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TEXTUAL DISCUSSION!

The Title
Our manuscripts unanimously attribute M.M. to Aristotle, but whilst { knows the text

as we know it, as the Magna Moralia, @ knows it as Moralia Nicomachea Magna. The latter

title is twice attested in the sixth century in the Alexandrian neo-Platonist, Elias? - tc
MeydAo. Nwcopdyewo. But earlier references to M.M. do not contain the epithet
‘Nicomachean’ - it is likely that Andronicus of Rhodes (first century B.C.) influenced the
catalogue of Ptolemaios® which calls M.M. simply ‘itikun magln’ (A0w®dv peyéimy),
Atticus* (second century A.D.) calls M.M. MeyéAwv "HOw®v and Simplicius® (sixth century
A.D.) refers to M.M. as 7@ucdr peyéhon. It is thus misleading (though strictly true) to say as
Kenny” does, that ‘in antiquity the Magna Moralia was known as ‘The Great Nicomachean
Ethics™’.

The two manuscripts (C and P) which call M.M. ‘Nicomachean’ call EXN.

"ApioTtotédovg NOK®Y vikoporeiov pikp®dv. Elias is an earlier witness to the tradition that

saw ENN. and M.M. as a pair.® Indeed, E.N. and M.M. appear together in the manuscript

tradition three times as often as do E.E. and M.M. Given the respective lengths of the two
works (E.N. is 87 and M.M. is 32 Bekker pages long), the adjectives ‘big” and ‘small’ cannot
refer to the length of the treatises. This is not the place to speculate on the reason for the
adjective ‘big’ in the title.® It is worth saying, though, that if the hypothesis of Moraux!? -

that ‘big’ describes the size of the individual books, rather than the length of M.M. - were

1'T do not include in this section orthographical changes which I advocate above, pp.169-180, nor will T list
again the misprints in Susemihl (see p.116), except those that may render the reader perplexed.

2 Both passages are cited by Dirlmeier, pp.98, 105.

3 Cited by Dirlmeier, p.100.

4 Cited by Dirlmeier, p.103.

3 Cited by Dirlmeier, p.104.

6 There is, in fact, one suggestive piece of evidence for MM. being known as ‘Nicomachean’ at Cicero de
Finibus V.12. See Kenny [1978] 15-17, and his [1992] 118-19.

7 Kenny, [1992] 139.

8 See Dirlmeier, p.105. Elias provides his own explanation: M.M, was dedicated to Nicomachus, Aristotle’s
father, E.N. was addressed to Nicomachus, Aristotle’s son.

9 See Dirlmeier, pp.97-9, for a survey of views. See Kenny, [1992] 139-40 for a new suggestion.

10 Moraux, [1951] 87. Moraux is anticpated by Amerbach. See above, p.103.
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correct, then the title would almost certainly be later than the work itself.!! For the division
of M.M. into two books is a haphazard division, as Dirlmeier correctly notes!? - one dictated

more by the length of papyrus on the roll than by editorial judgement.13

For the first chapter of M.M. see, in addition to the secondary literature cited by Dirlmeier:
Donini, [1965] 1-26; Furley, [1983], Becchi, [1977], Cooper, [1973], Rowe [1975],
Gadamer [1986] 147-50.

1181a24-5 Given the stemma, 81b26 and 97b28, read 116@v. Dirlmeier’s argues (p.155) that
we need to read 1Oudv in a24 because the unease expressed by the author in 81b27-8 only
makes sense if the word f8uké has been used before. Although we do not know what title
M.M. was given by its author, any title that included some form of the word ©6wé would
most easily provide the previous mention that Dirlmeier rightly insists on. Elsewhere
Dirlmeier characterises M.M. as ‘ein Traktat Ilepi 40®v’ (p.426, cf. pp.420, 429, 431). n has
a tendency elsewhere to add -ik- in the middle of words (e.g. 89b13, 89b25, 89b26, 97al3,
97b26, 12a19).14 Here the addition of -ik- would be a natural correction, given the title.
Bonitz (316b11) understands 7i6og in 81a25 to mean % mept OV MDY mporypLoteio:
and Dirlmeier (p.155) and Donini, [1965] 7n.10, accept this, whilst acknowledging that the
language is peculiar. If fifog cannot mean this, then we could emend (following a suggestion
by Prof. Frede) to nudv. I have not been able to find a use of the adjective in the neuter

meaning ‘ethics’, ‘enquiry into fi8og’.

1181a24 See my note on 1187b38 for confusion between mp@dtov and mpdrepov. Read
wpdTov here.

1181a26 For &v see p.166.

11 The most obvious case of a late title is the Metaphysics, so-called only because that treatise followed the
Physics.

12 Dirlmeier, p.357, and Donini [1965] 62n.4, 122n.26.

13 A variation on Moraux’s explanation (arrived at in informal discussion with Jonathon and Jennifer
Barnes) might be that M.M. was an ‘outsize’ work in a library, and so shelved separately.

14 See also note on 1189b6 below.
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1181a27 yop is a late reading, but is necessary.

1181a27 Read mowv, the reading of the mss. It is to Bas.3 that we owe not6v. Cf. Bonitz

Index 611a28. Compare E.N. 1099a29-31, E.E. 1247a8.

1181b25 omovdaiog ©0 fiBog occurs at E.N. 1152a8; 10 fifog omovdoiog occurs at MM,
12a12; omovdoior v ywuxfv is at Pol 1286b3. We should not add xawé with o and T'.
Compare the manuscript deviation at E.N. 1094a13. Cf. Kuhner-Gerth II, 1, pp.316-17.

1181b27-8 Here &v must be taken with &yewv, but there is no need to move it nearer to &xeuv.

1182a3-6 In 82al1-3 MLM. has claimed that it is not enough to know what virtue is. If the
present enquiry is to be useful, we need to learn also about how virtue arises. In 82a3-6 the
transmitted text is awkwardly unbalanced. The combination 0% povov... GAAQ kod... normally
connects two similar ideas, but here we do not have a combination of motives!> (o0 povov
Emag... AL kol Smeg...), nor a combination of issues to be discussed (ob povov i éom...
GAMY xoi 8k tivov). Rather, we find od pbdvov Omwg.. GAAL kol éx tiveov. Before
continuing to explore this problem, and suggesting a possible solution, we need to raise three
questions.

First, the mss. offer alternatives in 82a3. Some have mwg + future indicative, others
have §mwg + subjunctive. Depending whether Smwg is the indirect interrogative or the final
particle, the mss. offer us significantly different interpretations.

Interrogative + subjunctive: ‘investigate how we are to know’
Interrogative + indicative: ‘investigate how we shall know’ (= Armstrong) (cf. de Caelo
285a32)

Final particle + subjunctive: ‘investigate so that we may know’ (standard construction)

151 defend the status of émag as a final particle below.
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Final particle + indicative: ‘make sure that we know’16

The problem with the first two is that the project of M.M. becomes excessively
epistemological. On either of those readings, M.M.’s intentions here will not be lived up to -
we are not going to learn about how we know what virtue is, but we are going to try to find
out what it is. It is thus preferable to take dmeg as the final particle.

Second, is there a difference in sense between oxoneicton (ad) (present middle of
oxoném) and oxéyacOon (aorist of okéntopon)? If not, then why repeat the verb?!”

Third are the indirect questions in a4 and a5 dependent on eidficopuev or on
oxonetofon and oxéyacBorn?

If there is a small lacuna after kol in a5, the problems raised are solved. If we read
GAAM Kol <Bmog YevnoopeBo onovdaior hg koi> &k tivov éoton oxéyoocdon, balance is
restored to the o0 povov... GAAG kol... combination; ckéyacton in a5 is less awkward: now
that oxoneioBon is further away, it is helpful for the reader to have the verb (still dependent
on d¢t). The indirect questions now depend on okoneicBon and cxéyacBon (cf 82a32). We
can translate 82a3-5: ‘For it is not only in order to acquire knowledge that we must examine
what virtue is, but also in order to become good that we must examine how or whence it
arises’.

The combination of nég kal éx tivewv has occurred already in 82a3 and will recur in
82a7 and 82a9 - it is natural for it to be in a5 too. For the thought that knowledge alone is
not the goal in ethics, see EXN. 1103a27-9, 1095a4-6, 1179a35-b2, E.E. 1216b11-25. The

insertion of these words also makes the connection with 82a5-6 more smooth. Since it is
false that anyone who wants to understand what vice is, wants to be vicious, it helps to have

an adjective, before towodrot, so that the claim in 82a5-6 is made more specific.

16 The construction of oxoneioBon émwg + future indicative is found in Demosthenes 2.12 (cited in Kiihner-
Gerth 11, 2, 373). Bonitz (520a25-8) gives similar examples in Aristotle.
17 Cf. EN. 1103b28-9 for the appearance of okentopedo in the same sentence as émokéyocbor. There is
some doubt about the text there, but the combination of present and aorist of cxémtec8on is certain. We need
the verb (in whatever form) to be repeated there.

M.M. uses oxoneiv in the active frequently, and the present middle at 84a30, 84a33, 95b36, 96b36.
oxéntopon is used more often (including instances of émowénropon and cuvemokéntopon): 82a32, 84a24,
86b33, 87a6, 87b38, 88a28, 90b10, 90b21, 91a18, 97b25, 00b23, 08b36, 12al, 13b18, 13b29.
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1182a7 Spengel and Susemihl have flirted with the idea that we need to read a contrastive
particle after dvarykatov. Although M.M. has just pointed out the necessity of understanding
kol ék tivov kol mhg Eoton [sc. dpetri], he has also pointed out the need to understand
what virtue is (82al-2, 82a4). (That need could be derived from something other than Sgelog

(82a2).) There is no contrast with that.

1182a9 n read oton after tivov, and so presumably did {. But o omits. The sentence reads

much better if we delete &oton!, and we can see how €oton could have got in.

1182al11 The pluperfect of ép® is not only exceptionally rare (it does occur in Origen and

Galen), but it is also the wrong tense in this context.

1182a22 A full stop after yoyfig eases the change of construction.

1182a25 Dirlmeier (p.165) follows Spengel, [1866] 624, in reading éxdorw 705 @ read
simply €kdorov. Certainly the genitive is impossible, and we need to follow L in reading a
dative. (Cf 99al5, 99al7 éxdore d&modwddvar.) But the definite article is unnecessary.
Dirlmeier draws attention to parallel passages in Plato, but they are not so close as to be able
to say that M.M. is using a set phrase. Note, in particular that Plato uses the singular (to
TPOGTKOV, THV TPOGHKOVCHY GpeTNV).18

Dirlmeier (p.163) has already noted the problems of M.M.’s attribution of bipartition
(not tripartition) of the soul to Plato.!® If M.M. can misrepresent Plato philosophically, we
should be wary of following Dirlmeier in reading tog (a late correction) in order to conform

to ‘festen platonischen Sprachgebrauch’. Demote 7o to the apparatus.

18 Gadamer, [1986] 127-8n.3, takes 82a25ff. to allude to Republic IV.

19 See now Vander Waeldt, [1985] 286, who argues that M.M.’ attribution of bipartition to Plato is ‘a
fundamental but most influential misrepresentation of Plato’s psychology that obliterated the differences
between Platonic tripartition and Aristotelian bipartition’. On p.302 it is suggested that 94a6-9 ‘reads back
into the Republic’ Aristotle’s doctrine of proportionate justice. In 82a25-6 he is reading back into Plato
Aristotle’s attribution of moral virtues into one part of the soul, and intellectual virtues into the other. For
another misrepresentation of Plato in M.M. (94a7-27), see Finley, [1977] 145n.16.
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1182227 xovopu(e)iyvopn + acc. + eig is the standard construction (See L.S.J. (s.v.)),
whereas ocvletyvou takes acc. + dative, or acc. + mpdg, or acc. + kol + acc. (See L.S.J.
$.v.2%) One can see both how kol cvvélevéev might have dropped out in a. Since there is
very little difference between culetyvop + €ig and culetyvopr + mpdg, and Aristotle himself
uses the second construction,?! there is little to object to on linguistic grounds to the author
using both verbs before eig. The hypothesis (suggested, but rejected by Dirlmeier) that xoi
ovvelevEev could have been a gloss, inserted in { to explain the un-Aristotelian verb,
xowoptiyvop, 1s made less likely by the fact that the sense of xatépuéev, although not used by
Aristotle, is obvious and is hardly explained by the metaphorical use of cvledyyvoput. Restore

Kol GUVECELEEY.

1182a28 o0 &1 1s right, but we need a full stop after Téya80d. See 87b22, 00b29.

1182a29 Dirlmeier (p.166) wants to insert tfig before dAnfeiog, but his parallels (Met.
983b2, Protr. 44 (Diring)) will not convince those who take M.M. to have been written by
someone other than Aristotle. The addition is a case of normalisation, which should be

resisted.

1182a36 BéAniotov is certainly right. See my note on 1184a24 for references to corruption of

BéAnov and BéAtiotov. The comparative could not be used in a superlative sense.

1182b2 Dirlmeier (p.169) is tempted to follow the many scholars who have wanted to emend
this line. ‘After picking out the highest ranking capacity, he [M.M.] cannot say that its goal is
‘a good”. But he tries to show that M.M. can use the word éyaB6v to be mean &pistov (‘so
dal} seine Geltung = déprotov war’) and in his translation translates éyoB6v by ‘das hochste

Gut’ 22 The passages he cites from M.M. in support of this are 83a23 and 84al4. But 83a23

20 It is not clear how Dirlmeier (p.166) can maintain that cové{evtev ‘certainly requires a dative’ (‘allerdings
verlangte den Dativ’), and also that we should read this word, when there is no dative to be seen. In fact, the
verb does not require a dative.

21 At Pol. 1269b28-9: cvledEon v “Apnv Tl TV AgpodiTnv.

22 Allan, [1966] 146, criticises Dirlmeier for translating 1 iéc. 700 ryaBo® by ‘Idee des héchsten Gutes’.
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is certainly not what Dirlmeier needs. 84al4 is a more relevant passage, but the text there is
unreliable. If we accept the mss.’ reading there, reading d&yo®dv instead of Rassow’s
ToryoBov, it is at least possible that dryoB6v is adjectival ‘good’ not ‘a good’. Certainly the

best thing, by virtue of being the best, must be good. But &yoB6v never means ‘best’,

although what it describes may be best. Here the transmitted &yoov - if accepted - must be
adjectival because of BérTisTov in 82b36.

The problem with the transmitted text, then, is that after picking out the highest
ranking capacity, M.M. cannot say that its goal is good: if all that M.M. wanted to do was to
show that the end of politics is good, he need only to have pointed out that politics is a
dOvoyuig. But he especially says that it is the best S0voyug, and his reason, we can see from
82a36, was to be able to specify that its end is not just good, but the best good. Becchi,
[1977] 159, argues that Bonitz’ insertion of ©0 dpistov should be rejected because it seems
to repeat (“appare ripetitiva di’) 82a36 (BéAtiotov Gv €in). But that is the virtue of Bonitz’
conjecture. M.M. can move from the claims:

The end of the best dOvayuig is best (82a36)

Politics is the best &Ovayuig (82b1)
to a conclusion, signalled by dore:

The end of politics is best (82b1-2)

Becchi wants to insert moArtikdv instead, but how does that logically follow from what has
preceded? He takes dipo in b2 to support his conjecture, but the connection between o téAog
ovtfig [sc. moArtikfig] (82b1-2) and ‘good for us’ is as clear as it is without Becchi’s
TOALTIKOV.

In fact, I think that we should leave the transmitted text and not accept any
emendations. Note how the text continues: bmep dryoBov dpa.... (b2) (cf b6, b7, b8). MM. is
not careful in distinguishing between ‘good’, ‘the good’” and ‘a good’ in his discussion of

pleasure either. See my note 1204a31-b3.
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1182b4 See Furley, [1983] 160-1, and Sharples, [1983] 149, for a discussion of Arius
Didymus® (Stobaeus, p.134,12) understanding of the genitive 8e®dv. Dirlmeier too (p.170)

provides parallels from Aristotle which secure the reading.

1182b4-5 The two xoi-s show that M.M. is making two separate points. a’s 6 after &\rog

should not be accepted.

1182b5-6 The three families offer widely different readings here. We can, by comparing the
readings of a, B and n try to establish what { wrote. Ignoring the word &yaBod, whose
position in @ and § is impossible to establish, { wrote brep T0D moArtikod dipa HUTV Aektéov.
(m omitted moArtikod ex homoeot., whilst B omitted ©09.) The other principal family, o, read:
Drep 10D mOATIKOD NPTV dpar GyaiBod Aektéov.

In 82b2-3 we find fpiv being used in two ways: first with Aektéov, and then in the
phrase, 0 Muiv &yeBdv. § places fpiv next to Aextéov in b5 and this is preferable to
Spengel’s insertion of Tod before futv. We must now address cryo®od. Where should it be
positioned in the sentence brgp o0 moAtikod dpar fpiv Aektéov? The natural positions
would be after moArtiko.2* No manuscript has it here, though. The fact that all three families
put &ya®od in different positions shows that @ had probably originally omitted it, but that it
was added above the line or in the margin in such a way that readers were uncertain where in
the sentence it was to be read. I suggest that we either omit éryood altogether (it can easily
be mentally supplied) or place it after moArTikoD.

Ashburner, [1917] 53, wants to excise the sentence altogether, as a repetition of
82b2. But it is not simply a repetition - here we find the phrase 0 moAlticdv Gyo®6v which

was not in 82b2.

1182b8 Furley, [1983} 164n.1, refers to E.E. 1218a31 and thinks that we should read v (o)
for &v (§). We then have ‘Good is spoken of either as what is best for each of the things that

are...” (Furley) rather than ‘Good is spoken of either as what is best in each of the things that

23 8po normally comes second or third in M.M., but is later at 83a23 (omp 100 &yoBod dpar), 84b26-7 (Brox
Ty tfig woxfig dpetiy dipor), 85630 (Dmp 16V o Gpar), 88a32 (000’ 1 BodAnoig ekodoiov Epar) etc.
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are...’. The dative, Furley argues (p.161), will later (83a7) be replaced by fuiv, when M.M.
moves from a ‘level of generality appropriate to this stage of the argument’ at 82b8 to a
specific application of the earlier division at 83a7. My reservation about this is that éryo8ov
nuiv has already occurred at 82b3. Dirlmeier (p.171) cites parallels in which Aristotle uses
aryaBOov + the preposition év (Topics 146b10, 149b37, Met. 982b7) in the same sense as
aryoBov + dative (E.E. 1227a20). If év is taken not to mean “spatially located within’, but ‘in
the case of’, then {’s reading will yield the same sense as a’s, and so the choice in reading

becomes philosophically unimportant.

1182b14 & must be right. M.M. can hardly appeal to the fact that the common good is not

the same as the separated good to show that the two are different. Full stop after bméipxer.

1182b16 Read dractv. See above, pp.178-9.

1182b19 Stock is right to read & t for 67t twice in this line: ‘Now the aim of defining is to
state the substance of each thing, either what good is or what evil is, or whatever else it may
be” (Stock). We now have ms. support for this, for what it is worth. The alternative (the
conjunction, &w) yields ‘that it is good or bad or whatever else’. That, however, does not sit
well with the first part of the sentence, in which it is said that definitions aim to give the

definiendum’s ovoio, 24

1182b20-1 This sentence contains two late readings. ©0 (b20) is a late insertion in P, and in

b21 @ read 0 &6, where Susemihl follows Z in reading 6 &v.25 16 should be excised 26
Clearly 6 2&v is impossible, but one might consider 0téwv as a rival conjecture for Z’s

0 &v. M.M. is imagining a definition of ‘generally good’ like that in 82b7-9. X is generally

good if X is choiceworthy in itself. This definition helps us to judge particular candidates for

24 Of course the division of words would not have been an issue for the author. It is only modern convention
that decides how to write the word.

25 Cf. my note below on 1182b35.

26 See Kithner-Gerth II, 1, pp.630-1.
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the description ‘generally good’: ‘But the definition says that such and such is good generally

when it is choiceworthy in itself”.

1182b28 Read affrn - “she too (politics) is a science among the rest’ (Armstrong) rather than

‘it 1s itself only one science among the rest’ (Stock).

1182b30 Bonitz’ té)og is obviously right, and now is found in some recentiores.

1182b33 First, add xorwd before pépog, which it seems that Susemihl accidentally left out.
Then read xoi which editors have excised: it could easily have been omitted (in §)

accidentally or intentionally.

1182b35 Bekker follows Valla and reads & v, and Susemihl follows this suggestion. The
mss. have €év. The indefinite construction is not necessary. The antecedent of §, on Bekker’s
text, is tobro, but then why not just have 6 BovAdpedo de1€on? Moreover, it is not clear that
we need further specification of tobto, since we already know from b32 that M.M. is talking
about particular goods. The mss.” é&v is grammatical and makes better sense: ‘because when
we want to prove one of the particular goods, we either show through definition that the
same account fits the good and the good in question, if we want to show that it is good,
or..”. The need for the conditional clause is to cater for the possibility that one might have
different ambitions: one may want to prove that a particular good is, say, bad. In that case,
one would have to see whether the same account as one gives of ‘bad’ fits the particular

good thing that is being investigated. If it does not, then the proof has failed.

1183all Unless M.M. is himself an ‘unkundiger Leser’ of Aristotle, we must excise koi Tuvi.

See Dirlmeier, p.177.

1183al6 Excise ©fi. This is supported by the mss., matches the phrase in 83a13 and balances

83a17-18 where there is no definite article before iortpuc;.
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1183a19-20 Standardly Greek uses kowog + dative, as we find in 82a30, 83a20, 05b30,
11a13,27 or + genitive, as we read in 08a28. There are cases where authors use a preposition.
Bonitz (s.v. xowvdg) records the fact that Aristotle uses éni and kotde after xowodv, and L.S.J.
do not give any other possible prepositions after kowov. Presumably in an attempt to restore
consistency of usage, A adds év after uev in a20, which would give the same expression as in
al9. The more obvious way to restore consistency and standard Greek, if the author means

‘common to all the sciences’, would be to excise év in 83a19.28

1183a22 Armstrong’s deletion of mote is sensible. Why would the author, who has just
generalised a discussion of dryaBOv mote, to &yoB6v in all the categories (83a20), revert to
S&yaBov more?

1183a27 Delete xoi on stemmatic grounds.

1183a27 Read @aveparoto with all independent mss. except A. The point is not that o
aicOnt are more ‘manifest” than & vontd, but that they are the most ‘manifest’ thing in the
world.

1183a29-30 For repeated 8e1v see my note on 1196a1-2.

1183a31 70 is absent in two late mss., and has to be deleted.

1183a35-6 Retain the sentence at 83a35-6. See Dirlmeier, p.181.

271 take the &v in 82b11 (wd Kowbdv &v Smocty Umépyov GyaBov) not to be a case of kowdy + év, but of tmesis
of évordpyov (cf. 82b13-14, 82b15-16, 82b17),
28 See Rowe, [1975] 165-6, for a discussion of theis passage.
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1183a36 € had &g 6w, which gives us evidence to there being a stage at which g was read
without 6m. g is a possibility given 82b11, 82b30, but would require a further change: we

would need to read arya8od for dyo®dv. So leave St

1183a38-9 One of the two families has two verbs of saying in this sentence: { had ¢not in
a38 and €p® in a39. a did not have gnot, but did have ép®. Since 2pd is secure in the
tradition, and the author of M.M. cannot himself be the subject, we need to retain the gnot
that we find in §. The conjecture in P2, £pet, was necessary once ¢noi had dropped out.
AL’ {omg, enotv, Tobte Toyodd Gpxfi xpnoopevog, rep TV

Ko’ Exoora, €k To0Tov TPofds, £pd.
Translate: ‘But perhaps’, an objection runs, ‘using this good as a starting point, I will move
on from that and talk about the particular goods’.2?

Dirlmeier (pp.180-1) defends the reading &pet. He argues that since M.M. has in mind
a group of opponents (cf. 83a29-32), he cannot here introduce a single opponent. He also
takes the subject of épel to be | moArtik. This is grammatically impossible, since we would
need to have feminine participles in a38-9. When M.M. singles out one objector, words can

be put into his mouth which any of the plural opposition could have said.

1183b5 Move eivan after d8évotov for stemmatic reasons.

1183b7-8 The text that Susemihl prints does not make sense. The emendation of 81 to dux
70 occurred thrice, independently of each other.3® But I am not convinced that it is the
solution. It is not because the ideal good is not an appropriate starting point that one can
investigate particular goods. Rather, the fact that it is possible to investigate particular goods

provides reason to see that the Form is not the right place to start. This was the way in which

29 Spengel, [1866] 624 rightly compares E.N. 1096b35, for an objection in direct speech in the same context.
30 A further question arises for those who emend &6 to 8 1o° is it further necessary to change totrov
©&yeB0D to ToD10 T6ryoB6v? Bonitz and Armstrong answer Yes, Ellebodius and the brown corrector of Laur.
81,12 say No. I think that it would not be necessary to make this further change. We would translate: ‘on
account of the fact that the starting point consisting in this good is not appropriate’.
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M.M. was thinking in b4-6, in the parallel case of the triangle. Thus 8w is preferable to Su
76.31 In which case 616 must start a new sentence.

Can the Greek in 83b7-8 yield the sense: ‘the Form of the good is not an appropriate
starting point in an inquiry into the other goods’? Let us start with the infinitive, eIvo, in b8.
Casaubon, Spengel and Stock all introduce a word (8fikov or Aéyopev) to account for the
infinitive €lvon. Dirlmeier (p.181) thinks that the ellipse is tolerable, and points to 82b10-12
for another passage where the author speaks elliptically.

Now let us look at tobtov tdyoBoD. Scholars have taken the genitive to be
possessive, and hence have seen a need to emend the text here - MM, is not talking about
the starting point of the Form of the good, in the sense of the place to start in an
investigation of the Form of the good. Dirlmeier wants to read <tiv &ic> T00t0ov Tétya80D, SO
that the Greek means ‘starting point from the Form of the good’. Casaubon inserts a
possessive genitive T®v érya6dv to show that it is the starting point of those goods that M.M.
is talking about. But there is a perfectly legitimate use of the genitive in Greek which M.M.
can be using here. The constitutive genitive (‘the starting point consisting of this good”)
makes good sense.

Although the omission of the problematic sentence, 510 — wé&yoB0d, in o could be
accounted for by an omission saut du méme au méme, 1 am inclined to go for Bekker’s
solution and to excise the sentence. One conclusion that M.M. has been trying to reach since
82b10, and the conclusion that M.M. has been working towards since the objection at 83a38-
9, is that there is no need, in a discussion of ethics, to discuss the Form of the good. That
conclusion is reached satisfactorily by érya80® (b8). The sentence could have intruded from
the margin. One imagines an annotation reporting in indirect speech the progress of the
argument: “Hence <he argues> the starting point consisting in this good is not appropriate’.
Indirect speech would explain the infinitive.

On a completely different tack, following a lead of Brandis 32 it could also be that
there is a lacuna between &ya®o0 and 816, in which an account was given of how the Platonic

hypothesis of the existence of such a thing as the Form of the good was itself the result of not

31 Gadamer, [1986] 150, is convinced by Dirlmeier’s defence of 516,
32 See my note on 1183b8-18.
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working from an appropriate starting point. M.M., on this view, would be criticising those
who think that one ought to start to investigate ethics from an analysis of the Form of the
good (83a37-8) first on the grounds that one can start elsewhere and so should (83a39-b7),
and secondly on the grounds that the positing of the Form of the good was mistaken,
mistaken because it rested on the false Socratic claim that virtue is knowledge, and so to base
any ethical discussion on something whose own status is decidedly vulnerable is
methodologically mistaken. One cannot rule out a lacuna, but Bekker’s excision is a simpler

story.

1183b8-1833 Susemihl puts asterisks around this passage, but notes in his addenda (p.100)
that Brandis may be right to explain the connection between this passage (on the Socratic
thesis that virtue is knowledge) and what has preceded (criticism of the Form of the good as
irrelevant), as lying in the thought that it was from Socrates’ view that Plato’s Form of the
good grew 34

Dirlmeier (pp.182-3) thinks that the link between what has preceded and this section
is the concept of uselessness. Just as the Form of the good was useless for an investigation of
particular goods, so the Socratic view of virtues is useless ‘fur das konkrete sittliche
Handeln’. Now, it is true that M.M. is interested in ‘usefulness’ in the sense of helping us to
act morally (see 82a2-6). But the link that Dirlmeier tries to establish between 83a39-b8 and
the paragraph on Socrates is contrived. The ways in which the Form of the good and
Socrates’ conception of virtue are useless are completely different. Inappropriateness, the
important concept in 83a39-b8, is something completely different from uselessness. It is also
very difficult to understand why Dirlmeier finds the paragraph on Socrates a useful link to the
following section (83b19ff.). 82a32-83b8 have been about the good (or goods), and the next
two chapters continue this theme. Why should a discussion of a mistaken view of virtue - one
which has already been shown on other grounds to be mistaken (82a15-23) - be reintroduced

here?

33 On this section see Fiedler, [1978] 232-6.
34 See Aristotle Met. A. 987a29-b15.
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If there is no good justification for 83b8-18 belonging here, where do they belong? It
would be impossible to move the paragraph to the earlier discussion of Socrates’ view that
virtues are émothpon (82a15-23), since in both passages Socrates is introduced. 008’ oBrog
(82a16) could not be followed by 003’ 6 Zokpdng (83b8). There is, in fact, no natural home
for the paragraph as it stands. Nor is there anything to suggest that the paragraph was not

written by the author. Leave it where it is.

1183b9 D omits deiv, but see Dirlmeier, pp.278, 308.

1183b14 Insert éni after xai (misprint in Susemihl).

1183b23 Dirlmeier (p.189) thinks that Spengel’s conjectures in this line stem from a
misunderstanding of M.M. But if so, Arius Didymus (Stobaeus, 135,22) also misunderstood:
as examples of tijo, he gives 8e6v, dipyovto, matépo.. This is, however, not to say that

Spengel’s conjectures ought to be accepted.

1183b23-4 The particles in this sentence, yé&p and 8¢, need to discussed. In @ both particles
are €. If this is unacceptable, we are faced with a choice. Should we follow a late correction
in P (and modern editors) and read y&p for the first 8¢, or follow Coraes in reading yop for
the second 8é? I prefer the second option. The sentence in b23-4 is not a justification for

what has preceded, but the beginning of an argument to show that virtue is THov,

1183b25 &m is omitted by «. The combination ye 33 has an ‘emphatic limitative’ force here
(Denniston, p.245), which is appropriate because whilst from the perspective of being a

cause, virtue is tipov, from another perspective (b26-7) it is émouvetov.

1183b24-6 Dirlmeier (p.189) has an important note on these lines. When virtue is a cause of

someone’s having become good, then it is zipov (b24-5). Dirlmeier rightly says that %on —
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fiker (b25-6) ought to explain this claim, but he cannot make sense of the transmitted text in
b25-6, and so emends oBrog to olrwg and dpetiig to &py i,

First it must be noted that #dn (b25) picks up Svav (cf 95a27-30, and for the
equivalent, Staw... Tote, see 08a9-11, 08a19-20, 11a29). In which case Dirlmeier’s ottwg is
redundant. Next, Dirlmeier may be right to take oxfipa to be synonymous with t¢€wg (b3 5),
but from 83b19-35 the reader is only aware of three té€eig: tor tipar, T émouverd: and oi
dvvdpers. We would need a different kind of ranking (albeit one that M.M. does use at
92228) if, following Dirlmeier’s emendations, M.M. is to claim here that virtue is to rank as a
cause. Rather, if M.M. is sticking to the original threefold division, we expect to be told that
6 omovdoiog is to be ranked as Tyiiog or, less precisely, as reaching the rank of honour
(Tfig).

In fact we can understand the transmitted sentence in b25-6. The notion of virtue as a
cause is only present in &n6 (b25). The sentence has the same function as that at 81a28-9 - it
establishes the link between being omovdaiog and having the virtues. In the previous
paragraph I raised doubts about oxfipo being synonymous with téE1g. One well-established
meaning of oxfijpa: is ‘appearance’, and in a good sense it can mean ‘air’ or ‘bearing’ (See
L.S.J. sv. 2 and 3). The point of the sentence may, then, be to allude to the connection
between tiun and other people’s perceptions. Translate b25-6: “for then this man has come
to have the appearance of virtue’. If he did not seem to be virtuous, he would not be
honoured.

If this is right, we should take omovdoiog Tig yévnuon (b25) not to mean ‘someone

becomes good’ but to mean ‘behave like a good man’ or “display good characteristics’ 3°

1183b27 D’s reading, émi for 6md, looks good at first glance (cf. 83b23), but 00a19-20 show

that we should keep émd.

1183b29 Why é&v + subj.? This is grammatically possible if &v = &dv. But the combination

xod... kol makes it look as though the form of the sentence is not: protasis - apodosis.

35 See Frede, [1988] esp. p.45.
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Spengel, supported by Dirlmeier (p.190), conjectures an optative, SOvauto, and there is some
support for this in Stobaeus 135,5-8. But there is no obvious reason why M.M. would want
to speak so vaguely. He is entitled to the much stronger claim: that 6 emovdaiog is able to

use these goods well and 6 @odAog is not (see 99b9, b14-15).

1183b32 Misprint. Read totroig.

1183b39-84a2 Dirlmeier (p.191) objects to von Arnim’s conjectures, inspired by Stobaeus
135,17-19, that we read mévtt for méven thrice in these lines.3¢ The evidence in Atticus and
Alexander of Aphrodisias (see Dirlmeier pp.103, 186-7) strongly suggests that Arius
Didymus and Atticus were not directly dependent on M.M. here.37 It is thus risky to base
conjectures on the text of Stobaeus here.

Dirlmeier’s rejection of von Arnim’s conjectures are not based on the relationship
between Arius, Atticus and M.M., and I do not think that they are good arguments. He
argues that M\M. is using a set-phrase (‘gingige Floskel’, “traditionelle Wendung’, p.191)
which should not be tampered with. If it is true that wévey kod mévtog is a set-phrase, M.M.
does not use the phrase, and in fact does use a dative of m@g in combination with VTG
several times.8 It could be part of the explanation of the corruption, if von Arnim is right,
that =érven kod wérvog (or something close to it) is a standard phrase.

In fact Dirlmeier cites only Theophrastus de Igne 8 for this precise phrase.3® Related
phrases are used: Plato has wévtog kol méven (Philebus 60¢2-3); Plato and Aristotle use
mévin mévtog (Phaedrus 246a4, Laws 781e2, 801al, Timaeus 29¢5, Parm. 160b1, Epist.
354€3; Cat. 4a35, E.N. 1100b20, 1101a18, Met. 1010a9, de Sensu 440b3, G.C. 323b19) and

this phrase is used by Epicurus (Ep. ad. Herod. 58,3), and is common in the commentators.

Aristotle does not, however, use névty kol VTG,

36 Giusta, [1967] 122, also argues that we should retain the mss.” reading in these lines.

37 See von Arnim, [1926] 54; Giusta, [1967] 121-2; Becchi, [1977] 1624, Sharples, [1983] 144-5. The
relevant part of Atticus is fr. 2 in E. des Places Atticus: Fragments (Paris, 1977) lines 122-145.

38 88b15-16 od mavieg 008’ v mévil, 91b30 mévt kol wévrag, 91b31-2 otte nhvm... otte whvig, 92b35
TOol kol méviag, 93a9 év mbvi kel mévieg. See my note on 1191630, where we find corruption in one
family of mévt to wévin.

39 1t is used also in Theophrastus at de Sensu 13,15 and fairly often by Simplicius and Alexander of
Aphrodisias.
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M.M. 99a27-b23 provide better evidence for von Arnim. There we find the antithesis
amAdg GyolBov/cryaBdv tvi. The set of goods that are Suvépetg (83b27-35) looks to be very
similar to that of those that are not mévtn xoi mévtag aipeté (83b39-84a2). In 99b5-7 we
are told that the unjust man chooses ©& arA®G dyodd, 0O T 0T &yadd, and the sort of
thing M.M. has in mind are wealth and power. Since wealth and power are not good for the
unjust man, it follows that they are not good for everyone (mnévt).

If we were to read mwavt in 83b39-84a2, then the set of what are not mévtt xoi
mhvtog dyol will be the same as the set of duvdyierg which makes it strange that the author
introduces this division as a new one (83b38). It would, in fact, be a reformulation of an
earlier one. I do not think that this can be ruled out. The divisions are dry. If we are surprised
to learn of the fourth ‘and final’ division (83b38) after being led to expect just three (83b20-
1), we are more surprised to find the list continuing at 83b38 and then again at 84a3.

névt would give the author a further point. The author would not simply be claiming
that some goods are utterly and in every way choiceworthy, but that they are utterly
choiceworthy for everyone. To read névn gives a more interesting text, and the corruption
of mévty to méivey is easily explainable. I would read mévti, but not because Stobaeus has

TovTL.

1184210 M.M. must include a word for ‘alone’, as Dirlmeier (p.193), comparing 84a37 and
EN. 1097b14, recognises. It has to be made clear not just that justice is present, but that
nothing else is. Bekker excised povov, and except for the fact that pév and povov are often
confused in mss., there seems no reason for the excision of pévov but not also HEV, since o
omits both words, whilst { had both words. If we accept that M.M. wrote a word for ‘alone’,
how would we explain the omission of p&v pévov in o? The answer is that it would be quite
difficult. Far easier to explain would be the omission of jgv pévng. We would then have a

case of omission ex homoeoteleuto. The hypothesis that M.M. wrote pev pdvng thus explains

the readings of the three families of manuscripts, and gives good sense.4°

40 See Kiihner-Gerth 11, 1, pp.275-6 for the difference, not always adhered to by authors, between the adverb
povov and the adjective povog. Note that in 84a37 M.M. uses the adjective.
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1184a14 There is a misprint in this line. Insert t0 after xod. It is coincidental that B omits the
same 70.

Susemihl’s text includes two conjectures by Rassow. Let us look at the reading of the
first part of the sentence: 70 8¢ 7 téhelov TéAog dyaBdV (T&yOOOV Rassow) éott. Dirlmeier
raises doubts about the necessity of adopting Rassow’s conjecture here.4! MM, certainly
believes that all ends are good in 82a32-b2, and so that the complete end is good, but thisis a
remarkably weak assertion for M.M. to make. Rassow’s conjecture is the neatest way of
giving M.M. a stronger assertion.

If we are right so far, M.M. begins the sentence by saying that the perfect end is the
good. How does he continue? In the mss. he says kod 0 téhog GyaBOov. Rassow reads
OV ayoddv for 10 dyaBbv, anticipating 84b8. But at 84b8 there is no suggestion that the
phrase ©€Aog w®v &yaBdv has been used before - rather M.M. seems to be introducing a new
point.

Another solution might be to excise kol w0 téhog TO GyaBév. A marginal correction
of the transmitted téhog &yc@Ov earlier in the line - one anticipating Rassow - may have
intruded. We can imagine a scribe reading té\og &ya®6v ot and thinking, like Rassow, that
we need the definite article, and writing téAog 70 &yofov in the margin. It would then be
easy for xod 10 téAog O GryalBdV to get into the text.

But in fact I think that the transmitted xod 0 téAog T &yaB6v can stand. Translate

the sentence: ‘so the complete end is the good and the good is the end’.

1184421 Susemihl, following Spengel, [1866] 625,42 prints odtd voip PéATicTov éoty. But o
has o010 yop BéATiov Eoon, and { has adwo Yap PéEATioToV Eoton. Can we retain Eoton? The
future could only be explained as a logical future. The four-word-sentence in a21 will give a

reason for eudaimonia being better than itself if it is oovopiOuovuévn. The status of

1 T take him eventually to reject Rassow’s first conjecture. He says (p.193) that Susemihl rightly (‘mit
Recht’) accepted Rassow’s version, but later in the same note gives an interpretation whereby Rassow’s
insertion of the definite article is ‘unmdglich’. Earlier (p.169) he cited the passage without Rassow’s first
conjecture.

42 Spengel gives no reason for his conjecture. One imagines that he was influenced by 84a22-3: BéAmiotoy 8
goTv ylewo,
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eudaimonia as 70 BéAtiotov has already been declared (al6-20), so the reading of { seems
impossible. It is not a consequence of eudaimonia being cuvapBuovuévn that it is best.
The reading of a does provide an argument. ‘For it will turn out that it is better’. If,

per impossibile, one were to ‘count eudaimonia together with the other goods, and compare

eudaimonia on the one hand with eudaimonia + the other goods on the other hand, and then
ask which is better, one would reach a strange result. It would turn out that eudaimonia
(conceived of in one way) is better than eudaimonia (conceived of in another way). This is
the missing step in the argument that is required. From here the absurdity that eudaimonia is
better than itself is reached. The future tense is there because M.M. is following the
consequences of such a thing as a cvvapiBpovpévov good. He does not actually believe that
it is better.4

The superlative can be used in the sense of a comparative (see my note on 1184a24),

and it is thus difficult to decide between the two here. But Zotou is right.

1184a23 M, a very late manuscript, is the only authority for Todto in this line. Is ®’s toOtwV
possible? Whilst to0twv mévrwv in the previous line is a partitive genitive (‘which of all of
these is best’), the genitive aytod at the end of a23 has to be the genitive of comparison (no
matter whether we read BéAmiotov or PéAtiov in a24), as Dirlmeier (p.194) notes.** What
kind of genitive would tottwv be in a23? The answer is that, grammatically, it could be
either partitive or the genitive of comparison: ‘it is the best of them all’ or ‘it is better than all
of them’. But since the genitive in the apodosis (koi— BéAtiotov (a23-4)) cannot be
partitive, and the apodosis is meant to follow from the protasis, we should take tottwmvy (a23)
to be the same kind of genitive as in the apodosis - as the genitive of comparison.

We are left without a subject in the protasis if we read ToOtov rather than todro, but
this is not problematic. Translate: ‘if it is better than all these, it is also better than itself”.
There is an ambiguity here. Is Dyeio being compared to the dywever taken individually or
taken collectively? The thought is compressed in a21-4. One reconstruction of the thought

would be the following: compare health with ©& Dyevé, and one finds that health is best

43 See Brink, [1933] 31n.37.
44 See Rhet. 1371b30ff. and other references in Bonitz 403a3-8.
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(a21-3). (Health is better than medicine, better than surgery etc.) But if we now take health
to be the set of vywewvé, and health itself to be Dyewvdv, the absurd conclusion is reached that
health is better than itself.

Read ©obrov.

1184a24 Peripatetic Greek can use a superlative with comparative force. See Bonitz 403a15-
19, and add E.N. 1108b27.45 Although the comparative and superlative are often confused by
scribes (in MLM. see the apparatus at 82a36, 83b22, 84a21, 84a22, 84a28, 89al4), and so
there is a certain licence to emend even though the mss. are unanimous, it is difficult fully to
justify such emendations. See Dirlmeier (p.194). We certainly do not need anything as radical

as Susemihl’s suggestion (edition, p.100).

1184a24 ye should be placed before otitwg on stemmatic grounds. {owg ye is found at 97b30.

1184a25-9 Is our account of 70 dpistov to be conceptually divorced from the goods out of
which it is composed? There are several details to be decided in this section. The best place
to start is in a28-9. The close resemblance between the readings of o and B should take us
away from the reading of n. The reading of & is ywpieTOv VY’ @v, and the reading of B is
Xopig TV D’ @v. The reading of P is good: ‘separate from the things by which it is
constituted’.

We can now turn back to 84a25. Since otod is impossible, Bonitz, [1844] 8,
conjectures, with some hesitation, adtd for adrod. Stock? came up with the same solution
independently, and the corruption from a0 to otod is plausible. This is necessary.

In a27 a B and K do not punctuate after cOykerzon. This helps us to understand the
sentence. t0 is to be taken with oxoneiv. So, Dirlmeier (p.194), rightly. Literally, we can
translate: ‘“To examine from what goods it [sc. eudaimonia] is composed, whether it [sc.

eudaimonia] is better [sc. than the goods], is absurd’. In Greek the phraseology is more

43 See my note on 1201626.

46 Stock suggested another way out: we could read adtdv for adtod, but we would have to go back to 84al19
for the antecedent. Becchi, [1977] 165, suggests another possibility - to read xwpio10d 0drod. The genitives
would be easier if there were a preceding dx, as in 84al5.
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natural than in English. In better English we could translate: “To examine whether it is better
than the goods from which it is composed is absurd’. The text can be understood, once we
repunctuate, without any of the conjectures that have been proposed, so keep it.

Finally, in 84a28 we again have a choice between comparative and superlative,
though BéAwioTov is better attested. See my note on 1184a24, for reasons to be conservative.

Its sense must be comparative.

1184a29 &AL’ is poorly attested in this line. It probably got into the text after apo. had
become dipa.. Since dipo cannot stand first word, a particle was needed and was supplied from
84a25. Another family (o) solved the problem of having épa. by not punctuating after todro.

Omit &AA’. Cf 95b35, 08a31 for questions beginning &pd: ye.

1184a34 Delete tdv which is a late reading,. although it could easily have dropped out here.

1184b3 Spengel, [1866] 625, wants to add ofov after 2kt6c. But M.M. makes it clear that his

list of external goods is not exhaustive.

1184b7 The definite article seems to point to an established order of exposition. Compare

87b32 and the similar phrase at E.E. 1218b31-2: mepi wdv EMOHEVOV AEKTEOV.

1184b9 70] ©®. Misprint.

1184b11 There is nothing objectionable, grammatically or philosophically with the words
gonv 1 Spoworg. Cf de Anima 426a13-14 Spaoig yap Aéyeton M Thg Swewg évépyeio, E.E.

1219216 v & 7 xpficg Zpyov, olov Oyewg Sposig and the parallels cited by Dirlmeier
(196-7). Read it.

1184b12 Susemihl’s yop is a necessary change to the mss.” ¢
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1184b15 After dpa, a has m xpfiowg kol g

L has 1 ypficw kol 1 &g

Ahas wod 7 xpficig kol 7 EEig

M has «od 7 xpficw kol &g
None of these are as neat as Bekker’s koi ypficig xoi &1g. In 84b32 M.M. will refer back to
this line, and there he writes ®v yop fiv &E1g ki xpficig... That passage points to a different
solution: to omit xoi! with a and L. ®&v dpo [f] xpficig xoi €. The woi, which seems
attractive because we need to find cases where there is both xpficig and &g, is not actually

necessary.

1184b17-21 The double occurrence of to0to in b17 is rather ugly.4” If we are to retain both,
since M.M. seems to be moving on from a discussion of &g and ypficig/évépyero, we must
take 1007’ to be proleptic.

b in b21, which is a correction in P should be excised. This correction wrongly
anticipates a move that M.M. will only make later (b24ff). The sentence in b20-1 is very
closely paralleled by b23-4: ‘we say that the soul does the same thing as its virtue’. There
there is no €0.48

I take b18-19 to claim that making houses (i.e. the activity of house-building) and
making good houses (i.e. the virtue/&€ig of house-building) are both parts of the science of

house-building. There are not two different sciences.

1184b21 Demote xai to the apparatus. See my note to 1195a34.

1184b21 a has w@v dAAwv tdV Aodv dmévrev, which cannot be right, but is a sign that

our text may not be secure. Probably T@dv Aown@v was a gloss.

47 The delay of totvov to third position (compare 84al5, 85a36; contrast 84bl, 84b7, 84b22, 8629, 86b4)
could have led to a scribe trying to normalise the word-order. Note the ms. deviation in 84b22.
48 The argument against P’s insertion of €3 is also an argument against Jackson’s srouSaiov.
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1184b25-6 Here we do need €d in order for the inference in b27 to be drawn. But where
should it be put? We would normally expect £ mowei rather than mowe €3, but that would be
the harder order to explain the omission in . It must have been the similarity of € to o9 that
led to Spengel’s suggestion that the adverb be placed after the verb. The easier word-order
should be preferred. We could explain the omission of £B before mowei perhaps by saying that

7007’ €0 motel became todt’ o0 woeT which became toto RoET.

1184b30 The reading xad in this line arose late. It is not needed and should be replaced with
a comma. to¥ro (b30) refers to 0 €3 {fiv (b29) which has just been identified with ©> ko
oG Gpetog v (b29-30). In b30 we are told that fhis is the end, eudaimonia and the best
thing. We might expect a definite article before téAog, which is what L has, but in this section
M.M. repeatedly uses téAog without the definite article: 84b12, b16, b33, b34, b37, 85a2.

1184b31-6 Stock refers in a footnote to his translation here to 84b15 and says that the
bracketed passage ‘belongs in sense to that context’. But the imperfect fjv (b32) picks up the
earlier passage.* (Cf. Bonitz Index 754a40-3, MLM. 85al3, 89a36). We should not, thus,

transpose the passage to an earlier position. Nor can I see any grounds for excising it. See

Dirlmeier, p.200.

1184b34 Donini, [1965] 46-7, defends the mss. reading in this line: 571 8¢ 1 évépyeior kod 1
xphicw avthig wdv dpetdv. He rightly notes that strictly the conclusion reached in b28-30 is
illegitimate. M.M. is not entitled to the conclusion that to £ Efiv is “in” 10 korwdt Tolg GipeTig
Cfiv but that it is “in’ 0 kot Thv épetv {Av. Donini takes b31-6 to support the move to the
plural phrase. He translates ‘e I’attivita e I’'uso di essa sono opera propria delle virta’, which
does makes decent sense. orbrfig refers to the &g of the soul, which is virtue. If this is right,
then we do not need to consider the merits of Bonitz’ Spengel’s, or Susemihl’s corrections in

this line.

49 90a34-5 also refers back to 84b15,
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1185210 See my note on 1193bl1 for ei + optative. The unreality of the protasis is well

brought out by the optative.

1185al4 Whilst o has o¥te Alov 86Eeiev &v, € has an extra dv: o%t’ av Alow S0Eeev av.
Although @v is sometimes repeated in Peripatetic Greek (see my note on 1198al8 for

repeated ¢v in M.M.), the -av in Alotv probably contributed to the mistake in ¢

1185a16-23 Where to put the brackets? Bonitz, [1844] 12-13, takes to%to (al6) — airia
(al9) to be parenthetic, but Susemihl’s extension of the bracketed passage to a23 is an
improvement since al9-23 only continue to establish that there is such a thing as the nutritive
part of the soul. Lines al6-23 as a unit support the claim made in al5-16 that the nutritive

part exists. Then the apodosis in a23 follows.

1185a30 o and m (and hence w) read éxeive. The verb éuBéAretv can take an accusative
(what is thrown) and a dative (to whom/what it is thrown). Here that construction makes
good sense: “for in its case too, whatever you throw to it, it will devour’. The ki shows the
similarity which M.M. is trying to bring out between fire and the nutritive part of the soul.
Neither, M.M. is saying, ‘have an impulse’ unless thrown something, but both will act when

thrown that thing.

1185234 Read 008¢ on stemmatic grounds: ‘does not even contribute’. K wrongly adds a nu

at 87b30, 89b2, 89b17, 90b35, 09b26. See my note on 1189b2,

1185b9 The wide divergence in the manuscript readings in this line is probably due to ®
bearing alternative readings. If @ had written tov instead of 10 (by assimilation to Adyov),
but 00 had been restored above the line, we can see how the manuscripts should diverge as
they do. a carried two readings side by side: TG v Adyov éxodoag (resulting from a
conscious attempt to make the participle agree with ©45), and oG 10D OV Adyov Exovrog

which incorporates the tod that we are imagining to have been supra lineam in ®. L shares
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the first of o’s readings. Our only reliable testimony for what was in m is what the first hand
of K wrote. K puts the o0 that we imagine was above the line in @ before tov to give
TobTOoV.

The expression for the rational part of the soul in M.M. is normally % Adyov gxov
[sc. poprov] (82a24, 85b4, 85b5, 96b14, 96b15-16, 00a2), but at 85b12 there is strong
manuscript support for the definite article before Adyov. I would follow Susemihl in deleting

70V,

1185b10 See my note on 1194b12 for otite... otre... 00,

1185b11-12 Bonitz’ excellent conjecture wins the support of Dirlmeier (p.209).

1185b12 The stemma demands that we read tov. Only L and B of the independent mss,. omit

T6V.

1185b14-16 This passage has played an important role in discussions of the authenticity of
M.M. The text which Susemihl prints is, excepting the insignificant omission of the second n
in bl4 in A, the text that is unanimously transmitted in the manuscripts. Yet we have no
fewer than six different conjectures made in these lines. Why?

Before looking at what has prompted earlier scholars to want to change the
transmitted text, it will be helpful to write out several key passages - which will enter into the

discussion. Let us start by looking at the passage in Stobaeus:

p.-137,24 Tovbroog [sc. &pevag] 31 ooty br” Evdetog kol DrepBoAfic
p.138,1 @Betpectou. Ipdg 8¢ thv EvdelEy toHTov 701G €K TV
p.138,2 aictficemv popropio xp@dvion, BovAdpevor <Omep>>0 tdv
p.138,3 GPaVAY TNV €K TRV Qovepdy Topéyecton mioTy. Adtika

p.138,4 VMO TV YOUVEGiV TAEWOVEV Te Yivopévoy kol EAor-

50 The addition is Spengel’s.
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p.138,5 tOvev edeipecton Thv 1oy Ov.

Next let us quote an earlier passage in M.M. (1183a24-7):

{omg de 0vde OeT PovAdyle-
vov T detkvivon Tolg Pn eavepots Topodeiypoot ypficBon, GAA’
VAP TAOV QPavdY TOTG POVEPOTS, KO VTEP TOV vonTdv ToTg

oictnTolg. TadTaL YOP POVEPDTATOL.
And finally E.N. 1104al11-14:

np@dTov odv ToTo Bewpnréov, It
0 TowdTaL TEQUKEV VI Evdeiag kol UmepPoAtig ¢Beipe-
oBoi, (8el yop Dmep TV dpovdy Tolg ovepols poptopiolg

xpficoon) donep Emi Thig ioybog Kol Thig Lyielog OpAHEV.

The methodological point that one should use clear things to cast light on the unclear is a
commonplace in Greek thought. For a list of parallels see Dirlmeier (p.179), to which one
can add Anaxagoras, DK 59.B.21a, Eurpides, fr.574 N2, Isocrates, ad Dem. 34.

Let us start with Stobaeus’ record of Arius Didymus. The passage cited above has
been taken by Spengel to give us an alternative reading to WOw®v in 85b15, namely
aicOfoewv. Now, comparison of 85b14-16 with Arius Didymus shows quite clearly that
Arius was not quoting M.M. Note, first of all, that he introduces the peripatetic view with a
plural - aow (137, 24). Further, 138, 1-3 are not a direct report of peripatetic beliefs, but
rather a commentary on their method - an explanation of how they arrive npog v &vdei&y,
how they provide their nioTv. I think that a close comparison shows that it is mistaken to

see aioBnoewv in Stobaeus as good evidence that Arius did not read f10w@®v.5! Once this is

51 Contrast Cooper, [1973] 348n.39. Chandler, [1866] 12, rightly says ‘If Stobacus is to determine the

emendation, we must read tolg éx 1@V alicOfcewv [or: aioctndV] popruplols... [which] would certainly be
unwarrantable’,
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recognised, there is no warrant to use the text of Arius Didymus to emend the text of M.M.
to read aicOfcemv here.

But let us continue to look at the passage preserved in Stobaeus. Does Arius go on to
give us an example of evidence from the senses? The answer is surely ‘No’. Why, then, does
Arius use the word aicBfcewv? I propose that Arius did write aic8fcewmy, and that he did so
(1) because he felt that his text of M.M. was unclear, and seemed to be stressing vision (idetv
85al5, {dov 85al17), and (ii) because he had in mind either EXIN. 1103a28 (Snep éni tidv
oictfioewv dniov)’? or M.M. 83a24-7 (quoted above)’? (or some text based on one of
these). This is my account of the text preserved in Stobaeus.

I am not, thus, in favour of importing its reading, aicOficewv, into M.M. as Spengel
proposed, nor of basing any conjecture on this reading as Susemihl, Armstrong, Cooper,
[1973] 348n.39, and Diiring, [1961] 551, would, in reading aicOntdv.>4

We are back to where we started - to the transmitted reading of the manuscripts in
M.M. The phrase ideiv éx TV MOw®dV has been taken in two ways. Allan, [1957] and
[1966], observes that 3eT — ypTficBou is, except for a particle, identical to E.N. 1104a13-14,
and argues that M.M. is quoting E.N.: “we can see this from The Ethics’.

The other way that the phrase has been understood was first formulated by Pansch,>>
and Pansch has been followed by Stock and Dirlmeier (pp.145-6, 210); ‘that defect and
excess destroy can be seen from moral instances’. We then have to take 8¢ in 85b15 to be
adversative (and delete the brackets¢), for what follows are not ‘moral instances’ but

parallels in the case of health and strength.

52 Here the case of perception is used, albeit in a negative way, to make a point about the acquisition of moral
virtue: the capacity to perceive is prior to the activity of seeing, whereas virtuous activity precedes the
capacity to be virtuous. Cf. Gewpnréov, dpduev E.N. 1104al1, 14. Aristotle does not mean that we actually see
people who eat properly getting healthy, or that we see those who go to the gym getting stronger. He just
means that it is obvious that this is what happens. Cf. Dirlmeier, [1970] 14-19.

33 If Stobaeus was thinking of 83a24-7, it would be tempting to read aicOmdv for aicBioewv in Stobacus
138.2.

541 have not discussed the proposal by Becchi, [1975Y], that we read texv&v for 7@uxév. The conjecture is
based on ENN. 1104a8-14 where Aristotle does turn to medicine and helmsmanship (téyvon), but MM. does
not. In addition M.M. uses émotfiun where Aristotle normally uses téxvn. For this last point see Fiedler,
[1978] 229-51.

33 Pansch, [1841] 6, suggests an interpretation of ¢k t®v M@udv (which he prefers) whereby it means ‘quae
ad mores pertinent’,

36 As Stock suggests.
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A third option which nobody has yet espoused is that M.M. is loosely quoting itself
(83a24-7, quoted above).

Allan, [1966] 143, claims that although i3elv €k is not a standard way to introduce
citations, it is sufficiently close to Pol. 1296a20 (dnAol &’ éx 7fig motoewg = ‘show from his
poetry’) to allow it to be used in this sense here. Dirlmeier (pp.145-6) points out that
Aristotle does use Bempelv €k + book-title (see Bonitz Index 96b54-97a3, 104a4-17), but
does not allow that i3eTv means Bewpeiv. Donini, [1965] 168n.31, - an advocate of Allan’s
thesis - is unconvinced, and thinks M.M. can use ‘la locuzione idelv éx non lontanissima dall’
usuale Bewpetv éx’. This view is refuted by Dirlmeier, [1970] esp. pp.20-4.

Donini [1965] 168-9n.31, however, makes an important objection to Allan’s view.
Allan had seen the reference to The Ethics as introducing not just a quotation here, but a
string of quotations spanning five Teubner pages. Donini objects that the only explicit
quotation of E.N. - if we read ék t®v 'HOwk®v - is that at 85b14-23, corresponding to E.N.
1104a11-19, because M.M. 85b14-15 only claims to extract from E.N. the reasoning that
shows that ‘excess and deficiency destroy’. The other passages which Allan alleges are also
taken from E.N. - being unrelated to this specific issue - are not, therefore announced as
quotations. Why should M.M. announce his dependence on E.N. here and not later? It can be
added that MM. II, 13 and 14 which are ‘Nicomachean’ rather than ‘Eudemian’ do not
contain any acknowledgement that E.N. is being used. However impressed we are by the
alleged quotations, we do not have to believe that M.M. would acknowledge his debt.

Dirlmeier, [1970] 12, raises another objection against Allan’s view, namely that the
introduction to the quotation would imply that one could read E.N., whereas normally
Aristotle says not ‘I have written in> + book title, but ‘I have said in’ + book title. The
original readers or listeners to M.M. would be the first to be referred to a written work of
Aristotle if we read éx t®v "HOuk@v.

Dirlmeier, [1958] 145-6; [1970] 14-18, points to several passages in M.M. to show
that the use of language within M.M. precludes a reference to another book here. The most

persuasive of the passages he refers to57 are: 8529 ({8ov &v Tig kod dvtedPev), 85b17 ({dor

37 Dirlmeier also gives examples of i5etv + émi, and ieTv + év. But these will be less impressive to someone
holding Allan’s view.
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v mg), 87a30 (xod €vredBev 1Bot), 95636 (8k pev 87 10D dkporoDg cromoVNEVE), 98232
(8oL dv mig EvteDBev), 99b20 (Bfilov & ToDTo €k TOD VopoBETO),58 06b22 (IS0t 8’ &v Tig
t00t0 €k @V modiov). Other parallels which Dirlmeier does not mention are the frequent
dfidov Ex/pavepov €x (88b28, 96b17, 97b3, 05216)% and dfilov EviedBev/povepdy Eviedoey
(86a35, 95b13, 98a23, 01b24, 02b4). Passages from Aristotle cited by Dirlmeier are Pol.
1326b12 (‘it is easy to see the limit of the state from experience’: &k v &pywv idelv
padrov), ENN. 1128a22 (8ot 8 dv Tig £k 1OV KOUMOIDY THV TOAUDY.

Dirlmeier’s alternative is to translate ‘from moral instances’. Cooper, [1973]
348n.39) objects to Dirlmeier that what follows are not ‘moral instances’, and that it makes a
nonsense of trying to use what is clear to shed light on what is not clear, since even if we
could stretch the concept of gymnastics so as to be something %01kdv,%° moral instances
would be being used to shed light on other moral instances.

This objection can be overcome, but at some expense. It would be possible to
maintain - and this is in fact Dirlmeier’s position (pp.210-11) - that M.M. believes (i) that
excess and deficiency generally destroy (b14) and (ii) that this is true in ethical cases (b14-
15). Lines b15-16, on this view, give a reason why M.M., should not look straightaway at o
nowé (we take 8¢ adversatively): in order to elucidate T dpovii we need to use clear
evidence. We now have two dipovfi: (i) the general proposition that excess and deficiency
destroy (b14) and (i) moral instances (b15), which can be elucidated by examining instances
from yopvacsio and food and drink - which is what we find in b16-21. Lines b21-32 return to
T NG, - to the way in which excessive and deficient ©é@n destroy virtue.

If this were the structure of the paragraph - an inductive argument that excess and
deficiency (generally) destroy - one would reasonably ask why it is that M.M. wants to prove
the general thesis. Far more likely, in a work on ethics, is that if he mentions the general

principle, it would be in order to show that it applies to the destruction of virtues. One

58 Dirlmeier (p.366) refers to Met. 995b24 oxéyv moreicbon éx.

59 It may not be coincidental that Dirlmeier does not treat these phrases as parallel: if he did, passages like
EE. 1221b34 (3fiov 8¢ 1000 gk v Sronpéoewv...) which do refer to an earlier work, would be awkward
evidence for someone trying to show that M.M., on linguistic grounds, cannot be referring to a book in
85bl15.

60 Dirlmeier, [1970] 9-10, argues that strength and health belong to the ‘Bereich des Ethischen’. But he only
shows that they have a history in the theories of eudaimonia, qua external goods. That strength has anything
to do with character (fioc) he does not show.
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obviously cannot set out to show that it applies to virtues by appealing to the fact that it
applies to virtues.5!

Further, on Dirlmeier’s view, 85b13-16 become stuttering. We start with a specific
assertion about moral virtue (b13); we then have a general claim that excess and deficiency
‘auf verschiedenen Gebieten’ destroy (b14), and are told that this can be seen in one sphere
(‘ethics’) (b14-15), but then immediately warned away from looking there (b15).

What M.M. is interested in is the specific claim in b13, not the general claim in b14.
Now, it is standard practice in M.M. to appeal to extraneous subject-matter for support. To
show that ebSoutovia is an activity he directs our attention to sleep (85a9); to show that man
is the begetter of his acts M.M. turns to nature (87a30) and geometry (87a36); to show that
opovNotg is mpoktikf he looks at house-building (98a32) etc.62

The most straight-forward interpretation of the passage at 85b14-16 is that M.M.
wants to show that excess and deficiency destroy virtue, and that he does so by appealing to
the truth of the general assertion in b14 in the realm of yvpvooio (b16). Here we have to
introduce another conjecture, that of Chandler, [1866] 12, - he reads éxtdg for ék and
deletes t@v. This is very attractive. ‘Outside the sphere of ethics’ will be made more precise
in b16: ‘in the case of training’. Similar are the instances of the unspecific formula évted0ev
dfhov (vel._sim.) which are followed by a sentence beginning yép (8529, 87a30, 95b13,
98a23-4, 02b4-5). I think that Chandler’s conjecture generates the right sense. But #w (not
€kt0G) is the mot juste for this sense: Rhet. 1354al5, a22, b27, 1355a2, 1415b6 have &w
700 mpdrypatog to mean ‘ouside the subject-matter’, Rhet. 1415b5 has € to0 Adyov in the
same sense. I suggest that we read €w for &k, but retain T®v.

If this is right, we can get rid of the brackets in b15-16. 8e1 — xpficbon add a
restriction on what sort of things it will be profitable to discuss: we should not look at any
old thing outside o 11Bucé, but at clear examples.

The unspecific phrase &m t@dv HBdv may have been a factor in Arius’ decision to

make it more specific - to name the senses as the source of clarification,

61 Another objection to Dirlmeier’s view is that he is forced to posit a common source for ENN, and M.M.
(pp.211-12); [1970] 19-20.

62 The examples of idetv &k or Sfiov/pavepdv éx cited above are followed by an extrancous subject-area.
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1185b22 Although £€ni? is omitted by o and A, the first xod in this line makes it awkward to

omit it. Keep it.

1185b26 Bonitz’” todt’ should also be read at Stobaeus 138,15, where Wachsmuth prints:

o0t Gpo kol arBgely kol @Oeipev TV GpeThyv.

1185b27 Read mévrog for mévteg with Spengel (and Armstrong). Dirlmeier (p.211) objects
to this, referring to 91a31. But I do not understand how that passage licences us to take

TOvTEG tO mean ol mepL TEVTOG,

1185b38 I offer two explanations of the plural (which neither Dirlmeier (p.212) nor I
understand). First, M.M. may be using 16uk dpetn as a genus (Bonitz 490b17-31) - he may
be explaining whence courage has the epithet 40wk1}, whence generosity has the epithet 161x
etc. Secondly, perhaps M.M. is trying to offer us derivations for two different words: #8og
comes from #6og; Bkt comes from €6ilecton. I am not very confident about either of these
explanations. It is not absolutely certain that the preposition d1& in a2 is to be taken as a
synonym for &r6 (al). To us it seems fairly clear that #6ucr; comes from fi6og, but in fact
M.M. is reluctant to call itself 16ucn, despite the fact that it is about 8 (81a24, b28). The
Yap in 86a2 seems to suggest that it is because A1 is derived from &6i{ecOon that #60og is

derived from €8og. But what kind of ‘because’ are we dealing with?

1186a8 Restore kod on stemmatic grounds. See my note on 1195a34.

1186a12 7 only appeared in the 1539 Basel edition. The mss. have Tig. Since né9og is neuter

z

and the three candidate answers to the question i éomv 1 dperh (86a9-10) are m&Boc,

dbvoyiig and €€ig we need the neuter, T in a12. Compare ENN. 1105b19-21.63

63 See my note on 1206b35.
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1186a16 § omits xoi,%* and a parallel in al3 could be drawn to defend its excision. But the
list in a15-16 is shorter than that in a12-13. t& towxdro (al6) refers to more items than o
towdroe in al3, and the xai (which could have dropped out after -son) would show the

reader that the list is longer. Retain xod.

1186220 €xeuv is a late reading. w had &yov. We need the infinitive to correspond to the two

infinitives later in the sentence. In a29-30 we have a very close parallel.

1186a22 Walzer, [1929] 214n.3, wants to excise Opolwg — Spow, but gives no reason. The

problem seems to be that having defined &g as that in virtue of which we are well or badly

disposed with reference to passions (al6-17), M.M. illustrates how this definition would be
filled out if we examine one particular néfog: 0pyn. If the point of the suspected sentence in
86a22 is to tell us that we could substitute any other méBog into the account to understand
what the corresponding &g is, then we will be surprised that M.M. continues (with the
particle yép, a22) to talk about opyn.

Dirlmeier (p.214) defends the transmitted text, but takes ydp (a22) to mark a
connection between the sentence in which it appears and the sentence &rov odv —
drokeipebo (86a21-2). I think this is correct, and would prefer to put opoimg — pow in

parentheses.

1186a22 Restore xai. See my note on 1195a34.

1186a24 Again, restore kod. § has been unreliable in the previous twenty lines. See my note

on 1195a34.

1186a29 Full stop after &yewv!.

64 It is striking that on one page of Susemihl’s edition § or n omit xoi four times, and is followed on each
occasion by Susemihi.
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1186a34-5 Several scholars have wanted to add 8w in these lines. A late corrector in P adds
Ot before 1 (a34), Sylburg adds St (or dx) before éotv (a35), and Bonitz, [1844] 17,
suggests that we read 87t instead of éstiv. The last suggestion has won the most support -
Breier, Bussemaker, Armstrong and Dirlmeier (p.216) all follow Bonitz. The problem that
has inspired conjectures is how to integrate kol évted6ev éom Sfilov. One family (B) omits
the phrase altogether.

Fewer (Bekker, Susemihl and Allan, [1966] 143) have been happy with the
transmitted text. But I think that there is nothing wrong with the text without 6tv. Let us
start in 86a32. We start with a pair of subordinate clauses (premises). I paraphrase: “Since (i)
virtue is a mean of these passions and (ii) the passions are related to pleasure and pain...’
(a32-4). We then expect a conclusion and dipa (a35) confirms our expectations. The
conclusion is ‘virtue involves pleasure and pain’. If we are not worried about the move from
ovk dvev (a34) to mepi (a35), the conclusion follows. Up until 718ovég (a35) everything
seems to be fine, if we delete Susemihl’s colon in a34.

The last four words can be taken as a self-contained unit: ‘Also from this argument it
is clear’. The ko connects the argument just given that virtue involves pleasure and pain to
an earlier argument to the same effect (85b33-7). The argument just given in 86a32-5 not
only reaches the same conclusion as the earlier one, but it provides an obviously true
conclusion.

Allan, [1966] 143-4, takes 1 dpo. GipeTh oty TEPL Admog kol 7Bovag (a34-5) to be
a quotation by M.M. (“a pupil of the third or fourth generation’) of Aristotle’s ‘now famous
aphorism’” at EN. 1104b15-16, and argues that to insert 87, ‘sweep[s] important evidence
under the carpet’. Allan thinks that if we do not read &m it becomes clear that M.M. is
quoting E.N. This is unconvincing since the status of a proposition as a quotation is
unaffected by the presence of 71 (see 88b17, 02a25), and Allan’s translation ("[The truth
that] virtue is concerned with pains and pleasures is plain from hence also’") betrays by its
insertion of ‘the truth that” that he understands &t even if he would not read it. I do not think
that we need to explain M.M.’s words by saying that he is quoting anything, though the ko

does ask the reader to remember 85b37. This is not to deny that ENN. 1104b13-16 lie behind
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M.M. here. But in no way can M.M. be said to be trying to reproduce the philosophy of E.N.

here. (It is significant that M.M. does not talk about actions. See Dirlmeier p.216.)

1186a36-86b2 There is no connective particle in the sentence ovk — SioupBeipwv (a38-b1).
One way to avoid this would be to place a full stop after povyxeia (a37), delete the colon after
porxds, and insert a colon after obrog. This is along the lines of Spengel’s suggestion in 1866
(p.626).

But let us pause here and look at the mss. In a37 we need to add  (which a and B
have) before poxete. This balances the 6 before pouxdg. It is a characteristic of MUM. to join
abstract noun and personal noun (e.g. justice and the just man). See my note on 1193b9 for
this. If this is right, should we tolerate the asyndeton? An obvious way of avoiding it would
be to read o0 yop for ovk. Then, if the sentence 00 y&p — SpBeipwv is parenthetic,
justifying the previous sentence, it becomes easier to see how M.M. reverts back to the

nBog of povyeio (b1).63

1186238 Dirlmeier (p.217) says that we have to supply A 8t after péAAov. pdAAov can be
used without 1 (or a genitival phrase) expressing the measure according to which there is an

excess. Compare Plato Phaedo 63d8, mentioned by L.S.J. (s.v. péia II) and Aristotle Pol.

1295b10. pdAAov on its own can mean ‘too much’.

1186b1-3 Susemihl calls lines 86b2-3 ‘haud integra’. The difficulty lies in f{ ko & v (b2).
Those four words are the reading of a. It is impossible to establish what § read. In place of
these four words we find f{ in L. B, f| 8 xai in A%, 6 xod &v in A2 and A kol in K.

0 &v in b2 is secured by & v in b3. What about A xod? This is the reading of the less
corrupt family here, and if it is possible, we should keep it. M.M. often joins ‘excess’ and
‘deficiency’ with conjunctions ‘both... and’ or “neither... nor’, rather than with a simple ‘and’

or “or’ (86a29-30, 86b12, 89b29, 91b2-3, 91b34-5, 91b36-7). This, then, gives us a way to

understand kod in b2: ‘both what is in deficiency and what is in excess’. Now this phrase

53 For the status of adultery as a néog see Dirlmeier, p.216.
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needs to be joined to what precedes with a conjunction. ko is impossible, because koi xod is
impossible. What is wrong with {? I cannot see anything wrong with it. Keep i xoi 6 &v, and

translate 1} by ‘and’.

1186b7 Only K has the definite article after ovy, and it should be omitted. ® had a different
word-order: oby UmepBoAn Bpacitng odoo. This seems fine. ‘[the opposite] of courage is
not excess, i.e. rashness, but cowardice which is a deficiency.” The expression is chiastic.

The temptation to reverse the order of 8pociing OrepBoAn (besides the fact that this
is the order in B) is twofold. First, at E.N. 1109a2-3 we have a very close parallel - and there
we read Bpaicitng drepforn odoo. Secondly, in M.M. 87b8-11 the feminine participle odoo
has as a predicate pecdg (b8), &vdewa (b8, b10), drepBorf (b10), rather than examples of
means, deficiencies or excesses.

Neither reason is good enough to overrule ®. Even if M.M. is using EN, here (as I
think he is), there are minor differences of presentation, and we cannot rule out the possibility
that he we have such case in 86b7. Note that E.N. uses &\Aewyg (1109al, a3) where M.M.
has &vdelo (86b5, b8), and that M.M. adds a clause (pesdtnm oBon — Ndovdi) in 86b8-9 to
the sentence in E.N. 1109a4. It would be incautious to think that M.M. must have expressed
himself in the same way as E.N. in 86b7. If we turn our attention away from E.N., and focus
on M.M. on its on terms, the absence of the definite article in @ is a sign that M.M. did not

intend to speak as ‘neatly’ as scholars have wished that he did.
1186b14-15 Read &verevBepions... vedevbépior. See my note on 1192a3.

1186b17 o omits &7 altogether, but a late corrector in P adds & after 8%o. At the
corresponding part of EN. we read dwx 800 & aitiag (1109a5), but the corrector in P
probably just wanted the sentence to have a particle, and was not using E.N. to help. The
omission in & is easily explained by the identical sound of the starts of the words: ot-, dn, dv-.
It seems, from Bekker’s apparatus, as though Bekker thought that M? had %o o1, and was

not intending to make a conjecture. According to Susemihl’s report, Mb has 860 8é. It would
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thus be lucky if 60 on were what the author wrote (cf. Susemihl’s remark that &%o &1 is
‘perhaps right’). I can see nothing suspicious about S 8% 800. Leave the text as Susemihl

has it.

1186b22 We have to decide about the definite article thrice in this line. Before evBepiotng
only a has 1, before dowtio. Bonitz adds 7, and before dvedevBepio § had 7, but a had A .
We should follow { (and Dirlmeier p.220) and leave out all three articles, which will conform

to what we find in b20-1.

1186b31 The genitive of the mss., iecdtnrog, is suspicious. There would be two ways

to understand it: as genitive of comparison (‘more opposed than the mean’), or

with drepBoAn (‘excess of the mean’). The first possibility is excluded because M.M. is

not concerned with comparing the degree of opposition of the mean, but to the mean (86b4-
12, b17-19). The only thing that the mean could be opposed to would be excess or
deficiency. In b31 opposition to the excess is ruled out (since excess cannot be opposed to
excess), and opposition to the deficiency has not been talked about, and so is ruled out by
0oTE,

The second way of taking the genitive gives better sense, but pecdtnrog is redundant.
An excess (in the technical use of the word) is an excess of the mean. Previously M.M. has
not thought fit to give the extra specification, but has spoken simply of excess.

Should we read pecotnr, the dative expressing what the opposition is to? In b17-19
we are told that there are two perspectives from which one can look at whether the excess or
the deficiency is opposed to the mean. From ‘the thing itself> the deficiency is more opposed
[sc. to the mean] (b24-5). From the perspective of our natural inclinations the excess is more

opposed (b31). (Cf. also the dative at E.NN. 1109a19.)

1186b33 Full stop after énéoxenton. And delete the brackets.

1186b38 Retain xai. See my note on 1195a34.
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1187a3 pev mepiéyov is supported by the stemma and should be read. Bonitz only records
éunepiéyewy in one other passage in the corpus: in the spurious de Mundo 392a9. It also
appears in the same work at 395b18. The verb mepiéyetv has been used in 86b2, but in a
different sense. There it meant ‘to class under’, here we need a verb which means ‘surround’.
nepiexew is used by Aristotle ‘sensu locali’ (Bonitz 581a5) as well as ‘logice de ambitu
notionum’ (Bonitz 581a38). The first usage is the one we need here. M.M. is still influenced
by the comparison with finding the middle of a circle. He is imagining a centre of a two
dimensional object, whereas the notion of virtue as a mean would be more easily represented
on one dimension:
vice—mean—vice

The particle pév is answered by 8¢, later in the line. Note pév... 8¢ in 86b37, 87al. This is a

case where the easier reading is right.

1187a5 Dirlmeier (p.224) is right that there is no lacuna here.

1187a8 Casaubon (and subsequent editors) read ovrivooOv, without any note in the

apparatus. All mss. have 6vtivodv. This is the form that we should print, and the only form

found elsewhere in the corpus (de Caelo 309b31; ENN. 1160a6, 1174a14; S.E. 170b28; Met.

1005b24; Rhet. 1356b9; G.C. 328a3). Editors of Plato normally print the form in -odv (28
times), but we do find the form in -oodv at Theages 126d7, Gorg. 456¢3, Laws 871a2. The
last two dialogues also have the form in -o0v (Gorg, 480e6, Laws 807¢6).

1187a10 The duplication of thought in Spowns... dooitmg would be avoided if we were to

read kdémi for ka2

1187al11 We have disagreement in the manuscripts here. el is in , ein in o, and nothing in

B. Retain Gei. Although MM. uses the phrase el dootrwe at 97a34 and 07a3 of
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permanence and uniformity, here the thought must be that across the range of virtues (and

vices), virtues are preferable.

1187al3 Susemihl’s 8¢ is not required. Translate &9: ‘Now,...”. Compare 82a28, 83a32,
84a24, 87b22. In the last three of these passages someone (Spengel twice, a scribe once) has

thought that &€ is needed instead of &1.

1187al19 oi woyor (B) or woyor (m) or ol woyor ot (a)? We need the definite article before

yoyot to balance that before #movor. We also need the second oi.

1187a21 Omit ovx and replace dicovoiog with £kodotog with the stemma. M must have
erred in writing dxovoiog,5¢ and then odk would naturally have been added on grounds of

S€nse.

1187a26 The stemma points to todro (a B) for 6 (n). In 09b29-30, however, M.M. writes
70 & 00 dvvortdv. 10 is the demonstrative pronoun (L.S.J. s.v. 6, 1, 0 A VIIL.3), and would

naturally lead to a gloss of Todto. At 09b29 we find Todto 8 od dvvartdv in B.

1187b1 Bekker and Dirlmeier (p.228) want to excise xod, presumably because they take ei
(87a38) — tétropov (87a39) to be the protasis and the apodosis to begin in 87b1. We have
been told (a36-8) that our choice of dpxor affects w0 petét wog dpxdig. Bekker and Dirlmeier,
I'take it, think that the geometrical example beginning ofov gives us two &pxod - (i) the sum
of the interior angles of a triangle = two right angles and (ii) the sum of the interior angles of
a quadrilateral = four right angles.’” But we can make sense of koi (bl) if we take the
apodosis to be 0 8¢ retpdywvov Téttopoty 68 It is a consequence of taking the starting point
(that the sum of the interior angles of a triangle = two right angles) that the sum of the

interior angles of a quadrilateral = four right angles (cf E.E. 1222b31-34). Once the dipyn

% See apparatus at 87a28, 87b39, 88b25 for this corruption.
67 Stock also translates as though the apodosis begins in bl.
68 For this kind of apodotic ¢, see Bonitz, 166b55-8; 167a19-24; 167a34-9.
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and 70 peto TV Gpxfv have been given, M.M. can make the important new point about a
change in Gipx1 causing a change in 0 petd v dpxhv (b1-2). xod introduces the new point

and should be kept.

1187b3 Armstrong wants to move dvtistpéper yép after {oog (b3). But there are cases

where the clause containing ydip precedes the clause it explains. See Denniston, pp.68-70.

1187b6 The stemma suggests that we omit t®v. The sentence is clumsily written, whether or

not we read t®v. npdEewv is dependent on yevvnmkov (cf. b9).

1187b9 Omit 6 with the stemma (and in accordance with the use of language in b6, b8).

1187b17 Bonitz’ 3¢ is necessary for the mss. yép.

1187b17 Dirlmeier (p.230) wants to excise kod, but I do not understand why.

1187b18 Testimony for koi? is as strong as for its omission. It should be omitted because the

Gpx1 is not something different from mpoadipecig. The first koi stops the second being

epexegetic. Dirlmeier (p.230) cites 00b16 for M.M. using a similar apposition. See also

07b22-3.

1187b19 Unless there is a lacuna in 18-19, we need to excise yGp.

1187b19 There is some evidence that { read koi after 81, and this would be possible.

1187b21 Read v (for én’) with . See Dirlmeier (p.231). Even if Aristotle would use éx’
here (Dirlmeier doubts this), why should M.M.?
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1187b32-4 One wonders whether one of the redundant occurrences of O ékototov in these
lines are the result of a heading entering the text,® or of a scribal gloss on 7o®ro. VTP
exovolov (b32) is secured by 85b2, 93a39, 98b25, 08b3. © éxovolov (b32-3), although
superfluous, should be retained (compare the repetition of i wuy# in 85b1-279). 0 &xotoiov
(b33-4) is dispensable, since the referent of toBto (b33) is absolutely clear. Excise o

€xototov (b33-4).

1187b33 Excise t6!, which is not in o or p. The voluntary does not have to be the most

important thing.

1187b38 Confusion between mpdtov and mpdtepov occurs at 81a24, 82al0, and 93bl.
np@®tov must be right here. See Bonitz 652b1-3.

1187b39 Susemihl is right to delete olov. We cannot tell on stemmatic grounds whether o

had it.

1188a2 mpiwtopev is only in the Aldine. o reads mowodpev, and should be read. See Dirlmeier
(p.238) and Bonitz 608a21-2, 610a27-8. We find noweiv where we would expect mpdTTELY
also at 88b30.

1188a19-20 D’s xort’ ém@opiav fits in with the expression in 87b38, 88a9, 88a117!, but
Koo, TV dkpoaciov (88al6), ko THY éykpdrewov (88al8), and mapd Ty émBopiov

(88a20, 88a21) are sufficient to guarantee the reading of @: xorré: Ty mvpicy.

1188a22-3 Read xowd: iy with ® - see my note on 1188a19-20.

69 Seec my note on 1206b30 for this type of error.
70 But note that the noun is not repeated in 93a39, 98b25, 08b3.
71 See my note on 1188a22-3, which provides further support for reading v in a20.
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1188231 There is no manuscript support for writing £idox before T kokd. Only the Aldine
and later printed editions have the order we find in Susemihl. n omits ei86g, o and B rightly
reads T0 Kokd €180,

After 0 xoxd eidig o adds mpdrrer STl Kokd goTwv. € & O QKPOTNG TO KOKOL
€idwg which is a repetition of a30-1 except that instead of & 8¢ this second version has &l &’

0.

1188b1 o reads éxéiowe which has a good chance of being right. For the singular + genitive
compare 82b8, 86b35, 87a2, 91all, 94b13, 96b5, 07b19. On the other hand for the plural +
genitive see 11all.

1188b8 Bralopévoug Misprint.

1188b10 Rav. is the first source of the reading ¢ficet, but this must be right. We need the

future after éivrepei. (See same corruption in 08a27).
1188b18 drtomov, the reading of a and B is attractive. Compare 82al1 for the same variation
in mss. The neuter is more likely to have been adjusted to a masculine in both these passages

than vice versa.

1188b19-20 &g @v is a conjecture of Bekker. ® had Og &a&v, but there may be a trace of

Bekker’s conjecture in K which read (before correction) oav &av.

1188b32 o omits Twvar, which is a possibility. Note that the other court-story in M.M. begins

otov viov moté poot... (02a23).

1188b32 For the same error in P see E.E. 1238b8.
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1188b33 The preposition 0md (in A and K) is normal: knefiveg Bvickovoty dmd OV
peirttdv HA. 625a16. améBvnoxov brd tod Aytod Thucydides 1.126.10 etc. But &« is also
possible: droBviickovet éx @V Tpwpdrov Herodotus 11.63.3, and if so, why not &ré (in o B

L)?

1188b34 The only manuscript deviation in this line is in «, which adds o0 after &, but a
corrector in P deletes this. The line has attracted attention and various solutions have been
proposed. Four problems have been detected with the transmitted text. First, we are twice
told that the woman was acquitted: dmoguyelv... dméAvsav. Secondly, why should M.M.
add the trivial detail that the accused woman was present at the hearing - a perfectly normal,
and so unremarkable, feature of the case. Thirdly, mopeivon + genitive is unparalleled.
Fourthly, the switch to the indicative, dnélvoav, is awkward, since the reason for the
acquittal ought still to be part of the story.

Scaliger deletes o and dméAvoov which would solve the first, third and fourth
difficulties. Bernays [1858] would read @uyeiv (‘to be accused’) for dmoguyeiv which would
avoid the first difficulty.

The solution of Michael, [1917] 702, solves the first, second and third problems. He
deletes the colon after dmoguyelv and reads éxhmopodoay for o6 mopodoav. The verb
gxAmopéo means ‘entreat earnestly” and is found in Philo, Apollonius, Strabo and Plutarch.
The text would then mean ‘but the woman who urgently begged to be acquitted in (the court
of) the Areopagus the judges acquitted for no other reason than...’.

Wallies, [1917] 1605-6, replied to Michael. He objects to Michael (a) that the
structure elto TOV dvBpwmov... v & dvBpwmov (b32-3) makes it awkward to take the
infinitive dmoguyeilv as dependent on éxlmopoboav. More likely is that Gmo@uyeilv is
dependent on @aot (b31); (b) that the verb xhimopeiy is unaristotelian. Wallies, going one
stage further than Scaliger, wants to excise 00 mopodoov and GméAvsev. He thus provides a
text immune to any of the four problems. His ingenious account of the transmitted text is that

a scribe misunderstood &moguyelv (b34), thinking it meant ‘escape’, and wrote a note in the
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margin: 00 mopodoav &méAvoav, which was then integrated into the text (in a not very
straight-forward way).

If mapodoav is secure, we need a verb meaning “acquit’, otherwise 81> 0v0&v dAlo —
mpovolag will give the woman’s motive for turning up at the court, which would be absurd.
Scaliger’s text, then, is impossible, and Bernays’ emendation badly motivated.”2

At some point M.M. has to move from the story itself to the moral that he wants to
draw from it. Why can it not be after &moguyeiv that the author switches rather than after
npovoiag? This would account for the indicative dméivoay (b34). Although it is true that we
are told twice that the woman was acquitted, the point of the sentence in b34-5 is to tell us
the reason for the acquittal, not that she was acquitted.

How serious is the objection that to specify the woman’s presence at the trial is such
a trivial piece of information that M.M. would not mention it? Could M.M. himself not add
this detail to avoid any possible misunderstanding of émoguyeiv?

Kenny has suggested to me that we should take od not with molpevall, meaning
‘being present there...”, but with &méAvoay, meaning ‘they freed her of the charge’.

I do not think that any change is necessary in b34.

11892l Among the uses of the connective, #ri, M.M. uses #t1 on its own nine times and
together with the particle 8¢ seventeen times. At four of the seventeen occurrences of £t1 8¢
in Susemihl’s text at least one manuscript omits ¢ - here (om. & L), 06231 (om. &), 08b20
(om. m) and 10b8 (om. C). Bonitz (291a13-18) shows that Aristotle uses these two
interchangeably in close proximity. There is good stemmatic reason to follow Susemihl at
08b20 and 10b8 and read &t 8¢, At 06a31 it is a toss up. In this line €71 on its own is slightly

preferable on stemmatic grounds, so excise 5¢.

1189a5 The formula &AL’ Gpé ve...; is found at 84a25, 84a29, 00b38, 07a6, but at each of
these passages the manuscripts deviate. In all four passages a candidate answer has been

rejected and the author raises the possibility of an alternative answer, just as happens here. In

72 Note that Gmoguyely appears later (02a25) in a similar context, This is a good reason not to tamper with it
in 88a34.
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the first and last of these parallel passages the newly suggested answer is itself rejected with a
sentence beginning 1, as here.

But why do a and B both have an extra word after GAA’? To read 6AA’ A (with )
would be possible, grammatically, if we punctuate with a comma after €{n; ‘so prohairesis is
not orexis, unless it is boulesis’. There would be an implicit claim that one type of orexis (viz.
rational orexis) is boulesis. (In 89a31-2 it does turn out that prohairesis is an orexis after all.)
But dpo would be awkward. The reading 6AA’ ei dpo (in B) could be supported by 1212b473
(where there is again variation in the mss.): GAL’ €l dipar, kot ©O kOAOV. Again, the reading
is not free from problems because the ye now becomes difficult to account for.

Perhaps the conglomeration of diacritics in GAA’ &po caused the confusion in o and P.

Retain what Susemihl prints.

118929 Change 10 to 7t - for T& mpog 0 TéA0g is the standard phrase, already introduced in
our treatise at 89a8 and recurring at 89a25 (with a reference back to this passage) and 90a9-
28. It is also found in the plural in the parallel passages - in EXN. 1112b12 and E.E. 1226a7 -
in neither of which cases is there manuscript deviation reported. Moreover, in the example
which the author of the M.M. uses to illustrate one of the maxims about mpocipesig, he gives
two, rather than one, examples of “things towards health’ which we choose to do. Hence we

should adopt the plural of the definite article, which is what the stemma suggests anyway.

1189a13 rovvopa (misprint).

1189a14-15 Both occurrences of BéAtiov are late. The mss. in each case have péAticrov, but
Rav. has péAtiov in al4 and Bonitz conjectures BéAtiov in alS. Bonitz (403a3-19) cites
instances where Aristotle is not as logical as we might hope in keeping the superlative
conceptually distinct from the comparative.”# Here, strictly, we need a comparative because
there are only two options in the equation (t63e... T093e al3-14, todto... 10O 89a27). But

what is better out of a choice of two may actually be the best out of many, and the presence

73 See Bonitz, 90b16-19.
74 See my note on 1184a24.
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of olov (al4) allows the retention of BéAtiotov in al4. Then an inference is drawn in al5 and
we should again read BéAmiotov: ‘So when we take the best in exchange for the worse option

available,...”.

1189a23 &1 should not be in the text, even in square brackets.

1189a27 Read the comparative, aipetdrepov, given the demands of the stemma.

1189230 Comma after mpGrtovteg to show that xorwd mpocipestv goes with mpdrrtery rather

than mpértovteg. L’s transposition in a31 achieves the same effect, but is not necessary.

1189233 Armstrong wants to read 10 before mpooupetoév, but gives no reason. Probably his

reason is just that K has it. He sees no need to emend 89b1 where the same phrase occurs.

1189a36 Full stop after Siavon@fivou.

1189b2 Nothing is wrong with the reading suggested by the stemma: & yo&p Tpoopoduedor.
The reading of K is possible: éiv + subjunctive in the protasis is followed by present indicative
in the apodosis at 85a32-4, 87a15-16, 91a35, 10b38-9, 13a5-6, 13b13. (We also find éav
used in this way at 90b2775, 90b37-91al, 91a27, 94a32-3, 06b26-7, 10a32-3, 12al4, 13b8-
9.) It is a characteristic of K to add unnecessary nus to the ends of words, as Bywater,
[1892] 14-15, has pointed out with regard to K’s version of E.N.. For instances of K having
nu wrongly in M.M. see p.170 and my note on 1185a34. Once & became &v, the mood of the

verb would need to be changed and an object for mpé&rrery would need to be inserted.

1189b3 miveg OAtyor. Dirlmeier (p.258) defends the manuscript reading Tiveg OAtyol against
Susemihl’s conjecture by reference to instances of dAiyog 715 in Plato. There are, however,

plenty of occurrences of the combination tig dAiyog (in that order) in Aristotle (e.g. HA.

75 See my note there.
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550b15, 601a29, Met. 1078b21, P.A. 689a7, S.E. 177b36), Plato (e.g. Rep. 498a7, 531e2,
564e2) and Thucydides (e.g. II1.7.5.1; IV.46.5.1; IV.113.2.3). Probably this use of 7ig is an
extension of the type that Kiihner-Gerth distinguish (II, 1, p.664) in which the quantity is

appositional: ‘some law-makers, admittedly not many’.

1189b6 Only twice out of the fourteen times that Susemihl prints mpoxtog (add 12a19 to his
index for a complete list) are the mss. unanimous in their reading. On the remaining twelve
occasions at least one manuscript offers the form in -ix-. However, in nine of these twelve
cases the stemmatic picture points to what Susemihl prints. (The exceptions are 99a8, 12a25,
12a26.) By contrast, mpoktikdg is printed by Susemihl fifteen times and not once does an
independent manuscript read mpotog, For some reason scribes frequently added -ix- in the

middle of words. See my note on 1181a24.

1189b13 Read érdBopev with the stemma. Perhaps &AoPov arose in m, as a first person

singular (rather than as third person plural as translators take it), because of a feeling that the

author ought to speak of himself in this way.”6

1189b16-17 There is strong stemmatic reason to read omolov (omitting é&v)... péAmiov. But
we would then need to read todro for Tadral! in b17, and goiveton in b16-17. If we read é¢
(b16), the text would mean ‘on the basis of the consequences, he chooses whatever action
appears better...”. If we omit & (b16) with o (and delete the comma after cvpBovoviov),
the text would mean ‘He chooses whichever of the consequences appears better...”. The

asyndeton becomes more palatable if we omit &€,

1189b18 Normally the verb BovAetesBon takes mept or unép. (See Bonitz s.v.). There are
instances of it taking an accusative (see L.S.J.). The only example of this I have found in

Aristotle is E.E. 1226b12 (where there is some uncertainty in the tradition). I would construe

76 See my note on 1196b13 for the author using first person plural.
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this sentence by understanding an infinitive BovAeboacOon after Sei:77 ¢...deliberating is

deliberating how one ought to do things’.

1189b23 A similar sentence, without the definite article is at 85a28. Omit 7 with a.. To read it

would commit M.M. to thinking that there could be mistakes elsewhere,

1189b23 otte, the manuscripts’ reading in this line, could be defended by comparison with
03b10 (see my note there). But I am unconvinced that these two cases are similar enough for
them to justify each other. There is frequent confusion in this text between otte and 098¢ and
ovti. In the following lines either the manuscripts diverge or a conjecture has been made that
we abandon the mss.” unanimous reading: 85b11, 89a21, here, 92a19,7¢ 93a8, 94b12, 02a18,
03b7, 03b10, 03b28, 08b29, 09a29.

1189b25 mpoxcrois is approved of by Bonitz, [1844] 19, and Breier. See my note on 1189b6.

1189632 No need for the dash (see Dirlmeier p.261).

1190al The definite article in a0 and conjectured by Ellebodius is necessary. Susemihl and
Bekker did not know of this reading. It could easily have dropped out by haplography in .

Read dwx Tov70, T0 Boviebechon.

119024 &AA’ #0m occurs elsewhere in M.M. at 88b19, 91b12, 92220, 95a25, 96a38, 07a23.
Scaliger’s suggestion is ruled out by the close similarity between the first two of these

passages and that here.

1190a4 For mpog we must read karwé. Cf. 8928, 89a9, 89a25, 90a5. See p.11 for confusion in
V where mpbg was in the exemplar. (This may have been a misprint in Susemihl, since Bekker

has mpdc, but the Aldine has xowé.)

77 Stock takes 7o mixg SeT as accusative of respect: “deliberation is as to the how’.
78 Where Spengel wrongly wants otwe & for mss. 0968 81,
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Dirlmeier (p.262) rightly says that Spengel’s mepi, reported in Susemihl’s apparatus,
Is not necessary, since it can be understood from 90a2. Spengel himself, [1866] 627, had seen
this and it is misleading to attribute the addition of nepi to Spengel. He raises the possibility
of the addition, but rejects it: ‘Coniicias... #dn mepl d, sed ex superiore ob mePL TO. TEAM

praepositio hic repetenda est’.

1190a9-28 It is difficult to see how the background of the sciences and, in particular, of
house-building (90a9-15) helps the author establish his contention that virtue aims at o
Téhog more than at ©é mpdg 10 TéAog (al6-17, a26-7, a29). MM. claims that the cases of
virtue and émotiun ‘would seem to be alike’ (al5-16), and yet his description of the oKOTOG
of house-building is a long way short of establishing that it looks to the end more than
(HEAXov... T a16-17, a27, a29, cf, a33)™ to the ‘things towards the end’. The importance of
proposing (w0 mpoBécBou) the ‘end’ is underplayed, in a conditional clause (al2-13) which
leaves open the possibility that something else could play that role - in fact, in 98a32 we learn
that it is the architect who comes up with the plan, and his junior, the otkodopog, who gets
his hands dirty®? - whilst the importance of the execution of the proposal is stressed (ovx
GAlog mig... 1 (a13-14)).8! How, then, does the evidence of the sciences help M.M.’s case?
Not only is the characterisation of the house-builder 90al1-15 difficult to reconcile

with the inference he seems to make from that case, if we see MM. as putting forward the

72 There is an ambuguity in the phrase p@Aiov... #. Armstrong and Dirlmeier translate it as ‘more. .. than’,
“eher... als’, whilst Stock translates it as ‘rather than’. Both meanings can be paralleled in M.M.: the first ¢.g.
at 11b21, the second e.g. at 10b13. On the first interpretation, virtue can focus on both, but one to a greater
extent; on the second the alternatives are mutually exclusive. (E.E. 1227b23-4 and b35, b40 see the
alternatives as exclusive, and so does M.M. 1198a6-7 where ppoviowg, in the terminology of the current
chapter proposes the ends and the virtues execute the plan.) But in the section under discussion M.M.
cventually says that the task of virtue moviehdg is 1 koAdv mpodécbon (90a33). Dirlmeier (p.265) thinks that
this line ‘last keinen Zweifel, daB das Finden der Mittel sekund:r ist’, or, its corollary, that setting the goal is
“die Hauptsache’ of virtue (pp.267-8). The reason for thinking that mowvtelidg cannot mean ‘completely’ is
that the objector in 90a34-7 sees virtue as having two oxomoi, one finer than the other (kéAAov a36), and
ML.M. does not correct the objector. I thus take p&AAov... 7 to mean ‘more than’ throughout this passage.

80 Also, in 90a30-2 one can be a good artist even if the oxondg is not fine. In the case of YPOPLKT EMGTAUN,
the execution of the plan, rather than the proposing of a good design, is what the proficient artist has to do.
Only the praiseworthy artist needs to propose the design.

8l Contrast Fiedler, [1978] 238-9, who thinks that the t€hog ‘als Gegenstand der Techne den Vorrang hat,
insofern es die Voraussetzung bildet fiir das Finden und Bereitstellen der Mittel zum Ziel, bzw. dieses
teilweise impliziert’. There is no sign in the text that the kind of primacy would be temporal. I think that the
primacy is the other way round, because it is at least conceivable that a house-builder is not make the man
who draws up the design, yet it is inconceivable that it is not he who executes the plan.
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view that the builder has the end rather than ‘the things towards the end’ as his principal
concern, but if we turn to E.E. 1227b25-8, we find Aristotle saying that the doctor does not
oxonel whether one ought to be healthy or not, but whether one ought to go for walks, and
that the trainer does not oronet whether one ought to be fit or not, but whether one ought to
exercise. This becomes generalised: ‘no other science is mept oD téhovg’ (1227b28).

It looks, then, as though M.M. ought to say that the case of virtue and of émothiun
are importantly different. Before seeing how it is possible that MM, did actually think that
the cases were different, it is important to note a crucial ambiguity in the word oxonog (al6).
It can be synonymous with télog (see Bonitz s.v. oxomdg), but it could also mean its
immediate focus of attention, its scope. (‘Focus on’ would be a good translation of i8eiv in
al2, cf. oxéyocBon in a similar context in 97b25.) A house-builder aims to build a house - in
the first sense of okomdg his okomdg is a well-built house. But what he worries about are
questions like whether this material or that are going to achieve his end, or what tools to use.
His immediate oxondg is how to achieve his remote cxomdg.

If we are right to see M.M. as thinking that in the case of the sciences, & ®pdg T
T€AN are what the scientist is immediately involved with,82 we should expect him to draw
attention not to the similarity between science and virtue, but to the difference.®® For he
clearly thinks that virtue aims at the end more than at the things towards the end (a27-9,
a33).

If this is right, the answer to the question is that house-building looks to T mpdg T
t€hog. When Susemihl punctuates a motepov... 1 question with a yGp near the start of the
next question, it is always to the second alternative, i.e. what comes after the %, that M.M. is
giving support. (Contrast Dirlmeier (p.265) who thinks that the answer is the first
alternative.) See above p.165.

It is important, I think, that M.M. makes the inference (épo al5) from the case of the

sciences to that of virtue with a guarded ‘86&eiev &v’. In E.E. 1227b14 the view that it is

82 Thus avoiding an inconsistency with 82b22-7, which Armstrong observes in his note on 90a13.
83 Sometimes M.M. uses émothjion as a positive model, at other times as a negative one. Examples of the

second sort: 05a18 émotiijon do not differ eider, unlike pleasures; 11b30-3 house-building not an example of
an activity with no further end.
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reasoning (towards the end) with which virtue is concerned is more clearly distanced from
the author: donep doket tioi.3 The same distance is present in M.M.’s 86Eeiev &v.

By two minor adjustments to the text in al7 we can achieve consistency and good
sense. If we retain the manuscripts’ mpog in al6, deleted by Rieckher, but add t& before it

and delete t& mpog later in the line, a15-17 will read:

ocoitmng dpa 30Eeiev
av &xewv kol én’ dpetig, poArov elvon ardrtiig TOV GKOMOV

<t0e> TpOg 1O Téh0g, O Sel HpBidg TPoBEGBon, 1 [tdt mPdG] O TENOG!

An alternative, suggested to me by Bonitz’ note (684a55-6),85 would be to read:

aoadtog dpa doEeiev
av €xewv kol én’ dipetfig, HoALov efvon atfig TOV GKomOV

TpOG <0 mPOG> 10 TéAg, O Bel dpBlidg mPoBESBou, Fi [Tl TPdg TO TEAOG:

The second suggestion is palacographically more plausible: e 7pdg could have dropped out
saut du méme au méme, and then the addition of ©& later in the line would be natural,
especially if the house-building example is read carelessly. A couple of times Aristotle says
that we look towards a oxomdg: Pol. 1341b15, ENN. 1138b22 and we find the expression
used in Plato Gorg. 507d6.36 Dirlmeier (p.269) is happy with oxomdg 7pdg in M.M. 90al6-
17.

Both versions can be translated: ‘Likewise it would seem to be the case with virtue,
namely that its focus is more on what contribute to the end, the proposal of which needs to
be correct, than on the end’. The next sentence (al8-19) supports such a reading: ‘the
materials for this [viz. the end] will be provided for, and the requirements for this will be

discovered by, none other [than the virtuous man]’.

84 M.M. gives us what E.E. does not - an argument why people might believe that the oxomdg of virtue is the
means. The view is clearly Socratic.

& Bonitz glosses wv cxomdv hig Gpetiig elvan by Ty dpetv oxonelv.
86 Parallels for oxonely npds: G.A. 731a34, Rhet. 1354b33, Pol. 1296a36, Plato Laws 627d2.
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If we do not emend the text in al6, this sentence fits awkwardly with what has
preceded: here it is 0 mpOg 0 TéAog which are being stressed (again note ovBelg dAAog,
al8). Yet the previous sentence, as printed by Susemihl, had made these secondary. The
abrupt change from al6-17 advocating the importance of © téAog to al7-18 advocating the
importance of & mpdg 0 TéAog led Armstrong, quite naturally, to translate kod (al8) by
‘yet’. If we adopt the changes in al6, xoi can naturally mean ‘and’, or can explain the
previous sentence.

There follows an argument (al9-26) which, according to the new text, shows that
there is reason also to think that virtue is concerned with the proposal of the end more than
with ©6& mpOg T wéAn. Those who hastily based their assessment of the role of virtue on the
way things are with the sciences, have to take into account an opposing argument. kod
gbhoyov 8¢ (al9) introduces another perspective. It turns out, on this argument, that virtue

0D téAovg €0l GTOXOGTIKN PBAROV Ti TRV TIPdG TO TEAOG (a27-8).87

1190a19-21 The stemma suggests that we place a comma after dpetfv (a20), excise YGp

(a20), place a full stop after éotiv (a20), and add yép after Exocrov (a21):

kol eBhoyov 8¢ Todrov eivon mpo-
BeTiknv TV &peThv, év olg [yopl N dpxm tod BeAtictov Eotiv,

EKOOTOV <ydip> KOl TPOBETIKOV KO TonTiKdv.

‘But it is also reasonable that virtue should propose this [sc. the end] wherever the Gpyn is of

the best. For each (miotun and dpeti) is designer and executor.’

1190a19-21 On stemmatic grounds keep the order which Susemihl prints, pace Dirlmeier

(p.269). odv (a21) introduces new point - it does not draw an inference,

87 Fiedler, [1978] 239: ‘Die Begriindung des Vorrangs der Festsctzung des Zieles geschieht im ubrigen ohne
Zuhilfenahme des Analogiebereichs’.
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1190a23-6 Scaliger’s multiple suggestions for these lines are, just by being so extensive,
unlikely to be correct. Dirlmeier (p.267) objects to Scaliger’s attempt to simplify, and himself

sees no need to alter the text that Susemihl prints (p.266).

1190a26 1t is inelegant that we should have g in this line and 871 in the next, but there is no
need to alter the text, as Scaliger suggests. In 82a36 we find 3filov dx, and the move from
Ot to &g is not unexpected in this author. Jaeger, [1948] 442n.1, collects passages where
‘[the author’s] slovenly habit of redundantly repeating words, especially after a parenthetic
subordinate clause’ is exhibited. Aristotle himself is not exempt from the charge. See Met.
1091a15-17 Aéyovowv @... 8vi and Bonitz 538b33-9. For a further instance of 3fjlov dx...
Ot Phys. 260a23, and of govepdv @g... §ti see Phys. 190b17, 233al3.

1190a29 Restore 7 &peth, which dropped out late.

1190230 Ellebodius, Susemihl and Rieckher propose conjectures so that the sense is
“Otherwise it seems absurd’. Dirlmeier (p.268) rejects these suggestions, and would translate
the existing text: ‘that the domain of virtue is exclusively the means is absurd’. M.M.
supports the claim in a30-3: the implicit argument is that since i) praise is only bestowed
where the oxondg is fine, and ii) virtue is praised, .. virtue’s oxomdg must be fine. It follows
that there must be more to virtue than executing the plan: it must also propose finely.

e O is suggested by the stemma and should be read. Compare particularly Met.
1076b28 where another argument is rejected with the sentence dromdg te 87 yiyveron #

cdpevotg. The combination appears in ENN. 1156a17 - see Stewart’s helpful note, [1892], ad

loc,

1190232 BéAmioo is confirmed by 99a11. Cf. the apparatus at 86b36 for /B confusion in C.

1190a33 There remains a difficulty (which is not affected by whether we follow my

suggestion in al7 or not): in 98a32-b7 it is difficult not to see gpoviioig, which is said to be
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‘like an architect’ (98b5), described as what proposes the end and virtue as what executes the
bequests of gpoviicic. If so, there is a contradiction with 90a33. Perhaps the explanation is

that virtue has yet to be distinguished from gpoviicic,

1190a35 Armstrong and Stock translate v & v adtiv, the reading of a, by ‘the
corresponding possession of it” and ‘the corresponding state” respectively. 6 ordtdc, however
means ‘the same’. The objector is referring back to 84b15-16, 84b33-5. The three families of
manuscripts offer different readings. fi Thv &petiiv oty in 7 is impossible. See Dirlmeier
(p.270). B offers fj v &v adrv, ‘than the state itself’, which makes reasonably good
sense. It is likely that { read this and that, in n, Thv & was glossed by &petnv.

We thus have one side of the stemma ({) reading 7 T\v &1v ooty and the other side

(o) reading fi v €y v adriv. (This is sufficient to undermine Dirlmeier’s conjecture.). I

prefer the reading of {; “than the state itself’ i.e. ‘than the state alone’.

1190a35 I see nothing wrong with the mss.” ®v in this line. Cf. al8, a29. Dirlmeier (p.268)
correctly says that the activity (a36) consists in different ways of bringing about the means,
Le. in different actions. The singular év @ (a37) led Valla (and all subsequent editors) to
suppose that we should have a singular in a35. But the phrase &v & ok &otv évépyew
refers to 0 téhog xahdg mpobéston (all-12), which is a single activity, but not an action.
“Why’, the objector is asking, “did the author not avoid inconsistency, and make the role of

virtue an active one, rather than an intellectual one?’.

1190b7-8 What is objectionable about the sentence that Susemihl brackets? Susemihl (p.125)
raises the problem that korrapiOpeiv cannot be stretched to mean ‘adduce examples’. M.M.
has adduced examples, but xorropiBpeiy means “to enumerate’. Dirlmeier (pp.271-2)
counters this, saying that the word is appropriate, refers back nicely, and is unobjectionable
on grounds of vocabulary. We do not need to posit a lost table of virtues such as we find in
E.E. 1221b38. The presence of tivag in b7 shows that M.M. is not claiming to have made an

extensive list. He has told us that courage and temperance are means (85b21-32, 86b4-12,
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86b32), that gentleness is ‘in’ a mean of anger, that GA%0eict is a mean (86a16-27) and that
generosity is a mean (86b20-1).

The first thing to note about these two lines is the weakness of the manuscript
support for énei €. It is clear that w started the sentence with pecdTTog and that énel 3¢
arose conjecturally in V, just as émel odv and énel 8¢ later arose conjecturally in D and P. We
certainly need a particle to introduce the new sentence and we also need a conjunction to
introduce the subordinate clause (protasis), and any of these three suggestions would do the
job.

The connection between b7-8 and the immediately preceding discussion is abrupt. It
is important to note that the start of E.E. III is also abrupt. Both texts move from the
discussion of how we judge a man from his actions, rather than from his intentions, to a
programmatic remark about what has been said and what needs to be discussed next. The
similarity between M.M. and E.E. here itself suggests that the lacuna before HecOTThG
contained no more than a couple of words, like émei 5¢.88

So retain b7-8, but print <émei 8> to show the conjectural origin of these words. The
next sentence follows on easily enough - the author begins to follow the programme he has
set himself. Note 81 in E.E. 1228228 in the same context. Cf. also M.M. 87b36 odv after

Aextéov, 88a38 toivuv after Aektéov.

1190b11 € had the aorist tense dmoBéAn it seems (we do not know who deleted a lambda in
K - it could have been the original scribe). The stemma is thus equally split, and both
readings could be defended. The aorist has the advantage that the fear would be of a sudden

loss.

1190b20 ot mévreg is rare. It occurs at Pol, 1290234 alone in the corpus Aristotelicum, and

there before a number: ‘altogether 1,300°. The reading of a is also problematic, since M.M.

never uses dno after a vowel. Comparing Rhet. 1363222 & movteg 1| ol moAAot, or Rhet.

88 Gotthelf, [1983] 234n.6, tentatively suggests what could have been in a longer lacuna. Von Arnim [1924]
82, 130, wanting to find a mention of 6pBdg Adyog to which 96b4-6 can refer, suggested that there may have
been such a mention in the lacuna. Donini, [1965] 104n.4, is sceptical that anything is missing before 90b9.
See Kapp, [1927] 74-8, and Dirlmeier (pp.270-3, 339) for arguments against von Arnim.
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1373227 & mavteg i moAAol, perhaps we should consider reading fj & mévteg in MLM.
90b20? & became & in one family and ot in the other. The repetition of & provides a strong
antecedent for the emphatic év totrowg.

The stemma suggests that, pace Dirlmeier (p.274), we normalise the word order.

Read 6 év to0tog dv...

1190b21 odv is about eight times as frequent as totvov in M.M., but which to print here? We

cannot be sure, but I would keep toivov, as the harder reading.

1190b27 L’s future, dropevet, could be paralleled by cases of éxv / &v + subj. + future in the
apodosis: 82a6, 84al9, 84b17, 85a30, 87b2, 87b21 87a24, 87b29, 90al2, 91al2, 00al8,
04a8, 05219, 06a13, 06b14, (10a19), 10a21 (but see my note on 1189b2). The logical future

is characteristic of this text®® and, since the mss. are no guide, I would read VNOUEVET,

1190b28 I agree with Dirlmeier (p.275), who supports the manuscripts’ 8¢. A new but, as we
shall see, related conception of bravery is about to be discussed - that bravery is émotiun. 8¢
introduces the new conception. It is by linking the concept of émotAun with the already
discredited concept of bravery-through-experience that the Socratic view is attacked. The
occurrences of 003 &1 in this section (90b34, 90b37, 91a10, 91a15) stand, by contrast, after

the respective candidates for the title of bravery have been introduced.

1190b31-2 First otodg should be omitted, on strong stemmatic grounds. Spengel thought
that the words 008’ épodotv were ‘haud sana’, and we now know that B omits these words.
Dirlmeier (p.275) comments that the phrase is without parallel, but defends it on the grounds
that it is rhetorical and in keeping with the tone of this part of the M.M.. He explains the
future tense by reference to authors from the 2nd century B.C. and Athenaeus (2nd century
A.D.) who use €p@d “prasentlich’ for variation. The lateness of the parallels make the

explanation unconvincing. 9

8 See Brink, [1933] 30-1.
20 So, Diiring, [1961°] 252.
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I do not think that it is necessary to excise 003’ épodoy with B. Translating the future
as a future and making 003’ épodowy parenthetic, we have: ‘We do not say, and nor will
people say, that those who.... are brave.” M.M. is making the important point that his view
that the so-called brave-from-experience-men are excluded from the title ‘brave’, is not just
an ad hoc device to suit his theory, but because ordinary people would not (and will never)
agree that such people are brave in the strict sense. It is crucial that the author allays the
suspicion that he is artificially debarring this type of man from the description ‘brave’. The
fact that his view ties in with ordinary intuitions bolsters his case. In 91a2-3 the same appeal

to ordinary usage is found in the general formulation: odx &v g eimot,

1190b32-5 There is a problem in this section which was detected by Demetrios
Chalcondyles. The other candidates for the title ‘bravery’ - bravery-through-experience
(90b23), bravery-through-passions (90b36), political bravery (91a5), bravery-from-
expectation-of-a-future-good (91al4) - are all introduced quite clearly as candidates for the
title, with tig (90b23), or a part of Sokeiv (90b35, 91a5, 91a14). But in the introduction of
the new candidate (réAtv 90b32) there is no such caution. In fact the opposite of what M.M.
will actually say in b34-5 is asserted in b32-3.

This was the motivation for Demetrios Chalcondyles’ insertion of odk after o
However, yép in b33 either provides a reason for people believing that those who lack
experience are candidates for the title brave - they do not get frightened - or explains the
phrase in the preceding clause &k 100 évovtiov fig éuneipiog. I cannot see how the yép
would justify or explain the preceding sentence if we add ovk in the preceding sentence %!

Any account of b32-5 is going to find it difficult to explain the grounds by which the
bravery-from-inexperience is disqualified from the title ‘brave’. M.M. does not tell us here,

despite 81 (b34). We have to wait until 91a20 to see why 92

! This problem would also arise if we pursued a more palacographically conceived conjecture and read odk
not after o but instead of ad.

%2 It may be significant that EE. 1229a11-31 mentions bravery-from-inexperience as one of five £{dn
Gvdpetog,.. Aeyopevo ko® dpowdTnme: (1229a11-12) but never tells us explicitly why it is debarred from being
real bravery. (Something like it makes a brief appearance at 1229626-30.) We can, though, easily see why it
is not going to qualify because we have just read 1229al-11.
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One way to avoid this difficulty, would be to take néAv as introducing a further
reason to deny that the brave-from-experience candidate is properly brave: how can he be, if
his opposite is also brave? Such a reading demands no insertion of a negative in b33. On this
interpretation we would treat the discussion of Socrates’ view in b28-32 as parenthetic, and
take Tobtovg (b35) to refer to the men who are brave-from-experience. But 008 % To0TOVG
is used uncontroversially in 90b37 and 91a15 (cf. 91a10) to mark another group of people
disqualified from the description ‘brave’. This suggests very strongly that the ®éAwv served to
introduce a new candidate, which ties in with E.E. 1229a16.

Bearing in mind the good motivation for Chalcondyles’ emendation, I suggest that we
read dokxodov for 8’ o eiory 93

One wonders whether &yvolo or a part of dyvoeiv did not feature in b33-4 (cf. E.E.
1229al7, EN. 1117a22fF). The very possibility of people being uneipot tdv Ekpnoopéveoy
seems absurd, since experience must be of things in the past, whereas it is conceivable that

people should &yvoodouy o éxPnoopévo as a result of drepior.

1190b37 A corrector of K suggests that we add &n’. Bonitz (126a50-2) cites H.A. 508b33,
E.N. 1132a33, 1132b7 as examples of dponpeiobon + &nd (‘to be removed from’), and only
offers EN. 1118b5 as an example of dpoupeiv + gen. But there is a close parallel in M.M. at
09b39-10al. Another construction that is possible is that at@dv is possessive rather than
separative (“Our own face’ is otbt®v 70 mpocdmov in MM. 1213a20.) Either way, we do not

need K’s du’.

1191a4 Dirlmeier (p.277) wants to retain the 6 which Bekker and Susemihl omit. Aristotle
more usually has no definite article between 81« and ~éBog (or between Swx and BvpdV) in
E.E. and E.N.. The stemma suggests that in 91a4 we excise 6. And this fits in with 13a19,

the only other occurrence of d10% + méiBog in M.M.

93 métv does not need another particle (cf. 84a7, 88a10, 88a24, 91a5, 94a2 etc.). Prof. Frede has suggested
to me reading SoxoOouv for eiciv, which has the advantage that o, which appears in b35 is preserved.
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1191a5 Both ot and €i make sense grammatically.4 The first kod in a7 makes ot slightly
preferable: ‘those who... also seem to be brave’. kod connects this type of supposedly brave
man with the other types who have been rejected. The text printed by Susemihl forces us to
read xod as connecting dropévovest with SokoBowv: “if men endure... and appear brave’,
which is superfluous as we already know that we are meant to be being given an example of
another seemingly genuine (Soxobow a5) type of courage. It would be possible to retain &i,
but to punctuate with a comma after xuvd6voug, so that kod Soxodowy becomes apodotic: ‘for
example, if men endure. .., they too seem to be brave’. The closest parallel within M.M. for
ofov ot is 88b19 ofov Gg Gv... There are many parallels for ofov &i...: 85a10, 87a3 8, 90b16,
92b2, 94b33, 10a30. For this reason I would follow Susemihl in reading €i, but would

punctuate with a comma after kvd6ovoug,

1191a10 Full stop after Gvabricet, following o.

1191a17 In 90b22 M.M. had said that he would turn his attention to the question & 010G
Gvdpeiog. His procedure between then and here was to eliminate those who only seem to be
brave. Now he needs to turn to a positive characterisation.

Bonitz, [1844] 20-1, who does not get a mention in Susemihl’s apparatus, has a good
note. Commenting on Bekker’s text (008éva. 0By v Tow06tov Gvdpetov Betéov elvon OV
Omotovody Gvdpetov, kol Tig & &vdpeiog oremtéov), he says ‘Quid sibi velint verba tov
omolovodv avdpeiov per appositionem adiecta ad dvdpetov, equidem non assequor, nec
dubito quin puncto maximo posito post elvor proxima sit scribenda sint: tOv dmoiov odv
qvdpetov (sc. Betéov elvan), kol tig 6 Gvdpeiog okentéov. Ita Valla: qualis igitur et
quisham fortis <sit>%5, hinc considerandum’. This is surely right and, moreover, it is,

ignoring diacritics, exactly what o, B, n read.

1191a21 Only I" and B and its descendants have mopfj. Susemihl’s apparatus does not even

report its omission, which was accepted by Bekker and is surely right.

74 See 95b22 for the same corruption.
95 Valla in 1496 and 1831 has sit. Bonitz cites Valla without the verb.
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1191a28 For v see p.166.

1191a34 L clearly found the construction difficult. Plato Hip. Maj. 286b5 uses eig tpitnv

fiéporv to mean ‘on the third day’, i.e. the day after tomorrow. Aristotle de Int. twice has €i¢

70 poplooTov €tog (18b33, 18b39) - “ten thousand years beforehand’.

1191238 Support for tég is as strong as support for its omission. On the basis of 86b9 omit.

119105 B omits a redundant sentence pecotng — tovtw@v, probably intentionally.® But there
are many places where we could make M.M. more elegant, for example 89b19-21, 93b25-6,
96b29-31, 02a2-5, and from within the section currently under discussion 91b1-3. Perhaps b4
stress the fact that cw@pootvn is a mean, whilst b5 stresses what it is a mean of. Retain

Susemihl’s text.

1191b9-10 Does the GAAd in this line answers the od in 91b7 or the phrase o0 Téoog ¢
0VdE T0ig mept wévtoL in 91b6. Is MM. telling us in 91b9-10 (AL’ &v fidovaiig Torig mepi
apny kot yedow) that pleasures of touch and of taste are the kind of pleasures with which
the dxOAaoTog man has to do (so, Stock, Armstrong) or with which the temperate man has
to do? An answer to this question will affect how we punctuate the passage.

M.M. believes that temperance, like dkolasio and dvonsnosio, concerns the
pleasures of taste and touch (91b21-2). The &voic@ntog man does not enjoy sex or food all
(91b11-12). The chepmv man réoxet but ovk dyetar (91b12-13).

Bonitz, [1844] 11, inserts O at the end of b10. He points to E.E. 1231a26 to support
the suggestion. But grammatically it is not required, and the sense is distorted. Taking the
participle €xwv (b11) to be conditional in force, we can translate the text without 6: “Nor
then will a man be temperate about these things if he is in such a state that he does not.. .

(Cf. 92b7, 95b24, 98b36 and maybe 92a7 - see note ad loc. for participle without definite

% 1t also omitted a difficult phrase at 90b31,
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article.) Although M.M. continues in b12-13 to characterise the temperate man with a clause
consisting of definite article + participle, the parenthetic remark in b12 gives sufficient
interval for the change in construction.

M.M. is interested not in who the temperate man about these things is, but in

conditions which disqualify one from being temperate.

1191b12-16 Until néipepyo (b14) the text is clear. dote — mépepya (b13-14) tell us the
extent to which the temperate man is not ‘led on’ (b13). He enjoys food and sex, but not to
the extent that everything else is ignored. After mépepyo., all independent manuscripts except
A, which does not punctuate at all, place a full stop. Breier, [1845] 844, would place a colon,
However we deal with the next two lines, we do need a stop here.

Two sorts of solution to b14-16 have been offered. The problem which scholars have
tried to solve is that the transmitted text contains neither main verb nor subject. One solution
(Spengel, Bonitz, Rieckher, Ellebodius) has been to add a verb of saying after oOPPOVaL. “‘we
call the man who acts... “temperate”. Another type of solution has been to change the
accusatives to nominatives (Scaliger, Spengel): ‘he who acts. .., is temperate’.

I am not sure that the insertion of a verb of saying at the end of the sentence is a good

enough remedy on its own: obtOv in b14 is still awkward. Perhaps we could try gotéov for

ootdOVI7?

1191b19 The plural aipobvron gives us no clue whether to read Soxyudtovro with P or
SokpéGovreg with C and § because M.M. frequently uses neuter plural + plural verb.%8 Does

M.M. say that the reason for not calling animals temperate is that ‘they do not have reason

with which to test the fine and to make choices’ or that ‘they do not have reason with which

<men> test the fine when they make choices’? The stemma strongly suggests the second, and

the Greek makes sense. Susemihl’s text means that animals make choices, but do not use
reason in making those choices. But animals do not choose (8923), and they have no

conception of 70 koAdv. Read Soxudlovre,

°7 gatéov has occurred six times in 90b13-91a15.
8 See p.167.
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1191620 Cf E.N. 1135a25 for omission of &vexo.

1191b23 Omit ko, on stemmatic grounds.

1191b24 Retain pév. The combination pv odv does not need a 8¢ afterwards. See

Denniston, pp.31, 474, for this usage in answers.

1191b26 The origin of {50t in B was probably conjectural. The construction év Tic (ot + dt
has already been used at 83a8 and, even more closely, at 85a9 in the same way, introducing
reasons which might persuade the anonymous somebody of the author’s view. M.M. often
uses OpGiv to mean ‘to see’ not in a visual sense, but, like in English ‘to see the truth’. Cf.
85b15,b17, 98232, 05a-7-8, 06b22.

The sense of {01 &l would not be satisfactory. There is a difference between ‘seeing
whether” and “seeing that’: the first expression is neutral in tone - the author would be
adopting an unbiased stance, suggesting that he does not know, in advance of the argument,
whether it will turn out that virtues are means or not, Reading &7i, however, there is a
certainty that virtues are means, which is appropriate given the previous sentence.

Retain 8. elmov. Translate ‘One might argue that they are means in this way as

well’.

1191b28 Retain the premise which Rassow excises. See Dirlmeier, pp.288-9.

1191b30-8 There are two fairly trivial strictly textual matters in this section to note, before
looking at the punctuation of the passage. First, in 9130 manuscript evidence is equally split
between néven and movti. The phrase névey ked v has occurred at 83b39, 84al,
84a2,> but is not correct here because of 91b31 (mavei) and 91633 (umBevi). Secondly, in

91b32 there is a misprint. We should read 008’ od.

99 See my note 1183b39-84a2.
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The punctuation of this passage is not good in Susemihl. Paraphrasing, I take M.M.
to be saying that since a) the dpyidog man is blameworthy (b30-1) and b) it is not the case
that one ought never to be angry (b32-3) - these two premises are recapitulated in b34-5 - ..
1) the mean person is gentle and praiseworthy (b35-6) and ii) gentleness is a mean between
the two né6n (b38).

This structure is signalled by énewdn (b30)... &nei toivov (b34)... av ein (b35)...
xod... v ein (b38). However, both premises (a) and (b) are supported by a sentence with
Y6p. It is easiest to show how I would repunctuate b30-8 and then to say why:

Enedn ybp éomy opyihog O movel kol mévtag kol €mi

mAgTov Opydpevog, kol yektog 88 O Towdrog (otte Yop movi

el opyileoton 0T énl Ao 0¥te mAvTmg Kol Get), 008 ad

méAy obteg Exerv Set, Gote pnPevi undémote (ko yop odrog

WEKTOG, GVEAYNTOG Ye @v)- émel Toivov kol O kortd: TV DrepPoATY

WeKkTog kol O korrd T EAAeIyY, O pésog v TovTv €in

Kol mpdiog kol émouvetog (otre Yop 6 EAAeimov T dpyi otte O

VmepBAlov Emouvetos, GAL O péowg Exov mpdg TadTal. obTog

TpAog) Kol N mpadTNg 38 TOUTOV TRV TEBDY pesdTNg v ein.

Susemihl may have misunderstood Bonitz> suggestion, [1844] 14. Bonitz had thought that
enewdn yop (b30) — mpliog kol Emouvetds (b36) was a complete sentence and that while the
protasis ‘explicationibus intercepta resumitur per particulas énei totvov’, the apodosis
“continetur verbis 6 pécog — &mouvetodg [b35-6]. It is consistent with what Bonitz says that
he thought that the protasis is complex and that each part of the protasis is ‘explained’. This
is certainly preferable since 08’ ard — undémore (b32-3) cannot ‘explain’ what precedes; it
must introduce a new point. Moreover, we need a reference to the deficient man in way that
is not just parenthetical, in order for the ‘resumptive’ émel toivov (b34) to be resumptive.

There are thus two reasons why the brackets should close after Gt (b32).100

100 Armstrong saw, independently of Bonitz, that the first parenthesis should end after éef.
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Where I depart from Bonitz is in thinking that the sentence ends at émouvetég (b36). I
cannot see any way of accounting for kod... &v €{n (b38) other than as connected
grammatically to @v... &in (b35).

Important too is Stock’s suggestion that a full stop be placed after Todra (b37). We
thus supply ‘is praiseworthy’ as the verb, rather than (with the punctuation Susemihl prints)
treating ‘is gentle’ as the main verb. Stock’s proposal means that we take otog mpdiog as a
self-standing sentence. Compare the similar sentence in 92a34: o%tog &’ &otv 6

HEYOAOYVY S,

1192a3 Sylburg’s conjecture in this line was motivated by the te in al. But Denniston
(p-536) and Bonitz (750a2-17) discuss the combination te yép, and the passages cited from
Aristotle show that a subsequent e or kot is not needed. A very close parallel from within
M.M. is 92b31-4 & e yOp c0BGdNG... O 8¢ dipeokog..., where Spengel, [1866] 628, wrongly
suggests that we read te for 8¢. (In 93a12-13, however, there is a second t€.)

A second question in this line is the spelling of GveAet8epog. In 86b14 the adjective
appears twice. The first time all the mss. give the form in -1o¢, and the second time all mss.
except K again give the form in -1o6. In 92a3, however, all the manuscripts except K
originally have the form in -og. So 86b14 points to -1og and 92a3 to -oc. But our author will
have used the same form in both places, we can presume.

Aristotle and Plato use the form in -og. Aspasius!®! and Themistius (21, 249¢1)192 yse
the form in -106. The form in -10g is clearly a later form, originating by assimilation with
EAevBéprog. Dirlmeier (pp.219, 291) wants to read -10g in both places, contra Susemihl, aptly
citing the fact that M.M. coins dveAevBepidtng rather than using the normal avedevBepia.

We should “die Raritat im Texte... stehen lassen’ (p.219).

1192a7 @, half of our evidence, omits tig oBv &otiv, 0. Stylistically, M.M.’s penchant for
questions could explain the presence of a question here, whilst 91b10-11 would be a close

enough parallel to the text here, if the four words are not read. Nor do we get help from

101 See Dirlmeier (p.219) for the references.
102 Though the manuscripts are not unanimous there.
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what is likely palacographically. It is no more likely that tic odv 2otiv; 6 should have
dropped out than that it should have intruded. One can see why a scribe should have inserted
the words - objecting to the participle tacked on to the end of the sentence - but one could
also see that if 7ig oGv éomiv was not read as a complete question, there would be reason to
excise these words and the next word. The answer, I think, lies in the fact that M.M. has
already answered the question “Who is the generous man?’ in a3-4, and the rhetorical
question, while it would be in keeping with the tone of M.M. if it introduced a new

development (cf. 91al8, 96b11, 06b35), is here quite out of place. Omit tig odv éoiv; 6.

1192219 Dirlmeier rightly wants to retain 008¢. See Denniston p.193, who shows that otte. ..

ovde is possible.

1192220 It might be possible to defend # 8¢ ypnuoamonxn, the reading of the mss., if we
were mentally to supply something like ypripote mopackevdleton. But GAL’ #0n (in the
sense we find here) is so frequent in M.M. (cf. 88b19, 90a4, 91b12, 96a38, 07a23), that it is

certain here. 1| 8¢ will have arisen after the genitive had become a nominative.

1192a23 Testimony for the first w@v only appears in the fourteenth century, and it should be
excised. If M.M. wants simply to contrast the different sources of honour - one can be
honoured by the masses or by the morally elite - then we need a definite article.1® But the
thought may be different: if we follow the manuscripts and omit t®v before TOAADV, the
contrast would be between quantity and quality. The province of the virtue of peyoioyuyio
is honours that are bestowed from people who judge correctly (a25) and so honour him when
it is appropriate (a26). Whilst it is no doubt true that oi moAAol are not, as a class, the sort to
discriminate well who deserves honour and who does not, M.M. can be understood, without
the ®v, to make a much more general point. Even if a poll were held and he was voted most

deserving of honour, winning the poll would not be the important thing, but that all

onovdaiol voted for him.

103 See Kiihner-Gerth IL, 1, 635-7. M.M. uses the definite article before moAloi at 85a6, 90b19, 99b18, 06b31,
09b18, 11623, but not at 12a2.
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EN. 1124a5-11 contrasts honour bestowed br0 t@®v orovdaimv with honour mopd
v toxovrwv. E.E. is closer to the text of M.M. without ©®v when the magnanimous man is
described as paying attention to the views of one ornovdoiog man rather than (uGAdov... §)) to
the views of many ordinary men (ti doket... ToAAolg T0Tg TVYYXGVOLGWY) (E.E. 1232b5-6, cf.
b18). What makes honour peyoAn is not a function of the number of people praising

(1232b19-20).

1192a23-4 Susemihl’s text has M.M. saying: not p, but q. pdAAov q. ‘péAiov q’ could mean
‘it 1s more true that g (than that p)’; it could also mean ‘q to a greater extent (than p)’. Either
interpretation of ‘pdAAov q  conflicts with the assertion ‘not p’.1% Faced with a
contradiction, Rieckher emends in a23, inserting povov after oV, and Susemihl (followed by
Armstrong and Barnes) conjectures 1 for xoil and ye for 8¢ in a24: 1 would correct what has
preceded. “Not p, but g, or, better, ¢ more than p’.

Dirlmeier (p.294) defends the text of Susemihl partly on the grounds that Aristotle
‘so "widersprichlich" ausdriickt’ in E.E. 1232b4-7. But E.E. 1232b16-25 explicitly dissolves
a contradiction which people might spot. Paraphrased, the possible objection (1232b14-15)
that Aristotle imagines raised against his analysis of magnanimity is: how can the
magnanimous man a) be concerned with honour and b) not be concerned with honour from
everyone? That Aristotle’s preceding account is not open to the charge of being self-
contradictory is made clear by the restriction in 1232b5 that the magnanimous man is
concerned with few things, viz. peyého things. He does not regard the views of the many at
all since honours from them are not Tyio ahd hence not peyédo (1232b19-21).

M.M.’s contradictory assertion is far more serious than the slightly paradoxical
presentation in E.E.. In 92a23-4 the magnanimous man both is and is not concerned with
honours mopd ToAA®V. I am thus reluctant to accept Dirlmeier’s defence.

But nor do we need recourse to conjecture. C L K have 8¢t where Susemihl has 84. If
we read this, there is no infelicity in M.M.’s presentation: ‘[magnanimity] is to do with

honour and dishonour - not with honour from many people but with honour from good men.

1041t could also mean ‘Rather, g, but that would be tautologous.
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And it ought rather to be with the latter because (yép)...” (a22-4). The corrector of P, who
adds opBix after &1 was thinking along similar lines.

Parallels for poAAov 3et are to be found in EE. 1215a24-5 (el pev..., pddlov &8
del..), EE. 1234a22-3 (6 &’ 8pog obrog BEATUIOV A.... pOALOY Y&p Bel...), MLA. 698a12-14
(domep...&v oOtd... Jet..., oUtwg €Tt poAdov EEm Sel...), Pol. 1266b29, 1333a42-b3.

1192a31-2 a offers a different construction (G&odot, mpoomkdvVTOY adtolg pewdvov,
pkpoyvyor), which makes perfect sense. The genitives could either be a genitive absolute
(‘when greater things are appropriate’) or genitive of comparison (‘than the greater things
that are appropriate”). Spengel, [1866] 628, is right to see the reading of a as an explanation

of the slightly difficult 7j mposfikov adroie. See next note and my note on 1192b10.

1192a33-4 Both occurrences of 1 in a33 are grammatical. There is equally good manuscript
support for fig, though, as there is for 7 before mpoctiker. The first § in 92a33 is supported by
the reading of { in 92a31 - §j mpocfikov adtoig - both if we read those words in 92a31 and if
we do not. If the author wrote fi mpoofixov owrolg in 92a31 then we have a genuine parallel,
but if the words are conjectural; then they could well have been conjectured with reference to

what was read in 92a33. Retain f| ®pocnxer.

1192a34 pnre méomg seems strange. Perhaps the author means not ‘of all honour’, which is

already included in the phrase pfite peifovog 7| &€iog éotiv, but “of every type of honour’?

1192a38-b1 Dirlmeier (p.297) thinks that the text needs to be changed. @ mpémovt cannot,
he thinks, be taken adverbially, nor can it mean ‘on fitting objects’ (what the expenditure is
on), nor can it mean ‘man of eminence’ because of yiveoOon. Dirlmeier suggests that we add
ev after 0 and that we mentally supply xonp® after mpémovti. But it would be odd for MM,
to omit korp® here and feel it necessary to write it in 92b5, b10.

Can we make sense of the transmitted text, which is what Susemihl prints? The dative

w0 mpémov could be taken with yiveoBon (Kiihner-Gerth 11, i, p.416), meaning ‘have’, but
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does one ‘have’ expenditures? Or it could be taken with mpocfiker (as in 92a1-2, 07all,
12a37). But ‘it is appropriate to be to the fitting man’ seems as senseless.

The scholion on Plato, Republic 468a8 (cited by Dirlmeier p.106) offers an alternative
- to read dg 1@ <peyohm kol 1> Tpérovt YivesBou mpoonketl. The omission of peydim

kol T could have been an omission saut du méme au méme, but I cannot see that it helps

with the sense. Perhaps the scholiast had an eye on b9-11, where the author discusses the
etymology of peAcdonpénera, to interpret 92bl.

I suggest that we retain the transmitted text and explain the cumbersome expression
by noting a) that the impersonal npootikel requires an infinitive; whereas we can say in
English ‘which are appropriate’, Greek has to say ‘which it is appropriate for there to be’, b)
that M.M. may be straining the language and already be thinking of the etymology of
peyodonpémewc. I think that @ mpémovt (without év) could mean ‘at the right occasion’.
Dative (without év) expressing ‘time when’, even in cases where the precise time is not

given, can be paralleled (Kihner-Gerth I, i, p.446n.6).

1192b1 damov@. Misprint.

1192b5-7 The &€ in b5 answers the pév in bl (cf. 92b2-3, 93a29-31). Place a full stop after
1007® (b5). The construction of the next sentence, ¢ (bS) — pikporpentg (b8), is like that
98b27-30, 08a2-4.

Susemihl (p.100) prefers the conjectures of Valla,15 Casaubon and Spengel
(transposing pn after peyodeing in b5-6, reading pév for pv in b6, and adding &’ after g
in b7) over Bonitz’ addition of "déwg in b6. Rassow, [1858] 15, supports Casaubon’s
conjectures in b6 and b7 by appealing to Valla’s translation, but it is not the 1496 translation
of Valla, but the revised 1590 translation that Rassow is quoting, 106

It seems clear that the omission of p# in b5 by L and K arose intentionally once 03

had become 01,197 because a) the future tense in b6 would need to be changed to an aorist

105 Susemihl is wrong about Valla in b6 (sce p.91, above).
106 See above, p.94.

107 14 was probably added above peyoieimg and A mistook pv to be a correction for peyoheiog rather than to
be read alongside it.



248

infinitive (as Armstrong suggests) if we were to follow L and K, b) oS pn 8ei in bl-2 is
nicely picked up by o 3ei in b5, and c) the phrase printed by Susemihl has good ms. support
and makes sense. The first part of the sentence in b5-7 in Susemihl’s text reads ‘Whoever,
when he ought to, does not spend lavishly...”. Keep this.

The next phrase - fj Tobto pun mowdV - is a problem. It means ‘or not doing this’, but
does “doing this’ mean (a) not spending lavishly, (b) spending lavishly or (c) spending? If (b),
there would be a repetition of the thought - i.e. no alternative would be given after 1§, which
would be absurd. Before looking at whether (a) or (¢) is intelligible, we should note how
difficult it is to see how pn &&iwg &AL’ évdedg (b7) are to be taken with todto un moldV
(b6), which is what Susemihl’s punctuation suggests we should do. The adverbial phrase un
cEimg AL’ évdedg looks as though it belongs with domavdv (b7): ‘for example, spending
not appropriately but too little on a wedding feast or drama festival’.

Let us return to 7 tobro un nouwdv. Does (a) (above) work? If it means “or not not
spending lavishly’, then that means ‘or spending lavishly’. For this to work, there would have
to be a contrast between ‘not lavishly’ and, in the context of a wedding or putting on a play,
‘not appropriately but deficiently’. Casaubon and Spengell®® bring out the contrast with a
uev... 8€, but surely this kind of occasion is one where the appropriate amount to spend is
large. Lavish expenditure is appropriate expenditure, in these two cases. So (a) also seems
impossible.

(c) is what we need. ‘...who does not spend lavishly when necessary or does not
spend at all’. The illustration in the ofov clause is an example of the first alternative -

someone who does not spend a lot when he should.

1192b10 Bonitz (Index 168a48-54) cites possible cases of Aristotle using 3éov for éov &ori
or for 8e1. If those were legitimate, then 8€ov elvon, which Bekker prints in this line, could
be defended, he says. But Bonitz has reservations about two passages where Aristotle had
been alleged by Rassow to use this construction (E.N. 1107a32, 1145b28). There is, though,

a good parallel in 92a31, if the text there is correct, where M\M. uses npoctikov for

108 Armstrong applies more drastic surgery, but along the same lines.
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npoctikov €0t or for mpoonker. I prefer d€ov eivon here on the grounds that it is more
difficult than del eivon. Bonitz’ motivation to emend is almost the same as mine to be
conservative - the text with 6éov elvon gives us a text with ‘eine viel compliciertere
Ausdrucksweise... als er [der Verfasser] sonst zeigt.” The expression is not so much

complicated as unusual.

1192b28 rowobrog is the reading supported by the stemma, and is unobjectionable. ‘Of this

sort” means ‘such as to be pained regardless of merit’, cf. dmAdg... dpoiwg (b25-6) or,
perhaps, ‘an extreme such as these’. Parallels at 89b36 1| 8¢ davoioe 00 TooDTOV, GAALY. ..,

03b26 6 & GxOAMOTOG 01 T0100TOG, GAA ...

1192028 K has péoog. Normally M.M. describes virtues, rather than virtuous people, as
pesOtreg. But at 93a6-7 aidag and 6 aidfuwv is a pesdtng. Read pecdtng with all mss.

except K.

1192b30 The omission of e in P gives an easier text. M.M. usually says ‘X is a mean of Y
and Z’, not ‘X is a mean of both Y and Z’ (cf 91a36-7, 91b24-5, 91b39, 92a21, 92a35-6,
92a37, 92b18, 93al, 93all, 93a20, 93a28-9). But passages like Topics 158b7 &vé pécov
a0Tdv te Kol Tiig &pxfic, Theophrastus HP. V1.4.6.13 &vé péoov... tiig éxpioeng te Kol
g 10D onépportog tedeidoeng, HLP. VIL13.8.8 dvi pécov... tod 1e &3wdipov 10D évrog

kol Tod &w (cf. Theophrastus de Causis I11.6.1.5; Plato Phaedo 58c) are sufficient support

for the transmitted €.

1192b32 Aorist infinitive of SwAAdrropon (to be reconciled) or of SwAéyouon (to
converse)? Theophrastus, Char. 15,3, says that the ov8&dng man, when addressed, un
avtutposewneiv. This parallel, together with the fact that SwaAAGrropon does not quite have
the right sense, compels us to accept Swiheyfivon. Perhaps the non-standard version of the

infinitive (parallels at Topics 154a34, 159a5, Alexander of Aphrodisias In Arist. Top. 546,17,
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547,21 (M. Wallies)) - usually we read Srokex@fivou - led to the reading found in o, as it led

to the normalisation by a corrector in A.

1192b34 de 1s correct. See my note on 1192a3.

1193a5 Restore mpdg on stemmatic grounds.

1193a7 Omit g, on stemmatic grounds. There are parallels for the indefinite article (86b33,

91b4, 92b12, 92b28, 93b251%%), but there are fourteen instances of pecdtng + gen. without

e

Tig.

119329 Perhaps K stopped himself writing the normal future form edAaPriceron found in
Plato Rep. 410a and Aristotle E.N. 1127b6. L.S.J. record the form edAafneficopon only in
late authors Origen (3rd C A.D.), Diogenes Laertius (3rd C AD.), Galen (2nd C AD.).
However, the passage in which Diogenes Laertius uses the word is thought by von Arnim
(SVF 431,4) to be a quotation of Chrysippus (3rd C B.C.). We should retain the unusual

form and add this to the long list of linguistic peculiarities of M.M.

1193212 && is confirmed by the scholion on Plato’s Rep. 563a8, cited by Dirlmeier, p.106. It
is also paralleled by 92al, 92a22, 92a38, 92b31, 93a2, 93a20.

1193a12 =6, which only appears in B and its descendants, should not even be in square

brackets, but demoted to the apparatus.

1193a14 Susemihl was right to see BovAdpevog Seiv as ‘haud sana’, and both Rassow’s
suggestion that we read oidpevog 8eiv and Bekker’s that we excise deiv would provide the
required sense. We have good testimony that Bekker’s conjecture is right. The last part of

the scholion on Plato’s Rep. 563a8 (cited more fully in Dirlmeier, p.106) reads: Bopohoyio

19 Spengel wants to excise this one. See my note ad loc.
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3 M mavto ko whvtog oidpevn Selv okdmretv: dypoikion 88 N pfte okbdmrewy pfite
okwEdfivon BovAdpevn, opywopévn de ém’ dugolv. The scholion is admittedly not a

quotation but a paraphrase, but it is close enough to be used. Excise 8eiv.

1193a16 Dirlmeier (p.308) wants to retain the mss.” «tog against Spengel’s conjecture, od.
Spengel, [1866] 629, probably had his eye on 93a26, but there is nothing wrong with odtdg
(cf. EXN. 1128a7-8), and the same degree of emphasis that we would have with Spengel’s od

is present in the text with odtog,

1193216 Ammonius, a grammarian of the first - second centuries A D., says (Diff. 5) that
there was a difference in meaning between &ypoikog and drypoikog, the first meaning

‘boorish’, the second ‘dwelling in the country’. L.S.J. (s.v) are very sceptical.

1193a19 Stock and Armstrong take the last four words to round off the topic of wit:!1¢
“‘Such, then, is wit’, ‘Such is the nature of urbanity’. But it seems more likely that the author
is claiming that just as it is true that 0 evtpdmelog is duetdg mwg Aeyduevog (al7), so is
gvtpameAio.. So Dirlmeier, rightly: ‘Auch die gesellschaftliche Gewandtheit is von solcher
Art’. Leave the punctuation as Susemihl has it in the text. Dirlmeier (p.307) criticises

Susemihl’s suggestion that we repunctuate.

1193a22 dvrov is not as well testified as mposOévtov. As Dirlmeier (p.309) notes, there is a
parallelism in expression between chapter XXXI on @uAio and chapter XXXII on éAnBetor.
There we find mAgio v drdpyovtov in 93a30, 93a34, just as we also find in 93a25 (see
also 86a25). In Rhet ad Al 1422a4-5 dmépyewv and mpooeivon are used synonymously.
Could M.M. have written what is to an English ear inelegant: 6 mAeio tdv TpoonkdvVTOVY Kod
TpocdVTy mpootiBels,? The sense is right: ‘the man who adds more than is appropriate, i.e.
more than there is’. The flatterer inappropriately credits qualities to his acquaintance, and the

inappropriateness lies just in the fact that the acquaintance does not have those qualities. (In

110 Cf. 93a28, where the particles pev odv... 8¢ show that one topic is being ended and a new one begun. See
p.165, for a discussion of punctuation in this kind of case.
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a24-6 the thought is slightly different.) The repetition of sounds mpoo- thrice, -Ovtov
twice may jar for us, but M.M. is fond of it. The jingling of different forms of 7ag in
93a9-10, al3, al6, the repetition of te in 93a12-16 (six occurrences), the repetition of
det in 93al0, the repetition of oxdntery in 93a13-18 (six occurrences) are testimony

on this page to the lack of concern for variation in sound. Read mpoc6vrwv.

1193a29 Given the way that M.M. has spoken so far - very formulaically and with
stylistic variation not a high priority (see my note on 1193a22) - we expect 3¢, not 1.
Repeatedly M.M. has introduced a virtue by saying: ‘X is a mean of Y and Z. &omu 8¢
mepl...” (91b39-92al, 92a21-2, 92a37-8, 92b18-20, 92b31, 93a2, 93al1-12, 93a20-1).
We now know that 8¢ is in C (13th C). Susemihl only knew of 8¢ in a sixteenth

century printed edition. I would print 8¢ against the stemma.112

1193b1-2 &i + optative is right. There is a close parallel at 08b36: ei &M m...
emokEyorto T ot 10 EUANTOV, oty odv 0Ok dAAo TL fj Thrya®dy. There is some
compression of thought both here and in 08b36. That ‘justice’ is Sitov is not
dependent on the truth of the protasis in 93b1-2, nor does the claim that 0 @uAnTOV
is TayoBOv in 08b36 depend on whether someone investigates w0 @uAntov. The full
thought in both cases is: ‘If we were to investigate X, we would find the following: X
is...” (Cf Plato Meno 75d2-4 for €i + optative + apodotic 1. For apodotic &% see
Bonitz 172b42-9.) Retain i AdBopev... 1 against Spengel.

When €l + optative occurs in M.M., and there is an apodosis, 13 the apodosis
has &v + optative at 87a8-10, 96b8-9, 99b24-5, 07b36-7, 08b31 and has the

indicative at 85al1 (present), 03a8 (fut.), 07b1-3 (present), 09231 (present).

112 See pp.168-9.

113 Sometimes there is no verb in the apodosis e.g. at 83b1-2, 02a26-7 and sometimes there is no
apodosis e.g. 96a17, 96b5-6, 96b9, 03b16. Cf. also 13al0.



253

1193b9 The position of wkodog was thought strange by an ancestor of B (V7).
Probably the author placed it where it is to make it clear that the adverb goes with
osnovdaiog €oton rather than with éupevdv.

Let us turn to teAeing and the well attested alternative in this line, TéAetoc,
First, it is important to note that the adverb is usually written as teAéwg in
Aristotle.!14 In M.M. 02b9, 07b22, b24 we read -éwg in all mss., at 98a2 there is
manuscript divergence, but -éwg is more likely. M.M. always uses the adjectival form
in -e10g, rather than in -eog. Cat. uses both forms of the adverb in quick succession in
13a26-9 in Waitz’ edition (Leipzig, 1844), but Minio-Paluello (Oxford, 1949) writes
-elwg in both places, without any note in the apparatus.

The v.I. tedeiog is thus more in keeping with our author, since the adverb
would be written as -éwg. But (i) the adjective would be exceptionally hard to
construe; (ii) it would make the position of Sikoiowg harder to account for (see
above); (iii) the expression teAémg omovdoiog occurs again in 07622, b23.

So read teAéwg. The form in -giwg arose by assimilation to the adjectival

ending in b6, b10.

1193b9 Spengel wants to read 10 Sixatov, given b11-12, b18, b24, b35 (see also his
suggestion for b33), but Dirlmeier (p.314) aptly points to passages where the author
links a virtue with a virtuous man with the conjunction xai: 91a36, 92b24, 98b26.
(He could also have pointed to: 86a37-8, 93a6-7, 94b29, 97b15, 97b19, 98b34,
01a35-6, 02b34.) But we need a more precise parallel, where what is said of the two

is only appropriate to the latter. In 98626 M.M. says ‘Equity and the equitable man is

2

he who...’; in 02b34 he says ‘softness and the soft person is he who...”. These

parallels allow him to say here ‘the just man and justice is a sort of complete virtue’,
although, of course, he does not think that the just man is a virtue. The particle dote

in b9 shows us that an inference is being made from what has preceded. Given the

114 A search of the Aristotelian corpus in T.L.G. shows that there are 29 instances of teAéwc and 10
of 1ehelmg. The proportion is the same for Theophrastus: weAémg 22 times, teheiog 8 times.
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appearance of 0 tolg kowow VOpoV Eupéviov Sikoiog in the previous line, it is natural

that the conclusion includes a mention of him.

1193b14-15 Delete Susemihl’s brackets. This sentence is not parenthetic, but

integral. See next note.

1193b14 The second and third 6 should be deleted on the authority of {. M.M. is not
talking about three different men (cf. 93b7-9, 95b37-96a4, 07b22-08a4), but about 6
tehéag omovdatog, the man who has the virtues: the temperate, brave and continent
man. This explains why the phrase (§om totoBrog, b15) is in the singular. Stock, who
reads 0 three times in this line takes 8071 To1007t0¢ to mean ‘is each of them so’. I.e.
the temperate man is temperate, when alone, the brave man, brave when alone etc. If
we delete the second and third 6, then éot towodrog means ‘is temperate, brave and
encratic’, which, in turn, means ‘is legally just’.!!> One can obey the law that one
should not hit people (cf. ENN. 1129b2), and so be legally just, by sitting at home. But
this is not sufficient to be just in the other sense, because in that sense justice
necessarily involves someone else.

In my note on 1200a37-8 I argue that M.M. did see éykparteic as a virtue of
an unusual sort. The possibility of the same man being both ohepwv and EYKpoTG is
not as silly as it sounds - see the difficult passage 1203b12-23. Tts sounding silly was
what led to the insertion of the definite articles, and to them appearing there in

Bekker’s and Susemihl’s texts.

1193b16 a has tov before vopov. Since there is no definite article in b2-3, b8, not

here either.

115 Cooper, [1973] 342-3, defends the claim that universal Justice is non-relational, saying: ‘the
temperate man, who will of course also be just in the broad sense, need stand in no particular relation
to others in doing (at least some of) his temperate actions (1193b12-17)". This is not evidence that
universal justice is non-relational, but that it need not be relational. Cooper is, however, right to see
93b14-15 as relevant to the legally just man. M.M. is not (pace Stewart, [1892] Vol. I, 393)
discussing the temperate man ‘qué temperate man’, but the virtuous man qua ‘legally just” man.
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1193b22 Since the subject of vépwowv (b21) is not the same as the subject of o{ovton
(b23) - the distributors would not characterise themselves as unjust - we should

punctuate with a full stop after éoi (b22).

1193b22 obrwg Gdikelv was the reading of §, od dikouov of a. Both readings could
be defended. If we read ov Sixonov, then the subject of ofovtor would be the people
who have received an unfair allocation of goods: ‘they think that it is not just and that
they have been treated unjustly’.116 If we read o¥twg Gdikelv, then the subject of
olovtar would be, more broadly, people: ‘people think that it is in these cases
(oVrwg) that doing injustice and being unjustly treated takes place’.117 This latter
reading is preferable on the grounds that M.M. would do better to appeal to people
generally to support a view which he himself endorses than to a group of wronged

people who are unlikely to be objective in their moral assessment,

1193b23 Spengel’s suggestion that we read ofov e is palaeographically neat. In
83a32 and 08b27 B and V mistakenly write ol6v te where olovron is correct.
Stewart, Vol. II, p.418 cites EXN. 1099522, 1112b26, 1114b9 for the corruption of
oiov 7e to olovron and 1122b22, 1174a3 for the reverse corruption. Moraux!!8 notes
that the scribe of the famous Paris gr. 1853 confuses the two.

Against Spengel’s suggestion, it should be noted a) that M.M. does not use
oi6v e elsewhere; b) that the sense of ol6v 1 is not as appropriate as the sense of
ofovton: MLM. is trying to capture the link between 1o {cov and 0 dikonov, and if he
only says that it is possible (ol6v te) for injustice to occur in these situations, the link
is too weak. It remains possible that injustice occurs in other types of situation and

that in the given situation there is no injustice.

116 In EN. 1131a24-5 Aristotle says that fights and accusations come about in cases where equals
Teceive unequal amounts or unequals receive equal amounts.

'17 There is a similar appeal to pre-philosophical intuition at E.N. 1131a13-14.

118 Moraux, [1965] CLXXIIL.
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1193b25 Rassow, [1858] 16, argues and Susemihl accepts that we should be moved
by Stobaeus’ testimony for Onepoyfic, when the mss. are equally split. Omepoy is also
about four times less frequent in M.M. than OmepBoAr;, and so should be preferred as
being the harder reading.

It is not so clear that we should also follow Stobaeus in omitting ic. Arius
Didymus is giving a dry list of means which all have the following form: X is a mean
of Y and Z. He has just listed nine virtues in this way, and to write Tig in the tenth
would ruin the pattern. 92b12 is a good parallel for the T in this line. All means are

between excess and deficiency; justice is one such case. Cf. also E.N. 11262a28-9.

1193b29 The position of év here is to be defended on the grounds that it is the harder
position. A scribe could easily move it nearer ein, but the reverse process is less
likely. In fact, it is not as far from €in as it appears since nAeilovog Kol AdTTovog is a

unit.

1193b33-6 Let us first of all look at the text which the tradition suggests. Getting rid
of the two changes that Rieckher suggests in b34, and omitting &v at the end of the
line, on stemmatic grounds, we have (b33-6);

Enei obv 7 Sukanoosdvn év Sukode kod &v {ow kod &v pecdTnTL,

0 pev dixonov &v Tigr Aéyeton Stkonov, 1O 88 {oov [Ev]

Tiow {6ov, 10 3¢ péoov Tol pésov @dote N Stkanosdvn

kol T0 Sikonov Eoton kod mpdg TIveg kol &V TLoty.,
This is the text that Dirlmeier (pp.316-17) defends. He rightly notes that whereas
EN. 1131a10-24 carefully distinguishes ‘just for people’ from ‘just for things’ by
using the dative on its own for the first and &v + dative for the second, M.M. is not so
punctilious. The result, if it is to be excluded that M.M. leaves it ambiguous whether

Tt is neuter or masculine in each of its four occurrences in these lines, is that they
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each refer to both men and things.!'® But if we are not helped by EN., we can still be
helped by looking at what M.M. has said in b19-32.

We need to look in detail at what the author says. Lines b33-6 begin by telling
us three things that | Sukoosdvn is “in’. It is in Sikarie, in (6w and in pecdTnT (b33).
Then (b34-5) each of these three terms are described as relational. Finally b35-6 draw
a conclusion from what has preceded about justice. That conclusion is unproblematic
in so far as it concludes that justice is év tiow, but it is not immediately obvious how
the conclusion that it is 7tpdg Tivos is reached.

Let us go back to b33 and see how the author can think that justice is év the
three things. That justice is év pecotnrt is confirmed by 91b627-9, where it is
explained how all virtues are év pecotnm, and by 93b25. That justice can be said to
be év {ow is confirmed by 93b23-4. But to say that justice is év Sukodep seems odd.
And the oddity provoked Spengel to emend &v Sukofie kod to koi 1O Sikarov, and
then to excise dixouov &v TicL Aéyeton Sixouov, 1 8¢ (b34).

But let us stop here and look at the parallel passage at EN. 1131a16-18. The
text there is, unfortunately, not certain in several respects. But there is one claim that
EN. makes in 1131a18 which suggests that to follow Spengel’s drastic changes in
these lines would be a mistake. Aristotle says that justice, | Sixowov, misiv. In the
same sentence Aristotle has drawn conclusions about justice qua {cov and qua péoov.
The same thing happens in M.M., though in a different order. Although év Sukode
sounds strange, I think that M.M. has been led to write rhetorically, with a triple
repetition of &v.

From three points of view justice is relational (b34-5). Can we determine from

what M.M. has said in b19-32 what gender each of the three occurrences tiot in b34-

> are? If the conclusion in b34-5 is to be reached, we need to find at least one

masculine Tiot.

19 Dirlmeier translates the last notv as though it were neuter, but raises the possibility in his note
(p.316) that it is masculine,
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From b19 we know that the relevant kind of justice is npog Etepov, and from
b23-4 we know that justice is év {cowg. There are thus two ways in which o Sixonov
is relational, one relative to other people (masculine) the other relative to fair dealings
(neuter). From b30-1 we know that © icov is &v &hayiotog Suoiv, which is then
called mpdg €tepov. Here we find good reason to take tiowv in b35 as masculine. From
b25-6 we know that justice is a mean between excess and deficiency, between much
and a little. In b35, then, there is good reason to take tio1 to be neuter.

The same keenness to present his philosophy rhetorically (at the expense of
clarity) explains the dative Tioi in b35, where we should expect a genitive (which is
what Spengel'?° suggests we read).!21

Now that we have some idea of the genders of the different uses of tict, we
can look at the uses of év in b34. Given that &v! is transmitted in b34, and we can
make sense of it, we should retain it. When M.M. says that 0 dixouov is TG, it 1S
easiest to see him talking about justice existing in fair dealings (neuter). év2 is not
well attested. Again we can make sense of M.M. saying that © {oov is o {cov,
once we realise, as I have argued, that this Tiot is masculine. Here Tiot stands for
TpOg ETEPOV.

It is natural to see the conclusion in this paragraph beginning at éote (b35),122
because the truth of ©0 pev dikowov — pésov (b34-5) does not depend on the
protasis. In order to make these words fit in as premises we need Rieckher’s kai at
the start of b34.123

In b34, I would read:

120 Armstrong compares EN. 1131a17 and supports this conjecture.

121 Cf. Dirlmeier’s defence of t& in 93b39 (p.318). “Daf kein attischer Redner hier den artikel selzen
wiirde, ist klar’.

122 When M.M. uses énel, the conclusion is usually expressed with the idea of necessity. We find the
-ov ending at 88a36, 90bl0, 95a25; &v + optative at 87a5, 91b35, 93b37, 94a26, 98b7, 04a29,
05b24, 07b18; a particle meaning therefore (odv) at 13al6, (&pov) at 86a35, (Gove) at 05b7, 11a35-6,
(8m) at 06b7; &varykodov at §7b31, 89a23; 8fihov 6w + &v + opt.; logical future at 94b28.

123 Of the passages mentioned in the previous note, 05b2-7 is the best parallel for an argument with

several premises, concluding with @ote. I do not understand Dirlmeier’s reason (p.317) for rejecting
Rieckher’s kod.
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<koi> 10 pev dikoudv €v Tict Aéyeton dikorov, O 88 Toov [Ev]124
but otherwise leave the text as Susemihl prints it.

The conclusion in b35-6 is in fact over-determined. That justice is TPOG TLVOG
is given by its being miowv {cov, but that it is v misiv is given both by its being Tiot

dixonov and by its being Tt péoov.

1193b37 70 =@ is an excellent conjecture in P. The reading in «, to0t®, was the first
stage in corruption and § tried to make sense of this by adding 10 before To0T®. H A,
487a5 has 0 tovtog dvéhoyov. But totr here is impossible: it could only refer

back to Toov, and ‘the equal proportional to equal is just’ is plain nonsense.

1193b39 L and V have xod after B. E.N. uses 6x,.. ot in 1131b1, 1131b5-6, and
this is the construction M.M. uses at 94a3-4, 93a5-6, 94al3, but E.N. has neither

obtwg nor kad in 1131b6-7, and this is the construction used in 93b39.

1193b39-94al Dirlmeier (p.318) satisfactorily defends ©é (b39), which Spengel

wants to excise. The same defence applies to the ©¢ in 94al. Cf. 94a4-6.

1194a5 M.M. gives two examples of 10 ¢ GvéAoyov {sov of the form g 10 A TTpdg
70 B, 10 I" mpdg 70 A (93b38). In the first illustration (93b39-94a2):

A = the person with a lot of possessions

B = big taxes

I" = the person with few possessions

A = small taxes

The second illustration is more difficult. To begin with it is easy (94a2-3):

A = the person who has worked hard

B = big earnings

124 1 fact, &v should be demoted to the apparatus.
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I' = the person who has worked a little

A = small earnings

Then (94a3-4) M.M. makes the legitimate move from A:B as I:A to A:T" as B'A. Note
that M.M. switches to using 6 Temovnkag (not 6 ToAAYL memovnkdg, 94a2), and 6 Thi|
nemovNK®g (not & dAlyo memovnkds, 94a3). Further, M.M. ceases to mention earning
(AapBavewv) in 94a5-6. B and A are no longer quantities of pay, but, simply
quantities. If this is a correct account of 94a3-4, then 94a5-6 must be understood to
be a restatement of A:B as I':A (94a2-3), except that the new terminology of 94a3-4
(no ‘earnings’, no ‘degree of hard work’) is used.

Another possibility would be that 94a3-6 are a different case altogether from
94a2-3. One might think that M.M. moves from A being the man who works a lot, to
him being the man who works, and from B being the man who works a little to him
being the man who does not work at all. But the reason to reject this view is that it is
not clear how the man who has not worked at all should stand in any relation to
OAlya. He will surely not earn anything.

Given, then, that 6 pf memovnkag (94a4) must mean ‘the person who has not
worked much’, rather than ‘the person who has not worked at all’, and that 94a5-6 is

a re-ordering of 94a3-4, we need to read u7 in 94a5, rather than pundév.

1194a7 Capital letter for IToAteig. In a16 MLM. is not talking of the Republic, but of

I TOALTIKT Kowmvia: (a25). See my note on 1194a16.

1194a13-14 Once proportion is attained, and it is realised that the housebuilder’s
product is worth one thousand times more, say, than the farmer’s product, the two

men can be ‘made equal’ (icacBijvan, EXN. 1133a18), and dealing can take place.125

It is true that, if this is right, M.M. leaves quite a lot unsaid, but we can make sense

125 See Stewart, [1892] vol. I, 462.
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of the transmitted text, and so the multiple suggestions to emend can be left in the

apparatus.

1194a16 Dirlmeier (p.319) approves of Spengel’s alteration. “This’ is better than ‘the

same’.

1194a16 The plural, o molrteiog, found in o, would avoid any possible confusion

with Plato’s Republic (a6) It is also subported by the plural in al7.

1194a16-17 M.M. always places &owkev before its verb, so retain the word order

Susemihl prints.

1194a17-18 Armstrong would put a full stop after moAteio, and this is what the
mss. do. He also suggests that we read 87 in this line, but the suggestion was made
under the misapprehension that 81 is found as a v.I. in two manuscripts. Armstrong
misread Susemihl’s apparatus: it is over the other 8¢ in this line that there is variance

in the mss.

1194al8 €mewdn (o) cannot be right because, except in the very first sentence of

M.M., whenever éneidv appears first word, there is another particle.

1194420 xod, found only in 1, should be demoted to the apparatus, although it would

make good sense.

1194a21-5 In a22 the stemma marginally suggests mévto todto, “all these’, and this
is the more usual word-order. At 10b25, 10b28 and 11a4 mévto todwal is given

without significant manuscript deviation, 126

126 In 01a37, however, we find tato, mévro, It is striking that A has a different order from that in L
at 94a22, 10625, 11a4. But there is no pattern: neither A nor L follow one order consistently.
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Again, in a22 o omits o0 and has xai 7 instead of éo7iv. (B appears to have a
contaminated reading: éott ki t..) We see traces in L of an attempt to make sense
of this: éom xad Tiveg). Before looking at the reading of o in a22, we need to look at
a2l-5.

To understand this section we need to be clear on the grammar, in particular
on the infinitives xpficBon (a23), moeicbou (a24), ocvvéyewv (a25). Stock translates
gvojsov by ‘they had recourse to...’, and takes the first two infinitives to be
governed by this: ‘... using something for which all these things are purchasable, to
wit silver... and to effecting their mutual exchanges by each paying the worth of each
product...”, but continues °..and thereby holding the political union together.’
Similarly, Armstrong translates évopisav by ‘the practice became current of ,127 and
continues: ‘using, as common means of buying, the silver which was therefore termed
"currency"; and for every purchaser to effect the exchange by giving the value of his
purchase’, but once again the third infinitive is treated differently: .. which thus
became the bond of social unity’. Both Stock and Armstrong thus avoid translating
cuvéyew as dependent on évopisoy - ‘they had recourse to holding the political
union together’. They each translate the infinitive as though it were an imperfect,
cvvetyov. The translators did not translate the Greek in front of them presumably
because they objected to the sense. The original house-builder and shoe-maker did
not hold the political community together, and their motive for inventing currency
was not to hold it together.

In order to avoid the unwelcome dependence on évopoav, we need first to
punctuate with a full stop after GAAHA®V in a24. There is testimony in A and L for
ouvéyel, and this is essential. (The infinitive arose just because of the preceding
infinitives.) It is also tempting to follow B in one more detail and to read tovro for

To0Te (a24). Rather than having an impersonal subject (‘And through this one holds

127 This nicely captures the link in Greek between vopuifo and vopiopo. vouifw does not mean
“decide’ here - See L.S.J. (sv) L
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the political community together’), we need ‘And this holds the political community
together’.

In a24 dAAfAwy is the reading of a and V, but B has dAAfrovg and K has
aAAfAov. We certainly need a plural. There is one instance of nop’ GAAAOLG in the

corpus - at Prob. 915b38, but there the meaning is ‘next to each other’. The genitive

is found in Pol. 1268b41 ‘they bought their brides o’ GAAAA®V’.

Let us return to a22. o reads: gvopsay [o0] mhvto Todto OVNTR. KOod TL
Gpydprov mpocoryopedioavteg VOUIGHO, To0T® xphicBou... The only way to take this
would involve an awkward change of construction: ‘they thought, "all these things
are buy-able" and, calling some silver “currency", they decided to use this...”. Retain

the o of §, which is easily construed with the following ot (a23).

1194227 Dirlmeier (p.320) defends the dative tf g1 by saying ‘Den Dativ verstehe
ich so wie wenn dastiinde 1| Sikonosdvn &6ty KOO’ Av O dikanog opunv Exer (vgl.
E.N. 1134al)’. This cannot be right. It is a vital part of Aristotelian ethical theory
that virtuous actions stem from a stable disposition. Non-virtuous people can have
virtuous oppodi. What is important is that virtuous people’s opuodi are to virtuous
actions in virtue of their &g,

So the dative remains difficult. We could only make sense of it if we read
something like: ... Sikonosbvn v ein <todTOV> h EEer Opunyv €xodon. But I prefer

Ellebodius’ and Spengel’s independently conjectured tig &g,

1194229 EN. 1132b21 (Aokel 8¢ tio1 kol 10 Qvtinenoviog elvon dmAdg Sikaiov)
provides support for Susemihl’s reading.  &oTv 82 Sixkonov Kol O GVTITETOVOOG.
A and the first hand in K have: €omy 8¢ dixauov kol GvTimemoveoe,

o has; €omv 8¢ Kol dikouov GvTimenoveoe,

We must guard against the possibility that the reading Susemihl prints is not the result

of scribal correction of M.M. to accord with E.N. It is unclear what { read.
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1194a31 Susemihl’s conjecture, 3¢, could again be supported by reference to the 8¢ in
EN. 1132b23. Dirlmeier (p.321) wants to retain the mss.” 80 here on the grounds
that all our witnesses have it. But what would the sense of &4 be? The contrast

between the Pythagoreans’ position and our author’s is best expressed by &¢.

1194a32 The omission of Tadt6v in Rav. is one of many thinking improvements that
we find in that manuscript. Susemihl’s text, it has been thought, has to be
supplemented. ‘justice between slave and freeman is not the same <as....>. Armstrong
supplements: ‘<as that between freemen>". Stock translates loosely: ‘the same thing
is not just for a servant as for a freeman’.!28 Dirlmeier has ‘das Recht ist fir den
Sklaven im Vergleich zum Freien nicht dasselbe’.

None of the published translations are satisfactory. First, the words oikétn
TpOg €AevBepov are paralleled by éAevBépy mpdg éAevBépov (a35-6), oikétn mpdg
deomotny (94b5, bll, b18), Vi npdg martépar (b5-6, b10), 7@ WO Td Epd oG e
(b12), yoveuki mpdg divdpo (b27).129 MLM. has stressed that justice is two-place - it is
Tipog Etepov. It is thus natural to understand oixéry mpdg AedBepov in 94a32 to mean
‘between slave and freeman’ (here only Armstrong is right). The second
mistranslation (of Armstrong and Stock) is that €5t Sixouov most naturally means ‘is
Just’, rather than ‘justice is’. Thirdly, if we supplement the text as Armstrong
suggests, we are led to expect to be told how justice between slave and freeman
differs from justice between freemen.

The excision of tadtév yields ‘it (i.e. the Pythagorean principle that one
should suffer in return what one has done (a30-31)) is not just between a servant and
a free man.” This makes good sense of the yép (a32). Dalimier seems to translate a
text without Todtév: ‘ce n’est pas juste en effet pour un domestique par rapport 4 un

homme libre’.

128 I this were the literal meaning, M.M. would write od yép &om Sixonov oikémn xoi £Levbépw
Tor0tov. Cf. 05b8-9.

129 See also 11a8-10.
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M.M. has outlined the Pythagorean principle and said that it does not apply to
all cases (a30-31). Now he says that in the case of the slave/freeman relation it does
not work (a31-2), and appeals to our intuitions (a32-4) to show that in such a case
the Pythagorean principle falls short. In a34-6 M.M. gives his revised version of the
Pythagorean principle, crucially adding the requirement that the reciprocation must be
proportional. Then (a36-9) M.M. again turns to applying the unrevised Pythagorean
principle to the case of justice between freemen and says that there too (opolwg, b36)
it fails. In the remaining lines of the paragraph reasons are given for the requirement
that the person who knocks out the eye suffers more in return than simply having his
own eye knocked out.

If this account of the structure of the paragraph is right, M.M. ought not in
a32 to be explaining how justice in slave/free relations differs from justice in free/free
relations. Indeed, in a36, he appeals to their similarity. Rather he ought to be pointing
out obvious cases where the Pythagorean principle does not work. In E.N. there is
the same procedure; the Pythagoreans’ principle of justice is said not to fit either
distributive or corrective justice (1132b23-4), and instances of the failure of the
principle are given in 1132b28-30. It happens that E.N. picks the case of the master
striking the slave - in which case the Pythagorean principle will be too harsh - and the
case in which the slave strikes the master - in which case it will not be harsh enough.
But what matters, in this ad homines argument, is not that different kinds of justice
are involved, but that there are a wealth of counter-examples to the Pythagorean
View,

We have seen, then, a motivation for Rav.’s excision of tavtoév. But I think,
in fact, that it should be retained. We need to understand the word in a different way
from the way that translators have understood it. It means ‘the same thing’, in the
sense of ‘suffering in return whatever one did’ (a30-1). In the next lines we are

precisely told that the servant who hits his master deserves more than just to have the

same thing done to him.
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1194a32 ¢ is excised by Spengel in order to allow ydp to stand in second position.
Dirlmeier (p.321) cites a prose parallel for yép coming third (Herodotus, V.92), but
there are closer parallels to hand: at 05a19 yéip comes third (but the later manuscripts

alter the text to avoid this). Cf. also 07b33 6 towoDrog yép, 12a31 avrdg abTod yép.

1194a33 &ixouov is certainly easier. If we accept the masculine, it must be the slave

who is just in being hit back, which is absurd. This is a case of the lectio difficilior

being harder because it is wrong.

1194a33 If we were to read drof, it ought to be inserted before &AAd, rather than
where Spengel suggests, because the anonymous commentator on E.N. V sticks more
closely to the text than Michael of Ephesus and so outweighs the testimony for its
earlier position in the sentence. What is more, Bartholomew has semel sed. But, in
fact, we should not add it. It seems that Bartholomew’s translation was made from V,
which survives. The text not only makes sense without it, but is marginally better
without it. There is no need for the author to restrict dvrurAnyfivon to striking back
just once. If the slave had hit (nordooewy) the free man more than once, presumably

avaimAnyfivon would mean ‘to hit back (more than once)’.

1194b5 Bonitz’ emendation of 71 for 6 is supported by Breier. Dirlmeier (p.322),
however, defends the ms. reading by appeal to b27. I do not know of any passage
where a definite article is separated from its noun by a parenthetic clause like ¢

QOGLY,

1194b9 moArtikot is considerably better attested than woAitad in this line. It is true
that in a similar context (b17) we read mwoAlton. The term moAirtikr kowwvio has
been used in 94a25, and will be used in b26, b28. But there are other types of

Kowovio - in 94b23 between husband and wife, and in 11all the broadness of the

term is evident.
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There is no parallel in EXN. for this parenthetic remark. (EXN. 1133b3-4,
1134a26-30 have similarities.) 6 woAlTikdg most often means ‘the statesman’, but it
can mean ‘citizen’ (Pol. 1277b4, 1277al15 (though Congreve’s conjecture, moAitny, is
accepted by Ross (Oxford,1957)), and cf. E.E. 1215b3, 1216a25). ‘Citizens are a sort
of partners’ is Stock’s translation. The position of tveg is odd,!3? but this must be the
meaning.

noMTikol is the harder reading, and should be accepted. We can explain the
author’s use of this word rather than moATron by his wanting to stress the connection
between citizens (moAtucol) and political justice (moArTiov dukaiov).

How does the claim that citizens are a sort of partner support the claim that
political justice (toDro (b8)) consists especially in equality (b8-9)? The answer is that
MM. claims that there is a relationship between citizens. Their equality lies not in
having the same character, but in natural similarity. See Pol. 1287b33, 1288al,

1295b25 for equality and similarity, and Pol. 1261b1 for natural equality of citizens.

1194b12 o¥re... ovre... 0o0d¢ is not rare (Denniston, p.193). From the passages
Denniston cites, Plato Rep. 499b2 (otte mdAig olte moArteiow 00OE y” dvnp Opoiog
un mote yévnron TéAecs...) is closest. But from M.M. itself we find otre... oUre...
ovde at 85b10-11. Retain the reading that will have been in ®, 003¢. It is interesting

that at 85b10-11 one manuscript, A, has 09’131

1194b13 6 is omitted in a and B. It should thus be excised. Cf. Pol. 1305b8-9 o0 yop

Gpyovov évioyod pev dpo mathip te kol vidg. Translate: ‘son would seem to be

similarly related to father’.

130 Kiihner-Gerth, vol. II, 1, 665-6): ‘Sehr hiufig wird es [ng] durch ein oder mehrere Woérter von
dem Worte, zu dem es gehort, getrennt’. But the examples given do not involve cases in which g,
as it were, has to jump over a word with which it grammatically agrees to another word.

131 For a list of passages where there is such ms. discrepancy, see my note on 1189b23.



268

1194b15-16 There is an unfortunate misprint in Dirlmeier’s commentary (p.323):
read Vo for and in the first line. Bekker’s conjecture éno is now known to have been
made some centuries earlier. If we read avtod in bl6 then it is certainly right:
‘separated from him’. But bwd orfig is strongly attested, and it makes good sense.
When the child reaches adulthood he is separated (from his father) by his status as

adult.

1194b19 There is no way to choose between a0t® éotiy and €éotiv AOTR.

1194b23 In b24, b27, 11a10, 11b10, 13b25-6 the order is: woman, man. Aristotle

uses both orders (Bonitz 163b6). Leave the text as Susemihl has it.

1194b28 The addition of kol in & and P - the emphatic ‘both...and’ - is in place here.

1194b34-6 We have an awkward combination of neuter plurals and feminine
singulars in the mss. If dprotepd (b34-5) is feminine singular, it would be easiest to
follow Armstrong, who suggests that we read 1 3e€wd ... BéAtwov in b35. In this way
the whole discussion (b32-9) will be about hands. Alternatively, dpiotepa (b34-5)
might be neuter plural. In which case Dirlmeier’s suggestion3? (p.325, though he
would not adopt it) that we read ©®v dpiotep®dv (neuter plural) in a35-6 would make
the text neater. The discussion of hands would be interrupted by a remark in b34-6 on
left and right generally 133

Armstrong’s feminine singulars are much better. The point of the xdv clause
(b36-7) 1s that the use of one’s left hand does not affect the status of right hands as
naturally superior. It would be awkward if the point was that the use of one’s left

hand does not affect the status of right things generally as naturally superior. It is also

132 Anticipated by Sylburg,

133 P A, 648a12 says that the parts of the body on the right are superior to those on the left. Cf P.A.
665a22-5, de Incessu Animalium 706a20, Prob. 958b16-27,
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much easier, given the discussion of hands in b33-4, to take dprotepd in b34-5 to be

feminine singular.

1194b38 o omits 6. The same choice faces editors at Phys. 196b11, where some
mss. offer &g éni woA 0, and others dg éni t0 woA0.134 The second is by far the more
usual formulation, and is found, a few lines below, at 95a3. At Topics 117a3 Ross
(Oxford, 1958) prints g éml moA®, but Wallies (Leipzig, 1923) and Brunschwig
(Paris, 1967) print @g éni 0 woi0. None of these three editors have a note in the
apparatus about what the mss. read. In M.M. we find émi 10 moA® in 95a3, dg émi 70

7oA 0 in 06b39, but érxt moA0, meaning ‘far’ in 13b7, b8. Retain 16.

1195al ei + optative petaBdAror is well-attested in o and B. See my note on 1193b1.

1195a3 Bonitz (654b38) had put a question-mark after his citation of this use of
npopovég. Dirlmeier (p.325) proposes that we read 8z for todto, which makes things
considerably easier. But to0ro is guaranteed by 98al4. We could add &t before
t0070, but the motivation would only be to make M.M. more elegant. Other things

could be naturally just, but this type is conspicuously so.

1195a8-9 { appears to have read eivon o0 10010, 0Ok £t 8€. In M oVKk EotL 8¢ was
understandably deleted. (In V a further change occurred: 0% Tadtd was omitted.) o
and L read what Susemihl prints. M.M. clearly thinks that o0 ddwkov is different from
70 6diknpicr, as he thinks that o Sixouov is different from 70 Sikonompdrynpo: (95a11-
12). It might be possible to read the reconstructed version of {. We would translate
ovk €0t 8¢ not ‘but it is not’, but ‘and it is not’. However, oltwg is probably right,
and is slightly more difficult. It may be that opoteg... 00 Tordtov (95a11-12) led to the
change of olrwg to 0¥ in &,

134 Similarly, Thucydides 1.12.2.
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119529 In a closely parallel sentence (al3) all mss. have % t® vop® dpiopévoy.
Should we print @ here too? In 94b30 and 95a7 there is no definite article (though B
wrongly has ©® in a7). In those two passages M.M. is talking about ‘legal justice’. In
9529 and 95a13, however, the dative is a dative of the agent - ‘defined by the law’.
We should probably be swayed more by the agreement between o and K than
between V and B. @ probably did not have ©®, and it could have been added on the

analogy with al3. Leave ©® out.

1195a10 Bekker’s suggestion that we excise tiv could be defended by appeal to
Rhet. 1383b21, Prob. 950a28, 950b28 and M.M. 96a19, 96a21, but E.N. 1135b4, b7

use the phrase v mopoxorto@iy drodidovon.

1195a19 Read &vekev. (See above pp.175-6)

1195a19 Since the stemma points neither one way nor the other, the harder order

should be printed: €iddx to0twV.

1195221 Only K has the present infinitive, dmoxteivewv. All the other independent
mss. read the future infinitive, droxtevelv (except L which has &moxtéverv). There is
a difference: did this son think that he would (i.e. intend to) kill his enemy or think
that he was killing his enemy? In a similar passage in EN. 1135b14-15 editors face a
choice between a present infinitive (BéAAew, read in K and printed by Bywater) and a
future infinitive (BorAelv, read in the rest, printed by Bekker and Susemihl). In both
EN. and M\M. I favour the future infinitives, which is what is stemmatically
suggested. In E.N. the expressions o0 &vexa and {va (1135b13) show that it is not

Just the agent’s beliefs about what he was doing that is relevant, but also what he is



271

trying to do. If X means only to graze Y, but actually wounds him, this is a

OHOPTAROL.

1195a21-2 pév m is certainly right here, although it is certain that pévtol was in ®.
The reading pév Tt may have been written as a correction in f - for we see L adopting

the better reading, while A writes pév t instead of the second pévror.

1195222 d&dwkelv is used transitively in a26: ‘he will not wrong the man whom he
hurts’, as in 96a2. But in a23 &dwkelv is used intransitively. The reading ov0év in a22
would be taken (as in 94b11) adverbially. ‘he does not commit injustice at all’, whilst
ovBéva. would yield ‘he does not wrong anyone’.!35 Lines a20-22 support (yép) the
preceding sentence (al9-20), which claimed that in the case where X, through
ignorance of some particular, performs Tt &dwkov, he is not &ducog, but unfortunate.
Lines a20-22 give an example of someone who intends to kill his enemy, but kills his
father. It is claimed that such a person has done something unjust (a21-22) - i.e. has
transgressed a law (a9). If M.M. wants strictly to continue his illustration of a19-20,
he ought next to say ddwkog pévtor 08, But he uses the verb &dixel rather than the
adjective &dikog. Nevertheless, adiket pévror 000év is synonymous with &dikog
HévTol 0.

Spengel’s reasons for reading o0 are arguments for reading ov6év, which is

palaeographically easier.

1195a22-23 Editors before Susemihl printed dote where Susemihl prints émetl.
Spengel, [1866] 630, comments on @ote odv: ‘alibi non inveni’. The only place in
extant Greek literature that we find this combination is in Cratinus fr.109 (Kock). But
recent editors of this fragment (fr.116, Kassel, Austin) no longer print this. Before

looking at whether érei in a22 is any better, it will help to look at Todro in 95a23.

135 There is a good example of both usages together in Xenophon Anab. VIL6.22: ot vop

notkficapev 100tV 00BEY.
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X consists in Y is expressed in Greek by X éot év Y (cf 94b8, 99b11-12).
One way to take 95a22-3 would be to see this construction. X would be © u
adikelv T Gk mpdrrovro and Y would be 1@ édyvoeiv. What would the extra
tobto be doing? Stock takes it as an object of dryvoelv. But this results in an
awkward change in construction. We expect an appositional clause, listing the sorts
of thing which the agent does not know: dv PAdmter koi ® xoid 0O Evexev. But in fact
we get a dtav clause (in which we supply mpdieen). V tries to soften the change in
construction by writing To0t® for toOro: ‘in this ignorance’. Against this construal of
95a23, it should be noted that M.M. ought not to restrict the possibility of not
committing injustice when one does things that are unjust to actions performed in
ignorance. Forced actions should also fall into this category.

Another way to take 95a23 would be to take év ©@® dryvoetv as part of the
subject, rather than as part of the predicate: ‘not committing injustice when one does
things that are unjust in ignorance is...”. This makes much better sense of the to®ro.

<

We can continue to translate: ‘... what we mentioned before, namely when...”. This
reading of the text frees us from the unwelcome ovetsight of forced actions, but
leaves us with a cumbersome subject.

Both interpretations of 95a23 face a further problem. The first word of the
sentence (95a22) is, in Susemihl’s text, émei, but there is no main clause in the
sentence. In a22 I suggest that where { has éneil, and o has dote, we read €otu(v),
and that we start a new sentence after dryvoeiv:

€otv oV 70 UN

OBUKETY TO EdLKOL TpdiTTOVTOL €V TR Gryvoetly. €otL ToDTo, O Kol

pipov €ndive éAéyeto, Stav un eidbxg uie’ Ov Prdmter pie’

® und’ o Evexev
‘Not committing injusticc when one does things that are unjust, then, lies in

ignorance. This is, as we mentioned just before, when one acts...”.136 It would be

136 MM, uses #om... §mawv in 08a9: acting in accordance with right reason is when...: #omv 0B Kot
TOV 0pBOV Adyov mpdittery, Srov... (See my note on 1208a9.) In 09a8 he says that friendship between
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possible to conjecture 8¢ after €5t in a23, but the asyndeton would be tolerable. ot
robro means Tovtéot. ‘i.e.”. We are left with no reference to force (to correspond to
E.N. 1135a27, a33, 35b6), but there is no sign of M.M. being concerned with that in

this section.

1195a24-5 The formulaic expression pn®’ Ov BAdmrter ph®” ® un® od #vekev has
occurred in a positive form in al7, al8-19 (cf. 99a20). In closely parallel passages in
EN. 1135a25, 1135b13 pnre is repeated three times. It is the formulaic nature of the
phrase which suggests that Denniston’s parallels (p.193) for oUte... otte... o0dé

should not dissuade us from returning to the mss.” pnd’ in a25.

1195225 { omits xoi here. We should probably keep it. The xoi answers the need

expressed in 94b3 (Sropiotéov) to determine the relevant sort of justice.

1195a29 Should we read T1? mpdrtev + adverb + object is found in 95a11; npdirrety
+ adverb alone at 95a15. Marginally I prefer to excise 7. It is not important that

something is done, but that he acts kot THv dyvowav.

1195a31 Vettori’s conjecture is rightly supported by Rassow, [1858] and [1874], and
Dirlmeier (p.328).

1195233 melv (aorist infinitive) is more appropriate than the present infinitive,
nivewv. Both readings are equally well attested. M.M. is thinking of a group of people
who hit their fathers when drunk. Neither their lifestyle of drinking (cf. 05b15) nor
the duration of their drinking matters for the example. What matters is that they hit

their fathers when drunk. They could have not drunk (cf. 88b32).

good people is when...: i pgv odv v omovdaiov giia dotiv, &tav... The same construction
(although &om is omitted) is used in 83b24: # Gperi) o, Sraw... and at 07b24 keAdg KdryoBog
Yép, gooty, Grav... Compare also 93b17-18 and 95a4.
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1195a34 Susemihl rightly excises ko in this line. It is only found in B. Exactly the
same thing (addition of kol between opoiwg and €xnt in B) happens in 84b21. There is
strong support for kol in 86a8, 86a22 and 86b38 where only i omits xoi. In 92a18
there is no connective. In 97a7 L wrongly adds xoi. In 11b2 Susemihl wrongly
suggests that the connective 8¢ should be added. In 86a24 the manuscripts are equally
divided.

1195a35-6 Colon after dyvowdv (a35), comma after &dikor (a36).

1195b4 Full stop after aitia, as in all independent mss.

1195b4 V and Rav. have o0k instead of 006¢. But cf. 85a34, 91a2, 99a9, 12b3 for 610

ovde at the start of a sentence.

1195b15 Read 1 v &Aro with a B. For the ordering cf. 96a20, but note 90b17.

1195b17 The text of K - &l && pn ddikelton, 003 Ekdv dpa - makes excellent sense.
It is closely parallel to 95b24. This line is the only line in which K offers what seems
to be a better text than all the other manuscripts. This fact suggests either that K was
made from a corrected manuscript - corrected from a manuscript bearing an
otherwise lost part of the tradition, or that its extra words originated conjecturally.
Can we understand the text of the other mss, which have only €i 8¢ p4,
adwkeiron? ‘If not,137 then he is wronged.” If not what? What verb is understood with
un? Clearly édweiton, the nearest option (b16), is out of the question. If we
understand dvrikaroArdrtetal Tt (from b14-16), though, we get reasonable sense.

The view that it is possible to be wronged willingly was based, M.M. alleges, on a

137 For €1 8¢ p#, with the verb omitted cf. 88b9, 96a25, 13b23.
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misdiscription of the sort of case where some harm is undergone but in exchange for
something beneficial. Once that sort of case is dismissed (and if we excise 008¢ kv
épo,, we can understand without actually being told, that it follows from the claim
that the candidates for the description ‘voluntarily wronged’ are going to fail because
they are not even wronged, let alone willingly), there only remains the other type,
namely where one is wronged without taking some benefit in return.

If X takes (AapBéverv, bl4) less than his due, X makes an exchange. But
there will be cases where X has no choice in the matter - no exchange takes place -
and is given less than his due. If what he is given is unfair, he has been wronged.

I have tried to find a way of reading what will have been written in ®. It is an
additional argument against the reading of K that it would be hard to explain how

these words were omitted.

1195b19 Dirlmeier (p.329) notes that éri + genitive is ‘singuldr’. In b22 and b23 we
read the dative. Rav., a source of some good conjectures, reads toig towobtolg in
b19, and Bekker and Bussemaker adopt this reading on the authority of a descendant
of Rav., MP. Sometimes late readings are easier because they are correct. But I would
retain the reading of @ here. We have to take the verbs xoAlwmiovton and
cepvivovron absolutely: ‘they show off'38 and think highly of themselves’, whilst the
phrase émi v Towdtwv does not give the object of their haughtiness but tells us
when they are like this - in such situations.!3 In b22, b23, on the other hand, we
translate, following Stock ‘But if they do not pride themselves upon suffering acts of

injustice and do pride themselves on such things,...”.140

1195620 Susemihl’s quotation marks impose an interpretation on the text which is

not necessarily correct. Stock takes i (b21) to be outside the quotation marks. If the

138 1. 8.J. cite Rhet. ad Al 1421a4 and Xenophon Eq. 10.5 for this absolute use.

B39LST sv. ém A 111, 3.

140 Dirlmeier (p.329) cites two parallels in the corpus for cepvivesdon. The same verb (with prefix
&vm-) is found at Pol. 1314a7, and (with prefix dmo-) at Poet. 14492a21.
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imperfect, éAdpuBovov,!4! is conative, the boast would be even more boastful:
‘although it was possible for me to take my share, I did not try to take it, but...”. Such
a reading would demand an authorial 1j in b21, since if a particular case is envisaged,
he will have yielded his share to one person - there will not be any doubt about who it
was. Another possibility is that the imperfect is iterative, and that the imperfect
conveys the idea that that was how he habitually behaves. In this case 7 will be part
of the quotation. Here it would be better not to have quotation marks,14? but to

punctuate with a colon after paciv (b20).

1195b25 Susemihl’s 3¢, now attested in L, is right.143

1195b25 Susemihl prints tolg Towbdrolg Adyows, which is not found in any
manuscript. His apparatus suggests that he thought that he was following the Aldine,
but the Aldine reads tolg év towdtowg Adyowg. Bekker, Bussemaker, Stock,

Armstrong and Dirlmeier (p.329) rightly retain the reading of the mss.: 7odg

T0100T0Vg AdYOUG,

1195b26 Print €avtav. See pp.173-4.

1195b28 o adds &’ after BAdmter. The only occurrence of 8 dpo in MLM. is at 85a27.
How does PAdmter — eidixg contribute to the argument? The conclusion &kdv —
adketton follows from b26-7, so PAémrer — eidaxg is parenthetic, just as in the
parallel passage t0 & &xéOvta €idoto kod Ov xod @ xod @ (EN, 1136a32) is

parenthetic.144 I marginally prefer to add 8 in M.M. with a.

1195b29 Stock and Dirlmeier (p.329) rightly retain the mss.” 6,

141 Siock translates as though it were aorist, which is what B had,
142 See pp.165-6.
143 See pp.168-9.

1447 Trwin (Indianapolis, 1985) brackets thesc words in his translation of EN. |
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1195b29 Dirlmeier (p.329) defends the verb koAderv, but notes that it is unusual in
this sense. The more usual word would be A0erv, as we find in the parallel sentence at
E.N. 1136b23 and later in M.M. at 04b5.14° One might consider reading xoi Ade1, but
there is a parallel at Topics 161al which justifies a conservative approach: #oti 8¢
Aoyov koo cvumepbiveston Tetpoxdg: ‘it is possible to prevent an argument
being concluded in four ways’. It is a peculiar fact that at 95b29, 01a31-2, 08a19 and
09b10 the tense of xwAGewv seems to have become corrupt in at least some
manuscripts. Here the present tense makes sense and we should read it on stemmatic

grounds, although the future could be paralleled by 91all.

1195b31 Omit ye on stemmatic grounds.

1195b34 See p.166 for dv.

1195b36 ovtog is read in o and 7 instead of odtdv, which is in B. ENN. 1136b1 reads
el évdéyeton ooV adTov adtkely. In MMM 96a6-7, al3, al5, al7, a33 we again
find évdéxeton ardtov avrov Gdikeiv. The verb évdéxesBon can be used impersonally
with an accusative and infinitive (Bonitz 249a60-b3)!46 as well as personally (Bonitz
249b9-12).147 The combination awrtdg ovvtdv is found at 95b26, b28, b32, b34,
96a21, 11bl1, 12b15, b17, b19, b21, b22, 13a4, a5, a6, al5-16, al7, a22, a26. Read

avtog here.

1195b38 Dirlmeier (p.331) notes the ugliness of mpérrterv tdrrer. Comparison with

93b3 suggests that we should consider reading mpootérrer for mpérttetv Térrer here.

145 Tn 01a24 (cf. 08a10) the sense is different.
146 For this construction, see 96a7, all, 01035, 04a7, al6, al8, 06b17, 06b34, 08b18, 08b31.

147 There are no indisputable examples of this construction in M.M.. 12b32 and 13bl may be
examples.
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In 93b3 m wrongly has mpérter for mpostdrter. 18 It is not, however, the jolting
sound of the words that poses the most serious threat to the transmitted text, but the
use of the verb tértewv.

Elsewhere in M.M. the main verb, tértewv, is used with a noun - 87al5
Cnptov, 89b6 oG Enpiiog. There are no examples of tétrewy + infin. in Bonitz. L.S.J,
(s.v. t4zrery, 111, 2) mentions Plato Laches 199a2-3 (as an example of tétrety being
used absolutely), and this is the closest parallel: 6 vopog obte térter, pi) OV pévey
T00 oTporTNYoD dpyety, GAAYL TOV oTpoTnyOV oD pévtens. M.M. has itself said that
the law orders one to do certain things (kelever... mpértewy + acc., 93b4; keAeber
motelv + acc., 93b7). Probably these parallels are sufficient for us to be conservative

and retain the reading of the manuscripts, np&trev Téret.

1196al-2 In these lines we have &l twice, and a corrector in K deleted the second,
only for a later corrector to reinstate it. Jaeger, [1948] 442, notes this as an instance
of the author’s ‘slovenly habit of redundantly repeating words’. Kithner-Gerth (II, 2,
367-8) notes that certain authors repeat a conjunction when it ‘durch einen
eingeschalteten Zwischensatz von seinem Satze getrennt wird’. Xenophon Anab.
3.2,35 is the passage mentioned as an example of repeated ei. But Xenophon is
writing in that passage in rhetorical direct speech, and the intervening subordinate
clause makes the repetition allowable. Bonitz gives no examples.!4?

But examination of the thought behind these lines allows us to see why M.M.
should repeat &i. There are two conditions which have to be fulfilled in order for Xto
wrong Y. First there has to be a law enjoining one to behave in a certain way to

others; secondly, in a particular case, X has not to do what the law enjoins him to do

148 The same corruption occurred in B at 93b8, in o. and L at 00a6. Cf E.N. 1130b23, 1149228,
Maas’ conjecture in the scholion (recorded in Dirlmeier p.355) and Dirlmeier’s conjectures at 00a6
for the same thing.

149 See von Arnim, [1929] 23-5, who cites (with the wrong reference) Topics 153al5-21, as an
example of repetition of a conjunction with a subordinate clause intervening. A similar thing
happens in 83a29-30 (3etv repeated), 83a33-4 (oy repeated), 06b26 (ovx repeated). Other instances
of repetitions of negatives in Susemihl’s text which the stemma shows not to exist are 98a8, 04b21-2.
In these two passages there is no subordinate clause intervening. See also Dirlmeier, p.179.
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to Y. Whilst we could construct a more elegant way in Greek to express what M.M.
wants to say, the two €i-s have a point. He is saying if (A —> (B —> C), but there is

relative attraction in the formulation of A and B (rpdg Ov... mpog totTov).

1196a2 The comma after kel is due to Casaubon and Bonitz, [1844] 14. The

manuscripts punctuate with a full stop.

1196a6 Read & Towdre: for todro, on stemmatic grounds.

1196210 Susemihl (p.100) replaces the full stop in this line with a colon.

1196a27-8 ot in a28 is a late addition. Before looking at tdv pepdv éom mpodg
GAAnho, let us look at a27-8. Stock translates el T &yyiveton v &v yuxti
&diknpo: “if there is any act of injustice within the soul’. But what about t@v?
Dirlmeier (p.332) compares Rep. 444d8 and E.E. 1224b25, where & év =i woxf
means ‘things in the soul’. So we have, literally, ‘if there is any unjust act of things in
the soul’, i.e. “if there is any unjust act of one thing in the soul against another’.

n had &duenuérwv, which would yield “if any of the unjust acts in the soul
occur’, but we have not been told what the unjust acts in the soul could be. K and
V’s text could not mean, what is more sensible: ‘if any of the unjust acts occur in the
soul’. Susemihl is right to have a comma between &dixnpo and Tdv.

Let us return to éom. Of the occurrences of G0t ei in M.M., the apodosis is

almost always expressed by v + optative (96a14-15, 96a23-4, 98a29-31, 02al16-18,
05b36, 07b13-5, 11a22-3). Once there is an inferential particle - dpo - instead
(95b11). Only at 06a15-16 is the indicative used in the apodosis. éot in 96a28 is
almost certainly conjectural. A conjecture more in keeping with M.M.’s usage and
more plausible palaeographically would be to add év &in adiknuo before V2 - but

the omission of the verb is perfectly tolerable. Delete 2ot
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1196229 Susemihl’s abandonment of the mss.” yép is rightly criticised by Dirlmeier

(p.332).

1196a29 1@, only known of in the first Basel edition, must be right.

1196b4-6 Dirlmeier’s list of passages (p.339) in which the concept of right reason, as
opposed to the actual expression kot TOv OpBOV Adyov, has already appeared in
M.M. does not solve the problem that M.M. has not said (e{pnton, 96b4) what he

claims to have said about each virtue (b5-6). See footnote to my note on 1190b7.

1196b5-6 The sentence b4-9 is a long one: it splits into two parts - an éredn clause
(b4-6) and a main clause whose subject is T pgv ottwg einelv, which is glossed as
TO Kot Tov OpBOv Adyov mpdrtrely. “Since it has been said that..., the phrase ‘acting
in accordance with right reason’ is like...”. Let us concentrate on the éneidn clause
(b4-6). M\M. claims to have said four things about the virtues. The first three are
unproblematic: (a) tiveg eioiv (b4); (b) év zicw [sc. eloiv] (b5); (c) mepi molo [sc.
elotv] (b5). The fourth (koi mepi... BéAtiotov (b5-6)) is the difficult one. In b5-6 the
three families of manuscripts give different readings: ei mp&troyiev is the reading of
a, | mpdrropev of B, and el mpdrropev of M. The agreement between o and 1 in
reading i suggests strongly that { read what n reads.

The problem with reading ei, however, is that there is no obvious apodosis.
Armstrong resorts to paraphrase: ‘showing that each of them consists in acting in the
best possible way in accordance with the Right Principle’. So does Barnes: ‘[saying]
about each of them in particular, how we must do the best in accordance with right
reason.” Neither of these can be good renderings of the text. Dirlmeier faces the
problem of the missing apodosis and takes © BéAtioTov not as object of TPTTOLEV,
but as object of an apodotic mpérropev that we have to supply mentally: in English:
‘if we act in accordance with right reason, <we do> the best thing’. Dalimier supplies

not mpérrtopiev in the apodosis, but a part of elvan: “nous avons dit que le mieux était
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d’agir selon la raison droite’. Either of these versions do translate the words in
Susemihl’s text. (The structure would be clarified if both commata in b6 were
deleted, and one inserted after Adyov.)

96b8-9 give an explicit parallel (Spotov, b7): €l Tig T& by mpocEéporto
(b8-9) parallels i mpbrrroyuev... Adyov (b6), and hence we should read mpdrroytev in
b6.1°0 And byiewn dpiotr’ 8v yévorro (b8) parallels 0 BéAtiotov (b6). Which

suggests that we should mentally supply &v yévorro or Gv &in after BéAtictov (b6).

1196b7 If the previous note is right, and 70 BéAtioTov is not the object of npdrtoyiev
in b6, it was probably a mistaken belief that it was that led to BéAtictov being added

in o after wpderewy in this line.

1196b8 For donep dv € Tig eimor see e.g. EN. 1132a31, G.A. 754a6. Pol. 1265a30
and EE. 1249b5-6 are relevant parallels in which the manuscripts do not give a

unanimous picture. See too Bonitz 872b55-8.

1196b9-10 Von Arnim, [1929] 16-17, repunctuates with a comma after &AA’, a colon
after pov and commas before and after Swséonoov: EAL’, épel pov 1 moia,
doicpnody, éoTiv bywewd. It remains strange that the remark should be addressed
to the author rather than to the imagined theorist on health (tig, b8). Von Arnim says
that the author assimilates himself to the doctor, and that it is from the doctor, and
only very indirectly from the author, that the patient asks for clarification. s there any
way to avoid the unwelcome assimilation?

Could pot be part of the objection? Although it is an enclitic, it can stand first
word after parenthetic épet.15! The actual words of the patient could be ‘GAAG JLOU TC

mola SlsGenody oty Dyewvd? (We could take pot to be an ethic dative = ‘please’,

130 Sec note on 1193b1 for parallels for &i + opt.

151 Compare Plato Theaet, 14526 “Qpo totvov, & gile Beaitnre, col...; Parm. tic odv, einely, pol...;
Rep. 467¢8 opbix;, &pn, pov doxelg Aéyewv; Laws 70264 &ydh o, @ Eeve, pot Sokd katavoelv. The
accentuation of the enclitic in cases like this is a big problem. See Chandler, {1881] 282.
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or with the imperative ‘explain to me’.)!52 This would rid us of the assimilation,
which von Arnim notes, and would incidentally also overcome the objection that
Jaeger, [1948] 441, raises against the treatise’s authenticity, namely that Aristotle

does not refer to himself as ‘I”.

1196b13 M.M. often uses the first person plural (e.g. 90b7, 93bl, 93b12, 93b18,
95a6, 96a29-32, 07b20 and often). The reference to what has been said before may
lead us to expect a personal construction, Suspicbnpev, as in 90a34. But MM. also
refers impersonally to what he has said (e.g. 83b9, 90a8, 96b4, 96b34 and often). The
particle pév is attractive because it provides a good balance for the 8¢ in b15. A
preliminary division of the soul has been made, but we need to make further divisions.
The same thought is present in EIN. 1139a3-5: mpotepov pgv obv éA¢y0n..., vov 8¢...

StoupeTéov.

1196b14-16 Susemihl prints what was a correction in V: Adyov &xov, 10 8¢ &Aoyov
Hoprov (b14-15). It is pretty certainly wrong. Note how redundant the words poprov
™ Wuxfig are in b15. The words  pév odrfig..., ©0 8¢... in bl4 already convey the
concept “part of the soul’.

The reading of a and, we can presume, of B was Adyov &xov 10 & &Aoyov.
kol Tod Adyov Exovtog popiov, It is now easy to see how, if § also had this reading,
n should have written only Adyov & ovtog popiov.  will have made an omission ex
homoeot. of &ov 16 8" dhoyov kod Tod Adyov. It thus seems to have been the case
that © read what o has: Adyov &xov 16 & droyov. ko 10D Abyov €xovtog popiov.
This must be our starting point. It provides a good ending to the sentence that begins
dupictn pév (b13-14):

Sunpichn puev odv bmep woxfig dg Tome

Kol wpOTepov, 8L O piv adrfig dom Adyov Exov, 10 & dAoyov.

152 6306 pou + imperative is frequent in Plato, Cf. Hippias Major 296b3, 302¢7; Hippias Minor

364d1; Meno 82a8; Euthyd. 296¢1; Euthyph. 6b3, 14d6, Rep. 528d2.
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This is grammatical, elegant, and true. In 85b3-4 M.M. had said:
gomv & N yoxn, og eopéy, eig
&0 uépn dinpnpévn, eig e 0 Adyov &xov kol 1O FAoyov.
A new sentence begins in 96b15. We have seen that in w that sentence begins kai ©0D
Aoyov &yovtog popiov... In b16 m made another mistake and where Susemihl prints
Abyov (on the late authority of B), and o and B have &v Adyov, n has EAdoyov. It is

clear that &v Aoyov was the reading of ®. o, then, will have read (b15-17):

Ko 10D Adyov €xovtog popiov Tig yuxfig Eotiv 87153 eig 800 v Sidpesty Eyov 1O
Ev Adyov €xov puoprov Thg woyfig, ®v éot 10 pv BovdevTikdv

70 88 EMGTNHOVIKOV.

As it stands this is nonsense. What more does M.M. need to say, besides that the
rational part of the soul can be divided into two? The words 100 Adyov &yovrog
popiov thg yoyfig are probably a doublet of 0 &v Adyov Exov poplov tig Woxc.
The genitival phrase would work if €&stwv €gov meant ‘it is possible that there is’ (a
twofold division of the rational part of the soul). But the neuter phrase is more
idiomatic: ‘the rational part of the soul has a twofold division’. (Compare 83b38). We
now have:

[kl Tod Adyov €xovrog popiov thig woxfigl Eomv & eig 800 Ty daipestv Egov o
v Adyov Eyov poprov thig woxfig, Bv €6t 1O 1V PovAEVTIKOV

T0 08 EmoTNUOVIKOY.

This now looks sensible. For &omv &yov = &xet, cf. 85b13, Parva Naturalia 46522, in

addition to the parallels cited by Dirlmeier (p.341). © &v Adyov &ov popiov i
WX is an emphatic way of referring to the rational part of the soul. Unless there is
irrecoverable corruption in MM, the construction in ENN, 1139a6-8 (UmokeioBw 500

T Aoyov Exovra, Ev pev @ Bewpoduev..., &v 88 §...) is not being used in M.M.

153 Or &1 - see next note.
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1196b15 61 (in §) is not as good as &’ (in o), which answers pév.154

1196b18-19 Read &repa cAAAmVY €otiv with a and B.

1196b19 xpdué te is another late reading. ® read ypdpore. The singular is
supported by the singular in b22. Moreover the particle te here is consistent with
M.M.’s usage elsewhere: M.M. uses te... xod... kol at 09a20-21, 09a28-9. In 89b5
and 04al4 two things linked by te... kol are said to be different (8tepov). But te is
not essential in contexts in which the author says that X and Y are different, as 96b25
shows. In De Insomniis 458b6 Aristotle lists examples of proper sensibles ({dwa):
xPOpo, Wopog, xvpos. It is, in the end, only an argument from symmetry - symmetry
with the other singulars in b19 and with those in b21-22 that makes the singular
xpodud tempting here, since the genus ‘colour’ can be expressed in Greek by either a
singular or a plural. Dirlmeier (p.341) cites H.A. 533al5, which shows that a plural
makes sense. See Bonitz 490b17-21 (which is more relevant than 490b38-41 where
Poetics 1456b1 is cited as a possible case in which nouns of different number are
joined together). But given the easy corruption from ypwpd e to ypopora, follow

the corrector of V.

1196b23-4 Retain énel &’ of o and B. M.M. moves from the general claim that T&AAc:
are to be understood in the way that perception is understood (b22-3) to a specific
application of the principle that different brokeijieva means different capacities in the
soul. The reason for thinking this (rather than that the sentence émei... yvopi{opev
(b23-4) is dependent on 8eT vmodopPévery (b23)) is the addition in b24 of 8¢l after
eivou, in o and B. Add 8¢t in b24 and place a full stop after dmoroyiBévery.

154 Further examples of Swipeoiv Zxewv (besides those in Bonitz and Dirlmeier (p.341): Plato Polit.
262b4, Aristotle P.A. 642b11, 647b17, 667a6, Phys. 23708, Pol. 1292b35, Top. 121620, ps-Aristotle
L 1 (a dozen times), Theophrastus C.P. 1.16.9.1; V.1.1.3; VL1.16.2.2.
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1196b25 Susemihl’s suggestion that we read ydp for & in this line is attractive. The
reasoning was that since it has already been claimed that the Umoxeipevo are
different, what is needed is a justification of that claim. Susemihl’s other solution was
to read ei for émel in b23, which diminishes the status of &tepo Vrokeipeva éotiv
(b23) from a claim to a hypothesis.

There is a temptation to retain 3’ (b25) and to see M.M. amassing premises in
one big sentence: the protasis would begin in b23 (énel 8¢...) and the apodosis finally
reached in b26 (Erepov &p’ &v €in...). I do not think that this is possible, because it
would be syntactically difficult for b24 to be a premise (we would expect Erepa <>
xod...), and it would be illegitimate for M.M., who is trying to show that there are
two rational parts of the soul, to assume it.

Read Susemihl’s yéip (b25).

1196b27 Having distinguished two parts of the soul, one nepl ©& aicOntd, and the
other mepi & vonrd, M.M. focuses on the first. We expect a further reference to
é¢moTnpovikoy, after b17. We can thus see Ellebodius’ motivation for adding kod 0
HEv émoTnpovikdv Tepl T vomed (which could easily have dropped out) after vonzd:
in b27, and which provides a nice balance to b27-9. But we should be beware of

tidying up the text too much.

1196b29-32 Rassow, [1858] 16, suggests that a full stop be placed after
mpoeAopévolg (which is the punctuation in o), that 8” be added before éotv (b30),
and that we read a comma after npa€ou? (b31). Susemihl does not record this in his
apparatus. This is an excellent suggestion because at little cost we avoid what
Armstrong finds odd in mepi Q... pfy mp@Eon : it is, he says, ‘a curiously redundant

clause’. For the 8” in b31 see Bonitz 166b58-167a6 and Denniston p.178.155 Translate

135 There are no other instances of this type of 8¢ whereby a demonstrative pronoun + 8¢ follows a
relative pronoun in M.M..
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the new version (b29-32): ‘For we deliberate about those things which are up to us to
do or not to do, and for us to choose. And whatever are the objects of deliberation
and choice, as to whether or not to do them, are sensible objects...”. It is not on
grammatical grounds that we should accept Rassow’s suggestion - the appositional
clause beginning with a preposition (i.e. Susemihl’s text) could be paralleled in M.M.

by 84b5, 85b4, 97a25, 97b12, 98b35156 - but on grounds of sense.

1196b31 Where a has xai, B has 7 and m has nothing. Demote xod to the apparatus.

The infinitival 100 mpd&on A pn npd&on is dependent only on wpocipesis.

1196b34-7 The sense of these lines is not clear.157 Should we place a colon after
Aextéov Qv £in (b34) or is meplt — £€o7tiv (b37) dependent on Aextéov? Dirlmeier
(p.342) says that bmép 1dAnBoDg éotv O Adyog means “the discussion is about
truth’,1>8 but he does not explain why the author would say this here. M.M. is about
ethics, and only concerned with truth in so far as every inquiry is concerned with
truth.13 In ENN. 1139b14-17 Aristotle lists five states in virtue of which the soul
grasps the truth (&An6eber). But if Dirlmeier is right, the reader is not sure what the
list in b36 in a list of

It would conform with the sense of ENN. 1139b14-17 if b34-6 meant ‘Now
that we have made these distinctions, we must say, since reason has to do with truth,
and we are examining how it [reason] has the truth, <by which states reason has
truth>. They are... With what, then is each of these concerned?’. To achieve this we
do not need to change nepi for dmep in b35,160 but we do need to add something like

<&v 0l TaAnBEg &xer> after oxomovpuedo (b35).

136 For the late position of npoeXopévorc, compare 89229,
137 See Donini, [1965] 105-14.

138 Von Arnim, [1924] 83, thought that brep... éomv 6 Adyog could mean ‘reason is about...’.
'39 Donini, [1965] 105.

160 83226, 99223, 99b5, 12a3 justify omép.
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A slightly neater solution would be to punctuate with a colon after ein (b34), a
comma after Abyog (b35), to read év oig (or 0ig?) for @ (b35), and oxondpedo: for
oxonopedo (b36). We would then have: “Now that we have made these distinctions,
we must say the following: since reason has to do with truth, let us actually examine
in what it [reason] has truth. They are... With what, then is each of these concerned?’.

A solution along these lines seems to be required. I would put asterisks around

Kol — oxomoOpedo (b35-6).

1196b36 No manuscript has 3’. Read 8¢ rather than 81 or 8 7.

1197al Ellebodius would read dn dewkvipuevov for dworetvopevov. The idea was
probably inspired by 97a25. Armstrong wants to read Siotewvopevov: ‘when we
strive <to know it> by means of demonstration and reasoned discourse’, and is
followed by Dalimier. But it would be odd for the genitive absolute to be introduced
with ki (96b38). That knowledge is something we strive for is a salient enough
feature to deserve a mention (cf Met. A, 980a22). Perhaps we could understand
duotewvopevov passively (‘something striven for’), but L.S.J. offer no parallels for

this. 16! Other options would be detkvipevov or Siortetvopedo. (‘we strive for”).

1197al See my note on 1189b6 for mpokrd.

1197a4-5 Susemihl follows the text of K:

€0t L mopd TV moinov dAAO TEAOG
But A has gom 10 Toipd: TV Toinow dALO 1O TéAog
and L and V have €oTL 10 oo TV Toinoy dALO téAog

and o will have read: ot mopd: THY moinoy dAAO TO TéAOG

161 See Dirlmeier, [1939] 224-5.
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K is the only manuscript to have the indefinite Ti. In 11b28, a similar context, we find
00K GAAO TL Topdl TNV Evépyeloy TEA0G. 162 In MUM. dAAo Tu appears often and so
does T &Ado. Usually they appear side by side (83b37, 84a28, 84b4, 86b1, 88b20,
90b17, 91b8, 91b17, 95b15, 96a20, 97a37, 02a8, 02b35, 05b4, 08b37, 11b28,
12a18, 13a2, 13a3), occasionally they are separated by one word (82b20, 85a22) and
by two words only at 05a36.

We might, then, consider: éott mopd v moinowv dAAo Tt téAog in 97a4. If
this were right, o and A err in writing 70 for 71, C-omitted 7, K adds it in the wrong

place and B and V add ©0 before mwopé. There must have been some confusion in ®.

1197a7 See my note on 1195a34 for L’s addition of kai.

1197a14 Stobaeus 145,19-20 reports Arius Didymus’ paraphrase of M.M. 1197a14-
15: ppovnowy 3¢ EEv PBOVAEVTIKNY KOl TTPOKTIKNY GyoB®dV Kol KOADV | <ayodd
ol koAo>163 kol Although it is a paraphrase it helps us to determine the order of

words in M.M. Read mpoktikn kol npocipetikn with . The husteron proteron could

easily have been reversed by a scribe.

1197a19 The neuter ooto is fine. See Bonitz 484a59-b5.

1197a26 Bekker prints ootn (itself), the mss. have aven (it). Susemihl is wrong to
credit P and M with reading adth. Although the manuscripts are no guide at all, I
prefer their otn, rather than the emphatic aden. 164 Wallies, [1917] 1606, rightly
criticises the conjecture of Michael (to read waden for adrhy), on the grounds that
To0tn would be placed before o0 vod. MM, it has long been recognised, favours

the pronoun adros.

162 B wrongly adds 7o before téhoc.
163 The addition is Spengel’s.
164 Dirlmeier (p.346) notes the frequency of the redundant demonstrative pronoun.
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1197228 We should read te, which is only in a. In a23-4 there was no 7e, but there is

an emphatic xod... kol in b29-30.

1197a29 Susemihl asks us to compare 99b34, but he means 98b34. In 98b34
Susemihl thought todrox was attested in good manuscripts, when, in fact, it is not.
tarvta, should be read in 97a29. The construction is the same as in 97a24-6, except

that in the earlier passage there are nouns, whereas here a pronoun is used. (See my

note on 1198b34-5))

1197234 Donini, [1965] 120n.23, objects that M.M. here contradicts 97a21-9 (and
E.N. 1141a2). There M.M. had allowed &pyoi cvarddetkror as objects of copia, on
the grounds that copié partakes in volg. In 97a34, however, Donini alleges, the
objects of copio are restricted (‘limitat[i]’) to those that are petr’ camodeifews. But
this criticism is unfair, because in 97a34 M.M. is not concerned to define cogia, but
to characterise it in such a way that the difference between it and @pdvnog becomes
apparent. MLM. is not limiting the objects of cogio to things that are both pet’
amodeiemg and del ocodtmg (if he were, there would be a contradiction), but
pointing out that such things are within the province of copic, but not of gpdvno.
Donini’s solution to the ‘contradiction’, the addition of ©& before del, is thus not

required.

1197a36 No manuscript has the word del in this line. It is found as a correction in M
and in Ellebodius a century later. This is a much better correction of the mss. than
that of Casaubon who proposes ‘and such things as are of this sort’, because
Casaubon ignores the structural indicators pgv... 8¢, which show that we need éotv

to be a main verb, the subject of which is €000 f koumdrov kol koihov kol T

TorodToL,
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Only n offers grammatical sense: again e960 — towdrd is the composite
subject, but what is said of them is that they are towUto, which we would have to
understand as del doodtog Svra (a34). If we could attribute more worth to m, we
could accept this reading, but the eta which we find in o and B after éotv (b36) -
which, if the stemma were different, we could explain as a misplaced correction of 7y

for xoi! (b36) - is likely to be the remnants of dei. So leave Susemihl’s text.

1197a37 ©® is in o and P and should be read instead of 6. M.M. uses ©® + infinitive
(without a preceding év) in a parallel way at 93b26 (modal), b27 (modal), 94a35
(modal), 98a9,165 98b36 (causal), 00b38,1%¢ 01b6 (modal), 01b7 (modal), 03b27
(modal), 04b11 (causal), 04b30 (causal), 09a25 (causal), 09a26 (causal), 09a27

(causal), 11a38 (causal).167

1197237 Read dAinio for GALO TL on stemmatic grounds.

1197b3 All manuscripts and editions before Susemihl have dux ToOtmv, (A has xoi
o oV tov (sic)). Bekker and Bussemaker print s toOtwv and Susemihl makes no
entry in his apparatus. The phrase i To0to means ‘therefore’ and is hard to justify.
If we read wx tobrwv, however, the demonstrative pronoun will look forward to the
reasons in b5 nicely.168 Very similar is 05a16, where M.M. uses éx To0tov.16? Bonitz,
[1844] 21-2, is right to see &£ awrfig thig Ppoviicemg as in apposition to S TovTwY.

Translate ‘from the following considerations’.

1197b3 The position of &v is difficult to determine.

165 See note ad loc.

166 See my note ad loc.

167 At 93b26, 0166, 01b7, 11238 some manuscripts read 1o for ®.

168 There are many parallels for this use of S tovwov: e.g Pr. An. 41a23, G.A. 726a30, EE.
1226al14.

169 Compare, for example, Pr. An, 41a22-3 ém 88 ko o €ig 0 &dOvotov, Sfikov Eoton S T0OTwY,

or EE. 1226al5 dote gavepdv 81 todtov 61 dAe kol 80Eng kol Bovificems; G.A. 726a30 S
00TV YOp Qorvepdy Eoton...
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1197b5-6 Donini, [1965] 121n.24, raises two problems with b5-6: first, although it is
true (for an Aristotelian) that ppovioig is a virtue of one part of the rational soul, that
fact is not used in this argument (and cogic is not said to be the corresponding
virtue); secondly, in 98a22 the question is raised again whether gpovnioig is a virtue
‘senza che ’autore ricordi minimalmente il problema delle virtd proprie delle due
parti dell’anima razionale’. Donini suggests that in order to avoid what seems to be
mindless borrowing of E.N. 1140b24-6 (or 1143b14-17), the phrase 100 popiov —
gxovtmv be excised (as a marginal gloss from a reader who was thinking of E.N.).
The first objection is not serious. To specify that gpoviioig is a virtue of one
of the rational parts of the soul helps to show that @povficig is not just one of the
moral virtues. The parenthetic ®g @opév does not refer back to something already
claimed in M.M., but points to the fact that the view that gpoviicig is a virtue of one
of the rational parts of the soul is something accepted in the school.'” The second
objection is more worrying. But Donini’s analysis of I, 34 (pp.103-128) shows that

there are other serious problems with the chapter corresponding to E.N. VI

1197b13 Spengel, [1866] 630, compares 99b19. He could also have referred to
86al5, 07a20 or 12a8 for duvatog eipi. The reading of B, if permissible, is a simpler
solution than Spengel’s addition of €1van. dvvatidg would balance dpbdx later in the
line. In 98b36 we read @ un dxpPdg dubproBon. Aristotle does not use the adverb
duvatix, but L.S.J. cite Aeschines 2.48, Plato Rep. 515d and Herodotus VII.11.
(See also Michael of Ephesus in E.N. p.574, 32, Plutarch Caesar 8.1.2.) BovAetecfou

is dependent on dvvartdg, and although I know of no parallels for Aeyéton ©® without

infinitive,!”! we can mentally supply eTvor. We do not need actually to read it.

170 Similarly in 97b8 cogio. has not been said to be about 1o &i8wov kod 1 Belov.
171 The infinitive is present in 09a25-6: 0 pev poyoiplov 7 ypficipov elvon... Aéyera.
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1197b14 8¢, now found as a correction in P, is preferable to te, which leaves the

sentence without a connective. (Contrast 97b27.)

1197b26 See my note on 1189b6 for wpouctd..

1197b27-8 Spengel wonders whether we should change one of the demonstrative
pronouns to conform with the other. tolottog — Towxro is preferable, if we have to
choose between the two.172 Aristotle often broadens the reference of tobro with
towoUtov. At Met. 1048b36 and P.A. 650b3, for instance, he writes: ék tovtwV Kol
v TowvTwy ‘from these (considerations) and other such ones’ (cf G.A. 788b29).
But I have not found an example of the opposite. Nevertheless we should leave the
text as it is transmitted. Perhaps the author means that the clever man is involved in
working out how to achieve aims of different sorts (év tolg Totovtowg) and that his

province is, precisely, o wpoxtd (nept Todra).!73

1197628 Full stop after tadto. K starts a new paragraph after tadro, as does the
Aldine. P, who marks his major divisions of the text with a mark like an English colon
also sees a natural division in the text here. Todta is retrospective, not prospective as

Susemihl takes it.

1197b28-35 The position of this paragraph is difficult to defend. Not only has M.M.
not been talking about cogio immediately before, but line b36 follows on well from
tovto (b28). The reference back to 97620 in 97b36 is made that much easier if

97b27-35 did not intervene. Moreover, this paragraph corresponds to nothing in

172 Susemihl’s apparatus is unclear. Since 7olg tovTolg iS impossible, I take Spengel to have
conjectured Todrog for 1oig toodro,

173 MM. uses the phrase év... ko mept. at 93b1, 93b11, 93b27, 96bS, 98b25, 99221, 01a36, 06b35-6,
08b4.
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EN., with which M.M. is parallel before (97b18-26 corresponds to E.N. 1144a23-
b3) and immediately after (97b36-98a21 corresponds to E.N. 1144b1-30).174

1197b33 Spengel’s addition in this line is not right. M.M. is talking generally about
what philosophers do. They examine, in addition to the subject strictly under
discussion, whatever happens to be ‘in the same thing’, i.e. in the same area. It is only
in the next sentence that this is applied. The area which M.M. has been discussing is
the soul, and there is thus a requirement on him qua philosopher to discuss everything

in the soul.

1197b34 Omep is in all the manuscripts, not wepi. This is the well-known use of dmep

after verbs of saying which we find in M.M.17

1197b35 adrfig (instead of ywoyfig) is a certain conjecture of Spengel. For an example
of another gloss getting into the text in some manuscripts, see my note on 1190a35.
It is preferable to Vettori’s cogiog simply because ovrtfic would have been
susceptible to being glossed - it is hard to see palacographically how cogicg could
have become wuyfig. For the middle moweicBon + Adyovg (‘hold a discussion’)
compare Met. 981b27 (mowobpuebo tov Adyov) and the similar expression at M.M.

98b24, v éniokeyy momicosBor, for which Dirlmeier (p.359) cites parallels.

1198a1-2 Susemihl follows Spengel, [1866] 630, who conjectures eict for €om1. If we
read eioi, then we take &petod to be the subject. Spengel’s conjecture is supported by
Rassow, [1885] 313, and Donini, [1965] 179. The mss.” ot is defended by
Dirlmeier (p.350), on the grounds that the preceding neuters cause the third person

singular, and that we can easily supply &yywvopueva.

174 Dirlmeier (p.348) suggests that the paragraph be placed after 97a29 or 97b10. I assume that he
means 97a30 rather than 97a29.

175 See Dirlmeier, pp.149-54, 185.
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Accepting Spengel’s conjecture, we seem to have a threefold division of
virtues into @ooel (97b38), €01 (98al), mpooupéoer (98a2). But ENN. VI, 13 offers a
twofold division (| @uowkn Gpetd, N koplo &peth, 1144b3-4, b15-16) and E.E.
1234229 again distinguishes between two sorts of virtue, one @Uoet, the other peto
ppoviicewms. M.M. itself does not again mention three types of virtue.

Where we get a threefold division is in Stobaeus 118, 5-6. éx tpudv 8¢
cuBePnkévar TV Gpetnv TeAeoDGOon, POoE®RS, E00Vg, AOYov.176 What is important
here is that €Bog and Abyog are ways in which virtue is completed. In E.NN. VI, 13
voVg is the capacity that sets adult humans apart from animals and enables us, as
opposed to the other animals, to achieve full virtue (1144b8-14). E.N. 1103a24-6
also claims that virtues are ‘perfected’ 8w oD #0ovg.l77 It is thus Aristotelian
doctrine that natural virtues are completed by habit and by vois.

In fact M.M. may be presenting just two kinds of virtue. We can take €0e1 xoil
npooupécer together.1’® Follow Spengel and Donini!” in reading eioi, which is

required because of 97b37.

1198a2-3 Rassow’s transposition of émvywvopevon (a3) to a position after mpoonpéoet
(b2) is not required by the sentence in al-2, but by the peculiarity of the sentence in
a2-3. Does telémg go with dpetol (so, Armstrong, Dirlmeier, Dalimier) or with
gronvetal (so, Stock)? How do we take the two participles, odoon and émvytvopevon?
o had the sentence exactly as Susemihl prints it.

Gpetod arouses suspicion by its unusual position. If it were subject with ai,
would it not come before teAéws? If it were the complement of eiotv, would it not
come after eiow? I suggest that dpetol is a marginal gloss, supplying the noun with

which oi agrees. If it is excised, it becomes open what noun to understand with ai.

176 1t is difficult to understand how nature can complete a virtue,

177 Donini’s conjecture in al is thus not required.

178 Stock correctly translates 98a1-2: “and there are also excellences due to custom and choice’. The
lack of clarity in M.M. will have been the source for Arius Didymus’ threefold division.

179 Donini, [1965] 179n.2.



295

The most obvious choice would be oppoil (a38), and this is supported by 98a20.
M.M. allows rational oppoi (cf. 91a23, 98a7). We would now have (a2-3):

ol 3¢ &1 petd Adyov odoon TeAfmg [Gpetai]

glow émonvetol ERLyLVOlLEVOL.
The participle értywvopevon is still awkward. Dirlmeier refers to 06b24 to defend the
transmitted prefix émi- which Spengel wanted to delete, and which 1s omitted in V. In
06b24 M.M. says that irrational oppoil tdv ma®®dv occur in children and then, later,
AOyog émuyiveton. 06b24 justifies the prefix, but more needs to be said. If 98a2-3
expresses the same thought as 06b24, Adyog ought to be what énvyiveron in 98a3.
But, as the text stands, it is ol petd Adyov odoon which émvyivovron, which is not the
same thing. It is likely that there is more corruption than can be undone in this
sentence. So rather than giving free rein to conjectures,'® I would print the text as
Susemihl prints it, but place asterisks around odcon — émryyopevon to mark the fact

that the passage is corrupt.

1198a7 Rassow, [1885] 313, thinks that the claim that ©| guown opun ©pdg GpeTny 1is
ovk dvev Tod Adyov contradicts 97b38-9, 98a3-6, 98al7. He raises two possibilities
to absolve the author of the contradiction, and prefers to add émowvern, rather than
&petn, after Eotiv. Donini, [1965] 180n.4, accepts the addition, but is motivated not
by there being a contradiction, but by the fact that a7-8 ought to follow from what
precedes (816, 98a6). Becchi, [1980] 204-5, follows Dirlmeier (p.351) in thinking that
the transmitted text of a7-8 is consistent with what precedes and what follows, and
would not tamper.

Habit and choice can act on irrational impulses to virtue (Oppod dvev Adyov,

97b38-9), with the result that they become ‘not without reason’ (0dx &vev oD

180 Excising diperai, and reading émywodpevov after Adyov, we would have:
ol 38 &1 petd Adyov Emyvdpevov odoon teléag [Gipetai]
glow émoivetal.

Spengel’s addition of ko in a3, supported by Rassow, cannot be defended by appeal to 98a31. See
my note ad loc.
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Aoyov, 98a7). Line 98a4 makes it clear, if we interpret ywpiiouévn temporally, that
the irrational Opp1| is not always separated from Adyog. So Donini is right that there is
no contradiction. (Dirlmeier (p.351) is mistaken in seeing a reference to the rational
Opuny of 91a23, because that type of opun is not gvoikn.) What is more, a6-8 follow
from what has preceded. The subject is 1 Quown Opun wpog d&petiv. We are told
first that it works with Adyog (a7), which follows from a5-6, and then that it is not
without reason - which expresses, in a paradoxical way, the same idea. This
interpretation demands that dvev Adyov (97b39, 98a4) means ‘irrational’ and that
Gvev 100 Adyov (98a7) means ‘unaccompanied by reason’. It is possible for
something irrational to be accompanied by reason - it could listen to reason or be

developed by reason.

1198a8 Read 0 & ad for 008’ ad 0. See my note on 1204b22.

1198a9 Becchi, [1980] 205-6, defends the transmitted reading against Rassow’s
conjecture of dor” for ©®. Becchi cites Rhet. 1409b8: det 8¢ v mepiddov kol T
davolg teteAerdobon ‘but the period must be completed with (my means of) the
sense’. On the basis of this parallel he takes the dative ©® eivon in 98a9 to be an
instrumental dative: ‘nor do reason and choice achieve perfection by means of being a
virtue detached from the natural impulse’. I cannot make sense of this.

The author has been at pains to stress how natural virtue on its own falls short
of being full virtue (98a3-5), but when joined to reason gives full virtue (98a5-6). ad
in a8 marks a certain parallelism in thought. Just as natural impulses to virtue require
reason to be complete virtue (98a7-8), so reason requires natural virtue to be
complete virtue (98a8-9). If we look in L.S.J. not at the verb teAe100c00u, but at the
adjective teAéog (I,3), we find helpful references. Plato often uses yiyvesBon téieog
Tpog dpetnv. At Laws 678b3 he writes: teAfovg mpdg Gpethv A mpdg wakiow
yeyovévon ‘became perfectly virtuous or perfectly vicious’. At Laws 647d1 he writes:

g0y yiyveoBon mpog Gvdpeiov ‘to become perfect in respect of courage’, i.e. ‘to
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achieve perfect courage’.!8! I take the dative in 98a9 to be like the Platonic ntpdg and
would translate: ‘reason and choice do not completely achieve the status of being

perfect virtue, without natural impulse’.182

1198a10-11 E.N. 1144b28-9 characterises Socrates’ position: Zwkpdtng pev odv
Aoyoug g Gpetog deto eivar. § has Adyoug where o has Adyov, and in L we find
oG &petog instead of v &petnyv, which would be a necessary change if Adyovg

were accepted. But leave the text as Susemihl has it.

1198a15 Susemihl suggests that we read a contrastive particle, either 8¢ or pévror,
where the mss. have pév. But the idea of contrast to what has preceded is included in
the word 003¢. pev in this line is answered by &AAG in al9, just as GAA’ ol VOV
BéATiov (al3) answers ovk OpBdg Zwkpdtng (al0) and odk Opbidg (al3). We should

also read ottwg for obrot in this line, following the stemma. Compare 83a39.

1198a15 mpdEan is a conjecture of Bekker. We need an optative, but at 99637, the
only place where the aorist optative of npd&trelv occurs, the form used is npd&eev. ®
read mpdEer and it is as easy palaeographically for an epsilon to be omitted as for an

alpha to become an epsilon. To use the form that the author uses is preferable. Print

npdEete.
1198a17 opufy. Misprint.
1198a18 € will have had a second d&v, after keAeOoeiev. Bonitz (41a59-b4) records

the fact that examples of dv repeated in the same clause are ‘non rara’. On the

grounds that there is some confusion in the same family over the d&v in the following

181 For similar expressions see Aristotle ENN. 1174b22, G.A, 740a29, 750b14, 750027, H.A. 494a34,
Plato Laws 708d7, ps-Plato Alcibiades 120e4, Theophrastus HP. V1.4.6.9.
132 In 11636 M.M. uses the adjective etvovg + mpdg and in 12a9-10 uses evoug + dative.
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line, trust o and leave Susemihl’s text. v is repeated in M.M. at 84b38. See also my

note on 1185al14.

1198a21 Donini is himself wary of adopting his suggestion - to add a sentence to

which 00a3-4 can refer back. There is a similar failure of back-reference at 96b4-6.

1198a23 Susemihl wants to read yivoito, but in 97b4 he was happy with yévotto.

(Compare also 88al3, 96b18, 01b24.)

1198a25 Omit xoi, which is poorly attested and makes it less obvious that eiciv

belongs to the einep clause rather than the 8167 clause.

1198a26 Rassow’s Tt is certain.

1198a29 Should we read dpetn for dvdpeia? The generalisation in a28-9 would be
more apt if M.M. spoke of virtue generally, rather than the specific virtue of bravery.

Ppoviolg is going to instruct virtues other than bravery (cf. 98b6).

1198229 Read ot at the end of the line with Spengel and B.

1198a31 Omit both koi-s in this line. Only n has the first, and only K has the second.

Translate: ‘practical wisdom is a completely praiseworthy virtue’.

1198a32-b7 See my note on 1190a33 and Dirlmeier (p.266).

1198a37 émoler at first sight seems odd. We could perhaps explain the imperfect by
saying that the author wants to bring out the fact that the design of the house
precedes its construction. More worrying is the vacuity of saying ‘insofar as he

produced the house, he is productive of a house’. Do we not need a word that means
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‘designs’, rather than the transmitted ‘made’? However, once we realise that obrog
refers not to the architect but to the builder, things become clear. The imperfect

conveys the thought ‘as has just been said’.

1198b1 Misprint: Gpy1T€KTOV.

1198b1 Misprint: Tivog,

1198b2 Dirlmeier (p.354) calls Bonitz’ emendation ‘evidente’. It would be obviously
right if © is not read before drnpeTikdg, because otherwise M.M. would be committed
to the thought that the architect is Umnpetikdg. But if, unlike Bonitz who read
Bekker’s text, we read 0 - and its omission is late - there is no need to add o® earlier
in the line. The first xal in b2 is epexegetic of momruxodg... Ttvog (b1). The second kol
is to be taken closely with To0 o0to? - ‘the same as’. Translate: ‘i.e. is productive of
the very same thing as his subordinate’.

I would also follow Wilson and Spengel in reading brnpetig in this line. The

assimilation to momrukog would be an easy mistake.

1198b6 o had Omweg... mpootdler. m had Omoc... mpootdEn. P had Omex... Av
npoctokn, which was conjectured by Spengel. The agreement between o and n in not
having &v suggests that dv arose conjecturally in B. A similar passage is 98a28-9,
where we read ag &v attn mpootédren. If M.M. expresses exactly the same thought
in b6 as in 98a28-9, we would expect &v + subjunctive, the standard construction for
indefinite sentences. émwg + future indicative is found in Aristotle in indirect
questions, after verbs of seeing and taking care and in an imperatival sense (Bonitz
520a23-9, whose classification ties in with Kihner-Gerth II, 2, 372-7). But none of
these are appropriate here. So accept the reading of B: Smwg yop dv ailftn mpooTéEn.

We can explain the state of the manuscripts by saying that once év had dropped out,
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o tries to restore the grammar by making the verb future indicative, while B correctly

restores the sense.183

1198b7 Read oi with the manuscripts (and Bekker). The subject of npdrrovowy is ai

dpetol kol ol korr” odrig [sc. {dvTeg].

1198b11 Add 67 with o and P, and delete both commas.

1198b16 The only parallels I know of for the passive of éxxAeiw + genitive of

infinitival noun are Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos 27.303,26 (6mwg 6&v

gkkAeoBBGT 100 kmpOtrewv oi kfpukeg) and then much later Eustathius

Commentray on Iliad vol.3, p.508,18 (éxkAeidpevog To0 moAepeiv). It is however

right here: ‘excluded from’. (Compare Herodotus I, 144,3.) The alternative,

gxAvnfton does not have the right sense: ‘released from’.

1198618 Spengel wants to read tod for xoi 0 which would make the infinitive
dependent on ooMjv: ‘rest from doing’ (L.S.J. s.v. 6x0A1 I, 2). This is the opposite
of what M.M. must mean. If the thought is that gpdévnoig allows copia: leisure to do
its own job (i.e. to contemplate), then xod 0 could be excised. The transmitted text,
in which it is said that @povnoig provides cogior with two things - leisure and the
performance of its own job, is not an elegant way of expressing the thought, but from
the parallel case (98b13-17), we understand that cogia is enabled to ‘do its job” by
being afforded leisure-time (cf. 08a9-20).

BOOK I
There has been some discussion of whether the first three chapters of Book II, on

equity (I, i), considerateness (II, ii) and good counsel and five dmopion (I, 1i1) are

183 See p.166 for &v.
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transmitted in the correct place. But von Arnim, [1924] 81-95, and Dirlmeier
(pp.357-371) have set aside the worries of Ramsauer, [1858] 37-40, and show that
there is a connection to @pdvnolg, the subject of I, xxxiv. They convince in their
defence of the location of these three chapters here (and not after I, xxxiii), but
whether they show that EXN. is ‘als Korrektur von M.M. zu verstehen’ (Dirlmeier,
p.357, cf pp.318-19, 358-9, 361, 363), is less obvious.

Clearly, a simple compendium of Aristotle would not relocate paragraphs, but
it remains possible that the author of M.M. should have consciously rearranged the

order of Aristotle for his own philosophical purposes.

1198b29-30 The augment - is strongly supported by the manuscripts. L.S.J. say that
this form is supported from inscriptional evidence from 300 B.C. onwards, and also
say that manuscripts often diverge in the augment of BoOiopon (Thucydides 11.2;
V1.79). There are two places in the corpus where editors use the augment 7- in front
of this verb, namely Pol. 1259a16 and Qec. 1352a7. The reading of K, é-, will have
arisen conjecturally, being the more correct form. The augment in 1}~ occurs nineteen
times in Isocrates, whao died before Aristotle, so there is no pressure, if we trust the
manuscripts in their orthography, to conclude on this basis that M.M. dates to a time
after 300 BC.

In the next line all the mss. give f8uviOn, a similarly illogical augment. This
also supports the suggestion that we read mpoOiero in the previous line. See

Schwyzer, [1953] Vol. I, p.654, for these forms.

1198b30 The closely parallel sentence in 98b27-8 has suggested to various scholars
that t® is wrong in this line. Casaubon wants to read xoi instead (matching the
reading of o in b27), whilst Spengel wants to delete vo (matching the reading of € in
b27). Rassow supports Casaubon’s conjecture, partly on the grounds that it is

independently supported by Valla’s translation. However etiam only occurs in the
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1590 revision of Valla’s translation and was not part of the original rendition by
Valla, 184

Dirlmeier (p.359) defends ©® on the grounds (a) that its insertion is
palaeographically unlikely, and (b) that the sentence is construable if we read it. He
offers two possibilities: ‘was der Gesetzgeber zwar durch Einzelbestimmungen
festlegen wollte, aber nicht konnte’ or, understanding Aéyewv from b28 after éBovAeto
and repunctuating: ‘was der Gesetzgeber aussprechen wollte, indem er
Detailbestimmungen erlie3’.185 This construal has the advantage that it does not
attribute to the legislators a desire to legislate for all particular cases. When the

legislator speaks in general terms, he does so, according to 98b27-8, because he is

unable to cater for every particular case. As Rhet. 1374a26-b1 makes clear, excepting

those cases in which the legislator omits to legislate when he does not realise that he
should (6tov AdB1), he consciously recognises that to legislate in such a way that all
possible circumstances are taken into account would be impossible, and so makes do
with a general rule, recognising that it will be an approximate guide - a rule not to be
pressed in all circumstances. EN. 1137a13-16 makes the same point. M.M. 98b29-
30, following Susemihl’s text, presents us with a legislator who actually wants to
make detailed laws - ones which it is not possible to make. The legislator of Rhet.
and E.N. would not want to make over-precise laws.

There are, thus, philosophical grounds for preferring Dirlmeier’s second
construal. But if we punctuate with a comma after pév (b29) and not after dwopicon,
the position of 8¢ becomes impossibly late. It would surely come after ©® (if we retain
it, or after éxooto (see Denniston, p.185). Furthermore to supply Aéyewv as the verb
dependent on BBovAETO is not a natural way of taking the Greek.

Follow Rassow in deleting ©®. The objection raised above (that a legislator

does not want to draw up impossibly specific laws) can be surmounted. He does not

184 See pp.93-4.

185 In making Swopicon dependent on fdoviAdn, Dirlmeier achieves what Spengel aims at in his
transposition, but at considerably less cost.
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actually wish that he had made more precise rules, but that the world were different
and that | T®v mpaxtdv VAN (E.N. 1137b19) admitted of precision, so that it was

possible to legislate for all cases.

1198b33 L’s mopélimev is interesting because it is the verb used at EN. 1137b21,

which, in turn, is the term used by Plato in Laws 828b5-6.

1198b34-5 All the manuscripts have tadta in b34, but we need Todté. In 98b35 the
first koi may be an example of the xai that appears after adjectives conveying the
idea of equality or similarity, instead of the more normal dative (which is the
construction used in 99a4). See Kiihner-Gerth II, 1, p.413n.11. By contrast the xai in

97a29 is linked to the ko in a30. See my note on 1197a29.

1198b34-99al Dirlmeier (p.360) rightly says that 98b34-99al are unconstruable. His
solution - punctuating with a full stop after dubproBon (98b36) and adding © pev odv
before kprtikde (8b36), would solve the problem. In 98b28-30 and 03b6-7 there are
clauses consisting of definite article + participles precede 0 towodrog + adjective.
Perhaps ¢ yop?

Another question for an editor of these lines is whether or not we should read
Kol yryvokwv in b37. It is easier to account for these words being added by a scribe
than to account for their omission. The fact that the verb xpivewv takes an accusative
and infinitive not a &t clause is an argument in favour of retaining kol yryvooKwv.
Do we need to add & after §t in b37 - ‘recognising that what has been omitted by the

legislator is nevertheless just’?

1199al Add =fig after &vev. Only V, of the independent mss., omits the article.
Although Dirlmeier (p.360) rightly draws attention to 00a8, line 99a6 shows that it is

not essential to have the article. It is on stemmatic grounds that we should read it.
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1199al Spengel suggests that we transpose the nouns so that the text reads ‘equity is
not without considerateness’. 99a2-3 can be understood to allow the possibility that
one can be edyvduwv without being émetktig, which contradicts 99al which seems to
say that émekeio is a necessary condition for evyvepostvn.

However there is no contradiction (and hence no need to alter the text). I
offer two resolutions of the alleged inconsistency: first, the relationship expressed by
odk dvev is vague - it just means that the relata are associated;!86 99a2-3 just explain
how they are related. Secondly, although Aristotle only holds that there is unity of the
virtues for the moral virtues and not for the intellectual virtues - @povnoig is not
always found in oi dewvol (97b18-26) - M.M. could be claiming here that 7| émeikeio
and | éyvepootvn go hand in hand, that there is no such person as the man who
judges correctly (in the restricted sphere of what the legislator has omitted) and does

not act in accordance with that judgement.

1199a2 o & #0n is the reading suggested by the stemma, and should be accepted.
#6m is a favourite word of M.M.187 We find 7ion between definite article and infinitive
at 86b38, 95a11. In 99a2 we should take #dn temporally. It is not until 6 evyvouwy

has made his judgement that 0 émewng can act in accordance with it. 188
1199a2 kol has been excised by editors, but should be retained.
1199a14 Susemihl rightly reads wote, when Bekker and Bussemaker had followed M

and excised it. Compare 1212b8, where, again a late manuscript objects to the

unusual combination rotepov &€ mote - this is not found elsewhere in the corpus.) In

186 As in 98a7.
187 See Brink, [1933] 33.

188 Susemihl prints 8¢ &1 at 84al3, 95b5, 98al, 98a2; he also wrongly prints 8¢ &1 at 90a30, 92a24.
See my notes on 1190a30 and 1192a24.
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00a12 we read motepdv mote, as in ENN. 1136b15, Met. 1001a5, 1059a39, 1064a29,
1064b7 (cf. Phys. 250b11, E.E. 1237a20).1%

1199a14 Spengel wonders whether we should add év before ©fj. From al7 we might
expect tnv &vtevEiv. In al7 the substantival infinitive 10 &modid6vonl®0 takes a dative
£xdoTw, an accusative Ty £vtevély, and an adverbial phrase kot dEiov. In al4-15
we also have 10 dmodddvon with the dative éxdotw. t0 {oov is probably to be taken
adverbially - ‘equally’, just as M.M. uses t0 6Aov to mean ‘generally’.1°! If a14-15 is
to be taken as parallel to al7, there is a strong argument for reading Ty &vtevEwy in
al4. I know no parallel for dmodwdvon Thv &vrevély, and M.M. seems to
acknowledge the awkward phraseology by having to explain in a16-17 that the phrase

means €VTuyyoverv.

1199219 Colon after Tobro.

1199220 The mss. are equally balanced in their authority for é¢ and dcov. Armstrong,
drawing attention to 95al7, 95a19, 95a24 suggests that we read ®, and Dirlmeier
(p.364) independently makes the same suggestion on the grounds that the phrase is
formulaic. I prefer (¢, however. The formula in 95a17-24 ‘knowing the person, the
instrument and the aim’ is shorthand for everything that is encompassed by knowing
w0 éxoocto. The doctor differs from the non-doctor by knowing how to apply his
knowledge to particular cases (99a34-5). One thing that the doctor knows is the right
time (rnOte, 99a36, cf. 83a12-14) to apply the remedy, one thing that a soldier knows
is where it is safe to be (90b23-4). The expression €idig kol Ov kol @g kol 0D Eveka
is not meant to be exhaustive. Since ‘how’ is one of the things that someone acting

voluntarily will know, we should keep it. If we take g to be short for axg &yovt or

189 Further references to moté after a question-word are in Bonitz 627b15-17. Add de An. 424a32-3.
190 That o goes with &mos186vou in al7 is confirmed by parallels in 99a2-3, 99a29-30.
191 See Dirlmeier, p.156.
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ag Swrkeléve, there will have been a special reason for the author to use dq here: it
is picked up by nidg dSwkeyEve (99a36, 99b3).192 Probably it just means ‘how to
apply the cure’ (cf. E.N. 1137a15-16).

1199a32 The spelling of éAAéBopog varies in different texts. Sometimes it has a rough

breathing, sometimes it only has one lambda. See Bonitz 238a24-9 and L.S.J. s.v.

1199a33-4 The mss. unanimously read vyiwewvol in a33 and @ will have read
mwomrikod in a34. There is an important passage at E.E. 1235b31-36a7 in which a
distinction is drawn between To arAidg dyodd and Té& Tivi [sc. dyaBd], amAddg & 0.
Aristotle does not give examples of the first sort, but exercise would be an example
of something amAdg &yoBOv to the body (cf Rhet. 1362b15-28). He does give
examples of the other type of goods - drugs and surgery. Does M.M. have in mind a
similar distinction in a31 - between td Vyewvd anAdg and T Lyelog momnTikd? It
seems not, since all four medical treatments (hellebore was a cure for madness,!?3
elaterium was a purgative medicine, recorded by the O .E.D. to have been thought
useful against dropsy in 1657) are cures for ailments; cures which have to be

administered by an expert. A much closer parallel is EN. 1137a14-17.

If M\M. had wanted to draw the distinction we find in E.E., he could have
done so by describing hellebore and elaterium as Uywewdé (neuter) and surgery and
cautery as mowmrikoil (feminine) vyeiog. But no distinction is drawn. The connectives
are koi. We need the same gender for mownrik- as for Vywew-, and the neuter is
normally used when there is a combination of nouns of different genders (Kiihner-
Gerth II, 1, p.77ff). The strong ms. support for the feminine plurals is the result of

assimilation. Leave Susemihl’s text.

192 6 could, because of its grave accent, have led to dcov, which in turn would suggest Scov to any
scribe wanting to write sense.

193 But was also poisonous: On Plants 820b5.
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119962 The unjust man is said to know that 7| Topovvig is GmAddg dya®dv,194 but not
whether it is good for him. If he knows this, then it must be true. But who thinks that
tyranny is arA®dg good? A tyrant may, but a peripatetic philosopher would not.
Aristotle cannot mention tyranny or tyrants without an adjective like aicypdc (E.N.
1110a5), movnpog (E.N. 1122a6), eadrog (E.N. 1160b10) poxdnpdg (E.N. 1160b11).

¢pxN and mAodtog have already been discussed by MM, , at 83b27-35. In the

classification of goods they are duvéier, which means that they can be used well,
but in the wrong hands can be abused. Obviously, if a tyrant has dpxnv (or wealth), it
is going to be put to bad use, but in the hands of a beneficent ruler it will be put to
good use. Tyranny, by contrast, is not the sort of command that virtuous person
could have; it could not, by definition, be ‘used rightly’.

There are two possible escapes from this unwelcome view. The first would be
not to press oidev (b2), but to take it to mean ‘he believes’. This would allow the
author to distance himself from the (false) beliefs of the unjust man. But apparently in
a22 and certainly in a32 €idévon is used in its normal sense ‘to know’. The second
would be not to translate 1| Topavvig by ‘tyranny’, but, following Stock, by
‘autocracy’. It is true that Greek did use the word to mean ‘sovereignty’, but the
authors who use it in this ‘good sense’ are earlier poets (Pindar, Sophocles,
Archilochus, Euripides). It is inconceivable that a philosopher who has read Plato’s
Republic could revert to this sense.

I suggest that ko 1 Topovvig be excised, as a gloss on &py1. This rescues
M.M. from thinking himself that tyranny is &nAdx érya86v, and cures the awkward
separation of &rAd from éya66v. M.M. has in mind the tyrant when he speaks of the
unjust man in a political context (cf. E.N. 1160b2, where Aristotle says that the tyrant
0 0T SVpPEpov ordmet, and ENN. 1160b8 O yop £avtd dyodov [sc. O TOPOVVOG |
Sudker), and this led to the gloss. In the rest of the paragraph &pyf and wealth

reoccur, but tyranny is not alluded to again.

194 &mhéx must be taken with &yo®év, rather than oidev, because of 99a28, a31, a37-8, b7.



308

1199b22-3 How does vmdipEon work? The only possibility seems to be: ‘on the
grounds that it is not possible that there is to everyone (i.e. that everyone has) ruling’.
But then we should expect the definite article, ©0, as in b21. I suspect either that we
should read the homophonic &pxnv for Gpyewv in b23 (the noun is found in b2, b7,
b9, bl4, b18, b31, 00al7, a28, a29), or excise vrépEon, which could have been an
alternative reading for bméipxewv (b22). I prefer the first, which allows the word-play

which Dirlmeier (p.366195) observes to remain intact.

1199b24 We need the reflexive form, adbtov, since it is not about a third party that

the anonymous man is aggrieved.

1199b31 Delete oOx, which only arises late in the tradition, and make b30-3 a

statement, not a question.

1199b33-4 ©0 odpo is another late reading. The accusative of respect after @adlog
matches the accusative Tiv yuxfyv in b34.1% Is there any way to construe the dative
0 obpot, strongly suggested by the stemma? There is a similar use of the dative
(Kihner-Gerth II, 1, pp.317n.19, 440) found in some prose authors (Thucydides,

Xenophon, ps-Isocrates). I would thus retain the dative.

1199b34 0B is a misprint for olrwmg.

1200al Dirlmeier (p.368) approves of Spengel’s excision of 3eiv on the grounds (a)
that there was no idea of necessity in 97b36-98a1, the passage to which M.M. refers
back at 99b38; (b) that thv could have become corrupted into Seiv (in ), and Seiv

v (in a and B) ‘ist eine Art Dittographie’. But we can see from the stemma that ®

193 Read *1205b32” for ‘1201632” in his note (no. 52,9).
196 See my note 1181b25.
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will have read detv v, and m omitted triv (a kind of haplography). Since M.M. is
unreliable in several back references elsewhere (he has not actually said before that M
Teheion Gpetn is petd gpoviiceng, 00ad; he has not used the term dpBog Adyog before
96b6, though he claims that he has), we should be wary about making the author

more punctilious than he was. Retain deiv.

1200a3 In 1859 Rieckher and Bonitz transposed to and &po, and this change has

duly won support from Rassow, [1874], and Dirlmeier (p.368).

1200a3 Demote xod to the apparatus.

120026 Bonitz™ excision of 1 is better than Dirlmeier’s addition of mpdirtewv after
mpootartel (p.368), because ‘yielding to reason’ is not something different from

‘doing what reason ordains’.

1200a12 Spengel, [1866] 631, asks: ‘Cur futur.?” But, as in 96b9, M.M. is using the
thetorical device of anticipating an objection or a worry from a reader/listener. More
worrying is the form of the future. L.S.J,, s.v. &mopéew, cite only this line as an
example of the future middle being used in a passive sense. (The form of the future
passive is GmopnBriceton). Retain the unusual form, which is not unknown in other

verbs.!7 See Kithner-Gerth 11, 1, p.114 and Dirlmeier (p.370).198

1200a17 “Size’ is presumably meant to be an example of a bodily good. Arius
Didymus (in Stobaeus, p.136, 12-14) gives, as examples of bodily goods: byiewx,
evoucnsio, kéAAog, icy s, GpTdTg, Kol mAVTRL T PopLer GOV TG duvdylest kol
evepyelong. Spengel, [1866] 631, wonders whether HEYeBog is written ‘pro poung’,

but prefers to excise it, explaining its presence by appeal to a21, a33 where ‘de

197 If there is corruption émopticer mic would be another possibility.
198 See my note on 1193a9.
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bonorum magnitudine loquitur’. It should be retained - cf. Rhet. 1360b22, 1361a2,
1361b22, E.N, 1123b7.

1200219 In 00a17-19 M.M. sets up an dmopio. in which the problem of excess of
virtue is discussed. In the case of external goods and bodily goods, excesses have a
bad effect on the person who has too much of them (00al12-17). It is important to be
clear that aAAd — ywvopévn (a19-23) present one view, namely that virtue does make
people worse, whilst a23-34 present the opposite view, which is the view of the
author.

There is a textual problem in al9. Let us look at the transmitted text. If we
punctuate with a question mark after &oton,1® a comma after 0%2%° and omit Bonitz’
oU, we have (00a17-20): ‘Is it the case with virtue that if someone has an excess of
justice or bravery, he will be worse? ‘Surely not’, he says, ‘but..”. The sentence
beginning with &AAX is a continuation of his reply, as gnotv (a21) shows.

Despite the great support - Armstrong, Stock and Dirlmeier follow Scaliger
and Ramsauer in excising gnoiv in al9 - I think that the transmitted text is fine. The
solution lies in seeing §j 0¥ as the answer to the mdtepov question, and not as part of

it. See pp.167-8.

1200a19 Excise tfig with o A K.

1200a22 Spengel’s yGp is not necessary. The sentence tfig — ytvopévn (a22-3) does
not actually add anything to the previous sentence. That virtue is a cause of honour
(a22) we know from a19-20; that an increase in virtue makes people worse (a23) we
know from a22-3. So the sentence tfig — yivouévn (a22-3) does not justify or even

explain what has preceded. Retain the mss.” 8¢.

199 p and B punctuate thus.
200 The mss. do not punctuate at all here.
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1200a26-7 The present participle in B is supported by the similar sentence at 07b36, where

the mss. are unanimous in reading the present participle.

1200228 The future indicative is less well attested than the aorist subjunctive. But the
subjunctive is grammatically unlikely (See Kithner-Gerth, II, 2, p.474). Susemihl gives us a
future indicative, which is also unlikely, since that would convey (quite inappropriately) a
threat, and we would expect a future indicative in the apodosis.

From the apodosis and the sense we expect a remote protasis, i.e. an optative:
xpficouto. The closest parallels are at 07b36-7 and 08b31 (See my note on 1193b1-2 for

further instances of ei + opt. in M.M.)

1200a29-30 It is difficult to make a decision on the definite articles in these two lines. All
mss. have 1 in a30. But this should not commit us to reading 7 before tyuh and before dipxn
in a29. We should read &% Ty ote dipyt in a29, which - so long as we are happy with the
particle 87 in a29 - is strongly supported by the stemma. There were no definite articles in

27-8, nor in 99b18-19, b31, 00al7.

1200230 Rassow, [1858] and [1874], rightly defends the old reading ¢ore against domep

which Bonitz and Bussemaker had printed.

1200a35 Read pev obv for pév. Susemihl follows the Aldine, but no independent
manuscript. For relevant parallel of pév odv cf. 82a26 péxpr pev odv todtov KOADG

HETO pévor Todto (3¢ Todror o) odkéT dpbiss. (CF. also 00b6-7.)
1200236 mowneopévoug for momeoyiévorg (Misprint).
1200a37-8 The first half of this sentence was rightly suspected to be corrupt by

Sylburg. There is an abundance of nominatives. Neither of Spengel’s conjectures are

convincing. The second emendation would rule out axpaoio and éykporeio being a



vice and a virtue of what ever sort. The context, however, shows that the author does
think that they are virtues or vices of a sort?®! - unusual?°? ones - and that their
unusual status means that they cannot be defined in the same way as standard ones.
The first conjecture, by introducing an i, again adds a doubt in the author’s mind that
is not in place.

The first factor to note is the symmetry between the donep clause and the
mootng clause: eiowv drtomol (a38) corresponds to dmdmovg yivesBon (a39). One
solution might be to excise xai (with good ms. support) and also the two definite
articles in a37. We could then (just) translate: ‘Just as these things are virtue and vice
of an unusual sort...”, but the Greek would be unnatural.

Simpler palaeographically and linguistically would be to read donep 8¢, f
apetn kol kokio, abrod gicwv dromor,... We would then have ‘just as, qua virtue and
vice, these (sc. continence and incontinence) are unusual, so it is necessary that the
account we shall give of them be unusual’. The corruption will have arisen simply: %
became 7, and then, in an attempt to link the two nominative singulars with the
nominative plural, the kot was added in one branch of the tradition. Winterbottom’s
excision is also attractive - f &peth xod 1 kaxio could have been a gloss on atton
and sense and grammar are restored. But the gloss would have been unnecessary - the

antecedent of obron is glaringly obvious. I prefer the circumspect 7.

1200b1 oem is picked up by tordTng in 00b3. The reading of o, f Towrden, while
perhaps continuing the qualification that continence is not an authentic virtue, would

only have a point if there were other such “virtues’ of which similar accounts could be

given. But there are not.
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201 In 11a40-b2 acrasia is implicitly a vice. If I understand 93b14 correctly, a man with all the virtues can
be €yxparng. See my note ad loc. Aspasius thinks that gyxplrewo is a virtue (1,17) and that acrasia is a vice

(96,26).

202 Most often in Aristotle dromog means ‘absurd’, i.e. obviously false. This cannot be the meaning here:

lines a38-9 cannot propose to give an absurd account.



1200b6 The author has introduced the three ways in which we are bad, and in order to
introduce the last two it is only necessary to eliminate xoxio.. Whether or not virtue
has been treated is irrelevant. If we retain ki &petfic (b6), then the statement is, of
course, true - virtue and vice have already been treated (84b22-00a34) - but this does
not mean it is right. It is tempting to excise xoi dipetfic which may have got in from
00a37, or may have been introduced by a scribe who wanted to make the reference of
the topics which have been treated so far more complete.

The transmitted reading would have to be defended by treating kol diperfig as
parenthetic. Although the promise in b7-8 is to treat acrasia and bestiality, in fact the
author will also discuss their opposites, continence and the unnamed opposite of
bestiality. If we treat the section b4-8 as a compressed way of saying that of the three
ywopeve in the soul according to which we are called bad, one has been dealt with

(xoxia), and of the three yivopeva in the soul according to which we are called good,

one has been dealt with (Gipeti)), then the passage naturally prepares us for what
follows - a discussion of the two remaining states according to which we are called
good and of the two remaining states according to which we are called bad.

It may be, then, that the words koi Gipetfig are a parenthetic reminder to us
that the argument has been compressed for the sake of brevity. If we were either to
place brackets round these words or to put commata either side of them, the question
‘what is it?” (ti é671)2% has to jump back past koi Gperfig to xaxiog. But the defence
of the transmitted reading is a little intricate and a scribe’s gloss intruding is a more

likely solution.

1200b12 Full stop after dvdvopog (with ).

1200b13-14 M.M. is less clear than Aristotle (E.N. 1145a15-27) on the question of

bnprotng and the unnamed condition which is its opposite. Aristotle and our author

20% Note that we do not have tig, This is standard. Cf. my note on 1206b35.
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both describe the second as ‘above man’ (bngp Mg, dntp dvBpwnov), and further, as
a heroic or divine virtue. Thereafter the two treatments separate. In E.N. there follows
a) an example from Homer of a mortal (Hector) looking divine, b) the story that
mortals become gods by having too much virtue (bmepBoAny éperfic). These two
points justify for Aristotle that the divine type of virtue is not just ordinary virtue but
something more honourable (tyiubtepov) than virtue. In M.M., by contrast, we get
“This virtue is nameless because god does not have virtue. For god is better than
virtue, and it is not through virtue that he is good.” M.M. differs in two significant
ways: first, the condition is described as ‘without a name’, whereas in E.N. this is not
explicitly held (but see 45a19 for implicit claim), secondly, in EN. the fact that god
does not have virtue is used to show that the condition being examined is not a virtue,
but in M.M. god’s not having virtue is used, in the transmitted text, to explain why
that condition is unnamed.

K, alone of the independent mss., has the particle 3 in b13, which given the
transmitted text, is certainly an improvement on oBv. But it will have arisen by
conjecture. The readings of K (8¢) and V (om.) will have arisen because in 1 there was
no particle.

The text could be improved by conjecture. We could write &AL’ odk for
Gvévopog odv in b13 (see 86a38 for parallel). Translate ‘But this is not virtue because
god does not have virtue’. What follows this sentence is the needed justification for
the claim that god does not have virtue, not a reason why god’s not having virtue
necessitates that the condition be nameless. If this conjecture is right, the corruption
will have happened at two stages: ovk will have become odv and then, seeing both that
the resulting sentence (GAL” odv dotv ailftn dipeth, 6t ovk EoTv Be0d GpETN.)
(‘Anyway, this is virtue, because...”) is silly, and that dvévupog is an adjective that is
used twice in this paragraph, a scribe tried to restore some sense and changed AL’ to
AVAOVVLLOG.

That the author of MM. continues to use the term Gpet after this point is

unworrying. The very fact that there is no name for it, combined with the need to refer

314



to it in a concise way, exonerates the strict inconsistency (which is present too in EN.

(1145219-20, a26)). It is in any case not described as a virtue simpliciter but as the

virtue which is opposed to énpiotng,

1200b14 Read BéAviov as a) the lectio difficilior, b) the reading demanded by the

stemma. Cf Topics 117b34 for identical corruption, where Ross makes the same

editorial decision.

1200b16 Retain the second tfj, given b18. It is also demanded by the stemma.

1200b17 &1 has strong manuscript support, but P and L’s 8¢ is preferable.

1200b20 Bekker’s év is needed if 8éou is right.204 Parallels in this text for the thought
‘First, it is necessary...” are numerous. Tp@dtov is coupled with 8¢t + infinitive (82al,
82a32), with dvayxoaiov + infinitive (93b12), with -téov + &v &in (81a24, 04b4,
08b26), and with -téov on its own (85b21, 87b38). Never do we find mp@dtov dv Séor.
But it would be rash to rule out such a combination on the grounds of such a small

sample of text and to read 31 for déor.

1200b22 Retain kol évovmovpéveov which will have dropped out by omission ex

homoeoteleuto in one branch of the tradition.

1200b25 New paragraph.

1200b31 Aeyopevov is a brave conjecture in L. mBovdg means persuasive, and the
most obvious things that can be persuasive are words. Bonitz (s.v.) has examples of

arguments, proofs, thoughts, words, speeches, beliefs, people, plots of plays and

204 See above p.166.
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evidence, all of which can be mBavoi. On its own in Bonitz’ lexicon is the example
from MLM. - on its own first because it is the only instance of the adverb, and secondly
because it is the only instance of a non-linguistic item being mBavoc. What do we
make of events being mBova? Prof. Winterbottom has suggested to me that POVEPWG
would be a more appropriate word than m@ovide, but how would it have arisen?

Retain the transmitted text.

1200633 L’s xeit and D’s # are not so good as fi. For 6ewpeiv + dative, cf Pol.

1254b20 ©® Adye Bewpficon.

1200b34 Only n gives the text as Susemihl prints it. The other four manuscripts omit
ovk, omit the full-stop after 86&etev, and omit yép. Both readings express the same

thought in perfectly idiomatic Greek, but the stemma demands that we read GAAd

néAy Giv 36Eeiev dromov 1O KPATIGTOV. ..

1200637 odrog O Adyog refers to the argument that has just been advanced - viz. that
it is absurd that the strongest and most steadfast thing in us (knowledge) should be
overcome by anything. What does this argument ‘oppose’? Dirlmeier thinks that the
Socratic thesis that the so-called acratic has knowledge is being attacked.
gvovtiodton, on Dirlmeier’s view, stands on its own; the dative T® elvan expresses the
way in which the Socratic thesis is opposed.205 Dirlmeier thinks that the transmitted
reading can yield the correct sense. He translates in his notes (p.375): “Er ist ein
Gegen-Logos durch das Ergebnis ‘un eivon émiotipny’.” Susemihl’s conjecture2%s
<067’ o>1d, like the interpretation of Dirlmeier, leaves &vavtiodtan standing on its
own. The text with Susemihl’s conjecture incorporated would mean ‘Again this

argument is opposed with the result that the acratic does not have knowledge’. What

20° For parallels of % + infin., see my note on 1197a37.
205 Adopted by Armstrong.
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would be being opposed would be Socrates’ belief that the so-called acratic has
knowledge.

Others have taken the dative not as a dative of manner, but as expressing the
indirect object of &vavtiobton, as stating to what the argument (about the
steadfastness of knowledge) is opposed. The transmitted text yields ‘This argument
opposes there not being knowledge (in the acratic)’, but this cannot be what the
author meant. (The next sentence begins with the assumption that the acratic does not
have knowledge.) Hence Spengel omits pun in order to reverse the sense. 27 We would
have “This argument (about the steadfastness of knowledge) opposes there being
knowledge (in the acratic)’. It will not be Socrates who is being attacked, but those
who think a) that acrasia exists, b) that knowledge is overruled.

So who is being attacked? Socrates has been disposed of at 00b29-32. The
author is now working on the hypothesis that acrasia does exist (00b32-3). The réAw
in b37 need not introduce a new argument against Socrates, but could signify the fact
that we have a second dmopio. The author is setting up Gmopion. We have had
Socrates” argument and a reply to it (00b25-32), the suggestion that the acratic man
(who exists) has knowledge and a reply to it (00b32-8), and we are just about to have
the suggestion that the acratic has belief - not a Socratic thesis2%8 - opposed by an
argument that this is not the case (00b38-01a6). ‘Such arguments cause us problems’
(01a6). The structure of the passage shows that the argument about the steadfastness
of knowledge is directed not against Socrates, but against those who think a) that
acrasia exists, b) that knowledge is overruled. This fact weakens Dirlmeier’s case.

A further argument against Dirlmeier’s interpretation is that the conclusion of
the argument about the steadfastness of knowledge would not be made explicit. We

would have to supply (simply enough) the conclusion that the acratic does not have
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207 Stock translates the transmitted text without a lacuna: “So that this argument again runs counter to there

being knowledge’. But this is not what the Greek means. u1 is left untranslated.

208 At least, not a thesis presented as being Socrates’ in ENN. or M.M.. In Plato’s Protagoras Socrates holds

slightly different views.



knowledge. This is the conclusion that Dirlmeier thinks the author is using to attack
Socrates. Spengel, by contrast, takes the sentence (b37-8) to state the conclusion 209

évavrioDoBon can stand on its own, and does not always have a dative. In
M.M. 06b27 and Pol. 1307b14 it means ‘resist’, but in both those cases it is obvious
from the context what is being resisted. Far more frequently it does take a dative,
which expresses what it is that is opposed. In M.M. we see this at 88a6, 95b26, 00a5,
00b3, 00b4, 00b21, 03a4, 03a5, 11b3. (In 88al7 it is not stated but we supply To0tm
from 88a6). In EE. and E.N. the dative expressing what is being opposed is always
present.

So, on the grounds that a) we need a dative to show what is being opposed, b)
the sentence ought to state the aporetic conclusion, ¢) the transmitted text does not do
this, I would follow Spengel’s simple deletion of ufi. We do not need the odt® that
Spengel and Susemihl suggest. It is obvious from the context that knowledge in the
acratic is what does not exist (cf.01a7). There would be nothing wrong in reading
o0t® for pn, except that it is more plausible that a stray negative has entered the text

than that pu1 should have been mistaken for cvt®.

1201a3 The deletion of 0¥ in K is obviously right.

120128-9 Susemihl’s text in a8 follows a fifteenth century manuscript, M, in reading
svpPoivery érotovv. In his apparatus he has confused lines 01a8 and 01a9. The word
gnowodv is present in only one branch of the family in a8. The words got reversed in
descendants of those manuscripts, presumably to conform with the unanimous
ordering of the same words when they occur in the line below. All manuscripts have
enowdv in a9. Arguments like the ones just given cause dmopicg (a6). There then

follows an explanation (y&p a7): some arguments denied that the acratic has
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209 Dirlmeier (p.375) uses 98a9 as a parallel passage for ©® eivon being used in the same way. But even
Dirlmeier concedes that the text may need to be emended there (p.351). But the parallel is not a good one

even if the passage at 98a9 stands. tederoBodon does not normally take the dative, évovtiofoBon does.



knowledge, others denied him belief. There is reason, then, to be at a loss about what
the acratic does have.

The yép in a7 points to the fact that what follows will explain how ‘such
arguments’ cause us to be puzzled. They are puzzling precisely because the views
(that the acratic does not have knowledge and that the acratic does not have belief) are
motivated (the yGps in a8).21® The two conclusions, that the acratic has neither
knowledge nor belief, together form an Gmopio.. Both arguments assumed the truth of
a premise, and drew conclusions that were obviously false.

An alternative interpretation would be to take the yGp in a7 to explain how the
two views individually produce &mopion: whatever view one takes on the attitude of
mind of the acratic - whether he has knowledge or belief - one reaches absurdity, and
these are the dmopion which the arguments cause (a6). The chief problem with this
view is the two yGps in a8. If the author were presenting the two Adyor as reaching
absurd conclusions, the particles in a8 would be inexplicable.

Rather, the dmopio: results from the assumption that the acratic has knowledge
- it is absurd that the most steadfast thing in us is overcome (00b34-6) - and from the
assumption that the acratic has belief - absurdly the acratic will turn out not to be
blameworthy. Neither knowledge nor belief seem to be the epistemic state of the
acratic.

Before looking at a8, it is best to be clear on the text in a9. It is not clear
whether Susemihl intentionally excluded émowo®v in a9, given the confusion in his
apparatus. Dirlmeier thinks that it indispensable here. It is grammatically indispensable.
The yép at the end of a8 gives the reason for the arguments’ denying that the acratic
has belief. ‘Others denied that the acratic has belief on the grounds that they caused an
absurdity to result.’?!! They drew the absurd conclusion (that the acratic is not

blameworthy 01a5-6) from the premise that the acratic has belief.

210 See E.E. 1235b13-15 for this point.
211 Cf. 84224, 99a24-5, 06b7-8 for éromov copPoiver.
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Let us now look at a8. If we omit émowoDv in a8, and read cvuBaiver (the
reading of B), drondv T will be nominative. The clause will not be part of what the
argument alleged, but will be the explanatory words of the author. The author will be
saying what the grounds were for reaching the conclusion. The problem with this
reading is that it is undesirable that the author should commit himself to agreeing that
the argument is valid. It is important that he distances himself from the argument. He
ought not to grant that the argument that the acratic cannot have belief is a good one.

If we omit érmowodv in a8, and read cvuBoivewv (the reading of P! and n, and

the reading suggested by the stemma), then the yép at the start of line a8 provides an

explanation of how the argument that the acratic does not have knowledge was
motivated: they stated this because they said that otherwise an absurdity would arise.
(The absurdity is that knowledge would be overpowered.) posov would govern the
accusative and infinitive dtom6v T cvpBoivewv. It would be being reported that the
conclusion that the acratic does not have knowledge was reached by a reductio ad
absurdum. The distancing from the argument is achieved by copéverv being in oratio
obliqua.

If we read émolovy cvpPaivewv in a8 (the reading of C and P2), then the
arguments denying knowledge to the acratic are said to have caused something absurd
to arise. &tondv T will be accusative, and cvpBaiverv will be governed by éroiovy.
They have caused something absurd to arise from the thesis that knowledge is in the
acratic. This has the same force as if we omit éroiovv. That reading says ‘they said
that an absurdity arose’, this ‘they caused an absurdity to arise’. In both cases the
absurdity arose from assuming that knowledge was in the acratic.

The last two readings canvassed are each grammatically possible and provide
good sense. The reading of P! and n is preferred because of its difficulty. A failure to
understand the infinitive led to the changes we find in C P2 and B.

Demote érolodv to the apparatus in a8, but retain éxoodv in a9.
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1201212 deoloet, the reading of C is a vox nihili, but ioicer (the future of doupépw)
merits attention when the question under examination is whether the encratic and the
temperate man are the same or different (01a9-16, 03b12-23). I do not think that it is

right, unless there is severe corruption elsewhere in the passage.

1201a14-15 The section 01a10-16 is intended by the author to represent confusing,
and thus, presumably, conflicting views (01a9-10). The problem arises from the belief
that the temperate man is encratic (al0). Those who confusedly believe this find
themselves at a loss about whether the temperate man has strong appetites or not
(all-12). It is a mistake to treat this section as directly raising the question ‘Is the
temperate man encratic?” The section raises aporetic consequences of holding the
belief that the answer to this question is ‘Yes.” The Abog of the dmopior (03b12-23)
adds further distinctions - importantly, the moral status of the appetites, and the
implicit distinction between states and capacities - but accepts the view that the
temperate man is encratic. What, then, are the aporetic consequences of this belief? If
the belief that the temperate man is encratic is true (al2), then he will have strong

appetites.

Hypothesis:  All temperate men are encratic (al2)
All encratic men have strong appetites (a13-14)
All temperate men have strong appetites (a12-13)
But this is counter-intuitive.
The next sentence is the difficult one. First, Rassow’s conjecture of éotiv for
€oton (alS) must be right, and it is right independently of whether his other two
conjectures are accepted. The future tenses that have run through all-15, are not

temporal, but logical.212 Susemihl’s punctuation in this passage is excellent, and shows
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212 The same is true of odké in a15: there is not a time at which the temperate man ceases to be temperate,
but there is a certain description of the temperate man, under which it would not be true to call him

‘temperate’.
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the structure well. Even retaining the transmitted readings p1 in a14 and o0 in al5, the
future oo cannot express a logical consequence. Whether Rassow is right or not in
his other conjectures, adopt his change of the mss. £ston to éotiv (al5).

The transmitted text, ignoring for the moment Rassow’s conjectures - his
deletion of pn and addition of o0 in al4 and al5 respectively - provides a further
argument to the effect that the temperate man does have strong appetites. The
contrary of what has just been proved (al2-13) is assumed, and an attempt is made to

deduce a reductio ad absurdum:

Denial of conclusion at al3-14: The temperate man does not have strong appetites
(al4-15)
Fact (reading o0 yop... €otiv...): The temperate man does have some appetites
(al5-16)
Implicit premise: ‘X has some appetites and X does not have strong appetites’ is a
contradiction

The temperate man is not temperate (al5) - which is absurd

As it stands, this argument is unsound. The implicit premise is false. But the
context, and the formulation of what I have called the ‘fact’ allows us to understand
al5-16 more broadly than is literal. For what is actually said is ‘The temperate man is
not the person who desires nothing and does not feel anything’ 213 The transmitted
text has four negatives in the sentence. If we understand that emphasis to signify that
it is an understatement, and should not be taken literally, that he in fact does have

strong appetites, then the argument will go through:

Denial of conclusion at a13-14: The temperate man does not have strong appetites

(al4-15)

213 1 take it that pde ndoyov undkv in al6 is another way of saying ‘not subject to strong desires’. (Cf.
03b20-1.) This means that the same thing is said twice, but it would conform with the exaggerative tone.



Fact: The temperate man does have strong appetites (al5-16)
Implicit premise: ‘X has strong appetites and X does not have strong appetites’ is a
contradiction

The temperate man is not temperate (al5) - which is absurd.

The transmitted text, then, started with the belief that the temperate man is
encratic and puts forward two arguments to defend such a view. Everything points to
the temperate man being encratic. Seemingly, we do not have an é&mopic.

Rassow’s conjectures on al4-15 (deleting pf and changing 0% to 6)214 do
provide us with a text that states an dmopio. On the one hand the temperate man
seems to have strong appetites (al0-11), but on the other hand, not to. But the cost of
making the changes that Rassow does is that in al5, reading 6 for o®, the author of

M.M. asserts here that the temperate man has no appetites or ©&8n, which is a direct

contradiction of 91b10 where these are the marks of the dvoic®ntoc man. Rassow
acknowledges this, but points out that there are other places where the author of
M.M. contradicts himself.2!5 So coherence has been gained in the short extract, but at
the expense of an inconsistency. Rassow’s respect for the author of M\M. was not
great, but to emend as he did causes as many problems as it solves. Can we find a way
of restoring sense to this passage without making the author of MM. contradict
himself?

Dirlmeier thinks he can (pp.375-6): on the grounds that émopion must state the
opposite of what the author himself thinks, and since the author of M.M. later asserts
that the temperate man is continent (03b13), he must present the case in 0129-16 that

the temperate man is not continent, and this is what we find, according to Dirlmeier:
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214 Rassow, [1858] 19; [1874} 106-7. Dirlmeier, who in fact opposes Rassow’s conjectures, comments
(p.376) that M’s 6 could have been a result of corruption originating in majuscule script where both 6 and
ov were written as O. We now know that this is not the case. Rav., the first ms. to carry this reading, was

made from a manuscript written in minuscule.

215 In 03b20 the méOn in question arc not all n&®n but bad desires as the context makes clear, so the
o®OPpuv man is not confused with the Gvonobfitog man there: the first does not have base desires, the second

does not feel pleasure at anything.



The equation of the temperate man and the encratic man, Dirlmeier thinks, is made in
order to show its impossibility: first, the temperate man will have to have strong
appetites (which is impossible). Secondly, if strong appetites are not (uf) to be
ascribed to the temperate man, it will be impossible to describe him as temperate any
more, for the temperate man will (¥owon) not (00) be a man totally without feeling -
will not be the dvaicOntog man.

I do not understand how Dirlmeier (p.375) thinks the y&p (al5) explains what
has preceded. The consequence that the temperate man’s nature is destroyed is
derived from the temperate man not being like the continent man - the continent has
strong appetites, whereas the temperate, according to Dirlmeier, cannot. So
Dirlmeier’s ‘impossibility’ does not stem from the equation of the encratic and the
temperate man.

I would retain pf in al4 and read the transmitted o0 in al5. We thus have two
arguments for the counter-intuitive thesis that the temperate man has strong desires. It

is in the unlikelihood of the truth of the reasoned conclusion that the dmopio lies.

1201216 The mss. split on the position of réAwv. méAv usually occurs in the first four
words. Of the 36 times that the word appears in this text (excluding its occurrence
here and that at 02a6 which must be excised), eighteen times it comes first word in the
clause or in the sentence, eight times second word, five times third, and three times
fourth (95b13, 95b35, 06a38). Of the remaining two occurrences (92b22, 01a9) both
are emphatic. This survey might suggest that we should print &ye1 8¢ méAwv xod in
Olal6. But the formulation &xer 88 koi todro dmopiov in 99b10, Exer 8¢ Kkoi O
TowvTov dmopioy in 99b36, ody firrov 88 kol T towardtor dmoprioeton in 00al2, #n
B¢ kal w0 Towdro Gmopetton in 08b22-3 outweigh the rule that méAv should come

early: 8¢ xod are not split. So, retain the ordering Susemihl has.

1201a17 Rassow’s twvev (1874) is unnecessary. His reason was that the arguments

follow the announcement that there are arguments. The definite description is thus out
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of place, since the reader will not yet be able to pick out what is uniquely satisfied by
‘the arguments’, Rassow thinks. Twvov, by contrast, leaves the reference indefinite,
and what follows (i.e. the arguments) will make it clear which arguments were meant.
Rassow refers to EN. 1146a27 ocvpBoiver & twvog Adyov 7 Guppostovn et
dixcpooiog Gpei.

But the Abyo could be one of the évavtiovpévor Adyor of 00b21. As Dirlmeier
says (p.377) ‘Es sind ‘bekannte’ Argumente’. Retain tdv. Place a colon after wextov

(al8) to clarify. The subject of gnotv in al9, is one of the two arguments,

1201a22 Rassow’s future tense is tempting. Uniformly, except here, the author writes
mpdtw not the earlier Attic form npdoow 216 A future is required because of 2doer
(a21), mpher (a23), xordoer (a24). I take the remark in a22 to be part of the current
case-study, backed up by the general truth about what acratics are like (vowodrog yop

MV 0 dkpothg), rather than itself a general remark about acratics.

1201a22-5 Susemihl places two sentences in brackets, but leaves them in the text. The
problem with a23-5 is that the author has already set up (with third person singular
imperatives) the psychology of the strange acratic - how we are to imagine that he
goes wrong in his reasoning of what is fine (a19-20), and how his appetite is for fine
things (a20-1), so | yop — t@®v koAdVY (a23-5) is redundant.

The passage on the acratic man’s psychology (al8-21) is repeated in effect in

a23-5:

€0T0... T1G... SoPapTKAG O AOYICUD = SOLOPTOVETE... TR
TRV KoOADY (a24-5) Loywopd (al8-20)

1 8” émBopio dyéto &l T kodd (a20-1) =4 yoip émBopic énl todto

216 See above, p.167.
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[= & koG] Gyt (a23-4)

And again, in the depiction of the strange encratic man, the same account is
given of someone whose reasoning is at fault, but who has an appetite for fine things,

and it is given twice.2!7

SopoproveTm T Adyw (a27) = 0 dopaptévov @ Adyw (a30)
1 8" émBopio &y€to énl 10 kohd (a28-9) = émi todro [= T Kohdr] Yo T

émbopio fyev (a32-3)

There is one difference in terminology between the description of the acratic
and the encratic. Each man is said to be in error - the acratic in his reasoning (=@
Loywopu® (al9, a24)), but the encratic in his reason ©® Adyo (a27, a31). Aoyiopde and
A0yog are not synonymous. It is, though, a consequence of having reasoned wrongly
that one is wrong in one’s reason. There is thus a reason for the participle in al9 to be
perfect, and that in a27 to be present - reasoning produces a reason, and so comes
first.

There is, however, a significant difference between the two ‘repetitions’. In the
account of the encratic, the imperatives do not occur twice. There is a more coherent
ordering: i) Imagine a man who.... (a27-9), ii) given the definition of éykparewo (a29-
30), iii) our man will do bad things (a30-3), iv) and so, strangely enough, will be
blameworthy (a33-5).

Read fiyev (from a33)?'® for diyétm in 24, and the ordering, imperative then
indicative, will be symmetrical to that found in the presentation of the encratic man.

But we would need a past tense of koAO® in a24 - the attempt to prevent by reason

217
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Dirlmeier (p.377) uses the length of this amoptar, (twice as long as its presentation in EN) as an

argument against those who think that M\M. is a summary of Aristotle. “Welche Kompilator wiirde das
Kompilierte gerade in diese Form transponieren?’ The length of the dmopiar is not due to the author saying

twice as many things as Aristotle, but to his inconcise formulation.
218 See my note ad loc,



will have happened before the action.?!? éxdAvev would be ideal. Further, the next
sentence dwopoptovétm... OV kaAdv does not, as it stands, contribute to the
argument (yép, a24) - how can an imperative provide a reason for anything? If we
change dwpoprovéto to the perfect indicative (Simudprtnke) (indicative to conform
with the argument about the encratic, perfect to conform with al9), the fact that he
has made a mistake in his reasoning (Aoyiopog) will provide, indirectly, an explanation
of why his reason (Adyog) is opposed to him acting: he has come to have a Adyog
which is opposed to the things for which he has an appetite - fine things - as a result of
bad reasoning.

Drastic surgery is thus required to make sense of a23-5. &yétw] fyev,
KOADGEL] EkdAve, Siapaptavéto] impdprnke. Nothing would be lost if 7| yoip — t@dv
KoA@Vv (a23-5) were not in the text. They do not add a thing. odxodv in a25 follows
from mpéi&er Gipo T kOAG in a23, as Susemihl saw. In short, these two sentences are
not integrated into the text. I therefore suggest that square brackets be put around
either M| yop — 16v koA®v a23-5, or where Susemihl has ordinary brackets in a24-5.

Whatever the extent of the interpolation, it will have originated as a marginal gloss.

1201a27 New paragraph after copBoaivov.

1201229 Armstrong’s conjecture (8¢ ye #otw) is unnecessary. The transmitted text
can be defended on the grounds that we do not need to suppose that the encratic is as

he is - he just is like that. Cf. the corresponding statement of fact in a22.

1201a31 The text cannot be allowed to stand as Susemihl prints it. Susemihl says that
there is either a lacuna or corruption. The problem is that 6 Swyioprévey (a30-1)

refers to a person but this is not a possible subject of kwAdoeL (a31). The depictions of
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219 xohvew (a24) cannot be a success-verb: X can xohdewv Y from ¢-ing, and Y nevertheless ¢ (cf. ENN.
1147a32). The word must mean ‘try to prevent’, since, for the acratic, reason does not get its own way. a24-
5 then provides a reason why Abyog tries to prevent the agent from doing fine things: he has made a

mistake in his reasoning and has reached a reason which is opposed to the desire for fine things.



the strange acratic man (who turns out to be praiseworthy) and the strange encratic
man (who turns out to be blameworthy) are similar. Both are mistaken in their
reasoning (al9, a27), and so both think fine things are base (a20, a27); both have an
appetite for fine things (a20-1, a28-9). They differ in that in the case of the acratic,
fine actions are performed, but in the case of the encratic, base actions are performed.
The similarity of the language in these two depictions provides a helpful tool with
which to work out what the author is saying in the problematic a31.

The sort of thing which prevents (kwAOcet) someone from doing something is
Abyog (a2l, cf. a24, a30 &wx tOv AOyov).220 This was the motivation for Bonitz’
conjecture, [1859] 30, Adyog for @ Adyw, which is adopted by Armstrong. But the
problem with this is that the text will then say that it is Adyog that Stapoaprdver. In al9,
a24 and a27 and in 88b35, 99a29, 02b16 and 04b22, however, it is someone who
dwopoptévet, not something, 221

Rassow’s solution is to add some words. A person will be the subject of
Swpaptdvev and Adyog will be the subject of kwAdoer. But the supplement involves a
big change, and if a simpler way can be found to restore sense, it should be adopted.

The conjecture, made independently by Amerbach and Dirlmeier (p.378), that
we read xwAvoeton for xwAvoer in a31 is neater than Rassow’s.?2? The parallel
offered by Dirlmeier is Thucydides 1.142.1: ©fj t®v xpnjétoV oTAVEL KOAOGOVTOL
(“They will be prevented by lack of money’). This is certainly a parallel for the future
middle of xoAOewv used in a passive sense (as opposed to kwAv@ficeton). But the
dative in Thucydides operates in an altogether different way from ©® Adyw @V KaA®V

in M.M. 01a31. This phrase belongs to Swxpoptévay, as a24 and a27 show, and as

Dirlmeier recognises.
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220 Hence Scaliger’s addition of «it6v in a31 is mistaken. This assumes that the man does the ‘preventing’,

not the Adyoq.

221 Bonitz, Index (q.v.), cites Pol. 1293b25 where certain forms of government dunpoprixact from the most
perfect form of government, but here Swiopréverv takes the genitive. In all Bonitz® other references to the

use of duoloprévery it is people of one sort or another who make mistakes.

222 Cf EN. 1173a24 for manuscript divergence between kol el and koAdeton. See my note on 1195a29

for manuscripts confusing the future and present tenses of this verb.



The construction is kwAdesBou + infin. (without puv), which can be paralleled
by Meteor. 340b33, 341a4.223 Translating the text with Dirlmeier’s KOADGETON, We
would have ‘Therefore the man who is wrong in his reason of what is fine will be kept
from doing what he desires’. (A second construal could be xwAGesOon + genitive:224
“Therefore the man... will be kept from those things which he desires to do’. But the
lack of contemporary parallels for this, together with the construction in the following
sentence, show that this is not the construction here.)

®v on the first reading will be a contraction of éxeivo, Gv, (the genitive will be
the object of émBupel, éxelva the object of mpértelv). But we are not told by what
the man is prevented as we are in Thucydides. Reason is what prevents him from
realising his desires (a30). Dirlmeier’s and Amerbach’s conjectures are to be
incorporated into the text. The sense will be: 6 dopaptévoy T® AdY® OV KOADY

<bmd oD Adyov> kwAoETON..., but it is unnecessary to supplement the text as I have,

since it is implicit.

1201a31 Full stop after mpdrrev!.

1201232 If xolboeton is to be accepted in the previous line, the verb must have a
passive sense here. Dirlmeier and Amerbach suggest xoAteton, but would not

Ko, Ooeteon be better given mpéier (a23), and the future in the line above?

1201a33 Only one manuscript has the aorist of dyw. The imperfect, however, is
unobjectionable - the appetite for fine things will have been on-going. It was not

instantaneous: it ‘was leading him’.

223 This will have to be the construction in a32 if the conjecture is accepted there.
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224 This is found in Plato Rep. 621b4-5 (but the genitive is the genitive of the infinitive), Xenophon H.G.
3.2.21, An. 1.6.2 (but in both these passages the verb is in the active). The only proper example of this

construction that I have found is in Polybius 6.55.3: of pgv moAjon Tfig Oppfic ExwAtenoay.



1201b2 Unless there is severe corruption in bl (bl could have been a subordinate
clause, in which case dvaykaiov — dmopiog would be the main clause), 3¢ in b2 is
required.

o¥v can be paralleled by 82a33, 93b1, 04a31, 04b4, 08b7, 08b26. The odv is
not inferential but transitional??> - transitional from the general methodology in the

previous line to the application of that method to the case in hand.

1201b6 Read o03év. See p.177.

1201b7 To try to solve the crux in 01b7, the function of the example of Heraclitus
must be examined. The words TowdTny &xer 86Eov in b8 pick up cpodpd in b6. Lines
b8-9 say ‘For example, Heraclitus of Ephesus has such a belief [viz. a strong one]
about what he thought.” There are various interpretations of these words. Since we
cannot be sure of what is said in b7-8, a helpful route is to look at EN. 1146b29-31
where Heraclitus is brought into the same argument. EN. says: ‘some men trust no
less in what they believe than others do in what they know. Heraclitus shows this’
(dnAot & ‘HpdxAertog).

One interpretation of E.N. is that Heraclitus is introduced as an example of
someone who puts as much weight on what are beliefs as other people do on what
they know. This would be a jibe: Aristotle believes that what Heraclitus thought was
false (and hence was 86&«, rather than knowledge), but he is equally aware of the
force with which those views were propounded. Heraclitus, on this view, will be an
example of someone who has steadfast beliefs, and is just as likely to abandon those as
anyone else is to abandon what they know. Heraclitus will be a type for
stubbornness 2 For this reason Aristotle denies that the solution that has been

suggested, namely that in the case of the acratic it is not knowledge but belief which is

225 See Denniston, [1950] 472.
226 Cf. E.N. 1151b4-17 for stubbornness.
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overcome, is adequate. Both knowledge and a certain sort of belief (i.e. that of the
stubborn man) are such as not to be over-powered.

The other interpretation of the passage in E.N. is that Heraclitus is being
referred to as a theorist on the question in hand; that Heraclitus is presented as
defending the view that certainty is something that is not peculiar to knowledge. If this
is the meaning of dnAol & ‘HpdkAerrog, then Aristotle will not be making fun of
Heraclitus, but using the authority of the pre-Socratic to bolster his argument.

The parallel from Aristotle Pol. 1285210 (dniol & “Opnpog),??” favours the
second interpretation. It is not Homer, the man, who is adduced as an example of a
particular characteristic in order to defend an Aristotelian view, but rather the
authority of something Homer wrote that is brought into the discussion to back up
what Aristotle claims. Grant, Stewart, Burnet and Diller?2® have all favoured the first
interpretation, but Deichgriber??®, referring to Heraclitus fr.B.17%3°, and Gauthier-
Jolif?23! favour the second.

What about M.M.? Deichgriber, taking the E.N. passage in the second way
(Heraclitus as theorist) saw that the M.M. passage must be taken in the first way
(Heraclitus as stubborn), and concluded that the author of M.M. had misunderstood
Aristotle, and so was not Aristotle. But this is too quick. Diller’s response to
Deichgriber was to argue that the E.N. passage should be taken in the first way and to
state that both texts treat Heraclitus as an example of someone who laid as much trust
in his beliefs as others do in their knowledge - not as a theorist. And that hence there
is no misunderstanding.

The text of E.N. is not explicit enough to rule out either of the interpretations

that have been offered of it. But the M.M. passage is clearly more closely

227
976a33, Pol. 1285a37 dniol &’ "AArkaiog Ott...

331

And similar examples: dnioil 38 kol “Opnpog, Meteor. 351035, dnhol & ko O 'Eumedoxdiig Xen.

228 Diller, [1936] 138. Diller points out that Aristotle does not respect Heraclitus’ epistemology in the

Metaphysics.
229 Deichgriber, [1935] 106.

30 of yop gpovéovor Toladrer moAot, OkdooL dykupedoty, od8E paBdVteg ywdokovow, swutolol 88

Sokéovot,
231[1970] Vol. 11, 604-5.



aligned to the Heraclitus-as-holder-of-strong-beliefs than to Heraclitus-as-theorist.
Deichgraber and Diller agree on this. Heraclitus is introduced as an example (ofov
01b8). We might expect Heraclitus to be mentioned as an example of someone who
believed very strongly in what he believed. (This would be consistent with the first
interpretation of E.N. passage described above). But the Greek apparently does not
say this. It says that he had?*? such a belief (viz. a strong belief that could not be
dislodged) about (brép 01b9233) his own beliefs. He believed, apparently then, that his
own beliefs were as entrenched as other people’s knowledge. This would be
remarkably odd. Heraclitus would, in effect, be characterising himself as stubborn. He
would also implicitly be describing himself as having false beliefs, otherwise he would
say that he has knowledge.?>* In E.N., on the second interpretation, Heraclitus is cited
as someone whose beliefs (about whatever subject) were as unshakeable as other
people’s knowledge, while in M.M. he is cited as someone who has an unshakeable

belief about his own beliefs.

However the EN. reference to Heraclitus is understood, whether as a jibe at
Heraclitus® stubbornness - an example of someone who has stubborn views - or as
philosophical support - someone who also realised that ‘immovability’ was not
peculiar to knowledge - M.M.’s reference to him appears to function in neither of
these ways. Unless an interpretation can be found whereby the Heraclitus example can
be made sense of, it will be tempting to see this is an instance of the author of M.M.
misunderstanding EN. (but not in the way that Deichgraber thought).

Let us turn to the textual problem in b7-8. The authority for Susemihl’s

reading in this line is a series of corrections in V, but Dirlmeier rightly points out
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232 The transmitted present tense &xeu is consistent with Heraclitus being dead. A natural way of referring to
an earlier author’s work in Greek is with the present tense, just as we naturally say in English ‘Aristotle
says...”. Cf. Rhet. 1373b14 "EumedokAfic Aéyet, De An. 404al Anpdxpriog... gnowv, 404bl "Avotorydpog,. ..
docaget, 404a31 [Anuoxprrog] 00... xpfiton, 410a3 gnot... Epsmedoxifg, EN. 1116a22 “Opnpog woet. This
cannot have been the motivation for Spengel’s conjecture. Rather, it is the past tense of &36xet (b9) which

will have been the worry.
233

treatise.
234 See Pr. An. 89a6 for this point.

For 865 bmep... see Bonitz 203b20-3, b27, b41-3, bearing in mind the use of Omep for mepl in this



(p.379) that this cannot be right, linguistically or philosophically. Dirlmeier defends the
reading of n, before it was corrected and reads 86&ag &yovotl ©®. He takes &xovor as
dative of the participle,?3> which would yield (paraphrasing Dirlmeier’s translation of
ovBey... ot €d0kel (b6-9)): ‘stable belief will be no different, in the eyes of those
who have opinions, from knowledge - no different in the conviction each has that
things are as they seem. Heraclitus of Ephesus, for example, has such a belief
concerning his thoughts’. Dirlmeier renders 86&og €xovot by ‘in der Augen derer, die
Meinungen haben’. Such a translation fits in well with the interpretation of the
Heraclitus example, offered above. But the (relevant) sameness of belief and
knowledge becomes relativised. It is no longer said, as it is in E.N. 1146b29, that they
are (relevantly) the same, but that some people who have beliefs think that they are
(relevantly) the same. E.N. says quite simply ‘Some people trust no less in what they
believe than others do in what they know’. This is an objective claim. We need an
objective claim if the argument is to work. The fact that Heraclitus believed that his
own beliefs were as reliable as knowledge would not support the argument of M.M.:
Heraclitus may have been wrong. Dirlmeier’s translation of the participle could easily
be revised so as to yield an objective claim: “stable belief will be no different in those
who have beliefs, from knowledge - no different in the conviction each has that things
are as they seem...”. Both believers and knowers, M.M. will be saying, are convinced
that what they think is true. This would now conform with E.N. in giving an objective
claim, and a claim which will undermine those who suppose that the acratic must have
belief, on the grounds that it is absurd that the acratic should have knowledge.
However, the Heraclitus example, as discussed up until now, does not fit well with the
‘objective’ interpretation of b7-8.

One distinction which needs to be drawn here is between two ways in which
the word ‘belief’ can be used. It can mean the psychological state of the person who

believes or the proposition which is believed.236 The mistake in the discussion of 01b8-

235 M.M. does not require a definite article before the participle. See 91529,
236 An excellent modern discussion of some aspects of belief is Williams, [1973].
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9 above was to see O a0T® €d0Ket as the states themselves rather than as the contents
of those beliefs.

The preposition Uneép can mean ‘about’ or ‘in’. At Met. 1078b13 for example
it means ‘in’, while at E.N. 1140b27 it means ‘about’. A belief can be ‘about X’ in the
sense that when someone has political beliefs, he can be said to have beliefs about
politics. He may believe, for instance, that democracy is flawed. A belief can be ‘in X’
in two ways: first in the sense that some people believe ‘in’ Platonic Forms or ‘in’
other unlikely entities. The preposition conveys the notion of existence. Someone who
believes in X believes, simply, that X exists. While someone who believes in Platonic
Forms will have beliefs about Platonic Forms, it is not necessarily the case that
someone who has beliefs about Platonic Forms believes that they exist. One can also
be said to believe ‘in X’ when one puts trust in the truth or the value of something, not
just in its existence. In this sense one can believe in certain articulated codes (e.g. the
Labour party’s Clause 4 or the First Amendment of the American Constitution).

With these distinctions in place we can reinterpret b8-9. We need no longer
take these lines to mean ‘Heraclitus has a strong belief (i.e. psychological state) about
his beliefs (i.e. psychological states). That interpretation, we have seen, leads to M.M.,
in effect using a characterisation by Heraclitus of himself as stubborn, which is not
pertinent to the argument.

There are other options for interpretation. Heraclitus could have a strong belief
(i.e. attitude): a) about his beliefs (i.e. the contents of his beliefs), b) in his beliefs (i.e.
believes that the contents of his beliefs are true).

The phrase ‘strong belief” goes equally well with ‘belief in” as with ‘belief
about’. Julia has a strong belief in the Bible, while John has a strong belief about
politics - his belief is that democracy is flawed. In fact both (a) and (b) are going to
absolve M.M. of any infelicity.

Heraclitus is introduced as an example of someone who, by (a), has strong
beliefs about, say, philosophical issues or, by (b), has a strong belief in the truth of his

philosophical views. On either of these interpretations M.M. is no longer presenting us
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with a characterisation by Heraclitus of himself as stubborn, but with a
characterisation by M.M. of Heraclitus as stubborn - as firmly convinced of the truth
of what he believed. Such an interpretation is attractive and concords with the
‘objective’ interpretation of the participle offered above. It is also in line with one

interpretation of E.N. Print 86&0g &yovot wd.237

1201b9 Spengel’s 8’ is right. The sentence is defended by what follows, and does not

follow from what precedes.

1201b21 Susemihl’s &0 1 is the best reading here, and is followed by Armstrong and
Stock.

1201b23 Read &roro with o A.

1201b24 Susemihl’s punctuation makes it look as though the infinitives yivecBon and
glvat in b25-6 are governed by eavepdv. But gavepdv takes &, not the infinitive. The
alternative is that &poylev governs the infinitives. If this is right a colon should be
placed after @avepdv,?38 and no comma after ’Avodvrtucoig in the next line.239 If this
punctuation is accepted, then we need a connective particle in the next sentence. This
1s most easily achieved by changing donep to ig yép (b24-5).
Compare the following passages in M.M..:
95b13 &AL EvtedBev Sfilov ThAwy Gt 0Oy £V, TAVTES YOP. ..
96b17-18 671 d& Erepo GAMA®V €oTiv, £k TOV DrOKEYLEVOV AV YEVOLTo. Borep
Yop...
98a23 o0 puny GAL’ évtedBev Qv yévorto dfjAov &m dipetn. elmep yoip...

99b20 dfidov 3¢ TodTo Kok €K TOD VopoBETov: O Yap. ..

237 See my note on 119737 for ©@ + infin.
238 With CK B.
39 With L K.

335



336

02b4 d1jlov 8¢ kol évteDBev, Ot mepl TardTaL M Akpooio: Exel Yop...
05a16-17 o 8¢ dfjAov €k ToBTOL OTL... JLbipopor Yop...

It is true that domep €popev is a well-used parenthetical phrase in M.M.,
(87b13, 11a24, cf.87a6, 89a25, 91a30, 11al7, 13al4), and it would be possible, on
these grounds, to conjecture donep <ydp>. But the corruption of donep to ag yép is
simpler, and is paralleled at 04a26-7 in A 2% g @oyév is also found frequently: 85b3,
97b10, 97b31, 98a34, 05al, 08a36, 11a31.

If this change is adopted, then the sentence will peter out without a main
clause if we retain Susemihl’s punctuation in b29. But the ag yép clause is picked up
by obv in 01b29. (For obv introducing the second clause in a sentence in M.M. see
85b23, 08b37, 10a7, 13a16.241 For ax picked up by odv after an intervening example,
see EXN, 1170b5-7.) The passage from 01b25-29 consists of theory, and an example
from medicine to illustrate the theory. It is only at b29 that the lessons from the
Analytics (how the syllogism is constructed) is applied to the case of acrasia - where
the syllogism goes wrong.2*? This will become clearer if olov — motficon (b27-9) is
placed in brackets, not because they are unimportant, but because all of that is still
material from the Analytics, or direct illustration of that theory.

The passage will look like this (incorporating the changes I argue for below):

"AAAGL REALY €vTeDBeV Qv YEVOLTO QOVEPOV: (g YOIp
b25  Epoypev év toig "Avalvtikoig €k d00 npotdiceny yiveoHon
TOV GLAAOYIGHOVY, KOl TOUTOV ETVOL TV HEV TPOTNY
KoBOAOL, TRV 88 devtépoy VRO TordTNY TE KOU ML Pépovug (otov
éniotopon TVt dvBporov mupétTovo VYIf] Toficon oLTool
3¢ mopérrer énicTapon dpo kol TodTov VYIfj Totficon), E5Ty 0OV

b30 O 7fi pev kaBdrov émeTAUN éricToplon, Th 6 énl pépoug.

240 At 08b4 Bonitz conjectures y&p for the mss.” wep.

241 See also Bonitz 540b12ff.

%2 The example given in MM. is less satisfactory than the example in E.N. 1147a5-7 (dry things are
beneficial to all men, he is a man (or this sort of thing is dry), or that in EN. 1147a29-31 (one must taste
everything sweet, this is sweet). In M.M. the example is of knowledge how, in E.N. it is of knowledge that.



1201b25 "Avoivtikols, whoever wrote it.

1201b26 Spengel’s mpotépaw is attractive (cf. Post. An. 86a24), but Poetics 1460a23
and Topics 119a23 are instances of 0 npdrov where you would expect 10 npdrepov
(cf. Bonitz 652b31). In the very first line of M.M. and at 82a10, one family of mss. has

np@tov, the other mpotépov, so corruption is possible. But retain npdtov. 243

1201b30 The 0¥ in this line is only present originally in L and V, but it has been added
as a correction in A, K and P. The addition will have been made simply from 01638-9.
Without it, the author will be stating the two kinds of propositions that are known -
the general and the particular - in a successful syllogism. This naturally follows (odv)
from the first person example in b27-9 (cf. émicTopon in b30). He has not yet
embarked on the question of which premise it is that the acratic will not know.
€vtadBo in b31 will look forward, rather than backwards. Stick to the original reading
in the mss., and leave out 0.

‘It is rather awkward,” says Armstrong who does read o0, ‘to take €otv 6
first as the object of general knowledge, and then as the (different) object of particular
knowledge as the sense seems to demand.” Armstrong’s o0 (for 0) would make the
sentence more easily construable, and given the way that these letters were
confused,?** should be accepted if 0¥ is accepted at the end of the line. But if o is
excised, éomv 00, meaning ‘there are cases where’ is inappropriate. The author will
no longer be picking out the deviant cases of the syllogism, but the standard successful

ones. The 0 remains slightly inelegant, but I would leave it.

1201b32 Given the attestation in the mss. for olda in the next line, Susemihl’s

gnictopon must be right rather than Spengel’s émictorton.

243 See my note on 1181a24 for confusion between comparatives and superlatives.
244 See above, p.323n.214, for an explanation of how this error will have arisen.
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1201b33 oida is demanded by the stemma. C significantly agrees with the other family

in giving oido.

1201b35 pév is needed to balance pévrol in the next line. Tod is unlikely, given its

absence in b27, 30, 38, and also in ENN. 1147a3, a4, a25, a31, b4, b14.

1201b37 In E.N. the particular premise is of the form t68e Tow6vde (1147a7), Tovri 8¢
YAOKD @ &v T v k0O’ Exoctov (1147a29-30), tovtt 8¢ yAvkd (1147a33). In
M.M., however, the particular premise was also a proposition with a singular term in
01b28-9: obrool 8¢ mupérter. But in b37 the manuscripts, with some variation, offer
the plural, which seems inappropriate for a particular premise. But the adverbial i
pépovg, if it can be understood to mean ‘in particular cases’,24> would allow the text
to yield a set of particular premises: X is @adiov, or Y is @adAov... etc. But,
permitting this for the moment, the example is still mistaken. todro. refers to
something different from the referents of t¢& towdra (or else he would know that
to0to are base). The syllogism is:

Universal: all instances of @-ing are base and harmful

Particular: these instances of x-ing are base

This is not a syllogism even if someone knew both. The acratic, who ex
hypothesi does not know the second premise (b38), goes wrong, not because he does
not know the second premise, qua second premise, but because he does not know the
second premise qua universal premise. To make the syllogism conform to Aristotle’s
syllogism in E.N. we need to incorporate Armstrong’s conjecture:

Universal: all instances of ¢-ing are base and harmful
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245 Armstrong, who translates the sentence with his conjecture incorporated: °,..and yet not to know in
particular that this or that belong to such a class’, appears to take éni pépovg in this way. Stock takes émi
pépoug with 1adto: “these particular things’, but the word-order is against this. Dirlmeier, implicitly taking
éml u€povg as v éni pépovg = the particular premise, and changing the plural to the singular, translates

‘dagegen [hat] eben nicht das spezielle Wissen, daB8 dies da schlecht ist’.



Particular; these instances of -ing are instances of @-ing

It is only if we read Armstrong’s Towdto for @adAo that ignorance of the
second premise, qua second premise, can be the cause of someone going wrong,

I am unconvinced that émi pépovg can be integrated into the sentence.
Dirlmeier’s translation (see n.245) implicitly translates <tnv> éni pépovg, and treats
the words as being in apposition to the proposition which is the minor premise. 1
suggest that émi pépovg be excised. It is neither required (the next sentence tells us
that the second premise is the particular premise), nor does it make sense. It could
easily have intruded, if it were originally a marginal annotation.

So read 67 éotiv todro <towdros> [Eml pépovg] eidévou, if it is thought that
the author had understood the practical syllogism, but if he had not understood it read

It €oTiv oDt PadA [Eml pPépovg] eldévan.

1202a3-5 It is odd that the passive of droAldtrew is used first of wine (a3), and then
of those who are intoxicated with wine (a4). When the illustration of drunkenness is

applied to acrasia, the passive is again used (a7) and here the subject is not the acratic

but his ©&Bog. The word droAloyévreg (ad-5), therefore, stands out as the exception.

L.S.J. only quote this passage and Sophocles Antigone 422 (of a whirlwind ending) as
examples of the passive of &roAAdrrey being used absolutely and with a thing rather
than a person as the subject.

o omits drmoAAayévteg — gioiv (ad-5). The whole phrase is redundant. It has
already been expressed in 02a2-3 §tov — eioiv in unusual language. This omission

also stands out as a rare example of omission that is not ex homoeoteleuto. a4-5 is, I

suspect, a paraphrase (using the more usual passive, where the subject is a person, and
the verb is not used absolutely) of the unusually expressed a2-3, and thus entered one

branch of the tradition.

1202a5-6 Retain wéAwv which Spengel excised in a6, and excise odv in a5. odv

originated only as a correction in P. Once the passage in a4-5 is excised, the over-use
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of the word mdéAtv in 02a3-7 is reduced. The méAwv in a6 is the connective in this
sentence, and o¥v is thus is not required. Cf. 95b37 (ko méAv ovrwg) and 88a24

(mOAv Eml TiV KorTdl TOV BupoY Opolwg), where wéav is the transitional particle.

1202a9 The future participle looks back to the futures in 01a25 and 01a34. og +
genitive absolute is found e.g. in Pol. 1294b20. Concerning the Spartan state, Aristotle
says. mOAAOL YOp €yxewpobor Afyewv g dnpoxpatiog ovong... Cf also Topics
112b18-20, M.M. 02b1-2. Without g the genitive absolute would be understandable,

but more abrupt. Retain it.

1202a11 The perfect corresponds to the perfect Simpopricag in 01a19. The aorist of o

and V will be a coincidental error.

1202al12 L’s ov springs from taking kpivewv to govern two objects - to judge of x that
it is y. But it need only take one object - to judge (correctly) base things, and (supplied

in the second clause) to judge (correctly) fine things.

1201a15-16 The choices the editor has to face in these lines depend on whether it is
thought that al4-16 develop the point that has been made in the first part of the
paragraph - that the acratic and the encratic have 0p80g Adyog - or make a different
point. Dirlmeier (p.381) argues that the second is the case. ‘Mit 00¥6¢ [b14] wird
nochmals ein Argument vorgebracht im Sinne der Aporie, wenn auch nicht in Form
einer Aporie, und dann wird mit dote [b16] abgeschlossen.’

Dirlmeier makes no attempt to explain yép in al4, which does have the look of
a connecting word. But the strongest argument against the second view is that the text
will turn out to be irrelevant: reading Susemihl’s text, which is what Dirlmeier
defends, we have, in effect, a picture of someone who, by Aristotelian psychology,
does not exist: the person in the example does not think that it is shameful to hit his

father, desires to hit his father, and yet abstains from hitting him. Why on earth would
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this man abstain? Trivially it is true that this (non-existent) man is not encratic. But it
is very unlikely that anyone would think that he was. The aporia that Dirlmeier thinks
is being addressed 1s not an aporia.

If we excise o0 in al5, following o, we have a picture of someone who
(correctly) believes that it is shameful to hit his father, desires to hit him, but does not
hit him. The author of M.M. denies that this man is encratic. But he is a paradigm of
an encratic (cf. al3-14). So this is not right either.

If al4-16 are an illustration of the claim that the encratic must have 0p8og
AdYog, then the illustration of someone who is not encratic, but seems to be an
example of a blameworthy encratic, needs to be of the man who does not have opB6g
Aoyog, who desires to do the right thing, but sticks to his original conception and so
does something bad. (It is important that the example be of the most likely candidate
for being a blameworthy encratic for the Towo0twv to have weight in al7.) To achieve
this we read o0 in al5, as Susemihl does, and add a negative (Susemihl’s or Wilson’s)
at the end of al5. Wilson’s émBupdv 3¢ pn is better because it expresses the thought
that the encratic has a desire not to hit his father. Susemihl’s conjecture expresses the
weaker thought that he does not have the desire to hit - he may, on this reading not
have the desire not to hit, either.

The force of 003¢ in bl4 need not be to introduce a further argument as
Dirlmeier supposed. It means ‘not even’, and this is appropriate. The author chooses
an example of someone who appears to be a blameworthy encratic, but it turns out
that he is not encratic at all. If not even this particular person is a blameworthy

encratic, who is? The answer, of course, is that there is no such person.

1202al5 A and a corrector in V make the participle agree with @ tivi, but this is

unnecessary. The impersonal construction moves to the personal.
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1202220 The omission of otov in the central family is tempting, but should be resisted.
Exactly the same thing - redundant ofov not in the central family, but in the other two

- occurs at 87b39 and 99al5.246

1202220 Met. 983b27, Pol. 1301b2 and E.N. 1151b17 do have eicl &€ Tiveg of...
without deviation in the mss. We find it in our treatise at 95b10. And the phrase is also
found in Aristophanes Wasps 1284, Isocrates Hel. 1.1, Lysias Or. 13.17.2,
Hippocrates de Arte 1.1.

The inclusion of Tiveg in L n, however, is most easily explained by tiveg having
been a gloss on eiolyv of. This is a more likely scenario than that mwveg was
conjecturally omitted as being redundant, or was omitted accidentally in error in both
a and in A. of, if this is right, is the relative pronoun and should be accentuated as

such. Omit Tiveg.

1202a21 The definite article before tpixog is not required as Susemihl’s comparison

with E.NN. 1148b27-8 shows.

1202a21 Dirlmeier is right (p.382) that Thomas’ and Susemihl’s additions, while
making the text say something more sensible (chewing one’s nails happened and still
happens, but chewing one’s plucked hair less obviously happened or happens),
probably do so at the expense of bad grammar. The two sets of people that Thomas,
Susemihl (and Aristotle) imagine - the hair-pluckers and the nail-biters are not referred
to in the same way. The first are described with a participle, the second with a main
verb. This would be odd in a sentence, divided into two halves: ‘Some... others...’.
tidhovteg would have to be changed to tiAlovet, or dwtpdyovot to Swortpdyovteg, 1
think. The participles can be paralleled by eiol of fryobpevor..., eloiv 8¢ kol of

Yiyvookovtes. .., Plato, Meno 77d. The indicative can be paralleled by eiot puév yap of

246 See my note on 1203a30.
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Kkndopevor T®v ToAtdv Aéyovoly & Aéyovoiy, gicly de kol olovg o Aéyeig, Plato,
Gorgias 503a2-4.

Since conformity with E.N. 1148b27-8 would demand further changes in the
grammar of the sentence in M.M., I suppose it to be more likely that the author of
M.M. invented the example of eating one’s hair (possibly by misunderstanding E.N.,
or having a bad copy of EN., or by having inadequate notes of the lectures given by

Aristotle), than that such pervasive corruption should have taken place in M.M.

1202a22 owk] 0%k misprint. Emonvetdg] Emonvetdg misprint.

1202a26 The infinitive is fine. The judges’ decision to acquit the defendant is part of

the story people tell (poot, a23).

1202a28 The emphatic 03¢ ye can be found frequently in Plato, and also in
Demosthenes and Xenophon (See Denniston, p.156). If ye were originally written, the
combination of gammas and epsilons in 008€ ye éyk- or in 0O3€ v’ éyk- would invite
error. But dittography is as likely as haplography, and it is safer to stick to the reading

of two independent families. Leave out ye.

1202a31 L’s 70 is not needed. Cf. 00al4.

1202a31-4 The problem in the transmitted text is xail olov ai cwpatikoi in a34,
which is out of place. Part of Rassow’s solution overlaps with that of Dirlmeier and
Ellebodius. Both solutions leave the sentence ending 86&eiev eivon (a33) next to the
sentence beginning woi fv... If this transposition is made, the text will read:
a30  "Eotw 88 v dyafdv to pev €ktdg, olov mAoDTog Gpym Ty
@ldot 86Eal, T &~ Gvorykaiol Kol mepL oo €6Tiy, olov
e kod Yedoig kol olov ol cwpotikod. O 0OV Tepl Tobto GKpaThg,

obrog amAddg &v [Kod] dicportig doEetev elvon, kod fiv {nroduev
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a34  dkpooiov, 1idn nepl Tadro ddEetev <av> elvat.

Thereafter the two solutions separate. Rassow emends olov ol to mdovai,
Ellebodius and Dirlmeier (p.383), slightly differently, excise the phrase. Dirlmeier’s
explanation of how the error arose is that the phrase ofov ai cwporikai was an old
variant on G@f Te kol yedoig and was incorporated into the text at the wrong point.
Dirlmeier’s solution is easier because it only involves one stage of corruption. But by
mistake, I think, Dirlmeier has forgotten the first xoi in a33.

This makes Ellebodius’ excision of kol — cwopotikai preferable to that of
Dirlmeier. But Ellebodius’ excision cannot be explained so simply as Dirlmeier’s. The
gloss would have to have begun with the word xoi. This is not a way to introduce a
gloss. The corruption would have to have happened in two stages. First the gloss olov
ol copatikoi was included in the wrong place, and then an extra kol would have to
have been conjecturally inserted. I think that this is still simpler than Rassow’s
postulation of corruption from ofov ai to fdovai and (unexplained) change in the

word-order. So excise kol olov ai copoatikoi with Ellebodius.247

1202232 xai? is pointless. Only K, presumably conjecturally, and its descendants are

right.

1202a34 If &v is to be added,>*® there is no way to decide whether Bekker’s
positioning is correct or Susemihl’s. &v 80Egiev elvon and 36Eeev v eivon both
occur frequently; the first e.g. at 94b11, 99al8, 03a29, 11al2, the second e.g. at
82b12, 86b24, 99b17, 11a31. We could explain why d&v should have fallen out from

either position.

1202a34 Change 3¢ to yG&p. The sentence explains {nroduev.

247 Armstrong’s larger excision is unjustified.
248 For Gv see p.166.
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1202235 The omission of obv after pev by L is for some reason frequent in the part of

this manuscript that contains E.N.

1202237 €otiv is as well attested as its omission. The omission of the verb can be
paralleled by 90b18, and it is more likely to get added than to drop out. Demote it to

the apparatus.

1202b5 Instead of K’s yekto €ivon det read defioer wektd elvar. n omitted denoer,

as we can tell from V’s omission, and the scribe of K conjectured deT.

1202b9 év] Gv misprint.

1202b11 L has the comparative at the end of the line,24° but the rest have the
superlative. Sometimes the superlative can have the force of a comparative in Aristotle
(see Bonitz 312a50-4, 403a3-12), but the only instances that Bonitz gives of
superlative + 1j are of mAgioTov 1 and of mpdrtov A and of pédAorto + adjective + 1. If
a word with comparative sense is required, therefore, accept the highly conjecturable
yextotépa. The confusion will have arisen as a result of the superlative two words
before 250

Most of the mss. punctuate after dpynv in b12, and then take f not to mean
‘than’, but to mean ‘or’. wbtepov... 1i... is a common formulation in this text. If two
separate questions are asked - Is anger-acrasia most blameworthy? Or is pleasure-
acrasia [most blameworthy]? - then the comparison is still made between the most
blameworthy type of one sort of acrasia and the other sort of acrasia. But it remains
the case that only two things are candidates for being most blameworthy, so even with

this punctuation, we need the comparative. Cf 03a6 for parallel.

24 Valla does not. See p.92.
250 See my note on 1181a24.
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1202b13-14 Spowov takes the dative. So why is t®v mond®dv in the genitive?25!
It is strange that here a state, acrasia about anger, is likened to a type of
person, but the personification of the émbvpio and the Adyog of this acratic in al8ff. -

the acratic hears ‘he has done wrong’, his anger incites him to take vengeance, and he

acts on this instruction without listening (to reason) for more detailed evaluation of
what the right response would be to the injustice he has suffered - makes the
comparison permissible. The acratic has master-like desires: they instruct him
inadequately. The acratic is like the slave, and so is the mind of the acratic like the
slave.

The solution to the syntactical problem is to delete w®dv moud®dv which could
have been a marginal annotation which became inserted in the wrong place. dwixoveilv
is a rare enough word - it is only in Pol. 1333a8 in the corpus - to need a gloss to tell
the reader what type of person the author is imagining. But for someone who knows
the meaning of the word, the type of people who ‘serve’ is obvious, viz. servants.?2
The author did not, therefore need to give a noun. For these reasons I prefer excision

to emending t®v wod®dv to Tolg monst.

1202b17 The reading todto in D is possible, but can we explain the transmitted
dative? If it is dependent on Spowov, this leaves a peculiar word-order. The word
cannot be masculine because the over-zealous slaves were more than one in number. It
must be neuter. Stock gives: ‘Something like this is the case with the man who cannot
control his anger’, Dirlmeier: ‘Etwas diesem Ahnliches passiert bei dem, der im Zorn
unbeherrscht ist’. Both these translators add an indefinite which is not in the Greek,

and they do so because the transmitted text does not supply an object for némovee. (cf.
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231 Dirlmeier does not address the issue. He translates: ‘Die Unbeherrschtheit im Zorn nun ist vergleichbar
mit dem Diensteifer der Haussklaven.” But mpoddpwg éxovotv is a participle phrase and cannot take the
genitive of those who are very zealous. Armstrong translates: “Now indulgence in temper may be compared
to those servants who are over-cager to be of use.’ Stock translates: ‘Now incontinence with regard to anger

resembles servants who are eager to minister to one’s needs.’

252 In Pol. 1333a8 we are told who does the serving - free young men - but Aristotle is illustrating a

philosophical point by an example precisely of people not doing what they normally do.



Meteor. 381b29 for a similar sentence with the indefinite article, and less closely, but
as relevantly, EN. 1105b14, 1115a16, 1123a5 etc.)

To read Chalcondyles’ todto does provide such an object. The cost of this is
that 6powov does not have a dative, and would have to be read adverbially and
absolutely, ‘in a similar way’. I know of no such use of this word in peripatetic
philosophy. L.S.J. (s.v., C II) do offer one instance from a third century papyrus. I do
not think that this is adequate testimony for the construction that Chalcondyles’ Totto
would demand. I therefore prefer to add 7 after 3. T in majuscule looks like a capital
n. It may then be the case that we should read tv &roBe. Once the T1 was read as a
(néro@e) the further change to némovBe would be easy. The aorist will be gnomic and
will be translated by an English present. The aorist in this line will then match the
aorist Gdpuncay in b19. The delay in the sentence of the dative that is the object of

Spowv Tt can be paralleled by E.N. 1105b14.253

1202b21 For fj read fi. To equate a particular Opp#y with a type of acrasia would be a
mistake. The possession of a particular opuf is a necessary condition for having a
particular sort of acrasia, but it is not itself acrasia. Translating the emended text:
‘Such a propensity towards anger, by which anger-acrasia seems to exist, is not to be

censured too much...’

1202b22 Demote v to the apparatus.

1202b25 The preposition mopd in b25 has insecure manuscript authority. It is present
as a correction in P. All independent manuscripts (including P originally) had &u&
which is clearly impossible. All occurrences of GAL’ Spog in M.M. are followed by the

negative 00 in some form (98al19, 99a34, 05a32, 07a26). A rival to the corrector of

253 But see my note on 1205b16.
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P’s change of 814 to mopd is to read od dué (cf. 05a32). This is palaeographically more

likely and conforms more easily with the expression elsewhere in M.M.

1202b33 New paragraph after éotiv.

1202b35 dwvoryxoieng is very odd. Dirlmeier renders it by the straight-forward
‘notfalls’. But what kind of necessity is in play? Armstrong translates ‘with
resignation’ and cites Marchant’s translation of Thucydides I1.64, to defend this.
Stock takes the word conditionally: ...not all of them, but such as anyone would
undergo, if he had to’. The two English translations seem rather strained, and I

wonder whether the word is corrupt.

1203al Of the two solutions of Bonitz, [1844] 24, to the clearly faulty text, Rassow,
[1858] 20-1, argues for the retention of dxpatig and the replacement of 6 avtdg with
axorootog. He defends this a) by affirming that E.NN. 1145b14-17 inspired the line in
M.M., b) by noting the repetition of the question in this form in M.M. 03b24, ¢) by
saying that the sense will be ‘accommodatior’ in so far as it raises two questions rather
than one. But Bonitz, [1859] 30, rightly responded with the observation that at 03b24
the question is not introduced as a resumption of a question that had already been
raised.

Bonitz” other solution, which we now know was anticipated by Weit

Amerbach, can be supported by 02b29, 02b33. Retain the text Susemihl prints.

120322 At 04a5 towdrdg Tig olog is transmitted in the same manuscripts that offer
these words here, while o omits Tig,

Of the occurrences of Towodrog... olog... in MM, excepting that here and that
in 04a5, a part of the verb €ivon intervenes six times (towobtog €0ty olog 92b32,

03b33, towdrog dv olog 03b15, 07b38, Towodrog elvan olog 03b16, Torodrog fiv olog
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04al), and on two occasions there is no intervening word (92b35, 13a11). Whilst Tig

is thus only supported by 04a5, I would keep it in 03a2 and 04a5.

1203a4 The transmitted reading &yet is unobjectionable, and a full-stop needs to be
placed after ocvugopdtaro. The very late reading, €yewv, makes the construction
slightly awkward. The infinitive would have to be taken as a second infinitive
governed by ofog (a2).254 But the intervening infinitival construction, governed by

ofesBon, would lead an unwary reader to take the infinitive with ofecBon.

1203a6-7 o offers obt® pev odv doEeev v O dxpatig. This flatly contradicts the
next sentence. Two different correctors in P tried to remedy this conjecturally. One
changes edwtdrtepog in the preceding line to dviotdrepog,?>> the other placed a
reference mark after dv, and wrote {owg : 00k in the bottom margin. Now, {cwg is the
standard way of signifying a conjecture and is found in the margins of P frequently
(e.g. on 03b9 where dvAvaro is suggested for dvhorro, the reading in the body of the
text of P; on 03b20 where the conjecturer writes in the top margin: {owg, kol €oton O
¢yxpatig, odxppwv). But the conjecture in P, including the {owg, was incorporated

into the text of Rav. in linea, and thence into MP, and thence into Bekker’s?°¢ and

Susemihl’s text.237

No manuscript not descended from P has {owg, and the first stage in restoring
the text here is thus to excise {owg (a7). Of the manuscripts on the other side of the
stemma (excluding K, which makes a large omission ex homoeot.) V and L do give
the negative that the two correctors in P saw was required, but the position of their o

is after obv, but A does not have a negative.

234 For the construction see Dirlmeier, pp.304-5.
235 The conjecture is not made in a8, as Susemihl’s apparatus states.
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256 Bekker, who used M as one of two manuscripts to constitute the text, had to rely on M, given that the

other manuscript he used, K, omits the sentence altogether.
257 Susemihl records the reading as a conjecture in P, but was not aware that M is a descendent of P.



The context in fact shows that an o0 is not required in this sentence, but
edwotdtepog must be changed to dviatdtepog, which was another correction in P. For
otherwise the progression of the argument is nonsensical: p&v odv2?%® introduces the
conclusion for which the author is to argue (prospective obtw, a6), and in the next
sentence the y&p (a7) gives the reason for the conclusion. So the argument, reading 0¥
in a7, would be: the acratic does not seem to be more easily curable [than the
intemperate] because the intemperate man is more easily curable [than the acratic].
The reason given is no reason at all for the conclusion but a denial of the conclusion.
Far more sensible would be (reading cviatotepog in b6 and no negative in b7, the
following argument: the acratic is harder to cure [sc. than the intemperate] because the
intemperate is easier to cure [sc. than the acratic]. If the reason for the conclusion can
be justified, which it is in a8-9, then the conclusion is established: the acratic is harder
to cure. The section ends in al0 with ‘the acratic appears to be incurable’, which is a
direct response to the question in a6 (reading GviortdHTEPOG).

Read &vi- in a6 and omit Susemihl’s {owg ovy in a7.

1203a9-10 Full stop after mp&&er (a9) and mpdirter (al0).

1203a11-13 The formulation of this question is linguistically most similar to 03a22-4.
Both have motepog... f§ 8filov Om... The word éxeivog (al3, = ‘the former’)
corresponds to obrot (a24 = ‘the latter’). But the sentence at 03a22-4 itself has textual
difficulties. See below.

éxelvog (al3) refers to the intemperate man (cf al7, a29). A reference to the
acratic man must therefore occur in between the reference to the intemperate man and
ekelvog, if éxeivog is to mean ‘the former’. We also need two candidates to be

assessed for the badness of their respective Swéoews. Bonitz’s conjecture, [1844],

258 Compare 87b38-88al.
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adding | @ GyaBov pév T drdpyer achieves this.?>® Dirlmeier’s objection to this
supplement is that & xoxd Todtoe do not belong to the acratic man but to the
intemperate man. But Dirlmeier’s delimitation of xoxé tobra to ‘das Tun des
Schlechten auf Grund der Wirksamkeit des falschen Logos’, on the basis of a22, a26,
b27, is unnecessarily restrictive. It would be incredible for Tobto to look forward to
a22 (xokd moelv) or a26 (mpdrtety podAw), which phrases are found in the treatment
of a separate question, or, even worse, to the distant phrase mpdirtelv 0 QordAc in
b27.260 There is a far simpler explanation of t& xaxd Todro, which does not
differentiate arbitrarily between the intemperate man and the acratic man: in the
previous sentence (a8-10), we supply 70 oA as the object of mpder (a9), and as
the object of mpdrter (al0). To xoke TodTo (al2) will then pick out bad actions, no
matter what the psychology of the agent which led to those actions was. Both the
acratic and the intemperate man do bad things (for the acratic cf. 00b32, 0lal, 01b10-
11, b16, 02al). Bonitz’ conjecture is thus unobjectionable (reading te?6!) and it is also
simpler to explain how such a phrase should have dropped out than Dirlmeier’s

supplement.

1203al1 L’s re-ordering once again shows intelligence. Jaeger, [1948] 442n.1, and
von Arnim, [1929] 25, had objected to the redundant 7 in this line, but Dirlmeier’s
parallels from Herodotus are enough to set aside doubt that the transmitted text is

what was written.
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259 Note the particle pév. I do not know where Susemihl got the te from. I prefer the e which links up

nicely with the xod. I assume that the e is Susemihl’s,
260

a22 and a26 does not do the work Dirimeier wants, anyway: first because it is not denied that the acratic

does things which are bad - that is not the issue at stake there -, and secondly the addition of the psychology
behind the intemperate man’s performance of bad actions is specified in a27, the author clearly does not
think that mpdirrerv @odla Svra is definitionally doing bad things from not having 6p8d¢ Adyog, but has to
add the extra clause about the intemperate man’s psychology. b27 also is not evidence for the claim that
Dirlmeier (implicitly) makes, namely that mpdaterv 16 oBAe: is something that only intemperate people do.
The point in b27 is that the acratic has a conflict while the intemperate man has no conflict. No distinction

is drawn between the type of thing the different men do.
261 See 1.259.



1203a13 A part of myiog is guaranteed by 03al6. The occurrence of 6 in two
different families, in A and o suggests that @ may not have had a good text here.
Spengel’s suggestion of the superlative in this line should be resisted. Cf. E.N.

1150a2 70 BéAtiov (although there is manuscript divergence there).
1203a18 New paragraph.

1203218 Leave out koi with a. Comma after kokiog. The word-order is strange - the
delay of xaxiog. The noun we supply with odoayv is dxolaciov. The word has not

appeared since 91b4, but is not awkward to supply from the context.

1203220 The ‘Why?” asks not about the name ‘Bestiality’, but about the reason for
animals not being intemperate. Instead of Susemihl’s dash in this line, bracket 1 y6p...

koo (a19-20).

1203a21 The 1 after 8w is well-attested. Susemihl’s suggestion of adding a further 1
before @odAn, is made in order to avoid the sentence meaning ‘the &px1 in an animal
is not base’ (the adjective will be predicative rather than attributive). If this was what
was meant, there would be an acknowledgement that animals do have an &px1, which
is denied in a25. But in a24 the author writes 7| &pyxn @oOAn, where the adjective is
attributive. There is no need, therefore, to add Susemihl’s 1: 7| dpyM @odOAn..., can be
translated ‘there is no base &py1 in animals’, which is consistent with there being no
apx" in animals at all.
The next sentence - Eotiv 8¢ N Gy O Adyog. - is most naturally read to assert
that the animal’s dipy is Adoyog. The parallel passage is E.N. 1150a3-5:
Spotov odv dorep dyvyov cOUPGAAELY
TPOG EPYPUY OV, TOTEPOV KAKIOV® AotvesTépa Yap N

PooAOTNG el 1 ToD um €xovrog dpxny, © 3¢ vodg dpx.
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If the author of M.M. had wrongly taken the comparison here to be between
animals and humans, he would conclude that animals do not have an dpyn. This he
asserts in a25. He cannot, then, think that the &pyn of animals is Adyog, as he seems
to, given the transmitted text, in 03a21. If 1 is deleted before dipxn (a21), then we can
save the author from saying that the dipxn of animals is Adyog, which contradicts

03a21. He can be making the same claim as E.N. 1150a5: Adyog is an &pyn.

1203222 The énei makes the sentence unconstruable. There is no main clause. There is
no parallel for the combination énel worepog in Greek literature, although €mevta
ndtepog can be found in Pol. 1337a4, but there €revvo picks up an earlier mp&rov.
Amerbach’s supplement érel <{nticeiév Tig> does not help, but his conjecture of €n

is good and should be accepted. Cf. 08b20.

1203223 EdudOng is given as an extra name in o. Kenny, [1978] 217n.2, conjectures
"Epuéveng, who wanted to destroy Athens after Aegospotami (405 B.C.). But Kenny’s
search for names ending - avOng was misguided. The v originated late.

The obscurity (to us and to scribes who transmitted the text) of Eumathes is at
once a reason why the name should have dropped out in one branch of the tradition
(perhaps it was mistaken for the adjective (‘learned’) which would be most
inappropriate), and a sign that the name was not added by some scribe as a further
example of a wicked man.

To hold that Evuélng is an interpolation would have to be defended in one of
the following implausible ways:

i) Clearch in this line is most likely to be the tyrant of Heraclea from 364/363-
353/2. But there are three other well-known people called Clearch. The first was the
Spartan who lived from 450-401 B.C., the second was a middle-comedy poet (in the
fourth century B.C.), and the third was a peripatetic living in Cyprus (340-250 B.C.).

This last Clearch was a polymath. At an early point in the transmission there could
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have been a marginal annotation in which the Clearchs were distinguished. What better
adjective with which to describe the third Clearch than eOuéong?

i) A fragment of Isaeus’ Lm&p Evpdeng (fr.16), quoted by Dionysius of
Halicarnassus de Is. 5, links an Athenian banker with a Dionysius. An absurd amount
of misunderstanding of marginal clarification would have to have taken place if the
Dionysius in 03a23 was distinguished in the margin from the banker, and that caused a
copyist to add fi edpGeng in his new copy.

iii) A scribe read Xenophon and decided to pick one of the Thirty Tyrants at
random.

There is another unlikely explanation, which is that the author wrote EOuébng
®oinpede, and that the demotic name of the tyrant of 404 B.C. was changed to
déraprg, a more famous figure of wickedness in Aristotle. But this would not account
for the word order we have here, nor for the fact that both branches of the tradition
have dGAcpig.

Print f} EOpéOng.

1203a23 1§ tig tobtev tdV poxdnpdv adds nothing to the question that has already
been put. To read t®dv towdtwv for Tobtov tdv would broaden the question

appropriately. Cf. 85b11, 88b30, 91b8, 95b15.

1203a25 Read €vestiv with a. This conforms with 03a24 évovoo, a26 &€veotiv, a28

gveotiv.

1203228 The conclusion suddenly brings in the acratic man. The corrector in K
introduces a clause to make a reference to the acratic in order to provide an extra
premise so that the conclusion is not so random. 0¥y in a28 is a late addition. The
acratic’s dipxn can well be described as byg: the acratic has 6p6dg Adyog (02a12-13),
his Adyog €D dubkerton (03a16). What we need before 810 is two claims - that the

acratic’s MOyog is healthy and that the intemperate man’s is unhealthy. I suggest we
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read: v adt® N GpxN Eveotiv <@arOAn” év de Td dxpartel M dpym> Evestv Vyuig in
a29. The 8¢ answers pgv (a25). This is close to K’s supplement, but I take the
agreement between A and o to be significant, and so use their reading as the basis
from which to start. Clearly, corrections had taken place in .

The supplements proposed in K and by myself are palacographically neater
than the ovy which Susemihl adopts. oy Uy, it can be added, is an unnecessarily

weak description of the intemperate man’s Adyog.

1203a30 The manuscripts vary on whether or not ofov should be read in this line and
again in a34, but all mss. have ofov in a31 where it is essential 262 Both sorts of acrasia
are described by an adjective + tig, and then are given further specification by the
author. We should expect olov either to appear in both cases or in neither. The
manuscripts point strongly to the presence of ofov in a34, and are equally divided on
its presence in a30. For this reason read ofov in a30. olov will be translated in a30 and

a34 as ‘viz.’, which is its sense in 85a15, 86b26. In a34 it means ‘for example’.

1203a30 mpotpertiky is the word transmitted, but two correctors, Ramsauer and an
unknown corrector in P, independently suggested mpometikfi. The suggestion was
made to conform with ENN. 1150b9-28, where two types of acrasia are distinguished:
nponétew and GoBévern.. Dirlmeier, however, puts up a stout defence of the
transmitted reading (p.390).263 Dirlmeier continues to call the acratic who is not the
weak one ‘impulsiv-unbeherrschte’, and, without begging any questions I shall call
him ‘impulsive-acratic’.

The first argument Dirlmeier alleges is that the temptation to emend on the

basis of EN. is misplaced, because M.M. was written first. This is controversial, but

262 The word ofov is peculiarly apt to be problematic in this text. On fourteen occasions there is
disagreement in the mss. about whether or not the word should be included: 84b3, 87b39, 89a10, 9019,
91a5, 92a9, 99a15, 99b38, 02a20, 03a30, 03a34, 07b9, 07H30.

263 The two candidates for what we should read here are both words which do not appear in writings by

Aristotle. mpotpemtikdv does appear in Rhet. ad Al 142169, pace Dirlmeier. mporetixfy does not exist
anywhere in Greek literature.
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even if true, a later work by Aristotle might be expected to use the same term as the
earlier.

The second argument is that the corruption from wporeTikf to mpotpenTiKY is
palacographically unlikely. But, since the word mponetikn does not appear in Greek
literature at all, it would be a most natural (conscious) change by a scribe 264

Thirdly, Dirlmeier alleges a symmetry between dmotpénmv in a34 with
npotpentikf in a30. Certainly, the verbs mpotpémewv and dmotpémewv are used
symmetrically in Aristotle. Rhet. 1358b21, for example, explains how the end of the
deliberative speaker is the beneficial or the harmful: 6 pev yoip mpotpémwy dg PEATIOV

cupuBovieter, O 8¢ dmotpérmv Mg xeipov drotpénet. But in 03a34 (and in 02b24) it is

AOyog that dmotpémer (reason turns the agent away from doing something bad),
whereas in a30, reading mpotpenTiky, it is would, on Dirlmeier’s reading, be one sort
of acrasia which npotpéner (impulsive-intemperance would urge one to act).25% So the

symmetry would not be not made at all clear. In fact, I do not think that there would

264 Dirlmeier, later in the same paragraph, calls mpotpermuxn the lectio difficilior. But how a word which
does not appear in Greek literature can be ‘easier’ than a word which is well attested, Dirlmeier does not
say. Were it not for the survival of E.N., mporetixii would undoubtedly be the lectio difficilior. The existence
of E.N, makes mponemxh the easier reading, only in the sense that M.M. and E.N. will then agree. But as
that agreement is controversial, and denied by Dirlmeier, it is illicit for him to appeal to the principle
‘praestat lectio difficilior’, in the way that he does. That principle ought not to be used in weighing up a
conjecture against a ms. reading, but between rival ms. readings.

265 Dirlmeier (p.390) thinks that the impulsive-acratic has a bad Abyog, and that it is this Adyog which is
npotpentdc. Leaving aside the difficulty that M.M. does not say that his Adyog is mpotpentikdg, but that
the type of acrasia is mpotpentikei, it is mistaken to suppose that any acratic has anything other than 6pBdg
Abyog (cf. 02a11-12, 03al4). The impulsive-acratic, Dirlmeier thinks, will have a bad Adyog in him just as
the intemperate does. Dirlmeier goes on to say that when Adyog Sidé&wv (03a8) gets in him, he will act
virtyously, and that the impulsive-acratic is less blameworthy than the weak-acratic because he does not
follow Adyog. Dirlmeier notes the apparent contradiction between 03b2-11 and 03a7-9, but denies that there
is a contradiction on the grounds that 03b2-11 is purely hypothetical. The impulsive-acratic would not stick
to the results of his deliberation if he deliberated, but he does not deliberate, Dirlmeier says.

All this is very forced. The reason why the impulsive-acratic is to be blamed less than the weak
acratic has nothing to do with the possibility of removing a bad Aéyog. He is blamed less, the author says,
because good people are susceptible to impulsive-acrasia (03a36, b8). The important difference between the
impulsive-acratic and the weak-acratic is that the second disobeys his Adyog, whereas the second has no
Moyog at all at the time. Anticipation of the arrival of the beautiful woman will stop the impulsive-acratic
being impulsively acratic, The fact that reason can prevent the n&Bog (03b4), does not mean that he
originally had a bad Adyog. The adjective dpovomrog (03a31) conveys the point precisely that the impulsive
acratic is not acting as the result of deliberation, not, that is, acting as a result of bad Adyog. He acts without
having thought about it at all. So Dirlmeier’s equation of the intemperate man and the impulsive-acratic
man is false, both with respect to the possession by each of bad Aoyog, and with respect to their respective
blameworthiness on account of educability.




be any symmetry, not because the sort of thing which mpotpéner is different from what
arotpénet, but because mpotpentikdv means not simply ‘encouraging to act’, but
‘encouraging to act well’. Dirlmeier cites 06a24 for support that what one is urged to
do is simply to act. But at 06a24 the sort of action which pleasure urges one to
perform is virtuous action. (cf. EXN. 1113b26-9, 1172b6, 1179b7, b10, 1180a7 in all
of which cases the encouragement is to good things).2¢¢ Far more often, on the basis
of the examples L.S.J. offer of the word, is the object to which one is encouraged a
good thing, and while there are instances of the object being bad (Isocrates 7.46 has
npotpémely €Ml Thg Adikiog) one feels that unless the object is stated to be bad, it will
be good. Moreover, Aristotle’s Protrepticus, whose title may not have been his own,
was nevertheless an exhortation not to act simpliciter, but to philosophise, very much
a virtuous activity.

Fourthly, Dirlmeier says that the two adjectives dnpovontog and €Eaipvng
would be unnecessary if mpometikfy were right because the two concepts would
already be included in the word, whereas it is appropriate for the adjective
npotpentikn to have further specification. But the adjective mpometikdg is used
metaphorically. It literally means ‘fallen forward’. It is thus quite in place for two
further adjectives to be given in addition. Also, it is not at all clear that the concept of
lack of foresight is included within wpomeTikn.

Retain mpomeTiki.

1203a34 Excise Tod! with C and B. The tradition does not point one way or the other,
but the usage of petd + gen. in this treatise is decisive. At 82a18, 89a3, 96b38, 98a2,
98a20 the phrase is petd Adyov. There is admittedly an adjective in 03a34, which
makes the parallels not exact, for in each of those cases cited there is no adjective. But
there is no set rule for the conjunction of noun + articles + attributive participle in

Greek. In the immediate text can be found i) article + noun + article + participle (cf.

266 Cf. also Plato Euthyd. 275a, 307a; Isocrates 2.8; and Aeschines 3.154 cited by Dirlmeier.
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03b18), ii) article + noun + participle (03a24), iii) noun + article + participle (cf

03a8). The last is sufficient to parallel for excluding Tod! here.

1203a35 Alav is guaranteed by the comparative in 03b7. The word-order of o and K is

unparalleled in M.M. and must be a coincidental error.

1203b1 I am convinced by Grant’s argument,2%’ cited by Armstrong and Dirlmeier

(p.390) that there is no need for Spengel’s transposition.

1203b2 ©® Ady® mpoAdPetv occurs in Demosthenes Proemia 29, meaning ‘to capture

with an argument’. It is tempting to read mpoxotoAaBovto given b4, b9.

1203b3 Full stop after edmpdommog.

1203b7 Susemihl’s conjecture, 08¢, in this line is unnecessary. Denniston (p.508)
quotes prose examples of ovtre... te... 00 from Thucydides 1.5.2; 1.126.6. Bonitz

(546a16f) quotes Pol. 1272b19 which gives otre... Te..., but no negative follows.

1203b8-9 The independent manuscripts are unanimous in ending the verb -oiro, and it
is thus reasonable to suppose (with Casaubon and Scaliger) that the first two letters
are the separate word @v. It is also a reasonable assumption that the verb will be aorist
optative to balance yévorr’ in the first part of the sentence.

The reading of V, &v eloarto, gives the aorist middle optative of oido, which
is extremely rare (only found in Homer, Iliad I11.215) and anyway inappropriate. The
reading of K and A is nonsense as it stands but is the same, barring diacritics and word
division, as that of V. The reading of 24! gives a standard part of 01da, the future, but

this is a) ungrammatical - we need the optative- and b) as inappropriate as the reading

267 Grant, [1866] vol. II, p.223.
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of V - the Adyog npoxatoroPdv does ‘know’. The reading of C P?, dvroito is a vox
nihili, and even if the words are divided so that &v is at the beginning, there is no
obvious word resembling mowto which I can see that will fit the context. The
correction in P, &vfvarto, the aorist of dvaivopon (‘I reject, refuse, deny’), is mistaken
not only because it is not optative, but also because the o and the v have been included
in the verb. If the corrector of P has the right verb then we would need to print &v
GvfvoLTo.

There is one remaining reading, that proposed by Scaliger, and now known to
have manuscript authority from L: &v éboonro (aorist middle optative of €av, ‘to
allow’). But we would translate b7-10: ‘Neither will the good man ever become this
type of acratic, nor will anticipating reason allow him [the good man] [sc. to do the
sort of things that the weak acratic does]. For this [sc. anticipating reason] is present
in him (the good man), and he does not obey it, but surrenders to pleasure...” This is
impossible because the good man does not disobey his anticipating reason. Further,
the aorist middle optative of é is not found in Greek literature. (The aorist active
optative does exist in Plato’s Laws 642a7, Meno 92b8, Republic 534d4, Demosthenes
in Stephanum 45.2, Xenophon Hellenica VI.v.47.1.)

Casaubon proposed two changes to the text in these two lines. Susemihl
adopts the last, &v iGoorto. But this results in absurdity. The suppressed object of
idoarto in b9, in Susemihl’s text, is the omovdoiog man. This cannot be right. The
omovdoiog man does not need to be cured. This was the motivation for Casaubon’s
moving of the article in b8 after év - the acratic becomes the subject of yévorr’. The
acratic is in need of a cure. And the movement of the article also facilitates the
reader’s understanding of the reference of avt® in bl0 to the acratic. Accept

Casaubon’s emendation in b9, but also accept his transposition of 6 in b8.

1203b10 Dirlmeier (p.392) defends the manuscripts’ oGre on the grounds that

Denniston allows that otrte... 8¢... is legitimate Greek. Dirlmeier thinks that oUre...
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GAAX... is similar to that26®8 But the examples which Denniston cites from prose
authors (p.511) are passages where both particles occur in main clauses. So even if the
equation by Dirlmeier of dAA& with 8¢ were legitimate, there are no parallels for otre
in a relative clause on its own, and then an adversative particle in the main clause in
Denniston. Bonitz (546a21-31) offers examples of 0v... oUte... GAA..., but that is not
what we have here. Rieckher’s otz ‘not at all’ is much better than the corrector of
P’s ottor ‘indeed not’. The corruption is also easier from oGt to obte. This has
happened in M.M. itself at 89a21, the only other occurrence of o¥m in Susemihl’s
text. But see my note on 89b23.

ovm is not a word that Aristotle uses often. It occurs only at Cat. 6a2, Post

An. 98a18, Phys. 254a26, Cael. 271a18, Meteor. 350b32 (always: o%m ye).

1203b15 Dirlmeier (p.392) does not account, in his reply to Spengel’s criticism of the
“inept” way the author speaks here,26° a) for the fact that the genitive absolutes in b14
and b15-16 contain a noun (émBvpdv) which is not grammatically distinct from the
main clause (in b14 todtog = émbupiog, and in bl6 émBopion are the subject of
gyyévowvo), b) the repetition of towdtog olog. ‘To be such as to be such as” is as
inelegant in Greek as it is in English.

Spengel suspected that the passage was corrupt, and if this sentence were
found in a work of Aristotle, we would be tempted to accept Armstrong’s conjecture.

But it is not.

1203b16-18 Quite how the encratic ‘follows’ the temperate man is not at all clear in
Susemihl’s text. b13-20 evidently are meant to show how the temperate man is
encratic (b13, b19-20). In between b13 and b20 Susemih!’s text presents us first with
a definition of the encratic man (b13-16), then with a definition of the temperate man

(b16-18), and then another definition of the encratic man (b18-19). The second

268 He could have pointed to 89b23-4. See my note there.
269 Note that Susemihl wrongly attributes Spengel’s criticisms on b15-16 6 — xotéyewv to b14-15.
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definition of the encratic man, as Armstrong noted, is inconsistent with the
conclusion.?’7? Armstrong’s excision here is, however, too far-reaching. We need oty
d¢ chxppov... tadto 0pBdv (b16-18) in order to make it clear why the encratic ‘will
follow” the temperate. Excising 6 &’ éykpatng O émbupiog podAog TOv te Adyov Tov
nepl tordta Opodv (b18-19), the passage sets out how the temperate man is similar to
the encratic. Both can be without base desires, and both have 6pBdg Adyog. From this
it is alleged that the encratic ‘follows’ the temperate man: i.e. the temperate man is
encratic. They are indistinguishable when the encratic does not have base desires. The
temperate man is everything the encratic is, plus a bit more. An extra condition has to
be added to the conditions that they share to differentiate the temperate man from the

encratic, viz. that the former never has base desires (b17). E.N. 1151b32-5 makes the

same point but with much more caution.

The sentence containing the misplaced definition of the encratic (b18-19) is not
present in one family, &, and nor is it present in L. Dirlmeier (p.393) alleges that the
omission in a descendant of P is the result of omission ex homoeot., but I suspect the
reverse. A gloss in the other part of the tradition has been included in three out of four

manuscripts in the text. Excise 0 ©° éykpatng — mepl todtor 0poov (b18-19).

1203b20-1 Accept Bonitz’ additions in b20-1. yép (b21) must be the beginning of the
justification for the conclusion that the encratic is not temperate (b23), and yet the

transmitted text, kol Eoton chepwv (b20), says that he is.

1203b22 e is well-attested, and affects the sense drastically. ol6g te means ‘able’,
ol0g ye means ‘such as at least’.27! The second is much better, and picks up the

distinction earlier (b15-16) in which the encratic is said not necessarily to have base

270 Hence the conjectures by Ellebodius and Amerbach in b20.
271 Armstrong renders ‘or is at least able to feel them’, Stock by ‘or is at least capable of feeling [passion]’,

both of which appear to translate a 7 and a e, Dirlmeier by ‘oder der so geartet ist, daB er affiziert werden
kann’, which seems to translate olog twice.



desires. Reading ye, translate a21-2: ‘but the encratic is the man who is affected and

overcomes these <desires™>, or rather <does so> inasmuch at least as he is affected’.
This not only makes sense, but is an important qualification for the author to

make. Once e is in place there is no temptation to supplement the text as many have

tried. For the frequent combination 1... ye see 02a23, 02b20, 04a21, 06b32, 13b12.

1203b28 Denniston (p.510) cites four cases of oUde... otte, including one from Plato

and one from Hippocrates. Bonitz (539b54) quotes Prob. 956a40. These are sufficient

to allow the reading of the manuscripts, 003¢, to stand: ‘And so the acratic is not like
the intemperate, nor...”. The first part of this sentence answers directly to 26 6 &
axdAasTog 00 Torodtog, and then the second part is tacked on. Place a comma after

dxkportig in b28 to make this more obvious.

1203b30 1 see no reason to prefer the Aldine’s aorist participle over the unanimous

testimony of the independent mss. Read ywvopévov.

1203b32 Armstrong’s conjecture 6t springs (I imagine) from unease at the lack of
connection between the two clauses in the sentence. By adding 671, Armstrong not
only links the two clauses, but also escapes having to explain how the force of i
t0V70 and dmd TobTov differ because St Todro becomes redundant.

A simpler solution is to place a full stop after elvon (which is what the mss.

do). 90al is a parallel for this. The repetition of thought in 31 and &=o is emphatic.

1203b35 The second 0¥ is poorly attested and should be excised. None of C P A K
had it originally. The acratic’s reason is good (implicit in b26, explicit in 02a11-13,
03al4, implicit in the counterfactual in b36-7). The author is concentrating on the
origin of the Adyou of the intemperate and the acratic respectively. The intemperate has

a bad Abyog by nature, the acratic has a good Adyog by habit.
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With the corrector in K, I take obtOv in b36 to be the acratic’s Adyog, but, on
the basis of b33-4, I take avt0g in the same line to be the acratic himself. (Stock takes
both to refer to the acratic. But the counterfactual godAov yop odtOV EdeL eivon, on
this reading, is no longer counterfactual in 04a2 - the acratic is base. Cf. also 00b5 272

If we read ovt® in b3 with C P the same problem arises.)

1204al Dirlmeier (p.393) wants to retain obv. Jaeger?”> had used the combination to
cast doubt on the authenticity of the treatise, and von Arnim?’* would not read odv.
The tradition suggests strongly that odv and @pa. were variants in ®: some have odv
alone, some dpo alone, and some both. This is more likely to have happened if in that
ancestor one of the words was placed above the other: some scribes took the word
above the line to be an addition, some as a correction, and some ignored it. The
parallel from Plato which Dirlmeier cites, Theat. 149b10, is not a precise parallel, (Gpa
picks up goolv in the previous line). Campbell’s commentary?”> translates dipo.
‘according to this tale’. There is no such explanation here. The passage from Plato is
the only one I know of in any author to have the collocation pev odv dpo. Leave odv

in square brackets.

1204a2 Susemihl’s 37 is surely right.

1204a5 Retain T1g. See my note on 1203a2 and Dirlmeier, p.394.

1204a8 Bonitz 85a24 only gives Meteor. 339a2, 355b24 as examples of Gmopelv +
acc. It is unclear whether 1 elpnuéva are the words of the question just asked, or the

discussion before the question, the relevant points of which are given in the
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272 That the acratic is base is also implicit in the assertion that the intemperate is baser than the acratic

(03629-30).
273 Jaeger, [1948] 442.

274 Von Arnim, [1929] 25-6. Von Arnim slips when he says that P does not have odv.
275 Campbell, [1883] ad loc.



subordinate clause within the question. Either way it is a mistake to place a colon after
elpnuéva. What follows is the beginning of the reply to the question, not the dropia

itself. Punctuate with a full stop.

1204a13 o @pdvyiog is redundant. Its position also makes the identification of
tolodtog with the acratic less easy. It could have intruded from a (mistaken?’6)

marginal gloss on tolo0b70g.

1204a13-18 First, replace the colon in al5 with a comma. The first pév in this line is
answered by 6AL’, instead of the usual 8¢, because the second clause itself has a pev...
8¢. Cf Herodotus VIIL46.1: ficav pév o@r xoi dAAon memAnpopévon véeg, GAAQ
ol pév Ty fovtdv éeOAoccov, Tprikovioe S8 il dpioto mAeovonot €v

Zohogtive évoopdynooy; Plato Laches 191E odkodv dvdpelol pev mévteg odrol

elow GAL’ ol pev év Rdovaig, ol 8’ év Abrong. ..

In al7 the manuscripts offer dewdg. If they are right there, then Casaubon’s
conjecture in al6 is attractive. The @pdviytog man and the detvdg man’s spheres are the
same (mepl pu&v yop tordté, al5). The epdvytog man can act in the sphere of what one
ought to do, the dewvdg man does not act.

The expression mpoktikdg + mepl is not found in Aristotle, who uses
npoktikdg on its own (e.g. ENN. 1146a8, 1152a9), or + gen. (e.g. EXN. 1134a2 70d
ducatov, E.E. 122226 t6v Pertictov, EE. 1247a8 tdv edroynudrov, E.E. 1248b36
OV koAdV). But EN. 1140b5 gpovicig is a &g GANONG Hetd AOYoL TpoKTiKT mept
01 BvBphm® Gryodd: kol koed. And in 1140b20-1 it is a E&1g petd Adyov Anbng mept
0. GvBpdmivo, dyoBd mpoktikny. But in neither of these formulations must the mept
phrase be dependent on npaxtiks, and the difference in formulation suggests that it is

not - it can, like the other adjectives, be dependent on &g or directly on gppoviicis.

276 But understandable. In 97b20 the gpdviyiog man is dewvéc,
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In E.N. it is said that it is possible for clever people to be acratic (1152a10).
These clever people will know what the right thing to do is, but they are not such as to
have the &€ of epdvnoig.27” People confuse the @pdvylog man and the dewvdg man,
and hence, spotting a clever man being acratic, they wrongly attribute acrasia to toig
@POVILLOLG.

In 04a13ff we get the following: the acratic is dewvog (04al3). The @pdvyrog
does do what he ought to do (al5). The dewdg does not act (al6). The dewdg does
not act in the way that he ought (al7). Therefore the gpdvijiog cannot be acratic.

The chief problem in the passage in M.M. revolves around 0 &’ 0¥ mpokTiKdg
in b16. & pev referred to the epdvyrog man, & 8¢ refers to the dewvdg man. The former
does what he ought, but what does the latter do? The Greek appears to mean that the
latter does not act at all (o® mpokTiKdg). Armstrong, who reads detvog with the mss. in
al7, does take the passage to deny that the clever man as such acts. He takes the role
of Sewdtng in 97b25-6 to be deliberative rather than executive. But if that is what the
author means in 04al6, then it is unclear how the detvog can be acratic. Certainly,
neither (as such) will do what they ought to, but that in itself is not good enough
grounds to say that the Sewdg can be acratic. Otherwise a paralysed person would
count as acratic, simply on the basis that, in virtue of the fact that she performs no
actions, she does not do what she ought to do.2’8 In addition, I cannot see how
Armstrong on the one hand thinks that the dewvdg is not mpouctikdg (04als), and yet
does think that his province is T mpoktd (al5).

npérrtely and its cognates can (and do, according to McDowell) have a more
refined sense than just ‘act’ in Aristotle’s ethical theory, a sense restricted to actions
‘undertaken as constituent means to eudaimonia’.2’® This fits EN. 1152a9 6 &
dxpotig 0O mpoktikds. The acratic does not do what he thinks it is best to do, he

does not act in accordance with his choice, but he does do things. If this is the sense in

277 See Stewart, [1892] vol. 1L, 213-14.

278 Armstrong’s translation, with its inclusion of what is not in the Greek, arouses suspicion.
279 McDowell, [1980] 364.
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MM.,, then there will not be a denial that the Sewvdg man does not act (in the
broad sense), which would be absurd, but a denial that he acts-with-a-view-to-
eudaimonia. Our acratic Sewvog will have a good conception of what he ought to
do, but not do it. The problem with the passage, on this reading, is that

npoktikdg includes the notion of doing what one ought to do, but the

specification mept & dei is added redundantly by the author (al5-16).

The translation of Stock is: ‘the one [the ppdviyiog] does what he ought
and the other [the detvog] does not’. Stock tacitly supplies mept & et after
TpokTikdg (b16), or does not translate mpoxtikdg (b16), or takes nepl O, el as
conceptually present in the term mpoktikog. The cost of doing this is that there is
a contradiction between this line and 97b20, where the @poviLog man is said to
be Sewvdg. The dewodg man does do what he ought to do in 97620, but in 04a16
he does not 280

It is thus difficult to see how the author uses the concept of cleverness to
illustrate that the @pdvylog man cannot be acratic. It is striking that whereas
E.N. says that 0 dkporTig 00 mpaktikds, M.M. does not. But he seems to rely on
both the dewvog man and the acratic man not being npokTikOg to conclude (odv
al6) that one can be both at the same time.

The thought in a15-18 is most unclear. I prefer to retain the reading of
the mss. in al7. Burnet (p.328) calls the corresponding passage in E.N.
1152a10-14 ‘one of Aristotle’s longest parentheses’. Our author seems not to
have understood the structure of the passage in ENN., and to have thought
Aristotle was talking about the Sewodg man’s being npoktikdg. This is an
example of our author writing nonsense as a result of misunderstanding

Aristotle.
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the base man too is said to be dewvog, but not gpdvyLog (97b20).
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1204a19-26 There are some problems with this passage.28! First, how is it consistent
to say on the one hand that everyone includes pleasure in their account of gvdoupLovio
(a20-2), and on the other that some people do not even think that it is to be reckoned
as a good (a22-3)? M.M. establishes a link (proximity) between painlessness and
pleasure in a24, but if the odv in that line is correct, the argumentation will be: since
everyone includes pleasure in their account of happiness, and some people say that
painlessness is important for happiness, but deny that pleasure is, these people must,
when they talk of painlessness, be talking about something close (¢yytg, a24) to
pleasure. The closeness that is established will have to be of such a sort that it does
not matter if M.M. never returns to discuss painlessness, given the importance M.M.
here places on the determination of the objects of his own enquiry by previous
enquiries. It would be a lot to grant a philosopher that painlessness is pleasure, and yet
the sort of closeness which M.M. would need if he were being rigorous is identity. If
we were to grant this to M.M., then the problem raised about consistency at the start
of this paragraph would be dissolved. The people who are disgusted by pleasure, it
will turn out, are actually quite fond of it, although they would not admit it.

Another way of taking the passage is to follow Susemihl’s lead in a24 and
emend odv to 3¢. The (conceptual) proximity of pleasure to painlessness can, in this
way, be taken not as a conclusion, but as an undefended claim. This has its attractions
given the implausibility of anyone seriously advancing an argument such as the one I
offered in the previous paragraph. But the interpretation that I would support
necessitates not only that we change odv to 8¢ in a24, but also that 8¢ in a22 is
emended to y&p. Let us start with a22. A yép can be closely paralleled by 06b31-4
(esp. b33), where there is a similar appeal to other people’s beliefs. In that passage the
second alternative (fj obk dvev ye + gen.) is defended with a yop-sentence. So here,

the fact that even (xad, a22) those who are hostile to pleasure, admit its brother,

81 From the large amount of important literature on pleasure in Aristotle published since

Dirlmeier’s commentary the only detailed treatment of pleasure in M.M. is Gosling/Taylor, [1982]
455-71.
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painlessness, in their account of evdonpovia is advanced in defence of the claim that
some people give a role, if not an essential role, to pleasure.

The adoption of Susemihl’s 8¢ in a24 and my yép in a22 allows a more
sensible interpretation than can be got from the text Susemihl prints. M.M.’s
discussion of pleasure is in part justified by the importance predecessors have attached
to it. Even those who concentrate on 0 d&Atmeog <(fiv>, rather than on pleasure, the
author hopes, will find the discussion of pleasure that is to follow of interest, related
as the concepts of pleasure and painlessness are. Those that do not identify
gvdonpovior with pleasure, i.e. living with pleasure (a21), do give some place to
pleasure. To say that edSayovio ‘is not without’ pleasure, is not yet to say that it is
‘with’ pleasure - the phrase ‘not without’ can express a weaker relation. In this case,
the second group of theorists, who hold that happiness is not without pleasure, have
an account which, according to M.M., though the theorists would not say so
themselves, involves pleasure. The involvement is weak, and depends, I suppose, on
the fact that painlessness and pleasure have in common the absence of pain. M.M.
does not investigate the relationship between pleasure and painlessness, but he does
not need to for his present purposes. He has established, by a25, that all (névteg b21)
theorists attach some role to ©1ovf in their accounts of happiness, albeit that the role
attached varies from the essential to the tangential.

The use of GAAG &1 in a26 is striking. Denniston (p.242) says ‘GAA& 81, in all
its senses, almost invariably follows a strong stop’. In M.M. 94b19, b22, 05a26,
06a28, the only occurrences of this combination in this text, the rule is followed.
Denniston quotes three exceptions to the rule, but none closely parallel the usage in
MM. 04a26. The more usual combination of particles after o povov is GAAY Kod,
and it could be that ko became corrupted into 8. A simpler account is possible - not
to see GAAG &1 as answering o® pdvov in this way. We could punctuate with a full
stop after 8eiv (a26). ‘Hence we must speak about pleasure - and not only because
others think we should. But indeed it is necessary for us to speak about it’. The

contrast between ol ¢AAol and fipiv is brought out by the emphatic GAAG.
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1204226-30 MM, on its own terms, requires pleasure to be dealt with. The
conclusion is given in a29-30 dmep NBovfig Gv ein dvorykaiov eimelv. There are three
premises to the argument that precede the conclusion (a26-9), and then, tacked on
after the conclusion, another premise (a30). This last premise encapsulates, though in
an unnecessarily weak form, the second and third ones (a27-9). It is also stylistically
inelegant, and makes punctuation of the passage difficult. But these are not good

enough reasons to excise énedrimep — Mdoviig (a30).

1204a31-b3 The paragraph starts by promising to set out the reasons that those who
deny that pleasure is to be understood év &yofo uéper put forward. I take the phrase
MV AGOVIV @G €V GryoBod péper AogiBévery (04a32) to mean the same as TV Ndoviv
evopdpetoBon tolg GryaBolg (04a23), i.e. taking pleasure as a good, as something
good. 04a32-b3 present five arguments attacking the claim that pleasure is good. We
have to translate © &yaov (04a34, a35-6, a38, 04b2) by ‘what is good’, not as ‘the
good’. i.e. to take 0 &yaBOV as an elliptical expression for o oryaBOv Sv. In this way
the promise in a32 is kept: we have five arguments that pleasure is not a good.?82 We
also have consistency in the way the arguments are presented here and later referred
back to. In the replies to the arguments M.M. repeatedly takes the arguments he has
enumerated to attack the claim that pleasure is good, (not the good). M.M. says at
04b19, 05a5-6 (cf. 05b17-20) that the Yéveoig-argument aimed to establish that
pleasure is not good (no definite article); at 05a26 (cf. 05b14) that the ‘existence of
base pleasures” argument also sought to establish that pleasure is not good (no

definite article); the ‘commonness’ argument tried to show that pleasure is not good,

M.M. says at 05b30-7 (no definite article); the ‘hindrance’ argument attempted to

prove that pleasure is not good (no definite article), says MM, at 06a2. The

282 This is Dirlmeier’s solution. He translates the first three occurrences of ©o &yaov by ‘ein Gut’,
but the fourth by ‘das Gut’. Stock translates the first four by ‘the good’. Armstrong has ‘what is
good’ four times, correctly.
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kpamotov argument also defended the view that pleasure is not good (no definite
article) at 06a35.

The only difficulty with this interpretation is in 04b1-2: it would be absurd if
this meant ‘pleasure is not the best, but what is good is best’. To change without
warning the sense of 70 &yaB6v from ‘what is good’ in the first three arguments to
‘the good’ in the fourth would be intolerable. Better would be to understand
kpdmotov not as a synonym for &potov,28? but to mean ‘most powerful
motivationally’.

Dirlmeier (p.398) is right to object on palaeographical grounds to Spengel’s
supplements to the text in 04a35 and 04b1. Untidiness by an author who does not
stick strictly to his project of listing the Aey6pevo one by one, and then addressing

each one in order, is an easy explanation of the transmitted text.

1204a31 One might have expected & Twveg Aéyovoly odk oidpevor Selv... But to read

that would be to normalise.

1204b8 Susemihl’s addition is mistaken. See Dirlmeier, pp.400-1,

1204b18 pév should not be in the text. It is only in K, and may or may not have been

in 7. 3¢ (04b19) introduces a second premise, and ought not to answer an earlier puév.

1204b22 Omit odk. Although von Arnim, [1929] 24-5, has found parallels for ovée. ..
ovk, and of particular importance is that at 98a8-9, the stemma demands that the more

usual single negative be accepted both here and in 98a8.

1204b26 Comma after n86peOo rather than after évdeels. (This seems to be the
punctuation that Stock would read.) The énewdy clause must end after N8Oedo and

the duor clause belong with the tobto — xwvetton clause, It is while the eating is

283 So, Dirimeier and Stock and Armstrong,
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taking place that the part of the soul is active and moves (cf b28-9, b34-5). As
Susemihl’s text stands, we are not told when the relevant part of the soul is active. It
even looks as though it is permanently active. (See Armstrong’s translation.)
Repunctuating as I have suggested, and reading fj before évepyel (which I will defend
in the next note), translate: ‘Since there is a part of the soul with which we feel
pleasure, this part of the soul, at the same time as the eating of what we lack, in so far
as it is active, also moves...”. A good parallel for this use of dpo + dative + main verb
is 12a20: dpo ©® TordTdv voelv mpoodpesty Eovoty nepl 6 voolowv émi todd. Of
the two things that happen at the same time, the first is gtven with the dative of the
infinitive, the second with a main verb. In our passage we do not have an infinitive in

the dative, but syntactically tfi mpocgopé = 7@ TPOGPEPEGOOLL.

1204b27 Add f with mss. before évepyei. Excision of this word only occurs late in the

tradition. Inclusion is the lectio difficilior. See previous note for a translation.

1204b28 Full stop instead of a colon in this line. M.M. moves from his argument that
pleasure is an activity and process to an explanation of how his opponents were
misled. The transmitted reading at the start of the next sentence (3w 70 &M dpa...) is

impossible, and Scaliger’s transposition is rightly accepted by Susemihl.

1204b29 1% is not needed (cf. 82a22, 85a32, 04b27) and is not present in any of the

independent mss. Delete.

1204b32 oOpotemg, attested in L, is not necessary.?# 01b17, Spotov yép éomv Gonep
0V KoBeEVIOVTLY, is the nearest parallel in this text for the neuter. By that model we
should mentally supply ‘it is’. I have not found a parallel in Aristotle for 8uowov i,

though he uses 8owov dx ei at S.E. 176al13, Spowov Got’ ei at Meteor. 377b13, and

Opolov k@v €l at De An. 408b12, E.N. 1145a10.

2841, makes the same type of error in its version of E.N. 1103b9: &véAoyov] Svoddyeg.
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1204b33 The transmitted N} makes sense in this line: ‘But the soul also exists’ (and
therefore ought not to be ignored in an enquiry into what man is). Rieckher’s deletion
of the definite article yields: ‘But man is also soul’ (and therefore the analysis of those
who look just at the visible is has been unwarrantedly restricted). There is nothing

wrong with the transmitted text, so keep it.

1204b37 The same easy error of taking the adjective to agree with ¢Oowy is found in K

at E.N. 1152b13, in the same context. It is important that the restoration is perceived.

1204b37 The combination of yép and the negative in this line is worrying. 11 in this
line suggests that the characterisation of MM.’s opponents is being contradicted by
M.M., but the yép leads us to believe that a reason is being given for the opponents’
view. I do not think that the text can be right as it stands. Stock and Armstrong
translate y6p by ‘but’,285 whilst Dirlmeier adds ‘Nein’ before translating yé&p by
‘denn’. Both these tacks, making M.M.’s reply start in this line, give good sense, but
they do not translate the text.

Can we determine where the exposition of the view to be attacked ends, and
where the reply to that view starts? The next sentence (b38-a2), which is itself tied to
this sentence with a yép, breaks naturally into two parts, of which the second is clearly
part of M.M.’s reply. The first part, © yép — yevésBon, could be part of M.M.’s
attack - cashing out the formula of the opposition -, or part of the opponents’ own
elucidation of their view. If the second option is accepted, it will be necessary to

punctuate with a full stop after yevéoBan in 05al.

285 Denniston, pp.109-10, notes that ko Y6p stands often in answers. But all the passages he cites
(from Plato), whether in answers or not, are assentient. In M.M. xai vép does not elsewhere have a
dissenting tone. There is one passage which could be stretched to give this particle combination an
adversative sense, namely at 02a25, where the man who has assaulted his father defends himself
saying kol y&p obtog wov Eawtod matépar <Etuyevs. But even this conforms to the standard
assentient use, if we imagine the previous sentence to have been ‘You cannot blame me’ (said by the
defendant) rather than “You are guilty’ (said by the prosecutor).
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An editor can change the text in a variety of ways; first, following the lead of
Dirlmeier in his translation, we could add a short sentence after aicbnt, namely £ott
8" oV (cf. 04b25). Secondly, following the translations of Stock and Armstrong, we
could emend ydp so that it is adversative - perhaps &¢. Thirdly, and this solution will
delay the response of M.M. to st 8¢ (05al), we can delete p" in 04b37. The second

solution is neatest: ‘But pleasure exists even in those not restored to nature’.

120523 mpd Abmng is the transmitted reading. It is odd that no one has queried it. In
fact the omission of koi wpd Admng in M and its descendants will, I think, not have
been accidental, but editorial. The translations of 05a2-3: ‘we assert that we feel
pleasure apart from pain and before pain’ (Armstrong), ‘we say that there is pleasure
without pain and prior to pain’ (Stock), “wir aben sagen, es gibt Lustempfindung auch
ohne Unlust und vor der Unlust’ (Dirlmeier) are good translations of Susemihl’s text,
The problems are a) that M.M. has not claimed that pleasure precedes pain, so we
must take the goyév in a3 as general and not looking back to an earlier passage, b)
there is no reason to suppose that M.M. would hold this view, which is surprisingly
like his opponents - they think that pleasure ensues from pain, whilst M.M. would
think, reading Susemihl’s text, that pain ensues from pleasure,?36 ¢) the claim that
pleasure comes before pain is of no help to M.M.’s argument against the
arokatdotoolg theorists.

The text can be neatly mended if we read not xoi pd AVTNg but kol
npdAvnnNg, which would be translated: ‘we say that pleasure is without pain and287
without previous pain’. This has the advantages a) that eopév in a3 can look back
accurately to an earlier passage, 04b14-17, and hence b) that M.M. says something
that we can believe that he believed, and further, c) that this claim is pertinent to the
attack on the dmokoréoracig theorists. The claim is now part of the justification for

the assertion in 05a1-2 that it is possible to feel pleasure without lacking: if lacking is

286 Certainly the two views, that pleasure follows pain and that pain follows pleasure, are treated
together in Plato Rep. 584b2-c2.

%87 Or, xoi may be epexegetic: “we say that pleasure is without pain, i.c. without previous pain’.
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understood in terms of pain (05a2), and pleasure does not involve pain (05a2-3), then
the definition of M.M.’s opponents, whereby pleasure is ‘perceived restoration of
what is lacking to nature’, is undermined.

The chief objection to this conjecture is that the noun mpdéAvrn does not exist.
Plato had used the noun mpoAvnnfcig at Rep. 584¢10 which means ‘anticipatory pain’,
in the sense of a pain one has at the expectation of some future harm. That is not the
appropriate word here. We need a word that means ‘previous pain’. The verb
mpoAvnéopion, meaning T feel pain previously’ was coined by Plato (cf. Rep. 584b6,
Phaedrus 258e3, Philebus 39d4) and is used in M\M. 04b15-17 (and E.N. 1173b15).
Similar is Plato’s use of the word mpoyofipw in Philebus 39d4. On the same model
Aristotle coins the word mpondopon at ENN. 1167a5 meaning ‘I feel pleasure
previously’. We find the adjectives mepiAvmog at E.N. 1124a16 and éniAvnog at E.N.
1110b19, 1111b17, 1117a33, 1175b18. I cannot see why M.M. cannot coin the noun

TPOAVTN.

1205a6 The omission of the definite article is as well attested as its inclusion. Keep it

on the strength of 04b18.

1205a7 Who thinks that not all pleasure is good? The manuscripts attribute the view
to someone unnamed or to an unnamed Adyog. I favour Bonitz’ emendation of enoiv
to @ooiv because (pace Dirlmeier p.146; p.403; Allan, [1957] 10-11) the section
05a7-15 is a first treatment of the Aeydpevov mentioned in 04a35. It will be treated
again in 05a26 - note xod twice in that line and avtoig in 05a27. Dirlmeier’s reason
for denying that 05a7-15 are a treatment of that Aeylpevov is that it is not argued but
asserted that every pleasure is a good. But I do not understand this. The particles,
however we reconstruct the text in this section, clearly show the structure of an
argument. Further, the words pet todta (a7) signal a move to a different topic. If a7

were an objection to the previous sentence, we would not expect this transition
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formula (cf. e.g. 84215, 84b1, 84b7, 84b17, 84b22, 85al4, 96b34, 00a35, 04al9,
13b18).

1205a12-15 The text given by Susemihl in al4-15 is translated by Stock as ‘so that
since the goods and pleasure are in these, and the pleasure that comes from goods is
pleasure, every pleasure will be good’. This is obviously ludicrous. The second
premise is a truism, and the conclusion does not follow, 288

Can we restore sense more economically than Rassow?8® or Dirlmeier290?
After being told that a pleasure attends every actualisation of good in al0-11, M.M.
makes an inference (io7’, a12). This begins: ‘Since the good is in all the categories’,
and is something that M.M. has already claimed at a8-9. Until Kotnyopioug (al3),
everything is fine. M.M. is now entitled to say that it follows from this that pleasure is
in all the categories too. The words fidovi &v ein can mean precisely this. The
problem is &yoBOv (al3). We need either to delete it or to follow Rassow’s or
Susemihl’s proposals and read the Greek for ‘in all (sc. the categories)’. Deletion is
easier palacographically. A scribe may have been over keen for the conclusion to be

reached and inserted dryoB6v.

288 The argument hardly makes sense as it stands, says Cooper, [1973] 349n.40. Gosling and Taylor,
[1982] 463-4, are similarly at a loss to provide a coherent account of the argument.

289 Rassow takes the train of thought to be: 1) good appears in all the categories (a9, al3), 2)
pleasure appears in all the categories (al3, reading &v améiooug for &yaBov), 3) good and pleasure
appear in the same things (al4 reading toig odrotc for to6m015), so 4) all pleasure is good. It is not
sufficient, as Dirlmeier thinks it is (p.404), that both pleasure and the good appear in all the
categories for the conclusion to be reached that all pleasure is good. They must always appear
together. This led Rassow to conjecture toig odroig for rodrotg,

%0 Dirlmeier adopts two changes to the text printed by Susemihl. First he excises al2-13 Got’ émeidn
— GyoBov ein, thinking that it is a doublet of al4-15, and then he emends 78ovi to &yoBov in al5.
For the second proposal we now have manuscript authority in . If we adopt &yo®ov in al5, we will
have a text that means: ‘so that since the goods and pleasure are in these, and the pleasure that comes
from goods is good, every pleasure will be good’. But still the argument is not good. We would need
to know that every pleasure comes from goods, for the conclusion to be reached. In a11-12 MM, had
said that pleasure follows all GryaBod évepyeiog, but the possibility that pleasure follows kouco®
eévepyetag has not been excluded. Whilst the thesis that dot’ €meidn év tobrolg pév téyadX xod
novit, 1 8 &nd 1@V &yaBGV HBov ndovl, cryaBov Gv ein oo fidovA could have been ‘explained’
in the margin by dot’ éneidn 10 &yoBov év néooug Tl kornyoplong, Ko fBoviy Bv ein dyoddV is
attractive in so far as the note would attempt to provide a reference for w00t015 (al0), the subject of
the first clause in the text was wéyodd kol Mdovi, but this would have been changed in the note to 10
GyaBdy. We would expect an explanatory note to have read: dor’ £me1dn 10 dyoBov &y méoong Tolg
Kazyopiong kol fdovA, <ndovip> &v ein Gryodov.
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M.M. is trying to reach the conclusion that every pleasure is good (al5).291
Not only must pleasure attend every good, but pleasure must never attend anything
not good. Pleasure and good must always appear together. Take the premise 7 8 émd
OV aya®dv mdov Mdovh (al4-15) to mean ‘pleasure is pleasure from goods’, and

there is no need to make any change in a12-15 except to excise &yaf6v in al3.

1205216 ai is only in K. Comparing 05a22, 05a25 and E.N. 1173b28 it is tempting to
keep it, but it should be excised. 05a22 and 05a25 may have been the very reason for

a scribe who wanted a tidier text to include it.

1205a17 Although the stemma would suggest that i should be excised, it could easily
have dropped out independently in o and in A and V by haplography after xod in al7.

Retain it.

1205a16-25 Unlike ypopporiky or other émiotfipon, pleasures differ w0 elder. Two
people having, for example, ypoppotikiiv have the same émotiuny, whereas two
people having ndoviv need not have the same €180g of idovA.

The most radical proposal for this part of the text is by Becchi. 292 He proposes
that the names Lampros and Neleus/Ileus in 05a19-23 are not names at all. We are to
read the adjective Aapmpdg in al9 (meaning ‘noble’), Abpmpe in a22, and again an
adjective (like dryevvet) for IAet in a23. In addition, we are to read 6 before Aoumpdg
in a19 with Utin 2% and excise 6 in a21, which I will come to.

It is not fair to argue, as Becchi does (pp.250-1), that the name, Neleus, has

been accepted by critics in 05a23 because of the ‘esigenza di individuare sul piano

291 A conclusion which will be contradicted by 05b1-2.

292 Becchi, [1979] 249-54.

293 Becchi does not make it clear whether Utin. has yép or not. If it follows L, as we would expect
from the stemma, then it omits ¥6p. This reading is objectionable because the sentence needs a
connective. If it reads yop 6, then we must suppose that the scribe of Utin. had a further exemplar
available to him, from which he manufactured the composite reading. See pp.43-4 for remarks on the
position of Utin. in the stemma. See my note on 1194a32 for the temptation to alter the text when
¥ép appears in third position.
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storico le personalita che si celano sotto i nomi, per noi del tutto oscuri, di Ileo (o
Ileio) e di Lampro.” Even if it were true, we now know that vmAei is excellently
attested in o. It is unlikely that any scribe who copied M.M. should have known his
Strabo (XIIL. 608) so well as to have conjectured the name Neleus.

As well as arguing that the motivation for reading Neleus was misguided,
Becchi argues that since the pleasures of wine and the pleasures of sex are both bodily
pleasures, they do not differ ©® eide1, and so we need to reinterpret cuyyivesBon to
mean not ‘sex’ but ‘conversation’ (p.252). The pleasure from wine is a typical
pleasure of one sort of person, the plebeian, the other of another sort, the noble
person, Becchi thinks.

But there are inconsistencies in Becchi’s argument. He accepts that the
received text suggests that Lampros is young and Neleus not young.?*4 On the basis of
this age-difference he thinks the pleasures of wine and of cvyyiveson should reflect
these different types of people - the young and the not-young. Young people drink
wine, while old people have conversations. (I had not noticed that the two pleasures
are enjoyed by different sets of people. Doesn’t anyone do both, and enjoy both? Cf.
EN. 1154a17-18) Granting this for the sake of argument, it is ludicrous for Becchi to
maintain, after his conjectures are incorporated into the text, that the pleasure from
conversations is specifically for the noble, and the pleasure from wine for the untitled.

I also do not see how Becchi can think (p.252) that if we read Lampros, there
is evidence that he is young - someone who may or may not be able to write -, and yet
on the other reading, Aoyimpdg, not be committed to the idea that noble people, as a
class, are such that they too are on the verge of being able to read and write, while the
ignoble can, and have been able to, read and write for some time.

It should also be noted that Aristotle does not use the adjective Aopmpdg of
people, and when L.S J. cite instances of the adjective being used of people it does not

mean ‘noble” but ‘famous’. Becchi could have come up with a Greek word meaning

294 1n this he follows Donini [1966] 146n.28, against von Arnim, Dirlmeier and Diiring,
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‘unheard of"?° and conjectured that word in a23. But it is not only the famous who
enjoy conversations nor only the unheard of who like drinking wine.

There is no need, in fact, to see any link between the people (whether named
or unnamed) in the discussion of writing and any people who enjoy different things
(whether wine and sex, or wine and conversation). It is clear from the text that X and
Y are different eidet if and only if they “dispose one differently’ (05a20, 05a24). There
is, thus, no need to follow Becchi in wanting M.M. to give us an example of a bodily
pleasure and an example of a non-bodily pleasure. After I have suggested the ways in
which T would change the text of Susemihl, I will return to a discussion of the
philosophy of the passage.

Two changes to the text printed by Susemihl are essential. In a23 instead of
Ileus? we should rather read Neleus, as advocated by Wilamowitz.297 Secondly, the
definite article in a21 should be excised. (Donini, [1965] 146, and Becchi follow
editors before Susemihl in wanting this excision). Susemihl is wrong to say that Valla
read 0 in a21, and thus Rassow’s conjecture was falsely based.28 Tt occurs in V and
its descendants, but not in other mss. The absence of the definite article, however,
points us to another correction to the text of Susemihl. Bekker? rightly excised
Ypoppotikds in a2l It is suspicious because of its position in the sentence, because
the verb already has a subject (Adpumpoc), and because it is the sort of marginal gloss
that often enters a text. A note guessing who Lampros was - a grammarian - has
entered the body of the text. (The two words, ypayiportikée and 6 will have got into
the text at different times.) In fact the guess was mistaken. Someone who has

YPOLUOTIKAY 1S not a grammarian, but someone who can read and write (cf. Aristotle

295 Valla renders 05a22-3: quae in splendido quacque obscuro. (See p.97). The only Greek word that
I'can think of which could yield the translation obscurus and has some palacographical resemblance
is Gviiliog (‘sunless’), but this is rare and only found in poetry.

296 Yleus does exist as a name. It appears in Suda who just comments: dvopa kOprov. It also occurs in
Hesiod fr.235 (Merkelbach/West). See West, [1985] 97n.148.

#%7 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff [1927]. For the spelling of Neleus’ name see my note on 1205a23
below.

298 See pp.90-1, 93.
2%9 Followed by Donini, [1965] 146




379

Topics 142b31-5).3% The construction of the protasis &v + subjunctive suggests that
Lampros does not yet have this skill. When he does, he will be disposed (Sixeicetan)
in the same way...

The next important textual questions are also in the sentence al19-23. Is there
one sentence here or two? What is the apodosis in the conditional sentence?
Susemihl’s text makes the apodosis composite: if p, then q and r. But the problem
with this is the change in the tense of the two verbs in the apodosis (Swokeiceton a20,
eictv a22301). The future tense is normal after £0v + subjunctive. If the apodosis ends
at ypoyppomikny in a21 (the 3¢ in a20 can be apodotic, and need not be excised), then
where Susemihl writes 00<3&> 800,52 a new sentence will begin. In any case, I do not
think that 00<38> 00 eiclv Subpopor i ypopporikod means ‘there are not two
different skills of writing’. (The oi makes the translation unnatural.) That thought
would be more naturally expressed by 00<8&> 800 eioiv ypopporikod. (cf e.g. EN.
1144b14-15 &bo éotiv £(dn)

Let us assume, then, that a new sentence begins at a21. We would need a
connective, and 810 - the reading of i - would be perfect. It follows from the fact that
two people Spoung Sroeivron by F, that the F of the first person is the F of the other.
In favour of reading 816 is the fact that in the move from similarity of disposition to
difference in a24-5, the conclusion is given by &16. In this way the phrase eiciv
dudpopor o ypayportikord in a22 is precisely paralleled by al6 (dwapopot ... ot ndovoi,
eiolv) and al7 (Supopor ... oi xatnyopion) and b3 (pooerg TV Lhwv eiciv
d1apopor), cf. b9-10.303 But the negative is needed, and Rassow’s reading 810 ovk is
achieves this well. Another option would be to follow a note in the margin of K at this

point, and read 310 eiciv &diGipopor. See appendix p.426.

300 For this point see von Arnim [1928] 104; Dirlmeier pp.404-5.
301 Stock translates eioiv by ‘there will be’,
302 After Spengel, and with the approval of Donini, [1965] 146.

303 An additional argument against 8o is that M.M. should not here be concerned with difference in
numbser, but difference in kind.
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In 05a22 Sylburg’s proposal (probably suggested by Valla’s rendition,304
supported by Donini, [1965] 146, and now found in L), that we read 7 in this line is
necessary. If M.M. had wanted to refer to the one ypoyuiomiks that both Lampros and
Neleus have, the te¢ would appear after év, not before, or else would have been
omitted.

Adopting the changes of previous scholars that I have defended the passage
will read (05a19-23):

EGV €X1 YOp AGUTPOG TNV YPOYLHOLTIKTY,

opotog 8¢ dkeiseton OO Tfig YparppoTikfig TordTNG

[YpopLorTidg] GAA® OTOODV €X0VTL YPOUPLOTIKAY. S10 <odK>

eioty dudpopor ai ypappatiked, 1 ©° &v AGUmp® Kol <> &v

NnAel.

MM. clearly thinks that pleasures occur in different categories (al7), whereas
particular émotfpon do not. The science of writing (or any other science (a19)) will
always be in the same category, no matter who has it. The pleasure of sex is in a
different category from that of wine (presumably the first is in the category of wolelv,
the second of méoyewv: Cat. 1b25-2a4). M\M. could have said that no émioTnun
changes w0 eider depending on its object, whereas pleasures do change ©® &ider
depending on the category in which they are found. He does not do so because the

object of ypoypomik is by definition ypéyparor, of oikodopkr is an oikia etc.

1205a23 The question of the orthography of the names, Neleus and Lampros,
remains. RE. XVI, 2 records different spellings for Neleus, son of Codrus and
legendary leader of Ionian settlements (on whom cf. Aristotle fr.76 (R3)): Nnietg,
Newetg and Neihewg305 Could the dative of Neleus of Scepsis’ name have been
Nere1? Could this be the explanation of the iota that we find in one family but not in

the other? The nu at the beginning of the name (however spelt) will have dropped out

304 See above, pp.96-7.
395 The most recent treatment of the orthography of this name is Moreschini, [1989].
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by haplography, coming as it would have after év. (Note that K significantly does not
have a breathing). That would leave eilel. But eilel is as senseless a thel and one
would have to imagine a further mistake in that side of the family, by which the
epsilon dropped out. Further, if Netlel were right, we would have to explain (albeit
easily) a case of normalisation in the other side of the family. A simpler course of
events is that NnAel was what was written originally: ENNHAEI. If the eta had been
written in the majuscule exemplar, ®, too close to the preceding nu, so that their
upright strokes were touching, then the eta could have been mistaken in { for an iota,
but read correctly in . Such a reconstruction would account for what the manuscripts

read. We should read NmAet (o).

1205a25 The stemma suggests that we read 80Eewev (present), rather than 86Eonev

(aorist).

1205a28 Both 18165 (m) and {816v (o B) are possible readings grammatically. {810 can
be an adjective of two terminations,3°6 and would have to be feminine here, agreeing

with the nearer of the two nouns. Equally, the neuter, {Swov, is possible, given that the

two subjects are abstract. Although the stemma supports {816v, I would read {16g as
the lectio difficilior. Two scribes could easily have taken i81o¢ to be masculine and

adjusted the ending to avoid the grammatical error they found.

1205228 My inclination is to add tfig (with a) (cf. 99a24). The manuscripts do not
diverge on the whole in their inclusion or exclusion of the definite article before
ndovA, and if their report is correct, M.M. has the article, (picking a random section)
at 04a22, a23, a24, a25, a32, a33, b18, b30, but not at 04al9, a2l, a22, a25, a26,
a29, a30, b1, b24, b28, b38. When fSov# is nominative singular, the article could
easily drop out by haplography or intrude by dittography.

396 Aristotle uses both forms of the feminine.
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1205a35 The 7ig which o omits is redundant, but is confirmed by a37.

1205b1 Excise €otiv which is more likely to have found its way into the text than to
have dropped out. In the parallel passage, 05a33-4, there was no main verb, and there

we mentally supplied éo7iv.

1205b3 kod! should be excised. The stemma is equally divided. But the emphatic

‘both... and’ is inappropriate here.

1205b8 I prefer the attested reading, omitting 1 altogether.
The (probably conjectural) omission of kad in this line is not necessary. It
means exactly the same to say ‘It is not the same thing for both a horse and a man’ as

it does to say ‘It is not the same thing for a horse as it is for a man’.

1205b12 C L V offer the present of xo®ictnu. P and A offer the imperfect. K offers a
word that does not exist, but points, palaeographically, to the imperfect. The
imperfect fiv in the previous line may have given rise to the imperfect here. The
imperfect of elvou was used to remind the reader/listener that the identification of
pleasure with restoration has been made before (05b6, cf. 04b36).397 However the
second clause in the sentence, with its parenthetic pooiv does not need an imperfect.
We expect either the present tense of kaBicTnu or the imperfect without gaciv. The
present tense is fairly well supported by the tradition, but the omission of fivin V
betrays a disquiet with the imperfect tense used to refer back to something that is true
(not was true) that had been stated earlier. In 04a36-05a5 it was argued that at least
some pleasures are not restorations, and yet at 05b6-28 the identification of pleasure
with a particular sort of restoration is accepted. I suggest that the word ooty in all

was added by a reader who saw the discrepancy and wanted to distance the author of

307 Seg Bonitz Index 754a42: ‘Imperfecto interdum respicitur ad ea quac antea disputata sunt, 10070
8" fiv GAdolworg (i.e. 10010 8 2oniv GAAolwotg, hg mpdrepov Eéyopev) G.C. 314b25°. Bonitz gives
other examples too. From M.M. note 09al11 (referring back to 09a7), 09a14 (referring back to 09al).
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M.M. from the doctrine of pleasure as restoration. We could then excise poctv and
retain the imperfect xafict that Susemihl has. It now becomes unproblematic to
explain how the manuscripts vary, not according to their families, as they do. The
correction of the imperfect to the present could quite easily have happened

independently several times.

1205b13-14 Susemihl makes the same mistake as the scribe of Rav. The corrector in P
adds pn (not pév) in b13, and thus achieves the same sense as p which has o® in the
next line. We clearly need a negative and B’s is paralleled by odx &ya6v in b17 and

00 orovdaiog in b19 (see my note ad loc.), and should be read.

1205b16 I wondered whether to propose adding T after &powov as we find in 08b13
€xer T tfi kepopid Spoov # xdwv (and e.g. EN. 1151b6). But there are parallels in
M.M. which make this unnecessary: 02b17 Spowov 8¢ mémove tobtw 6 Tig dpyfic

axporti; 3% 07b3 Spotov méoyewy Tolg EvBove1dlovsty.

1205b19 No manuscript has p in this line and nor do Bekker or Bussemaker. Earlier
editions, Bas.3, Sylburg and Casaubon did have p#, but did so because the Aldine had
omitted ov and it was seen that a negative was required. The construction with o is

standard. And o0 is given by one family (cx) and half of the other family (B). So read

oV,

1205b25 Susemihl’s 8¢ (see his apparatus), now with manuscript authority in V, is not
needed, if we punctuate with a comma rather than a colon in a26. The reason why one
sort of pleasure is better than another is that the value of the activity with which one
type of pleasure is associated is greater than that of the activity of the other. The value

of the pleasure is parasitic upon the nature of the activity enjoyed. There is a

398 The text at 02b17 is questioned in my note ad loc.
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suppressed premise to the effect that &vomAnphoelg (eating, sex) are less valuable

activities than what we would call mental pleasures (seeing, hearing, thinking).

1205b30 &1 is fine. M.M. begins to clarify the position of his opponents before
beginning his reply proper in b34. Exclusivity is something which is a characteristic of
honour - it would be demeaned if everyone had it - and so one can see why someone
might think that exclusivity is a requirement for anything to count as good. Translate

oM ‘Now’.

1205b33 Casaubon’s y* &yaBOv is palaeographically neater than Rassow’s &ya®ov. In
majuscule I" and T are not dissimilar. ye would also convey the thought that M.M.’s

opponents do not think that pleasure péAAer dryo®ov eivau.

1206a2-3 1 cannot see what sense the genitive 0D would have in a2. Wannowski,
[1835] 84-5, tries to defend this reading and paraphrases 100 — ordrolg as; t0d &8
pdokew... | pn open okéyig aitia. He acknowledges a change in construction by the
time we read @oiveton adroig, and cites G.A. 788a16 to defend 100 in 0622, Spengel,

[1866], is not convinced.

1206a5 Full stop after mpdrtewy.

1206210 The corruptions in 06210 of &’ ordtod to dnden in B and in a25 of &n’
or0TAg to Gmditng in B and C was an easy corruption palaeographically, and may have
been helped by recollection of a sentence in E.N, 1113a33-b2: &v Toilg moAlolg 8¢ T
amdn S Ty Hdoviy Fouke yivesbou. od vop odoo &yaBov @oiveton or EE.
1227236-8 &véryxm dipa kol Ty Gméeny kod TV mpoodpecty Gmd Tod pécov €nl To
evavtia yivesBor... odtiov 88 70 H3V kod 1O Aomnpdv. But the misleading tendency of

pleasure to appear better than it is out of place here.
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1206a11 The definite article seems to be required to provide an antecedent for Todro
later in the line and to conform with a17-18. But the stemma suggests that o was not
in the archetype. We can make sense of a text without & and should omit it, as the

lectio difficilior.

1206221 Read xai not . Susemihl (p.100) accepts that Valla may have read xod in his
Greek exemplar, and thinks that the vel which he read in the 1831 edition of Valla’s
translation was a happy conjecture of Valla. But the first edition of Valla’s translation
read et. It was in a later edition (1522) that vel was substituted for et. I doubt that we
should treat the correction of Valla’s translation as a conjecture - it is, rather, a much

better translation of ko than Valla’s et. Cf. 85b3 7, 86a35.

1206a26 What is strange in this line is the word-order. The strangeness also struck
those who made the transposition of mowet and gémotiun which we find in A V. If we
were to read 00deig mowel émotiun, the word-order would be normal and, what is
more, the denial in a27-8 of the claim that nobody makes pleasure by skill would be a
direct denial: certain sorts of people do produce pleasure. The loss of the iota
subscript would easily lead a scribe to change ovdelg to ovdepiaL.

The phrase téxvn mowelv is found in Plato Sophist 234b6, Io 534b8, Aristotle
Phys. 199a21.3% But there is a good parallel for émiotiun moel at MM. 06a7-8 (cf,

also Plato Gorgias 453al, 454e5) and the word-order of M.M. is often quite jarring,

Retain Susemihl’s text.

1206a27 Editors’ deletion of oi2 in this line (although Dirlmeier (p.411) would retain

it) is confirmed by the stemma,

399 For the indiscriminate use of émotipn and wxvn as synonyms see Dirlmeier, pp.342-4. Fiedler,
[1978] 248, cites E.E. 1216b17, 1221b5 E.N. 1094a18, 1106b8 as instances of Aristotle using the
words interchangeably.
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1206a28-30 Dirlmeier (p.411) rightly objects to Susemihl’s transposition. We could
perhaps put GALG & — idoviig (a28-30) in parentheses. Its force is concessive: M.M.
acknowledges that there are some sciences which do not have pleasure as their end,
and so are not productive of pleasure, before inferring from a27-8 that there is such a

thing as an émeTnuf which makes pleasure.

1206a29 What does the emphatic addition te xoi odk dvev ndoviig contribute? The
omission of e in L is attractive, but should be resisted. I know of no parallel for
petd... te kol ovk &vev... ENN. 1198b25 has Hed” mBoviig fi ovk dvev MBovfig, on

which see Stewart, [1892] vol. I, p.122.

1206231 Cf. my note on 1189al for the difficulty of deciding whether to read ¢.

1206a31 éAAwg, the reading of the mss. in this line, is a favourite word of MM, (cf.
84a3, 86a5, 86b26, 88a13, 91a14319). and should be read here. Spengel could appeal
to 88a5 (6Alog Adyos), 88al16 (dArog Adyog), but a) to supply Adyog as the subject of
€AEyeto is slightly awkward; b) otrwg later in the line nicely answers GAADG,

1206b5 Delete Susemih!’s brackets and place a full stop after ypficOon.

1206b5-6 Armstrong, with good reason, wants the subject of ypriceton to be the man
rather than his principle. He thus advocates reading Ady® @odAwg for the mss.’ Ay
@ordro. The adverb gordrewg, proposed by Spengel must be right. And the dative AOY®

would help to explain the corruption of eodramg to pordAm. Follow Armstrong.

1206b16 Delete Susemihl’s brackets and place full stop after Adyov.

310 In 91a14 Spengel also conjectured &AAou for EAAwmg,
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1206b23-4 Comma after tottoig (b23) to make it more obvious that &vev [To0] Adyov
goes with Oppod (cf. &Aoyov in a20) rather than the small children and animals. The
700 should probably be excised with o and L. Cf. 97b39, 98a4, 00al, 06b22, 07a36.
(Contrast 98a7, 99a12.)

In b24 retain mpdrepov (with o) - its position, away from the verb, is emphatic
(cf. b19-21) - but read Sorepov for Botepog with L V. The ending -og will have
originated by assimilation with the nominative masculine singular terminations on
either side. We need the adverbial neuter rather than the adjectival -0, which would
suggest, wrongly, that there was a npdtepog Adyog. This alteration to Susemihl’s text

will also align the sentence to the expression in b19-21.

1206b30 Presumably the chapter heading in the exemplar has been misunderstood by
the scribe of L, which reads mepi evtvyiog before gyopevov. L has incorporated the
heading into the body of the text. (A has the heading but in the margin.) Cf. &y6pevov

9" & ein todTov Abyew Lmep npooTNTog (91623) 311

1206b32 Bf and A seem to have read tiv gvtuyiov elvon: ‘many people think that the
happy life is good fortune’. There is something to be said for this reading. Elsewhere
M.M. often uses the phrase §j odkx dvev X (vel sim.) in sentences in which X has
already been mentioned. Compare 86a34, 98a7, 99a6, 04a21, 06a29. Note also EN.
1099a8, 1153b22, E.E. 1214a25 for the identification by some theorists of edSauovic:
with edruyia.

However the presence of Biog makes the reading of the Greek manuscripts

preferable: ‘many people think that the happy life is the fortunate life’.

1206b35 The main verb, éotiv, which is absent in Bf and A, is not required. Cf. e.g.

82b28, 83a4, 84224, 85b1, 90b13, 90b28. But retain it

311 On the chapter on edtuyia see now, in addition to Dirlmeier pp-419-25, Donini, [1965] 79-102;
Kenny, [1992] 56-85.
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1206b35 i is the reading of a and B, ©ig of n and Bf A. 11 is the harder reading since
the subject is masculine. But M.M. has frequently asked ‘i &7’ of things that are
masculine and feminine (Gpetn (8228, 85a36, 86a9), émothiun (83b12), yoxn (85b2),
mpadtng (91b24), Sucouosbvn (93a39), Adyog (96b11), obveolg (97b11), émeweio
(98b25), @urio (08b4), 13210 (6 ¢ilog)), as well as of things that are neuter ((vo
exobdoov (87b32), ©0 @uantov (08b36)). MM. frequently introduces a new subject
with the question, i éomi, followed other questions (koi &v tict xoi nepl moto,
93a39, 96b5, 98b25; kol v tior kod mepl Tt 08b4; kod &v Tiowy 91024312; f mept 7t
97b11). The only uncontroversial instance in M.M. of the question i éoTt being
asked of someone (rather than of something) is at 13a10. Read i 06b35 on the basis

that it accords with the language of M.M. and is the lectio difficilior. Note that at

85a36 m reads tig instead of i, at 96b11 L reads i instead of =i, at 07a13 o reads TG
instead of 71. These are parallels within MLM. for scribes simplifying concordance. See

also my note on 1186a12.

1206b38-9 Gel is positioned after oig in Bf and all the Greek mss. A has it after
aitio (b38). The parallel passage in Aristotle (E.E. 1247a32-3) reads: 6AM& pnyv 1 ve
PUoLg aitior § 0D Gel doardrog H 10D og énl T0 moA D, N 8¢ TOxM Tovvavtiov. The
same pair - t0 Gel hoodting and 6 G €ml To WOAD appear in the other major
treatment of toxn (Phys. 196b10-13, cf 197al9, a31-2). The neatest solution is
Susemihl’s transposition in of &el (a38) to before wcovtag (a39), which also fits with

07a3. We do not also need i before dx; at the start of the line.

1207a4 Scaliger conjectures od for % and is supported by Spengel and Armstrong.
Scaliger is wanting M.M. to say: “here (in voig) there is order..., but wherever there is

chance, there is no order’. But M.M. can be expressing himself differently: ‘here there

312 Cf. 00b6-7.
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is order... but not chance’, i.e. there is no chance in intelligence. So there is no need to

tamper with the text.

1207a5 Susemihl was right to excise ko, which was absent in { and Bf A.

1207a6 For 8e®v read 8eod with o B Bf A. It is ‘god’, not ‘gods’ that we get in 07a7,
al0, al2, al5, al7. Similarly, we get the singular at EE. 1247a24, a27, a28, 48b4.
Whilst it would be possible to defend the plural, the stemma should guide us to the

right reading.

1207al1 Retain = (with §). Cf 07a7, al0, al5.

1207al15 Add 7 after eGvowx, which is what the stemma suggests. This makes it
clearer that moipd: 70D Beod belongs to the preceding nouns, and not to evtuyic in the
following line.

1207a16 There is some doubt about koi and &v in this line, but both are necessary.
€yyiveoBon usually takes év in MM. (e. g. 85bl, 89a3, 97b38, 11b19), and xoi
stresses the point that it is not just deserving people (07a8) who are lucky.

1207a23 Read £v for éni. See p.84 above.

1207223 We should not read oixeiotorov (with Bf A: convenientissime). M.M. has

given us some people (virtuous people) to whom the epithet edtuxg does not apply

(a20-3), but even the next group of people is not kupiwg called evruyric (07a26).

1207a30-1 We need &v in a30, because of &v in a31. This was conjectured by

Bessarion, by Bonitz and is in Bf and A. See above, p.84.
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In a31 o V Bf and A have brdpEon, but K and B have npaEon. The stemma
thus supports dmépEen. We can understand this. MM. gives us three types of
evtuxio: (i) having a good, against reasonable expectation (a30-1), which
corresponds with a25-6; (ii) not getting a xaudv that one could reasonably expect,
which corresponds with a29-30; (iii) getting a good (contrary to one’s reasoning)
(a32-3), which corresponds with a27-8.

It is important to recognise that mopd Adyov ‘against reasonable expectation’
(a31y8 is not to be confused with mopd OV roywopdv (a27-8) ‘beyond his
reasoning’. It was the belief that these two phrases meant the same thing, T suspect,
that helped the corruption of dméipEou to wpaton in a31.

Leave Susemihl’s text as it is.

1207a34 For év see above, p.166. Here the 7 in a may have been due to a symbol for
dv: a common abbreviation for av was I/ and this could easily be read as h which was

a standard way of writing m.
1207237 Full stop after émrvyyéivav.

1207a38 Susemihl prints Evestiv ©f gooer. P errs in writing &€v éo71, but in the margin
is the note {owg, &veot . It is ambiguous whether &vest 1i pooet is being proposed
or éveott i tf] @Ooer. A offers Zveoti T @Ocel in the body of its text. A seems to
have read towdtov . The sense requires an indefinite article, since what it is by
which we move has not yet been specified. Cf. Stock’s translation ‘For there is in the
soul by nature something of this sort whereby we move...” (my italics).

The best place to put it is after &vesti. The cause of the omission of 1 is
omission ex homoeot. Getting rid of the superfluous movable nu in Susemihl’s text,

we have &veosri 1.

313 Cf. Phys. 197a18 (ropéhoyov woxn) and EE. 1247a33, E.N. 1135a15-16.
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Should we retain the ©fi? @boer simpliciter is the standard Greek for ‘by
nature’, ‘naturally’. In M.M. the dative of ¢to1g appears twenty-four times excluding
here. Seventeen times there is no definite article (cf 94b30-95a7 for a cluster of
¢uoer). Of the seven occurrences of tfi @voel, the meaning is not ‘by nature’ or
‘naturally’ at 05b8, but gl @boer does bear this meaning at 87b26, 94b10, 96b2,
03b33, 03b36, 05al. We cannot thus rule out tfj on the grounds of language.
However, the sound of -t Tt fj is objectionable.314 At Met. I. 1052a22 1 ¢boet has

become corrupted in some mss. to tfj ¢Ooer. Read éveoti T gioet.
1207b3 See my note on 1193b1 for parallels for the present tense (pnoiv).

1207b8 Full stop after éotiv.

1207b8-16 Lines b8-10 have suffered in transmission, and it is easiest to set out what
I think we should do with b8-10 after looking at what follows. In b11 M.M. infers
from what has preceded that the two types of ebruyic are different. Although o reads
&dubupopog in all, the comparative in bl4 points to two gvtuyion being in play.
Further, the stemma supports Suupopog. So retain Subpopog in b11. We are now in a
position to see that the referent of 1| TowdTn edTvyic (b11) aden (b12) is the kind of
luck we find both in avoiding reasonably expected harm and in hitting upon good
against reasonable expectation. These two gvtoyion are being taken as one. We can
see why this form of evruyio should be said to ‘result from the way in which things
fall out” (b12, trans. Stock). There are causes which result in a six being thrown in
dice - the laws of physics determine how the die will fall if it has a certain starting
point in relation to the table and is released with a certain amount of spin. Here the
cause is outside of the agent.

Now, though, we need to find another kind of gvtuxioe which M.M.

differentiates this type from. What, we have to ask, is the referent of ékeivng (b11)?

314 An additional argument against f is that E.E. 1247b20-1 does not have .
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We know from what follows that the true type of edrvyic is that ‘whose starting-
point of impulses towards the attainment of goods is in the man himself’ (07b15-16).
This is the kind of edruyio. which MM. discussed in 07a35-b5. In this kind of
evtuyio the cause is in the agent.

Moving on from the sentence in b11-13, let us look at that in b13-16. In
b13 we have to choose between ei kol in the Greek mss. (‘although15) and o
el in Bf and A (et si) (‘even if’). Since M.M. does not doubt the truth of n
Towrdtn €otiy evtTuyio, we should prefer the Greek mss.” el o,

Still in b13-14 the repetition of Towwdrn is suspicious. If my account above is
correct, M.M. is talking about two different evruygion. The first towrden (b11) refers
back to the kotdr supBefnrog edtuyio, the second (b13) to the type whose origin is
in the agent. Although we do have variants in the mss. and a conjecture by Ellebodius
to avoid the repetition of Towotn, I think we should leave it.

In bl5 Scaliger and - we now know - a Florentine manuscript written by
loannes Rhosos in the fifteenth century would read év o, Spengel, [1866] 634,
approves of Scaliger’s conjecture. I imagine that these scholars would take oty to
refer to evruyic. But fig already conveys the idea of the Opun being that of evtuyia.
Much better is the masculine o, Although there is no immediate antecedent, the
agent is the type of man mentioned in 07b1-2.

We can now turn back to b8-10. We have seen that causation plays an
important role in M.M.’s analysis of the different types of evtuyia. Of one type the
agent with his irrational dpp is the cause of his good fortune, of the other type events
out of his control - not caused by anything in him - are the cause. M.M. has said in b7-
8 that ‘cause’ is an inappropriate term with which to describe good fortune. We can
now see why. There are causes of edroyio it is itself not a cause, but a consequence.

Our Greek manuscripts offer little significant variation in b8-10. We have
variants in b9 () or #) and in b9 and b10 (1o or 700). The problem with koi — AoBeiv

(b8-10) is that there is no main verb. Supplements have been proposed before kai

35187 s.v. ki B 8.
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(b8): Rassow, [1885] 314, suggests that we add ot 82 before ko, and read gvTuyio
for aiticr, and von Arnim, [1927] 123, suggests that we add edtoyio 8 éotwv before
xod. Both think that it is at this point that the second type of edrvyic is introduced. A

offers after GA)o éotiv (b8):

Propter impetum ergo solum bene operanti recte fortuna ut causa dicitur esse

operationis.

Just where scholars have suspected a lacuna A adds a sentence. Reconstructing the
Greek we would have: 81 opuiv odv poévov ©d €d mpbrtovel opBde Toxm odtiol
Aéyeton elvon tod mpdirteLy.

Are these (or something like them) the words of M.M.? I think that they are
not, but are the words of a marginal annotator of an earlier version of A. Earlier (p.82)
I'noted the tendency of A to incorporate such notes.

Von Arnim’s supplement in b8 is neater than Rassow’s.316 If we do not need
to insert the noun, evrvyic, and can understand it from ovtiv (b7), as Dirlmeier
(p.424) supposes, then we could simply punctuate with a full stop after dAlo (b8),
and the new sentence would start Zotv xod. .. However, I think that we do need to
insert evtuyio in b8, and would follow von Arnim in punctuating with a full stop after
¢otiv, and reading <evtuyio &’ éotiv> kod... in bS.

Rassow and von Arnim independently suggest a further change, adding koucov
olopevov MyeoBon after tod in b9 on the basis that there should be a symmetry with
b10. But this is unnecessary. We remember from 07a29-35 that M.M. is talking about

not getting koxé, which one could reasonably expect to get.

316 Dirimeier (p.424) prefers Rassow’s <éom 8&> on the grounds that the corruption is plausibly
explained as a case of haplography of 2criv. But the corruption has to be more complicated if the 8¢
also dropped out. Von Arnims’s longer supplement has the advantage that the cause of the corruption
is a case of saut du méme au méme. Moreover, Rassow also has to alter oitia to g0Tuyic in b9,
which Dirlmeier (p.424) rightly criticises - ‘gotoxio w00 Aofelv scheint mir untragbar, wihrend
aitioe T0D Aofelv ohne Anstofd ist’.
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1207b18 Bf’s satis may suggest a Greek exemplar that read ikovéx or (most
plausibly, palaeographically) g or dipxotvrag instead of dptiwg. (I can think of no

Latin word meaning &pricg from which satis could have arisen from corruption.) E.N.

1096a3, 1102b11 (mepl pev tovrwv §Aig), EN. 1172b7 (tdv pév odv towottmy
6rg), and G.A. 757al3 (GAAX mepl pev tobtmv dhtg T eipnuéva), Pr. An. 32al6
(efpnron oxed0v ixovidg) are all instances of a formulaic way of ending one subject
before moving on to another.3!” But ‘enough’ would be in a parenthetic clause here,
and it is difficult to see what it would mean. The sense would, I think have to be ‘as
we have said often enough’. We could refer to 06b33-4 for the claim that fortune
generates external goods, but we have not been told so repeatedly.

For dpting + verb of saying Bonitz (s.v. dptiog) cites Met. 1086al7 (a
quotation of Epicharmus), Top. 150al8. To these Dirlmeier (p.425) adds EE.
1217al1, Donini, [1965] 86n.11, adds Rhet. ad Al 1425a34, and we can add Pol.
1291239 (uopifw). dprieg I thus take to be secure,

Bonitz (Index, 502a27) conjectures <f) 8¢ edruyio> olav optieg Epoylev, but
this has been rejected by Dirlmeier (p.425) and Donini, [1965] 86n.11. The change to
olaw is brilliant. (Compare 92b9 for the same corruption, and compare 01b10 for the

language.) M.M. nowhere else uses ofov to mean ®domep. But the structure of the

sentence shows that Bonitz’ 8¢ is not right. The inference that gvtuyio is cvvepydg TR
evdaylovig is made on the basis of the two preceding premises. The 8¢ would thus
have to be apodotic. Whilst we do find apodotic 8¢, far more frequently it is not there.
We should certainly not need to add f evruyio before ofow. M.M. is claiming that
external goods come from the type of good fortune just discussed (viz. the one whose
causal origin for attaining goods is in the agent). To insert 7 evtuyio loses part of the
virtue of ofowv, because then it is left unclear in al7-18 which of the two types of
gvtuyio does bring about external goods. The precision introduced by ofav318 is

welcome only if we do not read # edtuyia just before it. The question now is whether

317 For the rarer dpxotdviog see E.N. 1102a27.
318 1t may be that the severe corruption in b8 contributed towards the corruption. The state of our text
does not make it absolutely obvious that there are two types of evtuyio.
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we need a subject for in. If we do, it would be best placed after gpapev, which is
much harder palaeographically. But we do not.

Read otav for oTov, but otherwise leave Susemihl’s text.

1207b19 Retain tocadror with o against {’s tadto and Bf and A’s dicta sunt haec. Bf

and A are trying to end a chapter idiomatically, and tocodte is the harder reading. For

Tocodto compare, e.g., ENN. 1122a17, 1147b17, 1178a22.

120720 Add xod after ein. Susemihl shows no sign of knowing how poorly attested
the omission of xad is. The only authority for leaving it out is B and its descendants

(including the Aldine).

1207b21 The best explanation of the mss.” readings in this line is that o read:
Aowmdv Gy eln kol
KOBOA0V GUVBEVTOG KOB' EKOGTO KEPOAOLOGAEVOVG EimETV

but that o was written above -8évtog as a correction in @. This would explain why K
has cvvBévtag &, why A and o read ovvbévta, and why V (and L?) have
ovvtebévta.  If this is a correct account of the origins of the readings, we are at
liberty ourselves to interpret our reconstructed @. Should we read oLVBEVTOG Or
somehow incorporate o (definite article) or -t (alternative ending to -tog)? There is,
of course, no way of knowing whether o, was written above the line on the authority
of another manuscript or from conjecture. Here we have to appeal to sense. What is
MM. proposing to say? How many stages are involved in the discussion to follow?
Are the participles modal or temporal? To which verb do k8610w and ka®® EkocTor
respectively belong? E.E. 1248b8-10 is a close paraliel: there Aristotle makes a similar
programmatic remark. After speaking about each virtue xovodr 1épog, he must ‘make a

distinct description” (SwoipBpartéov) of the excellence that arises out of the combination

of them (zfig éx ToGTWY)’.
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cuvbévra (o A) is not possible. We need a masculine plural (cvv@évog (K &)
if the participle is active, or a neuter plural (cuvtedévto (L V)) if the participle is
passive. cuvti@évon must denote the process which M.M. is about to perform: he is
going to talk about 6 TeAéwg omovdatog (07a22-4). Such a man has the combination
of all the virtues (07b24-6; cf. 93b5-15). This makes it look as though we need an
active participle, covBévtog. The neuter passive without a preceding article would, in
any case, be difficult to construe.

If this is right, M.M. is promising to do two things, one of which is to ‘put
together” the other is to ‘sum up’, but presumably these are two descriptions of the

same process. I would thus leave the text that Susemihl prints.

1207b24 Remarkable is the number of times that goctv and gnowv are confused in this
text. At the following passages either the manuscripts diverge or a modern scholar has
conjectured the form that is not transmitted: 87a25, 93b3, 04a33, 05a7, 05bll,
07b24, 07b26, 08b16, 08b17, 08b19, 09a10.319

1207b24 i will have been omitted in @. In 08b17 and 10b14 some manuscripts
wrongly add 1 in a 6tav clause, which is part of a quotation of Euripides. Would
M.M. - not a poet - omit the verb? Bonitz cites only E.E. 1224a29 as an example in
Aristotle of omission of the verb after &tawv, but the text there is very insecure. M.M.
95al7 and 95224 leave the reader to supply a verb - mp&ren. Here too we can

mentally supply f just as we have to supply tic.

1207b28 The stemma suggests that we retain kod. Spengel, [1866] 634 (followed by
Susemihl and Dirlmeier (p.427) and von Arnim, [1927] 112), sees a problem with the

text, if we read xoi. Spengel excises ki (with B); von Arnim swaps koA with

319 On the use of ¢notv in MM. to introduce an opposing view, see Bonitz (589b60-590a10),
Dirlmeier, pp.180-1.
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Gyodd. What is the problem with koi? What is wrong with M\M. saying (b27-8);
‘Some things are xaAd, others are [sc. kaAd] and dyoBd.”?

Von Arnim and Dirlmeier think that the text with koi implies that there are
some koo which are not &ye®é, which would be impossible. Virtue, something
explicitly said to be koAdv (b29), does not fall into the category of a &mAidg good (cf,
83b20-35, 99227-00a30). But virtue is, presumably, a good ovy dmAde. M.M. cannot,
then, be distinguishing in b28 between ©& xoAd and T& koA® kol Gyadd, since
anything xaAdv is going to be &ryoBov.

Let us look at the following lines. In b28-9 M.M. makes a further (koi?)
division between goods which are amAdg good and goods which are not [sc. &nAdx
good]. In b29-30 MM. gives examples of things that are koAd and then of things that
are Gyodd. The list of goods in b30-1 is a list of &mAde &yedd. (We know from 99b1-
9 that rule and wealth are amAdg &yadé, and honour, given its potential to harm
(00a20-30) will fit into the same category.) It is, then, open to the author to talk about
the combination of koA and éryaé in a man - to talk about © KoAOg kéyaBog (b3 1-
08a4).

The xoAdg kéryoBog is the completely virtuous man (b22-4), and such a man
can be characterised as someone (a) for whom & GmAdx Gyodd: are good (07b32,
b33-08a4; cf. 99b2-4 where 6 @povyrog is said to know that o amAdG GyoBo are
good for him, and 00a27-30), and (b) who acts virtuously (07b29-30). The second
condition is much less well developed, and M.M. stresses that (a) is a necessary
condition for kohokdryo®ia: in 07b33-b39. In 07639-08a4 condition (a) is not being
presented as a sufficient condition. We have to take &yo©é in 08al-3 in a broader
sense than amAdg &yod (i.e. so as to allow virtue and virtuous activity to count as
‘good’) in order that the author still maintains that condition (a) needs to be joined to
condition (b). M.M. does in fact make it clear that the sense of S&yoBdé is broadened in
the closing lines of the section. The 7 in al and mévro in a3 make it clear that he is

not just talking about & GmAd &yaBé, but about all dryodd.
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In 07b32 M.M. uses the phrase anidg ko, without telling us precisely what
he means. The distinction, I suppose, is between virtuous actions done because they
are fine and virtuous actions done by the non-virtuous agent; i.e. by the child who is
learning to be virtuous, or by the encratic.32° It is not quite sufficient for xoAokdryoBio:
that & GwAd dryado are good for one and that one acts virtuously - we need to add
100 kadod Evekev (cf E.E. 1248b34-7).

Let us return to koi (b28). We have seen that there is a problem if M.M.
means in b28: ‘Some things are kaAd, others are [sc. koAé] and &yo®é.” But there is
another possibility, that kol bears the meaning of o (see Denniston, p.305, section 7,
(ii)). ‘Some things are fine, others, in turn, are good’. To omit xoi might seem to
make it awkward for the author to maintain that there are things which are at once
xoAd and érya@é. This would be a mistaken impression. M.M. does not say that the

two classes are mutually exclusive. It could still turn out that all kohér are Gyodd.

1207630 Dirlmeier (p.427) would retain olov, and, now that we are in a position to
see that there is no reason to prefer a reading of { over one of a, just because it

appears in {32! so would I.

120829 Dirlmeier (p.431) follows von Arnim, [1924] 71, in adding ©o before ko,
The definite article is also found in D and V. X &0t 8raw... is a frequent expression in
M.M. (see my note on 1195a22-3), but X is always a noun. The question, then, is
whether the infinitive without the definite article can be substantival. Kithner-Gerth
(I, 2, pp.3-4) gives parallels from prose authors for this use of the infinitive, and on
this basis I prefer to be conservative and not accept the addition. I would not translate

‘it is possible to act.... when...”, but “acting in accordance with right reason is when...’.

1208a12-20 The punctuation of these lines is due to Bonitz, [1844] 15.

320 g kahdv only occurs at ENN. 116622, Topics 115b32. In the Topics the status of sacrificing
one’s father is discussed. It is a practice that is xaA6v TioLv, but not koAdy anAGG.
321 This is Susemihl’s only reason to excise it.
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1208215 Susemihl restrained himself from following the Aldine in adding &3 before
c®po and omitting koAdg. The addition of €3 in V was made after xoAdc had

dropped out. L’s transposition is designed to bring the adverb nearer the verb.

1208a18 dote is nicer Greek than mpog 6, but only attested late. For mpog o +

infinitive cf. 99b30, 08al, al7.

1208a19 The aorist subjunctive in o is worth consideration. (See my note on
1195b29.) But the present tense is used in 08al0, 08al6, 08a21, and should be

retained here.

1208a19 Allegiance to K made Susemihl depart from previous editors’ decision to
print émteAely. One can évepyel one’s évépyewav (08a10-11), but one émiteAet one’s

gpyov (08al7, cf. Topics 161a20). Print éniteieiy.

1208223 Dirlmeier (pp.430-2) is right to distinguish four interlocutors in 08a5-30.
The author tells us what he means by the phrase xorré TOV dpBOV Abyov mpdrtewy in
a5-20, and he does so by introducing in a7-8 an imaginary objector - someone who
has been paying attention to what has preceded but who does not fully understand
(dyvodv, 08a7). The same ‘Hérer den Philosophen’ is still not satisfied at 08a20-2
(00... 01dar, 08a22). The author then says that there is nothing more that one can say
to make things clearer (08a22-3), and justifies this non-answer by appeal to medicine.
We are to imagine a doctor teaching his art to a trainee. Just as the student of MM,
wants to act in accordance with right reason, so the trainee doctor wants to cure
patients. But an inappropriate demand is made by both students. The trainee doctor
does not know what a feverish patient looks like, and the initiate in ethics does not

know what it is for the passions to be in the right condition. Although both students
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need to know these things, it is not easy (p¢dov, a23) for either instructor to help any
further. The students need to help themselves.

In a23-4 the subject of elnn is 6 iotpdg, and the subject of aicB&vopou is the
medical student. Jaeger, [1948] 442, makes a suggestion which should be adopted:
that we read the subjunctive aicBavdpon, which would fit in with the question in a25-
6 where the medical student asks his next question, with the subjunctive. ‘How am I

to... 7.

1208a26-7 There are three textual questions in these lines. Rieckher cast doubt on
cvvi£to (a26),322 gnoi is not well attested (a27), and ovk €71 needs to be discussed.

Let us start with oOx &7 First, the manuscripts often write this as two words,
where Susemihl prints it as one.3?* The elliptical apodosis is tolerable: we mentally
supply eidfioeig after ovkéri, which Dirlmeier (p.432) suggests that we print. The
doctor is replying to the question ‘How am I to know pallor?’. The doctor replies that
unless a certain condition is fulfilled, the trainee will not know.

Let us turn to cuviétw. If we are right to see ei y0p — odkér as the doctor’s
reply to the student’s question about pallor, we have to ask ourselves what &évtod6o
— iotpog is doing. One view would be that these are the words of the author. He
interrupts the mini-dialogue between doctor and trainee to make a statement of
theory, namely that the doctor needs ‘understanding’ in order to ‘know pallor’. But
this view is opposed (a) by the resulting awkwardness of the separation of the
doctor’s reply to the question, and (b) by the difficulty of taking cvviéto to mean
ootk cuvéow éxétw, as Dirlmeier (p.432) proposes. Dirlmeier’s view that
€vtadBo — iortpdg is part of the doctor’s reply overcomes (a), but not (b). Moreover,
the change in person becomes odd - why not say ‘you need ocvvéowv’? Finally,

€vtoBo, most probably means ‘at this point’, rather than ‘in this kind of case’ -

322 Bonitz (Index, s.v.) and Susemihl (p.120) are doubtful that the word is right.
323 See pp.172-3.
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compare 88al0, 94a2l, 95b29, 95b35, where évtadBo marks a new stage of
development.

Alternatives to cuviétw might be cvvernétm: ‘Let the doctor agree’. L.S.J.
note the frequency with which Plato uses the verb cOpenut in Platonic dialogue;32+
or, neater palacographically, cvvictm: ‘let the doctor acknowledge the fact’.

Susemihl’s gnoi is a misprint for pricer, (Dirlmeier (p.432)).325 { read ¢hoet
and o the same-sounding @Ooer. Natural perception cannot be in place here. The
future @ficer is certainly right. Note as parallels for évtad0o followed by a future:
88a10 and 95b29.

The new text will be translated (a25-7), reading svvictw... ficel... olcOnoLy,
ovK €T

‘How am I to recognise pallor?” Now here let the doctor acknowledge the
fact: ‘If you do not have within yourself’, he will say, ‘an ability to spot such things,

then you cannot <recognise it>’.

1208a32 Susemihl was unaware of how poorly attested todral is. P2 (see Appendix)
takes Todtog to refer to dipetds, but virtues have not been mentioned explicitly since
08a5, and todror in a35 makes a neuter here imperative. The addition of the sigma will
have been due to assimilation of the ending of the previous word.

What is the reference of todro in a32? In the preceding discussion (08a5-30)
we met an objector who first did not understand what acting korté TOv 6pBOV Adyov
was. The author explains that this occurs when the irrational part of the soul (the
n&Bn) does not impede the rational part. But that reply was not completely
satisfactory. The student of ethics has to know that acting ko TOV 0pBOV Adyov is
when the irrational part of the soul (the ©&8m) does not impede the rational part. But

that is not enough. He himself has to contribute something else - namely a certain

324 For einéto in Plato’s dialogues, sec Phaedrus 273a7, Laches 194¢10, Prot, 348b6, Laws 662¢3.
325 Bas.3, Sylburg and Casaubon do print ¢not.
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conceptual frame-work (a29-30). There are then two epistemological conditions for
understanding what acting in accordance with right reason is.

€y (a31) is usually the counterpart of Adye in Greek. It is a matter of
interpretation whether todtor refers to the theory (that acting in accordance with
reason is when the passions are in the right relation to the rational part of the soul) as
well as the conceptual ability (to recognise that this man’s méOn are in the right
relation), or just to the second. (It cannot just refer to the first, which is just
theoretical (Aoyw) knowledge.) The questioner asks whether it is a sufficient condition
for eddonprovia: that one actually knows these things. He will be told that one needs to

put one’s knowledge into practice.

1208a37-8 Dirlmeier (pp.432-3) opposes the conjecture, first made by Amerbach, of

ev @ for €k 100. ‘Ein &oton nach ypficBon (sic) erginzt sich leicht in Gedanken’.
1208239 Read the aorist infinitive, mopododvon with all mss. except V.

1208b4 The manuscripts have énewdrimep. In 04a19-20 and 04a29-30 the author says
that he must talk about pleasure, and gives his reason with a clause beginning
énednnep. It is tempting, then, to read énewdfinep and to take the structure to be the
same here, and to punctuate with a full stop after &yo®6v (b6). The problem with this,
though, is that sopmopaAnrtéo — eddoupoviay (b6) is left stranded.

We must punctuate strongly after 71 in b4. The question, then, is whether
eénewdnmep can stand in first position in a sentence without a particle. In M.M. it is
used with another particle when it comes first (84b36). M.M. has éneidrinep six times

excluding 08b4: 84b36, 85a15, 87b20, 00a30, 04al19, 04a30.326 It is thus a favourite

326 1n the works of Aristotle there are only six other occurrences of this word (An. 66a27, de Caelo
309a3, G.A. 752a27, Meteor. 343a29, S.E. 176al9, Phys. 242a31). The frequency should be taken as
a mark of authorship by someone other than Aristotle.
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word of the author.3?7 If we need a particle, Bonitz” emendation of wep to yop is

superior to P?’s addition of kot before éredfnep.

1208b10 opotov is the accentuation editors use at Homer Od. 17, 218. The line of
Homer was frequently quoted, but editors have not troubled themselves to record the
accentuation in the manuscripts. At EN. 1155a34, Susemihl-Apelt (Leipzig, 1912%)
and Bywater (Oxford, 1894) print Spowv; at E.E. 1235a7 Walzer/Mingay (Oxford,
1991) print dpowov; at Rhet. 1371b15 Kassel (Berlin, 1976) prints Sjowov, but some
mss. have opotov; at Plato, Lysis 214a6, Burnet (Oxford, 1903) prints dpotov.

In 08b10, it is twice written as Opolov by o L V and as opolov (sic) by A.
Never in the ten other occurrences of Spotog or Spowov in MUM. is dpolog or dpoiov
found in the mss. It is remarkable that the Homeric form of accentuation has been

preserved (or restored) here (See L.S.J, s.v.), and we ought to recognise this by

printing 6potov twice in this line.

1208b10 For L’s eig, see W.B. Stanford’s commentary on the Odyssey (2nd ed.,
1957, Dublin) on Od. XVII, 218.

1208b11-13 The accentuation kepoytig (with a circumflex) is the later form, according

to L.S.J, s.v. I prefer the earlier form, xepoyiic, which is what Walzer/Mingay print at
EE 1235a12.

1208b16 Punctuate: , yéoip posiv,.

1208b16-17 If this is a quotation, rather than a paraphrase of Euripides, we need to
read yoi” for yodew for the trimeter to scan. (At Athenaeus xii, 600a, where a fuller
report of the fragment is found, most mss. have yoio, but editors print voi’). If it is

not a quotation, then there is good reason to follow « and P in adding 7 after wédov.

327 This was noted by Eucken, [1866] I, p.68.
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The line of Euripides is quoted as such at 1210a14 (see my note there), but here it is
introduced with a general ‘one says’ (whether one reads gasiv or enoiv). I thus add

here but not in 1210a14.

1208b20 For €1 8¢, see my note on 1189al.

1208b29 Should we read tov before 860v? In b27 there was no definite article, but in

b33 there is. There is marginal stemmatic support for leaving it out, with Susemihl. -

1208b29-30 There are two separate questions in these lines. First, in a29 the mss.
have 003¢, not otte. Bekker, Bonitz, Spengel and Dirlmeier (p.437) want to read otte
to balance 09’ in the next line. Denniston (p.511) does not give parallels to justify
obde... obre here, and so we could either follow Bekker in reading otte for od8e
(b29), or read 0082 (b29) and 008’ for 080’ (b30). In favour of the second proposal
are the parallei passages for ovd’ Awg at 85b11 and 07a21.

Bonitz, Spengel and Dirlmeier (p.437) also want to insert 70 before
avTipieioton (b30), because of the definite article in b30 (0 @uAeiv). But this looks

like a case of normalisation.

1208b31 Possibly a Christian scribe in B objected to Zetc? In 85b24 B has wOv Bedv
when a and n have ToVg et

1208b33 &% may be an example of the particle being used with ‘adjectives expressing
indefinite quantity or number’ (Denniston, p.205). #f dAAo 87 is not found elsewhere

in the corpus. 90b17 and 95b15 are parallels for Sylburg’s conjecture of T for &7,

1208b34 Lnrodpev or émtnrodpev? The form in émi- has only appeared in MUM. at
08a31, whilst the form without the prefix appears at 84a13-38 (five times), 93b12,
93b18, 94b21, 95a6, 96a32, 02a28, 02a33, 08b7, 09a39, 09b31. The compound may
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here have the sense of carrying the investigation further, which would be appropriate.

Print the less usual form: émti-.

1208b38 The second wod in this line is perfectly possible, but its lineage is very

suspect. Delete it.

1209a2 Print ovve® with A n, as in 09a6. In 99a28 the reflexive form is correct.

1209a2-3 From 09al-2 we have understood what ©0 @iAntoév and 0 @iAntéov are.
The set of things that are ‘good for someone’ is a subset of the set of things that are
arA®g GyoBov, we know from 99a28-99b9: wealth, for example, is drAdg dryoBdVv,
but is not good in the hands of someone base. Because of this fact, the set of ot
puAnto (e T0 bt GryodG) is a subset of T euAntéo (i.e. T0 GmRADG GryoBd).
Wealth in the hands of a good man is iAntéov and is also, qua wealth, &rAdg dryoBdV
and so @uAntOv. But the reverse is not true: wealth is &nAdg &yo®6v and so @rAnTov,
but is not @uAntéov. It would thus be wrong to follow the corrector of P in reversing

the sense of 09a2-3.

1209a5 Bonitz and Valla’s addition of anAdg to qualify térya®6v is not necessary,
given 08b37, 09al5.

1209a7 Susemihl follows correctors of C and P in this line. The construction is simple
- 0 i3V elvon kol 1O cvpEépov is the composite subject, and these two ‘depend on
and follow’ the good. The imperfect ikoAo08el (all) looks back to a7, and confirms
that this is what M.M. means (see also 99b32-3). The mss. (L K2 V1) offer another
possibility which is to read 70 N8el elvon kol 0 couEépovt. 328 This again would be

the composite subject and would be translated in the same way that we translate

328 See Bonitz s.v. elvon, S5, for the predicative dative after elvan in Aristotle. In M.M. there are
examples of the construction at §7a18, 87b20, 87b21, 10a5.
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Susemihl’s text. The change of ©0 to @ twice (as we read in a A K! V2) would be a
natural unthinking scribal correction, aided by the dative ©® éyo®® earlier in the line,
but it gives a completely different and inappropriate sense - the words become the

indirect object of dxohovBet, and so the correctors of C and P tried to restore the

sense.

70 NOeT elvon kol 1O cVUEEPOVTL
became T Noel elvon Kol T® GVUPEPOVTL
which was corrected to 70 1OV elvon, Kol T GVPEépov

We can go back to the original words.

1209210 Bonitz, Index 590a9, probably intended to conjecture gootv in this line,

when he does so in 09a8, where gnoiv does not occur.

1209a15 Several scribes thought that there should be a pause after yé&p. C, A and K
punctuate with a stop, V with a comma. Denniston (pp.31-2) suggests that we
punctuate with a comma:

‘The passage is virtually a dialogue, as the use of pgv odv [09a11] indicates.

The proposition 6 ormovdaiog @ GodAm ovk Eoton gidog [09a10] is met by

the objection &ston pev odv k.t [09a11-13] The counter-objection GAA’

ok £oton k.7.A. [09213-15], is met by the rejoinder 0d yép, GAAX K.T.A.

[09al5f]: “No, but it will exist on the basis of © @uAnTéov’’,

This is certainly the structure of the passage. But there is still a problem. In
answer to the question ‘whether bad people are friends of good’, M.M. wants to
allow that there can be a certain sort of friendship between these two (cf. 09b6-7). It
will not be, as in the case of friendship between two good people, that they are each
@uAnrot, since the bad man is not someone who is good, and this is a requirement for
being giAntog (al3-15).

But can it be true that the base man is a friend of the good man kot O

Pintéov, as is claimed in a15-167 Surely the characterisation of 0 @uAntéov, in 09a2,
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as TO abT® GryaldOV is not going to be broad enough to allow base men to count as

‘appropriate objects of friendship’?

1209216 Add €oty after puAntéov, on stemmatic grounds.

1209a23-7 The asyndeton in a24 - there is no connective particle between QOEY
(a23) and Aéyovton (a25) - has led to two proposals to make the Greek more smooth.
Susemihl proposes adding et before gapev (a23) and Dirlmeier proposes adding &’

before ovy (a24). Accept the second conjecture.

1209228 Place commata around 1 81 O &yadv to make it clear that there are only

three types of friendship.

1209a35 Retain xart” on stemmatic grounds. It looks as though Susemihl only deleted

it because it was not in K.

1209a38 Omit the first 6, which only K has.

1209b1 Omit 6, which only n has.

1209b5 Rassow’s toryo®dv, which conforms with 09a34, is not necessary, says
Dirlmeier (p.441), who wants to retain the mss.’ w&yoé. If we read téyoBé, then koi
0 N3V Kol T GVpPEPOV cannot be in apposition to wévTa t&yo8¢, because the list of
goods would be incomplete - &pet is omitted. Nor can the phrase be additional, since

both the pleasant and the beneficial are good (cf. 09a7). Retain Rassow’s t6ryaf6v.

1209b8 gtAor is a late reading. @iAog is certainly right. When M.M. talks of friendship,
most often he says X is a friend to Y, and not that they are friends. Where two sorts

of man are involved in the relationship, it is conceivable that X could be kind to Y, but
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not vice versa, or at least that the grounds of the friendship might be different. A
prostitute presumably has her relationship with a client kot T cougépoy (pecuniary
advantage) and the client has his with the prostitute ko®’ 78oviiv (sexual pleasure).

In b6 the good man is a friend of the bad man because of pleasure, i.e. what
the bad man values in the good man is not his virtue but, say, his sense of humour. In
b7 MLM. asserts that the base man (X) can be a friend of the base (Y). Obviously, the
same answer would be given to the question whether the base man (Y) can be a friend
of the base (X) (and this is why there are plurals in b9-10), but the way that the
sentence in b7 is formulated - we supply ¢thog after parOAw - necessitates that its

Justification (yép, b7) is formulated in the same way. So read elAog,

1209b10 Armstrong suggests @g for dot’: “since nothing will prevent even bad men
from having some interest in common’. But @ot’ is intelligible, and the future after
@oe is found at 88a25, 93b35, 00a3, 00a32, Ola5, 01b37, 03b19, 11a35, but afier dx;

never in MM..

1209b16 @ had petaminter, which will not do. We haveAtwo decent conjectures to
evaluate. The first, adding the prefix cup-, is by a recent hand in P. While the sense
secured by the verb coppetanintew is an improvement on the transmitted text, there
are two objections to the reading. First, coppetonintew is a very rare word, not in
Aristotle, and only attested before the third century B.C. in Aeschines.3?° Secondly, it
i1 not an obvious mistake for a scribe to make.

More plausible (palacographically) is the conjecture of Ellebodius: AAAAMA,
with the capital mu resembling a double lambda, could easily give rise to AAAA. (cf
M.M. 1199636, De An. 423b16 for GALG/Spio. confusion.) The simultaneity of the
basis of friendship crumbling and the ﬁ*iendéhip itself coming to an end is expressed

with the word dpa in b23 (and cf EN. 1 156a33-5).

329 Note that M.M. does have coppetaBéhhery at 87b2, however.
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1209b25-6 Full stops after @il (b25) and after brfipyev (b26).

1209b27 Read xor’ (misprint).

1209636 The quotation is of Euripides Bellerophon fr.296 Nauck (revised Snell,
1964). E.E. 1238a34 gives xo0g kok® <6&> [suppl. Tauchnitz] cvovtétnkev NSOV
E.E. 1239022 gives koixog kakd 38 cuvtérnkev SOV

It s not clear whether the yGp is attributed to Euripides or is the author’s own.
Susemihl takes it in the second way presumably because the context of the line in
Euripides rules out y&p being correct. But yéip does scan in the trimeter. And is not
the delay of the particle to third position a poetic feature,33° not a peripatetic idiom?33!
Of the different reports of the fragment, that at E.E. 1239b22 has 8¢ third word, 332
whilst Stobaeus (Ecl. 2.33.2, p.255.11) has te third word. It is true that some
manuscripts of M.M. give yGp second, rather than third, word, and Dirlmeier would
follow these. But it is more likely that the move of the particle from its position in
Euripides’ play should have been made by a scribe who was normalising the word-
order than that a scribe should have knowledge of this rare play and, correcting the
word-order to accord with that, place the particle third (and get the particle wrong).

MM. omits 78ovfj from the quotation, which is a key word to omit. If we do
not follow Amerbach, a commentator on Aristotle in the sixteenth century, in adding
the word, we must believe that the author thought that the quotation was so well
known that he did not need to give it in full.

GLVTETNKeEV ‘is at one with’ is only found in m. L.S.J. s.v. covtike 111, give
other instances in tragedy of a metaphorical usage of this verb which normally means
‘be fused together’. The other two families have cuvéstnkev which would give good

sense too - ‘forms a league with’ (See L.S.J. s.v. cvvictnut B.IIL1). That Eurpides

330 See Denniston, p.188.

331 Tt is true that the quotation at 08b16 has the author’s own y6p third word, but there is reason here
for its delay - viz. to avoid the awkward collocation Y0p pév. The pév in that line cannot be separated
by an authorial particle from the word that precedes it.

332 One manuscript there normalises the word order.
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wrote the first, we can be pretty sure. covieTnu in this sense is a far more prosaic
word. It looks as though w had cuvéstnkev, and that m restored the correct word

with the help of EE..

1209639 yop justifies an affirmative answer to the question. Punctuate: ... eivon, i 00,

det. Gromov yoip... See above, pp.167-8.

1209639 Dirlmeier (p.444) suggests &v y0p Gpéing on the grounds that the future
€M@ only replaces aiipriow at the end of the first century B.C. There are other words in
MM. without parallel until dates AD. (e.g. Avmnmdg (92b22), TOPETICKONETV
(970b32), mpodixvoeicBon (88b30), crepovomoidg (06a27), AdyoBog (12b18)), and

we should not normalise here.

1210a12-13 a offers yivovron oBv ad... @iMon, and B yiveton odv N... @Aic. Leave

Susemihl’s text. Compare 10a22.

1210a13 Add 6 before Edpinidng with the stemma. M.M. uses a definite article before
a proper name at 08b12, but not, for example, at 82al1, 82al5, 82a24, 90b28, 91a7
(though a late ms. has it), and 09b35.

1210a13 Colon after Edpunidng.

1210214 See my note on 1208b16-17. Only A and K (originally) omit 4. It should be

written in the text after né3ov, but put in square brackets.

1210215 Dirlmeier’s addition of odv before ooy (p.445) is wrong. We know the
context of Euripides’ lines (quoted most fully in Athenaeus XIII, 599 and Stobaeus
Ecl 1,9, 1. 270, and also in E.E. 1235216 E.N. 1155b2-4). A character is justifying

the claim that Aphrodite is powerful, and in particular sexually powerful. Both M.M.
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and E.N. hint that Euripides was talking about the relationship between rain and dry
land by way of illustrating the nature of a particular human relationship or of a type of

human relationship. Translate éx “on the supposition that’.

1210a16 This sentence was thought by Scaliger, Spengel and Susemihl to be unsound.
Adding the word ‘even’, Stock translates Susemihl’s text: ‘For <even> if you would
like to set down fire and water as the extreme opposites, these are useful to one
another’. The xod is important: even if the most extreme case of opposites is taken,
the thesis that opposites are useful to each other is true. Dirlmeier’s comparison

(p.446) of 06a10 is apposite and justifies the transmitted text.

1210a19 For &v see p.166.

1210220 Dirlmeier (p.446) approves of the addition of mowjoer. I cannot see any
neater solution. Scaliger’s ¢Beiper would be bettered by ¢Bepei. We must bear in mind
that the comma after Dypdv may be misleading. Rassow, [1858], [1874], punctuates

with a comma after roviong.

1210a21 Read &v for £Gv, to balance év2 in b19. Note that Susemihl’s apparatus is

wrong in stating that o (T12) has &v where ¢ (IT') has odv.

1210229 Gv is a late reading and should be marked as such by placing it within

angular brackets.

1210a31 As in 10a35 V seems to have found e¥dnlog, an adjective of two

terminations, awkward, so gives a neuter form on each occasion.

1210232 Full stop after £tépov (with o B K).
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1210a32-3 First note that there is a misprint in this line - read A for f|. There is an
editorial decision in these lines. o does not have the datives ot... o, but accusatives
LE... OF.

L.SJ. (s.v. mow, B, 2) say that to convey the sense of ‘doing something to
someone’ notelv + double accusative is more usual than moweiv + accusative rei and
dative personae. Bonitz (609a6) cites only EN. 1134b5 as an example of woweiv +
dative of the person, but in 1134b1 and b5 moweiv does not mean npdirtely, but stands
for the earlier verb - 0 mAéov vépew.333 But he does cite two uses of the verb with

double accusative (609a2-5) from Rhet. I would print the accusatives; HE... GE...
1210b1 The infinitive is governed by an understood oferon.

1210b6 Delete the dash because b6-8 are closely connected to b3-6.

1210b7 Dirlmeier (p.448) approves of Fritzche’s addition of 160’ before néoviig. But
we should be cautious of following them. What matters in the argument 1s that loving
i an activity, whereas being loved is not. What the activity is accompanied by is not
to the point.

1210b8 For &€t 8¢ see my note on 1189al.

1210b20 ®dovfig, in C, is an attractive alternative to ndovdv, which could have arisen
by assimilation to the previous genitive plural. Of the twenty occurrences of the word

ndov in the section on friendship (08b3-13b3 0), only this one is in the plural.

1210b21 Urepéyovra: misprint.

333 It is probable that we should read movei here. See Stewart, [1892] vol.1, p.487 for discussion.
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1210b23 “Such’ cannot refer back to the sort of friendship just discussed. We would
need a definite article before towdron (which a late corrector in P adds). Also, the
sort of friendships just discussed are not ¢& OpolomoBeiog. Rather, b23 introduces a
new type of friendship (xed (b23) = ‘also’), and towdron is prospective.334 Place a
comma after @idion and translate (with Dirlmeier): ‘but there are also friendships of

the following sort, namely ones arising from sympathy.

1210033 Read adtogidior where Susemihl reads orotd [uaio]. The authority for avt®
@Aiar is V (who has a rough breathing) and a late correction in K. Although in 10b39
and 12a28 MM, does use the term odt® mpdg adtdv idio, and oOTOPIALGL exists
nowhere in Greek literature, this should not dissuade us from printing what the mss.
offer. M.M. has invented the term adtoddng (92b33) which appears nowhere else in
Greek literature, and coins another compound word, @AGyoBog (12b18).335 The koi
(b33) is explicative.

Compound nouns in adro- most often mean Platonic forms in Aristotle (see
Bonitz, 125a3-14), but there are nouns such as odtodwkovior ‘self-service’
(Chrysippus, Stoic. 3.177), odrokpérero. ‘power over oneself (ps-Plato Def. 412d),
ovtovopier ‘rule of oneself (Thucydides, Xenophon, Isocrates) which are good
parallels for adropinio:, 336

The alternative would be to excise not just giAic, but, as Armstrong suggests,

@uAia kod to fit in with the expression in b39-11al and 12a28.

1210b36 Armstrong Stock and Dirlmeier take 0 € {fiv xod o Civ as objects of
BovAropedo (b35). Dirlmeier (and Dalimier) takes <o BoviesBou also to be an object of
PovAdpeBa and translates: “wir wiinschen fiir uns... das Wunschen des Guten’. The

only sense that can be made of this would be if it is being claimed that people wish to

334 See Dirlmeier, pp. 451-2.
335 MM, also coins the noun, dporond@ere: (10623, 11al).

336 MM, and E.N. use the adjective giAorwroc, but L.S.J record the first instance of gulooticr in the
second century B.C.
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have appropriate wishes. If this were right, M.M. would contain the first reference to
second-order desires in Greek philosophy.

Stock, whom I would follow, adopts a different ploy. He translates koi 1o
BovresBon tayolBOV ok GAM® Tvi: ‘and the wishing of the good applies to none so
much’. To achieve this place a comma after ©0 {fiv (b36), and delete the comma after
wyaBov (b37). It is easy to see why Stock is reluctant to translate ook dAA® vt by
'to no-one else <except ourselves>’, which is what we should expect given odk dAA®
wvt | to0t (b32). The reason is that there would be a contradiction with b32. There
our wishes for good things were said only to be directed towards our (perfect) friend,
here they would only be directed also to ourselves. I take odk 6AAm Tivi to be an
emphatic way of saying adt®, and not to exclude the possibility that he might ‘wish
the good” for others. But the expense of doing this is that MM. does not map the
characteristics of the self-lover perfectly onto those found in perfect friendship.

Armstrong - who does not say whether he thinks it unlikely that the author
would want to say this or because he wants to make a35-7 a closer parallel to a29-32

- excises 10 PodAecBor.

1210b39-11al Read odt® mpdg ordwdv. This is what Susemihl has in 10b33 and
1228, (cf. 96a24, a30, 11a16, a27, a30, a31, a36, a37, a39 for npdg ALHTOV).

1211a3 y&p was a conjecture in K, but 8 is fine. MM. objects to the disjunction

expressed in 1fitot... 4.

121124 xoi? is omitted by Susemihl. The stemma is equally divided, and 1 would

follow Susemihl,

1211a8 It is to the Aldine that we owe the right reading, giudv.
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1211al16-b3 Von Arnim, [1927] 251, proposes that this section is not in its right
place, and that it should be relocated either to 11639 (before the section on edvow) or
to 12a27 (after the section on 6pdvowr). His explanation is that a leaf of a manuscript
was inserted in the wrong place. It would, however, be amazing if a page break in a

manuscript were to have coincided not once but twice with natural breaks in the text.

1211a21 Bonitz’ 3¢ is required for the mss.” te.

1211222 -oipebo. was what § read. Do we need to add &v? Either péiior’ <av>

PovAotpedo or <dv> pédisto BovAoipeda. Cf 10629, 11a19, 11a23 337

1211224 V¥’s reading, 8fjhov éomv G &om, is again a late reading. A and n offer a
good alternative: 8fjAov éotv dx, where we can mentally supply ‘is’. This has the
advantage that the ‘Kakophonie’ which Dirlmeier (p.457) notes, is lost. Add 1 before

@A i with B.

1211228 &poyev, which first appears in the Aldine, is right. The present tense -
expressing the idea that the author (and those in his circle) often talk about injustice to
oneself when dividing the soul - is unlikely to be right. The aorist makes the reference
back to 96a25-30.

1211238 See my note on 1197a37 for t® + infin.

1211b2 Susemihl’s 82 should not be accepted. See my note on 1195a34.

1211b15 Read {oog (with o and B) for {sov2, Susemihl did not know of this reading,

337 See above, p.166.
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1211b19 wodzor is odd. Should we not read a partitive genitive, Tovdtng: ‘and within

this (sc. family friendship), in the relation of father to son’?

1211b22 L is the only manuscript to give a main verb in the &g clause - Aéyovowy. The
rest have the participle, Aéyovteg. M.M. uses @ + main verb in parenthetical clauses
often (e.g. dg ofovwon (83a32, 92b14 etc.), o Eowkev (81b27, 82al etc.), ag Qooiv
(94b5) etc.) When a participle follows g, a reason or motive is often being given
(85a8, 87a28, 99b23, 00b11, 08b14, 10a18, 12a37). In 82b11 and 94b31 there is a
separate use of &g + participle: to speak of something as. ..

The usage of @ in M.M. therefore suggests that L’s Aéyovowv is correct,
Bonitz (872210-31) and Kiihner-Gerth (I, 2, 90-6) offer no parallels for the
parenthetic &g + participle that we find transmitted.

However, I do not think that we should print Aéyovst. There is another
construal. We can supply (mentally) a main verb gaoct ‘as some people <say>,

speaking rightly at least in the majority of cases’.

1211b22 ednpyétnké is much better attested than the form in gvepy-. L.SJ. (s.v.
eVepyétem) say that the augment in edm- is sometimes found in manuscripts, but that
early papyri and inscriptions point to the perfect form: evepyétnka. Susemihl was
unsure which to print. Since mss. are not to be trusted, bow to the early testimony of

eve-, and leave the text as Susemihl has it

1211b24 Retain xod. The reason put forward by the popular moralists to explain the
disparity between the son’s love for his father and the father’s for his son is also that
put forward to explain disparities in relationships kot o GOUPEPOV.

1211027 Susemihl is right to excise éoTv.

1211b27 Bekker’s v is indisputable.
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1211634 Armstrong’s motivation to emend this line is disposed of by Dirlmeier

(p.462). Cf. Dirlmeier p.212 for Platonic parallels.

1211b36 In this line all mss. have eGvooi eiowv, and in 12a4 one family has etvoor, the
other edvor. Neither Susemihl nor Dirlmeier (p.462) were aware that o has e¥voor in
12a4. We should clearly print the same form in both cases, and the manuscripts now
provide very strong evidence that we should, with Dirlmeier, accept their testimony

and read the lectio difficilior, eGvoor in both lines.

1212a4 Read e6voot. See my note on 1211b36.

1212a7 Read 1| elvowr guricg. This word-order is that found in all mss. except V.
The only source available to Susemihl to have the more normal order, @ihiag M

evvota, was the Aldine, but there is no entry in his apparatus.

1212213 Amerbach suggests that we should read tfig edvoiag 1 @idic. EE. 1241a12-
13 says ‘every friend has goodwill, but not all who have goodwill are friends’. M.M.
12al-6 has tried to show that one can be evovg to X without being a friend to X. A
further psychological requirement is needed for one to be a friend to X (12a7-8). If
12a12-13 mean ‘eGvoo, is not without friendship’, i.e. any instance of elvowo, is also
an instance of @uAict, then there is clearly a contradiction with what M.M. has just said
(and also with E.E.). Amerbach tries to rid MM. of this contradiction. But xwpig
need not be taken to express such a strict conceptual relation. Here it must be taken
more vaguely. M.M. is making a very general claim - namely that both @iAio and
ebvow are ‘in the same sphere’ - just as in 12a14 the claim is made that Opovolo is
cOveyyug T giMa. If someone has girio towards someone else, he will also have

gbvoio. One can, thus, make sense of the transmitted text. It is, moreover, to be noted
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that if Amerbach’s conjecture were accepted, | @iAio. would be the natural subject of

the next sentence, which, it will quickly be seen, would be absurd.

1212a18 In order to avoid translating, as Stock does, ‘Since the same thing would
have to hold in any like case’, we need to adopt Spengel’s addition of O before
towodtov. Both Armstrong and Dirlmeier accept this conjecture. We can then
translate: ‘since this kind of agreement lieS in a different field” (Armstrong). Unless we

read 76, Towdtov will be taken as predicate rather than as subject.
1212a19 For -1x- see my note on 1189b6.

1212a19-20 Having delimited the range of opdvow to & mpoceé: (al8-19), MMM.
makes a further restriction in a19-20. The text of a20 is in an awful state in the mss.33*
But the structure of the passage is fairly clear. Just as in a18-19 M.M. had said that
Opovow, is not... but..., so in a19-20 there is the same structure: 01’39(,.‘ GAAQ.... The
structure shows that the first word in a20 should be the same as the fifth, and that the
ninth word should be the infinitive of the verb that is the second word. There are two
choices for the first and fifth word: €i and #j, but fj is much better attested. The verb
which should appear second and ninth, again for stemmatic reasons, is VOeETv.
Susemihl’s text, then, is correct. Dirlmeier (p.465), influenced by a high respect for K,
wants to read 0Ok €l évvoodou..., GAA’ ei... évvoeiv. But twice in a19-21 he has to
read what no manuscript reads. Dirlmeier contends that voeiv ‘paBt zu den vonté von
al9, aber nicht zu den mpoxtd’, and thinks that the right verb would be &vvoeiv. But
it is typical of M.M. to have the etymology of the noun in mind when he analyses the

concept.

1212a25 For -1k- see my note on 1189b6.

338 Dirlmeier’s note on these lines (p.465) wrongly suggests that the mss. do not have @ after &uo
in a20. All the independent mss. do.
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1212a25-7 Spengel, [1866] 635, expressed unease with the last sentence in the
paragraph: ‘nescio cur mepl dpyovrog. conf Eudem. p.1241,31”. But MM, is claiming
that opovowr properly-called concerns xaréotacty of the same ruler. This is not
ridiculous.

The problem with a25-7 is the superfluity of év mpoxtoig and the awkward
separation of t00 adtod from &pyoviog (see Dirlmeier, p.465). Ellebodius and
Susemihl suggest that év mpoktoig (a26) be excised and this should be adopted.
Susemihl’s alternative - emending &ipo (a25) to yép - is less good, since a25-7 do not

Justify a24-5.

1212a26 For -1k- see my note on 1189b6.

1212a31 The future (éoon) is given in §. The ‘logical’ future features again at 12a36,
a39, b3, b5, b6, but the present tenses in a32-5 swing the balance back to éotiv, the

reading of .

1212235 The mss. are equally divided in whether to place 8eiv before or after oTolg.
In 09629 M.M. writes v &’ &pethv ofovton Seiv ovtolg vrdpyetv, and this

suggests that we read 8etv adroig here, with .

1212b5 Armstrong explains the motivation for Scaliger’s and Sylburg’s conjectures in
this line: ‘to avoid the harsh change of construction from the gen. to the acc. in
dependence on ékothoeton’. Susemihl thinks that one of their suggestions should be
adopted. Leaving b4-5 apart, M.M. uses g€iotdvon + dative personae + gen. rei in
12a36, bl1, b13, bl4. One way in which consistency of construction within b4-5
could be achieved would be if we read todto (the reading of C and m, not known by
Susemihl) for toHrov in b4. But L.S.J. give no parallels for this construction with the

accusative + dative, and the passages just mentioned in II xiii and xiv provide good
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support for the genitive in b4. I prefer Spengel’s solution, and would print Tod —

OVHPEPOVTOG — MBEOG in bS.

1212b8 For mote see my note on 1199a14.

1212b9 Print aidtov. See above pp.173-4.

1212b10 Both in b10 and in b14-15 C and P? have ¢ when Susemihl and § and P!
read @x. @ is obviously right in all four cases,3 but the position of the first g in
b10, as Dirlmeier (p.467) was aware, is extraordinary. The obvious solution would be

to move @x! up to b9, after odv, which is its position in the parallel sentence in b14.

1212b26 Question mark after to0ro.

1212b29-30 Colon after yiyvertou.

1212b37 Susemihl, supported by Donini, [1965] 139n.19,340 suggests that we read 8¢
for y6p in b37. But yép does make sense if we take Totodtog TIg Adyog to be
retrospective. M.M. is explaining why the inference in the previous sentence does not

go through. An account (Adyoq) that is true of god should not be applied to man.

121324-5 Bonitz 874a41 compares de Spiritu 475b26 for the anacoluthon we find in
the mss. This is probably sufficient to be conservative with Dirlmeier (p.470), who

rejects both Casaubon’s and Susemihl’s attempts to make the grammar smoother.

1213211 Susemihl’s lacuna is best supplemented by Kassel. Add ein &v before

TOL0VTOg,

339 Pace Dirlmeier (p.467), Aristotle does use ot pgv dx... #om 5 @c. See Bonitz 220b9-12, though
in the first three passages cited pév is not always in the mss. (nor in editions).
340 Merlan, [1960] 85n.27, would also seem committed to accepting the conjecture.
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1213a12-3 Kassel, argues in an important note, given in full in Dirlmeier (pp.470-1)
that we add xod, and punctuate differently:

<kai> donep, 10 Aeydpevov, "dhog obrog

‘HpoxAfig", dAlog @ihog Eya.

I agree with Kassel that the saying ends after ‘HpoxAfig, but do not think that kod is
necessary. If we take éiv ye — moiong (al1-12) with what precedes, we can
punctuate with a full stop after zoviong. The asyndeton is fine. ‘If, then, when
examining a friend one sees the nature and the qualities of the friend, he would be
such as a second I, at least if you imagine a very good friend. Just as in the saying ‘he

is another Heracles’, a friend is another I.

1213215 fidwotov is a late reading, but nevertheless right.

1213b4 Deletion of éef is necessary. See Dirlmeier, p.473.

1213b10 The reading (of P A L B) émi mérvtov is superior to andvrov (K), and if this
is accepted we would need to punctuate as P A L B do with a full stop (or a comma)
after GALwv. As Susemihl’s text stands opoiwg is awkwardly placed in an otite phrase,
and dAAwv must agree with Gmévteov, which is most naturally understood as meaning
“all other methods of perception’, which is unsatisfactory because the illustration from
sense-perception is not applied to the question in hand - how many friends one ought
to have. If we follow the majority of the manuscripts, then dAAwv will still refer to the
other methods of perception, and adding éni before mévtov would appropriately
generalise further, to make the illustration of the limited capacity of sight and hearing

applicable to the matter in question.

1213b27 We need an inferential particle in order to demonstrate the structure of the

argument (that the scope of the investigation into how to treat a friend is limited);
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Susemihl was confronted by 8¢ in all manuscripts he knew about, except the Aldine
which has yép, Coislin which reads o%v, and the revised version of Valla’s translation
(1831) has itaque. He also had in front of him a conjecture by Bonitz: 8%. Bonitz’ &1
was based on the 1831 text of Valla, though he believed it was the 1496 version.34! It
is the last of these which Susemihl prints in the text. However collation has revealed
that o and B have obv. This reading must be the right one. In case it is argued that &
would provide a simpler explanation of the way in which the ¢ arose, it is just as easy
to suppose that the particle dropped out, and a scribe, seeing the need for one, added
the common or garden 8¢. Bonitz saw what sense was required and did not know of

any manuscripts attesting oGv.

1213b28 Ellebodius provides a neater solution to b28 than Bonitz. The independent
mss. give: GAL’ év tolg {ooig @lAolg kol Tff &v adrfi @ihigr O TowoDTov EyKAnpo.
Instead of following Susemih! in reversing tfi &v and adding 7oi-, we should read
avtolg for ordefi. We can easily mentally supply év before ©fj from the previous line,
Lines b29-30 are closely parallel: the enquiry which M.M. is promising is how one
ought to treat a friend év tfj év {ooig pikog eirie (b30). In b28 MM. could have
said év ©fj év {ooig pikoig @iAig, but since he has just mentioned of oot gidoy, he can
use a pronoun for these people. Read 6AA’ év tolg ooig pidog kol fi &v ardroig
PRl w0 tooBrov EykAnpo. The origin of adtfi will have been assimilation to the
surrounding feminine dative singulars. Why a scribe should have reversed tfj év and

omitted toi- would be far less easy to explain.

341 See pp.91, 93 above.
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Appendix - Marginal Notes in the Manuscripts
There are several marginal notes in P, K, V and A which are worth recording, but

which do not merit a place in the apparatus.

1188b25 A note in the top margin of P (= rec.) referring to opufj reads: {owe oppiv
VOV TV v dydywv Aéyer olov A(Bwv) - I cannot read the end of the last word. The
same worry struck those who altered éxoto10v to dxotdotov, and von Arnim who
wants to add pn here.

1188b32 P? (= corr.") glosses giltpov with mopoL.

1188b33 Above dperoméryw P? (= corr.! ) adds xping (or xpiton) s.l. (as a gloss).

1189210 tpoyédewv is glossed in the margin by P2 (= rec.) with tpéxewv. tpéxetv
appears in linea in Rav. and M, (f tpoydewv in mg. Rav.). Add to the references

Dirlmeier (p.254) provides for tpoyéew Protr. B.71.4 (Diiring).

1190a1 &Ao, is glossed in the bottom margin by P? (= rec.): 6éAncaco. So too Rav. in

mg. (not in M) . Does the gloss mean that Siévowa is desiderative?

1191a19 v2 writes in the margin after @v: &vpeiog dv, - Ko vevvoiog Kol GUVETOS,
1191a34 Above &vior P2 (= librarius ipse) writes tivég. On £ 133t Nikolaos has a kind
of vocabulary list where synonyms are given some in Latin (noprov membrum), but

most in Greek - among the list is #viol Tivéc,

1192b2 In the margin P2 (= corr.?) has: €povog 10 €k cupBolfig detrvov. (Not in Rav.)
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1194a22 In the margin next to lines a21-2 V? and B have: Gmd 8¢ tfig 100 &pyvpiov

XPNCEMS BOVUUGTY.
119626 In the margin P2 (= rec.) writes: &t ok &otLv.
1196a25 P2 (= rec.) adds in the margin after pm; mog vééyeton Eovtdv &dikelv.

1197236 P> (= rec.) writes in the margin: 67 1y coplo 0D @pdvnoIg 7| PPOVNGIG, TEpi
™ ovupépov: & dAAoTe éotiv GARO. kol dAA® EALO" T coplo mepL TO VB Kol

KapmdAov 0 GEL doodTmg ExovTa.

1197b36 A marginal note in V (and in the margins of B and 24) explains the phrase
domep — opovnowv (b36), saying: tdL (O 24) cuvepyely Tt (th B 24) ¢povicer

dnAovon. This is certainly the feature of dewvdtng that the author means (cf. 98a6-8).
1198a2 K2 has a note in the margin after odoon: olov cmpposdvn A Gvdpeio.

1198b18 P2 (= corr.”) glosses oAy with fipeptiov in the margin, and with dpyinv

above the line. Neither gloss is in Rav.

1199a33 P2 (= corr.") has a note in the top margin (f.15") on KAOoewg, which reads:
KAvGTpLoL KAVGTHpLOV Yiveton Gmd 100 kAtm o Bpéy (sic). It is not copied into
Rav. The word x\doig means ‘drenching by clyster’. P? is glossing kA 0cewg with
KAvetipo, and then trying to give its etymology. He must have meant KAOCo (‘1

wash’), not kA0w (‘I hear’). Bpéxetv means ‘to make wet’.

1200a24 P2 (= rec.) writes o in the margin, in answer to the question in a23-4. Rav.

does not have this.
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1203213 There are two corrections to this-line in P. P2 (= corr ?) writes: {owx, 1, U,
kol T, pewbrepov in the margin. P? (= rec.) has: @ ye, 6w i, xod typewdrepov. This
then became @t e, 871 7t uf Kol ti pewrepov in Rav., and then &ye 6t i ), 7
pewdtepov M, Venetus 200,

perotepov, the comparative of peimv (= less) is only attested (before 100 B.C.)
in Apollonius Rhodius, Aratus, an anonymous riddle in the Palatine Anthology (X1V,
41). It is also difficult to see any sense in the different attempts to improve the text.

They all originate from a mistake of one letter in the first hand of P.

1203b4 After tfig P? (= corr.2) glosses s.l.: &ptiong yevopévov, but the annotation is

not copied into Rav.

1203b20 There are two notes on b20 in the margins of P. In the top margin P2 (=rec.)
writes: {owg, kol Eoton O éykpartig, c@Epwy, and in the left hand margin P2 (= rec.)
has: 871 6 ohgpwv Eykpatig 6 88 éykpotig, ok €T chpwv. Neither note reappear
in Rav. The first of these does not help at all. The second shows awareness of the
problem, but is probably to be treated not as a conjecture but as a paraphrase of what

ought to have been expressed.

1203b23 After ohgpmv P2 (= rec) adds in the margin: 8t obte 0 AKpOTNG

axdraeT0g, 0Bte Gvémoy. This is not in Rav.

1204a6 In the bottom margin of A, picking up a referénce mark after Aoy is
written: $m O @pdvipog ovK dikparTiG. TPOKTIKOG YOP TOV PéATiIcTOV: & 3¢
Gxpartig Sovonmikds ey v BEATIGTOVY 0D TPOKTIKOG 88° ko0 kol Eolke TR
dewvd kol yop 1 [....JaoBon pev émThdeiog &k tivog &v yévorto T PéATIGTOL
7pol]........] Probably an explanatory gloss rather than added to be entered into

the text itself
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1204b12 K? (= rec.) adds above the line and in the margin next to duponpeicBon: i éni

@V dppodisimv. This is surely right.

1205222 K? (dating from 1150-1200) has written puf moté pGAAOV dLdupopot

YPORTEOY.

1205a25 A note i the left hand margin by P2 (= rec.) refers to a mark in the text by

ndovod: mpdg O atd dAAmg AapPévovet. This is not in Rav.

1205b7 In the margin next to gdowv V writes 8pog ©8oviig, but it is not a definition
that M.M. approves of in 04b37 - 05a4.

1205b36 Francesco Filelfo! (1398-1481) writes a note in the bottom margin (£, 167V)
of K on this line:

&vlev eidévon €oti Tidg voeTton v ToTg Vikopoyiow. AW KOADG GrePHvoVTo
ToryaBOv 0 mévta Epieton. mhvto Yoip T (B vontéoy- |

Filelfo does not question the authenticity of M.M.. His quotation of E.N.
1094a2 is apt, although it is not clear what light he thinks the passage in M.M. sheds
on E.N. Is the neuter mévro in E.N. explained for Filelfo by the recognition that for

Aristotle it is not just man that &gieton the good, i.e. that Aristotle included animals in

the referents of mwévro?

1206213 In the margin P2 (= rec.) writes: 6 AvmoOpevog T KAl TPATTOV, 00

omovdaiog, Rav. does not reproduce the note.

! Whose hand here Nigel Wilson has provisionally identified for me from the facsimile reproduction
of the manuscript. If the identification is right, the note will have been made during the time he lived
in Florence (1429-33). See Ashburner, [1917] 35, who rejects the view of R. Schoéll that the hand is
thirteenth century, and thinks it is “palpably fifteenth century’.
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1206b17 In the margin of P is a note: on(uaiveton) ém ©f &peth, oy 6 Adyog dpxh

Kol Tiyepdv, GAAY To molen €D Sokeipevo. Rav. did not copy it.

1206b33 In the margin P2 (= rec.) writes: &t xmpig t@v éxtog, 0Ok €0ty

evdouplovely, but Rav. does not have the note.

1207b4 In top margin P? (= corr!) writes: évBovcwaopd éotiv Stov 1 oyl Adyumeton

o Beod P2, This is not present in Rav.

1208224 nmissbvny is glossed by P2 (= corr.!) with kexoupévn kpidn. Rav. does not

copy the note.

1208231 In the margin P? (= rec.) writes: &i 70 €idévon pdvov g Gipetin, e dadpova

(sic) moel* Rav. does not have this note.

1209425 In the margin of V is a note: on(uadiverton) thv Swodp(esty) Thy
TOAVOPOAANTOV HETOED KEYEVNV TV OHOVOUMS KoL CUVOVOLOG KOAOVUEVTY &8
0’ £vOg Kol mpdg Ev. The note is copied into the margin of B. Compare Michael of
Ephesus’ comment on this passage (p.461, 12-16, Heylbut, cited in Dirlmeier, p.107).
1210a25 K2 (twelfth century) glosses Swoupopd: with: otéiorg péym.

1213a26 Filelfo? comments in K: ompeiooco mept @iAov Amicus alter ego.

1213b22 P glosses &yxAnpo with: oitiov.

2 See previous note.
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