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A new collation and text for EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]'

Victor Gongalves de Sousa

In this paper, I attempt to explore a recent hypothesis about what the main mss. are for establishing
the text of Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea (henceforth EN). This hypothesis was recently advanced on
the basis of evidence coming from EN I-II. In exploring this hypothesis, I confine myself to the text
of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8], and, as a result, I propose a new text for EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]
based on a fresh collation of nine mss—four of which were not taken into account in previous editions
of the EN—and based on readings that can be gathered from the Arabic translation of the EN that was
preserved in the Fez ms. The text proposed in this paper is accompanied by textual notes that justify my
decisions regarding some difficult passages.

1. Introduction

‘Il n’existe pas encore d’édition critique du text grec de I’Etique a Nicomaque.’ It is
with this dramatic claim that Gauthier begins the chapter on the text of the EN in the second
edition of his monumental work with Jolif (Gauthier & Jolif, 1970, vol.1, p. 301). In the lines
that follow, Gauthier says there are two conditions necessary for a critical edition: first, all the
witnesses of the text must be recensed and examined; second, there is need for a stemma or, at
the very least, some classification on the basis of which one can judge the value of each of the
witnesses.

As Gauthier himself recognises, the first requirement began to be partially fulfilled al-

ready by his time.> Besides, his own contributions gave a first step in fulfilling the second

! Thanks to Nataly Ianicelli Cruzeiro, Daniel Lopes, Dionatan Tissot, and Marco Zingano for comments
on earlier versions of this paper and to Fernando Gazoni, the editor. I am also thankful to the detailed
and helpful comments made by the two anonymous referees, which improved the quality of this paper
in many respects and allowed me to correct some mistakes prior to its publication. My understanding
of the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] was widely improved by i) the translation and discussion of
EN X.6-10 [=Bywater X.6-9] led by Professor Marco Zingano at the University of Sdo Paulo (USP)
throughout 2023 and by the discussions that took place then (for which I have to thank all participants),
and ii) by the workshop ‘Practical and contemplative virtue in Aristotle’s conception of the human good:
Nicomachean Ethics 10.6-8,” jointly organized by Princeton University (PU), Universidade de Sao Paulo
(USP), Universidad Panamericana (UP), and Universidad de los Andes (UA) that took place in early 2024
at Princeton (in which I presented a translation and commentary to EN X.7 1177a12-1177b1 together
with Irene Soudant, whom I thank here along with the other participants of the workshop). This paper is
a result of a project funded by the S@o Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP), grant 2019/05555-7.

2 Gauthier mentions the work of Wartelle (1963).
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requirement (although, as he recognizes [p. 312], his conclusions are indeed precarious and
provisory).

With the recent publication of Pelagia-Vera Loungi’s Die Manuskripte und die Uber-
lieferung der Nikomachischen Ethik des Aristoteles (Buch 1) (2022), the situation has changed
considerably. Loungi has not only freshly collated, for book I, all mss. of the EN,* and, for book
I1, what she concluded are the main mss., but she also provides us with a stemma that is carefully
grounded on the evidence gathered from her collations.

The main results of Loungi’s work seem to be that i) the two mss. families (namely a
and B)* do not have the same value, since whilst the text transmitted by the a family derives
from the late antiquity, the text transmitted by B derives from an intense reworking of the text
of the EN by Byzantine scholars that took place in the 12th centurys; ii) that the improvements
found in the text transmitted by the B family do not derive from ancient sources like papyri;®
ii1) most recentiores do not have any value in establishing the text of the EN.6

No doubt these results are still to some extent provisory in that they require further
study to be fully confirmed. As Loungi herself emphasises, it is still an open question whether
the transmission of the EN is unified for all its books. Since Rassow and Susemihl, it has been
assumed that the mss. of the EN constitute two main families (for Susemihl, these are II! and
I1%; Loungi calls these a and B). Yet it has been argued that, depending on the books from the
EN one has in view, the members of these two families differ.” Accordingly, it may be argued
that Loungi’s results, if indeed correct, cannot be generalized to the whole EN, but can only be
expanded to some books of the EN.®

A definitive answer to this issue depends on further studies on the transmission of books
I, 1V, V, VIII, and X. The present paper aims at giving a very small step in this direction in

what concerns book X.

3 As Loungi herself reports (2022, p. 66), she did not collate all mss. in full, but did so for all of the more
ancient mss., and for a large number of the recentiores.

4 Below I shall indicate what mss. Loungi takes to be the most important for reconstructing the text of
each of these families.

> There may be an exception to this in book VI: in EN VI.13 [=Bywater V1.12] 1144a6, the reading of
some mss. from the 8 family (LL°OP), namely eddaiuoviav, is confirmed by POxy 2402.(cf. Corpus dei
papiri filosofici greci e latini, 1989-2023, 1.1*, p. 263, [V.2 [I.1 & III], Tav. 185).

¢ See Loungi (2022, pp. 417-418) for a brief summary of these claims.

7 See, for instance, Susemihl (1887, pp. VIII, XX) and Gauthier and Jolif (1970, p. 312) for two slightly
different versions of this claim. Similarly, see Loungi (2022, p. 61).

8 In rough lines, it would seem that, if we follow Susemihl’s division of the mss., Loungi’s proposal (if
correct) may hold for books I, II, VI, VII, IX, and X; but if we follow Gauthier’s division of the mss.,
that it may hold for books I, II, VI, VII, and IX.
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In this work, I focus on the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8], the chapters from the
EN in which Aristotle presents his arguments for the superiority of contemplative life.” This
text has been for long object of deep interpretative controversy, and, moreover, is part of books
in which there would allegedly be a difference in how the two families of mss. are organized (on
Gauthier version of this claim at least, see footnote 8).!° In the face of this, with the objective of
exploring Loungi’s hypothesis, I freshly collated, for the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8], the
eight mss. Loungi takes to be (on the basis of her collations) the most important for determining
the readings of the a and B families, namely Laur. Plut. 81.11 (K®), Vat. gr. 1342 (P®), Cant. gr.
1i.5.44 [=1879] (C°), Laur. Plut. 81.18 (L), Par. gr. 1854 (L), Ricc. 46 (O), Ambros. B 95 sup.
[=Martini-Bassi 117] (B®>*"?), and Vind. Phil. 315 (V).! In addition to these mss., I have also
freshly collated the relevant part of ms. Marc. Gr. Z 213 (MP®), which despite not having much
stemmatic worth on Loungi’s hypothesis'?, was central for previous editions of the EN.

Furthermore, I have checked the Arabic translation (in the edition by Akasoy and Fidora
[2005] and taking into account the corrections proposed by Ullmann [2011-2012, vol. 2, pp. 123-
274])"3 and the Latin version of Averroes’s Middle Commentary (edited by Woerther [2018])'4

for all passages where their readings seemed relevant.!> For a single passage (1176b26-27),

? I recognise that this choice is arbitrary, and in making it I do not intend to take a stance regarding the
unity of book X. I thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me on this.

19 Similarly, Rassow (1874, p. 6) thinks that, in book X, ob occupies an intermediate position between
K"MP and LY, different from how it behaves in other books.

1 On Loungi’s hypothesis, for determining the readings of the a family, the relevant mss. are K", P,
and C° (together with the Arabic translation); whereas for determining the readings of the 8 family, the
relevant mss. are L, L?, O, and B%>*". V, in turn, should be used with care, since although it is a mss.
from the B family, it is in many places contaminated by readings of the a family.

12 The importance of MP was already called into question after the work of Mioni (1958, pp. 85-87),
who suggested that this ms. is closely related to G* (Marc. gr. Z 212) (Mioni suggests that M® is actually
a copy of G?). Further study of M" and G is required to clarify the relationship between these two mss.
and their relationship with E* (Vat. gr. 506—MP"’s exemplar according to Loungi’s stemma) and with
F (Vat. Barb. 75—which is a copy of V that contaminates M according to Loungi’s stemma). For a
discussion of the relationship between E* and MP, see Loungi (2022, pp. 359-361); for a discussion of
the relationship between E* and G* on the basis of the evidence from book I of the EN, see Loungi (2022,
pp- 367-376). For a collation of the text of F for EN X.6.1176a30-X.9.1179a32, see Oskvig (2018, pp.
347-348).

13 T did not have access to Dorothy G. Axelroth’s 1968 doctoral dissertation An Analysis of the Ara-
bic Translation of Book Ten of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, which contains an edition and English
translation of the Arabic version of EN X.

14 The relevance of Averroes Middle Commentary for establishing the text of the EN lies in the fact that
it consists mostly of a paraphrasis of the Arabic translation of the £V, and in some cases, as we shall see,
it seems to be free of some corruptions found in the text preserved in the Fez ms. (and vice versa).

15 The majority of the passages I have checked were already flagged by Akasoy and Fidora (2005) in
their edition, and by Schmidt and Ullmann (2012), who list passages in which the Arabic translation
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moreover, | have checked ms. Par. 1417, which is the only ms. Susemihl and Bywater mention
in support of a reading that cannot be found in any other ms. they collated, but which is attested
by L and by the Arabic translation.'®

The Arabic translation and four of the nine mss. I collated (namely, C¢, L, B*>*"P- and
V) were not taken into account by previous editions of the text. This is perfectly expected in
the case of the Arabic translation, since its only extant ms.!” was only discovered in the fifties
(by A.J. Arberry and by D.M. Dunlop)'®, and a series of misfortunes made it so that a critical
edition of it only came to light in 2005."°

The fact that L, V, and B*>"P were not taken into account by previous editions, in turn, is
explained by the fact that the dating of these mss. has been revised only recently: L was for long
regarded as belonging to the 14th century. This remained so until the work of Brockmann (1993,
pp. 49-50), which showed that it belongs rather to the 12th century®, and that it is the result

departs from the text edited by Susemihl. There are, however, some other instances in which this trans-
lation proved to be decisive in establishing the text of EN X.6-9. All relevant readings are listed in the
apparatus.

16 As can be seen in the apparatus, this is 1176b27, and Susemihl and Bywater do not report the reading
of Par. 1417 correctly for this passage, a mistake due to their depending on Zell’s collation of this ms.
(see Susemihl, 1887, p. VII). As noted in my apparatus, Par. 1417 has &7 one line above this one, which
is perhaps what led to this mistake. This particular mistake is committed by Zell on page 450 of the
second volume of his edition (1820, vol. 2, p. 450).

17" Although the Arabic translation dates from the ninth century (the translation of books I-IV is by
Ishaq ibn Hunayn and dates from around 870 CE, whereas the translation of books V-X is by Eusthatius
[Ustdat] and dates from around 830 CE), the two parts of the Fez ms. date from 1222 CE (cf. Dunlop’s
introduction in Akasoy & Fidora, 2005, p. 1; and Ullmann, 2011-2012, vol. 1, p. 13). Furthermore, it
is important to note that there are good reasons for thinking that this Arabic translation was made from
a Greek ms. in majuscules without separation between the words, and which, besides being older than
all extant Greek mss, is also free from many mistakes resulting from the transcription to the miniscule
script (cf. Ullmann, 2011-2012, vol. 1, p. 12; Schmidt & Ullmann, 2012, pp. 991f).

18 See their reports in Arberry (1955) and in Dunlop (1962). Arberry’s report of his discovery of the
part of ms. containing the Arabic translation of EN VII-X is accompanied by a collation of EN IX.1.
Dunlop’s report of his discovery of the part of the ms. containing the Arabic translation of EN I-VI, in
turn, is accompanied by a number of passages from these books he takes to be illustrative of the merits
and defects of the Arabic translation of the EN.

19 On this, see Akasoy and Fidora (2005, pp. vii-x). On the differences between the objectives of Ab-
durrahman Badawi’s 1979 edition of this translation and those of Akasoy & Fidora’s, see Akasoy and
Fidora (2005, pp. ix, ixnl), Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 1, pp. 14-15), and Schmidt and Ullmann (2012,
pp. 9-10). For a critical assessment of Akasoy & Fidora’s edition, according to which it is as unreliable
as Badawi’s, see Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 1, pp. 15-21).

20 Since the publication of this work, we have been provided with a collation of L for books I-I11I made
by Vuillemin-Diem and Rashed (1997), and, more recently, with a full collation of the text of the EN in
L made by Panegyres (2020). For my current purposes, it should be noted that Panegyres’s collation of L
proved to be quite reliable in what concerns the text of EN X.6-9. In comparing the part of his collation
that covers EN X.6-9 with my own collation, I have found only two mistakes of his (at 1178b20, where
he reports that L reads a¢ypnuévov but it reads rather agypnuévw; and at 1178b28, where he reports that
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of the work of Ioannikios and his scriptorium.?! Similarly, V and B®>*"P- were both previously
dated as belonging to the 14th century together with O°, which despite being taken into account
by previous editors, was not regarded as being of much importance.??> However, it turns out that
OP belongs to the 12th century?®, that V was produced between the 11-12th centuries®*, and that
B> comes from the end of the 12th century or from the beginning of the 13th century.?
The case of C° is slightly different. Since the work of Jackson (1876), it has been thought
that C° was a copy of P*. Accordingly, although C¢ uniformly agrees with K®>—as has been
shown by Stewart (1882, p. 3) (who collated C¢ in full for book X and partially for the other
books of the EN)—, C° was taken to be subordinate to P°, which, in turn, was not taken as
being of much value.?® It was only after the work of Harlfinger (1971) on the transmission of
the EE, and the work of Brockmann (1993) on the transmission of the MM that it became clear
that C¢ was not a copy of P°, but that these two mss. are copies of the same exemplar made
by the same copyist (Nicolaus Damenus). Besides, as far as I can tell, Loungi (2022, pp. 113-
126) was the first to provide us with reasons for thinking that although P® and C¢ are related
to K® in what concerns the text of the EN, they are neither copies of K® nor of its exemplar
(sub-hyperarchetype a1 on Loungi’s stemma), for there is reason for thinking that P’s and C®’s

exemplar, on the one hand, and K®’s exemplar, on the other, stem from the same ancestor.?’

L reads o0dauod, but it reads rather ovdauds) and just one imprecision (at 1179230 he simply says that
L omits dpa, but it actually writes elvac in place of dpa).

21 On loannikios and his scriptorium, see Wilson (1983).

22 See, for instance, the judgment given by Jackson (1879, p. xi) about O®’s value for EN V in comparison
to its value for other parts of the EN: ‘OP. Riccardianus 46. More correct than M®, OP contributes fewer
peculiar readings to the text than that ms. In this book however it does not seem to be as decidedly
inferior to M® as (according to the best authorities) it is elsewhere.” Similarly, Susemihl (1878, p. 630)
ranks OP after M®, which he takes to be inferior both to K® and L. Busse (1883, p. 137), in turn, is a
bit more pessimistic, and thinks that much of the authority attributed to OP (and to M) by Rassow and
Susemihl vanishes if one accepts that O° (and M too) cannot be fully assigned to one of the two families
(but may be taken as having a very close relationship to each of them in different places of the EN).

23 As has been shown by Baldi (2011). More recently, see Martinelli Tempesta (2016).

24 As suggested by Brockmann (1993, p. 49n27), who identifies the copyist of this ms. with that of Par.
gr. 1808, a ms. important to the transmission of Plato’s works that dates from 11-12 centuries.

25 On this, see Loungi (2022, p. 154n204).

26 Jackson (1879, p. xi), for instance, claims that, in regard to book V, P® ‘contribute[s] to the text nothing
which is not to be found in one or more of the remaining five codices [sc. KPL°MPNPQP].” Similarly,
Susemihl (1878, p. 631) says that he compared the readings of P® for 1176a11-1177a30 with those of H?
(Marc. gr. Z 214) and N (Marc. gr. IV.53), and then says: ‘der Gewinn aber ist beinahe gleich null.’

27 On the hypothesis advanced by Loungi (2022, pp. 113-126), sub-hyperarchetype y (P®’s and C®’s
exemplar) depends on sub-hyperarchetype a2, which, in turn, comes from the same ancestor as sub-
hyperarchetype al (K’s exemplar), namely hyperarchetype a. However, as we shall see, there is a
caveat: as Loungi (2022, p. 114) observes, it is probable that the copyist of C® did not simply copied y as
he did in the case of P, but availed himself of a corrective exemplar. Besides, there are signs that both
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Regarding KPL°OPMP, it should be noted, to begin with, that both Susemihl and Bywater
rely on Scholl’s collation of K® (which can be found in Rassow [1874, pp. 10-14]). Besides,
although Susemihl depends on Bekker’s collations for many mss., he reports that he collated
MPOP for many passages and has relied on information provided to him by Charles Graux and by
Henri Omont for many passages of L® (cf. Susemihl in Ramsauer, 1878, p. 731; and Susemihl,
1887, pp. VI-VII).?® Bywater, in turn, besides relying on Bekker, Schéll, and Susemihl, has
also taken into account the collation of parts of K® made by Girolamo Vitelli that can be found
in Stewart (1882), and reports that he also examined the mss. himself for certain passages (cf.
Bywater, 1894, pp. VI-VII).

In collating the relevant parts of KPPPC°LLPOPB%>*"P-VMPand in comparing their read-
ings with those from the Arabic translation, I was led me to propose a tentative new text for EN
X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8].

The resulting text differs from that printed by Bekker, Susemihl, and Bywater in nine
instances; from that printed by both Bekker and Susemihl (disagreeing with Bywater) in three
instances; and from that printed by both Bekker and Bywater (disagreeing with Susemihl) in
one instance.

Moreover, it differs from the text printed only by Bekker (disagreeing with Susemihl
and Bywater) in five passages; from that printed only by Susemihl (disagreeing with Bekker
and Bywater) in five passages; and from that printed only by Bywater (disagreeing with Bekker
and Susemihl) in seven passages.

All these instances are listed in the apparatus. Whenever the text I print departs from
that printed by Bekker, Susemihl, or Bywater, there are indications about the text they print.

In addition to that, my collations also allowed me to correct some mistakes and im-
precisions that can be found in the apparatus critici of the editions of Bekker, Susemihl, and
Bywater.

In deciding between different readings, I have favoured those of the a family.?® This is

P® and C°¢ adopt corrections found in the 8 family for some passages (most notably, from L), as Loungi
(2022, p. 113) argues (more on this below in footnote 30).

28 Moreover, for P°, Susemihl depends on Jackson (1879) for book V, and, for book X, on a collation
made by his ‘collega coniunctissimus’ von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff. Besides, the fact that Susemihl
does not give the readings of P® in his apparatus after 1177a30 strongly suggests that the collation made
by von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff that Susemihl is talking about (cf. Susemihl, 1887, p. vii) is just the
collation of 1176a11-1177a30 (the part of book X that is missing in K®) that Wilamowitz made on his
behalf a couple of years earlier (cf. Susemihl, 1878, p. 631).

29 Except, of course, in those cases in which the reading of the a family is clearly a corruption.
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easy to determine when there is agreement between K°P°C¢ and the Arabic translation.>* When
P® and C° diverge from K®, I have, as a rule, favoured their reading only if it agreed with the
Arabic translation and it is clear what the Arabic translation is translating or if the reading of
KP® can be clearly explained away as being due to a corruption.

It may be objected, however, that the temporal distance between the making of the Ara-
bic translation and the Fez ms. (see footnote 17) suggests that this translation and Averroes’
commentary (which paraphrases it) should be used with care. Yet, inasmuch as it may be ar-
gued that the corruptions this translation was subject to during this period are of a different
nature from that the Greek mss. were subject to, I think this translation may nevertheless be of
great value in establishing the text of the EN in those cases in which we can determine what it is
translating with some degree of plausibility.?! Besides, Ullmann’s (2011-2012) careful and de-
tailed work on the translation practices of Ishdq ibn Hunayn and Eusthatius (Ustdt) are of great
help in effort of reconstructing its Greek exemplar in spite of idiosyncrasies of this translation.

In the final section of this paper (after the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]), I have
provided some notes on the text explaining my decisions for some difficult passages.

An important result of my collations is that they strengthen the suspicion that O® and M®
do indeed agree with K® in more instances than one would expect in light of Loungi’s stemma.
As a matter of fact, there are a couple of common mistakes that suggest that O is contaminated
either by K, by its exemplar or, at the very least, by some other non-extant mss. that preserves
some readings of K®. However, the evidence from EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] is not enough for
settling this issue, which would certainly demand a full collation of EN X. Moreover, because
the text of the EN in O is the result of the work of two different hands (which appear to be from
the same period and from the same scriptorium)®?, perhaps a full collation of these nine mss.

for the text of EN I1I or IV will prove to be necessary to show with certainty that O®’s agreeing

30 Things are not so clear before 1177a30, since K® omits 1176all (répmer) - 1177a30 (ikavas). In lines
1176a30-1177a30 one has to rely only on P°C°and on the Arabic translation to determine the readings of
a family. However, because in some cases the copyist of PPC® tends adopt corrections from the 8 family
(in particular, from L—on this, see Loungi [2022, p. 113]), it is hard to tell whether, in those passages
from 1176a30-1177a30 where i) PPC° agree with L and ii) the Arabic translation is not decisive, the
gemelli are giving the reading of the a family or a correction from L. A passage that is quite unclear in
this regard is 1176b17 (see my discussion of it below).

31'T thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me to take a position on this issue.

32 The first original hand is responsible for ff.7r-33v (until 1129b11 mepiéyer macav ddwiav [part of a
stretch of text also added by L® and M® after 1129b10-11 ‘roiro yap mepiéyet kai kowdv’]), the second
original hand is responsible for ff.34r-90v (from 1129b11 kai xkowdv éoTw mdoms adwias until the end
of the EN). See Martinelli Tempesta (2016, pp. 209ff) on this.
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with K® against other members of the B8 family is not something that happens only in the parts
of O copied by its second original hand, but also in parts of the text copied by its first original
hand??, and to confirm the results about its stemmatic value.

In any case, the evidence from EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] seems to suggest that, of
the nine mss. I collated, only O® and MP exhibit this unexpected behaviour. In fact, although
there is reason for thinking that, in regard to O° and M" at least, book X does not belong with
books 1, II, VI, VII, and I X—in which case Gauthier’s division of the mss. would prove to be
more accurate in this particular regard than Susemihl’s (see footnote 8)—, the remaining mss.

I collated exhibit the behaviour one would expect them to have in light of Loungi’s stemma.
2. The apparatus and collation method

Below in section 3  have provided an edition EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] with a positive
apparatus. For the sake of clarity, I give indications about what is missing (due to physical
damage) from the witnesses I collated above the apparatus criticus. This is especially relevant
in the case of L, since a large section of the top left side of the recti and of the top right side of
the versi of the folios of L containing EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] (i.e., ff. 81r-82v)* is missing
due to physical damage.*> When giving indications of what is missing in these mss., I have used
brackets around parts of words to indicate that they are not missing (e.g., when in 1176b6-7 1
say that L does not have ‘[el]vac ... a[pernr]’, I mean that ‘€l-’ and ‘-pemjv’ are not missing in
L)

The relevant readings from the Arabic translation are reported in the apparatus with
vocalizations (which are absent in the original), so as to make clear the meaning of the many
isolated chunks of text that I quote in the apparatus. I also provide modified versions of Dunlop’s
English translation of the Arabic version (and also some translations of my own) in most cases
I mention its readings in the apparatus.

K®, P°, C¢, L, LY, O°, B>, and V were all collated using digital colour images that are

33 There are good indications that this also happens in the parts of O copied by its first original hand.
On this, see Rassow (1874, pp. 3-4), who claims that, in regard to books III-1V, OP either stems from the
same source as K® or is itself dependent upon K® directly and then provides some evidence in support
of this claim.

34 Although EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] actually ends in f. 83r, only the last three lines of the text are
located in this folio (i.e., 1179a31-33: ‘Oeopi\éoTaTos ... eddaiuwr’).

35 Besides, from 1178a33 onwards, the folios copied by V’s original hand (the one that dates from XI-XII
centuries) are missing. Thus, although a later hand (from the XV century) completes the missing parts
of V, I have not taken it into account.
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available online in the repositories of the Libraries in which they are located.*®* M®, in turn, was
collated using digital colour images provided by the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.

To secure more accuracy to my collations, I collated the relevant the mss. in small sec-
tions of about 30 Bekker lines each. The mss. were collated in the following order: K®, P®, C¢, L,
LP, O, B%s*- 'V, and MP. For every variant I found, I went back to the mss. I already collated
to check them again. After this, I checked my results against previous collations®’ (checking
all mss. again for every passage where I found a divergence between my results and those of
the work of other scholars). Notwithstanding all these precautions, it is possible that the results
presented in the apparatus can still be improved upon, and it is probable that further work may
show that some corrections are necessary.

In the apparatus, 1 have not reported minor orthographical variants, and I have sup-
plied iota subscripts in the apparatus when the mss. did not have them in all cases where their
omission was not a source of textual problems.

I have strictly observed the lineation found in Immanuel Bekker’s edition. To indicate
the beginning of a new line, | have employed °|’, with the exception of lines multiple of five

and lines that correspond to the beginning of a new Bekker page or of a new Bekker column.

For these, | have employed ‘|’. In the apparatus, in turn, I have employed ‘|’ to separate entries
for different lines or line intervals, and ‘|’ to separate different entries for the same line or line

interval.

36 For K and L, see <https://tecabml.contentdm.oclc.org/digital>; for P, see <https://digi.vatlib.it/>; for
C°, see <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/>; for L?, see <https://gallica.bnf.fr/>; for OP, see <http://teca.riccar-
diana.firenze.sbn.it/>; for B%S"-, see <https://ambrosiana.comperio.it/>; and, for V, see <https://www.
onb.ac.at/>.

37 I have checked my results against Stewart (1882), Susemihl (1887), Bywater (1892, 1894), Ashburner
(1917), and Panegyres (2020). I have not checked my results against Susemihl and Apelt (1912). In
fact, not only Apelt omits a series of readings reported by Susemihl (such as those of PP), but also, as
already observed by Ashburner (1917), in translating Susemihl’s sigla for the mss. groupings, he ends
up introducing some mistakes into the apparatus.
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3. ENX.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]

Sigla

Kb (Laur. Plut. 81.11, saec. IX, ff. 121v-124v—1176al1 [répme] ad 1177a30 [ixavds] om. K°)
Kb2 (Corrections made by a later hand [saec. XIII])

pb (Vat. gr. 1342, saec. XIII, ff. 93r-95v)

(O (Cant. gr. 1i.5.44 [=1879], saec. XIII, ff. 98v-101r)

L (Laur. Plut. 81.18, saec. XII, ff. 81r-83r)
L! (Corrections made Ioannikios himself or by his anonymous partner)
L? (Corrections made by a later hand [different from L'])

Lb (Par. gr. 1854, saec. XII-XIII, ff. 175r-182r)

ob (Ricc. 46, sacc. XII, ff. 85v-88v)

BY>5U- (Ambros. B 95 sup. [=Martini-Bassi 117], saec. XII-XIII, ff. 197r-205r)

B?suP-l' (Corrections made by a later hand)

v (Vind. Phil. 315, saec. XI-XII, ff. 204v-209r—1178a33 ([37]\os) ad finem desunt V1)
Mmb (Marc. gr. Z 213, 1565-1572, ff. 117v-120v)

Arab. (Arabic translation—ed. Akasoy & Fidora [2005])

Aver. (Averroes’s [Latin version]—ed. Woerther [2018])

1176230 6. | elpnuévaw 8¢ Tav mepl Tas dperds Te kal pikias kal
e /’ \ \ > /7 ’ ~ > \
| Mdovas, Aourov mept evdayuovias TUmw SeNbetv, emedn)
/’ > \ 7, ~ > / > ~ \ \
Té|Aos avry Tlhepev TV avbpwmivewr. avalafoiol 61 Ta
TPOELPNUEVa OVVTOUWTEPOS AV €l 0 AJyos. elmouer & 0Tt
b b4 ¢/ . \ \ ~ 4 \ ’ ¢ 4

ovk | éoTw €5 kal yap T kalevdovt dua Blov vmapyou
k4 ~ ~ 7 \ ~ ~ \ 14 > \
35 dv, ¢pu|rod {avre Blov, kal Té SuaTvyoivT T4 péyioTa. el &)
1176b1  7adra | w) dpéoker, AANG pdAlov eis évépyerdv Twa Beréov,
kalla|mep €v Tols mpdTepov elpnTat, TV & Evepyedv at uév
elow | avaykalat kal O €Tepa alperal at 8¢ kall avrds,
dMAov | 611 Ty evdaruoviar Tav kal aiTas alpeT®V Twa
5 Qeréov kal | o Téww 8 dANo* 008evds yap évdens 1) eddatpo-

’ > b > ’ 9 € \ b >\ 3 \ > % \
via aA\’ avtdplkns. kall avras & elow atperal ad’ @v undev
em{nretTal | mapa Ty €vépyeiav. TowatTar § elvar dokobow

a30-31 epnuévov ... dlovas] desunt L
a35-bl ra ... un desuntL

bl-4 «aldmep ... Oetéov desunt L

b4-5 kal ... év[dens] desunt L

b6 & ... undév desunt L

b7-8 [eilvar ... d[pemiv] desunt L

| a30 7e PPC°LO’B?*"»'VMP: om. L | a32 7ihepev
PPCCLLPOPB?*"*V: quririfeper MP | &) PPCCLB> s VMP:
8¢ LPO® | a33 & PPCCLLPOPB*s*»VMP: &) Bywater |
a34-35 ¢urov PPC°BYV: ¢firo Arab. (553.9: “aiall’ [al-
ma ‘diimi]—literally ‘of what is nonexistent/lacking,” but see
Arberry’s conjecture [in Akasoy & Fidora, p. 552n131]): ¢v-
7a&v LLPO°MP Bekker Susemihl Bywater ~ 1176b1 dpéoxel
PPCLLPOPV: dpéoror BP>P: apéorovow MP | bS5 post dANo
add 7¢ P°C® I b7 mapa PPLLPOPB?S%-VMP: 7repi C
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10

15

20

25

1176b7-1176b27

at kat’ ape|lmy mpdafest Ta yap kala kal omovdaia TPAT-
Tew TV O | avTa alpeTdv. kal TV Tadidr 8¢ at ndelat 0v
vap 8 | érepa adras aipotvrar PAdmTovTal yap am av-
TV paA\ov | ) wdelodvTat, aueAolVTes TOV CWUATWY KAl
T1S KTNO€WS. | kaTapevyovol § €mt Tas TolavTas daywyas
TV evdaruo|vilopévar ol moAol, do Tapa Tols TUpdrvoLs
evdokiuolow | ot €v Tals TolavTals daywyals evTpameNoL’
@y yap éplev|Tar, év TovTows Tapéyovor opds abTovs Ndeis
déovTar d¢ Towov|Twy. dokel uev odv evdaiuovika TadTa €l-
vae dwa 70 Tovs €v | duvaoTelais €v TovTols amaoxoldlew,
ovdev 8¢ lows onuelov | ol TowolTOL €LOV" OV yap €v T du-
vaoTevew 1) apern ovd o vols,| ad’ wv al omovdatat évép-
yewar obd el dyevaTol obTou dvTes | Hdovijs elhikpivots kai
elevleplov €ml Tas owpaTikas katalpevyovow, da TovTO
TAUTAS oTéOV alpeTwTEPAS €lval Kal | yap ol maldes Ta
map’ avTols TULWUEVa KpdTIoTa olovTal | €lvat. eDAoyov d1),
domep Tawol kal avdpdow €Tepa palveTar Tiwa, oUTw Kal
davdows kal émewéow. kaldmep odv | moAdkis elpnTat,
kal Tiua kal 10éa €0TL Ta TG omovdaiw | TowadTa dvTa*
€KAoTw O 1) KaTa TNV otkelav €Ew alpeTw|TaTy €vépyeia,

b8-9 7dv ... alperawv desunt L

b10 aipotvrar SAdmrovrar desunt L
b1l cwpdrwv kal tis desunt L
b12-13 [ev]dawpovilopévawr deest L
b14 dwaywyats deest L

b15 déovrar deest L

b16-17 év dvvaorelaus desunt L
b18 ev 7[®] desunt L

b19 008’ deest L

b20 [ow]ualrwkas] deest L
b21-22 kat yap o[¢] desunt L

b23 &) deestL

b25 kali] deest L

| b8 kald kal om. LP I b12 dwwywyas
mg.PPs.1.C°LLPOPB?*" VMP: dywyds PPC® | ante 7@V
add «at L | b15-16 TowodTwr PPCCLBYS**VMP: rotrwr
LPOP | b17 ante Swvaoreloaws add Tais PPCCBUV |
dmaoyohdlew LPOPBO*PVMPArab.  (555.6: Gjlsci; [yas-
tagiliina)): amooyohdleww PPC°L Bekker Susemihl Bywa-
ter | b18 00d 6 LLPBYV: o0d¢ PPC: 6 d¢ O°MP |
b20 é\evbepiov PPCCLLPOPBPV: é\evbfépas MP I
b22 avrois PPC°LLPOPB*“PV: avraw MP | b23-24
¢alverar  PPC’LOPB?*"VMP®: ¢paivovrar L° I b26 d¢
PPCLLPOPB?>»-VMP: &) Par. 1417 (pace Susemihl and
Bywater, who report that it gives &7 for the following line)
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30

35

1177al

10

1176b27-1177a13

kal 7¢ omovdaiw O1) 1) KaTa THY ApeTV. ovK | €v mawdid
dpa 1) eddawuovia. kal yap dromov 70 TéNos elval | madidv,
kal mpayuareveslar kai kakomalety Tov Blov | dmavra Tob
mallew xapw. dmavta yap ws elmelv €T€pov | €vexka alpov-
ueba Ay Tijs evdawovias® TéNos yap avTy. | omovdalew
3¢ kat movety Tawdids xapw nAbiov paiverar kat | Alav wai-
ducdv maillew & dmws omovdaly, kat’ Avdyapow, | opbids
Exew Sokel. dvamaioe yap Eowkev 1) madid, advva|rotv-
Tes 8¢ ouvexs movely dvamaloews déovrat. od &) TéNos |
1) AVATAVOLS® YeTaL yap EVEKa THS evepyelas. Ookel O O |
evdaluwy Plos kat dpernv elvar o0Tos de puera omovdis, |
aAN’ ovk €v Tadid. BeATiw Te Aéyouer Ta omovdaia TV |
yelolwy kal peta madids, kal Tob Bektiovos del kal | wo-
plov kal avBpuymov omovdatoTépay T Evépyetav: 1) 8¢ ToD |
BeAtiovos kpeltTwv kal evdaiuovikwTépa Tjdn. amolaloeté
| 7 av 7év owpaTikdr Mdovdyr o TvXwY Kal avdpdmTodov
ovy | NTTov T0b dploTov” evdaiuovias & ovdels avdpamddw
peTadidwlow, € wy kal Blov. o yap €v Tals TotavTals da-
ywyals 1 | eddaypovia, dAN év Tais kar dperiv évepyelas,
kaflamep | kal mpoTepov elpnTal.|

7. €l & €otiv 1) evdauovia kat apeTny €vépyeia, eUAOYyoV
| kaTa ™Y kpaTioTyv: atTy & Av ein Tol apioTov. eiTe O)
b27 kal[ra] deest L
b28 [dro]mov deest L
b30 malllew] deestL
b31 [eddai]uov[ias] deest L
b34 7wa[dwa] deestL
1177al [avd]m[avois] deest L
a2 O¢ pleral] desuntL
a3 [om]ov[d]aila] deestL
a3 7av deest L
a5 omov[daworépav] deest L
a6 [dmo]A[avoee] deest L
a8-9 peraddwow ... Tals desunt L
al0 aAX’ ... ka[famep] desunt L
al2 éotiv ... évép[yera] desunt L
al3 av ... vobs desunt L

I b27 &) 7 L Arab. (555.13: “Ual (oWl X3’ [wa-‘inda I-
fadili aydan]—‘and in the case of the excellent person too,’
cf. Akasoy & Fidora [2005, p. 554n139], compare 1178a21,
where the 87 from kat ... 87 is rendered in the same way, and
1178a5 and 1178a30, where it is rendered as ‘likewise’[&.‘ff]):
8¢ 7 OPa.r. Par. 1417: 8¢ PPCCLPB*">-VMP Bekker |b28 7o
om. M | b31 évexka PPC°LLPO’MP: ydpw BV | b33
omovddly PPC°LB?*"VMP: omovddlew LPOP 117722 perd
omovdijs PPCLLPOPB?%%: grovdaios V. 1a3 dAN om. O°MP
| a4 ante pera add. 7ov L® Susemihl | a5 omovdaiorépav
PPCCLOPB?"V: grovdatorépov MP: omrovdatordryy L® | a9
00 PPCCLPOPBY - V: 098¢ MP | yap PPCCLLPOPMPBo¥wv:
dp’ ci. Susemihl
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15

20

25

30

1177b1

1177a13-1177b1

~ ~ 4 3/ () \ \ 4 ~ Y \
vobs | TobTo €iTe dANO T, 0 O7) kaTa PUow dokel dpyxew Kal
fyei|ofar kai Evvotav Exew mept kaA@v kal Oelwv, ele Oeiov
oV | kal avTo €iTe TV €v Nuiv T BerdTaTov, 1) ToUTOL EVép-
yewa | kaTa TNV olkelav dpeTVv €l av 1) TeAela evdaiuovia.
¢/ 9 \ ’ 24 3 7 \ ~ 9 N
61| & éoTl DewpnTukr), €lpyTat. opoloyoduevor 8¢ TolT Qv
doewev | elvar kal Tols mpoTepov kal T alnlet. kpaTioT)
\ </ > \ e 5 /7 \ \ 3 ~ ~ > 4 ~
€ yap | atimy éotiv 7 évépyelar kal yap 6 vois TV év Huiv,
Kal TAV | yvwoTdv, mepl 4 0 vobs. €Tt 0¢ ovvexeoTdTn" -
wpev Te yap | duvdueba ovvexds paAlov 7 mpdTTEW OTL-
otv. otdueta Te | detv dovny mapaueutxar 4 eddauovia,
10l0TN O€ TV | KT apeTnV EvepyeLdY 1) KATA TNV CoPlav
3 /’ > ’ . ~ ~ € ’ \
Spooyovpévas | éotiv: Sokel yotv 1) puhocodia BavpacTds
< \ b4 ’ \ ~ 14 4 \ ~
Ndovas €xew kallapomnTi kat 7 BeBalw, eUAoyov d¢ Tots
> ’ ~ ’ e ’ \ \ o e/
ewdoot Twv {n|TovvTwr Ndlw v dwaywyny elvat. 1 T€ Aeyo-
pevn avtdpkewa | wepl Ty OewpnTik)y wdAoT av €y TV
pev yap mpos 7o | v avaykalwv kat copos kal dikaios
Kal ot Aourol déovTa, | Tols O€ TOLOUTOLS (KAVMDS KEXOPN -

ynuévawy o pev dikatos dettar | mpos ods dikatompayioe
\ > T 3 /’ \ \ 3 ’ \ 3 > ~ \
kal ped’ v, opolws 8¢ kal 0 ow|ppwy kal 0 avdpetos kal
~ k4 e/ 3 \ \ \ ¥ < \ N ’
TV dAAwY €kaoTos, 0 8¢ cogos | kal kall avTov wv dvva-
Tat Dewpeiv, kal Sow Av copdTepos | 7}, waAlov' BéATov &
lows ovvepyods Exwv, dAN Suws | abdTapkéoraros. Séka

al4-15 [dpxlew ... éxew desunt L
al6 [el]Te ... TovTov desunt L
al7-18 [ed]daiuovia ... Qew[pyTicn] desunt L
al9 mwpdrepov ... aAnlel desunt L
220-21 xai® ... vois desunt L

a22 wpdrTew ... oidue[0d] desunt L
a24 dperny ... ka[ra] desunt L

a25 [falvupaoras ... €[xew] desunt L
a27 [98]iw dwalywynv] desunt L
a28 7dv pev yap desunt L

a30 TowovTois ([kavdds] desunt L
a3l opolws deest L

a33-b33 dvvarar Oewpeiv desunt L
a34 [§]uws deest L

| al5 ante mwept add. kat M® | al8 & om. M® | al9
7e om. LO°M® | a21 7e del. Bywater | a25 ¢ulocodia
LLPOPBoSUP-VMP Arab. (559.2: iacddll, [bi-I-falsafati]): oo-
$pia PPCC | Qavpaoras #dovés PPCELPBO™™V: favua-
oy Ndoviiy O°MP | 22526 kabapidryre PPCCLBo*WV:
kafapeidrre LPOP Bywater: kafapotoryre MP | a26 o¢
PPC°LOPMPB?*%V: 7¢ LY 1227 Siaywysy PPCLLPOPVMP:
aywynv B | a29 ante copos add. 6 PPCBP | a30
Tois 8¢ TowovTors PPCSLOPB?*P VMP: 7w 8¢ Towodrewr LY |
kexopnynuévawr KPPPCCLLPOPV: keyopnynuévors BOSPMP |
a34 7) KPPPCCLLPB?": el O° | &ywv KPPPCCLLPBSUPV:
Exew OPMP  1177b1 86Ear KPOPMP: §dfeie PPCCLLPB>sUV
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10

15

1177b1-1177b19

9 N > \ 7 b ¢ \ > ~ . > \ \ > 9 5
7 av avry) puovy 8 avmy ayamdlofalr ovdev yap am av-
T1)s yverar wapa 70 Dewpijoat, amd | 8¢ TV TPAKTIKOY )
mAetov 1) ENaTTov mepumotoduela mapa v | mpdaéw. doxet
7€ 1 eddawuovia év i oxoNj elvar doyollotueda yap wa
oxoAd{wuev, kat moleuoluer wa elpfvmy | dywpev. TV
eV 0DV TPAKTIKDV APETMV €V TOLS TONTLKOLS | 7) €V Tols
TONEULKOTS 1) €vépyeta atl 8¢ mepl TatiTa mpdels | dokovow
doyolot €lvat, al ey TONEULKAL Kal TAVTEA®S, | 0UdELs yap
aipeiTal TO moleuelv Tob ToNeuelv Eveka, ovde malpaockev-
’ ’ ’ \ n ~ ’ %5
alew moNepov* dofal yap Av mavTeAds pawpovos | Tis elvar,
€L TOUS Pilous ToAepiovs mowoiTo, va paxal kat | $povos yi-
vowTo. €07t 8¢ Kal 1) Tol mToALTIkoD doyolos, kal | wap’ avTo
70 mo\Tevealar mepumoovpuérn duvaoTelas kal Tiuas 3) Ty
ve ebdaiuoviav abTe kal Tois ToNTats, érépav | odoav Tis
mo\TikT)s, MV Kkal {nTotuev dfjlov ws €Tépav ovoav. | el &
TV eV KaTa Tas dperas mpafewv al ToATIKAl Kal | To-
Aeutkal kdAAew kal peyéler mpoéxovow, abrar & doyolot
\ /’ \ > 14 AY > b G \ c ’ >

Kal TéNOUS Twos €plevTal Kal ov OU avTas ailperal elow, |
e \ ~ ~ > /’ ~ /’ ~

7) 8¢ Tob vobl €vépyela omovdj] Te diadépew dokel Dewpn-

b2 ovd[ev] deest L

b3 [é\aTTo]v mepi[moroduetia] desunt L
b4 [ellvar deest L

b5-6 [eiplvmy dlywuev] desunt L
b7 d¢ deestL

b10 [d6¢]ar deest L

b1l [(v]a pdyac

b13 mepumorov[uérn] deest L
b14-15 érepav odoav desunt L
b16 [m]pdéewr deest L

b19 7€ dia[pépew] desunt L

bl 7 KPPPCCLB?wv & LPO*MP I b3 &
KPPPCCLPB?W VMP: vyap O° | mparticaw KPPPCEMP Arab.
(559.10: * 2l <135 2’ [min dawati I-fi li]—cf. Schmidt&UI-
mann [2011, p.92]): mpakrv LLPOPBPV | mepumototueba

KPPPCCLLPOPB*"V: mrepimovotuefda  MP | mapa
KPPPCCL s..LPOPB?"V: 7rept LOMP | b5 oyoldlwpev
KPPPCCLLPOPB?-V: omrovddlwper MP I b6 mpaxTdv
KPPPCCLLPOPB**"V: mparraw MP I b7 % év 7ois
molepucoisom. MP | év om. LPB%sV | 7 evépyewa
KPPPCCLOPM®: ai évépyerar LPBO¥UPV I b9 aipetrar 76

mohepely KPPPCYLLPOPB?'V: rroveiv aipeirar M | b9-10
mapaokevdler KPLOY: mapaokevdlew PPCCLPBsu-VMP I
b12 ¢dvos KPPPCOOP Arab. (559.15: 55 &yt 5,56 &7
[hatta takiina huriibun wa-qatlun]—*so that there are battles and
slaughter’): ¢dvor LLPB?"»VMP Bekker Susemihl Bywater
| yowro PPCLLPBYS%: yimrar KPOP: yivwvrar M® | b15
kat om. LL® | b17-18 doyolot kat PPCCLLPOPBY3sUP-VMP:
doyoAucar (sic) K® (note that the accents in K® have been added
by a later hand) | b18 aiperal eiow KPPPCCOPMP: eiow
aiperal LLPB?U-V
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25

30

1178al

1177b19-1178al

\ 3 \ b < \ > \ > 4 /4 b4

Tk 000a,| kal Tap avTnY oVdevos épieabar TéNovs, Exew
< \ > ’ 4 \ 7 \ > ’ \ \
7€ Ndovnv | olkelav (atiTn ¢ ovwavéel v évépyeiar), kal 7O
avTapkes | O kal oyohaoTwov kal dTpvTov ws avlpuma
kal 6oa | dANa T® pakaplew amovéueTar KaTa TaUTNV TNV

> 14 / b4 e /7 \ 3 14 ¢/ N
evépyewav | palverar Svta’ 1) Tehela dn evdaiuovia ality dv

k4 > ’ ~ ~ 4 /’ > \ \ >

el av|fpdymrw, AaBotoa pijkos Blov TéNeov. 00dv yap dre-
Aés €oTw | TV Ths evdarpovias. 0 &€ TowolToS Av €l Plos
kpelrTwv 1) | kat” dvlpwmov: ov yap 1) dvBpwmds éoTw of-
’ > b ’F‘ ~ 7 > > ~ ¢ /’ ¢/ \
Tws Bunoerar, a\\’ | 1) Oeidv Tu €v avT® vmdpxer Goov dé
diadéper TotTo TOU oLY|léToV, TOOODTOV KAl 1) EVépyEla THS

\ \ k4 > 4 > \ ~ 3 ~ \ \ k4
katd T A dperiv. | €l 87 Betov S vois mpds TOV dv-
Opwmov, kal 0 kata TovTov Blos | Oetos mpos Tov avbpw-
mwov Blov. oV xpn) 8¢ kata Tovs TapalvoivTas avipdmwa
~ k24 b 3 \ \ Y ’ > b > b
ppovelv dvBpwmov dvra ovde Ovmra Tov Ovy|Tdv, AN’ €d
ooov evdéxerar alavarilew kat wavra mowelv | wpos 1o (v
KaTG TO KPATLOTOV TV €V avTd €l yap kal | 7¢ Syke

b20-21 7%Sovv oi[kelar] desunt L

b22 ws av[fpwmwor] desunt L

b23 év[épyerav] deest L

b24-25 dvra ... dvbpui[mov](see critical note below) desunt L
b25-26 [0v]Sév ... 0 8¢ desunt L

b27 ov yap ... aAX’ desunt L

b28-29 70D ... kaTa desunt L

b30-31 [ka]7ra ... Biov desunt L

b32-33 ovra ... a[AN'] desunt L

b34 70 (v ... kpdTioTov desunt L

| b20 ante éyew add. kai K® | 7¢ PPC°LLPOPB?*%V: v
K® Bywater: 7¢ xai MP | b21 ante oikelav add. TeAeiav
KPOPMP Susemihl: om. PPCSLPB*%V Arab. (561.5-6: ‘& &i;
w\:- 0 [wa-anna lahu laddatan hassiyyatan]—°‘and that it
has its own pleasure’) | b22 &) KPPPCCLLPB?>w: 8¢ OPMP
Susemihl | davbpdme KPOP: dvbpdmwor PPCELLPBYSW v
| b23 kara PPCCLLPOPB?*"-V: 7¢ kara K?MP Bywater |
b24-25 avfpadmew KPPPCS: avfpwdmov LLPOPB?S'V Bekker
Susemihl Bywater | b25 AaBotoa KPPPCCLLPOPBY3sUP-V:
AaBovoar MP | Blov Téretov KPPPCCLLPBO*U-VMP: 7¢-
Xewov Biov QY I b24-26 avlpdmov ... av ein mg. V
| b26 av ey KPPPCCLOPB*"VMP: ey av L° | Bios
kpelrtwy KPPPCCOPMP: kpelrraw Bilos LLPB*PV | b28
8oov KPPPCS: Gow s.1.C°LLPOPB?>"-VMP Bekker Susemihl |
8¢ KPPPCCLPOPB?V: §) L | b29 7ocoiror KPPPCS: 70-
oovTw s.1.C¢ LPOPB3sP- VMP Bekker Susemihl [ b31 od xp) 8¢
KPPPCCOP: xp1) 8¢ 00 LLPBPV | a33 dfavarilew KPOPMP:
amafavarilew PPCS mg.OPB*"V: drrofavarilew (sic) LL® |
mwdvra KPPPCCOP: dmavra LLPBY SV
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1178al-1178a19

’ b 4 \ 7 \ ~ 4
KPOV €0TL, duvduer Kal TYUOTNTL TOAV UdAAov | TdvTwy
vmepéxel. Oofee & Av kal elvar €kaoTos TovTO, €lTEpP | TO
kUptov kal duewov' dromov odv yivorr dv, €l w1y Tov | av-
700 Blov aipoito dANG Twos dANov. TO Aexlév Te mpdTe|pov
apuooeL kal viv' TO yap OLKELOV EKAOT® Tj) PuoeL kpa|Ti-
OTOV Kal TjOLOTOV €0TW €KAOTW. Kal T avipdmw o) 0 kaTa
| Tov voiv Blos, elmrep TotTo pdAoTa dvpwmos. odTos dpa
kal | eddaypovéoTaTos. |

14 b 3 \ \ k4 > 4 e \ \

8. devrépws & 6 katda ™V AN dpemivt al yap katd |
TavTv evépyetar avllpwmikal® dlkaia yap kal avdpeia kal

\ ki \ \ \ k4 \ \ > 4 4
| Ta dAAa Ta kaTa Tas aperas wPos aA\Aovs TpaTTOUEY
v | ovwaA\aypaow kat xpelats kal mpafeol wavTolals év
7€ | Tols mabeol duaTypoivTes TO Tpémov €xaoTw, TavTa &
elvar | palverar mavra avlpwmikd. évia 8¢ kal ovuPBalvew
amo | Tob odpatos Sokel, kal TOAG cvvpkeldodal Tols

4 < ~ > 4 /4 \ \ ¢ ’
mdlfeow | ) Tob 1j0ovs aperr). ovvélevkTar B¢ kal 1) Gpdvy-
ots 73 Tob | 1jfovs apety), kal alm) TH) Pppovioel, elmep ai
pev Tijs dpolioews dpxal kata Tas Rlkds elow dperas,
70 & oplov | Tdv NOkdv kaTa TV ppdvmow. cuvnpTHUé-

1178a1-2 [1]udm7e ... wav[Twv] desunt L
a3 [d]uewov ... ylvol 7] desunt L

a5 kat ... ol[ketov] desunt L

a9 mjv ... aplernv] desunt L

all d\\a deestL

al2 kal mpd[&eot] desunt L

al3-14 elva paiverar desunt L

al5 ow[wreidolai] dest L

al6 7j[0ovs] deest L

al8 [e]iow deestL

1178al Tyudryre PPCCLLPBY*"VMP Arab. (563.1: *»533 538"
[bi-I-gquwwati wa-I-karami]—‘in power and honourébleness’j:
ooy KP: 7edeidmyme O | a2 wdvrawv dmepéyer KPLOP:
mdvtwy  vmepéxew MP: Umepéxer mdvtwv PPCC: Umepéyel
LPB»wV | § om. K°M® | évar ékaoros KPOP: evar
ékaorov MP: ékaoros elvar PPCCLLPB> | a3 post duewov
add. pevov KPPPC® | a7 robro pdhiora KPPPCCOPMP: udAc-
o7a ToiTo LLPB?PV | 2a9-10 kard radmyy KPPPCCOPVMP:
kar adriy LLPB%S [ all prius 7o om. K°O°MP Bekker |
al3 Swarpotvres 70 mpémov éxdorTw KPPPCCOPMP: 70 mpé-
mov éxdoTe dwatnpotvres LLPB™"V | al4 kaiom. L |
al6-17 ocwvélevkrar ... aperyj om. Arab. (cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p.
562n171] and Ullmann [2011-2012, vol. 2, p. 266]) 1al7 aimy
PPCCLLPOPB*U-VMP: adry) Arab. (563.10: sas [bi- ‘ayniha)):
avri K® | 74 Pppovnoel KPPPCELLPOPBOFU-VMP: owdpo-
ovvy Arab. (563.10: ‘:@J\’ [al- iffatu]—cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p.
562n172]) | ante eimep add. kat L | al8-19 7as nOwkds
.. kata om. Arab. (cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p. 562n173]) | al19
ovvnpruévar & abrar PPCCLLPOPV Arab.: cvwnpryuévn § av-
rais K°
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1178b1

1178a19-1178b7

s @ I\ ~ ’ \ \ ’ N 5 e
var § abrau kal | Tois wdfeot mepl TO otvlerov dv elev: ai
3¢ Tob ouvvbéTov ape|ral avlpwmikal. kai o Blos 61 6 kaTa
TavTas kal 1) evdatlpovia. 1) O€ ToD VoD KEXWPLOUEV) TO-
oovTov yap mepl avtijs | elpnTar dwakpBaoal yap upetlov
70U TPOKeLEVoU €0T. | ddfee & Av Kal THS €KTOS XOpPT -
yias 1) ém pxpov 3 én’ Earrov Sei|obar Tijs HOwkis. Tw
pey yap avaykaiwv dudotv xpela | kal €€ loov éoTw, €l kal
paA\ov duarovel mepl TO GDUA O | TOATIKDS, Kal doa ToL-

~ \ \ k24 / \ \ \ > 14
adra (ukpov yap dv i dwagépol)* | mpos 8¢ Tas évepyelas
oAV dtoloet. T uev yap eevllepiw | denoer xpmudTwy mpos
70 mpdTTew T4 ENevlépia, kal T | Sikalw &) eis Tas dv-

’ e \ ’ k4 ~ \
Tamoddoes (ai yap PBovMjoes ddnlot, | mpoomootvTar 3¢

\ ¢ \ ’ ’ ~ ~ > ’

kal of w1 dikatot Bovlecbar dikatompayev), | T dvdpelw
3¢ duvduews, elep EmTeENEL TL TV KaTA TNV | Apemv, Kal
T® owdpovt éfovolas. TS yap diAos €oTar 7 | obTos 7
TV AN Tis; dudiopyTeiTal Te moTEpPOr KupLTE|pov Tijs
dpetijs 1 mpoaipeats 1) ai mpdées, ws év dudotv | ovions

\ \ /’ ~ ¢ > > ~ N 4 \ \ \
70 On) TéNewov dAov ws €v audolv av e’ wpos d¢ | Tas

4 ~ ~ \ o N 14 IoX \
mpatets TOAGY deiTat, kal 6ow av pellovs Mow kal | kal-
Alovs, TAeldvwr. 74 d¢ BewpoivTi 0vdevos TV ToLOUTWY

’ \ > ’ 14 > b e > ~ \ 3> ’ 4
| mpos ye Ty €vépyetar xpela, aAN’ ws elmely kal €umodd
éorw | mpds ye T Bewpliav: § § dvblpwmds éoTw kal mwhei-
oot ov(j), | alpelTal Ta KaTa TV APETNY TPATTEW" defoETAL
odv TV TowU|Twy Tpos 70 avlpwmevectar—) 8¢ Telela
a20 [malOeor deest L
a2l kara deest L
a33 [87])os ad finem desunt V! (saec. XI-XII)
1178b1 [7]o deest L
b7 [av]O[pwmevechai] deest L

| 220 ante wepl add. kai B%WPMP | a21 kara Tavras
KPPPC*OPMP: kar  adras LLPBP*"PV  Bywater I
a22 yap KPPPCLLPOPBP*V: §¢ MP | a23 elpnrac

KPPPCCLLPOPBY*"-VMP Arab. (563.12: 33 11y G BT
[wa-I-quwwila fi-ha bi-hdda I-qadri]—‘so much is said about

it’): etprjofw Aretinus Bekker Bywater | draxpiSdoar
LPOPB?*"-VMP: dkpiBioar KPPPCE | post yap add.
mept LD | a24 prius 7 KPPPC°MP: om. LLPOPBswv

Bekker | post alterum 7 add. ws B%"* | a26 &orw KPP
s.1.CLLPOPB*s"» VMP: éxdorew C° | Siamovel om. MP |
227 Swagpépor MP: Swagpépew KPOP: Suadpéper PPCE: Siagpépn

LLPBo3sup-y | a28 Swioer PPCCLLPOPVMP: cuvdioloer K
| a31 w) om. M® | a32 7w om. LLPB®"VM" | a33
diiros Eorar KPPPCCLLPOPBY*"-V: &orar dfjros MP | 4
om. O’MP | a34 duguoByreiral KPPPCCOPMP: {yreirac
LLPB?W | 7¢ KPOPMP: 8¢ PPCCLP: 8¢ 7« LB 1178b3
kad\lovs KPPPCCLLPOPB?SPV kalai MP I b3 7 &¢

Gewpotvre KPPPCCLLYir. OPBYS"VMP: 7o 8¢ fewpoivrww
Lbar. | o0devos KPPPCCLLPOPB3UP-: ovder MP I bS oulj
KPPPCCLOPB?**P-MP: oulijv L® b6 7d KPPPCCLLPOPBo3svP-:
TOMP | 7y om. LPB¥PMP
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1178b7-1178b22

> 4 ¢/ ’ /7 > > /’ \ > ~
evdarpovia 67 Dewpn|Tiky) Tis €oTw évépyewa, kal évbetlev

14 \ 3 14 o 4 \ 7 > ~
plovs kal ebdaiuovas elvar | mpdes 8¢ molas dmoveipar
XPewy avTols; moTepa Tas Oukalas; 1) yelotor pavotvTal
ovvad\dTTovTes kal mapaxata|thikas amodddvTes kal doa

~ > \ \ > ’ N c / \
TowabTa; dA\\a Tas avdpeiovs; | <i)> vmou€vovTes Ta po-

\ \ ’ ¢/ Ié N \ > /’ /.
Bepa kal kwdvvevovTes 67t kKaAov; 1) | Tas elevbepiovs; Tivt
8¢ dcboovow; dromov § el kai éoral | adrols véuoua 7 T
TOWUTOV. al O¢ owddpoves T( av elev; | 1) popTikos o émar-

¢/ 3 v ’ > 14 ~ \ 4
vos, 67t 0Uk €xovow ¢pavAas embuuias; | diefiotor d¢ mavTa
balvolr’ av Ta mepl Tas mpdfes wkpa | kal avabia Gewv.
> \ \ ~ 4 ¢ ’ > ’ \ >
ala unv (v Te mavtes vmel\npaow | avTovs, kal €vep-

~ ki . > \ \ 7 4 \ 3 14
veiv dpa’ ov yap & kabedew domep Tov | Evdvulwpua.

~ \ ~ ~ 4 > /4 L4 \ ~
7@ O (DvTL TOU TpdTTEW apatpovuévov, €Tt B¢ | waAlov
700 Towely, T AelmeTar T\ Oewpia; thoTe 1) Tob Oeod | év-

b12-13 kal ... vmo[uévovras] desunt L
b13—-14 [«wdvvev]ovras ... dhoovow desunt L
b15-16 TowotTov ... popTikos desunt L

b17 [deé]wotion ... mept desunt L

b18-19 mdvres ... adTovs desunt L

b20 7® ... a[pnpnuévw] desunt L

b21-22 [doTle ... palkapidmy] desunt L

| b8 7is éorw KPLOPB*»SUMP: éorw 7is PPCCLP I
b8-9 7obs fOeods yap KPPPCSLOPB“PMP: rovs yap Oeods
Lb | b11 % om. K® | b12 ante Towabra add. dA\a
LPB?%- | 7as KPPPCCLLPOPB?UMP: 70bs Ald. | dvSpeiovs
KPPPOPB3s% MP: Gudpelas CCLPB>"P!: Gudpelov conj. By-
water (cf. Contrib. p. 69) I b13 <#> scripsi: om. codd.
| vmouévovres K°: vmouévovras PPCCLLPOPB?*U»-MP Bekker
Susemihl Bywater: vmouévovros conj. Bywater: vmouévovor
conieci | kwdvvevdvres conj. Burnet (p. 465): kwdvvedovras
KPPPCCLLPOPB?3s*»-MP Bekker Susemihl Bywater: KWBUV&U'OV-
Tos conj. Bywater: kwdvvevovot ConleCI | b15 ai PPCCL:
KPOPBY%u-MP Arab.? (565.15: ‘iiali J\,m v.@_.i\w oy [wa in
nusiba ilayhim al-af alu I- ‘affyyatu]—‘and if temperate actions
are attributed to them,’ see the discussion below in the next sec-
tion) | b18 (v e KPPPCLLPB*S*: iy ye Coraes Bywa-
ter: Lijy O: (yreirar MP | wdvres KPPPCCLPOP: wdvres yap
MP: rdAw B> | b19 ante adrovs add. elvac M® | o ydp
&7 KPPPCCLPOPMP: ov yap Sei LP: ob 87 yap B | b20
&) KPPPCCLLPOPB3sup VMb d¢ Susemlhl | apaipovuévov
K" Arab. (567.1: ;L:-‘}l\ 2 s Csw s\ [id nufiya ‘an-hum
fi‘lu l-ahyda’i]—"‘since the action of the 11V1ng is removed from
them’—although the ancient translator misconstrues the Greek,
as emphasised by Akasoy & Fidora [p. 566n187], this transla-
tion suggests that the original it is translating had the genitive
absolute): ddaipovuévew PPCS: ddnpnuévey LLPOPBPSU:: gy -
pnuévov MPir. | b21 7od PPCSLLPOPB?*"P-MPArab. (567.1:
‘J.uﬂ &’ [mina I-fi li]—*of the activity’): 7Tot7To K® | fewpla
KPPPCCOPMP: fewpias LLPBO¥uP
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1178b22-1179a8

épyeta, pakapldTnTe dradépovoa, DewpnTiky v €. kal |
TV avlpwmivwy 61 1) TaUTy OVYYeEVesTATN €VdALULOVIK®-
TaTN.|—O0mMueiov 8¢ kal 7O un) petéxew Ta Aovra {Pa evdat-
povias,

THS TOLAUTYS EVEPYELQS EOTEPUEVA TENELWS. TOLS
uev yap | Beols dmas o Bios pakdpros, Tois & dvbpdmors,
€’ doov | opolwud TL THS ToLaUTYS Evepyelas VTAPXEL TOV
s ’ QN ) ~ > \ 5 ~ ~
dM\wv | {dwv ovdév evdauovel, €medn ovdauij Kowwvet
14 > b ¢/ \ / e 7 \ 3 >
Oewplas. €p’ | Soov 01 dwateiver 1) Dewpia, kal 7 evdaio-
via, kat ols paX|hov tmdpyer 70 Bewpeiv, kal eddayuoveiv,
> \ \ > \ \ \ 14 4 \
ov kata ovuPe|Bykos aAla kata v Bewplav: atry yap
kall avmv Tiula. boT’ €l dv 1) eddawpovia Jewpla Tis.|
9. Aejoe d¢ kal Tijs €xTos evnuepias avlpwmw SvTL
3 \ > 7’ e 4 \ \ ~ > \ ~ \
oV yap | avTapkns n ¢pvais mpos 10 Gewpetv, ala det kat
70 odpa | Dywalvew kal Tpodiy kai Ty Aovmy Oepaelav
bmdpyew. | ob wijv oipréov ye TOMGY Kal peydAwy Serjoe-
obal Tov eddaijuovioovTa, el ur EvdéxeTar dvev TV €KTOS
ayalav palkdpov €lvar ov yap €v Ty vmepPoly) TO av-
5Qs e ’ 5 Qs ¢ ’ \ \ \ \
Tapkes ovd 1) kplots, ovd at mpalets, duvaTor dé kal um
dpxovta yijs kal QaldTrys mpdt|Tew T KaAd® kal ydp
amo perplwv dvarr dv Tis TpaTTEWw | KaTA TNV ApeTV.
70070’ & €0Tw Welv €vapyws® ol yap WOud|Tar Tdv duvva-
OT®AV 0UK NTTOV O0KOUOL TA ETEKT) TPATTEW, | AAAG Kal

b23 &) ... ovyyeveord[mn] desunt L
b24-25 eddawpovias ... TowavTns desunt L
b26 TotavTys ... évepyelas desunt L
b27-28 & ... {ddbwv desunt L

b29 [dwatel]ver ... Bew|pia] desunt L
b30-31 kara ovufel[Bnros] desunt L
b32 [a]v ... e[dawpovia] desunt L
b34 7 ¢vows mpos desunt L

b35 [Oepam]eiar deest L

1179a2 [ev]dé[xeTar] deest L

a3 7 kpios] desunt L

a5 [ka]\d deest L

a6 évapyws deest L

a8 [dA]JAa kat desunt L

| b23 ante 7 add. av ey K® | eddawpovikewrdry s.l. P> |
b26 post paxdpios add. TowadTys otions Tijs évepyelas LOPMP
| b28 o0dausi KPPPCCOPMP: otdaums LLPB?** | b31 kal’
avry LLPOPB?>"MP: ka7’ adriv KPPPC® | b32 %) om.
M  1179a3 o0 KPPPCCLLPOPB%*"P 093¢ M" | a3—4 o0d’
N Kplows, ovd’ ai mpdtes OPMPArab. (567.12: Yj 1L5AN Yj
JUsNT [wa-1a I-qada’u wa-1a I-a ‘malu)): 008’ 7 kplows, o0d 1
mpaéis PPCCLLPB%: 008 1) mpafis K® Aver. (cf. Woerther,
p.219n335) Bekker Susemihl Bywater: o0d’ 7 xpijots, 008’ 1 mpa-
&is Coraes | ad dpyovra KPPPCCOP: dpyovras LLPB?SW: |
Bardrrns KPPPCCLOPB?: fardoons L°M® | a6 ante kara
add. 7a OPMP | of KPPPC°LLPMP: o0 O°
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1179a8-1179a26

paAov. tkavov 8¢ Tooadl vmapyew: éoTal ydp | o Blos ev-
Salpwy Tob kaTa TV dperiv évepyoivTos. Kai Lodwv | 8¢
TOUs evdaipovas (ows amepalveTo KAADS, LTV UeTPLws |
TOUS €KTOS KeEXOPNYNUévous, mempayoTas 0e kal\wl’, ws |
@eTo, Kal PefiwkoTas owdpdrws: evdéxeTar yap pérpia |
KEKTNUEVOUS TPATTEW O O€l. €otke O¢ kal Avalaydpas ov |
mAovolov o0de duvdoTny vmolaBely Tov eddailuova, elmwy
61 | otk dv Oavudoeev €l Tis dTomos daveln Tols mON-
Aols® o0ToL | yap Kkpivovot Tols kTS, TouTwy atolavouevol
povov. ovupwlvety 61 Tols Adyois €olkaow al TAY 00wy
doéar. mioTw | pev odv kal Ta TowadTa éxeL Twd, TO0 & aAn-
fes év Tols | mpakTols €k TV Epywv kal Tob Blov kplveTal
év TovTOs Yap | TO kiprov. okomeiv 81) T Tpoeypuéva X1
em Ta épya | kat Tov Blov ¢pépovtas, kal cvradovTwY ey
TOls €pyols | amodexkTéov, duadwrovvTwy d€ Adyouvs VoA -
mTéov. 0 O€ KaTa | volv €vepydv kal TovTov Depamedwy kal
dwakeluevos dpwoTa kal | OeopuNéoTaTos Eowker el yap Tis
émpéera v av|fpdimwv vmd Oedw yiverar, domep Sokel,
Kal €l av eUAo|yov yalpew Te avTovs T@ dPlOT® KAl OUy-
yeveordTw (TodTo | & dv €l 6 vobs) kal Tovs dyamdvTas

all [kexopnynluévovs deest L
al4 [vmo]hafBeiv deest L

al9 yap deestL

a2l [empépov]Tas deest L
a24 [Oe]op\[éoTaTos] deest L
a25 [domlep deest L

a26 ovyyeveo[rd]rew deest L

la8 &orar KPPPCCLLPOPBY % & MP a9 kard mv dperny
KPPPCCLLPOPB?%%: kar’ dperny MP | al0 post eddaiuovas
add. elvar B?W | all Kexopnyn,uevovs PbCCLLbObeArab
(569.1: ‘iz i LAV G Al \y)) % 40 [alladina qadda
ruziqi l—qasda mina l-asya’i I-harigati]—‘those provided with
a moderate quantity of the external things’): xeyopnynuévors
KPB%su- | ante kdAuwo® add. 7a LPOPB?'VMP Bekker
Susemihl Bywater | ws om.K® [ al6 udvor KPPPCCBY3suP-:
pdvwr LLPOPMP | al7 &) KPPPCCLLPB*W-MP: §¢ O° |
al8 7o s.LKP?PPCSLLPOPB?»MP: om. K® | 70 & diyfés
KPPPCCOPLOMD: 70 dAnbes & LB‘)SsuP | al9 mpaxTois
PPCLLY B Arab. (569.5-6: JL«;\!\ & Ui l-a‘mali}—cf.
1179 a3-4, where ‘JuiNP translates ai mpdées): mparTucols
KPOPMP | éx om. Lir. | a20 76 kipiov. okomeiv &7 PPCE:
70 KUptov. okomelvy 8¢ LLPOPBYS"MP: 70 wipiov &) oxomeiv
K® | a21 ¢épovras KPOPMP: émdépovras PPCLLPBu:
Bekker | a24 post éower add. elvar PPCSLLPB%sU- Bekker
| a24-25 dvbpdsmor K® Arab. (569.9: ° QU [li-I-nasil—cf.
Akasoy & Fidora [p. 568n200]) Aver. (et si quidem cura sit
Deo de hominibus): dvlpwmivewy PPCSLLPOPB3“-MP Bekker
Susemihl Bywater | a26 post xal add. 7¢p PPCSLLPB%su:
Bekker Susemihl | post Tot7o add. 7jyovv 70 yaipew T dpoT®d
Kkal ovyyeveoTdTep MP
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1179a27-1179a32

UAALOTA TOUTO KAl TUUDVTAS QUTEVTTOE WS TOV Gilwy
avTols €mpelovuévovs | kal oplas Te kal kKaA@ds wpAT-
Tovtas. §ti 8¢ mdavra TabTa | T4 codd wdhiol vmdpyet,

3 k24 14 R4 \ 3 \ b > \ \
ovk ddnlov. Jeop\éoTaTos dpa. | Tov avTov & elkos kal
€VdALUOVETTATOV" WOTE KAV OUTWS €11 | 0 00pos UdAOT
evdaluwy. |

a27-28 Twav[ras] deest L
229 [ka]\ws deest L
a30 dd[nAov] deest L

| 228 pidwv KPLPOPMP Arab. (569.11: ‘6.5 [ka-l-asdiga 'i]
—“like friends’): ¢phovuévawr PPC: puhovvrwr L | a29 kai
om. M | mdvra TatTa KPOP: radra wdvra PPCCLLPBY3sup- Mb
1230 feopiléoraTos PPCL'LPOP B Arab. (569.12-13: ‘S

\.x:- qu [muhibbun li-l-ilahi giddan]—cf. 1179224 [569.9] where
the ancient translator gives the accusative ‘\» w Cot” [muhib-
ban li-llahi glddan]) feopiréoraror K'LMP | dpa KPPPCE
s.LL2LPOP B®: elvar L 1a31 & om. K°OPMP | post ed-

Saipovéorarov add. elvar s..LL | ante kv add. kai MP
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4. Notes on the text

1176b17: amraoxolalew

I print here the text of L’O°B**"» VM®, which is dmacyoAdlew; P°C°L, in turn, read
amooxoldlew.

The Arabic translation gives ‘d},’w > (vastagiliina), which may, at first, seem to be am-
biguous between the idea of ‘busying oneself completely with something’ (i.e., being busy with
something so as to be diverted from other things) and the idea of ‘devoting oneself to some-
thing’ (i.e., devoting one’s free time to something). However, later on, in 1177b4-5, the Arabic
version renders doxoAovpefa with the same verb, i.e., ¢ Jxa3” (nastagilu) (cf. 559.11), which
makes a strong case for thinking that ‘Q}Lm;’ (vastagilina) is translating amaoyoAalew and not
dmooyoldlew.*

Notwithstanding this, one may think that it is unclear whether amooyoAdlew is a cor-
rection of the much rarer amaoyolalew or if amaoyoAdlew is the result of an error of copy. In
fact, according to the entry on amaoyolalw in the DGE, amraoyoAalovT is reported as a variant
in the apparatus of a passage from Gregory of Nyssa’s de vita Mosis, where the editor prints
dmooyoldlovTt instead.*

In his commentary to 1177b17, Michelet (1848, vol. 2, p. 329) compares the variant
readings we find here to those from 1177b33, a passage in which there are three variants: afla-
varilew (attested in K°O°MP), drrafavarilew (attested in PPCB°*"*V and in the margin of
0®), and dmofavarilew (attested in LLP). In 1177b33, dmofavarilew is clearly due to an er-
ror of copy by L and L°. However, this is still not enough to decide whether we should accept
dmaoyoldlew, for it would be a hapax legomenon.*

Despite this difficulty, the agreement between the Arabic translation and the majority of

the witnesses of the B8 family tells strongly in favour of dracyoAdlew. The fact P® and C¢ have

38 Besides, Dunlop translates & ;LMN > (yastagilina) as ‘are occupied with.” Similarly, see Lane and Lane-
Poole (1863-1893, s.v. Ja&, pp. 1567-1568) (55l52ks [yastagilina] and \xei [nastagilu] come from the
Form VIII of this root) and the list of uses of words from the root J+& in the Arabic version of the EN
made by Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 1, p. 190).

39 However, according to the apparatus of Musurillo’s edition, dracyoldlovrt is the text printed by
Migne in his 1863 edition and by Fronton le Duc in his edition from 1638, while all other relevant mss.
for Musurillo’s edition have amooyolalovre. It is possible, however, that araoyoAalovre is a reading
found in recentiores whose reading is not reported by Musurillo in his apparatus.

40 Unless, of course, it turns out that this is the correct reading for the passage from Gregory of Nyssa |
mentioned, in which case there would be at least two occurrences of the verb amaoyolalw in the whole
Greek corpus.
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amooyoldlew, in turn, could explained as a correction they adopted from L (see footnote 30 on
this). Moreover, it should be noted that there are no occurences of the verb amrooyoAalw in the
extant Greek corpus before Aristotle. As a result, although amooyolalw is also used in some
instances indicate that one is devoting oneself to something in a way that implies abandoning
some serious pursuit,*! this use of the verb comes from quite late Greek,*? and is inconclusive
about how Aristotle could be using the word. For these reasons, I have opted for printing ama-

oyoldlew.®

1177b3: wpakTik®y

Rassow (1874, p. 70) proposes that one should read mpaxrdv here, which is clearly the
reading of the B family. There is of course some plausibility in reading mpaxrav, for Aristo-
tle’s idea in this passage is certainly not that, from practical matters (amo d¢ T@V mpakTKDY),
something is produced beyond the action, but rather that when we act, we produce something
over and above our own action, an idea that can indeed be made explicit by reading mpaxkrav.
However, not only mpakrikav is indisputably the reading of the a family, but also it can be
made sense of very easily if one supplies evepyewor with ‘amo d¢ 7w mpaxTikav,’ so that Aris-
totle would not be talking in general of practical matters, but more specifically about practical
activities.

Moreover, supplying evepyewwv here is perfectly justified, since Aristotle was talking
about the theoretical activity two lines above, in ‘3déat 7" av avry udvy 8 avryv ayamdaocta.’

As Rassow himself acknowledges, the referent of av) and avmjv in this phrase is something

411 thank one of the anonymous referees for this objection.

42 According to the LSJ, dmooyoAd{w is used in this way by Claudius Aelianus, who, according to a
search in the TLG, would be the first author to use this verb after Aristotle.

43 A further consideration that should be made in this discussion, but which I cannot get into here, con-
cerns Aristotle’s conception of leisure and his use of the verb oyoAdlew. If it turns out that pastimes such
as pleasant amusements are not leisurely on Aristotle’s account (that they are not leisurely is suggested
by the fact that pastimes consist in avamavows, which is not an end—cf. 1176b35ff), and if Aristotle is
consistent in using the verb oyoAalew to convey the idea that one is not only devoting one’s free time to
something (in which case the same could be said of amooyoAalew), but is also engaging in an activity
that is leisurely, then amraoyoAdlew would seem to give the better reading due to philosophical reasons
as well. As a matter of fact, on this scenario, in saying amaoyoAalew, Aristotle would be making a pun.
He would be saying that the reason why pastimes such as pleasant amusements are thought (presumably
by the many) to be productive of happiness (evdawwovika) is the fact that people in positions of power
spend all their time in activities that turn out to be unleisurely. In other words, Aristotle would be say-
ing that the many think that pastimes such as pleasant amusements are productive of happiness because
people in positions of power are unleisurely occupied (amaoyoAalew) with such things (and as Aristotle
will go on to say in 1177b4: happiness seems to depend on leisure [doxel Te 1) evdaiuovia €v 17 oxoA])
evai)).
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like 7 Oewpnricy evépyea.’

As aresult, supplying evepyewwv with ‘amo de T@dv mpaxTikar’ marks a neat contrast be-
tween the activity Aristotle was just talking about, which is loved for its own sake alone in that it
does not produce anything beyond itself, and the practical activities, which produce something

beyond themselves, and thus are not loved for their own sakes alone.

1177b12: ¢povos

The reading of the a family here is undisputedly the singular ¢ovos, which is the lectio
difficilior. One can make sense of the singular if it is not taken as making reference to the killing
of a particular person, but as having the more general sense of bloodshed or slaughter, which

works well in the context.

1177b20-21: &xew e ndovny oikelav

I print here the text transmitted by members of the 8 family and by P® and C°: éyew Te
ndovny oikelav. It is reasonable to assume that this is also the text the Arabic version of the EN
translates. As a matter of fact, the Arabic translation has the indefinite ‘eJJ’ (laddatan) rendering
“dovijv.”** In that case, the reading we find in K® could be a corruption.

The addition of TeAelav (that is found in KPOPMP®)* can be easily explained as a gloss

that got into the text: the reference to EN X.5 1175a30-31 makes it clear that what Aristotle

4 T am following here the proposal made by Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 2, p. 265) accordlng to which,
in 561.5-6, we should read G0 r y’(‘wa-anna lahu laddatan’) instead of 43 45 3 *(‘wa-ina lahu
laddatun’), which is the reading printed in Akasoy and Fidora (2005) (they print: U oly’). Although
on both readings we have here a nominal phrase (a pleasure <is> proper to them), reading the conjunction
<& (that) instead of ‘&)’ (if), makes the Arabic version more accurate in that it would be correctly inter-
preting Exew Te ﬁBovﬁv otkelar’ as an infinitive clause that depends on doket (if one reads ° &) instead,
‘€xew Te Ndovny otkelav’ would be translated as a conditional). Now, although Ullmann (2011- 2012, vol.
2, p- 265) does indeed give ‘kat &yew v Ndovnv kTA.” as the lemma G0 db would be translating,
a quick look at his vocabulary of the Arabic translation (cf. Ullmann, 2011-2012, s.v. .Uw p. 355) shows
that, in general, both Eusthatius (Ustat) and Ishag ibn Hunayn employ the definite ‘sil\’ to translate
occurrences of ndovn) with the definite article and the indefinite ‘30" to translate occurrences of Ndov1)
without the definite article, which is further reason for thinking that the Arabic version is translating here
ndovy) without the definite article.
45 One could argue that, given that the relevant part of the text here is missing in L due to physical
damage, it could also have had Telelav. Yet note that the damage begins immediately after ‘€xew 7e’,
and that the next line in the ms. begins with -kelav’ from otkelav. Besides, while ‘dovnv ot-’ is roughtly
the same size of the text that is missing in other lines in which we have about the same amount of damage,
‘ndovnv TeAelav oi-’ is perhaps too long for the part of L that is missing, unless, of course, reAelav was
written above the line. As I take it, all this makes it plausible to assume that L did not have reAelav
originally. I thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me on this issue.
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has in mind here is the pleasure proper to an activity that enhances that activity. Yet, because it
would be reasonable to assume that the pleasure proper to perfect happiness is perfect as well,
it is reasonable that a gloss qualifying the proper pleasure Aristotle is talking about here as
‘Tehelav’ got into the text at some point. No doubt Aristotle admits the possibility of describing
a pleasure as complete or perfect, as is made clear by EN X.3 [=Bywater X.4] 1174al4-17.
Yet, as the following lines of this passage make clear, Aristotle is not distinguishing between
different sorts of pleasure in regard to their completeness or perfectness, but is only pointing
out that every pleasure is complete in that it is a whole and is not made complete in a strech of
time, so that it is not a kiwnois. Accordingly, in the context of 1177b20-21, it would be unclear
why Aristotle would be stressing that the pleasure proper to perfect happiness is complete in the
sense of 1174a14-17, for every pleasure, even those that are actually base, are also complete in
this sense. As a result, we have no instance in which Aristotle calls a pleasure TeAeia meaning
to contrast it with other pleasures that fail to be perfect in that they are not proper to activities
that are perfect.

To conclude, although ‘7e ... kat ... 7€’ is rare in prose (cf. Kithner-Gerth, 2. T., 2. Bd.,
§522 Anm. 1, p. 251), it is by no means impossible, and the fact that this is rare adds further
plausibility to the hypothesis that the version of the text we find in K® is corrupted. Perhaps a
copyist bothered by the ‘7e ... kal ... 7€’ and by the absence of the article with ndovrv added a
kal before éyew (so that we would have ‘7e ... kat ... kai,” which is much more common) and

changed the 7e in “€yew Te Ndorvv’ into the article mjv that 9dovv was allegedly missing.

1178a23: eipnrar

There is no palacographical justification for printing e;pnjofw instead of eipnrac as Bekker
and Bywater do. The reasons for emending eijpnrat into eiprijofw are purely interpretative: its
plausibility is derived from the fact that nowhere in the EN Aristotle has talked about the fact

that the virtue of vots is separate.*’ But if efpnrac is taken as making reference to something

46 T thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me about EN X.3 [=Bywater X.4] 1174a14-17.

47 This is not the only way of construing the phrase ‘) 8¢ 7ot vot.’ It is also possible to supply évépyeta
(as is done by Broadie and Rowe in their translation, for instance) or ebdatuovia (as is done by the Arabic
translation, and, more recently, by Rackham in his translation). The latter expression (i.e., ‘7 8¢ 70D void
<evdawovia>’) is unheard of. Nowhere Aristotle talks of the happiness of vots. The closest he comes to
that is in 1178a6-7, in which he talks of ‘0 kara Tov voiv Blos’, and in 1178a21-22 (immediately before
Aristotle says ‘7 8¢ 700 vod’), in which he talks about the life and the happiness on the basis of the human
virtues (kat o Blos &7 6 kata TavTas kal 1 evdaywovia). Alternatively, one could take their cue from
Michael of Ephesus, who paraphrases ‘7 8¢ T0d vod’ as ‘1) voepa {wn)’ (CAG. XX, p. 595.211f), and argue
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that Aristotle says in another work, then this reading becomes perfectly justifiable from the
interpretative point of view.

Earlier in EN X, in 1177al8, Aristotle says that ‘it was said [eipnTac] that <this activity>
[sc. the activity with which perfect happiness is identified] is theoretical,” but nowhere in the
EN one can find an explicit claim to this effect—although of course EN VI.13 may give one
some elements necessary to draw this conclusion. A way out of this difficulty consists in taking
the elpyTac from 1177al8 as also making reference to some work different from the EN (and
the most plausible candidate here is the Protrepticus, where Aristotle does indeed offer us an
argument in defence of contemplation as our best and most authoritative activity).

If this is correct, when in 1178a23 Aristotle justifies the explanation he gave to the claim
that the virtue of vots is separate (which explanation consisted in saying that ‘so much was said
about it [sc. about the virtue of votis]’) by saying that ‘diaxpBdoar yap peilov Tod mpokeyuévov
€otiv,” he means that it suffices to say here that this claim was established elsewhere because
grounding this claim lies outside the scope of the present treatise. In other words, he would not
be explaining why so much was said elsewhere about the virtue of vots, but would be providing
us with an explanation for why this (sc. the claim that so much was said elsewhere about the
virtue of vods) is all he has to say here to justify the claim that the virtue of vois is separate.*®
To put it differently, the yap here is not explaining what has been said, but is conveying ‘the

motive for saying that which has just been said’ (cf. Denniston, 1954, s.v. yap, IIL.(1), p. 60).

that one should rather supply (w1 with 7 8¢ 700 vot’. Now, although I concede this would make better
sense (since there is nothing weird in talking of a life of the voos), nothing in the context suggests that
{wn should be supplied here. As I take it, ‘7 ¢ Tod voi <aperr>’ works better. Now, one may still argue
that supplying evépyera (which is indeed possible given the context) has the advantage of establishing a
clear contrast with the activities Aristotle was talking about at the beginning of the chapter: the activities
on the basis of the other virtue, which were said to be human in 1178a9-10 (at yap kata Tavmv évépyeiar
avlpwmwkai). In that case, Aristotle would be contrasting merely human activities, which are necessarily
connected to the body, with the activity of vots, which is separate. However, if we supply aper with
‘n ¢ Tod vov’, we have an even clearer contrast: ‘) 8¢ 700 vov <aper1>’ would be contrasted with ‘at
3¢ 700 owbéTov aperal’ from 1178a20-21. Moreover, supplying aper) allows us to understand without
difficulties the contrast made in 1178a24-25, a passage in which ‘j 6¢ 700 vot’ [which must be supplied]
is said to need external goods to a smaller extent than ‘r7js nfwis,” which is presumably ‘77js 70uwijs
Laperijs>.’

8 In the face of this, one may argue that it is after all better to supply évépyeia with 7 8¢ 7ot vod,” since
Aristotle never talks explicitly of the virtue of vois as being separate from the body in other places.
However, if it is uncontroversial that vos and its activity are separate from the body, it is reasonable to
assume that its virtue too would be separate. Accordingly, the claim that the virtue of vobs is separate
may count as something that was said elsewhere in that it is a corollary of things Aristotle says elsewhere
about vots and its activity.
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1178a23: dwaxpiSdoa

The agreement between K®, P°, and C¢ suggests that the reading of the a family is dxpt-
Baoar. However, as was already made clear by Stewart (1892, vol. 2, p. 453), it is probable that
K® (and thus also P® and C°) omit ‘AI-’ (from StaxpiBaoar) due to the immediately preceding
‘AT’ from eipnTar, which, as we saw, is attested by all extant mss. Accordingly, here we have
a clear case in which the text from witnesses of the a family is corrupt, and in which P® and C*

share an error with K°.#°

1178b12-13: aA\a Tas avdpeiovs ... 6Tt kaldv;

These lines have for long caused discomfort.

A first source of worry is the adjective avdpeiovs (nom. sg. avdpetos), which is not clearly
attested as a two ending adjective, but only as a three ending adjective. It is used as a two ending
adjective in the anonymous scholia to EN II1.11 [=Bywater I11.8] 1116b30f1f, in which one reads
‘elmaw 611 kal at avdpetol Bupoedets kTA.” (CAG. XX, p. 166.13), which seems to be a claim
about courageous actions. Yet this could be a mistake in Hayduck’s edition, since in the sequence
it seems clear that the anonymous scholiast is explaining how exactly fuuds is involved when
courageous agents act (their performance of courageous actions is not motivated by Guuds), in
which case one could think that ‘eimewv 67t kal at avdpetor Bupoedeis kTA.” should be rather
‘elmawv 61t kal ot avdpeior Bupoedets kTA.” In any case, the fact that in the lines following
1178b12-13 Aristotle uses the adjective eAevfepiovs (nom. sg. eAevbépos), which is well attested
as a two ending adjective, makes it plausible that Aristotle is using the adjective avdpeiovs as a
two ending adjective here.

A second, and more concerning, source of worry are the participles in the masculine
accusative plural that are attested by almost all mss., with the exception of K (which gives
the first participle in the nominative, and the second one in the accusative, which clearly does
not make much sense). If we read the participles in the accusative, then it seems that the only
explanation one could give is to say that they were attracted from the dative to the accusative.

In that case, Aristotle would mean something like: ‘aAla <amoveluar xpewv avTois> Tas av-

49 What the Arabic translation is translating here is unclear. It reads ‘to examine’ (,2>4)l), which could be
translating either axpiSaoat or drakpifdoar (for the uses of words from the root =~s by the translators
of the Arabic version to render words from the same semantic field—such as oxépacfar, oxemrréov,
émorefwpeda, émpPréfec etc.—, see Ullmann [2011-2012, vol. 1, s.v. ==, pp. 271-272]). In any
case, it is probable that the omission of ‘AI-’ only took place when the majuscule was transcribed into
miniscule, in which case the original the Arabic version is translating would be free of this error.

93



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p67-102

dpelovs, vmouévovol Ta doPepa kal kwdvvevovow G1L kaldv;’ but the participles ended up the
accusative due to some sort of case attraction (aA\a <amoveiuar xpewv avrois> Tas avdpelovs,
vmopévovtas Ta ¢oPepa kal kwdvvebovtas 67t kaldv;). This could make good sense of the
text if the participles are read as conveying the false assumption that may lead one to attribute
courageous actions to the gods (so read, the text could be rendered as ‘or <should we assign
them> courageous actions, under the assumption that they withstand fearful things and face
danger because it is fine?’)

No doubt cases of attraction of the participle are somewhat common with copulative
verbs (cf. Kiihner-Gerth , 2. T., 1. Bd., §369 3.b), pp. 75-76) and occur a couple of times in
Aristotle.® However, not only dmovéuw is not being used here as a copulative verb, but also
the participles in this phrase would be attracted in case only, something different from what we
see in cases where a participle is attracted by a predicate of its subject (where it is attracted in
gender as well).

In the face of this, there seem to be three reasonable alternatives:

The first one is to follow Bywater (1892, p. 69) and to emend the whole passage. Bywater
proposes changing avdpelovs into the genitive avdpeiov, and then changing the participles to the
genitive accordingly. In that case, Aristotle would be giving another unsatisfactory answer to
the question about what actions we should attribute to the gods by asking: ‘should we attribute
to them the actions of the courageous person, who withstands fearful things and faces danger
because it is fine to do s0?’ (aA\a Tas avdpelov vouevdvTov Ta Pofepa kal kKwdvvevorTos 6T

KaAov;).

30 The clearest case of this is perhaps Pol. 11.5 1263b36-37, a passage in which Aristotle writes ‘aGA\G
det mAfjflos dv womep elpnyTal mpdTepov, dia THY Tadelav kowny kal ulav mowev’ and the subject of
the participle ‘6v’ that is being here identified with a multitude is clearly 7dAw, which is also object of
the infinitive wocetv. In fact, earlier, in Pol. 11.2 1261al8, Aristotle said that the city is, in its nature, a
sort of multitude. As a result, Aristotle is here saying that, because the city is a multitude, it must be
made common and one by means of education (on this use of d«d + acc., see Eucken [1868, p. 39]). A
more controversial example of this sort of attraction is EE 11.6 1222b18, where (reading the text of the
mss.) Aristotle writes ‘kal {@ov ov SAws {@a,” and the context makes clear that the subject of the neuter
participle ov must be dvfpwmos. Albeit this passage is emended by all editors of the EE, it can be made
sense of without any emendation if 6v is in the neuter due to being attracted by {@ov, which would be
a predicate of the subject dvlpwmos (pace Rowe [2023, p. 41], who thinks that ‘[t]he MSS’ év has no
observable function’). Accordingly, in its context, the text could be rendered as: ‘a man <begets> men
(and in so far as <man> is, in general [i.e., in regard to its genus], an animal, <he begets> animals) and
a plant <beget> plants’ (dvlpwmos avlpdmovs kat {dov dv SAws {da kai purov pura). Although this
is a bit harsh in that ‘kai {@ov ov SAws {pa’ would be somehow interrupting the argument (since ‘kat
¢vrov ¢ura’ could hardly be taken as saying that ‘in so far as <man> is a plant <he begets> plants’), I
would like to argue that this reading is nevertheless gramatically possible. I thank one of the anonymous
referees for pressing me on this.
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The problem with this first alternative is that it construes Aristotle’s claim in such a way
that he would be offering us no reason for rejecting this answer. Yet all other possible answers
Aristotle gives us in his argument are accompanied by the reasons for rejecting them.!

The second alternative would be to change the participles to the dative and to understand
them in the same way I proposed above (i.e., as conveying the false assumption that may mo-
tivate one to attribute courageous actions to the gods). This makes perfect sense of the text and
is justifiable if indeed we got the accusatives due to assimilation with the accusative avdpeiovs
(which a copyist may have taken as a masculine accusative). However, this does not explain
how we got the text from K®, which has a nominative participle and an accusative participle.

This leads me to my third alternative, which is the one I favoured. It consists in reading
the nominative dmouévovres that is attested in K (instead of vmopuévovras, which is attested by
all other mss.) and emending kwdvvevovras into kwdvvevovtes (cf. Burnet, 1900, p. 450). In that
case, if one reads what Aristotle is saying here in light of what he just said about just actions, it
seems that there is clearly something missing between ‘aA\a Tas avdpeiovs’ and ‘Vmrouévovres
Ta pofepa kal kwdvvevdvtes 6Tt kaldv;’. Whether we should insert ‘%) yelotot dpavotvrar’ or

¢

merely ‘7’ (in which case one could easily supply ‘yeAotot pavotvrar’) is not so clear at first.
However, the latter alternative (inserting ‘7j’) is not only more economical, but also quite easy
to explain. In fact, not only K® omitted the ‘7’ before “yeloiot pavotvrar’ in Aristotle’s previous
example (the one concerning just actions), but also ‘7j’ and the ‘v-’ from vmouévovres would be
pronounced in the same way as a result of iotacism, which makes it even more plausible to think
that a ‘7 between ‘aAAa Tas avdpelovs’ and “VmouévovTes ... 6Tt kaAdv;” was omitted, and that
we must emend the text adding it back (as I did).

In that case, just like he did in the case of just actions, Aristotle would be first asking
whether we should assign courageous actions to the gods, and would then give us a reason for

rejecting this: the gods would appear ridiculous withstanding fearful things and facing danger

because it is fine to do so.

1178b15: at 3¢ owppoves 7( av elev;
K®, which reads e here, seemingly agrees with the Arabic translation, which is perhaps

reason for thinking that e: is the reading of the a family. With this text, Aristotle would mean

31 The only exception to this pattern would be 1178b15 ‘ai 8¢ owppoves 7( dv elev;’, where, on my
reading, Aristotle is just giving us a reason for not attributing temperate actions to the gods, without first
asking whether we should attribute temperate actions to them. See below the discussion of 1178b15.
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something like: ‘el 3¢ owdppoves <mpdfeirs amoveipnar xpewv avrois> 7i av elev;’, which could
be rendered as ‘and if one must assign them temperate actions, what would <these actions>
be?,” which is reasonably intelligible, despite breaking the pattern set by the previous answers,
in which Aristotle always used definite articles (cf. 1178b10-11 ‘ras dwaias’; 1178b12 ‘ras
avdpelovs’; and 1178b14 ‘ras exevbeplovs’).

However, although it is true that the Arabic translation does render this sentence from
1178b15 as a conditional—it renders it as ‘and if temperate actions are attributed to them’
(565.15: &l 3\,@1\ v.@_J\ G u‘ 3)—, it not only has a definite article with ‘temperate actions’
(:u;d\ ij\ﬂ ), but it also rendered the other answers Aristotle gave previously in the form of con-
ditional clauses. In 1178b10-11, ‘mdrepa Tas dwcaias;’ is rendered as ‘if just acts are attributed
to them’ (565.11: &30l 24l <d 3)); and in 1178b12, ‘dA\a 7as dvdpeiovs’ is rendered as ‘and
if courageous actions are attributed to them’ (565.12-13: &3 VT ) £ 513).7 Thus, it
would also be plausible to think that the original that the Arabic version is translating has rather
‘at 8¢ oddppoves T¢ av elev;’ and that this is being read in light of Aristotle’s previous examples,
so that although we have a nominative here (and not an accusative), this phrase is understood
as conveying the same thought as Aristotle’s previous answers.>

Now, given that the Arabic translation cannot be decisive here, and that, if we read ‘e d¢
owppoves kTA.,” the absence of the definite article may indeed cause some concern, I chose to
print ‘at 8¢ owdpoves T( av elev;.” With this text, Aristotle would be using a construction different
from the ones he used in his previous answers. He would not be explicitly considering the
option according to which one should assign to the gods temperate actions, but would be directly
asking what their temperate actions would be (the nominative here would be an ‘independent
nominative,” which is expected given that it functions as the theme of the sentence).

Alternatively, one could follow Michelet (1848, vol. 2, p. 334) and argue that ‘e d¢
ouppoves kTA.’ is talking about the gods themselves, and not about their actions. This gains
some plausibility if one also follows the editio Aldina in changing the feminine accusative plural
article 7as from 1178b12 (aM\\a Tas avdpelovs) into the masculine accusative plural Tovs (as

Michelet himself does). Albeit this reading would make better sense of the absence of the article

52 The Arabic translation does not translate ‘7 Tas é\evfepiovs’ in the same way because it misconstrues
‘011 KaAdV; 1) Tas élevleplovs; Tive 8¢ dwdoovow;’, taking ‘67t kaAdv ... dhoovow’ as a single phrase (on
this, see Akasoy & Fidora [p. 564n186]). Yet even so it construes this phrase as a conditional: ‘and if it
is good that etc.” (565.13: | 13 58 819).

53 The fact that the Arabic translation renders all Aristotle’s answers here in the passive voice may be
taken as adding further plausibility to this alternative.
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with oddpoves, it is far from clear, in the context, what should be supplied with ‘eC d¢ owdppoves
kTA.,’, since Aristotle has been talking of attributing actions to the gods in all his previous
answers (the only exception would be 1178b12 read as Michelet wants to read it). The only
plausible candidate is the verb vmel\jpauev, which appears in 1178b8-9, right before Aristotle
introduces his question about what sorts of actions we should attribute to the gods. In that case,
‘el 8¢ awpoves Ti av elev;’ could be construed as asking: ‘But if <we consider the gods to be>
temperate, why would they be <so>?’

Notwithstanding this, unless one emends the whole passage from 1178b10-16—so that
Aristotle would be talking of considering the gods to be just, courageous, generous, and, finally,
temperate®*, in which case it would be natural to supply vmet\ijpauer in all his questions—, it
seems much more plausible to think that, throughout lines 1178b10-16, Aristotle is testing pos-
sible answers to the question he raised in 1178b10 (wpaeis d¢ molas dmoveiuar xpewv avTois;),
and that, in doing so, he is showing that all these answers turn out to be unsatisfactory (as the

generalization from lines 1178b17-18 suggests).

1179a3-4: 008’ 1 kpiois, ovd ai wpaews

The text printed by Bekker, Susemihl and Bywater here is the one attested by K°: ‘008’
7 mpaées.” Similarly, in Averroes’s Middle Commentary, one reads something that supposes the
original ‘008’ ai mpdfeis’>®, also without ‘00d ) kpiots.” The text I printed, in turn, is ‘o0’
7 kplos, o0d ai mpdéews,” which is attested by O°MP and by the Arabic translation. There is
another variant here, attested by P?C¢ and by LL°B?*": ‘008 1) kpliots, 008 7 mpaéis.” There
are two separate questions to be addressed here, then. First, whether we should read ‘7 xpiots’
or not. Second, whether we should read the plural ‘at mpaews’ or the singular ‘n mpaées.’

Let me begin with the first question.

Now, ‘1 kplos’ is clearly the lectio difficilior, since it is far from clear what it means, and

3% As the editio Aldina seems happy to do, since, as a matter of fact, it changes all feminine accusative
plural articles in this argument into masculine accusative plural articles.

35 Pace Woerther (2018, p. 219n335), who considers the possibility that Averroes ‘ait dépendu d une
version arabe qui traduisant uniquement la lecon mpdéws (dépourvue de la mention d’une ou des ac-
tions),” despite the fact that in operationibus seems to translate a plural. Perhaps Woerther was lead to
say this because the text of Averroes agrees with the manuscript tradition that has the singular ‘ovd 7
mpaéis’ in that his text also does not mention ‘008’ 7) kplows.” However, if, as I shall suggest bellow (cf.
footnote 62), we take Averroes’s text as either depending on a copy of the same Arabic translation we
have in the Fez ms., but which has a corruption here or as being itself corrupted here (so that the version
that was translated into Latin was already corrupted), there is no need to assume that the Arabic version
of Aristotle’s text Averroes’s depends on had something equivalent to the singular ‘008’ 7 mpaéis.’
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it could hardly be explained as gloss that got into the text.>® Michael of Ephesus understands this
as spelling out the sense in which self-sufficiency (‘7o adirapkes’) does not depend on excess.
On his reading, the idea is that it does not depend on excess in that neither the judgment to the
effect that one is self-sufficient nor the actions expressive of self-sufficiency depend on excess
(CAG. XX, p. 601.16-20). But this is perhaps a bit far-fetched.>’

A more plausible alternative would be to take ‘00d’ 7 kplots, 008’ 1) mpaéis’ or ‘ovd’ 7
kpiots, ovd at mpafes’ as covering two domains in which self-sufficiency does not depend on
excess. Yet the question concerning the meaning of ‘5 kpiows’ remains.

A first way of making sense of ‘) kpiots’ on this reading is to say that it refers to the-
oretical thinking>®, in which case it is being contrasted with ‘) mpaéis’ or ‘ai mpdéers,” which
clearly makes reference to the practical domain. Yet I think it would be somewhat surprising if
‘0 kplows’ is picking up only theoretical judgments. In fact, if this were the point Aristotle wants
to make, one would expect him to have written ‘n yvdots’ instead, like in 1095a5-6, where he
says that the end of ethics is not knowledge, but action (76 7é\os €oTiv oV yvdois dAa mpaéis).

A second way of making sense ‘n kpiots’ is suggested by EE VII.12 1244b19-20, where
Aristotle says that ‘we have better judgment when we are self-sufficient than when we are in
need’ (auewvw & Exouev kplow avtdpkews ovtes 1) per evdelas). In the context of this passage,
Aristotle clearly has practical judgment in mind, since the idea is that when we are self-sufficient
our judgments about the choiceworthiness of our friends are not distorted.

Accordingly, a better way of making sense of ‘ovd” 7 kpiots, ovd 1 mpaéis’ or ‘ovd’
7N kplots, ovd at mpaers’ would be to say that Aristotle’s claim is that self-sufficiency does
not depend on excess, and thus that neither our judgment (presumably our right judgment in
practical matters)>® nor our action(s) (presumably our right action[s]) depend on excess, which

would be something expected if self-sufficiency depended on excess, since the rightness of both

3% Pace Woerther (2018, p. 219n335), who considers the possibility that the fact that the Arabic version
found in the Fez ms. has something translating ‘008’ 7 kplows’ may be due to contamination from a gloss.
57 No doubt Aristotle will talk of ‘judging by means of the external goods’ below in 1179a15-16. Yet
not only this is meant as a critique of the many, but also the point in this passage is that, to the many,
the person who is happy according to Anaxagoras’s standards would seem to be strange because the
many judge what people are like by reference to their external goods, which is the only thing they see.
Accordingly, 1179a15-16 seems to strengthen the assumption that the kind of judgment Aristotle has in
mind in the argument from lines 1179alff is a judgment about practical matters, as I shall suggest below.
58 On this reading, it ‘7 kpiots’ would be picking up ‘76 Gewpeiv’ from 1178b34.

3 Alternatively, one could argue that “7) kplots’ can refer to judgments that are either practical or the-
oretical. However, given that Aristotle contrasts the claim he makes about self-sufficiency here with a
claim about the possibility of doing fine things without ruling the land and the seas, there is good reason
for thinking that with ‘7 kpiows’ he has in mind judgments about practical matters.
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our practical judgment and of our action(s) is dependent upon self-sufficiency.

It may be objected that there is no room for practical or theoretical judgment in the
argument from 1179a3-5 in so far as Aristotle’s point here is merely that one does not need to
rule over land and sea in order to perform fine actions.®® Yet not only, as we saw, there are strong
textual reasons for reading the text with ‘o0d’ 7 kpiots’ (Which could hardly be explained away
as a gloss, and is thus the lectio difficilior), but also if ‘9 kpiows’ is taken as making reference
to practical judgment, its mention may not be out of place after all. Aristotle explains the claim
that it is possible perform fine actions without ruling land and sea by saying that one can act
on the basis of virtue (kata v aperjv) with moderate resources. Accordingly, although he is
not talking explicitly about right judgment (be it practical or theoretical), it may nevertheless
be the case that practical judgment is also in question in his argument, since acting on the basis
of virtue depends on right reason.

Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that ‘008’ 1) kpiots’ is absent from the text of K°
either due to homeoteleuton or due to homeoarcton. Similarly, one could argue that the Arabic
version of the EN Averroes is using (or that the original Arabic text of Averroes that his Me-
dieval translators had access to) did not have something translating ‘ovd’ 7 kpiots’ due to the
latter phenomenon: i.e., the original ‘JL&Y\ Y, 3¢ AV 5?3’ (wa-la I-qada v wa-la I-a ‘malu) was
corrupted into ‘:j\.q.c‘ﬁ\ ‘ﬁj’ (wa-1d I-a ‘malu).%' Besides, the absence of vocalizations probably
led what was meant to be the nominative ‘wa ‘93’ (wa-la l-a ‘malu) translating ‘at mpdfes’
to be read as a genitive (i.e., ‘Jw\!\ 5?3’ [wa-1d I-a ‘mali]) governed by the preposition ‘ s (fi)
from ‘Q\;&‘gf &’ (fi l-israfi), which immediately precedes AN Y3 tLadll ¥y (cf. 567.12) in
the Arabic translation (which would explain why the Latin version of Averroes’s text has ‘in

operationibus’).%

60 T thank one of the anonymous referees for this objection.

61 On omissions as the most frequent errors in Arabic mss., see Gacek (2007, p. 222).

62 This suggests that Averroes may perhaps be using a different version of the same text we have in
the Fez ms. or that Averroes’s own text was corrupted before being translated. As a matter of fact, as
Woerther (2018, p. 319n335) shows, Averroes paraphrases what we would expect to be ‘év 71 vmepSoAi)’
as ‘in honoribus,” which supposes the original ‘3| J..JY\ Lse *(fi l-asrafi), which, as she argues, can be easily
explained as bemg due to a mistake in reading ‘3| ﬂ‘ﬂ\ & (fi l-israfi). Besides, although Akasoy & Fidora
print ‘3 ﬂY\ & > (fi l-israfi) in 567.12 (which would be an accurate translation for ‘év 17 SmepBorij’),
this is, as their apparatus makes clear, a correction due to Badawi and that can be supported on the basis
of Dunlop’s translation. In fact, according to the apparatus from Akasoy & Fidora, the Fez ms. actually
reads ‘3 ﬂ\!\ &  (fi I-israfi) (see Ullmann [vol. 1, p. 187] for other occurrences of words from the root
L4, which is even easier to mistake for ¢ ] J..N\ & > (fi I-asrafi). Moreover, as Woerther (2018, p. 97)
observes, there are instances in which it seems that Averroes is using a version of the Arabic translation
that preserves things that are absent from the text in the Fez ms. (as in 1155a16-20, where the Arabic
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The second question, namely whether we should read ‘5 mpaéis’ or ‘at mpdets,” is not as
pressing. In any case, it is hard to decide which one is the original here, since corruption would
be possible in either direction.®> But because the plural ‘ai mpdéeis’ makes better sense of the
argument, | have given preference to this reading. However, the argument can be construed in

the same way if one reads the singular ‘5 mpaéis.’

Victor Gongalves de Sousa

Universidade de Sao Paulo
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