer, ai
pév del dhnbels eluly, al 8¢ émbéyovrar 16 Yrebdos, oiov 86fa kal Aoytopds,
dh\gbij & dei emoTipy kai vods, kai oldéy émoriuns drpiBéorepor EANo yévas
# vous, af & dpyai Tov dmodeifewy yropudrepar, emioTiun & draca perd
Adyov éurl, 7o dpxar émoriuy pév odk &v ey, énel 8 oddéy dAnféoTepor
evdéyerar elvar émaripns 7 vovy, roUs v el Tdv dpxdy, & Te TovTew
akomobot kat Ori dmobelfews dpy) odk dmédefrs, bor obl' émoTiuns
el olv pndév d\ho map’ émoriuny yévos Exoper alnbes, vols Gy
el émomipys dpyh.  No explanation of vois dv eiy Tov dpydr can be

ETaTAT.
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right which fails to take account of a passage like the following—-
An. Post, i. 18. 81 a. 38 davepdy 8¢ ral b, €l Tis alofyois éAédowmer,
dudykn kal Smoriuny Tid d\ehovrévar, fy dduvaroy haBely, eurep pavfdvoper
§) énayeyy 1 drodelfea.  ¥Fore 8 ) pév dnddafis éx T@v kabdhov, 5 0 éma-
Yoy ék Téy kark pépos dBtuaroy 8¢ i xafdhov Oewphoar i 8 émaywyis,
émel kai T& ¢ dpapéoews heydpera Eorar 8 émaywyis yrbpya mowiy, 6r
Smdpyer éxdore yive Ena, xai €l py xopoTé oTw, 4 7owydl ExagTov.
énayfivar 8¢ pi Eyovras dlobnow ddlvarov. tév yip kal Exacrov 7
dloBnaw od yip évdéyerar Nafeiv abréy Tiv émoTiuny olite yip ek THv
kafShov dvev emaywyis, afre 8¢ draywyis dvev Tis alobjoews. See below,
note on ch. 6. § 2, a. 7.

§ 4. &5 dmodeikTiki, kel Soa &Nk wpocBiopildpela év Tois dva-
hutikols.] See An. Post.i. 2. 71 b. g—a passage quoted above, § 2
note émormipn, b. 18,

rar ydp ... e Ty émomipny.] Scientific knowledge is realising
a truth as the necessary consequence of premisses which are clearly
known, e more clearly known than the conclusion established by
means of them: for if they were not more clearly known, how
could the conclusion be established by means of them? It would
pe independent of them. It would be knowledge without proof—
¢ gccidental knowledge.” The language here resembles closely that
of An. Post. i. 2. 72 2. 25——<énet 8¢ 8ei moTedew re kal eldévar o
wpayua @ TowovToy Eyew ouNNoyLopoY bv kaloTper amédeifw, fori & ol-
ros T 748 el ¢ &v & ouhloywopds, dvdyin pR pévoy mpoymooKey
T4 mpéra, # mdvta § Ena, dMia kal pElor del ydp 8 & Umdpyet
&aorov, ékeivo paNhov vmdpyet, olov 8¢ b duroiper, éxcivo pidov paldor.
bor eimep loper S td mpdra kai mwrelopey, kakeiva ITpev TE Kat
muworelopey palhoy, re & éxeva kal T& Tovepov. ody oldv Te O¢
morebaw pd\hor S» oldew, & i Tuyxdver pire eidos pire Béktiow
Siakelpevos § € ériyyaver eldds.  cvpBhgerar 8¢ roiro, e p7) TiS TpOYr@=
gerar Téy 8¢ anddefw mioreudvrer paN\ov yap dvdyn mwTedew Tais
dpxais # wdows i) mol 7ol gupmepdopaTos. Tou 8¢ péllovra éfaw Ty
émioThpny Tip 80 drodeifews of pdvoy Oel Tas dpyas palhov yrapilew kal
paNhor alrais mioTebew § 76 dekvupére, NG pnd dAko airg moTiTepoy
elvar pnde yroppdrepoy TéY durikeipévor Tdis dpxals, €& v €orar ovANo-
yiobs 6 vis évarrlas dmdrns, eimep Oel rov émordpevoy drhds dpeTdmeraToy

£
ELVEL.
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b. 3L

b. 33.



1140 a. 2.,

a. 5.

a. 7.
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CHAPTER 1IV.

ARGUMENT.

I the spherve of the contingent, or that whick can be othierwise, making and
doing ave to be distinguished. The habit of reasoning truly, where the making
of somelhing 75 concerned, is Art.  The artisi secs fow somelhing, which way or
smay #not be, shall be groduced, ihe principle residing in kimself, the maker, and
nol in the thipg that is beinmg made ; for arl s sol concerned wilh teings thal
exEst or come into existetice of necessity ; sor 1S £F concerated with the products
of nature, for they have their principle in themselves. There @5 a sense in
which chance and art are concerned with the sante things. * At loves chance
and chance loves art)  Awt, then, is o habit of reasoning truly where something
is being made (while the man who is without art reasons falwely), and operaies
2re the sphieve of the contingent.

§ 2. &repov] molyoisis an évépyera drehijs—it has an &ryov wap’ abriy:
mpagis is an évépyea which is its own rélos: see notes oni. 1.1, 2:
ef. M. M. 5. 34. 1197 A. 3 ol Tadrd 16 wourikdy kal TpakTwdy. TV pév
yap mourikdy éovi T mapa v molyow dhNo Téhos, olov mapd THy olkodo-
pusqp, éxedy éomw mouprisy olklag, oleia adris T8 Té\os wapd Ty molnow,
dpoiws €mi TekTOVIKNS Kai TOY GAAwy TéY momTway ént 8¢ Tév mpakrikiv
otk EoTtw dMho obfer Téhos map’ almiy Ty wpafw, olov wapa 5 kibapifew
otk €orir dMho Téhos ouléy, AN aitd Toliro Tékes, § évépyea kal 7 mpits.

&Ewrepikols Néyors] See note oni. 13. 9. Fustrat. has—forepicods
& Svopdader Noyovs ols o Tiis Aoyikijs Tapalicews kowds Ti sAjly paot.

f pere Moyou &fis| perd Noyov is opposed to deyos in Mef. ©. 2.
1046 b. 2, and is really = Aoyxds, as that adjective is used by the
later Aristotelians in the sense of ¢ rational.’

815 o03¢ mepiéyerar in’ GAMAey] Ramsauer remarks that this is
inconsistent with vi. 2. 5—alirn (3 mpakrwi}) yap ket tis woumTikis dpyer,
and thinks that the writer of the present chapter cannot have had
ch. 2. § 5 before him.

§ 8. 8mep] A logical formula implying identity or convertibility
of terms’ (Grant). Eustrat. ad loc. has—ro 8¢ mep Sqhody keirar 7o
otgwwdds karpyopeiolur Tijs oikoBopuxis THY Téxmy, kal Tov Splopdy adris
o5 €L Tie Kf'yﬂ T ﬁ’vﬂpmmﬁv Tt §(Eim; Efmc’ Kal Errep ovola Tis g.u.\fﬂrxos‘
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aiofyrucy’ But o kal pépos efvar Toi {gov Tov dvfpemov ds eldos els yévos
N e 3 ’ oo . - 3g - B ’ ¥

TO c(PUV mu(ﬁipopevov EROTTOV ?ﬂp Twy Glaﬁli" g?l-EP TL ETTL 1'6 '][EVGQ' atTou"

rod Grep Spholvros Ty oloiddy karyyoplay Toi yévous katd Tol eldovs® Kat

@5 Tabrdy dorw eimeiv drep 70 (Gov evar Tow avlpwmoy, kai Gmep Twd oloiay

- k3 L3 - A A S b . 3 ~ T o’

E}l\!fvxcy ato’&qﬂm}!’, oUT@ Kat Ty QIKOSO'U(KI?I‘ TauToY ELTELY €lrdl TEXINY

’ A o o 1 b ’ ’ I3 - ’ * ’
TV, kai Omep € Tivd peTd Noyou womTikdy, &s Tob Gpov ToiTov éfiadlorros
A , » .
mpos Ty Téxry kat dvioTpéorros.  See note on Vii. 13. I dwep, b. 6.

peté Néyou &hnbobs| Where we have réywn, as distinguished from
drexvia (see below, § 6), the calculation, or Adyss, which Suivora
momrucy goes through, consists of ideas following one another in the
frie order—i. e, in the order of the steps which actually constitute
‘the making’ of the thing. :

§ 4. wepl yéveow| Sce An. Post. il 19, 100 2. 8 (15 kafdhov) réxuns
dpy7 kal émeTiuys, év pév mept yéveow Téyms, éav 8 mept Th By, émoT]-
pns.  But ¢iow is also wepl yéveow: accordingly, to define the pro-
vince of zéywy, it is necessary to add—as the writer does here—&u
7 dpxn) v TG wawotvTe dAANG piy €v TH wowupévg : of. Met. A. 3. 1070 a.
7 5 pév olv réym dpyn év dAhg, 5 8¢ iors dpyr e avrg: Phys. 1. 8,
109 b. 28 & évijr & 16 EAe § vavmyywy, Spolws dv Qige émofen
Eustratius has the following note here—#ort yap Beiv xkal iy piow
wepl yéveauwr évepyotoay, AN 1§ péu diows évrds obica kal Sk TEY cwpdrey
xopoioa oltws év alrols vepyel, 1 8¢ Téxw ofk évrds efoa &X' éerds Tiw
owpdroy wept & karayiverar, oltws év airols évepyel, kal olrws adrols Th
TexynTa €iby évrilnow éeros yap f dvdpuavromomTiy Tov yakod, Kkai 7
rekrovtky) 70U LONov' v Tots Texwiraws § oloar kai dpdo, ofre kwobor TG
vroketpeva, b kal éktos alTdy kard iy émpdrear T eldy wepiribéaniv,

kol 76 Texvdfew kol fewpelv] Bek? Fritzsche, Rams., and Susem.,
following Muretus, bracket the second raf. Muretus says: ‘deleo
xat, ubi enim docuit quid sit #éxvy, statim addit quid sit rexvder.

§ 5. émel B¢ molnors . . . wpdbews elvar] Rassow (Forsch. p. 43)
brackets this sentence as an interpolation.

kai Tpéwor Twd mepl T& abrd éomw 4 Tdxn xal ) Téom] Tixn and
mpages (molyors or Téyrm being included under mpags, see L. 1V, vi. 2.
5) operate in the same sphere, viz, in that of ra rard mpaaipeour yry-
vopeva évexit Tov (see Phys. ii. 5. 196 b. 18). Where a man uses his
intelligence to do or make something, he generally succeeds—i. e
the result which follows is caused by him. But sometimes a result
(good or bad) which he did not contemplate makes its appearance.

1140 a. 7.

. 10.

a 11, .

a. 16.

a. 17.
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Of this Chance is the cause. He ploughs in orfler to raise a crop,
and he turns up a treasure—° by chance’: see Phys. il 5. 197 a.
5 8nhov dpa 81u §) Tixy alria kard ovpBeByrds év Tois kark mpoalpeaiy TEY
Eveied Tov, &b mwepl T adrd ddvota kal TOXY' 7 yép mpoaipests ok drev
Suavolas: ii. 6. 197 b. 1 % pev yap 1ixn kal 10 axd Tiyns oriv douis kal Th
struxoa &y drdpfecer xat Ehos mpafis. Si6 kal dudyky weph & TpaxTh evay
Y Xy anpciov 8 §ru Boxel froe radrdv efvar 5 ebdaypovia § edruxla i yyls,
7) & eddatporia wpalis ris edmpalia ydp. &b émécois pi vdéxerar mpakas,
oU8€ 1o armd rixns T majuar,  kal Bk Totro ofite dluxow 0ddiv oifre Gnpioy
oire mabiow olBév mwouel amd Tixns, bre otk Eyee wpoalpegwr odd edruyla o
druyla dmdpyer Tovrors, el pi) kal® Spoddryra. Thyn and wpifs (the latter
including molnots) are thus mepi ra adrd, roxy operating irregularly to
produce or frustrate results which mpaéis produces regularly. There
1s a special sense, however, in which rixy and réxm (réxen being dis-
tinguished from mpafis) may be said to be wepl ra airé. Toyn seems

© to cooperate with and favour (¢orepfe) réxiy, as it does not favour

a. 21,

mpafis. This is because mpads is a more perfect expression of
reason, or the organising principle, than =éxun. Hpafs is the
realisation of the rational” personality itself. DBut réywy realises
its good in an external &yor, and the eldos which it imposes on
Zhn is only a surface form—very different from the forms,
penetrating to the very heart of the Ay, which ¢iows and dperp
produce feft K. IV. il. 6. g 4 & dper) mdoms réxvns dipPBecrépa xat
dueivay éoviv domep kal ) Glois: Mef. A, 3. 1050 a. | 1 pév ody réyim
doxn év @\o, i 8¢ Piois dpy év abrg). Téym is a weak principle
which cannot succeed unless the underlying #Ap—the element of
irrationality and accident—be favourable. Thus its greatest

‘triumphs are often unexpected. The exigency of a rhyme suggests

a beautiful turn of thought; ‘a mere accident’ gives the world
a great mechanical invention. But though, for this reason, réan
owes more to ixn than wpafis does, we must not forget that the
highest wpagis—etdaporia, needs ebrvyile, and that the fundamental
mpagis—ihe physical life of plant and animal—is often most vigorous
when some ‘accidental’ variation has given a new direction to
inherited tendency.

§6. §| & drexvia Tolvavrior perd Adyou Weudols mwouTuch Ehis]
When the unskilful man tries to make something, he realises the
steps of the operation ° falsely” He goes to work ‘in the wrong

way.’
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CHAPTER V.

ARGUMENT.

Lrudence comes mext: in order fo understand what 3F 45, let us look at
the characteristics of the people who are deemed prudent.  If would appear fo be
characteristic of the prudent man to be adle to deliterate well about the things
thai are good and expedient for himself, not in the narrow sense of good
Jor health or strength, but in the general sense of good for the life of the noble
citisen.  Now uo man deliberates about things whick are necessarily what ey
are, nor about lhings whick it is not in his own power o do. Accordingly
Prudence will not be science, or art—not science, becawse its obfect—that whick
45 done—7s contingeni ; not art, because making and doing are penerically dis-
damet. 1L yemains, then, that prudence is the fucully of reasoning truly where
somsthing is being done, its sphere being that of man's gvod and evil.  The end
of doing is not something different from the doing ; it is well-doing ; whersas
the end of making is something different from the process of making. Fevicles
may be laken as an example of the prudent man, as popularly understood—the
man who kas the facully of seeing what is good for himself and for others in the
State and the family. Hence foo aogpostvy gets tis name ano Tol awlay Ty
plviow, because it ¢ preserves ' a man's conception of what s good—a concep-
Yion, or principle, which differs from a Scientific conception, or privciple,
in being distorted and witiated by pleasure and pain—jor dr conduct the
end aimed at is the principle, and the man who has been wvitiated by pleasure or
Pain @, becawse so vetiated, blind to the good end. Prudence, Uhen, is @ vational
kabit, which forms true conceplions about what is good for man, and issues in
moral action. It 15 a virtue or excellence, not an art ; for we speak of excel-
lence in art, but not of excellence in prudence ; and in art volunizry ervor is
better than involuntary, whereas in the spheve of prudence and of the moral
virdues voluntary ervor is worse. It is the excellence of that division of the
zational part of the soul, which forms opinions, or deals with Brobabilities.
But it is not merely a rational kabit : fora merely rational habit may be lost
but pradence 7s never lost,

§ 1.] From hence onwards the Sixth Book may be thought to 1140a. 24.

justify better its place in an Ethical Treatise. It will now be con-
cerned mainly with Reason as ¢ the Moral Faculty’: but see note
on ch. 1. §§ 1-4.

wepl 8¢ pporiioens] Grant has an important note here, in which
he traces the history of the doctrine of ¢pérgors down to the form
which it takes in this Book :—¢ Plato (PAaedo 79 D) identified the
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a. 28.

8. 30,

a, 33.
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moral consciousness with philosophy —7.e. he made ¢pdmos
identical with cogia—¢ With Aristotle ¢pdwnors was gradually coming
to assume its distinctive meaning, as practical wisdom,” being
described in the Polifics T. 2. 1247 b. 25 as ‘the only virtue
properly belonging to a ruler’—iz. e as ¢ practical wisdom, but in
a broad general sense with reference to state affairs rather than to
individual life’ : while “in the present Book we have the Eudemian
exposition and development of Aristotle’s theory, which entirely
contrasts ¢pdrnos with sogia, and limits the former to the regulation
of individual life." See also Grant's Z#hics, Essay iii. vol. i. p. 194.
I cannot agree with Grant that in this Book ¢pdrmaes is limited to
the regulation of individual life ; nor do I think that in the Polifrcs
it is denied to the individual as managing for himself his own
private affairs—(if this is the import of Grant’s remark, quoted
above, on its place in the Polifics), but only to the individual, gud
dpxdpevos. We shall have opportunities, however, of returning to
these points in subsequent notes.

Bewpijoarres Tivas Nyopev Tols dpovipovs] For this method of
enquiry Fritzsche compares £, V. iv. 3, 2 dapépec &' obbév iy
7 Tov kard T €8w oxomeiv.

mpos 70 el L Shms] Cf. E.N. vi. 9. 7 mpds 15 élos 76 amhas.
Bekker omits Aws with Kb, All other MSS. read it (or 8hor). As
I have had occasion to remark before, the eomzssions of KP count
for little ; and Rassow (ZForsch. p. 62) is undoubtedly right when
he says—‘é\ws, ‘das kaum entbehrlich ist, hitte Bekker meiner
Ansicht nach aufnehmen sollen. Vgl p. 1141 a. 12 ebvar 8¢ rwas
gohots oiducfa Bhws, of kard pépos, otd dAko T coovs.”

§ 2. &v pf dom Tégm |, because réym is concerned with melnois,
not with mpaés.

§ 8. Bouhederar 8 oibels k.7.N] See E. V. iil. 3.
per’ dﬂoﬁeifews] See note on ch. 3. § 2 émoripy, b. 18,

Gy & al dpxal éviéyortar dhhas Exewr, Toltev pf dotiy dmdéderfis]
See An. Post. 1. 4. 73 a. 21 éme & dblvaror d\hws Exew ob doriv
emoTyYy GTAGS, dvaykator & €ty TO émioTnTéy TO Kard THY dmoekTikny
émariuny,  dmoSexruy 8 éorw fy Exoper TG Exew drdlafur éf avayralwy
dpa ouMhoyopds éory 7 dmédekis.
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wdvra yip évdéxerar kal dhhes exew] 7. e all conclusions from con- 1140 a. 35.

lngent premisses are contingent; see Eustrat.—mdvra ta €6 &deyo-
pévey dpydy curaydpera cvpmepdopara évdéyerar kal dMkws Exew Toito
otk éoriv dmdbafiss Ta yap dwodekrikhs cupmepawdpera di\kos Exerw olk
&vdéyerar, The parenthesis beginning with mdera, which Fritzsche,
Michelet, Susemihl, and Bywater close with €yew, ought, as in
Bekker's text, to include kai odk &fori Bouleboacfaur wept Téy 5
avdyins Svrap, for, as Ramsauner points out, if these words belonged
to the protasis, we should have g, not od.

§§ 4-8.] In these §§ the order is very confused. The following b.4.

rearrangement is offered, not as a reconstruction of the text as it
may have originally stood, but as an attempt to make the meaning
of the passage, as we now have it, clearer. It will be seen that
I am indebted to Rassow (sce Forsch. pp. 43—45, and 30-31), and
to Susemihl (app. crit. ed Zc.), although I have ventured to take a
line of my own:—1140 b. 3...dre @do 76 yévos mpdfews kal morjoes.
Tiis pév yap wooeas Erepoy T rélos, Tis 88 mpidfews otk dv el Eari yap
atry 1 elmpafin Téhos. @& pijr Téxms pév Eomw dpern, Ppomoens &
olik éoTw’ Kkal €v pév TEXPY G €kGv dGuapTavev aipeTaTepos, mepi O¢ Ppovnowy
frrov, bomep kal wepl Tas dperas. Sfhov ol Bri dpern Tis €oTi kai ob
réxvn. Buolv & Gvrow pepolv Tis Yruxils Tév Adyor éxdvrov, farépov dv eln
apern, Tov SofaoTikad” 1 Te yap 06fa wepl To évdexduevor d\hws Eyew kai 7
pporots. Gar avdyky Ty Ppérow Ew elvar pera Nyou dhybi (dhnbolsT)
wept Ta avbpomiva dyabl mpakTiny,  ia Tovro Iepukhéa kal Tovs TowolTous
ppavipovs olduela elvar, St T& adrois dyaba xai T4 Tois dvfpdrois dlvavra
Bewpeiv elvar 8¢ rowdrous fyoipela Tobs olkovoprots xal rols woliriois.
d\Aa pi old Efis perd Adyov povor oqpeiov 8 &re Aifly Tis pév TowatTys
fEcws Eori, Ppovioeas § otk fomw. &le kal Ty coPpoctmy Tolte
mpoowyopelopey TG dvdpart, bs owlovear ThHy $plmont odler 8 Ty
rotatryy dmdhpdrr,  ob yip dmacav imdhapyur Siapbelper olfé SiaoTpéder
76 700 kal Avmnpdr, ofor &1 6 Tplywwoy Blo Gpbas Exe §) odk Exer, @ANa
ris wepl TO mpakrdy. ol pév yhp dpyai Téy wpakrdy TH ol Evexa Th mpukrd,
76 8¢ Diepbappéve 8¢ Homjy §i Nimnr elfvs ol caiverar dpyy, 0idé Beiv
roiray Evexer otdé B ol alpeiofar wavra kal wpdTTew €oTL yap 7 Kakia
pbaprucy dpxiis. The points in the foregoing rearrangement which
I would call attention to are—(1) one of the fwo clauses in which
¢ppdunais is defined is omitted—viz. that in § 4, which differs from
that in § 6 in adding kal xaxd, and in having d\y65 in a position in
which it would be difficult to read d\qfois: (2) 7éym and ¢pdmois
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b. 5.

b. 8.

b 7.

b. 8,

b. 10.
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are contrasted in a continuous passage; and (3) the statement
aXha prp o8’ és perd Adyov pévor, with the snpelor—ire Ay povi-
cews otk éort, is brought into close connexion with the passage
which explains the function of the moral &, copporivg, in ‘ pre-
serving’ the d\péijs imdhpfres of the znieliect mepi va dvlpomwa dyabd.
This rearrangement professes merely to make §§ 4—8 read more
evenly, About the causes of their present unevenness—omissions,
interpolations, transpositions, or double versions—I forbear to
speculate.

§ 4. &w M| Rassow (Forsch. pp. 44, 45) calls aitention to
this strange conjunction. The definition of réyvq at the end of
ch. 4 is &&s mis perd Nyov d\ylols mowprich: SO we ought to have
here éw perd Adyov. d\nfois mpaxrwiv. In § 6, however, d\nfods is
supported by good authority (T') and ought, I believe, to be read.
The definition given here in § 4, with its «at xaxd (an addition sup-
ported neither by § 1, nor by § 5'), and its a\p8j placed where
da\nfovs would be unnatural, seems to be a late interpolation due
to some one who thought proper to show that ¢pdvmoes is a s
perd Myov fis obk éom iy, by defining it as a & d—Aqfys perd
Adyou.

&repov 75 Téhos| See M. M. i. 34. 1197 a. 4, quoted above in
note on vi. 4. 2. 1140 &, 2.

odk 8 ein| The corruption ok det is given by Mb and accepted
by Hustratius and Michelet, who explain that there are some
mpikets OF mpakrual Téyvas with ends which, though not &pya like the
ends of the mowreal réyvar, are still subservient to higher ends—as,
e.g. the immediate end of riding is subordinate to victory.

§ 5. Mepuchéa] Surely this is against Grant’s view (note on vi.
5- 1 quoted above ad Joc.) that the developed theory of the Sixth
Book ° limits ¢pdvnous to the regulation of individual life” Indeed,
in his note on the present §, Grant refers us to his note on ch. 8,
§ 1, which treats of ‘the connection established by Eudemns
between thought (i e. ¢péwnois) for the individual, for the family,
and for the state.’

oixovopkads] CCC has the strange blunder olkoupenxots.

* In R#ef, 1. 9. 1366 b. 20 however we have—¢pdinots 8 Eoriv dperd) diavotas,
kab’ fir b Poukeveohar dlvavrar mepl dyafidy Kol kakdy 7@y elpquéver els eddar-

poviar,

il
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™y cubpocimy . . . &s aglovgar Thy $pdmorr] The editors quote 1140 6. 11.

Plato, Cratyius 411 E codpaciv 8¢ corgpia ov »iv ) eoxeppeda,
Ppovicems. :

§ 8. Ty ToralTyy dméhnfur ] T mepl Ta dvlpdre dyabe karaywo- b. 12.

pévy i 7é kaxd (Eustratius). Pleasure and pain are the influences
which interfere with the maintenance of that moral balance of
which ¢pdmeis is the consciousness. Swpooivy, then, being the
maintenance of the balance, gud endangered by the most pressing
pleasures and pains, will ¢ preserve’ gpdumois in a special manner.
The wide Platonic conception of cwgpootvy, however, as the
dudvoia of all the parts of the soul, seems also to be present to the
writer's mind here, as well as the narrower Aristotelian conception
of it as pecdrye mepl coparwis lovas kat Mmas. CF. with the doctrine
of this passage that of Z. V. i. 3—that the man whose mdfly are
not under moral control does not ‘know’ what is right and what
is wrong, and that therefore (since wéoa 8dacka\ia kat maca piabyois
duavonrucy) ék mpaiimapyoteays yiverar yrooens) we must not begin to
train him by the way of the intellect—ris wolerexijs ok 0T oikeios
depoarsjs & véos' dmepos yip Taw kardk Tov Blov mpikewr . . . e B¢ rois
wdleow axohovlyricis by paralos dioloerar xai avoperds . . . . Tols
rowdrows (2. e, Tole kark mdlos {Gow) dvduyros 1 ywaais ylvera, xafdmep
Tols dkparégw’ Tols 8¢ kard Adjow Tas dpéfers TOIOUEEVOLs Kai TpdTTOUTL
mohvepelés dv ey T wept Totrov eddva—F. NV, i, 3. 88 5-7. Itis
only the ‘ good man’ who is ¢ipévipos, because the ‘knowledge” in |
virtue of which a man is called ¢pémpos is knowledge conducive
to right action—knowledge wupon which a man is grepared to act.
The ‘knowledge’ with which the dxparfs is credited is only
formally ‘knowledge ’:—od T elddvar pévov pdmpos A\ kal 76
mpaktieds & & axparis ob mpaxricds (F. V. vii. 10. 2). But know- ,
ledge which does not call for action—ofor &re 1o Tplywror kT A—is
accessible to good and bad men indifferently. In short, knowledge
of an environment we ascribe only to the being which corresponds
with that environment:—6 oroudaios &aora kpiver 6pBés, xal év
ékdoTots Ta\pdes adrd Gaiverar (£, V. iil. 4. 4).

8do 8pbds] sc. yovias.

ai pév ydp dpyal k] of. E. V. vi. 12, 10 of vap ocvdhoyiopot Tév b, 16,

Tpaktdy doyiy Exovrés elvew, émedy roidude T Té\us xal 6 dptorop,

sridfrore 3y (dorw yap Ndyov ydpw 5 Toxdv) roiro & e ) v dyadi, ob
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1140b. 18. taiverar: Buaorpéper yap 17 poybBppia kat Sujretdealar mowet wepi The

b. 22.

mpakricis dpxds, @ore Pavepdy &re abivaror Qpdviwor evas py Svra
ayabiov.

§ 7. téxums pév Eomw dpem), dpoviioews § odk €oriv] The Paraph.
Heliodorus has—rqs pév réxmps &mi kal kaxia xal dperd  kal yap
Suvardr kai dyabov elvar TexviTr kai movnpor: gpovioews 8¢ ofire kaxia
&rrw (ddivaror yap ppivpdy Twa paddov elvar) olire dpern. airy vdp
éorwv dperiy dpery B¢ dperis ok EoTw, o yap peodrys pecdmmos: cf.
M. M. 3. 34. 1197 2. 16 Eorw B’f{ Ppdvneis dperr), bs Bbfeer v, obi
émioripn (= rém here). émaweroi ydp elow ol Ppivipor, 6 & Erawos
dperis. & & émorppns péy mdons dper) éormiy, Ppornoews 8¢ dperd) otk
€orw, d\N bs fowker, adrd Ti éoTw dpery).

wal & pév Téxym 6 éxdv . . . mepl tas dperds| The editors refer
to Met. A. 29. 1025 a. 6, where the paradox roév édvra chaihor
Beirio, maintained in Hipp. Min. 343 C, is criticised. The
Aristotelians seem to miss Plato’s point when he says that itis
better to do injustice voluntarily than to do it involuntarily. They
tell him ¢ that the analogy of the arts does not apply to the virtues.
The man who voluntarily spells incorrectly is indeed a better
speller than the man who involuntarily spells incorrectly (see Xen.
Mem, iv. 2. 20 wirepor 8¢ ypapparuwedrepor kplves ds dv éxdor i dp0ds
yphy xal dvayeppdoy, § bs dreory bs dv dkdv); but voluntarily to
keep back money one owes is worse than to do so unwittingly.
Surely Plato did not wish to dispute this truth. Voluntarily to

keep back money, he would say, is worse, because it indicates

b. 26.

‘“ignorance in the soul’ (Rep. 382 B) in the sense of a bad

character, just as involuntarily to spell incorrectly is worse, because
it indicates ‘ignorance in the soul’ in the sense of defective
education or stupidity. But Plato put this paradoxically ; he said
that to do wrong voluntarily is better than to do so involuntarily.
The Aristotelians, it would appear, either could not, oxsvould not
see that by ‘involuntarily” he meant, not ‘in consequence of an
accidental oversight,” but “in consequence of moral blindness, or
ignorance in the soul” His language is of course rather mislead-
ing ; but he could not have really misled Aristotle. Aristotle must
have seen that Plato was only making the distinction maiked by
the dyvowa 1 kal@ Exaora and the dyvora 5 kafédov of K. V. iii, 1. 15.

§ 8. BofaoTikol] = hoyiorkod of . V. vi. 1. 6. Rassow (Forsch.
PP- 43, 44) finds the employment of dofaoridy for Noywrdy incon-
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sistent with the manner in which 84&a is conceived, not only in 1140b.26.

other parts of the Z. V., but in this Book. In this Book it is
Boveberfa, and not doédfew, which is characteristic of the ¢pdvipos :
and the wide difference between 8dfa and Bevhs) is seen in the
chapter on ed8ovMia (vi. g), where—1142 b. 13. § 3—itis said xai yap
1) 86ga od Giryais dMN& pdais Tis §0n, 6 8¢ Bovhevdpevos, édv e €l €dv Te kai
kaxds Bovhevnrai, {nrel Tt kal hoypilerar.  Further, to prove that dpémets
is the dper of the dofacrkdv pépos, the writer of vi. 5. 8 adds—i# re
yap 8dfa mepl Th éveyipevor E\\ws Exerr kai i ¢pdvgows: but this is
inconsistent (Rassow thinks) with &. V. iii. 2. 0. 1111 b. 31 § pév
yap 86ca Soxel mept mdvre elvar, rai obdey frrov mept Té dibia kal & adivara
7 ta &’ npiv. The term Sofasridy for Aeyomicde occurs again in
this Book 1144 b. 14. VL 13. 2, in a context, however, which Rassow
suspects to be of later origin. I cannot attach much weight to
Rassow’s difficulties. It is true that the [ndex Arist. gives the
term Bofacrikdy = Aoyoriedv as occurring only in these two places
in the Aristotelian Corpus; but it must be remembered that in
vi. 10. 3 we find oiveais defined as consisting év 76 xpofa j 86y
éml T Kpively wepi Tobrey mept v 7 Ppdvyats éorer, and that r6 dokaoTov
— ¢ the probable~—is the regular Aristotelian opposite of 7o émoryrdv :

nor must we forget that the premisses of the Practical Syllogism

are generally described as 8¢éa (e.g. vil. 3. 9). All this makes me
think that Rassow goes too far when he accepts the occurrence of
Sofaorikéy = hoyoruedy here and in vi. 13. 2 as evidence for the in-
terpolation of the respective contexts. It seems to me quite natural
that the writer of vi. 1. 6 should happen to substitule dofasrucdy
here and in vi. 13. 2 for loywomwsy. With regard to Rassow’s
difficulty about the consistency of dofaordy = Xoyrgridy with F. 2V,
iii. 2. ro—surely that passage does not mean that 7 Sofacrdv as
such is ever b didwv: it surely means only that, although ¢ probable
matter’ is the proper object of &éfe as distinguished from émirriun,
yet people are ready enough to trespass into the region of * necessary
fruth * with their ‘unscientific opinions '—to offer ¢ opinions” about
what ought not to be matter of opinion at all, but of °scientific
knowledge.” Lastly, as regards Rassow’s difficulty in connexion
with Z. V..vi. g. 3. 1142 b, 13—it is true that 8¢fa (z. . an opinion)
is dots s, and Govhevors is (ryous: but this does not imply that o
Sofaariciv pepos qud xpopevow vais S6fas is not a faculty of firnos.

anpetor 8 d7e M kh.] See note on vi. 3. 1. 1139 b. 17.
VOL. IL E

b. 28.
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CHAPTER VL

ARGUMENT.

Since scientific knowledge is Fnowledge de:z'wf'd ‘éy a discursive pm{.mé ﬁ;‘rz
necessary principles, the derivation of these principles e‘k:mm{m& 'ramwf cd =
cursive ; they cannot be scientifically demonstraled : nor can they be produce ;ﬂ
the mind by the operation of the making fgmt"fy, stor yet by that of the {acu jr
of prudence—for they are necessary principles, :md‘ar: and ﬁa:z{rz’éﬂm }.-.m,‘z .m o
with contingencies : nor agait can we say that Wisdom or Philosophy gives w.;
the principles of demonstrated or scientific knowledge : this wwonid be foo genira

@ statement, for the philosophey does not merely apprehend principles. but @raws

1140 b, 31.

b. 33.

conclusions from principles. Accordingly, in our list of the faculties by z?ﬁ:'c};,
or ways in which, certain truth is always attained—Scrence, Pma’er::e: Wzm‘am,
and Reason—Reason only vemains as the Saculty by which we obiain Jirst
Frinciples.

The argument of this chapter, as the editors note, is borrowed
from An. Post. ii. 19, 100 b. 5, quoted in note on V1. 3. 3 b. 2g.

§ 1. mepl 1dv kabdhou dorly Oméhmns] dmoBewkTuehy émoTip, with
which, as distinguished from vois, the present z.lrgumfnt. has to dc‘),
is tmémes mwept Tow &k Taw kaléhov—see L. V. vi. 3. 3 6 8¢ auhhoyouos
2 o xabéhov. These demonstrated truths are of course thf_:mselves
kadéNov xal dvaykaia, but it s awkward to begin a chznlpter,_ intended
to present the distinction between f‘mcm’mq E\ln(i JJous‘,’ WI[}} \’vords
ascribing to the former a characteristic (o e kaddlov vnu;\rz\][rw
cvai) which it shares with the latter.  The smoNmjrs of th.e present
passage is j b suNpyopov of An. Post. i. 16. 79 b. 29: see note
on vi. 3. 1. 1139 b. 17 omoMjper.

perd Aéyou] Cf. An. Post. ii. 19. 100 a. 10 E’mla"r.'?pq g t’i:;arrf:t e
Adyou éovi.  Adyos is here = cvM\\oyiopds, as agm:n in Z. .E‘. 1,.'1 {3 9
6 pév yip vebs Tév Spav, & otk fome Adyos, and vi. II. 4 7@r eoxarey
vois €oi kai ov Adyos,

iis dpxijs TOU EmoTyTOU ol tw émorhpy €] z e &woﬁenn:lr.r.ﬁ
émoripy (with which alone the present ‘argumjent,ls concbeme —
o pév yip émoTTiy drodewxrdv), for .lhf:l‘e is an nw.:w-:?axr::s eTrw“rﬁf.)]
which gives apyaé: sce An. Post.i. 3. 72 b. 38‘ ipes 8é ’(‘,‘Ja;.tev ollr
gaoar SmoThpy drodekTexiy elvat, GANG TV TOY duETWY dvamddeikTor.
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700 yip codol Tept évivy yew amddetly Ecrnv]i .
comprehensive genius who grasps scientific prineiples, and reasons:
from them, as explained in chapter 7. § 3. Sdgiads not exclusively.

Tév dpydv. We have to find the faculty which '._hgg; ta do with them
exclusively. ko

T

§ 2.] Why is 7éywp omitted from this list, aft-e;r‘%a_g?ﬁg heen a3, - :
included in that given in chapter 3. § 1? Is it because réxwpihiass * .

been shown in chapter 5 to be a s fie &om My? Or—does™ o

emoripn here include réxpp?  Or have we the lists of two different
writers ?

Aeimerar volv elvar 1dv dpx@v] Grant says— In following im- a.7.
plicitly the passage above cited (dn. Posi. ii. 1g. 100 h. 5-15,
which is to the effect that vovs dv €y row dpxav), Eudemus has
ignored for the time the earlier part of the same chapter, in which
Aristotle attiibutes the origin of universals rather to induction
(Post. An. ii. 19. 100 b. 3). Also he is at variance with his own
statement above ch. 3. § 37 I have pointed out in my note on
ch. 3. § 3 1139 b. 29 that mayey) doxh éort kai 705 ka@éhov and
Aeimerat vovw elvar Tév dpyav can scarcely be inconsistent statements

.in the Sixth Book of the E##kirs, when Aristotle himself in the

An. Post. makes them both in the same context (4n. Post. ii. 19
from 100 b, 3 to end of the chapter). There is no inconsistency
in saying at once that »ofs gives dpyal, and that émaywyn gives
dpyai, because »ots, as distinguished from afofyows, is the faculty
which man, as rational being, possesses of taking notice of that
which is common in a number of particulars presented; and
éraywyi is the process in which the particulars are presented.

CHAPTER VIIL

ARGUMENT.

Fhen we speak of the Wisdom (oogia) of a great artist like Phidias, we
mean by * Wisdom® nothing but cxcellence in the particulor art, * * *
* Wisdom’ is, in shovt, the most perfect of the sciences or arts : accordingly, if @
man is ‘awise, Le. knows ¢ perfoctly, ke will know not only scientific resulls
but principles: © Wisdom® ds therefore Science crowned, as i were, with
Reason—knowledge of resulls, and grasp of principles, in the highest sphere.

Ez2

2 the cods i s_t?q& 1141 a. 2}
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It wonld be absurd to make practical Fnowledge higher than speculative
Enowvicdge, wiless Man were the highest object of knowledge in the wninerse.

The oljects of practical knowledge or Prudence, like the conditions of health,
wary : but the alsolute trutk, which © Wisdom® or philosophy afprehends, may
be compared fo * White® or < Straight,) whick is always the same. Thereare as
many different Finds of Prudence, as there are classes of men ( ferkaps we ought
to say, of animals) capable of seeing to their own different interests. It is plain,
then, that we cannot identify Prudence and Wisdom withont falling into the con-
tradiction. of < many kinds of Wisdom—many Einds of Absolule Truth! But
perhaps it may be argued—Man is so far exalled above other creatures, that we
may regard his peculiar kuman good as @ thing sui generis ond unigue—as
the best thing in the wniverse, an absolute to be apprehended by the highest

faculty, the faculty of * W isdom.  To this it must be veplicd, that man is not
Bhighest in the universe . the natwre of the Heavenly Spheres is more divirne
than human nature. If the Fnowledge of man's peculiar human good le
¢ Wisdom, theve will be “another kind of Wisdom,' concerned with the good
which is more divine than maw's: but another kind of Wisdom—another kind
of Absalute Truth’ is a contradiction in terms. There is only one * Wisdom’®
—_the exercise of the understanding and the reason in yelation to the witinmate
Truth. Indecd, fopular opinion recognises cleavly emough the distinction
between the spheves of ' Wisdom' and * Prudence.  Anaxagoras and Thales
are held to be wise men'—¢ philosophers’ with the knowledge of things kigh
and wonderful, but gnovant of the usefid truths of daily iife which Prudence
pereeives.

Pricdence is concerned with man's pecnliar luman good in so far as thal
good can be made object of delibevation, Indeed, deliberating well is the distin-
guishing function of the prident marn, No man deliberates abowt things which
are necessarily what they ave, and cannot be changed, or about things whick
have no veference to @ practical end.  The man who * deliterates well) in the
strict sense of the expression, is he whose calculation enables kim fo Jif the
highsst and best mark which man can aim at—{o realise as ferfectly as may be
the ideal of the life of moble action. But Prudence kas fo do,not mevely with
the ddeal, or universal, bul alse with particwlers. FPrudence is o habilf which
vesults in action, and action is concerned with particular things fo be downe
thess particular things fo be done, therefore, the frudent man must £row as well
as the ideal.  The analogy of an aré like that of the physician shows us how
dmportant the knowledge of pariicularsis: an empiric knowledge s more use-
Jul thamn mere theory, without experiencé—it is betfer to know thal * chicken's
Aesh ds digestible, than to know generally that * all light flesh is digestible, and
ROLRTIG MOVE.

Since Prudence, then, is not were theoretical knowledge, but knowledge for the

. sake of moral action, and since moral action involves an end or ideal for the

sake of which particular things are done, to be prudent a man st know Lotk
the wniversal and the particulars: of any rate the particulars, Bul when we
say—‘at any rate the particulars, lef us vemenber that even in whal seems to
be kmoriledge of meve particrlars theve must alivays be present some consciousness

| of the ¢ plan’ whick the particulars subserve.
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With §§ 1-3 of this chapter ¢/ e/ A, 2. 082 2. 4 frer 8é
rabrqy Ty émeripqy Grrodpey, Tair &y el axenréoy, ) mept wolas airias
Kai mept moias Gpyis émariuy aopla éoriv. i &) AdBor mis Tas dmohmjres
ds ¥yoper wept Tob cogod, TdY dv éx Tobrov avepdy yevorro paAlov.
SmohapBdvoper 8 mpdroy pév Srioracbm wévra Tov goddy bs evléxerar, i)
xall Zxagvoy Eyovra émorhpny abrév eira oy T& xohema yrovar Burdpevoy
xkat pi pada dvbpore yiyveokew, ToUTOD cody (76 yap alebiveofa
mdvrwy Kowdy, did fdbov kai olbiv coddy) & Thr agpiBéoTepoy ral Tov
Subackakikorepor [Tdv alriwy) copérepor elvar meph magay émioThpmy’ kat
wov emioTquir §¢ iy éavris Evekey kal ToOU etbéyar ydptw alperiy oloay
péAhoy elvar goglav f Ty TéY dmoBavdvroy Evexer, kai TIP dpyIReTEpAY
ris Ummperotuns pikov elvar gopiavt ob yap 8¢y Emrdrresfm Tov vopdv
@AV émrdrraw, Kkai ob Toitov érépg welfecOar, dNMd TovTQ TOV FjrTov
cofdv. Tas pév ody imoMpfeis TowaiTas kal rosulras Cyoper mepl Ths
coias kal TéY gopow, - TovTwy 8¢ TG péy mdvra émioragia 76 e
Exovre Ty kaBdlov émoTipny dvaykatoy imdpyew oftos yap oilé mos mavra
& mokelpeva, ~oxedon &¢ kal yakemorata Taita yrwplew Tols avbpomos,
ré pdhigra kabihov moppwrdre yip TGV alofijoedy éorw, dxpSéoTarar
8¢ 7oy émompav al pdlcTa Tév TpoTov ol al yap €& éharrovor
drpiéaTepar Tav éx mpoobécews AapBavopévar, ofov dpiBunric yewperpias,
@& i xai Sibagkakeky ¥ 1) TéY aini@y Geopyricy pikkoy: obror yap
Siddoxovow of Tas airlas Néyovres wepl ékdoTov, 7o & eldévar xal TO
emioracfas atrdy &eca pdhol drdpyet T3 TOU pdhio? émiomyred émoTiuy’
6 yap énioracba 8 éavrd aipotpevos iy pdligTa émoripny pdliota
aiphoeras, Towabry § éoriv 5 Tod péio? émorrot’ pdligra 8 émoTnTa
& mpdra kab T4 alri Sut yap TeUra xab éx TolTey TaM\a ywopilerat, al’
ob raira Sut Tow Smokapdvay, dpywordmy 8é Téy émoTnpiy, kat pa\ioy
dpxikhy Ths vamperotons, 7 yrwpilovoa rivos &eréy éori Tpakréoy EkacToy
rabro & éori Tdyabdy &y éxdoruis, Ghws 06 O dpeoToy év T Qioe maoy.
¢E dmdvrov ofy TV epppévor émt i abriy émwoThpny mwinTer T (roduevoy
Svopar Bel yap ralryy Tov mpdTGY dpXEY xat airidy etvar Geopyricp” Kat
yap tdyabv kai 5 ob évexa & rov airiov foriv. According to this
account cogpia is the science of first causes. This is not incon-
sistent with the view of the writer of Z. IV. vi—3¢l dpa Tov gopby
) povor Ta éx Tdv dpxdv cbivas, GMA& kat mepl was dpxas dhndevew

(vi. 7. 3)-

§1 & ] Lb MD have & ye, and Cambr. and Ald. have &
alone. Ramsauer, reading 7e, and failing to find any conjunction
answering to it (el 8¢ rwas in § 2, 1. 12 he recards as answering

1141 a. 9.
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a. 10.

a. 13.

a, 14,
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to évratba pév in § 1, L. 11), conjectures that the quotation from the
Margites was followed by a clause containing illustrations of the
ascription of coia to oi depiBéoraror as émompas, as distinguished
from oi depiB. vas Téypas. As the text now stands, the argument
conducting to &ore Sjhor 1. 16 is, he thinks, defective. It is
possible that something has fallen out before dore 8jAor, but the
anacoluthia noted by Ramsaver need not be regarded as pointing
to such a supposition: 8 ofien answers to re in Aristotle and the
best writers! (sce Eucken de Arist. dicendi rafione: pars prima,
de particularum wsy, pp. 16, 17, and Fritzsche on £. V. vill, 14. 1
and ix. 11. 1), and elvar & Twas, though answering, so far as
regular form is concerned, to the nearer évraifla péy, may well
answer also, per anacoluthiam, to & re rais réyrais Tols dxpBeordrows
rés réyvas (to which indeed évraifa pév relates). The two facts—
that eogia is ascribed both (7e) to those who are perfect in some
art, and (9¢) to those who are capable in the general sense (Ghws),
seem to me to be sufficient to warrant the conclusion dore Sflow
ot axpuBeordry dv 7@y émomnpav ey 1 copla,

An examination of the articles copia and oodés in Liddell and
Scatt shows (1) that any one who excelled his fellows as a carpenter,
charioteer, pilot, soothsayer, sculptor, and especially as a poet
or musician, was called gopds: (2) that a man with natural
abilities was distinguished as oodds from & pabdr who owes all
to teaching: (3) that cogde was applied like ¢pdmpos to the man
who was wise in matters of common life—e. g. the seven sages
were called cogpoi: and (4) that the application of the term was
restricted by the philosophers to those who were skilled in the
sciences, learned, profound, wise.

dxpiPeatdrors] On depiBea, see note on i 4. 18; also Grant's
note on that §.

otov 'I’El.Slfav] “5c. Xéyovres 1 quod e verbo dmodideper elici potest.’
Rams.

§ 2. codois oidpela Shws of katd pc’pog] Of course, if these are
(as iz generally assumed) oodiol par excellence—philosophers like
Thales and Anaxagoras, and not merely men of brilliant general
ability and culture, the conclusion &ore 8ilor kr.\, follows easily
enough.

domep “Opmpds ¢now] The quotation merely gives illustrations

e L
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of § xard pépus aopta, and throws no light on the conception of the 1141 a. 14.

cothos Ghws. ;

& 7§ Mapyiry] In Poet. 4. 1448Db. 30 and 38 Aristotle as::ribes
the ﬂﬂ;rgz'/es to Homer, and says that it bears the same relation to_

. comedy that the fizad and Odyssey do to tragedy.

ofr &\ws T oopév] The editors refer to Clem. Alex. S#rom. 1. a.186.
281 (221), who completes the line with mdogs 8 fudprave Téxuns.

Sote Sihor kr\.] The argument is (1) that, because mpaf Is
ascribed rois depiBeardros, it is itsell deprSeardr, and (z) that itis
axpegrary THV émompdr— because, as ﬁxptﬁewc‘furr},' cor}cerned, not
only with r& & v dpxdw, but with &p}{af,‘and,‘ in Its: h:gheft f?rm:
with the ultimate dpyat of all émoripar, with ra Tyudrara 7) (f)i:HJ'EL :
see An. Post.i. 27, 87 a. 31, where a science which has in 1ts.elf
both the &r and the dwre is said to be dxpiSeorépa than one which
has to borrow its dwre.

§8.] Cf. M. M. i 34. 1197 2. 20 6 8¢ mfjs,c’ar‘s :.!rep}. :a¢ tipe(c'u" 1-5:11 a. 17.
voprép Kai TéY SrTev" 1) pev yap émtoTHpn Tov ,.te-r :’.t?r?afc.fcwf uwc:w e’l.r:‘w, S
§ apyal dvardbeueror, o obk dv ety mepl Tas apxas l'j“e'maﬂj‘pq,‘u?\}\ o’ vovc:
7 8¢ codpia dativ € émoTipns kat vou mryxec{;.e'vq‘ ea:'rw :yr.:p 7 t(TD?lC:' R.’;::
wept Tas dpxds kal Ta ék TV dpydv 7 35;:{:;1}};@&,‘7:6?: & q‘ E?’.’\LU’T?M’ 7 pa:
ol mepl Ths dpyds, Tob voi alri) peréyer, 77 O¢ wepl 'Ta.,pﬁ? Tdy .:’xpru‘ ‘;J-E:
Gmodelfews Bura, Tis émoTnuns peréxer’ dore Ofhov 6T 7] o:o({)m c‘u‘zw ¥
Te poi kai emoThuns ovykapdvy, "dat €ty dv mept TaiTd, mepl d kai & yois

kal 7 emioThp.

domep kepalMy Egouoa EmaTp TOV TURLOTETEY | Th:e f'oqf)ia, a.19.
so called, of a creative artist like Phidias‘is bomTep ‘xeﬂr‘t:ﬂkr;v e
Zmoripg—technical skill guided by artistic ideals whfch th(? artist’s
own genius supplies—odros péy mavdproTos bs aﬁfa’g mdvra vonoy ¢ the
copia of the metaphysician—and this is the cogpia s'trlctl?r S0 ca]lf.:d
—is &omep kehakny Exovoa émioTipn TOV TLRETATOY, L. 2. TRV XxepioTy
xat dxwirav, the explanation of the universe by refefel}ce to its
ultimate principle, God, o mparov kwoly —; }\mfm& ndlstmgulshed
from pa&r;.paﬁxﬁ and ¢uows, the other Gempqnmjl ma:u'mpai, *as Eet:.hf-
yuy: see Met. K. 7. 1064 a. 28 émel & Eori Tis ffrwr?f“"? zout Brves v
kal xwpoTiy, oKemTéOy mOTEply TOTE i zﬁvtm:{} qu: avrqv”t?ere:w, m‘um,v
eivac 7 pahhoy érépar. 7 pev oy puows) wept Td xu.-qo:fmg ‘fXU"T :lpxr,l:a n:
adrois eoriy, § 8¢ pofnparud) Geopnric péy Kal wepl pevor-:m -ns'ﬂvm,’ AN
ob ywpioTd. mepi 76 xwptoTdy dpa v kat 76 dklunroy érépa TobTev dpcho-
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o, 20,
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Tépwr TGy émoTpdy ot Tis, dimep tmdpyer Tis olgla rTowatTy, Néyo 8¢
X@pioTy) kel axiviros, dmwep mepaoducBa Sewvivai.  kal etmep T Tis
TotaiTy) Glots év Tols obowy, evratd dv el wou kab T feiov, kat ality &v €in
TPOTY kal Kuptwrdry dpyn. OfAov Tolvuy Sri Tpia yévn Tov LewprTicéy
emieTypdy éori, ¢uowsh, paljuaricd, Geodoyikh. Békrworor pév odv TO
1@y Oewpymikay émioTnuéy yévos, Toltwy § alrév 7 redsuraia Aexfeioa’
wepl TO TwpubTaroy ydp ot 7oy Sitwv, Behriov 8¢ kal xelpor éxdory
Aéyerar rart 7 olkeioy émorirdy. dmopraete & dv Tis moTepdy wore T
o0 Svros §j bv émoripny kabéhov Sei Bevar § o, ThHV pév yip pabpua-
TLGY EKAOT Tepi Ev TL Yévos ddwpirpdvoy éoTiv, 1 B kabéhov kou wept
warTwy. € pév olv ai Puowal ololm wpaTar Tév dyrov elol, kiv §
pvowy mpdty 1@y entoTyuby iy el & Eomw &épa ¢ows kal olola
XopioTy) kal dkivyros, érépav dviyxy kai TRy émoThpmy alins evar Kak
wpotépay 7is uoiwkis kal kaBdhov 7@ mporépav. For the technical
meaning of ripws see notes on K. V. i, 12.

dromor ydp] Ramsauer and Susemihl suspect a lacuna between
mptorarwy and dromov—on insufficient grounds, I think : see their
notes ad loc. The connexion seems to me very plain in the text
as we have it—Zoepiu is dxpiBerrdry rav dmomnpay, 7. e, omovdaloTdry,
because concerned with = ryudrara (oft Met. K. 4 quoted above) ;
for (MP" has &) it would be absurd to say that ¢pdvges is srovdato-
rdry, inasmuch as its object is xeipov—cfi M. M. i. 34. 1197 b. 6
éorw 8¢ yelpor 1 Ppbmots tijs gogplas (wept xelpw yap foriv' § pév yiap
cofia wepl T4 aldtov kal v Ociov, #§ 8¢ Ppoynous wept 1O oupthépar
avBpame. _

Ly, Ob, B!, B? Bf, NC, CCC, 1, and Ald. read v énorfune
mokrwkiy, introducing confusion into the passage by making
émoripy the subject of a passage which is concerned with codla,
Coraes, reading émorquyr, proposes to meet the difficulty by
inserting v before molirwiy, while Cambr. does so by reading wj»
woNTIKNY EFATHUTY,

€l pA) 16 aproror kTN ] Cf. below § 4. 1141 a. 34 kal yip dvbpimoy
d@ha mold bedrepa iy $iow, krX. Cf. an interesting passage in
Grant’s. Fthics, Essay v. vol. i. pp. 286, 287, in which Aristotle’s
‘idea of the slightness of man and of his actions in comparison
with nature, and what he would call the “diviner parts” of the
universe,” is dwelt on : ¢ Aristotle might, indeed, seem to coincide
with the utterance of the Psalmist, “ What is man in comparison
with the Heavens?” But with him the heavens were not & mere
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physical creation ; rather the eternal sphere of Reason, the abode of
pure Intelligences, the source of all emanations of Reason and
Intelligence throughout the world. Compared with this higher
sphere individual man, with his practical and moral life, appeared
insignificant.” On the mpares otpards and other oaipar, see note
on iii. 3. 3.

§4. el B Syrewdr k] I prefer 8 (MV) to &) here: another
reason is being given for not identifying ¢pdvgoes with ceppia.  The
argument of the § is—As ‘healthy’ or ‘good’ has a different
meaning, according as it is applied to the condition of men, or of
fishes, while ¢ white” or *straight’ has the same meaning in all
connexions; so “wise’ has always the same meaning, whereas
“prudent’ has not: ‘prudence’ in one case is not necessarily
¢ prudence’ in another, any more than what is a ‘healthy” con-
dition in one case is necessarily a ‘healthy * condition in another
case—utilities, the objects of Prudence or Statesmanship, vary, and
there are consequently many kinds of Prudence or Statesmanship ;
but philosophic truth, the object of Wisdom, is one, and there is
only one kind of Wisdom : accordingly, if we identify Prudence or
Statesmanship with Wisdom, by making Wisdom the knowledge of

" utilities, we shall land ourselves in the contradiction of ‘many

kinds of Wisdom '— many kinds of philosophic truth.” But it
may be asked—Is not man so highly exalted above the other
animals, that we may place his utility in a category by itself, as Ze
utility par excellence—one in contradistinetion to the many varying
utilities of the other animais? If so, may we not then identify
Statesmanship, the science of man’s utility, with Wisdom, without
thus making ‘many Wisdoms'? No, because there are existences
higher than man. With these Wisdom must concern itself; and
if it concerns itself also with man’s utility, we shall still have ‘ many
Wisdoms, I follow Michelet in making the apodosis begin at
kal 0 copdr | 24. Zell would make it begin at davepor d¢ «ai
1. 28.

“Yywewdy kal dyabiy are the objects of ¢pdunats, in the wide sense of
the term in which it includes the ‘intelligence’ of the lower
animals; but =& Aeukdv «kai €065 are not the objects of gogia; they
merely resemble its objects in being always the same. So the
Paraph.—¢ aidrd wapi waow émoTnrov (=ocogdr) elvar, kabdmep xal 76
aird €000 xal 1O adrd Nevkdy wapd macw. The Paraph., it will be

1141 a. 21.

s

a. 23,



1141 . 22,

a. 25,

a..27.

a. 38,

8. 54,
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observed, takes =5 coghir as the odject of codia. It is better to take
it as the swbjec! of oodia—the wise being or faculty. He or it is of
only one type: whereas 7o ¢pdvpor, the prudent being or faculty,
is of many types.

74 yop wept adTd Ekaota 0 €f Bewpolv duoir eivar dpdrpor, kal
Todte émtpéPer adrd] This is Bywaters reading for Bekker’s 7o
Yap wepi atTo ékacTa eb Gewpoiv daler &v elvar Ppéurpor, kat Toire émirpér-
etay adrd. For rd all MSS. read 76: ¢ before « is omitted by T
and MP: ¢noiv is given by KP alone: and émapéfrec by KD alone.
Susemihl, otherwise following Bekker, reads adrods for avrd, after
Mb, Rassow advocates atrols, Forsch. p. 63. If K is right with
¢moir and émirpéyres, the change to the singular number, after the
emphatlic wdvres av ebmoter, is so awkward, that one is tempted to
suspect that something has dropped out; but see Byw. Consrid.
p- 50. Adrd are the éaora, its own peculiar épéhpa. We trust a
being which is ¢pdvepor to see to its own interests.

tov Onpiur o dpdupal Sce Mel A x. 980 b. 22 ¢péupa . . .

ofor pélirra kai €f v rowiror Ao yévos (Gwy doriv,

t@v Svvwv| latpue) 1S mepi (gwv, animate beings, not mept dvraw,
existences as such, Hence the editors have suspected the genuine-
ness of the words. Perhaps they have arisen out of a dittograph
of mdavrwv: but ¢f. K. FE. 1217 a. 26 quoted by Byw. Cont. 51.

o08éy diadéper] ‘that makes no difference’—still there will be
‘many wisdoms.” Eustr, has—olfév Siapéper roite' rovréorw oix
olxeldy éomw mpds 76 Seidar pn ércpas oficas mpds diMhas copiar xal

Ppouyoi.

ofor pavepdTard ye €€ dv & kdopos cuvéornrey]| < As— to take the
most obvious instance— the heavenly bodies’ (Peters). So the Schol.
Paris. quoted by Zell—ra ovpdeia copara, tva py Néyoper fpwas xai
daipovas. Cf. Mef. A. 8. 1074 2. 30, quoted by the editors, rékos
€orar wdoys Gopis Tév Gepopdvor T Oelov copdrev kard TOV olpavdy :
Phys. B. 4. 196 a. 33 wov & olparér kai & Oewdrara 76v avepov:
¢f. Mel. E. 1. 1026 2, I8 tots Qavepcis tdy Oeiww. These phrases—
&t Bedrara Tév pavepdr—ra Pavepd Tév Geiwv—show that * to take the
most obvious instance’ does not fully render the force of ofor ¢pave-
parard ye. For some account of ra é& &v ouwéornrer 6 kéopos see
passages quoted in note on iii. 3. 3.
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§ 5. ¢k 8% . .. mf dboe] Ramsauer and Susemih] bracket these 1141 b. 2.

words. They are unnecessary, and interrupt the obviously close
connexion between the closing lines of § 4 and 5 *Avafaydpar kai
Bakijy kai Tovs TowiTous gothols plr Ppovipovs & obf pacw cvar, Ram-

sauer also notes the unusual nature of the construction vovs réy
TIpLETATOY.

8w k.t \] Grant quotes Plato Zkeaer. 174 A—domep xal Oakjy b. 8.

darpovopcivra, & Oeddape, kal dve Bhemorra, weadvra s dipéap, Bpirrd
Tis éupelijs xal yapleocoa Oepamarvis amook@yar Adyerar, @s T pév
év obparg mpolupsire €ilévay, T § épmpoober adrod kal waph wodas
Aavéldvor atrév. Talrdv 8 dpkei ox@ppa émt wdrras door & Grhogodia
Suiyovge, I

§ 6. 1 8 ¢pdrqars . .. b. 12 mpakrdw éyabér] Rassow (Forsch. b. 8.

p. 20) prints this sentence and the beginning of chapter 5 as
duplicate passages. Grant notes that the remark Bovhederar &
ovdeis k.rA. is here repeated for the third time: ¢ ch. . § 6, and
ch. 5. § 3.

008’ 8owr pf té\os Tt Zom, kal Tobro wpaxtiv dyafdév] No man
deliberates about what is invariable, nor, in the region of the
variable, about things which have no practical bearing upon life—
Z.¢. about things ‘which involve no end realisable in action.’ As
Ramsauer remarks, 048 fowr limits the sphere of gpdvows to a
certain class of évSexdpeva, whereas in ch. 1. 8§ 5, 6 it is simply
said that 76 hoytorukéy is concerned with ré édeydueva.

6 9 dmhds eEBoulog] 7. e. etBovios in the strict sense of the word:
¢f. ch. 9. § 7 €oru kal amh@s eF BeBovhedoba kal mpds T¢ Tédos i of. ch.
5§ 1.

e - :
Tob dpiotou] 7ov & fv. Eustr. has the following note here:
dpuorov B¢ dvfpdne domep Siaopd keluevow v TR Spirud awd TH :
P ndme 0 P i @ OpLopd awo TOF Katd
: - i " \ ; ol . 2 A
Texyy dmorelovperer Sictnoe vov gpdmuoy kal Ty gpdrpow.  dyada
ydp kal Tév ayafév Texvaw Umdpyer dmoreléomara, aAN oddiy éf ékelvay
i s i e S S s e
imdpxet avfpong 70 dpiotov. olkela yap kat Bpdvos kat Tpanela, kai ipdrioy
kal Ta Totavra dyafa pev dvfpore, & i at @l [6év 8¢
e i POTD, WF YOLa kol oPeAlpe, ovler de
ab7@r avfpane 10 dproTor, dANd Tolr6 éori 70 tmobéufar Té Noyropd T
mafy, kai xlpor alriv kat Seomdrny wis d\dyev werjoaclan mpakrd O
- ¥ ) A ) » ’ ks * 3 - k) »
Aéyovrar dyab rd &id mpdfews karopfoipeva. oiov 70 év moléup dvdpi-

6 LI 0 O ] - i - v -~
gaocoat, To UTo fmﬁvatc ITOAGJL&OUILLEPOV WKPGTEUD’QG’S&! KQl o TOoLEUTE,
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6o BOOK VI: CHAP. 7: §§ 6, 7.

&v wavror dpioTy Te kai efoydraroy 3 dmdfea, kal o o yevéolar ris
oapris. KT.A,

§ 7. ob¥ oty 4 dpdmots 1iv xaBhov pévor] This remark seems
to suggest itself here as a qualification of what has just been said.
The general conception of 76 dpioror dvfpdme is not enough:
acquaintance with particulars is also necessary.

mpaktueh ydp| It is of the essence of the ‘knowledge,” which the
$pdupos as such possesses, to issue in action. In the sphere of
conduct, ‘ knowledge " without works is dead.

bk eidéres]| se. it kabidov, Eustr.

kai & Tois &\ows] in other matters as well as in those with which
ppémous is concerned; e.g. in matters with which tarpucy (el ydp
cidein Gre 7& koupa x.7.M) is concerned: so Eustrat. Zell and other
editors quote here Met A. 1. 981 a. 12 mpds pév ofy =5 mpdTTEw
pmepla Téxms obléy Soxel Buahépew, AMAA Kal piiNhoy  emrvyydvorras
Opdper Tobs éumelpovs Téy dve rijs epmerplas Adyov €xdvrov, aireor & Oru
7 pév éumepia rav kal Ekaoriy ot 79&0:9{_, n 0¢ 7éyun Tér kabBihou, af 8
mpdéels kal ai yevéoeis maoas mept td kal® Faordy dow  of yap dvbpwmoy
Yyrder 6 larpedoy, mhijp &N ) kard avpBefyids, i KaXhay §) Sekpdry
7| vév E\hav rwd Tov obre Neyopdver, @ aupféfEnker dvfpore evar,  éaw
ulv dvev s éumeaplas Exp Tis THY Adyor, kai vd pév xaliov yropily, 76 &
€ ToiTe Kal’ Ekaoroy dyvol, mol\dkis Gtapapriicera vijs Oepameias®  Bepa-
wevrdr yap 70 kafl ékaorov, AN Gpos 16 Y eldévar kai T émaler ™
Téxuy Tijs épmeplas imdpyew oldpeda pahov, kal copwrépovs Tuds Teywiras
oy epmeipor tmohapBdvopey, Gs kard Th elévar pahoy dxohovBoticay Ty
ooplay waow'  TovTo 8¢, bre of pév iy alriav tracw, of & o, of pev yap
&umetpor 76 éri pév ioaot, Siore § otk loacw of 8¢ 75 Biére kal he alriay
yropifovaw, &b kot Tols dpyirékrovas mepl Ekavrop TULGTEPOUS Kl pahhoy
elbévar vopifoper Tdv yetpoTexvaw kal Godwrépous, Gre Tis airlas TEY Hotov-
pévor ivaow. The writer of Z. V. vi, 7. 7 may have had this passage
in his mind. His introduction of the term dpyerexrovich 1141 b. 22
may have been suggested by 8i6 kai Tods dpyiréerovas kT

T8 koldpa elmenta Kpén kal yrewd] robgpor is opposed to rg
wowivre Sdpos de Partl. Anim. T. 11. 673 b. 7 quoted by Ramsauer.
The argument is—* All light flesh is wholesome : the flesh of fowls
is light : therefore it is wholesome.” The man who knows the con-
clusion, ‘the flesh of fowls is wholesome,’ is more likely to prescribe

" successfully than the ®1an who knows the major “all light flesh

is wholesome,” without knowing the minor, ‘ the flesh of fowls is

2 T
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light.” Hence Trendelenburg (Histor. Detrige zur Ph. vol. ii, 1141 b.18.

p- 371) would seem to be right in bracketing xoiga «ai 1. 2o,
Whether Rassow is right (Forsch. pp. 96, 97) in substituting «kpéa
xat for the rejected words is more doubtful. But xpéa xai may have
come in here (l. 20) as a dittograph of xpéa xaf in the Iine ahove

(19).

1) 8¢ $ppéimas mpaxtueh | Rassow (Forsch, - 45) regards the whole b. 21.

passage beginning with these words and ending with oxenréor ch. 8.
§ 4, I¥42 3, 11 asan interpolation. The oyuelor in ch, 8, § 5 can
be properly understood, he thinks, only in close connexion with the
remarks in ch. 7. § % ending with mojoe p@dor rein b 21 1
shall try to show that the equcior follows naturally what has been
said in the immediately preceding section—vi. . 4.

épdw] kat miy kabéhou Gpovnaer kat T kab' ékaora.
Tadmy pallev] rip wé &acra Gpivgou, b.

€in & dv 1is kal drraifa dpyirextonikd) | But even to the most inti-
mate knowledge of ra kaf ékaora the direction of a master faculty is
necessary.  The man who knows details cannot deal with them
without a plan of life. This plan he finds, for the most part,
embodied in the institutions which have grown up under the
vopofecia of his State. The master prudence, dpyirexrovuch dpdmois,
under which his prudence of detail works as a xetporéyuns, is the
direction afforded by moherw) qud vopoflerih—referred to a few lines
below in ch. 8. § 2. It is only as conforming to general rules laid
down for the common good that the individual finds his own
private good. For doxirecrons dpdugors see M, M1, 34- 1198 2. 32
morepor & éoriv § Ppdimots mpakricy § off, Wor & s fvretler, ért Tas
émwoTnpas emeBhéras, ofor ént iy oikeBomiy. Lot vip, ®s tapéy, év
olkoBopux & pév dpxirécrar Tis kahoduevos, & Ge umnperdy Tolte oikoddjuost
ofiros & oty womprikds olelas. éoriy 8¢ kal & dpytrekroy, kabd ofros emaler
olklay, momrieds oikins. dpolws 8¢ émi TéY d\hawv Toy momTiedy Eyet, v als
o dpyirékrav kal bmpérs rovrov, mourikds dpa Twds kal 6 dpyirécrer
éorai, kal Tov abrod Totrou {of) wommikds kai & umnperieds. el Tolvuw
buniws kal érl T@v dperdw Eye, omep elkds kai etdoyoy, kal 7 pdimos v
€l mpakTich.  ab yap dperal waca wpakrikal eloly, ) 8¢ pdmais Bomep
doxtrékrov Tis adray dorly Gmes yap alry wpoordfe, olrws ai dperai kai
ol kar' abras wpdrrovor émel ofw ai dperal mpakTikal, kal 1§ Gpovmos
mpakrwj év elp.  In this passage we must understand that it is
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as realising § «af &aora Bpbrmaes, or empirical knowledge of right
and wrong, that af dperat are contrasted with 7 Pprguis o apysTexTo-
vikr.

CHAPTER VIIIL

ARGUMENT.

Statesmanship and Prudence ave the same faculty regarded from dzjferent
peints of wiew.

Under Statesmanship, or Prudence as concerned with the welfare of the State,
are inclided —(1) the facuily of legislating in accordance with o compreliensive
BPlan of sociallify ; (2) the JSaculty of dealing with the details of social fife - this
latter species (whick has taken to self the peneric torm, Statesnranship) is (a)
deliterative and (B) judicial ; and dealing, as it does in the assembly and
lazo-conrts, with particular cases—issu e I particular decrecs and verdicts, is
thought by many to be the only form of statesmanship ; for it is that in the Arac-
fice of whick alone people ave seen 1o be ¢ aotng something, like worbmen.

Stmilariy, many think that Prudence as concerned with one's own private
affatis &5 Prudence par excellence. ¢ Jas, Indeed, the gengric name, Prudence;
dut knowing the good of others in e family and in the State i equally Prudence.
Lnowing what is good for oneself ds only one species of knowing what is good  for
man ; but it is a species distinguished from the other species—knowing what is
&ood for other people—by a large Qifferentia : i therefore seems to many to be sui
generis : the man who can see well to hi's owm inlerests is thought fo be ¢ prudent,
and those who devote themselves to the tnterests of others are considered © basy-
boddes,’ not ¢ prudent.  But surely @ man's ‘own' inferest camnot thus be ab-
stracled from the inferests of * other people’ A aman cannot be Prudent in
Chis owr’ interest without Considering the interests of other Feaple in the
Jamily and the State,

If Sone's own’ interest could be abstvactad Jrom the social tissite, and mads
the object by itself of © Pradence,” then boys would be ¢ prudens” - they deal suc-
cessfully with the abstractions of mathematics ; why not, then, also with
the abstraction of ¢ their own’ interests ? But they are no more © Prudent’ in
* heir omon’ Interests than they are well versed in Philosoply and the natural
sciences.  This may be taken os a sign that “one's own’ interest conmot be
abstracted ; that Prudence, like Proficiency in the concrete seiences, requires bong
and wide experience for its acquirement—experionce of * ond's gwn’ interest as
that dnkeres in the tisue of the interests of the communit ry.

Pritdence, then, being the immediate Enowledge of particulars, 7s sof Selentific |

knowledgs, for scientific knowledge 35 mediate, o Proved, Enowledes ; it iy
therefore the antithesis of Reason, for Reason apprehends universals émareds-
alely. 1is particulars, then, being apprehended, not wmediately as conclusions

;,_.
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are apprehended by science, but fnpmedialely, Prudence will be a sort of sense—
1ot indeed like sight, which perceives colour immediately as its special object, or
hearing, whick perceves sound, but rather like the sense by which we perceive a
geometrical figure—a triangle or a circle—immediately for what it is.

§ 1. 4 woherwd] Grant has an important remark here—that, 1141 b.23.

according to Aristotle, ‘¢pirpois was a psychological term ex-
pressing a faculty of the mind, but moAcruch was merely one of the
divisions of the sciences. In order to make them commensurate,
Eudemus alters the signification of wohericn.  He treats it as a state
of the mind (&), as a mode of $pimuos, dealing with the State
cither universally or in details. From the same later point of view
he adds also oixovops.’

N adth pév e, 1 pévror eivar of Tadrdv adrals] See note on
V. 1. zo. Tohwrua), the prudence of the citizen, and ¢ppdvnos, the
prudence of the man, are the same habit viewed from different
points, as the citizen and the man are the same person viewed
from different points, Take the case of one who ‘gets on well
in the world” He may be looked at-either as a man who conducts
his own affairs prudently, or as a citizen who contributes by his
position and influence to the welfare of the State of which he is
the product. His career is a line in which the private can only
logically be distinguished from the public side. Except as con-
forming to the conditions of the community to which he belongs,
and as promoting its good, no man can be said to manage his own®
affairs prodently—oix éore 7 adrod e dvev olkovoplas 008’ dvev molirelas
§ 5. Even the narrowest Podeyeie wepl atrér is molrii—although
the latter name is technically given only to the faculty of the
“ public man "—the legislator, ecclesiast, dicast, or executive officer.
We may say then that the €bis mpovonriky mept T4 mpakrd ayabd is
Ppdvgars gud wept airdv, and mo\irkn gud mept érepov. These are
two aspects logically distinguishable: but there is no such thing
as caring only for oneself, or caring only for others.

Fritzsche and Grant make much of this § and the three following
§§ as fulfilling a promise ‘made before in the Z. Z’'—viz. i 8.
1218 b. 9 76 & of vexa b5 Téhos dproroy kai alriov Tév 9 abrd xal
TpdToy wdvrev, Gore Tour dv €l adrd 76 dyabdy 16 rhes Tow drfpdme
mpakt@y, tolre § éoti T Imd T kvplay wavdr, atry 8 éori mokeruc)
Kak olkovopury) kai Gpdvyais.  Suabépovas yap abrar af efets wods Tas dhas

; : - ;
7§ Towbrar elvar wpos 8 aAAfas ef T Sadépovaiy, Gorepor Nekréon,
L
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1141b.24.  § 2.] The divisions made in this § and in § 3 may be tabulated

b.

25.

thus :— :
Ppdimars (A)

(Ees pera Adyov dhnfoiis wepl vé dvlpdrwa dyaba mpakzii)

|
FOALTURT] {A)
(7 wept wohw c,txpdm;crts)

pdmas (a) oikovopLk)
(1 mept abrdv  (f mepl olxiav
Ppdinos) dpdrmois)
l i
ToNT IR (a) vopolerien
(i @s ta@ kaf Eaora wepl moAw ¢p.) (7 de dpyirerrovicy

mept méhw p.)
|

Bovhevrix]

,
Sikaaris.

Here ¢pivos is used in a generic sense (A), and a specific sense
(@)—8doxei 8¢ kat Ppomots pdhert’ elvar §) mepl abrov kai fa kal Tyer
atry (@) 6 kowdw dvopa (A), dpdvgers § 3. Holirw is also used in
a generic (A), and a specific (2) sense.

vopoferucs| The architectonic relation of vousBeruh to 5 mokeruy
i mepl i kaf ékaora, as well as to olkovopk and i wepl adrdv dpivnors,
is not exhibited to the eye in the above table, in which vopoferur
appears as coordinate with woleus) (@), and as having no bearing
at all upon olkovomki) or ¢pémais (a). In the well-ordered State,
however, it dominates all three—dpdmas (@), oixovopuen, and mrokerich
(@)—6 yap wipos dyopeber wept dmdvraw, Its architectonic rela-
tion, to molerwy (@) at least, is better brought out in Pol. a. 11.
1297 b. 37, where three pépia rav mo\irersn macdy are distinguished
—(1) 75 Bovkevdpevov mept Téw kowiv—the deliberative body: (2) 76
mept Tas dpyds—the executive: and (3) 75 Swdfor—the judicial body ;
and vopoferucy is said to be concerned ‘theoretically,’ 7.¢, archi-
tectonically, with all three: #orm 85 rpla pdpta rév mohirade wacov wept
ov B¢t Bewpely Tov amovdaioy vopodéry ékdoty To cupgiépo.

# 8¢ ds 14 kol ékaora] The Vet. tr. has—haec autem ut circa
singularia commune habet nomen politica, as if he read § 8¢ ds mept
ra kad &aora, Ramsauer conjectures § 8¢ bs yewporeyvixs (or @s
mpdrrovea) wepl 14 kaf’ ékaora, Would it not be simpler to read
§) 8¢ @5 kal Eagra? Cf iil. 1. 15 7 dpoia . . . % ka8 kaora.

BOOK VI: CHAP. 8: § 2, 3. 65

mpakTikd] kol Bouhevmky| This is not the formal division of 1141 b.27.

molwiky) (@). That is given in the next section as Bovhevrwy and
wagrucy.  Here the writer wishes merely to characterise molirud) (a)
as wparreky, 7. ¢. as concerned with ré xaf’ éagra, in contradistinction
to vopoflericy) which involves 5 rav kafihov feapia, He adds «ai Bov-
Nevruc in order to explain wpakrii—ré yip Vidiope TpakTdv ds T6
¢oxaror. He might have written—alm) 8¢ mpakrucs, fror Bovkevricy
kat SkaoTin’ 70 yap Yrdiopa mpaktoy os to Eoyaror (e, év i) BovAeloetr),
Kat 1 Kpigis.

@s TO Ecrxu.‘rov] Eustr. has—76 ymiopd éorw 6 tehevraior 6 kpivas b. 28.

71 Bovhevodpevos dredivare vi B¢l yeréobar émi 7§ mporebévr {priuart, oty
os kabdhov pawduevor dAN os foyarov kal kabékaoTor' 6 yiap kabéhou o
mpafer Omoriferar. A Yriguopa is the first step in the execution of
a policy. It carries with it consequences which result in the
realisation of a certain réhos. Deliberation, starting from the
conception of this =éhos, reviews the steps by which it may be
realised till @/ Zesf the first step actually to be taken is reached
in thought. -This is the \in}quw;a which is thus 76 éoyaror: ¢fl
E. N, iii. g, 11, 12 & yip Bovkevdperos Eeike (relv kal dvalvew . . .
&omep Buiypappa . . . kal To foyarov év T dvalice mpdror evar év Tj
yevéoer. The term éoyarov often stands simply for the  particular’
as such—e. g, £. V. vi. 11. 3 Zart 8¢ tov kal éaora kal Téy éoydrev
dravra ta wpaxrd: el K. 1. 1059 b. 26 wacae émoripn Tév kaddihou
kal ob 7év éoydrov: ¢f. . V. vil. 3. 13 &oyaros dpos. Particulars as

. such are called &yara, doubtless because they are individuals, or

ultimate units found by breaking up genus and species.

80 moltredeoBur k. N.] modirweh (@)—i xewporexmu, has appro-
priated to itsell the generic name which it ought to share with
7 dpyxrrexrorcn.  Only ¢ party men,’” “active politicians’—those who
‘have a hand in carrying on the current business of the State,” are
popularly regarded as ‘ our statesmen.” Political thinkers are not
regarded as “statesmen.’

§ 3. Bokel 8¢ xal dpémois k1A Similarly, ¢pivas (@) has ap-
propriated to itself the generic name which it ought to share with
otkopopuc) and molericn.  To be able to manage ‘one’s own’ affairs
well is Prudence—and the only real Prudence, it is thought (oxet) ;
for to attend as a ‘politician * to other people’s affairs is the mark,
not of a prudent man, but of a busybody. The truth, however,

VOL. . . F

b. 29.
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is that, as the State which is ruled by ymepiopara instead of répos
sinks into the social chaos of 3 éoydry Sypoxparia (Pol. E. 8. 1312
b. 36), so the man who tries to manage ‘his own affairs,’ without
regard for the common good, courts his own ruin. ‘One’s own
good’ cannot be abstracted from the common good, and treated as
a thing by itself.

§ 4. €l30s ... mohumpdypores] < Knowing one’s own good (ppdvnoss
)" and ‘knowing what is good for other people (wohirec ')’ are the
two species (efdy) of ‘knowing what is good (ppdmots A)) But
these two species are distinguished from each other by such a large
“ difference” (8wapopd), that they often do not seem to be coordinate
species at all under the same genus. ‘My own good’ is such
a very different thing to me from ‘my neighbour’s good,” and
seems so superior, that the tendency is to make the knowledge
of the former coextensive with Prudence, and to cast the know-
ledge of the latter out of the genus altogether as mohvmpaypooim.
This interpretation assumes that dudpopd is here used in its logical
sense as Swaops elbomads or differentia specifica, and is suggested
by the foregoing eibos = species: see (e.g.) Mel. 1. 7. 1057 b. 7 é
yap Tob yévous kat réy Biapopéy ré iy, It is the interpretation
adopted by TFustratius, who writes :—mjp Swapopar Sibdokee dut oty
rob kal® Cavrow hpovipoy mpds olkoropkor kal mokerikdy  kai ¢noiv 67
éxdore pév Tolrov kal yréos dorl kal Ppdunats, mhjy Exova Stapopds wpos
dAAfhovs, TG yéver pév lows Gvras Tobs abrols (rm:“rus Eustr.) &agpépovras
d¢ moAd rolrey mpds T& Noumd, sal Togolrov GoTe kai Jokelr TOv eibira
& wept alrdy, kal wepl alrd SuarplBorra, Gpdvipor elvar, Tov 02 moltrikdy ob
Ppdugpor dNAE molumpdypova s Ta éEw éavrol (Hrotvra, kal éferalovra.

It is difficult to Buppose that in a context in which the specses of
a genus are distinguished, cagpopd can be used in any but in this, its
logical, sense. Zell, Coraes, Grant, and Ramsauer, however, follow
Lambinus in understanding @\X’ &er Siapopiv moddzy o mean—
¢yerum de hoc ipso magna est controversia.

yvéoews] Eustr. had a 2. 7. porioens before him.

™ airg eidévar] Eustr. says that the phrase is elliptical, and
that we must understand &¢é\woy, guppépor, OF dpioror. Adrod, the

! Olkovouk?y is not mentioned, perhaps because, as Eustr. says, § ydp
oisovopud) Eyyile TH yviace T4 Tob olkelov cuppéporTos évds Twos.
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reading of MP, is tempting, but is probably only one of the con- 1141 b.34.

jectures of which MP is full,

kai Boxet k7\] Eustr. brings out correctly the force of these 1142 5. 1.

words—=Gudéporras (z.e. ov kaf éavrov Qpdviwov xai Tiw TOATUKOY)
TogolTor doTe kal Soxelr Top eldra Td wepl avrév Qpdmpor elvar, Tov
0¢ mohirekoy ob Gpdvipor dAXG molurpdypova.  So much is made of the
specific difference between dpdumous wept adrdy and mokerikh, that the
latter is cast out of the genus, which the former is allowed to
monopolise.  But the truth is, as the writer is about to show,
that ¢p. mept aivor and molmwy are closely connected. A man
cannot secure ‘his own’ interests dvev oikovoulas obd dvew moliretas
(§ 4)- If (§ 5) “one’s own’ interests could be abstracted from the
concrete tissue of social well-being, and treated simply by themselves,
boys, who can deal with simple abstractions, might be expected to
be ¢pdupor.  As a matter of fact they are not ¢pdvipor, because the
‘good’ with which even the most self-regarding ¢pdmets is con-
cerned, is concretely implicated with the ‘common good, which
only a man of ripe experience can estimate.

ot 8¢ molirikol wolumpdypoves] Zell and Grant quote Plato a. 2.

Rep. 433 A 76 78 abrod mparrew ral ) moAvmpaypoveiv, and Gorg. |
526 C ¢phooddov Té aired mwpdfarros kat ol molumpaypovicavres: cf.
Isoc. wept @vriddoews 319 Tods pév it molvmpaypociuy éumelpous
TEY AYOYEY YEYErTUEVOVS.

Edpunidns| From.the Philoctetes of Euripides: see Dindorf, Poer.
Secen. p. 352. The third line of the present quotation seems to
have been in full—

ooy pereoryely 74 codurdre TS
After this line there seems to have followed a passage (para-
phrased by Dio Chr. Or. 59. p. 575) which ended with the lines—
avdey yap obro yaipoy * &s dvip v
Tols yap TEPITTOUS Kai T wpdgoorTas wALov
TeuGpey dvdpas T év wéher vopiouer.

After mA\éor in our text 1142 a. 6 the Paraph. Heliodorus seems

to have read Zeds poei, and CCC adds ok gero Ppporipovs,

W

tnrobiot] sc. those ols Soxel 6 mepi abrdw eldds ral SiarplBav ppénipos etvat. a. 7.

! For examples of the general tendencyillustrated by the extrusion of wolurieg
from its genus, see Mill's Zogug, iv. 5, especially § 4.
2 ~yaipos =atfddnys, ceppds, peyaompemys 4 peréwpos—Hesych.
F2
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xoiro lows odk &oTe 78 adtod €d” drev olkovoplas 0dd’ dvev mokirelas]
It is impossible to secure one’s own good, without taking account
of the good of the household and even of the State. The Paraph.
has a good note here in which he shows how the next sentence
ére 9é «r. and the ogpeiov § 5 are connected with this remark—
xairor oY Surardy lows miv Hluaw® elvaw dvev s oikovopixis, oldé T
oikovoptkiy dvev Tis molrikis' ob yap Suvarow €0 kai ka\ds T kol éavréy
Twa Gabevar, Tis olkias alrd, i Tis wékews ob kahds €xovons,  yaAemdy
yap py Oadbopivae Twa perd woAkdy patlev SwrpiBorra® ¢ 8¢ perd
pndevds SiarpiBer, dAka Biov Exer povdryy, wos elrerar o éavréy dyaliy ;
adphov ydp, xai xpeta Sidackallas mpds abrd kal oxélews. Tavra §é
adivaroy dvev eumepias yevéobar 7 8¢ épmepla vov év cowevia Byrav éori,
kai oikias kal molews, kai dvew Tolray olk dut Eumeypoy obde dpdrmpoy eivar,
Similarly Eustrat, who formally distinguishes two reasons why
olk éomi 76 abrol e¥ dvev olkovoplas ol dvev moMsrelas—(1) Man is a
social being. Family and public life is part of the concrete life of
the individual: (2) the deliberation necessary to secure ré afrod
ayafév cannot be carried on without kewawvol, This is how he ex-
plains 1142 a. xo &r 8¢ Té alrol mwds Oei dwikelv, ddyhor kai cremtéop.
He says—rj 8¢ ordrer 8ei romwwvnt, §) 8¢ rorvwvia ) olkovopuky § molerekd,
This interpretation of oxenvéor 1142 a. 10, by which it is made to
refer to the oxéfus of the ¢pdupos, is, 1'daresay, possible; but it
would be more in accordance with Aristotelian usage to make it
refer to the oxéyus of the writer and his reader. The sentence
éri 8é. .. okenréov is one which it is indeed difficult to explain
satisfactorily in its context. At any rate, however, we may suppose
that the of &nlov of § 6, 1142 2. 20 is intended to contrast with
the adnhov of § 4, 1142 a. 10.

§ 5. onpeiov kr.\.] Rassow (Forsch. p. 45), as was pointed out
in note on ch. 7. § 4, b. 21, regards the passage beginning ch. #,
§ 7. 1141 b. 21 5 8¢ ¢pdmous mpaxricd, and ending here 1142 a. 11
with gxemréov, as an interpolation, and takes the oypeior closely with
the remarks in ch. %. § 7 which end with momoer paXhor 1141 b. 21.
It is true that the onpeior would follow these remarks very appositely.
But does it not follow xaire: izws ok Eore 76 atroi e dvev olxovoplas
od dvev molirelas appositely enough? Té dppuévov is oik &ore 7o

aiTob €0 dvev oikevoplas 008 Hvev molirelas—Ppovnois wepi alrdv kai Eva

! Cambr. seems to be the only MS. which agrees with K in reading €7
“ Moral science conceived as the science of the individual's good.
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requires that wide experience which can be obtained only in xoe- 1142 4. 11,

vovia, The fact that boys are not ¢pdvipoer, although pafpuaricol,
points to the truth of this statement; for if we enquire why they
are not ¢pomper, we find that it is because ¢pémors needs long
experience of life, and if we enquire why they are pefyparioi, we
find that it is because the abstract truths of mathematics do not
need ‘long experience of life” for their apprehension, but are plain
at first sicht. If 6 airob dya#dr were something which could sub-
sist by itself in abstraction from 76 rowdr dyafér (as the 8dfa stated
and examined in § 4 would have us believe), boys might be equal
to its comprehension, as they are equal to the comprehension of
the abstraet truths of mathematics ;. but they are not equal to the
comprehension of & aired dyaféy: so it would seem to follow thag
this dyafdr does not subsist by itself in abstraction from 76 kowdr
dyafdv, but that to comprehend it one must be able (which boys
are not) to take account of the good of the household and of the
State.

Submi|=6ri: see Index Awrist, s. v. dudre: but perhaps we ought
to read e here, treating 8- as a dittograph of the preceding ac:
see Jndex Aris/i—¢interdum literas & in v. &ére inde videri ortas
esse, quod praecedit vocabulum terminans in ‘e, praecipue kai,
Vahlen monet Rhet. p. 58—’ then follow several references to
places where 8ibre=4ér is preceded by «at.

& qumeplas] Seé Mot A. 1. 981 a. 15 § piv éumapla Tév Kkab
ékactdy €are préais: An Post, il. 19. 100 a. 3 €k pév ovr alolicews
yiverar prmpn Gomep Aéyopey, éx 8¢ pmuns woldkis Tob alrol ywopéns
éumepla’ ai yap molhal prijpar TG apibud éumepla pia éoviv.

§ 6. émet] In § 5 the question was—* Why is a boy pafpparwds
but not ¢pérpos 2’ and the answer was—* because gpdvmois needs
experience, and he has no experience.” Section 6 proceeds—* and
this is the true answer, because (émef) it assigns his lack of ¢pdiais
to a cause which accounts also for his not having a grasp of the
principles of philosophy or of natural science” Render—For if
we go on to ask why a boy may be a mathematician, but cannot
understand philosophy or natural science, we find that it is because
the truths of mathematics are abstract, whereas the principles of
philosophy and natural science are reached through long ex-
perience. A boy does not realise the meaning of the principles of

a.12.

a. 15.

a. 16.
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philosophy and natural science, but merely repeats by rote the
formulae used to express them; the truths of mathematics, on the
other hand, he comprehends fully, for they are plain at first sicht.”

oodds] 7e cogos dnhds as distinguished from cogol & rotatra
above, line a, 13.

8 dparpéoews| & ¥ or & ddapérews, results or products of
abstraction,” are regularly used as = ‘the truths of mathematics’
See notes on i. 3. 1 and i. 3. §: ¢f. Trendelenburg’s note on
de An. iil. 4. 8 (¢f. also his Flem. Log. § 36, note), where it is
pointed out that the first meaning of dgafpenis is material—e. 2.
it is the process of chipping away the block of stone till the perfect
form of the statue is reached in Phys. i. 4. 190 b. 7 72 & ddapéoa
oloy ée Tob Aifov 6 ‘Eppss. It is then applied to the process of
reaching eidy or concepts by leaving out of account the particulari-
ties of individuals, and fixing atlention upon essential character-
istics : and especially to the process of reaching those i@y with
which mathematical science (see An. Post i. 13. 79 a. i) is con-
cerned. Eustratius has the following note on i 8 ddapéoens here
—xa@pis Tév drokepévor kar dulpyeay Dploraclan pr) Suvdpeva, ddarpotv-
rar 8¢ kar' émivowar ée Téw Dmokeypdvoy v ols eoriracy, kal bs €v dav-
fﬂ.ﬂ'l? l.lqﬁct.r'rr}xrrr'a T'fPl mg Bl(!yﬁtﬂf T!]D' IE(‘TN!’"H’ IS(XOVTQ'- ?TEP‘ rwv E‘?ﬂ]"
nEvey avTols,

Opposed Lo ¢ adapéoens © abstract’ is ék mpocbérews ¢ concrete”
sce Mel. A. 2. 982 a. 2y and An. Post. i. 24. 87 a. 31, where
geometry is said to be more concrete” than arithmetic, and there-
fore less exact—«al éf é\arrdvar dxpifeatépa s éx mpoobicews, oiow
yeoperplas apilpnriky” Aéyw 8¢ ék wpoolioeas, olov povis odoia Gferos
oriypn B¢ olola Berds tatmyy ék mpoobévens. Geometry is é mpoo-
béoews as compared with arithmetic, because it adds pesttion : it
adds also the three dimensions as generated by the motion of the
peint, line, and plane respectively : see Trendelenburg, Kategorien-
lehre, pp. 83, 84.

It is not to be understood from the words 7é pév 8¢ dgarpéoeds
éorw, Tév & al dpyat ¢é£ éumepias that daipecis and éumeiple are
mutually exclusive. The dpyal of natural science are é& dpapdoer,
inasmuch as they are general points of view, not particular ob-
servations ; see An. Post. ii. 19. 100 a. 6 ék & éumeiplas § éx wavrds
npepfioavtos Tob kaldhov &y Th Yuxn 700 vos mapa Ta woAha b €v Gracw
& éufj éxelvars 70 alrd Téxns dpyi xat dmoripns o and it is by induction
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that even ra é¢ dparpéoews par excellence—the truths of mathematics, 1142 a.18.

are said to become known in A#n. Pos 1. 18. 81 b. 2 dbirarov &€
& kaléhov Bewprivar pfy O Emaywyils, émel kal ta & dpapéoens heyspeva
Eorrac 8 émaywyis yrapya woeiv—ON which see Waitz’s note.

kol T pév] The dpyai of phllOkophy or natural science, réw 8¢ 2. 19.

being ra & apapéoews,

ob motedouowy] ‘do mot realise’: see Jndex Arist—*moreiew
omnino firmitatem persuasionis significat, sive ea 8ifgs sive émori=
pms vim ac naturam habet sive ad cognitionem principiorum per-
tinet’—see de An. iii. 3. 428 b. 4, 428 a. 21, E N vil. 3. 4, 4dn.
Prior. ii. 23. 68 b. 13 dwarra mwredoper §j Sz ovMhoyiopod f €t
emaywyns.

&A\& Néyovowr] Grant compares Z. V. vil. 3. 8 of mpdrov pabépres s. 20.

i \ 5 F. a Br ¥
O'UPELPOUO'E ey TOUS RD'];UUS‘} LFamL U@,

Tav 8¢ 10 7{ o ol ddnhov] e the deinitions, opiopet (féoes
or Adyor Tov 7l éorwr A “Post. ii. 10. 94 2. 10), from which the
mathematician starts, are plain and easily understood at first sight:
as Eustratius says—t éore oreyud, i éome ypappn, 7 foTw emupdreia,
i chpa, Tl kikhos, Tt Tpiywvey, Kai TOV oxnudTer ékaoToy, Kot doa éTepa
dpioricivs Nopfive. 6 yewpérpys . . . oidace did 76 pny wolhol eioba
xprov wpds T kai Tovs Gpous alréy énicractat. On dpiopot and their
relation to drddefes see e g, Am. Post. ii. 3. 90 b. 30 dpuopos pév yap
Tob 74 dors kal oboias af § dmobelets datvorrar wioar vrorifépevar kul
NapBdvovear 75 i éorw olov al pabypariat 7 povas kal T T wepITTOY,

kat al d\kaw dpolws.

§ 7. & x.m\.] This seems to be another argument (after the
digression in §§ 5, 6) to prove that otk & 76 abrod €b dvev oixo-
vopdas ob¥ dvev wohrelas. So Eustr.—roiro mpds r& dverépw éoriv
dre 8ei ) eidfoe Tab cixelov dyafod, Tis To¥ kowob dyaled yvogews

. 6 yip Bovhevodpevos § fuapre . . . ) fuoTéxyoe . . . & e T Kafdhou
xal 76 kubécaora, Hore dpdo del mov Ppdvyov Exew . . . kafléhov 8¢ dyalor
Aéyer kal kabékaoror, T6 kowdy kal 16 bwdy® ot 8¢ 70 pev oy ToU iBiws
ppovipov, 76 8¢ kowdy Tob oikowopikav, dore Set T IBiws Gpovipn TOU
sikovoutxod kal molirwov. Cf. the Paraph.—Ere, émel 5 dpapria 1 mwepl Tas
wpdes dmd dyvolas cupPalver, § tis kaBikov, 7 Tis pepisns (kal yip 6 ayvody
kabéhov, 8 T8 Baptoralpa Hdara Gatla, kal 6 Tolro péy cibds; dyvodr e
peouds, drt rdde ta Tdara Baplorabpa, époiws dpapricerar  xpyuerar
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1142 8. 20, yap Ekdrepos Tois ghavdois Edagt), Pavepby 8re mpos w6 p Gpapreiy,

dvayaio p pdvov eibévar, dre Tdde T {8ara Bapioralpe, ANAG Kl oL
& Baplorabua Paiha’ Seirac dpa 7) pepesy Gpbimars i kabéhov Ppo-
vigews Tijs mohruqs, kal ddivaroy Tiv fowiy dvey Tijs moMTIR]S cVaTHYAL
Somep kal THY pepua yreow dveu TS kafdhov pi duaprdvew abivarov.
It would thus appear that in the present § we have a parallel
adduced from medical science to illustrate the interdependence of
a knowledge of what is good for others and a knowledge of what
is good for oneself. The universal wdvra & Baplorabpa ddara pavha
is parallel to the knowledge of the social good; the particular, Todi
Bapioraluov, to the knowledge of one’s own good. Asthe conclusions
of iarpwh demand the knowledge of both a major and a minor, €0
do those of ¢pémaois—even when it seems 1o be concerned merely
with ‘one’s own’ good. :

Zell refers to Probl. 933 b. 28, where it is stated that 7o pev
@hpupdy Bapd, o B¢ yAvkd kotgpor.  The adjective Baptoraluor appears
tg. oc§cur only here in the Aristotelian Corpus. ~ Susemihl brackets
this §.

§8. 87u% 4 dpdimais olk EmaTip, davepdr: Tl yip Zoydrou oy,
domep elpyrac| CF. Met. ®. 1. 1050 b, 26 wica émoru Tév kaflghov
xai o raw éoydrev. For this sense of @oxaror (= ultimate individual)
see above, note on vi, 8. 2 b. 28. The expression rob éoxdroy
2oriv 4 dpéas has not actually occurred before, but, as Ramsauer
notes, the equivalence of o kad® &agrov and o ryarov i assumed.

§ 9. vd] f.e. 7§ Bewpnricd v as distinguished below in vi. 11. 4
from the mpakrikds vovs, which is rob éoxdrov xal evBeyopérov kal Tis
érépas mPoTATEWS.

Aéyos|= gvhhoytopds.
gmoripn] Z.e mediate, deductively derived knowledge.

odx # Tov ilwv, AN olg alcbarépea S7u 0 [év Tols pabyporixois]
Zoyatov Tplywver] We have here the Aristotelian distinction between

the e alobyrd (propria sensibiliz of the Schoolmen) and the Kowie

alobnrd (communia sensibilia), as explained in de Ar.ii. 6. 418 2. 7 Aex-
réo 8¢ xalf Exdoryy aloOnaw wept Tov alvlyrdv mpdrov. Néyerar e o alonrov
Tpuiy@s, by Bbo pév kaf’ avrd dojper alabdveoBar, 0 8¢ fv kard ovpBeBnxds.
row 8 8bo 7 pév oy oy éxdoTys alobioews, To O Kowdy Tag Y. Néyo §°
18wy pév & py Sdéyerar érépg alobijger alofdvebar, kat mepl & prj évdéyerar

SN
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drarnivar, olay &yns xpépatos Kai dxos) Yrdcpov kal yevous xupol. 7 & adn 1142 2. 27.

m\elovs pév Exer duagopds” AN domy e kplver mept rolrey, Kol OUK
dmardray ém ypapa o8 dre rodes, MG L 6 keypaapévor §) wol, B 7l Té
Vopoiw § woi. T& pév abv TowiTA Ayerar Wia éxdorov, kowd B¢ khmois,
Hpepia, dpibpds, oxmpa, péyefos™ Th yup TowwLTA oddepuas foTiy ia, ARG
owd mhcais®  Kkal yap Gpi kimols Tis éoT alofnry kal 8yrer. Kkard vvpBe-
Brrds 8¢ heyerar alobyriv, otoy €l 76 hevkdy el Dedpovs vids' kati oupPefnrds
yip Totrou alobdverar, Sri 7@ Newkp oupBéBnke ToUTO 00 aicbdverar. B0
kal oty whoxee 3 Towobrov tmd Tol alobyron, Tév 8¢ kal abrd alobnrév
i Wea kuplos éoriv alobyrd, Kal mwpis & odota wéurer EkdoTns aloBoews.
Cf. -mept &umvior I. 458 b.4 kowd 8 éori Tév aiobhoewy oior oxipe
kai péyebos kal kivpois Kal e & Towabre, Pw & oley xphpa Yrdcpos
yupds. We must note the admission, made at the end of the
passage quoted from a¢ An. ii. 6 that the kowd aioyrd are after
all not aigdnrd in the strict sense (kvptws). In de An.iil. 1.425 b.3
they are called the common concomitants (& dxolovolvra kai kourd)
of the {wa alobyrd, and must be regarded as really nielirgrbilia
formally present in the propria sensibilia. As such, they differ
from the xard cupBeBneds aiocbyrd of de An. ii. 6. 418 2. 20, which
are merely empirically inferred proper sensibles: e.g. when one
infers the bitterness of the yellow bile which one sees, the bitterness
is kard cupBeBnkss alobyréw (de An. il 1. 425 b. 1). The eye, as
such, is not affected by it The kowd aigfprd are described by
Hamilton (Rerd, p. 830) as concomitant cognitions to which the
impression on the organ of the proper sensible only affords the
occasion’ ;—and Grant says—‘ We see in the apprehension of
number, fisure, and the like, not an operation of sense, but the
mind putting its own forms and categories, 7.e. itself, on the external
object” In de An. il ¥. 425 2. 13 the five common sensibles
enumerated in de An. ii. 6 are reduced to one—«ivnots :—aARd pay
oi8e Téy wowey ooy T e algbyripdy T Biow,” By érdary aigbnoe
alofavépeba {ob) kara oupBeBixds’, oloy kupfoews, CTATERS, TXTRATOS, peyé-
Bous, Gpibpad évos'® Tavra yap wévra rwioe alobavdpeba, oloy péyefos
kwhoer &oTe kai axHpa’ péyebos ydp T 70 axHpa 6 & fpepody TG A Ki-

1 The ob is Torstrik’s conjecture. The kowd alebyra are not to be con-
founded with 7a kard cupfeByids algfyra of de An. ii. 6. 418 2. 20. The rood
aigbyzd are not empirically inferved from the tha aigyrd, but are formally
present in them : see de An. il 1. 424 8, 27 7@V B¢ KoY #in Eéxoper alofnow
rowdy ob keTd cupBeBnios.

2 We have not really a sixth common sensible added here to the five given
in ii. 6, for & is included in dpibuis.



1142 a. 27.

"4 BOOK VI: CHAP. 8: § q.

veioBar 6 & aplluds 7ff drodoe Tab guvexols, kal Tois ibfors” ExdoTy yap
& aleBdveran atodnots. are dihov 6t adivaror rovoir idtay atobnow ebar
TotTey, olov KWCERS' OUT® Yip E0Tal GOMEP yiw 5 ofrec 0 Aokt aloda-
vépeba, Toiro & 6re dpdoly Exovres TuyxAvopey alobpow, 7 ral Orav cup-
wéowow dpa yepifoper. On this reduction of the kowa diofyrd o
ximows Hamilton (Rerd, p. $29 note *) has the following remarks—
¢ Many modern philosophers when they attempted to explain the
origin of our notion of extension from motion, and, in particular,
the motion of the hand, were not aware that they had the Stagirite
at their head. It is to be remembered, however, that Aristotle does
not attempt, like them, to explain by motion our necessary concept*
of space, but merely our contingent perception of the relative ex-
tension of this or that particular object. This, however, takes it
for granted, that by motion (ximous) Aristotle intends Jocal motion.
But motion is with him a generic term, comprising under it four, or
six, species; and in point of fact, by motion Aristotle may here
(de An. jii. 1), as in many, if not most, other places of his psycho-
logical writings, mean a subjective mutation (@Nofwas) or modifica-
tion of the percipient. This too is the interpretation given to the
passage by the great majority, if not the whole, of the ancient
expositors . . . . It is therefore remarkable that Dr. Trendelenburg,
in his late valuable edition of the De Anima, should have appa-
rently contemplated the interpretation by local motion, as the only
one proposed, or possible” See also Trendelenburg's Logische
Uniersuchungen, vol. i. chapters g, 6, 7, and 8, in which the intuition
of motion is described as fundamental in sensation and thought—
“Die Bewegung ist die erste Thitigkeit des Denkens und des Seins:
der Raum ist das dussere Erzeugniss der Bewegung: die Zeit ist
die Vorstellung des innern Masses der Bewegung’ (p. 168).

The xowd alofyrd, as distinguished from the i@wa gioéyra, are o be
assigned directly to the so-called kowdv OT xipioy alaByripeoy OT kown
diobnaus, as faculty: (see de Mem. 1. 4502. 9). But ultimately the
iz alofyrd also are to be referred toit. Common sense— ko)
alobnats, says Hamilton (Redd, p. 756), ‘was employed by Aristotle
to denote the faculty in which the various reports of the several
senses are reduced to the unity of a common apperception ’: see
wepl Umvou kol éypnydpoews 2. 455 . 12 énet & dmdpyes kaf éxdoTny
aloOnow 16 péy v ior T 8 T kowdy, {8iov pév olov Tjj ret TO opar, Tq
§ droj b arolew, rals 8 @MAaws rara Tov abrby Tpdwop: €ome 8¢ Tes kal

1 Kant would say—intuition, not concept.
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= A ’ > - L -
koursy 8tvaps drohovfotua wdoats, § kal 8re Spd xub droter kat aiofdverar 1142 a. 27.
3 ] 2

ob yap & th ye Grer 6pd fre Gp@. kal wplver 8 kai Stvara kpivew art
Zrepa v Phukia Tév Aevkdy, olre yehoer ofire e ol dpcpoly, ad Teve
kowd poplp Tév alobyrnpiov dmdvrev. EoTe pev yip pla alobyos, kai
6 Kkiptov ale@yrpioy & b 8 elvar aivboer Tob yévous éxdoTou Erepur,
ofov Yréov kai ypbparos. Toito & dua TG AT pdliol Gmdpxes
TodTo piv yap xwpilerar Tow dAkev alebprmpler, @ § @e TolTou
ayopiora.

Kowsy alofpors is thus the consciousness’ of sensations—the
reference of them to a self-conscious subject, this subject being
embodied in a tactually sensilive organism governed, in the case of
7 Zvapa, by a heart—de Somno, ch. 3. 456 a. 4 wdvra vd dawpa kapdiav
Eyer, xai 7 apyi) Tis kwficeos kal tis alcfioews TS Kuplas évredbéy éoruv.
Kows) alobnots is the ultimate “faculty” of ¢// sensation—+.e. 7@ xowd
alobyrd (magnitude, figure, &¢.) are indeed to be referred to it, but
so are ultimately the idw aloyrd also. It is the living being, one
and indivisible, conscious of the various i alofyrd in the forms or
categories of péyefos, oxiipa, ordots, dplbuds, kivnots. But the living
being is essentially dpys) kwijoews kal alobioews (de Somno 4. 456 4. 5),
and the categories in which it is conscious of alo6yrd may be
reduced to one—viz. kimais. Since, however, i rol alebyrot dvépyea
kat Ths alcbioews 4 abry éome kal pla (de An. iil. 2. 425 b 25)—since
in actual experience subject and object are one, this ultimate
category of the mind is also ultimate in things: ‘die Bewegung
ist die erste Thitigkeit des Denkens und des Seins.

On the general subject of the i and xowd alobyrd, ste Hamilton’s
Reid, note D on Primary and Secondary Qualities of Body, espe-
cially pp. 828-830 (Hamilton regards the Aristotelian distinction
as analogous to that between Primary and Secondary Qualities) :
sce also Trendelenburg, de Anima, notes on passages quoted above,
and Edwin Wallace, Psychology of Arisiotle, Introduction § ix, and
notes on passages quoted above: see also Grant's useful note
ad loc.

ola] ¢ like that by which we perceive” The nature of the per- a. 28.

ception involved in ¢pbmoes is merely illustrated by means of the
mathematician’s perception of the common sensible oxijpa. The
Zoxarov, or particular, which the mathematician, as such, perceives
is the particular shape (triangular, quadrilateral, circular) of the
figure before him; and shape is not the datum of a single sense
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as colour ¢ g. is, but is given in the perceptions of more than one
sense, 1 thus take piyover to be merely an example of the
common sensible oyfpa (dides would have done equally well}, and
dismiss as untenable the view of Michelet and other commentators,
that what the mathematician is here said to perceive is that ‘ what
is ultimate or simplest in geometry is the triangle —7.¢. that all
figures may be broken up into triangles. But surely, if the writer
had been thinking of ‘that which is ultimate in geometry,’ he
would not have mentioned a figure at all, but ereyuw.

¥péwnors then is concerned with & xara—particulars, which it
perceives, ‘as alafyows perceives its &rxara, Zmmediately: but the
Zoryara of ¢piwaes are not like the i alofyrd perceived by the
special tenses,—* this is red, this is sweet,—but rather, they are
like the perceptions of the geometer—*this shape before me is
triangular, or circular’ As a coloured object seen, or a resisting
object touched, is the accasion for the geometer of the perception
of oxijua by his wowdv aloOyripwr, 50 in the ¢pimpos the various
feelings and circumstances which make up =i év rais mpdeor are
responded to by an activity of the moral reason which imposes on
the &\y presented to it its own form of Duty. As the geometer
solves his problem by perceiving shapes in the data of eye (or
touch), and recognising this construction, or manipulation of
shapes, as better fitted for the solution of a given problem than
that other construction, so the ¢péupos solves the problem of 7o
& Giv by apprehending va év rals mpdgeor, not as things pleasant or
painful to sense here and now, but as things which are geod or
tad—. ¢. fitted, or not fitted, to have a permanent place in the
general plan of life : dyafod yip 7 alafyas, 7 aiofnots, dvrilapSiveota
by ota Te obd¢ Kakod, AN pdvov Toid Tépmovros i dmdvros. TO 8¢ ayablov
xal 75 kaxdy Tod vob pévou kplvew éori: Themistius, vol. ii. p. 211, ed.
Spengel. i

Although T believe that the firs/ meaning of 7o [é» 7ois pabfypare-
kois]? éoxarav in the writer's mind was the geometer's pardicular—
this pariicular shape, ¢.g. triangle, he could not fail to be conscious
of the other meaning of &oyaror, as the las/ step in {fmows: sce £ N

1 2y rofs paf. bracketed by Bywater. The words may very well have been
inserted by a scribe in the interest of the interpretation adopted by Michelet
referred to above: in his Condributions (p. 31), however, Bywater remarks
that ¢it is quite possible that & Tofs pabpuarukofs is only out of place, and that
it came in originally after aigfaviucfa.’
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iii. 3. 11, 12 & yip Povhevdpevos Fowwe (nreiv kal dvallew . .. domep
Sudypappa . . . xkal T Eoyatov & 1) dvalloe mparoy clvac év Ti yevéoer
Indeed the words with which vi. g begins—ré Inreiv 8¢ k. (I see
no reason for assuming, with Rassow, Forsck, p. 46, and Susemihl,
that there is a lacuna between ch. 8 and ch. g) make it pretly
certain that, as a matter of fact, the term &ryaror did suggest (imots
to his mind. We may then follow up this suggestion, and say that the
Ppéuios, like the yewpérpys, Grrei—follows out a train of thought (pav-
Tacia Aoyaricy in his case, pavr. alayricy in the case of the yeopérpns:
see Trendelenburg, Historische Beitrige zur Phil.vol. ii. pp. 381,382,
de An. iii. 10. 433 b. 29) till he reaches an &oyarop év 3 dvalioe—
something which he finds will serve his purpose, and beyond which
he does not care to go. This Zoyaror is a particular reacked af last,
and recognised as @ means now fo be taken for the attainment of the
end in view. Thus the yeopérpys reaches a point at which the further
Stalpeots of his Sudypappa (see Met. ©. 9. To5T a. 21, 5qq. and note on
E. N, iil. 3. 11 b. 20 dvaldew . . . Stdypapua for the difference
between dvdhvees and Swalpeors) may cease, when, s in Euel Z7
i. 47, he has got certain 7piyova, by means of which he can show
that the square described upon the side subtending the right angle
is equal to the squares described upon the sides which contain the
right angle. The ¢pémpos likewise reaches a point at which he
must say—* Here at last I must stop thinking, and begin to act.
This is the 7#gA# thing to do: it is unpleasant, perhaps; but it
is right. I must do it”

kéxet] “for on that side too we shall reach a point beyond which
we cannot go.” We cannot go beyond the mpérot dpor on the one
side, or the xaf’ &kaora Or éoyara on the other side.

AN adm paNhor oloByois § épdmeis, éeivns 8 d\ho efdos]
¢But this latter sense (z.¢. the kowh alofnous operafive in mathe-
matics) is sense rather than prudence, though specifically different
from the other sense (fe. 7 rav diwv)’: so Coraes—aim pév 7
duriiplris Tdv pepicdp, ofav elpnke cupBalvew év Tois pabparikals, atodnois
&y paNhov Aéyoiro #j Ppdmors. In other words, the sense operative in
mathematical &ryous, though specifically distinct from the special
senses, is not to be identified with prudence or the deliberating
faculty. Tt is only analogous to prudence, For 7 some MSS. and
editors read {—in which case the distinction is between 7 ppdvgoes
i ka’ &aora (which is then said to resemble the mathematician’s

1142 a. 28.

a. 28.
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afa'ﬂqa’sc) and 7 dpxiTekTomky (pornots (Whi{:h cannot be classed as
a kind of aiofyors). I prefer the # reading ; but anyhow the clause
is awkward and unnecessary.

CHAPTER IX.
ARGUMENT.

Delsberating, or taking counsel, is @ species of seeking.

What is good counsel? Is 4t scientific knowledge, or opinion, or happy
guessivgg ¥

It cannot be scientific bnowiedge, for ke who knows does not seck, and taking
good cownsel, or deliberating well, is o form of deliberation, i.e. of seeking.

Jt cannot be hapty guessing, for one makes a kappy guess all at once without
Hhinking, whereas deliberation takes time. Nor is it sagacity, whick is a kind
of happy guessing.

Aguz, it cannot be opinion of wivy kind.

Since deltberating weil és deliberating “correctly, it will be Scorvectiess’ gf
some bind,—not correctness of scientific knowledse, howener, for ¢ corvect’ is used
only where “incorrect’ is possible, and screntific knowwledge is never fincorrect’ ;
noraf opinion, for correctness of opinion is truth—something definite and settled
(Zndeed, an opinton as such, whether true or false, is always something definite
and seitled), whereas the man whe deliberates (wuhether corvectly or incorrectly)
has not yet veached anyiling definite and seitled, but & still secking and think-
fng. It vemains, then, that deltberating well iy @ corvect process of thinking
concerved as still going on, not @ correct result of thinking conceived as definitely
ajfiraed.

Buet wwhen we speak of deliberation as “corvect,) we must be careful fo note that
if s 1ot enough that it showld e © corvect’ as regards eny single one of the three
elements—end, means, and length of time taken—which are distingnished in
deliberation: it maust be ‘corvect’ as vegords all thiee, e. g. ke does not deliderate
well, o7 © correstly,) who attains to a good end by bad means ; or who ever attains
10 @ good end by good means, bl lakes an wnusually long fiue in fis deliberation,
aud so wiens the risk of missing the ofportunity of action.

There arve of course many ends in velation to whick we say of @ man, ke
deliberates well) specifying in each case the end) but when a man * deliterales
well o correctly® in velution o the end par excellence—zhe chief end of man—
we say without any gualification, *he deliberates well or correctly,—*he is a
man of good counsel.” Good counsel them, in the strict semse, will be The
characteristic quality of the prudent man—rthe man who has a trie conception
of the chicf end and employs the means which subserve if.

This chapter, as Grant explains, commences the examination of
a set of faculties (edBovMla, eloroyia, dyxivoia, olvesss, and ywopn)
cognate to ¢péunos, or forming part of it.

1 I owe this rendering of ebaroxia to Peters,
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§ 1. mepl ebBoukias.] “Itis an abrupt, awkward commencement 1142 a_32.

of the chapter to say, “enquiring and deliberating are different,
for deliberating is a species of enquiring.” But what is meant
apparently is, to bring “good counsel” under the head of enquiring,
which separates it at once from both science and opinion.—Grant.
This seems to me to be the correct view of the place of the clause;
and I cannot agree with Rassow (Forsch. p. 46), who says—* das
Capitel das iiber die edBovMia handelt, beginnt mit einem Satz der
vollig zusammenhanglos dasteht: =6 e 8¢ kal 76 Bovhedeofa
dapéper 76 yip Boveleobar (yrein 7 éoriv. The Paraphrast Hrings
out the connexion, recognised by Grant, as follows—«al mp&rov mepi
etfovlias” oixelws yap éyer pdlora T Qpovioer, fs Tov Adyow dpriws
amyplhibaper' dore wov mepl edBovhias Néyor 16 wepl Ths (Pporioews
guranTéor. mpaTor pev oiv otk forTe (Nrnois émi mhéow ydp lorw 4
Grots s edBovhias’ ob pdvor ydp & €& Bovhevdperos, dMAL kal & kakis
Bovhevdpevos (e, kal ol pdvov T évdeyduera, & kal T4 drayxain
(hrovvrar mept G €orw 7 eémoTiuy olov, € 76 Tpiywvoy Exe Blo dplis,
{nretrar wpos Tijs émTipgs, kai € § oy odatpoerdis éore 8tk Tobro
7 etPovhia olk éorw rtalrér 7 (prjoer & 86, odBe émoriuy éomiv
dfovhia & pév yap émotiper ob (Grel wepi Gy exlorarar, & 8¢ efiBovhos
prel 7 yap edBovhia Bovy) wis oriv' 7 de PBovhy Grnous dorw Tot T et
mpdrrew’ kai 6 Povhevdperos (rel kal Noyiferar mepl Tow wpibeor, dras
b wkat kahds yévovrar &ore § pév elfoulla (irpous, § B¢ EmIT] o
Towavty’ 7 ebPovhia dpe olk éorw émoripn.  The writer of the M. Af.
thus describes the relation of elBovia to Ppdinots ii. 5. 1109 . 4—
7 8¢ ye edBovin foti pév wepl Talra T ppovioe ('rrfpi Yyap T4 wpakrd €oTi
& wepl alpeow kai Guyiy Svra), Eorw 8¢ oik dvev (poricens, % péy yap
ppdmats wpakTwky TovTwy dotl, § 8¢ elfovhia Efis 7 Suibeais § o TotovToy
3 émirevkTiky TGV €r Tols mpakTois PeArioTew kat oupdopaTdrav,

§ 2. dvev Te yip Néyou] does not involve a process of reasoning. b. 2.

§ 8. @yxivoia] The editors refer to An. Post. i. 34. 89 b. 10 for b, 5.

the definition of dyyivewa as edoroxia mis év dowénre xpdve T0v péoov.
It is the faculty of guessing at once the ‘middle term,” or cause,
which explains a phenomenon; and thus answers to Locke’s
sagacity (Essay, iv. z. 3 “a quickness of the mind to find out these
intermediate ideas that shall discover the agreement or disagreement
of any other, and to apply them right’), or to what is now called
the ¢ Scientific Imagination.’
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oS 5 Béfa 1 eifoulie oidepla] - After this assertion we
expect a clause giving the reason for it; but instead we have
a clause which goes off with @\Ad¢. It is not till we come to the
words 1142 b. 13 kal yap § 86€a . . . Noyi{erar that we get the reason
for the assertion o8¢ & 8dga . . . oddepia. The run of the passage
would be greatly improved if we could adopt Zwinger's rearrange-
ment (for which see Zell's note and Susemihl’'s Agpar. Crit, ad Joc.)
so far as to insert 1142 b. 13 xal yip § 86fa . .. Noyilerar after

3 i A E . -~
‘ obdepla 1142 b, 7. The sentence 1142 b, 7 dAA’ émel 6 pev kakbs .. .

b. 12 wav of 96 éoriv would then come in without awkwardness.
As for the words 1142 b. 12 dA\& wv . .. obre Qdows, they are
rejected by several critics. Their inconsistency with 1142 b. 16
A 8pfdrs Tis éomw 1§ edBoulla Bouhis is insisted on by‘Rr—‘lssow
(Forsch. p. 46)— Acltere Erklirer, wie Giphanius und Zwinger,
nehmen Anstoss an den von mir eingeklammerten Worten (z.e.
1142 b. 12 d\\& pip ... ofre ¢dows), die neueren halien es fir
hinreichend, zu Savolas dpa Aelmeran die Worte dpférpra almiy etvar zu
erganzen. Allerdings handelt es sich um die Frage: rivos dpfirns
# etffouhia; aber wenn auf diese bereits mit Xelmerac kv, die letzte
Antwort gegeben wird, wie passen dann die Worte d\\* dpbdrns is
éorw 7 elBovdia Boviss, in denen doch ersichtlich erst das Endresultat
der Untersuchung angegeben werden soll?  Durch Umstellung ist,
wie ich glaube, hier nicht zu helfen.’

6 8 b 8pbds Pouhelerar] 7o ed=0dpfds, therefore eiBovhia is
8pfdrns Tis.

émoThpns pév yip odk Eotw dpBdms (odBe ydp apaprin)] as
Eustrat. explains—émoripy is itself 6pdérns, and there is no 6pdérys
8p86ryros.  The infallibility of émoriun, as such, has already been
asserted in ch. 3. § 1 and ch. 6. § 2.

84Ens & opldms aMifera] Of course émworipy, although .it has
propetly no Gpéérys, has its d\jéea. It is one of the faculties ois
anfetoper kai undémore Suafrevddpeba, ch. 6. § 2.

dpa 3¢ kol Gpuoral §8n mav of 36a Eoviv] ‘ the object of opinion
is, as such, always something definite’: 8é¢a has already adopted
o definite view: Bovh is a process which has not yet led to the

“ adoption of anything definite. As the Paraph. puts it—j pév e?Sovia

b. 12.

Eyreiv éariv, 7 8¢ 86fa ebprxévac.

&\\& iy 0dd’ . . . odmw ddows] If this sentence be retained (and
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I think that Rassow and Susemihl go too far when they bracket it, 1142 b. 12.

after Giphanius). we ought to take the first clause very closely
with what immediately precedes—* The object of 36a is always a
definite result already reached ; but eiBovkia is only a process (\éyos)
which has not yet reached a result” Then follow the words
Siavoias dpa Neimerar, to which we must supply dpférra adrip efvm,
Since elBovdia cannot be the op8érys of either émoripy or ddga, for
the reasons given, it remains that it is the ép8érs of the discursive
faculty—the faculty which carries on the process of reviewing z4e
steps whick lead fo resulfs, but is not itself the dmddmus of these
resulis—atr yap (2. dubvoa) offre ddos.

§ 4. &AN 8pBdms Tis orwv § edBoukin Bouiis] Rassow (Fursch. b. 16.

P- 46), as we have seen, regards these words as inconsistent with
duavoias dpa Aeimeras. 1 think that something might be said for
bracketing them, and retaining the sentence d\\é pijw 038 dvev Adyov
7 ebBovNia.  Buavotas dpa Nelmerar alm) yap olme hdos, bracketed by
Rassow. As for the words 1142 b. 16 86 4 Bovj &yryréa wpbrov Tl
wai mepl Ti—they are bracketed by Rassow, because (#orsch. p. 46)
‘das Wesen der Boudj ist ja schon viele Male erdrtert und im
Folgenden ist davon nicht die Rede, vielmehr wird der Begriff der
épdérns, auf den es hier ganz allein ankommt, niher bestimmt.’

émel § 9 8pBéms mheovaxds, Sihov 31t ob maca] Sphds BeBovhedrba b. 17.

is an expression which lends itself to several inaccurate senses.
It is inaccurate to describe (1) the man who has taken fhe right
means to the attainment of a dad end as dpfas BeBovhevpéuos: or
(2) the man who has reached a good end by improper means: or (3)
the man who has reached a good end by right means, but only
after spending an wnreasonably long fime in deliberation. Thus
ndca must be taken distributively: ‘when we say dpfas BeBovher-
#évos, we do not wish the expression to be understood in azny one of
its various senses, but only in the one sirict sense in which it is
applied to the man who reaches a good end, by right means dis-
covered within a reasonable time.’

6 yip éxparis xt\.| The description of the diparfs here, as b.18.

employing Aeyopds for the attainment of a bad end, is not con-
sistent with the account of him given in Z. AL vii, and answers
rather to the dxdlaoros. See Grant ad loc.

8 mporiferar i8eiv] e is the reading of Kb, Lb, Mb Ob, CCC,
VOL, II. G
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Cambr, B%. Instead of ¢ NC and Par. 1833 have xal oxéfrarfar
deiv—orédacfa being probably a gloss on ez : ¢f. Enstrat. b yap
& dkparijs kal dr\és 6 gailos wpotiferar s Télos ideir 1oL oxépacdar
Gnws abrob émiretferal, xafd dkparis kal atlos, odk ErTal agpeNpor.
Madvig (Ado. Crit. 462) suggests déiv (so T), which is adopted by
Grant (3rd ed.) and Jackson, who compare Plato, Soph. z21 A
Smep dpre mpod@éueba Seiw fevpeiv. Rassow (Forsch. p. 97) suggests n?ﬁ
mpori@eraw ryeiv, which is adopted by Bek.?, Susemihl, and Grant in
his last edition. I would suggest haBeiv: ¢f. the following eidnpos.

Soketr\.] Fritzsche quotes, among other aphorisms, Soph.
Antig. 1050 «pdrioTov krypiTeY etBovhia.

§ 5. dAX Zoru kol k.TN.] Bustrat. has ws yép é 76 oulhoyiopd e’:Bé—
yerar d\nfiés elvar Gupmépaciur, T péoov NapBavopévov Yrevdols . . . ., OUTOS
évdéxera kai Bt Ppavthov Tpdmov Téhos droBirar xpnoTdy, oiov el Tis wéms
woexeloas €k Toirov nlmdpKey. It is inaccurate, as Grant notes, to
speak of “a false middle term’ (Yrevbdi v péaov Gpov elvat), falsehc_)od
or truth belonging to propositions, not to terms. What the writer
means is that either or both of the premisses containing the middle
term may be false, and yet the conclusion be true: see An. Prior,
ii. 2. 53 b. 4 ore pév olv ofirws Eyew, dor’ dAnbeis elvac Tas mpordaers, B0
v 6 culoywrpds® &ore 8 dore Yevdels' éome & dore miy pév anydy, Ty
8¢ evdi w0 8¢ ovpmépaopa i dhnbes i Yetbos €& dviyips. €& a\nfiv
uév oly ol ore Yreddos culhoyisacfal, €k Yevdor & Eorw dinbés, mhiy
ot Sudre, AN Ere Tob yip Subre olk Eorw ék Yeudov quNdoyiopds.

§ 6. éxelvq] 7. the Bounj which, having a good end and em-
ploying good means, yet takes too long time. 'The-‘ man who
comes to a ‘right’ decision only when the time for action is past,
cannot be called edBovios.

&NN’ 3pBdtns 1 katd T8 dpéhipor, xai ob 8¢l kal ds kai dre| “but
rightness where the advantageous is concerned—end, means, a:nd
length of time, being all what they ought to be.” I scarcely think
that Fustr. is right in making «at of 8¢l epexegetical of 76 apewpor.
He says—«eivy 1 dpbérns Tijs elBovhias éoTiy edBovhia, 7 kai T6 wPélipoy
&xer Tob TéNovs, kal Tob Tpdmov 70 émaiverdy, b dphot 70 ds, kai 70D xp‘o'uou
b dpxoly, Smep dphoi 7 dre. 70 8 apéhipor kai ob 8¢t éx wapalijhoy
eori TO aiTd,

§ 7.] The Paraph. Heliodorus has the following note : *Emel 8 70

2 ’ » . b1 ~ A-
réhos #) kaBéhov ot kal Eaxaroy, §) pepikov, EoxaTov pey, mOOS b maga mpa
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&is avbporlvy Péperar, pepirdy 8¢, mpos & Twes mpdfers pépovaw, drxolotfus 1142 1. 28,

kai 7 evBovMa €xer § pev yap kallohov éotiv, fris opliy xai dyady Bovky) éore
1 - ’ » a1 - ' » » 1 -’ 3 . ’
wepi Tav epivrwy cis 76 Eoyaror Télos, Ty kar dperiy (ot 5 8 pepi,
firts els pepikdy Tt TéNos Qeéper, & ol Eari pev 1O Eoyarov, Péper 8¢ els TO
éoyaroy téos. Thus 76 téhos 76 émAds is the réhos réhetov—ebbaipovia :
of. £ V. Vi. 5. 1 Soxel 8f) dpovipov elvar 76 8lvaofar xakds BovAedoasbar
e SR 5 . 3 * - C e
wepl Tt adrg dyabl kal vupdéporra, ol kard pépos, oluy moia mpds Tylaav,

wpos ioxiy, dAAAG wola mpds TO €b {ijy Ghws.

7ig 8¢] so Sus. and Byw, after Kb, Mb, r. Bekker's # 8 ns is b.30.

given by Lb, NC, Ob, B %2: § rig 8¢ by Cambr.

1) katd 78 cupbépor Tpds 76 Téhos, of 1 $pbmots dndis Swohnis b. 32.

éoruw| Bywater has restored =4 before rékos from Kb and T, instead
of . read by Bekker. It has been suggested that =5 svpgépor; not
wehos, 15 the antecedent to which of relates—on the ground that
gppomais is concerned with means to the end given by ) dpery
(see Z. V. vi. ch. 12. § 8—ch. 13. § 2). But then, we should have
had wpos 78 Téhos Td dmhis, not wpds 76 Téhos O wpds T Téhes. The
clause beginning of is necessary to define the reference of o (or =)
tehos. Nor is there any difficulty in making ¢pdimais the tmihmles
T0b TéNous. @po'vnaw is &pxsTsKTovaxﬁ, as “;ell as E'FE.U“ T kall ékacra
(see E. V. vi. 1. 7). We may say that $pdimos indeed apprehends
the end, but could not do so in the way required by morality—z. e,
with a ‘single eye,” unless 78w dpern invested that end with a moral
interest. The Paraph. is quite distinct in referring of to réhos. He
says that the words mpds T 7éhos, of 5 Ppdenoes alnlis imdhyyris éore are
put &uix iy wovnpiv Bovlie, fris Td péy Téher mpoorrorra kat dredhovfa
{nrei, wpds Téhos &€ héperar wovnpov ol ok éoriv 7 Gpovois akpbis vmo-

Amdrs.

CHAPTER X.

ARGUMENT.

Inielligence is not the same as knowledge generally, or opinton (then all men
would be * intelligent'), nor is it a special branch of knowledge, like medical
science or geometry ; for it 15 not concerned with the ¢ efernal and immutable)
and among things * that come into being’ only with those whick, being difficult to
understand, arve suljects of deliberation. Its field thevefore is the same as that of
Prudence ; but it is not Prudence: for Prudence issues commands or veconm-
mendations, whereas Intellizence mevely sits, as it were, and judges. The

G 2
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intellioent man, using kis experience, comes to @ right decision about matiers
within the province of Prudence laid before him By another i @ speech ; as ke
Listens he does not add to ks experience, but makes use of his experience, st
@ mar who Enows Greek does not learn Greek, when he listens to another speaking
Greek, but uses the Greek which he has, in order io understand whai @s said.
The indelligent man s he who understands, o appreciates corvectly, the value
of recommendations madeto hine within the province of Prudence.

§ 1. odveous] intelligence, is another element in ¢pdmous, or a
state cognate to it. It is the faculty of understanding and appre-
ciating good advice laid before one by another person. The
cuverds, gud ovverds, does not initiate policies, or schemes of con-
duct, but has the intelligence to recognise good ones when they are
presented to him. Siveaus is thus the excellence of the xperfs who
listens to a speech (@\\ov Aéyorros § 3), and judges rightly as to the
merits of the plan of action which it recommends (émirdrre: § 2).
Siveois may be regarded as a stage in the development of ¢pdmats.
A man must have listened intelligently to what his elders advise on
practical matters, before he can take rank himself as an authorita-
tive advicer. Of course the majotity of men—so far as large
political questions are concerned—never become ¢pduipior and ém-
raxmixoi, but are, at best, only intelligent followers or critics—

ouveToL.

ebouveola] All MSS. seem to give acvveola, and, in the next line,
aouvérovs. Ebcuveria and ebowérovs is the certain emendation of
H. Stephanus—made, independently it would appear, by Spengel
also (see Arist. Studien i. p. 212).

wdvres yap & foav ouverol] He scems tomean that ol men would
then be ¢ intelligent,” for all men have either émoriun or 8ge: but
the Paraph. understands the words rather differently : he says—i
yép dv mdvres of émoTipoves % of Sofdovres guverol foar. dAN oik elaiv:
7. . either @il émothuéves or ail Sofdlovres would be guverol.

§ 2. A pev ydp dporqors emrakTuc éow . . . A 8é olveots kprTiky
pévov] Grant points out that “ the opposition of these terms is taken
from Plato, Politicus 259 E—260 C, where itis said that ‘all science
may be divided under the two heads of critical and mandatory’
—2& oly cupmdoms Tis yrOoTUdS € 7o pév émrakTikdy pépos, T4 O0¢
kpirikdy Sraipotyevor mpOTEiTOLEY, EppeN®s dv paiper duppiota ; '

. TadTd ydp alveas kal edouvesio xkal ouverol Kol ebgdveror] added to
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meet the possible objection that, although odvenis is kpiru) pévor, 1143 a. 10.

sbovresia may be something more.
=

§ 8. &\X domep 0 parBdvery k] Grant quotes Soph. £Iiv. 1. 2 8.12.

(7.e. Top.ix. 3. 165 b. 32) for the double meaning of parfivew=(1)
to learn, (2) to understand—rd yip pavfdvew Gpavupor, 16 e Eumévar
xpousvor 14 éntoripn kal To Napfdvew émoTipny.

Stweots is not the possession or acquisition of ¢pdvyois—the power
of giving good advice—but the employment of one’s intelligence in
estimating advice given. Sumévar is thus like pavéivew, where pavéi-
yar means, not ¢ learning something new,’ but ‘understanding’
what is said to one in conversation, by means of knowledge (. 2.
knowledge of the language in which the conversation is carried on)
which one already possesses.

oitws x7.A] As, in conversation, one ‘understands’ (pavfdver) a. 13.

what is said in a language, and on a subject, with which one is
already familiar, so, in the &odwoia, the ordinary citizen employs
his general experience and intelligence (86fa—c/. 16 Sofacrixdv=ro
Noyioridy E. N. vi. 5. 8, vi. 13. 2) in apprehending (ovwiévar) the
advice given in a statesman’s speech.

& hou Néyorros] For aiweos, regarded specially as the excellence a. 15.

of the listener in the assembly or court, ¢/, Philemon (Meineke,
Fragm. Comic. vol. iv. 46)—
xakemdy ¥ dpoaris dovveros kabijuevos,
imd yap avoias oby avréy péucerar.
kol kplvew ka\ds| sc. éomw 7 oiveoss, kal 1 ebovvesia: then follows

Gl N aT
70 yip €b T@ kakds TO avT.

§4 & is & 1§ pasddvew] ‘from the intelligence shown in a.17.

“ understanding ” "—sc. the meaning of a person with whom one is
talking. Coraes has-the following note here— xpopefa moAddxis 76
pavbivew éxi Tob gumérar  olov, fuika & pi) oumels Ta Neydpeva ol mwpds
ov Myorra ('ApioTod. Barp. 1444)
. wos ; ob pavfdve®
dpabéarepby mas einé xai oapéoTepov.

dmep &v Td\hos dmp éppredoeer obres, comment ? je ne te comprends
point; parle-moi un peu moins savamment et plus intelligiblement.’
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CHAPTIER XI.

ARGUMENT.

© Judgment is the facuity of deciding correctly what is eguitable : this definition
is in accordance with the view commonly held about ifhe equztable man—ikat his
chicf characteristic is to be veady fo pass favourable judgment.

The faculiias meniioned—judgment, intelligence, prudence, and reason—/have
adl, it is ecasy to sce, the same veference, and may be ascribed {o the same character:
they all have to do with ultimate pariiculars, infelligence and judgment betng
faculties which come fo right decisions as regards matfers within the province of
Prudsnce, i.e. as vegards things which men do, which are afways uitimate
particulars, never universals. Reason, indeed, is concerned with “ ultimates” at
bath ends of fhe series; ¢t iv both beginming and end—as speculative, #f is
concerned Twith the wilimate wniversals which cannot be demonsivated by
syllogistic veasoning, but are the immutalle first principles of scientific
demonstration—as praciteal, it s concerned with the witimale particulars, whick
are contingent, and find their place in the minor premiss of the practical
syllogism : these particwlars he practical reason, as regulaling conduct, maust
perceize immicdialely, for it i from often pereelving them thus that a man
acquives the universal principle of conduct—the prevarling bent of character.

Stnce reason, and the cognale facultics, infelligence and judgment, are con-
cerned with partieniars, they will requive time and experience jfor their
development ! and, ar a matter of fact, we see these faculites (as distinpuished
Jrom the speculative facully) growing naturally wp in men, as jhey become
older : so wmuech so that we jeel that undemonsivaled asserfions and opinions,
coming from mein of years and expericnce, have all the weight of demonstralions.
Saeck men have the eye of experience and see corvectly.

So mueck for Prudence and Wisdom. Eack has ils own nature, and its own
sphere, and is the excellence of its own separate part of the soul.

§ 1. ywdpm] rendered by Grant ‘considerateness.” It is perhaps
impossible to bring out in any single English word the whole
meaning of this term. It may be sufficient to think of & ywaouny
&wr as ¢ the man of good sense and good feeling —especially in so
far as he exhibits these gualities in his judicial decisions (3 Toi émer-
xots éoi kpiaes pff). The dicasts swore yvébpy o dpiory (OT Sixatordry)
kpivewr—* to decide according to the best of their judgment’—c/.
Pol.iii. 16. 1287 a. 25 dAX’ énirndes madeloas 6 vdpos édiornoe Ta Aorra
§ Skatordry yrdpy kplvew kal Stotkeiv Tobs dpxovras: Rhet 1. 15. 1375 2.
2% ¢avepdy yap 6ti, éav pev évarrios jj 6 yeypaupévos vé mpdypare, TH
Kkow® vope YpnoTéoy Kai Tols émteikéow ws dikatorépats. kai BT 76 yropn TH

e

v
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dplory Tor’ fari, 75 py mavrehis xpiofar Tois yeypappévors. The 1143 a.19.

original meaning of yrédpn is ‘knowledge’ or ¢ understanding.” Thus
in Democritus, quoted by Sextus Empiricus 4dv. Matk. vii. 138,
we have yropns 8 dto coiv iBéa, 7 pév yimoty, § 8¢ oxorin—* genuine
knowledge’ and ¢ dark knowledge ’: and in Herodotus iil. 4, yrdpn
fkavds means ‘a man of good understanding.” Secondly, yépn came
to stana for ‘a thought’—especially for ‘a thought’ or ¢ opinion’
relating to the conduct of life. And this is the sense in which we
find yvéum technically used by Aristotle in the Rheforic: see Rhket.
fi, 21. 1304 .22 &ore & 7 yuopy andpuvas, ob pévror olie mept TO¥ xal'
Zkaarov, ofoy woids Tis Tgpuepdrrs, aARa kaBléhovt kat ob mepl mavTov, olov 67t
T4 €000 76 kapmile évavriov, A& wepl dowv al mpdfeas eioi, kai afpera 3
evkrd éore wpos 70 mpdrrew. A yvdpn is thus a generalisation relating
to the conduct of life: and Aristotle takes special pains to make it
clear that it is a generalisation which has merely an empirical
basis—i7.e. has not been verified by syllogistic derivation from
higher principles; for he goes on to say 1394 a. 26 dor’ dmer Ta
afuphpara & mept Towirer suMoyrpds éoTw, oxebor T& oupmepdapara
réw évbupnpdrov kai ai dpyxal dpapefévros Tov cuh\opiopot yrépal elow,
oloy

xpi 8 o mof 8s Tis dprippev wédux avip,

waidas mepioaas éxdibdorerbar codols.
Toiro pév ody yudpy  wpocTefelons 3¢ Tis airias xai Tod Sii 7 evBipnpd
dorw T Gwav, oiov

xopls yap &Njs fis Exovoww dpylas,

Gbovor map’ dorév dhpdvovor duoperd.
Kﬂ‘l '(_b

otk oy 85 Tes mavT dunp elBaipovel
KQ}. 1'6

ol Zomw dvSpév ds tis €T éhevdepos
by, wpds 8 T4 Exopéve évbipnua,

# xpyudrov yap Sothds o 7§ Tixms.

A maxim which may be used, by way of onueiov or eixds, as the
premiss of an éddunpa or rhetorical syllogism” (see R/}:‘zz‘. 1. 2}, 0r
may, as conclusion of an évfumpa, be deduced from suitable pre-
misses, is, if taken by itself (dpaipefiérros Toi cvA\oytopod), a yrauy.
A ywipn, then, is a moral maxim, a piece of proverbial wisdom (cf-
the expression momral yopixol), advanced and accepted without
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1143 a. 19. proof, but recommending itself by its obvious agreement with the

sentiments and feelings of the society in which it appears.
, Here, in the Z¥kics, the meaning of yrépy seems to waver between
./ ‘the act of deciding sensibly and kindly,” and * the disposition which
. results in sensible and kind decisions.”

guyyvdporas] This is the reading of KP and MP restored by
Bywater, instead of Bekker's elywdporas the reading of Ib, T,
Cambr., NC, B * 3 CCC, Eustr.,, Heliod. The Index Arist.
does not give edyvoper except in this chapter, and in M. . ii. 2,
where ouvyyrapey does not occur, and edyroposivy is used instead of
yvopy. It is not unlikely therefore that ebywépwy got into the text
of the ZLkics at a date subsequent to the compilation of the
M. M - Apart, however, from this suspicion, there is nothing
against the word in the context here. Indeed it may be thought
that the words a. a1 onpecior 8¢ rdv yép émews pdliord paper elva
ovyyrepovikor follow elyvopovas more naturally than ovypwéuovas :
that the connexion between émteikera and ovyyrdpy is assumed to be

- better known than that between émeixeia and yrbun, ka8 fy edyvé-
povas kal Exerr apéy yvouny, and is therefore adduced as a onpeior :
of. Rhel i. 13. 1374 b. 4 &' ols yap 8t avypduny Eev rabra
émeney, and b, 10 78 rols dufpemivos cvyywhakew érewds.

Suyyvdpn means properly ‘thinking and feeling with others;
and answers to the semsws communts of the Roman writers:
¢/. Quintil. Jns/. i. 2—Sensum ipsum, qui communis dicitur, ubi
discet, cum se a congressu, qui non hominibus solum, sed multis
quoque animalibus naturalis est, segregérit?—Hor. Saz. i. 3. 66
Simplicior quis et est . . . ut forte legentem Aut tacitum impellat
quovis sermone molestus, Communi sensu plane caret, inquimus :
—on which Orelli quotes Seneca, de Pencfic. i. 12 Sit in beneficiis
SENSUS communis: tempus locum personas observet, quia momentis
quaedam grata et ingrata sunt. The cvypdper is the man of
social sympathy, who enters into the thoughts and feelings of
others, and especially is ready to make allowance for their diffi-
culties in his formal or informal verdicts—who, in short, gives
judgment (yropn) in their favour (evv) when a rigid interpretation
of the law would warrant an unfavourable judgment.

2,23, 1) 8¢ ouyyrdpn yrdpy doti kprmikdy Tob émewols dp8i dpfy ¥ 4

! T find, since writing the above, that this is Bywater’s opinion; see
Contributions, p. 52. i
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T06 ahnbos| Trendelenburg brackets ovyywdun: the sentence is
then a mere repetition of what has just been said three lines
above—i ywdun . . . jj ToU émewods éori kpious Spby: on the other
hand, with ovypwépn retained, the definition of cuyyrduy is in the
same terms as that of ywépn. I think that the words § 8¢ cvyypdun
yropy éori xpmki) Tob émeewots ply ought to be bracketed. The
clause 88 & 7 7o dhpbois follows the épfn of line 20 very natur-
ally, onpeiov 8¢ . . . ovyyvdpnw being parenthetical. [ agree with
Rams. that rod émewods in line 20, as in line 23, is neuter—the
genitive of the object. Grant makes it masc. in both places.

6pBi) & %) 1ol ddnbois] se. kpirwen, if line 23 be retained: if not,
kpires—° that is a 77g#f decision which gives a #rwe verdict.”

The whole § may be paraphrased thus—What is called ‘good
sense ‘—the quality of people whom we describe as ‘fair and
sensible, and as ‘taking a sensible and proper view, may be
defined as ‘the habit of coming to right decisions in matters of
equity.’ That this is a correct definition of ¢ good sense’ is seen,
if we refer to the usage of the term ‘common sense’ as equivalent
to ¢ fellow feeling” or ‘ tendency to give favourable judgment.” It
is generally admitted that ‘the equitable man’ is distinguished for
his ‘ common sense,’ or ‘fellow feeling,’ and that to give effect to
this sense or feeling in certain cases is ‘equitable’ ¢Common
sense’ is, in fact, ‘good sense,” which enables a man to come to

1143 a. 23.

3. 24,

a right decision in a matter of equity: a ‘right’ decision being one -

which gives a Zrue verdict.

Instead of ywvapy, the writer of M. M. uses ebyvopooim, as we
have seen—ii. 2. 1198 b. 34 7 8¢ edyvopoaivy kal 6 elyrdpor dotiv
wepl TadTi wepl & kal 7 émelkera, mept & Sikata [mi] Ta é\hehetppéva fmd
Tol vopoleTov T p akpiBas Swplelar, kpirikds by v EXNekeyppévay Hmd
100 vopolérov, xal yryrdckwy 6Ti Uno pevy Tov vopobérou ENAéNewrTar, Eort
pévrar Blkaia, 6 rowiros edyvduwy. €ori pév ody olk dvev Emweikeias 7
ebyvopocivy 10 pév yap kplvas 7ol elypdpovos, ™6 8¢ 8y mpdrrew [kai]
kard Ty kplow ToU émewots. It ought to be remembered that the
writer of the /. M. discusses émeikeia in a context parallel, not to
L. V. v. 10, but to £, V. vi. 11,

I said that gdweoss may be regarded as a stage in the development
of ¢pémais. But the power of intelligently following a speech, and
estimating its recommendations at what they are worth, presupposes
something more than mere intellectual sharpness and nimbleness.
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1143 8. 24. The successful critic of a policy must be in sympathy with the
traditional thought and feeling of the community for which t‘he
policy is recommended. Tropn, OF communts sensus, underlies
oiveots. And, as there are many who are ovrerol but never (at least
in great matters) become ¢pduyior, SO there are many who have
ywoun and ovyypepn without rising to the clear intellectual con-
sciousness of reasons possessed by the owerel. The ouverol
appreciate the force of the évfopnuara (gyropukal o-vh?to'yufpoi) which
the speaker employs : but yvopac are points of view which recom-
mend themselves without syllogistic proof (dpacpebévros o0 guAio-
yurpod)—are felf to befrue by 6 yrapqe Exor. IR

In the foregoing remarks I have purposely allowed the Aristotel-
ian associations connected (a) with the term ywépy, as (1) mr;}ral
maxim, (2) judge’s decision, (3) disposition which results in yrépac
(1) or (z), and (§) with the term ovyyvopn, aS COMMUNLS SEASUS,
and especially the manifestation of communds sensus in equue:ble
judgments, to have free play, and influence one a.nother.. 1 behz‘ave
that the writer of this § could not use the term yvéun without being
affected by these various associations. At the same time, it is
proper to say, in conclusion, that I think that the sense of :,m.i:.m; as
judge’s decision is most prominent in his mind.. If aiverss i
especially the kpious in the dshnoia, yréopn is especially that in the
dukagripior.

Z e, equity is coextensive with justice. This is given as a reason 1143 a. 31.
for the statement év =4 rpirikos etvar mwept &y 6 Ppoviuos, ouverds kai
edyraper® 4 ovypdper —the ¢pévpos has to do with ‘all good

relations between man and man’ ; and the cvypwduer is kpirikds roi

émekols, which is coextensive with these °good relations.’

§ 8.] Having proved at the end of § 2 that oivecis and yvépy a. 33.
have the same sphere as q&péuﬁms or wois, because ra emeky are
coextensive with é éyab& & év 76 mpos a\hov, the writer now proves
the same point again, by reference to the fact that & wpaxrd (which
are foxara) are the objects of otvests and ywapn, as well as of
¢pdmars or vois. Ramsauer brackels ra mpakrd in line 33, and Kb
Me 1, Cambr. pr., and NC read drdvrer for dravra.

§ 4. kal & vois Tdv doxdrur én dpddrepa] yrbuy, olverts, Ppdvnots a. 35.
and reis have been exhibited as macar eis Tairs reivovrar, because all
concerned with moral &oxara (émews, dyabd, mpaxrd). The writer
now goes on to say that »efs is concerned, not only with moral
€ryxara—the particulars of action— but, in science as distinguished
from conduct, with another kind of &ryera—wulitmate principles—
the highest wniversals: so that, if we use wois in its generic sense,
we can say that it is concerned with ¢ ultimates at both ends of the
series” (Grant)—z. e. with universals at the top, and particulars at
the bottom.

.97, § 2 ywdpny éew] This infinitive is grammatically the ot?ject of
emipéporres, and we should have expected the article before it; but
the writer omits the article, because he gtill has Aéyoper in his mind.
That he has Aéyouev in his mind is shown clearly by the following
accusatives kai Gpovigovs kat guverods. Michelet makes the construc-
tion—ywouny yap xai ovveow kal Ppdmow kai volv énl r:)ﬁ; airois
émupépovres, Aéyoper kat Gpovigovs Kkav guverobs yropny Exew kal vote ifoy :
but, if this is the construciion, why have we not the article before
povipovs and guverots ? :

vols aTi kai ot ANéyos| The highest universals and the ultimate b. 1.

particulars are apprehended intuitively, not reached by discursive
Teasoning.

kol 6 pev katd ThS deEigets] sc. vovs. The construction is 6
pév kata Tas amodeifers pols éori TAV dewnrev dpev. This is the vois
Bewpnrinds, as distinguished from the rols mpakrikds—6 év rais mpak-
Tikals (sr. Sdtms cf. £ V. vil, 3. g, OF mpordoect, Or perhaps drodeifect
understood in a loose sense).

vooy 43q] I think that Grant’s suggestion is right—that this ex-
pression refers ‘to what is said in § 6 8¢ 1 Muia voiv éxe’ and is
< nearly equivalent to our saying of a person that he had “attained

13

to years of discretion.

Tiv dkwrfrwr Spwy kol wpdTwr] se. éorl, ¢is concerned with.! These b. 2.
are the First Principles of 8eohoywq and palnparis.

év8exopévou] The full expression requires the addition of kaib.3.

a 31, Td ydp émeiki] kowd Tov dyabay dwdrTov 2otiv & TG Tpds dNhov|

* Edyrwper 4 fort. secludendum Byw. ; see above § I, note on suyyrdpuovas
‘ for equity enters into all good relations between man and man’—

1143 2. Ig.
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92 BOOK VI: CHAP. 11: § 4, 5

@ws Eyew, which Rassow (Forsch. p. 77) accordingly proposes to
insert.

Tis €répas mpordoews] the minor premiss, called in Z. V., vii. 3.
13 1 7ehevraia mpiraces. The phrase érépa mpéraces does not appear
from the Jndex Arist. to occur except here.

dpxal yop Tob of &veka adrat] adras (attracted to the gender of
dpyai) are the particulars (éryara) which constimte the ¢minor
premiss’ apprehended by rofs mpakrieés. These particulars are
said to be the dpyai mob of &eka—io supply the materials out of
which the moral end, or the character, is built up by éopuds, as by
a sort of induction—ék v6» xaf &aora y&p Ta kabédov'. For a
similar use of dpy# (as the material source) Grant compares £. V.
Vi, 3. 3 émaywy) dpyy éori kal Tob kaBilov,

§ 5. Todrwr olv &ew 8l aiofnow, adm ¥ lori wods] The
wpaxzids vobs is here represented as a semsibility to certain par-
ticular impressions. The cumulative effect of such particular
impressions is a certain dent of character, or settled way of looking
at, and feeling with regard to, the objects from which the im-
pressions are received. But when vots mpaxrids is thus described
as a sensibility to certain particular impressions, it is evident that,
Jrom the very first, it must find, in the things which impress it, the
common attribute to which the character eventually formed is the
adaptation. Nobs mpacrwds is indeed the sensibility to certain par-
ticular impressions, in so far as it is on the occasion of the
presence of particular elofyrd (d¢a xai Avmmpd) that it receives its
impressions ; but these alo@yra impress it from the first 7 @ moral
way. It is therefore not merely passive in relation to them; it
perceives this among them to be good, and that ded, irrespectively of

~the present pleasure or pain which attends either: 7 e. it criticises

them in view of the requirements of iis own permanent nature.
It is as true, in short, of the afoédneis with which the pobs TPAKTIRGS
is here identified, as of the alofyois of the bodily senses, that it
involves a perception of the xa8diov: see An. Post. ii. 19. 100 a.
16 kal yip cigliverar pév 70 kal éxaorov, § & alefnars vod xkabéhov
ETTIV.

' If ra waBirov (K¥ MP Bywater) is right (as against Bekker’s 70 raféou),
Trendelenburg’s, I think, mistaken view (Hist. Beitr. ii. 384) that éxes is to
be supplied after kafiéAov is finally disposed of.
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The sharp contrast drawn between the vofs fewpyricds and the
vobs mpakrids in E.N. vi. 11. §§ 4, 5 is indeed very misleading.
A kaBédov is at first dimly seen éy eac/ in the material setting of the
kal’ éacra belonging to its sphere; and easch, using its own
peculiar method—wets Bewpyriede using érayeyn, and vois mpakrucds,
édiopds—comes to apprehend its kefédov more clearly. The only
ground (apart, of course, from the difference of spheres, or object-
matter) for contrasting the vois fewpyricds and the wods mpakrikds is
that of the clearness with which each ultimately apprehends its
kafihov. The generalisations of the wods fewpnricds, clear-cut forms
embodied in dpiopol, seem, at last, to stand out independent of the
particulars ; whereas the generalizations of the wis mpacrikds are
never clear-cut, but always inhere in particulars. They are the
ways in which Kallias, and people who have received the same
training as Kallias, generally act, in certain (approximately de-
scribed) circumstances, when they act' in the manner generally
assumed to be right. DBut the generalisations of the wois fewprrixés
are abstract formulae, which distinguish themselves by their
necessity from the particulars (as such, contingent) falling under
them. To arrive at such formulae being the goal of the woig
fewpnrcds, that faculty is represented as being ¢ concerned with’
them ; whereas the wois mparmikds is said to be ‘concerned with
particulars,” because it never can, with any appearance of per-
fection, detach its generalisations from them.

8 kol ¢uoikd Soxel elvar Tabre] raira are vois, ppdimars, oiveots,
and yvdun, as Eustratins notes. These habits are all concerned
with 7& kaé éaora, and therefore (8:6) require time and experience
for their formation. They grow up in ws naturally (pvows Soxet

- ebad), as we gain experience of life. But we do not naturally erow

up to be philosophers (gpioe codde pév od8els): philosophy requires
special teaching : see Eustrat. ad loc——8idre dmoiv ék Tév kel éacra 6
TpaKTikos vals kai 1) Gpornois iy mapayiverar kol B otvests kal 1 ypdun,
Sd Tovro kal ‘uoikd Soxel elvar Taira. 1§ pev vap goia Tav kabikov,
8t TolTo kal ol Piver fjpiv wpdoeoTw dAN ék pabnoews mepiylverar, bs

7 £y z 1 I " il . - » l
€Lrat Kaik veor B'I.TI‘GTOP U?TG.DSGJ. (J'O¢01' €V YrOTEL Twr KRGOROU YEPOUETOV

* kabia kai mpolaBav & Guildvoos elpnrer. ai 8¢ elpnuévar fes, émei amd

The molvmetplas cupdyorrar Tev Kafékaoma ypdvov 8ei alrols paxpod, kai
L4 . Z. e 2 3 f 3 k3 by . 3
nhikias Tehewrépas, O s abraw avfphmors wpogylvovrar. émei 8¢ ek
r £ 2 o+ L 1 -~ -~ ’ 3o € - -~ Lid
Qioews 7 Nhikia, kat & pakpos Tis (wns xpovos OF doov N krios TV éfewy

1143 h 5.
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’ r b ~ y -
1143 b. 6. voutar mopilerar, 8w Tolvo kal Puowd Sokolor kai ék picews Epyeata.

b.9.

b. 14,

C. Philemon (Meincke, Fragm. Comic, vol, iv. p. 34)—

:
fkovae Tovrer adrds, ovdé hiera

> » 3 * 5 - -
avrduaroy davbpdroimw, & Béhriore, vois

- A e S ,
oomep v dypd Buposs éx 8¢ Tol Aéyer Te kal
e 4 , -
érépwy dravew kai fewppoar . . .

kata pukpdy del, Gaoi, povrar gpéves.

§ 6. B0 kal doxh kal Téhos vois ek Todrwr yip ai dmoSeifers wat
mepi Todtwr] Rassow (Forsch. p. 31) places these words after adry
& fori wobs § 5, 1143 b. 5. A scribe, he suggests, transposed the
two sentences both beginning with 8. This is very likely. More-
over, it is only after Todrwy afy dyew 8¢t alvfyow, atry & dori votis
that the grammatical reference of the words ék Todror Yap ai
anodeifes kai wepl TodTwy is intelligible,

As for the meaning of the statement dpy) kai réhos wods—it is
doubtless given correctly by the Paraph.—dpxy uév, ka8 Soov v
mpdTey dpxdy éorl wiots, rel Bewpyricis Aéyerar  dpyh ydp éorw
dmodelfews' Téhos 8¢ kal duov ywbuls o tow kal Zeavra kal év
aiofioe, kel mwpakricds Aéyerai,  For the expression é rovrer .
kal wepl Tolrew, ¢f. 1. 3. 4 dyamyrov ol mepi Towlrer xai €k Towlrey
Aéyovras krh.  He means that ‘ reasoning’ in morals is é zév kaf
éxaora, and mepl rav kad ékaora. The term drodeifes is, of courze,
used here in a loose sense, for “morality is not capable of demon-
straiton.’

dpdow 6#9{39] This is the reading of L (and apparently Ob)
only: dpyds or ras dpyds is given instead of dpdds by Kb, Mb, 1,
CCC, NC, Cambr., and B* * %, Ald,, Hel., Eustr.

§ 7. d\hou 7iis Yuxfs poplou] 7. e, oodla is the highest excellence
of the &romnuoviktr pépos, and ¢pdmois of the AoytoTiky : See note
on ch. 3. § 1. 1139 b. 14, for Prantl’s view of the Swroyrial dperal,
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CHAPTER " X1I.
ARGUMENT.

Let us now discuss the guestion—IWhat @5 the practical wse of Wisdom and
Prudence ? :

Wisdom, it may be urged, is useless : 3t s concerned with that whick etemally |
is, mof with that whick comes to pass o7 is produced, and conseguently does not

regard the means which produce Hiuman Happiness.

Prudence tndeed regards these means ; but must we have Prudence in order
fo secure them practically 2 The good man in virtue of his good habits empioys
these means, 1. e, performs good acfs.  Surely knowing that these acts are good
does nok felp fo make im perform then, any move than knowing that a regular
Pulse is a healthy symplon (as distinguished from kb g the proper treatment
of an drregular pulse) makes a man’'s pulce regular.  And if it be said that we
wtatst have Pridence, not indeed fo tell us that such and suck acts arve good, but
o' tedl ws how fo secure thelsr performarnce, what, it may sttll be asked, is the
practical use of Prudence? It is superfluons in the case gf those who are
already good, and perform the acts in gquestion from kabit ; and why should
those who are not alvéady good, but wish fo become good, trouble themseloes ta
have Prudence of their own ? Why should they not consult a professional cxpert
in Prudence, as we do a doctor in the matter of health 2 Lastly, theve is the
awkward poini—If Prudence is practically wssful, of it veally does something—
espectally Something so great as the production of Human Happiness—it will
take the lead over Wisdom, for the practical faculty which uses materials always
directs as a mistress the scientific or arfistic faculty which sugplies the materials.
But kow can Wisdom be thus encillary o Prudence ?  Prudence ts surely in-
Jerior to Wisdem.

So much for the statement of the diffindtics : now let ws attempt to answer
them.

Let us begin by saying that Wisdom and Prudence, even if they vesulf in
nolking < practical,’ must be chotce-worthy in themselves, inasnich as each of
thenms is the excellence of its own part of the soul.

Secondly, they do produce vesults.  Wisdom produces Happiness, not indsed
as efficient cause of ¥, but as formal cause : it is one of the formal clements in
that fotality of the vivtuous characler, whick realises itself in the function cailed
Huppiness. The other formal elements are Prudence and Moral Virtue, Virtue
making the end aimed at geod, and Prudence the means. Wisdom is the
excellence of the sciemtific part, Prudence of the deliberative, Moval Virlue of
the appetitive : the excellence of the fourth part of the sowl, the nutritive, is not
one of the formal elemenis in the tofality of the virtuous chavacier : for it does
ot vest with it fo do, or not to do.

As regards the oljection that Prudence does not help us to ferform good acls,
lot us meet 3t by analysing *a good act’ a Hittle decper. What laoks [ike *a
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good act’ may be performed under external pressure, or from ignorance, or for
some end which kas wothing to do wilh goodness, by @ nran who is not good: but
an act is really “ good’ only when it is done by a good man, being deliberately
chosen by him becawuse il is a good acl—i.e. contributes to the chicfend, This
chief end, for the sake of whick acts are delilerately chosen as means, is sef up by
Virtue—i.e. it is the same thing to say * This man is virtuous or pood’ and
¢ his end €5 good —but the steps which piust be taken in order to yealise this end
are discovered, not by virtie but by another faculty. Let ws stop to explain this
pornt.  Cleverness is the power of hitting upon the means conduitoe lo a given
end. If, ther, the end be good, we praise the faculty which discogers lhe means,
and call it Prudence: but we call it Roguery if the end be bad.  Cleverness is
the potentiality of Prudesce (as it is of Reguery) ; dut Prudence, as confirmed
habit, does not supervene without Virtue: for, without Firfue, the spllogismsin
which Prudence reasons would have o major premiss: it is ondy the good man
who sees the -good end which constitules the major premiss. Vice distorts and
Jalsifies @ man’s view of the privciples of conduct, It is plain, then, that a
man canuot b Prudent without being good,

§ 1. Bewpioer] Byw. after Kb, Mb, Cambr. All other MSS., ap-
parently, give fewpei, which I prefer.

odBepids ydp éore yevéoews] on the contrary, it is the contempla-
tion of dezng (vd &v, as distinguished from 7 yeypéueror).

7 wepl Td Sixaia] LD scems to be right in omitting #: see Rassow
(Lorsch. p. 63).

domep oldé T4 Uywewd odBé a4 edexmikd] Ramsauer suggests the
insertion of é before ra dyewd. The construction is—déomep od8e
76 Ti Uyiewt kal ebexrikie €ldévar mpartikdrepol oper Tév {yewdv kal
evexricow.  This usage of mpakrkarepor is well illustrated by Rassow
(Forsch. p. 124) from L. V. v. 1. 4 olov dré rijs Tpelas o mpdrrerar
T4 évavria, alla T& Uyiewd pvov Nyopey yap tyrewds Badifew, drav
Badily ds &v ¢ iywiver.

oo p 7¢ mowely AMAG 79 dmd THjs Efews elvar Méyerar] ‘I mean
tytewd and edexricd In the sense, not of the efficient causes, but of
the manifestations of dyiewe and edebia” Cf Met Y. 2. 1003 a. 34
70 Iypeavdy dmav wpds dyietay, To pev v¢ Puldrrew, v 8 rd mowely, 75 8é
T4 onpeiov eivar Tis Dyelas, w0 66 Gre Sewrucdv adris: ef. Top. ii. 2
110 a. 19, Me/. K. 3. 1061 2. 6. THe means that the mere know-
ledge of ‘what concerns health’ does not make a man perform
healthy functions. ‘Healthy functions’ (r& dywewd r& v amd ris
Efews elva Aeyoperva) are not like ¢ the means to health’ (v dyprecviz 7
79 nouly Ty éfw Neydpeva) which are suggested by medical know-
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ledge. DMedical knowledge—knowledge of “ the means to health’— 1143 b. 26.

makes a man indeed TFPAKTIKOTEPOS TEY Lytewdy TV T Tolsiy Tiip vyieay
Aeyousvwr—i. ¢. mpakridrepos karé 7o latpetew, but not kard 6 tyewds
évepyety, OF Téw tyrewr Tow 76 dmd s Efews elvar heyopdvor,

0dfév yap mpakmirdrepor k.TN.] After mpaxricdrepor we may under- b. 27.

stand, then, kard 75 Typewis kal edexricds évepyen, or some such words.
Knowledge of the means to health or good training, as they are set .
forth in the sciences of larpuci and yupracris, will not make a man
who has not the &s of yiew or ebetia, a healthy man or a powerful
athlete. The Paraphrast Heliodorus has the following comment
here—abder paldov drd Tob eldévar v& xakd xal Sikara mpakrixol abréw
yiwovrar Somep obdé bytewol § edekrikol ywdgcla dnd Tob ol eldévar
T4 Uytewa kol ebexrikd, aAAG TG Fyew Ew yelas kal edeflos’ ob yap
6 miKkTHs TuKTIKGTEpos yiverar Sid 1O eldévar i dore T €& kal kahos
TUKTEUE' 0U yap 7o eibévar, AN 76 w Eyew mukTikTs, mukTeder Spoiws
8¢ kal 6 makaworris kal 6 Spopuxds® kal ydp Tou kal & yvpmkds Bid Ty S
yupvids éoriy, o0 it 76 elddvar T edexried Kal yu,umké' Aéya B edexrind
xal }mpmm # Dyewd, ob & momTikd edefias ¥ Tyielas, AAN & rom é
'U'y[mm ‘q O GUEKW”” a’TO TOU Egﬂ) v?lf{.as‘ ?l"' ELG&LHQ Fxff-v

§ 2. Todrey xdpiv| Tob Taira eidévar xdpuw.

7ol yivesbar| sc. omovdalovs.

Toig pd) exouvow] se. dperip: 7. “those who have not the s b. 30.

(of dperi))’: obow has been unnecessarily suggested for &ovow.

abrods éxew] sc. T ppdmow : the writing is very careless.

§ 8. wowdoa] used here in the sense of ypwpém (see E. IV. i.b. 35.

2. 4): hence not to be compared with # mofjoovaa, but with
3§ xpnoopésy of Rep. 601 D. The Paraphrast seems to suggest
the line of thought which led the writer to describe ¢pdunois as
7 wowofioa: he says—~okel 8¢ 4 Ppivpais Bedriow wis copias, kaliaar
dpyr} éort mpdfews, kal 8id Tolro kuptoreépa Tis oolas, firis pévor Gewpn-
T eorwt yap wpaktiky €fis dpyer kal émrdrrer mept EkaoTor—Ii. £
Ppdumois, as wpakTk O dpyy mpdfewv, is the efficient cause 7¢
momTwdy atror (see de Gen. ef Corrup. 1. 7. 324 b, 13 €ori 8¢ o
TOWTLKOY atrior s 60er fr ‘iPX"? 'rr}; mmfwems‘) of sﬁampwfa, and (it may
be maintained) uses materials supplied by codin, which it therefore
directs, as the wearer directs the tailor,

mept 8 Todrww Newtéor viv pév yap fimdpnror mepl adrdv pévor]
VOL. IL e
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1143 1. 35, Zell compares Pol. ©. 6. 1340 b. 20 worepor 8¢ dei pavbdvew abros

1144 a. 1.

a. 3.

dSovras e kal yespovpyolvras 7 pi, kabdmep fmopnly mpdrepoy, ¥iv

Nekréov,

§ 4.] Human nature, as a syslem of dpersd, is an end in itself:
see Mot A, 2. 982 b. 24 8ilov ody bs & obdeplar aimiy (sc. coghiar)
Cprofper ypelav érépay aAN domep @vbpords daper heubepos o éavrol
Svexa kal piy d\hov dr, ofre kal alry, povy é\evlépa ofca Tov émoTpby’

. i\ v e - e
Harn ‘}t‘ﬂp OUTT] EQUTT]S €VEKEV €OTLV.

§ 5.] After &\’ &s 7 dylewe understand 6 dyaivew.  Soghia  pro-
duces’ eddaporia—not, however, as the doctor (efficient cause), but
as the principle of health (formal cause), produces a healthy state.
Eustratius reads ri ebexricd after dyiea, but explains the senlence as
if he read eddmporlav: copie and ¢pdvmors, he explains, produce
ebdaiporie, Mot as merely external causes, like larpuj when it
produces health; but as constituent parts (népn) of ebdarpovia, like
fytews, which is also a constituent part of eddayrovia, “H 8y dpern
(the character of which etdauoria is the function) is made up of
the dperat of the mund and of the deody, aided by external means,
such as wealth. Sodpla is the highest dperi of the menfal, as dyica
is of the dedily part. EdSaworla is a 6hor constituted by the union
of these two pdpur, Sopie accordingly produces eddarpovia, just as
{ytea also produces it, in the sense of being one of e factors which
constitufe v, larpud) 18 not one of the faclors or constituent elements
of that which it ¢ produces’, but is external to the product. Such
is the explanation offered by Eustrativs. It is not inconsistent
with the view of e?daypovia presented in RAef. i 5. 1360 b. 18 i 87
éorwv 1 edacpovia Totolroy, dvdykn abris elvar pépy evyeveww, morvdihiay,
xpnarodihiay, mhoiroy, ebrexviav, mohvrekviav, elyiplav, €t Tas TOU
odparos dperds, ofor Gyleay kd\hos loxiy péyefos Slvapw dywmoriciy,
Séfay, iy, ebruylaw, dperiv. But surely it is inconsistent with the
words which follow in § 6, 1144 a. 9 7o 8¢ rerdprov popiov Tis
Yuxiie otk Erriv dpery Totalry, Tob Opermikot, These words make it
impossible to regard dylews, the excellence of 70 dpemriedv, as a
pépos iz E\ns dperis: see also E. E. i, 1. 1219 b, 20 8 kal &@\o e
T pépudy ot tis Yuxds, ofov 76 Bpemtikdy, 7§ TouTa dperyj otk Eori
pdpeov Tis Bhys dperijs, domep obd # 70 cdparos, We must therefore
understand 76 Syalvew, not etdapoviay, after dylea 1144 3. 4, and
explain—oopla (he has dropped ¢pévoes for the moment) * pro-
duces’ eddmporia, as formal, not as efficient cause:—z.e. il is a
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./ wépos, or formal element, in the &\ow, or &ldos, of the virtuous 1144 a.3.

character whose function is eddawuoria. For the technical use of
pépy, as the zotae nmoftonis, sce Bonitz on Mef A. 25 1023 b. 19
€1 els & Suupeiral e 7 6E By olyxerrar 1O Shov, i) T eidos, B 6 Exor TH
eldos. The phrase 8\q dpers) does not occur in the * Nicomachean’
Eooks of the £ .V, but is well known to FEudemus. Grant
remarks that Fudemus came to identify 4 é\y dperq with kahokayafia
—for which see E. E. H. 15. 1248 b. 8 sqg. The Paraphrast
explains the present § correctly—"Emerra kal ypfotpol ot wpos i
eodmpoviar, oly Somep larpua) mpds Tylear AN Somep n dylea wpos
bylecay Exer, olre mopin kat Ppovois wpos eddmporiav xphotel eow 5
pév yép kabBolov elBmporia i Tavrelis éoTwr dpert), cofiie 8¢ kal PpivnmLs
pépos elol s dhys dperiis® dore pépos elol tis dvfpenivys eddaporias
capla kat Ppdimars, kal 76 Tabras Eyew perd Tév A\ov dperav eldatoveiv
€oTl THY G\jr eddatpoviav.

§ 8. €7 16 épyov dmoreheltar k1\.| ¢ Further, the function of the
evBaluwy (76 épyov takes up évepyeiv (p) immediately preceding} requires
for its complete fulfilment Prudence and Moral Virtue— Virtue
making the end aimed at (se. in the sphere of conduct) right, and
Prudence making the means right! Man’s is a olwferos dious.
“H Ay dpery) includes, as its pépy, the nfwai, as well as the Suwvonricat

dperal. The dvbpdmwor dyafér, or man’s function, as man, is an

évépyera ruxns, which involves not only ewpla, but mpags. For the
doctrine of this passage ¢f. £. £, ii, 11. 1227 b. 19 & pap ov
pev axondy épbow eivar, év 8¢ Tois mpds Thv okomdy Swapaprdvenr Zore 8
Tov pev okomdr npapriofar, 7¢ 8¢ mpis éxeivoy mepalvovra Gpfas Eyew, xak
pnéérepor, mérepon & 1) dpers) motel Tov okomdy § Ta wpds TO¥ oromy;
Tibéjeba &1 Gre Tov gkomdy, dibte rolrou obk ot guMNoytopds obde Adyos.
alha 8) domep dpxn roire imokeicbw. ofre yap larpés okomel e dei
Uyraivew 7 pr, AN el mepumarely 1 pn, olire & yupvaoTikds €l et &b Eyew 3
i, GAN e malaioar fi pn. dusies & obd d\An ofdepla mepl Tob TéMovs'
&omep yap tals fewpnrikdis ai vnoféoes apyai, olrtw kal Tals momTikals 7o
Téhos dpxn Kai vmdbegts. émedy dei véde Vyiatvery, dvdyrn Todl tmdpfar,
el éorar éxcivo, domep ékel, € ori T Tpiywvov Ble opbal, dvdykny Todi
elva. Tijs pév oby vongews dpxn To TéNes, Tis 8¢ mpdfews 7 Tis vongews
rehevrs], el oby mwdans Spddrnros 5 6 Néyos i) 7 dperyj airéa, € piy & Ndyos,
&1 Ty apery dw SpBly ey b TéNos, AN od & mpos 7O TéMos. . . . TS pév
olv Tvyxdvew TovTer d\Ays Suvdpuews, doa éveka Tod Téhous Ol mpdrrew,
"Apery) is the moral structure or organisation, which, like all living
H2
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1144 a. 8. structures, strives to maintain itself: in suo esse perseverare co-

natur (Spinoza, Ezk. iii. 6). Asked to define the * rightness® of the
virmous end, we can only answer—that it is being the end which

./ human nature, as a well-known type, is seen to propose to itself.
It is the life which this particular organism, as a matier of fact,
strives to lead, Our answer is thus given in the same way as it
would have to be given, if the question were—How do you define
the ‘rightness’ of (say) a sparrow’s xomds ?

Gpdwmais 7 kal Easra, as here described in relation to nbue) apern,
is the consciousness of the moral structure or organisation, in so
far as this consciousness manifests itself in the delicate perception

¥ of the particular things which are advantageous or hurtful to the
structure.

5. 0. terdprou] The four parts are (1) 7o émarnpordy, with its dper)—
ootia, (2) T oyporikdy, with its dperij— pdimais, (3) 6 Spexrikdy, with
its dperf—ifuay dpern, and (4) 76 dperricd, with its dperp—iylea.

a.10. dpery Towalm] is dperip which can be regarded as a pépos of 7 Ay
dperf) (see note on § 5 above), and more especially (as is shown by
the explanatory clause ol8éy yip én’ atrg mwpdrrew ij py wpdrrew) Gy
dpeh.

a12  §7. dveber] Ramsauer compares £, V. viil. 1. 6 kal mepl atriv
Tedrav dvdepoy émiyroiow kal uaicdrepov—where see note.

2.16. % 80 &repdy v kol pi) B adrd] § 8 d\do o, #i xphuara 7 HSoriy, &
Slxatoy mototvres, kai py 8¢ éavré (Paraph.).

a.19. olov] here = ‘7. e)—see Waitz, Organon vol. i, p. 280—°Aris-
toteles saepe voce olov ita utitur, ut explicet (scilicef, nempe), non ut
exempla afferat.

For the doctrine of this §, see Z. V. ii. 4.

2.20. §8. v pév odv mpoalpeswy Spbiy moiet dperd), 70 8 Boa dketrms
Zvexa wébuke mpdrrechar odk Zom THs dperfis GAN érépas Suvdpews]
Grant says— There is some confusion here in speaking of the
means to a purpose, mpoaipeaus itself being in the Aristotelian
psychology a faculty of means; but ¢/, £7%. Fud. ii. 11. 5-6 [1227
b. 36], where mpoaipeous is said to imply both end and means, and
whence the present passage is repeated almost zerdasim, om yip
waea mpoalpeais Twds Kai Eveka Twds. o pév ol évexa T péaov éoriy, ob

3
<

A L Ao ) 05 fd ar s L ’ 3 »
WTLO 7] GpETH TW wpoaipeLaial EVEK@. EOTL [LEVTOL ] TPOALPEFLS OV TOUTOU,
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E\A& 7@y Tobrou Seka.  TO pév oby Tuyxdvew rovror d\js Suvdpews, doa 1144 a. 20.

Zyeka Tob Téhovs B¢l mpdrrew: oD B¢ T Tehos dpOiv elval THs mpoatpérEms
[e¥] # dperiy airia’ I think that Grant is mistaken in supposing (as
he seems to do) that there is any deviation marked here from
A sistotle’s doctrine of mpoaipeats as “ faculty of means.’ The writer
says distinctly &ore pévros i) mpoaipeais od Totrov (7. e. of the end), da
v Totrou &vexa (the means) ; and if he gives us to understand that
mpoaiperss ¢ implies both end and means,” he only expresses what is
involved in Aristotle’s and his own view of mpoaipecis as faculty
of '‘means—sc. of means /o a cerfain end. There is no more
awkwardness, I think, in saying =i pév ot mpoalpeaty Spbipy woret 1)
dperty, 70 &' Goa ékelvns (sc. s mpoarpéuens) veka wéuke mpdrrecfa ol
Zsre 1is dperns, than in saying, as both Aristotle (Z. M. iii. 2. 1) and
Fudemus (Z. E. ii. 11. 1228 a. 2) say, that we judge of a man’s
character (7.e. his cnd) from his wpoaipeois—i. e. We think less of
what his acts are in themselves, than of the end for which he
chooses them as means. It must be remembered also that the
popular meaning of mpoaipeots (to which ‘Eudemus’ may be
allowed to revert here, without being thought gmilty of much
‘confusion”) is that of ‘general.policy '—as in Demosth. 257. 7
§ mpoatpects 1 éuf) kai %) molirela. By érépas Supapens We are to under-
stand ¢porjoens. It points out o the man whose interest is in the
good end, the things naturally fitted to serve as means to this end.
These things he accordingly chooses and does.

émorioant] s¢. Ty Sudvowr. a. 22.

§ 9. 700 Gworebévra okomwdy| ‘a given end’'—7.e. Sewdrns, O a.24.
¢ cdleverness, is the power of discovering and employing the means
which lead to any end which happens to be in view—no account
being taken, so far as the notion of decwdrps is concerned, of the
morality of the end. Aewdrns, of course, operates largely in non-
moral fields, where it undergoes no transformation: but in the
moral ficld, when it is habitually enlisted in the cause of a good
end, it becomes the & of @pémms; when habitually enlisted in
the cause of a bad end, the &s of mavovpyla. In E E, il 3. 1221
a. 12 (in the émaypap of doubtful authenticity), ¢pdrmas is given as
the peodms between mavoupyin and evnbea.

Tuyxdvew abrod] airod (Z.é. TV axomot) is Bywater's reading for a. 25.
the abrew of the MSS. I think that Z. Z. il. 11. 1227 b. 40 is

L
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against Bywater's reading—rd uév odv tuyxdvew Tobtar &ys duvdpeas.
7

b3 -3 -~ -~
doa &vexa Toi Téhous Set wpdTTery,

315 kol Tobs dpovipous Sewwols kal Tavodpyous dapdy elvar] These
wor‘ds are to be construed (as by Eustr. and the Paraph.) in the
obw?us way—rovs ¢povipovs being the subject, and Bewods «al
mavotpyovs the predicate. It is adduced as a proof of the close
connexion which the writer wishes to establish, between Bewbrys
and wmavovpyla on the one hand, and Sewéms and ¢péwois on the
other, that ‘ezen the ¢pivipor are often popularly described as Sewol
and amz_ao{ap-yos "—t. . that the terms ¢pdmpos, Sewwds, and wavotpyos aré
used (inaccurately, of course, but still used) interchangeably.
Mlclfelct construes—~ai kal paper Tols Gpoviuovs kal mavatpyovs e?va;
aﬂxfovs, but does not satisfactorily explain the omission of ;he-
article before mavotpyovs in the existing text. Ramsauer (followed
by Susemihl) inserts the article before mavotpyovs, It may perhaps
be thought that o9, which CCC reads before ravatpyous, is a f'ra-:rmel:]t
of an original rofs, Fritzsche quotes Plato, Z%eact. 177 Aa Bewoi
«al savotpyor, and Demosth. Olynih. 1. p. 9 mavoipyss dv al Sewds
avbpamos wpdypace yphoacbar,

§ 10. ody 4 ddvapis| Bekker's oy 7 Sewdrns is the reading of Mb
a}or?e. Not only do the great MSS.—KDb and Lb—read 8bvapus, but
'Lhe inferior ones—Cambr., CCC, NC, BY, B2, and B*—also. Acc,ord—
ingly Susemihl and Bywater revert to &dwaus. 1 agree with
R‘amsauer (against Rassow, Forsck. p. 63) when he says— ody 7
dvwapes nullo modo ferri potest, nisi addatar (5 8dwapes) aifry.  Optime
ut sexcenties, Bekkerus de Nic. meruit corrigens demwérys.” It is &
be noted that the Paraph. Heliodorus has—éore 8¢ 4 dpdumos uo:’;
aliry § Svvapus, § Sewdrps, GAN kT, .

g 8 Es 7¢ Sppat Tolte k1] Eustratius (followed by Zell
Frn;z-sche, and Grant) is plainly wrong in regarding the Epf:a here,
as vovs mparTkds. The passages quoted by these editors (¢. g. E. V.
VE. I,l. 6 8ia yap 76 éxew éx mijs éumeplas Eppa dpdow dplis, 1. 6. 12 c:};
yip év owpare &Yus, v Yuyg vois) certainly show that wods is described
as Gupa or dfus ; but the question here is—What does 16 dupar: Todra
mean? and it surely can only mean the 8ivams of Bnewd'rqs' which
!.'ch‘:omf:.‘.:‘- the s of gpdumos (or vois mpaxrikds), when dperq ha,S taken
it into its service. Grant compares Plato, Re;ﬁ. 518. It will be
seen that the Sdvauis or dppa of Plato answers to the Sewdms or
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innate capacity of Z. V. vi. 12, 10, not to ppdrmoes—518 B Act 87, 1144 2.29.

¥ € A I3 I L3 » o~ 3 -y !R g" by 8' *» 3
ebrov, fpas Toévle voploa wepl alrdy, e Tavr akybn, THy Feilelur, oUx
i r b
ofay Twés emayyeh\dpevol pagw elvat, rowabrny kal evat,  Gact 8¢ mou otk
= 5 - - - i
Svatays v TH Yuxil emoripns odeis &uribévar, viov Tuphots dfarpots Sy
evribévres.  ®acl yap obv, ¥y, O O ye viv Adyos, v & éyd, onpaiver
- . ~ - 3) s
ratmyy Ty évoloar éxdorov Slvamw év 7] Yruyf kat T4 dpyavor, @ kara-
pavféver Ecaoros, ofov € ppa iy Suvaroy fv @es § Elv 6o TG cwpart
orpédety mpos Th pavdy ék Tob oror@douvs, ofre &iv 8\g Th Pxi éx Tod
yryvopévoy meplaktéoy ebvar, Ews v eis T6 by kai 7ov dvros TO Qavdraroy
7. - ¥
Suvary) yémrar dvaoyéoba Bewpévy’  ToUTO 8 eival paper rayabov. § yip ;
Nal. Tobrov tolwww, Ju & éyd, alred Tégm av ey, i Tepiaywyis, Tiva
Tpomoy s pdord Te kai avvowudTara peracTpadioerat, ol Tob eumotijoat
ated 75 Gpav, AN s ExorTt pév adré, oix Splids B Terpappéve obde Bhémovre
k3 - ’
of e, rovro dapnyavioacfar. “Eowe yap, &y, AL pév Tolvur alhat
= 5 Ay 5
aperal kahotpevas Yuxis xipdupodovaw Syyls TL elvar THY TOU TwRATOS' TG
fvre yip odk dvotoar mpdTepoy UoTepoy dumowicBur Efeai e kal dowioeay’
SR = e y . e
5 8¢ Tou (povigar mavrds palhoy Beworépou Twds Tuyxavel, &s Eoiker, ot
.3 X S ’ I’ 3 3 . - -~ ’ 5
& mp pév Slvapw oddeware amohuoy, md 08 wijs mepLay@yns XPTor Ka
@penysor kal ExproTor al kal BhaBepdv yiyverar. i olme évvevinkas, T@Y
Aeyopéveor movgpdy pév, goddy B, &s Spupt pév BAémer T Yruydpiov kal
ééws Biopd Taia, € & TérparTat, b5 ob pathgy Eor Thv Sy, Kakig &
> » L3 - o £ 3 ot . ’ * )
AUAYKACTEPOr UTTPETEW, DITE o G dEurepor BAéry, ToTovT TTAEL® Kaka

épyalbpevor ;

s elpyrac] Ramsauer makes a difficulty about the statement thus
referred to, and comes to the conclusion that it is not to be found,
and must have occurred in a lost passage—most likely in the
present Book. But what is the statement?  Virtually, that deery
makes the okomds of the dupa wis Yuxis good, and so makes the
#res of this Sppa an érawery) ¢&is,  This has been said several times
in §§ 6—9. I cannot understand why Ramsauer declines to recog-
nise the remarks in these §§ as referred to by és efpnras.

of ydp ouNhoyiopol Tav wpakTdy GpXTY Zyovrés elow, eradh kT.]
yovrés elaw (if the reading is sound) must be taken as equivalent to
Zyovew : so the Paraph.—oi yap cvM\oytopol Tov mpakrév, obs Syhovire
cuhhoyildpevor mpdrropey, dpyas Exovot & 7éhn Tow mpafewy. For the
Practical Syllogism, see notes on vii. 3. 9. Ramsauer suspects T
ruydy, which he regards as inappropriate where  dpioror is con-
cerned. This objection seems a little hypercritical.

a. 30.

a. 31.



104 BOOK VI: CHAP. 18.

11444.36.  d4Bdraror dpdvipor eivar piy dvra &yabdy| ppdmes is the conscious-

ness of what is required, in all circumstances, for the maintenance
of the moral character. Similarly, every living creature is aware, in
all that it does, of the requirements of its particular type.

CHAPTER XIII.

ARGUMENT.

As Prudence is rélated fo Cleverness, 5o is Virtue strictly so called velated 1o
natural virtue.  That there ds such a thing as naturael viviue is plain: people
are born with tendencies (o acgtiire this or that virtuous disposition—temperasice,
oF courage, or justice : such lendencies are constitutional or natwral, Unless
directed by reasom they arve obviously harmful ; but wunder the divection aof
Reason, i.e. of Prudence, they seltle dowon into habits and become vivies stricely
so called.  Thus, as we find Cleverness and Prudence under the opining fart
of the soul, 50 we find natural virtue and virtue strictly so called wnder ihe
moral part : and virtue strictly so called does not come fnto existence without
Lrudence. Hence Socrates held that the virtues are so many forns of Praudence.
He was wrong in simply identifving the vivtues with I rudence, vight in 5o far
as ke vecognised that Prcdence is necessary to them.  And this is what all now
recoguise in their definition of Vivtue as a habit in relation to ceriain objects
—delermined, they add, ‘ as the right ratio reguives, meaning 6y ‘richt’ that
determined by Prudence. A slight alteration, howeer, is necessary in Lhis
definition.  Virtue is not only ‘ a habit determined as the richt ratio requires,

Jor thus the vight ratio might be a low external fo the * virtuous disposition—
rather, Virtue is * a habit which has the vight ratio in itself? :

1t @5 plain then from what has been said that o man cannot be good I Lhe

sirict sense without Prudence, or prudent withour moral virtue: and i is oy
means of the distinction which we kave drawn between Virtne Sstrictly so calfed
and natural vivtue that we mest the diglectical argunient which tries to show
that the virtues may exist separately i o man—ihal he may have this viviue,
and not yet hove acguived that.  The ‘wvirtues’ which this argument marip-
lates are only the “natural virtues) whick indeed may exist separately ; dut as
Jor the virtues which constitute the characier of the good man stricily so called,
they cannot exist separately.  If @ man have Prudence, he will at the same time
hazve afl the viriues. Even if Prudence did not help conduct, we showld need it
as being the excellence of @ part of the soul ; as it is, however, 4t does kelp con-
duct; without it and Virtue choice would not be right; for Virtue gives the good
end and makes it alfractive, Prudence discovers means such as VELUOUS choice
can adopt,

As for the difficuily about Frudence being mistress of Wisdomn—1t s no
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wmore $o than medical sciemce is mistress of health. FPrudence does nof ase
Wisdom as a means, bul provides that Wisdom skall abound. 1i is for,nef to
Wisdom that Prudence dsswes commands. Prudence stands fo Wisdom, as the
Stale stands fo the gods whose worship it vegulares.

§ 1. kai yip ... mpds Tyv kupiav] The reading of Lk, Ob, NC is 1144 b. 1.

tempting—mapanrhyeios yip e s x.r.\. for the kat yap ) dperyy mapa-
mhnoios Ee bs k. of the other MSS. : in any case, however, the
avaloyia is given incorrectly : it ought to be—as § Ppdneis mpds e

Bewdryra, ofire kat 1 kupla dperty mpds Ty Puowkir.  One Is also tempted

to think that o radrd pév, Spowr 8¢ is an interpolation. If we retain
it, we must understand 3§ Sewdrys 75 Ppornoer: and might then be
ready to agree with Rassow (Forsch. p. 126) that the terms of the
other ratio are given in the correct order—otro 7 duowsy dperr mpds
THY Kupiay,

waoy yip Sokel k.m.\.] The doctrine of guow) dpers, or a constitu- b, 4.

tional tendency to goodness, which lends itzelf kindly to moral train-
ing, is, Fritzsche (Z. Z., note here pp. 146—7, and note on £. F.
iii. 7. 1233 b. 16) takes pains to show, a Eudemian development of
hints supplied by Aristotle—e. 2. in £. V. ii. 1. 3, ii. 5. 5, %. 8. 2,
x.9. 8. It is true that the doctrine of ¢wouws dpery is very definitely
presented in the Z. £, as will be seen from the passage quoted
below ; but1 think that justice is scarcely done to Aristotle’s state-
ments on the subject, when they are summarily described as
“hints :'—¢ Confidentius ut de rebus exploratis loquitur Eudemus
quam facit Aristoteles, ex cujus quasi adumbrationibus . .. haec
doctrina petita est’ (Fritzsche ad Z. Z. 1233 b. 16). The state-
ment of Aristotle (referred to by Fritzsche) in £ AV ii. 1. 3 ot
dpa ice ofire Taph Pplow éyyivoyrar af dperal, A& Tedukdor pév Apiv
Béfaobar abrds, Tehetoupévars 8¢ Sk Tov Efovs, seems to go far beyond
a hint. Nor must we forget, in estimating Aristotle’s position in
relation to this doctrine, to take into account the prominence which
he gives to evyévan (defined as dpers) yévovs: see note oni. 8. 16
edyerelas 1009 b, 3), and to mational character (see Pol. H. 6. 1327 b.
18 5qq.),and to the confinusty of mental, as well as of corporeal forms,
in the ascending scale of organic life generally : see Hrst. Anim. ©.
I. 588 a. 16 Ta pév odv wepl mip d\kgr diow ey (dov rai miy yéveoty
ToUTor Eyer TOv Tpomoy' ai De mpafers kai ol Plor kara ra #fn kai Tas
rpopas Siadpépovow, "Evegre ydp év rois mhelorois kai Téy dMor (Pov
txvy Téy wept Ty Yuyy Tpémov, drep émt TéY dvbpomer Exet pavepwripas
Tas Saghopds® kat yap fuepdrns xat dypidtns, Kal mpadms Kai yaherdrys, Kal



1144 b. 4,

106 BOOK VI: CHAP. 13: § 1.

A
évdpla kal Beikla, kal péBor xai Bdppy, kal fupol kai wavovpylar kal Tijs mept
i Sudvowar cvvéoens Evaioiy €v wolheis atrdv épawdTyTes, kabdmep éml TV
pepor enéyoper. Ta pév yap Té palder kai prrov Sagépe wpos Tov

- - L4
avbparov, kai & Gbponos mpos moAAG TéY (Gov (Sma yap Tév TOWLTWY
Omdpyer paAhor év dvBpdro, fma 8 év Tois Ahaes {Wats paNhor), Ta 8¢ 74
5 7 i e i e ' » \ ¥ L] * b
dvdhoyor Siapéper’  @s yap v avbpoma Tépum kal copla kal TUVETLs, OUTOS
évivts Tov (dov éorl Tis érépa rowrivy Quowd) Stvams. avepdraros &

i ol T 7 [ELS . P

éoti 6 Totobroy éxt Ty réw waldwr Hhuday BAéJracw® v TovTows yap TEY

2 e
tv Dorepor Efeww dropévar Eorw IBeiv ofov iy kal owéppara, Siagéper &
K Po XV 4

01l s elmeiv § Yoxn) s row Onplev Yuyds kard Tov xpdvov TovTov, doT
abdév dhoyow €l Ta pév Tatra Ta O mapamiiota Ta & dvdhoyow Undpyet TS
hois {ois. . Obrw & ék Téw aPiywy es 74 (Sa peralaive kard puxpdy 7
Gioes, bore Th cuvexeia Aavldvew 5 pebépwoy abréw kal 76 pécov morépay
€aTiv.

The most definite statement of the doctrine of ¢uoki) dpers in the
E. E.is that in iil. 7. 1234 2. 24 sqq. The writer is speaking of the
mafyrial pesdryres (aidbs, vépeas, ik, oepvorns, ebrpamelia) and their
respective extremes, and he says—nacac 8 afrar al peodryres émawera

pév, ovk dai 8 dperal, 008 al dvavriae kaklar dvev wpoarpéoens yap. Taita

8¢ mavr’ éoriv év rals rav malypdroy Sipéoecw éaorov yip alréy wdbos
i doriv. Bk 8¢ 10 Ppuawkd elvar els Tds Puawis cupBierar dperds® EoTe
yip, Gomep Nexbioera év rols HoTepor, ékdorn Tws dperi) kal ioe Kal
#\\os pera ppovicens. 6 piv oby GOévos els dduiay oupBdderar (mpos
yap @Nov al mpdfess ol dn’ abroi) kal 3) vépeats eis diatootvyy, 1 aidls els
cappoaimy, 8 kal dpilovra év T yéver TolTe TiY cwppootimr. Here
an attempt is made to distinguish separate natural or constitutional
bases in the mafdnp, not only for separate virtues, but for separate
vices: and it may be at once admitted that Aristotle supplies only
hants for such detail, as when he says of the courage 8ua 7ov Gupdy
E. V. iil. 8. 12—¢uawordr & foucer 5 Bi rov Bupdy elva, kal mpooia-
Botaa mpoaipeoiv kal v of Eveka dvdpela eivar, and when he recognises
the value of aidés as a quality in the young, Z. V. iv. 9. 3. The
passage in the M. A, parallel to E. V. vi. 13. §§ 1-5 is as follows
—1i. 34. 1197 b. 36 Samep § e § Sewdrys wpos Ppdvmoww, oiTes dofeer
dv Eyew émi Tov dperiw dracdv. Aéyw O¢ oloy eigiv dperal kai (uoer v
éxdurors eyywopevar, viov dppal Tives év ékdoTo dvev Myov mpos Ta dvdpeia
kal 7 Bikaa kai kaf ékdorny mpds Ta Towira’ elol 8¢ Of xat Eler kal
wpoatpécer. ai 8¢ Oy perd Adyov olcar Tehéws dperal elow émaweral
énvywlpevat,  Eorw oty 1§ dueud) dperi atmy § dvey Adyou xoptlopérn péy
Toi Ndyov pikpd kai dmohamopévy Tob éraweiobus, mpos O¢ Tov Adyoy kal Tiy
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mpoaipeaty wpeariBepém Tehelay mouet Ty apernv. Jub kat ouvepyel TG Adye 1144 b. 4.

s s o 5 5 i SRS e s Ny o
Kai ok €0Tw avev ToU Adyou 1 oy Oppy wpos dperiy.  obd ab 6 Adyos
Kai 7 mpoalperis ov TErY TelelaiTal TG elvar dpery dvev Tiis QuaIKTs Gpuns.
Bid odk 6pBds Sorpdrys Eheyer, Qdokwy elvar Tiv dperiiy Adyor  oldér yap
ar 7 ’ T - A A » N 3 LS e
dpehos elvai mpdrrew T dvdpela kal T Sikaia, pi elldra kai wpoatpovpevor
76 Noyo.  8id Ty dperiy Epn Ndyor elvar, ode dpbis, AN oi viv Bélriov’
70 ydp kard Tov Spbdy Ndyer mpdrrew T kald, ToiTo Gaow elvar dperiy’
3 -~ . 36y o’ h Ay o AS I3 ” A3
opfis pév obd ofror. mpafar pév yip dv tis Ta Bikata wpoatpéoer pev
ovdepid, oldé yraTer Taw kakiv, AN dpp Tl akdyp, dpfas 8¢ Tatra kai
kard oy Spldy Adyor (Néyw 8¢, b5 dv 6 Ndyos 6 dplos kelelaerer, oiTws
fmpafer) @\ Spws §f Towatry mpafis otk €yer TO érawerdr. @AM Békriop,
s nueis dpopilopey, T perd Aoyev elvar Ty Spuir wpds TO kahdy® O yap
TowoUTor Kai dpery kal émawerdy, FEustratius describes duow dpern as
edbvia Tis wpds Tmodoxip The kuplws dperis, and @pévyows as elboroinals
Tis kai pdpeais s Sewdryros.

cudporikoi| capable of becoming sadpores. b.

kai 78\\a Exoper] 7o are capable of acquiring the other ées, b. 6.

or have the other é&es potentially.

§ 2 edv 8¢ NPy vobv, & 19 mpdrrew Swadéper] The highest b.12.

moral life consists in the greatest possible afrdpkeaa of the inner, or
rational, as distinguished from the outer, or sensitive, man. But
reason and sense are not to be regarded as two enszfzes having no
patt in each other, the one being the principle of morality, and the
other of immorality. If this were the distinction, it would be
difficult to understand Aristotle’s view of a voluntary act, as one
springing from any dpyn within the man, whether it be émbupia,
Bupds, or Adyos (K. V. iii. 1. 20), and his definition of mpoalpeats as
Bovhevrua) dpefis (£, V. il 3. 19). The moral reason is no mere
abstraction out of contact with the passions, but it is the Form
(eidos) and they are the Matter (ré decrucdv)—not antagonistic, but
really complementary forces which morality seeks to harmonise.
Choice, or rpoalpests, Wherein man appears so clearly as an dpyj—
without which there would be no such thing as morality, belongs
as much to the sensitive and emotional, as to the rational side of
human nature, and presupposes the power of performing voluntary
(écotowa) acts, which irrational beings have no less than man.
As the objects of the scientific »ois are always presented in a
particular Ay, so the épfds Adyes, or moral organism, of which yois
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mpaxrieds is the consciousness, is an &wlos Adyos, an equilibrium of
real passions. The inner, or rational, is the Form of the outer, or
sensitive man. The moral reason is the eldoroinois kat pdppoots Tév
mabppdrer.  Aristotle thus avoids the extreme Socratic position—
that virtue is knowledge, and vice consequently involuntary,
without surrendering the truth that reason is essential to morality.
Morality is the perfection of the form of a given matter. In
planis, their manner of growth—ré Bpenrikéy—is the form. Amimals
are conscious of their organisms in the schemata of pleasure and
pain ; and mere dpefis is the exponent of their form, so that what-
ever thwarts mere 3pefis is not themselves. Acts done from mere
8pefis by man are his own acts, and voluntary, because in him the
sensible nature is the material vehicle of the rational moral nature,
and if he is to have credit for achieving the perfect form, he must
be responsible for acts which hinder its reception—if virtue is in
his power, vice must also be in his power. This is the practical
consideration which makes Aristotle, in treating of o éxotaior,
represent man as coextensive with his dpéfes of all kinds. There
is therefore no contradiction between the statements that Reason
is the Man (e.g. £2. V. ix. 8. 6), and that acts done from émbupia
and fupds, as well as those done from Adyos, are voluntary, z.¢. the
man’s own acts (£ V. iil. 1. 21). Reason is the Form taken by
the whole sensitive nature, The more clearly 2 man sees that
Reason is himself, the more readily will he hold himself re-
sponsible for all acts of the sensibility which stand in the way of
the final victory of Reason. A central government becomes strong
and succeeds in crushing lawlessness in the provinces, only by
holding ##self—ifs ozem weakness—responsible for the lawlessness.
The education of the young citizen under »duos consists in the
process of centralising the dpx7 of his nature. At first he acts kara
Aéyor—in accordance with an external standard, supplied by the
vopoférs, which he could not see unless it were pointed out to him,
and would not conform to unless he were constrained. As time
goes on, he begins to see for himself what is right, and to desire,
independently of external constraint, to do it, till at last he acts
pera Adyov—in accordance with a standard which he has now
appropriated to himself and assimilated : see £ V. vi. 13. 5 éore yip
od pdvov 7 kara Tov oplov Adyor, GAN' 1) perd Tov Spbod Adyou ekis apery
éorw. By habituation the natural tendencies to proper conduct
(ai ¢pvouxal dperai) become fixed in relation to one another; and as
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they become fixed, the consciousness of their relation to one
another becomes clearer, and more capable of serving as a prin-
ciple of guidance, when circumstances arise i~ which the due
relation is likely to be disturbed. ®uotky dper becomes kvpla dpern,
by habituation, under the eye of ¢pduais, which itself becomes
clearer as the passions are reduced fo order (Z. . vi. 13. 6).
Aldbs, for example, is the natural basis of coppostsy (E. E. iii. 7.
1234 2. 32). ‘This natural tendency to refrain from acts of in-
temperance is strengthened by education till it begins to attract its
possessor’s attention, and he makes ‘intemperance’ and ‘tem-
perance ’ objects of moral reflection in relation to other objects of
moral experience. This is the beginning of ¢pdumuis, which re-
acts upon the incipient habit of temperance—ensures its fixture by

keeping it steadily in consciousness, and determines its place in-

relation fo other habits similarly made objects of reflection: of
Shaftesbury’s reflected sense, by the operation of which a creature
rises from ‘mere goodness ' to ‘ virtue )

xuplos dperh] It is not till a man becomes fully conscious for
himself of the order of his moral nature, and delicately sensitive to
all that makes for or against it—that he is virtuous iz the sirict
sense of the ferm—7. e virtuous in his own right, and a law to
himself.

SofaoTiked| See note on vi. 5. 8.

1144 b. 12.

b. 14.

§ kupla of yiverow dvev dporfioews| He has told us in ch. 12. b. 16.

§ 10 that adtwaror gpdvmpor elvar pi) Gvra ayabir, Trendelenburg
(Hist. Beitrage sur Philos. ii. 385-6) discusses this apparent circle,
remarking that ‘Dialectic can easily exhibit a relation of mutuality

1 Shaftesbury's Jrrguiry concerning Virtue, Book i. Pt. 2. § 2— When in
general, all the Affections or Passions are saited to the publick good, or good
of the species . .. then is the matural femper entirely good... § 3 But to
proceed from what s esteemed mere Goodness, and lies within the reach and
capacity of all szwsible creatures, to that which is called FZrvue or Merif, and is
allowed to maz only—In a creature capable of forming general notions of
things, not only the ontward beings which offer themselves to the sense are
objects of the affection, but the very acttons themselves, and the affections of
Pity, Kindness, Gratitude, and their contraries, being brought into the mind by
reflection, become objects; so that, by means of this reflected sense, there
arises another kind of affection towards these very affections themselves, which
have been already felt, and are now become the subject of a new liking or
dislike.



1144 b.16.

b 17,

b.19.

b. 21
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as a vicious circle” We must look out of the dialectical circle, as
it were, beyond the relafa themselves, and enquire after the cause
which has brought them into this relation of mutuality. We
shall then see that dperp and ¢pémais grow up sgether in the
citizen, because the woils, or ¢povnois apyerexrovikn Of the vopobérys,
which produces both, cannot, as a matter of fact, produce the one
without producing the other. The fully formed s of rupia dpery
is the assured order of the passions; and the order is not assured
till the subject is clearly conscious for himself of its essential lines.
This clear consciousness of the moral order is the fully formed
2&is of dpdmons 1 ¢f. also Zeller's Ph. der Griechen, ii. 2 (Aristoteles)
p. 658 (3rd ed.), p. 508 (znd ed.).

§ 8. Suémep] The connexion here is well brought out by the writer
of the AZ. /. in the passage 1. 34. 1197 b. 36-1198 a. 21 quoted
above in note on vi. 13. 1.

$poriioars] Cf. E. E.i. 5. 1216 b. 2 Swrpdrns pév odv & mpeairns
der’ clvar Téhos TO ywhokew TV dperiy, kal émelirer vl éoTw §) Buecaiootin
Y roe » ’ N - [ i ¥ ’ L) -3 ES ’
Kol Ti q aﬂapitﬂ Kl €RUrToY Tov 'ur}pr.my AUTTIE ETTOLEL 'ya.P TauT FUR.\‘J’YWS.
3 ! A I 1 b (] ) d ’ L) 9, ” i’ am
émtoTipas yip der’ elvar macas Tas dperds, dol dua cupBaivew eibévar e
i Sikatootvgy kal elwu Bikaow,

Zokpdts] See Grant's note ad loc., in which it is concluded from
the absence of the article that ¢the actual and historical Socrates
is designated’ here. It is scarcely necessary to say that the bald
doctrine—mdoas ras dperds éntoripas elvar attributed by Eudemus in
i. 5. 1216 b. 2 sqq. to Zokpdrys 6 mpecBirns, and by the writer of the
M. M. in i. 1, 1182 2. 16 to Zexpdrgs, and in 1183 b. 8 sq. to 6

‘Swxparys, is nof the doctrine either of the historical or of the

Platonic Socrates. SuvpBaiver ofw atrg (se. wapsi'ra) emiaTipas mololrTe
Tés aperds dvaipelr T8 d\oyor pépos Ths Yuyis, TolTo 8¢ maaw dvaipei rai
méfos kai fos (M. M. i, 1. 1182 a. 20) is a captious inference from
isolated statements of Socrates or Plato, not a fair account of the
theory of either, which did not differ essentially from that of the
Aristotelian school.

élvirer] Eustr. connects éfjre with the circumstance that Socrates
philosophised diaoyikds kai Ty TLRds. .

4. ol yop viv wdvres] Fritzsche has an important note here
i p
(Z. L. p. 147)—* Ego interpretor nunc, quum valtat docirina Peri-
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patetica, relicta jam Academia, et comparo M. M. i. 35. 1198 a, 13 1144 b. 2L

Sibv Tijw dperiy €y (Socrates) Ndyor elvar, ofic dpfis, AAX of viiv Fékruor ;
atque existimo ita scribere potuisse Aristotelis aemulum Eudemum,
non potuisse ita seribere Aristotelem.  Cf. etiam infra v. 30 fueis.’

dvay Spilwvtas . . . . . v katd Tov 6pBdr Aéyor] What of vivadd is b. 22.

kar@ tov opfor Adyor. They define dperyp as ‘a €fis concerned with
certain objects; and add ‘in accordance with the dpdds Adyos.
Fustr. explains that mpis d=wpds mpdfers kai mafy, and that the
iBww which is added is «kard 7év ¢pbiw Aéyow. So the Paraphrast—
éray opifwvrar T dperiy, elmovres alTnv Kai wepi Tiva mrayfv;rat, FpoT-
Tifléagt kai kara Tov Spbov Adyow,

§ 5. paxpdv peraBivai] pupiv mapadfw mi Aébw (Eustr.).

katd Tov 3pBdv Ndyor—petd Tob SpBol Adyou] Socrates made the
dperal Adyor, the writer says: they are not Adyor, but ées, mepl mdfby
xal wpakers, kard Adyov—or rather, perd Aéyov, for the Adyos which the
wafdy of the rvpiws dyafés obey is not an external one,—not that of
law which a man conforms to, but of principle which he reveres.
The kvpios dyadss performs his virtuous acts proprio moli, according
to a standard which he has assimilated—with which he identifies him-
self: see Eustratius—od ydp pdvor ds pérpov et tafa rov épdov Adyov
i kar’ dperiy évepyelas i) melvews, ' ely mdvra T Tijs dperiis kar’ abrdy' O
vép pérpov évdéxerat more Tob perpoupduov ywpileofar otk dei 8¢ more Tpdr-
rew 7 wdoyew kar’ dperny, yopulopéms bporirews, dAha 8l rapelvar kal
Tér 8pBdr Noyov del, kai per’ atrob Tas wpdfes ylveabar kai tis welgas va
kar’ dperiy yivoira, kal i perd vob Spllot Adyou s dpery) éori €. also the
Paraphrast, who has 76 yép xara Aéyov Stapéper Tov perd Mdyov® kard Adyor
ydp Tis wolel Tt, Kal érépou kuwoluTos, kat T Té\os growoivros, bowep i huais
Karl Aéyov moiel® pera Myov 8¢, Srav atrds eldos mpdrTy, kal To TéNos aroTdY
kard Aéyor warj. The introduction of consctousness (Srav alrds eidos

_ mpdrry) by the Paraphrast, as discriminating ¢ perd Myov from o

karit Adyor, is unfortunate. It is true that in man the rule of an
internal principle is the rule of consciousness, or conscience ; but
surely plant life, from which consciousness is absent, is also ruled by
an internal principle (7 y&p @iows dpxij €v aird), and if the term
Adyos is used to express the law of that life, it ought to be used in
the formula perd Adyov, not, as by the Paraphrast, in the formula
karé Aéyor. We shall avoid confusion if we take pera Aéyov to mark
an fnward principle (whether its inwardness appear as self-con- |
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b. 35.
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sciousness, or merely as the organic unity of the physical individual),
and raré Noyov an external rule. Thus,a temple is built kard Ayow :
a {ree grOWS pera Acyev.

§ 6. &M\ kal & Adyos . .. .. . maoor Swdpfouow] The writer of
the M. 2. helps us to understand the real nature and object of the
dialectical argument (6 Adyos . . (;; Siakeybein Tis 39) referred to here,
which tries to prove that the dperaf are independent of one another.
Its real object is to make a casuistical interpretation of duty possible,
by showing that there may be “a conflict of duties’ in any given
case—that man is nothing but a bundle of separate virtuous
tendencies, any one of which may be indulged at the expense of the
others. His words are—M. M. ii. 3. 1199 b. 36 éer 8¢ kal w0
rowoiroy dmoplay, olor éradar piy § dpa wpafar Tavdpeia kai Ta Slrma, woTEp
dv s mpdéaer ; év pév 8y rals Puowais dperals Epaper Ty dppny pévor
(Beiv] e wpds T kakdy Umdpyew dvev Adyov' ¢ & éoriv alpeois, v T
Aéyw kai Té Mdyov Eovre éoviv.  Gore dpa 10 Aéobar [kal| mapéorar kal
5 rehela dpery) dwdpba, v {paper perd Ppovioens elvar, ok dvev 8¢ s
Guois dpuiis Tis €xt o kahdv, ol dvavridoerar dpery dperf),  méuker
yap Dwelkew v Myo, [.ﬁJ os obros mpoordrrer, dot' ép & v odros dyy,
émi Tovro dmokhiver, 1O yip BiArow olrds doTw & alpolpevos. oire yap
édvev tis ppovicews al d\\ar dperal ylvovrar, ol §) Ppdvgots Telela dvev
Tav &Mooy dperdy, dA\\d ouvepyoiol mos per’ @\\jhey érakohovfoicar Tj
ppaviioet. .

TolTO Yap KOTO pév TdS duoikds dperds évdéxetar kr\.] The
Mois of the casuistical argument is that man is not a bundle of
separate natural tendencies, but a moral organism: and that, as a
matter of fact, the best men are conscious of this organism, and
make the consciousness of it, and not fecling or natural inclination
(however amiable), their guide in life.

dpa yep TR dpovoe pid dwapyoloy macar dwdpovow | dmapyoioy
(Byw.) is the reading of Kb, MP, Cambr. : ofiop is the reading of
LP, and other authorities, accepted by Bekker and Susemihl. I
think that imapyofeoy is better than ofoy, if we read the future
tmdptovor—"* if @pémors is present, all the virtues will be present”:
but Lb, which reads ofiuy, reads dmdpyovoww. As for wa—it accords
with offe, but scarcely with imapyetoy. We seem to require—dpa
vétp 7} Ppovioes, peis ooy, imapyotoy wavaw irdpfovow. As regards the
doctrine of the sentence—a\y dpern, of which ¢péymous is the con-
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sciousness, is the resultant of all the special dperal Yruyis, just as
eletia is of the normal condition of all the bodily organs :—see Z. E.
1. 1. 1220 2. 2 Somep 7 edebia olyrerrat ék Tév kara pdpior dperdy, olro kat
7 7iis Yuxns dpern i réhos.  Were it not for the resultant, the special
dperai would be dperal only in an equivocal sense. If we can be
sure that a man has really one virtue—e. g. copostey, we may be
sure that he has all the other virtues which make up the organism
of # 6\y dpern: but a man may have aidas, and not véucos, in his
natural constitution. Grant remarks that the theory of this § ap-
proaches nearly to the Stoical idea of the wise man: ¢/ Diog.
Laert. vil. § 125 (quoted by Michelet) ras 8¢ dperds Néyovow (se. of
Srwirot) dvraxohovfely d\\hats, kal Ty plav fyorra méoas éyew. On the
general subject of the relation of ¢pdimoes to dpery see note on il
6.15.

§ 7.] This § recapitulates what has been said in ch. 12. § 4 and

¥ 78
§ 8.] i M. 1. 34. 1198 b. g worepoy 8 almy wdvrev fi’pxg Thy

ev 1] Yruxh, Gomep dakel kal amopeirar; ) off } Tor yap Bedmidvorv olk v
Baeter, oioy tijs coplas olk dpyer. dANd, Pnoly, alry émpeleirar mdvrwy,
xai kupla €07 mpooTdiTovad. dAN tows €xer Homep €v oixig 6 emirporos.
oltos yap mavrTer kupios kal marta dowkel dAN olime olTos dpyer wavrew,
d\Aé wapaokevilel 76 deomdty oyohiy, bmos dv éxelvos pi kwAvdueras Umd
T@y dvaykaley ékxhelyprar Tod TRy kahdy Tv kal mpognkdrTey mpdrTEw.
olire kal épolws ToiTe 1 Ppimais domep énlrponds Tis éori Tis Toghlas, kat
mapackevdler Tatry oxoliy kal T wotely T6 atrs Epyor, karéxovoa T widn
xkal rabra cudpoviCovea. Cf. Mef. A. 2. 982 a. 14 kel Tov moTqudy
8¢ T éautijs €veker Kal ToD eidévar xdpw aiperiy oboay paAlov elvar cofpiar
7 Ty Té aroBawdrrey éveker, kal Ty dpyikeTépay Ths UnnpeTotons wikioy
elvar cotblar ol yap Selv émrdrrecfar Tor gohoy AN émirdrrew, kai ob
Totiroy érépop metbecfar, d\hd Tolre Tov frrov coghév.  As was pointed
out in note on vi. 1. 1—4. 1138 b. 18, ¢pdmoes does not apprehend the
wultimale standard. That is given by sopia. The moral life is what
it is in order to subserve the ideal of the speculative reason.
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Introductory Note—*These chapters [vil. 1-10], says Grant,
‘form a necessary complement to the Aristotelian ethical system,
taking a more practical point of view (@An» dpyiv) than that \fhi(:h
would divide mankind simply into the virtuous and the vicious.
Moral systems in general have perhaps too much neglected this
field of the intermediate states; and general language has mot
definitely adopted the distinction between the “ Intemperate ™ [dd-
acros], and the “ Incontinent” [dxparis], as the use of the English
words at once testifies, for we are evidently obliged to give a
certain special and technical meaning to the word * Intemperate,”
in order to make it stand as the representative of axéhagros’”  Cf.
the Aldine Scholiast on vii (not Aspasius, but ¢ Anonymus rec.'—
see Rose: Commentare zur Lihik des Awist, Hermes, vol. v) fol.
117V—1 éykpdreta olk Eore kuples dpery AN eyyiler 78 dpesfi .. . [ pev
ydp eorw 7 eyxpdrea de mpoapioens yiwopém Kal wept Tpaxzh KaTaywopEy,
Zotkey dperyy 3 8¢ mdhw ok orw lrovopla éxi Tov pepdy Tiis Yuxils dila
pdyn Tis Kkal oTactacpds, dpern olk €oTw 6 yap eyrparys €xet péy Tov
Aéyov mpooriogovra Seiv dméxecOa 7av ndovdy Top aloypaw, Ty 8 éme-
Buplay Fyer py dxohovbotioay 7§ Adye dAN dvrirelvovoar kal Tév aioypdy
Hové dvréyecba ometdovray’ €l B¢ Tdv dperdy loovopta Tis €0t kai o
pixy Tov pepow Tis Yruxis, dAAa 6 codpor Exes pév T Aoyov mpogTac=
covra deiv auiyeofar Tav aloxpév fdovéy kai edfis €xer Ty embuplay
Eraxohavfoirar Té NSy kal p) dvrirelvouoay . . . poles 8¢ Kkai 1 dxpacia
5 avrikeqdin T dperdi fror T éyxpareig Erépa Tis éoTL kakia mwapa Tas
#\Nas Tas drTikeipévas Tdis nbikais dperats fyovw Tiv dkolaciay Thr Sedlav

: : ; S ;
wat Tés Aourds' & ydp deparijs Exer pév Ty Abyov éppwpévor 6Tt kaxdy

i ¢Incorrigible’ is perhaps the closest rendering of dkdAagros. He is the
man who has no principle, and is an ‘incorrigible offender.’” ‘Intemperate,’
however, is amply justified by the fact that dwohacla is the regular contrary
of owdpoairs.
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éore 7O poryevew, frrarar 8¢ Iwéd Tob mabous, kat yiyrerar kavraifa pdyn
Tis TV pepdr Ths Yruxds The yap émbuplas omevdovays dvréyesfar Téw
aioryp@v nloviy, 6 Adyos dvrirelver kal frrarar & 8¢ dxdhacTos Exawv T
émibuplor pémovoay mpbs Ths havhas fdovds elfds Eyer kal Tov Ndyov
emakohovbotvra Kai _w} avrirelvovra. Cf M. M. i 4. I200 4. 35
pera 8 raira dvaykdide oTew érépar apxny momaapévois Aéyew Tmép
éykparelas kal dxpacias, Gomep OF kal f) dperi kai § Kakin avral elow
drowol, doalites draykaiov kai Tovs wept TovTwy Adyovs hexOnoopdvous
drdmove ylvesbar ob yap duola 7 dpers) alry éori vals ENhas. év piv yap
rais d\hats émi Tabrd kal 6 Ndyos kai Td wdfy Spudoi, kai olk evarriolvra
a\Mjhos, éri 8¢ ralms évavriotvrar d\\fjhots 6 Te Adyos kal T4 maf.
The paradoxical character (6 &romor) of dxpasia, to which Socrates
first called attention, made the state a favourite subject of discussion.
Thus the chief difficulties in the notion of voluntary action present
themselves to the writer of the Zudemian Ethics (£. E. ii. 7 and 8)
in connexion with éykpdreia and drpagia: the writer of E. V. v
discusses the puzzle of self-injury with immediate reference to the
axparys (E. V. v. 9. 5); the interest of the writer of £. V. vil.
chapters 1-10 in his subject is, to a considerable extent, a dia-
lectical one; and the same remark applies to the writer of the
M. DL i chapters 4, g, and 6, who follows Z. V. vii. 1-10 very
closely, and probably (see Ramsauer E. V. p. 425) had no other
treatment of the subject before him, when he wrote. It is the
circumstance, as it seems to me, that depacia lends itsell to dia-
lectical discussion, rather than the intrinsic importance of the
subject—great as that is™—which accounts for its remarkable
prominence in the Aristotelian system, and more especially (as
was to be expected) in the later versions of that system,

? The necessity of assuming the existence of intermediate states between the
confirmed fes, dpern and wexte, is set forth by Alexander Aphrod. in his
amoplay kal Aores, iv. 3. p. xxx. Ald, * 7t Siwaroaivns Te kol dbucdas, xal bAws
dperqys Te wai kakias, é6Te 7is Ef1s peragd.” If there were no intermediate states,
how, he asks, would it be possible to decome virtuous? ILverything comes
cither éx 7ob Evavriov or &k 700 perafy, If dperq came éx 7ob evavriov, then
#orte would be ¢vcer, and dpers) consequently mapa ¢vow, Therefore dpern
and xaxia are differentiated & 7ot perali,

I2
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CHARTER 1.

ARGUMENT.

Let ws noww pass fo another division of our subject.

Dispositions to be avoided are three, (1) Viee, (2) Incontinence, ( 3) Brutaiily.
Virtiee and Continence ave plainly the contraries of Vice and Incontinence : lhe
contrary of Brutality is not so plain ; but may be token fo be superkuman
wirtuz, such as we ascride to kerces and (o the gods. As this godlike wirtue is
rave among wien, S0 i5 it opposite bridalily—oftenest found ameng barbarians,
and sometimes even camsed by discase and mulilation. We shall veturn to it
afteraards—at present we are concerned Wwith these properly human disposttions
which le befeen the god and the brule.  Of these dispositions, Vice and Virtue
haze been already discussed : theve vemain Incontinence and Softness, Continence
and Endurance, the latter two belonging lo the same genus as Virtue, but differ-
dng from it specifically ; the former two belonging lo the same genus as Vice, bt
diffring from it specifically.

Letus conduct this enguiry in owr usnal way,—first stating the views heid ve-
garding these dispositions ; then going through the difficuities in the DiEws
ther procecding to establish, if possible, all the vigivs backed by sufficient opinion,
ory o least, the most of them, and the weilghticst : Jor the purpose of this treatise
will have been sufficiently served 3f, having rvemoved cerlain confusions, we
leawe men's opintons to speal for themselves.

The following views, then, ave held—

(1) Continence and endurance ave good, incontinence and softness bad.

(2) The contiment man ts he who abides by the result of his reflection ; the
dncontinent, he who falls away from @l

(3) The incontinent man acls wnder the influsnce of feeling, knowing that
what ke docs i bad; the continent man, kuowing that kis desives ave bad, obeys
his reason and does wot follow thent

(4) The temperate man s continent and epduring ; while the conerse of this
statement some yegard as wniversally true, and others do nof.

(5) Seme wuse the terms ¢ incorvigible’ and * fncontinent’ futerchangeably ;
others distinguirk befween them.

(6 Some say that the pradent man cannot be Incontinent ; others say that
pradent and clever peaple are sometimes incontinent.

(7) There ds “ incontinence’ in anger, and in the purswit of honewr and of
malerial advantages.

§ 1.] In this section we have six states—(1) eia dpern, 7 Tmép
dvbpomav, (2) dper, § xar &vfpemor, (3) éyrpdrera, (4) dxpacia,
(8) kaxia, 7 xar’ avépwmov, (6) Onpsrns. Although the dpery above
Sycpdrewa i pare maleria is coppoctim (f.e. mepl 7ds copaTikas
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58ouits ki Mdmas), and the xaxia below dxpacia is/ xohacta, I do not
think that Grant is right in assuming, as he scems to do in his
note on this section, that the terms dpery and kaxia, as here em-

- ployed, are simply equivalent to cwgposivy and dxohacia respectively.

*Aperiy here marks the character, as a whole, of the viituous man,
as distinguished from the god, whose attribute is mpdrepor dperiis,
and kexia the character, as a whole, of the vicious man, as dis-
tinguished from the feast. This seems to be the view of the Ald.
Schol. ad loc.—1 yap kaxin derikerar wacais Tais ffkais dperais’ 1) yap
Bec\ia kal § Bpactrys kat § dxohagla § kaxlac dvrikewrar rals flicais
dperais, Similarly the Paraphrast Heliodorus describes the dpery
of this section as # dper 7 Hdur.

03¢ egker kTN Z/ xxiv. 258,

§ 2. 008 Onplou . . . yévos kaxlas] Cf Pol. i. 1. 1253 2. 27 é 8¢
pi) Buudpevos kowwenely §) pndév Sedpevos B alrdprear olfer pépos mélews.
Goze # Onplov % 8eds.  CF. Plut. de Vita el Poest Homert, 133 péoos
Beot kat @nplov yéyover dvbpomos . . . Ty pév dxpav -dperiy Belay fyeiras
[ “Opnpos], wiv 8¢ dxpav kaxiay Onpradlar, bs voTepoy ’prra're'?\q.; evopLoe,
The brutes have neither dperg nor karla, because dperyy and kakia are
states acquired by habituation (éeis); whereas the dispositions of
brutes are what they are ¢tee. The Ald. Schol. and Heliod.
explain this difference between man and the brutes by the presence
of Aéyos in man, The Ald. Schol. says—rois pér Gnplots dpers) oix
Zory Sbre 1) épert) mpowpern €oTwy, 5 88 mpoaipeats Ty Noywdy éoriv: and
Heliod. has—ob yap €ome Gnplov kaxia i dpery) 8wt 70 p) peri Adyou motely
% mapl oy Néyov: 7.¢. man lives in, and is conscious of (Aéyos), a
moral environment (wé\ss), with the conditions of which he either
may (dperf), or may not (kaxia) correspond, But the brutes are
born into a merely physical environment, with which they are, from
the first, in perfect correspondence. God, on the other hand, has
N0 dperh, for dpers is a s, or acquired capacity of correspondence
with an environment, and represents the painful victory of organis-
ing form (Aéyos) over matter (#dn): God’s being is pure form—
&vépyeia dvev Buvdpews—vdnats voficews—the formative principle in him
is not confronted by an alien matter, but regards itself alone. This
conclusion, arrived at by an & preers method in Mef. A. 7 and g, is
confirmed by considerations of a somewhat popular kind in Z. V.
= 8

The expression ryudrepoy dperis 1145 a. 26 indicates that the
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a. 34.
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divine good is not a &s, which is merely érawerdy, but an évépyeta,
which is riuor: see F. V. 1. 12.

Zrepdv Tu yévos xaxias] The genitive kaxias depends on érepov:
see Coraes ad loc—ddopdy Tt yévos maph Ty xaxiay, bs éfqyelrar 7
"Apyuporothov—diversum quid est a vitio genus,

§ 8. (o) drav dyaodior 0bddpa Tou, oelos dwip dacw] Bywater
adds of. T like better Susemihl’s way of meeting the difficulty, by
making oelos dvfp Pacw parenthetical. Coraes (with the approval
of Rassow, Forsch. p. 126, and Susemihl ad /Joc.) reads ofros
between ¢acw and ofrw, on the strength of Plato, Mene. 99 D,
which the writer of the present passage seems to have had in his
mind—«al af ye yuraikes & wov Tovs dyalols dvdpas Belovs kahovor rai
of Adkwves brav Twd éykopdlerw dyaliv dvipa, beios dvip, paciv, obTes.
Argyropulus, as Coraes notes, favours ofros : his version is—Dicunt
enim vir divus Az est. The Ald. Schol. also may have read ofros :
his version is—of Adkwpes . . . €\eyoy oliros 6 dup Beds orew ffrow Beios.

On the construction énel . . . . olro see Kucken, de Arist. dicends
rafione p. 30, who compares Pof. 1253 b. 23-33, and Pol. 1258
29T, .

pdiora 8 .. emBuodnpodper] ¢ (1) Some men are born brutal;
(2) others are made so; (3) others make themselves so’—Peters’
note ad loc. Tobs Sutk kaxiav twepBdlhovras, introduced by xai—0¢, are
distinguished as a third variety from (1) of pioer, 7. &. BdpBapor, and
(2) of &t véoous.

mpéoes| We are to think of bodily mutilations and defects, not,
with the Ald. Schol, of a defective moral nature—elet ydp rwes, he
says, memmpapévoy fror BeBlappévoy Eyovres To hoyioTidy wal Ty olkclwr
dpeviy ékardvres. Coraes, noting that Argyropulus has laesiones
principi, suggests the reading mypdoes ijs dpyfs, and compares the
wemnpopévos wpos dperiy of K. N. i. 9. 4: but the association of
mnpdoes with véoo: (frequent, as Fritzsche ad /oc. notes, in the £. £,
and in Z. V. vii) seems conclusive in favour of understanding the
former term of bodily injuries or defects.

§ 4. Jorepov| vil. 3.

mepl 8¢ kaxlas elpnrow wpdrepov] Z. L. iil. 2 (¢fs E. V. iii. 10), if
xaxla be taken here rather in its special sense, as dkodaoia, than in
the general sense of the contrary of #8us dperq. The Paraph.
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probably takes it in the general sense : he says mepl & kaktas elpyrat 1145 . 34,

mpérepor, Gre mept dperdv ENéyopey Alidv.

~ % -~ LY -~ ’
olte yip s mepl TaV auTDY gewy TN dpeTii Kol T poxdnpla 8. 38.

&xarépay airdy Gwoknmréor, ol s Erepov yévos] Rassow (Fof’{c&.
p. 126) remarks on the extraordinary carelessness of t:he writing
here, and supposes that the author, when he wrote mepf, mtc?ded to
use \exréov, as in the previous clause, but wrote fmo\gmréor instead.
Coraes adopts the reading Somepel Tor Gs mept. Ramsauer notes the
carelessness with which éarépav is used in the singular number,
although, on the one side, three dispositions (dxpacia, pakaxia, and
rpupf) are enumerated, and, on the other side, two (e’yxp{&rfla and
kaprepla). bomep obodr, for os mepi, might be suggested, if it were
not easier to accept the careless writing of the text as it stands.
"Eyxpdreta and dpern (here=cwppooien, apparently) belon‘g to the
same yévos, inasmuch as both result in good acts, where certain bodily
pleasures are concerned ; but differ ka7’ eidos, in that the gc.md acts
proceeding from dpern are done without, and those proceedi‘ng fro}n
éyxpdreaa with, a struggle. Similarly, dkpacia and poxfnpia ( =dxohaota)
belong to the same yévos, inasmuch as both result in bad acts ; but they
differ kar’ eidos, in that the bad acts proceeding from pox@npia are done
without, and those proceeding from dkpacia with, a struggle. So
also kaprepta produces good acts, where certain bodily pains are con-
cerned, but after a struggle ; and thus belongs to the same yevos as
dperh, but differs from it ka7’ eBos : and pahaxia produces bad acts,
where certain bodily pains are concerned, but after a strugglei thusi
belonging to the same yévos as poxfnpia, but differing from it xer
Bos. For the difference between the dxparis and dxdlacros see
. N vil. 3. 2 & pev yip (s¢. dréNaoTos) dyerar wpoatpoljevos, m;.:i{cou det
Beiv 70 mapdy 70U Sudkew” © & (s¢. drpuris) ok olerar pév, Suikel Be.! The
Ald. Schol. marks the difference by saying that in the éykparns anfl
drparis there is a paxy 7, in the coppor and &kldimm'os an‘Ia-ovopm
rév pepiow s Yoxis: ¢of- Plutarch, de Virt. Moralich. 6 viv 8¢ wm¢p<3~
ot pév éoTw, ob 70 wabyricdy Hamep evquor Opéupa kal mpaoy o ?\c‘ryto'pos‘
futoxet kal perayerpierat, mept rie embuplas xpbpuevos LmelkorTt ’Km; S‘exo-
péve Tov xahwoy xal kparobvre Ty émibuplar éykpdreiay 8¢ ok a%wrmi-
dyer, 0bdé mebopévy, AN mhaylay kak dvrurelvovoay, olov imd :qu-yqs: ral
xahwob karafualdpevos kal dyakpotov, Gywves v & éavrg Kol So,fwﬁou
peordss oloy 6 IAdrey Eewkovifer wepi T Tis Yuxis tmroiywa, ToU yelpoves

- Fad " ) 3 » -’ » - o
mpos TO Béhriov {uyopaxobyros fpa xai TO¥ nyioxov diarapdrrovros, AUTEXEL
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omiow, kai kararelvew 70 owovdis dvaykaldpevov def, pn Baky dolmras éx
Xewpdy ipavras katé Spovidyr. 60er obd dperiiv abroreNi dlwior v
€ysparetav, al\’ Eharror dperijs elvar  pecbrys yap o yéyover &k ouppwvias
T0D xeipovos wpos 0 @ehTiov, 0l dvjpyrar rob mdfove o bmepBdion, obde
mebipevor otde Spoloyolr TG dpovelvre Ths Yuyis 7o émbupoty, A&
hvmoly kal Numotpevor kal kaveipydpevor Un' dviyins, dowep v ordoe
Guoperes kal woléuior oyvotkel :
mohes 8 éual piv Guuapdroy yéuet,

Spol 8¢ mawdvov Te Kal orevaypdrev,

§ 5.] On the method of ihe present enquiry. First, we must state
what men think on the subject (révras & pawdpeve) : then, review
the difficulties in the various opinions (3wmopfoarras); but not in
such a way as to overthrow any, or, at least, many of them (ofro

: i -
Sewcvdvar paiora pev wivra th Gubofu mwepl Tabra té mwdly, e O p, T

mAetoTa kal kupiwrara) ; for men’s opinions about matters of conduet,
if certain confusions be cleared up (v Nyrac & Surxepn), will
generally be found to be right. Cf Z. .1, 6. 1216 b. 28 kpdriorov
pev mivras avlpldmovs dalverar guvopokayoivras rois fnbnoopévots, €l 8¢
pyTpdmay yé mwa mdvras, drep peraBiBaliueror womoovew  Eyer yp
€kaoros oilketby 7o mpds Tip dhifear, ¢ Gy dvaykaior Sewrivar wos wepi
abrév' ék yap Tdw dhpbas pdv Aeyopdvav o cathas B¢, mpoiotiow Eorar
kal To capds, perakapBdvovow dei ré yroppdrepn oy elwbiroy Aéyeofa
ovykexvpévas,  According to this view, the function of the moral
philosopher is to introduce form into the matter already supplied
by the common opinions of men. These opinions, often repre-
senting imperfect knowledge and states of feeling, and generally
couched in misleading language, cannot, as they stand, combine to
form a consistent theory of conduct. They necessarily conflict
with one another at many points, if not in their substance, at Jeast
in their expression. The moralist has to note the points at which
they conflict, and to present the exact nature of the conflict in
every case as sharply as possible in a striking dmopla. When two
conflicting opinions have been sharply defined side by side, the
grounds on which each has been adopted will generally appear.
Each is seen to embody part of the truth; each regards the same
thing from a somewhat different point of view; or even perhaps it
is not the same thing at all that is regarded, but two things which a
word confounds. The detection of the equivocation, or other
cause of misunderstanding, which has opposed two nearly correct
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opinions as the évavria of an dmopla, immediately removes the dead- 1145 %. 2.

lock, and enables the moralist to use the opinions as materials in
the construction of his ethical system. Thus, § Mew i droplas
evpeois dorw (L. V. vil. 2. 12), the Moes being effected, not by the
eristic method of championing the one évavrior and discrediting the
other, but by the method of examining the truth in each—by dis-
covering ‘the grounds on which each has naturally approved
itself) as Eudemus puts it in a passage (£. Z. vil. 2. 1235 b. 13)
which Cook Wilson (Arest. Sindies § 65) compares with the passage
before us—Aigmrées 8y rpémos doris quiv Eua Td Te dokolvra wept TolTow
pidherra arobwoet, kai Tas droplas Moe kat ris dvaymidoes. Tovro 6 foral,

éar elhdyws palvyrae Ta évavria Bokelvra” pdahiora yip cpoleyolpcros 6

‘Fototros Eotas Adyos Tols pawopévors. Cf. E. N. vil. 14. 3 érel & ob

pdvov Oet Tdhnlis elmelv dAMG kai TO alroy Tob Yebdovs' TolrTo yip guu-
Bdiherar wpds iy wioTw  oTav yip elhoyov davy 76 Sia T Palverar dAndés
obx by d\ybés, moTdlar mowed T dhpfer paM\oy'  bore Aewréoy Gid Tl
gatvorrar ai cweperkat Hloval alperarepm. A good example of the
method of dealing with dweplar recommended in £ Z. vii. 2, is given
in £. V. ix. 8. One Adyos, or view, condemns the ¢iiauvres, another
maintains thal a man ought to love himself most. The éravriweis
here is caused by the ambiguity of the term airds. The former
view regards the lower and merely sensitive self, the latter the
higher and rational self. Instead of being contrary views about the
same thing, they turn out to be views about entirely different
things.

Moral science then being, as it were, the formafion of common
opinions into a system, the moralist must begin by stating these
opinions. He must next arrange them so as to bring out clearly
the inconsistencies which they involve in relation to ene another.
He is then in a position to see more or less easily why they present
themselves as inconsistent, and it suggests itself to him to reconcile
the inconsistencies by drawing needful distinctions—as when
L. E. vii. 2z the discussion of the dwopie whether 7o gidodperor is 7o
780 or 6 dyafdv tesulis in the establishment of three eidy of ¢gulia:
or by applying an ¢appropriate idea’ instead of the inappropriate
one which caused the dmopia—asin £. IV. vii. 8. 1, where the appro-
priate idea of 7o perauedyricsr elvar is introduced, and enables us to
see the ded\aoros and deparfs in their true relation to each other,
which we could not do so long as the misleading idea of 76 pera-
wmeobijva & (. V. vii, 2. 10) was retained. Thus, by the method
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of 7& Siamopiioar (=8wefelleiv vis dmopias, sce Bonitz, Jef. p. 137}
the moralist hits upon the distinctions and ideas (together with the
terminology to express them) which bring light and order into the
rough material of popular opinion. These distinctions and ideas
are not likely to be fanciful and arbitrary, for they have been
forced upon the moralist by a careful study of the intricacies of his
subject-matter. They will be oixetor Aéyor roi mpdyparos (see K. E.
i 6. 1217 2. g). In other words—j Mot riis dwoptas elipegis orer,
As most dropine are largely due to the ambiguities of common
language, an important part of the method of 6 Swamopijoar is to
distinguish r& mheovayds Aeydpeva. Thus, in Zop. i 13. roj a. 21
this is given as the second of the four parts into which the method
of dialectical enquiry is divided—rd 8¢ dpyava 8¢ v edmwoprjooper 7oV

ovNhopopdy éorl TérTapa €y pév T0 mpordoes aBelr Sevrepor de 1o

e ; - : o
worayws ckacToy Aeyerar Ovpaofar Siehely” Tpiroy O 76 Tas Giatopas evpeir,

réraproy 8¢ § 70U opotov axérs, The method sketched in the above
passage, and fully explained in Zp. i. chapters 14-18, is indicated in
the section before us (Z. V. vii. 1. 5), and followed, though not very
systematically, in the enquiry prosecuted in . V. vii. chapters 1—7o.
In the section before us, riévras v pawdpera answers to 6 wpordass
AaPeiv and 70 Sewvivar Ta 31«30&{ (resulting from ¢ 3:&:1’0;)1}0’0;)
corresponds to the ebmopla effected by the detection of ambiguities
(‘r[‘) mogaxas ékaoror Adyerar Sivarfa &ie?\sfv}, by the observation of dis-
tinetions which had been overlooked (76 ras Stagpopis ebpeiv), and by
the survey of the subject as a connected whole (f Tod époiov oxéyris),
which the detection of ambiguities and the observation of distinc-
tions render possible.

The value attached by Aristotle to 0 Swmopfoar xkahds is well
set forth in the following passage, /4e/. B. 1. 905 a. 24 8qQ.— Avayky
mpis Thy émyrovpéumy emoripny éne\feiy fuas wphrow, mepi by amopioat
d¢i mpdroy® Talra & oTiv doa Te wepl avrdy GNlws Ome\jaci Twes,
Kkiv € TU ywpls TolTey Tuyxdvor mapewpapévoy, eort Bé Tols edmopiioat
Bovhopdvots mrpotipyou To Biamopiicar kakds® 1 yap voTepoy evmopia Avais
T@U TpdTepoy dmopovpévey éoti, Mer 8 otk fomw dyvoolvras rov Seorpdv.
G\XN 7 ths Siavoias dmopla Snhotl ToiTo mepl Tob wpdyparos' 1 yip dmopel,
Tavty mapamAfooy mémovfe rols Bedepévoist advvarov yip dpdorépos
mpoeNbeir els 16 mpéoler. &b Bel tds Suoyepeias refewpyrévar wdoas
wpbrepov, TouTwy Te Ydpw kai Sur T4 Tols Gyrotvras dvev Tob Buamoproar
mparov dpotovs elvar Tois moi dei Badifery dyvooio, kai wpos Tolrars ovd’
€l wore T4 (yrovuevoy ebpykev § pi) ywookew' T6 Yap TéNos ToUT® péy ob
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8fhor, TG ﬁ‘s‘-rrpoq:'ropqx&rs Sihov. - &t 8¢ Béhmior dudywny Exew wpds 70 1145 b. 2.

g : - ,
cpivar Tov domep dyridlcov kai Tov apuoBnrotyrey Adywr drnrodTa

'Ir{il"l'wv.
Sewicvdran] “to establish.

& &Bofa] 7up. i. 1. 100 a. 20 Sqq.—Swakekrikds 8¢ oculhoyiapds 6
2 &Béfar cuMoyildpevos . . . &bofa 8 ta Sokolvra mdcw i Tois
mAeloTois § Tois oodats’ kal rotrows 7 Tols waow §) Tois wheloTols i} Tois
palioTa yropipots kat éviifats.

The conditions of moral and political welfare (as distinguished
from the recondite laws of the physical world) are represented with
substantial accuracy in the common opinions of men; for if
common opinions had misrepresented conditions so essential to its
survival, the human race must have long ago perished. These
common opinions, arbitrary and accidental though they may ofien
seem, are really, like the colours of flowers and the markings of
insects, parfs of the rational or ‘noumenal’ world, not mere
opaque ‘phenomena’ which hide it from our sight. Hence the
moralist fulfils a function of the first philosophical importance,
when he detects and removes certain obscurities and confusions
which prevent a connected view of the whole body of experience
represented by &dola.

&w yip . . . ikavds] The Ald. Schol. and the Par. take ra
Suoyepi to -mean false ideas—rols Ndyous tols py qupPalvorras Th
a\nbete (Par)—doar pév mév Bofdw Exovrar dhnbelas rairas NaBely, boat
8¢ elol memhavnuévar xkai tis akybeias éfw rairas éagar (Ald. Schol.);
but Néyrar 7a Svoyepy cannot mean the rejection of false views,
the reference plainly being to the Meois mijs dmopias which is etpeos,
or ebmopia. The Suoyepn here are evidently the dvexéperar or Seopds
of the passage quoted above, Mef. B. 1. 995 a. 24 5qq., t.e the
canses of the various dmopim, such e.z. as the reason why two
#vdofa, each of which is apparently well-founded in itself, seem
to contradict and discredit each other. When this reason
has been detected, then caraleimerar 7& évdofe—cach of the two
&dofa is seen to be true from its own somewhat different point of
view, and the moralist fulfils his function sufficiently if he states in
unambiguous terms the precise sense in which each is true. 1
therefore agree with Grant and Ramsauer, who explain éav yap
Mnral Te T& Svoyeph kat karaeimprar Tt &vdofa in connexion with

.}i’i
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E.N. vil. 2. 12 ai pév olw droplar rotairal Twes cvpBaivovet, ToiTev B¢
T4 péy dvehely 8¢t T 8¢ karalurety' 1§ yap Mot Tiis amoplus elpedis éoTu
Here 7a pév dvedeiv and 4 Mows mis dmoplas answer fo éaw Adnrar &
Buayeph, as these latter words have been explained above; and &
8¢ koralurelr answers to koraleimyrar T4 €vdofa, The words in
E. N, vii. 2. 12 T understand to mean that these questions must
be dealt with on the method of removing difficulties, and so
leaving the truth (embodied in the &doa) plain.

dekvivar and dederypévor scem to be used here rather than the
compound with dme-, because the Swahekricos ovdhoyiopds is distin-
guished from the dmolerixds ovMloyiopds by being ¢ évddfer, the
droBericds cudlhopiopds being éf dwnbar kai mparer.  See 7op. 1. 1.

§ 8, 7] enumerate the awdueva, &dofa, Or Aeydpeva about
éyxparewa, akpacie, &c. These évofa are generally reduced to six
(as by the Paraph.), though a more minute division is possible.
The Paraph. has Aoket 8y macw 7 éyxpdraa dyalov, xal i kaprepla rév
amovdatay kai TdY érawerdy elvar 1) 8¢ dkpacia Tolwavriov,  dagl 8¢ wept
Tis éykparetas kal Tabra wpdToR Piv, 70 6 Eykparis & atTds €oTe T epperve-
Tukd) EuTeve Noyerudg kal drwire, kal dykpirea 1 dupdvaw T4 Aoytopd, depacia
8¢ kal deparns votwavrior Sevrepor, dre elfas ¢ éyxparns Gri Paddar ai
émbupiar, dpiorarar Tobraw kai dkolovdel T4 Ndyg, 6 8¢ dxparrs, eldbs dre
daiha mpdrrer, S iy HBoviy o mwelferac Tg Ndyw' Tpirey, ére kal &
adpwy Eyrparis éoTe kat kaprepikds, kal 6 axéhacros Totvavrion' Téraprov,
ot kal was éykparys codpor ol 8 épolws kal Tov depari) mdvra deéhaoror,
kal Tov dkdhaoTov drpar elval Pacir dEXhov 8¢ Srapépew dXNGRwy mépmTov,
dre évdéxerar pdvipov kal Bewoy dura kal akparh elvar Exrov, OTi Néyorras
drpareis of mpds Buudy émpperels, kai of ahdBpa Tipis kai kepdovs 5p€;y6psvoe'
TatTa pév by elol mdavra oxedoy Ta Aeydpeva wepl eykpurelas Kal akpaoias®
&y mept ekdoTov gkejropcla’ Kal mpdrov wept ToU TpdTOU.

For the various views see the passages quoted by Fritzsche and
Grant from Xen, Mem. 1. 5. 8§ 4,5, 6; iv. 5. $ 37 il 1. § 1
Plato, Gorg. 491 D; Rep. iv. 430 E; Legg. ix. 869 A: and Isoc.
Demon. . 6 ¢ O¢° v kpareiobar Ty Yoy aloypdy, Tobrew éykpdreay doket
wdvrwy, képdovs, dpyis, Hlovis, Admms.

§ 8. 0@ & ol] 7 e. they regard éyspdreia as a term of wider extent
than cwpoaivy.

.

§ 7. bpovipous Svras kal dewols] 7o kal dvri 7o Hror (Ald.
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Schol.). 1t is because they confound gpémots and Sewsmns (see £, V. 1145 b.18.

vi. 12. 9 for the difference), that they can, with any plausibility,
speak of the ¢pémpos as sometimes deperfs. In the words xal
Sewots we have thus a good example of the Meis rijs dwopias.

CHAPTER II

ARGUMENT.

Huwvrng stated the views commaonly held, letf us next go through the difficulties
in them.

The first difficulty is—How can a man kave a * right conception,’ and yet act
incontinently agatnst it? His fconcepiion,) some maintain, cannot be © trug
Bnowledge’ ; ¢ true knowledze cannot be dragoed about like a slave by passion :
it was on this ground ihat Secrates absolutely denteld the existence of * inconli-
pence’ or ‘aclimg against Enowledge of right holding that ignorance is e
cause of mer's doing what @s wrong,  Thiswvizw is plainly at variance with ex-
perience ; the man who acts Incontinently is certainly not “ignorant’ before he
is vvertaken by passion. Granfed that ke becomes ignorant ; but how does ke
become ignorant P By whose fault ?

Others, again, admilting that * true knowledge” cannot be overcome by passion,
tell us that* opinion’ may ; and that accordingly © opinion about what s right’
75 the © conception” which of poses {self (unsuccessfuily) to passion in the incon-
tinent wan. The objection to this view is that by substituting ' opinion’ for
< Enowledge’ it sefs up @ weak principle against passion ; and if the tncontinent
nan have only @ weak principle with whick fo combat strong desives, ke ought
¢ be excused tf They prevail, whereas we do nol excuse fim.

Then, it may be replied, after the wejection of knowledee and opinion,
Jrudence remains as the opposing *conception’ ; it is surely @ wery strong
principle.  To this we have {o say that © prudence” and * incontinence’ are in-
compaiible qualitics in the same characler.  How absurd fo make the ° prudent’
mase, who not only has all the virtues, but exercises them, voluntarily perform
the worst actions !

Another point ts— Coniingnce necessarily implies the presence of strong and
bad desives (hence * temperate’ and * continent’ are not convertible ferms—ihe
femperate man fas wmot excessive or dad destres) ; for fcontinence’ ofposing
¢ gvod desires” wonld not be good, and opposing weak desives, it would not be the
great and noble quality that i is.

Again, if continence is abiding by any opinion—false as well as trie—it will
somedimes be @ bad thing ; and if incontinence is falling away from any opinion,
there will be @ good Find of incontinence, like that of Neoptolemus, when ke did
not abide by his dntention of felling @ lie, becawse it gave him pain o have fo
2ell it
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Other difficultics—and hard ones 1o solve—are set forth in the Following
soplistical argnments—

(1) If @ weak incontinent man is only stupid and jonorant enough, ke is o
wirtuous character, for his opinions are wrong and ke has not strength of will
£o act on then, but tncontinently does what is right.

(2) The man who pursucs pleasure delilerately, convinced that it is right fo
do s0, &5 @ better character thar the nan who does so from incontinence, and not
becarse ke i convinced that it is right. The former may change his ervoncous
conviction for a truc one—come o believe that it is wrong fo make pleasure kis
end—aid then ke will be o reformod character ; whereas the latter—the tncon-
tinent mon—cannot change kis conviction for @ befter : ke already belicoes that
s actions are wrong, but he nevertheless goes on performing them ; fhe s as
Juell of sound Enowledge as a drowning man is of water ; and it doss him 7o
good.  His case his hopeless.

Lastly, what is the strict sense of the term © incontinent’ ?

These, then, are the difficulties ; we must now try so to remove them as to
leave the Eruth bave; for @l is in the resolution of difficulties that discovery
CORSESLS.

§ 1.] This § introduces the discussion of the dropiar involved in
the view & peév drparis eldas dre adda mpdrrer Bud mdbos kA, ch. 1,
§ 6. 1145 b. 12, Zell, Fritzsche, and Grant quote Plato, Pro/ag.
352 B, a passage which the present writer evidently had in his
mind—~doxei 8¢ rols mohhots wepl dmoripns Towoirdr 1* ik loyvpoy obd
fyepovicty obd dpxucdy efvar, 0l8e de mept Totolrov abrol dvros davosivra,
a\N’, évolos mokhdxes dvlpdme dmaripns, ob iy éntoriuny atrod dpyew,
A\ @\Xo 71, roré péw Oupd, Toré 8¢ fdowiy, Toré 3¢ Nmnw, éviore B¢
épora, moXhdkis 8¢ pdBov, drexvis Suwovipevor mept Tis emaTiuns, bomep
mept avipumdBov, meptehcopduns dmd Téw EAhwy drdvrov,

mos bmohapBdvor épfds dxpareleral mis] how it is possible to
have an épdyj dméhmfrs and yet act incontinently,” or ¢ what is meant
by the dpdy vmokpyris of the deparss.”  “Ymdhnyus is the generic term,
including both émoriun and 8¢ (see note on vi, 3. 1 b. 17). Hence
the writer goes on—eémordpevor pév ofv xr. and (§ 4) A& piw
elye 8680 kTN,

adriv] This is the reading of KP and NC accepted by Rassow,
Susemihl, and Bywater, instead of adrév given by Bekker and
Ramsauer. Rassow advocates adriv as follows (Forsch. p. 63)—
‘Filr avrdv giebt K abriv. Diese Lesart verdient den Vorzug,
theils wegen der platonischen Stelle, die Aristoteles im Sinne hat,
PI’OF.":lg. P- 352 B {z'. & 3tavuoﬁ.uwor. 'm'pi 'rﬁs‘ e’:’na"n'y.tqs‘, nfm'msp- r.rsp‘c
dydpamddov, wepieNkopévns), theils weil es am Schluss des vierten
Capitels (vii. 3. 14) heist: od yap 7is kvplws émoripgs elvar Soxobans
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mapovays ylverar w5 wdbos, ol avrn wepiédkerar Sid 7o mdfos, dAha 17s 11455, 24,

aiofyriciis.” Ramsaner, reading edrdy, explains—°quem scientia
liberum et quasi dominum reddidit” I think that this is a very
strong defence of airdv: of Xen. Mem. 1. 5. § 3 &\ piv & ve

. pnie BoUhov axparn Oefaipel v, was ok dfwr odtdy e duldfacbar

Towobror yevéala,

Zwkpdms pév yép Shes . . . @AA& &' dyvorav]| ¢ Socrates indeed b. 25.

was entirely opposed to the view (se. that a man may know the
right and do the wrong), maintaining that there is no such thing
as incontinence (sc. defined as—knowing the right and doing the
wrong). See Xen. Mem. iii. 9. §§ 4 and 5 Solar 8¢ xai ceppoaimy
o0 dwopler, alle Tor @ pev kahd Te kai ayafa ywyrdorovra yphofat
alrols, kai Tor T& aloxpa eiddra ethaBeloba, ooy Te xai cappova
épve.  Hpoceporapevos 8¢, el TovUs émcTapevovs pév, 4 B¢l mpdrTety,
motoyras 8¢ rdvavria, cools Te kal éykpareis elvar wopifor; OU8éy vye
pal\ow, &by, i duddovs Te kal dxpareis, wdvras yip olpat wpoatpovpévovs
éi raw vdeyopévoy, & dv olwvrar ovpdopdrara adrois elvar, TavTa TpdrTew,
vopile oy Tols py opfos mpdrrovras, olite coghols olite oagppovas elva,
"Eghn 8 rai vy Swaoovvqy kai Tir EN\pe macay dpery codilav elvar,  Td
7€ yap Olkma kal wavta, Goa dpery mwpdrTerai, kahd Te ral dyadd elvar
kai ol dv Tovs Tabra elddras d\ho drri TolTey oldér mpoehéaBar, oiite Tovs
p1) emoTapévovs divacfur mpdrTeaw, dAha kal, éw éyyerpdour, duaprdve,
ol kut & kald Te kat dyafa Tols pév codols mpdrrew, Tols 8¢ pi)
gothots ov Bivaclar, ek kal, éav éyxep@oty, Gpapravew. €mel oby T TE
Bixaia kal 7& @ Na kald Te kai dyaf wdvra dperj) wpdrrerar, Sjlor elvat
ére kal Buatooivy kat § E\Ay maca dpery) copla éori. Cf. Plato, Prolag.
352 C &g olv kal oot Towirdy Tt mepl alrijs Boxet, i kaldy Te elvar 5
énwaTipy, kal elor dpxeaw Tob dvfpamov ; kal éiv mep yryvooky Tis TAyaldld
kal Ta kakd, pi v kparnfipas Iwd pylevds, dore AN drra mpdrraw § &
v émoriun kehedor, AN’ ikaviy eivar Tir Gpimow Bonbelv 16 dvfpono ;
Kat Boxet, édp, domep oV Aéyas, & Sdkpares, kal dua, eimep To ahhg,
aloypdy éori kal épol godiav kai émwoTiuny pi ol mdrvrev kpdricTov
thdvar elvar Tov avlpereiov mpuypdroy. Kalds ye, &y éyd, ob Aéyor
kal aindij, olcfa ofy Gri of moNhoi Tér dvlpemev éuol Te kai ool od
meiflovras, ARG wokhovs Paoe yiyvadorovras ta Békriora olk é8éhety wpdr-
Tew, ekbv airols, A& d\ha mpdrrew. CF. M. M. ii. 6. 1200 b, 25
Zokpdtys pév oby & mpeaBurys T duper éhws kai olk Egn dkpaoiav elvat,

1 Cf E.E.i5.1216 b, 2 and Fritzsche’s note. IlpeocBirns is a term of honour,
and does not distinguish a senior from a junior Socrates,
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Aéyor dre otlfels eldis T kakis dri kard elow EXowr’ &v* § 8¢ deparns Boxel,

eidws dre Paila eioiy, aipeiobu Suws, dyopevos tmd Tob wafovs. St &)

70¥ TowlTow AGyor olk ger ewu akpagiay' ob O opld dTomov yap TG
oy G i paciar ov &n opbds. drovov yap @

Néyo Toire mewobévras dvatpeiv td mibavds yuwdpevor drparels yap eloty

N . i 5 0o o ' L - ’

avfpomot, kai atrol elbdres bt aila Spws Tadra mpdrTovow,

owohapBdrovra| Spengel (Arist. Studien p. 45) would insert
oplie before {molapSdvovra. Rassow (Forsch. p. 126) thinks that
there is nothing to prevent dmoAapBdver standing alone, as eidos 50
often does. I agree with Rassow.

§ 2. olitog pév ofiy 6 Adyos k.. N.] The view of Socrates (ofiros ¢
Aoyes) conflicts with ra &é8ofa, but, as Socrates is a great man, we
must treat his ééous, or mapddofor, respectfully, and enguire how the
dyvora, by which he explains away dkpacia, ©comes on’ (yiera
b. zg—see Grant ad foc.). It is evidently not a chronic state of
ignorance, but an ignorance which ‘comes on’ like sleep or
drunkenness (see . V. vii. 3. ), for the dkparss is not “ignorant’
before he is tempted.

kol Béov Emrely mepl T8 whbos, el B dyvorar, Tls & Tpémos yiverar
Tis éyvolas] Bywater suggests in his note ad loc. (¢f. Contribuitions
p- 53) that perhaps wyiverme should be inserted after 8éor, and
omitted after rpémos, There scems to be some doubt about the use
of déuy (2. e. déov dorl, as distinguished from Séov the acc. abs.,, which
is common) = 8: see Jndex Arist s.v. 8ew: in ELN. L 4. 1.
1107 4. 32—mept yap ta kal Exaora ai mpdfes, déoy & ent rovrwv
cvpdwrelv,  Ngmréor oty tatra ¢k tis Swaypachis.—KDbP omits odw. If
the doubt is sufficient to recommend a change of the text here
(vii. 2. 2. 1145 b. 28), I think that it would be simpler to read &éoc
av for 8éow, than to suppose that yiverar has been displaced.

obi oletal ye| After ye NC and Ald, insert 8etv mpdrrew & mpdrres.
These words nrust, at any rate, be understood: ¢/ £ V. vii. 9. 6
dupdrepor B¢ T coparka Hdca Swkovoy, AN’ & péw kal olduevos Setv, b &
otk oivpevas : Jo. B 11 7. 1223 b. 8 76 yap wap’ b olevar Bé\rioror etvar
wrpdﬂ'ﬂv o e’mgvpfuv &xpursfrso‘ﬁai oTIY E. iV. A 9. 6 ,Gufa}tc'rm otBeis

& A ar . -~ o 3 b 3 A -~ 2 s
O @I oETal €L U"ITOUBEI.LD”, O TE AKPATHS OUY G CLETGL 361..9 MPATTEW TPUTTEL.

§ 3. 70 8¢ pndéva mpdrrew Tapd 10 86fav Béktior oby Spohoyolair]
Their argument falls back on the * uncertainty of ééfa’—a common-
place of Greek philosophy. They argue that, because 8éfa is not
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so ‘ certain,’ it is not so ‘ strong” as émoriup—a piece of reasoning 1145 b. 33.

disposed of below Z. V. vil. 3. 4 ot yép morelovow oldéy frrov ofs
Soédfovaw §) érepoc olis émloravrar Sphoi § “Hpdrerros.

Adfa is not so ‘ certain’ as émoriuy, because the dmodiyress of the
Sofd{wv are not about things taken in connexion with their causes,
as the dmo\jyreis of the émordperos are.  The truest dmoddyrecs of the

dofdlwr are apt to Tun away like slaves, and leave him, because they

are not bound by chains of reasoning to their causes. ‘0 dpdas
dofder has, in short, empirical,’ as distinguished from ¢ scientific’
knowledge.  This is how the ‘ uncertainty * of 8éZa is represented
in the Meno 97 D. Elsewhere Plato describes the ¢empirical’
character of the knowledge of the 8ofiler by making & perafd vob
évros kai Tob pf) dvros the object of 86fa: see Bonitz, Mef. p. 411—
‘ opinationem, ddfar, a scientia Plato, fortasse secutus Parmenidem,
ita distinxit, ut quomodo generatio medium inter ens et non-ens
locum habet, ita 86¢a medium quidpiam sit inter scientiam rei et
ignorantiam, ¢/ Conviv. 202 a & 8 Sfrov rowirow 7 éply 8dfa,
perall dpabias kal Ppovicews: de Rep. v. 477 a otkotw émet émt pév 3
vrt yhats fu, dyracia § & dvdykns émt i Gvri, ém TP perall Tolrey
perafv T kal (grnréov dyvolas e kal émoTiuns, € Tt TUyydve: br Tatofroy 5
mave pév odv. TAp oby Néyopév mv 86fav eivar; was yap off ; Theaet, 190
a, Soph. 263, Phileb. 37 a. Idem discrimen Ar. exponit An. post.
i. 33 89 a. 2 Nelmerac Sifav elvar mepl 0 dhnbés pév kai Vreidos, évdexo-
pevov 8¢ kai dMhes Exerr—i te yap Sofn aBeBmor, kal § Plots % rotatry—
@ ToU pév Towolrov 8dfav oboav, Tou § dvaykalov émoriumy’ ¢f' also
Bonitz, Mef. p. 142 ¢ vocabulo 86%a . . opinandi naturam incertam
et inconstantem notat [Arist.], quae fere est vis hujus vocabuli ubi

_émwTipy opponitur.’

§4] Cf M I ii. 6. 1200 b. 38 &X' &ua Ve Emoripn pév of),
8dfa 8€; all el défav éyec & drparis, olk &v ely Yrexrds. € pap Paihdy
T¢ mparTe pi) dkpifSds eidos aAha Sobdlor, cuyyrdpny & Tis drodely Tpor-
8égbar 1i) HBovij kal mpafar Ta pavha, py depiBos elddra dr [m}] patia
eigiv, dAAG Eofd(ovra’ ois 8¢ ye ouyyrépny Exoper, rolrous o Véyouer
dore & drpariye, elmep Sofav Exer, vk Eorar rekrds, AN forw Yrexrds.

§ 5. ¢porfocws dpa dvmirewodoms; adm ydp loxupératov] If an 1146 a. 4.

fpepaia SméAqyns cannot, consistently with the circumstance that he

is Yrekrds, be ascribed to the drparis, it follows then that an ioyupa

vmédmjns must be ascribed to him. Such is ¢pémos—airy yap

ioxvpérarov: ¢fL E.E. H. 13. 1246 b. 34 76 Sexparwdr v oldéy
VOL. IL _ K
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loyupérepoy dporioens. It is to be remarked, however, that, fe,r
those who take their stand on the Socratic oider ioyupérepoy Pporn-
ceos, the position ¢povijoeas durirelvovans is really identical with the
position émeoripns évobans (§ 1). Those who take their stand on t'he
Socratic o¥der iryvpdrepor Ppovioens evidently do mot distinguish

/ between émoriun and ¢pémots.  Aristotle and his school, however,

a. 5.

distinguish between them ; and the reasoning by which the present
writer refutes the position gporoens apa drrirewotons involves .the
special connotation which he attaches to ¢pdunais as something
different from émorfpn. The words atm yap ioyvpiraror (§ 5h
therefore, representing as they do the extreme Socratic position, are
somewhat startling, as put in the mouths of persons who depart
from that position (& uév ouyxwpoioe a 8" of § 3), and try to exp}ain
dxpacia by distinguishing ¢pdmes from émaripn, and that too ina
list which corresponds exactly with the Aristotelian division of
T voely, OF Sméhypyrs, into émoriuy, 86ka, ppémats, as given in de
An. iil. 3. 427 b. g 7 voetv év ¢ éari 70 dpfos kat 7o pi épbast 7o pev
yép 8p8as Ppdvais kal émoriun kal Sifa akndis* 6 8¢ py opfis Tdvav-
ria robrov: and 427 b. 24 ol 8¢ xat adris Tis tmohfrews (/. the mbs
dwohapBdvay dpfas of L. V. vii. 2. 1) dagpopai émaTiuy xai aa'ga‘m‘;
@pémats xai T& évavria roirev, The Paraphrast sees that the writer
is conducting his opponents through a formal list: he says émei 8¢
otire 8éfa éoriv 1) yrivoes Tl dkparois oiTe émiarijpn, Sokel pdunats eivar

, » b -
atry yap helwerar, kai éoriv ioxvpa yréots.

AAN’ dromor forar yip & abrds dpoa dpdnpos kal dkparis] After
all, the position which the writer takes up here—that the @pévepos
cannot be dxparfis—does not differ essentially from that of Socrates
—odéva tmohapfBdrovta mpdrTew mwapd TH BéXrioTov, aAha B0 dyvolay—
for gpémaes is an anbis tméhngus (L. V. vi. g. 7) involving the
possession (and exercise) of all the virtues—aua yap 7 Ppownaer pug
Srapyotoy waoar twdpfovaw ai aperals The aka 8 dywotay (?f the
Socratic position means that the aanbis vrddgyes, which Anstotl‘e
equally with Socrates regarded as incompatible with depacia, is
absent.

wpérepov] s.e. BNV Vi 7.7 (mpaxrikés=* one who tends to per-
form good actions’)—vi. 8. 8 (rév éoxdrev ris="one concerned
with particulars ')—vi. 13. 6 (ras @Nas éywr dperds=" one who has
all the virtues ). Rassow (Forsck. p. 127) points out that the
words kal s &\\as exwv dperds do not belong to the causal clause
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Tév yip éoydrev s, which he accordingly (followed by Susemih] 1146 a. 8.

and Bywater) makes parenthetical. It is inserted to explain mpax-
Tids : ¢f. EL V. vi. 8. 8 rob yip éoydrov éoriv, domep cipprac 75 yap
TPURTOY TOWTTOY,

Perhaps we ought to read éori for mis 1146 a. g.

§ 6. oik Eorar 6 oddpur éykpaths oi¥ & éykpatis oddpor] CF a 10.

E. N, vil. 1. 6 xat vow ghppora wév ykparn Kai Kaprepikdw, Tow Be
Tololror of pév mdvra ocdipova of 8 of.

70 dyav] The Ald. Schol. seems to have read & #yecfa. His 2. 12.

version is—d6 yip oddper odd’ Shes Eyer aloypis Hdovds eanpedlovras
abrdy, AAA& 7o Adyov mpogrdooovros Setv dméyerbar Téy aloypiy noviw,
elbvs Tyer Ty Emiblupiar émaxolovboicar atr, kal péver fpepdr ob yap
Tou oegpovos éori To dyeobar, §) 76 wokepeiobar Iwd aloypér FSovdy kak
ioxvpar. The Paraphrast Heliodorus may also have read dyeofat :
he says—el 8% 6 chPpor éorar éyrparis e $adhas embupias kal loyvpds
brep evavrior éoTl TH Myo tis copposivys v yip 7¢ €émealor Tas
embupias 76 Ndye ) copposim ol cvriorarar Cf E.N. vil. 9. 6 & 7e
¥ap éyxparis olvs pndéy mapd Tir Myor Sia Tés coparicis H8ovis moeiy Kal
8 copper, dAX & pév Eev & § ode Hev datas emifuplas, kat & pév
Tolobros olos wij fdeodar mapi Tov Nyop, 8 8 ofos f8eoba dANG iy dyeabor.
The blunder of the Ald. Schol. may perhaps be due to a confused
recollection of this use of & dyeocfur. "Ayaw is certainly right here,
although this is the only place in the Aristotelian corpus given by
the Jndex Arist. for its use, with the article, as a substantive.

&M\ piyy Bel ye| 7ze. the éyrparfs must have strong and evil
desires: ¢f. M. M. ii. 6. 1201 a. 12 &l piv ol Eorar éykparis, apodpas
denae Exew abrdy émbupins, The éyeparqs differs from the céddpor in
having strong and evil desires—in being strongly tempted by r& pj
¢ioe fdéa: and that the desires of the éyeparis must necessarily
(@it pijw 3¢t ye) be strong and evil is plain ; for otherwise it would
follow that éyxpdrea is not always the good and admirable quality
which it is supposed to be.

§ 7.] This dnopia is solved at the beginning of chap. g, where it a. 16.

is pointed out that it is not ‘any opinion "—méaca 8éfa—which the
éykparns sticks to and the dxparfis abandons, but ¢ the true opinion’—
5 608} Biga.
The Paraphrast Heliodorus, following the order in which the
Aeydueva are enumerated in Z. V. vii. 1. §§ 6 and %, gives his version
K 2
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a. 18

a. 21,
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of vil. 2. §§ 7-10 &Ma mpdrre 1146 b. 1 (answering to vii. 1. 6 xal
6 abrbs dyrparis . . . exoraricis Tob Aoyiopod) first, then proceeds to
give his version of vii. 2. §§ 1-6, and ends with vii. 2. 11 & & 7epi

; Slis
wavra , . . GEAGS.

Neowréhepos] See Soph. Phidoct, especially 54-122, where
Odysseus persuades Neoptolemus to deceive Philoctetes, and
895-916, where Neoptolemus tells Philoctetes the truth. Cf
E. V. vii. 9. 4.

§ 8. & 6 copuoikds Adyos [eudépevos] dwopla] yrevddperns has
given much trouble to the commentators. I agree, however, with
Rassow (Forsch. p. 127) and others that it is merely a dittograph
of Yreudderos in the line above, and ought to be expunged from the
text. There are insuperable objeclions to supposing, with Fritzsche,
a reference to the logical fallacy, 6 evdéuevos, mentiens, associated
with the name of Eubulides the Megarian, the formula of which is
given by Aul. Gell. xviii. 2 Cum mentior et me mentiri dico,
mentjor an verum dico?' As Rassow remarks (p. rz%), the
article is indispensable before yreuBdpevos if the mentiens is to be
understood ; also, instead of cupBaiver € Tivos Adyov § 9. 1146 a. 27,
we should require ¢k rodrov 7ob Adyou: and lastly, the argument
which proves that § dgpoatuy perd dxpacias dpern is nol the mentiens.

If retained, Yrevdiperos must be taken, as by Zell, to be a predicate
qualifying 6 coduorikde Adyos—* Again, there is the sophistical argu-
ment which causes difficulty by conducting people to a false con-
clusion’; and Grant’s very ingenious comparison with Sepk. ZI. 3.
165 b. 12 may be accepted—* Supposing,’ says Grant, ‘ that revéd-
pewos be allowed to stand, we must interpret it in a logical sense,
not as if it had anything tc do with the fallacy of Eubulides. The
explanation of it is to be found in the Soph. Elench. of Aristotle
ili. 1—2, where it is said that the aims of the Sophists and Eristics
are five in number, Aeyyos kai Yrevdos ki mapddofor kai golowirpos
(making one talk bad grammar) kal wéumror 6 moujoar dioheoyijoat
(making one repeat the same thing over and over) . . . pilwra
yip mpoatpoivrar atverfar ENéyxovres, Belrepor d¢ Yrevdoperdy mi Seuevivat,
rplrov els wapadofor dyew k1. In the above passage we see that
the writer has brought together two of these separate terms, speak-
ing of mapddofu éNéyyew. It is possible that he may also have

! For this fallacy see also Ritter and Preller, Hist. Fhil. § 233 Eabulides,
and Ueberweg’s Logic, Engl. Trans. pp. 244-247.
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qualified the * sophistical reasoning” with another of these logical 1146 &.21.

formulae.”

mapddof . . . aéhéyxew] ‘1o refute by means of paradoxical con- a. 23.

clusions. ¢ The Elenchus,” says Grote (A rést.ii. 69), ‘is a syllogism
with a conclusion contradictory to, or refutative of, some enunciated
thesis or proposition (E\eyyos 8¢ cvh\oytapds per’ drrihioems Tob oup-
wepdoparos Soph. EIL 1. 163 a. 2) . . . the Sophistical Elenchus
or Refutation being a delusive semblance of refutation, which
imposes on ordinary men, and induces them to accept it as real.”

$¢8erar yap 7 Sudvora] The editors compare /el B. 1. 995 a. 24.

a. 24 sqq. quoted above in note on vii. 1. 5. 1145 b. 2.

- § 9. & Twos Noyou| Z.e & oofoTieds Aéyos mentioned above a. 27.

in § 8.

Sections 8 and g, in their connexion, may be paraphrased thus—
¢ Again, there is the sophistical argument which gets some people
into a difficulty, by starting from wdons 8déns éxorarwdv 3 dxpacia
(§ 7), and conducting them to a false conclusion, which they see
plainly to be false, and yet cannot refute—I mean the sophistical
argument which proves that ¢ folly with incontinence is virtue.’

This paraphrase, it will be observed, retains vrevdouevos d. 22
(=*by conducting them to a false conclusion ’); but the sense of
the whole passage paraphrased would not be affected if the word
were omitted (and I think it ought to be omitted, as 2 dittograph) ;
for the words 8w yap 75 wapddofa xr). down to the end of § 8
explain the particular dmopla produced by the coguorixis Adyos in
question, as that of one who has been entrapped into a conclusion
which he sees to be false, but cannot refute.

§10.] This § contains another codrorikds Adyos, similar to that a. 31

given in § 9, and, like it, starting from the assumption wdons déns
ékoraricdy § depacla. O T¢ mermeloba mpatTay . . . Kai mpoatpovpevos
is the dedhaoros, as distinguished from the dkparps. The drparis is
elsewhere in this Book carefully described as ob mpoatpovperas, otx
oidpevos, ob memetopévos 1 see L, IV, vil. 7. 3 rav & ) mpoatpoupévay
ke Vil 8. 4 dmet 8 8 pév rowires olos pi) Bud T8 memetoBon dudkeww

. 8 8¢ mémearar & o Tatobros elvar oios dubkew kA, Vil 3. 2 0
v yiap dyeras mpoapotpevos, vopilwy dei Sely 70 mwapdy 700 ke & &
oiik olerat pév, Sibket 8¢ 1 Vil 9. 6 Gpotor B¢ kal 6 dxparijs xai dkdhagTos,

Erepor pév Byres, dudpirepor 8 Ta coparikd foéa dubkovow, dAN b pev kal
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oidpevos Beiv, & &' obk oiémevos. Hence Rassow, Ramsaner, Susemihl,
and Bywater, following KP, MY, r, omit p# (read by Bekl,qer) befor;
ssiociors ¥ 146 b. 1, the meaning being—* if the dx;mnﬁg acted 8w v
fre:ret,a'ﬁ'az Or xara wpoalpecuw, instead of acting, as le does, mapa
npoaipeuy Or ovk oldpevos Bely, then o ;.te-rcr.mwﬂr};mz would be p{;SSibIc
in his case” The omission of pf before énéreioro, however, necessi-
tates th’e insertion of o? (or #\a Ramsauer and Bywate’r) before
:'re‘rrezo‘pﬂ:i]s‘ 1146 b. 2, against all MS. authority, except that followed
by the Vet. Interp. (T), which gives munc autem non suasus. See
I.{assow (£orsch. p. 64)—° Es scheint mir keinem Zweifel zn.unrer-
llfagcn, dags mit den besseren Handschriften dieses Buches (MK)
d%f: Hcgatlon pi YOI émémetoro zu streichen ist. Freilich ist es dann,
nolhl{z, in den folgenden Worten mit Lambin. »ov & o3 memeioudvos zu
ichreabf.:n. - « « Die alte Uebersetzung hat die Negation an erster
ute_lle .mcht, wohl aber an zweiter: si quidem enim persuasus esset
qui agit, dissuasus utique quiesceret; nunc autem non suasus nihil
fmnus: talia agit.” The difficulties which the omission of p aﬁd the
mscrho}n of oo remove are (1) that of having to apply the term
memewgpévos 10 the axparis, in opposition to the'usage of wil attested
by such passages as ch. 8. § 4 quoted above: and (2) that of having
to understand émémewro and weraoudvos to imply a right convictioné’
'whercas memeiofa at the beginning of the § must benlmderstood t(;
imply a wrong conviction. Ramsauer’s conjecture (adopted by
Bywater) »0u 8¢ 8N\a mereiouévos oddir frrov d\ka wmparrec (B ’\’;'
bra}ckgts @Dha before mpdrre) seems to me to labour under 1he:
obje?uon that it does not remove difficulty (1): it still applies to
the :’.trpa‘rﬁtc the epithet memetopdos, which seems in this Book to be
‘retzuned in a technical sense for the dkéhaoros alone. But the
nunc autem non suasus nihil minus /akz agit’ of the Vet. Inter
suggests a reading which, I think, meets the requirements of Ll:ll::;
£ The Vet. Interp. had doubtless before him »5v 8¢ ob memerc-
geros ovder firrov rowaira mpdrre.. For rowira read t& odrd, and
retain ot before memewrpévos : the meaning being that the rz’x, ar
w%thout 10 memelofas, commits ‘e same acls as cthe &xd?lao*raspd()'::’
W'I.t}l 76 memeivbu: of. E. V. vil. 8. 3 ob i GAN Spowdy ye kard r&i
rrp:::ajezg «rA. It seems to be impossible to decide whether the
ﬁvr‘lter of the M. A/. had the text as given by Bekker (z. e. ps before
e, and no negative before mereopévos) or as rendered by the
?ﬁ:l‘.. Interp. : see M. A, ii. 6. 1203 a. 6 worepos 8¢ elwardrepos, &
axdlaoros fj 6 dkparis ; oirw pév oy Sbfeey dv lovws ody & dkpatss® 6 y:‘zp
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dxdhaoros edwrdrepos’ €l yip alrg Néyos eyyéwoiro
odére mpaker 7@ B¢ ye drpurel Umdpyer 6 Aéyos, kal Gpws
& Towdros B6feter dviaros evacl,

As regards the proverb—=arav 73 @Bep wviyy, Tt et émmiverr —the
dxéhacros, it is arpued, acts from a wrong conviction, which he may
exchange for a right one, and so become a reformed character:
but the dxparis does not act from conviction, but from passion. It
is true that he has a right opinion, but it is not capable of in-
fluencing his conduct : his case is therefore hopeless: the proverb
applies to him—* when water sticks in a mar’s throat, what can he
drink to wash it down?’ The true opinion of the dxparfs is in-
effectual ; and no truer and more effectual one can be found. This
represents the interpretation of the proverb given by the Ald. Schol.,
Stahr, Grant, Peters, and others. Rassow, however (Forsch. p. 65),
interprets differently.  © Das tertium comparationis,” he says, © ist die
Fillle. An richtiger Erkenntniss (und diese ist es doch die mit dem
Wasser verglichen wird) fehltes dem Ziigellosen nicht, er hat davon
die Hiille und Fiille, man braucht sie ihm nicht erst beizubringen.’
If we accept this interpretation, we may perhaps render the proverb
—<A drowning man doesn’t need more water to drink.” The
Paraphrast’s explanation leaves the sense in which he understood
the proverb doubtful—"0r¢ 8¢ é Svrdpevos éxoripar Tis S6éns Belriwy Tob
i) Suvapévov, Siheyt 6 yap 7O Jmariofa T4 (atla Sokwy, o1t vopilet
dyabi elvar, Bedriov éoTi 707 eibdros 6Tt Padla, kai Stbkovross 6 pév ylp
Jmrarypévos perarefels divarar dyabis yevéobar, 6 B¢ 8 dxpagiav Subkar, kat
€dds Grt patha, ob Slvarat ékarivar TOY kakgy' TS yap v éeoraly, émel

¥ - s “ » L 5 X 0N > -
ob 8iwarar peramecbijvar; & ydp e ywiakew, oibe, kal eldds arpareverar,

‘ b
mpirTer, HoTe dv

kat fvoyds éome Tff wapopia,

“Oray 10 Udwp myiyy, i Sl émmivew;

As regards the general significance of the §, and its connexion with
what precedes—It is another ooduoriis Adyes, starting, like that
given in § g, from the assumption—mudons 86éns 7 depavia ckorardy.
In § g it was proved paradoxically that,if the drparis be dppey, and
his 86£a: false, his actions will be good: in § 10 it is proved para-
doxically that, if he have true ddfas, he is in a hopeless state—he
has the best possible é6fa, but he is too weak to act up to them:
whereas the akd\aoros, Who is not ékararwds wijs dééys, may, if sup-

1 Pywater (Centrib. p. 54) thinks that the wal Gpews mphrrer of the above
passage is an echo of oddéy frrov apdrTe, without the dAia of our MSS.

& duddfwr ST pavha, 11486 a. 31
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plied with true 8¢fat, act on them as steadfastly as he now acts on
his false 86fa. The paradox thus established by means of the in-
appropriate use of the idea perarecOijvar in the context is left here
by the writer unrefuted, as an example of those difficulties by
grappling with which ethical theory advances. His answer to it is
deferred to £. V. vii. 8. 1: but it may be useful just now to point
out the solution naturally suggested by the terms to which the
difficulty has been reduced.

The point which decides us in favour of the deparic against the
dedhaoros is that the end which the former ignores in his acts is
good, whereas that which the latter acts up to is bad. The argu-
ment insists on the point that the dxdhacros follows the recommen-
dations of his Ayos, while the dxparis does not. But we ask, Wy
does the dxdlagros follow the recommendations of his Adyes? and
the answer is—dbecause it recommends that whick 7s bad. ‘This
the sophistical argument in £, V. vii. 2. 10 keeps in the back-
ground, proceeding to infer that, as the dxdkaoros follows reason
when it recommends the bad, he would follow it with the same stead-
fastness if it could be made to recommend the good. But the
truth is that we have not to do here with the reason or under-
standing, but with the moral character and habits. A false issue is
raised by assuming that the dxdhaoros will yicld to arguments
addressed to his understanding ; and when it is argued that it is
useless to try to reform the dxparis, because he already knows what
is right, the possibility of strengthening his moral nature is ignored.
But this is really the important point. What is represented as
‘ false opinion,’ or ¢ wrong conviction,” in the dedhaoros, is really an
inveterate moral blindness and depravity brought on by the repeated
neglect of that ‘true opinion,’ the possession of which is repre-
sented as putting the drpargs in such a hopeless position. The
d@xdhagros Was once axparsis.  His so-called * false opinion * or ‘wrong
conviclion® is merely an intensified form of the weakness of the
arkparns.  The fallacy of the argument lies in its transformation of
moral depravity into intellectual error. The intellectual error so-
called of the dkdhagros is contrasted with the weakness of the
dkparys : intellectual error, it is argued, may be corrected, but
weakness such as that of the dxparfs cannot be cured. The truth,
however, is that the so-called intellectual error of the dxéAacros,
being really inveterate weakness or utter depravity, is incurable,
whereas the not yet inveterate weakness of the dxparfs may be cured ;
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see £. IV, vii. 8. 1, where dxolacia is compared to a chronic disease, 1146 g.31.

and dxpacia to a sudden passing seizure ! see also £. V. vil. 8. 4 &
where

O¢ '(‘i‘c.' &Krihﬂcrmc) wémerorar Sud T TotolTos elvas olos Stoxew atTds
the conviction’ or ‘opinion’ of the dxdlawros is said to be-the
effect of his depraved moral character. Thus the coiorikss Adyos of
vil, 2. 10 is guilty of a forepor mpdreporv : it assumes that his ‘con-
viction’ or “opinion’ is the canse of his bad character—that if we
could change his ¢ opinion” we should change his character. There
is nothing more striking in the Aristotelian teaching than its oppo-
sition to this vulgar assumption. Opinion or Belief, according to
Aristotle, follows conduct—as a man becomes better or worse his
belief becomes better or worse. The ‘true opinion * of the dxparis
is a favourable symptom so far as it goes, indicating that his
character is not yet utterly ruined : the ‘false opinion’ of the dré-
Aacros means that his character is utterly ruined; it is a ‘false
opinion’ which he will always stick to.

§ 1L €n el mepl mdvra . . . Twas awhd@s] If depacia be mani- b. 2.

fested in anything (mepl mdvra), 7. e. in Bupds, or in relation to képdos,
or to mus, what do we mean when we use the term drparis simply
(@mhas), without adding any such qualification as fupod or épdous?
We must mean that there is a man who is dkperis in some one
special respect not explicitly stated, for we cannot mean that any
one is drparys in all respects together: ¢f. the Ald. Schol.—el mept
wdvra, frow Tov Gupdy kal T Ty kal T0 képdos xai dmhds meph mdvra 7
eykpdrea kat 1§ drpacia karayiverai, 6 dwhds frow 6 Kupiws deparis Tis
oriv; obdels yap éyer wdoas tas drpacias, dAN & péy doTw drparis Bupot,
& 8¢ dxparis Tys, & 8¢ drparis Pihoypnuareias. el odv & pév Eyer Thvle
T akpariae djror Tod Bupet, & 8¢ THvde, kat odlels Eyer mdoas, Aowdy 6
Kkuplos deparis Tis éoTw' Aéyoper yip 6re elol Twes Gmhds frou kupiws

axpareis.

§ 12.] See note on vil. 1. . 1145 b. 6. Cook Wilson (Arsit b. 6.

Studies 1. pp. 60, 61) thinks that ovpBalver 8¢ pévew rés dvavnivores,
eav Eori pév bs dhnbés § T Neyduevoy, fore 8 os of E.E. vil 2. 1.
1235 b. 17, 18, was almost certainly written (by another writer) as
an elucidation of ra 8¢ karahareiv of £. V. vil. 2. 12, ‘ which seems
to have been understood by the author of Z. . vii. 2. 1 as mean-
ing that some of the dmopfat must be done away with, and some
left. The latter expression (xerahereiv) seemed paradoxical in
connection with the sentence which follows— yap Ao s dmoplas
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elpecis éorw, because an aporia consists of opposing opinions
whose opposition must be somehow overcome : the author of
E. E. vii. 2. 1 accordingly wrote the passage ouvpBaiver xr.A. tO
explain it—* The opposition (éarriwae) must be allowed to stand
(pévar), if what is said iz true in one sense and not in another.”’
I think that Cook Wilson’s rendering—the opposition mus/ de
allowed to stand —of the words ovpBaiver 8¢ pévew ras évavridoets
places his view of their origin as an explanation of & 8¢ karahureiv
in £. V. vil. 2. 12 in rather too favourable a light. T take the
words o‘up,ﬂﬂ.fvﬂ Bé peverr Tas evavmiaoers, E.E. 1235 b. 17, to mean
—*if the thing said be true in one sense, and not in another, 2
result 7 (oupBeiver) that the opposition of opinion remains un-
resolved”’ : 7.e. one reason why the opinions opposed in an dwopla
remaen opposed—why, in short, an dropia is not resolved—is that
the subject about which the opposite opinions are held has really
two sides (from one point of view it is true to say this about it
and from another point of view that, as e. g. about 76 pdevueror),
but we have not yet succeeded in skowing that it has two sides—
in showing that the two opposite views about it are both reasonadly
beld (edhdyws Sokotwra K. K. 1235 b. 15)—that they do not really
contradict each other: the whole passage (£. Z. 1235.b. 13 sqq.)
is—Anmréns 8 Tpdmos dores fuiv dpa vd Te Soxolvra wepl rolrwy pdlicra
droddael, kai ras dmoplas Moer kal tas évavriboeas. roito & &orar, éov
elAdyws atmrar Ta évavria Boxotyra® pdlora yap Spoloyoiperos &
rowdros forar Myos Tols awopévoss,  oupBaives 8¢ pévew Tas Svaridmes,
éav €ore pév &s dlglés 7 T Aeyopevor, €om & @s of. It will be
observed that I attach importance to the antithesis marked by
gatvprae—y. It would be true to say—ovpSaiver 8¢ heclar ras
evavTidoeis, €ay €oTt pév G5 dybés palvnTar 76 Aeydperov, fore & e ofl
The dropia is resolved, when the reasonableness of a difference of
opinion has been shown.

As I said in my note on vil. 1. 5. 1145 b. 6, I understand the
words before us, Toirer 8¢ Ta pév dvehelr del Ta 8¢ karalurerr, (0 mean
that these questions must be dealt with on the method of removing
difficulties, and so leaving the truth (embodied in the &dofa) plain.
The words before us are, in fact, equivalent to the v yip Adnvai
Te Ta4 Buoyepl kai katakelmyrar ta &dofa Of L. V. vil 1. 5, and, thus
understood, correspond exactly to the Aymréos 89 tpdmos Gomis fpiv
dpa Td Te Soxobyra mept TovTow pdMiora droldcer (= T4 8¢ raralueiv)
kal ris dmopias Adoer kal Tés évavridoes (= ra 8 dveleiv) of . £ vii.
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2. 1235 b. 13. It is perhaps worth adding that redrev 8¢ 74 pév 1146 b. 6.

dveelr Ta 8¢ karahwmeiv does not mean that ©some of the amopiat
must be done away with and some left,’ but that  some frings o
the é&wopiar must be done away with and some left™—i ¢ the
confusions, causing érarriwots, must be done away with, or cleared
up, in such a way that, as they are cleared up (dua £. E. 1235 b.
13), views, hitherto merely évavria, are left no longer as merely
€vavria, but as elhdyws doxolrra,

CHAPTER III

ARGUMENT.

We kave to enguire—(1) Whether the incontinent man* knows’ or not,and if
he Ratotws, in what sense 3t is that ke < Enows) (2 Fn velation fo what things
a man is {0 be described as fcomfinent’ or f incontinent’—i. e. whelher in
relation fo any plexsure or pain, or only in velation fo certain definile pleasures
or pains. (3) Whether ¢ continence’ is tdentical with * endurance, or is fo be
distinguished from it. These and copnate questions we kave fo answer.

[Our enguiry begins with the question (Y) Whather it is a difference betwesn
their respective objects, or a difference between thety atfitudes fo objects (with or
without a difference in the olfects) which distinguishes between the continent
man and the tncontinent man. Qur next question (2) is whether continence
and incontinence ave concerned with any objects—i.e. with any pleasures or
pains, or are limited (as they cerfainly ave when strictly undersiood) to the
Pleasures and pains with which incorvigible frofligacy, or tnfemperance, has fo
do—the difference between intemperance and incontinence strictly so called betng
10 the atfitude, wot in the aljects—i. e, tnfemperance pursuing the pleasure of the
moment o grinciple. incontinence pursuing it indeed, but not * on principle.’)

o bepin, then, with the gquestion about the * knowledee’ involved in incon-
tinence—The substitution of ¢ true opinion’ for ¢ knowledge’ does not make it
casier to explain the prevalence of passion tn tncontinence, for © opinion’ is often
as hard fo move as © knowledee.

The distinction befmween ¢ mevely hawving tnowledge’ and © having @ and
realising i, is more likely than that between © opinion’ and ¢ knowledge’ to help
us. It surely need cawuse no surprise if @ man acls against Anowledge, which
ke has, but does ot vealise. Of the fwo gremisses of the Practical Syllogism,
the major—excess is evil—may be jfully vealised, qui wniversal profosilion,
in comsciousness, and the man may vel ect incontinently, because ke does not
realise the minor—* this €5 a case of excess.

And ot only have we the difference between the major and the minor—the
Sormer yealised by the incontinent man, the latter not vealised—but in the major
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itself we have fo distinguish two stdes—one velaling fo the agent and the other
fo things.  The forve of the major is, ¢ Al agents who are such and such, ought
fo do such and such things! To this two-sided major corresponds a fwo-sided
nznor—- I am such and such, and this thing s such and suck. The latter pait
of this minor @ man is wmuch move likely © not fo Fuow,' or “nol to realise, than
the former part ; but even this mevely hall dgmorance of the minor is enough to
account easily jor incontinence, ov acting against fuily realised knowledgs of the
mafor as universal proposition

So muck for having Fnowledge, and * having it and realising it’ ; but there
i5 @ third kind of < having'— having which dees ot amount to having) whick
may be considered i conmexion with incontinence. It is in this third sense that
a mad or drunken man < has knowledge’ ; and the incontinent man, repeating
moral phrases without ‘ Enowing’ what they mean, may be compared to a mad-
man, or o @ mar whe is drunk, or fo an ador playing ithe paré assigned to
K.

Hitherto our explanation of incontinence lias conststed in a gencral veference
to © non-realised Enowledge] Let us mow try fo find the immediate cause of
incontinence—rkow it comes about that, in the peculiar condition of the tnconti-
went man, krowledge s not realised.

¢ is due the way that the machinery of the Practical Syllogism is worked by
Lesire that we shall find the tmmediate cavse of an incontinent acd. The major
premiss, © excess 35 ewid,) which epposes dtself to Desive is not allowed fo reign
without a rival, Desire sefs up another major,—* swee? Hhings are pfmmm‘,’
and s thus able to vepresent the incontinent act as a conclusion validly drawn

from premisses.  Desive marks ils opposition to Moral Principle by putting

Jorward a maxim—"* yweet things ave pleasant—uwhick does not in iiself (though

it does dn its consequences) confiict with * excess &5 evil) the maxim of Moral
Principle.

As for the question—FHow the incontinent man, when the fit is over, recovers
his knowledge, the explanation of this recovery will be the same as that given by
the physiologists for ‘recovery’ from the wunconsciousness of drinkennéss or
steep.

e are now #n o fosition to define our arfitude to the view of Socrates.
Socrates may be allowed to say— Enowledge cannot be overpowered by passian’
—if by “Enowledee’ be understood “true knowledee’— knowledge of the uni-
wersal.’  This, becawse dF s wuniversal, is seot fouched By passion. i 15 only
* the knowledoe of the sense-particular’—and this after ail is not * krowledgs'—
whick enters into conflict with passion, and may be conguered by it

§§1, 2.] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 2o, 21) points out that each of
these sections contains a separate list of proposed enquiries. The
list given in § 1 corresponds, in substance and in order, with the
contents of the following chapters, whereas that given in § 2
mentions only one point actually discussed afterwards—viz, &rer’

! ¢ Knowledge of the major, as universal proposition”’ must not be con-
founded with * the application of this knowledge to particular cases.’
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el mept mave éoriv dkpacia kal éykpdreia i off ; 1146 b. 18. The two 1146 b, 8.

passages therefore appear to Rassow and Cook Wilson (Arzsf.
Studies, Paragraphs 235, 28, 29, 61) to be independent duplicates
not belonging to the same version. Cook Wilson seems inclined
to regard that in § z as the earlier, and as having introduced a
version now lost, This opinion must be taken in connexion with
his whole theory of the structure and authorship of the present
chapter, He regards it as made up of passages from two very
similar versions, either of which § 1 fits equally, while § 2 fits
neither : and with respect to the authorship of the chapter he is of
opinion that ¢ whether the two versions [of which it is composed]
are by the same hand or not, there is a strong probability that
(«) neither is by Aristotle, that (8) neither is by the author of the
Eudemian Ethics—or at least of the second book of that treatise,
and that (y) they are not by the same author as some of the most
important parts of this book’ (Arsst. Studies, 1. paragraph 60).
He arranges the parallel versions thus—

Al§ 2 kL A§IB§
193 = . 9 4
%§5 = C,§§71-8
,§6 R S
Wi o Dl

See Aristotelian Studies, I, Table I, and paragraphs 25—32, and
50-01.

That there is considerable confusion and repetition in this
chapter no one can deny; but whether so much as to justify all
the details of Cook Wilson’s theory may, I think, be doubted.
Sections 1 and 2 seem to me to be clearly, and sections 3 and 4
probably, parallel versions: but §§ 5, 6, 7, and 8 strike me as
consccutive ; and §§ o, 10, and 11 can only be described as parallel
to § 6 in the sense that, like it, they treat of the Practical Syllogism ;
for that Syllogism is analysed, and applied to the explanation of
drpacia, in the two passages from two different, though not in-
consistent, points of view, in such a way that the two analyses and
applications, taken together, seem only to present the subject
exhaustively. The relation of §§ ¢, 10, and 11 to § 6 seems to me
to differ in an important point from that of § 4 to § 3; for whereas
§ 4 merely repeats the substance of § 3, §§ 9, 19, and 11 say
something not said in § 6, and something well worth saying.
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The circumstance that the treatment of the Practical Syllogism
is not centinuous, but broken by ¢§ % and 8, is evidence of con-
fusion in the structure of the chapter; but, as the considerations
added in §§ o, 1o, and 11 are so well worth adding, we ought
perhaps not to have much difficulty in supposing that the writer of
§§ 5, 6, 7, and 8—doubtless with some sacrifice of symmetry
added them. On the other hand, it must be noted that the writer
of the 4. . (ii. 6), in his version of this chapter, treats of the
Practical Syllogism in one place, not in two places ; but his treat-
ment of it is so jejune and slight as to make it unlikely that, even
if his authority had treated of it in two places, he ;\'ou]d have
followed his example, :

Although I cannot accept, in anything like its fulness, Cook
Wilson's theory of the structure of this chapter, I think that his
view of its authorship (that it is probably not by Aristotle, not by
Eudemus, not by the author of the principal parts of this Book)
has much to say for itself; and the remarks which he makes in the
course of paragraphs 59—61 in support of his view have aleo oreat
value, independently of the immediate purpose to which he a;plies
them, and I shall frequently have to refer to them in subsequent
notes. According to Cook Wilson this chapter is probably not by
Auistotle, not by Eudemus, not by the author of the principal parts
of Book vil, because (1) these three writers describe the dxparss as
the subject of “an active struggle between reason (Aéyss, sometimes
mpoaipegis="‘rational will”) and appetite (émbupuia), between the
desire to do what is wrong and the conviction that it is wrong’
(Arést. Stud. paragraph 6o, p. 49) ; whereas this chapter, by appgx.
ing the distinction of actual and potential knowledge to explain
dxpacia, makes a mental struggle impossible, there being no actual
knowledge for appetite to struggle with: and because (2) ¢ chapter
3 is an obvious concession to the Socratic principle, as the writer
of the last section of it felt’ (p. 50), whereas Aristotle, Eudemus,
and the writer of the other parts of Book vii, are strongly opposed
to that principle.

The following (among other) passages are quoted by Cook
Wilson (paragraphs 59-61) to show that Aristotle, Eudemus, and
the writer of the other parts of Book vii regard the struggle in the
deparfs as an active and conscious one—Z. V. i, 13. 15, 16.
110z b. 14~25; ix. 4. 8. 1166 b. 7-10; e An. iii. 9. 8. 433 2. 1-33
de An. iil. 10, 6. 433 b. 5-10; E. E.1i. 7 and 8. 1224 a. 30-36 and
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1224 br1g—23; E. V. vil. 2. 1—4. 1145 b. 21-1146 2. 4; E. V. vii. 1146 b. 8.

7. 8. 1150 b. 19—28.

§ 2.] Ramsauer, who thinks that this section is out of place here, b. 14.

and may have been the opening of an Aristotelian discussion which
has not come down to us, remarks that the words ofre yap mepl
&ravr’ .\ b, 1o assume as settled what is elaborately established
in subsequent chapters. Cook Wilson (Arést. Studies, paragraph
61) remarks that ‘according to § 1 the first subject for considera-
tion is that which follows . . . wérepov eldéres #j ofi, kai wis eidores :
§ 2 not only puts a different subject first, but omits this, at least in
any distinct shape, from the list. Perhaps therefore § 2 belongs
to an earlier version which contained nothing about potential
knowledge possessed by the deparis. The writer of § 2 may merely,
as against Socrates, have maintained or presupposed what is im-
plied in chapter 2, that in dspasia there is a strong and active
consciousness of wrong-doing (ieyvpd Sméhqyres . . . dvrirelvovoa), and
have added that this conviction could be disobeyed, if not ac-
companied, as in ¢pdmots (¢fi ch. il § 5. 1146 2. 4 sqq.) by a
strong desire to realise it, but opposed by émbvpia. He may have
felt no more difficulty in this representation than the author of the
passages quoted from the de An. and Nic. Ethics [see end of last
note] seems to have done, and therefore not have dwelt on it
further. . . . The above is somewhat countenanced by the conclusion
of § 2. The first problem (i dpxij viis oxépeas) being, whether the
axpars and éyeparis are differenced by their objects or by their
relation to them ; the fact that the dxparps knows he should not
adopt the pleasant motive (8 & od olerar pév Bidxe: &) is assumed as
subsidiary to the solution of the problem, without any hint that the
fact itself is a principal difficulty awaiting settlement.’

Peters expresses his view of this section in an interesting note
(p. 215), which I quote to show how plausibly the obscure phe-
nomena here presented to criticism may be accounted for on still
another hypothesis.—¢ This section (§ 2) seems to me not an alter-
native to § 1, but a correction of it, or rather a remark to the effect
that the whole passage (both § 1 and the discussion introduced by
it) ought to be rewritten, and an indication of the way in which
this should be done. Of considerable portions of the Nicomachean
Ethics we may safely say that the author could not have regarded
them as finished in the form in which we have them. I Dbelieve



144 BOOK VII: CHAP. 8: § 2, 3.

1146 b. 14. that the author made a rough draft of the whole work, or of the

b. 19.

b. 24.

several parts of it, which he kept by him and worked upon,—
working some parts up to completion; sometimes rewriting a
passage without striking out the original version, or even indicating
which was to be retained (e. . the theory of pleasure) ; more fre-
quently adding an afterthought which required the rewriting of
a whole passage, without rewriting it (e.g., to take one instance
out of many in Book v, & dvmmerorfés is an afterthought which
strictly requires that the whole book should be rewritten) ; some-
times (as here) making a note of the way in which a passage
should be rewritten. Suppose, if need be, that the work, left in
this incomplete state, was edited and perhaps further worked upon

by a later hand, and we have enough, I think, to account for the
facts.

6 dwhas drparis| The man strictly so called, or without further
qualification—z. e, the man who is incontinent about certain bodily
pleasures (see ch. 4), as distinguished from the man so called with
an added qualification (pera wporliens)—dkparis Bvpod, képbovs, Or
mpgs.  Viewed as dnlds deparrs, a man is viewed as related to the
same bodily pleasures as the dxdhaoros ; but the relation is not the
same in each case. The relation in which the dm\és deparfs stands
to these pleasures is not so simple as that in which the dxdAasros
stands to them : the dedhaoros is conceived as ‘ simply related to
them *—rpés rabra ar\ds éec: but the dmhoe drparis is conceived as
‘related to them in a certain manner’—a&s éxst—in a certain
manner which distinguishes him from the dcdhaoros: 7 ¢. the did-
Aacres simply goes in for them: the drhaés dxparps goes in for them
—afier a siruggle.

§§ 8, 4.] Imelmann (OQds. Crit. n Arist. Efh. Nie. D. 44),
regarding §§ 3 and 4 as two independent versions, would strike out
the words érwrriun 86éns in § 4, b. 29, on the ground that o?éév Sioige
immediately preceding is equivalent to the od8éy Siatpéper mpds 7w
Adyor of § 3, b. 25. “Quaestio est,’ he says, ‘utrum contra ipsam
scientiam immodici peccent an contra opinionem : quam nihil facere
ad rem Aristoteles indicat, quoniam opinionem interdum eadem
pertinacia atque scientiam defendamus et obtineamus. Quem
sententiarum nexum duo verba aperte perturbant. Etenim odév
diwioer émaripn 86éns prorsus sunt aliena ab hoe loco, cum, si quidem
oi dofdfovres facilius mollitiae indulgent, differre emaThuy 86fns
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dicendum erat ... quam inepte autem illa illata sunt, manifesto, 1146 b.24.

opinor, elucebit, si hic quoque duplicem exstare ejusdem sei.atentiae;-
conformationem ipsa verborum collocatione demonstraverimus—
he then prints §§ 3 and 4 in parallel columns, omitting the won:ls
émaripy 86&ys.  But a comparison of the corresponding passagff 1{1
the M. M. (ii. 6. 1201 b. 1 sqq.) shows that the whole clause, ov)ﬁfu
Sioloer émorhpn B6fys, as it stands, is equivalent to oddér dugeper
mpds Tor Adyor. The passage runs thus—réa pév olv Ty a’:ropc’m-‘ ﬂ'ﬂg—
éyovra radr éorly dvayxaiov 8¢ Moar tas dmoplas. mp@Tor pev ’uw
Thy énl Ths émoTiuns drowov yap €Bker elvar émoThpny Exovra -ravr?v
amofa\\ew § peramimrav. 6§ abros Adyos kai émi ths Gdfng’ mfrEe“u yitp
dathéper Bofav elvar 7 émorhpup el yap fora i ifa aodpd 7@ BéBaror
.Egb'at kai dperdmeroror, obféy Swicer Tis émorjuns, wrh.: of. the
Paraphrast—ovpZaiver 8¢ mohNdxs ip S65av otre Befatms f"]JKEIO‘S{ZE HoTe
i) Bapépey émoripns kotd 1O dvmifaivew Tals émbupiats, I!‘(L- the
light of these commentaries § 4 may be parap?wascd Lhus,—‘ :EI you
argue that 8€a is weak, and therefore more likei).( than émoriuy to
be overpowered, we shall reply that there is no difference betwe.en
86&a and émeripy in the matter of strength, for some people, lske:
Heraclitus, are as firm in their 86fa as others are in their émorun.
0vfer Swiva énwtrpy 86&ys is thus not to be understood, as it is ap-
parently by Tmelmann, as an #ference from el obv . . . zpdfovow, but
as an answer o it: If you argue e odv . . . mpafovew, OUT answer
will be otfér Siadéper émaripn 86fys” Doubtless the expression aaee:p
Sioioer 86fa émorhune would have been more correct ‘than the oifer
Swlger émoripn 8é&ys of the text, 8¢€a, not émwripn, being the proper
subject of the argument; and it will be observed that the writer of
the J7. M. and the Paraphrast have adopted the more correct ex-
pression. ] ' .

The exact scope of the argument o2dér Swioer E’?rwn;l]uq‘ dotns 1S
well defined by Grant—* Of course neither Aristotle nor his school
would wish to do away with the distinction which Plato had
established between 86&a and émwripn. It is only as connected with
the will, and as forming a ground for action, that opinion can be
considered as strong as science.

§ 4. Sqhot & “Hpdrheiros] The Ald. Schol. (who also instances the b. 30.

dogmatism of Demoeritus about his atoms) says—~oyhot 8¢ “Hpdrheros
= - r » A 3 ’ ¥ -~ h
bru Zore Befain kai loyupd 86fa, kal ob waca 86fa éoriv avberns, éeives yap
= S e Syge
Sokd{wr Gre kivyois otk EoTiv, Ekeyer re drpiBas otde, deifas 67t kv dokav
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-~ - - ’ 3 r
Zyewr Mywot téy drpari) kér émoTiuny TG abTG dromnpaTt epmiTTOUOL. See

Diog. Laert. ix. 1. 5 quoted by Fritzsche and Grant—7jkousé re oidevos
AN adrdv &Py Bilfcanbar kai pabeiy wdrra wap’ éavrov @ and Did.ix. 1. 1,

where he is described as peyalédpor kai imepdrrys: see also other
passages collected by Bywater (Heracl. Eph. Relig. p. 33) under
fragm. Lxxx. Peters (p. 216) supposes that the allusion in the
words 8nloi & “Hpdkheros is a general one, to “the Heraclitean
doctrine, which Aristotle rather unfairly interprets as a denial of
the most fundamental of all first principles—the law of contradiction.
Cf. Mzt il q. o1z a. 24/

§§ 5-11.] Rassow’s view (with which I agree) of the relation of
these §§ to ome another is as follows (Forsch. pp. 127-129).
Against the Socratic doctrine that there is no such thing as dxpasia,
because no one Arowingly does wrong, four considerations, coupled
together by &, are brought forward—(a) Knowledge is not always
actual. A man may kave knowledge, without zsingit: § 5. (£)
The reflection which precedes action may be reduced to the form of
a syllogism, in which the general rule is the major, the particular
case the minor premiss. Now, the knowledge of the major
premiss may be consciously present, while that of the minor may
remain latent; and so a man may do wrong, notwithstanding the
fact that his &wowa is only partial : § 6. (¢) His passions may take
such hold of a man that he may be said to £eve in a sense, and yet
not have, the knowledge of right and wrong, his condition being like
that of a madman, or of a man asleep or drunk: §§ 7, 8. The
wpomerys axpacta, Or mpomérea of L. V. vil. 7. 8, is the form of dkpacia
which the writer has in view in § 7 and 8. (d) The fourth
consideration (presented in § o, 1o, 11) takes up the other kind
of éxpasia distinguished in Z. V. vii. 7. 8, viz. dofévew. The
passions occasion ignorance or moral blindness, not directly, but
by means of sophistical representations ; they place, by the side of
the major premiss which contains the rule of conduct, another
major premiss which is not in itself false, but in the circumstances
is irrelevant. Hence, in acting from this true, but irrelevant, major
premiss, the deparis acts imd Aéyov mws xai 8déns. These, according
to Rassow, are the four separate considerations urged in this
chapter against the view of Socrates.

§ 5.] « The distinction between the possession and the application

of knowledge’ is made, as the editors note, by Plato, Zheaet. 197,
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198 obxoby fucis amewdlovres i) Tér TeptaTepdy kricer Te Kal fnpa époduey 1148 b. 31.

Ed . £ i’ - - -

ort Surmy) G ) Onpa, 7 pév wply krjafm Tob kexriofar Evexa, § 8¢ kekrr-
4 -~ -~ -

pere Tol Aafely, kat Eyew év Tals yepaiv & wdhar deérryro.

Sioloer 76 Exovra pév pi) Oewpoivra B8 xal 18 Bewpobyra & pi el b. 33.

mpdrrewy [700 éxovra kal Bewpoivra]] So Bywater. Bekker and
Susemihl read Swiver 16 Eyorra pév pi fewpotvra 8¢ & ) St mpdrrew
70U Eyovra kal fewpolrra, which expresses the sense intended more
neatly, The words kel 5 Bewpoivra are given by all authorities,
apparently, except MP and T. On the other hand, all authorities
seem to give the words bracketed by Bywater—rot &povra ral
dewpoivra.  Of course we cannot retain both the words omitted by
MP and r, and those bracketed by Bywater.

For the antithesis €yovra pév wj Bewpoivra B¢ see de An. il 1. 412
a. 22 abry 8 (7. ¢. ovaparos érrehéyeca) Aéyerar Biyds, 7 pév ds EmoTim,
3§ & s 6 Oewpely,  Guavepow olv bri bs emoTimy v yip T6 Umdpyerw Ty
Jroxar kal Jmvos kat éypiyopais éorw, dvddoyor & 1 pév Sypiyopmis T
Bewpelv, 6 8 Tnvos 76 Exew kai pr évepyeiy k. A CF. Met. 0. 6. 1048
2. 32 Aéyoper 8¢ Suvdpec ofov év 16 E£0he ‘Eppiv kal év 75 6\y miv fuloewar,
ot dpaipebein &v, kal dmoripora kal Tov pf Bewpolvra, éav Suvards
Bewpijoar.  Cf. Phys. viil. 4. 255 a. 33 & 8¢ duwdper dhas 6
povfiver émoriper ka6 éyov iy kal py Bewpdv . ., 6 yip Exev
émaripny pi feapdy 8¢ Suvdper éotiv émoTiuor mes, A ody bs kal mply

pabeiv.  See Bonitz, Met. p. 394.

§ 6.] Section 5 called attention generally to the fact that know- b. 35.

ledge may be possessed without being realised in consciousness,
and argued that there is nothing paradoxical in supposing that the
dxparys acts * against knowledge,” if his knowledge is merely pos-
sessed, but not realised in consciousness. Section 6 points out
further that there is nothing to prevent the deparis acting ‘against
knowledge,’ if, while his knowledge of the universal is realised in
consciousness (ypopevor pévror i xkafélov), his knowledge of the
particular is not (dAka pyj 7j xara pépos). There is nothing incon-
sistent in this supposition, for, although knowledge of the universal
includes knowledge of the contained particular, it does not necessarily
entail the consciously realised knowledge of the particular; see Ald.
Schol. ad loc. € mis pév ody ywhboke Tip kaéhov wpirac, kal THY pepurny
é€ dvdyxns ywbaxe: duvdper ¥ évepyela 7 yap pepiy mpdraces tmd Tis
kaféhov mpordaews mepiéyera. Nor is there any difficuity in suppesing
that the dxpargs, in acting against his non-realised, or latent, know-
L2
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ledge of the particular, acts also against his consciously realised
knowledge of the including universal : for action does not lie in the
sphere of the universal, but in that of the particular—mpaxré yap Té
xaf &aora, it is ¢ particular things,’ not  things in general,’ that are
done—see the Paraph. ad loc. dpporépwy odady év i Yuxi Té@» wpa-
rdaewy, éradly mbupla Tis éml T kwj mownpdy, ouvBaiver T) pév kufohov
xpiicBat, 8re 16 kaxdy ob St mpdrrew, kai Gewpeiy kar abrTiy TouikatTa, TV
8¢ pepixiyy, bre T68e raxdy, Exew pév, ob xpiigbar 8¢, 0B auropgy Evepyeig, kal
8ia Toiro wpds Ty poyOiplar yopety, damep drorvphwbévra, Tolro 8¢ obdéy
Qavpacrdv. el yip kai xpirar 1§ kabéhov wpordoer, d\N& mpdrrew o
Sdvarar kars THy emiaThunqy p) xpopevos kal T pep aimy ydp éoTw U]
kvpla 7o mpafewv. Here the last sentence explains very clearly the
words of the text otdéy xe\ve mpdrTew maph T emaTAEY . . . TPaKTE
yép & ke &aora. A man may consciously realise a general rule of
conduct without realising that this is a case in which it is applicable,
and it is only by what he realises in particular cases that his actions,
being particulars, can be influenced. The knowledge of the general
rule is not an efficient cause. It ‘rests’ asa final cause. Where it does
not inspire efficient causes to act in its interest, actions (produced
by efficient causes hostile to its interest) may take place : see de An.
il T1. 434 2. 16 émel §' ) pév kabihov Umddirs kal Néyos, 7 8¢ Tob kal’
feaora (f pév yip Myer Gre dei Tov rowiror 70 Towbude mpdrrew, 7 Bé b
T68e Tolyur Towue, kdyd B¢ radade), fin alrn kwet § 80fa, ol 7 kaflohov”
3 dudo, AN ¥ pév fpepodoa pahov, 7 8 of. In short,  universal know-
ledge, being “at rest’—not entering into the arena of particular
conflicts—is no more affected by the passions which affect ‘ parti-
cular knowledge,’ and make it ‘latent, than the Race is affected by
the particular incidents of disease and decay which affect Individuals.

The section then proceeds (from Swaéper 1147 a. 4 onwards) to
call attention to the circumstances in which consciously realised
knowledge of the universal most frequently coexists with that merely
latent knowledge of the particular, which makes the prevalence of
émifopia intelligible. I agree with Cook Wilson (Ariss. Studies,
paragraph 31) in regarding as mistaken the view (maintained by
Rassow, Forsch. p. 128) that §§ 5 and 6 ‘do not refer to drpacia,
and that the words 8fhov ofv dre Spoiws Exew Nekréov Tovs dkpareis
roirois § 7 show that the state of the dkparfs is first discussed
in § 7, 8’ ‘This would be strange in itself] continues
Cook Wilson, ¢and seems to be disproved by the sentence in § 5
Stoloer 76 Eyovra pév iy Bewpoivra 8¢ & pn Ol mpdrrew ToU Exovra Kak
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fewpoivra’ Toiro yap dokel dewdy, AN oik € i fewpdy, and the infer-
ence in § 6 kard Te & TovTous Swoloer Tobs Tpémous dpiyavor doov, doTe
Bokelv ofrw pév eibévar pndéy dromor, Ehws 8¢ Bavpacrdv: for these
mean that the distinctions made remove the apparent paradox
(compare 8ewdy, dromov, favpacrér) that the dxparis acts against his
knowledge : for this is 7% paradox which is before the writer, as is
evident both from § 1 and § 3. It may be added that the writer
of M. M. ii. 6. 1201 b. 11 sqq. applies remarks parallel to those in
§§ 5 and 6 explicitly to the dkparfs. With Cook Wilson’s opinion,
however, that it is wrong to argue (as Rassow does) on the sup-
position that * the chapter is a whole,’ I cannot agree.

Siapéper 8¢ kal 18 kafdhov x.rh.] ¢ Aber auch bei dem Allge-
meinen macht es einen Unterschied, ob dasselbe etwas von ihm
(dem Menschen) selbst oder von einer Sache aussagt’—Stahr. Not
only is there the important difference, just noticed, between the
universal and the particular, but also in the universal itself {(xal 7o
xaféhov) there is a difference, according as the reference is to
‘oneself’ or to ‘ things.” This difference is mentioned, because it
has a bearing on the ‘latency of the particular,’ by which the
phenomenon of drpacia is being accounted for. See the Para-
phrast’s note—"0rar yap 76 kafidhov olrws €xn, boTe mepiéyew atror Tov
oulhoyeldueror, § Tov dpoeedi, v kabilov ovyywdareTar Kai i pepkn’ otow,
wagw avfpdros BhaBepdy & ENABopus, aliros 6 mvbpwmos, altd dpa BAa-
Bepdy 6 EXNEBopos® évraiba i) kaBilov kai i pepiki) ovyyookerar ob yap
favrdy Biwarar dyvoely 6ri éoriv dvBpamos’ Gpotws §é kiy Tols Spoelels
weptéxy, oude yap ovdé alrols dywoely Buvardy, Grav 8¢ f) kafohov mpaypd
v mepiéxn, TOTe ok dvdykn, s xafdhov yweokopdins, kal THY pepuap
ywébokeabar olov, was EéXNé3opos ShaBepdv, Tide éXNéBopos, 7dde dpa
BhaBepdy évraiu ol duiykn ywhokeoba T pepiciy, s kabihov ywe-
oKopEMS.

In so far as the universal ‘ relates to oneself, the included know-
ledge of the particular is not likely to remain latent; but in so far
as the universal relates to ¢ things,” the knowledge of the particular
is often latent, and 76 deparedecfar easily explained. As ‘the
difference in the universal’ thus owes its importance to the
difference which it involves between particulars, the Paraph.
actually begins his note (part of which has been quoted above) on,
Siapéper 8¢ kal v kabdhov, with the words— ai pepkal 8¢ Siapépovar
T pév yap avdyy waca eibévar, Tov kabohov yweokopvey' Tas O¢ oi—

1146 b. 35.
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1147 &. 4. (then follows the passage quoted above). The Paraphrast’s ai

pepikal 8¢ duaghépovor is quite in place in a commentfary ; but Ram-
sauer’s conjecture Sugbéper 8¢ xai 76 xard pépos for the dugéper 8¢ kai
3 kafihov of the fexf is unworthy of the scholastic subtlety of the
present passage.

The best explanation of the words Stagpépel 8¢ xal 76 kafodov secms
to be given by the passage de A, iii. 11. 434 2. 16, lately quoted—
émei & 4§ pév kafhov tmddpfris kal Myos, 7 8¢ ot kaf' ékaora (f pév yap
Néyer 871 8€i Tov TowoiTor TO Tobvde mpdrrew, i 8¢ dri 760 Toivur Towdvde,
kdy®d 8¢ Toibode), 7y alry kwel § E6fa, oly 1 xabidov' § dpde, kX g
pév Hpepolioa pakhor, 7 & of.  The formula of the universal proposi-
tion is * all men in such and such circumstances ought to do acts
of such and such a kind." To apply correctly a general rule drawn
according to this formula, the agent must (1) recognise his own
circumstances in the general description given—the general descrip-
tion of circumstances being the 7d ép’ éavrov of the present §: it
is assumed that he will not find much difficulty in doing so, and in
supplying the adrds dvlpwmos OF kdyd 8¢ rawdode part of the minor.
(2) He must recognise in the particular thing now before him the
marks which the general rule gives as characteristic of the things
which men in his circumstances ought to do. These characteristic
marks given by the general rule are the 7o émi rob mpdypares of the
present §, where it is assumed that the agent may easily fail to
notice in a particular thing the marks which characterise the things
which men in his circumstances ought to do,

It will be observed that the one universal proposition of the d¢
An., with its double reference—to persons and to things (8¢ zov
rowiTor—rh Towvle wpdrrew), is resolved, in . V. vil. 3. 6, inlo two
universal propositions—(1) mavrl dvfpare cvpdépe 1a fnpd, “all men
are benefited by dry nourishment’ (with its minor airés drépemos—
‘I am a man’), and (2) &npdv 76 Todrde, “ all things with such and
such qualities are dry’ (with its minor 7é8e rowdude, *this thing now
before me possesses these qualities”). The resolution, however, is
more apparent than real, for the first universal proposition has
already 2 reference to both persons and things, and the second
universal proposition merely describes more fully the things
referred to in the first proposition. Hearri dvfpore cupdeper 76 Enpdy
is really equivalent to =¢ rowdTe supcpépe t6 Towrde—a general rule,
expressing the relation of a class of persons to a class of things,
which finds its application in the minor 7é8e rouvde kayér B¢ rordode—
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v,
a proposition which has likewise a double refe nc;,—fto a person 1147 a. 4.) "’,?‘_,‘
and to a thing. It is in the application, then, g;f :‘the thing- sxde%
the universal proposition that, according to il pre%ent $othe N i
agent’s chief difficulty lies (d\\" el 7ode Totorle, q*mﬂ-\&xea 7 obk Euepyer
1747 2. 7). A man may know generally that'acids, are bad for
bilious people : and he may know that he is biltpug< but he may |
continue to drink sherry, not knowing that it contams"’a g:,reat denl W
of acid. His conduct might be described as pnbes dromop: ItgvﬁukL Ay
have to be described as favpaordy, if he continued to drink- W
after his doctor had told him its real nature. The distinction, then,
drawn in this § secms to resolve itself into that between knowing
and not knowing the particular—a distinction which has much
more algmﬁcance in the case of the dxpards than in that of the
“bilious patient” of our example, for there is that in the condition
of the deparss which makes it peculiarly difficult for him o interpret
and apply the universal—that is, ‘to know the particular." The
deparqs is likely to find as much difficulty with the rdyd 8¢ roudode,
as with the r68e Toidvle.

adtos dv@pamos| airds is Rassow’s reading (see Forsch. pp. 65, a. 6.
66) for Bekker’s ofros. KD pr.and MP have 6 airés, and Cambr.
has & obros. The Paraph. seems to have had airds, and the
reading is supported by the airbs 8 &fpamos of the Practical
Syllogism in de Mofu Anim. 7. 701 2. 13.

katd Te 8% Tobrous Sioloer Tobs Tpémous] Ramsauer notes that a. 8.
this re answers to &r. 6 éyew i émoripny &lov Tpimov Téy ¥iv
fnbérrov § 7. 1147 a. 10, where another rpéros is mentioned.

r

ofre wév . . . &\ws 8¢] Coraes has—olrw pév ¢ vois & olr, a.9.
&bore Soxely p.-qﬁev dromoy 1H oires eldévar Ty emaTipny dore Ty pellw
wpéraow émioracfu pévnp kal Ty kafdhov, Ty & ehdrTe kal émi pépous
ayvoely, kal did Tobro duaprdvewr dN\ws 8¢ dromov 8¢ kal GavpasTdy 70
idéra dudrepa, T6 T &mt pépovs kal H kadéhov, duaprdvery.

§ 7. &re 1 e Thy émomipny dNhov Tpémov téy viv pmbérTov a. 10.
Smdpxe. Tols dvbpdmois] The connexion between this § and § 5
and 6 seems to me to be the following—§ 5 explained the
phenomenon of Incontinence by a general reference to the dis-
tinction between potential and actual knowledge: § 6, going into
detail, showed that knowledge of the particular is often potential,
even when knowledge of the including universal is actual: § 7
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proceeds to point out that incontinence may be explained, not
only by reference to the distinction, just considered, between
potential and actual knowledge, but also by reference to a dis-
tinction which must be drawn within the limits of potential know-
ledge itself—for knowledge may be ‘ potential " in the proper and
positive sense of likely to be actualised,” and ‘potential” in the
merely negative sense of ‘not only not actualised, but unlikely, in
the circumstances, to be actualised.” There are cases in which the
natural tendency of potential knowledge to rise into actuality
(cfi £. N.ix. g. 7 7 8 Stwas els mip évépyerav dviyerar) is impeded
to such a degree that, while the impeding influences continue
to operate, the knowledge can scarcely be called even potential—
Z.e. it is potential in a merely negative sense. The Paraphrast ex-
presses this view of the meaning and connexion of § % very
well—"Ere, o2 rodre pdve Swadépovew ol émorduevor, T4 Tots pév Exew
kal ypiobtar, Tols 8¢ Eyew péy, ob ypholar 8é, alhd kalxar' abrd 6 Exew
Siachépovaw’ ol yap dpolws Eyovrt Tis €mOTHRAS Of emOTdpEro” €0TL Yap
Exovrd Twa émoTiuny, py Exew' oiov, Tov kaleiBovra, kai patvdpevor, ka
olvwpdvoy” karta TolTor &€ TOV Tpdmor Exovet THY €MOTIHUNY Kal of €v Tols
wdbeaw Ovrest peflovar ydp Omd vis émbuplas, kal palvovrac vmd Tob
Bupot. Similarly Rassow (Ferschk. p. 128)—* Dort (7. e. in the cases
contemplated in §§ 5 and 6) war das Wissen dem Menschen zwar
nicht gegenwirtig, aber es konnte durch Erinnerung und Zureden
in ihm erweckt werden; in diesem Falle (7 e. the d\Xos rpdmos of
§ 7) hat die Leidenschaft dem Menschen mit der Besinnung die

- Fihigkeit geraubt, sich zu sammeln und zum Wissen zuriick-

zukehren. So lange daher die Raserei der Leidenschaft vorhilt, ist
er gegen alle Mahnung taub und vollkommen ausser sich.” Cook
Wilson (Arést. Studies, paragraphs 26, 277, 30), holding §§ 7 and 8 to
be another version parallel fo § 5, and placing them immediately
after § 4, makes the words dor 7pdmov zév viv pnbévrev and
diagpépovoar in § 7 refer to what has preceded in § 4. ¢There
(s.e. in § 4) the only kinds of “having™ belief are having it
doubtfully or having it certainly, in each of these the “having”
being actual, §§ 7 and 8 add the case where the * having” is
potential” He thus regards §§ 7 and 8 as explaining, for fhe first
#me in the version to which they belong (see above note on vii, 3.
I-2. 1146 b. 8 for Cook Wilson's resolution of this chapter), the
difference of explicit or actual, and implicit or potential know-
ledge. *According to what seems the necessary meaning of the
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words, §§ 7 and 8 explain the difference of explicit (or actual) and 1147 a.10.

implicit (or potential) knowledge, premising that it has nof been
mentioned hitherfo—ert 16 Eyew v émoTipyy &\ov Tpimov TEV Vi
fnférey kX (paragr. 26 B). Now, as the difference has been
mentioned in § 5, Cook Wilson argues that § 5 and § 7 cannot
belong to the same version. Then, referring to the interpretation
commonly given (as by the Paraphrast, quoted above, and by
Rassow), he says (paragr. 26 8), ‘some have thought . . . that
the intention of § 7 is to describe, not the difference of implicit
from explicit knowledge in general, but a new species of implicit
knowledge, distinct from what has been given (#\\ov rpdrov réw viv
pnbévrow), and defined by the examples kafetidov, pawdpevas, olvwpévos.
It may be doubted whether this explanation would ever have been
thought of, had it not been for the supposed necessity of reconcil-
ing § 5 and § 7, for it does not seem to suit either passage '—for,
he argues, ‘if @\\av rpdmop rév viv pybévrev referred to § 5, that §
must also be the description of a particular kind of implicit know-
ledge ; but it is a description of implicit knowledge in general, not
of a particular species” Nor, again, can  the reference be to § 6,
as that only uses the general notion of potentiality (oix évepyet)
given in § 5 (paragr. 26)—*. ¢. ‘applies the distinction [of potential
and actual knowledge expounded in § 5] to the action of the
dxparis through the Practical Syllogism’ (paragr. 27 end).

Cook Wilson's statements—that § 5 is ‘a description of implicit
knowledge in general, not of a particular species,” and that § 6
¢ only uses the general notion of potentiality given in § 5," do not
seem to me to put the matter correctly. 1 take it that §§ 5 and 6
are concerned, not with ¢ implicit knowledge in general,’ but with
two particular species of ¢ hazing knowledge —rob Exew mp émori-
pv. The notion of ¢ having knowledge "—é&yew miw émioriuny—is not
convertible with the notion of ¢implicit knowledge’: ‘the im-
plicit Aazing of knowledge’ is one specics of ‘ saving knowledge ’
and the other species is ¢ the explicit 4aving of knowledge.’

The & 6 e iy émomipnme d\Nov Tpiémov Tév viv pnbérrev of
§ 7, then, naturally refers to §§ 5 and 6, because in § 5 two species
of “having knowledge’—rd &ew miy émarnup—have been dis-
tinguished, viz. o &ew xai fewpeiv (where the ‘having’ is actual)
and 75 &yew piv py Oewpeiv & (where the ‘having’ is potential);
and in § 6 these two species of ‘having knowledge’ have been
considered in connexion with the two mpordves of the Practical
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Syllogism, and the deparis has bheen distinctly said to “have’ dofk
npordaes, the “ having * of the major being actual, and that of the
minor potential.—&xorre pév dpdotépus . . . xpdueror pérrot 77 kadd-
Nov @Aha pij T katd pépos’,

To these two species of #xew distinguished in §§ 5 and 6 (the
&year of the ol ypapevos and the Eyew of the xpapevos), § 7 adds yet
another species (cf. Ramsauer's note—‘kard ve &7 rovrovs 7ovs
Tpomous 1147 a. 8 : 7eistud ad o & 1147 a. 10, § 7 spectat, quo
allas Toomos ad{'litlll',), Viz. 76 €yew wos sai pn éyew, which differs
from the normal &yerw pév ui fewpelv ¢ in the manner explained at
the beginning of the present note. If we keep it steadily in view
that the object of § 7 is not ‘to explain the difference of explicit
and implicit knowledge,” but merely to call attention to another
kind 7ot Eyew Tip dmornuny, the fact that this third kind red Eyew
resembles one of the two kinds distinguished in §§ 5 and 6 in
being implicit need not trouble us. Indeed, without compromising
the position taken up against Cook Wilson’s view, one might
admit (though I do not think that it is necessary to do so) that this
third kind of &ew, being a variety of implicit €ew, was perhaps
not in the author’s mind when he wrote § 5, but that he there
thought merely of the broad specific difference between irplicit
éyew and explicit éyew : ¢/¢ the opinion stated by Peters at the end
of the following note, p. 217—° Action in spite of knowledge
presents no difficulty (1) if that knowledge be not present at the
time of action § 5, or (2) if, though the major (or majors) be known
and present, the minor (or one of the minors) be unknown or
absent § 6. DBut (3) other cases remain which can only be ex-
plained by a further distinction introduced in § 7 ; 7 ¢ a man who
has knowledge may at times be in a state in which his knowledge,
though present, has lost its reality—in which, though he may
repeat the old maxims, they mean no more to him than to one
who talks in his sleep. Section 7, I venture to think, is (like § 2)
not a repetition or an alternative version, but an afterthought, which
requires the rewriting of the whole passage.’

In referring the words &\or rpémov rév viv pnéévrer to § 4,
Cook Wilson says (paragraph 30) ¢ There (Ze in § 4) the only
kinds of “having” belief are having it doubtfully or having it

! The words éyovra piv apdorépas w.r.h. in § 6 are sufficient to show that

not only the &er ptv od xpduevos 3¢, but also the xp@puevos is thought of as
& wv—a point which Bywater's reading and bracket in § 5. 1146 b. 34 conceal.

o e e
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certainly, in each of these the “having” being actual, §§ 7 and 8 1147 a. 10.
add the case where the “having ” is potential” Surely this view

requires § 4 to say ‘ there are two kinds of “having knowledge " —
08 Exew iy émorhpny—having it doubtfully and having it certainly,
in each of these the “having” being actual *: but § 4 compares
émaripn and Sééa—does not mention two kinds red Exew énoripny,
indeed says nothing about ‘ having '—é&ew—either 8ifa or émariuy :
whereas the words with which § 7 begins—#n 76 éxew mir émorium
d\\ov rpémoy Tdv viv pnbévray mdpyer Tols dvfpamers—seem to imply
that the technical expression &ew rip émoripny does not occur here
for the first time in the context, and that other modes Tob Exew i
émoripne have been mentioned before.

The &yew xai Bewpeiv—ixew pév py ewpeiy dé—and éxew mos kai pj
Zyew of these §§ recall +& Suvaror éri #dy &ore kara Evépryetay—ro
Suvariy ént évepyfioeey dv—and o olbémore évépycia dAAG Biwapis povoy
of de Interp. 13. 23 a. 8-25, on which see Grote’s 44z, vol. i. pp.
184, 185.

Before leaving the subject of the rpdmor 7ot Eyerw e émioTi-
g, 1 would call attention to the expressions ov fewpdv and ob
xpépevos, used in §§ 5 and 6 to describe the state of the man
whose ¢ having > is implicit. ©cwpeir and xpfobar are terms applicable
only to the man whose faculties are in normal working order, and
the expressions o fewpdw, of ypoperos are intended to show that one
who easily could ¢ think” or ‘use’ simply does not happen to do
so—as when an Englishman who ¢ has’ a knowledge of German
does not happen to be reading a German book; but the éew of
§ %, which is practically equivalent to pj éxew, and is defined, not
by od fewpdv, but by pawdpevos, is knowledge which cannot, in the
circumstances, be produced at will—it is tied up, as it were, like
money in some bad unrealisable security.

§ 8. Tods &md THs émoripns| CF Mel. K. 3. 1061 A, 3 larpikds ydp a. 18.

Aéyos kai payaipior Néyerar 7@ 70 pév did tis larpikis €rwTiuns elvai, TO
8¢ Talmy yphoior.

&y Nyouow ‘Epmedoxhlous] Besides the poem mept diveas, a.20.

Empedocles wrote a poem called kafappof, in which the Agrigentines
were exhorted to live piously and virtuously. See Mullach, #7.
PFil. vol. i. pp. 12 sqg., and Ritter and Preller, Hist. Ph. §§ 167
and 170.
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1147 a. 22. m{pd)uﬁvm.] Ald. Sch. olovel diaw yevécbar T E&w v alrois. The
reading of Kb gupgpviwas, which Sus. and Bywater adopt in place of
Bekker’s ouvuivar, is supported by Ald,, CCC, and B®, which have

mpordoes ai momrkai. The Ald. Schol. has—év 8¢ rais mouprikais, 1147 a.28.

frov &y 8¢ dow al S6faL momTikai fTOL mpaxrikai, ot el 76 cvpmépaopa

a, 24.

a. 26.

a. 27.

a, 28,

cgupduy eivat,

§ 9. ¢uowkds] ‘Again, we may look at the more immediate

causes of incontinence’—7.e. we may examine the precise

mechanism by which an incontinent act is produced. Hitherto

the enquiry has been conducted Aoywds rather than duowds—the
remote and abstract explanation afforded by the great Aristotelian
distinction of 8vrams and évépyaa has been adduced rather than
the proximate cause or oixeis Adyos, which an examination of the
concrete nature (¢dois) of the phenomenon will make known.
(For the distinction Aoywas—gpuoéds see note on. i, 3. 4 memadey-
pévou 1094 b. 23, and on ¥iil. 1. 6, 1155 b. 2.) The proximate
cause (oikelos Aéyos) of an incontinent act, or the precise mechanism
by which it is produced, is not, however, given in the premisses of
the Practical Syllogism, as such. The premisses of the Practical
Syllogism, as such, explain all acts generally (Aoyikds), not incon-
tinent acts specially (pvowas). The proximate cause of an incon-
tinent act is to be sought in the special manner in which émfvpia
uses the mechanism of the Practical Syllogism to attain its own
object; and §§ 9, 10 and 11, in explaining the sophistical use
which émfunéa makes of the Practical Syllogism, give the oixeios Aéyos
of one form, at least, of incontinence (dodévewa: see vil. 7. 8, and
note on vii. 3. 5—Ii. 1146 b. 31), thus differing from § 6!, which
merely mentions the premisses of the Practical Syllogism in con-
nexion with the remark that the knowledge of the universal may be
consciously realised, while that of the included particular may, on
account of causes not specially stated, be latent. Section ', with
ils olvwpévos, pawdpevos, kafevdwy, Prepares us for the oixetos Adyes
stated in §§ g—11.

Srav Bél pia yémrow & adrdv] 7. ¢. when the conclusion results from
the premisses: érav 8¢ ano Tis kaBéhov kai Tis pepikis 86&ns dAAgy Twa
oupaydywper 86&ay (Paraph.).

&b pév| e pév dorw 7 Sdka Bewpyricn (Paraph.).

mourikals| =mpakmicais: of. de Motu Anim. %. 701 a, 23 ai 8

= 1biAcIcording to Cook Wilson §§ 9-12 are paraliel to § 6 ; see Arist. Studies,
able L

pdvat, dha mpakar.

For the Practical Syllogism, see note on vi. 2. 1. 1130 a. 17, and
Grant's excellent section on * the doctrine of the Practical Syllogism,’
Ethies, Essay iv. pp. 263-270.

The de Mot Animalium, in the qth chapter of which (701 2.
# sqq.) we find a detailed account of the Practical Syllogism, is a
late Peripatetic work (see Val. Rose, de Arist. Lib. Ord. ¢f Auct. pp-
162—1%4); but the account does not seem to be in any way incon-
sistent with what we find in E. N, vii, or in de Anima iii, or else-
where, in works presuma.bly earlier than the de Motu Awmim. Tt is
just what we might expect, however, that the doctrine of the
Practical Syllogism, originating doubtless in Aristotle’s own wish to
find a neat logical formula for action corresponding to that found for
ratiocination, would, because giving a neat logical formula, be put
prominently forward by his followers. Accordingly it is to a late
ireatise like the de Motu Anim. that we have to go for a detailed
agcount of the Practical Syllogism. In reading this account, it is
important that we should look behind its scholastic phraseology,
and remember that the ¢ major premiss " gtands for the permanent
organism of the animal (or the moral character of the man): the
¢ minor premiss” for a ctimulus coming from the environment, and
calling forth a movement (or action)—" the conclusion '—in
accordance with the nature of the permanent organism of the
animal (or moral character of the man). Thus the major premiss,
compared to the fixed socket of the joint, is said fpepei (de Anima
iii. 0. 433 b. 21 sqq.), while the minor premiss is said kwew—t0

produce motions (oF actions) with a sweep, as it were, controlled
by the fixed socket of organic structure (or moral principle). With-
out the poant d’apput of permanent organic structure (or fixed moral
principle), and the particular stimuli of sense, animal motion (or
moral action) is impossible. In short, the movements of an animal
take place, in accordance with the structure of the animal, on the
occasion of sense-stimuli. Inthe doctrine of the Practical Syllogism
this physiological truth is put into scholastic form, and the formula
applied more especially to the explanation of moral action.

The latter part of de Motu An. ch. 7 (from 7or a. 36) and ch. 8
may be read for the * physiology* of the Practical Syllogism. As
a smali movement of the rudder produces a great movement at the
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1147 a.28. prow, so a slight physical change or movement in an internal part
?

a. £3.

caused by the heat or cold i wdfos, i i
through nerves and muscie: :;il‘i:‘:uﬁ:’ ii. t}?j T;z:ii{fmmmm?mated
of alimb: 7or b. 13 sqq. év 8¢ 76 {Wo Svvarac 76 ad ‘?SL l‘no‘:ement
éharrov yiveolu kai 1-2 u-?;’fg::a Ee:qjﬁg;\:,; awu’l . To'qum Em .
fo e ; B a‘ d ’ew, avfavopevor TOY popiov dud
5 p,t; Ta w:a: mx}\fv ?‘vc:“re}:?\o;uywu 8t Yifw ral dAhotovpéray. dallotolor
e

tot : , 1 8¢ gavracia kai 1) vinois Y TEY
wpaypdrov Eovor Slvapr  Tpdmor ydp Twa 1o eldos T voovpevov TO TOU
Beppot #j ruypot i 7béos § poBepol rootror Tuyxdves by aldv wep kal Tav
vrpilypéi:mv fracrov, 8td kal gpirrouot rai oBoivrar voycavres povor
nfwa 8¢ mdvra waly kai a\hoerdaes ciotv, alhowovpévor & év Té copart Ta
pev ’Tffw m@ & é\drro plveran, dre 8¢ pkpd peraBoly) ywopevy €v dpxi
peydhas kai @olhds wowel Siaghopas d Tt * ol i
dkapiaior Tt pebiorapévov -rrof;\w}pa:; :1;06;;23 e “’6@0” o“?" Ay
d pas yleraw perdatacs. . .
eo’rs 8e .n’c j‘tmrrjpr‘x kat j0éa mdvra oxeddr perd Yrifeds Twos xal 9:_9;1:5-:131'09:
'ra:Jm 8¢ Bphow ék Tav mabudrov'  Odppy yap xal PdBor kal ddpotroracpol
fm 1:37\?\:1 Ti coparkd Nvmpa kat pida i piv kara plpov pera BeppdriTos
7 Yifeas éom, 7o B¢ kal Ghov ro odpa’ pripar 8¢ kal éhmides oioy elbdNows
X‘po?pcva!. Tols TOWUTOS, OTe ey frToy GTe O pdaAdoy ah'i:u ToV adriw
f;m.v. ot edhdyws iy dypovpyeirar ta drrds Kai T@ Tepl Tas dpyds T
up?mvr.m?w poptov peraBdihovra éx memybrov Uypt kat €€ dypdv memnydra
mi pakakd kai okhgpd €8 d\Aphov rolroy 8¢ ovpBawdvrev T Tpémov
Toirov, kal ért 70D mabfnriked kai moupricol TowavTny éxdvrev dicw olav
ﬂ:)?\?t.axw" elphkauer , . . dmdrav pndéy dmwolimy adrév ékdrepoy Tov v TG Ndyo
e0Bls 1o pév mowel 70 B¢ mdoyer. S8ih Totro § dpa Gs dmew :rnei 3:1":
mfpevré:w kat mopetera, v pn Ti épmolily Erepov. T pév yap dpyavikd
pépn wapaskevdaler émurnbelos 7o waby, 1 8 Spefis T& mwdby, iy 8 Bpefw 5
Gavrasia’ alty 8¢ yivera §j Sia vofoews 7 ot alofnoens.

; §10. alm B¢ Evepyet] Fore 8¢ rat ) pepiry 8dfa Sre vdde yhuki atrn 8e
7 pepit) 86fa évepyel (Ald. Schol.). So also Peters—* Now when you
have on the one sic?e the universal judgment forbidding you to taste,
and on the other side the universal “all sweet things are pleasant” -
gﬁa{: here corresponds to yedecfar 8¢t above : noke), a;d the particular
_]udgment, “this thing before me is sweet,” and this latter judgment
is effectively present, or, in other words, appetite for the sxfeet is
there....” Grant’s rendering, however, is grammatically preferable
as referring atry to the second universal proposition (7 &), not to thé
pepucy 86fa under it— When therefore there is in the mind one
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universal which forbids tasting, but another which says  all that is 1147 2.33.

sweet is pleasant ” (having a minor) “this thing is sweet,” and
thus the second universal is realised '—+. ¢, the second universal is
applied in its minor.

Kwely yap Ekacroy ddvarar TV poplor] Some (e g. Ramsauer
have taken this to mean— for each of the «“Parts of the Soul "—
7. &, Adyos and émibupla—can move the man *+ but 1 have no doubt
that rev popéev are the dpyavixd pépn - ‘bodily parts,’ of the passage
quoted above from the de Motu Anim.va pév yip Spyaviea pépy mapa-
orevdles émurndetus T@ wdln, § 8¢ Gpekis 7a mabhy, and that the Paraph. is
right with—n & émibupia pera Tijs 86Ens i 70 yevardy dyer Suvarar yap
iy Exagrov Taw popiov, Neya & rhe oikelas alobioeas 16 émbupnTd,
3 550 mpds éaurdy ENket gal yedow 76 yevaTé.

Gpagw el épariy éoTe T
Section 10, as I said, gives the proximate cause of an incontinent

act, by exposing the sophistical use which émfupia makes of the
Practical Syllogism.

On the one side. we have the maxim of Reason—i wév kabéhov 3
xoAdovoa yebeobas, and on the other side, the desire of sweet things.
But the drparre, unwilling o apply the maxim of Reason, and yet
anxious not to seem to act without Reason, presents his irrational
desire in the disguise of a rational, or true, proposition, which he
makes the major premiss of a new Practical Syllogism, and his in-
continent act, though really proceeding from irrational desire, seems
to be the conclusion of this syllogism, and to be performed ‘under
the influence of Reason’—aore oupfairer 176 Myov Tws kat OéEns

axparevecfas. He incontinently tastes something sweet, and then

pleads in justification of his act the authority of a principle
which he can represent as a rational one; for it is certainly Zrue
that € all sweet things are pleasant.” It is not qud irue that this
principle is contrary to the other principle—that of Right Reason
or Temperance—i kafdhov 7 xe\dovoa yebeabar, but gued implying
the destre o disobey that principle. The two general propositions
¢ Immoderate indulgence in sweet things is evil,” and ‘ Sweet things
are pfeasant,’ are both true, and, so far, there is no contrariety
between them ; but when the latter is put thus in its true colour,
¢ must have sweet things!' then its contrariety to the former
becomes evident. “H pepue) d65a— this thing is sweet,’ and the corre-
sponding kaBihov—"* all sweet things are pleasant,’ are placed tn an
attitude of opposition to the principle of Temperance by their

) a. 35.
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b. 8.

160 BOOK VII: CHAP. 3: §§ 10-12.

association with desire, although #» #hemselpes they are not opposed
to that principle—é&ore supBaiver fmd Ndyov mas kat Jdfns drepareteatar,
ovk evavrias 0é kaf atTiy, a\\a kara cvpPBeByrds—r1 yap émbupla évavria
G\’ oty n B6fa—rg opfd Adym. The Adyos, under the influence of
which the dkparie is said to act incontinently, is simply his principle
of uncontrolled émbupia transmuted into the true proposition—*all
sweet things are pleasant’ But it is not the truth of this pro-
position that is in dispute, but its value as a prineiple of conduct.
It is no justification of an incontinent act to say ‘all sweet things
are pleasant,” when this only means—¢I am passionately fond of
sweet things’ and the point at issue is—° Ough/ I to yield to my
passion?” The Ald. Schol. has a good note—oix dvavria 8¢ éom
kal alrd 7 difa § pepucn 1) Néyovoa brt 7i8e yhukd éore TG Noyw T kafdlay
7@ Méyovri obBerds yAukéos dmoyeterfar Sel' motav yap évavridryra Exovar
yivovrar 8¢ évavria xard cupPeBnxds, didrt yap ovpBéBnke T émbupia
cuve)ely i) pepiky 8dfa kal karaveycdoar T yebow yeboagfa Toide Tov
yAvkéos t—2. o, 7 pepucy d6fa, f this is sweet,’ is the sccasion of con-
trariety to the moral law, by arousing desire, which is directly
contrary to it. Then men attempt to excuse themselves by plead-
ing the ‘rationality of their desire’—Dby transmuting émfupia into
mav yhued 480, “Die Sophistik der Begierde, von der unter §§ 1o,
11 die Rede ist (says Rassow, #orsch. p. 129, note), macht sich natiir-
lich noch auf anderen Gebieten geltend, als dem der dkpacia, und
sie ist um so gefihrlicher, je mehr sie das %8¢ in eine sittliche Form
zu kleiden weiss. Der Feige, der sein Leben nicht preis giebt,
weil er sich fiir seine Kinder erhalten will, der Hungernde, der
stichlt, indem er dem siebenten Gebote das Gebot der Selbster-
haltung gegentiberstellt, sind derartige Sophisten” Cf. Plut. de
Virt. Mor. 6 oogrorikis oty ruxiie i drpacia,

§11. 7& Oqpla odk dkpatii]| because drpacia implies a struggle
between éméupia and Xdyos, and the brutes have not Adyos. They
have no principle ‘forbidding them to taste”; they cannot even
construct a spurious Adyes by transmuting rovri yAvkd into may yAved
gdv. They have nothing but the impression or idea of the parti-
cular—aiov 6 dvos évémeae Tode T¢ Bibpo, Sib kai Ekrore [Bbv Tov Bddpoy
cpavrdlerac 6te ékel Emece kal dmogpeiyer adréy (Ald. Sch.). Cf E:E. ii.
8. 1224 a. 26 od yap éxer v& alla {Pa Adyor kai Spefw évavriav, AN
y opéfer (it év & dvBpomo Eveariv dudo.

§ 12. ¢uoohdywr| See Grant’s note ad /oc. He quotes Sext,
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Empir. Adv. Math.vii. 129, on the theory of Heraclitus, that in sleep the 1147 b. 8.

aiobnyrikol wopow are closed, and the »o@s is cut off from its connexion
with 76 meptéyor.  The treatise de Somno also gives a physiological
account of sleep and waking, in which drafupuices, produced by 7¢
Oepudy, and rising to the sleeper's brain, play an important part.
The Ald. Schol, probably with a recollection of this account,
speaks of the dvafupidoers of drunkenness in his note on the present
passage.

¢

§§18,14.] If Ramsauer’s very plausible conjecture—d¢ after b. 9.

ravry b, 10—be accepted (it is accepted by Susemihl), the words
émeib. 9 . . . Gpor b. 14 make the protasis, the apodosis beginning
with kai foer b, 14: if Ramsauer's conjecture be not accepted,
enct b. 9 . . . mpifewv b, 10 i3 the protasis, and radrp b, 10 . . .
‘Epredorhéovs b. 12 the apodosis of one sentence; while ral Sud
b. 13 . . . Gpov b. 14 is the protasis, and kai ower b. 14 . . . oup-
Baivew b. 15 the apodosis of another sentence. This is the alter-
native accepted by Bywater. Bekker's punctuation—a comma
after "Epmedoxiéovs, and a full stop after Spov—must, one would
think, be due to the printer. It gives no construction.

I understand §§ 13, 14, in their connexion with the whole
chapter, as follows—Té dxparelecba: has been accounted for by the
latency of the knowledge of the particular, and it has been carefully
pointed out that, although the knowledge of the particular is latent,
that of the universal is actively present in consciousness—éyovra pév
apdporépas oller kohver mpdrrew mapa Ty émoriugy, xpouevoy pévrow i
kaBdhov @hka pi TH kara pépos § 6—if a man's knowledge of the
particular—viz. that ‘this particular act is wrong’—be rendered
latent by passion (see §§ 7 and 8), there will be nothing to prevent
him performing the wrong act, for it is one’s view of a particular
act, not one’s general maxim of conduct, which is the immediate
antecedent or efficient cause of the performance of the particular
act: without the 8dfe alofyrav, the act could never take place—see
de Amima iii. 11. 434 a. 19 #0n atry kwel § $6fa (Z.e. % tob xal
ékaora), ol % kallédov, § dppe’ AAN' ¥ péy Jpeucica pailow (.e as a
regulative principle, and poimt d'appur), 7 & ot. Now, § 8dfa
atofyrol 7 kvpla TOY wpdfewr (z'. e. their efficient cause or KLnT LK) afrfa),
which is rendered latent by passion. is a ‘ minor premiss’; and,
since the knowledge involved in the minor premiss is not really
émoiuy, as is that involved in the major premiss, we can see that

VOL. IL. M
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1147 b. 9. the Socratic position is not without foundation : the passion which

prevails in incontinence is not matched directly against real know-
ledge (o2 yap Tis rupiws erorhpns elvar Soxodons wapolons yiverar 7o
méfos § 14)—real knowledge, though consciously present in the
mind of the deparis, is not uear enough (ot wapobons) to this passion
to be buffeted about and suppressed by it (008" alry mepréherar bl ™o
mdfos) 1 it is only the knowledge of the particular (i alobyruny ém-
omhun==>asfa alefyrot) which stands near enough to the passion to
be affected by it, or, indeed, is of a nature to be affected by it
4 ¢. suppressed and rendered latent by it. But this knowledge
of the particular (that this particular thing is wrong '), as we
said, is not really knowledge (émoriuy): so, we have explained
éxpacia (knowing the right and doing the wrong) without entirely
discrediting the Socratic position. This is a result in perfect keep-
ing with the principle of procedure laid down in vil. 1. 5 Jet 8
.. . Sewkrivae pdhiora pey wdvra T &dofa mepl Tatra & wdly, < O pi, T
mAeiora xai kupubrara, - I am accordingly unable to agree with Cook
Wilson that an ‘obvious concession of the Socratic principle’
(Arist. Stud. paragr. 60) is contained in ch. 3 generally, and in
§§ 13 and 14 in particular, which contributes to make it probable
that the chapter is not by the same author as some of the most im-
portant parts of Z. M. vii. I would put the case, as befween
Socrates and the writer of this chapter, thus—Socrates denied the
existence of dkpacia, because émoriuy cannot be conquered by zddos.
The writer of this chapter opposes the view that deparia does not
exist; but ‘concedes’ the point that true émoripn cannot be
conquered by mdfos. He is enabled to make this ¢ concession” by
drawing a distinction—the deparfis has actively present in his mind
the true émoriun, the general proposition that ‘it is wrong to yield
10 mdBos, but this émoriuy, to quote the expression used in de An.
fii. 11. 434 2. 20, fpepet pardor, and can touch action only through
the intermediation of the 8éfa alofnroi—* to do this particular act
would be to yield to wdfos. This 8ééa alofyred, however, is not
true émoriun, and its latency, caused by @dfos, sufficiently accounts
for the occurrence of an act of dxpacie, without obliging us to say,
against Socrates, that true émornpun is affected by mdfos. The
clause o y&p Tis xupiws emoThuns elvar Bokobons mapotens yiverar 76
#dbos 1 understand to mean that ‘the affection (o dxpareveofat)
does not occur in the immediate presence of real knowledge’
—¢real knowledge,’ though actively present in the consciousness
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of the ¢ 0 ;
€ arparys, does not operate as an éfficient cause (ot ket de An. 1147 b. 9

L. I1. 434 a, zo) of action, and so does not come into conflict with
cfr:ﬂefpt'a.' Only particulars can come to close quarters with
pam?lﬂars. Only pepwat diéar are wlpar réow mpiewy a;d “?h
.uep(’xq 8d&a, “ this is wrong,” is defeated by another uepees ,Bo'fa th er:
of émbupia—" it is pleasant.” While I am at one with gook YEI‘ :
(paragr. 66) in thinking that the context does not allow -
understa.pd Tijs kupiws émoriuns 0 mean the presence of both 111115 -
ancE o premisses”, I cannot accept his view that ob & e
Kuplos .m:arr};.ms‘ elvai Bokotons mapotons KA. means tha: P‘ :;:g
:Socratlc opinion about drpacia agrees with the theory sust of 3
inasmuch as knowledge proper Aas not deen allowed to t}hff i g]’ve’n j
and consequently I cannot follow him in a difficulty whicixpgms :
presses a few lines below—* The reason (which the p‘resent as:aex‘
assigns for the absence of knowledge proper is “that thi m'ge)
i i is not so much of the nature of true knowledge asn:l?r
major.” This must mean that the deparis has not truege’rr ; ;
?)ef:auds'e he has only the minor and not the major, which of ;ZTJ:;E
i p icti inni :
ta;,l ;nCh::t('::r-{;ontradictlon to the beginning of § 13 and to the rest of
: According to the view which I have attempted to state above, i
1s not argued in § 14 ‘that the deparss Aas 70/ true émgrs, Otel; :
f that thc? Frue émornun, which he has—and has conscious] 'W’T'i 5
in a position to be affected by mdfos, because it is univerczfl lsdmt
does 1‘{0?: enter the arena of particular action.’ i
Wl:u]e the word frapmlscrr,rs may be thus, T think, satisfactorilv
explained, I have considerable doubt as to its genui,nen S : OTr;})
homoeoteleuton Soxotions mapolons ? is suspicious, and the ; S"k it ;
— of having to take 74 mddos in a different sc;se after ? i
dud respectively—as ‘the affection, viz. depacia’ in the ?fi::m )
:.md as ¢ p?ssion’ in the second case *—seems to sugpest th;t fl?se,
is something wrong in the text as it stands. I offer the con; i
L confess with hesitation—for what it is worth—that jeCt?re,
represents wepe and a dittograph of the termination of aom;ﬁ; L:}?;
3

i

: E{acrésauer 11“nderstands the words to mean this

a5 and I\C,‘ lgo?re\:er, have 7fjs kvples elvar Sorotans émaruns mapod

, amsauer says ‘7o mifes vs. 16 intelligas 73 7fs drpacias d fi i
midos vs. 17 affectum qui facit quasi impetum.’ Similarly, St hqun e
;rst wados by U:l}enthaltsamkeit, the second by Leidr:nsch}rs:ft al:-o?lfﬁlétes e
cters manage ingeniously to render mdfos in cach la.c‘ b -
taining ‘ condition,” or ¢ passion.’ il

M 2
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b. 14.
b. 17.

164 BOOK VII: CHAP. 8: §§ 13, 14.

dittograph ovons having (by a blunder which sometimes appears in
MSS.) inserted itself between the mepe and the yiverar of an original
meprytverar, The deliberate alteration of the resulting mepobons into
mapotions would then be natural, even if mapayiverar had not, before
the insertion of the diltograph ouays, taken the place of mepiyiverar,
by a blunder which often® occurs in MSS. The sentence then
would originally stand—eb gap i rkuples SmoThpms elvar doxuvons
wepiylvetar 10 mabos, oid alry mepiéhkerar Bud b wddos, d\ka 77s
alofyriis. Here 7o méfos means ° passion” in both places, and s
alodyrucis is governed, as is 77 kuplws émomipns, by mepryiverar="gels
the better of’

The following is the Paraphrast’s explanation of §§ 13 and 14.
It seems to me to be a very satisfactory explanation of the text as
it stands: “Orar 8 év 76 maber yémrar 6 drpari)s, Ty E\dtTe mpoTacy,
iy Kkvplay Tév mpdfewy, Ty br véde kardy, § ofx Exer obdapds otde
émiorarat, i obras Exe bomep of peblovres at of patvdpevar €y Twa ka
dmodeifers Neyovow @\ws e, O oldé 7 é\drrov mpéracis abry kal’
atri émorqpovicy éorw, Gomep 1) raldlov kai peilov.  Gore Zowcer, &
élirer Swrpirns cupBaiven ot yip mapatons s kuplws evar dukaloys
émorhpys, fres doriv ) kabilov, yiveraw vb mdfust ol yap rairns kparet 5
émbupia’ dA\N& T7s kvplas Tév mpieor, iris éorly ) drTov kal 7 wepl T&
xalikaara: rabrny yap dapbeiper & mpdrrey, jris éoTi mepl Tas mpdferst
xai abiry weptéhkera 8uk vd wdbos, oly 1§ kabilov.

§ 13. &#Arer] ‘sought to establish’ (Peters).

§ 14. s aloByricijs] See Grant's note: he quotes Sext. Empir.
Adv. Math. vii. 145 on the émorpporue) aisfnows of Speusippus,
which is described as # perahapBdvovsa Tijs kard Tov Ayow (Z.e. Tov
émwoTnpoviciy Adyor) dnbetas.

CHAPTER 1IV.

ARGUMENT.

Let ws now determine the sphere of incontinonce, strictly so called.

It is plain that continence and endwrance, incontingice and softness, are
relative 1o pleasures and pains.

Now the things whick cause pleasure are either necessary, such as food,

1 1 have counted in &. V. v eight cases in which wapd and wepl are confused
by NC; and in two out of the four places in which wepayiverar occurs
(aceording to Grant’s index) in the Z. V., wepryiverar is the reading of a MS,
or M55,
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or not necessary, but desirable in themselves, suck ar Aonowr, oy wealth. Those
them who., against theiy own sound judsment, exceed in velation o these lafter
sources of pleasure, are wot described as ‘incontinent’ simply : e term is
tnedeed applied lo them, but not in ifs sirict sense, only with a gualifying
addition— incontinent about honour or about wealth! Zhat ¢ drecontinence’
has different meanings as ascribed on the one hand fo the nan who yields
against his judgment to the pleasure of getting honour or wealth. or of giving
went fo his anger, and on the other hand o the man who yields against kis
Judgment to the pleaswres of touch and taste, is shown by the circumstasnce that
we blame st in the latter case as a_form of wice, bul not in the former case; and
also by the circumsiance that we call people ‘soft’ in velation to Hhe semsations
of torch and taste, but not in relation to honowr or wealth. Our concluston,
them, s that the term *dncontinent’ is applied strictly, and without gualifying
addition, to the man who errs, against his judgment and vesolve, i velation
to those pleasures {and pains) of touch and faste, tn relation to whick the
incorrigible or infemperate man ervs deliberately, and the temperate man
observes moderation. Non-deliberate excess in the puysutt of suck objects as
kononr and wealth ( good and desirable in themseloes) is © dncontinence’ with a
qualification : sémlarly, we kave to add a gualification, if we apply the Levm
¢ fncontinent’ to one who yiclds fo the unnatural pleaswres whick may be
derived from the contraries of things good and desirable in themselves. * Incon-
tinence’ is aseribed with a qualification alwo fo the man whe cannot restrais
kis anger; without gqualification only fo the man who exceeds, against kis
Judgment and resolve, in relalion fo the normal pleasures of lowck and taste.

§ 1. épeffis] Sce ch. 3. § 1. 1146 b, 9 efra k. k.

§2. émei] here=*whereas’: see Cook Wilson, dris/ Stud. parag. v.23.

39. The apodosis begins with rote pév olv mpds ralra b. 31. (82
Simplicius (fol. 56 b) quoted by Trend. on de An. iii. 3. 1—év 08¢
i Aéfer (r.e. de Am. dii. 3. 1) mpbs Tov émel aUrdeapor it pakpot dmwo-
Sédwrer Bri T A, . . . . Bd v Bt paxpod dméloqiwr Tov olp mpoobels

:
atuBeapov,

dvaykaia] See Rep. 558 Polhe olv, fv & éyod, lva pn oxorewdsb. 24.

Staheydpeba, nparor époopela Tds 7e draykalous émbuplas kat Tas pi 5 . . .
> - L] 3 - Ty 2 T 3 ‘. r 3 - -~
otikoly fds Te olk Gv otol T elwev amorpérar, Oikaiws &y dvaykata kaloro,
v 3 # k) o * - » b » - » ¥
kal Soas amorehotpevar dpeholow Nuas; Tolrwy yap duorépwy dicabos
L1 ~ - 1, 3 o ’ > ’ » b r 3 -
fpév Tj Gpioe dvaykn. . . . . ds ¥€ Tis amalhdbater dv, el pelergn ex véay,
kal wpos oUBér dyabor évoioar Epoow, ai 8¢ kai Tovwavrior, ndoas TarTas €
wiy dvaykatovs aiper elvar, Gp’ ol kahés dv Néyoper ; . . . wpockopsba &7
: h e ra e 5 il T
T mapddesypa éxarépey, df elow, a Time NdBwper adrds . . . &p' oly ovy
I - ~ ¥ € ] Y 3 m LY 1 - » A
5 Tob ayeiy péxpe Dyteias Te kal edefias kai avrol gitou Te Kal GYrov
5 e e , e ; . :
dvaykaios Gy €y . . . 0 wépa ToUT@Y Kai dMlolwy édeqpdrev 1) TololTOY
émiblupla, Svvarn 8¢ xohalopérn ék véwy kal madevopdrn €k T@EY moAN@WY
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dmak\drreobar, kai Bhafepl pér gbduart BhaBepa 8¢ Yruxh mpds e plvpow
kal 76 coppovelv, Gpd ye dpbas odk drayxata &y KkakotTo ;

For the Aristotelian use of dvayxaios, Rassow (#orsch. p. 22, note 1)
compares Z. V. 1. g. 7. 1099 b. 27, x. 6. 2. 11576 b. 2 ; Pol. 1333
a. 32, 1338 a. 13 and 32.

Qepev] Z. E. iii. 2, or E. V. ifi. ro. When we use the term
axparhe simply by itsell (am\és) without qualifying addition, we
signify the man who yields, after a struggle, to those bodily
pleasures (of touch and taste), the deliberate pursuit of which con-
stitutes dxohacia : but the man who pursues gain incontinentl y can
be called deparis only with a qualifying mpdofeois—arparis képSous :
also the man who does not succeed in controlling his anger is
drpars with a mpdaferis—~Bupod.

Rassow (£orsch. pp. 21, 22) has called attention to the circum-
stance that § 5 goes over the same ground as § z; and Cook
Wilson (drést. Stud. parags. 69 and 37—42) resolves the whole
chapter into duplicate passages forming different versions. His
resolution (Table II) is as follows :—

A § 1 (Introduction common to both versions).
B, § 2 émei . ... #Hbow
C, ot pev olv—oilels

=D, § 5 émel . ... ImepBdidew.
=C,8§540d...8§6 kadr,

D, § 3 7éw 8é—§ 4 Nimas elvar = D, § 6 dorep—gapév.
‘Both columns,’ says Cook Wilson p. 8, “begin with éret 8, and it
will be seen that either may be read after the first section of the
chapter, A, with equal coherence both in syntax and subject-matter.
‘Thus each of the two orders A B, C, D,, A B, C, D, yields a chapter
on the same subject as the other, and very like it.” I entirely agree
with this statement of the case; I also agree with Cook Wilson’s
conclusion (parag. 42) that there are differences in style and subject-
matter between the two columns which ‘point in the direction of
diversity rather than of unity in the authorship.” The discrepancy
also between Z. £, iii and Z. &V, iii on the one side, and this ch.
on the other, with respect to the object of cagppocim and dxohasia,
is a point of great interest noticed by Cook Wilson (parag. 39),
and I am inclined to think with him that it proves that this chapter
is not by the writer either of Z. Z. iii or of Z. V. iii.

xai Bupod] * The position of dxpasia Guped in ch. 4, says Cook

Wilson (parag. 70), “is not without obscurity, for fvuds cannot be
called ¢ioer afperdy, iicet Tév kahdy xat dyabdv, alperov xkaf aird,in the
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same sense as the examples képBos, Tepn, vikn: it is not classed with
these higher 434a, and drpagia in respect of it is associated with
depacie in respect of them without explanation. Perhaps the over-
sight occasioned later the introduction of a separate proof in ch. vi
that axpasic fupot is not so blameworthy as dxpasia of bodily
pleasures: and it is worth notice that § 3 (ch. 6. 1149 b. 19) adds,
as corollary, the assertion that it is not properly (émhas) depacia,
without reference to the result of ch. iv, which may well have been
thought insufficient” The suggestion here made by Cook Wilson
scems to be supported by a passage in M. M. ii. 6. 1202 b. 3—
referred to by Rassow (Forsch. p. 47) in his discussion of the place
of ch. 6 in £. V. vii (see helow, note on vil. 6. 1, a. 24): orw yip
wept 1lovis kal Mwas Tas coparikas 6 dnAGs axparfs——onlor 8¢ kal
evredfer, Bri wepi Tadva §) axpacin’ émet yap YrekTds 6 Grparis, Yekrd elvas
8€i Ta Umokefpera” Tium pev ol kal §dfa kal dpxi) kal xphuara kal mepl doa
aM\a drpareis Méyovrar, otk eloty yrexrd, al & #doval af ceparical Yexral
810 eledras 6 wepl Tavras dv paklor Tol Béovros, ofitus drparis Telfws
Aéyerar. émedi) 8¢ éomu Téw mepl T dNha dkpacidy Neyopcver 1) mept Ty
Bpyrr olca dxpacia \rexrordrn, woTepov Yrerorépa €oriv 1§ wept THr GpynY i
7 wept vas Hdovds ;—then follows a passage founded on Z. V. vii. 6.

Somep dvBputros § T4 ONSpmia vikdy Erelve yap . . . Spus Erepos fiv]
Bywater restores mxér from Kb, in place of Bekker's revineds.
Cambr. is, so far as I know, the only MS. which agrees with KV in
giving wmkér. I explain the passage as follows, making &vfpwmos
a predicate—**“ The Olympionices” in the school-example—*“The
Olympionices is a man,” will illustrate the distinction between the
daxpars dmhos and the deparje kara mpsabeow. ““ The Olympionices,”
though described generally as “a man,” has also, gud  Olympio-
nices,” a notion of his own, which differs, slightly indeed, but yet
differs, from the notion “man.””’ Cf. Pol iii. 2. 1276 b. 21 (quoted
by Zell) rar 8¢ mharipar kairep dvopolwy Byrev Tiv Stvapw (5 pev yap

éoriv épérns, b 8¢ ruBepuirns, 6 & mpppeds, 6 6 Ay T Exwy ToalTy
énwvuplar) Sijhoy @s 6 péw depyPéoraros ékdorov Adyos 18ioe Eorar The
dperis, dpoiws 8¢ xal xkowds Tis épappdoer wav, 1 yap cernpic TS YaUTL-
Alas Epyar éoriv advay mévtay'  ToiTou yap ékagros dpéyeral TéY TAwTHpwY.
The writer means that the man who is incontinent in relation to
certain bodily pleasures is dxparps without qualification, and the
man who is incontinent in relation to money is dxparis with that
qualification, just as dvfpamos, when unqualified, stands for {@or Aoyixéy

1147 b. 34.

b.
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8vprov, but when qualified as § & "OMdpmea vk, stands for Ldor Noyuiw
8rmrév déhopipor.  So the P araph.—0 pév odv mpos 7& H8éa dmepBidhaw
& py dvaykaia ob Nyera dmhas xewpis mpooikns drparis, A drparis
dans, i akparis mhotrov, de érepos dw éxelvov Tol kuplws kai drhds
dxparots, dvopalipuevos 8¢ drparis Sud rwa mpos exeivoy Spowdtyra’  kabdimep
dathéper & drfpomos 6 i "ONIpmia veviknkws Tob dmhas dvfpdmov kal yip
€l kai pexpdy éort T8 Sudgpopor alréu, AN Spws Suaghéper, xal Erepds ore
8 wjy mpoodixny, Clearly the parallel here is not an exact one :
the Olympionices is called a man, because he has élokdjpos the
nature of sman, and is included within the class man: whereas the
asparys képdovs 15 not included within the class of the drparels dmAds,
but belongs to a class which is coordinate with it. Under the
general notion of drparys fall (1) 6 16r coparway HBover dkparfns =26
am\ds deparns, and (2) 6 xépovs (or TyRis) dxparis: & Gmhés dxparis
does not include 6 xépdous akparrs, as 6 dr\as dvéporos includes § &
"ONdpmia vk, Rather, in the expression deparys képdovs, the proper
meaning of the term deparis is metaphorically extended, as the
proper meaning of man (=human being) is extended in the ex-
pression ‘wild man of the woods’ (=ape). Nor do I think that
the parallel between the dxparis kard mpéofeaes and the Olympionices
would be made more strict if we accepted the incredible and plainly
“aetiological * story about the Olympian victor whose proper name
was "Avfpomos —see Alex, Soph. Elench. 316 a. 34 Gomep kai 6
"Ohvumeovikns dvopdlero aird roira "Avfpwmos. Alex. Zup. 262 b. 14
dvfparos fiw vip kat oy Yvopa Tedro Tod "ONvpmeovikoy wixrov of v
"Héwois épsmpdvevaer, Suidas s.v. dvbpomos—avfpwros o wpoayyopukdy:
xai "Avbparos v Suopa ob év 7bkols *Apiororéns wmpoveler,  Eustath.
11, A p. 847 kal *Olvpriovikys s karéd cupteorvpiar ey TAvBpemos.
Mich. Eph. on Z#. Nic. v. init, fol. 56 b 7§ 8¢ mpokeuérn dpers (z.e.
3 katd pépos Bukaoodun) Bukatooivy pév Aéyerar kal Svopalerar w6 Tijs Shys
Sikasoodons Svdpare vopa 8 Weow odk €kpararo, AAN Homep éxeivos §
Ghvpmovikys ob Swkodrys ob Tkdrow odk "Apuoreldys, AN TG KOWG wdvray

5o S ,, Gl v i S .
avfpdmer svipart Hubpenos dvopdlerar, oire xal 7 mapovga dpery) Sikatoa iy

Kaheiral 76 kowd Tis Aps Buarooiymg dvdpare.  Ald. Schol. on the.

present passage—domep kal v s wkhoas els td "ONpma kal fjxovey
“AvBpwmos, bomep & Seiva droter Swxpdrys § Uhdrow, ékelvov yip 6 kowds
Adyos ifrow 6 kaféNov dvbpomes Fror o {Gov Noyudw Bumrov pucpin Siéchepe
o0 idiov dvdparos’ dvlpames yap kai ofiros fkave’  purpd ydp Tis wpoo ik
mowet Tiw Sapopdyt  of pé\hovres Yéap Snhdaac abrov kal Siaxwplrar adrdy
and tat «abbéhov, mpoceribovy bri 6 dvBpamos 6 Ta ONdpmia VeviKnK oS,
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This story is acé'epted by Michelet, Williams, and Stahr. Stahr 1147b,35.

indeed adds a finishing touch to the myth which is worth recording
(p- 240, note 2)—* Anthrépos mit langem & heisst auf griechisch
Mensch. Der Sieger in den olympischen Spielen hiess nun eben-
falls Anthropos (vgl. Suidas s.v. "Awfpemos), aber wahrscheinlich
wurde sein Name mit kurzem & gesprochen und geschrieben.
Grant’s suggestion that the historical tenses Siwédeper and v gave
rise to the fiction about a person called "Avpomos is probably cor-
rect; and his further remark that the past tenses ¢ must be under-
stood to mean a reference to some previous logical discourse with
which the school was familiar’ I accept, substituting ‘grammatical
example’ for ‘logical discourse’: see the grammarian Apollonius,
mepl gvrrdiews, Book i. § Nd—myhikos dvlpwmos éviknoe 7d *OMuma. A
b5 émbeliyvper év v wept prpdrey, af mpokelperas ol ourrafers, DrooTel-
Aopévor @y kuploy Gvopdrey ddaddpovs Eyovor Tés dvacrpopis yopis
dpbpov Neyopévas'  dvfpomos Spapdw évikpee. The circumstance,
vouched for by these passages, that &dpamos dviknoe v& *Odipma was
a grammatical example In use, seems to me entirely to dispose of
the "Avfpwrnos myth as accepted by Michelet and Stahr, and to make
it unnecessary to have recourse to Peters’ conjecture (p. 221, note)—
“As we do not know the facts to which Aristotle alludes, we can
only conjecture his meaning. It may be that the man in question
had certain physical peculiarities, so that though he * passed for a
man ” he was not a man quite in the common meaning of the
name. So Locke asks (Zssay iv. 10, 13), “Is a changeling a man
or a beast?”’

anpetor 8¢] se. Tob diapéper iy dmhis akpaclay tijs perd wpocfécens 1148 g, 2,

akpacias (Corae 5).

7 dwhas ofoe #f katd 11 pépos]| mepl ndoas ris copards dmokatoes 5. 4.

7 kavd Tivde 3. Tipde THY coparikiy amdhavew pepueds (Coraes) ; Zie,
drpacia, whether in relation to al/ bodily indulgences, or to one of
them, is blamed not merely as a fault, but as a form of vice. The
Ald. Schol. and the Paraph. are wrong in taking ofoa with kaxia,
instead of with dxpasia as above, and in thus making the words
before us mean that ¢ dakpacia is blamed . . . either as rehela kaxia
(7 e. kaxla émhas obaa) OT as éyyitovea 7 kaxla (z. e. kaxia kard T pépos

5 ]
ou D'ﬂ).

§ 8. mepl &s Myoper| Those mentioned in Z. V. iii. 10 and 11. a. 5.
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xal 1@y Numpdv dedyav] sc. ris dmepBods. Instead of under-
standing rds dmepBolds, Ramsauer suggests the insertion of érwiy
after téw Aumgpar: ‘fideo sunt dedhacror et dxpareis qtll‘)d ipsam
voluptatis absentiam tanquam miseriam ferre nequennt’ is the
reason which he pives for his suggestion; and he refers to £. V.
iii. 11. 5, and to § 4 of the present chapter (86 pakhov'. . . 0¢6dpa),
and to vii. 14. 2 bavrlws § . . . i dmepfoliy. Similarly, Rassow
(Forsch. p. 78) suggests the insertion of r& wérpia before réw
Avmmpdy, comparing the eal chetiyer perpius Aimas of § 4 below. His
words are— Sehr auffallic ist rav Xvmppéw. Der, welcher das
Uebermass des Schmerzes flieht, wire ein dsporis 7 Unmuoglich kann
dies die Ansicht des Aristoteles sein. Jeder verniinfiige Mensch
flieht das Uebermass des Schmerzes, und nur der, welcher auch
vor massiger Unlust zuriickschrickt, kann deparsis genannt werden.’
Rassow scems to find support for his suggestion in the fact that
Bekker's re before #8w» a. 7 (if genuine: Bywater omils it: it is
not given by Lb, Mb, 1, CCC, or Ald.) is wrongly placed, as the
sentence stands: &y fdéwy and réy Aumppar, on account of the
different verbs ¢edywr and Subkwr in the two clauses, cannot, he
thinks, be connected by re—&ai: but rév T §déor Sidkov ras tmep-
Bohds, xal T& pdrpia v Aumnphe pedyor would be grammatically
correct.

Ramsauer's érwotr. and Rassow’s ra pérpa seem to me to
originate in a misunderstanding. The passage which Ramsauer
quotes from iii. 11, 5 describes the dxéhactos, not the dxparis:
and the passage which they both quote from vii. 4. 4 describes the
éxéhaoTos as avoiding perplas Mwas. But the character described
here (§ 3) is not the dcdhaavros, but the deparis—36 pij 79 mpoatpeiobar
dubkwr . . . kai delyor—the man who struggles with strong desires
(pleasures and pains), and who succumbs 8wt 76 énebupely ohddpa—
because he has been overtaken by a veavea) fmifupie kal mepl vas vo
dvayxatwr ulelas’ Ndmy loxupd (§ 4 below). It is not ériedy zéw
Nvmnpéy, OF Tas perples Mmas, that such a person yiclds to, but rév
Aurgpéy Ts OmepBohds. The passage, again, which they both
(and Bywater, Contrzb. p. 55) quote from vii. 4. 2 is not, as I
understand it, intended to describe the axparis, but the ¢atdos (of
1154 a. 16), 7 e. the dkdhagros, who is the subject of @edya—
évavrims & émt ths Mmnst ob yap Tir mepBoly Gedyer, dAX dlwst of
yip o 7h mepBolj Nmn évavrla AN § 7¢ Suokovre Tiw DarepBohir—
‘the dxéhaoros pursues excessive pleasure, and avoids, not only
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ex.cessive pain (as the dkparis does), but any pain, even the absurd
pain of absent pleasure (see Z. V. iii. 11. 5)—a pain which only
an habitual follower of excessive pleasure, like himself, feels at all”’
See note on vii. 14. 2. With regard to Rassow’s remark—that
?vcr}: rational man avoids excessive pain, I would say—surely the
eykparns and raprepwds deliberately endure it, and the axparys and
pakakds try to endure it, but fail.

dXdas kal yixous] Cook Wilson (paragraph 39) remarks that
the doctrine of the present passage, according to which the dwé-
Aagros has to do with the pains of heat and cold, ¢ disagrees as
much”‘with the Eudemian as the Nic, Ethics, Accordingto Nic.
Eth. iil. 10 and 11, the gégper and dedhaoros have to do with
pleafsures and pains, but the pains are only those of unsatisfied
desire for pleasure. Compare Nic: Frth. iii. 11. 5, 6. 1118 b, 28—
1119 a. &.

% I‘Sut this chapter (4 of Book vii) gives ds examples of pains
within the sphere of owipporivyand drokacia, . . . weiva, Sira, dhéa, and
Yoxos. The last two of these are obviously excluded by the defini-
tion of Book iii: they are not pains caused merely by the desire for
pleasure ; it cannot be said of them mr Nmqy wotel 1 5o,

‘Two other passages in Vi, Z/h. iii show how much siress the
author laid on the exclusion of all pains originating independently
of imagined pleasure—ch. 10.§ 1. 1117 b. 24—27, Z «. it is primarily
of pleasure and only secondarily of pain, so far as pain may be
“caused by pleasure”; ch. r2, §§ 1, 2. 1119 a. 21-25. If the
account of cwppooivy in the Eudemian Ethics (iii. 2), which answers
to the above part of Nie. Eth. iii, showed the same deviation from
the Nicomachean version as Book vii, ch. 4, there would be some
ground perhaps for referring the last to the author of Eud. Eth. ii.
But on the contrary, the Eudemian account (ii. 2) follows the Nico-
machean (jil. 10 and 11) in mentioning no other pain as object of
vogpooiry and drohacia save that of unsatisfied desire for pleasure :
compare Eud. Eth. 1231 a. 3032 «al otk elaiv oiidé Aéyovrar dkdlaoror
ol yip tmepBikhover T yalpew piallov § 8ei ruyydrovres ket Mvieiofac
pakdop i) dei p ruyydreovres,  The pains of d\éar and iy are referred
to (Eud. Eth. 1229 b. 5) in the chapter on aspeia, and not in any
connection with cwegpeoivy and drohavie, but associated with the
objects of dudpela and deidéa’ To the passages quoted above by
Cook Wilson from the Nz, E#%. may be added Z. V. iii. 1o. 11 of

1148 a. 7.
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wepi wiv T0 odpa §) Tob droldoTou dd, @Ak wepl rwa pépn: by this

limitation the pains of aiea: and {riyy are excluded.

§ 4. p.a.ha.lmi] dakéhaoroe, the reading of CCC, Ald. Sch., Heliod.,
Ald., is accepted by Coraes and Michelet : but pahaxef is obviously
right. The fact that people are popularly called (Aéyovrar) pahaxoi
in relation to cwpaerwd, and not in relation to xéplos &c. (mepl
ékelvay obdeplar), is a onuetor in favour of the correctness of our
view that in the ceperikd we have a very definitely marked off
and important class of objects or motives, which warrants us in
distinguishing people who are depareis in relation to them as
deparete amh@s, from people who are drpareis in relation to other
objects or motives. Cook Wilson (Asist Studies, p. 47) remarks
that these words kai ydp pehakol Aéyovrar ignore the doctrine of
ch, %, in which pelakia is technically distinguished from akpacia,
as the yielding (after a struggle) to pain, from the yielding (after
a struggle) to pleasure. And on p. 43 he writes—‘ The way
in which pelaxei occurs 1148 a, 12 (vil. 4. 4) is remarkable: it is
said that the pains with which the drparjs dmhés has to do are
bodily, and a sign of this is that people are called padaxoi for
yielding to them: whereas according to ch. 7 . . . padaxol is fhe
proper name for such characters, This difficulty admits of explana-
tion. . . . It has been pointed out (parag. 39 8) that the third book
of the Nic. Ethics and the Eudemian book corresponding associate
pahacie with cowardice, and not with dcokasia, and that there is no
trace of the definite coordination (see ch. 7) of xaprepla and palaxia
with ce¢posivn, depasia &c.  The anthor of vil. 4. 4, though deviating
in one respect from Eud. Eth. ii and Nic. Eth. iil (7.e. as to the
painful motives which concern cegposivy and dkolasia), has not
advanced to the development of the theory of pakaxia found in ch. 7:1
he merely calls attention to the fact that the ignominious term
pahakéds is applied where men yield to bodily pains, to show that
such conduct is held specially bad, and belongs therefore to drpacia
proper, and not to depagia kard wpdofeow.” I am not sure that
it is safe to say, with Cook Wilson, that ‘the author of vii. 4. 4
. .. has not advanced to the development of the theory of

! ¢In Niec. Eth, iii. 10 and 11 there is no thonght of separating the desire for
pleasure and the pain of such desire as different motives, and constitutive of
different characters, but they are clearly aspects of one and the same thing.
Cook Wilson, Arést. Stud. p. 4.
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*

padaxle found in ch. 4 We must remember that in vii. 4. 4
it is only #he popular denotation of the term palaxds that the writer
appeals to, in order to show, by a onueioy, that the sphere to which
he has assigned the dxparis dwhés is very definitely marked off from
other spheres of so-called dxpacia. His immediate object does not
require him to give Ads oz theory (stated in ch. 7) of the connotation
of pahaxia. :

ol pdv wponspoivrar of 8 ob mwpoarpobvrar] The mpoaipesis of the
axdhaaros sides with his émfupia, and he is said to act mpoapoiperos
rather than émfupév: whereas the deparis acts éméupdvr but not
mpeapotucvos—irom mere desire, and not from deliberate choice—
6 dxpdys éribupdy pév mpdrrer, mpoatpetpevos & off (. N, iil. 2, 4). We
cag’ understand what is meant by the mpoalpeis of the éyxparis
which opposes émbupia, and prevails over it—dé éyxparis 6€.. ..
mpoatpotpevos pév mparrer, émbupdv § ol kai wpoapéoer pev émbupia
évavreovrar, krh. (. V. 1il 2. §§ 4and 5); but what is this mpoalpeais
of the dxd\aoros which sides with émbupla? The object of érbupia
is present pleasure as suck: surely it is the function of mpoaipeots, as
Bovhevrikny dpefis védv wpds T4 Télos, to look at present pleasure, not as
such, hut in relation to a system of life? Is not the very notion
of mpoadpeats, then, travestied in a definition like this—vii. 4. 2 é per
Tas UmepBolas Sidkev Tov Adéwy 1) kaf tmepBohis T 7 Sua wpoaipeTw, &
adrés kai pnlev 8 Erepov dmeBalvov, didhaoros? 1f it is true that i ué
émbupla H8éos kal émhbmou, ) mpoaipeois § oire humpod o §éos (il 2.
z), how can it be mpoaipeous, as distinguished from émbupla, in the
dedhaoros, which makes present pleasure, as such, its object? Indeed,
except in a somewhat recondite sense (to be noticed afterwards), the
ordinary dkéhacros cannot be said to act mpompotpevos, any more
than the deparfs. The ordinary dcihasros was once drparjs.  Strong
émbuplar, after a struggle, have their own way in the akparis.  As time
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a. 17.

goes on the same man yields to feeble émfupiar without a struggle,

and is called dxshaoros. This he does habitually—z. e. he always,
with perfect consistency, yields to feeble émbuplar without struggling,
or thinking it wrong to yield. The consistency of his conduct, as
compared with the inconsistency which exists between the theory
and practice of the drparsjs, seems something rational and deliberate ;
he may even get credit for strength of character, and hopes may be
entertained of his reformation, if he would only listen to good
advice. But this ¢ consistency’ of the dedhagros is only the weakness
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of the deparis in an intensified form, and become chronic. Such a
man is afier all more correctly conceived as acting émbupsv, than as
acling wpompotperos : unless it be said that, since action breeds
belicf, he eventually acquires a false Adyos, or theory of life, in virtue
of possessing which he may be conceived as acting mpouipovpevos—
as deliberately choosing means to the end which that false theory of
life holds up before him. This is the recondite sense, just now
referred to, in which he may be said to act mPOaLPGUHEVOS—0 pév Yip
drohaoros dyerar mpoaipaipeos, vopiloy del Setv (this is his theory of
life) 70 mapdv %80 Sudrew vii. 3. 2. But after all it is his long-
indulged craving for pleasure, rather than his false theory, which
makes him act as he does. And in the sentence just quoted note
the contradiction in the terms—dyerar—mpoatpodperos. DMan is an
dpyt in his mpoaipeors : it is by his émbupiar that he is led—dyerat.

So much for the ordinary dxdhaoros—the dxdhaoros who once was
dkpars.  But it perhaps ought to be admitted that there are also
born dkiAaocrei—men in whom Adyos, or conscienita, Was never
effectively present to mar the pleasures of indulgence by its shadow :
who never viewed these pleasures askance, as forbidden fruit, but
always calmly, as pleasures; and so have been able early to
make them objects of the nice comparisons and deliberate pre-
ferences and rejections of the connoisseur. Such men may be
described as mpoupoipevor with more correctness than the ordinary
dedhaaror, or chronic weaklings, with whom the Seventh Book is, I
believe, chiefly, if not exclusively, concerned.

8:8] “The conjunction é:6,’ says Cook Wilson (Arést. Studies,
P- 73), ‘ may of course be taken in its non-illative use,
thus it must at least be equivalent to “and so,”
the subject which it infroduces has been in some way prepared
for: but it is by no means prepared for, and suceceeds most
abruptly. The subject of the whole chapter is the distinction of
the deparis dmiés from the dxparzjs kard mpéobeaiy, which is wound
up in § 4 by the statement that the dreparis arhés has to do with
the same pleasures and pains as the dkéNagros, éyrparis, and codpwr,
and that the characters so associated differ as regards mpoalpeos :
it is clear that the special depravity of that deéacros who has litile
Or no émbupia is put in no sort of connection with this! I confess
I cannot see any difficulty in taking & closely with the words
al pév mpoaypoivrar, of & ob mpoapotrrar, immediately preceding :—

but even
and implies that
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the axdhacres is wpompolperos : and this is why (3&6) we ascribe 1148 a.17.

deoXacta rather to the man whose acts of indulgence are not
attended at all, or not to any considerable extent, by E’“.Taevpn'(f, than
to the man whose acts are consequent upon strong émbupia: the
acts of the former, not being esplicable by émfupia, musi be due to
mpoaipects.  Snuetov 8¢ pallov yap might have taken the place of
8td paihor without changing the sense of the passage.

It is to be observed that Cook Wilson, as quoted ab ta,kles
gaAkor with dcdhaoror=dxehaorirepov—he speaks ’of ‘t}le, spee.u:lz_).l
depravity of that dxdhasres who has li!.tl:s.- or no em?v;..l.:ﬂ. S’lm"l-
larly Ramsauer speaks ¢de diversis quasi gradibus =7s mm?t‘acrw.s'l i
(Grant says ‘it is more intemperate to pursue luxur_*:ur, &,C" in cold
blood than to do so under the influence of passion. C.oraes
has kai ToU dcohdorov deohaoTdrepov, and Peters translales—* And
so a man who without desire or with only a mode{'ate desire
pursues excess of pleasure, and avoids even slight‘pams, f,shoul‘d
be called more profligate than one who, &c.” This, I.th'mk, is
wrong : the clause, as I understand it, means—* A.nd. this is why
dxoracte 18 ascribed to the man who, without desire, pursues
excessive pleasures, ravker than to the man who, &c?.’ Degrees of
axohacia are not distinguished, but dcolacia is distmgu:sl?ed’ from
axpacia. The roirov 8oris 2. 19 is the adxparis. That tFns is th.(-:
meaning of the passage is clearly shown by a .co.rr‘n‘parllssn Q,f it
with what is probably its ¢ duplicate '—vii. 7.3 ﬁavr.r; 8 af«r Boge,w )(ﬂp::w
elvat, €& Tes pij émbupér i Gpépa mpdror Te aloypdy, § €l O'(i)nﬁp’a eTrrr.S'upiov,
kal el pij opyilopevos Timror § €i opyilSpevos’ Tl yap dv é'f:"ot'er. e,u mifler v
80 6 dkéhaoTos xelpwy Tob dkpatols. On the ‘duplicate” character
of Vii. 4. 4 8o . . . loyvpd and vil. 5. 3 mavrrl . . . deparods, see Rassow,
Forsch. p. 23 and Cook Wilson, drést. Stud. p. 71.

§ 5.] émei xr\] A ‘duplicate’ of vii. 4. 2: see note on vii. 4.
2. 1147 b. 28, ' i

Bekker and B}'\'Jater make rav y(‘lp ndéwy éna (j}vars; @ipeTe A 23,
24 parenthetical. I prefer to make -fc"ov yap ndéwv a. 23 s
mporepoy 2. 25 parenthetical, thus referring t}'ue ez;amp]es'qupam
kat képlos kal vikn kal T tO TéU TG yéver kakdy xc:a‘r. mmuﬁajwv a. 2%
(=rév gloer alperav). The 1a 76 ydve kaha kat o-‘mv&x,:a 'or’ &
¢ige aiperd of this section correspond to Ulv:? alfperd ka® adrd of
§ 2: the évavria Tolrov were not mentioned in §2: tl:ne}r are the
deverd of chapter 5: while r& perafi—so called, I think, simply

a. 22.
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because the present list is a threefold one, whereas that in
§ 2 was only twafold—answer to the dvaycaia or cwparwd of § 2.
Rassow (Forsch. p. 79), followed by Bywater, inserts wé» before
76 a. 23, rightly, I think,

wpos émavra 8¢] Zell, Bekker and Ramsauer (Ramsauer reading
&7) begin the apodosis here. Bywater (making 8w doow a. 28 . ..
popaivew b. 2 parenthetical—and apparently following the Ald.
Sch. in understanding the construction to be & door pér wapd Tov
Adyor kparotrrar . . . Péyorrar) seems to make the apodosis begin
with poxbnpia pév ofr b. 2.  That this is really the apodosis is clear,
I think, from the ¢duplicate’ passage vil. 4. 2, in which the
apodosis begins b. 31 with rols uév ofv mpbs ralra (26 Ta alperd

xal’ afmi).

16 wds Kol lfl‘lrEthﬂ\Rew] Bekker omits kal with Kb MP; but kac
(approved by Rassow, Forsch. p. 66) is necessary. The meaning

is yréyorrai 7§ mwios émibupeiy firor 7§ vmepBalhdvros émbupeiv.  Lb, OD, :

NC, CCC, Cambr., B * ® give «at,

On the relation between §2 and § 5 of this chapter Cook Wilson
{(Arist. Stud. p. 6) has the following remarks—§ 2 divides objects
causing pleasure into two classes . . . § 5 gives the same under
different phraseology. . . . The examples too of the first class in § 2
are repeated in § 5.. .. But § 5 adds a third class not found in § 2.
... This amounts to a correction of § 2. In § 2 it is said of the
alperd kaff abrd that they admit of excess, implying that they are
wrong in excess. . .. In § 5 the same thing is put in a clearer and
better way : ‘“it is not susceptibility to these, nor desire and liking
for them which are bad, but a certain excess in them,” . .. The
badness of dvaykule O cwparud when indulged in to excess is not

- stated in § 2 ; though half implied by the term dvaykata, and asserted

lower down in the same column (§ 3). In § 5 the fact is expressly
mentioned. From these considerations it is evident that § 5 is not
2 mere recapitulation of § 2, for it contains more; that it is not
a mere addition to § 2, for it contains the same matter as § z: it is
rather an entire reconstruction which makes § 2 quite unnecessary.’
Then on pp. 33, 34 he says—* In subject-matter the second version,
as already seen, expands the main statements of the first. The
additions (in the second version) seem a true advance. . . . Of two
versions of the same subject, the more advanced may be by the
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same author as the other, and written when his mind has developed 1148 2. 28.

further : but among other alternatives it is possible also that the
advance may be the work of another and even inferior writer,
representing merely the general progress of philosophy since the
first author, or the advantage which the second author had in
having the works of the first before him. The latter hypothesis
will be the more probable, if, while the advance is such as might be
made by an inferior thinker under the conditions aforesaid, there
are found real traces of inferior philosophic ability in the second
version. And the inference will be much strengthened if there is
a considerable falling off in style. . . . In the case of the second of
the two versions now under discussion, though the improvement is
such as would in all probability not be retraced by the same author
if once made, it is not too great to be due to the less able philosopher
reflecting on the work of the abler. And on the other hand there
do seem to be marks of less ability '—e. g. the writer of § 2, wishing
to classify #doval and émbupiar, begins with a division of objects
causing pleasure (roweirra fidoriy) and gives wixy, s &c. as examples
of these objects; the writer of § 5 begins with #doval kal émbupias
and ‘involves himself in the inaccuracy . . . of giving #8¢a and ér-
Gupnrd, vicn, vy &c., as instances of fdoral and émibupiar, which of
course is avoided in § 2.’ Here I think Cook Wilson is a little
hard on the writer of § 5. Although the writer of § 5 leads off
with émel 8¢ rév fBovar kai émbupiay ai pév, he gOes ON—eivl 7w 7o
yévee kadv k1., which really means ‘since the odjects of some
pleasures and desires are to be classed as noble and good. . .." This
writer, equally with the writer of § 2, seems to me to have a classi-
fication of r& mawiyra #8oviy primarily in view. Although, however,
L differ from Cook Wilson on this small point, I agree with him in
thinking that § 2 and § 5 are probably by different authors, of
whom the author of § 5 is probably the later,

85 Soor . .. poxbnpla pév olv oddepin k1] I have said that
I think that the apodosis of the sentence érei k.r). a. 22 is poxfnpia
pév oty obdepta mept Tadr’ éorl: but the passage 6iub 6oor 2. 28 ... b, 2
popaivew, made parenthetical by Bywater, is not ignored by the
writer when he comes to this apodosis: for rair b. 2 is not the
dwavta kai ta Taadra kai Ta perafv of a. 26, but only r& rowbra
(xpnuara, xépbos, vikn, mipy) to which the words && . , . popaivew
confine themselves.

YOL. IL. N
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The meaning is— Those who pursue & ¢voe ufj:}frci to excess
are not poxfnpol, 7.¢. dxdhasro—because their objects are not
dvayrala, Or cwparikd, but dioe aiperd: and f.or th.e same reason
(épolws § 6) they are not depareis am\&s—their objects are qt:vcrlﬂ
alperd, the excessive pursuit of which is devkrdv but net strictly
\Vrekrdv, as in the excessive pursuit of r& separd. T}bl_e.y are, how-
ever, called deparels kaf’ époiémra.’ Ramsaver is of opinion thgt the
reason stated—ére Qioee Tov aiperdy Ekaotdy forL 8¢ aﬁrd-‘—ls not
sufficient to prove poxfnpia pév otw oldepla mepi Tait ;s'crrf : '11; seems
to me to be sufficient, if understood as above—" their Clbje':':'ts are
$ioet alperd, as recently distinguished fm.m (r;o;.c‘mx&dthe objects of
poxbnpia or dxodacic’ On the words with which § 6 opens, Cook
Wilson (p. 35) says—*In § 2 the fact of the .gre:;:.ter’ gmi’t m’true
dxpacta is clearly expressed in the sentence 7 pév yap dkpaciu Yéyerar
ady &s duapria pdvor A& kat @s Kakia TS the Corresrzon,dlrig_ phrase
in § 6 1 yap dxpacia ob pcvov pevkrdr dAAa kal -.rc'év Vexrav oty is much
weaker and gets the author into a confusion, for here‘ he Tnakes
Wéyecbar the differentia of the dxparis dmhés ﬁ'omAthe a‘ﬂc,oa‘rr;s‘ mr{l
rpbabeaw, whereas above (mpos dravra 8¢ kai Ta TowiTa Kai ﬂ:r. peragy
-+« Yéyovrar) the term Yépeaban is used of the error of both.” Iam
inclined to think that, whereas the verb éyovraw may be used
popularly and vaguely, rév rexrov—* the class of ré \b'.exni ‘—is a
technical expressicn, and marks that severe censure which we pass
on bmepPBolal N cwparikd.

$éropos] The stories givena by the A}d_. Sch.' and the P.araph.
(different stories) are not worth transcription. T here_wcre kings of
Bosporus of this name. Isoc. rpame(irucds 370 b. mentions Satyru§ 13
(B.c. 407—393) as continuing his father’s policy of favouring Athenian
grain-shippers. See note on V. 5. 13, b. 8.

§ 6. wepi Zkaarov] Restored by Ramsauer, Susemih] and Bywater
for Bekker's mepi éxdorov. ¢ We use the term dxpasia by analogy,
adding in each case what the drpacia is in’—Méyovor mijw dxpagiav

- () P
Wpoamaﬂ&evres' TO OTL MEPL €KATTOV,
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CHAPTER V.

ARGUMENT.

There are things whick are (1) natwrally pleasant, either (a) generally, or
(b) for certais kinds of antmals and human beings ; and (2) things which are
rot naturally pleasant, but (a) become pleasant for constitutions depraved by
mutilation or habit, or (b) are pleasant for constitutions originally bad.

To the different sorts of * pleasant things' emumerated wnder (2) will cor-
respond different dispesitions, which may be distinguished as brutich (e.g.
capnibalism), as caused by definite diseases (thus it was mental disease which
mady the man eat bis fellow-servant’s fiver), and as generally  morbid” or duc
lo perverled habit (e. g. eating carth, unnatural fust). lir so far as ke has, and
gewves himself wp to, one of these dispositions, a man is ontside the bounduries of
what we call vice 3 for vice is relative to novmal hawman desires ; and in so far
as ke has one of these dispositions and beeps it under control, or is masiered by
et ke is ot “continent’ or *incontinent’ in the sirict sense of the tevmn, but in
& qualified sense, just as we have seen that the man who controls kis anger és
“continent’ in a qualified sense. We must qualify the terms vice and incontin-
ence when we wse them in relation to the * pleasant things” enumerated under
(2), and speak of brutish or morbid zice, brutish o> morbid fncentinence.

Introductory NVofe.] This chapter goes on still further to limit the
sphere of 3 dm\as drpaoia. If a man have unnatural desires (whether
() connate, or (2) induced by () disease, or (%) habit), and keeps
them in check, or yields'to them, he is not éyeparie or dkparis dmhds,
but so kard mpdobecr—1. e. the unnatural desire which he checks or
yields to must be specified (just as xépdovs &c. must be specified in
the cases mentioned in ch. 4), for the terms éywparfs and depards,
even in relation to cwoparwkd, are applied strictly (dwlas) only to the
man whose desires are natural. As Grant says—* In states that are
entirely morbid, whether originally so, or from the effects of an
ill-regulated life, the distinctions of right and wrong are no longer
applicable’

§§ 1-8.] The writing of this chapter is very careless, and has 1148 b. 15.

given much trouble to the critics (see Rassow, Forsch. pp. 79, So,
and Imelmann, Ofs, Crif. p. 22 note) ; but the general meaning is
plain :—Unnatural propensities are (1) éypuodes— bestial (e. g
cannibalism), exhibited, for the most parf, by savages. These
bnpoders éfers are comnate, belonging to the poxénpd ¢ious of the

N2 - :
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race, or of the individual: (2) veoyparédes—morbid propensities.
These voonparédders éeas are either (¢) due to supervening disease,

- bodily or mental—atl 8¢ 84 (omit 7e after 8 with Kb Lb: see

Rassow, Forsch. p. G7) véoovs yivovrar xal &id (insert 8ud with Kb :
see Rassow, L ¢.) paviar évfors kX § 3, b. 25—/ below § 6, a. 11
of B¢ it véoovs, ofov Tas émMmTikGS, f pavias voopparades: OF (45)
roomparddes, in a specific sense, as being morbid constifutional states
—8oots pév ofy ¢ios airia § 4, b. 31. From the voopuardders €fes
in this specific sense must be distinguished () or (3) ai é€ €ovs—
how closely, however, the two kinds are connected is shown, not
only by the expression al 8¢ voonparedeas 7 & €fove § 3, b. 27, but
by the difficulty of determining how far the & adduced as
examples (ofov rpixér . . .. &ppeaw § 3, b. 27-20) are due to con-
stitutionally morbid conditions, and how far they are habits the
formation of which could have been avoided. The expression
§ 4, b. 33 kal door weagqparddos Exover 8 efos seems to show that
the distinction most prominent in the writer’s mind was that
between constitutionally morbid states, and mordid states produced
by bad habits. The question—how far bad habits can result in
mordid states, where there is no constitutional bias—he does not go
into, He merely says, with special reference to the last instance
in his list b. 27-29, that these unnatural propensities are due
sometimes (0 ¢ows, sometimes to éos—rois név yip dicer Tois § &
&ovs cupBalvovow § 3, b. 29.

The foregoing explezation of the distinctions intended in afras,

pév Bnpuibes b. 24—at 8¢ Bt véoous yivovrar b. 25—al 8¢ voonparddes
—1) €& €6ovs b. 27 tenders unnecessary, I think, while it practically
gives the same sense as, Rassow’s conjecture (adopted by Susemihl)
al 8¢ veonuardlers 7 (Ppiae 7)) €& ovs (Forsch. p. 80), and also
shows that the omission of # before ¢ éovs (KP), approved by
Imelmann (Obs. Crit. p. 22 note), is a blunder.

§ 4. dondres 8¢ kol door veoqparddus Exovor B 3303} oot 18
Bywater’s correction for the rois of the MS8. Rassow (Forsch.
p- 80) says—‘ Gedanke und Sprache fordern gleicherweise den
Accusaliv : @oatres 8¢ kal Tois veoqpparedes Exyovras 80 €dos sc. obbeis
dv clweaer drpareis.  Die Aussere  Unwahrscheinlichkeit dieser
Aenderung leuchtet mir ein, aber ich habe mich wergeblich

! It may be noted that cannibalism, which seems to be the typical Onptddys
£f1s, is instanced here as due to supervening disease or madness.
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bemiiht einen anderen Ausweg zu entdecken.” The meaning is 11481, 33.

undoubtedly that expressed by Rassow’s conjectural reading.

I bad made up my mind, however, to acquiesce in rois, supposing
that the writer intended to convey this meaning, but, instead of
correctly employing the accusative, blunderingly wrote dcatres 8¢
xai Tois to correspond with 8oois wév odv above. But now By-
water’s convincing Seor removes all difficulty.

§ 5. 7ov & &ovra kpareiv] Bywater reads rév with Kb instead 1149 a. 1.

of ré. I prefer r6, notwithstanding the rév in a. 3.

kpareiv] We ought to have ody 4 dn\j éyxpireia answering to s. 2.

this, as oy # dwhjj depagia answers to xpureiofar.

kabdwep . . . hexréoy]

angry feelings in this relation {(z.e. in a rclation of inferiority to
them —«pareivfar) incontinent in respect of those feelings (rob
walovs 2. 6. rob Bupod deparie), but not incontinent without qualifica-
tion” I thus read rod mdfous deparh, dxkpati 8 ot Nexréov with Lamb.,
Coraes, Susemihl. Coraes writes kafldmep , . . 700 mafovs depary,
axparij 8 ol Aexréov' mporélnka TO mpdTOY GkpoaTh mpocleréoy elvar kai
éTépoy KpwdvTev., O Yap vois kai §f ouvdpTiots, kaldmep kui Tov Eyovra
mepi Tox‘is Gupods Totrov Tév TEowor Tol fupod (uerd wpoolikys SnAavore)
xat odk dkpary) (dmhds kal Sixa ﬂpoa‘ﬂﬁms‘) Aekréoy.

§ 6.] In this section é ¢ioews is opposed, as the characteristic 2. 7.

of a Gnprddne Efis, 10 Bia »éoor, which is made the characteristic of
a wooqparédys ébis.  There is some confusion in the opposition,
A Bnpeidys éfes is ¢ioe as belonging to the poxfpa iows of a race
or individual; but, as we have seen, a roonparédns s may also be
¢ioe.  Only those veonunraders éfers can be fairly said not o be
¢ioe, which have been contracted solely by &os (if that is possible),
or are due to véoor émMwrikal or paviaw—suparvening disease, as
distinguished from a morbid constitutional state.

v yahijv] Cf. Plut. (?) Fragm. (ed. Tauchnitz vi. 341) el &noe xal a. 8.

apdpeior dvres Gpws GoBotvrar pavtha drra, olov yakip § dhexrpurdza an’
oldepias Pavepas airias, The yaléy or yulij seems to have been the
polecat, and only in later writers the domestic cat. See Liddell
and Scotl,

voaqpatddess] The construction of course is—of 8¢ & véoovs, a. 12.

*
oloy Tas emAnnTikds, §j pavias é\dyioror Svres elgl voonparddes,

just as we call one who stands to his a. 3.
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§ 7. éviote pév povov] Bywater adds pév with Kb and Mb.
Although éviore pévor stands in Cambr., there are signs of cor-
rection.

§ 9. &\\o etdos drpuoias| 7 ¢. answering to other objects (the
picer alperd of chapter 4 and the ¢evkrd of chapter 5, as dis-
tinguished from the dvayraia) there are states ¢ specifically distinct
from depacia,’ to which the term dxpacia is applied in an extended,
not in its proper, sense. '

CHAPTER VL

ARGUMENT.

Jrcontinence {n anger s not so disgraceful as snconitmence in desires, jfor
anger indeed lends an car fo veason, but misapprehends ils instructions. Like
a hasty servant who runs auway to execude ids master's orders without wailing
o kear them ount, anger yushes off to take yeprivals, if reason or imagination
only suggest that tnsuit or sighl has been offered—ithe mere sugeestion s
enough to make auger riesh off with the inference that the insult maest be forth-
with avenged. Desive, on the other hand, rushes off fo enjoy diself, if only
reason or sense have said that something is pleasant, Thus anger serves réason
in @ manner, while desive does not.  Again, anger is more constitutional, and
even heveditary, than bad desives are, and theiefore the man who yields to it is
more excusable ; alse, anger s open—nof, like desive, an insidious prenciple
Plotting against the just rule of reason. Morcover, # 15 parn wiich miakes
a man vent his anger ; bul pleasure whick actuates the wantonness of desive ;
and wanlonness rouses owr just imdignation rather than excesses of anger.
Since, as we have seen, bodily pleasures are either normally human, or bractisi,
o miorbid, it is with the first class only that lemperance and Drlemperance are
concerned ; and the brutes are not fo be descrited as either temperale or intem-
perate—excefit perbaps by a metaphorical ivansfer of the teym.

Brutality is stot suck awn evil as vice—jfor in bratality principle simply dees
nat exist, has net been destrayed— bud i1 45 weore formiadable.

§ 1. 8 8¢ kal fjrrov aloypd .rixpu.o'fa 9 7ob Bupold % 9 Tév ém-
Bup.iv, Bewpiowper] Apparently # 700 fupod depacia, as occupying
a peculiar position among the other kinds kara peragpopir Aeydpeva
(see note on vil. 4. 2. 1147 b. 34), is selected here for comparison,
‘from a moral point of view ” (Grant ad /oc.), with dxpacia proper:
¢f. especially M. A/ ii. 6. 1202 b. 3 (quoted in note on vii. 4. 2.
1147 b. 34), a passage which Rassow (#orsch. p. 47) accounts for
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by the desire of the writer to give some reason for discussing the 1149 a.34.

special question of the superiority of dcpasia Bupov to dxpasia amhds
— réw émbumav, when already it had been established that the
forms of éxpacia kard mpéobeaw generally (dkpacia Gupot being one
of them) are better than dkpacie dmhés. I gather that Rassow
regards vii. 6 as interpolated. Susemihl brackets it.

dowke yip 6 Qupds dkodewr pév Ti Tol Aéyou, mapakotew 8¢] Cf
Probl. KH, 3. 940 b. 13 8t 7{ dxparels Néyovrar kard tas emtbupias
pévoy, oliays Tis dkpacias kal mepl T Spyfw 3 §) dr drparis pév doTw 6
mapé 7o Adyor Tu mpdrrev, kal depasia 1§ wapd Ty Adyow ayaryn, elot B¢ ai
iy éntbuplas bs énimav elmeiv mapd 7oy Noyov, ai & dpyal perd Noyov, oty
&e keeleavros Ted Adyou, @AX’ Os Splaéoarros Tév mpommAakiTpoy § Ty
airiar. In E. N, vii. 3. 10 the drparyjs proper is said to act two
Adyov in a sense, just as here the axparis fupod is said dkotew T Tov
Xéyov. Moreover even within the limits of the present passage
Xéyos is represented as influencing émifupia no less than Gupds—6 pév
yip Néyos § 7 pavracia 1149 a. 32 . . . dnéhavow 1149 b. 1—although
the writer proceeds immediately to contradict himself by adding
1149 b. T dof & pév Qupds dxohovbel 79 Ay mas, % o émbupia ol
The writing is thus very careless and confused, but the sense
intended is true. The Xéyes upon which émbupla acts is the
sophistry of the selfish passions in the dkparis, or the hedonistic
theory of the drdhaoros, whereas that which prompts fuuds is ‘an
idea of justice, however wild that idea may be’—Grant ad loc.
Anger and Desire, in themselves, are equally irrational ; but Anger
coexists with a certain consciousness of what is due between man
and man, whereas Desire thinks only of its own gratification.
“ Anger is a less immediately selfish passion than Desire. It is less
debasing in the long run to the character’—Grant ad loc. Cf.
Plato, Rep. 440, where fupds is said to aid Adyos against émbupia.
Resentment is roused by the thought of base and selfish acts: see
note on iii. 8. 1o, b. 23. Cf. also Butler, Sermon 8 Upon Resentment :
“ The only way in which our Reason and Understanding can raise
anger is by representing to our mind injustice or injury of some
kind or other. . . . Since .. . it is necessary for the very subsistence
of the world that injury and injustice and cruelty should be

punished, and since compassion, which is so natural to mankind,

would render that execution of justice exceedingly difficult and
uneasy; indignation against vice and wickedness is . .. a balance

. 25.
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to that weakness of pity, and also to any thing else which would
prevent the necessary methods of severity. Those who have never
thought upon these subjects may perhaps not see the weight of
this : but let us suppose a person guilty of murder or any other
action of cruelty, and that mankind had naturally no indignation
against such wickedness and the authors of it; but that every body
was affected towards such a criminal in the same way as towards
an innocent man: compassion amongst other things would render
the execution of justice exceedingly painful and difficult and would
often quite prevent it. And notwithstanding that the principle of

Benevolence is denied by some and is really in a very low degree,

that men are in great measure insensible to the happiness of their
fellow creatures; yet they are not insensible to their misery, but
are very strongly moved with it: insomuch that there plainly is
occasion for that feeling which is raised by guilt and demerit, as a
balance to that of compassion. Thus much may, I think, justly be
allowed to resentment in the strictest way of moral consideration.’

§ 2.] duowais] It is more excusable to follow those épéters (Bpefus
is the generic term covering fupds and émbupia) which are puowai,
e, kowal, not thot kat éwiferor (see £. V. iii. 11. 1). And fuuds,
that is (xaf) § yahemdrys (= 6 Ocpds 6 xal' vmepBolny), is Puowdrepoy
than ai émbuplar al vijs vmepfokis. ©vuds is, as Grant puts it, ‘ more
constitutional,” and is even hereditary: as the Ald. Schol. says—
dr1 8¢ puoucds 6 Bupds Sihov Bidre kard yeveds draxodovbei. Of course
the writer’s elsewhere-expressed view—that # drhas d@kpagia, though
concerned with ai émbupiar af rijs imepSolis, is nevertheless confined
within the limits of man’s normal ¢éees, must not be regarded as in
any way modified by the present passage.

6 dwohoyodpevos| Cf. M. . ii. 6. 1202 a. 25— he was acquitted |

§ 8. Bohowhdkou ydp xumpoyevois] a lyric fragment of unknown
authorship. The editors compare Sappho—
motkdhdbpoy’ dbdvar’ *Adpodira
wai Awds doddmhoxe, Niooopai oe.
xeotdy ipdyra] ‘the embroidered (kevreiv to stitch) girdle.
"Opnpos] 7L xiv, 214217
7, kal dwd orifeaguy EMoaro keorov indvra,
moikihoy' &vbla 8¢ of Bedwripia mdvra Térvkror
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. 55 .
&8 v pév pirndrns, v § Iuepos, v & ddpuoris

s .
wappaois, § T Edkefre viov wika mep Ppovedvrar.

§ 4. 6% dpyn moudy was morel Aumodpevos, & 8 6Bpitwr ped H3orfs]| b. 20.

Grant observes that © this argument is similar to that used Eth. iii,
12. 2 to prove that intemperance is more voluntary than cowardice.”
In Rhet. ii. 2. 1378 a. 31 opyy is defined—&ore &) dpyn pebis perd
Adans Tepepias Gatvopdms Sut pawopévqy Sliympiav,

€ ofv ois . .. @Bps] The reasoning here is—(r1) that the b. 2L

indulgence of an dpefis which involves pain is less voluntary than
that of one which involves pleasure, and consequently, if wrong,
less unjust: therefore fupds is less unjust than 78pis—(2) since the
object of anger is supposed injustice (see £. V. v, 8. 10 émt owopéuy
abuwela 3 dpyh éori), that which raises anger with greater justice is
more unjust than that which raises it with less: we are more justly
angry at 48pss, than at excesses of Bupss which do not involve U8pes:
therefore acts of §8p:s are more unjust than excesscs of Gvuds.

In short, 03pis is worse than yaemdrns, because (1) xa}tmdrqls is
painful, and 3p:s pleasant: (2) we do not feel so indignantly angry
at acts due to yahemdrys, as at acts due to ¥8ps. :

It may perhaps be thought that the question is begged in the
words ofs épyifecfar pdliora Bikatoy, raira &dikdrepa. The truth
however remains that, roughly, things are wrong or unjust in
proportion to the indignation they rouse, This is all that the
writer means by the unfortunately worded statement that ‘they are
unjust in proportion to #ke justice ¢f the indignation.’

§ 6. elpnraw ka7’ dpxds] The distinction is made in chapter 3 : b. 27.

but if we suppose that the expression kar’ dpyds must refer to }he
beginning of the present ireatise on dkpacia, we may adopt the view
of Cook Wilson (Arist. Stud. p. 15) and others, that the reference
is toch. 1. § 3: see Cook Wilson (4. S, p. 14)—° The phrase &azep
xar’ dpyds does not seem to be used when the  beginning " referred
to is at such a short distance (the preceding chapter) as ch. 5 would
be in the present case: but only when it is so far off that itis better
for the sake of clearness to take this rather than a more general form
like Gomep efpyrar.  This is borne out by all the passages collected
in Bonitz's Index "—where, according to Cock Wilson, the intervals
are of 83, 22, at least 15, 12, 9%, and 4% pages (Bekker) respectively,
¢ the smallest interval being about 350 lines”  Grant, however,
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holds that the reference in the passage befére us (vii. 6. 6) * goes
back to ch. 5. § 1, and gives colour to a suspicion that the book
may have been put together out of separate pieces, and perhaps
lectures, one of which may have commenced with the fifth chapter.
So Stahr (Z7h. Uebers. p. 248, note}—* Der Ausdruck “ zu Anfang ”
geht anf den Anfang der “heutigen” Vorlesung. Denn die
Aristotelischen Schriften tragen durchaus den Character miind-
licher Vorlesungen und Vortrige! Without expressing any
opinion on the point of ‘the oral character’ of the Zzhzes, I would

say that I have little hesitation in referring the present efpnrac kar’

dpyds to vii, 1.

35 kal 7& Bnmpla k.7.N] The connexion seems to be this:—
“arbpamor are called owdpoves or dedhacror in respect of a relation
subsisting between mpoalpeats and dvfpdmivar kal puowat, not voonpa-
rodets kat Enpiades, émbupiar: hence ra Onppia are not described as
gdppova OF akdhacra (except sometimes metaphorically—e. g. when
the members of a race distinguished by extraordinary voracity or
lasciviousness are described as dedhaora) : for (1) their émbupias are
fnprirdes, and (2) they have no mpoaipeots.”  In short, cwgppesivy and
drohaoia are ascribed to man with his normal human desires and
rational principle, not to the irrational brutes with their brutish
desires.

| If we read 7o it must go with 8pee— remarkable for
wantonness, it may be, or lechery’ (Grant): but Bywater's
suggestion r is preferable.

éféomke Tis lgews, Bomep ol pawvdperor 18y drfpdmwr] Ramsauer
is wrong, I think, when he makes townira yém ro» (dov the subject
of éféorne, and adds—* Cogitatur igitur generalis quaedam omnium
animalium sana natura, a qua nonnulla genera (mapd Ppiow) de-
generaverint.’ -The subject of éZéome is the same as that of Zya
in the line above—viz, ré& €npia—all brutes generally, and the mean-
ing is that the normal condition of brutes resembles that of madmen
in being without the consciousness of those limits which define the
‘nature’ of rational beings. The term ¢voews must be regarded
as coloured by its proximity to mpoaipesw and Aoywopdr, just as
$puawai above is coloured by its proximity to dvépdrwar. The Paraph.
brings this out in his version—otdapds Eyovar (v& Gpia) Ayor dNAG
warry Tis (oews Talmys déotnker Gamep of pawdpevor Téw avbpemwr.
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Similarly the Ald. Schol—of roiro ¢noiv 8ri #e ris ¢ioews Tod 1149 b, 35.

5 i
d\éyov éyévavro, kal Noyikipy oo ENaBor, GAX® dri té npla oikaol Tois

¥ ’ ~ - a - -
€£EG’T?]KOG'1 TS ¢UU€WS WTOL TULS [MILVOLLEVOLS,

§ 7. Oarroy 3¢ Onpidms koxias| Rassow (Forsch. p. 81) reads
€\arrov 8¢ kakdy Oypuirs xaxius, quoting the Paraphrast in support of
the insertion—3ur rotro xkai larror rakdv 7 Ogpidrys Ths dvblpomivgs
kakias, €l kal QoBepdrepor,

Spowov . . . Gnplov] Rassow (Forsch. p. 23) regards &powor
& 3 ... dpyn 2. 5 and meperdowr 2. 6 . . . Oplov a. 8 as dupli-
cates. ‘The last passage,” says Cook Wilson (Arzst. Stud. p. 16),
‘is evidently a bungler’s work, for the comparison cupBdihew dadiiar
mpos avbpwmov ddior is an unfortunate substitute for afruyor oup-
Bd\ew mpos epfruyov, and can hardly be by the same author,! It
is to be observed that the Paraphrast does not notice the clause
wapamAioor &, 6 . . . kdkwor 4. @ his commentary is good—Aw
Tobro kal €Narror kakdr § @npidrns tis dvfpemivys xaxias, € kai pofepd-
Tepor, H pépr yap dvbpoerivy kakia 16 Béktioror THv én, ¢ avflpdme
Swadeiper, dnhovdre rér Adyov, § 8¢ Gnpidrys otdapds’ ob yap Exer Adyort
@owep kai T0 dfruyor kaxdy EharTor ToU éufiiyov Kakol® TS yap kakdy TO
exor apynp, fris alrd kwet, BhaBepédrepor Tod py Eyorrost T yap dxivyroy
KaKoy GrekTOTEpoY TOU Kwoupévey kaked, xaféoor EFAarrov Stwarar Spw.
Gomep ol v Epruxov kakdv xeipor Tob dyriyov, Gri Exer dpxiy év avTd Thy
Yuxiy, qris abro kwel, ofire kal 0 Aoyidy, dri rod dldyov palhor doyiw
éxet, fhaBepdrepor kal xeipor' pupomhdmia yap fv momreter vlponos kakds
éypiov. The Ald, Schol,, however, comments on wapasiiaiar . . . kdxioy
in a manner which amply bears out the truth of Cook Wilson’s
remark that ‘the comparison cupBalkew ddiiav mpés dwbpwmor ddwoy
is an unfortunate substitute for dfruyor evpBdew mpds Ewduyor.
The Scholiast's comment is to the following effect—* That the
unjust man is hurtful in proportion to the degree in which he
participates in Injustice : therefore Injustice, as the source, is worse
than the unjust man (& yap 76 mpoceyyifov 1@ mupl Geppalverar, ol
padhov éorar 7o wip Bepudrepov). On the other hand, Injustice is
a lifeless thing in itself, unable to hurt unless realised in the unjust
man ; and in this sense is not so bad as the unjust man.’

1150 a. 1.
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CHAPTER VII.

ARGUMENT.

The man who struggles against those pleasures and pains of touch and taste
fo whick drolagia and ewppooivy are relafed, may exhibit either more or less
than the average power of coping with them. If he exkibit more than the
average fower of coping wi'k the pleasures, we call him éywparts, more than
the average power of coping with the pains, kaprepuels: if he exhibit less
than the average power of coping with the pleasures, drparfs, with the pains,
podaris,

On the other kand, the mamn who does not strugele against the < necessary’
Pleasures of touck and taste, but fursues them excessively, of deliberate choice, is
drodaoTos—that @5 * incorrigible, for he is ot the man fo feel regret for what
ke does, and so is fncurable: opposed to him ds the man whe deliterately
endulges too little in these pleasures, while the olgpuy occupies the mean.
There 15 also the man who shuns bodily pains, notl because he is conguered in a
strugole with them, but deliberately.  He is not exactly padaxds—for pakaiia
is the pon-deliberate avoidance of pains—but it is @ sort of podakio (§ 3 podarias
€idos pdMhov) which fie exhibets.  Those who do mot act from deliberate choice
are to be distingutshed as the man who is led on by pleasure, and the manr who
shaens the pain of unsatisfied desirve for pleasure.  The man who does something
wrong withowt the spur of any, or a stromg, desire @5 plainly worse than the
man whe does it wunder the influence of a strong desive. So the dnéiaaros is
qworse than the dreparys.

Zhe real opposite of the dupnris is the Eyeporhs, and of the pakaxbs the
waprepucls.  “Eypiraa i a higher quality than woprepia, for o overcome
(kpateivy is better than merely to fold one's ground (dwvréxew). Under the
head of pakarla may be brought luxurions effeminacy, with its indolent valetu-
dinarian ways. A man may be pardoned who afier @ struggle is evercome by
powerful pleasures or patns—Iiike Philoctetes or Cercyon in the play, or like
Xenophantus, who could not restrain kis laughter: but theve is no excuse for
one who, withou! constitutignal or morbid weakness, yields to what wost prople
can resist.

The man wha is very ford of amusement is sometimes thought of as dniAa-
aros, but ke 15 veally poharis, for amusement is relaxalion from the pain of
work, and i is this pain whick the man who is very jond of amusement
SRIFES.

Therve are two species of érpacia—thar of the impetuous * melancholic’ tem-
Perament, and that of the weak character. The weak man deltberates and
ther falls away from his resolve under the influence of passion, whereas the
Zmpetuons mazn does nol deliberate and is therefore carvied away by passion.

§ 1. Swwploln] sc. ehae or yivecdar (Zell).

€oTu pév olitws éxew . . . a. 16 xelpous] Grant has a good note.
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Here the terms ‘ continent’ and ‘incontinent’ are fixed ‘relatively 1150 a. 13

to what 75, as implying more or less continence than people in
general have, And yet there is evidently some reference beside tg”
the standard of what ought to be, else it could not be said that
people in general verge rather to the worse side. To represent
the majority of mankind as possessing a mediocre moral character,
neither eminently good nor bad, but inclining to weakness, was in
accordance with the Greek point of view. Widely different from
this was what may be called the Semitic point of view, which,
regarding man with greater religious earnestness, attributed to him
“ desperate wickedness.” The latter feeling was not confined to
the Jews and to the pages of the Bible, but in some degree made
itself known to the world in the Stoical philosophy.’

& 8¢ mepl Mimas pohakds o 8¢ kaprepikds] Cook Wilson (Arisi. a.14.

Studies pp. 33 and %3) points out that £ V. iii, and the corres-
ponding E. 7. ii, associate pakaxia wilh 8edie, and xaprepia with
avdipeta, and that there is no trace of the definite co-ordination found
in vii. 4, with cagpposim, &c.

§§ 2, 8.] According to Rassow (Forsck. p. 23) these §§ contain a. 16.

an unnecessary discussion of the difference between drohasia and
axpacta, which repeats what has already been said in ch. 4. §§ 1—4.
The conclusion of the passage ch. 4. §§ 1—4 8 palhov 1148
a. 17 ... loyvpd a. 22 presents a striking resemblance to that of
the passage ch. %. §§ 2, 3, warrt & dv T150 2. 24 . , . & wdfa dv
a. 30, and nothing would be lost by the omission of the whole passage
ch. 4. §§ 2, 3, the words dvrikerrar 7., § 4, a. 32, following naturally
after mpos Tas yelpovs § 1, a. 16.

§ 2. énei ¥ ... e\\elYes| ¢ Since some pleasures are necessary
{while others are not), and the necessary pleasures are so only o
within certain limits, their excess and defect not being * necessary”
{7.e. being wrong) ' : see Stahr—° wir haben ferner gesehen, dass
einige Gentisse nothwendig sind, andere dagegen es nicht sind, dass
ferner jene erséeren es nur bis zu einem gewissen Grade sind.” Grant
is wrong in referring xai péxpe Twds to al & ed, translating—* Now,
as some pleasures are necessary, but others are not to be called
so, as being (xaf) only necessary in certain degrees.” The words at
& off are really parenthelical.

Nwas| Rassow (Forsch. p. 132) conjectures guyds, referring to a. 18.
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§ 1, where we have émfuplas kal Puyds, and to the verbs Sudxerr and
peiyerr which follow in the present §.

6 pév ths GmepPolds Sidkwy Thr 8wy 7 ko’ SmepPoddst 4 Hid
wpoaipeov] See Rassow (#orsch. p. 132): ¢ Sicher verderbt sind
die Worte : ke@ tmepBolds % Sua mpoaipeaw. Nicht bloss #, das man
in 7 oder & hat #ndern wollen, sondern auch xaf tmepBolds ist
anstdssig. Was man erwartet, findet sich in der Handschrift M :
kad’ UmepBoliy wal St mpoaipecw. Sollte diese Lesart eine Correctur
sein, so ist sie wenigstens wahrscheinlicher als die neueren Aen-
derungsvorschlige.” I think that Bywater’s suggestion—3 smepBolai
for §f kad imepBodds—is good; the meaning, I take it, being that
‘he pursues excessive pleasures, because they are excessive, that is
(#) deliberately’; but nothing would be lost to this meaning, it
seems to me, by the simple omission of the words # xa@ tmwep-
Bohds 7.

The Paraphrast’s explanation of the text as ¢ stands (the second
# apparently omitted) is satisfactory enough—id pév rds SmepBords
Gedkwy 7ap lovey, kal 7 Tas Ploe peydlas del {yrav Hlovds, i tis ¢
perpias tmepBal\dvrws (praw, oly kdpevos Bialws mos b7’ adrdv, GG
pera mpoapécews ¢ abrds tpéyww, ob 8 d\Xo Ti 8dfav, épe elmeiv, 7
képdos, dAN alris 8t éavrds, dedhaoros.

ardykn yap . . . dperapéhros dviatos] These words seem out
of place here, unless the suggestion thrown out by Grant be
accepted, that they ‘lay some stress on the etymology of the word
dedhaoros.”  Ramsauer places them after drparois § 3, a. 31.

§ 3. 70 O hexBévrav 76 pév pahaxias €idos pakhov, § 8 dxdhaoros]
These words refer to the distinction drawn in § 2 between & pé» ras
tmepBolds Subkwr Tév déwr . . . 814 wpoalpecw and & Pevyov Tis copa-
Tikas Nwras py & firrav ahka &id mpoaipecw—i. e. the deliberate pursuit
of bodily pleasure and the deliberate avoidance of bodily pain are
distinguished, just as the non-deliberate yielding to pleasure is dis-
tinguished from the non-deliberate shrinking from pain. For non-
deliberate action, according as it refers to pleasure, or to pain, there
are appropriate technical terms—dpaoia and pohaxia; but there are
no appropriate technical terms to mark the similar distinction which
obtains in deliberate action, and the writer is obliged to retain the
term drohacia for the deliberate pursuit of pleasure, and to describe
the deliberate avoidance of pain as ‘rather a kind of pahaxia’—
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pahaxias eldos paAAoy,—not as pakakia simply, for that term is techni- 1150 a. 31.

cally retained for the mon-deliterate avoidance of pain : see Rassow
(Forseh. pp. 132, 133), who explains as above, and Cook Wilson
(Arist. Studres, paragr. 77, p. 69).

The intervention, however, of the passage réu 8 p) mpoapouvpévar
4. 25 . . . axparols a. 31, which relates to non-deliberate action,
has induced many critics to suppose that rév &) Aexfévrrov must be
the dkpuris and padaxds, and hence that & & axdhaoros a. 32, the
reading of all MSS,, should be & & dxparis: see Michelet ad loc,
who reads and defends dparis, and Spengel (Arést Stud. p. 213),
who proposes 6 & depacias.  The intervention of r&v 8¢ i) wpoaspou-
pévov a. 25 . . . deparods a. 31 is certainly awkward, but I do not
think that there can be any serious objection to treating the passage
as a parenthesis, so far as its length is concerned. Of course, if the
passage is an interpolation, as Cook Wilson argues (4drist. Studies,
paragr. 78, p. 70), all difficulty disappears, ror 8} Aey@évran follow-
ing immediately after mpoaipecw § 2, a. 25. In the first place,” says
Cock Wilson, ‘the sentence ravri & &v 86feie k7. (a. 27) interrupts
in the most irrelevant manner a context which has for its object to
explain the characters of xaprepla and pedaxia, and in the second
place it is equally difficult to keep the first part of § 3 in the text,
because it makes the pain to which the palaxds yields that of un-
satisfied desire, which by no means suits the description of the
palakss in §§ 5, 6, where the examples are certainly not of such
pains,’ Holding the distinction drawn in § 3, & péva. 25— &
a, 26 . . . Gore Badépovory @NjAer, to be between two sorts of
drpacta proper (see paragr. 83)—that in which the motive is pleasure
and that in which it is pain caused by the absence of pleasure—not
between dxpaoia and the padaxiz of which instances are given below
in § 5, Cook Wilson supposes the original locus of vii, 7. 3 rér 8
@i} wpoatpovpdvar 3. 25 . . . akparois A, 31 to have been somewhere
after the passage &omep 1148 b. 9 . . . Qauév b. 14, vil. 4. 6, which
and vil. 7. 3 vér 8¢ py mpowmpovpévev A, 25 . . . dkparois a. 31 he
presents (Tab. IX) as fragments of a duplicate of vii. 4. §§ 3. 4 mé»
B¢ mepl 1148 4. 4 , . . doyupd A, 22, a passage—also presented by
him as somewhat fragmentary—in which the éxpamis is said to
yield to bodily pleasures and #o awoid bodily pains. The bodily
pains enumerated in vil. 4. 3 are, it is true, those of meiva, 8iya,
dA¢n, Iiyos, whereas those mentioned in vii. 7. 3 are only those of
unsatisfied desire: Cook Wilson notices this discrepancy between
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vii. 7, 3 and vii, 4. 3, but does not find it serious as between duplit-
cate versions (see Arist. Studies, paragr. 83); while between vii. 4. 6
and vii, 743 TEw O pﬁ frpoa:povpc'v&w Ay &Kpamﬁs‘, which he presents
as parts of the same version, there is no such discrepancy, vii. 4. 6
merely describing generally the objects of dkpasia as the same as
those of droracia.

I offer no opinion as to the correctness of Cook Wilson's view
that the original locus of vii. 4. 3 rév 8¢ p3) wpoarpopévar , . . dxparods
is after vii. 4. 6. I limit myself to saying that, with Rassow (#orsch.
p- 23), I think that the whole passage émel 1150 a. 16 . . . dkdaoros
a. 32,-vil. 7. §§ 2, 3 interrupts the sense, being a repetition (espe-
cially in the latter part of § 3) of what has been said before in vii. 4.

§§ 1—4. '

§ 4.] éyxpatis is the proper opposite of &kpards, because éyxparis
involves 7d rparelv (and dxparis, 7 kpareicfar) ; and kaprepixds is the
proper opposite of palakds, because o kaprepeir involves o dvréyew
—*bearing up’ against the pressure to which the pahaxds, or ‘soft’
man, yields. There is no value in the distinction drawn here
between the éykparis and the xaprepexds, on the ground of the differ-
ence between ‘ victory " and ‘ bearing up.” It may surely be said
that the dyxparis ‘ bears up’ against pleasure, and that the xaprepids
is “victorious over ’ pain; at any rate, both succeed in acling well,
one in spite of pleasure, the other in spite of pain: the kaprepuds is
not fairly distinguished from the éyxparic merely by the possession
of the negative virtue of ‘bearing up.” If he ‘bears up, it is in
order to act well,

Cook Wilson (Arist. Studies pp. 17. &e., and pp. 45, &c.)
regards § 4 as part of a version parallel to § 1 (see Table IV)-—<In
§ 1 the relation to one another of the deparis, pahakds, eyxparis, and
kaprepixds is determined. The first two of these yield (frréofa:) to
the bad impulse, but for the dxparys, this is given by pleasure, for
the padakds by pain, The last two agree so far as both overcome
(xpareiv) the bad impulse, and differ, like the first two, in its nature.
Kpareiv then is common to the éyxpargs and kaprepixds, frrécbu to the
palaxds and dkparns. This is contradicted by § 4, according to
which «pareiv belongs to the éyxpargs alone, and not to the xaprepicds,
whose action is mere drréyerr : and this difference is made a reason
for preferring the former to the latter, because «pareiv is better than
p rraabae,  T'wo such opposite views cannot have been intended
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for the same context”’ (p. 17). The version to which § 4 belongs 1150 a. 22.

Cook Wilsen regards as composed of §§ 2, 4, 5, 6, and holds it to
be “the work of an inferior thinker who, in attempting to make
advance on the other [Ze. the parallel version § 1] only adds
subtleties, partly confused, partly fallacious” (p. 4 5)—t e he adds a
character standing to drodasia in the relation in which pahaxla
stands to dxpasia, calling this new character somewhat confusedly
€idos palaxias piNkov, and yet is silent as to his reason for not com-
pleting the symmetry by adding another character differing from
«aprepia a8 cwppoctvy from éykpdrera. ° Another unsuceessful altempt
to refine is the substitution by the second version of dwréyew for
xpareiy as characteristic of kaprepla: for this so far from being an
improvement is a fallacy . . . dvréyew could only mean a balance of
motives, when the agent is quite undecided and no action results.
But this is not the meaning of xaprepia, nor is there any ground in
the context for believing such a meaning here intended. And if it
were, the division ought to have been carried further, and a corre-
sponding character put on the side of pleasure, differing as only
withstanding pleasure, from the éykparfis who overcomes it. The
author probably thinks of the kaprepucds as enduring ” (kaprepiv), or
“ holding out (drréxwv) against ” pain which cannot be annihilated
- - - and in that sense cannot be overcome (xpareiv). But since this
“ holding out ” means that the man does not allow the pain to deter-
mine his will, it is xparely in the fullest sense : the other kind of
xpareiv which he has not, is of no importance morally, because it
is not in the sphere of hiswill atall. It is quite mistaken therefore
to rank éyxparys higher than raprepids, on the ground that the latter
does not “overcome ” in the sense described ' (Arist. Studies, p. 43).

Tentircly agree with Cook Wilson in the criticism which he passes
in the last sentence ; but I cannot see why the writer of § 4 should
not still be the writer of § 1. Having said perafd 8 § rér mhelorer
€k, the writer of § 1 would very naturally go on to explain, as is
done in § 4, which of the four—dkpasia, éycpdrera, pahaxia, kaprepia,
are really &vrikelpevon, or ziv & zis to which. Appealing to
etymology, and the usage of language (xaprepeiv means dvréyen—
‘to resist pressure,” ‘to be hard’: éyparis and drparfs are both
compounds derived from rperetv), he shows that it is the éycparss, not
the kaprepixds, who is the vis & o4s (dvrikeirat) of the dxparis, and the
kaprepikds, Not the éyrparis, of the pahaxds, It so happens that his
appeal to etymology and popular usage betrays him into the error

VOL. IL o



1150 a.82.

b. 5.

b.9

194 BOOK VII: CHAP, 7: § 4-6.

of representing the raprepids as inferior to thc. éyrparqs in not
achieving ‘victory’; but T do not see why the writer of § 1 should
be deemed incapable of falling into this error, .whrch, after all, dot?s
not come into conflict with anything stated in § 1. As T re’ad it,
§ 1 only says that the éyxparfis and xaprepucds are stronger (kpeirrovs)
and the deparqe and paaxés weaker (frrovs) than the average man,
where pleasures and pains are concerned. . _

If I have explained correctly the nature of the a?ppeal w ety mology
made in § 4, Cook Wilson's conjecture (Arest. Studies, p. 7o)
dvrikeras 8¢ 7§ pév dxparet 6 pakaxds, ¢ 8¢ éykparel § kaprepixds cannot

be accepted.

§ 6. opolws § Eew kol mept éykpdrerav kal drpacioy] ,Kﬂp'ljeprfa and
padakla are relative to § rér mheloror &iw: so also a”re EykpdTew a:n;i
drpasia: then follow explanatory remarks—ot yap e 7is &M, \‘v}mi 1
concern both drpacia and pahakia, as is plain from the words jdovér
grrirar § Nuwav b, 7.

@eodékrou] Theodectes was a rhetorician an? tragic poet, often
mentioned and quoted by Aristotle—e. g. R)Ee{. il. 23. 1400 4. 27 as.
the author of a piece called the Ajax: Riel ii. 23.1397 b. 3"0f an
Alrmaeon: Rhef. it. 24. 1401 2. 35 of an Oresles: Rkﬁ; ii. 23.
1399 a. 8 of a Secrates: Pol. i. 2. 1255 a. 36 oi: a He’:’me. The
Rhetorte of Theodectes (probably founded on Aristotle’s lecturef)
is alluded to in RAel. iii. g. 1410 b. 2 af &' dpyel 7é» wepuibor rrf)(eﬁ.ou
év rols Ocobekrelors éfnplumprar.  He was a native of Phaselis in
Pamphylia, but spent most of his life at At]:l{:ns,"whcre hﬁ was the
pupil of Isocrates and Aristotle (see Teichmiiller, Lzaer.arw:}zc:’
Fehden, pp. 260 and 266: he deserted I?}OCl'a.tES f(.)r Aristotle :
and, in fact, seems to have put Aristotle in poss.essmn of. some
of the secrets of Isocrates’ rhetorical teaching). Aristotle evidently
thought very highly of him. The writer.of the 1‘{’193:. .ad Al_ex.
1421 b. 2 alludes to an Aristotelian rhetorical tr(:atrscf Wlt{'l “,rhlch
the name of Theodectes was associated—év rais o7 éuol réxvais
Bcodéxry ypaeloas. He seems to have ‘die,d at Atl}ens: =
Plut. () Oraforum vitae, Isocrales, épabireve 8 at:'f@ oo kal Gst:afx'n?s_
& Pagyhitys 6 Tas Tpayedlas UoTepoy ypdias, of éori 'fa pvr;p:x émi T
Kvauiriv mopevoudvots, kara toy lephy 68y v én’ 'E.‘)\wcrwa. Taviy KaTEpT-
pewppévor.  With regard to the Philoctefes mentioned he're tl{e A}d.
Schol. has the following —é Bcodéxrns rpayikis fr kai ra{uyct 'r:]v e(ﬂpu
SeSnypévor Tov PhokriTny Yrd SPews Kal péxpr pév woAAoD kal dvTéTewe
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mpds Tas Admas kal Tods mévous, dorepov 8¢ frrify xal é3da kéyrate Ty 1150 b. 9,

€wiy xeipa,  Aspasius (p. 133. 6. Heylbut) has i—ofor & mis Homep
6 mapa 16 Oeodékry B\orrirys Hma s Exews memapuévos kpimrew Bovhd-
pevos, Tols mept tov Neomrihepor Béxpe pév Tos dvéyer, torepor 8 oly
dmopévar 6 péyebos Tow d\ynldvor pavepds yiverar,

6 Kapkivou & mf *ANémy Kepkiwv| There were two tragic poets
called Carcinus, one an Athenian, the other an Agrigentine, In
Rzet. iii. 16. 1417 b. 18 “the Oedipus of Carcinus’ is mentioned :
in Rhet. ii. 23. 1400 b. 9, the Medea : Poet. 16. 1454 b. 23, the
ZLhyestes: and .in Poef. 17, 1455 a 26, the dmphiaraos (). In
this last passage Aristotle refers to a blunder in the acting of the
piece, which displeased the spectators very much—onueior 8¢ roirou
& émmparo Kapxivg® 6 yip *Augedpaas é£ lepol duijer, & ph Spdyra Tow
Bearijp dvlaver, émi 82 s okqils éfémeae, Svoyepavdvray Totre THB
bearav., From this passage we may infer that the play mentioned
was acted at Athens, and that its author was the Athenian Carcinus.
We may assume that in the other places where Carcinus is
mentioned by Aristotle the Athenian dramatist! is intended. With
regard to the A/opé, the Ald. Schol, has the following :—s Kapwos
Tpaywkos fyt 6 8¢ Reprdww elye Buyarépa Tiw* ANémnp, pabow 88 dre poryetdy
7 atrod Guydrnp *ANdmy, npéryoey abriy Tis v & notyeloas, Aéyor' e poc
Toito i elmois, 008 Ghws dv Aumnbd. eira elmovons Tiis "ANdmns Tou adriy
poxetoavra, odk e ¢ Kepcdov dmd Tiis Aomns Ebepe (v, NG kal 75 (v
aneMéyero,  Cf. Nauck, Fragm. 7rag. p. 619: and for a discussion
of the myth of Kercyon and Alopé, as represented in art, see Miss
J- E. Harrison’s Introductory Essay to Mythology and Monuments
of Anctent Athens, pp. cv-cix.

Sevopdvg] Alexander is said to have had a musician of this name, b. 12.

who may have been known to Aristotle: see Seneca, de Jra ii. 2,
quoted by Zell—* Alexandrum aiunt XKenophanto canente manum ad
arma misisse.’

GAN €€ 1is5] 7.¢. of Bavpacrdy & ms loxvpay ndoviv # Numéy frrérar
(b. 1), aAA& Bavpaorov e ris mpds ds ol woAhol Stwavrar dvTéyew, Tolrey
T‘?T‘.I'ﬂ'rﬂlp

¢ 7ois Xxkubdv Baoihebow] It is not Decessary to suppose with b, 14.

many commentators that the reference here is to the infirmity

* There was a comic Carcinus too > he is mentioned by Aristophanes, Nus.
1261, Pax 781,

a2
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mentioned in Herod. i. 105. Nor do I find, in the detailed
account given by Hippocrates (mept depar $8drav rémev 21, 22, ed.
Littré, vol. ii. pp. 74 sqq.) of the physique of the Scythians, any-
thing answering to the palaxia of the present chapter, which is wepi.
Aémas. The Beiu wotoos is indeed said by Hippocrates to attack the

richer classes especially, but it has nothing in common with the -

pakaxia here mentioned.

kol @5 16 Bfhv wpds 15 dppev Siéomqrer] The point is the natural

" inferiority of women in the power of bearing up under pain.

b.19.

b. 22.

§ 7. 4 yip waudid k7] The madisdns—the man given up to
amusement—is thought to be dxdhacros, but is really pahaxds, for
watdud is an dveous mévwr. This relaxation from wéves the madiddys
pursues excessively. He is therefore palaxds, or too fond of avoiding
wdvos, NOt axélagros, given up to fdov. The true use of mmbd is
given in E. V. x. 6. 6 mailew § dnws owoudily, kar’ *Avdxapaw, épfas

- -
EYEL 6DFCEI .

§ 8. ol pev. ..ot 8| ol pérefers to dodéve, and of 8¢ to mporereia.
Cf. M. M. ii. 6. 1203 a. 30 dore 8¢ kat tijs depacias 8o €y, § pév
wpowerikn Tis kai ampovéyros kal é§aithims ywopém (olov Srav [wper kaliy
yuvaika, ebféws v éndlopey, kal drd Tod wabovs dpun éyévero mpds 76 mpadal
7t &y lows ob Bet), §j & érépa olov dofleviky Tis, § perd Tov Néyov odoa Tov
drorpémovros.  éxelvy pév oy b8 dw Mav Sdferey elvar rexr ral yap év
rois omovdalows 1) Towdry éyyiverar, év Tois Oeppois kal elpuémy fi 8¢ év

Tols Jruxpois kai peXayyohikols, of d¢ TowolTor YrexTol.

&nov ydp k.r\.] This clause is added to show the value of ro
Bov\edgacfar, which is absent in mpoméreia. The implication is that
the mpomereis, as distinguished from the dofevels, are strong enough
to abide by the results of deliberation, if they deliberated at all, which
they do not.

mpoyapyahicarres| It seems to me that we must supply d@\hous,
not. (as Zell does) éavrods, with mpeyapyalicavres: and understand
the reference to be to a ‘tickling match,” in which the aggressor
has the advantage. The reading of Lb, Mb, CCC, B!, NC, Asp,,
Hel., is mpoyapyanwévres: of. Probl. AE. 6. 965 a. 11 (quoted by
the editors) dut =i alrde adrov ovlfeis yapyalile; i 6re kat Ua @dov
frrov, éav wpoalabyrar, pakhor &, dv wij épd; éob frora yapyahiobirerat,
rav pi) Aavldvy Toito wdo X‘I'“‘" fori 8¢ 6 yélws mapakorn Tis kal dwdrT.
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pehayxohikol] See Grant's excellent note ad Joc. in which he 1150b.25.

refers to ‘the curious disquisition on pelayyohwol and the pélawa
xoAp in Ar. Probl. xxx. 1, to show that ‘both passionate impetu-
osity and cold sliggishness were considered by the ancient
physiologist to be different manifestations of the same strange

temperament.” . . . With the moderns, he adds, ‘the term
“ melancholy ” is restricted to the cold and dejected mood ; while
the ancients much more commonly applied the term pehayyohixds to
denote warmth, passion, and eccentricity of genius” The opening
sentence of Probl. A, g53 a. 1o presents the pehayyoliky gpdots as
associated with genius—iaw 7i wdvres Goot wepiTTol yeydvagw dvlpes

5 P a
_kara logodiay i wolrikiy i) wolnow i Téxvas Qatvorrar pelayyohukol

drres ; In these cases the pélawa xohj (which may be either cold or
hot) is moderately hot. Where it is too hot, men are given up to
their passions, and tend to madness; where it is too cold, it
anticipates and aggravates the chilling effect of the thought of
danger and trouble, and makes men dejected and timid, and drives
them to suicide. In de Memor. 2. 453 2. 19 the pelayyohwol are
said to be easily affected by ideas, and images of the mind —rodreus
yap pavrdopara xwel pdleora: and in the treatise wept s ke Tavow
particns 2. 463 b, 16 they are said to be great dreamers—diowy
domep v el Ndhos ) puots éari kal pelayyohikn, mavrodamds lrets dpdoi—,
and to be distinct dreamers—eddudverpor, and capable of divining
the future in their dreams—z. 464 a. 32 of 8¢ pehayyohwol &t 7o
apibpa, donep Balhorres mippwler elloroyol elor kal Sid 16 perafinrcds,
Taxd 70 éxbpevor Qavrdforrar aimel’ Gomep yap T Pikarylov worjpara
kat of éupavels éxdpeva Tod buolov Aéyova kai Siavootvrar, olov "Agppodirgy
xkat olre ovvelpovow es TO mpéow. & B¢ kai &id Ty opodpdryra oix
éxxpoverar atraw 5 kbmois I érépas kvfoews :—on this passage see
Themistius fol. 1og b. (vol ii. p. 296, ed. Spengel) dorep yip ra
Qihavyidou woumpara pi Exovra peraBolis wpocodmov kal Supynpdrey
peranThoes del éxdpeva Tob Gubiov Savoobvrar kal gvvelpovow, ooy el Tis
"Agbpodirny év rais dpyais elme kal péxp Téhovs Tadrys Exerar, otre Kkak of
éuparvels éydpeva Toi Gpalvy Suwooivrar kai Bhémover.  In short, the
pehayyohkoi are persons of strong passions and vivid imagination,
who allow themselves to drift down the torrent of their fancies and
feelings :—¢ft £, V. vil. 14. 6 of 8¢ pehayyohikoi mip ddcw Séovras
del larpeias® kal yip 16 cdpa Saxvdpevoy Biarelel Sia Ty kpacy, xal del év
épeter athodpd elaiv,
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drparis, after he has gratified the desire of the moment, ceases to 1150 b. 31.
look back upon the gratification with the same satisfaction with ./

1150 b. 29.

CHAPEER  NITE

ARGUMENT.

The droXacros, as we said, 15 not the man lo vepent of what ke has done ; but
the dxpards is always ready fo repent. Hence it is not the dkperis, as was
suggested i2 2. §§ 10, 11, but the dedhavres who is incurable. Arxohacla #5 lLike
a chronic disease, suck as dropsy or consumption ; depacia like a temporary
seizure.  In short they differ gemerically—anohaoia @5 present in its subfect
without kis knowledge, but the érparhs kirows hat ke is drparhs.

OF the two species of axpaoia, that of the fmpetseous chavacter is the betior.

The drdhaoros and the deparis are then distinct charvacters, the jformer
acting as he does from deliberalfe choice, the latter acting as he does against
deliberate choice.  What they do, however, is much the same: as * the Milesians
are not unintelligent, but do the things that wnintellicent peopie do,) so the
dipariys 725 wof awdhaoTos, bul does the things thal the dwéhacros does. Bt
stnce the characler of the duparis is suech that ke follows bodily pleasuves
dmnoderately without thinking it proper to do so, whereas the dnéhagros thinks
that ot 15 profer fo follow thenr because it is his character to follow them, onr
conclustion must be that it is the depatns, and not the dwéhaoros, who can
de casily induced to “think differently’—the dxparns may siill be reformed,
bocause he stitl has the Principle of good conduct within hin—that Principle
which virtue (as in the aippov) preserves intact, and vice (as in the drdraoros)
destroys—the good end whick in conduct ¢5 the principle, as the assumptions are
the principles in mathematics: in mathematics it is not a process of reasoning
which leads to principles ; so, in conduct it is not reasoning of any kind, but
virtue, natural or acquived by habit, which gives a right wiew of the Principle.
The chppow, then, has the sight wiew, as zize dwodaoTos has & false view ; while
the dwparns, though constrained by passion to follow bodily pleasieres zimmoder-
afely, is not constrained by it lo belicve that tf is proper fo do s0. He i not
wholly bad; for that which is best—PFPrinciple—is alive in kim. Opposed
fo the drpatis is the tyrparis, tn whom reason prevails against passion.

$ L] The writer now passes naturally from of pj éupévovres (ch. 7.
§ 8) to the dxoddoros—:éupéver pap i wpompéoer,

domep e)\éxaq] A reference (bracketed by Susemlhl) to ch. 7. § 2.
1150 4. 21 dvdyxny yap ToiTov i eivar perapelyricdy, dor dviaros 6 yap
duerapédyros dviaros—a clause which (as noted ad Joc.) comes in
awkwardly in its context.

dmopfoaper] Ch. 2. §§ 10, 11. The appropriate conception
perapehyricdy elvar solves the dmopia which was caused by the in-
appropriate conception uerameccéivar dv ch. z. §§ 10, 11. The

which he regarded it before he effected it; the idea of the desire
is now weak, and the sense of the harm done by its gratification
proportionally strong. This means that he now ‘regrets’ that he
has gratified the desire. But the dkdhaoros acts under the habitual
influence of desires so comparatively feeble, that if the ideas of
them occur to his mind at all after gratification, they must occur
with a vividness little inferior to that which they possessed before
gratification. If it seemed good to gratify them then, it now seems
good to have gratified them. This means that the dxéhacros does
not feel ‘regret” Indulgence has become so habitual to him, that
it is no longer, in each case, accompanied and followed by the
consciousness of 2 system of life which is being sacrificed. Acts
of indulgence are no longer regarded as involving the agentin a
serious responsibility, but are performed as it were mechanically,
and in unconsciousness of all but their momentary pleasure.
Thus # pév kaxia Aafaver, § & depacia od Aavbdvee 1150 b. 36—
explained by the Ald. Schol. # pev akia fror % drohaoia NavBiver
Caurhy o ywdoker yap 6te TO poryeleaw kakdy éori, AAN' &g ayafiv aiTo

. 2% ~ o . sl
oterar’ 7 § axpacia ob avfdver, ot otk dyvoel 6Tt TO poryevew kakdy eaTe.

2.] Cook Wilson (Arist. Studies, pp. 25 and 66) regards this § 1151 a. 1.

as interrupting the line of thought begun in § 1, and pursued in
§ 3. Grant, on the other hand, says—*the thread of reasoning
goes on continuously from the end of the preceding chapter, and
so there is nothing remarkable in the writer's now reverting to the
two kinds of incontinence, as if he had never digressed from
discussing them.” I am inclined to endorse Grant’s view, which
seems to agree practically with that of Ramsauer—* Adjunguntur
haec (a. 1—5) haud alieno quidem loco, sed tamen ita ut und istd
sententid ab ed disputatione quae per reliquum caput obtinetur
devertatur. Ita vero jam agitur, ut nisi et praecesserit 1150 b.
19—28 et eodem respiciatur verba vix intellegi possint.”  Although
§ 2 opens rather awkwardly with airowv 8¢ rovrww, which are not the
axdhaoros and deparis as might perhaps be supposed, but the
dkpareis themselves (of ékorarwoi being the mpomerels, and of
éupévovres the dobeveis of ch. 7. § 8), I cannot think that its subject
is out of place. Section 1 has solved the old amopia of ch. 2. §§ 10,
11 by pointing out that the dedlaoros sticks to his bad principle
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througheut—. . never repents of having, on any occasion, stuck to
it, whereas the dxpamjs always repents of not having stuck to his
good principle. It is with the deparfs as eppévor, then, that the
dkddagros as éupévev is contrasted in § 1. But ch. 7. § 8 (with
which ch. 8. § 1 is thus obvicusly connected) has just mentioned
fwo varieties of the deparis—not only the pj éupéver 19 Adyw, but
the pj dvopévar riv Néyor. What, then, more natural than that §2
should supplement § 1 by showing that if of 3 dupdvorres T4 Gpbi
Adyo are thus better than of éupdvovres 76 Yrevde Adye, still better are
oi ) dvopévortes Tov pfiv Adyor ?

Ramsauer notes that of éxorarol in ch. 8. § 2 are the mporerels,
as distingnished from the dofevels, whereas below in § 5 Biut wdfos
éxoraricds 2. 20 describes the dxparrs generally, whether mpomerjs or
dofes. ‘This is one of the reasons why Cook Wilson (Ariss.
Studies, p. 26) thinks that ch. 8. § 2 and ch. 8. § 5 were not
intended for the same context: but see note on $ 5.

Grant observes that the terms &oraots, ékorivar, and ékorurids
are frequently used in Prodl. A, in connexion with the peXayyohukof.

The analogy between the wedayyohuy) kpaces and drunkenness is -

also insisted on in Prodl. A,
Arrdrrar] se. of pi) éupévorres,

Spotos yap & dkpamis kr\.] The Paraph. Heliod. understands

this of ¢ kard v dofevi dkpagiar dkparis, and the Ald. Schol, has .

6 yap dobevs dkparis kX,  This must be the writer's meaning, but
it is very careless to use the generic term thus.

§ 8. &AMd my fows] Ramsaver brackets these words, which cer-
tainly interrupt the run of the sentence. If we retain them
(Bywater makes them parenthetical), the sentence will mean—-it is
plain, then, that depaoia is not raxia (= drolacid), if each be re-

.garded per se, or as what it is in itself: yet perhaps we may say

a. 8.

that they are the same secundum quid 5 for, although dkpacia,
viewed as what it is in itself, is wapd mpoaipecw, and deokacia is xard
mpoaipeorr, nevertheless they are much the same in respect of their
wpafes.

Anpadékou] A native of the island of Leros near Miletus. Bergk
(Poet. Lyr. p. 356) writes the lines thus— -

kai Téde Anpoddkov Mikfotor aflveror pév
obk eioly, dpoow & oid mep dfiveros,
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kal of &xpareis @8ikor pév oik eloly, dduchoouot 8¢] Rassow
(Forsch. p. 133) shows that xef stands for sire «ai, and that
Bekker's full stop after dédveror a. 10 should be replaced by a
comma. Susemihl and Bywater follow him in this punctuation.
Bywater introduces ddiioovor, the reading of Kb, CCC, and
Cambr. I prefer the ddwotos of other authorities, so far as the
sense is concerned ; and suspect that the preceding eloiy may have
given rise to the form ddAoovor.

§ 4. pA) 3k 78 wemeioBou| See note on vil. 2. 10. 1146 a. 3L

§ 8¢ mémerotor Bid TO ToobTos €lvar olos Sidkery airds] The
‘ conviction” or * theory * of the dxdhaaros is plainly said here to be
the result of moral depravity: see note on vii. 4. 4. 1148 a. 17.
To be ‘convinced” as the dxéhaoros is convinced, implies the loss
of moral character, which is irreparable: moral character is not
produced, like the conclusion of a syllogism, by a process of
reasoning (6 Adyos a. 17), nor can it be reinstated by such a
process; it is rather a Life (analogous to the life or nature of a
plant or animal), inherited in germ by the individual (puown apern
a. 18), and largely developed by him (¢biory a. 19) in cor-
respondence with the conditions of his special environment. If
this life be once lost by the individual, it is lost irreparably. But
the deparss has not yet suffered this irreparable loss : he still thinks
that his acts (which, as acts, are much the same as those of the
dxéhagros) are wrong : he still has the principle of moral life in him
(dpxn, 70 ob évexa a. 16)—the conception of conduct, and is edperd-
mewros (2. 14), 7. amenable to moral influences—can still be
touched by reproof and example, and still has some regard for
other people, and for his own better self. It is true that he has
no need to ‘change his conviction,’ for it is already correct:
he must change his acfs; and it is the possibility of his doing
this which is conveyed by the term elperdmeicros—used here, I
think, not because it is the most appropriate term, from the
writer’s own point of view, to express the conversion, or reforma-
tion, of the dkparse, but because perarecrbivar oceurs in the puzzle,
left unsolved in chapter 2. §§ ro, 11, and disposed of here by means
of considerations which make it possible for the writer now to quole
the term, without being misunderstood :—*if;” he in effect says,
‘we.-may use the misleading term eperdmacros, it is the dkpatTs,
not, as our opponents argue, the axdhasros, who is edperdraoros.

1151 a. 10.

a. 1L

a. 18,

P
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Gomwep év Tols pobnporikols al fmaﬂéa'etg] Smobéoeas in the sense of
the 8éoes, or peculiar dpyai, of mathematics which are épiopoi, is
not in accordance with strict Aristotelian usage. According to the
doctrine of the An. Post. the béoes, or immediate principles, of a
particular science (as distinguished from the dfiépara or immediate
principles necessary to all sciences) are either dmoféres or dpopol.
“Yroféoers are Géoeis which assert existence or non-existence, while
dpiopot are Géoers which state formal essence. Mathematical science
has, as ifs peculiar dpye/, Géoas of the latter kind, z e Géoeas
which are nof imobéoess, but épiopoi. See Anm. Post.i.2.%2 a. 14
"Apéoov & dpxis ovMopworikis Géow pév Nye fu py dom Befay, pnd’
dvdysy Exew Tov palyodpevdy Tt Gy & dvdyky Exew Tov drioly pabdnodpevor,
dflopa éore yap &ma toraiTas Tolto yap pdAioT émi Tols TowdiTols eld-
Oaper Bvopa Aéyew. ©doeos 8 ) pév brorepovotv Tov poplev Tijs dmo-
Pdvoews hapfBduovaa, olor Méyw 7o eival Te §j T0 pij elvai Ti, vrdfeats, § 8
&vev rovrov dpuorpds. O yap dpiopds Oéois pév éore tiflerar yap o
dpilbunricds povddn 7o ddaiperov elvaw kard 7 mogdy: Umébecis & olx
EoTv' 70 yap Ti éore povis kal 1O elvat povdda ob Tabrdv. See also Az,
Post. il 7. 92 b. 15 7¢ pév yap enpaives 7o Tpiyovor éNaBer & yeopérpyst
ér & €ore Selowwor—on which Themistius has (fol. 1o a. vol. i. p.
77, ed. Spengel) AapBdvovres 7i onpaiver 70 Tpiywror ri mepréxestar
imd T efadp, oirw Sekviovaw ot éote, gumoTdrres alrd €k TpLBY
etbeadr: see also An. Post i. 10. 76 b. 35 ot pev olv Spor olk eioir
Gmobéoeis’ obdiv vip elvar 7 py elvar Néyovrar . . . Tols & Spovs povor
Luvleofa Bel.  rTotro O oy Dmdfeois, €l pi kal TO drovew Tmifesiv Tis
¢hoeey evar.  Accordingly, in the passage before us (£. V. vii. 8.
4), if the épiopot of mathematics are meant, the employment of the
term tmoféoers o convey the meaning is against strict Aristotelian
usage.

Grant cbserves that the term dmdfeors is used in precisely the
same way in the Z. . as here—viz. E. Eii. 10. 1227 a. 8 mepi pév
100 Téhovs odfets Bovheberar, dAd 7ol foTiv dpxn kal Umdfeois, Hamep

v 5 - ot s 3 ’ ar ) 3~ 5 .
&y rais Bewpymikals émorpais vmobécels (ﬂpq‘rat G¢ mept alrdy €v pev

Tois ¢v dpxfi Bpayéws, év 8¢ rois dvalurikois 8 drpiBelas), and . . ii.
11. 1227 b. 28 Gomep yap Tals ewpyrikais al drobéoes dpxal, ofre kai
Tais wourikais To Téhos dpyr) kat imdfeais. Now, these passages both
agree with that before us (£. V. vii. 8. 4) in adducing the dmobévers
of mathematics to illustrate the rékos, or of évexa, of mpats, for
which Bodhevous finds means, Remembering that it is with
mathematical analysis that Betdevois is compared in Z. V. iii. 3. 11,
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12 (where see notes), we may ask the question—Is it probable that
the writer employs tmobécas here (. V. vii. 8. 4) for épiopat, or the
dpyai of the gynihefic process in mathematics, and consequently
violates strict Aristotelian usage? May he not be employing the
term quite accurately, to denote the assumption of the thing to be
proved, from which an analytical proof in mathematics starts?
I am inclined to think that he probably employs the term mo-
Béoers in this sense. Of course the general statement which im-
mediately follows—otre 8 el & Abyos Sedaokahikds Tav dpxdv—may
be thought to point the other way.

700 dpfodofeiv] governed by didackahis understood. A man’s
“end’ is given by his character ; his “end’ is the assertion through-
out life of a character, just as the ‘end’ of an animal or plant is
the assertion and maintenance of its particular organism. Cf.
E. N iii. 5. 15 émoids wof &avrds éore, Towiro kal T réhos Gatverar
avre: or as the same truth is stated, more generally, by Spinoza
(£rk. iii. 6 and 7), “ Unaquaeque res, quantum in se est, in suo esse
perseverare conatur. . . . Conatus, quo unaquaeque rtes in suo
esse perseverare conatur, nihil est praeter ipsius rei actualem essen-
tiam.” It goes without saying, in short, that the good man’s end’
or ‘ principle” is good, and the bad man’s bad. Cf, Z. V. vi. 12. 10
ol yap ovANoywwpol Tdv wpaxréy dpyiy Exovrés elow, émedy Toidude TS
Tékos kal 75 dpiorov, dTidimore v (éorw yap Moyov xdpw T4 Tuxdv) Todro
& el pi) 7 dyab, ob palverar SracTpépes yip § poxfnpia kak Srayretdeobac
motel wepl Tas wpakrkas dpyds 1 and . V. vi. 5. 6 af pév vap dpyal Ty
TPaKTGY 70 ol évexa TG wpaktd' T 0 Sepbuppéve 8¢ fdoriy § Nmyy cbbis
ob dawverar dpyij, ovde Seiv Tolrov Eveker obde Sia 7008 aipeivfur mdvra Kai
mpdrreer &0t yap 1 kakia (lapric) dpyfs, On puows and ébeory (or
xupta) dpern, see E. IV, vi. 13. 2. 6.

Plutarch (de Virs. Mor. ch, 6) illustrates the difference between
the dxdlavres and the dxparis from the poets—

AxoldoTor pev aibe Pwrat

iy 8¢ ydpis, i 8¢ Tepmudy dvev xpuoiis *Adppodirns ;
Tefvatp Bre por pyrém TatTa pehed

L
Kai €TEpos”

To Qayely, T6 Ty, T Ths "Adpudlrs Tuyxdvew,
ra § d\\a mpoobikas drarr éyd kald . . .

1151 a. 16.

8. 19.
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Pnely  al 8¢ Ths akpaclas Erepar kal Sadépovoa
yriouny Exovrd p' § Piows Budlerar,
Kkat
ai at, 70 87 Oclov avbpdmors kaxdv,
drav Tis eidj Tayabiv, ypirar 8¢ p.
Kat

€hkst pe yap #8n Guuds, ovd® & duréyer,

Buwddes o¢ GykioTpor dykipas sdlg”
Givades dyxarrpor ob athws Néyov 6 py kdroyov Tod Aoyiomod pnbé
3 L ‘lxk\ I3 - ~ LS 13 - A ! 3
dpapds, a\Aa paviryre Tis Wuxds, kal padakin mpotépevor Ty Kplow. of
mdppw 8¢ Ths cikdros TavTys Kakeiva elpnTac

R SR S ;
Pavs ws TIS €K ey ']J?]S' ArnoTnTas B’OUXUIS‘,

IR e T
wvel & olpos, nuiv 8 ol kparel Ta weirpara.

meiopara yap Aéye vas dvreyovgas kploes wpos To aloypby . . . 76 yap
r . » s
dvre TANCloTIOS pev émi Tas pdovas 6 dkdlugros. Segppocien he illus-

trates thus (de Fers. Mor. ch, 7)—

’ LIS 3 N A A ’ £ \ ’
8y ror’ Emewr’ dvepos pév émadoaro, §) 8¢ yakjuy
e I3 ’ A ’ ’
émhero wnuepdn, koluwoaoe 88 kipara daluwy.

. maoay dppny ebdyoyor olioay,

¥ o -
alphor tnme mdkov ds dua Tpéyew.

§ 6. &kovaruds] Cook Wilson (A7ist. Studies, p. 26) thinks that

§ 5 and § 2 “were not intended for the same context.” In § 2 “the

terms ékorarwol and py éppévorres kT are opposed, as denoting

- different species of the same genus’—4. ¢. mporérein and dobévea, the

two species of drpacia: but in § 5 ‘the passages 11571 3. 26 6 dupe-
veTtkos kal otk ékorartkds Oud ye 6 wébos of the éyxparns, and 1151 a. zo
€ore 8¢ Tus Bur wdfos dxararikds mapd Tév SpBdv Adyow shew .. . that the
terms ekorarikoi and px éppevericol | =of 7oy Néyor Exovres piy cupcvovres
8¢] are identical, and not opposed to one another” In § 3 each
term ‘is used to characterise all depacle, and not a species of it.’
The circumstance that § 2 and § 5 differ in their use of the term
éxararikds (un dupeveriss does not occur in § 2) is noticed by Ram-
sauer also (see above note on § 2. 1151 a. 1), but he does not draw
Cook Wilson's inference {rom the circumstance. I think that the
significance of the circumstance may be easily exaggerated, The use
of éxorarikis in the generic sense, as in § 5, is of course the regular
use of the term in this book : but I confess that I do not find much
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difficulty in allowing the writer of § g to use oi éxorarwkoi in § 2 for 1151 a. 20.

o p) Grapévopres Tov Adyor, as opposed to of Tév Nyowr Exovtes pév, p
eppévorres 86, Associations derived from éoracts and éeorijrar natu-
rally place the ékorarids, as d\éyores, in opposition to 4 ror Ndyor
&owv: and I do not see why even the writer of § 5 should not be
allowed to yield to these associations for a moment in § 2.

Cook Wilson is of opinion that § 4 émel a. 11 . . . = dpxir
a. 19 and § 5 oddper a. 19 ... Paidy a. 28 are parallel versions
(Arest. Studies, pp. 35 5qq., Table vi), § 4 being the later, and
by an inferior thinker :—*at least there are confusions in it from
which § 5 is free’ (p. 36), viz. in § 4 ‘the scntence ékefvos ...
ooler implies that the drparis has dpery’: the attribution of épfo-
Sofely mepl myv dpyiy to Quawa) dperh) ‘is quite against the tenor of
the doctrine about ¢uaky dperny which is given in £#2. vi. 13. There
it is distinctly said that guows dperq does not belong to the Sofao-
Tukdy but to the 76wdv in the soul’ (vi, 13. 2): lastly “the substitu-
tion of the more determinate edperametnros (§ 4) for Berriwr (§ 5)
disturbs the text awkwardly” T cannot see that it is implied in § 4
that ‘ the dxparis has dperq” What the writer says is that dpers (sc.
in the edgpper, mentioned at the end of the §—in a sentence with
which Cook Wilson begins the parallel version contained in § 5)
agle Ty dpyny, and what he implies is that the axparys has not yet
lost the dpyq which dperq) (in the oddper) keeps permanently safe.
As for the attribution of 76 dpfoBofeiv mepl Tav dpyqy to duowe) dpern
being against the tenor of vi. 13, because ¢uoikd) dperj is said (vi.
13. 2) to belong to the 7udr and not to the dofacrikér—is not vi.
12. 61 pév yap éperhy ($c. ) ébiorn) Tov orowdr mowi dpBév equally
against the tenor of vi. 13. 27 Both kinds of dperp belong to the
Hbuwov.  An intellectual function is ascribed in vi. 12. 6 to 7 ébiory
dperh—inaccurately, no doubt, if we insist on the point that it
belongs to the f6wsr pépos: what, then, is there to prevent the
writer of vil. 8. 4—inaccurately, but not against the lead given in vi
—ascribing an intellectual function to duewy dperf—especially, T
would add, in a clause in which the two kinds of dperi) are mentioned
so closely together, in one breath, as it were—a\\" dperi) §f vow
ébioryy ?

With regard to the use of the ferm elperdracros in § 4 see note
on that §, a. 13.
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CIIAPTER IX.

ARGUMENT.

To revert to a former difficulty-—Ts it any wiew and choice, or the right vieze
and choice, that the Eyeparis abides by 2

L5 it any wiew and choice, or the false vicw, and wrong choice, that the
arpatis fails fo abide by ?

Our answer must surely be, that per accidens 77 may be any view or choice,
buz essentially 7 &5 the true view and the vight choice (hat the one abides by,
and the other fails fo abide by. :

There are cortain people—described genorally as © people with strong views”
—wha hold very fermly fo their own opinions, and are wery hard o conwince of
erver.  Their quality resembles Eynparea, but is spurious ; for the Eyrparys,
while maintaining an wnchanging attitude towards passion, 25 waady to yield,
if need be, to the persuasion of reason ; whereas these © peaple with streng views’
are nol actuated by reason but by desive—they are ignorant clownish people
fwith vicws of their ewn,’ who are actuated by the pleasure of net betng beaten
by those who try to persuade them—they are unhappy if they have not their swmn
way, like a democralic assembly.  They thius resemble the duparis rather than
the tyrparis. i

There ave others, again, who do not abide by their vesotves and yet are not
arparels : e.g. the Neoptolennues of Sophocles did not abide by kis resolve to tell a
dig: 7t was pleasure which made him abandon kis resolpe—but noble Pleasure
—the pieasure of tolling the truth. It is only where the Pleasure which de-
dermines action is bad that we speak of droracia and dxpacia.

Just as swppostvy seems to kave only one contrary—aronadia, because the
P WO AUOIds pleasire from deliberate resolve i seldom met with ; so éyipaTea
seems bo fiave only one contrary—dspacla, becawse we seldom see @ man whose
résolue Lo seck the due amount of pleasure is overpowered by a disinclination
;c:;ards Pleasure.  Such a man, however, when ke occurs, is lo be accounted

We speak, in @ loose way, of ¢ the Continence (bynphrew) of the temperate man
(7ot oldpoves)’ ; but we masst always rvemember that, although both Eywparis
and oldpar are men who do ot fransgress the law of reason under the influence
of bodily pleasures, yet they differ in this most important respect, that the
éykparis kas bad desives, and the edipper has not: the awxppev does not feel
these things to be pleasant whick transgress the lazy of veason ; the bywpargs feels
Pleasure in them, but does not let them lead him away.

So also the drparis and the anéhacros resemble, and differ from, eack other.
They both follow bodily pleasures, but the dnbhagros thinks, while the arpaThs
does not think, that it is praper to do so.

§ 1.] émowodv, 7 e. good or bad, as the Ald. Schol. explains.
Fritzsche and Michelet (but zo? ¢ Aspasius,’ 7. e. the Ald, Schol,, as
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Grant erroneously states) carry on éupévor from pj upéver to 1151 a.28.

govern ¢ Jrevdel Adyo A, But, as Grant remarks, ‘ this will not
do. The drparys cannot be said “ to abide by a false opinion.”’
Hence the reading vé pn Yrevdei Aoyo xal i mpoawpéoer T4 dpfh (un
éppéver being understood) adopted by Bywater and some other
editors (Susemihl reads dyreudel instead of ph Yrevdet). I prefer to
leave the text as Bekker gives it—rg yreudel Ay xai 7 mpoapéoes 19
pi épfj—following all the MSS. (except Lb, which has 76 pij reviel
Adyo kal 7 wpoarpéoer T dpdf) and Asp., and to suppose that the
writer, wishing to make a symmetribal schema, added ¢ uf dupévor
v Peudel Adyw on the iy dupévo side, as the diametrical opposite of
& éppévor T Op8f mpoatpécer, OF 7¢ d\yfet Adyw, on the other side,
thus—
4 Eppévmﬂ
ooty T dhnlel
6 i enpévor
T¢ evdet
Does sticking to one's opinion or purpose, right or wrong
(6morwotiv), characterise continence, or does the continent man stick
only to a right opinion, or purpose? And does not sticking to
one’s opinion, or purpese, right or wrong, characterise incontinence,
or must we say that the incontinent man does not stick to a false
opinion and wrong purpose? Here, I think, the desire for
symmetry has led the writer to mention a case so inconsistent with
the notion of depacia (although, it is to be noted, vii. 2. 7 shews
that it was regarded by some as possibly a case of dxpaciu) that
critics, among them Rassow?, have thought it necessary to rescue
him from inconsistency by changing the text which rests on the
authority of all MSS. save Lb,

domep fmoptifn mpdrepor| vil 2. 7.

fi kard pév oupPBeBnrds kN moral strength (vo éppévew) is the
general characteristic of the continent man, moral weakness (5 py
éupévery) of the incontinent man. It may sometimes happen that
moral strength is the cause of a man’s sticking to a mistaken
purpose or opinion (xard pév oupfefnkds émowgoty), but, as a rule, it

GTOLoTY.

1 Rassow (Forsck. p. 100) approves the emendation of Muretus—é 78 dAnfer
Adyw kai T mpoaspéoer 7 dpbf, believing that the passage has been corrupted
in deference to the view that the opposition between éywpdreia and depacia
makes it necessary to give Adyos opposite predicates.

"

a. 32,

a, 33.
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1151 2. 83. is a good purpose, or right opinion, that moral strength enables a
man to stick to, and we apply the term continent strictly (xaf® adrd
or amAds) to the man who sticks to a good purpose, or right
opinion; for the man who sticks to a dad purpose, or wrong
opinion is dkéheoros (see vii. 8. 1). Again, it may sometimes
happen that moral weakness is the cause of a man’s departing
from a bad purpose or wrong opinion; but such an exceptional
case is not contemplated in the term ‘incontinent,” which is strictly
applied only to those who do not stick to a good purpose, or
right opinion (8fa d\nés, or Adyes d\nfis). We must remember
that it is the dxdlaoros and the deparfs who are distinguished in
respect of 86fa, or Adyos, that of the drdhaoros being Wevdss, and
that of the deparis being d\y6s; but it is not in respect of Ndyos
that the dxparfys is distinguished from the éykpariys, but in respect of
strength of character (éppévery and py éppéver) i—as Zeller puts it
(Phil. d. Greech. vol. ii. 2. Arist. p. 659, third ed.) ¢ Aristoteles . . .
unterscheidet beide (z.e. éypdre and drpacia) von den sittlichen
Eigenschaften der Selbstbeherrschung (cwgdpooivy) und Ziigellos-
igkeit (dxohacia) durch das Merkmal, dass die Beherrschung oder
Herrschaft der Begierden bei diesen auf einer grundsitzlichen
Willensrichtung, bei jenen nur auf der Stirke oder Schwiche des
Willens beruht,’

The sentence el yip s a.35 . . . ka6’ airé b. 3 seems to be
merely a logical note introduced to explain the difference between
kad’ atréd and kard oupBeBnrds—which hardly needs explanation—-—
and to enable the writer to wind up with the satisfactory formula
€ore pev s . . . dmhds. The article before rj dipfel b. 4 should be
omitted : see Rassow (Forsck. p. 100) and Ramsauer adf Joc, It
is bracketed by Bywater.

b. 10, it seems to be interpolated. Susemihl brackets it in both 1151 b. 9.
places: Bywater in b. g.

ot 8¢ ody md Ndyou] se. peroBidhovour. b. 10.

émel émbupins ye hapBdrovot, kal dyorrar wokhol Gmd T f8ovdv] b. 11.
‘For they (7. e. the obstinate) often enough conceive desires, and
are led away by their pleasures. The expression eémfuplas ye
AapBdvove: oceurs in . E. fil. 2. 1231 a. 28 mdvres yip ralrors ploe
e yaipovoe, kai emibupias NapSdrovot.

§ 3.] iswyvﬁpbvéﬂ ‘elev G of Talhwori kakotpevor openidlyes’ b.12.
(Coraes).

ot pév doyrdpores] The uév contrasts the iSwywéporves with the b. 13
duabets and the dypowor, who, however, are not characterised.

dore poMov 1d Gxpatel olkaaw §) 7¢ eypatel| because they are b. 18.
too much influenced by pleasure (yaipovor) and pain (Aumolerar).
They are axpar<is mepl viknr, however, not dkparels amkés. :

§4.] To abandon a bad resolution, so far from being an b.17.

- indication of weakness (dkpacia), may often be an indication of
moral strength and the power of principle, as in the case of
Neoptolemus : see vii, 2. 7. Zell refers the point raised in this
§ to the question mooted in § 1 of the present chapter—¢an etiam
is impotens sive incontinens dici possit, qui falsam et perversam
sententiam susceptam non tueatur?’ This he does believing that
in § 1 the question conveyed by the words # & 7é Yeulel kv, as
they stand, is inadmissible, and that what the writer really means
to ask is ¢ whether ezen he who, like Neoptolemus, departs from a
WIOng purpose, is mewerificless to be called incontinent ‘—as if the
text stood # kal 6 76 Yrevdei wrX. Ramsauer, in his note on § 1,
after giving his approval to the emendation 4 6 réd d\nfei Adyo kal
i wpowpéoes T opby, adds— ne enim leviore correcturd eadem
quaestio quac prior erat aliis verbis iterum efficiatur 4 kal ¢ 7¢
Yrevdei Ndyw kai 7H mpoutpéoer Tj pn opdj, dissuadet, si non ipsa
sententia, at lex concinnitatis.”

b.4.  §2. elol B¢ Twes ol épuevercol T 8¢y eloly xrA] The
€ysparis  sticks to’ his true opinion; but there are people who
resemble him in ‘sticking to’ their opinions, but differ from him in
that their opinions are often wrong. The obstinate man or
loxvpoyréuav is related to the éysparis as the &cwros is to the
éhevbepios.  Both dowres and evfépios ‘spend, but the doawros
spends foolishly, the é\ev#épios wisely. So both ioyvpoyrdpey and
éyrparis ‘stick to’ an opinion, but the opinion of the loyvpoyréuwy
is often foolish, while that of the éyrparijs is necessarily true.

kakév] imo adr 780 v v kakdy’ (Ramsauer). b. 20.

ob yap was k.mA\.] The best évépyen have their own kahai 7fovai, b.21.
which sustain and perfect them : thus 6 feés det plav kai drhiy yaiper
sdoviiy E. V. vil. 14. 8. The raky gders) which aitends the function

YOL. I 3

b.9. wéyrpamis| In both places where & éyparis occurs, here and in
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of ebdarpovia can never lend itself to intemperate uses; nor can the
pleasures of sight and hearing, although perhaps they may some-
times be pursued to a somewhat reprehensible extent: see £ V.
iil. 10. §§ 26 : with which compare Plutarch, Sympos. vii. 5 dxpacias
pév &Py kal alrds dmodle 7o Gihjkoor kat phobedpor ol paw 'ApioToféve
ve cupépopar wavrarace, Tavrars pdvats ickovre Tals Hlovals To kahds
emihéyeotar.  kal yip dyra kahd kai plpa kahoio, kal ka\@s yeyovévar
Aéyovet, Serrrioarres 0¢ws «al mohvrelds' Bowel 8¢ por pnd "Apiorerélns
alrla Bwcaln Tis mwept Oéav ral drpdaoiw etmabelus dmolvew drpacias, s
povas avfpomikis olicas® Tals 8 d\hais kat Ta Oppia $uomw Exovra xpiaba

. ot S . - - ﬁ e
Kai kowwrelr' dpdper yip 6Te Kal povoki wohha kphelrar TOV akdywr.

§ 5. ’Emel ¥ &oru. . . péoos & éykparis] In b. 24 Bekker, follow-
ing all the MS5., reads yaipwr. Muretus, objecting to the participles
after rowiros olos, wishes to read yaipew and ok éupévew, forgetting,
as Rassow (Fursch. p. 134) points out, that éupéven would require
p1.  Susemihl and Bywater adopt yalpew (which Asp. seems to
have read), retaining éupévwr. Zell and Coraes, on the ground
that the Ald. Schol. speaks of the éN\elwwr as dvdwupes, and the
Parnph. of the é\elmovea 5&;;‘ as avdwupos, think that words to that
effect have dropped out of the text, and Zell suggests that these

words may have justified the participles yaipor and éppévor. Rassow, .

however (p. 134), quotes M. 4. ii 9. 1208 a. 1 for the participle
after rowiros olos—d6 8¢ Towidros du olos Tmoore\Aduerds T rév dyabaw
wpos TO pn elvae alrd, ok dv Sofee wahds xal dyabds evar. 1 do not
think that the Ald. Scholiast’s remark that the é\eimwr is dvivuuos,
or the Paraphrast’s that the é\Aeimovoa é&s is dvavupos, by any means
makes it even probable that cither commentator had words to that
effect in his text. FEach makes the remark, indeed, at the place
near the beginning of § 5 where Zell suspects that the words have
dropped out of the text; but repeats it later on in connexion with
the statement dAd &4 76 =jp b. 30 ... 7 depacia b. 32. The
Paraphrast’s words, in this connexion (he has already said at the
beginning of his remarks on § 5 3§ 8¢ é\keimovoa s avdvupos) are—
G\ &7 7 ENdefmovoa €fis Avdvupos kai éhdyora oupSBatver (owdviow yip
oi firror 700 éovros yaipovres Tais cwparikais ndovais) ik ToiTo pdvp 7
akpacia Bokel évavria elvar, &t ) RhbBidrys Shiydkis elplokera. Here the
use of the word dvérupos is naturally suggested to the Par. and
Ald. Schol. by the words év dhiyars kai dhyaxes, and goes no way, in
the circumstances, towards proving that it stood in their text. It
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would be very rash indeed to found any inference here on the
words of commentators who are so careless as to say, as they
virtually do, that ¢the &&s is dvévepos and it is called F\fibrs.
I see no reason for supposing that dvdvupos, any more than ghibidrys,
stood in their text.

All MSS., except MY, read ¢ instead of Bekker's j (MP has 7)
before rowizes b, 24. The reading 7 rowiroc seems to me to give
exactly the sense required—viz. that there is a character defined as
departing from consciously realised dictates of reason in the
direction of the avoidance of bodily pleasures, which stands to the
transitional states éyxpdreia and depasia in the same relation that
dvuofyoia stands to the fixed states swgppooivy and deodacia: see
E. N iii. 11. 7. Of course MY is generally an unsafe authority,
but I think that here it has made a safe emendation. All MSS.
seem to give rowdros b. 24, which Bywater (reading 6) brackets:

- ¢f. his Contribuiions, p. 57.

1151 b. 23.

péoos & eykparis| ‘It is plain,” Grant says, ‘ that éycpdreta is not b. 25.

a mean in the sense of being a balance or harmony of the mind.
It is only imperfect temperance, it is temperance in the act of
forming.” The writer simply means, I take it, that the éykparis
¢stands between’ the deparfs and the frror # 8¢l Tois owparikois
xaipoy.

odde & ETEpov] 70 heyopevoy obdé B érepoy euvrrérakra katd TuRoW b. 27.

ovenly Tois Arrikois dvri Tob SU oldérepov, kafa kal fppivevrar kai év Ti
APT, 0d neutrum’ (Coraes).

§ 6. ral 7 eyxpdreia .
metaphorically of the continence of the temperate man’ (Peters).
The writer probably uses fxolovfyrer here with some consciousness
of the technical meaning of the term, for which see Bonitz, JMex.
p. 42 “ verbo deolevfeiv pariter ac verbo &eofa Aristoteles denotat
praedicari aliquam notionem de altera, ita ut hac posita illa etiam
ponenda sit, ¢/ I'. 2. 1003 b. 23 et de interpr. 13 passim.’

. . fxkohotbnker] ‘We come to speak b.33.
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CHAPTER X.
" ARGUMENT.

The next point fo notice is that the same man canwot le both Qpivepos and
dwparns, for gpivyaws, as we have seem, fmplics goodness, and is not simply
Enowledge, bt Frowledge which dssues tn good actions, whereas the dupatis &
not one wheo performs good actions. Cleverness—3eworys, ¥ dndeed compaiible
with incontinence ; khence, becanse Sewdrns and gpdvnes are wearly related (see
vi. 12. 85 9, lo—as infellectual facuities they ave nearly velated, but from the
maral point of view they diffev), some have faken up the motion that ¢povnors
and axpacia are compatible, But 5o far is drxpavia from being compatible with
Lhe wctive krowledge of the Pplvipos, that we ought rather to compare Hhe deparis
With one who is asleep or drunk. Of couwrse ke acts voluntarily ( for ke knows
ajter o fashion whot he does and wiy ke does it) ; bl kids character s nof bad,
Jor his deltberate choice is good—his baduess is thus only partial ; and ke is not
wewfurst, for ke dovs not do evil deliberalely—being either a weak irresolute man
wio fails to abide by the vesult of deliberation, or an impeluons man who does
nol deltberate af all.

The dncontinence of the dmpeluons man s wmore easily cuved than (hat
of the drresolute man : and incontinence, due lo habit, is more easily cured than
natieral incontivence | although habit may become a second nature.

Sa mmuch for continesnce and tncontinence, endurance and softness.

§ 1] takes up vii. 1. 7.

dpo yap . . . 88ewrar dv] See £ V. vi. 13. ®pdwyors is the clear
consciousness of one’s moral nature, as an organic whole: it
insures the mainienance and proper function of the moral
organism.

§ 2. 76 mpakmikds] sc. efvar. The ¢pinpos not only knows what
is right, but applies his knowledge, or acts upon it. He is awor-
aios v Rbos—. e. his feelings and desires have been so accustomed
to move in harmony with his knowledge, that what is technically
called mpafis may be always looked for from him. ITpaés is “moral
action,” or ‘conduct.” It is deliberate, being the outcome and
expression of definite organisation or Adyos. Isolated =dédy do not
produce mpafes : hence Z. N, vi. 2. 2 alobnois odidemas dpxs) wpdtews’
onhor 8¢ 7@ T& Onpla alobnow peév Exsw wpifews 8¢ wi kowevelv, The
drparys, although he possesses the general knowledge of right and
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‘wrong (rd cidévar), lets his wafy prevent the application of it. His 1152 a. 9.

acts are mere responses to isolated mdén, not mpdfers kar' dperiy—6 &
axparis o mpakTikds 4. Q.

7oy 82 Bewdy oidév kwhiear dxparfi elvoa] See E. N vi. 12. 9, 10. a.10.

Aavérys is the cleverness with which the means to an ¢nd are
discovered and employed. It does not give the end, or make it
good or bad (being a purely intellectual faculty), but merely pursues
it clevetly when given. If the end be morally good, cleverness
in the pursuit of it, having become habitual, is called ¢péryous :
and mavoupyia, if the end be bad. It is only when the end is not
one which can be viewed morally—as morally good or bad—that
the neutral term Sewsrns can be properly used. How then is the
dxparfis here said to be sometimes Sewds? His end is good, and
he is blind to the means thereto. This difficulty admits of the
following answer, I think. It is the steady influence of a morally ,
good end which converts the ddvams of Sewdrns into the é&s of
dpévnors, the steady influence of a bad end which converts it into
mavovpyla : 7. e. the 8ewds, as such, is clever and ingenious, and
doubtless shows his cleverness in many ways in non-moral matters ;
but it requires ‘a good or bad end’—a steady inducement appeal-
ing strongly to his will and emotions—to make him show and use
his cleverness habitually in the moral sphere. Hitherto, we sup-
pose, his cleverness, so far as the moral sphere is concerned, has
not been habitually shown—i. e. it has existed merely as the divapes
of either ¢pdumots Or mavoupyle, Now, the dxparis has ‘agood end’;
but it is inoperative in him—in his ill-regulated nature it does not
appeal strongly enough to his will and emotions to make him
show, in the moral sphere, as ¢pdmais the Sewdrps which be
probably shows in non-moral matters, where the ends are suffi-
ciently interesting to him to make him exert his natural ability for
the discovery and employment of the suitable means. The end of
the arparis is good, but not good with the constraining power over
conduct which, in the owovdatos (the man who is “in earnest” about
good conduct), presses the morally neutral Sewdrs into the service
of morality. Thus the dxparss, in spite of his so-called ‘good end,’
remains merely dewds, his dewdrps being inferred from his non-
moral activity, and doubtless, as time goes on (for the deparys is on
the downward path), from indications suggestive of incipient
mavovpyla. The Paraph. has a good note—=Kara év aimdy 8¢ rpdmov
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bpdmowr  Twée yip Taw depariy fewol elowr 1§ 8¢ Bewdrys Zowke T
Pporirer kai yap of dewol kard THy ywEow Tob Slovros colxacy Tois t;b;?o—
viporss G\ ol pév yivooxevo pdvor T Séow, ob wpoatpatvTar 8¢ wpdTTEw,
olde mpirrovow: of 8¢ Ppdrpor ywdbokovres TH déov kal TpATTOVO L Kat Sta
TOUTO 6 pév ppdvypos omovdaibs érrir drparis 82 kv Sewds §, Gaiids dort
Kal réveran . <

katd per Tor Adyor eyyls eivar, Suadéperr B¢ kard T wpoaipeowy ]
“as far as reason goes they are closely allied, though they differ in
purpose” (Peters). This translation might be understood to imply
that 8ewdrys involves purpose (mpoapeots), though a different sort of
purpose from that involved in ¢pdmois: but dewsrys (so far as
morality is concerned) is merely a dfvaus 7av évavriom, not a
wp?afpeﬂm} ébs.  The meaning is— Sewdmps resembles ¢pévpous in
being an intellectual faculty, but differs from it in not involving
moral choice.” The Ald. Schol. is wrong in two pointsin his com-
ment here—xard pév dv Ndyor firou Tdv SpLopde eyyls éorw 5 ppdunoes
kat §) Sewdrys . . . kal yip 7 Sewdrys éfus v pevpericty o mpos TO TENOS.
Sacpépovor 8¢ kard Ty mpoaipeai  Tob pév yap Ppovigov 7 WPMI:DECI'I;
dyafy) . . . 7ol 8¢ Bewol 7| mpoalpeots padhn, .

§ 3. 00B¢ 8% ds & €idds . . . olvwpédros] se. deparederar Asp., frraras
¢ axpariis Ald. Schol. Notwithstanding his formal possessi:)n of a
‘good end,” the dkparis keeps his intellectual endowment at the
level of 8dwapus, so far as moral matters are concerned: 7 e he is
-aswcis‘, not ¢pdrpos, because his good end is otiose, and does not
interest him sufficiently to call forth his Sewdms into its service, and
transform it into ¢pévors: ¢f. the Paraphrast’s note —«al yép :z Kat
ywooker 70 Séov (6 deparis) AN oly Somep 6 Pporipos évepyela Bewpiv
Kkal Ypoperos Ti emtaTiuy, aAha kabdrep elpyrat, ds & kableddor kal o}vmpéros'
S Tatmyy &) Ty poériyra 6 Bewds drparns Podvros Svopdlerar, kai Zowe
Ppovips,  See Cook Wilson (Arest, Studies, p. 27) on the difficulty
of connecting the words ofde &) @s ¢ eidds xat Bewpdy with what
goes before. He thinks it ¢ probable that the end of the book (7.
ch. 10) is made of pieces not belonging to each other.’ Bywater'
connects otdé 8y xr.X. closely with 6 & drparis ob mpakrieds §2,a.9
making the intervening words zév 8¢ Sewdva. 10 . . . ﬁpmipm; a 14,
parenthetical. .

LY 3 8 ”
Kal ékbv pev. .. 19 ydp mpoalpesis émewkiis] The deparss acts
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voluntarily, because émfupla is the cause of voluntary actions: see 11562 .15,

E. E. ii. 5. 1223.8. 37 6 8 deparis 6 kard iy émbuplav mapa Tov
Aoyioydy olos mpdrrew . . . ki dpa mpdfer  Kal ékovotov TO war émbupiar.
There is some confusion of language in the statement 7 yap mpo-
aipects émeeuens (as also in the statement o péw yip mapa mpoalpeaw
vii. 8. 3), because mpoaipeots is the ac/ of choice, and the drparis of
course does not ¢ deliberately choose * (wpoarpeiras) what he does, but
acts from mdfos. He is, in fact, distinguished as py wpoatpoipevos from
the dxdhaoros, who acts mpoaipotperos. We must suppose that mpoaipeats
is used loosely here for ¢ the good intentions’ which are overcome
by mdbos in the drparfs. Boiknows would have been more correct
than mpoaipeats : see £, V. v. 9. 6 mapa 7w Bovhyow mparres (6 axparis)”
oire yap Botkerar obdeis & py olerar elvar gmovlaior, 6 ve akparis oby @
olerar Beiv mparrew wpdrrer.  Aspasius sees the awlkwardness of f yép
wpoaipests ékewcns 1 he says (141. 6 He}'lbut)—arpoaipemv 8¢ mdAw 7

’ E.d e 4\ r S, b A ’
rbr Néyor elpyker i) ovv atrd kai mv Bolkevorr.

xal odk ddikos: of yap émiBovhos] CF E. V. v. 8. 8 drav 8¢ eldis a. 17.

v piy wpofovdeboas 8, ablpa, ol foa re Gua Bupdy kal &\ha 7aby, doa
dvaykaia 7 Puoiwa ovpfSaiver 7ois drfpemols® Tavta yap BAdmrovres xai
duaprdvoyres ddikoas pév, kal ddupard éorw, ob pévror me abwcor O
rabra 0082 movpol: ob yap du poybnpiav § BNdBy Srav 8 éx mpowpéoews,
dBikos kai poxfpss. Again, below (v. 8. 10), the &wos is deseribed as
értPovhetioas.

On od yap emiBovhos here in vil. To. 3 Grant remarks that ‘ though
lust, as compared with anger, is called éniBouhos (/. ch. 6. § 3), yet
it is true on the other hand that the incontinent man is not a
designing character.’

*AvatarBpidns] a comic poet, a native of Camirus in Rhodes:
mentioned by Aristotle three times in RAef. iii, Viz, T41IT 4. 18,
1412b. 16, 1413 b. 25. Athenacus preserves (p. 374) the following
passage relating to Anaxandrides from the mepi koppdias of Chamae-
leon of Heraclea—Avaardpidys Sildorov moré SlipapSor *Abqvmouw,
oMy 2" immov, kal dufyyedhé To 1dv ék Tob doparos. fr 8¢ T
kakds kai péyas, kal kbpny Erpece, kai épdper dhovpyida kal kpdoneda xpvoa.
wikpds & dv 75 ffos, émoler T¢ TotolTor mepi Tas kopedias. re yip p
vixdn, NapBdvay Ewxer eis Tov NfSaverdy kararepely, kal ol pereakevaler
bomep of molhol, kal woMN& Exovra koprbs Tey Spaparor ndande, dvoxo-
Natvew Tois Bearats St 78 yipas. Néyerar 8 elvar 16 yévos ‘Pébios ék Kapelpou.
favpito ody més 6 Typeds mepea by, py Tuxdy pikns, kat dhha Bpdpara Tov

a. 22,
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1152 2. 32. duolwy toi alrod. Chamaeleon, the writer of this passage, was a

a. 27,

Peripatetic philosopher, one of the immediate disciples of Aristotle.
Coraes thinks that the line before us is from the méAeis of Anaxan-
drides. Athenaeus (p. 299) preserves fourteen lines of this play.
The present line is quoted also by Cyril, de Zrsn. ii. p. 96 (see
Meineke, Fragm. Com. vol. iii. p. 200). Anaxandrides seems to
have imitated Euripides (apud Aelian, H. A. iv. 54)—"Opzpos pév odv
Qoker trne Poviy, domide 8¢ §) Pl § véper 0dSiv péher, dyaiv
Edpuridns.

§ 4. ehatotépo. . . . Teheutd@oar plow elvar] This passage Cook
Wilson (A4rst. Studies, Table V) places after vii. 7. 8, and regards
as a duplicate of vii. &. 2.

2.29.  uowkdv] Ramsauer suggests ¢pioe.

a. 31.

™ $loer fowker]| Zell and Fritzsche quote dt Mem. 2. 452 a. 2%

. Domep yap Ppoots #dp 75 &os.  Sid & molhdrs évvootpeba Taxd avapsurno-

A ,
Képeba’  domep yap o 1d8e perd tode dorly, oiire kal evepyela. 70 &¢
wolhdkis Puow moiel.

Ednros| There seem to have been two elegiac or gnomic poets of
this name, natives of Paros. One of them (whether the elder or
younger is uncertain) is said to have instructed Socrates in poetry.
Plato refers several times to Euenus as a teacher of rhetorie, in
somewhat satirical terms—Apol. 20 A, Phaedr. 267 A, and Phaeds
60 D—ﬁr A In et A 5. 1015 2. 25 and . E. ii. 7. 1223 a. 31
he is named as the author of the line waw yap dvaykaior mpayy dsapdy
épu, which is also quoted in Rhet. i 11. 1370 a. 10 without his
name. See Schwegler, et vol, iii. p. 203. For the verses of
Euenus see Poet. Grom. (ed. Tauchn. p. rog).

CHAPTER XI.

ARGUMENT.

7 i&‘ subject of Pleasure and Pain 5 ose which the Political Lhilosopher must
consider ; for he is the Architect of Life—he gives us the End lo which we refer
wihen we call this good and that bad.

Moreover, # is necessary to consider this subject, because we assigned moral
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virtite and wice to the ficld of < pains and pleasures, and because wost people
affirme a close connexion between Happiness and Pleasitre.

There are three optwions which ( following ouwr ovdinary method of
stating fhe opinions held om the sulject under discussion) we begine. by
ROLECING— .

(1) That o pleasure is good, either per se or per accidens.

{(2) That some pleasures are pood, but most of them bad.

(3) That, even if all are good, yet the chief good cannot be pleasure.

The first opinion is supporied by the following reasons :—w) all pleasure is a
process in consciousness fowards natural ferfection, and accordingly €5 tself int-
perfect ; (B) the temperate man mvoids pleasures ; (¢) the prudent man seefes
absence of pain, not pleasure ; (@) pleasures hinder thinking ; () there &5 no
art of pleasure : if fleasure were a good thing there would be an art afdt s ()
childven and brufes followe pleasures.

The second opinion is supporled by veference to the bad, disrepulable, and
Rurtful pleasures whick admitizdly exist.

The third opinion is held on the ground that pleasure is wol Perfection or
Eund, but Process.

So maech for the * sayings® on this sulject.

§ 1. wepl 8¢ fBorfis kel Momms| The discussion of pdmq con- 1152 b.1.

tained in the last four chapters of vii, and that contained in the first
five chapters of x, follow the same general lines, but arrive at
different results in some points. The mere circumstance by itself
that two treatises on #dovq exist side by side in the Z. [V, raises
a strong presumption in favour of the view that the corpus of the
E. V., as we have it, is the result of editing: for either the two
treatises on #dowy were composed by the same author writing at
different times, from somewhat different points of view—in which
case it seems highly improbable that he would publish them both
together in one work, though a later editor might do so; or they
were composed by different authors—in which case the hypothesis
of an editor is of course necessary. So much for the antecedent
presumption in favour of the hypothesis of an editor raised by the
mere circumstance of two treatises on #fdory coexisting in the’
Nicomachean Corpus. But we can go further than this, and say
that an editor is certainly accountable for the Nicomachean Corpus,
as we now have it. There can be no doubt that Z. £, iv, v, vi
(=ZF. V. v, vi, vii) belong, in thought and style, rather to the £. Z,
than to the £ N! It is impossible to account for the fact that
these three books are common to the £. V. and Z. £, by supposing

! It may be sufficient to refer the student to Grant’s Eskics, Essay i pp.

50-71, and Jackson’s Boek ¥, Introduction, pp. xxii—xxxii
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that their original locus was in the Z V., and that they were
transferred thence e 4loc into the . % We must rather believe
that they were compiled, subsequently to the composition of the
£. V., from materials already to hand, and were transferred en 8loc
fl’d.JHl the Z. E. into the Z. V. by an editor of the £. V. who
wished to supply an original deficiency in that corpus, or, more
probably, to repair a loss which it had suffered. But ’it may
be asked—Why did the editor of the Z. V. admit the superfluous
account of #der? This difficulty suggests the supposition that,
wk.len he inserted v, vi, vii, he did not find x attached to the
Nicomachean Corpus. It may have attached itself at a later time.
That this supposition is not gratuitous seems to be shown by the
_fact that the writer of the Z. Z. (or perhaps I ought to put myself
in c.n:der by saying—the writer mainly responsible for the com-
position of the £. £} —who apparently had Nicomachean materials
before him in the following order—

(a) Z. N i—iv.

"(z)) Books on the subjects of Z. Z. iv, v, vi. 1-10 = E. N. v, vi,
vii. 1-10,

(¢) A treatise on fidovy perhaps identical with that in Z. V. x.

(d) E. IV, viii, ix wepi ¢pehias—
ends his work with two chapters (appended to his lengthy discussion
of ¢eMa}—one on elrvyia, and the other on kadokayafia—written
without reference to the contents of Z. V. x. 6—9. It is difficult
to suppose that the Nicomachean work, which he follows very
carefully up to the close of its discussion of ¢ia, can have ended
with our Z. . x. Even if the Eudemian writer differs from
the. Nicomachean, as Schleiermacher and Fritzsche suppose (see
Ptr:tzsche, Eih. Eud. pp. 262, 263), in treating Ethics as a subject
distinct from Politics, this does not appear to me to account
for the Eudemian writer omitting to reproduce more suo much
of the latter part of Z. V. x, had that book been actually befora
him.

The suggestion, then, which I venture to make is this—When
the Eudemian compilation was made, the Nicomachean Corpus
endf?d with part (d); and when, parts () and (c) of that corpus
having been afterwards lost, an editor supplied the gap by inserting
L. L. iv, v, vi, the treatise on #dovf, contained in the last-named
book, was inserted with the rest, because the Nicomachean Corpus
stillended with (d).  Afterwards, however, the missing Nicomachean
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treatise on #8ovf, or one very like it, was recovered, and, its original 1152 b. L.

locus immediately after the discussion of drpasia being now occu-
pied by its Fudemian equivalent, it was placed, together with
x. 69, at the end of the composite edition, thus completing the
Nee. Eth., as we now have the work.

I offer this suggestion for what it is worth. DMuch uncertainty,
I take it, will always remain as to the exact circumstances in
which the two treatises on #%dvj found their way into the Nic.
Ethics.

To pass then from speculation to facts—it may be useful here, at
the outset, to state, without detail, the chief points in which the two
treatises on fdovn differ and agree.

In the first place, it may be noticed that the present treatise gives
somewhat more prominence to fodily pleasures than that in x.
This I do not attribute, as some do (¢. g. Bendixen, Bemerkungen
gum Sicbenten Buch der Nik. Eth. Philologus, vol. x. pp. 270-92),
to the difference between the positions of the two treatises—that
which has more to say about the coparwal j8ovai following imme-
diately after the discussion of dkpacia, and that which has less to say
about them leading up to the discussion of eddatporia: for I think it
probable that the original position of the treatise in x (or of its
archetype) was that now occupied by the treatise in vii—viz, imme-
diately after the discussion of dkpagia. It secms better to explain
the greater prominence of the soparical 5doval in the last-mentioned
treatise simply by the preference of the writer. The subject of
dxpacia, involving as it does that of the coparwal f8ovai, had a greater
interest for the writer (or writers) of the Eudemian Corpus, than it
had for the writer of the £. V. This is very evident, for instance,
if we compare the Eudemian treatment of o éodouor with the Nico-
machean’. It is not necessary, then, to go to the position which
the Eudemian treatise on 7o) occupies after the detailed discussion
of depacia to account for the greater prominence given in it to the
ceparal jooval.  That the subject of pdorg is closely connected
with that of dxpagia in the mind of the Eudemian writer, and that
his special interest is in the cwparal ffovai, is shown by a passage,
E. E.iii, 2. 1231 b. 2 (referred to by Fritzsche, Z.Z. Prolegom. p. xlv,
and Spengel, Arist. Stud. p. 197), Wwhich promises a more accurate
account of the #8ovai when éypdreia and dkpaoia come up for special

! See introductory note to vii,

*
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1152 b. 1. discussion—dxptBéarepor 8¢ mept 08 yévovs Tow ndovay Lorar Saiperion

er Tois Aeyopévats GoTepor mepl éyxparelas kai dkpacias L. :
It would be a mistake, however, to think that, because the present
treatise has more to say about the cwpaerial $8oval than that in x
has, its connexion with the subject of eddamoria is less vital. The
words with which the present treatise opens (vii. 11. §§ 1, 2) are as
ex Plicit as those with which the treatise in x opens, in declaring the
intimate connexion of the two subjects of #Sorq and eddaiporvia.
Moreover, there is a highly interesting passage in an earlier part of
the £ %, (quoted by Fritzsche, Z. E. p. 1579, and by Grant on vii.
1. 1), in which the writer promises to discuss the relation of #devq
to etdawporia, with special reference to the cweparwcai ndovai. It is
E.E. i 5. 1216 2. 30-36 rovrww § 1§ pév mepi mé cdpara kai tas ? dmo-
Aavoets f8or, kal Tis kal wola Tis ylverar kat Sik Tivov, odk En\ov, St ob
rives elol 8et (nrelv aivds, GAN ei ouwreivovoi T mpds edbatpoviav 3 ph, wal
wis ouptelvovot, kal mérepoy €l det mpordmrew TG (Hy xakds f}ﬁavﬁs TLwng,
Tavras del wmpacanTew, 1) Tolror péy EX\ov Tweé Tpdmev dudyky rowwveiy,
érepar & eioiv jdovat 8 s edhdyws olovrar tou eddaipova Gy H5¢ws kai ph
povor dhimws. It is worth noticing, too, that the writer of the . M.
introduces his account of 5dow in the following terms—23. M. ii. 4.
1204 a. IQ perd 8¢ ravra Newriov dv ely mept Hdoviis éradimep tmép eddar-
,u.fwfai' coriv 6 Ndyos krh. I accordingly disagree entirely with the
view that the two treatises on #8ev) in vii and x respectively were
_written with different objects—that in vii 70s7 is considered merely
| as the material of continence and incontinence, in x as sweetening
evdmpovia: see Coraes d@hhow 8¢ Puow &k mpovoias dis 7ov puldoodow
mept avrijs ypavat, evfibe pév oloy Thar mepl Ay § eykpdreia kal § dxpacia
iy floviy Umorifépevart év 8 Tols s (7. . X) bs gretopdmy hes )
| etdaipovia Bewpoivra, © The object of both treatises is one—to show
v~ how #dery is related to eddarporia or the dyabév—how it hinders, and
how if furthers, the performance of duty. Thus, after a few intro-
ductory remarks; the treatise in x opens its subject with the words
ol pév yip TayaBdv flamy Néyovor, and that in vii with rois per ofe
Sokel oldepia néovy eivar &yabdy, ‘s Pleasure good?’ then, is the
chief question for both treatises. The answers, however, seem, at

: P'crhaps, L:Lowever, we ought to read, for 7o ~yévous, Todrou Tl ~yévavs,
referring to 7o :Iiﬁm 7 elpnpéva T&v aiclprov 1231 a. 38, If so, the passage
would not promise a treatment of §dory generally. i

% For 7o adpere kol 78s droravaes ought w : RaTLRG

& not to read vds cwpaTikds
dmohatoes ! e
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i
first sight, to differ /fe coelo. According to the writer of vii a 1152 b. 1.

pleasure may be found which is identical with the swmmaum boniem
(vii. 13. 2); according to the writer of x (3. 13) pleasure is not the

summum bonum. No two positions surely could differ more widely. —

The writer of vii must be a ‘Hedonist’ But he is no more a
hedonist than the writer of x is. The difference between the two
positions, in fact, reduces itself to very moderate limits, when we
examine the scholastic ground on which it rests—viz. on the fact
that according to the writer of vii #ov7 is évépyeta, ‘whereas accord-
ing to the writer of x it is not évépyea, but attends and ° perfects’
it— the formula of vii being évépycia dvepmddioros 4 fHlorn (vil. T2. 3),
and that of x rehewl mjy evépyeaw § flovy (x. 4. 8). If—the writer
of vii infers—évépyeia and fdovq are convertible terms (where vital
functions are concerned), then the énépyeca Yruxils xa’ dperiy, Or
ebdarpovia, will be a #ov. Plainly, this position (identical, it may be
noted, with that of the writer of Me£ A. 7. 1072 b, 16) differs only
verbally from that of Aristotle in Z. V. 1. 8. r2 otdér 8y mpeodeirar
riis §80viis 6 Blos atraw (1. e wdv elBapdvav) domep mepuimrou Twds, aan’
Exyew Tip Hdoviw & favrg. Both master and disciple are fundamentally
at one: both connect the most desirable pleasure inseparably with
the life of virtuons activity—against the hedonists who connect it
with the passive life of personal enjoyment. Perhaps I may venture
to formulate the difference between the writer of vii and the
hedonists in this way.—The writer of vii says—*the Good (mean-
ing the strenuous performance of the highest duty) is Pleasure’:
the hedonists say—* Pleasure (meaning the pleasure of sense) is
the Good. The writer of vii comes to the subject of pleasure with
a firm grasp of the Aristotelian definition of the Good: his identi-
fication of #dovf and évépyea is a piece of scholasticism which does
not affect his position as a moralist”. It is because he does not see
1 Rassow (Forsch. pp. 48, 49) believes that the treatise in vii, as dis-
tinguished from that in x, has a ‘hedonistic character': he says—° Beide
Abhandlungen differiren in den wesentlichsten Puncten. Im zehnten Buche
wird die Lust von der Thitigkeit gesondert (1175 b. 32), so dass sie nichts als
¢ine blosse Qualitat derselben erscheint, im siebenten wird sie als Enépreaa
dvepmédioros definitt; das zehnte Buch bekdmpft die Ansicht, dass die Tust
das hochste Gut sei, das siebente sucht, wie sich bei seiner Grundanschanung
erwarten ldsst, wahrscheinlich zn machen, dass mindestens eine Art der
Tust das dpioror sei. Schon diese Ansicht geniigt, um die Abhandlung
des sichenten Buches als unccht zu kennzeichren; denn sie wiirde' der

Aristotelischen Fihik einen hedonistischen Charakter anfdriicken, der mit ihren
sonstigen Anschauungen unvereinbar ist” 1 differ from this view in (I} at-
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1152 b. 1. this that Aspasius (151 Heylbut)—who turns out to be the writer

of the ‘notable scholium’ discovered by Brandis in the Vatican
(quoted by Fritzsche, Z. E. p. 189, and by Grant on vii. 13. 2)
—thinks of ‘ Eudemus’ (to whom he conjecturally attributes the
treatise wept Hdovijs in vil) as merely airing ‘a probable opinion’
(émoxerpet evdifus bs édv abrijy o dpiorow Aéyew), and not giving his
own real view, in the statement (Vii. 13. 2) dare iy dv res Hdom) 7o
5;3(.0'1’0]!.

‘Hdovy, then, is discussed here in the seventh, as it is in the tenth
book, i relation fo the good—i.e. not theoretically, as interesting
from a physiological or psychological point of view, but with a

. practical reference. In other words, the object of the enquiry is
i not to tell us what pleasure s, but to tell us what it dees—how it
hinders, and how it helps virtuous action—in short, to place its
relation to the practical end in a true light, as against the erroneous
views of others—extreme Platonists, on the one side, who held that
pleasure can only hinder morality, and hedonists of the Cyrenaic
stamp, on the other side, who held that passive enjoyment is the
chief good. It is true that the following chapters abound with
extremely abstract considerations, which might easily be mistaken
for what a barren scholasticism has to offer as physiology and
psychology; but we must remember that an abstract scholastic
treatment of the subject is, in part, forced upon the writer by the
nature of the arguments which he has to meet—and the same
remark applies to the writer of the treatise in x. If, however, we
turn to the doctrine concerning #er) which may be extracted from
the Z. V. and Z. E. elsewhere than from the treatises in vii and X,
we find that, not being advanced in a polemical form, it is free
from the subtleties which mark (and, it may be thought, mar) the
discussions in vii, and also, though perhaps in a less degree, those
in x. We must be careful, then, not to pronounce the doctrine of
vii and x worthless, because verbal criticism of it lands us in the
difficultics so cleverly exposed by J.S. Mill in the 25th chapter

taching great importance to the fact that hoth writers connect the notions of
évépyen and Hdorg closely together, as against those, whether hedonists or
Platonists, who connect the notions of dvardfpwats, or wdfos, and #dov)—
nedonists, because it suits their manner and theory of life to do so, ascetic
Platonists, because it suits their argnment against the hedenists to do so —

and (2) in regarding the difference between Telewof Ty evépyaar 4 3ovs), and
dvepmddigros évépyan 5 780w, as of trifling, and merely scholastic significance.
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of his Examination of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy. Mill's 1152 b.1.

criticism is relevant only against writers who profess to give an

answer to the purely scientific question—* What 7s Pleasure, as a

physiological or psychological phenomenon?’ Mill has little

difficulty in showing that the formula évépyen dvepmibioros, as re-

duced to ¢ Pleasure is the result of a pleasurable state of the sense)
and 2 pleasure-giving quality in the object presented to it, is
scientifically worthless. But he fails to see that the real object of

the writers is, as has been said, to explain what pleasure does—

how it helps or hinders the attainment of the ethical end— «kar’

5psrr\;v e've'p'yﬂa. It is inseparable from e’v?p’yem, enhances e’ve'pyem,—
is évépyera, was the formula in which Aristotle and his school sum-

med up the results of their practical enquiry. This formula cannot -
be taken out of its setting in the pracfical enquiry, as it is by Mill,

without being entirely misrepresented. Its true significance, missed

by Mill, is that it asserts the opposite of ‘Pleasure is yéveaqus or

dvamMfpwois’—that it maintains the paramount importance, in

human life, of the pleasures of active function, against those who
ignored them—the hedonists, because they wished to recognise
only the pleasures of dearhijpweis, or passive reception, as worth
anything—the ascetic Platonists because they wished, in their
argument against the hedonists, to dwell on pleasures which could
easily be shown to be unsatisfactory.

&-:rh&‘as] Things are called geod or dad in the strict sense, when b, 3.

regarded as means, or hindrances, respectively, to the attainment
of eddaporia. When they are called good or bad in relation to
minor ends, the ends have to be specified; the terms good and bad
cannot, in that case, be used by themselves—dmés or sempliciier—
without further specification.

§ 2. Weper] E. L. ii. 4. 1221 b. 38.

4ard Toil yalpev] Muretus conjectured dmd Tod pdla yalpew, and b. 7.

MPb has dmd 700 palewra yaipewr. The Ald. Schol. has dré roi yaipew
ev GAw 76 Bi, as il pardpos were parpoydpios.  Asp, has rov eddalpora
pakdptoy évopdebm, oiov Gg v elros pdka yaipovra,

§ 3. 7ols pév odv k. N| No pleasure is good. This was the view p. 8.

of Antisthenes the Cynic (as Asp. notes): see Aul. Gell. ix. 5
(quoted by Fritzsche) Antisthenes summum malum dicit esse volup-
tatem : ejus namque hoc verbum est paveiny paAkoy 7 fjobeiny,  Cf.



1152 b. 8.

b. 10.

b. 12,
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Euseb. Praep. Fvang. xv, 13 (quoted by Mullach Frag. Phil. vol.
ii. p. 286) "Avriefévys “Hpakdeirerds Tis dvijp 70 Qpéuqpa, os édn 7ol
AdeaBar 70 paiverOar kpelrTov elvarr Bib kal wapyjver Tois yvepipors, pndémore
xdpw fdorfis dkrvher ékreivar.  Speusippus (nephew and successor
of Plato) also held that no pleasure is good. See vii, 13. 1 for the
argument with which he maintained this position: ¢ Aul Gell
ix. 5 (quoted by Fritzsche) * Speusippus vetusque omnis Academia
voluptatem et dolorem duo mala esse dicunt opposita inter sese.’

tols 8 & v \.] This, as Fritzsche observes, is the view of
Plato (P}l??ﬁ‘é. 48 A, s5qq., where dinbeis, kabapal, duueror are distin-
guished from puwral and drd@aprow f8eval).

Zr k1] Plato’s view, expressed in the Philebus, and referred
toin £ N, 3. 2. 3 Toovre O Adyo kat IAdrer dvaiper éte obk €oriw
1}8@7} rdyadér. The view of B N x is also pn é8éyecfon evar 7
&prarov florgy.

For Bekker's dyafiér in b. 9, Bywater reads =5 ayafir with Kb,
This is not to be understood as the summum bonum, but simply as
¢ that which is good. ¢ They think that no pleasure is good, either
in itself (as the dperaéi are good in themselves), or relatively (as
{arpeiar are relatively good); for “ good ™ and “pleasant” are not
the same.’

§ 4.] The Paraph. explains the connexion between this § and
§ 3—rd pev ody Joketvra mepl tis fdovis Taird éorve fnréov & ¥ &

Eddier,
ohws p.%r oty ol \‘i‘yaﬂél’] 7. ¢, oubepla fdowy elvar dyafov b. 8.

87 ...oikla] The reference here cannot (or, in justice, ought
not to) be to Plato himself, for he did not regard e/ pleasures as
yevéoas : see below note on vii. 12. 3, 2. 8. The phrase yéveous eils
poow alebyrg does not occur verbatfim in Plato’s writings (although
avanAnpeos aiolyry doesin Plhuleb. 51 B : see Fritzsche, £, E. p. 181);
it was probably used in the Platonic school, however; perhaps,
Fritzsche thinks, by Speusippus. It may have been borrowed from
Aristippus (who is probably referred to in Philed. 53 C dpa mepl
Hlovis obk dknrdaper bs dei yéveois éorw, olala B¢ ofk Eore 75 mapdmay
#dovis) 1 an expression of his preserved by Diog. Laer, ii. 8. 6. 85
(quoted by Fritzsche, £. Z. p. 181) resembles it-—"Apiorimmos rédos
améave Ty Nelay klvnow €ls aiotnow avadiboucrny.
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The Paraph. gives the following version of the words before us 1152 b.13.

(hos . . . oikig)—oi pév odv Néyovres pndepiar Hiowiy dyabiv elvar oirws
3 r = - ¢ v T Ly 3 - 5 ¥ €l i 3 5 -
emexeipovy’ maca plovn yeveris éariw els Glow aloyry. 7 yip els Ty puow
yéveots dv Purav olk oloa alobyry, Hlovy ok dorus €l Tolvuv § 1oy
yéveots, 1} B¢ yéveors drelés, o 8¢ drehds odk Eorw dyafidy, § fHSory &pa
obk Eorw dyaldy dyafiv yap 16 8y yeyords, ob 5 yiveocfar ob yap forw
£ - - ) - ) s e, St # 5
1] Yeveois opoyeris Tois Téheoww, els 4 Teheurd ol yap 7 oikeBopla Spoyerns

-~
T OK@,
+ [

€rt & odpov dedyer Tds Hdovds| This argument must not be b. 15.

ascribed to Plato himself. He recognised the value of the pleasures
which attend the virtuous life: see Phileb. 63 E d\has & 7dovas
dA\nbels kai kabapas ds elmes, oyediv oikelas Hpiv viule, kal mpds rairais
vas pef Dyelas kal Tob cwdporely, kal &} xai Evpmdons dperis omooar
kabidmep Beot dmadol yuywdpevar adri) Evvaxohovbolos wdvry, Talras piywv’
ras & del per’ dppoovyns kat tis dAAgs kaxias émopévas wohAi wov @hoyia
79 we myvivar. Those ascetics who argue that ‘ pleasure is bad
because the odgper avoids pleasure” fall into the error noticed in
FE. N ii. 3. 5 8 kal épifovrar tas dperds dmalelas Twas kal fpeplast
oik €b B¢, dre drAds Aéyouowr, AN’ ody &s 8¢l kal ds ob Oél kal dre, kai boa

ahha mpooriflerat,

€7 & dpbripos 16 dhumor Bidker, of 18 #8¢] See ch. 12. § 7. The
Paraph. has—¢ ¢pdripos 76 dyaBov Sibrer, Tiv 8¢ 48oviy of ke, But
the good which the ¢pdmpos seeks is not an abstraction ; itis always
given concretely in the oAy of the human affections and passions :
it is therefore incorrect to say that the ¢ypéveuos shuns pleasure for
the absence of pain. Pleasure for pleasure’s sake he shuns; but
not pleasure as the vehicle of duty. The dictum of Antisthenes
expresses pretty exactly the Aristotelian (and Eudemian) doctrine
of the relation of gpdmaois to Hdori—"AvricBémms 3¢ v fdomr dyabop
elvar iokwy mporéfnre T dperapéhmror: Athenaeus 513 (see Mul-
lach, Fragm. Phil. ii. 286).

én dpwddior kmh.] But the pleasures of thought stimulate, do not b. 16.

hinder, thought, as will be shown later on.

. ™) T &ppodiaiwr] Susemihl and Bywater read rj with Kb, Mb, b.17.

Cambr., for Bekker's mp.

& Tégm krh] No argument of this kind in Plato, according to b. 18.

Spengel, p. 525, quoted by Fritzsche,
VOL. H. Q
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Zr. wasdia kr.\.] Children and brutes seck pleasure by an 7rra-
lional impulse (é\éyws depdpeva Paraph.), and that which is thus
sought cannot be gosd. From this very fact, that children and
brutes seek pleasure, the Cyrenaics, Fritzsche observes, drew the
opposite conclusion—that it is good.

§ 5. 700 8¢ py waoas o':rouauias:[ s¢. atriov elval rves édofalov (Ald.
Schol.).
vootsdn | ¢ unhealthy.’

CHAPTER XII.

ARGUMENT.

The arguments mentioned tn chapier 11. §§ 4, 5 do not prove that pleasure
és not good, or even that it is not the Chief Good: for (1) they ignore the fact
that a thing may be * good’ in either of lwo senses—either ¢ good absolutely,’ or
¢ good welatively. Theve are doubtiess many pleasures which are good relatively
to bad or impaired states and natures, and whick ave consequently bad ; but
there are also pleasures whick are good absolutely.

(2) They ignove the fact that the term  good’ may be applicd to an actual
Junction, as well as to @ state or condition. It is argued that pleasure 2 ¢ w0t
zood’ becanse it is only a © process fowards’ goodness—i. e, towards the perfect
restoration of an tmpaived state : but the pleasures of thinking are forgottcn,
which are not ¢ processes towards the vestoration of impaived stafes,’ but func-
tions put forth by e perfect state. Even thé pleasure atiending the salisfaction
of @ bodily want is really a © function put forih’ by an unimpaired nucleus in

| The state yequiring resioralion.

The © goodness’ of a state, then, is not the only or the highest * goodness 35
there @5 also the * goodness® of function proceeding from state, and this is the
higher Find of ¢ goodness) -

Thus it is not wecessary fo suppose that there is something belfer than
pleasitre, as the end is * betier than’ the process towards the end ; for pleasure is
ol a ¢ process towards’ (ner arve all pleasures even associated with * process )
it is rather @ ¢ function proceeding from’ ; it is an end realised by &he subject
qué doing something, not qua undergoing @ process ; and is te be defined, mot as
a  process of whick one £5 conscious, but as * wnimpeded function.

There ave some again, who, giving another meaning to * process, identify
pleasure and * process. becanse, they argue, pleasure is absolutely good.  They
confound * process’ and * function.

To argue that pleasuves ave bad because some pleasant things arve bad for
heaith, is absurd—jor even thinking is sometimes bad for keaith. Neither
thought nor any faculty is kindered by its own pleasure, only by alien pleasures;
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nay, the pleasire of thinking and learning makes us think and learn all the
bedter.

As for there being “no art of pleasure’—that is just what one might expect :
art deals with the conditions of the performance of a function, not with the
actual fauenction itself, as suckh.

As for the argument thal the temperats man shuns pleasure, and the prudent
man seeks the life devoid of pain rather than the life of pleasure—uwe answer i,
as above, by distinguishing pleasures ; the pleasures which are associated with
patnful craving—the excessive bodily pleasures—ihe temperate or prudent man
wnedesd shaens ; but ke khas his own pleasures—ihose of the good life.

§ 1. ph eivar dyabdv pudé 76 dpioror] As Michelet notes, the 1152 b. 25.

present chapter deals with pj elvar dyafdv, and ch. 13 with ppdé 76

dpurror,

mpoTOY Pév . . . kaprdrrer] The apodosis begins b. 2% with xal af b. 26.

¢ioes. The term deohoviaovow must be understood to mean, not
only that the general distinetion, formulated in the protasis, between
70 dmhds dyaldv and b rwl will be found applicalle fo dyabdi ploes
kai éfews, with their kwijoes and yevéaers, but also that a corresponding
general distinction between 75 dm\és ¢odhor and o =l may be
inferred (on the principle laid down in Z. V. v. 1. 6 é&xohoufei
& Gs éni 16 mokd, éar drepov wheovayds Néynrar, xai Bdrepor mheovaxds
Aéyegbar), and that it will be found applicable to gatha dieers kat
€fets, with their kwioes and yevéves, The Paraphrast sees this—
"Ore yap olk dvaykn & Tovs epnpévovs Adyous piy elvas Thy HBeviy ayaldy,
pnie vd dpiorov, ék Tévde Sfhon. émel yap TO dyaliv Sixds Aéyerar, T6 pév
dmhas xal ke adrd xal kvplos, &s § dpern, 6 8¢ ody anhds piv dyabiy,
mwi B¢ ayalliv, bs T60 Awmoburely Té hemodiTy dyalidy, drkdhovdér dorw Gri
kai Puows maoa, kai s, kai waca kimous, kal yéveors, § pév éorar dmhds
dyalh, # 8 T dpolws kat émi Tob kakoD. Kwhoes ydp, kab yevéaets, kat
s, ab pév pathar dmhds, ai 8¢ run, kai 7ov Gathor it kat al pév kat
del pathal Tun, ai 8¢ kard Twa Tpémov, kai GMiyor ypérov.

The argument in this §, directed against oi Néyovres ) elvac dyabon
7i» gdovir, may be explained as follows— When we say that a thing
is ‘ good,” we mean, either that it is good without qualification—
goodinitself : thus Wisdom is good in itself, without qualification—
or that it is good in a qualified sense—not in itself, but in relation
to something else: thus the venom of a snake is good in relation to
the welfare of the snake, the amputation of a limb is good in rela-
tion to the survival of the patient, but they are ¢ bad’ in themselves
—cfi M. M, il 7. 1205 a. 29 e yap § Plos Qadhy, oiov § Tow

Q2
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oxohikay kal § Téy kavfdpov kai Ghes § Taév dripoy {Gov . . . kat
omovdata, olov 4 dvfpodrov.

Now, those who say roundly that ‘no pleasures are good ’ regard
exclusively motions and processes (kwioes kai yevéoers), which are
‘good’ only in a relative sense, and ‘bad’ in themselves—viz. the
motions and processes which belong to bad or impaired natures
(¢pioes) and states (#es). The motions and processes (equivalent,
in the view of the philosophers here criticised, to the pleasures) of
bad natures are good for the possessors of the bad natures (being
their oen pleasures, see £. V. 1. 8, 10), but are in themselves bad—
#.¢. unworthy of human nature: the motions and processes of a
remedial kind, which restore impaired natures and states to their
normal condition, are good for the possessors of the impaired

- natures or states, but bad in themselves—7. . not characteristic of

healthy human nature: indeed they are often not even felt as
pleasures by the patients, but are only thought to be pleasures
because they remove pain. It is from looking exclusively, then, at
these *pleasures *—the ‘relatively good’ but ‘intrinsically bad’
motions and processes of (1) bad, and (2) impaired natures and
states, that they draw the sweeping conclusion—¢ no pleasures are
good” They ignore the existence of pleasures (indicated in the
next §) belonging to the free activities of the rational nature of
man, which, as rational, is good in itself, and suffers no losses
needing painful repair. The argument of this §, as given above,
is summed up later on by the writer himself—vii. 14. 4 «at od
amovdaioy Oy doxei 1) nlovy duik Blo Taira, Gomep elpyrar, Sre ai pev atdys
Puoens elow mpdfers , . . al § larpeiar dvdeobs.

On the ground that the gpailac kivfoers ought to be subdivided in the
same manner as the emovdaics, Rassow (Forsch. pp. 81, 82) conjec-
tures that after af pév dmhds daidar b, 29 the words at 8¢ vt pév datha
have fallen out; and instead of understanding émias with afperal
&' ot b. 31 (as Bekker’s ypdvor, aiperai & o requires—¢/. Ald. Schol.
adral 8¢ kal® abris alperal ok eloty), he conjectures Xpdvor aiperal, det
&' ot.  This last conjecture (accepted by Sus.) gives, I think, a good
meaning, and is palacographically probable. Bywater's aiperal,
(dmhas) & o b. 31 does not seem to me to bring out so well the
contrast intended, which is between the drAés $aihar QX aiperal rde
okiyov ypivor, and the émhds paihar dAN alperal rade wdvra vor Bloy,
So far as the authority of Asp. goes, I think that it is quite as much
in favour of supplying dei as dmhds—ai 8¢ 0id¢ aiperai 7@de, dANG more
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0L0r 16 vosoUVTL Topai rat iaTpelat TéTe Gre woo e, dmhds B¢ odk eloly aiperal 1152 b. 26.

ai B¢ dei, ai 3 o#. I cannot, however, accept Rassow’s other proposal
—the insertion of ai 8¢ rwi pév gathar in b. 29 (accepted by Sus.).
This would favour Rassow's, I think mistaken, view that dr\ge is
used in two senses in this §—in the clause 7o pév yap dmhés b 8¢ Tl
in its ordinary sense, as defined in 77p. ii. 11. 115b. 209 76 &' dmhas
€otiv & pnbevbs mpoarebévros épeis fre kaldy dorw 7 16 fvavriov—z, e.—
per se, ‘in itself < without qualification,” “in the abstract, * ohne
Einschrinkung, schlechthin’; but in the clause af eV GTAGS KT,
b. 29 in another sense, meaning ‘generally,” ‘in the majority of
cases,” as opposed to 7uwvi, ‘ in an exceptional case” For this second
meaning of drhés Rassow quotes .. v. 1. 9. 1120 b, 2 mepi
Tayabd Eorar (sc. 6 adikos), ob wdvra, GANG mept 6oa ebruyla kal druyta, &
€07l pév am\ds del dyafd, Tivi § oix del.  But if érAds in v. 1. 9 means
‘generally,” “in the majority of cases, as distinguished from *in
itself’—why is def added? The writer of v. 1. g'means, I take it,
that “money ’ (e.g.) in itself, or in the abstract, is always regarded
as something good ; though when we view it in the concrete—
qualified as “ the profligate’s money —we may think of it as a bad
thing. So in the present § (vii. 12. 1) dmAas may, I submit, be
translated ¢ per s¢” in both places where it occurs. '

ai ¥ 0¥ ABorai] ‘nedum aiperal’ (Ramsauer). The motions b, s1.

which proceed from a bad nature, though good and pleasant to that
nature, as being its own motions, are in themselves bad: the
motions which are called forth to allay pain and want are not good
in themselves, or even pleasant, but are chosen merely as less
evils than the pain and want which they allay. No wonder that
those who confine their attention to motions of these two kinds
arrive at the conclusion that * pleasure is not good.” -

§2. & . . . Tis oews odk évdeods oloms| In § 1 the writer has
referred to the formal distinction between o dmhés dyafév and o
T ayabév, in order to suggest to his opponents—aof Néyorres un elvae
dyafov Ty plovny, dri maca HBovi yéveois éorw els diow—rthe one-
sidedness of assuming, as they do, that only relatively good’
pleasures exist—only those which are ‘ good’ as xuwfioes kai yevéoers
whereby the cravings of some inferior or defective ¢ious are satis-
fied: similarly, in § 2, he now refers to another formal distinction—
that between 76 xar’ énépyetar dyaliv and 6 xaf w ayafér, in order
to intimate to his opponents that they err in assuming that the only

v

b. 83.
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good ’ they have to consider in this connexion is that of the Z&s.
They argue—the &s,as end, is ‘good " and “real’: therefore plea-
sure, which is § yeveais § kabioraca els mip Guowy Ew, is not * good’
or ‘real” in its own right. This is the argument for which Socrates
gives thanks in Phileh. 54 C, D olrotr 98ovq ye, elmep yéveais éomw,
éved Twos ebuias é& dvdyrns yiyporr av. .. olkodv To pyvicavre Ths
8ovils mépt 16 yéveaw pév, obolay 8¢ pnd frrwotv airfs elvaw ydpr Eyew
dei  BfjAov yap Ot ofres TO¥ packivrav Hdowr dyabdv elvar karayeld.
But the ¢ good’ of the s is not the only ‘ good * to be considered in
this connexion. The &:s is for the sake of the évépyein which pro-
ceeds from it, and the évépysa is “ good’ in a2 more eminent sense
than the &w. What if pleasure be, not a ‘motion’ which gene-
rates (ximors=ryéveais) the &, but a function which proceeds from

it—3 s Puowds ééeas dvepyern, and so the true olcia of the s ?

This, it is suggested, is'a point which is overlooked by of Aéyovres us
etva ayabov Ty Hloviw.

It is thus in the form of criticism that the writer introduces his
own theory of pleasure as évépyewn rijs kara diow éfews. And it is
to be noted how completely he makes his own theory occupy the
ground from the very first, Not only are the #8owral of thought,
which involve no pain or craving, évépyeiar tijs kard piow fews, but
even ati kwhoes kal al yevioews al xabiorioa els v Quoikiy {fu—the
generative motions which restore a &w—depend on the unimpaired
part of the és—or the éfis gud unimpftired (7 imodotmos Eus)—per-
forming an évépyeta: and it is this évépyea of the unimpaired part of
the &&s, or of the & gud unimpaired, which is the pleasure—there-
fore no merely secondary and apparent pleasure—experienced in
connexion with the yéveots, dvarlipeats, or larpeia, by which a want
is satisfied. If the & were entirely destroyed—had no remnant of

- vitality left in it, it could not be restored. ’larpefa implies the 25

medicatrix nalurae. The pleasure experienced in restoration is
thus the reacsion of the organism, gud unimpaired, against the pain
and want of its partially impaired condition. There are, however,
other pleasures which are the spontaneous actions of their 2fes.
The passage (¢ b, 33 ... ofons a. 2) may be paraphrased as
follows—* Again, the term “ good™ is applicable to a function and
to a state ;—the natural state being “good,” the motions which
restore a man to it are, of course, “ good,” and “ pleasant ” deriva-
tively. If these “motions™ are what we are to understand by
“ pleasures,” then our opponents have made out their case—no
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pleasures are “good.” But we must not allow them to stop short 1152 b. 33.

at the “goodness” of the mere stale. The ““goodness™ of s
Junction is higher ; and when desire for restoration is being satis-
fied, the state, in so far as it remains partly unimpaired, performs
a function : it is this function which is the pleasure experienced
in the restorative process—not but that there are pleasures without
accompanying pain and desire—for instance the functions of
thought, proceeding from a slate, or faculty, which lacks nothing
to the fulness of its nature’ Aspasius has a good commentary
(145. 1 Heylbut)—émel 8¢ Tov ayabov 7o pév évépyere i 8¢ ébus, ws s
pév dyabov dpers, bs dvépyan B¢ 7 kar’ dperiy dvépyen, kal aloOnois pév
dyafor bs ékis (Ré—ym 8¢ alrlpow v dvvapw, § 8¢ kar' dvépyear alobyots
dyaddv &s dvépyaa), 1) Hov] dyabidy éorw ody s éfis AAN bs évéoyera Tis
Gioews. kara oupBelnros 8¢ al dvamhnpdoes ral dmokaracrdoes, af eow
eic Ty (iow, ndelar.  mponyouuves pév yap nddpeba Gk TS Evepyeiv Ty
Plow Tpepopévar Hudy Aéywm B¢ o iy Yruynr.  évepyer yap ToTE 7
Bpemriky, kal S1a rovre ndipefa, ouuBaiver 8¢ 7o TrukaiTa kal dvamhi-
poow yevéocba, Eore B¢ §j nlowy évépyca Tijs Lwohoiwov év nplr GUoews
ral éfews. kv yap évdecis Bper kath 76 odpa THY ye Puowr Imohehen-
pémy xai Svvapdoqy év adti évepyelv Exopev {&ore Diels) abmpy ovp-
mapbvrar abry Tov orier ki TEv Tordy dvepyelv. kal ) pév Hlom xar
évépyewar, rart ovpBeByxis 8, ds dnow, dvariipwots yivetar ot érdéorros

o -~ ’
EV TG O@RATL
[}

ot kabiorioal] sc. ai keoes kai ai yevéoas—(a sort of hendiadys) b. 54.

—=‘the xwhoeas which produce and restore &es’ to be carefully
distinguished, as drehets (see vil. 11. 4 abifepia yéveris cvyyerns Tois
rékeaw), from the évépyewn, or functions, which proceed from the
Zes, The writer’s point is that his opponents, not looking beyond
‘the good of the &us,” forget that there are évépyear proceeding
from the &:s (which are * better than’ the éis), as well as vumjoas
(=yevéveis) leading up to it. The tendency to acquiesce in ‘the
good of the mere éis’ is one to which the Aristotelian school
offers opposition all along the line—¢ff ELN. 1. 8. 9 iy pev yip
2w dbéyerar pnbiv dyabiy dmoreheiv bmdpyovoar kr. For the phrase
ai kafioricar eis Ty Poouay e Fritzsche quotes Phileh. 42 D eis 8¢
ye Ty adréy Giow éray kaboritar, Tavmpy al Ty kardoracw pdoviy

dredefausba map’ fHpav alrov.

Zore 8§ édvépyero év Tois émbuplaws Tis Omoloimou &fews kol b. 35.

éicens] ‘but what performs the function (z.e. actually experiences

v
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1152b. 35. pleasure), when the desires are being satisfied, is that which is

.‘;—

1153 a. 2,

left of the natural state” ’Evépyea is used here in a way which
seems (o anticipate the identification made in § 3.

Ymohotmou (Kb, NC, Asp.) means ‘remaining,” ¢ left untouched’
by the decay which has destroyed the rest of the state: o vii. 14.
7, which is a complete commentary on the present passage—iéym
0¢ kara oupfelnrds nBéa i larpedoyra’ 8ri yap oupBaiver larpelecbar rov
Uropévorros Tyiots mpdrrovsds T, S Totro H8Y Bokel evar Pioer § Héa,
@ mowel wpafw wis Towacde uoews. The reading of Mb, CCC, and
Cambr.—imoNimov (adopted by Zell, Coraes, and Michelet),
plausible on account of Admgs in the line below, but must be
dismissed, as inconsistent with the 7ol dwopcvorros dyois of vii. 14,
7. Nor can the meaning given by the Ald. Schol. and others to
smohoimov, viz, © defective” (froc mjs Aowmaopéims Pioews kai év évdeln
otons Bpopdrar Ald. Sch.)—suggested apparently by otk évdeols ofions
1153 a, 1—be defended: dmdhowmos can mean only *left behind,
“left untouched,” ‘remaining.” Lb and OV have érchaimov, and T
apparently émi\urols (Endigentis of imperfecty),

Grant gives the gist of § 2 excellently when he says—¢The
argument is that it is only life, and the vital action (puowc) &is kat
rabrys évépyaa) which is good and pleasant : the restorative processes
are only secondarily, non-essentially, and by a sort of inference
pleasant. ... The argument goes on to add that, even in these
restorative processes, there is vital action (évépyea), namely of those
organs that remain unimpaired.’

émei] The transition marked by érel here may be brought out
thus—*In restorative processes the pleasure is the reaction of the
vitality left in the &4s: but it must not be supposed that all
pleasure is reaction, for there are pleasures which are spontaneons
actions.” For this use of émel (=‘although,’” ‘not but that’) ¢
Vil 12. 7 6 cofpay pedyet Taias, dnel oty fdoval kat cdppoves.

onpetov 8’| so. Tol kal dvev Amys kal émbuplas efva Hdovds
(Fritzsche). Cf. M. M. ii. 7. 1205 b. 20 énci & odw éarw  Hdovi) xai
kaborapémns the Pioews kal kaleornkvias, ofor rabiorapéms pév ai E
évdelag avarhnpioes, kabeornrvias 8¢ ai dmo Tis Srews kal THs dxofis kai
Tédv TowdTey oboa, Belriovs v eljoay al kabeomnkuias Ths Pioews évép-
yesaw ai yap fdoval kaw dudorépovs heydperar Tovs Tpdmous evepyeum eloiyr
@gre OfAoy 6Tt ai awo THS Zwlbemg 7boral kai Tiis dkofs kat Tov 8mwcwl9m
Békriorar v einoay, émel ol ye cuparal € dvarhypdioens.
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Both pleasures—that of dvamhjpeosts and that of Siaroetefu—are 1153 a. 2.

évépyaiar—vital functions proceeding from their respective states:
but the former is apt to be confused with the accompanying dva-
mhjpwaws, while the latter is ignored by those who, on the strength
of the confusion. conclude that ¢ pleasure is not good.” The cir-
cumstance, however, that there are plainly two classes of things
called ©pleasant® (48éa)—the one indefinite, the other perfectly
definite—indicates that there are two kinds of pleasure. The first
kind of pleasure is related to amyihing which, however lemporarily
and superfictally, relicves the pressing want (e. g. 76 6£) xal 16 mikpdv),
the second to #ungs really pleasant (v ¢piae or dmhés 784)—7. ¢, to
a defintte class of healthy functions, and the special circumstances
in which—and in which alone—these functions are manifested in
their full perfection.

The following passage in M. M. ii. 7. 1204 b, 6-36 renders the
doctrine of vii. 12. 2 excellently, showing (1) that there are some

pieasures, viz. those dmd 7of fewpsiv, and those of seeing, smelling, *

and hearing, which are obviously not yeréoes ; and (2) that, afier
all, no pleasure is a yéreous—even the pleasure experienced in
eating or drinking is the éwépyea of a part of the vwyh, and
accompanies, but is not to be confounded with, the process by
which hunger or thirst is relieved—éon yap wpérov péu of maca fdovs
yéveais, 7 yap dnd Toi Oewpelv fovi ywopcry odk ot yéveais, ob
7 4o Tov dxoloar kai ({8 kal) oogpavlivar, ol yip éE évdelas
ywopevy, domep ént Tdv d\Nwy, oiov ék ol payels § micly, adraw pév yap
€& évlelas kal {mepBolis yivorrar, 6 i iy évbetar dvarhypoiafac 7 s
vmepBohis dpaipeicbar Bid yéveais Soxel elvar, 1) 8 Edeta kai tmepBory
Mmg.  Mnn obv évrabfa évfa flovis yévests. éml 8¢ ye Tol ey xai
dkovoar kai Gohpavlijvar olx Eorw mpohvrnbivar otlels yip $8duevos TG
épav i) 7§ dogppaiverfur mpoehvrndy. dpviws 8¢ kai éml Tis Savolas Fori
Bewpovvrd Tt flecfar drev Tol mpolvmylivan,  Gor’ ey dv Tis Hiors) §f otk
€omi yéveaus. el ofv G pép nbovi), bs & Ndyos abrdv Epn, ik Tobro ok
ayabiv, éri yéveos, &omi 8¢ mis fovf), 7 otk éoriw yéveais, alry fv ;—frj
dyafév. 7 8 dhow oik Zoriw olbepla Ndovy yéveors® olde yip afrar af
ano Tob Gayeiv xal ey G8oval ode elot yevévers, al\a Srapaprdvovoer of
rairas (dokorres elvar Tas fdovis yevéoes. otovrar ydp, éreldy Tis mpoo-
Popas ywouerns yiveras fdovs), St TobTo Yéveow elvar ot & ofl, émadh
ydp €ore Ths Yruyijs T pépos ¢ §8Gueda dua T mwpoucpopi &y doucy évdecis,
ToiTe 7O pdptor Ths Yruyis évepyel kai kweirar, 7 0¢ kiviois abrod kai
evépyeud éorw Hovy Bua B 1O dpa T mpooopd ekelvo TH pdpiov TH Ts
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Vuxis évepyetr, §j Sta i abrod évépyerav, olovrar yéveow eivar Ty Hdory
e e s 5 D

@ T mpocthopar GiAny elvat, 76 8¢ Ths Yuyhs pdproy ddnhov.  Guotov oy
a* - - o -

el s 1o dvfpwmor olerar elvar odpa, dre Toito péy alobyrow éoriv, i 8¢

v, a - S 0

Yuxi o €ome 8¢ ye kat [§] Yuyh.  Guoiws 8¢ xal émd rodrov: Zorw yip
3 r ~ - T e - ~ -~ -

pdpedy T 7is Yruxije ¢ fddpeba, § dua TH mpooopd évepyer, Bib odk Forw

ovdepla Hdovy yévecis.

duloqrev] The MSS. have uvwéoryrer, but a correction in CCC
anticipates the conjecture of Bonitz—awéarmeer, adopted by By-
walter.

§8. én olk dvdyrn Erepdv T elvou Béhmior Tis H8orfis] The
Paraph. is wrong in thinking that the writer passes on here to
discuss the second of the two points indicated at the beginning of
this chapter—é&r 8 b cvpBaiver ik ratra wi eivar ayafor pmdé T3
dpioTov, ék Tevde Sihor. e is still concerned with the first point,
and does not deal with the second till vii. 13. 2.

- domep Tvés paoe k.| The argument ¢ that there is something
“better than " pleasure, 2 ¢. something for the sake of which pleasure
is chosen, because pleasure is only a yéveouws,’ falls to the ground, for
pleasure is not a yéwows. For the distinction between the ré\os (or
oboia) and the yéveis, on which this argument relies, see Philss.
54 C (quoted by Zell and Fritzsche) ¢npt écdorny yéveaw e &Xns
olgias Twos éxdorns évexa ylyveofar, Elpmacar 8 yéveatr obulas Evexa
yiyeoBar Evpmdons.  olkoly Hhow ye, elmep yéveais oTw, Eveka Tivos
olgias é§ dvdysns yiyvorr dv. 76 ye pip of dveka T6 Evexd Tou Yryvopevpy
ael yiyvour' v, év Th Tob dyabob pelpa ékevd ot T4 8¢ Twds Cvexa
yeyvipevoy els @y poipav Geréov.  Gp’ oby plovi) ve, elmep yéveais o,
€is @Aqw 7 Tiy 708 dyabod poipar abriy Tiévres dpbas Bioouer 3 Spbirara
pev olv.  obkoiv T6 pnricarte wis ndovis wép T yeéveqw pev, otoiay B¢
p8 qrrwoly alrhs efvar, ydpw Eew et Sikov yip 6re ofiros raw haeidrrov

Here Plato thanks others for the for-
See also Phileb. 53 C dpa wepi fidovijs ok
dibaper Gs aei yéveals éomv oloia 8 olk Eori Td waphmay 7Bovijs ; xopyrol
yap 8 Twes [generally thought to be the Cyrenaics: see Grant,
Lithies vol. 1. p. 176, Essay ii] af roicor vdv Myow émixetpoioe pnpiew
The formula then was not invented by,
Plato, and he did not apply it to the pleasures of thought and
of the higher senses, except in a way which deprives it of the
significance which it has as applied to those of eating and

niomy dyallor eivm karayehd.
mula, yéveals éorwv 7 Fdovi),

niv oy el ydow Eyew.
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drinking : for, although he thinks of the former pleasures as
dvamhqpdoes, he distinguishes them, as kafapal kal dvev Aémns, from
the latter, which are dmaayai Mmys: see Rep. 584, and Phileb.
oTlEs.

Grant may be right when he says, speaking of the argument
Béhtior 76! véhos s yevéoews criticised in the present section—¢In
all probability the school, and perhaps the actual writings, of Speu-
sippus are here alluded to.’

ol yép yevéoes eloly 00Bé perd yevéoews 'n'ar.rcu.] waoat, of course,
refers to o08¢ peva yerévews only. No pleasures are yevéoes, although
SOme are perd yevéoews. LThe words of8é ywopdrov ovpBalvovo, equi-
valent to ob ydp yeréoas eloiv, must be translated so as not to
contradict the truth—perd yevéoews Twas fbovas elvar.  SupBalver,
as in the formula of the syllogism Zop. i. 1, and as one sense
of the term is defined in Afef A. 30. 1025 4. 30 (Aéyerar 8¢ kal
@Mws ovpBeBris olor Goa imdpyer ke alrd éxdoTe pi v ) olwie
Sura ooy 1§ Tprydve 6 Slo opbas Exew), marks mecessary consequence,
as of the effect from its cause, the property from the essence. It
is in this sense, and not in that of accidental concomitance, that it
must be understood here. Grant’s ‘result from’ brings this out
well—* they do not result from our coming to our powers (ywvopévov),
but from our using those powers (xpopévar)” The subject of ywo-
pévoy and ypopévev is fpiv. Téveais is sometimes materially neces-
sary to the xpioews (e g. the dmohoures €fs of the hungry man feels
pleasure, on the occasion of eating), but is not to be identified
with it.

ahhé& 7dv eis T TeNdwow dyopdrar THs d)ﬁo'ewg] = 7év kabioTardy
els Ty Guowiy éw, according to Ramsauer: 7 e. dyopévor is middle,
and its subject is sxwijoewr understood. This is the view of the
Paraph. also, who has—Kai yép 7w évepyadnr doar pév es rehelwowr
dayovoe iioeas, ok atiral eloe Tékos, owep 1 kal éfw latpuny évépyea
TENos Exer THY Uylear” Goa d€ olk dyovow els Quowny Tehelwory, GAN
abral elow 7 Puawk Tekelwats, Sjhov Gs otk Exourw GANo Télos, GAAd
aM\ov avral elgw TENY domep €0 Tis kavd THY Teheiav 5w Ths dperhs
evepyel.

I am inclined to think that the writing is very careless, and that
dyopévay is passive, its subject being the persons whose nature (rfs
¢roews) is in question. I think that it is easier to suppose care-
lessness of this kind, than to take dyopévwr = ayovoar.

W
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a, 14,
¥ s“when writing accurately distinguishes pleasure from the moments

‘defined as “the unimpeded play of life.”
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Bid kel ob kakds k.r.\.] The definition rejected on philosophical
grounds here (and, so far as yeveouws is involved, also in x. 3. 5) is not
very different from that accepted by Aristotle as adequate for the
more popular purpose of the student of rhetoric—ARh4e/. i. 1.
1369 b. 33 imokelobow & fuiv elvar Ty n8oviy rimoiv Twa s Yruyis xai
kardoraciy alpdav kai alcbyriy els Ty tmdpyovoar Glow, Mmnp 8¢ Tovvar-
viov, Ramsauer (p. 487) quotes two other passages in which
Aristotle describes pleasure in terms which recall those of the
definition here condemned, viz. Prodl. 878 b. 11 7§ eis 70 kard Piow
odos 480, éav § atofyr, and E. V. ix, 9. 9 70 & alobaveofar &re (F, v
picwr kal oird (Proea yip dyabor (o, 76 & dyabor tmdpyor év éavré

algfaveotar 5ot }

aMA& pahhor Aextéor dvépyerav k.mh.| ‘Aristotle, says Grant,
of life and consciousness (évépyewar) from which it is inseparable.
Cf.x. 5. 6. He, however, does not more specifically define it than
as émyupéperdy T Télos (7§ evepyela) Lth. x. 4. 8. Eudemus does
not preserve the distinetion, but simply says that pleasure should be
Aristotle himself occa-
sionally writes in this way: ¢/ Met xi. 7. 7 (A, 7. 1072 b. 16) énei

Vs ) I I ; 11
Kt qloopi) 17 eVENYEUL TOUTOV,

dvepwdﬁwmv] avepmodioros oceurs nowhere in the £, V., and only
here and in ch. 13. § 2 in the Z. Z.; but in Pol. A. 9. 1295 a. 35
the following words occur—ei yap rkahas év rois flixois eipyras 75 Tov
evdalpora Biov elvar Tor ka7’ Gperjr GvepwddioTor k.r. . Hence Ben-
dixen (Bemerkungen sum swebenten Buch der Nicomachischen Etfik
Philolog. x. 199—210, 263—292) maintains that Aristotle must refer
to £. V. vii, because it is only in £, V. vii that the term dvepmddioros
occurs : consequently, that Z. V. vii is by Aristotle. Against this
view Spengel (Arzst. Stud. pp. 180 5qq.) has little difficulty in show-
ing that the reference in the Poirfics is not to the definition of 780
given in vii, but to the doctrine of £. V. i and x, according to
which eddaporia is évépyeca Yruyis kar’ dperqy Tehelav év Bip rehely cat
Tols €ktos dyafols ikavds kexopnymuéve, the term dvepmddroros being
employed to sum up what is there expressed by év Biop relelw and
Tois ekrds ayaflols ikavis kexopyynpéve—cf. L. V. 1. 10. 12 Ta 8¢ peydha
(vov druyppdrer) . . . épmodiler molhais évepyelas. See also Grant,
Lthics, Essay i. vol. i. pp. 55, 56.

+ Met., A is post-Aristotelian : see Rose, de 4wist. ibr. ord. ef aucior. p. 242,
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The &vepmwddioros évépyaa of wvii is, after all, not very different 1153 a. 15.

from the Teheiol be T E:I’Ep'}'f&ﬂlf 7 ndovn of E. V. x (4 5) ACCOI’dmg
to £ V. x pleasure perfects, or is the perfection of, an évépyeta—
supervenes upon it, or crowns it, as beauty crowns youth (x. 4. 8)—
without pleasure an évépyea is, in fact, drenjs—ialls short of the full
vitality which it is its radson d’éfre to realise. In the phraseclogy
of Z. V. vii, such an éwépyaa is ‘impeded,” ‘has not free play.

Pleasure is “the free play of a function’in £. V. vii; in A V. x :

it is “the perfection of a function.” As in Pol. A. g avepmddioros
takes the place of the réheaws of £. V. 1 in the statement of the
doctrine of etawperic, 50 in Z. V. vii it takes the place of the relewt
of £. N. x. 4. 6 in the statement of the doctrine of #8evy. Undue
importance has been attached to the difference between the dvepmd-
Sioros évépyeia §) ndovh of vil and the rehewi mjr vépyeta 5§ §Sory of
x, because the doctrine ey dv 7is fori) & doioror (vii. 13. 2), logically
necessitated by the former formula, has been thought to mark the
writer of vii as a ‘ hedonist,” I have tried to show (note on vii. r1.
1. 1152 b. 1) that his ethical position is substantially the same as
that of the writer of £. V. x. He differs merely in attempting to
do more with the term évépyaa, as a symbol of thought, than the
writer of £. /V. x attempts; and he perhaps sirains its use. He is,
in short, somewhat scholastic, but in no sense a ‘hedonist.” And,
as has been noticed above, he does not stand alone in identifying
wdorn and évépyera. The writer of Jfe. A. 4. 1072 b. 16 describes
God's life as évépyea, (o dpiory, and Hlovh, using these expressions
as interchangeable. It may perhaps be said that it is natural to
fall into a more scholastic use of terms in describing the life of
God than in describing the life of man, and that while M A. 7
is not inconsistent with Aristotelian principles, the present treatise
is, being ‘ hedonistic.’
¢ hedonism ' to identify the highest pleasure with the highest function.
¢ Hedonism * takes no account of the pleasure of action ; its highest
good is passive emjoyment. Aristotelianism—represented by the
writer of vii as well as by the writer of x—places pleasure in a

position of philosophical dignity which it does not occupy in any

other Greek school. As etdwpovia is Life—what a man does, not
what he receizes—so Pleasure is not mere relief, or even passive
| enjoyment, bt that whick sustains function—or, as the writer of vii
says more simply, ¢ &5 funciion.  So intimately is it bound up with
Life, that it is difficult to say which is chosen for the sake of which

u‘f

A\

To this we may answer—that it is noti—

5

b
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1153 a.15. (£. V. x. 4. 11). All living beings striving after fulness of life

T

according to their kinds, it is in the consciousness of successful
life—z. e. in pleasure—that, for man and the other animals, the
fulness of life is actually given. Life and Pleasure therefore cannot
be separated as outer and inner—

Natur hat weder Kern noch Schale:
Alles ist sie mit einem Male.

The high position thus assigned to Pleasure by the side of, or
rather in implication with, Life, or the Chief Good, marks the theory
contained in vii and x as one to be viewed in a practical, or moral,
rather than in a scientific lightt The question, as I have said,
which the theory sets iwelf to answer is (in spite of superficial
appearances to the contrary) not ‘ What is pleasure as a physio-
logical or psychological phenomenon?’ but ‘Is it good? And if
so, how?"—7. e. < What are the relations of the various pleasures to
the good life?’ Some of them doubtless hinder it; but others
again sustain and beighten it. The hedonists placed the wrong
pleasures—those of passive enjoyment—highest; the Platonists
unduly depreciated pleasure. To show, as against both schools,
that the pleasures of virtuous function, or Duty, crown life with
perfection, seems to me to be the object of the Aristotelian theory—
a practical, or moral, object, which is misrepresented by Mill when
he points out (truly enough) that the object of a scientific psychology
has not been attained—that no answer, or worse than no answer,
has been given to its question, ¢ Wha# s pleasure?’ Sec Mill, Kxam-

nation of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy, ch. 25. p. 486 : ¢ Aristoile’s

theory, which, as understood by our author, differs little from his
own, is presented by Sir W. Hamilton in the following words
(Lectures on Met. 1i. 452): “When a sense, for example, is in
perfect health, and it is presented with a suitable object of the most
perfect kind, there is elicited the most perfect energy, which at
every instant of its continuance is accompanied with pleasure ..
The same holds good with the function of Imagination, Thought,
&c. Pleasure is the concomitant in every case where powers and
objects are in themselves perfect, and between which there subsists
a suitable relation.” The conditions whereon upon this showing
pleasure depends are the healthiness of the sense, and the perfection
of the object presented to it. This is simply making the fact its

1 This is the theory of £. A x rather than of vii.
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-own theory. When is a sense in perfect health, and its object 1153 a. 15.

perfect? The function of a sense is twofold—as a source of
cognition and of feeling. If the perfection meant be in the function
of cognition, the doctrine that pleasure depends on this is mani-
festly erroneous: according to Sir W. Hamilton it is even the
reverse of the truth, for he holds that the knowledge given by an
act of sense and the feeling accompanying it are in an inverse
proportion to one another. Remains the supposition that the
perfection of which Aristotle spoke was perfection not in respect
of cognition but of feeling. It cannot, however, consist in acuteness
of feeling, for our acutest feelings are pains. What, then, con-
stitutes it? Pleasurableness of feeling: and the theory only tells
us that pleasure is the result of a pleasurable state of the sense and
a pleasure-giving quality in the object presented to it. 'Aristotle
and Sir W. Hamilton did not certainly state the doctrine to them-
selves in this manner; but they reduced it to this by affirming
pleasure or pain to depend on the perfect or imperfect action of
the sense, when there was no criterion of imperfect or perfect action
except that it produced pain or pleasure” Mill is perhaps right
in his contention that our scientific knowledge of the nature of
pleasure is not enriched by the statement that it is the concomitant
of perfect action” But as a protest against those who said “all
pleasure is evil’ and those who made passive enjoyment the end,
the statement is of great ethical importance. An interesting
account of the Platonic and Aristotelian theories of pleasure,
and notices of later theories, notably of Kant's, will be found
in Hamilton's Zectures on Met. Lect. 43. Kant's theory of pleasure
and pain is thus stated in his Awnthropologic § 60, as rendered by
Hamilton, Jef. ii. 472— Pleasure is the feeling of the furtherance
(Befdrderung), pain of the hindrance of life. Under pleasure is not
to be understood the feeling of life; for in pain we feel life no less
than in pleasure, nay perhaps even more strongly. In a state of
pain life appears long, in a state of pleasure it scems brief; it is
only, therefore, the feeling of promotion—the furtherance of life
which constitutes pleasure. On the other hand, it is not the mere
hindrance of life which constitutes pain ; the hindrance must not
only exist, it must be felt to exist.! ¢ These definitions of pleasure
and pain,” Hamilton observes, ‘are virtnally identical with those of
Aristotle, only far less clear and explicit.” But Kant’s theory soon
parts company from Aristotle’s, as may be seen from another passage
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1153 8. 15, in the Anthropologe, which, however, I quote to show that Kant,

though differing from Aristotle in Important respects, is.at one with
him in having a practical purpose to serve with his theory of
pleasure; and I would suggest that the Kantian theory of pleasure
is as likely to be misrepresented as the Aristotelian, if treated as
a coniribution to ¢ scientific psychology.’ The passage is given by
Hamilton (M. ii. 472) as follows—¢ If pleasure be a feeling of the
promotion of life, this presupposes a hindrance of life ; for there
can be no promotion if there be no foregoing hindrance to over-
come.  Since, therefore, the hindrance of life is pain, pleasure must
presuppose pain. ... When we cast our eyes on the progress of
things, we discover in ourselves a ceaseless tendency to escape from
our present state. To this we are compelled by a physical
stimulus. ., . But in the intellectual nature of man there is also
a stimulus which operates to the same end. In thought man is
always dissatisfied with the actual i he is ever looking forward from
the present to the future. . . . Man is urged on by a necessity of
his nature to go out of the present as a state of pain, in order to
find in the future one less irksome. Man thus finds himself in a
never-ceasing pain; and this is the spur for the activity of human
nature. Our lot is so cast that there is nothing enduring for us but
pain. . , . Pleasure is nothing positive ; it is only a liberation of
pain, and therefore only something negative, . . . It is certainly the
intention of Providence that by the alternation of pain we should
be urged on to activity. [Here Kant applies his theory; and its
significance lies in the practical application he makes of it, not in
the scientific meaning which may be extracted from the terms in
which it is couched.] No one can find pleasure in the continual
enjoyment of delichts ; these soon pall upon wus. . . . There is 1o
permanent pleasure to be reaped except in labour alone. . . . Labour
is irksome, labour has its annoyances, but these are fewer than those
we should experierice were we without labour. As man, therefore,
must seek even his recreation in toil itself, his life is at best one of
vexation and sorrow. ... Men think that it is ungrateful to the
Creator to say that it is the design of Providence to keep us in a
State of constant pain ; but this is a wise provision in order to urge
human nature on to exertion. Were our Jjoys permanent, we should
never undertake aught new. That life we may call happy which is
furnished with all the means by which pain can be overcome ; we
have, in fact, no other conception of human happiness.’
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A very different conception this of life and happiness, and of the
relation of pleasure to life and happiness, from Aristotle’s - my object,
however, is not to contrast the theories, as such, of Aristotle and
Kant, but to illustrate by another example the danger of taking a
theory of pleasure (and the remark applies to any particular theory
advanced by a great moralist in the construction of his ethjcal
System—e. g. to a theory of Conscience such as Cardinal Newman'’s,
or of Will such as Kants) out of the context of the ethical system
in which it is embedded, and of treating it as a contribution—
valoable or worthless—to ‘psychology” Thus Kant’s ¢ theory’
that ‘ pleasure is nothing positive” may be accepted as a valuable
psychological truth (as by Schopenhauer), and a whole system of
‘psychological truths* may be deduced (to the psychologist’s satis-
faction) from it ; or it may be rejected as ¢ psychologically unten-
able”  But plainly our view of it significance’ as that which belps
Kant to express, in yet another figure, his deepest thought in
presence of the problem of life, is not affected in the least by
the favourable or unfavourable verdict of ¢scientific psychology.’
Indeed, ¢ untenable psychology’ matters as little in Kant as unten-
able Ptolemaic cosmology in Milton. So with Atristotle’s theory of
pleasure. Mill’s criticism may effectually dispose of it, as abstracted
by Hamilton from its ethical context, and presented as a contribution
to psychology : but it is not a contribution to psychology. It is an
integral part of Aristotle’s theory of duty—¢The performance of duty,’
Aristotle tells us, * has its own pleasure, which ensures and perfects
the performance. All other pleasures are inferior (o this pleasure.
The ascetics who say that Pleasure is not good, and that we can do
our duty without aid from Pleasure, and the hedonists who say that
the pleasures of passive enjoyment are the only pleasures worth
seeking, are wrong.” Mill’s criticism misses all this.

@i 8¢ 1oi alofyriy dvepmidioror] 7o it is important to
substitute the term dveprddioroy for the term aloByripe, Tt goes
without saying that, being an évépyeca Yruyis, it is alofyri or realised
In consciousness: but unless it be dvepmidioras, it is not realised as
Pleasant. The term alobéveofa is wide enough, according to
Aristotelian usage, to cover the consciousness of thought, as well
as that of sensation. T therefore think that the Paraphrast goes
off on a wrong line here, when he says—j Yop & 1§ Gewpeir fdom)
ol éoriv alalyrs,

VOL. . R

1158 a.15.
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1153 2. 15.  Jokel 8¢ yéveais Tiow elvar, S kuplws dyafév] This refers not to are not, on this account (xard ye robre) bad in themselves— baiha 1158 a. 19,
the Platonists hitherto criticised, but probably to the Cyrenaics ; dmhis.
and yéveous must be here understood to mean the outrome or § 5] answers vii. 171, 4 €m épmodior G Ppoveiv ai fdoval, on the a. 20.

7, where it is laid down that every function
has its own (viceia) pleasure, which stimulates and perfects it, and
that if a function is good (as judged, we must assume, not by the
subjective standard of pleasurable feeling, but by the objective

restored, as the term was understood by the Platonists. The
hedonists here referred to maintain that Pleasure is really or
perfectly good (kupios dyadisv); hence that it cannot be a &, which
is only potentially or imperfectly good, but must be a yéveris—the standard of correspondence with environment) its pleasure is good.
realisation or operation of a &uws: ¢/ £. N.i. 7. 13 (quoted here by It is by thus connecting pleasure with function, or correspondence
Ramsauer) rijp kar’ évépyetar feréon KupLGTEpOY Yap aliry Bokel Aéyecbar. with environment, that Aristotelianism meets hedonism  and
Instead of the term yéveous, the writer suggests the term évépyeca as asceticism. It is to be observed that the writer here speaks of the
better fitted to signify ‘the operation of a &’ Rassow (Zorsch. p. &:s being impeded or stimulated by f8vi : whereas the writer of

100) reads mow for the =is of the MSS. after yéeous, on the ground £, N. x. 5 speaks consistently of the evépyea (distinguished by him
that the clause mentions a view which has not hitherto been h from the #dov;) being impeded or stimulated.

alluded to. His words are ‘ Diese Worte sind vollig um-'crstiin.dlich, ®povioes, as Grant remarks, is used here generically for * thought,
wenn man sie auf dic in dem vorhergehenden Satze bestrntterfe and not in the restricted sense given to it in Book vi,
Platonische Lehre bezieht. Man hat daher wohl mit Grant an die

operafion of a &, not the process by which a Zas is formed or A lines of £, V. x. 5. §§ 1

Cyrenaiker zu denken, Damit es aber erkennbar wird, dass man § 6] refers to vii. 11. 4 & réxvy obdepla fdoviis® kalror mav ayafiy a. 23.
i : : i Téxvns Epyov.

es mit einer neuen und noch nicht besprochenen Ansicht zu thun X¥ns epy

hat, ist wie ich glaube, das chne dies auffallige +is nach yéveoss in eiNdyws oupBBaxer] “is but natural’ (Peters): *is just what one & 24.

rwiv zu dndern.  Diese von mir schon, Observ. Crit. p. 28, vorge- : might expect to find.’ - Tépm is concerned with the ordering nbntie e

schlagene Aenderung ist von Bekker in der kleineren Ausgabe von conditions (ijs vwdpews éori) of a performance (&vépyeea), but not with

1861 [and by Susemihl and Bywater] aufgenommen worden. Der
Paraphrast, der die Stelle richtig erklirt, hat vielleicht Twriy gelesen :
yéveos ¢ €8ofé mow elvar fdov) fre Govro Ty Ndoviy efvar o Kuplws

the performance itself  See the Paraph. od8epia évépyea Téxms foTiv
droté\equa dAN& Ty pév Stvape ) réyvy, § 8 dvauts mpodyer Ty évépyeiav.
7 pev yap mwepi Ty kuBeprnriciy réywy airia eoti Tob Svacfu kuBeprin T4 B¢
Sivacbar kvBepviv airidy dore Tijs kard Ty kuBepwruaiy drepyelas.  So close
is the connexion between réxvn and ddvapus, that such réyvac as pTopury,
farpucy and Swhexre] are often simply called 8vwdpers. They are
the Surdpeis af perd Adyov of Met. o. 2. 1046 b. 1, which are said to
be concerned with contraries—«at af pév pera Néyov wacar rtow
éwariov ai adral. So long as alternatives are open—so long as
this possible arrangement, or that, may be preferred—so long as
preparations have to be made, réyun rules; but the result of these
preparations,—that for the sake of which they have been made,
when once it is realised, is something definite, which Txpm cannot
modify. Art may instruct 2 man how to hold his bow and point
his arrow straight for the mark; but the évépyeia of all this instrue-
tion—the flying arrow— has already escaped beyond the reach of
8.19.  7alm] mpds xprpariopdv. He means that both fdéa and fywewd art.  CF M. M. i. 10. 1208 b. 1 018 yiip dNNy éneoripn oddeuia 77w
may be bad kara oupfefineds—in some particular relation; but they Xenaw wapabidouw d\k Ty Ew. ; ‘ ey

- S .

dyadiv kai T dproror TH 8¢ kuplws dyalfov evépyewar eivarr évépyewar 8¢
- 3
kal yéveow pndey aAAfhov Sadépers 5 8¢ oUx oUTws ExeL.

.18, § 4. 10 aird kal 87i dyiewd o daila wpds XpnpoTiopde]
elliptical :=r0 aird xal ré & ytewvd elvar aida, ire Tyewd fma patha
7pds xppuariopdr.— To say that pleasures are had, because some
pleasant things are unhealthy, is like saying that healthy things are
bad, because some of them are bad, for money-making *: 7 the
Paraph. el ¢aihy Aéyerar § fdovy Gre Zwa 70éa vorddy, Eoovrar kal Th
Uytewd datha, 6L Tivd dytewd dumodaw lorara T¢ mwAovTely, 6Tt wolAov
Xpnpdrey éotly dvalericd. Peters, I think, is wrong with . . . is
like arguing that some things that are healthy are bad for money-
making." Itake ércina. 18, asina. 17, to mean, not #hat, but Zecause.

R 2
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kafrow kai krA.] We have here what the Ald. Schol. describes
as an &orass brought against the mpirasis—idovis olx éore Téxvn

_ advanced by the opponent. It is submitted that arts of pleasure

& 27

a. 28,

a. 30.

a. 31.

a. 35.

are popularly recognised. This &oracis however is obviously not
so seriously meant as the dvrurapdoracus (Ald. Sc.), or rejoinder,
contained in the first part of the §. The writer of AL M. ii. 7.
1206 a. 26 oddly omits entirely the weighty rejoinder obde yép
dNAns évepyeias obdeuas Téxm doriv, d\A& ijs Suvapews, and confines
himself to the captious fwerasis. His words are @\os v Adyos 8
obdepla moripm worel Hdoviy. Eori 8¢ ovBE TovTo dAnbés® ol yap demuo-
motol kai orechavorotol kal oi pvpeor Hdovfis elct momrikol.  alka Oy Tais
s entoripats ol €orer ) fdowy ds Téhos dANG ped HBovis Te Kail ovK
dvev fBoviis, Eorw ofv émoriun momrwcy ASovns. This is all that the
writer has to say in answer to the thesis olBepia émoriun motel
fbarnr,

§7.] ‘Most of the arguments, says Grant ad /oc, ‘against
pleasure ignore the distinction between different kinds of pleasures,
the one kind being of the nature of life, and the end, and therefore
good in themselves (§ 3); the other kind being connected with
inferior conditions of our nature, with pain, want, etc., and being
therefore only secondarily and accidentally good (§ 2). This latter
kind of pleasures, and excess in them, are made the ground of
reproaches against pleasure in general” S

7ov oddpora pedyewr]| se. ras jlovds.
d Onplo Swkew | se. tés Hoovds.

&m\ds] Fritzsche believes that this word has crept into the text
from a scholium; thus the Ald. Schol. has més dyafai fiTor dmhés
Kﬂi K'UP;@S.

T84S 'rma.d'mg] rig gy dmhis dyafds Par.

kol THv TobTwr dhuwlar & dpdvipos] se. Sidbrer. These words seem
to form a parenthesis. The ¢pdupos tries not to be pained by the
absence of these bodily pleasures. & yip Gpdupos rf dmovain v
coparikéy fdovdy Botherar py Avmeicbfar (Ald. Schol.).
fdoval kol Uﬁi#povos’] 7¢ yap Sikaly ndovi) €k 10 T4 Oikata wpdTTew
kai 1§ dvdpelp éx ToB T4 drpela, kal TG cdport ék ToU mpdrrew Th
aogpora Hlory ylverae (Ald. Schol.). CFA E.N, ii. 3. 1 6 pév yip

3 o Al - CO - ; .
dmexdpevos Tov owparikir ndordy kal alrg TolTm xolpwy copper.
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CHAPTER XIIIL

ARGUMENT.

That pain s evil and avoided (evil in itself, and as impeding function) s
admitted. Now, that whick is contrary to what is avoided (qua avoided and
evily s good. Pleasure therefore, as the contrary of pain (qQua avoided and evil),
is good—for therve is nothing in the argument of Spewsippus, that, as greafer,
thowugh contrary to less which #s uncqual, #s nof therefore equel, so pleasure.
though contrary to pain whick is evil; &s not therefore good.

As for the view that pleasure is the chief good—ihere & Horhing i the
circiemstance that some pleasierss ave bad fo prevent us holding il : nay, we
must kold i, 3f we define pleasure as ¢ wnimpeded function” ; for Hoppiness or
the chicf good is © highest and best functiony and i wonid not be “ highest and
best” if it weve  dmpeded’ : thus there will be o pleasuie, vis. © the highest and
best (sc. unimpeded) function, (other pleasures being bad, if yos like, in them-
selwes) which is identical with the chief good. This is why all men bind up
the idea of pleasure with that of Happiness: the notion of * perfect Junctian’
they naturally cannot sepavate from that of ¢ unimpeded function’ : hence the
importance attacked lo external prosperity—and fo the absence of all that * -
pedes® (for those whe maintain that Happiness is possitle in the midst of
toriures and great adversities, if only @ man s pirtitons, either infentionally ov
unintentionally say what is untruc) ; hence the identification wihich s made of
prosperity and Happiness by those who forget that even prosperity, when foo
great, * impedes’ as well as adversity.

The fact thet all creatures—beasts and men—jollow pleasire, pornts to it
being the chief good. If all do not follow the same pleasure, yei it ix pleasur
that they all follow—nay, perhaps at bottom the same pleasure, for they are alf
neembers of the one dinine systen.

The bodily © pleasures’ have apfroprioted the name, because all men experience
then, and many men krow no others. !

Furthery unléss pleasure, or funciion, be good, the * Happy Life' need ot be
< pleasant’—for pleasure 15 superfiuous, if not good—nay, the < Happy Life’
might even: be © patnful —for if pleaswre is not positivély good, then pais is nol
pesitively bad, but newtraly and there is ne reason for avoidinmg it.  Thues the
good man’s life need not be move * pleasant” than the bad nan’s.

§ 1. *ANNG phy 87 kal ) Ay kaxdy, dpoloyeitar, kal beukTOy . . . 1153 b.1.

dvdyxn oby Ty fBoriy dyalév T etvar] This is the second part of
the argument of Eudoxus given in ZL V. x. 2. 2.

f 8¢ 1§ mj pmodiorucq] The words as they stand cannot, I b. 2.

think, be translated otherwise than as they are translated by Peters
—* partly bad as in some sort an impediment to activity,” or by
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1153 b. 2. Stahr—¢ theils ist er (der Schmerz) es (ein Uebel), insofern er uns

irgendwie behindert":—r¢ = &umodiorich (s2. elvac) forming a single
expression in which =§ qualifies epmobioTing =* as hindering in some
way or other” But the balance of the clause requires f 8¢ rj, T
épmodigrucy (eivac)—° Pain is partly bad in itself (dmhas), partly bad
in relation to something else (7= -xard i) Ze. inasmuch as it
hinders good activities'—rg cpmodeoruay (elvar) being epexegetical of
#fi. 1 is frequently opposed to démés by Aristotle, but the Jndex
gives no instance of +¢ =5 where 73 alone would be sufficient. Of
course wj, like dmd\ae, or any such term, can be converted into a
substantive by means of the article; but this use of the article
would plainly be out of place here, where the meaning of e
Sormule mf is not explained, but the formula is used. The Para-
phrast seems to have read =7 m¢.  His version is—4 pév o aird
€0TL heurr), o5 1 éni opery A, i 8 mwh, bs 5 éni Cneia Tt Ny, s
Pevkry) €ore kard T, ére dumodider 75 dewpla.  Similarly the Ald, Schol.
i} 8¢ odx Eorw dmhds kakdv, AAAa m) Kakdy kai thevkrdy froc xads umo-
BioTery.

s yap Imedoumrmos k.r.\.] The best commentary on this obscurely
brief reference is Z. V. x. 2. 5, where the argument is given more
fully but without the name of Speusippus.

The Paraph. explains the present reference thus—ot yép # roi
Erevoinmov Mo kaf' fv énorduevos Aew emLyetper Toude Tow Aéyov gup-
Batver jj anfely.  dyal yip dme kafldrep 5 peilor kal 16 Pharroy vavria
éort 16 fow, kai ént Tév dperdw T4 map’ écdrepa évavria, Tév alrdy &
Tpomor kal tf) d\vmig duriceirar § §30m) kal Xiwn, § pév s peiloy § 5 Aimy
b5 ENaTToy" kat Eori i pév dhvmia dyaliv, 7 8¢ yidovy xal # Amy kaxdv,
oUros yap & Aéyos mavredds dbofds dorw aibert yép 5 pdary kakdy Soxel,
Similarly the Ald. Schol, Eeyer & Erelourmos Gt os 7o petlor apri-
Ketraw 7 eNdrrom kal TG tow, xkai 4 pév dipa frot o peilow kal Th
EXarror 3 xakd, TO 8¢ pégow frow 18 Yooy ayabor §, ofres kal 7 nBown

dvrikerar 1)) dhvnlg xat ; My, kat & pév dxpa ifrot i Nomy kat § fdows

elot kaxd, 76 8¢ péoov fro f dlvrla dyalor 7 :—7. e, Speusippus argued

that, “as greater and less are both contrary to equal, and therefore
both unequal, so pleasure and pain are both contrary to the
neutral state which is good, and therefore are both evil’ To this
the writer of x, and the present writer, reply—* Pleasure is #o# in
itself (émep) evil. We appeal to universal experience against you.
‘You make a wrong application of a useful formula (Somep 6 peitar
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[ = . 4.
T¢ ehdrrom kai 7§ ire - évavriov) to Pleasure: of E.N. x. 2. 51153b

Aéyovres Taira ol kaxds, ol piy éml ye TOV elpnpévoy &thfGOng.

The formula thus misapplied by Speusippus is given in Cat. 11.
13 b. 36, with the cawveat that it is applicable only wuliur: rfarrow
limits, évavriov 8¢ omw dyald pév €8 dvdykms xakdy !-rov-r:) 8¢ thm:
) «kafl Eagrov énaywyj oiev Uyelg véoos kal ﬁmmoo"w:r; a:?:xirr, sk‘;n
dvpela dethia® dpolws 8¢ kal émt Tév dAAwv. ey 8e 18 é:yr:t v
eoTw évavtlov 6Té 8é kakdy. 7i yip évBela kakd Svre 1) vrepPoly cno
Tioy kaxdv dv° dpolws B¢ kai 1) peodrns évavria éxarépe vioa, d-},‘ﬂ‘ﬂﬁvnearw"
ér’ Shiywr ¥ @v 78 Towiitor (BoL Tig' énmt O T ‘?r?\ﬁ:ﬂ"r(fllf del 7% xaxﬁ
™5 dyaboy évavriov éoriv. Speusippus neglected thej caution conveyec
in these words. On Speusippus see Grant, E¢kecs, Essay iii, vol. i.
pp- 217, 218, and Ritter and Preller, A4, }3}3:3. .§§ 289-294.
His theory of Pleasure is thus stated by Aul. Gell. ix. 5—Spen-
sippus, vetusque omnis Academia, vofupiafem et dolorem a’m{ mala
esse dicunt opposita inter se: bonum autem esse quod utriusque
medium foret.

’ - b 3 ! e b. 8.
of yap v doln 8mep koxdv T eivar Ty fdorfy] Grant says

‘ We are probably to understand ms, with the Pat:. and Schol.
Speusippus would have said that pleasure #s an ev1ii of. Eth. x.
2. 5. I am not sure that Grant is right Ihere. j Speusippus \\-oulcF
certainly have said that pleasure is an evil acmdentally—-proba,bl)-
he would have said that being evil is an ‘inseparablc? ar:f:tdcl:nt of
pleasure; but would he have said that it is esse?zfme"{y. evﬂ?. It
seems to me that the word émep (see next note) makes it posmble
to understand Speusippus as the subject of @afp—which is, of
course, what the run of the sentence naturally suggests.

dmep| ‘For no one would say (or, Speusim::us wguld‘not‘ szg)
that pleasure is 2z #fself and essenfially an E\"ll.’ ]E?.ustral‘m”s 1n~ 1s
note on £, V. vi. 4. 3 énei & i olkodoutky Téxwn tis <o, wal onep ks
ris pera Adyov mouricq explains correctly the lEC}]HlC&l -mefmmg ?f
drep—ro 8¢ Brep Spholy kelrar 16 vloiwdds karnyopelofar Tis osquo‘m_xq;
- oiw réxvr. See Alex. ad Zpp. dil. 1. 273 a. 14 ((,qu?tedA by Pon’ltz:
Jef. p. 1496. . v. on the use of 3mp) 7o 31Tfp”rm'rq: oD xup}ws: sc:'n
Snmherikdy, kal ¢ & mpoorefy b Gmep TH m-pfms‘_ el m;pmve:,'omv
dmep dvfpomos 6 kuplos dvfpemes. On which IBOHIFP: rem.arks—.
¢ excludit igitur pronomen &mep quaccunque rei accidunt, 1nclgdlt
‘unice ea quae in substantia, év 1¢ i éoTwr gjus, msunt\ e omm?ct)
eo (z.e. by émep) denotatur id ipsum quod res est, w6 =i eom, vel 3
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b. 7.

b. 8.

b. 9.
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abola rob mpdyparos.” Kupiws, or ‘essentially,’ being the fundamental
meaning of émep, the term is often used as synonymous with yévos,
asin 7op. iv. 1. 120 b. 23 oiire yip 5 yidv Smep hevkoy, didmep ol yévos
T Aevkor Tils xivos, off 1§ Yuxy dmep revodpevor ovuBélne & alrh
«wetofau: but this only, as Bonitz points out, and as is plain from
the terms of the passage just quoted 7bp. 120 b. 23, because 75
yevos Bolderar 16 Ti éori onpalver kai wpdTor broriferar Tév v 1
dpioud Aeyopévov Top. iv. 5. 142 b. 27.  Accordingly, with Waitz
(Organon, vol. i. p. 467) simply to say that émep and yévos are
synonymous is unduly to narrow the use of the former term, It
may be noted that the Ald. Schol. on the present passage narrows
the sense of émep in the way deprecated by Bonitz: his words
arc—ovdeis dv dain Ty 48owy elvar Smep xady, Frow bs &y yéver dudyeobar
T@ Kakg Kal eidos Tov kakoD THY Rdoviy elva. The Paraphrast brings
out the fundamental sense of the term better—oddeis yap dv ain riw
78ouy althy Smep ol kaxdy elvau.

§ 2. 7dpwerév 7] The MSS. have dpwordv 7, or dpiorév &,

The conclusion iy dv ris 480wy 6 dpiorov formulated in this §is
logically necessitated ({ows 8¢ kal dvayxaiov x.7.\.) by the identification
of 48ovy with évdpyera: but, as I have tried to show, it does not
involve any departure from Aristotelian principles, in the direction
of ¢ hedonism,’

domep kal émoripny Twe dvivy dodhay oboav] Cf M. M. ii 7.
1205 a. 3T dpolws & elol kat émoripar gatdat, ofor ai Bidravror @A)’
Suws o St ToiTo hatdov §) EmigThuy, AN dyabiv 16 yéve. But the
parallel drawn in the passage before us requires us to think of a
certain émoripy (pdosopia Ald. Schol.) not as merely good, but as
possibly the summum bonum. This is seen by the Paraph., who
says—xat yap molkdw daidor olodv dmornudy oldey kodder TS GpLoToy
elvas 7y émoripne,  If, then, a certain émoriuy is the dproror, how,
it may be asked, can a certain #80v4 also be the éproror?  Grant is
probably right in thinking that we need not take the parallel very
strictly: but the writer, if asked to defend the apparent inconsis-
tency, would not have much difficulty in doing so, for Bewpia is
#8or on his principles.

lows 8¢ . . . ToiTo § doriv q8orfy] It is only if unimpeded (&v 7
drepnddioros) that the yuyis evépyeta kar' aperiv, which we call
ebdawporvia, can be described as aiperardry : for, as he says below,
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obdepia dvépyaa Téheios dumodifopdm b. 16. If then eddaiporia, as 1153b.9.

rédetos and aiperwrdry, IS évépyea dvepmddioros, it is fdovy, for Hdovh has
been defined as évépyera dvepmddioros.

€0’ v machv &vépyeid domy edBapovia eite 4 Tivds adt@v] § mwds b. 10.

abréw is rightly explained by the Ald. Schol. as fewpla, for which he
refers to x (see Z. V. x. 8. B).

The Aristotelian doctrine of eldaporia does not, however, amount
to the exclusive acceptance of either of the alternatives here pre-
sented €@ . .. elre ... These alternatives mark rather two points
of view from which eBaipovia may be regarded. If it be regarded
as an &mdor eidos—as a life concretely realised, it presents itself as
the harmonious play of all human functions, intellectual, moral
and bodily—as the expression, in many ways, of the concrete unity
—mens sana in corpore sano. But since such a concrete result
cannot be produced or maintained without fewpia, or the organising
and regulative agency of Reason—is in fact nothing but the
material manifestation of @ewpla which is its Form, Law, otcia
dvev Uhps, OT =i %v eivar; and since the Form or Law 7 the thing,
philosophically considered (see Mel. Z. 6. 1031 a. 17 &aorov e ok
d\ho Bokel evar Tis éavrob ofolast kal v6 i fv elvar Néyerar ebar 1
éxdorov obela), it follows that eldacuovie, considered formally or
philosophically, is identified with fewpia its Form or Law, It is
especially in Z. IV, x that eldaiporia is so identified. But we must
be careful not to fall into a somewhat natural misunderstanding of
the language employed in such passages as Z. V. x. ch. 7 and
ch. 8. §§ 1-8, When the writer says (£. V. x. 8. § 8) éo7r’ fy dv 5
evbatporia Beopia Tis, he means that ebawovia jormally considered is
fewpia. He does not mean that if we look at the eldalpwr in the
concrete, we shall find that he is essentially a philosopher or man
of science, spending his whole life in the exercise of his intellectual
faculties, as such, in some department of knowledge: on the con-
trary, so to cultivate the intellect, as such, that the other powers of
the human ensemble are allowed to lie fallow, would imply, in the
writer’s opinion, a narrow and partial conception of life—would, ir}
fact, indicate the absence of the ‘ comprehensive view,” ¢ the survey,
‘ the regulative agency of reason,’ or fewpic in which ebdaporia
essentially consists.

We may say, then, that in the passage before us the clause €6
7) macav évépyad éomy ebdmporvia indicates the more concrete way of
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looking at the Happy Life, and the clause eire § mwés adrdw the
more formal philosophical way which sees it in its true nature : see
Met, Z. 6 quoted above, and of. Z.V. ix. 8. 6 &omep 8¢ kal méhis 18
KupdTaTor paAtar tvar Soxei vat wiy dA\o avarypa, oire kai dvfpwmos.
It is gud rafional that man so organises the exercise of all his
powers, intellectual, moral and bedily, as to be Happy: we may
therefore say that Happiness & an employment of Reason— ewpia
TS,

$athur odoby, el Eruyer, GmAds| ‘Even if most pleasures are
bad, and, if you like, bad in themselves.

810 mpoodeirar k.mh] Cff E.V.1. 8. 16, x. 8. 9. Fritzsche quotes
Cic. de Iz, ii. 6. 19 Aristoteles virtulls usum cum vitac perfectae
prosperitate coniunxit: and Alex. mepl Yuyis (8) p. 157 Ald.
describes edmpovia as ocvprhnpascts Tév dyabion.

dmws pd) dpmwoditmrar Tabra] The Ald. Schol. makes raira the
subject—drws rkal Tatta fro Td derds dyabd, dméyra iy wapepmodifwot
v evépyerav Tov ebdaipovos: bul it is better to take 6 ebBaiuwr as the
subject, and make ratra=rkard raira, ‘ in respect of body, or estate,
or fortune.

§ 8. mpoxulépevor| Zell quotes Cic. Zuse. v. g In eo libro quem
scripsit (Theopbrastus) de vita beata in quo multa disputat quam-
obrem is qui torqueatur qui crucietur beatus esse non possit. In
€0 etiam putatur dicere in rotam heatam vitam non escendere :
non usquam id quidem dicit omnino; sed quae dicit idem valent.
The rpeyds is described by the Schol. ap. Suidas as Eldwor v év &

’ L3 - B 3 ’
Seopotperor of oikéTar éxohdlorro.

$dororres| The Cynics. Thus Antisthenes #7r. 58 apud Mullach,
Ii. p. 284 adrdpkn yap miv dperip elvat mpds eddayoviap, pyndevds wpoodeo-
péuny 6mu pr) Swxparudys loytos (Diog. L. vil. 11-12).

§ 4. wpds yé:n ™y edbaiporviar & 3pos m’rrﬁg] ¢ For good fortune
can only be defined by its relation to happiness” (Peters). = vap
eivas 7ijs ebrvyias éotiv év 16 oupfdiiecbar wpos eddarpoviay (Paraph.).'

§ 5. kal 7 Sudxew ¥ dmovra x| The argument of Eudoxus
quoted in x. 2. 1.

$hpn k7N] Hesiod, &y. «at fp. 763. The second line continues
—mpifover Beds vu 1is ori kai airy. Here, as Stahr remarks, we
have the origin of vox populi vox Dei.
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§ 6. &AN’ &wel oby 7 aiml obte diois ol Edis 7 dpiomy ob7 Eomir 1153 b. 28,

obte Soket| ‘since however there is no one nature or state which
is, or is thought to be, the best for all, so neither do they all pursue
the same pleasure ...’ (Grant): mdow, necessary in the protasis,
is carelessly omitted, perhaps because the writer looked forward
to mavzes in the apodosis. i

aM\h& T obriy mdeto yip $loer Exer T Getov] If all pursue v. s2.

‘the same pleasure,’ it must be because they have ‘the same
nature’ fundamentally. In man this is w»ods, resulting in the
function of vdnois or fewpla, often characterised as ‘divine.” But the
same organising principle, which appears in man as vade, appears in
the irrational animals (and in plants) as a nisus impelling them to
purify the specific form, or eldos, from the incidents of individual
decay and death, and make it eternal in the race (see 4z 4. ii. 4.
4154, 29). While individual animals seem to live rara mdfos; for
themselves, and to satisfy merely their own immediate wants, there
is all the while at work within them ‘an eternal principle not
themselves * (feidv ), by which their behaviour is regulated in
conformity with a plan which includes all Nature : ék rowdrys dpyijs
Hprgrar 6 olpavds kat f does (Mel. A. 7. 1072 b. 13). The Aristo-
telian God is the abstract of all the various modes of the organising
nisus in Nature. He is described as évépyewa aidios—eternal func-
tion; and this eternal function is also said to be ndovq (Mef, A. 7.
1042 b. 16). Inasmuch, then, as the lives, or éépyear, of all
creatures are particular cases of this one évépyea didios, which is
5dory, all creatures may be said mjw alrjy Sibkew floryy.

Octor] Cf. de An. ii. 4. 415 a. 29, where it is said that living
creatures propagate their kinds fva 700 dei kal ot felov peréxwouw j
Stwavrat,

napaBdlhew els adrds] se. favrols according to Michelet: but b. 34,

the /ndex takes it intransitively=*¢ to pass over to’ ‘to incline to:
so the Ald. Schol. of wheioves mpds ris cwparikis pallor pémouat,

816 76 pdvag odv yvwpipous k7.\.] CF. the simile 47 M. ii. 4. 1205 b, 35,

b. 13 d\X’ of dokovres elvar Tiw GOoviy o omovdaiay, Temdvbuot ofor of
pi) eiddres T4 vékrap olovrar Tevs Beols olvoy mivew, kal olk efvar TouTou
ijdioy o0féy ToiTo waoyovoy Sut Tiv dyvotay' ofs Suoiov memdvfaowr of
wdoas Tas Hlovas yevéoets Pdorovres elvar kat otk dyafdv. S yap T py
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1153 b. 3B. eidévar adhas ydovas AN’ ) 1és oeparivis Tadras Te pav yevévers e oliras

kal pj) amovdaias dhws otk olovrar elvar Ty Hdoriy ayabiv.

1154a.1, §7. € py iBorhy ayabiv kal f évépyera] The subject is Hdows

xat 7 évépyen, and the predicate is dyafoy : so the Paraph. and Ald.
Schol. Susemihl and Ramsauer, on what appears to be weak MS.
authority, read e pgy 4 (Mb Qb Asp.) niovy) dyafov xai éuépyeia (I\‘Ib
seems to be the only authority for the omission of  before évépyea),
making dyaldér and évépyea both predicates.

CHAPTER XIV.

ARGUMENT.

Those who so discriminate between “ noble pleasiores* and © bodély pleasures,
as lo maintain that, while the former are good, the latter—for they are the in-
temperate man's pleasures —are not, must be ashed to explain why the pains
contrary fo these bodily pleaswres are bad. * Bad’ implies * good ! as its contrary.
The truth is that the bodily pleasures partake of the nature of the bodily states
and notions with which they are associated—states and motions which ave good
up lo @ cevtain point, but bad beyond that point ; for where a state or motion
cannot pass boyond the point of absolute perfection, the corresponding pleasure
does not admit of excess. Bodily pleasures are good, and necessary up to a
certain point ; bad as pursued (o excess by the intentperate man, who, it may be

Juerther observed, avoids, not excessize pain, but pain simply—notably the pain
which is opposed to excessive pleasure (i.e. the pain cawsed iy the absence of
excessive pleasurey—a pain which only intemperate people el f
Let us now try fo maks the lruth about the bodely pleasures more convincing
by showing how an ervoncons view about them has naturally recommended
séself.  The ervoncous view is that the bodily plensures are move desivable thar
other pleasures. " Why does this wiew recommend tself as true?  Becawss (x)
the excessive bodily pleasures banish pain: they are cagerly sought affer as
anodynes and vestoratives ; (2) becawse they are the only pleasures known
to infertor natures—and here we are veminded of what was mentioned above in
cho 12—ikat these are the two points—(1) ceriain Pleasures belong to bad
natieres, and (2} certain other pleasures are restorative of impaired natures—
which are brought forward by some to support the equally ervoneors vie Hhat
Pleasure @5 not good. Both views—that whick makes the bodify pleasures the
most desivable, and that whick maintains that pleasure is not good—ignore the
exeslence of pleasures whick do ot admit of excess and are ossociated with
no pains.  These pleasures are velated, not to things < pleasant per accidens "—
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yestoratives which set up recuperative activily tn the sound part of an z'mpm’:jzd
organ or stats—but lo fings ‘veally, or wnaturally, pleasant *_things whizh
call forth the function of an unimpaired ovgan or naluve. x

JF 75 becavse man is a composite and corruptibie being that the * accidental
Pleasures'—the © pleasures of change’—play such a large part in fxs’s_ fife ; ‘rriz
pure nature of God, in the performance of its one wnchanging junciion, eijoys
elernally one pure pleasure. ;

§ 1.] Fritzsche and Grant point out that ‘Eudemus’ here - dis- 1154 2. 8.

cusses 3 subject (¢ untouched by Aristotle ’—Grant? which he had
proposed to himself in his first book—viz. Z. Z. 1. 5. 1216 a’. 30
rovrav & § pév wepl T cdpara kai Tas drolaioets Hdov), kal Tis Kai '.-'mm.lﬂs,-
ylverar, kat 8el ivow, olk ddyhoy, Gor o Tives ol 8t g‘qre‘iv\ m’n:de, GM\’
& qurrelvovat o mpos etdawporviay §) py kal whs ovvrelvovor kai TOTEgOY &
el mpoadyew T¢ Gip kahds Hdonds, Talras (2 e. vds a'm;m'n_xcis), det ‘17.{):}(76‘(‘?.':
rew, § Totrow iy E\Nov Tivd Tpdmow dvdyxn kowevel' Erepar & elolv floval
3¢ s eohbyws olovrar Tov ebdalpova (G §3éws kal pij povor d\imes® dAA&

o 3 il
?T(P}. _ﬂé‘l" roﬂrwv UTTEQOV €T LIFRETTEOV.

§ 2. 81& 7{ odv k.7.\.] Aspasius, the Paraph., and the Ald. Schol. a. 10.

seem to connect this question more closely with émioxenvéop a. 8 than
Bekker, Sus. and Byw., with their full stop after dxélaoros a. 1o, do.
¢ Those who say that bodily pleasures are not good, must _be
prepared to meet the question—why then are t’;he contrary pains
bad? Surely dad involves good as its contrary. Aspasius Pas——
rols & TadTa Aéyovaw émokentéoy, Sui ¢ af évavrioe Nwas pnxﬁqfrm; thi
Paraph. has—dnopfioete 8 dv 75, e s fdova ayabal eloe kai a{pe’i:m,
Twés 8¢ pabhar, dorep al cwparwat mept ds & dxdhaoros, S i 1?&0".';! ?\w:r}
poxfnpd éort kal evkrs Sel yap iy pév ér.rawlfav Tats &yaﬂixig‘qac‘lmas
Nomgy movnpdy elvar, Tijp 8¢ rals Pathass évavriav ayabny kukg yap smf--
riow dyabéy e 8¢ kai afiy ) M movypd, 86Seer by Tis cwparias 1‘380:;'(.19
dyabdv ewar.  Similarly the Ald. Schol—mahw émamopei 7is 2 .’mv
al cwparicat jéoval ot kaxai, Aelmerar dpa TO €vavriov fTot Tas Rvn:ar
dyaboy elvar Mo Sre ai coparwal dovai ok elot kakal, GAN oa’:&‘e‘ iupw:s
dyabal, EAN ofres eloty dyabal ds pi kakal kal bs dvaykaiat, kal G7i v
Xpeia TovTwy i’u’pe'r:' . . . €répa Mats firis kal kpeirrav §) doir ai cepare-
xat fHloval dyafal péxpr vwds.  Grant understands rots Aeyover 2. 9 to
be “that section of the Platonists referred to above ch. 11. § 3 7ois
¥ Znas pev etvar, ai 8¢ wohhat pavdar” Ramsauer follows Grant: 1
agree with Grant and Ramsauer against Zell and (appa.ren?ly)
Fritzsche, who understand #npir with 7ois Aéyovew. The writer
having discussed the xalal 7dovai of the edSaipwr goes on as he (7)
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1154 5.10. promised (Z. E. i. 5. 1216 2. 30) toexamine the coparcal §Soval : and

he recommends those who say roundly that they are bad to consider
their nature a little more carefully. If they are bad, as they say,
then how are the contrary pains also bad? The truth is that it is
only in excess that the bodily pleasures are bad.

2.12. ol dvaykelar] 7 ¢ ai coparal: ¢f. vil. 4. 2. The Ald. Schol. has

a. 13:;

a. 18,

draykaiar 8¢ elor 78 olpperpa mord kai cirla,

Of the two suggestions introduced by # (a. 11 and a. 13), the latter
gives the writer’s opinion. The bodily pleasures are not merely
negatively good—¢good in the sense in which the absence of evil
is good’; but positively good up 1o a ceriain point, beyond which,
however, they become bad.

@y pév yop Eewr kol kwhoewr] ofow ris ews Tijs Bewpnrinie brep-
Bo\y) otk Egrev (Ald. Schol)); and the same may be said of any dpers,
as such : its notion involves definite form, and excludes excess or
the negation of form. C£ £. N. ii. 6. 20 aappociims kat dvipelas ot
éoriy UmepBoly kal EANeis Sk vd TH péoov elvai mas dxpoy . . . Ghas
yap of6 imepBoXije kal Aetrews peadrys Eoriv, olire peodryros VrepSoAs}
kai EXNeyrs.

dvavtios § . . . Budkorre Ty bmepBoliiv]| ¢ But with pain the case
is reversed : not merely the excess of pain, but pain generally is to
be avoided; for the opposite of excessive pleasure is- not painful
except to the man who pursues the excess’ (Peters).  Similarly
Stahr—¢ Entgegengesetzt ist es mit dem Schmerz, denn hier flieht
der Mensch nicht das Uebermass, sondern den Schmerz tiberhaupt ;
der Schmerz ist nimlich nicht das dem Uebermasse Entgegen-
gesetzte, ausser fiir den, der dem Uebermasse nachtrachtet.

Grant, after translating to the same effect, adds—¢ This argu-
ment goes to prove that bodily pleasure is, in itself, good ; only
when in excess is it eviL On the other hand, all pain is evil
Pleasure and pain, then, are opposite terms, the one being goad,
and the other evil. To make the doctrine of Speusippus (ch. 13.
§ 1) hold good, it would be necessary to make pain and the excess
of pleasure opposite terms. But they are not so, except perhaps
in the mind of the intemperate man, who thinks that the only
alternative is between excessive pleasure and a painful sensation,’
Fritzsche has— Contra se res habet in dolore: nam hujus non
fugimus quod nimium est: sed hunc fugimus in universum.
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; 1s.
Itaque contraria sunt dolor, qua dolor est, et voluptas, qua voluptas 1154 a.

ua nimia est. ;

esi&ﬁi:r:}ing to these interpretations (whi.ch agree substannallg
with those of the Ald. Schol., Zell, and N[l(‘,he{et), Tis under{st?o’
is the subject of dedye a. 19. 1T thinﬁ that & daihos a. 16 (:o at:;:;
asros) is the subject : see note on vii. 4. 3. 1148 a. 7. This Jsd__
view of the Paraphrast, whose comment seems t\o me very g’co ;
"Ocar Toivur SrepBdihovat 7o déov dathal eime, a:ai Kara fav:‘ﬂs o‘ wc‘o)m'mai
o, kal 6 deparns' kard Tas 8¢ évavrias Noma s‘!axd?‘\aofo’s ot ﬂ'fpt 'ra:[s UT-'EfI
Bohikds dorw, dAA& s pév dmepBaidoloas r;Boms" 8!&)Kft, 'ruf BG, p’mpus‘
Nmas pedyerr dore avepdv éme Tals ﬁrrep,?a?t‘]\ovu"a:s ?Eav::us‘ ai w‘ 1‘:9
dkoldare dvrikeipevar Mmar oty UmepSohixat G:u'l;v, r:)l)u‘z ;.x_s'rpufu, Kal :‘19
oblels &v Giyor Tdv omovdaiwy, bt ovdé Aimat e’urw' cf?\?\a i B:meovﬂ; ﬂ;i:r
ImepBoiy Tow ndovar dhyewdy Sokel TO perpiws kai Kerd Adyor c:'vraui“
xphoacfa.  The pathres is assumed tc.a err both 1.n his pursuit o
pleasure and in his avoidance of pain. The .unnat.ural contragy
which he sets up to excessive pleasure—the pain which those who
pursue moderate pleasures do not feel at all—helps S to a’ppr‘eaafe
the moral difference—ignored by of Aéyovres pij etvae ayaflas i
owpartkds 5dovds—between the excessive and the moderate pursuit
of bodily pleasures.

ipetds i i ins a. 22.
§ 8. ’Emel . . . aiperdrepar] The apodosis of this sentence begi

with dore a. 25.

706 eddous] The view that the bodily pleasures are better than a. 23.

those of the évépyeiar xar’ dperfiv. That the latter are better than
the bodily pleasures is raky8é which the writei: seeks to\co{rro‘fioratt.}
by pointing out how 7o YeiSos came to be !aeh?ved-—ﬁw i (jmwr)‘rrm
ai coparikai nooval afperdrepar. * This section,’ as Grant says, ‘no
longer deals with the opinion of the P].atomsts [Ra:msauer . {ergo;
neously supposes that it does] that bodily plc:-a.sure is an evil, 611.
takes up another question already partly anticipated ch. 13. § :
namely, How is the valgar error to be accounted for, which gw(;s;
so much prominence to physical pleasure in the scale of pleasu:-cs A
—+7.e. this § returns to the eAqpact Ty Tol dvdpares khnpovopiay ai
coparikai pdoval k. T\, of 13. § 6.

; tnerd ;2. 30.
§4. & 0 mapd 1O evartiov daivesBar] sc. aiperds, suggested by 2 3

r
Sibkovrar. < They seem good by contrast.

xal od owoudaioy . . , o omouduiar] These words, suspected by a. 31.
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Zell, are bracketed by Ramsauer, as interrupting the flow of the
argument ; Ramsauer says—* et quae ante ista praecedunt, et quae
insequuntur, eo spectant ut intellegatur dut =i Sudkovron af coparai :
haec vero ipsa fere in contrariam sententiam disputata sunt ére raw
soparkey Eveka 7 jior) GAws davhy elvac doxei. Nec dubito equidem
quin e medio tollenda sint” Grant observes—¢ This paragraph
reverts parenthetically to the opinion of the Platonists’ I am
inclined to take the paragraph as the writer’s parenthesis suggested
by the mention of larpeia immediately preceding. &wmep elpyrac
a. 32 refers to ch. 12. § 1, and the 8/o raira a. 31 are (1) bre ab pév
pavins kT, 2. 32, and (2) ai & larpeiar évbeots a. 34. Ramsauer,
I think, does injustice to the writer of the paragraph, when he
accuses him of saying, first, that there are /wo reasons, and then
enumerating fhree, viz. (3) ai 8¢ ovpBaivevor reheovpévor b, 1. The
words at 8¢ oupBalvever reheovudvey merely expand what is said of
the farpelar in the sentence immediately preceding, and do not
introduce a third class of pleasures: see Coraes ad /o af 8¢
larpelats Gpotar téy ey old alrar orovSaiar Soxolew elvar Sidrr rob
evbeots eloly dvamdnphoes . . . al yip rorairar mhjpaces gupBalvovor
Tois TeNewupevors, Tourdore Tols dmd Tis evdelas els Ty TMpece wpotatat
kal ot Tols TeTeAetwpcirvars L,

Admitting, then, that the paragraph is parenthetical and very
loosely attaclied to the context, I think the connexion of the writer’s
thought may be satisfactorily traced as follows—* Bodily pleasures,
though inferior, are sought after more than other pleasures. Why ?
Because they are good remedies of pain by reason of their exces-
sive character. And, in passing, it is interesting to observe, that
the very qualities which recommend them to the vulgar—their
excessive character (in the gatig ¢ioes). and their suitableness as
remedies, are seized upon by certain theorists, mentioned before,
to establish the sweeping gencralisation that Pleasure is not good.’

ol & larpeion [61] &deols| Bywaters omission of ér: removes
a great difficulty : but how ére got into the MSS. (and I do not
think that we can be sure that it was not in the MS. used by
Aspasius) still remains a difficulty.

éew] to be in a natural state (&is).

' Bywater (Contrib, p. 58), taking this view of the position of al 52 gup-
Baivovar, suggests & for 8¢,
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reheoupdvav] CF. Vil 12. 3 xat 7édos ob magdy érepdy 7o, dMha 7év <ls 1154 b. 1.

. ; e S
Y Telemuiy ayousvay Tis Purews,

§ 5. &n] The argument, broken by the parenthesis xal od owou- b. 2.

daloy 2. 3T . . . b. 2 orovddiw, is now resumed.

8iyas] Zell, Coraes, Michelet, and Grant take this meta- b.3.

phorically, of artificially produced desires generally, emtorevasra
émbupia as they are called by the Paraph. Fritzsche follows the
Ald. Schol. in taking the word Hter&]ly—ﬁou)\rﬁxewc mivew O GAnRS TS
fuépas éoblovow dpvpd Twa Wa Sulndrepor olte yivavrar. S0 also
Aspasius. I am inclined to think that it ought to be taken
literally, as a special example (introduced by yotv) of the length
of p3 Surdpevor Eas xaipew will go in the pursuit of EXCG.SSIVB
pleasures. Perhaps, however, rwds is against the literal inter-
pretation,

aPhaBeis| Not 8iyras mapackevdfoat, but nlovas mapaorevalwot.

odre ydp xrA.] This clause explains ¢athor : so, Aspasius.

b. 4.
b. 5.

6 Te pydérepov ... daolv] The mere absence of pleasure is b. 6.

painful to many men by reason of their temperament (3uz 7ijv doow:
the reference is chiefly o the pedayxohwol mijp dicw about to be
mentioned): for * physiology’ teaches us that Life is a continual
struggle, to the pain of which we become accustomed : some of us,
however, so imperfectly that when the pleasure, which generally
aids ‘custom’ in deadening pain, is absent, we feel this absence
of pleasure (which to perfectly regulated or *accustomed’ minds
ought to be a neutral state)} positively painful, 7 ¢ we become
aware again of the fundamental pain of Life, which has been I%ept
beneath the level of consciousness by the aid which pleasure gives
to imperfect ¢ custom.” Aspasius ascribes the aphorism del wovei To
{dov to Anaxagoras.

o

§ 6. & pév mf vebrqm . . . dowep ol olvwpdvor Sudkewrar] Grant b. 9.

appositely quotes Goethe's

Trunken miissen wir alle sein;

Jugend ist Trunkenheit ohne Wein.
He refers to Probl xxx. ch. 1 (A. 953) as the best commentary
on the present passage. There ‘a frequent comparison is made
between the effects of wine, youth, and the melanchely (or bilious)
temperament, in preducing desire. . .. The principle of a#fgas in

VOL. 1L s
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e

b. 18.

b. 19,

258 BOOK VII: CHAP. 14: §§ 6-7.

youth is represented as producing the same results as the hun'.lgurs
(upds o pedayxohikds—i Tis pedatvns xolis kpaois) in the bilious
temperament.’

The account which the Ald. Schol. gives of the operation of the
pélawa xo)j in arousing desire is as follows: of 8¢ pehayyohikol kard
i Piaw . . . Exovae Tip xolijy Beppordrny odoav, currépws karavakic-
kovgar T8 v T yaotpi Bphpara, kel Wa py Tis yacrpds kevwdelons
Suaxatoy wdvra évréobua 1§ oAy 1§ pehawa Sil 7o piy Exew Erepdy TL KaTay-
aXivkew, O1a Tobro Beirai dei © pelayyohixds laTpelew iTo &mr?\-rlrpaﬁy
Bpopdrer Ty yoaoTépa avrob. On the pehayyohwoi see note on Vil
7.8, b. 25.

3 7 &varrio kat 7 Tuxoboe] Aspasius (156. 16 Heylbut) has the
following comment—xai ov *Avafaydpay alridrar Oebpacros év "Hi-
xois Aéyov dre efehadver #8ovi) Nomqy if ye évavrln, ofoy 3 dmd Tol mivew TV
drd Tob dwpiw, kal 7 Tuxedca, TovréoTw fms odv dv ely loxvpd, doTe
Ciore meivay éfehatver kai dofjs Hdovf), drav dopacw §j d\lews oy

dkotiopact Staepdrras xaipwpuer,

axéhaoroL kol dadlor yivorren] Tt is natural to suppose that of
pekayxohol are specially intended : but it is possible, with Aspasius
(kal Bt rabra dxdhaoros yivovrar dvdporor), to understand the remark
generally,

§ 7. Tov $ioer §Béwr] See note on i. 8. 11.

780 Soel elvar] so. o larpelesfar:  the restoration itself seems
pleasant” (Peters).

dloer " 7déa, & mowel wpafw THS Toifode dloews| Those things
which effect dvam\Mjpeots, OF 76 larpelecbar, are pleasant indirectly—
i.e. relatively to the nature which is being restored: this nature must
have a sound part left in it (rod dmopcvovros iytods: ¢f. imoloimou
vii. 12. 2), otherwise it could not be restored at all. But those
things which stimulate the functions of a completely sound nature
(riis Towtode Pioews) are in themselves pleasant—as the Paraph.
puts it Ppioe G fica o & dvamlypolvra Ty Evdeay Tig proews, AL i
mowivra mpafw alris oid €oTL TA Bewpyrd: Tehetolor yap Tis Yuxis TV
évépyeiav. Ramsauer gives the correct meaning of ris ToLdoBe
Plorews—* quae talis est qualis est, nec corrupta nec egens.” Peters
has an instructive note here, which I take the liberty of quoting—
¢T am sick and take medicine, hungry and take food (which seems

BOOK VII: CHAP. 14: §§ 7, 8. 259

to be here included under medicine) ; but neither the drug nor the 1154 b. 20.

food can of themselves cure me and restore the balance of my
system—they must be assimilated (for the body is not like a jar
that can be filled merely by pouring water from another jar), 7.e.
part of my system must remain in its normal state and operate in
its normal manner. But this operation, this évépyea 7ijs kart diow
éfews, is pleasure (by the definition given above 12. 3), and in
ignorance of the process we transfer the pleasure to the medicine
and call it pleasant. The weakness of this account is that it
overlooks the fact that, though the medicine cannot itself cure
without the operation of tijs kard ¢piow éfews, yet on the other hand
this &&s, this faculty, cannot operate in this manner without this
stimulus ; so that there seems to be no reason why the medicine,
as setting up an e‘vs’pyﬂa Ths Kara (i)ﬁu’w ¢fews, should not itself be
called ¢ioe 780, But the whole passage rests on the assumption
that there can be activity without stimulus, 7 e without want—an
assumption which has become inconceivable to us.

It is perhaps true that, on the whole, Aristotelianism takes too
little account of sémulus, where the higher functions are concerned :
but I think that the present passage, with its ¢ioes 8¢, & moiel
wpakw Ths Towaebe Picems, cannot be said to ignore it. Té Pvse
nbéa constitute the environment with which the healthy organism
corresponds; T& kard ovpBeByids f8éa, Or T larpedorra, are the
circumstances in which an impaired, but not ruined organism,
recovers its health,

§ 8. ph &nMy] 10 oteberov of £ V. x. 7.8, In man’s composite
nature the principle of Form asserts itself with difficulty against
Matter. Noyaus, the purest expression of this principle, cannot be
long kept up, for it is soon checked, and the pleasure attending it
destroyed, by the resistance of the material part of his nature.
Before végots can be resumed, and its attendant pleasure experi-
enced again, the material resistance must have had time to subside
—matter must have its own way, for a while, and be allowed its
own pleasure. Thus the life of the individual man is broken up
into short periods of wdyees, properly so called, alternating with
times during which the material vehicle asserts itself on its own
account: and this experience of the individual is paralleled, on
a great scale, in the life of the race, the specific form of which is
not realised in one immortal individual, but asserts itself, more or

s2

b. 21.



260 BOOK VII:. CHAP. 14: § 8.

1154 b. 21. less perfectly, for a short time in the adults of one generalion, is

b. 28,

b. 27.

eclipsed by their decay and death, regains force in their young
descendants, and again asserts itself, more or less perfectly, in these
when they reach adult age. But God is not thus discrete, like the
higher moments of man, or the individuals of a species. He is
continuous—¢oy kai aidv aweyis xal didos vrdpyer 79 Oeg (Mel. A.
7- o572 b. zg). His nature is damij; it is évépyeta dvev durduens—
Form not confronted by Matter—Form #n sself; always actually
achieved, not again and again to be imposed, by fatiguing efforts,
upon to Sexrikdr. His #dowy therefore is émg. Thus, the contrast
between the immutability of God, as pure Form, and the muta-
bility of the individual man, as compounded of Form and Matter,
is the burden of the closing sentences of this treatise on Pleasure.
But we must remember that Aristotelianism does not really ac-
quiesce in this contrast. Man has—if I may venture to use the
expression—ahis eternal and immutable moments—the moments of
winois which he enjoys, when his Form—God's Form—asserts
itself victoriously in his Matter. These moments have immeasur-
able worth and dignity—=8taywoy) 8¢ doriv ofa e i) apiory pxpdy ypbrov
quiv (Mef. A. 4. 1072 b. 14): or, as Alexander (Met. p. 641 ed.

Bonitz) says (in a passage which shows how easily Auristotle’s .

theology lends itself to neo-Platonic doctrine)—é fuérepos vots Suvd-
pee dy & vonzd, Sray ék s dxpas Emiothuns kal Ths dyav ebfwias évepyeln
yéprae T vonrd, Tére (Gpev i dpioTyy kai pakapiwrdroy kai wdons
ndorijs eméxewa (wiy, fric Adyo péy eorw dveppvevtos, ywookerar 8¢ Tois

70 pakdproy Tovti wabotoe wdfos.

Srar & todly . . . T mparrdpevor| imdy intransitive—*And when
the two elements are balanced, the result appears neither painful
nor pleasant’ (Grant). The Paraph. (followed by Coraes, Michelet,
and Fritzsche) is wrong in thinking that the * balance’ mentioned,
is the dudvoca of the virtuous character, in which reason rules, and
sense cheerfully obeys. The actions of the virtuous character are
pleasant, not neutral. The writer is thinking rather of the effect
which custom has in dulling the pleasure and pain of acts: see
above § 5, b. 6.

dkwnolas] God, or évépyea dvev Suvdpews, is described as axivnrov
in Met. A, 4. 1072 2. 25 Zo7e 10 & ob kwotpevoy ruwel, Giblov kai oboia
kai évépyeta oboa . .. Eome T Kwoby abrd dkivpror b évepyein 8v. The
First Cause of the motion of material things in space is not itself
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1073 a. 3 forw ovolu didws kal diiviros, kel xeyopiouévm v alclyriv

. . péyebos oty évdéyerar Eyew vabry Ty obolay, AN ducpns  kai
adiaiperis éoruw, Cf Mel T. 8. 1012 b. 28 avdyky T0 bu peraBdilew
(2. e. dviyxn 8v 7o elvae € Tt peraBédne Bonitz, p. 217} & Twos pap els Te
7 peraBoly.  dA\& piv oddé mdvra fipeuel 7 kweiral more, dei 8 oudért
€oTe ydp 7o & del kel Ta kiwolpeva, Kal TO FOEHTOY KoY aKivTor alio.

When we are told that the eternal energy of this immaterial
Principle is Pleasure—don) 4 évépyera rotrov (Mef. A. 4. 1052 b. 16)
—we must ask no questions. The language is not that of science,
but of poetry. As poetry we must accept also the words before
us here (vii. 14. 8), notwithstanding that they begin with a ¢ where-
fore '—8ub 6 Beds det plav xai dmhiy xaiper néovyy b 26.

xai 93orl] palov év fpeule éoriv | & xwioe] because the
purest fdovs) is that of Bewpyricy évépyea, or winows, and the voyriv
(with which »rojoes is identical) is a fixed intelligible system, as
distinguished from the fluctvating crowd of sensible particulars.
Thus in An. Post. fi. 19. T00 a. 6 & kab\ov (the object of winots)
is said fipepoar & 1 Yuxj: andin de An. 1. 3. 407 a. 32 we read—
7 vénois Eowey Npepfioer Twi kui émordoe pa\lov §) kutoe: cf: also
E.N. x. 4. §§ 1—4, where it is shown that #8ovs is &\or i, and
therefore not a ximowis. Equally irreconcilable with its being a
wivnoes, or being év xwioer, is the doctrine of this Book that it is
dvepmobioros évépyaa, or perfect function ; for xhmews is always in
itself imperfect: ¢t Phys. iil. 2. 201 b. 31 7 re &imots évépyera pév

7is etvat Sokel, drehns OF.

- motion, and is not .dtself a material thing in space: Me/ A, %.1154b. 27.

peraBol 8¢ wdvrwv yhuxi| Eur. Orest. 234, who has peraSons b.2s.

mdvrer yhukd, Bywater restores yluxd to the text here, The MSS,

have yAvkiraror, "

7 deomérn] Rassow (Forsch. p. ror) argues that 5 must be
either expunged or changed into fudv: deopéry is the predicate—
‘As the bad man is changeable, so our nature, being neither simple
nor good, needs change” If we retain #, then mougpd must be
understood as predicate to the subject 4 ¢lows 4 Scopévn perafBodis,
and the clause od yip amhj ot émeixis (= &a movnplav rwd) is
superfluous.

§ 9.] Probably the work of an editor.

b. 30.

rs

b.s2.
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BOOK FIII.

e

Inlroductory Note.] The space given to ¢ihia in the Lthics is
very large, and doubtless indicates by its extent the importance of
the subject to Aristotle’s moral system .. It must be remembered,
however, that Aristotle’s ¢uie is a wider term than Lriendship, and
that, although the latter is discussed at considerable length, these
two Books treat also of other subjects under the general head of
Gikia,

The width of the field covered by the treatise may be estimated
from the range of the two questions propounded respecting duhia.
These are (1) What is its Natural History ? and (2) What may be
done with it in the interests of the Higher Life? As discussing
the first of these questions the treatise amounts to “an enquiry
concerning the Principles of Sociology ’; as discussing the second
question it is ‘an Essay in the Metaphysic of Ethics.’

Examining the Natural History of ¢ea, Aristotle finds that there
are various forms of it, all more or less obvious phases of that
gregarious instinct, to which, rather than to a perception of the
advantages of co-operation and division of labour, socicty owes its
origin and its maintenance—see Pol. iii. 4. 1278 b. 20 Pioer pév
omw ¢ dvbpwnos (Pov mohiriedr.  81d kal pndiy Bedpevor Tis map’ dAAjAaw
Bondeias otk &\arrov dpéyovrar Tov culiv' od iy al\é kal T6 Kows
aupcpépor ouvdyst, kaf Goov énBiNhe pépos éxdoTe oD (v kalas. :

The earliest form of the gregarious instinct in man, as in the
lower animals, ‘is that natural affection, or oropyn, which unites
parents and offspring, and generally those closely related by blood.

' 1 do not wish to commit myself to Grant's view (Ztkics, vol. ii. P 249)
that “nothing is more clear than that [the present treatise on Friendship] was
wiitten to form a part of Aristotle’s work on Ethics’; but 1 readily admit that
it might have been, so far as subject and treatment are concerned. At any rate
if originally an independent treatise among Aristotle’s meralia, it soon had z;'
defnite position assigned to it immediately after the Bocks on the dperai
depacia, and flovyy. It must be assumed, I take it, that the writer of thé
£, E. found it in this position.
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‘H gvyyerec) ¢uhin (Viil. 12. 2) is the primitive pdéa.  As the Family
grows into the Village, and Villages are organised into the City,
persons more and more distantly akin are thrown together, and
find pleasure and advantage in association. The aggregales so
produced not only crystallise, as wholes, into political forms
{(Baoela, aporoxparia, Tepoxpare) which retain traces of the original
family relationships, but the individuals composing the aggregates
contract, as individuals, mutual relations in which either social
pleasure or private advantage is the more prominent feature.
Where social pleasure is the more prominent feature the mutual
relation is called éraowy ¢udia (Vill. 5. 3); where private ad-
vantage, § ¢hia f S 18 xphowoev, Aristotle’s method is thus to
generalise the notion of ¢ia, Not only is there érawpucy gedia, but
there are also cvyyerud) dukia, mohericy dhla (ix. 6. 2), and § $uhia 3
it 76 yprowpor (viil. 3. 1—4). Two men become friends, or enter
into a business contract, not only or principally because they now

- agree, as individuals, to be friends, or to make this particular

bargain, but essentially because they are members of a social order
or community which was constituted and is held together by
fellow-feeling—Dby époroia or mohirwe) Gudia. Tolwy ¢ulia in its
turn may be traced back to ouyyenn) ¢ia—the natural affection
binding together parents and offspring, and kinsmen generally ;
while ovyyeru ¢dudia itself touches the First Principle of Nature,
being the consciousness of that endeavour afier 6 del kal 70 Beioy,
which Aristotle recognises as guowararor in all creatures. Contract
and the division of labour, effecting public and private advantage
(ro xonouysor, & guudépor), can operate only among persons who
already occupy the status of members of an established community,

and feel confidence in one another. The expression 5 ¢uhin 7 &id |

6 xpieor marks Arvistotle’s recognition of the truth that the

_individual cannot secure his own private advantage except in so |

far as he is the ¢ios of those with whom he deals. HHe cannot
secure his own advantage in a state of ‘ war of every man against
every other.” Men are naturally ‘friendly’ to one another, and
therefore secure advantages to themselves by fair dealing, not by
plunder and murder, The thought of the private advantage
which he buys reacts upon a man’s ¢ fiiendly’ feelings, and gives
these the colour described by Aristotle in his account of 5 ¢ia 5
8t TO xprowor: yet, save in a society ultimately held together by
“friendly * feelings, private advantage could not be bought at all.
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The rules of Justice express the various ways in which my
advantage may be reconciled with yours in such a society. Justice,
as a habit of the mind, is a preparedness to act according to rules
which are established to secure the good of the community, and,
through it, the good of its individual members. But the existence
of such rules, and of the preparedness to observe them, imply that,
on the whole, the good of the community is desired, although indi-
vidual members may be often tempted to disregard it. In other
words, there would be no Swawstey without ¢ukia. &ia, which is
7 Tob au{ﬁv mpoaipeats (Pol. iii. 5. 1280 b. 39), is the individual’s
fnferest in 16 ko oupépor, and 6 xowj cmw;;cpop is the standard
of justlce—see Pol. iii. 4. 12%9 a. 17 doat pEr molerelar 7o Koy
avpépor oromotow, abrar pév dpbal Tuyydvovew oloar karé TS Gmhés
3:’:(&501‘.

From one point of view, then, Aristotle’s treatise mepi edias is
‘an Enquiry concerning the Principles of Sociology,” containing, as
it"dees, his whole theory of the natural evolution of the State with
its political forms and institutions, its rules of universal and parti-
cular justice, its economic laws, and its various associations for
pleasure, business, and culture.

From another point of view, however, this treatise is ‘an Essay
in the Metaphysic of Ethics” The end or final cause of the social
evolution which has been traced is the friendship between good
men. This beautiful relationship is the highest product of social
life. In it the chief end of man—~fewpnriy evépyeia—Iis most fully
realised. Each friend sees in the other a ¢ second self’ in whom
he can ¢ contemplate’ the law of excellence more clearly and con-
tinuously than he can do if he regards it only in himself,

One recognises in this view of friendship the influence of Plato’s
doctrine of duadexricy. In the conversation (Sahéyecbar) of sym-
pathetic friends, Plato held, the truth is touched, as it can be in no
other way. Néyous is called forth, and the Idea of the Good is seen.
Similarly, Aristotle’s Perfect Friendship is a Dialectic (like Plato’s
Dialectic, the last product of culture) by which a few virtuous and
fortunate men in each generation are enabled to see the Chief End
(what Eudemus calls 6 oxomds § 7is kaloxayabias) more clearly, and

keep it in view more continuously than their contemporaries. It is
for the sake of these * dialecticians’ that the City exists.
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CHAPTER I

ARGUMENT.

We must next discuss Friendship, for if is a vivtue, or involves vivtue:
mareener, it 1s wecessary as a means to soctal life: without it the rick conld not
preserve mm’ se their wealth, or the fowerful their influence : 4t s the refuge
of foverty and misfortune ; vt guides the inexperience of youth, and succownrs the
wweakness of old age; ¢ Two fogeiker’ are belfer than one in thought and action.
But when we say that © it i5 necessary as a means’ 1o social fife. we do ot i
Ply that itis a means arbitrarily or ariificially selected:—it is natural to man :
it appears in the natural affection which éxists between parent and offspring
(the lower animals also exhibit this kind of * friendskip®) ; men of the same
race are naturally friendly—unay, men as men are naturally friendly to one
another, as we see when strangers meet on a journey. Friendship, in short, is
the bond of society.  The lowgiver thinks it niove important than Justice. If
the citizens be merely just that is not enough ; they must be well-disposed to one
another, and of one mind. I they are this, they will be just fo one anolher in
the highest semse.

So much for the * necessity " of Friendship. But it is not only necessary as a
migans to soctal life. It is also an end beantiful in #lself.

Many views haze been put forth about i,  Some people say that it is* simi-
larity, and guote* Birds of a feather. But others appose this vicw with * Rival
Poiters]  Then, there are those who go deeper, explaining Friendship in con-
sexion with some theory of ‘ the nature of things” Thus Euripides speaks of
¢ Parched egrth in love with vainy sy, and Heraclitus tells us that * Strife is
parent of all’: others again, as Empedocies, maintain that * Like seeks ltke!

We shall sot folloze those who thas carry the enguiry back fo the ultimate
Cnature of things! It is the " nature of man’ that we are concerned with—
man's feclings and dispositions : and the questions whickh we shall ask are these
—* Can ail men be Jriends, or can bad men not be friends 2’ and “Is there only
ane species of Fricndship, or are there several species?’  Those who maintain
that thers is only one species, becanse there are degrees of friendship, are misiaken
i their inference © in passing along @ series of qualitative distinctions. i.e. of
specics, we anay ar the same time be aware of paralicl quantitative dijferences.

§§ 1-5.] These sections suggest the chief points in Aristotle’s 1155 a. 3.

account of ¢uiie. Friendship is necessary to rich and poor, young
and old. Without it life would be impossible ; and, even if possible,
not worth living (§§ 1, 2). It subsists naturally between parents
and children, among the lower animals, as among men (§ 3). It is
the bond which holds society together, and, as such, is the basis of
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a. 14,

a. 15,

a. 17.

a. 26.
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human society (representing, as it does, the force which, originating
in the family, caused the evolution of society), but it is also xakdy
(§ 5). The higher life requires what may be called the Dialectic of
Friendship.

§ 1. &oru ydp dper Tis 7 per dperijs| pihia in the wide acceptation
of the term is not itself an dpers : it is that sense of being a member
of the body politic without which the individual could not have the
various dpered included under the general designation of § é\y Sikato-
ot But  redefa ¢iNia (viil. 3. 6), in which the communis sensus
is displayed in the most eminent way, may be described as dper
mis—and also as per’ dperijs, because it manifests itself in association
with rekela dpersj. Of course the disposition described in iv. 6 is not
alluded to here.

§ 2. Bonbelas] So Sus. and Byw. instead of Bonfei preferred by
Bekker. The weight of MS. authority is in favour of Benfeias, which
ig given by Kb, Lb, Ob, Cambr., NC, CCC, B!, B?; but the con-
struction suffers. Perhaps we ought to read Benfeir and make it
depend on olovrae, the subject of Bonéeiv being rots pikovs.

adv te 85 dpgopévw] 7. x. 224,

§ 8. mpds 7 yeyewnuévor 1¢ yewfoart. kai] om. Kb, which,
however, reads mpés 76 yemwioar ré yempberre. Ald. and CCC margin
(hand, I think, which wrote the text) agree with Kb in giving ré
yewioav ¢ yevvpbévre (they omit mpds before 76 yewriioar), but read
the words omitted by Kb—(CCC omits the first mpds in line 17).
All other authorities, it would seem, omit the words {kal) mpos 76
vemdioar 1@ yevenbfévri. Susemihl brackets them.

§ 4. kol ¢lhwr pév Svrav oddév Bel dukaroodims, dikoror § drres
wpoodéortar ¢pihias, kal T@r Sikaiwy 10 pdhiota dihikdy elvar Boket |
When men are friends, no pressure is required to make them act
justly towards each other; they rather vie with each other in
beneficence. Indeed, mere pressure could never succeed, in the
long run, in making men act justly. Friendly feeling made men
invent the rules of justice at first, and must always be present if
they are to be applied rightly ; for to be applied rightly, just rules
must be eguitably applied, and equity, which is the perfection of
justice (rév 8waiwy r6 pikiora), involves friendship (dkecsy elvar Boket)
and fellow-feeling (¢f. vi. 11. T émewés 70 Exew mepl éma ovyyvipm).

BOOK VIII: CHAP.1: § 4, 5. 267

It is better, with Zell, Coraes, Fritzsche, Grant, and Peters, thus 1155 a. 26.

to understand ré» Skalor 76 pdhiora of 7 émewes (of. E. V. v. 10. 2
Talrdy dpa Sixawov kai émiewés, kal duchoir omovdalow dvrow kpeitToy TO
emewés, and vi. 11. 2, quoted by Peters, 7a yap emews cowa tav
dyaliow dmdvrov oty év vo mpos @Mhov), than, with Aspasius, Lambinus,
and Gifanius, of & moherikdv Sikatov. Aspasius writes—moAh& yap
€ty rot Sikaiov, kabdmep ENéxfn év Tols mept Sixatorivys, olov T moNirikdy
xat T warpikdy, kat O Seoworikey' Totrev 8¢ 6 pdkiora Sikady éoTe TO
molirikdy, Gmep Opowdy Ti éort T Pk’ kar' lodmra ydp doTe Tow
xowerdy. Aristolle has, indeed, just used the words Zowe 8¢ xal ras
wokets ouvéxew 5 guhia, but we are not therefore obliged to identify
rar Owatey 70 pdlioTa With 70 mohiror Sikatov. Indeed, to do so
would be to make Aristotle merely repeat himself; whereas, if we
understand him to refer to 7o émewés, something is added to what
has been said. He begins § 4 by pointing out generally that Justice
in the State—that system of »éuo: which we call & molirior dlcawv—
was produced and is upheld by ¢ia or dudvora: he ends it by
intimating that the highest manifestation of this justice—the appli-
cation of the general rule in its spirit and not in its fetter to the
particular case—rd émecés, involves a special degree of ¢hia, or
fellow-feeling, elsewhere called ovypvépy—E. V. vi. 11, 1 7ov yap
eriewh pdhiord Gaper elvat cUyyrepovkoy, kal émteikés T Exetr wepl Fuia
gvyyrounv. It is only the continued working in us of the consti-
tutive principle of fellow-feeling which can preserve the habit of
justice against our inclination to take too formal a view of the rights
of others, and to make too much of our own rights; and he realises
best the spirit of justice (rév dwaiwr 6 pd\wra) who, from regard
for others (¢ikia or ovyyvduy), often declines to press his own strict
rights—Z. V. v. 10. 8 6 piy axpiedixatos émi 7o yeipov aAN’ éNarTwrikds,
aimep Exwy Tov vépoy Bonbdv, emiewns éoTi

§ 5. od pdvov B’ draykaidy éotiv dAN& kat kakdv] ¢ This is repeat-
ing in other words that friendship is dper mes” (Grant). Fritzsche
ad lpe. quotes E. IV, iil. 7. 2 76 kahdv téhos tijs dperfis. The clause
robs yap gopiovs (T, Lb Ald, and CCC read ¢eogpihous, other
authorities ¢ilovs) érawoiiper adds a reason for regarding ¢die as
an dperp: ¢f. BV 1 13. 1q 7w Eewr B¢ Tas émarveTas dperds Aéyouer.
On the opposition between draykaior (that which is materially
necessary) and keAov (the beautiful result) see notes on viii. 12. 7
and ix. 11. 1.

L8

&,

28.
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11 o " L 1 % A '
55 .31, Kol €ru Tols abrods olovrar dvdpas dyabods elvar kal dihovs| Bek-

3. 32.

b. 2.

ker reads xat &no: for kai & with Mb, T, Cambr.,, and NC. Peters
tfd 2‘0{', compares Rep. 334 didos pév 3, bs fowe, rolre ¢ Adye 6
dyabos Errar, éxbpds §¢ 6 wormpés 5 vai.

§ 6. drapdioyrelrar x.r.h.] Taken from Plato, Zysis 214 sqq.:
'iee the notes of Zell and Grant. Both quotations—és alel rév 6;40%0:!
iyet Beds s v Spotow (Odys. xvil. 218), and kat kepapeds kepapei koréet xai
timﬁf)s. @08 | kai raxds rroxe (Hes. Zoy. kal fu. 25), occur in the pas-
sage in the Lysis. In A2 M. L. 11. 1208 b. g the proverb xohows mapa
xodetdr ifdvee is given. Ramsauer is of opinion that Aristotle, who
uses mor{ NOt wapd, has in view another and an older proverb than
that given by the writer of the A2 44. It is to be noted, however
that' LY reads map, and OY wmapd. In £ £ vii. 1. 12 3"- a. 8 (th;
parallel passage) mapd is the reading. {

drdrepor kal Puaikdrepor] ¢ duowas (yreiv etiam per se utrumque
valet: tum ita disputare ut ad rei veritatem penetretur opp. imprim.
?;n)mc&r, tum ita ut naturalia in quaestionem vocentur opp. e.g.
7uas’ (Ramsauer ad Joc.). ¢ Others go deeper into these questions
and into the causes of the phenomena’ (Peters).

Duowds émfyreiv, as opposed 1o Aoywds émprein, is to in-
vestigate a subject in a concrete way with special reference to
proximate causes; while Xoywds émiyrev is to investigate it in
Fine light of general formal principles: see de Gen. e? Co:':'zaﬁ.
L. g: 335 b. 25 sgq., where $uawdTepor Néyerw means to state the
efficient cause—el 8¢ rip S\ 1is Piioee yewiv Sid Ty xivyow PuTtki-
50 pev dv Néyow tav otre Neydvrev (i.e. than those who make the
etﬁq ’cau'ses of yévears and Popd) 78 ydp d\hotoiw xak 16 peTacynpariloy
:uﬂmrsp‘ov Tf ToU yevvdy, Kkat ev bramw eldbaper Toiro Méyew 10 mowiy, dpolws
€v Te Tais Puoer kal €v Tois dmo Téxms, & dv § kwnrwdr.  Cf. de Coelo 283
b. 17 duows 8¢ kal ) kabédov aromodou (see also note on . V. i.
3 4, b. 23). But in the passage before us the special opposition
is rather that between ré guowas émlyrelv and o Jfikds milyreiv, as
may be seen from the words with which § 7 opens. The resuft is
that here ¢ duowas émlyrey, ‘bringing in,” as Grant says, ‘the
analogies of the whole of nature,” is, as contrasted with the ﬁar,rower
ethical enquiry, indistinguishable from 6 Aoywas kai keféhov emoxo-
meiv. Hence the Paraphrast ad Joc—rb pév odv dvdyew ov Adyop eis

xabfohikol i vs Ad i o oS TE
tous Twas kal Graikovs Adyovs, kai (yrelv dnhds wds T4 dvavria Téw
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évavrioy éplerar, kai Ta Spoa Ty Spoiov, ofk Eorw olkeloy The mapolons 1185 b. 3.

oxéews. Cmuokelrdpeda 8¢ Soa pbuns Exerar Ths avfporims Pioews.
The special meaning which ¢vowdérepor has in the present passage
is illustrated by the neighbouring dwérepov: see fnd. Arist. s.v. dvo—
“in serie notionum dw dicuntur quae magis sunt universales.’

There is no reference by name to Heraclitus or Empedocles
in the passage Lys. 214, 215. But o/t Sympos. 187 A 1o & ydp
Pnot [‘derf?\ﬁ:rog] Stacpepdpevoy aird abrd Evpcépeobar, brmep apuoviay
réov 7e kat Mpas. See Bywater, Herackiti Eph. Relig. Fr. 45 and
46. Perhaps the idea in 7o dorifovr oupgpépov is that of things
rubbed against each other iill they become smooth and fit well
together, as, for example, the structures of organic beings modified
in relation to one another in the course of the struggle for exist-
ence—rde rav Sadepdrrov kalMeryy dppoviar (juncturam) kai wavra
car’ Epw yiveabar—see Origin of Spectes, ch. 3 “The structure of
every organic being is related in the most essential, yet often
hidden manner to that of all the other organic beings with which
it comes into competition for food or residence, or from which
it has to escape, or on which it preys. This is obvious in the
structure of the teeth and talons of the tiger, and in that of the
legs and claws of the parasite which clings to the hair of the
tiger's body.” Herodotus, however, nses 78 dvrifovy, without any
suggestion of its derivation from £éw, to mean simply ‘opposition.”
Heraclitus probably uses it in the same way.

According to Empedocles ¢dms is the principle of unification
and order, veios of disintegration (see Ritter and Preller, Hist.
Phil. § 170)—

kal Tadr d\Ndooovra Stapmepis odBapd Aiyer,
d\hore pév Gikdrnre ouvepxdper els & dravra,
dhore & ab Bly Ekaora Qopelpeva veikeos Exler.

His ‘like loves like’ principle is illustrated by an anecdote in
E. E.vii. 1. 1235 2. 11, repeated as follows in A7 M. ii. 11, 1208 b,
IT gaciy 8 kal kvvds moTe del kafevdotons émt Tijs abris kepapidos,
épwrnbévra Tov "Epmedorhéa, Bia 7l more # Kkiww éml Tis alris repapifos
abelder, elmeiy &ri éxeL TL T xepapide potov % kbwr, bs Sk 16 Sputoy
T kvva (horr@oar.

The words quoted from Euripides belong to a fragment pre-
served by Athenaeus (xiil. 599), and Stobaeus (Fel. L. g. 1. 208).
It appears in Dindorf’s Poetae Scenzci as I'r. 8go—ddnlov dpduaros.
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1155b.11.  § 7. wérepor & whou yiverar ¢l 7 ody oldv Te poxBnpods dvras

b. 13.

$idous elvar] This question, as Grant points out, is started in .

the Zysis 214 D rofro rolvuw alvirrovrat, ds éuct doxolow, & Erdipe,
0i 70 Bpowoy T4 Spoley Gikov Aéyovres, bs & dyalds 16 dyabd wivos ud
jratoy 7§ Spoly yovres, s 6 dyabbs 1 dyaly pdvos pivg
Pilos, 6 O¢ kaxds ofic’ dyadd olre xuxg obdémore els a\nfy udiav Epyerat,
Aristotle’s answer is conveyed in viil. 4. 2 & 8oviy pév ofy kai Sud
70 xprotpor xai aihovs éudéyerar Pilavs dXNAhors elvar k@l Snicikeis
dathots kai pnderepor émopoty, 8 alrods 8¢ dphor dre povovs  Tovs

’ ;' -
dyafots' of pip xaxsi od yaipovow éavrois, € 11 Tis Gpédea ylvorro.

ol pév ydp & oldpevor . .. ompelw]| Michelet says—* contendunt
unam tantum speciem amicitiae esse, quia quae quantitate tantum
differunt (émdéyerar ro pa\ov kai 5 frrov), qualitate vel genere
diversa esse non possint ; quantitate autem diversas esse amicitias,
quia, ut dicit Aspasius, pa\ker upév éorwv § Tév dyabow, frrov 8¢ 4
vav movqpey. Hoc argumentum refutat Aristoteles optimo jure,
dicens hanc quantitatis differentiam aliam etiam qualitatem et
speciem efficere, cum nihil impediat quominus diversae species
ita inter se distinguantur ut altera sit amplificatio, altera deminutio
(Béxerar yap 76 pd\dov kal 70 frrov kal & érepa v¢ eider).  Michelet's
‘hanc quantitatis differentiam aliam etiam qualitatem et speciem
efficere’ is hardly to the point here. It cannot be said that the
three species of Friendship distinguished by Aristotle (viii. 3. 1)
are constituted by mere differences of degree. There are pro-
found qualitative differences between the dyabés, the 586, and the
xpiowor (viii. 2. 1). But these are all poyrd, and this general at-
tribute may enter in various degrees into the specific forms, although
the degree in which it enters into a given form has nothing to
do with the specific differentiation of that form from another form.
The friendship for pleasure differs qualitatively from the friendship
for the good, because the good differs qualitatively from pleasure ;
but nevertheless we can say that the friendship for pleasure is
less friendship than that for the good. The specific character-
istics make it an #nferdor form, just as those of the ape place
him beneath man.  0f & olduevor forget that it is possible fosk
to distinguish species, and to arrange those species so as to cxhibit
the quantitative variation of a given quality throughout the series
of species taken as a whole. That however m pd\low xal frroy
is not itself eldomordy is shown by Pul i. 5. 1259 b..32 kaféhov
&) 1007 éoriv Emigkentéon meph dpyxopévov Pioe kal dpyovres, wirepoy
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3 abry) dperdy ) érépa. € pév ydp 8¢l ducporépovs peréxew ralokayabias, 1155 b.13.

Sih 1t Thw pév dpyew Béov dv v 8¢ dpyecbar kabimal; obdE yap ’r@
pa\hev kat frrov oidy e Stadpépery 7O pév yip 3px€crﬂ'm. Kat (’ip?(sw e;?i.ea
Siapéper, 70 8¢ pahov kal frrar otdér. The species of Friendship
are like the various dperal, which are specifically distinct, and y;t
may be compared with one another in respect of Lhe‘ degree in
which they conduce to the Noble Life: thus dvpela is more of
a virtue than edrpamelia, but it is not this more which differentiates
them specifically: or, to take the Paraphrast’s example—ij ydp odoia
xal 70 cvpBeSnrds Erepa dvra T eiler, 6 pakhop kai TO jrToV émiBeyovrar

3 b » N o
ot yap dpoles eloiv dvra.

elonrar & Owip abrdv Eumpoofey] The commentators refer us b.15.

to E. V. il. 8, where the fmepBo)g and @\ enfrs opposed to a virtue
are presented as specifically distinct from it altheulgh .the_v are
only the amplification or diminution of the mdfes which Is held in
moderation by the virtue: sce Michelet ad Joc. Aspasius, not
finding any passage in the Z. V. exactly answering to the present
reference, suggests—eowe 8¢ elpiiofar év rols éxmemTaxdor Tdv Nexopa-
xetor. But the view of Grant and Ramsauer (supported‘apparent}y
by Sus.) that the words eipprac, . . §umpocfer are spurious seems
to be correct; for omép alréy must be equivalent to wept Tob
émibéxecfar T5 pa\hov kai firrov kal vé érepa v etder, while wepl alrév
in the next line (b. 17) refers to z& rijs ¢udéas i8y: and further,
as Ramsauer points out, #mép airéw = mept adrdv is unusual in the
Ethics: see BEucken #ber den Sprachgelrauch des Arist— die
Praepositionen, p. 45— Im allgemeinen nun ist d.ie:s (fmép = mepl
with gen.) bei Aristoteles nicht hiufig, in einigen Schriften und zwar

in der Ethik?, Rhetorik und Topik findet es sich &fter als in

den andern.” It is to be noted that in the M. A and RAel ad
Alex. $mép = mepi with gen. is almost universal: see [nd. Arist.
and Eucken, o.c. p. 47.

1 The six passages in which it does occur in the Z.V. (see note on iii. 3. 2
and add iv. 2. 4 to the passages there quoted) are, wiﬂ} the exception of the
second, short connecting clauses which might have been inserted by an editor.
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b. 18.

b. 21,

BOOK VII: CHAP. 2: §§ 1, 2.

15
=3
v )

'CHAPTER 1L

ARGUMENT.

But this question as fo whether there ave several species of Friendship may be
seftied by reference 1o the oljects of Friendship—i.e. the things whick occasion if.
Now these are three—zihe good, the pleasant, and the pseful—the first two being
ends for the sake of which the thivd is chosen as means., The good or pleasant
thus lpved as an end by @ particelar individual is what that particular indi-
vidnal thinks good or pleasant for himself. FWhat ke thinks good or pleasant
Jor kimself may or may not be really good or pleasant—that is another question
whickh does pot heve concern us. .

The term < Fricndship’ is not applied to the affection whick we may have for
@ lifeless object : for a lifeless object cannof vetrrn qffection, and we do wot wich
s pood for wfs own sake; ay we wish the good of our fricrd for his own sake.
Where, however, the person whose good we thus wish does nol recitrocaie, our
Seeling towards him is well-wnishing rather than Friendship : for Friendship is
recigrocal well-wishing—or, more accurately, reciprocal well-wishing of which
the parties are aware: for A wight wish well {o B whom fe had never seen,
and B wight wish well to A, and yet each be ignorant of how ke is vegarded by
the other. In that case A and B wowld not be friends, but merely well-
wishers,

§ 1. wepi abrdv] mepl riw tis Pelias eldor.

$uhnrév] The author of M. A7, (ii. 11. 1208 b. 37) distinguishes
between o pdyrdr which is ro dmhas dyadér and ré Ppyréor which
is 70 airg dyafdr. Similarly 7é Bevknrdr is 70 &m\ée, and 76 Bou-
Anréor 18 ékdore dyafiv. Cf. K. N. iii. 4: as there the omovdaios
wishes 76 kar’ d\jfetav dyadév, so in the treatise on dudle, he loves
that which is dmAds dyafdv—human nature as a rational system.

The dyafidv and the §8% are loved as ends while the Xpioepor
is only a means—as the Paraphrast says xpfowe ¢dnrd éome & mpés
ta Soxolvra fiéa kat dyali Pépes,

§ 2.] Three objects of love are distinguished in this section:
(1) rdyafler, (2) 5 bv abrd dyabiy, (3) 70 gawduevor airg dyabiv.
See the Paraph. ad /e, dore drhos pév duikyréy 16 dyabdy éore muo
d€ Pihnror 76 TLow dyaldyt Pawdpevoy 8¢ iknroy 16 Bokotr Tioiy Gyalbiv
ebvar.  The words dpoiws 8¢ kal mepl 6 70 imply that a similar
threefold division obtains also where 6 ¢prdr is 76 #50. Ramsauer
compares vil, 12, 1 ai pév dnhds datdar rwi & o3 AN alperal
T@de . . . ai & odd’ fdoval, aAA& paivorrar.
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The ¢anrér is always something that is good or pleasant for 1155 b. 21.

a man, or which he thinks good or pleasant. For the good man
that is good and pleasant which is really so, being absolutely
suitable to human nature as a rational system. Such a man
comprehends life as a system, and calls things good and pleasant
only in virtue of their occupying their fit places in the great
whole; the inferior man follows his ¢avrasia, which gives him
partial and abstracted views. Things are good and pleasant
for him because they satisfy a self which is isolated in its own
sense and imagination. In the good man the matter of sense
and imagination has received that form which is Reason, and
there is no longer any discrepancy between & am\és dyafér and
76 abr dyaldy, as cavragia presents the latter. ®avracla has
become the vehicle of Reason, and no longer abstracts 5 airg
ayafdy, but presents it concretely as an aspect of & dahas ayabiy—
sub specie acternifatis. The good man sees clearly that obe fore
76 abrol €0 dvev oikovopias old dveu mohtrelas (E N, vi. 8, 4), and
that the mpaxrids Bios itself is for the sake of the Gewpprucds Bios.

éxdoTe B 0 ékdoTy| 7 6. ékdor pnriv vd ékdore dyabéy.

Swoioel 8 0idér Zorar ydp T8 dihnrdr dawdpevor] This will make b. 26.

no difference to our position—it is not aliered by the substitution
of 6 pawdperov dyaloy Phoioe for 70 dyabéy podoc: indeed b
dyabéy is always given as =0 dawdperor dyabiv.

§ 8. 7puov & Svrov] I think that Spengel (Arist. Stud. E. N, b. 27.

p. 215), followed by Susemihl, is right in reading & here.

8 &] KP omits 8¢, which is accordingly bracketed by Ramsauer.
But the omission seems to be a mere blunder: ¢f. 8 & r raw
elpnuévev at the end of § 4. The & & are the dyaféy, 785, and

Xprotpov.

ékeive| Byw., éxelvow codd. : ékefvo is ¢ the particular dj-vyor that b. 20.

happens to interest the man’— Byw. (Contributions, p. 59), who
refers to Jnd. Arist. 166> 61 for the construction—*dat. after,
verbal substantive BotAnos.

olvy] Fritzsche and Grant compare Zysis 212 D—oi8" dpa -
mol elgw, obs v ol Trmot pi) dvmip\eow, ohdé Gihdprvyes, old alf

pihéruvés ye kal pihewor, k.. N. The writer of the M. . (i rr:

_1208 b. 27) denies the possibility of friendship between men and
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gods—&or ydp, @s olorrar, PNia xai mpos Bedw kal 7& Afuya, ok
dpbbs. v yip Pikiav évraitld aper eva of lore 7S arripiheiobar,
7 8 mpds beby Pihia odre dvripideiofar Séyerar, ofif Shos 6 Guhelr.
dromor yip b ety e Tis Galy ke riv Ala,

Tods 8¢ Bouhopérovs . . . NavBdrovsar ;] IT' A wishes good to B
for B's sake, but B does not reciprocate, A is said to be ‘ well-
disposed ” to B—not to be B’s “friend ” ; for the notion of ‘friends’
is that of two persons reciprocally well-disposed towards each
other. This definition, however, is not complete—they must &0
knotw that they are reciprocally well-disposed towards each other.

According to §§ 3 and 4 ¢iia requires (I) 76 rov ghoirra v
Prdovpery Botdeoba Tayali éxetvou Eveka—rz, 6. 5 Eoriv Somep éoTiv 6
didolpevos (ch. 3. § 2): (2) 70 dvreghdeioba : (3) 70 ph AavBdvew,

§4 5 & m oty sipnpévor ] 7., 8 75 dyadév, § ™ 550, § o X~
awor. This is added somewhat irrelevantly, for it is obvious that
in the friendships 8ut 6 8¢ and 8t +o Xpioipov the first requirement
of friendship, viz. 3 Bodherbur rdyaba exeivou évexa, is ot strictly
satisfied : as he says in ch, 3-§ 2 ol 7e ) dud 3 yphowpor pehotrres Bia
70 afrois dyadoy arépyovas, kai of B iSoviy &l 76 abrols §85, kat ody 7 6
Gholperds éori, aA\’ 5 Xpieyos 1) fdts. kard cupBeBgrds te o7 af dilia
alral dow. These friendships for profit and pleasure, however,
satisfy the first requirement after a certain fashion. A person who
is merely a means to profit or pleasure may, like money, come to
be regarded after a certain fashion as an end. This seems to be
what is meant by the statement made below in viii, 3. I of &
Photrres dNAFAovs Boddovrar rdyadi dA\jAots Tadty 1 phodow. We
may perhaps suppose that the ¢ friendship” of the dog for his master
satisfics the first requirement of friendship in this way.

CHAPTER IIIL

ARGUMENT.

There being three objects of [riendship, theve will be thiee species of fricnd-
ship, each involeing veciprocal liking Fnown fo both Parties.

Lriends wish good to each other in respect of dhat wiich is the ground of their
Jriendihip—airtue, pleasure, or ultlity: ie. they wish eack other 1o ke as

virtuous, as pleasant, or as wuseful as poscible. I the first case only do we love
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oy friend for what ke is in himself; but where utility is the Sround of friend-
ship, we love our friend not as an end in kimself, but as @ means to our own
advantage ; similarly, where pleasure is the ground of Sriendship—ave do nof
love an amusing companton for himself, i.e. for what he is, but becarre he
giwes ws pleasure. The friendships then which are based on Pleasure and
utility are friendskips per accidens: men are loved, 720t for being Lhentselzes
what they are, lut for happening lo be pleasant oy useful to other people. Suck
Sriendships are easily dissoloed, depending as they do on acidental relations —
¢he friendship of utility, which exists chiefly between elderly peaple, who do not
care 1o sce much of cach other or take much pleasure in the society of each otfer,
€Xcept in so far as some advantage is koped for—ihe friendship Jor pleasure,
which is chisfly between young people who live as Jeeling rather than as interest
dictates, and get the fmmediate Pleasure, whick they wasnt, by close COMEPANLON~
skip, or, it may be, by falling in love ; lherefore cannot see foo much of cach
other, so lomg as close companionship is pleasant, lut when 3t ceases to be
Pleasant. cease to be friends—sometimes as suddenly a5 they became Jriends,
sometimes by © growing iut of” theiy friendship.

Ferfect Lriendship is that belween men who, being good, are of like cha-
racter.  In such fricndship A wishes the same good for B as B wishes Jar A,
L e, eack wishes for the other that ke may remain what he is—a good mas.
Setch friendship is lasting, for poodness is a lasting guality. Moreover, eack of
2ke friends is good in Rinmself, and good in relation to the other, i.e. wseful.  He
is also plensant in himself, and to the other : for ome's owse actions and those
like one's own always give one pleasure ; and the actions of good mein are the
same or like. Thus in the similar goodness of the friends, wpon whick this
[riendship is based. ave invclved their similar pleasantress and their similar
altility—for cack friend, being really good (not good in same temporary relation),
is aiso veally pleasant and really wseful—which means that he is Pleasant and
wstful in the same way that the other is.  Friendship like this then s waturally
lasting ; but it is vare, for good men are rave } it takes them a lang time to test
eack other and gain eack other’s confidence and fit their characters together.
Fegple may all at once wisk fo be friends ; but they do not become Jriends all at
once. They must have time to kiow each other's characters.

§ L dwapéper 8¢ Tabra k] 7 e, dyadiy, 556, xphouuon.

Tadry 4 dhodow] €in relation to that which is the ground of a.10.

their friendship "—e. #. those whose friendship is for profit do not
love each other for *what they are’ (Peters), but for what they hope
to get out of each other.  As Ramsauer notes, dyaddy a. 12 = &hé-

Aepde 7o (xproyor),

ob kaf® adrods guhoow] Grant hasa good note—¢“Do not love a. 11.

each other for their very selves.” This phrase «af atrofs is rather
a logical formula than an ordinary grammatical combination. It
seems to have arisen from «af aird, “the absolute,”’ Ka# airels is
opposed to xara oupBefnrds § 2.

Tz



1158 a. 12

a. 18,

. 7 wowds Twwas elva] “for their quality simply.’
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, . An dpery (.o
¢brpamelia) is a rudrys: See note on ii. 5. 1, b. 2o, Having all the
dperai—being good—is the mowbrys par excellence; see E.N. 1. 9.
8 (referred to by Fritzsche) 5 mohire) TAElTTY Empéletay worcirat

- ’ . ) i 1 ’ -
TOU motous Twas «ai ayabovs Tols mohitas womoar kal TPAKTIROVS  TEY

Kahov,

.§ 2. ol 1 & duhodperds éorw| =éoriv domep éoriv, two lines below.
Fritzsche, omitting § with Kb, makes gotueros a predicate like
xpiotpos and 486s': but the omission in Kb is probably a mere
blutidf:r. Su.semlhl, fol]ovf-‘ing Bonitz, inserts omep éoriv afler pehob-
pevds éomw, line 16. I think that it is unnecessary to do so.

: xard oupBefnds e ¥ k.r\] Fritzsche (Z. V. viii, ix) has an
important note here—‘consociatae particulae re &) ad concluden-
dam rationem ita faciunt, ut cum barbara dictione wnd also com-
parari possint . . . Nam utiter auctor particula 8 ad rem antea
exploratam aut necessario ex superioribus consequentem indican-
dam . . . Jam vero ante hanc particulam quum insuper ponatur
7é, causa haec videtur esse, quod, pronunciala voce 7¢, sententiam
novam, subjecta voce 89, conclusionem aliguam se additarum
superioribus declarat auctor.,”  Zell says to the same effect—* Parti-
cula re pleonastice superaddita est, vel potius particula mere copu-
lativa conclusivae conjuncta, quo arctius orationis membra cohae-
reant.” Eucken (de Aristofelis dicends rations - Bars prima: de par-
fcularum wsw, pp. 21, 22) opposes this view on the grounds that
the meaning wnd also is expressed by «at &7, and that in almost all
places in which ¢ 8 occurs the +¢ is followed by another copulative
particle. In the present passage, Eucken reads 8¢ with M instead
of 8 after eddidvro a. 19, and makes this 8¢ answer per anacolu-
thiam to re a. 1. He thinks that two conclusions are thus drawn
from the fact that of re 8 ik 76 yplowor (udodvres Buk S adrois
dyabov arépyova, kat of 8 Fdoriy Bt 5 atrois 8%, kat ody 7 & photpends
éowr, dAX' f xprowsos 3 $8is—viz. (1) xaré cupBeBneds af Gikiae abral
elow, and (2) elduihvrot ai rowbral elow—these two conclusions béing
coupled, per anacoluthiam, by re—&4 In the parallel passapes
adduced by Fritzsche, viz. Phys. 186 a. 4, de Animal. gen. 729 bc.;S

and Pol. 1263 b, 7, the re before 8 is, Eucken points out, taken up,

! So apparently Bywater, Contributions, p. 5q.

Y
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by xaf in the next clause. Cases of e followed, per anacoluthiam, 1156 a. 16.

by 8¢ are not rare in the best writers (see Eucken, o.c. p. 17), and
Eucken’s suggestion that we should read 8 instead of 6 after
edduilvror a. 19 is strictly legitimate. But is it necessary? We
have the authority of Eucken himself for the remarkable fact that
while ¢, not followed by another copulative particle, is very rarely
used in Books i—vii of the £. V., it occurs in Books viii, ix, and x
much more frequently than in any other work of Aristotle. In
E. N.1iit does not oceur ; nor in ii; it occurs once In iii’; twice
in iv; not at all in v; once in vi; and once in vii. On the cther
hand, in viii it occurs eight times; in ix twelve times; and in x
sixteen times. In these three Books Eucken finds that the style
approaches that of poetry, the subject not being evolved by means
of intricate ratiocinations, but graphically presented to the mind’s
eye. Hence the particles by which clauses are subordinated to one
another are of rare occurrence, while those which simply coordinate
clauses are numerous. Thus émef, which is so common in the
writings of Aristotle and in the seven earlier Books of the Z. V., is
very rare in these three Books: see Eucken, de Arist. dic. raf. p.
14, and pp. 75, 76. Eucken’s inference from this and from other
peculiarities is (p. 77)—‘cum libri ita inter se discrepent, hoc
videtur elucere, non omnes eodem tempore ab Aristotele scriptos,
sed postea demum alios cum aliis conjunctos esse.’

May we not then regard the e of 1156 a. 17, notwithstanding the
immediately following 87, as an instance of the e not followed by
another copulative particle (r¢ adjunctivam : see /nd. Arist.) which
Eucken finds characteristic of viii, ix,and x? I prefer so to regard
it—to suppose that re here merely facilitates the transition to a
clause which may be viewed either as a conclusion from what has
gone before (hence &7), or as merely adding (hence 7e) an alterna-
tive phrase—«kard ovpfeByrds—to express the notion already ex-
pressed by the clause ody 7 & hlovpevds evrey, @Al 7 xplotos 7
ndvs.

§ 3. wpds ékelva] mpos 7o xphoipoy §) 7o HdU.

§ 4. wpeoPitars] Cf. Rhet. 1i. 13. 1389 b. 37 xai mpds & cupdépoy
{how, dAN' od mpds T kakdy, pakhor § Set S 75 ilavror elvar 76 pév yap
cvppépor aird dyabdy éure, 76 8¢ kahiv anhas.

1 Here, 1112 2. g, Bywater restores 8¢ from K>

a. 24,
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11568.20. 1§ ims spullas
™is Totaims Suikias] the constant and pleasant intercourse ros

a. 30,

ouinr,

eis -rm-.--mg 8¢ kal T‘Tt]l' evuciyy T0uow.| Eec) gMla subsisting
¢.£. between an Athenian and 2 Spartan, does not imply ¢ cu( 2
and rests merely on mutual convenience, Ramsauer adn}r;ittinrr t;’:,
correctness of classing Levxj ¢uhia under 5 Pidia 7 5,1{5 70 5
thinks these words out of place here, and brackets therfzmaf;nhv;
pronoun rabras, he urges, has nothing to which it can be‘ :
matically referred, and the clause is almost a transcript of viisiram-
I. 'Ilﬁl b 15 els ratras 8¢ vdfeer dv ris kat e Eevhy, I think tfrlzt
rabras ‘(\-'m. 3- 4) may easily be taken to relate to the vari
utilitarian ¢udiaz mentioned above—those of mpeoBorat, of é T,iﬂlis
and ‘vém. The writer of the M. M. ii. 11. 12171 a ;: l:)v lzxw,
E:v.-,x-q :jnhia from a different point of \"i(:‘\v-—ﬁcﬁmorén"_.' 8’- a OB; -
Efm‘ Tov hdadr 1 Eeukn® ob yidp o 0ddéy abrots Téhos kowdy i ? ”‘:
appraByreiow, olov év Tois wohirais® dauguoByrotvres yap mpd ’:T’p -
Kard Ty trepoxny od pévovaty Gilor Jures, e

8.3l § 5.| Zell, Coraes, and Fritzsche quote Rikes ii. 12. 1389 a. 3

b. 5.

b. 7.

(3 by h 4 A
ol péy m.\w vy Ta {0y oty embupmricol, kal ofor woucty & dv embupioact
Ak kat padder alpolivrar wpdrrew i kakd Tav ovpdepdvrar té yap 76 '
7 5 2 d EL
$Boe pakkov 3 16 hoywopd, &ore 8¢ & pév A T, g P?
PE sl s per Aoyiopds Toi oupgéporros 4 8
o kalot.  kat phdpilos kai ehoiker i E
; o kat Gudéraipor patdoy TH
P o 0 poe paddoy Ty
d R::w vi)tucmm i 70 xalpew 76 ouliv kal phmre Tpos 16 avudépor kpf
pnliéy, dore pndé rovs Gilovs, gk

* - b1 ) r
Siémep pudodon kal Tayéws wodovrar | Rassow (Forsch. pp. 3 3, 34)
SUZgests duwmep rayéos duholor kal matovrar, comparing 86 rayé , 34:
/ - o me Yi-
vbay:-m Piot kai matorrar above 1156 a. 34. But there is a differer::e
etween ¢aotor and i ( i i
$hofor and yivoyrar ikos which perhaps sufficiently accounts

for the different positi
: position of rayéws. Bywater’ i 4
b. 3 is “fort. Tayéws kat, : e

ng., %} EE;J “their friendship’—is the reading of Kb, Ob, Cambr
A, b, BY and 05 e “
of 15, 2b, NG, Mzt-eems preferable to Bekker's gudiav, the reading
e— 1 ’
t'mfse J}fze;:e 'gl)c;db.anldl ;{FBFMK”} un The friendship between
! - alike 1n excellence is perfect ; for in i
each friend, being good in himself [2. pertect ; for in it
: : Z.¢. not merel d f
or useful], wishes alike the good of the other gﬁg g‘sgd i?-: ;?n?:};f;:
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and those who thus wish each the good of the other for the other’s 1156 b. 7.

sake are friends in the truest sense, each being the friend of the
other for what he is essentially, not for what he is accidentally.
This friendship between those who are both oood #n themselves (kat
abroés) is here shown to be relela, because in it eack friend loves the
other for what that other s himself (8¢ abrods)—i. e. loves him as
Zrepos adtés (ix. 9. 10)—" treats Humanity in him as an end, not as
o means” In line b. 10 8¢ adrods ofres Exovor Means ékdrepos k-
xis Eyer mpds Exdrepoy 8 Eeivoy—r. e the expression &/ atrovs marks
the two friends regarded as each the final object (hence 8:4) of the
other’s love, not regarded as sudjecss each of whom has the feeling
of love for the other—in that case we should have had a6’ atrois.
Tt is to be observed that the Paraphrast reads 8 abrods, not 8 airods :
his comment is—oi 8¢ Souhdusrow Té dyaba Tois ikows, by éavrdy évexa,
a\\& Téy pidar, obrol elow of pdloTa Giror 8¢ alrovs yap Tous dikove
¢hodat, kai Bovhovrar adrels & dyabd, kal ob ¢ dA\o kal katd GupBelnKos.

7 8 aperh) pémpov] Cf L. N. i 10. I0. b. 12

oi yip dyabol xol dmhis dyafol kol dNMhois dpéhipor] Here b.13.

Ahois apéhpor explains 76 Pido dyabis of the preceding clause.
These words are quoted by Rassow (#orsch. p. 83) in support of
his remark—¢die Erklarer des achten Buches sind oft zu Irrthiimern
verleitet durch das Wort dyafés, das bald im Sinne von kalds
bald im Sinne von xphowos gebraucht wird” Cf. the use of
dyaléy T in viil. 3. 1, 2= ypHouov OT apéhyor.,

kal yop &mhds of &yobol 7deis xal GAMANows] of drkds #els are b.15.

those who, living the rational life, therefore give pleasure by their
society to others who live the same life. It is the fact that the
rational life is one for all men who live it that makes of dmhds ndets
 also #d¢is aAMidos. In the life of reason man derives from man
| true pleasure and true profit—pleasure which can never bring pain
| afterwards—profit which never results in loss to oneself or to
' others. The common consciousness of a noble life lived together
. is pure pleasure; and to live this life together is the highest good.
Accordingly in the life of Reason there is no conflict of pleasures
or utilities, but all men necessarily agree. As Spinoza says (£7h.
iv. 33) ¢ quia unus quisque ex suae naturae legibus id appetit quod
bonum et id amovere conatur quod malum esse judicat; et quum
practerea id quod ex dictamine rationis bonum aut malum esse
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SpoiTnTa yap Tis kar dperiy thalvorrar (ﬁ:?\:’m} x..'r.h., and %0 \.-‘i.h'. i I- 1158 b, 20.
7 0¢ 8itd 1o 7dY Gpolwpa Tatys éyer.  Grants mter_pretatlgn LE‘»E sthgt

ported by Aspasius (167. 25 Heylbut); but I I:ave B ?u -

the ordinary interpretation is correet, 11:1 the ¢duplicate” passag

(8§ 6) the époedrns is the similarity of the friends.

€x ductu rationis vivant eatenus tantum
bumanae naturae et consequenter unicuique homini necessario
bona sunt, hoc est quae cum natura uniuscujusque hominis con-
veniunt. Atque adeo homines etiam inter se, quatenus ex ducty
rationis vivuni, necessario Semper conveniunt. Nihil singulare in
ferum natura datur quod homini sit utilius quam homo qui ex
ductu rationis vivit. Nam id homini utilissimum est quod cum
U3 natura maxime convenit, hoc est homo. At homo ex legibus
suae naturae absolute agit quando ex ductu rationis vivit, et
calenus tantum cum natura alterius hominis necessario semper

convenit. Ergo homini nihil inter res singulares wutilius datur
quam homo.’

€4 necessario agunt quae

Tadty 8¢ wdvd dmdpxer Td epnpéva kad qﬁ-r.mic.,-:[ “but this (s b. 21.
perfect‘friendship) has all the specified characteristics (sc. goc:dness,
pleasantness, usefulness) as essential attributes of the parties.

Tadty yép Spota kel 78 howwd] The difficulties which this claufe b. 22.
has raised for the commentators are W'(?H set forth by ‘Ccfljaeis;l t(::»
transcribing his note, I insert exp[anahol:ts a’nd ’the wem;to ai.uq
editors within square brackets. of pév efmcm::ro .,[' SEass,
Michelet, Grant, Williams] ratry 74 gehia raw ::rm:‘vﬁmc:w Dl"o"“"“f‘aﬂ:
Nowrdr €idy Téy Prhidy, 4 ai Aowral Guedias, 7 1;5 St 7o qum._;;w :quK:z
T8 00 of &8 peramotovvres Ty ypaiy els 4 Spoor [th(‘e rn.-:'a.h maRG SQO\;
T, Cambr, known to Aspasius, acceptcd‘ b,y F‘.I"IIbe e,6 >‘aa: k
Forsch, p. 24, and Susemibl], rairy, kard ™ ayaﬂ?uiae:mtmqku j’,‘z\:
dyafoi Gilor Gpotol elot kai év Tols Aotmols, TouEceTy kel 1 ensﬂa 7 r;am-
xphowor [Aspasius rendering 1}.16' alternative readmfgxopo:.:; ']uq]
binus, and Fritzsche]. 7 APr [Z.e. the paraPhrase of A gy ,piu{y: ;
Néyovea fute entm similes sunt el :ft.eirae, i Tiva ?rpcigbqu 'c;:zm mt;
Tadry yop Spowar kal ai Noiwal, Tovréori, Taivy qruhia aI_t._.'.Izm]tir,Odorus]
al Nerral Qihiar mep Snhot kai 7 HAP'[?:‘he ]’Dara‘phrast’ 6’ f
‘kai xkall dpodtira Tavtys af M\ qf)dlufa avopa{’ovrm. ’etrn o
[Muretus] «ai (mbavdrepor frws) mepiarpety 6’7\‘01; Tob xe:y,s,vov Wy
yonaias vas €€ Aéyees [the clause radry . - Aowrd b. 2 2] ﬂap:r;lveo'dﬂ‘v. *

Here then we have two alternative interpretations, a}(l:cork .mdg ;
we read 8uota Or dpowor: (1) reading (')‘lpnw,—‘ for the‘ other Ifl_ ‘sfcc:r
friendship resemble this, the perfect kind’; (z) 1'e.adi:‘1g .D;.u;fi:; i
being similar in respect of virtue, the?' are s1m.11a1 ; so.;n.mmduces
respects.  As for the first interpre‘tatlon—--l thu_:k L gt i 1m i
an entirely irrelevant remarlk, ob»'lo‘usi}y suggf:atcd Y ad o
standing of the preceding «ai xaﬂ Dp,mﬁr?'ra -rwa,‘an o
rejected. The rejection of this mterpre?a.txofl of rairy y;pﬂ o o
rﬁllomd may seem to raise a presumption in favour Oho}.loto;, .
which the MS. authority is certainly stro.ng; a_lthoug ,kon he
other hand, there is a certain _awkwardnes:s in having to ta. e-m:}:i
as=xara 76 dyafods eivar, whereas in the line above (b. 21) it is

b.18. i olkelar mpdeis kal of Totedrar] ¢ his ewn actions and those that

resemble them.’

b.17.  al edrai 7 opotar] This is the reading of LP MP (K® has afra
dpotac) and seems preferable to Towadras i bpowar, the reading of T, Ob,
CCC, Ne, Cambr,, Ald. Thus of abra corresponds 1o  alreia
(line b, 16), and duota to ai ToLabTat,

§ 7. % Towadm 8¢ duNia x| Stahr (£ N, P- 280, note 10)
and Rassow (Forsch, P- 24) regard this section as merely a repe-
tition of § 6, b. 11 Suapévee olv . . . b, 14 7 Gpotae,  Stahr accordingly

brackets the whole section; and Ramsauer brackets down to b, 23
drddys doriy,

b.18. owdwrel] intransitive— ¢ meet together”  The editors refer {o
Vil 4. £ 0f mév ® abra gurdTToVT Y. Cf. also Cat. 6. 4 b. 36,

0.20. kol kal Spordryrd twa] This is generally taken (e g, by the
Paraph., Zell, Fritzsche, W illiams, Peters) to mean that a]] friendship
“implies some similarity between the friends” But Grant would

Z. e relative g Prhoter, is a friendship only kaf duodrnra i reheias
Pidias—so called becanse it resembles the perfect friendship. In
support of this rendering of «kaf’ apodryra he refers to viii, 4. 4 €lby
8€ rijs dhikias mhelw, kal mpaTes pey Kkal kuplws 1o oy dyabioy § ayabod,
s 8¢ Nouis kad’ Spadryra.  He also refers to Vil 6, % Gokotor e
xai 80 Spowdryra kal davopoistyra Tadred elval e kal ol elvar Pihiar xafl
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pronoun for rj rekelg puhia. But can rairy yap dpola kai Ta Aowwd
not be interpreted otherwise than as above? Zell suggests the
following interpretation—* Potest autem lectio vulgata alio modo
sic quoque explicari: Huic bonorum virorum amicitiae sive in
hac bonorum amicitia similia sunt, id est morum similitudo et
reliqua, id est, reliqua quae ad firmam et veram amicitiam requi-
runtur, id est, absolute bonum et absolute jucundum?.’ Peters,
apparently following Zell, translates— for here there is similarity
and the rest, viz. what is good simply and pleasant simply.” Surely-
Spowa cannot mean ‘similarity,” as distinguished from ré Aeerd, ¢ the
rest’: and is it not better to regard 786 without the article as the
predicate of a clause introduced by the ‘¢ adjunctivam’ so
common in Books viil, ix, x ?—see note on viii, 3. 2, and Eucken,
de Arist, dic. rat. p. 14, where this case is quoted.

Reading épaia I venture to offer the following rendering—* every
friendship is for good or pleasure (the good or pleasure being such
cither in itself or in relation to the person who has the friendly
feeling), and implies some similarity between the parties; but true
friendship possesses all the aforesaid characteristics in virtue of the
essential nature of the friends—1 say a//, for in this friendship the other
characteristics also (kai r& hourd, #.e. the pleasantness and usefulness
of the friends to each other, as distinguished from their goodness)
are similar (éuowa), the truly good being also truly pleasant” True
friends have a similar, or indeed identical, pleasantness and useful-
ness, as well as goodness—c/. below ch. 4. § 1, b. 34 kard wdvta
TalTd yiverar kai dpota ékarépe wap’ éxarépav, Smep 8ei Tols pikaws tmdp-
xew—the qualities which the one friend really has the other truly
loves, because they are similar to, or identical with, his own real
qualities reciprocally loved by his friend. This means that these
qualities exist dm\és, or that friends between whom this perfect
Gpotdys subsists are fdcis xaf’ afrovs, &c. Where all qualities are
#0/ dpowa, the one is not the other’s alier ego, and, if called his
“friend,” must be so called because loved for some quality not
inherent essentially in his character, but attaching to the special
relation in which the two happen to be placed. The leading idea
of my rendering is that where xaré mdvra radra yiverar xkal Gpota
éxarépo wap’ ékarépov, there the good pleasant and useful qualities of
each friend must be absolute—dnhas, xad’ atrovs, not relative ; for

! 1 have not altered the punctuation of the above quotation, but what I take
to be Zell’s meaning would be made clearer by a comma after simi/ituds,
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- if they were relative, then a dissimilarity between the friends would 1156 ». 22.

be implied, whereas good men cannot be dissimilar : ¢f. ﬂf: M. i
[ - » 1
T1. 1210 2. 8 # pév yap kab buotéryra ) Tév omovdaiwy kai 1) Tehela

e ;
Penlar 1§ 8¢ kar’ dwopowdTyra 7 Kata TO oUppepar.

péhiora 8¢] The weight of MS. authority is in favour of 87 her?, b. 23.
and all MSS. seem to have 8¢ in b. 24: but I think that Bywater's
8¢ in b. 23 and & in b. 24 make the passage run better.

§ 8. &nu 82 mpoodelrar xpdrou kal ourmbelas] of p.éuu»: B¢ &pﬂ:ﬁs b.25.
Setraw § rowalty Pihia kai Tpémey dyabéy, AANG kal xpovou Kal gurnfeias
(Paraph.).

rods heyopévous Ehas] CF E.E. H. 2. 1238 a. 2 &b s mapoyplay b. 2T.
erfluber 6 pédruros Thy dAGY,

089 amodéfacfar 8% mwpdrepor oid elrar Q:t'.?\?us] ‘por can they b. 28.
accept one another as friends, or be friends',. (Peters). : Cj". »1;1.
5. 3 of & dmodeydpevor @\fhovs 1 ¢f. also B. V. IX,' 8. 7‘ fo0s fe O
mept ds kakds mpafes Sadepdiras omovidlovras mavres drodéyovrar xai

EMAIVOTTLY,

For & Lb, Mk, T, Cambr. read fet.

¢
CHAPTER IV.

ARGUMENT.

This Friendship, then—that between good men—is perfect a".n dﬁmjzo‘n a;;a’
in all other respects, the friends alweys returning eack other's offices in the
Aind. N

5“”;M friendship which is for the sake of pleasure, and that wihich is ‘Mf;d o
wtility, are Iike this Fyiendship between good nie § fm" good men, as Jriends, a::re
pleasant and wuseful to eack other.  These tmiperfect _:fr:em‘s/}zp:f are ma.:r dura ;:
when, as in the Perfect Friendship, the return which cach friend maxes s‘a' each
is in the same Find—such as pleasure, and that der:’wd. fro_m the same i}m.:f‘—;
e.g. the pleasure derived from witly conversation which is the sama;? foe; oz;,
talkers if both be witty, as distinguished from the pleasure of x’o‘z,:gr and b m!)e‘ s
Lover and beloved do not devive their pleasure from the same thing : ,.’.‘r‘zz fover's
pleasure is derived from seeing the beawty of the beloved ; the belozfzfi 5 p!zfnm'e
Jfrom being courted by the lover ; but when ths 6@;‘3@1 fades, the friendskip 30}9
somtetimes ceases, unless the twa, from long famzfma:‘zfy, have come o Zow' each
othir's dispositions. Where meve utitily, however, 5 the ground of assoctation



1156 b. 84.

11587 a. 10.

a.13.

2. 18.

284 BOOK VIII: CHAP. 4: § 1, 2.

612 638 ST
e ;,;;,fvw and beloved can scarcely be called Sriends, and the Jriendship
o5 the prownd f;f ,;f}f-:::f it 5 ;Vk”f il e e i
/ cration on both sides, the so-v 7 ; :
zizir Parties cease fo be useful to cack ae‘fw;' Bl f-aff!‘i‘a’f”c‘?fd-féfp o
7 qoi .
ﬁ@mdi’; rzaa :;erz ihen that jor the sake of Dleasure and utility bad men nay ée
e i ::f‘?:ff’ofﬁf et of bad men, and men neither good oy bad of O.M‘,es;'.f
be friends ; for éar:(:' ;sfnuz;for ﬂf;; EReq wad wher, ucs uctk, only good men can
B o4 Ao a0f delizhit 7 :
as sowie advantage is desived. e aaa o g e
The fri i : r
Ifa?ﬂdey{rﬁgjj;ﬁj;;w;m' g?j:ff mes is the only Sriendship which is proof against
: s have Enotmn Pt
i eachk other foo long and too well fo beiepe evil
It 3
e ﬁ:;:tmz;z zuz.a'p}’rs‘tood x}zar.zi,-e MARe @ concession fo Popular usage when we
e czsj]:f-' o czr“ﬂ“(f“-fé Jor wtility friends—(in the same way we speak of allied
ke a c-miif;ﬁ’ S;mm_mm s the bond of alliance betwern states): we also
GG _-’m };’ P@W{m" wsage when we call those who associate Jor pleasure
=5 mc;z 3,; peak of childish playmates as Jrtewrds) : it is only good men i
: - S 5 7 = £ % T
S ;3 f _,7‘57; M::zr Soodiess cwho are Sriends in the Primary and _rg.‘rz':'j
S .w,;'g;;y - The other friendships gre only metaphorically so called,
ae’am'uz‘;f o .-"@' are based on that which is £00d, 12 s not on that which z':
i ﬁ[gw{;;:ja;}jm 0% that which is ondy velatively good that they are base ‘.ea.
ey are good i relats “ g
il ¢ goow in relation to the man who takes Pleasure in
The tuw ; 7 P
R S;o .’;zcmp.éormzr’{y called Friendships, or Liiendships per accidens
sst togelhier : there is mo law by which accidints are cwgrba‘rzm’——e‘;;

Parties o a * friendship’ for utiiis g
PG i n‘j; o iy seidom hapipen 8o be the same a5 the Pariies

§ 1. Tadrd "1"}]' ot ;
raira of most] I’\’ISSI.S B RS teading falier Muretus) for the

\ o
woMhol § n‘Lﬁ Swapdvovonr] Zell Vvery appositely compares Sym
1?3 Eﬂm’oia'.-;rpos & Eorr éxeivos § €paatis & mdvdnuos, & rov ri:: -
:‘taftltw 13 s Yruynse e'psz. kal ydp otde pémpds éorw ,&'Te ovdé yof?;::
;::; ;prry#m’nsh&,u:x ya:o 7 Tob chpares dvfle Myovre olmep Hpa, olyerar
ﬁcr:os-, m,} Aote Adyous kal Umoryéoets Karawoyvvas, o ¢ tod el
XPNoTeY orros epactis 8 Blov péver dre povipe (rvwaxﬂ’s:. i

§2. Kal eloly Tror Bik i
Sauévovaw, iy o xab Biapérouow] supply frros with

bep.ﬂ]?é:’rspuv' émowwoiv] 7 e one who is neither good nor bad ma
a Iriend to a man of any sort, good, bad, or indifferent. .

8 adrols e 8fhor 87 ud ug d
povous Tots dyabods] Only good
each love the other for the other’s sake, bgacause}ognly gifinzgzﬁ
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are so alike that each finds his érepos airés in the other.
men differ indefinitely. A bad man has no é&repos airés. He
cannot identify himself with another man ; he can only use him as

a means to his own pleasure or profit—
Sofhol pév yap drhds, wavrobames 06 kakol,

00 xoipovow €autois]=a\Ajhais (Coraes). a.19.
§ 8. a3udfMyros] ‘can defy calumny’ (Peters). a. 21,
a. 23.

& Tobrois] 7. between the good men who are friends.

§ 4. &nel ydp] Far yip, the reading of all other MSS. apparently, 8.
Susemihl reads 8¢ with Mb. But the scribe of MP (or the scribe or
corrector of the MS. from which he copied), as I have had occasion
to point out before, and as Susemihl himself is aware (see £7h.
Niz. Pragfal. p. viil), is very fond of removing difficulties by con-
jectural emendations ; and I have litle doubt that he has tried to
do so here by substituting 8 for ydp. Retaining ydp, we may
explain the connexion thus— suspicions and recriminations arise
in the other (év rais érépars) friendships ; for we too must call the

persons standing in these relationships fréiends, since they are

commonly so called” See the notes of Zell, Fritzsche, and

Ramsauer.

But bad 1157 a.18.

25.

Tows Myew nev Sei kol fipds dilous Tods TotodTous, €idn B¢ Tis a. 20
Yyew p & ; €107 i

$uhlas mhelw] We must so far conform to popular usage as to call
such persons $ikos, but we must make it clear that their friendships

are specifically distinct from friendship proper.

xal’ dpotémra] ‘in a secondary sense,’ 7.e. on account of their a. 3L

resemblance to the real friendship— the friendship strictly so called :
of E. N, vii 3. 2, where dkpiBodoyeicfar is opposed to dxodovleir

Tais dpotdThoLY.

% yip dyabév T xal Spoudy 7] “in so far as there is involved in a. 32.

their relationship something good and resembling the good’ or, if
we treal dyadr T xai Gpotéy 7 as a hendiadys, “in so far as there is
involved in their relationship something good in a secondary sense,’
e. g. pleasure—r«at yap 76 780 dyabidw zois ¢ehgbéaw. So the Paraph.
xai éori Guikla mpdTas pév kai kuples 7 Tdv dyaldy, 7 dyabol rkal dpotd-

. < ‘ b Al » . €’ . » . ’ 1 L £
tyra 8¢ ai Nowmai® kel yip xai 76 189, kabd dyabdy i fomwv, b5 76U
ouvdmrer Tobs p\pdévous dyabov ydp i éore Tois phndéoe T 7Y kal
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1157 2. 32. ayaf lowwer, Ot alreis dyaliv Sokel ral b xpioyor ayabliv Sokel 76

Xpoucvp® Gut Toito kal bpoidryra Ths dhnlady ¢ikias af Towadrar ehiar
Aéyorra.  So also Michelet, with Guowr sc. dyals, and Grant,
The emendation § yép dye$ i Guowor suggested by Coraes,
although, I think, inadmissible as an emendation, gives the sense
correctly, His note is—y ydp dyafér 7 kal Spody KT ]
ypagy tmomroe, bs dyhotor kal af petapdoes.  § pév  ydp AP
[Argyr opylus] mapéhire w6 rehevraion éyxhadpevon, 71 [7. o. after dpotov :
so Bek. and Sll.&] 5§ 8¢ AP (Aretinus) ToUro Tapaheijraca kai Tow
gvpmhextikdy els oy Saleviriciv Erperen, # Suoww, ant simile. io.
ve- 1 Yap dyefs Tud Bpotor, I § 6 vois, kab' & yip o ousdéoy abrods
;:;fh Ganiay (50 4 Xpnowpor) bpoiwral wws T ayadd, kard TolTd elow
ot

a.33. §5. of mdw ¥ alrar curdmrovow] ‘But these two latter kinds

4. 35.

b.2.

?l‘(? not apt to coincide’ (Peters). puery) 8¢ diMla and ypnoipov kal
léos ov mdvy ylverar, bore oy Gov Tov udy Bk 5 780 pukeiv Tov B dilk
76 xpjowor (Paraph.). The Paraph. is hardly right here. Mixed
friendships in which one party supplies pleasure and the other
recompenses him by profit are not very rare. The kind of
mixed friendship here alluded to by Aristotle is that in which
both friends are mutually pleasant and useful. This seems to be
sufficiently recognised by the editors—Fritzsche, Stahr, Ramsauer
Williams. Ramsauer’s note is good—* Quantum differat # wpc::m:-
mi‘ xvpios Aeyopéy a reliquis, exponitur ut non possit melins. Quod
enim per illius naturam ultro efficitur ut boni et utiles inter se
lidemque suaves sint, id in his vel casu vix semel contingit ; alii
utiles, alii suaves.’

76 kotd oupBefnxds] The sense of v kara cupBeByeds here is
clearly given in a passage (Mt A. 30. 1025 a. 14) quoted by
Fritzsche and Grant—ovpBeBnris 8¢ Néyerar & Dmdpyer pév' 7w, Ka
d\nbés simely, ol pévrar ofire éf dudykys, olre éxl 0 mohdr oloy & mus
tfpr:'rrrwv Pvré Bifpor  elpe Bpoavpdy.  Toiro Tolww a‘vpﬁsﬁq:bs 6
op?rropn Tov Bifpor 6 elpeiv Bpoavpdst aiire yip &f dvdykns ToUTO s’;:
ToUTO0Y 7 perd Tolro' off b mt TS wOND dv Tis purely Bnaavpiy edpiorer.
xai povouds y' dv tis €l hevedst AN émel ofire éf dvdykns ol Gs érl ro
wolv ToliTo yiverar, cupBeBnrds adrd Néyopen.

§ 8. 7admy Spowor vres] Here Grant seems to fall into error
from a desire to be perfectly consistent in his rendering of duoo
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as it occurs in this and the previous chapter. His rendering is 1157 b. 2.

¢In this respect (4 ¢. as affording and seeking pleasure or utility)
being like (the good)” Pefers adopts Grant's view, translating—
‘resembling true friends in this respect’ Aspasius gives the
correct interpretation when he says ralry ¢nolv dpoor dvres TovTéoT
xard ToiTo, Spotor Bures rald fdcis f xphoywor alhjhors kal 7 mapéxovaiy
AAMAors Hdoviy wal 8¢ fdovir @ilot eioly. dmlés 8¢ ok eloly Guotol.
This interpretation is followed by Michelet, Fritzsche, Stahr,
Williams, and Ramsaver. The reference is to viil 4. 2, where
the difference between true friendship and the other kinds turns on
the essential similarity of good men, as distinguished from the
merely superficial gimilarit}-' of bad men ; but it must be admitted
that the words xai 76 dpotbofar Totros following immediately
(b. 5) are awkward, and might be thought to favour Grant’s
rendering of rairy dpowoe drres.

CHAPIER V. -

ARGUMENT.

Jaust as we may look at the vivtuous man either as having a virtuous dis-
posstion’ or as “acting virfuously,’ so we may look at Friends either as having
the dispesition of friendship, or as actively manifesting . A and B may have
constant opportunitics of enjoying each other's socicty : C and D may live at a
distance from éach other and merely be so mutually disposed as to meet as friends
when they do meet ! for separation—uniess it be very long—does not destroy the
dispasition of friendskip, only prevents the active manifestation of the dis-
position.

Seeime match of cack other and taking pleasuve in each other's society is the
great mark of friends. Hence old and morose people do st make friendships
eastly, because little pleasure s to be had from such poople, and nobody cares fo
spend his days with people who are unpléeasant.

Those who are on good terms, buf do not see muich of each other, ave well-
wishers rather than friends. Seeing muck of each other, as we said, is the
greal mark of friends—uwhether they be those who depend ow eack other for
assistance, or foriunale persons who love cack other's society for its own sake.
But people cannot see muck of eack other whose companionship is wot mutzally
Pleasant.

The friendship between good men ts the truest friendship. Eack s loved by
eack both for what ke is in Aimself and for what ke is fo the ofher,what each ts
fo the other being, in fact, what éach s in himself. The nature of eack is the
sanmre & accordingly eack finds and loves Ris own good in the goodness of the

S
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offier: eack gives to each and derives Jrom eack the same advantage and
Pleasure.  The proverbial ¢ equalily of friends’ is thus realised most traly in
the frizndship of good men.

those who have been inseparable since boyhood = the Latin 1157 b.23,
sodalitas sé? Fritzsche and Michelet. Ramsauer thinks that the
clause dmep N, .Eyerr is an interpolation like els radras 8 xai i

1157b. 8. § 1. dor évepyeilv] Ramsauer and Susemihl read & 2o évepyely, el

which the sense seems to require—¢ they do not perform friendly
acts, but their state is such that they wonld perform them, if
circumstances permitted. LP reads Gore xal évepyetw, which perhaps
points to «dr, as Ramsauer suggests.

§ 4. woMdkis]| five times according to Ramsauer. b. 26.

éxdore 8¢ 70 alre Towodror 6§ ayafés] These words are omitted b, 27.
by Kb, which reads...#0, 76 & dyaé dpdo radre. Fritzsche
adopts the text of KD, interpreting thus—* That which is good
and pleasant in itself is the object of love and choice; and the
good man possesses both these qualities (7 e. the good in itself
and the pleasant in itself).’

Retaining the text of all other MSS. and authorities (for very
little weight ought to be attached to the mere omissions of Kb), we
have to decide between two alternative interpretations of duge
raira—that of the Paraphrast, and that of Aspasius. The
Paraphrast says—~&okel yip Gednrov pév kal aiperdy 78 dahés kal
kupiws ayaloy 7§ §o0. éxdare 8¢ Gdyrdv kel alperdy 5 alrd dyalirr
6 8¢ dyafos Tov dyafov Peket B dppw rairar TH yap dyafiv adrod

= . . Y - Al
kai dmh@s kai kupiws dyafdr éoTi, kai T@ pile dyalivr éorw dore §

P-10. of Biwldouor THr $uhiov &mhds, AN THv dvépyerar] not the
friendship regarded as such, 7.e as €fe, but its manifestation or
evépyera: ¢fs B V. v. 1. 20 5 8¢ roidde €is dmhas.

b-13.  moNhds 8% dihins dmpoonyopia Siéhuoer] CF Athenaeus v. p. 184,
where hot ¢idor valovres odk elgiv $iar is characterised as po-
avBperordry Tév wapouutdy—mrds yip otk doyov Tére T eliar kal
o0 Tpdm kplveoar ; :

§§ 2, 8.] The passage o gatvovrar b, I3...b, 24 &ew is re-
garded by Fritzsche and Rassow (#orsch. pp. 24, 25) as the
first of gemint loci, the other passage being ¢ch. 6. § 1 v 8 rois

arpuwois 1158 4. I .. .. ¢eNkid 2. 10. See note on ch. 6. §1. : s i 2 - e
dyabfos nrds éori, wkal kar’ dugporépovs Tovs rpémovs. This view is

adopted by Victorius, Zell, Coraes (80 dudpo rabra® o yap cvwirror
alrovs dyabdy kai drh@s dyabiv éom kal alrols dyalov yiyverar) and
Michelet. On the other hand Aspasius says—¢pdnriv uév yip
drhéds kai alperdv v6 drhas dyabiv, kal 780 18 dm\ds 180, ékdoTp 8¢
10 ékdoTov, 7§ O dyabd kai dyefov kai 70 6 dyafds. Grant adopts
this view, I am in favour of the Paraphrast’s interpretation.
That of Aspasius seems to make the words éxdore 8¢ 76 airg
Towodror useless, I understand Aristotle to argue that a friendship
which rests on the single ground of the subjective =& aire dyaby #
789 must be surpassed by one which rests on the double ground of
T alre ayaddv § 406 in perfect harmony with the objective drhas
dyalov § 750,

5.18.  § 8. dmodexdpevor @NMjhous] ‘are on good terms’—or ¢know
each other’: see note on viii. 3. 8, b. 28.

b.18.  oidér yap ofrws éotl dpwr bs 16 oul v] Peters has a useful nota

’ here—* To a Greck of course this does not necessarily imply living
under the same roof, as it does to us with our very different
conditions of life, ' '

b.21,  kai ol pakdpiot] ‘even the bappy. It seems better to take
paxdpiow here, with the Paraph. and Asp., as equivalent to eddaipoves
and dyafol than, with Zell and Coraes, as meaning ‘rich’ like
the Latin #eati.  Coraes® note is—paxdprot] éni rai mhotoior evfdde
6 8¢ vols, dpéyorrar 8¢ kal of mhofoior cvvpuepelew Tois dihots, kuimep
ot xpr{ovres Tiis map’ atrav dpeletas, Gomep of éudeeis. This is plausible;
but rendered improbable by the words immediately following pové-
Tais pév ydp k. 7.\ which suggest ix. 9. 3 dromoy & Irws kal 7S

© porerny wotely Tor pakdpior, where the pakdpees 1S the eldaipwr = §
Kkar’ dperiy Te\elav évepyiv,

b.23. 4 ératpuch ($ihia)] ¢ comradeship ’ (Peters). The friendship of

§5.] In this § Rassow (Forsch p. 32) would transpose the b. 28.
sentences. foce &' ... d" eos and kal rdyabd Bodlovrar . . . xaf
€fw, on the ground that the sentence foike 8 . . . d¢ #fews contains
an explanation of the words ei kard wdfos aAXa xaf’ 6w b. 32.

didnois| amor or amatio (Victorius), as distinguished from ¢iia
VOL. IL. U
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1157 b. 98, amicitia. In E. V. ii. 5. 2 ¢pia is enumerated among the wdbn.

b.

b.

30.

31,

But too much must not be made of a merely popular enumeration.
Aristotle’s fully considered theory of ¢uia makes it a €&, 7. e the
result of the rational formation, or eidomoinais, of certain natural
affections, many of which may be conveniently brought under the
general designation of $pirgaes. See the notes of Zell, Fritzsche,

Michelet, and Grant.

drmighodor B¢ perd mpompéoews] This is not a very true or
relevant remark if intended merely to bring out the difference
between gihia and Ppgos: dpvxe indeed cannot love in return, but
there are many other objects of mere giknais which render ¢iknos
in return, deev mpoaipécews, and even in many ¢nm so called, viz.
in many of those & #doriy (¢ especially viii. 3. 5) love is
mutually given dvev mpoatpécews. The words deripthobot perd mpoai-
péoews serve to distinguish not so much between ¢ia and pirgos,
as between #) Teheia ¢eria and the inferior kinds ; and may well be
intended as another argument in support of pdhwra pév odv €ati
¢onia § vov dyabov § 4. The latter half of § 5 is also in favour
of making the subject of dvmipeholot especially of dyaflol Pido.
Friends of the inferior kinds never indeed properly acquire a
s of friendship at all. This is shown by the fact that their
friendships come to an end as circumstances alter. A good ékis
is that by which a man corresponds with his permanent environ-
ment—the world as reason apprehends it, which is the same for
all men, and has a place for every man. The friendship of the
good, as based on the recognition of an ,orderly system of life,
is the only friendship which can be properly described as a é&s.
The friendships for pleasure and profit, based as they are on the
feelings of the isolated individual irrationally seeking his own
gratification without regard for others who are as truly persons
in a kingdom of ends as himself, may be characterised as friend-

ships karéd wafos.

kal Téyadd Bothovral Tois phoupérots exelvoy &veka, ob katd wdfos
8\\& kaf Ew| Bothyous i8 of the réos (iil. 2. 9), as distinguished
from & wpbs 76 téhos. But such a =élos, being good, can be
apprehended only by reason, not by sense or fecling. See
Themistius, vol. ii. 208 (ed. Spengel) dyabod vap i dlobnots 3 alofpois
dvr\apBdvecar oby oia Te obOE KaxoD, @\\& pdvou Tod Tépmovros i
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3~
vt A 3 4 A 1 - -
andvros, T 8¢ dyafoy kal 16 kakdy oD vod pdvev kptvew &orl. The 1157 b, 31

apprehension of a good end requiring reason, the wish to realise it
or the mor interes! in it, requires a s or rational disposition o,f
the Flesues. In the life of mere desire there is no such thing as an
end in the true sense of the term. :

i BouMfoer kal 7¢ 78] Williams brings out the meaning of b. 36

this passage in its context correctly, I think, as follows—¢ And
hence each friend not only loves that which is his own good, but
al:so makes a perfectly equivalent return in the good whicl’l he
msh?s his friend, and in the pleasure which he yields him.” Here
BovAnoer = ‘the wish for the gosd’ {cf. kai vdyabie Bothovrac above)
na}tura,}ly suggests #dei, 7. ¢, vé dm\@s §8¢i, which is always associated
‘:L'lttl 76 amhas ayabov.  Cf. vill. 3. 7 76 ve anhds dyaldv kai 559 drhds
€OTL,

The Vet. 7r. and pr. Lb read eBer, which Zell, Fritzsche, Stahr
and Rass?w (Forsch. p. 32) adopt. Zell writes—* NOI,I cnim,
solum amicus amico par omnino pari refert, ut uterque eandem
alte.mm demerendi voluntatem habeat, sed genere et specie quoque
paria refert, id est, bona pro bonis, suavia pro suavibus, pro
|:1tllle.IS atilia": and Stahr has—* Mithin liebt auf beiden éeiten
}edfer das fiir ihn selbst Gute und gewdhrt seinerseits durch seine
“Tzllensbestrebung das Gleiche auch in derselben Gattung” Suse-
mihl now reads 76e after Zeller (see Susemihl, £7%. Ez:d.- append
P 173). The MSS. perhaps do not help us to come to a decisior;
s the case of two forms so similar in sound and appearance as
9dei and eidec: but apart from MSS., the weight of probabilit
seems to me to be greatly in favour of 7, whic?x would naturalg
occur to the writer as the constant concomitant of dyaéér, the object
of Botdnows. Grant's point too that Yroy elbe would,not bi a
natural expression, as confounding degree with kind, is worth
noticing. :

: "i'he Ps‘.re:ph.‘has‘ éxérepos oly ikei édrepov, b5 dyabdy olxeiov, kai
t ;11;: SE;::IE; ae;Zij], kal 78vs éorw duolws : and Aspasius has words to

$héms ioéms]| This is the reading of KP adopted by Bywater.
All other MjSS. apparently read 4 before lors. In Z. N, ix. 8. 2
the proverb is given as iodrys ¢hdrns, and in Z. . H, 6. 1240 b. 2.

In Z. V. viil. 8. 5, however, we have 4 & loorgs ka Spordrns d\drys.

vz
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1157 b. 36, As Ramsauer remarks, the old proverb was doubtless todrns pihdrns

or ¢aérys loérns without the article : but Aristotle allowed himself
to alter a proverb to suit his purpose; and it would be a mistake
to suppose that here the sense makes it impossible to take lodrys as
the subject. It is the predicate however, I take it, in the passage
quoted by Fritzsche from Diog. L. viii. 1. 8 mpéros eime Tvfaydpas
xowé vé rév ¢pikwy kel phiar lodrra. :

CHAPTER VL
ARGUMENT.

As for stiff-tempered and eliderly people—the more difficult they are fo get on
with, and the less pleasure they take in ong another’s socizty, the less lkely @s
riendship o spring wp between them : for nothing is so characteristic of friend-
ship and so productive of it, as taking pleasure in one anether's society : this ¥5
what young people do: and therefore they become Sriends quickly : but not so
old people—nor stiff-tempered people : nevertheless such people may be well dis-
posed to one another (wishing one another good and helping one another in need):
but they cannot properiy be called friends, since they do not spend their time
together or lake pleasure in one another—thus failing fo vealise the two maost
characteristic traits of friendship.

To be a friend to many in the way of Perfect Priendskip is fmfossible, just
as it is impossible o be in love with many af the sawme time : Jor Perfect Friend-
ship 15 an exalted state of feeling, and, as such, has naturally one person as its
object ; also it is not easy for many to afford the highest satisfaction to the same
person > not to mention the difficully of fonding marny who are good : moreouer,
there cannot be perfect friendship unless the friends know each other well, and
have come to enter familiarly into each other's dispositions—a hard thing to do
where only fwo persons are concerned, and much havder where many aré
concerned.

Where, however, the object of friendship is utility or pleasure, it is possibiz fo
have many friends; for wsgful and pleasant people are numerous, and the
services rendered ave quickly rendered.

Of the two inferior friendships that for pleasure vesembles Perfect Friendship
most when the same services are vendeved by both farties, and they lake pleasure
in cach other or in the same things—as youny people do in their friendships :
theve is something liveral in these friendshifs, whick distinguishes them from
the friendship for utility—the friendship of business. Further, the Happy
need, not wseful friends (since iheir material wanis are already otherwise
provided for), but pleasant friends—i.e. they wish Jor persons with whom to
associate intimately : pain and ennui they can bear for a fittle while ; but no

ot
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one wonld go on always énduring that whick gave him pain—no, nol even if it
wwere the summum bonum ifself.  This &5 why the Happy seek to have their
Jriends pleasant : they ought of course & seek to have them good as well as
Pleasant—good both absolutely and velatively ; Uhus their friendship will have
all that perfect friendship requives—the good, the pleasant, and the useful or
relatrvely good.

Men of wealth and station have their friends in distinct sets: they hawve wseful
[friends and pleasant friends, and it seldom kappens that the same friends are
both usefiel and plasant—able subordinetes, and amusing coutpanions: the good
sman is tndeed, as we have said, both pleasant and wrefael ; buet the good mian does
not allsw himself 1o become the friend of one who is his superior, unliss the
superiority be in goodness as well as in <uwealth and station ; for if the superiorily
were in wealth and station ondy, the good man could not compensare Jor his Ta-
Jeriority by any proporiionate yeturi. High station and goodness, hotwever,
seddom go together. :

The imperfect friendships mentioned ave © < frriendships betrocen equals’ ! equals
render to cach other the same things, or exchange one thing for another, ¢. g.
pleasure for profit. They are thought to be or not fo be ¢ friendships’ according
as they are vicwed as resembling or as differing from the standard friendship.
They are thought fo be friendshifs, becanse they are for pleasure or profit, since
the standard friendship—that based on viriie—ias dts elements of pleasure and
profit ; but i 5o Jar-as the friendship based on virtue is proof against slander,
and lasting, while the friendskips for pleasure and profit quickly pass away and
differ from the friendship based on viriue in many other vespects, they are not
thaught to be * fricndships]

§ 1.] Fritzsche brackets this § as being merely a repetition of viil. 5. 1158 a. 1.

2,3. Rassow (Forsck. pp. 24, 25), after printing the gemini loci
in parallel columns, leaves it undecided whether the first or the
second ought to be bracketed. Against the claim of the first
passage to stand he notes the point, overlooked by Fritzsche, that
just that part of it which is so/ repeated here occurs again in
another passage—ch. 6. § 4 xal ol paxdpuor 8¢ xpnoipoy pév obdey
déovrar, niéwy 8¢ ov(iy pév yap Boikovrai Tiot, 7O 8¢ Nummpow oNiyov peév
xpévoy pépovaw, cuvexds 8 olbeis Gv Omopelvar, ovd abrd 70 dyabov, €l
Nvimpdv abré elp. On the other hand he thinks it undeniable that
the second passage connects itself less maturally with what
precedes it than the first passage does. Susemih]l agrees with
Rassow in leaving it undecided which of the gemini loci ought to
be bracketed.

mpeoBurikols| Spengel (Aristotelische Studien 1. p. 215) asks s. 2.

why mpeafiras should not be read as below in this §, and in ch. 5.
§ 2. Victorius contends that mpeaBurixois is intentionally employed,



294 BOOK VIII: CHAP. 6: §§ 1-3.

1158 2.2. as Aristotle in this passage (as distinguished from g. § 2) regards

a. 3.

8. 8,
a, 12,

a 14,

2, 16,

‘the djspos%tion rath.er than the years of the old men in question—
neque enim cuncti hujus aetatis sunt difficiles.’ '

Tabre yop Boxel pdhior elvar dihikd kol wmomTikd ¢ihlas] Ram-
. sauer regards these words as spurious, finding nothing to which
Taira can be satisfactorily referred, Fritzscie refers radra to
6}11.1{@:5‘ by a loose construction not uncommon in Aristotle’s
w’ntmgs. Ramsauer notices the circumstance that the words & &
pdhior elvar Sokel hahixd at the end of this § say the same thin 3:
the words which he brackets as spurious. I would call attcn%-ion
to the circumstance (whatever it may indicate) that #hree passage
end with similar expressions—rviz. ch. 5- § 3 e xafpof'rag fofs
t(u’:mf&, mep 7 éraspicy Sokel Eyew, ch. 6. § 1. 1158 a. 3 Frrow rai:
Spiliars xalpougty raira ydp Bokel palor’ elvar dhkd Kai momricd

$ehias, and ch. 6. § 1. 1158 a e xa] AT
- 1153 4. 0 pnde youipew dAA/\ i pdleer
efvar Sokel dihixd. e e

$dot 8" ob wdwu eiol] ¢ They cannot properly be called friends.

§‘ % €owke ydp SmepBohyj] Fritzsche is wrong, I think, in making
Té épay thfa subject of e, The Paraph. gives the s:ense of th:
pas:.sage rightly—moXXols 8¢ $phov elvar Tor orovdaior xard ™ Teheiny
q)f)lu.w otk evdéxerar, bomep 0d8e 6 épay maAAGY dpa Surardy, dmepBon)
y&j:p tis éore Gpidlas ) rehela Pdia. d 8¢ rowdroy wpos Eva -.-r?qbvxi
yiveafar. In keeping with this interpretation Aspasius says Aekréor
& OmepBoMijy rip kara 76 &3, Cf. E. IV, ii. 6. 1 7, where dpery is said
to be kard 76 dpioroy kal 5 & akpérns.  As Coraes Says, § yap vehela
Pihia . . . Gy éotiy 4 drpordry, kal otk Eor abrijs ﬂvrfpre’;;a &y Gakia
Per.fect friendship is ‘an exalted state’ In ix. to. 5 however'
which resembles this passage closely, o éodv is tmepBos) jns Pihias. ’

iows & 058" dyabods elvar] se. moAhovs fadio,

Kol :
§ 3. mohhols dpéokew] Ramsauer conjectures wollods: unneces- -

S e ;
siml}, for 'u'o)\lais: dpeokew means simply, as Aspasius says, molois
elvar pihovs. His commentary is—~&uk 76 yprowor i kal O §8Y
S T
e::iexera: moMAals elvar (idovs® kal Yip wodd Td Téw rowiTer Yevos, &
o0 molhot ypivov 8l old éteragens’ ép N ,
@s* €r Ghiym Y4 5 f
Gavepai yivevrar ai i Td ¥ M y" .
’ ¥ X ab wEpL Ty ypnolpey ket rév (8éor Umypeaia, kal
x:tmpuﬂm v T Tayéws Tov abrg Hddv # Xphowpov.  drav 82 pnkére
yerrar Tovrwy émotepoiv, AL J la® €y GAL . / a
. povy, Avetar 5 Pilla’ €y Shiye yap Xpove ouvortdca,
&ai Ty napfuw Eye oAiyoxpovioy, 3
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§ 4. Coxe dihin] The MSS. read ¢ikia, but Asp.and the Paraph.
¢uig, which is adopted by Victorius, Ramsauer, and Bywater.

16 hevbiépiov] ©a generous spirit* (Peters).

koi oi paxdpior 8¢] On xai—8¢ see Eucken, de Arisi. dic. ral.
p. 32—*‘adjungit autem xai—&¢ rem novam, sacpe tam leni modo
ut idem fere valeat atque e’ It is most frequent in Z. V. iv, vil,
1% T .

008’ adrd T ayadér] < If Aristotle had been capable of a joke, we
must have considered this to be meant as such’ (Grant).

St 8 lows kai dyaBols Torolrous dvras, Kol €7t aﬁm?s] ‘The
paxdpior tequire their friends to be pleasant: but they ought to
require them to be good too, as well as pleasant (rowovrovs drras =
58¢els vras), and also wse/wl (lit. good for themselves) ; for thus they
will ‘have @/ that belongs to true friendship.’ This rendering
represents Rassow’s (#orsch. p. 83) view of the interpretation of
these words. With & kai abrois he supplies dyafovs, regarding the
phrase as equivalent to xpnoipovs. Thus to supply dyafois after ér
xai abrois (¢ the Paraph. rots pilovs ol amovdalos #beis {yrolow elvar,
dyafobs évras, xal abrois dyafobs, with whom Ramsauer, Williams
and Peters agree) is obviously correct, although I think it would
not be right to press (if indeed Rassow does so) the identity of
adrois dyabois with ypnoipous in the more material sense of the
latter term. It has just been stated that the material wants of the
paxdpios are fully supplied—that they do not need merely useful
friends, ypnoipwy pév oldéy déovrar. Stahr seems to give the true
sense of the passage when he writes—* Freilich sollten sie wohl
auch dazu Menschen nehmen, die nicht nur an sich gute, sondern
auch fiir sie selbst sittlich férdernd sind.” To supply fdets after
#r abrois with Fritzsche and Grant is, I think, quite inadmissible ;
dyabois evidently being the dominating thought of the clause
beginning 8¢ & {ows, as #3¢s was of the clause beginning &0 a. 25.
After dyafols a. 26 Rassow (Forsch. p. 84) supplies kaf’ éavrots,
which he considers necessary to bring out the opposition to atrets
(dyaflois), and Susemihl introduces xaf’ éavrois into his text.

§5. ot & & Tais éfovolais] Nye § év ébovoims Tois Tupdvrovs
(Asp.).
xpneipous els T& kakd] ol évdperor (Asp.).

1158 2.18.

a. 2L

a. 22,

a, 24,

a. 28.

- a. 27.

8. 30.



11581, 33.

a. 34,
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Bewods] After dewois Rassow (Forsch. p. 84) conjectures that eis
76 has fallen out. Bywater’s suggestion however (Contrib. p. 60)—
to *take rods 8¢ to mean ¢ others,” and understand Sewods wpata:
0 émrayfév to be a kind of predicate after {yrovot’—seems to meet
the difficulty.

§ 6. AN’ dmepégorm krN.] Aspasius gives the more generally
accepted interpretation of this passage—imepéyorros of yiverar (pihas
6 amovdaios dv ui kal 7jj dpery Imepéynras ¢ Unepéywr rard Thr Stvapw.
86l d¢ olrws drotew Tab imepéyeobar Tov Svvdorny, Gore kai eidevar, kat

- A *t;
éxeww mpos Tov owovdaior by wpds kpelrrova’ ofre yap Foral 1§ Kkard

s By s g i ¢ ;
(ma)\o-y;av LgoTHS, av oifTal pev 'rr)lor:rrc'.; kai Ouvdper ﬂm—ngﬂy, Bavudlot.

8¢ tow dyabdv bs rkar’ dperiy alrod diagpeporra.  This view, according
to which the subject of tmepéynrac is 6 mepéywv (kard Ty Bdvapw), is
accepted by the Paraphrast, Victorius, Lambinus, Zell, Coraes,
Fritzsche, Michelet, Stahr, Williams, and Peters.

As for tmepeyoperos 2. 36—some of these commentators make it
the great man or prince, and others the good man: the Paraph.
e. 2. makesit the good man—otre yip éficdle 6 arovdaios 76 kar
€fovoiav Bmepéxovre, dvdhoyor dmepéywy kai imepexduevas.! Coraes on
the other hand makes {mepexdperos the great man or prince—e &
p Umepéxoero 6 dv éfovaia kar' dperiy tmd Tob omovdaiou, obie lodler T
omovdaly (o yiyverar dpilos Snyhads, € ye év lodryre i) edia) dviloyop
UTEpEXOUEVOs, TOUTEDTL TogOUTOY dperi tTmepexducros Umd Tob amovdatov,
Sorov éxelvov Imepéyer kar éfoviriav,

According, then, to the view of Aspasius and most other com-
mentators, Aristotle means to tell us here that the good man
will not become the friend of a superior in rank and power unless
that superior is his inferior in goodness—or, to use Grant’s words,
‘2 good man would not be 2 friend to a potentate, if that potentate
had superior moral qualities.” This cannot be Aristotle’s meaning,
Grant, Ramsauer, and Jackson (Arist. Nic. Eth, Book v, p- 91)
are undoubtedly right in making 6 omovdaios, not & imepéywy, the
subject of dmepéynrar, and rendering—* the good man does not
become the friend of a superior in rank and power unless he
is surpassed in goodness, as well as in rank and power, by that
superior. The awkwardness of making the subject of dmepéynrar
different from that of yiverar is thus avoided, and account is taken
of the force of xai before rj dperfj, ignored by the other rendering,

* So also Fritzsche, reading 6 dmepexduevos without MS. authority,
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As for e 8¢ py, otx iodler dvdhoyor tmepeydperos—Grant, Ramsauer, 1158 a. 34.

and Jackson agree that 6 omovdaios is still the subject; but Jackson
alone seems to me to have got the meaning of the clause clearly :—
‘ because otherwise the inferior will not feel for the superior that
love and regard by which alone he can requite superior services.
Cf. E.N. ~iil. 7. z dvdhoyor § & mdoas rais kaf mepoyty olioats
Pihices kal Ty piknow Bel yiverbar, olor Tév dpelve pallor ¢ukeicba
| ey, kai tiv ddekpdrepor, xal tér d\ev fkacror uclws’ §raw
vap xkav aflay 7 Gi\gots yhyrar, tére yiveral mes lodms,” 8 8 Ths
¢ikias elvas Joxel. Cf. also viil. 8. 1. The equality found in ai
Pihlar ai kaf Omepoyiv could not be realised in such a case of
inferiority as that of a poor good man to a bad (or not good)
rich man, for the poor good man would not be warranted in
repaying the great material benefits, which he might receive
from the rich man, with an amount of love and esteem equal
to them. Between a poor good man and a very good rich man
equal reciprocation, and therefore a friendly relation, is indeed
possible ; but—rich men are seldom very good—ob mdvu & eivfaat
TotobTol ylveoBar (sr.’. oi év rais éfovoias, _%p.)

The clause e 8¢ pa, olx lod{ee dvaoyor Umepexduevos may be
rendered—* for if this be not so, he (the poor good man) cannot
put himself on an equal footing by compensating for his in-
feriority "—7. &. by making a proportionate return for the benefits
which he, in his inferior position, receives. I take dvdhoyor with
Umepexdpevos : see the Paraph. (dvdhoyor Gwepéywr wal dmepeydpevos)
and Coraes quoted above, and ¢/ viill. 13. I rovs & duigovs (se.
8et) 76 dvdhoyor Tals tmepoyats dmodiddvar,

Peters’ contention that & owmoudaios cannot be the subject of
Yamepéynra, because ‘rke ideally good man cannot be surpassed
in virtue,” would have force if it were necessary to assume that
Aristotle has here in view ‘ Z%¢ ideally good man.’

§ 7. eiol & olv ai eipqpévar dkiow év ioémmi] 7.e. these ¢udiar, b. 1.

as they have been hitherto described, are év icdryre : but all three
may be also xaf’ imepoxir—see Vil 13. 1 rpurrav 8 olodr Guar,
kafdmep év dpxh eipprai, kal kad ékdoTny Ty pév év lodrnmi Pilev
Grrov v 8 kaf rmepoxfy (kal ydp bpolws dyafol pidor yhovrar xai
dpelvoy yeipovt, Guolws 8¢ xai §ibels kai S T ypfowor, lodlovres Tats
apeheiats kal Sapéporres), Tovs lvovs pév kar iodryra dei 7§ Pieiv kai

Tois Aumals iodew, Tols & dvicous 76 dvdleyoy rais Umepoyals dmodibdvar,
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1158b.10.  d\hois te Biadéperr wolhois] e ¢. they may subsist between bad

b. 12,

men, they may include many persons.

CHAPTER VIIL
ARGUMENT. .

Another class of friendships 75 that of the Sriendships botween unequal—
between father and son—and generally between elder and Younger ; between
husband and wifp—and generally between ruler and ruled.  These Jriendships
differ from eack other—ihat of parents for childven is not the same as that af
rulers for ruled ; and, further, the friendskip of father for son is not the sanie
as that of son for father, or of husband for wife the same a5 that of wife for
fusband ; for the goodness and the function of the husband or Jather are not the
same as the goodness and the function of the wife or son, and the reasons Jor
which eack feels friendship to cack ave different.  The services vendered by cach
difjering, there will be a fair and lasting Jriendship when childven resuier
o paremts, and parents to children, those things which are due to parents and
chitdren wespectively.  The affection also in all these Jriendships between
wneguals onght to be * in proportion’ on eack side—i, e. the better or the more
useful aught to be loved move than e loves : for when there is affection in pro-
fortion to desert then, in @ way, equality is produced—cqueality the great mark
of friendship.

Lquality is not the same in Justice and in Friendship. In Justice pro-
Portionale equalily is of primary, and absolute eqaality of secondary tmporiance;
in friendship absolute equality comes first, and Proportionais equality takes the
second place.  This is showse by the fact that if the distance, ¢. g in goodress or
wealth, between the partics becomes great, they cease to be friends, or cven lo
think of eack other as friends. The clearest case is the relation between the
&ols and men ; other cases are the relation betuen bings and their subyects,
and {hat between men who are very good and very wise and those who are good

Jor nothing, It is impossible to define exactly ihe distance at which People may
SElL be friends : they may still be friends though the distance is consicorable T
but mot if it be Viat af which the gods stand from men, Hrnce the gitestion—
Whether friends really wish for their friends the Sreatest good P Surely they
o 10t wish them do become gods, and to cease 1o be their Sriends, i.e. thetr good,
A we were right in saying that a friend wishes good things for his friend for
Ads friend's sake, then his friend must vemain what be is: Jriend will wish
the greatest of good ihings for his friend as a man; bt Perkaps not all these
&ood things ; the very greatest of them he will wish for himself.

§1. 78 xaf’ mepoxiv] another kind of friendship in which the
persons are unequal '—Peters.
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£ 3 2 ’
ai ev todrnyre.

§ 2. xkal thy $ihnow] Aspasius notices the xaf before bgaw, b. 24.

but scarcely helps us to understand its force—év mdoais rais dpyais
xat Tais kad Umepfolijy hilars ob povor Ty Gikiaw dei elvar amitoyor,
d\ha kal iy pihgowr kal oxeddr S Ty Gdgow ket 5 Pikia Efe
dvadoyor. I would explain as follows — The isdrps realised in
these ¢uhiae ka6 imepoyiv is not merely that of a fair commercial
ovvaAhaype, in which equivalent amounts of different wares are
exchanged; it is the ivdrs of ¢hMa—the superior does not give
merely assistance in return for the equivalent amount of respect
which he rcceives from the inferior; he gives ¢iAgois as well—
since he is the other's ¢ilos—and expects a proper return of
$dyms.  The mutual exchange of ¢i\oes between the superior
and inferior is indeed more characteristic of their friendship than
the exchange of assistance and respect—materially necessary
though the latter exchange may be to their ‘friendship’ But
in this mutual exchange of ¢idpaes the difference between superior
and inferior must not be lost sight of—oiovr (here = ¢ ¢. not e.g.)
Tov dpetve (5¢. 8¢1) padhor dekeiobas 3 ket

§8.] The essential thing in Justice is that every man shall b.29.

get his due whatever that happens to be; the essential thing in
Friendship is equality. Justice does not care how unequal the
persons are, but gives them their due shares; whereas strict
equality between the persons is required by the highest kind
of Friendship, and although there are Friendships so-called in
a secondary sense (Serépws b. 33), Vviz. ai kad imepoyir in which
the absence of strict equality is compensated for by ‘ proportionate
equality,” yet this compensation is possible only within certain
limits. If the real inequality becomes very great ¢ia also
becomes impossible. See the Par. ad loc, éiv kar’ déiav kal dvikoyor
yivprar §) Siavopy Sikala éavi, kv opibpa TH moad Bagpéper oldér kwhier
Tov 7ol Ouwalov coleobar Adyoy, e 8¢ kara 78 moodv Loy en kal pi
dvddoyor ob Sivarat elvar Swaia’ émi 8¢ tiis iMlas dvdmadw k. Cf.
Grant’s good note ad Joc.

§ 4. Sudompa] 70 kard woody foov is primary in Friendship, b. 33.

otherwise Friendship would not be destroyed by Sidempa.

Siadépovoe ¥ adrar kal ANMfAwv] 7 e as well as generally from 1158b.14.
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1158b.85. ém tav Oedv] Fritzsche compares A7 . ii. 11. 1208 b. 30

dromoy yap av €, € Tis paly r,ﬁf.)\eiv Tov Ala,

1159 a. 4.  § 5. oi ¢thor] Ramsauer and Susemihl bracket oi. The former

a. 8.

a.12,

however suspects the words fos rlos of ¢ior. Byw. suggests 5
dunia for of Ppilo, thus getting a subject for péve ; see Contrib.
p. 6o.

§ 8. ol ydp $ihor dyabd] sc. elor, not as Zell and Fritzsche
suggest, Bovhorrar.  See Rassow, Forsch. p. 67. Rassow (followed
by Sus. and Byw.) reads ob (with Kb, Mb, 1) for o?8é before yigp
€L A, T

abtd yip pdlief KAT.'K.] Asp. says & & é&js Aéye ddokar ToM
¢ihor atrg pdhwwra Bovhecbar Tayald, o wepl Tov v mpwTny Pikiay
ExérTay elpnrai, GAAG wepl TOV dporipes Aeyopdvor Giler  Aéyer &
é&iis Ty airiay 8¢ nv of modot Bovhovrar (ukeicfar paldor 3 Puketr kT,
Fritzsche also thinks that the inferior friendships are here referred
to. But see £. V. ix. 8, where the conclusion is reached—rir
pev dyabov el pilavrov elvat.

CHAPTER VIIL

ARGUMENT.

DMost men are ambitious of the hownour of being loved wmove than they lrve
(Lhis is why the majorily of men love flatterers) ; being loved is very neariy the
same thing, in their vicw, as being homoured ; and o be howoured is what the
majorily of men strive ajfter. Bur honour 5 not sought for itself.  The
majority of men take pleasure in receiving i from persons who have much in
their power, becanse they recognise it as the sign of the advantages which they
hope for ; while others seek fo be honoured by good men who are copnoisseurs of
goodness, in ordey that they may have confirmation of their own good opinion
about themselves.  To be loved, on the other hand, gives men pleasure in itself.
Accordingly fo be loved (5 a better thing, it would seem, than o be horoured, aind

Sriendship s something dn iself choiceworthy. But by ' friendship’ we mean
floving’ vather than © being loved! The lope of mothers for their young
children by whom they cannot be loved in return may help us to see that friend-
ship consists i loving rather than in betng loved @ this beine so, and those who
¢ lowe thetr friemds’ being proised, #t followus that © loving one anciher’ is the
wvirtue of friends ; and those who do this in profortion io desert are lasting
Jriends. It &5 by this loving in proporiton to desert that those who are not
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equeals may be made equals and so friends. Egquality and sz’mi?ar:z'ty is Friend-
ship—especially similarily in Virfue. Virlugus men aie stable in fhemselves,
and yemain stable friends to one another, neither seeking for themiselves, nor
helping one another to, anything that s evil—nay, trying to fech one another
out of evil. But wicked men have o stability. They do not vemarn kﬁzxg the
same ; they become friends fo one another for & shovt dime, pleased willk gt
another’s wickedness, Those whose friendship 15 for utility or pleasure remaint
[riends longer—that is, as long as advantage or pleasure is f:th/mmz:ng: :

The friendship of utility seems especially to arise out of contraries—e. g. it
arises between vich men and poor wienm, befween the man who knows and the
man who is ignorant. Under this kead too may be brought that belween lover
and belowed, between one who i beautiful and one who is plain.  Hence lovers
sometinies make themselves vidiculous by expecting to be loved as much as they
lowe, although they are not equally loveable, But perkaps the one conlrary does
not scek the other as such, but only per accidens—&he mean being the real
ohject of desive: for the mean is good ; thus the good for the *dry’ is not o be-
comre © e, bul lo veach the mean.

§ 1. Smepexduevos ydp $hos & xéhaf] We see from this that the 1159 a. 14.

avéhoyoy Drepexduevos of vill. 6. 6 effects the equality required in
friendship by rendering more love than he receives.

wpoomotelton Towodros] Bekker's elvar after rowdros, omitted by a. 15.

Byw., seems to have no MS. authority. NC reads mpoomoteirar

-
TOLOUTO.

§ 2] Grant compares Z. V. 1. 5. 5.

§§ 2-8. 7¢ dukeiobar B¢ kal’ aitd xalpodbrr k.7\.] See the Par. a. 25.

ad loc. Eare 37 ob pbvov T Pikeiobar 8¢ éavrd alperdv, dNha kai 70 pewv,
xal moAAG pakhor, Sow Bédrov. To be loved is better than to be
honoured. Thus ¢e\ia, looked at even on its passive side, stands
very high in the scale of human good things. But active love is its
true mark—>oxei 8 év 79 Phely pahov i év 76 Piheioba eivae (§ 3).
The &épyaa of 76 pideiy, proceeding from the virtuous és of duhia,
brings the good man, gud ¢ikes, into the intelligible world " of
active reason, as distinguished from the region of passive feeling.
If we consider in this connexion the doctrine which Aristotle shares
with Plato, that reason in all its flights is moved and sustained by
love, we can sce what a high place in the Aristotelian Metaphysic
of Ethics ¢ia occupies. Here, however, its place is merely
indicated ; in Book ix it is more accurately determined. Cf.M.M,
i 11, 1210 b. 6 Zore 8¢ Béidtor T b€y i 16 pheigbar TS pev yap
duikeiv évépyad Tis ndovis kal dyafdy, dwo 8¢ Tod pdeiobar ollepia TG



1159 5. 25. dhovpéve drépyeia yiyverar Ere 8¢ Bédriow o opilar

a. 38,
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ért 1"(') eﬁrro:.qﬂkér ffm; Béhrwor § pi- 6 pév ofv pihdw edromrikds 7 kel
(E 8¢ ?’)dtuv;.tfms 3 ¢ieirar o,  Cf. Aspasius on viii. 8. 3 &rﬂ‘pé&' 05;
r}‘\(ﬁi)\m € 7 ehely kal Pikeiobar pahor 8¢ Sokei &v 76 @:;.léu efva:: 7€
rci;f l?t?:io'gfw :} Ydp évépyera éxarépov rav Pihev v :—q') cjn?\:?u,-": rz‘:? t;:
f; : ;::; Pf;r; :::: comiw abrol évépyeia® Exaoros 8¢ mepl éxeivd eome arep‘l b #xe

' §h4.] Those; who actively love their friends are prassed; so, loving
15 the true zirfue of friends. See Z.N.i. 13. 19 1év Zfeav 82 ré
EmawveTds dperis Néyopey, .

P § 5. ouTw S oy K.T | aveaTo, e ] T {;bt?\ew avih =
. .l. . al € uallsed Gyo

UTEpEX@Y 1 vmepexipevos 11 5 Tob Imepexopévon diknats © 1§ rod Smepéxovros

piknos.

i yaopiterfu . | .
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owes 1o his child differs from that which brothers owe one another—or, again,
comrades—or fellow-citizens @ tnjustice is aggravated in proportion as it 1s done
to a nearer friend. This shows that justice and Friendship have the same
sphkere.

471 associations or common undertakings are parts of the great association of
the Commonzoealth. As the association of the Commonwealth sprang up and is
maintained in ovder to secure the common good. of tls members, so eack of these
particular associations extsts i order lo secure Somie Pparticular good. It is the
commion good (identical with that whick is just) whick legisiators aim &l ; the
miner associations aim at some pariicular good—e. g. business associations at
wealth, military associalions at wvictory. There are other associations again
which are for pleasure—clubs, and guilds; and festivals in which the worskip of
the gods it combined with relaxation : it is to be noted that the ancient religions
assemblies weve haroest festivals, for the time immediately afier hayvest was the
time at which people had most leisure.  These associations then for worship and
relaxation are parts of the great association of the Commonzvealth whick looks
not 1o the advantage of the day but to that of the whole of life. Each of these
associattons has its own kind of friendship.

b. 3. ‘ﬂ?jp gu,-r’ & 3 : ] i
. Per:aiv] 'sc. ¢y’ (Ramsauer) : but it seems better to i A : .
understand épofwy. § 1 & é&pxyy] viil 1. 4, according to Asp. 1159 b. 25.
& 7ols adrois| ‘between the same persons’: see Asp.—év Tais b. 26.
abrois oloy ikia éorlw év ois {ova Yarparibrats . . . dNAG kai wepl (Td)

e, i Nt
alrd' mept T& oTpaTtETIKG Ydp KT,

b. 8. @\N &g elmelv kal] ‘nay rather, I ought to gayr ol

b. 20. ; D yd '
‘ §7 ,&?\‘)\& m.-n’i oupBeBnids] of ydp, kald potow Egha, dvavria
coTiv, aANd oupBéBnker alrols vavriots elvar xal Yap 6 méms épa Tov

mhovaiov dre dhéuds € e xoi vao T8 Sikawow] sc. mt Togoiréy éort kaf' doov kowwpoio: b. 30
Péhuds éotey alrd kai yphoiuos (Paraph.). yap ] (o ;

(Fritzsche).
§ 3. 7¢ pakhov mwpds bilous eTml.] npebvorépws drrt Tob 1@ wpos 1160 a. 4.
Giovs pdMhor elvar (Coraes). -

: ""l"u" opetis Tob péaou €oTiv' TobTO yip dyu.ﬂév] CrEN.i. 6. g #
:}’;‘m& S """”"l‘lf’ kal 7 vois, Tob pécov & €y oroyaoTch ‘.(:t.::z?l)'(;i
ondence with environment’ is the law of life. :
adtecdar 8¢ mépuker dpa T dihig kal TS Slkatov] Suapéper 0 év B T
Tois dde\ois dikatoy kal o év rois Nowrols, alifnow B¢ hapBdrer 1o Bikarow
7¢ pakhoy mpos pidovs yiveofar: Bovhdpevos dé ToiTo Seifar éx Tov évavriov
riyewpes € yip dewdrepoy 7O xpypdrey drooTepiiTat érdipov # mokirnw, Kai
75 mpés Pikovs ywipevoy Sikawor ral rpeirrdy éoriv, el 8 atiferac i Ppikia,
afiferar kat 76 Blkator bs év Tols alrois dvra (Asp.).

CHAPTER IX.

ARGUMENT.
4, 5, 6- Slnce, €V KolVovid 1) l:\lﬂ- I ,the Various aSSOCIa’EIDns 8. 8.

(kewoviad) included in the commonwealth (moleruc) rowevia), all of
them subserving its end—the public good, by means of their own
special ends (whether these special ends be described as useful or
pleasant), involve their corresponding friendships.

wﬂi‘ﬁe spﬂg of Jestice mm’ af _.]ff'?‘eﬂﬂ‘:'iﬁfp is the same.  Every association pr
TR :'m.f:mg has its kind of justice, and conseguently its Find

ﬁ’w’m’.‘fﬁr_.gb. Thas nien speak of their fellow-soldiers as their ¢ friends. Zj .

as their common underiaking extends, so far does their friendship ext, .m’ <

the proverd ¢ Friends have things in common’ is true. L
Brot;?er.r and comrades kave all things in common : other Sriends ki

or.fgr.r in cammon, Jor some [friendskips are greater than others - ‘Z’w T

Jriendships vary, so does bre justice in each case. The Juestice zorﬁ’if;”a ;:r:j;

§ 4. xol § wohimikh) 8¢ xowwrla 1o cupdéporros xdpw Bokel kot €§ a. 11.
dpxfAs ouveNdely kol Suapéver] Zell and Fritzsche remind us that this
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- \ :
1160 a. 11. is not a complete statement of Aristotle’s theory of the origin and

a. 17,

maintenance of society, and refer to Pol. iii. 4- 1278 b. 20 ¢oer pép
ot avfporos (Gov mohirwdy Sub xal #8ér Bedpevor 175 map' aAAnAawy

Bonbetas olx Eharrov épéyorrar Tod culiy ol iy GNAG kat ) kowq cuutepoy'
ouviye, kal oo émBaAes pépos ékdote Tod (R ka\ds. Ramsauer refers |

to Pol.i 1. 1252 b, 29 ywopevy roi (i Evexer, odoa 8¢ Toi €f $w. CF
also Pol. iii. 5. 1280 a. 25 e pév yap tév krppdrey Xxdpw ékowrdrpoar
kal ovuioy, rogoiror peréxouat miis méhews Goovnep T The krimens Gol
6 T&Y Shiyapyuedy Nyos SéSeicr du loxbew . . . e 8¢ phre vob (v pdvow
évexer, dAAG pa\hor o0 € (v« . . phre quppayfas évekey, Gmay Imd
prdesds adikdvrar, phre i Tas d\\ayds kal i ypiow Ty wpos dAN7-
Rovs , . . wepi & dperijs xal kaklas wolrikis Staokomoliow, 8ry Ppou-
Tifovow elvoplas k.r\. Comparing the passage before us (£, &V, viii.
9. 4) with the passages quoted from the Politics we observe (1) that
according to Aristotle’s complete theory other and more powerful
causes than the perception of material advantage brought men into
social union, and keep them in it; and (2) that 6 kown] cuughépor
is a wide expression including r3 kakév, and not to be identified with
the ‘useful’ as distinguished from the ¢ noble and good.’

ot vopobérar oroxdborrar] Cf L. V. v. 1. 13.

$aow] so Aristotle himself— P/, iii. 4. 1279 2. 17 davepdy rolwwr
o5 doa pév molursiar Td kowd ouppepor axomotow, adrar iy dpdat VY-
Xavovow oloar kard o dwhds Sikator.

§ 8. wéhews dpeydpevor] as colonists or as exiles—Ramsauer.

énar 8¢ 1@y kowondr 3 H8oviy Sokodor yiveafar] The Par,
takes pains to show that even those associations which seem to
have pleasure as their end, ultimately subserve 76 kowj auuthépor,
becanse dvanaicews ped §Sovis are necessary to the proper perform-
ance of earnest work. ruwés 8 rév kowersy ob 70éos éplevrar . . .
domep 7 Tov burerir xowevia kai § rov cpaveordy . . . xal adras 8¢ pEpy
€lol Tis molirkijs® Tdrrorrar yép kol aditar mpds T8 Kowj ouppépor Imo Tijy
wohiTikiis'  Kal yap ob péroy $ viv éati aupdépor {yrel> dANi kal b piy per
ol quudiépet, ouroive 5, rat rovto Sidker . . . Bilk Tofro tuaias 7e elofyaye
kal ovydlovs kal ovrovalas ped nloviis kai wovwr dvaraloens® KeTd yap Tas
Tov Kapmdy cvykomdis al Te otuodor éylvovro Kal af Buoiat, drapyal Tues
odeas piliora yap év rolrows éoybéhalor Tois raipois’ Sua 8 rolrar roy
Kowomay 76 Te feiory [Newy abrols éyivero, & guvelcew €dérer, kal adrot
dvaravbpevol, veapol Tév imép Tob ouppéporros mévwy fmrovre. A ToliTo
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talverar 8rv mioa kowevia, ral § fdéos Eveka yivopern, kai 1) Tov cup- 1160 a.19.

. : g " . . - S
pépovros, 6 oupdépor Eoyaror Eyer Tédos, kai it Toiro waca pépy elol

TIS WONTLKTS.

Ouacwriov kal épaviordv] < The members of religious guilds and
social clubs” The 6iacos was a guild of persons who danced
along the streets in procession, and joined in sacrificial feasts in
honour of a god—especially Bacchus. An Zavos was 2 social club
in which each member made his contribution (cvuBors) to the
common fund.

Ouaias Te mowdvres k.7\.] Fritzsche (followed by Grant) omits a, 23.

Bekker’s full stop after suroveias, makes the words of ydp a. 21-2. 23
7oy @Biov parenthetical, and refers the participles mouwivres &c. to
kowavol implied in kowwrmav above.

Michelet refers them to ¢uAérar kal Snpdras, regarding &uar a. To—
a. 23 rov Blov as parenthetical. I am more inclined to adopt
Susemihl’s suggestion that something has dropped out between rov
Biov and fuoias re a. 23 ; perhaps, as Bywater suggests (see Jfourn. of
LPhilol. vol. xvii. p. 69), &uar 8¢ vdv kowwndy 87 oy Bokolee yiveobar,
{al) Bacwrav kai pariorar ofto yap Buaias Eveka kal suvovelas 4. 19, 20,
The point of the passage is excellently brought out by Peters—
‘ But all these associations seem to be subordinate to the association
of citizens ; for the association of citizens seems to have for its aim,
not the interests of the moment, but the interests of our whole life,
even when its members celebrate festivals and hold gatherings on
such occasions, and render honour to the gods, and provide
recreation and amusement for themselves.” And in a note he adds—
‘It is the institution of the State which gives a permanent signi-
ficance to these amusements of a day.’

CHAPTER X.

ARGUMENT.

Constitutlons are of three species—rkingly rule, aristocracy, and timocracy.
Irz each of these the end of govermment s the common good. But there is, cor-
responding lo eack of these three, a degraded form: in which the good of the
Loverning fower is made the end of government.  Thus fyranny is the degra-
dation of kingly rule—the tyrant is the bad king who rules for his own

YOL. IL X
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advaniage ; oligarchy, of aristocracy—the few, who ave vich, rule in the interest
of ¢heir own class ; and democracy, of timocracy—rthe moderate froperty qualifi-
cation recoguisad i Hmocracy is abolished. OF these degraded forms tyranny
78 the worst, because It &5 the condravy of the best—kingly rule ; and democracy
#s the least bad, for it does not involve @ very great declension from z’zmo:racy,
sence timocracy itself is the rule of the many—i. e. of those whe are equals in
virtue of coming up to a moderate property gualification.

Of all these constitutional forms awe have analogues in the Family. The
relulion of the father to kis childven corvesponds to kingly rule—thus, Homer
calls Zews, Father: and where, as in Persia, a father treats his children as
slaves we have a relation which corvesponds to tyranny.  The relation between
husband and wife corvesponds to avistocracy. for the husband rules the wife in

: those things i which Ris superiority entitles him to rale her @ wheve he takes all
power inio his own hands his rule becomes ke oligarchy @ sometimes again the.

1160 a, 381, .

a. 34,

b. 6.

b. 8,

domestic ofigarchy s that of the wife, if she be an heiress. The relation betveen
brothers corrvesponds fo timocvacy : brothers are equals except in so far as age
makes a difference.  The analogue of democracy @s, for the most part, found in
kouseholds which are without a kead or where the ruler is weak and the
menibers ave allowed fo do as they please.

§ 1. molireias ¥ éoriv €idn 7pla, loar 8¢ xai wapexBdoeis] See Pol,
lil. 5. 1279 a. 22 sqq. and Pol iv. 2. 1280 a. 26, Grant and
Ramsauer think that this chapter can hardly have been written after
the Politics : see their notes ed Joc.

mokeretay & abriy k.r.\] ¢ constitutional government’ (Peters).
‘H ék mypnparor is called mhovrokparia in Xen. Mem. iv. 6. 12.

§ 2 'rmoﬂms] 3 adTdpkys.

khqputds dv ms €in Baoiheds] Fritzsche supposes the reference
to be to the alovumirns mentioned in Pol. iil. 9. 1283 2. 31, or
aiperos Tipavvos. But Coraes is more probably right with k\npwrss
Gv ms ein Pooiheds, kabirep 6 mparos rév éwéia Kypwrdv dpydvrew
*Abfjmpow énovopdfero Bacieds. Peters and Ramsauer adopt this
interpretation, the latter quoting Plato, Poli7. 291 A rotrovs 7¢ Tolvww
rols khpparols Bacihéas dua kai iepéas, and 290 E kai &) kai map’
Uiy . . . 79 Aaydrrt Baoihet Gaot Tjide 1@ cepvérara kat pdiora mérpa
Tar dpyaley Quoiy drodeddofa

All recorded sources except OP and NC read # after eiyp: this
readmg requires paliow to be supphed see the Paraph 8 8¢ py
olitas éxar Knpotds palhor dr Tis ely ) Bacikels.

Kal pavepiTepoy émi Tadms St xeplom] According to Ramsauer
and Peters this means that it is more evident from an inspection of
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rvpavrls that it is the worst, than it is evident from an inspection of 1160b. 8.

Baoi\eia that it is the best form of government. Surely this is not
the meaning. Nothing can be more evident, on Aristotle’s principles,
than that Bagihein is the best form of government. The comparison
in gaveporepor is between the worst of the épflal moleretar, Viz. Tipoxparia
(see above, 1160 a. 36 yepiory & ryporparia), and the worst of the
wapecfdoes, viz. rupavris. The latter is quite plainly the worst on
its side because it 13 évavrior 10 Bacideia which is the best of all
forms ; whereas it is not so plain that ripoxparia is the worst on its
side, because the difference between it and Baci\ela does not amoum;."
to évavridrys.

§ 8. peroBaiver] impersonal =4 peraBo\) yivera, according to b 10.

Ramsauer; but the Paraph. makes 4 mo\ireia the subject—a con- .
struction supported by jaore peraBailvovow at the end of the present
section.

kol 1 mpokpatie] 7. timocracy, as well as democracy, is ab.1s.

government of the many: see Pol iii. 5. 1299 a. 37 6rav & 7o
Thffos @pis TO kowdy moherelnrar cuuépor, kaleirar TO Kowdy dvopa

wagdy O moMTeady, Tohirela.

wapecPaiver] taken transitively in the Jud. Arsst., and by the b. 20.

Paraph., Ramsauer, and Fritzsche. The term wapékBacis seems
to have been derived from the terminology of music: see . F. H.
g. 1241 b, 28 mokereiar . . . kal af dpBai kai af wapexBdoes Fort yap
0 adTd bomep eml TOw &ppovtélr kai 7oV év Tais molrelats and Pol. 8.
7. 1342 a. 22 eigi 8" domep alrav ai Yuyal mapeoTpuppévar Tis KaTd
Plow Efews, oltw kai THv appovidv wapexBicers eloi, kal TOY peldv
184 oilvrove kai mapakexpwopéva: on which see Susemihl's Ariss,
Politik, note 1098. :
Democracy is the least evil of the debased forms (fkwora 8¢ pox8s- |
pév éore ) Spokparia), because it arises out of a form in which the
governing body is large. ‘In timocracy the governing body, being
the majority of the people, governs for the good not of itself—
the majority—but for the good of the whole State, the minority
included. In democracy the majority governs for its own good,
and neglects the rights of the minority. But still in democracy
the rights and interests of the majorify, at least, are attended to;
whereas in tyranny and oligarchy, where the governing body is
very small, the majority is oppressed. On the principle there-
Xz



1160 b. 20. fore of * t
ore of ‘the greatest good of the greatest number, the deflection .
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implied in tyranny or oligarchy is a much more serious evil
than that implied in democracy. But extremes meet. There is
a form of Democracy in which everything is determined by ymio-
para, and not by véuos. This form of Democracy, which Aristotle
1k(ﬁ]IC’o‘Z. 43[; 4- 1292 2. 4 sqq.) compares to tyranny, must be excepted
rom t e application of the judement friora 8¢ poybnpdv éome #
dnuoxparia, and may Dhave been present to the mind of Aspasius
WhEI"l he wrote—el xuf aird oxorfres, xelpo dv ebpieas iy Spuo-
kparmn: Téy érépov' el yap év 1§ Sppokparig wdvres dpyovow, év Th
Tuparvie kai Gheyapyle, Th pév GNiyor, Th 8¢ st yelpow 8¢ éome -rl':
mohovs davdovs dpyew §) kat SNiyous  kal &ve,

b.21, pdhof ofrws] ‘These then are the ways in which the several

b. 22.

constitutions are most apt to change’ (Peters); ‘most apt,” for

. - j

there are o‘ther ways, as Aristotle himself points out in Pol ©,

jl.g. tyrapn:esdsometimes arise directly out of oligarchies or
emocracies : democracies direct] i

y out of tyrannies. See -

sauer ad Joc. i o

4 -

§ 4. dpowdpara ¥ abrdv kol olov wapadelypara] ‘analogues and
as it were, patterns.’ |

The.parallels drawn in §§ 4, 5 and 6 differ in value and
fuggestweness. Those drawn between the normal conjugal re-
(> 3 S
aiPlon l?nd aristocracy, and the abnormal conjugal relation and
01l;ga1c y are perhaps more ingenious than useful; but on the
0; er hand, those drawn between the father and the king, between

& =

tfe master and the tyrant, between brothers and the members
of a timocracy or democracy, rest upon a true view of the natural
history of society.

The‘ (:Iamfmi1 village-community with its Chief (Bagveds) is the
expansion of the ho ith i - i '
; i»w e use mEh its Father: see Pol i. 1. 1232 b. 17

TOLKLG olkias . . . obs kalolol Twes duoyd 10 i
P e n : 2 s ouoyahakras waidds Te kai
. : - 0w kat 7o mpdroy éBaghedovro af wokes, kal viv ¥ Td
iy & Bagihevopevar yip cvmhor waca yap oikia Baci\eterar tmd
Tl mpecSurdrev: Gote xal ai dmowiar dud THY ovyyiveny CF. Pol. i
5. fz;:,g’ b. ”IO 1 8¢ rév Tévay dpy) Basiukit 16 yap yemvjoeay Kai
i Pioer dpxov kal xard wmpeofelar iorlv, Smep éoTi Basihikis eTad
dpxfis.  Ou kak@s “Opnpos Tév Ala wpoarydpevaey, elrdy
martp avdpdv e Bedr Te
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oy Bami\éa rolTwy dndvrev (ice yap TOV Baoi\éa Biapépew pév Bet, 1160 b. 22.
|

T yever & etvar Tov abrdy: Gmep mémovbe 70 mpeaBiTepoy wHOS TO ve@TEPOY
kal & yevwhoas mpds 6 wéwwor. It is only, however, while a com-
munity remains small that the patriarchal kingship is possible;
and in the Hellenic world, when Aristotle wrote, it had long
become a thing of the past. Monarchy now existed chiefly in the
form of tyranny, where the monarch was able to coerce a mixed
and divided mass of subjects, as a masier coerces his slaves.
Greek communities, when they became too large to submit to the
rule of the patriarchal chief, naturally became aristocracies and
timocracies; that is—the customs (vépos) which had grown up
under the rule of the patriarchal chief, continued to govern the
community after the disappearance of that rule. These customs -
expressed originally what kinsmen deemed due to one another
in their various relations, It is true that on the disappearance,
in a large community, of the lively sense of kinship which
produced them, the customs underwent many transformations in
correspondence with a changing environment: but in all their
transformations they continued to give merely new expression
to that social sense—that communis sensus, which, wide as its scope
may become, can always be traced back to the feelings of near
kinsmen—members of the same village, descended from brothers,
members of the same family—maides xai maidwy waibes.

Aristocracy and timocracy represent different stages in the
evolution of the primitive association of brothers. First we have
the preponderating influence of the ‘elder branches’; then power
becomes more equally distributed among all the ‘kinsmen, as
population increases, and wealth becomes diffused. In other
words — the aristocratic families whose local power made the
central rule of the patriarchal chief impossible, continued to
exercise that power till new families became influential and
competed with them. In this evolution however from aristocracy
to timocracy there is no break in continuity. The old customs
inherited from the patriarchal period are slowly changed. But
either in aristocracy or in timocracy force may break with old
customs and introduce disorder. Hence oligarchy or democracy.
If aristocracy does not, with increasing population and wealth,
pass naturally into timoeracy, it is because circumstances have
aggrandised certain aristocratic families, and made them too
powerful in a large community the customs of which have ceased



1160b.22. to be those of the patriarchal or the earl
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il : y aristocratic period.
ocracy becomes democracy chiefly under stress of popﬁlation

z::lilfovert};,l when the old customs fail to meet the new circom-
. es, and the many poor take it into their own hands t
a thr the old customs more or less rudely <
1\; ;Cbh,- sprlmgs from timocracy, the development of aristocrac
- viously much b?ttcr than one which springs from olioarchy,
a“e ;.-al;;:kﬁam;' of aristocracy. The former democracy ?s aft:;

ol the nature of an inevitable dev

elopment ; the ] impli
a break in continuity i , g
¥ and a revolution, follow

- - ? - ed

* Saviour of Society ’ in the shape of a tyra;)t. el

But a democracy

b.31. Swadepbrror] The slave is ¢éoer a slave: he differs from the

free i
; ”man ?s t}ie body differs from the soul ; see 2o/ i. 2. 12 b
10 oooL pey oty rovoiTor Sisoracw Goov Yuxy sdparos e

h -
13 * -~ Kal
Bnpiov, Siudkewrar Totroy Tow Tpémoy ¥e i

o S R . -
LWy eOTiy €pyor M TOU o'a}r paros
XPnaots, G.E TOUT €0T aT auTwy BEA‘I’ T 7 € ouAoL
f K c LOTOY, DUTOL
T HEY €igi ¢)b‘0’ﬂ 8 Aot
uig ﬂe’huou ETTLY dOVE 6 TavT ] v, T Kal Tois €l EVOLS
PXETUaL vty T o
apxnr, €t € il
EOFT. yap ¢L:'U'€l {?GIJ' £ 0 Ev aperoy ﬁ 3 (i § U T
L Ao Y aAhov €irat Lo Keag Ei?L?Lo :
€TTL (f- £
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he 15 not a Pelb(m) Kﬂ}. 6 Kowavawy }lt'iynv TOTOUTOY gﬁﬂl" Cﬁ.ﬂe&v" fﬂgﬁl,

::?Qa i xew @ yap @Na {$a ob Adyov alofavdpeva, MG mady,

LY £ ’ » ' i
m:r}pe'r'e:. Kith A xpeia 8¢ mapalddrrer purpsys 5 vap mwpds d 1 :
¢ cbpare Boybea yiverar wap’ s : e

*
wapd Te THY Bavh i A
- £ * wp
ToOU quépur (o, S

i
) X £ ”
i ’ﬂ Aerar pér obv i i kal T4 oopara Siapéporrn
metew Ta TV eXevfépwr kat Tar Sotlwy -
- ) » s
xpiow, ta §' 6pfé kal dypyora wpos Tas
wpos molirwoy Bloy . ,

e 4
TA pev LoXvpd mpis Ty dvaykalay
. s * 3 A
’ ToiavTas épyacias, A& yphoupa
; :
- ovpBaiver 8¢ mohhdxes kal rodwavrior ko)
A,

b.32. § 5. arpos 8¢ kal yuraikds| se. kowewia,

b. 38.

1181 a. 1.

’
peblomnaw] se. miv kowwwiar,

E:m.r:h]pm] Zell, Fritzsche, and Grant quote Menander in illu
tration of the Greek feeling about heiresses— i
doris yuvaic énthnpon embupel NaZBeiv
m\ovroloay, #rot pijww éxriver Beioy,
il Bodker' drvyeiy, paxdpios Kkalodpevos,
I:; tPon. 1. 6. 1270 2.23 the evil consequences arising to the S parta-ﬁ
state from the heiresses are noticed—#ore 8¢ xai v Yyuvawey o 85
’ 2 -~ *» ®
IS WAGNS Xwpas Tav mwerre pepdy va 8o, téy T ik e

i ; nper mod\ay
ywoperor k.. see Newman's note on 1250 a. 21, ;

L]
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§ 8. oixfoewy] ¢ Dicuntur autem haud male oicjoes quac non 1161 a. 7.

sunt oida nedum ofkor’ (Ramsauer). The habitations of wild
animals are olxfoes 1 see [nd. Arisl. s. v.

CHAPTER XI.
ARGUMENT.

e each of the constitutional forms we find @ friendship coextensive with the
Justice invelved in the particular form. The friendskip of a king jor his swh-
Jects 75 that af one who confers the greater benefits. The king tends his people.

Thus Homer calis Agamemnon © The skepherd of the people]  The friendship
of a father is of this kind—only. a father confers grealer bengfits than @ king:
ke confers existence—thought lo be the greatest of all—nurture and education:
Jorefathers too are thought of as conforving these benefits. The father has &
natural Hght to rule ever his childven.  The Fing alio has a natural vight to
yule over his peaple, because ke represents the forefather.

These friendships, being betweern unequals, inuolve, like the kinds of justice
corvesponding fo them, * return in froportion fo desert’: this is why parenis
yeceive honour—the only thing which children can veturn in an amouznt Hro-
portionate {0 the hensfits whick they receive.

The friendship of kusband and wifeis the same as that between rulers and
ruled in an aristocracy.  The friendshifberioeen brothers resembles that between
comrades—for they are equals and belong to the same generation ; and those who
are such gencrally feel and are disposed altke. Now the friendship found in a
timocracy is of this Rind—its members stand on an equal footing, and lake
frerns in holding office. But in the degraded forms, a3 justice exists to a small
extent, so does friendship.  VWhen ruler and reeled have nothing i1 common

there is no friendship between them, for there s no Justice : the relation befweern
them is libe that between workman and tool, soul and body, master and slave :
the slave ©s a living lool: one cannol make & slave, qui slawe, a * friend, any
more than ene car be * just’ to him : although qua man he may be the object of
Jriendship and justice.

In fyrannies there is very little friendship and wvery little Justice: in
democracies more than in the other degraded forms : jor i demecractes Men are
equal, and so kage much in conmon. i

§ 1. Mo ¢oiverar, &’ Soov kal 70 Sikawor] 7.e. Gehia subsists 1161 a. 10.

between those only whose relations to one another are regulated
by vépos: ¢f. L. V. V. 6.4 Tovro & (7.6 76 molirkdy Bikaiov) EoTiv
kal irev § ket

- o g
et kowapdy Blov mpbs T6 elvar abrdp , €\evbep
1 1 # ¥ 3 ¥ e o e - 3. ’ 5
dvahoylav § xar’ dpibpdy” Gore ooss p éoTe TOUTO, OUK EOTE TOUTOIS MPOS

1.
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1161 a.10. d\Ajhovs 75 mohirdy Sixaoy, a\Nd T Sikatoy Kal xaf opodryra,  Eori

¥ap dikaiov, ofs kai vipos wpds abrots.  Cf. Delow viil, 11. 7 Ookel ydp
elval ¢ dixaoy mami dvlpdre mpos mdvra v Bvvdperor  kawvaviaar
wipov kal gurdijens kai Pedia 87, kol Soov avbpaomos. By vépos we
are to understand the social system of laws and customs into
which individuals are born, and in which they as it were inhere,
being thus not mere individuals—separate centres of force and
caprice, but members of a body politic or commonyealth, having
in common (cf. xowsy § 6) a general rule of life which they are
of one mind (éuovovds ix. 6) to observe in their various positions.
But as men and beasts belong to different worlds, and cannot
agree to live together under one system of general rules, so master
and slave, gud slave, belong to different worlds between which
force is the only intermediary. The slave indeed belongs with
his master to one great social System—the brotherhood of speaking
men; and so far, just and friendly relations may subsist betseen
a master and his slave; but po/itical justice and its corresponding
friendship cannot. The tyrant, again, as such, and oligarchs,
as such, are external to any social system or body politic regulated
by law and custom, They rule by mere force; there is nc Spdvoia
between them and their subjects. Hence justice and friendship
are equally absent from the relation subsisting between them
and their subjects. The action of their rule is, if the metaphor
be allowed, mechanical, not physiological; they do violence to
the ‘social organism’ from without; they do not preside within
over its natural functions.

Baohel pdv mpds vods Buo-t?\eunpévoug] As Ramsauer notes, the
friendships corresponding to the various mohereia are presented in
this chapter as friendships between the rulers and the ruled. It
Is to be observed however that in a timocracy the distinction
between the rulers and the ruled is very different from that in
the two other 8pfal mokereiae. In a timocracy the same persons rule
and are ruled in rotation. There is therefore a certain ambiguity
in the use of the term didia in this chapter. ‘H ihia i rkard THy
Bacihelar is between one man—ry kard Ty dpugrorpariar between
a few men, on the one hand, and the great body of the people
on the other hand; whereas n pkia § kard Ty Tipokpariciy has
no reference external to the popular body, but is complete within
it, uniting its equal members man to man, Indeed, it is not in
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: 2 o
; of ‘friendship’ existing 1161 a.
‘a very real sense that we can speak

N e
between king, or aristocrats, and subjects ; and pro?atk;li zgar;:t]?;ls
i ressi ly in the interest of the
is led to use the expression mere :
which he is anxious to make out between the kmbg and thljlfathe;r;

The ¢idia belween king,

aristocrats and the husband. : bte 3
g:-?stocrats and subjects is not ‘friendship,” but ;atheé 1‘v1%htng
: he si inister
i ' side, to those who adm
obedience and loyalty, on the one L
i 7dos of the community; and,
laws which represent the # : e . : .
other side, moderation and public spirit shown in their pow;;fut
‘position b,y the hereditary administrators of s.uch Ia:w?. a
?l?ere can scarcely be dihia, in the sense of ‘frlendghm, bet\;ne:n
a king and his subjects is admitied by Arlstotl:: Sl 7. 4( 7 :v
3¢ kal émi Tov Paci\éar oldé yap Tolrows dfiodoiw evar Pihor of woAY
3

Rara BE{fO'TqJﬂl .

f i i ts his people : a. 12.
2v Smepoxy] edepyecias| The king guides and protec peop

they must honour and obey him in return.

1 i i tin Z.V.v. 6.8 a.15.
§ 2. 4 motpd] so.pdia. It is to be noticed that in

it is laid down that the relation between. a father and his ch;lfdr;z;
is not one involving justice (ré dixawor) in the proper senszere o
term. Justice in the proper sense 'of t.h{: term ex;its‘ewof e
relations are those of confract as d;stmgtnshec.i from ‘ oand i
The ¢ia which marks the latter relations is aropyf, a yalty,

rather than friendship.

T a. 17.
kal Tols wpoydvos B¢ Tabra wpoovéuerar] ¢ and we atiribute these ¢

>+ d\A& kai Tois wpoydvors TaiTa dme-
benefits to our ancestors also' ..070\:1 ,m‘ '1: : P\":?,m b
véperat, fiToL CuykexopnTar wap Hudw 70 ayaye:.:j els (r: : ) gamsauer
i, €l kal i dpé IAAG i péowy TV Tarépov (ASp.).
Aourd, €l kai ju) dpéoes d el :
th?r;ks that the words rai rois mpoydvos 8¢ raira arruvs;.;:masmterrl:l}ﬂt
1 2 ‘ritzsche, Susemihl,
dingly brackets them, Fr 5
the sense and he accor ckets. o
and Bywater read mpoovéuerar with Kb, Lb, ,Ob'. Rams'aueroied s
dmovéperar (MP, Bek.), remarking that mpoovépe 15 a rare w
Aristotle.

dioer Te dpyudv xtN.] Fritzsche, Michelet, and Susemihl read a. 18.

ép after re with Lb, Mb, T, Cambr., (?:CC, }\IC_, Ald @f{ut’nii

'{{am«auer points out, the clause beginning with rjmm’a. f.( :
5 . . a 4 a

a reason for anything) but a second point—viz. 7o gioer dpxx

' This part of Cambr. (from 1157 a. 12 to 1161 b. 1g) is supplicd by a
later hand. .
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1161 a.18. elvar—in which the father resembles the king, the other point of
resemblance being 73 elepyericdy etval, j diteos Tob elvar kal Tpotijs xat
radelas. The sense of the section may be stated as follows— The
positions of the father and of the family ancestor are of the same
kind. The father Zenefifs his children by giving them existence,
sustenance, and education; so also ancestors benefit their de-
scendants. The father has a natural right to rule his children ; so-
also the hereditary king, Irepresenting an ancestor, has a natural
right to rule his people who represent the descendants of that

~ancestor.  Accordingly, although I agree with Ramsauer that ydp
ought not to be read before dpyuér, I cannot agree with him that
the clause ral rois mpoyivars 8¢ ratra dmovéu

; 1 il
been brought up in close companionship, and have common fastes 1161 a.
and pursuits.

Zoke §¢] Bekke-r reads 8. I prefer 8, which Ramsauer, Suse- &. 27.
mihl, and Bywater read, follawing Kb, MP.

1 e, i . 28.
ioor yap of woMirar Podhorrar kal émeikels civar] Ze inas
o -
timocracy ‘the citizens wish to be equal and.fzfu.r (Pete}':}, 0)
perhaps better—‘in a timocracy it is characteristic of (Bothovrar
the cilizens to be equal and fair.”

i 8¢ Td [ 5v 8. 29.
& péper 8% ka\] Cf. Pol. iii. 2. 1277 b. 13 deit & = nz?\cmx: e a
dyabiv énioracfar kal dlvagbar kul dpyeofar xal dpyew, xai aiTn apery

iy éni i aphorepa.
mokitou 76 iy rév kevbépay dpxi énioracbar & dpchorep

erar (OT mpogvéuerar) is
superfluous. I regard it as occupying a place in the first part of
;};zoieg:tl;(;; .smn]ar to that occupied by kal mpéyovor éeydver in the SR il el s ey _do fot p?,rtlclpfite Irr: ‘3,;11311?{1; 8. 33.
vépos, or belong to the same social organism. In an 0’0;; social
every member, whether ruler or ruled, acts _mm?fh tl e -
organism in 4 manner conducive to the gOO(} of t}?e ‘; f::v e
is to act jusily—see Pol. iil. 7. 1282 b, 16 éom & mo l'tj accg are
16 Blkatov, Tovro § fori TO Kowj UUP‘#E’P?D. But the tyrant's Sttt
not thus functions of the social organism. T.he:y are f{;;ﬂiﬂli\k o
without upon that organism. Again, the social orga'nt;_ il
physical organism, requires for its subsistence m::.n)‘- ; 11::) b
are not part of itself: see Pol. H. 7. 1328 o i =il ga'ews‘
@y Tév kard Glow gureerdror off TalTd éo0TL popa TS dAys ouoT :

o -
T Die méN épny Geréov Goa Tais
i Jk dv eln, Shov Gs ovdé mOAews p
ohov ok av e, Of
P e . . KTHTEWS pEY

2.20. § 8. kol npdrrar] Kal emphasizes Ttpdvran  Tuwq is the proper
due of such superiority as that of parents and gods. Ramsauer
compares iv. 3. 19 év fmepoysi ydp, & & dyadg Ymepéyor mav évrepd-
Tepor: Viil. 14. 2 7§ pév imepéxorrt Tipis (mhéov Bet vépew) . . . s pév
Yap dpetijs kai Tijs edepyerias ¥ roud) yépas: ¢f- also Viil. 14. 4 75 Swvaréw
Yap i pdia émlyrel, ob v8 kar’ aflav oidé yap Zorw & waoe, kabdmep
€ rals mpds Tobs Beods ripals kai Tods yovets® obBels yap Ty ablav wor &
amodoly, s Svvapw 8¢ 6 Oepaneimn émews etvar Boxer.,

8.21. o raérd] Williams brings out the meaning of this expression
correctly— Neither are the claims of justice in these . . . relations
equally balanced on either side, but rather, as is also the friendship,
proportioned to the benefits received” The Paraph. has—-eiot 8}
wiocar ai rowatrar duklar v vmepoy s

wéhegty dvaykaloy Umdpyew, obd dXAys kowaovias nvaipmsd. s mded
8¢t Tals woheow, obliey 8 coriv 1) kROl pepos g ’fr?‘kews T
Zulruxa pépn Tis krioeds forw f G moMs rowwvia TiS coTL TGV ﬂf.nl. :

- h_r - . > a e m
Zvexev 8¢ Cwns This évleyopduns dplomys. Slaves, who are fpr'ng:- . g;;«;n
Tijs dvaykalas krioews éveka, are not parts of the lsocm ° %r ndl,r
between the ‘ parts” or members of which alone just and [riendly
relations can subsist.

Oid ral TipGvTar of yovels® Kal Th
dikator 8¢ drodolfus i pidia od 7o abrd, AN & Sty
marépe dikaoy Imepéxe. rod TPos vidy w6 yap kar' dflar dmoSoivar Ser
CL E.F. 1, 0. 1241 b. 37 ob ydp Tadrév Sixaioy 76 Umepéyorti kal
5 ’ INAY 4 a
Umepexopere, aAld T dvdloyov, 5 :
ddeheirar piv yap mdvra Tabre $wd Tév ypwpérar] I*ntzschen :;1(1 a. 35.
i y or
Grant compare . E. H. 10. 1242 2. 13 d\ov yap rpo:r:i; u't:l}—'qma
- 3 * 1 at 'UX?I
1 1 T iy € xowod Twis (olov yap dpyavor «
Ty Kol TEXVP}', ouy €reEKd 3T ] : : ; ‘i‘
rfﬁ xpopdvov Evekev, cupPalver 8¢ xal alté TO Spyavov emipeheias -myxt ;
2 dp Evekéy & ¢ The instrument,
fjs 8i b Epyov' éxelvov yap Evexév eoTe. &
vew, s Sikatoy wpds TO Epy > : o
say;'Grant ¢ receives just so much care from its master, as
3

8.23. §4. 4 adr) ¢Ma k] A comparison more ingenious than
instructive.

a.25. §6. érawpiky)| 4 Erapuo) Gikic answers most nearly to what in
modern times we understand by friendship. It subsists between
those who, without being necessarily kinsmen, are of one age, have
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161 a.35. keep it in proper condition for the exercise of its functions
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The

r:‘lave, ;ho is treatecll not as a person but as a thing, receives the
same kind of attention, Friendship and justice imply the recogni-
L]

tion of personality; they imply treating men not as instruments
3

but as ends in themselves.”
: Tl’lf_: benefit received by slaves is thus, as Ramsauer remarks, an
adelea kard oupBeSBnrds. ’

b.4.  Euduyor Spyavor| See Pol, i. ». 1253 b. 32.

b S AT -rT 8 drbpamos] Aristotle, Writing in a reflective age, attempted
to explain and excuse the historical institution of sla,ver, by mgaﬁ
of the a‘bstract notion—ddéoe doitos : but the political ):’mci elhica?'
dlfﬁcultles encountered in the attempt were so great that he was
obl}ged to admit the distinction 7 Soihos—3 dvbparmos, a distinctior
which the Roman jurists, with their theory ‘of the ¢ nz;tural equaﬁt::

of all men, afterwards brought into pro

. minence: see Ulpian,
quoted by Zell ad Zoc—Quod attinet ad jus civile servi pro r?ullis

ha.bf.:ntur, non tamen jure naturali: quia, quod ad jus naturale
pertlf:et, omnes homines sunt aequales : ¢f. Justinian Zust. i, Tit. 2
§ 2 jure naturali ab initio omnes homines liberi nasceban‘tu'r But
Ihv:; distinction between the slaze and the man is preqenged b
Anstc!ﬂc and the jurists in too abstract a manner tL() fumisi
material for answering the questions—*¢ /n what sense then is he
a man? .What is meant by his capacity (rov Busiperoy b. 7) for
pa.rt:c.lpatmg in viuos and cuwbixy? Can there be a ca z;citv of
tlns:'kmd which is not aciualised in some definite way?’ irist;)tle
mainly concerned to find in the institution of slavery.vas it existed’
an economic basis for his brilliant Hellenic Tife did not trouble,
himself much with the history of the institutio;. It suited his
purposebto represent the slave as a thing. If, fbllowing his usual
method in social enquiries, he had examined the history of slavery
he would have found that the slave is essentially a gerson— 7 7
a member of the partivular social organism to which the mast‘ee;
belopgs,.not merely a ‘ human being '—dvbpermos, as he vacuely
_ admits, in much the same way as nowadays we admit tha%‘uth}e
lgw*er animals are * fellow-creatures”  Aristotle had little apprecia-
tion of the *dignity of labour ’; he did not see clearly that }andustr
18 an essential function of the social organism—something xa}n&f
and not ?zlerely dvayxaloy—and that the duidos, the organ t’of this
function, is as much a memder of the organism as his master, who,
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as peyahorpemns for instance, is the organ of anothe‘zr'social i:utzction. 11
The truth is that the Greek dados aciually * participated in vép.oi
in a sense not realised by Aristotle at all, when he said that 3
&épwmos he ‘can participate” The slave’s po§ition, though of -
course more open to the encroachments of violence than the
positions of the other members of society, was secured as'a tol:er—
able one by guarantees of essentially the same kind as .those. \:th:h
secured the free man against the arbitrary action of his leglitlmate
rulers.  They could not rule without the good-will of thelf free
subjects, nor on other lines than those defined by the. h}story
and traditions of the community over which they ruled. Similarly,
we may feel sure that ‘slavery’ would not have long continued to
subsist: in the free and mobile Greek states, as the normal con-
dition of a large part of the working class, if. force had been the
only reason for its continuance. The good-will of 'the .slaves was
necessary. They acquiesced in a well-defined hlStOl‘lCRlJSt‘&IUS
which was far from being intolerable. To that extent, gud slaves
they actually participated in vouos and uvyﬂr}xn—\x'efe, in short, n.ot
things, but persons to be reckoned with—* parts ojf that social
organism which is held together by the dudvoa of its me.mbers.
Aristotle’s theary of eddaporia prevented him from seeing this, and
allowed him merely to make the vague, and in the context, almost
unmeaning admission—doksl yap elvai T¢ Sikatoy mwavti &vﬂpcb'rrq’) wpbs
mwdvra Tév Suvdpevor owevioar vépo kat cuvbikns’ kal (.fu?tia &1, kal
ooy dvbpemos, He left unanswered the questions which touch the
root of the whole matter—¢ In what sense then is the slave a man ?
What is meant by his capacity for participating in‘ wépos and owr-
fxn?  Can there be a capacity of this kind which is not actualised
in s definite way ?’
i T?Ecanswers toythe:se questions, as the ¢ Historical ‘Method’
enables us to give them, are indicated by Maine .(Ammtzf Law,
ch. v. pp. 162 5q@.) in @ manner so conducive to a ]ust.esnmate. of
the value of Aristotle’s view regarding the personality (or im-
personality) of the slave, that I venture to transc.ribe the passage.—
< The legal rules by which systems of mature jur1sprudt?m.te regulate
the connexion of master and slave present no very distinct traces
of the original condition common to ancient societies. But. thefe
are reasons for this exception. There seems to be something in
the institution of slavery which bas at all times either sh(?cked or
perplexed mankind, however little habituated to reflection, and

61b. 5.
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1181 b, 5. however slightly advanced in the cultivation of its moral inistincts.

The compunction which ancient communities almost unconsciously
experienced appears to haye always resulted in the adoption of
some imaginary principle upon which a defence, or at least a
rationale, of slavery could be plausibly founded. Very early in
their history the Grecks explained the institution as gronnded on
the intellectual inferiority of certain races and their consequent
natural aptitude for the servile condition. The Romans, in a
spirit equally characteristic, derived it from a supposed agreement
between the victor and the vanquished, in which the first stipulated
for the perpetual services of his foe; and the other gained in
consideration the life which he had legitimately forfeited. Such
theories were not only unsound but plainly unequal to the case
for which they affected to account, Still they exercised a powerful
influence in many ways. They satisfied the conscience of the
master. They perpetuated and probably increased the debase-
ment of the slave. And they naturally tended to put out of sight
the relation in which servitude had originally stood to the rest of
the domestic system. This relation, though not clearly exhibited,
is casually indicated in many parts of primitive law, and more
particularly in the typical system—that of ancient Rome. . , .,
It is clear, from the testimony both of ancient law and of many
primeval histories, that the slave might under certain conditions
be made the heir, or universal successor, of the master, and this
significant faculty . . . implies that the government and repre-
sentation of the family might, in a particular state of circumstances,
devolve on the bondman, . . . What then is meant by saying that
the slave was originally included in the family? . . | When we
speak of the slave as anciently included in the family, we intend to
asseri nothing as to the motives of those who brought him into it,
or kept him there ; we merely imply that the tie which bound him
1o his master was regarded as one of the same general character
with that which united every other member of the group to the
chieftain.  This consequence is in fact carried in the general
assertion already made that the primitive ideas of mankind were"
unequal to comprehending any basis of the connexion #nfer se of
individuals, apart from the relations of family. The Family con-
sisted primarily of those who belonged to it by consanguinity, and
next of those who had been engrafted on it by adoption; but there
was stll a third class of persons who were only joined to it by
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ese were the slaves,
ere raised above the slave
nts they would
owers of their

common subjection to its head, anhq ;&:v
born and adopted subjects of th.e c Te =
by the certainty that in the ordma:r} €o S
b‘:: relieved from bondage and entitled to exe

r t such as to place
inferiority of the slave was no I
i e v, or such as to degrade him to

is clearly proved, I think, by t}‘lﬁ
t capacity for inheritance‘ in
rested in its growing

own; b e
him outside the pale of the famrxl
the footing of inanimate properlt}, :
many traces which remain of his anmen' 5
et }ffjman olj: : ::E; more as an article of
: look upon him m I - i
ol btc') the theofy of the Law of 11\3.ture_, and h‘ezilcehavc bee[;
PmPerth s)ervitude is sanctioned by institutions W‘}luc Ghe o
gher?e;ﬁ'ected by Roman jurisprudence, the servile ¢
EOpLY ;

never intolerably wretched.

$hla] So Ramsauer, Susemihl, and Bywater.

¢ihias with the codd.
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CHAPTER XII.

ARGUMENT.

o joined together in sonse assoctation
s al?m)’f fﬂ’iw;;f fjj:;; ;fzﬂ:;:::zza: ;rgzmd, ﬂ‘za{ Jreendship, in w‘i:a‘::;;
o ol e w}.“:!mm{'k pevhags the friendship of km.rmgrs. andk:.am;i e
S s?‘mf‘” o otfse other forms ; at any rate such friends zpsk Sy
- fﬁm?@.ﬁ"‘fﬁd fmmd fellow-voyagers seem to have more of the ¢ f;m' A
63'33'.38”-71_?5"30‘?5.”“” :” seem o invelve a sort of agreement .mm'e' &mr L
fﬁmv”fafwm—'_‘- - f 5‘.‘; hip between kinsmen and contrades J‘:t&s.zsts withoxn _‘pj
o f?'?;f rs}z.:pda 55 of friendships which scem fo involve an egree
[ &

itinens
- S the 03{85:-_}’?1}2?8(1?&%:? betrveen two menwfw are Czﬂﬂ_
o

ment may be assigned also
fferent stales.
@E;’}ﬁ; friendship of kinsmen has many Jforams, :;ufz;z e
nwolved in the relalion belween paren / i
Jgg mwi stock and offspring, are bound together by ties of
cRtlarer, a

n always be traced back fo

The 1161 b. &.

Bekker reads b. 8.

the c'=ther authorities, followed by b. 10.

Farents and
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parents, however, have a deeper consciousness than childven have of the commorn:
nature whick uniles stock and offipring—a conscionsness foo which dates Jrom
the birthof the children, whereas children do not Decome conscios of aenion with
the farent stock till they avvive at the years of tnlelligence.  This explains the
greater love of mothers. FBrothers love one another because they spring from
the same parents. Hence we speak of “the same blood —* the same stock.” Of
course, thetr being of about the same age and being brought up togeiher must
aiso be faken as contributing largely fo the Sriendship of brothers, which in
these respects vesembles the friendship of comrades. The Triendship whick
unides cousins and other kinsmen is to be explained likewise by their commion
origin: it is greater or less as the conimon ancestor is near oy remots.

The friendshis of childven for parents (lite that of men Jor the gods) is a

1161 b. 11,

Jriendship which has the good, as presented by asuperior, for its object—parents
confer on their children the greatest of all Good things—existence, niuriure,
education.  This friendship ic also more wseful, in the ordinary sense of the
Lexim, and move pleasant than that with strangers, in so_far as the common life
fo which it belongs is more intimate.  The Jriendship berween brothers has fthe
characteristics of that between comrades—and if the brothers are good, is & com-
radeship of the best and most lasting Eind. 8 The Sriendship between husband
and wife s patural, for man is naturally first a confugal being, and only
afterwards a political being, since the family is chronologically prior fo the
stale, being materially necessary fo it, and procreation is common to man with
all other animals.  Human beings, however, differ Jrom other aninals in not
Pairing mevely for the sake of procreation, but also for objects which kave 1o do
with the proper conduct of life. Husband and wife hove their separate
Junctions and their separate virtues, and both contiibute by division of labowr
Zo the common good. Thus the friendship between them is both wsefuel and
Pleasant, and, if they are virtuous persons, has, as manifested by each, the
govdness peculior fo the other for ifs objoct.  Rut children are a great bond of
union, being something common. Childless couples are move quickly estranged
than those with children. To ask how a husband should regulate his Life with
Ats wife, and gencrally how one friend should behave to another, is (o ask how
Justice requires the husband or friend lo behave in the circumstances.

§ 1] ©All friendship, as we have already said, implies association .
but we may separate from the rest the friendship of kinsmen and
that of comrades. The friendships of fellow citizens, of fellow
tribesmen, of fellow sailors, &c., seem, as opposed to these, to
have more to do with association ; for they appear to be founded
on some sort of compact. The friendship of host and guest might
also be included in this class’ (Peters). All friendship is é kowaria,
or rxowewkn in the generic sense. There are three species under
the genus—(1) ovyyerxi, (2) érapuct, (3) kowors in the narrower,
specific sense, where a more or less express éuoloyia exists. Thus
in Z. E. H. 10. 1242 a. 1 we have Myovrai 88 pedia, ouyyerks), érapixn,
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Kowwytki, 1) Aeyopdvy mokerua). The Paraph. has—wﬁ?ﬂ pév oy ghrlia év 1181 b. 1L

kowovig éotl, kabimep elpnrar povy 8¢ § quyyenct kai éraipu) dinia ob
Joxoliow év kowerig elvar kowevikal ydp eive Guliae ai kab Spohoylay rai
ovrfieny T cunordperar, oial elow ai Gulerikal kal cupmheikal ral
baar Towdras, els Tavras 8¢ Tdfeer v Tis kal Ty Lemkiy.  § 8¢ ouyyevuch
Pikia kai ) érmpuwi) ob kaf Spodoylav §) cvvBikgy Td curieravrar, aA\G
ToUs pev 5y iais ourédnoe, Tobs 8¢ To Tuyelr flwdras elvar, kal mepl Td
atrd émrydedpara omovdilew, Asp. has—ddopicere 8 dv mis, dyol, Ty
ouyyeviky kai T eraspuciy hehlar, fror xwploasy bs éyoloas T Stagépor
Tov kowovkdr' NauBdver 8¢ kowawds tis kaf dpoloyiay Tvd.  Coraes’
note is—dpoplree & dv s &r.h] 7 yap ovyyency kal ) Erapucy kard:
pUow paAAGY elot kai o kard quslikgy, Somep ai kowerikat.

™y §evtkﬁu] See note on viil. 3. 4, a. 3o. b T

§ 2.] Ramsauer notes that we have in this § three separate
reasons given for the superior love of parents—viz. (1) parker &
icaot, (2) padov cuverelorar, (3) kai té whiber 3¢ ob ypovov sc. § rov
yovéwr pilnais Sapéper tijs Téy rékwwv. Victorius has a note to the
same effect.

al pqrépes] Zell, after Muretus, quotes in illustration of this b, 27.

remark— .
Eurip. Frag. inc—
uyrp udrexvos pdAAdv dore Tov marpds’
i pev yap avris otber vl 6 8 olerar.
Menander—
alrdr yap ovleis oide Tob wor éyévero,
@A\’ dmovootper mdvres, 7 mioretouer.
Hom. Od. 1. 215—

-~ -
pitnp pév v épé Gmov Tob €ppevar, alrap Eyeye
obk o8’ ob ydp md wis édw yovov adros dvéyrw.

§ 8. &repo nitol 79 xexwpiobon] ‘ a second self separately existing.” b, 28.

Cf. E. E.H. 12. 1245 a. 35 Bolherar bomep avrds Suatperds elvar § didos,
T¢ kexwpiodar qualifies avroi paradoxically—though indeed the

paradox is already contained in the application of érepoc to avrol.

I cannot agree with the interpretations which make ¢ keyopicfar

give the reason for érepor. Thus Lambinus translates—¢ nam qui

ex eis nati sunt, eo ipso quod separati sunt, tanquam alteri ipsi

sunt”; and Victorius—* qui enim sunt ex ipsis, veluti alteri ipsi,
VOL. II. ¥
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1i61b. 28. quia separati sunt” The object of the clause is not to show how
children, being avroi, are at the same time &repor, but to state the
paradox that, being érepor «al keywptopévor, they are yet adroi.
Peters too misses, I think, the exact force of the clause with—* for
what proceeds from them is as it were a second self when it is
severed.’
Ramsauer ad loc, remarks that, while Justice is mpds érepoy, Love
18 wps Erepov adréy,

Sow mwpdrepor Kai dvaykaibTepor oikin wohews| See Grant’s note 1162 a. 18.
ad loc. ‘In point of time the family is prior to the state, but in
point of idea (Adye) and essentially (¢pive) the state is prior. Cf

Ar Pol i 2. 12 (. 1. 1253 a. 1) kai mpdrepor 8 7f Ploer mikes ) olkia
kai ékacTos Hudy éoriv. TS Yap Shov mpdrepoy dvaykaiov eivur Tob pépovs
avatpovpévou yap Tob Ghov olk Eorm movs oU8é yelp, € ph dperipws.
Aristotle argues that without the idea of the ‘“state,” the terms
“man” and “family ” would lose their meaning. Thus the idea of
family presupposes that of the state, which will accordingly be
prior. In the same way the family is more necessary as a means,
the state as an end.” A thing is dvayxaiov which is a means: ¢/% Pol.
©. 2. 1338 a. 12 7as pév pabioas éavrdr elvar ydpw, The 8¢ mpos Ty
doyoliav os avaykalas kal xdpw d\hew. The dvayxaiow is thus opposed
to the xakdr, which is choiceworthy on its own account; ¢f. Pol. ©.
2. 1338 a. 31 6 péy roivuy Eort matdela Tis v ody s ypyoipny wadeu-

b.81.  wpds ékelva] ‘sunt haec, unde generati sunt, parentes : id quod
neulro genmere propter superius éx r@» abréy (quo item neutro
parentes indicantur) positum est’ (Fritzsche).

b.34.  § 4. M yip fhika] se. répmer, see Rhet. i 11. 1371°b. 15, E. E.
H. 2. 1238 a. 33.

1162 a. 1. & Todtwr| ‘ Verba éx rotrav intellige : ex A5 causis, propter hoc,
Nam alias sequens ydp languet’ (Zell). Peters scems to agree
with Zell in making rotrwy neuter. He has—* Cousins and other
kinsfolk become attached to each other for the same reason—I
mean because they come of the same stock.’ But it is better, I
think, to refer rofrer to dderdoi understood from the previous
adeducy. This is the view of Asp., the Paraph., Grant, Stahr,
Williams, and Ramsauer.

éow Tovs vlels, 0D bs dvaykalar dAN &s éhevbépior kal kakir, pavepdy éoriv,
Hence dvayraior is descriptive of ily, as distinguished from edos, or
Adyes, which is kahdv, See Phys. ii. 9. 200 a. 12 dvdyry doa cibypoiy
elvas, €l mplwy Eoras kai To Epyov airot. €& imolégews ofy 7 dray-
xaloy, dAN’ oty ds Téhos. év yap T Ay To dvaykaion, 5 § of Sveka &y
T$ Méyo. The statement, then, dvayxaidrepor oikia wdhews means
that the family belongs to the maiter of which the state is the
-~ form.
émi Togobrov| sc. é’ Soov Fn Tekvomoifoar (Paraph.). Zell and a. 20.
Fritzsche compare Oecon. 1. 3. 1343 b. 13.

% 8. §5. mpds Beots] Zell and Fritzsche quote Z. F. H. 10. 1242 a.
32 marpos 8¢ kai viod §) alry [pehia éoriv] frep feod mpds dvBpomov kal
Tov €l mowgarros mpos Tov waldvra kat Bhws Tod Picer Apyovros wpis TOV
¢iae dpydpevor, Ramsauer brackets the words «ai dufpamocs wpas
feovs as probably spurious, on account of their inconsistency with
Aristotle’s doctrine (viii. 7. 4) that friendship cannot subsist between
gods and men.

§ 8. TadTév| kal ol rabrdv Paiverar elvar Sikaior Ppide wpds Gidov kat a. S1.
Tor ofveioy 7) Tov adehddr k.., (Paraph.).

aupdorrmiv] ‘condiscipulus’ (Victorius). Peters can hardly be a. 83.

a.8. § 6. paldov Thv 66?6&.»'] 7. &. pakhov tijs Tov dfvelor dullas. right with ‘ Travelling companion.’

8.10. ol p@Nhor] ¢ The friendship of brothers has all the characteristics
of the friendship of comrades, and has them in a greater degree
(provided they are good and generally resemble one another)’
Peters, So Stahr ‘und in noch héherem Grade.’

CHAPTER XIII.

' ARGUMENT.
8.12. Omdpxouost oTépyorTes d@AMjhous] . ‘ Have an original love for one
another.” We have seen that there are thee species of friendskip, and that eack may
subsist belween those who are equal, or those who are unegual—rthat those who
are equally or unequally good, useful, or pleasant may be friends. Those then
who are equal must love cach other equally, and render other services equally ;

Y2

a.15.  § 7. dvdhoyor km\.] ai 8 @ar (ovyyenxal Pikiar) dvadoyor Eyouot
T kard yévos oixewdryme (Paraph.). v
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those who are 10t equal must put themselves on an equality by Ieving and other-
wise remunerating cach other in proportion to desert.

It 45 eomly, or chicfly, in the friendship for profit that friends bring charges
against eack other, and find fowult with eack other. Those whose friendship is
based on viriue have no reason to find fault with each other or guarrel, for
their object @5 to bensfit eackh other, and earh tries to outdo the other in this:

f mor i fault-finding contmon in the friendship for pleasure. The friends fake
Pleastere i each other's society : if would be ridiculous to find faulf with one's
Jriend becanse his society does ot give one pleaswre, when one is at liberty fo
drop Jim. But in the friendship for profit fauit-finding is very common.
Leople are not easily satisfied with what s donz for thenr.

As justice 15 either unwritten or embodicd in written law, so friendship for
profit relies either on character or on lasw.  That whick relies on law is con-
cluded om expiess teyms—a certain service is rendered for a wvelfurn expressly
stated ; the refurn being made either al once or affer a lime : in the latier case,
although a debt has besi contracted about which there is no doubi, yet the
element of friendship comes in with the permission lo defer payment : and this
5 Ay tn Some states actions for recovery of suck debts arve not allowed.

T that form of friendskip for profit which velies on charactor no terms are
mentioned : A makes a present of something to B as fo a friend, but expects
(from kis geneval bnovoledge of B's chavacter) to recefve in veturn as puch, or
more, for what is really not a gift but a loan ; and if he does not come out of
the transaction in the way he expected when he entered info it, he is sure to find

Jeuit with kis C friend’; for all, or most, men have @ general wisk lo do the
handsome thing, but, when it comer {o the particular case, choose the profitable
thing.

Accordingly, if one can, one must voluntarily make a veturn equivalent fo
that whick one has recelved : one must ack as theugh one had mads a mistake at

Jirst alout the sevuice betng vendered ont of pure friendshis, and make a veturn
st as if there had boer an express bavgain: for one must not treat a man as
a distnteresied friend against kis will. But of course it is advisabie to consider
aft the feginming who it is who confers the service and in expeciation of what
retur, and decide whether one will accept 7 in the circumsiances or nof.

The guestion arises whether the amount of the return showld be measured by
the benefit actually experienced by the receiwer, or by the frouble, money, ete.
expended by the giver. Where the friendship is for profi the standard accord-
tig {0 which veturn ought o be made (sc. in the absence of an express aoree-
meent) is the benefit actually expericnced by the veceiver ; buf where the ground
of the friendship & virtue, the intemtion of the giver is the standard: for
intention, or deliberate chotce, is the criterion of virtue and character.

11622.34. § 1. duav] Asp. has méw ¢uusr which Byw. (Consrib. p. 61)

thinks is probably right.
&v dpxa] viil. 3. 1.

dpotws B¢ kal 98eis] ‘and a similar remark applies to friendships
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based on pleasure and profit” The full expression would be— 1162 b. 1.

dpoiws O¢ kai Gpoiws Ndeis Gidow yivovrar kat 7§ ndet Bragdépovres,

iodlovtes Tals Gdehelais kal Suube'poms] ¢ conferring equal or un- b. 2.

equal benefits on each other” This clause, though strictly
applicable, so far as expression goes, to of 8 0 xpfowor, must be
taken to refer also to of #8ets, 2s if it had been—Ilodforree 76 Ndel Kal
Tals @geheiats kai Oapéporres. It ought not to be taken to refer to
dyafoi 100, the precise distinction requited under that head having
been already marked by the expressions dpolws ayaboi—aucivor
xelpore. Peters, I think, is wrong when he translates—¢ Sometimes
two equally good persons make friends, and sometimes a better
and a worse (and so with those who are pleasant to one another,
and with those who are friends with a view to profit)—effecting
equality by the services they exchange, even though they are
themselves different.’ Does Bywater also, with the comma after
xpnowor, refer lvdforres k7. to the dyaboi?

kot ioérnra] ‘ Those who are equal must effect the equality b. 3.

required in Friendship by making exactly equal returns in love
and friendly offices.” Aspasius incorrectly takes xar’ iodrpra with
zovs loovs. His words are—rois igovs kar iodrgra Tip 8td 76 dyaloy
kal 80 kat yphewpor Sei kai kara 7> Gukely lodfew. But ledlew 7§ iy
xar’ lodmre is contrasted with lodfew 16 dmodiBévar dvdhoyor Tats Tmep-

oxais.

Tods 8 drivous 10 Grdhoyor Tals dmepoyads dmoBiddvar] 4 dvikoyoy
is the reading of corr. cod. Par. 1417 accepted by Bek. and
Sus,, while Kb, Ob, Mb, Ha, Nb Ald.,, and pr. Par. 1417 have
7o duddoyor, accepted by Bywater. Bonitz (s. V. dvdhoyor) decides
in favour of the latter reading; but Rassow (Forsch. p. 67) con-
tends that r¢ is indispensable, because not & but 8 lodfewr must
be supplied after dwoovs, and remarks that the variation of the
MSS. (which he exaggerates) rather points to 76 76 dvddoyor as the
original reading. Rassow quotes Mefeor. ii. 5. 363 a. 11 75 dvdloyor
dmabwoe, which he seems to take as an instance of the ordinary
transitive use of dmodiddvar, whereas it is given in the [nd. Arisi,
under the intransitive uses. 1 think that Rassow’s 7 76 dvdhoyor 15
right.

§ 2. xaplais] a man of good taste.

Tuyxdrev of &dlerar] 7 e. the friend who, in the competition

b. 10.
b. 11.
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1162 b. 11. (dpiddopévov b. 8), succeeds in conferring superior benefits, gets

b. 13.

b. 21.

what he desires, viz. the good of his friend, and has no reason to -

comp]ain‘. .The other again who is defeated in the competition
cannot dislike one who confers such benefits upon him—réy yap

- b 7 - X
pikotvra kat €0 mowolvra obdels Suoyepalver, AN . . . dubverar 3 Bpar
3 ’ ¥ EL-L ) -~ 3 e
§ 3. of wdvu & 088’ & Tols Bu 18orfiy] se. yivera éphipara,

§ 5. 1 Blkaidy dom Surrdy, 1o pév dypodor 16 B¢ kard vépor]
Ramsauer contends (without stating the reasons for his opinion
tfut merely giving certain references to the RZes) that this dis—j
tinction is not (as Zell and Fritzsche take for granted) exactly
that between o Puawor dikaroy and 7o vouekov Sikawor of . N, v, =,
Bonitz however (/nd. Arist. sub v. dixatos) makes 76 dypagpoy Bimu:v
synonymous with 76 ¢uouiv dikawor. The following passages in the
Rhet. (referred to by Ramsauer) will enable us to decide between
these two views.—R%ef 1. 14. 1374 a. 18 $qq. émet 8¢ Tor Swalwy kal
Téy diiker fr Slo eidn (rd pév yip yeypappéva o & Gypaga), mepi by pev
ol pépor dyopevougir elpyrar, év 8 dypdher Sbo éoriv €i8y* ravra § ori
Ta pév kab ImepPodiy dperfis kal karlas, &P’ ofs dweldy kal Emawor kai
a"fl}l.fﬂ.t kat Tipai kal Swpeai (the moral and social sanctions, as
distinguished from the legal sanction), oloy 74 ydpww ew 6 ;o:ﬁ-
gavre €b kat dvrevmolély TOv €8 mojrarra kat Bonbyrikoy elva rmi'c‘ hikos
kal Goa @la Towvra, & 8¢ 700 Biov vpov al yeypappévov E\\eppa
76 yip émiewkés Soxel Slkarow elvar, Eort 8¢ emieikés TS wapé Tov yeypapucvor
vopor Sikator. oupSaiver 3¢ Tobro T4 pév drdrrev Th 8¢ éxdvrav Tov
vopoberdy, dkdvrey piv éray Adby, ékdvrov § Grav uh Sdvevrar Swoploar
adX’ dvaykaiov pév g kabélov eimeiv, Py § 8, aAN ds éml T urol{.l:
kar doa py pddiov Bwploar 8¢ ameplay, ooy 4 Tpdoar gilnpe wphice
Kal -.-rofcp_ Twi* Yroleimor yap av & alow Sapibpoivra dv oty § &é:dpmrm:
5‘5}3 0¢ vopolerfioar, dvdyky drhds elmelv, Gore rdv Sakrolioy v e"fr&pqm:
T xeipa §i mardéy, kata pév Tévr yeypapuévow viuoy Evoyds éore xal
fi&“?’ kara 8¢ 7o dhybis odk dikel, kat T6 émetkés TovTd Lo, Cf. Rhet.
L I4. 13975 8. I 1a pév olv yeypappéva éE dviykns Ta § dypagpa
ov, and Rhel i, 15. 1375 2. 3T . .. 76 pev émexés de pever kal obdé-
wore perafdlker, obd 6 kawds (kard iow ydp coTw), of 8¢ yeypapuévor
moMRdkes, fev elpnrar Ta év i Sahokhéovs "Avriydvy® dmoloyeirar yap
drs €fayre wapa Tov Tod Kpéovros vuov, dAN’ od wapa Tov 5}'.(;)&(;)011'

o .
o yap Tu viw ye kdyfés, dAN del more,

These passages seem to me to support the view that the distinction

!
|
'.
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between & dypador dikaor and ré xard wépow is not identical with 1162 b.21.

that between o ¢uowdy dikator and 7o vopwdy BSixawv. TS dypacpoy
dixawoy and b karé wépow are of course mutually exclusive. The
Sikata and #8wa recognised under the first eldos of 7o dypagor dixawov
—viz. & &’ ols oveidy kal Zwuwos, where the sanctions are merely
¢social, cannot, from their nature, be brought within the scope
of the written law. They belong essentially to the unwritten
law. They cannot be enforced by ‘legal sanctions. The émeui
again included under the second el8os of the &ypacpor Sikator cannot
be embodied in the written law. The particular issues involved in
them must be determined independently of, and even in spite of,
the written law. But it does not follow from this that 7o dypagor
dikatoy is identical with 78 ¢uowdy dikawr. In a good state much
of 75 Puowdy dixatow (rd wavrayel wiv admiy Eov Slvapur EN v 59.1)
is embodied in the written law. Té dypagor ixawr is, in part, that
residuum of 75 ¢uowov dixacor which either cannot be, or has not
hitherto been, embodied in the written code; in part, it consists
of vopelspera—local customs and etiquettes, which, so far from
falling under the ¢uvoudy dixaov, may conflict with it.

1 take it, then, that we must not identify the distinction before
us here with that between 1o duowor dikaior and 76 vopwdy Bikawy,
as described in . V.v. 7. We have to think simply of ‘ unwritten’
and ‘written’ regulations. The unwritten regulations may be
“naturally’ just, or they may be only ‘conventionally’ just; they
may be such as can, or such as cannot, be embodied in a written
code. The distinction before us indeed seems to answer exactly
to that between the Lacedaemonian and the Athenian Sikaa noted
in the following passage of Justinian's /fmsfz/.—i. 2. § 9 ‘ex non
scripto jus venit quod usus comprobavit. nam diuturni mores
consensu utentium comprobati legem imitantur. et non inele-
ganter in duas species jus civile distributum videtur. nam origo
ejus ab institutis duarum civitatium, Athenarum scilicet et Lace-
daemonis, fluxisse videtur. in his enim civitatibus ita agi solium
erat, ut Lacedaemonii quidem magis ea quae pro legibus obser-
varent memoriac mandarent : Athenienses vero ea quae in legibus
scripta reprehendissent [comprehendissent | custodirent.”

# pév A0uch § 8¢ vopucq] Williams brings out the force of this b. 23.

distinction very well with—"*the friendship of confidence and the
friendship of covenant! Cf: E.E. H. 10. 1242 b. 31 &om 8 ris



1162 b, 23.

b, 24,

b. 32,
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xpnoipou dillas €idy Shor § pew vopusy 7 & nluch, Bémer & § pév

frohlfu. s Y a Y - 3 - Y
Echiruey ﬂc&:ro”w-av Kat s‘Is‘ ,'r& ‘wprey,am} &omep of mwholvres kal ol
m:;ovpevm. 0 etpnrar potlss dvpl P,  Erav pév obv xar dpohoyiay
(3 Spengel, Fritzsche, Susemihl) 5 woherie) alry pedia kai vopuen:
o o S

Srav & émzpénwow adrols, §6ucy Bodlerar elvas ikia rat éraipukr,

8ray ph xord kr.] ‘complaints arise when a transaction is
not ended in the spirit in which it was begun,” or in which at
least one of the parties thought it was begun: c.g. A lends B
a sum of money. When B repays it he does so without interest,
thinking that A lent it as a friend; but A, it appears, lent it
as a matter of business and expected the usual interest : see Asp.
eykadolow ody Srav gl Siwhvlbow So xal ovriMAafar € ydp s os
Pide dwy Tl wevrikorra vopiopara, pndiv wepl Tékov elmay, dAN’ dypdpws
ovvalidfas, € Torepor drairet Tokor, dAhes pév cusilhafer, d\hws
%¢ omelder didvbiva. We have here an illustration of the truth
of the saying that ‘ understandings are misunderstandings.’

§ 6. Bibmep &vlows kr\.] In addition to the passage quoted by
Fritzsche from Nic. Damasc. (p. 314 Tauchn. map’ "Indois édv mus
dnouTepndy davelov 7 wapakarabirys, obx ot kplots, AN abrdy airidra
¢ marevgus), see Theophrastus mepi oupBolaior apud Stob. Flor. vol.
ii. p. 168 ed. Meineke, Xapdvdas xai T\droy (apparently Zegg, g1z
D and E). . . rapaypipa renedover Biddras kai hapPdvew, € 8¢ mis
moTevey, pi elvar Slkqy, adrop Yap alrioy elvar tijs ddwias. Charondas
made laws for Catana and other cities.

§ 7. 7 omdfmwore &Nho| Bupeiral Ti, § Dy Td opéhear dchehei
(Paraph.).

kopifeobar ‘8¢ k] 7e the motive of this 70y dulia, no less
than of youus guhia, is after all rs Xpaopon,

§ 8. Bod\eoBar pév . . . Td xald, mpoatpetobar §é T4 ddéhpal
We have here the difference between ke wish for something
remote and perhaps unattainable, and 72 definite choice of some-
thing immediately before us. The ideal of a noble life, though
present iniellectually to most civilized men, is practically too weak
t0 regulate their conduct in the midst of objects appealing im-
mediately to their desire for pleasure or profit. Therefore ‘to
choosg profit'— mpoaspeiofa mé: depéheua—is here tantamount to acting
wapa vov aplor Nyow, 7. e, kard wdbos,
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§ 9. durapéve B avramodoréor Thy aflav dv Emabev [koi éxdvri] 1168 a. L.

deovra yap $ikor ob momréor| ‘A man ought, then, if he can,
to return the worth of what he has received, and to do so willingly
(¢ . without waiting to be asked); for he ought not to make any
one a friend against his will—e. g. by retaining as a friendly
gift what was intended (though not stated) to be a loan. There
is a certain awkwardness in the proximity of éxdvre and dxovra,
referring, as they do, to different persons; and accordingly the
words kai éxdvrt (omitted by Kb, Ob, Cambr., Asp.) are bracketed
by Fritzsche, Grant, and Bywater, as an interpolation. ‘They
may easily be conceived,” Grant says, ‘to have arisen out of
the following words dcorra ydp.” Rassow (Forsck. p. 102), however,
lets them stand as genuine, and conjectures olgréor for mougréon,
making dxovra refer to the subject of Svwapéve and ékdvre. I cannot
regard this conjecture (which is adopted by Susemihl) as at all
probable; nor do I feel that the passage; as translated above,
presents the difficulty which some of the commentators have found
in it.!

Swapaprdvra . . . mabdvre] The accusatives are to be taken with
dvramodoréoy or Buadvréov, Frilzsche quotes £. V. vil. 1. 1, viil. 14.
4, ix. 2, 1, and (for both dat. and acc. with the same verbal
adjective) E.N. vili. 14. 3 7§ dehoupéve .
amoliddvra vo évdeyduevor, and Plato, Kep. 453 D sikoiy juiv vevoréon

s - 3
= IJT!ITI'OB OTEOY apT-

LY e 3 ’
Kal weLparTeoy . . . eAmiforTas.

8 abrd Tobro] ‘Ze 8 abro 7o €& Opav py wa amwdfy’ (Ram-
sauer).

spohoyficar 8 dv| I prefer dpoddynee & & in correspondence
with pélwcer &v a. 4. The meaning is—If it had been put to the
receiver when the benefit was conferred, he wonld have agreed to
make repayment, if able; while, on the other hand, the giver
would not have expected repayment from one obviously unable to
make it—and, it must be supposed, would not have conferred the
benefit. 038 j&iwoer dv does not mean ‘would not have asked
him for repayment when he delayed to malke it, as the Paraph.
and most of the commentators seem to suppose, but ‘would not

! Bywater (Contrib. p. 61) thinks that dxevra yap gilov ob mom7éor is an
adaptation of Xen. Mew. ii. 6. g drovra yap Gpiker Edety Epyades.

a. 6.
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have begun by expecting repayment from one obviously unable
ever to make it.” In short, the fact of a benefit having been con-
ferred raises the presumption that the giver expected, when he
conferred it, to be eventually repaid. He believed that the re-
ceiver would be able to repay it; otherwise he would not have
conferred it. There is no reference here, it seems to me, to the
case of a friend 8w 76 ypiowor, or creditor, finding out in course of
time that the debtor is insolvent, and making him a present of the
sum owed.

dmopdvy A pA] sc. ebepyerodpevos Rams., iy edepyeciar Coraes.
¢ Consent to receive the benefit on these terms, or decline it

§ 10. épproBimow k.rh.] We must repay benefits xaBdmep émt
pnrots clepyernfévras when no prra exist. IHow are we then to
determine what the gprd would have been had they existed? We
must put ourselves back into the position we occupied before the
benefit was conferred, and suppose ourselves to be making an
express bargain for an advantage which we wish to get, but of
course should be unwilling to pay too dear for. The price for
which we could have got the advantage, supposing the question of
price to have been raised, is what at least we ought to pay now in
return. It is of course very difficult thus to construct pnrd after
an interval of time. The giver will maintain that the circum-
stances were exceptional and enhanced the value of the benefit,
and that he would not have conferred it if he had known that so
small a return would be offered for it. The receiver on the other
hand will point out that the benefit has not come to much, and
will maintain that he never thought that it would. The standard
however which must be found, if an agreement between the parties
i§ to be reached, is—What did the receiver think it worth defore Ae
got #? The giver cannot expect more than this: see ix. 1. g
1 dpoiBy yiverar mpbs TocoiTor Soor dv Tarteow oi AapBdvorres. e &
iows o Tosoirov Tydv Soov Exovre Galverar dfwov, AN Eoou wplv Eyew
éripa.

From Theoph. wepi avpBalalor (apud Stob. Flor. vol. ii. 166 5qq-
ed. Meineke) we learn that understandings likely to develop into
misunderstandings of the kind indicated in the section before us
(viil. 13. 10) were discouraged by many Greek codes, which con-
tained provisions for the payment on the spot of an depaBéw pro-
portioned to the amount to be afterwards paid in full,
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§ 11. emopket] sc. & edepyérns. In the friendship of Profit equal 1168 a. 18.

advantages are exchanged: the question is—What is the amount -
of the advantage received ? for an equal advantage must be given
in exchange for it. But the Friendship of Virtue is not a gura-
Aayua, but a Life in which the friends stimulate each other to the
manifestation of that which proceeds from virtue.

s dperfs . . . kprov] *for in choice lies that which is essential a. 22.

to virtue and character. It is mpoaipects which converts the ddvapts
rév davriov into the s (Met. ©. 2 and 35), and dper is defined as
a s mpoarperixy) (Eﬁ. N i 6. 15). In £. V. x. 8. 5 we fead apro-
Brreirai e wérepov kuptiTepoy Tis dpetis 7 ?:poafpims i afjrpfafew. : The
answer had been given in iil. 2. T olxedraror eivar Soxel (7 Trpompems)
w5 dperd kai pa@lhov T4 #y rpivay tdv wpifeov. Taking these
passages in connexion, we can see that in the secti?n befm"e. us
(viil. 13. 11) 76 «Opeov means that which, being essential to virtue,
serves also as a kperipeov, by means of which we may det-atrrmnx:
whether virtue is present in a given case. Accordingly in the
friendship of virtue, the standard by which we measure the Wortb
of a friendly office is the choice or intention of the agent, fqr th‘:ls
is & true expression of his virtuous character, to rnan_ifest wl'.ﬂch in
fellowship with a érepos airds is the one object of the friendship.

CHAPTER XIV.

ARGUMENT.

People fall out in the unequal as well as in the equal Jriendships : fw: cach
of the wnequal ‘friends’ thinks that ke ought to get ‘the zjm."grr share : the
 friend’ wha is better or more useful thinks that, as in a jafm’-.;.f?:k bm‘mess
the larger contributor gets the larger shave of the profits, so in frze{m’sksp ihe
better or more useful < friend’ showld get a lavger share of remuneration, uniess
the * friendship’ is to become @ burden or tax. On the other hand, the ?.!t.’etf):
and inferior * friend’ thinks that the only use of a good and powerul ¢ fﬂ‘.mg
is to help the neody. Eack seems to be vight—each ought to get out of z‘}fe ﬁ*ze.m‘-
skip € a larger share —éut nof, of course, of the same thing: the superiar Friend
ought o get his larger share in honour, and the needy friend his {arger :rizazr.e
in material advantage. The same rule kolds in public life as in fricndship : i
is in honour that thase who spend money for the common good get their reward,
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a. 20.

b. 7.
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honour betng what the community kas to give for benefits received, A man cwn-
20t get af the same time both money and honour out of the communily : and as
#a one cares lo be a loser all round, if moncy is spent for the common good,
Aonour is expected in veturn.
it zs proportion, as we hawve said, which introduces egualily into unequal
riendships and preserves them : the friend who does more Jor the moral and
material advaniage of the ather must gel honour—rthis is what the other hias to
gve: even honour is nol veally equivalent fo the greatest denefils (such as those
conferved &y the gods and by parents) : butitis the best thing whick the other can

give, and as suclk meets the requirements of [riendship.  We have said that the

benefiis conferved by parents have no real equivalent. This ic why a father
may disown his sor (of course satural affection and interest will restrais him
Jrom dotng so unless his son #s wery bad) ; but @ son may never disown his
Jather (if the son is bad he may think if his intevest to disown his Jatker), for
e can never clear off the debt whick ke owes to his father.

§§1, 2] These sections are best illustrated by the parallel
passage L. Z. H. 10. 1242 b. 6 & pév 15 xaf Umepoyny dfotTar To
drdloyor, @AN otk Goatrws, AN § pév Umepéxwr dveorpappévos 7o
dvidoyor, bs abzés mpds riv e\drrw, ofrw T mapa 7ot €\drravos yuwi-
pevor mpos 10 map’ alrov, diakeipevos domep dpxwy mpds dpyduevor el
8¢ pi) roiro, d\hd 6 Iwov kar' dplpdy dbwi.  xal vap O xai émi Tov
d\Awv kowandv olte cupBalves 61 pév yap dpibpd Tob loov perdyovour,
dré B¢ Noyg. .. .6 & mepexdpevos rodvavriov erpéper 76 dvdhoyor, Kal
xara dudperpor oulelyrvow (on this see Jackson, Book v, pp. g5 $qq.).
ddfeie & dv olres arroiobar & tmepéyor kal Aerovpyla 1 ikia kat
7 kowevia. el dpa Twi érdpe dnodoar, kai modjoar avdloyov, Tobre
8 eariv §) T, drep kal v Epyovre Pioes kat 66@: mpos 70 dpyopevov, Jet
& lgagbijvar 76 képdos mpds Ty Ty,

$ L. Aevrovpyiav] properly a public service defrayed by a private
citizen—a rpumpapyla, yopyyia, or apyifewpia.

§ 8. 1) mpuhy 3¢ kowdv] Fritzsche quotes i. 3. 4 7ip3) o5 mohirekod
Biov oyedor Téhos.

o yip ferwv dpa ypnparileobar amd 1@y Kowdr Kl Tipdobar]
Rassow (Forsch. p. 26) brackets these words as merely a repe-
tition of the words ob yap mdrae kv, b. 6. The clause v waot
ydp «7A. b. 9 has no causal connexion, he thinks, with the
bracketed words. Susemihl places the words od Yip mephrar . . .
Ty O kawoy after the words bracketed by Rassow. 1 think that
the received text is satisfactory, and that the connexion may be
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traced as follows—é o kowdr elepyerav gets a reward from the 1163 b. 8.

«owdv. This must be myh, not money, for, gud edepyerdw 7b kowiv
(e.g. as dpxiéwpos) and not éavrév, he spends money—-apd tl’_la,t
such 2 edepyerdr must get myd, since he does not get money, is plain,
for no one is willing to sacrifice himself all round.

ddehoupéry . . . dvramodoréov, dmodidévra] For the change of case b.13.

see note on duapcprdrre Viil. 13. 9, a. 3.

§ 4. émelmooBau] According to the Athenian law a father might b.19.

dissolve the legal connexion between himself and -his, son by t‘ge
process of dmoxnpufis i—cf. Plato, Legg. gz8 :? E’Seivm r:n'ﬁu:rw, Efw
Bothovrar, tév viby o Kipuxes évavriov dmdrrov dreanew vidy kard o
wopow pneér’ eivar. He had to prove to the satisfaction of the fzourt
his son’s deficiency in filial attention, riotous living, and pro,ﬂlgacy
generally. If the dmoxjpufes were not avoi'dled b?z the f‘atber s sulz-
sequent pardon of his son, the latter was dlsn}bented at his father's
death. Apparently his privileges as to the tribe and sta.tf: h(:wiever
were not affected by droxipuées (cf. Plato, Legg. L c. & sl oty a’}a?:;
mokireta mals dmokexnpuypévos otk dv é¢ dvdykns dmohts €, rc:fv‘ms 8¢, fis
oide of pduor foovrar, dvaykniws éxer els ahhgy X"”F"f"’ efowlleobar rfh!
dmdropa). See Smith’s Dicl. of Anliguities a{tlcle, APOkEl‘UXlS.
(summarised above), and Lucian’s ) &nonqpuwopev::s, whlcl} opens
as follows—* A son disinherited by his father studies Phy‘swk, and
by a spectfick remedy cures his father:' fx'ho was become distracted,
and was given over by all other physicians. Tl'xereupon the father
cancels the will, and again declares him his !:’It‘ll'. But afterwards
upon the son’s refusal of curing his mother-in-law th?.t was fa]:leu
into the sam distemper, he is disinherited a second time, against
which the son makes the following oration.’

; e S iy g
dpo & lows k1] lows & otdels marnp alorarar ol viot e py b.

SrepBaNdvras ely poxdppds (7. the son)—Paraph. oldels &¢ more
drooThrerar Tob viod el wj poxBnpdy Wow alrov dvra—ASD.

Swbetofar] of the father.

‘1 8¢] the son.



BOOK IX,

Introductory Note] The Ninth Book may be described as a not
very systematic collection of dmopiaw regarding Friendship, which
are discussed and answered on the general principles laid down in
the Eighth Book. Michelet (pp. 281 sqq.) thinks that this collec-
tion did not originally belong to the Z#kics, and he identifies it
with the féoers puxal B, in the list OfDiOg. Laert. (NO 2, ROS(‘)},
the mept Pihias « of the same list (No, 24) being the Eighth Book.
But although the Ninth Book undoubtedly consists, in main part,
of dmopia, there are certain chapters (4—6, 1166 a. 11167 b. 16)
of an expository character which seem out of place in a collection
of dmopiar. Spengel (drist. Stud.i. pp. 215 sqq.) calls attention
to the fact that the Eudemian equivalent of these chapters, and of
chapter 7—Z. E. H. 6-8, 1240 a. 8—1241 b. 12 (= E. V. ix. 4-7,
1166 a. 1—-1168 a. 27)—is inserted at a point which corresponds in
the Z. Z. to that between chapter 8 and chapter g of E. V. viii—
1159 b. 25. Whether the writer of the £. Z. found £, V. ix. 4
in Z. V. viii between chapter 8 and chapter g, or merely altered
the arrangement in his own version, is a question which, in
Spengel’s opinion, cannot be answered. '

The writer of the . A, without following exactly the order
observed by the writer of the Z. E., does not, in Spengel’s view,
deviate seriously from it. Susemihl however (Nie. £i4. p. 203) is
of opinion that the writer of the /. 4. must have read ix. 4—6
where we find them, and not in viii, because the order of his
discussion (M. M. 1210 b. 32—1212 b. 23) is partly that of the
E. E. and partly that of our £. V. :
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Why and how ix. 4—6 stand where we find them, whether the
writer or editor of the Book intentionally placed them there, or
they came there by some accident, are questions which, I think,
cannot now be answered, and therefore need not be asked. Asa
whole however Book ix has a distinctive character of its own, and
1 see no reason for doubting that it was written to follow Book viii.
As Spengel (Arést. Stud. i. pp. 215 sqq.) says, ‘ Das neunte Buch
besteht aus Aporien: es sind Zweifel und Bedenken, die, nachdem
die Erklirung von der ¢iMa im vorausgehenden Buche gegeben ist,
entstehen konnen und gelost werden miissen, wie etwa bei der
Sikatooiny.’

CHAPTER L

ARGUMENT.

The proporiion whick equalises persons who arve dissimilar and maintains
[friendship between them ds the same as thal which regulales the exchanpes by
which the shocmaker, weaver, and other members of ke community recerve due
veturns for their products.  In commerce, however, the dissimilar products ex-
changed are all veferred to a common measure—money : whereas the dissimilor
services yendered by such Ffriends’ as lover and beloved have no comnion
measure » hence recriminations, and dissolution of * friendship” The liking of
suck * friends’ is not for cack other as persons, but jor the stock of pleasure or
profit whick cach has at kis disposal ; and if this comes lo an end, or turus out
2o be different from what it was supposed to be—as when the musician Jound
out that his patron had already paid him with the pleasure of expected payment-
—their friendship comes to an end.

Who oughe fo decide what is the worth of a service rendered, where no bar-
gain has been made beforehand ?  The person who confers the service, or the
person who receives it?  The recetver surely, for the person who confers a
service, without making a bargain, leaves the remuneration o the pleasure of
the receiver. This is what Protagoras did : he let the pupil fix the amount of
the fee : but in such matlers some people like better the principle of * fixed fees."
As for the teacher aho begins by ¢ receiving’ the fee, and then Jails to fulfil the
extravagant promises by whick ke induced his pupils to pay in adoance—he
naturally becomes the object of complaint : this is what the sophists have fo do,
for under no other system would pecple pay them anything for their knowledge.
But these who confer benefits for the sake of the persans benefifed (this is what
they do in the friendship based on virtue), ave, as we have said, never objects of
complaint, avéd’mfgkf fo get a return equivalent fo their good inlention, for
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attention is the measire of true friendship and of virtue. The service rendered
by a true teacher of philosophy must be estimated in the same way as that
rendered by a true friend. It cannot be measuved by the standard of wmoney ;
korour cannot be weighed in the balance against it ; but perhaps enonugh is dose
if the disciple gives in return whot he can, as to the gods and to payents.

Where the service is rendered, not for the sake of the person to whom it is
»endered, but in view of some relurn (whick, kowever, fias not been agreed wpon
beforehand ), it is, of course, best that the veturm made skould be one whick
both pariies think adequate: failing unanimity on (his foind, it would seem to
be not oniy necessary but fair that the receiver should fix the amount of the re-
fierm, ke being the only judge of how wmuch bencfit he has derived from the
serpice: and this yule does not apply only in © friendskip, for the price even of
a thing that is bought is what the buyer will give for it: and in some states
there is o lggal recovery of debis—on the principle that if you begin by
trusting @ man you ought not to end by suing kinm.

When a service, then, s rendered without any arrangement as to the veturn,
it @5 for the vecetver o fix the amount of the return—ithe giver cannot be allowed
fo dv so, for people put too high a value on ihe things whick they gioe : but in
Sixing the amount the vecevver must go, not by what ke thinks the service worth
now that ke has veceived ity but by what he thought it worth before he vecedned
it > for peaple generally do not put the same value on a thing when they have it
as they did wien they wished to get il

§ 1. avopowoedéor] These ‘heterogeneous friendships,” as Ram-
sauer points out, have not been previously referred to under this
name. They are not the same as af xaff® fmepoynv, but exist where
the object of the association is not the same on both sides, one
party secking for instance pleasure, and the other money in
return for pleasure provided. Cf viil. 4. T pdliora 8¢ kal é rovruis
ai gihiar pévovor, rav 76 abtd yhwyrar wap’ d\AfAer, olor fdows, kai ui
plroy oirws dAAd kai dmwd Tod abrod, oiov Tois elrpamélots, kal pf bs
€pagty kal popdve’ of yap éri Toly airols flovrar olror, AN 6 pév dpov
eketvay, & O¢ Oepameuduevos Gird Tol €pacroi. It is obvious that persons
whom it would be impossible to distinguish as émepéxmr xkat Jmrep-
exduevos may be dropotoeidets Pidot,

xafdwep eipyrac] It has been said before (e g. viii. 14. 3) that
proportion equalises the difference between the superior and
inferior, and so preserves friendship between them : but it has not
been said (expressly at least) that it preserves friendship between
those whose difference is not quantitative, but qualitative (dvopoto-
edeis). See Ramsauer ad /oc. Grant's reference to viil. 13. 1 is
thus bardly relevant.
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The Paraph. simply identifies of avopowedels plac with af xaf’ 1163 1b.33.

Imepoxiy (v pév ofv rals xar lodmyra uhiais 7a ira dvrameSoréor
dMddots Tovs Gidkovs, év 8¢ rals dropotoerdio: pidiars, kabas elpyrat, TG
avdhoyor), but the writer of the commentary on this Book styled
Eustratius by Aldus (but identified with Mich. Eph. by Rose,
Commentare gur Ethik des Aristoteles, Hermes, vol. v) sces the
difficulty, and takes great pains to show /ow af duopcwadeis are xkaé’
UmepoyTv -—dvaptprnoke: Téy & @ wpd robrov BiSNip elpnpéveor «at
dederypcvor: afe yap drv vH dvdhoyor celer Tas dvopoeders hukias.
Spoedeis B¢ uliau eloly, . . . ai 7év dyadiv. af & &t racar dvopoeideis
(the reading of Lb, Mb, Ald, CCC., Cambr., B!, BY), 8potor yap xai
tror dpufug kai Suvdpes of ayabol . . . § 8 rod warpos wpos vide Gkdrys,
Toi viol mpés mwarépa, aby dpota 0?8 Yon amhés krA. It is scarcely
necessary to point out that this identification of ai dropaoetders Gikiac
with ai xaf’ Omepoxiy, on the ground that of rév dyabay, being
dpoeidels, are not xaf tmepoxiy, ignores Aristotle’s plain statement
that in 2ll the three kinds of ¢ia we have Smepoxh and lodrns—
Vill, 13. T Tourraov & odoap Pk . . . kai kal éxdoTyy Tdv péy év lodmre
Pihov Svrey Tov 8¢ kal Tmepayhy (kal yap Spoiws dyafol Pihos yivorra
xal dpelvoy yeipow, dpolos 5¢ kal #8eis kal S o xpnoyor, iodlorres rais
wdedelais kal Siaghéporres) kTN,

moAuriky] | sc. rowwvig Mich. Eph., Par., Fritz., Stahr, Peters. b.34.

Ramsauer however supplies ¢eAlg, which is probably ri ght, as it has
certainly to be supplied in the next § with éporusi: of £. Z. H. 10.
1242 b. 32 BAéze & 1§ pév mokuruo) els 1o loov kai els 6 wpaypa, domep
ok mwhotvres kai of rolpevor. Bid elppras

" pabos avdpi Ppihe.”
drav péy oty kal' épodoyiav {5 4 woluruy afiry Pia, [xal] vopws Gray

& emrpéroow adrois, Houn Bodheraw efvar Pakia ral érapwh. These
words oceur in a context extensively drawn from Z. V. ix. 1.

§ 2. & 3¢ T épuriky k.| 7.e here there are misunderstandings 1164 a. 2.

because there i1s no common measure,

§ 3. Tabre 8¢ ph dpdolv Gwdpyxy] Peters with “they do not both a. 8.

get what they want,’ misses the force of @mdpyn here, which (as

may be seen from the use of imdpyorra below, a. 11) marks the

subsistence of a quality—r5 78 elvat OF 76 xphatuor elva—in A, not

the satisfaction derived by B from that quality in A. The Paraph.
VOL. II. Z
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1164 8. 8. is right with eup3aives 8¢ v rowaira, érav 6 pév 8¢ Hloviy €pav, 6 8¢ bia

a. 10,

a. 13,

&. 15,

7d xphioipov, eira pnre obros mdvy §dvs 7, pire éxcivos xpRotuos.

GAAG TS ﬁr&pxovm.] Mich. Eph. has oupBaiver ... 7is pihias
Subhvots . . Bk 6 amolurely Tov pév épaotiy T ypypara, éviore 8¢ kai Ty
drpry, Tov & épduevor TO kdkhos' ob yip abrols Prow ébilovy &g ol
orovdain GAAE T8 drdpyorra abrois’ Tabra & foav 70 kdAhos kal T
XpruaTa ob poviue GrTa.

# 8¢ 7év §6av] Mich. Eph., the Paraph, Stahr., Rams., and
Grant take this as equivalent to 7 xar’ dperijy @ihia, or perfect
friendship. Victorius however refers to viii. 4. 1, where, speaking
of the instability of the friendship between épaoris and epopevos,
Aristotle says mokhol 8 af Sapévovow, év ek Tijs gurfeias Ta 707
oréptaoty, Gupoffes dvres. The words of Victorius are * qU?d
sequitur apud auctorem # & rév 76ov xaf airiy ofca péver ita
accipio ut pertineat ad eandem amicitiam declarandam qua juncti
sunt inter se amator deliciaeque ipsius : usu enim venit aliquando
ut ipsa quoque maneat, cum pura atque integra est: neque colitur
propter explendam libidinem, aut fructum inde aliquem commo-
dumque auferendum : sed propter morum ingeniique simi]itudin§rg:
nam quod addidit nunc hoc a se antea dictum fuisse, intelhgxt
locum eum in quo primum superiore in libro de ipsa praecepili:
usus enim quoque illic est in aliis iisdem quibus hic verbis, quae
sunt haec mohoi & af k7. viil. 4. 1.7 Zell takes the same view
as Victorius, referring the words # & rav 766v x.r.\. to the époruc)
@ekia of the immediate context and quoting vill, 4. 1. "Eperuc c{)u\fa
{as Victorius and Zell understand the present passage) is peculiarly
unstable unless it happen that similarity of character (76y whether
good or indifferent) establishes a more lasting bond between the
lovers.

Apainst this interpretation are the words xa@ avry obaa, whic}:
can scarcely be anything but an abbreviated expression for & g
(.6 év 7 rév kal avrods dyafov) & abrovs ¢idor eloi: see £ N, viil.
3. 6—the passage, I take it, referred to here (ix. 1. 3) in the words
xafdmep elpprar.  Of course 7 rév 76@v @dia has, in any case,
nothing to do with the 76wy pia of Z. V. viil. 13. 5, which falls
under the head of 7 & 76 ypiowpor.

§ 4. kiBapwds] See the notes of Zell, Michelet, and Grant, for
the story.
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kékeivou ye xdpty Tabra Sdoel] ékelvov is &» a. 20 and raira what
he has to offer in return: &» yap Exagres Setrar TotTwy évexa Sidwow &
Tuyxdver rexrquévos abrde (Paraph.). The reading 7& atrd (Ob, and
an authority known to Mich. Eph.) is accepted by Michelet with
the sense—¢ he will be ready to give of his own an amount equal
to that which he receives.” Coraes reads 7@ afrei—the conjecture
of Muretus. The change of number (&»—éefvov) hardly calls for
notice in a writer like Aristotle : at any rate I cannot think that
Fritzsche’s explanation adopted by Grant is satisfactory—¢ Pro-
nomen éxetvov singulari numero ad priorem multitudinis numerum
(&v 8cduevos rvyydved) refertur propterea quod una res, singulari
desiderata occasione, exprimitur” The passage viii. 3. 3 referred
to by Fritzsche in illustration seems to me rather to be a good
example of a change of number carelessly made without any reason.

§§ 5-9. Ty éflov xrA] When a service has been rendered
without any previous d&wpoloyia, or understanding between the
parties respecting its value and the remuneration to be given in
return for it, Swacpopal and éyxdipara naturally arise. With whom,
in such a case, does it rest to put an end to them by fixing the
value or remuneration? With the recipient: for the other party
cannot force a service (or whatever else), at his own price, on an
unwilling recipient, and if (without an express &wpodoyia) he
performs it, he evidently does so leaving the remuneration to be
settled by the recipient. This is what Protagoras did ; but what
ordinary sophists do not venture to do. They even collect their
fees in advance., It is to be carefully noted that, in these sections,
Aristotle is speaking only of those cases in which no previous
dropohoyla exists. The elepyeoin dvev Siopodoyias of these sections
may be compared with the 58y ¢idia of viii. 13. 4. When, in viii.
13. 11, Aristotle says generally that the standard of value in # &
T6 xprotpor ¢hikia i3 5 7ot wabivros adédea, he states the basis
indeed on which the question of price must be discussed by
edepyérns and webov, but does not of course mean it to be under-
stood that the latter can (except in the absence of a Swopooyia) fix
the price of the dgéhaa. The unwillingness, due to various canses,
of the prospective edepyérns to perform the service has the effect
of making the (prospective) maféy estimate the dpédeia more highly.
The unwillingness of the one to perform the service below a
certain price, has as much to do with the result of the diopodoyia, as

z2

1164 a. 21,

a. 22.
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1164 a. 22, the unwillingness of the other to receive it above a certain price :

&, 28,

a. 24,

a. 26.

or otherwise.—The d¢éAea of the buyer is the ultimate standard of
value, but the application of this standard to a particular case,
resulting in the naming of 2 price, is not left to the buyer alone.
If it were possible for him to fix the price as low as he liked, it
would be possible for the seller to go on always selling at a loss.
It is therefore only of ai dvev Biopvhoylas edepyeciar, or of transactions
falling under the head of #0ucj dulia, that Aristotle’s answer to the
question asked here at the beginning of § 5 applies.

§ 5. mpoiepévou . . . mpohaBérros] Zell thinks that mpohaBérros is
simply equivalent to Aa3dvros: but Coraes is right, I think, with
ot mpdrov AaBdvros, dvribiaoradrikds mpds Tov dvrihapfdvovra kal dvri-
copiluevor T Umnpernbev.

Nperaydpav] Coraes, Michelet, and Stahr quote Flato, Profag.
328 B éreddy ydp 7is map’ duod paby év piv Bolihyrar, dwodéduker b eyo
mpdrropar dpylpiov, éaw 8¢ pj, ENBov els lepdv, Gusoas, éoov Gv ¢ afa
elvar T4 pabipara, Tomoirov xaréfpxev. DBut perhaps the pressure
exercised by means of this method was more considerable than
Protagoras wished it to be thought.

&v Tols Towobrorg & dviows dpéoker T “ piobis § avdpl”] Ramsauer
brackets these words as out of place. The context in which the
quotation occurs in the E¢k. Eud. (H. 10. 1242 b. 34)—Vviz. where
mohrik) Gihia, 7.6 § Tév welolvror kal drovpévew, is discussed—he
congiders more natural. But if we remember what the line
(Hesiod €py. x. % 368) is in full, and what its context is, it will
appear, I think, that Ramsauer is wrong in bracketing the words
before us. :

wobés 8 drlpt Qile elpnuévos dprios EoTw,

kal re kaoryviTe yehdoas émt pdprvpa Béobar
: migres 8 &pa opds kat dmotio d\ecar dvipas—
i.¢, even with- a friend, nay even with a brother, let there be
no ‘mere understandings’; let every contract be entered into
émt fyrois,  This is the advice of Hesiod. After mentioning that
Protagoras allowed his pupils to fix the fee, Aristotle proceeds
to say that in the matter of fees to be paid for philosophical
instruction (év rois rowirois), some teachers (éviows) are of the
opinion of Hesiod, that there should be a stated fee (to be paid
after the instruction has been received), although the relation of
teacher and pupil is one of friendship rather than of business.
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Thus all éyfpara are avoided. Those Sophists however who, 1164a. 26.

not satisfied with having a fair arrangement beforehand as to
the remuneration to be paid afterwards, go to the extreme of
requiring that fees proportioned to their extravagant pretensions
be paid in advance, naturally become objects of complaint when
their pupils find out that they have been swindled. ~We have thus
three relations between teacher and pupils— (1) where the pupils
fix the fee: (2) where the fee is fixed beforehand in a fair manner,
according to the standard of remuneration commonly recognised
for such instruction: (3) where the pupils are swindled by an
il'l'.'tpOS'EOI'- The exprcssion ol mpohapfBdvovres T apyvpor 18 fO he
understood in close connexion with the rof mpodaBirros of line
a. 23. Where there is no dwpoloyia, the mpodaBér, not the mpoié-
pevos a. 23 (or dvrdaBdy b. 11), fixes the return; but if the mpdhypins
be of money received for services yet to be rendered, the transaction
is a disgraceful one in which the rule laid down at the beginning of
§ 5 does not apply. Oi mpohauSdvovres 76 &pydprov (as distinguished
from those mpokapBdvovres riy edepyesiav) cannot be allowed to *fix
the price.” Their services would be dear at the lowest price.

If T am right in supposing that Aristotle has Hesiod's whole
context in his mind here—viz. pofos & ... dhecar Gvdpas— the
superior appositeness of the quotation in the Eudemian connexion
cannot be admitted.

§ 7. évols 8¢ ph) ylverar Siopodoyia tfs Gmoupyias| The subject a. 33.

of ai dvev diopohoylas Imovpyiar is now resumed after the digression
about the teachers who act on the maxim wobés & dvdpl, and insist
on a Swpohoyia.

of pév 8C abrods mpoiépevor] those whose friendly services are a. 34.

rendered to and for the sake of the personality of their friends,
not with a view to some advantage (émé rue § 8, b. 6) to be received
in return: oi agehotrres Tovs pilovs 8 alrovs kai mpoicuevol Ta éauTdy
1oy dilav Eveka ool elow of owovdaio:, as distinguished from of émé
ron, ) Bud xphoysor § Sud #dowiy (Paraph.).

aréyk\qror] In Perfect Friendship a Swpoloyia is unnecessary. a. 35.

No misunderstanding is possible, because the value of a service
consists in its being the true expression of a virtuous character,
and as such it is immediately recognised by the agent’s &repos

atTis.
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1164 b.1.  Thy dporfiiy e worqréor katd Thy mpoalpeow (afry ydp 106 Slhou

b. 9.
b. 12,

kol Tiis Gperiis)] ‘ The return made must be for what the giver
intended; for it is the intention which is the significant thing in
a friend and in virtue.”

obrw § owke k] se. moumréor evar according to the commen-
tators ; but Ramsauer suspects the passage. As we shall see

later, the highest friendship is of the nature of philosophical inter-
course—a kind of Dialectic.

§ 8. pi) Towadms] fe py 8 adrods.,

émi twi] ‘for some retarn’— e not & airovs, ‘for the
friends’ sake” The expression éni rux does not necessarily
imply that the transaction is émi pyrois, or founded on a definite
Owopodoyia, as Mich. Eph. seems to take for granted—a\ ént
T, Touréore 8¢ dwridoow kal drevmoilay THv Bk xpypdrey TobTo
yip éorw ) 8 ouohoyias. An adequate return is expected by
the giver, but no definite bargain has been made in the case
which the section has in view—a case answering to the
description of #0uj Pikia given in vili. 13. ¥ 5 § 70uc) odx &t
pnrots, dAN' s Gilg dwpeirac § drdimore &Ao" wopifecfau Bi afwt
70 {oov §) mhéov, os ol Sedwkds dN& xphoas. There being no previous
agreement, or Swpoloyia, the recipient, as an honest man, must
try, if possible, to meet the expectations of the giver—udhiora pév
iows e, b. 7; but if this be not possible, he has the matter
in his own power, and must make what payment he thinks
equivalent to the benefit received.

wpoéxovm]:rrpo)\aﬁdwos of § 5.

kui yap & tois driows obtw $alverar ywdpevor] ¢ for even when
a thing is offered for sale, this rule holds good’—i.e. the buyer
fixes the price: @ _fortiors, then, in the cases just mentioned, where
a more or less friendly gift or loan has been made émi 7w, but
dveu Sropohoyias; the receiver fixes the amount of the return. It is
not necessary to think, with Ramsauer, of a thing being bought
dyev Sropoloyias—this would surely be an unusual case—but rather
of the higgling of the market,” by which a Swpoloyia as to price
18 arrived at. Where things are not offered for sale “at fixed
Prices,’ the buyer rather than the seller seems to ‘fix the price,’
when he beats down the seller. Again, at an auction the highest
bidder seems to fix the price, The Paraph. and Mich. Eph. both
seem to understand the reference to be to the ‘higgling of the
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market’: the Paraphrast has xai é rols dvinis oirw ¢alverar yiwopevor 1164 b, 12.

6 yap dvotpevos TdrTe THY T kal perpet 7fj éavrov dpelein ﬁrﬁ 78ovi,
xai Tocobrov &b elvar Néye & (qrobpevoy dyiov: anr’i Mich. Enph.
has—¢ yép murpdokov whéoy del (yret whs dflas, 6 B¢ voupevos TogouTOY
3w Srov B olyras yevéobat Tiy dnb Tob Gvlou dpélewar.

’ L4 % L
§ 9. dnayod T elol vépor Tdr éxovoimy cupBohaiwy Blkas pi elval b. 13.

xr\.] Having instanced the ‘higgling of ,the market’ to sh?w
how much power rests with the ‘receiver’ even as prospeclive
buyer, Aristotle now adds that in some states the law dgclmes
0 interfere with him as deblor—it may be even as fraudulent
Lor.
de['?['ie expression érodota oupBilaa (¢f. Plato, Rep. 556 A) seems
to be equivalent to the ékotmia guralhdypara of £, V. v. 2. 13, viz.
mpames, ovh, Saveiopds, K., with this difference perha;:'»s that it
calls special attention to credsf given in these transactions. In.
Athenian law owpBeaw (plur) is a Jond or covenan/ — more
particularly with regard to money lent. Whiere credit was given,
even ém fnrois, it would appear from this and the parallel passage
viii. 13. 6 (where see note), that in some states there was no legal
remedy against one who declined to fulfil the contract. See
Newman’s notes on Pol. 1263 b. 21 and 1267 b. 37, whelrf: he
quotes Strabo foz — dikpy 8¢ py elvar (among cermifl In‘dla’ns,}
Ay Gévou kal Tfpews’ olk & alrd yap o pn wallety f'mm], T 8 t'i:
rois gupSohalots én abrd ékdoTo, Gore dvéyeobar 3:3‘&:0 :‘r.s m:pa;?g
Ty miomw, dANd Kkal mpoTéxet fre moTeuréov, Kai i Sixdy mwAnpety

Y wolw.

¢ydp...h. 20 hapBdvovres] Ramsauer regards these words as b, 15.

out of place here, and in themselves confused, :mfi brackets thenll:
vépos, or vopoférps (suggested by Mich. Eph.), is scarlcely satis-
factory, he thinks, as subject of oferas and the comparison begun
by Suaérepov is not completed—z. & the reason for the fzulure' of
the giver to make a just estimate of the value of the benefaction
issindeed stated, but evidently the writer intendefl to go on t0
point out that the receiver’s estimate is also pre]ud{ce’d, though
not to the same extent as the giver’s, for he adds dAX' duos &7
In addition to these points noted by Ramsauer, I would ca}l
attention to the point that oi &ovres in the st}spected passage Is
used of of mpoiépevos, whereas in § 8 mpoéxovra 13 the receiver, and
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1164 b.15. &yorre and &ew at the end of the present § also refer to the

receiver.

I.f the passage suspected by Ramsauer be allowed to stand
as It 1s, d\\’ épos will mean, I suppose, ‘ notwithstanding the
extravagant value attached by the giver to his gift, it is the
Teceiver's estimate that he has after all to accept as final.’

b.20. 3¢l ¥ lows k7\.] The statement that the receiver, in estimating

the value of a service, must keep in view the distinction between
éorri and mpww &yew shows that the case here contemplated is one
in which the service has already been rendered without previous
Sioporeyin, and it devolves upon the receiver alone to determine
as an honest man what return he will make. Ramsauer’s
suggestion to read the sentence r& moAhd Yap oY T0b foov Tipdew
oL &xovres kal of Bovkdperor hafeiv after €ripa b. 21 seems to me
an excellent one, and enables us to give of &orres its proper
meaning, which, as I have pointed out, we cannot give it where
it now stands. I offer the following rearrangement, which not
only allows us consistently to refer &wonre, &ew, and of Eyovres
to the receiver, but meets Ramsauer's difficulty about 8uwawdrepoy,
and places X' Guos where its force is felt —6 yap émerpdpby,
TovTor oferar Sikawdrepor Tdfw Tob emurpéfavros’ i yap oixcia kal &
Subdacw éxdorors Qaiverar moAhod dfia’ 8t § l{ows ob Tozoirou Ty
doov Eyoure palverar déov, d\\' doov mply Exew fripa T4 moAld yap
ob ol irov Tubow of €xovres kal of BovAduevor AafBely @A\ Gpws
apoiBy yiveraw wpds Tovoiror Seor &y Tdrreow of AapBdvovres. The
difficulty of finding a subject for oferar, points, I think, to a lacuna
between ékowdvoer and ¢ ydp b. 15,

CHAPTER II.
ARGUMENT,

Lhe following also are diffcult questions—Ought @ man always fo pive the
Preference to kis father, and obey hine in all things?  Or ought ke, wizm Sick,
0 obey his doctor rather tHhan his Jather, and, in alecting a gencral, pore Jor t&;
candidate who kas military experience?  dnd again—houid one dy o Service
doa friend rather than to a good man?  Shined one recompense a benefuctor

-
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vather than bestow a gift on @ comrade, when one cannot do both ! Well, it is
#ot easy to give exact answers fo such guestions.  Cases differ indsfinitely, and
what is right or necessary tn one case is perkaps not so in another case, Bt
#his is plain—rthat one ought not lto give the same ferson the proference in all
things, Also, as & rule, one ought to treal scrvices vendeved as debts and repay
them before one makes prosents to oné's associates—as a rule: for there ave ox-
ceptions—dA has been ransomed from brigandsby B : should A ramusom or repay
B, or should ke ransom his own fother ?  There can be only one answer. He
ought to ransom kis father. Another case im which the general rule that
Serwices otght Yo be repaid like debls is perkaps inapplicable, is where A does a
service to B whom ke knows to be a good man, and B f5 thus Aut in the
Position of owing a return to A whom he supposes to be @ bad man. Thus, 2f
A lends monzy to B knowing that B is an howest man and will pay back the
loan, B is pot bound in furn io lend money to A whom he looks wpon as @ dis-
Aonest man and ot likely to refay it B's return does not stand on the same
Joating as A's original service, if B is right in kis opinion of A’s character ;
and if his opinion o5 mistaken, yet it is his opinion, and we need not be sur-
Prised at his acfing on it.  Howewver, wheve cireumstances vary indefinitely it
is impossible to give difinite answers : only thies much is clear—thal the sane
relurns are 1ot to be rendered fo all persons, and that all things are not o be
rendered even lo a father, any move than all things are offered to Zews.  There
are things whick are properly and fittingly vendered to parents, brothers, comn
panions, und bencfactors respectively——this is indeed commonly vecognised s thies
3t Is their Einsmen whom people invite o weddings and funerals, on the ground
that these ave important family events.

T parents, as to the authors of their being, children ought to render support,
and also konour, as to gods : but not every kind of honowr ; for inthe  Jerst place
the honour dus to u father differs from that due to a mother ; and again ke
hortir due fo a father differs from that due to a philosophic teacker or to
a geneval.  Indeed, to all those who are elder honour is duz according o age—
in respect of seats and other such matlers.

Lo comrades and brothers our bearing ought to be frank and open.  To Fins-
men, feliow-tribesmen, fellow-citizens, and all others we must try to give what
@ severally due to them according as they stand in different degrees of velation-
skip to ourselves, and differ in virtue or in usefulness. Where people ave of
the same kind it @5 not wery difficuit fo assign to each his due: but where
they differ it 45 @ harder task ; still, we must not shrink Jrom it, but do our
best to assign rightly.

Zntroductory Note] In this chapter, Michelet remarks, we have
the beginnings of Casuistry. ¢ Casuistry " has got a bad reputation
because it has manufactured, in imitation of dond fide cases of
moral perplexity, cases which no honest man would find perplex-
ing—and this, with the concealed object of resolving them in a
sense favourable to some dishonest inclination. The perplexing
cases given in this chapter are all, however, dond fide ones, though
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the form in which some of them are presented reminds one of the
Debating Society. They are cases with which an honest man
might find himself confronted—cases in which he has to choose
between two courses of conduct, each of which alternately ‘com-

mon sense” presents as a ¢ duty —if it seems right to choose the |

one, it then seems wrong not to choose the other.

Common sense takes out of their real context certain points
of view, presented by imagination, and recommended to the
attention by feeling, and makes them into absolute and self-
subsistent ‘entities,” incapable, naturally, of reconciliation as parts
of a rationally consistent system. To attempt to solve for him-
self ¢ the problems of casuistry’ from the level of ‘ common sense’
can accordingly only weaken the moral nature of the man who
attempts it. He has to believe in ‘two duties’ in the same cir-
cumstances, to one of which he must needs be unfaithful. Haunted
by the thought of unfaithfulness to a ‘duty,” every time he is
forced to make a choice in circumstances of moral perplexity he
does violence to an honestly entertained moral sentiment, and
brings himself gradually nearer a point at which it is no longer
doubtful that his decisions have become dishonest.

¢ The problems of Casumtry are only for the man who has
risen above ‘common sense’ to the height of reason; who can
see life clearly as a single organic whole. Of course the practical
difficulties of distingnishing between the right and the wrong, and
of choosing the right, remain for such a man; but the fallacy of
the ¢ two duties in the same circumstances —of the moral Zmpersum
2 imperio—no longer imposes upon him. He now perceives that
there can be only the one duty, however hard to find, in the one
set of circumstances, His attitude towards the perplexities of life
is a resolute and objective one. He is not paralysed by the
thought that, when he does what is right, he is also doing what is
wrong. His philosophy has not made life less perplexing in detail,
but it has given him the great idea of the organic unity of the

_world—an idea which inspires him with fortitude and resignation.
It is the clearness with which Aristotle presents life as a rational
whole that makes the discussion of ¢ the problems of Casuistry ’ so
satisfactory in his system. ®avracla and wdfos break Duty into
a multitude of ‘ cases of conscience *—Life, into a chaos of separate
and repugnant items, making it “a series of episodes, like a bad
play) The perplexities of °Casuistry’ represent the work of
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avrasia and mwddos. The resolution of these perplexities is the
work of Reason. On the relation of Philosophy io Casuistry, see
Green’s Prolegomena, §§ 314-328.

§ 2. 70 kol kol dvaykalw] 76 xa\g marks the claims of the 1164b.28.
Form or Ideal which the good man strives to realize; ré drayaie,
the limitations imposed upon him by the ma#r of his circum-
stances. ‘For the different cases differ in all sorts of ways,
according to the importance or unimportance, the nobility or
necessity of the act’ (Peters).

§ 4. draurolvm Sé] & Mrpa (Coraes). 1185 a_. 1

§ 5. mpoimapyiy] ¢ the primary obligation’ (Grant). 8. 5.

& pév ... 10 8] Both refer to the same person, viewed first as a. 6.
mpoiéuevos, and then as dvriapBdver.

ol Toov 78 aélwpa] ¢ the claim is not equal’ (Grant) : ¢f. Mich. a.10.
Eph—otdé yip loor 7o dbiwpa, d\hi Tov pév wornpoy Saveilew émieixel
&io, Téy 8 émiew) T Yoa kal T alre mwpbs Tov poxnpdy wouly otidels dv

afiboere.  Victorius has—Non est par postulatum.

ofovrae] Coraes reads oleras, which the Paraph. seems to support a. 1L
with—eire Tolvur dAnb mepl Tob poxbnpoi wopiler 6 dyadds, bs kat roiro
poxfnpds €orai, kai odk dwodboer, elxdra woul pij Savei{wy etre ) atTws
Exet, oferar B¢, kal Bt robro oik dpetferar Tois loois, kai otras ol wlppw
wowi rob Swatov, Coraes also reads d¢feer with T, Mb, Ok, Ald.,
instead of Séfmev given by Kb, Lb, Cambr., the subject of olera:
and 8éEaer being the omovdaios, There can be no doubt, however,
that if we read olovra and Sdéfaes, their real subject is still the
orovdaios, not both parties. Ramsauer sees this, for on the words
otk dv Mfaer droma moww he has—°sc. ol dvlore Ty mpoumapyxiy ol

é4peBipevor  The change from the singular é\ride to the plural
ofovraw nieed not surprise us in Aristotle.
§ 6. moMAdkss] 1. 3. 1, 1. 2. 3. 8. 12,
1o Auf] Grant refers to v, 7. 1. a.15.

§7. xq&q] funerals” Mich, Eph. is certainly wrong with 3y a. 20.
8 elol & mpd o0 ydpov cvveMdypara. Why, as Michelet asks, if this
is the meaning, are 7& 48y mentioned separately from and after
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1165 a. 20. the yduo:? According to the Jud. Arsis/, the word occurs only

here in Aristotle,

2.22.  § 8. 7podijs . .. yoveiou . . . émupkelv] The genitive is parti-
tive—* to supply on€’s parents with their due share of sustenance.
Zell and Coraes, following the Paraph., conjecture rpopip. The
regular construction of émapxeiv is dat. of the person and acc. of
the thing. The dat. of the thing However occurs. Perhaps we
should read rpoghj.

8 24, Tudv] se. amovepnréon.

.27, § 9.] Fritzsche, Grant, and Ramsauer quote Plato, Rep. 425 A
oLyas Te T@v vewtépwy mapa wpeofurdpors, bs mpemer, kal karakhioers kak
Umavaordeets,

= 32, ocuykpivelr T4 éxdoTois bmdpxovra] ‘to assign to each what is
properly due on the ground of relationship, goodness, or usefulness.

a.83.  xplow] Williams very plausibly translates this by ‘intimacy '—
¢f. Latin wsus; but the commentators are probably right with
‘usefulness’: ypioes is not quoted in the /nd. Arist. in the sense
of ‘intimacy.’

a.34.  §10. 9| odykpiais] So Bywater after Ruelle (Rev. de Phil. 12,
P 175), for the spiois of the MSS. ¢The question,’ says Bywater
(Contridutions, p. 62), “here is not of judgment ” or “ distinction ”
or any thing of that sort, but rather of combining the persons and
their respective dues’—and he quotes de Gen. ef Corr. 329 b. 26
for the usage, and compares ciykpioes here with otlevfes in E. IV,
V. 3 1z

CHAPTER III

ARGUMENT.

Another difficult question is about the dissolution of friendship wwith those
who do not vemain the same.

Where friendskip is for profit or Pleasure, of course it s guite natural that it
.fiz.*lmid be &?&em off when the grofit o pleasure ceases - o Jault can be found
weth the friend who then breaks it off, unless ke has been pretending to Iike the

: M.,
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other for his personal character, while all the time he was veally in love with
his wmsefulness: in lhat case the other would have a wight to complain of
counterfett friendship—a wuuch worse thing than counterfedt coin. But if a
man make another kis friend on account of that other's goodness and that other
become bod, can ke continue to have him as a friend 2 Suvely nof.  He cannot
love that which is evil, or be like i ; for,-as we have seen, iike Joves like. Is
ke then to break off the friendship at once? Not wunless the other has becowmre
éncurably bad. If the olher's character can 5till be reformed, ke could wot do
anything more worthy of frisndskhip than trying to reform . Again, if oné of
the two friends remain the same, and the other become a misch betlor man, s
the latter still fo keep up his friendskip with the former? He can hardly do
so—af ary vate not if kis friend be a friend of boylhood whe has remained a boy
in understanding, while ke has himself beconee a man of distinguished excellence;
Jfor what conld the tastes of trwo such persons have in common ¢ How could fwo
suclk persons see much of eack other 2 Is the distinguished man then to maoke
na difference belween kis old fricnd and a stranger?  Our answer is—he ought
0 remember the old intimacy. Something is due fo bygone friendship where
tke separation has wot been occasioned by the old friend turning out a very bad

L

§1 B To 1’“190;] 8 aperip rat 70 Ffas (Mich. Eph.). 1165 b. 5.

év dpxi] No remark exactly corresponding to this has been b. 6.
made. Zell, Coraes, Fritzsche, and Michelet however refer to ix,
1. 4, and Michelet regards the expression é dpyj as showing that
this collection of féges goai constituting the Ninth Book was
published separately. Ramsauver finds the dpy7 in viil. 13. 3
yiverar odv & éykhipare pddiol Srav py kara Tiv adrip svral\défeot kal
duahdorvrar, where the discussion of 8wghopal begins.

§ 2. kifdnhedovoww] The commentators quote Theognis— b. 12.
xpuaod kBT No0 kai apylpov dwoyeros ary
Kipre, kal éfevpetv pdbiov dvdpl copd:
el 8¢ Pihov vdos dvdpds vl orhfeact Aéknbe
Yudpds ébv, Bélwow § év Ppeciv frop Exet,
Tolro Oeds kiBiyhdraror wofnoe Bporoiot,
Kai yvévar wAvTey TOUT dmnpirarov.

§ 8. amwodéynrar] ‘receive into his friendship. b. 13.

otte 8¢ ¢uqrdv (18} mwowmpdr] This 4s Bywater's reading, v. 15.
after Stahr, for Bekker's ofre 8¢ cdyréoy mormpdp. Ramsauer and
Susemihl. however, rightly (I think) bracket the words (omitted by
T), reading odé¢ (Ramsauer's conjecture) before & b. 5. Kb
omils otre 8ei* pdhomdimpor. We may suppose that the scribe of Kb,
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phomémpor, because of the similarity of these words to ofire 8¢
¢ehyréor worppdv which he had already transcribed. They are very
similar ; and a reason for their similarity may be given as follows—
The original text being &' & gudgréor ; § ob Svvardy, elmep py mav
¢udgrév dANG vdyabv, oidé 8ei; cpomdvmpor dp k7., an early
blunder repeated the words o8¢ dei ¢ahomvvgpor. The blunder was
then rationalised by the alteration of the first member of the ditto-
graph into otre 8¢ ¢pu\[nré]o[v] mownpdy, and of oid¢ in the second
into edre. The scribe of Kb, with this rationalised dittograph before
him (as we have it in Bekker's text), was led by the similarity
between offre 8¢ phgréor mermpdr and ofire 8¢t didomdinpor accidentally
to omit the latter. TFritzsche omits ofire 8¢ gihnréor mampiv oiire Bei.
supposing that these words represent two glosses on (f;d\owém;pm;v
Yap ob xpi efvai, Viz. ot udpréor mornpdy and od el ety wovnpdr.

$uhomdrmpov] Zell and Coraes quote Theophrastus, Char. 14 (29)
mepl Guhomomgpias. kal 7O Ghov Pilomovnpia dBeldn) o Tis Tomplas
kai a\nbés éore T Ths mapoysias TH dpotor wpds T Gpotoy TopedeaBar,

76 TowlTe] Tovrg p rowdre is the reading adopted by Coraes,
Fritzsche, and Susemihl, and found in Par. 141%, corr.* Kb,
Cambr., and yp. Ob. Todre # 7owire is the reading of Kb, Mb,
B% B% 1, Ald. Bekker’s and Bywater's 7¢ rowire is the reading
of Lb, O, CCC, and B'. See Bywater's Contributions, p. 63.

§4. odd¢ yap mepl &NMlous Taid Omdpler adrols] e T
dpéoxerba Tole alrois, &e. “for not even in regard to each other’s
character will their tastes agree ’ (Peters).

elpyroc] CF viil. 5. 3, and viil. 7. 4.

.§5. n?’.p’ oy oifér &hhowdrepor k.T.N.] ‘ought he then to place
himself in no other relation towards him than towards one who
had never been his friend 7’ :
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CHAPTER 1V.
ARGUMENT.

The characteristic mavks of our friendship for others seem fo be copies of

those which belong to the feelings with which we regard ourselves.  The marks &

popularly recognised as chavacteristic of our friendship Jor others are that we
wish and try to effect the good of our friends, or what we think to be their
good—that we wish them o exist for their own sakes (¢his is what motkers wish
For their children, and friends who kave had o differeitce wisk for each other)
—_that we spend our time with them and choose the same things as they do,
sympathising with their joys and sorrows (as, again, mothers especially do as
vegards their children). Now these ave the marks which characterise the feel-
ings of the good man towards himself, and the Jeelings of other men fowards
themselues, in so far as they suppose themseloes to be good—jor the good man, or
Bis vivtue, as we hawe seen, s always the stapdard.  The good maw is in con-
cord with himself, and seeks after the same things with all paris of kis soul. He
wishes and tries {0 effect kis own good for his own sake—that is, for the sake af
the rational part of kis nature: ke also wishes to exist, and continue it ex-
istence, for o him existence s a good thing—that is, ks own existence within
the limils of human nature, jor ke does not wish to leave kis oli self beliind,
and become another being—not even God with all the good whick God as God
possesses.  Such @ man wishes to spend kis life with himself: for what could
be move pleasant | kis life is full of hagpy memories and good hopes: his mind
is richly stored with things worth thinking about. Moreover, iz symfatlises
10 the fuill with kis own pains and pleasures. The same things always give kim
pain, and the same things atways give kim pleasure, without excepizon : for fie
never, we may say, Jeels regvet.

Suck, then, being the good man's relation to himself, his velation to kis friend
— his other self—will be similar. Whethey Jis velation to himself @ * frdend-
ship? is a question which need not be discussed at present thus much however
may be said, that it seems to be friendshkip in so far as it kas two or more of the
characteristic mavks of friendship just mentioned. Also, the expression,  Ze
loves his friend as himself'—meaning that kis fricndship for kim is very great
—seems to imply that a man can be his own * friend.

The characteristic marks of friendship which kave been mentioned seem fo
belong cven to the feelings with whick men who are bad regard themselzes ;
only, however, in so far as suck men are pleased with themselves and think
themselves good. The feelings with whick those who are so wutlerly bad as 1ot
to be able to think themselves good vegard themselves have certainly none of
the characteristics of friendship ; and, perhaps we ought to say, ever the feclings
of those who ave bad without being uiterly bad are destitute of these character-
dstics ; for such men are af variance with thenselves ; theiy desives and wishes
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conjiict (ke those of the sncontinent - insiead of that whick they vecoontss o
good, they chaose that which s Pleasant and brings harm : or thronoh :f;w:zm’z'w
and slotk they hold aloof from dotng what gy think vight ; and .;b;:refzi?ee; ihe
thought of .f-%.e' auz’ deeds they hawe done, pnd 2he defestation in which ey are
.ée{.’d Jor their wice, muahe them fee Life and destroy themselves.  Also, the
wicked seek associates, Heetug from themselnes. When they are by them :ec’zfej
Z&r._j» mﬁr'z‘emé.er and (o0& forward to much that 4 disagrecable which they a_fo 2ot
Z/is:fzé zzc)?m,‘ whest they are with oihers., There is nothing in them to attract
frx:mz‘s&@z ami‘ 5o they have 2o frizndly Jeelings towards tHhemselves. They do
#not enter i @ friendly way eoen ints thty oWt foys and sorrows,  Their souls

are brokes up into factions - one Part is grieved becanse it cannot et sonething,
and another part is glad thereat - EREY are soon sorry that they have been elad .
they are JUE of wvegrets.  This 45 the stape of the wicked—surely a wrei/iea-’
state : it bekoves us therefors £ See wickedness, and fry with all our wmight to
be good, and 50 become Jriends to ourseloes and otfeers, L

[See Zntroductory Note to Book ix for the relation of Chapters 4—6
to the rest of the Book.]

# 1, 2] Five ¢hikd, or characteristics of Friendship, are enu-
merated in § 1, all of which are to be found in the géod man’s
relations to himself, § 2. These are—

1. 76 Boikeobar kai mpdrrew Tayabd i) Té Gawdpeva ékelyoy Evexa,

2, 70 Botlealar elvar kal v Tov pihov airod Xdpw,

3. 70 cwwdidyew,

4. 70 7d abre alpeiolar,

5. 0 ouradyely kal ovyxaipew T Ppire.

The good man (§§ 3-5) (1) wishes good to himself for his own
salke~—z. ¢. for the sake of his Reason which is himself; (2) he
wishes his own continued existence ; (3) he dwells with hi}mself in
the pleasant memories of the past, and the good hopes of the
future ; (4) he is of one mind, always seeking the same thines with
all parts of his soul ; and (5) the same things are always dis?asteful
to him, _and the same things Pleasant; he does not now fail to
sympathise with feelings which he entertained then; he has no
cause for repenting. Bad men on the other hand (§§ 8-ro) flee -
from themselves, even to the length of suicide, Their souls are
full of disorder and regrets. As Eudemus says (Z. Z. H. 6. 1240
b. 16, a chapter to be read in connexion with the chapter before
us)—3d ye Koxbnpds oty efs dAAG #ohdol, kal 7ijs abris Nuépas Erepos kat
EuahyrTos (unstable). 2

These feelings, then, with which the good man regards himself
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are said (§ 1) to be the source of the feelings with which a friend is 1166 a. 1.

regarded ; or—the chief characteristics by which friendship is
defined, find their explanation in the good man’s attitude to him-
self ; as Eudemus says (Z. £. H. 6. 1240 b. 2)—dravra raira (Z.e.
& $uhikd) émavapéperar mpos rdv &va, and (1240 b. 17) % avroi mpos
abréy ihia dvdyerar mpds Tip Tob dyalod. The good man realises
perfectly in himself that oneness of soul and life which characterises
the relationship of those who are &repor adrol to each other. But
this derivation of the feclings of friends from the feelings of the
good man towards himself must not be taken too literally,. The
logical order may be that stated by Aristotle in ix, 4. 1; but the
chronological order is different. The good man himself is the
result in time of that development of society from Family to City
which ¢iia or social feeling has rendered possible 3 or, to put the
same truth otherwise—that Reason which gives the good man his
unity of life, and in virtue of which he is his own constant * friend,’
is realised not in an isolated individual but in a citizen; it is the
form under which, at last, afler ages of incessant struggle with dis-
integrating forces, the good of men, as members of 2 society held
together by utility and natural affection, has presented itself to the
most gifted minds : or again—the “self” which the good man loves
so constantly is not the isolated self of sense which seeks its own
good at the cost of others, but the rational self which consists in the
happy consciousness of being joined together with others in a
beautiful social order.

The *good man’ therefore cannot be abstracted from the soclety
in which he has his being, in order that the feelings with which he
regards ‘himself’ may be represented as the source of those
with which he regards his friends; for we can define *himself’
only as ‘a being whose very essence is regard for others—
devotion to Justice and Friendship.” FEudemus indeed (Z. Z. H.
6 sub inil), before beginning the remarks parallel to those
in this chapter, points out that ¢iia mpés adréy can be spoken of
only in the sense in which ddiwla mpés atrév is spoken of (see Z. V.
V. 11. 9). Friendship, like justice, is properly between man and
man. Those whom it unites most perfectly are indeed similar in
character and interests ; but it is only by a figure of speech that
those who are similar can be represented as one person.

We must suppose therefore that Aristotle is describing the
logical as distinguished from the chronological order, when he

VOL. IL g Aa



1168 a. 1.

354 BOOK IX: CHAP. 4: § 1.

writes (ix. 4. [) & pikekd 8¢ 7d mpos Tols médas, kal os ai (periar Spifovrat,
Zowkey éx Tav wpds éavrdy Ephvberar, Just as the State is said in the

. Politics to be logically or metaphysically prior to the individual,
' though chronologically subsequent, 0 here Reason is represented as

prior to the State itself—the barmony of the rational soul within
itself is represented as the source of those friendly relations which

| bind men together in the State. This is the logical or metaphysical,

not the chronological order : and Coraes is, I think, much mistaken
when, on the strength of this passage, he ascribes to Aristotle the
view which derives the altruistic feelings in time from egoistic feel-
ings—&\oy 82 Taro TO kepahawoy TéY dpioTa wehocodnuévey éoTi
mepiéxer yip év ouvrdpg T Tois vewrépois TéY Pphoadpwy Bia paxpey me-
mpayparevpéva wept THS Aeyopéuns mpds Tobs Spotovs gupmabelas. &k Tis
mept Eavriy yap Pikiijs dabéaeas % @avrias, bs dro wyis, ebepxeobar
Aéyer Tip wpos Tovs dhhous ¢hiav. Here, as I have said, Coraes is
much mistaken. Aristotle is not concerned, in this chapter, with
the Natural History of ¢aa. This is one of the most metaphysical
contexts in the whole of his writings. He insists exclusively
on the metaphysical priority of r& mpds éavrdv t0 7& phikd Ta Twpos
rods méhas, because he wishes us to regard the Friendship of
Good Men towards each other as the mise en scine of Reason.
To know oneself, to be able to contemplate with the eye of
Reason the System of Human Nature, and, in contemplating it
to maintain it as kaAdv in the midst of the #in of our passions
and necessities, is Happiness or the Chief Good. But how
shall a man ‘know himself’? Only by seeing himself in his
friends—z.e. by having friends towards whom he can act, and
co realise himself ; for he is what he is to his friends. As Eudemus
puts it (E.E. H. 12. 1245 b. 18) fuiv pev 1o b kad Erepov, éxeivg B¢
(7. 6. 0eg) adrds abrod 7o € éoriv. It is in strict conformity therefore
with the metaphysical basis of his ethical philosophy and in the
interest of the development of his ethical philosophy on that basis,
that Aristotle here derives Ta g\wd T mpds Tots Pitovs from ra mwpis

. '
EQUTOM.

§ 1. & mpds Tods wéhas] Bywater’s reading for ra mpos rods dphovs.
These words are omitted by Spengel (Arist. Stud. 1. 217), after
Muretus and Scaliger, as superfluous. It seems to me that the
antithesis to é rav mpds éavréy Tequires us to retain them. I do not
agree with Ramsauer, whose note on é 7y mpbds avrdy is—° ne addas
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e = e
cogitatione ¢hkdy. Rel prima sedes v mpds &avrdr dicuntur esse ; 1166 a. 1,

nomina a duorum societate petita sunt” Surely we ought to
Eupp]}" tffnk,wmv here—c¢f. iX. 4. 10 ofirw yap kai mpds éavrdv Ghuds dv
€xot Kkai érépw diikos yévorro,

kol ois| Spengel (Arist. Studien i. 217) suggests ofs xat.

oL mpookekpoukéres| ‘friends who have had a difference’ (Peters), a. 6
, 3. 6,

but still are well disposed to each other at a distance. Mich. Eph
has @A\ xai rév ¢pilay, pyol, of Tporrerpovkdres, kalmep pndé crué’éweg'
p.vp‘ae‘ o:u;r&r;pfpeﬁowes', pndé @qlots ourdvres Sud Ty yeyorviay Bwq‘lapc'l:'
kat mpbokpouaiv, Kai olror Towirws Exovres Bovhovrar dA\MAovs kat (v ka
xakis Suiyew. Ramsauer regards the words xal réy pidev of mpoc-
xsxpouxértrs as spurious, on the ground that of wpeakecpovkéres, who
have omitted that which is most characteristic of friendship ;'iz Ex
ov(ij, can hardly be adduced in support of a definition of’ fl-ie;1d~
sh1p-i‘ vereor ne absurdum sit, ad probandam aliquam amici
definitionem eos laudare qui =6 pd\iore phukéy (o cujv) sane
parum amanter omiserint et efwor, potius quam amici, appellandi
sint.” To this it may be replied that Aristotle is here immediately
concerned with only one aspect of friendship, viz. ré Botheafar elvue
xar (v Tov pidov atrav xdpww, and ol mpookexpoukdres are specially
fitted to illustrate this one aspect, which they, as it were isolate

from the other aspects for separate examination. Itis not,irﬁplied ¢
that .mf mpogkekpovkdres are perfect friends, any more than that the
relation of a mother to her young child (to which Ramsauer does

not object as an illustration) is, in the ab !
: sence of arrihid
friendship. > ikqous, perfect

b3 S r k] ’ ] r - ;
kal Ty $hlav] dmd Tolrew 8¢ «kal 6 s ihias Spiopds, dmd Tob a, 9

bpigpol 7@y Exdvrey' kai & dpiopds Tob cdpovos Tov THs coppocivms
spropov mapéxer (Paraph.). Cf Z. V. vi. 5. 1 wept 8¢ Pporficens ofras
dv AdfSotper, ewprioavtes Tivas Aéyoper Tovs ppovipovs,

§ 2. 1 vowiror dwohapBdvovow elvar] The effect of this false s, 11

sméhpfnis is explained below in § 7; they think that they are good
and so are pleased with themselves—palverar 8¢ & elpnuéva (z?e n;
(%n):'wé) «al rois moMhois Ymwdpyew, kaimep ofor pabtdows. &p’ o?}:: 3% T
afsimva.-w.e’-awoig kal tmohapBdvovaw émeels evai, Tabry peréyovoiy
avrdy; it is lonly by deceiving himself into the belief that his life
zlas' the unity of the gead man’s, that a bad man can feel on

frlendl:v terms * with himself. 1 think that Bywater's 8, line 12
for ydp is an improvement : see Confrib. p. 63. ’ ’

AR 2
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kobdmep elpnrar] e g i 4. §§ 4 5.

édorov] Bywater's reading after KP for Bekker's ékdore. This
is easier than Spengel's conjecture éedorov mneut., for which he
quotes (Ariss, Stud. i. 2r4) il 4. 5 & owovdaivs 7 a\nbis év éxdorois
dpav, Somep xaviw xal pérpov abréw dv, and X. 5. 10 e 8¢ roiro kakds

Nyerar, xafdnep Soxei, kat éorw éxdorov perpov i dpery) kat 6 dyafids.

§ 8. katd maoav THy Yuxdv] vév airév dpéyerar kard e Noyikiy
Yoxap kal kard Tiv Ehoyor” kal ot kaldmep 6 dxparis Tavavria (yrel, kal 70
walyrcty airg 1é hoyorid mohepet (Paraph.). Cf. E.N. i 13.§§ 16,
1% kat &v T ruxq vopuoTéor etval ¢ wapd tv Ndyor, évavriolpevoy TolTo
xat dvrifaivoy . . . Méyou B¢ kai Toiro daiveras peréye . . . welbapyet
yolr 76 Adye 710 TOb éykparois—ere 8 lows evnrodrepdy dort TO Tob
abdpovos xal dvdpelov: mavra yip Spoavel T¢ Aoye.

To Téy abrov c’npé-ysa'f}ci‘r. karh wagay Ty Jruyiw IS omovdala mpoaipeais—
. E.N. vi. 2. 2 Sor dredy % HOwy dpern Efre mpomperikn, 1 8¢
mpoaipeois Spefis Povhevriky, det 8l Tabra tév Te Noyor a\ndi elvar kal
T Spedw Spliy, elmep 7 mpoaipeats amovdaia, kai T& adTd oV pév Qdva,
iy 8¢ Sibkeww.  alry pév odv 3 dudvora Kal 3 anpleia mparTiki.

Yuxhe kol Bodherar 8] Rams. and Susemihl put a full stop
after oy instead of Bekker's comma, and write 8¢ for 87. This
seems right. Having implied that the good man’s wpoatpeois is
onovdaia, Aristotle proceeds (kai—3¢) to describe his Bothyows. His
épékais being kard =iw dpfov Mdyor, the Adyos will be épfds in relation
to a rationally -apprehended end which he wishes for (Botherat).
This rationally apprehended end which the good man wishes for is
the perfection of his own nature as an organic whole—or as a
rational system (8 dwoprwdr), Z.e. as a system of harmonious
relations not liable to be disturbed by passion. The good man, as
the Paraph. expresses it, mip fewplav Exer Tod réhovs Tév éaural wpdéeay,
whereas the bad man has only ¢aiy j8orm.

rdyadk xal T& pawdperal Explained by viii. 2. 2 ¢ekei &' &aoros
od 78 v abrg dyabdv A& 16 bawvbpevor. wioe & ovbér EoTar yap TO
@riv pawdperov. In the case of the good man, however, the
difference between 7o dyabéy and 7o pawdpevor dyadov is merely a
formal one ; for & ékdorots Tdknbés alrg daiverar (L. V. iii. 4. 4).

(705 yap &yabol Téyabov $iamoveir)] added to explain kal mpdrrer.
The good man does not stop at BetAzes, but goes on to mpakis.

o

s e e
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100 y&p SuavonTikod xdpw kr\] We must not suppose Aristotle 1186 a. 18.

to mean that the good man devotes himself entirely to his ¢in-
tellect strictly so called; that he gives himself up to the cultiva-
tion of his ‘scientific faculties? If he did, his life would be as
onesided in its own way as that of the politician who sacrifices the
good of his nature as a whole to his ambition, or as that of the
tradesman who sacrifices it to his desire for gain. T ooty or
Suavonrucy is the whole nature of man gwd conscious for itself of
the harmonious action of all its parts. These parts’ are feelings,
self regarding and altruistic, as well as faculties and acts of know-
ledge. Reason realises itsclf in the discovery of truth, end in the
regulation of the feelings.

8rep daoros eivar Soxel] The ¢ personality,’ or self-identity, of 2.17-

man is not given in any separate impression of sense or feeling, or
separate outgoing of desire; it exists only so far as impressions
are related to one another, and desires are regulated. Reason (rd
yoody—rd duvenrikdy), as the source of all relations and rules, in the
sphere of conduct as well as in that of science, is therefore the true
man, Té Bothecbas . . . kai wpdrrew . ., . ToD dwavonTikey xdpw is a life
xard Adyov, in which both knowledge and conduct have due place,
as distinguished from a life xard mdfos, whether the mdfos be an
erroneous or prejudiced notion in the sphere of science, or the
undue influence of a pleasure or pain in that of conduct. The
order of Human Nature as a whole is, in short, here opposed to
the disorder. T dwavonrikiv is co-extensive with Human Nature as

an orderly system.

§ 4. ayaddv ydp 16 omoualy 70 elvar] Cf. Spinoza, Lk, iii. 6 & 19.

and 5 ‘ Unaquaeque res, quantum in se est, in suo esse perseverare
conatur, Conatus, quo unaquaeque res in SuO esse perseverare
conatur, nihil est praeter ipsius rei actualem essentiam.”

&xaoros 8 &awrg Podherar Tdyadd, yevépevos ¥ Ehos aipeiTal
odBels mavt ¥xew [éxelvo T yevdpevor] (Exev yép kal viv & Oeds
'ré.yuﬂﬁv) AN v & 71 wor éorly Békee & Bv 1O yooly €kuoTos €lval
# pdhora] Susemihl brackets these words (é&aoros a. 19 . . .
pdhora a. 23), and Ramsauer brackets &kacros a. 19 . .. & 7 wor
¢oriv 2. 22. The passage may be a “duplicate’ of the preceding
section : it is certainly obscure, and interrupts somewhat the other-
wise straightforward account of the traits distinguishing the good
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1166 a. 19, man’s ‘relations to himself’ I transcribe Stahr's translation, as

fairly representing the inferpretation given by those commentators
(the majority) who do not make the words e yap kai viv § Beds
rayafiy parenthetical, but refer &v § r mor’ 2oty 10 6 feds—* Ein
Jeder wiinscht sich aber das, was fiir thn ein Gut ist; wird er aber
ein Anderer, so wird kein Mensch wiinschen, dass das neue, so
entstandene Wesen noch Alles das fortbehalte, was es in seinem
frilheren Zustande besass. Freilich hat die Gottheit auch heute
noch das absolut Gute in sich, aber eben nur darum, weil sie ewig
ist, was sie ihrem Wesen nach ist; dies Wesen ist fiir Jeden das
denkende, entweder schlechthin oder doch vorzugsweise.”

Grant and Bywater (see Bywater’s text as quoted at the head of
this note) differ from other commentators in making the words
éxet yap kal viy 6 feds rdyabév parenthetical, and referring aAX" &v & 7
mor’ éoriv, NIOL t0 & feds, but to &aoros. See Grant's note. Susemihl
prints the passage thus—éaoros & éavrg Bodherar Tdyafd, yerdpevos
0 d\dos oidels alpeirar mavT Exew ékelvo T8 yevwevoy' €xer yip kal viv &
Gebs rdyatidy, dAN’ &y § 1u ot éoriv.  Gdfeie §' v 76 voovy Ekacros etwa,
# pdiora.

If we are to assume, with Susemihl and Ramsauer, that the
passage is an interpolation, we must, at the same time, recognise
it (punctuated as in Susemihl’s text) as the work of an ‘interpo-
lator” who understood well the metaphysical drift of the context
which he thus ventured to interrupt in its even low. We cannot
help seeing that the present context, with its vaw re Yap mempaypueveoy
énrepncis al prijpar, kal Tér peANdvraw mides ayabal, ai Towirar §
jdetat (§ 5), and its ewpppdrop & edmopel 3} Siavolq (§ 5), reminds this
‘interpolator* of other descriptions of man’s dpiory Buaywyh, in
which its shortness, and yet immeasurable worth, are pressed on
our notice by the comparison with it of the life of God : perhaps
we may suppose that Mes. A. 7 (1072 b. 14-1 8), with its Suryeyy &
éotiv ola 7 apiory pupdr xpdvor Ty ofrws Yap del ékeive (fuiv péy
yap dflvaror), émei xal flovi) 7 évépyeta TovTov: kal 81 Tobro Eypiryepats
aioBnous vénous féioror, Amides 8¢ kal pvipar &t ratra—was specially
in his mind, and that his * interpolation’ means that f every man
wiskes good things for himself: for himself, as he is, not as having
become another being : wishes—God, indeed, now and for ever

possesses the good, but possesses it as being what He is” The
two points which the comparison of man’s estate with God's
brings out elsewhere (e.g. in Met. A. 7) would thus appear to be

S

P

=
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brought out in this ¢interpolation’ :—(1) Man touches the good 1166 a.19.

in so far as he is a self-identical being, 7.e. .rationali and %{])d
also touches the good as a self-identical rgtmnal being. . Lf
is the point in which God and Man are ahkle: (2) Man}; cﬁj :
ever, differs from God in the manner in which he touc Eﬁa .
good. Man’s good lies in the futare, ‘ ar:d he t(lJuc 1e9: :
after reaching forward to it in Bofhnois. God's g?od lsﬂa\?}{e
present with Him in His continuous perdnjus 7ov vopror. 2
time which intervenes between Man’s Bovhqots and its reahljans'n
may change him (for he is immersed in ﬁhq), and ma;r make ’ei
Bot\yous vain. He may not be present in .hls old pera?ndtcz =
come the good wished for, when at last it c‘omes. LTO ﬂ';py;:
&ov (Met. A. 7. 1072 b, 22); time does not elapse dunngh'w iich.
He possesses a capacity which is not yet acu%?:hsed (cin 'tr e ex-
pression évepyei Eyav see Rosmini, Opere vol. viii. p. 525, 9(1;1:;,
1857, and Schwegler, Mt. vol. iv. p. 267). He ha.s rcllot agla Ia;cit ,
held up by Bodhnaus, of future good never fully reahspt : . p eﬁ
and actuality, the ideal and its realisation are G in im: s e
Mol A. 7. 1072 b. 20 éavriv 8¢ voet 6 vois m:*a‘ ;.cs-rzf?tr}n{n:v Tob ,vorrrau.
vonros yap yéyverar Bryydvey kai vody, bore fm.:mv m:us‘xi: mqrav.He:::
yap Dexrikdy Tob vonred kal Tis olgias vous. evjpyﬂ Bf sxév.d ( .
vois is explained by Alexander ad loc. as 6’ mpioros vois— g‘ ) o
Plotinus, Z#nn. 3. 7. 4 (vol. ii. p. 286, ed. Iurfhhoff‘ijw ,; f;pmroc:;
xat pakaplos obdé épeois éori Tol pélhoyros® 7on 'y\c:p ea-r,LB:- ; ?v xrx;
Smep abrois olov Seilerar (i Eyovor mav' u'Elo'r‘e (:]fovo-w otfér, dudre T
pédov abrots obdéy éoTiv, obd' dpa éxeivo ev e péNAov. :
I have tried, then, to show that the section before us (pu:lzctuaf:'eh
as in Susemihl’s text), if an interpolation, is in perfect keeping wit
the philosophical associations of the context. The onlx reason,
I venture to think, which can be fairly alleged for regarding it ai
an interpolation, and not as written by Aristotle to ‘standrwhter? 1f
does, is that it interrupts somewhat. (per]llaps' as a ‘dup g:atel doo
§ 3) the even flow of the passage in wh.mh it occurs. ; u e
not think that it interrupts the sense -SCI'IOllSIY;l and I shou
unwilling to regard it as an interpolation, even if I ?ould suggest
no other excuse for its appearance here than' that it c_ontam? a
characteristically Aristotenan remark, wh.ich is no!? unnatural—
though perhaps not strictly necessary—in tl}e _present context,
I go further however than this: I think that it is not an l?terl:rok;
lation, becanse I understand it to say about the good man’s ywis
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1166 a.19. for his own good what has already been said elsewhere about his |

wish for his friend’s good, and the purport of the present chapter
is precisely to show how closely the good man’s feelings towards
himself resemble his feelings towards his friend. The passage
with which I compare the section before us is Z. V, viii. 7. 6 8w
kai dmopeirar, py wor’ o Bodhorrar of Gikor Tois Pihois 18 péyiora Tow
dyaddv, olov feots elvar ol yap ¥t dikoi Loovrar alrols, oidé 8y dyabd:
ol yap pidoe dyafd. e 8 kahds efpyrar 6 & Pidos ¢ Pihg Bothera
Tdyabd éxeivov Eveka, pévew dv éor oids mor dariv éxeivos: dvfpdme 87
vt Bovhjoerar 7 péypora dyabid.  fowos 8 ob wdvrar abrg yip pduct
éaoros Botherar rdyafd. In the light of the above passage I would
explain the section before us as follows— Every man wishes good
things for himself, that is, for himself as remaining the same
person; mo man desires to become another being, and let that
other being possess all good things—thus, no man desires to
become God, in order to possess the absolute good which God
possesses now and for ever in virtue of being what He is’ God's
possession of the good depends on His self-identity ; the good
man’s zisZ for his own good cannot overpass the limits of his
self-identity—he cannot wish good for himself as having become
God; nor (as we have seen viii. 7. 6) can he wish good for his
friend—his second-self—as having become God. My explanation
may be shortly described as consisting in the insertion after yevé-
pevos & @dos a. 20 of olor feds as a mentally supplied gloss ; indeed,
although on the whole I prefer Susemihl’s punctuation to Grant's
and Bywater’s, I cannot help thinking that it is just possible that
the words &yer yap xdi viv 6 eds rayaldy were originally a marginal
note explanatory of ofer feds, and that ofor feds once stood in the
text after yevdpevos & d\dos, and aflterwards fell out. On that hypo-
thesis, of course, @\ &v 8 7 mor’ oriv would refer to &agros.
Viewed as an original part of the text, however, the words éxe yap
kal viv 6 Beds Tdyadd, 1 confess, appear to me pointless, unless AN
&v & 7 mor’ éoriv be referred to 6 Beds, and taken closely with
them.

The Paraphrast’s explanation is peculiar. He thinks that the
transformation marked by yevduevos d@\os takes place when one
identifies one’s good with 76 &@oyor pépos, His words are—r0 8
omovdaios Bovherar davrgy iyt dyadiv yap ¢ omovdaly 70 elvay T yap

Cewpnrixiy Sudrer fwip év Yip 76 voelv ) ékdorov oloia uvicrarar, 7 év
- 5
Totte pd\iora, *Os e 7@ d\dye Botlerar T4 ehvau kal oodeofar, kai

o
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- e - o - - ‘
éavrgy Bovderar Ta dyali Tob olkelov elvar waparparérrt, oUy favrd Bovherar 1166 a. 19,

ta dyald, d\N ékelve, els & perefAnfny kai éxagros &€ éavro ﬂoihsnu
yevéabar Td ayadd, olduevos pévew émep éoriv: eb 06 guwidor éavrov ah,)ho\v
yevduevov, otk v ENaro mwdvra Ti dyafla Exew éxelvo TH ywipevoy' L:vae‘i-r
vép Brapéper dAAe Tl Bodhesfur Té dyabd, 7 éavrg peraFhnbévr. Oddels
8¢ ayand, éar d\\e Twi yergrac T dyafd kat yap 76 fed ‘l'ﬂi!c"ﬂ.! rr,a.dcrea-n
r& dyald, ahX Eomv abrds 8, Ti moré o, Mich. Eph. explains in the
same way. = iy

In line a. 22, Kb and CCC margin have dA\' olov dmor éoriy for
d\N dv 8 7 mor éorlv, which may perhaps be thought to point to
GAN &v olds wor' oriv: ¢f, the pévew &y Séov olds mor” éoriv éxeivos of
viii. &. 6. :

As regards the bracketing of the words ékevo 7o 7evdpevo:.--—th.e
clause reads more easily without them: the subject of &ew is
naturally that of aipetras

défeie & @v ... pdM\ora]| This has been said before in § 3—ro0 8. 22.

yap Stavonriked ydpty, émep ékagros elvar Boket. Reason is the FOTI.II
or eiBos of man. This Form the good man preserves pure arm'd i
the @iy of circumstances, as plants and animals preserve theu:
various «dy from generation to generation, realising 7o feiov b
6 del in the permanence of the race-type. It is as corrcspondillg
with his whole environment, and not merely as exercising his
‘intellectual faculties, that man is identified with Reason inthis
and similar passages, .. in X. 7. 9 ... ¢ karé 7oy voir Blos, eiwep
Tolro pdkiora dvbperes. The qualification pdiera is added because
man is not, like God, pure ¢lbos, but a gvvokoy, or an #uwlov eifos,
See Mich. Eph. on ix. 4. 4—clniw 8¢ ékaoror 10 veoly éaiv, émfyayev,
# pdhiora rovro, Ore cuvrehel kal péya ovpBd\herar kai TO dhoyoy
npdy els cvoracw Tod Iblws mapd Tols wepuTaTnTIKOLs A€yopcvov rro:?ﬁ'
Aéyovor 8¢ ofior of dvdpes IBlws mwowdw wov €£ Iforjrev guvesThriTa
dropor oloy Tov Swkpdryw, Tov Ihdreva, &v [Bwrirey, Tol Swkpdrovs
76 &Bpotopa otk dv éx’ dAAg woré yevorro' kowds §€ moww Aéyovor Tow
kafidov dvfpwmor.

§ 5. 7 Siavola] Bekker has a comma after &wwoig. There a.27.

should be a full stop, the clause belonging to what has gone before,
not to what follows (see Ramsauer). ‘His mind is stored with
objects of contemplation’; his rich experience supplies him with
Gewpipara, ‘ views of life, pure from admixture with that merely.
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a. 29,

a. 34,
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personal element which makes the experience of the bad man

a source, not of pure ‘views,’ but of unhappy recollections and
miserable forebodings. The good man’s life is the Sewpyrixss Bios.

s eimeiv] ‘in one word’—see Fritzsche, Z. V. viii. 8. 5, on the
use of the expression.

§ 6. 8étare ¥ . . . éporolrar] These words are bracketed by
Ramsauer as the interpolation of a scribe who had in his mind
L. FE.H 6. 1240 a. 8 sqq. and M, M. ii. 11. 1211 a. 33, where
7 mpbs abror ikie is said to exist in so far as, there being different
pépy s Yruyis, these agree—enei ody eoti Ths Yuxije wheiw pépr,
Tor €ortar pia rvyn Grav gupdordor wpos dAAgha & Te Aoyes kel Ta
wdby, olte yap piv foTar. HoTe wuds yevoudns, €rrar wpos avror Pihia
(M. M), If the words 86feie . . . duowodrar are an interpolation
suggested by these passages in the Z. Z. and M.}/, as Ramsauer
thinks, then it will be right to accept the explanation given by
Mich. Eph., the Paraph., and others (e g. Stahr and Peters),
according to which 5 éori 8do §) mAeiv means ‘in so far as man,
or the soul, consists of two or more parts,’ é 7év eipyuévor being
‘in accordance with what has been said’'—e. g. in £. V. 1. 13. 9.
The clause being an interpolation, the occurrence of & elpnuéva
in a different sense immediately afterwards (§ 7. 1166 b. 2) need
cause no surprise. If, however, the clause is not an interpolation,
no other interpretation seems possible than that of Victorius,
Michelet, Grant, and Williams—° But whether friendship towards
oneself is or is mot possible, we may leave undecided for the
present. It would seem to be possible in so far as two or more
of the above-mentioned conditions (z.e 76 BotAeofar r& dyabi—ro
Botkecbar 75 (v — 76 guvdidyer—rd cuvalyely xal ovyyalpew) exist,
and because the extreme of friendship resembles one’s feelings
towards oneself’ (Grant). Against Ramsauer's view (that the
passage is an interpolation) is the fact (noticed by Michelet, and
apparently observed by Ramsauer himself) that the writer of
the M. M. gives both interpretations, beginning with that adopted
by Grant: see M. M. ii. 11. 1210 b. 33 wdrepor &' éuriv alr xat
wpos abrér ¢ihia 7§ ob viv pév delcbw, Torepor & époliper' mdvra &

Boukdpeba fuiv airois, kal yap culiy ped’ tpdv alrév BovAdpeba k...

! Bywater, placing a comma after wAeiw, adopts this interpretation, and
suggests the insertion of e after én: see Consrib. p. 63.
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After dismissing the question thus (vdy pév ddelofw), the writer 1166 a.34

almost immediately resumes it (1211 a. 16) with éxdpevor & &
eln viv Toir" elmely, morepdy dori mwpds abrdy hia % of, and answers
it, as Eudemus had done, by reference to the parts of the soul.
We seem to have the compilation of one who had befors him
the text of the Nie. Eth. as we have it, 7. e. with Séfee 8 . . . Spowi-
rat, and the text of the Eud E7?h 1 therefore see no reason for
bracketing the clause in question with Ramsauer and Susemibl.

§ 7. 9 T dpéoxouaw Eautois] see note on § 2,a. 11, above. Mich. b.3.

Eph. has the following comment here—& 8¢ A\éyer rowiror &v iy
6 pev @\hov émbupdr @da 8¢ Bovdduevos Bihds éomwr Gs olk dpéorerar
éavrgy & 8¢ Tév alrdv dpeydpevos kal ra aitd OéNwy kal Bouhduevos favrd
dpéoker totoiTos 8¢ of molhof. dpéokovar yap éavrois Sid TO TéV aiTév
embupely kal T abrd Bothecbar kal yip Toiro kai éml Tév dMNev Spaper
ywdpevor' Goow pév yip tdv airéy dpéyovrar kal Th adrd Bothovrar kai
Bédovaw apéarovoty aAAflors’ drapéorovrar 8¢ kal Siapépovrar Srav 6 pcv
Tovde émbupji kal vade PoiAnran, 6 8¢ ey kal dAla kai pf TO¥ alvéw
pndé ra adrd émei olv oi omouvdaior éavrols dpéokovaty, dmolapSBdvovow
oi mohlol cmoudaior elvar Ore dpéarovrar éavrols, Siybs dpaprdvovres'
mp@TOY pév Yap oty éavrois dpéokovrar’ ob yap foTw & dvlpomos To doyov
qS Ta dpeatd mpdrrovoty, aAN & Adyos® émara e pr) dhnfas drrioTpé-
Govowr 6 pév yip omoubaios dpéoker éaurd, 6t Td dpéokovra T4 Aéye

wpdrTer ol pip kai 6 Sokdy dpegxeiy éavrd ogmoudaids oy,

§ 8. érépwv pev &mbupobow dN\a 8¢ Poddovrar] ¢ The “desire” b. 7.

of the wicked as being of the particular, and subject to the
domination of the senses (£#4 vii. 3. g), is at variance with their
“wish,” which is of the universal and implies a conception of
the good’ (Grant).

ofov ot dxparels] The description of the ¢aiho: (as distinguished b. 8.

from the xopdy davhe § ) given in §§ 8 and g, corresponds with
sufficient accuracy to that of the drpareis, as distinguished from the
dxdéhaoror, in Book vil. Cf. vil. 8. g €ore 8¢ Tis Bi& wdbos éxorarids
wapa rov opfov Adyor, bv bote pév pi) mpdrrew kard Tov pfov Adyow kpatel
‘rl} 175;605', {:‘){TTE 3’ trvm. TDIDI‘:‘TUV OEU!-' WEHEE\‘J’SQI 3({:)‘5“’ &l‘éaﬂv aE:V T(‘?S' ‘rﬂml:‘rﬂs‘
fdovas ob kparel® ofirds éorw & dkparns, Bedriwy (by) ol dxohdorov, ovde
$avdos dmAdst oglerar yap 10 Bétiaror, i dpyn. Similarly the gadha:
here aipotvrar dyrl oy Sokolvrev éavrols dyabdv elvar T4 70éa BhaBepd



364 BOOK IX: CHAP. 4: §§ 8-10.

1166 b. 8. drra, and in § ro are said to be a prey to perapéraa: so in vil. 8. 1

b. 19.

b. 26.

the dkparqs is deseribed as perapesricds. The deélacros on the
other hand is ol perapedyricds, in this respect resembling (for
extremes meet) the omovBalos Who 18 duerapéhyros bs elmeiy (ix. 4. 5).

§ 9. oraowdler] ‘This picture,’ says Grant, ‘of the mental
_struggles of the bad does not recall either the phraseology or
the doctrines of Book vii, where poxfple is contrasted with and
opposed to depacta (of: vil. 8. 1) Grant here, I think, overlooks
the fact that Aristotle is speaking of oi ¢aikor = ol dxparels (b. 8
oiov of drparels, where oloy = scrlicet) as distinguished from of xomdj
Gailor = of axdhagror OF poyfnpoi of Book vil. The word poxfnpiar
occurring in this § is evidently used loosely and not in the more
technical sense in which it is used in Book vii; for =& pér &a
poxbnpioy krA. is opposed to 7o 8¢ fderar which is the Ndyov
éxor pepos, as the Paraph. explains—«at 70 pev dhoyor dhyel v
poxbnpiv  dmeydpevor, mpmkatra §¢ ol cvvalyel To Aoyrarikdy, a\ha
xaiper. Thus, notwithstanding the use of the term poxfinpiav, the
axparrs (in whom a struggle between Ayos and wdfos goes on),
not the poynpds of Book vil, is here described.

For the expression orasuife: in this connexion compare Plato,
Rep. 352 A, quoted by Fritzsche and Grant—s ddixia év én évoioa
mparor ddivaror abréy mpdrrery moujres oracidlovra kal ody dpoveoivra
alroy alrd, érera éxbpdy kal éavr kai tois dicaims. Cf E. V.1, 13. 15
atverar & év alrols kat @do Tt mapa Tov Aéyov mequkds, & payerac
kal dvrirelver TG Noyo.

. § 10. «i 84 x.r\.] Aristotle seldom addresses his reader, as here,
in the language of direct exhortation.

CHAPTER V.
ARGUMENT.

Well-wishing must be distinguished from friendship, whick it vesembles.
We wisk well to people whom we do not kuotw, and who are not aware that we
wish theme well ; but in friendship the parties must know each other, and be
aivare of each other’s feslings.  This however has been pointed out before. Ner
s well-wishing affection, for it has not the intensity and desive which cha-
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racterise affection. Again, afection grows up with intimacy ; while we may.
wish well to a stranger, e. g. an athlote, all ar once, taking his side, 50 far as
Sfeeling is concerned, without caring to do anything actively io help him, Well-
wishing is thus a superficial liking for a man. It seems therefore lo be the be-
ginning of friendship, as the pleasure of the eye @s the beginning of love. As
10 one fails ¢n love woithout first being chaymed by the sight of beawty ; but,
though charmed, is not necessarily in love—is in love only if he longs in absence
Jor the beartiful one: so men who have not first been well-wishers canpol be
Jriends ; for, as well-wishers merely, they woueld 1ot go out of their way to help
each other, bui confine themselues to good wishes. So we may transfer the nane
of $friendship® to well-wishing, and call it ‘inactive friendship’ As time,
however, goes on, and intimacy grows, it becomes friendskip in @ sense no longer
metaphorical—and true friendskip, not that for profit or pleasure ] for well-
wishing has no place in the friendship for profit or pleasure, where it 65 oneself
as ths recipient of profit or pleasure, and not oné's friend, to whow one wishes
well. The object of genuine well-wishing is always another vegarded as having
somie beautiful or good quality.

§1. 7% edvora xr\.] Susemihl thinks that chapters 5, 6, and 1166 b. 30,

7, 1166 b. 30-1168 a. 27 ought to be inserted after chapter 8, at
1169 b. 2.

kot wpdrepov B¢ Tadt elpnrar] viil. z. §§ 3, 4-

¢iqows] Mich. Eph. has—a¢idqaus frow édos els i\l dvakoyor
yp éorw 5 Gidgoes 7] Oeppdvaer kat Nevkdvoer Gs yop éxe §) Oéppavais
kal 3 Aedkavoss mpds Bepporyra kal Nevkdryra kal 7 Vylavois mpos Dyietay,
ofrw 7 GiAyois wpds Gikiaw.  kal EoTw bs § Nelkavos peradd Tob pilavos

xkai oD Nevkol, olrws 5 Giknais péoov elvoias kai dilias.

§ 2. Swep ydp elmoper] < e at the end of the first and beginning 1167 s. 2.

of the second section ; émmohaiws referring to ob yip €xet Sudramw
ovd” dpeiv.

§ 8. 1ob &pav] Cf ix. 12. 1 7ois épdoe ™5 dpav dyamyrirardy éoTi a. 4.

kal pa\\ov alpotvrar Tairny iy dlobpow # s Newrds Gs kara Taly
péherra Tob Epwros dvres kal ywopérov, Stahr, Friizsche and Grant
refer to Plato, Crat. 420 A Zpos 81 elopel Ewbey kal olk oikeia éoriv
5 foy atry 76 Exovre, dAN émeloaxros Gua oY GpudTwv, Si& ravra dmd ToD
elopeiv Eopos 16 y¢ mahady ékakeiro, Cf. Com. incert. apud Meineke
Frag.iv. 645
ék Tob yap oopav ylyver dvbpomois epav

and Plotinus (vol. ii. p.a79, ed. Kirchhoff) &es . . . r € épdcews
iy imboracw e,  Also Plot. (i 3471) kai oi &ares 3¢ iddvrov
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a. 14,
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kal mpos elos omevdivrwv. Cf. Merch. of Ven. iii. 2, quoted by
Grant— : :
‘It is engendered in the eyes,
By gazing fed.’

33 peradépur dain mis dv adriy dpyiy v diMlav] Mich. Eph,

CCC marg. yp., and Argyropylus read dpxiw evac ¢idias. But
what peraopd (defined Poer. 21, 145% b. 6 perachopd éoriw dvdparous
aXXorplov émupops § dmd Tod Yévovs émi eldos, 7} awo 7o eidovs éml yévos,
i} dmb 700 €iBovs émi eldos, § kard T dvdhoyor) is implied in merely
stating the truth that efvoa is the dpxy gpiias? Whereas there is 2
peradopd of the term ¢iia when it is taken over from its proper
place, where it denotes a relation characterised by the ¢iuwd
enumersjltecl in ch. 4. § 1, and applied to an otiose state like efvora.
There is a peragopd of the term ¢adia, when it is qualified as
dpyi, just as there is of épacia when it is qualified by Oupot—cf.
Z. N. vii. 5. g. :
i \:‘ictorius has a good note here, in support of dpyfw against
apxqv— ‘qui dicit benevolentiam esse principium, non transfert
verbum & sua in alienam sedem, quod manifesto facit qui
concedit ipsam amicitiam esse, sed inchoatam et ignavam ; indi-
cat.que quod non sinit eam absolutam perfectamque esse: caret
enim €0 quod requiritur in plena amicitia: id autem est qubd
non studet prodesse et opitulari benevolo.”

of v did 78 yproupor 008 Ty Sid 5 76| CFf E.E.H. 4. 1241
a. 10 Sjhov &re mepl Ty Gy Pihiav (to be distinguished from the
Pbuc) pkia of . NV, viil, 13. 5) 9 edvoa éoriv:  dAN& T0b My edwootvros
Botheaar pdvov éorl, .ov ¢ Qihov mpdrrew & PBodderar. Eori yap 7
s,ﬁuom ’fip)(:'; Pihias® & pév yip pihos wés edvovs, 6 & ellvovs ob Tas ¢ihos
dpxopéve yap ?asx‘su 6 etvody pdvov, §id dpyi Bekias GAN off dikia, .

.Ramsauer points out the seeming variance between the doctrine
]a;ld d:?)wn, here (ix. 5. 3) and that of viii. 2. 4 woAAol yip elow
etvor ols aly wpdraow, dwolapBdvovar 8¢ lmexeis elar 3 Xpnoipovs ;
cither, he argues, if we may speak of g\ia for the Xpiotpov, we
may speak of civoa for the same; or both terms—giia and
etvaia—should be reserved for relations 8. aperny,

6 pév Ydp ebepyernlels k.r\.] This gives the reasons for refusing
to recognise edvowa in the ¢ friendship’ of Profit. (1) The man who
has been benefited owes efvora, But etvow thus omed, and not

BOOK IX: CHAP. 5: § 3, 4. 367

arising spontaneously is not properly etwoa. (2) The man who 1167 a.14.

expects to be benefited, though he may seem to wish well to
his prospective benefactor, really does not wish well to A, but
to Aimself; and this is not efvowm. Mich. Eph. describes Aristotle,
in the words & pév yip elepyernfels . . . Spéw, as xwpioas Tiv etvoray
dmd Tis dvrevmodas—eivous pdv olk &v prfeln Sidre ¢ Bpd, dixatos dé

: . S
Sikatow yap T Ta iTa awovépew,

§ 4. ‘Der ganze Schluss, says Stahr (note ad loc.), *dieses a. 18.

schonen Kapitels zeigt, dass Aristoteles unter dem Wohlwollen,
welches der Ursprung (dpys) der wahren Freundschaft ist, jenes
rein menschliche, wnesgenniitzige, nur durch das Schéne und Gute
in der menschlichen Brust erweckte Empfinden versteht. Das
Wohlwollen, das eines Anderen Gliick und Erfolg wiinscht, weil
es davon zu profitiren hofft, ist gemeiner Egoismus, Gesinnung
gemeiner Menschen”

CHAPTER VI.

ARGUMENT.

Unanimity also seems to be allied to Friendship. Accordingly it is not mere
identity of opinion, for that may sulsist between those who do not know one
another, and between students of astronomy and other subjects in whick agree-
wment of dicws has nothing to do with the persons who agree being ‘friends’
Unanimity subsists between citizens who are of one mind about inportant
political questions whick can be settled in a way pleasing to those who are said
o be ‘of owe mind about them. Thus, there was unaninmity between the
Mitylenacans who wished Pittacus torule over then and Pittacus, when he was
willing fo do so: there is unanimily between the lower and wpper classes in @
city when botk agree that the best men skould hold office : so unanimity may be'
described as the friendship of citizens. Now, there is unaninaty like this in the
soutl of the good man, and between good men. The wishes of good men stand
Jast ; they do not fluctuate like the Euripus. But bad men cannot be of one
mind, any more than they can be friends, except for a Lttle way, inasmuck as
they are always secking fo get for themselves the larger share of advantages, and
to put the burden of their duties on other people.

- [On $pdvowa see E. E. H.7 and M. M. ii. 12.]

§ 1. mepl dvovoly] Cf E. E. B. 7. 1241 a. 16 éoru & o mepl mdvra 1167 2. 24,
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a. 28.

a. 28.

2. 32.
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7 udvowa 7§ oy, d\Ad mepl Ta mpakth Tals Spovoodor, kai doa eils O
oulfiy aupreiver.

tis wéheis] Fritzsche and Ramsauer point out that we are not to
think here of the concord of several cities, but of the unanimity
between the morira of one city. :

§ 2.] There are three characteristics of dpdvora mentioned here,
(1) it is mepi & mpakrd, (2) wept & & peyéle, (3) mept T& évdexdpeva
dutpoly irdpyew §) wamw,

On +& év peyéde the Paraph. has—rois dfohdyors . . . mepl yap Téw
é 173 Biw pkpdy ob Néyortar dpovoely aiAjlas ofire wokes (wdhers ?) otire
cpior, oiov oikor pévew, ) Babdifew els dyopav, i 08¢ eimeiv § dpadeu, 8¢ &y
offre diéherd Tis peydly oifte BAdBH drolovber.

The meaning of éudeydpeva dugoiv imdpyew # maow is explained

_below by the words ofre vip mior yiverar of églevrar b, t. Un-
| animity is concerned with important practical questions which

admit of a solution agreeahle to the wishes of both parties, if there
are only two, or of all the citizens where public interests are
involved. Cf. £ . E. H.%. 1241 a.27 odrw 8 8¢l réw alrov épfysrrf;m,
dor’ evdéyeolur duporépors dmdpyew of dpéyovrar & yip rowirou dpe-
yovraw b pr éviéyerar dpcholv, payodvrar ol dpoveoivres & ob payotvrar.
In this and the Nicomachean passage the word drdpyew is some-
what misleading as suggesting that both or all parties actually get
the same thing, and that therefore the objects of éudvoia are things
which both or all can share in alike. But the examples given show
that épdvore may exist with regard to the possession by one of the
parties of an office which the other or others cannot hold. What
is meant is that épdvoa is concerned with things about zhick both
or all parties, having the same wishes, may have these wishes
satisfiecd. The People and Pittacus agree in wishing Pittacus to
rule; Pittacus rules, and everybody, Pittacus included, gets what he
wishes, Peters therefore is bardly right with ¢ people are said to
be of one mind, especially with regard to matters of importance
and things that may fe given fo both persons or to all the persons
concerned.’

R &pxew Murraxdy 3re kol adrds fifeher] Pittacus was elected
Dictator by the Mitylenaeans. He ruled for ten years, and, having
restored order into the affairs of the city, voluntarily laid down his
office, althongh the Mitylenacans wished him to retain it: see
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Valerius Max. vi. 3—¢Postquam autem pax victorid parta est, 1167 a.32.

continuo, reclamaniibus Mitylenaets, (imperium) deposuit.” Hence
the words 8re xai abrés §0eher. The Mitylenaeans wished him to
rule, and so long as he consented there was éudvoa ; but when, at
the end of the ten years, the people still wished him to rule while
he wished to resign, the dpdvoia was at an end. On Pittacus see
Susemibl’s note to Pol. iil. 9. 1285 a. 35, and Grote’s Hisz. Part ii.
ch. 14 end.

ot & 7tais ¢owlooms] of Euripides, 588 sqq.—Fteocles and a. 33.

Polynices.

70 & TG m’JT@] Z.e. 70 alrd év T4 alrg. 76 alrd is probably mase. a. 35.

¢ Unanimity does not mean merely thinking of the same thing
whatever it may be, but thinking of the same thing in
connexion with the same person. Cf M. M. ii 12. 1212 a. 21
el yap éwoolow dupddrepor dpyew, aAX' 6 pév airdp, 6 § abrov, dpd ye
iy dpovootow # off ; dAA el kiyd éuavrov Bovhopar dpxew, kixeivos ué,
ovrws #dn dpoveoiper . . . . mept dpyorros dpa kardoracw é Tois mpakrikois

Lo T Ao M AR e R L 3 * ”
TOU QUTOU €0TLV 7] OQROVOLE T) Kuplag RE*/O:JEVJ}'.

ol émekels| ¢ The upper classes,’ o2 Pol, Z. 2. 1318 b. 35, where b. 1.

o €miewcels kal ywdpyor are opposed to the Sjpes, and Pol. Z. 2. 1319
a. 3, where oi émexels are opposed to o mhjfos.

wolurikd) 34 The codd. have &¢: so Bekker, I prefer 8 with b. 2.

Ramsauer, Susemihl, and Bywater, This sentence draws out what
is implied in the remark made above—aepi & wpakri 85 dpoveodaw, kal
ToUTwy mepl Ta ¥ peyebe kal évlexdpeva ducpoly tmdpyew i) waaw

kabdmep kol Néyerar] “we see then (gaiverar 87) that dpdvowa b. 3.

is mohruy phia, and indeed it is actually spoken of under this
name— or, ‘and indeed the word dpdvma is commonly used
in this sense’—as ec.g. by Arist. himself Pol. E. 5. 1306 a. ¢
opovovtoa 8é ohiyapyia ok ebduipfopos €€ abriis: Thuc. viil. 75 bpxy-
cav mwdvras Tols orparidras Tods peyiorous Spkovs, kai altovs Tols €k Ths
Shiyapyias pdhiora, 4 phv Snpexparioeafal Te kal Spovenoew . . . . Evvdp-
vvoay 8¢ kal Sapley mdyres Tov abrov Sprov of & vff Hlkig: Thue. viil.
93 fvexdpnodr re dor & npépav Pyriv ékkhyoiay moujcar & TH

Awovvaly wepi Gpovotas.
fjxorra] Cambr. agrees with Mb in giving fxorra.

§ 3. & Tois émewéow] the ‘ good’ generally as opposed to oi
VOL. IL Bb

b. 4.

b. 5.
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1187 b. 5. pato: of the next § ; although the narrower sense df émeikera, as

b. 13.

fairness causing its possessor to put himself on an equality with
others, seems also to be present to Aristotle’s mind; for he
describes the émeeweis as ént rév abraw dvres, 7, e, as ¢ standing on the
same footing,’ and in § 4 contrasts them with rods mheovetias
€peepévovs.  Cf. Viil. T1. § oo ydp of mohirar Bodhovrar rai émeekels
-

ELraL,

éml 1@y adrdy Svres] This phrase seems strictly parallel to & rév
icor pévew of Pol. E. 3. 1304 a. 38 . .. ordow rwobow 7 yap of
Tovros ovotvres mipopcrais doyovet tis ordoews 7 ofror Sta Ty twep-
axnv ot @éhovot pévew érl TéY loww, )

Lambinus however gives a different meaning {o émi vow abrow
dvres, which he translates—‘Cum in iisdem (paene dicam)
consiliis et factis versentur ac perseverent’: and Stahr takes the
same view, with *da sie, so zu sagen, immer bei und mit denselben
Dingen beschifiigt sind’: and Fritzsche follows, quoting Dem.
Phil. ii. p. 66. 15 &s kwXoar’ dv Sikirmoy mpdrTew TalTa &P By éori
v, t.e. ‘ on which he is now intent.

Grant (followed by Williams) adopts an entirely different view.
His note is ‘“DBeing on the same moorings, as it were,” as
opposed to the ebbings and flowings of a Euripus. C/. Dem.
de Cor. p. 319, § 281 oix émt Tijs abtijs 6pusi Tois mokhols Sc. dyxipas.
Surely, if Aristotle had intended to use this nautical metaphor, he
would have employed the proverbial expression, which seems to
have been a very definite one,

§ 4. xobdmep xol pikous elvor] = xafdmep oty oidy Te ihovs elvac
ANy énl purpéy.

égerdler] Tov érepov edBive, mepi rav Aetrovpyioy drpifBohoyotuevos
(Paraph.).
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CHAPTER VIL

ARGUMENT.

Why do bengfactors love those whom they benefit more than the latter love
them?  The answer generally given is that bensfactors are like lenders, and
the bencfited like borrowers ; and that lenders ave anxious about the welfare of
borrowers, whereas borvowers do not care what becomes of lenders. Epicharmus
would ferkaps say that this is to look at the matier from a bad point of view ;
and yet, it might be veplicd, the explanation seents to be true enough fo human
nature, for the majority of men are ungrateful, and more enxicus fo
receive Denegfits than to- confer them. The cawse, howener, lies decper. The
analogy of lenders and borrowers is mislading. Lenders do mot feel any
affection for borrowers—only wish them fo lve, and fourish, and repay ;
whereqs benefactors love those whom they have benefited, even when the latter
can be of ne wse to them. The analogy fo kelp us here is that of the artist and
the thirng whick ke makes, not that of the lender and borrower. The artist
loves the thing which ke himself makes move than the thing, if it weve endowed
with lfe, would love kim: pocts are perhaps the best instances—they ave
excessively pleased with thetr own works, loving them as parents love their
childrern. Similarly, the object of kis bemeficence, qui benefited, is the work of
the benefactor, and he loves {his oliject more than this object loves him. The
cause of this is that a work is its maker actualised. A maker loves his work
because ke loves his own actual existence. Again, what the benefactor does s
beantiful in kis own eyes, and thevefore ke rejoices in it ; but in the eyes of the
person bensfited it 35, at best, only useful, not something beautiful for whick ke
takes pleasure in the benefactor and loves im. His work therefore abides for
the docr—the beawtiful & lasting ; bul the profit of the receiver is soon @ thing
of the past. Further, a benefit @5 veceived without labowr, but to confer it effort
25 needed, and men always love those things more which have cost them labour
—¢. g. moncy made, more than money inkeriled. For the same reason miothers
are fonder of their children than fatkers.

§ 1. éx movnpod Oecwpérous] ‘Looking at the matter from a bad 1167b. 26.

point of view —as from a bad seat in the theatre. This expression

doubtless used by Epicharmus occurs only here; and it is im-

possible to determine with certainty its exact force; but Coraes’

suggestion that it refers to a bad place at the play is very plausible.

His note is—od padiov dxpiBds ywévar v Néyew ffoihero Emiyapuos,

pbvov 700 dukoaddov, kat év pbve TG ywpio Téde xpnoapivov TG proeadio
Bb 2
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1187 b. 26. § HuoTiyie Toi Emiyd o : e e

o-x:::}s p,:f’eveyr(s:p :}Lf ﬂ;g;:,: K,_;:,u :’;]:l?uaﬂe:pe(v?‘ug .,ﬁf 09‘ Bg, {:ﬂ, T?g 8 yép &oru Burdper, TolTo évepyela 70 Epyov pnrier] These words 1168 a. 8.

aaro) é\eirrikds Tol Téwou.  Gomep ;{a-"’ﬁ:,: ,.:; j:; je‘m i Fﬁﬁw aer are to be taken closely with rotro 8¢ Quoikdy which they explain.

NaBbvres ydpay émirhdewon, ofire 76 dpa apﬁ ; Sy d Sy The *deeper reason’ (guowbrepov § 2 above) is found in that law

Spbas Eyovow, b ik mov : Bl gpu';z e TO g,m,mmfm“{fmg e f”“f’ of nature by which divapes rises up into évépyaa. A man z5 really

7] Tob Biov o':(qvﬁ, & ris r:im m;,wa::tﬁim: ;av 2 ’8:; e what he does: of. Met. ©. 8. 1050 a. 7 &nav &5 dpyp Babile 70

mRe e e ey yeyrueon ka 7éhos. dpxi yip T ob ek, Tob Téhous & Bera ) yoveas

ot e P s mpafews, odx dorar kpiris dbékacros, réhos 8 ) évdpyera, kai Toirov xdpw 7 Sivapus hapBdverar . . . & 7§ DAy

‘ Sori Buvdper, Srv ENPou G els 76 elbogw brav 8¢ ¥ évepyeia §, Tére év TG

b.29. § 2. duowkdrepor| ‘a deeper reason.’ lBer dorly . . . O yitp Epyov Téhos, § & évépyeia 76 Epyov. Bio kal Totvopa

k03 005, Bucior o3 Sl 7 . : évépyeta Néyerar kard T Epyov. : : :
potov 76 mepi ods daveivarras] Byw. for Bekker's «al . The Form of Reason is realised perfecily and purely—as

évépyera dvev Buvdpews—in One Eternal Being; is immersed—as an
Znhos Néyos—in many mortal beings, in the best of whom it strives
resolutely to free itself from its condition of passivity by creative
acts—by embodying itself in external works, which may last Tor
the use and joy of future generations, and especially by reproducing
itself in Persons whom it reverences as Ends because they realise
itself: see E.F. H. 12. 1245 b, 14 6 Beds ov 7otoros olos Oeictat
dikov . . . ab yip alws 6 Beds €b Exer, ANAG Behriov i GoTe dNho T pocly
atrior 8 &t fpiv pév 76 b kal’ Erepov, éxelve O abTis

ouy Gpowr ¢ mepl ka\. For oid (KIJ) he compares 1105 a. 26:
sce Contrib. p. 64. =

b.30. of ‘ydp ot $iknors wepi ekelvous] 7ie. ob ydp éore Pinors Taw
3{:})5:‘.0’&}"1’&]0 mept Tois Speitovras. Mich. Eph. has od ydp éore hiknots
7av SavewsTaw mpos rols dpedéras. This seems better than, as Stahr
:app?rently dfaes, to take éelvovs of both Baveioavras and dpeihorras—

meiner Ansicht nach diirfte . . . die Ursache . . . keineswegs dem
Verhéiltn‘isse zwischen Glaubigern und Schuldnern entsprechen ;
genn z‘wxschcn diesen letztern findet diberhaupt gar kein Verhﬁanis;
‘;Il;nlszilj:a&zfatt, sondern nur auf der Scite des Gliubigers der

B £ -
wap auTos aurar,

R R, e e Tl
avTou To €U ETTLV.

§ 5. kaév] The kahdv is the orderly work of »ols, or the active a. 10.
Reason. Being vonrdv it can be apprehended for what it is only by
vois, or the active Reason, An act which, for the rational agent
who has performed it, takes its due place as xakdv in an orderly
system of life, appears as an isolated and transitory occurrence to
the person who is merely affected by it (r¢ mabévri)—the person
whose mere mafos or alofpous has been called forth by it. This
state of mere passivity is the mental attitude of the great mass of
the uneducated, and of the self-secking among the educated,

1168 a.1. § 8. womrds] Cf iv. 1. 20.

a. 8. n§4. éopdr 8 évepyela] Cf 0 7. 13, 14 Sirrds 8¢ kal radrys (7.
1'?3;' npaktikis {wijs) Aeyopévns e rar évépyaar Beréor' rupidrepor yip
avry 8oket Néyeobai . . . dubpdmov B¢ tlbeper foyov (ony Twa, Tadmpy 82
f}rvxﬁ: evépyetay kal mpdfers perd Adyoy, ;

a.7.  &repyelg 8¢ & wovioas T8 Epyor Zome wos| Mich. Eph, gives the
true interpretation of these words—#or: 8¢, pépe elmeiv, 1o rod écoxpdmg

?p’yov obdéy d\No § évepyel: s . E i i

and the predicate § xiﬁfa:wf fl‘(i}qe :’19:;:? ;_:, ;ilea Ssl;?fec:h:e::ﬁiqj?w’ ! towards the social good which the leaders of human progress have

of the workman.” Bekker’s fore (retained by ]éywqter)‘ s.h 0133 ! ~ placed at their disposal, and towards the conveniences of daily life

accordingly be corrected (as by Susemihl) to éori. For other .’ * dev:s:ad fﬂ’}hti];mila}?; s;::nz;; cl:n?;h‘f'l:)gr igethxf;?r;:' KE)(\:;S 0(:{' él1;&]:1;
BaoTov. 7

renderi thi e i : \

thed:.-::?egss ()(;‘}{;Ci - zx:npm Eg{mg 70 Zpyor acc. afler mocjous) see personally oupépov. Their life is one of passive reception and
ictorius, Zell, Grant, and Fritzsche. R " >

Susemihl, and Bywater read 8¢ for’Bekker’S %, rightly iffiiﬁ;gekr: feeling, as distinguished from the life of active Reason, which thinks

there is no inference. 4 : : and organises. Cf. Alex. on Met. A. 6. 1071 b. (p. 660, 26 ed.

Bonitz) 0 xakov év 16 ider paldoy 7 év Th VA, év yap TG mowivte
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1168 &. 10. pi v T wd
;.}m)\)\m: 1 & TG magyovTe® kal 0Tt wdoxor Th Ouvdper 8y, mototy 8¢ T
EUEPTGH‘I dv. ; : o

a. 13. $ 6. 7del 7 i

; ;’ 6 l'qasux k7\] Every &épyaa hasits own pleasure—see x 5.6

o » s 3 ' € L : :

= tejmcimv cvepyeiay oikein fdovy) éorw, or pleasure and évépyeia are

ide —see vii 1

: ntica &ffe'm. 12. 3. Hence éris and priun are pleasant, gud

’uggesung evépyea.  See Met. A. 7. 1072 b. 13 & e (1

dvayrator otrws, &re & iTol otk € e
) Ot dvev atTod ovk €ome 76 €b Alex.)

a» 3 i £ L4
olpavds kal 3 pios. S

By B corte ot s i
’ 7 & éoriv ofa § dpic ; wow pui;
oire Yap dei ékeivd éor iy pév i q‘p' - o
i : w. fpiy pev yap dalvvaror' émei kal Hdovy 7
evépyeia  ToUTOV' kai Bt roirto Evor i o
st eypiyopats  alofnews vonots fdiorov
b € K ; ira : i ’
b ai pvijuar G raira: on which Alex. has the following
b P 3 . s
MENtary : Aéyee oly &re oia éoriy % dplary npir Suayoyn éml )
xpdvor (ol yap del, aAN’ § ’ ' ] o
zel (‘ ¥ p ,s‘z,”ak?t orav evepyeia yévprar & fuérepos vois T vonTa)
,S.nvarqu (wnp det Exer 16 mparTor atreow . . . . émel yap 7 €vépyea abrod
oudiey d\Xo éoriv i O woelv avrdy, 7§ B¢ evd .
i 1] TO voew éautoy, 7 O¢ €vépyeta alrod #Bovsy atrod lorh
ert TouTe dpa Taltyy det (G T e, Aé ) T i
: 2 & ‘ i T oy, Aéyo &) 76 voeiv éavrdp kai D&
TolTO i i e
. : ‘ﬁli;rm: :tcu mjp aiofyow kat v éypiyopow kai Ty vonow fowrrd
a ’ ke J 1 4 I
‘us,v, OTL evepyeiat Teves ouoar lwldApard Twe kal oxal elow fy & 7
pev évepyeias kal fv (Gue v, O e e
b o nv Sopev fwiy, drav & fpérepos vois yévpral mws Td ronTd
s 8¢ é\n i i p) g .
S ’ﬂs mdkew kal pviipas Gulotper Sid ras evepyelus’ pe é 1
Twos evepyelas 7 E\milovres dvepyi v, e
ovres evepyijoar plotper v éhmida kal Ty priugy

a. 18. a;'- wpt::.rrﬁoxm ¥ dvdmalw] rovréor, ray piv Xpnoipoy f8ela, tor B
K 3 ’ §
her:v t;u :;ro}w.(c.oraes). If kahd as well as xphowa are referred to
form, e 11i1 %l’lo;lty of the pleasure attending the anticipation of the
er will be due to the fact that they i
i y are yakemd: but per
only r& ypfhowua are referred to. : e

a.20.  Tois Umepéyouat 8¢ mepl Ty mpakv] 7. e. rois ebepyérais,

8.21. é€metow] ‘are aftributes of] see ii
. note on v
Bonitz on Me?. A. 1. 981 a. ;7. . 9. 6, b. 34, and

. 25. ‘§ 7: dihorexvbrepon] so. riw marépor cf. E.F H 8 1241 b
Kat (,u.a)t?n:w bhotow) ai prépes rav marépev. Hence the Paraph. : ii
wrong with af pnrépes lorexvdrepar padhow . . 7) oi maides Prhophropes

2.26. kol palkor loagw ému aitév] Ramsauer brackets these word
out of place here, where Aristotle is concerned to sho?v S'}?S
benefactors love more.  Surely, he argues, those who receive k“ v
as well what they receive as those who give know what they ;2:
¥

o=
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while the connexion in which the similar words occur in viii. 12. z 1168 a.28.

is quite different. The parallel passage, however, E.E H.8 1241
b. 7, which Ramsauer does not regard as making against his view,
seems to me to indicate that the writer had the text of the EN.
with xat pi\\ov loaow 8t abrav before him. His words are xai at
pnrépes Tov warépay Sti pikhov lovrat abrar elvar Epyov T& Tékva, T8 yup
&yov 16 yxuhemd dsopilovar, mhelo 82 Nvmeirar mepl THY yeveow puTIp.

See note on ai pyrépes viil. 12. 2, b. 27.

CHAPTER VIIL
ARGUMENT.

Another guestion s, whether a man ought fo love kimself ov some other most.
Not himself, some argue, for <self-love’ is bad : bad men are noted for their
$self-love’ ; good men for their love of what is beautiful and right, which
smaes them forgetful of ¢ selfy and devoted ©o their friends. But facts, it may
be urged, are against this view. Self-love ¢s not bad: a man is Ails own triest
friend, if a true friend is one who wishes the good of the object of his friendship
disinterestedly, or for that object’s own sake ; and if it is kis truest friend whom
@ man ought to love most—whom ought ke to love more than kimself, his own
truest, most disinterested friend? Qur statement that a man's love for his
Friend is mevely an extension of kis love for kimself may be {aken as_fauonring
this contention » and all the proverbs about friendship accord with if—* one
so1l’— things in common'—' equality’'— knee nearer than shin’—these are
il most truly applicable to @ man's friendship for himself. Which of these fwo
opposite views then must we Sfollow?  Both are plausible.

In dealing with such views we must draw distinctions, and try to see low
far, and in what sense, cach is true. Lel us sce then in what sense eack wiemw

wnderstands “self love?  The view which wnderstands it it @ bad sense takes &
to mean the habit of assigning to oneself the larger share, where money, konowr,
and bodily pleasure are concerned, These ave the things which the majority of
e think best, and compete keenly for—in their selfish pursuit of them lving
for the satisfaction of their desires and the irvational part of thetr nature. The
< self-love’ of such men then is jusity held up to contempt; and it is @ which
those who say that a man ought not fo love himself most, have in view.

But if @ man were seen to be always bent on acting virtuonsly and sdentify-
ing himself with all that &s beawtiful and good, no one would blame him for this
FEind of < self-love’—* self-love’ foo, in the truest sense, inasmuch as it is the true



1168 1. 32,

a. 38.

b. 2.
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‘self*—the governing Drinciple in him—wwhich suckh o man vbeys and lwves for,
That Reason ds the True Self is shown by the use of the terms ‘continent” and
* tncontinent '—i. e. able and unabls to © contain dimself] or govern kis passions;
also by the fact that the most rational agts are thought o be the most oluntary;
and by the fact that the good man loves his Reason most.

There would seem, then, to be towo Finds of seif-love, which difier as widely as
the life according to Reason and the &fe according to Impulse.  The guod man
therefore oushi to love Eimself. In s0 doing he will benefit both himself and
others ; But the < selflove’ of the wicked man s Furtful both to Kimself and o
Ais neighlour, for it consists in Jollowing ewil passions.  The wicked man
does what ke ought not to do i the good man does what he ought lo do,
Jor Reason altvays chooses that which is best Jor dfseif, and the good man
abeys the rule of Rewsom. For his Jriends too the good man will do waich,
and for kis country—epen laying down his Iife; if need be.  He will Live up
wealth, and station, and all the geod hings wiich wmen comipete for, 5o that
ke may make the glory of well-dotng his own. He will Prefer the great joy
of @ short time fo fochle satisfactions continued throughont a long time ¢ he will
Zrefer one glovious year to long lifetime of ordinary deings—ome grear and
glarions deed to many small Performances—dying, it may be, for kis country,
and winning what ke chooses for Aimself—io be the doer of @ plorious deed. Or,
e wwill lot pis chance of making money slip, hat so his Sriend may coms in for
@ larger share ; for thus he secures Jor himself what s better than wroney
—the gory of Performing a virtnous action. Similarly, ke will et honowrs
and offices go past kim in fuvour of his friend ; nay, it may be that ke will
somelimes leave even good actions to be Lerformed by his friend, where there
s more virtue in being the cause of kis friend's performing them than in per-

Sorming them himself. In short, where virtuous actions are concerned the good
man will always take to fimself the lavger shave.  This is the semse in whick

ke loves himself wiost—yightly, we have seen, not as the many ‘ love therm-
selpes.

[CF M. M. i 13, 14, where & Pikavros is discussed in much the
same way as here ; but there is no corresponding discussion in
the . E., H. 6 wept 700 adrow atte pidov evar § i going over the
same ground as %, V. ix. 4. Indeed the term ¢diravros does not
occur in the Z. Z. It is pretly evident that Eudemus had not
Z.N. ix in exactly its present shape before him.]

§ 1. ofor] introduced into the text by Susemihl and Bywater, is
given by Cambr. and CCC, as well as by Kb and 1.

69’ faurod]| méppe lavrod (Mich. Eph.); ¢without thinking of
self’

§ 2. & Boukdueros ¢ Podherar] For ¢ Kb and Cambr. have $ .
Bywater’s conjecture #» ¢ is very likely. The #» would refer to
1155 b. 31: see Contrib. p. 64.
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tat 7 - 1168 b. 6.
kol af moapotpior 8¢ wrh] rolrors 8¢ kal af mapoypiar wioar pap- 11

. Sl
rupovaot, Tots yap oddfpa gikovs Sq}\oﬁw’ﬂ,’ pla \lmx:q ¢uo1‘ crf ie :a,l -::;
kowd T8 Tdy Pilov ds Tovre Gépe, kai c\:rm:qi pehoTns, ;fu 7;31' E,m:-},p&v
Zyyior,  El yap o kowdy, kdi 1) lodys, kal 70 €yyioTa, .;5; tﬁ, fo}; e
éxdore pidwarepoy éavrot ; (Paraph.). These prover -i am %;m 3 Lman
that Friendship is a very close rel:‘mon; and to who
stand in a closer relation than to kimsel/?

1 cvi . 8.
yévu krijpns &yyror] Stahr and Fritzsche refer to Theoc. xvi. xf, b
where drorépo 4 ydve xkvipa is put into t‘r}e mouth of one who
excuses himself for keeping his money to himself.

$4] So Bywater for 8¢—*to indicate that the stater{lent is ;. b. 1L
conclusion drawn from what precedes it in the text— Confrib.

p. 64.

i @ . 12,
§ 3. Suaupeiv] What is the precise force of Siapei here? Does b. 1

it mean that we are to ‘analyse’ each. view by itself ?dor tt.l;llat :;lz
are to ‘distinguish between’ t}i)e }‘:wo th}iwsb?vtP;:;;hs;z (;[; 1d ega i
alternative, translates—* Perhaps the bes!
?:iiL conﬂicting’statements of Elhi.s kir;dtisse‘fs ('jr;z[g:ei St}:;;;t%nd STE:-
clearly distinguish how far and in wha g .k o
er alternative and translates— Alllem ich denke, m

?r?lfsps}tsdg;;izit:hen Raisonnements scharf von emal}der lﬁzalfiesd ’um;
genau bestimmen, wie weit und in welcher Art sie wafr“b‘rs. .
am inclined to Stahr's opinion, on account of whaF ho od\. e S
turns out that each of the two Adyer 18 co?cemed with a zﬁ}; =
¢Mavror. Instead of being cmtra.ry_theones on the sazf;i 'sub]e in,
they are theories relating to entirely different sul::_lgul:ts:. ! }::d, ;
clearly scen, the two theories are properly 15t1;1gu:s:) ;t ué
Ramsauer's note—‘ Dirimentur autem certantes (mtp‘etw i g e
utrique rem non male gessisse videbunt_ur, si appar::;nd,e e
eos censuisse de nomine gquidem vel titulo uno, s

-7 1
hominum genere diverso.

€l 83 MdBoiper 10 pihauTor mis éxdrepor héyouot kr.\.] Both Mich. b. 13.

Eph. and the Paraph. in their comment:'lrie? on these words:d s::}fn;
to take Simpeiv in the sense of ‘a}w:lysmg .ﬁrst the }(l)ine zmt‘c ulf;r
the other of the two theories. While, I think, on ft shpar ;neral
point they are hardly right, their remarks are usefulh 0}11';5 i i; o
understanding of the present passage. Mich. Eph.
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1168 b.13, peiv rolrovs, rovréore 8ei Qaspeiv 76 Ths pihavrias Bvopa Smep dudpdreput

b. 15.

mpotgyovrat eis T appawdpera npdypara’ ob yip éorir dmhoty § Pihavria
ah)' dpdwvpor, bs & cbww, rai Statpotvras, Néyew dri dppidrepor kakds
Aéyovor of e Pekel éavrods Aéyoyres kal of w1 PAei(v). xp odv Srapodvras
Aéyew bre 76 pihavror Strrdv dorw b elpnrar dyaray kat Gepametew riv &
fpie Sipoy iy dhoyiay . . . & piv ofv Todre TaV tiis $ukavrias onpar-
vopévav &mep éovi chather rat aloypiv' kai § Towolros Ppilavros s odde
kvplws Gikavrds éore xdrioros 7¢ e rat aloypdraross ob ydp dorw 6
dvlfparos 1§ alobyows fip abrés Gkl dAX' & wois by adrds EkTeriphmse

. @\\o 8¢ dedavrins onpawdueroy T4 Gekelv Tov Grrws Avfpemor Swep
€ari ™0 & [ulv dpovoin’ & Totoires didavros odk aloypds éorer alNé
kiMdwsros.  The Paraph. has offre relvww dapthorépor pév Xoyar aindav
eivar Sokotyrey, eixdros dmepeirac worépe Séov dxohoufeiv, etphooper 8¢
Siehdvres kal Buopiodpevor i’ Saov kal was éxarepos dhnbeter (which
Heinsius translates, doubtless correctly, Nos igitur si diligenter
dividamus rem ipsam et distinguamus &c.) krA—to the same
effect as Mich. Eph. above.

§§ 4, 5.] The two kinds of ¢ihavro: contrasted in these sections
may be compared with those who act from 7dece inadacquatae or are
Dassiontbus obnoxdi, and those who live ex ductu rafionis, as
distinguished by Spinoza. The former are dominated by the
abstract and onesided views presented by passion and imagination,
which hold up the same thing in different lights to different persons,
between whom accordingly dissensions and conflicts arise. But
those who live ex ductu rationis see nothing partially ; they under-
stand everything truly as its nature is determined by the place it
occupies in the universal system. Between men who look at things
in this way there can be no disagreement. Aristotle’s del 76 xahow
€avrg mepirawiofar (§ 5) is Spinoza’s ‘Acting in 2 manner suitable
to that rationally constituted and apprehended Human Nature in
oneself which is common to oneself with all men’ In seeking his
own highest good a man seeks ipso facto the highest good of all
other -men; the distinction between ¢ his own’ highest good and
that ‘ of other men ’ being merely a formal one. See Spinoza E7k.
iv, 18, Schol.—*¢ Quum ratio nihil contra naturam postulet, postulat
ergo ipsa, ut unusquisque se ipsum amet, suum utile, quod revera
utile est, quaerat, et id omne, quod hominem ad majorem perfec-
tionem revera ducit, appetat, et absolute ut unusquisque suum esse,
quantum in se est, conservare conetur . . . Deinde quandoquidem

S
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i i . 15.
virtus nihil aliud est quam ex legibus propriae naturae agere, et 1168b

nemo suum esse conservare conetur, nisi ex propriae sua§ na:turae
legibus ; hinc sequitur virtuti_s? funda@?ntum esse ipsum
conatum, proprium esse conservandi, et fehmtatel,n i eo con;
sistere, quod homo suum esse conservare potest. - - 1v.t30
< Quatenus homines affectibus, qui passiones su1.1.t, conﬂicéan ur,
possunt esse natura diversi el in\-'i-?em contrarii i se qtu]z
unusquisque ex suae naturae legibus 1(‘1 appetit, quod bonum, e zd
amovere conatur quod malum esse judicat; et quum praeterea id,
quod ex dictamine rationis bonum aut malum esse judicamus, neces-
sario bonum aut malum sit: ergo homines quatenus ex ductu
rationis vivunt, eatenus tantum ea necessario agunt, quae hlllmanae
naturae, et consequenter unicuique homini necessario bona .suntt,.
hoc est, quae cum natura uniuscujusque hominis convem.un‘:
atque adeo homines etiam inter se, quatenus €x ductu rationis
vivint, necessario semper conveniunt.”

§ 8. 16 xupwordre] e ¢ v, CfiX. 7.9 dfae § & xal etvas b. 80,

e 5\
EK,{]IJ'TOS' TO;TO, Fr?'.l'ép TO Kuplor Kad 5.&'.([1"0?.

¢ kal o 3 i in it seems to & b. 8L,
Somep 3¢ kai mohis k.TA.] ¢ As the ruling part in it see

i i i 't is the man
the state, or system, in the truest sense, €0 l"us rlfhng pa}t g aman
in the truest sense” Mich. Eph. says—os mélus rvpiws eaTw ov 7a

o s e i
Teiyy 003¢ ai oikiat, 008E dmhés of év alt] olkolvres . . . d\\a méhes ea’n
. > s
6 dpyov kat éfovaudlov: olov év Tois Baothevopevors méheg éoTiv & Baa’d’\evs,
(I'état c’est moi) év 8¢ ols Sppoxparovpévors 6 Ofjpos, kai €y Tois U‘J'w],:_
3 i 16 & {ws €Tl TO mehurds Ev
apyouvpévors ol elmopot . . . OUT® m,u a‘ uv.Spnm-os ,w'owg‘. e ; i ks
Ay pépos dpxew is Yuyds® Smep oTi mo Noyilbpevoy fuby kai Ppo
kai hikavros 87 kuplws éotly . . . 6 Tobro Pikdv.

s . o . ;
dis TolTou éxdoTou Br1os| doTe Tob pév vol KparolyTos auTos TIS Aéyerat b. 35

kpareiv, 7ow 8¢ mafdy kparovrTeY, 0K AUTOS KpaTelw d\A& padhoy kpareicfal.
(Paraph.).
kal mempayérar Sokodowy adrol kol ékougius Td perd Adyou pd)u:‘.rm:[
The acts of the rational agent represent a consistent and single
personality to which we always refer them ; whereasvthe acts of tl_1e
axparfis Tepresent merely the prevalence for the time of certain
érfupiar, and are regretted and as it were disowned, by the manf
¢ when he comes to himself’ again. On this grqund l.'_he acts o
" the rational agent are spoken of here as volunfary in a higher sense
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inci 8 cha- 1169 &.17.
plants the same formative principle appears as an effort,

3 ’ 3 : . - f the race.
1168 b. 35, than those of the akparps, But it must be racterised as feiov, to preserve and perpetuate the t}”pe o
doctrine of the Third Book (and we have no reason to suppose .

: Ko 15

A divine Reason thus penetrates Nature, i OCEuCl‘ng”HO'T (;.12 a‘i‘ir o
that Aristotle wishes to modify it here) makes no practical difference * & rowbrys (7. e. dvayxaiov oltes dru Eva cine avxaeu"i'r. rs o
between acts done xard Adyov, and those done &’ embuypiar § Bt ! ad loc.) &a dpxis (7. e. the divine évépyeta avev ump..ec:ij o
Bupdr, qud voluntary. If our good acts are volunfary so are also ! vofrews) fprra & obpards kal 1 iaus. (*Mff-,ﬁ- 7. 107 N‘i i
our bad acts: see iii. 1. 20 ¢ ékotoior doke mj. : S5¢ oldy Te kd\\gra éxew, olte medukey (E o 9; tl :
Kma Suow, & direws ywopcvar, olor avfpamou trmou

remembered that the

tev av elvar of 7 dpyy év
atvg €i8ore i kal' Ekagra év oly 7 mpags. This description applies as e 5 etbos éxdoTou TV : 3 ;
well to acts caused by mere mdfos as to those dupe to Blszevnx:} T::qu :ﬂ;aﬁn:ﬂ;:a 8wmupryoicm dpxn HEXP‘ TogolTou ’frpufr,cl't. pfwnvmi ;v
opebis.  Tldrepov (iil, 1. 2 3) oddév ékovains TpdarTopey THr O émbupiay 13;\,;],“1_15‘)“;;5 of 76 €lbos Toiro kal THY popiy re}\e‘(lcas- é?ﬁﬂ;@“ﬁtf"'ﬂ; 6’?
kai Gupdy, 5 1é ka\d pév Ekoveiws T4 aloxpa drovolos ) 3 yehnioy &vds (Themist. Phys. vol. i. p. 171, ed. - Spenge Yi éf :

e airiov Byros; We may perhaps say that while this is the practical

OgISt the stats 362 a. 24. quoted b}' Rams&uer—-‘(ﬂyde(‘! 8 G‘G"i;.) oora 0 vous &IA‘
. : ' i i ement a: . )
£ COImm: ndS S to the S0C 0] :

3 ’ Lo Tich.
! . 2 In. xkai boa & wept ékaoToy vOUS an‘oBcBmcr:.v E':W'T‘."- I\Ilc_
wempayévar Sokotow alrel kal Eroveiws 4 peré Adyou pdleora is made in Ew;: q;:;ﬁt:,()n was yap viﬁs* aipeirar TO .Be'I\ﬂ.cr'r?v eavﬂp-as fO?}O;G’S; 5
the spirit of ‘the mezaphysic of Ethics. Y At atropuds ) meepabeis b’ fdorijs ﬁ:’“mw & E‘fﬂfm 5o ,{:ﬂ o5

‘r W:sg&{;nsmv xal vpdépor éayrd: Bjhor ot 'fm ﬂ"'"f" ,'"‘w . D;i
1169 5.5. kal dpéyecBor A Tob kaloh % ToG Bokolrros oupdépew] Coraes, = . 2oy wdo Tis Gmasy rovrots EMAapus vob' dgaiTes 6 AP‘."’TO" q's‘
following the Paraph., is doubtless right with Goov Siahéper 74 xara h‘ o Efr;‘* fap( Aristotle does not seem to use this expression any-
Adyov (il Tob kard wdbos, kai 7 Tov xkahod dpedis Tis Spékews Tov oup- . e i‘}‘ﬂ é: @\\ov Tois 8¢ Frrov, 87 iy Eepre atroduds Gy Kuf
$épovros.  The writer’s careless use of i before ro? Soxetvres has 13 “:h?re) T?Ls‘,P ).:ﬁwa . . . (Mich.- Eph. then gives several texaﬁ‘lp}esl
betrayed some MSS. (Kb, Mb, Cambr., CCC, Ald. followed by ke Ticij:t’ of animals; and proceeds—) ¢ 8¢ 11'0?\7:(1 ?rpfi'i'ﬂ”r
Bywater) into the insertion of 7 before 7ot kadod, - g’;r:s il:iéwv ai mepl {Bov "ApioToréNovs mpaypareial Kkal €& éxelvaw 6

a. 6.

§ 7.] With this § ¢/ again Spinoza Z%. iv. Prop. 36—Summum

U md Dv alpst o BeélriaTor
Bovhépevos NapBavéra Tas wiarels Tou mdvra vovy alpeiobar o (€
oulé
bonum ecrum qui virtutem sectantur, omnibus commune est, e

ogue r - o N e A 2 1 - - - £l . 5 5
EQUTE OTE KAL O ETLEL €TTE 8 i nﬁ‘a €L T@ Vo), QIWOTELET aL O Tas
KIS won PX
i L) i

Sl - X T Aas uipﬁcrém! kai

x . 3 4 s @ K@i €qUTE Kal Tol§ e
omnes acque gaudere possunt. Demonstr. ex virtute agere est ex dNdyous dpébess, & Békmior ¢
ductu rationis agere, et quicquid ex ratione conamur agere est in- mpaet.
telligere.  Atque adeo summum bonum eorum qui virtutem o3 éva kaAdv éovrois] We see how far removed a. 26.
sectantur est Deum cognoscere, hoc est, bonum, quod omnibus § 0. ek hS 3 501?1 man is from ordinary self-seeking. For ]
hominibus commune est, et ab omnibus hominibus, quatenus the ¢aavria of the 2 he diavros will lay down his life. He will -
ejusdem sunt naturae, possideri aeque potest, , the sake of the xahdv the i

k2] Iele aw Y i l'ﬂfﬁ T I {a} ly C ‘d C Iage( s,
not cast it ca Ssl} ay as 10 311, se all(. ou
11.

eimep ¥ dpeth ToodTw &omwv] 7. e. each man individually will have

i i = = ‘t
do under the influence of anger or other exmtement},,b%;t 1,;..:11 la}Hle

: e ? is ideal of Human Perfection.
the greatest of good things, “ for such is virtue. down rationally for the sfake. of hlil }EZ the Divine Perfection which

1
i 7 knows that Human Per! ection, unlik ; ; cession of
2.17.  § 8. wds y&p vols aipeirar & Béhriortoy €autd | Nofs in its perfect ; is realised in One eternal Being, is realised in fa suzrtal e
: ; Sl ; m

purity, as God, contemplates and eternally realises that which is : mortal beings. The mere prolongation, as such, of a Perfction ic
best and highest—itself: see Mzt A, 9- 1074 b. 25 8fhov . . . i sees to be a matter of little moment, because Humalla s
76 Gedraror kal Tyudraroy voet, kal o0 peraBdMier els yeipor Yap 1§ pera- secured by the succession of lives. He CE!.'I'F.'S Oély e
Bokj . . . atrdw dpa voe, eimep éorl 16 kpdrwwror. In man vode is the Perfection, and if he finds that he can further it b}(fﬂ Ollné = f,]adl;

principle which maintains the Zwor e3os of his nature, to maintain that can be done only at the cost of his own bodily life, he g

which is his chief good; while in the organisms of animals and i




1169 2. 28. lays down his life.

a. 82.

a. 34.
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’ Here all the ordinary motiv i ithi

Fhe region of the sensibility are left bferhim:]t,l aerfdo?}?;a;!;i:m :11:;1:
l;:::.;gthel s:phere where actit?n is determined by ‘reverence for Ia\;r
amou;stas .to ‘Th;s the} dor:,tnne of ¢avria, which in its highest form
ol e s.; :Es?;.nﬁ?e, belongs to what may well be called ¢ the
Surelypa)grea:)pracﬁ ;Z?.t ut’lIl‘hat there is such a ¢ Metaphysic’ is
i i trhej; ?iit:ss’ted by the fact that men are found

§ 10. &8éxerar 8¢ kal mpdtes 76 $ike mpoleafor] If the peyari-
j}r]uxo;—the form under which the highest excellence is presented in
: e Fourth Book—be compared with the form under which it
mIpresented here, certain, perhaps not unnatural, misunderstandi ;
will be avoided in connexion with the earlier ac:::ount et ca

11‘ é -~ A ~ 3 -~ € -
§ v mwéot 37 rols ématverols & owoudatos $alverar Eourg Tof

xadoi whéov véuwy] not at.the expense of others, but for the sake of

our common Humanity : i
anity. By érawerd we are to understand the

virtues : i ) v i 7
es: see BNV 1 12. 6 6 pv Yap Erawos Tijs dperns mparikol Yyap

-:-aw ka\&y &:tn‘; ravrys. The ¢ larger share,” then, which the zood man
' takesl to himself”’ is a larger share of xa\al mpdfecs. someg of th

involving the sacrifice of all that is dear to flesh an’d blood T(;nm
good man takes to himself a ¢ larger share’ of ¢ self-sacrifice ; Gra ft:
well compares with this account of the dbikavros ©the -elevat:d

description of the self-sacrifice of the brave man in Eth. iii 9
45" c

CHAPTER IX.

ARGUMENT,

Another question is whether the Happy Man will need Sriends or not.  No

say some : ke @5 self-sufficient: ke has the Lood: why, then, should ke need a

.:ecmd or supplementary self fo help Jim lo attain a good
Wien Heaven is kind, what need of Friends 2°
seens avsurd Lo assign all good things to the Happ

?wh}‘k ke already has ?
To this it @5 replicd that it
by Maw with the one exception

ay“—ﬁ-:ze;m':. the greatest of external good things.  Also, since the good man is
;;se:fm Ty a;emfjrw, and it is belter to benefit friends than strangers, the
oa man will need friends to be the objects of his bene; :
. . *f0 0 eficesrce.  Hene
gmz‘;:r;z arises— W/"aeé."wr i 15 in prosperity or adversily thot frz‘m«irij:”::::
nceded i In adversity a man will weed bensfactors ; in prosperity, objects for
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Jis beneficence. Again, ave we to make the Happy van a Solitary 2 Surely
this monid be absurd, Man is naturaily soctal.  No one wonld choose to have
all by himself the whole list of good things. The Happy Man, then, must kave
society, and, plainly, the socicty of good Friends—for that is better than the
soctely of SErangers. !

What, then, s the truth contained in (he [first view—that the Happy Man is
self-sufficient, and does not nsed,  friends § The vicw S true 50 jar as Jriendship
Jor profit, and friendskip for pleasure are concerned. The Happy Man does not
seed to make the former Eind of friendship, because ki material necessities are
otherwise sufficiently provided for ; nor does e weed to make friends for the sake
of pleasure, for his life is in itself pleasant, and has no need of impovied
pleasure. Bul it is not trus 1o say, withou! qualification, that ke does ot need
Jriends, for he must have good friends, since Happiness is a Life—a function
performed, ol a possession treqsuved, and this function is good and pleasant in
itself for the good man wha performs it and pleasant too, becaise it is his own
Junction, but ke can contemplate the like function in lis friend better than ke can
contemplate kis own function. The Happy Man this needs the mirvor of Friend-
ship in whick lo see clearly that whick is his joy—the Life of good action—his
own Life. Further, it being admitted that the life of the Happy Man ought o ve
pleasant, it could hardly be this were he @ Solitary, for by himself ke could not
easily perform his function continuoisly. With othess, and di velation fo others,
howener, he will be able to do so more casily. A function pleasant i itself will
this Ge move continsensly performed ; and this accords with our notion of
Happiness, Again,a man gets practice in virtue by associating intimately with
good men, as Theognis tells us.

Bt there is a still deeper veason in the natuve of things, from which we tnfer
that a good friend is naturally the abject of the good man's choice. We have
seen that that which is naturally good is good and pleasant in dtself for the good

man. Now, Life, which is the power of perceiving and thinking—or more
strictly, the exercise of the power, actual perception and thowght—is good and
pleasant in itself, for it is definite ; @ is therefore good and pleasant for the good
man—all men tndeed strive after ity but the good man especially strives after
it, inasmauch as £ is best and most blessed as realised by him. Further, ke who
sees or hears or walks perceives that he sees or hoars or walks : there is a faculty
1 Bim whick pervceives that he exercises the various Junctions of sense-percep-
tion, and of thought : but to perceive that he perceives or thinks is lo perceive
that e exists (for existence or life,we saw, is percerving or thinking) : now, 1o
perceive that ke exists or lives ts pleasant in itself, and especially to the good
man whose life #s especially choiceworthy : since, then, the velation in whick
the good man stands to kis friend is the same as that in whick ke stands to
himself, the good man who, ferceiving himself as good, makes his own cx-
istence the object of his choice, will necessarily make the existence of his [riend
also the object of his choice, perceiving his friend's existence aitd goodness in per-
cetving his own—ifor @ friend is a second self.  This common perccfition of s
oz excistence and of his friend's the good man will realise in that common-wealih
of speech and thought whick constilues the social life of man, as distinguished
Jrom the gregarions life of cattle grazing together in the same pastures.

Our conclusion, then, is that the Happy Man must kave good friends.

Fl

-—
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[The subject of this chapter (excellently summarised by Grant
ad loc.) is discussed in ., Z. H. 12 (a chapter the interpretation of
which labours under great textual difficulties), and in M7, 7. ii. 15.]

1189 b.6. §1. 70r 8¢ dlhov, Erepov abrdv dvra, wopilew & 8i” airod Gduvorel |

z.¢. the notion of the &repos aivds or supplementary self, who
supplies what the airés by himself cannot obtain, is inconsistent (a
priore) with the notion of the adrdpkern of the adrés,

b.7.  &rav & Sadpwr kr.\.] Eurip. Orestes 66%.

b. 9.

b.16,

b, 22,
b. 24,

§ 2. 8 Bokel 1hv &krds dyabdy péyioror eivar] T cannot recall any
passage in which Aristotle explicitly pledges himself to the view
that friends are the greatest of external good things. The value of
the érepos adrds as he is characterised in the present book is
scarcely that of an extermal good; while in E IV, i, 8. 15 and
Riet. i. 5, friends are simply enumerated among other exiernal
good things, without being placed in a position of marked
superiority. Thus in E. V. i 8. 15, 16, we have—ouaivera & dpws
xal 76y ékrbs dyaldy mpoodeapin), kalbdmep clmoper: Adlwarov Yip 7 ot
ﬁ:;iawy @ kakd mpdrrew dyopiynrov dvra,  moAA& pér yap mpdrreral,
xafdmep 8¢ dpyiavor, i Pidov kai whotrov kal molrikis Surduews® eviov
8¢ myrapevor fumaivovor T pakdpeov, oiow elryeveias ebrekvias kdAhous® o
wdvy yap ebdatpovikds 6 T 8éay mavaioyns § Svoyeris # porédTys kal dre-
wvos, & 8 lows firrov, el T mdykakor waides elew # pikor, § dayafol dvres
refvaow, and Rhet. 1. 5. 1360 b, 18 844. € 09 éoTw §) eddapovia Toroi-
To, dvdykn avtis elvar pépy elyévaar mohvdikiay xpnoropidiar whotToy
elrexviay molvrekviay ebynpiav, ért vis Tol odparos dperis oivv Dylewav kd\hos
loxtv péyebos Stwauy dyovorucy diéay Ty ebruxiov . . . ofite yép
abtapréararos ei, e Umdpyol atrg vd 7 éu abte kal T& dkros ayabd, ob
ydp éomv @\a mapi ravta® Eori 8 év aird pév & wepl Yuxhy kal Ta &
gopart, €0 0¢ edyévewn kal pidor kai xpipara xal Tiph,  Ery 8 wpoTTKEw
oldpeba Suvdpers Imdpyerr xal oy obre yip &v dodaréoraros & Blos
€. ;

§ 8. povdmy] Cf. E V. 1. 7. 6 18 8 airapes Aéyopev olx adrg pdve,
7@ (v Bioy povérny, dA\AG kai yovebot kal rékvots kal yvvawt kal SXes

Tois pidots kai wolitais, émeids) pioer mokirikdy & dvfpwros.
§ 4. of wpdror] ols dokel p) deiv hihaw rois paxaplois (Paraph.).

Tay TowodTwy pév ol oiddr Sefoerar § poxdpros] Cf. Menander
(apud Plut. de Aud. Poct. 13)—

padpios Soris odolay kal oty Eye,
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7} émi pikpdy| wdy lows mord Buk véoow § Towdré Benjoerar, émt puxpdy 1180 b.26.

denoeras (Mich. Eph.).

émewodkrou] CF. E. V. i, 8. 12 obdés 8 wpoadeirar Tijs Hdorfs & Bios
avréy domep mepudnTou Twos, AN Eyer Ty ndamjy év éavra.,

 § 5. & dpxdi] Z. V. 1. 7. 15, where eddaypovia is defined as Yuyis b. 2.

evépyeia KT,

M & évépyera Sihov Brc yiverm k7.\] The Paraph. has—s# &ép- b. 29.

yea avepdy dri piyverar, kal v 70 ylyeala v elva Eyet, kat ob yéyove
xat dmdpyee §8n kabdmep 7o kripas curicrarar pdv odv 7 eddmpovia év Té
iy kal wpdrrew,  Mich. Eph. has—el 8¢ évépyea, Snhor ms oik EoTw
Ghov v kal Spearyrds, bs oixia 7 ipdriov 4 éyd §j ob, A\ yiverar Homep
7 kbmows® obd¢ yhp 1§ kbmois ot duod flpraca, d\ha 76 pév airis
yéyove 0 8¢ Eore, T B¢ pédke yevécla oin Zorw ofy 7 elBaiporia Aoy
T4, évepyeta odoa, AN’ ofow 7 kivpous kat Spacts.,

Happiness is a function performed, not a thing possessed. This
function, as performed by the good man, is pleasant on two
grounds—as good, and as ‘A own’—and invites contemplation.
But the good man stands, as it were, too near himself to see
properly ‘his own’ as realised in himself. He sees *his own’
better at the distance of his ‘second self’ Swovdala kot §deia xaf
abriv b. 32 I understand to mean ‘good and comsequently pleasant
in itself,’ the good being one source of true pleasure (¢ viil. 3. 7
76 e dnhds dyafdv kal 70 drhés éorly), while in the next line b. 33
70 oikelov is stated to be the other source. *Actions which are
omovdaiar and oikeiat, to be experienced as pleasant, must be con-
templated (fewpeiv), 7. ¢. must be clearly realised in consciousness
(¢/. for the use of fewpeiv, in the sense of ¢ being fully conscious,
£ V. vii. 3. 5 dwioer 76 Eyovra piv py Bewpoivra §é krA). This
consciousness of one’s own actions— rév olkeloy mpifewr fewpla—
becomes explicit in the contemplation of the actions of a good
friend. The actions of such a friend are good, and, although not
oixeiar in the narrow personal sense in which actions often stand
too near the observer to be objects of clear vision, they are in the
sense of being duowa, and realising the one law of rectitude com-
mon to 2ll good men : ofs viil. 3. 6 xai yap amhds of dyafoi fiets kat
d\Mhowst ékdoTe yap xab Fdoviy elow af olkeiat mwpagels kai ai TowaiTal,
Tév ayabov 8¢ of abral §) Spoat.

In God ‘subject and object’ are one. He realises and sees

VOL. IL. cc
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b. 36,

1170 a. 1.

a, 6,

386 BOOK IX: CHAP. 9: § 5.

Himself in Himself. But man realises and sces himself in and
through others—Z. E. H. 12. 1243 b. 18 suiv pév vd b xaf &repoy,
ékelvey 8¢ (sc. Bed) abrds 7o € doriv. For man,as immersed in @A,
¢ subject and object” are two. Hence, to fulfil the injunction yé6:
oeavrdy, he must place himself at a certain distance from himself, as
it were. e must by an effort make himself an odjecs to himself.
This he does by universalising his own conduct, by regarding it
not as the conduct of himself only, but also of others. Thus the
idea or ideal of ¢conduct’ is abstracted from the #\y of the indi-
vidual's sensibility, and made an object of contemplation. It is no
longer A7 conduct, but the conduct of a// geod men. Tpaas per-
formed by the individual with the consciousness that they are such
as all good men perform are pleasant par exeelience; true pleasure
either being (book vii), or attending (book x), the consciousness
(fewpia) of good actions, and this consciousness being vastly
heightened in each individual, when he sees other rational agents
obeying the same Law of Rectitude with himself: as Spinoza
says Lth. iv. 37 ‘Bonum, quod homo sibi appetit et amat, con-
stantius amabit, si viderit, alios idem amare. Atque adeo cona-
bitur, ut reliqui idem ament. Et quia hoc bonum (7 e. bonum
quod unusquisque qui sectatur virtutem sibi appetit) omnibus
commune est, eoque omnes gaudere possunt; conabitur ergo ut
omnes eodem gaudeant, et eo magis quo hoc bono magis fruetur.’

ai 1@y omoudafwr 8¢] I prefer &, beginning the apodosis here.
Zell and Michelet, however (and apparently also Susemihl and
Bywater who read 8¢ with CCC, Cambr,, Ald.) make it begin with
6 paxdpros 87 1170 a. 2. It seems to me necessary fo state as a
conclusion from (1) Tot dyafod f évépyeta orovdaia kai (deia, (2) 76 olkeiow
rér §o¢wy, and (3) Gewpely 8¢ paAhoy Tovs wedas Suvdpeba ij éavrods kal Tas
éxelvaw mpaLes 7 Tas oikelas, that “a good friend’s actions are pleasant
to the good man’: then, from the premisses eimep k.m.\. a. 2, follows
the different conclusion that ‘the paxdpws will need good friends.’

dudw) e 1o émarés (Or T omovdaior) and 70 elkeiov. Cf. below

einep Bewpelv mpoapeiral mpdfes émeixeis kal oikelas. Zell and Fritzsche'
are evidently wrong in making éude nominative, z&. ¢ owoudatos

kal 6 ¢ikos adrot omovdaing dv,

ouvexds| CF. X. 4. § wds olw obdeis ourexds fjderat; 1) kdpver ; wdvra
yap 7@ dvfpameia divvarel guvexds evepyeiv, Cf. Met. A. 7. 1072 b.
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14 Biaywyy O¢ éotw ofa % dpl wpby xpdroy fpty, olrw yap der éxeivd 1170 2. 6.
ST T OpLITH pKpOr XD e yap

€orw. Aty pév yap ddivatov . . . Qapéy 8¢ Tév Bedv elvan {Goy dibiov
a o . v \ 5 ’Ja . E - . - x
dpioror Gore (wn kal alby ovvexss kai didios Smdpyet T§ Bed Toiro yip
& Heds,

el érépur Be kal mpds &Nhous pGor] The form of God is realised
in one Eternal Being: the form of man in a multitude of con-
temporary and successive examples. Each individual man realises
himself only by looking away from his own mere particularity, and
assimilating into his consciousness the form of man’s reason as
other examples—his friends and fellow-citizens—by their cumu-
lative influence impress it more purely upon him. The great
embodiment of human reason, the social order into which he has
been bomn, exists independently of himself. It is there already as
an object for him to contemplate and identify himself with. It has
not to be held up, as it were, in actual existence by his own un-
aided reason, as the abstractions of Philosophy have to be main-
tained (and cannot long be maintained at a stretch) by the thinker
himself: see Z. E. H. 12. 1243 b. 16 0d yip ofrws 6 feis & e,
diha Bélrior §) Gore ANAS Tt voely alrds map' abrdy.  atriow 8 &re iy ey
70 b kall’ Erepov, ékelve 8¢ alrds alrob 6 b éorl. To contemplate, and
in contemplating to identify himself with, the social life is a thing
which 2 man can do almost continuously, because his odota or Plos
is to be a person who sees himself in others and lives in others.
But to identify himself with voyrd which involve no social reference.
is a godlike act, which he can only at rare intervals, and for a short
time, perform. Cf. Alex. in Met. p. 671 (ed. Bonitz)—é fuérepos vods,
Ovpdper by T voyTd, Srav ék Tis dxpas émaTiuns Kal Ths dyav eb{wias
€vepyela yévyrar Ta voyrd, Tére (Bper T dpirTiy kal pakaplordrgy kal
wdarys Hlovis emékewa (wiy, fris Myo pév dorw dvepuiveuTos, Ywbokerat
8¢ 7ols 16 paxdpioy Tourt wabotor wdbos. . . . p. 687 oik Zorar érimovor
atr (i.e. ¢ mphre v) T cuvexds Tie vofioews € vols éori kal vinots.
d\\i mos 76 fperépw vh olowpive & T vods elva émimovdy lore TS
ourexés TS vongews; 7 obk forw & fuérepos vois evepyela vois kai évep-
yelg ¢ éxeivos, A& Suvdpe ; As Alex. quaintly says, it is not diffi-
cult for a man to be always a man, n é& 14 evar &vbpomos oioiorar :
but it is difficult for him always to walk, & =5 pj é 76 Badilew
ovodabar (p. 687). So it is difficult for man to think continuously,
as God does, because man’s wénete stands to his vois as his walking
does to his physical power—it is something which tends to sink

cicz
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1170 a. 6. back into the potentiality (Siwaus) from which it springs ; whereas

a. 7.

God’s winous is an évépyea duev Suvdpews. C/. Themistius, vol. il
p. 211 (ed. Spengel)— e\drroms abrg (f.e. 6 dvbporive vé) mpos
Tou Oelov vodv oby ot pndémore Slvarar voeiy Ta diha €y, diX dre pj
ouveyds kai del. But in his own lower sphere—that of conduct,
man is able évepyeiv ouvexds more easily and successfully. The
weakness of the individual is aided by the strength of the race;
the law of rectitude is embodied in the good men of the race, and
in the institutions which have held their ground, and does not
depend much for its actuality on the efforts of any single indi-
vidual. The efforts of the individual are rendered easier and more
continuous by the stimulation which they receive from an object
which they have not themselves, with pain and weariness, to hold
up in actuality.

§ 6. ouveyeorépa, f3ele odoa kof’ admiv] These words are to be
taken in connexion with olorral te 8¢ty §d€ws (v Tév eddalpova 2. 4.
The povérys cannot well be eddaipwr on account of the difficulty
(as explained in the foregoing note) of an approach in his case to
5 cuvexds évepyeiv.  But, sustained by society, the individual can
make an approach to it. The words pevdry . . . pgor 2. 5, 6 have
thus nothing directly to do with the statement ofovrai e deiv H3€ws
G Tov ebaipova, being rather an assertion of the general truth that
elSatpovia S 2 ouveyis évépyea requires (in man’s case) friends and
society. But having thus almost parenthetically hit upon rd ovveyés
as distinctive of el8awporia, Aristotle then proceeds in regular course
to point out that the requirement otovral Te deiw ﬁSE’ms (v Tow evdai-
pova is justified by the law that ¢ his function, because pleasant in
itself, will be more continuous ’—evraifer yap mip évépyaav i oikela
#0ov (x. 5. 2): and we are to understand that the pleasure of
friendship contributes—a good friend making the good man take
increased pleasure in his own mpdfas. I understand the rais xor'

dperiy mpdfeat 2. g to be not only those of the good man himself, .

but also those of his friend; and, although the passage (like other
passages in this chapter) is somewhat confused (whether by the
fault of Aristotle or his editors it is impossible to say), I do not
think it necessary, with Ramsauer, to bracket the words a. 8 & yap
omovdaios § omovdaios . . . a. IT Aumeirar. They seem to be fairly
enough suggested by #3¢ia ofoa kaf airip—* The function of the
ebdaipoy is fruly pleasant—he rejoices or takes pleasure in verfuous
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actions, his own and his friends’” Susemihl places 1169 b. 331170 8. 7.

&ore 8¢ kal . . . 1150 2. 8 pakdpioy elvae after T170 a. 11 Avmeirar

§ 7. doxnois is THs dperfis] This consideration seems to owe a. 11.
‘at least the form in which it is presented to the words rais kar’

épety mpdfeor in the passage a. 8 6 ydp . . . a. 1T Avrmeiray, bracketed
by Ramsauer.

Qe'mlv:s] 7. ¢. as quoted at the end of this book—éofhdr pév yip a. 12.

dn’ EoO\G (Dibdfear, fip 8¢ kaxoloy | Svpployns, dmoleis kal vov ddvra véov) ;
¢f. Menander’s pfeipovoer ijéy xpnat Suikiat kaxai.

$uowkdrepor]| It is difficult to see in what respect the enquiry a. 13.

contained in this section and the subsequent sections of the chapter
is more ‘concrete’ (see note on vil. 3. 9, a: 24) than that in §§ 5
and 6. DBoth are concerned with the manipulation of abstract
formulae ; unless it be said that the second enquiry, by its use of
the psychological terms alofnois and vénous, is rendered more concrete.
It must be admitted, however, that these terms are used in a very
abstract way.

75 8¢ LAy . . . Suvdper olobfioeus] Cf. de An. ii. 2, 413 b. 2 70 8 2. 16.

{oov Bea Tip alobnow mpdres: ¢f. B N 1. 4. 12 and 13.

aloffoews %) vofoews] Zell reads «ai which gives the sense which a. 17.

# must bear if retained; and there seems to be no ground for
rejecting 7 oft de An. il 3. 414 b. 14 »iv & énl rovoiron Brwplobe
ot vor (ov Tols Exovaw apiy kal dpefis Tmdpyer mepi O urracias
Abyhov Dorepoy 8 émiokenréor. évios 8¢ mpds rodros Umdpyer kal 7O
Kard TémoY rimriedy érépors 8¢ kal T& Stawonrikdy kal vods, oloy dvfphmos

kai €l Te TotoiTdr éoriv Erepov, 1) Kal TLLGTEROY.

¥ 82 Slvapus eis T dvépyeoy dvdyerar] a faculty results in a
function.” Fritzsche and Grant compare Mef. ©. 9. 1051 4. 29 7a
Buvdper Svra els dvépyerar dvaydpeva elpiokerar.

75 8¢ xdprov &v T dvepyein] © The reality is in the function; life, a. 18.

then, in the real sense (xuvpiws), is perceiving or thinking.” C7. AMel.
©. 5. 1048 a. 1o, where it is said that the 8dvapis must be realised
by a determining cause external to itself—dviykn dpa érepoy elvar 7o
xipeov, and Met. ©. 8, in which it is laid down that évépyea is prior to
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1170 a. 18. durams both Myg and rj odoia. The priority odola is set forth thus

‘8. 19.

a. 20.

a, 22,

a. 24,

g o T SO : .

1050 &. 7 arav en dpyny Babdife 0 yiwdpevov kat télos.  dpyd yip 6 0b

P e ‘o .

evera’ 7ol Tedovs O¢ Evera 7 yéveors, Téhos 8¢ 7 evépyera, xal Tovrov xdpw

L3 * : r 3 ) - »

5 Btraps NapSBdverar, ob yip va S Eyoow épdae ta (da, AAX Smws
- i x

dpéaw Sy Eyovaw,

™ 8¢ Liv ... § 8, a. 25 davepdrepov] This is a very confused
passage, which Ramsauer proposes to mend by omitting the half
of it—viz. from &ibmep a. 22 to Gavepbrepor a. z5: indeed he
practically recommends the omission of the whole of it, for he
suspects the clause dpiwopévor ydp a. 20 ... ¢ovews a. 21, leaving
only 6 8¢ (i 76y kal aind dyabér (xal §8éwr), 7o 8¢ =j Eils{rd’ﬂ dvabéy
xai ¢ émewet. Of course the argument which proceeds from the
beginning of § ¢ would- not suffer if the whole passage, 74 8¢ (e
a. 19 . ..a. 25 Qavepwrepor, Were omilted, for the parenthesis Zowke
8¢ xai 2. 26 . . . a. 29 {wf contains all of material importance that
would be thus lost ; and indeed, by making 74 mdvras Spéyeafas atrod
kal palirra Tobs émeicels kal paxaplovs a oqpmetov of 7o eivar adrs 1o ﬁ;
dyabiv kat 787, puts the matter much more clearly than it is put in
§ 7, where the corresponding 75 8 i ¢ioes dyador xal 16 Emicier
Submep €owke wiow nbY elvaw appears as a deduciion from o ée‘ Gijp T
xaf alrd dyabdv kai A8éov. Notwithstanding all this, I cannot bring
myself to think that the passage, with its references to o dpurpéuon
and to My, ought to be omitted. These references are not of
material importance to the argument, but are just such as may
naturally be made in passing without interrupting it.

l:lpl.cr}{.e'vo'v] Cf. . N.ii. 6. 14. Life is unthinkable except as
the realisation of definize forms and functions.

§ 8. ob Bet 3¢ .., Ndmais] When we say that life is naturally
good, .beca.use “definite,” and naturally pleasant, we must remember
that vice and pain make it ‘indefinite’ and bad, and that they
connect it with bad pleasures—for e/ men, not only good men,

find life pleasant—with the pleasures of excessive indulgence and
of relief from pain.

év Tols élxop.évor.s 8¢ mept Tijs Amys Zorar $avepdrepor] Grant
g:.ys—-‘ This must be after all (see vol. i. p. 49), undoubtedly an
interpolation. The editor probably had in his mind a confused
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reference to x. 3. 2’ Ramsauer urges that there is nothing in 1170 a. 24.

x about pain being ddporos. It may be replied that there are
frequent references to pain in x; and that indeed the promise
made here does not pledge Aristotle to speak more fully of
pain being ddpwros : moreover the epithet ddpwrros used here
applies to the poyfipd «al Siepbappéry fon as well as to that é»
Aorass.  Vice with its pleasures destroys the dpxj or Adyos of
man’s nature, and makes it chaotic—dépioros: similarly, pain

distorts it ; although here we do not attach blame; ¢/ Z. V. iii.

12. 2 kal § pév Nmr éElornor kal pleipes Ty Tob Exovros piow.

§ 9,10.] The apodosis of the sentence el ¥ adré k... begins a. 25.

with ofre b. 8. See the notes of Fritzsche, Michelet, and Grant ;
¢f. also § 10 b. 14 € 8) 7§ paxapip . . . b. 17 élp—a sentence which
epitomises the sense, and reproduces in skeleton the grammatical
construction of the more diffuse reasoning which precedes. The
apodosis of this sentence begins with «év 6 ¢ikos b. 16.

§9. 6 B’. Spay Ome opdl wiofdverar] Cf de An. iii. 2. 425 b. 12 a. 20.

el 8 alobovdpeba &ro épdper kal dralopey, dvdyxy §j T o\ret alofdveatar
Sre opa, 7 érépa. @AN' q alm) forat Ths Gfrews kat 7ol Umoketpevon
Xpéparos. Hore i) dbo Tob abrel Eoovrar # abry abris. €re 8 el kat
érépa ely ) Tis Sews alobyois, § els dmepoy elow ) almy) Tis €oTar abThs,
bor émi tijs mpdrns Tovro momréov. See also de Somno 2. 455 a. 15
Zor 8¢ mis wal kow) dlvaus drohovbolva mdoats, § kal 8 6pd kai drover
aicfdverar ob yap & Th ye e dp@ Omi Opd: see Edwin Wallace's
Aristotlds Psychology, note on de An. iil. 2. 425 b. 12, and
Introduction § ix, common or central sense’— especially his
excellent remarks on pp. Ixxxi-ii, where he reconciles the passage
in de Somno 2. 445 2. 15 with de An. iii. 2. 425 b, 12: ‘unless/
he says, ‘we are prepared to credit Aristotle with a wonderful
amount of inconsistency we must regard the one passage as
illustrative of the other. So taking them we cannot but allow that
if Aristotle asserts in the one passage ‘it is not by sight mind
sees that it sees,” and in the other passa  writes * sight perceives
that it perceives,” he is using sight in the former passage as the
mere particular organ, whereas in the other it is identified with
that original faculty of sense which serves as basis to the whole
system of the senses. The consciousness of sense-perception is
then, we may conclude, an attribute of that same central sense
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1170 .29, which enabled us to compare and distinguish the different reports

transmitted by our isolated senses. The two functions are in
fact but different aspects of one and the same process; for the
comparison of the reports of sense involves as its presupposition
the conscious recognition of them as our own, the faculty, in other
words, of holding them before the mind.’ , :

In seeing, hearing, walking, etc., a man is conscious of himself—
of ’his own existence: ‘he perceives that ke sees, hears, ete)
This perception of self, however, would hardly be possible to
man if his only objects of experience were Kis own sensations.
In_ t]i]at case the sensation and the perception of the sensation
as /s sensation would coalesce, as they practically do, we may
suppose, in the experience of the lower animals, or of most of the
lower animals. Even his experience of his own actions would
be accompanied by only a dim consciousness of a self distinguished
from them. But man is not confined to his own actions. IHe has
a ‘sympathetic . consciousness’ of the actions of his friend—of
actions which are siill in a sense ‘his own’ (for his friend is a
érepos abrés), and yet are not in such a way ¢ his own’ as to make
it difficult for him to distinguish ¢himself’ from them. The
distinction between ‘himself” and ¢ his friend’ (for his friend is a
E‘re‘pog avzds) helps him to the distinction between himself’ and
“his own sensations and actions” In other words—it is in the
consciousness of the existence of another that a man becomes truly
conscious of himself. 78 alc@dvesbar adrop dyaflob 3vros b. g cannot
be realised apart from ré cuvato8dverfar xai ros $idov 67 Eorv b. 1o0.
Man is distinguished from the brates by the mental distance, as it
were, at which he places his sensations and actions. He stands
behin_d them and observes them: but this he does because he is
a social being; because he can recognise, and takes pleasure in
the recognition of, acts, thoughts, and feelings, not “his own’ but
¢ like his own.”

There can be no doubt that the term ovrawrddverfa, as employed
in §§ 9 and 10, is intended to be accurately distinguished from
aigbivesac’. The term alodverfac marks a man’s consciousiess
of his own life; owawBdvesfar his consciousness of his friend's

s T;he two terms are carefully distinguishedin Z. £. H. 12, 1 244 b. 23 SfAor &2
Aafotior 7( 1:6 G 70 kar’ tvépyeav, kal s Téhos. pavepdy ofw d7i 76 aivBivesar
&al T8 yapilar, Gate ral 78 ovliy 76 cwaicbéveadar kab 7o avyyvepiley ioriv.
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life — his ‘sympathetic consciousness’ of his friend’s existence, 1170 a.29.

as Grant well puts it, Where the term cuwaiofdvecfau occurs in
§ 10, b. 10, this is clearly its meaning : but ewawfavépever at the
end of § g, b. 4, in its present context secems to describe merely the
consciousness which the individual has of his own life, and to be
equivalent to the simple alofavdpero : hence Ramsauer is of opinion
that it is employed after the analogy of éavré cwedévar, and stands
for éavrats cvvargfavdperor Toi kaf’ abrd dyafoi—7. ¢, ¢ being conscious
of . ... Consistently with this view he remarks that curatcfiverfa
in the next § is used in a different sense. But is it likely that
ovvatgfavdpevor b. 4 has a different sense from ovvaiofavesflar b. 107
Perhaps something has dropped out before ouwawfavduevor b. 4
which served to make the transition from the individual’s simple
alofavec8a of himself to his ewamcbdvecfa of his alier ego. The
words aiperdw 8¢ b. 3 ... b, 4 xat #¢ (which Ramsauer brackets)
certainly do mnot serve to make the necessary transition, but may
perhaps be a fragment of the lost passage, rois dyaflosls being the
good frzends required as the subjects of swaiwfavdperac. 1 am
more inclined, however, to think that cvvairfavdpevor yap 7ot kad’ aird
dyafod is an interpolation ; for the words &s 8¢ @pds b. 5...b. 7
¢idas éoriv seem to be written as if nothing had been said before
to justily the transition from aiefdvecfa to cvvairbdvesfar, a circum-
stance which makes it difficult to suppose that the dyafol, regarded
not ag separate individuals, but as ov{vres, are the subjects of
aquvaiofavdpevor b, 4.

Bywater (Cﬂ?ﬂﬂfv‘. p- 65) explains his reading a. 31 dore dv atvfava-
ped, ot aloBavdpeba, kiy voayper, 6revooiper (Bekker has dore alofavoiped
d&w 8rv aloBavipeba, kai vooipev o1 vooiper) by saying ¢ it would be strange
indeed if, with aiocfdvecfus &ri voobper in the immediate context,
he lapsed into different language in L. 32 and said, what the
valgate makes him say, voely ér¢ voodpen.”

§ 10. év 78 oulfv kol kotvavety Aywr kal Sw.voiu,g] Cf. Pol. iii. 5. b. 11.

1280 b. 20 avepir rolvuy, 8¢ ) molus olk €Tt kowawia Témwov Kai TOU
e - - T, N - . ¢ ¥ » - iy -
P adieiv opas atrovs kai THs peraddoens ydpty, dANG Tabra pév dvaykaioy
Dwdpxetr, elrep Eorar milus, ol iy 0dd’ dmapydvrer rolTey dmdrrev #dp

Cf. 1245 b. 21 &deyoplvoy yip moddois ouliy dua kal ovrawbaveodar ds whei-
aTots alperdoraTor éwel 8¢ yahemdiraror, tv EAdTTOOW dvayin Tiv Evépyaar Tis
owaisloews elvai,
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1170 b. 11, wohes, aAX’ §§ 7ob €F (fr kowovla kal rais olklais kal roie yévere (ons

Tehelas ydpw xal adrdprovs. oik Eorar pévror Toiro py OV alréy ka
éva katowovyTwy Témor kal Xpopdvor Emcyaplars' Bib wpdeial éyérovro
kata Tas molews kal Pparpiar kel Buoiae xai Swyeyal rod ouly TS B
TototTor Gedias Epyor 1) yip Tov culiy mpealpeais Guhia. Téhos pév odw
médews 76 & (f¥, Tabra 8¢ Tob TéNovs xdpw' mwékes 8¢ § YeroY Kai Kopdy
kowavia (wijs Tekeias kal adrdprovs xdpw. Tobro 8 loriy, bs papds, TS
{iir ebdaypdves kai kakds. Tow xa\dv Hpa mpdfewr xdpw feréov elva T
moliry kowwriay, dAX o 0D gulfy.

CHAPTER X.
ARGUMENT.

Should a man lry to have an indefinitely great number of frignds, or must
ke draw the line somewhere in the nunber of his friends, as in the number of
Ais guests ! As yegards usgful frionds, ke must certainiy draw the Fne af the
number whick he finds usefiel : to have more is to buvden himself with the duty
of recompensing supernumerarics, and hinders the life of noble action. As to
Jriends for pleasure—a fow will be enough, like a little Stweetening i food.
But what shall we say about the number of friends chosen because they are good
men?  Here again there ave bmits, The circle of true Jriendship, like the
cety, mast mol be Yoo large or too small. Its exient cannot be accurately Jfexed,
any more than the sise of a cily ; it varies according to civcumsiances, within
definite limats.  This is the sense in which its extent is definrite.  Perhaps we
may say that it ought fo include as many as it is possidle to Hve on intimats
terms with ; but, plainly. @ man cannot loe on infimate terms with, and
distribute himself among, many: further, ond's friends must be Jriends
alse to one another, if all are to mest together constantly in one's company ;
and i is a difficult matter to get meny peaple to be thus all friends of one
another. Again, % #5 hard fo make the joys and sorrows of many people ong’s
own, for one would often have fo sympathise with the pleasire of ¢his friend and
the distress of that friend at the sume time. So perhaps it is best nof fo try fo
Aave & great many friewds, but to limit oncself to the number sufficient to make
up @ civcle of intimate friends, for it is impossible to be on terms of intimate
Jriendship with many, as it is impossible to be in love with many. Wherever
Jriendship is strong it s for few: take for example the friemdship of comrades
—it does not extend to many ; and the famous cases of it are between fwo,
Those who have many friends, and lreat cverybody they meet as * My dear
Jriend,’ are recognised to be nobody’s frieunds.  Their friendship, if it is Jriend-
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ship al all—some people call ¢ famning complaisance—is friendship in the
sestse inn whick we speak of aman's ¢ friendship’ for his fellow-citizens. A man
may indeed have many citizen * friends, without betng chargeable with over-
complaisance—nay, a fruly good man may have many * friends’ of this sort;
but it is mpossible to have many friends of the sort who are chosen for thedr good-
7ess, that is, for themselves. W must be satisfied if we hawve been able fo find
even a very few friends of this sort.

§ 1. pij7e mohdewos k.r\.] Hesiod. &y. «. fu. 660.

§ 2] “ This section may be said to retract upon further con- b. 23.

sideration what was admitted Z7zk. viii. 6. 53—t 6 xpiopov 3¢ kal
70 760 moMhets dpéokeww vdéxerar mohhot Yap of Tawiroy, kai év dliye
xpove ai irnpeoiar’ (Grant).

6 Bios] may be *their means,” which seems to be the view of b. 25.

Mich. Eph., who has Blos y&p xai meptovaia évds oy ikav obre moMhois
Umypereir: but the more ordinary sense of the word is, I think,
preferable.

§ 8. domep méhews] CF. Pol. H. 4. 1326 a. g sqq. ofovrar pév oy b. 30.

oi mheloTor Tpoaikew peydhny elvar Thy ebalpova méhiy el 8¢ roir’ dhnbés,
dyvoobor moia peydly kai mota puxpd wolis' kar' dpifuot yidp wAjbos Téy
vorotytay kplvovot Thy peyddgy, 8ei 8¢ piM\or py els T mhibos, eis
8¢ dvaptr dmofNérew. fori yép Tt Kkal wohews Epyor’ doTe THy Suvapdmy
TevTo pdhwr’  dnoreheiy, ralmp olyréor evar peylotqy . . . éE fs BE
Bavavoor pév éfépyovrar moMhel tov dpbudy, émhiras 8¢ SMiyer, Tabryy
ddivaroy elvac peydhny' ob yip Tadrdv peydhn re mihis kal wolvirbpwmos®
dXha piy kai TobTd ye ék Tdv Epywv Gavepdy fri xahemdy, tows &
ddvvaroy edvopeiofar Ty Mav wolvdwlpamoy . . . dpolws 8¢ kal mwélis §
pév € ONlywy Mav obx alrdpigs' 1) B¢ éx molAdw dyav év pév Tuis dvay-
katows abrdpkns, Gomep &€vos, AN ov wikis' molweiar yip ol pdSwoy
vadpxew . . . b mpdTy pév elvar wélw dvaykaiov THY ék TowotTou
mAnfovs & mpéroy whjfos alirapkes mpds TO €8 (Hy éori kara T
woherukny kowwviay . . . 8jjhov Tolrur bs olTés éoTi mokews Spos dpioros, 1
peyiory 1ot whjfovs ImepBody mpos alrdpxeiary (wijs ebatvemres. The
State is an organism, and like all other organisms must observe
definite limits., As realising 76 «ahdy, however, it must be on as
great a scale as is consistent with order—see Poet. 7. 1450 b. 36
70 yap kahov €v peyéle kat Tafer éori: Pol H. 4. 1326 a. 29 6 yap .
vduos tdfis Tis éoTt, kal THv elvoulay dvaykalov edraflav cvar & 8¢
Xay imepBdMhay dpibuds o Slvarar peréxew tdfews' Oelas yap 8 Totto
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b. 32,
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6 . .v - \ fa .F 3 e 1 3
. Ouvauems epyoy, Tis K@i TOUE OUVEXEL TO war €mel TO Ye Kalov €v

mhjber kal peyéfe elwle yiverbar S kal mohis, fs perd peyébovs 6
hexbeis dpos dmdpyer ralTqy elvar kadMorqy dvaykaior. GAN Zore Te kak
moheor peyébovs pérpov, Somep kai Tov dNhov mdirar, (Wov, durer,
Gpydvav. kal yap roirev Eagrov ofite Aiaw wxpdy ofire kard péyefos
YrepBakloy e Tiv atrot Sivapw k7. Similarly, the friendly circle
is of the nature of an organism, and cannot include an indefinite
number of persons.

olite yap & 3éxe dvlpdmuv k1] Plato, in a passage in which
he is concerned with the logical analysis of the present conditions
of society, rather ‘than with the natural history of the origin and
growth of soclety, says, ¢fy & v 7 ye dvayratordr méhes é rerrdpar i
méyre ardpér Kep. 369 D,

obr &k déka pupddor] Cf. Pol iii. 1. 1276 a. 28 BaBulaw. ..
jTis €xer meprypadny piAldor vovs 4 mokews karh. ¢ This extremely
limited idea of the size of a state, says Grant, ‘is based on the
Greek notion that each citizen must personally take part in
the administration of affairs. On this hypothesis, a state consisting
of a hundred thousand citizens might easily appear unwieldy.’

According to the allegation of the 400 in Thuc. viii. 52, the
actual attendance at the Athenian Assembly always fell short of
5000. Grote (Hist. of Greece, Part 2, ch. 2, vol. v. p. 302 note:
ed. 1862) remarks on this—° That #o Assembly had ever been
attended by so many as 5000 (oi8erdmore) 1 certainly am far from
believing. It is not improbable, however, that gooo was an
unusually large number of citizens to attend” Xenophon (Men:.
liil. 6. 14) tells us that the city of Athens consisted of more than
10,000 houses—i pév woMus €k mhedvor # pupley olxiay cuvéornke
Boeck (Staatshaush. d. Aik. 1. p. 43, quoted by Kiihner on Xen.
Mem. 1ii. 6. 14) estimates the population of Athens (including the
Piracus) at 180,000—citizens, women, children, and slaves.

5 8¢ moodv] 7. c. the size of the city.
éddker] viil. 5. 3 0ddér yip obrws Lort pihey bs 6 culiv,

§ 4. 8n] Fritzsche reads &ére with Kb; but 8- is to be ex-
plained as a dittograph of the preceding -a.

ol oldy Te moMhois oulfiv kai Suavépew Eavrdv] CF 1L 7. 886, 7
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5 & afirapces Méyoper otk adrd pdve, vé (Gvre Biov .;fovémrv, e
yovelioe xal Tékvols Kal yvvawki kal Ghas Tois dikots kal 'rro)\.t‘fm.s‘, e:'rf-'ﬁr}'
irer mokirikdy & Hvbpomos, Tovron 8é Ayrréos Spos -rr.s: erfxreevovt;
vip éxt Tods yovels kal Tols dmoydvous kai TV pihwr ToUs (ilovs eis

2 S ,
dmepor mpoetow. @AM Tolto péy eloailis emokenTor.

§ 5. odd yip évdéxecbor ... a. 13 hlyous] ‘lFor it would a. 10.
appear that it is not even possible to be a great friend ?f many
persons ; and this for the same reason that .(&efm'ep— e.andﬂ_n
ob causam ob quam,’ Ramsauer) it is impossible to be‘m love
with several persons; for, as love, which may be described as
an excessive friendship, is for oze person, so (87 2. 13) g
friendship (6 o@édpe ¢ilov evar) is entertained toxifar‘ds @ e,

As the imepBoh) @ehlas limits itsell to one, rd opddpa limits itself to
a few.

§ 6. ai & dpvodpevar] Mich. Eph. has—ij o0 "AyiAMéws «ai Tarps- 8. 15.

ihov, 7 Toi Ivkddou kal 'Opéarov, 7 Tod Onoéms kal l'Is:,.m‘ﬁan.:P Of.
Plutarch de amzcorum multifudine 2 v wpooayopetew éraipoy, bs eTEPOY,
oidéy oy ENho mAy pérpe Gikias TH Suddi xpopevor.

My mohurikds]| ¢ except in the sense in which fellochitize?s a a. 17.
“friends.”’ Mich. Eph. cautions us against referring obs xai
xahobow dpéokovs 1o mohtmikds, the words w\jr molriés bellg a
parenthesis, the subject of which is taken up in the next sentence—
mohiriks pév ody krd. a. 17, On molirws guhia see IX. 6. §§ 2
and 3. On the dpeoxos see iv. 6. 9.

S0 dperiyy 8¢ kal 8¢ abrols| abrots is Bywater's reading for t.he 8. 19.
abrots of the codd. I think that 3’ adrois is right here, while
8¢ abrovs is right in vill. 4. 2, a. 18: see note on that passage.

rowoérous| worthy of being loved &' abrobs.

a\\& kel 1171 a. 3.
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CHAPTER XI.

ArGUMENT.

W2 come wow to the guestion, Whether Sriends are more peeded in Prosperity

or in adversily ; for they ave sought in both—in adversity, to render assistance,
and in prosperity, as associates and vecidicnts of beneeficence.  Well, our answer
i thal in adversity it is more necessary {0 Ahave friends—accordingly in
adversity mien look owt for useful friends ; but better #o pave Jriends i pros-
Perily—hence men are anxious to have good Jriends in prosperity, for these are
more worthy associafes, and recipients of beneficence: not but that the ery
Presence of one's friends i sweet in adversity, as well as in Prospesity; for those
who are in sorrow are lghtened by theiy Jriends grieving with them—mwhether
they are lightened because thetr Jriends take @ shave of the burden, as it WeTes
or whether it is because the sorrow is made loss by the sweetness af friends'
Presence and by the thought of sympathetic Lricf, need not be discussed heve: the
Jact, af any rate, 5 that the presence of friends Lchtens sorvew. And et the
savectness of their presence is @ mixed sweetness. The Bery Sight of one's friend,
especially when one is in distress, is fudeed sweet, and kelps one 1o restrain
sorvow ; for the sight and word of a friend &ive one courage, if the friend have
tact : ke knows one's disposition so welly and the things which give ene pleasire
or pain. Qun the other hand, to ses another in pain for one's misfortumnes i
painful.  Everybody auoids being the cause of pain to his friemds. Henee
stout-hearted natures shrink from making their friends share pain with thewn,
anless some great velief be theveby gained : indeed such Hatures cansnol endure
companions in lameniation, because they are not fhemselves given fo lamenta-
gion.  Lomentation they leave to weak women, and men as weak, who delight
wn £ and love as friends those who join with them in Hheir distress. [t 25 these
stout-heayted natures that we cught fo copy; forwe eught to capy, in il things,
the better example.

I prosperity, however, the presence of frtends grves sweetness to the employ-
MmNt of ledsatre, and it i sweet to think that tiey are mear Io take pleasure in
one's well-being : wherefore it wounld seem right {0 be forward in calling in
one's friends to share one’s Erosperity, but backward in calling them in to take
Z2art inone's adversity—* One for sorrom is enough’: but if they are to de called
it in adoersity, let it be when, with a little froubie, they are likely to do great
good. On the other hand, a friend ought to come uncalled, where adversity may
be aided ; but, wnless to help in carrying out some noble work, ought to be slow
i coming where there is prosperizy, and good things ave to be enjoyed : but here
again ke maust be carefuel uot fo secm churlish in rejecting advances.

Oer conclusion then is, that the presence of friends s always desirable.
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§ 1. dvaykadrepor pév ... kdA\hwov 8¢] In adversity a man 1171 a. 24.

struggles with matter which opposes its?lf to the f_orm of .hlz evdai-
povia: in prosperity he realises the beauiifu.l form without hindrance.
In the former case friends are means—instruments by means of
which he grapples with his difficulties; i1_1 the latter case they are
ends—persons in whom the object of his contemplation, human
nature as a rational system, is adequately represented.

; - r
§ 2. %36l kal & Tois edruglmis kal & 7ais Svoruyioars] Bekker a. 28.

omits the words ral év tais efruylas. The authorities for their
omission are Kb and CCC (CCC omits them in the text, and a later
hand supplies them on the margin). They ought to be r’estorebd
to the text: see Rassow, Forsch. pp. 67, 68. For Svorvylas LD,
OV, and Ald. give druydas.

Bépous] Victorius, followed by other editors, quotes Xen. Me. s. 31.

il. 7. 1 Swxpdrys Apiorapydy more dpav orvfporas Eyovra® fo:xﬂc, ‘E'c;ﬁ;;,
Bapéws pépew T xphy 8¢ Tov Bdpovs perabiivar Tois gfgf?\m.s“- w’ms; 'ya‘p ay
i oe fpeis xovgploaper. Fritzsche quotes N. T, Gal vi. 2 d\jhwr .
7& Bdpy Bagrilere. :
# Tobto pév of, k.T\.] Perhaps one’s friend does not relieve one

of any part of the burden of one’s sorrow, but encourages one
(mapapvbyricoy yap 6 Gidos § 3) to bear the whole weight manfully.

© § 8. mapapudnricdr yap 6 dihos kal Tf Ser kal 76 Néyw] Coraes, b. 2.

Michelet, and Fritzsche quote Eurip. Jon 732—
€l T Tvyydver xakdy,
els Supar’ etvov Qotds EpBAéfrar yAukd.
Cf. Menander (apud Stob. Flor. iv. 65, ed. Meineke)—

780 ye (idov Adyns dori Tois Aumaupévots.

§ 4. kdv pdy Omeprelvy 7§ dlumia] ‘unless there be a great b. 7.

balance of relief’—otherwise expressed at the ent;:l of ‘the ’next
section, b. 1g drav péd\heaw dhiya Sxhnbévres peydN alroy aperoe.
1 cannot agree with the interpretation offered by (%rant_and Ir't?ss
of the editors—* unless he (z.e. 6 dvdpddys) be excesswel)'r :mpa.ss;:«e.
The change from the plural efAaBotvrac .b' % to the singular dmo-
péved b. 8 is awkward, but need not surprise us. Bywater suggests
that the clause b. 6 8wémep ... b, 7 adrois should be placed after
Gpymmixds b. 10.

§ 5. edepyemikdr] elepyemcdy given only by OP is accepted by b.16.



1171 b.18. Bekker. The word is a dmag elppuévor. - All other MSS. recorded:

b. 18.

400 BOOK IX: CHAP. 11: § 5, 6

give edepyerwcdr, which is rightly restored to the text by Rassow
(Forsch. p. 68).

dhig éyd Suorugdv] The Paraph. says—é rpayedds ¢now. The

words, however, do not occur in any extant play; and Ramsauer

is perhaps right in thinking that too much has been made of the
Paraphrast’s remark, and that we have here a common phrase,
which it is not necessary to ascribe to a particular poet. Mich.

Eph. refers the words to Euripides, whose @us &yw 708 Svoruyew

(Orest. z40) is quoted by the editors.

§6. kal [18] ph afidooavras] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 68, 69)
advocates dfwoarros the reading of KP (and CCC). This reading
makes the =4 (which is difficult with déiboarras, and is omitted by
MP, and bracketed by Bywater, and gives place in Ald. fo rods)

_ quite natural. Bywater’s suggestion, rd before e mowiv b. 21,

b. 26.

ought, I think, to be accepted.

Suwbelobar] sc. Ty edmdbear.

CHAPTER XII.
ARGUMENT.

As sight is the sense dearest fo lovers, being, above ail other semses, the seaf
and origin of their love ; 56,10 spend their lives fogether iv that which for
Jriends is most chotceworthy, for fricndship is communion., New, as a man
stands reloted to himself, so ke siands related to kis friend. The perception of
his owrn existence s choiceworthy ; fhevefore the Lerception of his friends
existence.  This latter ferception he realises in spending his life with his
Jriend. 1t is nitural, then, that ke should seek to spend kis life with his
Jréend. It follows that, in whatever a man makes his existence to consist, in
ehat he wishes to spend his time with fis friend. Wherefore some spend their
time in drinking together, others in gambling together, others practise athletics,
or hunt, or study philosophy together—all, according to their sorts, spending
their days logether in the pursisits with which they identify their lives.

Thus the friendskip of bad men is an evil thing, for they are unstable, and
share in things that are bad, becoming evil and Iike to one another  the friend-
skip of the good is a good thing. and grows with intercourse ; they become betier
by practice and mutual correction, being moulded to one another's tastes.

BOOK IX: CHAP. 12: §§ 1-3. 4o1

§1 % & evépyea ylverar adriis év 79 ouvlfiv] 7 e i dvépyea 5 Tis 1171 b. 35.

algbigews mepl Tov Gikov &re €amev.  For abdris, restored to the text by
Susemihl and Bywater, Bekker reads adrois: airjs is given by NC,
and by corr. CCC.

§ 2. ofs olovrar oulfiv] haec faciunt haecque inter se communi- 1172 a. 8.

cant, quibus se arbitrantur communi vitae societate inter se copu-
lari* (Lambinus). I think that the words are corrupt. I suggest
év ols olovtar elvar 76 fr. NC and Paris. 1853 have ols olovrar (.
The Paraph., with ofre y&p avir durarér, scems to have had before
him the blunder &s ofér e which appears in Kb,

§ 3. 8B<Parow Bvres] Sece viil 8. 5. a 9.

&mopdrrovrat ydp woap  dAMAer ols dpéoxorrat] Fritzsche quotes s. 12.
Aristoph. Ranae 1040 dfer § ’py ¢ppiv dmopafapém mollds dperas
emoinoe Harpdkhwy Telkpwr, and Alciphro Fp. iil. 64 6 mais é& 7o
depiBéoraroy éfepdfaro Tov Bibdokahov, Mich. Eph. has dmopdrrorra
yap am’ GAAj\wv kai émomdvrar wpdy favrods Td aAAjler &ya. These
examples of the use of dmopdrreaflar, Or éxpdrreafar, seem to me to
support Ramsauer's remark—* dropdrrecfur wapd 7wds ¢ minus est
“formam exprimere ex aliquo ut epistola obsignatur anulo,” quam
“ea quae placent imitando (quasi digitis) apud se effingere.”’’—
< For they copy from each other those traits which please them.'
Grant’s rendering—* For they take the stamp of one another in
those things which they like "—scarcely gives the exact force of
dropdrrorrar, Or brings out the construction, which is dmopdrrorra
(middle) wap’ @Adjrov raira ofs dpéorovrar.

2ob\dv pév yap dn° eofNd] Theognis: see above ix. g. 7, a. 12 18.13.
quoted by Plato, Meno g5 D.
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1172 a.19.

a. 20.

a. 21.

BOOK X

CHAPTER L

ARGUMENT.

Our next subject is Pledsure—admittedly a most important one : for PZea..mﬂ
is inbred in our nature ; pleasure and pain are the rudder-bands of e&'@c:fzxam =
there is nothing so important for morality, and consequently for the attainment
of the Happy Life, as learning to like and disiike arz',gsl%t. o y

The subject then must by no means be omitted, especially as it is oxe o wﬁafﬁ
there is great difference of opinion : for sowie maintain that Fleasure is the C,.hq;‘
Good, while others—mokether from conviction, or by way of piows fraud (pious
frauds, it may be vemavked, are generally found out, and a’f:r farnt z:?z x‘riae end—
theve is nothing so wseful as the platn truthy—mainiain that it is utterly
bad. ;

§ 1. wepl #9ovfis] See Iniroductory Note to vii. 11.

cuvekadodal] ¢ to have an intimate connexion with our nature’
(Peters). Mich. Eph. has—oixela 7j piae judy éorl kal &s olkelay
dmavres aipotpefa kat Sidkoper,

wpds Ty toi #Bous dperfiy] Kb, MP, Nb, and Cambr. re’ad &px_r’;f:.
Mich. Eph., however, scems to have had dpery before him. His
note is—péyioroy 8 Gnot kal mpds v Tav ffovs dperny 76 xaipew ois
S¢i* Abavs dperiy eimdy admip Ty dperqyt os el Eleye, doket 8¢ xkal
mpos v Tis RBukhs dperfiy kTiow peéyioTa TUITENEw TO xalpew ols Bel
k. Cf. Plato, Legg. 653, and E. V. ii. 3. §§ 1—4, also Pol. ‘8. §
1340 @. 14 5qq., where the principle # 8¢ dperj) mepl 76 xaipew opbas
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xai Guhetv kai puoeiv is applied to determine the place of Music in 1172 a. 21.
education, and the kinds of music that are to be taught.

§ 2. mép Be 7év Towodrev| For dmép=mepl with gen. in the Ekics, a. 26.
see notes on i, 5. 7, 1. 6. 13, iil. 3. 2, iv. 2. 4.

ot pév . . . ol 3¢] Eudoxus . .. Speusippus. *In all probability,” a. 27.
says Grant ad /loc., ‘Aristotle here alludes immediately to two
sections of the Platonists, (1) the party represented by Eudoxus,
whose arguments are quoted; (z) that headed by Speusippus,
whose antihedonistic arguments were contained in two books
mentioned by Diogenes Laertius, under the titles mept #8oris o
"Aplomirmos o, and which are now passed under review. Under
the class of those who “call pleasure the chief good,” Aristotle
less directly refers to Aristippus, who, though he belonged to a
bygone era, still lived in the pages of Plato’s Philebus, and in
the book of Speusippus bearing his name.’

Ramsauer has a pertinent observation—that in the parallel

passage Vil 1I. 3 of rdyafiv 7Bomir Aéyorres are not mentioned,
Mich. Eph. has a very interesting note here—Ed#dofos pév riw
glompy radrér Gero tdyalp eiduiy yap dpydv kat airlay wdvrew Téw
ayafor érifero, @s of ras idéas wpeaPBetovres 7o adrol{gor Tov (@wv
kai 78 alroby Tév Svrev kai Tov abrodbpemov Téy Avbpbmer kal TS
abrokiNNos 7@» kaAAdv', According to this account the doctrine of
Eudoxus concerning pleasure was a development of, or perhaps ]
only another way of stating, Plato’s doctrine of the 8¢a rdyafod,
If it was this, Aristotle is unfair to it when he insinuates (as
he does below ch. 2. § 1) that it was a doctrine of mere hedonism
(in the Cyrenaic sense)—a doctrine which was not supposed
to be so immoral in tendency as it really was, only on account
of the temperate character of its author.  Aristotle is too much
inclined to criticise Plato and the Platonists au pied de la lettre.
Is his criticism of Eudoxus a case in point?

ot pév lows weweiopéror . . . ol 8¢] Two classes of of £ évavrias 1, 290.
kopt8) dpathow Aéyorres, So the Paraph. :

83 Belv. .. ploov] Cf. il 9.5 ©Aristotle does not approve of a.32.
this being done by means of a sacrifice of truth ’ (Grant). J

' * Cf. the marginale in LP on i, 12. 5 (where sce note) éveye ydp (6 Eddofos)
7w flaviy Eméxewa elvar mdvTay T@Y dyada, .

nda2
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§ 8. Tois kaTd THY alobyow] palpable facts’ (Peters).

toradmy] 7.e. éperiy understood from éguéperos. Mich. Eph.
has — Ayovres mijw fBoviy Paidyy, efra dmopalvovres dyabiy ék Tov
embiokew abrijr. The Paraph. has—é yip Yéyer mir 98oviy dlels
ToTe éQueuevos alrijs, dmokhivew Ooxel mwpos atrir kai dyaldy fyeiofar
kal otrw 8dfav évrifyoe Tols Spdow of Twa HBovy dyafiv eivar, GAX’
am\és dracay éraweicfar 16 yap Swpilay kal Suaipely kal 76 pév ayalbiov
kplvew, évBéyeaflar 8¢ EN\gy paldpy elvar, otk Eore TOY TOAADY GAN
dpa re eldov Tov voly Exovra fdovy Twd yaipovra, kal macav Hdoviy dyabow
xal alperdr @nlnoar elvat, kai olrws ol pdvov & €Sobhovro otk Ewelgay,
d\hé kal Ty d\nfear mpocardlecav—i.¢. they say without quali-
fication, by way of pious fraud, that all pleasure is bad ; but when
they are seen to seek some pleasures, they are thought to intimate
that all pleasure is good. They thus not only fail to get people
to enter into their pious fraud—to believe the general proposition
‘all pleasure is bad'— but they also discredit the particular
proposition ‘ some pleasures are bad,” which, as their own actions
show, is what they really believe to be true, and wish people
to act upon. It would have been wiser to say at first that * some
pleasures are bad’'—to distinguish for the benefit of those who,
unable to distinguish for themselves, generalise hastily from Zya.
For @s ror.mjﬂ;v A}d., NC, Paris. 1853, and B? read és oo 'rolmﬂ'rqy

(= Yeerh)

§4.] But a distinction which is consonant with Zya is of
great practical use to those who understand it (rols ouredvras);
of course, only those can understand moral distinctions placed
before them, who have had the preliminary moral training insisted
on in ENi: ff i. 4. 6 80 Ol 7ols Efevuw ﬁ)(ﬁat ka\is TOV Tept
kak@v kal Swalewy kal Ghws T@V wolrikdy drovodpevov ikavds, VWithout
such moral training no one can display the olrests which consists
& 16 ypiiobar Th d6fy émt T kplvew wepl Tolrer mepl &v 7§ Gpévnois
éorr, &\hov Aéyovros, kal kpivew kahds (E. V. vi. 10, 3). It is in
connexion with the doctrine of civeots thus laid down that we
must understand the expression rods oumérras in the present
passage. For the practical value of Adyo, or yvaews, to those
who have received good moral training, see note on i. 3. 7—
Tols 8¢ kard Ndyoy Tas dpéfers mowovpervois kal mparTovot molvegehis dv
E:I? T(‘) ﬂ'fpi TOI;T'G’F GEBE‘W‘.
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CHAPTER IL
ARGUMENT.

Esidoxus thought that Pleasure was the Chisf Good, (1) because all creatures,
vational and irrational, pursue ¢ (kis doctrine was accepled as trie, not so watch
on #Ls own meriis, as because it came from one who, being very lemperate, was
supposed to take an imparviial view of Fleasure) ; (2) because all creatures avoid
its contrary, Pain, Further, he argued that wo one asks why Pleasure is
desivadle ; and that added fo any good thing, e. g. the performaince of justice, it
makes that good thing better. This last avgument, we may say in passing,
proves that Fleaswre @s a good thing, but not that it is the good —indeed
it is the sort of argument that Plato emplays to show that Pleasure is not the
Chief Good—ithe Chisf Good, ke argues, cannot be enkanced by the addition of
any ofher good, and Pleasure with Wisdom is belter than Plearure without

Wasdom.

Those whe meet Eudoxus with the objection—that what all prursue is nof good,
commil thenselzes {o an untenable position. What all pursue must be good :
manifestly what all rational beings pursue ; and even the drvational creatures
are divinely impelled to seek after their own good.

Now is theve any Jorce in the objection raised against the argument which
Fudoxus draws from the universal auordance of Pain, the contrary of Fleasure.
The objection i5—° that it does not foliow from Pain betng evil, that Pleasure is
gvod ; for evil may be ofposed to evil, and both evils to that whick is meutral!
Thes formula of opposition is all verywell as a formula, bul it is not applicadle
fo Fleasure and Pain: for if both were evil, we should find both avoided ; if
both were wnewtval we shouid find nellher avoided, or both avoided alike :
whereas we See plainly that men avoid the one as evil, and seek the other as

good.

$L EUSofos]| of Cnidus, one of Plato’s disciples, a celebrated 11721b. 9.

astronomer, mentioned in Me/ A. 8 as the author of a theory
of the motions of the heavenly bodies, which is described; and
in Mef. A. 9. 991 a. 15, as holding the view that the ideas are
mixed in sensible things, like the dpowopepy of Anaxagoras—cf.
Alex. ad loc. (p. ~2, 4) kal Eddofos rédv Iharwves yropipoy pifer rov
iBear év Tois mpos abras TO elvac éyovaw fyeiro ékaotov ebvar: of which
view he proceeds to give the refutation contained in the second
Book of Aristotle’s mepl i8ear, but omitted in the Mefaphysics : see
Alex. Met. 73. 11 (ed. Bonitz). Eudoxus” theory of pleasure,
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1192 b. 9. discussed here, has alread : : ’
S Rt 8 ady been mentioned . /.1, 12. g, on which

Spengel (drést. Stud. i. Nic. Ei. pp. 218, 219) and Ramsauer

complain, unnecessarily I think, of the confused manner in which
the argument of Eudoxus is here presented.

oi & enordpevor xr\] Those who bring against the first 1172b. 35.
argument of Eudoxus the objection, or &orasus (An. Prior. ii. 26,
69 a. 37 #oragus & éavi mpdracis mpordoer évavria), that ¢ what all
seek is not good,’ commil themselves to an unienable position
in Aristotle’s opinion; & ydp maoe Sokel, ral7 eival Qaper—Securus
Judicat orbis ferrarum. Their &oraos is wapddofos, and, as such,
is dialectically inadmissible, dialectic admitting only &dofa, save
when the paradoxes are those of great philosophers (éseis); as for
the paradoxes of ordinary men, it would be silly to pay attention to
them—2Z0p. i. 11. 104 b. 22 70 yap Tob Tuxdyros évavria Tais 8ofms
drodqrapévou ppovrifew etinbes.

péyerar] Bekker's dpéyero is the reading of Lh, Paris. 1853, 1173 2. 2.
and apparently of Mich. Eph. and the Paraph. All other authori-
ties (including CCC, Cambr., B!, B?, B3) have dpéyeras, adopted by
Bywater. For el in this line and in the next, we perhaps ought
to follow Michelet in reading 7.

b. 15. & Thy o 7 5 ;i
8& Ty T #ifous dperhr] Grant sees in this ‘a pleasing reference

to the personal character of Eudoxus’: but see note on X. I
T T

0. 20. § 2. 8polus] e xef adrd maow (Ramsauer).

5 pd 8¢ Erepov pn® éErépou xdprv] The latter of these expressions
seems to be added merely as an alternative for the former. They
seem to have exactly the same meaning.

b.25. atdfeofor 8¢] Bekker reads «al atéeafar 69, KD and LP omit «at.
gamsauer: Susemihl, and Bywater read abfecfa d¢, the 8¢ being
amsauers conjecture for the 8 of the codd. Spengel (A7t

f{::'dzls) asks with some force—How could Eudoxus, who adrdv] Cambr. has airis. a. 3.
i to prove thal 4devs) is rdyadér, have used this aroument : n : ;
as Aristotle here (§ 3) understands it? What Eu dom; e #v dv 7 heydpevor| Bekker's 7d before Aeydpevor 1S omitted by Kb,
: i SIS rca ] : I : o
?‘;ea‘nii, S}:iengel thinks, was something very different—viz, Wherjlr LE, M, O, Cambr, NC, Eeris. 3853, 5
4dory is added to any good thing however small, that good thing $odlots] the “inferior,’ or irrational animals—ré dvdnra. a. 4.

surpasses all other good things however great, to which #8orj is not
added. That which can thus enhance the smallest good above
E.he greatest, must itself stand higher than the greatest—must be
in §hon, rayadéy. This view of the relation of fbory to &yaﬁ‘a”
attributed to Eudoxus by Spengel, agrees substantially with the,
account of his theory given by Mich. Eph. (sce note on Z. V. x. 1
2), and with the marginal commentary on i. 12. 5 in Lb ('sef_: n(')te'
_ad loc.) Eeye yip i fdoviy émékewn eivar mdvrar Tay dyabav.

Zor T $uowdy dyadév] Susemihl, following Thurot, brackets
dyabév, and Bywater's note is—‘guouwdy dyafov fort. secludenda.’
I think that it is likely that both words come from the margin.

106 oikelou dyaBod] ‘their proper good’ (Peters): i e whena.5.
they seem to be indulging merely their own caprices, as individuals,
they are really maintaining the eldos of their race—striving after
b et xat 75 Bciov. At the end of the Philebus (67 B) Socrates says
that to go to the lower animals for arguments in favour of pleasure
is to trust *the augury of birds, instead of ‘the Muse of Philo-
sophy—ZQ. Oikoiy wépmror kati Ty kplow, v viy & Ndyos amePyraro
yiyworr® v 1§ Tis ndovijs divapts.  NPQ. "Eower, 30, Tipdrov 8¢ ye .
ob8 & of mdvres Bdes Te kal trmor kai T&NAa Elpmavra Opla Pdo T T
xatpery deokew. ofs miTrevorTes, HoTep pdyTels dpmow, of molhel kpivovet
ras 7ovés els T (v npiv el kpatioTas etvat, kai Tovs Onpiov Eooras olovra
xuplovs eivar pdprupas paAlov i) Tols Taw év Moloy ¢rhocdde pepavrey-
pévoy éxdorore Adyow. Aristotle may have had this passage in
his mind here. : :

b.28. § 3. Mhdrewy] : See Philebus 60 D, E, where it is shown that the
best life for man is § pwrds Bios nboris Te kal Ppornoews.

b, 81, odderds yip wpoorebévTos adrg k] ¢For the highest good is
not made better by the addition of anything” For airg Kb (alone
it would seem) gives atré preferred by Bekker and Susemihl.

b.34. § 4. :rrf obv ol Totofror k.7.A.] ¢ What good is there, then, which
is th_uls incapable of addition, and at the same time such as men can
participate in it?’ (Peters.)
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. § 5. ol fowke 52 608¢ wepl Tob Evavriou kahds AéyeoBor] ‘noris
what the opponents of Eudoxus say about the eontrary (7. &

about his argument from the contrary—viz. pain—oix frrar &
T * 3 -~ 3
Ger’ eivar pavepdw ¢k Tob vavriov § 2 above) satisfactory either.’

o0 ydp daowv, x,7A] See notes on vii. 13. 1. Mich. Eph. has
the following commentary here—¢é é& 700 dawriov cumarin ™y
pSoviy dyalfby Ndyos rowoires fv* €l § Aay évavria ofoa T ndovy kakdy
€otuw, dyabov dpa 7 idovi. wibey 8¢ ;—&ri § Ao raxdy, ék 'rm:'} wdvra
Petyew alriv. mpds Todrov Tow Adyor Tév ék t6b dvavriov cumorévra
T vy dyabdy, évicrarar & Ewedourmos Aéyar, i dvdyen, éredy kaxdy

3 « * 3 3 T -
oty ) Amy dyabdy elvar Ty dvmepéomy airh ploviy ol yap wav

Bl s , e ) 32ty
TO a@vTikeipevor kak® ayaféy éoTw' dvrikerrar ydp T Bpacirtyre kakg

a. B.

a. 10.

8. 11,

dvre, 0 Bedhia, kal olx Forw dyalor n Behia, dANG kaxdy . . .
drrixerrar oby (ot Smetourmos kal kaxdy kakd kai dpdw 6 ppderépe
TouTéort Kai dudhdrepa Té Kkokd 7o dyad§: ppdérepov yip T4 a:ynec'w rffrs‘u’.
ai yap dperal pegérnres odom aldérepor rHu drkpey dor 5 yap dvdpela
ofre Bedia ofire fpacirns éori. . . kal Aéyer Talra kahds, dAndes ydp
éorv elmely Gru dvrikerar kakow Kak@, kai dudrepa T kaxd TG dyaf*
Toiro péy oby Néyovos kakds' 1 & & 5 nlory) Gs kakby kakd cl;WfKﬂf;ll
77 Mimy Néyovouw ob kakivs. od yhp dvrikecrat 7 fdoryy Th Ré?r‘q @5 Kakoy
xkak® d\\' ds dyafov kaxg: € yip fv kaxdw 5 7dor) fv Kkal g}:evkn‘m Kkai
peontdy s § Mmy' viv 8¢ iy pdv My Pelyer mdvra . . . bs kakdy
Sudker B¢ iy Hloviy s dyabiov. i

dpde 76 pnderépu]| 76 pnderéom seems to be the reading only
of I, Mich. Eph., and Ar. All other authorities apparently read
76 pgdérepa (so Kb, Lb Ob, B!, B2 CCC, NC, Cambr., Ald.) or
79 pndérepor (MP, B?). The reading 79 pndérepa is strongly
supported by Plate, Rep. 583 E 5 kai Svwardy b pnbérepa b &qu;drep:z
yéyveaba—words which occur in 2 context which, I think, Aristotle
has in his mind here, :

_ dudoly yap Svrow (vdv) xoxdr] Bywater adds raw—a distinct
tmprovement {o the clause. The 8vray kaxiw of Kb (and B
accepted by Bekker and Susemihl, shows us how the original i
dropped out,

Tov pnderépov 8 pndérepor # Spblws] The construction ap-
parently is 7o pnderépwr 8¢ dvrow (if both pleasure and pain belong
to the class of neutral states), undérepor (neither of them) &e
Pevkrdw elvas, ij Spolws éxdrepor Gevkrdy -—or as Coraes puts it—ei joar
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dpPo kaxd, 77 Te ndovy kai § Aimn, éxpiy kal dudo Getyew e § foar 1173 a. 1L

pndérepa, pire kaxd, Snhovéry, pir dyabd, éxpiy 7§ pndérepor Pevyew,
# Guolws érdrepov. Mich. Eph. gives what seems to me a less
satisfactory explanation of pniérepou—rovréarv olite ghevyoper olire
dubkoper : while 7 dpolws he explains—irar émions § Buokoper 7
Peiyoper,

As directed against Speusippus the words before us are pointless.
Speusippus did not regard pleasure and pain as pndérepa, but
as kaxd—° Speusippus vetusque omnis Academia voluptatem et
dolorem duo mala esse dixerunt opposita inter se, bonum autem
esse quod utriusque medium foret’—Aul. Gell, ix. 5. In fact,
only the words dpgoiv yap oyrow {rdv) rakév are referable to
Speusippus. As regards the words rév pnderépoy 8¢ pndérepov §
épolws, one would be tempted to accept the latter of the alternatives
offered by Ramsauer—*aut corrigenda, aut secludenda’— were
it not possible to point to the discussion in Rep. 583 sq. (mentioned
above), where fjovyia, OT 70 perafl is spoken of as sometimes
‘painful,’ sometimes ©pleasant” It will be seen that Plato’s
attitude to the supposition révr pnderépor 8¢ is practically the same
as Aristotle’s—Eai év d\hois ye, oluai, mokhois Totovrois alofdver yiyvo-
pévovs Tovs dvfpomovs, €v ois, éray Avmdvray, 10 p Avmeicfar kai THY
fouyiar Tob TototToy éykwpidfovaiy bs fOtoror, of 76 yalpew. Tolro ydp,
€pn, tore 80 Tows kal dyamyrdv yiyverai, novyia. Kai éray wavoyrar
dpa, elmor, yalpov Tis, 7 Tis Hdovijs fouvyia Avmnpdy forar. Tlows, f¢r.
*0 perall dpa wiv 8 dpdorépoy dapev elvar, Ty Hovyiar, TobTS mote
&}bcﬁérep; Zorar, Mmy e kai ndov). “Bower. “H kai Suvardv vo pndérepa
by dpgdrepa yiyvegfar; OF pou Boxel. Kai pijr 16 ye 700 év Yruxh
yeyvipevor kat 70 Numnpow kivais Tis ducgorépw éuréy #) ob ; Nal. Té
&¢ pfre Aumpdr pite 98U olyi jouyla pévrol kat év péow TovTow éddrn
dpriy "Epdvy ydp. Tés oly dpbas ome 76 py alyelv 700 fpyeicfar 7
o py xalpew dmapdy; Oddapds. Ok €omy dpa Toiro, d\\& uaiveras,
fv & éyd, maph T8 dhyewdy 180 kal mapd o H8Y dhyewdy Tire 3 Houyia,
kal obdéy Dyiés Tolrwr TV Qavracpdreyr mpos ovris dalffear, d\ha
yoyrela 7is. Qs yobv 6 Adyos, €y, onpaiver. ‘188 roivuy, €y éya,
#Bovds, al odk €k Numdv eloly, tva i wolhdkis oinfis év Td mapdvre
otrw Tolro meukévar, HSovny pév mavhav Admys elvar, Algmr 8¢ 7doris.
Mot 8, &pn, kal molas Aéyers; IMoMhal pév, elmov, kai dAAat, pdliora
& el Béhes éwoifjoar Tas mepi Tas Gopas Hdovds. alraw yap ob wpoku-
wnfévre éfaidns dpnyavos T péyebos yiyvovras, wavodpeval Te Admmw
oddeplay xorahetmovow. ‘Alyféorara, ¥Pn. My dpa mafdpeba xabapir
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7doviy eivar THY Admns aralkayiy, undé Admny Thr florfs. My vdp.
ANAG pévror, elmov, af ye 8t Tod odparos éml Thy Yuyhy Telvoveda
kat Aeyopevar nloval, oxedor ai mheloral Te kut péyptorar, Toirou ToD
eldovs elol, hvrdy Tvés amalhayai.

It remains on]y to note that, for uydérepor, Kb, 1, CCC, Cambr.,
B1 BQ B? read il sregay

oltw % kol dwfxewm] bs: 76 pev alperdv-to 88 Geukrdr Gy (Ram-
saver). I think that Aémy is the subject of dvrikerrar: see the
Paraph.—d80ev pavepby &7¢ bs xaxdy dyadd 4 Aomn 7dovj dvrixeerat.
MP gives the easier reading dvrikewrar.

' CHAPTER III
ARGUMENT.

e argument that © Pleasure s not good, because it is nof o Quality® proves
{00 much -—wirtuous aclions are not qualities, nor is Happiness a guality.

Lo those who argue that * Pleasure is not good, because it is indefinite, and
indefinite because it admits of degrees’ we answer—(a) Perhaps your conclhision
relies on the circumsiance that people are pleased fr various degrees : but yon
cannol infer that there are degrees in Fleasure itself because peaple arve pleased in
various degrees, any more thaw you can infer degrees in Sugewogvvs because
dlrcaios admits of comparative and superlative degrees—8kaudbrepos, rariraros.
(b) Lerhaps you will reply that you look, ot at people pleased, but at pleasures
themseives, and find that they admit of degrees: them, we answer, it 15 at the
mixed pleasures you look: fhey indeed admit of degrees ; but it is not to the
mizxed but {o the pure pleasures that you ought to go for evidence. (c) Finally,
if you maintain that even the pure pleasures admit of degrees, we may grant
that they do, without allowing your inference that therefore they ave indefintte
and bad: a thing may admit of degrees within definite limits—AealtZ, e. g.
wayies, without ceasing to be the definife thing that it is: so may pleasure
oo,

The argument that the good is perfect, or has vealised the end, whereas
Pleasure is only @ Motion or @ Process which s imperfect, we meet by pointing
out that it is unmeaning o speak of Pleasure, whick is neither quick nor slow,
as a Mofion ; or as a Process of generation—for whatl, it may be asked, s
generated out of what by the so-called process, and what is resolved back into
what by the reverse process, Pain ? To say that * Pain is the dissolution of that
of whick Pleasure is the gemsration” s lo use words without meaning. Where,
it may be asked, are the elements organised by the so-called * goneration, and
separated by the so-called * dissolution’ ?

BOOK X: CHAP. 8: § 1. 411

Again, fo describe Pleasure as Eepletion is to confound Pleasuve itself and a
bodily process with whick certain pleasures are associated—ithose lower pleasures
which are felt when want is being satisfied ; for the higher pleasures—those of
thinking and some of the bedily pleasures—are not associated with the repletion
of want and the relicf of pain.

o those who bring forward the disgracgful pleasures as evidence against
Lleasure in general, we have to point out that it is enly fo ill-conditioned
natures that the objects of these pleasures are * pleasant’: in short, that ilere
are good pleasures and bad pleasures—those being good which attend good
Junctions, or are raised by good objects, bad, whick attend bad functions, or are
raised by bad objects.

TThat pleasures differ specifically as fheir olbjects differ is, in short, our final
answer lo those whose arguments we have been examining. {t is unmeaning to
say © Pleasure is good,’ or * Pleasure is bad.! Pleasure in what objects ? weask.
There are oljects in whick we ought not to take pleasure, and there are objects
which we showld pursie even if no pleasure were connected with them.

We see, then, on the one hand that Pleasure is neither the Chief Good nor all
desirable, and on the other hand that some pleasures are desivable.

§1] See Cat. 8. 8 b. 27, where &fes are given as the first and 1173 a.13.

most important kind of woéryres.  The dperai, or virtuous ées, are,
it is true, woudryres—and, as possessing such mowdryres, We are wouwi
wes kot dyaboi (£. V. 1. 9. 8); but there are things which are not
mowdrnres, and yet are good. The évépyerae which spring from dpery)
are not wmowmyres: ¢f. Poel, 6. 1450 . I8 xai yap 1§ eddatporia év
mpdel éati, kat 70 Téos wpakls Tis doriv ol modtns: elol 8¢ kard pév Té
7y mowl Twes, kara 8¢ ras mpifes ebdalpoves §j Tolvarrior. To be
good, a thing need not be a permanent state (&), like virtue or
health. The act of vision, e.g., is good and perfect within the
limits of a moment. So also is the experience of pleasure (see x.
4. 1). The argument which Aristotle here opposes is founded on
a very natural feeling—viz. that to be good, and weorth having,
a thing must endure permanently ; especially the conscious life of
the individual to be worth having at all, must endure permanently.
But Aristotle does not share this feeling. Consciousness, he would
tell ws, is fully good within the limits of an indivisible moment;
its essential goodness is independent of time : let those who main-
tain that, if the individual consciousness is ever to be extinguished,
then it is not worth having at all, loock at Nature. Why does
Nature produce the individual organisms of plants and' animals,
and allow them to perish without possibility of revival? Is it not
‘good’ for these individuals to live while they live, and are their
lives less perfect and good, because they are not permanent?

wt”
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But this and other distinctions of the kind did not present them- 1173 s.17.

selves to Aristotle and his contemporaries as ‘ grammatical’ dis-
tinctions. Grammar, as a separate mpaypareia, did not as yet exist.
Much that seems out of place, and even frivolous, in Aristotle’s
discussions of physical and other questions, and especially in his
refutations of the views of opponents, is to be explained by this
circumstance. Distinctions not clearly recognised as grammatical
were thought to be germane to subjects‘with which we should say .~
at once that they have nothing to do. But although the scientific
subjects immediately in hand often derived little benefit from such
verbal discussions, langnage, the instrument of all science, was being
perfected by them for future use. One of the most interesting
achievements of the Greeks was the abstraction of the Form from
the Matter of Speech, as we find it made by Apollonius and his
brother-grammarians ; and not the least important aspect in which
Greel philosophical activity (and notably Aristotle’s philosaphy)
may be regarded is as the process by which the abstraction was
gradually effected, and language made an instrument of fine
thinking. The services of the schoolmen, too, in this respect
must not be ignored. :

AN iy odBé T§ aidior elvar pEAhor dyaliv Eorar, elmep undé Aevxdrepov
T woluypdmoy Tod énpépon,

It will be observed that the position combated in the present §
(:\:. 3- 1) is really that which the writer of vii. 12. 2 attacks— the
simple identification of & and dyafdv: see note there on rod
ayafov T pév evépyera 16 8 s 1152 b, 33. \

s 15 § 2. ﬂkéyauar. +«« firrov] See Plato, Philebus 24 E 39. Niv pévror
c:&pn,qu TOD ‘u’mr’pov Puoews € roito Sefdueda anpetoy, va py wdvr
erre:fzovrss pnkvreper.  NPQ, To moiov 87 Méyers ; 30, “Omée” &v iy
Paimrat paldir e kal frrow yyvépeva kal 6 opidpa kai npépa dexdpeva
kat 70 Aiav kal 6oa TotaiTa wdvra, els 6 Tod dmelpov yévos ws els Ev Bel mdvra
Taira rbévar: see also Philebus 31 A vois pév alrias nr Evyyeris wal
TotTov axeldy Tob yévavs, Hdows B dmetpds 7 adry xal Tob pire dpyyy piTe
péoa wijre Téhos év éavrd AP’ lavrop éxovros pnde éfovrds more yévous.

2.17. € pév odv & 7ol Seofar Todro kpivouar] ¢ If it is from observing
pecple pleased that they come to the conclusion that Pleasure admits
of degrees and is therefore not good, they will have, by parity of
reasoning, to conclude that jusfice admits of degrees and is there-
fore not good, because pecple are Just in various degrees” Cf.
Cat. 8. 10 b. 33 Swawwobvny péy yip Swaolms ob mwivy dacl Beiw
)tle'-’yea'ﬂm KaN\ov kai frrow, obdé Gyleiay Yytelas® fjrrov pévror exew Erepov
Sron Uyleway, kai Suawooivmy Erepov €répou . . . Bukaibrepos yap Erepos
érépou Aéyerar. Thus ré fdecbar,  the being pleased —for which
We may substitute ¢ f§Sdueros, ‘ the man who is pleased,’ answers
to the adjective dixaws in the passage quoted from the Categories ;
and as 8ikatos may become ikardrepos, 50 & Hdéuevos may be '??20?’:’
pleased’; but as we do not infer from Bicatdrepos that dikatoatvy
itself is indefinite and bad, so we must not infef from ideral s
palhor that 98ory is indefinite and bad. The Paraph. has # énirass
kai §) dveats év vd Hdeclat ylverar ém 138evor paddor kal frrov fdovrar
Tolro O¢ kai € rais dperals oupSaivoy Paiverar’ dikatoe ydp elor pakior
kal firrov dvdpeios . , . AN ob 8ud Tobro ddpigrol elow af dperal* oy adrow
8 Tpomor kal 7§ flory adry piv kaf éavrip olk Eorw adpuoros, év 8% Tois
nlopévots tiy émiramiv kal Ty dveow émbéyerar, Similarly Mich. Eph.
speaks of the eidos or =f v elvar of dvdpeia, cwppostuy, or 48, as
being roi6 émep éoriv, and as dvenirardy re xal dvdveror. The dis-
tinction drawn here and in Cat 8. 10 h. 33, between &ikaos and
Sikawoadvy is now familiar as that between an adjective which admits
of ‘degrees of comparison,’ and an abstract noun which does not.

el 8¢ Tals fBovals ... pkral] I agree with Rassow (Forsch. a.22.
p. 69) that the correct reading is that of KP, e 8¢ rais fdorais se.
roiro kpivover. With kplvew either & or the dat. may be used in
cases like this, but not év, which Bekker reads before rais f8ovais,
‘But if they come to the conclusion that pleasure is bad from
locking not at people pleased, but at the nature of the various
pleasures themselves, I fear that they have not got hold of the
right premisses for their purpose, if there be any truth in their own
distinction between pure and mixed pleasures —z. ¢, although the
mixed pleasures may be indefinite, the pure pleasures certainly
are not: and it is to them, rather than to the mixed pleasures,
that we have a right to ask of rais fdovais kplvovres to go for their
premisses. Cf. Philebus 52 C, where dperpia is assigned as the
characteristic of the mixed, and éuperpla of the pure pleasures.
¢ Speusippus,” says Grant, ii. p. 319, ¢ forgetful of this distinction
appears to have made dperpia a universal predicate of pleasure.
The wixrai j8eval of Plato are the bodily pleasures which involve
pain and want, the dpeyels or xafapai the intellectual pleasures and
those bodily pleasures which involve neither pain nor want—the
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pleasure is a «ivgms is—If pleasure is a * moltion,’ it mus: be guick 1173 a.29.
or slow. Can we speak of pleasure as quick or slow? “{e may

pass into a pleasurable state quickly or slowly; but the pfeasl.l;;e

actually felt is not quick or slow: see Pﬁj&". B AT 225.13' f; or h_e

three kinds of kivgois—(1) 4 7ol mowdi=drhoiwois (2) 7 Tod mogol =

atiénots kal Gbiows: (3) 7 kard 7émov=qhopa.

1178 a. 22, pleasures of smell, sicht, and hearing. Mich. Eph. is, therefore,
entirely wrong when he says Néyew 8¢ duryeis plv H8ovias aird xaf adbrd
X@pis Tws broxeypévoy 76 elSos ris 18ovijs voolpevoy . . , peprypévar & of
€v €pol kal ool év émrdoel kat dvéoer Joravrar,

a.23.  §3. kai 1l kwher, k.m\] Bekker's o yip kohde is the reading of
Mbalone. Ob has 7t vdp rwhberar, but ydp is not given by any other
MS.: Kb has kat 1! koierar, T' 7t 8¢ xwhie, and 1hb Gec, Cambr.,
B, B®, NC, P° all have =i raoXde 82 The authority therefore for
Bekker's ydp is of the slightest. Tdp seems to have been substituted
for kai or & to make the clause explain the erroneous meaning
attached to pucrai, which were taken (as by Mich, Eph. quoted at
the end of last note) to be af é éuot kat ooi, while ai duiyeic were
thought to stand for o eldos e nloris.  But if we read = 82 xkeodde
(see Rassow, Forsch. pp. 69, 70), the clause is seen to contain not
an explanation of a. 2z € 8¢... 4. 2 3 pwrai, but a new argument
against the view v #8oviw ddpioror elvar. The first part of § 2
argued that the fact that pegple are pleased more and less does not
imply that pleasure itself admits of more and less, or is indefinite:

- the second part of § 2 argued that even though the mixed or lower

5 bodily pleasures may themselves admit of more and less and be

indefinite, yet the pure pleasures are not indefinite : while the
clause beginning ri 8¢ kwAbe goes further, and questions the validity
of the inference ddpioror elvar a1t Béyerar 6 pahoy kat [76] firrov, and
suggests that the €ios of even a pure pleasure may display degrees
without ceasing to be the elSos that it is, or becoming ddpearow.

kol ei pi kaf’ admir, ofor T Tol Kéﬂ'.fl-l:ll-l, 17‘969 &hho] nThe :cérrp::s‘ a. 2.
is here the universe, as one whole, moving w1th. the ﬁpmrochavpa;us,
or dmhavs odaipa, the kukhogopia of which is uniform, and there 0:;
cannot be called either quick or slow, w‘hen regarded per se—n .
airip, although mpos Ekho—-—conflpa.r&,:d with .the BIopes ino,uons 2
the inner planetary spheres—it is quick. \’}’ﬁh g xmgmv th
must understand ofk ot rayos kal ;3paa‘1l;rq;- kal atrip. ‘n‘ e
motion of the mparoes obpavds see de Coelo ii. 6. 2?8 2, 13 wepl Be'rqs‘
xs;nicrsws- atrod Ort dualfs €aTt kai ol dw’opa?\a:s', e‘qbsgr;s ra?v ﬂpr;pn:m::
Siehleivy: Aéyw 8¢ Tovro mepl Tol wpoTOU m’.lpm:ou Kai THs MWpLOTHS (ﬁopas;
see notes on iii, 3. 3. The comment of l\Il?h. Eph’. on the I:r?%n‘
passage is—b B¢ Aéyer éorivt e py maca nxm;c:'w ﬂw}‘,: :faﬂ’ ‘av:'q; w
barrov émibéyerar, olov §j Tov kéopov, Aéywy viv ki o aom‘y r?v 1';!7? :irq
opaipay:  dvemiBexros ydp dore Tdyovs kat B,rja{?vr?ros‘( St 1:0 &;;.:1 u:s
kweiobar Ty ToradTny chaipay, bs v T ﬂ‘epi oupav?v Beﬁeafff:a > 477
mpds Tis THY mMAavopévey kwices € Tis abriy mapaBd\ot, elpioe dirrova

wavy ToAG Thr Kufoewy ekelvor.
i t Bpadlirns neither xad a. 38.
Tobtwy ofdérepor] Pleasure has rdyos kat Bpadiry
abriy, NOT mpods dAlho,

£alloy : 1 ‘ 8oy 8. 84.
% 25. ol ydp A adrh oupperpla] These words seem to me to prove fodfivar] ‘to become pleased’ = peruBdliew eis Ty oy

that Aristotle is not thinking of the mixed pleasures in this section,

1173 b. 2. :
as most of the commentators suppose, but of the pure pleasures #5codon] ¢ to have the feeling of pleasure ' =évepyeiv kar’ adrip b. 1.
which involve éuperpia or proportion (P, g2 C). Aristotle, using . 1
for the occasion Platonic language, points out that the definite e

proportion which constitutes a pure pleasure may be realised and
»  maintained in different ways, just as the balance of health or virtue
may be effected by many different arrangements of the elements
4 which are organised. Grant seems to me to be wrong when he
says in his note here—¢ even the mixed pleasures, says Aristotle,
admit the idea of proportion (ovpperpla).’

§ 5.] In this section Aristotle deals with tha? view that f}a;vat 11 b 4.
a yéreous, in the same way as he has dealt with the v:ebw tla; i;
is a simous. If it is a yéveors, he argues, there Iflust’ ¢ certa ‘
definite elements which this particular yéveais called qaowglorg:‘mlses 7
and the disorganising process, or qﬁﬂo,c:d, contrary to th1s?ye::emg—:
which is Admy according to the Platonists, for they say of 7wzms:3
H80vh, Tabrov § Aimy Pplopd—will leave these same elements in separ

a.29.  §4. téhedr e Tayadiv mbévres] Plato, Philebus g3 C-54 C: ation for our inspection. Where are the elements in question?

§ee notes on vii. 12, 3. Aristotle’s argument against the view that
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They are not to be found. The term yéeous is used with as little
regard for its real meaning as the term iwpows is when applied to
that which is neither quick nor slow. It is to be carefully noted,
that kai of yéveats i jdors, robrov § Nomn Plopd is the statement of the
Platonists. See Grant’s note ad /foc. to which I am much indebted.
Mich, Eph. has the following comment on this section—el ofv «at
7 8oy yéveois fv, A dv 636s Tis kal peraBoly &k Twos els 11, bs § pdhav-
ois €k Nevkod els pédav . . . ok Eori 82 éml mis HOorijs obre 7o AP’ of odre
70 ¢is 6, vl &ome yap ofire 70 @\Nowdperoy kal peraBdllov kal yiyrdperdp
¢ dua fdorijs, ofire ré\os T el & Tehevra 1) flore), domep 1) Gylavais els Ty
Vyleay kal §) §éppavas els v Oeppdv' kal Tovro elxéros cupSatver, ob ydp
éore yéveass all’ Evépyeia, s Beifer, kal af évépyeuar TAAy eloly dAX oly
680t mpos TéNy . . . vl EoTe yip popidy Te Tob ypdvov kaf Sv fderar év &
ol Téhos Gy év 7P nlopére § fdori. 70 & év dmact Tols pépedt Tol xpdvov
Téhetdy 7u kal SAGkAnpov v ol yéveois éoriv AN dvépyeia.  Sce X. 4. 4,

- §6.] The foliowing passage in the Philebus (31 E-32 B) pre-
sents the doctrine criticised in this section, as well as that disposed
of in § 5—3Q, Ieivy pév wov Ndais kai Aoy ; [PR. Nal, Q. 'Edwdl
0¢, m\npwois yeyvopdvn mwalw, pdov; PR, Naf. I, Aljos & af
Plopé kai Ay [kat Mous], 7 8¢ 7ot typoi wdhw 76 Enpav@éy mhnpodoa
Svapes fBori. Suikpugis 8€ ' ab kai Suilvois § wapd Ghow, o mvlyovs
iy, My jpkard piow 8 § raw drodoois e kat Yofis foew).  TIPQ.
Hdpv pév oly. 2. Kab piyous §j pév mapa Goow rob (wov tis dypdiyros
whbis My mwdhw 8 els Tadbrdy dmibrrov kal Suakpwopdvev § kard Piow
680 flov. kat évk Néye ordmer €l goi pérpos & Ndyos, s dv Pf TS ék Tob
dmeipov kat méparos kard QUow Euruyor yeyords eidos, mep Ekeyor év TG
wpdober, Srav pév Totro Pleipyrar, Tiv pév Pbopiy Aomne elvar, Ty § s
T abray oboley 68y, ralryy § af wd\w iy dvaydbpgow wdrrey Hlovy,

of Boket 8¢] ‘but nobody thinks so.” Aristotle speaks here as if
Plato differed. Plato is entirely at one with Aristotle in holding a/
pleasure to be psychical.

GMAd ywopérms pév dvawhnpicews 8oy dv mis]—And this was
what Plato meant after all. Any one but a very captious critic
can see that when Plato says é8wdj 8¢ mhipoois yuyropdrn f8or), he
merely uses an abbreviated expression, as when we say ‘work is a
pleasure to him,” meaning that work gives him pleasure. Again,
when Aristotle says b. 13 # 86fa & atry Soxel yeyeriofar éx Top mept
v Tpodiy Avmdw xal 7dovdr, he merely states what Plato himself

BOOK X: CHAP, 3: §§ 6-. 417

consistently mainfains—that the pleasures which are dvarhypdoets OF 1173 b.12.

dradlayal Aomys are those of eating and drinking ; but that they
are not the only pleasures—there are pure pleasures which are not
associated with pain and want :—a statement which Aristotle makes
in § 7 as if it were an original correction of his own necessitated
by the ounesidedness of the Platonic theory, which he allows his
readers to infer took its idea of all pleasure from the avamifpwois of
eating and drinking. All this strikes one as being very disin-
genuous ; unless indeed it be that, not Plato, but Speusippus is
criticised, and that Speusippus entirely ignored the ¢ pure pleasures’
of his master—which is unlikely.

Tepvéperos] Spengel conjectures kevodueros, Zeller Bedperns, By-
water (éwdejs) ywpevos. 1 hardly think that any alteration is
necessary. The parallel—* pleasure goes with filling, just as pain
goes, ¢. g, with cutting >—seems to me to be satisfactory enough.

§7. of 7e pofnparikal] ‘the pleasures of knowledge. That b. 16.

Plato recognised as fully as Aristotle the existence of pleasures
which do not arise out of pain:is shown by the passage in the Rep.
(583 sa.) quoted above in note on x. 2. 5» a. 11 g.o. The
passage in the Philebus (51 B) in which the kabapal #8oval are
described is as explicit as that in the Rep. in its doctrine that they
are dhvroi—rds mepi Te T kahd Aeydueva ypdpara kal mepL Ta oxHpaTa
kai Tév Sopdy tas wheloras, kal Tés THV PbGyywy, kai Soa tas évdelas
dvarofirovs Eyovra kal d\imavs tés mAgpdoes alofyris kat Hdelas wapa-
Sidwou. It will be noticed that Plato still speaks here of certain
‘ pure pleasures’ as mAnpdoes: s0also in Rep. 585 B odkoiv wAnpoir’
dv & e Tpocpije perahapfdver kal & vois tryov—although the terms in
which the pleasures of smell are described in 584 B, éfapric au-
Xavor 78 péyebos yiyvavras, seem (o be inconsistent with the view that
they are gradual mappdoes. The truth is that we must not press
the word m\npdoes as applied to ‘ pure pleasures’: the essential
part of Plato’s theory of the ¢ pure pleasures’ is not affected by the
retention of the word.

§ 8.] Cf vil. 11, 5.

§0. 4 ofro Nyo ms d] This is Bywater's correction for b. 25.

Bekker's 4 otre Ayour' dv.

ai pév foval alperal eow, of piv dnd ye tobrwr] ‘‘The pleasures b. 28,
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in question are in themselves choiceworthy, although not when
viewed with reference to the source from which they are derived,’
Williams : 7 e. as pleasures they are desirable, but not as disgrace-
ful—or, as he puts it more clearly in the next section, there are
good and bad pleasures.

§ 10. § 76 eider Sadpépovory aif H3ovai] * pleasures differ specifi-
cally, This is the best expression of Aristotle’s answer to Tobs
mpopépovras Tas emoverdioTous Tov flowiv: and in support of the
doctrine thus expressed he points out (§ ro) that different classes
of persons have their own pleasures which others cannot enter
into: that (§ 17) the pleasure which the Flatterer aims at giving to
his Patron is a very different sort from that which sweetens the
intercourse of virtuous Friends; and (§ 12) that when we become
men we put away childish pleasures as unworthy of us. To these
considerations is added the remark (§ rz) that indeed there are
many pleasures which we consider it to be our duty to avoid, and
do avoid ; for, after all, we are more independent of pleasure than
might, on 2 superficial view, be supposed—there are many actions
and functions performed by us independently of the pleasure
attending them. This last remark I do not regard as made with
the special object (as some commentators suppose) of showing

+/ that pleasure is not the Summun: Bonum, but as flowing naturally

b. 32,

from what the writer has just said about the power we have of
detaching ourselves from certain pleasures.  Our power of
detaching ourselves from these particular pleasures is, of course, a
special case of the law of our nature, that function is primary and
pleasure only attendant.

§ 11. & $hos] as described in viii. 3. §§ 6, 7.

1174 5.8, §12. &s olés e pdhira] CCC, NC, and Cambr. read s oioyrac

a. 8.

pdheora, an obvious blunder (although Zell tries to make sense out
of it: *significat opinari quidem pueros maximis se gaudiis perfrui,
sed decipi in hoc ) which occurs elsewhere—e. g. in Z. V. i. 9. 5 KP
reads olovrar, in iii. 3. 13 MD reads olorras, in iii. 5. 17 Kb and CCC
read ofovrar, and in iv. 2. 11 KP, CCC, and Cambr. read oldv re.

§13. 8n pév obv . . . a. 11 &v] bracketed by Ramsauer, who
thinks that hitherto Aristotle has argued rather in favour of, than
against, the view of Eudoxus which makes pleasure the Swum-
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mum Bonum, and that if,'in §§ 11 and 12, he seems to argue 1174 a. 8.

against the view, he merely goes the length of pointing out that
not only are some pleasures not good, but some good things are
not pleasures. Susemihl follows Ramsauer in bracketing the words
before us. T see no sufficient reason for suspecting them. The
distinction drawn at the end of § 12 between vital functions and
their attendant pleasures is exactly that of which so much is made
later on (see x. 5. 7), and which enables Aristotle to distinguish
between eddaqporia, or the Chief Good, and even the highest
experience of 5dory. Accordingly the abrupt ért pév odv oiire rayafin
7 ndov) seems to me to be in favour of the genuineness of the
clause. The remark § 12, a. 4 wepi woAld e omovdir . . . . 2. 8 o’
atrir 7dovn, though, as I believe, directly suggested by the terms in
which the reasons for supposing 6rc i Siapépovow ai fjoval have
been stated, is, as soon as made, recognised by the writer as having
a bearing on the other question (only incidentally, and as yet in-
sufficiently answered in x. 2. 3), whether jdor is the Swummum
Bonum, Hence ofire tdyafor 7 nlory) escapes him, although certainly
no sufficient proof of it has as yet been brought forward. Ina. g
rayaféy which the sense demands is given by Lb and T: other
authorities (including the Paraph.) read dyafdr.

CEHAFTER IV,

ArGUMENT.

Now let us start again from the beginning, and try thus fo make the irvue
nature of Pleasure plainer.

Pleasure is like Secing—something indivisible, and perjfectly realised al any
moment you takel : therefore it is not Motion, for Motion (e.g. that of building)
is abways in Hme, and towards an end, and perfect, not in ils parts (e.g. not in
the processes of fitting the blocks, and fluting the columns—these  parts’ traverse
different ground, and thus differ specifically from one another and jrom the
whole Motion lo whick they belong), or al any moment, but—zf fo be called
< perfect’ at all—only in respect of 145 whole duration, i.e. only conceived
as a process whick kas at last * come Lo its end’ in alleining the olject (e. g. the
completed femple) for which it started. Of Pleasure, on the contrary, the

Ec2



420 BOOK X: CHAP. 4: § 1.

| specific form, or nafure, is perfect af any moment you fake it—a finiched
indrvisible whale, like seetng, or the mathematical point, of whick we cannot
say ¢ it proves forwards, or grows up to, the perfection of ifs nature.
Ewery faculty of sense and wnderstanding puls forth ifs funclion in relation
20 an object ; perfectly, when, ifs condition being perfect, it meets with a perfect
object; and, if perfectly, then with the fullest pleasure. Ewery function
of sense and wndersianding has dts own pleasurve, This pleasuve perfects
the funclion—mnof, however, as organ and olbject, by their excellence, * perfect’ it
—hey ‘perfect’ it as the doctor “causes’ the patient's healih ; but pleasure
¢ perfects’ funclion, as the frinciple of health © canses’ the patient's health. If
object and faculty be perfect of their kind, and perfectly suited to cach other,
there will always be pleasure in the funciion ; the pleasure * perfecting” the
Junction, uot as the faculty does by its permanent subsistence, but as @ sort of
supervening end, lite the bloom of youthful prime,
As long as perfect faculty is perfectly related fo perfect object, there will be

Pleasure in the fusiction. But mawn's nature is weak. He canmot Feep up this”

perfect velation continuvusly : function flags, and with it pleasure is dulied,

It sray be thought. that the reason why all sirive afier pleasure is that all seek
life—the performance of function, whick, as we have seen, s perjected by pleasuye.
e widil viot al present go info the guestion whether @t is for the sake of Fleasure
that we seek Life, or for the sake of Life that we seek Pleasure: enough has beer
said fo shew thatl the two are so bound up togelher that they cannot be separated :
without function there is no pleasure; and cvery function is perfected by its
Pleasure.

11742.13.  § 1. 7{ & dotiv %) wotdv 7] not the same as =i dort kol moidy m:

8. 14,

see note on i. 7. 19, a. 31.

Boket yap 7 pév Spaois . .. a. 19 eidos| "Opaats is an évépyea as
distinguished from a xirgoes; see Mef. ©. 6. 1048 b. 18 sqq. and
Bonitz's important note, p. 396. ’'Evépyea, strictly so called, is
action or function which contains in itself the end for the sake of
which it is performed, and does not, like «fwpows, cease to be when
its end has been attained. In the case of a xivpors such as eikodid:
pnoes, which has an external end, »¢z. olkfa, and ceases when that
end is attained, we cannot say dpe olkodopei kat gruddunrer, as we
can say épa xal ébpaker dua in the case of 8paois, which is an duépyeia
Stl‘ictly so called. A xomous is E’vfpwla ys’v TiS, ci're';\ﬁs‘ pévroa {de An.
ii. 5, 417 & 16}, whereas in an évépyen strictly so called dwmdpyer
o réhos (Met. ©. 6. 1048 b, 22).  Such an évépyeta is perfect (releta),
or realises its end (réhes) at every moment of its duration—«af® dvre-
voiw ypiver Tekela éori (B V. x. 4. 1) : cfe Soph. El. 22, 198 a. g ap’
évdéyerar 10 aiTd duu Tocly TE Kab wemoukévat; ol dAAG pav pav yé T
dpa kal éwparévar TS5 alrd kat kard Tabto évdéyerar. The passage (ﬂ’fe&'.,
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©. 6. 1048 b) referred to at the beginning of this note runs in part 1174 a.14.

as follows, according to the emended version given by Bonitz,
P 397 ... dpd dpa rai ébpake, kai Gpovel kai wedpdunke, kal voel kal
vevdnxer, GAX ot pav@aver kai pepdfnxer oid typdferm kot UylagTar, €
&7 kai eb Eprev dua (7. €. € Giv is perfect in itself: its ¢ present tense’
is a ‘perfect tense’) kol eddaiporel kat elBatpdvmer: el 5 pi, e dv
wore wavera, bomep Sray loyvalvy® viv & of, d\A& (G ral Efprer. Tolrwr
81 et ras pév kufaes Néyew tas & vepyelas, waca yap kivmois dreds,
loyvacia, pdbnots, Bddiots, oixoddunos. afrar Oy krqoews, kal dreheis ye
ob yap dpa Balifer kat PBeBdlier, 0d8 oikodopel kul @robdunker, obdé
ylyverar kal yéyover ¥ kivel e kal kekbmker, alX' érepoy kal Kivel kat
kexluqrer” ébpake 8¢ kal 6p@ dpa 7O abTd, kai voel kai vevlnkew. THY {iév
ofv Towtryy évépyeiay Néyw, éxeliqp 8¢ ximow. Cf. also Met. o, 8.
1059 4. 23—1050 b. 2. )

rotodTe 9 Eotke kod 1) B0 7. e f8orh is like évépyea as described a. 16.

in Met. ©. 6. That he does not edensify it, however, with évépyewa is
plain from the explicit statement in ch. 5, § 7. Mich. Eph. has the
following comment here—év éxdore yip viv 70 Gpdv rekedy €ore kai kar
évépyeran Upearas el yip év ypive Twi Td8e T Spdpev, AN & éxdoTe TP
ToD xpovov pepdy kal év aird 6 drdpw viv wavrehds Bhémoper, kal ob
Séxeral 7u 1) Spamis & olx elyer év TG wporépyp viv év TG perd Taita YUY
8\ yap Gpa mdpeoTe, Kal 76 evar abTis otk arehés @s obv N Spacis ovre
kai 7 pbovi. oDdE yap 1§ fdow olov cwpeia Tis éoTt kat émi civfecw
wolhey 8evdy: obdeé pevolons tis mporépas §) Sevrépa émylverar, kal per
atriy 7 €pens, kal Td Te mponyolpeva kal émdpeva pépn mdpeamiv aimh
dua, Gomep émt Ths éxBalhopéuns edbelas, perdvroy Tér mpotépwy pepaw,
éplorarm Th Beirepa, kal olte Telewidrar § ypappy~ aX ev dmage 7ois
viv marréleuds éoti, kal ofa fv €v ¢ mporépe TowalTy kal év T§ épekis, kai
év 76 per abrh kal év T perd Toiro, Kal i alTy kal pla éoTiv v Gmagt Tols

vy,

§ 2. xal téhous Twds] ¢ for the sake of some end,” sc. external to a. 20.

itself.

ofov 7 oixoBopikn), kal teheln Srav woufoy of edlerar] This is
Bywater’s correction of Bekker's ofov 7 oikoBoutky 7ehela, érav woujon
of épiera, and, I think, a great improvement. The «ai before
reheta seems to exist only in KP. For olkodopsy Ramsauer conjec-
tures oikoddpnoes. This is plausible; ¢ Met. ©. 6, quoted in note
on X. 4. I a. 14, where we find ioyvacia pdfnors Badies oixoddpnos.
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7 yep Tdv Moy ovfeais] “the fitting together of the stones 1174 2.28.
after they have been hewn; not, as Grant says, ¢ the collection of
the stones.” I believe that here § rév Afav oitvferis means the
fitting together of the separate drums composing one column.

1174 a. 20. M) has olcedops—a late form meaning the same thing as oloddunes
or oixodopia. The Paraph., in explaining the present passage, uses
olkodopia and olkodéunats, but not olkobopuxn. I think that olkeSouxs
(= the @77 of building) is not guite in place here, where we are to
think of the process of building. Perhaps the olkodops redefa of

pupSdoens] Coraes’ note here is ¢ pdBSwots kiovds éorww 5 T Tov 8. 24
the MSS. is a corruption of oikeBopiu, kal rekeia,

Td\or ¢ovy cannelure (i.e fluting) Aeyopévy, «al ,saﬁa.mas wiwy 7
colonne cannelde! What does Mich. Eph. mean by saying here—
¢ 7 & g U Kl Théew 1) yiyveraw Grav
SaB8wow 8¢ klovos Néyee Ty kard pmkos TOU kiovos wnéw 1 Yiyre , 2
frpﬁe dpbas yovias Torara? See Facciolati and Forcellini s.v. s;’rz’a
—wriE=pdfdwows. Hesych. has mroéis=the act of making a nrof
o T 3 - s - . 5
or fold. Is the mj&r of Mich. Eph. & corruption of wrifw?

a.21. @ & dmavme B 1§ ypdve 7 Todre]| So Bekker, Susemihl, and
Bywater, the meaning being—‘it (7. e. molion) is perfect, then,
viewed either in the whole time of its duration, or at the moment
when it reaches its end.” This meaning is quite satisfactory; but
T am not at all sure that the text on which it relies is sound. Lb,
MP, and B® have § & dwar 8) T8 xpove Tovre. Instead of the
second # of Bekker’s text, Ob and Paris. 1415 have &), which
they omit after dravre. This misplaced 8% was perhaps the origin
of the second #. This supposition seems to be supported by Kb,
Cambr, and B2, which, omitting &7 with OP and Paris, 1417
after dmavre, read 4 not 8 before rodre. OF recorded MSS. only
CCC, NC, and B! have soth & (after dravre) and Bekker's second #.
The MS. authority for # ¢v dmavre 8 vd xpdvo ) roire is thus
decidedly weak. The reading of Lb, Mb, and B —4) & dravre 8 7
Xpéve roirg—accepted by Michelet, requires us to explain 7 as
= ffroc 1 “motion is perfect when it has effected its end— s%az i3, it
is perfect in respect of the whole time needed for effecting its end,’
—76 xpdve 10Uty being, as Michelet explains, equivalent to ré ypdve

‘700 mowjoar O eikodopioar.

T#s 700 vaod morfoews] I think that Stahr is wrong in trans{a.tmg
—< die Herstellung der Tempelcella.' , Nads is 1r'1cle'ed sometimes
used technically for the cella, or inner part of th? wpw,——as (pe‘rhap‘s
by the Schol. (cod. H) on Thue. iv. go Esp(‘w’mo:.r Bic:q;epetr” e o
atTos 6 ?rpoﬂuspﬁ);éﬂcg rémos T Bed” vews 8¢ évba pyrar alrd 1o aya?.,u.a Iau
Gevs. But here since the molngus Tob vaob is cc[ntlzastffd, as Tehela, vlulh
the moyois Tov pépous, ofov Tis kpymibos, which 1s dregs, it is -ne(?essiry
{0 understand by vads the zhole femple . so the Paraph.—ijs yap Shqs

lmel y 5 &xépa 1 Tow MBav ovrleois kT
wojoens, Pépe elmely, Tol vaod érépa 1 TGV

f pév 100 vaod Tehela] At the last mom?nt of the 'Whole .vroir;o-cc a. 25,
there exists a perfect product, which has just bulrst mto.exlstetﬁce
as a perfect product ; the last touch has been g{ven which makes
the molyaes the éoydrn ¥Ay of the resultant go;?q';q—fnd, exce;-}:f as
logically distinguished, identical with that #?P‘ﬁm_or e:.&oc—see‘ ef.
H. 6. 1045 b. 18. The words kai 1 pév 7ob vaot molris “:re)ma ?re
thus equivalent to xal 5 pév 8\ momots Tehela—TovréoTiv Gran govijoy
o veby: ‘when the temple is made, the process of building has
realised its end ; the plan requires nothing.more ; bl}t the processes
of constructing the foundations, and carving the triglyphs, do not
realise the end of the work.

a. 22, kol ¢ xpove] introduced into the text by Bywater from Kb
instead of the rod ypdvou of the other MSS. It seems to me that
we must either retain rod ypdvav, or accept B ywater's “fort. ¢ ypove
secludendum.” I hardly think that one can go the length of
saying with Bywater (Consrib. p. 67)—* The vulgate reading év 8¢
Tols pépeor Tod ypévov may be dismissed at once as implying an
erroneous view as to the sense of wépere, which stands for the
various parts of the wor#, as is shown by the explanation which
follows, 7 yap réy Mbwr otvbeois . .’ Notwithstanding the ¢ expla-
nation,’ I think that the context, with its contrast between év TG
dravre xpove and év drgoiv xpdre, allows us to retain (if otherwise
desirable) the vulgate év rois pépect Tob Xporov,

kpnmidos] ¢ the foundation "—lit. © the boot. a. 26,

pryhdgou] ¢ the triglyphs’ (in the Doric temple)—tablets di:;ided
into vertical flat bands by grooves—were placed above the architrave
at equal intervals (one over every column, and one betwe.en) alonﬁ
the frieze. They probably represent the ends of beams in the ol

: iginally’ open
i l aces between them were originally op
wua'm] S¢. ai kamaets, Sl temples. The .
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1174 a.28. (émaf, hence the term perdrn), but afterwards filled in and orna-

mented with sculptures,

8- 27. & érgoly xpévy] ‘at any moment’ (Peters).

%.28. AN elmep, & 1§ dmwavri] < In the whole time of its duration.” I
agree with Grant that these words are against ‘reading 4 ruire in
N ;

a. 30.

. a, 32.

a. 34.

b. 3.

§ 8. 1 dopd]| See Phys. vii. 2. 243 a. 6 émel 8¢ rpeis elol kwnoers 7
7€ katd Téwov Kkal Kard TH oy Kal KaTh TS Toroy, dvdyry kai va kwolpeva
Tpla elvar 1) pév ofy kard rémor dopd, 1 8¢ kard 16 wotdy A\Aolwats, § 8¢ kard
™6 moady alifnoes kat Gblots,

0 yap wéber mot of 18 wird] ¢ the whence—whither,” 7, . ¢ space
traversed,’ is not the same 3 and sometimes, of course, wrioes will
differ as taking place in opposite directions over the same space.

Ypoppiv] Ramsauer appositely quotes Eurip. ZZ g5 3—
&€ Tus kakoTpyos Oy
B pot, w6 mpdrov B’ éw Bpduy Kkah@s,
vk Sokeire T Slkn, mpiv dv wékas
YPappas tknrae xkai réhos wapry [Biov.

é @os] in the Physics.

coike B obk év dmwavTe Xpdve Tehela elvar, aAN ai moldal dre?\efg]
‘motion is not perfect at any time you take it (¢ dravre=2v érgoty),
but the many motions into which a given motion may be resolved
(¢.&. the whole motion from starting-point to goal in the course
may be resolved into the motion over the first hundred yards, the
motion over the second hundred yards, and so on) are imperfect,
and differ specifically, since different spaces traversed, or different
directions over the same space, make the motions traversing them,
or ii, specifically different.’ So the Paraph—rois pév ofy dpiBeis
mepl kwiaews Adyovs év dhhots éromoducla. Totre 8¢ pévoy evravla elmeiy
dvaykaioy, &t 0Ok év wavrl xpdvo Tehela doriv 9 ko, AN év 75 i,
AL & v Tois pépecs Tod Shov xpdvov kufwess, dreheis siot, kai Stadépovowy
@My 16 €. This interpretation seems to me to be that
required by the context, in which ‘a whole motion’ and the.
‘parts” into which it may be resolved have been distinguished. T
take it that the clause b. 5 eimep 16 wober moi elforoidy can be
explained only in connexion with a. 32 70 yap wofer wol ob & adrd
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xrA., where the specifically distinct motions are the parts’ of 1174 b. 3.

a ‘whole motion. Another interpretation is given by Mich. Eph.,
who takes af moAhat to mean ‘ most motions,” 7. e, all motions except
circular motion, which alone is ¢ perfect” He says—rd woNhai
npbokarar it ras xvkhooplas abrar yap ai kwhoes dei év Téker, kak
elpyrar mwos & 76 mpdre Tis wept otpared mpayparelas, Ramsauer,
adopting this interpretation, conjectures b. 3 o8’ & 7§ dravre xpéve
(NC and Paris. 1853 support this conjecture so far as o8’ is
concerned), and explains by reference to Plys. . 8. 264 b, 27—
‘hoc quidem &re af moAhat 7@ kwhoewy S. opév 0t év 7§ dravrt xpére
médear per Physicorum auctoritatem stat (* Zoxe ) : v. ©. 8. § 8¢ 7od
klrhov guvdnres kal ¥ore pévy Téketos 264 b. 27 5.5 cujus rei causa est
quod reliquae, quum in infinitum abire nequeant, necessario
aliguando sistantur et interpositd quicte de nove incipiantur
(foravrar, dvakdpmrovew).” 1 think itis very unlikely that, if Arisfotle
had wished to say that all motions, except kuxhoghopia, are dreheis, he
would have begun with the general statement that ¢ mofion (ximous
—not Ramsauer’s af 7oMat 7@v kufoewr) is not perfect even (o0d")
in the whole time of its continuance.” Of course if Aristotle had
written the ai mohat rép rumoewr ob év 76 dmavre xpdvo Téhewar of *

‘Ramsauer’s note, I should have had nothing to say.

§ 4. Erepan] f8owh and kimots.

koi &k Tob piy évdéyecbar kwelobar phy & xpdvw] This is another
argument to show that #8orq is dhov 7, and therefore not xivnos.

= ; I ,, 5
70 ydp & 7¢ viv 8\ov 7v| Mich. Eph. has—ypdvov 76 dropor cine
~ . R et S
viv. OéBewrar & év 1f) Quowy drpodoer év TG ékrp BiMig e dv mH
= ’ o -~ ’ ? 3 .
duepel kal ardpe vOy ofire kweigbal T olire npeuciv duvaras, al\’ obdde

yivecbar ij Ppleipecbar, See Phys. vi. 3. 233 b. 33 5q.

v f8omjr] so Bekker and Bywater with the codd. Susemihl, b, 10.

following Ramsauer’s conjecture, reads ris #8orjs.  This reading, I
think, has much in.its favour. The «a (b. g) before érc seems to
introduce a new point (the words b. 6 8j\ov ofy ds érepal 7° &r eler
dAMfher mean obe éotiv 5 nlavy o : he now adds ﬁﬁ.avﬁs otk ot
«ivgais), and the words b. 13 oldé & faris seem to give the con-
clusion of the argument establishing the new point,

In b. 13 the reading oddevés (cod. Turnebi) for olféy is plainly a



1174 b.10. blunder : 038 rolrey olerds klivnos 03de yévears would merely repeat
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what has just been said.

od yop wdvrwy Tabta Myerar] raira are kivpows and yéveois.

b.14,  § 5. Atoffoews 8¢ wdons xrA.] The apodosis of this sentence

b. 17.

b. 23.

/

begins b. 18 with e écdorpy 87 (Bekker and Susemihl read «a8'
ékaorov 8¢; Bywater restores ékdorpy from Mb and Alex.—see By-
water’s Confrib., p. 68, and reads 8 with Lambinus and Rassow
—see Forsch. p. 102). After alofqew b. 16, T, Lb, Ob, Ald., BY,
B%, CCC, NC, and Cambr. read kepévar. Of recorded authorities
only Kb, Mb, and apparently Alexander Aphrod. (who quotes this
passage dmoplar kal Nocets iv. T4. p. 258 sq. Spengel) omit ketpévon.

The doctrine of this section is shortly, that pleasure attends
functions which are in correspondence with environment; and that
functions which maintain the most perfect correspondence with the
best environment open to the organism are the most perfectly
pleasant. For J. S. Mill's estimate of this doctrine (Zxamination
of Sir. W. Hamilion's Philosophy : ch, 23), see note on vii.
12. 3,3, I5.

év g Ecr'ri] 7o {Gov (Mich, Eph.).

§ 8.] Pleasure perfects function; but not as the object and
faculty of sense (ro alafyrév re xai 7 alofyos), if good, ¢ perfect’ it
The difference between these two modes of * perfecting” function is
like that between the ways in which health is ‘caused’—by a
healthy constitution, and the doctor respectively. A healthy con-
stitution (7. . the principle of health within a man) is the ¢ formal
cause,” and the doctor is the ‘efficient cause ’ of health. It is by
operating as a formal principle, then, that pleasure perfects'
’funcnon, whereas the object and faculty of sensation  perfect’ i
by their efficient operation. According to the doctrine of de Am.
iii. 2. 425 b. 25 the sensible object, as actnally perceived, is
identical with the actual perception exerted by the faculty of sense
—the two are only different aspects of the same thing: 4 & rod
aigbyrov evépyea kal Tis aloBjoens § atry pév éore kai pla, 70 & elvar ob
tattov avrats. The alofnrdv per se is Svwduer 8y, and the alofnots (or
alobyridv) per se is likewise Surdue &v: they are two relafz which
have no actual existence, or évépyea, apart from each other:
‘environment * has no meaning except in relation to ‘organ,” and
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‘organ’ has no meaning except in relation to ‘environment.” The 1174 b.23.

reality of the two is ‘ccrrespondencc or ‘function. Té alobyrdy
Te kal § alofnous, then, “perfect ’ évépyera in the sense of ‘ effecting’
it. Itis the outcome of the joint efficiency of these two dvvdpess.
But pleasure does not ¢ perfect” évépyeca in the sense of ‘effecting,
or producing it. Pleasure is that without which the form of s’rép-,yem
produced, would not be perfect. It is the ‘formal perfec‘tion of
évépyeia—a perfection, however, which in § 8 is dcscnbe_d as
supervening (éreyryvépevdy 7o vékas b, 33) : which means that it is not
the immanent ré\es, or ultimate rasson d'ére of the dvépyeia—that
lies deeper—Dbut a sort of beauty (@pa b. 33) which reveals évépyea
to sense, and may indeed easily be mistaken for the reality of évépyeia
itself (§§ 1o, 11, and ch. 5, §§ 6, 7); for the illusion of "'éenﬁef—
‘Beauty is its own excuse for being’—is always powerful within
us. 1

Mich. Eph. has an instructive comment on this section, which he
understands as I have explained it above—except that he falls into
the error (I think) of making the construction—od 7é» airiv &¢
Tpémor Tekewl Ty evépyeiav 1§ ndov, kai THY alobnow 78 alofyriv kal 7
atebnois after remarkiug that o aiuﬂq‘rdn & Per fects’ the ﬂfadr;o‘cs‘ (01’
alofyrikdy) &s dyov atmjr dné Tis Surdpews els 7o évepyeiv, kal moLoly
adriy évépyeay, and referring to de Az. iii. 2. 425 b. 25, he goes on
to draw the parallels aiobyrds—Iarpés (both external to 76 évepyoilv),
and Hloy—riyiea (both in o évepyoiv)—rxal EoTe 0 aloOyrov éxvds adTod
T00 algbavopévou kal évepyolvros, Kai mpdrepov rijs kar évépyeiay alobioews:
% 8 fdom) oly ofirws Exer mpds Ty evépyeiar: ol yap éoTw abris ékrds, oldé
mpbrepoy Tavrys, AN’ dpa Té éoTi kal ovk foTu kal yopiodiva Tijs évepyeias
&g’ § oty ob Blvatar, Tehetoty 8¢ Néyerar i dvépyewar 5 ndovy bs ouv-
avfovoa . . . bs yap 6 larpds Pmoe kul § Dyela airwr Tob vyeaivew 70
{ov, aAN 6 pév larpis éxrds éoru Toil tyaivorros’ kai mpérepos 6 larpdst
bre yap evéoer 6 I’ arol tyracBels, latpos pév v 6 lagduevos To¥ vogody-
ra, & 8¢ yacbels Tyus olk fur 7 8¢ Uyeia otk ékrds éoTi Tob {yialvorros,
GAN v alre ot bs pépos i Eist év yap Ti oupperpia TéY év alTd yupdy
5 fyela kai 70 ywaivew éoti, al ovveaTw alt ayoplores f tyela, os dy
Dyeaivy obre kal 5 nlov) cuvvmdpyer 7 évepyeia P 7 yiverar . . . 7O pév
aiobyroy Tehawi iy aiolnow os ékxakolperor kat dyov adrijy dmd Tob
Burdper els évépyetay, ékrds du kai mpdrepor THs Evepyeias . . . 7 8¢ ndevn
rehewl Ty vépyeay bs cwavfousd Te kat ouvripoloa Kal pevew oiove
avameiflovaa.

The Paraphrast falls into the strange error of making the doctor,
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1174 b.23. or efficient cause (§ 6), answer to pleasure in the comparison, thus

b. 26.

ignoring the peint on which Aristotle’s ‘whole theory hinges—
th?.t pleasure is a sort of immanent final (or formal) cause—snome'-
thing, at any rate, which can only with difficulty be distinguished
from the final cause of the éwépyera, and indeed was identified
with the évépyeia at its best by the writer of Book vii. The
Paraphrast’s words are—«xafdmep 098¢ 7 iyleta kat & larpds Spolws alrid
E.im. 708 Dptawew: 1) pév yap alm) wotel pi ofav Ty Tod typalvew Svépyeaay,
6 8 ovvrnpel kal puhdrres, kai Smws wapapelvy (yrel, "Ere 8¢ o8 Bomep
76 alofnrov Tekewl 7w dlofnow, §) T Suavoyrdy Tiy Suivoiar, ofire kal § §5ous
Tehewol Ty évépyeiar abrav, ‘H pév yap éfis, kal 7o drrikeipevor, dwd Tob
va’pf: eis 70 évepyelq Tpodyouar THY évepyelart ¥ 8¢ fBory 7?} evepyela
yeropery ovpmepuruia ovvipet kai uldrrer, Telfer yap évepyeiv 7 e
abrg pdor. According to this, #8ovy is “called in,’ like a doctor, by
évéipyeta. Peters seems to understand the relation between #dor and
evépyea in the same way, for in a note on p. 329 he says—* the only
analogy between pleasure and the doctor is that both * complei:e
the activity ” from outside,—but see Z. .V, i. 8. 12 odées 8 mpogdeiral
Tihs rit?owﬁ; 6 Blos alrdw bomep mepuimrov Tiwds, AN Exee Ty GO0y év
€outg—a statement which the theories of Book x and Book vii
merely expand and develop. The reason why the Paraph. falls
into the error noticed is that he does not see that the words b. 25
Gomep . . . b, 26 dyalvew are merely parenthetical, giving $yfeta and
larpés as familiar instances of a formal and an efficient cause
respectively. It so happens that yice is 2 &uw; and, as in § 8
5dory is said not to ‘ perfect”’ évépyeia as &8s does, the conclusion is
draw.n _by the Paraph. here that it must do so as the larpés does!
But it is 76 ale@prov re kal § aiabyoes (parallel to the larpds) of § 6 to
which the & of § 8 corresponds; while §8orf, which in § 6 is
gararliel ::0 tyleaa, is described in § 8 as émeywduerdr v Télos, ofor Tols
dkpaiots 1) dpa. '

§ 7.] This section (Susemihl is wrong in saying that it is omitted
by the Paraph.—sec his «al pdhiora p. 216. 34 Heylbut) is
bracketed by Zell, Ramsauer, and Susemihl, because it repeats
what has already been said in § 5. It may be noted that there is
another repetition of the same in the latter part of § 8, b. 33 éos
@ ... 1175 . 3 yivecOa.. Are the passages § 6, b. 23 ob v airdy
... %7, b. 31 mewopévov and § 8, b. 31 Tehewoi ... a. 3 ylveabm
‘ duplicates?’
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§ 8. oiyx &s 1 s ewrdpyovoa] ¢ Pleasure perfects its function, 1174 b. 32.

not as a habit does by subsisting in the agent, but as a supervening
end? Rassow (Forsch. p. 7o) and Susemihl omit 4 with Lb, MP.
1 think that # is necessary. We are to think of a given éépyaa in
connexion, with s own parent &s, as we are to think of it in
connexion with its own (olkeia) #dor7. A formed habit, subsisting
permanently in the agent, ¢ perfects’ the évépyea which proceeds
from it, in the sense of easily ‘effecting’ it (see note on x. 4. 6),
or constantly realising itself in it : . iil. 7. 6 7élos 8¢ mdome &epyeias
art 76 kare wip éEw, Thus, the & of the dvdpelos realises itself in
certain évépyeiar—rda kata v drdpelar—which it tends to produce as
perfect (réheta) as may be, 7 ¢, as well fitted as may be to take their
place in the permanent system of things in relation to which all
virtuous es are formed. 'Evépyeat externally indistinguishable
from r& kard T dvdpelar, but not proceeding from the s, are drehj—
in the sense of failing to fit into that permanent system of xalat
mpages in relation to which all virtuous Zews are formed. “Efis, then,
is the organic source from which évépyea springs; and the * perfec-. §
tion’ which it confers on évépyew is that of permanence and fitness
for a permanent system. But #dorj is not the organic source of
évépyera; it is rather a sort of end—the beauty of évépyaa itself,
when once it has ¢ risen up into the borders of light” As such, it
sustains and strengthens éuépyeta (see x. §. 2)—in some such way
as the mpéror kwoir moves the universe—not mechanically, but by
the attraction of beauty (Mes. A. 7. 1072 b. 3 xwel 8¢ bs épbpevor).
As was remarked on vii. 12, 3, a. 15, Aristotle’s theory does not
profess to tell us what 78 is as a psychological or physiological
phenomenon, but what it does. It is a theory with a directly
practical aim.

ofov Tols dkpalois 1| Gpa] s6. émyiverat,

78 kpivow 7 Bewpoiv] o Kpivoy answers to o aolyrév (alobyois is b. 34.

kpiTikh 2 see note on il 9. 8 év 7 alobige 7 xpious), and Bewpoir tO
voqTiy.

Spolwy yép dvtev| see note on vi, I. 5, 4. § mpés yap T4 1O yéver 11T5 a. 1.

érepa kA

kel wpds GAAAa Tor adTow Tpdmor e’xéwmv] This means that, if the
relation between such corresponding (3poca) faculties and objects
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1175 a. 1. experienced as pleasant, remains unchanged, it will continue to be
experienced as pleasant.

a3 9.9, 'm?:g oliv 038els ouvexds #8erar;] Why then does the relation
not remain unchanged? Why is it that no man experiences
pleasure continually ? '

a. 4. xdprer;] ‘Isit ot that man grows weary?’ Grant quotes
appositely Jez, ©. 8, 1050 b. 22 8id alel dvepyei Fuos Kal dorpa kal
Ghos & olpavds, kai od oRepov pi more oy, & poBolvrar of wepi pioews.
OEBE kdprew rodra Spbvras ol yap wepl iy Svwapur tijs dvripdoews adrots,
atov Tois plaprois, 1 kimois, Bore émimovor elvar Tiw TUvEXELO THS K-
gews” 7§ yip obaln Ay kal Siwapie odea, oik evépyea, aitia Tovrov, See
nofes on vil. 14. 8.

a.5.  ob yivera oy 038" #Borfi] Ramsauer reads in the text after 58ovs
ﬂ.lfi gwexis required by the sense. The Paraph. has here duopioee
& av ns-‘n’ Tolto ofrws Eyer, wds obdeis ofirws Evepydy auvexds fderan
IIpds & pnréor, Bri xduver wdvra T4 avbpomein, kai ob varar cuveyds
::vspye?v. Atd Tolro obde fBeaBar Bivarac ovveyis, érei f ndovny ) évepyeia
drohovfei—as if he read in the text :—rds oty oddels arwex«'.‘;s- ﬁt‘isrm:
;;‘KCE{&PE! ndl:ru a dvfpormea kat dduvaret (or ob Sivarar) ouveyds c’xrsp'yév;
o0 yiverar ol ovd’ 1 ndovi) ocuveyis® Emerar yap TH évepyeie. NC omits
yip after mdvra a. 4, and reads xai od Surarei (sic). Paris. 1853 has
xai advvarel, I think that some such reconstruction of the text as
that suggested by the Paraphrast’s version is necessary.

émetar] see notes on vil. 9. 6, b. 34 and ix. 7. 6, a. 21.

a. 7. 8w Tabré] Kb, Ob—ile, 8t 75 npas ddvvarely cuveyds évepyei,
Other authorities have 8w rabra or (NC and Paris. 1853) Tavra
alone. '

wapakékhyrai] V.l waparécrar,

a.9. ‘IJ-EITE"I".'HTG 8" 03] After o0 CCC, NC, Cambr., and other authori-
ties (see Susemihl and Bywater) read yiverar.

a.16. & 10. xal 70 [4v 34] Bekker, following the codd, has &
Susemihl and Bywater, following Aretinus, read 87

leﬁ?\&y@g oly kol tijs #Borfis éplerrar] ¢ All seek after pleasure’—
this is only what we might expect from the intimate association of
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pleasure with life : it does not prove the position of Eudoxus that 1175 a. 16.
“ pleasure is the chief good.’

§ 11 édelofo & 7§ mapdvr] OF course there can be no doubt 2.19.
about the answer. As a biologist, Aristotle would tell us that s
function is the end, not the pleasure of function. At the bottom
of the series of #uruya we see plants performing function without
the inducement of pleasure; and at the top of the series we see
the dvSpeios doing a last act of duty which involves the renunciation
of all that is dear to sense. Mich. Eph. has an interesting
comment here—el péy v § Hovy réhos Tis évepyelas @s 7 oikia Ths
olkodoproews kat § Vyleia Tis Dyidvoeos . . . iy @y 7 dvépyea Kai o {np
xdpw 7is 0ovis . . . émel 8 ol om Téhos, a\\’ olov Téhos, &g elpprar,
ok & elnpev aipodpevor 7o Gy Bu iy HBoviv, AANG pdAloy Tatrmy But ™
&v. He goes on to argue that #dor is not the end, but é&épyea,
because there are virtnous actions which we choose to perform,
although they are not pleasant, but painful-—ére ¢ paliov iy
plovjy Bui Tas évepyelas kal TO (fr Srdkopev éx Tavrde paloy @v Tis
moTebrae kal mpdroy ék TéY Kar dperiy vepyerin’ el yap kal 8re pahtoTa
58etal ciow adrar, AN od Tis Hdovis fvexa omovddforrar moMAas yip Téw
xar® dperijy évepyeidv aipotpefa xubror Mmys kat méver ditias ofivas, @5 emt
tép katd Thy dvépelay évepyetv' kairo édel TavTas pioew kal elyew el
Tés évepyelas xdpw rhs ndovfs aipoipefar kal ék Tod évavriov wagay
évépyeray pert omovdijs vepyciv g Ererar nlovy; dARG ris lv el py patvotro,
mphrrew dv kal évepyely avdayouro, ofs Emovrar Tov oviv ai aioypéryres ;
. Gore SH\ov Sre r&s Hdoyds afpodpeba dui Tas kar' dperiy évepyetas.

CHAPTER V.
ARGUMENT.

Sinee each fusction has its own pléeasure whick perfects and augnents it, and

since funetions differ specifically—e.g. thinking, seeing, hearing, differ, as
Functions, specifically—it follows that Pleasures also differ spectfically.

That this is so is plain, not only from the fact that its own pleasure perfects
and augments a_function—e. g. pleasure in working out geomeivical problems
makes one work them out betler—but also from the fact that one function is
‘impeded by the presence of the pleasure which belongs to another function—e. g
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@ person who @5 _fond of music cannot attond f0 a philosaphical discussion, if fe
overhizar some one Playing the flute : indeed an alten pleasure interferes with a
Jenction almost as muckh as its own pain does—by * its owm” (whether describing
a pleasure or @ pain) I mean that which atbends the performarce of the Junction
2tself, i

Functions, then, differing as good and dad, Pleasures will differ as good and
bad.  The Pleasures which belong to good functions are &00d, those which belong
0 bad functions are bad,

Li5 oz Pleasure belongs more intimately to a function than does the appetife
whick actiates the function : the appetite is distinct in time and in nature Jrom
Ehe function, but the Pleasure is 5o closely bound “up with the funciion, that some
would identify them—erronsously, of course, Jor pleasure 45 uot thinking or
seetng—bul naturally enough, becaitse they always £o together,

The senses differ in purity—e. - Sight 35 purer than touch—so alo dy fhedr
Pleasures : and the prurest Pleasures are those of thonght.

Animals have different Pleasures, as they fhave different functions, according
%o thedr vaces : asses prefer hay to gold, as Heraclifus says.  Within the kuman
vace, however, individuals differ much in the Pleasures they Prefer.  Heve ous
standard must always be the Good M. The pleasires which he Prefers—
thase whick perfoct the Lerformance of the good functions in whisk Happiness
consisti—are good.  They are real—destinetively Human pleasures » those pre-

Jerred by disordered natures are npt really pleasures,

n752.22.  § 1. érdpur] sc. 1§ elde,

a.28. olrw ydp baivetar] sc. rekewodueva,

a.24.  kal ypadd kal dyalpa] Bekker has dyd\para. Bywater restores
the singular from Kb  Cambr. has xal dyadpa kal ypads.

3.28. § 2 abral] adral, the reading of Kb, is accepted by Bekker and
Bywater.  All other authorities (except T which has afrac abral
give abrac (=af kard rds alobioes), accepted by Susemihl. Reading
abral, we are to understand that there is a generic difference be-
tween ai rijs iavolas évépyesan and af gard vas alofjoeas, and that
under each genus there are specific differences,

a.29. aveln ¥ dr toiTo kol &k Toj curwkedaloe k.:r.)\.] TOtTo IS 74 Tds
idovis 7§ €lder dapépeww, and another reason (kaf) for accepting this

' statement is that pleasures are ‘akin’ to (owkeidobai) those €vép-
yewa (and dépyear differ g elde) which they ‘perfect’ That they

are ‘akin’ to them (oireiar) is shown by the fact that they ‘augment’
them (owraifovor a, 36)—the conclusion being a. 36 rois éréposs

¢ T etBet kai Tt olnela érepa v eidet.  The distinction between 7dorf

a8 reletoloa iy évépyear and as curatfovea Ty €vépyewar is evidently
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a very subtle one; perhaps it may be sufficiently explained, if we 1175 s. 29.

say that the term ocwaifovsa seems to express, more distinctly
th;m the term relewoloa, what 7dms does: e.g. in the case Of th‘e
Pildpovooi—palhor yip Ekacra kpivovse kal e’Eax}p:Bo{.‘ra-:v (§ 2:): 7 _uﬂ:
alkeia flovy éfarpiBol Tas évepyelas ral ypomerépas rai Behtivvs motel

(8 5).

Tov & i e in thei : a. 35.

em8i8baoiy eis 70 oikelor épyor| ‘improve in their work.
i / 4 a. 86.

ouvattouot 8¢ ai §8oval] Susemihl reads 8. I prefer 8
b. 2.

b L3 - o s
§ 8. 10i7’| 70 Tas ndovas 1§ eider Sradépew.

b. 4.
3
kagoxodowaw] ¢ overhear.

§ 4. apeordpevor, olov kal] Bekker after Kb and MP omigloiovs: b. 1L
but ofor, the reading of Lb, Ob, : CEC. Cam_br‘, NE, By S
accepted by Susemihl and Bywater, is probably right.

§ 5. Bfjlor Gs wold Bieardow] ze. 7 :’)Ixefﬂ 78ovy and 5 a’h?\o}:pa:; b. 15.
They differ (sc. in relation to a given évépyera) almost as muc
#8or) and Mn7.

oxeddv ydp k] Mich. Eph. explains—ro .crx£36v ﬁpc’;crte:-'r;: b. 16.
8t ai olkelar Mimar alet kai wdvros elol tov e’vep’yssmf (ﬁ?gup-ﬂxm, ai
nloral odk del: ¢f. mhaw oly dpolws at the end (inf this s?cnon,’ b.'az4:
Oixela Mimn, as a rule, puts a stop to the éépyera: dhlorpia 7dom)
only retards it. ‘

olketar & eiotv ol émi 74 dvepyeia ko’ t':.ﬁ'r?]v ywipevor| by “.115 b, 21.
own” pleasure or pain I mean that ?vhlclh attcn(.is the _fLantlon
itself’—as distinguished from that which 15‘ assoczatec} “t?t c?;‘::;
sequences which may eventually result xaré ocupBeByeds from
fonction.

eippran] so Bekker, Susemih.l, and lBywater. Lb alone,t ::(r)nic:inei b. 22.
recorded authorities, gives this reading. :All other author
apparently have épprras 2 so Cambr., CCC, NC.

§ 6.] 'Evépyeca differ as good and bad (stome' per}flaPs z‘tre E::; b. 24,
different) ; hence there are good and bad '.']lﬁ.‘mrm: I x;: (.Gln t
oursclves to the subjective point of view—if we Ioodi tc;n );i:h
the pleasures themselves, as felt, we shall be unabl:: T;c:’h 1? I;1gab]e _
them as good and bad—as higher and lower. We sha - i;:_erin
to distinguish them merely as more or less pleasant—as di g

yCI. 1L Fi



1175 b. 24.

b.30.

b. 34,

b. 36.

1176 a. 1.
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quantitatively. 1t is only when we view them as ‘augmenting’
functions which put us in relation to the objective order, or
environment, that we can distinguish pleasures ‘as differing
qualitatively (¢ elder), and say with Mill, ‘It is better to be a
human being dissatisfied than a pig satsfied’ (UZdétarianism,
p- 14). It is sometimes urged that Mill has no right ‘on his
own principles’ to say this—to recognise, as he does, a qualitative
difference between pleasures. I venture to maintain that few
moralists have a better right. His critics seem to forget that
his standard of conduct is the public good. His standard of
conduct is emphatically not pleasurable feeling. Only an eristic
treatment of isolated phrases (phrases which need not surprise
any one who looks at Mill's system in its place in the History
of English Ethics) could represent it as such. Mill's ¢ hedonism’
is pretty much on a par with that of the writer of Z. V. vil. r1-14.

oikewétepar 8¢ 7Tals évepyelais al & oadrals HiSoral Tav dpéfewr]
‘the pleasure involved in (év) a function is more akin to the
function than is the appetite which prompts the function (the
genitive rév dpéfewy depends on the comparative olkedrepar: af
pév b. 31 are the épéfecs, and af 8¢ b. 32 the ndoval), for the appetite
is separated from the function both in time and in nature, whereas
the pleasure is close to the function, and it is so difficult to draw
the line between the two (d8ipioror ofrws b. 32) that the question
may be argued whether the function is not identical with the
pleasure” “Opefes precedes évépyea in time (rois xpévoss), and
differs from it in nature (1 ¢ioe), being a wdbos. .

§ 7. Suwdvora] regarded here as an évépyea = Suwdnois: see
Ramsauer ad Zoc.

(§romov ydp), GMAG Sid 70 pi) xwpileoBar duiveral Tior TabréV]
It would appear, then, that the view set forth in vii. 11-14 was
Leld when x. 1—5 was written : also, if we assume that vii, 11—14
was written by one who had x, 1-5 before him, it would appear
that he was not deterred by the dromor yap here. The difficulties
suggested by these considerations will not escape the student.

Siapéper] here means ‘surpasses.’

kafaperdtyri| so Bywater for the kafapidryre of other texts, The
codd. for the most part seem to give xabapisrymi—CCC, so far as
I know, is the only cod. which gives kafupesdrore.
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Mich. Eph. has the following comment here—ij per Syus vow 1176 a. 1.

eifer éoriy avrihprricy) diya Ths UAys bs € 7@ Bevrépe hs mept Yruxis
npaypareias Sédexrar (fe. de Antma il. 12. 424 a. 17) domep yap
6 knpos THY oPpayide pory Ty év Té ypvain Saxtule dropdrrerar ywpis
Tis Umokeiuéuns st xpucds ylp dv éyivero & knpds €l ovv T Tmokerpéve
&g UAy 76 xpvod Ty oppayida ébéxero, olirw kai 1 Slns wév pdoviw
éoriv dvri\pmricy) yopis Ths tmokepégs alrais Thyst 7§ & drony kai 5
Bopyots copatoedeis oloar kal mafnrwdrepar pel Dhye elodéxorrar
Td alofprd. peré yip Tov dépos kai otw TH aépe o) wabos cotiv 6
Yidos kat 5 dopn, dvrihauSBdvovrar Tov oikeiov alclnTdw . . . kabapwrépa
apa 7 6yris, os dUAwy drridgETic, dkoqs kal dopioews. T he least pure
is yebos, because its #Ay or material vehicle, is the crass d8ar@Bes
typéy, which it takes in along with the sensible form: see also
notes on iii, 10.. '

= - ’
kol TodTey ai wept Thy Suwdvowav] 7.e. kal Tdr xara Tés algbiges

duaépovow ai mept THr Srdvoar,

kol ékdrepar aGhMAwr] The meaning is that “within each of the
two classes (pleasures of sense, and intellectual pleasures) the
pleasures differ from one another in purity '—e.g. in the class
of intellectual pleasures, the pleasures of ré éricracfac are purer
than those of 76 Aoyifecfu: and among the pleasures of sense,
those of sight are purer than theose of taste. In all cases the
less vhn, the greater kafapeidrys.

§ 8. kabdmep “Hpdrhetrds dnow dvous olppar dv éhéobar pakhor 4
xpuody| see Bywater, Heracliti Religuiae, Fr. 51, who gives the
fragment as. ovor cn')ppar’ dr €lowro palioy 7 xpvl;rdv. This seems
to be the only place where the saying is quoted. Bekker and
Susemihl read $vor: Bywater reads dwovs, which is given by Kb,
Ald., Mich. Eph. (?), B, B%, CCC, Cambr., NC. Michael Ephesius
has an interesting remark here—rd 8¢ heydpevov imd mijs Néfews “Hpa-
khelrov To0 'Epeiov kai Zpol wolitou, 70 Svous cippar’ dv Névbam
paiior il xpvao';r, aﬁp;.mra oy ydprov 'dex)e:ms‘ )Le'ya,, fis rard qf:i}nrw
#80s dort TO Gvw. Sdppara means ‘sweepings’: hence litter, or
fodder.

§ 8. &nl ye Thv &vfpdmer] ‘in particuld e latet vastum illud
discrimen naturae inter homines et inter bestias’ (Ramsauer). All
the animals of the same species, we may suppose (efhoyor a. g),

rfz2

a. 2,

a. 3.

a8 6.

a. 10,
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1176 2.10. find pleasure in the same things: but men do not present such

a uniformity of taste. Good men and bad men find pleasure
in different things. The distinction of good and bad is not
found among the lower animals—oid¢ dnpiov éorl kaxia od8" dpery
vii. 7. 2.

a.11. 7épmer] The mass of text beginning here with répret 11476 2. 11

a.15.

a. 23.

a. 27.

and ending with ixkavés 1177 2. 30 is omitted by Kb. For the
quantitative relation between this mass of text and (1) v. 1o. 1137
a. 31-1138 a. 3, (2) v. 11. 1138 a. 4-b. 12, (3) v. 9. 1136 a. 9—
1137 a. 30, see fufroduclory Note to v. 10,

§ 10.] See notes on i. 8. rr1, iii. 4. 4, and vi. 12. 6.

rosrois] For Bywater’s explanation of his conjecture * fort. rois
vel rowodrais,” see Condrib, p. 68.

§ 11. ai 7ol Tehelov kal pakapiov dvdpds] © Transit ad disquis-
itionem de beatitudine ’ (Michelet).

Kuplws . . . 4. 29 wokhoords] Peters brings out the force of these
terms very well—¢. .. will be called “pleasures of man” in the
full meaning of the word, and the others in a secondary sense,
and with a fraction of that meaning.”

CHAPTER VI.
ARGUMENT.

Tke Virfues, Friendship, and FPleasure foving been discussed, we shall now
end our Treatise with a sketch of Happiness. '

It will save time, if we wecapitulate whal we have already said aboui
Happiness. We said that if is not a Habit, but & Function—not one of ke
Junctions whick ave ‘ mecessary as means, but one desirable for its own sake :
we accordingly identified iF with the Function of the Good Man—with kis
wirinouns and beautifil actions, whick are desivable in themselves.

But why, it may be asked, identify Hagpiness with virtuous actions ? Is not
Amusement chosen (often af the cost of health and money) for its own sake—
simply for its own pleasure, not for the sake of any thing beyond ? T this we
answer— Yes, by tyrants, for instance ; and this is one of ihe chief reasons why
# 85 identified with Hagpiness in people’s minds: but tyrants, and those like
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them, are o evidence in this matter—men withowut vivtue or infelligence, who
have never lasted pure pleasure. [t is fo the Good Man, as we have often said,
that we must vefer, and ke prefers the life of wirtuous action. Therefore
Happiness does not consist ine Amusement. The life of wirfuous action 15
Happiness or the Chief End ; and the proper place of Anmtusement is as means lo
this, ¢ Play that you wmay work, as Anackarsis said, showld be our ratle.
Amusenient is relaxation ; and relaxation is not an end i itself, bul—since we
cannot always be working—a means to the better performance of serious duly.

It s in the performannce, then, of the highest functions of Man, that Happz:ﬁgss
consists : if it consisted in bodily enjoyment and amusement, any seRSUAlIsi—
cvent a slave, o whom no one thinks of ascribing ° Hoppiness' any more than
¢ citivenship —wonld have to be called * Happy.

§ 1. elpnpévov 3¢ @Y mept Ths dperds Te xal dillas Kol 13ovds] 1176 a. 30.

Ramsauer compares X. 9. I € mepl Te Tovtwy kai Ty dperdy, &
8¢ xkat pMlas kal fdovis, ixavds eipyrac Tols Timois and says—° agnoscl
his verbis videtur disputatio quaedam de amicitiae generibus, posita
illa inter & mepl rds aperds et inter Ta mept ras plovds: negligi quae
vil. T1-14 mept Hdoviis acta sunt” Connecting-passages like these
must be interpreted with great caution. They are evidence only
for the order which existed when they were written, and, in many
cases, are demonstrably late interpolations. The two passages
before us may well belong to the time when the Nicomachean
Corpus, as we have it with the #eo Treatises on f8ovn, was made
up; for the editor, having just left the subject of dory (as treated in
x, 1-5), would naturally put it last in his list of subjects hitherto
discussed. :

NC and CCC have eippuéver 8¢ tév mepl Tijs aperijs (vas dperas first
hand CCC, ris dperils COIT.) Te kai pehias kat fdovis.

§ 2. elmoper] e.g BV 1. 8. 9.

év & vepyadv ol pév elow draykaloe k.m.\.] See note on i. 1. 2,
and et ©, 8. 1050 a. 23 5qq. quoted there.

BAkor & Ty eBBaporior . . . b. 5 adrdpins| See i 7. 7.

§ 3. ket Tar maddr 96 aw 'f]ﬁefcu} sc. Soxovotw eivar kaf attas
aiperal.  This, of course, is not Aristotle’s own opinion. His
answer to the arguments for regarding amusement as an end
in itself begins with oidéy & lows onpeior of Towdrol elow § 4, b, 17 ;

a.33.

b. 2.

b .

b. 8.

and in § 6 he states his own view of the place of amusement

in life__that it is relaxation, a means to the better performance
of earnest work—raifew 8 éres omovdily b. 33.
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b. 17.

b. 20,
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AdnrorTaL 6 adTd ioTd
a‘ﬁ“h- : Yép &n" abrdv w.TN] kal téy madidr 8 of Fdeia ob
S Do =l ) 2nh
2 a (rotvrar of yip alpoipevor adrds oddiy £ adrow apelolvrar
M
BXdarrovrar pév oly paley {(Paraph.).

amooxoNdbew| dracyohifer (‘to be entirely engaged with, ‘to
maﬁke one’s business in life”) is the reading of Ha, Lb, Mb E:IC——
a mm:;‘ elppuévor apparently, although dracyohels occu’rs L : Kb is
defecuve. Lere (see note on x. 3. ¢, a. 11); but drocyordienr is
the reading of Cambr., which has much in common with Kb in
H?‘ok X (see Admec. Ox. vol. i, part i, Lnglish MSS. of the
Nicomachean Etfics, pp. 74-83): also of B, ]_5;"“, B .

: $ :4 ?Sums‘ez?uxpwoﬁi;:[ Mich. Eph. has Myer 8¢ elhixpveis fidavis
ais ov pepuktar 4 pera Bpayd Emerar Aomny wat perdvora,

§ 5. koafBdmep oy wolAdkis elpnran] ¢.g. x. 5. 10.

kai 7§ omoudalw 84] So Ramsauer, Susemi o
Bekker's &, > =il and Bymater for

3 2 ~ b

; § 6. odk & Tadid dpa § eddaporia k7] See Pol. . 2. 1337

| 2 2 r 1 13 -~ ’ ; :
sqq.—al pév oy rarafBeBAnpévar viv pabioes, kaldmep o

i et v (i 4 €p ewpnrat
: » emauorepilovow’ fome 08 Tértapa oxeddr & mardedewr eldBuct
d M \ A1 ’ 2

'yp: ppara kal yupvacriciy kal poveudy kat TéTapTov €vioe ypadiiy, Thy

per ypappariajy kal Pkny 6 { o5 T !
i ypapiny @s ypnoipovs wpos tov Blor olivas kal

e g S ;

: vxpiaTovs, Ty O qupracricny és ouvrrelvovoar wpos duBplav: T
4 3

€ povouay 7dy Swrophoeter dv mis.  viv péy yap s ylevis ydpw of

e ’ S . 3 i :
\eiotos peréyovow airis' of & €& apyis Erefav & radela Sk v ]
3 a 1 e o s af :

Puoe almiy (jreiv, dmep moMNdris elpyrar, i pdvor doyoheir dplas

ey : :

alhd kai oxolilew SivacOar kalds. aimy yap dpyn wdvrev, fva xal
’ o ) r et 3 : i

waAw elpoper mepl alrhs—el & dppo pev 8ei, pa\hor 8¢ alperdw =)

o £ -~ E ’ b ’ ;

’)(o?\afsw s doyohias, kal Télos {prréor & 1o 8¢l mowdiras ayoldalew.

ST 2 : o - \ 3 - )
yap 8 mailovrras' wéhos yap dvaykaior elvar Tod Bloy T wadidy fuid,

. ~ ~ ’
&l B¢ rotro @ i pa v Tal
To advvaro, kal palkow év Tais doyohlums XpioTéor rais wadais

: iz el
(6 y(‘x;;l movéy beitar s dvamatoews, § 8¢ madit xdpw dvamaboews Soriy
1':5 (?’ aoyohetr gupfSalver perd wévov kai owrrovias), Btd Tobro Bel madeds
i:zrayw&‘n xfcupo(jhtilnxoﬁ'wa Ty Xpow, bs mposdyorra dapuakelas xdpuy,
4vegLs yap n Tolaury kumois Tis Yruyis, Kal &k Tiv Hlemy dvdmavors,

3 : - :

hterCfn(é i]]f: o[waua'xo;_ Adgew] obdéy xmA. The letters within [ ] seem to be
: represents space between dmaoyo- and edééy f

at most, three letters. Was the original ing a 1 G OI}IS' e

o s e ginal reading dmasxoAeiv? Cf intr. use of

BOOK X: CHAP. 6: §§ 6-3. 439

Cf. also Pol. ©. 5. 1339 b. 1T 5qQ, where the relation of Music 11768 b.27.

to maidid is discussed. It is shown that music is not merely useful
as a relaxation—mpds dvdmavow, but that it has alsoa higher function
—rumorépa 8 doriv 1§ Plots admis i kaTé T elpnuévy xpiow 1340 A. 1,
being a great educational instrument—rmotol Twes Ta 0y yiwdpeda 8¢
abris 1340 2. 7. This point, however, is not before us here, nor
its value mpos Suaywyiv—as one of the modes of ‘employing and
enjoying ’ that oxohy which is the end (see Pol. ©. 4. 1339 2. 25) -

aSuvaroivres B¢ curvexds Tovely GvoTaioEws 8dovtar] CF. %. 4. 9 b.34.

mhs ofv obBels cuveyds fderar; i kdpver; mdvra yap Ta avbpemea
Qduvarei cuveyis évepyev: el A 7. 1072 b. 14 Saywyy 8 éoriv
ofa % dpiorn ukpby xpdvow fpiv olte yip del dkelvd éoTw, Tty pév
y&p dbdvaror.

Tadid is 2 necessity imposed upon man by his composite nature.
It is a foolish mistake to make this necessity the end. On eirpa-
we\ia, as contributing to dvdravews, see Introduciory Notz to iv. 8.

§ 8. € pi wai Blov] Bios is here the life of a citizen, as dis- 1177 a. 9.

tinguished from (o, animal Jife. This distinction, however,
between the two terms is not always observed. On the position

of the 8ohos, see note on viil. 11, 7, b. 5.

CHAFPTER VIL

ARGUMENT.

Happiness consisting itn vivtuous function, Perfect Happiness witl consist in
the function whick praceeds from the highest virtue—rthat of the principle which
25 best in Man, end naturally auiforitative in kv, and most divtne—RKeason.
That Perfect Happiness is speculative function is a conclusion in accordance
wwith what has already beer laid down and with the truth: for specutlative
function is the highest, most continuous, and most plsasant of all functions:
Sfurther, the most self-sufficing—jo7, though the Philosopher and the fust Maze
both need < the necessaries of life) the just man néeds other pegple on whom io

1 The three fanctions of music are distinguished in P/, ©. 5. 1339 b. 13
wérepoy macdeiav, §) mabidv, § dwyeyiy eiAbyws B els whvra TdTTETGs Kol

dalverar peTExar.
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exercise his wiviue, but the Lhilosoplier, though perhaps it is better Jor him o
haze friends £0 help him in his fhinking, can yef think by leimself, being of all
men the most self-sufficing. Again, speculative fusnction s the only function
which is loved for itself alone ; thinking, and nothing but thinking, resulls from
i) whereas in the sphere of moral conduct there ave oljects attained beyond the
activns whick we perform, Again, Happiness is Lheught fo be tealised in
leisure : we are busy in order that e may have leisure—re wage war in order
that we wmay enjoy peace. Now, the moral virtues MANLIETE themselves in war
aid in the performance of civil dutics—in artions with which men © biesy them-
seloes —actions, indeed, of Pre-eminent nobilily and grandewr, but yet aimed ot
somee end beyond themselves—at the acquisition of power it may be, or of honour,
or—of Happiness jor oneself and one's Jellowr-citizens,  But fo the life of
specudative function belong all the Prerogatives whick we assign to the life of the
Blessed—it is its own end, it has o Bleasure all its own which augMents it, it is
Self-sufficzent, it is the employmient of leisure, f 45—so Jar as man's estate
allows—unwearied.  This life, if it attain fo ifs Perfect duration, is Perfect
Hagpiness. It is a lfe which i+ higher than human. It is notf as contcrete
men, but as having in us a divine Principle, that we shall five this life. Lot
s not then listen 1o those who tell us that we are kuman, and ought to mind
hzeman things—that we are weorial, and ought to mind worial things ; but, so
Jar as dn ws fes, let us bear ourselves as smmortals, and do all for the sake of
living in accordance with that which is Aighest in wts—that part of us whick ;
Hhowgh small in bulk, is, in Power and worth, exalicd far above all the 7est.
This par:mﬁemo?a—ber}zg Ais Jevereiiie part, is the man. He, therefore, who
lives according fo Keason, ftves according (0 what ke trulyis. His fife is his
own—zhcrefore naturally the best and sweetest Jor kim: ‘his own’ in this
eminent sense—therefore realises the lighest Happiness,

Introductory Note.] Mich. Eph. introduces this chapter with the
following comment: émel durri) ) dpersy §) pév 70y 7 8¢ fewppmixs), xa
dia Toi7o kal § eddauoria Sermyy.  év pev 76 wpdre PuBMe elre wept wole-
Tikis ebbapovias ., , éy Toirg B¢ Néyer mepl Tis Bewpnrixis elbaspovias kal
xar abriy evBailpovos, &s Sorw 4 Tp&Tos Kai dvres dvbpenos kal & ahglwos
dvbpormas, 6 év fuiv Sphorére wods kal érvywipervos § rototros eddalpwy T
molirikd ebbaipors addraroy Yip €omiv & ron yevéoba vospav (aly pay,
perpnoarte Ta wdly Sk rav 7By dperdv, kal kard moherskny ebdwpoviay
$hoavr dépora yap 74 74y Th alrov ¢icer kai dordfunra . . . el odp
dperpa T by kal ddpiora kal dxAov kat rapayis €umomrikd, wHs oldy Te
voepds evepyeiy Tor Umd Tév d\dyar Taloy meptelkiperor 5 . . . kakas dpa
stpyrat Tois elmotor Tiy TPAKTIKNY dpersip kal 16 Téhos attis Ty ebdayuoviap
émrndeiordras Twis elva wpos breoxiy Tis Oewpnrinie ebdmporias,

§ L kard o kpatiorv] See i 7. 15 kard i dploTny kat Tedeso-
Tdry, ]

BOOK X: CHAP. 7: Y 1, 2 441

elre 3 vols Tolto eire dMho 7] What is the aliernative to vois 1177a.18.

: A

suggested here? The words a. 15 elre feiow by miﬂ m.:fb'e’i'n ;'a;l; ;1_!
fuiv 70 Bewraror seem to help us to the_ answeli. Téav eu~ L w; :
rarov is man’s webs: sce X. 7. 8 feiov & yovs wpds oy dvfpumor:
accordingly something higher than man’s mf:'s- must be marl:fe(é b_g
the words elre deior by kal alrd—some imme.dlate presence of Go
in each man, to guide him providaintially, llke’ the msp}re(}ll ap;}:zﬂ—o
Bela poipa mapayryvopém dveu vob ols dv ﬁ‘apuy('yvqfal;i) :1 €
(99 E). This alternative is, of course, rejected by n;to e. =

On rév év npiv 70 Gadraror Mich. Eph. has I.:ﬂe ‘foll'o“ lng—s‘m‘:l
elre & 70 Oetdrarov Tav év Nuiy, 61t ébos alrd kal o acu-ﬁrio-w‘mf: 2 m:
Tijr Plaw kal mévra T4 tis Pigeas €pya Tposeypeicue) y‘a:p ﬂ¢um{
dmoty alrds év E\hois Beds pév olic €ore’ Oeioy Bé = Bc‘u;mww oaTe 1)
per aivclpois Belov' od Bedraroy, v 8¢ Noy{dpevor Betov xai Gewdraror.

# Teheln edSarporia] This phrase has not occurred before in the a. 17.

* dpers ; i ition of the edfai-
Lifics; but kar® dperiy Tedelar occurs in the definition o
pov in i, 10. 15,

8r & domi Bewpnmkd), elpnToa] ‘at haeg nusq?am sic lel:?untll‘r:
lacunae igitur habes in libro vi indicium’ (Susmmhl).-‘ Pjer aps, I;n
the absence of the Nicomachean original of Book vi, we may be
allowed to refer to £. V. i. 5. 2 «at rpiros 6 Bewpnruicds. There is no
mention of the Bewpprios Bios in L. V. i. 4, §§ 3—8—a passage
which has much in common with the chapter now before us. 5 b}lt
we must assume that Aristotle had not forgotten the fewpyricds Blos
when he wrote 1. ¥, §§ 3-8.

= b b : - 4 ’ k) - s a. 20‘
§ 2. kol yap 6 vols k.T.N.] 7. e kai yap 6 voUs kpdriords éore Tay év

Hpty, kal T@ yvoeTd mept & 6 vous pcp&nu.'ni Ea‘:n r&n: 79@31':'-3:;. F?r Zhe
use of the epithet kpdrioros in connexion with e El.t}d 6 ramele see
et A, 9. 1074 b. 33 abrdv dpa voel, eimep e’ar.ﬁ. 70 kpdToTOY, Kai e‘a"s:lw
7 womoes vojoews vonows, Reason is the prmc.ip]e which prevails
(«paret) in the world, It has might as well as right.

istingui 37 1 i. 10, IO, 8. 32.
wpdrrew] as distinguished from Bewpeiv: see mote o :

b. 15—rolrey § abréy al ryudrarar povypdrepar du T6 ‘ud?\fu-m Kal rnw;xe'-
erara karalijv év abrais Tobs paxapiovs : but ¢ft n}ote 01:’1 IX‘. 9. .5, a;h a1y
ot yap pabioy kall abrdv évepycty cuvexbs, ';..':ES’ e"l:spmv O¢ kat 'n'{:ms af?\;t:'c
pasy—a statement which seems to conflict with the Floct:'lne (3 Lt hls
chapter, We must, however, allow much for the difference in . e
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1177 a. 22. noi lew. i is vi 5 i
77 a. point of view. In ix the good man is viewed as xowwvds Blov, in x

as opotwbels 7 fegs,

; orwodv] Instead of Bekker’s comma, Susemihl and Bywater
rightly place a full stop after érowoiv,

a.25.  § 3. 4] dhovodla] vopia is the reading of Pb, Ald., CCC, Cambr.,

s

a. 28,

o

B, B% B’ Of course ¢osodia is right, the argument being—<if
the pursuit of wisdom (Pprogopia) is so pleasant, how much more
pleasant must the possession (aogpia) be ?*

kebaperdmn] Lb, Ob, and CCC give this spelling. Mich, Eph.
explains as follows—dthorépwy alobioear ai dvépyeans kabapbrepary the
moMtrikds 18 immersed in matter, and often repents that he has done
this, or not done that: ¢ 8 Gewpov xat v Gdow 7@y dvrov mokertd-
pevos ovdémoTe év peravoly yiverac,

elhoyor B¢ rois eidéor Tdv Lnrobvrr 4dlw Ty Sayeyly elvo]
The contrast marked by rofs eldéor and réw yrodwraw here is not
that between the mere &s of sopia as a treasure (¢/2 Grant’s note
here) and the évépyeia of pddnoes by which that treasure is accumu-
lated—for Aristotle would certainly tell us that of these two the
pdbnats is the more pleasant; but that between the évépyeta xara T
ébw, and the évépyera by which the & is formed. The godhds
derives more pleasure from the use which his trained faculties make
of his accumulated knowledge, than the learner derives from the
process by which faculties are trained and knowledge is accumu-
lated. Similarly, it is the perfectly formed Bikatos, and not the man’
who is becoming Sikaws, who finds the greater pleasure in the
performance of #& 8ikare. We must be careful, then, fo understand
the eddres here as GurEX@s fuepyoivres, Nof as merely aés Eyovres,
 The accumulation of knowledge—in the head, or, more con-
‘ veniently, in the library—is as false an ideal of Life as’ the accumu-
lation of money. An instructive discussion—partly in relation to
academical education—of the question *Is Truth, or is the mental
exercise in the pursuit of Truth, the superior end ?” will be found
in Sir W. Hamilton's Zectures on Meiaplysics, Lect. i. vol. i. pp.
8-18. Hamilton describes it as ‘perhaps the most curious
theoretical, and certainly the most important practical, problem in

the whole compass of philosophy. For according to the solution

at which we arrive, must we accord the higher or the lower rank to
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certain great departments of study; and what is of more impor- 1177 a. 26.

tance, the character of its solution, as it determines the aim, regu-
lates from first to last the method which an enlightened science of
education must adopt.’

§§ 4-7.] In these sections it may perhaps be thought that the a. 27.

Bewpyrixés Bios is presented as a carcer distinguished from the
woherekds Blos—the career of the savant, as distinguished from that
of the man of affairs. That the savant needs less yopyyla than the
man of affairs, and so is alrapkéorepos, is true in a sense—although
we must remember that the savant is himself the highest product
of civil life, and the order and amenity of that lifc are materially
necessary to his form, being, in a way, his yepypyle. That the
career of the savant was partly what Aristotle understood by the
Bewpyricés Bios is most likely—it was his own career; but here,
I take it, he asks us to look at the fewpnricds Blos, not as a separate
career side by side with other careers in the city, but rather as 22
form of the mo\mwds Plos, that is, of all life in the city. Accord-

ingly, when he distinguishes § évépycta % karé iy kparieTne dperiy

(% 7. 1) from # xar& vy &g dperfr (x. 8. 1), he does not dis-

tinguish two lives, but rather two points of view. The el8aporia of
the goghds is higher than that of the dvdpeios, as the Yuyn is higher .
than the sépa—but there is no yuy without ¢épa, and no eépa
without vy, The “city’ exists for the sake of its  thinkers,” but
the ¢ thinkers ” are no caste apart: they are the leaven in the mass.
We must remember that it is of 4 7ehela ebdaiporia that he is
speaking here. Pure Bewpla constitutes i relela ebdapovia. But
man cannct engage in this fewpie continuously, or, even at inter-
vals, perfectly. Only God can continuously and perfectly. The
life of pure dewpia is too high for man, because he is concrete.
H reheia ebBatuoria, then, being beyond the reach of man, he is left
with eldaporia fo the extent of his Bewpla: see E.N. x. 8. 8. This
means that fewpla is the formal element in his etdapovia.  The oogds,
as distinguished here (x. 7. 4) from the &ikaws, is this formal
element abstracted and personified for the sake of clearer present-
ation. But we must not make ‘2 material use of a merely formal
principle ’—ie must not suppose that the sedés, as described here
—E. V. x. chapters 7 and 8—exists as an individual to bear away
the prize of actual eddatpovia from the dixaws. The Gewpyricis Bios
is not a separate life coordinate with the wohewos Bles, but a spirit
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paprdvey, dvadelis o 8¢ mpaxrikds, dpowphoas pilocupias, dpovoos kal 1177 a.27.

1177 a. 27. which penetrates and ennobles the latter. When the ¢ political ” life mAnppeNfs. meparéov odv els Slvapuy kal T& kowd mpdrTew, kai s iho-

is said to be doxohos (x. 4. 6, b. 12), this is doubtless true of the
lives of ordinary politicians, who make politics a trade, subjecting
themselves to the vicissitudes of party fortune, and placing their
end in its domain; but it is not true of the lLife of the ¢ good man,’
whose oxoly consists in the quiet of a wellregulated mind, not in
an impossible immunity from the ©interruptions ” of practical life.
Unless we understand ayolj in this sense, we must suppose that in
the Ethzcs the life of the good man is depicted as a more or less
i/~ troubled and unsatisfactory public career, in which he is painfully
conscious of the difficulty of finding occasions for the exercise of
his temperance, justice, liberality, and other virtues—ending, if he
is ever to reach the highest kind of happiness,’in withdrawal from
social activity, and the attainment of Nirzana, such as the Neo-
platonists understood the fewpnricos Bios to be. Nothing could be
more opposed than this to Aristotle’s view of life as social from
beginning to end.

I take it, then, that when he contrasts the fewpnricds Blos and the
mpaktikés Bios, Aristotle sometimes thinks especially of the difference
between the life of the student or savant and that of the public
man—and sometimes (as here, x. 7, §§ 4—5) wishes rather to call

y attention 1o the =i v elvar, or obola dvev Thys, as distinguished from

* the concrete manifestation, of man’s life as a whole. But these two
ways of looking at the Blos fewpyrids scarcely present themselves to
him as two. The result is a confusion of expression which enabled
the mystics of a later age to quote Aristotle’s authority for their
extravagances—the dilkaws is contrasted, as & man who has diffi-
culty in finding people on whom to exercise his 8wawoatny, with the
vophds, who has something better to do than to exercise &katooiny |

For more on Aristotle’s view of the relation of the fewpyricds Bios
to the mpakruds Bios, see note on i. 5. 2, also notes on vi. 1. 1 and
vi. 13. 8. 2 ' (e

Plutarch discourses on the inseparability of these two Biot in an
interesting passage—de lberis educandis, 10—rehelovs 8¢ dvfpdmovs
yebpar rovs Suvapévous iy wohirixar Stvapw pifa kal kepdoar T iko-
copia’ kal duoiv Svrow peyiorow dyafoiv énnfohovs imapyewy vrolapSdve,
Tod Te Kowawgpehols [iov, molirevoucvous, Tol Te axlpovos kai yakqvad,
darpiBorras wepl Qilovodlar, Tpidy vap Hvrev Blov, by & pév dom
mpakTikds, 6 8¢ Oewpnrikds, & 8¢ dmolavorikds, & pév €hvros kat Sovhos Taw

Hlovdv, {addys kai pixpompenis éomw & 8¢ Jewpnrikds, Tov mpakrikoy Sua-

coplas dvrikapBaveatar, kard 7b mapeikoy TGy Kapo. olirws s’:ﬁa)\treécﬂram
Hepiehs, otres "Apxvras 6 Tapavrivos, otTws Alwy 6 Evpam?-mc, Turms‘

. Erapuwévias 6 Onfatos® &v ékdrepos II\drwvos ouvougiaeTys. W hHEN
Plato (Rep. 520 A) compels his philosophers to re-enter the cave,
he asserts the soul-and-body like connexion between the. ﬂsmenﬂms‘
Blos and the mpaxricds Bios. 1 understand Aristotle to believe in the
same intimate connexion, although, as a professed savant, hc:
probably differed from Plato as 1o how the savant or ¢ philosopher
ought to make his influence felt in society ; he probabizr ai‘;tached’
more importance than Plato did to the mere presence of © thinkers
__of an academic element—in the city. He would prob?.bly not
have wished to cee his ¢ thinkers’ take to  politics '—even if, by s0
doing, they might have become  philosopher kings.’

§ 4. 6 piv Blkoros Belrar wpds obs Sukarompayfioer kal ped” dv . . . a. 30.
5 8¢ codds kal kaf witdy dv Bivarae Bewpetv] The oodds, as thus
contrasted with the dikasws, is, for the moment, taken oult ?f tlfe
human environment. He is not the savant, actually existing m
society, but the personification—or even deification—of the theo-
retic clement in man. Then follow immediately the words a. 34
Bénrior § Tows ouvepyols Exer, which refer to the savan:c, as an
actually existing member of society. Avristotle, as T have said, looks
at the fewpyricds Blos from two points of view—as the far.m of bun‘zcm‘ o
Iife, and as the career of the savant; but the two points of view
sometimes tend to merge in each other.

ouvepyols] The special reference is probably to 4 Tekeia r,b;}:fa, a. 34,

and the Bojfea afforded by its  Dialectic’: see Infroductory Note
t0 Book viii. So far as the remarks made in this section appl?r to the
cods, as an actually existing savant, it seems to me that hx‘s inde-
pendence of 5 éerds yopmyia IS exaggerated. Not to mention the
remoter social conditions of his existence, he owes much to cFluca-
tional institutions ; and, if he is a student of nature, as Aristotle
himself was, he will require the special xopnyla of the laboratory.

§ 5. odbdv yap &n abrijs yiveror Tapd 5 Bewpiioar] See Mel. A. 2. D, 2.
982 b. 11 Bia yip 70 favpdlew of dvbpomor kai vy Kal 6 mpbrov fpEavro
3 s r E A
Pihooately, €€ dapxijs pév Té mpéyepa Tév amdpoy Gavpdoavtes, eira kata

- - » #* i I a]v
puixpdy obT® wpoidyTes Kal wepl TV pewfvay SwamopnoavTes, ooy TEPL TE T
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Tijs oehipns mabpdrey kat Tdy mepl Tov Hhuwow [#at mrepi dorpey] kal wepl
ilg - . S / v satiEs S
TS TOU mavtos yevéoews, 6 & dmopdy kai Oaupdlev oferar dyvoeiy (8¢5 xal
6 dléuvbos p\doapds mbs dorw 6 yap pibos oiykera ek favpaciov)
bo7’ elmep Bid 16 Pelyer Ty dyvoray éphocipnaar, Gavepdy dr Bk 6
’ae’ A 3 F 04 LY 3 ’ i’ il - »
ELUEMOL TO E?a-iwmgal- Eatmxlw, Kat ou qua'fa’f TIVOS EVEREY, PEOTUIEL B’ ﬂ'l}fa‘
. Sy 1 - ¥ i3 » n s - .y
70 ovpfeSurds oxelor yap wavrer trapydirer Tév avaykaley Kai wpos
Agarogy kal Suyoyiy 1§ Totatry Gpéunats ifpbaro (yreioBai.  Sjhor ody Gs
¢ oldeptav abrip (qrodpey ypelay érépavt AN bomep dvlpomos aper
ehetlepos & éavrod Evexa kal py E\hov dv, ofre xal alry, péwy ehevbépa
3 Al Ty - ’ R T e S T ,
oUTFa Twy mmrﬂ}.ﬁ,v #Ull'q "'P(Io QUTI}' EAUTHS EVEKEY EQTLL, SLO Kad B{Kﬂlws‘
év olk dvfporivy vopllomwe adris § krjous.

mpakTikdy| so Rassow, Susemihl, and Bywater, for Bekker's
mpakray. Besides KP and Hel., quoted by Susemihl, Cambr. gives
mpaxtikdy. Rassow (Forsch. 7o) describes mpaxriiw as ‘das allein
richtige.”

The statement drd 8¢ row wpakrieéy ., . D 4 mpafew does not con-
flict with the # ydp edmpadia réhos of vi. 2. 5, for ebmpatia is the whole
system of kakal wpdfes, whereas the mpaxrecal &épyear of the present
section are actions performed as means: ¢f, iii. 3. 15 af 8 mpdfes
&ar évexa. .

§ 6. Boxel e ) eddarporia év TH axoMf elvar] ‘It is a sort of
repose, as it were, the fruit of our exertions”’ (Grant). ‘One of the
Aristotelian ideas,” says Prof. Jowett (Politics. vol. i. p. cxliv), ¢ which
we have a difficulty in translating into English words and modes of
thought is oxelg or 4 év oxo)j Sayey). To us leisure means hardly
more than the absence of occupation, the necessary alternation of
play with work. By the Greek, oyoj was regarded as the condi-
tion of a gentleman. In Aristotle the notion is still further idealized,
for he seems to regard it as an internal state in which the intellect,
free from the cares of practical life, energizes or reposes in the

consciousness of truth’ See also his note on s & 73 dayayj

oxohip Pol. viil. 2. 1338 a. 10, vol. ii. p. 295, where he says that
the expression is nearly equivalent to i & 15 oxo\j Bayaryiy 1338
a. 21: the first sense of the word Suaywyy is “that employment of
leisure which becomes a gentleman’ . . . “Further it is joined with
Ppéumars (Pol. ©. 4. 1339 2. 25), and therefore seems to mean the
rational or intellectual employment and enjoyment of leisure. Tt is
always distinguished from ra:dié and dvimavars, “amusement” and
“ relazation,” which are properly, not ends, but only means to

o
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renewed exertion (cp. Nic. Eth. x. 6, § 6), and so means to }177 b. 4,
means, whereas Seyeyg and oyehy are ends in themselves. 'I'h(:f

idea of “ culture,” implying a use of the intellect, not for the sake‘ 0

any further end, but for itself, would so far correspond to Suayeyn.

7@y pév oby TPAKTIKGY .. .b. 8 mavreAds] Rassow (Forsch. p. 3?} b, 8.
places (his sentence after gévor yivanro b. 12.  Thus b. 9 :1;6&:: it
uipc'r."rm.. .. b. 12 yivewro immediately follows mokepolper v erprmy
dywper b. 6, which it explains. This is a great 1m3rovement to th_e
run of the passage; but perhaps (since transposing sentences 1sf

e o il 0
always risky work) we ought to be satisfied w%th Ehe‘ aglount
improvement produced by Bywater's parenthesis ovdeis D. 9 . -
b. 12 yivowro,

< : - b.12.
ddvor ylvowro] KP has yivgray, and Cambr. has ¢ovos.

érépoy ofoav THs wolTikis| moliTiky (=airo 76 moAtrevealas b. 13) b. 14
is itself an drehgs énépyera—it results in a rédos external to itself.

S Txop drs & b. 15.
$fkor &s] Ramsauer proposes &) as, or djhay érv os. I do not
think that any change is necessary.,

" § 7. € 8 vov pév krA] The apodosis of this sentence begins b. 186.
with b. 24 # 7ekela 8) eddaypovia.
xal wap’ abthy odderds épleabar Téhous| See Alef. A. 2. 982 b: z'{ b. 20.
pévy yap abri abris vekév ooy Mt ©. 8. 1050 a. 34 eu.:raw 8¢ f.-q
Zorw #\ho Tt £pyoy mapd Ty ewépyesar év atrols imapxes  evépyeia, e
5 8pavis év 76 Spwvre kai ) Bewpla év TO BewpoiyTL, kai 7 (o v 70 Yruxd,
38 kol § edBuupovia’ (wn ydp moud mis éaTiv.
xal Exew Ty #doiy oikelor (adrn 3¢ ouvadfe Ty evépyeraw)] See
X. 5.2,
84] So Bekker and Bywater. I prefer Susemihl’s 8¢ given by MV b. 22.
and Ob, On kai... 8 sce Eucken de Arest. dic. vaf: Pars 18:
de particularum usu, p. 32 ‘adjungit kai—@&¢ Tem novam saepe tam

: : ;
leni modo ut idem fere valeat atque ve” He remarks that et 3¢
is more frequent in Z. V. iv, viil, ix, and x, than elsewhere in the

Aristotelian writings.

& katd tadry] The 7d is introduced by Bywater from Kb, M), b. 23
The sentence seems o me to run better without it
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Aafoboa pixos Blov téhetor] This means that the life of the
eldaipwr must have a seasoradle duration; that it must be long
enough for him to do his life’s work in: see note on #x & & Bio
Telelp 1. 7. 16, a. 18.

§ 8.] The fewpprucds Bios is an ideal; it cannot be realised by
man, for he is concrete. But the effort to realise it, as far as pos-
sible, is all-important in human life. The effort to realise it
coordinates man’s powers, and exalts their vitality—it gives him
¢lan, and carries him on to the attainment of many things within
his reach, which he would not otherwise aspire to. Perhaps we
may venture to translate the doctrine of this section into the
language of modern philosophy, and say that Aristotle makes “the
Idea of God’ the ‘regulative principle’ in man’s life, Indeed
Eudemus puts the doctrine hardly otherwise in a passage which is
the best commentary on this section—Z. E. H. 15. 1249 b. 6—é¢i &
domep kal év Tols d\Nows mpbs T4 dpyov (v, kal wpbs Ty Efw rord Ty
evépyeiay Ty Tob dpxovres, olov Sovhov mpds Beombrov kal fkacTov mpds Ty
éxdarov kabikovoar dpyiv. émel 8¢ kat dvbpomos picer cuvéoThrer &f
dpxovros kat dpxoucvov, kal écagrov dv Séor mpds T éavrév dpyiw iy
(alrn 8 Surr @\\es yip 1§ larpuch dpyn kai @\es 5§ dybeat Tadrys 8¢
évexa éxelm)* olirw § Exer kard 10 Bewpyrixdv. ol yip émraxrids Epywy
6 Beds, AN ol éveka 3 ppivgots émadrrer (Sirrov 8¢ 10 of Evexa Sibpiorar
&' év d\hots), émel ketvds ye obBevds delra.  fites oy alpeats kai kriots o
puae dyabor moujoer pdliora Ty Tobd feod Gewplay, §j abparos § yprpdrey
i phov §j vév E\Nev dyabdy, alry dpiaTy, kal olTos & dpos kd\\ioros: ffris
8 §) & évdeay §f O dmepBodijy keder ov fedv bepamelew kal Bewpeiv, atry
0 davhy. éxer 8¢ Toira T Jruyh, kal ofitos Tie Yuyis Spos dpiaTos, T4
fxtora aicfaverfm Tob dhdyou pépous ris Yuyds, 7] rowdror. Tis uev otv
Gpos Tijs kahokdyabias, kat Tis & okomds Tay duhds ayadéy, fore edpnudvor,

Tol cuvbérou] ‘man’s concrete nature, ‘man as concrete! ‘H

¢ oiuferos oveia is the concrete thing—the union of #Ay and popdn, as
distingnished from the popgs which is ovaia dvev {Ans. Thus (ow

b. 32,

as Yoy év odpare is & oisferos odoia of which Yruyn is the odofa dver
tAns OF 7i v elvar: see Mef. H, 3. 1043 b. 29 sqq.

avBpdmva dpovelr k.r\.] The editors quote Riket. ii. 21. 1394
b. 24 where ‘8vara xpy 7ov Brarép, oix dbdvara Tév Gpardv Ppovev’ is
given as a yvapn, and Pindar, Zs#hm. v, 20 vard Gvaroige mpémes: of.
also Antiphanes (apud Stob. Z7r. vol. i. p. 316 ed. Meineke) &

BOOK X: CHAP.'T7: § 8, g. 449

Ovgris el Békriore Bura kal Gpover : Sophocles ( Zereus Fr. 515 Dind.) 1177 b. 32.

Ora Gpoveiv xpy Gmriy diow: Anonym. apud Nauck (Trag. Gr.
Lragm. p. 690) dbpwroy dvra i ppovei dvlpdrwa.  The saying was

_ evidently proverbial.

dﬁavwrf!sw] answers to the fedw Oepametew rat fewpew of E. . H. b. 33.
I5. 1249 b. 20 quoted above..

79 Gykw pukpdr] Nods is “small in bulk’ as compared with the 1178 a. 1.

oiwferor which it rules. Of course we must not press this statement,
The 6eidv v é fpiv is an immaterial principle without Zykos—Iike
God in the ofpards, Who has no péyeos: see Met. A 8 10733.5: ,
$0, Dante (Paradiso xxviii) sees God as a point of piercing light, |
so small that the smallest star would seem a moon beside it—
La Donna mia, che mi videva in cura

Forte sospeso, disse: Da quel punto

Depende il cielo e tutta la natura.
Zell quotes Soph. Elench. 34. 183 b. 22 péyioroy yip lrws dpyi
wavToy, Somep Néyerar S kal yakerdraror® G0 yap kpdrioToy T4 Suvduer,
ToTotTe pikpdraroy by 16 peyiler yakemdrardy Lorw 5¢9&mz.-

Ty ] KD stands alone, so far as I know, in reading woudryre.
This is a plausible reading, the contrasted ¢ #yxg being equivalent
to kard o mecdr. The conjunction wdpe xal wobrnmi occurs in
Plutarch de Virt. Mor. 5 dpery) . . . dxpdrns pév éom 15 Suvdper kai 75
TOTYTL, TG HoTH B¢ peodTys yiveral,

§ 9. eimep 10 kiprov kod dpewor] CF. ix. 8. 6 Gomep 8¢ kal méhis 16 8. 2.

Kvptdraroy pdhior elvar Sokel kal wiv d\\o clomiua, otre xal ivBpornos,

70 AexBév Te wpdtepor| the reference may be to x. 5. 8, a. 4.

¢

CHAPTER VIII.

ARGUMENT.

1t is but a second-best—a merely Fuman Happinsss—that is vealised in the
life of moral action ; for man's moval nature, vooted as it is for the wiost part
in the passions, belongs lo him as © Concrete Human Being, wot as © Pure
Reason. -
\ The life of Pure Reason—the Hoppiness of speculative function—wonld seem
VOL. II. Gg
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- i
to need external equipment to @ less extent than that of moral action. The
S necessaries of life’ thinker and moval agent may perkaps seed fo an equal
extent : bui in what cach needs for the performance of his proper Function they
differ widely. The woral agent needs money for his Liberality and fustice
(good intentions ave not énough for the mantfestation of these virtues), power
Jor his Courage, opportunity for his Temperance : bul the thinker needs none of
these external things for the performance of his function—nay these things even
Binder thinking, It is as concrete man, and member of sociely, and as choosing
to Ifve the life of moral action ( for fie does not separale hgmself from the life of
moral action), that the thinker will need these external things.

That Perfect Happiness is speculative function may be seen also from this—
that to the gods, whom we deemr most Blessed and Happy, we do not ascribe
moral actions—rhotw ridiculous it would be fo think of thewm as vestoring depostls
justly, fecing danger courageously, expending money liberally, Zempled by no
bad desives forsooth, amd conducting themselves temperately l—no ! if we go
through the whole lst of the moval actions we shall fi=d noie worthy of the
oods ; yet we all kold that they live and iherefore pul forth some Junction—
they do not sleep like Endymion—: what function, ther, PEMAINS to. a4 BUing
being, when moral action, and with if, of course, the action of the artificer, have
been set aside Only speculative function remains. Suck is the function of
God. His whole life is blessed ; mas's life @s blessed so far as fie realises
something like to the function of God ; the other animals are outside the pale of
Huppiness, becanse they have na part in Speculative 17 homght. Happiness is
co-extensive with Speculattve Thought. He who has Speculative Thought in
Suller measure has Hafpiness in fuller measure—not as something following
wpon Speculative Thought, but as involved in the wery essence of Speculative
Thought : for Speculative Thought ts in its own essence precious—if s an end
in itself.

Happiness, then, may be defined as a manifestation of Speculative Thought.

But fman natuve is not self-sufficient as regards the performance of speci=
Iative function. The thinker, as concrete man, needs external wellbeing—bodily
Jiealth, sustenance, seyvice: wot that ke will need great appliances : nay, the
performance of those functions in which Happiness consists, #s often hindered by
t00 many appliances—a man may do noble deeds without being lord of laged and
se@: we move offen see men in private stations dotng that which is good than
men in fasitions of power : Solon was vight when ke declared those to be Happy
who have Eeen sufficiently furnished with external good things, and have
achicved the noblest actions, and Hved femperately : Anaxagoras oo seems io
agree with this vicw that moderate possessions, not great wealilh and power, are
most conducive to Happiness, or the life of good action ; for he speaks of the
Huppy Man as * a strange fizure in the cyes of the many” who judge by what
alone they can see—a man's external condition.  Thus the opinions of the wise
men of old seem to agree with our view. Such opinions, of conrse, have thetr
weight ; but afier all owr uitimate appeal must be fo the facls of life: by agree=
ment or non-agreement with these our theories must stand or fail.

The man whoe lves the life of Reason, and serves Reason seemis to be at once
the best maw and ke best beloved by the gods. If the gods care for men—and it
is believed that they do—it s natural to suppose that they tuke pleasure in

T
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Reason, whick is best in man. and most akin to themselves, and that they
recormpense with pood these who love and honour iF.  The Thinker them, will bz
the best beloved by the Gods—another veason for holding that ke is the most

Happy. -

§ 1. avbpumikal] The bewpyrical évépyerar are Beiar: but we must 1178 a.10.

be careful not to misunderstand Aristotle here. When he contrasis
the dikatos as wpdrrev mpos érepov, and the copds as fewpov kad aivdv,
and declares the life of the latter to be happier, he is really con-
trasting man in the concrete, and reason the form of man (see note
on rod cwbérov X, 4. 8, b. 28). This form, he would tell us, is
realised in the concrete life of the just man, as well as in the con-
crete life of the savant, the pecdrys of the just man’s moral nature
being determined in relation to the same axomds which regulates the
speculation of the savant. Man’s concrete life (which, as concrete,
is always é kawwwin and mpds érépous) is “happier” in proportion as
it realises this oxomds more purcly. The savant, therefore, who
realises the oxonds theoretically as well as practically (he must have
realised it as ¢pdmpos before he can realise it as gods) stands higher
than the just man who realises it only practically. But the con-
ditions of human existence make the comparatively withdrawn life
of the savant impossible except for a very few. When Aristotle
tells us that the life of the savant is ‘happier’ than the life of the
man of affairs, he does not imply that it is open to the bulk of
mankind to choose this “happier’ life. The exhortation xpy d¢ . . .
ép’ Boov évdéyerar dBavarifew is addressed to the bulk of mankind,
because it is open to every man who is not memppupévos mpds dperiv
to contribute—if not in some brilliant way, as politician, or soldier,
or leader of fashion, or athlete—at least as honest man, to the
eddapovia of a city in which savants are produced and held in
honour,

T8 51\}\:«? So Susemihl and Bywater: Bekker has @a. The rd
is given by Lb, Ald., CCC, Cambr., NC.

’ < L »
Xpetos] ¢ services.

kal mpdéeat] Rassow (Forsch. p. 33) places xai (rais) mpdfeo

after mdfeor a. 13.

8 mpémov ékdoTe] 16 mpémov ¢ whyeiov (Paraph.).

§ 2. “Again, moral virtue seems, in some points, to be actually ~

Gg2
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a. 16.

a. 17.

a. 18,

a. 22,
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the result of physical constitution, and in many points to be closely
connected with the passions” (Peters). Michelet understands 5 Tob
#0ovs aperq as that morum rectifudo, from which as principle the
70wkat dperal spring: but in § 3 #§ 708 jfovs dpern and al 78ikal dpera
secem to have exactly the same meaning. The reference in &ua
seems to be to ¢uow dpern—inherited good tendency, elguia—see
vi, 13. I; in wolld, not only to the general connexion between
#8uc) dpert and the wdfn, so often insisted on (e. g. in ii. 6. 10), but
also perhaps to those perdryres év rols madeow (ii. 7. 14) which are
not strictly dperai—such as aidws.

§3. ouvéleukTar . o .
d‘yaﬂév elvay Kupiws dvev (f)pow}osms‘, oude Gpiripoy avev Tis ?’]&Kﬁs aperis,
and note there with references.

€lmep . . . . a. 19 pérmow| See note on 70 Eyoy dmoreheira
k.7 A vi. 12, 6, a. 6. The Paraphrast’s explanation here is—
bpbmois pév Tas dpxas dmd rér Hlwdy dperdv Exer T yip dpbodoleiv wept
TO Téhos éxeifler 7 8¢ &91&1} ﬁpsn‘) g Ol ToU TEAODUS TUXELY ant iy
dpovigens hapBdver,

The motive of the present section (which Grant regards as con-
taining ‘the germ of much that is expanded in the Eudemian
books, ¢f. Eth. vi. 12. 9—10, 13. 4°) is thus given by Mich, Eph—
Aeifas Tas nbwas dperds avbpomikds obcas, Selkmvor kai Ty Ppdmon
atirn y&p dpersy oboa Tob AoytoTikos pépovs Tijs Yruyis, Sdfeer dv elvar Tob
vod dpersy kal od Tod curbérov: Belkwvor 8 kal ralmy Sre py Tob Srrws
avfpdmov éoriv dperyy dAh& Tov ouvérov.

cumpmpévar 8’ abrar kel Tois wdbeoi] KD has cuvwmprpuévn (s, §
Ppiroes) & abrais (sc. rals §6. dperais) «, 7. h.  Ramsauer conjectures
gurpropévar (sc. ai 36, &pn‘ai} 8¢ rairy ve (s6. 77 TE ¢poviioed) k7. .,
or cvvgprppévar (S, 1§ Te Ppémois kai ai dperal) & d\Afjhais 7e k.7 A,
Susemihl conjectures ocuwmprpévar & alrh Te k.7, X. I think that
cumprpévar § adrar is right; the ffixal dperad, notwithstanding their
close connexion with the intellectual faculty ¢pdvmors, ate mwept 7o
oivberor, for they are implicated with the mdfy: kol 7ols wdfeo:
means ‘not only with ¢pdwmas, but also with the mdfy.” I think
that Grant is wrong in making afra. take up ¢pirpors and the 76.
dperat.

1 8¢ Tob voi kexwpiopérm] We are reminded of de Ax. iii. 5. 430

. 17 kat ofros 6 vois (7. e. the momrucds vois, or i v elvar of & voiis 6

. 2. 17 ¢porjoe] See vi. 13. 6 oty oidy e
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év éuol kal gol) XwpLoTds kal duuys kai dwabhs, TH oUoig by évepyeln. 1178 a.22.

See Edwin Wallace’s interesting discussion of ¢ Aristotle’s Theory
of Thought’—Aristoslds Psychology : Introduction, Chapter xi.

Suakpifiooar] Kb has dxpiBaoar, probably omitting the 8- because a. 23.
of the immediately preceding -a:: for Kb, with all MSS., reads
eipyrac which Sus. accepts.

§ 4. 86fee x.7.\.] From this point onwards to the end of § 8,
1148 b. 32, the fewpyrikds Blos is discussed in much the same way
as it has already been discussed in ch, 7: see Rassow, Forsch.,
p. 26.

wpoomotofvrar k. 7. N.] Coraes has—3ei ypppdrov v dikaly eis Tas a, 81.
drrarodéaets, a Sfjhos yémrar dikatos dv* 76 yap Bothecfa Skarompayeiv
&8nhov’ kat of ddikor ydp, pij ebmopodvres ypnpdrav, mpormonoaws’ Gy elval

: Pl
Sikasor, Ty dmoplay pdokovres dvayxdlew alrods duekely T@r Sikalon.

Surdpews] The Paraph, has—éei yap 76 pev dupeio kapod ruvds kar- o, 32,
a\\fhov kai Tis év gopart Suvdueas 8er émbeiferar Tir Tolpar kai Tw
xaprepiav : Ramsauer, however, thinks of a general with forces at
his disposal.

efouolas| sc. Tob dxolasTaivew (Coraes). a.33.

g yip Bijkos €orar 7 obtos 4 16y dNAwv Tis;] ‘for how else can
he, or the possessor of any other virtue, show what he is?”’ (Peters.)

§ 5. époBnrelral 1¢ . . . . b. 1 & ein] This is a remarka 34.
made in passing, to show the importance to pfuy dpery of mpdfes
and the opportunity of performing them. ‘Héuy dperr realises its
end (r5 8 rékewv) only when good intentions are carried out in
good actions.

After dppuoByreirar Lb, OP read 8¢, accepted by Bekker; and
CCC, B!, B® read 8¢ i, which may perbaps be regarded as sup-
porting re, given by Kb, MP, and accepted by Susemihl and
Bywater. For dpgisSnpreirar, Lh = CCC, NG B Bf B> have

{nreirar.

wérepor kupLdTEpOr THS dperiis| ¢ which has more to do with
constituting virtue’—* which is the more important element in
virtue. :

§ 6. wpds ye T évépyewar] The bewpdr, gud bewpv, needs no b, 4.
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b7

b. 13.

v

¥

W

b.

15.
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his Bewpnruy évépyewa: but, gud dvfpormos, he chooses to exercise
mpakrikat évépyera also, and for them he will need xopyyla.

Indeed the qualification ¢ gud &bpwmos,” applies to him not only
when he exercises mpakrical évépyear, but also when he exercises his
Bewpyrixy évépyeia: if he does not require for the latter an elaborate
xopnyia, he requires at least fellow-actors—sympathetic and stimu-
lating friends. See Jutroductory Nofe to Boak viii,

The words b. 6 aipeitar v kara mip (so. j0ueip) dperiy mpdrrew are
to be carefully noted, as stating explicitly the inherence of the
Gewpnricds Blos in the mpakricds Blos. The fewpdr is a man, and
chooses to live the social life, Aristotle’s fewpnrikds Blos was
travestied by those who afterwards made it a life of actual with-
drawal from the flesh. Aristotle’s ideal of bewpia is a ‘regulative
idea’ of which the Neo-aristotelians made a ¢ constitutive use.’

dvBpomedeciar] Coraes has an interesting note here—rév amaviow
7 Nfis, onpalvovea & mapa Tois Ti\aws §humaniser. Ewce 8 adrip
L3

3 * A 1 - = ' \ , -
kal 1) ovimbea, kard peroynr pdMiora &vﬁpwreupevov Yap ETALYOVVTES
Aéyoper, Tiv doTeiov T& #fn, kal dyamnrds Tois dANois cupmepupepdpcvor.

§ 7.] Grant remarks on this section—* Aristotle argues here that
we cannot attribute morality to the Deity without falling into mere
anthropomorphism ; but it might be replied that there is the same
difficulty in conceiving of God as engaged in philosophic thought
.. . If it is conceded that the life of God is only analogons to that
of the philosopher, we might then ask, why not also analogous to
the life of the good man?” With this criticism which amounts, as
I understand it, to saying that Aristotle’s notion of God is not
anthropomorphic enough, it is instructive to compare the criticism
of Plotinus—that Aristotle errs in attributing wénees to the First
Principle : *Apiororédys 8¢ yopuorde piv vb mparoy kal venrdy, voeiv 8¢
aitd éavrd Aéyoy wdlw al o 70 mparor moel (p. 490), for the First
Principle 18 émékewa voi (p 541).

bmopévorras| It seems better simply to accept this bad anacolu-
thon than to suppose a lacuna afier dvdpeiovs—unless indeed we

follow Bywater's suggestion (Contrib. p. 69) and read & rés
avdpeiov vmopévorros T& GoSepd kal kiwdvvedovros Gt kahdy ;

ai 8¢ adpporves| To LY, the only authority quoted by Susemihl
for i, may be added Cambr. All other MSS. apparently read .
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- ppd kol Grdfeo Bedv] Muretus (var. lect. vil. 22, cited by Zell) 1178 b. 17.

quotes Cic. de naf. deor. iii. 15 as a passage modell?d on jch':s
section—Jam justitia, quae suum cuique distribuit, quid pertinet
ad deos? hominum societas et communitas, ut vos dicitis,
justitiam procreavit. Temperantia autem constat ex praeten.nit—
tendis voluptatibus corporis, cui si locus in coelo est, est etiam
voluptatibus : nam fortis deus intelligi qui potest? in dolore? an in
labore? an in periculo? quorum deum nihil attingit.

100 moweiv] ‘vide quam procul abesse jubeatur dei creatoris b.21.

imago’ (Ramsauer).

Gare A 106 Beod dvépyern . . . BewpnTikh By eln] See et A. 7.

§ 8. ol eddouporelv] Ramsauer's conjecture xal 7o eddapoveiy 15 b. 30.

supported by NC, which reads 7d.

ob katd oupBeBnrds &AL katd Thy Bewploy: alm yip ko admy
Tipda] Oewpla is sZself eddapovia : it is nOL 2 means which produces
ebdarpovia, as the doctor produces health. For the meaning of mipia,
see B, V. 1. 2. '

§ 9.] With this section begins a discussion of the relation of 4 b. 83.

erds edquepia to edaupovie. The discussion is not confined strictly
to the relation of & &erds to the edBawpovia of the Bewpyrikds Blos. It
is suggested that ra érds are not nearly so important for the eddar-
povia of the mpaxrikds Bilos as is vulgarly supposed ; and we a’re
allowed to infer @ fortiors that their influence in the ewpyricos Bios
(so far as that Bios can be distinguished as a separate career in the
city) is very small.

eddarporioorTo. . . .
are used here with exactly the same meaning.

olirapkes 008 1§ mpadis| This is the reading of Kb, Ald,, and B®. a. 3.

All other authorities recorded, so far as I know (Susemihl gives T,
b, Mich. Eph., Heliod., Aret., MP, Ob, and I can add B, B Paris.
1853, CCC, NC, Cambr.) interpolate 038’ 5 «piois between alizapxes
and oid’ 7 mpags. It has been conjectured that pios represents
xpios. Coraes adopts ypjoes in his text. Mich. Eph.ﬁhas—oz’iﬁ’ 9
kpious® Tovréoriy obdé Ty abTdpreway et rpivew €k Ths sév xpridron
SmepBoris. 1 cannot attach much weight to the mere circumstance

a. 2 poxdprov] I think that these two words 1179 a. 1.
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1179 a. 3. that Kb omits the words ; I believe that they represent something

Tl ; hLi tion has been added by 1179 a. 22.
otiginel in e toxt. § 18.] Ramsauer suggests that this section y 1179 a

another hand. I think that the suggestion is well worth making.
The section has no connexion with what immediately precedes; ./
and the view which it seems to favour of a personal relation between
the gods and men is hardly what we expect from a writer who has
described the godhead as in § 7. We seem to have to do with a
Platonising Aristotelian, rather than with Aristotle. Mich. Eph. has
caught the ring of the section in his commentary—~@eopis (7. e. v
¢pihet 6 feés Mich, Eph.) dpa 6 codds el yip fpels ghotper rois
dyar8vras Tols fpéy waidas 1§ ouyyevels, mis ob Sel Tov mavdyaboy Oedy

hekely rovs dyamdvras 7O ovyyerés adrp ;

a.8.  §10. 1000’ pérpua.

2.9, §1L ‘zo’)\wv] See the conversation between Solon and Croesus
Herod. i. 3032, especially ch. 30, where Solon says that Tellus
the Athenian was the happiest man he had ever known. Tellus
was well-off, he lived to see his children’s children, and he died

g!oriousiy in battle, and his countrymen erected a monument to
him where he fell.

a 11 T'Ire‘lrpu'y({ms 8¢ 78 kdM\\of] Kb omits d: so also do Cambr.
NC, ‘z}nd Paris. 1853—thus, apparently, making wenpayéras in-,
transitive. The intransitive use of mérpaya, aclording to Veitch
(Greet Verts) is found in Pindar, Euripides, and Plato s but the
mtt:ansitive use of wémpaya is late. Accordingly NC—the only MS.
which supports Spengel’s conj. mempaydras, so far as I know—can

CHAPTER IX.

hardly be right with mempayoras 8¢ kdAAwoTa. 3
os gero] om. NC, Paris. 1853. Bywater has an important sug- ¢ ARGUMENT.
gestion here (Consrid. p. 69)—<1 incline to think that we should
revert to the Kb adi L s it
stand doro 3 tll';{ E Teﬂ.d;Iil‘g, m'rp“T‘sm’;,B‘ kdAAtor’ gero, and under- | We kave now completed our Theory of Life: dut have we fulfilled the
weto 10 the sense of ““ he thought ” or « meant,” so as to mark Intention of this Treatise? No: thic is a practical Treatise, and cannot siop

short with a meve Theory of the Good Life, bul must indicate how we can be
#iade good men.

I the mere Statement of Theory wwere in ilself enough lo make men good, then
indeed Theory would have a right to ali those ‘ great fees’ that Theogueis speaks
about : buet the druth is that Theory, though it may have some good practical
influsnce on genervies youths, and may help to place natural nobifity of dis-

3 ; sifion in the safe eeping of Virfue, o5 powerless to incite the ovdinary man

& Avafaydpas] Cf. E. E. 1. 4. 1215 b. 6 "Avaayépas pév & Kalouévos f:mrds the Fzz:g‘;ié; gofa’ﬁi:{ G absmz'mpj’mm evil, not from respect for what

I is good, bul from fear of punisiment: he lives as passion dictaies, following his
own pleasitres and avoiding the pains opposed to them : fe has no conception of

a certain distinction between the actual words (foos dregaivero kaks)

and what they meant by implication. Compare E. E, e i
for a similar use of gero.’ : : ‘i

——————— "~

; ;
2-12.  owgpdvws] Mich. Eph. has—eire 8¢ gepiras drri 1ol kard mdcas
{@vra tds dperds.

3 1y ’ e > r
épetnfels 7is & edatpovéoraros, ‘olbels) etmer, ‘ov o vopiers gAX

dromos &v 1is oot davety” rovroy ¥ dmexplvaro wov Tpbmov ixewvos, Spav Tov : - :
epdpevoy d8ivaror Sroda B Evovrec o pe"ycw Do il ﬂ')\m}o-, : the good and of that whick brings veal pk?szare, Jor ke has never fasted it
Tuyxdvew Tis mpoayoplas, adrds 8 lrws & ey ; ’J’ I.O” TavTne IWca'! Theory could transforar sich a nature ; :

S 2 2o ¥ gieso dy {ovra d\dmos xai xkabapée : Three agencies whereby men become good. arve commonly recognised—Nature,
mpos To dikaior §f Twos fewplas kowwredvra Gelas, Tofiror ds &vlpwrow elreiy ' Habiz, Teacking.

Natural endowment plainly dees not depend on ourselves: it belongs by the

pakdpoy elvar,
oferation of divine causes to those who ave truly fortunate.

a. 16. § 12.} The opinions of men like Anaxagoras and Solon are pro- Theory and Teacking are not effective unless the heaver's mind has been pre-
badly true; but we must zerzfy them by direct reference to the facts A pared beforehand, by @ course of kabifs, to like and dislike aright, as a_fizld must

| be tilled for the seed,

This prepavation—beginning from the earliest years, wesulting in the
Jormation of w good moral character—rcan scarcely be carvied on except by the
State. Ve must accordingly have Laws regulating the education and conduct

of human life, as given in our own experience ; if they do not agree

with these facts, they may be set down as mere theories—Aéyovs ‘
a. 22, ‘
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of the young—yes, and of adults too, throughout the whole course of their lives
—Jor the majority of men do what is right, not because it is right, but because
they are constrained to do it Law—expressing the Practical Reason of the
commmnity, has that power to constvain obedience which no father—ito individucl
mEart, Wio 15 ot an abrolite monarch, possesses.

Only in the Sparian State and w few others has the lawgiver given any
aliention to the murture and habifs of the citizens : most States neglect these
matiers enfively, and allow each man fo rule his wife and children as he
Pleases, like @ Cyclops. :

Wkere the State neglects its duty, it would scem to be incumbent on the
endividial to do what ke can for the moral education of kis own children and
Sriends.  He wil] succeed best if he have made kimself capable of legislating—
tf ke can educate his own childven by unwrittern laws as the writlen laws of the
State, ded they exist, would edwcate all the citizens.

This system of paternal education, though only second-lest, is ot without its
Peculiar adoantages: it has the basis of natural effectivn in the children fo
Buzld wpon, and if can suit itself fo the special needs of individual cases. These
special needs may fndecd be wet, tn @ way, by mevely empirical Fuowledge ;
bust if they are fo be mict in the right way, they must be met by a knowledge of
general principles—1rhe father must, as we have said, make himself capable of
lepisiating,

Loz, then, s a man fo make himself capable of legislating?  Can the prac-
tecal politicians leack him ¥ It would appear not. The politival art is not Like
2he other arts, which are taught by those who practise them. Those who profess
2o teack the political art ave the Sophists, who do not proctise the art: and those
wwho practise the art vely on knack and personal experience—the secret of their
swccess Mgy do not atiempt to explain in speeches ov books, and cannot commmuni-
cale 1o their sons or friends—they surely would do 5o, if they conld. Only this
seems plain—ithat experience has not a lifele o do with their success—for we see
that those who Hue in political survoundings become politicians. ;

Eaxperience, then, is clearly necessary, as well as theory, to ene who would
become ¢ capable of legislating.

As jfor the professed teackers of the political eri—the Sophists, they are far
From being teachers of it : they do not Enow even whal it is, or what if is con-
cerned with : if they knew, they would not identify it with Rhetoric or even
Dlace it beneath Rhetoric ; and they would wnot think that it is easy to legislate

by making a collection of famous laws, and selecting the best of them—as if the |

selection did not need intelligonce—as if all did nof depend on deciding vightly 1
Who, we would ask, is the intelligent judve of the product of any ari—of a
mesical compesition, or a paintingi The experienced musician or painier.
Now, laws are the products of the golitical art. How, then, 15 one fo become
capable of legislating—capable of deciding whick are the best laws—without ex-
perience ¢ Collections of constitutions are like collections of medical cases—use-
less fo those who have not got the discerning faculty which comes from the
experience of practice: fo those who have such experience they ave likely fo be
wery useful.,

OQur gredecessors, then, having left the subject of Legislation uncxamined, we
Perkags ought now ourselves fo consider it—and with i the whole subject of the

e
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government of the State—that our Philosoply of Man way be made as complets
as we can make it

First then let us try to vecount what s good in the various statements of our
predecessors: then, looking al the collected Constilulions let us try to see what
things preserve and what destroy States and Constitutions, and what are the
causes of good and bad government. When we kave secn these canses, we shall
be better able fo see clearly what sovt of Constitution is the besd, and how edach
Constifution may be best ordered, and what laws and customs it is best for if to
2se.

Let us then begin,

Tutroductory Note.] The Efkhics" may be said to end with
chapter 8. The present chapter introduces the subject of the
Politics. In the Fthics the theory of life has been set forth. But
the object of the Treatise was not simply to supply a theory. A
theory of life, which is only a theory—uwhich we cannot see our way
to realising at all—is not worth sefting forth, even as a theory.
It is not interesting, to say the least. The theory set forth in the
Eikics has all along awakened interest, because we have seen that
it is set forth in order to be applied in practice ; but the Treatise,
as a practical manual, would be incomplete, unless it ended by in-
dicating more precisely, to those concerned with moral education,
for whose use it is infended, Aow the theory may be applied in
practice—how human beings, constituted as they are, may be got
to act up to the principles which have been shown in theory to be
the true principles of conduct. We accordingly find the Ztkics
ending with a chapter which indicates (for details we must go to
the Politics) the lines on which practical effect may be given to the
theory of life which has been set forth.

The gist of the chapter is this :—It is vain to begin by preaching
the true theory. The hearers must be first prepared to hear, The
moral nature must be trained; and direct appeals to the under-
standing cannot train the moral nature. Nor can home influences
—at least, unaided. They have not sufficient force. Nopos alone
is strong enough to enforce the dictates of reason. Hence it is
vépos which those interested in carrying out the true theory into
practice must try to enlist in their service. It is not by the ill-
directed and feeble agency of individuals, but only by the institutions
of the State, that citizens can be trained to live up to the true theory
of conduct. Let us, then, try to embody the true theory in Legis-
lation. This has not hitherto been done effectively.
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The circumstance that this chapter, written so entirely in the
spirit of the First Book (see especially Z. V. i. 2), follows immedi-
ately on the discussion of the fewpyricés Blos is very significant,

showing that Aristotle does not regard his doctrine of the supremacy

of the fewpyricos Bios as in any way inconsistent with his doctrine of
mohirik a8 the dpyurexrovued) émioripy.

§ 1. wepl Te 7odrwv] So Susemihl and Bywater, with Lb, Ob,

" CCC, NC, BY, B?, B%. Bekker reads mepi totrov with Kb, Mb,

a. 34,

b. 3.

b. 10.

With regard to the list given here of subjects which have been
discussed in the E7kus, see note on x. 6. 1.

Tois Téwors] This is the only instance, apparently, in Aristotle of
the plural = rimg, or &s év rime: see Eucken,diber den Sprachg.
des Arist. (die Pracpostiionen) p. 26.

§ 2. 7 € mos d\\ws dyabol yuwdpeda] Mich. Eph. has—el pév dré
Tijs To¥ dperiv xpiocws ywdpeba dyabol ypnoréov adrais' el 8¢ twa EM\ov
Tpémov, éketvoy fyryréor wdvras 8¢ ypnaréor éxeivors 8 &y dyabol codueda :
e.g. altention to the rules of health contributes indirectly to
morality.

§ 8. Géoynv] The editors quote e 8 *Acihgmddas oirs ' Ewxe
eos | iaobar kardryra kal drpis dpévas dvpi, | woRhots dv picbods kal
peyddovs épepor.  CFf. Plato Meno g5 E, where the last line is
cited.

ioxdew] The construction is—eaivorrai loxdew mporpéracbae Tods
ehevfepiovs.

katoxdixipor] This is the reading of Kb and Ald. adopted by
Bekker and Bywater. Susemihl adopts karaxdyuyor, the reading of
all other authorities apparently. In Pol. ii. 6. 1269 b. 30 we have
karakdyxipor (apparently in all MSS.), on which see Newman's
critical note, vol. ii. p. 88, There seems to be no doubt that xara-
kiyipos is a corrupt form. Coraes gives the meaning of the phrase
katogwxtpov €k Tijs dperis a8 follows—anpaiver & odv kard Néfw § Ppdas,
otre diabeivar Gore karéyeobar &k s dperfis, Gs &k Beod, rat ofove:
évflovaiay kai Bed\ymroy ylvealas.

kahokayadiav] This word occurs only twice in the Z. V.—here,
and in iv, 3. 16, in neither place with the technical meaning which
it has in the Z. Z.: see notes on E.V. vi. 1, §§ 1—3 for the

e ——  jp—
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connexion of the oxords of that passage with the dpos Tijs kahoraya- 1179 b. 10..
fias of K. E. H. 15.

§ 4. 0idoi] See Z. V. iv. g, where the moral value of aidés is b.11.

“discussed, It is a praiseworthy =dfos in the young.

§ 5. &yamrév . .. b. 20 éperijs] There are so many.difﬁ(':ulties b.18.
in the way of acquiring dpers, that we must be satisfied if, with :%11
the agencies which produce it at our disposal, we succeed in
getting some share of it.

§ 8. pdoer ... &er ... 38axn]| The identification of rd s Pigeas b. 20.

b. 21 with 70 &id Twas Belus airias Tois &s dAnfes edruxéow tmapyov
b. 22 enables us to see that the agencies mentioned hefe a«re those
mentioned in Z. V. i. 9. T dwopeirar morepdy o pabnrér i ébioTdv
. . . § xaré rwa Belav poipav i kai S TOXY Wapaya'verm—-—whe?e see
notes. It was not necessary of course for the argument of 1. g to
contrast pdbnows and éwopds as moral agencies; both together, as
involving human effort, were contrasted with non-human agencies
—feds and riyn.

Sud Twas Belas aitias Tots Gs &AnPOs edtugéow dwdpxel] See E F.b. 22
1. 14, and . M. ii. 8, where ebruyia is discussed—(x) as’the gift of
God, and (2) as the result of natural endowment—¢ios. The
writers refuse to make the gods the authors of the so-c?lled
ebrvyia of the undeserving, and prefer to consi.der. the n’»-ruxr{s as
one who has a happy natural endowment or instinct (descrlbs:-d,
however, as o év sy €eiov . E. 1248 a. 27), which prompts him
to do the right thing : thus the writer of the /. M. says (,IZOF a. '36)
—§ yip ebruxiis éoTw 6 dvev Ndyov Exwv dppnw wpds fﬂ?ﬂ&], m;ﬁﬂm}rwv
émrvyxdvey, Tobro & éori Gioews év yap Tf Yuxj €veoTw T ¢1.:o‘€t.
rowitor § Sppdper @dyws mpds & &v e Iyoper. Cf. the Suggestlofn.
thrown out in the Meno 9o E dpery dv el obre Pioer oiire Sibakrdy,
@M\& eln polpa mapaytyvopésy dvev vol ois &v Tapaylymrat.

The statement b. 21 8 pév ofv Tijs Pioews Siloy bs oik éd’ futy
Smdpyes must be taken with this qualiﬁcatior‘z—that it 15 one of the
r'ecognised duties of the ropoférns, accordm{g to Aristotle, to_se.e
that a bad ¢oois does not grow up in the citizens by the multipli-
cation of the diseased and the weak. It is within the power ?f
the vopoférns, as it is within the power of the breeder of domestic
animals, to improve the breed.
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1179b.28. & 3¢ Myos xrA] On the uselessness of supplying theory to

those whose moral natures have not been trained, see i. 3, §§ 5-1.
On 76 xakés xalpew xal pioety b. 25, see ii. 3. 2 and x. 1. 1.

b.26. dowep yiy Ty Bpéfovoar 16 oméppa] Coraes quotes Hippocrates
Ndpos § 2—1) pév yap ¢lois fpéor dkolor 7 xopy Ta 8¢ ddypara Tav
dibaokérror dxoloy & oméppara’ 1 8¢ mabopabin T6 kar Hppy abré weoew
és Ty apavpar,

b.27. §7. of] & is the reading of most MSS., but Kb has a?.

b.28. &\ws v | CCC and NC have é\es 8. The Paraphrast may have
read dhws ydp: he has 8ikov yap bs ob Ndyp Sivarar & mdbos Smelrew
aAka Big Tewi.

».30. § 8. oixetov] Cf. the aikeios dkpoarns of i. g 5. Aristotle is
perhaps not thinking here so much of the #fos ebyerds (x. 9. 3)
which &os, or habituation, presupposes, as of the 7Ffoc formed
by habituation, without which the pupil cannot derive solid profit
from Adyos, or an appeal to his aiveais (/- cuveiy § 4, b, 27).

b.81. ék véou ...b. 32 vépois] Here Aristotle comes to the point.
The really potent influence in moral training is that exerted by the
rules, written and unwritten, and the institutions of the State as a
whole. It is these, then, that we must reform, if we wish to
improve the morality of the people.

1180a.1.  § 9. oy ikavév...a. 4 Blov] ‘In a spirit the very opposite of

this remark,’ says Grant, ‘ Pericles is reported (Thucyd. ii. 37) to
have boasted of the freedom enjoyed by the Athenians from all
vexatious interference with the daily conduct of individuals . . . On
the one hand Thucydides praised the free system of Athens; on
the other hand Aristotle praised the organised and educational
system of Sparta; see below § 13, and ¢ Z74. i. 13. 3, and note.
He was probably led into this political mistake, partly by the state
of saciety in Athens itself, partly by the influence of Plato, from
whom he imbibed one of the essential ideas of communism,—

- namely, that the State should arrange as much as possible, instead
of as little as possible.’

a3, aird] drra is an obvious correction (see Susemihl's % E,
Appe.nd" p- 176) if correction is needed. The aidrd of the MSS. is
esplained by most editors, as by Coraes—ra md s 4pbiis rpochis
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xat emipehelas wpodedidaypéva 1 but the words kat é8{¢ecBu, and kai mwept 1180 a. 8.

raira, may be thought to refer us to new habits which have to be
acquired by adults, as distinguished from those which have been
acquired in youth. I think that adrd is so obviously the right word

 after émrdetew, that we must not make too much of the difficulty

of connecting it with at é8i¢ecfar, or of explaining kal mept Tavra.
1 feel that to write &rra (which occurred to me independently) after
rembdebew is to credit Aristotle with a rather weak remark. The
words § 11 €8 obrws év émmmlelpaoy émewéot v also seem fo me
to be in favour of adrd. The Paraph. has—a\\' éredy kal dvdpobérras

Zmurndetew del T8 kakd xal wpds dperiy éavrols e,

§ 10. ol pdhor évavrolvtar Tals dyamepéras Hdovais] Cf. a13.

Bentham, Princips of the Penal Code: Part 3 (of punishments),

ch. 6 (the choice of punishments). ¢ Search out . . . the motives of
offences, and generally you will recognise the dominant passion of

the offender, and you may punish him, according to the proverbial
saying, with the instrument of his sin. Offences of cupidity will be

best punished by pecuniary fines, when the wealth of the offender
admits it ; offences of insolence, by humiliation ; offences of idle-
ness, by compulsory labour, or forced rest.’

§ 11. radro. 8¢ yworr' dv] The apodosis begins here; on the a.17.
construction, see note on i. I. 4, a. I4.

§12. % pdv olv marpuc mpdoTadis odx xer T ioxupér] ¢ Romanus a.18.
antiqui temporis aliter judicasset’ (Ramsauer).

Ndyos v &nd Twos dporfoens kol vod] CfL Pol. iii. r1. 1287 a. 28 & 21
é péu ofy rdv vépov kehebwy dpyew Bokel kehedew dpyew Tiv Oedw xat Tov
voip pévous, & & dubpamor rkehebwy mpoorifyor kal Gnpiov 7 Te yap emt-
Bupla rowiroy, kai 6 fupds dpyovras xat Tods dploTovs dvdpas Siadleiper.
Sidmep dvev dpéfeas vols 6 wipos éariv.

§13. & pdvy 8¢ mf AakeSoupovior e k.rh] Cf. Pol ©. 1.3 24.
1337 4. 31 énmawéoee & dv Tz kard ToiTo Aaxebarpoviovs’ kal yip
mAeloTny motodvra amaudiy mept Tovs maidas kai kowj ravTyy, and Jowett's
note (vol. ii. p. 293)—* Aristotle appears to praise the Lacedae-
monians, not for the quality of their education, ... but for the
circumstance that it was established by law. According to
Isocrates Panath. 276 d, the Spartans fell so far below the general
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a. 25

a. 28.

a. 29,
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standard of education in Hellas, that they did not even know their
letters, .., and according to Plato, or rather according to the
author of the Platonic Hippias Major (285 C), “not many of
them could count.”’ =

(A1) per 8Alywr] The #, inserted by Bywater, is of course logi-
cally necessary ; at the same time, pdwy per’ Siyoy does not seem
an ungreek way of saying almost the only” The Cretan system
is mentioned along with the Spartan in £. V. i. 13. 3, where see

note. \

xukhemxds| O ix. 114 :
Bepuoreler 0¢ Exacros
watbor 78 d\dyoy, odd dAANjAer @Aéyguoiv.

§$ 14. xpdriaror pdv ol 13 yiveoBar kowhy Empilear xal 6pbv]
because, as we have seen, only the State can enforee obedience,
and because—this has not been actually mentioned, but is implied
in the words xowf), vopolérns, vépos—the education of each individual
Is part of a single system; the individual does not belong to
himself, so that his education may be conducted with reference only
to himself. He is a member of the body politic; and it is for
molirikn, A8 dpxirekTor) émariuy, 10 see that he is educated for his
function in the organism to which he belongs : see Pol. o, 1. 1337
. 21 émei O év 76 védos 7 wokew wdoy, Gavepdy b kal Ty wmbelay play
kal T abris dvayxaioy elvar mdvrav kal Tatrys Ty émyplear eiva Koy
kal pry kar i8lav, 8y tpémoy Ekavros viv empekeitar TéY adrob réaor Wla
Te kai pabnow iiav, fp dv 8éfp, Sibdokwr. Bl yip THY Kowdv xom};
mowcicfar kal v dokpow. dpa 8¢ obdé xph vopilew adrdv adrod Tk
slvae Tév molerdr, @A\ mdvras tis mélews, pdpior Yép EkacTos THs wohews:
7 8 énpédaa mépuker éxdorov poplov BMémew mpds Ty 70U GAov
émipehetar.

kol Bpdy adrd Bdvaclur] Grant translates—‘and that it should

have power to effect the object in question’: Stahr translates—
‘und dass diese die Kraft habe, sich Geltung zu verschaffen” The
words are added, like a quoted phrase, with little regard for gram-
matical connexion, Bywater brackets them here a. 30, suggesting
that they should follow ovuBd\eobar a. 32. This suggestion has
the merit of bringing the words xal 8pdr adrd Stwacbar close to
pakor 8 &v roito Sivacdar Bdieter.
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éxdote Béfeer Av wpootikeww Tois oderépors Tékvors kal dilows eis 1180 a. 31

dperiy oupBdAheofar] The Paraph. has—mpooikew éxdary Sigeer ar
rois éavrod Tékvors kal Pihows els dperip Bonbeiv §) Bonleiv mpobupciofar.

. Where the State neglects the education of its citizens, it is incum-

bent on the private individual to do what he can to help his own
children and friends to become good. He will succeed best in this
task, if he brings to it the legislator's point of view (vopoferixds yevd-
pevos a, 33)—if he remembers that he is educating cifezens.

yeypappévwr kaN] In the passage which begins here, and goes
down to the end of § 147, b. 28, Aristotle says nothing inconsistent

a. 35.

with the statement b. 29 kpdrigTor pév adv 70 yivecfas kowny empédear

xai épliy, but points out how, in the absence of Stafe-education,
home-education, conducted from the legislator’s point of view, may
make the most of certain minor advantages which it has—its power
of appealing to the family affections (§ 14), and its being able to
suit its system to the special needs of particular cases (§ rz).
Mich. Eph. misses the point of the passage—{ymréor mds wpd dhiyoy
eimoy pdév ioybear Tis marpikds mpoordfes, vy Gyoly émions Tols vépors
kai Tols €feowy loylew kal fnréoy Sri mepl Tdr woMAGr kai poyfnpas
{dvrov eimev kel undév loylew évraifla 8¢ mepl TéY rakds drayopéver

TovTo Adyet.

16n] Bywater, following Kb, Lb, Ob, for &y (Mb) accepted by
Bek. and Sus. I think #8 is right. The reference is to the
‘ national character.” .

oltw kai év oiklats of wartpikol Adyor xal Td €0n] not that their
-authority is equal to that of vépos (see § x12). Asistotle is making
out as good a case as he can for home-education, as second-best.

It was doubtless his opinion that even with a good system of State-

education, something is left for home-education to do.

§ 15. Sowep &n” iatpiriis] After these words Coraes conjectures
kai yupragruis, on account of the example d 7e wokrids which
follows.

ol wagL Ty abriy pdyny weperifiyorwy] Stahr has an important
note here. He points out that wepimfévar means ‘to put on as a
garment,’ and suggests pediyn» (the cestus) for pdypr. I do not
think that this is a happy suggestion ; but 1 think that maparifyow,
which he mentions as preferable to mepiri@ow if pdyny be retained,

VOL. IL i Hh

b. 4.

b. 8.

b. 10.
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b. 23.

b. 30.

b. 31.
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is probably the right reading. Where wepi- and wapa- are con-
cerned, we need have little hesitation in neglecting MS. authority,
and giving full weight to internal reasons (see note on vil. 3. 1y,
b. g). Here waparifpow gives the exact meaning required— the
doctor dees not prescribe the same treatment to all fever patients;
and the boxing-master does not put before all pupils, for their
imitation, the same style of defence and attack.

§ 16. kol dvemarhpora dvta] ov ph 16 kabédov eibdra (Paraph.).

3 ’, - -
8 épmepiav] The editors quote Mef. A, 1. 981 2. 12—mpds pév ofy
5 wpdrTaw eumetpla Téyims ovBey oxel Biadépewy, dAAG kal pahhov émiruy-
- - - - 3 ’
xdvoytas Gpdpey Tols &umelpovs Tév dvev Tis éumeiplas Adyov Exdvrav.
atriov 8 8re 4 pév dpmepla 78y kal Eacrév éore yraoes, 7 8 Téxvy Tav
xaBoloy, ai 8¢ wpdfeis xat al yevévers wavar wepi T Kall EkaoToy clow” ob
yhp dvfporoy Gyuiler & lorpetwy, mhiy @GN jj ket aupBefnxds, alka
’ - - b o

KakAiav fj Sokpdry §j oy d\Aor T Tér obte Aeyopévey, o oupSEnker
dvBpong elvar.  €av oly dvev Tis Eumepias €xy Tis TOV Adyoy, kal TO pew
kaléhov ywopily, w6 & év Tetre kel EaoTov dyvef, wolkdxis Siapapri-
- r 1 A A o ﬂ‘_kh_’ L ’ 2

cerar Tis Oepamelas” Oepamevrov yip 76 kad ékacrov. Gpws 76 ¥
elbévar kal T8 éraiery TH Téywy Tis éumeplas tmdpyew oldpela pakhov, kai

3 A} * - k3 (3 £ ’ L3 b A \B!
cowrépous Tols Texuitas Ty éumelpwr Umolapfivoper, ds kard To elbevar
péaXhor dkohovboicar iy codlar wacw Tobro 8¢, émi of pév Tv airiay
. »
Toaoiw, of &' of. ol pév yap Eumepor T6 Gru pév irage, Sudte & odk iracwy

ot 86 T Suire kal Thw aitiav yrepilovow.

§ 17. Tdyo 8¢ Ku.i] rixya & &v kol is the reading of T, Lb, Ald,,
Ob, CCC, Cambr,, NC: rdya 8¢ kal, of Kb, MP, accepted by Bekker and
Bywater. I incline to rdya 8j ai read by Susemihl after Ramsauer.

§ 18. mapd Tor moheTik@y ; popror yip Eddkel THs TohtTikfs elval ]
See vi. 8. 2 7is 8¢ mept woMw §j peév os dpyirexToviki) $pérnats vope-
BeTirn.

_ 1 odyg 8powor k.7A.] The editors note that Aristotle is indebted
here (§§ 18, 19) to Plato, Meno o1 A—roo C, where it is shown
that if the sophists cannot teach dpersd, neither can statesmen them-
selves, otherwise they would try to teach their own sons. Cf. also
Profag. 319 D, E, 320 A, B. Aristotle’s view, we know, is that
a father may, as vopoflericds, teach his son dpery: it is assumed that,
if vopoferikss, he will be able to do so; but the question formally
proposed at the beginning of § 18 ndéfev i) mds vopolerixis yévour dv
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s 5 is not distinctly answered here. Indeed, Aristotle seems to
forget, in the heat of his attack on the sophists, that this question
is before him, The only approach to an answer is (§ 21) that, to
people with political experience, the study of codes and consti-
tutions may be profitable.

olov tatpol ypadeis] So Susemihl and Bywater following Mb, ¢
(so also NC and B%. Bekker reads ofor iarpol kal ypacpeis, because
Kb and Lb (also CCC and Cambr.) give iarpuo! ypagheis.

Suvdper Twl . . . kol épmerpio. paNhor 3 Buavolg] Plato says
Meno 99 B, C—i p énoripg, evdolin &y 18 Noumoy yiyverar, § of mohi-
Twol dvdpes xphpevor Tés mlhets dpbotow oidiy Suapepdvrws Eyovres wpds
76 Ppovetv 7 of xpnopedol te kal ol feopdyress.

L%
KkouToL kdhhiov fjv lows § Adyous Sikavikols Te kal dnunyopiods]
The Paraph. seems to have caught the force of kéA\wor here—

. S e ,
peifor yap by fy adreis els dihotipiar Towirovs currbévar Adyovs 7

Buwcavicols e xkal Squmyopixots.  Ambition would urge them to pro-
duce such treatises rather than speeches in the law courts and
assembly ; if they do not produce them, it is becanse they cannot :
just as they do not teach their sons, because they cannot,

§ 18. 0 piw puxpdy ye owker 4 épmerpla oupBdlhecBar] The art
of statesmanship cannot be formally taught; but this does not
mean that it is incommunicable. It can be picked up informally, by
those who live constantly in political surroundings : this shows
how much ‘experience’ has to do with its acquirement, We may
safely conclude that any one who wishes to become vopoberikds
must have ‘experience”’ in addition to (mpocdeir a. 12) ‘theory.
Aristotle seems here practically to agree with Anytus, in the Meno
9z E-93 A, who says that the young Athenian acquires the dpers
of an Athenian citizen by associaling with the xalol kdyaboi of
Athens, his elders: see the Paraph.—cavepsr rolvow, elmep édtvavro
Sibdokew T4 moluirikd, §ri xab eBovhnfnoar &v, kal ébidaskor émel 82 ob
Paivorrar SiBdorovres, davepiy dri ofire dlvavra dibderer, offre airol
Mye Twi té mohrikd moodow erwoTuy AN épmepla kal Yap ob
frikpoy ..’5 éumetpia mpds 16 mpdrrew cupBdAherar Yivevrar yip Sl s
mohrikiis ournlelas pal\or woliriol, Aws ratro Tois éduepévors wepl Tis
mohtTikijs eldévar, Kai épmeipias Twds Xpela kai ovrmbelas,

1180 b. 81,

b. 84.

1181 a. 2.

§ 20. 8\ws ydp .. . a. 15 érlfeoar] See note i. 2, §§ 5-7, a. 27, on a.14.

the position of pyropuc,
: mha2



1181 =. 16.

a. 17.

a. 21.

468 BOOK X: CHAP. 9: § 20.

vopofieriioar uvayaydyr Tods edBokipodvTas TV vépwy] Spengel
(on RZet. 1399 b. 9) thinks that Isocrates (repl dvredioews, 82, 83)
is alluded to here—émedy 8 évraifa mpoeAyhifaper &ove «al TOUS
Aéyovs Tove elpnuévovs kal Tovs vipovs rods keypévovs dvapifprovs eivac,
xat Tiov pév vépwy éraweirfar Tovs dpyawordrous, rév 8¢ Ndyoy Tovs kaivo-
rdrovs, olkért s avris Swavolas Epyov dorly, GAAE Tols pév Tols wépovs
mibévar wpoatpovpévors mpotipyou yEyove 5 m\jlos Tdv kepévor, obdiv yap
atrobs Bet (yreiv érépovs, dAAd Tovs mapd rois dMhots ebBokipoivras weypa-
Givar guvayayein, b padlos doris dv ofu Bovnbels morfoete, Tole 8¢ mepl
Tods Nbyous mpayparevopsvais Sid TS wpokareijpdar Ta wheloTa Tobwayriov
oupBEéBnke Néyovres pév yap TabTé Tois mpbrepov elpnpévols dvatoXUrTEw
«al Apeiv Séfovar, kawa 8¢ (yroivres érumbros ebproovaiy. Much that
is interesting and suggestive with regard to the personal relations
between Aristotle and Isocrates will be found m Teichmiiller's
Literarische Fehden im wvierien Jahrh. vor Ch. Dritter Abschnitt:
Fehde des Isocrates gegen Aristoteles und Plato. Fora vigorous
attack on the sophists, however, see Isocrates kard év copiorar.
Grant has a good note here—* Aristotle’s account of the sophists’
method of teaching politics is precisely analogous to his account
of the way in which they taught dialectic. He here speaks of their
taking a shallow view of politics and making it an inferior branch
of thetoric; and he adds that they adopted a superficial eclecticism,
making collections of laws without touching upon the principles
from which legislation must depend. They thus imparted mere
results, which to those who are uninstructed in principles are
wholly useless. In the same way (Soph. Elench. 34. 183b. 38 5qq.)
he says that they gave various specimens of argument to be learnt
by heart, and that this was no more use than if a person who
undertook to teach shoemaking were to provide his pupils with an
assortment of shoes” The method of the modern ‘crammer’

could not be better described than it is at the end of the Soph. £L

Somep 0B T &xhoyyr oloar] acc. abs.

Tois 8 &melpots dyamntér k] The &meipor here, so far as they
are capable of passing a correct judgment on the general result, may
be compared with the ‘amateurs’ mentioned in Po/. jii. 11. 1282 a.
1 sqq. quoted (vol. i. p. 36) in note on memadeupérov i. 3. 4, b. 23.
Or perhaps the Spartans of Po/. ©. 4. 1339 b. 2 may be thought a
closer parallel—damep of Adkwves; éxevor yap ob papfavorres Speas
Stwavrar kpivew 8pBds, &s pact, Ta xproTa Kal Ta g XpNOTE TOV peldv.
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At any rate, the point is that only persons practically acquainted 1181 a. 21.

with the conditions of a given city can select the right laws for it.

oi 82 vépor Tis molsTucijs Epyors Zoixaow] Good laws are pro- a. 28.

duced by those who know the art of mokwmucy in its highest branch—
vopoberihy. How, then, can the mere study of these products make
vopoberexds one who is ex Ayp. not yet vopoferikés ? 1t can no more
do so, than listening to good music can make one a composer—
or reading the ¢ Lancet,’ a doctor. !

Tis mohrudjs is the reading only of K All other authorities
seem to have rois mohirwois—except indeed NC, which has tis

FONLTLKOLS.

§ 21. o ydp Gulvorrar ... b. 5 eas] Grant has a good note b. 2.

here, in which he says that cvyypdppara (frequently mistranslated
¢ prescriptions *) are perhaps ‘ reports of cases * or monographs on
particular diseases.

rabra B¢ Tois pév éumelpors dpéhipa elvar Soxei] See note on b. 5.

1. 3.7, a. TO.

{ows oby kal TOV vépwy kot Toy wohiTeldr ai cuvaywyal ... b. g b. 6.

elxpnor v €in] See RAel. i. 4. 13602. 30 xpoyoy 8¢ mpds Tas vojo-
Becias T pi pévoy émalew Tis molurela cupdéper éx Ty mapekghulirey
fewpoiyrt, dAAa kai Tas wap Tois &\hots elbévas, al wolm Tols wolots
dppdrrovaw. &ore dlov Sre mpos pév Ty vopobeaiar ai Tijs yijs weplodot
; (5 : > 2 e e 8¢ Ta
xphawor évreibev yip NaBely &orw Tols Téy €Ovbv vopous, mpos O¢ TAS
moherikds cupBovhds Tas TOV Tepl TaS mpékes ypagdvray iavoplas' dwavra
8¢ raira mohirikijs dAN ob pyropukijs Epyov éoriv,

dvev ZEews] By & here we are to understand the trained eye b. 9.

which comes from long familiarity with a subject—3a yap & &xew
& s eumeiplas Sppa Spoory pfas (Vi 1. 6).

el 1) dpa adréparor] Cf Philemon (Meineke Fragm. Com. vol. b, IL.

iv. P. 34)—Tixovaa TovTeY adrds, otdé Prera | alrdparor avfpdmogiy, &

o = IR A e ST ) . i = i
Béxriore, vois | domep év dypd Oipos” ex 8¢ Tob Néyew Te rai | érépov
axobew xat Gewpiioat . . . | kard pucpdy del, aci, dvovrar Ppeves.

EOTUVETWOTEPOL § €ls TobTa x,'r_)\.] edovrerdrepor B¢ 18 contrasted
with 7o pév kpivew xkaAds b. 10. Those who have not the critical
¢&s which comes only from familiarity with the actualities of

= nhg
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1181b. 11. political life cannot be trusted to arrive at sound practical decisions

b.12.

regarding the laws and institutions which it is best to select from
the compendia, although perhaps their study of these compendia
may sharpen their intelligence for political questions. The
merely literary study of politics cannot give a man practical
insight (rd kpivew adas), although it may give him a power of
superficial appreciation (cdovsesiz), I think that it is necessary
thus to distinguish between rd pév xpivew radds and ebouverdrepot
3¢ here, although in vi. 10 elouvreata is simply the faculty 7ot «pivew
Kahds.

§§ 22, 28.] These sections, evidently added to connect the Zfhirs
with the Poliics, fall under the prima facte suspicion which
attaches to all such connecting-passages in the Aristotelian
writings.

As was pointed out in the Zntroductory Note to this chapter,
the theory of life set forth in the Ztkses, is set forth as one which
can and must be realised in practice. The Politics, as describing
in detail the way in which the theory of the Zfhics may be
realised, thus logically follows the ZZkics in Aristotle’s system.
But we do not know what was the chronological order in which
the two treatises were composed. The references in the Politics
to the Ethics, as to a work already in existence, count for little
or nothing : they are probably due to later editors. But the
question of the order in which the two treatises were written—
a question which perhaps cannot be settled—is not before us
here. If the Politics were written after the Zzhics, they were
evidently not written as a mere continuation, starting from the
Aéyoper ofv dpfdpevor, with which the ##hics now end, The
Lolitics begin (in much the same way as the Z#is) as an
independent work. The first book of the Polizics has nothing

to do with the ‘list of subjects given here in Z M. x. g. 23. |

According to this list the Politics ought rather to begin with
the second book (see Susemihl: Aristoleles’ Politik griech. w. deutsch,
vol. i. p. 72). If Aristotle having written, in whatever order, the
Ethics and Poltics as separate treatises, afterwards collected his
works into a corpus, he might, of course, add a passage to
connect the two treatises. It is indeed highly improbable that
he ever collected and arranged his works; but if he did, would
he have written a connecting-passage like this? With the Republic

——
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in existence—not to mention the Zaws'—could he have sald 1181 b.12.

mapakiryToy oly tov mporépev dvepeluntov To mept THs womofeaias?

o Aristolle, 1 feel sure, could not have said this; whereas the

exaggeration would be natural from the pen of an editor in
later times anxious to present his Philosopher as the creator
of a great self-contained system. A small point may be noticed
in passing — it would not perhaps be worth noticing unless
suspicion attached otherwise to the passage—the word dvepetvyron
is a dmaf elppp. in the Aristotelian writings® Another (perhaps
smaller) point noticed by Ramsauer, is that the phrase # mept ra
dvfpéraa (Byw., avbpdmiva Bek, Sus.) ¢esedia does not occur
in the Ltkics or Politics.

The commentators point out thdt § 23 is a Siaypags, or rough
table of the contents of the Polifics (omitting the contents of
Pol. 1), according to the traditional arrangement of Books. Thus

mpaTor pér b, 15 = ii.

eira b, 14 =iii—vi.

Bewpnbévrar b. 20 = vii, viii.
The epitome of the Politics in Stob. Zel. 2. 6. 19—ascribed to
Didymus, the instructor of the Emperor Augustus—seems to follow
the traditional order of the Books, at any rate, it puts Books vil
and viii at the end. For this epitome, see Mullach Fragm. Phil.
vol. ii. 100, 101, and Newman’s Politics, vol. ii. p. xvii,

The circumstance that a Suypady of the contents of the Politics
is given here (£. V. x. 9. 23) is, I think, against the genuineness of

! Teichmiiller (Zs7. Fehden, pp. 187 sqq.) founds on the words b. 12 mapa-
Aurdyray olv Ty mpoTipey dvepedvyror T wmept Ths vopoleoias, the conclusion
that the Z.AT were published before the Zazs. He thinks that the Rep. is
not wepl vopobeaias, I cannot agree: and the words b. 14 xal SAws &% wept
moAiTeias seem to me to ignore the Kep, instead, as Teichmiiller argues (p. 188),
of recognising it.

? Teichmiiller (L7, Fehden, p. 188 note) makes a very ingenious use of
this circumstance in the interest of his theory referred to in the foot-note above—
‘ Ramsaner sagt: ‘dvepedvnrov vocabulum apud Aristotelem me legere omnino
non memini.” Ich meine nun, dass Aristoteles, da er mit den of mpdrepot
grade den Plato meinte (i.e. the Rep., as distinguished from the as yet un-
published Lazws), absichtlich einen Platonischen etwas gesuchten und pretitsen
Ausdruck wihlte, um damit ironisch auf Plato’s tiéfe Forschung anzuspielen,
dessen Gesetze erwartet wurden, aber noch immer nicht erschienen waren
(Vergl. Platon. Hippias, p. 298 C). Bei Aristoteles kommt das Wort, wie
auch Bonitzens Index zeigt, sonst nicht vor; dagegen ist es Heraclitisch und
Platonisch.’
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the passage. An editor, it seems to me, would be much more
likely than Aristotle to give us a daypads of this kind.

The last point to notice is b. 17 é 7év cwwpyuéver mohrady’.
Grant, following other commentators, understands these words to
refer to the now-lost collection, known in antiquity as af mohereia,
and ascribed to Aristotle, containing, it would appear, descriptions
of 158 Constitutions, Hellenic and non-Hellenic—see Berlin
Aristotle, p. 1535 sq. for fragments. Rose (dz Arist. lidr. ord. et
auclor. pp- 57, 58) brings forward, as it seems to me, conclusive
reasons for refusing to ascribe this collection to Aristotle. If, then,
the reference in é 76y cuvpypévor mokerady is (as Grant and others
suppose) to this collection, we have an additional ground for
considering the passage before us to be non-Aristotelian. In the
Politics Aristotle never refers to a collection of ohreiar as having
been made by himself—in the Poliis, if anywhere, he would be
likely to do so, if such a collection had existed; and in the
present chapter (. V. x. g) his tone towards ai owayeyal rav
noheredy (1181 b. 7) is not that of a man who had himself laid
a trap for the unwary by making a ewaywy). On the other
hand, if the ovwyypérar molireiar mentioned here (§ 23) are merely
the woliréia instanced and discussed in Pof. iii—vi, then it must
be said that these woAireiac are not accurately described as *a
collection of mohereiar '—owmypévar wohireiae. The writer of this
section seems somehow or other to have connected in his mind
the zolireime instanced in Pol. iii-vi with the collection known
to him as ¢ the mohweiws of Aristotle” He probably supposed that
Aristotle used that collection as a book of reference when he wrote
the Politics.

I agree, then, with Susemihl (sce Aristoteles’ Politik griech. u.
deuisch, vol. i, p. 71 sqq. Einleitung) that §§ 22, 23 ought to be
bracketed.

* This paragraph was written before the publication of the *Afyvaiwv
moAvreia, and is printed withont alteration.
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[The references are to the pages of these volumes, except under the head
¢ Textual conjectures, &c.,” where the pages of the Berlin Aristotle are guoted. ]

e

Amusement, place of, in Life, il. 196,
437-9-

Catepories, referrzd to, i- 75, 80, 81,
187, 192, 383; il 411-13.

Education, Aristotle’s theory of, i. 22,
158, 161 ; ii. 450, 462-3.
ebdaipovia, what? L 5, 13, 44, 54, 04~
7, 101, 102, 128, 135, 138, 1434,
147, 1525 ii. 249-50; 385, 431,
439 sqq.
relation of dperq to, 1. 65; ii. 99.
relation of Ta &wrds to, 1. 66-8, 102,
103,128-30,138-48, 388; ii. 250,
384, 445, 455

¢ Freedom of the Will," and Responsi-
bility, Aristotle’s doctrine of, i
225-30, 233-6, 240, 276, 2y,
318-20, 499-500, 50I~11; il 16~
IT} 379"80‘
BodAqaors, i. 15, 260-71.
mpoafpesis, 1. 7, 242-50; i, 26-8,
100-1, T73—4, (¢f 201), 331.
Friendship, or Social Feeling (¢iAia),
Books viil and ix. See esp. ii.
262-4.
Spbvowa, 1. 367 sq.
Future life, Aristotle’s doctrine of, i.
139, 140, T42, 140, I50.

God, and the Cosmos, Aristotle’s
theory of, i. 253-6; ii. 55, 56,
117, 251, 250-61, 358-9, 387-8,
415, 449, 454, 457-

Habit, doctrine of, i, 112, 16g-72,
2067 ; ii. 2g0.

Intellectual dperai, how many are
there? ii. 32-3, 94.
Intellectual Faculties and Virtues—

dudrowa, ii. 23-6, 31-2.

Sewwdrys, il TO1, 213—4.

Boga, il 49, 129.

émaripm, ii. 35 sq.

vovs, (@) Book vi. ch. 6; (4) other
references, ii. 23-4, 91-4, 380-1,
44T

vodie and Hdvoe distinguished, ii.
23-5, 28, 31-2,

ppévyots, i. 145, 203; il. 43 599, 60,
76, 83 (. for edBovAia, ii. 78, for
aiveos, 1i, 83, 469-70; for ywduy
ii. 86), 100, 104, IO-I0, 130,
212-13, 225.

Téxr, 1. 4, 6, 1833 1i. 40 sgq, 51,
243.

gogia, ii. 53T 5q4q., 98, 113,

Knowledge, theory of, i. 111, 112 il
1I-15.

Aovyov, rard Tov &pfév, and perd Tol
opbot Adyov, il. ITI-I2 (gf 1.
100—1 ).

Mean, doctrine of ethical, i. 175, 176,
193-0, 202-3, 208-9, 27011, 375,
472-5.

Method of Ethics, Aristotle’s, i. 1-3,
26-42, 46-57, To4-14, 115-18;
il. T20—4.
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Money, its fanction, i. 416-8, 450-71.
Moral Virtues—

dvdpeln, i 282 sqq. (¢f i 212 and
303).

Sueaioovvn, (2) notes onv: (5) other
references, il. 264, 266-7, 290,
311-12, 315, 326-7.

E\evBepidrys, 1. 322 sqq.

¢meiraa, notes on Book v. ch. 1o
(¢f- ii. 86 sq.).

kadokayabia, i. 339, 394 ; ii. 460.

peyahompémea, 1. 328 sqq.

peyadodvyia, 1. 334 5qq. (¢f1. go2).

mpadTys, 1. 340,

gwgpostiy, 1 164, 304 sqq. (for
drolacia see i. 164, 313, 315; il
135-7; 1734, 1989, 201.

| Pidorula, 1, 347, .

Minor Moral Virtues—dperaf of ¢ de-
pertment in society,” 1. 352 0.

guaech) éperd, relation of, to Moral
Virtue, 1. 130, 171, 200-1, 21 34
ii. 105-6, 108-9, 112, 461 (for
Ovpeds see 1. 295-8, ii. 166-%, 182-
55 for vépeois and aifés see i,
214, 369-72).

Philosophers, modemn, referred to—
Bacon, i. 210,
Butler, i. 126; ii. 27.
Cudworth, 1. 31, 2%1; ii. 20,
Darwin, ii. 26g.
Green, 1. 397 ; ii. 14, 17, 347.
Hamilton, i. zr1; ii. 73-5, 238,

442,

Hegel, i. &, 336.

Hobhbes, i. 28, 483 ; ii. 27,

Jowett, i. 67, 301-2; ii. 446.

Kant, i. 206-7, 210, 201, 3363 ii.
74 239—41.

Locke, 1. 29; ii. 1g.

Lotze, 1. 76.

J. 8. MillL i, 28, 30, 10475 ii. 67,
222-3, 2389, 426, 434,

Schopenhauer, i. 205 ; ii. 241,

Shaftesbury, i. 201; ii, 10g,

Spencer, i. 195, 229.

Spinoza, i. 15, 39, 227, 336; il 29,
279-80, 37880, 386.

Stewart, Dugald, 1. 28, 263,

Ppilars, Aristotle’s doctrine of, and telen-
logy, i. 3~4, -8, 16, 24, 1335,
16g-70, 256-9, 288; ii. 380-1,

Plato (and Platonists), criticised by
Aristotle, 1. 45, 71-8g, 155, 283,
20343 ii. 48, 2224, 230-1, 234,
246, 403, 40617,

Pleasure, theory of, (2) notes on vii.
I1-T4and x, 1-5; (%) other refer-
ences, 1. 24, 122, 125-6, 177-81,
271, 301-4, 300-8; il 209-To,
279-80, 304, 374, 388.

moMreiae (Gpbai and wapexfefyrviar), ii,
306 sqq.

Practieal Syllogism, and doctrine of
animal motion, ii. 18-22, 49, 147
51, 157-8. ¢

Psychology, i. g, 98, 111-12, 163-%,
278, 309, 311, 3133 il. g5, 72—
5 391-2, 435.

Reason (Adyos, gppdrgors), relation of,
to mdbos, i. 39-41, 54-6, 165-7,
179, 200, 213~14, 245-7, 205-8,
3715 il Ir2-13, 136-7, 159-6o,
201.

Slavery, i. 20; ii. 370, 312, 316-19.

Soerates criticised, i. 293 ; ii. 110, 124
8., 162-3.

Standard of conduet, what, and how
determined and perceived (o
Kkahdv, & oromds, & anovdaios, 6
Ppivipos, § 6pfs Adyos), i. 4, 8~10,
24> 39, 1734, 183-6, 2007, 209,
217-18, 271, 288, 291,322, 365-0,
3703 1. 3-4, 5~8, 27, gg-r100, 203,
279-80, 301, 356, 373, 378, 381~
2: 4334

State, supremacy of the; relation of
Individual and Family to, 1. 18-2 s
94 202, 389-90, 4I0-14, 423,
450, 482-9; ii. 63, 66-8, 30355
353~ 378-9, 387-8, 305-6, 450,
462, 464,

Technical terms and phrases—
difitor, 1. 82 3 i 36.
dupiBés, 1. 26, 106-%, 261.
dvaykaior, i. 256-9; fi. 35-6, 323,
399-

INDEX TO NOTES. 475

Technical terms and phrases {cont.)— UAn, 1. 26. adl i
apxips 1. T10-1T duoin@s—Aoysds, 1. 37, 163 il
2 i
dpmpégews, &, ii. Jo. - 156, 268.

Blooy, 1. 68,

yévos, 1. 97.

yrépipa GTADS—gpLy, 1. 49.

o, 1. 16.

Siwapus, 1. 378; 1L 155,

T elvar, 1. 3gg—4071 ; 1, 63, ‘,

Ta d¢’ Evds Aeybpeva—rd mpds &
Aeybpeva—ra kar avahoyiay Ae-
yopuera, 1. 86-8, 382-6.

&vépyen, . 8.

&rayaryn, 1. 1115 il 37-8, 51.

émaverdy—rimor, i, 153 sq. (¢ 1 |

144).
émerau, 1. 3245 %1 211, 374.
perafaiven, 1. 9L.
pépos, 1. 129 ;-1i. 99.
olov, i. 162 ; ii. Too.
dpdvopoy, 1. 86, 382-3.
dmep, il. 40, 24578,
T4 81— Bebre, 1. 56, 110,
mepl TovTwy kal ¢k TovTww, 1. 32.
TE &5 émt TO WOAY, 1. 33
cuvdrupoy, 1. 86, 404-5.
Ti éoTiv 7 worew Ti, i. 108-10,
7t v elvar, 1. 210,

Textual conjectures, &c., 1096 a. 4.
1104 b. 2g, 1107 2. 30, b. 11, 25,
1108 b. 27, 1110 b. 16, 1112 b. g,
1114 b. 28, 1117 a. 19, 1120 b. g,
Ir22 =233, bl Fgy Tiag a. 12,
1724 4. 20, ¥r2s a. 28, b. 1,
1127 b. §, 1128 b. 2, 1120 a. 25,
b. 3o, 1134 b 22, T135 b. 18,
1136 b 27, 1137 a. 30, 1138 a, 18,
1140 b. 4, I141 b. 18, 1142 a. 12,
b. 8, 1153 'b.-2, 1I6%5 a. 22,
1172 a, 8, 1174 a. 20, 21, 1178 a.
23:“34- s

Gewpnrinos Hios, relation of mparrikis
Bivs to, i. 56, 59-62, 8y, 413;
il. 3, 6-8, 113, 249-50, 357, 361,
4438, 45T, 454, 400.

| xy and 76 afréparoy, i. 134-5, 250~

60; ii. 41-2.
Transitional moral dispositions—
dxpuoia, Book wil passim; ¢f i
164, ; :
Eywparea, Book vii passim; of i
106.4.
padaxia and xaprepia, Book vii. ch. 7.

THE END.
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