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TO THE READER.

In giving to the public this translation of the Nicoma-
chean Ethics of Aristotle, the Translator acknowledges the
obligations he is under to former versions. He has not
hesitated to adopt such portions of them as appeared to
him to convey accurately the meaning of the author, whilst
he has entirely retranslated such as he thought failed in this
respect. Every passage, however, has been in all cases care-
tully compared with the original. The text generally fol-
lowed has been that of Cardwell, but Bekker's has been
also consulted, and his readings adopted wherever they
appeared preferable.

The notes are partly original, partly selected. It has been
the object of the Translator not to overburthen the text
with them, but only to give as many as he thought necessary
to render the subject intelligible, and to explain or illus-
trate such difficulties as were incapable of being removed
by translation. The Analysis and Questions, which are
added, were thought likely to be a valuable assistance tou
the student.

It is hoped that this work will be found useful to that
numerous class of readers who, though unacquainted with
the language of ancient Greece, are anxious to study the
works of the best writers of antiquity in, as nearly as
possible, their own words.

For such further information as is not contained in th«
notes, the reader is referred to the commentaries of Miclelot,
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the notes of Cardwell, the edition of the eighth and ninth
books by Fritzsch, Brewer’s edition of the Ethics, Blakesley’s
Life of Aristotle, the philosophical articles in the Encyclo-
predia Metropolitana, Whateley’s Logic, and Ritter's History
of Philosophy,* in which latter work will be found an able
and lucid analysis of the Ethics of Aristotle, as well as a
complete investigation of all the systems of the ancient
philosophers. The ingenious and able defence of the sophists
in the eighth volume of Grote’s History of Greece may
be advantageously studied with reference to the bearing of
their doctrines on the subject of ethical philosophy.

¢ Translated by A. J. W. Morrison.



ANALYTICAL INTRODUCTION.

ErnIcs, according to the theory of Aristotle, formed but a
subdivision of the great and comprehensive science of poli-
tics. Man is a political or social being; that science, there-
fore, which professed to investigate the subject of human

would study the nature of man, not only as an indi-
vidual, but also in his relation to his fellows, as a member
of a family, and as a member of a state, or political com-
munity.

Aristotle, therefore, following ‘out this view, divides poli-
tics into three parts : Ethics, Economics, and Politics strictly
80 called. Ethics, therefore, or the science of individual
good, must be the ground-work of the rest; families and
states are composed of individuals ; unless, therefore, the
parts be good, the whole cannot be perfect. The develop-
ment, therefore, of the principles of man’s moral nature.
must necessarily precede, and be an introduction to an
investigation of the principles of human society. This is the
place which ethical science occupies in Aristotle’s system :
it is the introduction to politics, or the science of social
life.

It is plain, from these considerations, that ethics, accord-
ing to Aristotle, form a subdivision of a great practical
subject ; he does not therefore consider it necessary to
examine into the abstract nature of good, but only to pursue
the investigation so far as it relates to man. So utterly
unconnected with his subject does he consider any ideal or
absolute standard of good, that he even denies that the
knowledge or contemplation of it can be in any way useful
to the study of that good which falls within the province of
human nature, and is therefore attainable by man. In this,
as well as in many other respects, the practical nature of his
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vi ANALYTICAL INTRODUCTION.

mind is strongly contrasted with the poetical idealism of his
great master Plato.

The foundation of Aristotle’s system of ethics is deeply
laid in his peychological system. On the nature of the
human soul the whole fabric is built up, and depends for its
support. Acoording to our author, we are born with a
natural capacity for receiving virtuous impressions, and for
forming virtuous habits : and his conception of the nature
of this capacity is so high a one, that he does not hesitate
to term it “ natural virtue.” We are endowed with a moral
sense (aioOnarc), & perception of moral beauty and excellence,
and with an acuteness on practical subjects (Se:vérnc), which,
when cultivated, is improved into ¢pdryaec (prudence or moral
wisdom). From all these considerations, therefore, it is plain
that, according to Aristotle, virtue is the law under which
we are born, the law of nature, that law which, if we would
attain to happiness, we are bound to fulfil. Happiness,
in its highest and purest sense, is our “being’s end and
aim ;” and this is an energy or activity of the soul according
to the law of virtue : an energy of the purest of the capacities
of the soul, of that capacity which is proper and peculiar to
man alone ; namely, intellect or reason. Designed, then, as
man is for virtuous energies, endowed with capacities for

* moral action, with a natural taste and appreciation for that
which is morally beautiful, with a natural disposition or
instinct, as it were, to %ood acts; virtue, and therefore
happiness, becomes possible and attainable. Had this not
been the case, all moral instruction would be useless. That
for which nature had not given man a capacity would have
been beyond his reach ; for that which exists by nature can
never by custom be made to be otherwise.

But this natural disposition or bias is, according to Aris-
totle, a mere potentiality ; it is poesessed, but not active,
not energizing. It is necessary that it should be directed by
the will, and that the will in its turn should be directed to
a right end by deliberate preference; ¢ e. by moral prin-
ciple. From his belief in the existence of this natural
capacity, and this bias or inclination towards virtue, and
moreover from his believing that man was a free and
voluntary agent, Aristotle necessarily holds the responsibility

* of men. Man has power over his individual actions to do
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or to abstain. By repeated acts, habits are formed either of
virtue or vice ; and, therefore, for his whole character when
formed, as well as for each act which contributes to its
formation, man is responsible. Not that men have always
power over their acts, when their character is formed ; but
what he contends for is, that they have power over them
whilst their moral character is in process of formation ;
and that, therefore, they must, in all reason, be held respon-
gible for the permanent effects which their conduct in par-
ticular acts has produced, and which they must at every
step have seen gradually resulting.

‘What then is virtue? In the solution of that part of
this question which has not already been answered, the
practical nature of Aristotles mind is exhibited in an
eminent degree. It has been seen that it is a habit, that
it is based upon the natural capacities of the human soul,
that it is formed and established by a voluntary agent
acting under the guidance of deliberate preference or moral
principle. But to these conditions it is also necessary to
add, what is the end or object at which the habit is to aim.

Experience, then, that great practical guide in human
affairs, teaches us what that end is. An induction of
instances shows that it is a mean between excess and defect ;
not, indeed, an absolute mean, but a relative one; that is,
one relative to the internal moral constitution, and to the
external circumstances and condition, of the moral agents
Of this relative mean, each man must judge for himself by
the light of his consciencey and his moral sense, purified by
moral discipline, and enlightened by education. The moral
philosopher can only lay down general principles for man’s
guidance, and each individual man must do the rest. The
casuist may profess to be more particular, he may profess to
lay down accurate special rules of conduct, which will meet
every individual case, but his professions will be unfulfilled :
he will, from the very nature of the subject, which, being a
moral one, will not admit of mathematical exactness, fail of
making morals a definite and exact science. There must,
and will always be, room left for the moral sense and prac-
tical wisdom of each individual, to exercise in each case of
moral action its judicial functions. If, in this case, or in
any other, you deal with men in this way, you are dealing
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with them as children ; and, therefore, acoording to Aris-
totle's views, as being incapable of perfect moral action.

The discussion of these virtues or mean states, both moral
and intellectual, forms, it will be found, a very important
portion of this treatise. 'We shall find, amongst them,
many virtues which belong to man in his political rather
than in his individual character :—magnificence, that virtue
of the rich, which to an Athenian mind appeared nearly
akin to patriotism :—the social qualities, which we should
scarcely in these days formally elevate into the rank of
virtues, but which, nevertheless, practically, we value almost
as highly, and which contribute so much to the happiness of
every-day life :—justice, not only that universal justice which
implies the doing to every one according to the laws of God
and man, and therefore is synonymous with virtue, but also
that particular virtue which is more especially exercised by
one who is intrusted by the constitution of his country with
administrative or executive authority:—and, lastly, friend-
ship, that law of sympathy, and concord, and love between
the good and virtuous, clearly and insep;.rably connected with
—nay, based upon, originating in, and springing out of—a
reasonable self-ll;:e, whigclh ish:ogt, indeed, strictll;gspeaking, a
virtue, but indispensable to virtue and human happiness.

Friendship is a subject on which the mind of Greece
especially loved to dwell. It pervades many of her historical
and poetical traditions ; it is interwoven with many of her
best institutions, her holiest recollections. In ome of its
forms, that of hospitality, it wag the bond which united
Greeks in one vast family, as it were, even in times of bitter
hostility. No Greek, therefore, could have considered that a
moral philosopher had fully accomplished his task, and
finished his work, if the discussion of this subject had not
formed part of his treatise. And when we find that Aris-
totle places friendship so high, as to say that its existence
would supersede and render unnecessary even justice, and
that the true friend loves his friend for that friend’s sake,
and for that motive alone, it seems to approach in some
degree to the Christian rule of charity, which teaches us to
love our neighbour as ourselves,—to that love which, based on
principle, and not merely on instinct, is on divine authority
said to be “the fulfilling of the law.” '
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* In the practical consideration of each individual virtue,
Aristotle necessarily treats of moral and intellectual virtue
separately from each other ; but we must not suppose, for
that reason, that he thought they could exist separately.
According to his view, moral virtue implies the due regula-
tion of our moral nature, with all its appetites, instincts, and
passions ; and this state only exists when they are subordi-
nate to the dominion and control of the reasoning faculties.
Again, the reason does not act with all the vigour of which
it is naturally eagble, unless our moral nature is in a well-
regulated state. Hence the different parts of human nature
reciprocally act and react upon each other, every good reso-
lution carried into effect, every act of self-control and moral
discipline, increases the vigour of the pure reason, and renders
the highest faculty of our nature more and more able to
perform its work. Again, the more powerful the reason
becomes, the fewer external obstacles, such as vice presents
to its energies, the intellect meets with, the more effectually
does it influence the moral nature, and strengthen, confirm,
and render permanent the moral habits. Thus continence is
gradually improved into temperance ; and if human nature
were capable of attaining perfection, man would attain to
that ideal standard which Aristotle terms heroic virtue.

But this is above human nature, and is impossible to
attain, just as its opposite, brutality, is never found, so long
as human nature continues in its normal condition, but only
in cases where bodily mutilation, or moral perversion, or the
influence of barbarism, has so far degraded the human being,
that he may be considered as having entirely ceased to be
a man,

There is another important subject connected with moruls
of which it was absolutely necessary for Aristotle to treat
fully. Pleasure, as a motive to action, had been so inter-
woven with other philosophical systems, that the disciple of
the Aristotelian ethical philosophy could not be content with-
out the place which it ought to occupy being accurately
defined. Pleasure, then, had been held by Plato and others
to be a motion or a generation, and therefore of a transitory
or transient nature : this Aristotle denies, and affirms it to
be a whole, indivisible, complete, perfect, giving a perfection,
a finish, as it were, to an energy ; being, as he says in order
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to illustrate its nature, what the bloom is to youth. Bat if
so, pleasure must be active, energetic ; it cannot be simply
rest : and yet the testimony of mankind, if we observe what
they propose to themselves as pleasure, would be in favour
of the notion of its being rest, in some sense or other. How,
then, were these apparent inconsistencies to be reconciled ¥
In the following manner. It is rest as regards the body,
but energy as regards the mind. It is an activity of the
soul—not a mere animal activity. This distinction enables
us to mark the difference between true and false pleasures.
Those which are consequent upon the mere activity of our
corporeal nature are low and unreal ; those which attend
upon the energies of our intellectual nature are true and
perfect, and worthy of the dignity of man.

But as happiness is an energy or activity of the soul
according to its highest excellence, and that this must be
that which is the characteristic property of man, namely,

ure intellectual excellence, it is evident that contemplative
Lppinees is superior to every other kind, and constitutes the
chief good of man. Although happiness must be sought for
and arrived at by the formation of habits of practical virtue,
still all other virtues must be pursued with a view to the
final gratification of our intellectual nature ; the end of the
cultivation of all virtue is to fit us for the pure and unmixed
enjoyment of contemplation. Contemplative enjoyment is
the most perfect, most permanent, and most independent of
external helps and appliances.

If, then, after all that has been said respecting moral
practical virtue, contemplation is the end and object of man,
his chief good, his highest happiness, why has Aristotle said
so much of the practical nature of human happiness? why
has he attributed so much importance to the formation of
the moral character ? why has he left the subject of contem-
plative happiness to be briefly discussed at the very conclu-
sion of his treatise !

The answer to these questions is plain. Until the moral
character is formed, man is unfit, not only for the enjoyment,
but also for forming a correct conception and appreciation of
the happiness which is derived from contemplation. Place
before his eyes in the commencement of his search after
happiness intellectual contemplation, as the end at which he
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is aiming, and he would neither be able to understand its
nature, nor estimate its value. It is by the ual ec-
tion of our moral nature,and by this meth only,

are brought into that state in wlnch the intellectual pnncxple
is able to act purely and uninterruptedly. The improvement
of our moral and intellectual faculties will go on parallel to
one another. Every evil habit conquered, every good habit
formed, will remove an obstacle to the energy of the intellect,
and assist in invigorating its mature. Begin with contem-
plation, and we shall neither find subjects for it, of a nature
sufficiently exalted to insure real happiness, nor be in a
condition to derive happiness from such subjects, if suggested
tous. Begin with moral training, and we shall attain to
higher capacities for intellectual happiness, whether derived
from the contemplation of abstract truth, or of the perfec-
tions and attributes of the Deity.* The Christian philoso-
pher will easily understand the value of this method of
teaching ; for he knows that it is revealed to us, that in
divine things moral training is the way to intellectual culti-
vation, that the heart is the way to the understanding—* If
any man will do God's will, he shall know of the doctrine
whether it be of God.” (St. John vii 17.) Tt is plain that,
in this respect, the way which the heathen moralist has
pointed out to the attainment of happiness is that which is
most in accordance with the principles of human nature,
and therefore with the laws of Him who is both the author
of revelation, and of the moral constitution of man.

It only remains now to point out how Aristotle connects
the subject of ethics with that of which he considers it a
subordinate division ; namely, politica. The idea of a state
implies a human locxety united together upon just, moral,
md reasonsable principles. These principles are developed

and displayed in its institutions ; its end and object is the
greatest good of the body corporate ; and, therefore, g0 far
as xt can be attained consistently with this pruna.rv end, the
greatest good of each family and individual. Now, on the
morality of the individual members, the morality, and there-

* We may see from this bow far the Aristotelian theory of bappiness
and man’s highest good harmonizes with that of Plato, snd, st the same
time, bow far more practical is the method which Aristotle recommends
for the attainment of it.
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fore the welfare and happiness, of the body depends ; for as
in a state, & ¢. a free staw,thesouroeofpoweruultxmwel
the people, on the moral tone of the people, the character of
the institutions framed by their representatives must depend.
Hence a state must recognize the moral culture and educa-
" tion of the people as a duty. Private systems of education
may, doubtless, possess some advantages, such as their superior
capability of being moulded and adapted to the
circumstances of individual cases, but still they are inferior
to a public one, in uniformity, in the power of enforcing their
authority, and in producing great and extensive results.
As, therefore, the elements of moral virtue must be incul-
cated and implanted by moral education, the individual has
aright to demand that provision be made for this by well-
regulated public institutions, and, in order to attain such
institutions, the science of politics or social life must be
investigated or systematized. But besides, in order even to
secure the advantages of private education, whatever these
advantages may be, it is necessary that every one who would
conduct and administer such a system efficiently should study
the general political principles of education, and thus endea-
vour to fit himself for legislating respecting them. On all
accounts, therefore, the study of morals is not complete,
unless that of politics is superadded, and the latter study
should be pursued, not only by the statesman, but by the
private citizen.

The above general outline of Aristotle’s ethical system,
in which the several parts are designedly not presented to
the view in the order in which he has treated them, but
displayed in their relative bearings upon each other, will, it
is hoped, be sufficient to prepare the mind of the student
for the accurate analysis of each chapter separately which
follows.



BOOK I .

Introductory.—A. question lies at the very threshold of
the investigation ; namely, whether there is any chief good
(summum ), and if there is, whether it be, or can be
brought within the reach of the capacities of man. Having
answered these questions in the affirmative, Aristotle pro-
ceeds to show what its nature and essence is. That all, or
nearly all, agree in calling it happiness, is clear ; but this is
not enough ; it must be defined, its properties analyzed, its
nature explained. After, therefore, examining ‘and stating
what opinions have been generally held respecting it, as
well popularly as by philosophers, he proceeds to define and
explain his own idea respecting it, and to defend the accu-
racy of his views by comparing it with those of others.
Certain questions arising out of the method of discussion
which he has pursued, but of no practical importance,
such, for example, as the well-known saying of Solon, are
briefly alluded to; and respecting them he comes to mo
very satisfactory conclusion. And, lastly, the theory which
he has adopted leads him to state, in a few words, the
general principles of man's psychical constitution.

L—1. Every art, system, course of action, and deliberate
preference, aims at some

Hence the good is defined “that which all aim at.”

2. There are differences of ends; namely, energies and
works.

3, 4. The ends of the master-arts are more eligible than
the ends of those subordinate to them.

5. This is the case, even though the end of the master-
art is an energy, and that of the subordinate art a work.

II.—1. There is some end of human action which is
desired for its own sake.

3, 4, 5. It is the end of that which is the master-science
in the highest sense ; . e. the political.

The political science proved to be the chief science by
several reasons and examples.

2. The knowledge of the end useful.
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6. The subject of “the end " belongs to moral, and there-
fore to political philosophy.

IIL—1, 2. We must not expect too great accuracy in
subjects of moral investigation.

3. These subjects having to do with contingent matter,
the conclusions arrived at must be of the same kind.

4, 5. The student, therefore, must be one who is willing
to be content with this method of proof, and therefore must
be an educated person.

6. He must, therefore, not be young, because the young
are inexperienced in the affairs of life.

7. By the word young is meant young in character. -

6. The object of this treatise is not kmowledge, but
practice.

IV.—1. What is the aim of the political science, and the
highest of all good 1

2. All agree in calling it happiness, but differ as to its
definition.

3, 4. Popular and philosophical theories on the subject
are at variance.

Certain notions respecting it, including that of the “idea,”
enumerated.

4. Aristotle proposes to consider the most reasonable.

5, 6. Of the two methods of arguing; namely,—The
synthetical and analytical ; Aristotle chooses the latter, for
the following reasons :—

6. Things are known in two ways: (1.) Absolutely ;
(2.%nRelatively to ourselves.

morals we must begin with the things known to our-
selves ; . e. the phenomena, and work backwards from facts
to causes ; sometimes it is even suflicient to kmow the facts
without the causes.

7. The student of ethics should listen to the advice of
Hesiod.

V.—1. The majority derive their notions respecting hap-
piness from the lives they lead.

2. These are four :—(12 The vulgar. (2.) The active.
(3.) The contemplative. (4.) The money-getting.

3. The vulgar consider that happiness consists in sensual

leasure.
P This is the life of the brute creation.
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4, 5. The active think happiness is honourable distinction.
This is not the chief
(1.) Because it resides in the honourers rather than in
the honoured.
92.) Because it is sought for the sake of virtue.

6. Is virtue then the chief good? :

No, for a man ray possess virtue, and yet not live an
active life.

7. The contemplative life is omitted, and reserved for the
last book.

8. The money-getting think wealth is happiness.

1.) This life does violence to our natural constitution.
9.) Money is useful as a means, but is not an end.

VL—1. The chief good is not the ideal good.*

Aristotle apologizes for denying the truth of Plato’s theory.

2. Plato did not allow the existence of ideas of things in
which we predicate priority and posteriority.

The good is predicated in these.

3. A universal idea could be predicated in only one
category.

The good is predicated in all the categories.

4. Of things under one idea there is but one science ; of
goods there are many sciences.

5. The ideal good, and the good of which it is the ides,
must be in their essence identical.

6. The theory, therefore, of the Pythagoreans and of
Speusippus is far more,reasonable.

7, 8& It may be objected to Aristotle’s argument, that
goods are of two kinds : those “ per s¢,” and those “ propter
alia” Now Plato’s theory applies to the former.

9,10. To this it may be answered—(1.) That even goods,
“per s do not come under our definition. (2.) If the
species contain under it no individuals, the theory is foolish.

11. Why then is the term “good " applied to all goods?

Probably from analogy.

* o the original, two words of very similar meaning are made use of,
namely, iéia and eldog. Now (lia is the original archetypal form, which,
sccording to Plato, existed from all eternity : eldoc is the existing form
or resemblance to the {dia, which is visible to us. Although the eternal
nature of the Platonic i¢ia forbids us to call it an sbstract idea, yet the
relation between (3ia and eldoc is precisely that which subsists betwoen
the abstract and coucrete. .
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12—16. After all, if there was an ideal good, it would be

ically useless.

VII.—1—3. Happiness has been shown to be the chief
good, as being the end of the master-science.

It is now proved to be so, because it is the end of all
human actions.

4, 5. There are three kinds of ends, of which the last is
that which is sought for its own sake alone, and happiness
is this.

6, 7. Happiness is also the chief good, because it is self-
sufficient.

8. Its definition arrived at in the following manner : —

Happiness is the virtue of man, qud man.

. We shall discover man’s virtue by seeing what his yov is.
9, 10. His {pyor must be something to him.
Thsmtheprwtwalhfeofabemgw ich possesses reason.
11. Such a being may be either obedient to reason, or

have it and use it.

We must, therefore, take that which is in energy, i e
activity.

12—16 The work of a good man, therefore, is an energy
according to virtue; if there are more virtues than one,
according to the best virtue.

Lastly, must be added the condition “in a perfect life.”

Hence the definition of happiness :—“ An energy of the
soul according to the best virtue in a perfect life.”

VIIL—1. Aristotle confirms the correctness of his defini-
tion of happiness by comparing it with the opinions of his

predecessors.

2. Goods have been divided by the Pythagoreans into
external goods, goods of the body, and goods of the soul
The goods of the soul have been always considered the
highest.

g3. Aristotle defines happiness as a good of the soul.

4. The happy man has been said to-‘live well, and to
do well

The definition of Aristotle is almost identical.

5—8. Others have said that either one virtue or all virtue
is happiness.

Aristotle says that happiness is not only virtue, but a
virtuous energy.
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9, 10. Afourthclmhavemadeple-mrehnppmes.

Anstotle makes happiness in its essence, and “per se,”
plessaut.

11. The energies of vu'tue, in fact, unite in themselves all
the qualities enumerated in the Delian inscription.

12—14. External goods cannot make one happy, but it
is impoesible, or at least not easy, to perform virtuous ener-
gies without a certain quantity of them.

IX.—1. Is happiness got by learning, or habit, or exer-
cise, or by the allotment of God, or by chance

2. Whether it is the gift of God, does not belong to the
present inquiry.

3. It is at any rate certain that it can be attained by

ing and care.

4—6. It cannot come by chance: (1.) Because nature
effects her work by the best means. (2.) From its very
definition. (3.) It is the end of the political science.

7. Brutes cannot be called happy.

Nor children except from hope.

8. Why Biog ré\etoc is added.

X.—1. The necessity of adding the condition év pip
reAelw leads to the consideration of Solon’s saying that we
ought to look to the end of J:"2.»

2. The saying of Solon : .ay be taken in two serses :—

1.) A man is happy when he is dead.
2.2:30 may then be safely said to have been happy.
The of these involves an absurdity.
3, 4. The second leads to further questions :—
(1.) May not a man be called happy whilst ahvei

* In adding the condition §v Bigp reheiy to his definition of happiness,
Aristotle scems to bave been animated by an carnest desire to invest hap-
piness with s property of permanence, fixedness, and stability. He wished
to represent the happy man as beyond the reach of any liability to change.
He saw that this was imnpossible in the case of human beings, but there
is nothing unphilosophical in assuming a theoretical standard of this
kind, even though practically unattainable, sny more than there is in
physics in laying down the laws of matter and motion. In morals we are
well accustomed to recognize the principle that perseverance to the end
in a course of obedience is required in order to obtain our final reward.
** When the righteous turneth sway from bhis righteousness, all his righ: -
eousness that he hath done shall not be mentioned,’’ &c.—Ezek. xviii.
And again, * He that endureth unto the end, the same shall be saved.”’—
Matt. x.
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3) Al?‘nOtt the dead affected by the fortunes of the

5. Wit.hregm-dvmg to the first of these, it is absurd to be able
to say that a man Aas been happy, and yet not to be able to
say 8o when he is actually enjoying that bappiness.

6—13. But is external prosperity a part of happiness?
It is, but only to a certain extent ; for virtuous energies are
very independent of it, and more permanent than anything.

14. Therefore, whilst a happy man energizes, he may be
pronounced happy, qud man.

XI.—1, 2. As to the second question, Aristotle decides
that a wan may be said to be unhappy on account of the
misfortunes of his descendants. .

3, 4. Or he may really be affected by them in a slight
degree, in the same way as horrors, not acted, but related,
affect us at the theatre.

5. But still they cannot make, the happy miserable, or the
miserable happy.

XII.—1. Philosophers divided goods into honourable,
praiseworthy, and Svrduec.

Happiness cannot be a dvraucc, because dvvdapec can be
abused.

2—4. Tt cannot belong to the class of things praised,
because praise implies reference to a higher standard.

There cannot be a higher standard than the chief good.

5. Therefore happiness belongs to things honoured.

XIII.—1—4. As happiness is an energy of the soul
according to virtue, we must know, (1) what virtue is;
(2) what the soul is. ;

5, 6. The soul is divided first into two parts, the rational
and the irrational

7—9. The irrational into the vegetative and the appe-
titive.

10—14. The rational soul into the properly rational, and
that which obeys reason.

According to another principle of division, the part obe-
dient to reason may be considered as belonging to the irra-
tional soul

15. Virtue is therefore twofold :—

(1.) Intellectual, belonging to the rational soul.
(2.; Moral, belonging to that which obeys reason.



BOOK IL

Introductory.—Aristotle has prepared the student for the
contents of this book, which consist of an inquiry into the
origin and nature of moral virtue ; firstly, by defining hap-
piness as an energy of the soul according to virtue ; and,
secondly, by dividing the virtues into moral and intellectual,
in accordance with his assumed division of the human soul.
The consideration of the moral virtues takes precedence of
that of the intellectual, because the formation of moral
habits, and the consequent acquisition of moral virtue, must
be the first step to the unimpeded ener%ly of the intellect,
and therefore to the attainment of intellectual virtue. It
will be observed, that, as the foundation on which to build
up his moral system, Aristotle assumes the existence in
man of certain capacities for virtue, which he denominates,
at the conclusion of the sixth book, ¢vawi) dpers; (natural
virtue). These he conceives may be improved by education
and matured by habit, and thus become “ virtue proper.”
Thus, although man does not by nature possess virtuous
habits, or even the commencements of these habits, still he is
capable of receiving virtuous impressions by instruction, and
of forming habits by performing acts of virtue and obedience.
Thus, according to Aristotle, “ Virtue is the law of our
nature, under which law we are born.” The order in which
the questions connected with the subject of moral virtue are
treated of, is

(1.) The means by which virtue is attained.
2.) Its nature and definition.
3.) An induction of particular instances.
4.) Certain practical rules.

I—1. Intellectual virtue is principally (though not en-
tirely, for there is such a thing as “ genius”) produced and
increased by ing.

2, 3. Moral virtue, as its etymology implies, by habit.
Moral virtue is not innate—
(1.) Because that which is innate cannot be changed
by habit.
b
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4. (2.) In things innate, the capacities exist in us prior tc
the energies ; in virtue, the case is the reverse.

5. (3.) The practice of legislators bears testimony to the
truth of this statement.

6. (4) Two opposite effects, virtue and vice, are due to
one and the same cause, but natural causes can-
not produce opposite effects.

7—9. Hence we must prefer energies of a certain quality,

as on them the character of the habits depends.

IL—1, 2. Assuming for the present that moral acts must
be done according to the dictates of right reason, and reserv-
ing that subject for the sixth book, let us consider the nature
of the acts themselves.

3, 4. Warning the student again not to expect too much
exactness in ethics.

5—1T7. Looking at the question practically, we may ob-
serve—

(L) That acts, which avoid excess and deféct, produce
virtue, whilst excess and defect destroy it.
8, 9. (2) Those acts which produce virtue are in their
turn produced by virtue.

IIT.—1. Pleasure and pain are the tests of moral habits
being formed or not, because moral virtue is conversant with
pleasures and pains. This position is proved in the following
way i—

d (1) Because men commit sin for the sake of pleasure,
and abstain from what is right through dread of

2. From tll)x?sn-ﬁmt reason Aristotle infers the justice of
Plato’s remark on the importance of a sound early education.
3. (2) Virtue is conversant with actions and feelings, and
these are attended with pleasure and pain.
4. (3.) Punishments cure by pain, and cures are effected
by contraries.
(4.) Through the pursuit of pleasures and pains, habits
are made better or worse.
5. Hence virtue has been thought by some to be ardfeia.
6. (5.) Pleasure and pain are, after all, the final causes of
choice and aversion.
7. (6.) Our ideas of pleasure and pain have from child-
lioud become as it were ingraiued in our nature.

'
'
|
‘
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8. (7.) We make, more or less, pleasure an pain the rule
of our actions ; and on these our habits depend.

9,10. (8.) Virtue is shown in struggling with difficulty,
and nothing is so difficult to resist as pleasure.

IV.—1. It may be asked, what is meant by saying that
we become just by performing just actions; are we not
then already just, as in the case of the arts

This question is answered—

2. (1.) By observing that this is not the case in the arts,
for a man is not a grammarian, unless he speaks
grammatically, because he understands the rules
of grammar.

3. (2.) Because the cases are not parallel; as in the arts
we only consider the excellence of the produc-
tion, in morals we look to the character and
motives of the person.

The three requisites, then, for a moral act are

1.) Knowledge,
2.) Deliberate preference on its own account,
(3.) Fixedness and stability.

4—6. A man, therefore, is called virtuous if he acts on
virtuous principles ; and to do this requires practice.

7. The masses, however, think that theory without prac-
tice will be sufficient to make them virtuous.

V.—1—4. What, then, is the genus of virtue? In that
division of the soul in which moral virtue resides, therc arc
only three properties; namely, passions, capacities, and
habits.

5, 6. Now virtue and vice are not passions.

(1.) Because we are not called good or bad for our pas-
sions.
2.) We are not praised or blamed for them.
23.) Virtue implies deliberate preference, passion does
not.
(4.) We are said to be moved by our passions, Lut dis-
by virtues or vices.
7. They are not capacities.
(1 ; For the first and sccond reasons given above.
(2.) Because our capacitics are innate.
8. Therefore virtue must be a habit.
VI.—1, 2. What is the differentia of virtue
L2
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All excellence makes that of which it is the excellence
good, and also its épyor.

This is seen to be the case in the arts.

Therefore, the case must be the same with moral excel-
lence, ¢. e. virtue.

3. Now, everything continuous and divisible implies
more, less, and equal.

4, 5. The equal is the mean between the other two, and
is either absolute or relative.

6. Now, every scientific man will seek the relative mean,
and avoid the extremes.

7. If this is the case in art and science, @ fortiort, virtue
will do the same.

8. In actions and feelings, there are an excess, a mean, and
a defect, and the mean is relative.

9. Again, we may be wrong in many ways ; but there is
only one right way: now, this right way is the mean, and
the wrong ways are the excess and defect.

10. Virtue, therefore, is “ habit founded on, and exer-
cising deliberate preference, in a mean relative to ourselves,
defined by right reason, and according to the definition of a
man of moral wisdom.” ey

11. Hence, in its essence, virtue is & mean, but if consi-
dered with reference to the standard of excellence, it is the
highest extreme (dxpdrng).

12—14. It must be remembered, however, that some
actions and feelings do not admit of a mean, and are there-
fore in all cases blame-worthy.

VIL—1. This chapter contains a catalogue of particular
examples illustrating the general principle.

2. (1.) Courage is & mean, on the subject of fear and con-

fidence, between rashness and cowardice.

3. (2.) Temperance a mean on the subject of some plea-
sures and pains, but especially pleasures, between
intemperance and a nameless extreme.

4. (3.) Liberality on the subject of money, between prodi-
gulity and illiberality.

5. (4.) Magnificence, only on matters of great expense,
between vulgar ostentation and meanness.

6. (5.) Magnanimity, on the subject of great honours,
bLetween empty boasting and little-mindeduess.
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7—9. (6.) A nameless virtue, on the subJect of small ho-
urs, between ambition and the absence of it.

10. (7.) Meekness, between irascibility, or passi.=, end

insensibility to the feeling of anger.
11—16. (8.) Three several virtues ; namely—

(a.) With respect to truth ; truthfulnem, between arro-

gance and false modest

®.) Wxth respect to “the pleaaan ” in amusement.
graceful wit, or easy pleasantry, between ribaldry
or buffoonery and clownishness.

(c.) With respect to “the pleasant ”in the intercourse
of life; friendship, between flattery and the being
over-complaisant and moroseness.

17—19. (9.) Two mean states in the feelings.
a.) Modesty, between bashfulness and impudence.
b.) Indignation, between envy and malevolence.
VIII.—1—4. The extremes are in opposition to each
other, and the mean to Loth.
5, 6. But the extremes are more repugnant to each other
than each of them is to the mean.
7—9. This may take place either from the nature of the
means themselves, or from the constitution of the person.
IX.—1, 2. Aristotle recapitulates briefly the descriptiun

of moral virtue, and states that therefore it is ditlicult of

attaininent. Hence he gives three useful practical rules for
arriving at the mean.
3. (1.) Go farthest from that extreme which is most
opposed to the mean.
4. (2.) Struggle against that to which you have the strongest
ropensity.
5. (3.) Beware of pleasure.
6—8. As it is difficult to hit the mean exactly, slight
deviations are pardonable. No exact casuistical rules cau bx:
laid down : our moral sense must be our guide.

BOOK IIL

Introductory. — The principle of all moral action is
:ﬁoaipcmc, t.e. what is commonly termed moral choice, or
e deliberately preferring one act or une course of action
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to any other, on sound moral grounds, under the direction
of right reason. It is this which determines the moral
quality of an act ; it is the principal part of the differential
property which distinguishes the habit of virtue from an-
other. Hence Aristotle now proceeds to treat of this sub-
ject, and other subjects immediately and intimately connected
with it.

Now of these, the first, and most important, as lying at
the very threshold of the investigation, is the freedom of the
human will. On the establishing of this doctrine depends
the whole question of human responsibility, and yet it is a
doctrine which Aristotle could not assume at once, because
views had been held respecting it which required refutation.
Socrates had held that all the virtues were sciences ; there-
fore, that vice was the result of ignorance ; that no one sins
contrary to knowledge ; and therefore, that vice is involun-
tary. Plato held that virtue was voluntary, because the
natural bias of the will was towards good, but that a vicious
state was an unnatural one—a morbid action, as it were, and
therefore involuntary.

Aristotle agreed with Plato so far as to maintain that a
bias towards virtue is the normal coudition of the will. He
saw, also, that when habits are formed, they are often beyond
our power, because they have become a second nature ; and
that the reason why we are responsible for them is because
we are responsible for the original formation of them ; but
still he believes that the will is necessarily free.

He supports this view by many arguments, and amongst
them, by the common-sense view of the case, as shown in the
practice of legislators. His argument is somewhat of the
same kind as that of Bishop Butler (Analogy, Part I. c. vi),
where he says, that whatever our abstract opinion may be
respecting the doctrine of mnecessity as influencing practice,
there can be no doubt that men deal with one another as if
they were free agents, nor could civil society hold together
on any other principles. Educate a child in the principles
of fatalism, and however delighted he may be at first with
his freedom from responsibility, he would soon discover the
error in which he had been brought up, immediately he came
abroad into the world, and would do somewhat very soon,
for which he would be delivered over into the hands of civil
Justice.
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The third book commences with an analysis of the nature
of the ivovawr and dxovawor ; Aristotle then proceeds to
discuss the subject of wpoaipeaic. Next, as xpoalpeoic is
subsequent to the deliberative process, deliberation is next
treated of ; and lastly, the subject of the will. These points
occupy the first five chapters ; and here Michelet considers
the first part of the treatise to terminate. He divides the
Ethics into three parts; the first of which treats of the
summum bonum ; the second, of the virtues in detail ; the
third, of the instrumentals to virtue.

L—1. The consideration of the voluntary and involuntary

necessary.
(1.) Because voluntary acts are praised or blamed ;
involuntary acts pardoned or pitied.
2.) Because it will be useful to legislators to do so.
2. Involuntary acts are of two kinds—
(1) ra Big, (2.) ra & ayroar.
By Biaca is meant that of which the principle or cause is
e .
3, 4. There are also acts of a mixed nature. For example,
those which we do from fear of greater evils.

5, 6. These acts most resemble voluntary acts, because the
principle of action is in the agent.

7, 8. But abstractedly they are perhaps to be considered
involuntary.

These acts are, according to circumstances, praised, blamed,
or pardoned.

9. There are some acts which nothing should induce us
to do.

10. But it is difficult to decide in many cases what we
ought to prefer to do, and still more so to abide by onr
decisions.

11. The points of difference between these acts and volun-
tary and involuntary acts further considered.

12. Everything which we do for the sake of the pleasant
and the honourable is voluntary.

13. Acts done through ignorance (& dyrowar) are either
non-voluntary or involuntary.

14. If repented of, they arc involuntary.

15, 16. Ignorance of the principles of justice and cxpe-
diency (&yu-o;w) is always held as voluntary and inexcusable.
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17—20. Cases of ignorance brought forward which are
pardonable if followed by repentance.

“  21. The voluntary is defined as that of which the principle
is in the agent knowing the circumstances of the act.

22—24. That acts done under the influence of passion and
anger are not involuntary, proved by six reasons.*

IL—1. Deliberate preference (wrpoaipeoic) must be con-
sidered, because it is the moral principle which determines
the moral quality of an act.

2. It is a species of the voluntary.

3. It is not desire—

(1) Because irrational beings participate in desire and
anger, but not in wpoaipearc.

(2.) Because the incontinent man acts from desire, and
not from wpoaipeoic; the continent from wpoai-
peacg, and not from desire. Therefore they can be
evidently separated.

(3.) They are often opposed.

(4.) Desire, and not wpoaipeatc, has to do with pleasure
and pai

4. 8till less is it anger, for the same reasons.

5. Tt is not volition, though it approaches very near it.

(1.) Because we wish for impoesibilities.

(2.) We wish things which are not in our own power.

6. (3.) Volition is for the end, and not the means.

It is not opinion simply,

7. (1.) Because opinion is of things eternal and impossible.

(2.) Its quality is determined by truth and falsehood,
not by virtue and vice.

It is not some particular opinion, because

* The following table will explain the division of acts adopted in this
chapter : —

Vohnnry Acts. Innlnrtlry. llinjed.

| | J | [N
. Dq'oe' Qono lhm:'b By "l\n..b :“! d. Blamed. Pardoned. Not
""" the priveiple. Jthe'fm. doned.
|

|
Repented of Not repented of
(lavoluntary). (Noo-voluatary)-
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8. (1.) Moral character is determined by our wpoaipeaic.
9. 2.; ‘We deliberately prefer to take a thing or not ; we
form an opinion as to its nature.
(3.) Mpoaipearcis praised for the rightness of its object ;
36k for its truth.
10. (4.) We form opinions respecting subjects we do not
k

now.
(5.) Some persons form good opinions, but exercise a
bad mpoaipeaic.

11. The definition, therefore (nominally), of the object of
xpoaiperic is a voluntary act which has been previously the
object of deliberation.

IIL—1. The object of deliberation is that about which a
reasonable man would deliberate.

2, 3. No one deliberates about things eternal, or about
those which come to pass by nature, necessity, or chance.

Nor about everything human, if it is not brought abeut
by our own agency.

Nor about the exact scienoes.

But besides the three principles of causation—nature,
necessity, and chance—there is a fourth ; namely, mind or

“intellect.

4, 5. The object of deliberation, therefore, is that which
comes to pass through this fourth cause, which is in our
power, and which is uncertain as to its event.

6. We also deliberate about means, not ends.

7. If there are more means than one, deliberation deter-
mines which is the better.

If only one, it determines how it can be done hy thiy, and
80 it goes backwards by an analytical process until it either
meets with an impossibility, or the first cause, which is the
first step in the constructive process.

8. It is, therefore, a species of investigation.

9, 10. We deliberate sometimes about the instruments,
sometimes the use of them.

11, 12. Deliberation and deliberate preference differ in
that we are not obliged after all to choose the menns re-
specting which we have deliberated, but if we do choose them,
we are exercising wpoaipearc, and therefore its definition is
the deliberate desire of things in our power.
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IV.—1, 2. Volition is of the end, but is its object the
good or the apparent good #

3. The good man wishes for the real good. The bad man
for that which he thinks

4. The case is analogous to ‘that of the senses.

5. The above constitutes the principal difference between
the good and the bad man.

6. In determining what they ought to wish for, the masses
are deceived by pleasure.

V. 1, 2. If the end is the object of volition, and the means
the object of deliberation and deliberate preference, the acts
respecting them must be voluntary ; now with these acts vir-
tuous energies are conversant, therefore virtue is voluntary.
- Therefore vice is voluntary; for, if we can do, we can
abstain.

If vice is not voluntary,

3. (1) We must deny that man is the origin of his

actions.
4,5. (2.) The principles would be in our power, and the
acts which result from them would not be.

The practice of legislators confirms Aristotle's view.

6. They even punish ignorance itself if self-caused.

7. Especially ignorance of the law.

8. If it be objected that the guilty person could not pay
attention enough to understand the law, the answer is, that
vice has caused the inability.

9—11. Moreover, vicious acts, which are in our power,
produce vicious habits, and therefore we are responsible for
them.

12, 13. (3.) Bodily faults which are in our power are
blamed, and no others; therefore vice, being
blamed, must be considered as in our power too.

14. If it be objected that all aim at what they think
but have not power over the conception which they form of it,
the answer is, if we are the causes of our habits, we are also
of our imaginations.

15. If it be objected that vice is involuntary, because it is
owing to ignorance of the end, the answer is, that in that
case virtue is involun

16. Besides, if the notion we form of the end is due to
nature, still the means are in our power.
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17, 18. If virtue is voluntary, vice must be so.

19, 20. Still, habits, when formed, are not so much in our
power as the acts were.

VL—1. Courage is a mean state on the subjects of fear
and confidence.

Fear is defined “ The expectation of evil.”

2. Now some evils, such as disgrace, we ought to fear.

The brave man can have nothing to do with these.

3, 4. Others, again, we ought not to fear ; as poverty, &c. ;
still he who is fearless of these evils is not termed brave,
except metaphorically.

5. The brave man, therefore, has to do with the most ter-
rible of all things, «. e death.

6—8. Yet not with all kinds of death, but only death in
battle.

Still the brave man will be fearless in sickness or in a
storm at sea, but not from the same cause that sailors ave.

VIL—I1, 2. Things terrible are of two kinds.

(1) “Y=ép arbpwwor. (2.) Kar' aripwxor.

Every man of sense will fear the former.

The latter differ in magnitude.

3. And may be feared too much or too little.

4. The brave man fears or feels confidence at what he
ought, a8 he ought, when he ought, and for the right motive.

5. This motive is 7o xakér.

He who is in the extreme of fearlessness may be called
avalynrog.

7. He who is in the extreme of confidence, Spacis.

8. He who is in the extreme of fear, dechdc.

9, 10. The bruve man, the coward, and the rash, arc all
conversant with the same things.

11. Suicide is the act of a coward.

VIIIL.—1—4. There are five other forms of courage.

(1.) Political co

The motive of this is not the abstractedly honoursable, ro
saAdr ; but honourable distinction, reps.

5—7. Courage arising from experience.

The difference between this and real courage is exempli-
fied by a comparison between the conduct of regular troojs
and that of a native militia.

8—10. (3.) Courage arising from anger.
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This is not for the sake of the right motive, but in obe-

dience to the dictates of an irrational passion.
11—13. (4.) The courage of the sanguine.

Their ooéra)ge is based upon like motives with that of the
experienced.

In unexpected perils it often fails.

14, 15. (5.) The courage of the ignorant.®

This is even worse than that of the sanguine ; for when
they gnd they are deceived in their estimate of the danger.
they fly.

4 IX.—1. Courage has more to do with fear thar. coufi-
ence.

2, 3. It is painful and more difficult to attain than tem-

ce.

Not but that its end is pleasant, although the means to
that end are

4, 5. The fact that the brave man feels pain, uot on]y does
not dlmxmsh, but rather increases his reputation. :

6. It is plain, therefore, that it is not possible to energize
with pleasure in all the virtues.

7. Though mercenaries are less brave, still they may be the
best fighters.

X.—1. Courage and temperance are first discussed, be-
cause they are the virtues of the irrational part of the soul.

Temperance is a mean state on the subject of pleasure.

2, 3 Pleasures are of two kinds.

Those of the soul.
(2 Those of the body.

4—10. Temperance belongs to the latter.

But uot to those of sight, hearing, or smell, except acci-
dentally, nor of taste, except in a slight degree.

11. It has to do with the pleasures of touch.

Touch belongs to us not so far forth as we are men, but
so far forth as we are animals, and therefore is the lowest of
the senses.

12. Even the more liberal pleasures of touch are those
which are excluded from those with which temperance and
intemperance are conversant.

X{.—1—3. Desires are of two kinds.

* "0 roic &\Noigc dpabia piv Spdoog, Noyiopic &t Gkvov gipe.—
Toue. 6. 46, Sen iza Herod v, 0. T e



CHAP. X11.] ARISTOTLE’S ETHICS. xxxi

1.) Common and natural
2.) Peculiar and acquired.
In the former, errors are seldom met with.
In the latter, they are frequent.
The intemperate are in excess under all circumstances.
If the desires are wrong, they delight in them.
If the desires are innocent, they delight in them more

than they ought.

4, 5. Th?iiﬂ'erence between temperance and courage con-
uists in the relation which they respectively bear to pains.

For example, a man is called brave for bearing pain, but
temperate for not feeling pain at the absence of pleasure.

6. The character which is in the defect as to pleasure has
no name, because it is never found.

7, 8. The chapter concludes with the character of the
temperate man.

XII.—1. Intemperance seems more voluntary than coward-
ice, and therefore more blameworthy.

(1.) Because fear gives a shock to the natural character,
and throws it off its balance.

2, 3. (2.) Though cowardice as a habit is more volun-
tary than intemperance, still particular acts of
cowardice are less voluntary.

4. The term dxolaosiu, because of its etymological meaning.
is applied to the faults of children metaphorically, because
desires and children require xoAaoic.

5—7. Since desires, if not controlled, will increase, the
part of the soul in which they reside should be obedient to
reason, and be in harmony with it.

BOOK IV.

Introductory.—This book requires but few words by way
of introduction. It consists of a continuation of that sub
ject which Aristotle touched upon briefly in outline in the
sccond book, and commenced in detail in the sixth chapter
of Book III. The virtues investigated here arc magni-
ficence, liberality, magnanimity, and @oripia in the best
acceptation of the term. meckness, the three social virtues,



xxxii ANALYSIS OF [»oox 1v.

and the sense of shame, which Aristotle decides is to be
considered as a passion or feeling, rather than a virtue.

The second book of the Rhetoric, and the characters of
Theophrastus, should be compared with the discussion of the
moral virtues in this book.

L—1. Liberality is a mean on the subject of possessions or
property. .

Property is that, the value of which is measured by money.

2. The extremes are illiberality and prodigality.

The epithet prodigal is sometimes applied to the intem-
perate.

3. This application of the term is incorrect.

4. Liberality has more to do with giving than with
(1) For the former is the use of money, the latter ounly

the way of acquiring it.
2.) Tt is more honourable to do than to receive good.
3.) To abstain from receiving is easier than to give ;
and those who abstain from receiving are rather
praised for justice.

6, 7. The motive of liberality is ro xakdv.

The liberal will give to proper objects, and in proportion
to his means.

8. The liberal will not receive from improper sources, nor
be fond of asking favours, nor be carelessly extravagant.

9. Though the liberal man will not look overmuch to his
own interest, still his profuseness will be proportioned to
his means.

10. Those who inherit wealth are most liberal.

It is not easy for the liberal man to be rich.

11. Therefore men sometimes upbraid the unfairness of
fortune.

12. The liberal differs from the prodigal.

Kings cannot be prodigal.

13. The liberal differs from the prodigal in receiving.

The relation of the liberal man to the feclings of pleasure
and pain.

14. Definition of the extremes

15. Prodigality shown to be better than illiberality.

16, 18. Prodigals are often guilty of meannesses in order
to supply resources for their extravagance, and are generally

intemperate.
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19. Tliberality is incurable.
20—24. Various forms of illiberality.
25. Illiberality is worse than prodigality, and is the ex-
treme to which men are most liable.
IIL.—1. Magnificence is appropriate expenditure in great
matters.
2. Propriety depends— ] .
1.) On the relation of the expense to the expender.
2.) On the object of the expense.
3.) On the quantity expended.
3. The defect is meanness, the excess, bad taste and vulgar
on.
4. Magnificence implies in some degree science.
5. The motive i8 ro xakor.
6. The magnificent man will @ fortiors be liberal.
Magnificence is of two kinds :—(1.) Public. (2.) Private.
7—12. The poor man cannot be magnificent.
13, 14. The extremes described.
These two habits, though vicious, are neither hurtful, nor
i ul

III.—1. The nature of magnanimity in the abstract dis-
covered from considering it in the concrete.

The magnanimous man is “ He who, being worthy, esti-
mates his own worth highly.”

2. He whose worth is low, and who estimates it lowly, is
a modest man.

3, 4. The extremes are the vain man and the little-
minded.

5. The magnanimous man, as to his merits, is in the
highest place, as to his estimnate of himself, in the mean.

6. He is conversant with honour.

7. He must be a good man.

8. Magnanimity is an ornament of the virtues.

The magnunimous man will accept honour from the good
with moderate gratification, but not from others.

9. In success or fauilure, he will behave with modera-
tion.

10, 11. Instances of good fortune are thought to contribute
to magnanimity ; but without virtuc men may be supercilious,
but they cannot be magnanimous.

12—19. The character of a magnanimous man will di»-
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play itself in his views and conduct as to all the virtues,
and even in his gait, voice, and manners.

20, 21. The httle-mmded and vain are not vicious ; but
mther, the former idle, the latter foolish. The httle-mmded
are the worst of the two, and much opposed to the mean
state.

IV.—1. There is a nameless virtue, the object-matter of
which is small honours.

It bears the same relation to magnanimity which liberality
does to magnificence.

2. It is nameless, because we use the term gpc\oripia some-
times as praise, sometimes as reproach.

3. As the mean is as it were vaamt, the extremes appear
to contend for the middle place.

V.—1. Meekness is & mean state which has anger for its
object-matter.

Its extremes are irascibility and insensibility to anger.

2. The characteristic of the meek is propriety as to the
foeling of anger under all circumstances.

3. Insensibility to anger is blameworthy and slavish.

4. The excess cannot exist in all the categories, as the
evil would then destroy itself.

The different varieties of irascibility are—

5, 8. The choleric, the bitter, and the ill-tempered.

Irascibility is most opposed to the mean.

Although a precise rule cannot be laid dowmn, still slight
transgressions are not blamed.

VI.—3. In the social intercourse of life, there is a virtue
which, though nameless, may be called friendliness.

It may be defined as friendship, minus the feeling of
affection.

1, 2 The characters in the extremes are—

“Apearo, men-pleasers, or the over-complaisant.
Avaxolo, the cross and quarrelsome.

4, 5 “This virtue is true politenesy, or good-breeding ; it
avoids giving pain, it aims at giving pleasure. The polite
man will regulate his behaviour towards persons of ditferent

ranks by a rﬁud propriety.

He will inflict pain for the sake of giving greater
pleasure.

6. He who aims solely at giving pleasure is &peovos.
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He who does so from selfishness is xéAaé.

VIL—1, 2. The virtue which has truth for its object-
matter has no name, but it may be called truthfulness.

3. The excess is arrogance, the defect false modesty.

The former is more blameable than the latter.

4, 5. Truthfulness does not mean truthfulness in con-
tracts, for that is justice, but in all words and actions, even
those which are of slight importance.

The truthful rather mchnes to the defect than the excess,
a8 being better taste.

6, 7. Arrogance for the sake of honour, not so blameable
as for tho sake of money.

8. The falsely-modest have more refinement than the

t.

9. False modesty sometimes proceeds from arrogance.

VIIL—3. In periods of relaxation, the social virtue is
graoeful, or polished wit, or easy pleasantry (eirparelia).

1, 2. The extremes are buffoonery and clownishness.

4. Tact peculiarly belongs to the mean habit.

The difference between polished wit and the reverse may
be seen in the wit of the old and new comedy.

5. The ebrpameloc will jest, but he will jest as a gentleman
ought, and not so as to pain or disgust any one. He will
have tact and good taste.

6. The buffoon will sacrifice himself or anybody tv a

joke.
! The clownish will neither jest himself, nor be amused with
the jests of others.

IX.—1. The sense of shame is rather a pmmon or feeling,
than a virtue.

Tts physical effects are somewhat like those of fear.

2. It is cspecially suitable to youth.

An older person ought to do nothing to be ashamed of.

3. The feeling of shame is no proof of a man being good.

Hypothetically it may be a worthy feeling.

Because shamelessness is bad, it dves not follow that the
sense of shame is a virtue.

4. In like manner, continence, properly speaking. is not a
virtue, but a kind of mixed virtue.



BOOK V.

Introductory—The analysis of a subject by contemplating
its ideal nature is a course by no means suited to the prao-
tical turn of Aristotle’s mind. He prefers, therefore, gene-
rally speaking, to consider virtues, not in the abstract, but
in the concrete, as the quality of an act, or as the charac-
teristic of a moral agent. In this way he proceeds to treat
of justice and injustice. He first investigates the nature
of just and unjust actions, and of the just and unjust man,
and thus arrives at his definition and description of justice
and injustice. Of course, it is plain, from the nature of
moral habits, that the knowledge of the principles of one
contrary, namely, justice, conveys to us an acquaintance
with the principles of the other contrary, injustice.

Now a man is termed unjust, for two reasons :—Firstly,
as being a transgressor of the law, whether that be the
written or the unwritten ; and, Secondly, as being unequal
or unfair, as faking more of good, and less of evil, which
oomes to the same thing, than he has a right and title to.
Hence injustice, and therefore justice, is of two kinds:
(1) a habit of obedience to law ; (2) a habit of equality.

Now, as law, in the most comprehensive acceptation of
the term, implies the enactment of all the principles of
virtue which are binding on mankind as members of a
social community (which, be it remembered, Aristotle con-
siders their proper normal condition), the only difference
between universal justice (1) and universal virtue is, that
the habit of obedience to the fixed principles of moral recti-
tude is, when considered absolutely, termed virtue, when
considered relatively to others, justice.

This universal justice is not the justice which Aristotle
considers in this book ; as of course it forms the subject-
matter of his whole treatise (at least the whole of that
division of it which treats of moral virtue), if we take into
consideration the additional condition of.“ relation.”

Particular justice, which he does investigate, is of two
kinds, distributive and corrective. The former is a virtuous

27—
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habit, which, strictly speaking, can only be exercised by man
in his earcity as a free citizen intrusted with political func-
tions, either legislative or executive, for it deals with the
distribution, according to merit, of the public rewards and
punishments of a state. But the exercise of this virtue is
by no means so limited as this idea of it would lead us at
first sight to suppose. For, in the first place, in the free
states of Greece, every citizen was, to a certain extent, in-
trusted with these functions, which is not the case under the
modern system of political institutions ; and, in the second
place, analogically, the same principles, mufatis mutandis, will
regulate our conduct in the distribution of rewards and
punishments, towards children, dependants, and so forth.

Besides, it is acarcely conceivable in how many instances
a man is called upon to act as a judge, and to exercise his
judicial functions as a divider and distributor of honours and
rewards, of censures and of punishments, and thus to keep
in mind the principles which Aristotle here lays down of
equality and impartiality.

When we contemplate justice as one of the divine attri-
butes, it is distributive justice to which we allude. God will,
and always has, dealt with mankind on principles of justice,
which are in accordance with, and proportioned to, the
position amongst created beings in which he has himself
placed him. He is the distributor of rewards and punish-
ments to every man according to his works, the punisher
of the ungodly, the rewarder of them that diligently seck
him. He doubtless weighs well, with that strict and un-
erring justice of which Omniscience alone is capable, the
circumstances and privileges of each individual, according to
that analogy which is implied in the following words of
inspiration :—“ To whom much is given, from him much
shall be required.”

The second division of particular justice may alro te
viewed in two lights. Firstly, as that habit by which the
state, either by criminal or civil processes, corrects the in-
equalities which unjust conduct produces between man and
man ; and, Secondly, as the habit, the observance of which
prevents individuals from violating the principles of equality
which we are bound to observe in our dealings or intercourse
with each other.

c 9
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We may illustrate the pature of corrective justice by
reference to our own judicial system in the following way :—
In civil actions, such as for assault, seduction, &ec., the amount
of the injury inflicted is estimated in the form of damages.
The defendant 'is presumed to have more than he ought, and
the plaintiff less by this amount, and the equality is re-
stored by the former paying to the latter the. dsmages
assessed by the jury. In criminal cases—the state, and not
the person against whom the offence has actually been com-
mitted, is considered the injured party. A certain diminu-
tion has taken place in the public security of life and
property, and the balance is restored by the penalty, either
as to person or property, which the law inflicts.

There still remain to be considered the principles of com-
mutative justice ; but these Aristotle has not laid down
quite so clearly as he has those of the other two divisions.
He, evidently, as far as can be seen fromsthe fifth chapter,
considers it as a branch of corrective justice, but, at the
same time, as regulated in some degree by the principles of
distributive justice also. Equality is maintained by an
equivalent payment for the commodities exchanged or pur-
chased ; and, therefore, arithmetical proportion is observed,
as in corrective justice; but this equivalent is estimated,
and the commoditics and the parties compared, according to
the law of geometrical proportion.

There is one point which requires observation as presenting
an apparent difficulty. How is it that Aristotle considers
natural justice as a division of political justice, whereas it
might be supposed that the immutable principles of jus-
tice were implanted in, and formed a part of man’s nature,
antecedently even to any idea of his social condition as a
member of political society? The answer to this ques-
tion is, that the natural state of man is his social condition.
Under any other circumstances, it would be in vain to look
for the development of any one of his facultiea The his-
tory of the human race never presents man to us except in
relation to his fellow-man. Even in savage life, the rude
elements of civil society are discoverable. If we could con-
ceive the existence of an individual isolated from the rest of
his species, he would be a man only in outward form, he
wonld possess no sense of right and wrong, no moral eenti-
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ments, no ideas on the subject of natural justicee. The
principles of natural justice are doubtless immutable and
eternal, and would be the same had the man never existed ;
but as far as man is concerned, the development of them
must be sought for in him as we find him ; that is, in his
social condition, and no other.

In the tenth chapter Aristotle treats of equity, the prin-
ciples of which furnish the means of correcting the imperfec-
tions of law. These imperfections are unavoidable, because,
from the nature of things, the enactments of law must be
universal, and require adaptation to particular cases.

I—1, 2. Justice is roughly defined as the habit from
which men are apt to perform just actions and entertain
just wishga.

Injustice is the contrary habit.

3, 4. The same capacity and science comprehends within
its sphere contraries, but a habit cannot be of contraries.

And if we know the things connected with a habit, we
know the habit itself.

5—7. Therefore, if we know what {dcwor means, we know
what Jixawr and dicatooivy mean.

Now, &dwor implies the unlawful and the unequal.

Therefore, the just is the lawful and the equal.

8—11. The object of the law is to direct and enforce
virtue.

12—14. Therefore, justice, which has to do with law, is
perfect virtue, considered not absolutely, but relatively.

II.—1—95. Besides this universal justice, there is a parti-
cular justice also, which is violated when the law is broken
for the sake of gain.

It differs from universal justice as a part from a whole.

6, 7. The consideration of universal justice is dismissed.

8. 9. Particular justice is of two kinds.

1.) Distributive of the honours, &c. of the state.
§2.) Corrective, in transactions between man and man.

Transactions are twofold—voluntary and involuntary.

IIT.—1. Justice implies equality.

The equal is & mean between more and less.

Therefore the just is a mean.

2. It is conversant with four terms at least, two persons

and two things.
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3—7. Distributive justice pays respect to the relative
merits of the persons, and in it geometrical Pproportion is
observed. :

IV.—1—3. The province of corrective justice, is transac-
tions of all kinds.

In it no respect is paid to persons.

The object of it is to remedy inequalities of loss and gain.

Under these terms are included all cases of wrong ; as the
doer of & wrong may be considered as a gainer, and the
injured party a loser.

The proportion observed is arithmetical.

4. The corrective just is a mean between loss and gain.

5. The judge is a living personification of the principle.

6, 7. From his remedying inequality according tg the rule
of arithmetical proportion, arises the etymology of the term
okacoy.

8—10. The method of determining the mean explained
and illustrated.

V.—1. The Pythagoreans were wrong in considering reta-
liation (dxrac) as Jjustice.

That it is not distributive justice, is self-evident.

It is not corrective justice, because in many cases it would
be unjust.

2. By retaliation (xar’ araloyiar) civil society is held
together.

3. This proportion is attained by what Aristotle terms
diametrical conjunction.

And equality is produced by observing the relative pro-
portion between persons and things. .

4. This cannot be effected without a common measure.

5—9. This common measure is demand, or its substitute,
money.

16.112. It is the least fluctuating standard of value, and
a pledge that we can at any time get what we want.

14, 15. Justice differs from all the other virtues in the
following respect ; that they are mean states, whereas in
justice ro dixacor is itself the mean.

In conclusion, Aristotle defines justice and injustice.

VI—1, 2. It does not follow that a man is unjust be-
cause he commits an unjust act.

3. Political justice is that which exists between members
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ofsﬁ'eooommnmty,nndthn, as well as abstract justice, is
the object of Aristotle's investigation.

7. Justice in the cases of master and slave, father and
child, is not the same as political justice ; but that betwecn
husband and wife most resembles it.

VIL—I. Political or social justice is of two kinds.

(1.) Natural. (2.) Legal

The former is everywhere the same, the latter is arbitrary.

2, 3. They are wrong who hold that all things just are
matters of law, and that there is no natural unchangeable
principle of justice.

4. Legal justice depends upon agreement, and varies in
different countries, like their measures of corn and wine.

5, 6. Before a thing is committed, it is unjust (ddwor);
when committed, it is an act of injustice (tdlixmua) ; so like-
wise, a just act is dwawrpdynpua, the correction of an unjust
act, duwaiwpa. .

VIIL—I1, 2. The justice or injustice of an act is deter-
mined by its being voluntary or involuntary.

3—6. A voluntary act is that which is done knowingly,
not by compulsion nor by accident.

7. Voluntary acts are done from deliberate preference, or
not.

8, 9. If a hurt takes place accidentally, it is an accident.

If without wicked intent, it is an error.

10. If knowingly, but without previous delibemtion, it is
an unjust act.

11, 12. If a man acts on xpoaipeats, he is an unjust man.

13. He who acts justly on xpoaipeacc is & just man.

IX.—]. Can a man be injured with his own consent 1

2. The same question may arise as to being justly dealt vith.

3, 4. Is he who has suffered an injury always necessarily
injured 1

5. Can a man injure himself?

6—8. These questions are answered at once, by stating,
that, in order that a man may be injured, the condition is 1c-
quisite, that the burt should be inflicted against his will.

The case of the incontinent man, who often harms himself,
constitutes no objection.

9. Does he who has awarded too great a ghare, or Lic who
receives it, commit the injury ?



xlia ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S ETHICS. [mock v.

Does he who awards too little to himself injure himself $

10. The second question is already answered by the fact
that the harm he suffers is not against his will.

11—14. To the first the answer is, that it is the distri-
butor, and not the receiver, who acts unjustly. :
The receiver does unjust acts, but does not act unjustly.

He who decides through ignorance is unjust in a certain
sense.

15, 16. People are apt to think that the practice and
knowledge of justice are easy.

This is not the case.

17,18. For in estimating the justice or injustice of an
action, we must look not to the act, but the habit.

X.—1, 2. How is it if equity differs from justice, that it as
well as justice is praiseworthy

3-—T7. Although they differ, they are not opposed ; the fact
being, that equity corrects the errors of law, which errors

" are unavoidable, because the general enactments of the law
will not always apply to particular cases.

8. The equitable man is one who does not push the letter
of the law to the furthest or the worst side, but is disposed
to make allowances.

XI.—1, 2. Although it has been already proved that a
man cannot injure himself, Aristotle adduces additional
arguments in support of this position.

In universal justice he cannot, because to do what the
law forbids is an offence against the law, not against himself.

For example, suicide is an offence against the law.

3—5. Four reasons are also given to prove that a man can-
not injure himself in particular injustice.

6, 7. Is it worse to injure or to be injured ?

Both are bad ; but to injure is the worse, as implying de-
pravity ; but, accidentally, to be injured may be worse.

8,9. Metaphorically a man may be said to injure himself,
ecause we may imagine a kind of justice subsisting between
the two parts of his soul.
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BOOK VL

Introductory.—In this book Aristotle has two objects in
view : to treat of the intellectual virtues, and to show the
relation in which right reason stands to moral virtue. Ac-
cording to the definition which he gave of moral virtue, the
intellect is the directing and governing power, to whose
dictates and suggestions the other parts of man's nature
must be obedient, and right reason and the possession of an
intellectual virtue (¢pdrnacc) has the province of deciding the
relative mean, which constitutes the characteristic of virtuous
habits.

Now, referring to the division of the soul in the first
book, we find that one part is purely rational. The object-
matter of this part of the soul is truth : truth in necessary,
and truth in contingent matter. The habits of mind which
contemplate truth in necessary matter are, that which
takes cognizance of principles (voic), and that which takes

izance of deductions from principles (éxworipun). These
two combined make up oopia, which implies a perfect know-
ledge of scientific truth. In contingent matter, the habit
which takes cognizance of moral truth is gpévnecc, and that
which operates upon truth as related to productions is rey»y.

These, then, are the five intellectual habits which Aristotle
considers it necessary to discuss as connected with the
subject of ethics. Of course, it must not be supposed that
this discussion will embrace the whole of Aristotle’s psycho-
logical system, as this must be sought for in his Treatise
on the Soul

I—1—3. Since we ought to choose the mean, and since
right reason determines what that mean is, we must investi-
gate the subject of right reason.

4. The soul has been supposed to consist of two parts :
the rational, in which the intellectual virtues reside ; the
irrational, which is the secat of the moral virtues. The
rational part is subdivided into the éxwarnuorwor, which con-
templates necessary matter, and the Aoytworwor, which con-
templates contingent matter.
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By Aoytoruor Aristotle means deliberative, for no one
deliberates respecting necessary matter.

Right reason must be the virtue of one of these parts.
In order, therefore, to see what it is, we must ascertain whac
is the épyov of each.

IL—1, 2. There are three principles or functions of the
soul which influence moral action and truth.

These are sensation, intellect, and appetite.

Now sensation is the origin of no moral action. The
origin of moral action is =poaipeaic, which is made up of
opeiec and Aéyoc. If, therefore, the action is virtuous, the
opekic must be right, and the Adyoc true.

Therefore truth is the épyor of the reasoning or delibera-
tive part.

3. It is evident that truth is the Zyor of the scientific

pu;l:. 5. Practical intellect, and not pure intellect, is the
motive principle of moral action.

6. Nothing past is the object of deliberate preference.

ITIL—1. There are five habits by which the soul arrives at
truth,—art, science, prudence, wisdom,* and intuition.

2. Science is couversant with things eternal, immutable,
and is acquired by learning.

3. We learn by means of induction and syllogism.

To know a subject scientifically, we must not only know
facts, but also the logical connection between them, and the
first principles from which they are derived.

4. Therefore science is “a demonstrative habit.” But in
order to make the definition complete, all those other parts
of it must be added which are given in the Later Analy-
tics, L 1, 2.

IV.—I], 2. Contingent matter may be either made or

Therefore there must be two habits conversant with con-
tingent matter ; namely, a practical habit joined with reason,
and & productive habit joined with reason.

¢ Although cogia is sometimes translated science, and doubtless it
does imtl.y that knowledge of abstract truth which is implied by that
term, I have preferred, on the whole, translating it wisdom, because wis-
dom is used by old English authors in th: same way in which copia is
used by the Greeks, to express skill in the nrts.—See Exodus xxxvi. 1.
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The latter of these is art.

3. Art is conversant with three processes: production,
contrivance, and contemplation as to the mode of contriving
and producing.

4. A relation subsists between chance and art.

Art is defined “a habit of making, joined with true reason.”

V.—1. According to his common practice, Aristotle inves-
tigates what prudence is, by considering it in the conorete.

The prudent man is one who is apt to deliberate respecting
that which is his interest.

2. The matter of gpérnacc differs from that of ézearijun.

Prudence, therefore, is a true habit joined with reason,
and practical, having to do with the subjects of human good
and evil.

4. This definition is illustrated by the examples of Pericles
and others, and also by the etymology of ocwgpocivy.

5. It is clear that intemperance destroys ¢pirnotc, although
it may not pervert our ideas on scientific subjects.

Prudence differs from art.

6. (1.) Because in prudence there are no degrees of excel-

lence, in art there are.
(2.) Because in art voluntary error is better, in pru-
dence worse.

Prudence, finally, must be something more than a mere
habit joined with reason ; for such habits can be forgotten,
prudence cannot.

VI.—1. There must be a habit which takes cognizance of
those first principles from which science draws its conclusions.

It cannot be science, for that is a demonstrutive habit.

It cannot be art or prudence, because they are conversaut
with contingent matter.

2. It cannot be wisdom, because wisdom demands dewmon-
stration.

Therefore it must be »vic (intuition).

VIL—I. In the arts, by the term wisdom (sopia) wo
mean skill.

But there is a general sense of the term, as well as this

one.

2, 3. Wisdom is the most accurate of all knowledge.

It knows the principles, and the fucts deduced from them.

It is, therefore, intuition and science combined together.
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It surpasses political science or prudence, (1) inasmuch as
the subjects with which it is conversant are superior to man.
2.) Because its subjects are invariable.
Because, in a certain sense, even brute animals may
be said to be prudent.

4, 5. Wisdom is superior to the science of social life, be-
cause, though man may be superior to all other animals, still
there are many other things more divine than man.

‘Wisdom, therefore, is science, combined with intuition.

Hence Anaxagoras, Thales, &c., are called wise, but not
prudent.

7. Prudence must have a knowledge of particulars as well
as of universals.

8. Nay, particulars may possibly be even more important
than universals.

VIIL—I1. Political prudence and prudence are the same
habit, but they differ, in that the object of the former is the
good of the state, that of the latter the good of the individual.

2. There are various species of prudence, which are best

exhibited in the following table :—
Prudence.
N | i)
Individual prudence, Econowmic. Political.
(properly termed I
prudence).
Legislutive.  Administrative,
(properly called
poll(iﬂl;.

Del.iblenﬁve. Jnlc' ial.

3, 4. Prudence properly relates to our own affairs, and hence
politicians are somctimes called busy-bodies. But still the
happiness of the individual is so intimately involved with
the good of his fumily and his country, that we cannot be
devoted to the one to the exclusion of the others.

5, 6. Prudence is not easy to acquire ; in proof of which
we may adduce the fact that young men may become oopol,
but not easily gporiypor.  Besides, the poesibility of error is
twofold,—in the universal and the particular.
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Prudence is not science ; because science is conversant with
universals, prudence with particulars.

These particulars are not the first principles from which
scientific conclusions are deduced, of which »oi¢ takes cogni-
zance, but (éoyara) the last results at which we arrive after
deliberation, which are perceived by common sense. There-
fore prudence is opposed to intuition.*

IX.—1. Prudence implies deliberation, which is a kind of
investigation.

Good deliberation is not science ; because no one investi-
gates what he knows.

2. It is not happy conjecture ; for this is quick, whereas
deliberation requires time.

It is not, therefore, sagacity.

3. It is not opinion.

It is a correctness ; not of science, because in science
there can be no error, and therefore no correctness.

Nor of opinion ; because the correctmess of opinion is
truth.

4. It is a correctness of diuarowa, not simply, but of the
intellect pursuing a deliberative process.

5—8. In what, then, does correctness of deliberation
consist
(1.) The goodness of the end.

(2.) The propriety of the mean.
3.) The sufliciency of the time.

9. Hence Aristotle derives his definition of ei8ovAin.

X.—1. Intelligence is not identical with science or opinion ;
for if it were, as all men are capable of acquiring science
and forming opinions, all men might be intelligent; but
this is not the case.

2—5. It is not conversant with the objects of science,
but with those of prudence.

It differs from prudence, in that prudence dictates and
prescribes, intelligence judges and decides.

XI—1. Candour (yrwpun) is the correct decision of the

uitable man.

Fellow-feeling (ovyy»eiun), the correct discriminating can-
dour of the equitable man.

¢ The dpxai, or principia sciendi, are those first principles which are
incapablc of demonstration. The principia agendi are ioxara, or the
last results of deliberation.
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2—1L. El€ovlla, agiveoic, yvuun, and »oig, or atabnac
(which here means practical common sense, the habit which
takes cognizance of the practical extremes), are the practical
habits, and all tend to the same point, and are usually found
combined in the same person. As the practical habits seem
not to be the result of teaching, but rather of observation,
they have been thought natural gifts.

5. This view is corroborated by the fact that they seem
peculiarly to belong to certain periods of life.

6. Hence we ought to pay attention to the sayings of the
old, even though undemonstrated 