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THE POLITICS OF ARISTOTLE.

— s

A TREATISE on Politics in eight books, probably The Poli-
identical with that known to us as ‘the Politics,’ finds az'l‘;sd‘:d'm
place in all the three catalogues of Aristotle’s works which all the

have been handed down to us—that given by Diogenes knsst?,‘;les
Laertius in his life of Aristotle, that of the anonymous works.
writer first published by Menage in his commentary on
Diogenes Laertius, and that of ‘ Ptolemy the philosopher,’

which exists only in an Arabic translation .

It is described in the first thus (No. 75)—mno\erikijs dxpod-
gews s 7 Oeoppdarov a Bydes (n: in the second (No. %0)
—moMirikils dxpodaews 7] : in the third (No. 32)—if we follow
Steinschneider’s Latin translation (Aristot. Fragm. 1469
sqq.)—liber de regimine civitatum et nominatur bulitikun
(s. bolitikun) tractatus viii.

The list of the Anonymus Menagjanus is thought by
Heitz? not to be copied from that of Diogénes, but to
be drawn from a common source. Some of its variations
from the text of Diogenes, in fact, are too considerable to
have arisen in the process of copying. It omits works
named by Diogenes, but also names some which we
do not find in his list3. We see that the words d&s %
@coppdorov do not appear in its version of the title
of the Politics. They may probably not have existed
in the document copied. We cannot tell how they came

1 The three catalogues will be translation by Steinschneider.
found at the commencement of 2 Die verlorenen Schriften des
the fifth volume of the Berlin Aris-  Aristoteles, p. 17.
totle—the third of them in a Latin 3 Heitz, ibid. p. 15.
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to appear in the list of Diogenes®’ Did he find them
in the source from which he copied his list, or did he add
them himself? Or are they a gloss which has crept from
the margin of Diogenes into his text? Their meaning is
as doubtful as their origin. They may merely mean that
the Political Teaching both of Theophrastus and of Aris-
totle was arranged in eight books: more probably they
mean that the work was identical with one which was
ascribed to Theophrastus as its author. Cicero some-
times cites, as from Theophrastus, statements the like of
which we find in the Politics; but it does not follow that
he may not owe them to Theophrastus, for Theophrastus
may well have repeated remarks originally made by Aris-
totle, and we know that Cicero distinguishes between the
works of Aristotle and Theophrastus on the best con-
stitution?, so that one part of the Politics at all events
cannot have been ascribed by him to Theophrastus.

The term édxpdagis perhaps implies that the work was
delivered in the form of oral lectures?, and to associates?,
not to ol wmoAAol, but Galen speaks of Aristotle ‘writing’
his éxpodaeis, and makes no distinction in this respect be-
tween them and the rest of his works®. In the Rhetoric
(r. 8. 13662 21)—a reference which may well have been
inserted by some later hand—we find the Politics called

1 See on this subject Zeller, Gr.
Ph. 2. 2. 678. 1.

2 De Fin. 5. 4. II: cumque
uterque eorum docuisset qualem
in re publica principem esse con-
veniret, pluribus praeterea con-
scripsisset, qui esset optimus rei
publicae status, hoc amplius Theo-
phrastus, quae essent in re publica
rerum inclinationes et momenta
temporum, quibus esset moder-
andum, utcumque res postularet.

3 Aristox, Elem. Rhythm. 2. p.
30 Meibom., kafdmep 'Apiororélns
del dupyeiro Toiro wheloTous Taw
dkovodvrwy wapd TINdrwvoes Ty mwepl
tdyafoi dkpéaciv mwabetr' mpogiévar
vap éxaorov vwohapfdvovra A7~
Yreobal o Tév voufopévor Tolvrwy
avfperivoy dyafav k.t N, (Quoted

by Heitz, ibid. p. 210n.)

* Cp. Galen. de Subst. Facult.
4. p- 758 Kiihn (quoted by Heitz,
ibid. p. 138), ’ApiororéNous kal
Ocoppdarov T4 uév Tols wOANois
yeypapdrwy, Tas O¢ dkpodoets Tois
€raipots.

5 See the passage of Galen
quoted in the last note. It seems
to have been a common practice
for the author of a book to read it
aloud to an audience: cp. Cic.
Bratus c. 5I. 191: (Antimachus)
cum, convocatis auditoribus, lege-
ret eis magnum illud quod novistis
volumen suum, et eum legentem
omnes praeter Platonem reliquis-
sent, ‘legam,’ inquit, ‘nihilo minus,
Plato enim mihi unus instar est
omniam.’
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by the name by which we know it (r& moAirikd)’. The
Politics itself speaks of its inquiries as being mepl moAirelas
kal tis éxdorn kal mola Tis (Pol. 3. 1. 1274 b 32: cp. Pol. 6
(4)- 8.1293 b 29, fuiv 8¢ Tiv uébodov elvar mepl mohureias), and
refers at the close of the first book to succeeding portions
of the work as 7& mepi Tas molurelas (1. 13. 1260 b 12). Itis
also implied to be mepi 7éy wohireidr in 6 (4). 2. 1289a 26 2.
References of any kind to the Politics, especially before Probable
the time of Cicero, are scarce, and therefore the question of g:itgei:ngf
the probable date and origin of the two first of these lists— the lists
the oldest, apparently, of the three—is an interesting one, %fjg“e,?zs
for, as we have seen, they mention the work by name. Laerting
Diogenes Laertius himself lived no eatlier than the Xﬁ):;;us
second century of our era and possibly much later, but, as g:;‘:;
is well-known, he derives much of his information from far
more ancient authorities now lost, and his list of Aristotle’s
works has been thought by many to have come to him
through some intermediate compiler or other from Her-
mippus of Smyrna, the disciple of Callimachus of Alexan-
driad, or at all events to precede the rearrangement of
Aristotle’s works by Andronicus of Rhodes, who lived in
the first century before Christ. A short review of the
grounds for this opinion will perhaps not be out of place
here.
We are told by Plutarch (Sulla c. 26) that when the
MSS. of “ most of the works of Aristotle and Theophrastus,’
after being rescued from their long seclusion in careless
hands at Scepsis?, had been carried off by Sulla to Rome
from the Politics, uses the ex-
pression év rais Ilohurias (lege
ITohirelars), and Eustathius, €

Ioheretas (Sus.! p. xlv, note 85).
3 Hermippus lived till about

1 So ‘Alexander of Aphrodisias
(in Aristot. Metaph. p. 15.
Bonitz), év rois HoAirikois : Julian
(Ep. ad Themist. p. 260 D), év Tois
mwoktrikois guyypdupadw, 1 take

these references from Sus.! p. xlv,
note 85. The work of the Platonist
Eubulus also was entitled ’Emi-
okeys Ty Um "ApioToréhovs €
Sevrépw THy Tlohirikdv mpos ™y
II\drwvos Ilohtrelay GvTeLpnuévav
(Sus.! p. xlv: Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2.
678. 1). . .

* Michael Ephesius, quoting

the close of the third century be-
fore Christ.

* See the story in Strabo,p. 608-
9. Strabo speaks of ‘the library
of Theophrastus, which included
that of Aristotle, passing to
Neleus, and forgets to make it
clear whether Apellicon purchased
the libraries as a whole, or only
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with the rest of the library of Apellicon of Teos, Tyran-
nion (a contemporary of Lucullus and Cicero) put them in
otder (évoxevdracfar @ wodAd), and Andronicus, ‘ having
obtained from him the copies which had been made of
them’ (cp. Strabo, p. 609), ‘ published them, and framed the
lists now current’ (wap’ adrof Tov ‘Pddiov ’Avdpdvikov elmo-
picavra 6y dvriypddwy els péooy Oelvar, kal dvaypdrar Tods
viv ¢pepopévovs mlvakas). We learn further from an equally
well-known passage of Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus, that
Andronicus arranged the works of both writers on a new
principle. The passage is as follows:—’Ewel 8 adros
(Plotinus) i dudraéw kal T didpbwaw Tév BiBAlwy moeicOa
Npiv émérpeer, ¢yl B¢ kakelve (Buri Imeayduny kal Tois dANots
émnyyelNduny Toujoar TodTo, mphTov uv Td PiBAla oY kard
xpovovs acar ¢Updny éxdedouéva &ikalwoa, pipnoduevos ¥
> AmoANddwpoy Tov *Abnvator kai ‘Avdpdvikoy TV TepLmaTNTIRGY,
v 6 ptv Enlyappor 1ov kopedioypddov els déka tduovs ¢pépwy
cuvyayev, 6 8¢ Ta 'Apiororélovs kal @ecopdoTov €ls mpayua-
Telas diel\e, Tas olkelas vmobécers els Talrdv cvvayaydy, olrw
3 kal éyo wevmijkovra Téroapa Svra Ewy Ta Tob IMAwrivov
BiBAla diethov ptv els &£ évveddas, 7] TehewdTnTL Tob €€ GpiOpod
xkai Tals évvedow dopévws EmTvxdy, ékdory B¢ évvedde Ta olkela
Pépoy ovvedpdpnoa, dods kal Tl wpdryy Tols éladporépois
mpoBNfuaciy (c. 24).

It would seem from this passage that before the time
of Andronicus the works of Aristotle were arranged in a
confused and merely chronological order—the order of
publication, apparently—and that he introduced the new
plan of grouping them by their subject-matter, following the
example of the grammarian Apollodorus of Athens, who

the writings of Aristotle and
Theophrastus included in them.
He says that Apellicon purchased
‘the books of Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus,’ and fails to notice the
ambiguity of this expression. His
mind is, in fact, absorbed in the
story which he is telling about the
fate of the writings of the two
great Peripatetic teachers, and he

forgets that Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus must have possessed
many books in addition to their
own compositions. Athenaeus in
his account speaks more distinctly,
and tells us that Apellicon pur-
chased ‘the Peripatetic writings’
(ra meprraryrixd) ‘and the library
of Aristotle and many others’
(Deipn. 214 d).
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had in the previous century arranged the Comedies of
Epicharmus in ten great rduot’. The writings of Aris-
totle would include both dialogues and systematic works,
and Andronicus would seem to have grouped them to-
gether, making, not form or date, but subject-matter the
basis of his arrangement. We conclude that in his issue
of the works the mepl dikaioodvys, for instance, would be
grouped with other ethical writings ascribed to Aristotle.
It is possible also that in some cases Andronicus took
separate treatises and formed a new whole out of them
under some general name. Heitz (p. 36) thinks it pro-
bable that he did this for the treatises which together make
up the ‘Physics’ of our editions. He is not stated, how-
ever, to have constructed any new treatise out of fragments
of Aristotle, any more than Apollodorus constructed a new
comedy of Epicharmus. His work would seem to have
been one of arrangement, not of manufacture.

As the dialogues and other exoteric writings were ap-
parently comprised in his edition and interspersed among
the rest of the works? it must have been very different
from our own Aristotle. Many spurious works, again, are
included in our Aristotle which can hardly have been
ascribed to Aristotle in the time of Theophrastus, or have
been republished by Andronicus as part of the Scepsis
‘find,’ though we can well understand that some works of
Theophrastus may have been ascribed to Aristotle or wice
versa, the writings of the two authors having been mixed
up together.

Andronicus’ issue of Aristotle’s works was probably an
event of great importance, though not quite as import-
ant as a hasty reader of Strabo might imagine. When
Strabo asserts, rightly or wrongly, that the Lyceum library
at Athens had come, after the withdrawal of Neleus to
Scepsis, to possess only ‘a few’ of the works of Aris-

1 ¢T4uos here as everywhere Andronicus can have placed the
else must mean a papyrus-roll’ letters and poems; it is, however,
(Birt, Das antike Buchwesen, p. hardly likely thatthey formed part

496). of the Scepsis find.
2'It is not easy to see where
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totle, he makes this assertion with respect to that one
library ; he need not be taken to assert the same thing of
other great libraries of the Hellenic world, such as those of
Alexandria and Pergamon. Strabo’s aim is, in fact, to give
an explanation of the comparative torpor of the Peripatetic
school at Athens during the interval between Neleus and
Andronicus, which was in all probability really due to
other causes. His assertion is limited to Athens; the
libraries of Alexandria and Pergamon were no doubt in
far better case. But even for them the publication of
Andronicus’ texts may well have been an important event.
Not a few spurious works may have found a place among
the writings of Aristotle preserved in these two great
libraries, and perhaps some of the genuine works were
wanting. The Scepsis purchase, on the contrary, would
include only those works of Aristotle which were ascribed
to him by Theophrastus and Neleus, and would probably
include all of these. The publication of Andronicus’
edition, and especially its publication at Rome, would
serve to concentrate attention on the genuine works of
these two writers, and to place them before the world in
their entirety, at a moment when the really great philo-
sophers, orators, and artists of Greece were being singled
out from the crowd with an ardour which was altogether
new. Copies of Aristotle’s works acquired after this date
would probably be copies of the edition of Andronicus.
The question now arises—Is the list of Aristotle’s works
given by Diogenes ordered after the fashion of Andronicus
or not? The answer is not difficult. The list is not quite
the chaos which it appears at first sight to be : on the con-
trary, it is to a certain extent in order ; but its order is not
the order of Andronicus. First we have the dialogues and
other exoteric works, then two or three early abstracts of
Platonic lectures or writings, then we come to a part of the
list in which logical works seem to predominate ; ethical,
political, and rhetorical works predominate towards the
middle; then come physical and zoological works; last in
order we have works designed in all probability for Aris-
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totle’s own use (‘hypomnematic works’), letters, and poems?.
The arrangement can hardly be that of Andronicus2 Dio-
genes'’list of Theophrastus’ works has beenshewn by Usener?
to be derived from the catalogue of a library, and the same
thing may probably be true of his list of Aristotle’s works*.
As the former list is for the most part arranged on alpha-
betical principles, and the latter is not, it is doubtful
whether they can have been derived from the same
library-catalogue, for if they were, we should hardly ex-
pect to find the works of Theophrastus catalogued in one
way and those of Aristotle in another. Be this, however;
as it may, Diogenes’ list of Aristotle’s works is probably
derived from the catalogue of some library which had
purchased its copy of Aristotle’s works before Andronicus
issued his edition—very possibly an Alexandrian library,
but about this we cannot be certain. The mention of the
Politics in it may therefore date as far back as the for-
mation of the libraries of Alexandria, or rather perhaps the
adoption by their authorities of the practice of dividing large
works into ¢books, which is implied throughout the list.
Some believe that this change dates only from the time of
Callimachus, who was chief librarian of the Museum from
about 260 to 240 B.C.5, but the point is doubtful.

We are on surer ground in referring Diogenes’ list of
Aristotle’s works to pre-Andronican times than in at-
tempting to fix its exact date, or the exact source from
which it ultimately came. Diogenes may have copied it
himself from some library-catalogue, or on the other hand

! The list is said by Heitz
(p. 234) to resemble most of those
we find in Diogenes in placing
the dialogues first, the letters and
poems last, and last but one the
hyzpomnematic writings.

For other reasons which make
it unlikely that the list of Aris-
totle’s works given by Diogenes
is ultimately derived from An-
dronicus, see Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2.
51 sq.

% Analecta Theophrastea, p.
13 sqq.

* Heitz’ comment on the title
drakra 8 (No. 127 in Diogenes’
list of Aristotle’s works) is as
follows : ‘one would conjecture
that the substantive to be supplied
is Umopvipara. For the choice of
the title the person who catalogued
the papyrus-rolls isunquestionably
responsible, and we must no doubt
set it down to some Alexandrian
librarian’ (p. 236-7).

% See on this subject Birt, Das
antike Buchwesen, p. 482 sqq.
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it may have come to him through intermediaries. The latter
is perhaps the more probable supposition. Usener believes
that Diogenes’ list of the works of Theophrastus came to him
vltimately from Hermippus of Smyrna, who was the author
of a work entitled Blo:, which dealt, among other subjects,
with the lives of philosophers and orators®’. He admits
that there are peculiarities in the structure of this list
which at first sight make against his view. It is taken, as
he has shewn, from the catalogue of a library, which
apparently added from time to time, by purchase or other-
wise, to the collection of the writings of Theophrastus
which it originally possessed, and catalogued both its
original stock and (for the most part at all events) its
later acquisitions in alphabetical order. Thus the list
consists of a long alphabetical list followed by a shorter
alphabetical list, which is in its turn succeeded first by
a group of books not arranged in any order, and next
by a third alphabetical group. We know that Hermippus
was an accomplished writer and scholar?, and it is natural
to ask, would he have made his list a mere transcript of an
ill-arranged library-catalogue? Usener replies that few of
the early mwakoypdpor did their work any better® Ancient
authorities speak of Hermippus and Andronicus as having
drawn up lists of Theophrastus’ works%, and mention no
one else as having done so; and Diogenes’ list of his
works is clearly not by Andronicus. But if the Bio: of
Hermippus is the ultimate source from which this list
came, it does not follow that Diogenes’ list of the works
of Aristotle was also derived from it. We do not know

1 See Miiller, Fr. Hist. Gr. 3.

35.

2 We owe to him the vivid
sketch of Theophrastus in his
lecture-room which Athenaeus has
preserved for us (Deipn. 21a).

8 ¢ Meae sententiae’ (the view
that the list came through Her-
mippus) ‘illa ipsa obicere possis
unde ex bibliothecae usu ortam
hanc tabulam esse studui osten-
dere. wverum haud scio an im-

merito: nam omnibus antiquorum
mwdkovreliquiis—si librorum tabu-
las ab ipsis scriptoribus aunt disci-
pulis familiarissimis confectas nt
par est excipias—id proprinm est,
quod ea tantum quae in certis
bibliothecis siue Alexandrina siue
Pergamena sine aliis conlecta
erant respici solent wvolumina’
(Usener, Analecta Theophrastea,
p- 24):
* Heitz, p. 47.
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for certain that Hermippus drew up a list of Aristotle’s
works; and if we admit that it is highly probable that
he did, we are still met by the difficulty of accounting for
the entire contrast between the structure of the one list and
that of the other. The list of Theophrastus’ works is
alphabetical ; that of Aristotle’s works is not.
Notwithstanding this difficulty, however, it is perhaps
more than possible that both lists may have come from
the work of Hermippus. They may even have come from
a still earlier source. The Blo: of Hermippus was probably
in part an expansion and revision?! of portions of the vast
work of Callimachus (in 120 books), entitled IT{va¢ mavro-
daméy ovyypaupdrev, or wlvakes Tév v wdon mwadelg dakau-
Ydvrov kal @v ovvéypayrav, which gave lists of authors—
orators, poets, lawgivers, philosophers—classified in separate
groups according to the nature of their writings, and
added in each case the full titles of these writings, the
number of books, the initial words, and the number of
lines. ‘In the case of writers who were the authors of
more works than one the total number of lines contained
in their works was given?’ We are at once reminded
of the remark with which Diogenes concludes his list
of Aristotle’s writings, that they contain 445,270 lines.
His enumeration of the writings of Theophrastus con-
cludes with a similar mention of the number of lines
contained in them. The work of Callimachus, who, as has
been said, was chief librarian of the Alexandrian Museum,
was probably based on the collection of books preserved
in the Museum Library and the€ stores of other Alexan-
drian libraries, and this would explain some characteristics
of the two lists to which reference has already been made.

The Politics, then, is included in a list of Aristotle’s
works which dates in all probability from an earlier epoch
than that of Andronicus. Other indications of its existence

1 See Miiller, Fr. Hist. Gr. 3. 46: ? See Birt, Das antike Buch-
Hermipp. Callimach. fr. 46. wesen, p. 164.

Other
indications
of theexist-
ence of the
Politics.
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are derivable from works whose date is less doubtful and
also probably earlier.

Thus in the Eudemian Ethics the following passages
remind us of passages in the Politics and may perhaps
be based on its teaching—3. 1. 1229 a 28, cp. Pol. 4 (7). 7-
1328a 7: 3. 4. 1231 b 39 sqq., cp. Pol. 1. 9. 1257a 6 sqq.
(where however both uses of the shoe are said to be ka8’
aird): 7. 2.1238Db 7 sq., cp. Pol. 4 (7). 13. 13322 105qq.? :
7. 10. 1242 a 6 sqq., cp. Pol. 3. 6. 1248 b 20 sq.: 7. 10.
1242 a 13-31, cp. Pol. 4 (7). 8. 1328 a 28 sqq.™

In the Magna Moralia the following—1. 25. 1192 a 16
sqq., cp. Pol. 1. 9. 1258 a 10 sq. and 10. 1258 a 21 sq.: I.34.
1194b 9, cp. Pol. 6 (4). 11. 1295b 25: 1. 34.1194 b 18, cp.
Pol. 1. 4. 1254 a 12.

The so-called first book of the Oeconomics (which is
ascribed by Philodemus to Theophrastus?, though Zeller
(Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 944) is half inclined to ascribe it to Eude-
mus) is to a large extent a reproduction of the teaching of
the Politics on this subject, though the writer also makes use
of the Laws of Plato and the writings of Xenophon. The
compiler of the so-called second book of the Oeconomics,
which seems to be of a later date, is also apparently ac-
quainted with the Politics (compare Oecon. 2. 1346 a 26
sqq. with Pol. 1. 11. 1259 a 3 sq.)-

Indications of an acquaintance with the Politics appear
also in the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, which is wrongly
included among the works of Aristotle: e.g. in 3. 14242 12
sqq., with which Zeller (Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 78. 2) has compared
Pol. 8 (6). 4. 1318 b 27-38 (cp. also Pol. 8 (6). 5. 1320Db 11
sqq.): also in 3. 1424b 3 sqq., cp. Pol. 7 (5). 8. 1308 b 34

! Since the above was written,
I find that Susemihl has drawn
attention to one of these passages
(Eth. Eud. 7. 2. 1238 b §sqq.) in
his third edition of the Politics
(p. xix, note). He also thinks that
in Eth. Eud. 7. 15. 1248 b 26 sqq.
the writer had Pol. 4 (7).13.1332a
215sqq. before him. Zeller (Hermnes

15. 553 sqq.) holds that in Eth,
Eud. 2. 1. 1218 b 32 sqq. the writer
had before him, not only Eth. Nic.
1. 8. 1098 b 9 sqq., but also Pol.
4 g7). 1. 1323 a 21 sqq.

Phi‘odemus de Virtutibus et
Vitiis lib. ix. col. 7, reprinted in
Aristotelis Oeconomica, ed. Gétt-
ling, p. 45.



TRACES OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE WORK. xi

sqq., 1309 a 22 sq., and Pol. 6 (4). 13. 1297 b 6 sq. : also in
3. 1424 b 10 sqq., cp. Pol. 7 (5). 8. 1309 a 14-23.

An acquaintance with Pol. 7 (5). 4. 1303 b 28 sqq. on the
part of the writer of the De Animalium Motione may
possibly be indicated in c. 7. 701 b 24 sqq.

So again, in the passage from Theophrastus wepl Bacielas
of which we have the substance and something more in
Dionys. Hal. Ant. Rom. 5. 73—4, we seem to detect many
reminiscences of the Politics, and especially a clear
reminiscence of Pol. 3. 14. 1285a 30 sqq. If Bernays is
right (Theophrastos iiber Frommigkeit, p. 61-sqq.) in
regarding Porphyr. de Abstin. 2. 12 sqq. as an excerpt from
Theophrastus, the disciple perhaps refers in the words el 3¢
Aéyor 7is k.r.\. to his master’s teaching in Pol. 1. 8. 1256 b

15 sqq. ‘

In the Fragments of Aristoxenus, again, we seem to
trace occasional echoes of the Politics: compare, for instance,
Fragm. 19 from his ITvfayopikal dmoddoeis (Miiller, Fr. Hist.
Gr. 2. 278) with Pol. 2.8. 1269 a 14 sq., and Fragm. 20 with

Pol. 4 (7). 16. 1335 a 11 sqq.!

1 Tt is unfortunate that the loss
of a few letters in the Herculanean

papyri on which what remains of

the work of Philodemus de Virtu-
tibus et Vitiis is written makes it
uncertain whether Metrodorus,
the friend and disciple of Epicu-
rus, had or had not seen the
Politics. Philodemus says in the
Ninth Book of this work (col. 21: I
quote from the text of it appended
to Géttling’s edition of the Oeco-
nomica ascribed to Aristotle)—
kdmera & . . . . as €xew Gs ToUs TE
moAhads ééehéyxalvrels évl’ v évav-
rlws [t adrois] karnyo[pd]ow tmép
TGV alrdv, kal Tév dy[velovpévey Ti
&&ﬂa]xowes, 8[m]ep "AptaroréN[ns]
émabev [kara] Tov év 1, me[p]i
r[oherikiis] Ndyov tmép Tod oy [p]év
[:iya]&‘w dvdpa xai xpnulemiorily
dyafiv elvar, Tov 8[¢] PplavA]ov’ kal

VOL. II.

xpyeariaTiv [Ppatlhov, ds 6 Mp-
Tpddwpos [lmé[leber. Gittling
(p. 206) supposes that the refer-
ence is to Eth. Nic. 4. 1, but
the context (col. 17 sqq.) might
equally well be taken to refer to
the passage about Thales in Pol.
1. 11. 1259 2 .6-18. Tt is, in fact,
just possible that the word which
Gottling supplies as moAirikys, or
mohetrikis, was mohireilas—Rose
supplies molirelas and takes the
reference to be to Pol. 1. 8-10—
but it seems more probable that
the reference is to a dialogue, in
which case we may supply either
mhotrov (with Spengel, followed
by Heitz, p. 195, and Zeller, Gr.
Ph.2.2.61.1),0r possibly mo\rikot.
When Metrodorus is related (Plu-
tarch adv. Colot. ¢. 33) to have
found fault with philosophers, who
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Hieronymus of Rhodes, who lived at the close of the fourth
and in the first half of the third century B.C., seems from
Diog. Laert. 1. 26 to have told in his Zwopddnw dmouvijuara
the story about Thales which we read in Pol. 1. 11, and
in a form which, though shortened, is very similar to that
of the Aristotelian narrativel. It is, however, possible that
the two writers derived it from a common source.

In the dialogue entitled Erastae, which is included among
Plato’s works, though it can hardly be his, there are things
which remind us of Aristotle’s teaching: the distinction
drawn (135 C sqq.) between 6 mijv réxvnr €wv and é memaidev-
pévos is perhaps more emphasized than we expect to find
it in a pre-Aristotelian work and recalls, among other
passages of Aristotle, Pol. 3. 11. 1282 a 3 sqq.; wenote also
that the teaching of the first book of the Politics is contra-
dicted, intentionally or otherwise, in 138 C. But we cannot
say positively that the writer is acquainted with the Politics.

Polybius has often been said to show no acquaintance
with the Politics, and it must be confessed that though
there are passages in his Sixth Book which remind us at
once of the Politics?, it is not clear that he had a first-hand
knowledge of it. His account of the origin of society and
his constitutional teaching seem rather to be based on the

in their pride misinterpreted the
function of philosophy, and made
themselves ridicnlous by seeking
to rival Lycurgus and Solon, he
may be referring to the Republic
and Laws of Plato, not to Aristotle.

! Since the above was written,
1 find that Prinz (De Solonis Plu-
tarchei fontibus, p. 24) and Suse-
mihl (Sus.® p. xix) have already
drawn attention to this.

2 Compare Polyb. 6. 57. 2,
dvoly 8¢ Tpémwy dvrwv kel obs
Pleipeabar mépuke wav yévas moki-
relas, Tad pév éfwbev, 100 &' év adrois
¢uopévov with Aristot. Pol.7(5). 10.
1312 b 38 sq. and other passages :
Polyb. 6. 18. 5 with Aristot. Pol.

4 (7). 15. 1334 a 25 sqq.: Polyb.
6. 3. 7 with Aristot. Pol. 2. 6.
1265 b 33 sqq- The account of
Bagteia in Polyb. 6. 6. 10 sqq. re-
minds us of that of Aristotle:
Polybius’ fear of adénois imep 7
déov (6. 10. 7) reminds us of Aris-
totle’s warnings against a¥fnots
mwapa 16 dvdhayov (7 (5). 3. 1302 b
335qg.,¢p.7 (5)-8.1308 b 10 sqq.);
and the language of Polybius as
to the Roman Constitution (6.
11.11 sqq.) resembles that of Aris-
totle about the Lacedaemonian
constitution (Pol. 6 (4). 9. 1294 b
13 sqq.), no less than that of
Plato (Laws 712 C sqq.).
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views which were fashionable in the third century before
Christ than on the teaching of the Politics.

Society originates, according to him, in the gregarious
tendencies common to man and many other animals, not in
the household relation, and just as a herd of bulls is led by
the strongest, so the primitive form of Monarchy among
men is the rule of the strongest and boldest. It is only
after a time, in the view of Polybius, that the experience
of social life developes in man an &woia Tod dikalov kai T0d
ddikov, Tob kaloD kal Tod aloxpod (Polyb. 6. 5. 10: 6. 6. 7,9)1!
—Aristotle, on the contrary, had held perceptions of this
kind to be presupposed by human society (Pol. 1. 2.
1253 a 15 sqq.)—and that the Monarchy of the strongest
gives place to Kingship, which Aristotle had said to be the
primitive constitution. All' unmixed constitutions, how-
ever, have, according to Polybius, a tendency to degenerate,
and so Kingship passes into Tyranny. Aristocracy, the
rule of the few good, succeeds, and in its turn passes into
Oligarchy, the rule of a bad few. Then comes Democracy,
the rule of a virtuous Many, followed by bchlocracy, the
rule of a vicious Many. Combine Kingship, Aristocracy,
and Democracy in one constitution, and much will have
been done to prevent constitutional decline and change.
Thus Polybius recommends a mixture of these three con-
stitutions ; this is what mixed government means to him,
something quite different from what it means to Aristotle.

We know that even in Aristotle’s time there were those
who commended the kind of mixed government which Poly-
bius commends?. The Lacedaemonian constitution gave
the hint of it. But in the century after Aristotle’s death the
union of kingship, aristocracy, and democracy rose more
than ever into credit, vigorously preached by the Stoics,
and also probably by the Peripateti¢ Dicaearchus. Polybius
inherited this theory, and handed it on to Cicero and the
eulogists of the English constitution in the last century.

1 Compare the similar view of 2 See Aristot. Pol. 2. 6. 1265 b
the Epicureans (Porpbyr. de 33 sqq.
Abstin. 1. 10).
b 2
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A connexion has been ingeniously suggested! between
the constitutional views of Polybius and those of the
Eighth Book of the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle
(c. 12. 1160 a 31 sqq.). Polybius may perhaps have
been acquainted with this treatise? but it is more probable
that the source from which he drew was the TpuroAirixds
of Dicaearchus® or some other intermediate authority*.
His theory of constitutional change would be suggested
or confirmed by the history of Rome, in which the povapxia
of Romulus was succeeded by the kingship of Numa, and
the tyranny of Tarquin by the aristocracy of the early
Republic and the mixed constitution which Polybius com-
mends.

Cicero inherited far more from the Politics than Polybius.
He lived like Aristotle at a time which greatly needed
moral reinvigoration, and, like Aristotle, he sought this at
the hands of the State. He accepts Aristotle’s account of
the end of the State (de Rep. 4. 3. 3: 5. 6.8),as he accepts
his account of its origin (de Rep. 1. 25. 39), rejecting that of
Epicurus (1.25. 40). It exists to promote ‘ good and happy
life” But if we ask what kind of State best fulfils this end,
the answer is that a combination of kingship, aristocracy,
and democracy does so. Here he returns to the views of
Polybius. As to unmixed constitutions, kingship is the
best of them, but they are all very liable to decline into
forms not based on ‘iutis consensus et utilitatis com-
munio’—into tyranny, the rule of a faction, and anarchy
(de Rep. 1. 45. 69). Cicero goes far beyond Aristotle in
his condemnation of the perverted forms and denies to the

1 By the late Mr. R. Shute in the Ilepl Awaiogivnys, not in the
an unpublished essay. Nicomachean Ethics. See Cic.
2 Polyb. 3. 4. 11 at any rate de Rep. 3. 6. 4: 3. 7. 10:
appears to echo Eth. Nic. 2, 2. 3.8.12. This, however, does not
1104 b 30 sq. necessarily prove that the Nico-

3 See Miller, Fr. Hist. Gr. 2.
242.

+ It is worthy of notice that
when Carneades wished to attack
Aristotle’s notion of justice, he
would seem to have sought it in

machean Ethics was not well-
known at that time ; the other work
may have been still better known,
or it may have contained in its
four large books a fuller treatment
of the subject.
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communities in which they exist the name of ‘ res publicae’
(de Rep. 1. 25. 39: Augustini argumentum libr. iii: de
Rep. 3. 31. 43).

To devise a best State is, in Cicero’s view, beyond the
power of any single inquirer. The only way to arrive at
a true conception of the best State is to study the Roman
constitution, which is the work of many generations and
centuries, and hence of unsurpassed excellence (de Rep.
1. 46. 70: 2. 1. 2). It is to the experience of Rome, there-
fore, that Cicero has recourse, when he seeks to discover
what institutions best promote a good and happy life. The
institutions which do so are Roman institutions—the cen-
sorship, the patria potestas, and others. Cicero has too
much national feeling to follow Greek guidance in politics
implicitly, and there is a certain originality in the way in
which he accepts the central principle of the Politics with-
out accepting its application in detail. His main aim is
a conservative. aim—to recall his countrymen to a sense of
the value of the triple constitution under which Rome had
achieved greatness, and which was increasingly imperilled
every day by the rising tendency to autocracy,

Cicero inherited much from the Politics, but it does not
necessarily follow that he had a first-hand acquaintance
with the book itself. There are passages in the De Repub-
lica which seem to indicate such an acquaintance. Thus
it is possible that the procedure of Aristotle in the first
and third books of the Politics is present to Cicero’s mind,
when he announces his intention of departing from the
practice of those learned inquirers on politics who begin
with the union of male and female, the birth of offspring,
and the formation of a body of kinsfolk, and frequently
distinguish the various meanings in which this or that word
is used (de Rep. 1. 24. 38: see vol. i. p. 34). His criticisms on
Plato’s Communism (de Rep. 4. 4.4) seem still more clearly
to imply an acquaintance with the Politics. The following
passages may also be compared: de Rep. 1. 34..51 with
Pol., 1. 2. 1252 a 30 sq. and with 6 (4). 8. 1293b 38 sqq.,
1294b 1%.sq.—de Rep. 1. 35. 55 with Poi. 3. 16. 1287 b
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Musica.
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11 sqq.—de Rep. 2. 12. 24 with Pol. 2. 9. 1271 a 20sq. and
2. 1I. 1272b 38 sqq.—de Rep. 3. 25. 37 sub fin. with
Pol. 1. 4. 1254 a 14 sq.l.

One would suppose from the De Finibus? that Cicero
was at all events acquainted with the part of the Politics
which treats of the ‘optimus rei publicae status,” were it
not that in the De Republica® he makes Laelius contrast
the method of Plato, who constructed a model State, with
that of all other inquirers. All save Plato disseruerunt
sine ullo certo exemplari formaque rei publicae de generibus
et de rationibus civitatum.” Cicero himself will in the De
Republica so far follow Plato’s example as to investigate
‘non vaganti oratione, sed defixa in una re publica.” It
certainly looks as if Cicero was not aware, when he wrote
the De Republica, that both Aristotle and Theophrastus
had sketched the best form of the State.

In reading the fragmentary remains of Philodemus de
Musica {ed. Kemke), we often notice that Philodemus
combats, or refers to, arguments which remind us of those
used in the Fifth Book of the Politics. Thus Kemke
(pp. xiii-xiv) compares lib. 3. fragm. 52 (in his edition)
with Pol. 5 (8). 5. 1340a 18 sqq.: fragm. 53 with 1340a
14 sq.: fragm. 65, 66 with 5 (8). 7. 1342a 8 sqq. One or
two other passages of which the same thing may be said are
'noted by Gomperz, Zu Philodem’s Biichern von der Musik,
p. 18 sq. (lib. 3. fr. 24: cp. 5 (8). 5. 1340 b 2) and p. 31 (lib. 3.
fr. 54: cp.1340a 22). Perhaps the following passages may
also be added to the list—lib. 1.fr. 16, cp. 5 (8).3.1338 b 1:
fr. 17, cp. 5 (8). 5. 1340a 2-5: lib. 3. fr. 45 (where é&[x]o-
¢a|iv]era[t] should probably be read in place of &[AN"] &
¢d[ox]erali], Kemke), cp. 5 (8). 5.1339 b 8-10: fr. 55 and
lib. 4. col. 3. 23 sqq., cp. 5 (8). 5. 1340 a 12 sqq.: lib. 4. col.
15 559, Cp. 5 (8). 5. 1339 a 16 sq. : col. 16.17 sqq., cp. 5 (8).
3. 13382 24 sqq. On these similarities the observations of
Gomperz, pp. 28-29, are well worth reading. The language

! See also Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 151. 6.
2 5. 4. 10 ¥ 2. 11, 22,



PHILODEMUS AND OTHER WRITERS. xvii

of these passages, as he remarks, differs sufficiently from
that of the Politics to make it probable that Philodemus
had not the Politics before him, but either some work of
Aristotle’s (a dialogue, Gomperz thinks) used by him in the
composition of the Politics, or some work which reproduced
the Politics. It is evident, however, that the subjects dis-
cussed in the Fifth Book had been much discussed before
Aristotle dealt with them, and possibly some at any rate of
the expressions which strike us as similar in the Politics
and the De Musica may have been originally used by
inquirers of an earlier date than Aristotle, and have come
both to him and to Philodemus by inheritance.

If Meineke is right, and the short sketch of the political
teaching of the Peripatetics contained in the Eclogae of
Stobaeus (2. 6. 17) is taken from the work of Areius
Didymus, the instructor of the Emperor Augustus, then
we have clear evidence that the Politics was well known
to this writer, for nearly everything in the sketch is derived
from the Politics 1.

The writer whom Plutarch follows in the latter part of
the second chapter of his Life of Crassus was probably
acquainted with the Politics, for the following passage
contains several expressions familiar to readers of its
first book. Plutarch here says of Crassus as an owner
of slaves—rooovrovs éxékmro Kkal Towdrovs . . . avrds émi-
oraTédy pavbdvovet kai mpooéywv kal diddokwy kal SAes voullwy
7§ Seomdry mpooijkew pdAiota Ty wepl Tods oikétas émuéleiay
Gs dpyava Eupuxa - riis olkovopixkiis. Kal Tolro uev dpdds 6
Kpdoaos, elmep, bs é\eyev, fyelro 1o pév dAAa did Tdv olkerdy
Xpivai, Tods 8¢ olkéras B’ adrod xvBepvdys Thv ydp olkovouukny
&y &yrdyois xpnparioTiky odoay év dvfpdmois mONTUKNY YLyvo=
pévmy Spduer? éxeivo B2 ok €3, 70 pndéva voulleww undd pdorew

! See Stobaeus, Eclogae (ed. said by Aristotle, who would not
Meineke), tom. 2. pp. clii,, cliv-v., allow the identity of any section
and R. Volkmann, Leben Schriften  of oikovouws either with xpnpario-
und Philosophie des Plutarch von  rwq or moherwy, yet his teaching
Chaeroneia, 1. 154 sqq- in_the Politics perhaps underlies

? This is of course nowhere this modification of it.
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elvar mhovator ds ob ddvarar Tpépew amd Tiis obaias aTpaTdmedor
(6 yap mohemos ob Terayuéva oureitar kard Tov ’Apxidapov,
&08' & mpds méhewov mhodros ddpioros). Crassus (c. 3) was
interested in the teaching of Aristotle, and was instructed
in his doctrines by a Peripatetic named Alexander?, from
whom these facts about him may ultimately be derived.

The writer, again, whom Plutarch followed in Agis c. 5
may possibly have sought to meet the criticisms which
Aristotle passes in Pol. 2. 9. 1270 a 18 sqq. on the laws of
the Lacedaemonian State, and to show that Lycurgus was
not in fault. See my notes on 1270a 4 and 19.

Those who are well versed in the Greek and Latin
writers of the earlier Roman Empire will probably be able
to add to the following scanty list of passages from writers
of that epoch, which seem to indicate an acquaintance,
direct or indirect, with the Politics or with some points of
its teaching :—

Plin. Epist. 4. 17 (cp. Pol. 3. 11. 1281 a 42 sqq.)?:

Dio Chrysostom, Or. 3. 115 R sqq. (?): the reference in
Or. 36. 83 R to the dyafyy &£ dndvroy dyadéy mélw : Or. 4.
267 R, cp. Pol. 2. 6. 1264b 39: Or. 14. 439 R, cp. Pol. 3.
6.1278b 36:

Plutarch, De Monarchia Democratia et Oligarchia (if the
work be his), c. 1, kafdmep yap dvfpdmov Blor mAéoves, EoTe kal
duov moirela Blos (cp. Pol. 6 (4). 11. 1295 a 40): several
passages in the Reipublicae Gerendae Praecepta—c. 15.
812 B, where the mpopeis is spoken of as the dpyavor of the
«kvBeprimns (cp. Pol. 1. 4. 1253 b 29): c. 15. 812 D, od yap
povoy tijs duvdpews k.7.A. (cp. Pol. 2. 11. 1273b 12 sqq.):
c. 17 gnit. (cp. Pol. 2. 2.1261a 37 sqq.): c. 24 #uit. (cp. Pol.
4 (7). 2. 1324 b 26 sq. and 4 (7). 3. 13252 34 5q9Q.?): c. 32.
825 A, &\\& moAkaxis k.T.A. (cp. Pol. 7 (5). 8. 1308a 315qq.).
In passages like these, however, Plutarch may well be

! Some particulars respecting contain a reminiscence of Poet. 7.
him will be found in Stahr, Aris- 1450D 34 sqq., rather than of Pol.
toteles bei den Roemern, p. 18. 4 (7). 4. 13262 33 sq.

? Plin.. Epist. 1. 20 seems 1o
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reproducing, not the Politics, but some work which the
Politics reproduces—very possibly the Polities of Aristotle—
for we find Plutarch in the last-named passage (c. 32. 825
A-C) relating stories similar to those told in Pol. 7 (5). 4-
1303 b 20sqq., and 37 sqq., but with more fulness of
detail, and these are stories which may well have found a
place in the Polities. In Plutarch’s An Seni sit gerenda
Respublica, ¢. 7. 787 C-D, we are reminded of Pol. 4 (7).
14. 1332 b 38 sqq., but it would be quite unsafe to infer an
acquaintance with the Politics from this passage. So again,
in the De Cupiditate Divitiarum (c. 8. 527 A) the lovers of
wealth are divided into two classes, just as they are in
Pol. 1. g—those who make no use of their wealth and those
who squander it on pleasures—but Plutarch here quotes
from Aristotle an expression which does not occur in the
Politics, and he may well be making use of a dialogue of
Aristotle in which similar views were. put forth. In [Plu-
tarch] de Liberis Educandis c. 13. 9 C, the saying =és ¢
Bios Tudy els dveow kai omovdny dujpnrar reminds us of Pol.
4 (7). 14. 1333 a 30, but there is so little in the rest of the
treatise to point to an acquaintance with the Politics that it
is doubtful whether the writer had the Politics before him.

We are reminded of the Politics, again, when we read in
Arrian, Epictetus 2. 10, that ¢ the whole is superior to the
part aud the State to the citizen, but doctrines such as this
were the common property of the Peripatetic school, and a
reference to them in no way implies a first-hand acquaint-
ance with the Politics &

It is far otherwise when we find Alexander of Aphro- Alexander
disias distinctly quoting the Politics (in Aristot. Metaph. p. $iPor-
15. 6 Bonitz, 7oy yap Sodhov év vois ITohirikols elvar eimev bs
dvfpwmos dv &Akov éorlv)®. Here we have a direct reference

1 It is unncertain when the acquaintance with the Politics.

spurions fragments of Hippoda-
mus and other Pythagoreans (see
as to these, Zeller, Gr. Ph. 3. 2.
85. 2, ed. 2) came into existence,
but we often find. in them what
seem to be indications of an

? It should be added, however,
that the Laurentian MS. of Alex-
ander (L) has the reading—révr
y&p odhov év rois Tlohirixois eimey
elvar Tov dvbpwmoy Tov E\\ov dvra
Kai p3 favrot,
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of an indubitable kind. Susemihl’s first edition of the
Politics (p. xIv. note 85: cp. Sus.® p. xviil. sq.) supplies
a list of references and quotations subsequent to this
date which need not be repeated here.

The passages which have been adduced will suffice to
show that we are perhaps in possession of as many indi-
cations of the existence of the Politics between the time of
Aristotle and that of Alexander of Aphrodisias as could
well be expected, considering the extent of our literary
losses and the entire change in matters political which
resulted from the establishment of the Roman Empire.

The Poli- It is not impossible that one or two large works had
ﬁ,ctf,d,::}?:‘i already appeared broken up by their authors into ¢books’
;ﬁoﬁfhﬂ —i.e. volumes, or rather papyrus-rolls, of a portable and
handy size —before the Politics came into existence. It
would certainly seem that the historical work of Ephorus
was published in this form, for it was divided into thirty
books, each dealing with a separate subject? Aristotle
himself had apparently divided his dialogues—if we may
thus interpret the phrase & wrepirxol Adyor in Cic. ad Att. 4.
16. 2—into books, prefixing to each book a separate pro-
oemium 3. But the Politics was not composed after this
fashion, which was quite a new one in those days. It was
divided by Aristotle into mp&ror Adyor and other Adyos, the
first book having as its subject olkovopula rai desmworela (3. 6.
1278 b 17) and being thus distinguished from 7& wepl 7as
molrelas (1. 13. 1260b 12), but falling nevertheless within.

1 As Blass points out (Hand-
buch der klassischen Alterthums-
wissenschaft, i. 313), large works
were probably from the first often
published in more rolls than one
for convenience in perusal, but
each scribe who copied them
would divide them after a fashion
of his own, according to the size
of his rolls, without paying much
attention to the nature of the con-
tents, and it was a decided step in
advance when the sections into

which a work was to be divided
came to be authoritatively deter-
mined at the outset.

2 See Diod. 5. 1: 16. 1. Birt
(Das antike Buchwesen, p. 471)
does not feel absolutely certain
(see his remarks on the subject,
P- 466 sqq.), but the fact is highly
probable, to say the least. See
Blass ubi supra.

* See Cic. ad Att. 4. 16. 2, and
Blass ubi supra.
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the mp@row Adyoi (3. 6. 1278 b 17). Where these mpéror Adyou
end, it is not easy to say, for we cannot infer from the use
of the past tense in 3. 18.1288a 37, év 8¢ 7ois mpdrous E8elxOn
Adyous, that the mpérow Adyou are over before the beginning
of this chapter, since we have elpnras 3) kal kara rods mpdrovs
Adyovs in 3. 6.1278 b 17—a chapter which certainly seems to
form part of the mpdroi Adyor, for in 6 (4). 2. 1289a 26 sqq.
the distinction of the épfal mohiretar and the mapexBdoes(3. 7)
issaid to fall within the mpdry uéfodos. On the other hand,
there is nothing to show that the Fourth and Fifth Books
belong to the mpdros Adyow. But if the point at which the
mpérot Adyo. close is uncertain, there seems to be no doubt
that the distinction between mp&rot and other Adyos is due to
Aristotle, while the division into books is probably not so.
Still the eight books of the Politics are marked off from
each other by clear differences of subject-matter, so that
no great violence was done to the composition when it was
broken up into books.

If we take the first three books first, and ask how far Question of
they hang together, we shall find on examination that :’ﬁ:ﬁﬁ";’l’cgf
there is some want of unity even here. The First Book, (1) How
as has been already noticed, proves that the household gar; tdgl:::
exists by nature, yet the Second treats the question whether books hang
it should exist or not as one still open for discussion, and f°8°ter?
makes no reference to the arguments of the First Book.
Perhaps, however, we should not attach too much import-
ance to this, for in the First Book itself the slave is
assumed as an element of the household, long before the
naturalness of slavery is investigated and established. Then
again, the closing sentence of the First Book, as has been
noticed elsewhere !, is not quite in accord with the opening
paragraph of the Second, nor is there anything in the con-
clusion of the First (apart from this closing sentence) to
lead us to expect that immediate transition to the subject
of the best constitution which we note at the commencement
of the Second. There is no clear indication, again, in the
Second Book that the First has preceded it. The passage

1 See notes on 1260b 20, 27.



(2) How
far do the
Fourth
and Fifth
Books form
a satis-
factory
sequel to
the first
three ?

xxil THE POLITICS OF ARISTOTLE.

2. 2. 1261 b 12 sqq., no doubt, reminds us of 1. 2.1252b
28 sq.,as do 2. 5. 1263b 37 sqq. and 2. 9. 1269b 14 sqq.
of 1. 13. 1260b 13 sqq.; but we are not referred back. in
these passages to the First Book. The Second Book has
one or two links with the Third (compare, for example,
2. 9. 12712 18 sq. with 3. 14. 1284 b 37 sqq.), and it stands
in a close relation to the Fourth, for in constructing the
best State in the Fourth, Aristotle avoids many of the
rocks of which we are warned in the Second, and we find
one or two subjects discussed in this Book which have been
marked out for discussion in the Second (compare 2. 6.
1265b 16 with 4 (7). 16). The Second Book, in fact,
seems to be more closely related to the Third and Fourth
Books than to the First. Yet we note that while at the
beginning of the Second Book the best constitution is
announced as the subject of inquiry, the Third Book, on
the contrary, addresses itself (3. 1. 1274 b 32) to an inquiry
respecting all constitutions (wept wolirelas xal 7is éxdory
kai mola 7is). On the other hand, the Third Book, unlike
the Second, distinctly refers to the First (3. 6. 1278 b 14
sqq.: cp. I. 2. 1253 a ! sqq.), and its discussion of the virtue
of the citizen reminds us of the discussion of the virtue of
the woman, child, and slave in the First.

If we pass on to the Fourth and Fifth Books, and ask
how far they form a satisfactory sequel to the first three,
we raise a question which has given rise to much debate.
Something has already been said on this subject!. We
have just seen that the Second Book prepares the way for
the Fourth?, and we observe also that the conclusions of
the First and Third Books are made use of in more pas-
sages than one of the Fourth (compare, for example, 1. 3.
1253 b 18-1. 7. 1255b 39, 1. 12. 12592 37-b 14, and 3. 6.

1 See vol. 1. p. 292 sqq.

2 1 incline on the whole to agree
with those who take 4 (7). 4.
1325 b 34, xai wepl Tds &A\Aas moi-
Telas Npiv Tebedpnrar mpdrepoy, as
referring to the contents of the
Second Book (cp. 2. 1. 1260b 29,

O¢i kal ras d\Nus Emokéyacfu

mwohreias, and 2. 12. 1274 b- 26, ra
pév ady mepl Tas molreias, tds e
kuplas kal Tds Umd Twdv elpnpévas,
éoro tebewpnuéva Tév Tpdmov ToD-
7av). But the sentence is one
which it would be easy to inter-
polate.
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1278 b 30-1279a 21, with 4 (7). 3. 13252 27-31, and 4 (7).
I4. 1333 a 3sqq.: compare also 3. 5. 1278 a 40 sqq. with
4 (7)- 14. 13332 11 sqq.)’. The discrepancies, however,
which have already been noted 2 between the Fourth and
Fifth Books on the one hand and the first three on the
other must not be lost sight of. It is possible that these
two books, like the Seventh, were not originally written for
insertion in the work of which they now form a part, at all
events in its present form, and wete incorporated with it by
an afterthought3. The close relation, however, in which
they stand to the Second, must be admitted to make
against this view, and the only safe course is to confess
that we cannot penetrate the secrets of the workshop, or
perhaps we should rather say, the Peripatetic school.

We are far more conscious of a break when we pass (3) Tran-
from the five books to the remaining three. There are :llxt;c;::];in-
indeed many links between the two groups of books. Not ing three
only are anticipations to be found in the earlier group of ooks.
the teaching of the later (compare, for instance, 2. 6. 1265 b
26-30 with 6 (4). 11. 1295 a 25 sqq.), but we trace in both
the same twofold aim—the aim of scientific truth and the
aim of utility (1. 11.1258 b 9: 2. 1. 1260b 32: 3.2.1275b
21 : compatre 6 (4). 1. 1288 b 35).

But the emphatic announcement at the outset of the
Sixth Book of the multiplicity of the problems of Political
Science strikes us as something altogether new. We
expect that Aristotle will pass quietly on from the best
constitution (or in other words Kingship and Aristocracy)
to Polity, the only dp83 mohireia still undiscussed, and if it
is true that he gives good reasons (6 (4). 8. 1293b 22
sqq.) for departing from this course and for studying
oligarchy and democracy before he studies the polity,
still we are conscious of a considerable change of tone

1 It should be noted, however, been added by a later band.
that the references to the mparoe 2 Vol. i. p. 295 sqq.
Adyoe in 4 (7). 3. 1325a 30 and 3 A further question might be
4 (7). 14. 1333a 3 can easily be raised, whether they were incorpo-
detached from the contextin which rated with the Politics by the
they stand, and may well have hand of Aristotle.
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when we pass to the Sixth Book. Aristotle here becomes
suddenly aware that Political Science has a technical as well
as an ethical side; he insists that the statesman, like the
physician (Eth. Nic. 10. 10. 1180 b 25 sqq.) or the general
(Eth. Nic. 1. 11. 1101 a 3 sqq.), must be able to make the
best of the material which happens to be at his disposal—
may, that he must understand how to construct any con-
stitution that may be demanded of him, even if it is not the
best that the circumstances permit. In the earlier books
(1—5) mohiikr and the wdAis seem to be regarded on the whole
from a more ideal point of view, as the sources of good life:
the keynote of these books is the exaltation of moAuriky
dpx1 over decmoriki) and olkovouiksy apxif, of which we hear
so much in the first book. The mapexBaoeis are viewed
throughout them as. originating in an erroneous view of
justice (as indeed they still are in 7 (5). 1. 13012 25 sqq.);
in the Sixth Book, on the contrary, we discover for the
first time that they are in some cases the only possible
constitutions, the social conditions of the community per-
mitting no other forms (6 (4). 12. 1296b 24 sqq.). The
Seventh Book goes so far as to advise a tyranny how to
maintain itself in power. Another obvious difference
between the two groups of books is' that the one is far
fuller of historical detail than the other.

A further peculiarity of the later group (6-8) is the
emphasis with which these books dwell on a fact which
finds no mention elsewhere—that of the existence of many
forms of democracy and oligarchy. The Third Book, it is
true, had distinguished various kinds of Kingship, so that
there is nothing new in the recognition of sub-forms of this
or that constitution; but still we nowhere learn outside
these three books that democracy and oligarchy have many
forms. No truth, however, is more insisted on in the three
books, or rather in the Sixth and Eighth, for in the
Seventh it is referred to only in the closing chapter?, a

! The only subdivision of oli- book is that into éwouo: and Kkiptoy
garchies and democracies recog- (7 (5). 6. 1306 b 20).
nized in the remainder of the
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chapter which, though quite Aristotelian, may well be of
later date than the rest of the book.

We might be tempted by the entire silence of the Fourth Question
and Fifth Books with regard to much that comes before us X,l;e%:;ﬁh
in the Sixth and Eighth to regard the former pair of books 2nd Fifth
as written before the latter. But then it is not by any 3{;°‘§?,£§
means certain that the Fourth and Fifth Books were in 2d Eighth
existence when the Sixth and Eighth were penned. The earlier
Sixth Book no doubt refers to the inquiry respecting the "ntte
best constitution as concluded, but it is not clear that the
inquiry referred to is that contained in the Fourth and
Fifth Books. It alludes to an inquiry respecting épioro-
kparia contained in the mpérot Adyoi, but we cannot be sure
that the Fourth and Fifth Books are intended to be referred
to. The passage is as follows (6 (4). 7. 1293 b 1 sqq.) :—

dpioroxpariay pév oty kalds Exel kakelv mepl 7js dufAoper év
Tols mpdrois Adyos' Ty yap éx Tév aplorov anAds kar &petiy
wolitelav, kal pi) wpds vwdbeoly Twa dyabdv &vdpdv, pudmy
dlkaiov mpocayopedew dpiaroxpariar év pdvy yap amAds 6 adros
dvip kal wollrys dyafds ot of 8’ év Tals dAAais dyaboi mpos
iy wolirelay elal ™Y alrdv.

The reference here may well be to the Third Book, in
which we find all the characteristics of the best constitution
here dwelt upon mentioned (cp. 3. 18) ; and the same thing
perhaps holds of the reference in 6 (4). 3. 1290a 2 to 7a
wepl T dpioroxpariav, where 3. 12. 1283 a 14 sqq. may
possibly be the passage alluded to. It is true that there
are two passages in the Sixth Book which remind us of the
teaching of the Fourth and Fifth Books—c. 2. 1289 a 32,
where both dpiorokparia and Bacilela are said to rest on
dpery kexopmynuérn, and c. 11. 1295 a 25 sqq., where a
wmolurela kar’ edyrjv is spoken of, requiring a type of virtue
above the ordinary type and an education presupposing not
only high natural gifts, but also a xopnyla which only For-
tune can give. These passages are quite in harmony with
the teaching of the Fourth and Fifth Books, but they
might have been written before these books were written.

It is far more clear that both the Fourth and Fifth Books,
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and the Sixth and Eighth, were written after the Third,
than that either pair of books was written after the other.
These two pairs of books seem to be to a considerable
extent independent of each other. Both, we notice, are
incomplete; there is no clear evidence that either group
was ever finished, though the opening of the Sixth Book
(6 (4) 2. 1289 a 30) speaks of the inquiry respecting the
best constitution as complete, and the Eighth Book, as we
possess it, appears to close in the middle of a sentence’.
It is possible that Aristotle went on with the Sixth Book
after completing the Third, instead of proceeding with the
sketch of the best State. If he did so, however, it is
strange that we find in the Fourth and Fifth Books so few
traces of the teaching of the Sixth and Eighth.

A noteworthy feature of the Sixth Book is the state in
which we find its earlier portion. The programme given
in its second chapter (1289 b 12—26), as has been pointed
out elsewhere (vol. i. p. 492 sqq.), does not altogether
correspond with the list of questions marked out for
treatment in the first chapter. The repetitions of prior
discussions which we remark in c. 4 are still more sur-
prising; c. 4. 129ca 30-b 20 goes over much the same
ground as the eighth chapter of the Third Book, and c. 4.
1290 b 21-1291 b 13 not only repeats (with considerable
variations of method and result) the investigations of the
preceding chapter, but contains much that is similar to the
contents of the eighth chapter of the Fourth Book. The
first four chapters of the Sixth Book may perhaps not have
received a final revision, or may have been tampered with
by some later hand.

The Seventh Book was probably originally written as
a separate treatise, and only inserted by an afterthought
between the Sixth and Eighth Books. Not many refer-
ences to other books of the Politics occur in its pages?, and

' 8 (6). 8.13232 9, mepl pév odv 7 (5). L. 13012 28 (domep elppra
Tov dpyav, bs év Time, oxeddv  kal mpérepov) and 7 (5). 8. 1308 a
elpnrar wept waodv, where we have 2 (woia ¢ Aéyopey 7ov mohiretdow

pév ody without any 8¢ to follow, oopiopara, mwpdrepov eipnrar) may
2 Such references as those in easily have been added by a
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it has some marked peculiarities. . As has been already
remarked?, it systematically distinguishes between povapy(a:
(including Kingships) and mohirela:?, and it takes no notice

(till its last chapter) of the many sub-forms of oligarchy

and democracy dwelt on in the Sixth and Eighth Books ;

it also advises in one passage (c. 1. 1302 a 2-8) the blend-

ing in constitutions of lodrys dpfunrici with lodrys kar’
éélav, as the best security for durability3. It is perhaps

by supposing that the Seventh Book has been inserted
‘between two closely related books composed consecu-
tively, that we shall best explain some difficulties
occasioned by the references in the Eighth Book to

the Sixth and Seventh Books. On the one hand, the
Eighth Book refers more than once to the Seventh as pre-
ceding it, and one of these references at all events is too
much interwoven with the context to be easily explained
away as an addition by a later hand (c. 5. 1319 b 37 sqq.).

On the other hand, the Sixth Book is referred to in 8 (6).

2. 1317 b 34 as 7 uéfodos # mpd Tadrys, and in c. 4. 1318 b ¥

as ol mpo Tovrwr Adyot. If these references are from thehand

of Aristotle—which is by no means certain, for they can
readily be detached from the context—it may well be that

they were inserted before the Seventh Book was intruded
between the Sixth and the Eighth, and through an over-
sight escaped excision afterwards,

Some further light will be thrown on the subject which Promises
. .. of future

we have been considering, if we note down from the pages ipyesti-
of the Politics some promises of future investigations which gations
are not fulfilled in the work as we have it.

which are
not fulfilled
The earliest of these (1. 13. 1260 b 8 sqq.) prepares us to

in the
Politics.

later hand, or by Aristotle him- Book conforms to the common

self, if heincorporated the Seventh
Book with the Politics.

! Vol. i. p. 52I.

% Asimilar distinction is implied
in 3.15.1286b 8-13. Movapyiaand
molreia are often distinguished
in the ordinary use of the Greek
language (see Liddell and Scott
s.v. mohireia), and the Seventh

VOL. IL C

way of speaking. The Seventh
Book also agrees with the Third
in tracing the plurality of forms
of constitution to varying views
of what is just (7 (5). 1. 1301 2 25
qg. : Cp. 3. 9). L .

3 This recommendation, it may
be noticed, is borrowed from
Plato, Laws 757 E.
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expect a full investigation of the virtue of husband and
wife, father and child, and of the conduct they should
observe to each other, and also of the various forms which
each of these relations should assume under each constitu-
tion; we are to be told how every constitution will educate
the women and children who fall under its authority.
Perhaps these inquiries were to find a place in the dis-
cussions mepi madovouias to which the Fourth Book (4 (7).
16. 1335 b 2) bids us look forward; but at any rate the
intimation of the First Book leads us to expect an interest-
ing ethical investigation which we do not find in the Politics,
though the necessity of adapting education to the constitu-
tion is often insisted on (e.g. in 5(8). 1. 1337 a 11 sqq.: 7
(5)- 9- 13102 12 sqq.: 8 (6). 4. 1319b 1sqq.). The Sixth,
Seventh, and Eighth Books, as we have them, seem in fact
too much preoccupied with purely political problems to
find room for the delicate ethical inquiry promised in the
First Book. Yet we are told at the beginning of the
Eighth Book that only a few subjects remain for discus-
sion, and the subject dwelt upon in this passage of the
First Book is not included in its enumeration of them.
The announcement there made appears, in fact, to be
completely forgotten.

Then again, the intimation in the first chapter of the
Sixth Book that the making of laws, as distinguished from
constitutions, is a part of the province of mohirix, and that
the whole province of moXiricp must be fully dealt with,
leads us to look for an inquiry on the subject of laws in the
Politics (cp. 3. 15. 1286 a 5, dpelobw ™y mpdrv). But,
as has been noticed already, the programme given in
the very next chapter (the second) omits all mention
of this topic, and the opening paragraphs of the Eighth
Book fail to include it among the subjects which still
demand treatment, though it certainly is not dealt with in
any part of the Politics which has come down to us.

Other intimations of future discussions which never ac-
tually occur will be found in 4 (7). 5. 1326 b 32 sqq.: 4 (7).
10. 13302 4 and 1330a 31 sqq.: 4(7). 16. 1335b 2 sqq.:
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4(7)- 17. 1336 b 24: 5(8). 3. 13382 32 sqq.: 5(8).7.1341Db
195qq.: 8(6). 1. 1316 b 39sqq. These passages, however,
only prove what we knew without them, that the inquiry as
to the best State and its arrangements is incomplete, and
also that the Eighth Book is incomplete. The fact that
there are no references in the Politics to past discussions
which cannot be explained as relating to existing passages
in the treatise as we have it, seems to make it probable
that no considerable part of the work has been lost, and
that it was never finished.

We see then that though there is a certain amount of The
unity about the Politics, it is not a well-planned whole. Its a%ltiﬁic“
component parts fit together more or less, but the fit is whose
not perfect. ] f:grffﬁf’;

How is it that this is so? How is it that the Politics, ifgé{’lef'
though indisputably a whole, is yet a whole in which we Quez{ion
trace these discrepancies of plan? ;i:g;l‘)‘li

Beyond all doubt, we must not expect a Greek phi- causes of
losophical treatise to be arranged precisely in the order in this.
which we expect a modern work of the same kind to be
arranged. A modern work would not first prove that the
household exists by nature, and then inquire whether it
ought to exist. Yet this is what Aristotle does in the
First and Second Books of the Politics. Cicero has already
noticed in the Tusculan Disputations some peculiarities in
the methods of investigation practised by Greek philoso-
phers, as distinguished from Greek geometricians. ¢Verun-
tamen mathematicorum iste mos est, non est philosophorum.

Nam geometrae cum aliquid docere volunt, si quid ad eam
rem pertinet eorum quae ante docuerunt, id sumunt pro
concesso et probato: illud modo explicant, de quo ante
nihil scriptum est. Philosophi, quamcunque rem habent in
manibus, in eam quae conveniunt congerunt omnia, etsi alio
loco disputata sunt. Quod ni ita esset, cur Stoicus, si esset
quaesitum, satisne ad beate vivendum virtus posset, multa
diceret? cui satis esset respondere se ante docuisse nihil
bonum esse, nisi quod honestum esset ; hoc probato, con-
c2
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sequens esse beatam vitam virtute esse contentam, et quo
modo hoc sit consequens illi, sic illud huic, ut si beata vita
virtute contenta sit, nisi honestum quod sit, nihil aliud sit
bonum. Sed tamen non agunt sic. Nam et de honesto et
de summo bono separatim libri sunt, et cum ex eo efficia-
tur satis magnam in virtute ad beate vivendum esse vim,
nihilo minus hoc agunt separatim. Propriis enim et suis
argumentis et admonitionibus tractanda quaeque res est,
tanta praesertim?®.’

Seneca, again, in an interesting passage of his Fortieth
Epistle, contrasts Greek and Roman oratory,and finds more
deliberation, reflection, and system in the latter. ‘In
Graecis hanc licentiam tuleris : nos, etiam cum scribimus,
interpungere assuevimus. Cicero quoque noster, a quo
Romana eloquentia exsilivit, gradarius fuit. Romanus sermo
magis se circumspicit et aestimat praebetque aestiman-
dum.’

But differences of this kind do not suffice to explain the
phenomena which need explanation in the Politics. What
we remark is that, of the three or four parts of which the
work is made up, those which precede and those which
follow very nearly correspond to each other, but do not
quite do so. In passing from one part to another, we are
conscious that the two parts do not completely match:
the part which we must place second in order is not
quite what the part which precedes it leads us to expect
it to be, though it is very nearly so. Some of the dis-
crepancies which we notice in the Politics may be accounted
for on the supposition that the work was never finished and
never received a final revision at its author’s hands, but
then it must be remembered that a similar, or even greater,
want of unity has been traced in the Nicomachean Ethics,
which can hardly have suffered from the same cause.

“Whatever may be the case as to the Nicomachean Ethics,
perhaps the state of the Politics becomes in general intelli-
gible if we suppose that Aristotle, notwithstanding his turn
for systematization, allowed himself some freedom in work-

1 Cic. Tusc, Disp. 5. 7. 18-19.
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ing successively at different parts of the treatise, permitted
each part to forget to some extent its membership of a
whole, and failed to force on his investigations that complete
harmony, of form as well as of substance, which rigorous
criticism would require!. Very probably his views deve-
loped as he passed from one portion of the work to another;
he seems throughout it to be feeling his way as a pioneer
would, and we need not be surprised to find in the Sixth
and Eighth Books ideas of which there is no trace in the
earlier ones. Possibly some interval of time elapsed be-
tween the composition of the different parts?. The Third
Book is the centre round which the whole treatise is
grouped ; it is presupposed both in the inquiries of the
Fourth Book and in those of the Sixth.

We notice that we have no such programme of future
inquiries at the outset of the Politics as that which the
first and second chapters of the Sixth Book set forth for
the remainder of the work, and it may well be the case
that Aristotle began the Politics without any definite
scheme of it before him. He had evidently cast aside the
programme which we find at the close of the Nicomachean
Ethics, and yet he framed no fresh one to take its place.
If he had done so, perhaps he would have prepared us by
some intimation early in the work for the break of which
we are sensible in passing from the first five books to the
remaining three. Something might have been lost in
freshness and freedom, if the structure of the Politics had
been more rigorously systematic—if a definite programme
had been announced at the outset and adhered to through-
out, but the bisected aspect which the work wears at present
would have been removed, and the gulf would have been

1 This will not, however, ex-
plain everything; it will not ex-
plain, for instance, the state in
which we find the first four chap-
ters of the Sixth Book.

2 It is also possible that some
of the books were rewritten, and
that- the Politics, as we have it,
is a mixture of two or more edi-

tions. For instance, a Second
Book may once have existed with
a commencement in fuller har-
mony with the conclusion of the
First than that of the present
Second Book, and a Fourth Book
in fuller harmony with the Third
than the present Fourth.
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bridged between the ethical moAiruc of the earlier group of
books and the largely technical moAericq of the later.
Apart rom  Some may be inclined to suspect that the Politics is the
{’;S;E’lf ™ work of more authors than one. It is very possible that it

tions, the js not free from interpolation, but there seems to be no
Politics . -

wouldseem T€ason to doubt that the bulk of the treatise is to be
:;)o:')]: (‘)‘;e referred to one and the same author. The same peculi-
one author, arities of style appear throughout it—peculiarities which
and that  are traceable more or less in other works ascribed to

Aristotle, Aristotle, and which afford marked indications of character.

not Theo- . . .

phrastus,  We are sensible of a certain combativeness—of a fondness
for tacitly contradicting other writers, especially Plato; we
feel that we have to do with a writer who is at once eager
in utterance and circumspect in drawing conclusions.

If we refuse to trust to the evidence of style, we may
note that a work composed by more authors than one,
and especially a work on Politics, would probably betray
its origin by anachronisms, unless these authors were
contemporaries. The works of Theophrastus on Plants,
though far removed in subject from current events, mark
their own date by referring to events long subsequent to
the death of Aristotle.

Then again, each of the three or four parts into which
the Politics falls seems to be the work of a writer who
is thinking out the subject for himself—a pioneer, not a
deft expositor and elaborator of another man’s system.
Perhaps the very discrepancies and variations of view
which we note in the Politics indicate this. The system
is in making, not made. The earlier books of the treatise
appear to be unfamiliar with doctrines which are insisted
on with emphasis in the later ones. The writer is evi-
dently one who has known Greece in the days of its
freedom and greatness before the defeat of Chaeroneia—
one who belongs perhaps rather to the age of Philip than
to that of Alexander: the opinions he combats and
corrects are those of that day; they are the opinions of
Plato or Isocrates or the Socratic Schools, not those of a

1 See Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 98 n.: 811n,



THE WORK OF ONE AUTHOR, ARISTOTLE. xxxiii

later time. If the Politics, or any part of it, had been
written even twenty years after Alexander’s death, would
not the fact be readily discoverable? Would a writer of
that date have committed himself to the sanguine view
that the Greek race, if united, would be able to rule the
world? Would the passages recommending the consti-
tution resting on the wéoo. have been expressed as they
are, if they had been written after Antipater’s: intro-
duction of a property-qualification for citizenship at
Athens? The writer at any rate would not have needed
to go back to ol wpdrepov é¢’ Hyemovig yeyovdres to find a
statesman of far-reaching authority who favoured a con-
stitution resembling the polity.

Nothing surprises us more in the Politics than the
fact that, though it was apparently written after Chae-
roneia, it is almost entirely preoccupied with the petty
States of Greece, and the constitutions prevailing in them.
Macedon, it is true, might profit by the pages devoted to
Kingship, but throughout the greater part of the work
the writer evidently has the Greek City-State and its
difficulties in view. He seems wholly unconscious that
the sceptre had passed irrevocably from Greece to Mace-
don; he has not fully deciphered the meaning of Chae-
roneia. We need not blame him for this: if Greece had
been less exhausted and wiser, Chaeroneia might not
have been *finis Graeciae.” But his view of the situation
probably shows that he wrote not long after the battle,
and before the magnitude of the catastrophe had been
fully realized.

The &s % Oeogpdarov in the list of Diogenes may sug-
gest the question whether Theophrastus was not the
writer of the Politics, or of a part of it. Theophrastus
was only 12 or 15 years younger than Aristotle, though
he survived him apparently 34 years or more. It is very
possible that he wrote some of his books before the death
of Aristotle; the Politics might belong to that epoch and
yet be his. If this were so, we should still feel pretty
sure that we .possessed the gist of Aristotle’s pol_itical»
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teaching, for the work of Theophrastus would certainly
be based on the views of his master. But we feel in
reading the Politics that we are in presence of the master,
not of the disciple—of the originator of the system, not of
its expositor. There is a difference, again, between the
style of Aristotle and that of Theophrastus; the writings of
the latter were probably far easier reading than those of the
former—sweeter, more flowing, and less sinewy!. Opinions
also find expression in the Politics which Theophrastus
seems not to have held. He would hardly have been
willing to assert, as the First Book of the Politics asserts
(c. 8. 1256 b 15 sqq.), the naturalness of animal food?.
He may perhaps also have rated the importance of external.
and bodily goods to happiness rather higher than we find
it rated in the Fourth Book of the Politics®.

Theophrastus was famed for the freshness with which he
could treat a subject already treated by Aristotle?, and it
is probable that the treatise in six books entitled IMoAirikd,
which Diogenes Laertius ascribes to him, was different in
many respects from the work which we know as Aristotle’s
Politics. Cicero distinctly implies that the work of Theo-

1 Cic. Brutus 31. 121: quis
Aristotele nervosior, Theophrasto
dulcior? Heylbut (de Theo-
phrasti libris mept ¢pihias, p. 9)
remarks : ‘taceri quidem nequit
nonnulla minus severe et magis
ad communem sensum a Theo-
phrasto tractata esse, qui longe
suaviore et faciliore quam Aristo-
teles scribendi genere utebatur.’

¥ See Bernays, Theophrastos’
Schrift iiber Frommigkeit, gassim.
It is not quite clear that the so-
called first book of the Oecono-
mics (c. 2), which Philodemus as-
cribes to Theophrastus, contem-
plates the use of animal food. If,
again, as Bernays appears to think
(Theophrastos iiber Frommigkeit,
p-96sq.),it is to Theophrastus,and
not to Porphyry, that we are to
ascribe the strong assertion of the
identity of men and animals ‘in
desires and anger, and also in

reasoning (Aayiopdis), and above
all in perceptions,’ which we find
in Porphyr. de Abstin. 3. 25, Theo-
phrastus can hardly be the writer
of such a passage as Pol. 1. 2.
12532 155qq.

Cicero at all events seems to
have thought that he rated these
goods higher than Aristotle (see
Acad. Post. 1. 9. 33: 10. 35).
Theophrastus appears in his
Ethics to have thought the ques-
tion worthy of discussion, whether
wpos Tas TUXas Tpémerar T& 10y kal
Kkivalpeva Tois Tév Cwpdroy wdfeow
éiorarar Tis dperijs (Plutarch,
Pericl.c.38: Sertor.c.10). Heap-
pears to have speculated whether
great calamities might not spoil
even a good man’s character.

* Cic. de Fin. 1. 2. 6: quid?
Theophrastus mediocriterne de-
lectat, cum tractat locos ab Aris-
totele ante tractatos ?
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phrastus ‘ De optimo statu reipublicae’ was not identical
with the work of Aristotle on the same subject, and if it
should be suggested that the Fourth and Fifth Books of our
¢ Aristotle’s Politics” are the treatise of Theophrastus or its
remains, it may be replied that internal evidence points
rather to Aristotle as their author.

Thus far we have assumed that the Politics is a compo- The Poli-
sition committed to writing by its author or authors, but g:;,’;,?;'t’a
this is precisely what has been questioned by some. One pupil’s re-
or two critics have drawn attention to the accounts f{’,’i‘it&fle's
given of Aristotle’s style by Cicero and others! who }:vftt‘:?ém-
were familiar with his dialogues—accounts which are position
borne out by some of the still existing fragments of f:“‘:,‘:’l't::lif
those dialogues—and have asked whether the extant by Aristo-
works of Aristotle, marked as they are by many rough- ';’fg::f g%f.'
nesses and peculiarities of style, can really have been ::;g:l.’"s
composed by him—whether they are not, or most of
them are not, mere notes of Aristotle’s lectures taken
down by his hearers and perhaps put in shape by some
one disciple. To some of them, indeed, this theory would
not apply. The History of Animals can hardly have had
this origin, and the hypomnematic works of Aristotle—if
they were intended for his own use—must also have been
committed to writing by him. But setting these on one
side, and setting on one side also works incorrectly con-
nected with his name, it has been asked whether many,
if not all, of the remaining works are anything more than
reports of his lectures.

There is undoubtedly a colloquial air about them ; some
have more of it than others, and none more than the
Politics. The Politics reads, even more than the Nico-
machean Etbhics, like the talk of an experienced inquirer
engaged with others in a difficult investigation, and feeling

his way through it. We know that notes were taken by

! See Zeller's note, Gr. Ph. 2.  well-known passage, Cic. Acad.
2. 111. 1, where some of them are 2. 38. 119: veniet flumen orationis
collected. Among these is the aureum fundens Aristoteles. ..
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pupils in the lecture-rooms of the great Greek teachers.
Aristotle himself took notes of Plato’s lectures mepi réyafod,
and other disciples of Plato did the same!. We are told that
the Cynic Metrocles ‘burnt the lectures of Theophrastus,’
an expression which some have taken to mean notes taken
by him of Theophrastus’ lectures?. But then we observe
that the works which we assaciate with the name of Aris-
totle resemble each other in style more than we should
expect, if they had come into existence in this way, unless
indeed the report were verbatim or nearly so, or the whole
of the lectures were reported by a single individual. If the
reports were, as they probably would be, by different
hands and not very close, it is natural to expect that the
rendering of one reporter would differ a good deal from the
rendering of another, and that in the result the works
ascribed to Aristotle would differ from each other in style
more than they actually do. It seems hardly likely that
any mere ‘redaction’ by a single disciple would suffice
to restore to them the degree of uniformity which they
exhibit. The question then arises—is it likely that the
reports would be verbatim or nearly so?

Aristotle’s report of Plato’s lectures mepi Tdyafod was, it
would seem, pretty close?, so far at all events as certain
expressions of Plato were concerned, but it is perhaps
hardly likely that a long course of lectures would be taken
down in the close way in which we must suppose Aristotle’s
language to have been taken down, if most of what we
call his works are in fact reports of his lectures. If his

! Heitz, Verlorenen Schriften
des Aristoteles, p. 217 sq.

2 Diog. Laert. 6. 95, ofros r&
éavrol auyypdupara Kerakadv, &s
¢now ‘Exdrov év wpaite Xpeav,
éméheye,

Tdd' éo7’ oveipwy veprépoy pavrdo-
para,

alav Ajpas® of &, dri s Beoppdarov

dKkpadoeis xamd))\e'?mv éméheye,

"Hepawore, mpopa\’ &de, Oéris vl

Tt oeio yarilet.

3 Cp. Simplic. in Aristot. Phys.
362 a 12 (quoted by Heitz, p. 217),

év 7ais wept Tdyabol Adyors, ols &
*Apioraréys kai ‘Hpaxheldns kai
‘Eoriaios kai d\o: 7ob IMAdrwvas
ératpot wapayevdpevor dveypdyravro
7a pnfévra alnyparwdas, s éppiily.

¢ It would seem from Plutarch’s
treatise De recta ratione audiendi
(c. 18) that the lecturers of his day
were liable to be interrupted by
questions put by some member of
their audience, to which they
were expected to reply. If this
was 50 in Aristotle’s time, a faith-
ful report of a lecture would give
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lectures, however, were thus taken down, the reports would
differ but little from compositions strictly so called, for
ancient authors, like modern, may often have dictated their
writings to an amanuensis.

But no ancient authority conceives the works of Aris-
totle to have come into being in this way. Galen, as we
have seen, speaks of Aristotle as * writing’ the éakpodoers
for his pupils!. Theophrastus, in a letter to the Peripa-
tetic Phanias cited by Diogenes Laertius?, seems to use the
term avayvdoers of his own lectures. The mepl rayafod of
Aristotle, which consisted of notes of Plato’s lectures, was
never included among the works of Plato, and it would be
equally easy to distinguish between reports of Aristotle’s
lectures and works written by Aristotle. It seems, besides,
only natural that Aristotle should write down a course of
lectures which he probably intended to re-deliver. He was
not, like Socrates or Carneades, one who systematically ab-
stained from writing ; he had been a writer from his youth ;
and is it likely that after composing his Dialogues and his
History of Animals and his work on Constitutions, and
even noting down the Problems which suggested themselves
to him, and accumulating a mass of memoranda, he trusted
his political and other teaching to the chapter of accidents?
Even if, on the first occasion on which each course was
delivered, he used no notes, and a pupil took down a report
of the lectures, is it not likely that he would adopt this
report, and use it, possibly in an amplified and revised form,
on subsequent occasions ? '

The remark may be added that if the Politics is a pupil’s
record of Aristotle’s lectures, it is the record of a course of
lectures singularly broken up into parts. We ask with some
curiosity, why a continuous course of lectures should form
so imperfect an unity. One would have expected that a
single course delivered without notes would have been far

these replies, and probably record  unsafe to build too much on the

the interruption which elicited testimony of an alleged letter,

them. which may have been, like much
1 Above, p. ii. of Greek epistolary literature,
% 5, 37. It would of course be falsified or spurious.
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more of an unity than the Politics seems to be, It is no
doubt possible that the work is a pupil’s record of three or
four courses put together ; but, on the whole, the supposi-
tion which involves fewest difficulties seems to be that the
Politics was written by Aristotle for use in his lecture-room,
or at all events for the use of his pupils. It is evident
that Greek teachers had to study with some care how
best to carry their pupils with them. Some hearers, we are
told in the Metaphysics?, would accept nothing but strict
mathematical demonstration ; others demanded a frequent
use of examples, while others again expected the lecturer
to adduce passages from the poets in confirmation of his
teaching. Aristotle is careful to explain at the very outset
of the Nicomachean Ethics, for the benefit of the first-
named class of critics, that ethical and political problems
do not lend themselves to mathematical demonstration, but
he often illustrates his teaching by familiar examples and
often also refers to the poets. These methods would be
especially in place in an educational, or acroamatic, treatise.
Unlike Plato, who seems for the most part to have written
in one and the same way for the outside world and for his
pupils, Aristotle made a distinction between the style of his
published works and the style of those which he intended
for use within his school. With his pupils he seems to
have been less attentive to form, less rhetorical, and more
colloquial.

His lecturing is not of an ex cathedra or formal type ; on
the contrary, he seems to regard himself rather as the
pioneer of a body of investigators, and takes pains to
select that path through the thicket along which they will
find it most easy to follow him. He never forgets the
traditional impressions, prepossessions, and prejudices of
the better sort of Greek; he himself has inherited these
traditions, which need only a certain amount of sifting and
correction to become the basis of his own philosophical
system. His tone is thus rather that of a comrade than
a teacher. We can imagine how great would be the im-

! Metaph. a. 3. 9952 6 sqq.
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pression produced on thoughtful Greeks by the Politics ; its
teaching would be the more effective, because it was so
little ex cathedra and was conveyed in an unlaboured and
conversational style.

It is not impossible that many of Aristotle’s works are
records of his teaching drawn up by him after the lectures
had been delivered. Several of the treatises comprised in
the ‘Moralia’ of Plutarch are thought to be based on lec-
tures previously given; the treatise De Audiendis Poetis is
expressly said by Plutarch to be so (c. 1)%. The orators
had set the example of writing down their speeches before
or after delivery. We need not suppose that all the works
of Aristotle were designed for one and the same purpose, or
that they all originated in exactly the same way. The
extreme brevity and compression of his style in some of
them (for instance, in parts of the Metaphysics and in the
third book of the De Anima) would seem to render these
writings more suitable for private perusal than for reading
aloud. We do not often observe a similar degree of com-
pression in the Politics.

The displacement of the Fourth and Fifth Books may be
accounted for in many ways. It may be due to the un-
finished state of the work : Aristotle may have left his
manuscript in pieces, and the * disiecta membra’ may not

have been put together aright. Or the particular MS. or ¢

MSS. of whith the MSS. we possess are reproductions
may have had thisdefect. Several MSS. of the Metaphysics
of Aristotle (S, Ab, B?, C® EP)—among them one of the
best (AP)—place Books M and N before K and A%
Bekker remarks at the close of the Sixth Book of the
History of Animals (581 a 5), that several MSS. place the
Eighth Book immediately after the Sixth: ‘octavum et
A® subiungit et P Q C* D* E* F* G* m n, septimo in noni
locum depresso.” So again, according to Bekker’s note at
the close of the Seventh Book of the same treatise, P A*C*

1 See Volkmann, Leben Schrif- 2 Bonitz, Aristotelis Metaphysi-
ten und Philosophie des Plutarch, ca, p. v sqq.
1. 65.

How is the
displace-
ment of the
Fourth and
Fifth Books
to be ac-
connted
or?
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add after dpyovrai, the last word of this book, the words
mpotodans ¥ is FAwklas, *quod est initium libri decimi’:
here apparently we have a trace of an arrangement of the
books by which the spurious Tenth Book was- inserted at
the close of the Seventh?.

Displacements of this kind are said to have frequently
occurred, when codices of parchment took the place of
papytus-rolls and works were transcribed from papyrus
to parchment 2.

Or again, the same thing may have happened to the
Politics which some think has happened to the Facta et
Dicta Memorabilia of Valerius Maximus®. The Fourth and
Fifth Books (i.e. the fourth and fifth volumes or papyrus-
rolls) may have circulated as a separate work, and may
have been wrongly placed, when restored to the work of
which they originally formed a part. If, as may well be
the case, the displacement of the two books occurred at a
very eatly date, or at all events prior to the general disuse
of papyrus-rolls, this may have been the way in which it
came about. But indeed a mere mistake in numbering the
eight papyrus-rolls of the archetype would suffice to account
for it. It is, no doubt, possible that these two books belong
to a different edition of the treatise from the Third Book,
and that this circumstance has in some way or other led to
their being placed at the end of it. It is not easy, however,
to see how it can have done so; nor is the position in which
we find them accounted for, if we take the view that they
were not originally designed to form part of the work, for
this may very probably be true of the Seventh Book, which
nevertheless stands fifth in order in the MSS.

1 Some MSS. of William of

Moerbeke’s Latin Translation of
the Politics in the Bibliothdque
Nationale at Paris (Fonds de Sor-
bonne, 928: Fonds de Saint-Vic-
tor, 336) are said by Jourdain
(Recherches critiques sur Pige et
lorigine des traductions latines
d’Aristote, p. 181) ‘n’annoncer que
sept livres ; et le dernier se termine
cependant par ces mots: Palam
quia tres hos faciendum ad discip-

linam : quod medium, quod pos-
sibile, quod decens. La division
des livres varie donc sans que
Pouvrage soit moins complet.’

? See Birt, Antike Buchwesen,
P. 374. The change came to be
of common occurrence, according
to this writer, in the fourth and
fifth centuries of our era.

3 See Dict. of Greek and
Roman Biography, art, Valerius
Maximus.



ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF THE POLITICS AND THE
LATIN TRANSLATION OF WILLIAM OF MOERBEKE.

THE publication in 1872 of Susemihl’s critical edition of
the Politics will always be regarded as marking an epoch
in the study of the work. Itcomprises a complete collation
of all the more important MSS. then known to scholars and
a partial collation of the inferior ones; it also contains a
revised text of William of Moerbeke’s Latin translation of
the Politics, based on a collation of a number of MSS. 1
have not attempted to revise Susemihl’s collations. I have,
however, collated the first two books of the Politics in MS.
112 belonging to Corpus Christi College, Oxford (referred
to by Susemihl in his edition of the Nicomachean Ethics
as O, but not, I believe, previously collated for the Poli-
tics)?, and I have collated the first two books of William
of Moerbeke’s Latin translation in MS. 891 of the Phillipps
Library, Cheltenham (referred to by me as z), and in MS.
112 belonging to Balliol College, Oxford, named o by
Susemihl (Sus.! p. xxxviii), whose collation of this MS,,
made by Dr. M. Schanz, extends, however, only to the
First Book. I have also collated a number of passages in
the first two books of the same Latin Translation in a
Bodleian MS. (Canon. Class. Lat. 174), which I refer to as
y. This MS. and the Phillipps MS. have not, so far as I
am aware, been collated before. The latter MS. is of some
importance, for though it is neither copied from the a of
Susemihl (MS. 19, sciences et arts, latin, of the Bibliothéque
de I’Arsenal at Paris) nor a from it, these two MSS. evi-
dently belong to the same family, a family of which a has

! See as to this MS., so faras the remarks prefixed to the Criti-
its text of the Politics is concerned, cal Notes (below, p. 58 sqq.).



xlii ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF THE POLITICS

hitherto been the sole representative, and Susemihl (with
whom Busse concurs, de praesidiis Aristotelis Politica
emendandi, p. 11) says of a (Sus! p. xxxv)—*omnium
librorum mihi adhibitorum longe est optimus, quoniam,
etsi ceteris non rarius peccat, tamen longe saepius quam
alius quis verum retinuit solus” The words prefixed in a
to the Translation of the Politics—ancipit liber politicorum
Avristotilis a fratre Guilielmo ordinis praedicatorum de greco
in latinum transiatus—which enabled M. Barthélemy St.
Hilaire in 1837 (Politique d'Aristote, tome 1, p. 1xxix) to
establish the truth of Schneider’s conjecture and to de-
signate William of Moerbeke as its author, and which have
not hitherto been found in any other MS., are prefixed to
this translation in z also, though z does not add at the end
of it the words which are found at the end of it in a (St.
Hilaire, #b7 supra: Sus?! p. xxxiv); the closing words in z
are, in fact, explicit liber polliticorum Aristotilis?.

Still it is on Susemihl’s gpparatus criticus that the fol-
lowing remarks are mainly based, so far at least as the
more important MSS. of the Politics are concerned, and
my aim in them will be to derive as much instruction as
possible from the copious data with which he has fur-
nished the student of the Politics, and especially to throw
light on the characteristics and comparative value of the
two families into which his MSS. fall, and of the more
important MSS. individually. I am all the more desirous
to acknowledge my debt to Susemihl, because on ques-
tions relating to the text I have often been led to con-
clusions at variance with his. On these questions I shall
be able to speak more definitively, when I have com-
pleted my commentary, but something must be said at
once as to the principles on which I have framed my text.

Some Palimpsest Fragments of the Third and Sixth
(Fourth) Books of the Politics ascribed to the tenth century

! Seebelow(p.6osqq.)astothese that of a, it does not by any means
MSS. of Willlam of Moerbeke’s always do so; in fact, it occa-
Latin Translation of the Politics. sionally offers readings peculiar to
I will only add here as to z, that itself, some of them excellent.
though its text often agrees with
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have recentlybeen discovered, or rediscovered, in the Vatican
Library?!, but no complete MS. of the work is older than the
fourteenth. Nor have we any Greek commentaries on the
Politics, such as we possess in the case of some other
works of Aristotle, which might aid us in the correction of
the text. The extant complete MSS. fall, as has been said,
into two families, the second of them including a superior
and inferior variety. The chief? representatives of the first
family are the two manuscripts, M* (B 105, ordinis supe-
rioris,” of the Ambrosian Library at Milan), belonging to the
second half of the fifteenth century, and P! (MS. 2023 of the
Bibliothéque Nationale at-Paris), transcribed by Demetrius
Chalcondylas?®, possibly at Milan (see Sus.! p. vii), at the
close of the fifteenth or the beginning of the sixteenth
century®. A full account of these manuscripts will be
found in Susemihl’s large critical edition of the Politics

1 See the Preface.

2 They are not its only repre-
sentatives, for we are furnished
with many readings characteristic
of this recension by the correc-
tions and various readings found
in P? and in larger numbers in P*,
two MSS. of the second family.
P® a manuscript of mixed type,
being related to both families,
would also be of much use, if it
were not very late (it belong$ to
the sixteenth century), and both
for this reason and for others, of
very doubtful authority. It is
also imperfect, for its earlier por-
tion is lost, and it commences
only at 1306a 6. See on these
sources Sus.® praef. p. visqq.

8 Or rather Chalcocondylas—
‘of the bronze pen’ (Gardthausen,
Gr. Paldographie, p. 72). In study-
ing the readings offered by P* itis
necessary to bear in mind that
Demetrius Chalcondylas was no
mere ordinary copyist ; he was a
learned scholar,and superintended
editions of Homer (Florence, 1488),
of Isocrates (Milan, 1493), and of
Suidas (1499). Susemihl (Sus.?
p. xiv) is no doubt right in regard-
ing as emendations of his several

VOL. II.

of the good readings which are
found onlyin P1.. Here and there,
however, as Busse has pointed out
(de praesidiis, etc., p. 45), P* ap-
pears to preserve the reading of
the archetype more faithfully than
any other MS. of the first family
(e.g.in 3. 9. 1280b 3).

¢ P! must be classed with the
first family, though many of the
corrections introduced into it by
Demetrius belong to the second,
just as P? and P* must be classed
with the second family, though
many of the corrections introduced
into them by their writers belong
to the first. It is singular that
each of the writers of these three
MSS., and perhaps also the writer
of the MS. used by Leonardus
Aretinus, should have corrected
his MS. from the recension to
which it does not belong. This
may indicate that some doubt was
even then felt as to the compara-
tive value of the two recensions.
Some of the corrections of this
kind in P! are in the same ink as
the MS., and were therefore pro-
bably made either at the time of
writing or not long after.
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(1872), pp. vii-xii. Bekker omitted to collate these two
MSS. for his edition of Aristotle (1831). Some readings
from them, however, had been communicated by Haase to
Géttling and had been published by the latter in his edition
of the Politics (1824), and M. Barthélemy St. Hilaire
(1837) carried the study of the Paris MSS. of the Politics
much farther ; but any one who compares the full collation
of M® P! made on behalf of Susemihl with previous ac-
counts of the text of these MSS. will see that our know-
ledge of the readings they offer was greatly enlarged by
the publication of his edition of 1872. So far then as
extant manuscripts are concerned, the text of the first
family has only recently come to be thoroughly known,
but it must not be forgotten that students of the Politics
have had at their disposal from the first an extremely
literal Latin translation published probably about 1260
(Rkein. Mus. 39. p. 457) and based on a Greek text of the
first family. This translation is the work of one of the
earliest students of Greek in Western Europe—William
of Moerbeke, a Flemish! Dominican, who was Archbishop
of Corinth at the close of his life (1280-1)%2—and if we
may judge by the number of copies of it which exist, was
largely used in the middle ages, notwithstanding the
censure passed by Roger Bacon on the class of translations
to which it belongs® and its occasional almost complete

1 Moerbeke, or Meerbecke, is a
small town of Eastern Flanders,
some miles from Ghent. It is not
perhaps quite certain in what
sense this translation was the

the earliest. Some scribe or other,
perhaps a Dominican, would ap-
pear to have added the name,
whenthework had become famous.
We must not, however, lose sight

work of William of Moerbeke.
More hands than one may have
been employed upon it: some
parts of it (e.g. the last chapter
of the Second Book) show much
more ignorance of Greek than
others. We cannot feel sure that
William of Moerbeke translated
the whole; indeed, his functions
may have been confined to super-
vising the work of others and
editing the book. The MSS.
which mention his name are not

of the fact that a great similarity
of method is noticeable through-
ont the translation ; this makes in
favour of its being the work of a
single author.

? Oncken, Die Staatslehre des
Aristoteles, p. 70.

8 Speaking of William of Moer-
beke, Roger Bacon says—° Wil-
lielmus iste Flemingus, ut notum
est omnibus Parisiis literatis, nul-
lam novit scientiam in lingua
graeca, de qua praesumit, et ideo
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unintelligibility, which is mostly due to its extreme literal-
ness, though not unfrequently it is the result of the trans-
lator’s imperfect knowledge of Greek!. As no known MS.
of the Politics except the Vatican Fragments is older
than the fourteenth century, this translation is based on a
Greek text earlier than any complete text we possess.
Not much earlier, however, it would seem, if Susemihl
is right, for he says (Politica, ed. 1872, p. xii}—° Rudolphus
Schoellius ex compendiorum natura libri M®* archetypum
saeculo xiii® aut xiv° antiquius non fuisse collegit, unde vel
ipsum illum codicem quem vertendo expressit Guilelmus
saeculum xii"® exiens aut xiii "™ injens aetate non superasse
ex magno vitiorum numero mirum in modum Guilelmo
et Ambrosiano communium concludendum esse videtur.’
Still the importance of the Latin translation is great, and
here again Susemihl has done excellent service, for he
has collated several manuscripts of it for his critical edition
of the Politics (Sus.! p. xxxiv). The value of this trans-
lation as an authority for the text of the Politics only
gradually came to be perceived. The Aldine edition (1498)
was based on a manuscript of the second family, and it was

omnia transfert falsa et corrumpit
sapientiam Latinorum’ (quoted by
Jourdain, Recherches critiques sur
PAge et Vorigine des traductions
latines d’Aristote, p. 67), and
Sepulveda remarks in the preface
to his translation of the Politics :
‘vix enim eos in numero interpre-
tum habendos puto, qui verbum
verbo inepta quadam fidelitate
reddunt.” Yet itis impossible not
to respect the feeling which led
William of Moerbeke to adopt
this mode of translating Aristotle.
He followed the example of most
of the translators of the Bible in
antiquity (Blass, Handbuch der
klassischen Alterthums-Wissen-
schaft 1. 223).

1 Thus mpoBotdovs is rendered
by praemissos,6 (4).14. 1298 b 29:
&mowor by domestici, 2. 10. 1271 b
27, and dmotxovs by expulsos, 7 (5).

d

3. 1303 b 3, while drawia is vicinia
in 1. 2. 1252b 17, 21 and 6 (4). 4.
1290 b 14, but familiaritas in 2.
10. 1271 b 29. In 2. 5. 1264 a
35, Tas map éviois eiloTelas T xal
meveareias kai dovelas is rendered
a quibusdam obsequia et humilia-
tiones et servitutes, and blunders
equally portentous swarm in the
translation of the last chapter of
the Second Book. In 1.6.1255a
6 the translation has gromulgatio
for 6poloyia: and in 14 violen-
tiam patifor Biafeadar, with ruin-
ous results to the sense of the
passage. In I.1I.1259a I5, éx-
pabovvra is rendered by pretium
taxans. The translator’s render-
ing of #) by gwam in 2. 3.1261b 35
seems to show an entire misappre-
hension of the meaning of the
Greek. ’Ex rdv év mool in 2. §
1263 a 18 is ex Ais guae in potibus.

2
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not till 1550, when the third Basle edition of Aristotle
appeared, that any use was made of the Latin translation
in correcting the text (see Sus.! p. xxxii: Sus? p. xvii).
Two years later, Victorius published his first edition of the
Politics, and in 1576 a second edition with a commentary
(Sus.? p. xviii). He seems to have used the Latin trans-
lation for the emendation of the text in both his editions
(Schneider, Aristot. Pol. Praefat. p. xx), and he speaks of it
thus in his preface to the second :—‘quoscunque calamo
exaratos codices indagare potui, cunctos deteriores men-
dosioresque inveni quam fuerit exemplar, quo illa usa est’
(see also his commentary on 4 (7). 12. 1331 b 13 sqq.
Distribui autem, and on 2. 5. 1264 a 17 sqq. S¢ namque
eodem pacto). Schneider bears equally strong testimony
to its value for critical purposes in the preface to his
edition of the Politics, published in 1809 (p. xxv). Suse-
mihl, with manuscripts of the first family before him,
takes a somewhat more measured view on the subject.
He sees! that it is in some cases impossible? and in
others difficult to say what the translator found in his
text. The translator’s rendering is not always equally
literal 3. He sometimes, as Susemihl points out, omits or
adds small words, and where he finds that the meaning of

1 Sus.}, p. xxxiii.

2 E.g. where questions arise as
to the insertion or omission of the
article, or as to the spelling of
Greek words (if the Greek word
is not reproduced). Occasionally
indeed, thearticle is expressed by
the translator, as for instance in
the important passage 1.13. 12602
8, quare natura quae plura prin-
cipantia et subiecta.

3 This will be evident from the
followingexamples. Int.6.1255a
8, ypdpovrai mapavdpwyis rendered,
literally enough, scribunt iniguo-
7um: in1.8. 1256 b 10, ovvexricre
is coepariunt: mn 1. 9. 1257 a 32,
¢ elodyeabau is per adduci. 1In 3.
15. 1286 a 9-10, again, the trans-
lator finds in his Greek a mascu-
line plural nominative conjoined

with a verb in the third person
singular. His Latin reproduces
this- false concord. Literalness
could certainly be carried no fur-
ther. Bat in other passages the
version is not equally exact : thus
for instance in 1256 b g, rekeiw-
bciow is rendered secundum per-
Jectionem (or perfectam — sc.
generationem): in 1259a 13, dAiyov
poboodpevoy modico pro pretio
dato: in 1259a 22, ToUTov wowotvTar
Tov wopov koc modo faciunt divi-
Zias (see also 1255 b 35, 1268 b 5).
An exact ‘ad verbum’ rendering
is, in fact, impracticable in Latin,
and one or two of these passages
seem to show that the translator
does not always make his version
as literal as he might.
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a sentence will thus be made clearer, he does not scruple to
add a Latin word or two, for which no equivalent existed
in his Greek text (Sus.? pp. xxxiii-xxxiv). That Greek text,
again, Susemihl allows to have been here and there de-
formed by chance corruptions, by arbitrary changes, and
by the intrusion of glosses (Sus.! p. xxxi). Notwithstanding
all this, however, Susemihl claimed, in his edition of 1872
at all events, that the Latin translation is ‘instar optimi
codicis, qui quamvis non eandem auctoritatem quam E in
Physicis, Meteorologicis, Psychologicis, et A¢ in Poeticis et
Rhetoricis, tamen ‘eandem quam KP in Ethicis et fortasse
paulo maiorem habeat’ (p. xxxii). Dittenberger in his
valuable review of Susemih!’s edition of 1872 (published in
the Gott. gelehrt. Anz. for Oct. 28, 1874, p. 1349 sqq.) ex-
pressed a doubt (p. 1363), whether Susemihl had in that
edition ‘kept himself entirely free from the tendency, which
he had noticed in Victorius and Schneider, to over-value the
Vetus Interpres,’ and though in his two subsequent editions
of 1879 and 1882, and especially in the latter, where he
abandons (p. xii. n.) the comparison with K, Susemihl shows
less confidence in the unsupported testimony of the Vetus
Interpres, he perhaps still rates it somewhat too high. It
is not, to begin with, absolutely clear that we have a right
(with Susemihl) to take this translation as a reproduction of
a single Greek manuscript. Obviously it renders with great
literalness the Greek text which it adopts, but we must
bear in mind that a translator, even if he does his work as
literally as the author of this ancient translation, is not
quite as mechanical a being as a copyist. He may not be
invariably faithful to one manuscript’, and if he is, he may
now and then prefer to render some gloss or conjectural
reading which he finds in its margin, rather than the
reading which stands in its text®. He may adopt con-

1 Susemihl himself points out to have used) ‘hic illic adscriptae
(Sus., p. xxxv), relying on a mar-  erant variae lectiones, aut praeter
ginal annotation in one MS. of T hic illic etiam alium codicem vel -
the Vet. Int. on 3.17. 1288a 15, plures alios (Guilelmus) inspexe-
that ‘aut in T’ (the manuscript rat’ . .
which the Vet. Int. is supposed 2 Roemer in the preface to his
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jectural emendations of his own or of others. We must, I
think, allow for these possibilities in the case of this Latin
translation of the Politics, and not rate its testimony quite
so high as we should rate that of a Greek manuscript of
the same datel. We must also remember that William of
Moerbeke, its probable author, was not a Greek by birth,
and that he may have been as little infallible in decipher-
ing Greek manuscripts as he certainly was in interpreting
Greek words.

Nevertheless the readings offered by the thirteenth-
century translator commonly deserve attention, and Bek-
ker, who has here and there (for the most part in the
wake of earlier editors), with manifest advantage to
the text, adopted a reading based on his unsupported
authority?, might well have done something more than he
did in his critical edition of the Politics (1831) to call
attention to them. He also omitted, as we have already
seen, to collate the manuscripts M® and P!, though he
must have learnt their importance from the imperfect notes
of their readings given in Géttling’s edition (1824) on the
authority of Haase. This omission has now been fully
repaired by Susemihl, who has been in his turn, perhaps,
in his first two editions at all events, a little inclined to
overrate the value of the authorities which he was the first
fully to turn to account. In his third and last edition,
however, besides being generally more conservative in his

edition of Aristotle’s Rhetoric single manuscript.

(Teubner, 1885, p. xiii) says of
William of Moerbeke’s Latin
Translation of this treatise—¢ va-
rietates et glossas, quas pro cor-
rectionibus habuisse videtur’ (cp.
Sus.! Praef. p. vi), ‘ubique cupide
arripientem videmus' hominem
omni sano judicio destitutum.’

* 1 have followed Susemihl in
designating the Greek text which
the Vetus Interpres appears to
render by the symbol T, but I
must not be understood to imply
by this that I feel sure that it in-
variably represents the text of a

2 E.g.in 2. 1. 1260b 41 he ac-
cepts eis 6 rijs on the autbority of
the Vet. Int. in place of iodrys, the
reading of all known MSS. : in 2.
7. 1266 b 2 he accepts 8' 7oy on
the same authority: in 3. 12.
1283 a 7 he gets Umepéyer in place
of imepéxewy from the same source :
in4(7).17.1336a 6 he is probably
right in reading elodyew (Vet. Int.
inducere) : in 6 (4). 4. 12922 22 he
adds wap' before éxarépais, which
seems quite indispensable, but
which only Vet. Int. gives (apud).
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dealings with the text, Susemihl is, as we shall see, more
cautious in his acceptance of the readings of the first family
of manuscripts, and also in his acceptanice of the unsup-
ported testimony of the Vetus Interpres. He says himself
of his third edition (praef. p. xii), that it is ‘Bekkerianis
multo similior quam duae priores.’

Besides, however, being the first to give a full record of
the readings of the first family of manuscripts, Susemihl
has done much to add to our knowledge of the second
family also. This is considerably more numerous than the
first ; it includes, according to Susemihl, nearly a score of
manuscripts. The most important of them are P% the I®
of Bekker (MS. Coislin 161 in the Bibliothéque Nationale
at Paris), a manuscript of the fourteenth century from
one of the monasteries on Mount Athos, of which a full
account will be found in the preface to Susemihl’s edition
of 1872 (pp. xvi-xx); and P3 (MS. 2026 of the Bibliothéque
Nationale at Paris), the earliest complete MS. of the
Politics known to scholars, for it belongs to the beginning
of the fourteenth century (see pp. xx—xxi of the same preface).
These two manuscripts have been collated throughout by
Susemihl. Of the less good variety of this family?, only
P* (MS. 2025 of the Paris Bibliothéque Nationale) appears
to have been collated from beginning to end, but Bekker
used some of the manuscripts falling under this head for
particular books, and Susemihl has had them collated for
the passages indicated by him in his critical edition (1872),
pp. xxviii-xxix, and in his explanatory edition (1879),

pp. xvi-xviiZ

1 See on the MSS. composing
it Sus.? p. xxi sq. Their text has
often suffered from the intrusion
of glosses (see critical note on
1253 a 12) and supplementary ad-
ditions (see critical note on 1255b
12). They also frequently omit
words, especially the article. Yet
here and there they have alone
preserved the true reading (e.g. in
13202 16, u1 Toi ye).

2 [ add an explanation of the

O! belongs to this variety.

chief symbols which I have adop-
ted from Susemihl. II stands for
the consent of the Aldine edition
and all extant MSS., so far as
these sources have been consulted
for Susemihl’s editions : II* for the
consent of the extant MSS. of the
first family (in the first two books
Ms P! only) and the text followed
by the Vetus Interpres: II* for
the consent of the Aldine edition
and the MSS. of the second
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If we except the Vatican Fragments?, the manuscripts of
the Politics are of a late date, later than the text translated
by the Vetus Interpres, which was itself apparently not
very early. They are evidently full of the faults which are
commonly found in manuscripts. The scribes did their
work mechanically for the most part—often without a
thought of the meaning of what they were writing—though
here and there we seem to detect efforts to emend the
text, especially in the case of puzzling words or passages.
The manuscripts often incorporate glosses with the text;
they often omit whole clauses, especially clauses interven-
ing between repetitions of the same word ; still oftener they
omit one or more words; they are often led astray by
homoeoteleuton ; their errors are particularly frequent in
relation to certain words; they repeat words from the pre-
ceding line; they are apt to place contiguous words in the
same case; sometimes they seem to admit two alternative
readings together into the text—sometimes we notice that
clauses are transposed. To say that they have these
defects is, however, only to say that they share the com-
mon lot of manuscripts. Their lateness has probably
added to their imperfections. We note, for instance, that
many of the variations which we observe in them are
variations in the termination of words?2, and these may often
have arisen from the misreading or miswriting of contrac-
tions, which were used with increasing frequency after the
eleventh century. How easily they might thus arise will
be seen from Gardthausen’s work on Greek Palaeography

family, so far as these sources
have been examined for Suse-
mihl’s editions: H® for the con-
sent of the Aldine edition and the
MSS. of the less good variety of
the second family, subject to the
same limitation. I need hardly
explain that the abbreviation ¢ pr.’
prefixed to the name of a MS.
refers to its original state and is
intended to distinguish an original
reading from a correction.
! See the Preface.

% See, for instance, the various
readings in 1271 a 37 (abrijs IT%,
abrdv P? atroi pr. P3, abrois II%),
1280 a 24 (éNevbepin MBS, é\evbépio
I1% é\edfepor P1—the true reading
being doubtless éAevfepia), 1282 a
27,1284 b 41, 12862 25, 1286 b 24,
33, 1287b 30, 1288a 23, 1292 b
36, 1297 a I: and see Sus.}, p. xii,
note 21. Not many pages, how-
ever, of Susemih!l's apparatus cri-
ticus are free from instances of
error in terminations.
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(p. 246), where we find the remark that the same contrac-
tion may be used to represent Oedryros, @edryri, @edryra,
while another represents méAis, moAds, wéhewos, moAéutos,
moAitys,- and even molwrela (though the last word is more
usually represented by a different contraction), and that a
single contraction may be employed to express SdAlovros,
BdANovri, BdAAovra, BdANovTes, BdAAovras.

Occasionally all the manuscripts, in addition to the text
used by the Vetus Interpres, offer a reading almost or
quite certainly wrong!, but they seem on the whole to
preserve with considerable fidelity the idiosyncrasies of
Aristotle’s peculiar and highly characteristic style. In a
large number of passages earlier critics have condemned
readings which a closer and more sympathetic study of
Aristotle’s use of language has proved to be undoubtedly
correct?. Often and often the manuscripts have retained
little idiosyncrasies of style, which less mechanical copyists,
or copyists more ready to insist on the ordinary rules of
Greek writing, might well have smoothed away. Peculi-
arities in the order of words3, occasional omissions of a
word or words?, constructiones ad sensumb, carelessnesses®

1 E.g. in 2. 12, 1274b 7, TII
(except perhaps pr. P%) have
énioxeyny (instead of émiokmnv):
in 3. 3. 1276 b 9, T'IT have Aé-
yowev for Néyopev: in 3. 8. 1279b
28, mpogayopedor Or mwpocayopever,
one or other of which appears in
T'II, must be wrong: in 3. IS.
1286a 9-10, Soket . . . of vépot T'II :
in 3. 16. 1287 a 29, I' I seem to be
wrong, and the Vossian codex of
Julian alone right. Cases in which
all the MSS. are wrong and T
alone is right also occur: see for
example the passages referred to
above, p. xlviii, note 2.

2 Those who do not happen to
be acquainted with the second of
Vahlen’s Aristotelische Aufsitze
will thank me for referring to it in
1llustrat10n of this remark.

3 E.g L.6.1255b 2,086 Pios
Bou)\e-rat p.ev robTO TOLely WONAdKLS,
ob pévrot duvwarar (so TII, except

that Me® P! place rotro after 1ro¢ew)
7 (5)- 9. 1309b 27, télos & olras

are undé fiva moujoe d)awwecu
7 (5) Io. 131Ta 23 Tas abrds
apxas' Bel. uom(ew mept Te TaS 1ro)\¢-
'rems elva i peraBoddv kat mepi
Tas povapyias (except that T Ms
erroneously place v peraBoldv
before airas): 8 (6). 6.1320b 33,
T4 pév €0 cbpara Suneipeva mpos
byiewav: 4 (7). 1. 1323 b 4, mepl 8¢
™y éfe ktnow Tédv dyabdy perpud-
{ovawv.

¢ E.g. of mé\es and its parts (see
exp]anatory note on 1266b1): of
dperijy, 5 (8). 4. I338b 15 and 1.
13. 1260a 24: of € éxovow, 6 (4). 9.
1294 b 27: of mpos Ty Yuxny, 5 (8)
5. x34ob 17: of peréxew, 6 (4)
1222 b 36.

g7 (5). 10. 1311 2 33 s

& vaems' ofions wo)tvpepovs‘, éxaoroy
avrﬁ)l’ ﬂlTlOV ‘y"/"rﬂl 77’: 0P'y"9;

¢ E.g. 3. 13. 1283b 16, djrov
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or roughnesses? of style, and even positively bad writing?
are faithfully reproduced3.

We have seen, however, that the complete MSS. fall into
two families, and here the question arises—what is the
origin and the extent of the distinction between them?
We know that in parts of the de Anima and of some other
writings of Aristotle two texts exist, which have been
thought by some to represent two separate issues or editions,
both from the hand of Aristotle, while others have held
one of the texts to be a rékauffé due, not to Aristotle, but
to some expositor who has rewritten the original with
slight alterations in the language, not often affecting the
meaning. Has the distinction between the two families of
manuscripts in the case of the Politics originated in either
of these ways? The question is an important one, for if
the distinction between them had this origin, it would
obviously be altogether improper to blend the readings of
the two families together and to form a composite text out
of them, as all editors have hitherto sought to do. There
is no doubt that the differences existing between the
two families are in part of a similar nature to those
which exist between the two texts of the second book
of the de Anima. As in the de Anima, so in the Poli-
tics, we note variations in the order of words, variations
in the use of the article, variations in particles and the like.
But these variations are far less frequent in the Politics
than in the portions of the second book of the de Anima
in which a second text exists. In one or two places of
the de Anima, again, we trace some slight divergence of

yap bs €l Tis wdAwv els whovaidrepos
_dmavrev éori, Onhov O6mL kTA.: 8

(6). 5. 1319 b 33, éore & Epyov roi
vopadérov kai Tdv Bovhopévev ouv-
woTdvar Twa TowaiTny wakirelay od 1O
karaoTiicar péyioray Epyov ovdé pd-
vov, d\\’ 8rws ad{nTat paiiov.

TE.g. 2. 6. 1264Db 39-40 (cp.
de Gen. An. 2.7.746b7-9): 1.10.
1258a 24.

“* E.g.6(4). 8.1293b 26-7.

3 Some of their mistakes seem
to be due to their ultimate deriva-
tion from an archetype in which
words were neither separated nor
accentuated: thus we have 5 &)
instead of #8n in 1252b 28, dpio-
rapxew instead of dpior’ dpyew in
1273 b §,dAN" 008" €orwv instead of
d\\ov &’ doriv in 12542 15, Xdpnme
o7 instead of Xappridp in 1258 b
40.
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meaning?, and this we hardly find in the Politics. And
then again, we note that variations in the order of words
occur even within the first family, the order followed by
Ms P! being often different from that followed by I, which
is in these cases commonly the same as that of the second
family. It seems, therefore, hardly necessary to have re-
course to the supposition of a double text to account for
variations of order?. The same thing may be said as to
variations in the use of the article and others of the same
kind. Besides, many of the differences between the read-
ings of the two families are of a sort which is not equally
conspicuous in the two texts of the de Anima. One
family uses one form of a word, the other another:
the first has dyomourikd, the second dyomoiinif: the first
commonly uses the form povdpyns, the second udvapyos?,
and so forth. The second family occasionally avoids Ziatus
where the first does not. Differences of this kind are
probably due to grammarian revisers of the text; and
if this is so, it seems probable that the differences which
might be ascribed to a duality of text have also originated
in the same way. Many of the differences, again, between
the text of I1* and II? appear to be due to a misreading of
contractions, or to omissions on the part of one set of manu-
scripts or the other (most often of IT'), or to other accidental
causes. It does not seem likely that the contrast of the
two families runs back (at all events in its present pro-
portions) to anything like so early a date as do the two

1 E.g. in de An. 2. 9. 421239,
where the received text has—alrior
&' 81y T aiobnow Tairyy olk Exoper
akpiBij, d\\& xeipe moAAdy (wwv,
and the second text—alriorv 8 671
otk Z—',xoy.ev dxpiBn TabTny Ty alobn-
aw, d\Aé xelpiora dopdrac dvlpwmos
1év {Pwv.

2 M here and there has an order
of its own (e.g. in 1267 b 40). It
is easy to see from Susemihl’s
apparatus criticus on 1271a 25,
36 (Sus.!, pp. 127, 128), how easily
these changes of order might

arise, and, if they arose in an
archetype, how widely they might
be diffused.

% ¢The dependent compounds of
the stem dpxw end in Attic not in
~apxns, but throughout in -apyos
(yvuvaaiapyos, 8puapyos, immapyos,
Tpujpapyos, etc.) : still in an Attic
inscription of B.cC. 324 we find
certain finance officials of the
deme Athmone named pepdpyar’
(Meisterhans, Grammatik der at-
tischen Inschriften, pp. 53-54).
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texts of portions of the de Anima. Both families agree in
the order in which they arrange the books. In both, the
first four chapters of the Sixth Book are little better than
a chaos. This last defect, it is true, may have existed in
the work as Aristotle left it. All the manuscripts, and the
vetus versio also, have the obvious blunder émiokeyw in 2.
12. 1274 b 4: all read &x 8¢ 70D Terdprov TéY TeTdprwv in 2. 6.
1266 a 18. The text of the Vatican Fragments is a mixed
text, and may possibly belong to a time prior to the rise
of a marked contrast between the two families.

It would seem, then, that both families of manuscripts
may safely be used in the construction of a text of the
Politics. No editor, in fact, has attempted to base his
text on one family only and dispensed altogether with the
aid of the other. Bekker mainly relies on the second
family, but he has adopted several readings from the Vetus
Interpres: Susemihl bases his text in the main on the
first family, and especially on T, but he frequently adopts
readings from the second . Editors of the Politics seem
to have no option but to make their text more or less a
composite text. QOurs must be based partly on the first
family of manuscripts, partly on the better variety of the
second : occasionally perhaps it may be necessary to take
a reading from the less good variety of the second. The
question whether in a given passage we are to follow the
reading given by the first family or the second, which is
often a difficult one, must be decided partly by the proba-

the second family not a few words

1 E. g. in the following passages
which he had previously elimi-

of the First and Second Books :

1255 a 5, 1250 b 2, 1260 a 39,
1262 a 30, 1264 a 1, 1264 b 3,
1265 2 30, 35 (xpiow), 1265 b 4,
21, 1266a 20, 23, 1267 b 40, 1270
a 20, 21, 1271 a 27, 1273 a 10,
1273b 3. It may be added that
Susemihl recognizes in his third
edition (praef. p. xvi), how prone
the MSS. of the first family are
to omit words, and how little
they are to be depended on in
cases of omission ; hence we find
him in this edition accepting from

nated in reliance on the authority
of the first family, and generally
showing an increased confidence
in the second family, though he
still prefers the first. Instances
of this will be found in the fol-
lowing passages of the first two
books, as they stand in Suse-
mihl’s third edition—r12532a 25,
1257 b 24, 1260 b 17, 1261 a 22,
1263b 1, 6, 1264 a 16, 1268 a 26,
1270 a 25, 34, 12732 9, b 2, 27,
1274 b 8.
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bilities of the particular case, partly in reference to the
known tendencies of either family. .

The manuscripts of the second family, for instance, as
has been said, avoid Ziatus more frequently than those of
the first1: here in all probability the less polished version
is the more genuine. In matters of spelling, again, the
first family has perhaps occasionally preserved peculiarities
which the second has smoothed away (e.g. the form ovp-
¢vijrar in 1262 b 13, which is all the more likely to be cor-
rect because it is found in KP in Eth. Nic. 7. 5. 1147 a 22)%
When the first family unanimously places words in one
order which the second places in another, the order given
by the first family is sometimes to my mind more unstudied
and more Aristotelian than that given by the second ®. But
in graver matters at any rate the advantage seems to me
to rest with the second family . In some cases falling under
this head, no doubt, the readings of the first family may
well deserve our preference. Thusin 2. 11. 12732 41, [T
give us ravmny ody oldv Te BeBalws é&pioTokpareichar THY mwoAi-
relav, and 12 the softened and probably less genuine reading
ratrny oty oldv T elvar BePalws dpioToxparikny moAirelay : and
in 2. 1. 1260 b 28 7is IT* seems preferable on similar grounds
to 4, which is the reading of the manuscripts of the second
family. So again in 4 (7). 12. 1331 b 13 II! have preserved

1 E.g.in 1254 b 14: 12552 11,
bgs,21: 12562 33,b18: 12582 31:
1259b 7: 1261 b 17, 32: 12632
28: 1264 a 37, 38, etc. In these
passages, however, the elisions by
which AZatus is avoided are of
a trivial and obvious kind: serious
cases of AZatus are commonly left
untouched in both families alike.

2 It is not, however, always the
case that the spelling of IT! is to
be preferred: For instance, the
form ¢diria (%) seems preferable
to ¢ira (II')—see critical note
on 1271a 27. It is hardly likely
that in matters of spelling com-
plete reliance can safely be placed
on eitherfamily. It should be noted
that in questions as to Azatus and
commonly also in questions of

spelling we get no assistance from
the Vetus Interpres, and are de-
pendent on M# P!, so far as the
first family is concerned.

$E.g.in§ (8).2 1337b 20 I
have 6 8¢ airo ToiTo mpdrTwy WON-
Ndkis 80 dAovs Onrikdy kai dovikdy
&y 86fee mpdrrery (Where moldkes
is to be taken with &v 86feie—
compare the similar displacement
of moM\dxis in 1. 6. 1255 b 3), while
II? place woA\dxis after 8" d\hovs
(and also &v after ddfeev), thus
arranging the words in a more
regular and logical, but probably
less genuine, order.

* The Vatican Fragments agree
far more often with the second
family than with the first. See
the Preface.
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the true reading vevepficfa: (I1? almost without exception
have peupiofai), and in 4 (7). 17. 1336 b 2 dweAadvew I1?
seems to be undoubtedly wrong. But on the whole it ap-
pears to me that II? less often transmute a puzzling reading
into an easier one than IT*. Thus, for example, in

1. 2. 1252 b 1§, Supoxdmous, the reading of most MSS. of the
second family, is better than uoxdmvovs, IT* P* L8,

1. 4. 1253 b 2%, tév olkovauwév, the reading of almost all the
MSS. of the second family, is better than ¢ alkavopixd, the
reading of the first.

1. 9. 1257 b 24, II' seem to be wrong in omitting ofras.

1. 11. 1258 b 2%, II* have corrected rpirov into réraprov wrongly,
though not unnaturally.

2. 2. 1261 b ¥, a¥fre II* is probably more genuine than o? 1%,

2. 4. 1267 a 40, II' omit the second &, though the repetition of
& is probably right.

2. 8. 1268 b 12, II” retain the singular but quite Aristotelian
(Bon. Ind. 454 a 20 sq.) displacement of pév, of which indeed
there are many traces in the MSS. of the Latin Translation.

21, I1* add 48y probably rightly.

1269 a 18, Vet. Int. has gws mutaver:t, and may perhaps have
found 6 added in his text before xwioas, where Ms P! add s :
12 are probably right in reading simply xwijoas.

2. 9. 1270 2 34, ' omit an awkward but idiomatic pev.

3. 12. 1282 b 15, & II* is more probably Aristotelian than &j 11,
3. 14. 1285 b 12, P? and (on second thoughts) P* give éwavdracs :
Ms P! and possibly ' (Vet. Int. elevatio) wrongly émavdoraats.

6 (4). 5. 1292 b 5, the difficult word eioiy (‘ takes office ’) becomes
els ety in T M® pr. PL.

6 (4)- 6. 1293 a 3, I® rightly omit «ai before elmapias.

6 (4). 12. 1296 b 33, an idiomatic 8¢ is omitted by I, but pre-
served by II%

6 (4). 16. 1300 b 30, mavri II* seems to me to be right, not ma-
pévre T,

8 (6). 8. 1322 b 14, elogopdy T2 is undoubtedly correct, though
T Ms P* substitute the commoner word égopeiav.

4 (1) 1. 1323 b 9, the idiomatic use of airav is probably correct,
but I Ms P' omit the word.

4 (7). 12. 1331 b 5, v I* is probably right, though its omission
by I M8 pr. P* makes the passage easier. This omission,
however, may well be accidental, as =iy is followed by ra».



AND THE VETUS VERSIO. lvii

5 (8)- 5. 1339 a 29, e mawrly I’ where the place of re, though
not that which we should expect, is justified by many parallel
instances (see Bon. Ind. 749 b 44 s5qq.), whereas P! reads ye
and Ms omits re, and possibly I' also, but of this we cannot be
certain, for the Vet. Int. seldom renders re.

5 (8). 6. 1341 a 13, xal, which II* add, is probably right, though
not easy to interpret.

5 (8). 6. 1341 b 1, I* wrongly substitute YapBo for capBixa,

The manuscripts of the first family seem also, I think, to
admit glosses into the text more frequently than the better
ones of the second (see, for instance, Susemihl’s agparatus
criticus on 1. 8. 1256 b 26: 2.6.1265 a 21, 22: 2.%. 1266 a
37: 2.10. 1271 b 28: 3. 4. 1277 a 23: 3. 10. 1281 a 28,
where omovdaia, which is probably a gloss, takes in II' the
place of dikaa). Clearly, again, as Dittenberger has
remarked!, and Susemihl has now fully recognized (Sus.?
p. xvi), these manuscripts are apt to omit words, probably
because their archetype was somewhat carelessly written 2
Take the following instances from the Third Book :—

12754 11, O' om. kai ydp raira rovrais dmdpxe: 28, T M pr. P!

om. kalro—dpxis: 1276 a 4, M8 P!, and possibly T, om. rijs:
b 3, Ms P!, and possibly T, om. &v: 36, T' Ms pr. P! om. d\Ad:
1247 a 20, I' om. dpery) after # abry: 24, T Me pr. P! om. lvws:
1248 b 2, om. ék Tév elpypévov: 20, 0m. odk E\arrov: 1279 a 2,
! om. &a, though M® P! move elvac to its place: 34, Ms P,
and possibly T, om. r&v in mjp 8 rév GMiyev: b 15, I' 'om. i:
1280 b 1, Ms P, and possibly T, om. roi : 5, T M® pr. P* om.
mohurikijs . 12822 7, II' om. xal: 17, om. # before Berriovs:
40, Me P! and probably T, om. ré before ravrwv: 12832 10,
II' om. «ai, and in the next line in mdoav dwadryr’ T M8 pr.
P! omit the second of the two syllables av, making dwodryr’
into loérye’ or lodrpra: 17, M® P, and possibly I, om. ’: 32,

1 Gott. gel. Anz., Oct. 28, 1874,
p. 1359. If we examine the dis-
crepancies between II' and II® in
the first two books of the Politics,
we shall find that in a large pro-
portion of cases they arise from
the omission of words in I,

2 Omissions also occur in IT%
and some of them are on a more

extensive scale than those of II!
(see, for example, 1307 b 32-34,
1334 a 37-38, 1336 b 18, 1337 b
16-19, 34-35), but they fortunately
occur less frequently, and they
give rise to no critical doubts.
They are often obviously due to
homoeoteleuton.
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Ms P!, and possibly T, om. ra: b2, O' om. n: 1284 b 11,
om. n (perhaps rightly): 1285a 6, Ms P!, and possibly T,
om. rovs: 1286 b 31, II' om. xai before xura: 1287 a 16, om.
rolvw: 25, T om. émimdes madedoas, Ms P! om. madeboas:
b 38, T M# pr. P' om. kai &\No Bachikdv: 1288 a 6, II' om.
#dn: 16, om. rwd: 29, om. rovray (as they omit ofros in
1257 b 24 and afroi in 1273 2 9).

In his third edition, Susemihl adopts the reading of the
first family in only four of the passages which I have just
cited. A similar array of passages might be adduced from
the Sixth Book, and a somewhat shorter one from the First
and Second. I am far from saying that in every one of
these passages the sin of omission can be positively brought
home to II’'—on the contrary, in more than one of them it
is not clear whether IT' omit or I12 add—but I am inclined
to think, as Susemihl now thinks (Sus.?® p. xvi), that IT?
add a good deal less often than IT* omit. At all events, it
is evident that omissions in IT' must be carefully scrutinized
before we can safely accept them.

It has already been said that most of the discrepancies
between IT' and II? seem to be due to errors of trans-
cription or to have originated in some other easily intelli-
gible way ; but there is a certain percentage of which this
cannot be said. In the First and Second Books the follow-
ing variations may be cited under this head :—

. 7. 1255 b 26, rolrev I! is replaced by r@v rowoirey in II%
I. 1260b 28, risc IT*, # I%
. 8. 1267 b 26, xduns T M8 pr. P!, xéopw mohvrekei I2

2. 9. 1269 b 21, rowiras éoriv I* (so accentuated in Ms PY),
pavepés éori Towoiros dy M2,
(Cp. 1269 b 26, where T Ms pr. P* om. ¢arvepas.)
E. 2. 10. 1271 b 28, xpfires T Ms pr. P* (all other MSS. Avrior).
F. 2. 11, 12732 41, tadrpy ody olév e BeBaiws dpioroxpareicha

N N
.

gowmp»

\ ’ . ’ 2 .
iy molureiay II': rabrqy ody aldy 7 elvar BeBalws dpioroxparuiy
wo\relay 1%,

In E there can be little doubt that a gloss explanatory
of Adkrior has taken the place of this word in T' Ms pr. PI,
Of B and F something has already been said. A, C, D
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remain, and these are less easy to classify or account for,
but it is noticeable that in all these three passages IT!
abbreviate, just as elsewhere they omit.

So far we have been considering cases in which IT' and
12 are at issuel, and these are the most difficult and per-
plexing with which we have to deal. It often happens,
however, that the three texts of the first family—three, if
we include the original of the wefus wersio—do not agree.
M® and P!, and also T" and M®, often stand apart by them-
selves, and T' and P! occasionally do so? When M® P!
stand alone, we usually find that I' agrees with the second
family, and the same thing may be said of P! when I" M®
stand alone. Against the union of T' I12 not much weight
commonly attaches, as it seems to me, to that of M® P?,
and I' M® have also, I think, little weight when matched
against P! 112,

The following passages from the Second Book will illus-
trate this in reference to M® P!, though some of the read-
ings referred to are far better than others, and I would not
pronounce positively against all :—

1260b 32, Ms P om.r’: 12612 6, M® P! & 1) I\drovos mohreia

the other MSS. have év i mo\ireia 7ij (some rod) I\dravos : 17,
Ms P! ob for ot8¢ wrongly: 1261 b 25, Ms P! om. rois in rais
yuvafl kat Tois Tékvors 1 28, M P! om. 7is: 12622 35, M* pr.
P! om. elvac: 1262b 6, M P! om. olrws wrongly: 4, Ms P?
om. re: 1263 b 32, M8 pr. P! &rar wrongly: 12642 1, Ms
pr. P! ékowdinoe wrongly: 1264 b 20, M® pr. P! &awep wrongly:
39, M8 P! om. Adyois: 1265 a 18, M8 P! uj for undér wrongly:
36, Ms P! add pév after mpdos: 1265b 24, Ms P* place pév
not after Bodderas like the rest, but after iy, not probably
rightly: 1266b 28, Ms P! rdfe: instead of rdfeiev: 12682 14,

11t is possible that the con-
trast of the two families of MSS.
would be less strongly marked, if
we possessed a larger number of
good MSS. of the Politics. We
might probably in that case pos-
sess MSS. occupying an inter-
mediate position between the two.
This hardly any of our MSS. can
be said to do. [My surmise has

VOL. II.

been verified by the discovery of
the Vatican Fragments.]

2We find I and P! standing
together alone far less often than
T and Ms, or M® and P'. The
remarks in the text were written
before I became acquainted with
Susemihl’s third edition, in which
I find that they are to some extent
anticipated.
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Ms pr. P! om. «al fencdv: 37, M8 P! yewpyeiv wrongly: 1268Db
23, M8 P! yevéfai for ylvecfar: 1269 a 18, Ms P! add =is before
wwijgas (wrongly, I think): 1269 b 28, Ms P mpdres in place
of mpéros: 32, M8 P! &ubkyro wrongly for Siwekefro: 12702 I,
M pr. P! om. s oixelas wrongly : 8, M& P* ywopévwv wrongly
for yevouévar : 1%, Me P* om. Mav before olciav: oy Ms, 7ov P*
wrongly for rois: 26, Me P! om. 4 before «al wrongly: 1270
b 2, M8 P! om. rols wohiras wrongly: 8, Ms P! om. éorilv: 26,
Ms P? 78y wrongly for &e: 12712 16, M8 P! om. & wrongly :
1271b 22, Ms P* 7e¢ wrongly for 8: 1242b 31, Ms P! om.
#ovaar (wrongly, as I think), and om. é& wrongly: 1273b 25,
Ms P* kpsirns wrongly for kpyrucis: 37, M8 P? om. y&p wrongly™.

Changes in the order of words peculiar to M® P! occur
not unfrequently ; the following instances may be adduced
from the Second Book :—

1260b 41, 1261b %, 12632 22, b 16, 1%, 12642 9, 1265 b 13,
12672 38, 1268a 39, 12712 36, b 7, 1272 b 24.

It would be rash to alter the order of words on the au-
thority of these two manuscripts unsupported by others.

As to the readings peculiar to I' M®, not many of them,
I think, possess merit. Take the following list from the
Second Book :—

12612 21,T M5 om. xai before dvwards (wrongly, I think): 33,
T M= read 8¢ for yap wrongly: 1264 a 19, T M® mafdvres (P I®
pebévres): b g, T Ms elmovfev 8y wrongly for fmovbev 8y: 1267 a
2, T pr. M5 om. kai wrongly: 1268 b g, " M5 om. xal wrongly :
1269a 25, I' M® om. «ai before kumréoc: 127702 12, T M* om,
éowev wrongly: b 8, I Ms om. adm) wrongly: 12712 18, T Ms
om. &a: b 47, T M8 om, pév: 1272b 1, T M8 have Sagpepdrrov
wrongly for Siapfepolvrwv: 1273 a 40, T' Mt have mohiradr
wrongly for mohir@v: b 4,T Me have &v wrongly for &v: 1274
a 8, T M® om. ra—TIepuehis (homoeoteleuton): 28, T Ms om.
pavriciy: b 20, T ME om. yap wrongly®.

1 Ms P! perhaps diverge rather Books seem to me to be of even
more frequently from the other less value than in the Second.
texts in the Second Book than in % The record of these two MSS.
the First and Third, but the read- is no better in the First, Third,
ings peculiar to these two MSS. and Sixth Books.
in the First, Third, and Sixth
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Readings resting on the authority of only one of the
manuscripts of the Politics possess, as a rule, but little
weight. ‘ Such readings,” remarks Dittenberger (Gozz. gel.
Anz., Oct. 28, 1874, p. 1362), * should only be adopted after
convincing proof, (1) that the reading unanimously given
by the other MSS. and probably inherited from the arche-
type is on internal grounds untenable, and (2) that the
emendation offered by the single MS. in question is the
easiest, simplest, and most satisfactory that can be offered.’
M® is a carelessly written manuscript, and very little im-
portance can be attached to its unsupported testimony.
We have already seen that not a-few tempting readings
peculiar to P! are probably conjectural emendations of its
learned transcriber, and we must beware of attaching too
much importance to its unsupported testimony?l. The
same thing may be said of P2, and also of P3.

‘When, however, we ask what value is to be attached to
the unsupported testimony of the text followed by the
Vetus Interpres, we are on more debatable ground. Suse-
mihl still attaches much importance to it, though, as has
been said, considerably less in his third edition than in his
previous ones. But even he accepts only a moderate
proportion of the many readings which rest on its un-
supported testimony. Dittenberger unhesitatingly applies
to T the rule which we have just cited from him. ‘From
this rule, be says (Gort. gel. Anz. p. 1363), ‘no exception
should be made even in favour of the translation of William
of Moerbeke. No doubt it is quite true that it represents
the best of all the manuscripts of the Politics, but even
the testimony of the best single manuscript, as it is not the
sole representative of a family, has from a diplomatic point
of view no weight whatever in opposition to the concur-
rence of all other manuscripts of both families.’

The question, however, arises, as we have seen, how far
the translation faithfully reproduces the Greek text (or texts)

17ts value may be studied in b 13: 1293 a 30: 1294 a 3, 12,
the following passages from the b 8, 23, 24: 1296 a 16, b 7, 10:
Sixth Book :—1289 2 10, 15, b1: 1297b 16 : 1298 a 7,18: 1299 a
12002 I:1291 b 31: 1292 a 1, 30: 13004 3, 5,b 13, 18.

€2



Ixii ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF THE POLITICS

used by the translator’. Susemihl recognizes even in his.
first edition that in some matters it is not rigidly faithful to
its original. ‘Denique, quamvis omnia ad verbum vertere
soleat Guilelmus, cavendum tamen est, ne, ubicunque paulo
liberiore ratione utatur, semper aliud quid in eius exemplo
scriptum fuisse credamus ‘atque in nostris hodie legitur.
Nam non solum idem vocabulum Graecum non eodem
semper reddit Latino, verum sunt etiam parvulae voces,
quas contra codicis sui auctoritatem aut addiderit aut
omiserit, velut copulam saepissime adiecit, ubi deest in
exemplaribus Graecis ?, praepositionem cum plurium nomi-
num casibus copulatam' ante unumquodque eorum repetere
solet 3, 7e et ye particulas plerumque non vertit, in dudmep et
aliis vocabulis cum wep compositis modo hoc wep guidem
voce exprimit, modo silentio transit. Quae cum ita sint,
etiam verba quaedam in omnibus aut paene omnibus codi-
cibus omissa, quae Guilelmi auctoritate fretus Aristoteli
reddidi, velut 2. 3. 1262a 12 %, 2. 5. 1263a 35 &s, b 34
dorar, 2. 6. 12652 34 (v, 3. 3. 1276 2 25 Tdwov, 4 (7). 17.
13372 ¥ €lva (cf. 2. 7. 1267 b 18 ébs, 4 (7). 16. 13352 30
Xpdve), in dubium posse vocari,utrum revera in exemplo suo
invenerit an Latine tantum reddiderit sententia et sermonis
Latini ratione permotus, eo libentius concedo, quo minus
aliis locis tale quid factum esse potest negari, velut vix
1. g. 1257 b 38 7élos post adiénois legisse censendus est,
quamquam vertit Auins awtem angmentatio finis’ (Sus.l,
PP XXXiii-xXxxiv).

This list, however, is far from exhausting the laxities

independently arrived at many
similar results on this subject
may lend some additional weight
to our common conclusions.

* T regret that Busse’s excellent
dissertation ‘de praesidiis Aris-
totelis Politica emendandi’ (Ber-
lin, 1881) did not come to my

knowledge till some months after
my remarks on the Vetus Inter-
pres and my critical notes had
been written. I find that he has
anticipated several of the criti-
cisms which I have ventured to
make on the -thirteenth-century
translation as an authority for the
text of the Politics. Perhaps
however the fact that we have

? He adds es? in the following
passages of the first two books
—1I1253a 16, 1255b 7, 31, 1256 a
21, 1261 a 2, 1264a 34, 1271a 5,
1274 b 9: esse in 12601b 37, 1264a
9: eritin 1263b 34, 1266 b 27.

% See 1258a 1, 1262 b 3, 12692
10, 1273 b 8.  So too ## 1253b
16 (in most MSS.).
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which the worthy translator permits himself. He omits
pév without support from any extant manuscript (so far
as they have been examined) in twelve passages of the
first two books?, kal in sixteen?, 8¢ in eight 3, yap in three ¥,
v in four®. He fails to render ofre in 1253b 38, = in
1253 b 32. He often reads ye (1254a 9, 1266 b 34, 1269 b.
g) or 3¢ (1268 b 41, 1271 b 15) for 7, though sometimes re
for ye (1254 b 34, 1273 b 7, 1274 a 15) or for 8¢ (1258 a 26),
and ye for 82 (1252b 8, 1268 b 16). He renders 4 by e
in 12522 13, 1253b 34, 1256a 37, 1258 b 19, and kai by
aut in 1262a 8. He occasionally adds words—civitates
in 1266 b 1, scilicet in 1274 a 1, ecorum in 12582 5. His
voices, moods, and tenses often fail to reproduce the
voices, moods, and tenses of the original. Thus we find
him substituting the passive for the active® the active
for the passive”, the indicative for the subjunctive?,
the subjunctive for the indicative®, the present for the
past??, the past for the present’. He sometimes, though
not very often, omits words of some length, or even two

or three words together %
accident.

1 1252a 27,1257a 7, 1258b 11,
1259 a 28,1265a 9, 1266b 3,1270a
4,b 11, 37, 1273a 26, 1274 a 26,
b 15. The omissions noted in the
text may be due in part to errors
committed by copyists of the
translation, but they appear in all
SusemihPs MSS. of it.

? 1252a 29, 1253a 31, 12582 2
(z adds et here), 1259a 33, b 8, 29,
1260 a 31, 1262 a 18, 1263 b 34,
1264a 15, 1266b 28, 1267 b 24,
1269 a 38, 1270 a 26, 1274 a 25, b
17.

3 1252a 13, b 23, 1254 b 24,
1256b 33, 1262a 38, 1266a 1I,
b 2, 1269a 19.

41264 a 36, 1268 b 13, 1274 b
21.
5 1254 b 1, 1256a 4, 12652 30,
1269b 26. Iam far from saying that
the Vet. Int. always makes these
oimissions without MS. authority,
but their frequency makes it pro-~

This is probably the result of
He usually adheres to the order of the words

bable that they are largely his.
own.

SE.g. in 1256b 41, 12592 3,
1262b 25, 1264 b 14, 1265b 7, 1266
b 20, 12672 38, b 5, 1268 b 21,
1271 b 5, 1274a 7. Busse makes:
the same remark (p. 23).

" E.g. in1262a 5, 1265 b 10,
1266a 11, 1269a 18, 1271 a 22.

8 E.g.in 12704 27.

? E.g. in 1253a 22, 1265b 13,
1288 b 36. '

¥ E.g. in 1265 a 27, 1266a 37,b
3,7,27,1268 b 38,1269b 16, 1271 b
4, 22,1272 b 32, 1273 b 17, 1274 a

3.

1 E.g.in 1262b 6, 1273 b 39.

1% Hdvrwv, 1254b 15, 12612 2:
1 ¢Pioe, 1253a 19: ywopivwy,
1257 b 17: «kai rijs Kpprikis, 126ga
29: éfw Kehraw, 1269 b 26 : ékao-.
Tov, 12714 29: kabéornkev, 1271 a
41 abriv, 1274 a 27. ’
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in the Greek, but not unfrequently he makes slight changes
in it, which do not probably for the most part correspond to
anything in the text before him!. Here and there (e.g. in
1257 a 30-31) these changes are forced on him by the differ-
ence between Latin and Greek. We must remember that,
however useful this translation may be to us for textual
purposes, its author never dreamed of its being thus used.
He never designed it to serve as a substitute for a manu-
script.

In addition to the minute inaccuracies we have been
noting, blunders in translation often occur, and also ap-
parently blunders in the decipherment of the Greek text.
Of the former class of blunders a few specimens have
already been given; it would be easy to add to their
number indefinitely. The last chapter of the Second Book
offers some remarkable examples. It is hardly likely that so
poor a Greek scholar can have been perfect as a decipherer
of Greek writing; it is perhaps owing to this, that he
renders édvéarios as avdoros in 1253 a 5, Tob delvos as rodde
vids in 1262 a 3, é0éhew as péAhew or ddefhew in 1267 a 34,
aplony as éperfjs in 1269 a 32, émlketrar as dwdketrarin 1271 b
34, and yépas as yflpas in 1272a 37, unless indeed we sup-
pose his Greek text to have been exceptionally defective in
these passages. We can sometimes account for errors in
the vetus versio by the supposition that the translator used
a manuscript in which ambiguous contractions similar to
those found in M?® occasionally occurred, for in one or two
places where M® has a contraction of this kind we find the
translator going astray: thus in 1335a 2%, where instead of
wAnbdoy M® has a contraction which might be taken to stand
for mAfiflos, the rendering of the Vet. Int. is multum, and in
1337 2 28 under similar circumstances Vet. Int. has gpsorum
where we expect 2psum. Here and there, again, as Busse
has pointed out (pp. 14-28), the translator would seem
to have sought to mend defects in his Greek text by con-
jectures of his own: one of the clearest cases of this is to

1 His p]an‘ is, according to sensu cobaereant etiam collocati-
Busse (p. 13), ‘ea quae forma ac  one arctius coniungere.’
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be found in 4 (7). 14. 1334 a 2 sqq., where the omission of
some words in the translator’s Greek text (and in M*) makes
nonsense of the sentence, and he has sought to remedy this
by rendering rdfn ordinis, as if it were rdfews. So too in
8 (6). 7. 1321 a 6, finding probably in his text the same
meaningless fragment of Bavavoikéy (vavoikdy) which appears
in M®, the translator renders it n#axtica to make sense, and
in 1. 8. 1256 a 30 he has multis for the same reason, though
the reading he found in his text was in all probability the
blunder woAAol.

It is evident that, however good the manuscript or manu-
scripts used by the Vetus Interpres may have been?, we
have only an imperfect reproduction of them in his trans-
lation. Before, therefore, we can accept a reading which
rests on its unsupported authority, we must in the first
place make sure that he has manuscript authority for it,
and that it has not originated in some error or inaccuracy
or conjecture of his own. It is only of a certain number
of the readings peculiar to the Vetus Interpres that we
can assert this with confidence. The following are instances
of readings too remarkable to have originated with the
translator :—

2. 1, 1260b 41, €ls 6 s in place of iodrys II.
2, %.1266Db 2, & #on.

3. 12, 1283 a ¥, Umepéxec.

4 (7). 14. 1336 a 6, elodyew.

1. 2. 12532 %, werewois for merrois.

In the first four of these passages I am inclined to think
that the translator’s Greek text preserved the true reading.
In the fifth he may probably have translated a marginal

1 They seem to have suffered
from the incorporation of glosses
with the text (e.g.in 1254 b 1,
¢aidws appears to be a gloss, pox-
Onpds the true reading: glosses
have found their way into the
Greek text followed by the Vet.
Int. in 1269 b 14 and 1287 a 10;

and in 1291 b 29, Suawa, which is
probably a gloss intended to ex-
plain & roirais Aeydpeva kara iy
abriy diagpopdy, has been added to
these words). We must also credit
the text followed by the Vet. Int.
with the many erroneous readings
common to it with M-
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cortection, for the correction merewois appears in the margin
of more than one extant manuscript.

So far as to varieties of reading; but manuscripts are
liable to still graver defects—to interpolation, chasms in
the text, displacement of words, clauses, and paragraphs,
and the like. In the text of Aristotle’s treatise de Genera-
tione Animalium, for instance, a chasm is thought to be
traceable in 2. 1. 735a 11 (after Gewpodvros)!, and whole
paragraphs in more cases than one seem to be out of
their true place?. How has it fared with the Politics in
respect of these matters?

As to interpolation, I have elsewhere pointed to more
than one passage in which it may reasonably be suspected.
Susemihl, as is well known, holds that chasms in the text of
the Politics occur not unfrequently, and that in many cases
the transposition of clauses and paragraphs is called for.
There would be nothing surprising in this. We occasionally
find sentences obviously displaced in manuscripts of the
Politics 3, and here and there we seem to trace a minute
but indubitable chasm (there is a chasm of this kind in.
the better manuscripts in 1285 a 19). The question is one
on which I would rather not express a definitive opinion,
till I have completed my commentary, but so far as I can
judge at present, I doubt whether Susemihl has made out
his case. Problems of this kind, however, are best dis-
cussed in notes on the particular passages in reference to
which they arise.

The question whether double versions occur is also an
interesting one. This, again, is one for discussion in detail.
I will only say that they need to be vety clearly estab-
lished, and that I am inclined to doubt whether they are
really traceable in many of the cases in which they have
been supposed to be so. The double inquity into the cause

' So think Aubert and Wim- 30: 2. 3. 737 a 34-737 b 7 (Au-
mer : see their edition of the de  bert and Wimmer, pp. 98, 152).
Gen. An., p. 140. *E.g.in 1264 b 3, 1287 b 18,

2 De Gen, An. 1.19.726 b 24~ 1290 a 32.
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of the existence of a multiplicity of constitutions contained
in the first four chapters of the Sixth Book is, however,
certainly suspicious?, and, as I have said elsewhere, these
four chapters are in a condition the origin of which it is
difficult to penetrate.

But here we find ourselves in face of those broader pro-
blems in relation to the state of the text of the Politics, as
to which something has already been said.

! Attention has been called to this both by Susemihl and by Mr.
J. C. Wilson.
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2 % 8¢ otk énevbépwv kal lrwv dpxfh. 6 utv odv Seamé- 2o
Tns o0 ANéyerar kard émwoTipny, dAA& 7§ Totbade elva,
Spolws 8¢ kal 6 Sobhos kal & éNedlepos: émarihun & &v
€l xal Seamorikly kal SovAikd, Sovhiky) piv oiav mwep 6 év
Svpakodoais émaldever: éket yap XapBdvev Tis piobov

3 é8l8aoke T& éykdkMia Sakovipara Tods maidas. ein & 25
dv kal émi mhelov TGV TowobTwy pdOnois, olov dyromoiikd)
kal Té\Aa T& Towabra yévy Tijs Siaxovias: €Tt yap Erepa
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érépov T84 pv byripbrepa Epya 184 & dvaykaibrepa, kal
katd TV mapoyuiav Sodlos wpd Sodlov, Seambrns mwpd Oe-
30 ombrov, ai piv obv Tolabrar méoar Sovhikal émioTipal elot, 4
Seamoricy 8 émiaripn éatlv 4 XpnoTikh SotAwy 6 yép Oe-
owbrys odk év 76 krdabar Tods Sovhovs, AN’ v 73 Xpiiobat
Sothots. Eari & abry ¥ émoripn oddty péya Exovea ovdE
cepvéy & yap Tov Sobov émloTaclar el moweiv, éxeivoy Oet
35 rabra émloraclar émirdrrery. 81 8oois éfovaia pY) adrods 5
kakomalelv, émirpomos Aapfdver Tadrnv Thv Tipdv, avTol
8¢ mohiredovrar i) ¢idogogodaw. # 8 krnTIKY érépa dp-
¢oTépwy TolTwy, ofor ¥ Oikala, mokepikd Tis oboa 7 Onpev-
Tik.  wepl pdv obv SovAov kal Seamébrov Tobrov Siwplrbo

40 Tov Tpbmov

12562. 8 “OAws 8¢ mepl mdons xrhcews kal YpnparioTikis Oew-

pfioopev kard Tov dpnynpévov Tpbémov, émelmep kai ¢ Sobi-
Aos 7iis kTiioews pépos T fiv. wpdTOV piv olv dmopfioeley
dv Tis whrepov ) XpnuarioTiky A adT) Tfi oikovouikf) éoTiv
51 pépos Tt § Umnpericd, kal €l Omnperikd), wbrepov s
xepkidomrouk) TH Vpavrikfi § bs N Yakovpywky TH dv-
dpiavromoiig: ob ydp doalTws dmnperobow, dAN' § pév Sp.
vava mapéxet, § 8¢ Thv DAyt Néyo & DAy 7O Omokel- 2
pevov, €€ ol 1L dmotelelrar €oyov, olov Dpdvry pév pia,
10 avdpiavroraid &¢ xahkdv. dre pév obv odx B adry oiko-
voiky TH Xpenpariorik, SfAar Tis pév yap 76 wopica-
adai, tiis 8¢ 16 xphoaclar tic yap €rrar % xpnoouévy
TOls Kkatd THY oikiav wapd TNV olkovopikfy; mbrepou &
pépos airijs éori Ti % Erepov eldos, Exer SapproBiTnow.
15 €l ydp éoTi Tob Xpyparicrikel Oewpficar wblev xphpara kal 3
kriiows €orar, % 8t kriiois moAAE mepielAnge pépn kal 6
wAolTos, doTe wpdTOY 1 Yewpyikn) WoTepoy pépos TL THS Xpn-
paTioTikis 1 érepéy i yéves, xal kaBblov # mwepl THY Tpo-
v émpéeia kal krijows; dAN& piv el ye moAA& Tpo- 4
20 ijs, did kal Blor mwoAdo! xai rdv (Gewv kal Tdv dvbpdmav
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elaly: o) yap oldv Te (fjv dveu Tpogiis, dore al Sagopal
s Tpogiis Tods Blovs memovikast Siapépovras Tév (Gav.

5 T8y Te yap Onplov Té uév dyehaia Ta& 8¢ omapadikd éoTw,
dmarépws gvpdéper mpds THY Tpogy alrols, Sk TO T& piw
{wopdya Ta 8¢ kapmopdya Td 0 wauddya avrdv elvat, Gote 25
mpods Tas gaordvas kal THv alpeaw THY TovTww % Plots TodS
Blovs adrdv didpioev, émel 8 ob Taldrd ékdore HOD kard Pi-
ow d\\& &repa érépots, kal abrév Tdv (popdywv kal TdV

6 kapmopdyar of Plov wpds AAAnAa Siesrdaw  Jpolws 8%
kal 7@y avlpdmav: wodd yaa diadépovawr of Tovrav PBlot. 30
of usv ody gpybrator vouddes elolr 1 ydp dwd Tév Hué-
pwv Tpogn (dwy dvev mévov yiveras oxoAd{ovawy, dvaykalov
8¢ 8vros perafdMhew Tols kTiveoct Q& TAs wopds kal
avrol dvayxdlovrar guvakolovlelv, domwep yewpylav (Hoav

7 yewpyobyres: of & dmwd Ofipas (G, kal Ofpas €repor éré- 35
pas, olov of utv dwd Aporelas, of &' d¢ dMielas, oot Ai-
pvas xal 8\n xal worapods 7 OdAerTav Totavryy mwpocoi-
kadaw, ol & dm’ Spvifwv 1) Onplwr dyplwv: 7O 8% whetoTov
yévos Todv dvlpédmrov amd Tis yis (fi xal Tov Huépar xap-

8 wdv, of udv olw Blov TocoiTor axedby elow, Gaot ye avré- 40
purov Exovar Ty épyaciav kal py &' d\ayfs kal ka-
wnhelas mopiovtar T Tpodiv, vopadikds yewpyixds An- 1256 b
aTakds dAtevricds Onpevrikds- of 8¢ kal piyvivres éx Tol-
Tov H8éws (Bai, mpocaramwAnpoivres Tov éudeéararov Blov, 3
Toyxdver E\elmor mpds 70 avrdpkns elvai, olov of plv
vopadikdr dpa kai Aporpikby, of 8¢ yewpywkov kal Onpev- 5

9 Tikbr Spolos 8¢ kal mepl Tods dAovs, ds dv § xpela quv-
avaykd{n, Toiiroy Tov Tpbmov Sidyovew. % udv otv TelavTy
krijots om’ adris galverar Tis ¢loeews &idouévy mwiow,
bomep katd THv wpdTy yévesw ebbls, olitw kal Teeiw-

10 Octow.  xail ydp kare v é§ dpxils yéveow Ta pdv guvek- 1o
TikTeL 6y {Pov TowavTny Tpoghw s ikaviy elvar péxpis
of dv Stvnrar adrd adTd wopifew 1o yewvnbév, olov Soa
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oKwANKOTOKEL 7} @oTokel Goga 8¢ (woroel, Tois yevvauévols

éxeL Tpopny év adrots péxpe Twés, THv ToD Kkalouuévov yd-
15 AakTos ¢iow. dore duolws Sfilov 67t kal yevouévols oin- 11
Téov Td Te Pura TAY (pwv évekev elvar kal T& dA\\a (Ga
Tév dvbpdmwy xdpw, Ta plv Auepa kal S v xpiiow
kal & v Tpodiy, Tév 8¢ dypiwv, € py wdvra, dAN&
7d ye mAetoTa Tis Tpodis kal dAAns Ponbelas Evexev, iva
20 kal éolys kal dANa Spyava ylvmrar éf avtdv. € obv 1) 12
dlais undtv pfre drelds motel pfre pdrnv, dvaykaioy
Tév dvfpdmov Evekev adTd mwdvre wemonkévar THY Poty,
0id kal 1) mohewky @voer kTTIKA Tws €oTat, B yap On-
pevriky pépos avriis, 7 Oel xpfiofar mpbs Te T& Onpla kai
25 Tov dvfpdmwy Soor mwegukbres dpxealar uy Oélovarw, os
¢voer Sikawov TobTov Svra TOV mWéAepov. &v pév odv eidos 13
kTNTIKiS KaTa ¢ow Tis olkovouikis pépos éoriv: & Oel
firor dmwdpxew § mopilety avTiy Smws dmdpxn, bv éari On-
cavpiouds xpnpdrev mpds {wiv dvaykeiov kal Xpnoipov
30 els kowwviav mwohews 17} olxlas. kal éowkev 6 y dAnOwds 14
mwAobros ék ToUTwV elvat. 1) yap TS TotavTnS KTHGEWS
avrdpkeia mpos dyabyy {whv odk dmepés éorw, Bomep 36-
Awv ¢nai morfoas « wholTov & oddty Téppa megacuévor dv-
Spdae keirar” ketrar yap domep kal Tals dANats Téxvais' 15
35 ovdév yap dpyavov dmetpoy oddepids éori Téxyns olire mAile
olre peyéfet, 6 8¢ mhobros dpydvwv mAjfés éoTiv oikovo-
pdv kal molkirekdv. Ori pév Tolvuy €Tt TIS KTNTIKY
katd ¢bow Tois olkovépois kal Tois molirikols, kal 8 Hv
alriav, 8fAov
9 “Eore 8 yévos dA\ho kryTikijs, fiv pdAieTa rkalodot, kal
Sikatov abrd Kakelv, ypnpariorikiy, 8 #Hyv ovdty Sokel
1257 a wépas eivar wAobrov kal kThcewss v bs plav kal THY
T avryv 1) Aexbelop molhol vopifovor St THY yerviaouw
ot & offre 4 abry) Tf) elpnuévy ofire wéppw éxelvns. EarTi &
N pév gloer § & ob ¢loe avrdy, dA\& & éumeplas
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2 Twwds kal Téxvns yiverar p@\hov. AdBopev 8¢ mepl alri)s 5

v dpxiv évredfev. éxdaTov ydp Kkriipatos Surt) f ypfiols
éow, dpgbrepar & kal' adTd pdv dAN ody duolws xal’
adré, dAX 1) piv olkela B & odk oixela Tob wpdyuatos,
ofov dmobfuatos # 7Te Imébeais kal B peraPAnTid. du-
3 pérepar yap Umodijparos Xphoes kal ydp S dAlarré-
pevos 73 Oeopéve vmodiparos dvrl vouloparos 4 Tpopils
Xpitar 7@ Pwobfpare 3§ Imédnua, @AN’ o THv olkelav

Xpiow: ob y&p dAayfis évekev yéyovev. Tov adrov 8¢

4 Tpémov €xer kal mepl TGV ENNov kTnudTev. €oTi yap 1

10

peraBAnTiky wdvrov, dpfapévn TO ptv mpdrov ék Tob 15

ket ¢iow, 7@ 184 pév mAelw & & E\drro TOY ikavdv
Exew Tods dvlpdmovs. ff kal 8fjAov 6TL odk éoTt ploe THs
XPNpatioTikys 17 Kamnhikf Soov yap (Kavoy avrols, dvay-
5 katov fjv mwoelcOar v dA\ayiy. év pév odv 7fj mWpdrTy

kowewvig (rodro & éorilv olkla) dpavepdv 6ri obév éariv Epyov 20

abrijs, AN #0n mwAelovos Tijs Kowwvias olons. ol uév yap
T@v alTdv éxotvdvovr wdvTwv, ol 8¢ Kexwpiouévor woOANBY
wdAwv kal érépwv- Gy kata Tas Oefoes dvaykaiov moiei-
cbar tas perabéoers, kaldmep ére moANd moel xal T@V

6 BapBapikdv éOvdv, kara THv dANaydv. adTd y&p T& 23

Xpriotpa mpds aitd xataAAdrrovTar, éml mhéov & oldéy,
olov olvov mwpds cirov S8ibévres xal AapPdvovres, kal T&V
d\\ov 78v TowoUtwy EkagTov. 1) p&v olv TotavTn perafAn-
TikY olire wapd @vow olire XpnuatioTikis éotlv elbos 0ddéy,

7 els dvamiipocy yap Tis kard ¢low aivrapkeias f{v*  ék 30

pévrot Tavtys éyéver éxelvn kard Noyov. Eevikorépas yap
2 ~ ré ~ ) V4 D J -~ 2
ywopévns Tis Ponbeias 7@ elodyesbar v évdeels kal ék-
méumew Gy émhebvalov, éf dvdykns 3 Toi voulouaros émo-
8 plaby xphiois. ob yap ebBdorakrov ékagtov Tév katd Piow

dvaykaloy 810 wpds 1és dAAayds Towodrév 71 ouvvébevro 35

wpds opds atrods Sibbvar kal NapBdvew, 8 Tdv xmoipwy
abrd dv elxe v xpelav ebperaxeipiaror mwpds 1o iy, oloy
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oibnpos kal dpyvpos xdv €l Tu TowobTov Erepov, 7O pév Tpd-
Tov dmA@ds Opiobiv peyéfer kal orabpd, T0 O relevraioy
40 kal xepakrijpe émiPBallévroy, W dmolboy Tis perpi-
cews avTods® 6 yap xapakthp éréln Tol woool onueiov. mo-9
1257 b ptoBévros oly 78n wvouloparos éx tijs dvaykaias dANayfs
+ Odrepov €idos Tijs XpnparioTikiis éyévero, 70 KkamnAikby, TS
pév ody mpdTov dmAds lows ywlpevoy, elra 8 Eumeiplas 18y
TeXvikdTepov, wblev kal mwds perafaliépevov wAeloTov
5 moufioer képdos. 8id Sokel B XpnparioTiky pdhwra wepl T 10
vépiopa elvar, kal Eyov avrijs 16 Stvadbai Bewpiicar mwé-
Oev €orar wAfjos xpnpdrey: mounTiky Yép eival oG wAodTov
xal xpyudTov, xal yép Tov mhobrov moAAdkis Tibéact vos
plopatos wAGlos, 8id 7O wepl TodT elvar THY Xpnpatiotikny
10 kal Ty KammAikdy. Or¢ 8¢ wdMw Aijpos elvar Sokel 75 11
véuopa kal vépos wavrémwaoc:, ¢boer & ovdéy, orL pera-
Ocpévor Te 1dv Xpopévey oddevds dfiov olire Xpijotpoy wpds
ovdty Tdv dvaykalwy éoti, kal vouloparos wAovrdy wOANE-
Kkis drropiioel This dvaykalas Tpogiis* kaitor dromov Tolobrov
15 elvar whobTov oD elmopdv Aiud dwolefrat, kaldmep xal Tov
Mi8av ékeivov pvbBoloyodor Six Thv dmAnoriar Tis edxis
wdvrov abtd yryvouévay Ty maparillepévav Ypuodv. Oid 12
$nroliow Erepdy T TOv TAODTOY Kal THY XpnpaTioTikiy, 6pbds
{nrodvres. &oTi ydp érépa % XpnpaTioTiky kal 6 wAodros ¢
20 KaTd ¢vov, kal alrn plv olkovopixd, # O kamnhikd,
mouTikY Xpnpdrov ob wdvrws, dAN 7 Sk xprpdTov pe-
Tafolijs. kal Sokel mepi O vépiopa alry elvar 15 yap
véuworpa sroixeloy kal mépas Tijs dANayfis éoTiv. kal dme-13
pos &) olros 6 mAobros 6 dwd TavTys THS XpPNHATIOTIKS"
25 Gomwep yap  latpikd) Tob Dywalvew els dmwepby éori kal
éxdorn TdY TEXVY Tob TéNous els Gmetpov (8 pdhiocTa yap
éxetvo Bovhovrar woelv), 7év 8¢ wpds 70 TéNos ovk els dmeis
pov (mépas yap 7o Té\os mdoais), olrw kal rabrys Ths
'XpnparioTikis obk &ori Tob réNovs mépas, TéNos &8 6 TolobTos
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14 whobiros Kkal xpnudrwv. krijows: rijs & olkovouikijs, ob xpn- 30
parioTixis, o wépas: ov yap TobTo THs olkovouikis Epyov.
&0 7 plv Palverar dvaykaiov elvar wavrds whovTov wépas,
éml 8¢ 1év ywopévor dpd(pev) cvpBalvoy Tobvavriov: wdvres
yap els dmewpov adfovow oi xpnparilépevor T3 vémopa.

15 alriov 8¢ 70 olveyyvs aldtdv émalkdrrer yap % Xpfiois 35
700 alroi oloa éxkarépa Tis XpnuatioTikis, THs yap alrijs
éaTi xphioews kriiois, AN ob Katd TavTéy, dAAN& TS pév
Erepov Téhos, Tijs & # alfneis. dore dokel Tigl TobT elvau
s olkovouixijs €pyov, kal Siarelobow 4 odlew olbuevos

16 Setv % alifew THv Tob voploparos ovaiav els dmeipov, aiTiov 40
8¢ Tabrys tijs Sabécews 70 omovddlew wepl 78 {fjv, AN
u 70 €0 {fiyr  els dmeipov odv éxelvns Tis émibuplas olions, 1258 a
kal Ty wounTikdy dmelpav émibupobow. Sao 8¢ kal Tob &
$iiv émPBdAovral, 0 Wpds T&s dmwolaloels TAS COURTIKGS
{nrobow, dor émwel xal TobT & Tf KkTioE paiverar vwdp-
Xew, waca 1 SwatpiP wepl Tov Xpnpatiopby éoti, kal TO5

17 érepov €ldos Tijs Xpnpatiorikis ik TobT ENfAvlev. év Umep-
BoAj yap -olions 7iis dmoXalcews, THV THS AWONAVOTIKTS
vmepBolis mounTikyy {nrotiaw: Kkdv pl) Sk THS XpnpaTioTi-
ks Otvwvrar mopilew, 8 dANys airlas TobTo TepdvTal,
éxdory xpdpevor T@v OSuvdpewv ol kard ¢vewr dvdpias 10
yap ob xphuara woielv éativ A& Odpoos, 00d¢ oTparnyikis

18 kal larpixiis, dAN& 7ijs pév vikqy 7iis & Uylear of 8¢
wdoas wowodoL XpnpatioTikds, ds TobTo TéNes v, mwpds Ot
76 7éhos dmavra Séov dwavrdv, wepl p&v odv Tiis Te pi
dvayxalas xpnpatioTikis, kal 7is, Kal & altlay tiva &v 13
xpelg éoptv abrijs, elpnrar kal wepl Tis dvaykalas, 87
érépa piv avrijs olkovoukd O¢ katd ¢low 7 mwepl THY
Tpogiv, oy &omep avrh dmeipos, dAA& Exovoa Spov’
SfAov 8¢ kal 7O dmopoluevov ¢é§ dpxiis, wbérepov Toi 10
olkovopikoti kai woliTikod éaTiv ) XpnparioTiky 1) of, AN zo
det Todro ptv Imdpxew Sumep ydp xal dvbpdmovs ol mwouel
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) woNiTik?, dAA& Aafoloca mapa 7is Picews XpijTal
abrois, oitw kal Tpopiy THv ¢low el mapadoivar yiv i
Odratrav 14 d\ho 70 éx 8¢ ToUTwv ds 8¢l Taira Oialel-
25 vat mwpoohker Tov olkovbpov. ob yap Tis Vpavrikis Epa 2
woifjoat, dA\& xprioaclar abrols, kal yvdvar O¢ TO moioy
XPnoTov kal émriidetov i) padov kal dvemrideov. kal ydp
dmopiceiev dv Tis &id T § pév XpnpaTioTiky pbpiov Tis
olkovopias, % &' latpiki) o pbprov: kairor 8¢t Vyialvew Tods
30 katd TYv olklav, domwep (v § dANo Ti TOV dvaykaiwv.
émel 8¢ ot pev ds Tob olkovépov kal Tod dpxovros kal wepl 3
" Oyelas elv, éomt 8¢ ds of, dAANG ToD laTpod, olrw kal wepl
70V Xpnpdrov éoTi piv ds 70D olkovépov, éori 8t ds of, AANG
Tiis dmnpericijs: pdAiota 8¢, kabdmep elpnrar wpbrepov, Ot
35 ¢loe Tobro Imdpxew Pboews ydp éorw Epyov Tpodiy TG
yevvnlévr mwapéxetr mavri ydp, é£ ob ylverar, Tpodd 7O
Aembpevéy éotw. 810 kara ¢vow éotiv ) xpnpaTioTiky ¢
wadow dmwd Tov Kapwdv kal tév (bwv. SuwAps & odans
avtiis, domep elmopev, kal Tiis pév kamwnhikis 7ijs & olxo~
40 Vopukis, kal Tavrns pdv dvaykalas kal émawovpévns, tijs
1258 b 8¢ perafAqTikijs Yreyopévns Sikaiws (o0 yap kard ¢low
dA\X dn’ dA\fheov éotiv), edhoydrata poeirar 7§ SBolo-
orarik) & 70 dn adTod ToD voplopatos elvar TV kTHow
kal otk ép Gmep émoplabn perafolijs yap ‘éyévero xdpw,5
g 6 8¢ Téros avrd morel mAéov., 80ev kal Tobvopa ToDT iNnPper:
Spota yap T& TiKTépeva Tols yevvdow elrd éoTw, & 6%
TéKos ylverat vépiopa voploparos: dore kal pdhiora Tapd
¢bow olros TGy xpnpaTioudy éotiv,
11 Ewel 8 7& wpds Ty yvéow OSwpikapey ixavids, Ta
10 Tpds T Xpijow el SieMlelv. wdvra 8 T& TOwaDTA TV
ptv Oewplay é\eblepov Exe, iy & éumeplav dvaykalav.
éore 8¢ xpnpatioTikis pépn xphoipa 70 wepl Td kThpare
¢umeipoy elvai, moia AvoireNéotata kal wob kal mwds, ofow
trmov krijows mwola Tis 4 Pody ) wpofdrwy, dpolws 6t kal
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~ ~ / -~
2 7é@v Nowwdv {(pov (Oe yap éupmepov elvar wpds dANpAL
7€ ToUTwy Tiva AvoireNéarata, kal woia év wolots Témwoist

d\\a yap &v d\ats edbnvel xdpais), efra mwepl yewpylas,

kal Tadrns fi6n Yikijs Te kal wepurevuévns, kal pelir-
Tovpylas, kal Tév d\\ov (Gov Tdv mA@TOY 1) TTNYdY, dP
380wy Eor Tvyxdvew Bonbelas. Tiis piv odv oiketordTns xpn-
poTioTikijs tabra pbpia kal wpdra, Tis ¢ peraBAnrikis
péyworov pév éumopla (kal tabrys pépn tpla, vavkAypia
‘popTyia wapdoracis: Siadéper & TodTwy érepa érépwv TG
T& ptv dogaléorepa elvar, T4 8¢ whelw mopifew THY émi-
4 kapmriav), debrepoy 8¢ Tokiouds, Tplrov 8¢ wabapvias Tav-
s & 4 ulv Tév Bavalowy Texvdv, ) 8¢ Tdv dréxvev
kal ¢ odpart péve xpnoipwy Tpirov 8¢ eldos xpnua-
TioTIKAs perafd tavrns kal Tis wpdrys (éxer ydp kal Tis
katd ¢pow 1L pépos kal tis perafAnrikis), doa dwd yis
kal T®V dmd yfis ywouévawy dkdpmwv pév Xpnoipwy O,
5 ofov YAoropla Te kal wica peraNlevrik. adrn O¢ moAAd
7i0n mepielnpe yévn: woAA& ydp €idn 1Y éx yiis peral-
Aevopévar éotlyv. mepl éxdatov 8¢ TovTwy kabblov utv elpnTar
kal vby, 70 8¢ kard pépos dkpiBoloyeialar xphioipov piv
6 wpds Tas épyacias, goprikdv O¢ 76 évdiarpiBew. elol 8¢
TexvikdraTar pév Tdv épyacidv Omov é\dxiaTov TUX7S,
Bavavaératar & év als Ta odpara AwPdvrar udlora,
Sovhikdratar 8¢ Gmov Tob gdparos mhelaTal XpfioeLs, dyevvé-
7 aratar 8¢ 8mov éNdyiaTov wpoadel dperis. émel & éativ évlois
yeypappéva mepl tovTwy, ofov Xapnridy 78 Ilapiv kal
"AmwoAhoddpey T Anpvie mepl yewpylas kal riNfs «kal
medurevpévns, dpolws 8¢ kai dAhots wepl dAhwv, Tabdra
pév ék tobTev Oewpeitw S7e émpelés Eri 8¢ kal TA Ne-
ybueva omopddnv, 8 v émireTvxikacw évior xpnparilé-

15

30

35

1259 a

8 uevor, 8ei ouNNéyewr wdvra yap opé\ipa Tadr éari Tols §

TipdoL Ty XpppaTioTikiy, ofov xal 76 Odhew Tob Mi\nalov:
TobTo ydp éaTi KaTavénud Ti XpnpaTiaTikby, dAN ékeive.
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pévov, dromov 8 kal 70 THY cvvovsilav dgelelv 8 dAAny

w

p&v alriay pnbepiav, ds Nav 8¢ loxvpds Tis #bovijs yivo-
pévns 61e 8 6 pév marip 1 vibs, of & ddeAgol dANHAwv,
40 undtv olecbar Siagpépew. Eoke 8¢ p@AAov Tols yewpyols 4
elvar xphiouioy 10 Kowds elvar T&s yvvaikas kel Tods wai-

1262 b 8o # Tols pvhafir Frrov yap €orar ¢iNla kowdv Svrwv
7&v Tékvav kal T&V yvvaikdv, 8et 8¢ TowoUTovs elvar Tovs dp-
Xopévovs mpos 70 metfapxetv kal pn vewrepifew. OSlos 8¢ 5
ovuBaivew dvdykn todbvavriov ia Tdv TowobTOv Vipov Gv

5 wpooiiket Tovs dpOds keipévovs vépovs alriovs yiverOai, kal
8’ v alriav 0 Swkpdrns olitws oletar Setv TdrTey TA Mepl
7& Téxva kal T&s yvvaikas® ¢iNlav Te yap olbpueda péyioTov 6
elvar 1@y dyafav rals méheow (obrw yap dv fxioTa oTacd-
otev), kal 5 plav elvar T moAw émawel pdhiet’ 6 So-
10 kpdTns' & kal Sokel xdkeivos elval ¢mor Tijs iias Epyov,
kaldmep év Tois pwtikols Abéyois louev Aéyovra Tov ‘Api-
oTopdvny bs Tév épdvTwy & 7O opédpa pilelv émibupody-
Tov cvuguijvar kal yevéobar éx 8o Svrwv dudorépovs Eve,
évrabba ptv odv dvdykn dpdorépovs épbdpbar 7} Tov évar év 7
15 8¢ Tf) wohe THY PiNlav dvaykaiov Déapfi yivesbar Sia Ty
kowawviav THy TotavTyy, kal fjkioeTa Aéyew Tov éudv 4 vidw
mwarépa 1) watépa vibv, domep yap pikpdv yAvkd els moAD 8
Uwp puxbév dvalolnrov moel Thv kpdow, olre qvuBaivet
kal Thv olkelbTnTa THY wpds dANGAovs THY &mwd Tav Svoud-
20 TV TOUTOY, Slagpovrilew fixioTa dvaykaiov dv év T moAi-
relg T TowavTy, | warépa ds vidv A vidy ds marpbs, 4 ds
ddehgpods dAAGAwy, &o ydp éoTw & pd\ioTa motel kHecbar 9
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Tods dvfpdmovs kal ke, T6 Te {iov kal 70 dyamyTéy v
ovdérepov olby Te Imdpxewy Tols oUTw WoNiTevopévors, dANE
K kal wepl Tob peragépew Ta ywlpeva tékva, T pév ék 25
TGV yewpydv Kal Texpirdv eis Tods ¢vdakas, 7¢ & éx ToU-
Tov eis ékeivovs, moAyy Eéxe Tapexiv, Tiva EcTar Tpémov
kol ywdokew dvaykaiov Tods 8idbvras kal peragépovras

10 7igt Tivas Sibbacty, Eri 8¢ kal T& wdlar AexOévta pdNov
éml robTov dvaykaiov ovpBalvery, olov alkias Epwras pbvovs: 30
ob yap i wpocayopebovow ddehgods kal Tékva kal marépas
kal pnrépas Tods pilakas of Te els Tovs dAAovs wolitas do-
Oévres kal wdAw of mapa Tols ¢UAafi Tods EAAovs wo-
Airas, dore edhafeiobar TGV TowvTwv TL WpdrTElw ik TRV
ovyyéveiav. wepl pév ody Tijs mwepl T4 Tékva Kal Tas 35
yvvaikas Kowevias Siwpiabw Tov Tpbmov TobTOV"

"Exépevov 8¢ Tobrev éotlv émiokéjraclar mepl Tijs k- 5
oews, Tiva Tpémov 8el karackevd{ealar Tois péAhover moli-
Teveclar v dploTny wolirelay, wérepov Kowny i un Kowyy

2 elvar Ty krijow. Tobro 8 dv Tis kal xwpls okéyraiTo dmd 40
Tév mepl 7d Tékva xal Tds yuvalkas vevopobernuévay, Néyo
8 78 mepl v kriiow mbrepor xdv j éxeiva xwpls, xkaf’ 1263 a
bv viv Tpbmov Exer maoi, 7ds Te KkThoas Kowas elvar BéN-
Ti0v Kkal Tas Xpiioes, olov T7& piv yihmeda xwpls, Tods 8@
kapmods eis 7O kowdv ¢épovras dvalickew (8mep Evia woiel
@y &0vav), ) Tovvavtiov THv pév yijy Koy elvat kal yewp- 5
yelv kowf, Tods 8¢ kapmods daipeicbar mwpds Tas ilas xpi-
ces (Néyovrar 8é Twes kal TobTov TOV Tpbmov Kowwvely TGV

3 BapBdpwv), ) kal T& yfimeda kal Tods kapmods kowols, éré-
pwv ptv ody Svtwy TV yewpyolvtwv d\hos dv ein Tpbmos kal
fdov, adrdv & adrots Siamovolvrwy Td mepl Tas KTHCELS 10
mhelovs dv mapéxor Svokohias: kal ydp év Tals dmolaboeat
kal év Tois Epyows ‘,m‘] ywopévoy lowy dvaykaiov éykAij-
pare yiveaBar wpds Tods dmoladovras udv [# AepfBdvovras)
woANd, OAlya 8¢ movodvras, Tols éNdrTe utv Aapfdvovet,



28 IIOAITIKOQN B'. 5.

~ ~ ~ ~ 3
15 TAelw 8¢ movolowy, OAws 8¢ 76 ovlfjv kal Kowwrely TV av- 4

Opwmikdy mwdvtov xaewby, kal pdhioTa TOV TOOUTWY.
Snhodor & ai Tdv cwwamodfuwy kowwviar oxeddv yép of
wheloTor Sapepbuevor ék T@v év ool kal €k pukpdv mpoo-
kpovovTes dANFNots, €ri 8¢ 7oy Bepambvrwv TobTows pdAioTa

- ~ Is
20 wpogkpoboper, ols mAeloTa wpooxpducda wpds Tés Siakovias

ol /7
Tas éykukhlovs. T pév odv kowas elvar TGS KTHOELS TaUTAS 5

Te kal G\has Towavras éxet Svoxepelas, dv 8¢ viv Tpbmov
éxeL kal émuoounOty #0eot xal Tdfer vépwv pbdv, ob pui-
kpdv &v Sievéykar Ee yap 1O & dugorépwy dyalbév:
25 Néyw 08¢ 70 éf dugorépwy TO ék ToD Kowds elvar Tas KTT-
oets kal 70 &k Tod i8las, 8el yap wis piv elvar kowds, bAws

& ldlas al pev yap mpérear Sippnuévar & éykAfpara
mpds dAAfAovs ob worfaovaw, paAkov 8¢ émédoovaw és mpos
810w ékdoTov wpocedpedovtos: 8 dperiy & €oTaL mpds T X pi-
30 glat kara THy wapoyulay kowa T& dihwv. EoTi 6¢ kal viv
7o Tpbmwov TodTov év éviaus wéAeow olrws Vmoyeypappévoy
s ovk dv abvarov, kal udAioTa év Tals kalds olkovpévais
1& pev €oTi T& 8 yévorr' dv 8lav yap Exaotos THY kTHow
éxwv Ta ptv Xpfiowa moiel Tols ¢idots, Tols 8¢ xphiTal
35 kowols, olov kal év Aaxealpovt Tols T€ Sovdois Xpdvral
Tols dAMfAwy ds elmely idlos, ért & Immois kal kvoly, kdv
denbaow égodiwy év Tols dypols kata THv Xdpav. Pavepdy
Tolvvy 81t BéhTiov elvar pév iSlas 7ds krioes, T O¢ xpi-
geL molely Kowds' bmws 6 ylvwyTar Toodrol, Tol vopobérov
40 TodT’ Epyoy 816y éoTw. i 8¢ kal mpds H8oviy dudOnTov Soov
Siapéper T vopifew 186y T pi) yap ob pdrTay THY wpds
1263 b adrdv adrds €xer ullav éxaoros, dAN’ €orL TobTO Puaikéy.
70 8¢ piavrov elvar Yéyerar Sikalws odk €oTi 8 TodTo TS
Pikely éavréy, dAN& 7O uaMov | Ol Pukelv, kaldmep
kal Tov uhoxpriparoy, émwel duhodol ye mwdvres ds elmeiv

5 é&kacToy TGV TowbTwy. dAN& pdv kal TO Xaploacbar Kai

Bonbiioar pidois ) ¢évois # éralpos fdioTor § ylverar tis

7

8

9
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10 krioews (dlas ofans. Tabrd Te &Y ob cvpPalver Tois Nav &v
wowodat THv woAw, kal wpds Todrois dvaipoday Epya Svolv
dperaly pavepds, coppooctvns ptv 70 mepd Tas yuvaikas
(épyov yép kaXdv dN\orplas ofons dméxecbar Sid cwgpo- 10
avvny), éevlepiéTyros 8¢ 70 mepl Tas krijoelst obre yap EoTau
pavepds éAevbépios Bv, ofire mpdfer mpafw éNevBépiov odde-
plav: év v yap xpiicer Tédv ktnpdrov T s éAevlepiérn-
Tos épyov éotiv.

-

11 Edmpbowmos pév odv 1) Towavrn vopolesla kal ¢urdy-15
Opwmos dv elvar Séfeer 6 yap drpoduevos dopevos dmodé-
Xerat, vouifwv Eoecbar Pihiav Twa OavuasTiv mwdor mwpds
dmavras, dAAws Te Kkal 6Tav Karnyopfj Tis T®v viv Vmap-
XOvrwv év Tals moMirelats kakdv ds ywopévov 8id 76 pY
ko elvar Ty odalav, Néyw 8¢ Slkas Te mpds dAAfAovs 20
mwepl ovpPBolaiov kal YevlopapTupdy Kpivels kal wAovoiwy

12 kohakelas® Qv oddtv ylverar S THY drowwynaiav dAN&
S v poxOnplav, émel kal Tods kowd kekrnuévovs kal kot
vavobyras moAA Staepouévovs udA\hov dpduev 1) Tods xwpls
.Tas ovaias éxovras' dAN& dewpoduey ONiyovs Tods ék T@y Koi- 25
vaovidy Siagepopévovs mpds moANods auuBdANovres Tods KekTT)-

13 puévovs 8la tas kriioes. ér 8¢ Slkawov pi) pbvov Aéyew
dowv oreprijgovTar kakdv Kowwviicavres, dAN& Kal Gowy
dyalév  ¢alverar & elvar wdpmwav débvaros 6 Bios. alriov
8 73 Jwkpdre. Tiis mapakpoloews xph vopifew Thv dmébe- 30

14 ow ok odoav Spliy. &€l pdv yap elval mos plav Kal THv
olklav xal Ty wéA\w, AN ob wdvrws. EoTi pév yap ds ok
éora mpoiolica mwokis, éore & s Eorar péy, éyyds & odoa
ToD py wéhis elvar xelpov wohis, domep kdv €l Tis THY
ovugpwviay moujoeiey dpopwviav 3 Tdv pubudv Pdow plav. 35

15 dA\X& et wAfjfos 6'V,'d§a'1rep elpyrar mpbrepov, Sia THY wai-
Selav xowdy kal plav mwowelv: kal Tév ye péXhovra mwaidelav
eladyew, kal voulfovra 8ia TavTys éseclar THy woAw omwov-
dalav, dromov Tols TowdToLs olealar Sopbody, dANE p7) Tols
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40 €0eat kal T Puhocoply xal Tois vipois, damep T Wepl

Tas krijoels év Aakedalpont kal Kpiry tois cvooirios ¢

1264 a vopoférns éxolvwaev. et 8¢ unde Tobro adTd dyvoeiv, é1i Xpn 16
T mpocéxew 16 mOMG xpbve kal Tols mwoANois Ereow, év ols
otk dv éalev el Taiita kalds elxev® wdvra yip oxedov
elpnTar pév, dANE T& piv ob cuvikTat, Tols & o0 XpdvTal

5 ywéakovres. pdhwra & dv yévoiro pavepby, €l Tis Tols €p- 17
yous 18o1 Ty TowavTyy wokirelay karackevafopévmyc oV yip
Suvioerar pi) pepifov adrd kal xwpifwy mwodjoar THv mwo-
Aw, 78 pv els ovooitia, T& 8¢ els ¢parplas kal Pulds.
BaTe ovSey dANo cuuPricerar vevopolernuévoy mAyy pn yewp-

10 Yely Tods @vhakas: dmep kal viv Aakedaipdvior mwoiely émi-
Xetpobatv. ob py AN 008t 6 Tpémos s EAns wokirelas Tis 18
¢aTas Tols Kowwvoiowy, o0 elpnkev & SwkpdTns obre PEdiov
elmely. kairor oxebdv 16 ye wARHfos Tis wohews TO TAY EA-
Aoy wokirdv ylverar mhijfos, mwepl Gy vty SidpioTar, wore-

15 pov Kal Tols yewpyois kowds elvar 8ef Tds KTjoes 1) Kal
kal' Exacrov llas, ért 8¢ kal yvvaikas xal maidas iSlovs
3 Kowols, € ptv yap TOv alTov Tpbmov Kowd mwdvTa mwdv- 19
1wy, Ti Sioicovoy odrol éxelvwy Tdy guhdkwy; 1) T{ TAeioy
Tois dmopévovar THY dpxnv adrédv ; ) Ti pabbvres dmopevoiar

20 TV dpXiy, év pif T copifwvTar TowodTov olov Kpires ;
éketvor yap TdA\a Tadtd Tols Sovlois égévres pbvov dmei-
prikact T yvuvdoia kal Ty T@v Smhwv kriiow. el 8¢, ka- 20
Odmep év Tals dANats woheot, kal wap' éxelvors EoTar T
Towaita, vls 6 Tpbmos €orar Tis Kkowwvias; é&v ud yap wb-

25 A&t 800 mwoheis dvaykatov elvai, kal Tadras Vmevavrias
dA\fjAats* moel y&p Tods pév gvhaxas olov ¢povpods, Tods 8¢
yewpyods kal Tods Texviras kal Tods d\Aovs moliras. éyxhd- 21
pata 8¢ xal Sikai, xal doca dN\Aa Tals mwékeow vmdpyew
pnol kard, wdvl dmdpfer kal TovTOls. KkaiTor Néyer & Sw-

30 kpdTs s o0 WoOANGY Sefgovrar voplpwy S THY Taidelav,
olov dotvvouikdv kal dyopavoukdv kal T@v d\\wv TGV
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22 TowovTwv, drodibods pbvov v mawdelav Tols poNafw, & d¢
kvplovs motel T@Y kTNpdTOY TODS yewpyods dmodopdy pépov-
Tass dAA& wOND pdMov elkds elvar xalemwods xal ¢povn-
pdrov whijpews 9 Tas wap' évlos eiwrelas Te kal weveorelas 35

23 kal SovAelas, dAN& yap €irT’ dvaykaia Tabld Jpoiws elre
pii, viv ye oddev didpioTar, kal mepl TV éxopévav, Tis 7
Todrov 7€ moMrela kal mawbeia kal vépor Tives. €ari & obire
ebpeiv padiov, otire 7O 8La¢épov pLkpby, T0 mworols Tivas elvat

24 TodTovs wpos 76 ocdfecbar T TdY PuNdkwy Kowwviav. dANE 40
pyv el ye 1as piv yvvalkas moufoer kowas tds 8¢ krioeis 1264 b
(8las, Tis olkovoprdoer domep T& éml Tdv dypdv of dvdpes
abrdyv, kv el xowal ai kTicels kal al TAY yewpydv yv-
vaikes ; dromov 8¢ kal T ék Tdv Onpiwyv woielolar v mwa-
pafoXiy, 8. 8¢t T84 avra émirnbedav Tés yvvalkas Tois 5

25 dvépdaw, ols olkovoplas ovdév péreoTwv, émopalis 6¢ kal
Tods dpxovras ds kabiornaw 6 Swkpdrns: del yap mwoiel Tods
abrovs dpxovras, Todro 8¢ ordoews altiov ylverar kal wapd
Tols pundev dflwpa kextnuévors, fimovlev 8% mapd ye Ov-

26 poetdéat kal moheuwkols dvépdoiw. 6t & dvaykaiov adTd 10
moueiy Tods adrods dpxovras, pavepby ob yap ot piv d\lois
ore 8¢ dAhows péuiktar Tals YJuxals 6 wapd Toi Oeod xpu-
cbs, AN’ del Tols alrois. ¢nol 8¢ 7ol sputv ebfds ywopé-
vois pifar xpvaby, Tois & dpyvpov, xalkdv 6t kal aidnpov

27 Tois Texvitais péAhovaw €recbar kal yewpyols, éri 8¢ kalis
v eddaipoviay dpaipoduevos Tév Purdkay, Ay ¢nal deiv
eddalpova mowelyv Ty wé\w TOv wvopobérny, ddvvarov O¢
edaipoveiy S\qv, p) Tév wheloTwy | pi) mwdvTev pepdv 1
TWwdy éxbvrov Ty eddaipoviav. o0 yap Téy adtdv To ebdai-
povely Gvmep 10 dpTiov: TobTO pév ydp évdéxerar T G 20
dmdpxew, Téy 8¢ pepdyv pnberépp, TO 8¢ eddaipoveiv dov-

28 varov. dAN& piv el of Pvhakes ui ebbalpoves, Tives Ere-
pot; o yap 8% of ye Texvirar kal 10 mAijfos T @Y Bavai-
oov., B ptv odv molreln wepl fis 6 Swkpdrys elpnkev,
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25 radras Te Tds dmoplas €et kal Tovrwy odk ENdTTOUS
érépas’

68 S'xedov 8¢ mapamhnciws kal mepl Tods vépovs Exew TovS
Jorepov ypapévras: &b kal mwepl 1iis évradfa wokirelas émi-
okéyaclar pikpd Péltiov. kal ydp &v Th wokirely mepl
O\lywv wdumway Sidpikev 6 Swkpdrns, mepl TE yvvaikdv

30 kal Tékvaov kowwvias, wids Exew Oei, kal mwepl kTiiTews, Kal
Tiis wo\irelas Thy Tdfw Siaupetrar yap els 8bo pépn TO 2
wAffos TV olkodvTaw, TO piv els Tods yewpyols, T6 8¢ els TO
mpomoepody pépos, Tpirov & ék TobTwr TS Bovhevépevor kal
KkUpiov 7ijs méhews: wepl 8¢ TV yewpydv Kkal TV TEXVLTOV, 3

35 wérepov oddepids 4 peréxoval Twos dpxis, kal wérepov Smha
8¢t xekrficbar kal TobTovs kal guumoleuetv i) pd, wepl Tod-
Tov 008ty didpikev 6 Swkpdtns, dAA& Tas pév yuvvalkas
olerar Selv ovumoleuelv kal wailelas peréxew Tis avrijs
Tois Pvhafw, Ta & dANa Tois €fwlev Abéyos memhipwke

40 TOv Aéyov kal wepl Tis waibelas, wolav Twd Sel yiveaOar

1265 a TV ¢uldkwy. Tdv 8 vépwr TO pév wheloTov pépos vépor 4

T tuyxdvovaw dvres, OAiya 8¢ mwepl Tijs wolirelas elpnkev, kal
ratrny BovAépevos koworépav moielv Tais wbheoi, kard pi-
kpdv wepidyer wdlw els THv érépav mwolireiav: éfw yap 5

5 Tiis TOV ywaikdy kowwvias kal TS kThHcews, TE dAAa
Tabte dmodldwo dugorépais Tals mwoltelals kal yap
waibelay v adTiy, kal 70 TV épywv TGV draykaiwy dme-
Xopévous (v, kal mepl ovoaitiov doavtws: wAYv év TaidTy
¢nol detv elvar ovoolria kal yvvaikdv, kal Ty pév yiNov

10 7év dmha kektnpévov, Tabrny 8 wevTakioxiNwyv. T piv 6
odv mepurTov Exoval wdvres of Tod JwkpdrTovs Néyor kal T
kopuyrov kal 7O kaworbpov kal TO (nTNTIKbY, KAABS O
wdvra lows Xahemwby, émel kal 70 viv elpnuévov wA7Oos et
p Nav@dvew 8t xdpas Seffaer Tois Tooovros BaPuviwrias

15 # Twos d\Nns dmepdvrov 16 wAHfos, é£ fs dpyol wevrakio-
Xi\or Opéfrovras, kal mepl TobToUS yvvaikév kal Oepamby-
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770y Erepos OyAos moAlamAdoios. 8l piv ody dmorlfesbar
kat’ ebxiv, undtv pévror ddbvarov. Néyerar & ds OS¢l TOV
vopobérny mpds 8do PAémovra TiBévar Tods vépovs, mpés Te
Ty xdpav kal Tovs dvlpdmovs. &rt 8¢ kahds Exe mpocbei- zo
vai kel wpds Tods yervidvras Témovs, €l Sl THy mwoAw (fiv
Blov wolirikby o yap pbvov dvaykaiby éotiv adryv Towovrois
XpiicBar mwpds Tov mékepor Smhois & xphowpa kard THY
oikeiav xdpav éariv, dAN& Kkal mpds Tods € w Témovs, el 8¢

[c2]

Tis p7 Towbrov amodéxerar Plov, wite Tov idov pifre ToV 25
kowdy Tijs wbhews, Suws 0bdy frrov 8ei pofepods elvar Tols
moleuiots, un pbvov €éNbobow eis THYy Xdpay dAN& Kal
dmeNovoty. kal 16 wAfjfos 8¢ ijs kTiioews dpdv Oel, pfmore
Béxtwov érépws Sioploar 7@ capds pdlov, Togadrny yap
elval ¢na deiv dore (v coPpbves, domep dv el Tis elmev 30
dare (v €0 (tobTo ydp éort kabéAov p@\ov &t 8’ Eoti dw-
ppbrvos ptv Taharmdpws 8¢ (fiv). dAN& PBeiriwy dpos T
owppbres kal éNevbeplos (xwpls y&p éxdrepov Td pév T
TPUPaY drorovbfcer, 75 & 1@ émmbvws), émel pévar ¥
elaly &es alperal mepl Thv tiis odolas xpfioy alrat, oiov 33
odalg wpdws 1) dvdpeiws xpijcbal odk éaTv, coPpéras O¢ kal
éevleplos EaTiv, daTe kal Tas Xprioeis dvaykaior mepl avT)y
10 elvar Tavras. dromov 8¢ kal 76 Tas KkTioces lod{ovra TO
wepl 7O wAffos T@Y WoMTOY pi) Karackevdle, dAXN  dei-
vai Tv Tekvorrolay dépioToy ds ikavds dv dpaligbnoopévny 4o
els 70 adrd wAGlos 8ia Tas drexvias dowvody yevvopévwv,
11 87t Sokel TobTo kal viv ovpPalvew mwepl T&s mohets. Sel 8¢ 1265 b

©

7007 ody dpolws dkpifds éxew wepl Tds wéhes Tére Kai viv:
viv ptv yap ovdels dmopel dia 1o pepifedbar Tas odolas els
dmoaovoiy wAfjfos, TéTe 8¢ ddatpérwv odody dvdykn Tods Ta-

(%1

pdlvyas undev Exew, édv Te édTTovs Got Td mA#fos édv Te
12 whelovs, pdAhov 8¢ Seiv dmordBoi Tis dv dpiobar Tijs ovoias
Tv Texvomoilay, dare dpiBpod Tivds pi) whelova yevvdy: TolTO
& 7ibévar 16 mwARbos dmoPNémovra wpds Tas TUxas, dv
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ovpBalvy Tehevrdv Twas Tév yevmbévrov, xal wpds THY

107dv E\Aov drexviav. 70 & deicbai, kabdmep év Tals 13
wAeloTals wéheat, wevias dvarykaiov alriov yiveoOar Tols mwo-
Nraus, 1 8¢ wevia ardow éumoiel kal kakovpylav. Deldwy
utv odv 6 Kopivbios, dv vopobérys tadv dpxaiordrwv, Tods
olkovs toovs @10y Setv Suapévew kai 70 mAfifos Tdv moMiTOVY,

15 kal el 70 wpdTov Tods KAfjpovs dvioous elxov wdvTes Katd pé-
yebos* év 8¢ Tols vépois TobTots Totvavtiov éariv. dANE mwepl 14
ptv TolTev mds olbueba BéNTiov dv Exew, Aekréov UaTepor:
ENNENeurTar 8¢ Tols vépois TovTols kal T& wepl Tovs dpxov-
Tas, Omws Eoovrar Siapépovres TdY dpyouévor' ¢nal yop
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obdeplay €xer mpds 70 welfecOar mwapdk 15 €fos, TobTo
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telg Tipdolar Tov mwhobrov, dAAws Te kdv TiXwoL Yvvai-
25 kokpatoduevor, Kabdmep Td WOA&E TOV OTPATIWTIKGY Kal
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3017 wpds THY TAY yuvaikdy paivovtar karakdyipor wdvres of
Towodror.  0id mwapd Tols Adkwot 7090’ Imhpxev, kal moANE
BuwkeiTo Vwd TV yvwaikdv éwl Tiis dpxiis alrdv. Kaltoig
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10 mévnres els 70 dpxelov, ol Sux T dmoplav Bvior Hoav,

- é0fwaav 8¢ mwoANdkis ptv kal wpbrepov, kai viv 8¢ év 20
rois ‘Avéploiss Siapbapévres yap dpyvple Twés, Saov é¢’
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kparias ovvéBawev, auvéxel ptv odv THY molirelav Td dp- 21
Xetov Todiro, fovxdfel yap 6 Sfpos 8i& TO peréxew Tijs
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éativ, év 8¢ Tois dANots pud@Nhov SmepfdAler &ml TO okAy-
pov, date pn Sbvacbar kaprepeiv dAN& Adfpa TOv vépov
dmodibpdokovras dmolabew Tév cwpatikdv HOwdv. Exe 35
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wpods THv dmoikiay éNQbvres Ty Tdw TAY véuwy dmdpxov-
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5 fis wpds iy Aakevikiy: yewpyobol Te ydp Tols pév elw-
Tes Tois 08 Kpnolv of weplowkot, kal oveaitia map’ dugo- 1272 a
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. Mppards T TOls Kéopois domep Tois éddpois, wbppw y'
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Sipov éovoay Sapévew év T Tdfer Tis molkirelas, Kkal
phte ordow, 8 T kal dfwov eimely, yeyevijobar pire TU»
E 2
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p@Nhov, T& 8" els SAiyapxiav. 7ol piv yép Td pév mpoo-
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dpxovor kel pé\ovres) OAiyapxikdy Td 8¢ duicbovs kal
U7 kAnpores dpiorokparikdy Oeréov, kal € Tt ToloDTOV ETeE-
pov, kal T8 Tas Olkas dmd Tdv dpxelwv Owd{ecbar mwd-
20 das, kal pYy dA\as O7 dA\\ov, kaldmep év Aaxedalpov,
wapekPaiver 8¢ 7fis dpiorokparias B Tdfis Tév Kapyndo- 8
viov pdlwota mpds v SMiyapxlav kard Twae Sidvoiav 7
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whovrivdny olovrar Seiv aipeicbar Tods dpxovras: déivarov
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BovAfoerar kepdalvew, pavhbrepos 8’ dv od Bovhfoerar Sama-
vigas. 810 Ol Tods Suvapévovs dpiot dpyetv, TolTovs dpxew. 5
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provpyol pbvov, of 8¢ kal mokirelas, olov kal Avkodpyos kal
S/éhwv obTor yap kal véuovs kal mwolirelas karéoTnoav.
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Xpbvew Méyovres, éyévero 88 rai DiNbhaos ¢ Kopivbios vo-
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CRITICAL NOTES.

Tue following notes are intended to be used in conjunction
with the aepparatus criticus of Susemihl’s editions, and especially
that of 1872. It is in these editions alone that the MSS. and their
readings, and also the version of the Vetus Interpres, can be fully
studied. In those cases, indeed, in which I have been obliged to
choose between a reading supported by the whole of one family
of MSS. and one supported by the whole of the other, and the
choice was attended with doubt, I have commonly noted the reading
which I have not adopted, and I have taken some pains, in dealing
with the readings offered by the first family of MSS., to point out
the passages in which we are unable to affirm with certainty that I
agreed with M8 P?, for perhaps even the third and last of Susemihl’s
editions hardly makes it clear how numerous theyare. The student
of Susemihl’s apparatus criticus, in fact, occasionally finds in it
readings which Susemihl does not accept ascribed to % and may
naturally infer that I’ (i.e. T" as well as M® P*) support the reading
adopted by him. This is, no doubt, frequently the case, but on
the other hand it frequently happens that the reading of r is not
ascertainable, and of course, when this is so, Susemihl’s reading
rests only on the authority of Ms P!, for we cannot assume without
proof that T agreed with Ms P! and not with I1?; on the contrary,
T often agrees with I? against M® P). Thus the sndubitable dis-
crepancies between I and II* prove on examination to be con-
siderably less numerous than might be supposed!. I have seldom

1 Snsemihl would seem in the fol-
lowing notes of his third edition, for
instance, tacitly or otherwise to attri-
bute to IT! a reading which can only
be attributed with certainty to M®
Pl:—1352 b 2, of om. I1%; 5, 70 post
kal om. IT’: 1253a 32, 6 om. I*;
1255 b 23, rais post & add. II*: 26,
Spomousn IIP: 1256 b 8, ibopévn II*:

13, yevopévois II*: 1258 b 1, peraBine
7ukils T1°: 1260 a 31, 6 ante mais add.
II>. In 1260 a 21, the reading dmdv-
raw is ascribed to IT}, but we cannot
tell from Vet. Int. om#nsum whether he
found dmdvrey or mdvrew in his Greek
text (see his rendering of 1263 b 17
sq.). These references need not.be
carried farther than the First Book.
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noted variants clearly not supported by the whole of a family,
except when I hoped to be able to throw some fresh light on their
value. The readings which I have given from O will at any rate
serve to illustrate the character of a manuscript which, though be-
longing to a well-known variety, does not always agree with P4, the
MS. to which it is most nearly allied. I have drawn more largely
on the Vetus Interpres, noting freely any renderings which seemed
to call for remark.. I have sought by a study of his method of
translation to contribute to the solution of the important question,
in what cases we can safely infer from his renderings a variation in
the Greek text used by him. Here and there, but not often, I have
noted renderings to which Susemihl has omitted to call attention.
I have also occasionally indicated passages in which the text of the
translation appears to be by no means certain, and recorded any
readings found in the MSS. of it consulted by me which seemed to
deserve mention. But my main object in these notes has been to
discuss the copious data furnished by Susemihl, and especially to
throw light on the characteristics of the MSS. and the Latin trans-
lation, in the hope of contributing to the ascertainment of the
correct text of the Politics.

My quotations from the Latin translation of Leonardus Aretinus
(Lionardo Bruni of Arezzo) are based on a comparison of the beauti-
ful MS. of this translation in the possession of New College, Oxford
(MS. 228), which belongs to the middle of the fifteenth century,
with a Bodleian MS. (Canon. Class. Lat. 195). I have drawn
attention in the following notes to one or two passages in which
these MSS. do not support readings ascribed by Susemihl to
Aretinus ; I do not know what is the cause of this discrepancy, but
I may refer to Susemihl’s remarks in his first edition of the Politics,
P- XXix sq., as to the supposed existence of two versions of Aretinus’
translation, for it is possible that the discrepancy is thus to be
accounted for.

The conjectures by which scholars have sought to emend the
text will be found fully recorded in Susemihl’s editions.

I have already (above, p. xlviii, note 1, and p. xlix, note 2) ex-
plained the symbols which I have adopted from Susemihl. A full
account of the MSS. of the Politics and the Vetus Interpres con-
sulted by Susemihl will be found in the Prolegomena to his first
edition (that of 18%2), and also a full account of the corrections in
P, P? and P As to the Vatican Fragments, see the Preface.

I add some remarks on the MSS. consulted by me.

MS. 112 belonging to Corpus Christi College, Oxford (OY) is a



PRELIMINARY REMARKS. 59

fifteenth century manuscript containing the Politics together with
other writings of Aristotle, or ascribed to him (see for its contents
Mr. J. A. Stewart, The English Manuscripts of the Nicomachean
Ethics, Anecdota Oxoniensia, vol. i, part i, p. 5), and bearing at
the foot of its first page the following inscription :—Orate pro anima
Joannis Claimond: collegii corporis Christi primi presidis, qui hunc
librum eidem condonavit. (Mr. Stewart mentions, p. 6, that Clai-
mond was President of Corpus from 1517 to 1537.) Its text of
the Politics is written in a very legible hand, but there are not a
few corrections both between the lines and in the margin, and these
corrections are made partly by the writer of the MS. himself, partly
by a corrector (corr.'), whose handwriting is in many cases easily
distinguishable from that of the writer of the MS., but in some not so,
and especially in those in which the correction is between the lines
and consists of a single letter only, or two or three. The ink used
by this corrector is often very similar to that of the MS. One or
two corrections in the first two books are apparently due to a second
corrector. The text of the Politics in O! is nearly akin to that of
the P* of Susemibl (MS. 2025 of the Bibliotheque Nationale at
Paris: see as to P* Sus/, p. xxiii), though neither of these MSS.
is copied from the other, but the corrections from a MS. of the first
family which lend a special interest and importance to P* are
wanting in O!: the corrections in O! which are due to corr.! are
mostly derived from a MS. of the second family, though a few of
them (for instance, the expunged addition of dpydvrav xai in 12602
4) may be derived from the Vetus Interpres or possibly from some
gloss. The following passages (to which it would be easy to add
indefinitely) will suffice to establish its close kinship with P*:—
1255 2 24, dpa—>dikaiav om. pr. P4 pr. O': 12562 14, pépos om. P*
pr. O': 12572 13, yéyave P* O': 32, elodofa pr. P4pr. O': 1257b
2%, abk—28, rékos om. P* pr. O': 12582 14, dravra 8éov om. P* pr.
O!: 16, xpia P* O%.  On the other hand, O often differs from P*:
thus in 1253 a 7 O omits &w¢ &», P only &v: in 1253 b 35 O has
rovs, which P* omits : its reading differs from that of P*in 1254 2
15 5q.: in 1257 a 33-34 it is free from the blunders found in P*:
in 12582 38 pr. O omits xaprév kal 7év, pr. P* only kel 7av: in
12592 12 pr. O! has Aéywv, P* d\iyev: in 12612 1 pr. P* omits
several words, not so O': in 1262 b 13 O has oupgivar, not so P4,
Here and there we find O! agreeing with P22 (thus in 1257 a 16 it
has 8¢ é\drre, in 1263 b 31 wds, in 1264 b 14 pifa, in 1271 b12
dvayxafopévavs), or with P23 Tb (12642 35, memorelas: 1267 b 28,
Aéyas); more rarely with Ms P! (as in 1264 b 13, edfis: 12662 5,
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émera: 1268b 15, dnhovéry), or with MS (as in 1252 b 3, dmoreheiro:
1263 a 24, dyafiv).

I pass on to MSS. of the Vetus Interpres. MS. Phillipps 891
(2) is a parchment MS. in quarto form, containing the translation
of the Politics together with that of the Oeconomics and an un-
finished fragment of the commencement of the translation of the
Rhetoric, and written at Zara in Dalmatia® in the year 1393. This
appears from the following inscription on a blank page at its com-
mencement, which is in the same handwriting as the MS. :—Zsber
politicorum et yconomicorum Aristotelis in hoc volumine deputatur (deo
volente) ad usum met Jacobini quondam | §=condam) Alber!s de mayr-
tbus (=de maynentibus=dei Maynenti) dz Vic. [ Vincentia or Vi-
centia=Vicenza) guem scripsi in ctvitate Jadre 1393 cum ibi jforem
ab illius civitalls communilale pro fisico opere medicine salariatus et
habitus. Laus et honor deo. (For the interpretation of Vic. and of
the contraction for guem scripsi 1 am indebted to the kind aid of
Mr. F. Madan, Sub-Librarian of the Bodleian Library. The inter-
pretation which I have given above of the symbol ¢ is that of
Mr. E. Maunde Thompson, Keeper of the MSS. in the British
Museum, to whom, no less than to Mr, Madan, my best thanks
are due for valuable and ready help. Mr. Maunde Thompson ex-
plains the meaning of guondam Alberts to be ‘ formerly son of Alber-
tus’ or *son of the late Albertus.’” Having found the form Paltricit
de Piccolominibus in the title of a book published in 1485 (‘Pontificale
A. Patricii de Piccolominibus, Romae, 1485 ’), I thought it likely that
may#tibus was a family-name, but the word remained a puzzle, till
Mr. Maunde Thompson solved the problem by discovering the name
Mainenti in a list of families belonging to Vicenza contained in the
¢ Historia di Vicenza, by G. Marzari, Venice, 1691.” I shall be glad
if the publication of this inscription should lead to the communica-
tion of further particulars respecting the writer, Jacobino dei Mayn-
-enti.) At the commencement of the MS., prefixed to the translation
of the Politics,are the words to which attention has already been called
(above, p. xlii) ; they are in red letters but in the hand of the writer
of the MS.:—Tncipit liber politicorum Aristotilss a fratre Guilielmo
ordints praedicalorum de greco in latinum translatus. At the close of
the translation, the words guod decens (answering to 76 mpémov, 5 (8).
7. 1342 b 34) are not followed either by the sentence— religua huius

! For other MSS. transcribed at thank for informing me some years
Zara, see Schenkl, Ausonius, pp. xxiii, ago of the existence of a MS. of the
xxvii. I owe this reference to Mr.  Vetus Interpres in the Phillipps
Robinson Ellis, whom I bave also to  Library,
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operis in greco nondum inveni—which succeeds them in all the MSS.
but a, or by the sentences which are here found in a and rec. a (see
Sus.* ad Joc.), but simply by the words—ZExplicit liber polliticorum
Aristotslis. At the top of the pages of this MS. and in the margins
and in a large blank space purposely left at the foot copious
annotations are inserted, and the text itself is interspersed with
corrections and explanatory additions. Here and there we meet
with corrections which are in the same hand and ink as the MS.
and have obviously been made by the writer of it, but most of them
and all the annotations are in a far smaller hand than that of the
MS.,and one which, perhaps for this reason, differs a good deal fromiit.
Some, however, of these annotations and corrections are apparently
in the same ink as the MS.,, and as these are in the same handwriting
as others which are in a darker ink, it seems probable that all the
annotations and corrections were added by the writer of the MS.}
If so, he was evidently a diligent student of the Politics in William
of Moerbeke’s Latin Translation. I have given in the following
Critical Notes those of the various readings of z in the first two
books which seemed to possess most importance, and have added
in Appendix C a complete list of its variations in these books from
the text printed by Susemihl, with the exception of unimportant
errors of spelling. It will be seen that its omissions and blunders
are many, and that here and there the original reading has been
erased and an incorrect one substituted; nevertheless, it has in not
a few passages either alone or in conjunction with a preserved the
true reading. It has no doubt likewise done so in the books which
I have not as yet collated, for in glancing at a passage in its text of
the Seventh (4 (7). 13. 1331 b 31) I found the word &«eiraz, which is
rendered in the other MSS. /la#¢, rendered (rightly in all proba-
bility) zacet. 1t is worthy of notice that as z was written at Zara in
Dalmatia, so the allied MS. a was‘ written in Italy ’ (Sus.!, p. xxxiv).
It is possible that a search among Venetian MSS. of the Vetus
Interpres, if such exist, might bring to light other MSS. belonging
to the same family and superior to a and z. We might then be less
in the dark than we are at present as to the origin of the marked
difference between the two families.

MS. 112 belonging to Balliol College, Oxford (o) is ascribed by
Susemihl (Sus.!, p. xxxviii) to the earlier part of the fourteenth
century, and is the oldest of the MSS. of the Vetus Interpres yet
collated. Its text of the translation of the Politics is evidently

1 1 might be able to speak more  more of these annotations than I have
positively as to this, if I had read  as yet foupd time to do. '
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nearly alliéd to that of Susemihl’s ¢, a far later manuscript, but ¢ is
not copied from o.

MS. Bodl. Canon. Class. Lat. 174 (y) is a beautifully written Italian
manuscript, belonging to the fourteenth century, and, in Mr. Madan’s
opinion, to the latter half of it. Each page contains two columns,
The text of the translation of the Politics contained in it has been
tampered with in places by an ingenious corrector, who has here
and there contrived with the aid of a penknife to convert the
original reading into an entirely new one: thus in the rendering of
1256 b 13 we find parientes over an erasure, the original reading
having probably been pro genifis,and in 1258 a 7 again we find zam
over an erasure, the original reading having probably been zoz.
These erasures, however, are readily discernible, and they do not
seem to occur very often. This MS. is allied, not to a or z, but to
the bulk of the MSS. of the translation.

BOOK 1

1252 a 2. &exer]  Only the forms ending in -a are Attic (#vexe,
elveka, advera) . . . the form &exer does not occur in Attic Inscriptions
till after about 3oo B.c.’ (Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen
Inschriften, p. 103). Aristotle’s frequent use of évexer deserves
notice. 8. elvac om. T P! pr. M#; a later hand adds it in Ms after
rov. Sus. brackets it, and refers (ed. 1) to 7 (5). 12. 1316 Db 2, ad
dixacoy olovras eivar loov peréyew Tijs mohews Tods xexrnuévous pndév Tals
xekrqpévars, where P'® II* read elvac and T Ms omit it (probably
wrongly, as they stand alone), and to 2. 4. 1266 b 1, a0 xahemiw
@era mowew, where T'II om. elvai: he also gives a reference to
Schanz, Nov. quaest. Platon. p. 33sq. The question whether
etvar should be retained here is a difficult one, for though I are
somewhat prone to omit, and more than once omit elva: where it
seems to be required (e. g. in 1257 b 7), yet they occasionally omit
it where it can be dispensed with (e. g. in 1298b 36), and Aristotle is
well known to be sparing in his use of elva: (see Vahlen, Beltl‘ zu
Aristot. Poet. 3. 330, and his edition of the Poetics, P. 243 59q.:
also Bon. Ind. 2392 9sqq.). On the other hand, its omission causes
a harshness here, which it does not cause in 1266b 1. In 1. g.
12572 1, again, the verb is wopifeww, not olecfa:, and the construc-
tion is softened by the use of ds. Meteor. 1. 14. 3522 25, d\\&
'rov'rov 'rr;v alriav od Ty Tob xao';wv -yevecrw oleaba xpr;, however is a
nearér parallel. rév adrév] Vet. Int, idem (r6 abré T?).  15. rods om.
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pr. O* (with %) : it is added in the margin by a corrector. But
® often omit the article—e. g. in 1269a 7, 12912 1, b 3, 1297 2
35. 24. 8] emim Vet. Int, but we often find enzm in Vet. Int.
where we expect another word—e.g. in 1253a 23, 1256a 3I,
12722 41. Enim does not always stand for ydp in Vet. Int. (see
critical note on r241a 23). 25. domep év Tois dNais] Vet. Int,
quemadmodum ef in alids, but he probably did not find «al in his
Greek text any more than he found it there in 1335 Db 30, where
he translates xafdmep & Tév vewrépwy sicul el tuniorum (see Busse, p,
30). See also below on 1262 a 29. 28. owdvdlevba] y z have
combinare : 1 read obviare or obinare in o, not (with Sus.) obinar?.

1252 b 2. Ms P add of before xahkorima:: we cannot tell from
aeres figuratores what Vet. Int. found in his Greek text: I* omit
it, and they may well be right in doing so: see Vahlen, Beitr. zu
Aristot. Poet. 3. 340 sq., and Bon. Ind. 109b 36 sqq. 5. M# P*
add ¢ before doihov : about the reading of I' we cannot be certain »
a similar difference of reading occurs in 1261 b 25. * See on the
subject Bon. Ind. 109 b 44 sqq.: Vahlen, Beitr. 4. 409. The read-
ing of I being doubtful, it seems better to follow m2 8. Bap-
Bdpwv 8’ Vet. Int. darbaris quidem. But the Vet. Int. occasionally
substitutes ye for 8 (e.g.in 1268b 16).  14. Xapdwdas uév] Ms
P! 6 pév Xapdvdas: Vet. Int. Charondas quidem, which may re-
present Xapdvdas puév, the reading of m?. Charondas is nowhere else
in the Politics honoured with the prefixed article by any MS. 15.
bpordmovs | dpokdnvovs < II* P* Le corr. Mb’ (Sus.), also O': as to M,
however, see Sus.! p. xii. note 2z0. The New College MS. of
Ar. has homotapos, but Bodl. homocapnos. 17. Vet. Int. domuum
for aikias, but he probably found cikias, not olkidy, in his Greek text,
for in 1259 a 35 he has domzbus for aikia.  20. ovvijiddov om. T Ms
pr- P*: not so Ar., who has nam ex hits qui suberant regno accre-
verunl. 28. #8p] # 8 is the reading of O and of all known
MSS. except P, which has 487, and two others which have 7 8 (Ar.
quae guadem): Vet. Int. 7am.  239. pév odv] ofy om. Me P, and
perhaps Ar. (constituta quidem gratia vivendr), but pév ody is un-
doubtedly right: it is a common fault in the MSS. to drop out
odv after pév (see 1257 b 3, 1294 b 1, 1300b 24, 1303 b 15, 13142
25). 3L alrm] Vet. Int. psa (adry I).

1258 al. I follow O* in adding rai before rédos (50 O'): I
omit it, but the presumption is against this family of MSS. in
cases of omission. 2. Me P! add 4 before &fpwmos (Sus.'), just
as they do in the corresponding passage, 1278b 19, and in
12532 32; we cannot tell whether Vet. Int. found the article in
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his Greek text or not: I® omit it in all these passages, probably
rightly: see above on r252b z and the authorities there re-
ferred to. 6. Susemihl omits to call attention to the fact that
Vet. Int. has sceleratus for dvéorios: Vet. Int. would seem to have
misread dvéorios as dvéowos—cp. 1253 a 35, where he translates
dvogibraror by scelestissimum. 8. dre mep dvé by Somep év merrois]
See Susemihl’s apparatus criticus for the various readings of the
MSS. in this passage. O! omits d{vé &w, leaving however a lacuna
where these words should stand. O! here differs from P4, for pr.
P* omits only &v. Vet. Int. szne sugo existens, which is no doubt
a translation of dvev {vyot Tvyxdvev (for rvyxdvew is often rendered
by existere in Vet. Int.—e.g. in 1260b 31, 1269 b 24), and this is
probably a gloss explanatory of & &v. Ar. does not render
dre mep—merrois, but this does not prove that the clause was wanting
in his Greek text; it may well have been imperfect and incom-
prehensible. All the MSS. may be said to have merrois (merois
Mb), though merewois appears in the margin of P* P* and Sb.
Vet. Int. sicu! in volatilibus, but he may possibly be here trans-
lating a conjecture added in the margin of the MS, used by him.
There can be little doubt that werrois is the right reading. 10.
rav {$wv] Vet. Int. supra animalia, but he seems now and then
to add prepositions without finding an equivalent for them in his
Greek text—thus in 1263 a 37 he renders épodinv pro viaticss, in
1263 b 41 7ois oveoirios pro convivids, in 1316 b 2 Tijs méhews per
civitafem, and in 1273 a 28 rois Kopxndovioss apud Calckedonsos.
See also below on 1243 b 15. 12. For exfAvbe Toi éxew alabnaw
Avmnpod kal 7déos, the Aldine text has éxgpvéer, P ¢ Mb Ub Ls (and oY
wpoiiABev, followed in all these MSS. (which belong to the less good
variety of the second family) by dore alofdvecfai tob Avmmpot kal
7#éos. Compare the deviation of P4®Q Mb Ub Ls Ald. from the
text of other MSS. in 1253 b 2—4, and of P*¢ Q Ls in 1258a 32
sqq., and of P*¢ Ub Ls Cc in 1286 b 25, where they read a\\’ ob
xarakeiyre Tods viets Siadbyovs 6 Baoihels én’ éfovaias Exwy roiro modjoa
(an evident gloss), and of P*¢ Le Ald. in 1260a 32, where 7o»
rékewov takes the place of 6 réhos in these MSS. O! agrees with
P*in all these passages. In the passage before us, as in some of
the others referred to, a gloss seems to be substituted for the text,
for it is not likely that we have to do with traces of a double
version. See also the readings offered by P*®* L8 Ccin 1301b 33
and 1309 b 2, and by P*$Ub Vb L8 in 1302 a 28. 22. €l s
Néyer] Vet. Int. 57 guis dicat, but this is no proof that he found Aéye:
(which P? alone has) in his Greek text, for in 1288b 36 he trans-
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lates xai € Td\Ae Aéyovar xalés ef i alia dicant bene. 28. wdvra
8¢] All MSS. of Vet. Int. but k have omnia emim.  25. I omit xal
before ¢ioe: P? omits xai before mpérepoy, and most MSS, of Vet.
Int. (but not a or z) omit e/ here. Vet. Int. has prior, and several
of the less good MSS. of the Politics have mporépa. O* (like P*) has
kal ¢pioe kai wporepa. 28. pundév deduevos| Vet. Int. has nullo
indigens, but he probably found undév in his Greek text.  30.
mpéros] O' has mpéroy, with s however superscribed above the
final »—1I think by the writer of the MS., though it is difficult to
be certain.  82. Ms P! add ¢ before dvpwros: we cannot tell
whether Vet. Int. found it in his text: see above on 1253a 2. 36.
wpds deppadioia kat dwdiy] Susl: ¢ ad post venerea e/ add. o, but this
ad is expunged in o by dots placed beneath it. 2z adds ad here.
¢ Praepositionem cum plurium nominum casibus copulatam ante
unumquodque eorum repetere solet Guilelmus’ (Sus.!, p. xxxiii).
125683 b 2-4. The reading followed in the text is that of
the first family of MSS. and the better variety of the second,
except that Ms P! read 1§ olkia mdAw in place of wdAw oikia (Vet.
Int. 7ursum domus), and that T in 3 had oikias in place of oixo-
vopias, unless indeed domus is a conjecture due to the translator.
The reading of P*¢ Q MPb Ub L# (and also of O'), on the other
hand, is as follows :— dvdykn wepl olkovopias elmeiv mpdrepoy' mioa yap
wohis €§ olady olykerra. olkias 8¢ pépn, éf v abbis olkia owviorarar.
Bekker follows the reading of these MSS., substituting however
dvaykaior for dvdyxn, and in his second edition mepl oixias for mepl
oixovopias. But see above on 1253a 12. Olkovopias 8¢ pépn (not
olkias 8¢ pépn) appears to be the true reading, for oixevoples here
corresponds to oikovopias 2 (which is the reading of all extant MSS.
and of T') and is confirmed by & ri 8¢ 7. pépos (sc. oixovopias) 12.
Besides, if olkias 8¢ pépn be read, the tautology in 3 seems excessive.
Cp. also 1. 12. 1259 a 37, émel 8¢ Tpia pépn s olkovopis Fv. 17.
dwaipeba) Suvdpeba M P* C*; Vet. Int. ef utigue . . . poterimus, which
represents «év . . . dwraipeba (the reading of almost all the MSS. of
the second family), for in 1252a 26 Vet. Int. renders bewpnoeer &v
utigue contemplabitur,in 1253 b 8 oxenréov &v iy considerandum utique
ertt, in 1253 b 26 dvaykalov &v iy necessarium wutigue erit, and so
generally. In 1253b 38 otdév &v &e is nihil utigue opus essel, in
1264 a 3 obk dv E\abev mon utique laleal. 19. 0 y z render mwohuiky
by politica (z pollitica), which is preferable to politia, the reading
adopted by Susemihl. 23. z adds manifestum quod after pars
domus est, perhaps introducing into the text a conjectural emenda-
tion in the margin of its archetype, the object evidently being to
VOL. II F
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obtain an apodosis. 24. §divarov kai (i) est after impossibile om.
z, perhaps rightly. 25, domep 8¢ Tais) domep rais pr. O (corr.! in
marg. yp. domep 8 &), but neither of these readings is probably the
correct one, for the former is that of P4® Ub Ls Ald. (see as to
these MSS. above on 1253 a 12 and 1253 b 2-4), and the latter,
though adopted by Bekker, is found only in MSS. of little authority :
Ar. (who translates u/ vero in artiéus) perhaps found it in his text.
The best MSS. have dowep 8 rais.  28. pé\\e] Vet. Int. dedeat,
but this is no proof that he found pé\o in his Greek text (see
above on 12532 22). 27. Tév oixovopwdv] M' 1 olxovouixd, but
in 1256 b 36 Vet. Int. has yconomico et politico (oixovopiv kai mohe-
Twedy I) wrongly beyond a doubt, and perhaps here the three texts
of the first family are affected by a similar error. O 7év oixovopikdv :
Ar. sic eliam in re familiari (rév olxovouikdv P). 83. ‘6 om. Ms
del. P*’ (Sus.). We cannot tell whether Vet. Int. found it in his
text. O! has é. #8ivuro] ‘Eta as syllabic augment in Bodlopa,
3ivapar, pé\\w does mot appear [in Attic Inscriptions] till after
284 B.c.” (Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, p. 78).
All the MSS. have #8ivaro here and jBotAero in 12592 16, but in
1307 a 31 M8 P have #8fvavro, the reading of I' is uncertain, and
2 have édvvavro. 37. St'mrﬂcu] vmodvesfar T Ms, pOSSibly l’ightly,
for Aristotle may not have preserved the metre in his quotation
(compare the various readings in 1328a 15 and 1338a 25): O!
dbeabar: Ar. prodiisse (Sbeabar?). olrws al kepxides éxéprfor] Vet. Int,
sic st peclines peclinarent, but it is hardly likely that he found el in
his Greek text after ofrws.

12548 5. 8] z om. awutem (so Ms). 6. Here again Bekker
in reading &éovra: 8 follows the less good MSS.: the better MSS.
of both families have kal 8éavrac. O! has 8éovrac &, but «at has been
added above the line with a caret before 3éovrar, and then crossed
out. v abriy] hanc before eandem om. z (with a g n), perhaps rightly.
9. 76 re yap pdpiov] guod guidem emim pars, the reading of o as well
as of several other MSS. of the Vet. Int., may perhaps be correct,
and not guae guidem enim pars (Sus.), for in 1257 b 28 guod finis
stands for r6 rélos.  10. S\ws] Vet. Int. simpliciter (i.e. dmhas,
cp. 7 (5) 1. 13012 29-33): dmAds Mws Ms PL See Susemihl’s
apparalus crificus. Susemihl holds in his third edition, in opposition
to a marginal remark in P2, that 8\es is a gloss on érAds and not
dnAds on dlws, and that drlés is the true reading. It seems
strange, however, if that is so, that all the authorities for the text
should read d\ws in 13.  14. afroi] So O,  15. The reading
dvbpenos &v T Me pr. P! etc. is supported by Alex. Aphrodis. in
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Aristot. Metaph. p. 15, 6 (Bonitz), 7ov ydp 3cthov é rois IloMirikois
elvai elmey bs dvBpumos &y E\\ov éoriv, where, however, the Laurentian
MS. of Alexander (L) has rév y3p Soihov év rois Hohirikals elmev elvat
tov dvfpomuy tév d\\ov dvra kal py éavrob: dvfpemos 8¢ P? and
probably P? (for there is an erasure here in P?), and also most of
the less good MSS. O! has dvbpumos, followed by 8¢ expunged by
dots placed beneath it, but whether these dots were placed under
& by the writer of the MS. or by a corrector, it is impossible to
say. Ar., as Sus. notes, probably read &, not d», but this is not
quite clear, for his rendering is—quz enim sui ipsius non est secun-
dum naturam, sed (d\\&?) alterius homo, hic natura est servus.
¢ Lectio dvfpamos dv unice vera videtur, si quidem est natura servus
non is, qui quamquam natura alius hominis tamen ipse homo, sed
is, qui quamquam homo tamen natura alius hominis est’ (Sus. Qu.
Crit. p. 341). Passing on to &Mov & éoriv .7\, we find in Vet. Int,
allerius autem est homo, quicunque res possessa aul servus est, He
would therefore appear to have found in his text és &v xrijua # SotAos
1, or perhaps 8s &v xrijpa # dothos dv, which is the reading of Ms:
the better MSS. have 3oios &y, those of less authority dvfpwmos dv.
O! has d\X' oi® Zorw dvpwmos bs &v krijpa § (i. €. 7, for O! is without
iotas subscript) dotAvs &v, and in the margin, added by the writer of
the MS,, yp. dvbpamos dv.  Ar. has—alterius autem est qui possidetur
homo exislens instrumentum ad acquirendum activum el separa-
bzle. He probably read dvfpamos &v. See Susemihl’s apparatus
critzcus for the various readings: he adds in his second or expla-
natory edition—¢we must regard either othos éoriv or (which is
less probable) &wfpwmos dv as the reading from which the other
readings have arisen, but in either case this reading has proceeded
from a mere dittography’ (i. e. a repetition of dvfpwmos dv or SoiAds
éorw in 15). Hence Susemihl reads [dofhos éoriv]. Busse, how-
ever (De praesidiis Aristotelis Politica emendandi, p. zz), attaches
little importance to the es/ of the Vet. Int., who, he thinks, found,
not 3obhos éoriy, but dovhos dv (which can hardly be a dittography)
in his Greek text, and rendered it freely by servus est (compare the
renderings noticed above, p. Ixv): he holds dothos dv, however, to
be ‘hoc loco omni sensu destitutum,’ and falls back on the reading
&vbpamos dv. This is, as has been said, the reading of the less good
MSS., but by adopting it we escape the difficulty of supposing
Aristotle to have used the word dodhes in his definition of the ¢ioe
3otdos. Susemihl’s latest remarks on this passage will be found in
Qu. Crit. p. 340 5q. (1886). 39. rdv yap poxbnpdv x.r.).] Vet. Int.
pestelentium enim et prave (the equivalent for paitlas in 1254 b 2)
F 2
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se habentium. 1 know not what pestilentium stands for in Vet. Int.,
but poxbnpia is rendered in 1303 b 15 by malitia, and in 1314 2 14
by malignitas. Vet. Int. omits to render 4v, but this he occasionally
seems to do (e. g. in 1256 a 4, 12652 30).

1254 b 14. ' add «ai after xeipoy, in which they are probably
wrong: see below on 1260 a 26. 18. O! (like P%) has kai roir’
&or’ én’ alrow. 23. Nyp I'. Ar. nam cefera quidem animalia
rationem non sentiunt: he would seem therefore to have read Adyov,
as does O, 34. yévowro is rendered in most MSS. of Vet. Int.
by fiunt. The reading of o is not siz# (as Sus. with a query), but
Siunt.

12558 6. «ai before kard om. II' pr. P% etc, and Pseudo-
Plutarch De Nobilitate. As to the De Nobilitate, if Volkmann’s
account of it (Leben Schriften und Philosophie des Plutarch,
1. 118) is correct, no weight can be attached to its testimony.
See also Bernays, Dialoge des Aristoteles, pp. 14, 140, and
Wyttenbach’s notes (Plutarch, Moralia, tom. 5, pars 2, p. 915
sqq.). But in fact the passages quoted from Aristotle were not
given in the MS., and were inserted by J. C. Wolf, the first editor
of the work (see Volkmann and Wyttenbach), so that the text of
them in the De Nobilitate possesses no sort of anthority. 14.
z adds ef before wviolentiam patz, thus giving an equivalent for xai
Bidteabai, which none of the MSS. of the Vet. Int. known to Sus,
appear to do. 18. Susemihl gives vilentia as the equivalent in
Vet. Int. for mjv Biav, but he notes that vilentiam is found ina: it is
also found in o y z and may probably be the correct reading.  29.
rav robro Aéywow] Vet. Int., according to Susemihl’s text, cum fos
dicunt, but oy z have cum hoc dicunt. Is kos a misprint? 35.
I follow I* (and O), which omit «ai before é\etfepov: cp. 7 (5). 12.
1316 b 15, 6n dowrevduevor kararoki(duevor yivovrar méunres (so M),
and other passages collected by Vahlen, Poet. p. 216 sq. E? before
liberum is omitted in z, but probably through an oversight. 37.
No MS. gives &yovov, except P!, which removes the iota of &yovow
(sic) by placing a point under it, nor was &yovor found by Vet. Int.
in his Greek text. This reading, like some other good ones
peculiar to P!, may well be due, as Susemih] points out (Sus.® pp.
xiii-xiv), to the emending hand of Demetrius Chalcondylas, the
writer of the MS.

1256 b 2. yiveoOa] yevéofar Ms P'* O, etc.: Vet. Int. fierZ, which
may represent either yivesfa: or yevérfar (or indeed other forms, as
it stands for yeyovévar in 1268b 38, and for yeyeviobar in 1272b
32). 12. T Ms pr. P! add roi odparos after uépos: Sus. thinks that
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this may have been the original position of these two words, but it
is possible that they may have been added in the margin to explain
kexwpiopévoy 8¢ pépos, and then have found their way into the text.
Additions which may thus be accounted for occur occasionally in
P® L8 (see Susemihl's apparatus criticus in 1309b 2, 1313 b 32,
1316a 1), and also, though less often, in the first family of MSS.
(e.g. in the passage before us, in 1259 b 14, in 12682 37, and
possibly in 13352 37: see also below on 1263 a 12). 14. roi-
rov piopévos T2 gur' natura lales dignificantur Vet. Int., but it is
doubtful whether he found rowdras in his text, for, as Busse
remarks (p. 42), he translates rives by guales in 12642 38: never-
theless, it is true that in 1284 a 9 he renders dfwipevor Tév lowy
dignificaly aequalibus, and that this is his usual way of rendering
phrases of this kind, so that we expect Azs here rather than /ales.
Ar. quapropler aliguid est quod simul prosit ef amicitia servo el domino
tnvicem secundum naturam ita dispositis.  18. f.pév yép .. .7 8]z
kaec quidem enim . . . haec (O hoc) autem (not hic quidem enim . . .
hic autem, like almost all the other MSS.). 24. Ms P! add rais
before Supakoioais: whether Vet. Int. found rais in his text, we
cannot tell from iz Syracusis. émwaidever] So O': Ms P! émaidevoey:
Vet. Int. erudivi?, which might represent either émaidever or émai-
devoey, for in 1267b 18 areokedalev is comstitust, in 1267b 30
construxit: in 1267 b 31 émoie is fecit, though in 33 8ujper is drve-
debal. 26. mheiov I1: see Bon. Ind. 618 b 13sqq., and Liddell
and Scott,s. v. Meisterhans (Grammatik der attischen Inschriften,
p. 68) observes—*before long vowels we find thronghout in Attic
Inscriptions -et (mAeiwv, mheiwm, mhelovs): before short vowels in the
classical period (till 300 B.c.) -€ (wAéovos, mAebvov, mAéoow)—in the
post-classical period, on the other hand, -et (m\elovos,mhetévap, mheioowv):
the neuter singular, however, even after 300 B.c. usually retains the
simple vowel.” 7év towodirev] so II% (and O') : II* rotray.  dyromorir)]
Syromouyrucr) rests only on the anthority of Me P2, for it is of course
impossible to say whether Vet. Int. found éyomouxy in his text or
syomouyricy. O (like P4) has éyromounxy (or rather éyromouky), which
probably points to éyromouy, for in x258a 37 pr. O! has ypnuariariki.
The same MSS. which here read dyromouxs, read (if we allow for
clerical errors) kepkidomouny) in 1256 a 6, where Ms P! (about I' we
cannot be certain) read kepriomoiyricy,  All MSS. have rexvomouy=ic
in 1253 b 10. ‘In Plato éyromouxs is now restored from MSS.
(Liddell and Scott). In Eth. Nic. 7. 13. 11532 26 and Metaph.
E. 2. 10272 4 dYomoyricsy is the form used, but in the latter
passage the MSS. are not quite unanimous. In Metaph. K. 8.
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1064 b 21, Bekker, Bonitz, and Christ read é&yomouxy, but two
MSS. (one of them Ab) have éyromomruen. In Eth. Nic. 1. 1. 1094 2
Ix pr. Kb (the best MS.) has yaAwormouxs. 85. uy alrods kako-
wabeiv] Vet. Int. guod non ipsi malum patiantur.

1256a 6. kepkidomouxy] See above on 1255b 26.  10. P
So I (and O): yahkés T P! and possibly Ms, See explanatory
note on this passage. Corr.? P? (i.e. the writer of P?in darker
ink than that of the MS.), followed by Bekk., adds 7 before
olxovopuh, but Sus.' (p. xviii.) says of the corrections thus classed
—‘maximam partem coniecturas sapiunt, etsi vix eas ex ipsins
librari ingenio haustas esse crediderim,” and the erroneous ad-
ditions of 5 before olovouy in 1257 b 20, and okomeiv before
mpaoike in 12582 25, rest on the same authority. 12. ris ydp]
Most MSS. of Vet. Int. guod enim (o guid enim), but z, like a, has
quae enim. 16. mo\\&] o mullas rightly: is multae (Sus.) a
misprint ? 28. z, like a, has destiarum ef emim, answering to
T4y T€ yop Onpiov, 30. moAd] moAhot pr. O (with P4, etc.), woAd
corr.*: Ms11? have the same blunder in 1316 b 1. Vet. Int. mulfss,
bnt he probably found moAXoi in his text. 81 ol pév odv] Vet.
Int. gui' quidem enim: he seems, therefore, to have read ol pév ydp,
unless enim is a blunder, which is very possible. Three MSS. of
Vet. Int. om. enim. 40. Togoiro. oxedév] z ot fere, retaining the
order of the Greek text, and guaecungue for 8ao. ye, not guicunque,
like the MSS. examined by Susemihl.

1268 b L. mopifovrar] kopiovrar M8 P, and T if ferunt (Vet. Int.)
represents kopilovrar, not mopifovrar, which perhaps is the case, for
acquirere stands for mopifew in 1256 b 28, 1268a 32, etc., though
we have emerunt for mopicar in 1285b 4. opileabai, however,
seems the more probable reading, for we have mopifovres v Tpagiy
in 1268 a 32, and mopifedbas v Tpopiy occurs in De Gen. An. 3. 1.
749b 24 and Hist. An. 1. 1. 487b 1. No instance of kopifecfur Ty
Tpagy is given in the Jndex Aristotelicus of Bonitz. O! wopifovras,
Ar. sibi praeparant (= mopifovrar?). 8. os &v ) xpeia wvuun-ynu'(n]
quocungue modo et oportunitas compellol o (where ef may possibly
be intended to represent guy- in a’uvuvuyxci(y). 8. 8180;1.5'1”’] dedopévy
Ms P! and possibly T (Vet. Int. datz), but data is just as likely to
stand for 8douévy, for facta represents ywwopéms in 1262 a 38 (cp-
1263a 12, b19, 12702 24, 12722 17), laudate émawovpéms in
1258 a 40, iransmutatum peraBulduevov in 1257 b 4, vocatam rkakov-
pévov in 1256b 14. O! Hidouévy. 9. rhewleioiw] Vet. Int.
secundum perfectionem or secundum perfectam (sc. generationem), for
the reading is doubtful (y z secundum perfectam, and, if I am right,
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o also, not secundum perfectionem, as Sus. with a query). Ar. sic
etiam ad perfectionem deductss. 13, rois yevwopévois| rois yevopévors 11
(O') Bekk.!: rois yewwpévors Ms P! Bekk.? Sus. Most of the MSS.
of Vet. Int. have gen:tis (so z), or what probably stands for genitss,
but Sus. finds generatis in two of them (k o): I must confess that
after looking at o I feel doubtful whether the contraction found in
it stands for gemeratss; still k remains. Genitss, however, is pro-
bably the true reading; but this may just as well stand for rois
yewopévars (cp. 1258 a 35, where genzlo stands for ¢ yewnfévr:) as
for rois yevopévors or rois ywopévors. It is not impossible that Ar.
found the last-named reading in his Greek text, for his translation
is ad natorum educationem, and he renders rav ywopévey in 1335b
22 and ré& ywépeva in 13362 16 by zalos; but no MS. of the
Politics has 7ois ywopévais. If we read rois yevouévois (=rois rérvors,
as in 4 (7). 16. 1335b 18), there is a good deal of harshness in
the use of yevopévois in two different senses in 13 and 1§, and yevo-
révors 15 loses something of its point; it seems probable also that
in 1335 Db 18 the true reading is rd yevwdpeva I1', NOt 7& yevipeva I1*
(so in De Gen. An. 2. 6. 7422 24 7§ yevopévy has apparently in
some MSS. taken the place of the true reading 7¢ yewopévo,
which is found in Z and accepted by Aubert and Wimmer). I
incline on the whole to adopt the reading which may well be
that of I, and to read rois yewwpévors. Cp. Menex. 2347 E, mdv yap
70 Texdy Tpodiu Exer émirndelay § dv Téxy' ¢ xai yvv) 87\n Texobod Te
d\nbis xat pn, dAN' DmoBaNhopévn, éav i Exp myds Tpodne TG yevvouéve,
In Plato, Laws 930 D 76 yevduevov, v6 yevwnbév, and 78 yewdpervoy are
all used close together. 14. ™y 7od kalovpévov 'yc\ﬂax'ros ¢15a'w]
Vet. Int. zocatam lactis naturam (tijv xadovpérmy 7). 15. yevopévois]
¢ rehewwfeiow Ar. Sus.!® forsitan recte,” Sus.®, who now places [yevo-
pévors] in his text; but I find in the New College MS. of Ar., and
also in Bodl., guare simililer est genitis quoque existimandum planias-
gue animalium esse gratia el celera animalia hominum causa. O
yevopévors: Vet. Int. gemilss. 20. yivpra] yéwjraw Ms P! and
possibly also I (Vet. Int. jfiant). 26. The text of I* and
especially of I Ms has suffered here from the intrusion of glosses:
see Susemihl's apparatus criticus. Vet Int. ho¢ praedativum bellum
et primum (z however omits ef with M® P'). Ar. w/ natura id
bellum sustum existal. 28. 0y z have guarum est for & éorl (in
agreement with rerum). 32. dyabiv pr. O, but dots are placed
under - and av is written above, probably by corr.!  88. ojxovo-
pikdy kal mohrikdy | olxovouwd kai mohirieg T': see note on 1253 b z7.
Ar. multitudo insirumentorum red familiaris et res publicae.
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12578 3. Vet. Int. either misread ékelvns as xepérn or found
xewpérn in his text, for he translates posita. Ar. sed meque est idem
neque valde remotum. He fails to render ékelips, but then he also
fails to render jj elpnpuévy. 6. «kriuaros| xpiparos M3 and probably
also T, for Vet. Int. has ¢z, not res possessae (rei, however, stands for
mpdyparos in 8). 10. Sus.? by a misprint omits yép after kal.  17.
7] gua o rightly: y z guare (with most MSS. of Vet. Int.).  88. «dv
¢l] xai ¢ P, and possibly T also (Vet. Int. e/ s7); Vet. Int., however,
occasionally fails to render dv (see above on 12542 39). 40.
émBoNdvrov| émBakévrav P, Bekk.?, Sus. (Vet. Int. imprimentibus
might stand for either reading). For dmohiop the MSS. of Vet.
Int. have adsolvant: so yz,and also o, though Susemihl gives its
reading (with a query) as absolvat.

1257 b 7. elva: om. I': see note on 1252a 8. Here it can
hardly be spared.  11. kat véuos] O kal eis véuoy, but the breathing
over eis has been struck through, and corr.! has written something
ending in -os (probably kai wdpos) in the inner margin, where the
binding partly conceals the correction. See Susemihl’s apparatus
crificus on this passage. 12. ofire] So O' (with I): odd¢ Bekk. Sus.:
but cp. 6 (4). 6. 1293 a 8, dore woM\dkis oY kowvwvoiot Tis ékkAnaias
offre (so I1: od8¢ Bekk. Sus.) vob Swkdfew: 6 (4). 13. 1297 b 7, éav 3y
(so T1? Bekk.: pire I' Sus.) $Bpily Tis abrods pire dpaipirar pndév Tijs
odoias. 15. dmoleirac] Vet. Int. peri?, cp. 1263 b 28, where he
renders arepijoovrac by privantur, and see below on 126z a 2.  20.
7 8¢ kampln), woupTekd) k.'l'.)\.] Vet. Int. campsoria autem factiva
pecuniarum, etc., which shews how he interpreted the passage
and punctuated it. 21. X ] Vet. Int. sed, not sed aut, as in
1305b 15, or 7isz, as in 1242 a rr and 1286a 3. 24. abros
om. IT': compare, however, 2. 11. 1273 a 9, where II! om. ofra,
3. 17. 1288 a 29, where II' om. 7obrov, and 8 (6). 4. 1319 b i1,
where II' omit roire. It is of course possible that II* are wrong
in adding these words in the four passages, but the use of odres
in the passage before us at any rate, followed by the explanation
6 dmd Talms wijs xpyparTwds, is Characteristically Aristotelian (cp.
5(8). 5. 13402 32-34: 6(4). 9. 1294 b 23). See also 1258 b 8,
We must bear in mind that 11! are prone to omit words. O has
ofros.  88. épa T, and so O': z has videmus, but the symbol for
-mus is over an erasure ; y, however, has videre (the first two letters
of this word in y project slightly into the margin and may have been
tampered with), and though o has v:ideo, the last two letters are
over an erasure, the original reading having apparently occupied
less space than wideo, for the last letter of this word is in actual
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contact with the first letter of accidens, a perpendicular line being
drawn to separate the two words. Possibly therefore the original
reading of o was vide’ (=wvidemus). ‘Opé is not perhaps impossible,
for we find Aéyw, Pol. 3. 13. 1283 b 1: 6 (4). 15. 1299 b 19: Tifiym,
Rhet. 1. 10. 1369 b 23: &\aBov, Phys. 8. 5. 257 b 22: pot Bakei
onualvew, Meteor. 1. 3. 339 b 23 (where, however, Blass—Rhern,
Mus. 30. goo—suspects that Aristotle is quoting from ome of his
own Dialogues): 8tehdunqy Ms P236 Qb Vb Ls Ald. (divisimus Vet.
Int.: dieddueda P Bekk.) in Pol. 6 (4). 3. 12902 2, but perhaps
Gottling and Sus. (following corr. P*) are right in reading 8tedAopev
in this passage, for in x129oa 24 the MSS. and Vet. Int. agree in
reading Swehopev. The emendation dpduev dates as far back as
Sepulveda and Victorius, and indeed earlier, for it appears, as we
have just seen, in one or two MSS. of Vet. Int.: Bekker adopts it
in both his editions, as does also Susemihl, though he brackets the
termination. 35. ima\\drre] variatur z (not varial) probably
rightly, for variarz, not variare, is the equivalent for éraM\drrew in
the velus versio (cp. 12552 13, 13172 2). B86. ékarépa| éxarépas
‘vetusta et emendatiora exemplaria’ mentioned by Sepulveda (see
p- 19 of his translation); three MSS. also of the Vet. Int. (b g h)
have wlrigue pecuniativae, and éxarépas is the reading translated by
Leonardus Aretinus (variatur enim wusus etusdem existens wlriusque
acquisttionts, eiusdem enim est usus acquisitio, sed non secundum idem);
but all known MSS. of the Politics have ékarépa, and most of the
MSS.of the Vet. Int. have ufergue (agreeing with usus). z has wtergue,
altered into wfrigue, not, I think, utrigue altered into uterque. If we
read éxarépa, two uses of yppuarioriey are referred to, and this seems
to suit better with éra\\drre than 7 xpijots écarépas Tijs xpyuanierikis : if
éxarépas, two kinds of ypnuariomki are referred to, whose ‘use  (not
‘uses’) ‘overlaps’ (émaANdrrer). Perhaps we rather expect to hear of
two uses than of one use. Hence on the whole éarépa seems
preferable, but érarépa might so easily take the place of éxarépas
that the true reading is doubtful. 88. riis & 4 alfyois] Vet. Int,
adds finss after awgmentatio, but probably without any equivalent in
his Greek, as Sus. remarks (Sus.! p. xxxiv).

1258 a 2. z adds e before #psius (answering to kat before rod e
Giv). Sus!: ‘ef post aufem librariorum culpa excidisse quam a
Guilelmo omissum esse verisimilius duco.” As to zpssus, it should
be noted that, as Dittmeyer has shown (‘ Quae ratio inter vetustam
Aristotelis Rhetoricorum translationem et Graecos codices inter-
cedat,’ p. 34), William of Moerbeke in his translation of the Rhetoric
often renders the article by zpse—e. g. in Rhet. 1. 6. 1362 b 16,
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where for f8aviis kat rab (v we find delectationis el ipsius vivere.
7. adoys] z rightly omits n#on before exsstente: all the MSS. known
to Sus. add it: y probably had 7on before existente originally,
though zam occupies its place now over an erasure. 32-34. Pr.
(0" has here—dAXé rijs larpixiis, olre kai wepi xpypariarikis éore pév os
rab oikavipov &ore 8 b off, dAAG s képlavs {mnperwcis, but corr.! adds
in the margin yp. d\\a rad larpod, olrw kai wepl T@v xpnpdrav, and
képdavs is expunged by dots placed benmeath. For the various
readings offered by P*® Q Ls in this passage, see Susemihl’s
apparatus criticus. See also above on 12532 12. These MSS.
perhaps follow some gloss or paraphrase.

1258 b 1. peraBhyrixijs| peraBoluiis M8 P, here alone, for in
12572 9, 15, 28, 1258 b 21, 29 these MSS. (like 11%) have the form
peraBhnricn, nor is the word used elsewhere by Aristotle apparently.
We cannot tell from #ranslativa whether Vet. Int. found peraBoliis
or peraPhnsis in his Greek text, for he translates ris peraBAnrikis
in 1258b 21, 29 by translativae. 4. é¢’ dmep émapiofn] So I* (and
O") with Ar. (¢/ non ad quod inductus est): ép’ dmep émaprodpeba IM*
(Vet. Int. super quo quidem acquisivimus). 7. I* add éx before
vapiaparas, which 11? (and O') omit. 16. woiais] Vet. Int. guibus,
but he has guales for rives in 12642 38. 27. 7pirov] réraprav
T Ms pr. P, apparently a mistaken attempt at emendation. 30.
Tdv dwd yijs ywopévav] Oy ex a lerra genitis, z ex altera genitis.  33.
mepi éxdorov] Here, as Sus. has already noted, o alone among the
MSS. of the Vet. Int. has preserved the true reading—de unoguogue.
38. O' (with P* and some other MSS. which Bekker follows) adds
riis before rixns: see below on 1270 b 19. 40. Xapyridy] Xdpnre
(xdpere M) 8) It Bekk. Many of the MSS. of the Vet. Int., how-
ever, and z among them, have karitide. Ar. e caorite (Bodl
charite) pario.

1259 a 10. In the fourth century B.c. the forms é\das, éAdas,
é\adv take the place of é\aia, etc., in Attic inscriptions (Meisterhans,
Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, p. 14), but here all the
MSS. seem to have Aaav, as all have Hepasd in 1303 b 11, though
some have meped in 1267 b 23. 13. Most of the MSS. have
Aatovpyiov, though some spell or accentuate it wrongly: P! has
Aatavpyeiov: P* has éhawdpyey, O dAawovpydy, and so T apparently,
for Vet. Int. has olrvarum cultoribus. *Elawovpyeia is the word used
in the citation from Hieronymus Rhodius in Diog. Laert. 1. 26,
which may possibly be a reproduction of the passage before us,
and Liddell and Scott adopt this form of the word (not é\atotpysor).
In r295b 17 P? has 8idaskaliais, P** Ald. Sidackakeims, I' (probably
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wrongly) 8tdaokdhots. 18. jBavAero] See above on 1253 b 33-
28. éréhafev] O has éméhaBer with d superscribed over ¢, apparently
by the writer of the MS.: no other MS. gives this reading, which is no
doubt wrong : see, however, Schneider ad loc. roirov] roiro (Bekk.)
is found only in one MS. and that an inferior one. & Awwiotos] &
om. Ms P*: whether T omitted it also, it is of course impossible to
say. In r252b r4 M® P! give the 6 to Charondas, which here they
deny to Dionysius. 381. 70 pévrow Gpape Odhew kal Toiro] Vet. Int.
quod vero visum fuit Thali ef huic (0 guod vero iussum fuerit Thali et
kuic). Sus. suspects that the translator found 6 pévroc dpapa ©dAy
kai Tovre in his text: more probably he found 7o pévroc dpapa Odhew
xkat tovrov (unless he misread roiro as rofrov). This is a possible
reading, but all MSS. have roiro. See note in Sus®, who now
reads Odhew kai ToiTo. “Opapa has been variously emended, but
Mitchell (Indices Graecitatis in Orat. Att. 2. 581) gives it as oc-
curring, apparently in a similar sense to that which it bears here, in
[Demosth.] Procem. 55. p. 1460, 26, 3papa roito émosiro & Sfjpos
adrod kakdy, & dvdpes *Abnvaiot, kal AvaireNés 77 moher, and it suits well
with raravéppa % and karavojoarvre 10. 87. pépn om. P?34 etc.
(also OY). It is not perhaps quite certain that I are right in
adding it. 39. Almost all MSS. of Vet. Int. (including oy)
have praees?, but dpyew is undoubtedly right: z has pracesse, which
appears to be found in only one of the MSS. known to Sus. (b).

1259 b 16. 5 vedrepov] z has suvenius rightly: the other MSS.
of Vet. Int. suvenem. 28. oxeddv 8¢] The weight of manuscript
authority is in favour of 8j in place of 8¢, for of the better MSS.
only pr. P? has 8¢: Vet. Int., however, has aufemz. Aé seems to be
right, answering to pév odv 21. 81. «al before drdhaoros om. I
85. 8éou dv] 0 oportere! utique, but gportebit utique, the reading of the
other MSS,, is probably right (see above on 1253 b 1)

1260 a 3. dugpopds| diapopis T (Vet. Int. huius qutem esse differ-
entiae), and so probably pr. O, for the accent of dapopds is over
an erasure: yz have Awius aufem differentiae, omitting esse (in z,
however, differentiae is over an erasure). domep xal @y Pice dpyo-
pévav] Susemihl's text of the Vet. Int. here runs, guemadmodum
el natura principantium ef subiectorum, and he thinks that the
Vet. Int. found dpydvrev xai added in his Greek text between
¢ioe and dpyopévav. But it would seem from the apparatus criticus
to his text of the Vet. Int. (Sus.* p. 53), that of the nine MSS.
used by him (abcghklmo), one (o) omits e/ natura prin-
cipantium, making the passage run guemadmodum ef subieclorum,
and seven (b ¢ g h k 1 m) read guemadmodum natura et subiec-



76 CRITICAL NOTES.

torum (so y), except that later hands add principantium after natura
in b and the margin of . Thus the reading adopted by Susemihl
was apparently found by him only in a. I have found it, however, in
z, which gives the passage thus—~hAwuzsus autem (esse om. z) defferentiae,
quemadmodum ef natura principantium el subtectorum. Whether Vet.
Int. found dpydvrav kal in his Greek text is, however, quite another
question. Ar. quemadmodum in hits quae natura obediun!. O! has
Somep kal Tév pioe dpxapévav, but corr! has inserted a caret after
¢ice and adds in the margin dpxdvrev kai (a dot, however, has
been placed under each of these words to expunge it—by whom, it
is impossible to say). It is conceivable that Vet. Int. found a similar
correction in the margin of the Greek text used by him, and
translated it. 4. phyprac] dpnyeirar ' (Vet. Int. exemplificatur :
exemplificabitur a z). 15. Ar. is said by Sus.!? to add &¢ after
tmohymréov, but his translation runs in the New College MS.
and in Bodl.—eodem modo se habere mnecesse est circa morales
virtutes, pulandum es! omnes parlicipes esse oporlere sed non eodem
modo, sed quantum cuigue opus est.  20. éotiv] 0z have est, in place
of &2, before moralzs rightly (Susemihl reads ¢/ and does not mention
that o has es?). 21. wivrev] M8 P? have dmdvrov: we cannot tell
from Vet. Int. omnium, which reading he found in his text. 22,
gero Swkpdrys| O déro Soxpdrys (P* Gera 6 Swrpdrys). 26. dperq]
Vet. Int. has virtute (= dperj, which is' the reading of pr. Ms).
76 dpbampayeiv] I follow P?® Sb TP (z has es/ in place of aut after
virtute, but over an erasure) in omitting # before 74 dpfomoayeiv: see
Vahlen, Poet. p. 136 and Beitr. zu Aristot. Poet. 1. p. 52, where
among other passages the following are referred to—Poet. 8.
1451 a 20, ‘HpakApida ©nonida kai vd ratavra maupara: Rhet. 2. 12,
1388 b 33, épynv émbuplay kai té Towira (in the passage before us
we have 7 instead of «ai). Cp. also 2. 3. 1262 a 12, ppdropa Purérny,
where II om. # (see Vahlen, Poet. p. 216): Eth. Nic. 10. 10.
1180 b 34, olov tarpol ypagpeis (Mb Ob): Eth. Nic. 8. 14. 1161 b 23,
88als Bpif drioty Kb O3 (Opif ddobs drioiw Lb OD), where other MSS.
have 68abs # 6pif i) drwiv: Pol. 3. 4. 1247 b 10, alov irmapxeiv immap-
xnbévra, arparnyelv arparnynfévra kai Tafapxicavra kai Aayayhoavra
(where no MS. has xai before orparqyels, though Vet. Int. has ez
before his.equivalent for it): 6 (4). 4. 1291 b 23—25, where 8¢ is
absent after mopfuexdv, though Vet. Int. has autem: 6 (4). 4. 12922
1, where T Ms II* om. &: 7 (5). 8. 1308b 2%, Aéyw & dvricicOu
Tads émewels 7§ wAiber, Tods dwipavs rais ebmdpois Ms P? (other MSS.
add «ai before rads dndpovs). 31. & mais]d om. Me P': we have
no means of knowing whether Vet. Int. found it in his text.  83.
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76v Té\esov kai (in place of 76 réhos xat) P44 Ls Ald. Ar. (sed ad perfectum
ef ducem) Bekk. O' has rov réheiov ai, but in the margin, probably
added by corr.!, 74 réhas kal. See above on 1258a 32 and 12532
12. Here also perhaps these MSS. follow a gloss or paraphrase :
Aristotle’s language in 1. rz. 1259b 3 may well have suggested
it.  88. é\eiyyp] O' eheiyreu (or rather Mheiyper), and so too pr. P:
all other MSS. apparently have é\\eiyrp : Vet. Int, deficiaf, which may
possibly represent é\\eiyrp, but we cannot be sure of this, for after
fanta u! he could use nothing but the subjunctive. Bekk.! é\eiyry:
Bekk.? Sus. el 87. &pa] dpa pr. O, changed into &pa
probably by a corrector, for the circumflex is in darker ink than
that used in the MS.

1260 b 17. O' adds «ai before rovs maidas (with m*).  18. corr?
O! adds elvac in darker ink after ywvaikas: amz add esse after
multeres. 19. of rowwwol] Vet. Int. has dispensatores: Sus.
thinks he found oikovépor in his text in place of of xewawoi, and
adopts this reading. All MSS., however, have of xowwrei, and is it
not, to say the least, possible that Vet. Int. here as elsewhere has
misread the Greek ?

BOOK II.

1260b 27. "Emei 8¢] II' om. &, but omissions in H! are not
infrequent, and &, which hardly suits the present ending of Book L.,
may possibly be a survival from some earlier state of the text. 28.
ris] 4 P23 pr. P4, etc. (so O"): ris Ms P! and possibly T' (Vet. Int.
quae). Perhaps # is more likely to have been substituted for ris
here than s for §. Cp. Metaph. Z. 1. 1028b 6, 8:5 xai 7piv xai
pd\iora Kal mpérov kat pévoy Gs elmeiv wept TOv orws Bvros Bewpnréov Ti
éorw, 81. xdv €l Twes &repas trvyxdreowt] kat e Me: about T we
cannot be certain, though Vet. Int. has ef s7 guae aliae existunt, for
he occasionally fails to render v (see above on 1254a 39). Nor
does existunt in Vet. Int. enable us to pronounce with certainty
that he found rvyydvavow in his Greek text, for in 1240a 24 he
renders xav dmofdvy el si moritur. As to Tvyxdveow, see explanatory
note. 36. émBakéofui] So O': émBdAeabas M8 P*: z'n.rerere_(Vet.Int.)
may represent either. 40. ma\ereia T1: z cavdlitas (with g hlo,
y civilitas with dots under /) : most MSS, of Vet. Int. cizifas (and
so Ar.). The same contraction ‘may stand for méls, mokis,
mwé\epos, mohéuos, mohirys, and even molireia, though the last word is
most often expressed by another contraction’ (Gardthausen, Gr.
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Paldographie, pp. 246, 256). This perhaps explains the oc-
casional interchange of molirela, moMirgs, and mdhis: thus molrelas
takes the place of mohews in II! 1294 b 39, mokireidy of mohirdy in P*
etc. 1292 a 9, and mohirdv of mohreidv in T TP 1265 b 34, while in
13182 ¢ M* have wd\e, II* wmolirelg. See Susemihl's apparatus
criticus in 1326 b 5, 13332 11 also. I retain mohireia here, though
not without hesitation. See explanatory note. Sus.!? mélis, Sus.®
wolrele.  41. Here Vet. Int. alone has preserved the true reading
els 6 riis (wnus qui unius): lodrps O (Ar. paritas). Only a fraction,
however, of the MSS. of Vet. Int. give this reading. Of those used
by Sus. only one (g) has wnus as its original reading (in four,
abkl], alater hand has substituted unus): nullus pr. ab, alius ch
and pr. k1, Zius m. Qui again is gwod inc gh m and pr. k1.
Hence it is important to note that z has wnwus qui unius as its
original and only reading. The reading of o is alius quod unius:
in y ezus quid unius has been first written, but ezzs has been erased
by dots placed beneath it and wzus written above, apparently in
the same ink and handwriting as the MS.

1261 a 2. Vet. Int. fails to render wdvrav, but see above, p. Ixiii,
note 12, for other cases in which he omits words or phrases. 8. é&v
75 wohirelg 7§ OAdroves] So O, but = after mohirela is added above
the line with a caret—whether by the writer of the MS.,, is uncertain.
Vet. Int. iz politia Platonis. P?3* have the reading adopted in the
text. 11. &’ #v airlav] z perhaps rightly has causa, not causam.
15. &s &piworoy by dri pdhiora macav] So I': the order is different in
n* (and OY), which read néoav bs dpiocrav 8 pdhiora in place of os
dpioroy by 1 pdMiora magav: the latter order, however, though more
rugged, is perhaps more Aristotelian. These MSS. also, as will
be noticed, omit b, probably because dpiorov precedes it, just as
Me P* omit 8v after doihov in 1252b 9.  18. éoviv 7 wdhis| éori mikis
Ms P! ; whether Vet. Int. found the article in his text, we cannot say.
All MSS., however, have # wé\is in 23. 27. té\bogt] xioe
Pl: Vet Int. guemadmodum utique si pondus amplius traket, but
it is not by any means certain that Zrekef represents é\cioe.
It may represent éxdoere or é\doar (cp. 1253 b 16, where xdv
€l 7 dwvalpeba is rendered in Vet. Int. by ef wligue si quid
poterimus): on the other hand, in 1263 b 34 domep xdv &l ms
woujoeey is rendered guemadmodum utique si quis factat. With the
exception of P* and the possible exception of T, all the MSS. here
read é\xvop, and I have retained it, marking it however as strange,
for we look rather for the optative. There is some harshness about
éXxboe. Al cew si pondus magis attrahal. 80. yevéoba] O
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yiveoda: (Sus.?, in note, yivesdar ?). 85. peréBalhov] peréBoror Mo
P': quemadmodum utigue si transmutarentur (Vet. Int.) leaves the
reading of I' uncertain,

1261 b 2 sq. Here 1% read: év vodrois 8¢ pipeiofa 76 év péper Tols
iovs eirew (s0 O': oixeiv two or three MSS.) duolovs (so P?%: dpolws
1® C* Bekk., also OY) rois é¢ dpyijs. M8 P1: roiro 3¢ ppcirac 76 év
péper Tobs {oavs elken 76 8° bs Spolovs elvar é¢ dpyijs. Vet. Int. koc autem
tmitatur scilice! in parte aequales cedere hoc (v88° T) fanquam similes
sint @ principio: scilicet here probably represents 73, as in 1261 b
16,1274 a 16, b 12, and it is also probable, though not absolutely
certain, that fenguam similes sint stands for &s dpolovs elvar. Ar. ef
in eo imitari vicissim equales cedendo invicem alios alits. See ex-
planatory note. 4. karé pépos om. IT, but these MSS. are some-
what prone to omit. 6. xai om. I1? Bekk. So O, which adds
tav before dpyxdvrov with P%  Ar. eodem modo illorum qui regunt
ali? alios gerunt (so New Coll. MS.: regunt Bodl.) magistratus. 1.
ob for ofire II': ofre followed by xai occurs, though rarely, in
Aristotle—e. g. in De Part. An. 4. 14. 697 b 16 ofire is followed
by xai ab. Cp. also Pol. 5 (8). 5. 1339a 18 sq. IT, it must be
remembered, are prone to omit, and in 1264a 1 they have p3 for
undé, just as in 1265 a 18 M# P! have pj for unéév and in 1268 b 16
T Ms pr. P*have o for obdér.  19. 6 om. Me P* (about I we cannot
be certain), but wrongly. ¢In addition to this passage Socrates is
referred to in the Second Book as one of the interlocutors in the
“Republic ” of Plato 13 times (12612 6, 12, 16 : b 21: 1262 b
6,9: 1263b 30: 12642 12, 29: b7, 24, 37: 12652 11),and in
not one of these passages is the article absent ; its authenticity in
1261 b 19 is thus placed beyond doubt, especially as the reason
why it is added is not far to seek ; the reference, in fact, is not to
the historical Socrates, but to Socrates as one of the dramatis
personae of the dialogue’ (Dittenberger, Go#. gel. Anz. Oct. 28,
1874, p. 1359). It is, however, true that all MSS. omit the article
in 5 (8). 7. 1342 b 23, where the Platonic Socrates is apparently
referred to. 25. rois om. Me P': about I we cannot be certain,
35. mpos. . .rois &ais| Vet. Int. apud alios (mpds misread wapa ?),

1262 a 2. Aéya] Vet. Int. dicet (and Ar., following as he often
does in his wake, dicent), but in 12812 19 he has corrumpet for
¢leipa, and in 1257 b 15 perst for dmoheiras, in 1263 b 28 privantur
for orepoovrar. It is very doubtful whether these variations of
tense in Vet. Int. represent variations in T (see above, p. Ixiii, notes
10 and 11). 3. rov dpfudv] After rév dpifpdv I add &y
(Bekker and St. Hilaire, but not Sus., also find &» in pr. P%):
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perhaps, however, it may well be dispensed with in the passage
before us (compare such phrases as éwoial Tves &rvyor 3. 15. 1286 b
24, and see Bon. Ind. 778 b 4sqq.). “"Qv additum ab aliquo qui
Phrynichi praecepta sectabatur : sed vide Lobeck. ad Phryn. p. 277,
ad Soph. Aj. 9’ (G&ttl. p. 311). 700 Seivos] Vet. Int. Aueus filius,
possibly misreading 7ot 8eivas as Totde vids. 12. érepov] See ex-
planatory note.  As to ¢ppdropa, see Liddell and Scotts, v.: the form
used in Attic Inscriptions is ¢pdmp, not ¢pdrep (Meisterhans, Gram-
matik der attischen Inschriften, p. 63). Vet. Int. has au/ before
contribulem, but see above on r260a 26.  20. yevéueva] O ywipeva.

21. «al yuraikes| ef (not efzam) femellae o z. 27. rads ¢ e'xava't'avs]
om. P? probably owing to homceoteleuton, and o omits kaec auter
voluntaria, probably from the same cause. 28. yiveabai is altered
to yevéabac in O' (by whom, I cannot say). 29. damep mpds Tols

dnafev] Most of the MSS. of Vet. Int. have guemadmodum et eos qui
longe, but a z substitute ¢/ ad for ¢2.  For the addition of e/ by Vet.
Int.,see above on1252a 25. dmofev Ms P1* LsAld.: cp. 1280 b ¢, dmo-
6ev Mo P** Qb TP Ald.,and 1280 b 18, &mofev II (the Vatican Palimp-
sest has arwfe in 9 and amafer in 18). “Amafer seems to be the
reading commonly found in the MSS. of Aristotle, but drwfev
is the Attic, or at least the old Attic, form (Rutherford, New
Phrynichus, p. 60: Liddell and Scott, s. v. drwfev).  30. dAAd]
& r Ms pr. P.

1262 b 7. 7« om Ms P': Vet Int, guidem, which probably
represents ye. Ar. has enzm only, but may well have found re yap
in his Greek text. 8. rdis méheaww] z adds 7z before civitatibus
(in 1261 b 8 we have péyiorov dyabiv év rais mikeaw). 13. auvp-
¢uipar] aupgivar P?° etc. Bekk. (also O'), but svugpvipa Ms P2
(oupviiar pr. P4, aupgurijee corr. P*) may not impossibly be what
Aristotle wrote (though Plato in the passage referred to, Symp.
191 A, has of course oupgivae), for in Eth. Nic. 7. 5. 11472 22
Kb has ovpuipar.  Peculiar verbal forms are occasionally used by
Aristotle ; we have, for instance, mpowSamemompévavs in 12702 4,
micbae in Rhet. 1. 11. 1370 Db 18. 21. vidv] So O, though P*
(with I*) has vied : Ar. vel patrem ut fili, 82. rads ¢pidakas] om.
Ms P* (so Sus.”®: P only according to Sus?). Vet. Int. places his
equivalent for these words (cusiodes) after 8ofévres: custodes may
of course represent either rads géhaxas or ai ¢ilakes, but it is hardly
likely that Vet, Int. found the latter reading in his text. 33. In
reading ¢thage I follow I': piNatw eis * Bekk. (and O'). Almost all
the MSS. of Vet. Int., however, have for kal md\w ol wapé rais Ppihaks
Tols @Novs woNiras el rursum qui apud alios cives: Sus. follows a,
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which adds cuslodes after apud, probably rightly (so too z). Ar.
translates 31 sqq., od ydp én v\, nam non amplius appellant custodes
fralres el filios el patres et matres qui (here the New College MS,,
but not Bodl., adds ad) alits civibus deduntur et rursus qui ex cus-
lodibus alies cividus. 40. xapis kTN Seorsum ex legum statuto
o, but the last letter of sfafufo is over an erasure.

126348 3. wio:] Vet. Int. omnes: M® macdw. This variation,
like that in 1266 a 4, was probably occasioned by an ambiguous
contraction. 12. II' add a\N’ dvicwy after Yowv, and these au-
thorities may possibly be right, for cases of ‘ abundantia contraria
copulandi’ are not rare in Aristotle (Vahlen, Aristot. Poet. p. 88),
and d\N dvicwr might easily drop out after {swy through homceote-
leuton, but perhaps it is more likely that dAN’ dvicwy is a marginal
remark which has crept into the text : see above on 1255b 12 and
cp. 1268 a 3%, where T M® add érepov elvar after Boterar & &
vopolérms. 13. mpds 7ads dmohabovras pév [# NapBdvovras) m))\)\&]
Vet. Int. ad fruentes quidem, st (el for #) accipientes quidem multa:
AapBdvovras Or NapBdvovras uév may possibly be an alternative read-
ing which has crept from the margin into the text, together with
the # introducing the suggestion (see Vahlen on # vai, Poet. 4.
14492 7).  23. xal before émwaopnfév om. I'.  #fest] So O (with
?), rightly in all probability (see explanatory note): &ec. II'.  29.
éxdore mpooedpelovres T M8 Sus.  84. xpirar xowois| Vet, Int. utitur
tanquam communibus. 86. «xiv Senbacw rr\.] Vet Int. sz i7-
digeant pro viaticis in agris per regionem (a z rec.b per regionem:
the other MSS. peregrinationem, except y which has peregrina-
tionum). As to the addition of pro, see above on 1253a 10
and below on 1263b 41. Vet. Int. appears to read &» instead
of xdv, but then he often omits to render «ai.

1263 b 4. kai tév] “kai 76 P* Ar. (Sus.)—very possibly only a
conjectural emendation, like some other readings peculiar to P* Ar.
(see Sus?, p. xiv). The rendering in Ar. is guemadmodum et amatio
pecuniarum, which probably represents xafdmep xal & ¢uhaypiparoy,
or possibly 78 ¢axpiparoy elvar, for 16 ¢pidavrov elvar is rendered a
line or two above by amativ sui. 8. Tis krioens . . . oloys] a
z omit 7z before possesstone perhaps rightly. 7. ob om. IT", 9.
and 11. 76 om. M8 P Vet. Int. lemperantiae quidem circa mulieres
(so in 11 Jiberalitatis autem circa possessiones), but we cannot tell
from this what he found in his text, for he sometimes renders the
article and sometimes does not:  18. @\\es re kai drav] z aliterque
¢t cum, answering to the Greek more closely than, the reading of
Susemihl's MSS. .aliterque cum (cp. 1269 b 24, where aliterque et sé
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stands for dws re kdv). 21. yrevdopaprupiv] So all MSS. here,
though in 1274 b 6 all have yevdopapripev: even here, however,
two MSS. of Vet. Int. (a z) have falsorum festzum, not jfalsorum
lestimoniorum.  28. orepfoovrar] Vet. Int. privantur: see above on
1262 a 2. 32. wdvros] Ms pr, P! wdvrn: Vet. Int. omnino, which
represents mdvrios in 1257b 21, mdvrnyin 13022 3.  84. xeipoy wakes]
Vet. Int. adds ers# before deferior civitas, and it is perhaps on his
authority that Vict. and Bekker read &ra: xeipov wdkis, but €orac is
omitted in all the MSS., and, as we have seen (above, p. lxii, note 2),
Vet. Int. occasionally adds the auxiliary verb without support from
MSS. Aristotle is sparing in its use. 41. rois ovoorias] Vet
Int. pro convivits: see above on 12532 ro and 1263 a 36.

1264 a8 1. ppd¢] pyI': butsee above on 1261 b 7. 8. Suse-
mihl has apparently adopted the form ¢arpia throughout his third
edition, and it is true that in 1300 a 25 and 1309 a 12 all the MSS.
examined by him, and in the passage before us nearly all of them,
and in 1280 b 37 the best MSS., have this form. So again, in
1319 b 24 all the better MSS. except P*® have ¢arpiai. See however
Liddell and Scott s. v. 9. Vet. Int. adds ¢/ after his equivalent
for &ore, but, as Busse points out (p. 29 sq.), he does this in 6 (4).
4. 1292 a 17 also, in both cases probably without warrant. 15.
kal before xaf’ éaorov is not rendered either by Vet. Int. or by
Ar., who translates—uvel proprias singulorum. 21. épévres] Vet
Int. dimitientes, which may perhaps stand for d¢évres, the reading
of some of the less good MSS. dmeipikaot] depypixase Me P: Vet.
Int. negant, which perhaps represents dwepikaoct, for dmemeiv in
1272 b 5 is abnegare, and the Vet. Int. occasionally renders the per-
fect by the present—e.g. in 12%3 b 14, 1268 b 38, 1292 b 32,
1266a 34. If this is so, d¢ppikact has only the authority of
Ms P! in its favour. Perhaps also dmeipqkact corresponds better
to épévres. 28. naei]| Vet. Int. faciunt, 38. rives| Vet. Int:
guales, just as in 1258 b 16 he has guibus for molas. 89. mawots
rwas] molovs rwas O (so Ms P! apparently): Sus.® molovs rivas.

1264 b 7. del II, not alel: so too in 12542 25 and 1264 b 13,
but alei in 12962 24, 12992 1, 1333 2 21 etc. See Bon. Ind.
11a 47 sqq. ‘The form del prevails in Attic inscriptions from
361 B.c. onwards’ (Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen In-
schriften, pp. 14, 64). 9. fmovbev 8] ¥ wovfer 83 OL See ex-
planatory note.  13. e26ds] So O, with Ms pr. P': about I' we
cannot be certain: the rest e06d. ‘Edf0s is properly used of Time,
ety of Place’ (Liddell and Scott). 14. pifa] So O': ¢pifa Ms
P! I1® Bekk., at v. Classen ad Thuc. 2. 84. 5§’ Sus.! Classen’s note
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will be found among his critical notes, Bd. 2, p. rgz2. 19. Tav
airdv] All Susemihl’s MSS. of Vet. Int. have eorum, not eorundem +
2, however, has eorundem (rév abrov 1), 26. 74 is added in I*
before mepl (Vet. Int. here translates the article~quae circe
leges). 8L mp rdfw] z (with a and pr. k) has ordinem rightly.
¥dp] d¢ I, 40. 7ov Néyov is not rendered by Vet. Int., but this
may well be an oversight, similar to those pointed out above, p. Ixiii,
note 12. Ar. also gives no equivalent for it~—cefera vero extraneds
peregit sermonibus. See note in Sus®,

12662 4. els] So Ms P': mpss O' (with m?%): Vet. Int. ad,
which may represent ¢ls as in 1265a 41,b 3, 1270a 18, but
may also represent mpds, as in r254b 13, etc. Perhaps mpés
is more likely to have been substituted for els than els for
mpods. 12. 76 is omitted before {ymrwdv in Ms P': whether it
was omitted in I' also, we cannot tell. - 14. Vet. Int. translates
as if he found the words arranged in the following order—ydpas
BaBvlwvias ff Twes d\Ays dmepdvrov Sefioer Tois Tooolraws T4 wAijfos,
but his intention probably is to make it clear that he (wrongly)
takes 3 wAjlos with rois rogodrois : see Busse, p. 14 n. He might
have remembered ydpas mhjbos, 4 (7). 8. 1328 a 28. 16. mepi]
Vet. Int. almost alone seems to have found maps in his text, for he
has praeler. For mep: with the acc. in the sense in which it is used
here, cp. 7 (5). 11. 1314 b 25. 21-22. For the glosses which
‘deform the text of II* here, see Susemihl’s apparatus criticus.  24.
Almost all the MSS. of Vet. Int. fail to render xai before mpos:
a z alone have ¢/ ad. 20, dwpivar 7§ oadds padov] Vet. Int.
determinetur plane magis, but, as has been pointed out elsewhere, he
occasionally substitutes the passive for the active. 80. domep &y
el is elmev] Sus. is apparently in error when he says that II' omit ¢l
Vet. Int. has guemadmodum si quis dicat. 'What he omits is 4v, but
this he is rather apt to omit (see above on 1254 2 39). He did not
probably find eimeer in his text, but elmev, for ron utique lateat (1264 a
3) stands for odx &v &\abev. 38-84. See Susemihl's apparatus
criticus for the warious readings here. II' are not quite unanimous
in favour of v$ pév 76 and r$ 8¢ 7o, nor indeed are 11* in favour of
the reading adopted in the text, for P* etc. (and O') have 75 8¢ 7o
in 34 in place of v & 7§, but I' I agree in reading éxdrepav: hence
it seems probable that the reading in the text is the correct one, as
otherwise éxdrepov has to be altered without MS, authority to ékarépg.
¢ émmévac] Vet. Int. adds vivere after ladoriose, but it is very doubt~
ful whether he found an equivalent for it in his Greek text. 35.
&eis aiperal] e dperal T (Ar. virtules habitus): Vet, Int. guoniam

G 2
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soli ki habitus sun? virtutes circa habitudinem (Egw—so II') substan-
tize. Probably Victorius’ conjecture is right and dperai should be
alperal : cp. 1285 a 16, where Ms Ald. have dperai for alperal. 40.
opakwwbyoopévpy| Vet. Int. respondentem. ‘Opahilew is usually repre-
sented by regulare in Vet.Int. (e.g. in 1266 b 3, 16, 1274 b 9).

12656 b 3. dmopei] Vet. Int. dubilat (probably only a mistrans-
lation, in which, however, he is followed by Ar.). 4. mapdfvyas)
wepifvyas Me P! and according to Sus. T also, but almost all his
MSS. of Vet. Int. have detectos (so o y), and we cannot be certain
what Greek word this represents: a z have #xgarzos (z in marg.
aliter detectos), and this again is hardly a correct rendering either
of mepilvyas or mapdlvyas. Ar. has dispares. 138. rav dpyatord-
rov] Vet. Int. antiguorum, but degrees of comparison are often
inexactly rendered by Vet. Int. (see below on x2%0b 1, 1271 b 6,
21, 12722 8). 19. drws] wis Ms P': Vet. Int. guomodo, which
may represent either =as or drws. 20. All Susemihl’s MSS. of
the Vet. Int. but one (1) have si for yivera: (so 0 y): z fit 21.
8¢iv] om. pr. O, but it is added above the line with a caret, in
darker ink than the MS. but probably by the writer of it. 25.
oupgpéper] For the various readings see Susemihl’s gpparatus cri-
ticus. Vet. Int. expediat: O', with some of the less good MSS,,
oupdépy. See explanatory note. Ar. has videndum est. .. ne non
prosit. 80. moMreiav] wolredy ', possibly rightly.  85. Sus!
‘réy om. II'': I, however, would seem to be a misprint for P!
(see Sus!?). 89. épdpwv] Vet. Int. plebedorum. In the next
line he has gphoros for épdpovs. Dittmeyer (gp. cit. p. 36) observes
of William of Moerbeke’s translation of the Rhetoric—*hic quoque
universus interpretis usus respiciendus est: ut verbum Graecum
saepe non mutatum versioni inserit, ita idem verbum hic illic
sive apto sive inepto vocabulo Latino interpretari conatur.’

1266 & 3. xewpioras macdv| Vet. Int. pessimas omnibus. See above
on 1263 a 2. 6. énara] So O' (with Ms PY). 18. On rod
Terdprov TOV Terdprwv, see explanatory note. Here probably two
alternative readings have both been admitted into the text, asin
some MSS. in 1266 a 34, 12732 35, 12542 10. In O, after éx
8¢ 100 TerdpTov TéV Terdprwv, the words ék 8¢ Tov Terdprov Tév Terrdpaw
are added, but they are crossed through and dots placed beneath
them, probably by the writer of the MS. 23. ownordva] So
O': oweordvae ' (Vet. Int. constare), and also pr. P*.

1286 b 1. 7és 8 #8n]| Vet. Int. cas aulem quae iam habitabantur
(& 70y T2, which Schneider adopts, rightly followed by Bekker and
Susemihl), ¢33 P* I?, 8¢ Ms Ar.’ (Sus.), but it is not perhaps very clear
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what Ar. found in his text, for his translation is—postguam vero
condita _foret, difficilius quidem. O originally had ras 83, but &) has

been altered into 8¢—by whom, is uncertain. 8. ras om. Ms P!:
as to " we cannot be certain. 11. Vet. Int. multitudinem for 7o
péyebos. 18. émdony] éméormy P?® and some of the less good

MSS. (so O'): doqp M# P! Sus.: Vet. Int. guantamcungue, which
leaves it uncertain whether he found émdoqv or Sonv in his text :
éméany Ald. Bekk. 26. 87\ov odv] All the MSS. of Vet.Int. used
by Sus. except a have palam igitur, quod non sufficiens substantias
acequales facere erit legislator (so, 0 y): a z, however, have Zegis-
latori. 28. rdfaev] rdfee M8 P': Vet. Int. ordinavert, which
probably stands for rdfeev, for in 3. 4. 1277 b 22 € olres dvdpeios
ein is rendered by the Vet. Int. sz sic fortis fuerit, and in 1. 2. 12522
24 €l is BAépreiev is rendered sz’ guis viderit. 31. eimeev is pro-
bably the true reading here,as in 1270 b 38, 1272 a 35, 1339 2 14.
See Susemihl's apparatus criticus on these four passages and Bon.
Ind. 222 a 4 sqq.

1267 & 5. d\\d «al] a z sed efiam (n sed ef): the rest wrongly
sed. 8. d\\& kai & émbupoiev] Vet. Int. sed ef si desiderent,
probably a mistranslation of these words. So Ar.: verum etiam si
concuptscant ut molestia careant et voluptate fruantur. See cxplana-
tory note on 1267a 5. 11. BodAawra] Vet. Int. possint (ddvavro
Ms)_ 17. Bodleras ka‘mo‘xeué{ew] Vet. Int. opus est constitui,
where constitu: may well stand for karacxevd(ew, but it is less easy
to account for opus est. 24. &v] Vet. Int. guam, referring to
multitudinem (whijfos). 25. émbupioovow] See Susemihl’s ap-
paratus criticus for the reading of Me P'; it finds support in two
MSS. of Vet. Int. only (c y), which read concupiscunt: most have
concupiscant, one or two concupiscent (so z), either of which, however,
may stand for émbupnoovair—cp. 1268 a 41, where joe is rendered
by ponat, and see below on 1267 b 35. dpdvew] Vet. Int. sufferre
(=tmeveyxeiv?). 28. gr ‘T I Ar. Bekk.” (so Sus.?); but Ar. has
oportet autem neque id latere quantas facultates habere conducat. Stahr
8 : Sus® [8] 7l 29. 70 ) Avowreheiv] Vet, Int. uf non pro levi
habeat (so z and most MSS. of Vet. Int.: o uf non prae leve habeat :
Sus., however, reads, with g (so also y), #¢ non prolem habeat): in
1279 b 9,0n the other hand, r6 hvoirehoty is rendered 7d guod expedii.
Should ## non pretium kabeat be read (cp. 1258b 16, where Avaireré-
orara is pretiosissima)? 34. é0éhav] Vet. Int. debere (=péMew or
dpeihew?, cp. 1253 b 26, 1268b 12).  85. raira] z has haec (hec):
Susemihl finds 4oc in his MSS.  40. & om. IT}, probably wrongly,
just as they are probably wrong in adding & in 8 (6). 8. 1322 2 33
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(cp. 3- 13- 1283 b 15, where II om. 4v, and see Bon. Ind. 41b
6 sqq.).

1267 b 1. &m\norar] Vet. Int. irreplebilis. Sus.! ‘nonne zrreple-
bile?, and it is true that in 253 a 37 we find § 8¢ Sikatooivy mwohere-
xéy translated by the Vet. Int. sustitia autem civile ; but see Dittmeyer,
gp. cit. p. 34, who shows that the practice of William of Moerbeke
in his translation of the Rhetoric is to make the predicate agree
in gender with the subject—thus in Rhet. 1. 3. 1359 2 5 Toire 3¢ 6
uév toobros Bdvaros kd\\wv is rendered Auic autem talis mors pul-
chrior. 14. karaoxevd{wv] constifuens o, perhaps rightly: the
other MSS. construens. 23, Mewpaid] meped O 26. xduns (in
place of xéopop molvreel) II.  Ar. ornatu sumptuoso. * Quibusdam
exemplaribus’ (i.e. probably MSS., not printed editions: see
above on rzg7 b 36) ¢illud & 8, quod in ceteris habetur, abest,
ut prolixitas ad capillos, sumptus ad vestem duntaxat referatur’
(Sepulveda, p. g1). “Ere 8¢ is, in fact, omitted in TD. 33. All
the better MSS. and some of the inferior ones have here 6 émha
&ov (so O"): only one MS,, and that of little authority, has r& in
place of 76 as its original reading. The phrase commonly is oi ré
dmha &ovres, xexrnpévos (see e.g. 1268 a 18, 22: 1297b 2: 1268a
20, 25), though not quite invariably (see 4 (7). ro0. 1329 b 36 : 6 (4).
13. 129% a 29), and here the 76 seems better away. See explanatory
note. 86. woupoovor] Most of the MSS. of Vet. Int. have faciant,
and in 88. for Biboovrac vivant, but this does not imply that the
translator did not find the future in his Greek text: see above
on 1264 a 25. 87. €ldn xal r@v véuwv] Vet Int. ef species legum :
Busse (p. 27) notes a similar change of order in the version given
by Vet. Int. of 4 (7). 3. 1325 b 22.

1268 a 8. raradixd{oi] See Susemihl’s apparatus criticus here and
in the next line. The MSS. which have karadud(e. seem mostly to
have dmolvor in 4. O! has karadwd{o. and dmoAdf:, the last two
letters of dmoAvéi being however expunged and oc superscribed,
probably by the writer of the MS. All the MSS. of Vet. Int.
known to Sus. have condemnetur for raradixdfo. (so o y): z, how-
ever, has condempnet—rightly in all probability, for adsolvat, not
absolvatur, follows in all the MSS. Ar. s condempnaret . . . sin
absolveret, 'There seems to be little doubt that raradixd{or and
dmokbo. are correct (see Goodwin, Moods and Tenses, § 74). rip
dixqy om. IT, possibly rightly, for the words may be only a gloss,
but I* are somewhat given to omitting words. Ar. s condempnaret
simpliciter senfentiam.  12. alperods elvar] Vet.Int. eligi.  17. of
before yewpyol om. Ms P! and possibly of course T (Vet. Int.
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agricolae).  25. I add kal before «peirrovs.  28. M® P! om.
ye: about T' we cannot be certain, for Vet. Int. often fails to render
e, 84. yewpyioovow] Bekker’s reading yewpyoiow rests only on
the authority of Ar., who has colunt. 89. af] I® ody, O odv with
o superscribed, whether by corr.! or by the writer of the MS,, is
not certain, but very possibly by the latter, for the ink is quite that
of the MS,, and ofv is neither expunged by dots placed beneath
nor crossed through. 0%, though probably not the true reading
here, is used in a similar way in Magn. Mor. 2. g. 1207 b 31 and,
2. 11. 1208 b 37, and even in writings of Aristotle (see Bon. Ind.
540b 32 sqq.).

1268 b 1. yewpyfoe: 8lo oixias| Vet. Int. ministrabit duas domos:.
hence some have thought that he found dmovpyioe: 8io olkias in his
Greek text, but ministrare in Vet. Int. answers to Suoveiv (cp. 1280b
5 13332 8). He may here render a marginal gloss. Awmovijoe
would be better than 8wkomjoe, but see explanatory note. 5.
See explanatory note. dwpoivraP?® etc.(so O')seems better than deac-
poiwvras I* (cp. Tdv Bucdormy 6). On Sikys, see explanatory note. 9.
d\\é kai Tobvavriov Toirw| Vet. Int. sed contrarium hutus: hence it is
probable, though not certain, that T omitted «ai with M® and read
rovrov with Ms PL 12. 6 pév] pév 6 Ms P': about T we cannot
be certain, for some MSS. of Vet. Int. have guidem iudex (so z), and
others (so o y) udex guidem. See explanatory note. 13. kpwet
(Bekk.? Sus.) is probably right (cp. 16 karadidgovow), though T' I
have kplver (so OF). 15. 8] O has 8¢ with &) superscribed,
probably, but not certainly, by the writer of the MS. See ex-
planatory note. 19. Ar. does not render dwaiws (57 sempliciter
petatur). 21. For the omission of #3 here by I*, cp. 12882 6
and 1336 b 36, where they omit it also. Ar. does not render it.
32. pupd] pucpov I 85. latpud)] ¢ o medicinalis rightly: the
rest medicinali (for the reading of z, however, see Appendix C,
112, 3). 40. éoudnpogpopoivrd Te yip| Vet. Int. ferrum enim
portabant tunc Graeci (éoudnpopdpowy Tére ybp?).

1269 a 11. ypagivar| ypdpew II', possibly rightly. 12. ¢pave-
pdv] Vet. Int. videtur. 16. «ai 7dv vopolerdy kal Tov dpydvrav] Vet.
Int. et legislatoribus ef principibus (apparently after sinendum). Busse
(p. 27 note) compares voluntati for mpoapéoeos in 1212 32.  18.
ne is added in Ms P* before wxwioas: Vet. Int. gui mutaverit
(perhaps = 6 wrioas: see however his version of 1340b 24): Ar.
qui corrigere perget (6 rvicas?). See explanatory note. 19.
Yeiddos 8¢ kr\.] Vet. Int. mendax quogue exemplum quod ab artibus
(@b probably stands for wapd): Yeidos, here mendax, is falsum in
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12872 33. 21. m\j», which is written in P?* over mapé, is pro-
bably intended as an alternative reading for mapa: see 1274 b 9,
where ¢pahéov is written above ¢ohdov in P25 Bekker, however,
reads m\jv mapd in both his editions.  25. xai, which Bekker adds
before mdres, is found in O and in P* etc,, but not in the best
MSS. 38. of before efwres is omitted in Ms P* Ls: we cannot
tell whether Vet. Int. found it in his Greek text or not. 40.
zw] Vet. Int. unguam.

1269b 5. rois Oerrakais] co om. g before Zhkessalis in Vet.
Int. 11. 5] guas? instead of guod o, perhaps rightly, for Vet. Int.
takes 2fevpioxavor as a participle.  19. dvopebéryrov] inordinatum in
lege o. 21. ¢avepds éore TowulTas (fw] I follow here the reading of Ii*
(which is, except in matters of accent, that of O, and also of Ar.,,
who translates—i7 virss quidem id fecisse constat): towiros éorw II'.
The reading of II* appears to me to be probably the true one,
especially as in 26 T M pr. P! omit ¢avepds, wrongly, it would seem,
cp. 1263b g, 1311 2 16. 26. See note on 2I. 28. “Apn] O*
has &mv with Ms P14 etc.: we cannot tell which form Vet. Int.
found in his text, for he has Marfem. “Apn is the Attic form
according to Liddell and Scott. Vahlen reads "App in Poet. 21.
1457 b 21, where Bekker had read *Apm. 30. xaraxdypor] Cp.
5 (8). 7. 1342 a 8. ‘Forma xaraxdxwpos in duobus Politicorum
locis [also in Hist. An. 6. 18. 5472 a 32] exhibetur sine varia
lectione, Eth. Nic. 10. 10. 1179 b 9 karoxdywpor [KP Ald.] Bekk.,
sed karaxdyepov codd, Lb MP OP’ (Bon. Ind. 3712 8). I retain the
reading of the MSS.: Liddell and Scott, however, remark (s.v.
karoxwyh)) :— the corrupt forms karaxwyd, karaxdyipas, must be cor-
rected, except perhaps in late writers: cf. dvokwyf, ovorwy).”  85.
AN’ elmep, wpds Tév moNepov] Vet. Int. niss ad bellum. 36. 7aif’]
All Susemihl’s MSS. of Vet. Int. have Aoc, but y has Aer (= haec).

1270 a 11. kai pi) 3pfds) Almost all MSS. of Vet. Int. (including
z) have aut before non recte, but aut appears to represent xai in
126223 8. 18. See Susemihl’s apparatus criticus for the various
readings here: I follow him in reading abriis xaf’ abriw. O has
adriy kaf adriy. 21. karaeimew] karahureiv M8 P': Vet Int. dere-
linguere, which may represent either xara\ureiv, as in 1252 a 30, or
karalelmew. 22. rabrd] So I (ravrd P'): O (with %) and Bekk.
Todra less well (cp. 1269 b 34). 27. 7¢ om. M8 P!: about I we
cannot be certain, for the Vet. Int. hardly ever renders re. «év dmo-
6dvy] Here o agrees with pr. a in omitting (no doubt erroneously) ez
si moritur—uvoluerst.  28. v &v xaraNimy) 2 quem utigue derelingual,
perhaps rightly.  87. Vet. Int. here renders o pjv dXXd by ar-
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famen, as in 1274 b 25: he often renders it by guin immo sed (e.g.
in 1262 a 14, 1264 a 11), and ob piv by atfamen (e. g. in 12672 39).

1270 b 1. Bovhduevos yip rrh.]| Vet. Int. volens enim legislator
ut plures sint Spartiatae, provocat ctves quod plures faciant pueros :
but though plures is his rendering, he probably found mAeiorous in his
text in both places, for he is not always exact in rendering degrees
of comparison: see above on1265b13. 8. & yap]| The MSS.
of Vet. Int. have est autem, not est enim. 8. abrij] alry Ar. (hic enim
magistratus): om.T Ms (so Sus!?: Sus.?, by a misprint apparently,
Ms PY). 12. ’Avdpiois] See Susemihl's apparatus criticus for the.
various readings. As to the substitution of r for & here in I, it
should be noted that'this was an error to which Egyptian scribes
were especially liable: see Blass, Hyperidis orationes quatuor, praef.
p- xvil. I know not whether there are any other indications in I
that the archetype of these MSS. was of Egyptian origin. 14.
Snpaywyew kr\.] Vet Int. regere populum (i.e. Sppaywyeiv, cp.
1274 a 10) se ipsos cogebant reges: he evidently does not under-
stand 3nuaywyeiv, and he is quite capable of construing Avayrd{orro
cogebant (cp. 1269 a 18, where BAaBjoerar is rendered nocebi?, and
1241 a 22, where xpivesfa is rendered sudicare). Perhaps, as Busse
remarks (p. 25), T had edrods in place of eirods. All the MSS.
read alrads fraykd{ovre kai oi Paoileis. 16. rairg] O rabra:
ravry, however, is added in the margin, probably by corr.! 19.
On &« rixpw see explanatory note. M8 P! add v before riyxmw,
just as in 1332 a 32 they add ris before rixns: as to the reading in
T we cannot of course be certain. In 1323 b 29 all the MSS. have
dmd Tixns 08¢ Sia Ty Tix7Y. 21. On this passage see explanatory
note. 82. adry] alm I, but see explanatory note. 33. pa\-
Aov dmepBdNhel] magis superexcedit o (perhaps rightly): other MSS.
magis excedif.  88. eimeé] Snsemihl reads elmai, which is, how-
ever, apparently only found in P, for M8 has eimn, and the reading
of I is unknown. See his apparatus criticus for the varieties of
reading.

12718 15. rolre] tobras O (with I®).  Ar. dllis utitur. 17.
rav after d8ucjpdrov om. II? O! Bekk.': Bekk.? adds it in brackets.
Whether Vet. Int. found this rév in his text, it is of course impos-
sible to say; but after ddunpdrev it might easily be omitted: cp.
1283 a 11, where in maoav dwodmra T M8 pr. P! make duodryra into
{oérpra, and 1284 a 3, where in 7ov Biov 1év xar” dperiy two or three
MSS. omit the second rév.  18. ¢uhormpiav] oy z have amorem
honorum: Susemihl's MSS. amorem honords. &a&] Neither Vet.
Int. nor Ar. (per ambitionem et avaritiam) renders 8 before phaxpn-
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pariav, and ME omits it. But compare for the repetition of 8,
7 (5) r0. 13112 25, 19. In 1! p3 is omitted here and placed
between # and Bé\riwov (20). 20. d\d piv k] Vet. Int. sed ef
si melius, non sicut nunc, sed per ipsius vitam unumguemque (0 here
adds nunc est) wudicare regum (o z regnum). Hence Sus.® reads
d\\& kdv Béhrioy, ¥ * ye uy kabdmep viv, d\Ad k.. and supposes a
second Bé\mov to have dropped out before ye, or else 8¢ or some-
thing similar; bnt pij» may easily have been corrupted into xév in T
or misread by the translator. Ar. atfamen melius non ut nunc quidem,

sed pro vila cususque regis tudicare. 28. ZLnim here as elsewhere
in the vefus versio (1268 b 34, 12802 38) represents yoiv. a7.

¢udiria] In this passage, probably, as in others, we may ascribe
the reading ¢\irw to I, for though almost all the MSS. of Vet.
Int. omit the word, two of them (a z) have amicabilza. Compare
Susemihl’s apparatus criticus on 1292 a 2, b 34. The form ¢aerelows
occurs in the Herculanean papyri on which the fragmentary remains
of the work of Philodemus de Musica are preserved (fragm. 30: p.
18 Kemke). Plutarch, however, it is evident, used the form ¢idira
(see Lycurg. c. 12 nt.).* Dicaearchus, Phylarchus, and Antiphanes
(ap. Athen. Deipn. pp. 141, 143) also use either this form or that of
¢ediria (see Meineke on Athen. Deipn. 143 a). Bekker reads
¢udiria both in the Politics and in Rhet. 3. 10. 1411 2 235, though
in the latter passage (see Roemer ad /oc.) no MS. has preserved
the true reading, nor yet the Vetus Interpres. So too C. F. Her-
mann (see Gr. Ant. 1. § 28. r) and Schémann (Gr. Alterth. 1.
280 n.). 31. ovpBalve] So O': Bekker reads ovpBalvew, but
without support from the better MSS. Quare accidit in Vet. Int.
leaves it uncertain what reading he found in his text. 32. ¢
vopoféty . 7iis mpoaipéoews] Almost all MSS. of Vet. Int. have lgzs-
latoris voluntati (am z have legislatori wvoluntati, y legumlator?
voluntaty). See above on r269a 16. 87. adrijs I* Bekk. Sus.
seems to be correct (cp. 1242 a 15, mis molurelas): for the readings
of other MSS. see Susemihl's apparatus criticus. O atrois. 40,
didlois| didws I Ar. (pracfectura illa perpetua) Bekk. (afdios on.. 4.
Vet. Int. does not render raféomrer, but see above, p. lxiii,
note 12, for other instances in which he fails to render words. Ar.
Jere alterum est imperium. @8] Vet. Int. koc.

1271 b 5. Vet. Int. adds ad vérfutem after his equivalent for pnde.
Similar additions appear in his version in 1254 b 20 and 1287 a 30.
Ar. omits these words—nec quicquam aliud exercere sciebant prae-
stabilius quam rem militarem. 8. toirov] So O, though P*
with some other MSS. has rodro. Vet. Int. would seem to have
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found rotro in his Greek text, for he has—koc autem peccatum
non modicum. He probably found ®arrov in his text, though his
translation is modicum, for he is often inexzact in rendering de-
grees of comparison (see above on 1265 b 13). Ar. lud quogue
erratum non sane minus, quod putant (om. pév with T Ms?) dona
dla quae ad bellum pertinent (he blindly follows Vet Int. dona
quae circa res bellicas) ex virtule magis quam ex vitio fieri. To
omit pév with T Ms would be a mistake: ‘interdum oppositio per
particulam pév indicata et inchoata non accurate continuatur” (Bon.
Ind. 454 a 1759q.). See Vahlen on Aristot. Poet. 6. 1450 a 3 sqq.
and b 16 sqq. (Poet. pp. 118, 127%). 21. 1o 8¢ mheiov] Vet. Int.
plurimum aulem, but see above on 1265b 13, 1271 b 6. 23,
xat Néyerar 8¢] Vet. Int. of dicitur quidem (xai Néyeral ye?), ve Ms
j 28 25. Xapi\\ov II, but in 7 (5). 12. 1316 a 34 II have XapAdav.
This variation may possibly date back to an uncial archetype. See
Sus.! p. xiv on the confusion of edgiav and fvowv in 3. 14. 1285b
10, 16. 27, #mowa is here rendered by Vet. Int. domesticz: see
above, p. xlv, note 1, for other renderings of the word in Vet.
Int.  28. xaréiaBov] Vet. Int. susceperunt. oi. .. éN0dvres] o qui
venerunt: other MSS. gus venerant.  81. &s karagkevdoavros] Vet. Int.
ut institutf.  B4. émicerrai] Vet. Int. supponitur (bmérecrac?).  36.
dméyes yip k] O' dhlyov Tijs wehomawvioay (P* éNiyay Tijs mehamavyi-
oav). Vet. Int. distal ensm quidem a Polopo insula modicum, versus
Asiam autem ab eo loco qui civca Triopium et a Rhodo (pédav I,
perhaps rightly).  Ar. read ‘Pddav. 80. émfépevos 7ij SixeNig] Vet.
Int. appositus Siciliae: cp. 1305 a 14, where émrifevrac is translated
superponuntur. 40. Kdpwoav is the reading of all the better MSS.
(so O') and of I' (xapwor without accent P*): Vict. substituted
Kduwov, and either this or Kapewdy (the true accentuation of the
word is, according to Sus., a disputed point) seems to be the cor-
rect reading. It is easy to understand how the commoner word
took the place of the less common one. 41, e om. Ms P':
Vet. Int. agriculturae enim opus factunt, but Vet. Int. hardly ever
renders re, hence the reading in I' is uncertain,

1272a 3. dvdpeia] O' (with O°) &8pwa. Ephorus ap. Strab. p.
480, and Dosiadas and Pyrgion ap. Athen. Deipn. p. 143 have
dvBpeia, not dwdpia, C. F. Hermann (Gr. Ant. 1. § 22. g) is for
dvdpeta. 8. mpérepav] Vet. Int. primo, but see above on 1265 b
13, 1271 b 6, 21. 16. év 8¢ Kpimg k7] Ar. af in crefa com-
muniler est, ex cunclis emim quae a lerra provemiunt vel armentis
ex publicis et its quae afferunt perdice (so New Coll. MS.: Bodl
pertect : neither have periti, as Schn,, Pol. vol. 2. p. 134) divisiv fit.
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Thus Ar. omits, with all the better MSS., the «ai which Bekker adds
before ék r@v Snpociwy. Most of the MSS. of Vet. Int. omit e/
before ex publicis,but a adds it, and so does z. 24. mofoas] a z
have fecit: the other MSS. of Vet. Int. facil. 28. xeipov OV
épdpwv] Vet. Int. deferius quam quae ephororum, but whether he
found xeipov # & 7@y épdpwv in his Greek text, may well be doubted.
& pév yip] Here pr. O' (cp. P*) has 6 pév yip & mepi Tois «dopovs
ol xohds €xer kaxdv TS TdY épdpwv dpxeiov Umdpyer kal TovTWY,
but corr.! adds in the margin—yp. & pév ydp &xer kaxdv 76 TEY
&pdpav dpxeiov vmdpye kat Toirwv. Evidently a marginal remark ré
mepl Tovs kéopovs ob kakds has found its way into the text of these
two MSS. 29. roirois] rovtwv O O' Bekk., but the genitive
seems doubtful (cp. 2. 5. 1264 a 29). Ar. id est ef in #llis, which
probably implies that he found roVrwv in his text: cp. 1253 b 27%,
where sic efiam in re familiar? in Ar. probably stands for oirw «ai
Tov olkovopkdv. 86. rav] &v I, evidently repeated from mepi &»
35. Vet. Int. de kits quae tn Lacedaemonia fiunt. 40. oidév yip]
oid¢ yap T (Vet. Int. negue enim) is adopted by Bekker, but probably
wrongly. All the MSS. have oddév. ¢T. secludendum esse ci.
Buecheler, péreare Coraes, sufficeret &, sed nihil mutandum est’
Sus.. 0d8é 7t is common enough used adverbially, but it does
not seem to be often used as it is here. 41. méppw ' dmotkodory]
Vet. Int. longe enim peregrinantur, but, as Susemihl sees in his
third edition, this is no proof that Vet. Int. found ydp in his Greek
text.

1272 b B. «al perafd] o etiam (not ef) intermedie. 8-9. See
explanatory note. dikas| Vet. Int. senentias, as in 7 (g). 3. 1302 b
24. 18. Tois Bovdopévos émrifeafar kai duvapévors I : Sus. adopts
this reading in all his editions, but bolds in his third that some
word is wanting before rois Bovhopévois. Ar. est autem periculosus
hic reipublicae status, si gqui velint possinique invadere. 28.
7 before Aaxwwky is omitted, not surely by Ms P* only (as Sus.®
holds), but by m, for Vet. Int. translates—gquae Cretensium e!
Lacedaemonica ¢! lertia ab hivs quae Calckedoniorum. 30. oy~
peiov 8 wr\.] Ar. signum est reipublicae bene institutae quod (so
Bodl.: New Coll. MS. wrongly guo) populus in suo permaneat
(so Bodl.: New Coll. MS. permanet) loco. Thus he does not
render &ovoay, which Me P! omit, but probably wrongly. 3e.
yap after pév om. P?* etc., followed by Bekker, but the reading of
m* P* (and O'), which is adopted by Susemihl, seems preferable.
Az, praetergwam quod non dekerior : nam tlli ex contingentibus sunt.
The same doubt as to the exclusion or insertion of y&p recurs
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in r291a 29 and 1331 b 34, but in 1291 a 29 I are supported by
the Vatican Palimpsest in adding it. 87. dpworivdpy] Vet. Int.
virfwosum: SO again in 1273a 23, and shovrddpy in 12732 24
divitem, 38. rtois éxet Ba(n?\ﬂ'hn] Susemihl’'s MSS. of Vet. Int.
have hiis quae 167 regibus: z rightly hiis qui 16 regibus.  39. See
explanatory note on rz472 b 38. 40. i 7¢] e e Sus., who takes
7 quid to be the true reading in Vet. Int,, but a alone has s/ guid
(z 57 quod)—the rest of Susemihl’s MSS. having sed guod, sed guae
(so o), or s¢ gue—and probably we should read sigwe in Vet. Int.,
the reading adopted by Susemihl in 5 (8). 4. 1338 b 16: €lre O, eire
Me * Bekk.: Ar. melius autem quod imperatorem non secundum genus
neque ex vili aul precellenty mages eligunt quam secundum virtutem :
el 7e is probably right, cp. 1338 b 16.

1273 a 7. 7a 8¢] 6 8¢ P23+ etc. Bekk. (so O'), but the same MSS.
have 7& pév in 6, where Bekker's reading 7o pév rests only on a
conjecture of Morel’s. 8. ofroc om. I}, but see above on 1257b
24. 16. rabras aipeiofar] Toirous aipeicfa: pr. O (so P*), but
corr.! adds rairas in the margin. Both O and P* have rairas at
the end of the line. Vet. Int. has %os in both places. 16. See
the various readings for m\elora in Susemihl, and see above on
1255b 26. 19. mwd 7@y dpyeiwv] Vet. Int. @ principibus (Smd raov
dpydvravi). 22. # ouvwdokel 7ois moMhois) Vet. Int. u/ (3 ?) videtur
mullis. 39. ér. 8] Here z alone among the MSS. of Vet. Int.
which have been examined has enim (quicungue enim instead of
guodcungue autem), but it has enim instead of igitur for ofvin 12732
25, and not a few other blunders are to be found in it in this part
of the Second Book (& I'II). Ar. nam quicquid apud civitatss prin-
cipes habetur in prelio, necessarium est et aliorum civium opinionem
subsequi: but Ar, has enim in 1268 b 6 also, where T IT have
&. It is not likely that Ar. found anything but 8¢ in his Greek
text in either passage: Sus., however, follows him against T' IT in
both.

1273 b 1. oby oldv Te K.‘r)s.] obx oiby 7’ elvar Befaiws dpioTokparixiy
woherelay T1% Bekk., See on this reading the explanatory note on
1273b 1. 6. dpwor’ dpxew] dpiorapyeiv TH Bekk. (a word which
occurs nowhere else in Aristotle or perhaps anywhere), dpiov’ dpyew
Spengel, Sus. 8. mpoeiro| Vet. Int. praeferres, but wmpolesfa is
no better translated in 1307 b 4, 13142 37 sq. ebmopiav] dmopiar
T Ms, but this kind of mistake often occurs—so in 1278a 32 T'
Ms have dmopodvres wrongly for edmopoivres, in 1288a 15 P* I
pr. P? have dmépos wrongly for elmdpais: see also the readings in
1300a 2,13022 2, 13032 I2. 7. A& dpydvrov ye] Vet, Int.
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sed ¢f principantium. Did he read re for ye, as he seems to have
done in 12442 15°? 15, rév abrdv] Vet. Int. ab eisdem, but we
have already seen (above on 1253 a 10) that he occasionally inserts
prepositions without authority, and here he had a special motive
for doing so, for, as Busse (p. 21) points out, he seems to have
taken rov adrédv with droreeirar. 18. «at is added before ms
mo\wrelas in O, as in P* etc. 25. Kpyriciis| M8 P pirys: Vet. Int.
Cretensium. 27. rom. O'. Ar. ecorum autem qui de republica
aliguid tradiderunt. 7 is absentin 1.'13.1260b 23,1in 6 (4).1.1288b
35, and in 5 (8). 5. 1339 2 14 (see Bon. Ind. 882 36 sqq.), but we
have elmeiv 7o in 2. 8.126%b 29, 28, old éwrwmvaﬁu] Vet. Int.
nullis. d\A& dieréheaav k.m.\] Vet. Int, sed perseverarunt singulari vila
viventes.  32. ol pév—pdvov] oi pév éyévovro Snpovpyot yépwv M. 39.
pibavra] Vet. Int. miscuisseque, but this does not prove that he
read - péfar 7e: see his rendering of 12592 10 sq. ebva] Vet.
Int. fuisse. 41. 7a 8 dwaoripa] T 8¢ Skaocripiov II', which
Sus. prefers, comparing 1274a 4, but we have 7a Swaoripia in
12742 3.

12748 2. 7év dpxav] O' 7av dpxévrov. 4. bdrepav O, with
n® Ar. (aelterum). 6. loxvoew Ms P': we cannot tell from
invaluit which reading Vet. Int. found in his text, for he often
renders the imperfect by the perfect (e.g. in 1267 b 18, 30, 31).
"Ioxvoev, however, which Sus. adopts, seems preferable to foyvey I
O! Bekk.: cp. 6 (4). 13, 1297 b 23. 18. Mpdwadis] o mediis.
See Susemihl’s critical note on Medis (Sus. p. 145). éppovnparicn]
Vet. Int. astute concepit (the same misapprehension of the meaning
of the word appears in his renderings of it in 1284b 2, 1306 b 28,
13412 30). 16. émei Zohwv ye| Vet. Int. guoniam et Solon : see
above on 1273b 4. 19. O! edwdpav, but € is written over the
first syllable, probably by the writer of the MS. 21, o' add
before Onrikdy, perhaps rightly (Vet. Int. guaréum auntem quod merce-
nartum). Butlincline to think it is better away: cp. Aristot. Fragm.
350. 1537 a 365q. and Pol. 6.(4). 4. 12912 4. 24. rais Xakki-
duais] Vet. Int. Chalcidiae (rijs Xakaduis T'?). 25. 8¢ Tives| 8¢
«ai rwés O, but «al has been expunged by a dot placed beneath it
—by whom, is uncertain. I1% add «al before uwes. 27. imdp-
podvra] Vet Int. pracfectum populo (perhaps, however, praefectus
populo, which I find in o, may be the true reading). 29. In O*
& is expunged by a dot placed beneath it, and & aJ superscribed—
I do not feel certain by whom.  34. *OMvumlacw] The true
reading of the equivalent for this word in Vet. Int. is probably (as
Busse points out, p. 9) that of a and pr. b (also pr. 2) olimpiasem.
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“ Guilelmum ’OMvpmiaciy pro nomine a verbo wxfeavros apto ac-
cepisse suspicandum est’ (Busse, ibid.). &wapmoqjoas] Vet Int.
recordalus. 40. dnéxfear] Vet Int. abstinentiam. ’Awéxfeaa is
correctly rendered by Vet. Int. in r305a 23, 132z a 2, 17, 41,
dmd 7o ydparos] Vet. Int. a pulvere.

1274 b 5. Vet. Int. has Clkaronds’ autem nikil est proprium, and
this is the order of the words in P* (and M#?). 6. uév om. O*
with ' Pt revdopapripov T Ar. (falsorum lestium), revdo-
paprupiv Scaliger, Bentley, Bekk., Sus.: cp., however, Rhet. ad
Alex. 16. 1432 2 6, & dnopdae Yevdouaprupioas YrevSopdprupos Sikny
obx i¢péfer. In 2. 5. 1263b 21, where the MSS. of the Politics
have revBopaprupiiy, two MSS. of the Vet. Int. (a z) have falsorum
lestium, not falsorum testimoniorum. 7. émioxqyv Scaliger and
Bentley, érloxeyyw T (Vet. Int. considerationem). 9. On the
passage bracketed see explanatory note. All the MSS. (and Vet.
Int.) read ¢hohdov: P23, however, have the alternative reading garéov
superscribed in the same ink, it would seem, as the MS. (Sus., p.
xviii). dvopdhwois Bekk., dvepdhwois I (Vet. Int. irregularitas,
which represents dvepalia in 1270a 15, and here probably dve-
pdhwos). 18. yivavra:] So I*: pr. O had,I think, yivorra: (with
o?), but it has been dexterously altered into yvevrar. 14
pév kr.X.]  Susemihl's MSS. of Vet. Int. have kac guidem manuum
wtile esse, hac autem inutile, but z has kanc gquidem manuum
utilem (utile pr. manus ?) esse, kanc aulem inutilem. toiv] So O* with
P2 etc.: P raw. 20. ™ mraiowot, though found only in
Le—a manuscript known to Camerarius, however, had . nraiwo:
(Politicorum Interpretationes, p. 109)—is probably right. See
Susemihl's apparatus criticus for the readings of the other MSS.:
most of them read rvarfowoe (so O'). The word used in the
law seems to have been duaprdvew, which . mraicwo. approaches
much more nearly than rvrrjows:. Camerarius refers to [Plut.]
Sept. Sap. Conv. 13, véuov, év @ yéypagas, ’Edv mis OTiody pebiwy
dudpry, Sukaciav # v$ vigorre Ty (yuiav: to which reference may
be added Aristot. Rhet. 2. 25. 1402 b 9 sqq. and Diog. Laert.
1. 76 (dpaprdvew is the word used in both these passages). Schn.
¢ wraiwot (see his note) : Bern. Sus. nt araivwoi: Bekk. runrijowo.
mhelw (qpiav] @mplius damnum (not damni) co z, perhaps rightly.
dmorivew] dmorelvew probably pr. O, for after = there is an erasure
leaving a blank, in which ¢ may once have stood (dworiwew
P2, the rest dmoreivew): Vet. Int. ferre. ‘In the older [Attic]
inscriptions rive always forms reivw, érewwa, éreiony’ (Meisterhans,
Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, p. 88). Here the e finds its
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way into the infinitive dmoreivew. 25. 7ds énudijpovs] Vet. Int,
heredationes: his rendering of the word is no better in 13042
4, 10, where he translates it Aeredilalibus and hereditatione. He
certainly does not shine in his version of this twelfth chapter.



NOTES.

BOOK 1

1. THE view that the wd\is is a xowwria had an important bearing
on Greek political speculation; Plato already asserts it by im-
plication (Rep. 371B: 462 C: 369 C), but Aristotle seems to
have been the first to fix the conception of xowwvia and to define
its meaning. See vol. i. p. 41 sqq.

2. &yabod 7wés. Cp. Eth. Nic. 1. 1. 10942 2, and Pol. 1. 6.
1255a 15, where the expression recurs, and also Eth. Nic. 3. 5.
1112b 15, 7édos 7. In Pol. 3. 12. 1282 b 15 we have—énel &' év
wdoas péy rais émoripais kal téxvais dyabdv (not dyabdv i) Td Télos.
The ends which the various xowwwia seek to attain are described
in Eth. Nic. 8. r1. 11602 8 sqq. In the passage "before us,
however, dyafév 7 is explained by 7o elvac Sokovvros dyaboi, though
in strictness this need not be a good at all. On ¢seeming good’
as the aim in action, see Eth. Nic. 3. 6 and the commentators.
Sepulveda (p. 3) refers to de An. 3. 10. 4332 27, &5 del kel pév
70 dpekréy, dANY TobT éoriv §) 1O dyabdv § 1O Qawdpevoy dyafdy: ob mav
3¢, d\\& 70 mpaxrdy dyaBév. T elvar doxotv dyaliy = 16 éxdore elva

Soxoiv dyabdy, or 10 Ppawdpevoy dyabéy (Eth. Nic. 3. 6. 1113 2 20~-24).

4. wioar pév k7N, These words repeat the second of the two’

premisses (rz52 a 2); they do not contain the conclusion. Mév is
¢ while,” as in 5 (8). 2. 1337 b 15 and 5. 1340 a 1. Bonitz remarks
on Metaph. €, 2! 1046 b 15: ‘in apodosi duo quidem membra, 76
pév Iytedv—vypuxpéryra et 6 8 émoriper dude, quasi eodem ordine
iuxta se posita sunt, sed ipsa apodosis unice in posteriore membro
continetur; prius grammatice coordinatum, re vera subiectum est
alteri membro. Cf. de hoc abusu partt. pé»—=8¢ Xen. Cyr. 1. 1. 4 et
Bornem. ad h. 1’

Aristotle omits to prove that the aim of xowawwia: is not the
avoidance or mitigation of evil, which is according to some modern
inquirers the end of the State.

pdhora, Vict, ‘illo “ maxime ” significatur studium ipsius vehe-
mens in persequendo quod quaerit.” SoBern. Cp. 3.12.1282b135.

VOL. 1I1. H

C. 1
1252 a.
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Cp. also Eth. Nic. 10. 4. 1174 b 21-23 and 5. 1175 2 30 sq., Te-
ferring to which latter passages Teichmiiller (Aristoteles Philo-
sophie der Kunst, p. 17%) says: ‘der Eifer geht immer parallel
mit den erstrebten Giitern: je hoher das Gut, desto grésser die
Bemithung darum. It is not certain, however, that pd\iora here
means more than ‘ above all’ (Sus. ¢ ganz vorzugsweise ’).

5. xuprwtdry, ¢ most sovereign. Cp. 2. 9. 1271 b 6.

ndoas mepéyovon Tés GNas.  Cp. Eth. Nic. 8. 11. 1160 2 8, ai 8¢

lav mioar poplos éoixace Tiis mokirkis, and 21, wdoa & adrar (ai

kowaviat) twd Ty oy doikaow elvar, ob ydp Tod wapévros gupé-
povros 1 mohirikyy édlerar, AAN' els dmavra tév Biov, and also Plato,
Parmen. r45 B, wndvra 8¢ 74 pépy md 7Tod Shov mepiéyera. These
passages explain the sense in which the words of the text are used.
Aristotle is not thinking of the size of the «owevia: here compared,
for there were xowavia: in Greece, especially of a religious kind—
festival-unions, for instance—which extended, as our Churches
often do, beyond the limits of the State, but of the more com-
prehensive end pursued by the md\is—an end as wide as human
life—which makes it stand to all other xowwriat as a whole stands
to its parts. Thus the end of the mohury émeoripn is said in Eth.
Nic. 1. I. 1094 b 6 mepiéxew & T@v @Awv. See other references
given in Bon. Ind. 5812 41 sqq.

7. The addition of % kowwria 7 mwoluriks) serves to facilitate the
transition to the subject discussed in the next sentence.

doou pév olv, Socrates (Xen. Mem. 3. 4. r2: 3. 6. 14): Plato
(Politicus 259).  Aristotle himself had dropped one or two expres-
sions in the last chapter of the Nicomachean Ethics (r180 b r-2 :
1180 b 24), which might be interpreted as lending some counten-
ance to the view that the contrast of household and wé\s is a
contrast of numbers. Common opinion is said in 4 (7). 2. 1324 b
32 to identify Seamori) and mohirikq. It appears to be implied that
if the difference lay only in the numbers of those ruled, the four
characters would be the same: cp.de Part. An. 1. 4. 6442 16 5qq.,
Pol. 3. 8, 1279b 34, 38 (referred to by Eucken, Methode der
Aristotelischen Forschung, p. 50. 4), where a numerical difference
is treated as an insufficient basis for a distinction of species, and
also Pol. 1. 13. 1259b 36. “Ococ “acerbius dictum est, ut fere
nos: “wie gewisse Leute sagen’’ (Ideler, Aristot. Meteor. vol. i.
p. 363). Mév odv here introduces an inference from what precedes
(which is not always the case: see Bon. Ind. 540 b 58 sqq.)—* the
moleriks) kowavia is the supreme kowwia, and makes the supremest of
goods its aim; hence it is a mistake to hold that the moheruds;
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Baoiekds, oikovopikds, and Seomorids are the same.” The pév seems
to be taken up, if at all, by & 1%, but, owing to the long
parenthesis which begins in ¢ with wAjfec ydp, the paragraph
is perhaps not completed quite as Aristotle originally intended to
complete it.

wolerikdy . . . elvar Tov adrdv. The Vet. Int, Sepulv., and Lamb.
(unlike Vict.) rightly make moerweow «.r.\. the subject and v airdy
the predicate. The article is omitted before mohiricdy, as in Xen.
Mem. 1. 1. 16, 7{ mokiricds, to give the word an abstract meaning:
cp. also 1. 2. 1252 b 9, bs Tadrd Ppioe BdpBapov kai Soihov Gv.

11. dNiywr, sc. dpxp, vouifovow elva. The omission of dpxp is
quite in the Aristotelian manner. See Bon, Ind. 239 a 52 sqq.

13, &s oidév diadépoucarv. On this construction with s, cp. Poet.
20. 1457a 12 and Vahlen’s note, p. 214 of his edition. Plato,
(Politicus, 259 B) limits his assertion by adding the words mpés
dpxnw, ‘in the matter of rule.’

13. xal wokirikdv B¢ xai PBacihikdr k... Giph. ‘et de politico
quidem atque rege,” and so Bern. (‘und beziiglich des Verhilt-
nisses zwischen dem verfassungsmissigen Staatsmann und dem
Konige ')—an interpretation in support of which Eth. Nic. 7. 4.
1146 b 11, xai Tov éyrpari) kal Tov kaprepwdy, mérepov & abrds f Erepds
éorw might be quoted; but perhaps it is more likely that the
sentence is framed on the model of that which precedes it (mA7fe
ydp 9—Baoudy 12), and would run, if completed, ot mohirikdy 8¢
xat Bacikixdw [odk elde: (Or ofrw ?) vouifovar Sadpépen’ olov] drav uéw adrds
épeariny, [vouifovawy elvar] Bacihikdv, The insertion of duapépew vopi-
¢ovo: (Schn.), or of ofrw diapépew olovrac (Gottl.), or even of odx etdet
vopilavor Sagpépery (Rassow, Bemerkungen iiber einige Stellen der
Politik, p. 4, followed by Sus.), does not suffice to complete the
sentence. The distinction drawn by the inquirers here referred to
between the Baci\ids and the moherwds fell short, in Aristotle’s
opinion, of the truth. They rested the distinction between them on
the extent and duration of the authority possessed by them re-
spectively, regarding the Baocdwds as a permanent autocratic ruler
and the mokirwds as one who exchanged his authority from time to
time for subjection to rule, and exercised it in subordination to the
precepts of the kingly or political science. This distinction
between the Bagihikés and the moherexds is not, so far as I am aware,
to be found fofidem werbis in the Politicus of Plato, but Aristotle
probably gathers it from Polit. 294 A, 300 E sqq., though Plato
seems to draw it rather between the ideal Bagci\iés and the actual
moherixds, than between the ideal Basdwds and the ideal mwohercnds,

H2



100 NOTES.

<

whom he does not appear to distinguish (300 C). Plato, however,
declines in the Politicus (292 E) to refuse the character of Baoukds
to one who, without actually ruling, possesses the kingly science,
so that, if the Politicus is referred to here, the reference would seem
to be not altogether exact. Aristotle, as has been said, holds that
those who distinguished in the way he describes between the
Baoiikds and the mohirids underrated the difference between them.
The Pagidels, according to him, differs in nature from those he
rules (Pol. 1. 12. 1259 b 14: cp. Eth. Nic. 8. 12. 1160b 3 sqq.);
he is not their equal like the mohirueds (Pol. 1. 7. 1255 b 18 5qq.).
Nor is it the case, in Aristotle’s view, that an interchange of ruling
and being ruled occurs in all forms of moliresy dpxy (cp. Pol. 1. 12.
1259 b 4, é&v pév odv 7als moMitikais dpxals Tais mhelorais peraBdNler To
&pxov kai 76 dpxdpevav).

14. adris (cp. Plato, Rep. 557 E, év alrg oo émin) here seems to
unite the meanings of ‘alone’ (cp. 5 (8). 4. 1338 b 25) and ‘un-
controlled’ (cp. 2. 9. 1270 b 8), and to stand in opposition both to
karé Tads Abyavs Tis émorhpns mis rowavtys and to kara pépos dpxwv
xat dpxdpevos. So Schn., who however translates ¢ solus et semper,”
which hardly brings out the complete meaning.

8rav 8¢ x.T\. ’Egeoriky should probably be supplied here.

15. xatd Tods Néyous kA, The ideal king, and indeed the
Srros mohmuds (300 C), of the Politicus of Plato rules perd réyvps
(300 E), not in subordination to (xard) the written precepts of his
art (compare the contrast of pera roi dpfoi Aéyov and kard Tév dpBov
Adyov in Eth. Nic. 6. 13. 1144 b 26 sqq. and Magn. Mor. 1. 35.
1198 2 17 sqq.), just as a training-master who happened to return
to his pupils from abroad sooner than he expected, would not feel
himself bound by the written directions given them by him for
their guidance during his absence (294 D, rés r@v véxvn yvpvaldvrov
émrdfas). The ideal ruler, like the captain of a ship or a physician,
should rule over those committed to his charge, ¢ not in subordi-
nation to the laws, but with plenary authority’ (299 C, pj xard
vépavs, AN’ abrokpdropas). Cp. 301 E, favpd{opev Siira év 7als roatrais
wolureiats doa SupPaiver yiyveofar kaxd kal Soa fupBioerar, rowabrys Tijs
kpnmidos bmakeipévns abrais Tis kard ypdppara kai €6, py perd émoTiuns,
wparrobons Tas wpdfers;  For the expression rods Néyous rijs émoripns
7ijs Towavrns, cp. Eth. Nic. 4. 5. 11472 18, 1ods Adyous 7ais dnd mis
emornpns: Polyb. 1. 32. 7, xal 7 xal kwely tév pepdv & rdfe xai
mapayyé\\ew kard vépous (* ex artis legibus jussa dare,” Schweighiuser)
fipfaro. Cp. also Marc. Antonin. Comment, 6. 35, ody dpas, wds of
Bdvavoor Texvirar . . . dvréyovrar Tov Ndyov Tiis Téxvys, kai rovrov dmo-
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orijvac ody Omopédvovow; In de Gen. An. 2. 1. 7352 1 we have 4
xivnaus 7 Tév Spydvav Eyovga Adyov Tév Tijs Téxwys, but the expression
perhaps bears a somewhat different meaning in this passage, and
also in that Jast quoted.

Tis 7owedmys, i.e. 7is Baothuis. Rassow (Bemerkungen, p. 3)
and Susemihl (Sus.?, note 3) are probably right in thus explaining
iis Tauadrys, which must apparently refer back here as elsewhere to
something already mentioned. Plato, as Rassow points out,
identifies the Bacihwy) émoriun with the mohirwy émorgun (Polit.
259 C).

16. taita & olk domv GA\ndf. These words refer to the whole
series of opinions described in 9-16, and especially to that which
sums them up, that the mohirkds, Bagihikds, oikovouxds, and Searorixds
do not differ in kind. Compare the still blunter expression used
in criticising the Platonic Socrates (7 (5). 12. 1316b 17%), Toiro &
éori Yretdos,

17. 15 \eydpevoy, i. e. Aristotle’s assertion in g (repeated in 16),
that the doctrine criticised is erroneous. Mr. Congreve, however,
and Prof. Tyrrell (Hermathena, 12. 22) take the reference to be to
1252 a 3—7. Against this view it may be urged, that (1) it seems
more natural to refer vé Aeydpevor to that which immediately precedes,
especially as otherwise dcot 7—dAnéjj 16 becomes a long paren-
thesis, introduced, strangely enough, by pév ofv, and without any 8¢
to answer to pév ofv: (2) the word d7Aev has already been applied
to the conclusion arrived at in 3~7: (3) if we take 6 Aeydpevor to
refer to the assertion that the mé\s aims at the supreme good, we
expect to be told in 21 sqq.-that fresh light will be thrown on this
subject, not that we shall better understand the nature of the
differences existing between the parts of which the wé\s is com-
posed, and it is thus that these scholars explain roirwv 21.

v Gdnynpérny pédodav. Cp.de Gen. An. 3.9. 7582 28. ¢ Came-
rarius viam et rationem quasi praceuntem et ducentem ad certam
cognitionem interpretatur’ (Schn.); we find, however, xaré rév
Spnynuévov Tpdmov in Pol. 1. 8. 1256 a 2, where the metaphor-seems
to fall into the background. Still i¢nyeiobar is probably used in
both passages in a middle, and not, as Bonitz takes it (Ind. 807 b
46 sqq.), in a passive sense. The same plan of inguiry—that of
dividing a compound whole into its simplest elements and ex-
amining these—had been followed in the Nicomachean Ethics in
the case of eddawpovia, and so again in the Third Book of the
Politics, the mdAes being molirdy i mhijbos, the wohirys is first studied.
Cp. de Part. An. 1. 4. 6442 29, § pév yip obola & 7§ €ie dropov,
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Kkpdriarov, € Tis Slvairo mept 1oy kaf Ekacrov kal drdpwy 7 cider Jewpety
xwpis, bomep mept dvfplmov, oltw kai mept Spwbos, where the best
method is said to be to examine the ultimate species separately,
but the remark is added that it is better not to apply this method
to fishes and birds, for the species under these genera are not
far apart (o0 mold diweordra), and much repetition would result
if it were employed in relation to them. So in the de Anima
(see de An. 2. 3) it is through studying the 8wdues of the soul
successively—rb Opentikdy, 76 alobyrikdy, and so forth—that we obtain
a real knowledge of the soul. And so again in the History of
Animals Aristotle’s first step is to study the parts of which animals
are made up, and in the treatise on the Parts of Animals to study
the homogeneous parts, which are simpler, before the heterogeneous,
which are more complex. The method of rising from the parts
to the whole was a tradition from Socrates: see Grote, Plato 1.
384 sq.,, who refers to Hipp. Maj. 301 B, and notes the objection
of Isocrates ‘to it (ad Nicocl. § 52). - Cp. also ad Nicoclem, § 9,
wpéTov pév odv axemtéov i Tév Bachevdyrov Epyov éotiv' éav yip év kepa-
Aalots Ty Sivamw Shov 7ol wpdyparos kahds wepNdBopey, évrail dmo-
BAémovres dpewov kot wepl Tdv pepav épodpev. In de Anima 1. 1. 402b
9 sqq. we find Aristotle discussing whether it is better to begin
with #§ 6Ap Yuxn Or 7 pépia or 7 €ya alrév. His review of the
parts of the State in the Politics, indeed, quickly reveals to him its
Epyov.

20 8qq. kai wO\w answers to év rois d\as, 18. By arriving at
the simple elements of the wd\is, which are, as the State consists of
households (c. 3. 1253 b 2), the simple elements of the household
—husband and wife, father and child, master and slave—we shall
not only come to understand the nature of the mé\:s, but shall also
learn what is the difference between the 8eamorids, olkovopixds, wohe-
Tieds, and Baoiwds, and also how far it is possible to arrive at a
scientific account of each of these personages. Some take both rotrey
and éaorov 7@y pnfévrev to mean ¢ the parts of which the md\ss is
composed,” but if vé Aeydpevor 14 refers, as seems probable, to 716,
we look rather for an inquiry with regard to the 8egmorids, olko-
vopuxds, etc. than for one respecting the parts of which the mdhs is
composed. DBesides, &aoror vév fndévrwv reminds us of rotrev
&aarov 10, words clearly referring to the deomoruds, etc. Sepulveda,
on the other hand, takes rodrwv to mean ‘the parts of which the
méMs is composed, though he explains ékacrov 7év Spbévrov as
‘quae pertinent ad regem, ad civilem hominem, ad dominum et
patrem familias” OQur attention, however, has been specially
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drawn in 7-16 to the question as to the nature of the difference
existing between the &eamorikds, alkovopcds, and the rest, and it
seems likely that Siapépovos 21 takes up Siagpépew 10; perhaps,
therefore, on the whole it is most probable that both rofrev and
éxagrov Tov pnbévrav refer to the eomorids, alxavapixds, makeruieds, and
Baouds. Cp. 1. 7. 1255 b 16, Ppavepiv 8¢ kal éx rotrav éri o Tadrdy
€ori deomoreia kal moMiriky), o0d¢é magar d\Ajhais ai dpyal, Homep Tivés
¢aow. We shall find that the analysis of the aé\is into its simple
elements (which is described in ¢. 3. 1253 b 1 sq. as completed) does
throw light on the difference between the 8eomarids, the alxovopds,
and the ruler of a State, and ultimately to some extent also on the
difference. between the molerieds and the Baociuds, for we learn to
distinguish the rule exercised by the head of the household over
his wife, which is a mehere dpy#, from that which he exercises over
his child, which is a Baoiwsy dpxd. As to rexvicov, cp. Eth. Nic, ro.
0. 1180 b 20, 0ldév & frrav lows ¢ ye Pavhopévy Texvixg yevéobar kal
Ocwprring émi v xkabilov Badioréay elvar Sdfeiev v, kdretvo yvwpioréoy s
évbéxerar elpprar yap dri wept Tovf ai émoripay, and also Pol. 1. r1.
1258b 33 sqq.: 1259a 8, z0. For ¢¢ & 20 (not é rivav), cp. 1. 3.
1253 D I, émel 8¢ paveply é¢ &y poplwy i méhis owvéarnrey, and see Jelf,
Gr. Gr. z. § 877. 2. Obs. 3, 4. .

24. Ei 81 mis krA. A7 introduces the first step in the inquiry ¢, g,
just announced: cp. de An. 1. 2. 403b 26: Pol. 6 (4). 12. 1296b
14: 6 (4). 14. 297D 37. The first question as to this sentence is,
does domep év rais d\hats, kal év rovroes form part of the protasis or
the apodosis? Bernays connects the words with the protasis.
Sepulveda, Vict.,and Lamb. take them with the apodosis,and, it would
seem, more naturally: cp. above 18-2r. Proposals to transfer
alre 26 to before xai 25 are negatived by the usage of Aristotle (see
Bon. Ind. 546 b 18 sqq., who refers among other passages to Eth.
Nic. 3. 1. 1110b 9, el 3¢ 719 7a §8a xal & KaAd ¢aly Biata elva
(dvaykdfew yip o Bvra), ndvra &v €in ofre Biaa), no less than by the
intrinsic objections to taking this liberty with the MS. text. The
meaning of alre seems to be not *as follows’ (Bern.), but ¢ by
watching the process of growth from the beginning.’ Andrew
Schott, in some notes appended to D. Heinsius’ Paraphrase of the
Politics (p. 1042), takes éf dpxfis with ¢uvdueva, and there is, no
doubt, some strangeness in the expression é§ dpxis BAépeaer: still
these words are probably to be taken together. ’'E£ dpxfs
means, ‘ beginning at the beginning’: see Waitz on Anal, Post.
2. 8. 93a 16. For the genetic method here employed, cp.
Meteor. 4. 12. 389 b 24 sqq, and Isocr. De Antid. § 180. 1In
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tracing the growth of the wd\is from its earliest moments, Aristotle
follows Plato’s example both in the Republic (369 A) and in the
Laws (678 sqq.). Plato’s object, however, is different from Aris-
totle’s. In the Republic his object, or nominal object, is to find
justice—in the Laws it is to discover i xakds # py karokioly k.T.A.
(Laws 683 B); whereas Aristotle’s object is to distinguish the
Seamurikds, oikovopwds, Bacihikds, and mokirids, and still more to prove
that the méhis is by nature and prior to the individual, and the
source of abrdpkeia to the latter. His substitution of this method
of watching the growth of the wd\es from its smallest elements is
not a desertion of the method of division (Swatpeiv, 19) announced
just previously; it is, on the contrary, its best application. The
same plan is followed in c. g to distinguish the sound and the un-
sound xpnpariorics. The growth of ypnuariarw both within and
beyond the limits prescribed by Nature is carefully traced. For ra
wpdypara, cp. Rhet. 1. 7. 1364 b 8.

26. dvdyxn & k.t N Society begins in Necessity (that which is
necessary always comes first, that which is for well-being after-
wards, 4 (7). 10. 1329 b 2%), and its earliest form is cvsdvacpds,
the union in pairs of human beings who are indispensable to each
other. Aristotle lays stress on the origin of the household in
Necessity and the needs of every day, partly in order to differentiate
the olkovomurds and the mohirids, partly because by tracing the
household to Necessity, or in other words Nature, he obtains the
means of proving that its outgrowth the mo\is is by Nature. He
finds the origin of the Household and the wdhis in Necessity and
Nature, not mpoaipeaes (for this contrast Bonitz, Ind. 837a 46,
compares de Part. An. 2. 13. 657 a 37, xal 7oiro odx é mpoapéaews,
d\\’ 5 ¢piois émoinae). Plato had seemed in the Republic (369 B :
cp- 371) to regard the mékes as originating in the exchange of
products and labour. Even in the Laws, where the household is
treated as the germ of the mé\is (680), no such attempt is made to
trace its origin and to resolve it into its constituent elements, as is
here made by Aristotle. In the view of the latter, human society
originates not in the d\lakru kowwmvia (which begins only in the
xdpy or Village, c. 9. 12572 19 sqq.), but in the relations of
husband and wife, and master and slave. The starting-point of
the process that gives birth to the mé\s is to be sought in a pair of
powerful instinctive desires—that of reproduction, which brings male
and female together, and that of self-preservation, which draws the
slave to his master, the master also gaining in completeness by
having the slave’s physical strength placed at his disposal. Else-
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where, however, we are told that human society originates in the
aim to live (ro0 (ijv &vexev, c. 2. 1252b 29 : 3.6.1278b 24 cp.
Plato, Rep. 369 D) and ultimately to live nobly and well (1252 b
30: 1278b 21 sqq.), for which purposes men stand in need
of 7 wap’ d\MjAwv Bojfea (1278 b 20). This account of the origin
of society is set by the.side of that which traces it back to the
instincts which lead to the formation of the household ; we are not
taught how to weave them together. There is, besides, a further
source of human society—simple dpefis Tob ouiiy (3. 6. 1278Db
21): man is so endowed by nature—endowed with speech and
perceptions of the good and bad, the just and unjust, the advan-
tageous and disadvantageous—as to seek society irrespective of all
needs of Bojfea: he is, in fact, a mwokirkdr {Gov in an especial
degree. Without these endowments the instincts of reproduction
and self-preservation would not suffice to give birth to the house-
hold and the wé\es, for these instincts are possessed by the Jower
animals, which nevertheless do not form households or woAe:s.

Tods dvev &\Mjhwv k1A, Cp. de Gen. An. 2. 4. 7412 3 5q., 2.
5. 741 b 25qq., and Menand. Inc, Fab. Fragm. ror1;

Oikeiov oUrws oldév éomv, & Adyns,
_ éav oxomy ms, bs dvip Te kal yupi.
Perhaps rijs yevéoews vexev 24 is intended to qualify not only
aguvdudfeafae, but also rods dvev dA\jAwy py Suvapévous elvar.  For this
purpose they cannot dispense with each other, and for this purpose
they must pair.

27. 0fAv pév kol dppev. It would seem from év rois d\Aois (Gous
29, that in this passage, as occasionally elsewhere (e.g. I. 13.
1260a 10, 13), these words are used of the male and female
human being.

Tiis yevéoews vexev, the origin, but not, in Aristotle’s view, the
end of wedlock: see Eth. Nic. 8. 14. 11622 19 sqq. The house-
hold, like the méAis, comes into existence for one end, but subsists\
for another. Tévedes is a wider term than yéwnows: ‘et ipsum 7o
ylyveoba: et yewaoba significat, et universam eam seriem mutatio-
num complectitur quibus conficitur generatio ’ (Bon. Ind. 148 b 4).

28. &\\' Somwep . . . &repov. Cp. Demacrit. Fragm. 184 (Mul-
lach, Fr. Philos. Gr. 1. 351: Stob. Floril. 76. 1%), referred to by
Lasaulx (Ehe, p. 91): Aristot. de Anima, 2. 4. 415 a 26, ¢vowdra-
Tov ydp 7@y Epyev rois {Gow (all things that partake of life, whether
animals or not—de An. 3. 12. 4342 27), 80a ré\ewa kai pi) mMypdpara,
#j Tiw yéveaw abropdrny Exer, 76 woijoar Erepov olov abrd, (Gav pév {Gov,
urow 8¢ Purdv, lva Tob del kal Tod felov peréywow ff ddvavrar wdvra yap
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Exelvov dpéyerau, kdrelvov Eveka mpdrre. §oa mpdrrer kard Piow: and the
following passages in the de Generatione Animalium—2. 1. 735 2
17 sq.: 2. 1. 731b 24sqq.: 1. 23. 431 a 24-b 8: 3. 10. 7602
35 sqq. (where Nature is said to design that species shall be
perpetual). Plato had already pointed to marriage as a mode of
attaining immortality (Laws 721 B-C: see Lasaulx, Ehe, p. 93),
and the writer of the so-called First Book of the Oeconomics,
who is fond of blending the teaching of Aristotle with that of
Plato’s Laws and the writings of Xenophon, reproduces the view
(c. 3. 1343 b 23 sqq.). ZEth. Eud. 2. 6. 1222 b 15 sqqg. should
also be compared with this passage. This impulse of reproduction
can hardly be an &pes, for it is shared by plants, and plants have
not 76 dpexrikdv (de An. 2. 3. 414 2 31 5qqQ.): it may, however, pos-
sibly be an épui) (Pol. 1. 2. 1253 a 29). It seems scarcely to find a
place in the enumeration of ra év 7 Yvxi ywipera (Eth. Nic. 2.
4. 1105 b 19 5q.) as wdfy duvdpes €fers, probably because it belongs
to 76 Openmxdy, with which an ethical treatise has nothing to do.
Aristotle does not enter into the question why the union of man
and wife is more than a momentary union, or why it is more
lasting than that of male and female among other animals; but
his answer may probably be inferred from Eth. Nic. 8. 14. 1162 a
19 sqq., which may be contrdsted with Locke on Civil Government,
2. §§ 79, 8o.

29. ¢urois. There is no assertion in this passage (as Schn. thinks)
of a sex in plants. Aristotle, in fact, holds that though plants
share in the male and female principle (otherwise they could not
be said to live}—de Gen. An. 2. r. 732 a 11—yet these powers
are mingled in them and not separated the one from the other (de
Gen. A 1. 23. 7312 1).  All he says is that plants, like animals,
are actuated by an impulse to produce a being like themselves:
how this is done, is not here noticed.

30. dpxov 8¢ k.  Sc. dedykn ovwduvdlesfa. Aristotle is pro-
bably speaking here only of that form of the relation of ruler

Vand ruled which is exemplified in master and slave. Wherever on
one side there is intelligence and on the other brute force only, it is
to the interest of both parties to combine, the master supplying
what the slave needs and the slave what the master needs. Euri-
pides (Herc. Furens 1235) makes his hero refuse to believe that
one god can ever have made a slave of another, as some assert :

Acirar yap 6 Oeds, elmep o1 Svros Oeds,
otdevds.
Anstotle s theory of natural slavery is already indicated here.
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For the thought that it is Sudvoe which makes the master, cp.
de An. 1. 5. 410 b 12 sq., Tijs 8¢ Yuxis elvai- 7. Kkpeirroy kal
dpxav d8ivaror' dBwardrepor 8 Ir rab wob* edhoyov ydp tobrov elvar
npoyevéaratov kol kipiov karé ¢vow. In 4 (7). 7. 13282 6
we read-—«al 1o dpyov 8¢ kal 70 éNelbepov dmd Tis Suvdpews Tairys
Umdpye: mdow, dpxudv ydp kal dirryrov & Gupds, but yet Bupds by itself
and severed from 8uvoe confers freedom rather than the capacity
to rule others (4 (7). 7. 1327 b 23-33). The slave is throughout
regarded by Aristotle as in the main a creature of thew and
sinew and nothing more. His function is the use of his body,
and this is the best to be got from him, 1. 5. 1254 b 17 sq.:
he shares in reason sufficiently to apprehend it, but has it not
(1. 5. 1254 b 22): he is wholly without the deliberative faculty
(r6 Bovhevrudy, 1. 13. 1260 a 12), and hence is no partaker in
life according to moral choice or happiness (3. 9. 1280a 33).
Plato, on the other hand, had described men possessed of muscular
strength and little intelligence as born to be hired labourers (Rep.
371 E).

32. wpoopdv. Cp. Plato, Laws 690 B, 1& 8¢ péyioror, s €otkev,
dfiwpa ékrov &v ylyvorra, &meofas pév Tév dvemioripova kehebov, TOv 8é
dpovatvra fyeigbai Te kai dpxew : Isocr. () ad Demonicum § 40, weipd
T pév adpare elvar pdmovos, i) 8¢ Yuxij Pikdaacpos, a TG uév émiredeiv
8wy ra 8dfavra, 75 8¢ mpoopdv émlory T& oupgépovra; the same
thought recurs in the undoubtedly authentic de Antidosi of Isocrates
(§ 180). Cp. also Posidonius ap. Athen. Deipn. 263 c-d, and De-
mocritus ap. Stob. Floril. 44. 14, xpéaaov dpxeaba roiow dvagroiow #
dpxew. Aristotle has evidently in view in his account of master and
slave the contrast commonly drawn between soul and body.

88. 7aira, ‘that which the other has designed” For a similar
roughness in the use of the word, cp. roiro, de Gen. An. 1. 22. 730
b 11

34. 86, because the one completes the other. Cp. Stob. Ecl.
Eth. 2. 6. 17 (tom; 2. p. 92 Meineke), vubfj 3¢ xal xaf éavrdv
ddivaror Swalfy, & 0 dpxeabas ovupépew. The sketch of the
political teaching of the Peripatetics here given (tom. 2. p.
91 sqq. Meineke) deserves study, as being in the main a résume,
though a brief one, of the teaching of the Politics.

7ad1d oupdéper. In the Third Book, on the other hand, the rule of
the master is said only accidentally to aim at the advantage of the
slave, ol ydp évdéxerar pbeipopévov Toi odlov odledbar Tiv Seomoreiav
(3. 6. 1278 b 32). Thus it would seem that even in becoming,
as the First Book (c. 13. 1260 b 3) requires him to become, a
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source of ethical virtue to his slave, the master will have his own
interest in view. We are not told this in the First Book.

84-b 9. In mentioning two rowawviat and not one, Aristotle has
implied that a distinction exists between them, and he now draws
attention to the fact, in order that he may remove a difficulty in
the way of the acceptance of his view. "By nature, then—he in
effect says—the female is marked off from the slave (for Nature
designed them to serve different purposes), and if this is not so

mong barbarians, the reason is that among them the element
destined by nature for rule is not forthcoming. Meér ofv here, as
often elsewhere, introduces a renewed reference to a subject on
which increased precision is desirable. Cp. 12532 10, Where,
after the fact has been mentioned that language is peculiar to man,
uév odv introduces an admission that this is not true of voice, and
an explanation of the difference between voice and language.
The existence of a distinction between women and slaves is
implied in Poet. 5. 1454 a 20 sqq. (a reference given in Bon. Ind.
204 b 45). The practice of buying wives, which seems to be
referred to in Pol. 2. 8. 1268b 39 sq. as common among the
barbarians, may have often tended to reduce wives to the level of
slaves (see Prof. Robertson Smith, Kinship and Marriage in Early
Arabia, p. 76 sq.). Plato had remarked already on the treatment of
women as slaves in barbarian communities (Laws 805 D-E). Their
toils were in some degree compensated by easier child-bearing
(Aristot. de Gen. An. 4. 6. 775 2 325qq.). Even among the poor of
a Hellenic State the true form -of the household cannot be quite
realized : cp. 8 (6). 8. 1323 a 5, Tois yap dmdpors dvdykn xpicbar kai
ywaigi kai mwawiy Gomep drohotfois S1& Ty ddovhiav. The fact noted
by Plato and Aristotle as to barbarians has been often remarked
upon by later writers: so Darwin (Voyage of the Beagle, p. 216)
says of the Fuegians, ¢ the husband is to the wife a brutal master
to a laborious slave ’; and even as to Montenegro we read—*‘ How
can you expect beauty from women who are used as beasts of
burden by the men?. .. The well-grown handsome men who
are playing at ball before the palace of the Prince are the husbands
and brothers of the poor creatures who are carrying wood and
water to their homes’ (Letter from Montenegro in the Zimes,
Oct. 11, 1882). On the other hand, Aristotle elsewhere notes the
frequency of ywaiokparia among barbarians (2. 9. 1269 b 24 sq.).
Both observations are probably true, however we may choose to
reconcile them. It should be added that though Aristotle here
contrasts that which prevails among the barbarians with that which
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is natural, he is well aware that legislators may learn much from
them (Rhet. 1. 4. 1360 a 33 5q9q.); in fact, he occasionally mentions
with approval in the Politics practices prevailing among them (for
instance, their way of rearing infants, 4 (7). 17. 1336 a 5 sqq.), and
often draws attention to their customs (in relation to communism,
for example, 2. 5. 12632 359g.). Plato had spoken in the passage
of the Laws to which reference has been made (805 D-E) of ¢the
Thracians and many other races,’ but Aristotle speaks as if the
wife were virtually a slave among the barbarians generally.

1. oidév yip x.rA. The limits within which this holds good 1252b.
are more fully expressed in de Part. An. 4. 6. 683 a 22, dmov ydp
vdéxerar xpiiofaw Buoiv émt 85’ Zpya kai pi éumodilew mpds Erepav, ob-
8év 3 Piois elwbe moiely domep 7 xalkevriky) wpos edréleiav GBedioko-
AUxvior @AN’ Bmov pyy évBéxerar, karaypijrar T¢ adrg émi mhelw Epya.
Thus Aristotle says of magistracies in small States, Pol. 6 (4). 15.
1299 b %, Submep oldév kwier moANds émipeleias dpa mpoordrrew, ob
vap éumodwiow dA\jhats, kai wpds Ty dAiyavbpeniay dvaykaior Ta dpxeia
olov éBehtokodiyma moetv.  For instances in which Nature uses an
organ designed for one purpose for certain other side-purposes, see
de Part. An. 2. 16. 659a 20: 3. 1.662a 18. There were some
conspicuous exceptions in the human economy to the rule of é& mpés
&: cp. de Gen. An. 5. 8. 789b 9, oiov yép &nra mohixpnord éore
TdY mWepL rés réyvas, dowep & T xakkevrikj 7 ogipa kai & dxpwv,
olrws xai 76 wvedpa év Tois ¢Pioer oweordow, and de Part. An. 4.
10. 687 a 19,1 8 xelp foxev elvar oby & Bpyavoy dAAG moMNd: ome
Yyap bomepei Gpyavoy mpd Spydvwy' @ olv mwAeloras Suvapéve Séfaofar
réyvas 76 ~mi wheioroy Taw dpydvev xphopoy T xeipa dmodédwkey
7 Plaws . . . % yip xeip kai SwE kai xA) Kai képas yiverar kai Sépy
xkal fipos kal dNAe émowovoiv Gmhov kal Spyavor. Whether the various
uses of the hand interfere with each other, must be left to physiolo-
gists to determine.

2. v Aepixipy pdxarpav. See Sus.?, Notes 8 and 1353. Vict.
appears to have been the first te draw attention to de Part. An. 4.
6. 6832 22 sqq. (quoted in the last note) and to the important
passage from the comic poet Theopompus quoted by Julius Pollux
10. 118, 75 8¢ dBehiwkakiyvor orparwrikdy pévra (aliter uév 7i) xpijpa,
élpyrar 8¢ Imd Oeomdumov Toi Kkwpikol €v Elpiyy—

‘Hués & dmoAhax@évras én’ dyafais tixats
6Behiorolvxviov kai Etpopaxaipas mikpds.
Vict. says in his note on 6 (4). 15. 1299 b 9 sq., ‘Pollux
quoque mentionem ipsius fecit, qui narrat militare instrumentum
id fuisse. Hoc autem, ut opinor, excogitatum fuerat, ne milites
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nimis premerentur duobus gravibus instrumentis ferendis, cum
ex uno ita conformato valerent eundem fructum capere. The
proverb Aehuxy pdyapa (Leutsch and Schneidewin, Paroem. Gr.
I. p. 393) seems to throw no light on the passage before us. We
see from Athen. Deipn. 173 c sqq. that the Delphians were famous
for their knives and their turn for sacrificial feasting and cookery,
and they may very well have used and sold to pilgrims nothing
loth to avoid expense (683 a 23 sqq.) a knife which might be used
not only for killing the victim but also for flaying it and cutting it
up. Contrast Eurip. Electr. 743-769 (Bothe), where Aegisthus
first kills the victim (a kid) with a o¢ayis, and then Orestes after
flaying it with a Dorian kemis asks for a large Phthian xenis to cut
it up. We need not suppose with Géttling (de Machaera Del-
phica, p. 10) that the Delphic knife was a combination of a knife
and a spoon. The passage he quotes from Hesychius—AeAguy
pdxawpa dnd karaoxevijs NapBdvovoa Eumpocbev pépos oidnpoiv, bs "Apio-
roré\ns—deserves notice, but leaves us much in the dark.

8. wenypds. Vict. ‘apte ad usus pauperum ’—a rendering pro-
bably suggested by mpss ebréhewoy in the parallel passage from the
De Partibus Animalium quoted above (note on rz5zb r)—but
the meaning apparently is ‘in a spirit of stint’ (Lamb. ‘pa.rce
tenuiter et anguste ’).

odrw., Cp. 1252 a 24 sqq., though here the clause which explams
it, py mnms &yois dAX’ évi doveoy, follows and does not precede it.
The use of SovAedov in the passage before us seems to be a some-
what uncommon one.

&morehoiro.  Vict. * effici fabricarique poterit.” Cp. 2. r1. 1273b
9, & yip U@’ évds Epyov dpiar’ dmoreleirar, and 13, kowwsTepdy Te ydp,
kafdmep elmopey, xkai kdA\ioy ékagroy dmoreleirar Téy adrév kai Barrov.

6. rdfw. Cp. Magn. Mor. 1. 34. 1194 b 15, drav 48y AdBp (4
vids) Tv Tov dwdpds tdfw.  Vict. compares Virg. Aen. 2. 102:

Si omnes uno ordine habetis Achivos.

70 ¢doer dpxov. What this is appears from 12522 31 sq. and
4 (1) 7. 1327b 23-33. According to Aristotle, the relation
between the barbarian husband and wife assumes an unnatural
form, because that which is naturally the ruling element is wanting.
If the wife is a slave, it is because everybody is so. She is no,
worse off than her husband. Cp. Eurip. Hel. 246, where Helen
i Té BapBdpwy yap SotAa mdvra mhjv évds,
and see Hug, Studien aus dem classischen Alterthum, p. 60. When
in 4 (7). 7. 1327b 25 Aristotle speaks of the barbarians of cold
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climates as tending to be free, he must be referring to political
independence.

7. ylvera:, ‘comes to be” See notes on 12642 14: 1254b
31.

1) xowwvia abrdv refers probably to the conjugal union among
the barbarians (so Bern. and Sus.).

8. ol woural. Euripides, Iph. Aul. 1266 :

BapPRdpov 8 "EN\nuas dpyew elxds, dAX’ ab BapBdpovs,

pirep, ‘EN\jpar 18 pév yip 8ovhav, ol & é\evbepor,
Lecturers, we are told in Metaph. a. 3. 995 a 7, were often expected
by their audience to produce a poet as a witness to the truth of
their statements.

9. éx pév odv kT \. The two kowwvia are those of husband and
wife, master and slave (the latter being here implied to be a xoweo-
via, though the name rowwvei is apparently denied to master and
slave in 4 (7). 8.1328 2 285sqq.). That of father and child arises after
the foundation of the household. Translate: ¢from these two
unions, then, proceeds first the household,’ Ipdry is by no means
meaningless or pleonastic, for the further societies of the village
and State consist of men and women, masters and slaves, but only
mediately (mittelbar), inasmuch as they consist of households and
households consist of these members, The next paragraph offers
a striking analogy (1252 b 15, % & é mwheidvor olidv kowwvia mpdry
Xphioews vekey py) épnpépoy kbun): the State also, it is implied, con-
sists of a plurality of households, but only mediately, inasmuch as
it is composed of a number of villages which are themselves made
up of households’ (Dittenberger, Go#. Gel. Ans., Oct. 28, 1874,
p- 1373). Some have been tempted to explain olkia wpdry as ‘the
simplest form of the household’ (cp. mpéry md\is, 6 (4). 4. 1291 2
17: 4 (7). 4. 1326b 1), considering the complete form to be
realized when children have come into being. But, as Dittenberger
observes (p. 1373), there is no confirmatory trace elsewhere in Aris-
totle’s treatment of the household of this distinction between the
alxia mpdry and Sevrépa. An alxia Té\ewos is indeed mentioned in 1. 3.
1253 b 4, but as consisting of slave and free, both of which classes
find a place in the household from the first. No doubt, in the
third chapter Aristotle adds to the two xewwviar spoken of in 1252 b
10 a third (that which exists between father and child), but the rékeios
aixia does not seem to be connected with the appearance of this re-
lation. The parallelof 1252 b 15 also points to the other interpre-
tation, and the absence of any &¢ to answer to pév ofv g (if indeed
the second &¢ in 15 does not answer both to uéy ofv 12 and to pép
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ofv 9) is not uncommon in the Politics (see Sus., Ind. Gramm. pé),
and affords no ground for the surmise of a lacuna after éorw 12.

10. xai 8pfds x.tN. The word mpédm suggests the quotation
from Hesiod, which Aristotle seems to interpret as making the wife
and the ox the elements of the household, and thus supporting his
own view, for the ox, he says, is the poor man’s slave (cp. Aelian,
Var. Hist. 5. 14). If the line which follows (Hes. Op. et Dies 406),

Kryriv, ob yaperfy, firis kat Bovov Emoiro,
is genuine, the meaning which Aristotle attributes to Hesiod is even
further from his real meaning than in the contrary case.

13. els mioav fpépav ouveornruia xatd $pdowv, * existing by nature
for the satisfaction of daily recurring needs,’ (compare the phrase
“which stands in contrast to this, xpffoews évexev pij épnpépov, 16). So
we have kord 7€ 7& ovooiria kai Tov @hov Biov Tov kel fpépav (2. 6.
1265 b 41), mpos 76 xal' fpépav dvres (7 (5). 11. 1313 b 20); and =&
é¢ipepa are conjoined with ra dvaykeia red Biov in Strabo 7. p. 311.
The xbpy (or yéves), on the contrary, exists to satisfy necessities less
incessantly recurring, and as to the mé\s, cp. Eth. Nic. 8. r1. 1160 a
21, ob ydp 1o mapdvros cuppépovros 1 mohirexi) (kowwvin) épierar, AN’ els
dmavra 7dv Biov. The view implied here of the aim of the household

- seems somewhat to differ from that of 1252 a 26-34, where repro-
duction and self-preservation are said to bring it into being.

14. ofkos...ols. Cp.3.13. 1283 b 33, 7 mAijfos .. oDy bs kab® éka-
orov GAN’ Gs dfpdovs.  Aristotle takes up the word olkos from Hesiod
in place of the more usual oikia, As to the ordinary difference in
meaning between oikos and olxia, see Boeckh, Public Economy of
Athens, E. T. p. 142, note 680, and Shilleto on Demosth. de
Falsa Legatione, § 279. It is in order to show that the household
originates in the needs of daily life that Aristotle adduces the names
given to its members by Charondas and Epimenides.

dpooimbous. The ourdy was a bread-chest: Vict. refers to
Aristoph. Plut. 8o2.

15. Spoxdwous. Kdmy is ‘a manger.” Gottling’s argument that
as Epimenides belonged to Crete, where syssitia prevailed, he would
not be likely thus to designate the household, seems of the least
possible weight. As Dittenberger says (u67 supra, p. 135%), we do
not know for certain that the work of Epimenides which Aristotle
here quotes was authentic, or that, if it was, he was speaking of
Crete. ‘Opokdmous (with the penult short, at any rate), as Sus.?
(Note 17) says, would not fit into an hexameter verse, and Epime-
nides wrote in hexameters, but we learn from Diog. Laert. 1. 112
that a prose treatise on the Cretan Constitution passed under his
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name, and the term may have occurred in this work. The words
kdppara, kdnTew, kapparides seem to be old-fashioned words used in
connexion with the common meals at Sparta (Nicocl. ap. Athen.
Deipn. 140d). For Zeds karalos, see Meineke, Fr. Com. Gr. 3. p. 58 :
CP. Zebs érapeios, ibid. 4. p. 384. * “Opoxdmvous is more likely to be a
corruption from the less familiar époxdmovs than dpoxdmovs from it,’
observes Mr. Ridgeway (Z7ans. Camb. Philol. Soc. vol. 2. p. 125),
who however suggests opoxdmous with the penult long, Dor. for
dpokqmovs, ‘those who have a common plot of ground.” Giphanius,
who prefers dpokdmvovs, explains éupokdmovs in this way (p. 2r1:
Schneider, Pol. vol. 2. p. 9). But perhaps éuokdmovs with the
penult short better expresses that community in sustenance and
in the satisfaction of daily recurring needs to which Aristotle, as
Dittenberger remarks (b7 supra, p. 1358), points as the characte-
ristic feature of the household. ‘Opéorios is used in the sense of ‘a
member of the household’ (Polyb. 2. 57%. 4, referred to by Vict.),
but not éuékamves. The word 6éuoxdmovs does not necessarily imply
that the free and slave members of the household took their meals
together, but the practice would be quite in harmony with the
simplicity of early Greek life (cp. Theopomp. fragm. 243 : Miiller,
Fr. Hist. Gr. 1. 319).

1 ¥ éx k7 \. Tpbm agrees with xowevia: for its position in the
sentence, cp. Metaph. I. 3. 1054 b 1, ai loar ypappal edfeiar ai abrai
(“are the same’): de Part. An. 2. 14. 658 a 28, xaf dhov 76 cdpa
mpavés . Phys. 4. 5.212 b1g: Pol. 2. 8. 1269 2 23: and still nearer,
Phys. 4. 4. 212-a 20, 76 700 wepiéyovros mépas drivnrov mpdrov, TovT’
Zarw 6 Témos, where the post-position of the adjectives seems to be
for emphasis on the point desired to be pressed, and also 1o secure
the juxtaposition of deivmrov and mpérov. Ipdm in the passage be-
fore us qualifies ék mhetdvwy olidv, and perhaps also xpfioews évexev pn
édypépov. ¢ The first society to be formed out of more households
than one, and to exist for the satisfaction of needs not daily
recurring, is the village.” See note on 1252 b 9.

16. pd\ora k.. Vict. ‘nec tamen omnem pagum talem esse
affirmat, usu namque venire potest, et sane contingit aliquando, ut
e variis locis homines non coniuncti inter se sanguine veniant in
eandem sedem, atque illic domicilia sibi construant tot numero jam
ut pagum ex ipsis conficiant.” For the relation of the xbun. to the
deme, see Poet. 3. 1448 a 35 sq.  Perhaps the xdun and the rural
deme continued to feel as a gens, and to obey a gentile authority,
longer than is often supposed, and hence in part the preference of
‘oligarchs and of the Lacedaemonians for village-residence and their
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dislike of large cities, which had a natural tendency to democracy.
The purchaser of land in an Athenian deme to which he did not
belong paid something for &«mais (Boeckh, Publ. Econ. of Athens,
E. T. p. 297 n.: Haussoullier, Vie Municipale en Attique, pp.
68, 78): hence the land probably tended, in rural demes at all
events, to continue in the hands of the members of the deme.
The villages founded by the Teutonic conquerors of Britain were
to some extent peopled by kinsmen. ‘Harling abode by Harling
and Billing by Billing, and each “ wick” and “ham ” and *stead ”
and “tun” took its name from the kinsmen who dwelt together in
it. In this way the house or “ham ” of the Billings was Billing-
ham, and the “tun ” or township of the Harlings was Harlington’
(Green, The Making of England, p. 188).

17. émowla oiklas. A similar expression is used by Plato,
Laws 776 A. Cp. also Laws 680 A sqq., a passage which was
probably present to Aristotle’s mind throughout this part of the
second chapter (see vol. 1. p. 37, note 1). Plato appeals to the same
passage of Homer as is cited in 22, and for the same purpose, to
prove the early prevalence of Patriarchal Kingship, or, as he terms
it, Suvaorela. Both Plato and Aristotle regard kingly rule as
characteristic of early society and trace it to the government of the
household by the father.

ods ... watdas. Auristotle’s object in mentioning these names for
members of the same village is to show by an appeal to the use of
anguage that the village is an extension of the household. He

\/has proved that the household is necessary and natural, and if he
can prove that the village is an outgrowth of the household and
the wd\is of the village, then the wéhis will be shown to be-natural.
Cp. Photius, Lexicon (quoted by Schn.), éucydhakres, of rai adrol yd-
Aakros, obs kai yevviras éedhovw, and see Liddell and Scott, s. v. Plato
had used the expression rods mwaidas kai waidov waidas & Aéyopev in the
passage of the Laws referred to in the last note (681 B), and
Homer before him (IL 20. 308). Had Cicero the First Book of
the Politics in his mind when be wrote (de Offic. 1. 1%, 54)—nam
cum sit hoc natura commune animantium ut habeant lubidinem
procreandi, prima societas in ipso coniugio est; proxima in liberis
(in Aristotle master and slave); deinde una domus, communia
omnia (cp. 1. 9. 1257 a 21). Id autem est principium urbis et
quasi seminarium reipublicae. Sequuntur fratrum coniunctiones,
post consobrinorum sobrinorumque, qui cum una domo iam capi
non possint in alias domos tanquam in colonias exeunt. Se-
quuntur connubia et affinitates, ex quibus etiam plures propinqui.
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Quae propagatio et soboles origo est rerum publicarum? There
is no express mention of the village, however, here, though a
reference to it may be intended in the words ®alias domos.” Com-
pare Demosth. in Macart. c. 19, kat waides éyévovro abrois dmaoce xkal
maidwy waides, kai éyévovro mévre olkot ék Tob Bouaélov oikov &vds dvros.

19. AW . . .gkoww. The fact that the village is an offshoot of
the household enables Aristotle to account for the early prevalence |
of Kingship. Compare with the passage before us a quotation
from Theophrastus mepl Bao\eias in Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 5. 73,
kar' dpyds pév ydp dmaca wéls “ENNds éBacihelero, mhjy obx damep
& BdpBapa Evm deamorikds, dANG kard vdpous Tivds kai édiapods marpiovs
(cp. Pol. 3. 14. 12852 16-b 12).

78 & (‘ opp. oi "EXApues,” Bon. Ind. 216 b 51) are here regarded
as preserving the traditions of the village (cp. 1. 9. 1257 a 24.:
2. 8. 1268 b 39). The customs of the early Hellenes are thought
both by Thucydides (1. 5-6) and by Aristotle (Pol. 2. 8. 1268 b
39) to have had much in common with those of the barbarians of
their own day.

20. éx Baoihevopévar ydp ouviihlor, ‘for they were formed of
persons governed by a king,’ 1. e. of members of households. Cp.
Plato, Laws 680 D, pav odv odk éx tolrov Tév kard piav olknow xai
Kkard yévos Sieamapuévor Imd dmoplas Tis év Tais popais (sc. Towabrar
mokuretae ylyvovrar), év als 76 mpeaBiraroy dpxer &l 70 THY dpx7v alrois
ék warpds kal pnrpds yeyovévay, ois émdpevor kabdmep 8pvibes dyémy plav
1ron']-¢rovo1, marpovopovpevor kai Bagikelay waody Siatordrny Bacikevépevor }
If quviAbov is here said of the & as well as the wéhes, both &vos and
mélis are implied to owe their origin to the household. It is worth
noting that Aristotle gives us three distinct reasons for the preva-
lence of kingly rule in early times—here, 3. 15.1286 b 8 sqq., and
“7.13. 11’ (is 4 (7). 14. 1332 b 16 sqq. meant ?)—without hinting
in any one of the passages that he knew of those specified in the
others’ (Mr. Postgate, Notes, p. 1).  The second of these passages,
however, is apparently aporetic; Aristotle is seeing whether the
argument in favour of Kingship derivable from the prevalence of
it among the men of a former day (of mpérepor) may not be met;
may they not have rested content with it, because they had no
choice, not many men of high excellence being then forthcoming ?
We observe, moreover, that almost every discussion in the Politics
takes less account of preceding ones, and makes less use of their
results, than one might have expected, so that we are not much
surprised if Aristotle seems in this passage of the Third Book to
forget .that. he _has. .already accounted otherwise for the preva-
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lence of Kingship in early times. Locke remarks (Civil Govern-
ment, 2. § 106)—*It is plain that the reason that continued the
form of government in a single person was not any regard or
respect to paternal authority, since all petty monarchies—that
is, almost all monarchies near their original—have been com-
monly, at least upon occasion, elective.” The etymology of the
word ‘King,” however, appears to make in favour of Aristotle’s view.
¢It corresponds with the Sanscrit ganaka....It simply meant
father of a family’ (Prof. Max Miiller, Lectures on the Science of
Language, 2. 282, 284, quoted by Dr. Stubbs, Const. Hist. of
England, 1. 140).

wdoa ydp oikla k1N, Camerarius (Politicorum et Oeconomi-
corum Aristotelis Interpretationes et Explicationes, p. z5) aptly
guotes Hom. Od. 1. 397, where Telemachus says,

Alrap éydv oikow dvaf Eoop’ nuerépoco
kal 8pdwv, ols por Anigogaro Sios 'O8ucoevs.

21. 8.4 Ty ouyyéverar recurs in 2. 10. 1271 b 24 sq., there also
in reference to a colony—eaoi yiap Tdv Avkolpyor . . . Tére Tov mhei-
arov duarpiyrac xpdvov wept Kpirny 8ia Ty auyyéveiav® dmoikor yap of Avk-
Tio. 7Gv Aokdvwy foav.  Just as in that passage the relationship of
the Lyctians to the Laconians is referred to, so here the reference
probably is to the relationship of the dwoixiac to the olkiu. So Sus.
(Qu. Crit. p. 333): ¢ propter propinquitatem, id est quia nihil nisi
colonia domus sive familia dilatata vicus est’ The words, how-
ever, are often explained to refer to the mutual relationship of the
members of the dmowia:, Kingship being especially in place among
relatives (cp. 1. 12. 1259 b 14 sqq.), and this is a possible inter-
pretation.

22. kal 7007 éoriv & Aéyew “Opnpos. What is the meaning of
7otro? What is the quotation from Homer held by Aristotle to
prove? The commentators are not agreed. Giph. ¢ Homeri ver-
siculus eo pertinere videtur, ut doceat Aristoteles domesticum
imperium esse velut regium’ (p. 24); he would seem therefore to
refer roiro tOo wdca ydp olkia Pocelerar Umd Tod wpesBurdrov 20
exclusively, as does also Susemihl (Qu. Crit. p. 333). But it is not
altogether easy to refer roiro to this particular clause only, and we
hardly expect Aristotle to appeal to the practice of the Cyclopes in
order to justify a general statement respecting the household of all
times. The explanation of Vict. is—* utitur etiam auctoritate summi
poetae, qui idem ostendit, priscos scilicet, ut ipsis commodum erat,
solitos regere suam familiam,’ and perhaps it is in some such way
as this that we should understand the quotation. Aristotle has been
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saying that mé\ets and &y had their origin in the coming together
of human beings who had been previously ruled by kings, and he
uses Homer’s account of the Cyclopes to prove the existence in the
earliest times of a household form of Kingship—a form in which
the king was the husband and father, and the subjects were the
wives and children. To Plato (cp. Laws 680 D, v dpyaiov airdv
ént iy dypibryra Sid pvfadaeyias émaveveykdy, and Strabo, p. 592, ratras
8y ras Sagpopas ImoypdPew ¢not Tov wommiy 6 Ildrwy, Tis pév wpdrys
woltreias wapdSecypa Tibévra tév v Kukhdrwv Biov), and probably also
to Aristotle (Pol. 1. 2. 1252 b 23, owapddes ydp, kai oite 76 dpxaiov
@row), the Homeric picture of the Cyclopes is a mythical picture of
the rude beginnings of human society. Plato had already used the
same quotation from Homer in Laws 680 A sqq. to prove that
Patriarchal Kingship (which he terms Suraoreia) existed in early
times, and the fact that the words with which.he prefaces his quo-
tation seem to find an echo in those with which Aristotle prefaces
his makes it all the more likely that they quote it for a similar
purpose. The passage in the Laws is as follows—A®. Tolwreias
8¢ ye 7i8n xal Tpdmos éori Tis ofros. KA. Tis; AO. Adkoloi pot mdvres
T év TobTe T Xpdve mohrelay Suvaoreiav kakeiv, §) kal viv €re molhayod
kal év "ENMpa¢ kai kara BapBdpovs éori® Néyer 8’ alry wov kai "Opnpos
yeyovévar wepi iy v Kukhomov oiknaw, elmdy

raigw & a¥r’ dyapat BovAnpdpar, ore Oéuiores,

d\X’ of ¥’ SYmhéy dpewy vaiovas kdpmva

& onéoae yhapupoia, Bepsoreter 8¢ ékaoros

maidor 78 dAdywv, ab® dA\MAev dAéyovow.

Oeproreder 8¢ kTN, Odyss. 9. 114, ©emorederw implies kingship :
it is used of Minos in Hom. Odyss. r1. 569, quoted by Plato,
Gorgias 526 D. The society of the Cyclopes is referred to in Eth.
Nic. 1o0. ro. 11802 28, as a typical case of the household standing
by itself, not supported or directed by a State. It is in order to
account for the independence of the Cyclopic household and its
head that Aristotle adds emapddes ydp : this would have been clearer,
if he had quoted the concluding words of the second line, 028’ dAN#-
Aov d\éyovow, but the passage was evidently well-known. Plato
also mentions the scattered way in which the habitations were
distributed in these early days of human society, and is bold
enough to give as the reason for it the difficulty of finding sub-
sistence just after the deluge (ék rovrwv Tév kard piav olknow kai kara
yévas—cp. the xdpn of Aristotle—38teomappévay imd dmopias s é rais
pbopais, Laws 680 D), but on this Aristotle is judiciously -silent.
This ‘sporadic’ existence of primitive man is also recognized. in
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the myth of Protagoras (Plato, Protag. 322 A) and by Philochorus
(Fr. 4: Miller, Fr. Hist. Gr. 1. 384): cp. also Plutarch, Theseus
c. 24, and Paus. 2. 15. 5. Some savage races still live thus: ¢ “the
Abors, as they themselves say, are like tigers, two cannot dwell in
one den,” writes Mr. Dalton, “and the houses are scattered singly or
in groups of two or three ”’ (Mr. Herbert Spencer, Fortn. Rev. Jan.
1881, p. 5).

24. kal Tods Oeods 8¢ kr\. ¢ Nay, the fact that men were at the
outset ruled by kings has led them universally to assert that the
gods also are so ruled.” A Toiro is explained by ér x.T.A.

26. &poporoborr. Cp. Metaph. B. 2. 997 b 10: A. 8. 1074b 35qq.
(where it is said that the gods are sometimes assimilated in form
to men, sometimes to certain of the lower animals): Poet. 25.
1460Db 35.

27sqq. i ¥ é ... el {fv. Bonitz (Ind. 751 b 21) and appa-
rently Bernays take rélews with mékes, and a mpdryg wéls is no
doubt mentioned in 6 (4). 4. 1291 a 17 and 4 (7). 4. 1326 b 7, but
not in the First Book, unless indeed the village is to be viewed as
an imperfect and inchoate wé\is, which is nowhere stated. Nor
would the mere union of more villages than one be enough of
itself, in Aristotle’s view, to comnstitute a Téhewos wéAis. Téhewos
seems to qualify xowwvia, not mé\es, and its place in the sen-
tence is explained (see note on.1252b 15) by the fact that
xowovia is qualified both by ék mAewdvwr xwpdv and by réhews. The
fem. form is more often relela or rehéa in Aristotle (Bon. Ind.
751 b 56 sqq.).

On pév oliv occurring as it does here in the middle of a sentence,
see Vahlen’s note on Poet. 22. 1458 a 24 (p. 226 sq. of his edition).
He compares (among other passages) the following from the Politics
—4 (5). 12. 13162 9: 4 (7). 10. 1329b 2 5q.: 4 (7). 17. 1336 b
6sqq.: towhich 1. 9. 1257 b 2 5qq. (uév oy, II') may be added. See
also Bon. Ind. 540 b 42 5qq., ‘1év ofv saepe usurpatur, ubi notio modo
pronunciata amplius explicatur’: of this, besides the present passage
and 1.9. 1257 b 2 5q., Poet. 22. 1458 2 23 sqq. is a good instance.
Mé» odv thus used seems to introduce a comment on what has just
been said, whether by way of modification or confirmation or other-
wise. So here, after attributing to the mé\is complete adrdpketa,
Aristotle remembers that there is an epoch in its history at which
this is not its aim; he therefore slightly corrects what he had just
said, but only to confirm it subject to that correction. In de Part,
An, 4. 11. 691 a 28, however, uév ofv in the middle of a sentence
seems merely intended (in the sense of ¢ while,’ cp. Pol. 2, 6. 1263 a
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17) to prepare the way for the sentence introduced by the 8¢ which
follows, and to impart greater emphasis to the latter.

ywopém 100 Liiv &vexer. Cp. 3.6.1278b 24: Plato had said the
same thing (Rep. 369 D: 371 B). In Aristotle’s view the necessary
is first sought and then higher things (Pol. 4 (7). 0. 1329b 27). In
Eth. Nic. 8. 11. 11602 11 sq., however, the wé\is is said to be
commonly thought both to be formed and to exist rod ouugpéporros:
xdpw, and in Pol. 3. 6. 1278 b 21 sqq. it seems to be implied that bare
existence is not always the aim with which men form it.

wdans Tis adrapkeias, * entire self-completeness ‘—cp. wds 6§ mnpé-
s, 1. 4. 1253 b 33,and ndoav miw dpxiy, 7 (5). 11. 1313 2 21—both
abrdpkeia év Tols dvaykaiois, 4 (7). 4. 1326 b 4, and adrdpkewa in respect
of 76 b (v, 3. 9. 1280 b 34. Cp. also 1. 8. 1256 b 31.

73, cp. 7 (5) 8. 1308 a 16, éore yip Somep Sijpos #dn of duotoc:
Eth. Nic. 6. 10. 1142 b 13, 1 86fa ob {rmous dA\N& pdos Tis #0n (has,
as it were, *reached the level’ of assertion): and cp. also Pol. 2.
2. 1261 b 12, kai Botherai 3’ 70y Tére elvac moMis, Grav abrdpkn ovuBalvy
Ty kowwviay elvar Tod wANOovs.

For the attainment of the wépas by the mé\is (the third xowwvia in
the order of genesis), cp. de Part. An. 2. 1. 646 b 8, raira ydp 78y
76 Téhos Exet kal 76 wépas, éml Tod Tpirov AaBdvra Ty ovoTaocw dpifuod,
kaldmep éml moAGy ovpBaiver Tehewdobar Tas yevévas: de Gen. An. 3.
10. 760 a 34, év 7 Tpire dplbud mépas Eoyev ) yéveais : Probl. 26. g.
041 a 24, Tehevtd &' év Tpiol mdvra 1 de Caelo, 1. 1. 268 a 1 sqq.

30. 3.4, ¢ because it is the completion of societies existing by
nature.’

wdoa wéhis. Cp. olkia wdoa, 1. 13. 1260b 13. Aristotle does
not, however, mean that the deviation-forms of State are by nature:
they are, indeed, expressly declared io be wapd ¢iow, 3. 17. 1287 b
39-

al wpdTat kowavias, i.e. mpdTar yevéoer.

84. avdpdmou immou oikins. For the asyndeton, cp. 2. 4.
1262 b 30, aixias &wras Pdvous, and see Vahlen’s note on Poet. 20.
1457 a 22,

érv .. .1253 a 1, Bé\nworov. ‘Further, that for which things
exist and the end is best, and self-completeness, the end of the
State, is both the end and best’; hence the State brings that which
is best; hence it exists by nature, for nature brings the best. Cp.
Eth. Eud. 1. 7. 1218 b 10, 76 & of &veka bs Télos dpiaTov kal airioy 7oV
¢’ alrd kal mpdrov mdvrwv® dore Tovr dv €l adrd v6 dyalov 76 Téhos THY
dvfpbme mpokrév: 2. I. 12192 0, Pavepdy Tolvww éx TovTwy 87t BéATioy
76 Epyav Tis €fews' T& ydp Téhos dpioTov &s Télos' Umdkerrar yap Téhos o
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BérTearov kal 16 Eoxarov, ob éveka TdNAa wdvra @ Phys. 2. 2. 194 2 3a,
Bot\erat od mwav elvar 76 &oxarov Téhos, AAAG 16 BéArioror. A new proof
is here adduced of the naturalness of the State, drawn not from the
v{act that it is the completion of natural societies like the household
and village, but from the fact that its end is the best, the end which
Nature pursues: cp. de An. Incessn 2. Jo4 b 15, ] Ppiais oddév mowel
pdryy, AN el ék rév évdexopévey Tjj odala mept &aarov yévos {gov TO
dpworor: Sibmep €l Bétior &dl, olrws xat éxer xard Piow.
1253a. 8. & dwolkis Bi& dpdowv kal o Sud Téymv. Aristotle perhaps has
in his mind the Movérpomos of the comic poet Phrynichus. ¢ Nomen
fabulae inditum ab homine tristi et moroso, qui Timonis instar
solitariam vitam sequeretur et lucem adspectumque hominum
fugeret. . . . Sed quidni ipsum audiamus in loco apud Grammat.
Seguer. p. 344 baecce dicentem:
“Ovopa 8¢ poliore Movérpomos »  »
* * » (& 8¢ Tipwvos Biov,
dmpéaodov, ofvbupov, dyapov, dlvyov,
dyéhaorov, ddidhexrov, Idioyvdpova.’
(Meineke, Historia Critica Comicorum Graecorum, p. 156, who
however emends the third line otherwise in Fr. Com. Gr. 2.
587 sq.: the MSS. have
dyapov, dlvyov, 8EiBupov, dmpéaodav.)
There were, however, Cymcs who took for their motto the lines—
"AmoMes, dotkos, marpibos éorepnpévos,
wrwxds, whavirns, Biov Exwv Tobd’ fHuépav
(Diog. Laert. 6. 38: Bernays, Theophrastos’ Schrift iiber From-
migkeit, p. 162 : compare Athen. Deipn. 611 C): these men were
dwéAdes by choice, and this saying of Aristotle’s would, therefore,
reflect on them, whether it was intended to do so or not. Aris-
tippus, again, had said (Xen. Mem. 2. 1. 13, referred to by Camer-
arius, Interpretationes p. 28)—d\N éyd o . . 0d8 eis mohirelav duav-
tov kararhjw, dAN& Eévos mavraxod elui. Philoctetes, on the other
hand (Soph. Philoct. 1018), was an &rokss 8 rixny, and so were
Themistocles, when Adeimantus applied the epithet to him (Hdt.
8. 61), and Aristotle himself, when Stageira was in ruins. Vict.
compares with the passage before us Cic. Philipp. 13. 1: nam nec
privatos focos nec publicas leges videtur nec libertatis inra cara
habere, quem discordiae, quem caedes civiam, quem bellum civile
delectat, eumque ex numero hominum eiiciendum, ex finibus
humanae naturae exterminandum puto . . . Nihil igitur hoc cive,

nihil hoc homine taetrius, si aut civis aut homo habendus est,
qui civile bellum concupiscit.
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4. domep kai kTN Il g. 63—
'Adpirap, dféuiaros, dvéarids éorw éxeivos,
bs mohépov &parar émibnpiov dxpidevros.

The lover of civil war is said by Homer to be ¢ clanless, lawless,
hearthless ’ ; Aristotle, however, seems to conceive him to say that
the * clanless, lawless, hearthless ’ man is a lover of civil war. But
to say of 2 man that he is a lover of war for the sake of war was,
in Aristotle’s view, to say that he is either ¢aihos or, like Ares, more
than man: compare Eth. Nic. 10. 7. 1177b 9, oddels yap aipeira
70 mohepetv ToU mohepely Eveka obdé mapackevd(er molepor' Sdfar yip &v
mwavrehds wadvos Tis elvat, e Tovs Pilous modeulovs maroito, iva pdyar kal
¢dvor yiyvowro, and the indignant words addressed by Zeus to Ares
in Hom. II. 5. 8go (cp. Polyb. 12. 26). For Mr. Jackson’s view of
this passage, see Journ. of Philology, 7. 1877, p. 236 sqq. 1translate
bomep k... ¢ like the clanless, lawless, hearthless man reviled by
Homer." 1Tt is perfectly true that it is the lover of civil war whom
Homer reviles, but Aristotle is often inexact in his use of quotations.
Mr. Jackson's proposal to place &omep—émbupyras in a parenthesis
and to connect dre mep x.7.A. 6 with the words which precede the
parenthesis seems to me to involve an awkward severance of dre
mep 1.\ from the words which this clause is conceived to illustrate,
and to be also unnecessary (see below on 6).

8. dpa ydp kr.\. Sepulv. * nam simul ac talis quisque natura est,
bellandi cupidus est’: Lamb. “non enim potest quisquam talis
esse, quin uno eodemque tempore sit et belli cupidus.” Prof. Tyr-
rell (Hermathena, 12. 26)— no sooner is he such (clanless, lawless;
hearthless) by nature than his hand is against every man’: but is not
¢Piae TowiTos = pioer dmohis? For the construction, cp. Hyperid.
Or. Fun. col. 7. 30 (p. 60 Blass), dua yip s [ov 7é}mov dfporabi-
oovrat kat 7[7s ot [rev dpers wmadioovt[ad).

&re wep dfuf by dowep év merrots. The term dlvé is used in the
well-known epigram of Agathias (Anthol. Pal. 9. 482), where the
game described is evidently that which the Romans called ¢ ludus
duodecim scriptorum’ (resembling our ¢ backgammon’) : Plato, ac-
cording to M. Becq de Fouquitres(Jeux des Anciens, p. 358), refers
to this game in Rep. 604 €. The epigram has been ingeni-
ously explained both by Mr. H. Jackson (Journ. of Philology, loc.
cit) and by M. Becq de Fouquitres (p. 372 sqq.), but until more
light has been thrown on the meaning of line 26, which has been
variously emended, we cannot be quite sure that we know the mean-
ing of the term d{v{ even in this game, though it would seem to be ‘a
solitary, unprotected piece’; it is, however, by no means certain that



122 NOTES.

Aristotle here refers to this particular game. The term merral in its
wider signification included a variety of games—all games, in fact,
in which merroi were used (Becq de Fouquitres, p. 303, 385)—but
it was especially applied, in a narrower sense, to a game resembling
our ‘draughts’ (ibid. p. 391), which was played on five lines instead
of twelve, and in which each player sought to surround and cut off
his antagonist or to reduce him to inactivity (Polyb. r. 84.7:
Plato, Rep. 487 B—both passages referred to by Becq de Fouqui-
eres, p. 39%7-8). In this game the term d¢vé may well have borne
a different meaning from that which it bore in backgammon, and
one more in harmony with its use in the passage before us, but
what this meaning was, we can only vaguely conjecture from the
connexion in which it is here used. Is d¢vé an isolated piece
pushed by itself far in advance from the ‘sacred line’ (see Becq de
Fouquitres, p. 402 sqq.), and therefore alone in the midst of foes?
There seems to be no reason for supposing with Becq de Fouqui-
eres (p. 398—9) that some game other than the ordinary werreia is
here referred to.

7. 8én. Vict. * quare,’ with many other translators, but as the
fact that man is a political animal in a fuller sense than bees
or other gregarious animals has not yet been mentioned, it is
perhaps better (with Lamb. Bern. and others) to translate it
here by ‘that’

8. dyehalov twou. ‘His in verbis Platonis dyehawrpagucn vel
dyehawokopuxs), quam legimus in Politico, p. 26% B sq., 246 A, signifi-
cari videtur’ (Engelhardt, Loci Platonici, p.3). The connexion
conceived by Plato to exist between this art and molrwsq may
possibly be here glanced at. In Hist. An. 1. 1. 487 b 34 sqq. man
is spoken of as both dyehaiov and pavadixdv, and we have the following
account of mokiria {Sa in 488 a y—mohirikd & éoriv v & T kal Kowdv
ylveraw mdvrwy 76 Epyor” dmep ab mdvra mowei Ta dyehaia® Eomi 8¢ TaroiTov
dvfpamos, péhirra, o, plpuné, yépavas: kai Tadrev & pdv 5@’ fyepdva
éorl 7 & dvapya, alov yépavos pév kal 6 TEY pelirTdy yévas S Tyepdva,
pippnres 8¢ kai pvpla @\Xa dvapya.

péNhov.  For higher faculties are brought by man into the common
stock—the power of perceiving that which is good and evil, just and
unjust, advantageous and disadvantageous, and of expressing those
perceptions—and the higher the faculties brought into the common
stock, the fuller the union: cp. Eth. Nic. 9.9. 1170 b 11,7000 8¢ yi-
var” 8 év 76 ou(ipy Kal kowoveiv Néyaw kal Siavaias® oite yép dv ddfee 75
ouliy émt Tdv dvfpdmor Néyeabar, kal ody domep éml Tév Backpudrey T8 év
7¢ abrg véperfar, On language as special to man, cp. Isocr. de Antid.



1. 2. 1253 a 7—14, 123

§§ 253-7 and Nicocl. § 5 sqq., passages which Aristotle perhaps had
in view here. Socrates had anticipated Isocrates in speaking of lan-
guage as the condition of political life (Xen. Mem. 4. 3. 12, 76 8¢
kal éppnvelav Sofvai, 8 fis wdvrev Tév dyabdv peradibouév Te dAAfAots
Biddokovres kai kowwvoipey kai vépous Tibépeda kal mohireudpeda ;). Accord-
ing to Plato, Tim. 47 C, \éyos (which he fails to mark off from
¢wrp) is given us évexa dppovias and to regulate the disorderly move-
ments of the soul. It may be questioned whether, as Aristotle
seems to imply, language would be useless to a solitary animal.

10. dvBpumos. ‘Articulus ubi genus aliquod universum significatur
non raro omittitur,” Bon. Ind. 109 b 36 : cp. 12532 31, domep yip
kai rekewdéy BétioTov THY {Bov dvfpomds (so I1?) éorw: on the other
hand, all MSS. have ¢ dvfpwmos in 12532 ¥, 34-

7 pév olv dwvly kX Language has just been said to be
peculiar to man, and pév odv (* it is true’) introduces an admission
that this does not hold of voice, in order that an account of the
nature of language may be added. It implies a capacity to form
households and wéles. As to ¢wvi, see de Gen. An. 5. 7. 786 b
21, where it is said to be 7o% Adyov OAp, and de An. z. 8. 420b
32, anuavrikds yap 8 Tes Ydgos otiv i Gwvi, kai od Toi dvamveopévov
dépos, Somep % PBné (contrast Plutarch, de Animae Procreatione in
Timaeo, c. 27, p. 1026 A, s 3¢ ¢avy Tis éorlv dhoyos kai dopavros,
Ndyos 8¢ Nébis & Pwvij onpavric davoias): so the words ompeiov and
onualvew are used in 11 and 13 in contrast to dphodv 14 (Vict. ¢signa
dant, haec enim notio est verbi onuaivew : homines autem oratione
declarant aperiuntque, hoc enim valet verbum 8phoiv’). The full
force of dphoiw appears in Pol. 3. 8. 1279 b 15: onpeia are distin-
guished from époidpara in g (8). 5. 13402 33. As to the limitation
to 76 Aumnpdv kal 789, cp. Eth. Nic. 2. 2. 1104 b 30sqq. and de An.
2. 9. 421 2 10, pudlos yip dvbpemos Sopdrar kai obdevds dodpaiverar
16y dodpavrav dvev Toi Aumnpoi §} Tol ndéos, bs obx Bvros axpifols Tod
alofyrnplov.  Aristotle implies here that animals can only indicate
to each other feelings of pleasure and pain (cp. Lucr. 5. 1059 sqq.,
referred to by Giph.), but in de Part. An. 2. 17. 660a 35—b 2 and
Hist. An. 9. 1. 608 a 17 sqq. he speaks of some of them as receiving
pdbnais kal Sidaokalia from their likes. See on this subject Dr.
Ogle’s note 5 on Aristotle’s Parts of Animals, 2. ry. Not all
animals possess ¢org (Hist. An. 1. 1. 4882 32).

14. &ni g Snholv. See Bon. Ind. 268 b 13.

76 oupdépor kai 78 BhaBepév. Giph. (p. 31) draws attention to
the fact that Aristotle denies to the lower ammals a sense of the

advantageous and the harmful. i :
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16. dote kal 7 dlkawov. Cp. 3. 12, 1282 b 16,&0mt 8¢ mokiriwdv dya-
850 76 dlxawav, Todro & ol 5 kowfj ovupépov.  Epicurus went farther
and traced the just back to utility: cp. Diog. Laert. 10. 150 and the
well-known line of Horace (Sat. 1. 3. 98) to which Giph. refers:

Atque ipsa utilitas, fusti prope mater et aequi.

16. pdvov is pleonastic, as in 4 (7). rr. 13312 r1. For the
change of number from rois dvfpémots to pévov, Vahlen (Poet. p.
103) compares roirg duadépovory (of dvfpwmar) Tdv dav (Gov 8T
ppnricdrardy éom (sc. Tav (guv), Poet. 4. 1448 b 6. Ppduars, how-
ever, is allowed by Aristotle to some animals (Hist. An. 9. 1. 608 a
15: Gen. An. 3. 2. 7532 12: Eth. Nic. 6. 4. 11412 26), but in a
sense other than that in which it is ascribed to man, as appears
from the last-named passage—& kai Tév Onpiwy &wia Ppivipd paow
elvar, 8oa mepl Tov adrdv Blov Exorra Palverar Sdwapew mpovonrikiy.

17. alofqow. ¢ Latiore sensu &xew algfnpelv mwos idem quod
nsum habere alicuius rei, novisse aliquid’ (Bonitz, Ind. 21 a 1, who
compares Eth. Nic. 6. 12. 1143b 5 and Pol. 3. 11. 1281 b 35, and
refers to Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 5o4. 2, ed. 2,=6350. 2, ed. 3). See
also Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 238. 2z (ed. 3), who explains aiefyow in
the passage before us by the word ‘Bewusstsein,” adding that an
immediate kind of knowledge is meant, in contradistinction to
émoripn.  According to Polybius (see above, p. xiii), the &vota 10d
Sikaiov kal To ddikov, oD kahob kal 1o aloxpod is the fruit of human
society, not that which is prior to human society and makes it
possible.

18. | 8¢ toltwv kowwvia. Some translate the association of
beings possessing these perceptions,” but it seems more natural to
take rolrwv here as neunter than as masculine, and besides an
association of this kind would hardly be said to produce, but rather
to be, the household and md\es. Giph. and Bern. are probably
right in translating these words * community in these things "—i.e.
in the good and the bad, the just and the unjust—cp. 3. 9. 1280b
5, mepi & dperijs kai kakias moherikils Siagkomoow Boor Ppovrifovow
edvoplas €t $qQ.: 1. 2.1253a 357sq.: Eth. Nic. 5. 10. 11342 31,
7 yép 8ikn kpiois Tob Sikalov kat Tob ddixov: Plato, Rep. 484D, ra
évbdde vippa kaldv Te wépe kal Sikalwv kal dyabdv: Eth. Nic. 9. 6.
1164 b 2, moherens) 8¢ pehla alverac § dudvowa . . . wepi 18 gvuPéparra
ydp éore kal é els Tov Blov dvikovra, Some societies are formed for
pleasure (Eth. Nic. 8. 11. 11602 19), not so the household or the
wd\es. These are ethical unities. Cp. also Eth. Nic. 9. 9. 1170b
4sqq.: Plato, Politicus 309 C-E: and the myth of Protagoras
(Protag. 322 C), in which in answer to the inquiry of Hermes— «at
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8ixny 8) xal aidd ofrw 08 év rtols dvbphmors | émi wdvras veipw ;—Zeus
replies—’Exi wdvras, kai mdvres perexdvrar ob yip &v yévorrro méhess, €l
S\iyor abrav peréxorey domep ANNwv Texvav. In 1. 2. 12522 26-34 the
origin of the household, and therefore of the wé\ss, had been traced
to instincts common to all animals or even to animals and plants,
but here we learn that household and mé\es can only exist for
human beings, inasmuch as their existence implies endowments
which Nature has given only to man. In 3. 9. 12802 315sq, ¢ 8
pire vob (v povov &vexev dAAG paMhov Tob el {fv (kal ydp &v Sovhwv kal
tdv @\ wv {@ov v wohis' viv 8 odk ErTe Bid 76 py peréxew eddaipovias
pndé 1ol (fjv xard mpoaipesw) k.T.\., a somewhat different reason is
given why animals other than man do not form wéAe:s.

kal wpérepov 8. On «kai..,d see Bon. Ind. 1732 125sqq.:
conjoined, the two particles seem to indicate a step taken in advance
from one point to another by way of inference. Cp. for example
Eth. Nic. 4. 1. 11202 6s5q. “ Maxime quidem philosophus illa
dicendi ratione utitur, si re quadam pertractata significare vult idem
quod de ea etiam de alia vel in universum valere’ (Eucken, de
Partic. usu, p. 44): see 1.13. x259b 32. Aristotle had pointed
out that the individual and the household are prior yevéoe: to the
wéhes ; hence he is naturally careful to add that the wdhis is prior
¢vge..  This is in conformity with the principle—ré 7jj yevéae: Uorepoy
i ¢voe mpirepov (Phys. 8. 7. 261 2 14).

The argument in 18-29 seems to be as follows:—The méhes is
prior to the individual, for the whole is prior to its part. And the
whole is prior to its part, because, when severed from the whole, the
part loses its capacity to discharge its function, or (which is the
same thing) loses its identity. Here Aristotle sums up—we see then,
that the md\is exists by nature and is prior to the individual, for if
the individual is not self-complete when severed from the wd\es, he
will be posterior to it just as any other part is posterior to its whole,
and the individual, if 2 man and not a god or a brute, is not self-
complete when severed from the wdhes. Aristotle might have
stopped at the words ¢ prior to the individual’ without adding the
words which follow, but he adds these words in order to prove what
he assumed in 20, that the individual stands to the wokes in the same
relation of posteriority in which other parts stand to their wholes.
In strictness, ydp 26 only introduces a proof that the mé\es is prior
in nature to the individual, not that it is by nature, but of course, if
it is prior by nature to the individual, it exists by nature itself. No
proof is given that the mékis is prior to the household, probably
because the same. reasoning is applicable both to the household
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and to the individual. It is possible that here Aristotle has in his
mind the verse of Sophocles (Philoct. 1018), in which Philoctetes
calls himself

dphov Epnpov dmohw év (Gaw vexkpdy.

- As to the validity of the argument, the fact that the individual is not
atrdpkns without the mé\is does not prove that he stands to it in the
relation of a part to its whole. Man is not adrdpkys, for example,
without the aid of other communities besides his own; yet he is not
necessarily a part of those other communities. And even if we

\/ accept the conclusion, it does not follow that all parts of all wholes
stand in the same relation to those wholes. A limb stands in a far
more intimate relation to the body of which it is a part than a wheel
does to a cart, ora portion of a rock does to that rock. The Stoics,
in fact, recognized this distinction, for they went on to say that the
individual is a limb (ké\os, not pépes) of the whole to which he
belongs. This whole they commonly (cp. Cic. de Nat. Deor. 2. 14.
37 sq.) found in the Universe, but not always, for Epictetus (Arrian
2. 10) speaks of the individual as part of the wéhis. Plato also
sometimes found it in the Universe (e. g. in Laws go3). We
observe that in the Timaeus (68 E: 69 C) he applies to_the
Universe similar epithets to those applied by Aristotle to the mwéhis
(réXewas, alrdpis, mdoas mepiéyovaa Tds ENhas kawawvias). The Republic,
on the other hand, recognizes the wéiis as the whole of which the
individual, or rather perhaps the class, is a part (Rep. 552 A). As
to the sense in which a human being is a member of a community,
see a letter of Shelley’s (dated August 12, 1812), which is published
in the Academy for July 31, 1886. ¢ A human being,’ he says, ‘is
a member of the community, not as a limb is a member of the
body, or as what is a part of a machine, intended only to con-
tribute to some general joint result. ... He is an ultimate being,
made for his own perfection as his highest end, made to maintain
an individual existence, and to serve others only as far as consists
with his own virtue and progress.” Aristotle, however, would say
that he asks nothing from the individual that would not redound to
his own perfection and the perfection of his life.

20. 7 yap 8\ov k7. No notice is here taken of the principle
laid down in Metaph. 2. 1o. 1035b 45sqq., where some parts—
parts of the Essence or Form—are said to be prior to 74 advohar
—a principle which, applied to the mé\is, might have suggested a
different theory of the relation of some at all events of the indi-
viduals composing the md\is to it—Dbut in other respects there is a
close resemblance between the two passages: cp. especially 1035.b


http://Cic.de

1. 2. 1253 a 20—23, 127

14-25. See also Metaph. Z. 11. 1036 b 305qq. and 16. 1040 b
55qq. For the account of ré mpérepov implied in the passage
before us, cp. Phys.8. 4. 260 b 17, Nyerar 8¢ mpdrepay, of re i
8vros abk Eorar T8\Na, ékeivo 8 dvev 7@y d\Awv, kal 10 TG xpdve, xal TO
kar’ otoiay: Metaph. A. 11. 1019 2 I, 7d pév 8} ofrw Néyerar mpérepa
kal Yorepa, & 8¢ kard Pvow kal ololav, Soa évdéyerar elvai dvev E\Aaw,
éxetva 8¢ dvev éxelvaw pp° fj dawpéoer éxpfigaro MMdrov. Much the same
account is given by Aristotle of the dpyy (Metaph. K. 1. 1060 2 1,
dpx?) yép 76 avvavaipoiv) or the oboia of a thing (de An. 2. 1. 412Db
18 5qq.: cp. Alex. Aphrod. on Metaph. Z. 16. 1040 b 5, odcias ékeivd
¢apév doa kaf’ avra dvra dlvarar TS oixetov €pyov dmorelew oboia yap
0ddé @No doriv § 78 d’ ob 75 éxdarov Epyov kmhnpoiral). Severance
from the Whole, in fact, involves the loss of the Form or oloia,
and the loss of this involves * destruction’ (cp. Siapfapeica 22, and
$lopévra, de Gen. An. 2. 1. 734 b 245qq.: 7352 75q.: L. 19.726b
22 sqq.), but 'a hand destroyed is a hand unfitted to discharge the
functions of a hand, or in other words is not a hand at all. Thus
we may almost say that in Aristotle’s view the wdis is the oboia
or dpxy of the individual. In the Topics, however, a question is
raised (6. 13. 1502 33), € 7§ d\@ cupgleiperar Ta uépy® dvdmakiy yap
d¢t ovpBalvew, Tév pepdv Pbapévrav, Ppbeipedbar 76 ENov' 7ab & Ghov
¢pBapévros odx dvaykaiov kai T4 pépn épbipba. But here the object
seems merely to be to arm a disputant with a tenable objection.

22, Siadbapetoa yop €orar Toradm, ¢ for a hand when destroyed’
(by being severed from the soul, which is its eicia) ¢ will be no better
than a stone hand.’ Giph. (“haec enim interiit’) and others make
Siapfapeioca the predicate, but it is clear that raadry (=probably
Nebivn, nOt Spwvipes Aexbeiva) is the predicate, if we compare de
Gen. An. 2. 1. 734 b 24, o0 ydp éor. mpéowmay py Exav Yuxiy, obdde
odpf, d\A& pbapévra Spavipws Aexbioerar T8 pév elvar mpdowmoy 6 O¢
odp§, domep kdv e éyiyvera MOwa § &ihwa: cp. also Meteor. 4. 12,
389 b 31, pallor yap Sfjhor 8ri 6 vexpds dvfpwmos Spwvipws, obre
Tolvuy kal yeip Tehevriigavras dpwripws, kabiwep kai ablai ABwor Nexbein-
oav. Dr. R. Schéll (Sus. Qu. Crit. p. 334) has anticipated me in
calling attention to the above passage of the De Generatione
Animalium.

28. mwévra 8¢ . .. ] Suvdper. Cp. Meteor. 4. 12. 3902 10, dmavra
& éorlv bpopéva 16 Epyer T8 pév yip Suvdpeva woilv 76 alrdv Epyov
d\pbés éorly ékaara, olov 6 dpBakpds €l Spd, 7O 8¢ ) Suvdpevoy Spwvipws,
alov 6 TeBvedss f) 6 NBwos : de Gen. An. 1. 2. 7162 23: Metaph. Z. 10.
1035 b 16, ékacrov yatv 76 pépos éav Spilnrar kalds, adk dvev Tob Epyov
Spueirar, & olx Umdpfes dvev alobicews. Plato had already said much
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the same thing, Soph. 247D, My 8) 7d kal émaiavody kexrnuévav
Stvapw €ir’ els 0 mowely repov Grioty weukds eir’ els T8 mabelv kal
gpkpdraror Umd Tod Pavhordrov, kdv € pdvov elodmaé, wav TobTO Gvrws
elvac Tifepar ydp Bpov Spilew 7a dvra, bs Eorw adk E\ho T wAy Stvapus.
On the other hand, Aristotle seems in Pol. 3. 3. 1276 b 7 to view
76 eldos 7ijs owbéoews as constituting the identity of an object, and
in de Gen. An. 1. 18, 722 b 30 we reaG—ra pépn 1& pév duvdper T 8¢
wdbeat dubpiarar, Td pev dvopotopepij ¢ Stvacbal Tu moiety, ooy YAGTTa Kal

Xeip, T 8" dpotopeps) oxhppiryre kel pahakdryTe kai Tais d\aus Tots TatoUToLs
wdfeqw.

24, pnrére vowabra dvra, ¢ if no longer fit for performing their
destined work‘: cp. 8d\arrav rawairyw, ¢ fit for fishing,’ 1. 8. 1256 2
37, and énws 8¢ yivwrraw rawoiTay, 2. 5. 12632 39.

25. Mév olv is here again, as in 1252 b 9, caught up by a second
pév odv before any &8¢ appears.

27. One wonld expect here ¢ 3¢ adrdpkys xwpiabeis, but Aristotle
substitutes & 8¢ py Suvdpevos xowawvelv 7 pndév Sedpevos 8 adrdpkeiar, as
the case of the former, who cannot be called adrdpkns and yet does
not want the State, occurs to him and, characteristically enough,
is kept in view at whatever cost of trimness. Mndév Sedpevos, sc,
xowwvias Or possibly xawwveiv,

29. & waow, ‘in all human beings.’

30. 6 8 xkx\. For the turn of the sentence, compare a
fragment from the Kvapeds of Antiphanes (Meineke, Fr. Com.
Gr. 3. 66)—

“Ooris Téxyy karédefe mphros TGy Bedv,

olros péyiorov elpev dvlpdmois rakdv.
Cp. also ibid. 4. 75. At Argos men looked back to Phoroneus as
having been the first to found a city (Paus. 2. 15. 5). Cicero (De
Inventione 1. 2) looks back to some ‘magnus vir et sapiens.’
Camerarius (p. 31) quotes these two passages, and adds—* Epicurus
hoc fortuito factum, ut alia quoque, censet, quemadmodum Lucre-
tius exposuit libro quinto.” The comic poet Athenio makes one of
his characters claim the credit for the art of cookery (Meineke, Fr.
Com. Gr. 4. 558).

81. On domep kai . . . oftw kai, see Sus.t, Ind. Gramm. Somep.

vehewbév. Aristotle uses both reAewfév and relewbév (de Gen.
An. 1. 1. 7152 21), and both ré\eos and ré\ewos (see Bon. Ind.).
We find both forms together (rehedrepa, rédeor) in de Gen. An.
2. 1. 933 b 1 (Bekker). The meaning of rehewdév, which is
here used in contrast to ywpiobév vdpov kai ixns, may be illustrated

PR

by Eth. Nic. 2. 1. 1103 a 23, oi%’ dpa pice olire mapa Ppiow éyyivarrar
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ai dperai, d\\d Hedukdor pév nuiv défacBar adrds, Tehelopévois d¢ Bid Tab
&ovs, and Phys. 4. 3. 246 a 13sqq. For the gender of relewfiv
and xwpobév, cp. 4 (7). 13. 1332 b 4, &vbpamos 8¢ kal Ndyw, udvov yap
£xet Aéyov.

. 88. xelpiorov mdvrwr. Cp. Hesiod, Op. et Dies 245sqq.: Hadt.
4. 106, 'Avdpogpdyor 8¢ dypibrata mdavrev dvfpdmev Exovor ffea, oiire
Sikny  vopilovres ofire wépp obdevt xpedpevor: Plato, Laws 465E,
dvbpomos & ds Papev fuepov, dpws iy mwadelas pév dpbis Tuxdy xal
Pugews edruxols beidrarov Npeplrardy e {Gov yiyveabur Gukel, py ikavds
8¢ §j pi kaAds Tpadév dypibrarov 3moca ¢ier yj: Protag. 324 D-E.
See also Eth. Nic. 4. 4. 1150a 1-5. Plutarch demurs to the
saying in the mouth of the Epicurean Colotes (adv. Colot. c. 30),
on the ground that in the absence of law men would still be left
the teaching of such philosophers as Parmenides, Socrates, Plato,
and Heraclitus, and that this would save them from living like
beasts.

éBikia &ousa dwha. Cp. Rhet. 2. 5. 1382 a 34, kal ddwia dbvapiy
#xovoa (is to be dreaded) 4 mpoarpeichar yip 6 ddikos ddikos. Giph.
(p. 3%) compares Plutarch, Cicero c. 46, oirws éfémegov tmd Ouuod
kai Nooys tav dvlponivev Noyopdy, palov & dmédafav bs oddév
avfpdmov Onplov éativ dypidrepov éfovoiav wdfer wpookaBévras, which
seems to echo Eth. Nic. 4. 4. 11502 %, pvpiomhdowa yap dv kaxa
moujoeiey dvfpwmos kaxds Onpiov.

34. 6 3¢ dvBpumos k.TX. Vict. with others explains ¢pdinois and
dpery) as the dmha here referred to, but in that case why have we the
dat. ¢povijces kai dperj and not the acc.? and how can it be said of
¢pévmais and dpers) that they can be used for opposite purposes? Cp:
Rhet. 1. 1. 1355 b 2, €l 8" 5t peydha BrdYreier &v 6 xpdpevos dbikws Tj
Towatry Swvdper TéY Néywy, TouTd ye Kowdy éori k@Td mdvrev TGV dyabdv
7\ dperis, kal pdAiora katd TéY XpnowpeTdTey, olov igyius tyios mhovTov.
orparnyias, and Pol. 3. 10. 12812 19. And if it be said that virtue
is here used in a lower sense than in these passages, it seems
strange that in the very next line (36) it should be used in its
ordinary sense. Besides, as Holm (de ethicis Politicorum Aris~
totelis principiis, p. 39 n.) remarks, ‘usitata apud Aristotelem
dicendi formula dpersy xai ¢pdvnous virtutes semper significat ipsas,
ethicas et dianoceticas: exempla haec sint—Pol. 3. r1. 1281 b 4:
4 (7). 1. 1323b 22, 33° The phrase was known even to the
comic poets as one current among philosophers (Meineke, Fragm.
Com. Gr. 4. 22). Montecatinus (quoted by Schn.) seems to come
much nearer to the truth in rendering these words ‘ arma homini
data sunt ad prudentiam et virtutem’; and so Bern. ‘geschaffen
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mit einer Ristung zu Einsicht und Tugend,’ and Holm (ibid.) ¢ad vir-
tutes exercendas.” There is, however, some strangeness in the use of
the dative in this sense, and Aristotle does not seem to regard the
&mha as means for the attainment of ¢pdmais kai dpers, or as instru-
ments for their exercise, but rather as powers on which they are to
impress a right direction (cp. dvev dperjis, 36). May not the words
mean ‘having arms for prudence and virtue to use * (or ‘guide in
use’)? We have had just before dixia &yovoa dmha, and it is not
surprising to find Prudence and Virtue also spoken of as using
arms or guiding their use. As to the dative, cp. Plutarch, Reip.
Gerend. Praec. c. 28, 8efrepav 8¢, 64 mpds Tads Packdvovs kai warmpods
&m\ov 1) mapd 7w maA\dw edvawa Tais dyabois éorw. “Opyavov, which re-
sembles émdav in meaning and is sometimes conjoined with it (de
Part. An. 4. 10. 687 b 2—4), often takes this dative (de Gen. An. 4.
1. 765 b 36: Pol. 1. 4. 1253 b 28). Holm refers to Cic. de Orat.
3. 14. 55 sub fin. as supporting his interpretation, but this passage
perhaps makes quite as much in favour of that just suggested. The
next question is, what are the énha referred to? Bernays (Wirkung
der Tragédie, note 16) quotes Seneca de Ira, r. 1% (1. 16 Didot):
Aristoteles ait adfectus quosdam, si quis illis bene utatur, pro
armis esse, quod verum foret, si, velut bellica instrumenta, sumi
deponique possent induentis arbitrio. Haec arma, quae Aristoteles
virtuti dat, ipsa per se pugnant, non exspectant manum, et habent,
non habentur. Hence he explains the dm\a here mentioned as
‘die Affecte’ (the emotions). Aristotle, however, only speaks of
* adfectus quosdam * (he is thinking no doubt especially of anger),
and there is nothing to show that these ‘adfectus’ are viewed by
him as the only dn\a at the disposal of ¢pdvyois kal dperp. Lan-
guage, for instance, may well be another. The words ¢haec arma
quae Aristoteles virtuti dat’ (compare those a little lower down,
‘rationem ab iracundia petere praesidium’) seem to support the
view taken in this note of the dative ¢povioe xai dperi. If, as is
probable, the ‘adfectus quidam’ of the de Ira are among the ém\a
referred to in this passage, Aristotle, like Seneca himself (de Ira, 1.
3), would appear to have regarded them as peculiar to man.

36. mpds édpodicia . . . xelpioror. Cp. Hist. An. 6.22.575b 30:
Plutarch, Gryllus, c. 7. 990 E sqq.: contrast, however, Aristot. de
Gen. An. 1. 4. 7172 235qq.

87. &wbiv. Plutarch, ibid. c. 8. Philemon (Fragm. ’Ayiprys,
p. 107 Didot) does not go quite so far as Aristotle, and the good
Pheraulas (Xen. Cyrop. 8. 3. 49) is of the opposite opinion.

7 8¢ Bukaroodim . . . Bikalou kpiows. Here 7 3¢ Swaraoiuy takes up
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dvev dpetijs, and we have the proof that whoever first instituted the
wohis conferred great benefits on men. He, in fact, gave them
virtue. ¢ Justice is bound up with the State, for adjudication, which
is the determination of that which is just, is the ordering of political
society.” So Bernays, followed by Susemihl, ¢ist nichts als die
Ordnung der staatlicheh Gemeinschaft’! Sus.? (Note 28 c) refers
to 3. ro. 1281 a 11-21. Cp. also 8 (6). 8. 1322 a 5, dvaykaia &
éoriy, &r od8iv dpédos yiveobur pév dikas mepl Tév dikalwy, tadras 8¢ iy
AapBdvew Téhos, bor’ €l ) yryvopéver rowwvely ddivarov dAAfhais, kel
wpéfeav py yeyvopévey. In 4 (7). 8. 1328 b r3 judicial institutions
are reckoned among those things which are most necessary in a
State (mdvrwy dvayxawdiarar). The interpretation just given of the
words wo\wrudjs kewevias rafis is perhaps the one which is most
likely to be correct, yet another may be mentioned as possible.
These words may mean °an institution of political society’ (cp. 4
(7). 10. 1329 b 5, Tév ovoowrivy § 7dfis). Plato had already said
(Laws 937 D)—=«at 3} xal 8iky év dvfpdmais #ds ob kakdy, & mdvre
Wpépoxe 7i dvbpdmwa ; But perhaps Aristotle had a saying of Pindar
in his mind: c¢p. Plufarch, Praec. Reip, Gerend. c. i3. 807 C,
6 3¢ mo\urikds, dpioTaréxvas Tis dv kara IivBapoy, kal dnpicvpids edvopias
kai 8ikms. The words # 8¢ 8ikn 7ad Bikalov kpiois seem to be a
necessary link in the reasoning, though some would omit them:
similar expressions occur in Eth. Nic. 5. ro. 1134 a 31 and Rhet.
2. 1. 1377 b 22 (cp. Menand: Inc. Fab. Fragm. 56). An alobpois
700 Siaiov kal Tod dBikov 1§ a condition precedent of the wdkis (12532

15 5qq.), but this is not the same thing as justice.

2. mpbrav, i.e. before going on to speak of.wmohirela. Thus we (. 8.
are referred back in 3. 6. 1248 b 17 to the mpdrar Aéjar, é ols mepl 1253 b.
olxovopias Siwploby kal Séamurelas, and theé First Book itself refers
forward at its close to d wepl rds mokireias (1. 13. 1260 b 132).

8. oixovapias kN, ¢ The departments into which household
management falls are concerned with’ (of possibly ‘correspond
to’) ‘the parts of which the household is composed’ The
ellipse is no doubt considerable, but not more so than that in
Y. 1Y, 1258 b 27, 7piroy 8¢ eidds xpnpaioTuiis perafd Tabrns kal Tis
mpbrys (Exet yap kal tiis xaré picw T pépas Kat Tijs perafArrunijs), doa
dnd vyijs xal Tav dnd yis ywopéver . . . alov lhotopla te xal mida peral>
Aevric.  See as to constructions of this kind Bon. Ind. g33 b 6-13,
4and Waitz on Anal. Pi. 1. 46. 52 a 29, to whom Bonitz refers.

4. oixia 8¢ té\etos. Lasanlx (Ehe bet den Griechen; p. 7 n.),
after referring to 3duos fueredgs (IL 2. 701); quotes Antipater ap. Stob.

Flor. 67. 25, ré\ewas olkos kal Bios olx d\ws dlvarar yevéalas # perd
K 2
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ryvvawkds kal réxvav, and a similar saying of Hierocles, Stob. Flor.67. 21.
Aristotle holds the household to be incomplete without slaves.
Contrast Locke, Civil Government, 2. § 86: *the family is as much
a family, and the power of the paterfamilias as great, whether there
be any slaves in his family or no’ In 3. 4.1277a 7 we find the
somewhat careless expression—oikia é£ dv8pés kai ywvawds kal krijois €k
deamérov kat Sovhov—in, it is true, an aporetic passage: a similar
looseness of statement is observable in Eth. Nic. 1. 1. 10942 9,
where wealth is said to be the end of oixovopuxs, teaching which rather
resembles that of the first book (so-called) of the Oeconomics (cp.
Oecon. 1. 1. 1343 a 8) than that of the Politics.

7. mept Tpidv Todtwy, ¢ de his tribus copulis’ (Vict.).

8. Ti &aoTov kal wolor Sei elvar, ‘what each is and how each
ought to be constituted.’

9. Beomotiks, SC. kowawvia or some such word.

évibvupov yap k1N, The word dvdwupos is especially used by
Aristotle, *ubi generis alicuius non exstat nnum quo contineatur
nomen’ (Bon. Ind. 69 b 3): hence we read in de An. 2. 7. 418a 27, &
Xoyw pév éorw elmelv, dvawvpov 8¢ Tvyxdve: dv.  Cp. also 10, xal yip airy
ok dvopacrac idlyp dvépare, i.e. with a name which exactly fits it : see
Rhet. 3. 5. 1407a 31, where ra 8w dvépara are contrasted with ra
wepiéxorra.  The words yaucq and rexvomourucy) are probably felt by
Aristotle not to describe the nature of the dpxs in the same clear way
in which the word 8eomorwy describes the dpxy of the master over his
slave. We are told in the de Anima (2. 4. 416 b 23) that *every-
thing should be named in reference to the end it realizes” The
words yauwi and rexvoroumkq certainly do not give us this infor-
mation. Harpuwq is substituted for rexvomoiyric in 1. 12. 12592 38.

11. éorwoay ¥ alrar k7. ‘Let the three relations of which we
spoke’ as needing to be investigated  be these * (for the absence of
ai before rpeis, see Bon. Ind. 5462 515qq.); ‘but there is a part
of Household Management which seems to some to be the whole,
and to others the most important part of it, and we must inquire
what is the truth about this” For the imperative érrooay, which closes
the business of naming the three relations and asks content with
such terms as are forthcoming, cp. 3. 1. 12752 29: Eth. Nic. 2. 4.
1108 a 5 sq.: Metaph. Z. 8. 10332 25 sq.: Plato, Soph. 231 A.
Aristotle does not at this early point of the discussion think it
necessary to mention that the claims of xpnparwric) to be a part of
olkovopia are open to much question, but, as is often his practice,
provisionally adopts a view which he will hereafter reconsider
and correct.
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12. Tois pdv . .. Tois 8¢, Who these were, is not known. Xeno-
phon goes some way in this direction (cp. Oecon. 6. 4, obxoiv, &by 6
wapd-rqs, ému-rﬁyr)r pév Tvos Eofev Nplv Svopa elvas 1 olkovoula 4§ 8¢
émornun adry e¢awrro 7 otkous Siwavrar adfew dvfpwmor olkes 8¢ Huiy
éaivero o1rep Krijots 1 a‘u;mtatra. also Oecon, 7. 15 and 11. 9)'.
He has, however, as great a dislike as Aristotle for most branches
of 7 xahovpém xpypariorue), and he thinks throughout of husbandry
as the vocation of his oixovouwds.

14. wpdrov 8¢ mwepi deomérou k.TN. Aristotle 1nvest1gates the
relation of master and slave before he examines ypnuariorii, pro-
bably because he started with the aim of determining whether the
8eomorukds is the same as the olxovopiwkds, mohirids, and Bacdikds, but
also perhaps because the slave is a part of «rijous (c. 8. 1256 a 2),
and the part should be studied before the whole. The two aims
which he proposes to keep in view in studying this subject reappear
in c. 11. 1258b o, émel 8¢ & mpds Ty yvdow dwpikapev ikavds, T&
mpds Ty xpiow Oet SieNbeiv, and in 3. 8. 1279 b 12,7¢ 8¢ mept éxdony
péBoBov ihogopoivre Kkai pj pévov dmofNémovri mpds 76 mpdrrew kT,
So again in 2. 1. 1260b 32 the aim is Wa 76 7" dpfds Exov PO Kat
7é xpowov: cp. 6 (4). 1. 1288Db 35 sqq. The aim of the Politics
is from the first twofold—partly scientific accuracy, partly utility.
The eleventh chapter of the First Book is intended to be nseful,
not only to the xpnuariworikds and to the oikovopirds, but also to the
mohrikds (12592 33).

15. Tv dvaykaiav xpetav. Cp. c. 5. 1254 b 29, mw dvaykaiay
Xpiow.

16. 8y el k.t.\. See Bon. Ind. 412 4 sqq. Carry on Boper.

18. 7ois pév yép k.rA. Some rate Sesmoreia too high, counting
it as a science, and identifying the rule of the 8esmdérys with house-
hold management and political and kingly rule (for with moherucy
and BasAwqg—as Bonitz points out, Ind. 614 b 3r—dpyx7 must be
supplied, as in 1. 4. 1255 b 17): language to this effect is put into
the mouth of Socrates both by Xenophon in the Oeconomicus
and by Plato in the Politicus. This was one extreme. Others go
to the other extreme, and regard the distinction of master and
slave as resting only on convention, not on nature, and therefore as
based on compulsion and consequently unjust. Aristotle here as
elsewhere first sets before his reader two or more opposite views,
and then seeks a view which will harmonize their contrariety (Aoe:
ris dvarndoes) and make either of them seem to possess a basis of
plausibility (ed\éyws Soxoivra) by showing that each is in a sense
true and in a sense not true: cp. Eth. Eud. 4. 2. 1235 b 13, Ayrréos
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3y tpémos omis fuiv Spa 7d e Soxobvra wept Tolrwy pd\igra dmoddoes
(“ plene explicare, explicando exprimere,’ Bon. Ind. 80 b 18 sqq.),
kal Tas dmoplas Moe xal Tis épavriboes’ Toiro & Eorar dw edAdyos
¢aivra 74 évavria 3okoivra® péhiora ydp Spoleyolpevos 6 Towiras éoTat
Adyos 7ois pawopévois' ovpPaiver 8¢ pévew ras évavmiboes, éav EoTL pév
&s dAnbes § 6 Aeyduevoy, Zgm 8 &s of. Thus we learn, as the dis-
cussion goes on, that there is a Seamorik) émariun (c. 7. 1255b 22—
39), though it has nothing great or impressive about it (1255b 33),
but that the master is not a master by virtue of science but by
virtue of character (1255 b 20); he can, in fact, do without the
Beomorucy émoripn (1255 b 35); it is no part of his essence and
therefore no part of his definition. So again, the other side are
only partially right (c. 6. 1255a 3); their objection to slavery
holds of one kind of slavery only.

Something has been said already (vol. 1. p. 139 sqq.) as to the
question who these objectors to slavery were, who stigmatized it as
not based on nature but only on convention, and therefore the off-
spring of force and consequently unjust. The notions ‘ conventional,’
‘based on force,’ and ‘ unjust’ hang together in their contention
significantly enough. The connexion which Aristotle traces (Phys.
4. 8. 2152 3, and often elsewhere) between 7o Biawoy and 76 mapd
¢vow is inherited by him from Plato (Tim. 64 D) and from still
earlier inquirers (cp. Plato, Protag. 337 D, ¢ vduos, ripawvos v v
dvfpémav, moAAa wapd Ty Ppiow Pudlera—the words of the sophist
Hippias). So Glaucon in his statement (Rep. 359 C) of the view
of Thrasymachus and others about Justice contrasts ¢ioes with
véuos kal Bia (8 maca Ppious dibkew wépuker ds dyaldv, vipe 8¢ Bia mapd-
yerar émi iy 7ob isov mpip). On the other hand, we trace the
notion of a connexion between force and injustice in a well-known
line of Hesiod, Op. et Dies 275—

kai vv dikns émdkove, Bins § émMdfeo mdpmav,
and in a view referred to by Aristotle, Pol. 4 (7). 2. 13242 35
——vopifovor 8 of pév t6 Tav wélas dpyew, Seomorikds pév ywdpevov per’
ddikias Twis el Tiis peyiorns, mohrikds 8¢ T pév dikov odk Exew k.
¢p- 3. 3. 12762 12, where we find that some constitutions (e.g.
tyranny) were popularly contrasted with others (democracy is
probably meant) as founded on force, not on the common advan-
tage. So again in 3. 16. 12872 10 sqq. that which is by nature
and that which is just are tacitly identified. We hear later on
(c. 6. 1255 a 8 sq.) that ‘many of those versed in laws’ impeached
enslavement resulting from war, at any rate when based on a bare
superiority of Might, but the persons referred to in the passage
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before us seem to have regarded slavery of all kinds and under all
circumstances—even, it would seem, when imposed by Greeks on
barbarians—as contrary to nature and unjust. This sweeping
protest against slaveryis certainly remarkable. We see from Plato,
Laws 797 B sqq., how much difficulty was experienced in the
practical maintenance and working of the institution.

28. énel olv x.TA. The object of the long sentence which C. 4.
begins here, and which, like many other long sentences in Aristotle
introduced by émei, is ill-constructed enough, is (as we see from
12543 I3) to commence an investigation into the nature and
function of the slave. It is evident that if Aristotle can show that
the slave fills a necessary place in the household as an instrument
of household science, raised above and somewhat dissimilar to in-
struments commonly so called, yet, like them, an instrument and an
article of property, he will have gone far to solve the twofold
question just raised, whether rule over the slave is the same thing
as olxkovopexi), makericn), and Basex dpyi, and whether the slave exists
by nature, for the naturalness of the slave will result from his neces-
sity, and rule over the slave will be clearly seen to be a less noble
thing than rule over those who are not dpyava. Socrates (Xen.
Mem. 3. 4. 12),in asserting a close similarity between the manage-
ment of private and public concerns, had used the following argument
—ob yap @ ats Tioly dvfpdmais ai TdY Kowdy émpelduevoe ypbvrar i olg-
wep ai 7& iia olkovapabvres, Aristotle, on the contrary, holds that to
rule over slaves is one thing and to rule over freemen is another
(c. 7) for slaves, unlike freemen, are mere animate instruments.

# ktijous pépos Tis oikias x.TA. As often happens at the outset
of an inquiry, Aristotle accepts propositions which he will after-
wards correct (see note on 1253 b rr). His definitive view is that
property is rather a siwe gqua non (a0 ok dvev) of the household
than a part of it, and that the same is true of the relation of kryreq
or xpnparioricq (of the sound sort) to oikevepia: cp. c. 10 (which, it
would seem, must be taken to correct the passage before us and
also c. 8. 1256 b 26-27), and see 4 (7). 8. 1328 a 21 sqq., where
property is denied to be part of the mé\kis, though necessary to it
(r328a 33 sq.). Not a few translators and commentators—among
them, one MS. of the Vet. Int. (z, which inserts ¢ manifestum quod”’
before its equivalent for xal 7 wrgrcy)) and Leonardus Aretinus—
make «al 7 kmrua) .7\, an apodosis, but Aristotle often introduces
with émel a long string of protases, and perhaps it is better to begin
the apodosis at ofre 30 and to avoid interrupting the continuity of the
argument, which seems to me to be as follows :—Without necessaries
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‘men can neither live nor live well, hence property is essential to thé
household, and the science of acquiring it is a part of the science of
household management, the end of which is life or good life; but
instruments, whether animate or inanimate, are also essential to this
science: hence an article of property is an instrument for the pur-
pose of living, and property is a mass of instruments, and the slave
- is an animate article of property [and therefore an animate instru-
ment for the purpose of living]. The proof, however, that articles of
property are instruments for the purpose of living seems unsatisfac-
tory, and Aristotle omits to show that the animate instruments of
which Household Science stands in need must be, if human beings,
slaves and not free. Sus. brackets the words «al # ke wépos Tis
oixovopias as having no bearing on the conclusion drawn in 30 sqq.,
but Aristotle’s object seems to be to show, first the necessity of
Property, and next the necessity of instruments, to Household
Science. Iam not convinced by Susemihl’s arguments (Qu. Crit.
p- 339 54q.), that a rearrangement of the paragraph is called for.
26. Tais dpiopévars Téxvars, ¢ arts with a definite end’: Bonitz
(Ind. 524 a 29) compares Metaph. M. 10. 1087 a 16, 7 pév odv Stvaws
bs O\ o0 kaBéhav odga kal ddpioTos Tod xabéhov kal daploTov éoriv, ) &
&vépyeia dpiopévy xal bpuopévov 788¢ T adoa Taidé Twos, but Metaph. E.
2. 10272 5§, Tév pév yap Eav éviore Suvdpes elow af momrwai, Tdv &
addepla réxvn oldé Svvaus bpiopém Tév yip kard ovpBeBnxds dvrev §
ywopéver kai vd aimdy éore xard oupPeBnxds comes still nearer, and
here the opposition is between a cause which works for a definite
end and one which works xara oupBeBnxés—cp. Rhet. 1. r0. 13692
32, éome & dnd TVxys pév td TawiTa yuypdpeva, Gowy 1 Te airia ddpioTos
xat py) vexd Tov ylyveras xal pfte del pire Os émt T WOAD piTe TeTayuévas)
and Metaph. E. 2. 1027 a 19, 6ni. 8 émuomipn olx &rre Toi qupSeBnrdros,
davepdr émomiun pév yap wioa 7 Tad det f Tod bs ént 76 mOAD* wids ydp
#) pabioerar f Subdfe d\hav; Ol yip dpilofar §) 74 det f§j T§ bs émi TO
wab, alov Bre dPéhipoy 6 peNikparav TG mupérravte bs émt 7H mokv, It
is not clear whether Aristotle regards oixovapuxy as dpiopérm : at any
rate it is hardly a réypp—rather a mpaxrucy émompun, or part of one.
For the thought, cp. Plutarch, An Vitiositas ad infelicitiam sufficiat
C. 2,7 kaxia . . . abroteNs Tis odoa s xaxadatpovias Snprovpyds' oifre
Yap dpydvey ofire Dmnperav Exe ypelav.
28. dvaykaior v ely . .. el pé\\et. See Jelf, Gr. Gr. § 853. 2. b.
27. ofrw xai Tdv oikovopikdv. Not to be completed by rexvay,
nor is rav aixavopdy masc., as Gottling, who supplies 7é oixeia pyava,
would make it; the word to be supplied is probably dpydvaw. It
comes to the surface, as it were, immediately after in vav & $pydvar,
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and the translation ‘the same thing will hold good of the instru-
ments of household science’ seems to be justified by the use of the
gen. in Phys. 8. 8. 263 a 1, xal 76» xwijoewr dpa doatrws : Pol. 1. 8.
1256 a 29, dpoiws & kal Tdv dvfpdmwv (¢ ebenso ist es nun auch bei
den Menschen,” Bern.: cp. 1256 b 6, éuolws 8¢ kai mept Tods d\Navs).
Riddell (Plato, Apology p. 126) apparently interprets the passage
‘before us thus, though he does not explain what substantive he
would supply.

29. mwpopeds. Cp. Plutarch, Agis 1. 3, xaBdmep ydp oi mpppeis Ta
Euwpoolev mpoopdpevor Tév kuBepynTdv dpopdar mpds éxelvovs kai TO mwpoo-
Tacadpevor Um' éxelvoy mawbow, olrws of molhiTevdpevor kal mpéds d6fav
dpavres tmmpérar pév Tév woAGv eloiv, dvopa 8¢ dpxdvrov €xovew :
Reipubl. Gerend. Praecepta, c. 15, &s of kuBeprijrac Ta pév Tais xepot 8t
abrév mpdrravot, Ta & dpydvois érépots 8¢ érépwy dmwbev kabipevor wepid-
Yovae xal aTpépovar, xpdvrar 8¢ kal vavras Kkal TPYPEUTL Kai keAevoTals . . .
oliTe v§ moNiTikg mpoaTiker KT,

30. é&v 3pydvou elBer. See Liddell and Scott s.v. eldos.

Tals tégvats. Vict. ‘in omni arte, quaecunque illa sit, and so
Bern. Sus. ‘fiir die Kiinste, but cp. 7ais @\ais éxvais, 1256b
34

olite xai 75 xrijpa. Here at length begins the apodosis. For
olre introducing the apodosis after a protasis introduced by émel,
Eucken (de Partic. usu, p. 30) compares 1. 10. 12582 31-34.

8L 75 xrijpa . . .dpydver éorl. Contrast Xenophon’s account of
xrijois in Oecon. 6. 4, krijow 8¢ TobTo Eapey elvar & Tv éxdoTe dpéhpoy €ir
els Tov Plov, dpehpa 3¢ dvra edpiokero wdvra éméoois Tis émiaTarro xpi-
g8a—so that friends, for instance (c. 1.14), come under the head of
property, and enemies too, if a man knows how to use friends and
enemies. Xenophon’s definition seems far too wide.  Aristotle
avoids this fault by treating property as an appendage of the
household and as consisting of dpyava, but then there is such a
thing as State-property, and his final definition of a «rfjpain 12542 16
as an Spyavoy mpaxrixéw kal xwpioTéy seems to imply that an Zpyaver
monriedy (a shuttle, for example) is not an article of property, so
that his definition of xrijots appears to be as much too narrow as
Xenophon's is too wide. His definition of wealth, however (c. 8.
1256 b 27 sqq.), is not open to these objections.

82. Samep dpyavov wpd dpydvwr. For this term cp. de Part. An.
4. 10. 687 2 19 5q., § 8¢ xelp okev elvar ody év Zpyavor dAAG woAMd,
Zomi yip Gomepel Spyaiov mpd dpydvew (the expression is somewhat
unusual, and is therefore introduced by domepei, domep) 6 oy
#heloras Swopdve 8éfacba réxvas 16 émt wheioroy TV -Spydvay XpRoLoy
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T4y xeipa dmodéBuey § ¢piois. Many have taken Spyavoy mpd dpydvary
in this passage of the De Partibus Animalium as being equivalent in
meaning 10 oby & 8pyavov dA\& woAAd, but this is not apparently its
meaning in the passage before us. In Probl. 30.5.955b 23 sqq. we
read # 8re 6 Beds Bpyava év éavrois iy dédwke do, év als xpnodpeba rais
dkrds dpydvors, cbpart uév xeipa, Yruxji 8¢ voiv, and in de An. 3. 8. 432 a
1 sq. the soul is said to be like the hand, xat y&p % xeip &pyavév éoriv
Spydvw, kal & vads eldos elddv kal ) alobyos eldos alobnrdv, where Tren-
delenburg explains °manus, qua tanquam instrumento reliqua
instrumenta adhibentur, instrumentum instrumentorum dici potest ;
eodem fortasse sensu vods eldos eidav, i.e. ea species et forma quae
reliquas suscipit, iisque, velut manus instrumentis, utitur.” Cp. also
for the relation of the hand to other 3pyava, de Gen. An. 1. 22.
#30b 15 sqq. Bonitz collects the uses of mpé in Aristotle (Ind.
633 a 34 sqq.), and, like Vict. before him, compares Pol. 1. 7. 1255 b
29, Soihos mpd Savhav, Seamdrys mpd deombrav, interpreting mpé both here
and in the De Partibus Animalium as meaning °praeferri alteri
alterum.” (So Vict. ¢ instrumentum quod praestat et antecellit ceteris
instrumentis’: Lamb. ¢instrumentum instrumenta antecedens.’)
Perhaps, however, something more than this may be meant—*an
instrument which is prior to other instruments and without which
they are useless.’

33. wés 6 dmpérns. Sus. brackets 4, following Ms and corr. P4,and
was mmpérys (like mds olkos, 1. 7. 1255 b 19) is a commoner expres-
sion, but the meaning is ‘the class of assistants as a whole’—cp.
Eth. Nic.7.9. 1150 b 30, 6 8 dxparijs perauehyricds was: Pol.1.2.1252b
28, mdons rijs abrapkeias : 7 (5). 11. 13732 21, mdoay T dpxiv. The
slave is included under the wider term dmypérys (1254 a 8 : Plato,
Politicus 289 C, 7 8¢ 8) dothov kal wdvrov Imnperdv Naimév).

85. 7& Aowddlou. . . § Tods Toi ‘Hoalorou Tpimodas. The article
is used before ‘Healorov, but not before Aaidddov. Should we com-
pare the examples collected by Vahlen (Poet. p. 105) in his note on
‘Dds kal 7 'O8looeia, Poet. 4. 14492 1?7 As to these works of
Daedalus, cp. de An. 1. 3. 406 b 18 : Plato, Meno 9% D: Euthy-
phro 11 B: Eurip. Fragm. 343 (Nauck). The poets of the Old
Comedy delighted to imagine the utensils of the kitchen and the
household themselves doing what they were bidden, the fish cook-
ing himself and so forth, and slaves thus becoming unnecessary.
See the lively lines of Crates and others, Athen. Deipn. 267 e.
The Greeks, in fact, as appears from these verses, looked back to
a golden age when there were no slaves.

36. 6 wowmis. Homer (Il. 18, 376). The term, however, is
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used by Aristotle of others than Homer—Sophocles (Pol. 1. 1 3
12602 29): an unknown poet (Phys. 2. 2. 1942 30). Homer
refers to them as ‘of their own accord entering the assembly of
the gods.

36-37. dowep . . . olrws ai kepxides. For the construction of
this sentence Rassow (Bemerkungen, p. §) compares 3. 4. 12772
5, éml éf dvopoiwv § mo\is, Gamep (Pav ebfis éx Yruxfis xkal adbparos kal
Yuxy éx Ndyav xal dpéfews. . . oy adrov Tpdmov xal mékis éf dmwdvrov
7e Todrwv kT, and Sus, adds 3. 15. 1286 2 31, & uaNov ddudgpfopoy
70 mwolV, kabdmep Vdwp 6 mheiav, obrw kal 70 wAHfos T@v SXiywy ddiagp-
fopirepov.  In all these passages, after a similar case or cases have
been adduced, the original proposition is reverted to and reasserted,
perhaps in more distinct and vigorous language—the whole forming,
however cumbrously, an undivided sentence. Neither xai before
domep nOr el before ai xepxides is correct.

87. adral, * of themselves’: cp. 2.9. 1270b 8.

388. oiddy & e, This is in the main true, but slaves might
even then be needed as dxéhovfo (8 (6). 8. 13232 5 5q.), a purpose
for which they were largely used.

1. 74 pév olv kTN, Aristotle has been speaking of the slave as 1254 a.
an 8pyavey mwpé pydvwr made necessary by the inability of shuttles or
combs to do their work by themselves, but now he remembers that
the word 8pyavor was commonly used of instruments of pro-
duction; he feels, therefore, that what he has just said may
be misleading and may suggest the idea that the slave is a mere
jnstrument of the textile art, a mere complement of the comb,
whereas in fact he is a humble auxiliary in life and action, which
are higher things than weaving ; hence he guards himself by point-
ing out that the slave is not an dpyavor in the usual sense of
the word—i.e. a momrwon dpyavar (cp. Plato, Polit. 287 E, ob yép
ént yevéoews airig wiyvura, xkabdmwep Spyavov)—but a mpakrwdv Spyavov,
for (1) he is a xrijug, (2) he is an dpyavor mpés {wyy, and life is mpds,
not moinots. When he has added the further trait that the slave is,
like any other xrijua, wholly another’s, we know exactly what the
slave is, and are prepared to deal with the further question whether
a natural slave exists. ‘The slave is a wpukrwdv and Eujruxov pyavor,
and, though a human being, wholly another’s, As to the use of uéu
odv here, see note on r253a 10.

8. &repdv 7. .. wapd. Cp. 6 (4). 15. 12992 18.

6. &n 8 émel k7. Aristotle now points out, further, that the
difference between #pyava of mainais and mpides (and the slave is an
#pyavov of mpates) is a difference of kind.
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8. kal & Sodhos. Cp. kai raira 6: life (Bios) is action, and thé
slave is an 8pyavov mpés (wiy, 1253 b 31, therefore the slave also (as
well as life) has to do with action. Mr. Postgate (Notes on the
Politics, p. 1) notices the substitution here of Bios for {wi.

8¢ kriipa kA, Cp. 5 (8). 1. 1337 2 27, dpa 8¢ obdé xp) vopi-
{ew alrdv abrol Twa elvar TéY woArdY, dAAG wdvras Tijs wéhews, pdpioy yap
éxagros Tijs méhews, and Eth. Nic.5.10.1134b.10sq. The slaveisalso
a part of his master (c.6. 1255 b 11 sq.: Eth. Eud. 7. 9. 1241 b 23).

9. te ydp ‘apud Aristot. saepe ita usurpatur, ut particula Te

manifesto praeparativam vim habeat, eamque sequatur xai’ (Bon

Ind. 7502 z) Here duolws 8¢ follows.

10. 8hws, ie. without the limiting addition of pdpio». ¢ Opponitur
8\ws iis formulis, quibus praedicatum aliquod ad angustiorem am-
bitum restringitur ’ (Bon. Ind. 506 a 10).

14. ¢doer. Vict. ‘ hoc autem addidit, quia usu venit aliquando
ingenuum hominem amittere libertatem, nec suae potestatis esse,
cum scilicet capitur ab hostibus: is enim quoque eo tempore non
est sui juris, sed instituto quodam hominum, non natura.” For the
definition of the slave here given, cp. Metaph. A. 2. 982 b 25,
damep dvfpomds Papey é\ebBepos & atroi évexa kal py) @Xov dv, olirew kal
alm pévy éNevlépa oboa rdv émampdy pdvn yip alry abrijs Evexév éoTwv.
The popular use of language implied quite a different view of
freedom and slavery: see Pol. 8 (6). 2. 1317 b 2—13, and contrast
the well-known passage, Metaph. A. ro. 1075 2 18 sqq.

15. See critical note.

17. mérepov ¥ &ori mis kv, Aristotle passes from the question
vi éore 10 the question el &wi: cp. Metaph. E. 1. 1025 b 16 sqq.
He has discovered that there is a niche in the household needing'
to be filled, but he has not yet discovered whether there are any
human beings in existence who are gainers by filling it, and whom
it is consequently just and in accordance with nature to employ as
slaves.

20. od xahemdr 3¢ k.rA. It is not easy to disentangle in what
follows the two modes of inquiry, or to mark the point at which
the one closes and the other begins. We see that the relation of
ruling and being ruled satisfies all tests of that which is natural ;
it is necessary, and therefore natural (de Gen. An. 1. 4. 7172 15)—
it is for the common advantage, and therefore natural (Pol. 1. 2:
12522 34: 1.5.1254b 6,12 : 1.6. 1255 b 12—14)—the distinction
of ruler and ruled, again, appears in some cases immediately after
birth (eb6ds éx yeveriis), and this is a further evidence of naturalness
(Eth. Nic. 6. 13. 1144b 4=6: Pol. 1. 8. 1256 b 4 sq.: Eth. End:
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2. 8. 1224 b 31 sqq.). Aristotle continues—*and there are many
kinds of ruling and ruled elements, and if one kind of rule is better
than another, this is because one kind of ruled element is better
than another, for ruler and ruled unite to discharge a function,
and the function discharged rises as the level of that which is ruled
rises” Aristotle is careful to point out that the lowness of the rule
exercised by the master over the slave is due to the lowness of the
person ruled, and that the rule of a natural master over a natural
slave no more involves an infraction of nature or justice or the
common advantage than the rule of the soul over the body.

21. karapadeiv is used of things perceived at a glance without
any necessity for reasoning : cp. 3. 14. 1285a 1. So dpdv is occa-
sionally opposed to Ayos (e.g. in Meteor. 1. 6. 343 b 30-33).

28. &ia. Soul and body, man and brute, male and female.

25. dei kv Cp. 7 (5). 11. 1315b 4, é ydp ToiTwr dvaykaioy od
povov Ty dpxiw elvar kaA\io kat {phwrorépay 7§ BeAridvov dpxew kal pj
TeTamEWwOpévy KT,

26. olov &vdpdmou % Opiov,  as for instance over a man than
over a brute.

27. éwd is probably used in preference to ¥wé, because its signifi-
cation is more comprehensive—the ‘source’ (cp. 6 (4). 6. 12932
19) rather than the ‘agency’—and covers the contribution of the
ruled to the common work as well as that of the ruler. ‘In the
genuine works of Aristotle dné is never found in the sense of Jwd
with the passive, but all cases in which we find it conjoined with a
passive verb may easily be explained by attaching to it its ordinary
meaning; in many of the spurious writings, on the other hand, we
find passages in which dnd is used in the sense of mé—e. g. Probl.
7. 8. 8872 22: Rhet. ad Alex. 3. 14242 15, 27° (Eucken,
Praepositionen, p. 9). See also Bon. Ind. 782 9 sqq.

8mou 8¢ x.t\. Cp. Hist. An. 1. 1. 488a %, mohrka & doré
({a), &v & 71 kai kowdy yiveras mivray 10 Epyov: Smep ob wdvra wouel T
ayehaia.

28. doa ydp kr.\. Camerarius (Interp. p. 35) quotes Cic. De
Nat. Deor. 2. 11. 29. Tdp introduces a proof of the statement in
24 that there are many sorts of ruling elements, and also of ruled,
and many kinds of rule. Given the fact of the existence of many
compound wholes, each compounded of many constituents, it is
not likely that all those constituents will be similarly related to
each other and will deserve to be ruled in the same way. Sus.
(following Dittenberger, «b7 supra p. 1376) places ai del Behriwv. . .
&pyov 28 in a parenthesis, but perhaps dea ydp xz.. is intended ta
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support this assertion as well as that which precedes it, and out of
which it grows.

29. & m wkowdr. See Bon. Ind. 399 2 28 sqq., where Metaph.
H. 3. 1043 a 31 is referred to, in which passage 6 xowdy is used as
equivalerit t0 # odvberos odeia é£ TAps kal €idovs, and such a ovvleros
abela may be composed not only of auveyd, but also of Sypypéva, like
75 @ov in 4 (7). 8. 13284 21 sqq. For a definition of 76 ourexés
Bonitz (Ind. 728 a 33) refers to Phys. 5. 3. 2272 10-b 2. Vict.:
* sive, inquit, ipsae illae partes continentes sunt, ut contingit in
corpore hominis, quod constituunt membra quae sibi haerent, sive
seiunctae, partibus non concretis, ut fieri videmus in civitate, quae
constat e civibus distinctis, cohorte militum,’ etc.

31. kai 7007 &k Tis dmdons dicews kN, Bonitz (Ind. 225b 10)
seems inclined to explain é in this passage as used * pro genetivo
partitivo,” but cp. de Part. An. 1. 1. 641 b 14, airia Toiatry fjv Exoper
kafdmep T Oeppdy xai To Yuxpdv éx Tab mavrds: ‘and this (i.e. ruling
and being ruled) comes to things possessed of life from nature as
a whole’ (¢ rijs dmdons pioews, cp. mepl Ty SAny Piow, 2. 8, 1267 b
28). Cp. also de An. 3. 5. 4302 10, énei & domep év dwdayp 77 Ploee
éori e O pév OAy éxdore yéver (tobro 8¢ & mdvra duvdper éxeiva), Erepov
3¢ 710 alriov kal worikdy, TG mwoiely wdvra, olov 1§ Téxvn mpds THY TAqy
wémovBev, dvdyim kai év Th Yuxj Umdpxew rairas Tds Siapopds: Plato,
Phileb. 30 A : Phaedrus 270 C: Meno 81 C, dre 7ijs picews dmdans
ovyyevols ofons. To duyov is prior yevéoe, though not oloig, to 7o
éupuxov (Metaph. M. 2. 1077a 19). Inanimate nature shades
off almost imperceptibly into animate (Hist. An. 8. 1. 588D
4 $9q.).

33. olov dppovias. Bern. ‘z. B.in der musikalischen Harmonie’—
Sus.* ‘wie z. B. (die des Grundtons) in einer Tonart”: the latter
suggests that év dppovig should be read instead of dppovias, and
certainly, if the word is used in this sense, the genitive seems strange
and in need of confirmation from parallel passages. Bonitz,
on the other hand (Ind. 106 b 37 sq.), groups this passage with
Phys. 1. 5. 188 b 12-16, where dpuovia appears to be used in
a sense opposed to dvappooric—~diapépes aldév émi dppovias elmeiv
7) rdfews § ouvbécews” pavepdy ydp St 6 adids Adyos (15—16)—Cp.
Fragm. Aristot. 41. 1481 b 42: the meaning would thus be ‘a rule
as of order and system.” But Aristotle may possibly have in his
mind the Pythagorean tenet referred to in Metaph. A. 5. 986 a 2, réw
8\ov olpavdy dpuoviav elvar kal dpifpdv: cp. Strabo 10. p. 468, ka6’
dppoviav Tdv kéopoy ovveordvar daoi: Plutarch, Phocion c. 2 sub fin. :
Plato, Tim. 37 A: Philolaus, Fragm. 3 (Mullach, Fr. Philos. Gr. 2.
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1): Plutarch, de Procreatione Animae in Timaeo c. 7. 1015 E,
c. 28. 1027 A, c. 33. 1029 E 5qq.: Stob. Floril. 103. 26 (p. 555.
27 sq.). Compare also the famous saying of Heraclitus (Fr. 45, ed.
Bywater) as to the makivrpomos dppovin [kéopov] dkwomep Téfov Kal
Avpns. If the Pythagorean views are presemt to Aristotle’s mind,
some notion of musical harmony may be included in his meaning.

d\A\d k.tX. Compare the similat dismissal of a physical parallel
in Eth. Nic, 8. 10. 1159 b 23.

84. mpdvov, ¢ in the first place.” Cp. 1254 b 2, &ri & ody, Homwep
Aéyopev, mpdrov év (o Oewpijoas xal deamorucyy dpxiy xal woherup, and
10, wd\iv. '

86. dv ™ pév k. Cp. Plato, Phaedo 80 A, and Isocr. De
Antid. § 180.

36. det 8¢ oxomeiv. Sus. (Qu. Crit. p. 342): * orationem inter-
rumpendo refellit quae quis de hac re contradicere possit’ For
the rule here laid down, cp. Eth. Nic. g. 9. 11702 22 sqq. In the
next line xai before 7év Bé\riora diakeipevor seems to assert it not
only of other things but also of man.

39. Toivo, the rule of the soul over the body.

Tav yop poxdnpdv # poxdnpis éxévrwv. Cp. de An. 3. 4.
429 b 13, §) @@ # des éorre: de An. 3. 4. 429 b 20 5q.: de
Gen. An. 1. 18. 725 a 8, rois kdxora Siakeipévors 8¢ fAixlav §) véaav §
&w (1 éw Z: om. Bekk.}—é&s being 2 more permanent and didfeos
a less permanent state (see Mr. Wallace on de An. 2. 5. 417 b 13,
who refers to Categ. 8. 8 b 28). Moxfnpds éydvrav includes both,
and relates to individuals who, though not poxfypoi, are, more or
less temporarily, in an unsatisfactory state.

3. ¥ olv seems to be especially used by Aristotle when a tran-
sition is made from a disputable assertion to one which cannot be
disputed: cp. Eth. Nic. 9. 11. 11712 33 (quoted by Vahlen, Beitr.
zu Aristot. Poet. 1. 46), € pév ody 8id 7avra § 8’ d\\o 7¢ xovpifovras,
dpeiobo cupBaivew 8 ody aiveras 7é Nexfév. See also Meteor. 1. 13.
350b 9: Poet. 4. 14492 9. ©Be that as it may, at any rate.’

4, 4§ pév ydp k7N It will be noticed. that Aristotle conceives
the soul to exercise Seamorua) dpxs over the body even in the case of
the lower animals, at any rate when they are healthily and naturally
constituted, Plato (Phaedo 8o A) had already spoken of the soul
as ruling the body despotically, and Aristotle follows in his track.
We might ask whether Aristotle holds that the soul rules the body
primarily for its own advantage, and only accidentally for that of the
body (cp. 3. 6. 1278 b 32 sqq.), or whether the disparity which he
conceives as existing between a natural master and a natural slave

1254 b.
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exists between the soul of an insect and its body. Aristotle’s mean-
ing, however, is that the body should be the 3pyavor and «rijua of the
soul. But he does not always draw this sharp line of demarcation
between the soul and the body: in Eth. Nic. 10. 8. 1178 a 14, for
instance, he relates the body rather closely to the emotions.

5. wohrukdy kal Bacu\ikdy. Kai perhaps here means ©or,’ as in
the passages referred to by Bonitz (Ind. 357 b 20). Io\rwy and
Baciky dpyh have this in common, that they are exercised over
free and willing subjects (cp. 3. 4. 1277 b ¥—9: and see notes on
1259 2 39-b 1). Perhaps the word Bacdus is added to enforce the
inequality of vois and 3pefis, and to exclude the notion that an alterna-
tion of rule between vois and 3peéis is ever in place, such as is found
in most mwohirikal dpyai (1. 12. 1259 b 4: 1. 1. 12522 15). For the
relation of vois (i.e. 6 wpaxrids vais) and dpefis in moral action, see
Eth. Nic. 6. 2. 1139 a 147 sqq. "Opefis does not stand to vois in the
relation of a mere 8pyavor—the relation described in Pol. 4 (¥). 8.
1328 a 28 sqq.—but is to a certain extent akin to it; see Eth. Nic.
1. 13. 1102 b 30 sqqQ., and esp. 11032 1, €l 8¢ xpy kal Toro (SC. 76
SpekTirdv) Ppdva Ndyov Exew, Sirrdy €orar kat T6 Ndyov Exov, 76 pév kuplws
Kai é aird, 70 & domep Tod marpds drovarikdy i, where the relation of
8pedis to full reason is conceived as that of a child to its father, and
a father, we know (Eth. Nic. 8. 13. 11612 10 5qq.), is not far from
a king. On the other hand, in Eth. Nic. 5. 15. 1138 b 5 sqq., the
relation of the rational to the irrational part of the soul is apparently
construed differently, and compared to the relation of a master to
his slave or to that of a head of a household to his household ; we
do not learn how it can be comparable to each of these two
dissimilar relations. When Cicero (de Rep. 3. z5. 37) says—nam
ut animus corpori dicitur imperare, dicitur etiam libidini, sed cor-
pori ut rex civibus suis aut parens liberis, libidini autem ut
servis dominus, quod eam coercet et frangit—he probably means
by ‘libido’ something different from &pefis. His notion of the
relation of soul and body contrasts, we see, with Aristotle’s.

6. é&v ois. Cp. 12542 39, év ¢ Toiro fhov: 1254D 3, & (o
Ocwpiicai: 1254 a 36, oxomely év Tois kard ¢iow Eovoi: and Plato,
Soph. 256 C, wept &v kal év ols mpadféueba oxomeiv. 'Ev introduces the
objects (yvxi, odpa, wois, 3pefis) in which the relations are ex-
emplified. ’Ev is sometimes used in the sense of ‘as to’: see
Vahlen, Poet. p. 188 (note on 14y. 1455 b 14), who compares
(among other passages) Plato, Rep. 2. 376 B, fappoivres r8dper xat
év avfpome . . Ploer PiNdoopoy adrdv Selv eba, but this does not
seem to be its meaning here.
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8. 7§ walnTikg popie Gmd T0d vol kal Tol poplou ToG Néyor Exovros.
‘That which is usnally called 76 dpexraxdy is here termed 76 wafyredy
pépov, and the term recurs in 3. 15. 12862 17, kpeirror & & pi
#ipéaeaTt 76 maAbprikdy Shws § ¢ ouudués TG udv odv wéue roiro oly
tmwdpxer—cCp. 3. 16. 1287 a 32, dvev Spéfews vols 6 véuos éoriv. In the
passage before us 7o épexrixdv is distinguished from 76 Adyov &ov,
though Aristotle is sometimes not unwilling to treat it as part of
76 Mbyor &ov (see Eth. Nic. 1. 13. 1103 2 1 sq., quoted in the last
note but one), and in the de Anima (3. 9. 432 a 24 sqq.) he speaks
of the division of the soul into 76 @\oyor and 76 Aéyov &xor as not
his own and not satisfactory. He evidently, however, accepts this
division in the Politics ; this appears still more distinctly in Pol.
1. 13. 12602 6 and 4 (7). 15. 1334 b 17 sq. An accurate treat-
ment of psychological questions would in fact be out of place in a
political treatise : see Eth. Nic. 1. 13. 1102 2 23sq. It is not clear
whether in the passage before us Aristotle regards voiis as the s
of 76 Ndyov &€xov, as in Pol. 4 (¥). 15. 1334 b 17 sqq.

10. év évBpdmw xai Tois d\\ois Lois, ¢ in man taken in conjunc-
tion with the other animals’ It is because the relation of ruling
and being ruled appears elsewhere than mept dvfpwmoy, that Aristotle
expressly limits his inquiries in 3. 6. 1278 b 16 to the question,
Tijs dpxiis €idy wéoa Tiis mepl vlpwmov kai TV koweviav Tis {wis.

11. Bedtiv. Cp. 4 (7). 13.1332 b 3 sq.: Probl 10. 45. 895 b 23
sqq.: Oecon. 1. 3. 1343 b 15. Being better, their example is to
be studied as illustrating the true relation of animals to man (cp.
1254 2 37)-

Todrois 8¢ mdow. Vict. ‘mansuetis omnibus.” Cp: Theophr. Caus.
Plant. 1. 16. 13 (quoted by Zeller, Gr. Ph. 2. 2. 826. 1).

18. & 8¢ k1N, ®ioe is added because this is not always the
case (cp. 1. 12. 1259 b 1). Kpeirrov is probably not ‘ stronger’ (as
Sus. and Bern.), but ¢ better,’ as in 3. 5. 1286 a 17: compare as
to the relative excellence of male and female de Gen. An. 2. 1.
732 a 5 sqq.: Metaph. A. 6. 9882 2-7. Auristotle is apparently
speaking here, as in 1259 b 1, 12602 10, of the male and female
human being.

16. ém wdvrwv dvlpdmwwr. Cp. 3. 10. 1281 a 17, mdAw 7€ mdvraw
Anp@évrav, where the meaning seems to be ‘taking men as a whole,
irrespective of wealth and poverty’; so here ‘in the case of human
beings as a whole, irrespective of sex.’

16. Yuyx odpatos kal dvBpumos Bnplov. One would expect Yuxiis
odpa kat dvbpdmou Bypiov, and Thurot (see Sus.?) is inclined to alter
the text thus, but the inversion is characteristic: cp. 2.2.12614 27,
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where one would expect Swive: 88 7§ Totolre kal éfvos mokews, instead
of &fvovs mwoles. '

18. f§ 100 odpartos xpfjows. The same criterion of a slave is
indicated in 1. 2. 12522 315qq.: 1.11.1258b 38: 1254b 25. The
slave is here defined by his &yoy, and in 21 by his 8dwapes (like the
citizen of the best State, 3. 13. 1284 a 2): cp. 1. 2. 1253 a 23.
And the end of a thing is the best to which it can attain (cp.
4 (7). 14. 13332 29, aici ékdore 7008 aiperdraror of Tuxely éoTwy
dkpordrov).

19. Mév seems (as Thurot remarks : see Sus. Qu. Crit. p. 343) to
be followed by no 8¢. But this often occurs in the Politics (Sus.!,
Ind. Gramm. pé), and here, as Susemihl observes, * pév praeparat
quodammodo quaestionem de ceteris servis, qui non item natura
sed lege tantum servi sint, sequente demum in capite instituendam.’
It is taken up by peév roivuy, 1254 b 39, and then the 8¢ which intro-
duces c. 6 answers this péy, and consequently in effect uév 19 also.

ois introduces the reason why these are slaves by nature; they.
are so because it is better for them to be slaves, unlike some who
will be mentioned presently. For this pregnant use of the relative,
cp. de Part. An. 1. 1. 641 b 22.

20. Tadmy Ty GpxHy, sc. Seamoruiy dpxny, for 4 elpnpéva seem to
be oépa and bnpiov (mentioned in 16—~17). For (Aristotle in effect
continues) the natural slave is very near to a brute in capacity, use,
and bodily make, though there is a certain difference between
them.

yap (21) justifies what precedes: the slave has just been
mentioned as on a level with the brute, and now facts are adduced
which show how nearly they approach each other. The natural
slave is a being who can be another’s, just as any article of pro-
perty can, but who differs from brutes in this, that he shares in
reason to the extent of apprehending it, though he has it not. The
slave seems to resemble in this 6 épexrior pdpiov Tijs Yruxijs (cp. Eth.
Nic. 1. 13. 1103 a 1 sq.), rather than the body, and we are inclined to
ask why the rule exercised over him is not to be a kingly rule, like that
of vois over 8pefus. It is because the slave can apprehend reason
that he should be addressed with vovférnous (1. 13. 1260 b 5), and
not with commands alone, as Plato suggested.

23. 74 d\\a fda. Usually used where dvfpwmos has gone before
(as in 1254 b 10), but here apparentlyin contradistinction to Soilos,
as in 3. 9. 12802 32.

aiofavépeva. For the part. in place of the finite verb, cp. 2. 5.
12632 18 and 4 (7). 14. 13332 18, though it is possible that here
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some verb should be supplied from dmnperei. Cp. also 8oou pire
mhobator pire dfiopa Exovaw dperiis pndéy, 3. 11. 1281 b 24, and see
Vahlen’s note on Poet. 24. 1459 b 7 (p. 243). )

24. maffpaoww. ‘Usus Aristotelicus vocis mdfqua ita exponetur,
ut appareat inter mdfnua et mdfos non esse certum significationis
discrimen, sed eadem fere vi et sensus varietate utrumque nomen,
saepius alterum, alterum rarius usurpari’ (Bon. Ind. 5542 56 sqq.).
For the expression waffjpacw myperei, cp. 7 (5). 10. 1312 b 30, 7ois
Oupots dkolovdeiv, and for the thought 4 (7). 13. 1332 b 3, 7& pév ody
@\a Tav (Gov pdora pév 1f) Pploe (G, pikpd 8 Ena xal Tois Eeauy,
dvBpwmos 8 xal Néyw, pdvov yap éxer Néyov,

kal % xpela. The use made of the slave, no less than his
capacity. The use made of tame animals for food is not taken
into account: cp. 1. 8. 1256 b 17, kal &t T xpiiow xai Si& Tiv TpoPiy.

wapaNdrrer, ¢ diverges’: cp. de Part. An. 2. 9. 6552 18: de
Gen. An. 3. 10. 7602 16: Probl. 11. 58. gogb 8. For the thought,
Cp. Sopia Zepdy 30. 24, xoprdopara kal jdBSos kal Ppopria dvy, dpros kal
wadela kai épyov olkérp : Pol. 1. 2. 1252 b 12, 6 yap Bois dvr’ olkérov
rois mémaiv éamw: and Aeschyl. Fragm. 188 (Nauck).

25. 16 odpat, ¢ with the body,’ is to be taken with Bojfe:a and
not made dependent on rdvayxaia, as Vict. makes it; cp. 1. 2.
12522 33: I.I1. 1258Db 38.

27. Bodkerar pév odv k.7.\.  Aristotle has implied in what he has
just been saying that there is a difference between the souls of the free
and the slave, and now he continues—¢ Nature’s wish, indeed, is to
make the bodies also of freemen and slaves different, no less than
their souls, but’ etc. He evidently feels that he may be asked why
the bodies of slaves are not more like those of the domestic animals
than they are. He hints in épa 29 that the crouching carriage of
slaves marks them off from man, and allies them to the horse or
ox. Aristotle attached much importance to the erect attitude of
man: cp. de Part. An. 2. 10. 656 a 10, efls yip xal T& Pvoes pdpa
kard iow Exer ToiT pdvew, kal 16 rovrov dve mpos T Tod Shov Exe dve
udvoy ydp 8p8dv lom oy {Gov dvbpemos: 4. 10. 686 a 2, dpbov pév
ydp éari pdvov Tav {dav 8id 76 Ty Plow alrod kal Tip olaiav elvar Belay'
&pyov 8¢ 7ol @ewordrov 7O voety kal Ppovel' Toire & ad pddioy mwoANoD
Tov dvwley émkeipévov adparos 6 yap Bdpoes Svokivyroy woel Tiv Sidvotay
kai Ty xowny aigbyow. As to the failure of nature to give effect to
her purposes, perhaps she was thought by Aristotle to miss her
mark more often in respect of the body than the soul: cp. de
Gen. An. 4. 10. 778 a 4, Bovherar pév oly 4 Giaus rois Tolrwy dpibpols
dpifpeiy Tas yevéoes kal Tas Tehevrds, oDk dkpiBol 8¢ Sud Te Y TS A

L 2
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dopioriay kal &u& 78 ylverbar moANds dpxds, al ras yevéoeis Tds kard Plow
kai 7ds plopis éumodifovoas mohkdkis alrwat Tdv maps Piow cupmmTévrey
eloly.

31. If this parenthesis is more than a marginal remark which
"has crept into the text, it is probably intended to draw out the
contrast between mokirikds Bios and dvaykaia: épyaciac: the mere
mention of all that is implied in the formner will suffice to show the
unfitness, physical no less than mental, of the slave for it. For
yiveras dippnpévos (‘ comes to be divided’), see Top. 7. 5. 154 b 11,
22: 1552 9: Pol.7(5). 9. 13102 24, and notes on 1252 b 7, 1264 2
14. The contrast of moheuwkal and elpmikal mpdfes, as constituting
the work of the citizen, is familiar enough to us from 4 (¥). 14.
1333 2 30 5q., though molemai doxioes are distinguished from
mohirwkal in 5 (8). 6.1341 2 8. Cp. [Plutarch] De Liberis Educandis
C. I3. 9 C,doréov oby Tois maicly dvamvony TdV cuvexdv mwévwy, évfupov-
pévous 8re mas 6 Blos Hudv els dveow kal omovdiy dujpyrar, kai did TolTo
ob pdvov éypiyopais, dANG kal Dmvos elpéln, obBe méhepos, dAA& kal elpf).

33. Tobs pév ... Yuxds. Vict. explains, ¢ ut servi scilicet natura
corpora habeant liberorum hominum, liberi autem animos ser-
vorum.” But we can hardly supply ¢of slaves’ after rés Yuxds, and
besides, if a freeman had the soul of a slave, that would be no
illustration of the failure of Nature to give effect to her purpose in
respect of the dodies of freemen and slaves, and this alone is in
question. Nor would such a freeman be a freeman by nature;
yet, as Giphanius says (p. 63), ‘ de natura et servis et liberis
agimus, non de iis qui lege et instituto.” These two latter objec-
tions also apply to the translation of rols pév—rods 8¢ as ‘some
slaves’ and ¢ other slaves” If a slave had the soul of a freeman,
the failure of Nature would be in respect of his soul, not his body,
and he would not be a natural slave. Two interpretations seem
open to us. 1. We may refer Tods pév to slaves, like ra pév 28, and
rovs 8¢ to freemen, like ra 8¢ 29, and translate, ‘but the very con-
trary often comes to pass’ (cp. 1. 9. 1257 b 33), ‘that (the body
does not match the soul, but that) slaves have the bodies of
freemen and freemen the souls.” Aristotle might have said ‘and
freemen the bodies of slaves,” but what he wishes to draw attention
to is the occasional disjunction of a freeman’s body from a free-
man’s soul. This resembles the interpretation of Bernays. Or
2. we may adopt the rendering of Sepulveda—¢saepe tamen
accidit oppositum, ut alii corpora, alii animos ingenuorum habeant’
—that one set of people have the bodies of freemen and another
the souls, or, in other words, that bodily excellence is parted from
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excellence of soul. I incline on the whole to the former interpre-
tation. It should be noted that Antisthenes had said that souls
are shaped in the likeness of the bodies they dwell in (fr. 33.
Mullach, Fr. Philos. Gr. 2. 279, évreifev 'Avriobévys Spouyijpovds pnot
vds Yxas Tois mepiéxovor odpagw elva): his remark, however, seems
to have referred, primarily at any rate, to the souls of the dead.

34. émel . .. ye justifies what precedes by pointing out what would
result if the contrary were the case (cp. 1255 2 1y: Meteor. 1. 4. 3422
15—if the yéveors of lightning-bolts were not &«piois but Exavars,
they would ascend instead of descending as they do). So here, to
prove that Nature sometimes fails to make the bodies of slaves and
freemen different, the argument is that ¢if it were not so—if all
freemen were far superior in physical aspect to slaves—no one
would be found to dispute the justice of slavery.” The argument
shows how keenly the Greeks appreciated physical excellence and
beauty : here the same thing is said of physical excellence as is
said of excellence of body and soul together in 4 (7). 14. r332b
16 sqq. and Plato, Polit. 3or D-E. We also note that the Greek
statues of gods were evidently in respect of physical beanty much
above the Greek average: compare Cic. de Nat. Deor. 1. 28. 79,
quotus enim quisque formosus est? Athenis cum essem, e gregi-
bus epheborum vix singuli reperiebantur, and see C. F. Hermann,
Gr. Antiqq. 3. § 4, who also refers to Dio Chrys. Or. 21. 500 R.

85. Tods Gmohetopévous, ‘inferiores’: so Bonitz (Ind. 8co a
35), who traces this signification to the simpler one, *tardius aliis
moveri, remanere in via.’

37. €l ¥ &mi k. Aristotle wins an unexpected argument in

favour of his doctrine of slavery from the appeal which he has just
made to Greek sentiment. ‘ But if this holds good of a difference
of body’—i. e. if a vast physical superiority confers the right to hold
as slaves those who are less well endowed in this respect—* with
much more justice may it be laid down in the case of a difference
of soul,” on which Aristotle has rested the distinction of master and
slave. .
38. For the thought, cp. Eth. Nic. 1. 13. 1102 b 21 5q., and (with
Giph.) Plato, Symp. 216 D—217 A: Cic. de Offic. 1. 5. 15. Aris-
totle hints that as it is not easy to discern superiority of soul, we
need not wonder that the right of the natural master should bhe
disputed.

39. 31 pév Tolvwy elol dploer Tvés oi pév éedlepor oi B¢ Bobhot.
Cp. c. 6. 1255 b 6, xai 87 & mio dubpiorar 75 TooiTow, &y Tuppéper TG
pév 75 Sovhebew, 16 8¢ 76 Seoméfew, a passage which seems to make
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in favour of the view according to which oi pév and oi 8¢ (1255 2 1)
are subdivisions of a class designated by rwés. Ofs, 12552 2, i8
carelessly made to refer to of 8¢ only (cp. Bacbeios in 1255 b 15).
8sqq. The following summary will explain the way in which I
incline to interpret the much-disputed passage which follows. The
view that slavery is contrary te nature is true rpémov Twd—i. e. if
limited to the enslavement of those who are slaves only by conven-
tion. For in fact there are such slaves: the law by which captives
of war are accounted the slavés of the victors is nothing but a con-
vention. (Aristotle does not necessarily imply that this was the
only way in which slaves by convention came into being. They
might evidently come into being in other ways—through descent,
through debt, through sale by parents and the like. Into these
minutiae he does not enter.) This provision (he proceeds) is
dealt with by many who concern themselves with the study of laws,
just asany peccant public adviser might be dealt with—they impeach
it for unconstitutionality ; they exclaim against the idea that any-
one who may be overpowered by superior force is to be the slave
of the person who happens to possess that superior force. Some
are against the law, others are for it, and even accomplished men
take different sides. (It appears to me that the woA\ol rév év Tois
véuots who are here represented as objecting to slavery based on a
mere superiority in might must be distinguished from the authorities
mentioned in 1253 b 20 as holding that a// slavery is conventional
and contrary to nature. The 7oAXol rév év ruis vépais do not seem
to have objected to slavery based on a superiority of excellence
as distinguished from a mere superiority of might. Hence they
probably did not object to the enslavement of barbarians in war by
Greeks : we see, indeed, that not all the defenders of the law were
prepared to defend its application to Greeks. In c.2.1252b g the
barbarian and the slave, not the conquered person and the slave,
are said to be identified by the poets.) Now what is it that
alone makes this conflict of view possible? It is that the two
contentions ‘overlap’ in a common principle accepted by both,
which affords them a common standing-ground, relates them to each

‘other, and limits their antagonism. They both in fact appeal to

the common principle that ‘Force is not without Virtue” Thus
they differ only on the question what is just in this matter, not as
to the relation between Force and Virtue. The one side pleads
that, as Force implies Virtue, Force has a right to enslave: the
othet side pleads that as Virtue goes with Force and Virtue con-
ciliates good-will, good-will will exist between those who are right-
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fully masters and slaves. Thus the one side rests just slavery on
good-will between master and slave, and condemns slavery resulting
from war, when good-will is absent, while the other side rests just
slavery simply on the presence of superior Force. (We are not
told that those who held slavery resulting from war to be unjust
in the absence of good-will between the enslaver and the enslaved
also held that good-will must necessarily be absent in all cases of
enslavement through war., Their contention rather was that it was
not safe to make Force of one, unaccompanied by good-w1ll the
test of just slavery.)

This conflict of opinion is, as has been said, evidently due to the
fact that both parties make an appeal to the common principle that
‘Force is not without Virtue,” for suppose that they gave up this
common standing-ground, ceased to shelter their claims under those
of Virtue, and thus came to stand apart in unqualified antagonism,
then the other line of argument (drepot Adyor) on which they must
necessarily fall back—the contention that superiority in virtue
confers no claim to rule—is so wholly devoid of weight and plausi-
bility, that no conflict would arise. (Those who connect the right
to enslave with superior force, and those who connect it with the
existence of mutual good-will between master and slave, are regarded
as having two lines of argument open to them : either they may
derive the claims of force and good-will to be the justifying ground
of slavery from the claims of virtue, and thus shelter themselves
under the latter, or they may impugn the claims of virtue; but if
they impugn them, their own contentions lose all weight and cease
to produce any serious debate.)

We see then that the solid element in this pair of contending
views, if we take them in the form which they assume when they
possess any weight at all,is to be found in the principle that
superiority in virtue confers the right to rule and to rule as a
master rules. We shall arrive at exactly the same result if we
examine another view on the subject.

We have hitherto had to do with those who discuss the law in
question on its merits; but there are those who support slavery
arising through war on the broad ground that it is authorized by a
law and that that which is so authorized is 7s0 facfo just. Buta
law, though a justifying ground, is not everything in this matter.
For the war may be an unjust one, and either on this ground or on
grounds personal to himself, the man enslaved through war may
be undeserving of his fate : injustices of this kind the law will not
avail to make just. In fact, these inquirers admit as much them-
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selves, and contradict their own plea. For they say that Greeks
are not to be enslaved, but only barbarians, since barbarians are
slaves everywhere (mavraxod daido) and Greeks nowhere slaves.
They make the same distinction in reference to nobility. They
say that Greek nobility is nobility everywhere and in an absolute
sense, but barbarian nobility is only local. Thus they hold that
there are such beings as wavrayob, dwAds SoitAo—mavraxod, dmhds
é\ebbepor and edyeveis: Theodectes, in fact, connects the latter
quality with descent from the gods. What else then do they do
but mark off slave and free by a reference to virtue and its oppo-
site? For descent from the good is, they imply, equivalent to
goodness, and so it generally is, though not invariably, since
Nature sometimes misses her aim.

3. ol tévavria pdorovres. For ¢dokey used of philosophers or
others laying down a dogma, cp. c. 13. 1260Db 6.

6. & ydp vépos krX. As I understand the passage, it is only
this particular law that is here said to be an éuoloyia. The law
enacting the slavery of captives taken in war, drav mokepoivvrwy mékis
d\g, is said to be a vdpos didios by Xenophon (Cyrop. 4. 5. 43 : cp.
Thuc. 1. %6. 2, quoted by Camerarius). Aristotle does not notice
the limits commonly imposed on the exercise of this right in
wars between Greek States: see as to this C. F. Hermann, Gr.
Antiqq. 3. § 12, who notes that, as a rule, captives taken in war
were enslaved only when the cities to which they belonged were
razed, and that they were commonly reserved by the State which
captured them for exchange or ransom. The reference of law to
an dpoloyia seems to have been a commonplace: see Plato, Rep.
359 A: Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 42 (where it is put in the mouth of
Pericles) : Xen. Mem. 4. 4. 13 (where Socrates adopts the view).
Aristotle himself not only reproduces the popular view in Rhet. 1.
15. 1376 b 9, but speaks in Eth. Nic. 8. 14. x161 b 14 of friend-
ships which rest on duohoyia (mokirwal, puherikal, oupmhoirai) as ap-
pearing to be of a xowwniky type. In Pol. 3. 9. 1280 b ro, however,
we find an emphatic assertion that those theories of the wéAes which
reduce it to an alliance, and the law to a ovv8ixy, are wrong (cp. Rhet,
1. 13. 1373 b 8, where xawavia is tacitly distinguished from auvéyen).
This does not prevent particular laws being based on convention,
e. g. that which constitutes a medium of exchange (Eth. Nic. . 8.
11334 29). The object, it may be added, with which the law
enacting enslavement through war is here stated to be an éuoloyia
is to justify the assertion & ydp mis kal kard »dpov (convention)
Botos kai dovAevwy, which immediately precedes. Forévg .., ¢paow,
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cp. [Plutarch] Sept. Sap. Conv. 13, 0¢ ydp, & Mirraxé, kai v aow éxeivor
T6v xaewdv Gofeirar vduov, év ¢ yéypadas K.\,

7. 7oiro... 75 Bikaiwv, ‘this plea, ‘this justifying ground of
claim’: cp. Philip of Macedon’s Letter to the Athenians, c. 21
(Demosth. p. 164), tmdpyet pot xai roiro 70 Sikawov, ékmohiapkias ydp.
rols Upds pév éxBaldyras, tmé AakeBaipoviov 8¢ karowiabévras, Enafov Td
xwpiov: Demosth. adv. Androt. c. %o, odyi mpaciyaye radrd dikaiov
rairo: adv. Conon. c. 24, éniorevoy 76 Siain roire, and c. 29, xal
ToiTo 78 Sikatoy Exawv.

8. 7w év Tois vépows. Cp. Metaph, ©. 8. 1050 b 35, oi év 7ols Adyois
(¢ dialecticians,’” Grote, Aristotle 2. 366) : Rhet. 2..24.s1401b 32, oi
év rais molireims, Camerarius (Interp. p. 40) quotes Eurip. Hippol.
430, atrol 7 eloiv év povoms del. We see from Plato, Gorgias 484
C-D, with how much favour those who studied the laws were
commonly regarded, and how much was thought to be lost by
persons who continued to study philosophy after they had attained
a certain age, and were thus led to neglect the study of the laws.

dowep ffropa.  Cp. Antiphanes, Sar¢pd Fragm. 1 (Meineke, Fr.
Com. Gr. 3. 112)—

nos yap yévor' dv, & wdrep, pprap * *
ddavos, v py d\§ Tpis mapavipwy ;

10. xard ddvapy kpeirrovos. Contrast ré Bérior kar’ dperqy, 21.
Kara 8fwapv is added because wpeirrwv is sometimes (e. g. in c. 5.
1254 b 14) used in the sense of better. It is, on the other hand,
distinguished from BeAriwv in 3. 13. 71283 a 471.

11. kai Tdv codav. As Sus. points out (Qu. Crit. p. 344), not all of
those included under the designation of év vais vépois (8) would deserve
to be called gooi. Soghol are constantly contrasted with of moAXoi
by Aristotle : philosophers are not perhaps exclusively referred to
here, but rather ‘accomplished men’ generally ; even poets would
be cogoi, and it is just possible that there is a reference to Pindar
(see note on 12552 18). It is still more likely that Aristotle
remembers the saying of Heraclitus (Fragm. 44, ed. Bywater)—
mé\epos wdvrov pév marp éori wdrrwv 8¢ Puoilels, kai Tods pév feads
&8efe Tovs 8¢ dvfpdmous, Tods pév Bolhovs émoinae Tads 8¢ éNevbépovs. So
we learn (Plato, Laws 776 C), that there were those who pro-
nounced the Helot slavery of the Lacedaemonian State (7 Aakeat-
poviov earela), which confessedly originated in conquest, to be 7
yeyowia,

13. émaM\drrew. The following are some of the more promi-
nent uses of this word in the writings of Aristotle. It is used by
him (1) of things adjusted to each other, fitting into each other,
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dove-tailing—e. g. of teeth that fill each other’s intervals, de Part.
An. 3. 1. 661 b 21, dvaANdf durinrovow (of d8dvres), Smas py dpBivor-
rat TpuBduevor mpds dAAGAavs, or of two bodies adjusted to one another,
de Gen. An. 1. 14. y20 b 10: (2) of two things joined so as to be
one, e. g. of hybrid constitutions, Pol. 8 (6). 1. 1317a 2, where
émaddrrew is used in connexion with cuvaywyai, cvrdvdleobar (SO in
Plato, Soph. 240 C, émd\\afis seems used in a similar sense to
ovpmhexy) : (3) of two or more things united not by joining, but
by the possession of a common feature or a common standing-
ground, and yet different—things which overlap, or shade off into
each other, or are oiveyyvs to each other. So of a thing which
unites attributes of two genera, and in which accordingly these
two genera overlap—e. g. the pig, which is both movrdkov and yet
rehetorokoiy (de Gen. An. 4. 6. 774 b 17, pdvov 8¢ mohvréroy v 7 O
Teletorokel, kal €émaNAdrrer Toiro pdvav)—or of a thing which possesses
many of the attributes of a genus to which it does not belong, as
the seal does of fishes (Hist. An. 2. 1. gora 21,9 8 ¢oxy xopxa-
poBovy éori mioe Tols 68odaw bs émalAdrrovoa TG yéver Tav ixflwv). Se
here the arguments of those who plead that good-will is a test of
just rule and of those who plead that Force by itself without the
presence of good-will confers the right to rule are said éraAdrrew
~—i.e. to overlap each other (Mr. Heitland, Notes p. 11) and to
approach each other—because both start from a common principle
though they draw contrary deductions from it. The antithesis
to émalAdrrery comes in Siaordvrey xwpls TolTwy TéY Aéyer 19, where
the Adyo: are supposed to draw apart, and no longer to overlap or
occupy common ground : cp. kexdpiorar in Ilepi pakpoBidraros kal
BpaxvBidryros, 1. 464 b 2%, §) kexdpurrar kat 76 BpaxiBiov kal Té voordles,
7) kar’ évlas pév véoavs éraldrre & voocddy Ty Pvow odpara Tois Bpayv-
Blots, kar’ évias 8 oldéy kwhler vooddes elvar paxpoBlovs dvras. With
the use of émaMdrrew in the passage before us compare its use
in Pol. 1. 9. 1257 b 35, where differing uses of the same thing are
said éradNdrrew, or to be oiveyyvs, because they differ only in not
being xard radrdy, and are otherwise identical and of the same
thing.

Tpdwov Twd is used in opposition to xvplws in de Gen. et Corr.
1. 4. 3202 2 sqq. (Bon. Ind. 772 b 22) and to émA@s in Metaph. ©.
6. 10482 29. Is the meaning this, that it is the tendency of Virtue
to win willing compliance (Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 10), but that incident-
ally, when provided with the requisite external means, it has the
power of using force with surpassing effect? Cp. Plato, Polit. 294 A,
Tpémov pévror Tiva Ofhov 87 Tijs Baoikijs éoTiv ) vopoberiky 76 8 EpioTov
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o) rads vépovs éotiv loxvew, dAN' dvdpa Tov perd Ppovicews Baoehikdv,
and Pol. 1. 8. 1256 b 23, 8 kal ) woheukny Pioe kryrcy mos Eorac
Whatever may be the exact meaning of rpémov rwd here, it seems,
like our phrase ¢in a way,’ to soften and limit the assertion made,
as in de An. 3. 5. 430 a 16, Tpdmov ydp Twa kal TS Pds Mol T&
Suvdpe dvra xpbpara évepyeig xpdpora. For the thought conveyed
in this sentence, cp. Solon, Fragm. 36 (Bergk)—
Talra pév kpdres,

6uot Biny Te kai dikmy cuvappdaas,

€pefa:
Aeschyl. Fragm. 3472 (Nauck)—

dmov yap loxvs ovlvyoioe kal 8lkn,

woia Ewwpls TEV8e Kkapreporépa ;
Aristot. Rhet. 2. 5. 1382 a 35, xal dpery B8pufopérn Slvapw Exovoa
(is to be dreaded) 8fikov yap dr mpoapeirar pév, drav HBpifnrar, dei,
dtvaras 8¢ viv: Eth. Nic. 10. 8. 1178 2 32: Pol. 7 (5). 10. 13122
17, pdheora 8¢ Bid ralmyy Ty airiay éyxepoiow of Ty Pbow pév Gpa-
oels, iy 8¢ Exovres mohepuiy wapa Tois povdpyors dvSpia yap Slvapw
éovaa Opdoos éoriv, &’ ds dudorépas, bs padivs kparioovres, worotvrar
s émbéoas. Perhaps also Eth. Nic. 10. 10. 1180 a 21, § 8¢ »duos
dvaykaoruay Exew Stvapw, Ndyos by dwé Tios Pporiaews kal voi should
be compared. Giph. (p. 68) compares Plutarch, Dion c. 1, 8
povice: kai Sikatoaivy Slvapw éml 76 alrd kal TixnY guveNbely, iva kdA\hos
dua kal péyebos ai woerikal wpéfel.svléﬁma'w.

14. xai Bidfeddar, ‘to compel by force as well as to conciliate’:
cp. Isocr. Philip. § 15, kai mAoirov kai Slvapw kexrqpévoy dony oldeis
Tév ‘EN\frov, & péva tav dvrav kai welew kal Biudledbar mépurer—a
passage which exhibits the contrast of weifew and Puifecfar, and
one which Aristotle may possibly intend here tacitly, as is his
wont, to correct.

15. dyafol Twés. Cp. 1. 1. 1252a 2, and 3. 9. 12804 9, where
Sixawdy 7 is contrasted with o kvpiws dikatov. As the dyafdv = which
Force implies may be quite other than dperf (cp. Rhet. 1. 1. 1355 b
4 5q., where & xpnawdrara vév dyafdv, such as physical strength,
health, etc., are contrasted with dpery), the inference that Force is
not without Virtue is incorrect. This appears also from Pol. 3. 10.
1281 a 21<28, where Force is conceived separate from Virtue : cp.
3-12.1282b 23 sqq. Eth. Nic. 4. 8. 1124 a 20-31, again, throws
light on the passage before us: men claim respect from others on_
the strength of any good, kar’ d\jbeiav & 6 dyabis pévos Tepnréos.

16. ph dvev dperijs elvar Ty Biav. It will be observed that the
inference drawn is that Force is not without Virtue, which does not
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necessarily imply that the possessor of superior force is superior in
virtue.

&A\& wept Tob Sikafov k. Cp. Eth. Nic. 5. 10. 1135 b 27,
&L 8¢ olde mept Tob yevéoOa ) py duuaByreitas, dAAG wepi Tob Sikaiov,
and 31, dpoloyoivres mepl Toi wpdyparos, wepi Tob morépws Sikatov dp-
¢iofnrovow: also Pol. 6 (4). 16. 1300 b 26, doa Guohoyeitar pév,
dupiaBnreira 8¢ mept Tov dikalov, Here it is conceded on both sides
that ¢ force is not without virtue,” and the only subject of dispute is,
whether it is just for force to enslave not only the willing but also
the unwilling.

17. 8d yép Tobro k.T\. Aud Totro appears to refer to &r 13—
Biav 16, and especially to dore Sokelv py dvev dperiis elvas Ty Biav.
One side argues from this, that, force being accompanied by
virtue, and virtue attracting good-will, slavery is just only where
there is good-will between master and slave, and that consequently
the indiscriminate enslavement of those conquered in war is unjust;
the other side argues that as force implies virtue, wherever there is
the force to enslave, there is the right to enslave. For the power which
virtue has of attracting good-will, cp. Eth. Nic. g. 5. 11672 18, d\es
8" 1 ebvowa & dpemjy kal émeikesdy Tiva yiverar, drav 7o Pavi kakds Tis i) av-
Spetos # T¢ rooiTov, Kabdmep Kai émt Tow dyomardv eimopev: Eth. Eud. 4. 1.
1234b 22, rijs e yap mohirikijs Epyov elvar Boket pdAioTa wojoar pikiay, kai
v dpery 81k ToUTS aow elvar yphaiuor: ob yap évdéyeabar pdovs éavrois
elvas Tovs Gdikavpévovs Un’ dAjAev: Xen. Mem. 3. 3. 9, év mavri wpdy-
pare of dvfpwmor Toirois pd\iora éféovas meifeobas, obs &v fydvrar ek~
riorovs eva. ‘Those who argued against slavery unaccompanied
by good-will between master and slave were probably among those
who glorified rule over willing subjects, in contradistinction to rule
over unwilling subjects. We trace the idea in Gorgias’ praise of
rhetoric as the best of all arts—ndvra yip {¢p’ adrfj dotha & éxdvrav
d\X’ ob 8ia Bias mowiro (Plato, Phileb. 58 A-B). The doctrine was
perhaps originally Pythagorean: cp. Aristox. Fragm. 18 (Miiller,
Fr. Hist. Gr. 2. 278), mepi 8¢ dpxdvrav kai dpxopévov olres épdvovy’
Tobs pév ydp dpxovras Epaakov ob pdvov émoripovas, dANG kai Pphavpd-
wovs Beiv elvar, kal Tods dpyopévous ob pévov mwebnviovs, dA\N& Kkai Phdp-
xovras, and Cic. de Legibus 3. 2. 5, nec vero solum ut obtem-
perent oboediantque magistratibus, sed etiam ut eos colant dili-
gantque praescribimus, ut Charondas in suis facit legibus (which
shows that what passed for the laws of Charondas in Cicero’s day

" or in that of the authority he here follows had a Pythagorean tinge).
Compare also an oracle quoted by Porphyry, de Abstinentia 2. 9
(Bernays, Theophrastos iiber Frémmigkeit, p. 59) :—
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vl oe Oéuis krelvew dlwy yévos éori BéBaiov [ﬁmfws Valentinus],
&yyove Gewompdrov® & & éxaboway v karavelon
xépn8 &m, Gbew 1a¥, Eniokame, Prpt Sdikalws.
Xenophon is especially full of the idea that a ruler should rule so
as to win willing obedience from the ruled and so as to make them
etvovs to him (see e.g. Mem. 1. 2. 10: Cyrop. 3. 1. 28: 8. 2. 4).
One of the yvdpar povéorixar ascribed to Menander (116) runs—
Adthas mepuks ebvder T¢ Seomdry ¢ cp. also the words of the attendant
in Eurip. Androm. 58 (quoted by Camerarius, p. 42)—
edvous 8¢ kal oal {ovri T v TH o mboe,
and Plutarch, Cato Censor, c. 20, where we read of Cato’s wife—
malhdkis 8¢ kal rd rdv dovhwy waddpua T4 paoTd mpaciepévy kareaxetaley
ebvasay ék Tijs owrpopias mpds Tév vidv. But the ruler, it would
seem, should also feel efvawa for the ruled: cp. Democrit. Fragm.
Mor. 246 (Mullach, Fragm. Philos. Gr. 1. 356), 7ov dpxovra 3ei
Exew mpés pév Tods kaipols Aoywoudy, mpos 8¢ Tods évavriovs TdApay,
wpos 8¢ rabs Umorerayuévous edvowav: Plutarch, Reip. Gerend. Prae-
cepta, c. 28. 820 F-82r B (where efvaa is used both of the
ruler and the ruled): and Dio Chrysost. Or. 2. g7 R, where it
is implied that the king, unlike the ripawwos, dpxer Tdv dpaidwy
per’ ebvolas kat xpdepavias.  Aristotle holds that not merely good-will
but friendship (c. 6. 1255 b 13) will exist between the natural
slave and his natural master, but, unlike these inquirers, he rests
natural slavery, not on the existence of mutual good-will, but on
the existence of a certain immense disparity of excellence between
master and slave. (It is some years since, in writing this commen-
tary, I was led to take the view I have here-taken of the meaning
of efvaa in this passage, and I am glad to find from a note of
Mr. Jackson’s (Z7ans. Camb. Pkilol. Soc. vol. ii. p. 115) that he
has independently arrived at a nearly similar conclusion. Sepul-
veda, in his note on ¢ Quibusdam benevolentia ius esse videtur ’
(p. 12 b), long ago explained eivaa of the good-will of the ruled
to their rulers and their willing consent to be ruled, but this
escaped my notice till recently. See also Giphanius’ note, p. 68 sq.).
18. adtd, ¢ by itself, without any addition of good-will; cp. 3. 6.
1278 b 24, quvépyorrar 3¢ kai Tab (G &vexev adrad (as contrasted with
16 G xak&s) 1. Ag 1257 a 25, abtd yap T& xpijowua wpds abrd Karah-
Adrrovrai, émi mhéav 8 oddév. Pindar had implied that the rule of the
stronger (Plato, Laws 690 B) and of Bia (ibid. 714 E: cp. Gorg.
484 B) is in accordance with nature, but is reproved for this by
Plato (Laws 6go C). A confusion or identification of the stronger
and the better, as Socrates remarks (Gorg. 488 B-D), pervades
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the address of Callicles in that dialogue (see esp. Gorg. 483 D).
It is, in Aristotle’s view, from a confusion of this very kind that the
doctrines of the advocates of Force derive whatever plausibility they
possess. Athens had already, according to Isocrates, learnt that
Might is not Right; cp. Isocr. De Pace, § 69, ar¢ pév ofy ab ikawdy
ot Tods kpeirravs TGV frrdvey dpxeiy, v ékeivais Te Tois xpdvols Tvyxdvo-
ey éyvwkdres, kal viv émi Tis molerelas Tis map’ fipw kaleornrvias.

19. émel ., . ye, as in 1254 b 34 (see note), confirms what has
been said by introducing a supposition of the contrary: here it
confirms & refra: ‘it is owing to the fact that the disputants start
from a common principle—the principle that Force is conjoined
with Virtue—that a contention between them is possible; for
suppose Force and Good-will claimed respectively to be the basis
of just slavery, without resting their claims on Virtue, no conflict
of opinion would arise; the two claimants would neither of them
have a case.” “Arepot Adyar, 20, I take to be the line of argument
which the two contending parties would have to adopt, if they ceased
to shelter their claims under the claims of virtue, and argued in effect
that not superiority in virtue, but something else (force or good-will)
confers the right to rule. If these words meant ‘the one of the
two views,” one would rather expect drepos Adyos.

Biaordrtar . . . Xwpis Toltwr Tav Ndywy, ¢ severed from the ground
which they occupy in common and set opposite the one to the other’
(for xwpis seems to mean ‘apart from each other,” not ‘apart from
other arguments’), or, in other words, no longer * overlapping’
(émaMharrévrav): Cp. wepi pakpofidryros, 1. 464 b 27, where xexdpuwrra
is used in opposition to émaMAdrre;, and Pol. 8 (6). 4. 13212 135,
where 8iwaoréoe is opposed to owdvdleobar, a word used to explain
émaNhdrrew in Pol. 8 (6). 1. 1317 3 1.

21. 8\ws seems to qualify Swaiav in contrast to dwaiov Twds: cp.
3. 9. 1280 a 21, &reira 8¢ kal Bia Td Néyew péxpt Twos ékarépovs Sixaidy
7t vopifovat Bikatoy Aéyew dmAds' ol pév yap, dv kard T duoor dow, oloy
Xpipaow, éhes oiovrar dnoat elvar, and 3. 9. 1280 a 9, where Sixkawdy ¢
is contrasted with 6 kupiws 8ikaior. Resting on @ ground of right
(for such the law in question is: cp. Eth. Nic. 5. 3. 1129 b 12,
and Pindar, Fragm. 146 (Bergk), quoted by Plato, Gorg. 484 B,
Laws 714 E), not on 76 8\ws dixawv, they argue that slavery in war
is universally just, but they contradict themselves in the same breath,
“Ohws seems to be placed where it is for the sake of emphasis : for
the distance at which it stands from &iwaiay, cp. 2. 2. 12612 15,
where iy wé\w is similarly severed from waoas, if we adopt the
reading of I*, and see below on 1265 b 135,
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28. Tols edyeveardrovs. Eidyévea was commonly viewed as akin to
éevfepia and a kind of superlative degree of it (3. 13. 1283 a
335q.). Hence the transition here and in 32 from the one to the
other.

28. adrods, i.e. Greeks. It is the way with people to do to
others what they would not think of allowing to be done to them-
selves {4 (7). 2. 1324 b 32 sqq.).

82. Tdv adrdv 8¢ Tpdwov .1\ It is interesting to learn from
Aristot. Fragm. 82. 1490 a 10 sqq., that the sophist Lycophron
had challenged the reality of the distinction between the noble and
the ill-born, for the ideas of freedom and nobility lay so close
together in the Greek mind, that he or some other sophist may
well have gone on to challenge the justifiability of slavery.

84. Tols 3¢ BapBdpous oikor pévor. Cp. Theophrast. Charaet. 31
(Tauchriitz), 7 pévroe pnrnp ebyers Opdrra éari® Tas 8¢ Towalras pacly
év 7fj marpid ebyeveis elvar, and contrast the saying which Menander
puts in the mouth of one of his characters (Inc. Fab. Fragm.
4: Meineke, Fragm. Com. Gr. 4. 229):—

os &v el yeyovas j 75 ploe mwpos Tdyabd,

kbv Alfioyr 7], piirep, €otiv elyevis’

Skibns Tis SNefpos; 6 8 ’Avdxapais ol Skifys;
See also Dio Chrysost. Or. 15. 451 R. Isocrates, on the other
hand, bluntly refers to the Svayévera of the Triballi (De Pace, § 50).
The contrast between 10 dnrhds ebyevés and 76 év 7ois BapPdpois
which the view mentioned by Aristotle implies reminds us of
the contrast between natural society and society among the bar-
barians, which is implied in 1. 2. 1252 a 34-b 6. In 3. 13.
1283 a 33, however, we have 4 & elyéveia map’ ékdorors oikor Tipios;
where no difference is made between barbarians and Greeks.

86. xal is commonly used when an example is adduced: cp.
1. 12. 1259 b 8, Gomep kai “Apacts.

39. 4peryy kai kakig. A remark of the great Eratosthenes is
referred to by Strabo (p. 66) thus: éml réhew 8¢ rob {mopriparos (6
*Eparocfévys) oik émawéoas Tods 3ixa Biapoivras dwav 10 7év dvbpdmev
wAjfos €is Te "EN\pras kai BapBdpovs, kal Tols *Ahefdv8pe mapawoivras
rots péy "ENApow os ¢idois xpijobat, Tots 8¢ PapBdpors bs mokeulots, BéN-
Tiov elval Prow dperij kai xaxig Suapetv rabra. This may possibly be a
comment on some communication of Aristotle’s to Alexander (cp.
Plutarch, de Fort. Alexandri 1. 6); but Isocrates had said much the
same thing in his address to Philip (§ 154 : cp. Panath. § 163). Plato
had already (Polit. 262 D) found fault with the division of man-
kind into Greeks and barbarians, and the passage of the Politics
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before us shows that Aristotle is really quite at one with Erato-
sthenes. The fragment of Menander quoted above is in the same
spirit.  Cp. also Menand. "Hpws, Fragm. 2 (Meineke, Fragm. Com.
Gr. 4. 128), .

’Expipy y8p elvar 75 xakdv ebyevéorarov,

70l\eifepoy 8¢ mavrayol Ppovelv péya.

2. 1 3¢ ¢dois k.7 N\, HoAhdms appears to qualify Boterar, ob pévroe
divarai, which words hang together and mean wishes without
succeeding,” See Dittenberger, Gott. Gel. Anz. Oct. 28, 1874,
p- 1371. We find maNAdwis, however, out of its place in 5 (8). 2.
1337 b 20, if we adopt the reading of I, which is probably the
correct one, and it may possibly be simply out of its place here.
For the thought, cp. de Gen. An. 4. 4. 770 b 3 sqq. : 4. 3.
767 b 5 sq.: Rhet. 2. 15. 1390 b 22-31: Pol. 1. 2. 1252 2 28
sqq.: 2. 3. 1262a 21 sqq.: 7 (5). 4. 1306 b 28-30: also Eurip.
Fragm. 76, 166, 164 (Nauck), and Plato, Rep. 415 A, dre ody
Luyyeveis Bvres wdvres TO pév wakd Spoiovs dv Uuy adrols yevvére.

4. 1 épdofimaos. Cp. 1255 a 12, 17.

6. xai odk elolv k7A. These words have been interpreted in
many different ways. Bern. (followed by Sus. and others) takes
the meaning to be that ‘ not all actual slaves and freemen are so
by nature " : Mr. Congreve translates— it is true that some are not
by nature slaves, others by nature free, if you interpret aright ke
some and the others (ol pév, of 8¢). But does not of pév mean ‘oi
frrovs, as such’ (rd Buacbéy, 1255a 11: cp. 1255b 15, Tois Kard
vépov kai Biaabeio), and ai 8¢ ¢ of Kpeirrovs, as such’ (cp. vob Bidoacbar
Swwapévou kal kard Slvopw xpelrroves, 12552 g)—unless indeed we
prefer to explain of piv as meaning ‘those who are enslaved by
force without deserving it, and oi 8¢ ‘those who enslave others
without possessing the superiority of virtue which makes the
natural master’?

6. 7§ pdv .. . 7§ 8¢, neut. (as appears from ré pév . . . 76 3, 7-8).

9. 78 8¢ kaxds, sc. deamélew: ‘but a wrongful exercise of this
form of rule is disadvantageous to both,” and then follows (& y&p
aird k1) the reason why both suffer together from a wrongful
exercise of it. This is that master and slave stand to each other
as whole and part.

11. pépos ¢ T0d Seomdrov, cp. Eth, Nic. 5. 10. 1134 b 1059,

12. 8 kai oupdépor k7 \. ¢ There is something advantageous
to both in common,’ ¢ there is a community of interest’: cp. 1. 2.
12522 34, & Seamiry xal doihe ralré cvpdéper, and Isocr. Epist.
6. 3, py Kkowod 8¢ Toi ovpdéporros dvras, adk old Emws &v dpgarépois
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dpéakew Suvpbeipy.  The test.of 76 ko a'uﬁt])e’pou (= 70 Sixawor, 3. 12.
1282 b 1%), which is here applied to slavery, is the proper test to
apply to any political institution, for 74 xowj ovugépov is a condition
of moNirey) dpidia (Eth. Nic. 9. 6. 1167 b 2 sqq.), and the end of
the political union (Eth. Nic. 8. 11. 171602 11). Cp. Plato, Rep.
412D, kal piy 1oird v &v pdiora Pidol, § Euppéperv fyoiro T& alrd kal
éavrd, kal 8rav pd\iora ékelvov pév b mpdrrovros olnrar fupPaivew xal
éavrg b mpdrrew, piy 8¢, rodvavriov. Plato is perhaps thinking of
political rule of a despotic-kind, rather than of the private relation
of master and slave, when he says (Laws 756 E), dothot yép v xal
deamdras odx dv more yévowro pidoi.  Aristotle himself, however, finds
some difficulty in explaining in Eth. Nic. 8. 13. 11612 325qq,
how friendship is possible between an animate instrument like the
slave and his master, there being no xowavia between them (cp.
Pol. 4 (%). 8. 13282 28 sqq.), but here, in the First Book of the
Politics, no notice is taken of this difficulty: on the contrary, in
Pol. 1. 13. 12602 39 the slave is termed rowawris {wijs (where per-
haps {oj and Bios should be distinguished). Compare with the
passage before us Xen. Cyrop. 8. 7. 13, tods miarods rifecbar 8ei
ékaorov éavrg* ) 8¢ krijows adrdv EoTw oddapds odv tf PBig, dAN& paNhoy
otv Tjj edepyeain,

14. toltwy, i.e. Seomorelas kal Sovheias. Busse (De praesidiis
Aristotelis Politica emendandi, p. 42) compares such phrases as
déwaiboba Tav spoley, Tév loav (2. 9. 1269b g, etc.).

15. BiacBeior.  Aristotle has by this time forgotten that his
dative plural agrees with 8oiAe kai deanmdry, and that Biacbeior, which
suits only with 8oddats, should have been replaced by a word which
would have applied to deowérp also.

18. «ai éx tostwv. The fact had been already proved (cp. 12522
1%) by tracing the development of xowwrla: it had already been
shown that 8eomoreia and molirixs dpxy belong to different rowawiac:
now it is shown that both the ruled and the mode of rule differ in
the two cases.

17. é\\jhats, sc. radréy. With his usual economy of words,
Aristotle makes radrdv do here, though it fits in somewhat
roughly.

19. % pév oikovopukd, sc. dpx7. The household seems to be here
viewed as under a povapxia (the three forms of which are Baoiela,
Tvpawvis, alovpvyreia, 3. 14. 12852 17, 30: 6 (4). 4. 12922 18),
.because, though the rule of the husband over the wife is a woAiruy
dpxn (1. 12. 1259 b 1), the rule of the father over the child is
a Baoduky dpyy (ibid.), and that of the- master over the slave is
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degmoriki.  Perhaps, however (cp. 3. 6. 1278b 37 sq., where
oikovopux dpxf is distinguished from 8ecmoreld), the relation of
master and slave may not be included nnder oikovopucy dpxf. In
that case oikovopuxy) dpy7 will be a rule over free persons, but not
over free and equal persons, like mohiry dpxp. It must be
remembered that the equals over whom moheruc) dpy is said to be
exercised are not necessarily {vow kar” dpifpdy, for they may be only
oo kar’ dvahoyiav (Eth. Nic. 5. 10. 1134 2 27).

20. 6 pév olv kTN, Davepdy &, 16 . . . dpxf, 20, is parenthetical,
and pév ofv introduces a reaffirmation of what had been already
implied in the definition of master and slave (1z55b 6 sqq.)
—that a master is a master by virtue of his nature—in order that
a transition may be made to deamoricy émornun and SovAu émamipn,
and that these sciences, and especially the former, which Plato and
Xenophon and Socrates had set on the level of Bagiuky, mokerwk,
and olxovopci, may be replaced on the humble level which is really
theirs. Xenophon had said (Oecon. c. 13. 5), dores ydp To dpykavs
dvfpodmawv ddvarar woielv, Sjhov 87t odtos kai Seamorikods dvfpdmwy Svvarar
Siddokew Goris &¢ deomotikols, divarar moiely kal Bagiiovs, and again
(Oecon. c. 21. 10), by &v idvres [oi épydrar| kumbao, kal pévos ékdore
éuméay Tav épyarav kai Guovewkia wpds dAAphovs kai Poripia kparioTn
oboa ékdoTw, ToiTor éyd Gainy &v €xew T¢ fffovs Baohikob. This is just
what Aristotle wishes to contest here and elsewhere in the First
Book of the Politics. His way is to trace everywhere in Nature
the contrast of the conditionally necessary (rd é¢ vmoféoens dvay-
«atov) and the noble (r6 xa\dv), and he makes it his business to
distinguish carefully between the two. His work on the Parts of
Animals is largely taken up with the inquiry, * what share Necessity
and the Final Cause respectively have in their formation - (see
Dr. Ogle’s translation, p. xxxv). To mix up the deomorucy émariun
with mohrwq or Bagwi is to lose sight of this contrast. The
management of slaves has for him nothing of & xaAdv (4 (7). 3.
13252 25, oldév yap 76 ye Sovhe, § Sobdos, xpiiobar ceuvéy: 1§ yap
émirafis 1) mepl Tav dvaykaiwy oddevds peréxer Tdv kaAdv). As to T¢
Touéade elvar, cp. Eth. Nic. 4. 13. 1127 b 15, kard mp &w yép xai
1§ Todode elvar dhafdw éorw, and 6. 13. 1143 b 24—28. Aristotle’s
.object is to correct Plato, who had said (Polit. 259 B), ratmp b¢
(sc. 7ip Bagikikjy émoriumy) 6 kexrnuévos obk, dv Te dpywv dv Te
iBuorns dv Tuyxdvp, wdvres kard ye Tip Téxeny abmp Bagikds opbas
wpoopnbioerar; Aikawov yoiv. Kai prv olkovépuos ye kai deamwdrys Tadrév.
The possession of the science of directing slaves in their work
is not of the essence of the master (cp. c. 13. 1260 b 3 sq.), and
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therefore he is not defined by it. ‘The master may dispense with
such knowledge by employing a steward (35).

25. tods waidas, ‘the slaves.” Camerarius (Interp. p. 45) a.ptly
refers to the Aouhadiddoxahos of the comic poet Pherecrates. ‘Ex
ea fabulae parte, in qua ministrandi praecepta servo dabantur, petita
suspicor quae leguntur apud Athenaeum, xi. p. 408 b—

vori & dmaviwy Ty kihika Ods éumiety
éyxer T émbels Tov NOudy,
et'xv. p. 699 f—
dwady mor' é£efdv, oxbras yap ylyverar,
kal 7oy Avxvelxoy ékep’ évfeis Tov Myvay’
(Meineke, Hist. Crit. Com. Graec. p. 82).
€ln ¥ dv k.rA\. We rather expect dyromauijs kai 7@v dAwv 7dv
TowadTwy yevdy Tijs dakovias, but this slight looseness is characteristic.
Perhaps with éyromouxq we should supply * might be taught’ The
example introduced by ofov is sometimes put in the nom.—e. g. in
7 (5). 11. 1313 b 12, d\X’ elvar karackémous, olov wept Supakoigas ai
worayoyides xahavpevar. It would seem that the teacher at Syra-
cuse confined his instructions to a portion only of the services
needful to the household ; Aristotle suggests that other and higher
kinds of service should also be taught, such as cooking. For
ént mheiow, see Ast, Lexicon Platon. 3. 113: * cum v. elva et Stvacfar
¢ést plus valere vel latius patere’—the latter here. Socrates had
recognized a right and a wrong in éyonaia (Xen. Mem. 3. 14.
5), but Plato counts dyrematet kol pdyepoc among the accompani-
ments of a @reypaivavea mihs (Rep. 373 C): Aristotle’s not un-
friendly reference to the art in the passage before us illustrates
his substitution (4 (7). 5. 1326 b 31: 2. 6. 12653 31 sqq.) of
coppdves kat evbepios as the ideal standard of living for the
Platonic cwgpdvws. He was himself charged by Timaeus the
historian and others with being an epicure (see Polyb. 12. 24. 2,
where Timaeus is quoted as saying that writers disclose by the
matters on which they dwell frequently, what their favourite in-
clinations are—rdv 8 ’Apiorarélqy, Sfrapriovra wheavdkis év Tals ouy-
ypdppacw, Sroddyay elvar kai Nixvav : see also Grote’s note, Aristotle
1. 24). Rational ways of living needed to be upheld against the
savagery of the Cynics and the asceticism of some other schools.
Besides, if the household slave could be taught to cook better,
there would be all the less need to have recourse, in accordance
with a common Greek practice, to the services of outside pro-
fessionals. ¢ With the Macedonian times came in the fashion, con-
tinued by the Romans, of having cooks among the slaves of their
M 2
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household, a custom apparently unknown to the earlier Athenians.
... The reader will here again notice the curious analogy to the
history of medicine, for among the late Greeks, and among the
Romans, the household physician was always a slave attached to
the family’ (Mahaffy, Social Life in Greece, p. 284, ed. 1).

27. yop introduces the reason why instruction on these subjects
should be extended, as Aristotle suggests.

29. mpé, according to Suidas (Meineke, Fr. Com. Gr. 4. 17)
properly meant duvri in this proverb, but Aristotle quotes it in
a different sense. Another proverb may be compared (Strabo 8.
p- 339):—

foru Milos mpd IIdNowo® IIdAos ye pév éore kai dAos,
or in aslightly varied form (Leutsch and Schneidewin, Paroemiogr.
Gr. 2. 423) :—

&L Tdkus wpd TOkoto® TdKkOs Ye pév éoT kai d\Nos.

32. Tods Bodhous, yet in 33 Sodhoss: see below on 1259 b 2r.

38. o0d&v péya odde oepvév. Cp. 4 (7). 3. 1325 2 25 5qq. : 3. 4.
12%77a 33 sqq.: and contrast the tone of the Oeconomicus of
Xenophon, who, as we have already seen (above on 1255b 20),
finds in the direction of farm-work, and the winning of cheerful and
vigorous service from slaves, a good school of political and even
kingly rule (cc. 13, 21).

38. émitpomos. For the absence of the article, see Bon. Ind.
109 b 36, and cp. Eth. Nic. 1. 4. 10972 8, dmopov 8¢ kai 7 dpehn-
bigerar Updvrns § réerwv kX, Vict, compares Magn. Mor. 1. 35.
1198 b 12 sqq., where ¢pdvmais is described as émirponds Tis s go-
¢las, for the émirpomos, though managing everything, ofirw dpxe mdvrav,
d\\a mapackevd{er 76 Seomdry oxoNy, Omws dv éxeivos pi kwvdpevos Umd
Tév dvaykaloy éxkhelnrar Tol @Y ka\Gv i kal wpoomKdvrwy mpdTTEw D CP.
also the story of Pheraulas and Sacas (Xen. Cyrop. 8. 3. 39—50).
The émirpomos would be himself a slave ([Aristot.] Oecon. 1. §.
1344 a 25 sq.), though one would think that it would not be easy
to find a ¢ioe dofhos fit for the position. Contrast the tone of this
passage with that of Oecon. 1. 6. 1345 a 5, émokenréor ody 7d pév
abrdy (76v Seamdémpy), 7 8¢ Ty yuvaixa, bs ékarépois Suupeirar Td Eya
s olkovopias" kal TobTo momréov év pukpais oikovopiows OAiydkis, év &
émurpomevopévats modkes xr A, This is more in Xenophon’s tone.
For a similar contrast between the teaching of this book of the
Politics and the so-called First Book of the Oeconomics, see note
on 1256a 11.

37. 1 8¢ ke, sc. SotAwy, takes up év 7¢ krdobar, 32.

apdorépwy Todtwy, i, €. deomorich and Sovkuky émaripy.
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88. olov here, as Bonitz points out (Ind. 502a 7 sqq.),’is ex-
planatory (='nempe, nimirum, scilicet’), as in 3. 3. 1283 b 1 and
other passages, rather than illustrative by instance or comparison.

7 dwkaia. Cp. 1. 8. 1256b 23 sq. and Isocr. Panath. § 163:
also 4 (%). 14. 1333 b 38-13342 2. The just and natural way of
acquiring slaves is by raids of a hunting or campaigning type on
piger doihor. Toepes) Tes oboa # Onpevrucy is added in explanation
of érépa dugporépwv rovrwy, and to show that this science is neither
identical with dovAws) nor with eomorwy émariny. Being allied to
war and the chase, it is more worthy of a freeman than the other
two.

L. xpyporioricfis. This word is of frequent occurrence in cc.
8-10, and also in c. 11, and the sense in which it is used varies
greatly. Taking cc. 8-10 first, we shall find that, apart from
passages in which the word is used in an indeterminate sense (such
as1256a 1, 1257 b 5, 9, 18), it is nsed

(1) like krqruch (1256 b 24, 40), in a sense inclusive of both the
sound and the unsound form (12572 14, b 2, 36, 12582 6, 37):

(2) of the unsound form (125%7a 29, 1258 a 8), which is also
designated 7 pd\iora ypnpariorey (1256 b 40 5Q.), 7 kamphexy xpnpa-
mory (1257b 20), § py dvayxala xpppargry (12582 14),  pera-
Bhyruchy xpnpariorii (1258 b 1) 2

(3) of the sound form (1258 a 20, 28) which is also designa.ted
XpnparoTcy katé Puow (1257b 19) olkovopun xpr)y.aﬂd‘ﬂxr) (1257 b
20) r/ ava-yxauz quy.a'rw'nxr) (1258 a 16)

In c. 11, on the other hand, 5§ xpnparwrwy is made to 1nc1ude
not two forms, but three (1258b 12 sqq.), and these three forms
are—A. i} olkeordty xpnparioricy (1258 b 20), referred to as 7 xard
¢low in 1258b 28: B. § peraBAyrucy xpnparerici (1258b 21):
C. a kind midway between the two (1258b 27 sq.). In 7ois Tepdae
v xpnparwwrugy (c. 11. 1259 a §) the word seems to be used in an
unfavourable sense.

2. xatd 1dv Sdpnynpévov Tpémov. Cp.c. 1. 1252 a 1%, Ty Sdnynpéimy
péodov.  Either the transition from the slave (the part) to «rijoes
(the whole) is here said to be in conformity with Aristotle’s accus-
tomed mode of inquiry, or the plan is foreshadowed by which the
nature of rijois and xppparwor is ascertained through an analysis
of them into their parts (cp. 1256 a 16, 57 8¢ xrijots moAAG mepieidnpe
pépn Kkai 6 mhobros), Or again the meaning may be that Aristotle will
continue to follow & mpdypara ¢vdpeva, as he in fact does in the
sequel. Probably the first of these interpretations is the correct
one.

C. 8.
1256 a.
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6. dvdpiarromouia, The dvdpuarromoiss would appear to be properly
a worker in bronze: cp. Eth. Nic. 6. 7. 11412 10, Pediav Mibovpydv
oodv kat MoAvkhetrov dvSpuavromordy.

8. 73 Umokeipevor. Cp. de Gen. An. 1. 18. 724 b 3, érepév 70 8¢l
tmoxeigbat €€ ob Eorar mpdrov évumdpyovros (thus it is explained by wdo-
xovin 724b 6): de Gen. et Corr. 1. 4. 320 2 2, &1t 8¢ TAy pdhiora
pév kal kupios T6 Umokelpevoy yevéoews kat Ppbopds Sextikdy, Tpdmov 8¢ Twa
Kkal 76 Tais @ais peraBoldis, o mdvra SekTikd T& Umokeipeva évavridoedy
rwev, But the term is not confined in its application to Matter:
cp. Metaph. Z. 13. 1038 b 4, mepl 7o Smokepévov, S Sixas Imdkerar,
7 168e T oy, domep 76 (Gov Tois mdbeaw, §} bs 7 VA T} évrehexeig.

10. xahkdr. Some MSS. have yahcds (for the nom. in sentences
introduced by olov, see abave on 1255 b 25).

11. Tfs pév yap k.m\.  Contrast Oecon. 1. 1. 13432 8, dore 8ijhov
8t kal Tis olkovoukiis &v €ln kal xrigacfar oikov kal xpjoacbar adrd:
Eth. Nic. 1. 1. 10942 9, oixovopuijs 8¢ (réhos) mhodros: and indeed
Pol. 3. 4. 12977 b 24, émel xal olkovopia érépa dvdpis xal yvvaikds® Tob pév
vop rkrdobar, tijs 8¢ Ppuhdrrew Epyov éoriv, which agrees with Oecon.
1. 3. 13442 2. Probably in these passages of the Nicomachean
Ethics and the Politics oixovopia as it actually is, not as it ought to
be, is in view. For Aristotle seems not only here but elsewhere to
make ‘using’ the proper business of oikovouia (see c. 7. 1255b 31
sQ.: C. 10. 12584a 21 5Q.: 3. 4. 12772 35: Sus? Note 68).

13. Tols katd T™v oikiav, ¢ household things’ (Mr. Welldon) : cp.
5(8). 6. 1340 b 27, fjv 8ddaot Tois madiows, Smws xpopevor TalTy pndév
karayviwot Téy kard Ty olkiav: I. 10. 1258 a 29, Tovs koTd TV oikiav.

14. éo7i, sc. § xpyparioricy.  'The change of subject strikes ns as
strange, but a similar one occurs in Metaph. T. 2. 1004 b 22-25, wepi
pév yap 16 alrd yévos orTpéderar 1) ToProTi) kal 7 SiakexTiky T Pehocodia,
d\\& dwapéper Tiis pév 1§ Tpémg Tis Suvdpews, s 8¢ 100 Blov 7
mpoapécer.  Aristotle reverts to the nominative with which he
started (3-4) on his inquiry.

15. i ydp k.v\. Vahlen, in his note on Poet. 6. 1450 b 18, holds
that el ydp is here used in the same sense as in Rhet. 3. 17. 14182
35, where he reads with the best MS. Aéywr (not Aéye, as Bekker).
The meaning will then be—for this is so’ (i.e. ‘a dispute may
arise on this subject *), ¢if, for example,’ etc. He therefore places
a comma only after SiopdioBimow. (For Susemihl’s view see Sus.?
and Qu. Crit. p. 350 5q.) But the passage resembles so closely other
passages in Aristotle introduced by e, in which a kind of apodosis be-
gins with dore, that it seems better to interpret ¢! ydp as commencing
a new sentence, and to place a colon or full stop after SuapproBirpow.



1. 8. 1256 a 6—23. 167

The following passages will serve as illustrations—Metaph. I 4.
10552 22, 8has re el &omw 7§ évavmibrns Siacpopd, 1 Oé diagpopd Suoiy,
dore kal § Téheos: Phys. 6. 1. 2322 12, e odv dudyky § Jpepciv
ij tavelobar wav, Npepel 8¢ kal® Eékaoroy TéV ABT, dor' €orar TL ouvexds
fpepoiv dua kal kivovpevov. (See Vahlen’s note on Poet. 9. 1452 a
10: Bon. Ind. 873a 315sqq.: Bonitz, Aristotel. Studien, 3. 06—
124. This use of dore may have been common in conversational
Greek.) Whichever view we take of the passage, the doubt whether
xpnparwTicd is a part of olkovouks, or something quite different, will
be said to arise from the multifariousness of the forms of acquisi-
tion falling under xpnmariorkq. (This is no doubt more neatly
expressed, if with Vahlen we take e yap as = eimep.) It is implied
to be easier to imagine ypnuariomky a part of olkevouess, if it com-
prises agriculture and sound modes of acquisition of the same kind,
than if it has to do with less natural modes, exclusively or other-
wise. This is quite in harmony with the subsequent course of the
inquiry, which results in the two-fold conclusion that agriculture
and other similar ways of acquiring necessaries do form a part of
xpnparwrik, and that this part of xpprariory is a part of oikovouiky
(cp. c. 8. 1256 b 26 and 37). To mark off the sound section of
xpnparioricq from the unsound is, in fact, the first step towards
relating xpnuparioricg to oikovapiki.

17. wpdtov. Skemréov, or some such word, is dropped. The
omission of words which will readily be supplied is characteristic
of Aristotle’s style.

19. kai ktfjois is added, it would seem, because émpérea does
not clearly convey what is meant by «rijows rpops. What this is,
appears from Eth. Nic. 4. 1. 11202 8, xpfiows & elvar dokei ypyud-
Tov Samdvn kai 8does' 1) 8¢ Afjyrus kal i) Puaky krjos palkov. We find
xpnrdrav krijows mentioned in Pol. 1. 9. 1257 b 30.

4A\d piv, ‘but further there are many kinds of nutriment *—not

" only many kinds of property (16), but many kinds of nutriment,
and articles of subsistence are only one sort of property.

21. do1e k.r.\. Cp. Hist. An. 8. 1. 588 a 17 (referred to by Giph.),
ai 8¢ mpdkes kal of Bloc (1dv {Pwv) kara Ta by kal tas Tpodds dradhépou~
aw, and 8. 2. 5902 13 sqq.

23. 7€ ydp is here taken up by duolws 8 kai, 29, as in 1254 a 9, 2.
9. 1269a 36 sqq.,, Hist. An. 8. 1. 588b 24, etc. See Eucken de
Partic. usu, 17-20. The classification here adopted ((wopdya, xap-
wopdya, mappdya) is not probably offered as absolutely exhaustive,
for in Hist. An. 8. 6. 5952 13—1% we find mongdya and pifopdya {Ga
distinguished in addition to xaprogdya, and in Hist. An. 1. 1. 488 a
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14, in addition to capkagdya, xapmagpdya, and maugpdya, we hear of
ididrpacpa, alov 76 7@y pelirrav yévos kai T tév dpayvav. Bernays
understands Aristotle to connect gregariousness with an exclu-
sively vegetable diet, and it certainly is not quite clear how he
intends to class omnivorous animals. So far as they are carnivorous,
we must suppose that they will be solitary. As to carnivorous
animals, cp. Hist. An. 1. 1. 488a 5, yapyrdwvyar & oldév dyehdiov.
Vict. remarks—* nam aquilae, si gregatim volarent, longe viserentur,
quare aves quibus aluntur se abderent; nunc autem solae, ideoque
non conspectae, inopinantes illas capiunt: neque etiam invenirent
simul tantos ipsarum greges, ut possent ipsis vesci’” I am informed
that ‘true as what Aristotle says is upon the whole, still there are
many exceptions : e.g. nearly all Canidae, some seals, sand-martins,
and some vultures are gregarious and yet carnivorous. Hares and
some other rodents are grain-eating but not gregarious.” Fish are
often gregarions, yet piscivorous. The -carrion-eating condor
is “in a certain degree gregarions’ (Darwin, Voyage of the Beagle,
p- 183).  As to the bearing of the food of animals on the duration
of pairing, see Locke, Civil Government, 2. § 79.

28. wpds 7ds paotdves, ‘ad commoditatem victus’ (Bon. Ind.
5. V.).

alpeowv is perhaps used here and nowhere else by Aristotle in
its simplest sense of ‘taking’ or ‘ getting’; it is thus that Bonitz
would seem to interpret the word here (Ind. 18 b 38), for he marks
off this passage from others in which it bears its nsual meaning of
‘ choice” Aristotle needed a word applicable at once to {@a, kapmoi,
etc., and he finds it in afpeors. So Vict.: ¢ Natura tribuit singulis
rationem eam, qua commode copioseque vivant, et sumant non
magno labore quibus pascantur.’ Sepulveda, however, translates—
‘itaque Natura, prout ratio postulat facile parandi cibum quem
genns quodque animantinm consectatur, vitas eornm distinxit,’ and
I do not feel certain that he is wrong (Lamb. ‘ harum rerum electi-
onem’: Giph. * delectu earum ).

Todrwy, ‘ the different kinds of food.’

27. éxdoto, not ‘each individual member of the three classes of
animals,’ but ‘each of the species contained in a class’ is probably
meant.

28. xol abrdv Tdv fwoddywr. Cp. de Part. An. 3. 12. 6473 b 16, 7d
Te ydp Amap rals pév wolvoyxudés éor, Tols 3¢ povopuéaTepav, mpdTow
abréy 7dv édvaipwy kal (wordkawy &ru B¢ pallov kai wpds TaiTa kai mpos
@k Swadéper Td e Tav ixBioy kal rerpamddwy kai gorékov,

20, épolws 8¢ xal Tdv dvBpdwwv. These words apparently answer
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to rév re yip Onpiav (see above on 23). If so, we have here a further
illustration of the remark made in 21-22, ai watpopai riis Tpogijs Tods
Biovs memoukaot Sapépovras Tév {(wwv. It would indeed be easy to
supply of Bilow wpds EANmhovs Bieardow from the previous sentence, and
the tautology of moAd yép Sipépovow k7. is not decisive against
this, but there are other cases (as has been pointed out above)
in which e ydp is answgred by duoiws 8¢ kai, and irrespectively of
this it seems likely that the genitive is of the same kind as in
1253 b 27, or in 6 (4). 13. 1297 b 30, dnpokparia Te yip ob pia TOV
dpifudy éore kal tév @Ay dpoiws, or in Phys. 8. 8. 263 a I, «al
TV Kkwioewr dpa Goavrws : Cp. 1256b 6, dpolws 8¢ Kkal mept Tods
@Movs. The translation will then be, ‘the same thing holds
good of men too *—i. e. their mode of life also differs according to
the food on which they live. Pastoral nomads live on tame animals
(31), hunters on fish or wild birds or beasts, brigands on their booty,
whatever it may be, husbandmen on the produce of the soil and
the fruits of domesticated plants and trees.

31. oi pév ofv &pyérator. Mév odv (which is taken up by of & 35)
introduces a confirmation in detail of what has just been said
( saepe usurpatur, ubi notio modo pronunciata amplius explicatur,’
Bon. Ind. 540b 42). For dpyérara:, cp. pgorédrvas 26, and Herodo-
tus’ account of the Thracians (5. 6, dpydw elvac kd\Aiworov [kékpirac],
yiis 8¢ épydrny dripdraray 76 {Hv dmé moképov kal Apiorios kdAiworov). The
remark illustrates the effect of men’s food on their mode of life. Is
there a hint that the nomads live most like the golden race, who
are described by Hesiod (Op. et Dies 112 sqq.) as living véogew drep
7€ mévay Kal difos and dkpdéa Bupdv Exovres (compare the ¢ table of
the sun’ among the Ethiopians, Hdt. 3. 18)—most like the infant
who simply draws on the stores of nature? It is possible, but it
would be rash to assert this. For races are apparently held by
Aristotle to take a step in advance, when they exchange the wan-
dering pastoral life for the hard-working life of tillers of the soil (4
(7). x0. 1329 b 14). The leisure of nomad life may be too dearly
purchased. On the merits of a pastoral (not nomad) population, see
Pol. 8 (6). 4. 13192 19 sqq. For the contrast of Aristotle’s views
as to the natural mode of life with those of Dicaearchus, see vol. i.
p. 128, note 2.

32. avoykalou 8¢ k.rN. Cp. de Part. An. 4. 6. 682 b 6, adrav 8¢
1oy wrpéy &v pév éorw & PBlos vauadikds kal 8d Ty Tpoiy dvaykaiov
éxromi¢ew kA, Their way of moving about is enforced on them ;
their mode of life is none the less on the whole lazy and effortless;
because they cannot avoid changing pastures from time to time.
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86. Morelas. In treating Mporela as a form of hunting (like
Plato, Laws 823 B) and a natural way of acquiring food, Aristotle is
not thinking of the pickpocket or highwayman of civilized societies
~—this kind of Aporis is called by him aloypokepdss and dreheifepos
(Eth. Nic. 4. 3. 11222 7) and &wos (Eth. Nic. 5. 10. 11342 19)—
but of Agorela as he meets with it in the pages of Homer, or of
the wild Agoricd #vy mentioned by him in Pol. 5 (8). 4. 1338 b 23.
The Etruscans were ‘even more pirates than traders’ (Meltzer,
Gesch. de