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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? - t& 

Meyora Nixopayerm. 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 magin’ (}OuxOv peycAwv), 

Atticus* (second century A.D.) calls M.M. MeyéAwv "HOiKév and Simplicius> (sixth century 

A.D.) refers to M.M. as NOixe& preycAa..® 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 E.N. 

"AplototéAovg NOiK@v viuKcopaxetov piKp@v. Elias is an earlier witness to the tradition that 

saw E.N. and MLM. 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 

  

''T do not include in this section orthographical changes which I advocate above, pp.169-180, nor will I 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. 
> Cited by Dirlmeier, p.104. 
6 There is, in fact, one suggestive piece of evidence for M.M. 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. 
° 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.!3 

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 HO@v. Dirlmeier’s argues (p.155) that 

we need to read 7O.K@v in a24 because the unease expressed by the author in 81b27-8 only 

makes sense if the word nOixé 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 7OiKé& would 

most easily provide the previous mention that Dirlmeier rightly insists on. Elsewhere 

Dirlmeier characterises M.M. as ‘ein Traktat Mepi Ov’ (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, 97a13, 

97626, 12a19).!4 Here the addition of -tx- would be a natural correction, given the title. 

Bonitz (316b11) understands 760g in 81a25 to mean 1 nepi Hv HOGV noaypLatetca 

and Dirlmeier (p.155) and Donini, [1965] 7n.10, accept this, whilst acknowledging that the 

language is peculiar. If 70g cannot mean this, then we could emend (following a suggestion 

by Prof. Frede) to nOixév. I have not been able to find a use of the adjective in the neuter 

meaning ‘ethics’, ‘enquiry into 700g’. 

1181a24 See my note on 1187b38 for confusion between mp@tov and mpdtepov. Read 

Tpa@tov here. 

1181a26 For &v see p.166. 

  

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

'2 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 novov, the reading of the mss. It is to Bas. that we owe notov. Cf. Bonitz 

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

1181b25 omovdatog td AO0g occurs at E.N. 1152a8; 7 80g anovdatog occurs at M.M. 

12a12; onovdator tiv woxrv is at Pol 1286b3. We should not add kat& with a and I. 

Compare the manuscript deviation at E.N. 1094a13. Cf. Kthner-Gerth II, 1, pp.316-17. 

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

1182a3-6 In 82a1-3 M.M. 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 o0 L6vov... GAAG Kod... normally 

connects two similar ideas, but here we do not have a combination of motives! (od pLovov 

Sms... GAAG Kai Snws...), nor a combination of issues to be discussed (od povov Ti éoTt... 

GAG Kol &k tivwv). Rather, we find od povov Snws... GAAG Kai EK tivov. 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 énwe + future indicative, others 

have Sxw¢ + subjunctive. Depending whether Sm 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) 

  

15 | defend the status of Gm as a final particle below.
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Final particle + indicative: ‘make sure that we know’!© 

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 awe as the final particle. 

Second, is there a difference in sense between oxonetoOa1 (a4) (present middle of 

oKonéw) and oxéyao@o (aorist of oxéntopar)? If not, then why repeat the verb?!” 

Third are the indirect questions in a4 and a5 dependent on eidrjoopev or on 

oKonetoban and oxéyaocbar? 

If there is a small lacuna after koi in a5, the problems raised are solved. If we read 

CAMA Kai <dmug yevnodpeba, onovdator mis Koi> eK tiveov Estar oKéyaoba, balance is 

restored to the od pévov... GAAG Kal... combination; oxéyoao8o1 in a5 is less awkward: now 

that oxoneto@ou is further away, it is helpful for the reader to have the verb (still dependent 

on det). The indirect questions now depend on oxonetoor and oxéwaobou (cf. 82a32). We 

can translate 8243-5: ‘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 n@ Kod &« tivev 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 E.N. 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 tovodtot, so that the claim in 82a5-6 is made more specific. 

  

16 The construction of oxonetoGo1 Smauc + future indicative is found in Demosthenes 2.12 (cited in Kiihner- 
Gerth II, 2, 373). Bonitz (520a25-8) gives similar examples in Aristotle. 
'” Cf. E.N. 1103b28-9 for the appearance of oxemt6pe60 in the same sentence as émoxéyaoo. There is 
some doubt about the text there, but the combination of present and aorist of oxémteo@on is certain. We need 
the verb (in whatever form) to be repeated there. 

MLM. uses oxonetv in the active frequently, and the present middle at 84a30, 84433, 95b36, 96b36. 
oxértopot is used more often (including instances of émoxémtoywon and ovvemtoxéntopat): 82a32, 84a24, 
86633, 87a6, 87638, 88428, 90b10, 90b21, 91a18, 97625, 00b23, 08636, 12a1, 13b18, 13629.
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1182a7 Spengel and Susemihl have flirted with the idea that we need to read a contrastive 

particle after &vorykatov. Although M.M. has just pointed out the necessity of understanding 

Kol &k tivav Kal THs oto [sc. Gpeth], he has also pointed out the need to understand 

what virtue is (82a1-2, 82a4). (That need could be derived from something other than d@eA0g 

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

1182a9 yn read Zoro after tivwv, and so presumably did €. But a omits. The sentence reads 

much better if we delete govou'!, and we can see how goto could have got in. 

1182a11 The pluperfect of €p@ 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 woxfig eases the change of construction. 

1182a25 Dirlmeier (p.165) follows Spengel, [1866] 624, in reading excotm tds. w read 

simply exaotov. Certainly the genitive is impossible, and we need to follow L in reading a 

dative. (Cf. 99a15, 99a17 Excotw droddd6va1.) 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 

MPOOT|KOV, THV TpoGT|Kovoay cpe_tryv).!8 

Dirlmeier (p.163) has already noted the problems of M.M.’s attribution of bipartition 

(not tripartition) of the soul to Plato.!9 If M.M. can misrepresent Plato philosophically, we 

should be wary of following Dirlmeier in reading tac (a late correction) in order to conform 

to ‘festen platonischen Sprachgebrauch’. Demote tt 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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1182a27 Kortoys(e)iyvopt + acc. + eig is the standard construction (See L.S.J. (s.v.)), 

whereas ovCebyvopit takes acc. + dative, or acc. + mpdc, or acc. + Kai + acc. (See L.S.J. 

s.v.20) One can see both how kai ovvéCevgev might have dropped out in a. Since there is 

very little difference between ovCetyvupt + eig and ovlebyvupt + mpdc, 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 Koi 

ovvelevtev could have been a gloss, inserted in € to explain the un-Aristotelian verb, 

Kotoyltyvopt, is made less likely by the fact that the sense of katéptev, although not used by 

Aristotle, is obvious and is hardly explained by the metaphorical use of ovCedyyvupit. Restore 

Kal ovvéCevev. 

1182a28 ov 87 is right, but we need a full stop after te&xya805. See 87b22, 00629. 

1182a29 Dirlmeier (p.166) wants to insert tfig before GAnPetas, 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 BéAtotov is certainly right. See my note on 1184a24 for references to corruption of 

BéActov 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 &ya®dv to be mean &piotov (‘so 

da seine Geltung = &protov war’) and in his translation translates Gya6v by ‘das héchste 

Gut’.2? The passages he cites from M.M. in support of this are 83a23 and 84a14. But 83a23 

  

20 Tt is not clear how Dirlmeier (p.166) can maintain that ovvéCevtev ‘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: ovledEou tov “APT Tpdg tiv “Agpostthy. 
22 Allan, [1966] 146, criticises Dirlmeier for translating 1 i8¢c. 100 &eya800 by ‘Idee des héchsten Gutes’.
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is certainly not what Dirlmeier needs. 84a14 is a more relevant passage, but the text there is 

unreliable. If we accept the mss.’ reading there, reading é&yoaOdv instead of Rassow’s 

THyOBOV, it is at least possible that c&yaOdv is adjectival ‘good’ not ‘a good’. Certainly the 

best thing, by virtue of being the best, must be good. But &ya@6v never means ‘best’, 
  

although what it describes may be best. Here the transmitted c&yaOov - if accepted - must be 

adjectival because of BéAtotov 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 

dbdvoyiis. But he especially says that it is the best S6vapic, 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 td &piotov should be rejected because it seems 

to repeat (‘appare ripetitiva di’) 82a36 (BéAtiotov Gv etn). But that is the virtue of Bonitz’ 

conjecture. M.M. can move from the claims: 

The end of the best ddvoyitg is best (82436) 

Politics is the best Sévaypitg (82b1) 

to a conclusion, signalled by ote: 

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

Becchi wants to insert moAvtiKov instead, but how does that logically follow from what has 

preceded? He takes dpa in b2 to support his conjecture, but the connection between 6 téA.0¢ 

avtfig [sc. moAutiKfig] (82b1-2) and ‘good for us’ is as clear as it is without Becchi’s 

TOAITUKOV. 

In fact, I think that we should leave the transmitted text and not accept any 

emendations. Note how the text continues: bnép é&yaOov dpa... (b2) (cf. b6, b7, b8). M.M. 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 Ge@v. Dirlmeier too (p.170) 

provides parallels from Aristotle which secure the reading. 

1182b4-5 The two kai-s show that M.M. is making two separate points. a’s 6 after GAA0s 

should not be accepted. 

1182b5-6 The three families offer widely different readings here. We can, by comparing the 

readings of a, B and 7 try to establish what ¢ wrote. Ignoring the word c&ya80d, whose 

position in w and € is impossible to establish, wrote bnép tod noAitiKod Spa Ttv AeKtéov. 

(n omitted noAvtixod ex homoeot., whilst B omitted tod.) The other principal family, «, read: 

brép tod RoArtiKod Ttv cpa c&ya008 AeKtéov., 

In 82b2-3 we find jytv being used in two ways: first with Aextéov, and then in the 

phrase, t0 fyiv cyoOdv. ¢ places hiv next to AeKtéov in bS and this is preferable to 

Spengel’s insertion of tod before hutv. We must now address &ya80d. Where should it be 

positioned in the sentence baép tod noditixod dpa Tpiv AeKxtéov? The natural positions 

would be after noAvtixod.23 No manuscript has it here, though. The fact that all three families 

put &yo@o6 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 éyo000 altogether (it can easily 

be mentally supplied) or place it after noAvtiKod. 

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 1 noAvtiKdv &yo8Ov which 

was not in 82b2. 

1182b8 Furley, [1983} 164n.1, refers to E.E. 1218a31 and thinks that we should read dv (a) 

for év (€). 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 

  

*3 dpa normally comes second or third in MM., but is later at 83a23 (Omip 700 é&yo.800 Gpa), 84b26-7 (81 
THY thc Woxtis dpetiv dpa), 85630 (dmép tv oxdtdv dipa), 88432 (008’ 7 BobAnois Exobotov &pa) etc.
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are...”. The dative, Furley argues (p.161), will later (83a7) be replaced by hutv, 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 &ya®dv 

Tytv has already occurred at 82b3. Dirlmeier (p.171) cites parallels in which Aristotle uses 

GyaGov + the preposition €v (Topics 146b10, 149b37, Met. 982b7) in the same sense as 

cyoov + dative (E.E. 1227420). If év is taken not to mean ‘spatially located within’, but ‘in 

the case of’, then ¢’s reading will yield the same sense as «’s, and so the choice in reading 

becomes philosophically unimportant. 

1182b14 87 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 bxdipyet. 

1182b16 Read &xactv. See above, pp.178-9. 

1182b19 Stock is right to read 6 w for Sti 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, St1) 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 odoic,24 

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

b21 @ read 6 é&v, where Susemihl follows Z in reading 6 &v.25 76 should be excised.26 

Clearly 6 é&v is impossible, but one might consider étév as a rival conjecture for Z’s 

5 &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 atstn - “she too (politics) is a science among the rest’ (Armstrong) rather than 

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

1182b30 Bonitz’ téA.0¢ is obviously right, and now is found in some recentiores. 

1182b33 First, add korté&: before pépog, which it seems that Susemihl accidentally left out. 

Then read wai which editors have excised: it could easily have been omitted (in ¢) 

accidentally or intentionally. 

1182b35 Bekker follows Valla and reads 6 dv, and Susemihl follows this suggestion. The 

mss. have écv. The indefinite construction is not necessary. The antecedent of 5, on Bekker’s 

text, is tobto, but then why not just have 6 BovAdpeOa SeiEo1? Moreover, it is not clear that 

we need further specification of toOto, since we already know from b32 that MM. 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. 

1183a11 Unless M.M. is himself an ‘unkundiger Leser’ of Aristotle, we must excise Koi tit. 

See Dirlmeier, p.177. 

1183a16 Excise tf. This is supported by the mss., matches the phrase in 83a13 and balances 

83a17-18 where there is no definite article before iotpucf.



190 

1183a19-20 Standardly Greek uses koivdg + dative, as we find in 82a30, 83a20, 05b30, 

11a13,?7 or + genitive, as we read in 08a28. There are cases where authors use a preposition. 

Bonitz (s.v. kotvdg) records the fact that Aristotle uses émi and Kot& after KowOv, and L.S.J. 

do not give any other possible prepositions after kowdv. Presumably in an attempt to restore 

consistency of usage, A adds év after gv 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 néte is sensible. Why would the author, who has just 

generalised a discussion of cryaOdv néte, to c&yaBdv in all the categories (83a20), revert to 

ayawvov mote? 

1183a27 Delete kai on stemmatic grounds. 

1183a27 Read povepm@torta with all independent mss. except A. The point is not that t& 

aicOnt& are more ‘manifest’ than té& vonté, but that they are the most ‘manifest’ thing in the 

world. 

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

1183a31 10 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 év in 82b11 (7d Kxowbdv gv &naow dndpyov c&yoBdv) not to be a case of Kowvov + év, but of tmesis 
of Evondpyov (cf. 82b13-14, 82b15-16, 82b17). 
28 See Rowe, [1975] 165-6, for a discussion of theis passage.



19] 

1183a36 ¢ had wc oti, which gives us evidence to there being a stage at which ds was read 

without Otv. ws is a possibility given 82b11, 82b30, but would require a further change: we 

would need to read &ya6od for &yabdv. So leave St. 

1183a38-9 One of the two families has two verbs of saying in this sentence: € had @yot in 

a38 and ép@ in a39. o did not have nou, but did have ép@. Since épé is secure in the 

tradition, and the author of M.M. cannot himself be the subject, we need to retain the @you 

that we find in ¢. The conjecture in P?, épet, was necessary once gnot had dropped out. 

GAA’ tows, Onotv, tobtw ThyOBO GPx] xpnodjevos, drép TOV 

Kad’ Exacta, Ex tobtOD TPOPKisc, EPH. 

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’ .29 

Dirlmeier (pp. 180-1) defends the reading épet. 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 épet to be 7 noAvtixy. This is grammatically impossible, since we would 

need to have feminine participles in a38-9. When MLM. singles out one objector, words can 

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

1183b5 Move eivan after &Oc&vatov for stemmatic reasons. 

1183b7-8 The text that Susemihl prints does not make sense. The emendation of 51 to 81 

7 occurred thrice, independently of each other.2° 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 816 to 8, 7: is it further necessary to change todtov 
7&ya80B to toto tézyo8bv? 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 64-6, in the parallel case of the triangle. Thus 610 is preferable to 51x 

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, etvau, in b8. 

Casaubon, Spengel and Stock all introduce a word (SfAov or Aéyoputev) to account for the 

infinitive etvor. 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 todtov té&ya80t. 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 éx> tobtov té&ya80b, so 

that the Greek means ‘starting point from the Form of the good’. Casaubon inserts a 

possessive genitive tv Grya8@v 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, 56 — té&ya8od, in a could be 

accounted for by an omission saut du méme au méme, I 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 c&yoo0d (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 &yoO00 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 816. 
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. 

1183b8-1835 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 ‘fiir 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 émiothjou (82a15-23), since in both passages Socrates is introduced. 008’ obtog 

(82a16) could not be followed by 088’ 6 Lwxpétys (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 detv, but see Dirlmeier, pp.278, 308. 

1183b14 Insert éxi after kot (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 tia, he gives @edv, dpyovto, matépa. This is, however, not to say that 

Spengel’s conjectures ought to be accepted. 

1183b23-4 The particles in this sentence, yop and 5é, need to discussed. In w both particles 

are dé. If this is unacceptable, we are faced with a choice. Should we follow a late correction 

in P (and modern editors) and read yap for the first 8¢, or follow Coraes in reading yop for 

the second dé? 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 THLLOV, 

1183b25 S1 is omitted by a. The combination ye 5) has an ‘emphatic limitative’ force here 

(Denniston, p.245), which is appropriate because whilst from the perspective of being a 

cause, virtue is tiptov, from another perspective (b26-7) it is émotvertov. 

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 tiprov (b24-5). Dirlmeier tightly says that 46n —
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tke (b25-6) ought to explain this claim, but he cannot make sense of the transmitted text in 

625-6, and so emends ottog to ottws and dpetfis to dpxfic. 

First it must be noted that {6n (625) picks up 6tav (cf. 95a27-30, and for the 

equivalent, Stav... tote, see 08a9-11, 08a19-20, 11a29). In which case Dirlmeier’s ottws is 

redundant. Next, Dirlmeier may be right to take oxfiua to be synonymous with tééts (b3 5), 

but from 83b19-35 the reader is only aware of three téEe1: te tipo, to Emorvete& and ai 

dvuvoyetg. We would need a different kind of ranking (albeit one that M.M. does use at 

92a28) 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 

0 onovdatog is to be ranked as tystog or, less precisely, as reaching the rank of honour 

(tyLfig). 

In fact we can understand the transmitted sentence in b25-6. The notion of virtue as a 

cause is only present in &x6 (b25). The sentence has the same function as that at 81a28-9 - it 

establishes the link between being onovdatog and having the virtues. In the previous 

paragraph I raised doubts about oxfjwa being synonymous with téé1s. One well-established 

meaning of oyfie. 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 tin 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 onovdatdg tig yévrytou (b25) not to mean ‘someone 

becomes good’ but to mean “behave like a good man’ or ‘display good characteristics’ 35 

1183627 D’s reading, éni for dnd, looks good at first glance (cf. 83b23), but 00a19-20 show 

that we should keep &nd. 

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

kot... 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, 56vaxto, 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 onovdatog is able to 

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

1183b32 Misprint. Read todtou. 

1183b39-84a2 Dirlmeier (p.191) objects to von Arnim’s conjectures, inspired by Stobaeus 

135,17-19, that we read né&vti for né&vty thrice in these lines.36 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 MLM. 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 (‘gangige Floskel’, ‘traditionelle Wendung’, p.191) 

which should not be tampered with. If it is true that néven Kai néwvrwe is a set-phrase, M.M. 

does not use the phrase, and in fact does use a dative of n@s in combination with TAVTOS 

several times.?® It could be part of the explanation of the corruption, if von Arnim is right, 

that né&vetn Koi mévtws (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 m&svtws Kai néven (Philebus 60c2-3); Plato and Aristotle use 

TavtIn né&vtwsg (Phaedrus 246a4, Laws 781e2, 801al, Timaeus 29c5, Parm. 160b1, Epist. 

35463; 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 ndvty Kal mévt0<. 

  

36 Giusta, [1967] 122, also argues that we should retain the mss.’ reading in these lines. 
°7 See von Arnim, [1926] 54; Giusta, [1967] 121-2; Becchi, [1977] 162-4, 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 moving od5’ év navi, 91630 nave Koel TAVIS, 91b31-2 ote névi... odte mivtas, 92635 
Ror Kal névins, 93a9 év névr Kai né&vtos. See my note on 1191630, where we find corruption in one 
family of navn to né&ven. 
3? It 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 

anhAs c&ya0ov/cyaBOv tit. The set of goods that are Suvdpets (83627-35) looks to be very 

similar to that of those that are not n&vtn Kol né&evtws cipeté: (83b39-84a2), In 99b5-7 we 

are told that the unjust man chooses t& GnA@s &yabG, od TH adTH G&yaOG, 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 (né&vtt). 

If we were to read m&vti in 83b39-84a2, then the set of what are not né&vt Kai 

TVS cya will be the same as the set of Svvdperg 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. 

md&vei 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 mé&vti gives a more interesting text, and the corruption 

of névt to né&vty is easily explainable. I would read né&vtt, but not because Stobaeus has 

ROVTL. 

1184a10 M.M. must include a word for ‘alone’, as Dirlmeier (p.193), comparing 84a37 and 

E.N. 1097b14, recognises. It has to be made clear not just that justice is present, but that 

nothing else is. Bekker excised p6vov, and except for the fact that pév and }ovov are often 

confused in mss., there seems no reason for the excision of j6vov but not also Hév, since a 

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 jév povov in a? The answer is that it would be quite 

difficult. Far easier to explain would be the omission of tv jovng. We would then have a 

case of omission ex homoeoteleuto. The hypothesis that M.M. wrote ev pLOvng thus explains 

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

  

40 See Kiihner-Gerth II, 1, pp.275-6 for the difference, not always adhered to by authors, between the adverb 
pOovov and the adjective j.6vog. Note that in 84437 M.M. uses the adjective.
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1184a14 There is a misprint in this line. Insert td after Kot. 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: tw 88 57, téAe1ov tEA0g KyaAOV (teyABbV Rassow) éotv. Dirlmeier 

raises doubts about the necessity of adopting Rassow’s conjecture here.41 M.M. certainly 

believes that all ends are good in 82a32-b2, and so that the complete end is good, but this is 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 Kai td téA0g tO cyaBov. Rassow reads 

TOV Gyab@v for tT dyaOdv, anticipating 84b8. But at 84b8 there is no suggestion that the 

phrase téA.0g tv ccyo.8@v has been used before - rather M.M. seems to be introducing a new 

point. 

Another solution might be to excise kai t téA0g tO &yaGdv. A marginal correction 

of the transmitted téA0g c&ya@dv earlier in the line - one anticipating Rassow - may have 

intruded. We can imagine a scribe reading téA0¢ cya gor and thinking, like Rassow, that 

we need the definite article, and writing téA0g tO ceyoOdv in the margin. It would then be 

easy for Kai tO téAOg Td cryaOdv to get into the text. 

But in fact I think that the transmitted Kai wd téA0g td &yaOv can stand. Translate 

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

1184a21 Susemihl, following Spengel, [1866] 625, prints ord yop BéAtiotov éotiv. But o 

has ato yop BéAtiov Eston, and 6 has add yap BéAtiotov goto. Can we retain oto? 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 ovvapibL0upévn. The status of 

  

“| | 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 ‘unméglich’. 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: BéAtistov 5é 
EGtLV DytELE.
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eudaimonia as 70 BéAtiotov has already been declared (a16-20), so the reading of € seems 

impossible. It is not a consequence of eudaimonia being ovvapWpLovpévn 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 ovvapiOjoupévov good. He does not actually believe that 

it is better.3 

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 £otou is right. 

1184a23 M, a very late manuscript, is the only authority for todto in this line. Is w’s tobtwv 

possible? Whilst tobtmv né&vtwv in the previous line is a partitive genitive (‘which of all of 

these is best’), the genitive obtod at the end of a23 has to be the genitive of comparison (no 

matter whether we read BéAtiotov or PéAttov in a24), as Dirlmeier (p.194) notes.44 What 

kind of genitive would todtwv 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 (kai— PéAtiotov (a23-4)) cannot be 

pattitive, and the apodosis is meant to follow from the protasis, we should take tobtwv (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 toOtwv rather than toOto, 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 byeta being compared to the byevé taken individually or 

taken collectively? The thought is compressed in a21-4. One reconstruction of the thought 

would be the following: compare health with t& byvetvé, 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 dytetvé, and health itself to be bytewov, the absurd conclusion is reached that 

health is better than itself. 

Read tobdtewv. 

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 M.M. see the apparatus at 82a36, 83b22, 84a21, 84a22, 84a28, 89a14), 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 ottms on stemmatic grounds. tows ye is found at 97b30. 

1184a25-9 Is our account of 76 &piotov 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 a and B should take us 

away from the reading of n. The reading of a is ywpiotdv dp’ v, and the reading of B is 

Xmpic tHv dy’ Ov. The reading of B is good: ‘separate from the things by which it is 

constituted’. 

We can now turn back to 84a25. Since adtod is impossible, Bonitz, [1844] 8, 

conjectures, with some hesitation, att6 for adtod. Stock4* came up with the same solution 

independently, and the corruption from aid to abto0 is plausible. This is necessary. 

In a27 o B and K do not punctuate after obyxevto1. This helps us to understand the 

sentence. tO is to be taken with oxonetv. 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 

  

45 See my note on 1201626. 
46 Stock suggested another way out: we could read adzdév for adt0b, but we would have to go back to 84a19 
for the antecedent. Becchi, [1977] 165, suggests another possibility - to read yapiotod odt06. The genitives 
would be easier if there were a preceding ac, as in 84a15.
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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 84428 we again have a choice between comparative and superlative, 

though BéA ntotov is better attested. See my note on 1184a24, for reasons to be conservative. 

Its sense must be comparative. 

1184a29 GAX’ is poorly attested in this line. It probably got into the text after apa had 

become pa. Since dpa, cannot stand first word, a particle was needed and was supplied from 

84a25. Another family («) solved the problem of having &pa by not punctuating after tadrto. 

Omit 6A’. Cf 95b35, 08431 for questions beginning dip ye. 

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

1184b3 Spengel, [1866] 625, wants to add otov after éxt6¢. 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: nepi sv ETOMEVOV AEKTEOV, 

1184b9 tO] t@. Misprint. 

1184b11 There is nothing objectionable, grammatically or philosophically with the words 

got 1 Spaots. Cf. de Anima 426a13-14 Opasig yap A€yetou 1 tig Swews evépyeto, E.E. 

1219a16 tv 8 1 xpfotg Epyov, ofov Swewsg Spacic and the parallels cited by Dirlmeier 

(196-7). Read it. 

1184b12 Susemihl’s yop is a necessary change to the mss.’ dé.
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1184b15 After dpa, ahas 1 xpficis Kai gE1c 

Lhas 1 xpfiotg Kai f £16 

Ahas «oi 1 xpfjoig Kai f £Eis 

nhas «oi 1 xpfjoig Kai £16 

None of these are as neat as Bekker’s kai xpfjoug Koi £1c. In 84632 MM. will refer back to 

this line, and there he writes Gv yap fiv €1¢ Kai ypfiow... That passage points to a different 

solution: to omit kot! with a and L: v &pa [A] xpfioig Kod Fic. The Kal, which seems 

attractive because we need to find cases where there is both xpfiow and 1c, is not actually 

necessary. 

1184b17-21 The double occurrence of toOto in b17 is rather ugly.4” If we are to retain both, 

since M.M. seems to be moving on from a discussion of fig and xpfjois/évépyerm, we must 

take toOv’ to be proleptic. 

€0 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 e@.48 

I take b18-19 to claim that making houses (ie. the activity of house-building) and 

making good houses (i.e. the virtue/&&1¢ of house-building) are both parts of the science of 

house-building. There are not two different sciences. 

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

1184b21 & has tv GAAwy tOv Actm@v é:ndvtwv, which cannot be right, but is a sign that 

our text may not be secure. Probably t@v Aoun@v was a gloss. 

  

*” The delay of zoivev to third position (compare 84a15, 85436; contrast 84b1, 8467, 84b22, 86a9, 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 6 is also an argument against Jackson’s oxovSatov.
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1184b25-6 Here we do need ed in order for the inference in b27 to be drawn. But where 

should it be put? We would normally expect e6 novet rather than note? €6, but that would be 

the harder order to explain the omission in . It must have been the similarity of ed to of 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 ed before novet perhaps by saying that 

tov’ ed notet became tobt’ 0d movet which became todto noted. 

1184630 The reading «oii in this line arose late. It is not needed and should be replaced with 

a comma. toto (b30) refers to t eb Cfiv (b29) which has just been identified with 7d Kovtc, 

TOG GpEtic Civ (b29-30). In b30 we are told that this is the end, eudaimonia and the best 

thing. We might expect a definite article before téA.0g, which is what L has, but in this section 

M.M. repeatedly uses téA.0g 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, M.M. 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: Zot 58 f évépyera Koi 7 

XAPTotg Hthig tv Gpetv. He rightly notes that strictly the conclusion reached in b28-30 is 

illegitimate. M.M. is not entitled to the conclusion that 70 ed Cfiv is ‘in’ t Kortde this Gipetécs 

Cfiv but that it is ‘in’ 7% Kot& tiv dpetiv Cfiv. Donini takes b31-6 to support the move to the 

plural phrase. He translates ‘e l’attivita e l’uso di essa sono opera propria delle virtu’, which 

does makes decent sense. ovdtfig refers to the £E1¢ 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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1185a10 See my note on 1193b1 for ei + optative. The unreality of the protasis is well 

brought out by the optative. 

1185a14 Whilst a has ote Aiaw Sdée1ev av, 6 has an extra dv: ott’ Av Aav ddEetev av. 

Although @v is sometimes repeated in Peripatetic Greek (see my note on 1198a18 for 

repeated &v in M.M.), the -av in Atv probably contributed to the mistake in C. 

1185a16-23 Where to put the brackets? Bonitz, [1844] 12-13, takes todto (al6) — aitia 

(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 216-23 as a unit support the claim made in a15-16 that the nutritive 

part exists. Then the apodosis in a23 follows. 

1185a30 a and y (and hence w) read éxetvo. The verb guBdAAew 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 koi 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. 

1185a34 Read o¥8é 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 w 

bearing alternative readings. If @ had written tov instead of tod (by assimilation to Adyov), 

but tod had been restored above the line, we can see how the manuscripts should diverge as 

they do. o carried two readings side by side: TOG TV AOyov exobcus (resulting from a 

conscious attempt to make the participle agree with 706), and tdig to} tov Adyov ExovtOs 

which incorporates the tod that we are imagining to have been supra lineam in w. L shares
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the first of a’s readings. Our only reliable testimony for what was in n is what the first hand 

of K wrote. K puts the tod that we imagine was above the line in w before tov to give 

TODTOV. 

The expression for the rational part of the soul in M.M. is normally 7 Adyov EXOV 

[sc. Optov] (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 

OV, 

1185b10 See my note on 1194b12 for ovite... otte... od86. 

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 

TOV, 

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 1 

in b14 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 Torbras [sc. &petdc] 54 pacw bn’ évdetag Kai dmepBoAfic 

p.138, 1 pPetpecbar. pds 5& tiv EvSeréw todtov TOIg Ek TOV 

p.138, 2 aisboewv Laptupiorg xp@vton, BovAdpevor <brép>? tv 

p.138, 3 CKHAVOY tiv Ex TOV MavEepGv nupéyeobar niotiv. ADtIKE 

p.138, 4 dnd TOV YOLLVASIwV TAELOvOV te yLvOLEéVOV Kal BA.0T- 

  

5° The addition is Spengel’s.
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p.138, 5 TOVOV OOEipecbat tiv iox bv. 

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

(ows 5& oddé SET PovAdpE- 

vov tt detxvbvar tots [1] PavEpots naposetypaor xPToba1, GAA’ 

dre TOV KMAVOYV TOTs PavEepots, Kol DnEp TOV vorntaHv TOTS 

aicOntots. tadta yap pavepdatata. 

And finally E.N. 1104a11-14: 

TP@tov odv todto Oewprtéov, Itt 

Tw ToLLdta nEMoKEV DN’ Evdetag KO DrEpBoATic POeipe- 

oOo, (Sel yop drép TOV AQavav tolg Pavepots LApTUPtOIs 

XpficGa1) Honep Eni tig iaxybos Kai Thig DylEtasg OpmpeEv. 

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 jOiK@v in 85b15, namely 

aisOiicewv. 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 - pao. (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 mpdg tiv évderEw, 

how they provide their rtotiv. I think that a close comparison shows that it is mistaken to 

see aicOrjoewv in Stobaeus as good evidence that Arius did not read j61K@v.>! Once this is 

  

>! Contrast Cooper, [1973] 348n.39. Chandler, [1866] 12, rightly says ‘If Stobaeus is to determine the 
emendation, we must read toig ék tv aicOhoeav [or: aioOntdv] Loptuptots... [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 aioOjoewv 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 aio®jceav? I propose that Arius did write aic®fjceev, and that he did so 

(i) because he felt that his text of M.M. was unclear, and seemed to be stressing vision (idetv 

85a15, {601 85a17), and (ii) because he had in mind either E.N. 1103a28 (Gnep Eni tv 

aicOjcewv dfAov)>? 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, aicOjoewv, into M.M. as Spengel 

proposed, nor of basing any conjecture on this reading as Susemihl, Armstrong, Cooper, 

[1973] 348n.39, and During, [1961] 551, would, in reading aisOntHv.>4 

We are back to where we started - to the transmitted reading of the manuscripts in 

M.M. The phrase iéetv éx tHv NOiK@v has been taken in two ways. Allan, [1957] and 

[1966], observes that det — ypfjo8o1 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 dé 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. 

  

> 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. Sewpntéov, Opdyev E.N. 1104a11, 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. 

53 If Stobaeus was thinking of 83a24-7, it would be tempting to read aio®ytév for aicsO&fAcewv in Stobacus 
138,2. 
54 T have not discussed the proposal by Becchi, [1975], that we read teyv@v for HOvKdv. The conjecture is 
based on E.N. 1104a8-14 where Aristotle does turn to medicine and helmsmanship (téyvo.), but M.M. does 

not. In addition M.M. uses émotiin where Aristotle normally uses téxvy. For this last point see Fiedler, 

[1978] 229-51. 
5° Pansch, [1841] 6, suggests an interpretation of ék t@v jO.K@v (which he prefers) whereby it means ‘quae 
ad mores pertinent’. 
56 As Stock suggests.



208 

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 idetv éx is not a standard way to introduce 

citations, it is sufficiently close to Pol. 1296a20 (6nAoTt 8 Ex tig nOUoEWSs = ‘show from his 

poetry’) to allow it to be used in this sense here. Dirlmeier (pp.145-6) points out that 

Aristotle does use Gempetv éx + book-title (see Bonitz Index 96b54-97a3, 104a4-17), but 

does not allow that isetv means Oewpetv. Donini, [1965] 168n.31, - an advocate of Allan’s 

thesis - is unconvinced, and thinks M.M. can use ‘la locuzione idetv é« non lontanissima dall’ 

usuale Oewpetv 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 é« t@v "HOiK@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 M.M. 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 tv “HOLK@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 to*” are: 85a9 ({So1 &v Tig Kal évtedOev), 85b17 (Wor 

  

57 Dirlmeier also gives examples of iSetv + émi, and iSetv + év. But these will be less impressive to someone 
holding Allan’s view.
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dv t16), 87a30 (Kai évtebOev {So1), 95b36 (ek pév Sh tod KKPATOs oKoNovUEéEVw), 98a32 

(ior dv Tg EvteDOev), 99b20 (SfiAov S& toto Ex tod vopoblétov),°* 06b22 (Sor 8’ GW tig 

todto ék tHv noudtov). Other parallels which Dirlmeier does not mention are the frequent 

dfAov éx/pavepov éK (88b28, 96b17, 97b3, 05a16)5? and SfiAov évteDOev/pavepdv évtebOev 

(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’: &« tOv Epywv idetv 

padrov); E.N. 1128a22 ‘Sor 8’ cv tg EK TOV KOLMOSIOV TOV ROACIOV. 

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 7@iKdv, 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 MLM. should not look straightaway at to 

nOixe& (we take 5é adversatively): in order to elucidate t& cavt we need to use clear 

evidence. We now have two poi): (i) the general proposition that excess and deficiency 

destroy (614) and (ii) moral instances (b15), which can be elucidated by examining instances 

from ‘yopvacia and food and drink - which is what we find in b16-21. Lines b21-32 return to 

tO NOLKG. - to the way in which excessive and deficient n&0n 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 

  

°8 Dirlmeier (p.366) refers to Met. 995624 oxéwww novetoOor éK. 
°° Tt may not be coincidental that Dirlmeier does not treat these phrases as parallel: if he did, passages like 
E.E. 1221634 (6fiAov 8 tobto ex tv Stoupécewv...) 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 
85615, 
60 Dirkmeier, [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 (790¢) 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.®! 

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 evdonjovia 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 (87436); to show that 

PpOvNots is TpaKtiKH he looks at house-building (98432) etc.6? 

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 youvacia (b16). Here we have to 

introduce another conjecture, that of Chandler, [1866] 12, - he reads éxtd¢ for é«x and 

deletes tv. 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 évteO@ev 

dfAov (vel. sim.) which are followed by a sentence beginning yé&p (85a9, 87a30, 95b13, 

98a23-4, 02b4-5). I think that Chandler’s conjecture generates the right sense. But £€@ (not 

€xt0¢) is the mot juste for this sense: Rhet. 1354a15, a22, b27, 1355a2, 1415b6 have 

TOD Npcrypatos to mean ‘ouside the subject-matter’, Rhet. 1415b5 has £m tod Adyov in the 

same sense. I suggest that we read &€w for é, but retain tv. 

If this is right, we can get rid of the brackets in b15-16. 3ei — ypfoOou add a 

restriction on what sort of things it will be profitable to discuss: we should not look at any 

old thing outside to 7Ouxé, but at clear examples. 

The unspecific phrase £ tHv 761K@v may have been a factor in Arius’ decision to 

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

  

6! Another objection to Dirlmeier’s view is that he is forced to posit a common source for E.N. and M.M. 
(pp.211-12); [1970] 19-20. 
62 The examples of iSetv éx or 5fiAov/pavepov éx cited above are followed by an extraneous subject-area.
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1185b22 Although éni? is omitted by a and A, the first koi in this line makes it awkward to 

omit it. Keep it. 

1185626 Bonitz’ tot’ should also be read at Stobaeus 138,15, where Wachsmuth prints: 

TOOT’ Cpa Kai ave Kol PbEeipetv trv cpEtrV. 

1185b27 Read névtog for m&vteg 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 

TOVtEs tO mean ol TEpt REVTOS. 

1185b38 I offer two explanations of the plural (which neither Dirlmeier (p.212) nor I 

understand). First, M.M. may be using 7OiKh &ipert) as a genus (Bonitz 490b17-31) - he may 

be explaining whence courage has the epithet H@uxh, whence generosity has the epithet Nery 

etc. Secondly, perhaps M.M. is trying to offer us derivations for two different words: f@0¢ 

comes from &@0¢; NOiky comes from é6iCeo8o1. I am not very confident about either of these 

explanations. It is not absolutely certain that the preposition dé in a2 is to be taken as a 

synonym for G6 (al). To us it seems fairly clear that AOucry comes from 7606, but in fact 

M.M. is reluctant to call itself n61x4, despite the fact that it is about H@n (81424, b28). The 

yap in 86a2 seems to suggest that it is because Our is derived from éOiCecOon that 700g is 

derived from 80g. But what kind of ‘because’ are we dealing with? 

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

1186a12 w only appeared in the 1539 Basel edition. The mss. have tig. Since m&80¢ is neuter 

Z and the three candidate answers to the question ti éotiv 7 Gpetiy (86a9-10) are m&00<, 

dSdvoyiig and Eg we need the neuter, tin al2. Compare E.N. 1105b19-21.8 

  

63 See my note on 1206b35.
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1186a16 § omits xot,®4 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& tovxdto (al6) refers to more items than té 

tordto in al3, and the Kai (which could have dropped out after -co.) would show the 

reader that the list is longer. Retain at. 

1186a20 yet is a late reading. had éyov. 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 Ootwg — Spo, but gives no reason. The 

problem seems to be that having defined &€1c 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 76006: Opyy. If the point of the suspected sentence in 

86a22 is to tell us that we could substitute any other méO0¢ into the account to understand 

what the corresponding &&tc is, then we will be surprised that M.M. continues (with the 

particle yap, a22) to talk about dpy%. 

Dirlmeier (p.214) defends the transmitted text, but takes yép (a22) to mark a 

connection between the sentence in which it appears and the sentence dtav odv — 

dtaKetpe6a (86a21-2). I think this is correct, and would prefer to put dpotms — Sporm in 

parentheses. 

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

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

on 1195434. 

1186a29 Full stop after &yetv). 

  

64 It is striking that on one page of Susemihl’s edition § or n omit Kot four times, and is followed on each 
occasion by Susemihl.
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1186a34-5 Several scholars have wanted to add Stu in these lines. A late corrector in P adds 

Ott before 4 (a34), Sylburg adds St (or wg) before éotiv (a35), and Bonitz, [1844] 17, 

suggests that we read St instead of éotiv. 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 évtedOev gott SfjAov. 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 Sv. Let us 

start in 86432. 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 &pa (a35) confirms our expectations. The 

conclusion is ‘virtue involves pleasure and pain’. If we are not worried about the move from 

ovK évev (a34) to nepi (a35), the conclusion follows. Up until jSovds (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 kot 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 7 dpa dpeth got nepl Admag Kai HSovids (234-5) to be 

a quotation by M.M. (‘a pupil of the third or fourth generation’) of Aristotle’s ‘now famous 

aphorism’ at E.N. 1104b15-16, and argues that to insert Sti ‘sweep[s] important evidence 

under the carpet’. Allan thinks that if we do not read St 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 étt (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 é1 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 Kat 

does ask the reader to remember 85637. This is not to deny that E.N. 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 ob« — d.@beipwv (a38-b1). 

One way to avoid this would be to place a full stop after pouyeta (a37), delete the colon after 

jLouxog, and insert a colon after obtog. 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 4 (which a and B 

have) before potyeia. This balances the 6 before povyds. It is a characteristic of M.M. 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 ob yép for odK. Then, if the sentence od yixp — dia@eipwv is parenthetic, 

justifying the previous sentence, it becomes easier to see how M.M. reverts back to the 

maB0g of jrovyeta (b1).% 

1186a38 Dirlmeier (p.217) says that we have to supply 7 det after uG@AAov. WGAAov can be 

used without 4 (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. pGAa ID) and Aristotle Pol.   

1295b10. 4@AAov on its own can mean ‘too much’. 

1186b1-3 Susemihl calls lines 86b2-3 ‘haud integra’. The difficulty lies in 7 Kod 8 av (b2). 

Those four words are the reading of a. It is impossible to establish what ¢ read. In place of 

these four words we find 7 in L B, 4 5 «al in A’, 9 6 Kod év in A2, and 7 Kal in K. 

0 €v in b2 is secured by 6 év in b3. What about 7 Kot? 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 Kot in b2: ‘both what is in deficiency and what is in excess’. Now this phrase 

  

°° For the status of adultery as a mé@og see Dirlmeier, p.216.
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needs to be joined to what precedes with a conjunction. Koi is impossible, because Kai Kat is 

impossible. What is wrong with 1? I cannot see anything wrong with it. Keep 7 Kai 6 év, and 

translate 7 by ‘and’. 

1186b7 Only K has the definite article after ody, and it should be omitted. w had a different 

word-order: oby DrepBorn Opacbtng odca. 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 6pacbtys brepBoAn (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 8pacbtns DaephoA1 odca. Secondly, in M.M. 87b8-11 the feminine participle obo 

has as a predicate jreodtn¢ (b8), Evdern (b8, b10), bmepBoAr (b10), rather than examples of 

means, deficiencies or excesses. 

Neither reason is good enough to overrule w. Even if M.M. is using E.N. 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 &AAeuyis (1109a1, a3) where M.M. 

has évdeo. (86b5, b8), and that M.M. adds a clause (uecdtn tt oon — fSoves) 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 dverevbepioug... ceverevdépior. See my note on 1192a3. 

1186b17 a omits 57 altogether, but a late corrector in P adds 8& after S60. At the 

corresponding part of E.N. we read 81 800 8’ 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: dt-, dn, dv-. 

It seems, from Bekker’s apparatus, as though Bekker thought that M® had 560 dy, and was 

not intending to make a conjecture. According to Susemihl’s report, M® has 560 3é. It would
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thus be lucky if 60 5% were what the author wrote (cf. Susemihl’s remark that 560 8? is 

‘perhaps right’). I can see nothing suspicious about 51 5) 560. Leave the text as Susemihl 

has it. 

1186b22 We have to decide about the definite article thrice in this line. Before éAevOepiot¢ 

only « has 1, before Gowtian Bonitz adds 4, and before c&verevGepia © had 7, but a had 4 7%. 

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., ze06tnt0¢, is suspicious. There would be two ways 

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

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

OOTE. 

The second way of taking the genitive gives better sense, but peodtntog 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 peo6ctntt, 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.N. 1109a19.) 

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

1186b38 Retain kat. See my note on 1195a34.
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1187a3 pév nepréxov is supported by the stemma and should be read. Bonitz only records 

éumepiéxew in one other passage in the corpus: in the spurious de Mundo 392a9. It also 

appears in the same work at 395b18. The verb meptéxetv has been used in 86b2, but in a 

different sense. There it meant ‘to class under’, here we need a verb which means ‘surround’. 

meplexetv is used by Aristotle “sensu locali’ (Bonitz 581a5) as well as ‘logice de ambitu 

notionum’ (Bonitz 581438). 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 j1év is answered by 8é, later in the line. Note pav... 5& in 86637, 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 évtvaodv, without any note in the 

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

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

1005b24; Rhet. 1356b9; G.C. 328a3). Editors of Plato normally print the form in -obv (28 

times), but we do find the form in -aodv at Theages 126d7, Gorg. 456c3, Laws 871a2. The 

last two dialogues also have the form in -o6v (Gorg. 480e6, Laws 807e6). 

1187a10 The duplication of thought in Spow6... dooobtms would be avoided if we were to 

read kent for Koi?. 

1187a11 We have disagreement in the manuscripts here. ei is in n, ey in a, and nothing in 

B. Retain Get. Although M.M. uses the phrase det dooms at 97234 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. 

1187a13 Susemihl’s dé is not required. Translate 514: ‘Now.,...’. Compare 82a28, 83a32, 

84424, 87b22. In the last three of these passages someone (Spengel twice, a scribe once) has 

thought that dé is needed instead of 5%. 

1187a19 ot woyor (B) or woyot (n) or oi woyor ot (a)? We need the definite article before 

woyor to balance that before éxouvou. We also need the second ot. 

1187a21 Omit ov« and replace é&Kovctorg with Exobo.o1g with the stemma. n must have 

erred in writing Gxovotor,® and then odk would naturally have been added on grounds of 

sense. 

1187a26 The stemma points to todto (a B) for t6 (n). In 09b29-30, however, M.M. writes 

tO 8’ ob SvvatOv. 10 is the demonstrative pronoun (L.S.J. s.v. 6, f, 76 A. VIIL.3), and would 

naturally lead to a gloss of toto. At 09629 we find toBto 8’ od Svvartév in B. 

1187b1 Bekker and Dirlmeier (p.228) want to excise oi, presumably because they take ei 

(87a38) — téttapow (87439) to be the protasis and the apodosis to begin in 87b1. We have 

been told (a36-8) that our choice of épyat affects t& pet& 0g Gpydic. Bekker and Dirlmeier, 

I take it, think that the geometrical example beginning ofov gives us two &pyat - (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.°7 But we can make sense of Koi (b1) if we take the 

apodosis to be 0 58 tetpe&ywvov téttapotv.® 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. EE. 1222b31-34). Once the c&pyy 

  

°° See apparatus at 87a28, 87b39, 88625 for this corruption. 
°7 Stock also translates as though the apodosis begins in b1. 
68 For this kind of apodotic d£, see Bonitz, 166b55-8; 167a19-24; 167a34-9,
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and tO pete tiv Gpxtv have been given, M.M. can make the important new point about a 

change in &pxf causing a change in 1) pete thy dpytv (b1-2). Kat introduces the new point 

and should be kept. 

1187b3 Armstrong wants to move dvtistpéger ydip after tous (b3). But there are cases 

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

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

not we read tiv. npaEewv is dependent on yevvytiKov (cf. b9). 

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

1187b17 Bonitz’ 8€ is necessary for the mss. yép. 

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

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

opxn is not something different from npoatpeotg. The first Kot 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 yap. 

1187b19 There is some evidence that read xo after Sti, and this would be possible. 

1187b21 Read év (for én’) with @. See Dirlmeier (p.231). Even if Aristotle would use én’ 

here (Dirlmeier doubts this), why should M.M.?



220 

1187b32-4 One wonders whether one of the redundant occurrences of 7 éxodotov in these 

lines are the result of a heading entering the text, or of a scribal gloss on toto. brep 

€xovotov (b32) is secured by 85b2, 93a39, 98b25, 08b3. td Exodorov (b32-3), although 

superfluous, should be retained (compare the repetition of } woxt in 85b1-27). td Exobot0Vv 

(b33-4) is dispensable, since the referent of toOto (b33) is absolutely clear. Excise 7 

EKovotov (633-4). 

1187b33 Excise 161, which is not in a or B. The voluntary does not have to be the most 

important thing. 

1187b38 Confusion between np@tov and mpotepov occurs at 81a24, 82a10, and 93bl1. 

np@tov must be right here. See Bonitz 652b1-3. 

1187b39 Susemihl is right to delete otov. We cannot tell on stemmatic grounds whether w 

had it. 

1188a2 mp&ttopev is only in the Aldine. w reads novodpev, and should be read. See Dirlmeier 

(p.238) and Bonitz 608a21-2, 610a27-8. We find novetv where we would expect mpcrttetv 

also at 88b30. 

1188a19-20 D’s wat’ Em@vjiav fits in with the expression in 87b38, 88a9, 88a117!, but 

Kate, tv GKpootav (88a16), Kate thy éyKpérterav (88a18), and nape tiv EMLOvLAV 

(88420, 88a21) are sufficient to guarantee the reading of w: Kat& thy émOvpiay. 

1188a22-3 Read xatc& tiv with @ - see my note on 1188a19-20, 

  

©? See my note on 1206b30 for this type of error. 
70 But note that the noun is not repeated in 93439, 98b25, 08b3. 
71 See my note on 1188a22-3, which provides further support for reading tiv in a20.
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1188a31 There is no manuscript support for writing e£id06 before t& Kae. Only the Aldine 

and later printed editions have the order we find in Susemihl. n omits eidéc, « and B rightly 

reads t& KaKe eiddac. 

After t& Kod eid0¢ a adds npéitter Sti KaKe gor. ei 8’ 6 AKPATIS TH KOKE 

eida¢ which is a repetition of a30-1 except that instead of 6 58 this second version has ei 3’ 

O. 

1188b1 a reads Exéiotm which has a good chance of being right. For the singular + genitive 

compare 82b8, 86b35, 87a2, 91a11, 94b13, 96b5, 07b19. On the other hand for the plural + 

genitive see Ilall. 

1188b8 BroCopévovg Misprint. 

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

future after GvtepeT. (See same corruption in 08a27). 

1188b18 c&tonov, the reading of « and B is attractive. Compare 82a11 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 d¢ dv is a conjecture of Bekker. w had dg gv, but there may be a trace of 

Bekker’s conjecture in K which read (before correction) Soav édv. 

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

otov vidv noté par... (02423). 

1188b32 For the same error in P see E.E. 1238b8.
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1188b33 The preposition bx6 (in A and K) is normal: Knofives OvicKovew dnd TOV 

pedittov HA. 625a16. &néOvnoKov dnd tod Ayod Thucydides I.126.10 etc. But éx is also 

possible: &ro8vijoKovsr Ex tHv tpopdtov Herodotus II.63.3, and if so, why not &x6 (ina B 

L)? 

1188b34 The only manuscript deviation in this line is in a, which adds of after 8’, 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: &ropvyetv... &néAvcav. 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, mopetvoi + genitive is unparalleled. 

Fourthly, the switch to the indicative, &méAvoav, is awkward, since the reason for the 

acquittal ought still to be part of the story. 

Sealiger deletes 05 and &xéAvoav which would solve the first, third and fourth 

difficulties. Bernays [1858] would read pvyetv (‘to be accused’) for &nopvyetv which would 

avoid the first difficulty. 

The solution of Michael, [1917] 702, solves the first, second and third problems. He 

deletes the colon after dnopvyetv and reads éxAinapodoay for 06 napodoav. The verb 

exAinopéo 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 eita tov dvOpwnov... tiv 8’ &vOpwnov (b32-3) makes it awkward to take the 

infinitive &nopvyeiv as dependent on éxAimapodcav. More likely is that c&mopvyetv is 

dependent on qaor (b31); (b) that the verb &xAvopetv is unaristotelian. Wallies, going one 

Stage further than Scaliger, wants to excise 0} napodoov and c&néAvoev. He thus provides a 

text immune to any of the four problems. His ingenious account of the transmitted text is that 

a scribe misunderstood é&xopvyetv (634), thinking it meant ‘escape’, and wrote a note in the
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margin: ob nopoteay &néAvoav, which was then integrated into the text (in a not very 

straight-forward way). 

If napodoay is secure, we need a verb meaning ‘acquit’, otherwise 5’ od6av 620 — 

mpovotag 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.72 

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 &xopvyetv that the author switches rather than after 

mpovoiag? This would account for the indicative é&néAvcav (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 MM. himself not add 

this detail to avoid any possible misunderstanding of é&opvyetv? 

Kenny has suggested to me that we should take o not with Topetvar, meaning 

“being present there...’, but with anéAvoav, meaning “they freed her of the charge’. 

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

1189a1 Among the uses of the connective, ét1, M.M. uses &tu on its own nine times and 

together with the particle 8€ seventeen times. At four of the seventeen occurrences of &tt 38 

in Susemihl’s text at least one manuscript omits 8é - here (om. a L), 06a31 (om. 6), 08b20 

(om. 1) 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 éu1 8€. At 06a31 it is a toss up. In this line tt on its own is slightly 

preferable on stemmatic grounds, so excise 8é. 

1189a5 The formula &AA’ Gp ye...; 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 Gnopoyetv appears later (02a25) in a similar context. This is a good reason not to tamper with it 
in 88434,
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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 GAA’ 7 (with a) 

would be possible, grammatically, if we punctuate with a comma after ein: ‘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 Gipa, would be awkward. The reading 6AA’ ei d&ipa (in B) could be supported by 1212b473 

(where there is again variation in the mss.): GAA’ ei dpa, Kata t 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’ &pa caused the confusion in o and B. 

Retain what Susemihl prints. 

1189a9 Change 10 to té& - for t& mpdg td téA0¢ 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 E.N. 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 xpocipeoic, 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 todvopa (misprint). 

1189a14-15 Both occurrences of BéAnov are late. The mss. in each case have BéAtictov, but 

Rav. has BéAtiov in al4 and Bonitz conjectures BéAtiov in al5. Bonitz (403a3-19) cites 

instances where Aristotle is not as logical as we might hope in keeping the superlative 

conceptually distinct from the comparative.”4 Here, strictly, we need a comparative because 

there are only two options in the equation (t68e... to0Se al3-14, toOto,.. todto 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 1184424.
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of otov (a1 4) allows the retention of BéAtiotov in al4. Then an inference is drawn in al5 and 

we should again read BéAtiotov: ‘So when we take the best in exchange for the worse option 

available,...’. 

1189a23 6h should not be in the text, even in square brackets. 

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

1189a30 Comma after npéttovtes to show that Kat& mpoxipeotv goes with mpéttew rather 

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

1189a33 Armstrong wants to read t0 before npooupetév, 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 SvavonOfivan. 

1189b2 Nothing is wrong with the reading suggested by the stemma: & yop mpooupobueba.. 

The reading of K is possible: &v + 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 é&v 

used in this way at 90b2775, 90b37-91al, 91a27, 94a32-3, 06b26-7, 10a32-3, 12a14, 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 é&v, the mood of the 

verb would need to be changed and an object for mpéttew would need to be inserted. 

1189b3 tives OAtyou. Dirlmeier (p.258) defends the manuscript reading tives OAtyot against 

Susemihl’s conjecture by reference to instances of dAtyos tg in Plato. There are, however, 

plenty of occurrences of the combination tig dAtyos (in that order) in Aristotle (e.g. HLA. 

  

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, 

5642) and Thucydides (e.g. II.7.5.1; IV.46.5.1; IV.113.2.3). Probably this use of tig 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 npoxtés (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 -1K-. However, in nine of these twelve 

cases the stemmatic picture points to what Susemihl prints. (The exceptions are 99a8, 12a25, 

12a26.) By contrast, npoxtixdgs is printed by Susemihl fifteen times and not once does an 

independent manuscript read mpoxtdg, For some reason scribes frequently added -ix- in the 

middle of words. See my note on 1181a24. 

1189b13 Read éAéBouev with the stemma. Perhaps ZAoPov arose in n, 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.” 

1189b16-17 There is strong stemmatic reason to read éxotov (omitting &v)... BéA Tov. But 

we would then need to read toOto for toOta! in b17, and patveton in b16-17. If we read &6 

(b16), the text would mean ‘on the basis of the consequences, he chooses whatever action 

appears better...”. If we omit é€ (b16) with o (and delete the comma after OvpBaLVv6vtwv), 

the text would mean ‘He chooses whichever of the consequences appears better...’. The 

asyndeton becomes more palatable if we omit é. 

1189b18 Normally the verb BovAebeo@on takes nepi or bnép. (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 BovAeboacGo after Set:77 *...deliberating is 

deliberating how one ought to do things’. 

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

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

1189b23 obte, 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 ote and ob8é and 

ovt1. In the following lines either the manuscripts diverge or a conjecture has been made that 

we abandon the mss.’ unanimous reading: 85b11, 89a21, here, 92a19,78 93a8, 94b12, 02a18, 

03b7, 03b10, 03b28, 08629, 09a29. 

1189625 npaxxtois is approved of by Bonitz, [1844] 19, and Breier. See my note on 1189b6. 

1189b32 No need for the dash (see Dirlmeier p.261). 

1190a1 The definite article in a and conjectured by Ellebodius is necessary. Susemihl and 

Bekker did not know of this reading. It could easily have dropped out by haplography in C. 

Read dt todto, 76 BovAebeoban. 

1190a4 6A’ 73n occurs elsewhere in M.M. at 88b19, 91b12, 92a20, 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 Korté. Cf. 89a8, 89a9, 89a25, 90a5. See p.11 for confusion in 

V where mpOg was in the exemplar. (This may have been a misprint in Susemuihl, since Bekker 

has mpdc, but the Aldine has Kat.) 

  

77 Stock takes td még Set as accusative of respect: ‘deliberation is as to the how’. 
78 Where Spengel wrongly wants ovte 51) for mss. 068 3,
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Dirlmeier (p.262) rightly says that Spengel’s nept, 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 epi to Spengel. He raises the possibility 

of the addition, but rejects it: “Coniicias... jn mepi tx, sed ex superiore od mepl to EAN 

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 7 

téhog more than at td mpdg td téAOg (al6-17, a26-7, a29). M.M. claims that the cases of 

virtue and émothin “would seem to be alike’ (a15-16), 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 

(HOAAov... 4 al6-17, a27, a29, cf, a33)” to the ‘things towards the end’. The importance of 

proposing (t) mpo8éo801) the ‘end’ is underplayed, in a conditional clause (a12-13) 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 oikoddj10¢, who gets 

his hands dirty®° - whilst the importance of the execution of the proposal is stressed (od« 

GAO Tg... H (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 90a11-15 difficult to reconcile 

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

  

79 There is an ambuguity in the phrase 1@AAov... 4. 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 e.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 635, b40 see the 
alternatives as exclusive, and so does M.M. 1198a6-7 where gpovijots, in the terminology of the current 
chapter proposes the ends and the virtues execute the plan.) But in the section under discussion M.M. 
eventually says that the task of virtue navtehéis is 1 Kahdv npodsodar (90a33). Dirlmeier (p.265) thinks that 
this line ‘last keinen Zweifel, da® das Finden der Mittel sekundar ist’, or, its corollary, that setting the goal is 
“die Hauptsache’ of virtue (pp.267-8). The reason for thinking that mavteA@c cannot mean ‘completely’ is 
that the objector in 90a34-7 sees virtue as having two oxonot, one finer than the other (K&AAvov a36), and 
M.M. does not correct the objector. I thus take @AAov... % to mean ‘more than’ throughout this passage. 
80 Also, in 90a30-2 one can be a good artist even if the oxonidc is not fine. In the case of YAK EXLOTHLN, 
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. 
81 Contrast Fiedler, [1978] 238-9, who thinks that the téhog ‘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 

oxoret whether one ought to be healthy or not, but whether one ought to go for walks, and 

that the trainer does not oxonet whether one ought to be fit or not, but whether one ought to 

exercise. This becomes generalised: ‘no other science is nepi to téAovg’ (1227628). 

It looks, then, as though M.M. ought to say that the case of virtue and of émothun 

are importantly different. Before seeing how it is possible that M.M. did actually think that 

the cases were different, it is important to note a crucial ambiguity in the word oxonds (al6). 

It can be synonymous with téAog (see Bonitz s.v. oxon6g), but it could also mean its 

immediate focus of attention, its scope. (‘Focus on’ would be a good translation of iSetv in 

a2, cf oxéyoo@or in a similar context in 97b25.) A house-builder aims to build a house - in 

the first sense of oxondg his oxondg 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 oxonds. 

If we are right to see M.M. as thinking that in the case of the sciences, t& mpd¢ tO 

t€An are what the scientist is immediately involved with,? we should expect him to draw 

attention not to the similarity between science and virtue, but to the difference.®3 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& mpd¢ td 

téhog. When Susemihl punctuates a notepov... { question with a ydp near the start of the 

next question, it is always to the second alternative, i.e. what comes after the 4, 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 (pa a15) from the case of the 

Sciences to that of virtue with a guarded ‘Sdéevev &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 EMOTfio1 as a positive model, at other times as a negative one. Examples of the 
second sort: 05a18 émotfiuox do not differ eiSer, unlike pleasures, 11630-3 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: éonep Soxet tiot.*4 The same distance is present in M.M.’s SdEetev av. 

By two minor adjustments to the text in al17 we can achieve consistency and good 

sense. If we retain the manuscripts’ npdg in al6, deleted by Rieckher, but add té& before it 

and delete té& mpd later in the line, a15-17 will read: 

aondtug cpa d6€elev 

dv &xew Kol én’ dpetiic, UAAAOV etvon adtfig TOV OKOROV 

<tOL> Mpdg 1 TEAOG, O SET POH Tpobsoban, 7 [cc Mpds] 7 TEAOS" 

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

aocabtws cpa SOEEtev 

av éxew Kol én’ dpetiic, UGAAOV efvon adtiig tov okomdV 

TMPOG <tH MpOg> t TEAOG, O Set SpOHds mpodsoban, 7 [t0] mPd¢ td téA.0G° 

The second suggestion is palaeographically more plausible: t& mpdg could have dropped out 

saut du méme au méme, and then the addition of t& 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 oxonés: Pol. 1341b15, E.N. 1138b22 and we find the expression 

used in Plato Gorg. 507d6.8 Dirlmeier (p.269) is happy with oxonds m™pdg 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 (a18-19) 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 MM. gives us what E.E. does not - an argument why people might believe that the oxondc of virtue is the 
means. The view is clearly Socratic. 
85 Bonitz glosses tov oxomdv Thc Gpetiic etvon by tiv dpetiv oxonety, 
86 Parallels for oxonetv mpi: G.A. 731a34, Rhet, 1354633, 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 t& mpdg 6 téAog which are being stressed (again note odeic GAL06, 

a18). Yet the previous sentence, as printed by Susemihl, had made these secondary. The 

abrupt change from al6-17 advocating the importance of 1 téA0g to al7-18 advocating the 

importance of tu mpdg td téAog led Armstrong, quite naturally, to translate Koi (a18) by 

‘yet’. If we adopt the changes in al6, koi can naturally mean ‘and’, or can explain the 

previous sentence. 

There follows an argument (a19-26) 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 t& mpdog to téAn. 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. Kol 

evaoyov Sé (a19) introduces another perspective. It turns out, on this argument, that virtue 

tod tEAOVS EOTL GTOXAGTIKT) HAAAOV 7 TOV Mpds td TEAOG (a27-8).87 

1190a19-21 The stemma suggests that we place a comma after d&petyv (a20), excise yop 

(a20), place a full stop after éotiv (a20), and add ydép after Exaetov (a21): 

Kai evAoyov S& tobtov eivan npo- 

BetiKT tiv Gpetiv, Ev ots [yap] 1 px?) tod BeAtioton gotiv, 

EKAOTOV <ycip> Kal MPOOETLKOV KO TOUNTIKOV. 

“But it is also reasonable that virtue should propose this [sc. the end] wherever the apy?) is of 

the best. For each (motrin and pert) 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 Festsetzung des Zieles geschieht im ubbrigen 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 It is inelegant that we should have ws in this line and St: in the next, but there is no 

need to alter the text, as Scaliger suggests. In 82a36 we find dfjAov as, and the move from 

Ott to @¢ 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 Aéyovew we... St. and Bonitz 538b33-9. For a further instance of dSfjAov ac... 

oti: Phys. 260a23, and of pavepov we... Stt see Phys. 190b17, 233a13. 

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

1190a30 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 oxonds is fine, and ii) virtue is praised, .”. virtue’s oxondg must be fine. It follows 

that there must be more to virtue than executing the plan: it must also propose finely. 

te Si) is suggested by the stemma and should be read. Compare particularly Met. 

1076b28 where another argument is rejected with the sentence &tondg te 8) yiyvetor 7 

ompevors. The combination appears in E.N. 1156a17 - see Stewart’s helpful note, [1892], ad 

loc, 

1190a32 PéAtiota is confirmed by 99a11. Cf. the apparatus at 86b36 for /B confusion in C. 

1190233 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 gpovijiots, 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 ppovijorg. If so, there is a contradiction with 90a33. Perhaps the explanation is 

that virtue has yet to be distinguished from @poviorc. 

1190a35 Armstrong and Stock translate tiv g&w tiv abdtiy, the reading of a, by ‘the 

corresponding possession of it’ and ‘the corresponding state’ respectively. 6 oxitds, however 

means “the same’. The objector is referring back to 84b15-16, 84b33-5. The three families of 

manuscripts offer different readings. 7) thy Gpetiv odtiv in y is impossible. See Dirlmeier 

(p.270). B offers 7 thy gE adc, ‘than the state itself’, which makes reasonably good 

sense. It is likely that ¢ read this and that, in n, thy Ew was glossed by &petiv. 

We thus have one side of the stemma (€) reading 7j tiv éEw orden and the other side   

(a) reading 7 tiv EE. tiv oxdeiv. (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. a18, a29. Dirlmeier (p.268) 

correctly says that the activity (a36) consists in different ways of bringing about the means, 

i.e. 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 év 6 ob got évépyere 

refers to 10 téA0g KaA@s mpobécba (211-12), 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 katapiOpetv cannot be stretched to mean ‘adduce examples’. M.M. 

has adduced examples, but kotopi8petv 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 

EE. 1221b38. The presence of tivac in b7 shows that MM. 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 GAvGet 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 éret d€. It is clear that @ started the sentence with peootntdés and that émei 5é 

arose conjecturally in V, just as émet obv and énei 58 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 Headtrttic 

contained no more than a couple of words, like émei 5é.88 

So retain b7-8, but print <énei 58> 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 51 in E.E. 1228a28 in the same context. Cf. also MLM. 87636 ovv after 

Aextéov, 88a38 toivov after Aektéov. 

1190b11€ had the aorist tense énoBdAn 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 né&vtes is rare. It occurs at Pol. 1290a34 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 Grog after a vowel. Comparing Rhet. 1363a22 & RAVES H OL MOAAOCI, 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 dp6d¢ Adyos 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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1373a27 & n&vteg 7) TOAAOt, perhaps we should consider reading 7 & mé&vtes in MM. 

90b20? & became & in one family and oi in the other. The repetition of & provides a strong 

antecedent for the emphatic év tobtow. 

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

Read 0 év tovdtois dv... 

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

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

1190b27 L’s future, Dxopevet, could be paralleled by cases of é&v / &v + subj. + future in the 

apodosis: 82a6, 84a19, 84b17, 85a30, 87b2, 87b21 87a24, 87b29, 90al2, 91a12, 00a18, 

04a8, 05a19, 06a13, 06b14, (10a19), 10a21 (but see my note on 1189b2). The logical future 

is characteristic of this text8? and, since the mss. are no guide, I would read DMOLEVET, 

1190b28 I agree with Dirlmeier (p.275), who supports the manuscripts’ 5¢. A new but, as we 

shall see, related conception of bravery is about to be discussed - that bravery is émowrin. 8é 

introduces the new conception. It is by linking the concept of émotyun with the already 

discredited concept of bravery-through-experience that the Socratic view is attacked. The 

occurrences of ovdé di 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 oxtovg should be omitted, on strong stemmatic grounds. Spengel thought 

that the words 008’ gpootv 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 ép@ ‘prasentlich’ for variation. The lateness of the parallels make the 

explanation unconvincing. 

  

89 See Brink, [1933] 30-1. 
9 So, Diiring, [19615] 252.
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I do not think that it is necessary to excise 008’ épode. with B. Translating the future 

as a future and making 003’ épodev 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: ov« Gv tig eXro1, 

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 (91a14) - are all introduced quite clearly as candidates for the 

title, with tig (90b23), or a part of Soxetv (90b35, 91a5, 91a14). But in the introduction of 

the new candidate (né:A.v 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 od« after a. 

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 éx tod évavtion tfig gunerptas. I cannot see how the yéip 

would justify or explain the preceding sentence if we add ov 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 84 (b34). We have to wait until 91a20 to see why.°2 

  

*! This problem would also arise if we pursued a more palacographically conceived conjecture and read od« 
not after ab but instead of ad. 
°2 It may be significant that EE, 1229a11-31 mentions bravery-from-inexperience as one of five eiSy 
avépetas... Aeydpeva. KaO’ Spordtrta (1229a1 1-12) but never tells us explicitly why it is debarred from being 
real bravery. (Something like it makes a brief appearance at 1229b26-30.) 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 néAw 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 o05é 5} TOUTOVG 

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 m&Aw 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 doxodotv for 8’ ad eiow.%3 

One wonders whether &yvotc. or a part of &yvoetv did not feature in b33-4 (cf. E.E. 

1229a17, E.N. 1117a22ff). The very possibility of people being &neipot tv ExBnoopévev 

seems absurd, since experience must be of things in the past, whereas it is conceivable that 

people should &yvootew to éxBnoopéva as a result of &nerpia. 

1190b37 A corrector of K suggests that we add én’. Bonitz (126a50-2) cites H.A. 508b33, 

E.N. 1132433, 1132b7 as examples of dpoupetodon + &nd (‘to be removed from’), and only 

offers E.N. 1118b5 as an example of &goupeiv + gen. But there is a close parallel in M.M. at 

09b39-10a1. Another construction that is possible is that oxit@v is possessive rather than 

separative (‘Our own face’ is oitév t) mpoodnov in M.M. 1213a20.) Either way, we do not 

need K’s én’, 

1191a4 Dirlmeier (p.277) wants to retain the t6 which Bekker and Susemihl omit. Aristotle 

more usually has no definite article between 51& and né:80g (or between Sue and OvpLdv) in 

E.E, and E.N.. The stemma suggests that in 91a4 we excise 16. And this fits in with 13al19, 

the only other occurrence of 516: + 2600g in M.M. 

  

93 néAw does not need another particle (cf. 84a7, 88a10, 88a24, 91a5, 94a2 etc.). Prof. Frede has suggested 
to me reading doxoBovw for eiow, which has the advantage that oS, which appears in b35 is preserved.
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1191a5 Both of and ei make sense grammatically.°4 The first kot in a7 makes ot slightly 

preferable: ‘those who... also seem to be brave’. Ka connects this type of supposedly brave 

man with the other types who have been rejected. The text printed by Susemihl forces us to 

read Kat as connecting bropévover with Soxodot: ‘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 (Soxotea a5) type of courage. It would be possible to retain ei, 

but to punctuate with a comma after kw5b6vove, so that Kod SoKodolw becomes apodotic: ‘for 

example, if men endure..., they too seem to be brave’. The closest parallel within M.M. for 

otov of is 88b19 otov dg av... There are many parallels for otov ei...: 85a10, 87a3 8, 90b16, 

92b2, 94b33, 10a30. For this reason I would follow Susemihl in reading ei, but would 

punctuate with a comma after kwvdbvovg. 

1191a10 Full stop after avaOyjoet, following a. 

1191a17 In 90b22 MLM. had said that he would turn his attention to the question 6 TOLOG 

cvdpetog. 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 (odSéva obv tOv toLlobtOV EvEpEtov Getéov etvor TOV 

Onorovoby avdpetov, Kai tig 6 dvdpetog oxentéov), he says “Quid sibi velint verba tov 

onovovody avipetov per appositionem adiecta ad evdpetov, equidem non assequor, nec 

dubito quin puncto maximo posito post etvor proxima sit scribenda sint: tov 6motov oOv 

Gvdpetov (sc. Oetéov etvan), Kai tig 6 dvEpetos oKentéov. Ita Valla: qualis igitur et 

quisnam fortis <sit>>, hinc considerandum’ . This is surely right and, moreover, it is, 

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

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

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

  

°4 See 95b22 for the same corruption. 
%° 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 

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

TO LPLOGTOV EtOg (18b33, 18b39) - ‘ten thousand years beforehand’. 

1191a38 Support for té&s is as strong as support for its omission. On the basis of 86b9 omit. 

1191b5 B omits a redundant sentence pecdtng — todtwv, 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 cwppoo%vn is a mean, whilst b5 stresses what it is a mean of. Retain 

Susemihl’s text. 

1191b9-10 Does the GAA& in this line answers the od in 91b7 or the phrase 0d méoug 58 

ovde TOG Rept Révto. in 91b6. Is M.M. telling us in 91b9-10 (GAX’ ev ASovats tats nepi 

apr Kai yedow) that pleasures of touch and of taste are the kind of pleasures with which 

the dacdAaotog 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. 

MLM. believes that temperance, like &xoAacia and é&varcOnoia, concerns the 

pleasures of taste and touch (91b21-2). The &vaio@ntog man does not enjoy sex or food all 

(91b11-12). The o@ppwv man néoyer but odk G&yetont (91b12-13). 

Bonitz, [1844] 11, inserts 6 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 2xwv (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   

  

*6 It 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 néipepya (614) the text is clear. éote — népepya (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 néipepya., 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 ooppova: “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: odt0v in b14 is still awkward. Perhaps we could try patéov for 

adtov?7? 

1191b19 The plural aipoSvton gives us no clue whether to read SoxyidCoveto. with P or 

SoxyidCovtes with C and ¢ because M.M. frequently uses neuter plural + plural verb.28 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 (89a3), and they have no 

conception of 7 KaAdv. Read SoxysdCovtes. 

  

*7 oortéov has occurred six times in 90b13-91al5, 
°8 See p.167.
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1191b20 Cf. E.N. 1135a25 for omission of évexa. 

1191b23 Omit Kot, on stemmatic grounds, 

1191b24 Retain pév. The combination pév obv does not need a dé afterwards. See 

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

1191b26 The origin of i501 in B was probably conjectural. The construction &v tig {Sou + St 

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. MM. often 

uses Opé.v to mean ‘to see’ not in a visual sense, but, like in English ‘to see the truth’. Cf. 

85b15, b17, 98a32, 05a-7-8, 06b22. 

The sense of i601 ei 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 tt, however, there is a 

certainty that virtues are means, which is appropriate given the previous sentence. 

Retain Ott... etmou, 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 91b30 manuscript evidence is equally split 

between n&ven and mavti. The phrase né&vry Kol mvs has occurred at 83b39, 84al, 

84a2,”° but is not correct here because of 91b31 (mavet) and 91b33 (unBevt). Secondly, in 

91b32 there is a misprint. We should read 068’ a, 

  

° 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 opyiAog 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 - ... 

i) the mean person is gentle and praiseworthy (b35-6) and ii) gentleness is a mean between 

the two n&6n (b38). 

This structure is signalled by énevSt) (630)... éxei toivov (b34)... dv ein (b35)... 

Kou... dv etn (638). However, both premises (a) and (b) are supported by a sentence with 

yap. It is easiest to show how I would repunctuate b30-8 and then to say why: 

Eneid?| yop got opythog 6 navel Kol mévtms Kol éxi 

TAEtov OpyCOpevog, Ka wektods 58 6 toLodtog (Otte yap navel 

det opytCeobon ott’ Eni naow ovbte mévtms Kai cet), od8 ad 

nédiv ottwsg xew Set, Hote pndevi pndénote (Kal yop odtos 

weKt0s, aveAyNtOS ‘ye dv) énel totvev Kal 6 Kate tiv dmEpBoATV 

WeKTOg Kal O Kate tiv ZAAEvyt, 6 pécos BV tobtwOVv Ein 

Kol mpdag Kol énoverds (odte yep 6 EAAcinov tH Opyfi obte 6 

DrepBadAwv Enovetic, GAN’ 6 péows ExOV mpds Tata. obtos 

Mpg) Kai h mpadtys 58 todtov tOv nAO@V pecdetns dv ein. 

Susemihl may have misunderstood Bonitz’ suggestion, [1844] 14. Bonitz had thought that 

ered) yep (b30) — mpéiog Kail Emouvertds (b36) was a complete sentence and that while the 

protasis ‘explicationibus intercepta resumitur per particulas émel totvov’, the apodosis 

“continetur verbis 6 goog — éxouvetis [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 o08’ a — jundénote (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’ énel toivev (b34) to be resumptive. 

There are thus two reasons why the brackets should close after ée4 (b32),100 

  

100 Armstrong saw, independently of Bonitz, that the first parenthesis should end after éet.
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Where I depart from Bonitz is in thinking that the sentence ends at émovetdg (b36). I 

cannot see any way of accounting for Kot... &v efn (b38) other than as connected 

grammatically to dv... evn (b35). 

Important too is Stock’s suggestion that a full stop be placed after tata (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 o6tog mptos as a 

self-standing sentence. Compare the similar sentence in 92a34: oStog 8’ Zotw 6 

HEYAAO WY OS. 

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 te or kat is not needed. A very close parallel from within 

MM. is 92b31-4 6 te yop adding... 0 5& &peckos..., where Spengel, [1866] 628, wrongly 

suggests that we read te for dé. (In 93a12-13, however, there is a second *é.) 

A second question in this line is the spelling of &veAed8epos. In 86b14 the adjective 

appears twice. The first time all the mss. give the form in -10¢, and the second time all mss. 

except K again give the form in -10g. In 92a3, however, all the manuscripts except K 

originally have the form in -o¢. So 86b14 points to -1og and 92a3 to -og. 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, 249c1)!02 use 

the form in -10¢. The form in -10g is clearly a later form, originating by assimilation with 

ehevbépros. Dirlmeier (pp.219, 291) wants to read -10g in both places, contra Susemihl, aptly 

citing the fact that M.M. coins éveAevbepwrng rather than using the normal oveAevbepic. 

We should ‘die Raritét im Texte... stehen lassen’ (p.219), 

1192a7 a, half of our evidence, omits tig odv éotiv; 6. 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 palaeographically. It is no more likely that tig odv gotiv; 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 tig obv got 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. 91a18, 96b11, 06b35), is here quite out of place. Omit tig obv gotiv: 6. 

1192a19 Dirlmeier rightly wants to retain ob8¢. See Denniston p.193, who shows that ove... 

ovde is possible. 

1192420 It might be possible to defend 4 8 ypnpnotiotiKh, the reading of the mss., if we 

were mentally to supply something like yprota nopackevdtetor. But aAr’ Hon (in the 

sense we find here) is so frequent in M.M. (cf. 88b19, 90a4, 91b12, 96a38, 07a23), that it is 

certain here. 7 5é will have arisen after the genitive had become a nominative. 

1192a23 Testimony for the first tv 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.!°3 But the 

thought may be different: if we follow the manuscripts and omit tv before TOAA®V, the 

contrast would be between quantity and quality. The province of the virtue of HEyoAoyny to 

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 of 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 tv, 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 

onovdator voted for him. 

  

103 See Kiihner-Gerth Hl, i, 635-7. M.M. uses the definite article before moAot at 85a6, 90b19, 99b18, 06b31, 
09b18, 11b23, but not at 12a2.
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E.N. 1124a5-11 contrasts honour bestowed bx0 tHv orovdai@v with honour napa 

tav toXOVTMV. E.E. is closer to the text of M.M. without tv when the magnanimous man is 

described as paying attention to the views of one oxovdatog man rather than (u@AAov... 4) to 

the views of many ordinary men (ti doxKet... ROAAOTs tots toyxevovOLV) (E.E. 1232b5-6, cf. 

b1i8). 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 g. wOAAov g. ‘WAAAov q’ could mean 

‘it is more true that q (than that p)’; it could also mean ‘g to a greater extent (than p)’. Either 

interpretation of ‘p@AAov q’ conflicts with the assertion ‘not p’.!°* Faced with a 

contradiction, Rieckher emends in a23, inserting L6vov after ot, and Susemihl (followed by 

Armstrong and Barnes) conjectures 1 for kai and ye for 5€ in a24: 7 would correct what has 

preceded. ‘Not p, but q, or, better, q 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. weyéAa things. He does not regard the views of the many at 

all since honours from them are not tyia and hence not peyéAu (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 nap& ToAA@v. I am thus reluctant to accept Dirlmeier’s defence. 

But nor do we need recourse to conjecture. C L K have Set where Susemihl has 81. 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. 

  

*04 Tt could also mean ‘Rather, q’, but that would be tautologous.



246 

And it ought rather to be with the latter because (yéip)...’ (a22-4). The corrector of P, who 

adds op8é@c after 54 was thinking along similar lines. 

Parallels for p@AAov det are to be found in E.E. 1215a24-5 (Set pav..., wAAAOv 88 

det..), EE. 1234a22-3 (6 8’ Spog obtog PEATUOV 7).... UGAAOV yep SeT...), M.A. 698a12-14 

(donep...év adtH... SeT..., obtwg Ett pAAAv &Eo Sef...), Pol. 1266b29, 1333a42-b3. 

1192a31-2 a offers a different construction (dé\0tc1, npoonkdvtwv adtois pe Covey, 

pukpOwvyou), 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 71 xpoofixov adtots. See next note and my note on 1192b10. 

1192a33-4 Both occurrences of 7 in a33 are grammatical. There is equally good manuscript 

support for fic, though, as there is for tj before xpoorjxet. The first 7 in 92a33 is supported by 

the reading of ¢ in 92a31 - 7 xpoofxov abdtots - both if we read those words in 92a31 and if 

we do not. If the author wrote 7] xposfixov adtots 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 7] xpoorjKet. 

1192a34 inte m&ong seems strange. Perhaps the author means not ‘of all honour’, which is 

already included in the phrase rfjte pretCovog 7 Héios éotiv, but ‘of every type of honour’? 

1192a38-b1 Dirlmeier (p.297) thinks that the text needs to be changed. 1 npénovtt 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 yiveoOou. Dirlmeier suggests that we add 

év after dg and that we mentally supply xo1p@ after xpéxovti. But it would be odd for MM. 

to omit Kop 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 

t mpénover could be taken with yiveoOou (Kihner-Gerth I], i, p.416), meaning ‘have’, but
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does one ‘have’ expenditures? Or it could be taken with xnpoonxer (as in 92a1-2, 07a11, 

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 7 <peydAw Kal TO> Apénove yiveobo TpoorKer. The omission of peycAw 

Kai 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 peAoAonpénera, to interpret 92b1. 

I suggest that we retain the transmitted text and explain the cumbersome expression 

by noting a) that the impersonal npoovjket 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 

peyoAonpénera. I think that 7 npéxovtt (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 (Kithner-Gerth II, i, p.446n.6). 

1192b1 danoave. Misprint. 

1192b5-7 The dé in b5 answers the pév in b1 (cf. 92b2-3, 93a29-31). Place a full stop after 

toot (b5). The construction of the next sentence, dg (b5) — pikponpenric (b8), is like that 

98b27-30, 08a2-4. 

Susemihl (p.100) prefers the conjectures of Valla,!°> Casaubon and Spengel 

(transposing jt) after peyoAetws in b5-6, reading pév for pf in b6, and adding 8’ after &&tws 

in b7) over Bonitz’ addition of ndéwsg 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. !6 

It seems clear that the omission of 14 in b5 by L and K arose intentionally once o6 

had become o,1°7 because a) the future tense in b6 would need to be changed to an aorist 

  

105 Susemihl is wrong about Valla in b6 (see p.91, above). 
106 See above, p.94, 
107 4 was probably added above jreyoAetws and A mistook j14 to be a correction for peyoAetas rather than to 
be read alongside it.
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infinitive (as Armstrong suggests) if we were to follow L and K, b) 03 py det in b1-2 is 

nicely picked up by od det 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 - 7] toBto ji} nowy - 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 7, which 

would be absurd. Before looking at whether (a) or (c) is intelligible, we should note how 

difficult it is to see how p17) d&iws GAA” Evde@s (b7) are to be taken with tobto ph nov 

(b6), which is what Susemihl’s punctuation suggests we should do. The adverbial phrase pi 

GElMg GAN’ évdeds looks as though it belongs with danxav@v (b7): ‘for example, spending 

not appropriately but too little on a wedding feast or drama festival’. 

Let us return to 7) toBto Wt) novv. 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 Spengel!®8 bring out the contrast with a 

ev... 6€, 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 otov 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 Séov for Séov gott 

or for det. If those were legitimate, then S¢ov etvor, 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 mpoofkov for 

108 Armstrong applies more drastic surgery, but along the same lines.
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MpootKov éott or for mpoorker. I prefer dé0v etvo here on the grounds that it is more 

difficult than deT eitvo. Bonitz’ motivation to emend is almost the same as mine to be 

conservative - the text with d€ov eivor 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 tovodtog is the reading supported by the stemma, and is unobjectionable. ‘Of this   

sort’ means ‘such as to be pained regardless of merit’, cf. GmA@c... Guotws (b25-6) or, 

perhaps, ‘an extreme such as these’. Parallels at 89b36 1 5&8 Savoia ob toLwwdtov, GAAG..., 

03b26 0 8 &KdAaotog od toLloBt0G, GAX’... 

1192b28 K has éo0g. Normally M.M. describes virtues, rather than virtuous people, as 

pesotntes. But at 93a6-7 aida and 6 aidqpov is a peodtns. Read peodtns with all mss. 

except K. 

1192b30 The omission of te in B 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, 93a11, 93a20, 93a28-9). But passages like Topics 158b7 d.v& pécov 

QVTOV TE KO Tig Gpxiic, Theophrastus H.P. VI.4.6.13 d&v& pgcov... tig Ex@baEws te Ki 

tg to OnEéppotog tehedoews, HP. VII.13.8.8 dove pésov... 108 te E5odipLOv tod evtd¢ 

Kat tod Ew (cf. Theophrastus de Causis III.6.1.5, Plato Phaedo 58c) are sufficient support 

for the transmitted té. 

1192b32 Aorist infinitive of dixAAGtTOWOL (to be reconciled) or of SwirE~yono (to 

converse)? Theophrastus, Char. 15,3, says that the a665ng man, when addressed, py} 

avenpooeinetv. This parallel, together with the fact that SvaAAGetopo1 does not quite have 

the right sense, compels us to accept dvaAeyfivou. 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 dvxAexOfjvou - led to the reading found in «, as it led 

to the normalisation by a corrector in A. 

1192b34 dé is correct. See my note on 1192a3. 

1193a5 Restore mpdg on stemmatic grounds. 

1193a7 Omit mg, on stemmatic grounds. There are parallels for the indefinite article (86633, 

91b4, 92b12, 92628, 93b2510°), but there are fourteen instances of jrecétng + gen. without 

f TAS. 

1193a9 Perhaps K stopped himself writing the normal future form edvAoPrceto1 found in 

Plato Rep. 410a and Aristotle E.N. 1127b6. L.S.J. record the form evAaPnorjoopon only in 

late authors Origen (3rd C A.D.), Diogenes Laertius (3rd C A.D.), Galen (2nd C A.D.). 

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. 

1193a12 8€ is confirmed by the scholion on Plato’s Rep. 563a8, cited by Dirlmeier, p.106. It 

is also paralleled by 92a1, 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 Setv and Bekker’s that we excise Setv 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: Bopodoxia 

  

10° Spengel wants to excise this one, See my note ad loc,
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dé } Ravta Kai movtag oidpevn detv oKdntew: cyporkio, 6& A prite oKdmtew jitte 

SKkwpefvor Bovrdpevn, OpyiGopévn d& én’ cugotv. The scholion is admittedly not a 

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

1193a16 Dirlmeier (p.308) wants to retain the mss.’ adtd¢ against Spengel’s conjecture, ad. 

Spengel, [1866] 629, probably had his eye on 93a26, but there is nothing wrong with adtdc 

(cf. E.N. 1128a7-8), and the same degree of emphasis that we would have with Spengel’s a6 

is present in the text with adds. 

1193a16 Ammonius, a grammarian of the first - second centuries A.D., says (Diff. 5) that 

there was a difference in meaning between cypoikog and c&ypotKos, 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:!!° 

“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 edtpdimedog is Sitti mos AeyOuEVOs (a17), so is 

evtpameAia. 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 Svtwv is not as well testified as tpocdvtwv. As Dirlmeier (p.309) notes, there is a 

parallelism in expression between chapter XXXI on pic. and chapter XXXII on GAnPew. 

There we find meio tHv dndpxovtwv in 93a30, 93a34, just as we also find in 93a25 (see 

also 86a25). In Rhet ad Al. 1422a4-5 bdndpyew and mpooetvor are used synonymously. 

Could M.M. have written what is to an English ear inelegant: 6 nici tv mpoonkdvtv Kai 

Tpooovtmv npootiGeic,? 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 pév obv... 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, -6vtwv 

twice may jar for us, but M.M. is fond of it. The jingling of different forms of n@ in 

93a9-10, a13, a16, the repetition of te in 93a12-16 (six occurrences), the repetition of 

det in 93al0, the repetition of ox@mtetv in 93a13-18 (six occurrences) are testimony 

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

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 5é, not 5%. 

Repeatedly M.M. has introduced a virtue by saying: ‘X is a mean of Y and Z. éot 58 

met...’ (91b39-92a1, 92a21-2, 92a37-8, 92b18-20, 92b31, 93a2, 93a11-12, 93a20-1). 

We now know that 5€ is in C (13th C). Susemihl only knew of dé in a sixteenth 

century printed edition. I would print 8é against the stemma.!!? 

1193b1-2 ei + optative is right. There is a close parallel at 08636: ei 54 Tc... 

EMGKEYOLTO TH EotL TO OUNTOV, ZotLV odv OdK AAO TL Hj TéryaBOV. There is some 

compression of thought both here and in 08b36. That ‘justice’ is Svetdv is not 

dependent on the truth of the protasis in 93b1-2, nor does the claim that 7 giAntov 

is téryoBSv in 08b36 depend on whether someone investigates t) @iAntov. 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 ei + optative + apodotic 54. For apodotic 5% see 

Bonitz 172b42-9.) Retain ei AGBowev... 54 against Spengel. 

When ei + optative occurs in M.M., and there is an apodosis,!"3 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), 09a31 (present). 

  

112 See pp. 168-9. 
‘13 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.
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1193b9 The position of dixaio1g was thought strange by an ancestor of B (V?). 

Probably the author placed it where it is to make it clear that the adverb goes with 

otovdatos éotou rather than with éupevOv. 

Let us turn to teAeteg and the well attested alternative in this line, téAetos. 

First, it is important to note that the adverb is usually written as teAéas in 

Aristotle.'14 In M.M. 02b9, 07b22, b24 we read -éwe in all mss., at 98a2 there is 

manuscript divergence, but -é0¢ is more likely. M.M. always uses the adjectival form 

in -€106, 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 

-€lw<s in both places, without any note in the apparatus. 

The v.l. teAetog is thus more in keeping with our author, since the adverb 

would be written as -€¢. But (i) the adjective would be exceptionally hard to 

construe; (ii) it would make the position of Sikoto1g harder to account for (see 

above), (iii) the expression teAémg onovdatog occurs again in 07b22, b23. 

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

ending in b6, b10. 

1193b9 Spengel wants to read t dixonov, 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 Kat: 91a36, 92b24, 98b26. 

(He could also have pointed to: 86a37-8, 93a6-7, 94b29, 97615, 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 98b26 M.M. says ‘Equity and the equitable man is 

> 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 éote 

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

  

‘4 A search of the Aristotelian corpus in T.L.G. shows that there are 29 instances of teAécog and 10 
Of tehet@g. The proportion is the same for Theophrastus: Tehéws 22 times, tehetcog 8 times.
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appearance of 6 totg Katt vopov gypévev Suxototg 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 

teh€wg GTovdoitog, the man who has the virtues: the temperate, brave and continent 

man. This explains why the phrase (é071 tovodto¢, b15) is in the singular. Stock, who 

reads 6 three times in this line takes got: tovobtog to mean ‘is each of them so’. Le. 

the temperate man is temperate, when alone, the brave man, brave when alone etc. If 

we delete the second and third 6, then got tovorog means ‘is temperate, brave and 

encratic’, which, in turn, means ‘is legally just’.!!5 One can obey the law that one 

should not hit people (cf. E.N. 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 éyxpateta as a virtue of 

an unusual sort. The possibility of the same man being both o@ppwv and eyKpatis is 

not as silly as it sounds - see the difficult passage 1203b12-23. Its 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, 

  

"5 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 “qua temperate man’, but the virtuous man qua ‘legally just’ man.
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1193b22 Since the subject of vépmow (621) is not the same as the subject of otovtar 

(b23) - the distributors would not characterise themselves as unjust - we should 

punctuate with a full stop after ott (b22). 

1193b22 obtwg Gdixetv was the reading of C, od Sixkorov of a. Both readings could 

be defended. If we read od Sixonov, then the subject of ofovton 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’.11° If we read ottws édtxetv, then the subject of 

otovtor would be, more broadly, people: ‘people think that it is in these cases 

(oStwg) that doing injustice and being unjustly treated takes place’.!!7 This latter 

Treading 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 otdv te is palaeographically neat. In 

83a32 and 08b27 B and V mistakenly write otév te where ovovto is correct. 

Stewart, Vol. II, p.418 cites E.N. 1099b22, 1112b26, 1114b9 for the corruption of 

otov te to otovtat 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 

otov te elsewhere; b) that the sense of ofdv te is not as appropriate as the sense of 

otovton: M.M. is trying to capture the link between 7 icov and 7 dixatov, and if he 

only says that it is possible (otév 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. 

  

6 Tn 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. 
"18 Moraux, [1965] CLXXII.
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1193b25 Rassow, [1858] 16, argues and Susemihl accepts that we should be moved 

by Stobaeus’ testimony for Dxepoyfic, when the mss. are equally split. brepoxy is also 

about four times less frequent in M.M. than bxepBoAn, and so should be preferred as 

being the harder reading. 

It is not so clear that we should also follow Stobaeus in omitting ws. Arius 

Didymus is giving a dry list of means which all have the following form: X is a mean 

of ¥ 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 tig in this line. All means are 

between excess and deficiency; justice is one such case. Cf. also E.N. 1126a28-9. 

1193629 The position of &v 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 etn as it appears since RAetovog Kai EAGtTOVOS 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): 

Enet odv 1 dtxonosbvy év Sikaiw Kod év tow Kal év peootntt, 

TO pev Sixaov Ev tia Aéyetar Sikatov, to 58 Yoov [Ev] 

Taw toov, tO dé péoov tol Lésov: Mote 1 Suxcosbvn 

Kal tO dixkonov goto Kal mpd tives Ka év TOtV. 

This is the text that Dirlmeier (pp.316-17) defends. He rightly notes that whereas 

E.N. 1131a10-24 carefully distinguishes ‘just for people’ from ‘just for things’ by 

using the dative on its own for the first and év + 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 

Tot 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.!!9 But if we are not helped by E.N., 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 ) Suco1cobvn is ‘in’. It is in Suxot, in iow and in peodtym (b33). 

Then (634-5) 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 mp6g twas 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 peodtynt is confirmed by 91b27-9, where it is 

explained how all virtues are év pecdtnm, and by 93b25. That justice can be said to 

be €v tow is confirmed by 93b23-4. But to say that justice is év 5uKoi@ seems odd. 

And the oddity provoked Spengel to emend év duxoi@ Kat to Koi to Sikatov, and 

then to excise dixouov &v tiot Aéyetan Sikatov, to dé (b34). 

But let us stop here and look at the parallel passage at E.N. 1131a16-18. The 

text there is, unfortunately, not certain in several respects. But there is one claim that 

E.N. makes in 1131a18 which suggests that to follow Spengel’s drastic changes in 

these lines would be a mistake. Aristotle says that justice, {| Sixo.ov, tiotv. In the 

same sentence Aristotle has drawn conclusions about justice qua icov and qua jiésov. 

The same thing happens in M.M., though in a different order. Although év Suxot@ 

sounds strange, I think that M.M. has been led to write rhetorically, with a triple 

repetition of év. 

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-   

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

masculine trot. 

  

‘19 Dirlmeier translates the last totv 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 mMpog Etepov, and from 

b23-4 we know that justice is év <oo1g. There are thus two ways in which 7 Sixonov 

is relational, one relative to other people (masculine) the other relative to fair dealings 

(neuter). From 630-1 we know that t toov is év ékaxiotorg Svotv, which is then 

called mpog Etepov. Here we find good reason to take tow 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!2° suggests we read).!21 

Now that we have some idea of the genders of the different uses of tio, we 

can look at the uses of év in b34. Given that év! is transmitted in b34, and we can 

make sense of it, we should retain it. When M.M. says that td Sixaov is TOL, it is 

easiest to see him talking about justice existing in fair dealings (neuter). év? is not 

well attested. Again we can make sense of MM. saying that td {oov is tot ‘cov, 

once we realise, as I have argued, that this tiot is masculine. Here tio1 stands for 

Mpg EtEpov. 

It is natural to see the conclusion in this paragraph beginning at ote (b35),!22 

because the truth of t) pév Sikorov — pécov (b34-5) does not depend on the 

protasis. In order to make these words fit in as premises we need Rieckher’s Kou at 

the start of b34 123 

In b34, I would read: 

    

120 Armstrong compares E.N, 1131a17 and supports this conjecture. 
'21 Cf. Dirlmeier’s defence of t& in 93639 (p.318). ‘Daf kein attischer Redner hier den artikel setzen 
wurde, ist klar’. 

122 When M.M. uses énet, the conclusion is usually expressed with the idea of necessity. We find the 
-€ov ending at 88a36, 90b10, 95a25; @v + optative at 87a5, 91635, 93637, 94226, 98b7, 04a29, 
05624, 07b18; a particle meaning therefore (obv) at 13216, (&pa) at 86a35, (ore) at 05b7, 11a35-6, 
(6%) at 0667; &vayKatov at 87631, 89a23; dfidov St + Gv + 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 doe. I do not understand Dirlmeier’s reason (p.317) for rejecting 
Rieckher’s Kot. 
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<kai> 10 pév dixadv év tot Aéyetor Stkaov, 1 58 {cov [Ev]!24 

but otherwise leave the text as Susemihl prints it. 

The conclusion in b35-6 is in fact over-determined. That justice is TPOG TLVOS 

is given by its being tiow ioov, but that it is év tiotv is given both by its being tot 

dikaiov and by its being tiot piéoov. 

1193637 2 7@ is an excellent conjecture in P. The reading in a, tootw, was the first 

stage in corruption and € tried to make sense of this by adding + before toot. H.A., 

487a5 has t& tovto1g &véAoyov. But tobt 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 Kot after B. E.N. uses ... otug in 1131b1, 1131b5-6, and 

this is the construction M.M. uses at 94a3-4, 93a5-6, 94a13, but E.N. has neither 

obtw<¢ nor Kort in 1131b6-7, and this is the construction used in 93b39. 

1193b39-94a1 Dirlmeier (p.318) satisfactorily defends t& (b39), which Spengel 

wants to excise. The same defence applies to the té in 94a1. Cf. 94a4-6. 

1194a5 MM. gives two examples of 1 1 cvéA0yov icov of the form Ws TO A TPOS 

tO B, 06 F mpodg td A (93638). In the first illustration (93b39-94a2): 

A = the person with a lot of possessions 

B = big taxes 

T= 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 Ty fact, v should be demoted to the apparatus.
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I’ = the person who has worked a little 

A = small earnings 

Then (9443-4) M.M. makes the legitimate move from A:B asI:A to A:T as B:A. Note 

that M.M. switches to using 6 nenovnkds (not 6 ROAAG nemovnKis, 9442), and 6 Hy 

TETOVHKAS (not 0 OALya neTOVvNKas, 94a3). Further, M.M. ceases to mention earning 

(Ao Bdvew) 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 T:A (94a2-3), except that the new terminology of 9443-4 

(no ‘earnings’, no ‘degree of hard work’) is used. 

Another possibility would be that 9443-6 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 

oAtya.. He will surely not earn anything. 

Given, then, that 6 jut merovnkds (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 9443-4, we need to read 17) in 945, rather than yndév. 

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

1 ROAtIK?) KoWovic (a25). See my note on 1194al6, 

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’ (icaofivor, E.N. 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, té&ig moAvtetag, found in a, would avoid any possible confusion 

with Plato’s Republic (a6) It is also supported by the plural in a17. 

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

Susemihl prints. 

1194a17-18 Armstrong would put a full stop after moAvteioc, 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 54 is found as a v.l. in two manuscripts. Armstrong 

misread Susemihl’s apparatus: it is over the other 8& in this line that there is variance 

in the mss, 

1194a18 énewt (a) cannot be right because, except in the very first sentence of 

M._M., whenever éxe151| appears first word, there is another particle. 

1194420 kot, found only in yn, should be demoted to the apparatus, although it would 

make good sense. 

1194a21-5 In a22 the stemma marginally suggests n&vto. todto ‘all these’, and this 

is the more usual word-order. At 10b25, 10b28 and 11a4 né&vea todro is given 

without significant manuscript deviation. 126 

  

"26 Tn 01a37, however, we find todo, n&vra., It is striking that A has a different order from that in L 
at 94422, 10625, 11a4. But there is no pattern: neither A nor L follow one order consistently.
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Again, in a22 a omits od and has Katt t1 instead of gottv. (B appears to have a 

contaminated reading: got Kal tw.) We see traces in L of an attempt to make sense 

of this: €ot Kod. tiveg). Before looking at the reading of in a22, we need to look at 

a21-5, 

To understand this section we need to be clear on the grammar, in particular 

on the infinitives ypfjo8ou (a23), movetoBor (a24), ovvéxetv (a25). Stock translates 

evouioav 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 évopucav by ‘the practice became current of ,!?7 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 

ovvexew as dependent on évdpicay - ‘they had recourse to holding the political 

union together’. They each translate the infinitive as though it were an imperfect, 

ovvetyov. 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 évojiicav, we need first to 

punctuate with a full stop after GAAHAwv in a24. There is testimony in A and L for 

ovvéxet, 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 todto for 

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

  

27 This nicely captures the link in Greek between vonito and vouicpo. vouite does not mean ‘decide’ here - See L.S.J. (s.v.) I.
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the political community together’), we need ‘And this holds the political community 

together’. 

In a24 GAAAwv is the reading of a and V, but B has GAANAovs and K has 

oAANAOD. We certainly need a plural. There is one instance of Tap’ GAAHAOUs 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 TD” CAANAOV’ 

Let us return to a22. @ reads: évoutcav [od] mivta todto ovntce. Kot TL 

apybplov mpocayopedcavtes vouiopa, tobt xXptic8a1... 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 od of ¢, which is easily construed with the following todtw (a23). 

1194427 Dirlmeier (p.320) defends the dative tf eu by saying “Den Dativ verstehe 

ich so wie wenn dastiinde 7 Suxouosbvn éotiv Kod’ Tv O dikanog Opyty exer (vel. 

E.N. 1134a1)’. 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 Oppod. What is important is that virtuous people’s oppot are to virtuous 

actions in virtue of their &E1. 

So the dative remains difficult. We could only make sense of it if we read 

something like: 4... Sikorosbvn av ety <t0dTOv> tH er Oputv éxobon. But I prefer 

Ellebodius’ and Spengel’s independently conjectured tig E16. 

1194a29 E.N. 1132b21 (Aoxet 8é tiot Kod 70 AVTINENOVOOS etvon CMAs diKouoVv) 

provides support for Susemihl’s reading — &otw 88 Sixonov Kod td GvtimEToveds. 

A and the first hand in K have: got 5€ dikouov Kal cvtimenovOds. 

a has: got 8 Kol dikouov évtimenoveds. 

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, 5, could again be supported by reference to the dé in 

E.N. 1132b23. Dirlmeier (p.321) wants to retain the mss.’ 8) here on the grounds 

that all our witnesses have it. But what would the sense of 54 be? The contrast 

between the Pythagoreans’ position and our author’s is best expressed by 8é. 

1194a32 The omission of todt6v 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 fiir den 

Sklaven im Vergleich zum Freien nicht dasselbe’. 

None of the published translations are satisfactory. First, the words oixétn 

Tpog eAedGepov are paralleled by gAevbépw npdg eArevdépov (a35-6), oiKéty mpds 

deonotnv (94b5, b11, b18), vid npdg nortépa (b5-6, b10), 7 nodi 7H EO T™pdG eye 

(b12), yovouki mpdg cvipa (b27).!29 M.M. has stressed that justice is two-place - it is 

TpOg Etepov. It is thus natural to understand oixéty mpds 2Ae0Oepov in 94a32 to mean 

‘between slave and freeman’ (here only Armstrong is right). The second 

mistranslation (of Armstrong and Stock) is that ot. 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 tonrov 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 tadtév: ‘ce n’est pas juste en effet pour un domestique par rapport 4 un 

homme libre’. 

  

128 Tf this were the literal meaning, M.M. would write ob yép gon Stkouov oikéty Kal £AEev0épw 
tadtov. Cf. 0568-9. 
129 See also 1148-10.
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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 (Opoim,, 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 tadtév. 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 6 is excised by Spengel in order to allow ydp to stand in second position. 

Dirlmeier (p.321) cites a prose parallel for yap coming third (Herodotus, V.92), but 

there are closer parallels to hand: at 05a19 yé&p comes third (but the later manuscripts 

alter the text to avoid this). Cf. also 07b33 6 tovodtog yap, 12a31 adtdg adtod yap. 

1194a33 Stxonov 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 &roé, it ought to be inserted before &AAG, 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 &vtutAnyfivon to striking back 

just once. If the slave had hit (natécoewv) the free man more than once, presumably 

COVTLRANYTivo1 would mean ‘to hit back (more than once)’. 

1194b5 Bonitz’ emendation of ti for t6 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 a¢ 

QALY, 

1194b9 roArtixot is considerably better attested than xoATrot in this line. It is true 

that in a similar context (b17) we read moAttor. The term woAmk? Kowvwvio has 

been used in 94a25, and will be used in b26, b28. But there are other types of 

KOLV@VI. - in 94623 between husband and wife, and in 1lal1 the broadness of the 

term is evident.
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There is no parallel in E.N. for this parenthetic remark. (E.N. 1133b3-4, 

1134a26-30 have similarities.) 0 moAvtiKOg most often means ‘the statesman’, but it 

can mean ‘citizen’ (Pol. 1277b4, 1277a15 (though Congreve’s conjecture, moAttny, is 

accepted by Ross (Oxford,1957)), and cf. E.E. 1215b3, 1216425). ‘Citizens are a sort 

of partners’ is Stock’s translation. The position of tives is odd,!3° but this must be the 

meaning. 

moAvtiKkot is the harder reading, and should be accepted. We can explain the 

author’s use of this word rather than noAttou by his wanting to stress the connection 

between citizens (noArtucot) and political justice (woAvtiKOv SuKatov). 

How does the claim that citizens are a sort of partner support the claim that 

political justice (to}to (b8)) consists especially in equality (b8-9)? The answer is that 

MLM. claims that there is a relationship between citizens. Their equality lies not in 

having the same character, but in natural similarity. See Pol. 1287b33, 1288a1, 

1295625 for equality and similarity, and Pol. 1261b1 for natural equality of citizens. 

1194b12 ote... odte... o05€ is not rare (Denniston, p.193). From the passages 

Denniston cites, Plato Rep. 499b2 (ovte nOAtg obte ROArtEta OddE Y’ KVP OPOtWS 

Uy mote yévynto téA€os...) is closest. But from MLM. itself we find ovte... ote... 

ovdé at 85b10-11. Retain the reading that will have been in w, ovdé. It is interesting 

that at 85b10-11 one manuscript, A, has 006’ .!3! 

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

pxovow éeviaxod pev Ga ratihp te Kai vidc. Translate: ‘son would seem to be 

similarly related to father’. 

  

13° Kiihner-Gerth, vol. II, 1, 665-6); ‘Sehr haufig wird es [ts] durch ein oder mehrere Worter von 
dem Worte, zu dem es gehért, getrennt’. But the examples given do not involve cases in which tc, 
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.
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1194b15-16 There is an unfortunate misprint in Dirlmeier’s commentary (p.323): 

read bxo for &x6 in the first line. Bekker’s conjecture 0 is now known to have been 

made some centuries earlier. If we read abdtod in b16 then it is certainly right: 

‘separated from him’. But bx avdtiig 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 abt eottiv and gotiy HdtO. 

1194b23 In 624, 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 koi in a and B - 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 &pvotep& (634-5) is feminine singular, it would be easiest to 

follow Armstrong, who suggests that we read 1) SeE1& ... BEATUV in b35. In this way 

the whole discussion (b32-9) will be about hands. Alternatively, c&piotepc (b34-5) 

might be neuter plural. In which case Dirlmeier’s suggestion!3? (p.325, though he 

would not adopt it) that we read tv cpiotepOv (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.}33 

Armstrong’s feminine singulars are much better. The point of the xdv clause 

(636-7) is 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 PA. 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 dpiotepe& in b34-5 to be 

feminine singular. 

1194b38 a omits 76. The same choice faces editors at Phys. 196b11, where some 

mss. offer ws éxi 2040, and others wg éni to m0A0.!34 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 @¢ éxi n0A6, but Wallies (Leipzig, 1923) and Brunschwig 

(Paris, 1967) print @> éni tO n0A0. None of these three editors have a note in the 

apparatus about what the mss. read. In M.M. we find éni tO n0A0 in 95a3, wg Eni vO 

TOAO in 06639, but Ext noAO, meaning ‘far’ in 13b7, b8. Retain 76. 

1195al ei + optative petaB&AAor is well-attested in a and B. See my note on 1193b1. 

1195a3 Bonitz (654b38) had put a question-mark after his citation of this use of 

npopavés. Dirlmeier (p.325) proposes that we read dt for to}to, which makes things 

considerably easier. But todto is guaranteed by 98a14. We could add dt before 

toto, 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 eivor od tadtd, odk Zot 5€. In y odK Zot SE was 

understandably deleted. (In V a further change occurred: 00 todt6 was omitted.) a 

and L read what Susemihl prints. M.M. clearly thinks that td Géuxov is different from 

TO KSiknpoa, as he thinks that cd Sixonov is different from td Sikorompcynuc (95al 1- 

12). It might be possible to read the reconstructed version of ¢. We would translate 

ovk goti Sé not “but it is not’, but ‘and it is not’. However, ottws is probably right, 

and is slightly more difficult. It may be that dprotws... od tadtOv (95al 1-12) led to the 

change of ottws to od in C. 

  

134 Similarly, Thucydides 1.12.2.
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1195a9 In a closely parallel sentence (a13) all mss. have t t@ vouw cpiopévov. 

Should we print 7 here too? In 94b30 and 95a7 there is no definite article (though B 

wrongly has t@ in a7). In those two passages M.M. is talking about ‘legal justice’. In 

95a9 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 a and K than 

between V and B. @ probably did not have t@, and it could have been added on the 

analogy with al3. Leave t@ 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 tiv napaKxataOyy c&r0d6van. 

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

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

should be printed: eida> tobtov. 

1195a21 Only K has the present infinitive, &noxtetvev. All the other independent 

mss. read the future infinitive, omoxtevetv (except L which has &noxtévetv). 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 E.N. 1135b14-15 editors face a 

choice between a present infinitive (BéiAAewv, read in K and printed by Bywater) and a 

future infinitive (BaAetv, read in the rest, printed by Bekker and Susemihl), In both 

E.N. and M.M. I favour the future infinitives, which is what is stemmatically 

suggested. In E.N. the expressions 06 évexa, 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
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trying to do. If X means only to graze Y, but actually wounds him, this is a 

CLOPTHLA. 

1195a21-2 pév tw is certainly right here, although it is certain that pwévtot was in w. 

The reading év tw may have been written as a correction in B - for we see L adopting 

the better reading, while A writes pév 71 instead of the second pévtot. 

1195a22 ddixetv is used transitively in a26: ‘he will not wrong the man whom he 

hurts’, as in 96a2. But in a23 dduxetv is used intransitively. The reading o08év in a22 

would be taken (as in 94b11) adverbially: “he does not commit injustice at all’, whilst 

od0éva would yield “he does not wrong anyone’ .!3° Lines a20-22 support (y&p) the 

preceding sentence (al9-20), which claimed that in the case where X, through 

ignorance of some particular, performs ti déikov, he is not dédixos, 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 &dukog pévtot ov. But he uses the verb déiKet rather than the 

adjective &dtxog. Nevertheless, Gduxet pévtot od8év is synonymous with GédiKos 

HEvtOL ov. 

Spengel’s reasons for reading ot are arguments for reading o0€év, which is 

palaeographically easier. 

1195a22-23 Editors before Susemihl printed dote where Susemihl prints éret. 

Spengel, [1866] 630, comments on dote obv: ‘alibi non inveni’. The only place in 

extant Greek literature that we find this combination is in Cratinus fr.109 (Kock). But 

tecent editors of this fragment (fr.116, Kassel, Austin) no longer print this. Before 

looking at whether éxet in a22 is any better, it will help to look at to6to in 95a23., 

  

135 There is a good example of both usages together in Xenophon Anab. VII.6.22: ote ‘yop 
Hdikjoapev tobtov odésév.
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X consists in Y is expressed in Greek by X got év Y (cf. 94b8, 99b11-12). 

One way to take 95a22-3 would be to see this construction. X would be t% pr 

Gducety TH Kika, mpdttovta and Y would be t c&yvoetv. What would the extra 

todto be doing? Stock takes it as an object of &yvoetv. 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: Ov BAcarter Koi © Kod 06 Evexev. But in fact 

we get a Otav clause (in which we supply mpéttn). V tries to soften the change in 

construction by writing tobtw for todto: ‘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 t cyvoetv 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 toto. 

< 

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, émet, but there is no main clause in the 

sentence. In a22 I suggest that where ¢ has éxet, and a has wote, we read tot(v), 

and that we start a new sentence after &yvoetv: 

EOTLV ODV TO [1] 

OHiKetv TH GdiKA NOcittOVtTaA Ev TO Gryvoetv. ott toOto, S Kai 

Hixpov Env éA€yeto, Stav ph eidds pd’ dv PAdcater p}O" 

@ p1n9’ od Evexev' 

‘Not committing injustice when one does things that are unjust, then, lies in 

ignorance. This is, as we mentioned just before, when one acts...’.36 It would be 

  

'36 M.M. uses Zot... Srowv in 08a9: acting in accordance with right reason is when... Zot. obv Kortd 
TOv OpPdv Adyov npéttetv, Stav... (See my note on 1208a9.) In 09a8 he says that friendship between
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possible to conjecture 5é after ov in a23, but the asyndeton would be tolerable. Zot 

toto means tovtéott: ‘i.e.”. We are left with no reference to force (to correspond to 

EN. 1135a27, a33, 35b6), but there is no sign of M.M. being concerned with that in 

this section. 

1195a24-5 The formulaic expression 70’ dv BAcarter uh’ © uO’ od Evexev has 

occurred in a positive form in al7, 218-19 (cf. 99a20). In closely parallel passages in 

E.N. 1135a25, 1135b13 afte is repeated three times. It is the formulaic nature of the 

phrase which suggests that Denniston’s parallels (p.193) for oWte... odte... od8é 

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

1195a25 § omits kai here. We should probably keep it. The xoi answers the need 

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

1195a29 Should we read 1? xpéttew + adverb + object is found in 95al1; np&ttew 

+ adverb alone at 95a15. Marginally I prefer to excise tv. It is not important that 

something is done, but that he acts kat& ta c&yvoun. 

1195a31 Vettori’s conjecture is rightly supported by Rassow, [1858] and [1874], and 

Dirlmeier (p.328). 

1195a33 metv (aorist infinitive) is more appropriate than the present infinitive, 

nmivew. Both readings are equally well attested. MM. 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...: 4 pév ov tv onovdaiov gidia gotiv, Stav... The same construction 
(although gon is omitted) is used in 83b24: 4 dpeti} Tipov, Stow... and at 07b24 Kahdg KéryaBds 
yop, pactv, Stav... Compare also 93b17-18 and 95a4.
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1195a34 Susemihl rightly excises Koi in this line. It is only found in B. Exactly the 

same thing (addition of kai between dpotws and éxi in B) happens in 84b21. There is 

strong support for Kat in 86a8, 86a22 and 86b38 where only yn omits kat, In 92a18 

there is no connective. In 97a7 L wrongly adds kot. In 11b2 Susemihl wrongly 

suggests that the connective dé should be added. In 86a24 the manuscripts are equally 

divided. 

1195a35-6 Colon after &yvowdv (a35), comma after &dtKot (236). 

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

1195b4 V and Rav. have ovd« instead of od6é. But cf. 85a34, 91a2, 99a9, 12b3 for 510 

ovdds at the start of a sentence. 

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

1195b17 The text of K - ei 58 put) ddtxeTta1, odd5é Exdv cpa - 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 ei 82 jh, 

odicet tar? “Tf not,37 then he is wronged.’ If not what? What verb is understood with 

un? Clearly dduxettou, the nearest option (b16), is out of the question. If we 

understand avtikatoAAcctetat ti (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 ei 88 wh, 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 o0S8 éxedv 

po, 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 (AqpBérverv, b14) 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 éxi + genitive is ‘singular’. In b22 and b23 we 

read the dative. Rav., a source of some good conjectures, reads tots tovovtorg in 

b19, and Bekker and Bussemaker adopt this reading on the authority of a descendant 

of Rav., M?. Sometimes late readings are easier because they are correct. But I would 

retain the reading of w here. We have to take the verbs KoAAwni{ovto. and 

seLvovovton absolutely: ‘they show off'38 and think highly of themselves’, whilst the 

phrase én tHv torodtmv does not give the object of their haughtiness but tells us 

when they are like this - in such situations.!39 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,...’.!40 

1195b20 Susemihl’s quotation marks impose an interpretation on the text which is 

not necessarily correct. Stock takes 7 (b21) to be outside the quotation marks. If the 

  

38 L S.J. cite Rhet. ad Al. 1421a4 and Xenophon Eq. 10.5 for this absolute use. 
D9 LSJ. sv. éxt A. IIL, 3. 
140 Dirlmeier (p.329) cites two parallels in the corpus for ceyvoveoOor. The same verb (with prefix 
avtt-) is found at Pol. 1314a7, and (with prefix &no-) at Poet. 1449421,
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imperfect, éAdcpBavov,!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 7 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 4 will be part 

of the quotation. Here it would be better not to have quotation marks,!42 but to 

punctuate with a colon after gactv (b20). 

1195b25 Susemihl’s 5é, now attested in L, is right.13 

1195b25 Susemihl prints totg towdtoig Adyouw, which is not found in any 

manuscript. His apparatus suggests that he thought that he was following the Aldine, 

but the Aldine reads totg év towbto1g Adyouw. Bekker, Bussemaker, Stock, 

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

TOLOVTODS AOYOV.. 

1195b26 Print €avtav. See pp. 173-4. 

1195b28 a adds 8’ after BAGrter. The only occurrence of 8’ dpa in M.M. is at 85a27. 

How does BAé&nter — eid contribute to the argument? The conclusion éx@v — 

adixettou follows from b26-7, so BAdmte. — eiddc is parenthetic, just as in the 

parallel passage 1) 3° Exdvta eiddta Kal dv Kal @ Kal a> (EN, 1136a32) is 

parenthetic.!44 T marginally prefer to add 8’ in M.M. witha. 

1195629 Stock and Dirlmeier (p.329) rightly retain the mss.’ 6. 

  

'41 Stock translates as though it were aorist, which is what B had. 
142 See pp. 165-6. 
143 See pp. 168-9. 
144-7 Trwin (Indianapolis, 1985) brackets these words in his translation of EN. .
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1195629 Dirlmeier (p.329) defends the verb kwAvevv, but notes that it is unusual in 

this sense, The more usual word would be Ave, as we find in the parallel sentence at 

E.N. 1136b23 and later in M.M. at 04b5.!4° One might consider reading kai Ave, but 

there is a parallel at Topics 161a1 which justifies a conservative approach: got 58 

AOYOV KOADGOL ovEMEPivecbo TeTPAXGs: ‘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 kmAdev 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 91a11. 

1195b31 Omit ye on stemmatic grounds. 

1195b34 See p.166 for év. 

1195b36 adtdg is read in a and y instead of adtbv, which is in B. E.N. 1136b1 reads 

et Evdéxeton adtdv adtov cdtketv. In M.M. 96a6-7, a13, al5, al7, a33 we again 

find évdéxetou adtov adtov cducetv. The verb évSéxeo0o1 can be used impersonally 

with an accusative and infinitive (Bonitz 249a60-b3)!46 as well as personally (Bonitz 

249b9-12).!47 The combination abdtds odtdv is found at 95b26, b28, b32, b34, 

96a21, 11b1, 12b15, b17, b19, b21, b22, 13a4, a5, a6, al5-16, al7, a22, a26. Read 

avrg here. 

1195b38 Dirlmeier (p.331) notes the ugliness of mpéittew tétte.. Comparison with 

93b3 suggests that we should consider reading npootécter for npéttew técteL here. 

  

145 Tn 01a24 (cf. 08a10) the sense is different. 
146 For this construction, see 96a7, 211, 01635, 04a7, a16, al8, 06617, 06634, 08b18, 08631. 
‘47 There are no indisputable examples of this construction in M.M., 12632 and 13bl may be 
examples.
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In 93b3 1 wrongly has npétter for npootétter.!48 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 té&ttew. 

Elsewhere in M.M. the main verb, téttew, is used with a noun - 87al5 

Cnptav, 89b6 tus Cyto. There are no examples of téttew + infin. in Bonitz. L.S.J. 

(s.v. tavtetv, IIT, 2) mentions Plato Laches 199a2-3 (as an example of téttew being 

used absolutely), and this is the closest parallel: 6 vopiog ott téttet, pi} tov deve 

TOD OtPATHYOD Gpyet, GAA tov otpatnyov tod Gvtews. M.M. has itself said that 

the law orders one to do certain things (keAeGeu... mpéctew + acc., 93b4; Kerever 

movetv + acc., 93b7). Probably these parallels are sufficient for us to be conservative 

and retain the reading of the manuscripts, np&ctew térTEL. 

1196al-2 In these lines we have ei 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’. Kiihner-Gerth (IL, 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 ef. But Xenophon is 

writing in that passage in rhetorical direct speech, and the intervening subordinate 

clause makes the repetition allowable. Bonitz gives no examples. 49 

But examination of the thought behind these lines allows us to see why M.M. 

should repeat ei. There are two conditions which have to be fulfilled in order for X to 

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 

  

‘48 The same corruption occurred in B at 93b8, in o and L at 00a6. Cf. E.N. 1130623, 1149a28, 
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 153a15-21, as an 
example of repetition of a conjunction with a subordinate clause intervening. A similar thing 
happens in 83a29-30 (Setv repeated), 83a33-4 (ody repeated), 06b26 (odk 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 ei-s have a point. He is saying if (A —> (B —> C), but there is 

relative attraction in the formulation of A and B (mpdg dv... mpd¢ tobtov). 

1196a2 The comma after Gducet is due to Casaubon and Bonitz, [1844] 14. The 

manuscripts punctuate with a full stop. 

1196a6 Read t& tovadto for tata, on stemmatic grounds. 

1196a10 Susemihl (p.100) replaces the full stop in this line with a colon. 

1196a27-8 éot in a28 is a late addition. Before looking at tv pepOv got nds 

GAAnAa, let us look at a27-8. Stock translates et tt éyyivetor tOv év wy 

adiknpa: ‘if there is any act of injustice within the soul’. But what about tv? 

Dirlmeier (p.332) compares Rep. 444d8 and E.E. 1224b25, where t& év tf wort] 

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’. 

1 had éducnydécov, 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 éStkna and tov. 

Let us return to ow. Of the occurrences of dat’ ei in M.M., the apodosis is   

almost always expressed by @v + optative (96a14-15, 96a23-4, 98a29-31, 02a16-18, 

05b36, 07b13-5, 11a22-3). Once there is an inferential particle - dpa - instead 

(95b11). Only at 06a15-16 is the indicative used in the apodosis. got in 96a28 is 

almost certainly conjectural. A conjecture more in keeping with M.M.’s usage and 

more plausible palaeographically would be to add av etn Gdtkna before tv? - but 

the omission of the verb is perfectly tolerable. Delete gon.
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1196a29 Susemihl’s abandonment of the mss.’ yép is rightly criticised by Dirlmeier 

(p.332). 

1196a29 t@, 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 Kam tov Opbdv Adyov, has already appeared in 

M.M. does not solve the problem that M.M. has not said (etpnto1, 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 éxe1Si clause 

(b4-6) and a main clause whose subject is 1 pév obtws einetv, which is glossed as 

TO KATH TOV OpBv Adyov mpcétteLv. ‘Since it has been said that..., the phrase ‘acting 

in accordance with right reason’ is like...”. Let us concentrate on the éxe15i) clause 

(b4-6). M.M. claims to have said four things about the virtues. The first three are 

unproblematic: (a) tives eiotv (b4); (b) év tow [sc. eiciv] (65); (c) nepi nota [sc. 

eictv] (b5). The fourth (kai rep... BEAtIotOV (b5-6)) is the difficult one. In b5-6 the 

three families of manuscripts give different readings: ei npé&ctowsev is the reading of 

a, f] mp&ctopev of B, and ei xp&ttouev of n. The agreement between o and 7 in 

reading ei 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 td BéAtiotov not as object of TPOTTOWEV, 

but as object of an apodotic xpértopev that we have to supply mentally: in English: 

‘if we act in accordance with right reason, <we do> the best thing’. Dalimier supplies 

not npcrtopev in the apodosis, but a part of etvan: ‘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 A6yov.) 

96b8-9 give an explicit parallel (Gpoov, b7): ef tig TH DyLELWH mpoa@époLto 

(b8-9) parallels et npéettoysev... AGyov (b6), and hence we should read xp&etosev in 

b6.1°° And byiew dpiot’ &v yévorto (b8) parallels 7 BéAtIotoV (66). Which 

suggests that we should mentally supply &v yévorto or dv etn after BEAtISTOV (b6). 

1196b7 If the previous note is right, and t BéAtiotov is not the object of np&cttoylev 

in b6, it was probably a mistaken belief that it was that led to BéAtistov being added 

in o& after mpé&ttew in this line. 

1196b8 For donep av et tig efmor 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 or and commas before and after Swackgnoov: GAA’, épet por te Tota, 

Swasdpnodov, gotiv Dytewd. It remains strange that the remark should be addressed 

to the author rather than to the imagined theorist on health (tc, 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. Is there any 

way to avoid the unwelcome assimilation? 

Could jot be part of the objection? Although it is an enclitic, it can stand first 

word after parenthetic épet.!5! The actual words of the patient could be ‘aAA& [LOL TO 

Tota diaccpnody got Dytewwe? (We could take j101 to be an ethic dative = ‘please’, 

  

‘0 See note on 1193b1 for parallels for ei + opt. 
151 Compare Plato Theaet. 145a6 “Opa toivov, & gite Geaitnte, ool...; Parm. tis ody, einetv, pot...; 
Rep. 467e8 opBéc, pn, wor SoKeis Agyerv; Laws 702b4 éya tivo, @ Eeve, or S0x@ Kortavoetv. The 
accentuation of the enclitic in cases like this is a big problem. See Chandler, [1881] 282.



282 

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, 93b1, 93b12, 93b18, 

95a6, 96a29-32, 07b20 and often). The reference to what has been said before may 

lead us to expect a personal construction, SuapicOnpev, as in 90a34. But MUM. 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 5é in b15. A 

preliminary division of the soul has been made, but we need to make further divisions. 

The same thought is present in E.N. 1139a3-5: npdtepov pév obv éAéyOn..., vOv 88... 

SLOIpETEOV, 

1196b14-16 Susemihl prints what was a correction in V: Abyov &xov, 7 58 &AoyoOv 

Loptov (b14-15). It is pretty certainly wrong. Note how redundant the words LLOpLov 

Tig WoX fis are in b15. The words w pv odrfig..., 7 58... in b14 already convey the 

concept “part of the soul’. 

The reading of a and, we can presume, of B was Adyov &xov 7 8 KAoyov. 

Kai tod AOyov Exovtog poptov. It is now easy to see how, if € also had this reading, 

7 should have written only Adyov €xovtog ploptov. 7 will have made an omission ex 

homoeot. of &xov 76 8’ GAoyov Koi tod Adyov. It thus seems to have been the case 

that » read what o has: Adyov éxov 6 8 KAoyov. Kal tod hOyov €xovtosg pLoptov. 

This must be our starting point. It provides a good ending to the sentence that begins 

dwopicOn pév (b13-14): 

SunpicG&n jév odv daép woyfic dog Ton 

Kol mpdtepov, Sti tO pev adtfig EoTL Adyov Eyxov, 7 8 GAoyov. 

  

'S2 AAG jlo. + imperative is frequent in Plato. Cf. Hippias Major 296b3, 302c7; Hippias Minor 
364d1; Meno 82a8; Euthyd. 296c1; Euthyph. 6b3, 14d6, Rep. 528d2.
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This is grammatical, elegant, and true. In 85b3-4 MLM. had said: 

gotiv & 1 worn, Os Papév, Eis 

d00 pEépn Sinpnpevn, eig te 7 Adyov Exov Kai 1 GAoyov. 

A new sentence begins in 96b15. We have seen that in that sentence begins Kai tod 

AOyov Exovtog Hoptov... In b16 n made another mistake and where Susemihl prints 

AOyov (on the late authority of B), and a and B have &v Adyov, n has £Aoyov. It is 

clear that €v Adyov was the reading of w. w, then, will have read (b15-17): 

Kal tod AGyov Exovtog Hopton tig wots Zot 57153 cig S00 tv Sixipeci Exov tO 

Ev AOdyov Exov Loplov tig woxfis, Ov Eoti td prev BovAEvtUKOV 

TO SE EMLOTHMOVIKOV. 

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 tod Adyov Exovtos 

jLoptov tig woxfig are probably a doublet of td &v Adyov Exov [LOpiov tig WY Tic. 

The genitival phrase would work if got €xov 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: 

[kai toB Adyov Exovtog poptov tig woxfig] Loti 8’ eis 560 Thy Siatipesiw eyov 

Ev Adyov Exov LOptov tg Woyfic, Ov Eot 7 prev BovdevtiKdV 

TO S€ ETLOTHOVUKOV. 

This now looks sensible. For Zotw &xov = &yet, cf. 85b13, Parva Naturalia 465a2, in 

addition to the parallels cited by Dirlmeier (p.341). 7 &v AOyov &yxov poptov this 

Wox fig is an emphatic way of referring to the rational part of the soul. Unless there is 

irrecoverable corruption in M.M., the construction in E.N. 1139a6-8 (droKeic8w dbo 

TO Adyov Exovta, EV pev © Bempodpev..., Ev S€ @...) is not being used in M.M. 

  

153 Or Si - see next note.
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1196b15 87% (in O) is not as good as 8’ (in a), which answers pév. !54 

1196b18-19 Read étepa GAAHA@V éotiv with a and B. 

1196b19 xp@yc te is another late reading. m read xpmpoatx. 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... Kal... Koti at 09a20-21, 09a28-9. In 89b5 

and 04a14 two things linked by te... Kail are said to be different (tepov), 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 ({81«): 

XPOpLE, woos, xvp16¢. 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 

xpaopG tempting here, since the genus ‘colour’ can be expressed in Greek by either a 

singular or a plural. Dirlmeier (p.341) cites H.A. 533a15, 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 ypmud te to ypmpota, follow 

the corrector of V. 

1196b23-4 Retain éxei 8’ of a and B. M.M. moves from the general claim that t&AAa 

are to be understood in the way that perception is understood (b22-3) to a specific 

application of the principle that different bxoKetpeva. means different capacities in the 

soul. The reason for thinking this (rather than that the sentence énei... yvopiGopev 

(b23-4) is dependent on Set droAopPavew (b23)) is the addition in b24 of Se7 after 

eivan, ina and B. Add det in b24 and place a full stop after bnoAcpPéveny, 

‘54 Further examples of Saipeow Zyew (besides those in Bonitz and Dirlmeier (p.341): Plato Polit. 
26264, Aristotle P.A. 642b11, 647b17, 667a6, Phys. 23768, Pol. 1292635, Top. 121b20, ps-Aristotle 
LJ. (a dozen times), Theophrastus C.P. 1.16.9.1; V.1.1.3; VL.16.2.2.



285 

1196b25 Susemihl’s suggestion that we read y&p for 8’ in this line is attractive. The 

reasoning was that since it has already been claimed that the troxeipeva are 

different, what is needed is a justification of that claim. Susemihl’s other solution was 

to read ei for émet in b23, which diminishes the status of étepa broKeipeva gotiv 

(b23) from a claim to a hypothesis. 

There is a temptation to retain 8’ (b25) and to see M.M. amassing premises in 

one big sentence: the protasis would begin in b23 (ézei 6é...) and the apodosis finally 

reached in b26 (Etepov &p’ av etn...). I do not think that this is possible, because it 

would be syntactically difficult for b24 to be a premise (we would expect Etepa <dé> 

Kot...), 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 yép (b25). 

1196b27 Having distinguished two parts of the soul, one mepi t& aicOnté, and the 

other nepi t& vontcé, M.M. focuses on the first. We expect a further reference to 7 

EmotnLoviKov, after b17. We can thus see Ellebodius’ motivation for adding Koi vd 

Hév EMOTHLOVIKOV Tepi tc vorte (which could easily have dropped out) after vont& 

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 

Tpoedopévorg (which is the punctuation in a), that 5’ be added before gotw (b30), 

and that we read a comma after mp@Eou? (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 nepi &... jr) mp@Eou : it is, he says, ‘a curiously redundant 

clause’. For the 8’ in b31 see Bonitz 166b58-167a6 and Denniston p.178.!55 Translate 

  

‘SS There are no other instances of this type of 5 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, 98b3515¢ - but on grounds of sense. 

1196b31 Where « has xo, B has 7 and y has nothing. Demote Kat to the apparatus. 

The infinitival toD mpdGon 7 7) mPGEou is dependent only on npoaipeoic. 

1196b34-7 The sense of these lines is not clear.!57 Should we place a colon after 

Aextéov dv etn (b34) or is rept — éotiv (b37) dependent on Aextéov? Dirlmeier 

(p.342) says that brép ta nots Eotiv 6 AOyos means ‘the discussion is about 

truth’,!>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.5° In E.N. 1139b14-17 Aristotle lists five states in virtue of which the soul 

grasps the truth (AnOever). 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 E.N. 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 bnép in b35,!° but we do need to add something like 

<Ev oi¢ taANGEs Exer> after cxonobpe0a (b35). 

  

'56 For the late position of mpoeXouévorc, compare 8929, 
157 See Donini, [1965] 105-14. 
158 Von Armim, [1924] 83, thought that brép... 2otiv 6 Adyos could mean ‘reason is about...’. 
*59 Donini, [1965] 105, 
160 8326, 99a23, 99b5, 12a3 justify onép.
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A slightly neater solution would be to punctuate with a colon after ein (b34), a 

comma after Adyog (b35), to read év ot (or ot¢?) for ws (b35), and cxkon@pe80 for 

oKonodpe8a (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 

Kai — oxonovpeba (b35-6). 

1196b36 No manuscript has 5’. Read 5é rather than 51 or 8’ 7. 

1197al Ellebodius would read {Sn devxvopevov for Sixtewvdpevov. The idea was 

probably inspired by 97a25. Armstrong wants to read dSiatewdpevev: ‘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 Kot (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 

diotewvopevov passively (‘something striven for’), but L.S.J. offer no parallels for 

this.1°! Other options would be detxvOpevov or Sioctervope8a (‘we strive for’). 

1197al See my note on 1189b6 for xpd. 

1197a4-5 Susemihl follows the text of K: 

Eott TL MAP THY Toinoww CAAO TEAOG 

But A has Eoti TH Tape tiv Rotnow GAAO td TEAOS 

and L and V have EOTL TO TOPS TV Noinoww GAAO téAOG 

and o will have read: got nape tiv noinow AAO TO téA.06 

  

161 See Dirlmeier, [1939] 224-5.
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K is the only manuscript to have the indefinite tt. In 11b28, a similar context, we find 

odK GAAO TL TAPS tiv Evepyetav TEAOg.!62 In M.M. &AAO t1 appears often and so 

does ti &AAO. 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: got. napa tiv noinow GAAO tt téAOg in 97a4. If 

this were right, « and A err in writing tO for 1, ¢ omitted wi, K adds it in the wrong 

place and B and V add 10 before mapé. There must have been some confusion in @. 

1197a7 See my note on 1195a34 for L’s addition of Kat. 

1197a14 Stobaeus 145,19-20 reports Arius Didymus’ paraphrase of M.M. 1197a14- 

15: @povryow dé ew BovdAevtikty Kal npaKtikhy cyabGv Kal KAA@V fT] <cyaOd 

Kal KaAd>!6 KoAG. Although it is a paraphrase it helps us to determine the order of 

words in M.M. Read mpaxtikh Koi mpoapetikt| with a. The husteron proteron could 

easily have been reversed by a scribe. 

1197a19 The neuter abtd is fine. See Bonitz 484a59-b5. 

1197a26 Bekker prints avdt7 (itself), the mss. have atin (it). Susemihl is wrong to 

credit P and M with reading adc}. Although the manuscripts are no guide at all, I 

prefer their atten, rather than the emphatic adri.!64 Wallies, [1917] 1606, rightly 

criticises the conjecture of Michael (to read toien for odtr)), on the grounds that 

tadty would be placed before tod vod. M.M., it has long been recognised, favours 

the pronoun adtés. 

  

162 B wrongly adds 7d before téA0c, 
‘63 The addition is Spengel’s. 
164 Dirlmeier (p.346) notes the frequency of the redundant demonstrative pronoun.
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1197a28 We should read te, which is only in a. In a23-4 there was no te, but there is 

an emphatic Kaw... Koi in b29-30. 

1197a29 Susemihl asks us to compare 99b34, but he means 98b34. In 98b34 

Susemihl thought totdc& was attested in good manuscripts, when, in fact, it is not. 

tata 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.) 

1197a34 Donini, [1965] 120n.23, objects that M.M. here contradicts 97a21-9 (and 

E.N. 1141a2). There M.M. had allowed dpyoi a&vandderxtor as objects of copia, on 

the grounds that cogiu& partakes in vots. In 97a34, however, Donini alleges, the 

objects of copia are restricted (‘limitat[i]’) to those that are pet’ a&nodetEews. But 

this criticism is unfair, because in 97a34 MLM. is not concerned to define cogia, but 

to characterise it in such a way that the difference between it and ppovrnotg becomes 

apparent. M.M. is not limiting the objects of copia to things that are both pew’ 

anodetEews and det woadtas (if he were, there would be a contradiction), but 

pointing out that such things are within the province of copia, but not of ppovnow. 

Donini’s solution to the ‘contradiction’, the addition of t& before Get, is thus not 

required. 

1197a36 No manuscript has the word cet 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 pév... 5¢, which show that we need gotiv 

to be a main verb, the subject of which is ev@d 7 KopmbAov Koi KOTAOV Kol Te 

TOLADTO.
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Only n offers grammatical sense: again eved — tomdté is the composite 

subject, but what is said of them is that they are towdta, which we would have to 

understand as del woattws évta (234). If we could attribute more worth to n, we 

could accept this reading, but the eta which we find in a and B after éotww (b36) - 

which, if the stemma were different, we could explain as a misplaced correction of 7 

for Kou! (b36) - is likely to be the remnants of cet. So leave Susemihl’s text. 

1197a37 t@ is in « and B and should be read instead of t6. M.M. uses t@ + infinitive 

(without a preceding é€v) in a parallel way at 93b26 (modal), b27 (modal), 94435 

(modal), 98a9,16 98b36 (causal), 00b38,!% 01b6 (modal), 01b7 (modal), 03b27 

(modal), 04b11 (causal), 04b30 (causal), 09a25 (causal), 09a26 (causal), 09a27 

(causal), 11a38 (causal). 167 

1197a37 Read &AAnAa for &AAO tT on stemmatic grounds. 

1197b3 All manuscripts and editions before Susemihl have d1& tobdtmv, (A has Koi 

dice TOD’ tov (sic)). Bekker and Bussemaker print 51& todtwv and Susemihl makes no 

entry in his apparatus. The phrase 51 toto means ‘therefore’ and is hard to justify. 

If we read 5u& todtwv, however, the demonstrative pronoun will look forward to the 

reasons in b5 nicely.!68 Very similar is 05a16, where M.M. uses €x tobtov.!® Bonitz, 

[1844] 21-2, is right to see £& adrtiig thig HPovGENs as in apposition to dua tobtHV. 

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. 
‘67 At 93626, 0166, 01b7, 11a38 some manuscripts read 10 for 7. 
‘68 There are many parallels for this use of 5 tottov: e.g. Pr. An. 41a23, G.A. 726230, EE. 
1226a14. 

‘69 Compare, for example, Pr. An, 41a22-3 8m 88 Kail of cig 10 dSOvact0v, SHV Soran Si tobtOV; 
or ELE, 1226a15 dote avepov dk todtov St GAAO Kai S6Eng Kal Povdtoencs; G.A. 726a30 5% 
ToOtOV YEP Povepdv ota...
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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 ppovijots is a virtue of one part of the rational soul, that 

fact is not used in this argument (and copia is not said to be the corresponding 

virtue), secondly, in 98a22 the question is raised again whether @povyjor. is a virtue 

‘senza che l’autore ricordi minimalmente il problema delle virti 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 tod proptov — 

éxOovtov be excised (as a marginal gloss from a reader who was thinking of E.N.). 

The first objection is not serious. To specify that ppovijotg is a virtue of one 

of the rational parts of the soul helps to show that @povioig 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 @poviors 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 

86a15, 07a20 or 12a8 for duvatdg eipt. The reading of B, if permissible, is a simpler 

solution than Spengel’s addition of eivar. Suvat@s would balance opOéHc later in the 

line. In 98b36 we read tO pt cxpiBHs SuopioGbar. Aristotle does not use the adverb 

dvvatids, 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.) BovAebec@on   

is dependent on 5vvatdc, and although I know of no parallels for Aeyétou 7 without 

infinitive,!7! we can mentally supply etvoa. We do not need actually to read it. 

  

10 Similarly in 9768 cogto. has not been said to be about td diSvov Kod td Getov, 
'71 The infinitive is present in 09a25-6: 10 pév payaipiov 7 xpfoulov etvan... Aéyetau.
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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 mpoKtc, 

1197b27-8 Spengel wonders whether we should change one of the demonstrative 

pronouns to conform with the other. tovobto1g — towbta is preferable, if we have to 

choose between the two.!”2 Aristotle often broadens the reference of todto with 

tovodtov. At Met. 1048b36 and P.A. 650b3, for instance, he writes: x todtwv Kol 

7t@v tolovtwv “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 (€v totg tovodtotg) and that his 

province is, precisely, tx mpoxté& (nepi tata). !73 

1197b28 Full stop after tutto. K starts a new paragraph after tadta, 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. taOta 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 copia immediately before, but line 636 follows on well from 

ta0ta (b28). The reference back to 97b20 in 97b36 is made that much easier if 

97b27-35 did not intervene. Moreover, this paragraph corresponds to nothing in 

  

72 Susemihl’s apparatus is unclear. Since tots todtoig is impossible, I take Spengel to have 
conjectured todtotg for tots torovtots. 

'73 MLM. uses the phrase év... xo mepi at 93b1, 93b11, 93627, 96b5, 98b25, 99421, 01a36, 06635-6, 
O8b4. 
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E.N., 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),!74 

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 dnép is in all the manuscripts, not nept. This is the well-known use of Drép 

after verbs of saying which we find in M.M.!7> 

1197b35 adtfig (instead of woxficg) 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 coptasg simply because odtiig would have been 

susceptible to being glossed - it is hard to see palaeographically how cogiag could 

have become woyfis. For the middle noveto@o. + Adyoug (‘hold a discussion’) 

compare Met. 981b27 (novodpe8a tov Adyov) and the similar expression at M.M. 

98b24, tiv Extoxeyiv nomjoacda1, for which Dirlmeier (p.359) cites parallels. 

1198a1-2 Susemihl follows Spengel, [1866] 630, who conjectures eioi for got. If we 

read eiot, then we take dpetai to be the subject. Spengel’s conjecture is supported by 

Rassow, [1885] 313, and Donini, [1965] 179. The mss.’ got is defended by 

Dirlmeier (p.350), on the grounds that the preceding neuters cause the third person 

singular, and that we can easily supply éyytvopeva. 

  

‘74 Dirlmeier (p.348) suggests that the paragraph be placed after 97a29 or 97610. I assume that he 
means 97430 rather than 97429. 

'S See Dirlmeier, pp.149-54, 185.
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Accepting Spengel’s conjecture, we seem to have a threefold division of 

virtues into pdcet (97b38), €8er (98a1), mpooipécer (98a2). But E.N. VI, 13 offers a 

twofold division () mvoikh apeth, 1 Kvpia capeth, 1144b3-4, b15-16) and E.E. 

1234a29 again distinguishes between two sorts of virtue, one poet, the other pete 

gpovioems. M.M. itself does not again mention three types of virtue. 

Where we get a threefold division is in Stobaeus 118, 5-6: é« tpi@v dé 

ovpeBnkévat tiv aperiiv teActotoba1, pdcews, EBovc, AOyou.!7© What is important 

here is that €80g and Adyosg are ways in which virtue is completed. In E.N. VI, 13 

vods 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’ dé tod 80vg.!77 It is thus Aristotelian 

doctrine that natural virtues are completed by habit and by vots. 

In fact M.M. may be presenting just two kinds of virtue. We can take &e1 Kat 

mpoorpécet together.!78 Follow Spengel and Donini!” in reading eiot, which is 

required because of 97b37. 

1198a2-3 Rassow’s transposition of éxvytvopevon (a3) to a position after mpooupécet 

(b2) is not required by the sentence in al-2, but by the peculiarity of the sentence in 

a2-3. Does teAéw@sg go with a&petai (so, Armstrong, Dirlmeier, Dalimier) or with 

émaivetat (so, Stock)? How do we take the two participles, obco1 and éxytvopevan? 

w had the sentence exactly as Susemihl prints it. 

Gpetai arouses suspicion by its unusual position. If it were subject with ai, 

would it not come before teAéwe? If it were the complement of eiotv, would it not 

come after eioiv? I suggest that dpetai is a marginal gloss, supplying the noun with 

which oi agrees. If it is excised, it becomes open what noun to understand with ai. 

  

116 Tt is difficult to understand how nature can complete a virtue. 

'77 Donini’s conjecture in al is thus not required. 
"8 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. 
9 Donini, [1965] 179n.2.
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The most obvious choice would be oppoi (a38), and this is supported by 98a20. 

M.M. allows rational oppai (cf. 91a23, 98a7). We would now have (a2-3): 

Ot SE ST Pete AGyoo odour teAéws [cpetat] 

elo emoivetal Envy voLEevot. 

The participle éxvytvopevon is still awkward. Dirlmeier refers to 06b24 to defend the 

transmitted prefix éni- which Spengel wanted to delete, and which is omitted in V. In 

06b24 MLM. says that irrational oppot tv noxO@v occur in children and then, later, 

Oyosg Enryivetat. 06b24 justifies the prefix, but more needs to be said. If 98a2-3 

expresses the same thought as 06b24, Adyog ought to be what éxvytvetor in 98a3. 

But, as the text stands, it is at wet& AOyou obco1 which énytvovta, 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 ofco1 — éntytvopevon to mark the fact 

that the passage is corrupt. 

1198a7 Rassow, [1885] 313, thinks that the claim that 1, pvouct) Op} apds peti is 

ovK &vev tod Adyov contradicts 97b38-9, 98a3-6, 98a17. He raises two possibilities 

to absolve the author of the contradiction, and prefers to add énxouveth, rather than 

apeth, after otiv. 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 (610, 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 (Oppai c&vev Adyou, 

97b38-9), with the result that they become ‘not without reason’ (odK &vev 706 

  

180 Excising dpetat, and reading émytvopevon after Xyou, we would have: 
ot 5é SH pete AGyoo Exrytvopevon otoar tehéas [cpetatt] 

eiGLv Eroiuvetal. 

Spengel’s addition of kai 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 ywpiGouévy temporally, that 

the irrational Opyiy is not always separated from Adyos. So Donini is right that there is 

no contradiction. (Dirlmeier (p.351) is mistaken in seeing a reference to the rational 

opin of 91a23, because that type of Opp is not Pvoixy.) What is more, a6-8 follow 

from what has preceded. The subject is 7 @vouxit, Opp mposg cpetrv. We are told 

first that it works with Adéyos (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 &vev Adyovo (97639, 98a4) means ‘irrational’ and that 

dived tod Adyoo (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 6 8’ ad for 008’ ad 0. See my note on 1204b22. 

1198a9 Becchi, [1980] 205-6, defends the transmitted reading against Rassow’s 

conjecture of dot’ for 7. Becchi cites Rhet. 1409b8: deT 5& tiv meprodov Kod TH 

Stavoia teteAero8a1 “but the period must be completed with (my means of) the 

sense’. On the basis of this parallel he takes the dative 7 eivor 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 (9843-5), 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 teAetoboG01, but at the 

adjective teAéog (1,3), we find helpful references. Plato often uses ytyvec@o1 téAE06 

mpdog dpetiv. At Laws 678b3 he writes: teAgovg mpds cpettv A mpds KaKiov 

yeyovévou “became perfectly virtuous or perfectly vicious’. At Laws 647d1 he writes: 

TEALOV ‘Yiyveobar Tpd¢ cvipeiav ‘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 mpdg and 

would translate: ‘reason and choice do not completely achieve the status of being 

perfect virtue, without natural impulse’ .!8? 

1198a10-11 E.N. 1144b28-9 characterises Socrates’ position: Lwxpd&tng pev odv 

MOyous thks ApEethc deto eivar. ¢ has Aoyous where a has Adyov, and in L we find 

tig Apetic instead of tiv cpetiv, which would be a necessary change if AOyous 

were accepted. But leave the text as Susemihl has it. 

1198a15 Susemihl suggests that we read a contrastive particle, either 5& or pévtot, 

where the mss. have pév. But the idea of contrast to what has preceded is included in 

the word ovdéé. pév in this line is answered by GAAG in al9, just as GAA’ ot vv 

BéAtiov (al3) answers odK OpOG@¢s Loxpdtys (210) and odK dpOis (213). We should 

also read ottws for obtor in this line, following the stemma. Compare 33a39. 

1198a15 npd&ou is a conjecture of Bekker. We need an optative, but at 99b37, the 

only place where the aorist optative of mpé&ttewv occurs, the form used is mpdevev. o 

read mpaEer 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 

mpccere. 

1198a17 Opyf. Misprint. 

1198a18 ¢ will have had a second cv, after keAedcetev. Bonitz (41a59-b4) records 

the fact that examples of &v repeated in the same clause are ‘non rara’. On the 

grounds that there is some confusion in the same family over the cv in the following 

  

181 Foy similar expressions see Aristotle E.N. 1174b22, G.A. 740a29, 750b14, 750627, H.A. 49434, 

Plato Laws 708d7, ps-Plato Alcibiades 120e4, Theophrastus H.P. V1.4.6.9, 

182 Tn 11636 MLM. uses the adjective edvoug + mpdc and in 12a9-10 uses etvouc + dative.
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line, trust & 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, 

1198423 Susemihl wants to read yivoto, but in 97b4 he was happy with yévovto. 

(Compare also 88a13, 96b18, 01b24.) 

1198a25 Omit Koi, which is poorly attested and makes it less obvious that eiciv 

belongs to the e{nep clause rather than the d1671 clause. 

1198a26 Rassow’s tt is certain. 

1198a29 Should we read &pet? for c&vdpeta? The generalisation in a28-9 would be 

more apt if M.M. spoke of virtue generally, rather than the specific virtue of bravery. 

PPoviats is going to instruct virtues other than bravery (cf. 98b6). 

1198a29 Read attn at the end of the line with Spengel and B. 

1198a31 Omit both kat-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 énoter 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 odtos 

tefers not to the architect but to the builder, things become clear. The imperfect 

conveys the thought ‘as has just been said’. 

1198b1 Misprint: &pyitéK tov. 

1198b1 Misprint: tivog. 

1198b2 Dirlmeier (p.354) calls Bonitz’ emendation ‘evidente’. It would be obviously 

right if 6 is not read before banpetikds, because otherwise M.M. would be committed 

to the thought that the architect is DanpetiKdg. But if, unlike Bonitz who read 

Bekker’s text, we read 0 - and its omission is late - there is no need to add od earlier 

in the line. The first kot in b2 is epexegetic of nommtiKds... tvog (b1). The second Kai 

is to be taken closely with tod adtotd - ‘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 nointiKds would be an easy mistake. 

1198b6 a had Sr... npoortééer. n had dSnms... mpootéEn. B had dmws... dv 

mpootegn, which was conjectured by Spengel. The agreement between « and y in not 

having &v suggests that &v arose conjecturally in B. A similar passage is 98a28-9, 

where we read a6 dv atitn npootétty. 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. dmwg + 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 Kithner-Gerth II, 2, 372-7). But none of 

these are appropriate here. So accept the reading of B: Smug yap Av atten mpoothén. 

We can explain the state of the manuscripts by saying that once &v had dropped out,
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© 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 xpd&ttovety is ai 

Gpetal Kol ot Kat’ adthig [Sc. C@vtes]. 

1198b11 Add 6t with a and B, and delete both commas. 

1198b16 The only parallels I know of for the passive of éxxAei@ + genitive of 

infinitival noun are Athanasius, Expositiones in Psalmos 27.303,26 (Gmmg dv 

éxkreob@o1 to} Kypbttely ot KYpvKes) and then much later Eustathius 

Commentray on Iliad vol.3, p.508,18 (éxxkAewWpevog tod moAepetv). It is however 

right here: ‘excluded from’. (Compare Herodotus I, 144,3.) The alternative, 

éxito does not have the right sense: ‘released from’. 

1198b18 Spengel wants to read tod for Kai t which would make the infinitive 

dependent on oxoAry: ‘rest from doing’ (L.S.J. s.v. exoAv I, 2). This is the opposite 

of what M.M. must mean. If the thought is that ppovyois allows copia leisure to do 

its own job (i.e. to contemplate), then Kai td could be excised. The transmitted text, 

in which it is said that ppdvnots provides copia 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 copia is enabled to ‘do its job’ by 

being afforded leisure-time (cf. 0849-20). 

BOOK II 

There has been some discussion of whether the first three chapters of Book II, on 

equity (II, i), considerateness (II, ii) and good counsel and five c&nopion (II, ii) 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 gpévrots, the subject of I, xxxiv. They convince in their 

defence of the location of these three chapters here (and not after I, xxxiti), but 

whether they show that E.N. is ‘als Korrektur von M.M. zu verstehen’ (Dirlmeier, 

p.357, ef. 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 7- 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 BobAopou (Thucydides II.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 Oec. 1352a7. The reading of K, é-, will have 

arisen conjecturally, being the more correct form. The augment in - occurs nineteen 

times in Isocrates, who 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 H5vv7Gn, a similarly illogical augment. This 

also supports the suggestion that we read nfovdAeto in the previous line. See 

Schwyzer, [1953] Vol. I, p.654, for these forms. 

1198630 The closely parallel sentence in 98b27-8 has suggested to various scholars 

that t@ is wrong in this line. Casaubon wants to read Koi instead (matching the 

reading of o in b27), whilst Spengel wants to delete t& (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.!84 

Dirlmeier (p.359) defends t@ 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 Aéyew from b28 after eBobAeto 

and repunctuating: ‘was der Gesetzgeber aussprechen wollte, indem_ er 

Detailbestimmungen erlieB’.!85 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 (Stav A&On), 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. E.N. 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 diopiom, 

the position of 8 becomes impossibly late. It would surely come after t@ (if we retain 

it, or after xaota (see Denniston, p.185). Furthermore to supply Aéyetv as the verb 

dependent on nBobAeto is not a natural way of taking the Greek. 

Follow Rassow in deleting 7. 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. 
'85 In making diopicar dependent on ndoviOn, 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 1 tOv mpaxtdv SAN (E.N. 1137b19) admitted of precision, so that it was 

possible to legislate for all cases. 

1198b33 L’s napéAunev is interesting because it is the verb used at E.N. 1137b21, 

which, in turn, is the term used by Plato in Laws 828b5-6. 

1198b34-5 All the manuscripts have toda in b34, but we need tadté&. In 98b35 the 

first kot may be an example of the xo 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 Kishner-Gerth II, 1, p.413n.11. By contrast the Kat in 

97a29 is linked to the kot in a30. See my note on 1197a29. 

1198b34-99al Dirlmeier (p.360) rightly says that 98b34-99a1 are unconstruable. His 

solution - punctuating with a full stop after Sudpic801 (98b36) and adding 6 pév odv 

before KpituKds (8b36), would solve the problem. In 98b28-30 and 03b6-7 there are 

clauses consisting of definite article + participles precede 6 tovdtog + adjective. 

Perhaps 6 yap? 

Another question for an editor of these lines is whether or not we should read 

Kol yryvoKov 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 «pivew takes an accusative 

and infinitive not a Sti clause is an argument in favour of retaining Kai yryvooKov. 

Do we need to add & after 6t1 in b37 - ‘recognising that what has been omitted by the 

legislator is nevertheless just’? 

1199al Add tfi¢ 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 edyv@pov without being émeuctig, which contradicts 99al which seems to 

say that émetketa is a necessary condition for evyv@poobvyn. 

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 é&vev is vague - it just means that the relata are associated;!®° 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 - gpdvnorg is not 

always found in oi Sewot (97b18-26) - M.M. could be claiming here that } éxterketa 

and % éyv@poobvn 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 w 8 Hn is the reading suggested by the stemma, and should be accepted. 

#5n is a favourite word of M.M.!87 We find #6n between definite article and infinitive 

at 86638, 95a11. In 99a2 we should take 745n temporally. It is not until 6 ebyvopov 

has made his judgement that 6 émeuctig can act in accordance with it.18 

1199a2 Kai has been excised by editors, but should be retained. 

1199a14 Susemihl rightly reads mote, when Bekker and Bussemaker had followed M 

and excised it. Compare 1212b8, where, again a late manuscript objects to the 

unusual combination notepov 8é note - this is not found elsewhere in the corpus.) In 

  

186 As in 98a7. 
187 See Brink, [1933] 33. 
188 Susemihl prints 5 5) at 84a13, 95b5, 98al, 98a2; he also wrongly prints 5& dj at 90a30, 92a24. 
See my notes on 1190430 and 1192a24.
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00a12 we read nOtepov note, as in E.N. 1136b15, Met. 1001a5, 1059a39, 1064a29, 

1064b7 (cf. Phys. 250b11, E.E. 1237420), 18?   

1199a14 Spengel wonders whether we should add év before tf). From al7 we might 

expect tiv évtevéwv. In al7 the substantival infinitive t0 cnodddvail” takes a dative 

Exot, an accusative tiv Evtevé.v, and an adverbial phrase Kat’ d&tav. In al4-15 

we also have t) G&ro0dOven with the dative exciotw. tO tcov is probably to be taken 

adverbially - ‘equally’, just as M.M. uses 70 SAov to mean ‘generally’.!%! If al4-15 is 

to be taken as parallel to a17, there is a strong argument for reading tiv évtevew in 

al4. I know no parallel for daodovor tiv evtevgiv, and M.M. seems to 

acknowledge the awkward phraseology by having to explain in a16-17 that the phrase 

means évtvyxcvety. 

1199a19 Colon after toBto. 

1199a20 The mss, are equally balanced in their authority for a<¢ and 6oov. Armstrong, 

drawing attention to 95a17, 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 

ta Exacta. 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 (note, 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 eidag Kai dv Kal Hg Kal ob Evexa 

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 ¢ to be short for a éxovtt or 

  

189 Further references to noté after a question-word are in Bonitz 627b15-17. Add de An. 424a32-3. 
190 That td goes with éx081S0veu in al7 is confirmed by parallels in 99a2-3, 99a29-30. 
191 See Dirlmeier, p.156. 
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ws Suxkeyévo, there will have been a special reason for the author to use dic here: it 

is picked up by nig dStaxeysevo (99a36, 99b3).192 Probably it just means ‘how to 

apply the cure’ (cf. E.N. 1137a15-16). 

1199a32 The spelling of €AA€Bopog 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 vytewwod in a33 and w will have read 

nointikoad in a34. There is an important passage at E.E. 1235b31-36a7 in which a 

distinction is drawn between ta arr cyoOd and té& tivt [sc. c&ynBd], Ams SE od. 

Aristotle does not give examples of the first sort, but exercise would be an example 

of something amA@o c&ya8ov 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 t& Dytetwd NAGS and tH DylEtag TonTIKa? It 

seems not, since all four medical treatments (hellebore was a cure for madness,!™ 

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 E.N. 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 bytewé (neuter) and surgery and 

cautery as Towntixai (feminine) vytetas. But no distinction is drawn. The connectives 

are Kat. We need the same gender for nounttk- as for byetv-, 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 & could, because of its grave accent, have led to aoov, which in turn would suggest doov to any 
scribe wanting to write sense. 

'°3 But was also poisonous: On Plants 820b5.
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1199b2 The unjust man is said to know that ) topawvis is Gm c&ya0dv,!94 but not 

whether it is good for him. If he knows this, then it must be true. But who thinks that 

tyranny is GnA@¢ good? A tyrant may, but a peripatetic philosopher would not. 

Aristotle cannot mention tyranny or tyrants without an adjective like aioypdcg (E.N. 

1110a5), movnpog (E.N. 1122a6), pordAog (E.N. 1160b10) poxOnpés (E.N. 1160b11). 

apxn and nAodtog have already been discussed by M.M., at 83b27-35. In the   

classification of goods they are Suvépeig, which means that they can be used well, 

but in the wrong hands can be abused. Obviously, if a tyrant has &pytv (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 eidévou is used in its normal sense ‘to know’. The second 

would be not to translate 7 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 kai 7m topavvig be excised, as a gloss on Gpyy. This rescues 

M.M. from thinking himself that tyranny is GmA@c érya8dv, and cures the awkward 

Separation of &mAé¢ from c-yo.86v. 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 

TW AVTO SLLMEPOV oKOneL, and E.N. 1160b8 7 yap Eat c&yabdv [sc. 6 TOPAVVOS | 

Swxet), and this led to the gloss. In the rest of the paragraph &pxyfh and wealth 

reoccur, but tyranny is not alluded to again. 

  

194 Ge must be taken with &yoO6v, rather than otSev, because of 99a28, a31, a37-8, b7.
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1199b22-3 How does vadéipEo1 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, 16, as in b21. I suspect either that we 

should read the homophonic épyrv for &pxew in b23 (the noun is found in b2, b7, 

b9, b14, b18, b31, 00a17, a28, a29), or excise dadpEo1, which could have been an 

alternative reading for bxéipxew (622). I prefer the first, which allows the word-play 

which Dirlmeier (p.366195) observes to remain intact. 

1199b24 We need the reflexive form, abrtoév, since it is not about a third party that 

the anonymous man is aggrieved. 

1199b31 Delete ovx, which only arises late in the tradition, and make b30-3 a 

statement, not a question. 

1199b33-4 t o@po. is another late reading. The accusative of respect after @atAo0g 

matches the accusative tiv woxiv in b34.1% Is there any way to construe the dative 

tT ompat, strongly suggested by the stemma? There is a similar use of the dative 

(Kihner-Gerth IT, 1, pp.317n.19, 440) found in some prose authors (Thucydides, 

Xenophon, ps-Isocrates). I would thus retain the dative. 

1199b34 ots is a misprint for oftw<. 

1200a1 Dirlmeier (p.368) approves of Spengel’s excision of Setv on the grounds (a) 

that there was no idea of necessity in 97b36-98a1, the passage to which MM. refers 

back at 99b38; (b) that tiv could have become corrupted into Setv (in y), and Setv 

tv (in a and B) ‘ist eine Art Dittographie’. But we can see from the stemma that @ 

  

195 Read ‘1205632’ for ‘1201b32’ in his note (no. 52,9). 
196 See my note 1181b25.
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will have read detv tiv, and n omitted trv (a kind of haplography). Since M.M. is 

unreliable in several back references elsewhere (he has not actually said before that n 

teheia, Gipett) is pete Ppovijcews, 00a4; he has not used the term dpGd¢ Adyos before 

96b6, though he claims that he has), we should be wary about making the author 

more punctilious than he was. Retain detv. 

1200a3 In 1859 Rieckher and Bonitz transposed td and Ga, and this change has 

duly won support from Rassow, [1874], and Dirlmeier (p.368). 

1200a3 Demote kot to the apparatus. 

1200a6 Bonitz’ excision of 7 is better than Dirlmeier’s addition of xpéctew after 

Mpootatter (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, MLM. 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. &mopée, cite only this line as an 

example of the future middle being used in a passive sense. (The form of the future 

Passive is &opnOyjcetat). Retain the unusual form, which is not unknown in other 

verbs.!°7 See Kuhner-Gerth II, 1, p.114 and Dirlmeier (p.370).1%8 

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: bytew, 

ELUOONSIA, KOAAOG, isxtc, diptiome, Kol méveo to LOpia odv Taig Svvdpect Kai 

Evepyetarg. Spengel, [1866] 631, wonders whether HéyeBog is written ‘pro pds’, 

but prefers to excise it, explaining its presence by appeal to a21, a33 where ‘de 

  

'°7 If there is corruption énoprce t1¢ 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. 

1200a19 In 00a17-19 M.M. sets up an &xopia 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 (00a12-17). It is important to be 

clear that &AAc& — yivopévn (219-23) 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 a19. Let us look at the transmitted text. If we 

punctuate with a question mark after gotou,!° a comma after oS? and omit Bonitz’ 

ov, 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 GAA& is a continuation of his reply, as pnotv (a21) shows. 

Despite the great support - Armstrong, Stock and Dirlmeier follow Scaliger 

and Ramsauer in excising @notv in al9 - I think that the transmitted text is fine. The 

solution lies in seeing 7 od as the answer to the xdtepov question, and not as part of 

it. See pp.167-8. 

1200a19 Excise tij¢g with a A K. 

1200a22 Spengel’s yap is not necessary. The sentence tijg — ytvopévn (a22-3) does 

not actually add anything to the previous sentence. That virtue is a cause of honour 

(a22) we know from al9-20; that an increase in virtue makes people worse (a23) we 

know from a22-3. So the sentence tijg — yivopévn (a22-3) does not justify or even 

explain what has preceded. Retain the mss.’ 8é. 

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. 

1200a28 The future indicative is less well attested than the aorist subjunctive. But the 

subjunctive is grammatically unlikely (See Kuhner-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: 

xXprhoorto. 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 7) in a30. But this should not commit us to reading 1 before ty11 and before cpyy 

in a29. We should read 51 ty17) ote doy in a29, which - so long as we are happy with the 

particle 57 in a29 - is strongly supported by the stemma. There were no definite articles in 

27-8, nor in 99b18-19, b31, 00a17. 

1200a30 Rassow, [1858] and [1874], rightly defends the old reading éote against Wonep 

which Bonitz and Bussemaker had printed. 

1200a35 Read pév otv for pév. Susemih! follows the Aldine, but no independent 

manuscript. For relevant parallel of pév ov cf. 82a26 yéxpr pev odv tobtoD KOLA" 

ETO, HEVtOL TOBTO (5 toto, &) OdKETL OpBGs. (Cf. also 00b6-7.) 

1200a36 nornsopévong for nomooyiévorg (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 aKpocia and éyKpateia 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 ei, again adds a doubt in the author’s mind that 

is not in place. 

The first factor to note is the symmetry between the domep clause and the 

@oattg clause: ciow donot (a38) corresponds to dténovg yiveoBor (a39). One 

solution might be to excise Kat (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€é, 4 

opet Kal Kakta,, adtot eiow &tono1,... 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: #j 

became , and then, in an attempt to link the two nominative singulars with the 

nominative plural, the koi was added in one branch of the tradition. Winterbottom’s 

excision is also attractive - } Gpeth Koi  KaKia could have been a gloss on atta 

and sense and grammar are restored. But the gloss would have been unnecessary - the 

antecedent of oro is glaringly obvious. I prefer the circumspect 4. 

1200b1 oem is picked up by tordcng in 00b3. The reading of a, f tovoden, 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 Tn 11a40-b2 acrasia is implicitly a vice. If I understand 93b14 correctly, a man with all the virtues can 
be €yxpattis. See my note ad loc. Aspasius thinks that éyKpéteve is a virtue (1,17) and that acrasia is a vice   

(96,26). 

202 Most often in Aristotle &tomog 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 kaxia. Whether or not virtue 

has been treated is irrelevant. If we retain kai épetfic (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 Kol épetfig 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 Kai dpetfic 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 

ywvoweve in the soul according to which we are called bad, one has been dealt with 

(kaxKia), and of the three yivéyeve in the soul according to which we are called good,   

one has been dealt with (Gpett), 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 kai Gpetfig 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 €o71)?03 has to jump back past Koi Gpetfis to Kato. 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 &vevopiog (with @). 

1200b13-14 MLM. is less clear than Aristotle (E.N. 1145a15-27) on the question of 

Qnpiotng and the unnamed condition which is its opposite. Aristotle and our author 

  

703 Note that we do not have tig. This is standard. Cf. my note on 1206635. 
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both describe the second as ‘above man’ (dnép hdc, dxép KvOpwrov), 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 (bnepBoAtv dpetfis). These two 

points justify for Aristotle that the divine type of virtue is not just ordinary virtue but 

something more honourable (ty1uotepov) 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.’ MLM. 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 E.N. 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 8¢ in b13, which given the 

transmitted text, is certainly an improvement on odv. But it will have arisen by 

conjecture. The readings of K (€) and V (om.) will have arisen because in y there was 

no particle. 

The text could be improved by conjecture. We could write GAA’ od« for 

avavuog obv 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: ob« will have become o6v and then, seeing both that 

the resulting sentence (GAA’ odv gotw atin dpeth, Sti odK Zot Oct CPETH. ) 

(Anyway, this is virtue, because...’) is silly, and that évavupog is an adjective that is 

used twice in this paragraph, a scribe tried to restore some sense and changed GAA’ to 

AVOVUILOS. 

That the author of M.M. continues to use the term dpetn after this point is 

unworrying. The very fact that there is no name for it, combined with the need to refer 
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to it in a concise way, exonerates the strict inconsistency (which is present too in E.N. 

(1145a19-20, a26)). It is in any case not described as a virtue simpliciter but as the 

virtue which is opposed to Onproty<s. 

1200b14 Read BéAtiov 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 tii, given b18. It is also demanded by the stemma. 

1200b17 81 has strong manuscript support, but P and L’s 8é is preferable. 

1200b20 Bekker’s &v is needed if 8€01 is right. Parallels in this text for the thought 

‘First, it is necessary...’ are numerous. mp@tov is coupled with Set + infinitive (82a, 

82a32), with d&vaykatov + infinitive (93b12), with -téov + av ein (81024, 04b4, 

08626), and with -téov on its own (85b21, 87b38). Never do we find np@tov av Séo. 

But it would be rash to rule out such a combination on the grounds of such a small 

sample of text and to read Set for déo1. 

1200b22 Retain kai évavtiovpévev which will have dropped out by omission ex 

homoeoteleuto in one branch of the tradition. 

1200b25 New paragraph. 

1200b31 Aeydpevov is a brave conjecture in L. m@avdg 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.



evidence, all of which can be miGavot. On its own in Bonitz’ lexicon is the example 

from M.M. - 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 mBavdg. What do we 

make of events being m8avé? Prof. Winterbottom has suggested to me that PAVEPWS 

would be a more appropriate word than m@avés, but how would it have arisen? 

Retain the transmitted text. 

1200633 L’s koi and D’s 7 are not so good as fj. For Gewpetv + dative, cf. Pol. 

1254620 7 Adyw Bewpficon. 

1200b34 Only 7 gives the text as Susemihl prints it. The other four manuscripts omit 

ovk, omit the full-stop after 56€evev, and omit yé&p. Both readings express the same 

thought in perfectly idiomatic Greek, but the stemma demands that we read G&AAG 
  

nOAW dv ddEeev Gtonov tO KPATLOTOV... 

1200b37 obtog 6 Abyog 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. 

evovtiodtat, on Dirlmeier’s view, stands on its own; the dative 7@ eiva expresses the 

way in which the Socratic thesis is opposed.?°5 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 ‘pi etvor émochnv’.’” Susemihl’s conjecture2 

<7’ «d>t6, like the interpretation of Dirlmeier, leaves évavtioOcat 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 x + infin., see my note on 1197437. 
206 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 évavtiodto1, 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 17) in order to reverse the sense.2°? 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 néAtv 

in b37 need not introduce a new argument against Socrates, but could signify the fact 

that we have a second G&nopio.. The author is setting up copia. 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 thesis298 - opposed by an 

argument that this is not the case (00b38-01a6). ‘Such arguments cause us problems’ 

(0la6). 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. un is left untranslated. 
208 At least, not a thesis presented as being Socrates’ in E.N. or MM... 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 

évavtiode8e1 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 88a17 it is not stated but we supply tobto 

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, c) the transmitted text does not do 

this, I would follow Spengel’s simple deletion of py. We do not need the adr 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 

ovto for un, except that it is more plausible that a stray negative has entered the text 

than that x4 should have been mistaken for adc. 

1201a3 The deletion of 00 in K is obviously right. 

1201a8-9 Susemihl’s text in a8 follows a fifteenth century manuscript, M, in reading 

ovppaiver exotovv. In his apparatus he has confused lines 01a8 and 01a9. The word 

émovodv 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 

enoody in a9. Arguments like the ones just given cause Gmopiag (a6), There then 

follows an explanation (yép a7): some arguments denied that the acratic has 
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20° Dirlmeier (p.375) uses 98a9 as a parallel passage for 7 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. teAeroSo8a1 does not normally take the dative, évavtioGe8a1 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 yéps in a8).2!9 The two conclusions, that the acratic has neither 

knowledge nor belief, together form an &xopi«.. Both arguments assumed the truth of 

a premise, and drew conclusions that were obviously false. 

An alternative interpretation would be to take the yép in a7 to explain how the 

two views individually produce é&mopto.: 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 &nopioa which the arguments cause (a6). The chief problem with this 

view is the two yéps in a8. If the author were presenting the two Adyou as reaching 

absurd conclusions, the particles in a8 would be inexplicable. 

Rather, the &opic. 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 énovodv in a9, given the confusion in his 

apparatus. Dirlmeier thinks that it indispensable here. It is grammatically indispensable. 

The y&p 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.’2!1 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, 
21) Cf 84a24, 9924-5, 0667-8 for &tonov ovpBatver. 
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Let us now look at a8. If we omit éxovobv in a8, and read ovpPatver (the 

reading of B), &tonév tw 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 éxovobv in a8, and read ovpBatvery (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.) &~aoav would govern the 

accusative and infinitive &ton6v t ovpBatverv. 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 ovpBdvet being in oratio 

obliqua. 

If we read Exotovv ovpPatvev 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 tt will be accusative, and ovpyPatvew will be governed by éxotovvy. 

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 éxotovv. 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 1 is preferred because of its difficulty. A failure to 

understand the infinitive led to the changes we find in C P? and B. 

Demote éxovdv to the apparatus in a8, but retain éxovodv in a9. 
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1201a12 deotoet, the reading of C is a vox nihili, but d.0icer (the future of diapépw) 

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 org of the &ropia (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 (a12) 

All encratic men have strong appetites (a13-14) 

All temperate men have strong appetites (a1 2-13) 

But this is counter-intuitive. 

The next sentence is the difficult one. First, Rassow’s conjecture of éotiv for 

éoto (al5) must be right, and it is right independently of whether his other two 

conjectures are accepted. The future tenses that have run through al1-15, are not 

temporal, but logical.2!? Susemihl’s punctuation in this passage is excellent, and shows 
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212 The same is true of odxén in a5: 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 py in al4 and od in a5, the 

future Esto cannot express a logical consequence. Whether Rassow is right or not in 

his other conjectures, adopt his change of the mss. oto to éotiv (a15). 

The transmitted text, ignoring for the moment Rassow’s conjectures - his 

deletion of j1 and addition of ob in al4 and al15 respectively - provides a further 

argument to the effect that the temperate man does have strong appetites. The 

contrary of what has just been proved (a12-13) is assumed, and an attempt is made to 

deduce a reductio ad absurdum: 

Denial of conclusion at a13-14: The temperate man does not have strong appetites 

(al4-15) 

Fact (reading ov yap... éotiv...): 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 (a15) - 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’.2!3 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 213-14: The temperate man does not have strong appetites 

(al4-15) 

  

213 | take it that piSe mhoyov pnev in al6 is another way of saying ‘not subject to strong desires’. (Cf. 
03b620-1.) 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 (a15-16) 

Implicit premise: ‘X has strong appetites and X does not have strong appetites’ is a 

contradiction 

The temperate man is not temperate (a15) - 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 Gropia, 

Rassow’s conjectures on al4-15 (deleting jr and changing od to 6)?!4 do 

provide us with a text that states an G:nopta. On the one hand the temperate man 

seems to have strong appetites (a10-11), but on the other hand, not to. But the cost of 

making the changes that Rassow does is that in al5, reading 6 for od, the author of 

M.M. asserts here that the temperate man has no appetites or 240n, which is a direct   

contradiction of 91b10 where these are the marks of the é&voic@ntos man. Rassow 

acknowledges this, but points out that there are other places where the author of 

M.M. contradicts himself.215 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 M.M. contradict 

himself? 

Dirlmeier thinks he can (pp.375-6): on the grounds that émopiou 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 01a9-16 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. Ray., the first ms. to carry this reading, was 
made from a manuscript written in minuscule. 
215 In 03b20 the x&On in question are not all x&@n but bad desires as the context makes clear, so the 
coppwv man is not confused with the c&vosOhtog 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 (H) to be 

ascribed to the temperate man, it will be impossible to describe him as temperate any 

more, for the temperate man will (oto) not (0d) be a man totally without feeling - 

will not be the &vate@ntog man. 

I do not understand how Dirlmeier (p.375) thinks the yép (a15) 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 14 in a14 and read the transmitted od 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 é:ropic. lies. 

1201a16 The mss. split on the position of néAw. méAwv 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, 95635, 06a38). Of the remaining two occurrences (92b22, 01a9) both 

are emphatic. This survey might suggest that we should print &yev 88 n&Aiv Kod in 

Olal6. But the formulation éye. 88 Kai toto Gmopiav in 99b10, &xer 88 Kod TO 

TOLODTOV Gmopiav in 99b36, ovy fittov 58 Kai tH toda Emophoetor in 00al2, &t 

S€ Kal tc tourtto cnopetton in 08b22-3 outweigh the rule that m&Aw should come 

early: 58 Kot are not split. So, retain the ordering Susemihl has. 

1201a17 Rassow’s twov (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. tiv, by contrast, leaves the reference indefinite, 

and what follows (i.e. the arguments) will make it clear which arguments were meant. 

Rassow refers to E.N. 1146a27 ocvpBaiver & twvog Adyou 1 Gpoobvn pete 

OKpactas dpett). 

But the Adyou could be one of the évavtiovpévor Adyou of 00b21. As Dirlmeier 

says (p.377) ‘Es sind “bekannte’ Argumente’. Retain tv. Place a colon after wext6v 

(a18) to clarify. The subject of pnotv in a19, is one of the two arguments. 

1201422 Rassow’s future tense is tempting. Uniformly, except here, the author writes 

mpatt not the earlier Attic form npdioow.2!6 A future is required because of &écer 

(a21), mpéger (a23), KwAoet (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 (to1odt0og ycp 

Tv O Gkpatig), 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 } yap — t@v KaA@v (a23-5) is redundant. 

The passage on the acratic man’s psychology (a18-21) is repeated in effect in 

a23-5: 

EOTO... TIS... SLAPLAPTHKAS TH AOVLoLa = SLOYLOPTAVETO...TO 

TOV KOAMV (224-5) oytopL@ (a18-20) 

1 8 éEmOvpia. cyéto ni t& KOA (a20-1) =H yop EemOviuia ent todta 

  

216 See above, p.167. 
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[= t KOAG] Gryét (223-4) 

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 

SLOLOPTAVETO TH AOYO (227) = 0 daplaptaveyv tO AOy@ (a30) 

1 8 EmOvpia Gyéto Eni TH KOAG (a28-9) = emi tadto. [= Te KAR] yop 

EmOvyita Tiyev (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 (7@ 

Aoyiop@ (a19, a24)), but the encratic in his reason t Adyw (a27, a31). Aoytopds and 

AOYos 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 a19 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 eyKpater (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)?!8 for é:yétm in a24, 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 kwAbw in a24 - the attempt to prevent by reason 
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Dirlmeier (p.377) uses the length of this Gropic, (twice as long as its presentation in E.N.) 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 c&nopia 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.?!° éx@Avev would be ideal. Further, the next 

sentence d1apoptavéto... tv KaA@v does not, as it stands, contribute to the 

argument (yép, a24) - how can an imperative provide a reason for anything? If we 

change Stopoptavétw to the perfect indicative (SiudptnKe) (indicative to conform 

with the argument about the encratic, perfect to conform with a19), the fact that he 

has made a mistake in his reasoning (Acytop16¢) will provide, indirectly, an explanation 

of why his reason (Adyog) is opposed to him acting: he has come to have a Adyos 

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] fiyev, 

kordvoer] exodve, dvopaptavéto] Suncptnke. Nothing would be lost if yop — tov 

KaA@V (a23-5) were not in the text. They do not add a thing. od«otv in a25 follows 

from mpder dpa tc Ko.AG 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 ) yop — tv KaXA@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 ovpBatvov. 

1201a29 Armstrong’s conjecture (6& ye Zot) 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 Siopoptévev (a30-1) 

refers to a person but this is not a possible subject of kwAboet (a31). The depictions of 
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219 koAVew (a24) cannot be a success-verb: X can x@Avew Y from -ing, and Y nevertheless o (cf. E.N. 
1147432). 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 Adyog 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 (kwAdce1) someone from doing something is 

Aoyos (a21, cf. a24, a30 Sue tov Adyov),?2° This was the motivation for Bonitz’ 

conjecture, [1859] 30, Adyog for t AOyw, which is adopted by Armstrong. But the 

problem with this is that the text will then say that it is AOyos that Suapaptéver. In a9, 

a24 and a27 and in 88b35, 99a29, 02b16 and 04b22, however, it is someone who 

dwoyapté&ver, not something 2?! 

Rassow’s solution is to add some words. A person will be the subject of 

diopraptave and Aoyos will be the subject of kwA doer. 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 KwAdoetor for kAdoer in a31 is neater than Rassow’s.??2 The parallel 

offered by Dirlmeier is Thucydides 1.142.1: th tOv yonuctov onéver KwAdoCoVTAL 

(‘They will be prevented by lack of money’). This is certainly a parallel for the future 

middle of kmAvetv used in a passive sense (as opposed to KwAvOroeto1). But the 

dative in Thucydides operates in an altogether different way from t@ AOyw tOV KAA@V 

in M.M. 01a31. This phrase belongs to diapoptévev, as a24 and a27 show, and as 

Dirlmeier recognises. 
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220 Hence Scaliger’s addition of «btév in a31 is mistaken. This assumes that the man does the ‘preventing’, 
not the Adyos. 
22! Bonitz, Index (q.v.), cites Pol. 1293b25 where certain forms of government SunLaptixaor from the most 
perfect form of government, but here Sucjiaptévetv takes the genitive. In ail Bonitz’ other references to the 
use of SvapLoptévewv it is people of one sort or another who make mistakes. 
222 Cf EN. 1173a24 for manuscript divergence between x@Aver and kwAtetor, See my note on 1195a29 
for manuscripts confusing the future and present tenses of this verb.



The construction is kwAbeo8ou + infin. (without pH), which can be paralleled 

by Meteor. 340b33, 341a4.223 Translating the text with Dirlmeier’s K@ADOETOL, 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 KwAtecbor + 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.) 

av on the first reading will be a contraction of éxetvo, @v, (the genitive will be 

the object of émOvpet, éxetva the object of mpéttew). 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 diopaptaveayv tO Adywo tOv KOAGV 

<vn6 tod AOyou> KwAboeTOL..., but it is unnecessary to supplement the text as I have, 

since it is implicit. 

1201a31 Full stop after xpéttetv!. 

1201432 If kwAtboetou is to be accepted in the previous line, the verb must have a 

passive sense here. Dirimeier and Amerbach suggest kwAetour, but would not 

kodvoetent be better given mpdEer (a23), and the future in the line above? 

1201433 Only one manuscript has the aorist of &yw. 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. 

329 

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: ot pav TOAEWLLOL This Opyific ExoAGOnoav,



1201b2 Unless there is severe corruption in b1 (b1 could have been a subordinate 

clause, in which case Gvaykatov — é:noptag would be the main clause), 5¢ in b2 is 

required. 

odv can be paralleled by 82a33, 93b1, 04a31, 04b4, 08b7, 08b26. The o6v 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 oddév. See p.177. 

1201b7 To try to solve the crux in 01b7, the function of the example of Heraclitus 

must be examined. The words toradtnv &xer 56Ecv in b8 pick up o@odpd 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 E.N. 1146b29-31 

where Heraclitus is brought into the same argument. E.N. says: ‘some men trust no 

less in what they believe than others do in what they know. Heraclitus shows this’ 

(SnAot 8 “HpdAertos). 

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 56&«, 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.?6 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. 

330



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 5nAot 8’ “HpéKAertog, 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. 1285a10 (6nAot 8’ “Ojnpos),??7 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 Deichgraber2°, referring to Heraclitus fr.B.1773°, and Gauthier- 

Jolif23! favour the second. 

What about M.M.? Deichgraber, 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 

Deichgraber 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 
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976a33, Pol. 1285a37 SnAot 8 ’AAKatos St... 
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And similar examples: SynAot 58 Koi “Opnpos, Meteor. 351b35, SnAot 8 Kai & "EpmedoxAfic Xen, 

228 Diller, [1936] 138. Diller points out that Aristotle does not respect Heraclitus’ epistemology in the 
Metaphysics. 

229 Deichgraber, [1935] 106. 
230 ot yop gpovéover tobi moot, OKdcor eyKvpetotv, od88 pabdvtes ytvdokovotv, swvtotor 58 
SoKEovol, 

231 [1970] Vol. II, 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 (otov 

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?3? such a belief (viz. a strong belief that could not be 

dislodged) about (bxép 01b933) 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.?34 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 E.N. 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 E.N. (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 éxe1 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 EunedoxAfig Aéyet, De An. 404al Anpoxprtos... gnow, 404b1 “Avoéaydpaic... 
Si.caget, 404431 [AnwoKprtos] od... xpfitou, 410a3 enol... EwmedoxAfis, E.N. 1116a22 “Opnposg movet. This 
cannot have been the motivation for Spengel’s conjecture. Rather, it is the past tense of é6xeu (b9) which 

  

will have been the worry. 
233 

treatise. 

234 See Pr. An. 89a6 for this point. 

For 60§a trép... see Bonitz 203b20-3, b27, b41-3, bearing in mind the use of onép for nepi in this



(p.379) that this cannot be right, linguistically or philosophically. Dirlmeier defends the 

reading of n, before it was corrected and reads 56€a¢ éyovo1 tH. He takes Exover as 

dative of the participle,235 which would yield (paraphrasing Dirlmeier’s translation of 

ovbév... HVTH €5OKer (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 500g €xovor 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.23° The mistake in the discussion of 01b8- 

  

235 MLM. does not require a definite article before the participle. Sce 91b29. 
236 An excellent modern discussion of some aspects of belief is Williams, [1973]. 
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9 above was to see & abt €50ket as the states themselves rather than as the contents 

of those beliefs. 

The preposition brép 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 d0€a¢ éxover 76.237 

1201b9 Spengel’s 8 is right. The sentence is defended by what follows, and does not 

follow from what precedes. 

1201b21 Susemihl’s 57 4 is the best reading here, and is followed by Armstrong and 

Stock. 

1201b23 Read &tona with o A. 

1201b24 Susemihl’s punctuation makes it look as though the infinitives yiveo@o. and 

eivat in b25-6 are governed by gavepov. But pavepdv takes Sti, not the infinitive. The 

alternative is that €papev governs the infinitives. If this is right a colon should be 

placed after pavepdv,238 and no comma after “AvaAvtikots in the next line.239 If this 

punctuation is accepted, then we need a connective particle in the next sentence. This 

is most easily achieved by changing wWonep to ws yp (b24-5). 

Compare the following passages in M.M..: 

95b13 GA’ evteDOev SAV mA Sti ObY Exdv. ThvtES Ydp... 

96b17-18 Str d& Etepa GAANAV Eotiv, Ex tOv DroKeyevov dv yévouto. HomED 

yop... 

98a23 ov piv GAA’ evtedDOev Av yévorto SfiAov Sti dipety. eixep ydup... 

99b20 SAAoVv dé toBto Kat Ex tod vopodétov: 6 yap... 

237 See my note on 1197a37 for t + infin. 
238 With CK B. 
239 With LK. 
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02b4 SijAov 5€ Kai EvteBOev, Sti TEpl tadra 7 aKpacta’ Enel yop... 

05a16-17 co 8 SHAOv Ex tObtOD STL... SudsPopor Yap... 

It is true that donep Epapev is a well-used parenthetical phrase in M.M., 

(87b13, 11a24, cf.87a6, 89a25, 91a30, 11a17, 13a14), and it would be possible, on 

these grounds, to conjecture donep <ydéip>. But the corruption of dozep to as yap is 

simpler, and is paralleled at 04a26-7 in A.2# w¢ poylév is also found frequently: 85b3, 

97b10, 97b31, 98a34, 05a1, 08a36, 11431. 

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 @¢ yé&p clause is picked up 

by odv in 01629. (For otv introducing the second clause in a sentence in M.M. see 

85b23, 08b37, 10a7, 13a16.241 For ws picked up by otv after an intervening example, 

see E.N. 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.?4? This will become clearer if otov — novfioo (627-9) 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): 

"AAAG néAw éevteDOev av yévorto Mavepdv: Ws ycIp 

b25 = Eqaypev Ev Tots “Avadvtikots Ex 560 npothcewv yivecBor 

TOV GLAACYIGHLOV, Kal TOOTOV ETVaL TI HEV TPOTHV 

KABOAOD, Tv 5 Sevtépav DAO TOOTHV TE KOI EL LEPOVE (OTOV 

EMLOTOALAL THVT CvOparov TopPETTOVTA DLA ToLfjoar odtOCT 

dé mopétter Entotapar cpa Kal todtoOV DyIf Norfjoor), Eotw OdV 

b30 0 tH pév KABdAOD EmothN Extotapar, tH 5’ éxi pépovs. 

  

240 At 08b4 Bonitz conjectures yop for the mss.’ rep. 
241 See also Bonitz 540b12ff. 
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everything sweet, this is sweet). In M.M. the example is of knowledge how, in EN. it is of knowledge that.



1201b25 “AvaAvtikots, whoever wrote it. 

1201b26 Spengel’s npotépav is attractive (cf. Post. An. 86a24), but Poetics 1460a23 

and Topics 119a23 are instances of 0 mp@tov where you would expect tO mpdtepov 

(cf. Bonitz 652631). In the very first line of M.M. and at 82a10, one family of mss. has 

mpaotov, the other npotépov, so corruption is possible. But retain np@tov.23 

1201b30 The od 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 01b38-9. 

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. éxtotojot in b30). He has not yet 

embarked on the question of which premise it is that the acratic will not know. 

évtab0c in b31 will look forward, rather than backwards. Stick to the original reading 

in the mss., and leave out ov. 

‘It is rather awkward,’ says Armstrong who does read ov, ‘to take got 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 o6 (for 6) would make the 

sentence more easily construable, and given the way that these letters were 

confused,?44 should be accepted if od is accepted at the end of the line. But if od is 

excised, fotiv ob, 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 6 remains slightly inelegant, but I would leave it. 

1201b32 Given the attestation in the mss. for otSa in the next line, Susemihl’s 

Eriotopo. must be right rather than Spengel’s éxiotatat. 

  

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 oid is demanded by the stemma. C significantly agrees with the other family 

in giving otda. 

1201b35 ji€év is needed to balance pévtou in the next line. tod is unlikely, given its 

absence in b27, 30, 38, and also in E.N. 1147a3, a4, a25, a31, b4, b14. 

1201b37 In E.N. the particular premise is of the form t68e towvSe (1147a7), tourti dé 

yAvKD ws Ev tT TOV KAO’ Exaotov (1147a29-30), tovti 5& yAvKDd (1147433). In 

M.M., however, the particular premise was also a proposition with a singular term in 

01b28-9: obtoci 5& mvpéttet. But in b37 the manuscripts, with some variation, offer 

the plural, which seems inappropriate for a particular premise. But the adverbial éxi 

pépoug, if it can be understood to mean ‘in particular cases’,245 would allow the text 

to yield a set of particular premises: X is gadAov, or Y is madAov... etc. But, 

permitting this for the moment, the example is still mistaken. toto refers to 

something different from the referents of t& towdta (or else he would know that 

tatta 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 éxi épovg in this way. Stock takes ént 
pEpoug with toOto: ‘these particular things’, but the word-order is against this. Dirlmeier, implicitly taking 
Emi |Epoug as tiv émi yépovg = the particular premise, and changing the plural to the singular, translates 
‘dagegen [hat] eben nicht das spezielle Wissen, daB dies da schlecht ist’.



Particular: these instances of y-ing are instances of @-ing 

It is only if we read Armstrong’s tovxdta for patra that ignorance of the 

second premise, qua second premise, can be the cause of someone going wrong. 

I am unconvinced that éxi pépovg can be integrated into the sentence. 

Dirlmeier’s translation (see n.245) implicitly translates <tiv> éni pépove, and treats 

the words as being in apposition to the proposition which is the minor premise. I 

suggest that éni pépoug 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 St gotlv taBta <toudta> [én pépovg] eidévon, if it is thought that 

the author had understood the practical syllogism, but if he had not understood it read 

On Eotiv tabta Pada [Eni pEpovs] eidévar. 

1202a3-5 It is odd that the passive of dxaAAdttev 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 m&Oog. The word &nadAayévtes (4-5), 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 &xoAAdttew being used absolutely and with a thing rather 

than a person as the subject. 

a omits &narAaryévtes — eiotv (a4-5). The whole phrase is redundant. It has 

already been expressed in 02a2-3 étav — eiotv 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 m&A1v which Spengel excised in a6, and excise odv in a5. obdv 

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 né&Aw in 02a3-7 is reduced. The m&Aw in a6 is the connective in this 

sentence, and ot v is thus is not required. Cf. 95b37 (kai méAw ottms) and 88a24 

(ndAw ext TOV KATH TOV BoLOV OpLOlwS), Where TEALV is the transitional particle. 

1202a9 The future participle looks back to the futures in 01a25 and 01a34. ag + 

genitive absolute is found e.g. in Pol. 1294b20. Concerning the Spartan state, Aristotle 

says: MOAAOL yap eyxelpodor Aéyew ws SryLoKpating ovens... Cf also Topics 

112b18-20, M.M. 02b1-2. Without ws the genitive absolute would be understandable, 

but more abrupt. Retain it. 

1202a11 The perfect corresponds to the perfect dunpaptucds in 01a19. The aorist of a 

and V will be a coincidental error. 

1202a12 L’s od springs from taking xpivetv 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 op80¢ Adyos - or make a different 

point. Dirlmeier (p.381) argues that the second is the case. “Mit oddé [b14] wird 

nochmals ein Argument vorgebracht im Sinne der Aporie, wenn auch nicht in Form 

einer Aporie, und dann wird mit ote [b16] abgeschlossen.’ 

Dirlmeier makes no attempt to explain y&ip 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 is not an aporia. 

If we excise od in al5, following a, 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. a13-14). So this is not right either. 

If al4-16 are an illustration of the claim that the encratic must have 0p0dg 

AOyosg, 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 ép6d¢ 

AOyos, 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 tovodtmv to have weight in al7.) To achieve 

this we read od in a15, as Susemihl does, and add a negative (Susemihl’s or Wilson’s) 

at the end of al15. Wilson’s éxWvpimv dé pH 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 od6é in b14 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. 

1202a15 A and a corrector in V make the participle agree with @ ti, but this is 

unnecessary. The impersonal construction moves to the personal. 
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1202a20 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 99a15 246 

1202a20 Met. 983b27, Pol. 1301b2 and E.N. 1151b17 do have eiot 5é tives ot... 

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 eioiv of. This is a more likely scenario than that tiveg was 

conjecturally omitted as being redundant, or was omitted accidentally in error in both 

a and in A. ot, if this is right, is the relative pronoun and should be accentuated as 

such. Omit tives. 

1202a21 The definite article before tptyas is not required as Susemihl’s comparison 

with E.N. 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...’. 

tiAAovtes would have to be changed to tiAA ovat, or Svatpw@youer to Suatpdyovtes, I 

think. The participles can be paralleled by ciot of fyyobpevou..., ciciv 5& Koi of 

ylyvooKovtes..., Plato, Meno 77d. The indicative can be paralleled by cioi pév yap ot 

  

246 See my note on 1203a30. 
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KNSOMEVOL TOV NOALTOV A€yovow a A€yovowy, eiciv dé Kai ofovg od Aéyetc, 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 

MLM. invented the example of eating one’s hair (possibly by misunderstanding E.N., 

or having a bad copy of E.N., or by having inadequate notes of the lectures given by 

Aristotle), than that such pervasive corruption should have taken place in M.M. 

1202a22 adk] od« misprint. Exouvetdg] Enoivetos misprint. 

1202a26 The infinitive is fine. The judges’ decision to acquit the defendant is part of 

the story people tell (pao, a23). 

1202a28 The emphatic od8é 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 ob8€ ye éy«- or in obdE y’ EyK- 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 to is not needed. Cf. 00a14. 

1202a31-4 The problem in the transmitted text is kai ofov ai ompatikat 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 56€evev etvou (a33) next to the 

sentence beginning «ott jv... If this transposition is made, the text will read: 

a30 = "Eotw d€& tOv cyABOV Th HEV EKTOG, OTOV ZAODtOg Gp) TYLT 

ptror 56€a, ta 5” AvayKata Kal TEpl GOLA Eotiv, otov apr 

te Kal yedots Kal ofov ai cmpatiKat. O odv nept tadra a&Kpartt<, 

obtog ants av [Kai] &Kpatis S0€evev eivon, Koi Tv Cntopev 
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a34 —- &kpactav, Hon rept tadra dd€evev <div> etvar. 

Thereafter the two solutions separate. Rassow emends oiov ai to fdovat, 

Ellebodius and Dirlmeier (p.383), slightly differently, excise the phrase. Dirlmeier’s 

explanation of how the error arose is that the phrase otov ai ompotikat was an old 

variant on Goh te Kai yedous 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, Dirimeier has forgotten the first Kot in a33. 

This makes Ellebodius’ excision of kai — ompatikat 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 kat. This is not a way to introduce a 

gloss. The corruption would have to have happened in two stages. First the gloss otov 

Oo. GOpPAtIKO was included in the wrong place, and then an extra Kai would have to 

have been conjecturally inserted. I think that this is still simpler than Rassow’s 

postulation of corruption from otov ai to jéovat and (unexplained) change in the 

word-order. So excise kai otov ai cmpatiKkat with Ellebodius.?4” 

1202a32 Kai? is pointless. Only K, presumably conjecturally, and its descendants are 

right. 

1202a34 If &v is to be added,?48 there is no way to decide whether Bekker’s 

positioning is correct or Susemihl’s. &v S6Eevev eivor and dd€evev av eivor both 

occur frequently; the first e.g. at 94b11, 99a18, 03a29, 11a12, the second e.g. at 

82b12, 86624, 99b17, 11a31. We could explain why év should have fallen out from 

either position. 

1202a34 Change dé to yap. The sentence explains Cntobpev. 

  

247 Armstrong’s larger excision is unjustified. 
248 For dv see p.166. 
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1202a35 The omission of otv after pév by L is for some reason frequent in the part of 

this manuscript that contains E.N. 

1202a37 éottiv 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 wexte& eivor det read detjoer wext& etvar. 1 omitted derjoet, 

as we can tell from V’s omission, and the scribe of K conjectured det. 

1202b9 &v] &v misprint. 

1202b11 L has the comparative at the end of the line,2“? 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 + 7] are of xAEtotov 7 and of xpa@tov 7 and of pdAota + adjective + 7. If 

a word with comparative sense is required, therefore, accept the highly conjecturable 

wextortépa. The confusion will have arisen as a result of the superlative two words 

before.2°° 

Most of the mss. punctuate after opyjv in b12, and then take 7 not to mean 

‘than’, but to mean ‘or’. nOtepov... 7... 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? Vala does not. See p.92. 
250 See my note on 1181a24. 
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1202b13-14 Spotov takes the dative. So why is tv ma1dav in the genitive??5! 

It is strange that here a state, acrasia about anger, is likened to a type of 

person, but the personification of the émOvpita and the Adyog of this acratic in al 8ff. - 

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 tv moudsHv which could 

have been a marginal annotation which became inserted in the wrong place. dvaKovetv 

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.?°? 

The author did not, therefore need to give a noun. For these reasons I prefer excision 

to emending tv maA1dGv to tots nonot. 

1202b17 The reading to}to in D is possible, but can we explain the transmitted 

dative? If it is dependent on Spovov, 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 nénove. (cf. 
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251 Dirimeier does not address the issue. He translates: ‘Die Unbeherrschtheit im Zorn nun ist vergleichbar 
mit dem Diensteifer der Haussklaven.’ But xpoOdp0¢ 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.’ 
2°2 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, E.N. 1105b14, 1115a16, 1123a5 etc.) 

To read Chalcondyles’ totto does provide such an object. The cost of this is 

that Spovov 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 ID) 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 t after 5é. tw in majuscule looks like a capital 

nm. It may then be the case that we should read t ExoWe. Once the 1 was read as a 7% 

(néno@e) the further change to némov@e 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 Spynoav in b19. The delay in the sentence of the dative that is the object of 

SpLovov ti can be paralleled by E.N. 1105b14.2°3 

1202b21 For 4 read 4]. To equate a particular Opp with a type of acrasia would be a 

mistake. The possession of a particular dp} 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 tiv to the apparatus. 

1202b25 The preposition mapé& in b25 has insecure manuscript authority. It is present 

as a correction in P. All independent manuscripts (including P originally) had d& 

which is clearly impossible. All occurrences of &AA’ dps in M.M. are followed by the 

negative od in some form (98a19, 99a34, 05a32, 07a26). A rival to the corrector of 

  

253 But see my note on 1205b16. 

347



P’s change of 51é to napé is to read od dé (cf. 05a32), This is palaeographically more 

likely and conforms more easily with the expression elsewhere in M.M. 

1202b33 New paragraph after éortiv. 

1202b35 é&vayKaiws 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 II.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 &Kpatiig and the replacement of 6 abt6g with 

éxdAaotos. He defends this a) by affirming that E.N. 1145b14-17 inspired the line in 

MM., b) by noting the repetition of the question in this form in M.M. 03b24, c) 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. 

1203a2 At 04a5 tovodtds tig otog is transmitted in the same manuscripts that offer 

these words here, while @ omits ts. 

Of the occurrences of tovodtog... otog... in M.M., excepting that here and that 

in 04a5, a part of the verb eivoi intervenes six times (tovwodtog Eotiv otog 92632, 

03b33, toroBtog dv otog 03b15, 07b38, torodtog eivoan ofog 03b16, torodtog fv otosg 
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04a1), and on two occasions there is no intervening word (92635, 13a11). Whilst tig 

is thus only supported by 04a5, I would keep it in 03a2 and 04a5. 

1203a4 The transmitted reading éyet is unobjectionable, and a full-stop needs to be 

placed after cvpqopmtata. The very late reading, éyewv, makes the construction 

slightly awkward. The infinitive would have to be taken as a second infinitive 

governed by otog (a2).254 But the intervening infinitival construction, governed by 

oteo8o1, would lead an unwary reader to take the infinitive with oteoOa. 

1203a6-7 @ offers odtw pév odv ddEetev Av O cucpatis. This flatly contradicts the 

next sentence. Two different correctors in P tried to remedy this conjecturally. One 

changes evwartm@tepos in the preceding line to c&viatmtepos,?°> the other placed a 

reference mark after &v, and wrote tows : od in the bottom margin. Now, {ows is the 

standard way of signifying a conjecture and is found in the margins of P frequently 

(e.g. on 03b9 where &vijvato is suggested for &vijaito, the reading in the body of the 

text of P; on 03b20 where the conjecturer writes in the top margin: tome, Kai Eotar 0 

éyKpatij¢, cdpwv). But the conjecture in P, including the tows, was incorporated 

into the text of Rav. in linea, and thence into M?, and thence into Bekker’s?*° and   

Susemihl’s text.2°7 

No manuscript not descended from P has tows, and the first stage in restoring 

the text here is thus to excise {ows (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 ob 

is after odv, but A does not have a negative. 

  

2°4 For the construction see Dirlmeier, pp.304-5. 
2°5 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 od is not required in this sentence, but 

eviatoteposg must be changed to &viatotepos, which was another correction in P. For 

otherwise the progression of the argument is nonsensical: wév odv?5’ introduces the 

conclusion for which the author is to argue (prospective ott, a6), and in the next 

sentence the y&p (a7) gives the reason for the conclusion. So the argument, reading o} 

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 &vixtotepog 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 c&vimtdtEpos). 

Read é&vi- in a6 and omit Susemihl’s tows ody in a7. 

1203a9-10 Full stop after npder (a9) and mpétter (a10). 

1203a11-13 The formulation of this question is linguistically most similar to 03a22-4. 

Both have notepog... 1) SfAov Sti... The word éxetvog (al3, = ‘the former’) 

corresponds to oOtot (a24 = ‘the latter’). But the sentence at 03a22-4 itself has textual 

difficulties. See below. 

Exetvog (a13) 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 

Exetvoc, if éxetvog is to mean ‘the former’. We also need two candidates to be 

assessed for the badness of their respective duxécetc. Bonitz’s conjecture, [1844], 

  

258 Compare 87b38-88a1. 
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adding 7] @ Gya8ov pév ti Dadpyet achieves this.2°° Dirlmeier’s objection to this 

supplement is that t& KoKe tadta do not belong to the acratic man but to the 

intemperate man. But Dirlmeier’s delimitation of Kaxé& todca 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 tatta to look forward to 

a22 (kakd& novetv) or a26 (npattetv ~adAc), which phrases are found in the treatment 

of a separate question, or, even worse, to the distant phrase mpc&ittew to pordAc in 

b27.260 There is a far simpler explanation of t& kaK& todta, which does not 

differentiate arbitrarily between the intemperate man and the acratic man: in the 

previous sentence (a8-10), we supply t& ooadAa as the object of mpdéer (a9), and as 

the object of xpétter (a10). t& KaKe toto (a12) 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, 01a1, 01b10- 

11, b16, 02a1). Bonitz’ conjecture is thus unobjectionable (reading te°!) and it is also 

simpler to explain how such a phrase should have dropped out than Dirlmeier’s 

supplement. 

1203a11 L’s re-ordering once again shows intelligence. Jaeger, [1948] 442n.1, and 

von Arnim, [1929] 25, had objected to the redundant wm 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 y¢v. I do not know where Susemihl got the te from. I prefer the te which links up 
nicely with the kat. I assume that the te is Susemihl’s. 
260 a22 and a26 does not do the work Dirlmeier 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 xp&ttewvy gadia Svte is definitionally doing bad things from not having op8dc Adyos, 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 npdttew tc qodAc is something that only intemperate people do. 

The point in 627 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 n.259.



1203a13 A part of tytiog is guaranteed by 03a16. The occurrence of St in two 

different families, in A and a suggests that o may not have had a good text here. 

Spengel’s suggestion of the superlative in this line should be resisted. Cf. E.N. 

1150a2 td BéAtiov (although there is manuscript divergence there). 

1203a18 New paragraph. 

1203a18 Leave out Kot with a. Comma after kaxios. The word-order is strange - the 

delay of kaxias. The noun we supply with odcav is cKoAaotav. The word has not 

appeared since 91b4, but is not awkward to supply from the context. 

1203a20 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 h yap... 

Koki (219-20). 

1203a21 The i after Sti is well-attested. Susemihl’s suggestion of adding a further h 

before gatAn, is made in order to avoid the sentence meaning ‘the apy 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 &py, which 

is denied in a25. But in a24 the author writes 7 Gp podAn, where the adjective is 

attributive. There is no need, therefore, to add Susemihl’s 1): 7 G&px7 @adAy..., can be 

translated ‘there is no base &py7 in animals’, which is consistent with there being no 

opxy in animals at all. 

The next sentence - oti dé fH px) O Adyos. - is most naturally read to assert 

that the animal’s py is AOyos. The parallel passage is E.N. 1150a3-5: 

Spotov obv Wonep Goyvyov ovpPOAAEWw 

TPG Epyoxov, MOTEPOV KELKLOV’ otvestépA YAP 

PAvACTHS Kel T TOD WN) Exovt0g Gpxtiv, 0 5é vods dpxT. 
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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 &pyf. This he 

asserts in a25. He cannot, then, think that the apy1 of animals is AGyos, as he seems 

to, given the transmitted text, in 03a21. If 7 is deleted before cpxh (a21), then we can 

save the author from saying that the a&pxyn of animals is Aéyos, which contradicts 

03a21. He can be making the same claim as E.N. 1150a5: Adyog is an &pyx7. 

1203a22 The énet makes the sentence unconstruable. There is no main clause. There is 

no parallel for the combination éxei mdtepog in Greek literature, although éxevea 

noteposg can be found in Pol. 1337a4, but there éxevto picks up an earlier mp@tov. 

Amerbach’s supplement éei <Cntijcerév ti¢> does not help, but his conjecture of ét 

is good and should be accepted. Cf. 08b20. 

1203a23 EdyucOne is given as an extra name in o Kenny, [1978] 217n.2, conjectures 

"EpiavOns, 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 EdpéOne 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 evpc0ng? 

ii) A fragment of Isaeus’ brép EdpdOng (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 7 edpdOn¢ 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 EvpcOng 

@aAnpevs, and that the demotic name of the tyrant of 404 B.C. was changed to 

Oc&Aupic, 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 ®aAapts. 

Print 7] Edpcdngs. 

1203a23 1 tig todtwV tOv LOYOnp@v adds nothing to the question that has already 

been put. To read tv towdtwv for todtwv tHv would broaden the question 

appropriately. Cf. 85b11, 88b30, 91b8, 95b15. 

1203a25 Read éveotw with a. This conforms with 03a24 évodea, a26 Eveotiv, a28 

EVEOTLY. 

1203a28 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. ody in a28 is a late addition. The 

acratic’s dpxt can well be described as byui¢: the acratic has dp0d¢ Adyos (02a12-13), 

his AGyog ed SuécKevtor (03a16). What we need before 66 is two claims - that the 

acratic’s AOyog is healthy and that the intemperate man’s is unhealthy. I suggest we 
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read: év avdt® H apy Eveotiv <PabAn: Ev SE TH Cekpartet 1 ApyT> Eveotiw dyrig in 

a29. The 8& answers pév (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 palaeographically neater 

than the ody which Susemihl adopts. ody byviis, it can be added, is an unnecessarily 

weak description of the intemperate man’s Adyos. 

1203a30 The manuscripts vary on whether or not otov should be read in this line and 

again in a34, but all mss. have otov in a31 where it is essential.2°? Both sorts of acrasia 

are described by an adjective + tic, and then are given further specification by the 

author. We should expect otov either to appear in both cases or in neither. The 

manuscripts point strongly to the presence of otov in a34, and are equally divided on 

its presence in a30. For this reason read otov in a30. otov will be translated in a30 and 

a34 as ‘viz.’, which is its sense in 85a15, 86b26. In a34 it means ‘for example’. 

1203a30 npotpertixy is the word transmitted, but two correctors, Ramsauer and an 

unknown corrector in P, independently suggested nponetixy. The suggestion was 

made to conform with E.N. 1150b9-28, where two types of acrasia are distinguished: 

mponétera and GoSéverw. Dirlmeier, however, puts up a stout defence of the 

transmitted reading (p.390).2® 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 E.N. is misplaced, because M.M. was written first. This is controversial, but 

  

262 The word otov 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, 03430, 03434, 07b9, 07630. 
263 The two candidates for what we should read here are both words which do not appear in writings by 
Aristotle. npotpentixov does appear in Rhet. ad Al. 1421b9, pace Dirlmeier. nponetixy 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 mponetixh to npotp|entiKn 1s 

palaeographically unlikely. But, since the word mponetik does not appear in Greek 

literature at all, it would be a most natural (conscious) change by a scribe.?64 

Thirdly, Dirlmeier alleges a symmetry between Gnotpémmv in a34 with 

mpotpertikt) in a30. Certainly, the verbs npotpénew and Gmotpémew are used 

symmetrically in Aristotle. Rhet. 1358b21, for example, explains how the end of the 

deliberative speaker is the beneficial or the harmful: 0 pév yop mpotpénwv a> BEATIOV 

ovpBovrerver, 6 58 &rotpén@v ws Yetpov G&notpéner. But in 03a34 (and in 02b24) it is 

  Adyos that c&motpéner (reason turns the agent away from doing something bad), 

whereas in a30, reading npotpentikh, it is would, on Dirlmeier’s reading, be one sort 

of acrasia which npotpéxeu (impulsive-intemperance would urge one to act).?°° 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 mpotpertixy 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., xponetixh would undoubtedly be the lectio difficilior. The existence 

of E.N. makes nponetixt 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 Jectio 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 Adyog, and that it is this A6yog which is 
mpotpentixds. Leaving aside the difficulty that M.M. does not say that his A6yog is mpotpentixdg, but that 
the type of acrasia is npotpentixh, it is mistaken to suppose that any acratic has anything other than 6p®dg 
Abyos (cf. 02a11-12, 03a14). 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 SSdEov (03a8) gets in him, he will act 
virtuously, 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 Adyog. He is blamed less, the author says, 

because good people are susceptible to impulsive-acrasia (03436, b8). The important difference between the 

impulsive-acratic and the weak-acratic is that the second disobeys his AGyos, whereas the second has no 

AOyos 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 mé&@og (03b4), does not mean that he 
originally had a bad Abyos. The adjective &xpovontos (03a3 1) 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 AOyog. 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 ddyos, and with respect to their respective 
blameworthiness on account of educability.



be any symmetry, not because the sort of thing which npotpéner is different from what 

cnotpémer, but because mpotpentikOv 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. E.N. 1113b26-9, 1172b6, 1179b7, b10, 1180a7 in all 

of which cases the encouragement is to good things).?©° 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 

TpotpeMELv ETL tis GSikiac) 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 d&mpovontog and e€atpvns 

would be unnecessary if nponetiKy were right because the two concepts would 

already be included in the word, whereas it is appropriate for the adjective 

mpotpentiky to have further specification. But the adjective mponetikds 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 nponetiKy. 

Retain nponetixy. 

1203a34 Excise tod! with C and B. The tradition does not point one way or the other, 

but the usage of pete + gen. in this treatise is decisive. At 82a18, 89a3, 96b38, 98a2, 

98a20 the phrase is pet& Adyou. 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 to0! here. 

1203a35 Atay is guaranteed by the comparative in 03b7. The word-order of a and K is 

unparalleled in M.M. and must be a coincidental error. 

1203b1 I am convinced by Grant’s argument,?° cited by Armstrong and Dirlmeier 

(p.390) that there is no need for Spengel’s transposition. 

1203b2 t@ AOywm npoAGBew occurs in Demosthenes Proemia 29, meaning ‘to capture   

with an argument’. It is tempting to read mpoxataAapPovta given b4, b9. 

1203b3 Full stop after etnpoomnos. 

1203b7 Susemihl’s conjecture, ob8é, in this line is unnecessary. Denniston (p.508) 

quotes prose examples of ote... te... ob from Thucydides 1.5.2; 1126.6. Bonitz 

(546a1 6f) quotes Pol. 1272b19 which gives ove... te..., but no negative follows. 

1203b8-9 The independent manuscripts are unanimous in ending the verb -ato, and it 

is thus reasonable to suppose (with Casaubon and Scaliger) that the first two letters 

are the separate word av. It is also a reasonable assumption that the verb will be aorist 

optative to balance yévovt’ in the first part of the sentence. 

The reading of V, &v etoarto, gives the aorist middle optative of oiéa, which 

is extremely rare (only found in Homer, [iad [1.215) 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 ot6a, 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 AOyos npoxataroBeov does ‘know’. The reading of C P?, &vhaito is a vox 

nihili, and even if the words are divided so that Gv is at the beginning, there is no 

obvious word resembling noavto which I can see that will fit the context. The 

correction in P, &vijvato, the aorist of &vatvopon (‘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 dv 

GVYVALTO. 

There is one remaining reading, that proposed by Scaliger, and now known to 

have manuscript authority from L: Qv étoarto (aorist middle optative of éav, “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 &6m 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 idoo.to. But this results in absurdity. The suppressed object of 

idcarto in b9, in Susemihl’s text, is the onovéatog man. This cannot be right. The 

omovdatog man does not need to be cured. This was the motivation for Casaubon’s 

moving of the article in b8 after &v - the acratic becomes the subject of yévovt’. The 

acratic is in need of a cure. And the movement of the article also facilitates the 

reader’s understanding of the reference of adt@ in b10 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’ ote on the grounds that 

Denniston allows that ote... 58... is legitimate Greek. Dirlmeier thinks that ovte... 

359



GAA... is similar to that.2° 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 &AA& with dé were legitimate, there are no parallels for ote 

in a relative clause on its own, and then an adversative particle in the main clause in 

Denniston. Bonitz (546a21-31) offers examples of ov... oUte... GAAG..., but that is not 

what we have here. Rieckher’s oit ‘not at all’ is much better than the corrector of 

P’s odtor ‘indeed not’. The corruption is also easier from ott to ovte. This has 

happened in MM. itself at 89a21, the only other occurrence of owt in Susemihl’s 

text. But see my note on 89b23. 

ovtt is not a word that Aristotle uses often. It occurs only at Cat. 6a2, Post 

An, 98a18, Phys. 254a26, Cael. 271a18, Meteor. 350b32 (always: ott ye). 

1203b15 Dirlmeier (p.392) does not account, in his reply to Spengel’s criticism of the 

‘inept’ way the author speaks here,2® a) for the fact that the genitive absolutes in b14 

and b15-16 contain a noun (€m@vp1@v) which is not grammatically distinct from the 

main clause (in b14 todtag = émOvpios, and in b16 ém@vpion are the subject of 

éyyévowto), b) the repetition of tovodtog otog. ‘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 Susemihl’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 — xatéyew 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 éotiv 

dE GHMPOV... TADtA Op8dv (b16-18) in order to make it clear why the encratic ‘will 

follow’ the temperate. Excising 0 8’ éyxpatis 0 émBuptas pavAacs tov te Adyov TOV 

Rept tadta opbdov (b18-19), the passage sets out how the temperate man is similar to 

the encratic. Both can be without base desires, and both have op@6g Adédyos. 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, a, 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 7” &ykpatiig — mepi taBta dp8dv (b18-19). 

1203b20-1 Accept Bonitz’ additions in b20-1. yéip (b21) must be the beginning of the 

justification for the conclusion that the encratic is not temperate (b23), and yet the 

transmitted text, kal goto Gdgpwv (b20), says that he is. 

1203b22 ye is well-attested, and affects the sense drastically. otdg te means ‘able’, 

oi0g 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 te and a ye, Dirlmeier by ‘oder der so geartet ist, da er affiziert werden 

kann’. which seems to translate ofog 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 ye is in place there is no temptation to supplement the text as many have 

tried. For the frequent combination fj... ye see 02a23, 02b20, 04a21, 06b32, 13b12. 

1203628 Denniston (p.510) cites four cases of ode... odte, including one from Plato 

and one from Hippocrates. Bonitz (539b54) quotes Prob. 956a40. These are sufficient   

to allow the reading of the manuscripts, o06é, to stand: ‘And so the acratic is not like 

the intemperate, nor...’. The first part of this sentence answers directly to b26 6 8 

G&KOAAGTOS Od toLoDtos, and then the second part is tacked on. Place a comma after 

aKpatis in b28 to make this more obvious. 

1203b30 I see no reason to prefer the Aldine’s aorist participle over the unanimous 

testimony of the independent mss. Read yivopévoov. 

1203b32 Armstrong’s conjecture St. springs (I imagine) from unease at the lack of 

connection between the two clauses in the sentence. By adding 6u, Armstrong not 

only links the two clauses, but also escapes having to explain how the force of di 

zodto and dnd tobdtov differ because du toto becomes redundant. 

A simpler solution is to place a full stop after etvou (which is what the mss. 

do). 90a] is a parallel for this. The repetition of thought in 51a and &x0 is emphatic. 

1203b35 The second od is poorly attested and should be excised. None of C P AK 

had it originally. The acratic’s reason is good (implicit in b26, explicit in 02a11-13, 

03a14, 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 Adyog by nature, the acratic has a good Adyog by habit. 
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With the corrector in K, I take adtdv in b36 to be the acratic’s Adyos, but, on 

the basis of b33-4, I take abtdg in the same line to be the acratic himself. (Stock takes 

both to refer to the acratic. But the counterfactual padAov yap adtov ger eivon, on 

this reading, is no longer counterfactual in 04a2 - the acratic is base. Cf. also 00b5.2” 

If we read ot@ in b3 with C P the same problem arises.) 

1204al Dirlmeier (p.393) wants to retain ofv. Jaeger?” had used the combination to 

cast doubt on the authenticity of the treatise, and von Arnim?”4 would not read odv. 

The tradition suggests strongly that obv and &pa were variants in @: some have odv 

alone, some &pa 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, (cpa. 

picks up gaotv in the previous line). Campbell’s commentary?” translates dpa 

‘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 pév obv dpa. Leave obv 

in square brackets. 

1204a2 Susemihl’s 57 is surely right. 

1204a5 Retain tic. See my note on 1203a2 and Dirlmeier, p.394. 

  1204a8 Bonitz 85a24 only gives Meteor. 339a2, 355b24 as examples of &nopetv + 

acc. It is unclear whether t& cipnéva. 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 
(03b29-30). 
273 Jaeger, [1948] 442. 
274 Von Arnim, [1929] 25-6. Von Arnim slips when he says that P does not have otv. 
275 Campbell, [1883] ad loc.



subordinate clause within the question. Either way it is a mistake to place a colon after 

eipnéva, What follows is the beginning of the reply to the question, not the &nopic. 

itself. Punctuate with a full stop. 

1204a13 6 @pdvytog is redundant. Its position also makes the identification of 

toLodtos with the acratic less easy. It could have intruded from a (mistaken*”) 

marginal gloss on tovobto<. 

1204a13-18 First, replace the colon in al5 with a comma. The first jév in this line is 

answered by &AA’, instead of the usual 5é, because the second clause itself has a piév... 

8é. Cf. Herodotus VIII.46.1: fioav pév ogi cai &AAo nenAnpwpévon vées, GAAG 

Tio. pév tiv Ewvt@v epbAacoov, tpit{Kovta Se tijor dpiota MAcovoyor Ev 

Lorqutv évavpdxnoav; Plato Laches 191E odkobv dvipetor psv névteg odtot   

eiow GAA’ oi pév év Ndovate, ot 8 €v AOmANG... 

In al7 the manuscripts offer Se.vds. If they are right there, then Casaubon’s 

conjecture in al6 is attractive. The ppdvyiog man and the ded man’s spheres are the 

same (epi ev yop tadté, 215). The ppdvyiog man can act in the sphere of what one 

ought to do, the dewdg man does not act. 

The expression mpoxtixds + nepi is not found in Aristotle, who uses 

mMPAKTLKOS On its own (e.g. E.N. 1146a8, 1152a9), or + gen. (e.g. E.N. 1134a2 tod 

Suxaiov, E.E. 1222a6 Ov PeAtiotmv, E.E. 1247a8 tv edtoynpctov, E.E. 1248b36 

TOV KOXAOV). But E.N. 1140b5 gpovijaic is a Erg GANGIS pete AOYOU mpaKtUKT TEpt 

to. KvOpdrw GyoOd Koi Kouc&. And in 1140b20-1 it is a Eg peta AGyou GANErS TeEpt 

ta. G&vOphnive, cyaO& TpaKtiKT. But in neither of these formulations must the rept 

phrase be dependent on xpaxtixh, and the difference in formulation suggests that it is 

not - it can, like the other adjectives, be dependent on Etc or directly on ppovfotc. 

276 But understandable. In 97620 the gpdvyiog man is Sewoc, 
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In EN. 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 &1¢ of ppdvnois.?”7 People confuse the ppovyog man and the devvog man, 

and hence, spotting a clever man being acratic, they wrongly attribute acrasia to tots 

PPOVYLOLG, 

In 04a13ff. we get the following: the acratic is devvdg (04213). The @povytog 

does do what he ought to do (a15). The de1vdg does not act (al6). The dewdg does 

not act in the way that he ought (a17). Therefore the ppoviyog cannot be acratic. 

The chief problem in the passage in M.M. revolves around 6 8’ ob mpaKtuKdg 

in b16. 5 pav referred to the ppovy1og man, 6 88 refers to the dewdg 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 (od npaxtiKds). Armstrong, who reads detvdg 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 04a16, then it is unclear how the Setvog 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 Seuvdg 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.278 In addition, I cannot see how 

Armstrong on the one hand thinks that the detvdg is not npaxtiKds (04a15), and yet 

does think that his province is t& mpaxté (a15). 

mpcttew 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 E.N. 1152a9 6 8 

GKpaTis od mpaKtiKds. 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. II, 213-14. 
278 Armstrong’s translation, with its inclusion of what is not in the Greek, arouses suspicion. 
279 McDowell, [1980] 364. 

365



M.M., 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 devvdg 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 

mpaxtikog includes the notion of doing what one ought to do, but the 

specification nepi & det is added redundantly by the author (a15-16). 

The translation of Stock is: ‘the one [the ppdvyios] does what he ought 

and the other [the devd¢] does not’. Stock tacitly supplies mepi & Set after 

mpaxtuxds (b16), or does not translate npaxtiKds (b16), or takes mepi & deT as 

conceptually present in the term npoxtikdg. The cost of doing this is that there is 

a contradiction between this line and 97b20, where the @pdvyiog man is said to 

be Servos. The dewvdg man does do what he ought to do in 97b20, but in 04a16 

he does not,28° 

It is thus difficult to see how the author uses the concept of cleverness to 

illustrate that the @pdvy1og man cannot be acratic. It is striking that whereas 

E.N. says that 6 &kpatis ob npaxtixds, M.M. does not. But he seems to rely on 

both the dewvdg man and the acratic man not being TAKTIKdS 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 E.N., and to have thought 

Aristotle was talking about the dew6g man’s being mpaKtiKdg. This is an 

example of our author writing nonsense as a result of misunderstanding 

Aristotle. 

  

366 

280 The earlier discussion of dervotng (97b18-28) says that the gpovyLos man is Sevvig (97620), and 
the base man too is said to be deivoc, but not ppdvytog (97620).
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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 EVOAYLOVIA. 

(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 otv 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 (éyy6s, 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 dé. 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 otv to 5é in a24, but also that 8é in a22 is 

emended to yép. Let us start with a22. A y&p 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 (71 od« divev ye + gen.) is defended with a yap-sentence. So here, 

the fact that even (kot, a22) those who are hostile to pleasure, admit its brother, 

  

781 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 ev8oyiovic. 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 6 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 t Atmos <Cfiv>, 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 

evdoy.ovia with pleasure, i.e. living with pleasure (a21), do give some place to 

pleasure. To say that evSoovic. ‘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 (névte¢ b21) 

theorists attach some role to jSov4 in their accounts of happiness, albeit that the role 

attached varies from the essential to the tangential. 

The use of GAAG Si) in a26 is striking. Denniston (p.242) says ‘GAA& on, 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 

M.M. 04a26. The more usual combination of particles after od HOVov is GAAG Kat, 

and it could be that Kot became corrupted into 54. A simpler account is possible - not 

to see GAAG SH as answering od pdvov in this way. We could punctuate with a full 

Stop after detv (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 oi GAAot and ftv is brought out by the emphatic GAAG.
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1204a26-30 M.M., on its own terms, requires pleasure to be dealt with. The 

conclusion is given in a29-30 dnép HSovfic Gv ety cvaryKatov eimetv. 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 éneidijmep — HSoviig (a30). 

1204a31-b3 The paragraph starts by promising to set out the reasons that those who 

deny that pleasure is to be understood év &ya00d pépet put forward. I take the phrase 

THY HOoviV Gs Ev cryaB0D éper AcyiPéverv (04432) to mean the same as TH Ndoviy 

EVOPLOHEtoBaL Tots c&yaBois (04423), 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 7 &yo@dv (04434, a35-6, a38, 04b2) by ‘what is good’, not as ‘the 

good’. i.e. to take 7 &ya@dv as an elliptical expression for 7 cyaGov Sv. In this way 

the promise in a32 is kept: we have five arguments that pleasure is not a good.282 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 yéveotc-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 M.M. at 06a2. The 

  

282 This is Dirlmeier’s solution, He translates the first three occurrences of tb &yaOdv 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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Kpatiotov 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 t6 G&yaGdév from ‘what is good’ in the first three arguments to 

‘the good’ in the fourth would be intolerable. Better would be to understand 

Kpatistov not as a synonym for &piotov,283 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 Aeyép1evo one by one, and then addressing 

each one in order, is an easy explanation of the transmitted text. 

1204a31 One might have expected & tweg A€yovaW odK oidpevor Setv... 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 n. 58 (04b19) introduces a second premise, and ought not to answer an earlier pév. 

1204622 Omit ov«. Although von Arnim, [1929] 24-5, has found parallels for od6é... 

obk, and of particular importance is that at 98a8-9, the stemma demands that the more 

usual single negative be accepted both here and in 988. 

1204b26 Comma after ASdue00 rather than after évoeets. (This seems to be the 

punctuation that Stock would read.) The éne151 clause must end after ndope80 and 

the 0. clause belong with the todto — kwetron clause. It is while the eating is 

  

283 So, Dirlmeier 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 évepyet (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 Gua + dative + main verb 

is 12a20: Ga t tordtdov voetv mpoaipesw Fyovet nepi & voodew én todt. Of 

the two things that happen at the same time, the first is given 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 tf mpoopopa = v@ TpoapepEcban. 

1204627 Add #j with mss. before évepyet. 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 (Sie 6 St) Gia...) is 

impossible, and Scaliger’s transposition is rightly accepted by Susemihl. 

1204b29 70? is not needed (cf. 82a22, 85a32, 04627) and is not present in any of the 

independent mss. Delete. 

1204b32 Opotms, attested in L, is not necessary.?*4 01b17, Guotov yap éotw donep 

tv KoBEvdovtov, 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 Spovov ei, 

though he uses So.ov we ei at S.E. 176a13, Spovov wor’ ei at Meteor, 377b13, and 
  

oporov Ké&v ei at De An. 408b12, E.N. 1145a10. 

  

2841, makes the same type of error in its version of E.N. 1103b9: &véAoyov] CvaArdyars.
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1204b33 The transmitted ) 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 pov is found in K 

at E.N. 1152b13, in the same context. It is important that the restoration is perceived. 

1204b37 The combination of yé&p and the negative in this line is worrying. 17 in this 

line suggests that the characterisation of M.M.’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 y&p by ‘but’,28> whilst Dirlmeier adds ‘Nein’ before translating yop 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, 1d yop — yevéoOon, 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 yevéoOar in 05al. 

  

785 Denniston, pp.109-10, notes that kot yép stands often in answers. But all the passages he cites 
(from Plato), whether in answers or not, are assentient. In M.M. Kai yé&p 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 yop o8tog tov éavtod matépa <tvyev>. 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 aio6ntH, namely éott 

5’ ov (cf. 04b25). Secondly, following the translations of Stock and Armstrong, we 

could emend yép so that it is adversative - perhaps 8é. Thirdly, and this solution will 

delay the response of M.M. to éort Sé (05a1), we can delete 14 in 04b37. The second 

solution is neatest: “But pleasure exists even in those not restored to nature’. 

1205a3 mpo Abang is the transmitted reading. It is odd that no one has queried it. In 

fact the omission of Kol mpd Adan in y 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 papév 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,?° c) the claim that 

pleasure comes before pain is of no help to M.M.’s argument against the 

anoKatdetacis theorists. 

The text can be neatly mended if we read not Kod mTpO AbmNS but Kai 

mpodvnng, which would be translated: ‘we say that pleasure is without pain and287 

without previous pain’. This has the advantages a) that poyév 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 &noxaté&otacis theorists. The claim is now part of the justification for 

the assertion in 05al-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. 
287 Or, xo. may be epexegetic: ‘we say that pleasure is without pain, i.e. 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 xpdAvmn does not exist. 

Plato had used the noun xpoAvarorg at Rep. 584c10 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 

Mpodvnéoiot, meaning ‘I feel pain previously’ was coined by Plato (cf. Rep. 584b6, 

Phaedrus 258¢3, Philebus 39d4) and is used in M.M. 04b15-17 (and E.N. 1173b15). 

Similar is Plato’s use of the word xpoyoipw in Philebus 39d4, On the same model 

Aristotle coins the word mpordouo. at EN. 1167a5 meaning ‘I feel pleasure 

previously’. We find the adjectives nepiAvmog at E.N. 1124a16 and emiavnos at E.N. 

1110b19, 1111b17, 1117a33, 1175b18. I cannot see why M.M. cannot coin the noun 

TMPOAVDAN. 

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 Aoyos. I favour Bonitz’ emendation of Pnoiv 

to @asiv because (pace Dirlmeier p.146; p.403; Allan, [1957] 10-11) the section 

05a7-15 is a first treatment of the Aeyopevov mentioned in 04a35. It will be treated 

again in 05a26 - note Kod twice in that line and adtots in 05a27. Dirlmeier’s reason 

for denying that 05a7-15 are a treatment of that Aeyopevov 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 jret&: toto (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. 84a15, 84b1, 84b7, 84b17, 84622, 85al4, 96b34, 00435, 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 Rassow28? or Dirlmeier29°? 

After being told that a pleasure attends every actualisation of good in al0-11, M.M. 

makes an inference (d0t’, a12). This begins: ‘Since the good is in all the categories’, 

and is something that M.M. has already claimed at a8-9, Until Katnyoptatg (a13), 

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 fdovi) av ein can mean precisely this. The 

problem is c&ya@dv (a13). 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 palaecographically. A scribe may have been over keen for the conclusion to be 

teached and inserted &yo®dv. 

  

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 (a13, reading év andéoorg for &ya@v), 3) good and pleasure 
appear in the same things (al4 reading tots oxrots for todto1g), 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 tots avtots for todtots. 
*°0 Dirlmeier adopts two changes to the text printed by Susemihl. First he excises a12-13 dot’ énevd} 
— &yabov etn, thinking that it is a doublet of a14-15, and then he emends hdovi to &yaO6v in al5, 
For the second proposal we now have manuscript authority in B. If we adopt &ya@dv 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 al 1-12 MLM. had 
said that pleasure follows all &ya0o6d évepyeiag, but the possibility that pleasure follows KaKxod 
évepyetag has not been excluded. Whilst the thesis that dot’ éneidi ev tobtoIg pév teyaOK Kod 
Ndovh, 71 8 and tv &yaBOv ABovi hoovh, cyabdv Gv ein mca Sovy could have been ‘explained’ 
in the margin by dot’ énerdi 1 &yabdv év TAGOLG TATg KOtHYOptac, Kol fdoviy Av etn cyoOdv is attractive in so far as the note would attempt to provide a reference for todtoIg (a10), the subject of 
the first clause in the text was TayaOX Kal jSovn, but this would have been changed in the note to td cyaGdv, We would expect an explanatory note to have read: é&co1’ éxerdt] 1 c&yaOv ev Tecais tats Karnyoptog kal ASovh, <iSovi> Av ein cryaddv.



376 

M.M. is trying to reach the conclusion that every pleasure is good (al5).29! 

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 1 8’ é&nd 

tOv GyaGOv Hdovi) Hdovi (al4-15) to mean ‘pleasure is pleasure from goods’, and 

there is no need to make any change in a12-15 except to excise &ya0ov in al3. 

1205al16 oi 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 ai should be excised, it could easily 

have dropped out independently in and in A and V by haplography after koi in a17. 

Retain it. 

1205a16-25 Unlike ypoyyrotuxy or other émorfiio1, pleasures differ t@ efder. Two 

people having, for example, ypoppotixrv have the same emothnv, whereas two 

people having ndoviv need not have the same etSog of ASovy. 

The most radical proposal for this part of the text is by Becchi.22 He proposes 

that the names Lampros and Neleus/Ileus in 05a19-23 are not names at all. We are to 

read the adjective Acyimpdg in al9 (meaning ‘noble’, AGpnpo in a22, and again an 

adjective (like éyevvet) for Act in a23. In addition, we are to read 6 before AOLTPOS 

in al9 with Utin.2%3 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 & conclusion which will be contradicted by 0561-2. 
292 Becchi, [1979] 249-54. 
2°3 Becchi does not make it clear whether Utin. has yé&p or not. If it follows L, as we would expect 
from the stemma, then it omits yép. 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 1194432 for the temptation to alter the text when 
yGp 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 vnAet is excellently 

attested in o. It is unlikely that any scribe who copied M.M. should have known his 

Strabo (XIII. 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 7 evSe1, and so we need to reinterpret cvyyivec@a 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 ovyyiveodar 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. 

E.N. 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, Aoyimpdc, 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 Aoyumpdg 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 

a 
294 Yn 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 

¥ are different etde 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 I 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 

Tleus*** 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 6 in a21, and thus Rassow’s conjecture was falsely based.298 It 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. Bekker299 rightly excised 

Ypapypotixds in a2]. It is suspicious because of its position in the sentence, because 

the verb already has a subject (Aéjmpog), 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, ypoyspoctikds and 6 will have got into 

the text at different times.) In fact the guess was mistaken. Someone who has 

YPOLOTLKTV is not a grammarian, but someone who can read and write (cf. Aristotle 

  

2°S Valla renders 05a22-3: quae in splendido quaeque obscuro. (See p.97). The only Greek word that 
I can think of which could yield the translation obscurus and has some palaeographical resemblance 
iS &vAALO¢ (‘sunless’), but this is rare and only found in poetry. 
296 Tleus does exist as a name. It appears in Suda who just comments: dvoya Kdprov. It also occurs in 
Hesiod fr.235 (Merkelbach/West). See West, [1985] 97n.148. 
2°7 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff [1927]. For the spelling of Neleus’ name see my note on 1205a23 
below. 

298 See pp.90-1, 93. 
2° Followed by Donini, [1965] 146.
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Topics 142b31-5).3°° The construction of the protasis écv + subjunctive suggests that 

Lampros does not yet have this skill. When he does, he will be disposed (Sxxetceta) 

in the same way... 

The next important textual questions are also in the sentence a19-23. 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 (Staxetoeton a20, 

eiotv a223°!). The future tense is normal after 2&v + subjunctive. If the apodosis ends 

at Ypoyypotuchy in a21 (the dé in a20 can be apodotic, and need not be excised), then 

where Susemihl writes od<8é> 860,39? a new sentence will begin. In any case, I do not 

think that ov<d&> 860 eiciv Sudupopor ai ypoypotiucot means ‘there are not two 

different skills of writing’. (The ai makes the translation unnatural.) That thought 

would be more naturally expressed by ob<8&> 500 eiciv ypopotiKat. (cf. e.g. E.N. 

1144b14-15 360 éotiv etn) 

Let us assume, then, that a new sentence begins at a21. We would need a 

connective, and 51 - the reading of n - would be perfect. It follows from the fact that 

two people Spoung dvaxetveon by F, that the F of the first person is the F of the other. 

In favour of reading 51 is the fact that in the move from similarity of disposition to 

difference in a24-5, the conclusion is given by 8. In this way the phrase eioiv 

SiHpopor ai. 'Ypoysprortucert in a22 is precisely paralleled by a16 (Stc@opot ... ai HSovod 

eiotv) and al7 (Sié@opor ... ai Katnyopiot) and b3 (pboe1g tOv Cowv ciciv 

diapopor), cf. b9-10.393 But the negative is needed, and Rassow’s reading 5 odk is 

achieves this well. Another option would be to follow a note in the margin of K at this 

point, and read 51 eisiv ddic@opor. See appendix p.426. 

  

300 For this point see von Arnim [1928] 104; Dirlmeier pp.404-5. 
361 Stock translates eioiv by ‘there will be’. 
302 After Spengel, and with the approval of Donini, [1965] 146. 
303 An additional argument against 500 is that M.M. should not here be concerned with difference in 
number, but difference in kind.
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In 05a22 Sylburg’s proposal (probably suggested by Valla’s rendition 

supported by Donini, [1965] 146, and now found in L), that we read % in this line is 

necessary. If M.M. had wanted to refer to the one ypoyyiotiKy 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): 

ea Ex yop Adunpog thy ypoy parity, 

Opotos d& Stakeicetonr dnd Tig YPOpOTIKfis tobtNS 

[ypoyrortiKds] GAA® Otwodv éxovet ypoylLatiKty. 510 <odK> 

eiotv Sudpopor ai ypoyyrotiKat, ft” Ev Adunpw@ Kol <i> év 

Net. 

M.M. clearly thinks that pleasures occur in different categories (a17), whereas 

particular motor 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 xotetv, 

the second of néiexew: Cat. 1b25-2a4). M.M. could have said that no ENLOTHUN 

changes t eider depending on its object, whereas pleasures do change t@ evder 

depending on the category in which they are found. He does not do so because the 

object of ypopotuct is by definition ypoypoca, of CiKodopuct is an oikta etc. 

1205423 The question of the orthography of the names, Neleus and Lampros, 

remains. R.E. XVI, 2 records different spellings for Neleus, son of Codrus and 

legendary leader of Ionian settlements (on whom cf. Aristotle fr.76 (R3)): NnAevs, 

Netdevs and NetAews.3° Could the dative of Neleus of Scepsis’ name have been 

NewAet? 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 

  

394 See above, pp.96-7. 
305 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 evAet. But evAet is as senseless a vAet and one 

would have to imagine a further mistake in that side of the family, by which the 

epsilon dropped out. Further, if Nevwet 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 NnAet 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 Net (a). 

1205a25 The stemma suggests that we read S0&etev (present), rather than S0€ouev 

(aorist). 

1205a28 Both {Sv (n) and tév6v (@ B) are possible readings grammatically. {810g can 

be an adjective of two terminations,3° and would have to be feminine here, agreeing 

with the nearer of the two nouns. Equally, the neuter, ‘S.ov, is possible, given that the 

  two subjects are abstract. Although the stemma supports (816v, I would read {81s as 

the lectio difficilior. Two scribes could easily have taken 810g to be masculine and 

adjusted the ending to avoid the grammatical error they found. 

1205a28 My inclination is to add tfig (with «) (cf. 99a24). The manuscripts do not 

diverge on the whole in their inclusion or exclusion of the definite article before 

ndovn, 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 04a19, a21, a22, a25, a26, 

a29, a30, b1, b24, b28, b38. When fdovj is nominative singular, the article could 

easily drop out by haplography or intrude by dittography. 

  

306 Aristotle uses both forms of the feminine.
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1205a35 The tig which o omits is redundant, but is confirmed by a37. 

1205b1 Excise éottv 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 éottv, 

1205b3 kot! 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 koi 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’. 

1205612 C L V offer the present of ko@iotnp. P and A offer the imperfect. K offers a 

word that does not exist, but points, palaeographically, to the imperfect. The 

imperfect fv in the previous line may have given rise to the imperfect here. The 

imperfect of eivou was used to remind the reader/listener that the identification of 

pleasure with restoration has been made before (O5b6, cf. 04b36).3°7 However the 

second clause in the sentence, with its parenthetic paotv does not need an imperfect. 

We expect either the present tense of ka@tornt or the imperfect without gaoiv. The 

present tense is fairly well supported by the tradition, but the omission of Av in 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 gaotv in all 

was added by a reader who saw the discrepancy and wanted to distance the author of 

ee 

307 See Bonitz Index 75442: ‘Imperfecto interdum respicitur ad ea quae antea disputata sunt, toOto 
3d Rv GAhOlwoIG (i.e. t0Ot0 8’ Eotiv GAoLMaIs, dg Mpdtepov EAsyolev) G.C. 314625’. Bonitz gives 
other examples too. From M.M. note 09a11 (referring back to 09a7), 09a14 (referring back to 09a1).
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M.M. from the doctrine of pleasure as restoration. We could then excise gaotv and 

retain the imperfect Ka@totm 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 j1 (not év) in b13, and thus achieves the same sense as B which has 0% in the 

next line. We clearly need a negative and B’s is paralleled by odk &yaOdv in b17 and 

od Grovdaias in b19 (see my note ad loc.), and should be read.   

1205b16 I wondered whether to propose adding t after Spo.ov as we find in 08b13 

EXEL TL TH Kepoptde Sporov h Kbov (and e.g. E.N. 1151b6). But there are parallels in 

M.M. which make this unnecessary: 02b17 Spoiov 8 nénovOe tobtw 6 tig Spytic 

aKpotr;>°8 07b3 Sporov néoxew tots EvOovordCovety. 

1205b19 No manuscript has 11 in this line and nor do Bekker or Bussemaker. Earlier 

editions, Bas.*, Sylburg and Casaubon did have 14, but did so because the Aldine had 

omitted od and it was seen that a negative was required. The construction with o0 is 

standard. And o0 is given by one family (c) and half of the other family (B). So read 

ov. 

1205b25 Susemihl’s 5€ (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 

a ee 

308 The text at 02b17 is questioned in my note ad loc.
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suppressed premise to the effect that dvanAnphoets (eating, sex) are less valuable 

activities than what we would call mental pleasures (seeing, hearing, thinking). 

1205b30 651 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 

57): ‘Now’, 

1205b33 Casaubon’s y’ cyoOdv is palaeographically neater than Rassow’s &yaov. 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 cyaOdv etvan. 

1206a2-3 I cannot see what sense the genitive to} would have in a2. Wannowski, 

[1835] 84-5, tries to defend this reading and paraphrases to} — ovdtots as: tod 88 

POGKEL... 1] [11] OPO oKewis aitia. He acknowledges a change in construction by the 

time we read paiveta odtois, and cites G.A. 788a16 to defend tod in 06a2. Spengel, 

[1866], is not convinced. 

1206a5 Full stop after npértew. 

1206a10 The corruptions in 06a10 of &x’ abtod to &né&tn in B and in a25 of an’ 

MOTHS to dendetng in B and C was an easy corruption palaeographically, and may have 

been helped by recollection of a sentence in E.N. 1113a33-b2: év tOIg MOAACIS SE T 

Anat Si tiv Hdoviv ouxe yiveodor. od yop otc c&yabdv gotvetor or E.E. 

1227a36-8 dvéyKn dpa Kod thy deer Kol tiv npootpecv dnd tod Héoonv éni to 

Evavtta yiveoBa... altiov 58 td SD Kod td AMonnpov. 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 ta0ta 

later in the line and to conform with a17-18. But the stemma suggests that t& was not 

in the archetype. We can make sense of a text without t& and should omit it, as the 

lectio difficilior. 

1206a21 Read xo not 7. Susemihl (p.100) accepts that Valla may have read kot 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 koi than Valla’s et. Cf. 85b3 7, 86435, 

1206a26 What is strange in this line is the word-order. The strangeness also struck 

those who made the transposition of novet and émothn which we find in A V. If we 

were to read ovdeig novel émotin, 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 ovdeis to oddepic., 

The phrase téyvy novetv is found in Plato Sophist 234b6, Io 534b8, Aristotle 

Phys. 199a21.3°9 But there is a good parallel for EMLOTHN Tovet at M.M. 06a7-8 (cf. 

also Plato Gorgias 453a1, 454e5) and the word-order of M.M. is often quite jarring. 

Retain Susemihl’s text. 

1206a27 Editors’ deletion of oi? in this line (although Dirlmeier (p.411) would retain 

It) is confirmed by the stemma. 

eee 

309 For the indiscriminate use of émotin and téxvn 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 GAAG 5 — HSoviig (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 émtotyt) which makes pleasure. 

1206a29 What does the emphatic addition te Koi odk &vEv ndoviig contribute? The 

omission of te in L is attractive, but should be resisted. I know of no parallel for 

peta... te Kai odk dévev... EN. 1198b25 has ed" NOovfig 7 OdK divev ASoviic, on 

which see Stewart, [1892] vol. I, p.122. 

1206a31 Cf. my note on 1189a1 for the difficulty of deciding whether to read 8€. 

1206a31 GAs, the reading of the mss. in this line, is a favourite word of M.M. (cf. 

84a3, 8645, 86b26, 88a13, 91a143!°) and should be read here. Spengel could appeal 

to 88a5 (GAAog Adyos), 88a16 (GAAOs AOyos), but a) to supply Adyos as the subject of 

er€yeto is slightly awkward; b) otstig later in the line nicely answers CAMS. 

1206b5 Delete Susemihl’s brackets and place a full stop after xpfjo8a. 

1206b5-6 Armstrong, with good reason, wants the subject of yprjcetor to be the man 

rather than his principle. He thus advocates reading AOyw pabAwe for the mss.’ AOyYo 

povA@. The adverb pordius, proposed by Spengel must be right. And the dative Myo 

would help to explain the corruption of patAws to pata. Follow Armstrong. 

1206b16 Delete Susemihl’s brackets and place full stop after Adyov. 

a 
310 In 91al4 Spengel also conjectured &AAot for &AAa<,
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1206b23-4 Comma after tobtoig (b23) to make it more obvious that &vev [toB] Adyou 

goes with Oppot (cf. &Aoyov in a20) rather than the small children and animals. The 

tod should probably be excised with a and L. Cf. 97b39, 98a4, 00a1, 06b22, 07436. 

(Contrast 98a7, 99a12.) 

In b24 retain npdtepov (with «) - its position, away from the verb, is emphatic 

(cf. b19-21) - but read Sotepov for botepog with L V. The ending -o¢ will have 

originated by assimilation with the nominative masculine singular terminations on 

either side. We need the adverbial neuter rather than the adjectival -0g, which would 

suggest, wrongly, that there was a mpdtepog Adyos. 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 nepi evrvyias before éxopievov. L has incorporated the 

heading into the body of the text. (A has the heading but in the margin.) Cf. éydpevov 

5° Gv ein tobtov Aéyew dnép TAOTH TOS (91b23).31! 

1206b32 Bf and A seem to have read tiv evtuxiay etvor: ‘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 7] odk d&vev X (vel sim.) in sentences in which X has 

already been mentioned. Compare 86a34, 98a7, 99a6, 04a21, 06a29. Note also E.N. 

1099a8, 1153b22, E.E. 1214a25 for the identification by some theorists of evdayrovia 

with evruyic. 

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, 84a24, 85b1, 90b13, 90b28. But retain it. 

eee 

311 On the chapter on edtoyia see now, in addition to Dirlmeier pp.419-25, Donini, [1965] 79-102; 
Kenny, [1992] 56-85.
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1206b35 ti is the reading of a and B, tic of n and Bf A. 1 is the harder reading since 

the subject is masculine. But M.M. has frequently asked ‘ti got1;” of things that are 

masculine and feminine (Gpetr (82a8, 85436, 86a9), émothn (83b12), woxn (85b2), 

Rpaotng (91b24), dixouosdvn (93a39), Adyos (96b11), ovvecis (97b11), émeiketa 

(98b25), pia (08b4), 13a10 (6 @idos)), as well as of things that are neuter ((td 

EKodoiov (87b32), t @iAntov (08b36)). M.M. frequently introduces a new subject 

with the question, ti éott, followed other questions (kai &v tict Kou mepi nota, 

93a39, 96b5, 98b25; Koi év tio Kal mepi ti O8b4; Kai év tiow 91624312; 4 nepi tt 

97b11). The only uncontroversial instance in M.M. of the question ti €ot being 

asked of someone (rather than of something) is at 13a10. Read tt 06b35 on the basis 

that it accords with the language of M.M. and is the lectio difficilior. Note that at 

85a36 n reads tig instead of tt, at 96b11 L reads tig instead of tA, at 07a13 @ reads tis 

instead of tt. These are parallels within M.M. for scribes simplifying concordance. See 

also my note on 1186a12. 

1206b38-9 Gei is positioned after pdoig in Bf and all the Greek mss. A has it after 

aitia (638). The parallel passage in Aristotle (E.E. 1247a32-3) reads: GAG LAV i ye 

Pvorg aitia, 7 tod del doadtws H TOO Hs éni % TOAD, 7 SE TOYN TOdVaVTIOV, The 

Same pair - t& del doorbtmg and t& ws emi to MOAD appear in the other major 

treatment of toyn (Phys. 196b10-13, cf. 197419, a31-2). The neatest solution is 

Susemihl’s transposition in of é&ei (a38) to before aoavtw, (239), which also fits with 

07a3. We do not also need 7 before tg at the start of the line. 

1207a4 Scaliger conjectures o for 4 and is supported by Spengel and Armstrong. 

Scaliger is wanting M.M. to say: ‘here (in vovs) there is order..., but wherever there is 

chance, there is no order’. But M.M. can be expressing himself differently: ‘here there 

  

312 CE 0006-7.
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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 kot, which was absent in © and Bf A. 

1207a6 For Ge@v read Ge08 with a 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. 

1207a1] Retain t@ (with €). Cf. 07a7, a10, al5. 

1207a15 Add 4 after edvoww, which is what the stemma suggests. This makes it 

clearer that napc, to0 G06 belongs to the preceding nouns, and not to edtvyia in the 

following line. 

1207a16 There is some doubt about Koi and év in this line, but both are necessary. 

éyytveodo1 usually takes év in MM. (e.g. 85b1, 89a3, 97b38, 11b19), and Kod 

stresses the point that it is not just deserving people (07a8) who are lucky. 

1207a23 Read év for ént. See p.84 above. 

1207a23 We should not read oixetototov (with Bf A: convenientissime). M.M. has 

given us some people (virtuous people) to whom the epithet edtuyiig does not apply 

(a20-3), but even the next group of people is not Kvpicg called edtuxrc (07426). 

1207a30-1 We need év in a30, because of év 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 & V Bf and A have tré&pEon, but K and B have mpogou. The stemma 

thus supports bxdép§cu. We can understand this. M.M. gives us three types of 

evtoxia (i) having a good, against reasonable expectation (a30-1), which 

corresponds with a25-6; (ii) not getting a KoxKdv 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 map& AGyov ‘against reasonable expectation’ 

(a31)39 is not to be confused with mop& tdv Aoyiop6v (a27-8) ‘beyond his 

reasoning’. It was the belief that these two phrases meant the same thing, I suspect, 

that helped the corruption of dmépEox to mpacar in a3 1. 

Leave Susemihl’s text as it is. 

1207434 For dv see above, p.166. Here the # in a may have been due to a symbol for 

&v: a common abbreviation for ov was L and this could easily be read as lh which was 

a standard way of writing n. 

1207437 Full stop after énutvyycvev. 

1207438 Susemihl prints &veotw tf pvoer. P errs in writing €v éot, but in the margin 

is the note tows, éveoti tt. It is ambiguous whether éveot ti pbcet is being proposed 

or Eveott tt tf @boer. A offers kveott tt pvoei in the body of its text. A seems to 

have read tovodt6v tw. 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 veou. The cause of the omission of tt is 

omission ex homoeot. Getting rid of the superfluous movable nu in Susemihl’s text, 

we have éveott tt. 

  

313 Cf. Phys. 197a18 (nopéAoyov 1 fh toxn) and E.E. 1247a33, E.N. 1135a15-16.
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Should we retain the tf? @dce simpliciter is the standard Greek for ‘by 

nature’, ‘naturally’. In M.M. the dative of borg appears twenty-four times excluding 

here. Seventeen times there is no definite article (cf. 94b30-95a7 for a cluster of 

pce). Of the seven occurrences of tf) pboe1, the meaning is not ‘by nature’ or 

‘naturally’ at 05b8, but wh pboe1 does bear this meaning at 87b26, 94b10, 96b2, 

03b33, 03b36, 05al. We cannot thus rule out tf on the grounds of language. 

However, the sound of -1 tt Tf] is objectionable.3!4 At Met. I. 1052a22 w @dce has 

become corrupted in some mss. to tf pboe. Read éveott ti Poel. 

1207b3 See my note on 1193b1 for parallels for the present tense (onotv). 

1207b8 Full stop after gotiv. 

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 MM. infers 

from what has preceded that the two types of evcuxic are different. Although o reads 

GSvoupopog in all, the comparative in b14 points to two evtoxiot being in play. 

Further, the stemma supports Stéapopog. So retain Sudipopos in b11. We are now in a 

position to see that the referent of 7 todtn edtoxic (b11) aden (612) is the kind of 

luck we find both in avoiding reasonably expected harm and in hitting upon good 

against reasonable expectation. These two evtvxior are being taken as one. We can 

see why this form of edtvxia 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 evtoxyia which M.M. 

differentiates this type from. What, we have to ask, is the referent of éxetvyg (b11)? 

  

314 An additional argument against tfj is that E.E. 1247b20-1 does not have vf).
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We know from what follows that the true type of evvvyia is that ‘whose starting- 

point of impulses towards the attainment of goods is in the man himself” (07b15-16). 

This is the kind of evtvyta which M.M. discussed in 07a35-b5. In this kind of 

evtvyxia 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 Koi in the Greek mss. (‘although’3!5) and Koi 

ei in Bf and A (et_si) (‘even if’), Since M.M. does not doubt the truth of n 

TOOT Eotiv edtuxto., we should prefer the Greek mss.’ ei Kot. 

Still in b13-14 the repetition of tovwbtn is suspicious. If my account above is 

correct, M.M. is talking about two different edtuyion. The first tobe (b11) refers 

back to the kat& cvpPeBnKds edtoxia, 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 tovxdtn, I think we should leave it. 

In b15 Scaliger and - we now know - a Florentine manuscript written by 

loannes Rhosos in the fifteenth century would read év odrf. Spengel, [1866] 634, 

approves of Scaliger’s conjecture. I imagine that these scholars would take avdti to 

refer to evtvxia. But fig already conveys the idea of the Opp) being that of edvroyic. 

Much better is the masculine «dt. 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 evtuxia. Of one type the 

agent with his irrational py} 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. MLM. 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 evrvyia: it is itself not a cause, but a consequence. 

Our Greek manuscripts offer little significant variation in b8-10. We have 

variants in b9 (1 or 7) and in b9 and b10 (0 or tod). The problem with Kai — AoPetv 

(b8-10) is that there is no main verb. Supplements have been proposed before Kod 

ae 

351 SJ. sv. kot BB.
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(b8): Rassow, [1885] 314, suggests that we add ot: 58 before Kat, and read EVTOY IO 

for aitta, and von Arnim, [1927] 123, suggests that we add evtvyia 8’ gotwv before 

kot. Both think that it is at this point that the second type of evcvyic is introduced. A 

offers after GAA0 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: 51 opty odv péovov t €6 mp&ttovtr OpBAs Toy aitia 

AEyetou etvor tod mpcrrtew. 

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.3!6 If we do not need 

to insert the noun, edtvyia, and can understand it from avtyyv (b7), as Dirlmeier 

(p.424) supposes, then we could simply punctuate with a full stop after &AAo (b8), 

and the new sentence would start fotw Kai... However, I think that we do need to 

insert evtvyio. in b8, and would follow von Arnim in punctuating with a full stop after 

éotiv, and reading <evtuxia 5’ éotiv> Kal... in b8. 

Rassow and von Arnim independently suggest a further change, adding Kaxov 

olOpevov ArtyeoGar 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 MLM. is talking about 

not getting kaxé, which one could reasonably expect to get. 

  

316 Dirlmeier (p.424) prefers Rassow’s <fon 88> on the grounds that the corruption is plausibly 
explained as a case of haplography of gotiv. But the corruption has to be more complicated if the 58 
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 aitic, to evtoyia: in b9, 
which Dirlmeier (p.424) rightly criticises - ‘ebtuxia tod AoPetv scheint mir untragbar, wahrend 
aitia tod AoBeTv ohne AnstoB ist’.
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1207b18 Bf’s satis may suggest a Greek exemplar that read ixavés or (most 

plausibly, palaeographically) &1g or &pxobvtms instead of &ptiws. (I can think of no 

Latin word meaning &ptiws from which satis could have arisen from corruption.) E.N. 

  

1096a3, 1102b11 (mepi pév tobtwv G&Atc), E.N. 1172b7 (tOv pév odv toLodtOV 

OAtc), and G.A. 757a13 (GAA nepi pev todtmv hAIg te eipnéva), Pr. An. 32a16 

(etpntor oxedov tkavéds) are all instances of a formulaic way of ending one subject 

before moving on to another.3!7 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 aptiag + verb of saying Bonitz (s.v. dptiog) cites Met. 1086al7 (a 

quotation of Epicharmus), Top. 150a18. To these Dirlmeier (p.425) adds EE. 

1217a11, Donini, [1965] 86n.11, adds Rhet. ad Al. 1425a34, and we can add Pol. 

1291a39 (Stopigw). cptins I thus take to be secure, 

Bonitz (Index, 502a27) conjectures <1 58 edtvxia> otav aptiog Epapev, but 

this has been rejected by Dirlmeier (p.425) and Donini, [1965] 86n.11. The change to 

ota is brilliant. (Compare 92b9 for the same corruption, and compare 01b10 for the 

language.) M.M. nowhere else uses ofov to mean onep. But the structure of the   

sentence shows that Bonitz’ 8é is not right. The inference that EVTLXIO is GDVEPYds TH 

evdayiovia, is made on the basis of the two preceding premises. The 5€ would thus 

have to be apodotic. Whilst we do find apodotic 5€, far more frequently it is not there. 

We should certainly not need to add  edtuyia before ofay. 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 evtvxia loses part of the 

virtue of otov, because then it is left unclear in al7-18 which of the two types of 

evtvxia does bring about external goods. The precision introduced by otav3!8 is 

welcome only if we do not read } evcoxia just before it. The question now is whether 

  

317 For the rarer dipxobvtws see E.N. 1102427. 
318 ft 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 ettuytia.
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we need a subject for ein. If we do, it would be best placed after Epaev, which is 

much harder palaeographically. But we do not. 

Read otav for otov, but otherwise leave Susemihl’s text. 

1207b19 Retain tooadro. with a against C’s todro and Bf and A’s dicta sunt haec. Bf 

and A are trying to end a chapter idiomatically, and tooo is the harder reading. For 

toot compare, e.g., E.N. 1122a17, 1147b17, 1178a22. 

1207b20 Add kai after ein. Susemihl shows no sign of knowing how poorly attested 

the omission of Kou 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 w read: 

Aoundv av ein Koi 

KoGbAOD SvVvOEVTOG KAO’ ExxoTA KePoACOGApEvoUs EinEtV 

but that to was written above -Sévtuc as a correction in @. This would explain why K 

has ovvOévtacg ti, why A and a read ovvOévta, 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 w. Should we read OvveEVTtaSG oF 

somehow incorporate t& (definite article) or -ta. (alternative ending to -tas)? There is, 

of course, no way of knowing whether to. was written above the line on the authority 

of another manuscript or from conjecture. Here we have to appeal to sense. What is 

M.M. proposing to say? How many stages are involved in the discussion to follow? 

Are the participles modal or temporal? To which verb do xa06A.0v and Kad’ Exaote, 

respectively belong? E.E. 1248b8-10 is a close parallel: there Aristotle makes a similar 

programmatic remark. After speaking about each virtue Kod, époc, he must ‘make a 

distinct description’ (SvpOpatéov) of the excellence that arises out of the combination 

of them (tfig Ex tobtwv)’.
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ovveévta (a A) is not possible. We need a masculine plural (ovvOévtac (K €) 

if the participle is active, or a neuter plural (ovvtedévta. (L V)) if the participle is 

passive. ovvtiévor must denote the process which M.M. is about to perform: he is 

going to talk about 0 teAéws onovdatog (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, ovv@évtas. 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. 

1207624 Remarkable is the number of times that pao. and @notw 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, 05b11, 

07b24, 07626, 08b16, 08b17, 08b19, 09a10.319 

1207624 7 will have been omitted in w. In 08b17 and 10b14 some manuscripts 

wrongly add # in a Gtav 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 Scav, but the text there is very insecure. M.M. 

95a17 and 95a24 leave the reader to supply a verb - xpé&tty. Here too we can 

mentally supply 7 just as we have to supply tic. 

1207628 The stemma suggests that we retain Kat. Spengel, [1866] 634 (followed by 

Susemihl and Dirlmeier (p.427) and von Arnim, [1927] 112), sees a problem with the 

text, if we read kot. Spengel excises kat (with B); von Arnim swaps KoA with 

  

319 On the use of @notv in M.M. to introduce an opposing view, see Bonitz (589b60-590a10), 
Dirlmeier, pp.180-1.



397 

o-yo0e.. What is the problem with Koi? What is wrong with M.M. saying (b27-8): 

‘Some things are xoA&, others are [sc. KaA&] and c&yabd.’? 

Von Arnim and Dirlmeier think that the text with Koi implies that there are 

some KoAG which are not &yoé, which would be impossible. Virtue, something 

explicitly said to be KaAdv (b29), does not fall into the category of a Gms good (cf. 

83b20-35, 99a27-00a30). But virtue is, presumably, a good oby c&nA@cs. M.M. cannot, 

then, be distinguishing in b28 between t& KoA and tH KOAG Kod c&yaOd, since 

anything KaAov is going to be &yabov. 

Let us look at the following lines. In b28-9 M.M. makes a further (kai?) 

division between goods which are &:A@¢ good and goods which are not [sc. &nA@¢ 

good]. In b29-30 MM. gives examples of things that are koA& and then of things that 

are yo8e. The list of goods in b30-1 is a list of mAGs &yaOG. (We know from 99b1- 

9 that rule and wealth are GmA@g cyoOd, 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 é&yo0é in a man - to talk about 6 KOAOG Korya86¢ (b3 1- 

084). 

The KoAdg Kéyo8d¢ is the completely virtuous man (b22-4), and such a man 

can be characterised as someone (a) for whom t& Gmh@ cyaOe are good (07b32, 

b33-08a4; cf. 99b2-4 where 6 @pdvytog is said to know that t& OmAWs cyaba 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 KoAoKéyobta in 07b33-b39. In 07b39-08a4 condition (a) is not being 

presented as a sufficient condition. We have to take &yo0& in O8al-3 in a broader 

sense than ands cya8e (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 ayo8& is broadened in 

the closing lines of the section. The 1 in al and névto in a3 make it clear that he is 

not just talking about t& c&nA@s &yoW&, but about all cyad&.
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In 07b32 M.M. uses the phrase ani@ KoAd, 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.3° It is not quite sufficient for kaAoKéryaBia 

that t& GmA@ cryoxOd are good for one and that one acts virtuously - we need to add 

tod KaAOD Evexev (cf. E.E. 1248b34-7). 

Let us return to Kat (628). We have seen that there is a problem if M.M. 

means in b28: ‘Some things are KoaA&, others are [sc. KaAG] and &yoO&.’ But there is 

another possibility, that kai bears the meaning of «6 (see Denniston, p.305, section 7, 

(i1)). “Some things are fine, others, in turn, are good’. To omit Kat might seem to 

make it awkward for the author to maintain that there are things which are at once 

KOAG and cya@c&. 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 koaA& are &yabd, 

1207630 Dirlmeier (p.427) would retain otov, 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 C,32! so would I. 

1208a9 Dirlmeier (p.431) follows von Arnim, [1924] 71, in adding 1 before Katt. 

The definite article is also found in D and V. X go Sta... 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. Kihner-Gerth 

(II, 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 Gathae Koihov only occurs at EN, 116b22, Topics 115632. In the Topics the status of sacrificing 
one’s father is discussed. It is a practice that is kaAOv Tow, but not KoAdv Ons. 
321 This is Susemihl’s only reason to excise it.
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1208a15 Susemihl restrained himself from following the Aldine in adding ed before 

GO and omitting KoA@s. The addition of ed in V was made after KoA@cs had 

dropped out. L’s transposition is designed to bring the adverb nearer the verb. 

1208a18 dote is nicer Greek than mpdg 76, but only attested late. For mpdg to + 

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 08a10, 08a16, 08a21, and should be 

retained here. 

1208a19 Allegiance to K made Susemihl depart from previous editors’ decision to 

print émteAetv. One can évepyet one’s évépyetav (08a10-11), but one éxvtedet one’s 

Epyov (08a17, cf. Topics 161a20). Print émuteAetv. 

1208a23 Dirlmeier (pp.430-2) is right to distinguish four interlocutors in 08a5-30. 

The author tells us what he means by the phrase kat& tov dpBdv Adyov mpcttEW 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 

(ayvo@v, 08a7). The same ‘Horer den Philosophen’ is still not satisfied at 08a20-2 

(ob... oi8, 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 M.M. 

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 (6¢Stov, a23) for either instructor to help any 

further. The students need to help themselves. 

In a23-4 the subject of etny is 0 iatpdg, and the subject of aio@dvouct is the 

medical student. Jaeger, [1948] 442, makes a suggestion which should be adopted: 

that we read the subjunctive aic®av@pyo1, 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...?’. 

1208a26-7 There are three textual questions in these lines. Rieckher cast doubt on 

ovviEto (a26),>2? pyot is not well attested (a27), and obd« &t1 needs to be discussed. 

Let us start with ov« ét1. First, the manuscripts often write this as two words, 

where Susemihl prints it as one.323 The elliptical apodosis is tolerable: we mentally 

supply etémoers after odkét, 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 ovviéto. If we are right to see et yop — odkéti as the doctor’s 

reply to the student’s question about pallor, we have to ask ourselves what évta.dda 

— iatpos 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 ovviéww to mean 

aioOntikhy ovvéow éxétw, as Dirlmeier (p.432) proposes. Dirlmeier’s view that 

évto.b00. — iotpds is part of the doctor’s reply overcomes (a), but not (b). Moreover, 

the change in person becomes odd - why not say ‘you need ovvéotv’? Finally, 

évto080, 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 88a10, 94a21, 95b29, 95b35, where évtad6a marks a new stage of 

development. 

Alternatives to ovviétw might be ovvernétm: ‘Let the doctor agree’. L.S.J. 

note the frequency with which Plato uses the verb odyqnpt in Platonic dialogue;3?4 

or, neater palaeographically, ovviot: ‘let the doctor acknowledge the fact’. 

Susemihl’s @noi is a misprint for poet, (Dirlmeier (p.432)).325 € read @rjoer 

and a the same-sounding @éce1. Natural perception cannot be in place here. The 

future @roet is certainly right. Note as parallels for évtab0a followed by a future: 

88al0 and 95b29. 

The new text will be translated (a25-7), reading ovviotw... ofcer... aicOnow, 

ovK ETL: 

‘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 totta is. P? (see Appendix) 

takes todtas to refer to dpetéic, but virtues have not been mentioned explicitly since 

08a5, and tatto 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 tata in a32? In the preceding discussion (08a5-30) 

we met an objector who first did not understand what acting Kat& tov dpdv Adyov 

was. The author explains that this occurs when the irrational part of the soul (the 

nn) does not impede the rational part. But that reply was not completely 

satisfactory. The student of ethics has to know that acting Kat& tov dpOdv Adyov is 

when the irrational part of the soul (the x&0n) does not impede the rational part. But 

that is not enough. He himself has to contribute something else - namely a certain 

  

324 For einétw in Plato’s dialogues, see Phaedrus 273a7, Laches 194¢10, Prot. 348b6, Laws 6623. 
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. 

épy@ (a31) is usually the counterpart of Aéyo in Greek. It is a matter of 

interpretation whether tadta 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 n&On are in the right 

relation), or just to the second. (It cannot just refer to the first, which is just 

theoretical (AGy@) knowledge.) The questioner asks whether it is a sufficient condition 

for evdayiovia 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 

év 7 for éx tod. ‘Ein oto nach ypfioGon (sic) erganzt sich leicht in Gedanken’. 

1208439 Read the aorist infinitive, raopodobvor with all mss. except V. 

1208b4 The manuscripts have énew5imep. In 04a19-20 and 04a29-30 the author says 

that he must talk about pleasure, and gives his reason with a clause beginning 

énevdtinep. It is tempting, then, to read émevSiynep and to take the structure to be the 

same here, and to punctuate with a full stop after &yaObv (b6). The problem with this, 

though, is that copnopoAnntéa — eddopoviaw (b6) is left stranded. 

We must punctuate strongly after ti in b4. The question, then, is whether 

enerdrinep can stand in first position in a sentence without a particle. In MM. it is 

used with another particle when it comes first (84636). M.M. has émet5t\nep six times 

excluding 08b4: 84b36, 85a15, 87b20, 00a30, 04a19, 04a30.326 It is thus a favourite 

  

326 Tn the works of Aristotle there are only six other occurrences of this word (An. 66a27, de Caelo 
30943, G.A. 752427, Meteor. 343a29, S.E. 176a19, Phys. 242431). The frequency should be taken as 
a mark of authorship by someone other than Aristotle. 
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word of the author.3?” If we need a particle, Bonitz’ emendation of mep to yop is 

superior to P?’s addition of kai before éxeiiynep. 

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 E.N. 1155a34, Susemihl-Apelt (Leipzig, 19123) 

and Bywater (Oxford, 1894) print Spovov;, at E.E. 1235a7 Walzer/Mingay (Oxford, 

1991) print Spovov, at Rhet. 1371b15 Kassel (Berlin, 1976) prints Syovov, but some 

mss. have Opotov; at Plato, Lysis 214a6, Burnet (Oxford, 1903) prints dpotov. 

In 08b10, it is twice written as dpotov by a L V and as dpovov (sic) by A. 

Never in the ten other occurrences of Spotog or Sovov in M.M. is dpotog or Spotov 

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 Ootov twice in this line. 

1208610 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 xepoyits (with a circumflex) is the later form, according 

toL.S.J., s.v. I prefer the earlier form, kepoyiic, which is what Wailzer/Mingay print at 

EE. 1235a12. 

1208b16 Punctuate: , yep pactv,,. 

1208b16-17 If this is a quotation, rather than a paraphrase of Euripides, we need to 

read yor’ for yoto for the trimeter to scan. (At Athenaeus xii, 600a, where a fuller 

report of the fragment is found, most mss. have yato., but editors print yar’). If it is 

not a quotation, then there is good reason to follow and B in adding 7 after néS5ov. 

  

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 paotv or pnotv). I thus add § 

here but not in 1210a14. 

1208b20 For &t1 5, see my note on 1189al, 

1208b29 Should we read tov before 6éov? In b27 there was no definite article, but in 

533 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 ovsé, not ovte. Bekker, Bonitz, Spengel and Dirlmeier (p.437) want to read ovdte 

to balance 009’ in the next line. Denniston (p.511) does not give parallels to justify 

ovdé... ote here, and so we could either follow Bekker in reading otte for o6é 

(b29), or read 0082 (b29) and 008’ for 0&6” (b30). In favour of the second proposal 

are the parallel passages for 003’ 6Aws at 85b11 and 07a21. 

Bonitz, Spengel and Dirlmeier (p.437) also want to insert 7 before 

avtuptretaban (b30), because of the definite article in b30 (td @vAetv). But this looks 

like a case of normalisation. 

1208b31 Possibly a Christian scribe in B objected to Ze%¢? In 85b24 B has tov Oedv 

when & and 1 have tovs Geovs. 

1208633 8) may be an example of the particle being used with ‘adjectives expressing 

indefinite quantity or number’ (Denniston, p.205). 7 &AAo 2) is not found elsewhere 

in the corpus. 90b17 and 95b15 are parallels for Sylburg’s conjecture of 11 for 34. 

1208b34 Cntodpev or énGntobpev? The form in ém- has only appeared in MM. at 

08a31, whilst the form without the prefix appears at 84a13-38 (five times), 93b12, 

93618, 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: éav-. 

1208b38 The second kot in this line is perfectly possible, but its lineage is very 

suspect. Delete it. 

1209a2 Print adt with A n, as in 09a6, In 99a28 the reflexive form is correct. 

1209a2-3 From 09a1-2 we have understood what t giAntov and td giAntéov are. 

The set of things that are ‘good for someone’ is a subset of the set of things that are 

OnAG. c&yabOv, we know from 99a28-99b9: wealth, for example, is &nAdo c&yaBov, 

but is not good in the hands of someone base. Because of this fact, the set of t& 

PAnta (1.e. Te AdtH cyOBk) is a subset of tH PIANtéD (i.e. TH GRADS c&yAOd). 

Wealth in the hands of a good man is pUntéov and is also, qua wealth, &nr@o c&yaBOv 

and so @Antév. But the reverse is not true: wealth is &mA@> c&yaObv and so pAntov, 

but is not @Antéov. 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 &mA@¢ to qualify téyaOdv is not necessary, 

given 08637, 09a15. 

1209a7 Susemihl follows correctors of C and P in this line. The construction is simple 

- 10 8d eivor Kal td ovpgépov is the composite subject, and these two ‘depend on 

and follow’ the good. The imperfect 7KoA000e1 (a11) looks back to a7, and confirms 

that this is what M.M. means (see also 99b32-3). The mss. (L K? V!) offer another 

possibility which is to read tO Set etvor Koi 1 GvEPEpOVTL.328 This again would be 

the composite subject and would be translated in the same way that we translate 

  

328 See Bonitz s.v. etvo1, 5, for the predicative dative after etvot in Aristotle. In M.M. there are 
examples of the construction at 87a18, 87620, 87621, 10a5.
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Susemihl’s text. The change of t6 to t@ twice (as we read in a A K! V2) would be a 

natural unthinking scribal correction, aided by the dative t@ cyo@ earlier in the line, 

but it gives a completely different and inappropriate sense - the words become the 

indirect object of &koAovGet, and so the correctors of C and P tried to restore the 

sense. 

TO det eivar Kai tO cvLPEPOVTL 

became TO Ndet ceive Koi 7 ovugepovtL 

which was corrected to TO N50 eivor, Kai Td GvPEPOV 

We can go back to the original words. 

1209a10 Bonitz, Index 590a9, probably intended to conjecture gactv in this line, 

when he does so in 09a8, where @notv does not occur. 

1209a15 Several scribes thought that there should be a pause after yop. 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 p&v otv [09a1 1] indicates. 

The proposition 6 onovdatog t@ pata odk Esta MtAog [09a10] is met by 

the objection oto pév odv «.7.A. [09a1 1-13] The counter-objection GAA’ 

ovk Eoton K.t.A. [09a13-15], is met by the rejoinder ob yap, GAAG K.TA. 

[09a15ff.]: ‘No, but it will exist on the basis of 7 @iAntéov’’, 

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 

PlAntot, since the bad man is not someone who is good, and this is a requirement for 

being pAntis (a13-15). 

But can it be true that the base man is a friend of the good man Kata tO 

PlAntéov, as is claimed in al5-16? Surely the characterisation of 1 @iAntéov, in 09a2,
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as tO ADT GyaOdv is not going to be broad enough to allow base men to count as 

‘appropriate objects of friendship’? 

1209a16 Add éotw after pAntéov, on stemmatic grounds. 

1209a23-7 The asyndeton in a24 - there is no connective particle between QOLEV 

(a23) and A€yovton (a25) - has led to two proposals to make the Greek more smooth. 

Susemihl proposes adding et before @oyrev (a23) and Dirlmeier proposes adding 3’ 

before ody (a24). Accept the second conjecture. 

1209a28 Place commata around f Su t &yoOdv to make it clear that there are only 

three types of friendship. 

1209a35 Retain xat’ 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 7 has. 

1209bS Rassow’s té&yo®6v, which conforms with 09a34, is not necessary, says 

Dirlmeier (p.441), who wants to retain the mss.’ Toryaed. If we read téyo0&, then Kai 

tO NSD Kol 4 ovEpov cannot be in apposition to néveot toxryor8e,, because the list of 

goods would be incomplete - épeth is omitted. Nor can the phrase be additional, since 

both the pleasant and the beneficial are good (cf. 09a7). Retain Rassow’s té&ya0bv. 

120968 @tAor is a late reading. @tAog 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 Kote tO cv@épov (pecuniary 

advantage) and the client has his with the prostitute ka0” ndoviv (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 M.M. 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 @tAog after podA@ - necessitates that its 

justification (yap, b7) is formulated in the same way. So read @tA0<. 

1209b10 Armstrong suggests a for dot’: ‘since nothing will prevent even bad men 

from having some interest in common’. But décor’ is intelligible, and the future after 

wote is found at 88a25, 93b35, 00a3, 00a32, 01a5, 01637, 03b19, 11a35, but after a> 

never in M.M.. 

1209b16 w had petaninter, which will not do. We have two decent conjectures to 

evaluate. The first, adding the prefix ovp-, is by a recent hand in P. While the sense 

secured by the verb ovpjetanimrew is an improvement on the transmitted text, there 

are two objections to the reading. First, ovuppevoninter is a very rare word, not in 

Aristotle, and only attested before the third century B.C. in Aeschines.32° Secondly, it 

is not an obvious mistake for a scribe to make. 

More plausible (palaeographically) is the conjecture of Ellebodius: AAAAMA, 

with the capital mu resembling a double lambda, could easily give rise to AAAA. (cf. 

M.M. 1199b36, De An. 423b16 for OAAG/S410, confusion.) The simultaneity of the 

basis of friendship crumbling and the friendship itself coming to an end is expressed 

with the word a in b23 (and cf. E.N. 1 156a33-5). 

  

32° Note that M.M, does have ooppetoBéAAew at 87b2, however.
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1209b25-6 Full stops after piAw (625) and after drfipxev (b26). 

1209b27 Read «ot’ (misprint). 

1209b36 The quotation is of Euripides Bellerophon ff.296 Nauck (revised Snell, 

1964). E.E. 123834 gives Kaxds Kax@ <68> [suppl. Tauchnitz] ovvtétnKev Ndovi. 

E.E. 1239b22 gives waxdg Kax@ 58 ovvtétnkev NSovi. 

It is not clear whether the yép 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 yép being correct. But yéip does scan in the trimeter. And is not 

the delay of the particle to third position a poetic feature,339 not a peripatetic idiom?33! 

Of the different reports of the fragment, that at E.E. 1239b22 has 8é 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 yép 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). 

M.M. omits jdov{j 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. 

ovvtétnkev ‘is at one with’ is only found in y. L.S.J. s.v. ovvtjko II]. give 

other instances in tragedy of a metaphorical usage of this verb which normally means 

‘be fused together’. The other two families have ovvéotnkev which would give good 

sense too - ‘forms a league with’ (See L.S.J. s.v. svviotnt B.IIL,1). That Eurpides 

  

339 See Denniston, p.188. 
331 Tt is true that the quotation at 08b16 has the author’s own yop third word, but there is reason here 
for its delay - viz. to avoid the awkward collocation yop pév. The pév in that line cannot be separated 
by an authorial particle from the word that precedes it. 
332 Qne manuscript there normalises the word order.
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wrote the first, we can be pretty sure. cvviotn in this sense is a far more prosaic 

word. It looks as though had ovvéotnkev, and that n restored the correct word 

with the help of E.E.. 

1209b39 yop justifies an affirmative answer to the question. Punctuate: ... etvan, Hj ov; 

det. &tonov yop... See above, pp.167-8. 

1209b39 Dirlmeier (p.444) suggests &v yop c&@éAng on the grounds that the future 

€A@ only replaces aiprjow at the end of the first century B.C. There are other words in 

M.M. without parallel until dates A.D. (e.g. AvmntKds (92b22), TOLPETLOKORETV 

(97032), npodvavoetcbor (88630), otepavonoids (06a27), pircyabog (12b18)), and 

we should not normalise here. 

1210a12-13 o@ offers yivovtor oBv at... patio, and B yivetar ov N... M'Uia, Leave 

Susemihl’s text. Compare 10a22. 

1210a13 Add 6 before Evpunténg with the stemma. M.M. uses a definite article before 

a proper name at 08b12, but not, for example, at 82a11, 82a15, 82a24, 90b28, 91a7 

(though a late ms. has it), and 09b35. 

1210a13 Colon after Edpuntdns. 

1210a14 See my note on 1208b16-17. Only A and K (originally) omit 7. It should be 

written in the text after xé5ov, but put in square brackets. 

1210a15 Dirlmeier’s addition of ofv before ofow (p.445) is wrong. We know the 

context of Euripides’ lines (quoted most fully in Athenaeus XII, 599 and Stobaeus 

Ecl. I, 9, 1. 270, and also in E.E. 1235a16 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 ws ‘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 koi 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. 

1210a20 Dirlmeier (p.446) approves of the addition of nowjoer. I cannot see any 

neater solution. Scaliger’s p@ciper would be bettered by @Oepet. We must bear in mind 

that the comma after bypdv may be misleading. Rassow, [1858], [1874], punctuates 

with a comma after noujoygs. 

1210a21 Read av for éé&v, to balance &v? in b19. Note that Susemihl’s apparatus is 

wrong in stating that o (12) has &v where € (IT!) has odv. 

1210a29 @v 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 evdnios, an adjective of two 

terminations, awkward, so gives a neuter form on each occasion. 

1210a32 Full stop after étépow (with o B K).
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1210a32-3 First note that there is a misprint in this line - read 7 for #). There is an 

editorial decision in these lines. « does not have the datives j1ot... cot, but accusatives 

He... G€. 

L.S.J. (s.v. novém, B, 2) say that to convey the sense of ‘doing something to 

someone’ noveiv + double accusative is more usual than movetv + accusative rei and 

dative personae. Bonitz (609a6) cites only E.N. 1134b5 as an example of movwetv + 

dative of the person, but in 1134b1 and b5 novetv does not mean mpcttev, but stands 

for the earlier verb - 7 nAgov vépetv.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 ofetan. 

1210b6 Delete the dash because b6-8 are closely connected to b3-6. 

1210b7 Dirlmeier (p.448) approves of Fritzche’s addition of j1e0” before ndovfig. But 

we should be cautious of following them. What matters in the argument is that loving 

iS an activity, whereas being loved is not. What the activity is accompanied by is not 

to the point. 

1210b8 For &t1 8& see my note on 1189al. 

1210b20 ndoviig, in C, is an attractive alternative to ndoovéyv, which could have arisen 

by assimilation to the previous genitive plural. Of the twenty occurrences of the word 

ndovi in the section on friendship (08b3-13b3 0), only this one is in the plural. 

1210b21 drepéxovta: misprint. 

  

333 It is probable that we should read nove? here. See Stewart, [1892] vol.I, 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 tovatro. (which a late corrector in P adds). Also, the 

sort of friendships just discussed are not & OpovonoGeias. Rather, b23 introduces a 

new type of friendship (kai (623) = “also’), and tovdton is prospective.334 Place a 

comma after @iAiou and translate (with Dirlmeier): ‘but there are also friendships of 

the following sort, namely ones arising from sympathy. 

1210b33 Read adtopiAica. where Susemihl reads ot [eric]. The authority for adr 

@tAta is V (who has a rough breathing) and a late correction in K. Although in 10b39 

and 12a28 M.M. does use the term abt mpds ordtdv pio, and QKVTOPIALA exists 

nowhere in Greek literature, this should not dissuade us from printing what the mss. 

offer. M.M. has invented the term adtoédng (92b33) which appears nowhere else in 

Greek literature, and coins another compound word, pucyabog (12b18).335 The Kai 

(b33) is explicative. 

Compound nouns in odto- most often mean Platonic forms in Aristotle (see 

Bonitz, 125a3-14), but there are nouns such as avdtodwKovia ‘self-service’ 

(Chrysippus, Stoic. 3.177), odtoxpétev ‘power over oneself” (ps-Plato Def. 412d), 

adtovoyiia ‘rule of oneself? (Thucydides, Xenophon, Isocrates) which are good 

parallels for adtopiric..336 

The alternative would be to excise not just pia, but, as Armstrong suggests, 

pita Koil to fit in with the expression in b39-11al and 12a28. 

1210b36 Armstrong Stock and Dirlmeier take t e6 Cfiv Kai wd Cfiv as objects of 

BovAdje0o (b35). Dirlmeier (and Dalimier) takes td BovAEcbon also to be an object of 

BovAdje6a 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 MLM. also coins the noun, spovonéGere (10623, lal). 
33° M.M. and E.N, use the adjective ¢iAcutos, but L.S.J record the first instance of gurccotia 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 Kai 7 

BobAecbon té&yaOov odK AA tivi: ‘and the wishing of the good applies to none so 

much’. To achieve this place a comma after tO Cfjv (b36), and delete the comma after 

té&yo®@Ov (b37). It is easy to see why Stock is reluctant to translate odK GAA@ ttt by 

‘to no-one else <except ourselves>’, which is what we should expect given ovk GAA 

tit 7 tovt@ (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 obk G&AAW tIVI to be an 

emphatic way of saying abt, and not to exclude the possibility that he might ‘wish 

the good’ for others. But the expense of doing this is that M.M. 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 70 BobAEoBa. 

1210b39-11al Read ot mpdg adtdv. This is what Susemihl has in 10b33 and 

12a28, (cf. 96a24, a30, 11a16, a27, a30, a31, a36, a37, a39 for mpds crivtdv). 

1211a3 yop was a conjecture in K, but 8é is fine. M.M. objects to the disjunction 

expressed in Titov... 7. 

1211a4 «od? is omitted by Susemihl. The stemma is equally divided, and I would 

follow Susemihl, 

1211a8 It is to the Aldine that we owe the right reading, MlALl@v.
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1211a16-b3 Von Arnim, [1927] 251, proposes that this section is not in its right 

place, and that it should be relocated either to 11b39 (before the section on e’vouw) or 

to 12a27 (after the section on Ou6voin). 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’ dé is required for the mss.’ te. 

1211a22 -oipe6o was what ¢ read. Do we need to add &v? Either uddiot’ <dv> 

BovActpe8a or <v> LdA16tH BovAocipeba. Cf 10b29, 11a19, 11a23 337 

1211a24 V's reading, dijAov éotwv ws Zot, is again a late reading. A and n offer a 

good alternative: SffAov gotwv ws, where we can mentally supply ‘is’. This has the 

advantage that the ‘Kakophonie’ which Dirlmeier (p.457) notes, is lost. Add n before 

plAic. with B. 

1211a28 &popev, 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. 

1211438 See my note on 1197a37 for t@ + infin. 

1211b2 Susemihl’s 88 should not be accepted. See my note on 1195a34. 

1211b15 Read {oog (with a and B) for tcov?, Susemihl did not know of this reading. 

  

337 See above, p.166.
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1211b19 toda is odd. Should we not read a partitive genitive, tovdcng: ‘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 ws clause - Aéyovoww. The 

rest have the participle, Aéyovtec. M.M. uses as + main verb in parenthetical clauses 

often (e.g. @¢ otovton (83a32, 92b14 etc.), ag Zouxev (81b27, 82al etc.), OS PaGiv 

(94b5) etc.) When a participle follows as, 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 ¢ + participle: to speak of something as... 

The usage of d¢ in M.M. therefore suggests that L’s A€éyovov is correct. 

Bonitz (872a10-31) and Kihner-Gerth (IJ, 2, 90-6) offer no parallels for the 

parenthetic og + participle that we find transmitted. 

However, I do not think that we should print A€youo. There is another 

construal. We can supply (mentally) a main verb gaot: ‘as some people <say>, 

speaking rightly at least in the majority of cases’. 

1211b22 evnpyétnKé is much better attested than the form in evepy-. L.S.J. (s.v. 

evepyéte@) say that the augment in ebn- is sometimes found in manuscripts, but that 

early papyri and inscriptions point to the perfect form: evepyétynka. 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 kot. 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 Kat& 7 OVILPEPOV. 

1211b27 Susemihl is right to excise éotuv. 

1211b27 Bekker’s @v is indisputable.
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1211b34 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 evoot eiow, and in 12a4 one family has edvoot, the 

other edvor. Neither Susemihl nor Dirlmeier (p.462) were aware that a has esvoor 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, edvoot in both lines. 

1212a4 Read etvoou. See my note on 1211b36. 

1212a7 Read 7 et’voww pidtag. This word-order is that found in all mss. except V. 

The only source available to Susemihl to have the more normal order, piriag 7 

evvo10., was the Aldine, but there is no entry in his apparatus. 

1212a13 Amerbach suggests that we should read tig ebvotag 4 piAta. EE. 1241a12- 

13 says ‘every friend has goodwill, but not all who have goodwill are friends’. M.M. 

12a1-6 has tried to show that one can be esvovg 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 ‘edvowe. is not without friendship’, i.e. any instance of etvoie. is also 

an instance of @iAia, then there is clearly a contradiction with what M.M. has just said 

(and also with E.E.). Amerbach tries to rid M.M. of this contradiction. But xapic 

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 gio and 

ebvoww are ‘in the same sphere’ - just as in 12a14 the claim is made that Opovota is 

oOVEYYUS Tf Pata. If someone has piAica. towards someone else, he will also have 

ebvoi. 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, 1 @\Aia 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 td before 

tovodtov. 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 tO, tovodtov will be taken as predicate rather than as subject. 

1212a19 For -1x- see my note on 1189b6. 

1212a19-20 Having delimited the range of dudvowx to t& mpaKt& (a18-19), M.M. 

makes a further restriction in a19-20. The text of a20 is in an awful state in the mss.338 

But the structure of the passage is fairly clear. Just as in al8-19 MM. had said that 

OHOvow, is not... but..., so in al19-20 there is the same structure: oby... OAAL.... 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: ei and fj, but 4 is much better attested. The verb 

which should appear second and ninth, again for stemmatic reasons, is voetv. 

Susemihl’s text, then, is correct. Dirlmeier (p.465), influenced by a high respect for K, 

wants to read ovK ei évvoobot..., GAA’ ei... évvoetv. But twice in al19-21 he has to 

read what no manuscript reads. Dirlmeier contends that voetv ‘paBt zu den vonté von 

al9, aber nicht zu den xpoxté’, and thinks that the right verb would be évvoetv. 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 &1o 
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 nepi dpxovtog. conf. Eudem. p.1241,31’. But MM. is claiming 

that Oydvow properly-called concerns Katé&otaciw of the same ruler. This is not 

ridiculous. 

The problem with a25-7 is the superfluity of év mpoxtots and the awkward 

separation of tod adtod from G&pxovtog (see Dirlmeier, p.465). Ellebodius and 

Susemihl suggest that év mpaxtots (a26) be excised and this should be adopted. 

Susemihl’s alternative - emending &pa (a25) to yap - is less good, since a25-7 do not 

justify a24-5. 

1212a26 For -tx- see my note on 1189b6. 

1212a31 The future (sto) is given in 6. The ‘logical’ future features again at 12a36, 

a39, b3, bS, b6, but the present tenses in a32-5 swing the balance back to éortiv, the 

reading of a. 

1212a35 The mss. are equally divided in whether to place detv before or after abtots. 

In 09b29 M.M. writes tiv 8’ epetiy otovtor Setv avtotg vadpyetv, and this 

suggests that we read Setv abtois here, with a. 

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 éxotrjoeton’. Susemihl thinks that one of their suggestions should be 

adopted. Leaving b4-5 apart, M.M. uses eEotévou + dative personae + gen. rei in 

12a36, b11, b13, b14. One way in which consistency of construction within b4-5 

could be achieved would be if we read toto (the reading of C and n, not known by 

Susemihl) for tobtov 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 — 

CvLPEPOVTOg — NdéOs in bS. 

1212b8 For note see my note on 1199a14. 

1212b9 Print wdtdv. See above pp. 173-4. 

1212b10 Both in b10 and in b14-15 C and P? have dg when Susemihl and ¢ and P! 

read wg. @¢ is obviously right in all four cases,339 but the position of the first a> in 

b10, as Dirlmeier (p.467) was aware, is extraordinary. The obvious solution would be 

to move «<! up to b9, after obv, which is its position in the parallel sentence in b14. 

1212b26 Question mark after toOto. 

1212b29-30 Colon after yiyvetou. 

1212b37 Susemihl, supported by Donini, [1965] 139n.19,34 suggests that we read 5é 

for yop in b37. But y&p does make sense if we take ToLovtOg TIg AdyOS to be 

retrospective. M.M. is explaining why the inference in the previous sentence does not 

go through. An account (Adyos) that is true of god should not be applied to man. 

1213a4-5 Bonitz 874241 compares de Spiritu 475626 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. 

1213a11 Susemihl’s lacuna is best supplemented by Kassel. Add etn &v before 

TOLODTOS, 

  

339 Pace Dirlmeier (p.467), Aristotle does use fort pév dc... Zot 58 xs. See Bonitz 220b9-12, though 
in the first three passages cited pév is not always in the mss. (nor in editions), 
349 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 Kot, and punctuate differently: 

<kai> Wonep, 1 Aeydpevov, "GAAOs obt0¢ 

“HpaKAtic", GAAos ptroc éya. 

I agree with Kassel that the saying ends after “HpoxxA fig, but do not think that Kot is 

necessary. If we take Gv ‘ye — noujons (al 1-12) with what precedes, we can 

punctuate with a full stop after xoujons. The asyndeton is fine. ‘Tf, 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. 

1213a15 Héotov is a late reading, but nevertheless right. 

1213b4 Deletion of det is necessary. See Dirlmeier, p.473. 

1213b10 The reading (of P A L B) émi névtwv is superior to Gné&vtwv (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 GAMwv. As Susemihl’s text stands Opotws is awkwardly placed in an ote phrase, 

and &AAwv must agree with énd.vtwv, 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 &AAwv will still refer to the 

other methods of perception, and adding éni before névtwv 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 8é in all manuscripts he knew about, except the Aldine 

which has yép, Coislin which reads otv, and the revised version of Valla’s translation 

(1831) has itaque. He also had in front of him a conjecture by Bonitz: 54. Bonitz’ 87 

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 « and B have odv. This reading must be the right one. In case it is argued that 81 

would provide a simpler explanation of the way in which the 88 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 ofv. 

1213628 Ellebodius provides a neater solution to b28 than Bonitz. The independent 

mss. give: GAA’ Ev totg LooIg @tAoIg Kal tH ev adt{ PUIG tO TOLOSTOV ZyKANA. 

Instead of following Susemihl in reversing tfj év and adding to1-, we should read 

avtots for abt. We can easily mentally supply év before vf from the previous line. 

Lines 629-30 are closely parallel: the enquiry which M.M. is promising is how one 

ought to treat a friend év tf) év tooig gidoig Mica (b30). In b28 MM. could have 

said €v tH Ev tools pidois piAiq, but since he has just mentioned oi {oor piAot, he can 

use a pronoun for these people. Read GAA’ év toig isoig gtAo1g Kal tH Ev adtois 

Pte t torodtov EyKAnua. The origin of odtf will have been assimilation to the 

surrounding feminine dative singulars. Why a scribe should have reversed vf év and 

omitted tot- 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 dppf reads: tows Sppiiv 

vOv tH TOV cpbyov A€yet otov Ai(Owv) - I cannot read the end of the last word. The 

same worry struck those who altered éxobotov to &kobotov, and von Arnim who 

wants to add 7 here. 

1188b32 P? (= corr.') glosses @tAtpov with nopc. 

1188633 Above dpevomé:yw P? (= corr.’ ) adds Kpttng (or Kpitat) s.1. (as a gloss). 

1189a10 tpoxéCew is glossed in the margin by P? (= rec.) with tpéyeuv. tpéyerv 

appears in linea in Rav. and M, (# tpoydter in mg. Rav.). Add to the references   

Dirlmeier (p.254) provides for tpoyéCew Protr. B.71.4 (Diiring). 

1190a1 GAAa is glossed in the bottom margin by P? (= rec.): @Anoasa. So too Rav. in 

mg. (not in M). Does the gloss mean that 5uévoue is desiderative? 

1191a19 Vv writes in the margin after @v: &vbpetos dv, - Kod yevvatog Kal ovvetic. 

1191a34 Above éviot P? (= librarius ipse) writes twvés. On f. 133" Nikolaos has a kind 

of vocabulary list where synonyms are given some in Latin (Optov membrum), but 

most in Greek - among the list is éviow tivés. 

1192b2 In the margin P? (= corr.) has: Epavog t EK GvpBoATig Setrvov. (Not in Rav.)
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1194a22 In the margin next to lines a21-2 V? and B have: dnd 88 tig tod &pyvpion 

XPNGEws Varvplactn. 

1196a6 In the margin P? (= rec.) writes: St. obdk Zorttv. 

1196a25 P? (= rec.) adds in the margin after ji}; mag éEvdéxeton Exvtdv GStKetV. 

1197436 P? (= rec.) writes in the margin: Sti } copia. 0d Ppdvnots' 7] PpovNorG, Repl 

T ovpgepov O dAAotE gotiv GAAO. Kal GAAM HAAO f Gogia nepi tT edOd Kat 

KOYLNOAOV TH Gel MoadtOs ExOVTC, 

1197636 A marginal note in V (and in the margins of B and 24) explains the phrase 

donep — ppdvynow (b36), saying: tH (td 24) ovvepyetv tit (tH B 24) ppovicer 

SnAovot. This is certainly the feature of Sewvotyg that the author means (cf. 98a6-8). 

1198a2 K? has a note in the margin after ofc: otov cmppocbvn 7 cvdpeta. 

1198b18 P? © corr.') glosses oyoAtv with tpeptav in the margin, and with d&pyinv 

above the line. Neither gloss is in Rav. 

1199a33 P? (= corr.') has a note in the top margin (f.15*) on KAboeIg, which reads: 

KADOTHPLA: KAVOTHpLOV yivetar cmd TOD KAKO TO Bpéx (sic). It is not copied into 

Rav. The word KAboig means ‘drenching by clyster’. P? is glossing KAdceig with 

KAvetipia, and then trying to give its etymology. He must have meant KAo (‘I 

wash’), not KAbe@ (‘I hear’). Boéyewv means ‘to make wet’. 

1200a24 P? (= rec.) writes o8 in the margin, in answer to the question in a23-4. Rav. 

does not have this.
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1203a13 There are two corrections to this.line in P. P? (= corr.?) writes: tows, th, LN, 

kal tt, Wevotepov in the margin. P? (= rec.) has: @ ye, Stu cy}, Kal TYyLedtepoVv. This 

then became a ye, Sti ti [17 Kal ti prevOtepov in Rav., and then Gye Su ti pi, tt 

ietotepov M, Venetus 200, 

jevotepov, the comparative of jetwv (= less) is only attested (before 100 B.C.) 

in Apollonius Rhodius, Aratus, an anonymous riddle in the Palatine Anthology (XIV, 

41). It is also difficult to see any sense in the different attempts to improve the text. 

They ail originate from a mistake of one letter in the first hand of P. 

1203b4 After tfig P? © corr.?) glosses s.l.: &ptiws yevopévov, but the annotation is 

not copied into Rav. 

1203620 There are two notes on b20 in the margins of P. In the top margin P? (= rec.) 

writes: tows, Kol Eston 6 éyKpartis, odppwv, and in the left hand margin P? (= rec.) 

has: Sti 6 o@ppewv éykpariig: 6 58 eykpatis, odK Ett cd@pev. 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 omppmv P? (= rec.) adds in the margin: 81 ote 6 OKPOTIIS 

aKdhactos, odte &véeroArv. This is not in Rav. 

1204a6 In the bottom margin of A, picking up a reference mark after Ady is 

written: Ot. 0 @pdvylog OdK cKpOLTIIS. MPAKTUKOSG Yap TOv PéATIOTIOV: 6 Se 

aKpatig SiavontiKds Lev tOv BéATICTOV od TPAKTUKOS 5é KAO Kal Zoike tO 

Sew Kal yop t@ [....Juc801 pév enitrSeros &x tivog dv yévorto tH BEéATLOTO, 

mpac........] 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 &orpetoBon: dg ei 

tOV KEPpOdtotov. This is surely right. 

1205a22 K? (dating from 1150-1200) has written ph moté p@AAov GS1depopor 

Ypurtéov, 

1205a25 A note in the left hand margin by P? (= rec.) refers to a mark in the text by 

Hdovat: mpog w abcd GAAS AUBEVover. This is not in Rav. 

1205b7 In the margin next to pdow V writes Spog HSoviis, but it is not a definition 

that M.M. approves of in 04637 - 05a4. 

1205b36 Francesco Filelfo! (1398-1481) writes a note in the bottom margin (f.167°) 

of K on this line: 

EvOev eidévon Eoti TH voettan ev Tog VIKONAX{OIG. A KOA. &mEprVaVtO 

ToyaBOv of névro Epteton. neva yop to Ca vontéov: | 

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 mévto in E.N. explained for Filelfo by the recognition that for 

Aristotle it is not just man that égieton the good, i.e. that Aristotle included animals in 

the referents of xécvta? 

1206a13 In the margin P? (= rec.) writes: 6 Avmobpevos TH KOA Tpatrov, od 

onovdaiog’, 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. Schdll that the hand is 
thirteenth century, and thinks it is ‘palpably fifteenth century’.
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1206617 In the margin of P is a note: on(uatveton) Sti th Gpett, ody 6 Adyos EipyT 

KO NYEWOV, GAAG tH 10187 ed Siaxetpeva. Rav. did not copy it. 

1206b33 In the margin P? (= rec.) writes: St xopig tHv &xtd6, OdK ZotIV 

evdayovetv, but Rav. does not have the note. 

1207b4 In top margin P? (= corr!) writes: €vOovo1a6pé éoti Stav  woxt, Acumeto1 

vn0 Be0d P?. This is not present in Rav. 

1208a24 ntsoévnv is glossed by P? = corr.!) with kexoupévn KptOn. Rav. does not 

copy the note. 

1208431 In the margin P? (= rec.) writes: ei 7 eidévon plovov tis dperis, eb Soipover 

(sic) movet: Rav. does not have this note. 

1209a25 In the margin of V is a note: on(uatveton) tiv Sioip(ectv) thy 

NOAMOPOAANTOV petAgd Kepevyv tiv OLeVvopLas KOU OVVOVOLOS KOAODpEVHV 5& 

Op’ Evdg 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 K? (twelfth century) glosses Stapopé: with: otéers pdyn. 

1213a26 Filelfo? comments in K: onpeiwoon nepi ptdov Amicus alter ego. 

1213b22 P glosses &yKAnpo with: oitiov. 

ae 

2 See previous note.
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