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A new collation and text for EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8]1

Victor Gonçalves 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 I­II. In exploring this hypothesis, I confine myself to the text

of EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8], and, as a result, I propose a new text for EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8]

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 l’Étique à 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.2 Besides, his own contributions gave a first step in fulfilling the second

1 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.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8] was widely improved by i) the translation and discussion of

EN X.6­10 [=Bywater X.6­9] led by Professor Marco Zingano at the University of São 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 inAristotle’s conception of the human good:

Nicomachean Ethics 10.6­8,’ jointly organized by Princeton University (PU), Universidade de São Paulo

(USP), Universidad Panamericana (UP), andUniversidad de losAndes (UA) that took place in early 2024

at Princeton (in which I presented a translation and commentary to EN X.7 1177a12­1177b1 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 São Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP), grant 2019/05555­7.
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 Pelagia­Vera Loungi’s Die Manuskripte und die Über­

lieferung der Nikomachischen Ethik des Aristoteles (Buch I) (2022), the situation has changed

considerably. Loungi has not only freshly collated, for book I, all mss. of the EN,3 and, for book

II, 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 α

and β)4 do not have the same value, since whilst the text transmitted by the α family derives

from the late antiquity, the text transmitted by β derives from an intense reworking of the text

of the EN by Byzantine scholars that took place in the 12th century; ii) that the improvements

found in the text transmitted by the β family do not derive from ancient sources like papyri;5

iii) 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 Π1 and

Π2; Loungi calls these α and β). Yet it has been argued that, depending on the books from the

EN one has in view, the members of these two families differ.7 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.8

Adefinitive answer to this issue depends on further studies on the transmission of books

III, IV, 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.
5 There may be an exception to this in book VI: in EN VI.13 [=Bywater VI.12] 1144a6, the reading of

some mss. from the β family (LLbOb), namely εὐδαιμονίαν, is confirmed by POxy 2402.(cf. Corpus dei
papiri filosofici greci e latini, 1989­2023, I.1*, p. 263, IV.2 [I.1 & III], Tav. 185).
6 See Loungi (2022, pp. 417­418) 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.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8], the chapters from the

EN in which Aristotle presents his arguments for the superiority of contemplative life.9 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).10 In the face of this, with the objective of

exploring Loungi’s hypothesis, I freshly collated, for the text ofEN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8], the

eight mss. Loungi takes to be (on the basis of her collations) the most important for determining

the readings of the α and β families, namely Laur. Plut. 81.11 (Kb), Vat. gr. 1342 (Pb), Cant. gr.

Ii.5.44 [=1879] (Cc), Laur. Plut. 81.18 (L), Par. gr. 1854 (Lb), Ricc. 46 (Ob), Ambros. B 95 sup.

[=Martini­Bassi 117] (B95sup.), and Vind. Phil. 315 (V).11 In addition to these mss., I have also

freshly collated the relevant part of ms. Marc. Gr. Z 213 (Mb), which despite not having much

stemmatic worth on Loungi’s hypothesis12, was central for previous editions of the EN.

Furthermore, I have checked theArabic translation (in the edition by Akasoy and Fidora

[2005] and taking into account the corrections proposed byUllmann [2011­2012, vol. 2, pp. 123­

274])13 and the Latin version of Averroes’sMiddle Commentary (edited by Woerther [2018])14

for all passages where their readings seemed relevant.15 For a single passage (1176b26­27),

9 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.
10 Similarly, Rassow (1874, p. 6) thinks that, in book X, Ob occupies an intermediate position between

KbMb and Lb, different from how it behaves in other books.
11 On Loungi’s hypothesis, for determining the readings of the α family, the relevant mss. are Kb, Pb,

and Cc (together with the Arabic translation); whereas for determining the readings of the β family, the

relevant mss. are L, Lb, Ob, and B95sup.. V, in turn, should be used with care, since although it is a mss.

from the β family, it is in many places contaminated by readings of the α family.
12 The importance of Mb was already called into question after the work of Mioni (1958, pp. 85­87),

who suggested that this ms. is closely related to Ga (Marc. gr. Z 212) (Mioni suggests that Mb is actually

a copy of Ga). Further study of Mb and Ga is required to clarify the relationship between these two mss.

and their relationship with Ea (Vat. gr. 506—Mb’s exemplar according to Loungi’s stemma) and with

F (Vat. Barb. 75—which is a copy of V that contaminates Mb according to Loungi’s stemma). For a

discussion of the relationship between Ea and Mb, see Loungi (2022, pp. 359­361); for a discussion of

the relationship between Ea and Ga on the basis of the evidence from book I of the EN, see Loungi (2022,

pp. 367­376). For a collation of the text of F for EN X.6.1176a30­X.9.1179a32, see Oskvig (2018, pp.

347­348).
13 I 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 AverroesMiddle Commentary for establishing the text of the EN lies in the fact that

it consists mostly of a paraphrasis of theArabic translation of the EN, 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, I 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.16

The Arabic translation and four of the nine mss. I collated (namely, Cc, L, B95sup., 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.17 was only discovered in the fifties

(by A.J. Arberry and by D.M. Dunlop)18, and a series of misfortunes made it so that a critical

edition of it only came to light in 2005.19

The fact that L, V, and B95sup. 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: Lwas for long

regarded as belonging to the 14th century. This remained so until the work of Brockmann (1993,

pp. 49­50), which showed that it belongs rather to the 12th century20, 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.6­9. 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 δὴ 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 I­IV is by

Isḥāq ibn Ḥunayn and dates from around 870 CE, whereas the translation of books V­X is by Eusthatius

[Usṭāṯ] 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, 2011­2012, 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, 2011­2012, vol. 1, p. 12; Schmidt & Ullmann, 2012, pp. 99ff).
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 VII­X 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 I­VI, 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. vii­x). On the differences between the objectives of Ab­

durraḥmān Badawi’s 1979 edition of this translation and those of Akasoy & Fidora’s, see Akasoy and

Fidora (2005, pp. ix, ixn1), Ullmann (2011­2012, vol. 1, pp. 14­15), and Schmidt and Ullmann (2012,

pp. 9­10). For a critical assessment of Akasoy & Fidora’s edition, according to which it is as unreliable

as Badawi’s, see Ullmann (2011­2012, vol. 1, pp. 15­21).
20 Since the publication of this work, we have been provided with a collation of L for books I­III made

by Vuillemin­Diem and Rashed (1997), and, more recently, with a full collation of the text of the EN in

Lmade 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.6­9. In comparing the part of his collation

that covers EN X.6­9 with my own collation, I have found only two mistakes of his (at 1178b20, where

he reports that L reads ἀφῃρημένον but it reads rather ἀφῃρημένῳ; and at 1178b28, where he reports that

70



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981­9471.v18i1p67­102

of the work of Ioannikios and his scriptorium.21 Similarly, V and B95sup. were both previously

dated as belonging to the 14th century together with Ob, which despite being taken into account

by previous editors, was not regarded as being of much importance.22 However, it turns out that

Ob belongs to the 12th century23, that V was produced between the 11­12th centuries24, and that

B95sup. comes from the end of the 12th century or from the beginning of the 13th century.25

The case of Cc is slightly different. Since the work of Jackson (1876), it has been thought

that Cc was a copy of Pb. Accordingly, although Cc uniformly agrees with Kb—as has been

shown by Stewart (1882, p. 3) (who collated Cc in full for book X and partially for the other

books of the EN )—, Cc was taken to be subordinate to Pb, which, in turn, was not taken as

being of much value.26 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 theMM that it became clear

that Cc was not a copy of Pb, 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 Pb and Cc are related

to Kb in what concerns the text of the EN, they are neither copies of Kb nor of its exemplar

(sub­hyperarchetype α1 on Loungi’s stemma), for there is reason for thinking that Pb’s and Cc’s

exemplar, on the one hand, and Kb’s exemplar, on the other, stem from the same ancestor.27

L reads οὐδαμοῦ, but it reads rather οὐδαμῶς) and just one imprecision (at 1179a30 he simply says that
L omits ἄρα, but it actually writes εἶναι in place of ἄρα).
21 On Ioannikios and his scriptorium, see Wilson (1983).
22 See, for instance, the judgment given by Jackson (1879, p. xi) about Ob’s value forEN V in comparison

to its value for other parts of the EN : ‘Ob. Riccardianus 46. More correct than Mb, Ob contributes fewer

peculiar readings to the text than that ms. In this book however it does not seem to be as decidedly

inferior to Mb as (according to the best authorities) it is elsewhere.’ Similarly, Susemihl (1878, p. 630)

ranks Ob after Mb, which he takes to be inferior both to Kb and Lb. Busse (1883, p. 137), in turn, is a

bit more pessimistic, and thinks that much of the authority attributed to Ob (and to Mb) by Rassow and

Susemihl vanishes if one accepts that Ob (andMb 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 11­12 centuries.
25 On this, see Loungi (2022, p. 154n204).
26 Jackson (1879, p. xi), for instance, claims that, in regard to bookV, Pb ‘contribute[s] to the text nothing

which is not to be found in one or more of the remaining five codices [sc. KbLbMbNbOb].’ Similarly,

Susemihl (1878, p. 631) says that he compared the readings of Pb for 1176a11­1177a30 with those of Ha

(Marc. gr. Z 214) and Nb (Marc. gr. IV.53), and then says: ‘der Gewinn aber ist beinahe gleich null.’
27 On the hypothesis advanced by Loungi (2022, pp. 113­126), sub­hyperarchetype γ (Pb’s and Cc’s

exemplar) depends on sub­hyperarchetype α2, which, in turn, comes from the same ancestor as sub­

hyperarchetype α1 (Kb’s exemplar), namely hyperarchetype α. However, as we shall see, there is a
caveat: as Loungi (2022, p. 114) observes, it is probable that the copyist of Cc did not simply copied γ as
he did in the case of Pb, but availed himself of a corrective exemplar. Besides, there are signs that both
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Regarding KbLbObMb, it should be noted, to begin with, that both Susemihl and Bywater

rely on Schöll’s collation of Kb (which can be found in Rassow [1874, pp. 10­14]). Besides,

although Susemihl depends on Bekker’s collations for many mss., he reports that he collated

MbOb for many passages and has relied on information provided to him by Charles Graux and by

Henri Omont for many passages of Lb (cf. Susemihl in Ramsauer, 1878, p. 731; and Susemihl,

1887, pp. VI­VII).28 Bywater, in turn, besides relying on Bekker, Schöll, and Susemihl, has

also taken into account the collation of parts of Kb 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. VI­VII).

In collating the relevant parts of KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.VMband in comparing their read­

ings with those from theArabic translation, I was led me to propose a tentative new text for EN

X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8].

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 α family.29 This is

Pb and Cc adopt corrections found in the β family for some passages (most notably, from L), as Loungi

(2022, p. 113) argues (more on this below in footnote 30).
28 Moreover, for Pb, Susemihl depends on Jackson (1879) for book V, and, for book X, on a collation

made by his ‘collega coniunctissimus’ von Wilamowitz­Moellendorff. Besides, the fact that Susemihl

does not give the readings of Pb in his apparatus after 1177a30 strongly suggests that the collation made

by von Wilamowitz­Moellendorff that Susemihl is talking about (cf. Susemihl, 1887, p. vii) is just the

collation of 1176a11­1177a30 (the part of book X that is missing in Kb) 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 α family is clearly a corruption.
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easy to determine when there is agreement between KbPbCc and theArabic translation.30 When

Pb and Cc diverge from Kb, 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

Kb 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.31 Besides, Ullmann’s (2011­2012) careful and de­

tailed work on the translation practices of Isḥāq ibn Ḥunayn and Eusthatius (Usṭāṯ) 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.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8]), 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 Ob andMb

do indeed agree with Kb 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 Ob is contaminated

either by Kb, by its exemplar or, at the very least, by some other non­extant mss. that preserves

some readings of Kb. However, the evidence from EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8] 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 Ob is the result of the work of two different hands (which appear to be from

the same period and from the same scriptorium)32, perhaps a full collation of these nine mss.

for the text of EN III or IV will prove to be necessary to show with certainty that Ob’s agreeing

30 Things are not so clear before 1177a30, since Kb omits 1176a11 (τέρπει) ­ 1177a30 (ἱκανῶς). In lines
1176a30­1177a30 one has to rely only on PbCcand on theArabic translation to determine the readings of

α family. However, because in some cases the copyist of PbCc tends adopt corrections from the β family
(in particular, from L—on this, see Loungi [2022, p. 113]), it is hard to tell whether, in those passages

from 1176a30­1177a30 where i) PbCc agree with L and ii) the Arabic translation is not decisive, the

gemelli are giving the reading of the α family or a correction from L. A passage that is quite unclear in

this regard is 1176b17 (see my discussion of it below).
31 I 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.7r­33v (until 1129b11 περιέχει πᾶσαν ἀδικίαν [part of a
stretch of text also added by Lb and Mb after 1129b10­11 ‘τοῦτο γὰρ περιέχει καὶ κοινόν’]), the second
original hand is responsible for ff.34r­90v (from 1129b11 καὶ κοινόν ἐστιν πάσης ἀδικίας until the end
of the EN ). See Martinelli Tempesta (2016, pp. 209ff) on this.
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with Kb against other members of the β family is not something that happens only in the parts

of Ob copied by its second original hand, but also in parts of the text copied by its first original

hand33, and to confirm the results about its stemmatic value.

In any case, the evidence from EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8] seems to suggest that, of

the nine mss. I collated, only Ob and Mb exhibit this unexpected behaviour. In fact, although

there is reason for thinking that, in regard to Ob and Mb at least, book X does not belong with

books I, II, VI, VII, and IX—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 I have provided an editionEN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8] 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.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8] (i.e., ff. 81r­82v)34 is missing

due to physical damage.35When 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 1176b6­7 I

say that L does not have ‘[εἶ]ναι ... ἀ[ρετήν]’, I mean that ‘εἶ-’ and ‘-ρετήν’ 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 providemodified versions ofDunlop’s

English translation of the Arabic version (and also some translations of my own) in most cases

I mention its readings in the apparatus.

Kb, Pb, Cc, L, Lb, Ob, B95sup., and V were all collated using digital colour images that are

33 There are good indications that this also happens in the parts of Ob copied by its first original hand.

On this, see Rassow (1874, pp. 3­4), who claims that, in regard to books III­IV, Ob either stems from the

same source as Kb or is itself dependent upon Kb directly and then provides some evidence in support

of this claim.
34 Although EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8] actually ends in f. 83r, only the last three lines of the text are

located in this folio (i.e., 1179a31­33: ‘θεοφιλέστατος ... εὐδαίμων’).
35 Besides, from 1178a33 onwards, the folios copied byV’s original hand (the one that dates fromXI­XII

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.36 Mb, 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: Kb, Pb, Cc, L,

Lb, Ob, B95sup., V, and Mb. 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 collations37 (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, I 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, I 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, I 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 Kb and L, see <https://tecabml.contentdm.oclc.org/digital>; for Pb, see <https://digi.vatlib.it/>; for

Cc, see <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/>; for Lb, see <https://gallica.bnf.fr/>; for Ob, see <http://teca.riccar­

diana.firenze.sbn.it/>; for B95sup., 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 Pb), 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. EN X.6­9 [=Bywater X.6­8]

Sigla

Kb (Laur. Plut. 81.11, saec. IX, ff. 121v­124v—1176a11 [τέρπει] ad 1177a30 [ἱκανῶς] om. Kb)

Kb2 (Corrections made by a later hand [saec. XIII])

Pb (Vat. gr. 1342, saec. XIII, ff. 93r­95v)

Cc (Cant. gr. Ii.5.44 [=1879], saec. XIII, ff. 98v­101r)

L (Laur. Plut. 81.18, saec. XII, ff. 81r­83r)

L1 (Corrections made Ioannikios himself or by his anonymous partner)

L2 (Corrections made by a later hand [different from L1])

Lb (Par. gr. 1854, saec. XII­XIII, ff. 175r­182r)

Ob (Ricc. 46, saec. XII, ff. 85v­88v)

B95sup. (Ambros. B 95 sup. [=Martini­Bassi 117], saec. XII­XIII, ff. 197r­205r)

B95sup.1 (Corrections made by a later hand)

V (Vind. Phil. 315, saec. XI­XII, ff. 204v­209r—1178a33 ([δῆ]λος) ad finem desunt V1)

Mb (Marc. gr. Z 213, 1565­1572, ff. 117v­120v)

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

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

1176a30 6. ‖ εἰρημένων δὲ τῶν περὶ τὰς ἀρετάς τε καὶ φιλίας καὶ
| ἡδονάς, λοιπὸν περὶ εὐδαιμονίας τύπῳ διελθεῖν, ἐπειδὴ
τέ|λος αὐτὴν τίθεμεν τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων. ἀναλαβοῦσι δὴ τὰ
προει|ρημένα συντομώτερος ἂν εἴη ὁ λόγος. εἴπομεν δ’ ὅτι
οὐκ | ἔστιν ἕξις· καὶ γὰρ τῷ καθεύδοντι διὰ βίου ὑπάρχοι

35 ἄν, φυ‖τοῦ ζῶντι βίον, καὶ τῷ δυστυχοῦντι τὰ μέγιστα. εἰ δὴ
1176b1 ταῦτα ‖ μὴ ἀρέσκει, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον εἰς ἐνέργειάν τινα θετέον,

καθά|περ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον εἴρηται, τῶν δ’ ἐνεργειῶν αἳ μέν
εἰσιν | ἀναγκαῖαι καὶ δι’ ἕτερα αἱρεταὶ αἳ δὲ καθ’ αὑτάς,
δῆλον | ὅτι τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν τῶν καθ’ αὑτὰς αἱρετῶν τινὰ

5 θετέον καὶ ‖ οὐ τῶν δι’ ἄλλο· οὐδενὸς γὰρ ἐνδεὴς ἡ εὐδαιμο-
νία ἀλλ’ αὐτάρ|κης. καθ’ αὑτὰς δ’ εἰσὶν αἱρεταὶ ἀφ’ ὧν μηδὲν
ἐπιζητεῖται | παρὰ τὴν ἐνέργειαν. τοιαῦται δ’ εἶναι δοκοῦσιν

a30–31 εἰρημένων ... ἡδ[ονάς] desunt L

a35–b1 τὰ ... μὴ desunt L

b1–4 καθάπερ ... θετέον desunt L

b4–5 καὶ ... ἐν[δεὴς] desunt L

b6 δ’ ... μηδὲν desunt L

b7–8 [εἶ]ναι ... ἀ[ρετήν] desunt L

‖ a30 τε PbCcLObB95sup.VMb: om. Lb ‖ a32 τίθεμεν
PbCcLLbObB95sup.V: ἀντιτίθεμεν Mb | δὴ PbCcLB95sup.VMb:

δὲ LbOb ‖ a33 δ’ PbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb: δὴ Bywater ‖

a34–35 φυτοῦ PbCcB95sup.V: φθιτοῦ Arab. (553.9: ‘ مِودُعْمَلَْا ’ [al­

maʿdūmi]—literally ‘of what is nonexistent/lacking,’ but see

Arberry’s conjecture [in Akasoy & Fidora, p. 552n131]): φυ-
τῶν LLbObMb Bekker Susemihl Bywater 1176b1 ἀρέσκει
PbCcLLbObV: ἀρέσκοι B95sup.: ἀρέσκουσιν Mb ‖ b5 post ἄλλο
add τι PbCc ‖ b7 παρὰ PbLLbObB95sup.VMb: περὶ Cc

76



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981­9471.v18i1p67­102

1176b7­1176b27

αἱ κατ’ ἀρε|τὴν πράξεις· τὰ γὰρ καλὰ καὶ σπουδαῖα πράτ-
τειν τῶν δι’ | αὑτὰ αἱρετῶν. καὶ τῶν παιδιῶν δὲ αἱ ἡδεῖαι· οὐ

10 γὰρ δι’ ‖ ἕτερα αὐτὰς αἱροῦνται· βλάπτονται γὰρ ἀπ’ αὐ-
τῶν μᾶλλον | ἢ ὠφελοῦνται, ἀμελοῦντες τῶν σωμάτων καὶ
τῆς κτήσεως. | καταφεύγουσι δ’ ἐπὶ τὰς τοιαύτας διαγωγὰς
τῶν εὐδαιμο|νιζομένων οἱ πολλοί, διὸ παρὰ τοῖς τυράννοις
εὐδοκιμοῦσιν | οἱ ἐν ταῖς τοιαύταις διαγωγαῖς εὐτράπελοι·

15 ὧν γὰρ ἐφίεν‖ται, ἐν τούτοις παρέχουσι σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἡδεῖς·
δέονται δὲ τοιού|των. δοκεῖ μὲν οὖν εὐδαιμονικὰ ταῦτα εἶ-
ναι διὰ τὸ τοὺς ἐν | δυναστείαις ἐν τούτοις ἀπασχολάζειν,
οὐδὲν δὲ ἴσως σημεῖον | οἱ τοιοῦτοι εἰσίν· οὐ γὰρ ἐν τῷ δυ-
ναστεύειν ἡ ἀρετὴ οὐδ’ ὁ νοῦς,| ἀφ’ ὧν αἱ σπουδαῖαι ἐνέρ-

20 γειαι· οὐδ’ εἰ ἄγευστοι οὗτοι ὄντες ‖ ἡδονῆς εἰλικρινοῦς καὶ
ἐλευθερίου ἐπὶ τὰς σωματικὰς κατα|φεύγουσιν, διὰ τοῦτο
ταύτας οἰητέον αἱρετωτέρας εἶναι· καὶ | γὰρ οἱ παῖδες τὰ
παρ’ αὑτοῖς τιμώμενα κράτιστα οἴονται | εἶναι. εὔλογον δή,
ὥσπερ παισὶ καὶ ἀνδράσιν ἕτερα φαί|νεται τίμια, οὕτω καὶ

25 φαύλοις καὶ ἐπιεικέσιν. καθάπερ οὖν ‖ πολλάκις εἴρηται,
καὶ τίμια καὶ ἡδέα ἐστὶ τὰ τῷ σπουδαίῳ | τοιαῦτα ὄντα·
ἑκάστῳ δὲ ἡ κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν ἕξιν αἱρετω|τάτη ἐνέργεια,

b8–9 τῶν ... αἱρετῶν desunt L

b10 αἱροῦνται· βλάπτονται desunt L
b11 σωμάτων καὶ τῆς desunt L

b12–13 [εὐ]δαιμονιζομένων deest L

b14 διαγωγαῖς deest L

b15 δέονται deest L
b16–17 ἐν δυναστείαις desunt L

b18 ἐν τ[ῷ] desunt L

b19 οὐδ’ deest L
b20 [σω]μα[τικὰς] deest L

b21–22 καὶ γὰρ ο[ἰ] desunt L

b23 δή deest L

b25 κα[ὶ] deest L

‖ b8 καλὰ καὶ om. Lb ‖ b12 διαγωγὰς
mg.Pbs.l.CcLLbObB95sup.VMb: ἀγωγάς PbCc | ante τῶν
add καὶ L ‖ b15–16 τοιούτων PbCcLB95sup.VMb: τούτων
LbOb ‖ b17 ante δυναστείαις add ταῖς PbCcB95sup.V |

ἀπασχολάζειν LbObB95sup.VMbArab. (555.6: نَولُغِتَشْيَ [yaš­

taġilūna]): ἀποσχολάζειν PbCcL Bekker Susemihl Bywa­

ter ‖ b18 οὐδ’ ὁ LLbB95sup.V: οὐδὲ PbCc: ὁ δὲ ObMb ‖

b20 ἐλευθερίου PbCcLLbObB95sup.V: ἐλευθέρας Mb ‖

b22 αὑτοῖς PbCcLLbObB95sup.V: αὐτῶν Mb ‖ b23–24

φαίνεται PbCcLObB95sup.VMb: φαίνονται Lb ‖ b26 δὲ
PbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb: δὴ Par. 1417 (pace Susemihl and

Bywater, who report that it gives δὴ for the following line)
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1176b27­1177a13

καὶ τῷ σπουδαίῳ δὴ ἡ κατὰ τὴν ἀρετήν. οὐκ | ἐν παιδιᾷ
ἄρα ἡ εὐδαιμονία. καὶ γὰρ ἄτοπον τὸ τέλος εἶναι | παιδιάν,

30 καὶ πραγματεύεσθαι καὶ κακοπαθεῖν τὸν βίον ‖ ἅπαντα τοῦ
παίζειν χάριν. ἅπαντα γὰρ ὡς εἰπεῖν ἑτέρου | ἕνεκα αἱρού-
μεθα πλὴν τῆς εὐδαιμονίας· τέλος γὰρ αὕτη. | σπουδάζειν
δὲ καὶ πονεῖν παιδιᾶς χάριν ἠλίθιον φαίνεται καὶ | λίαν παι-
δικόν· παίζειν δ’ ὅπως σπουδάζῃ, κατ’ Ἀνάχαρσιν, | ὀρθῶς

35 ἔχειν δοκεῖ. ἀναπαύσει γὰρ ἔοικεν ἡ παιδιά, ἀδυνα‖τοῦν-
τες δὲ συνεχῶς πονεῖν ἀναπαύσεως δέονται. οὐ δὴ τέλος ‖

1177a1 ἡ ἀνάπαυσις· γίνεται γὰρ ἕνεκα τῆς ἐνεργείας. δοκεῖ δ’ ὁ |

εὐδαίμων βίος κατ’ ἀρετὴν εἶναι· οὗτος δὲ μετὰ σπουδῆς, |

ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐν παιδιᾷ. βελτίω τε λέγομεν τὰ σπουδαῖα τῶν |

5 γελοίων καὶ μετὰ παιδιᾶς, καὶ τοῦ βελτίονος ἀεὶ καὶ ‖ μο-
ρίου καὶ ἀνθρώπου σπουδαιοτέραν τὴν ἐνέργειαν· ἡ δὲ τοῦ |

βελτίονος κρείττων καὶ εὐδαιμονικωτέρα ἤδη. ἀπολαύσειέ
| τ’ ἂν τῶν σωματικῶν ἡδονῶν ὁ τυχὼν καὶ ἀνδράποδον
οὐχ | ἧττον τοῦ ἀρίστου· εὐδαιμονίας δ’ οὐδεὶς ἀνδραπόδῳ
μεταδίδω|σιν, εἰ μὴ καὶ βίου. οὐ γὰρ ἐν ταῖς τοιαύταις δια-

10 γωγαῖς ἡ ‖ εὐδαιμονία, ἀλλ’ ἐν ταῖς κατ’ ἀρετὴν ἐνεργείας,
καθάπερ | καὶ πρότερον εἴρηται.|
7. εἰ δ’ ἐστὶν ἡ εὐδαιμονία κατ’ ἀρετὴν ἐνέργεια, εὔλογον

| κατὰ τὴν κρατίστην· αὕτη δ’ ἂν εἴη τοῦ ἀρίστου. εἴτε δὴ

b27 κα[τὰ] deest L

b28 [ἄτο]πον deest L

b30 πα[ίζειν] deest L

b31 [εὐδαι]μον[ίας] deest L

b34 παι[διά] deest L

1177a1 [ἀνά]π[αυσις] deest L
a2 δὲ μ[ετὰ] desunt L

a3 [σπ]ου[δ]αῖ[α] deest L

a3 τῶν deest L

a5 σπου[δαιοτέραν] deest L

a6 [ἀπο]λ[αυσειε] deest L

a8–9 μεταδίδωσιν ... ταῖς desunt L

a10 ἀλλ’ ... κα[θάπερ] desunt L

a12 ἐστὶν ... ἐνέρ[γεια] desunt L

a13 ἂν ... νοῦς desunt L

‖ b27 δὴ ἡ L Arab. (555.13: ‘ اضًيْأَلِضِافَلْٱدَنْعِوَ ’ [wa­ʿinda l­

fāḍili ayḍan]—‘and in the case of the excellent person too,’

cf. Akasoy & Fidora [2005, p. 554n139], compare 1178a21,

where the δὴ from καὶ ... δὴ is rendered in the same way, and

1178a5 and 1178a30, where it is rendered as ‘likewise’[ كَِلذٰكَ ]):

δὲ ἡ Oba.r. Par. 1417: δὲ PbCcLbB95sup.VMb Bekker ‖ b28 τὸ
om. Mb ‖ b31 ἕνεκα PbCcLLbObMb: χάριν B95sup.V ‖ b33

σπουδάζῃ PbCcLB95sup.VMb: σπουδάζειν LbOb 1177a2 μετὰ
σπουδῆς PbCcLLbObB95sup.: σπουδαῖος V ‖ a3 ἀλλ’ om. ObMb

‖ a4 ante μετὰ add. τῶν Lb Susemihl ‖ a5 σπουδαιοτέραν
PbCcLObB95sup.V: σπουδαιοτέρου Mb: σπουδαιοτάτην Lb ‖ a9

οὐ PbCcLbObB95sup.V: οὐδὲ Mb | γὰρ PbCcLLbObMbB95sup.V:

ἄρ’ ci. Susemihl
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1177a13­1177b1

νοῦς | τοῦτο εἴτε ἄλλο τι, ὃ δὴ κατὰ φύσιν δοκεῖ ἄρχειν καὶ
15 ἡγεῖ‖σθαι καὶ ἔννοιαν ἔχειν περὶ καλῶν καὶ θείων, εἴτε θεῖον

ὂν | καὶ αὐτὸ εἴτε τῶν ἐν ἡμῖν τὸ θειότατον, ἡ τούτου ἐνέρ-
γεια | κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν ἀρετὴν εἴη ἂν ἡ τελεία εὐδαιμονία.
ὅτι | δ’ ἐστὶ θεωρητική, εἴρηται. ὁμολογούμενον δὲ τοῦτ’ ἂν
δόξειεν | εἶναι καὶ τοῖς πρότερον καὶ τῷ ἀληθεῖ. κρατίστη

20 τε γὰρ ‖ αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ἐνέργεια· καὶ γὰρ ὁ νοῦς τῶν ἐν ἡμῖν,
καὶ τῶν | γνωστῶν, περὶ ἃ ὁ νοῦς. ἔτι δὲ συνεχεστάτη· θε-
ωρεῖν τε γὰρ | δυνάμεθα συνεχῶς μᾶλλον ἢ πράττειν ὁτι-
οῦν. οἰόμεθά τε | δεῖν ἡδονὴν παραμεμῖχθαι τῇ εὐδαιμονίᾳ,
ἡδίστη δὲ τῶν | κατ’ ἀρετὴν ἐνεργειῶν ἡ κατὰ τὴν σοφίαν

25 ὁμολογουμένως ‖ ἐστίν· δοκεῖ γοῦν ἡ φιλοσοφία θαυμαστὰς
ἡδονὰς ἔχειν κα|θαριότητι καὶ τῷ βεβαίῳ, εὔλογον δὲ τοῖς
εἰδόσι τῶν ζη|τούντων ἡδίω τὴν διαγωγὴν εἶναι. ἥ τε λεγο-
μένη αὐτάρκεια | περὶ τὴν θεωρητικὴν μάλιστ’ ἂν εἴη· τῶν
μὲν γὰρ πρὸς τὸ | ζῆν ἀναγκαίων καὶ σοφὸς καὶ δίκαιος

30 καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ δέονται, ‖ τοῖς δὲ τοιούτοις ἱκανῶς κεχορη-
γημένων ὁ μὲν δίκαιος δεῖται | πρὸς οὓς δικαιοπραγήσει
καὶ μεθ’ ὧν, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ὁ σώ|φρων καὶ ὁ ἀνδρεῖος καὶ
τῶν ἄλλων ἕκαστος, ὁ δὲ σοφὸς | καὶ καθ’ αὑτὸν ὢν δύνα-
ται θεωρεῖν, καὶ ὅσῳ ἂν σοφώτερος | ᾖ, μᾶλλον· βέλτιον δ’

1177b1 ἴσως συνεργοὺς ἔχων, ἀλλ’ ὅμως ‖ αὐταρκέστατος. δόξαι

a14–15 [ἄρχ]ειν ... ἔχειν desunt L

a16 [εἴ]τε ... τούτου desunt L

a17–18 [εὐ]δαίμονια ... θεω[ρητικὴ] desunt L

a19 πρότερον ... ἀληθεῖ desunt L
a20–21 καὶ2 ... νοῦς desunt L

a22 πράττειν ... οἰόμε[θά] desunt L

a24 ἀρετὴν ... κα[τὰ] desunt L

a25 [θα]υμαστὰς ... ἔ[χειν] desunt L

a27 [ἡδ]ίω δια[γωγὴν] desunt L

a28 τῶν μὲν γὰρ desunt L

a30 τοιούτοις ἱ[κανῶς] desunt L

a31 ὁμοίως deest L

a33–b33 δύναται θεωρεῖν desunt L

a34 [ὅ]μως deest L

‖ a15 ante περὶ add. καὶ Mb ‖ a18 δὲ om. Mb ‖ a19

τε om. LObMb ‖ a21 τε del. Bywater ‖ a25 φιλοσοφία
LLbObB95sup.VMb Arab. (559.2: ةِفَسَلْفَلْٱِب [bi­l­falsafati]): σο-
φία PbCc | θαυμαστὰς ἡδονὰς PbCcLbB95sup.V: θαυμα-
στὴν ἡδονὴν ObMb ‖ a25–26 καθαριότητι PbCcLB95sup.V:

καθαρειότητι LbOb Bywater: καθαρσιοτητι Mb ‖ a26 δὲ
PbCcLObMbB95sup.V: τε Lb ‖ a27 διαγωγὴν PbCcLLbObVMb:

ἀγωγὴν B95sup. ‖ a29 ante σοφὸς add. ὁ PbCcB95sup. ‖ a30

τοῖς δὲ τοιούτοις PbCcLObB95sup.VMb: τῶν δὲ τοιούτων Lb |

κεχορηγημένων KbPbCcLLbObV: κεχορηγημένοις B95sup.Mb ‖

a34 ᾖ KbPbCcLLbB95sup.: εἴη Ob | ἔχων KbPbCcLLbB95sup.V:

ἔχειν ObMb 1177b1 δόξαι KbObMb: δόξειε PbCcLLbB95sup.V
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1177b1­1177b19

τ’ ἂν αὐτὴ μόνη δι’ αὑτὴν ἀγαπᾶ|σθαι· οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀπ’ αὐ-
τῆς γίνεται παρὰ τὸ θεωρῆσαι, ἀπὸ | δὲ τῶν πρακτικῶν ἢ
πλεῖον ἢ ἔλαττον περιποιούμεθα παρὰ τὴν | πρᾶξιν. δοκεῖ

5 τε ἡ εὐδαιμονία ἐν τῇ σχολῇ εἶναι· ἀσχο‖λούμεθα γὰρ ἵνα
σχολάζωμεν, καὶ πολεμοῦμεν ἵνα εἰρήνην | ἄγωμεν. τῶν
μὲν οὖν πρακτικῶν ἀρετῶν ἐν τοῖς πολιτικοῖς | ἢ ἐν τοῖς
πολεμικοῖς ἡ ἐνέργεια· αἱ δὲ περὶ ταῦτα πράξεις | δοκοῦσιν
ἄσχολοι εἶναι, αἱ μὲν πολεμικαὶ καὶ παντελῶς, | οὐδεὶς γὰρ

10 αἱρεῖται τὸ πολεμεῖν τοῦ πολεμεῖν ἕνεκα, οὐδὲ πα‖ρασκευ-
άζει πόλεμον· δόξαι γὰρ ἂν παντελῶς μιαιφόνος | τις εἶναι,
εἰ τοὺς φίλους πολεμίους ποιοῖτο, ἵνα μάχαι καὶ | φόνος γί-
νοιντο. ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἡ τοῦ πολιτικοῦ ἄσχολος, καὶ | παρ’ αὐτὸ
τὸ πολιτεύεσθαι περιποιουμένη δυναστείας καὶ τι|μὰς ἢ τήν

15 γε εὐδαιμονίαν αὑτῷ καὶ τοῖς πολίταις, ἑτέραν ‖ οὖσαν τῆς
πολιτικῆς, ἣν καὶ ζητοῦμεν δῆλον ὡς ἑτέραν οὖσαν. | εἰ δὴ
τῶν μὲν κατὰ τὰς ἀρετὰς πράξεων αἱ πολιτικαὶ καὶ | πο-
λεμικαὶ κάλλει καὶ μεγέθει προέχουσιν, αὗται δ’ ἄσχο|λοι
καὶ τέλους τινὸς ἐφίενται καὶ οὐ δι’ αὑτὰς αἱρεταί εἰσιν, |

ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ ἐνέργεια σπουδῇ τε διαφέρειν δοκεῖ θεωρη-

b2 οὐδ[ὲν] deest L

b3 [ἔλαττο]ν περι[ποιούμεθα] desunt L

b4 [εἶ]ναι deest L
b5–6 [εἰρή]νην ἄ[γωμεν] desunt L

b7 δὲ deest L

b10 [δόξ]αι deest L
b11 [ἵν]α μάχαι
b13 περιποιου[μένη] deest L

b14–15 ἕτεραν οὖσαν desunt L

b16 [π]ράξεων deest L

b19 τε δια[φέρειν] desunt L

b1 τ’ KbPbCcLB95sup.V δ’ LbObMb ‖ b3 δὲ
KbPbCcLbB95sup.VMb: γὰρ Ob | πρακτικῶν KbPbCcMbArab.

(559.10: ‘ لِعْفِلْٱتِاوَذَنْمِ ’ [min ḏawāti l­fiʿli]—cf. Schmidt&Ul­

mann [2011, p.92]): πρακτῶν LLbObB95sup.V | περιποιούμεθα
KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V: περιπονούμεθα Mb | παρὰ
KbPbCcL s.l.LbObB95sup.V: περὶ LbMb ‖ b5 σχολάζωμεν
KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V: σπουδάζωμεν Mb ‖ b6 πρακτικῶν
KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V: πρακτῶν Mb ‖ b7 ἢ ἐν τοῖς
πολεμικοῖςom. Mb | ἐν om. LbB95sup.V | ἡ ἐνέργεια
KbPbCcLObMb: αἱ ἐνέργειαι LbB95sup.V ‖ b9 αἱρεῖται τὸ
πολεμεῖν KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V: πονεῖν αἱρεῖται Mb ‖ b9–10

παρασκευάζει KbLOb: παρασκευάζειν PbCcLbB95sup.VMb ‖

b12 φόνος KbPbCcOb Arab. (559.15: ‘ لٌتْقَوَبٌورُحُنَوكُتَىَّتحَ ’

[ḥattā takūna ḥurūbun wa­qatlun]—‘so that there are battles and

slaughter’): φόνοι LLbB95sup.VMb Bekker Susemihl Bywater

| γίνοιντο PbCcLLbB95sup.: γίνηται KbOb: γίνωνται Mb ‖ b15

καὶ om. LLb ‖ b17–18 ἄσχολοι καὶ PbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb:

ἄσχολικαι (sic) Kb (note that the accents in Kb have been added

by a later hand) ‖ b18 αἱρεταί εἰσιν KbPbCcObMb: εἰσιν
αἱρεταί LLbB95sup.V
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20 τικὴ οὖσα,‖ καὶ παρ’ αὑτὴν οὐδενὸς ἐφίεσθαι τέλους, ἔχειν
τε ἡδονὴν | οἰκείαν (αὕτη δὲ συναύξει τὴν ἐνέργειαν), καὶ τὸ
αὔταρκες | δὴ καὶ σχολαστικὸν καὶ ἄτρυτον ὡς ἀνθρώπῳ
καὶ ὅσα | ἄλλα τῷ μακαρίῳ ἀπονέμεται κατὰ ταύτην τὴν
ἐνέργειαν | φαίνεται ὄντα· ἡ τελεία δὴ εὐδαιμονία αὕτη ἂν

25 εἴη ἀν‖θρώπῳ, λαβοῦσα μῆκος βίου τέλειον. οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀτε-
λές ἐστιν | τῶν τῆς εὐδαιμονίας. ὁ δὲ τοιοῦτος ἂν εἴη βίος
κρείττων ἢ | κατ’ ἄνθρωπον· οὐ γὰρ ᾗ ἄνθρωπός ἐστιν οὕ-
τως βιώσεται, ἀλλ’ | ᾗ θεῖόν τι ἐν αὐτῷ ὑπάρχει· ὅσον δὲ
διαφέρει τοῦτο τοῦ συν|θέτου, τοσοῦτον καὶ ἡ ἐνέργεια τῆς

30 κατὰ τὴν ἄλλην ἀρετήν. ‖ εἰ δὴ θεῖον ὁ νοῦς πρὸς τὸν ἄν-
θρωπον, καὶ ὁ κατὰ τοῦτον βίος | θεῖος πρὸς τὸν ἀνθρώ-
πινον βίον. οὐ χρὴ δὲ κατὰ τοὺς παραι|νοῦντας ἀνθρώπινα
φρονεῖν ἄνθρωπον ὄντα οὐδὲ θνητὰ τὸν θνη|τόν, ἀλλ’ ἐφ’
ὅσον ἐνδέχεται ἀθανατίζειν καὶ πάντα ποιεῖν | πρὸς τὸ ζῆν

1178a1 κατὰ τὸ κράτιστον τῶν ἐν αὑτῷ· εἰ γὰρ καὶ ‖ τῷ ὄγκῳ

b20–21 ἡδονὴν οἰ[κείαν] desunt L

b22 ὡς ἀν[θρωπινον] desunt L

b23 ἐν[έργειαν] deest L

b24–25 ὄντα ... ἀνθρώ[που](see critical note below) desunt L

b25–26 [οὐ]δὲν ... ὁ δὲ desunt L

b27 οὐ γὰρ ... ἀλλ’ desunt L
b28–29 τοῦ ... κατὰ desunt L

b30–31 [κα]τὰ ... βίον desunt L

b32–33 ὂντα ... ἀ[λλ’] desunt L

b34 τὸ ζῆν ... κράτιστον desunt L

‖ b20 ante ἔχειν add. καὶ Kb | τε PbCcLLbObB95sup.V: τὴν
Kb Bywater: τε καὶ Mb ‖ b21 ante οἰκείαν add. τελείαν
KbObMb Susemihl: om. PbCcLbB95sup.V Arab. (561.5­6: ‘ هُلََّنأَوَ

ةًَّيصِّاخَةًَّذلَ ’ [wa­anna lahu laḏḏatan ḫāṣṣiyyatan]—‘and that it

has its own pleasure’) ‖ b22 δὴ KbPbCcLLbB95sup.: δὲ ObMb

Susemihl | ἀνθρώπῳ KbOb: ἀνθρώπινον PbCcLLbB95sup.V

‖ b23 κατὰ PbCcLLbObB95sup.V: τὰ κατὰ KbMb Bywater ‖

b24–25 ἀνθρώπῳ KbPbCc: ἀνθρώπου LLbObB95sup.V Bekker

Susemihl Bywater ‖ b25 λαβοῦσα KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V:

λαβοῦσαν Mb | βίου τέλειον KbPbCcLLbB95sup.VMb: τέ-
λειον βίου Ob ‖ b24–26 ἀνθρώπου ... ἂν εἴη mg. V

‖ b26 ἂν εἴη KbPbCcLObB95sup.VMb: εἴη ἂν Lb | βίος
κρείττων KbPbCcObMb: κρείττων βίος LLbB95sup.V ‖ b28

ὅσον KbPbCc: ὅσῳ s.l.CcLLbObB95sup.VMb Bekker Susemihl |

δὲ KbPbCcLbObB95sup.V: δὴ L ‖ b29 τοσοῦτον KbPbCc: το-
σούτῳ s.l.Cc LbObB95sup.VMb Bekker Susemihl ‖ b31 οὐ χρὴ δὲ
KbPbCcOb: χρὴ δὲ οὐ LLbB95sup.V ‖ a33 ἀθανατίζειν KbObMb:

ἀπαθανατίζειν PbCc mg.ObB95sup.V: ἀποθανατίζειν (sic) LLb |

πάντα KbPbCcOb: ἅπαντα LLbB95sup.V
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μικρόν ἐστι, δυνάμει καὶ τιμιότητι πολὺ μᾶλλον | πάντων
ὑπερέχει. δόξειε δ’ ἂν καὶ εἶναι ἕκαστος τοῦτο, εἴπερ | τὸ
κύριον καὶ ἄμεινον· ἄτοπον οὖν γίνοιτ’ ἄν, εἰ μὴ τὸν | αὑ-

5 τοῦ βίον αἱροῖτο ἀλλά τινος ἄλλου. τὸ λεχθέν τε πρότε‖ρον
ἁρμόσει καὶ νῦν· τὸ γὰρ οἰκεῖον ἑκάστῳ τῇ φύσει κρά|τι-
στον καὶ ἥδιστόν ἐστιν ἑκάστῳ. καὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ δὴ ὁ κατὰ
| τὸν νοῦν βίος, εἴπερ τοῦτο μάλιστα ἄνθρωπος. οὗτος ἄρα
καὶ | εὐδαιμονέστατος. |

10 8. δευτέρως δ’ ὁ κατὰ τὴν ἄλλην ἀρετήν· αἱ γὰρ κατὰ ‖

ταύτην ἐνέργειαι ἀνθρωπικαί· δίκαια γὰρ καὶ ἀνδρεῖα καὶ
| τὰ ἄλλα τὰ κατὰ τὰς ἀρετὰς πρὸς ἀλλήλους πράττομεν
ἐν | συναλλάγμασιν καὶ χρείαις καὶ πράξεσι παντοίαις ἔν
τε | τοῖς πάθεσι διατηροῦντες τὸ πρέπον ἑκάστῳ, ταῦτα δ’
εἶναι | φαίνεται πάντα ἀνθρωπικά. ἔνια δὲ καὶ συμβαίνειν

15 ἀπὸ ‖ τοῦ σώματος δοκεῖ, καὶ πολλὰ συνῳκειῶσθαι τοῖς
πάθεσιν | ἡ τοῦ ἤθους ἀρετή. συνέζευκται δὲ καὶ ἡ φρόνη-
σις τῇ τοῦ | ἤθους ἀρετῇ, καὶ αὕτη τῇ φρονήσει, εἴπερ αἱ
μὲν τῆς φρο|νήσεως ἀρχαὶ κατὰ τὰς ἠθικάς εἰσιν ἀρετάς,
τὸ δ’ ὀρθὸν | τῶν ἠθικῶν κατὰ τὴν φρόνησιν. συνηρτημέ-

1178a1­2 [τι]μιότητι ... πάν[των] desunt L
a3 [ἄ]μεινον ... γίνοι[τ] desunt L

a5 καὶ ... οἰ[κεῖον] desunt L

a9 τὴν ... ἀρ[ετήν] desunt L

a11 ἄλλα deest L

a12 καὶ πρά[ξεσι] desunt L

a13–14 εἶναι φαίνεται desunt L
a15 συν[ῳκειῶσθαι] dest L

a16 ἤ[θους] deest L

a18 [ε]ἰσιν deest L

1178a1 τιμιότητι PbCcLLbB95sup.VMb Arab. (563.1: ‘ مِرَكَلْٱوَةَِّوقُلْٱِب ’

[bi­l­quwwati wa­l­karami]—‘in power and honourableness’):

ποιότητι Kb: τελειότητι Ob ‖ a2 πάντων ὑπερέχει KbLOb:

πάντων ὑπερέχειν Mb: ὑπερέχει πάντων PbCc: ὑπερέχει
LbB95sup.V | δ’ om. KbMb | εἶναι ἕκαστος KbOb: εἶναι
ἕκαστον Mb: ἕκαστος εἶναι PbCcLLbB95sup. ‖ a3 post ἄμεινον
add. μενον KbPbCc ‖ a7 τοῦτο μάλιστα KbPbCcObMb: μάλι-
στα τοῦτο LLbB95sup.V ‖ a9–10 κατὰ ταύτην KbPbCcObVMb:

κατ’ αὐτὴν LLbB95sup. ‖ a11 prius τὰ om. KbObMb Bekker ‖

a13 διατηροῦντες τὸ πρέπον ἑκάστῳ KbPbCcObMb: τὸ πρέ-
πον ἑκάστῳ διατηροῦντες LLbB95sup.V ‖ a14 καὶ om. L ‖

a16–17 συνέζευκται ... ἀρετῇ om.Arab. (cf.Akasoy& Fidora [p.

562n171] and Ullmann [2011­2012, vol. 2, p. 266]) ‖ a17 αὕτη
PbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb: αὐτὴ Arab. (563.10: اهَنِيْعَِب [bi­ʿaynihā]):

αὐτῇ Kb | τῇ φρονήσει KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb: ἡ σωφρο-
σύνη Arab. (563.10: ‘ ةَُّفعِلَْا ’ [al­ʿiffatu]—cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p.

562n172]) | ante εἴπερ add. καὶ L ‖ a18–19 τὰς ἠθικάς
... κατὰ om. Arab. (cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p. 562n173]) ‖ a19

συνηρτημέναι δ’ αὗται PbCcLLbObVArab.: συνηρτημένη δ’ αὐ-
ταῖς Kb
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20 ναι δ’ αὗται καὶ ‖ τοῖς πάθεσι περὶ τὸ σύνθετον ἂν εἶεν· αἱ
δὲ τοῦ συνθέτου ἀρε|ταὶ ἀνθρωπικαί. καὶ ὁ βίος δὴ ὁ κατὰ
ταύτας καὶ ἡ εὐδαι|μονία. ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ κεχωρισμένη· το-
σοῦτον γὰρ περὶ αὐτῆς | εἴρηται· διακριβῶσαι γὰρ μεῖζον
τοῦ προκειμένου ἐστίν. | δόξειε δ’ ἂν καὶ τῆς ἐκτὸς χορη-

25 γίας ἢ ἐπὶ μικρὸν ἢ ἐπ’ ἔλαττον δεῖ‖σθαι τῆς ἠθικῆς. τῶν
μὲν γὰρ ἀναγκαίων ἀμφοῖν χρεία | καὶ ἐξ ἴσου ἔστω, εἰ καὶ
μᾶλλον διαπονεῖ περὶ τὸ σῶμα ὁ | πολιτικός, καὶ ὅσα τοι-
αῦτα (μικρὸν γὰρ ἄν τι διαφέροι)· | πρὸς δὲ τὰς ἐνεργείας
πολὺ διοίσει. τῷ μὲν γὰρ ἐλευθερίῳ | δεήσει χρημάτων πρὸς

30 τὸ πράττειν τά ἐλευθέρια, καὶ τῷ ‖ δικαίῳ δὴ εἰς τὰς ἀν-
ταποδόσεις (αἱ γὰρ βουλήσεις ἄδηλοι, | προσποιοῦνται δὲ
καὶ οἱ μὴ δίκαιοι βούλεσθαι δικαιοπραγεῖν), | τῷ ἀνδρείῳ
δὲ δυνάμεως, εἴπερ ἐπιτελεῖ τι τῶν κατὰ τὴν | ἀρετήν, καὶ
τῷ σώφρονι ἐξουσίας. πῶς γὰρ δῆλος ἔσται ἢ | οὗτος ἢ

35 τῶν ἄλλων τις; ἀμφισβητεῖταί τε πότερον κυριώτε‖ρον τῆς
1178b1 ἀρετῆς ἡ προαίρεσις ἢ αἱ πράξεις, ὡς ἐν ἀμφοῖν ‖ οὔσης·

τὸ δὴ τέλειον δῆλον ὡς ἐν ἀμφοῖν ἂν εἴη· πρὸς δὲ | τὰς
πράξεις πολλῶν δεῖται, καὶ ὅσῳ ἂν μείζους ὦσιν καὶ | καλ-
λίους, πλειόνων. τῷ δὲ θεωροῦντι οὐδενὸς τῶν τοιούτων
| πρός γε τὴν ἐνέργειαν χρεία, ἀλλ’ ὡς εἰπεῖν καὶ ἐμπόδιά

5 ἐστιν ‖ πρός γε τὴν θεωρίαν· ᾗ δ’ ἄνθρωπός ἐστιν καὶ πλεί-
οσι συζῇ, | αἱρεῖται τὰ κατὰ τὴν ἀρετὴν πράττειν· δεήσεται
οὖν τῶν τοιού|των πρὸς τὸ ἀνθρωπεύεσθαι.—ἡ δὲ τελεία

a20 [πά]θεσι deest L
a21 κατὰ deest L

a33 [δῆ]λος ad finem desunt V1(saec. XI­XII)

1178b1 [τ]ὸ deest L
b7 [ἀν]θ[ρωπεύεσθαι] deest L

‖ a20 ante περὶ add. καὶ B95sup.Mb ‖ a21 κατὰ ταύτας
KbPbCcObMb: κατ’ αὐτὰς LLbB95sup.V Bywater ‖

a22 γὰρ KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V: δὲ Mb ‖ a23 εἴρηται
KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb Arab. (563.12: ‘ رِدْقَلْٱاذَهِٰباهَيِفلَوِّقُلْٱوَ ’

[wa­l­quwwila fī­hā bi­hāḏā l­qadri]—‘so much is said about

it’): εἰρήσθω Aretinus Bekker Bywater | διακριβῶσαι
LbObB95sup.VMb: ἀκριβῶσαι KbPbCc | post γὰρ add.

περὶ Lb ‖ a24 prius ἢ KbPbCcMb: om. LLbObB95sup.V

Bekker | post alterum ἢ add. ὡς B95sup. ‖ a26 ἔστω KbPb

s.l.CcLLbObB95sup.VMb: ἑκάστῳ Cc | διαπονεῖ om. Mb ‖

a27 διαφέροι Mb: διαφέρειν KbOb: διαφέρει PbCc: διαφέρη
LLbB95sup.V ‖ a28 διοίσει PbCcLLbObVMb: συνδιοίσει Kb

‖ a31 μὴ om. Mb ‖ a32 τὴν om. LLbB95sup.VMb ‖ a33

δῆλος ἔσται KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V: ἔσται δῆλος Mb | ἢ
om. ObMb ‖ a34 ἀμφισβητεῖταί KbPbCcObMb: ζητεῖται
LLbB95sup. | τε KbObMb: δὲ PbCcLb: δὲ τι LB95sup. 1178b3

καλλίους KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.V καλαὶ Mb ‖ b3 τῷ δὲ
θεωροῦντι KbPbCcLLbi.r. ObB95sup.VMb: τῶν δὲ θεωρούντων
Lba.r. | οὐδενὸς KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.: οὐδὲν Mb ‖ b5 συζῇ
KbPbCcLObB95sup.Mb: συζῆν Lb ‖ b6 τὰ KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.:

τὸ Mb | τὴν om. LbB95sup.Mb
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εὐδαιμονία ὅτι θεωρη|τική τίς ἐστιν ἐνέργεια, καὶ ἐνθεῦθεν
ἂν φανείη. τοὺς θεοὺς | γὰρ μάλιστα ὑπειλήφαμεν μακα-

10 ρίους καὶ εὐδαίμονας εἶναι· ‖ πράξεις δὲ ποίας ἀπονεῖμαι
χρεὼν αὐτοῖς; πότερα τὰς δι|καίας; ἢ γελοῖοι φανοῦνται
συναλλάττοντες καὶ παρακατα|θήκας ἀποδιδόντες καὶ ὅσα
τοιαῦτα; ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείους; | <ἢ> ὑπομένοντες τὰ φο-
βερὰ καὶ κινδυνευόντες ὅτι καλόν; ἢ | τὰς ἐλευθερίους; τίνι

15 δὲ δώσουσιν; ἄτοπον δ’ εἰ καὶ ἔσται ‖ αὐτοῖς νόμισμα ἤ τι
τοιοῦτον. αἱ δὲ σώφρονες τί ἂν εἶεν; | ἢ φορτικὸς ὁ ἔπαι-
νος, ὅτι οὐκ ἔχουσιν φαύλας ἐπιθυμίας; | διεξιοῦσι δὲ πάντα
φαίνοιτ’ ἂν τὰ περὶ τὰς πράξεις μικρὰ | καὶ ἀνάξια θεῶν.
ἀλλὰ μὴν ζῆν τε πάντες ὑπειλήφασιν | αὐτούς, καὶ ἐνερ-

20 γεῖν ἄρα· οὐ γὰρ δὴ καθεύδειν ὥσπερ τὸν ‖ Ἐνδυμίωμα.
τῷ δὴ ζῶντι τοῦ πράττειν ἀφαιρουμένου, ἔτι δὲ | μᾶλλον
τοῦ ποιεῖν, τί λείπεται πλὴν θεωρία; ὥστε ἡ τοῦ θεοῦ | ἐν-

b12–13 καὶ ... ὑπο[μένοντας] desunt L

b13–14 [κινδυνεύ]οντας ... δώσουσιν desunt L

b15–16 τοιοῦτον ... φορτικὸς desunt L

b17 [διεξ]ιοῦσι ... περὶ desunt L
b18–19 πάντες ... αὐτούς desunt L

b20 τῷ ... ἀ[φῃρημένῳ] desunt L

b21–22 [ὥστ]ε ... μα[καριότητι] desunt L

‖ b8 τίς ἐστιν KbLObB95sup.Mb: ἐστιν τίς PbCcLb ‖

b8–9 τοὺς θεοὺς γὰρ KbPbCcLObB95sup.Mb: τοὺς γὰρ θεοὺς
Lb ‖ b11 ἢ om. Kb ‖ b12 ante τοιαῦτα add. ἄλλα
LbB95sup. | τὰςKbPbCcLLbObB95sup.Mb: τοὺςAld. | ἀνδρείους
KbPbObB95sup.Mb: ἀνδρείας CcLbB95sup.1: ἀνδρείου conj. By­

water (cf. Contrib. p. 69) ‖ b13 <ἢ> scripsi: om. codd.

| ὑπομένοντες Kb: ὑπομένοντας PbCcLLbObB95sup.Mb Bekker

Susemihl Bywater: ὑπομένοντος conj. Bywater: ὑπομένουσι
conieci | κινδυνευόντες conj. Burnet (p. 465): κινδυνεύοντας
KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.Mb Bekker Susemihl Bywater: κινδυνεύον-
τος conj. Bywater: κινδυνεύουσι conieci ‖ b15 αἱ PbCcLb: εἰ
KbObB95sup.Mb Arab.? (565.15: ‘ ةَُّيفّعَلْٱلُاعَفْلَْأَامْهِيْلَإِبَسُِننْإِوَ ’ [wa­in

nusiba ilayhim al­afʿālu l­ʿaffyyatu]—‘and if temperate actions

are attributed to them,’ see the discussion below in the next sec­

tion) ‖ b18 ζῆν τε KbPbCcLLbB95sup.: ζῆν γε Coraes Bywa­
ter: ζῆν Ob: ζητεῖται Mb | πάντες KbPbCcLbOb: πάντες γὰρ
Mb: πάλιν B95sup. ‖ b19 ante αὐτούς add. εἶναι Mb | οὐ γὰρ
δὴ KbPbCcLbObMb: οὐ γὰρ δεῖ Lb: οὐ δὴ γὰρ B95sup. ‖ b20

δὴ KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.VMb: δὲ Susemihl | ἀφαιρουμένου
Kb Arab. (567.1: ‘ يفُِنذْإِ

َ
ءِايَحْلْأَٱلُعِْفمْهُنْعَ ’ [iḏ nufiya ʿan­hum

fiʿlu l­aḥyāʾi]—‘since the action of the living 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): ἀφαιρουμένῳ PbCc: ἀφῃρημένῳ LLbObB95sup.: ἀφῃ-
ρημένου Mbi.r. ‖ b21 τοῦ PbCcLLbObB95sup.MbArab. (567.1:

‘ لِعْفِلَْانَمِ ’ [mina l­fiʿli]—‘of the activity’): τοῦτο Kb | θεωρία
KbPbCcObMb: θεωρίας LLbB95sup.

84



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981­9471.v18i1p67­102

1178b22­1179a8

έργεια, μακαριότητι διαφέρουσα, θεωρητικὴ ἂν εἴη. καὶ |

τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων δὴ ἡ ταύτῃ συγγενεστάτη εὐδαιμονικω-
τάτη.|—σημεῖον δὲ καὶ τὸ μὴ μετέχειν τὰ λοιπὰ ζῷα εὐδαι-

25 μονίας, ‖ τῆς τοιαύτης ἐνεργείας ἐστερημένα τελείως. τοῖς
μὲν γὰρ | θεοῖς ἅπας ὁ βίος μακάριος, τοῖς δ’ ἀνθρώποις,
ἐφ’ ὅσον | ὁμοίωμά τι τῆς τοιαύτης ἐνεργείας ὑπάρχει· τῶν
δ’ ἄλλων | ζῴων οὐδὲν εὐδαιμονεῖ, ἐπειδὴ οὐδαμῇ κοινωνεῖ
θεωρίας. ἐφ’ | ὅσον δὴ διατείνει ἡ θεωρία, καὶ ἡ εὐδαιμο-

30 νία, και οἷς μᾶλ‖λον ὑπάρχει τὸ θεωρεῖν, καὶ εὐδαιμονεῖν,
οὐ κατὰ συμβε|βηκὸς ἀλλὰ κατὰ τὴν θεωρίαν· αὕτη γὰρ
καθ’ αὑτὴν τι|μία. ὥστ’ εἴη ἂν ἡ εὐδαιμονία θεωρία τις.|
9. Δεήσει δὲ καὶ τῆς ἐκτὸς εὐημερίας ἀνθρώπῳ ὄντι·

οὐ γὰρ | αὐτάρκης ἡ φύσις πρὸς τὸ θεωρεῖν, ἀλλὰ δεῖ καὶ
35 τὸ σῶμα ‖ ὑγιαίνειν καὶ τροφὴν καὶ τὴν λοιπὴν θεραπείαν

1179a1 ὑπάρχειν. ‖ οὐ μὴν οἰητέον γε πολλῶν καὶ μεγάλων δεήσε-
σθαι τὸν εὐδαι|μονήσοντα, εἰ μὴ ἐνδέχεται ἄνευ τῶν ἐκτὸς
ἀγαθῶν μα|κάριον εἶναι· οὐ γὰρ ἐν τῇ ὑπερβολῇ τὸ αὔ-
ταρκες οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ αἱ πρά|ξεις, δυνατὸν δὲ καὶ μὴ

5 ἄρχοντα γῆς καὶ θαλάττης πράτ‖τειν τὰ καλά· καὶ γὰρ
ἀπὸ μετρίων δύναιτ’ ἄν τις πράττειν | κατὰ τὴν ἀρετήν.
τοῦτο’ δ’ ἔστιν ἰδεῖν ἐναργῶς· οἱ γὰρ ἰδιῶ|ται τῶν δυνα-
στῶν οὐκ ἧττον δοκοῦσι τὰ ἐπιεικῆ πράττειν, | ἀλλὰ καὶ

b23 δὴ ... συγγενεστά[τη] desunt L

b24–25 εὐδαιμονίας ... τοιαύτης desunt L

b26 τοιαύτης ... ἐνεργείας desunt L

b27–28 δ’ ... ζῴων desunt L

b29 [διατεί]νει ... θεω[ρία] desunt L

b30–31 κατὰ συμβε[βηκὸς] desunt L

b32 [ἂ]ν ... εὐ[δαιμονία] desunt L

b34 ἡ φύσις πρὸς desunt L

b35 [θεραπ]είαν deest L

1179a2 [ἐν]δέ[χεται] deest L
a3 ἡ κρίσι[ς] desunt L

a5 [κα]λά deest L

a6 ἐναργῶς deest L

a8 [ἀλ]λὰ καὶ desunt L

‖ b23 ante ἡ add. ἂν εἴη Kb | εὐδαιμονικωτάτη s.l. Pb ‖

b26 post μακάριος add. τοιαύτης οὔσης τῆς ἐνεργείας LObMb

‖ b28 οὐδαμῇ KbPbCcObMb: οὐδαμῶς LLbB95sup. ‖ b31 καθ’
αὑτὴν LLbObB95sup.Mb: κατ’ αὐτὴν KbPbCc ‖ b32 ἡ om.

Mb 1179a3 οὐ KbPbCcLLbObB95sup. οὐδὲ Mb ‖ a3–4 οὐδ’
ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ αἱ πράξεις ObMbArab. (567.12: لَاوَءُاضَقَلْٱلَاوَ

لُامَعْلْأَٱ [wa­lā l­qaḍāʾu wa­lā l­aʿmālu]): οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ ἡ
πρᾶξις PbCcLLbB95sup.: οὐδ’ ἡ πρᾶξις Kb Aver. (cf. Woerther,

p.219n335) Bekker Susemihl Bywater: οὑδ’ ἡ χρῆσις, οὐδ’ ἡ πρᾶ-
ξις Coraes ‖ a4 ἄρχοντα KbPbCcOb: ἄρχοντας LLbB95sup. |

θαλάττης KbPbCcLObB95sup.: θαλάσσης LbMb ‖ a6 ante κατὰ
add. τὰ ObMb | οἱ KbPbCcLLbMb: οὐ Ob
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1179a8­1179a26

μᾶλλον. ἱκανὸν δὲ τοσαῦθ’ ὑπάρχειν· ἔσται γάρ | ὁ βίος εὐ-
10 δαίμων τοῦ κατὰ τὴν ἀρετὴν ἐνεργοῦντος. καὶ Σόλων ‖ δὲ

τοὺς εὐδαίμονας ἴσως ἀπεφαίνετο καλῶς, εἰπὼν μετρίως |

τοῖς ἐκτὸς κεχορηγημένους, πεπραγότας δὲ κάλλισθ’, ὡς |

ᾤετο, καὶ βεβιωκότας σωφρόνως· ἐνδέχεται γὰρ μέτρια |

κεκτημένους πράττειν ἃ δεῖ. ἔοικε δὲ καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας οὐ |

πλούσιον οὐδὲ δυνάστην ὑπολαβεῖν τὸν εὐδαίμονα, εἰπὼν
15 ὅτι ‖ οὐκ ἂν θαυμάσειεν εἴ τις ἄτοπος φανείη τοῖς πολ-

λοῖς· οὗτοι | γὰρ κρίνουσι τοῖς ἐκτός, τούτων αἰσθανόμενοι
μόνον. συμφω|νεῖν δὴ τοῖς λόγοις ἐοίκασιν αἱ τῶν σοφῶν
δόξαι. πίστιν | μὲν οὖν καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἔχει τινά, τὸ δ’ ἀλη-
θὲς ἐν τοῖς | πρακτοῖς ἐκ τῶν ἔργων καὶ τοῦ βίου κρίνεται·

20 ἐν τούτοις γὰρ ‖ τὸ κύριον. σκοπεῖν δὴ τὰ προειρημένα χρὴ
ἐπὶ τὰ ἔργα | καὶ τὸν βίον φέροντας, καὶ συνᾳδόντων μὲν
τοῖς ἔργοις | ἀποδεκτέον, διαφωνούντων δὲ λόγους ὑπολη-
πτέον. ὁ δὲ κατὰ | νοῦν ἐνεργῶν καὶ τοῦτον θεραπεύων καὶ
διακείμενος ἄριστα καὶ | θεοφιλέστατος ἔοικεν· εἰ γάρ τις

25 ἐπιμέλεια τῶν ἀν‖θρώπων ὑπὸ θεῶν γίνεται, ὥσπερ δοκεῖ,
καὶ εἴη ἂν εὔλο|γον χαίρειν τε αὐτοὺς τῷ ἀρίστῳ καὶ συγ-
γενεστάτῳ (τοῦτο | δ’ ἂν εἴη ὁ νοῦς) καὶ τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας

a11 [κεχορηγη]μένους deest L

a14 [ὑπο]λαβεῖν deest L

a19 γὰρ deest L

a21 [ἐπιφέρον]τας deest L

a24 [θε]οφιλ[έστατος] deest L

a25 [ὥσπ]ερ deest L

a26 συγγενεσ[τά]τῳ deest L

‖ a8 ἔσταιKbPbCcLLbObB95sup.: ἔστιMb ‖ a9 κατὰ τὴν ἀρετὴν
KbPbCcLLbObB95sup.: κατ’ ἀρετὴν Mb ‖ a10 post εὐδαίμονας
add. εἶναι B95sup. ‖ a11 κεχορηγημένους PbCcLLbObMbArab.

(569.1: ‘ ةِجَرِاخَلَْاءِايَشْلَْأَانَمِدَصْقَلَْااوُقزِرَُّدقَنَيذَِّلَا ’ [allaḏīna qadda

ruziqū l­qaṣda mina l­ašyāʾi l­ḫāriǧati]—‘those provided with

a moderate quantity of the external things’): κεχορηγημένοις
KbB95sup. | ante κάλλισθ’ add. τὰ LbObB95sup.VMb Bekker

Susemihl Bywater | ὡς om. Kb ‖ a16 μόνον KbPbCcB95sup.:

μόνων LLbObMb ‖ a17 δὴ KbPbCcLLbB95sup.Mb: δὲ Ob ‖

a18 τὰ s.l.Kb2PbCcLLbObB95sup.Mb: om. Kb | τὸ δ’ ἀληθὲς
KbPbCcObLbMb: τὸ ἀληθὲς δ’ LB95sup. ‖ a19 πρακτοῖς
PbCcLLb B95sup. Arab. (569.5­6: ‘ لِامَعْلْأَٱيِف ’ [fī l­aʿmāli]—cf.

1179 a3­4, where ‘ لُامَعْلَْأَا ’ translates αἱ πράξεις): πρακτικοῖς
KbObMb | ἐκ om. Li.r. ‖ a20 τὸ κύριον. σκοπεῖν δὴ PbCc:

τὸ κύριον. σκοπεῖν δὲ LLbObB95sup.Mb: τὸ κύριον δὴ σκοπεῖν
Kb ‖ a21 φέροντας KbObMb: ἐπιφέροντας PbCcLLbB95sup.

Bekker ‖ a24 post ἔοικεν add. εἶναι PbCcLLbB95sup. Bekker

‖ a24–25 ἀνθρώπων Kb Arab. (569.9: ‘ سِاَّنلِل ’ [li­l­nāsi]—cf.

Akasoy & Fidora [p. 568n200]) Aver. (et si quidem cura sit

Deo de hominibus): ἀνθρωπίνων PbCcLLbObB95sup.Mb Bekker

Susemihl Bywater ‖ a26 post καὶ add. τῷ PbCcLLbB95sup.

Bekker Susemihl | post τοῦτο add. ἤγουν τὸ χαίρειν τῷ ἀριστῷ
καὶ συγγενεστάτῳ Mb
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1179a27­1179a32

μάλιστα τοῦτο καὶ τι|μῶντας ἀντευποιεῖν ὡς τῶν φίλων
αὐτοῖς ἐπιμελουμένους | καὶ ὀρθῶς τε καὶ καλῶς πράτ-

30 τοντας. ὅτι δὲ πάντα ταῦτα ‖ τῷ σοφῷ μάλισθ’ ὑπάρχει,
οὐκ ἄδηλον. θεοφιλέστατος ἄρα. | τὸν αὐτὸν δ’ εἰκὸς καὶ
εὐδαιμονέστατον· ὥστε κἂν οὕτως εἴη | ὁ σοφὸς μάλιστ’
εὐδαίμων. |

a27–28 τιμῶν[τας] deest L

a29 [κα]λῶς deest L

a30 ἄδ[ηλον] deest L

‖ a28 φίλωνKbLbObMbArab. (569.11: ‘ ءِاقَدِصْلْأَٱكَ ’[ka­l­aṣdiqāʾi]

—‘like friends’): φιλουμένων PbCc: φιλούντων L ‖ a29 καὶ
om.Mb | πάντα ταῦτα KbOb: ταῦτα πάντα PbCcLLbB95sup.Mb

‖ a30 θεοφιλέστατος PbCcL1LbObB95sup.Arab. (569.12­13: ‘ ٌّبحِمُ

اًّدجِهِٰللِْإِل ’[muḥibbun li­l­ilāhi ǧiddan]—cf. 1179a24 [569.9] where

the ancient translator gives the accusative ‘ اًّدجِهِّٰلِلاًّبحِمُ ’ [muḥib­

ban li­llāhi ǧiddan]): θεοφιλέστατον KbLMb | ἄρα KbPbCc

s.l.L2LbOb B95sup.: εἶναι L ‖ a31 δ’ om. KbObMb | post εὐ-
δαιμονέστατον add. εἶναι s.l.L | ante κἂν add. καὶ Mb
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4. Notes on the text

1176b17: ἀπασχολάζειν

I print here the text of LbObB95sup.VMb, which is ἀπασχολάζειν; PbCcL, in turn, read

ἀποσχολάζειν.

The Arabic translation gives ‘ نَولُغِتَشْيَ ’ (yaštaġilūna), 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 1177b4­5, the Arabic

version renders ἀσχολούμεθα with the same verb, i.e., ‘ لُغِتَشْنَ ’ (naštaġilu) (cf. 559.11), which

makes a strong case for thinking that ‘ نَولُغِتَشْيَ ’ (yaštaġilūna) is translating ἀπασχολάζειν and not

ἀποσχολάζειν.38

Notwithstanding this, one may think that it is unclear whether ἀποσχολάζειν is a cor­

rection of the much rarer ἀπασχολάζειν or if ἀπασχολάζειν is the result of an error of copy. In

fact, according to the entry on ἀπασχολάζω in theDGE, ἀπασχολάζοντι is reported as a variant

in the apparatus of a passage from Gregory of Nyssa’s de vita Mosis, where the editor prints

ἀποσχολάζοντι instead.39

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: ἀθα-

νατίζειν (attested in KbObMb), ἀπαθανατίζειν (attested in PbCcB95sup.V and in the margin of

Ob), and ἀποθανατίζειν (attested in LLb). In 1177b33, ἀποθανατίζειν is clearly due to an er­

ror of copy by L and Lb. However, this is still not enough to decide whether we should accept

ἀπασχολάζειν, for it would be a hapax legomenon.40

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

the witnesses of the β family tells strongly in favour of ἀπασχολάζειν. The fact Pb and Cc have

38 Besides, Dunlop translates ‘ نَولُغِتَشْيَ ’ (yaštaġilūna) as ‘are occupied with.’Similarly, see Lane and Lane­

Poole (1863­1893, s.v. لغش , pp. 1567­1568) ( نَولُغِتَشْيَ [yaštaġilūna] and لُغِتَشْنَ [naštaġilu] come from the

Form VIII of this root) and the list of uses of words from the root لغش in the Arabic version of the EN

made by Ullmann (2011­2012, vol. 1, p. 190).
39 However, according to the apparatus of Musurillo’s edition, ἀπασχολάζοντι 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 ἀποσχολάζοντι. It is possible, however, that ἀπασχολάζοντι 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 I

mentioned, in which case there would be at least two occurrences of the verb ἀπασχολάζω in the whole

Greek corpus.
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ἀποσχολάζειν, 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 ἀποσχολάζω in the

extant Greek corpus before Aristotle. As a result, although ἀποσχολάζω is also used in some

instances indicate that one is devoting oneself to something in a way that implies abandoning

some serious pursuit,41 this use of the verb comes from quite late Greek,42 and is inconclusive

about howAristotle could be using the word. For these reasons, I have opted for printing ἀπα-

σχολάζειν.43

1177b3: πρακτικῶν

Rassow (1874, p. 70) proposes that one should read πρακτῶν here, which is clearly the

reading of the β family. There is of course some plausibility in reading πρακτῶν, for Aristo­

tle’s idea in this passage is certainly not that, from practical matters (ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν πρακτικῶν),

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 πρακτῶν.

However, not only πρακτικῶν is indisputably the reading of the α family, but also it can be

made sense of very easily if one supplies ἐνεργειῶν with ‘ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν πρακτικῶν,’ so that Aris­

totle would not be talking in general of practical matters, but more specifically about practical

activities.

Moreover, supplying ἐνεργειῶν here is perfectly justified, since Aristotle was talking

about the theoretical activity two lines above, in ‘δόξαι τ’ ἂν αὐτὴ μόνη δι’ αὑτὴν ἀγαπᾶσθα.’

As Rassow himself acknowledges, the referent of αὐτή and αὑτήν in this phrase is something

41 I thank one of the anonymous referees for this objection.
42 According to the LSJ, ἀποσχολάζω 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

cernsAristotle’s conception of leisure and his use of the verb σχολάζειν. 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 ἀνάπαυσις, which is not an end—cf. 1176b35ff), and if Aristotle is

consistent in using the verb σχολάζειν 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 ἀποσχολάζειν), but is also engaging in an activity
that is leisurely, then ἀπασχολάζειν would seem to give the better reading due to philosophical reasons

as well. As a matter of fact, on this scenario, in saying ἀπασχολάζειν, 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 (εὐδαιμονικά) 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 (ἀπασχολάζειν) with such things (and asAristotle
will go on to say in 1177b4: happiness seems to depend on leisure [δοκεῖ τε ἡ εὐδαιμονία ἐν τῇ σχολῇ
εἶναι]).
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like ‘ἡ θεωρητικὴ ἐνέργεια.’

As a result, supplying ἐνεργειῶνwith ‘ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν πρακτικῶν’marks a neat contrast be­

tween the activityAristotle 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: φόνος

The reading of the α family here is undisputedly the singular φόνος, 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.

1177b20­21: ἔχειν τε ἡδονὴν οἰκείαν

I print here the text transmitted by members of the β family and by Pb and Cc: ἔχειν τε

ἡδονὴν οἰκείαν. It is reasonable to assume that this is also the text the Arabic version of the EN

translates.As a matter of fact, theArabic translation has the indefinite ‘ ةًَّذلَ ’ (laḏḏatan) rendering

‘ἡδονήν.’44 In that case, the reading we find in Kb could be a corruption.

The addition of τελείαν (that is found in KbObMb)45 can be easily explained as a gloss

that got into the text: the reference to EN X.5 1175a30­31 makes it clear that what Aristotle

44 I am following here the proposal made by Ullmann (2011­2012, vol. 2, p. 265), according to which,

in 561.5­6, we should read ‘ ةًَّذلَهُلََّنأَوَ ’(‘wa­anna lahu laḏḏatan’) instead of ‘ ةٌَّذلَهُلَنَإِوَ ’(‘wa­ina lahu

laḏḏatun’), which is the reading printed in Akasoy and Fidora (2005) (they print: ‘ ةذّلهلنإو ’). Although

on both readings we have here a nominal phrase (a pleasure <is> proper to them), reading the conjunction

‘ َّنأَ ’ (that) instead of ‘ نَإِ ’ (if), makes the Arabic version more accurate in that it would be correctly inter­

preting ‘ἔχειν τε ἡδονὴν οἰκείαν’ as an infinitive clause that depends on δοκεῖ (if one reads ‘ نَإِ ’ instead,

‘ἔχειν τε ἡδονὴν οἰκείαν’would be translated as a conditional). Now, although Ullmann (2011­2012, vol.
2, p. 265) does indeed give ‘καὶ ἔχειν τὴν ἡδονὴν κτλ.’ as the lemma ‘ ةًَّذلَهُلََّنأَوَ ’ would be translating,

a quick look at his vocabulary of the Arabic translation (cf. Ullmann, 2011­2012, s.v. ذّل , p. 355) shows

that, in general, both Eusthatius (Usṭāṯ) and Isḥāq ibn Ḥunayn employ the definite ‘ ةذّللا ’ to translate

occurrences of ἡδονή with the definite article and the indefinite ‘ ةذّل ’ to translate occurrences of ἡδονή
without the definite article, which is further reason for thinking that theArabic version is translating here

ἡδονή 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 τελείαν. Yet note that the damage begins immediately after ‘ἔχειν τε’,
and that the next line in the ms. begins with ‘-κείαν’ from οἰκείαν. Besides, while ‘ἡδονὴν οἱ-’ is roughtly
the same size of the text that is missing in other lines in which we have about the same amount of damage,

‘ἡδονὴν τελείαν οἱ-’ is perhaps too long for the part of L that is missing, unless, of course, τελείαν was
written above the line. As I take it, all this makes it plausible to assume that L did not have τελείαν
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

‘τελείαν’ 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] 1174a14­17.

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 κίνησις. Accordingly, in the context of 1177b20­21, it would be unclear

whyAristotle would be stressing that the pleasure proper to perfect happiness is complete in the

sense of 1174a14­17, 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 τελεία meaning

to contrast it with other pleasures that fail to be perfect in that they are not proper to activities

that are perfect.46

To conclude, although ‘τε ... καὶ ... τε’ is rare in prose (cf. Kühner­Gerth, 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 Kb is corrupted. Perhaps a

copyist bothered by the ‘τε ... καὶ ... τε’ and by the absence of the article with ἡδονήν added a

καί before ἔχειν (so that we would have ‘τε ... καὶ ... καί,’ which is much more common) and

changed the τε in ‘ἔχειν τε ἡδονήν’ into the article τήν that ἡδονήν was allegedly missing.

1178a23: εἴρηται

There is no palaeographical justification for printing εἰρήσθω instead of εἴρηται as Bekker

and Bywater do. The reasons for emending εἴρηται into εἰρήσθω 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 νοῦς is separate.47 But if εἴρηται is taken as making reference to something

46 I thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me about EN X.3 [=Bywater X.4] 1174a14­17.
47 This is not the only way of construing the phrase ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ.’ It is also possible to supply ἐνέργεια
(as is done by Broadie and Rowe in their translation, for instance) or εὐδαιμονία (as is done by theArabic
translation, and, more recently, by Rackham in his translation). The latter expression (i.e., ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ
<εὐδαιμονία>’) is unheard of. Nowhere Aristotle talks of the happiness of νοῦς. The closest he comes to
that is in 1178a6­7, in which he talks of ‘ὁ κατὰ τὸν νοῦν βίος’, and in 1178a21­22 (immediately before
Aristotle says ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ’), in which he talks about the life and the happiness on the basis of the human
virtues (καὶ ὁ βίος δὴ ὁ κατὰ ταύτας καὶ ἡ εὐδαιμονία). Alternatively, one could take their cue from
Michael of Ephesus, who paraphrases ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ’ as ‘ἡ νοερὰ ζωή’ (CAG.XX, p. 595.21ff), 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 1177a18,Aristotle says that ‘it was said [εἴρηται] 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. Away out of this difficulty consists in taking

the εἴρηται from 1177a18 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 1178a23Aristotle justifies the explanation he gave to the claim

that the virtue of νοῦς is separate (which explanation consisted in saying that ‘so much was said

about it [sc. about the virtue of νοῦς]’) by saying that ‘διακριβῶσαι γὰρ μεῖζον τοῦ προκειμένου

ἐστίν,’ 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 νοῦς, but would be providing

us with an explanation for why this (sc. the claim that so much was said elsewhere about the

virtue of νοῦς) is all he has to say here to justify the claim that the virtue of νοῦς is separate.48

To put it differently, the γάρ 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. γάρ, III.(1), p. 60).

that one should rather supply ζωή with ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ’. Now, although I concede this would make better
sense (since there is nothing weird in talking of a life of the νοῦς), nothing in the context suggests that
ζωή should be supplied here. As I take it, ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ <ἁρετή>’works better. Now, one may still argue
that supplying ἐνέργεια (which is indeed possible given the context) has the advantage of establishing a
clear contrast with the activitiesAristotle 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 1178a9­10 (αἱ γὰρ κατὰ ταύτην ἐνέργειαι
ἀνθρωπικαί). In that case,Aristotle would be contrasting merely human activities, which are necessarily
connected to the body, with the activity of νοῦς, which is separate. However, if we supply ἁρετή with

‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ’, we have an even clearer contrast: ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ <ἁρετή>’ would be contrasted with ‘αἱ
δὲ τοῦ συνθέτου ἀρεταί’ from 1178a20­21. Moreover, supplying ἁρετή allows us to understand without
difficulties the contrast made in 1178a24­25, a passage in which ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ’ [which must be supplied]
is said to need external goods to a smaller extent than ‘τῆς ἠθικῆς,’ which is presumably ‘τῆς ἠθικῆς
<ἀρετῆς>.’
48 In the face of this, one may argue that it is after all better to supply ἐνέργεια with ‘ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ,’ since
Aristotle never talks explicitly of the virtue of νοῦς as being separate from the body in other places.

However, if it is uncontroversial that νοῦς 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 νοῦς is separate
may count as something that was said elsewhere in that it is a corollary of thingsAristotle says elsewhere

about νοῦς and its activity.

92



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981­9471.v18i1p67­102

1178a23: διακριβῶσαι

The agreement between Kb, Pb, and Cc suggests that the reading of the α family is ἀκρι-

βῶσαι. However, as was already made clear by Stewart (1892, vol. 2, p. 453), it is probable that

Kb (and thus also Pb and Cc) omit ‘ΔΙ-’ (from διακριβῶσαι) due to the immediately preceding

‘-ΑΙ’ from εἴρηται, 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 α family is corrupt, and in which Pb and Cc

share an error with Kb.49

1178b12­13: ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείους ... ὅτι καλόν;

These lines have for long caused discomfort.

Afirst source of worry is the adjective ἀνδρείους (nom. sg. ἀνδρεῖος), 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 III.11 [=Bywater III.8] 1116b30ff, in which one reads

‘εἰπὼν ὅτι καί αἱ ἀνδρεῖοι θυμοειδεῖς κτλ.’ (CAG. XX, p. 166.13), which seems to be a claim

about courageous actions.Yet this could be amistake in Hayduck’s edition, since in the sequence

it seems clear that the anonymous scholiast is explaining how exactly θυμός is involved when

courageous agents act (their performance of courageous actions is not motivated by θυμός), in

which case one could think that ‘εἰπὼν ὅτι καί αἱ ἀνδρεῖοι θυμοειδεῖς κτλ.’ should be rather

‘εἰπὼν ὅτι καί οἱ ἀνδρεῖοι θυμοειδεῖς κτλ.’ In any case, the fact that in the lines following

1178b12­13Aristotle uses the adjective ἐλευθερίους (nom. sg. ἐλευθέριος), which is well attested

as a two ending adjective, makes it plausible that Aristotle is using the adjective ἀνδρείους 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 Kb (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: ‘ἀλλὰ <ἀπονεῖμαι χρεὼν αὐτοῖς> τὰς ἀν-

49What theArabic translation is translating here is unclear. It reads ‘to examine’ ( صَحَفَلَا ), which could be

translating either ἀκριβῶσαι or διακριβῶσαι (for the uses of words from the root صحف by the translators

of the Arabic version to render words from the same semantic field—such as σκέψασθαι, σκεπτέον,
ἐπισκεψώμεθα, ἐπιβλέψειε etc.—, see Ullmann [2011­2012, vol. 1, s.v. صحف , pp. 271­272]). In any

case, it is probable that the omission of ‘ΔΙ-’ 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.
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δρείους, ὑπομένουσι τὰ φοβερὰ καὶ κινδυνεύουσιν ὅτι καλόν;’ but the participles ended up the

accusative due to some sort of case attraction (ἀλλὰ <ἀπονεῖμαι χρεὼν αὐτοῖς> τὰς ἀνδρείους,

ὑπομένοντας τὰ φοβερὰ καὶ κινδυνεύοντας ὅτι καλόν;). 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. Kühner­Gerth , 2. T., 1. Bd., §369 3.b), pp. 75­76) and occur a couple of times in

Aristotle.50 However, not only ἀπονέμω 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 followBywater (1892, p. 69) and to emend thewhole passage. Bywater

proposes changing ἀνδρείους into the genitive ἀνδρείου, 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 so?’ (ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείου ὑπομενόντου τὰ φοβερὰ καὶ κινδυνεύοντος ὅτι

καλόν;).

50 The clearest case of this is perhaps Pol. II.5 1263b36­37, a passage in which Aristotle writes ‘ἀλλὰ
δεῖ πλῆθος ὄν ὥσπερ εἴρηται πρότερον, διὰ τὴν παιδείαν κοινήν καὶ μίαν ποιεῖν’ and the subject of
the participle ‘ὄν’ that is being here identified with a multitude is clearly πόλιν, which is also object of
the infinitive ποιεῖν. In fact, earlier, in Pol. II.2 1261a18, 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 διά + acc., see Eucken [1868, p. 39]). A

more controversial example of this sort of attraction is EE II.6 1222b18, where (reading the text of the

mss.) Aristotle writes ‘καὶ ζῷον ὂν ὅλως ζῷα,’ and the context makes clear that the subject of the neuter
participle ὄν must be ἄνθρωπος. Albeit this passage is emended by all editors of the EE, it can be made
sense of without any emendation if ὂν is in the neuter due to being attracted by ζῷον, which would be
a predicate of the subject ἄνθρωπος (pace Rowe [2023, p. 41], who thinks that ‘[t]he MSS’ ὄν 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’ (ἄνθρωπος ἀνθρώπους καὶ ζῷον ὂν ὅλως ζῷα καὶ φυτὸν φυτά). Although this
is a bit harsh in that ‘καὶ ζῷον ὂν ὅλως ζῷα’ would be somehow interrupting the argument (since ‘καὶ
φυτὸν φυτά’ 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 construesAristotle’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.51

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 ἀνδρείους

(which a copyist may have taken as a masculine accusative). However, this does not explain

how we got the text from Kb, 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 ὑπομένοντες that is attested in Kb (instead of ὑπομένοντας, which is attested by

all other mss.) and emending κινδυνεύοντας into κινδυνεύοντες (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 ‘ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείους’ and ‘ὑπομένοντες

τὰ φοβερὰ καὶ κινδυνευόντες ὅτι καλόν;’. Whether we should insert ‘ἢ γελοῖοι φανοῦνται’ or

merely ‘ἤ’ (in which case one could easily supply ‘γελοῖοι φανοῦνται’) is not so clear at first.

However, the latter alternative (inserting ‘ἤ’) is not only more economical, but also quite easy

to explain. In fact, not only Kb omitted the ‘ἤ’ before ‘γελοῖοι φανοῦνται’ inAristotle’s previous

example (the one concerning just actions), but also ‘ἤ’ and the ‘ὑ-’ from ὑπομένοντες would be

pronounced in the same way as a result of iotacism, which makes it even more plausible to think

that a ‘ἤ’ between ‘ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείους’ and ‘ὑπομένοντες ... ὅτι καλόν;’ 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: αἱ δὲ σώφρονες τί ἂν εἶεν;

Kb, which reads εἰ here, seemingly agrees with the Arabic translation, which is perhaps

reason for thinking that εἰ is the reading of the α family. With this text, Aristotle would mean

51 The only exception to this pattern would be 1178b15 ‘αἱ δὲ σώφρονες τί ἂν εἶεν;’, 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: ‘εἰ δὲ σώφρονες <πράξεις ἀπονεῖμαι χρεὼν αὐτοῖς> τί ἂν εἶεν;’, 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. 1178b10­11 ‘τὰς δικαίας’; 1178b12 ‘τὰς

ἀνδρείους’; and 1178b14 ‘τὰς ἐλευθερίους’).

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: ةَُّيفّعَلْٱلُاعَفْلَْأَامْهِيْلَإِبَسُِننْإِوَ )—, it not only has a definite article with ‘temperate actions’

( ةَُّيفّعَلْٱلُاعَفْلَْأَا ), but it also rendered the other answersAristotle gave previously in the form of con­

ditional clauses. In 1178b10­11, ‘πότερα τὰς δικαίας;’ is rendered as ‘if just acts are attributed

to them’ (565.11: ةَُّيِلدْعَلَْامْهِيْلَإِبَسُِننْإِ ); and in 1178b12, ‘ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείους’ is rendered as ‘and

if courageous actions are attributed to them’ (565.12­13: ةُ�َّيدِجَّْنلٱلُاعَفْلَْأَامْهِيْلَإِبَسُِننْإِوَ ).52 Thus, it

would also be plausible to think that the original that theArabic version is translating has rather

‘αἱ δὲ σώφρονες τί ἂν εἶεν;’ 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.53

Now, given that theArabic translation cannot be decisive here, and that, if we read ‘εἰ δὲ

σώφρονες κτλ.,’ the absence of the definite article may indeed cause some concern, I chose to

print ‘αἱ δὲ σώφρονες τί ἂν εἶεν;.’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 ‘εἰ δὲ

σώφρονες κτλ.’ 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 τάς from 1178b12 (ἀλλὰ τὰς ἀνδρείους) into the masculine accusative plural τούς (as

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

52 TheArabic translation does not translate ‘ἢ τὰς ἐλευθερίους’ in the same way because it misconstrues
‘ὅτι καλόν; ἢ τὰς ἐλευθερίους; τίνι δὲ δώσουσιν;’, taking ‘ὅτι καλόν ... δώσουσιν’ 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: نْأَادًِّيجَنَاكَنْإِوَ ).
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 σώφρονες, it is far from clear, in the context, what should be supplied with ‘εἰ δὲ σώφρονες

κτλ.,’, 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 ὑπειλήφαμεν, which appears in 1178b8­9, right before Aristotle

introduces his question about what sorts of actions we should attribute to the gods. In that case,

‘εἰ δὲ σώφρονες τί ἂν εἶεν;’ 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 1178b10­16—so that

Aristotle would be talking of considering the gods to be just, courageous, generous, and, finally,

temperate54, in which case it would be natural to supply ὑπειλήφαμεν in all his questions—, it

seems much more plausible to think that, throughout lines 1178b10­16, Aristotle is testing pos­

sible answers to the question he raised in 1178b10 (πράξεις δὲ ποίας ἀπονεῖμαι χρεὼν αὐτοῖς;),

and that, in doing so, he is showing that all these answers turn out to be unsatisfactory (as the

generalization from lines 1178b17­18 suggests).

1179a3­4: οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ αἱ πράξεις

The text printed by Bekker, Susemihl and Bywater here is the one attested by Kb: ‘οὐδ’

ἡ πρᾶξις.’ Similarly, in Averroes’sMiddle Commentary, one reads something that supposes the

original ‘οὐδ’ αἱ πράξεις’55, also without ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις.’ The text I printed, in turn, is ‘οὐδ’

ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ αἱ πράξεις,’ which is attested by ObMb and by the Arabic translation. There is

another variant here, attested by PbCc and by LLbB95sup.: ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ ἡ πρᾶξις.’ There

are two separate questions to be addressed here, then. First, whether we should read ‘ἡ κρίσις’

or not. Second, whether we should read the plural ‘αἱ πράξεις’ or the singular ‘ἡ πρᾶξις.’

Let me begin with the first question.

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

54 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.
55 Pace Woerther (2018, p. 219n335), who considers the possibility that Averroes ‘ait dépendu d’une

version arabe qui traduisant uniquement la leçon πρᾶξις (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 ‘οὐδ’ ἡ
πρᾶξις’ in that his text also does not mention ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις.’ 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 ‘οὐδ’ ἡ πρᾶξις.’
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it could hardly be explained as gloss that got into the text.56Michael of Ephesus understands this

as spelling out the sense in which self­sufficiency (‘τὸ αὔταρκες’) 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 self­sufficient nor the actions expressive of self­sufficiency depend on excess

(CAG. XX, p. 601.16­20). But this is perhaps a bit far­fetched.57

A more plausible alternative would be to take ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ ἡ πρᾶξις’ or ‘οὐδ’ ἡ

κρίσις, οὐδ’ αἱ πράξεις’ as covering two domains in which self­sufficiency does not depend on

excess. Yet the question concerning the meaning of ‘ἡ κρίσις’ remains.

A first way of making sense of ‘ἡ κρίσις’ on this reading is to say that it refers to the­

oretical thinking58, in which case it is being contrasted with ‘ἡ πρᾶξις’ or ‘αἱ πράξεις,’ which

clearly makes reference to the practical domain. Yet I think it would be somewhat surprising if

‘ἡ κρίσις’ is picking up only theoretical judgments. In fact, if this were the pointAristotle wants

to make, one would expect him to have written ‘ἡ γνῶσις’ instead, like in 1095a5­6, where he

says that the end of ethics is not knowledge, but action (τὸ τέλος ἐστὶν οὐ γνῶσις ἀλλὰ πρᾶξις).

A second way of making sense ‘ἡ κρίσις’ is suggested by EE VII.12 1244b19­20, where

Aristotle says that ‘we have better judgment when we are self­sufficient than when we are in

need’ (ἀμείνω δ’ ἔχομεν κρίσιν αὐτάρκεις ὄντες ἢ μετ’ ἐνδείας). In the context of this passage,

Aristotle clearly has practical judgment in mind, since the idea is that whenwe are self­sufficient

our judgments about the choiceworthiness of our friends are not distorted.

Accordingly, a better way of making sense of ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ ἡ πρᾶξις’ or ‘οὐδ’

ἡ κρίσις, οὐδ’ αἱ πράξεις’ would be to say that Aristotle’s claim is that self­sufficiency does

not depend on excess, and thus that neither our judgment (presumably our right judgment in

practical matters)59 nor our action(s) (presumably our right action[s]) depend on excess, which

would be something expected if self­sufficiency depended on excess, since the rightness of both

56 PaceWoerther (2018, p. 219n335), who considers the possibility that the fact that the Arabic version

found in the Fez ms. has something translating ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις’may be due to contamination from a gloss.
57 No doubt Aristotle will talk of ‘judging by means of the external goods’ below in 1179a15­16. 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, 1179a15­16 seems to strengthen the assumption that the kind of judgment Aristotle has in

mind in the argument from lines 1179a1ff is a judgment about practical matters, as I shall suggest below.
58 On this reading, it ‘ἡ κρίσις’ would be picking up ‘τὸ θεωρεῖν’ from 1178b34.
59 Alternatively, one could argue that ‘ἡ κρίσις’ can refer to judgments that are either practical or the­
oretical. However, given that Aristotle contrasts the claim he makes about self­sufficiency 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 ‘ἡ κρίσις’ he has in mind judgments about practical matters.
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our practical judgment and of our action(s) is dependent upon self­sufficiency.

It may be objected that there is no room for practical or theoretical judgment in the

argument from 1179a3­5 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.60Yet not only, as we saw, there are strong

textual reasons for reading the text with ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις’ (which could hardly be explained away

as a gloss, and is thus the lectio difficilior), but also if ‘ἡ κρίσις’ 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 (κατὰ τὴν ἀρετήν) 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 ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις’ is absent from the text of Kb

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 ‘οὐδ’ ἡ κρίσις’ due to the

latter phenomenon: i.e., the original ‘ لُامَعْلْأَٱلَاوَءُاضَقَلْٱلَاوَ ’ (wa­lā l­qaḍāʾu wa­lā l­aʿmālu) was

corrupted into ‘ لُامَعْلْأَٱلَاوَ ’ (wa­lā l­aʿmālu).61 Besides, the absence of vocalizations probably

led what was meant to be the nominative ‘ لُامَعْلْأَٱلَاوَ ’ (wa­lā l­aʿmālu) translating ‘αἱ πράξεις’

to be read as a genitive (i.e., ‘ لِامَعْلْأَٱلَاوَ ’ [wa­lā l­aʿmāli]) governed by the preposition ‘ يِف ’ (fī)

from ‘ فِارَسْلْإِٱيِف ’ (fī l­isrāfi), which immediately precedes ‘ لُامَعْلْأَٱلَاوَءُاضَقَلْٱلَاوَ ’ (cf. 567.12) in

the Arabic translation (which would explain why the Latin version of Averroes’s text has ‘in

operationibus’).62

60 I 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 ‘ἐν τῇ ὑπερβολῇ’
as ‘in honoribus,’which supposes the original ‘ فِارَشْلْأَٱيِف ’ (fī l­ašrāfi), which, as she argues, can be easily

explained as being due to amistake in reading ‘ فِارَسْلْإِٱيِف ’ (fī l­isrāfi). Besides, althoughAkasoy&Fidora

print ‘ فِارَسْلْإِٱيِف ’ (fī l­isrāfi) in 567.12 (which would be an accurate translation for ‘ἐν τῇ ὑπερβολῇ’),
this is, as their apparatusmakes clear, a correction due to Badawi and that can be supported on the basis

of Dunlop’s translation. In fact, according to the apparatus fromAkasoy & Fidora, the Fez ms. actually

reads ‘ فِارَشْلْإِٱيِف ’ (fī l­išrāfi) (see Ullmann [vol. 1, p. 187] for other occurrences of words from the root

فرش ), which is even easier to mistake for ‘ فِارَشْلْأَٱيِف ’ (fī l­ašrāfi). 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 1155a16­20, where the Arabic
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The second question, namely whether we should read ‘ἡ πρᾶξις’or ‘αἱ πράξεις,’ 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.63 But because the plural ‘αἱ πράξεις’ makes better sense of the

argument, I have given preference to this reading. However, the argument can be construed in

the same way if one reads the singular ‘ἡ πρᾶξις.’

Victor Gonçalves de Sousa

Universidade de São Paulo
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