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BOOK I 

CHAPTER I* 

Nature of the good—Difference in the ends—Subordination of 
arts and sciences—Importance of knowing the supreme good 
—Science or faculty of the supreme good—Ethics a depart- 

ment of Politics—Ethics not an exact science—The young 
not qualified to be students of Ethics. 

Every art and every scientific inquiry, and similarly every 
action and purpose, may be said to aim at some good. Hence 
the good has been well defined as that at which all things aim. 
But it is clear that there is a difference in the ends; for the 
ends are sometimes activities, and sometimes results beyond 
the mere activities. Also, where there are certain ends beyond 
the actions, the results are naturally superior to the activities. 

As there are various actions, arts, and sciences, it follows 
that the ends are also various. Thus health is the end of med¬ 
icine, a vessel of shipbuilding, victory of strategy, and wealth 
of domestic economy. It often happens that there are a num¬ 
ber of such arts or sciences which fall under a single faculty, 
as the art of making bridles, and all such other arts as make 
the instruments of Ticfeemahship, under horsemanship, and 
this again as well as every military action under strategy, 
and in the same way other arts or sciences under other 
faculties. But in all these cases the ends of the architectonic 
arts or sciences, whatever they may be, are more desirable 
than those of the subordinate arts or sciences, as it is for the 
sake of the former that the latter are themselves sought after. 
It makes no difference to the argument whether the activities 
themselves are the ends of the actions, or something else be¬ 
yond the activities as in the above mentioned sciences. 

If it is true that in the sphere of action there is an end 

♦A complete analysis of each chapter will be found in the appen¬ 
dix on page 247. 

1 
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which we wish for its own sake, and for the sake of which we 
wish everything else, and that we do not desire all things for 
the sake of something else (for, if that is so, the process will 
go on ad infinitum, and our desire will be idle and futile) it 
is clear that this will be the good or the supreme good. Does 
it not follow then that the knowledge of this supreme good 
is of great importance for the conduct of life, and that, if we 
know it, we shall be like archers who have a mark at which 
to aim, we shall have a better chance of attaining what we 
want? But, if this is the case, we must endeavour to compre¬ 
hend, at least in outline, its nature, and the science or faculty 
to which it belongs. 

It would seem that this is the most authoritative or archi¬ 
tectonic science or faculty, and such is evidently the political; 
for it is the political science or faculty which determines 
what sciences are necessary in states, and what kind of 
sciences should be learnt, and how far they should be learnt 
by particular people. We perceive too that the faculties which 
are held in the highest esteem, e. g. strategy, domestic econ¬ 
omy, and rhetoric, are subordinate to it. But as it makes use 
of the other practical sciences, and also legislates upon the 
things to be done and the things to be left undone, it follows 
that its end will comprehend the ends of all the other sciences, 
and will therefore be the true good of mankind. For although 
the good of an individual is identical with the good of a state, 
yet the good of the state, whether in attainment or in preser¬ 
vation, is evidently greater and more perfect. For while in an 
individual by himself it is something to be thankful for, it is 
nobler and more divine in a nation or state. 

These then are the objects at which the present inquiry 
aims, and it is in a sense a political inquiry. But our state¬ 
ment of the case will be adequate, if it be made with all such 
clearness as the subject-matter admits; for it would be as 
wrong to expect the same degree of accuracy in all reasonings 
as in all manufactures. Things noble and just, which are the 
subjects of investigation in political science, exhibit so great 
a diversity and uncertainty that they are sometimes thought 
to have only a conventional, and not a natural, existence. 
There is the same sort of uncertainty in regard to good things, 
as it often happens that injuries result from them; thus there 
have been cases in which people were ruined by wealth, or 
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again by courage. As our subjects then and our premisses 
are of this nature, we must be content to indicate the truth 
roughly and in outline; and as our subjects and premisses are 
true generally but not universally, we must be content to ar¬ 
rive at conclusions which are only generally true. It is right 
to receive the particular statements which are made in the 
same spirit; for an educated person will expect accuracy in 
each subject only so far as the nature of the subject allows; 
he might as well accept probable reasoning from a mathe¬ 
matician as require demonstrative proofs from a rhetorician. 
But everybody is competent to judge the subjects which he 
understands, and is a good judge of them. It follows that in 
particular subjects it is a person of special education, and in 
general a person of universal education, who is a good judge. 
Hence the young are not proper students of political science, 
as they have no experience of the actions of life which form 
the premisses and subjects of the reasonings. Also it may be 
added that from their tendency to follow their emotions they 
will not study the subject to any purpose or profit, as its end 
is not knowledge but action. It makes no difference whether 
a person is young in years or youthful in character; for the 
defect of which 1 speak is not one of time but is due to the 
emotional character of his life and pursuits. Knowledge is as 
useless to such a person as it is to an intemperate person. But 
where the desires and actions of people are regulated by 
reason the knowledge of these subjects will be extremely 
valuable. 

CHAPTER II 

The end of political science—Happiness—Nature of happiness— 

Deductive and inductive reasoning: first principles. 

But having said so much by way of preface as to the students 
of political science, the spirit in which it should be studied, 
and the object which we set before ourselves, let us resume 
our argument as follows: 

As every knowledge and moral purpose aspires to some 
good, what is in our view the good at which the political 
science aims, and what is the highest of all practical goods? 
As to its name there is, I may say, a general agreement. The 
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masses and the cultured classes agree in calling it happiness, 
and conceive that “to live well” or “to do well” is the same 
thing as “to be happy.” But as to the nature of happiness 
they do not agree, nor do the masses give the same account 
of it as the philosophers. The former define it as something 
visible and palpable, e. g. pleasure, wealth, or honour; differ¬ 
ent people give different definitions of it, and often the same 
person gives different definitions at different times; for when 
a person has been ill, it is health, when he is poor, it is wealth, 
and, if he is conscious of his own ignorance, he envies people 
who use grand language above his own comprehension. Some 
philosophers on the other hand have held that, besides these 
various goods, there is an absolute good which is the cause 
of goodness in them all. It would perhaps be a waste of time 
to examine all these opinions, it will be enough to examine 
such as are most popular or as seem to be more or less reason¬ 
able. 

But we must not fail to observe the distinction between the 
reasonings which proceed from first principles and the rea¬ 
sonings which lead up to first principles. For Plato was right 
in raising the difficult question whether the true way was from 
first principles or to first principles, as in the race-course 
from the judges to the goal, or vice versa. We must begin 
then with such facts as are known. But facts may be known in 
two ways, i. e. either relatively to ourselves or absolutely. It 
is probable then that we must begin with such facts as are 
known to us, i, e. relatively. It is necessary therefore, if a 
person is to be a competent student of what is noble and just 
and of politics in general, that he should have received a good 
moral training. For the fact that a thing is so is a first prin¬ 
ciple or starting-point, and, if the fact is sufficiently clear, it 
will not be necessary to go on to ask the reason of it. But a 
person who has received a good moral training either possess¬ 
es first principles, or will have no difficulty in acquiring them. 
But if he does not possess them and cannot acquire them, 
he had better lay to heart Hesiod’s lines: 

“Far best is he who is himself all-wise, 
And he, too, good who listens to wise words; 
But whoso is not wise nor lays to heart 
Another’s wisdom is a useless man.” 
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CHAPTER HI 

Different conceptions of happiness. 

But to return from our digression: It seems not unreasonable 
that people should derive their conception of the good or of 
happiness from men’s lives. Thus ordinary or vulgar people 
conceive it to be pleasure, and accordingly approve a life of 
enjoyment. For there are practically three prominent lives, 
the sensual, the political, and, thirdly, the speculative. Now 
the mass of men present an absolutely slavish appearance, 
as choosing the life of brute beasts, but they meet with con¬ 
sideration because so many persons in authority share the 
tastes of Sardanapalus1. Cultivated and practical people, on 
the other hand, identify happiness with honour, as honour is 
the general end of political life. But this appears too super¬ 
ficial for our present purpose; for honour seems to depend 
more upon the people who pay it than upon the person to 
whom it is paid, and we have an intuitive feeling that the 
good is something which is proper to a man himself and can¬ 
not easily be taken away from him. It seems too that the 
reason why men seek honour is that they may be confident 
of their own goodness. Accordingly they seek it at the hands 
of the wise and of those who know them well, and they seek 
it on the ground of virtue; hence it is clear that in their judg¬ 
ment at any rate virtue is superior to honour. It would per¬ 
haps be right then to look upon virtue rather than honour as 
being the end of the political life. Yet virtue again, it appears, 
lacks completeness; for it seems that a man may possess vir¬ 
tue and yet be asleep or inactive throughout life, and, not 
only so but he may experience the greatest calamities and 
misfortunes. But nobody would call such a life a life of hap¬ 
piness, unless he were maintaining a paradox. It is not neces¬ 
sary to dwell further on this subject, as it is sufficiently dis¬ 
cussed in the popular philosophical treatises. The third life 
is the speculative which we will investigate hereafter. 

The life of money-making is in a sense a life of constraint, 

xThe most luxurious, and the last, Assyrian monarch. 



0 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

and it is clear that wealth is not the good of which we are 
in quest; for it is useful in part as a means to something else. 
It would be a more reasonable view therefore that the things 
mentioned before, viz. sensual pleasure, honour and virtue, 
are ends than that wealth is, as they are things which are de¬ 
sired on their own account. Yet these too are apparently not 
ends, although much argument has been employed to show 
that they are. 

CHAPTER IV 

The universal good—Doctrine of ideas—No universal idea of 
“good”—Two kinds of “good”: ideal and practicable. 

We may now dismiss this subject; but it will perhaps be best 
to consider the universal good, and to discuss the meaning in 
which the phrase is used, although there is this difficulty in 
such an enquiry, that the doctrine of ideas has been intro¬ 
duced by our friends1. Yet it will perhaps seem the best, and 
indeed the right course, at least when the truth is at stake, to 
go as far as to sacrifice what is near and dear to us, especially 
as we are philosophers. For friends and truth are both dear 
to us, but it is a sacred duty to prefer the truth. 

Now the authors of this theory did not make ideas of things 
in which they predicated priority and posteriority. Hence 
they did not constitute an idea of numbers. But good is predi¬ 
cated equally of substance, quality and relation, and the ab¬ 
solute or essential, i.e. substance, is in its nature prior to the 
relative, as relativity is like an offshoot or accident of exist¬ 
ence; hence there cannot be an idea which is common to them 
both. Again, there are as many ways of predicating good as of 
predicating existence; for it is predicated of substance as 
e. g. of God or the mind, or of quality as of the virtues, or of 
quantity as of the mean, or of relativity as of the useful, or of 
time as of opportunity, or of place as of a habitation, and so 
on. It is clear then that it cannot be a common universal idea 
or a unity; otherwise it would not be predicated in all the 
categories but only in one. Thirdly, as there is a single science 
of all such things as fall under a single idea, there would have 

1 In. reference, of course, to Plato. 
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been a single science of all good things, if the idea of “good” 
were single; but in fact there are many sciences even of such 
good things as fall under a single category, strategy, e. g. 
being the science of opportunity in war, and medicine the 
science of opportunity in disease, medicine again being the 
science of the mean in respect of food, and gymnastic the 
science of the mean in respect of exercise. It would be difficult 
too, to say what is meant by the “absolute” in anything, if in 
“absolute man” and in “man” there is one and the same con¬ 
ception of man. For there will be no difference between them 
in respect of manhood, and, if so, neither will there be any dif¬ 
ference between “absolute good” and “good” in respect of 
goodness. Nor again will good be more good if it is eternal, 
since a white thing which lasts for a long time is not whiter 
than that which lasts for a single day. There seems to be 
more plausibility in the doctrine of the Pythagoreans who 
place unity in the catalogue of goods, and Speusippus1 ap¬ 
parently agrees with them. However these are questions which 
may be deferred to another occasion; but there is an ob¬ 
jection to my arguments which suggests itself, viz. that the 
Platonic theory does not apply to every good, that the things 
which in themselves are sought after and welcomed are reck¬ 
oned as one species and the things which tend to produce or 
in any sense preserve these or to prevent their opposites are 
reckoned as goods in a secondary sense as being means to 
these. It is clear then that there will be two kinds of goods, 
some being absolute goods, and others secondary. Let us 
then separate goods which are merely serviceable from ab¬ 
solute goods and consider if they are conceived as falling 
under a single idea. But what kind of things is it that may be 
defined as absolute goods? Will it be all such as are sought 
after independently of their consequences, e. g. wisdom, 
sight, and certain pleasures and honours? For granting that 
we seek after these sometimes as means to something else, 
still we may define them as absolute goods. Or is none of 
these things an absolute good, nor anything else except the 
idea? But then the type or idea will be purposeless, i. e. it will 
not comprise any particulars. If, on the other hand, these 
things too are absolute goods, the conception of the good will 

1 Plato’s nephew and successor in the Academy. 
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necessarily appear the same in them all, as the conception 
of whiteness appears the same in snow and in white lead. But 
the conception of honour, wisdom and pleasure, are distinct 
and different in respect of goodness. “Good” then is not a 
common term falling under one idea. But in what sense is the 
term used? For it does not seem to be an accidental homony¬ 
my1. Is it because all goods issue from one source or all tend 
to one end; or is it rather a case of analogy? for as the sight 
is to the body, so is the mind to the soul, i. e. the mind may 
be called the eye of the soul, and so on. But it will perhaps 
be well to leave this subject for the present, as an exact dis¬ 
cussion of it would belong rather to a different branch of 
philosophy. But the same is true of the idea; for even if there 
is some one good which is predicated of all these things, or 
some abstract and absolute good, it will plainly not be such 
as a man finds practicable and attainable, and therefore will 
not be such a good as we are in search of. It will possibly 
be held, however, that it is worth while to apprehend this 
universal good, as having a relation to the goods which are 
attainable and practicable; for if we have this as a model, we 
shall be better able to know the things which are good rela¬ 
tively to ourselves, and, knowing them, to acquire them. Now 
although there is a certain plausibility in this theory, it 
seems not to harmonize with scientific experience; for while 
all sciences aim at a certain good and seek to supply a de¬ 
ficiency, they omit the knowledge of the universal good. Yet 
it is not reasonable to suppose that what would be so ex¬ 
tremely helpful is ignored, and not sought at all by artists 
generally. But it is difficult to see what benefit a cobbler or 
carpenter will get in reference to his art by knowing the ab¬ 
solute good, or how the contemplation of the absolute idea 
will make a person a better physician or general. For it ap¬ 
pears that a physician does not regard health abstractedly, 
but regards the health of man or rather perhaps of a particu¬ 
lar man, as he gives his medicine to individuals. 

*What is meant by an “accidental homonymy” or equivocation 
is easily seen in the various senses of a single English word such as 
buU, 
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CHAPTER V 

Nature of the practicable good—Final good—Happiness the final 
good. 

But leaving this subject for the present let us revert to the 

good of which we are in quest and consider what its nature 
may be. For it is clearly different in different actions or arts; 
it is one thing in medicine, another in strategy, and so on. 
What then is the good in each of these instances? It is pre¬ 
sumably that for the sake of which all else is done. This in 
medicine is health, in strategy, victory, in domestic architec¬ 
ture, a house, and so on. But in every action and purpose 
it is the end, as it is for the sake of the end that people all 
do everything else. If then there is a certain end of all action, 
it will be this which is the practicable good, and if there are 
several such ends it will be these. 

Our argument has arrived by a different path at the same 
conclusion as before; but we must endeavour to elucidate it 
still further. As it appears that there are more ends than one 
and some of these, e. g. wealth, flutes, and instruments gen¬ 
erally we desire as means to something else, it is evident 
that they are not all final ends. But the highest good is clearly 
something final. Hence if there is only one final end, this will 
be the object of which we are in search, and if there are 
more than one, it will be the most final of them. We speak 
of that which is sought after for its own sake as more final 
than that which is sought after as a means to something else; 
we speak of that which is never desired as a means to some¬ 
thing else as more final than the things which are desired 
both in themselves and as means to something else; and we 
speak of a thing as absolutely final, if it is always desired in 
itself and never as a means to something else. 

It seems that happiness preeminently answers to this de¬ 
scription, as we always desire happiness for its own sake and 
never as a means to something else, whereas we desire honour, 
pleasure, intellect, and every virtue, partly for their own 
sakes (for we should desire them independently of what 
might result from them) but partly also as being means to 
happiness, because we suppose they will prove the instru- 
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ments of happiness. Happiness, on the other hand, nobody 
desires for the sake of these things, nor indeed as a means to 
anything else at all. 

We come to the same conclusion if we start from the con¬ 
sideration of self-sufficiency, if it may be assumed that the 
final good is self-sufficient. But when we speak of self- 
sufficiency, we do not mean that a person leads a solitary life 
all by himself, but that he has parents, children, wife, and 
friends, and fellow-citizens in general, as man is naturally a 
social being. But here it is necessary to prescribe some limit; 
for if the circle be extended so as to include parents, descend¬ 
ants, and friends’ friends, it will go on indefinitely. Leaving 
this point, however, for future investigation, we define the 
self-sufficient as that which, taken by itself, makes life de¬ 
sirable, and wholly free from want, and this is our concep¬ 
tion of happiness. 

Again, we conceive happiness to be the most desirable of all 
things, and that not merely as one among other good things. 
If it were one among other good things, the addition of the 
smallest good would increase its desirableness; for the acces¬ 
sion makes a superiority of goods, and the greater of two 
goods is always the more desirable. It appears then that hap¬ 
piness is something final and self-sufficient, being the end of 
all action. 

CHAPTER VI 

Nature of happiness—Function of Man—Definition of the good 
of Man. 

Perhaps, however, it seems a truth which is generally ad¬ 
mitted, that happiness is the supreme good; what is wanted 
is to define its nature a little more clearly. The best way of 
arriving at such a definition will probably be to ascertain the 
function of Man. For, as with a flute-player, a statuary, or 
any artisan, or in fact anybody who has a definite function 
and action, his goodness, or excellence seems to lie in his func¬ 
tion, so it would seem to be with Man, if indeed he has a def- 
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inite function. Can it be said then that, while a carpenter and 
a cobbler have definite functions and actions, Man, unlike 
them, is naturally functionless? The reasonable view is that, 
as the eye, the hand, the foot, and similarly each several part 
of the body has a definite function, so Man may be regarded 
as having a definite function apart from all these. What then, 
can this function be? It is not life; for life is apparently some¬ 
thing which man shares with the plants; and it is something 
peculiar to him that we are looking for. We must exclude 
therefore the life of nutrition and increase. There is next 
what may be called the life of sensation. But this too, is ap¬ 
parently shared by Man with horses, cattle, and all other 
animals. There remains what I may call the practical life of 
the rational part of Man’s being. But the rational part is two¬ 
fold; it is rational partly in the sense of being obedient to 
reason, and partly in the sense of possessing reason and in¬ 
telligence. The practical life too may be conceived of in two 
ways, viz., either as a moral state, or as a moral activity: but 
we must understand by it the life of activity, as this seems to 
be the truer form of the conception. 

The function of Man then is an activity of soul in accord¬ 
ance with reason, or not independently of reason. Again the 
functions of a person of a certain kind, and of such a person 
who is good of his kind e. g. of a harpist and a good harpist, 
are in our view generically the same, and this view is true of 
people of all kinds without exception, the superior excellence 
being only an addition to the function; for it is the function 
of a harpist to play the harp, and of a good harpist to play 
the harp well. This being so, if we define the function of Man 
as a kind of life, and this life as an activity of soul, or a 
course of action in conformity with reason, if the function of 
a good man is such activity or action of a good and noble 
kind, and if everything is successfully performed when it is 
performed in accordance with its proper excellence, it fol¬ 
lows that the good of Man is an activity of soul in accord¬ 
ance with virtue or, if there are more virtues than one, in 
accordance with the best and most complete virtue. But it 
is necessary to add the words “in a complete life.” For as one 
swallow or one day does not make a spring, so one day or a 
short time does not make a fortunate or happy man. 
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CHAPTER VII 

Degree of accuracy attainable in Ethics. 

This may be taken as a sufficiently accurate sketch of the 
good; for it is right, I think, to draw the outlines first and 
afterwards to fill in the details. It would seem that anybody 
can carry on and complete what has been satisfactorily 
sketched in outline, and that time is a good inventor or co- 
operator in so doing. This is the way in which the arts have 
made their advances, as anybody can supply a deficiency. 

But bearing in mind what has been already said, we must 
not look for the same degree of accuracy in all subjects; we 
must be content in each class of subjects with accuracy of 
such a kind as the subject-matter allows, and to such an ex¬ 
tent as is proper to the inquiry. For while a carpenter and 
a geometrician both want to find a right angle, they do not 
want to find it in the same sense; the one wants only such 
an approximation to it as will serve his practical purpose, the 
other, as being concerned with truth, wants to know its na¬ 
ture or character. We must follow the same course in other 
subjects, or we shall sacrifice the main points to such as are 
subordinate. Again, we must not insist with equal emphasis 
in all subjects upon ascertaining the reason of things. We 
must sometimes e. g. in dealing with first principles be con¬ 
tent with the proper evidence of a fact; the fact itself is a 
first point or principle. But there are various ways of dis¬ 
covering first principles; some are discovered by induction, 
others by perception, others by what may be called habitua¬ 
tion, and so on. We must try to apprehend them all in the 
natural or appropriate way, and must take pains to define 
them satisfactorily, as they have a vital influence upon all 
that follows from them. For it seems that the first principle 
or beginning is more than half the whole, and is the means of 
arriving at a clear conception of many points which are under 
investigation. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

Classification of goods. 

In considering the first principle we must pay regard not 
only to the conclusion and the premisses of our argument, 
but also to such views as are popularly held about it. For 
while all experience harmonizes with the truth, it is never 
long before truth clashes with falsehood. 

Goods have been divided into three classes, viz. external 
goods as they are called, goods of the soul and goods of the 
body. Of these three classes we consider the goods of the 
soul to be goods in the strictest or most literal sense. But it 
is to the soul that we ascribe psychical actions and activities. 
Thus our definition is a good one, at least according to this 
theory, which is not only ancient but is accepted by students 
of philosophy at the present time. It is right too, inasmuch 
as certain actions and activities are said to be the end; for 
thus it appears that the end is some good of the soul and not 
an external good. It is in harmony with this definition that 
the happy man should live well and do well, as happiness, it 
has been said, is in fact a kind of living and doing well. 

CHAPTER IX 

Conceptions of happiness—Happiness the supreme good. 

It appears too that the requisite characteristics of happiness 
are all contained in the definition; for some people hold that 
happiness is virtue, others that it is prudence, others that it 
is wisdom of some kind, others that it is these things or one 
of them conjoined with pleasure or not dissociated from 
pleasure, others again include external prosperity. Some of 
these views are held by many ancient thinkers, others by a 
few thinkers of high repute. It is probable that neither side is 
altogether wrong, but that in some one point, if not in most 
points, they are both right. 

Now the definition is in harmony with the view of those 
who hold that happiness is virtue or excellence of some sort; 
for activity in accordance with virtue implies virtue. But it 



*4 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

would seem that there is a considerable difference between 
taking the supreme good to consist in acquisition or in use, 
in a moral state or in an activity. For a moral state, although 
it exists, may produce nothing good, e. g. if a person is 
asleep, or has in any other way become inactive. But this 
cannot be the case with an activity, as activity implies action 
and good action. As in the Olympian games it is not the most 
beautiful and strongest persons who receive the crown but 
they who actually enter the lists as combatants—for it is 
some of these who become victors—so it is they who act right¬ 
ly that attain to what is noble and good in life. Again, their 
life is pleasant in itself. For pleasure is a psychical fact, and 
whatever a man is said to be fond of is pleasant to him, e. g. 
a horse to one who is fond of horses, a spectacle to one who 
is fond of spectacles, and similarly just actions to a lover of 
justice, and virtuous actions in general to a lover of virtue. 
Now most men find a sense of discord in their pleasures, 
because their pleasures are not such as are naturally pleasant. 
But to the lovers of nobleness natural pleasures are pleasant. 
It is actions in accordance with virtue that are naturally 
pleasant. Such actions then are pleasant both relatively to 
these persons and in themselves. Nor does their life need that 
pleasure should be attached to it as a sort of amulet; it 
possesses pleasure in itself. For it may be added that a per¬ 
son is not good, if he does not take delight in noble actions, 
as nobody would call a person just if he did not take delight 
in just actions, or liberal if he did not take delight in liberal 
actions, and so on. But if this is so, it follows that actions in 
accordance with virtue are pleasant in themselves. But they 
are also good and noble, and good and noble in the highest 
degree, if the judgment of the virtuous man upon them is 
right, his judgment being such as we have described. Happi¬ 
ness then is the best and noblest and pleasantest thing in the 
world, nor is there any such distinction between goodness, 
nobleness, and pleasure as the epigram at Delos suggests: 

“Justice is noblest, Health is best, 
To gain one’s end is pleasantest.” 

For these are all essential characteristics of the best activi¬ 
ties, and we hold that happiness consists in these or in one 
and the noblest of these. Still it is clear that happiness re- 
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quires the addition of external goods, as we said; for it is im¬ 
possible, or at least difficult for a person to do what is noble 
unless he is furnished with external means. For there are 
many things which can only be done through the instrumen¬ 
tality of friends or wealth or political power, and there are 
some things the lack of which must mar felicity, e. g. noble 
birth, a prosperous family, and personal beauty. For a person 
is incapable of happiness if he is absolutely ugly in appear¬ 
ance, or low born, or solitary and childless, and perhaps still 
more so, if he has exceedingly bad children or friends, or 
has had good children or friends and has lost them by death. 
As we said, then, it seems that prosperity of this kind is an 
indispensable addition to virtue. It is for this reason that 
some persons identify good fortune, and others virtue, with 
happiness. 

chapter x 

Can happiness be learnt or acquired?—Happiness a gift of the 
Gods—Object of political science—Animals, and the young, 
incapable of happiness. 

The question is consequently raised whether happiness is 
something that can be learnt or acquired by habit or dis¬ 
cipline of any other kind, or whether it comes by some divine 
dispensation or even by chance. 

Now if there is anything in the world that is a gift of the 
Gods to men, it is reasonable to suppose that happiness is a 
divine gift, especially as it is the best of human things. This 
however is perhaps a point which is more appropriate to an¬ 
other investigation than the present. But even if happiness 
is not sent by the Gods but is the result of virtue and of 
learning or discipline of some kind, it is apparently one of 
the most divine things in the world; for it would appear that 
that which is the prize and end of virtue is the supreme good 
and is in its nature divine and blessed. It will also be widely 
extended; for it will be capable of being produced in all 
persons, except such as are morally deformed, by a process 
of study or care. And if it is better that happiness should be 
produced in this way than by chance, it may reasonably be 
supposed that it is so produced as the order of things is the 
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best possible in Nature and so too in art, and in causation 
generally, and most of all in the highest kind of causation. 
But it would be altogether inconsistent to leave what is 
greatest and noblest to chance. But the definition of happi¬ 
ness itself helps to clear up the question; for happiness has 
been defined as a certain kind of activity of the soul in accord¬ 
ance with virtue. Of the other goods, i. e. of goods besides 
those of the soul, some are necessary as antecedent conditions 
of happiness, others are in their nature co-operative and 
serviceable as instruments of happiness. 

The conclusion at which we have arrived agrees with our 
original position. For we laid it down that the end of political 
science is the supreme good; and political science is con¬ 
cerned with nothing so much as with producing a certain 
character in the citizens, or in other words with making them 
good, and capable of performing noble actions. It is reason¬ 
able then not to speak of an ox, or a horse, or any other 
animal as happy; for none of them is capable of participat¬ 
ing in activity as so defined. For the same reason no child 

U:an be happy, as the age of a child makes it impossible for 
him to display this activity at present, and if a child is ever 
said to be happy, the ground of the felicitation is his promise, 
rather than his actual performance. For happiness demands, 
as we said, a complete virtue and a complete life. For there 
are all sorts of changes and chances in life, and it is possible 
that the most prosperous of men will, in his old age, fall into 
extreme calamities as is told of Priam in the heroic legends. 
But if a person has experienced such chances, and has died a 
miserable death, nobody calls him happy. 

CHAPTER XI 

May a person be called happy in his life-time?—Constancy of the 
virtuous activities—The happy man incapable of misery— 
Definition of happiness—The fortunes of the living as affect¬ 
ing the dead. 

Is it the case then that nobody in the world may be called 
happy so long as he is alive? Must we adopt Solon’s rule of 
looking to the end? and, if we follow Solon, can it be said 
that a man is really happy after his death? Surely such a 
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view is wholly absurd, especially for us who define happiness 
as a species of activity. But if we do not speak of one who is 
dead as happy, and if Solon’s meaning is not this but rather 
that it is only when a man is dead that it is safe to call him 
fortunate as being exempt at last from evils and calamities, 
this again is a view which is open to some objection. For it 
seems that one who is dead is capable of being affected both 
by good and by evil in the same way as one who is living 
but unconscious, e. g. by honours and dishonours and by the 
successes or reverses of his children and his descendants gen¬ 
erally. But here again a difficulty occurs. For if a person has 
lived a fortunate life up to old age, and has died a fortunate 
death, it is possible that he may experience many vicissitudes 
of fortune in the persons of his descendants. Some of them 
may be good and may enjoy such a life as they deserve; 
others may be bad and may have a bad life. It is clear, too, 
that descendants may stand in all sorts of different degrees 
of relationship to their ancestor. It would be an extraordinary 
result, if the dead man were to share the vicissitudes of their 
fortune and to become happy at one time and miserable at 
another, as they became either happy or miserable. But it 
would be equally extraordinary, if the future of descendants 
should not affect their parents at all or for a certain time. 
It will be best, however, to revert to the difficulty which was 
raised before, as it will perhaps afford an answer to the pres¬ 
ent question. If it is right to look to the end, and when the 
end comes to felicitate a person not as being fortunate but 
as having been so before, surely it is an extraordinary thing 
that at the time when he is happy we should not speak the 
truth about him, because we do not wish to call the living 
happy in view of the vicissitudes to which they are liable and 
because we have formed a conception of happiness as some¬ 
thing that is permanent and exempt from the possibility of 
change and because the same persons are liable to many rev¬ 
olutions of fortune. For it is clear that, if we follow the 
changes of fortune, we shall often call the same person happy 
at one time, and miserable at another, representing the hap¬ 
py man as “a sort of chameleon without any stability of po¬ 
sition.” It cannot be right to follow the changes of fortune. 
It is not upon these that good or evil depends; they are neces¬ 
sary accessories of human life, as we said; but it is a man’s 
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activities in accordance with virtue that constitute his hap¬ 
piness and the opposite activities that constitute his misery. 
The difficulty which has now been discussed is itself a witness 
constant as the activities in accordance with virtue; they 
seem to be more permanent than the sciences themselves. 
Among these activities, too, it is the most honourable which 
are the most permanent, as it is in them that the life of the 
fortunate chiefly and most continuously consists. For this is 
apparently the reason why such activities are not liable to be 
forgotten. 

The element of permanency which is required will be found 
in the happy man, and he will preserve his character through¬ 
out life; for he will constantly or in a preeminent degree pur¬ 
sue such actions and speculations as accord with virtue; nor 
is there anybody who will bear the chances of life so nobly, 
with such a perfect and complete harmony, as he who is truly 
good and “foursquare without a flaw.” Now the events of 
chance are numerous and of different magnitudes. It is clear 
then that small incidents of good fortune, or the reverse, do 
not turn the scale of life, but that such incidents as are great 
and numerous augment the felicity of life, if they are fortu¬ 
nate, as they tend naturally to embellish it and the use of 
them is noble and virtuous, and on the other hand, if they 
are of a contrary character, mar and mutilate its felicity by 
causing pains and hindrances to various activities. Still even 
in these circumstances nobility shines out, when a person 
bears the weight of accumulated misfortunes with calmness, 
not from insensibility but from innate dignity and magnan¬ 
imity. 

But if it is the activities which determine the life, as we 
said, nobody who is fortunate can become miserable; for he 
will never do what is hateful and mean. For our conception of 
the truly good and sensible man is that he bears all the 
chances of life with decorum and always does what is noblest 
in the circumstances, as a good general uses the forces at his 
command to the best advantage in war, a good cobbler makes 
the best shoe with the leather that is given him, and so on 
through the whole series of the arts. If this is so, it follows 
that the happy man can never become miserable; I do not 
say that he will be fortunate, if he meets such chances of life 
as Priam. Yet he will not be variable or liable to frequent 
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change, as he will not be moved from his happiness easily or 
by ordinary misfortunes but only by such misfortunes as are 
great and numerous; and after them it will not be soon that 
he will regain his happiness, but, if he regains it at all, it will 
be only in a long and complete period of time and after at¬ 
taining in it to great and noble results. 

We may safely then define a happy man as one whose ac¬ 
tivity accords with perfect virtue and who is adequately fur¬ 
nished with external goods, not for a casual period of time 
but for a complete or perfect lifetime. But perhaps we ought 
to add, that he will always live so, and will die as he lives; 
for it is not given us to foresee the future, but we take hap¬ 
piness to be an end, and to be altogether perfect and com¬ 
plete, and, this being so, we shall call people fortunate during 
their lifetime, if they possess and will possess these charac¬ 
teristics, but fortunate only so far as men may be fortunate. 

But to leave the discussion of this subject: The idea that 
the fortunes of one’s descendants and of one’s friends general¬ 
ly have no influence at all upon oneself seems exceedingly 
harsh, and contrary to received opinions. But as the events 
of life are numerous and present all sorts of differences, and 
some are of more concern to us than others, it would be clear¬ 
ly a long, if not an infinite task, to define them individually; 
we must, I think, be content to describe them generally and 
in outline. Now, as in personal misfortunes some have a cer¬ 
tain weight and influence upon our life, and others, it seems, 
are comparatively light, so it is with such misfortunes as af¬ 
fect our friends generally. But as the difference between the 
experiences of the living or the dead is far greater than the 
difference between terrible crimes when enacted upon the 
stage in tragedies and the same crimes when merely assumed 
to have already occurred, it is necessary to take account of 
this difference also, and still more perhaps of the serious 
doubt which has been raised as to the participation of the 
dead in any good or evil. For it is probable in this view that 
if anything, whether good or evil, reaches the dead at all, it 
is feeble and insignificant, either absolutely, or in relation 
to them, or if not, is of such a magnitude and character as 
to be incapable of making people happy if they are not happy 
or of depriving them of their felicity, if they are. 

It would seem then that the dead are affected or influenced 
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in some way by the prosperity and the adversity of their 
friends, but that the influence is of such a kind and degree as 
not to make people happy, if they are not happy, nor to have 
any similar effect. 

CHAPTER XII 

Is happiness an object of praise or of honour? 

Having determined these points, let us consider whether hap¬ 
piness belongs rather to such things as are objects of praise 
or to such things as are objects of honour. For it is clearly not 
a mere potential good. 

It appears that whatever is an object of praise is praised 
as possessing a certain character, and standing in a certain 
relation to something. For we praise one who is just and 
manly and good in any way, or we praise virtue, because of 
their actions and productions. We praise one who is strong 
and swift and so on, as naturally possessing a certain charac¬ 
ter and standing in a certain relation to something that is it¬ 
self good and estimable. The truth of this statement becomes 
clear, if we take the case of praises bestowed upon the Gods. 
Such praise appears ridiculous as implying a reference to 
ourselves, and there must be such a reference, because, as we 
said, praise invariably implies a reference to a higher stand¬ 
ard. But if this is the nature of praise, it is clear that it is 
not praise but something greater and better which is appro¬ 
priate to all that is best, as indeed is evident; for we speak 
of the Gods as “blessed” and “happy” rather than as “praise¬ 
worthy” and we speak of the most godlike men as “blessed.” 
It is the same with goods; for nobody praises happiness as he 
praises justice, but he calls it blessed, as being in its nature 
better and more divine. It is sometimes held on these grounds 
that Eudoxus1 was right in advocating the supremacy of 
pleasure; for the fact that pleasure is a good and yet is not 
praised, indicates, as he thought, that it is higher than the 
objects of praise, as God and the good are higher, these be¬ 
ing the standards to which everything else is referred. For 
praises are appropriate to virtue, as it is virtue which makes 

*A pupil of Plato. 
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us capable of noble deeds; but panegyrics to accomplished 
results, whether they be results of the body or of the soul. 
But it may be said that an exact discussion of these points 
belongs more properly to the special study of panegyrics. 
We see clearly, however, from what has been said, that hap¬ 
piness is something honourable and final. And that it is so 
seems to follow also from the fact that it is a first principle; 
for it is for the sake of happiness that we all do everything 
else, and the first principle or the cause of all that is good 
we regard as something honourable and divine. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Virtue as an element of happiness—Importance of psychology to 
the statesman—Analysis of the sold—Intellectual a?id moral 
virtues. 

Inasmuch as happiness is an activity of soul in accordance 
with complete or perfect virtue, it is necessary to consider 
virtue, as this will perhaps be the best way of studying hap¬ 
piness. 

It appears that virtue is the object upon which the true 
statesman has expended the largest amount of trouble, as it 
is his wish to make the citizens virtuous and obedient to the 
laws. We have instances of such statesmen in the legislators 
of Crete and Lacedaemon and such other legislators as have 
resembled them. But if this inquiry is proper to political 
science, it will clearly accord with our original purpose to 
pursue it. But it is clear that it is human virtue which we 
have to consider; for the good of which we are in search is, 
as we said, human good, and the happiness, human happiness. 
By human virtue or excellence we mean not that of the body, 
but that of the soul, and by happiness we mean an activity 
of the soul. 

If this is so, it is clearly necessary for statesmen to have 
some knowledge of the nature of the soul in the same way 
as it is necessary for one who is to treat the eye or any part 
of the body, to have some knowledge of it, and all the more 
as political science is better and more honourable than med¬ 
ical science. Clever doctors take a great deal of trouble to 
understand the body, and similarly the statesman must 
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make a study of the soul. But he must study it with a view 
to his particular object and so far only as his object requires; 
for to elaborate the study of it further would, I think, be to 
aggravate unduly the labour of our present undertaking. 

There are some facts concerning the soul which are ade¬ 
quately stated in the popular or exoterical discourses, and 
these we may rightly adopt. It is stated e. g. that the soul 
has two parts, one irrational and the other possessing reason. 
But whether these parts are distinguished like the parts of 
the body and like everything that is itself divisible, or wheth¬ 
er they are theoretically distinct, but in fact inseparable, 
as convex and concave in the circumference of a circle, is of 
no importance to the present inquiry. 

Again, it seems that of the irrational part of the soul one 
part is common, i. e. shared by man with all living things, 
and vegetative; I mean the part which is the cause of nutri¬ 
tion and increase. For we may assume such a faculty of the 
soul to exist in all things that receive nutrition, even in em¬ 
bryos, and the same faculty to exist in things that are full 
grown, as it is more reasonable to suppose that it is the same 
faculty than that it is different. It is clear then that the virtue 
or excellence of this faculty is not distinctively human but 
is shared by man with all living things; for it seems that this 
part and this faculty are especially active in sleep, whereas 
good and bad people are never so little distinguishable as in 
sleep—whence the saying that there is no difference between 
the happy and the miserable during half their lifetime. And 
this is only natural; for sleep is an inactivity of the soul in 
respect of its virtue or vice, except in so far as certain im¬ 
pulses affect it to a slight extent, and make the visions of the 
virtuous better than those of ordinary people. But enough 
has been said on this point, and we must now leave the prin¬ 
ciple of nutrition, as it possesses no natural share in human 
virtue. 

It seems that there is another natural principle of the soul 
which is irrational and yet in a sense partakes of reason. For 
in a continent or incontinent person we praise the reason, 
and that part of the soul which possesses reason, as it exhorts 
men rightly and exhorts them to the best conduct. But it is 
clear that there is in them another principle which is natural¬ 
ly different from reason and fights and contends against rea- 
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son. For just as the paralysed parts of the body, when we in¬ 
tend to move them to the right, are drawn away in a con¬ 
trary direction to the left, so it is with the soul; the impulses 
of incontinent people run counter to reason. But there is 
this difference, however, that while in the body we see the 
part which is drawn astray, in the soul we do not see it. But 
it is probably right to suppose with equal certainty that there 
is in the soul too something different from reason, which op¬ 
poses and thwarts it, although the sense in which it is distinct 
from reason is immaterial. But it appears that this part too 
partakes of reason, as we said; at all events in a continent 
person it obeys reason, while in a temperate or courageous 
person it is probably still more obedient, as being absolutely 
harmonious with reason. 

It appears then that the irrational part of the soul is itself 
twofold; for the vegetative faculty does not participate at 
all in reason, but the faculty of desire or general concupis¬ 
cence participates in it more or less, in so far as it is sub¬ 
missive and obedient to reason. But it is obedient in the 
sense in which we speak of “paying attention to a father” 
or “to friends,” but not in the sense in which we speak of 
“paying attention to mathematics.” All correction, rebuke 
and exhortation is a witness that the irrational part of the 
soul is in a sense subject to the influence of reason. But if 
we are to say that this part too possesses reason, then the 
part which possesses reason will have two divisions, one 
possessing reason absolutely and in itself, the other listening 
to it as a child listens to its father. 

Virtue or excellence again, admits of a distinction which 
depends on this difference. For we speak of some virtues 
as intellectual and of others as moral, wisdom, intelligence 
and prudence, being intellectual, liberality and temperance 
being moral, virtues. For when we describe a person’s char¬ 
acter, we do not say that he is wise or intelligent but that he 
is gentle or temperate. Yet we praise a wise man too in re¬ 
spect of his mental state, and such mental states as deserve 
to be praised we call virtuous. 
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CHAPTER I 

Genesis of moral virtue. 

Virtue or excellence being twofold, partly intellectual and 
partly moral, intellectual virtue is both originated and fos¬ 
tered mainly by teaching; it therefore demands experience 
and time. Moral virtue on the other hand is the outcome of 
habit, and accordingly its name (rjOtxY) apex^) is derived by 
a slight deflexion from habit (s'Qoq) A From this fact it is clear 
that no moral virtue is implanted in us by nature; a law of 
nature cannot be altered by habituation. Thus a stone nat¬ 
urally tends to fall downwards, and it cannot be habituated 
or trained to rise upwards, even if we were to habituate it by 
throwing it upwards ten thousand times; nor again can fire 
be trained to sink downwards, nor anything else that follows 
one natural law be habituated or trained to follow another. 
It is neither by nature then nor in defiance of nature that 
virtues are implanted in us. Nature gives us the capacity of 
receiving them, and that capacity is perfected by habit. 

Again, if we take the various natural powers which belong 
to us, we first acquire the proper faculties and afterwards 
display the activities. It is clearly so with the senses. It was 
not by seeing frequently or hearing frequently that we ac¬ 
quired the senses of seeing or hearing; on the contrary it was 
because we possessed the senses that we made use of them, 
not by making use of them that we obtained them. But the 
virtues we acquire by first exercising them, as is the case with 
all the arts, for it is by doing what we ought to do when we 
have learnt the arts that we learn the arts themselves; we 
become e. g. builders by building and harpists by playing the 
harp. Similarly it is by doing just acts that we become just, 

'The approximation of iBos (habit) and fjBos (character) cannot 
be represented in English. 
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by doing temperate acts that we become temperate, by do¬ 
ing courageous acts that we become courageous. The expe¬ 
rience of states is a witness to this truth, for it is by training 
the habits that legislators make the citizens good. This is the 
object which all legislators have at heart; if a legislator does 
not succeed in it, he fails of his purpose, and it constitutes 
the distinction between a good polity and a bad one. 

Again, the causes and means by which any virtue is pro¬ 
duced and by which it is destroyed are the same; and it is 
equally so with any art; for it is by playing the harp that 
both good and bad harpists are produced and the case of 
builders and all other artisans is similar, as it is by building 
well that they will be good builders and by building badly 
that they will be bad builders. If it were not so, there would 
be no need of anybody to teach them; they would all be born 
good or bad in their several trades. The case of the virtues is 
the same. It is by acting in such transactions as take place 
between man and man that we become either just or unjust. 
It is by acting in the face of danger and by habituating our¬ 
selves to fear or courage that we become either cowardly or 
courageous. It is much the same with our desires and angry 
passions. Some people become temperate and gentle, others 
become licentious and passionate, according as they conduct 
themselves in one way or another way in particular circum¬ 
stances. In a word moral states are the results of activities 
corresponding to the moral states themselves. It is our duty 
therefore to give a certain character to the activities, as the 
moral states depend upon the differences of the activities. 
Accordingly the difference between one training of the habits 
and another from early days is not a light matter, but is se¬ 
rious or rather all-important. 

CHAPTER 11 

Actions conducing to virtue—Scientific exactitude impossible— 
Deficiency and excess both fatal—Virtue in relation to pleas¬ 
ures and pains. 

Our present study is not, like other studies, purely specula¬ 
tive in its intention; for the object of our enquiry is not to 
know the nature of virtue but to become ourselves virtuous, 
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as that is the sole benefit which it conveys. It is necessary 
therefore to consider the right way of performing actions, for 
it is actions as we have said that determine the character of 
the resulting moral states. 

That we should act in accordance with right reason is a 
common general principle, which may here be taken for 
granted. The nature of right reason, and its relation to the 
virtues generally, will be subjects of discussion hereafter. 
But it must be admitted at the outset that all reasoning upon 
practical matters must be like a sketch in outline, it cannot 
be scientifically exact. We began by laying down the prin¬ 
ciple that the kind of reasoning demanded in any subject 
must be such as the subject-matter itself allows; and ques¬ 
tions of practice and expediency no more admit of invariable 
rules than questions of health. 

But if this is true of general reasoning upon Ethics, still 
more true is it that scientific exactitude is impossible in rea¬ 
soning upon particular ethical cases. They do not fall under 
any art or any law, but the agents themselves are always 
bound to pay regard to the circumstances of the moment as 
much as in medicine or navigation. 

Still, although such is the nature of the present argument, 
we must try to make the best of it. 

The first point to be observed then is that in such matters 
as we are considering deficiency and excess are equally fatal. 
It is so, as we observe, in regard to health and strength; for 
we must judge of what we cannot see by the evidence of what 
we do see. Excess or deficiency of gymnastic exercise is fatal 
to strength. Similarly an excess or deficiency of meat and 
drink is fatal to health, whereas a suitable amount produces, 
augments and sustains it. It is the same then with temper¬ 
ance, courage, and the other virtues. A person who avoids 
and is afraid of everything and faces nothing becomes a cow¬ 
ard; a person who is not afraid of anything but is ready to 
face everything becomes foolhardy. Similarly he who enjoys 
every pleasure and never abstains from any pleasure is licen¬ 
tious; he who eschews all pleasures like a boor is an insen¬ 
sible sort of person. For temperance and courage are de¬ 
stroyed by excess and deficiency but preserved by the mean 
state. 
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Again, not only are the causes and the agencies of produc¬ 
tion, increase and destruction in the moral states the same, 
but the sphere of their activity will be proved to be the same 
also. It is so in other instances which are more conspicuous, 
e. g. in strength; for strength is produced by taking a great 
deal of food and undergoing a great deal of labour, and it is 
the strong man who is able to take most food and to undergo 
most labour. The same is the case with the virtues. It is by 
abstinence from pleasures that we become temperate, and, 
when we have become temperate, we are best able to abstain 
from them. So too with courage; it is by habituating our¬ 
selves to despise and face alarms that we become courageous, 
and, when we have become courageous, we shall be best able 
to face them. 

The pleasure or pain which follows upon actions may be 
regarded as a test of a person’s moral state. He who abstains 
from physical pleasures and feels delight in so doing is tem¬ 
perate; but he who feels pain at so doing is licentious. He 
who faces dangers with pleasure, or at least without pain, is 
courageous; but he who feels pain at facing them is a coward. 
For moral virtue is concerned with pleasures and pains. It is 
pleasure which makes us do what is base, and pain which 
makes us abstain from doing what is noble. Hence the im¬ 
portance of having had a certain training from very early 
days, as Plato says, such a training as produces pleasure and 
pain at the right objects; for this is the true education. 

Again, if the virtues are concerned with actions and emo¬ 
tions, and every action and every emotion is attended by 
pleasure and pain, this will be another reason why virtue 
should be concerned with pleasures and pains. There is also a 
proof of this fact in the use of pleasure and pain as means of 
punishment; for punishments are in a sense remedial meas¬ 
ures, and the means employed as remedies are naturally the 
opposites of the diseases to which they are applied. Again, as 
we said before, every moral state of the soul is in its nature 
relative to, and concerned with, the thing by which it is nat¬ 
urally made better or worse. But pleasures and pains are the 
causes of vicious moral states, if we pursue and avoid such 
pleasures and pains as are wrong, or pursue and avoid them 
at the wrong time or in the wrong manner, or in any other 
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of the various ways in which it is logically possible to do 
wrong. Hence it is that people actually define the virtues as 
certain apathetic or quiescent states; but they are wrong in 
using this absolute language, and not qualifying it by the 
addition of the right or wrong manner, time and so on. 

It may be assumed then that moral virtue tends to produce 
the best action in respect of pleasures and pains, and that 
vice is its opposite. But there is another way in which we may 
see the same truth. There are three things which influence us 
to desire them, viz. the noble, the expedient, and the pleas¬ 
ant; and three opposite things which influence us to eschew 
them, viz. the shameful, the injurious, and the painful. The 
good man then will be likely to take a right line, and the bad 
man to take a wrong one, in respect of all these, but espe¬ 
cially in respect of pleasure; for pleasure is felt not by Man 
only but by the lower animals, and is associated with all 
things that are matters of desire, as the noble and the expe¬ 
dient alike appear pleasant. Pleasure too is fostered in us all 
from early childhood, so that it is difficult to get rid of the 
emotion of pleasure, as it is deeply ingrained in our life. 
Again, we make pleasure and pain in a greater or less degree 
the standard of our actions. It is inevitable therefore that 
our present study should be concerned from first to last with 
pleasures and pains; for right or wrong feelings of pleasure 
or pain have a material influence upon actions. Again, it is 
more difficult to contend against pleasure than against an¬ 
ger, as Heraclitus says, and it is not what is easy but what is 
comparatively difficult that is in all cases the sphere of art or 
virtue, as the value of success is proportionate to the diffi¬ 
culty. This then is another reason why moral virtue and po¬ 
litical science should be exclusively occupied with pleasures 
and pains; for to make a good use of pleasures and pains is 
to be a good man, and to make a bad use of them is to be a 
bad man. 

We may regard it then as established that virtue is con¬ 
cerned with pleasures and pains, that the causes which pro¬ 
duce it are also the means by which it is augmented, or, if 
they assume a different character, is destroyed, and that the 
sphere of its activity is the things which were themselves the 
causes of its production. 
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CHAPTER III 

Comparison of virtues and acts. 

But it may be asked what we mean by saying that people 
must become just by doing what is just and temperate by 
doing what is temperate. For if they do what is just and tem¬ 
perate, they are ipso facto proved, it will be said, to be just 
and temperate in the same way as, if they practice grammar 
and music, they are proved to be grammarians and musi¬ 
cians. 

But is not the answer that the case of the arts is not the 
same? For a person may do something that is grammatical 
either by chance or at the suggestion of somebody else; 
hence he will not be a grammarian unless he not only does 
what is grammatical but does it in a grammatical manner, 
i. e. in virtue of the grammatical knowledge which he pos¬ 
sesses. 

There is another point too of difference between the arts 
and the virtues. The productions of art have their excellence 
in themselves. It is enough therefore that, when they are 
produced, they should be of a certain character. But actions 
in accordance with virtue are not e. g. justly or temperately 
performed because they are in themselves just or temper¬ 
ate. It is necessary that the agent at the time of performing 
them should satisfy certain conditions, i. e. in the first place 
that he should know what he is doing, secondly that he 
should deliberately choose to do it and to do it for its own 
sake, and thirdly that he should do it as an instance of a 
settled and immutable moral state. If it be a question wheth¬ 
er a person possesses any art, these conditions, except indeed 
the condition of knowledge, are not taken into account; but 
if it be a question of possessing the virtues, the mere knowl¬ 
edge is of little or no avail, and it is the other conditions, 
which are the results of frequently performing just and tem¬ 
perate actions, that are not of slight but of absolute impor¬ 
tance. Accordingly deeds are said to be just and temperate, 
when they are such as a just or temperate person would do, 
and a just and temperate person is not merely one who does 
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these deeds but one who does them in the spirit of the just 
and the temperate. 

It may fairly be said then that a just man becomes just by 
doing what is just and a temperate man becomes temperate 
by doing what is temperate, and if a man did not so act, he 
would not have so much as a chance of becoming good. But 
most people, instead of doing such actions, take refuge in 
theorizing; they imagine that they are philosophers and that 
philosophy will make them virtuous; in fact they behave like 
people who listen attentively to their doctors but never do 
anything that their doctors tell them. But it is as improbable 
that a healthy state of the soul will be produced by this kind 
of philosophizing as that a healthy state of the body will be 
produced by this kind of medical treatment, 

CHAPTER iv 

Virtue not an emotion nor a faculty but a moral state. 

We have next to consider the nature of virtue. 
Now, as the qualities of the soul are three, viz. emotions, 

faculties and moral states, it follows that virtue must be one 
of the three. By the emotions I mean desire, anger, fear, 
courage, envy, joy, love, hatred, regret, emulation, pity, in a 
word whatever is attended by pleasure or pain. I call those 
faculties in respect of which we are said to be capable of ex¬ 
periencing these emotions, e. g. capable of getting angry or 
being pained or feeling pity. And I call those moral states in 
respect of which we are well or ill disposed towards the emo¬ 
tions, ill-disposed e. g. towards the passion of anger, if our 
anger be too violent or too feeble, and well-disposed, if it be 
duly moderated, and similarly towards the other emotions. 

Now neither the virtues nor the vices are emotions; for 
we are not called good or evil in respect of our emotions but 
in respect of our virtues or vices. Again, we are not praised 
or blamed in respect of our emotions; a person is not praised 
for being afraid or being angry, nor blamed for being angry 
in an absolute sense, but only for being angry in a certain 
way; but we are praised or blamed in respect of our virtues 
or vices. Again, whereas we are angry or afraid without de¬ 
liberate purpose, the virtues are in some sense deliberate 
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purposes, or do not exist in the absence of deliberate purpose. 
It may be added that while we are said to be moved in re¬ 
spect of our emotions, in respect of our virtues or vices we 
are not said to be moved but to have a certain disposition. 

These reasons also prove that the virtues are not faculties. 
For we are not called either good or bad, nor are we praised 
or blamed, as having an abstract capacity for emotion. Also 
while Nature gives us our faculties, it is not Nature that 
makes us good or bad, but this is a point which we have al¬ 
ready discussed. If then the virtues are neither emotions nor 
faculties, it remains that they must be moral states. 

chapter v 

Virtue not only a moral state but a particular moral state—Doc¬ 
trine of the mean—Virtue a mean or intermediate state. 

The nature of virtue has been now generically described. 
But it is not enough to state merely that virtue is a moral 
state, we must also describe the character of that moral 
state. 

It must be laid down then that every virtue or excellence 
has the effect of producing a good condition of that of which 
it is a virtue or excellence, and of enabling it to perform its 
function well. Thus the excellence of the eye makes the eye 
good and its function good, as it is by the excellence of the 
eye that we see well. Similarly, the excellence of the horse 
makes a horse excellent and good at racing, at carrying its 
rider and at facing the enemy. 

If then this is universally true, the virtue or excellence of 
man will be such a moral state as makes a man good and able 
to perform his proper function well. We have already ex¬ 
plained how this will be the case, but another way of making 
it clear will be to study the nature or character of this virtue. 

Now in everything, whether it be continuous or discrete, 
it is possible to take a greater, a smaller, or an equal amount, 
and this either absolutely or in relation to ourselves, the 
equal being a mean between excess and deficiency. By the 
mean in respect of the thing itself, or the absolute mean, I 
understand that which is equally distinct from both ex¬ 
tremes; and this is one and the same thing for everybody. 
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By the mean considered relatively to ourselves I understand 
that which is neither too much nor too little; but this is not 
one thing, nor is it the same for everybody. Thus if io be too 
much and 2 too little we take 6 as a mean in respect of the 
thing itself; for 6 is as much greater than 2 as it is less than 
10, and this is a mean in arithmetical proportion. But the 
mean considered relatively to ourselves must not be ascer¬ 
tained in this way. It does not follow that if 10 pounds of 
meat be too much and 2 be too little for a man to eat, a train¬ 
er will order him 6 pounds, as this may itself be too much or 
too little for the person who is to take it; it will be too little 
e. g. for Milo1, but too much for a beginner in gymnastics. It 
will be the same with running and wrestling; the right 
amount will vary with the individual. This being so, every¬ 
body who understands his business avoids alike excess and 
deficiency; he seeks and chooses the mean, not the absolute 
mean, but the mean considered relatively to ourselves. 

Every science then performs its function well, if it regards 
the mean and refers the works which it produces to the 
mean. This is the reason why it is usually said of successful 
works that it is impossible to take anything from them or to 
add anything to them, which implies that excess or defi¬ 
ciency is fatal to excellence but that the mean state ensures 
it. Good artists too, as we say, have an eye to the mean in 
their works. But virtue like Nature herself is more accurate 
and better than any art; virtue therefore will aim at the 
mean;—I speak of moral virtue, as it is moral virtue which 
is concerned with emotions and actions and it is these which 
admit of excess and deficiency and the mean. Thus it is pos¬ 
sible to go too far, or not to go far enough, in respect of fear, 
courage, desire, anger, pity, and pleasure and pain generally, 
and the excess and the deficiency are alike wrong; but to ex¬ 
perience these emotions at the right times and on the right 
occasions and towards the right persons and for the right 
causes and in the right manner is the mean or the supreme 
good, which is characteristic of virtue. Similarly there may 
be excess, deficiency, or the mean, in regard to actions. But 
virtue is concerned with emotions and actions, and here ex¬ 
cess is an error and deficiency a fault, whereas the mean is 

1 The famous Crotoniate wrestler. 
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successful and laudable, and success and merit are both char¬ 
acteristics of virtue. 

It appears then that virtue is a mean state, so far at least 
as it aims at the mean. 

Again, there are many different ways of going wrong; for 
evil is in its nature infinite, to use the Pythagorean figure, 
but good is finite. But there is only one possible way of going 
right. Accordingly the former is easy and the latter difficult; 
it is easy to miss the mark but difficult to hit it. This again 
is a reason why excess and deficiency are characteristics of 
vice and the mean state a characteristic of virtue. 

“For good is simple, evil manifold”1 

CHAPTER VI 

Definition of Virtue—Virtue both a mean and an extreme. 

Virtue then is a state of deliberate moral purpose consisting 
in a mean that is relative to ourselves, the mean being deter¬ 
mined by reason, or as a prudent man would determine it. 

It is a mean state firstly as lying between two vices, the 
vice of excess on the one hand, and the vice of deficiency on 
the other, and secondly because, whereas the vices either fall 
short of or go beyond what is proper in the emotions and 
actions, virtue not only discovers but embraces the mean. 

Accordingly, virtue, if regarded in its essence or theoreti¬ 
cal conception, is a mean state, but, if regarded from the 
point of view of the highest good, or of excellence, it is an 
extreme. 

But it is not every action or every emotion that admits of 
a mean state. There are some whose very name implies wick¬ 
edness, as e. g. malice, shamelessness, and envy, among emo¬ 
tions, or adultery, theft, and murder, among actions. All 
these, and others like them, are censured as being intrinsi¬ 
cally wicked, not merely the excesses or deficiencies of them. 
It is never possible then to be right in respect of them; they 
are always sinful. Right or wrong in such actions as adultery 
does not depend on our committing them with the right per- 

A line—perhaps Pythagorean—of unknown authorship 
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son, at the right time or in the right manner; on the contrary 
it is sinful to do anything of the kind at all. It would be 
equally wrong then to suppose that there can be a mean state 
or an excess or deficiency in unjust, cowardly or licentious 
conduct; for, if it were so, there would be a mean state of an 
excess or of a deficiency, an excess of an excess and a defi¬ 
ciency of a deficiency. But as in temperance and courage 
there can be no excess or deficiency because the mean is, in a 
sense, an extreme, so too in these cases there cannot be a 
mean or an excess or deficiency, but, however the acts may 
be done, they are wrong. For it is a general rule that an ex¬ 
cess or deficiency does not admit of a mean state, nor a mean 
state of an excess or deficiency. 

CHAPTER vir 

The doctrine of the mean in its application to particular virtues— 

Courage — Temperance—Liberality—Magnificence—High- 
mitidedness—Anger—T ruthfidness—W ittiness—Friendliness 
Mean states of the emotions—Modesty—Righteous indigna¬ 
tion. 

But it is not enough to lay down this as a general rule; it is 
necessary to apply it to particular cases, as in reasonings 
upon actions general statements, although they are broader, 
are less exact than particular statements. For all action refers 
to particulars, and it is essential that our theories should 
harmonize with the particular cases to which they apply. 

We must take particular virtues then from the catalogue1 
of virtues. 

In regard to feelings of fear and confidence, courage is a 
mean state. On the side of excess, he whose fearlessness is 
excessive has no name, as often happens, but he whose confi¬ 
dence is excessive is foolhardy, while he whose timidity is 
excessive and whose confidence is deficient is a coward. 

In respect of pleasures and pains, although not indeed of 
all pleasures and pains, and to a less extent in respect of 
pains than of pleasures, the mean state is temperance, the 
excess is licentiousness. We never find people who are defi- 

*It would seem that a catalogue of virtues must have been recog¬ 
nized in the Aristotelian school. 
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dent in regard to pleasures; accordingly such people again 
have not received a name, but we may call them insensible. 

As regards the giving and taking of money, the mean state 
is liberality, the excess and deficiency are prodigality and 
illiberality. Here the excess and deficiency take opposite 
forms; for while the prodigal man is excessive in spending 
and deficient in taking, the illiberal man is excessive in tak¬ 
ing and deficient in spending. 

(For the present we are giving only a rough and summary 
account of the virtues, and that is sufficient for our purpose; 
we will hereafter determine their character more exactly.) 

In respect of money there are other dispositions as well. 
There is the mean state which is magnificence; for the mag¬ 
nificent man, as having to do with large sums of money, dif¬ 
fers from the liberal man who has to do only with small 
sums; and the excess corresponding to it is bad taste or vul¬ 
garity, the deficiency is meanness. These are different from 
the excess and deficiency of liberality; what the difference is 
will be explained hereafter. 

In respect of honour and dishonour the mean state is high¬ 
mindedness, the excess is what is called vanity, the deficien¬ 
cy littlemindedness. Corresponding to liberality, which, as we 
said, differs from magnificence as having to do not with great 
but with small sums of money, there is a moral state which 
has to do with petty honour and is related to high-minded¬ 
ness which has to do with great honour; for it is possible to 
aspire to honour in the right way, or in a way which is exces¬ 
sive or insufficient, and if a person's aspirations are exces¬ 
sive, he is called ambitious, if they are deficient, he is called 
unambitious, while if they are between the two, he has no 
name. The dispositions too are nameless, except that the dis¬ 
position of the ambitious person is called ambition. The con¬ 
sequence is that the extremes lay claim to the mean or inter¬ 
mediate place. We ourselves speak of one who observes the 
mean sometimes as ambitious, and at other times as unam¬ 
bitious; we sometimes praise an ambitious, and at other 
times an unambitious person. The reason for our doing so 
will be stated in due course, but let us now discuss the other 
virtues in accordance with the method which we have fol¬ 
lowed hitherto. 

Anger, like other emotions, has its excess, its deficiency, 
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and its mean state. It may be said that they have no names, 
but as we call one who observes the mean gentle, we will call 
the mean state gentleness. Among the extremes, if a person 
errs on the side of excess, he may be called passionate and his 
vice passionateness, if on that of deficiency, he may be called 
impassive and his deficiency impassivity. 

There are also three other mean states with a certain re¬ 
semblance to each other, and yet with a difference. For while 
they are all concerned with intercourse in speech and action, 
they are different in that one of them is concerned with truth 
in such intercourse, and the others with pleasantness, one 
with pleasantness in amusement and the other with pleasant¬ 
ness in the various circumstances of life. We must therefore 
discuss these states in order to make it clear that in all cases 
it is the mean state which is an object of praise, and the ex¬ 
tremes are neither right nor laudable but censurable. It is 
true that these mean and extreme states are generally name¬ 
less, but we must do our best here as elsewhere to give them 
a name, so that our argument may be clear and easy to fol¬ 
low. 

In the matter of truth then, he who observes the mean may 
be called truthful, and the mean state truthfulness. Pretence, 
if it takes the form of exaggeration, is boastfulness, and one 
who is guilty of pretence is a boaster; but if it takes the form 
of depreciation it is irony, and he who is guilty of it is 
ironical. 

As regards pleasantness in amusement, he who observes 
the mean is witty, and his disposition wittiness; the excess is 
buffoonery, and he who is guilty of it a buffoon, whereas he 
who is deficient in wit may be called a boor and his moral 
state boorishness. 

As to the other kind of pleasantness, viz. pleasantness in 
life, he who is pleasant in a proper way is friendly, and his 
mean state friendliness; but he who goes too far, if he has 
no ulterior object in view, is obsequious, while if his object is 
self interest, he is a flatterer, and he who does not go far 
enough and always makes himself unpleasant is a quarrel¬ 
some and morose sort of person. 

There are also mean states in the emotions and in the 
expression of the emotions. For although modesty is not a 
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virtue, yet a modest person is praised as if he were virtuous; 
for here too one person is said to observe the mean and an¬ 
other to exceed it, as e.g. the bashful man who is never any¬ 
thing but modest, whereas a person who has insufficient 
modesty or no modesty at all is called shameless, and one 
who observes the mean modest. 

Righteous indignation, again, is a mean state between 
envy and malice. They are all concerned with the pain and 
pleasure which we feel at the fortunes of our neighbours. A 
person who is righteously indignant is pained at the prosper¬ 
ity of the undeserving; but the envious person goes further 
and is pained at anybody’s prosperity, and the malicious per¬ 
son is so far from being pained that he actually rejoices at 
mis j or Panes. 

We shall have another opportunity however of discussing 
these matters. But in regard to justice, as the word is used 
in various senses, we will afterwards define those senses and 
explain how each of them is a mean state. And we will fol¬ 
low the same course with the intellectual virtues. 

CHAPTER VIII 

The extremes opposed both to the mean and to each other. 

There are then three dispositions, two being vices, viz. one 
the vice of excess and the other that of deficiency, and one 
virtue, which is the mean state between them; and they are 
all in a sense mutually opposed. For the extremes are op¬ 
posed both to the mean and to each other, and the mean is 
opposed to the extremes. For as the equal if compared with 
the less is greater but if compared with the greater is less, so 
the mean states, whether in the emotions or in actions, if 
compared with the deficiencies, are excessive, but if com¬ 
pared with the excesses are deficient. Thus the courageous 
man appears foolhardy as compared with the coward, but 
cowardly as compared with the foolhardy. Similarly, the 
temperate man appears licentious as compared with the in¬ 
sensible but insensible as compared with the licentious, and 
the liberal man appears prodigal as compared with the illib- 
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eral, but illiberal as compared with the prodigal. The result 
is that the extremes mutually repel and reject the mean; the 
coward calls the courageous man foolhardy, but the fool¬ 
hardy man calls him cowardly, and so on in the other cases. 

But while there is this mutual opposition between the 
extremes and the mean, there is greater opposition between 
the two extremes than between either extreme and the mean; 
for they are further removed from each other than from the 
mean, as the great from the small and the small from the 
great than both from the equal. Again, while some extremes 
exhibit more or less similarity to the mean, as foolhardiness 
to courage and prodigality to liberality, there is the greatest 
possible dissimilarity between the extremes. But things 
which are furthest removed from each other are defined to 
be opposites; hence the further things are removed, the 
greater is the opposition between them. 

It is in some cases the deficiency and in others the excess 
which is the more opposed to the mean. Thus it is not fool¬ 
hardiness the excess, but cowardice the deficiency which is 
the more opposed to courage, nor is it insensibility the de¬ 
ficiency, but licentiousness the excess which is the more op¬ 
posed to temperance. There are two reasons why this should 
be so. One lies in the nature of the thing itself; for as one of 
the two extremes is the nearer and more similar to the mean, 
it is not this extreme, but its opposite, that we chiefly set 
against the mean. For instance, as it appears that foolhardi¬ 
ness is more similar and nearer to courage than cowardice, it 
is cowardice that we chiefly set against courage; for things 
which are further removed from the mean seem to be more 
opposite to it. This being one reason which lies in the nature 
of the thing itself, there is a second which lies in our own na¬ 
ture. It is the things to which we ourselves are naturally more 
inclined that appear more opposed to the mean. Thus we are 
ourselves naturally more inclined to pleasures than to their 
opposites, and are more prone therefore to licentiousness 
than to decorum. Accordingly we speak of those things, in 
which we are more likely to run to great lengths, as being 
more opposed to the mean. Hence it follows that licentious¬ 
ness which is an excess is more opposed to temperance than 
insensibility. 
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CHAPTER IX 

Definition of virtue as a mean state—Difficulty of the virtuous 
life. 

It has now been sufficiently shown that moral virtue is a 
mean state, and in what sense it is a mean state; it is a mean 
state as lying between two vices, a vice of excess on the one 
side and a vice of deficiency on the other, and as aiming at 
the mean in the emotions and actions. 

That is the reason why it is so hard to be virtuous; for it 
is always hard work to find the mean in anything, e. g. it is 
not everybody, but only a man of science, who can find the 
mean or centre of a circle. So too anybody can get angry— 
that is an easy matter—and anybody can give or spend 
money, but to give it to the right persons, to give the right 
amount of it and to give it at the right time and for the right 
cause and in the right way, this is not what anybody can do, 
nor is it easy. That is the reason why it is rare and laudable 
and noble to do well. Accordingly one who aims at the mean 
must begin by departing from that extreme which is the more 
contrary to the mean; he must act in the spirit of Calypso’s 
advice, 

“Far from this smoke and swell keep thou thy bark,” 

for of the two extremes one is more sinful than the other. As 
it is difficult then to hit the mean exactly, we must take the 
second best course, as the saying is, and choose the lesser of 
two evils, and this we shall best do in the way that we have 
described, i. e. by steering clear of the evil which is further 
from the mean. We must also observe the things to which we 
are ourselves particularly prone, as different natures have 
different inclinations, and we may ascertain what these are 
by a consideration of our feelings of pleasure and pain. And 
then we must drag ourselves in the direction opposite to 
them; for it is by removing ourselves as far as possible from 
what is wrong that we shall arrive at the mean, as we do 
when we pull a crooked stick straight. 

But in all cases we must especially be on our guard against 



40 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

what is pleasant and against pleasure, as we are not impartial 
judges of pleasure. Hence our attitude towards pleasure must 
be like that of the elders of the people in the Iliad towards 
Helen, and we must never be afraid of applying the words 
they use; for if we dismiss pleasure as they dismissed Helen, 
we shall be less likely to go wrong. It is by action of this 
kind, to put it summarily, that we shall best succeed in hit¬ 
ting the mean. 

It may be admitted that this is a difficult task, especially 
in particular cases. It is not easy to determine e. g. the right 
manner, objects, occasions, and duration of anger. There are 
times when we ourselves praise people who are deficient in 
anger, and call them gentle, and there are other times when 
we speak of people who exhibit a savage temper as spirited. 
It is not however one who deviates a little from what is right, 
but one who deviates a great deal, whether on the side of ex¬ 
cess or of deficiency, that is censured; for he is sure to be 
found out. Again, it is not easy to decide theoretically how 
far and to what extent a man may go before he becomes cen¬ 
surable, but neither is it easy to define theoretically anything 
else within the region of perception; such things fall under 
the head of particulars, and our judgment of them depends 
upon our perception. 

So much then is plain, that the mean state is everywhere 
laudable, but that we ought to incline at one time towards 
the excess and at another towards the deficiency; for this 
will be our easiest manner of hitting the mean, or in other 
words of attaining excellence. 



BOOK III 

CHAPTER I 

Voluntary and involuntary actions—Compulsory actions. 

As virtue is concerned with emotions and actions, and such 
emotions and actions as are voluntary are the subjects of 
praise and blame, while such as are involuntary are the sub¬ 
jects of pardon and sometimes even of pity, it is necessary, I 
think, in an investigation of virtue to distinguish what is 
voluntary from what is involuntary. It will also be useful in 
legislation as bearing upon the honours and punishments 
which the legislator assigns. 

It is generally admitted that acts done under compulsion, 
or from ignorance, are involuntary. But an act is compulsory, 
if its origin is external to the agent or patient, i. e. if it is one 
in which the agent or the patient contributes nothing, as 
e. g. if the wind, or people who have us in their power, were 
to carry us in a certain direction. But if an action is done 
from fear of greater evils or for some noble end, e. g. if a 
tyrant, who had our parents and children in his power, were 
to order us to do some shameful act, on condition that, if we 
did it, their lives should be spared, and, if not, they should 
be put to death, it is a question whether such action is vol¬ 
untary or involuntary. The case of throwing goods overboard 
during a storm at sea is similar; for although nobody would 
voluntarily make such a sacrifice in the abstract, yet every 
sensible person will make it for his own safety and the safety 
of his fellow passengers. Actions like this, although they are 
of a mixed character, are more like voluntary than involun¬ 
tary actions, as they are chosen at the time of performing 
them, and the end or character of an action depends upon 
the choice made at the moment of performing it. When we 
speak then of an action as voluntary or involuntary, we must 
have regard to the time at which a person performs it. The 
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person whose actions we are considering acts voluntarily; 
for in actions like his the original power which sets the in¬ 
strumentality of his limbs in motion lies in himself, and when 
the origin of a thing lies in a person himself, it is in his power 
either to do it or not to do it. Such actions then are practic¬ 
ally voluntary, although in the abstract they may be said 
perhaps to be involuntary, as nobody would choose any such 
action in itself. 

Such actions are at times subjects of praise, when people 
submit to something that is shameful or painful for the sake 
of gaining what is great and noble; or in the contrary case 
they are the subjects of censure, as it is only a bad man who 
would submit to what is utterly shameful, if his object were 
not noble at all, or were indifferent. There are also some 
actions which are pardonable, although not laudable, as 
when a person is induced to do what is wrong by such causes 
as are too strong for human nature and do not admit of 
resistance. Yet it is probable that there are some actions 
where compulsion is an impossibility; a person would rather 
suffer the most dreadful form of death than do them. Thus 
the reasons which constrained Alcmaeon1 in Euripides to 
murder his mother are clearly ridiculous. 

It is sometimes difficult to determine what ought to be 
chosen or endured for the sake of obtaining or avoiding a 
certain result. But it is still more difficult to abide by our 
decisions; for it generally happens that, while the conse¬ 
quence which we expect is painful, the act which we are con¬ 
strained to do is shameful, and therefore we receive censure 
or praise according as we yield or do not yield to the con¬ 
straint. 

What class of actions then is it that may be rightly called 
compulsory? Actions it may be said are compulsory in the 
abstract, whenever the cause is external to the agent and he 
contributes nothing to it. But if an action, although involun¬ 
tary in itself, is chosen at a particular time and for a particu¬ 
lar end, and if its original cause lies in the agent himself, 
then, although such an action is involuntary in itself, it is 
voluntary at that time and for that end. Such an action how- 

aAlcm£eon murdered his mother Eriphyle in revenge for the mur^ 
der of his father; but as the play of Euripides is lost, it is impos¬ 
sible to say what “the reasons” alleged in it were. 
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ever is more like a voluntary than an involuntary action; 
for actions fall under the category of particulars, and in the 
supposed case the particular action is voluntary. 

It is not easy to state what kind of actions are to be chosen 
for certain ends, as particular cases admit of many differ¬ 
ences. It might be argued that whatever is pleasant or noble 
is compulsory, as pleasure and nobleness are external to our¬ 
selves and exercise a constraint upon us; but if that were so, 
every action would be compulsory, as these are the motives 
of all actions in us all. Again, if a person acts under compul¬ 
sion and involuntarily, his action is painful to him; but if 
the motives of his action are pleasure and nobleness, it is 
pleasant. It is ridiculous to lay the blame of our wrong ac¬ 
tions upon external causes, rather than upon the facility 
with which we ourselves are caught by such causes, and, 
while we take the credit of our noble actions to ourselves, to 
lay the blame of our shameful actions upon pleasure. It 
seems then that an action is compulsory if its origin is exter¬ 
nal to the agent, i. e. if the person who is the subject of com¬ 
pulsion is in no sense contributory to the action. 

CHAPTER II 

Non-voluntary as distinguished from involuntary action—Action 
from ignorance and action in ignorance—Particulars of ac¬ 
tion. 

An action which is due to ignorance is always non-volun¬ 
tary; but it is not involuntary, unless it is followed by pain 
and excites a feeling of regret. For if a person has performed 
an action, whatever it may be, from ignorance, and yet feels 
no distress at his action, it is true that he has not acted vol¬ 
untarily, as he was not aware of what he was doing, but on 
the other hand, he has not acted involuntarily, so long as he 
feels no pain. 

If a person who has acted from ignorance regrets what he 
has done, it may be said that he is an involuntary agent; but, 
if he does not regret it, his case is different, and he may be 
called a non-voluntary agent, for, as there is this difference, 
it is better that he should have a special name. 

It would seem, too, that there is a difference between act- 
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ing from ignorance and doing a thing in ignorace. Thus, if 
a person is intoxicated or infuriated, he is not regarded as 
acting from ignorance, but as acting from intoxication or 
fury; yet he does not act consciously but in ignorance. 

It must be admitted then that every vicious person is igno¬ 
rant of what he ought to do, and what he ought to abstain 
from doing, and that ignorance is the error which makes 
people unjust and*generally wicked. But when we speak of 
an action as involuntary, we do not mean merely that a per¬ 
son is ignorant of his true interest. The ignorance which is 
the cause of involuntary action, as distinguished from that 
which is the cause of vice, is not such ignorance as affects 
the moral purpose, nor again is it ignorance of the universal; 
for this is censurable. It is rather ignorance of particulars, 
i. e. ignorance of the particular circumstances and occasion of 
the action. Where this ignorance exists, there is room for 
pity and forgiveness, as one who is ignorant of any such par¬ 
ticular is an involuntary agent. 

It will perhaps be as well then to define the nature and 
number of these particulars. They are 

1. the agent, 
2. the act, 
3. the occasion or circumstances of the act. 

Sometimes also 
4. the instrument, e. g. a tool, 
5. the object, e. g. safety, 

and 6. the manner of doing an act, e. g. gently or vio¬ 
lently. 

Nobody but a madman can be ignorant of all these particu¬ 
lars. It is clear that nobody can be ignorant of the agent; for 
how can a person be ignorant of himself? But a person may 
be ignorant of what he is doing, as when people say that a 
word escaped them unawares or that they did not know a 
subject was forbidden, like ^Eschylus1 when he revealed the 
mysteries, or that he only meant to show the working of a 
weapon when he discharged it, like the man who discharged 

lThe usual story, although it hardly suits the present passage, is 
that iEschylus was accused before the Areopagus of having revealed 
the Eleusinian mysteries and defended himself by alleging that he 
had never been initiated in them. 



ARISTOTLE 45 

the catapult. Again, a person may take his son for an enemy 
like Merope 2, or a pointed foil for a foil that has its button 
on, or a solid stone for a pumice stone, or he may kill some¬ 
body by a blow that was meant to save him, or he may deal 
a fatal blow while only intending, as in a sparring match, to 
give a lesson in the art of dealing a blow. As there may be 
ignorance in regard to all these particular circumstances of 
an action, it may be said that a person has acted involuntar¬ 
ily, if he was ignorant of any one of them, and especially of 
such particulars as seem to be most important, i. e. of the cir¬ 
cumstances of the action, and of its natural result. But if an 
action is to be called involuntary in respect of such ignorance, 
it is necessary that it should be painful to the agent and 
should excite in him a feeling of regret. 

chapter in 

Voluntary action—Actions due to passion or desire are voluntary. 

As an action is involuntary if done under compulsion or from 
ignorance, it would seem to follow that it is voluntary if the 
agent originates it with a knowledge of the particular cir¬ 
cumstances of the action. For it is perhaps wrong to say that 
actions which are due to passion or desire are involuntary. For 
in the first place upon that hypothesis none of the lower ani¬ 
mals can any more be said to act voluntarily, nor can chil¬ 
dren; and secondly is it to be argued that nothing which we 
do from desire or passion is voluntary? or are our noble 
actions done voluntarily, and our shameful actions involun¬ 
tarily? Surely the latter view is ridiculous, if one and the 
same person is the author of both kinds of action. But it 
would seem irrational to assert that such things as ought to 
be the objects of desire are desired involuntarily; and there 
are certain things which ought to be the occasions of anger, 
and certain things such as health and learning, which ought 
to be the objects of desire. Again, it seems that what is in¬ 
voluntary is painful, but what is done from desire is pleas¬ 
ant. Again, what difference is there, in respect of involuntari¬ 
ness, between errors of reason and errors of passion? It is our 

* Merope, wife of Cresphontes, was on the point of murdering her 
son ^Epytus by mistake. 
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duty to avoid both; but the irrational emotions seem to be as 
truly human as the reason itself and therefore we are as 
truly responsible for our emotions as for our reasoning. Such 
actions then as proceed from passion and desire are not less 
the actions of the man than rational actions; it is absurd 
therefore to regard these as involuntary. 

CHAPTER IV 

Moral purpose—Moral purpose not volition—Nor desire—Nor 
passion—Nor wish—Nor opinion. 

Having thus distinguished voluntary from involuntary ac¬ 
tion, we naturally proceed to discuss moral purpose. For it 
would seem that the moral purpose is most closely related to 
virtue, and is a better criterion of character than actions 
themselves are. 

It is clear that moral purpose is something voluntary. Still 
moral purpose and volition are not identical; volition is a 
term of wider range. For while children and the lower ani¬ 
mals participate in volition, they do not participate in moral 
purpose. Also we speak of actions done on the spur of the 
moment as being voluntary, but not as being done with 
moral purpose. 

It would appear then that the definition of moral purpose 
as desire, or passion, or wish, or opinion of some sort is a 
mistake. For moral purpose is not like desire and passion 
common to irrational creatures as well as to Man. Again, an 
incontinent person acts from desire but not from moral pur¬ 
pose. On the other hand a continent person acts from moral 
purpose but not from desire. Again, desire is contrary to 
moral purpose, but one desire is not contrary to another. De¬ 
sire, too, is, but moral purpose is not, directed to pleasures 
and pains. Still less can moral purpose be the same thing as 
passion; for there are no actions which seem to be so little 
directed by moral purpose as those which are due to angry 
passion. Nor again is moral purpose the same thing as wish, 
although it is clear that it is nearly allied to it. For moral 
purpose does not apply to impossibilities, and anybody who 
should say that he had a purpose of achieving what is impos¬ 
sible would be thought a fool. But there is such a thing as 
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wishing for the impossible, as e. g. for immortality. Again, 
while we may wish for things which could not possibly be 
affected by our own action, as e. g. for the victory of a cer¬ 
tain actor or athlete, it can never be said that we purpose 
such things; we only purpose what may, as we think, be pos¬ 
sibly effected by our own action. Again, the wish is directed 
rather to the end, but the moral purpose to the means. Thus 
we wish to be in good health, but we purpose or choose the 
means of being in good health. Or again we wish to be happy 
and admit the wish; but we cannot appropriately say that 
we purpose or choose to be happy. For it seems to be a gen¬ 
eral law that our moral purpose is confined to such things as 
lie within our own power. Nor again can moral purpose be 
opinion, for it seems that the sphere of opinion is universal; 
it embraces things which are eternal or impossible as much as 
things which lie within our own power. Opinion too, unlike 
moral purpose, is distinguished by being true or false, not by 
being good or evil. Perhaps there is nobody who maintains 
that moral purpose is identical with opinion generally; but 
neither is it identical with opinion of a particular kind. For 
it is according as we purpose or choose what is good or evil, 
and not according as we hold particular opinions, that we 
possess a certain character. Again, we choose to accept or 
avoid a thing and so on, but we opine what a thing is, or for 
whom or in what way it is beneficial. We do not opine at all 
to accept or avoid a thing. Again, whereas moral purpose is 
praised rather as being directed to a proper end than as be¬ 
ing correct, opinion is praised as being true. Again, we pur¬ 
pose or choose such things as we best know to be good; but 
we form an opinion of things of which we have no knowledge. 
Again, it is apparently not the same people who make the 
best choice and who form the best opinions. There are some 
people who form a better opinion than others, but are pre¬ 
vented by vice from making the right choice. It is possible 
that opinion may precede moral purpose or follow it, but that 
is not the point; for the question which we are considering is 
simply this, whether moral purpose is identical with opinion 
of a particular kind. 

What then is the nature and character of moral purpose, 
since it is none of the things which have been mentioned? It 
is clearly voluntary, but there are things which are voluntary 
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and yet are not chosen or purposed. It may be said, I think, 
that a thing is voluntary, if it is the result of previous delib¬ 
eration, for moral purpose implies reason and thought. The 
very name (xpoai'peats) seems to indicate previous delibera¬ 
tion, as it denotes something chosen in preference to other 
things. 

chapter v 

Subjects of deliberation. 

The question is, Do we deliberate upon everything? Is 
everything a matter for deliberation, or are there some things 
which are not subjects of deliberation? 

We must presumably understand by “a matter of deliber¬ 
ation” not that about which a fool or a madman, but that 
about which a sensible person, would deliberate. 

Nobody deliberates about things which are eternal, i.e. 
immutable, as e. g. the universe or the incommensurability of 
the diagonal and the side of a square; or about things which 
are in motion but always follow the same course, whether of 
necessity or by nature or for some other cause, as e. g. the sol¬ 
stices and sunrisings; or about things which are wholly irreg¬ 
ular like droughts and showers; or about mere matters of 
chance such as the finding of a treasure. Nor again are all 
human affairs matters of deliberation; thus no Lacedaemon¬ 
ian will deliberate upon the best constitution for the Scyth¬ 
ians. The reason why we do not deliberate about these things 
is that none of them can be affected by our action. The mat¬ 
ters about which we deliberate are practical matters lying 
within our power. There is in fact no other class of matters 
left; for it would seem that the causes of things are nature, 
necessity, chance, and besides these only intelligence, and 
human agency in its various forms. But different classes of 
people deliberate about such practical matters as depend 
upon their several actions. Further, those sciences, which are 
exact and complete in themselves, do not admit of delibera¬ 
tion, as e. g. writing; for we are in no doubt as to the proper 
way of writing. But if a thing depends upon our own action 
and is not invariable, it is a matter of deliberation, as e.g. 
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questions of medicine, of finance, or of navigation rather 
than of gymnastic, as being less exactly systematized, and 
similarly all other arts, and again, the arts more than the 
sciences, as we are more in doubt about them. 

Deliberation occurs in cases which fall under a general 
rule, if it is uncertain what the issue will be, and in cases 
which do not admit of an absolute decision. We invite the 
help of other people in our deliberations upon matters of 
importance, when we distrust our own ability to decide them. 

Again, we deliberate not about ends but about the means 
to ends. Thus a doctor does not deliberate whether he shall 
cure his patients, nor an orator whether he shall persuade his 
audience, nor a statesman whether he shall produce law and 
order, nor does any one else deliberate about his end. They 
all propose to themselves a certain end and then consider 
how and by what means it can be attained, and if it appears 
capable of attainment by several means, they consider what 
will be the easiest and best means of attaining it, and if 
there is only one means of attaining it, how it may be at¬ 
tained by this means, and by what means this means itself 
can be attained, until they come to the first cause, which in 
the order of discovery is last. For it seems that deliberation 
is a process of investigation and analysis such as this: it is 
like the analysis of a geometrical figure.1 It appears however 
that, while investigation is not always deliberation, mathe¬ 
matical investigations, e. g. not being so, deliberation is al¬ 
ways investigation, and that that which is last in the order of 
analysis is first in the order of production. 

If in a deliberation we come upon an impossibility, we 
abandon our task, as e. g. if money is required and it is impos¬ 
sible to provide the money; but if it appears to be possible, 
we set about doing it. By possibilities I mean such things as 
may be effected by our own actions; for what is done by our 
friends may be said to be done by ourselves, as the origin of 
it lies in ourselves. The question is sometimes what instru¬ 
ments are necessary, and at other times how they are to be 

lThe point of the comparison is that, if it is desired to ascertain 
the construction of a geometrical figure, the best way is often to as¬ 
sume the figure as already constructed and then to work backwards 
to the conditions necessary for constructing it. 
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used. Similarly in all other cases it is sometimes the means 
of doing a certain thing and at other times the manner or 
the agency that is in question. 

It seems, as has been said, that a man originates his own 
actions. Deliberation touches such things as may be done by 
a man himself, and actions are done for the sake of something 
which lies beyond themselves. Accordingly it is not the end, 
but the means to the end, that will be matter of deliberation. 
Nor again will particular questions be matters of delibera¬ 
tion, as e. g. the question whether a particular thing is a loaf 
or has been properly baked; that is rather a matter of percep¬ 
tion, and, if we go on deliberating for ever, we shall never 
come to an end. 

The objects of deliberation and of moral purpose are the 
same, except that the object of moral purpose is already de¬ 
termined ; for it is that which is preferred after deliberation. 
For everybody gives up inquiring how he shall act when he 
has traced back the origin of his action to himself and to the 
dominant part of himself, i. e. to the part which exercises 
moral choice or purpose. There is an illustration of this prin¬ 
ciple in the ancient polities which Homer represented, for in 
them the kings promulgated their purpose, whatever it might 
be, to the people. 

But if the object of our moral purpose is that which, being 
in our power, is after deliberation the object of our desire, it 
follows that the moral purpose is a deliberative desire of 
something which is in our power; for we first deliberate upon 
a thing and, after passing judgment upon it, we desire it in 
accordance with our deliberation. 

Let us now leave this rough sketch of the moral purpose. 
We have shown what are the matters with which it deals, 
and that it is directed to the means rather than to the ends. 

CHAPTER VI 

Wish—Object of the wish. 

We have said that the wish is directed to the end; but there 
are some people who hold that the end is the good, and 
others that it is what appears to be good. If it is said that the 
object of wish is the good, it follows that where a person’s 
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moral purpose or choice is wrong that which he wishes is not 
in the proper sense an object of wish; for if it is an object of 
wish it will also be a good, but it was perhaps an evil. If on 
the other hand, it is said that it is what appears to be good 
which is the object of wish, it follows that there is no such 
thing as a natural object of wish, but that it is in every man’s 
case that which seems good to him. But different, and it may 
be even opposite things, seem good to different people. 

If these conclusions are not satisfactory, it will perhaps be 
best to say that in an absolute or true sense it is the good 
which is the object of wish, but that in reference to the indi¬ 
vidual it is that which appears to be good. Hence it is the 
true good which is good relatively to the virtuous man, and 
something that need not be defined which is good relatively 
to the vicious man. The case is much the same as in the body; 
when people are in a good state of health it is things which 
are truly wholesome that are wholesome to them, but when 
they are in a bad state of health it is other things, and so with 
things that are bitter, sweet, hot, heavy, and the rest. For the 
virtuous man forms a right judgment of particular cases, and 
in every case that which is true appears true to him. For 
every moral state has its own honours and pleasures, nor is 
there any point perhaps so distinctive of the virtuous man as 
his power of seeing the truth in all cases, because he is, as it 
were, the standard and measure of things. It seems to be 
pleasure which most frequently deceives people, for pleasure 
appears to be good, although it is not, and the result is that 
they choose what is pleasant as if it were good, and avoid 
pain as if it were evil. 

CHAPTER VII 

Virtue and vice voluntary. 

As it is the end which is the object of wish, and the means to 
the end which are the objects of deliberation and moral pur¬ 
pose, it follows that such actions as are concerned with the 
means will be determined by moral purpose and will be vol¬ 
untary. But it is with the means that the activities of the 
virtues are concerned. 

Virtue and vice are both alike in our own power; for where 
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it is in our power to act, it is also in our power to refrain from 
acting, and where it is in our power to refrain from acting, it 
is also in our power to act. Hence if it is in our power to act 
when action is noble, it will also be in our power to refrain 
from acting when inaction is shameful, and if it is in our 
power to refrain from acting when inaction is noble, it will 
also be in our power to act when action is shameful. But if it 
is in our power to do, and likewise not to do, what is noble 
and shameful, and if so to act or not to act is as we have seen 
to be good or bad, it follows that it is in our power to be vir¬ 
tuous or vicious. The saying 

“None would be wicked, none would not be blessed1,” 

seems to be partly false and partly true; for while nobody is 
blessed against his will, vice is voluntary. 

If this is not the case, it is necessary to dispute the state¬ 
ments which have just been made and to say that a man is 
not the author or father of his actions in the same sense as 
he is of his family. But if these statements appear to be true 
and we cannot refer our actions to any other original sources 
than such as lie in our own power, then whatever it is that 
has its sources in us must itself be in our own power and 
must be voluntary. This view seems to be supported by the 
testimony both of private individuals and of legislators 
themselves; for legislators punish and chastise evil-doers, 
unless the evil be done under compulsion or from ignorance 
for which its authors are not responsible; but they pay hon¬ 
our to people who perform noble actions, their object being 
to discourage the one class of actions and to stimulate the 
others. Yet nobody stimulates us to do such things as are 
not in our own power or voluntary. It would be useless, e. g., 
to persuade us not to get hot, or to feel pain or hunger, or 
anything of the kind, as we should experience these sensa¬ 
tions all the same. I say “ignorance for which a person is not 
responsible,” and we punish a person for mere ignorance, if 
it seems that he is responsible for it. Thus the punishments 
inflicted on drunken people who commit a crime are double, 
as the origin of the crime lies in the person himself, for it was 
in his power not to get drunk, and the drunkenness was the 
cause of his ignorance. 

^he line is of unknown authorship. 
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Again, we punish people who are ignorant of any legal 
point, if they ought to know it, and could easily know it. 
Similarly in other cases we punish people, whenever it seems 
that their ignorance was due to carelessness; for they had it 
in their power not to be ignorant, as they might have taken 
the trouble to inform themselves. It will perhaps be argued 
that a person is of such a character that he cannot take the 
trouble; but the answer is that people are themselves re¬ 
sponsible for having acquired such a character by their dis¬ 
solute life, and for being unjust or licentious, as their injus¬ 
tice is the consequence of doing wrong, and their licentious¬ 
ness of spending their time in drinking and other such things. 
For a person’s character depends upon the way in which he 
exercises his powers. The case of people who practise with a 
view to any competition or action is a proof of this law; for 
they are never weary of exercising. 

Now a person must be utterly senseless, if he does not 
know that moral states are formed by the exercise of the 
powers in one way or another. Again, it is irrational to assert 
that one who acts unjustly does not wish to be unjust, or that 
one who acts licentiously does not wish to be licentious. If a 
person, not acting in ignorance, commits such actions as will 
make him unjust, he will be voluntarily unjust. But it does 
not follow that, if he wishes, he will cease to be unjust and 
will be just, any more than it follows that a sick man, if he 
wishes, will be well. It may happen that he is voluntarily ill 
through living an incontinent life, and disobeying his doc¬ 
tors. If so, it was once in his power not to be ill; but, as he 
has thrown the opportunity away, it is no longer in his power. 
Similarly, when a man has thrown a stone, it is no longer 
possible for him to recall it; still for all that it was in his 
power to throw or fling it, as the original act was in his power. 
So too the unjust or licentious person had it in his power in 
the first instance not to become such, and therefore he is vol¬ 
untarily unjust or licentious; but when he has become such, 
it is no longer in his power not to be unjust or licentious. 

But not only are the vices of the soul voluntary, the vices 
of the body are also voluntary in some cases, and in these 
cases are censured. For while nobody censures people who are 
born ugly, we censure people whose ugliness arises from neg¬ 
ligence and want of exercise. It is the same with bodily in- 
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firmities and defects; nobody would find fault with a person 
who is born blind or whose blindness is the result of illness or 
of a blow; he would rather be an object of pity; but if his 
blindness were the result of intemperance or licentiousness 
of any kind, he would be universally censured. 

Such bodily vices then as depend on ourselves are subjects 
of censure, and such as do not depend on ourselves are not. 
But if so, it follows that other than bodily vices, if they are 
objects of censure, must depend on ourselves. 

It may be said however that we all aspire after what ap¬ 
pears to be good, only we are not masters of the appearance. 
But the appearance which the end takes in the eyes of each 
of us depends upon his character. If each of us then is in a 
certain sense responsible for his moral state, he will be him¬ 
self in a certain sense responsible for the appearance; but, if 
not, nobody will be responsible for his own evil doing, every¬ 
body will act as he does from ignorance of the end and under 
the impression that this will be the means of gaining the 
supreme good, the aspiration after the true end will not be a 
matter of our own choice, and it will be necessary for a man 
to be born with a sort of moral vision, enabling him to form a 
noble judgment and to choose that which is truly good. He 
who naturally possesses this noble judgment will be Nature’s 
noble; for he will possess the greatest and noblest of all gifts, 
the gift which can never be received or learnt from anybody 
else, but must always be kept as Nature herself gave it, and 
to possess this natural gift in virtue and honour is to have a 
perfect and sincere nobility of nature. 

If these considerations are true, why should virtue be vol¬ 
untary rather than vice? For both alike, for the good and for 
the evil, the end is apparent and ordained by Nature, or in 
whatever way it may be, and it is to the end that men refer 
all their actions, however they may act. Whether the end 
then, whatever it be which any individual regards as the end, 
does not so appear to him by nature but depends in part on 
himself, or whether the end is naturally ordained, but virtue 
is voluntary, as the virtuous man does voluntarily all that he 
does to gain the end, in either case vice will be voluntary as 
much as virtue; for the personality of the bad man is as po¬ 
tent an influence as that of the good man in his actions, if 
not in his conception of the end. 
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If then, as is generally allowed, the virtues are voluntary 
(for we are ourselves, in a sense, partly responsible for our 
moral states, and it is because we possess a certain character 
that the end which we set before ourselves is of a certain 
kind), it follows that our vices too must be voluntary, as 
what is true of one is equally true of the other. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Moral states voluntary. 

We have now described in outline the nature of the virtues 
generally. We have shown that they are means between two 
vices and that they are moral states. We have explained 
what are the causes producing them and that they naturally 
issue in the performance of the actions by which they are 
produced, that they are in our own power and voluntary, and 
that they are determined by the rule of right reason. But 
actions and moral states are not voluntary in the same sense. 
For while we are masters of our actions from beginning to 
end, inasmuch as we know the particulars, we are masters 
only of the beginning of our moral states; we do not per¬ 
ceive the particular steps by which they advance, as we do 
not perceive the particular steps in diseases. But as it was in 
our power to act in one way or another, our moral states are 
voluntary. 

CHAPTER IX 

The several virtues—Courage. 

Let us then resume consideration of the several virtues and 
discuss their nature, the subjects with which they deal and 
the way in which they deal with them. In so doing we shall 
ascertain their number. 

We will begin with courage. 
It has been already stated in this treatise that courage is a 

mean state in regard to sentiments of fear and confidence. It 
is clear too that the things which we fear are fearful; but 
fearful things may be broadly described as evil. Hence fear 
is sometime defined as an anticipation of evil. 
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Now, although we fear all evil things, e. g. ignominy, pov¬ 
erty, disease, friendlessness, and death, they do not all afford 
scope for a display of courage. There are some things which 
it is right and noble to fear, and which it is disgraceful not to 
fear, e. g. ignominy; for to fear ignominy is to be virtuous 
and modest, and not to fear it is to be shameless. A shameless 
person is sometimes called courageous by a figure of speech, 
as he possesses a certain similarity to a courageous person; 
for the courageous person is also fearless. 

It is wrong perhaps to fear poverty or sickness or any¬ 
thing else that is not the consequence of vice or of one’s own 
fault. Still fearlessness in regard to these things is not neces¬ 
sarily courage, although we speak of a person who is fearless 
in regard to them as courageous by analogy; for there are 
some people who are cowardly in military perils, and yet are 
liberal and confident in throwing money away. On the other 
hand a person is not a coward, if he fears insult offered to 
his children or his wife, or if he fears envy or any such thing, 
nor is he courageous, if he is brave in the prospect of a 
flogging. 

We must inquire then what is the character of the fearful 
things in regard to which a courageous man exhibits his cour¬ 
age. It may be supposed that they will be the worst kind of 
fearful things; for nobody is better able to face dangers than 
the courageous man. But nothing is so fearful as death; for 
death is a limit, and when a man is dead, it seems that he is 
no more liable to good or evil. But it would seem not to be 
on all occasions that a man proves his courage by facing 
death itself; he does not prove it, e. g. by facing death at sea 
or from disease. What are these occasions then? Surely the 
noblest occasions, i. e. such occasions as present themselves 
in war; for that is the greatest and noblest of perils. It is in 
agreement with this view that special honours are paid, alike 
in free states and in monarchies, to citizens who have died 
on the field of battle. 

Strictly speaking then, we may call a person courageous, 
if he is fearless in facing a noble death, and in all such sud¬ 
den emergencies as bring death near, and therefore especially 
in facing the chances of war. Still the courageous man is fear¬ 
less in disease and at sea too, although not in the same way 
as seamen; for while landsmen despair of safety and are dis- 
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tressed at the prospect of a watery grave, the experience 
which seamen possess makes them sanguine. It may be add¬ 
ed that people display courage on occasions when prowess is 
possible or death is glorious; but in death at sea or from dis¬ 
ease there is no room for courage or glory. 

chapter x 

Fear—Fo olh ardiness— C o war dice. 

People do not all feel the same things to be fearful. There 
are indeed things which we regard as exceeding the power of 
human endurance. Such things therefore excite fear in every 
intelligent person; but things which do not exceed the power 
of endurance are of various magnitudes and degrees, and the 
same is true of such things as inspire confidence. The cour¬ 
ageous man is imperturbable so far as a man may be. Hence 
although he will fear such things he will face them in the 
right manner and in a rational spirit for the sake of what is 
noble, as this is the end of virtue. 

But it is possible to fear these things too much or too lit¬ 
tle, and also to fear the things which are not fearful as if they 
were so. Mistakes occur because the fear is itself wrong, or 
because it is wrong in manner or time or so on, and it is the 
same with the things which inspire confidence. 

Thus he who faces and fears the right things for the right 
motive and in the right way and at the right time, and 
whose confidence is similarly right, is courageous; for the 
courageous man in his emotions and actions has a sense of 
fitness and obeys the law of reason. But the end of every 
activity that a man displays is determined by the corres¬ 
ponding moral state. To the courageous man courage is 
noble; therefore the end or object of courage is also noble, 
for the character of everything is determined by its end. It 
is for the sake of what is noble then that the courageous man 
faces and does all that courage demands. 

In regard to the excesses there is no name for a person 
whose fearlessness is excessive; it is one of the many quali¬ 
ties which, as has been already remarked, have no names; 
but he would deserve to be called insane or insensible if 
there were nothing that he feared, not even an earthquake or 
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a storm at sea, as is i aid to be the case with the Celts. One 
who is excessively confident in facing fearful things is called 
foolhardy. The foolhardy person may be regarded as an im¬ 
postor, and as one who affects a courage that he does not 
possess. Accordingly he wishes to appear to face fearful 
things in the spirit in which the courageous man really does 
face them; therefore he imitates him so far as he safely can. 
It follows that most foolhardy people are cowards at heart; 
for although they exhibit a foolhardy spirit where they safely 
can, they refuse to face real terrors. One whose fearfulness is 
excessive, on the other hand, is a coward; for he fears the 
wrong things and fears them in the wrong way, and so on. He 
is deficient too in confidence; but he reveals his character 
rather by his excess of fear in the presence of pain. The 
coward is a despondent sort of person, as being afraid of 
everything. It is the contrary with the courageous person; 
for it is natural to a confident person to be sanguine. Thus 
the coward, the foolhardy person, and the courageous per¬ 
son, while they have to do with the same things, assume dif¬ 
ferent attitudes towards them. For while the two first go too 
far or not far enough, the third holds the intermediate posi¬ 
tion, which is right. Also, while the foolhardy are precipitate 
and. eager before the hour of danger, they fail in its pres¬ 
ence, but the courageous are keen in action, although they 
are quiet before the hour of action arrives. 

CHAPTER XI 

Definition of courage—Suicide—Spurious kinds of courage—i. 

Political courage—2. Experience—3. Passion—4. Sanguine¬ 
ness—5. Ignorance. 

Courage then, as has been said, is a mean state in regard to 
the causes of confidence and fear, in such circumstances as 
have been described; and it chooses action or endures pain 
because this is the noble course or because the opposite 
course is disgraceful. But it is the act, not of a courageous 
person, but rather of a coward, to fly from poverty or love, or 
anything that is painful, by death. For it is effeminacy to fly 
from troubles, nor does the suicide face death because it is 
noble, but because it is a refuge from evil. 
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Such then is, in general terms, the nature of courage; but 
there are other alleged kinds of courage which may be ranged 
under five different heads. 

There is first political or civil courage. This is the most 
nearly akin to true courage; for it seems that citizens are in¬ 
duced to face dangers by the penalties and censures which 
the laws inflict and by the honours which they confer. This 
is the reason why those are apparently the most courageous 
nations in which cowards are held in contempt, and courage¬ 
ous people in honour. Homer represents persons of this kind, 
such as Diomedes and Hector. Thus Hector says, 

“Polydamas will be the first to lay reproach on me/’ 

and Diomedes, 

“Hector shall one day say among the Trojans 
‘Tydides by mine arm.’” 

This courage bears the closest resemblance to the courage 
which has been already described, as its motive is virtue, or 
in other words a sense of honour, and a longing for what is 
noble, i. e. for distinction, and an avoidance of reproach as 
being disgraceful. We may place in the same rank with it 
the courage of people who are compelled by superior author¬ 
ity to act in the same way; but they are inferior, as the mo¬ 
tive of their conduct is not a sense of honour but fear, and 
an avoidance not of disgrace but of pain. For superiors em¬ 
ploy compulsion, as when Hector says, 

“The man whom I find crouching far from fight 
Shall not avail to escape the hounds.” 

It is the same with commanders who station their troops and 
flog them if they retreat, or who draw them up with trenches 
or such things at their back. These are all cases in which com¬ 
pulsion is employed; but we ought to be courageous not 
because courage is compulsory, but because it is noble. 

Secondly, it would seem that experience of particular 
things is a sort of courage. Hence it was that Socrates him¬ 
self conceived courage to be knowledge. The people who pos¬ 
sess this experience are different in different cases. In war 
they are the regular troops; for it seems that there are many 
false alarms in war, and regular troops are best able to com¬ 
prehend such alarms at a glance. The result is that they 
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appear to be courageous because other people do not under¬ 
stand the nature of such alarms. Then their experience makes 
them most effective in attack and in defence, as they under¬ 
stand the use of their arms and possess such arms as will be 
most serviceable alike in attack and in defence. Thus in bat¬ 
tle they are like armed men contending against unarmed, 
and trained athletes against people who have had no special 
training; for even in athletic competitions it is not the most 
courageous men who are the best combatants, but the men 
who are strongest and whose bodies are in the best physical 
condition. But regular troops turn cowards when the danger 
is overpowering and they are inferior in number and appoint¬ 
ment. At such a time they are the first to fly, while the citi¬ 
zens remain at their posts and die, as in fact happened at the 
temple of Hermes1. For while the citizens look upon flight as 
disgraceful, and prefer death to such a means of safety, the 
regulars who met the danger in the first instance under the 
conviction of their own superior strength, as soon as they 
discover the truth, take to flight, being more afraid of death 
than of disgrace. But that is not the character of true 
courage. 

Again, a passionate spirit is sometimes reckoned as a kind 
of courage. It is supposed that people who under the influ¬ 
ence of passion turn like wild beasts upon those who have 
wounded them are courageous, because courageous people 
are themselves spirited or passionate. For passion is pre¬ 
eminently eager to encounter perils. Hence Homer says, 

“He lent strength to his passion,” 
and 

“He roused his might and passion,” 
and 

“Fierce might breathed through his nostrils,” 
and 

“His blood boiled,” 

all such being signs which seem to indicate the stir and im¬ 
pulse of passion. Now courageous people are moved to action 
by nobleness, although passion cooperates with them; wild 

1 According to the Scholiast it happened in the sacred war that in 
an engagement which took place the Coronean citizens were killed 
to a man, but their Boeotian auxiliaries, who were regular soldiers, 
fled in a panic. 
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beasts, on the other hand, are moved by pain, i. e. they are 
moved by being shot or terrified; for if they are in a forest or 
a marsh, they do not come near man. They do not deserve to 
be called courageous because they are goaded by pain and 
passion to rush upon peril without any foresight of the dan¬ 
gers which they incur. For if this were courage, asses them¬ 
selves would be courageous when they are hungry, as blows 
cannot drive them away from their food. Adulterers too are 
often driven by their lust to do adventurous deeds. But to 
be goaded by pain or passion into facing perils is not to be 
courageous. Yet it seems that the courage arising from pas¬ 
sion is the most natural kind of courage, and that if a right 
purpose and motive are added to it, it becomes true courage. 

Men feel pain in anger and pleasure in revenge; but if 
their motive in fighting is to gain pleasure and escape pain, 
they are not courageous, however well they may fight, as 
their motive is not nobleness, nor their principle reason, but 
emotion. Still there is a certain resemblance between them 
and courageous people. 

Nor again are sanguine people courageous, as it is only 
their numerous victories over a number of enemies that in¬ 
spire them with confidence in the face of danger. Still they 
resemble courageous people, inasmuch as both are confident; 
but while the confidence of the courageous arises from such 
causes as have been already defined, that of the sanguine 
arises from a belief in their own superiority, and in their 
probable immunity from suffering. (It may be observed that 
intoxicated people behave in this sort of way, for intoxica¬ 
tion renders them sanguine.) But when the result does not 
correspond with their expectation, these people turn tail, 
whereas a courageous person, as we know, is one who faces 
such things as inspire and are seen to inspire fear in a man, 
because it is noble to face them and disgraceful not to face 
them. Hence it seems more courageous to be fearless and cool 
amidst sudden alarms than amid such as have been fore¬ 
seen ; for fearlessness of the former kind is more the outcome 
of a moral state or at least is less the outcome of premedita¬ 
tion. For while the resolution to meet such perils as are fore¬ 
seen may be the result of calculation and reasoning, the 
resolution to meet sudden perils depends upon the moral 
state. 
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Lastly, people who are ignorant of their danger appear 
courageous, nor indeed are they very different from sanguine 
people, although they are inferior to them, as having no self¬ 
esteem. It is self-esteem which makes the sanguine hold 
their ground for a certain time; but the ignorant, being the 
victims of deception, if they discover or suspect that the 
case is not as they supposed, turn to flight, as happened to 
the Argives 1 when they fell in with the Lacedaemonians, 
whom they took to be Sicyonians. 

We have now described the character of courageous people, 
and of people who are sometimes thought to be courageous. 

CHAPTER XII 

Relation of courage to pleasure and pain. 

Although courage is concerned with sentiments of confi¬ 
dence and fear, it is not equally concerned with both, but 
chiefly with the causes of fear. For he who is cool in the cir¬ 
cumstances, and shows a proper spirit on the occasions, which 
excite fear is more truly courageous than he who shows a 
proper spirit on the occasions which inspire confidence. 

It is endurance of painful things, as has been said, that 
entitles people to be called courageous. Hence it is that 
courage is painful, and is justly a subject of praise; for it is 
more difficult to endure pains than to abstain from pleasures. 
At the same time it would seem that the end which courage 
proposes to itself is pleasant, but that it is obscured by at¬ 
tendant circumstances, as happens also in gymnastic con¬ 
tests. For while the end or object which boxers have in view, 
viz. the crown and the honour, is pleasant, the blows which 
they receive, and all their exertions, are painful and grievous 
to flesh and blood, and, as these are numerous, while the 
object or prize itself is small, it appears not to afford any 
pleasure. 

If then the case in regard to courage is similar to this, 
death and wounds will be painful to the courageous man and 

1 Aristotle probably alludes to the incident related by Xenophon, 
Hellenica, iv. ch. 4, § 10, but, if so, the defeat of the Argives, as told 
by Xenophon, was not due to the mistake of supposing the Lacedae¬ 
monians to be Sicyonians. 
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involuntary; but he will endure them because endurance is 
honourable and avoidance disgraceful. Nay, in proportion 
as he possesses virtue in its fulness, and is happy, will be his 
pain at the prospect of death; for to such an one life is pre¬ 
eminently valuable, and he will be consciously deprived at 
death of the greatest blessings. But painful as such depriva¬ 
tion is, he is none the less courageous, nay perhaps he is even 
more courageous, as he willingly sacrifices these blessings for 
noble conduct on the field of battle. 

It is not the case then that all the virtues imply a pleasur¬ 
able activity, except in so far as one attains to the end. Still, 
it is true perhaps, after all, that people who enjoy a happy 
life are not such good soldiers as people who are less cour¬ 
ageous but have nothing to lose, as these last are ready to 
face any danger, and will sell their lives for a small sum of 
money. 

This may be taken as a sufficient account of courage; its 
nature may be easily comprehended, at least in outline, from 
what has been said. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Temperance—Licentiousness—Desires uttiversal and individual. 

We will proceed to consider temperance, as it seems that 
courage and temperance are the virtues of the irrational 
parts of human nature. 

We have already said that temperance is a mean state in 
respect of pleasures; for it is not in the same degree or man¬ 
ner concerned with pains. Pleasure is also the sphere in which 
licentiousness displays itself. 

Let us therefore define now the character of these pleas¬ 
ures. We will accept the distinction which is commonly made 
between bodily and psychical or mental pleasures, such as 
ambition and the love of learning; for he who is ambitious or 
fond of learning takes pleasure in the object of which he is 
fond, although it is not his body which is affected but his 
mind. But where pleasures of this kind are in question 
people are not called either temperate or licentious. It is the 
same with all such other pleasures as are not bodily. Thus 
people who are fond of talking and of telling stories, and 
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who spend their days in trifling pursuits we call gossips, but 
we do not call them licentious, nor do we call people licen¬ 
tious who feel pain at the loss of money or friends. 

Temperance then will apply to bodily pleasures only, but 
not to all even of these. For if people take pleasure in grati¬ 
fications of the sight, e. g. in colours, forms, and painting, 
they are not called either temperate or licentious. Yet it 
would seem possible to take a right pleasure or an excessive 
or insufficient pleasure in these things as well as in others. It 
is the same with gratifications of the ear. Nobody speaks of 
such people as take an excessive pleasure in music or acting 
as licentious, or of people who take a right pleasure as tem¬ 
perate. Nor again do we speak of people who enjoy gratifica¬ 
tions of the smell as licentious or temperate, except accident¬ 
ally. Thus we do not call people licentious if they take pleas¬ 
ure in the smell of apples or roses or incense, but rather if 
they take pleasure in the smell of unguents and relishes; for 
it is in these that a licentious person takes pleasure, as they 
remind him of the objects of his desire. It is true that we may 
see other people, when they are hungry, taking pleasure in 
the smell of food; but it is only a licentious person who 
habitually takes pleasure in such things, as they are the 
objects of his desire. 

The lower animals again, are not, in general, capable of 
the pleasures of these senses, except accidentally. Dogs, e. g. 
do not take pleasure in scenting hares’ flesh but only in eat¬ 
ing it, although the smell gives them the sensation of eating. 
Again, a lion takes pleasure not in hearing an ox’s lowing, 
but in devouring the ox, although, as it is the lowing by 
which he perceived that the ox is near, he appears to take 
pleasure in the lowing. Similarly it is not the sight or discov¬ 
ery of a stag or wild goat that gives him pleasure, but the 
prospect of a meal. 

Temperance and licentiousness then have to do with pleas¬ 
ures of such a kind as the lower animals generally are cap¬ 
able of, and it is hence that these pleasures appear slavish 
and brutish. They are the pleasures of the touch and the 
taste. It appears that the taste comes little, if at all, into 
question; for it is the taste which judges of flavours, as when 
people test wines or season dishes, but it is in no sense this 
judgment of flavours which gives pleasure, at least to such 
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people as are licentious, but rather the actual enjoyment of 
them, and the medium of enjoyment is invariably the sense 
of touch, whether in meats or in drinks or in what are called 
the pleasures of love. This was the reason why a certain gour¬ 
mand prayed that his throat might become longer than a 
crane’s, showing that his pleasure was derived from the sense 
of touch. Thus the sense of which incontinence is predicable 
is the most universal of the senses. It would seem too that 
incontinence is justly censurable, as it is a characteristic not 
of our human, but of our animal, nature. To take delight and 
supreme satisfaction in such things is brutish; for the most 
liberal or refined of the pleasures of the touch, such as the 
pleasures of rubbing and of taking a hot bath in the gym¬ 
nasium, are denied to the profligate, as the sense of touch 
which an incontinent man cultivates belongs, not to the 
whole body, but only to certain parts of it. 

It seems that some desires are universal and others are 
individual and acquired. Thus the desire of food is a natural 
desire. Everybody who feels want desires meat or drink or 
perhaps both. A young man, too, in the prime of life, says 
Homer, desires the love of a woman. But it is not equally 
true that everybody desires a particular form of gratification, 
or the same forms. Hence the particular desire is peculiar to 
ourselves or individual. Nevertheless, there is something 
natural in it; for although different people are pleased by 
different things, yet there are some things which are pleas¬ 
anter to all people than others. 

Now in respect of such desires as are natural there are but 
few people who make a mistake and their mistake is always 
on one side, viz. that of excess. For to eat or drink anything 
to the point of surfeit is to exceed the natural limit of quan¬ 
tity, as the natural desire does not go beyond the satisfac¬ 
tion of our want. Accordingly such persons are called glut¬ 
tons because they go beyond what is right in satisfying their 
want. It is only exceedingly slavish people who behave in 
this way. 

In regard to such pleasures as are individual there are 
many people who go wrong, and they go wrong in many dif¬ 
ferent ways. For if people are said to be unduly fond of par¬ 
ticular things, either as taking pleasure in wrong things or 
as taking more pleasure than ordinary people or as taking 
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pleasure in a wrong way, the excess of which the licentious 
are guilty may assume all these forms. For they take pleas¬ 
ure in some things which are detestable and therefore wrong, 
and if these are things in which it is right to take pleasure; 
they take a greater pleasure in them than is right or than 
most people take. 

It is clear then that excess in respect of pleasures is licen¬ 
tiousness, and that it properly is a subject of censure. But in 
respect of pains there is this difference between temperance 
and courage. A person is not called temperate if he bears 
pains bravely, and incontinent if he does not; but the incon¬ 
tinent person is so called because he feels more pain than is 
right at not obtaining pleasures, his pleasure being the cause 
of his pain, and the temperate man is so called because he is 
not pained at the absence of pleasure and at his abstinence 
from it. 

CHAPTER XIV. 

Character of the temperate man. 

The licentious man then desires all pleasures, or the greatest 
pleasures, and is led by his desire to prefer these to anything 
else. He feels a double pain therefore, viz. the pain of failing 
to obtain them and the pain of desiring them, as all desire is 
attended by pain. Yet it seems paradoxical to assert that his 
pleasure is the cause of his pain. 

We never find people whose love of pleasures is deficient 
and whose delight in them is less than it ought to be. Such 
insensibility to pleasures is not human; for even the lower 
animals distinguish different kinds of food, liking some and 
disliking others. A being who should not take pleasure in 
anything, nor make any difference between one thing and 
another, would be far from being a man. But there is no name 
for such a being, as he never exists. 

The temperate man holds a mean position in respect of 
pleasures. He takes no pleasure in the things in which the 
licentious man takes most pleasure; he rather dislikes them; 
nor does he take pleasure at all in wrong things nor an ex¬ 
cessive pleasure in anything that is pleasant, nor is he pained 
at the absence of such things, nor does he desire them, except 
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perhaps in moderation, nor does he desire them more than is 
right, or at the wrong time, and so on. But he will be eager 
in a moderate and right spirit for all such things as are pleas¬ 
ant and at the same time conducive to health or to a sound 
bodily condition, and for all other pleasures, so long as they 
are not prejudicial to these or inconsistent with noble con¬ 
duct or extravagant beyond his means. For unless a person 
limits himself in this way, he affects such pleasures more 
than is right, whereas the temperate man follows the guid¬ 
ance of right reason. 

CHAPTER XV 

Licentiousness voluntary more than cowardice. 

Licentiousness seems to have more the character of vol¬ 
untary action than cowardice, as the former is due to pleas¬ 
ure, and the latter to pain; and whereas pleasure is some¬ 
thing that we choose, pain is something that we avoid. Also, 
while pain distracts and destroys the nature of one who suf¬ 
fers it, pleasure has no such effect, but rather leaves the will 
free. Hence licentiousness deserves more severe reproach 
than cowardice; for it is easier to train oneself to meet its 
temptations as they frequently occur in life, nor does he 
training involve any danger, whereas the contrary is the case 
in meeting alarms. 

It would seem too that cowardice as a moral state is not 
voluntary in the same degree as particular acts of cowardice. 
For cowardice in itself is painless but particular acts of 
cowardice occur because people are so utterly driven out of 
their wits by pain that they throw away their arms and dis¬ 
grace themselves generally, and this is the reason why such 
acts have the appearance of being compulsory. In the case 
of the licentious man on the other hand, the particular acts 
are voluntary, as he eagerly desires them, but licentiousness 
as a whole is not so voluntary, as nobody desires to be 
licentious. 

We apply the term “licentiousness” to the faults of chil¬ 
dren as well as to those of grown-up people, as there is a cer¬ 
tain similarity between them. It does not matter to my pres¬ 
ent purpose which of the two kinds of faults is named after 
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the other; but it is clear that the latter is named after the 
earlier. 

The metaphor is not, it seems, a bad one. For that which 
is prone to disgraceful things, and capable of rapid growth, 
stands in need of pruning or chastisement, but such prone¬ 
ness and such growth are preeminently characteristic of de¬ 
sire or of childhood; for children, like licentious people, live 
by desire and not by reason, and the longing for pleasure is 
nowhere so strong as in them. If then this disposition is not 
obedient and subject to authority, it will greatly develope. 
For the longing for pleasure which a foolish person has is 
insatiable and universal, and the active exercise of the de¬ 
sire augments its native strength, until the desires, if they 
are strong or vehement, actually expel the reasoning power. 
They ought therefore to be moderate and few, and in no way 
contrary to reason. But we speak of such a disposition as 
obedient and chastened; for as a child ought to live accord¬ 
ing to the direction of his tutor so ought the concupiscent 
element in man to live according to his reason. In the tem¬ 
perate man then the concupiscent element ought to live in 
harmony with the reason, as nobleness is the object of them 
both, and the temperate man desires what is right, and de¬ 
sires it in the right way and at the right time, i. e. according 
to the law of reason. We may now bring our discussion of 
temperance to a close. 



BOOK IV 

CHAPTER I 

Liberality—Prodigality—Illiberally. 

The next virtue to be considered is liberality. Liberality 
seems to be a mean state in regard to property. For the lib¬ 
eral man wins praise, not in war, nor in the same sphere as 
the temperate man, nor again in respect of his judgments, 
but in regard to the giving and taking of property and par¬ 
ticularly in giving it. By property we understand all such 
things as have their value measured by money. Prodigality 
and illiberality are excesses and deficiencies in regard to 
property. We invariably apply the term “illiberality” to 
people whose hearts are set more than is right upon prop¬ 
erty, but we sometimes employ the term “prodigality” in a 
complex sense, speaking of people who are incontinent and 
who spend money in licentious living as “prodigals.” Prodi¬ 
gals therefore are held to be utterly worthless people as com¬ 
bining in themselves a number of vices. But this is not a 
proper application of the term “prodigal,” it strictly means a 
person who has one particular vice, viz. that of wasting his 
substance, for a prodigal is one who is ruining himself, and 
to waste one’s substance seems in a way to be ruir ing one¬ 
self, as this is the only means of life. It is in this sense then 
that we understand the term “prodigality.” 

Things which admit of use may be used either well or 
badly. But riches are a useful thing. Again, the person who 
makes the best use of anything is the person who possesses 
the virtue appropriate to that thing. Accordingly he will 
make the best use of riches who possesses the virtue which is 
appropriate to property, i.e. the liberal man. Further it seems 
that the use of property consists in spending and giving; the 
taking and keeping of property should rather be described as 
acquisition. Hence it is more truly distinctive of the liberal 
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man to give to the right people than to take from the right 
quarter and not to take from the wrong quarter. For it is 
more truly distinctive of virtue to be the author than to be 
the recipient of benefactions, and to do what is noble than 
to abstain from doing what is shameful. But it is clear that, 
while giving implies doing well and acting nobly, taking im¬ 
plies only being well treated or not behaving in a shameful 
manner. Gratitude too is the due of one who gives, not of one 
who does not take, and praise is his due in a higher degree. 
Also, it is easier to abstain from taking than to give, for 
people are less ready to throw away what is their own than 
to abstain from taking what belongs to somebody else. 
Again, people who give are called liberal, people who abstain 
from taking are not praised for liberality so much as for jus¬ 
tice, but people who take are not praised at all. Of all virtu¬ 
ous people none are so much beloved as the liberal; for they 
are benefactors, and their benefaction consists in their giving. 

CHAPTER II 

Characteristics of liberality. 

Virtuous actions are noble and have a noble motive. The lib¬ 
eral man, being virtuous, then will give from a noble motive 
and in a right spirit; for he will give the right amount, and 
will give it to the right persons and at the right time, and 
will satisfy all the other conditions of right giving. He will do 
all this too with pleasure or without pain; for a virtuous ac¬ 
tion is pleasant or painless, and it is certainly anything but 
painful. But he who gives to the wrong people, or who gives 
not from a noble motive but for some other cause, will not 
be called liberal, but by some other name; nor will he be so 
called, if giving is painful to him, as in that case he would 
prefer the wealth to the noble action, and this preference is 
illiberal. Nor will the liberal man take from wrong sources; 
for such taking, again, is unlike the character of one who is 
no admirer of property. Nor, again, will he be inclined to ask 
favours; for one who is in the habit of conferring benefits 
will not be ready at any moment to receive them. When he 
does take, it will be from right sources, e.g. from his own pos¬ 
sessions, and he will take not as if taking were noble, but be- 
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cause it is necessary, if he is to have the means of giving. He 
will not neglect his own property since he wishes to employ 
it in relieving other people. He will refrain from giving indis¬ 
criminately that he may have the means of giving to the right 
people, and at the times and in the places where giving is 
noble. 

If a man is excessively liberal, he will actually go too far, 
in his giving, the result being that he will reserve too little 
for himself; for disregard of self is a characteristic of liberal¬ 
ity. But in estimating liberality we must take account of a 
person’s fortune; for liberality consists, not in the amount of 
the money given, but in the moral state of the giver, and the 
moral state proportions the gift to the fortune of the giver. 
It is quite possible then that one who gives less than another 
may be more liberal, if his means are smaller. It seems that 
people who have not made their own fortune, but have in¬ 
herited it, are more liberal, as they have never known what 
want is, and people are always fondest of their own produc¬ 
tions, e.g. parents of their children, and poets of their poems. 

It is difficult for a liberal man to be rich, as he is not fond 
of getting or of saving money, but rather of spending it, and 
values wealth not for its own sake, but as affording an op¬ 
portunity of giving. Hence it is a reproach often levelled 
against fortune that the people who deserve riches most have 
often the least. But the fact is easily explained; for it is im¬ 
possible to have wealth or anything else without taking the 
trouble to have it. At the same time the liberal man will not 
give to the wrong people, or on any wrong occasion, and so 
on; for to do so would be to cease to act in a liberal spirit, 
and if he were to spend money upon these objects, he would 
not have the means of spending it upon the right objects. 
For the liberal man, as has been said, is one who spends in 
proportion to his substance, and who spends upon the right 
objects. But one who spends in excess of his fortune is a 
prodigal. Hence it is that we do not call despots prodigals, as 
it does not seem easy for them to exceed the amount of their 
property by their gifts and expenses. 

As liberality is a mean state in regard to the giving and 
taking of property the liberal man will both give and spend 
on the right objects and to the right amount, whether in small 
matters or in great and will feel pleasure in doing so. He will 
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also take from the right sources and to the right amount. 
For as the virtue is a mean state in regard both to giving and 
to taking, he will do both in the right manner. For honour¬ 
able taking is consistent with honourable giving; but such 
taking as is not honourable is incompatible with it. Thus the 
giving and taking which are consistent are found to exist 
together in the same person, but the giving and taking which 
are incompatible are clearly not so found. 

If it happens that the liberal man spends more or less than 
is right and noble, he will feel pain, but it will be a moderate 
and right pain; for virtue naturally feels pleasure and pain 
on the right occasions and in the right manner. 

Again, the liberal man is easy to deal with in money mat¬ 
ters. He is one who can easily be cheated, as he does not care 
for money, and is more distressed at not having spent what is 
right than pained at having spent what is not right; in fact 
he is a person who does not approve of Simonides. 

CHAPTER III 

Prodigality—Illiberality. 

The prodigal on the other hand goes wrong in these respects 
as in others; for he does not feel pleasure or pain at the 
right causes or in the right manner, as we shall see more 
clearly when we proceed. 

We have said that prodigality and illiberality are excesses 
and deficiencies, and that they are so in two respects, viz. in 
giving and taking, for we reckon spending as a form of giv¬ 
ing. Prodigality then exceeds in giving and not taking, but is 
deficient in taking. Illiberality is deficient in giving and ex¬ 
ceeds in taking, but is deficient and exceeds in giving and 
taking on a small scale. 

Now the two characteristics of prodigality viz. giving and 
not taking, are seldom combined in the same person. It is not 
easy for a person, if he has no source of revenue, to give to 
everybody; for private persons, if they give in this way, soon 
find that their property runs short, and it is private persons 
who are commonly called prodigals. A prodigal of this kind 
however, if he existed, would seem to be far superior to an 
illiberal person; for his faults are easily cured by age and 
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lack of property, and he is capable of attaining to the mean 
or intermediate state. In fact he possesses the characteristics 
of a liberal man, as he gives and does not take, although in 
neither respect is his action right or good. If he were to be 
trained aright or otherwise reformed, he would be liberal; 
for then he would give to the right people, and would not 
take from the wrong sources. It seems then that his character 
is not a bad one; for it is not a vicious or ignoble nature, but 
a foolish one, which exceeds in giving and in abstinence from 
taking. A prodigal of this kind seems to be far superior to an 
illiberal person, not only for the reasons which have been 
given but because the former does good to many people while 
the latter does good to nobody, not even to himself. But most 
prodigals, as has been said, not only give to the wrong people 
but take from the wrong sources, and are so far illiberal. 
They become grasping because they are eager to spend, and 
are not able to do so easily, as their means soon run short; 
they are therefore obliged to get the means from other 
sources. At the same time as nobleness is a matter of indif¬ 
ference to them, they are reckless and indiscriminate in their 
taking; for they are eager to give but they do not care at all 
how they give or how they get the means of giving. The re¬ 
sult is that their very gifts are not liberal, as they are not 
noble in themselves or in their object or made in the right 
manner. These prodigals sometimes enrich people who ought 
to be poor, and, while they will not give a penny to persons of 
respectable character, they heap presents upon their flatter¬ 
ers or the ministers of their various pleasures. Thus they are 
generally licentious; for as they are fond of spending, they 
squander money on licentious living among other things, and 
as nobleness is not the rule of their lives, they sink into being 
mere pleasure seekers. A prodigal then, if left destitute of 
guidance, commits these vagaries, but by careful training he 
may come to the mean or right state of life. 

Illiberality on the other hand is incurable; for it seems 
that old age and impotence of any kind makes men illiberal. 
Also it runs in human nature more than prodigality; for 
most people are fonder of money than of giving money away. 
It is of wide extent too, and assumes numerous forms; there 
seem to be many aspects of illiberality. For as it consists in 
two things, viz. deficiency of giving and excess of taking, it 
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is not always found in its entirety. It sometimes happens 
that the two parts are separated, and while some people go 
too far in taking, others do not go far enough in giving. The 
people who are described by such names as “niggards,” 
“misers,” and “curmudgeons,” are all deficient in giving but 
they do not covet or wish to take other people’s property. 
They are influenced in some cases by a sense of equity, and a 
desire of avoiding disgrace; for there are some people who 
seem or pretend, to hoard their money with the view of secur¬ 
ing themselves against ever being compelled to do what is 
disgraceful. This is the class of skinflints, and all such people 
whose names are derived from an excessive unwillingness to 
give to anybody. Others again are induced to abstain from 
taking other people’s property by fear, feeling that it is dif¬ 
ficult for them to take other people’s property without hav¬ 
ing their own property taken by other people; hence they 
choose neither to take nor to give. Others again go too far in 
taking by taking anything from anybody, e.g. such people as 
pursue illiberal or degraded occupations, keepers of brothels 
and the like, and usurers who lend small sums of money at 
extortionate rates of interest. All these are people who take 
money from wrong sources, and take more than is right. It 
appears that a sordid love of gain is the common character¬ 
istic of them all, as they all consent to bear an evil name for 
the sake of gain, and this a trifling gain; for if people take 
large sums from improper sources or of an improper kind, we 
do not call them illiberal. Thus we do not so speak of despots 
when they sack cities and plunder temples; we rather speak 
of them as wicked, impious, and unjust. But cardsharpers, 
cutpurses and robbers are illiberal people, as making gain 
by sordid or disgraceful means; for it is the love of gain 
which makes both cardsharpers and robbers ply their busi¬ 
ness and consent to bear an evil name. It is for profit that 
robbers face the greatest dangers, and cardsharpers make 
gain from their friends, to whom they ought to give. Both 
classes, as wishing to make gain from improper sources, may 
be said to have a sordid or disgraceful love of gain, and all 
such forms of taking are illiberal. 

It is reasonable to regard illiberality as the opposite of 
liberality; for it is a greater evil than prodigality, and men 



ARISTOTLE 75 

are more likely to err on the side of illiberality than in the 
direction of prodigality as we have described it. Thus must 
suffice then, as our account of liberality and of the vices 
which are opposed to it. 

CHAPTER IV 

Mag?iificence—Meanness—Vulgarity. 

It would seem natural to discuss magnificence next, as mag¬ 
nificence seems also to be a virtue which has to do with 
property. But it does not extend, like liberality, to all the 
uses of property; it touches only such as involve a large ex¬ 
penditure, and here it exceeds liberality in scale; for as the 
name itself suggests, magnificence is suitable expenditure 
upon a great scale. But the greatness is relative to the occa¬ 
sion; for a person who fits out a trireme does not incur the 
same expense as one who is the head of a sacred legation. 
What is suitable then is relative to the person, occasion and 
circumstances. If a person spends money duly upon small or 
unimportant occasions, if he can say, e.g. in the poeVs words, 

“Oft to a vagrant gave I1,” 

he is not called magnificent, but only if he makes such an 
expenditure upon great occasions; for although the magni¬ 
ficent person is liberal, it does not follow that the liberal per¬ 
son is magnificent. 

The deficiency of such a moral state is called meanness; 
its excess vulgarity, bad taste, and the like, implying not so 
much an excessive expenditure or right circumstances as an 
ostentatious expenditure on wrong occasions and in a wrong 
manner. But of this we will speak later. 

The magnificent man is like a connoisseur in art; he has 
the faculty of perceiving what is suitable, and of spending 
large sums of money with good taste. For as we said at the 
outset, a moral state is determined by its activities and its ob¬ 
jects. The expenses of the magnificent man then are large 
and suitable; so too are his results; for this is the only way 

1 Odyssey XVII. 420. It is Odysseus who speaks. 
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in which a large expenditure can at the same time be suit¬ 
able to its result. It follows that the result ought to be worthy 
of the expenditure, and the expenditure worthy of the result, 
or of an even greater result. The motive of the magnificent 
man in incurring this expense will be nobleness; for nobleness 
is a characteristic of all the virtues. He will spend his money 
too in a cheerful and lavish spirit, as a minute calculation of 
expense is a mark of meanness. He will consider how a work 
can be made most beautiful and most suitable, rather than 
how much it will cost, and how it can be done in the cheapest 
way. The magnificent man will necessarily be liberal as well; 
for the liberal man too will spend the right amount of money 
and will spend it in the right manner. But here the greatness, 
i. e. the great scale, of the magnificent man, will appear, al¬ 
though liberality has the same field as magnificence; with 
equal expenditure he will make the result more magnificent. 
For the virtue or excellence of a possession is not the same as 
that of a result or a work of art; for it is the possession which 
is worth most that is the greatest prize or honour, as e. g. 
gold, but a work of art is prized for its greatness and noble¬ 
ness. For the contemplation of such a work excites admira¬ 
tion, and what is magnificent is always admirable. In a word, 
magnificence is excellence of work on a great scale. 

chapter v 

Conditions of magnificence. 

There is a kind of expenditure which we call honourable, 
such as expenditure upon the Gods, votive offerings, tem¬ 
ples, and sacrifices, and similarly all that appertains to di¬ 
vine worship or upon the favourite objects of patriotic rival¬ 
ry, as when people consider it their duty to supply a chorus 
or fit out a trireme or even to give a public dinner in a hand¬ 
some style. 

But in all these matters, as has been said, there must be a 
regard paid to the agent and his resources. The expenditure 
ought to be worthy of him and his resources, and to be suit¬ 
able not only to the result but to its author. It follows that a 
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poor man cannot be magnificent, as he does not possess the 
means of spending large sums of money suitably. He is fool¬ 
ish if he makes the attempt, as his expenditure will be neither 
proportionate to his means nor proper in itself, but unless a 
thing is done in a right way, it cannot be virtuous. But mag¬ 
nificence is suitable to people who are in possession of the 
necessary means, whether they have acquired them by their 
own efforts or have inherited them from their ancestors or 
connexions, and to persons of rank and reputation and the 
like, as all these advantages confer importance and dignity. 

Such may be said to be, in general, the character of the 
magnificent man, and such, as has been said, the expenditure 
in which his magnificence displays itself; for this is the great¬ 
est and most honourable kind of expenditure. It displays 
itself also on such private occasions as occur once in a life¬ 
time, e.g. marriage and the like, or on any occasion of pe¬ 
culiar interest to the state or the upper classes, or in receiving 
foreigners and taking leave of them or in making an inter¬ 
change of presents; for the magnificent man spends money 
not on himself but upon public objects, and gifts have a cer¬ 
tain similarity to religious offerings. Again, a magnificent 
man will erect a house in a manner suitable to his wealth; 
for even a private house may be an ornament to the city. He 
will prefer to spend his money upon such works as are per¬ 
manent, for none are so noble as these, and in all these cases 
he will observe the law of propriety; for the same things are 
not appropriate to gods and to men, or in building a temple 
and in making a tomb. In his expenditure too, everything will 
be great of its kind; there is nothing so magnificent as great 
expenditure on a great occasion, but, when that is impossible, 
the next thing is such greatness as the particular occasion 
allows. 

There is a difference between greatness in the result and 
greatness in the expenditure. Thus the most beautiful cf balls 
or bottles has a certain magnificence as a present for a child, 
although its price is trifling and paltry. It is characteristic 
then of the magnificent man, whatever be the class of work 
that he produces, to produce it in a magnificent way; for 
the result so produced cannot easily be surpassed, and it is 
proportionate to the expenditure made upon it. 
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CHAPTER VI 

V ulgarity—Meanness. 

Such then being the character of the magnificent man, the 
man who is guilty of excess, or the vulgar man, exceeds in 
spending more than is right, as has been said; for he spends 
large sums upon trifles and makes a display which is offensive 
to good taste, as e.g. by entertaining members of his club at 
a breakfast which is as sumptuous as a wedding-breakfast, or 
if he provides a comic chorus, by bringing the members of it 
on to the stage in purple dresses, after the manner of the 
Megarians. And all this he will do, not from a noble motive, 
but merely to exhibit his wealth, and because he thinks that 
it will win him admiration. Where he ought to spend a great 
deal, he will spend little, and where he ought to spend little, 
he will spend a great deal. 

The mean man, on the other hand, will be deficient on all 
occasions, and after an enormous expenditure, will ruin the 
beauty of his work for a trifle, never doing anything without 
hesitating about it, and considering how he can reduce his 
expenditure to a minimum, and grieving over it and always 
imagining he is doing things on a larger scale than is neces¬ 
sary. 

Thus these moral states, viz. vulgarity and meanness, are 
vices, although they do not bring reproach upon us, as they 
are not injurious to others nor particularly indecorous. 

CHAPTER VII 

Highmindedness—Meanmindedness—Conceit 

Highmindedness, as its very name suggests, seems to be 
occupied with high things. Let us begin then by ascertaining 
the character of those things. It makes no difference whether 
we consider the moral state or the person in whom the moral 
state is seen. 

A highminded person seems to be one who regards him- 
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self as worthy of high things and who is worthy of them. For 
he who does so without being worthy is foolish, and no virtu¬ 
ous person is foolish or absurd. 

Such then is the highminded person. One who is worthy of 
small things, and who regards himself as worthy of them, is 
temperate or sensible, but he is not highminded; for high¬ 
mindedness can only exist on a large scale as beauty can 
only exist in a tall person. Small people may be elegant a$d 
well proportioned, but not beautiful. 

He who regards himself as worthy of high things and is 
unworthy of them is conceited, although it is not everyone 
who takes an exaggerated view of his own worth that is a con¬ 
ceited person. 

He who takes too low a view of his own worth is mean- 
minded, whether it be high things or moderate, or even small 
things that he is worthy of, so long as he underrates his 
deserts. This would seem to be especially a fault in one who 
is worthy of high things; for what would he do, it may be 
asked, if his deserts were less than they are? 

The highminded man, while he holds an extreme position 
by the greatness of his deserts, holds an intermediate or mean 
position by the propriety of his conduct, as he estimates his 
own deserts aright, while others rate their deserts too high or 
too low. 

But if then he regards himself as worthy of high things, 
and is worthy of them, and especially if he is worthy of the 
highest things, there will be one particular object of his in¬ 
terest. Desert is a term used in reference to external goods, 
but we should naturally esteem that to be the greatest of 
external goods which we attribute to the gods, or Wiiich per¬ 
sons of high reputation most desire, or which is the prize 
awarded to the noblest actions. But honour answers to this 
description, as being the highest of external goods. 

The highminded man, then, bears himself in a right spirit 
towards honours and dishonours. It needs no proof that high- 
minded people are concerned with honour; for it is honour 
more than anything else of which the great regard themselves, 
and deservedly regard themselves, as worthy. The mean- 
minded man underestimates himself both in respect of his 
own deserts and in comparison with the acknowledged de¬ 
serts of the highminded man. The conceited man overesti- 
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mates his own deserts but he does not estimate his own de¬ 
serts more highly than the highminded man. 

The highminded man as being worthy of the highest things, 
will be in the highest degree good, for the better man is 
always worthy of the highest things, and the best man of the 
highest things. It follows then that the truly highminded 
man must be good. 

It would seem too that the highminded man possesses such 
greatness as belongs to every virtue. It would be wholly in¬ 
consistent with the character of the highminded man to run 
away in hot haste, or to commit a crime; for what should be 
his object in doing a disgraceful action, if nothing is great in 
his eyes? If one examines the several points of character, it 
will appear quite ridiculous to say that the highminded man 
need not be good. Were he vicious, he would not be worthy of 
honour at all; for honour is the prize of virtue, and is paid to 
none but the good. 

It seems then that highmindedness is, as it were, the crown 
of the virtues, as it enhances them, and cannot exist apart 
from them. Hence it is difficult to be truly highminded, as it 
is impossible without the perfection of good breeding. 

A highminded man then is especially concerned with hon¬ 
ours and dishonours. He will be only moderately pleased at 
great honours conferred upon him by virtuous people, as 
feeling that he obtains what is naturally his due or even less 
than his due; for it would be impossible to devise an honour 
that should be proportionate to perfect virtue. Nevertheless 
he will accept honours, as people have nothing greater to con¬ 
fer upon him. But such honour as is paid by ordinary people 
and on trivial grounds, he will utterly despise, as he deserves 
something better than this. He will equally despise dishon¬ 
our, feeling that it cannot justly attach to him. 

While the highminded man, then, as has been said is prin¬ 
cipally concerned with honours, he will, at the same time, 
take a moderate view of wealth, political power, and good or 
ill fortune of all kinds, however it may occur. He will not be 
excessively elated by good, or excessively depressed by ill 
fortune; for he is not affected in this way by honour itself, as 
if honour were the greatest thing in the world. For it is hon¬ 
our which makes political power and wealth to be objects of 
desire; at all events the possessors of power and wealth are 
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eager to make use of them as means of gaining honour. He 
therefore who regards honour as insignificant will regard 
everything else in the same light. 

CHAPTER VIII 

This is the reason why highminded people seem to be super¬ 
cilious. It seems too that the gifts of fortune contribute to 
highmindedness; for people of high birth or great political 
power or wealth are considered to be worthy of honour, as 
they are in a position of superiority, and that which is super¬ 
ior in any good is always held in higher honour. It is thus 
that such gifts of fortune enhance a person’s highmindedness, 
as in consequence of them he receives honour from certain 
quarters. But in truth it is only the good man who deserves 
honour although if a man possesses gifts of fortune as well as 
goodness he is considered to be in a higher sense worthy of 
honour. People who possess goods of this kind, without vir¬ 
tue, are not justified in considering themselves to be worthy 
of great things, nor is it right to call them highminded, as 
neither greatness nor highmindedness is possible without 
complete virtue. The possessors of such goods belong to the 
class of people who are apt to become supercilious and inso¬ 
lent; for without virtue it is not easy to bear the gifts of for¬ 
tune in good taste. Not being able to bear them, and imagin¬ 
ing themselves to be superior to everybody else, such people 
treat others with contempt, and act according to their own 
sweet will; for they imitate the highminded man without 
being like him, but they imitate him only so far as they have 
the power; in other words they do not perform virtuous ac¬ 
tions, but they treat other people with contempt. The high- 
minded man is justified in his contempt for others, as he 
forms a true estimate of them, but ordinary people have no 
such justification. Again, the highminded man is not fond of 
encountering small dangers, nor is he fond of encountering 
dangers at all, as there are few things which he values enough 
to endanger himself for them. But he is ready to encounter 
great dangers, and in the hour of danger is reckless of his 
life, because he feels that life is not worth living without 
honour. He is capable of conferring benefits but ashamed of 
receiving them, as in the one case he feels his superiority, 
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and in the other his inferiority. He will try to return a benefit 
which has been conferred upon him with interest, as then the 
original benefactor will actually become his debtor and will 
have been the recipient of a benefit. It seems too that a 
highminded person remembers those upon whom he has con¬ 
ferred a benefit but not those from whom he has received it; 
for the recipient of a benefaction is inferior to the benefactor, 
and the highminded man always aspires to superiority. 
Again, he is glad to be told of the benefits which he has con¬ 
ferred, but he cannot bear being told of those which he has 
received. That is the reason (he thinks) why Thetis 1 does 
not recount to Zeus the services which she has done him, and 
why the Lacedaemonians 2 in negotiating with the Athenians 
recounted not their services but their obligations. It is char¬ 
acteristic too of the highminded man that he never, or hard¬ 
ly ever, asks a favour, that he is ready to do anybody a serv¬ 
ice, and that, although his bearing is stately towards persons 
of dignity and affluence, it is unassuming towards the middle 
class; for while it is a difficult and dignified thing to be su¬ 
perior to the former, it is easy enough to be superior to the 
latter, and while a dignified demeanour in dealing with the 
former is a mark of nobility, it is a mark of vulgarity in 
dealing with the latter, as it is like a display of physical 
strength at the expense of an invalid. Such a person too will 
not be eager to win honours or to dispute the supremacy of 
other people. He will not bestir himself or be in a hurry to 
act, except where there is some great honour to be won, or 
some great result to be achieved. His performances will be 
rare, but they will be great and will win him a great name. 
He will, of course, be open in his hatreds and his friendships, 
as secrecy is an indication of fear. He will care for reality 
more than for reputation, he will be open in word and deed, 
as his superciliousness will lead him to speak his mind bodily. 
Accordingly he will tell the truth too, except where he is 
ironical, although he will use irony in dealing with ordinary 
people. He will be incapable of ordering his life so as to 

1 Iliad i. 503, 504. It is where Themis invokes the aid of Zeus 
on behalf of Achilles. 

a The occasion is said to have been one when the Thebans invaded 
Laconia. It may be assumed that the Lacedaemonians were seeking 
Athenian support. 
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please anybody else, unless it be a friend, as such dependence 
would be servility. That is the reason why all toadies have 
the spirit of menials, and persons of a mean spirit are toadies. 
Nor again will he be given to admiration, as there is nothing 
which strikes him as great. Nor will he bear grudges; for no 
one who is highminded will dwell upon the past, least of all 
upon past injuries; he will prefer to overlook them. He will 
not be a gossip, he will not talk much about himself or about 
anybody else; for he does not care to be praised himself or to 
get other people censured. On the other hand he will not be 
fond of praising other people. And not being a gossip, he 
will not speak evil of others, even of his enemies, except for 
the express purpose of insulting them. He will be the last 
person to set up a wailing or cry out for help when some¬ 
thing happens which is inevitable or insignificant, as to do so 
is to attach great importance to it. He is the kind of person 
who would rather possess what is noble, although it does not 
bring in profit, than what is profitable but not noble, as such 
a preference argues self-sufficiency. 

It seems too that the highminded man will be slow in his 
movements, his voice will be deep and his manner of speak¬ 
ing sedate; for it is not likely that a man will be in a hurry, 
if there are not many things that he cares for, or that he will 
be emphatic, if he does not regard anything as important, 
and these are the causes which make people speak in shrill 
tones and use rapid movements. 

CHAPTER IX 

Meanmindedness—Conceit. 

Such then being the character of the highminded man, 
whose character is the mean, he who is deficient is called 
meanminded and he who exceeds is called conceited. 

It does not follow that these persons are themselves bad; 
they are not evil doers, they are only misguided; for the 
meanminded man is one who, being worthy of good things, 
deprives himself of the things of which he is worthy, and 
seems to prejudice his own position by self-depreciation and 
self-ignorance, as otherwise he would try to get what he de¬ 
serves, assuming it to be good. Not that people of this kind 
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seem to be foolish, they are rather timorous. But it seems 
that their way of thinking deteriorates the character, as our 
aims always depend upon our estimate of our own deserts, 
and these people abandon the hope of noble actions and pur¬ 
suits as well as of external goods from a feeling that they do 
not deserve them. 

Conceited people on the other hand, are foolish and igno¬ 
rant of themselves, and make themselves conspicuous by be¬ 
ing so; for they try to obtain positions of honour under an 
impression of their own deserts, and then if they obtain them, 
prove failures. They get themselves up in fine dresses, and 
pose for effect, and so on, and wish their good fortune to be 
known to all the world, and talk about themselves, as if 
that were the road to honour. 

Meanmindedness, rather than conceit, is opposed to high¬ 
mindedness; for it is a more common and a worse defect. 

chapter x 

Virtuous state respecting honour on a small scale—Ambition. 

Highmindedness then has to do with honour on a large 
scale, as has been said. But there is apparently another virtue 
which has to do with honour, as was remarked at the outset. 
It would seem to be related to highmindedness, as liberality 
is related to magnificence; for neither this virtue nor liber¬ 
ality is concerned with great things, but they both produce 
in us a right disposition in regard to things of moderate or 
small importance. 

As in the taking and giving of property there is a mean 
state, an excess, and a deficiency, so it is with the desire of 
honour. It is possible to desire honour too much or too little, 
or to desire to obtain it from the right sources and in the 
right manner. We censure the ambitious man for desiring 
honour more than is right and for desiring to obtain it trom 
wrong sources, and the unambitious man for not choosing to 
be honoured even for his noble deeds. But there are occasions 
when we praise the ambitious man as a man of spirit and a 
lover of nobleness, or praise the unambitious man for his 
moderation and self-restraint as we said at the beginning. 

It is clear then that there are various senses in which a per- 
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son is said to be fond of a thing. We do not always under¬ 
stand the word “ambitious’’ or “fond of honour,” in the same 
sense ; when we use it as a term of praise we mean “ambitious 
more than ordinary people,” and when as a term of censure 
we mean “ambitious more than is right.” 

There is no name for the mean state, and it seems that 
both extremes lay claim to it, as if it were unoccupied 
ground. But where there is excess and deficiency, there is also 
a mean. People desire honour both more and less than is 
right; therefore they sometimes desire it also in a right spirit. 
At least this moral state is a subject of praise, as being a 
mean state in respect of honour, although it has no recog¬ 
nized name. As compared with ambition, it appears to be 
lack of ambition, as compared with lack of ambition, it ap¬ 
pears to be ambition, as compared with both, it appears to 
be a sort of combination of the two. It seems that this is the 
case with other virtues as well; but in this case it is the ex¬ 
tremes which appear to be opposed to each other rather than 
to the mean} there being no name for the intermediate or 
mean state. 

CHAPTER XI 

Gentleness or good temper—Irascibility—Quick temper—Sullen¬ 
ness—Sternness. 

Gentleness or good temper is a mean state in respect of 

angry feelings; but there is no recognized name for the mean 
or indeed, it may be said, for the extremes. We apply the 
term “good temper” to the mean, although it inclines in 
sense to the deficiency which has no name. 

The excess may be described as a sort of angriness or iras¬ 
cibility, for the emotion is anger, although the causes which 
produce it are many and various. 

A person is praised if he grows angry on the right occasion 
and with the right people, and also in the right manner, at 
the right times and for the right length of time; such a person 
will be good-tempered therefore, as good temper is a term of 
praise. For a good-tempered person is in effect one who will 
be cool and not carried away by his emotion but will wax 
wroth in such a manner, on such occasions, and for so long a 
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time, as reason may prescribe. But it seems that he will err 
rather on the side of deficiency; for a good-tempered or gen¬ 
tle person is inclined to forgiveness rather than to revenge. 

The deficiency, whether it be called a phlegmatic disposi¬ 
tion or anything else, is a subject of censure, for people look 
foolish, if they do not grow angry on the right occasions or 
in the right way. For it seems that they have no feeling or no 
feeling of pain, and that, if they do not grow angry, they are 
incapable of defending themselves. But it is only a slavish 
nature which will submit to be insulted, or will let a friend be 
insulted, without protest. 

The excess may take any one of all these forms. We may 
be angry with the wrong people, or on the wrong occasions, 
or more than is right, or sooner, or for a longer time. I do 
not mean that all these faults are found in the same person; 
that would be impossible, as evil is self-destructive, and, if it 
exists in its entirety, becomes intolerable. 

Irascible people then soon grow angry, and grow angry 
with the wrong person, or on the wrong occasions, or more 
than is right. But they soon cease being angry; indeed, this is 
the best point in their character. The reason is that they do 
not control their anger; they are so quick-tempered that they 
retaliate in an open way and then have done. 

Choleric people again are excessively quick-tempered, and 
get angry at every provocation and on every occasion; hence 
their name. 

Sullen people are slow to make friends again and, as they 
keep their temper down, their anger lasts a long time. Retali¬ 
ation brings a feeling of relief; for the revenge makes a per¬ 
son cease from his anger, by producing a state of pleasure 
instead of pain. But if this does not take place, the burden 
remains; for as he does not reveal his anger, nobody helps to 
reason him out of it, and it takes time for a person to digest 
his anger in his own soul. Sullen people are the greatest pos¬ 
sible nuisance to themselves and to their best friends. 

We call people stern if they wax wroth on the wrong occa¬ 
sions, and more than is right, and for a longer time, and if 
they will not make friends again without revenge or punish¬ 
ment. Such people are more difficult to live with than others. 
We generally regard the excess, viz. the irascible rather than 
the phlegmatic disposition, as the opposite of good temper, 
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as it is more frequent; for it is more natural to men to take 
vengeance than to forgive. 

This account of anger proves what has been already said; 
it is not easy to define the right manner objects, occasion, 
and duration of anger, or how far it may rightly go, and 
where it begins to be wrong; for we do not censure a person 
who deviates a little from the right, whether on the side of 
excess or of deficiency. Sometimes we praise people who are 
deficient and call them good-tempered; sometimes we speak 
of people who exhibit a, stern character as manly, believing 
them to be capable of rule. How far and in what way a per¬ 
son must deviate from the mean in order to be censurable is 
a question which it is not easy to decide theoretically; for 
the judgment depends upon particular circumstances and is 
an affair of the perception. So much however is clear, that 
the mean moral state is laudable, i.e. the state in which we 
grow angry with the right persons and on the right occasions, 
and in the right manner and so on, whereas the excesses and 
deficiencies are censurable, slightly censurable, if they go 
but a little way, censurable in a higher degree, if they go fur¬ 
ther, and exceedingly censurable, if they go a long way. It is 
clear then that we must cling to the mean moral state. 

CHAPTER XII 

Obsequiousness—Surliness—Friendliness—Flattery. 

This must be a sufficient account of the moral states which 
have to do with anger. 

In human society, with its common life and association in 
words and deeds, there are some people who seem to be 
obsequious. They are people who try to please us by praising 
all that we do and never thwarting us, and who think they 
ought to avoid causing annoyance to anybody who comes in 
their way. There are others who take the contrary line of 
always thwarting us and never give a thought to the pain 
which they cause; these are called surly and contentious 
people. 

It is clear enough then that the moral states thus described 
are censurable, and that the intermediate or mean state, in 
virtue of which a person will assent and similarly will object 
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to the right things in the right spirit, is laudable. No special 
name is assigned to this mean state, but it most nearly resem¬ 
bles friendliness; for the person in whom it exists answers 
to our idea of a virtuous friend, except that friendliness im¬ 
plies affection as well. It differs from friendliness in being 
destitute of emotion or affection for the people with whom 
one associates, as it is not friendship or hatred that makes 
such a person assent to things in a right spirit but his own 
character. For he will so act alike to strangers and acquaint¬ 
ances, and to people with whom he is or is not intimate; only 
in each case his action will be suitable; for it is not natural 
to pay the same regard to strangers as to intimate friends, 
or to be equally scrupulous about causing them pain. 

While it is thus stated in general terms that such a person 
will associate with other people in a right spirit, it must be 
added that, in his endeavour to avoid causing pain or to 
cooperate in giving pleasure, he will never lose sight of what 
is noble and expedient. For it seems that he has to do with 
such pleasures and pains as occur in human society. When¬ 
ever then it is not honourable for him or is injurious to co¬ 
operate in giving pleasure, he will object to giving it, and 
will prefer to cause pain; or if a thing brings discredit and 
considerable discredit or injury upon its author, while oppo¬ 
sition to it causes him only slight pain, he will not accept it 
but will raise an objection to it. 

He will not associate in the same spirit with people of 
high position and with ordinary people, or with people whom 
he knows well and whom he knows only slightly, and so on 
as other differences may occur; but he will render to each 
class its proper due. Again, while he chooses the promotion 
of pleasure in itself, and shrinks from the infliction of pain, 
he will be guided by a consideration of consequences, if they 
are greater than the immediate pleasure or pain, i.e. of noble¬ 
ness and expediency; in other words he will inflict slight 
pains for the sake of great subsequent pleasure. 

Such is then the intermediate or mean character, although 
it has no proper name. But if a person tries to promote the 
pleasure of others, he may either aim at being pleasant with¬ 
out having an ulterior object, and then he will be called com¬ 
plaisant, or it may be his object to get some personal advan¬ 
tage in the way of money or of the good things which money 
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brings with it and then he will be called a flatterer. If a per¬ 
son on the other hand is disagreeable to everybody, he is a 
surly and contentious fellow, as has been said. 

The extreme states here appear to be opposed to one an¬ 
other rather than to the mean state, because the mean state 
has no name. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Boast fulness—Irony—T ruth fulness—Pretentioumess—Boastful¬ 
ness—Irony—H um bug. 

The mean state of which boastfulness is an extreme has very 
much the same sphere, and it also is nameless. But it will be 
worth while to examine these states; for we shall better un¬ 
derstand the facts of character after discussing the moral 
characters severally, and shall be convinced that the virtues 
are mean states, by finding this to be the universal rule. 

The people who in the converse and intercourse of life 
make it their object to give pleasure or pain have been al¬ 
ready described. Let us now speak of such people as are 
truthful and false, whether in word or in deed or in their 
pretensions. 

It seems that the boaster is one who is fond of pretending 
to possess the qualities which the world esteems, although 
he does not possess them, or does not possess them to the ex¬ 
tent that he pretends. The ironical person on the contrary 
disclaims or disparages what he possesses, the intermediate 
person, who is a sort of “plain dealer,” is truthful both in life 
and in speech; he admits the fact of his possessions, he 
neither exaggerates nor disparages them. 

It is possible to be both boastful and ironical either with 
or without an ulterior object. But every man speaks, acts and 
lives in accordance with his character, unless he has an ul¬ 
terior object in view. 

Falsehood in itself is base and censurable, truth is noble 
and laudable; so too the truthful person, as holding a mean 
or intermediate position, is laudable, the untruthful people 
are both censurable, but especially the boaster. 

Let us speak of them both, beginning with the truthful 
person. We are not speaking of one who is truthful in legal 
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covenants, or in all such matters as lie within the domain of 
justice or injustice (for these would be matters belonging to 
a different virtue), but where without any such important 
issue at stake a person is truthful both in word and in life, 
because his moral state is truthful. Such a person would 
seem to be virtuous; for he who is a lover of truth and truth¬ 
ful where truth is of no importance will be equally true where 
it is of greater importance. He will avoid falsehood in im¬ 
portant matters as involving disgrace; for he avoided it in 
itself apart from its consequences; but so to avoid it is laud¬ 
able. He inclines by preference to an understatement of the 
truth, as it appears to be in better taste than an overstate¬ 
ment, for all excesses are offensive. 

A person who pretends to greater things than he possesses, 
if he has no ulterior object in doing so, seems to be a person 
of low character, as otherwise he would not take pleasure in 
a falsehood; but he looks more like a fool than a knave. Sup¬ 
posing he has an object, if the object be glory or honour, the 
pretentious person, like the boaster, is not highly censurable; 
but if it be money or the means of getting money, his con¬ 
duct is more discreditable. It is not a particular faculty, but 
a particular moral purpose, which constitutes the boaster; 
for it is for virtue of his moral state and his character that he 
is a boaster, as a person is a liar, if he takes pleasure in false¬ 
hood for its own sake, or as a means of winning reputation or 
gain. Thus it is that boastful people, if their object is reputa¬ 
tion, pretend to such qualities as win praise or congratula¬ 
tion, but if their object is gain, they pretend to such qualities 
as may be beneficial to their neighbours, and cannot be 
proved not to exist, e.g. to skill in prophesying or medicine. 
This is the reason why the great majority of boasters pretend 
to such qualities as these, and make a boast of them as they 
are beneficial and it is difficult to disprove them. 

Ironical people, on the other hand, in depreciating them¬ 
selves, show a more refined character, for it seems that their 
object is not to make gain but to avoid pomposity. They are 
particularly fond of disclaiming the same qualities as the 
boaster affects, viz. the qualities which the world esteems, as 
was the way, e.g. of Socrates. 

People, whose pretensions apply to such things as are 
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trivial and obvious, are called humbugs; they deserve noth¬ 
ing but contempt. 

Sometimes irony itself appears to be boastfulness, as in 
the dress of the Lacedaemonians; for exaggerated deficiency 
is a form of boastfulness as well as excess. But people who 
employ irony with moderation, and upon such occasions as 
are not too obvious and palpable, present an appearance of 
refinement. 

The boaster appears to be the opposite of the truthful man, 
as being worse than the ironical man. 

CHAPTER XIV 

Buffoonery—Boorishness—Wittiness—Tact. 

As relaxation enters into life no less than business, and one 
element of relaxation is playful diversion, it seems that here 
too there is a manner of intercourse which is in good taste; 
there are right things to say and a right way of saying them, 
and the same is true of listening. But the right way of speak¬ 
ing or listening will differ according to the class of people to 
whom one speaks or listens. 

It is clear that in this matter as in others it is possible to 
go beyond, or to fall short of, the mean. Now they who ex¬ 
ceed the proper limit in ridicule seem to be buffoons and vul¬ 
gar people, as their heart is set upon exciting ridicule at any 
cost and they aim rather at raising a laugh than at using 
decorous language and not giving pain to their butt. On the 
other hand they who will never themselves speak a word that 
is ridiculous, and who are indignant with everybody who 
speaks so, may be said to be boorish and rude. 

People whose fun is in good taste are called witty, a name 
which implies the happy turns of their art, as these happy 
turns may be described as movements of the character; for 
characters, like bodies, are judged by their movements. But 
as it is never necessary to look far for subjects of ridicule and 
as an excessive fondness for fun and mockery is pretty 
universal, it happens that not only true wits but buffoons 
are described as witty, because they are amusing. But it is 
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clear from what has been said that there is a difference, and 
indeed a wide difference, between the two. 

The characteristic of the mean state is tact. A person of 
tact is one who will use and listen to such language only as is 
suitable to an honourable gentleman; for there is such lan¬ 
guage as an honourable gentleman may fitly use and listen to 
in the way of fun and the fun of a gentleman is different 
from that of a slavish person, and again, the fun of a culti¬ 
vated person from that of one who is uncultivated. We may 
see this to be so at once by a comparison of the old and the 
new comedy; in the former it was obscenity of language 
which raised a laugh, but in the latter it is rather innuendo, 
and this makes a great difference from the point of view of 
decorum. 

Is it then to be the definition of a good jester that he uses 
such language as befits a gentleman, or that he does not give 
pain, or actually gives pleasure, to his listener? It is prob¬ 
ably impossible to determine this point, as different things 
are detestable or agreeable to different people. But the lan¬ 
guage to which a person listens will correspond to the lan¬ 
guage which he uses; for it seems that he will make such 
jests as he can bear to listen to. There will be some kinds of 
jest then that he will not make, for mockery is a species of 
reviling, and there are some kinds of reviling which legis¬ 
lators prohibit; they ought perhaps to have prohibited cer¬ 
tain kinds of jesting as well. 

This will be therefore the moral state of the refined gentle¬ 
man; he will be, so to say, a law unto himself. 

Such is then the mean, or intermediate character, whether 
it be called tact or wittiness. 

But the buffoon is the slave of his own sense of humour; 
he will spare neither himself nor anybody else, if he can raise 
a laugh, and he will use such language as no person of re¬ 
finement would use or sometimes even listen to. 

The boor is one who is useless for such social purposes; 
he contributes nothing, and takes offence at everything. Yet 
it seems that relaxation and fun are indispensable elements 
in life. 

The mean states then in life which have been described, 
are three, viz. friendliness, truthfulness, and wittiness. They 
are all concerned with the association of people in certain 
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words and deeds. They are different in that one is concerned 
with truth and the others with pleasure, and, of the two 
which are concerned with pleasure, one finds its sphere in 
amusements, the other in the general intercourse of life. 

chapter xv 

Shame. 

It would not be right to speak of a sense of shame as a vir¬ 
tue, for it is more like an emotion than a moral state; at least 
it may be defined as a kind of fear of ignominy, and in its 
effects it is analogous to the fear of dangers, for people 
blush when they are ashamed and turn pale when they are 
afraid of death. It is clear then that both affections are in a 
sense corporeal and this seems to be a mark of an emotion 
rather, than of a moral state. 

The emotion is one which is appropriate not to all ages but 
to youth. We consider that the young ought to show a sense 
of shame as their life being directed by emotion is full of mis¬ 
takes, and it is shame which holds them in check. Again, 
while we praise young men for exhibiting a sense of shame, 
nobody would praise an old man for shamefacedness, as we 
hold that he ought not to do anything which occasions shame. 
Neither will a virtuous person feel shame, as shame is occa¬ 
sioned by misconduct; for he ought not to misconduct him¬ 
self. It makes no difference if there are some things which are 
really disgraceful, and others which are regarded as disgrace¬ 
ful; people ought not to do either, and therefore ought not to 
be ashamed. It is only a man of low character who will be 
capable of doing anything that is disgraceful. 

The idea of a person living in such a moral state that, if 
he were to do anything of the kind, he would be ashamed, 
and of his therefore imagining himself to be virtuous, is ab¬ 
surd; for shame is occasioned by voluntary actions alone, 
and the virtuous man will never voluntarily do what is base. 
Still shame can be virtuous only hypothetically. It implies 
that, if a person should act in a particular wey, he would be 
ashamed; but there is nothing hypothetical in the virtuous. 
Again, granting that it is base to be shameless and to feel no 
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shame at doing disgraceful deeds, we need not conclude that 
it is virtuous to do them and to be ashamed of doing them. 

Similarly, continence is not a virtue, but a sort of mixed 
state as will be shown in the sequel. But let us now proceed 
to consider justice. 



BOOK V 

CHAPTER I 

Justice—Difference between moral states and sciences or faculties. 

We come now to investigate justice and injustice. We have 
to consider what is the character of the actions with which 
they deal, what is the sense in which justice is a mean state, 
and what are the extremes between which the just is a mean. 
In our investigation we will follow the same plan as in the vir¬ 
tues already described. 

We see that everybody who uses the term “justice” means 
by it the moral state which makes people capable of doing 
what is just, and which makes them just in action and in in¬ 
tention. In the same way injustice is the moral state which 
makes them unjust in action and in intention. Let us begin 
then by assuming this rough definition of justice and injus¬ 
tice. We regard justice as one moral state and injustice as an¬ 
other, For the moral states are different in one respect from 
the sciences and faculties. Whereas it seems that the same 
faculty or science applies to contraries, one of the two con¬ 
trary moral or physical states does not apply to its contra¬ 
ries; thus health does not produce results which are contrary 
to health but only results which are healthy; for we speak of 
a person as walking healthily when he walks as a healthy 
person would walk. 

Now it is often possible to ascertain one of two contrary 
moral states from the other, or to ascertain moral states from 
their phenomena, i. e. from their causes and consequences. 
For if it is evident what is a good state of health, it becomes 
evident at once what is a bad state; or again, a good state of 
health is evident from the conditions which produce good 
health, and the conditions which produce good health from 
the good state of health; for if a good state of health is a 
state in which the flesh is plump, it necessarily follows that a 
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bad state of health is a state in which the flesh is lean, and 
that that which produces plumpness of flesh is that which 
produces good health. 

Again, it follows as a general rule that if one of two oppo¬ 
site terms be used in a plurality of senses, so is the other, 
e. g. if the word “just” has several senses, so has the word 
“unjust.” 

CHAPTER II 

Different senses of “justice” and “injustice”—Sphere of justice 
and injustice—Goods absolute and relative. 

It seems that the words “justice” and “injustice” are used in 
a plurality of senses, but as the various senses are closely 
allied, their homonymy1 or ambiguity escapes notice, and is 
not so evident, as it is when the various senses are wholly 
distinct; for the difference is striking when it is one of ex¬ 
ternal appearance e. g. the ambiguous use of the word y,Xei<; 
for the clavicle of animals and for the key which is used in 
locking doors. 

It is necessary therefore to ascertain all the various senses 
in which a person may be called unjust. He is said to be un¬ 
just, if he breaks the law of the land; he is also said to be un¬ 
just, if he takes more than his share of anything. It is clear 
then that the just man will be (i) one who keeps the law, 
(2) one who is fair. Accordingly what is just is (1) what is 
lawful, (2) what is fair; what is unjust is (1) what is unlaw¬ 
ful, (2) what is unfair. 

Now, as the unjust man in the second of these two senses 
is one who takes more than his share, he will have to do with 
goods, not indeed with all goods but with all the goods of 
fortune, which are always good in an absolute sense, but not 
always good relatively to the individual. These are indeed the 
objects of men’s prayers and pursuits; but they ought rather 
to pray that such things as are absolutely good may be good 
also relatively to themselves, and to choose such things as are 
good for themselves. 

The unjust man does not always choose what is more than 

*A “homonym” in Aristotelian phraseology is a word having two 
or more distinct senses, such as “bull,” “bill” or “ball.” 
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his share; on the contrary he chooses what is less than his 
share of such things as are absolutely evil. But as it seems 
that the less of two evils may in a sense, be called a good, and 
to take more than one’s share means to take more than one’s 
share of what is good, he is regarded as taking more than his 
share. Such a person may be called unfair; for unfairness is 
a general and comprehensive term. 

CHAPTER III 

Justice and virtue. 

The law-breaker being, as we saw, unjust and the law-abid¬ 
ing person just, it is clear that whatever is lawful is in some 
sense just; for such things as are prescribed by legislative 
authority are lawful, and all such things we call just. Laws 
pronounce upon all subjects with a view to the interest of the 
community as a whole, or of those who are its best or leading 
citizens whether in virtue or in any similar sense. Thus there 
is one sense in which we use the term “just” of all that tends 
to create and to conserve happiness and the elements of hap¬ 
piness in the body politic. The law commands us to perform 
the actions of the courageous person, i. e. not to leave the 
ranks, or run away, or throw down our arms; the actions of 
the temperate person, i. e. to abstain from adultery and out¬ 
rage, or the actions of the gentle person, i. e. to abstain from 
assault and abuse, and so with all the other virtues and vices, 
prescribing some actions and prohibiting others, and doing all 
this in a right spirit, if it be a right law, but in a spirit which 
is not equally right, if it be a law passed on the spur of the 
moment. 

Justice then, as so defined is complete virtue although not 
complete in an absolute sense, but in relation to one’s neigh¬ 
bours. Hence it is that justice is often regarded as the su¬ 
preme virtue, “more glorious than the star of eve or dawn”; 
or as the proverb runs 

“Justice is the summary of all Virtue1.” 

It is in the highest sense complete virtue, as being an exercise 
of complete virtue. It is complete too, because he who pos- 

*A line attributed to Theognis, Phocylides and other poets. 
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sesses it can employ his virtue in relation to his neighbours 
and not merely by himself; for there are many people who 
are capable of exhibiting virtue at home, but incapable of ex¬ 
hibiting it in relation to their neighbours. Accordingly there 
seems to be good sense in the saying of Bias that “office will 
reveal a man,” for one who is in office is at once brought into 
relation and association with others. It is this same reason 
which makes justice alone of the virtues seem to be the good 
of others, as it implies a relation to others, for it promotes the 
interests of somebody else, whether he be a ruler or a simple 
fellow-citizen. 

As then the worst of men is he who exhibits his depravity 
both in his own life and in relation to his friends, the best of 
men is he who exhibits his virtue not in his own life only but 
in relation to others; for this is a difficult task. 

Justice therefore in this sense of the word, is not a part of 
virtue but the whole of virtue; its opposite, injustice, not a 
part of vice but the whole of vice. If it be asked what is the 
difference between virtue and justice in this sense, it is clear 
from what has been already said; they are the same, but the 
underlying conception of them is different; the moral state 
which, if regarded relatively to others, is justice, if regarded 
absolutely as a moral state, is virtue. 

CHAPTER IV 

Justice as a part of virtue—I?ijustice as a part of vice. 

But we are investigating the justice which is a part of virtue; 
for there is such a justice, as we hold. Similarly there is a par¬ 
ticular injustice which requires investigation. We may infer 
the existence of this particular injustice from the following 
fact: a person who exhibits any other form of wickedness in 
action, although he act unjustly, does not take more than 
properly belongs to him, e. g. if he throws away his shield out 
of cowardice, or makes use of abusive language from bad 
temper, or from illiberality refuses pecuniary help; but when 
he takes more than his share, it often happens that he acts 
not from any one of these forms of vice, and certainly not 
from all, but from a species of vice (<w is plain because his 
action is censurable), or in other words from injustice. There 
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is then another injustice which is, as it were, a part of injus¬ 
tice as a whole, and a sense of the word “unjust” in which it 
is a part of the whole field of injustice or illegality. 

Again, if one man commits adultery for the sake of gain, 
and makes money by it, while another incurs expenditure and 
loss for the sake of gratifying his passion, the latter would 
seem to be licentious rather than grasping, but the former to 
be unjust and not licentious the reason being clearly that his 
object was not the gratification of his passion but gain. 
Again, while it is possible to refer all other unjust actions or 
crimes to some particular vice, e.g. to incontinence in the case 
of adultery, to cowardice in the case of desertion from the 
ranks, and to anger in the case of assault, where it is a case 
of unjust gain, there is no vice to which it can be referred ex¬ 
cept injustice. 

It is evident then that, besides injustice as a whole, there 
is another particular injustice which has the same name, as 
its definition falls under the same genus, for both take effect 
in relation to other people; but the one is concerned with 
honour or property or safety or whatever comprehensive 
name we may have for all such things, and is due to the 
pleasure of making gain, the other is concerned with the 
whole sphere of virtuous action. 

CHAPTER V 

Two kinds of virtue and injustice—Universal justice—Particular 
justice—Its two kinds. 

It is clear then that there are various kinds of justice, and 
that there is a kind which is different from complete virtue. 
We must therefore ascertain its nature and character. 

The unjust has been defined in two distinct senses, viz. as 
what is illegal or what is unfair. Similarly, the just as what is 
legal or what is fair. Now the injustice already described cor¬ 
responds to or is coextensive with illegality. But as what is 
unfair and what is illegal are not the same thing, but stand 
to each other in the relation of part to whole, what is unfair 
being always illegal but what is illegal not being always un¬ 
fair, it follows that the words “unjust” and “injustice,” 
when used in the limited sense, have a different meaning 
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from the same words when used in the large sense, standing 
to them in the relation of parts to wholes; for this injustice is 
a part of universal injustice, and similarly this justice a part 
of universal justice. It is necessary therefore to speak of par¬ 
ticular justice and particular injustice, and similarly of the 
just and the unjust in a particular sense. 

We may set aside then the justice and injustice which cor¬ 
respond to complete virtue and vice, the former being the 
exercise of complete virtue, and the latter of complete vice, 
in relation to others. It is evident too how the just and the 
unjust corresponding to universal justice and injustice are 
to be determined. The majority of such actions as the law 
prescribes are actions issuing from complete virtue; for the 
law bids use live in the practice of every virtue, and forbids 
us to live in the practice of any vice. But the causes which are 
productive of complete virtue are all such legislative enact¬ 
ments as have been passed in regard to education for the 
duties of citizenship. As to the education of the individual 
which makes him not a good citizen but a good man in an 
absolute sense, it will be necessary to determine hereafter 
whether it is a branch of the political art or of some other; 
for it is possibly not the same thing in all cases to be a good 
man and to be a good citizen. 

There are two kinds of particular justice and of the just 
action which corresponds to particular justice, one consisting 
in the distributions of honour or wealth or any other things 
which are divided among the members of the community, as 
it is here that one citizen may have a share which is equal or 
unequal to another’s, the other kind which is corrective of 
wrong in private transactions. This latter again has two sub¬ 
divisions, private transactions being (i) voluntary, (2) in¬ 
voluntary. Voluntary transactions are such as selling, buying, 
lending at interest, giving security, lending without interest, 
depositing money, hiring; and they are said to be voluntary 
because the origin of these transactions is voluntary, i.e. 
people enter upon them of their own free will. Involuntary 
transactions again are either (1) secret, as e.g. theft, adul¬ 
tery, poisoning, pandering, enticing slaves away from their 
masters, assassination, and false witness, or (2) violent, as 
assault, imprisonment, murder, rape, mutilation, slander, and 
contumelious treatment. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Distributive justice—Justice proportionate. 

As the person who is unjust is unfair, and the thing which is 
unjust is unfair, it is clear that there is a certain mean in re¬ 
spect of unfairness, or inequality. This mean is that which is 
fair or equal; for whatever be the nature of an action that 
admits of excess or defect, it admits also of fairness or 
equality. 

If then that which is unjust is unfair, that which is just is 
fair, as indeed every one sees without argument. 

But since that which is fair or equal is a mean between 
two extremes, that which is just will in a certain sense be a 
mean. But fairness or equality implies two persons or things 
at least. It follows therefore that that which is just is a mean, 
that it is fair or equal and that it is relative to certain per¬ 
sons. It follows also that, inasmuch as it is a mean, it is a 
mean between certain extremes, viz. excess and defect, and 
that inasmuch as it is just, it is relative to certain persons. 
But, if so, then that which is just must imply four terms at 
least; for the persons relatively to whom it is just are two, and 
the things in which it consists are two likewise. Also if the per¬ 
sons are equal, the things will be equal; for as one thing is to 
the other thing, so is one person to the other person. For if 
the persons are not equal, they will not have equal shares; 
in fact the source of battles and complaints is either that 
people who are equal have unequal shares, or that people 
who are not equal have equal shares, distributed to them. 
The same truth is clearly seen from the principle of merit; 
for everybody admits that justice in distributions is deter¬ 
mined by merit of some sort; only people do not all under¬ 
stand the same thing by merit. The democrats understand 
freedom, the oligarchs wealth or nobility, and the aristocrats 
virtue. 

Justice then is a sort of proportion; for proportion is not 
peculiar to abstract quantity, but belongs to quantity gener¬ 
ally, proportion being equality of ratios and implying four 
terms at least. 

Now it is plain that discrete proportion implies four terms; 
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but the same is true of continuous proportion; for in con¬ 
tinuous proportion one of the terms is used as two, and is 
repeated. Thus as A is to B, so is B to C; here B is repeated; 
consequently if B be set down twice, the terms of the propor¬ 
tion will be four. 

That which is just then requires four terms at least, and an 
equality of ratio between them, the persons and the things 
being similarly divided. As then the term A is to the term B, 
so will C be to D, and consequently alternando as A is to C, 
so will B be to D. The whole therefore will bear the same 
ratio to the whole i.e. A + C will be to B + D as A is to B 
or C to D; but this is the combination which the distribu¬ 
tion effects, and, if the terms be thus united, it is a just com¬ 
bination. 

CHAPTER VII 

Corrective justice. 

The conjunction therefore of A with C and of B with D is 
what is just in distribution, and this justice is a mean be¬ 
tween the violations of proportion; for that which is propor¬ 
tionate is a mean, and that which is just is proportionate. 
Mathematicians call this kind of proportion geometrical; for 
in geometrical proportion the whole is to the whole as each 
of the separate terms is to each. But this proportion is not 
continuous, as no one arithmetical term can stand both for 
person and for thing. 

That which is just then in this sense is that which is pro¬ 
portionate, and that which is unjust is that which is dispro¬ 
portionate. It follows that this disproportion may take the 
form either of excess or defect; and this is actually the case, 
for the author of the injustice has too much, and the victim 
has too little, of the good. In regard to evil the contrary is the 
case; for the lesser evil in comparison with the greater counts 
as a good, as the lesser evil is more desirable than the greater, 
and that which is desirable is a good, and that which is more 
desirable is a greater good. 

This then, is one form of justice i.e. of particular justice. 
The remaining form of justice is the corrective, which oc- 
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curs in private transactions whether voluntary or invol¬ 
untary. 

This justice is different in kind from the former. For dis¬ 
tributive justice in dealing with the public funds invariably 
follows the proportion which has been described, i.e. geo¬ 
metrical proportion, as even if the distribution be made to 
two or more people out of the public funds, it will be in ac¬ 
cordance with the ratio of the contributions which they have 
severally made. Also the injustice which is opposite to this 
form of justice is the violation of geometrical proportion. 
But the justice which exists in private transactions, although 
in a sense it is fair or equal, and the corresponding injustice 
is unfair or unequal, follows not geometrical but arith¬ 
metical proportion. For it makes no difference here whether 
it be a virtuous man who defrauded a bad man, or a bad 
man who defrauded a virtuous man, or whether it be a vir¬ 
tuous or a bad man who committed adultery; the law looks 
only to the degree of the injury, it treats the parties as equal, 
and asks only if one is the author and the other the victim 
of injustice or if the one inflicted and the other has sustained 
an injury. Injustice then in this sense is unfaii or unequal, 
and the endeavor of the judge is to equalize it; for even 
when one person deals a blow and the other receives it, or 
one person kills and the other is killed, the suffering and the 
action are divided into unequal parts, and it is the effort of 
the judge to restore equality by the penalty which he inflicts, 
as the penalty is so much subtracted from the profit. For the 
term “profit” is applied generally to such cases, although it. 
is sometimes not strictly appropriate; thus we speak of the 
“profit” of one who inflicts a blow, or the “loss” of one who 
suffers it, but it is when the suffering is assessed in a court 
of law that the prosecutor gets profit, and the guilty person 
loss. That which is fair or equal then is the mean between 
excess and defect. But profit and loss are excess and defect, 
although in opposite senses, the excess of good and the de¬ 
fect of evil being profit, and the excess of evil and the defect 
of good being loss. The mean between them, is, as we said, 
the equal, which we call just. Hence corrective justice will 
be the mean between profit and loss. 

This is the reason why, when people dispute, they have re¬ 
course to a judge and to go to a judge is to go to what is just; 
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for the judge professes to be a sort of personification of 
justice. 

Again, people look for the mean in a judge, and sometimes 
give judges the name of “mediators,” which implies that, if 
they attain the mean, they will attain what is just. That 
which is just then is, in a sense, a mean, as the judge is a 
mean. 

It is the judge’s function to redress inequality. It is as if a 
line were divided into unequal segments, and he were to cut 
off the amount by which the larger of the two segments ex¬ 
ceeds the half and to add it to the smaller segment. It is 
when the whole is equally divided into two segments that 
people are said to have what belongs to them, as having re¬ 
ceived an equal amount. This equal amount is an arithme¬ 
tical mean between the greater and the smaller lines. This is 
in fact the reason why it is called “just” because the division 
is just an equal one. 

For when a part is cut off from one of two equals, and add¬ 
ed to the other, the second exceeds the first by twice the 
part so added to it. For if the part had been cut off from the 
one, and not added to the other, the second would have ex¬ 
ceeded the first by once this part only. Therefore the line to 
which the addition is made exceeds the mean by once this 
part, and the mean exceeds the line by which the part was 
cut off by once this part. This then will be our means of as¬ 
certaining what it is necessary to subtract from that which 
has too much, and what to add to that which has too little. 
We must add to that which has too little the amount by 
which the mean exceeds it, and subtract from the greatest 
the amount by which it exceeds the mean. Let the lines 
A A', BB', CC', be equal to one another; let the segment AE 
be subtracted from A A' and the segment CD added to CC'; 
then the whole line DCC' exceeds EA' by CD and CZ, and 
therefore exceeds BBf by CD. 

The terms “profit” and “loss” are derived from volun¬ 
tary exchange. For in such exchange, if a person has more 
than what belongs to him, he is said to be making profit, 
and if he has less than he had to start with, he is said to be 
suffering loss; it is so e.g. in buying and selling, and in all 
other transactions which the law freely allows. But when 
people get as the result of exchange exactly what they had 
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at the beginning, neither more nor less, they are said to have 
what belongs to them and to be neither losers nor gainers. 

That which is just then in corrective justice is a mean be¬ 
tween profit and loss of a particular kind in involuntary 
cases. It implies that the parties to a transaction have the 
same amount after it as before. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Retaliation—Proportio7iate requital—Money. 

There are some people who hold that retaliation is abso¬ 
lutely just. This was the doctrine of the Pythagoreans, who 
defined justice absolutely as retaliation on one’s neighbour. 

But retaliation does not accord with the conception of 
either distributive or corrective justice, although corrective 
justice is certainly what is intended by the Rhadamanthine1 
rule: 

“As a man’s action, such his fate; 
Then justice shall be true and straight2.” 

The law of retaliation and the law of corrective justice in 
many cases do not agree. For instance, if a person who 
strikes another is a magistrate, he ought not to be struck in 
return, and if a person strikes a magistrate, he ought not 
only to be struck but to be punished. Again, it makes a great 
difference whether what is done to a person is done with his 
consent or against it, and the law of retaliation takes no ac¬ 
count of this difference. Still in such associations as depend 
upon exchange it is this kind of justice, viz. retaliation, 
which is the bond of union; but it is proportionate, and not 
equal retaliation3; for it is proportionate requital which 
holds a state together. 

People seek to requite either evil or good. It looks like 
slavery not to requite evil; and if they do not requite good, 
no interchange of services takes place, and it is this inter¬ 
change which holds society together. It is thus that men 

1 Rhadamanthus was one of the judges of the lower world. 
aA line ascribed to Hesiod. 
aWhat Aristotle calls “equal retaliation” is the law of “An eye for 

an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.” 
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build a temple of the Graces in their streets to ensure rec¬ 
iprocity, as being the peculiar characteristic of grace; for 
it is our duty to return the service of one who has been gra¬ 
cious to us, and to take the initiative in showing grace our¬ 
selves. 

Now, proportionate requital is produced by cross-conjunc¬ 
tion. Thus let A represent a builder, B a cobbler, C a house, 
and D a shoe. Then the builder ought to receive from the 
cobbler some part of his work, and to give him his own work 
in return. If then there is proportionate equality in the first 
instance, and retaliation or reciprocity follows, the result of 
which we are speaking will be attained. Otherwise the ex¬ 
change will not be equal or permanent. For there is no rea¬ 
son why the work of the one should not be superior to that 
of the other, and therefore they ought to be equalized. (This 
is equally the case with all the arts; they would be destroyed, 
if the effect upon the patient were not, in kind, quantity and 
quality, the same as the effort of the agent.) For association 
is formed, not by two doctors, but by a doctor and a hus¬ 
bandman, and generally by people who are different, and 
not equal, and who need to be equalized. It follows that 
such things as are the subjects of exchange must in some 
sense be comparable. This is the reason for the invention of 
money. Money is a sort of medium or mean; for it measures 
everything and consequently measures among other things 
excess or defect, e.g. the number of shoes which are equivalent 
to a house or a meal. As a builder then is to a cobbler, so 
must so many shoes be to a house or a meal; for otherwise 
there would be no exchange or association. But this will be 
impossible, unless the shoes and the house or meal are in 
some sense equalized. Hence arises the necessity of a single 
universal standard of measurement, as was said before. This 
standard is in truth the demand for mutual services, which 
holds society together; for if people had no wants, or their 
wants were dissimilar, there would be either no exchange, or 
it would not be the same as it is now. 

Money (v6fjua|xa) is a sort of recognized representative 
of this demand. That is the reason why it is called money 
(vojjitqjLa), because it has not a natural but a conventional 
(vo[up) existence and because it is in our power to change 
it, and make it useless. 
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Retaliation or reciprocity will take place, when the terms 
have been so equated that, as a husbandman is to a cobbler, 
so is the cobbler’s ware to the husbandman’s. But we must 
bring the terms to a figure of proportion not after the ex¬ 
change has taken place—or one of the two extremes will 
have both advantages i.e. will have its superiority counted 
twice over—but when both parties still retain their own 
wares; they will then be equal and capable of association, 
because it is possible to establish the proper equality be¬ 
tween them. Thus let A be a husbandman, C food, B a cob¬ 
bler, and D his wares, which are equated to the food. But if 
this kind of reciprocity were impossible, there would be no 
association. 

The fact that it is demand which is like a principle of 
unity binding society together is evident because, if there is 
no mutual demand on the part of two persons, if neither of 
them or one only needs the services of the other, they do 
not effect an exchange, whereas, if somebody wants what 
somebody else has, e.g. wine, they effect an exchange, giving 
the wine e.g. in return for the right of importing corn. Here 
then the wine and the corn must be equated. 

Money is serviceable with a view to future exchange; it is 
a sort of security which we possess that, if we do not want 
a thing now, we shall be able to get it when we do want it; 
for if a person brings money, it must be in his power to get 
what he wants. 

It is true that money is subject to the same laws as other 
things; its value is not always the same; still it tends to have 
a more constant value than any thing else. All things, then, 
must have a pecuniary value, as this will always facilitate 
exchange, and so will facilitate association. 

Money therefore is like a measure that equates things, by 
making them commensurable; for association would be im¬ 
possible without exchange, exchange without equality, and 
equality without commensurability. 

Although it is in reality impossible that things which are 
so widely different should become commensurable, they may 
become sufficiently so for practical purposes. There must 
be some single standard then, and that a standard upon 
which the world agrees; hence it is called money (vo(juqjLa), 
for it is this which makes all things commensurable, as 
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money is the universal standard of measurement. Let A be 
a house, B ten minae, C a couch. Now A is half B} if the 
house is worth, or is equal to, five minae. Again, the couch C 
is the tenth part of B. It is clear then that the number of 
couches which are equal to a house is five. It is clear too that 
this was the method of exchange before the invention of 
money; for it makes no difference whether it is five couches 
or the value of five couches that we give in exchange for a 
house. 

CHAPTER IX 

Justice a mean state but not in the same sense as other virtues. 

The nature of the just and the unjust has now been de¬ 
scribed. The definitions which have been given make it clear 
that just conduct is a mean between committing and suffer¬ 
ing injustice; for to commit injustice is to have too much, 
and to suffer it is to have too little. But justice is a mean 
state, not in the same sense as the virtues already described, 
but rather as aiming at the mean, while injustice aims at 
the extremes. It is justice which entitles the just man to be 
regarded as capable of deliberately effecting what is just, 
and of making a distribution whether between himself and 
somebody else, or between two other people, not in such a 
way as to give himself too large, and his neighbour too small 
a share of what is desirable, and conversely to give himself 
too small and his neighbour too large a share of what is in¬ 
jurious, but to give both himself and his neighbour such a 
share as is proportionately equal, and to do the same when 
the distribution is between other people. Injustice on the 
contrary aims at that which is unjust; but that which is un¬ 
just is disproportionate excess and defect of what is profit¬ 
able or injurious. Hence injustice is excess and defect, inas¬ 
much as it aims at excess and defect, viz. excess of what is 
absolutely profitable, and defect of what is injurious in one’s 
own case, while in the cases of other people, although they 
are generally similar, the violation of proportion may take 
the form either of excess or of defect. But the defect of un¬ 
just action is to suffer injustice, the excess is to inflict it. 

This then may be taken as a sufficient account of the 
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nature of justice and injustice respectively, and similarly of 
that which is just or unjust in general. 

CHAPTER X 

Unjust action not the same thing as injustice—Political justice— 

Justice of masters and slaves, fathers and children—Justice 
of husband and wife—Political justice—(1) natural—(2) 
conventional—Voluntary character of just and unjust action 
—Voluntary actio?i—Mistake—Mishap—Act of injustice— 

Injustice. 

But a person may do injustice without being necessarily un¬ 
just. What then, is the nature of such unjust actions that, if 
a person commits them, he is proved at once to be in some 
particular respect unjust, e.g. to be a thief, an adulterer, or 
a robber? I think the answer is that there is no such distinct 
class of actions, for a person may commit adultery with a 
woman, knowing wrho she is, although he commits it not from 
any original defect of moral purpose, but from the passion 
of the moment. Such a person then, although he commits an 
act of injustice, is not unjust; thus he is not a thief, although 
he committed a theft, nor an adulterer, although he commit 
adultery, and so on. 

The relation of retaliation to justice has been already 
described. But we must not forget that the object of our in¬ 
quiry is at once justice in an absolute sense, and political 
justice i.e. such justice as exists among people who are as¬ 
sociated in a common life with a view to independence, and 
who enjoy freedom and equality whether proportionate or 
arithmetical. It follows that, where this condition does not 
exist, people are not capable of mutual political justice, but 
only of a certain justice which is analogous to it. For justice, 
strictly so called, can exist only where the relations of people 
are determined by law, and the existence of law implies in¬ 
justice, as the administration of justice is the determination 
of what is just and unjust. But injustice implies unjust ac¬ 
tion, although unjust action does not always imply injustice, 
and unjust action consists in assigning to oneself an unduly 
large share of such things as are good in an absolute sense, 
and an unduly small share of such things as are bad in an 
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absolute sense. Hence we submit to the authority, not of an 
individual, but of the statute book, because an individual is 
apt to exercise his authority in his own interests, and to make 
himself despot. 

The magistrate is a guardian of justice, and, if of justice, 
then of equality. It seems that he gains no advantage from 
his office, as he is assumed to be just; for he does not assign 
to himself a larger share of what is absolutely good, unless 
indeed it be proportionate to his own merit. Hence he labours 
in the interest of others; which is the reason why justice is 
called the good of others, as we said before. Some reward 
therefore must be given him in the shape of honour or priv¬ 
ilege; and it is when a magistrate is not content with these 
rewards that he makes himself despot. 

Justice, as between masters and slaves, or between fathers 
and children, is not the same as political justice, ix. justice 
between citizen and citizen, although it resembles it, for a 
man cannot commit injustice in an absolute or strict sense 
against what is his own; but his property and his children, 
until they reach a certain age and become independent, are, 
as it were, parts of himself, and nobody deliberately chooses 
to hurt himself; hence injustice to oneself is an impossibility. 
It follows that political justice and injustice are also impos¬ 
sible in the relation of a master to slaves or of a father to 
children; for they depend, as we said, upon law, and exist 
only where law has a natural existence i.e. among people 
who, as we saw, enjoy equality of rule and subjection. There 
is more scope then for justice in relation to a wife than in 
relation to children and property, for this, i.e. justice in the 
relation of husband and wife, is domestic justice, although 
this again is different from political justice. 

Political justice is partly natural and partly conventional. 
The part which is natural is that which has the same 

authority everywhere, and is independent of opinion; that 
which is conventional is such that it does not matter in the 
first instance whether it takes one form or another, it only 
matters when it has been laid down, e.g. that the ransom 
of a prisoner should be a mina, or that a goat, and not two 
sheep, should be offered in sacrifice, and all legislative enact¬ 
ments which are made in particular cases, as the sacrifice in 
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honour of Brasidas at Amphipolis, and the provisions of an 
Act of Parliament. 

It is the opinion of some people that all the rules of justice 
are conventional, because that which is natural is immutable 
and has the same authority everywhere, as fire burns equal¬ 
ly here and in Persia, but they see the rules of justice con¬ 
tinually altering. 

But this is not altogether true, although it is true to some 
extent. Among the gods indeed it is probably not true at all; 
but in this world, although there is such a thing as natural 
justice, still all justice is variable. Nevertheless there is a 
justice which is, as well as a justice which is not, natural. 

Within the sphere of the contingent it is easy to see what 
kind of a thing it is that is natural, and what kind that is 
not natural but legal and conventional, both kinds being 
similarly variable. The same distinction will apply to other 
cases; thus the right hand is naturally stronger than the left, 
although there is nobody who may not acquire the power of 
using both hands alike. 

Such rules of justice as depend on convention and con¬ 
venience may be compared to standard measures; for the 
measures of wine and corn are not everywhere equal, but are 
larger where people buy and smaller where they sell. Simi¬ 
larly, such rules of justice as exist not by nature, but by the 
will of Man, are not everywhere the same, as polities them¬ 
selves are not everywhere the same, although there is every¬ 
where only one naturally perfect polity. 

But every rule of justice or law stands to individual actions 
in the relation of the universal to particulars; for while ac¬ 
tions are numerous, every such rule is one, as being universal. 

There is a difference between an act of injustice and that 
which is unjust, between an act of justice and that which is 
just. A thing is unjust by nature, or by ordinance; but this 
very thing, when it is done, is an act of injustice, although, 
before it is done, it is only unjust. The same is true of an act 
of justice. But the several kinds of acts of justice, or injustice, 
their number, and their sphere, will form subjects of investi¬ 
gation hereafter. 

Such being the things which are just and unjust, a person 
may be said to act justly or unjustly when he does them 
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voluntarily. When he does them involuntarily, he does not 
act justly or unjustly, except in an accidental sense, i.e. he 
does what is accidentally just or unjust. 

The definition of an act of justice or injustice depends 
upon its voluntary or involuntary character; for when it is 
voluntary, it is open to censure, and it is then also an act of 
injustice. It will be unjust then in a sense, but will not 
amount to an act of injustice, if it lacks voluntariness. 

By a voluntary action I mean, as has been already said, 
such an action as is in a person’s power, and is performed by 
him knowingly, and not in ignorance of the person to whom 
he does it, or of the instrument with which he does it, or of 
the result, e.g. of the person whom he strikes, and the in¬ 
strument with which he strikes, and the effect of his blow; 
and not only so, but he must not perform it accidentally or 
under compulsion; for if a person e.g. were to seize his hand 
and strike somebody else with it, it would not be a volun¬ 
tary action, as not being in his own power. Again, it is pos¬ 
sible that the person struck may be his father and that he 
may know him to be a man or some one who is present, but 
may not know him to be his father. The same sort of distinc¬ 
tion must be made in regard to the effect and to the action 
generally. If an action is done in ignorance, or, although not 
done in ignorance, is not in a person’s power, or if he is com¬ 
pelled to do it, it is involuntary; for there are many things in 
the course of nature which we both do and suffer with full 
knowledge but which are not either voluntary, as e.g. grow¬ 
ing old or dying. 

The accidental character may belong equally to just and 
unjust actions. Thus a person may restore a deposit involun¬ 
tarily and from motives of fear; but in that case it is not 
right to say that he does what is just or that his conduct is 
just, except accidentally. Similarly, if a person under com¬ 
pulsion and involuntarily refuses to restore a deposit, he must 
be said to be unjust and to do what is unjust accidentally. 

Voluntary actions we perform either with or without delib¬ 
erate purpose—with it, if we perform them after previous 
deliberation, and without it, if without such deliberation. 

There are three ways in which people may hurt each other ' 
in society. An action done in ignorance is called a mistake, 
when the person affected, or the thing done, or the instru- 



ARISTOTLE “3 

ment, or the effect, is not such as the agent supposed. For 
instance, he supposed that he would not hit or would not hit 
with the particular instrument or would not hit the particular 
person, or that the blow would not have the particular effect; 
but the effect proved different from his expectation, e.g. it 
was his intention to prick a person, and not to wound him, or 
the person was different, or the instrument. 

Now when the hurt done is contrary to expectation, it is 
a mishap; but when, although it is not contrary to expecta¬ 
tion, it does not imply malice, it is a mistake; for a person 
makes a mistake, when the original culpability lies in him¬ 
self, but he meets with a mishap, when it lies outside himself. 
When a person acts with knowledge, but without delibera¬ 
tion, it is an act of injustice, as in all human actions which 
arise from anger and other necessary or natural emotions; 
for in doing such hurt, and making such mistakes we are un¬ 
just, and they are acts of injustice, but it does not follow that 
we are at once unjust or vicious, as the hurt is not the con¬ 
sequence of vice. 

But when the action is the result of deliberate purpose, 
the agent is unjust and wicked. Hence it is rightly held that 
such actions as arise from anger are not done of malice pre¬ 
pense; for it is not he who acts in anger, but he who pro¬ 
voked the anger, that begins the quarrel. 

Again, in cases of anger it is not whether the deed was 
done or not but whether it was just that is the question in 
dispute; for anger arises at the appearance of injustice. It 
is not as in contracts, where two parties dispute about the 
fact, and one of them must be a rascal, unless they are act¬ 
ing in forgetfulness. Here they agree as to the fact, but they 
dispute as to the side on which justice lies. The case of a 
deliberate aggressor is different; he knows on which side 
justice lies. Hence the person who acts in anger thinks he is 
injured, the deliberate aggressor does not think so. 

If a person hurts another from deliberate moral purpose, 
he acts unjustly. Such acts of injustice necessarily prove a 
man who acts unjustly to be unjust, when they are violations 
of proportion or equality. Similarly a person is just, if he 
acts justly from deliberate moral purpose; but he acts justly 
if he merely acts voluntarily, although, it may be, not delib¬ 
erately. 
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Involuntary actions are either venial, or not. They are 
venial, if they are mistakes committed not only in ignorance 
but from ignorance; but if they are not committed from ig¬ 
norance but in ignorance, and from an emotion which is 
neither natural nor human, they are not venial. 

CHAPTER XI 

Possibility of suffering injustice voluntarily. 

It may be doubted if we have adequately defined what is 
meant by suffering and committing injustice. In the first 
place is it the case, as Euripides puts it in his strange way, 

“I killed my mother, that’s the tale in brief. 
Were you both willing or unwilling both ?” 

In other words, is it really possible for a person to suffer in¬ 
justice voluntarily? or is the suffering of injustice always in¬ 
voluntary, as the committing of it is always voluntary? 
Again, is the suffering of injustice always voluntary or 
always involuntary, as the committing of it is always volun¬ 
tary; or is it sometimes voluntary and sometimes invol¬ 
untary? 

The same question may be raised in regard to just treat¬ 
ment; for as all just action and all unjust action is voluntary, 
it is reasonable to suppose that the voluntariness or involun¬ 
tariness of being justly and unjustly treated should similarly 
correspond to the voluntariness or involuntariness of acting 
justly and unjustly. But it would seem absurd to say that 
everybody who is justly treated is so treated voluntarily, as 
there are some people who are justly treated involuntarily. 
There is in fact the further question which may be raised, 
Is every one who suffers what is unjust unjustly treated, or 
is it true of suffering injustice as well as of committing it, 
that it depends upon a certain moral purpose? It is possible 
that the justice, whether in acting justly or in being treated 
justly, may come in only incidentally, and the same is clearly 
true of injustice. For it is not the same thing to do what is 
unjust as to commit injustice, nor to suffer what is unjust as' 
to suffer injustice; and this is equally true of acting justly 
and being justly treated; for it is impossible to be treated 
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justly or unjustly, unless there is somebody who acts justly 
or unjustly. 

If then to do injustice means simply to hurt somebody 
voluntarily, and voluntariness implies knowledge of the per¬ 
son, the instrument, and the manner, then an incontinent 
person, if he hurts himself voluntarily, will voluntarily suf¬ 
fer injustice, and it will be possible to commit injustice to 
oneself. (The possibility of committing injustice to oneself 
is another difficult question.) Again, a person may through 
incontinence be voluntarily hurt by another person acting 
voluntarily, and if so, it is possible to suffer injustice volun¬ 
tarily. 

But perhaps this definition is incorrect, and we must add 
to the words “hurting with knowledge of the person, the in¬ 
strument, and the manner,” the words “contrary to the per¬ 
son’s wish.” Thus a person may be hurt, and may suffer 
what is unjust, voluntarily, but he cannot be the voluntary 
victim of injustice. For nobody, not even the incontinent 
person, wishes to be hurt; but the incontinent person acts 
contrary to his wish. For nobody wishes what he does not 
think to be good, and the incontinent person does not do 
what he thinks it his duty to do. But he who gives his own 
property, as Glaucus gives Diomedes in Homer 

“Gold gifts for bronze, a hundred beeves for nine,” 

suffers no injustice, for it is in his own power to give, but it 
is not in his own power to suffer injustice, as injustice pre¬ 
supposes an unjust agent. It is clear then that the suffering 
of injustice is not voluntary. 

CHAPTER XII 

It still remains to discuss two of the questions which wre pro¬ 
posed viz. (i.) Is it he who assigns to somebody else more 
than he deserves, or he who enjoys it, that commits injus¬ 
tice? (2.) Can a person do injustice to himself? 

For if the first supposition is possible, i.e. if it is the dis¬ 
tributor, and not the recipient of the excessive share, who 
commits the injustice, then, if a person knowingly and vol¬ 
untarily assigns more to another than to himself, he does in¬ 
justice to himself. This is what moderate people are thought 
to do; for the virtuous or equitable man is inclined to take 
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less than his due. Perhaps however the case is not so simple 
as it seems; for it may happen that in assigning more of 
some good to another than to himself a person aspired to 
gain an excessive share of some other good, e.g. reputation 
or absolute nobleness. Or the question may be answered by 
reference to the definition of committing injustice; for in 
the supposed case the distributor suffers nothing contrary to 
his own wish, consequently he is not unjustly treated, at 
least on this account, but at most is only hurt. It is evident 
too, that it is the distributor who commits the injustice, and 
in all cases not the recipient of the excessive share. For it 
does not follow, if a person possesses what is unjust, that he 
commits injustice, but only if he voluntarily does it, and this 
is the case with the person who originates the action, i.e. with 
the distributor, and not with the recipient. 

Again, there are various senses of the word “do.” There is 
a sense in which inanimate things may be said to commit 
murder, or in which the hand, or a servant at his master’s 
bidding, may be said to commit it. But these do not commit 
injustice, although they may do what is unjust. 

Again, if the distributor gave his judgment in ignorance, 
he does not commit injustice in the eye of the law, nor is his 
judgment unjust, except in a particular sense, as there is a 
difference between legal justice and primordial justice, but 
if he knowingly pronounced an unjust judgment,1 he is aim¬ 
ing at a larger share of popularity or revenge than he ought 
to have. And if he is induced by such motives as these to 
pronounce an unjust judgment, he is an unfair gainer, as 
truly as if he were to participate in the unjust award; for 
even in that case he who adjudged a plot of land unjustly 
would receive not land but money. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Difficulty of justice. 

People suppose it is in their own power to commit injustice, 
and therefore suppose it is easy to be just. But that is not the 
case. For it may be easy and in our own power to commit 
adultery with our neighbour’s wife, or to strike somebody 

1 “Primordial justice,, is abstract or universal justice, independent 
of such legislative or judicial enactments as exist in particular states. 
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else, or to give away money; but it is not easy, nor is it in 
our own power, to do these things from a certain moral state. 

Similarly, people suppose it requires no special wisdom to 
understand what is unjust, as it is not difficult to comprehend 
the actions prescribed by law; but these actions are not just 
actions except accidentally, they are just only if the action 
or distribution assumes a particular form. It is a harder task 
to understand just actions as so defined than to understand 
the means of health, although that too is anything but easy. 
For here it is easy to understand the nature of honey, wine, 
hellebore, cautery, and the knife; but to know how and to 
whom, and on what occasions they must be applied, to pro¬ 
duce health, is as difficult a task as to be a doctor. 

The same idea leads people to suppose that it is not less 
characteristic of the just man to act unjustly than to act 
justly; for the just man will be not less but actually better 
able than anybody else to perform such actions as commit¬ 
ting adultery, or dealing a blow, and the brave man to throw 
away his shield, turn tail, and run in any direction. But 
cowardice and injustice consist not in doing what is coward¬ 
ly and unjust except accidentally, but in doing it from a cer¬ 
tain moral state, just as the art of medicine or healing con¬ 
sists not in using or not using the knife, nor in giving or not 
giving drugs, but in a particular science of doing so. 

The rules of justice apply to people who participate in 
such things as are absolutely good, although it is possible to 
have too much or too little of them; for to some beings, e. g. 
perhaps to the gods, there is no possibility of having too 
much of these goods, while to others, the incurably wicked, 
there is no such thing as a beneficial share of them however 
small it may be, but, whatever their share may be, it will be 
hurtful. To most men, however, they are beneficial up to a 
certain point; hence justice is essentially human, i. e. it af¬ 
fects the mutual relations of men as men. 

CHAPTER XIV 

Equity. 

We have next to discuss equity, and the equitable, i. e. the 
relation of equity to justice, and of that which is equitable to 
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that which is just. For it appears upon investigation that 
they are not absolutely the same, nor generically different. 
Sometimes too we praise that which is equitable, and the 
equitable man, and actually apply the word metaphorically 
as a term of praise to other objects, using it as an equivalent 
for good, and meaning, that the more equitable of two things 
is the better. But there are other times when, as we pursue 
our reflexions, we feel it to be a paradox that the equitable, if 
it be different from the just, should be laudable; for we ar¬ 
gue that, if that is so, either the just is not good, or the equit¬ 
able is not good, if it be different, or, if both be good, they 
are identical. 

These are, I think, the considerations which give rise to 
the difficulty respecting the equitable. But they are all in a 
manner correct, and not inconsistent; for that which is equit¬ 
able, although it is better than that which is just in one as¬ 
pect of the word “justice,” is yet itself just, and is not better 
than what is just in the sense of being generically distinct 
from it. It follows that the just and the equitable are the 
same thing, and that, while both are good, the equitable is 
better. 

The difficulty arises from the fact that, while that which is 
equitable is just, it is not just in the eye of the law, but is a 
rectification of legal justice. And the reason is that all law is 
couched in general terms, but there are some cases upon 
which it is impossible to pronounce correctly in general 
terms. Accordingly, where a general statement is necessary, 
but such a statement cannot be correct, the law embraces the 
majority of cases, although it does not ignore the element of 
error. Nor is it the less correct on this account; for the error 
lies not in the law, nor in the legislature, but in the nature of 
the case. For it is plainly impossible to pronounce with com¬ 
plete accuracy upon such a subject-matter as human action. 

Whenever then the terms of the law are general, but the 
particular case is an exception to the general law, it is right, 
where the legislator’s rule is inadequate or erroneous in vir¬ 
tue of its generality, to rectify the defect which the legislator 
himself, if he were present, would admit, and had he known 
it, would have rectified in legislating. 

That which is equitable then is just, and better than one 
kind of justice, not indeed better than absolute justice, but 
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better than the error of justice which arises from legal gen¬ 
erality. This is in fact the nature of the equitable; it is a 
rectification of law where it fails through generality. For the 
reason why things are not all determined by law is that there 
are some things about which it is impossible to lay down a 
law and for which a special decree is therefore necessary. For 
where the thing to be measured is indefinite the rule must be 
indefinite, like the leaden rule that is used in Lesbian archi¬ 
tecture; for as the rule is not rigid but adapts itself to the 
shape of the stone, so does the decree to the circumstances of 
the case. 

We see then what is the nature of equity, and that it is 
just, and what is the justice to which it is superior. 

From this it is easy to see the nature of the equitable man; 
for one who in his moral purpose and action aims at doing 
what is equitable, who does not insist upon his rights to the 
damage of his neighbours, but is content to take less than is 
his due, although he has the law on his side, is equitable, and 
his moral state is equity which is a kind of justice, and not a 
different moral state. 

chapter xv 

Suicide—Injustice to oneself. 

The foregoing considerations clear up the question whether 
it is possible for a person to act unjustly to himself or not. 
For justice, in one of its senses, includes such exercise of the 
several virtues as are prescribed by law. Thus the law does 
not allow suicide, and whatever it does not allow it forbids. 
Again, when a person voluntarily hurts another in defiance 
of the law, not by way of retaliation, he commits injustice 
voluntarily, “voluntarily” meaning “with knowledge of the 
person and the instrument.” But a man, who cuts his throat 
in a fit of anger, does so voluntarily in defiance of right rea¬ 
son, and this the law does not allow; accordingly he may be 
said to act unjustly. But unjustly to whom? Surely to the 
state, and not to himself; for he suffers voluntarily, but no 
one is voluntarily treated with injustice. That is the reason 
why it is the state which inflicts a penalty, i. e. attaches a 
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certain ignominy to the suicide as acting unjustly to the 
state. 

Again, in the sense in which a man is said to be unjust, if 
he merely commits injustice and is not entirely vicious it is 
impossible for him to act unjustly to himself. (This is a dif¬ 
ferent case from the last; for the unjust man here may be 
said to be wicked in the same sense as the coward, not as 
possessing an entirely wicked character nor as exhibiting 
such a character in his injustice, but as wicked in a particu¬ 
lar and limited sense.) Otherwise it would be possible for the 
same thing to be subtracted from and added to the same 
person. But this is an impossibility; the words “just” and 
“unjust” necessarily imply more persons than one. 

Again, an act of injustice is not only voluntary and de¬ 
liberate but prior in time to the injury received. (A person 
who retaliates because of wrong done to him, and retaliates 
on the same scale, is not regarded as acting unjustly.) But 
if a person can act unjustly to himself, he will be simultane¬ 
ously the author and victim of the same injustice. Again, if 
a person could act unjustly to himself, it would be possible 
for him to suffer injustice involuntarily. 

Further, nobody commits injustice without committing 
some particular act of injustice; but nobody commits adult¬ 
ery with his own wife, or breaks into his own house, or steals 
his own property. 

But the whole question whether a person can act unjustly 
to himself is settled by the answer which we gave to the 
question whether a person can be voluntarily treated with 
injustice. 

It is evident that it is bad to suffer injustice and bad to 
commit it; for the one is to have less and the other to have 
more than the mean, and the mean corresponds to what is 
healthful in medicine and productive of a good condition in 
gymnastic. Still it is worse to commit injustice than to suf¬ 
fer it; for the committing of injustice is censurable and im¬ 
plies vice, whether complete and absolute vice or an approxi¬ 
mation to it (for it is not every voluntary unjust action 
which implies injustice) but the suffering of injustice does 
not imply vice or injustice. The suffering then is in itself the 
less evil, although it may well prove accidentally the greater. 
Science however does not concern itself with such a possibil- 
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ity as this; it calls pleurisy a more serious mischief than a 
stumble, although the latter may be accidentally worse than 
pleurisy, e. g. if a man should happen to stumble, and so to 
fall, and in consequence of his fall should be taken prisoner 
by the enemy and put to death. 

Speaking metaphorically, or by analogy, we may say that 
there is a justice, not indeed between a man and himself, but 
between certain parts of himself, I do not mean justice in all 
its senses, but such justice as occurs in the relation of master 
and slave or of the different members of a family, for in these 
discussions the rational and the irrational parts of the soul 
are kept distinct. It is this distinction of parts that people 
have in view when they hold that a person is capable of in¬ 
justice to himself, because these parts are liable to suffer 
something contrary to their inclinations; hence there exists 
some such justice between them as the justice between ruler 
and subject. 

This then may be taken as a sufficient description of jus¬ 
tice, and the other moral virtues. 



BOOK VI 

CHAPTER I 

Definition of the mean. 

We have already stated that it is right to choose the mean 
rather than the excess or deficiency, and that the mean is 
such as right reason prescribes. It is time then to explain this 
definition of the mean. 

In all the moral states which we have described, as well as 
in others, there is some object which the rational man keeps 
in view in intensifying or relaxing his activity; in other 
words, there is a certain criterion of the mean states which 
lie, as we hold, between the excess and the deficiency, and 
are in accordance with right reason. 

But this statement, although it is true, is not explicit. For 
in all such studies as admit of scientific treatment, it is true 
enough that we ought not to take too much or too little 
trouble or ease, but to observe “the mean as right reason pre¬ 
scribes”; but if we tell a person only this, he will not be any 
wiser than before; he will not know e. g. what sort of reme¬ 
dies ought to be applied to the body, if he be told merely 
that they are all such as medicine or a medical man pre¬ 
scribes. Similarly therefore in regard to the moral states of 
the soul it is necessary not only that the rule laid down 
should be a true one but also that the nature of right reason, 
and of the criterion which it supplies, should be determined. 

CHAPTER II 

Intellectual virtues—Rational and irrational parts of the soul— 
Division of the rational part of the soul into (1) the scientific, 
(2) the ratiocinative part—Determmation of action and 
truth—Sensatio7i—Appetite or desire—Reason—Apprehen¬ 
sion of truth the function of the intellect whether moral or 
speculative—Moral purpose the original motive of action— 
The past not an object of moral purpose. 

We distinguished the virtues of the soul as being either vir¬ 
tues of the character or virtues of the mind. We have dis- 
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cussed the moral virtues and we may now consider the 
others; but there is a preliminary remark to be made upon 
the soul itself. 

It was laid down before that there are two parts of the 
soul, the rational and the irrational. We must now make a 
similar division of the rational part. 

Let it be assumed then that the rational elements are 
two, viz. (1) that with which we contemplate such exist¬ 
ences as have invariable principles and (2) that with which 
we contemplate such as are variable. For, when things are 
generically different, there must be generically different 
parts of the soul which are naturally correspondent to each 
of them, as the knowledge which these parts possess of such 
things is due to a certain similarity and affinity between the 
parts themselves and the things. 

Let one of these parts be called the scientific and the other 
the ratiocinative part. For deliberation and ratiocination are 
identical; but nobody deliberates upon such things as are in¬ 
variable. The ratiocinative then is one part of the rational 
part of the soul. 

It is necessary therefore to ascertain what is the perfect 
state of each of these parts of the soul; for the perfect state 
will be the virtue of each. But its virtue will be relative to its 
proper function. 

There are three faculties in the soul which determine ac¬ 
tion and truth, viz. sensation, reason, and appetite or desire. 

Of these, sensation cannot originate any action, as is plain 
from the fact that the brutes possess sensation but are in¬ 
capable of moral action. 

If we pass to the other faculties, we see that pursuit and 
avoidance in the appetite or desire correspond to affirmation 
and denial in the intellect; hence as moral virtue is a state 
of deliberate moral purpose, and, moral purpose is delibera¬ 
tive desire, it follows that the reason must be true and the 
desire must be right, if the moral purpose is good, and that 
what the reason affirms the desire must pursue. 

Now intellect and truth as so defined are practical or 
moral. But the good and evil of the speculative intellect, 
which is neither practical nor productive, are simply ab¬ 
stract truth and falsehood. For the function of the intellect 
generally is the apprehension of truth; but the function of 
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the practical intellect is the apprehension of truth in con¬ 
formity with right desire. 

Moral purpose then is the origin of action, i. e. the original 
motive, but not the final cause; and the origin of moral pur¬ 
pose is desire or reason directed to a certain end. Moral pur¬ 
pose then implies reason or intellect on the one hand, and a 
certain moral state on the other; for right action and its op¬ 
posite in action are impossible without both intellect and 
character. 

The mere intellect has no motive power; it must be intel¬ 
lect directed to a certain end, in other words it must be prac¬ 
tical. For the practical intellect governs the productive, as 
every producer has an object in producing, and the thing pro¬ 
duced is not an end in itself, but is relative or conducive to 
something else. But action is an end in itself; for right ac¬ 
tion is an end, and this is the object of desire. 

The moral purpose then may be defined as desiderative 
reason or intellectual desire i. e. as reason qualified by desire 
or desire qualified by intelligence; and it is this originative 
faculty which makes a man. 

Nothing that is past can be an object of the moral pur¬ 
pose. Nobody for instance proposes to have sacked Ilium; 
for we deliberate not upon what is past but upon what is fu¬ 
ture or contingent; but the past cannot be undone. Thus 
Agathon says rightly enough 

“God himself lacks this power alone 
To make what has been done undone.” 

It appears then that the apprehension of truth is the 
function of both the intellectual parts of the soul. We may 
conclude therefore that the state which will best enable each 
of these parts to arrive at the truth will be its excellence or 
virtue. 

CHAPTER III 

Means of arriving at truth—(1) Science—Definition of Science. 

Let us go back then and resume the discussion of these vir¬ 
tues. 

We may take it that the means by which the soul arrives 
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at truth in affirmation or denial are five in number, viz. art, 
science, prudence, wisdom, and intuitive reason; for con¬ 
ception and opinion admit the possibility of falsehood. 

The nature of “science” is clear from the following con¬ 
siderations, if we must use exact language and not be led 
away by analogies. 

We all conceive that that which we know, i. e. that which 
is an object of science, is invariable. As to things which are 
not invariable, they are no sooner out of our sight than we 
cannot tell whether they do or do not exist. It follows that the 
object of science is necessary. It is therefore eternal; for all 
such things as are necessary in themselves are eternal, and 
that which is eternal admits neither of generation nor of cor¬ 
ruption, i. e. it has neither beginning nor end. 

Again, it may be said that all science is capable of being 
taught, and that that which is an object of science is capable 
of being learnt. But all teaching depends upon pre-existing 
knowledge, as we say e. g. in the Analytics. It proceeds either 
by induction or by syllogism. Now induction is a first prin¬ 
ciple and leads to the universal, but syllogisms start from 
universals. There are first principles then from which syl¬ 
logisms start, but they are not arrived at by syllogisms; they 
must therefore be arrived at by induction. 

Science then may be defined as a demonstrative state of 
mind, i. e. a state in which the mind exercises its faculty of 
demonstration, with all such further qualifications as we add 
to the definition in the Analytics. For it is only when a per¬ 
son has a certain belief, and is sure of the principles on which 
his belief rests that he can be said to possess scientific know¬ 
ledge, as, if he is not more sure of his principles or premises 
than of his conclusion, his scientific knowledge, if he possess¬ 
es it, will be only accidental. 

So much then for the definition of Science. 

CHAPTER rv 

(2) Art—Definition of art. 

That which is variable includes the objects both of produc¬ 
tion and of action. But production is different from action. 
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This is a point on which we may trust the popular or exoteric 
view. 

The rationally practical state of mind then is different 
from the rationally productive state. Accordingly neither 
of them is included in the other; for action is not production, 
and production is not action. But as architecture e. g. is an 
art, and as it may be defined to be a rationally productive 
state of mind, and there is no art which is not a rationally 
productive state of mind, nor any such state of mind which 
is not an art, it follows that art must be the same thing as a 
productive state of mind under the guidance of true reason. 

Again, all art has to do with creation, i. e. it has to contrive 
and consider how to create some one or other of the things 
whose existence is contingent rather than necessary, and 
whose original cause lies in the producer, and not in the pro¬ 
duction itself. For art does not apply to things which exist 
or come into existence by necessity or by nature, as the 
original cause of these things lies in themselves. 

Production and action being different, it necessarily fol¬ 
lows that the end of art is production and not action. There 
is a sense too in which chance and art have the same sphere, 
as Agathon says 

“Art fosters Fortune, Fortune fosters Art.” 

Art then, as has been said, is a certain productive state of 
mind under the guidance of true reason, and its opposite, 
viz. the absence of art, is a productive state of mind under 
the guidance of false reason, and both are concerned with 
the variable or contingent. 

chapter v 

(3) Prudence—Definition of prudence. 

We may ascertain the nature of prudence by considering 
who are the people whom we call prudent. 

It seems to be characteristic of the prudent man to be 
capable of deliberating well upon what is good or expedient 
for himself, and that not in a particular sense, e. g. upon the 
means of health or strength, but generally upon the means of 
living well. This view derives support from the fact that we 
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go so far as to speak of people who deliberate well in some 
particular line as “prudent,” when their calculations are suc¬ 
cessfully directed to some good end, if it is such as does not 
fall within the scope of art. It may be said generally then 
that a person who is successful in deliberation is prudent. 

But nobody deliberates upon such matters as are incapable 
of alteration, or upon such as lie beyond his own power of 
action. 

Now science implies demonstration, and demonstration is 
impossible in matters where the first principles are variable 
and not necessary; for all the results of such principles are 
variable. On the other hand such things as are necessary do 
not admit of deliberation. It follows then that prudence can¬ 
not be a science or an art—not a science, because the sphere 
of action is variable and not an art, because all art is pro¬ 
ductive and action is generally different from production. It 
remains therefore that prudence should be a true rational 
and practical state of mind in the field of human good and 
evil; for while the end of production is different from the 
production itself, it is not so with action, as right action is 
itself an end. It is in this view that we consider Pericles and 
people like him to be prudent, as having the capacity of ob¬ 
serving what is good for themselves and for mankind; and 
this is our conception of such persons as are successful in ad¬ 
ministering a household or a State. This too is the reason 
why we call temperance by its name (<7<d<ppoa6viq), as being 
preservative of prudence. It is prudential opinion that tem¬ 
perance preserves, for pleasure and pain do not destroy or 
distort every opinion; they do not e. g. destroy or distort the 
opinion that the angles of a triangle are, or are not, equal to 
two right angles, but only such opinions as relate to prac¬ 
tice. For the first principles of actions are the ends for 
which actions are done; but no sooner is a person corrupted 
by pleasure or pain than he loses sight of the principle, he 
forgets that this ought to be the object or motive of all his 
choice and action, as vice is destructive of principle. We con¬ 
clude then that prudence must be a true rational state of 
mind which is active in the field of human goods. 

It must be added that, while art admits of excellence, 
prudence does not, and that, while in art voluntary error is 
preferable to involuntary, in the case of prudence, as of the 
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virtues generally, it is worse. It is clear then that prudence 
is a virtue or excellence and not an art. 

As there are two parts of the soul in rational beings, pru¬ 
dence will be the virtue of one of them, viz. of the part 
which opines; for the sphere of prudence as of opinion is that 
which is variable. At the same time it is something more 
than a rational state of mind, as may be inferred from the 
fact that, while such a state may be lost by forgetfulness, 
prudence can not be so lost. 

CHAPTER VI 

(4) Wisdom—(5) Intuitive reason. 

Science is a mode of conceiving universal and necessary 
truths. But demonstrable truth or science in general implies 
first principles, as science is impossible without reasoning. It 
follows that the first principles of scientific truth cannot be 
themselves the subjects of science or art or prudence; for 
scientific truth is matter of demonstration, and art and pru¬ 
dence deal only with contingencies. Nor again are they the 
subjects of wisdom, as upon some matters the wise man pro¬ 
ceeds demonstratively i. e. proceeds from premisses which 
are not themselves demonstrable. If then the means, by which 
we apprehend truth and always apprehend it in the sphere of 
such things as are necessary or contingent, are science, pru¬ 
dence, wisdom, and intuitive reason, and if it can be no one 
of the first three, i. e. prudence, science and wisdom, which is 
the means or instrument of apprehending first principles, the 
only possible conclusion is that these principles are appre¬ 
hended by intuitive reason. 

CHAPTER VII 

Wisdom. 

We apply the term “wisdom” in art to the greatest masters 
of the several arts. Thus we apply it to Phidias as a sculptor, 
and to Polyclitus as a statuary, meaning no more by it than 
artistic excellence. But there are some people whom we con¬ 
ceive to be wise generally, and not in a particular sense or 
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any other such sense, as Homer intends, when he says in the 
Margites 

“Him the Gods made not wise to delve or plough 
Nor in aught else.,, 

It is clear then that this general wisdom will be the most 
consummate of the sciences. 

If this is so, it follows that the wise man ought not only to 
know the inferences from the first principles; he should know 
also the truth about these principles. Wisdom therefore will 
be the union of intuitive reason and science; it may be de¬ 
fined as the capital science of the most honourable matters. 
For it would be absurd to suppose that statesmanship or pru¬ 
dence is the most excellent science, unless man is the best 
thing in the universe. 

If then some words have the same meaning always and 
others have different meanings, if e. g. the words “whole¬ 
some” and “good” mean one thing for man and another thing 
for fishes, but the words “white” and “straight” have always 
the same meaning, it will be universally admitted that the 
word “wise” has always the same meaning, while the word 
“prudent” is capable of different meanings. For whatever is 
keenly observant of its own interests would be called “pru¬ 
dent,” and would be entrusted with the control of those in¬ 
terests; hence we actually speak of certain beasts as “pru¬ 
dent,” if they are seen to possess a faculty of forethought in 
regard to their own life. 

It is clear too that wisdom and statesmanship cannot be 
identical. For if we mean by “wisdom” such wisdom only as 
has regard to our personal interests, there will be many kinds 
of wisdom; there will not even be one wisdom having regard 
to the good of all animals, but different kinds of wisdom hav¬ 
ing regard to the good of different animals; in a word there 
will no more be one wisdom than there is one art of medi¬ 
cine for all existing things. Nor will it make any difference, 
if it be said that Man is superior to all other animals; for 
there are many other things of far diviner nature than Man, 
such as to take the most obvious example—the constituent 
elements of the universe. 

From these facts it is clear that wisdom is the union of 
science and intuitive reason in the sphere of things of the 



I3° THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

most honourable nature. Hence people call Anaxagoras, 
Thales, and such men “wise,” but not “prudent,” seeing how 
ignorant they are of their own interests, and speak of their 
knowledge as extraordinary, surprising, difficult, and super¬ 
human, but still useless, inasmuch as they have no human 
good in view. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Prudence—Prudence and statesmanship. 

Prudence, on the other hand, deals with such things as are 
of human interest and admit of deliberation. For wise delib¬ 
eration is, as we conceive, the principal function of the pru¬ 
dent man; but nobody deliberates on such things as are in¬ 
variable, or as have no definite end or object, or whose end is 
not some practicable good. And he who is absolutely wise in 
deliberation is he who aims, by a reasonable process, at that 
which is best for a man in practical life. 

Again, prudence does not deal in universals only, but 
equally demands the knowledge of particular facts; for pru¬ 
dence is a practical virtue, and in practice we have to do 
with particulars. Hence it is that some people, without scien¬ 
tific knowledge, are more practical than other people with it, 
especially if they possess experience; for if a person knows 
that light meats are digestible and wholesome, but does not 
know what kinds of meat are light, he will not cure people so 
well as one who knows only that fowls are wholesome. 

But prudence is a practical virtue. We need therefore the 
knowledge both of universals and of particulars, but especial¬ 
ly the latter. But there must be an architectonic or supreme 
form of prudence; viz. statesmanship. 

Statesmanship and prudence are identical as states of 
mind, but they are not essentially the same. 

In statesmanship, the architectonic prudence, as it may be 
called, is legislation i. e. the framing of codes of laws; but 
the prudence which deals with particular cases is called by 
the general name of “statesmanship.” This second form of 
prudence is practical and deliberative; for an act of parlia¬ 
ment relates to practice, like the minor premiss in the syllo¬ 
gism. Accordingly it is people who exhibit this form of pru- 
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dence that alone are said to be statesmen, for they alone are 
men of action in the same sense as artisans are. 

But prudence, in the strict sense, is generally taken to re¬ 
late to one’s own individual interests. It is this which has the 
general name of “prudence,” the other forms of prudence be¬ 
ing domestic economy, legislation, and statesmanship, i. e. 
statesmanship in the narrower sense, which is subdivided 
into deliberation and judicial procedure. 

CHAPTER IX 

Prudence and intuitive reason. 

One species of knowledge then is the knowledge of one’s 
own interests, although it has many varieties. A person who 
understands and studies his own interests is generally looked 
upon as prudent, while politicians are looked upon as busy- 
bodies. Hence Euripides says 

“I prudent? when I might have lived untroubled 
A unit in a multitude of units; 
For busy, restless, and aspiring souls...” 

For people generally seek their own good, and think they 
are doing their duty in seeking it. It is this opinion then 
which has originated the idea that such people are prudent. 
Yet it is perhaps impossible for a person to seek his own 
good successfully, without domestic economy or statesman¬ 
ship, i. e. unless he takes part in the administration of a 
household or of the State. Moreover the right manner of ad¬ 
ministering one’s own affairs is an obscure subject and needs 
consideration, as may be inferred from the fact that, while 
the young become geometricians and mathematicians, and 
wise in matters of that sort, they do not seem to become pru¬ 
dent. The reason is that prudence applies to particular cases, 
and these cases become known by experience. But it is im¬ 
possible for a youth to be experienced, as experience is the 
ripe fruit of years. It may indeed be asked why it is that a 
boy can become a mathematician but not a philosopher or a 
physicist; and the answer is probably that mathematics is 
an abstract science, but the first principles of philosophy and 
physics are derived from experience, and thus the young do 
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not believe, although they may repeat, philosophical or phys¬ 
ical truths, but they easily comprehend the meaning of 
mathematical truths. 

Again, error in deliberation may affect either the universal 
or the particular judgment; it may be an error e. g. to hold 
either that water of a high specific gravity is bad, or that 
some particular water is of a high specific gravity. But it is 
evident that prudence is not science, as it deals with the 
minor premiss, i. e. with the particular, as has been said; for 
action is always particular. 

Prudence is the antithesis of intuitive reason. For while the 
intuitive reason deals with terms which are incapable of 
logical demonstration, prudence deals with particular facts 
which are not matters of scientific knowledge but of per¬ 
ception, not indeed of the perception of the special senses, 
but of a sense analogous to that by which we perceive that 
the ultimate or simplest figure in mathematics is a triangle. 
For there must be a limit to scientific demonstration in mat¬ 
ters of the sense as well as in matters of the intellect. But 
this apprehension of particular facts is rather perception 
than prudence; prudence is something specifically distinct. 

chapter x 

Deliberation. 

There is a difference between investigation and delibera¬ 
tion, for deliberation is a particular form of investigation. 
But it is necessary to ascertain what is the nature of wise de¬ 
liberation, whether it is a kind of science or opinion or hap¬ 
py conjecture, or something generically distinct from all. 

It is clearly then not science; for if we are sure of things, 
we do not investigate them. But wise deliberation is a spe¬ 
cies of deliberation, and to deliberate is to investigate and 
calculate. 

Nor again is it happy conjecture; for happy conjecture is 
an irrational and hasty process, but deliberation takes a long' 
time, and it is a common saying that one should be quick in 
execution but slow in deliberation. 
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Sagacity too is distinct from wise deliberation, sagacity 
being a species of happy conjecture. 

Nor again is wise deliberation opinion of any kind. But as 
to deliberate ill is to commit an error, and to deliberate well 
is to deliberate correctly, it is clear that wise deliberation 
is a sort of correctness, but not a correctness of science or of 
opinion; for science does not admit of correctness any more 
than of error, and correctness of opinion is truth, but not wise 
deliberation, and whatever is a matter of opinion is some¬ 
thing not future but already decided. 

At the same time wise deliberation necessarily implies the 
exercise of reason. It remains therefore that it must be cor¬ 
rectness of thought, as thought or reasoning does not amount 
to assertion; for while opinion is not investigation, but ac¬ 
tual assertion of some kind, deliberation, whether it be good 
or bad, is a species of investigation and calculation. 

But as wise deliberation is a certain correctness of deliber¬ 
ation, it is necessary to investigate first the nature and sub¬ 
ject-matter of deliberation. 

Now correctness is of various kinds. It is clear then that 
there are some kinds of correct deliberation which are not 
wise deliberation; for the incontinent or wicked man may 
arrive by a process of reasoning at the goal which he sets be¬ 
fore himself, and it may be said therefore that he has de¬ 
liberated correctly, although what he has gained is a serious 
evil. But it is considered a good thing to have deliberated 
well; for it is only such correctness of deliberation as arrives 
at what is good that deserves to be called wise deliberation. 
But it is possible to arrive at what is good by a false syllo¬ 
gism, i. e. to arrive at what ought to be done, but not to ar¬ 
rive at it by right means. The middle term of the syllogism 
may be false; but again it does not amount to a case of wise 
deliberation, when one arrives at the right conclusion, but 
does not arrive at it by the right means. 

Again, one person may arrive at the right conclusion by 
long deliberation, another person in a moment. Wise deliber¬ 
ation then implies something more than has yet been said. It 
is correctness in matters of expediency, correctness of ob¬ 
ject, manner, and time. 

Lastly, it may be said that a person has deliberated well 
either absolutely or relatively to a certain end. Wise deliber- 
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ation in an absolute sense is such as leads correctly to the 
absolute end. Wise deliberation of a particular kind is such as 
leads correctly to a particular end. 

If then it is characteristic of the prudent to deliberate 
wisely, wise deliberation will be correctness in matters of 
expediency with reference to a particular end, of which pru¬ 
dence is a true conception. 

CHAPTER XI 

Intelligence—Judgment or Consideration. 

Again, intelligence and its opposite, in virtue of which we 
speak of people as intelligent or unintelligent, are not in 
general the same as science or opinion. For if intelligence and 
opinion were the same thing, everybody would be intelligent. 
Nor is it any one of the particular sciences, such as medicine 
which deals with matters of health, or geometry with mag¬ 
nitudes; for intelligence is not concerned with such things as 
are eternal and immutable, nor with everything and any¬ 
thing that occurs, but only with the natural subjects of hu¬ 
man doubt and deliberation. Hence intelligence has the same 
sphere as prudence, although intelligence and prudence are 
not identical. Prudence is imperative, i. e. it issues com¬ 
mands; for its end or object is what ought or ought not to be 
done. Intelligence on the other hand is merely critical, i. e. it 
makes distinctions; for there is no difference between intelli¬ 
gence and wise intelligence, or between people of intelligence 
and people of wise intelligence. 

Intelligence is neither the possession nor the acquisition of 
prudence; but as a learner is said to be intelligent, when he 
turns his scientific knowledge to some use, so a prudent man 
is said to show his intelligence in making use of his opinion to 
form a judgment and a sound judgment upon matters of pru¬ 
dence which he learns from somebody else; for a wise judg¬ 
ment is the same thing as a sound judgment. It is from this 
intelligence in learning that the word “intelligence,” in virtue 
of which people are called intelligent, is derived, for we often 
speak of learning as intelligence. 

Judgment or consideration, as it is called, in virtue of 
which we say that some people are considerate or show con- 
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sideration, is a correct determination of what is equitable. It 
is a proof of this definition that we regard the equitable man 
as especially disposed to exercise kind consideration or for¬ 
giveness, and speak of kind consideration or forgiveness in 
certain cases as being equitable. But forgiveness is correct 
judgment or consideration in determining what is equitable, 
a correct judgment being a judgment of the truth. 

CHAPTER XII 

Intuitive reason. 

All the states of mind which have been enumerated may be 
regarded as having the same tendency. We apply the terms 
“judgment,” “intelligence,” “prudence,” and ' intuitive rea¬ 
son” to the same people. We say that they have come to 
possess judgment and intuitive reason, and that they are 
prudent and intelligent; for all these faculties are concerned 
with ultimate and particular truths, and it is the capacity for 
judging of prudential matters that entitles a person to be 
considered a person of intelligence, and of sound or con¬ 
siderate judgment; for equity is the common characteristic 
of all that is good in our relation to our neighbours. 

Another proof that these faculties have the same tendency 
is that matters of action are always particular and ultimate; 
for it is the business of the prudent man to understand them, 
and intelligence and judgment are also concerned with mat¬ 
ters of action, i. e. with ultimate truths. 

The intuitive reason, too, deals with ultimate truths at 
both ends of the mental process; for both the first and last 
terms, i. e. both first principles and particular facts, are in¬ 
tuitively, and not logically, apprehended, and while on the 
one hand in demonstrative reasonings it apprehends the im¬ 
mutable first terms, on the other in matters of conduct it ap¬ 
prehends the ultimate or contingent term which forms the 
minor premiss of the syllogism; for it is truths of the latter 
sort which are the first principles or original sources of the 
idea of the end or object of human life. As the universal law 
then is derived from particular facts, these facts must be ap¬ 
prehended by perception, or in other words, by intuitive rea¬ 
son. 
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This is why it is thought that these faculties are natural, 
and that while nobody is naturally wise, men are naturally 
gifted with judgment, intelligence, and intuitive reason. It is 
an argument in favour of this view that we regard these 
faculties as accompanying the different periods of life, and 
that intuitive reason and judgment belong to a particular 
period; which implies that they are the gifts of Nature. 

The intuitive reason then is at once beginning and end. It 
is from the truths of intuitive reason that demonstration 
starts, and with them that it is concerned. It is right there¬ 
fore to pay no less attention to the undemonstrated asser¬ 
tions and opinions of such persons as are experienced and 
advanced in years or prudent than to their demonstrations; 
for their experienced eye gives them the power of correct 
vision. 

Thus the nature of prudence and of wisdom, the subjects 
with which they are severally concerned and the fact that 
each is a virtue of a different part of the soul, have now been 
explained. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Utility of wisdom and prudence—Cleverness—Virtue natural and 
proper. 

But it is still possible to raise the question in regard to them, 
What is their utility? For wisdom pays no regard to any 
thing which makes a man happy, as it is wholly unproduc¬ 
tive. Prudence on the other hand does regard happiness; but 
what is the good of it? For let it be granted that it is pru¬ 
dence which deals with all that is just and noble and good for 
a man, and that these are the things which a good man natu¬ 
rally does; still the mere knowledge of them no more aug¬ 
ments our capacity of action, if the virtues are, as they are, 
moral states, than the knowledge of what is healthy or vigor¬ 
ous, i.e. healthy or vigorous in the sense not of producing 
health or vigor but of issuing from a healthy or vigorous 
state; for mere knowledge of medicine or gymnastics does 
not augment our capacity of action. 

If again it be assumed that a man is to be prudent, not in 
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order that he may perform virtuous actions, but in order 
that he may become a virtuous man, it follows that prudence 
will not be of any use to virtuous people, nor indeed to people 
who are destitute of virtue; for it will make no difference 
whether they possess prudence themselves, or follow the ad¬ 
vice of others who possess it. And, if so, we may be content 
to treat prudence as we treat health; for although we desire 
to be healthy, we do not study medicine. 

Again, it would seem paradoxical that prudence, although 
inferior to wisdom should enjoy a higher authority, as it 
seems that it must; for it is the productive faculty which is 
the ruling and commanding faculty everywhere. 

These are the questions which must be discussed; at pres¬ 
ent we have merely raised difficulties in regard to them. 

Now the first remark to be made is that wisdom and pru¬ 
dence will be necessarily desirable in themselves, inasmuch 
as each is a virtue of one of the two parts of the soul, even if 
neither of them produces anything. And the second is that 
they are productive. Thus wisdom is productive of happi¬ 
ness, not indeed in the sense in which the medical art pro¬ 
duces health, but in the sense in which health itself pro¬ 
duces it; that is to say, as wisdom is a part of complete vir¬ 
tue, the possession and exercise of it make a man happy. 

Again, a man discharges his proper function when he acts 
in accordance with prudence and moral virtue; for while 
virtue ensures the correctness of the end which is in view, 
prudence ensures the correctness of the means to it. (The 
fourth part of the soul, viz. the vegetative part, possesses no 
moral virtue like the other parts; it has no power of per¬ 
forming or not performing moral action.) 

If it be said that prudence does not augment our capacity 
of doing what is noble and just, let us go a little further back 
and look at it in this way. 

We admit that there are some people who, although they 
do what is just, are not yet themselves just, e. g. if they do 
what the laws prescribe, but do it either unwillingly or in 
ignorance, or for some secondary motive, and not for love of 
the thing itself, although indeed they do what is right, and 
do all that a virtuous man ought to do. It follows as a corol¬ 
lary that a person may be good in all his actions, if he is in 
a particular moral state, at the time of acting, i. e. if he acts 
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from moral purpose, and for the sake of the actions them¬ 
selves. 

Now, while it is virtue which ensures the correctness of the 
moral purpose, it is the function not of virtue but of a dif¬ 
ferent faculty to decide upon such means as are natural in 
order to give effect to that purpose. But we must dwell upon 
this point with greater attention and exactness. 

There is a certain faculty which is called cleverness. It is 
the faculty of hitting upon and acting upon the means which 
conduce to a given object. If then the object be noble, the 
faculty is laudable, but if ignoble, it is unscrupulousness; 
hence we speak of prudent people and unscrupulous people 
alike as clever. 

Prudence is not cleverness, but neither can it exist without 
the faculty of cleverness. But this eye of the soul, i. e. pru¬ 
dence, does not attain its perfect condition without virtue, as 
has been already stated, and as is clear; for all such syllo¬ 
gisms as relate to action have this major premiss: “Since the 
end or supreme good is so and so,” whatever it may be; for 
the sake of argument it may be whatever we like. But the 
supreme good is not apprehended except by the good man, as 
vice distorts and deceives the mind in regard to the principles 
of action. 

It is evident therefore that it is impossible for a man to be 
prudent unless he is good. 

We must resume then the consideration of virtue. For the 
case of virtue is much the same as that of prudence in re¬ 
lation to cleverness. Prudence, although not identical with 
cleverness, is akin to it; and similarly natural virtue is akin 
to virtue proper, but is not identical with it. For it seems 
that the various moral qualities are in some sense innate in 
everybody. We are just, temperate, courageous, and the like, 
from our very birth. Nevertheless, when we speak of the 
good, properly so called, we mean something different from 
this, and we expect to find these qualities in another form; 
for the natural moral states exist even in children and the 
lower animals, but apart from reason they are clearly hurtful. 
However this at least seems evident, that, as a strong body, 
if it moves without sight, stumbles heavily, because it can¬ 
not see, so it is with natural virtue; but let it acquire reason, 
and its action becomes excellent. When that is the case, the 
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moral state which before resembled virtue will be virtue 
properly so called. 

Hence, as in the sphere of opinion there are two special 
forms, viz. cleverness and common sense, so in that of the 
moral character there are two, viz. natural virtue and virtue 
proper, and of these the latter is impossible without pru¬ 
dence. Accordingly some people hold that all the virtues are 
forms of prudence. Socrates who was one of them was partly 
right and partly wrong in his researches; he was wrong in 
thinking that all the virtues are forms of prudence, but right 
in saying that they cannot exist without prudence. 

It is an evidence of this truth that at the present time 
everybody in defining virtue, after stating the subjects to 
which it relates, adds that it is the moral state which accords 
with right reason, and right reason is prudential reason. It 
seems then to be generally divined that such a moral state, 
viz. the moral state which is in accordance with prudence^ is 
virtue, but it is necessary to make a slight change of ex¬ 
pression. It is not only the moral state which is in accord¬ 
ance with right reason but the moral state which is under the 
guidance of right reason, i. e. virtue; but right reason in such 
matters is prudence. 

While Socrates then considered the virtues to be forms of 
reason, as being all sciences, we consider them to be under 
the guidance of reason. 

It is clear then from what has been said that goodness in 
the proper sense is impossible without prudence, and pru¬ 
dence without moral virtue. And not only so, but this lo the 
answer to an objection which will perhaps be urged in argu¬ 
ment, viz. that the virtues are found apart one from another; 
for the same person is not perfectly disposed to all the vir¬ 
tues; consequently he will already have acquired one virtue 
before he has acquired another. The answer is that, although 
this is possible in the case of the natural virtues, it is im¬ 
possible in the case of such virtues as entitle a person to be 
called good in an absolute sense; for if the one virtue of pru¬ 
dence exist, all the others will co-exist with it. 

It is clear that, even if prudence were not practical, it 
would be requisite as being a virtue of its part of the soul, 
and because the moral purpose will not be right without pru¬ 
dence or virtue, as the one, viz. virtue, leads to the attain- 
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ment of the end, and the other, viz. prudence, to the choice of 
the right means. At the same time prudence is not the mis¬ 
tress of wisdom or of the better part of the soul, any more 
than medicine is the mistress of health. For prudence does 
not employ wisdom, but aims at producing it; nor does it 
rule wisdom, but rules in wisdom’s interest. And to say that 
prudence rules wisdom is much the same thing as to say that 
statesmanship rules the Gods, because it regulates all the in¬ 
stitutions, and among them the religious observances, of the 
State. 



BOOK VII 

CHAPTER I 

Bad moral characters: Vice, Incontinence, Brutality—Brutality. 

But it is time to make a fresh start by laying it down that 
there are three species of moral character which ought to be 
avoided, viz. vice, incontinence, and brutality. 

The opposites of the two first are clear. We call the one 
virtue, and the other continence. As the opposite of brutality 
it will be most appropriate to name the virtue which is above 
us, i. e. what may be called heroic or divine virtue, as when 
Homer makes Priam say of Hector, that he was exceeding 
good 

“nor seemed 
The son of mortal man, but of some god.” 

If then it is true, as is often said, that apotheosis is the re¬ 
ward of preeminent human virtue, it is clear that the moral 
state which is opposite to the brutal, will be some such state 
of preeminent virtue; for as in a brute, so too in a God, there 
is no such thing as virtue or vice, but in the one something 
more honourable than virtue, and in the other something 
generically different from vice. But as it is rare to find a “di¬ 
vine man,” if one may use the favourite phrase of the Lace¬ 
daemonians when they admire a person exceedingly, so too the 
brutal man is rare in the world. Brutality is found chiefly 
among the barbarians, although it is sometimes the result of 
disease and mutilation; and if people are preeminently vi¬ 
cious, we speak of them by the same opprobrious name. 

However, it will be right to say something about this sort 
of disposition later on, and we have already discussed vice. 
We must therefore now speak of incontinence, effeminacy, 
and luxury on the one handy and of continence and stead¬ 
fastness on the other; for it would be wrong to regard these 
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moral states as respectively identical with virtue and vice, or 
again as generically different from them. 

It will be proper here, as in other cases, to state the ob¬ 
vious or accepted views upon the subject, and after thorough¬ 
ly discussing them, to establish the truth of all, or if not of 
all, of most, and the most important, of the popular opinions 
in regard to these emotions; for if the difficulties are solved, 
and the popular opinions hold their ground, the proof of 
them will be sufficient for our purpose. 

CHAPTER II 

Continence and Incontinence—Steadfastness and Effeminacy. 

It is the popular opinion then that continence and steadfast¬ 
ness are virtuous and laudable, incontinence and effeminacy 
wrong and censurable, and that the continent man is one 
who abides by his calculations, and the incontinent one who 
departs from them. Also that the incontinent man does what 
he knows to be wrong under the influence of emotion, but 
the continent man, knowing his desires to be wrong, is pre¬ 
vented by his reason from following them. Also that the 
temperate man is continent and steadfast; but while some 
people hold that the continent and steadfast man is always 
temperate, others deny it, and while some speak of the licen¬ 
tious man as incontinent, and of the incontinent man as licen¬ 
tious indiscriminately, others make a distinction between 
them. Again, it is sometimes said that the prudent man can¬ 
not be incontinent, and at other times that some men who 
are prudent and clever are incontinent. And lastly men are 
called incontinent in respect, not of their sensual emotions 
only, but of angry passion, honour, and gain. 

Such are the views generally entertained. 

CHAPTER III 

Knowledge and Incontinence—Continence and Temperance— 
Continence and Opinion. 

But the question may be raised, How is it that a person, if 
his conceptions of duty are right, acts incontinently? 
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Some people say that incontinence is impossible, if one 
has knowledge. It seems to them strange, as Socrates 
thought, that, where knowledge exists in a man, something 
else should master it and drag it about like a slave. Socrates 
was wholly opposed to this idea; he denied the existence of 
incontinence, arguing that nobody with a conception of 
what was best could act against it, and that, if he did so act, 
his action must be due to ignorance. 

Now the Socratic theory is evidently at variance with the 
facts of experience, and if ignorance be the cause of the 
passion, i. e. of incontinence, it is necessary to inquire what is 
the nature of the ignorance. For there can be no doubt that 
a person who acts incontinently, however he may act, does 
not think his action to be right until he has got into a condi¬ 
tion of incontinence. But there are some people who agree in 
part with this theory, and in part dissent from it; they ad¬ 
mit that there is nothing which can master or overcome 
knowledge, but do not admit that nobody acts against what 
has seemed best to him. Accordingly they hold that the in¬ 
continent man, when he is mastered by his pleasures, possess¬ 
es not knowledge, but only opinion. 

But it may be answered that, if this is opinion and not 
knowledge, if the resisting conception is not a strong, but a 
feeble one, as in cases where we hesitate how to act, a person 
is pardoned for not remaining true to it in the teeth of strong 
desires; whereas neither vice nor anything else that is cen¬ 
surable admits of pardon at all. 

Is it then when prudence resists the desires that a person 
is censured for yielding to them? For there is nothing so 
powerful as prudence. But that is an absurdity, as it implies 
that the same person is at once prudent and incontinent, and 
nobody will maintain that a prudent person can voluntarily 
do the basest deeds. 

Moreover, it has been already shown that the prudent per¬ 
son, whatever else he may be, is a man of action, for he is 
one who concerns himself with ultimate or particular facts, 
and he possesses the other virtues as well as prudence. Again, 
if the existence of strong and base desires is essential to con¬ 
tinence, the temperate man will not be continent, nor the 
continent man temperate; for it is inconsistent with the char¬ 
acter of the temperate man to have extravagant or wrong 
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desires. Yet it must be so with the continent man; for if his 
desires were good, the moral state which prevents his follow¬ 
ing them would be wrong, and therefore continence would 
not, in all cases, be virtuous. If on the other hand they were 
feeble and not wrong, it would be no great credit, and if 
they were wrong and feeble, it would be no great triumph to 
overcome them. 

Again, if continence inclines a man to adhere to every 
opinion, whatever it may be, it is wrong, e.g. if it inclines 
him to adhere to a false opinion; and if incontinence in¬ 
clines him to abandon every opinion, whatever it may be, 
there will be what may be called a virtuous incontinence. 
Thus Neoptolemus in the Philoctetes of Sophocles deserves 
praise for refusing to adhere to the line of action, which 
Odysseus had persuaded him to adopt, because of the pain 
which he felt at telling a lie. 

Again, if continence be defined as meaning that a person 
will adhere to his opinions at all costs, the sophistical argu¬ 
ment, fallacious as it is, is perplexing. The sophists, wishing 
to prove a paradox, and to be thought clever if they are suc¬ 
cessful in proving it, are fond of constructing a syllogism 
which perplexes their interlocutor. For he is caught in a 
logical trap, as he does not wish to acquiesce in a conclusion 
which is distasteful to him, and yet it is impossible for him 
to escape as he cannot refute the argument. One such argu¬ 
ment is used to prove that folly and incontinence together 
make virtue. It is urged that, if a person is foolish and in¬ 
continent, his incontinence leads him to do the opposite of 
that which he conceives to be good; but he conceives that 
what is really good is evil, and that it is his duty not to do 
it; therefore he will do what is good and not what is evil. 

Again, if continence be so defined, it would seem that he 
who does and pursues what is pleasant from conviction and 
deliberate moral purpose is better than he who does so not 
from calculation but from incontinence; for it is easier to 
cure the former, as he may be led to change his opinion. But 
the incontinent man is open to the proverbial saying “When 
water chokes you, what must you take to wash it down?” 
For if he had not already been convinced that his actions are 
wrong, he might have been converted and induced to give 
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them up; but in point of fact, although he is convinced of 
what is right, nevertheless he does something else. 

Again, if there is incontinence and continence in all things, 
who is the continent man in an absolute sense? For nobody 
exhibits all the forms of incontinence; yet there are people 
of whom we speak as incontinent in an absolute sense, i.e. 
without qualification. 

CHAPTER IV 

Nature of continence and incontinence—Incontinence and Licen¬ 
tiousness. 

Such then more or less aie difficulties which arise in regard 
to continence. Some of them we must explain away, others 
we must leave; for it is impossible to solve a difficulty ex¬ 
cept by discovering a truth. 

It is necessary, then, to inquire (i) whether incontinent 
people can be said to act with knowledge or not, and if so, 
what is the nature of their knowledge; (2) what is to be re¬ 
garded as the sphere of continence or incontinence, i.e. 
whether it be pleasure or pain universally, or certain definite 
pleasures and pains; (3) whether the continent and the 
steadfast person are the same, or different, and to deal sim¬ 
ilarly with all such other questions as are germane to the 
present inquiry. 

But the first step in the inquiry is to ask whether the con¬ 
tinent and the incontinent person are distinguished by the 
sphere or by the manner of their operation; in other words, 
whether the incontinent person is so called merely as being 
incontinent in certain matters, or rather as being incontinent 
in a certain way, or on both grounds. And the next step is to 
ask whether the sphere of continence and incontinence is 
universal or not. For one who is incontinent in an absolute 
sense exhibits his incontinence not in any and every sphere 
of action but in the same sphere as one who is licentious. Nor 
does incontinence consist in a mere indefinite disposition to 
certain action—in which case incontinence would be the same 
thing as licentiousness—but in a disposition of a particular 
kind. 
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For the licentious person is led away of his own deliberate 
moral purpose, under the idea that he ought always to pursue 
the pleasure of the moment, but the incontinent person pur¬ 
sues it without any such idea. 

chapter v 

Whether incontinence is an offence against knowledge and opinion 
—Two se?ises of uknowledge!} 

As to the theory then that it is true opinion, and not knowl¬ 
edge, against which people offend in their incontinence, it 
makes no difference to the argument; for some people who 
have only opinions do not feel doubt, but suppose that they 
have accurate knowledge. 

If it be said then that people who have opinions are more 
likely, owing to the weakness of their conviction, to act 
against their conception of what is right than people who 
have knowledge, it may be answered that there is no such 
difference between knowledge and opinion; for some people 
are as strongly convinced of their opinions as others of their 
knowledge, as the example of Heraclitus 1 shows. 

But we use the word “knowledge” in two distinct senses; 
we speak of a person as “knowing” if he possesses knowledge 
but does not apply it, and also if he applies his knowledge. 
There will be a difference then between doing wrong, when 
one possesses knowledge, but does not reflect upon it, and so 
doing when one not only possesses the knowledge but reflects 
upon it. It is in the latter case that wrong action appears 
strange, but not if it is taken without reflexion. 

Again, as the premisses of the syllogism are of two modes, 
the major premiss being universal and the minor particular, 
there is nothing to prevent a person, although he has both 
premisses, from acting against his knowledge, if in spite of 
having both he applies the universal and not the particular 
premiss; for it is particulars which are matters of action. 
Nay, there is a distinction to be made in the universal or 
major premiss itself; one part of it has reference to the per¬ 
son, the other part to the thing; thus, the major premiss 

1 The passages quoted by Sir A. Grant from Diogenes Laertius seem 
to show that Heraclitus was criticized in antiquity for his dogmatism 
upon subjects in which scientific knowledge was impossible. 
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may be, “Dry things are good for every man,” and the 
minor premiss “So and so is a man/’ or “Such a thing is dry,” 
but the fact that the particular thing is of a particular kind 
may either be not known or may have no effect upon the 
mind. 

These different modes of the premisses of the syllogism 
constitute an immense difference in the knowledge so ac¬ 
quired. There is nothing paradoxical then in saying that the 
incontinent person possesses knowledge of one kind; but it 
would be surprising if he possessed knowledge of another. 
Again, it is possible for men to possess knowledge in a dif¬ 
ferent manner from those which have just been described. 
For in a case where a person possesses knowledge but does 
not apply it, we see that “possession” has a different mean¬ 
ing; in fact there is a sense in which he possesses knowledge 
and another sense in which he does not possess it, as e.g. in 
sleep or madness or intoxication. But this is the very condi¬ 
tion of people who are under the influence of passion; for 
fits of anger and the desires of sensual pleasures and some 
such things do unmistakeably produce a change in the con¬ 
dition of the body, and in some cases actually cause madness. 

It is clear then that we must regard incontinent people as 
being in much the same condition as people who are asleep 
or mad or intoxicated. Nor is it any proof of knowledge, i.e. 
of knowledge in the full sense, that they repeat such phrases 
as would seem to imply knowledge; for people who are mad 
or intoxicated repeat demonstrations and verses of Emped¬ 
ocles, and beginners in learning string phrases together, be¬ 
fore they know their meaning. Assimilation is essential to 
full knowledge, and this is necessarily a work of time. We 
must suppose then that people in a state of incontinence re¬ 
peat phrases in the same way as actors on the stage. 

Again, we may consider the reason of incontinence by 
examining its nature, as follows: There is in the syllogism 
firstly an universal opinion, and secondly an opinion relating 
to particulars which fall under the dominion of sense. Now 
when a third opinion is formed from these two, it is neces¬ 
sary that the mind should on the one hand assent to the 
conclusion, and on the other should in practice give immedi¬ 
ate effect to it. To take an example, if it is proper to taste 
everything that is sweet,—which is a universal opinion—and 
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such or such a thing is sweet,—which is a particular opinion 
—it is necessary that one who has the power and is not pre¬ 
vented, should at once act upon the conclusion, i.e. should 
taste it. When therefore there is in the mind one universal 
opinion which forbids tasting, and another which says that 
everything sweet is pleasant, and ought to be tasted, when 
there is the particular opinion that a certain thing is sweet, 
and this particular opinion is effective, and when there is the 
actual presence of desire, then, while the first universal opin¬ 
ion enjoins avoidance of the thing, desire impels to it; for 
desire has the faculty of setting every one of our members in 
motion. The result is that a person may be said in some sense 
to be led into incontinence by reason or opinion, but it is an 
opinion which is not intrinsically, but only accidentally, op¬ 
posed to right reason; for it is really the desire and not the 
opinion which is opposed to right reason. Accordingly brutes 
are not said to be incontinent, because they have no universal 
conceptions, but only an image or recollection of particulars. 

If it be asked how the incontinent person is delivered from 
ignorance and restored to knowledge, it may be answered, 
that the process is the same as in the case of one who is in¬ 
toxicated or asleep; it is not peculiar to the condition of in¬ 
continence, and the proper authorities upon it are the physi¬ 
ologists. But as the minor premiss is an opinion of something 
that is an object of sensation, and as it determines actions, it 
follows that one who is in a condition of incontinence either 
does not possess an opinion, or possesses it in a sense in which 
possession, as we said, does not mean knowledge but merely 
the repetition of phrases, as an intoxicated man may repeat 
the verses of Empedocles. And as the minor term or premiss 
is not universal, and has apparently not the same scientific 
character as the universal, it seems too that the theory of 
Socrates1 is really true; for it is not when knowledge properly 
so regarded is present to the mind that the condition of in¬ 
continence occurs, nor is it this knowledge which is twisted 
about by incontinence, but such knowledge only as is sensa¬ 
tional or depends on sensation. 

‘The Socratic theory is that vice excludes knowledge; Aristotle, 
while asserting that it is consistent with knowledge of some kind, 
admits that it excludes knowledge in the full or proper sense of the 
word. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Incontinence absolute and particular — Bad moral states — 
Brutality. 

So much then for the question whether a person, when he 
acts incontinently, has knowledge or not, and in what sense 
it is possible for him to have knowledge. 

The next thing is to state whether a person may be in¬ 
continent in an absolute sense, or all people are incontinent 
in some particular sense, and, if there is a person who is in¬ 
continent in the absolute sense, what is the sphere of his in¬ 
continence. 

It is evident that pleasures and pains are the sphere in 
which the continent and steadfast, or the incontinent and 
effeminate, display their characters. But some things which 
produce pleasure are necessary, others are desirable in them¬ 
selves but admit of excess. By the former I mean physical 
processes, e.g. the processes of nutrition and sexual love, 
and such other physical processes as in our view afforded 
scope for licentiousness and temperance. By the latter, which 
although not necessary, are desirable in themselves, I mean 
e.g. victory, honour, wealth, and other things of the same 
class which are good and pleasant. 

Now, if it is in reference to these last things that people 
transgress and exceed the limits of right reason, we do not 
call them “incontinent” in an absolute or unqualified sense, 
but we qualify the word by saying that they are incontinent 
in respect of money or gain or honour or angry passion. We 
do not speak of them as incontinent in an absolute sense, be¬ 
cause they are different and are called incontinent only by 
analogy as the victor in the Olympian games was called 
Man; for in his case the general definition of “man” differed 
slightly from the special definition but still was distinct. It 
is significant of this difference that, while incontinence is 
censured not as a mistake only, but as a vice, whether a vice 
of an absolute or of some particular kind, nobody is cen¬ 
sured for being incontinent in respect of money, gain, hon¬ 
our, and the like. 

If we look at bodily enjoyments, in regard to which we 
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commonly speak of a man as temperate or licentious, we see 
that one who pursues excessive pleasures, and avoids exces¬ 
sive pains, such as hunger, thirst, heat, cold, and the various 
sensations of the touch and taste, and who does so, not of 
deliberate purpose, but contrary to his purpose and intelli¬ 
gence, is called incontinent not with the qualification that 
he is incontinent in certain respects, as e.g. in respect of 
anger, but incontinent simply in an absolute sense. We may 
infer this to be the case, as people are similarly called effem¬ 
inate in respect of pleasures and pains, but not in respect of 
wealth, gain, honour, and the like. This is the reason too why 
we class the incontinent man and the licentious man together, 
and again the continent man and the temperate man to¬ 
gether, as being concerned more or less with the same pleas¬ 
ures and pains, while we do not place any of the others in 
the same class with them. They are concerned with the same 
things, but their attitude is different; the licentious act with 
deliberate purpose, but the incontinent do not. Hence we 
should call a person more licentious, if without desire or 
without any strong desire he pursues excessive pleasures and 
avoids moderate pains, than if he does so from a violent de¬ 
sire; for what (it may be asked) would such a person do if 
there should come upon him a fierce desire, and it were in¬ 
tensely painful to him to omit the gratification of his natural 
appetites? 

But there are some desires and pleasures which are noble 
and virtuous of their kind; for according to our previous 
definition some pleasant things are naturally desirable, such 
as wealth, gain, victory, and honour, others the opposite of 
these, and others intermediate. In regard to all such things as 
are desirable or intermediate, it is not for feeling emotion, 
desire and affection for them, that people are censured, but 
for running into some kind of excess. Accordingly people are 
always censured, if they are unreasonably mastered by some¬ 
thing that is naturally noble and good, or unreasonably pur¬ 
sue it, as e.g. if they are inordinately devoted to honour, or 
to children and parents; for children and parents are goods 
as well as honour, and devotion to them is laudable. But 
even here there is a possibility of excess, as e.g. if one should 
vie with the gods themselves like Niobe, or like Satyrus who 
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was nicknamed “the filial” from his affection for his father, 
as it made him look exceedingly foolish. 

It is true that these cases do not admit of vice, and the 
reason has been already assigned, viz. that the objects are 
all desirable in themselves, although excess in them is wrong, 
and ought to be avoided; nor again do they admit of incon¬ 
tinence, as incontinence is something that ought not only to 
be avoided but to be censured. 

Still the similarity of the emotional condition leads us to 
use the term “incontinence” in these cases, although we do 
not use it without qualification, as when we speak of a per¬ 
son as “a bad doctor” or “a bad actor,” although we should 
not call him “bad” in an absolute sense. As in that instance 
then we do not use the term “bad” without qualification, be¬ 
cause bad doctoring or bad acting is not badness or vice, but 
only analogous to a vice, so here it is evident that we must 
regard nothing as being continence or incontinence in a strict 
sense, but what has the same sphere as temperance or licen¬ 
tiousness, and must not apply the terms “continence” and 
“incontinence” to anger, except by analogy. Accordingly we 
add a qualification and say, that a person is incontinent in 
respect of angry passion in the same sense as in respect of 
honour or gain. 

There are certain things which are naturally pleasant, 
some of them being pleasant in an absolute sense and others 
pleasant to particular classes of animals or men, while there 
are other things which are not naturally pleasant but owe 
their pleasantness to physical defects or habits or to deprav¬ 
ity of nature; and it is possible to discover moral states cor¬ 
responding to each of these kinds of pleasures. 

What I mean is that there are brutal states as e.g. in the 
female creature who is said to rip up pregnant women and 
devour their children, or in some savage tribes near the 
Black Se^ which are said to delight in such practices as eat¬ 
ing raw meat or human flesh, or in cannibals who lend their 
children to one another to feast upon, or as the story tells of 
Phalaris1. And if these are brutal states, there are others 
which are produced in some people by disease and madness, 

1The “story” is the traditional belief that Phalaris ate his son in 
infancy. 
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as when a person sacrificed and ate his mother, or another 
person ate the liver of his fellow-slave. Other such states 
again are the results of a morbid disposition or of habit, as 
e.g. the practice of plucking out one’s hair, or biting one’s 
nails, or eating cinders and earth, or of committing unnat¬ 
ural vice; for these habits are sometimes natural, when a 
person's nature is vicious, and sometimes acquired, as e.g. 
by those who are the victims of outrage from childhood. 

Now whenever nature is the cause of these habits, nobody 
would call people who give way to them incontinent, any 
more than we should call women incontinent for being not 
males, but females; and the same is the case with people in 
whom habit has produced a morbid condition. 

These various habits, like brutality itself, lie beyond the 
pale of vice; but if a person in whom they exist becomes 
their master or slave, his conduct ought to be called contin¬ 
ence or incontinence, not in an absolute, but in a metaphor¬ 
ical sense; just as if a person is mastered by his angry pas¬ 
sions, he ought to be called incontinent in respect of anger, 
but not incontinent in an absolute sense. For all excess 
whether of folly, cowardice, incontinence, or savagery is 
either brutal or morbid. For if it is a person’s nature to be 
frightened at everything, even at the noise of a mouse, he is 
such a coward as to be more like a brute beast than a human 
being; but it was disease which made the man afraid of the 
weasel. Again, foolish people who are naturally irrational, 
and live a life of mere sensation, as e.g. some races of re¬ 
mote barbarians, are like brutes; but foolish people whose 
folly arises from disease e.g. from epilepsy, or from insanity, 
are in a morbid state. 

A person may at times possess one of these habits without 
being mastered by it, as e.g. if Phalaris had restrained his 
desire of eating a child or his unnatural passions; or again 
he may not only possess it but be mastered by it. 

As then human vice is sometimes called vice in an abso¬ 
lute sense, and at other times is qualified by the epithet 
“brutal” or “morbid,” but is not called vice in an absolute 
sense, so it is clear that incontinence may be either brutal or 
morbid, but it is only incontinence in an absolute sense when 
it is coextensive with human licentiousness. 
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CHAPTER VII 

Incontinence of passion and incontinence of desire—Differences 
in desires and pleasures—Brutality arid Vice. 

It is evident therefore that continence and incontinence have 
to do simply with the same matters as temperance and licen¬ 
tiousness, and that in other matters there is a different kind 
of incontinence which is called incontinence in a metaphor¬ 
ical, and not in an absolute, sense. 

It must be observed too that the incontinence of angry 
passion is not so disgraceful as the incontinence of the de¬ 
sires. For it is as if the passion heard reason more or less, but 
misheard it, like hasty servants, who run out before they 
have heard all that is said to them, and so mistake their or¬ 
ders, or like dogs who bark at a person, if only he makes a 
noise, without waiting to see if he is a friend. In the same 
way the temper from its natural heat and impetuosity hears 
something, but does not hear the voice of command, when it 
rushes to revenge. For when the reason or fancy indicates 
that an insult or slight has been inflicted, the passion jumps, 
as it were, to the conclusion that it must do battle with the 
person who inflicted it, and therefore gets into a fury at 
once. Desire, on the other hand, rushes to the enjoyment of 
a thing, if only reason or sensation says that it is pleasant. 
Thus passion follows reason in a sense, but desire does not. 
Desire is therefore the more disgraceful; for the man of in¬ 
continent temper is in a sense the servant of reason, but the 
other is the servant of desire and not of reason. 

Again, there is more excuse for following natural impulses, 
as indeed there is for following all such desires as are com¬ 
mon to all the world, and the more common they are, the 
more excusable are they also. But passion and rage are more 
natural than the desires of excessive and superfluous pleas¬ 
ures, as appears in the case of the man who defended himself 
for striking his father by saying “Yes, for he struck his own 
father before and his own father struck his father,” and 
pointing to his child “He too will strike me when he becomes 
a man; it is in our blood.” So too the man, who was being 
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dragged out of the house by his son, told him to stop at the 
door, as he had himself dragged his father so far but not 
beyond it. 

Again, the greater the cunning, the greater is the injustice 
of an action. Now a passionate man is not cunning nor is 
passion cunning; it is open. Desire, on the other hand, is 
cunning; thus Aphrodite is called the 

“Goddess of the Cyprian isle, 
Artisan of many a wile1,” 

and Homer says of her embroidered girdle that on it was 

“Guile that doth cozen wisest men of wit V’ 

Hence as this incontinence is more unjust and more disgrace¬ 
ful than incontinence of temper, it may be called incontin¬ 
ence in an absolute sense, and is in fact a species of vice. 

Again, nobody feels pain when he commits a wanton out¬ 
rage. But anybody who acts in anger feels pain in his action, 
whereas wantonness is associated with pleasure. If then such 
things as are the most legitimate subjects of anger are prop¬ 
erly regarded as the most unjust, it follows that the incon¬ 
tinence which is due to desire is more unjust than the incon¬ 
tinence which is due to angry passion; for there is nothing of 
wantonness in angry passion. 

It is clear then that incontinence in respect of the desires 
is more disgraceful than incontinence in respect of angry 
passion, and that continence and incontinence are properly 
concerned with bodily desires and pleasures. But we have 
still to ascertain the differences in these desires and pleasures, 
for, as has been said at the outset, some are human and nat¬ 
ural alike in kind and in degree, others are brutal, others 
again are the results of physical injuries and diseases. It is 
with the first of these alone that temperance and licentious¬ 
ness are concerned. That is the reason why we do not speak 
of brutes as temperate or licentious except metaphorically, 
and where one kind of animal is absolutely distinguished 
from another by peculiar wantonness, destructiveness, vora¬ 
city or the like; for animals do not possess moral purpose or 

*The authorship of the phrase is unknown. 
2 Iliad xiv. 214—217. 
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ratiocinative power, they merely get into an unnatural state, 
like madmen. 

Brutality is not so bad a thing as vice, but it is more for¬ 
midable, for it is not the corruption of the highest good in 
brutes as it is in men, but its non-existence. The comparison 
then of brutality with vice is like the comparison of inani¬ 
mates with animates in respect of wickedness; for the de¬ 
pravity of that which has no originative principle is always 
less mischievous, and brutes lack reason, which is an origina¬ 
tive principle. (It is much the same then as a comparison of 
injustice with an unjust man; there is a sense in which each 
of them is worse than the other.) For a bad man will do ten 
thousand times as much evil as a brute. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Licentiousness — Licentiousness and Incontinence — Continence 
and Steadfastness—Effeminacy—Forms of incontinence. 

As to the pleasures and pains, desires and dislikes, of touch 
and taste, with which licentiousness and temperance, as has 
been already defined, are concerned, it is possible to be in 
such a moral state that one is the slave of those of which 
most people are masters, or again to be in such a moral state 
that one is master of those of which most people are slaves. 
According as a person’s state is one or the other in respect of 
pleasures he is continent or incontinent; according as it is 
one or the other in respect of pains, he is courageous or 
effeminate. The moral state of the large majority of mankind 
lies between the two, even if they incline rather to the worse. 

Inasmuch as some pleasures are necessary, and others are 
not necessary, or are necessary only up to a certain point, and 
as neither the excesses nor the deficiencies of these pleasures 
are necessary, and it is the same with desires and pains, it 
follows that, if a person pursues pleasures of an excessive 
character, or pursues any pleasures in an excessive degree, 
or pursues them from moral purpose for their own sake, and 
not for the sake of anything that results from them, he is 
licentious; for he is necessarily incapable of repentance and 
is therefore incurable, as to be incapable of repentance is to 
be incurable. The opposite state is the state of deficiency, the 
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mean state is temperance. Similarly a person who avoids 
bodily pains, not from inability to endure them but from 
moral purpose, is also licentious. 

Where this moral purpose does not exist, a person may be 
moved either by pleasure or by avoidance of the pain result¬ 
ing from desire. There is therefore a difference between these 
persons. But everybody will agree that a person is worse, if 
he does something disgraceful without desire, or without any 
strong desire, than if he does it at a time when his desire is 
violent, and worse, if he deals a blow in cold blood than when 
he is angry; for what, it may be said, would such a person 
do if he were in a passion? Hence the licentious person is 
worse than the incontinent. 

Of the characters which have been described the one, viz. 
incontinence, is rather a kind of effeminacy, the other is 
licentiousness. The opposite of the incontinent character is 
the continent, and of the effeminate the steadfast; for stead¬ 
fastness consists in holding out against pain, and continence 
in overcoming pleasuie, and it is one thing to hold out, and 
another to overcome, as it is one thing to escape being beaten 
and another to win a victory. Hence continence is preferable 
to steadfastness. 

If a person gives in where people generally resist and are 
capable of resisting, he deserves to be called effeminate and 
luxurious; for luxury is a form of effeminacy. Such a person 
will let his cloak trail in the mud to avoid the trouble of lift¬ 
ing it up, or will give himself the airs of an invalid without 
considering himself miserable, although he resembles one 
who is miserable. 

It is much the same with continence and incontinence. It 
is no wonder, if a person is mastered by strong and over¬ 
whelming pleasures or pains; nay, it is pardonable, if he 
struggles against them like Philoctetes when bitten by the 
snake in the play of Theodectes, or like Cercyon 1 in the 
Alope of Carcinus, or like people who in trying to suppress 
their laughter burst out in a loud guffaw, as happened to 
Xenophantus 2. It is only unpardonable where a person is 

1 It is possible that the poet Carcinus represented in his Alope a 
struggle between the cruel disposition and the moral sense of Cercyon. 

2 The allusion is unknown. 
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mastered by things against which most people succeed in 
holding out, and is impotent to struggle against them, unless 
his impotence be due to hereditary constitution or to disease, 
as effeminacy is hereditary in the kings of Scythia, or as a 
woman is naturally weaker than a man. 

If a person is fond of amusing himself, he is regarded as 
licentious, but he is really effeminate; for amusement, being 
a relaxation, is a recreation, and a person who is fond of 
amusing himself is one who carries his recreation to excess. 

Incontinence assumes sometimes the form of impetuosity, 
and at other times that of weakness. Some men deliberate, 
but their emotion prevents them from abiding by the result 
of their deliberation; others again do not deliberate, and are 
therefore carried away by their emotion. For as people can¬ 
not be tickled, if they are themselves the beginners in a tick¬ 
ling match, so some people, if they anticipate or foresee what 
is coming, and have roused themselves and their reason to 
resist it before it comes, are not overcome by their emotion, 
whether it be pleasant or painful. 

It is people of a quick and atrabilious temper whose in¬ 
continence is particularly apt to take the form of impetu¬ 
osity; for the rapidity or the violence of their feeling pre¬ 
vents them from waiting for the guidance of reason, as they 
are easily led away by their imagination. 

CHAPTER IX 

Incontinence and Vice—Incontinence of two kinds. 

The licentious person, as was said, is not disposed to re¬ 
pentance, as he abides by his purpose, but the incontinent 
person is always so disposed. The difficulty then which we 
raised does not exist. The former is incurable, the latter can 
be cured; for if vice may be compared to such a disease as 
dropsy or consumption, incontinence may be compared to 
epilepsy, the one being a chronic, the other an intermittent 
depravity. There is in fact an absolutely generic distinction 
between incontinence and vice; for vice may be, but incon¬ 
tinence cannot be, unconscious. 
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There are two classes of incontinent people, and those 
who simply lose command of themselves are better than 
those who possess reason but do not abide by it, as they are 
not overcome by so violent an emotion, nor do they act with¬ 
out previous deliberation like the others. For an incontinent 
person may be compared to one who gets intoxicated with a 
little wine, i.e. with less wine than ordinary people. 

It is evident then that incontinence is not vice (although 
there is, I think, a sense in which it is a vice), for the former 
is contrary, and the latter is conformable, to moral purpose. 
Still they come to much the same thing as regards actions; 
it is like the saying of Demodocus about the Milesians, “The 
Milesians are not fools but they act just like fools”; so the 
incontinent are not unjust but they act unjustly. 

The incontinent man then is the kind of person to pursue 
such bodily pleasures as are excessive and contrary to right 
reason, although not from conviction of their goodness, but 
the vicious man is convinced of their goodness because he is 
the kind of person to pursue them; hence it is easy to con¬ 
vert the former, but not the latter. For virtue is preservative, 
and vice destructive, of principle; but in actions the object 
is a first principle, like the hypotheses or definitions in math¬ 
ematics. In mathematics then it is not the reason which is 
capable of proving the first principle, nor is it in actions; it 
is the virtue, whether natural or acquired, of forming a right 
opinion about the first principle, i. e. about the object of ac¬ 
tion. A person who possesses this virtue then is temperate; a 
person who does not possess it is licentious. 

But there are people who are apt to be so carried away by 
emotion as to act contrary to right reason; they are so far 
overcome by emotion as not to act in accordance with right 
reason, but not so far overcome as to be convinced that they 
ought to pursue such pleasures unreservedly. These are in¬ 
continent people; they are superior to the licentious, and not 
absolutely bad; for they have not lost the highest good, viz. 
the first principle. Opposite to these is another class of 
people who are capable of abiding by their principle and are 
not liable to be carried away, at least by emotion. It is evi¬ 
dent from these considerations that the moral state of the 
former is vicious and that of the latter is virtuous. 
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CHAPTER X 

Relation of continence to moral purpose—Obstinacy. 

It remains to ask then, Is a person continent, if he abides by 
his reason and moral purpose, whatever they may be, or only 
if he abides by them when they are right? Is he incontinent, 
if he does not abide by his moral purpose or reason, whatever 
they may be? or is it only, if he does not abide by true reason 
and right purpose? This is a difficulty which has been already 
raised. The answer seems to be that, although it may acci¬ 
dentally be any sort of reason or purpose, yet essentially it 
is true reason and right purpose, by which the one does, and 
the other does not, abide. For if a person chooses or pursues 
a thing which may be called A for the sake of something else 
which may be called B, it is B which he pursues and chooses 
essentially, and A only accidentally. By “essentially” we 
mean “absolutely,” and therefore although in a certain sense 
it is any sort of opinion by which the one abides, and from 
which the other departs, yet in an absolute sense it is true 
opinion. 

There are certain people who are ready to abide by their 
opinion at all costs; we call them obstinate. They are people, 
I mean, who are hard to persuade, and not easy to convert. 
Such people bear some resemblance to continent people, as 
do prodigals to liberal people, and foolhardy people to cour¬ 
ageous, but there are many points of difference. For while 
the continent person does not veer about under the influence 
of emotion and desire, he is not immovable; it is easy to per¬ 
suade him on occasion; but the obstinate person resists the 
persuasion of reason, since, as a matter of fact, such people 
may conceive desires, and are frequently led away by 
pleasure. 

People who are self-opinionated, or ignorant, or boorish, 
are all obstinate. Self-opinionated people are so from motives 
of pleasure and pain; for they have a pleasant sense of vic¬ 
tory in refusing to be convinced, and are pained, if their 
opinions, like bills before Parliament, are rejected. They are 
therefore more like incontinent than continent people. There 
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are also some people who do not abide by their resolutions, 
but the reason is not incontinence; Neoptolemus in the 
Philoctetcs of Sophocles is such a person. It was pleasure in¬ 
deed which prevented him from abiding by his opinion, but 
it was a noble pleasure; for it was noble in his eyes to speak 
the truth, although he was persuaded by Odysseus to tell a 
lie. It is not everybody who acts from a motive of pleasure 
that is licentious or wicked or incontinent, but only if the 
pleasure be a disgraceful one. 

CHAPTER XI 

Incontinence and Prudence—Various kinds of incontinence. 

There are people too whose character it is to take less pleas¬ 
ure than is right in bodily gratifications, and in virtue of 
their character not to abide by reason. The continent person 
then is intermediate between such people and the incon¬ 
tinent. For the reason why the incontinent person does not 
abide by reason lies in an excess, and the reason why the 
insensible person does not abide by it lies in a deficiency; 
but the continent person does abide by it, and is not affected 
either by the excess or by the deficiency. 

But assuming that continence is virtuous, we must con¬ 
clude that both the moral states which are opposed to it are 
vicious, as in fact they clearly are; but because one of these 
states, viz. insensibility, is seen only in few instances and on 
rare occasions, it seems that continence is the opposite of in¬ 
continence, as temperance of licentiousness. 

Analogy is a frequent source of names. Such an expression 
then as “the continence of the temperate person” is a case 
of analogy. For it is the character both of the continent per¬ 
son and of the temperate person not to be induced by bodily 
pleasures to do anything that is contrary to reason; only the 
difference is that the former has, and the latter has not, bad 
desires, the former is the kind of person who will not feel such 
pleasure as is contrary to reason, the latter the kind of 
person who will feel such pleasure but who will not be led 
away by it. 

The incontinent person and the licentious person resemble 
each other, although they are different. Both pursue bodily 
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pleasures, but the former does not, and the latter does, re¬ 
gard it as right to pursue them. 

It is impossible then for the same person to be at once 
prudent and incontinent; for it has been shown, that prud¬ 
ence implies a virtuous character. Again, prudence consists 
not merely in knowledge but in capacity for moral action, 
and the incontinent person is incapable of such action. But 
there is no reason why the clever person should not be incon¬ 
tinent. Hence it is that people are sometimes thought to be 
incontinent, although they are prudent, because cleverness 
differs from prudence in the manner described in an early 
part of this treatise, and, while it is allied to it in intellectual 
ability, is different from it in its moral purpose. 

Nor again is the incontinent person like one who has 
knowledge and reflexion, but like one who is asleep or intox¬ 
icated. He acts voluntarily, for in a certain sense he knows 
both what he is doing and what is his object in doing it, but 
he is not wicked, as his purpose is virtuous; he may there¬ 
fore be said to be only half wicked. Incontinent people too 
are not unjust, as they are not cunning. They are either in¬ 
capable of abiding by the results of their deliberation, or 
they are atrabilious and incapable of deliberating at all. The 
incontinent person then, may be compared to a State which 
passes all such bills as it ought to pass, and has excellent 
laws, but does not carry them out, according to the taunt of 
Anaxandrides1 

“ ’Twas the State’s will; the State recks not of law.” 

The wicked man on the other hand may be compared to a 
State which carries out its laws, but whose laws are bad. 

Incontinence and continence then have to do with some¬ 
thing that goes beyond the average moral state of mankind; 
for the continent man abides more, and the incontinent man 
less, by his moral purpose than is in the power of ordinary 
people. 

There are various kinds of incontinence, and the incon¬ 
tinence of the atrabilious is more easily curable than that of 
people who deliberate, but do not abide by the results of 
their deliberation. Again, it is easier to cure people who are 

1The poet of the Middle Comedy, who is said to have satirized 
the Athenians. 
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incontinent by habit than by nature, as it is easier to change 
habit than to change nature. In fact the reason why habit is 
itself so difficult to change is that it resembles nature, as 
Evenus1 says 

“Practice, I say, endureth long, my friend, 
And is a second nature in the end.” 

We have now discussed the nature of continence and in¬ 
continence, of steadfastness and effeminacy, and the mutual 
relations of these states of mind. 

CHAPTER XII 

Pleasure and pain—Pleasure and good. 

The consideration of pleasure and pain belongs to the poli¬ 
tical philosopher. He is the architect who frames the idea of 
the end which we have in view in defining good and evil in 
an absolute sense. 

There is another reason too why it is necessary to review 
pleasure and pain; we defined moral virtue and vice as hav¬ 
ing to do with pains and pleasures, and it is the general 
opinion that happiness implies pleasure. 

Now (i) there are some people who hold that no pleasure 
is a good, either essentially or accidentally, as good and 
pleasure are not the same thing. (2) Others hold that, while 
some pleasures are good, the majority are bad. (3) There is 
also a third opinion, that, even if every pleasure is a good, 
still the supreme good cannot possibly be pleasure. 

(1) Speaking generally, we may say that pleasure is not a 
good, because every pleasure is a sensible process of coming 
to a natural state, and no process is akin to the ends, e.g. no 
process of building to a house. Another reason is that the 
temperate man eschews pleasures. Again, the prudent man 
pursues painlessness, but not pleasure. Pleasures too are an 
impediment to thoughtfulness, and the greater the pleasure, 
the greater is the impediment, as e.g. the pleasure of love, for 
thought is out of the question, while it lasts. Again there is 
no art of pleasure, but every good is a product of art. And 
lastly children and brute beasts pursue pleasures. 

*The gnomic poet of Paros. 
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(2) In support of the view that it is not all pleasures which 
are virtuous, it is argued that there are some pleasures which 
are disgraceful and disreputable and injurious as well, for 
some things which are pleasant are dangerous to health. 

(3) It is also argued that pleasure is not the supreme good, 
because it is not the end, but a process. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Good—Nature of pleasure—Definition of pleasure—No art of 
pleasure. 

These are, in general, the views which are put forward. But 
it does not follow that pleasure is not a good, or the supreme 
good, as is clear from the following considerations: 

In the first place, as the good is of two kinds, being either 
absolute or relative, natures and moral states, and therefore 
motions' and processes too, will be consequently also of two 
kinds; and of those which are called bad some are bad abso¬ 
lutely and not bad relatively to the individual, but desirable 
for him; some are not desirable for the individual, except 
occasionally, and for a short time; others are not pleasures 
at all, but only apparent pleasures, if they involve pain and 
are remedial in their nature, as e.g. the pleasures of the sick. 

Again, as the good may be either an activity or a moral 
state, it is only in an accidental sense that such processes as 
restore a person to his natural condition can be said to be 
pleasant. In the satisfaction of the desires there is the activ¬ 
ity of the remaining part of the state or nature, i.e. of the 
part which does not feel the desire; nor is desire a necessary 
condition of pleasure; for there are pleasures which are inde¬ 
pendent of pain or desire, as e.g. the activities of the specu¬ 
lative life in which nature does not exhibit any want. It is an 
indication of this fact that people do not find delight in the 
same pleasure during the process of satisfying their nature, 
as when their nature is in its normal condition; when its con¬ 
dition is normal, they find delight in such things as are 
pleasures in an absolute sense, but during the process of sat¬ 
isfaction, in such things as are actually opposite to these, for 
they find delight in things which are acid and bitter, although 
no such thing is either naturally or absolutely pleasant. 
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These pleasures then are not natural or absolute pleasures; 
for the pleasures resulting from pleasant things are related 
to one another in the same way as the pleasant things them¬ 
selves. 

Again, it is not necessary that there should be something 
else which is better than pleasure in the sense, as some 
people maintain, in which the end is better than the process 
which leads to it. For pleasures are not all processes nor con¬ 
comitants of a process, but activities, and an end. We exper¬ 
ience them not in the process of acquiring certain powers 
but in the exercise of the powers when acquired. Nor is it 
true that in all pleasures there is an end distinct from the 
pleasures themselves; it is true only of such pleasures as 
occur to people in the process of being brought to the con¬ 
summation or complete realization of their nature. 

It is wrong therefore to define pleasure as a “sensible 
process.” It is better to define it as an “activity of the nat¬ 
ural state of one’s being,” and to call it not “sensible” but 
“unimpeded.” It is sometimes thought to be a process, as 
being a good in the proper sense of the term; for people sup¬ 
pose that an activity is a process, but they are really dif¬ 
ferent. 

To say that pleasures are bad, because some things which 
are pleasant are injurious, is equivalent to saying that health 
is bad, because some things which are healthy are bad for 
money-making. It is true that in this sense both are bad, but 
this does not prove them to be bad in themselves; for study 
itself is at times injurious to health. But neither prudence nor 
any moral state is impeded by the pleasure which it pro¬ 
duces; they are impeded only by alien pleasures, as the pleas¬ 
ures of study and learning will only make a person study and 
learn the more. 

It is natural that pleasure should not be a product of any 
art, for there is no art which produces any other activity. Art 
merely produces the faculty, although the art of the perfumer 
or the cook may be held to be in a sense productive of 
pleasure. 

The objections that the temperate man avoids pleasure, 
that the prudent man pursues not pleasure but a painless 
life, and that children and brutes pursue pleasure, may all 
be met with the same answer. It has been stated in what 
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sense all pleasures are good absolutely, and in what sense 
they are not good absolutely. It is pleasures of the latter 
kind that brutes and children pursue. It is painlessness in 
respect of them that a prudent man pursues. They are such 
pleasures as involve desire and pain or in other words bodily 
pleasures (for these involve desire and pain) and the excesses 
of pleasures which constitute the licentiousness of the licen¬ 
tious man. Hence the temperate man will avoid these pleas¬ 
ures, although he has pleasures of his own. 

CHAPTER XIV 

Pain an evil—Pleasure a good—Pleasure of some kind the su¬ 
preme good—Happiness and pleasure—Happiness and good 
fortune—Pleasure and the supreme good—Bodily pleasures. 

However, it is admitted that pain is an evil and that it ought 
to be avoided. It is an evil either absolutely or relatively, as 
causing some impediment to the individual. But the oppo¬ 
site of that which ought to be avoided, in the respect in 
which it ought to be avoided, and is bad, is good. It follows 
therefore that pleasure is a good; for the objection of Speu- 
sippus, that pleasure is contrary to pain in the same way as 
the greater is contrary to the less as well as to the equal, 
cannot stand; for he would not maintain that pleasure is 
identical with some form of evil. 

Nor does it follow that there is not some pleasure which is 
the supreme good, because there are some vicious pleasures, 
any more than it follows that some knowledge is not the su¬ 
preme good although there are vicious kinds of knowledge. 
Indeed it is, I think, necessary, as every moral state admits 
of unimpeded activities, that, whether it be the activity of 
them all, or of some one of them, which is happiness, it 
should be most desirable, if it is unimpeded; but such unim¬ 
peded activity is pleasure. Hence it will be pleasure of some 
kind which is the supreme good, although most pleasures are, 
it may be, in an absolute sense vicious. 

It is on this ground that everybody supposes a happy life 
to be pleasant, and happiness to involve pleasure; the sup¬ 
position is reasonable, as no activity is perfect if it be im¬ 
peded, and happiness is in its nature perfect. It follows that 
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the happy man requires bodily goods, external goods and 
good fortune as accessories to his happiness, if his activity 
is not to be impeded. But to assert that a person on the rack, 
or a person plunged in the depth of calamities, is happy is 
either intentionally or unintentionally to talk nonsense. 

The fact that good fortune is a necessary adjunct to hap¬ 
piness leads some people to hold that good fortune is iden¬ 
tical with happiness, but it is not so. It is an actual impedi¬ 
ment to happiness, if it be excessive, and then perhaps should 
rightly cease to be called good fortune; for the definition of 
good fortune depends on its relation to happiness. 

Again, the fact that all brutes and all men pursue pleasure 
is a certain indication of its being in some sense the supreme 
good; for 

“No voice is wholly lost that is the voice of many men.” 

But inasmuch as it is not the same nature or moral state 
that is, or is thought to be, the best, so it is not the same 
pleasure which is universally sought. Still it is pleasure. It 
may even be the case that all men really pursue not the pleas¬ 
ure which they fancy, or would say, they are pursuing, but a 
pleasure which is the same for all; for there is a divine in¬ 
stinct naturally implanted in all things. But bodily pleasures 
have usurped the title to the name “pleasure,” as it is to 
them that people are most frequently diverted, and in them 
that everybody participates. These are then the only pleas¬ 
ures that people know, and they are therefore held to be the 
only pleasures that exist. 

But it is evident that, unless pleasure or the unimpeded 
activity which is pleasure is a good, it will be impossible for 
the happy man to live pleasantly. For why should he want 
pleasure, if it is not a good, and if it is possible for him, as it 
then would be, to live painfully? For if pleasure is not an 
evil or a good, neither is pain. Why then should he avoid 
pain? Nor will the life of the virtuous man be pleasanter than 
that of any one else, unless his activities are pleasanter. 

The investigation of bodily pleasures is necessary, if we 
hold that some pleasures, if not all, are highly desirable, i.e. 
noble pleasures but not bodily pleasures nor the pleasures of 
the incontinent. It may be asked why, if these pleasures are 
vicious, the pains which are opposite to them are vicious; for 
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the opposite of evil is good. Is it to be said then that neces¬ 
sary pleasures are only good in the sense that whatever is not 
evil is good? Or are they good up to a certain point? 

In all moral states and motions in which it is impossible to 
exceed the right limit of good, it is impossible also to exceed 
the right limit of pleasure; but where there is a possible ex¬ 
cess of good, there is also a possible excess of pleasure. 

Now bodily goods admit of excess, and vice consists in pur¬ 
suing the excess, not in pursuing the necessary pleasures; for 
everybody finds a certain satisfaction in rich meats or wines 
or the pleasures of love, but not always the proper satisfac¬ 
tion. The contrary is the case with pain. People in general do 
not avoid the excess of pain, but avoid pain altogether; for 
such pain as is opposite to excessive pleasure is felt only by 
one who pursues that excessive pleasure. 

CHAPTER XV 

Bodily pleasures—Natural pleasures. 

It is right however to explain not the truth only but the 
cause of error also, as this explanation helps to produce be¬ 
lief. For when the reason why a thing which is not true ap¬ 
pears to be true is seen and understood, it strengthens belief 
in the truth. We must therefore explain why it is that bodily 
pleasures appear more desirable than other pleasures. 

It is, firstly, then that such pleasure drives out pain. The 
excesses of pain make people pursue excessive pleasure, and 
bodily pleasure generally, as a remedy. But the remedies of 
severe diseases are frequently severe, and people pursue 
them from their apparent contrast to the opposite pains. 

(There are these two reasons, as has been said, why pleas¬ 
ure is thought not to be virtuous, viz. (1) That some pleas¬ 
ures are actions of a base nature, whether the baseness be 
congenital, as in a brute, or acquired, as in a vicious man. 
(2) That other pleasures are remedial, implying a want, and 
that the existence of the normal state is better than the proc¬ 
ess to that state; these pleasures then are felt only when we 
are coming to a normal or perfect state; they are therefore 
only accidentally virtuous). 

Bodily pleasures too, as being violent, are pursued by 
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people who are incapable of finding gratification in other 
pleasures. Thus people sometimes make themselves thirsty 
in order to enjoy the pleasure of satisfying their thirst. So 
long as these pleasures are harmless, there is no ground for 
censuring them (although it is wrong to pursue them, when 
they are harmful), for people who pursue them have no other 
objects of gratification, and a neutral state of the sensations 
is naturally painful to many people. For an animal is con¬ 
stantly labouring, as we read in books on physical science, 
where it is said that seeing and hearing are painful, but we 
have got accustomed to them by this time, as the saying is. 
Similarly in youth people, because they are growing, are 
much in the same state as drunken people, and youth is 
pleasant. Again, people of an atrabilious nature require con¬ 
stant medicine, as their temperament constantly frets their 
body away, and thus they are always in a state of strong de¬ 
sire. But pain is expelled either by the pleasure which is its 
opposite, or by any pleasure if it be strong. This is why atra¬ 
bilious people fall into licentiousness and wickedness. 

Such pleasures on the other hand as have no antecedent 
pains do not admit of excess; they are naturally, and not 
merely accidentally pleasant. By “accidental pleasures” I 
mean such as are remedial in their effect; for as we are cured 
by the action of the remaining healthy part of our nature, 
the process of cure is pleasant. By “natural pleasures” I 
mean such as produce action of our whole nature in a healthy 
state. 

The same thing is never constantly pleasant to us, as our 
nature is not simple, but there exists in us a sort of second 
nature, which makes us mortal beings. Thus if one element is 
active, it acts against the nature of the other, and when the 
two elements are in equilibrium, the action appears to be 
neither painful nor pleasant. If there were a being, whose na¬ 
ture is simple, the same action would always be supremely 
pleasant to him. It is thus that God enjoys one simple pleas¬ 
ure everlastingly; for there is an activity not only of motion 
but of immobility, and pleasure consists rather in rest than 
in motion. But change, as the poet1 says, is “the sweetest 
thing in the world,” and the reason lies in a certain vicious- 

Euripides, Orestes, v. 234. 
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ness of our nature; for as the vicious man is fond of change, 
so too the nature which requires change is vicious, it is not 
simple or virtuous. 

We have now discussed continence and incontinence, 
pleasure and pain, their nature and the reason why some of 
them are good and others bad. It remains to discuss friend¬ 
ship or love. 



BOOK VIII 

CHAPTER I 

Friendship or Love—It is (1) indispensable; (2) natural; (3) 
social; (4) noble. 

It will be natural to discuss friendship or love next, for 
friendship is a kind of virtue or implies virtue. It is also in¬ 
dispensable to life. For nobody would choose to live without 
friends, although he were in possession of every other good. 
Nay, it seems that if people are rich and hold official and 
authoritative positions, they have the greatest need of 
friends; for what is the good of having this sort of prosperity 
if one is denied the opportunity of beneficence, which is 
never so freely or so admirably exercised as towards friends? 
Or how can it be maintained in safety and security without 
friends? For the greater a person’s importance, the more 
liable it is to disaster. In poverty and other misfortunes we 
regard our friends as our only refuge. Again, friends are 
helpful to us, when we are young, as guarding us from error, 
and when we are growing old, as taking care of us, and sup¬ 
plying such deficiencies of action as are the consequences of 
physical weakness, and when we are in the prime of life, as 
prompting us to noble actions, according to the adage 

“Two come together”; 

for two people have a greater power both of intelligence and 
of action than either of the two by himself. 

It would seem that friendship or love is the natural in¬ 
stinct of a parent towards a child, and of a child towards a 
parent, not only among men, but among birds and animals 
generally, and among creatures of the same race towards one 
another, especially among men. This is the reason why we 
praise men who are the friends of their fellow-men or philan¬ 
thropists. We may observe too in travelling how near and 
dear every man is to his fellow-man. 



ARISTOTLE 171 

Again, it seems that friendship or love is the bond which 
holds states together, and that legislators set more store by 
it than by justice; for concord is apparently akin to friend¬ 
ship, and it is concord that they especially seek to promote, 
and faction, as being hostility to the state, that they especial¬ 
ly try to expel. 

If people are friends, there is no need of justice between 
them; but people may be just, and yet need friendship. In¬ 
deed it seems that justice, in its supreme form, assumes the 
character of friendship. 

Nor is friendship indispensable only; it is also noble. We 
praise people who are fond of their friends, and it is thought 
to be a noble thing to have many friends, and there are some 
people who hold that to be a friend is the same thing as to be 
a good man. 

CHAPTER 11 

Nature of friendship or love—Friendship of more kinds than one 
—The lovable—Limitation of friendship or love. 

But the subject of friendship or love is one that affords scope 
for a good many differences of opinion. Some people define 
it as a sort of likeness, and define people who are like each 
other as friends. Hence the sayings “Like seeks like,” “Birds 
of a feather,” and so on. Others on the contrary say that 
“two of a trade never agree.” Upon this subject some philo¬ 
sophical thinkers indulge in more profound physical specula¬ 
tions; Euripides asserting that 

‘‘the parched Earth loves the rain, 
And the great Heaven rain-laden loves to fall 
Earthwards”; 

Heraclitus that “the contending tends together,” and that 
“harmony most beautiful is formed of discords,” and that 
“all things are by strife engendered;” others, among whom is 
Empedocles, taking the opposite view and urging that “like 
desires like.” 

The physical questions we may leave aside as not being 
germane to the present enquiry. But let us investigate all 
such questions as are of human interest and relate to char- 
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acters and emotions, e. g. whether friendship can be formed 
among all people, or it is impossible for people to be friends 
if they are vicious, and whether there is one kind of friend¬ 
ship or more than one. 

The idea that there is only one kind of friendship or love, 
because it admits of degrees, rests upon insufficient evidence; 
for things may be different in kind, and yet may admit of de¬ 
grees. But this is a question which has been already dis¬ 
cussed. 

It is possible, I think, to elucidate the subject of friendship 
or love, by determining what it is that is lovable or an object 
of love. For it seems that it is not everything which is loved, 
but only that which is lovable, and that this is what is good 
or pleasant or useful. It would seem too that a thing is useful 
if it is a means of gaining something good or pleasant, and if 
so, it follows that what is good and what is pleasant will be 
lovable in the sense of being ends. 

It may be asked then, Is it that which is good in itself, or 
that which is good relatively to us, that we love? For there is 
sometimes a difference between them; and the same question 
may be asked in regard to that which is pleasant. It seems 
then that everybody loves what is good relatively to him¬ 
self, and that, while it is the good which is lovable in an abso¬ 
lute sense, it is that which is good relatively to each individ¬ 
ual that is lovable in his eyes. It may be said that everybody 
loves not that which is good, but that which appears good 
relatively to himself. But this is not an objection that will 
make any difference; for in that case that which is lovable 
will be that which appears to be lovable. 

There being three motives of friendship or love, it must be 
observed that we do not apply the term “friendship” or 
“love” to the affection felt for inanimate things. The reason 
is (i) that they are incapable of reciprocating affection, and 
(2) that we do not wish their good; for it would, I think, be 
ridiculous to wish the good e.g. of wine; if we wish it at all, 
it is only in the sense of wishing the wine to keep well, in the 
hope of enjoying it ourselves. But it is admitted that we 
ought to wish our friend’s good for his sake, and not for our 
own. If we wish people good in this sense, we are called well- 
wishers, unless our good wishes are returned; such reciprocal 
well-wishing is called friendship or love. 
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But it is necessary, I think, to add, that the well-wishing 
must not be unknown. A person often wishes well to people 
whom he has not seen, but whom he supposes to be virtuous 
or useful; and it is possible that one of these persons may 
entertain the same feeling towards him. Such people then, 
it is clear, wish well to one another; but they cannot be prop¬ 
erly called friends, as their disposition is unknown to each 
other. It follows that, if they are to be friends, they must 
be well-disposed to each other, and must wish each other’s 
good, from one of the motives which have been assigned, and 
that each of them must know the fact of the other wishing 
him well. 

CHAPTER III 

Different kinds of friendship or love—Motives of friendship or 
love. 

But as the motives of friendship are specifically different, 
there will be a corresponding difference in the affections and 
friendships. 

The kinds of friendship therefore will be three, being equal 
in number to the things which are lovable, or are objects of 
friendship or love, as every such object admits of a recip¬ 
rocal affection between two persons, each of whom is aware 
of the other’s love. 

People who love each other wish each other’s good in the 
point characteristic of their love. Accordingly those whose 
mutual love is based upon utility do not love each other for 
their own sakes, but only in so far as they derive some bene¬ 
fit one from another. It is the same with those whose love is 
based upon pleasure. Thus we are fond of witty people, not 
as possessing a certain character, but as being pleasant to 
ourselves. People then, whose love is based upon utility, are 
moved to affection by a sense of their own good, and people 
whose love is based upon pleasure, by a sense of their own 
pleasure; and they love a person not for being what he is in 
himself, but for being useful or pleasant to them. These 
friendships then are only friendships in an accidental sense; 
for the person loved is not loved as being what he is, but as 
being a source either of good or of pleasure. Accordingly 
such friendships are easily dissolved, if the persons do not 
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continue always the same; for they abandon their love if 
they cease to be pleasant or useful to each other. But utility 
is not a permanent quality; it varies at different times. 
Thus, when the motive of a friendship is done away, the 
friendship itself is dissolved, as it was dependent upon that 
motive. A friendship of this kind seems especially to occur 
among old people, as in old age we look to profit rather than 
pleasure, and among such people in the prime of life or in 
youth as have an eye to their own interest. Friends of this 
kind do not generally even live together; for sometimes they 
are not even pleasant to one another; nor do they need the 
intercourse of friendship, unless they bring some profit to 
one another, as the pleasure which they afford goes no further 
than they entertain hopes of deriving benefit from it. Among 
these friendships we reckon the friendship of hospitality, i.e. 
the friendship which exists between a host and his guests. 

It would seem that the friendship of the young is based 
upon pleasure; for they live by emotion and are most in¬ 
clined to pursue what is pleasant to them at the moment. 
But as their time of life changes, their pleasures are trans¬ 
formed. They are therefore quick at making friendships and 
quick at abandoning them; for the friendship changes with 
the object which pleases them, and friendship of this kind is 
liable to sudden change. Young men are amorous too, amor¬ 
ousness being generally a matter of emotion and pleasure; 
hence they fall in love and soon afterwards fall out of love, 
changing from one condition to another many times in the 
same day. But amorous people wish to spend their days and 
lives together, as it is thus that they attain the object of 
their friendship. 

CHAPTER IV 

Perfect friendship or love—(1) Its moral goodness—(2) Its plea¬ 
santness—(3) Its permanency—(4) Its rarity. 

The perfect friendship or love is the friendship or love of 
people who are good and alike in virtue; for these people are 
alike in wishing each other’s good, in so far as they are good, 
and they are good in themselves. But it is people who wish 
the good of their friends for their friend’s sake that are in 
the truest sense friends, as their friendship is the consequence 
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of their own character, and is not an accident. Their friend¬ 
ship therefore continues as long as their virtue, and virtue 
is a permanent quality. 

Again, each of them is good in an absolute sense, and good 
in relation to his friend. For good men are not only good in 
an absolute sense, but serve each other’s interest. They are 
pleasant too; for the good are pleasant in an absolute sense, 
and pleasant in relation to one another, as everybody finds 
pleasure in such actions as are proper to him, and the like, 
and all good people act alike or nearly alike. 

Such a friendship is naturally permanent, as it unites in 
itself all the proper conditions of friendship. For the motive 
of all friendship or affection is good or pleasure, whether it 
be absolute or relative to the person who feels the affection, 
and it depends upon a certain similarity. In the friendship 
of good men all these specified conditions belong to the 
friends in themselves; for other friendships only bear a re¬ 
semblance to the perfect friendship. That which is good in 
an absolute sense is also in an absolute sense pleasant. These 
are the principal objects of affection, and it is upon these 
that affectionate feeling, and affection in the highest and best 
sense, depend. 

Friendships of this kind are likely to be rare; for such 
people are few. They require time and familiarity too; for, 
as the adage puts it, it is impossible for people to know one 
another until they have consumed the proverbial salt to¬ 
gether; nor can people admit one another to friendship, or 
be friends at all, until each has been proved lovable nnd trust¬ 
worthy to the other. 

People, who are quick to treat one another as friends, wish 
to be friends but are not so really, unless they are lovable 
and know each other to be lovable; for the wish to be friends 
may arise in a minute, but not friendship. 

chapter v 

Friendships of pleasure and utility—Friendships of the had—and 
of the good. 

This friendship then is perfect in point of time and in all 
other respects; and each friend receives from the other the 
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same or nearly the same treatment in all respects, as ought to 
be the case. 

The friendship which is based upon pleasure presents a 
certain resemblance to this, as the good are also pleasant to 
one another. It is the same with the friendship which is based 
upon utility, as the good are also useful to one another. But 
here again friendships are most likely to be permanent in 
cases where that which the two persons derive from one an¬ 
other is the same thing, e.g. pleasure, and not only the same 
thing in itself, but the same in the source from which it 
comes, as in the case of two wits, and not as in the case of a 
lover and his beloved. For the lover and his beloved do not 
find pleasure in the same things; the pleasure of the one is in 
seeing the object of his love, and that of the other in being 
courted by his lover. Thus it sometimes happens that, when 
the beauty passes away, the affection passes away too; for 
the lover finds no pleasure in the sight of his beloved, and the 
beloved object is not courted by his lover. But it often hap¬ 
pens on the other hand that people remain friends if their 
characters are similar, and familiarity has inspired them with 
affection for each other’s character. 

People who in their love affairs give and receive not 
pleasure but profit are less true and less permanent friends. 
Friendships resting upon utility are dissolved as soon as the 
advantage comes to an end, for in them there is no personal 
love, but only a love of profit. 

Thus for pleasure or profit it is possible that even bad 
people may be friends one to another, and good people to 
bad, and one who is neither good nor bad to either; but it is 
clearly none but the good who can be friends for the friend’s 
own sake, as bad people do not delight in one another unless 
some profit accrues. 

It is only the friendship of the good which cannot be de¬ 
stroyed by calumnies. For it is not easy to believe what any¬ 
one says about a person whom we have tested ourselves for 
many years, and found to be good. The friendship of the 
good too realizes confidence, and the assurance that neither 
of the two friends will do injury to the other, and whatever 
else is implied in true friendship. But in other friendships 
there is no reason why calumnies and injuries should not 
occur. 
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Now the world recognizes friendships among men, where 
the friendship is based upon utility, in the same way as 
among states; for it seems that expediency is the motive with 
which alliances are contracted between states. It recognizes 
also friendships where the mutual affection is based upon 
pleasure as among children. This being the view of the world, 
it is perhaps right to recognize such friendships, and to say 
that there are various kinds of friendship, first friendship 
properly so called, i.e. the friendship of the good, qua good, 
and then other friendships which are so called by analogy; 
for in them people are friends in so far as they involve some¬ 
thing that is good or like good, as pleasure itself is a good to 
people who are fond of pleasure. But these friendships do 
not altogether coincide, nor is it the same persons who be¬ 
come friends from motives of utility and pleasure; for these 
are accidental qualities, and such qualities are not always 
combined in the same person. 

CHAPTER VI 

Friendship or love characterized by either (1) a moral state or 
(2) an activity—Friendship or love and social life. 

As friendship is divided into these kinds, it may be said that 
while bad people will be friends from motives of pleasure or 
utility and will so far resemble the good, the good will be 
friends from love of the persons themselves, i.e. from love 
of their goodness. While the good then are friends in an ab¬ 
solute sense, the others are friends only accidentally, and be¬ 
cause of their resemblance to the good. 

As in the case of the virtues it is sometimes a moral state, 
and at other times an activity, which entitles people to be 
described as good, so is it also in the case of friendship or 
love. For people who are living together delight in each 
other’s society and do each other good. But people who are 
asleep or who are separated by long distances, although they 
are not active, are in a state which disposes them to activity; 
for distances do not destroy friendship absolutely, they only 
destroy its active exercise. Still if the absence be prolonged, 
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it is supposed to work oblivion of the friendship itself; 
whence the saying 

“Many a friendship is dissolved by lack of converse.” 

It does not appear that either old people or austere peo¬ 
ple form friendships readily. There is little in them that can 
give pleasure, and nobody can spend all his days in the com¬ 
pany of what is painful or not pleasant; for it appears that 
there is nothing which nature avoids so much as what is pain¬ 
ful or desires so much as what is pleasant. 

If people tolerate one another, but do not live toegther, 
they are more like well-wishers than friends; for there is 
nothing so characteristic of friendship as living together. 
People who are in want of assistance long to spend their lives 
in company, nay, fortunate people themselves long to spend 
their days in company; for they of all people are the least 
suited to a solitary life. But it is impossible for people to 
live together always, unless they are pleasant to one another, 
and have the same pleasures; and this, it seems, is the char¬ 
acteristic of social intercourse. 

CHAPTER VII 

Affection (<Pi\tj<tls) and friendship or love (<t>i\ia)—Friendship or 
love of the good—Friendship of pleasure—Friendship of 
utility. 

It is the friendship of the good which is friendship in the tru¬ 
est sense, as has been said several times. For it seems that, 
while that which is good or pleasant in an absolute sense is 
an object of love and desire, that which is good or pleasant 
to each individual is an object of love or desire to him; but 
the love or desire of one good man for another depends upon 
such goodness and pleasantness as are at once absolute and 
relative to the good. 

Affection resembles an emotion but friendship resembles a 
moral state. For while affection may be felt for inanimate as 
much as for animate things, the love of friends for one an¬ 
other implies moral purpose, and such purpose is the outcome 
of a moral state. 

Again, we wish the good of those whom we love for their 
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own sake, and the wish is governed not by emotion but by 
the moral state. In loving our friend too, we love what is good 
for ourselves; as when a good man becomes a friend, he be¬ 
comes a blessing to his friend. Accordingly each of two 
friends loves what is good for himself, and returns as much 
as he receives in good wishes and in pleasure; for, as the 
proverb says, equality is friendship. 

These conditions then are best realized in the friendship or 
love of the good. Among austere and elderly people friend¬ 
ship arises less easily, as they are more peevish and less fond 
of society; for it is social intercouse which seems to be the 
principal element and cause of friendship. Thus it is that 
the young form friendships quickly, but old people do not, 
as they do not make friends with any body who is not de¬ 
lightful to them, nor do austere people. Such people, it is 
true, wish each other well; they desire each other’s good, 
and render each other services; but they are not really 
friends, as they do not satisfy the principal condition of 
friendship by living together and delighting in each other’s 
society. 

It is as impossible to be friends with a number of people 
in the perfect sense of friendship, as it is to be in love with a 
number of people at the same time; for perfect friendship is 
in some sense an excess, and such excess of feeling is natural 
towards an individual, but it is not easy for a number of peo¬ 
ple to give intense pleasure to the same person at the same 
time, or, I may say, to be good at all. Friendship too implies 
experience and familiarity, which are very difficult. But it is 
possible to find a number of people who are pleasant, as af¬ 
fording profit or pleasure; for people of this kind are numer¬ 
ous and their services do not occupy much time. 

Among such people the friendship which is based upon 
pleasure more nearly resembles true friendship, when each 
party renders the same services to the other, and they are 
delighted with each other or with the same things, as e.g. in 
the friendships of the young; for a liberal spirit is especially 
characteristic of these friendships. 

The friendship which rests upon utility is commercial in 
its character. Fortunate people do not want what is useful 
but what is pleasant. They want people to live with; and 
although for a short time they may bear pain, nobody would 
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endure it continuously; nobody would endure the good itself 
continuously, if it were painful to him. Hence it is that they 
require their friends to be pleasant. They ought perhaps to 
require them also to be good, and not only so, but good in 
relation to themselves; for then they will have all the quali¬ 
ties which friends ought to have. 

It appears that people in positions of authority make a dis¬ 
tinction between their friends. Some are useful to them, and 
others are pleasant, but the same people are not in general 
both useful and pleasant. For they do not look for friends 
who are virtuous as well as pleasant, or who will help them 
to attain noble ends; they look partly for amusing people 
when they want to be pleased, and partly for people who are 
clever at executing their commands, and these qualities are 
hardly ever united in the same person. 

It has been stated that a virtuous man is at once pleasant 
and useful; but such a man does not become the friend of one 
who is superior to him, unless he is himself superior to that 
person in virtue. Otherwise there is no such equality as oc¬ 
curs when his superiority in virtue is proportionate to his in¬ 
feriority in some other respect. Friendships of this kind how¬ 
ever are exceedingly rare. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Different kinds of friendship or love—Friendships of equality— 
Friendships of exchange—Friendships of superiority and in¬ 
feriority. 

The friendships which have been described are based upon 
equality; for the services and sentiments of the two friends 
to one another are the same, or they exchange one thing for 
another, e.g. pleasure for profit. It has been already stated 
that friendships depending on exchange are less true and 
less permanent than others. As being at once similar and dis¬ 
similar to the same thing, such friendships may be said both 
to be and not to be friendships. They look like friendships 
in respect of similarity to the friendship which depends 
upon virtue; for the one possesses pleasure, the other utility, 
and these are characteristics of virtuous friendships as well. 
But as virtuous friendship is undisturbed by calumnies, and 
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is permanent, while these are quickly changed, and as there 
are many other differences between them, it seems that their 
dissimilarity to virtuous friendship makes them look as if 
they were not friendships at all. 

There is another kind of friendship or love depending upon 
superiority, e.g. the friendship or love of a father for a son, 
or of any elder person for a younger, or of a husband for a 
wife, or of a ruler for a subject. These friendships are of dif¬ 
ferent sorts; for the friendship or love of parents for chil¬ 
dren is not the same as that of rulers for subjects, nor indeed 
is the friendship or love of a father for a son the same as 
that of a son for a father, nor that of a husband for his wife 
the same as that of a wife for her husband. For in each of 
these there is a different virtue and a different function, and 
there are different motives; hence the affections and friend¬ 
ships are also different. It follows that the services rendered 
by each party to the other in these friendships are not the 
same, nor is it right to expect that they should be the same; 
but when children render to parents what is due to the authors 
of their being, and parents to children what is due to them, 
then such friendships are permanent and virtuous. 

In all such friendships as depend upon the principle of 
superiority, the affection should be proportionate to the 
superiority; i.e. the better or the more useful party, or who¬ 
ever may be the superior, should receive more affection than 
he gives; for it is when the affection is proportionate to the 
merit that a sort of equality is established, and this equality 
seems to be a condition of friendship. 

CHAPTER IX 

Equality in justice and in friendship or love. 

But it is apparently not the same with equality in justice as 
with equality in friendship. In justice it is proportionate 
equality which is the first consideration, and quantitative 
equality which is the second, but in friendship quantitative 
equality is first and proportionate second. This is clearly seen 
to be the case, if there be a wide distinction between two per¬ 
sons in respect of virtue, vice, affluence, or anything else. 
For persons so widely different cease to be friends; they do 
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not even affect to be friends. But it is nowhere so conspicu¬ 
ous as in the case of the Gods; for the Gods enjoy the great¬ 
est superiority in all good things. It is clear too in the case of 
kings; for people who are greatly inferior to them do not ex¬ 
pect to be their friends. Nor again do worthless people expect 
to be the friends of the best or wisest of mankind. No doubt 
in such cases it is impossible to define exactly the point up to 
which friendship may be carried; it may suffer many deduc¬ 
tions and yet continue, but where there is a great distinction, 
as between God and man, it ceases to be. 

This is a fact which has given rise to the question whether 
it is true that friends do really wish the greatest good of 
their friends, e.g. whether they wish them to be Gods; for 
then they will lose them as friends, and will therefore lose 
what are goods, as friends are goods. 

That being so, if it has been rightly said that a friend 
wishes his friend’s good for the friend’s sake, it will be nec¬ 
essary that the friend should remain such as he is. He will 
wish his friend the greatest good as a man. And yet perhaps 
he will not wish him every good, as every one wishes good in 
the highest sense to himself. 

It seems that ambition makes most people wish to be loved 
rather than to love others. That is the reason why most peo¬ 
ple are fond of flatterers; for a flatterer is an inferior friend, 
or pretends to be so, and to give more love than he receives. 
But to be loved seems to approximate to being honoured, 
and honour is a general object of desire. Not that people, as 
it appears, desire honour for its own sake, they desire it only 
accidentally; for it is hope which causes most people to de¬ 
light in the honours paid them by persons of high position, 
as they think they will obtain from them whatever they may 
want, and therefore delight in honour as a symbol of pros¬ 
perity in the future. But they who aspire to gain honour from 
persons of high character and wide information are eager to 
confirm their own opinion of themselves; they delight there¬ 
fore in a sense of their own goodness, having confidence in 
the judgment so expressed upon it. But people delight in be¬ 
ing loved for their own sake. Hence it would seem to follow 
that it is better to be loved than to be honoured, and the 
friendship or love is desirable in itself. 
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CHAPTER X 

Loving rather than being loved essential to friendship. 

But friendship seems to consist rather in loving than in be¬ 
ing loved. It may be seen to be so by the delight which 
mothers have in loving; for mothers sometimes give their 
own children to be brought up by others, and although they 
know them and love them, do not look for love in return, if 
it be impossible both to love and to be loved, but are content, 
as it seems, to see their children doing well, and to give them 
their love, even if the children in their ignorance do not 
render them any such service as is a mother’s due. 

As friendship consists in loving rather than in being loved, 
and people who are fond of their friends receive praise, it is 
in some sense a virtue of friends to love; hence where love is 
found in due proportion, people are permanent friends, and 
their friendship is permanent. 

It is in this way that, even where people are unequal, they 
may be friends, as they will be equalized. But equality and 
similarity constitute friendship, especially the similarity of 
the virtuous; for the virtuous, being exempt from change in 
themselves, remain unchanged also in relation to one another, 
and neither ask others to do wrong nor do wrong themselves 
to please others. It may even be said that they prevent it; for 
good people neither do wrong themselves nor allow their 
friends to do it. 

But there is no stability in vicious friends; for they do not 
remain like themselves, and if they become friends it is only 
for a short time, and from the gratification which they feel 
in each other’s vice. 

But if people are useful and pleasant to each other, they 
remain friends for a longer time, i.e. they remain friends so 
long as they afford each other pleasure or assistance. 

The friendship which is based upon utility seems more 
than any other to be an union of opposites. It is e.g. such 
friendship as arises between a poor man and a rich man, or 
between an ignorant man and a well informed man; for if a 
man happens to be in want of something, his desire to get it 
makes him give something else in exchange. We may per- 
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haps include a lover and his beloved, or a beautiful man and 
an ugly man, in this class of friends. It is thus that lovers 
sometimes make themselves look ridiculous by expecting to 
be loved as much as they love others. Such an expectation 
would perhaps be reasonable if they were equally lovable; 
but if there is nothing lovable about them, it is ridiculous. 
It is true, I think, that one opposite does not desire another 
in itself, but desires it only accidentally. What it really longs 
for is the mean, as the mean is a good. Thus it is good for 
what is dry not to become wet, but to arrive at the mean 
state, and similarly for what is hot, and so on. 

But we may dismiss these questions as being more or less 
foreign to our present purpose. 

CHAPTER XI 

Friendship or love and justice—Political association—Different 
friendships corresponding to different associations. 

It appears, as has been said at the outset, that friendship and 
justice have the same occasions and the same sphere; for 
every association seems to involve justice of some kind, and 
friendship as well. At all events we address our fellow-sailors 
and fellow-soldiers, and similarly the members of any other 
association to which we belong, as friends. The friendship too 
is coextensive with the association, for so also is the justice. 
The proverbial saying, “Friends’ goods are common goods” 
is right, as friendship depends upon association. 

Brothers and comrades have all things in common. Other 
people have certain definite things in common, some more, 
some fewer; for some friendships go further than others. 
Justice too is of different kinds; it is not the same in the re¬ 
lation of parents to children as in that of brothers to each 
other, or in that of comrades and fellow citizens to each 
other, and similarly in other friendships. Injustice too as¬ 
sumes various forms in relation to these several classes. It 
is aggravating, if the friends whom it affects are nearer to 
each other. Thus it is a more dreadful thing to defraud a 
comrade of money than defraud a fellow citizen, or to re¬ 
fuse help to a brother than to a stranger, or to assault a father 
than any body else. 

Justice itself too naturally grows as friendship grows; for 
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they have the same sphere and are equally extensive. 
All associations are, as it were, parts of the political asso¬ 

ciation; for when people take a journey together, it is from 
motives of interest and for the sake of gaining something that 
their life requires. It seems too that interest was the motive 
with which the political association was originally formed, 
and with which it is continued; for this is the goal which leg¬ 
islators have in view, and they describe the interest of the 
community as just. 

Now all other associations aim at some particular interest 
or success. Thus sailors aim at a successful voyage in the 
hope of making money or something of the kind, fellow- 
soldiers in an army at a successful campaign, whether it be 
spoil or victory or the capture of a city that is their aim, and 
it is much the same with members of a tribe or township. It 
seems too that some associations are formed on a basis of 
pleasure, as when people associate for a fete or a picnic; for 
there the object is sacrifice and good fellowship. But these 
are all, as it were, subordinate to the political association; 
for the aim of the political association is the interest not of 
the moment but of all a life-time, in the sacrifices which peo¬ 
ple make and the meetings which they hold in connexion 
with the sacrifices, in the honours which they pay to the 
gods, and the pleasure and relaxation which they provide 
for themselves. For it appears that the ancient sacrifices and 
meetings take place after the ingathering of the fruits of the 
earth, e.g. the festival of the first-fruits, these having been 
the seasons of the greatest leisure. 

It appears then that all these associations are parts of the 
political association, and the proper friendships will corres¬ 
pond to the associations. 

CHAPTER XII 

Three kinds of polity—Kingship—Tyranny—Transformation of 
polities—Kingship and tyranny—Aristocracy and oligarchy 
—Timocracy and democracy—Domestic associations—(1) 
Father and children—(2) Master and slave—(3) Husband 
and wife—(4) Brothers and sisters. 

There are three kinds of polity and an equal number of 
perversions, or in other words corruptions, of these three 
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kinds. The polities are kingship, aristocracy, and a third de¬ 
pending upon a property qualification, which it seems proper 
to describe as timocratic, but it is usually designated as a 
polity in the limited sense. Of these, kingship is the best and 
timocracy the worst. 

The perversion of kingship is tyranny, both being mon¬ 
archies although they are widely different, as the tyrant con¬ 
siders his own interest, and the king the interest of his sub¬ 
jects; for a king is not a king unless he is self-sufficient and 
superior to his subjects in all that is good; but if he is such, 
there is nothing more that he needs. Hence he will consider 
not his own interest but the interest of his subjects; for if he 
were not a king after this fashion, he would be a sort of king 
of the ballot. 

Tyranny is the opposite of kingship, as it pursues the good 
of the tyrant himself. It is clear that kingship is the best 
form of polity; but it is still clearer that tyranny is the worst. 
The opposite of the best is always worst. 

A polity changes from kingship to tyranny; for tyranny 
is a vicious form of monarchy. Accordingly the vicious king 
becomes a tyrant. 

An aristocracy is converted into an oligarchy through the 
fault of the ruling class who make an unfair distribution of 
political honours, who reserve all or nearly all the good 
things for themselves, and who keep the offices of state con¬ 
tinually in the same hands, from the inordinate value that 
they set upon wealth. The result is that it is only a few peo¬ 
ple who hold office, and they are not the most virtuous, but 
wicked people. 

A timocracy is converted into a democracy; for they bor¬ 
der closely upon each other, as timocracy professes to have a 
democratic character, and all who possess the requisite prop¬ 
erty qualification are equals in a timocracy. 

Of the perversions democracy is the least vicious, as it de¬ 
parts but slightly from the character of the polity. 

These are the ways in which polities are most easily trans¬ 
ferred ; for these are the least violent transformations. 

It is possible to discover models, and so to say patterns, of 
these constitutions in households. For the association of a 
father with his sons takes the form of a kingship, as a father 
cares for his children. It is this care which makes Homer 
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speak of Zeus as “father;” for kingship purports to be a 
parental rule. But in Persia the rule of the father is tyran¬ 
nical; for there parents treat their sons as slaves. The associa¬ 
tion of master and slave is also tyrannical, as it is the mas¬ 
ter’s interest which is realized in it. Now the rule of a slave- 
master seems to be a right1 form of tyranny, but the rule of 
a father in Persia seems to be a perverted form, as different 
people require to be ruled in different ways. 

The association of husband and wife seems to be aristo- 
cratical; for the husband’s rule depends upon merit, and is 
confined to its proper sphere. He assigns to the wife all that 
suitably belongs to her. If the husband is lord of everything, 
he changes the association to an oligarchy; for then he acts 
unfairly, and not in virtue of his superior merit. 

Sometimes again the wife rules, as being an heiress. Such 
rule is not based upon merit, but depends upon wealth or 
power as in oligarchies. 

The association of brothers resembles a timocracy; for 
they are equals except so far as they differ in years; hence if 
the difference of years is very great, the friendship ceases to 
be fraternal. 

A democracy is chiefly found in such households as have 
no master, where everybody is equal to everybody else, or 
where the head of the house is weak, and everybody can do 
as he chooses. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Friendships proper to particular polities. 

Now it appears that there is a friendship or love which is 
proper to each of these several polities in the same degree as 
there is a justice proper to each. 

The friendship or love of a king to his subjects takes the 
form of superiority in benefaction. He treats his subjects 
well, as being good, and as caring for their welfare, like a 
shepherd for the welfare of his flock, whence Homer called 
Agamemnon “shepherd of the folk.” 

The love of a father for his child is similar in character, 

1 Aristotle believes in a natural class of slaves. 
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although it differs in the magnitude of the benefactions; for 
a father is the author of the child’s existence, which seems to 
be the greatest of all benefactions, as well as of his nurture 
and education. These benefactions are ascribed also to an¬ 
cestors, and it is Nature’s law that a father should rule his 
sons, and ancestors their descendants, and a king his subjects. 

These friendships imply superiority; hence parents are not 
only loved but honoured, as being superiors. Justice therefore 
in these cases implies not identical but proportionate treat¬ 
ment; for so too does friendship. 

The friendship or love of husband and wife is the same as 
exists in an aristocracy; for it depends upon virtue. The bet¬ 
ter party gets the greater good, and each gets what befits him 
or her, but this is equally the rule of justice. 

The friendship of brothers is like the friendship of com¬ 
rades; for they are equals and are persons of the same age, 
and when this is the case, people are generally alike in their 
feelings and characters. We may compare with this the 
friendship or love which is characteristic of a timocracy; for 
in a timocracy the citizens profess to be equal and virtuous; 
hence they hold office in turn and upon a principle of equal¬ 
ity, and accordingly their friendship follows the same law. 

But in the perverted forms of polity justice does not go far, 
neither does friendship, and nowhere is its range so limited 
as in the worst of them. Friendship does not exist, or hardly 
exists, in a tyranny; for where there is nothing in common 
between ruler and subject, there cannot be friendship be¬ 
tween them, as there cannot be justice either. The relation is 
like that of an artisan to a tool, or of soul to body, or of 
master to servant; for although all these are benefited by the 
people who use them, there is no possibility of friendship or 
justice in the relation in which we stand to inanimate things 
nor indeed in our relation to a horse or an ox or to a slave qua 
slave. For there is nothing in common between a master and 
his slave; the slave is an animate instrument, and the instru¬ 
ment an inanimate slave. It is impossible therefore to be 
friends with a slave qua slave, but not with a slave qua man, 
for there would seem to be a possibility of justice between 
every man and any one who is capable of participation in 
law and covenant, and therefore in friendship, in so far as 
he is man. 
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Friendships therefore and justice exist only to a slight 
extent in tyrannies and have only a narrow range. Their 
range is widest in democracies, as it is when people are equals 
that they have most in common. 

chapter xrv 

Association essential to friendship or love—Special friendship or 
love of kinsmen and comrades—Parental and filial love— 
Fraternal love—Love of husband and wife. 

All friendship then, as has been said, implies association. 
Still it is proper to distinguish the friendship of kinsmen and 
comrades from other friendships. The friendships of fel¬ 
low-citizens, fellow-tribesmen, fellow-sailors and the like, 
have a greater resemblance to friendships of association, as 
they appear to be based on a sort of compact. We may rank 
the friendship of hospitality with these. 

The friendship of kinsmen too appears to be of various 
kinds, but to depend altogether upon the friendship or love 
of a parent for his child; for parents feel affection for their 
children as being a part of themselves, and children for their 
parents as the source of their being. But parents know their 
offspring better than the children know that they are sprung 
from them, and the author of another’s being is more closely 
united to his offspring than the offspring to the parent; for 
that which proceeds from a person belongs to that from 
which it proceeds, as a tooth or a hair or anything to its pos¬ 
sessor; but that from which a thing proceeds does not be¬ 
long to that which proceeds from it, or does not belong to it 
in the same degree. There is a difference too in respect of 
time; for parents love their children as soon as they are born, 
but children do not love their parents until they are ad¬ 
vanced in years and have gained intelligence or sense. It is 
evident from these considerations why mothers love their 
children more than fathers. 

Parents then love children as themselves; for their off¬ 
spring are like second selves—second, only in the sense of 
being separated—and children love parents, as being born 
of them, and brothers one another, as being born of the same 
parents. For the identity of the children with their parents 
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constitutes an identity between the children themselves. 
Hence we use such phrases as “the same blood” “the same 
stock” and so on, in speaking of brothers and sisters. They 
are therefore in a sense the same, although they are separate 
beings. It is a great help to friendship for people to have 
been brought up together, and to be of the same age; for 
“two of the same age agree,” as the proverb says, and in¬ 
timate friends become comrades; hence the friendship of 
brothers comes to resemble the friendship of comrades. 

But cousins and all other kinsmen have the same bond of 
union to each other, as springing from the same source; they 
are more or less closely united according as their first an¬ 
cestor is near or remote. 

The friendship or love of children for parents, and of men 
for the Gods, may be said to be love for what is good and 
higher than themselves; for parents are the authors of the 
greatest benefit to children, as to them children owe their ex¬ 
istence and nurture and education from the day of their 
birth. 

There is more pleasure and utility in such a friendship 
than in the friendship of strangers, as their life has more in 
common. 

The characteristics of friendship among brothers are the 
same as among comrades; they are intensified when the 
brothers are virtuous, but they exist always in consequence 
of their likeness, inasmuch as brothers are more nearly re¬ 
lated to each other than comrades and naturally love one 
another from birth, and as there is a greater similarity of 
character among people who are children of the same parents 
and are brought up together, and receive a similar educa¬ 
tion, nor is there any test so strong and sure as that of time. 

The elements of love among other kinsmen are propor¬ 
tionate to the nearness of their kinship. 

But the love of husband and wife seems to be a natural 
law, as man is naturally more inclined to contract marriage 
than to constitute a state, inasmuch as a house is prior to a 
state, and more necessary than a state, and the procreation 
of children is the more universal function of animals. 

In the case of other animals this is the limit of their asso¬ 
ciation; but men unite not only for the procreation of chil¬ 
dren but for the purposes of life. As soon as a man and 
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a woman unite, a distribution of functions takes place. Some 
are proper to the husband and others to the wife; hence they 
supply one another’s needs, each contributing his special gifts 
to the common stock. It is thus that utility and pleasure 
seem alike to be found in this friendship; but its basis will 
be virtue too, if the husband and wife are virtuous, as each 
of them has his or her proper virtue, and they will both de¬ 
light in what is virtuous. 

It seems too that children are a bond of union between 
them; hence such marriages as are childless are more easily 
dissolved, as children are the common blessing of both par¬ 
ents, and such community of interest is the bond of union 
between them. 

To ask how husband and wife and friends in general 
should live together, is, it appears, nothing else than to ask 
how it is just for them to live; for justice is clearly not the 
same thing between one friend and another as towards a 
stranger or a comrade or a fellow-traveller. 

chapter xv 

Different kinds of friendship or love—Complaints and bickerings 
as disturbing friendship—Moral and legal friendship—Re¬ 
quital of benefactions. 

There are three kinds of friendship, as has been said at the 
outset, and in each of them the friendship may be constituted 
upon terms either of equality or of superiority and inferi¬ 
ority; for people who are equals in goodness may become 
friends, or a better person may become the friend of a worse, 
and it is the same with pleasant people, and with people 
whose friendship rests upon utility, as their services may be 
either equal or different. It is proper then that those who are 
equals should show themselves equal by an equality of love 
and of everything else, and those who are unequal by such a 
feeling to others as is proportionate to the superiority of 
each. 

Complaints and bickerings occur either exclusively or most 
frequently in a friendship which depends upon utility, and 
it is reasonable that this should be so. For where the basis of 
friendship is virtue, friends are eager to do good to one an- 
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other as a mark of virtue and friendship. Where their rivalry 
takes this form, there is no room for accusations or bicker¬ 
ings; for nobody takes it ill that a person loves him and treats 
him well; on the contrary, if he is a man of good feeling, he 
requites a kindness. Nor will the superior person find fault 
with his friend, as he obtains his desire; for in such a friend¬ 
ship each of the friends desires the other’s good. 

Again, such quarrelling hardly ever arises in a friendship 
of which pleasure is the motive; for both parties get what 
they long for, if it is their great pleasure to live together. But 
one of them would make himself ridiculous if he were to com¬ 
plain of the other for not giving him pleasure, when he 
might leave off living in his company. 

It is such friendship as is based upon utility that gives rise 
to complaints; for as the parties in their dealings with each 
other have an eye to profit, each of them always wants the 
larger share, and imagines himself to possess less than is his 
due, and complains of not obtaining all that he requires and 
deserves, when it is impossible for the benefactor to supply 
all that the recipient of the benefaction requires. 

It seems that, as justice is twofold, being partly unwritten 
and partly embodied in law, the friendship which depends 
upon utility is either moral or legal, i. e. is based either upon 
character or upon convention. Complaints then occur most 
frequently, if the terms of friendship are not the same when 
it is dissolved as when it is formed. By legal friendship I 
mean such as is formed on stated conditions, whether it be 
absolutely commercial, demanding cash payments, or more 
liberal in respect of time but still requiring a certain cove¬ 
nanted quid pro quo. In this friendship the debt is clear and 
indisputable, but the delay of which it admits is an element 
of friendliness. Accordingly some states do not recognise ac¬ 
tions for debt. It is held that, if people have made a contract 
which presupposes good faith on both sides, they must take 
the consequences of making it. Moral friendship, on the other 
hand, has no stated conditions. If a gift or any other favour 
is bestowed upon a person, it is bestowed upon him as a 
friend; but the giver expects to receive as much or more in 
return, regarding it not as a gift but as a loan. If he does not 
come out of the contract as well off as he was when he en¬ 
tered into it, he will complain. The reason of his complaint is 
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that, although all people, or nearly all people, wish what is 
noble, they choose what is profitable, and it is noble to do 
good without expecting a return, but it is profitable to re¬ 
ceive a benefaction. 

If a man has the power, it is his duty to return the full 
value of the services rendered to him, and to return it vol¬ 
untarily; for it is wrong to make a person a friend against 
his will. If the will is lacking, then we must suppose that we 
made a mistake in the first instance, and were the recipients 
of a benefaction from the wrong person i. e. not from a friend 
or some one who meant to confer it; we must therefore dis¬ 
solve the friendship, as if the service had been done us on cer¬ 
tain stated terms of repayment. In stipulating to make the 
payment we must assume that it will be in our power to make 
it; for if it is not, the giver himself would not have expected 
to be repaid. We must pay therefore, if we have the power, 
but not otherwise. But it is our duty to consider in the first 
instance who it is that is benefited and what are the terms of 
the benefaction, that so we may agree to accept it or not. 

It may be questioned whether the return is to be measured 
by the benefit conferred upon the recipient, and should be 
made proportionate to it, or should be measured by the ben¬ 
evolent intention of the benefactor. For the recipients of a 
benefaction often adopt a depreciatory tone, pretending to 
have received from their benefactors services which did not 
cost the benefactors much, or which might have been done 
them by others. The benefactors, on the contrary, urge that 
the services were the greatest which it was in their power to 
render and such as could not have been rendered by others, 
and that they were rendered at a time of peril or some such 
urgent need. 

If then the basis of the friendship be utility, it would seem 
that the benefit done to the recipient is the true measure of 
repayment; for it is the recipient who asks for the boon, and 
the benefactor assists him in the hope of receiving an equiv¬ 
alent. The service done then has been commensurate with 
the benefaction received; hence it is the duty of the reci¬ 
pient to repay the amount of his advance or even more, as 
this is the nobler course. 

But in such friendships as depend on virtue there is no 
room for complaints; it is the moral purpose of the bene- 
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factor which is, as it were, the measure of repayment, for it 
is the moral purpose which determines virtue or character. 

CHAPTER XVI 

Unequal friendships. 

Differences occur also in the friendships in which one 
party is superior to the other, for in such friendships each 
party claims a larger share, and when he gets it, the friend¬ 
ship is dissolved. The better of the two friends thinks a 
larger share is his due, as a larger share is a due of the good. 
So too does the more helpful, as it is admitted that, if a per¬ 
son is useless, he ought not to have so much as one who is of 
use. The friendship (he says) ceases to be friendship and be¬ 
comes mere public service, if the proceeds of the friendship 
are not proportionate to the works of the friends; for people 
suppose, that as in a commercial association the larger con¬ 
tributors are the larger recipients, so it ought to be in friend¬ 
ship. 

The needy or inferior person takes an opposite view. He 
argues that it is the part of a good friend to assist the needy; 
for what (he says) is the good of being the friend of a virtu¬ 
ous or powerful person, if one is to derive no benefit from it? 

It would seem that each is justified in his claim, and that 
each ought to receive a larger share as the result of the friend¬ 
ship, but not a larger share of the same things. The superior 
person ought to receive a larger share of honour, and the 
needy person a larger share of profit, as honour is the re¬ 
ward of virtue and beneficence, and money is the means of re¬ 
lieving distress. 

It appears that the same law holds good in politics. No 
honour is paid to the person who renders no service to the 
state; for that which the state has to give is commonly given 
to the benefactor of the state, and honour is that which the 
state has to give. For it is impossible for a person at one and 
the same time to make money out of the community, and to 
receive honour from it, as nobody will submit to inferiority in 
all respects. We pay honour then to one who suffers pecuni¬ 
ary loss by holding office, and we give money to one who is 
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eager for a salary; for it is the principle of proportion which 
effects equality and preserves friendship, as has been said. 

This then is the true principle of association among un¬ 
equals. If a person is benefited by another in purse or char¬ 
acter, he must repay him in honour, as this is the repayment 
which it is in his power to make. For friendship looks for 
what is possible, not for what is proportionate or due to the 
merit of the friend; for there are cases where a due return is 
out of the question, as in the honours paid to the Gods and 
to parents. In such cases while nobody could ever make a due 
return, a person is considered to be virtuous, if he pays such 
regard as lies within his power. Hence it may be held that a 
son has no right to disown his father, although a father may 
disown his son; for the son is a debtor, and must repay his 
debt, and as, whatever he does, it is not adequate to his ob¬ 
ligation, he is a perpetual debtor. But the creditor may dis¬ 
miss his debtor, and if so, then a father may dismiss his son. 
At the same time it seems, I think, that nobody would ever 
desert a son unless he were extraordinarily vicious; for apart 
from the natural affection of father and son, it is human na¬ 
ture not to reject such support as his son may afford him in 
old age. But the son, if he is vicious, will look upon the duty 
of assisting his father as one which he should avoid, or at all 
events not eagerly embrace; for the world in general wishes 
to receive benefits, but avoids the apparently unprofitable 
task of conferring them. 
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CHAPTER I 

Heterogeneous friendships—Cause of differences arising between 
friends—Value of a benefaction: how or by whom to be 
settled. 

This may be regarded as a sufficient discussion of these ques¬ 
tions. But in all heterogeneous 1 friendships it is the principle 
of proportion, as has been said, which equalizes and pre¬ 
serves the friendship. It is so in the political friendship or 
association, where a cobbler gets due value in exchange for 
his shoe, and so does the weaver and any other tradesman. 
In this case a common measure has been provided by the cur¬ 
rency to which everything is referred, and by which every¬ 
thing is measured. But in the friendship of love it happens 
that the lover sometimes complains that, when he is passion¬ 
ately in love, his love is not returned, although it may be 
there is nothing lovable in him, or that the object of love 
complains, as often happens, that his lover was once lavish in 
his promises and now does not perform any of them. 

Such cases occur because pleasure is the motive of the af¬ 
fection which the lover feels for the object of his love, and 
utility the motive of the affection which the other feels for 
his lover, and they do not both realize their desires. For 
when these are the motives of friendship, it is dissolved as 
soon as the expectations which induced the love are disap¬ 
pointed; for it was not the persons themselves, but their 
possessions, that inspired the affection, and, as the posses¬ 
sions are not permanent, neither are the friendships. But a 
friendship which is a friendship of character exists per se, and 
is permanent, as has been said. 

*By “heterogeneous friendships,” as the context shows, Aristotle 
means such friendships as that of a lover and his beloved, in which 
the parties, although they seek some pleasure or profit each from the 
other, do not seek the same pleasure or profit. 
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Again, differences arise between friends when one gets 
from the other something that is not what he desires; for it is 
like getting nothing at all, when a person does not get what 
he wants. For instance, there was once a person who promised 
a present to a harpist, and promised that the better he 
played, the larger should be his reward; but next day when 
the harpist asked him to fulfil his promises, he said he had 
given him one pleasure 1 in payment for another. Now if this 
were what both wished for, it would be satisfactory; but if 
the one wished for pleasure and the other for gain, and if the 
one has his wish and the other has not, the agreement be¬ 
tween them will not be rightly carried out; for it is what a 
person happens to want that he sets his heart upon, and to 
get this, but nothing else, will he give the price. 

But it may be asked, Who is the proper person to settle 
the value of a benefaction? Is it he who was in the first in¬ 
stance the author, or he who was in the first instance the re¬ 
cipient of the benefaction? It seems as if the author leaves it 
to the recipient to settle the value. This, they say, was the 
practice of Protagoras, who, whenever he taught any subject, 
would tell his pupils to estimate the value of the knowledge 
in their own eyes, and would take just so much payment and 
no more. 

In such cases some people like the principle of “a stated 
wage”; but if a person first takes his fee, and then does not 
fulfil any of his promises, because he has promised a great 
deal more than he can perform, it is reasonable to censure 
him for not carrying out his professions. The practice of tak¬ 
ing payment in advance is probably forced upon the sophists, 
as otherwise nobody would pay them a fee for the knowledge 
which they impart. Such people then lie open to reasonable 
censure, if they do not do the work for which they receive 
payment. But it may happen that there is no distinct agree¬ 
ment as to the service rendered. Suppose A confers a bene¬ 
faction upon B for B’s own sake, then A, as has been said, is 
not open to censure, as this is the character of a virtuous 
friendship. The return made must be such as corresponds to 
the moral purpose of the benefactor, as it is the moral pur- 

*The pleasure which the harpist had received must be the pleasure 
of anticipating payment. 
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pose which constitutes a friend, or constitutes virtue. It seems 
that the same principle would apply to people who have been 
engaged as master and pupil in philosophy. The value of phil¬ 
osophical teaching cannot be measured in money, nor can an 
equivalent price be found for it. We must, I think, be content 
if here, as in the worship of the Gods or the respect shown to 
parents, we make such return as is in our power. Suppose on 
the other hand the gift is not disinterested, but is made on 
the fixed condition of some return, it is, I think, right, if it 
be possible, that the return made should be such as in the 
eyes of both parties is proportionate to the value of the gift, 
or, if this is impossible, it would seem to be not only neces¬ 
sary but just that it should be fixed by the original recipient. 
For whatever was the amount of benefit which the recipient 
obtained, or the amount which he would have paid for the 
pleasure, the original benefactor, if he gets that amount in 
return, will have his due value from the recipient; for this is 
clearly what takes place in the market, and in some states 
there are laws prohibiting such actions as arise out of volun¬ 
tary contracts, on the ground that if a person has once 
trusted another he ought to conclude his contract with him in 
the same spirit in which he originally made it. The idea is 
that he who received credit has a better right to settle the 
value of the service done than he who gave it; for as a rule 
people who possess a thing do not set the same value on it 
as people who wish to acquire it, as we always look upon the 
things which we call our own and which we give away as be¬ 
ing exceedingly valuable. Nevertheless the amount of the ex¬ 
change must be regulated by the value which the recipient sets 
upon the gifts received. Still perhaps it ought not to be fixed 
at the value which he sets upon it when it is in his hands, but 
at the value which he sets upon it before he had it. 

CHAPTER 11 

Questions of casuistry relating to friendship—Different forms or 
degrees of respect appropriate to different persons—Duty of 
supporting and honouring parents. 

There are still certain questions which present a difficulty. 
For instance, Is the respect and obedience due to a father un- 
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limited? or ought a person, if he is ill, to obey a physician, 
and ought he to vote for the best soldier rather than jor his 
father as general? Similarly, ought he to serve a friend ra¬ 
ther than a virtuous man, and to repay a debt to a benefac¬ 
tor rather than make a present to a comrade, if he cannot do 
both? 

It is difficult perhaps to decide all such questions precisely, 
as the cases may vary indefinitely in importance or dignity or 
urgency. But it is evident at once that no one person can be 
entitled to unlimited respect. As a general rule, it is a duty to 
repay services which have been done to us rather than to 
confer favours on our comrades. We must behave as if we had 
incurred a debt, and must pay our creditors in preference to 
making a present to our comrade. But even this rule is pos¬ 
sibly open to exceptions. Suppose e. g. a person has been ran¬ 
somed from the hands of brigands; is it his duty to ransom 
his ransomer in turn, whoever he may be, or to repay him, 
even if he has not been taken prisoner, when he claims re¬ 
payment? or is it his duty rather to ransom his own father? 
It would seem that he ought rather to ransom his father. 

The general rule then, as has been said, is that the repay¬ 
ment of our debt is a duty, but that if the honour, or urgent 
need, of making a present outweighs it, we must decide in 
favour of making the present rather than of repaying the 
debt. For it sometimes happens that there is an actual un¬ 
fairness in requiting the original service, when A has done a 
service to B, knowing him to be virtuous, and B is called to 
repay A, whom he believes to be a rascal. For there are times 
when it is actually not right to do so much as lend money in 
return to one who has lent money to us. For it may happen 
that A lent money to By who is an honest man, expecting to 
get it back again, but that B knows A to be vicious, and 
therefore does not expect to get his money back. If then this 
be the true state of the case, the claim which A makes for a 
loan in return is not an equal or fair claim; or if this is not 
the true state of the case, but the parties think it to be so, his 
conduct could not be called unreasonable. 

We can only repeat then the remark, which has been made 
several times before, viz. that arguments relating to human 
emotions and human actions, admit of a neither greater nor 
less precision than the subjects with which they deal. 
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It is clear enough then that all people cannot rightly claim 
the same respect, nor can a father claim an unlimited respect, 
as Zeus himself does not receive unlimited sacrifices. But as 
the claims of parents, brothers, comrades, and benefactors 
are all different, it is our duty to render to each class of peo¬ 
ple such respect as is natural and appropriate to them. This 
is in fact the principle upon which we seem to act; for we 
invite our relations to a wedding, as they are concerned in 
the family, and therefore in all events of family interest, and 
we look upon relations for the same reason as having the best 
right to meet at funerals in the family. 

It would seem to be an especial duty to afford our parents 
the means of living, as we owe it to them, and as it is more 
honourable to afford this kind of support to the authors of 
our being than to ourselves. It is a duty too to pay honour 
to parents, as to the Gods, but not to pay it indiscriminately. 
The same honour is not due to a father as to a mother, nor 
again is the same honour due to them as to a philosopher or 
a general, but the honour of a father or a mother, as the case 
may be. Again, it is a duty to pay our elders such honour as 
is due to their age, by rising to greet them, or by giving them 
the place of honour at the table and so on. To our comrades 
and brothers on the other hand we should speak our mind 
frankly, and give them a share of everything that belongs to 
us. Again, in our relation to our kinsfolk, our fellow-tribes¬ 
men, our fellow-citizens, and all other people, we should do 
our best to render them their due, and to estimate their 
claims by considering the nearness of their connexion with 
us, and their character, or the services they have done us. It 
is comparatively easy to make such an estimate where people 
belong to the same class, but it is more troublesome where 
they belong to different classes. Still this is not a reason for 
giving up the attempt, we must make such a distinction as is 
possible. 

CHAPTER III 

Dissolution of friendship. 

Another question which presents a difficulty is whether we 
ought, or ought not, to dissolve friendships with people whose 
character is no longer what it once was. 
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It appears that, if the motive of the friendship was utility 
or pleasure, then when the utility or the pleasure comes to an 
end, there is nothing unreasonable in dissolving the friend¬ 
ship. For it was the utility or the pleasure that we loved, and 
when they have ceased to exist, it is only reasonable that our 
love should come to an end. But there would be ground for 
complaint, if a person, whose affection was due to utility or 
pleasure, pretended that it was due to character. For as we 
said at the outset, differences arise between friends most fre¬ 
quently when the actual reason of the friendship is not the 
same as they suppose it to be. 

Now if a person A deceives himself into imagining that it 
is his character which wins him jB’s affection, although there 
is nothing in B’s conduct which warrants such an idea, he has 
only himself to blame; but if he is imposed upon by B’s pre¬ 
tence, he has a right to complain of him as an impostor and 
to complain of him still more strongly than of a person who 
utters counterfeit coin, inasmuch as the felony affects what 
is more precious than a mere pecuniary interest. 

But there is this further question. If we admit a person to 
our friendship, believing him to be a good man, and he turns 
out and is seen to be a rascal, is it still our duty to love him? 
But love, it may be answered, is an impossibility, as it is not 
everything, but only the good that is lovable. A wicked per¬ 
son is not lovable, nor ought he to be loved; for it is not right 
for us to be lovers of the wicked, or to make ourselves like 
bad men; but it has been already said that like loves like. 

Is it right in such circumstances to dissolve a friendship at 
once? Perhaps not in all cases, but only where the vice is in¬ 
curable. If there is a possibility of reforming the friend who 
has gone wrong, it is a duty to help him in respect of his 
character even more than in respect of his property, inas¬ 
much as character is a better thing than property, and enters 
more closely into friendship. It would be admitted that, if a 
person dissolves a friendship in these circumstances, his ac¬ 
tion is not at all unreasonable. He was not a friend of the per¬ 
son as that person is now, and therefore if his friend has been 
metamorphosed, and it is impossible to restore him, he aban¬ 
dons the friendship. 

Again, suppose A retains his original character, and B be¬ 
comes more moral or vastly superior to A in virtue; is it right 
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for B to treat A as a friend? It is impossible, I think, for him 
to treat him so. The case becomes clearest, if there is a wide 
discrepancy between the two friends. It may happen so in 
the friendships of boyhood; for if one of two friends remains 
a boy in mind, and the other is a fully developed man, how 
can they be friends, if they do not sympathise with each 
other in their tastes or in their pleasures and pains? There 
will be no personal sympathy between them, and without 
sympathy it is impossible, as we saw, to be friends, as it is 
impossible for two people to live together. But this is a point 
which has been already discussed. 

Is it right then, when two friends cease to be sympathetic, 
for one to treat the other as not being in any sense more an 
alien than if he had never become a friend? The answer 
seems to be that we must not forget the old intimacy, but as 
we think it a duty to gratify friends rather than strangers, so 
we ought to show some consideration for old friends in virtue 
of the past friendship, provided that the dissolution of friend¬ 
ship is not due to some extraordinary vice. 

CHAPTER iv 

Love of friends an expansion of self-love—Self-love—Self-love 
impossible to the wicked. 

The origin of friendly relations to our friends and of the 
characteristic marks of friendship seems to lie in our rela¬ 
tion to ourselves. For a friend may be defined as one who 
wishes and does what is good, or what seems to be good, to 
another for the other’s sake, or who wishes the existence and 
life of his friend for the friend’s sake. This is the feeling of 
mothers towards their children, and of friends who have had 
a quarrel towards each other. Or again, a friend may be de¬ 
fined as one who lives with another and shares his desires, or 
as one who sympathises with another in his sorrows and joys, 
as is preeminently the case with mothers in relation to their 
children. But it is one or the other of these characteristics 
which constitutes the definition of friendship. They are all 
found in the relation of the virtuous man to himself, and in 
the relation of other men to themselves, in so far as they af¬ 
fect to be good. For it seems, as has been said, that virtue 
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and the virtuous man are the measure of everything; for the 
virtuous man is at unity with himself, and desires the same 
things with his whole heart. He therefore wishes what is good 
or what appears to be good for himself, and effects it, as a 
good man naturally carries out what is good, and he does so 
for his own sake, i. e. for the sake of the intellectual part of 
his nature, which seems to be in every man his true self. Also 
he wishes his own life and preservation, and especially the 
life and preservation of the part of himself by which he 
thinks. For existence is a good thing for the virtuous man, 
and everybody wishes what is good for himself; but nobody 
desires to lose his personality even on condition that nothing 
should be wanting to his new personality, although this con¬ 
dition is not inconceivable, as God even now possesses the 
supreme good; he desires it only on condition of being what¬ 
ever he now is, and it would seem that the thinking faculty 
is the man’s true self, or is more nearly his true self than any¬ 
thing else is. 

Such a person wishes to live with himself. It is pleasant for 
him to do so; for the memories of the past are pleasant, and 
he has good hopes, i. e. pleasant hopes, of the future. His 
mind too is full of speculations, he sympathises with himself 
preeminently in pain and pleasure; for the same things are 
pleasant or painful to him always, they do not vary, as he 
experiences, it may be said, few regrets. As then all these con¬ 
ditions are realized in the relation of a virtuous man to him¬ 
self and as he has the same relation to his friend as to himself 
(for his friend is a second self) it seems that friendship con¬ 
sists in one or other of these conditions, and that they in 
whom these conditions are realized are friends. 

Whether it is possible or not for a man to be a friend of 
himself is a question which may be left for the present. It 
would seem to be possible in so far as two or more of the 
specified conditions exist, and because the friendship of one 
man for another in its extreme form is comparable to the 
friendship or love of a man for himself. On the other hand 
it appears that these conditions exist in the majority of peo¬ 
ple, although they are bad people. Perhaps then we may con¬ 
clude that these conditions are found in such people only so 
far as they please themselves, and suppose themselves to be 
good. For if a person is utterly bad and impious, these con- 



204 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

ditions do not exist; they do not even appear to exist. But it 
may be said practically that they do not exist in any bad peo¬ 
ple; for such people are at variance with themselves, and 
while desiring one set of things, wish for something else. They 
are e. g. incontinent people; they choose, not what seems to 
themselves good, but what is pleasant, although it is in¬ 
jurious, or they are so cowardly and lazy that they abstain 
from doing what they think to be best for themselves, or 
they are people whose moral depravity has led them to com¬ 
mit terrible crimes, and they hate and shun life and put an 
end to themselves. 

Vicious people seek companions to spend their days with 
and try to escape from themselves; for when they are alone, 
there are many disagreeable things which they recall, and 
others which they anticipate, but when they are in the com¬ 
pany of other people, they forget them. There is nothing 
lovable in them, and therefore they have no feeling of love 
for themselves, nor do such people sympathise with them¬ 
selves in joy or sorrow; for their soul is divided against itself, 
one part being pained—so vicious is it—at abstaining from 
certain things, and the other part being pleased, one part 
pulling this way, and the other that way, as if they would 
tear the man asunder. Or if it is impossible to feel pain and 
pleasure simultaneously, it is not long at all events before 
the vicious man is pained at having been pleased and could 
have wished that he had not enjoyed such pleasures; for the 
wicked are full of regrets. 

It appears then that the wicked man has not a friendly dis¬ 
position even to himself, as there is nothing lovable in him, 
and it follows that if this condition is a condition of extreme 
misery, we must strain every nerve to avoid wickedness, and 
must make it our ambition to be virtuous; for then we shall 
stand in a friendly relation to ourselves, and shall become 
the friends of others. 

chapter v 

Goodwill and friendship—Goodwill and affection—Origin of good¬ 
will. 

Goodwill resembles friendship, but it is not the same thing; 
for goodwill, unlike friendship, may be directed towards peo- 
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pie who are unknown to us, and who do not know that we 
wish them well, as has been already said. 

Again, goodwill is not the same thing as affection; for it 
does not imply intensity of feeling or desire, which are con¬ 
comitants of affection. 

Again, while affection implies familiarity, the feeling of 
goodwill may arise in a moment, as e. g. when we feel good¬ 
will towards competitors in the games. We wish them well 
and we sympathise with them, but we should not think of 
giving them practical help; for as we said, goodwill arises in 
a moment, and it implies no more than a superficial regard. 

Goodwill then may be said to be the germ of friendship, as 
the pleasure which we feel in looking upon a person is the 
germ of love. Nobody falls in love, unless he has first felt de¬ 
light in the beauty of the person whom he loves; but it does 
not follow that one who feels delight in a person's beauty 
falls in love, unless he longs for him even in absence and de¬ 
sires his presence. So too it is impossible for people to be 
friends, unless they have come to feel goodwill to each other; 
but it does not follow that, if people wish each other well, 
they are friends; for we merely wish the good of those to 
whom we feel goodwill, we should not think of giving them 
practical help or of taking serious trouble in their behalf. It 
may be said then metaphorically that goodwill is unproduc¬ 
tive friendship, but by lapse of time and familiarity it may 
become friendship, although not such friendship as is based 
on utility or pleasure; for neither utility nor pleasure is a 
possible basis of goodwill. It is true that if A has received a 
benefaction from B, he renders his goodwill to B as a re¬ 
turn for the services done him, and it is only right for him to 
make such a return. But if A wishes to confer a benefaction 
on B in the hope of gaining some advantage by his help, it 
seems that he does not wish well to B, but rather to himself, 
as in fact he is not B’s friend, if his motive in courting him is 
the desire to get something out of him. On the whole how¬ 
ever it may be said that goodwill, when it arises, depends on 
some sort of virtue or goodness. It arises when we look on a 
person as noble or brave and so on, as we said in the case of 
competitors in the games. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Unanimity as a mark of friendship—Unanimity of a state. 

Unanimity too, appears to be a mark of friendship; but if 
so, unanimity is not mere unity of opinion, as this may exist 
among people even if they do not know one another. Nor do 
we speak of persons who are united in judgment on any sub¬ 
ject, e. g. on astronomy, as unanimous; for unanimity on 
these subjects is not a mark of friendship; but we speak of 
states as unanimous when they are united in judgment upon 
their interests, and have the same purposes and pursue a 
common policy. 

It is thus when people agree upon practical matters that 
they are said to be unanimous, especially when they agree 
upon such practical matters as are important and as are 
capable of belonging to both parties or to all. Thus a state 
is unanimous when all the citizens are in favour of making 
the offices of state elective, or of forming an alliance with the 
Lacedaemonians, or of electing Pittacus governor, Pittacus 
himself having been at the time willing to govern. 

But when each of two parties wishes to be governor like 
Eteocles and Polynices in the Phoenissae1, there is not un¬ 
animity but discord; for unanimity does not mean that both 
parties entertain the same view whatever it may be, but that 
they entertain the same view as to the way of carrying it out, 
as when the masses and the upper classes agree in desiring 
the government of the best citizens; for then they all gain 
their desire. 

Unanimity then appears to be political friendship, and in¬ 
deed it is often so described, as it touches the interests and 
concerns of life. Such unanimity can exist only among the 
virtuous; for they are unanimous both in themselves and in 
their relation to each other. They are anchored, as it were, 
immovably, as their wishes are permanent, and do not ebb 
and flow like the Euripus; the objects of their wishes are 
just and profitable, and they all agree in desiring these ob¬ 
jects. 

*The scene in the Phoenissae of Euripides beginning at v. 586 will 
sufficiently explain this allusion. 



ARISTOTLE 207 

It is impossible for bad men to be unanimous, as it is im¬ 
possible for them to be friends, except to a slight extent; for 
each desires an advantage over the other in all profits, and 
seeks to avoid his share of labours and public services, and 
while each person wishes to gain unfair advantage and to es¬ 
cape a fair share of duty, he criticizes and thwarts his neigh¬ 
bour actions; for unless they keep an eye upon each other, 
their community is destroyed. The consequence is that they 
are always in a state of discord, each insisting that the other 
shall do what is just, and neither wishing to do it himself. 

CHAPTER VII 

Friendship of the authors and recipients of benefactions. 

It seems that benefactors are better friends to the recipients 
of their benefactions than are the recipients to their benefac¬ 
tors, and as this is a surprising fact, people try to account for 
it. 

The usual explanation is that the benefactors are creditors 
and the recipients debtors. Hence as in the case of loans the 
debtors would be glad if their creditors ceased to exist, but 
the creditors look anxiously to the safety of the debtors, so 
benefactors desire the existence of the recipients of their 
benefactions, in the hope of receiving a return for the favours 
they have done them, but the debtors are not anxious to re¬ 
pay the debt. 

Supposing this to be the explanation, Epicharmus would 
perhaps say that to give it is to take a low view of mankind; 
but it seems to be true to human nature, as people have gen¬ 
erally short memories, and are more eager to receive benefits 
than to confer them. 

It would seem, however, that the reason lies deeper down 
in the nature of things. It is not like the reason which makes 
creditors care for their debtors; for they have no affection 
for their debtors, and if they feel a wish for their safety, it is 
only in the hope of recovering the debt. But people who have 
conferred benefactions upon others feel love and affection for 
the recipients of their benefactions, even if these recipients 
do not and cannot do them any service. The same law holds 
good among artisans. Every artisan feels greater affection 
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for his own work, than the work, if it were endowed with 
life, would feel for him. But nowhere I think is it so true as 
in the case of poets; they have an extraordinary affection 
for their own poems, and are as fond of them as if they were 
their children. 

It seems to be much the same with benefactors. The recip¬ 
ient of the benefaction is their work, and therefore they feel 
a greater affection for their work, than the work feels for its 
author. The reason is that existence is an object of desire 
and love to everybody, but we exist by activity i. e. by living 
and acting; the author of a work then may be said to exist 
by activity; he is therefore fond of his work, because he is 
fond of existence. 

This affection of the author for his work is a natural law; 
for that which exists potentially is proved by the work to 
exist actively. It is also true that in the eyes of the benefactor 
the performance of his action is noble; he therefore delights 
in the person who affords him the opportunity of displaying 
it. The recipient of the benefaction, on the other hand, finds 
no nobleness, but at the best only profit, in its author, and 
profit is less pleasant and lovable than nobleness. 

Again, it is activity in the present which is pleasant, hope 
for the future, and recollection of the past; but nothing is so 
pleasant or so lovable as the exercise of activity. Now a per¬ 
son who has conferred a benefit finds that his work is per¬ 
manent, for nobleness is longlived. But if he receives a bene¬ 
faction, the profit is transitory. The memory too of noble 
deeds is pleasant, but that of useful deeds is less pleasant, if 
pleasant at all. It seems to be just the opposite with the ex¬ 
pectation. Again, the feeling of affection is a sort of active, 
but the receiving of it a sort of passive, condition, and the 
feeling and exercise of affection naturally accompany superi¬ 
ority in the action. 

Again, we are all most fond of such things as have cost us 
trouble. Thus people who have made money are always 
fonder of it than people who have inherited it. Accordingly, 
as it takes no trouble to receive a benefaction, but is hard 
work to confer one, benefactors are more affectionate than 
the recipients of benefactions. This is the reason why mothers 
are more devoted to their children than fathers; it is that 
they suffer more in giving them birth and are more certain 
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that they are their own. But this certainly belongs also to 
benefactors. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Should a person love himself or somebody else most?—Nature of 
self-love. 

It is often asked whether one ought to love oneself or some¬ 
body else most. 

We censure people who are exceedingly fond of themselves, 
and call them “lovers of self” by way of reproach; for it 
seems that a bad man has an eye to his own interest in all 
that he does, and all the more in proportion to his greater 
viciousness. Accordingly it is a charge against him that he 
does nothing without an eye to his own interest. The virtu¬ 
ous man, on the other hand, is moved by a motive of noble¬ 
ness, and the better he is, the more strongly he is so moved; 
he acts in the interest of his friend, disregarding his own. 

The facts of life are at variance with these theories as in¬ 
deed we might expect; for we ought, it is said, to love our 
best friend best; but the best friend is he who, when he 
wishes the good of another, wishes it for the other’s sake, and 
wishes it even if nobody will know his wish. But these condi¬ 
tions and all such others as are characteristic of friendship, 
are best realized in the relation of a man to himself; for it 
has been said that all the characteristics of friendship in the 
relation of a man to other men are derived from his relation 
to himself. All the proverbial sayings agree with this view, 
such as “Friends have one soul,” “Friends’ goods are com¬ 
mon goods,” “Equality is friendship,” and “Charity begins 
at home”; for all these conditions exist preeminently in re¬ 
lation to oneself, as every one is his own best friend, and 
therefore must love himself best. 

It is not unnatural to ask, Which of these two lines of 
argument ought we to follow, as there is something convinc¬ 
ing in both? Perhaps then it will be well to analyse them and 
to determine how far and in what sense they are respectively 
true. Now the truth will I think become clear, if we ascertain 
the meaning of the word “self-love” in them both. When peo¬ 
ple use it as a term of reproach, they give the name “lovers 
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of self” to people who assign themselves a larger share of 
money, honours, and bodily pleasures than belongs to them. 
These are the objects of desire to men in general. It is these 
that they conceive to be the highest goods, on these that they 
set their hearts, and it is for these therefore that they con¬ 
tend. Thus people who are eager to get an undue share of 
these things gratify their desires and emotions generally, or, 
in other words, the irrational parts of the soul. This is the 
character of men in general, and hence as men in general are 
bad, the term “self-love” has come to be used in a bad sense. 
It is right then to censure people who are lovers of self in this 
sense. It is easy to see that people ordinarily apply the term 
“self-love” to those who assign themselves an undue share of 
such things as money, honour, and pleasure; for if a person 
were to set his heart always on preeminence in doing what is 
just or temperate or virtuous in any other respect, and were 
always and by all means to reserve to himself the noble part, 
nobody would accuse him of self-love or censure him for it. 
Yet it would seem that such a person is conspicuously a lover 
of self. At all events he assigns to himself what is in the 
highest sense good, and gratifies the supreme part of his na¬ 
ture and yields it an unqualified obedience. But as it is 
the supreme part of a state or any other corporation which 
seems to be in the truest sense the state or corporation itself, 
so it is with a man. Accordingly he is in the truest sense a 
lover of self, who loves and gratifies the supreme part of his 
being. 

Again, a person is called continent and incontinent accord¬ 
ing as reason is, or is not, the ruling faculty in his being. But 
to say this is to say that the reason is the man. Also it is 
when we act most rationally that we are held in the truest 
sense to have acted ourselves, and to have acted voluntarily. 

It is perfectly clear then that it is the rational part of a 
man which is the man himself, and that it is the virtuous 
man who feels the most affection for this part. It follows that 
the virtuous man is a lover of self, although not in the sense 
in which a man who is censured for self-love is a lover of self, 
but in a sense differing from it as widely as a life directed by. 
reason differs from a life directed by emotion, and as the de- 
isire for what is noble differs from a desire for what seems to 
be one’s interest. 
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Now if people set their hearts preeminently upon noble ac¬ 
tions, we all approve and applaud them; but if all people 
were eager in pursuit of what is noble and exerted themselves 
to the utmost to do the noblest deeds, then the state would 
have all its wants supplied, and an individual citizen would 
have the greatest of all goods, assuming that virtue is the 
greatest good. We conclude then that a good man ought to 
be a lover of self, as by his noble deeds he will benefit him¬ 
self and serve others, but that the wicked man ought not to 
be a lover of self, as he will injure himself and other people 
too by following his evil passions. 

In the bad man then there is a discrepancy between what 
he ought to do and what he does, whereas the virtuous man 
does what he ought to do; for reason always chooses what is 
best for itself, and the good man is obedient to his reason. 

It is true of the virtuous man that he will act often in the 
interest of his friends and of his country, and, if need be, will 
even die for them. He will surrender money, honour, and all 
the goods for which the world contends, reserving only noble¬ 
ness for himself, as he would rather enjoy an intense pleas¬ 
ure for a short time than a moderate pleasure long, and would 
rather live one year nobly than many years indifferently, and 
would rather perform one noble and lofty action than many 
poor actions. This is true of one who lays down his life for 
another; he chooses great nobleness for his own. Such a man 
will surrender riches gladly if only he may enrich his friends; 
for then while his friend gets the money, he gets the noble¬ 
ness, and so assigns the greater good to himself. 

It is the same with honour and offices of state. All these 
he will surrender to his friend, but the surrender is noble and 
laudable in his eyes. 

It is reasonable then to call such a man virtuous, as he 
prefers nobleness to everything. He may even surrender the 
opportunity of action to his friend. It may be nobler for him 
to inspire his friend to act than to act himself. 

Wherever then the virtuous man deserves praise, it is 
clear that he assigns to himself a preponderant share of 
noble conduct. In this sense then it is right to be a lover of 
self, but not in the sense in which ordinary people love 
themselves. 
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CHAPTER IX 

Does the happy man need friends?—Essential nature of life. 

Another question in dispute is whether the happy man will 

need friends or not. 

It is sometimes said that people, whose lives are fortunate 
and independent, have no need of friends, as they are al¬ 
ready in possession of all good things. As being independent 
then they have no need of anything more, whereas a friend 
is like a second self, who supplies what it is not in our own 
power to supply. Hence the saying 

“Let but God bless us, what’s the good of friends?” 

But it looks absurd to assign all good things to the happy 
man, and yet not to assign friends—the greatest as it seems 
of all external goods. If it is more a friend’s part to do good 
than to receive it, if beneficence is the part of the good man 
or of virtue, and if it is nobler to do good to one’s friends 
than to strangers, the virtuous man will need somebody to 
do good to. Accordingly it is sometimes asked whether we 
need friends more in times of prosperity or in times of ad¬ 
versity, the idea being that an unfortunate man needs some¬ 
body to do him a service, and a fortunate man somebody for 
him to do good to. Again, it is I think absurd to place the 
fortunate man in solitude, as nobody would choose to possess 
all good things by himself. For man is a social being, and 
disposed to live with others. It follows that the fortunate 
man must live in society, as he possesses all natural goods. 
But it is clearly better to spend one’s days with friends and 
virtuous people than with strangers, who may not be virtu¬ 
ous. It follows therefore that the happy man has need of 
friends. 

What is the meaning then of the first view, and in what 
sense is it true? It may be suggested that in the ordinary 
view friends are regarded as people who can be useful. Now 
the fortunate man will not need friends of this kind, as he 
already possesses all that is good, nor will he need friends to 
give him pleasure, or he will need them but little; for as his 
life is pleasant in itself, it has no need of adventitious pleas- 
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ure. But as he does not need friends of this kind, it looks as 
if he did not need friends at all. But this, I think, is not true, 
for it has been stated at the outset that happiness is a form 
of activity, and it is clear that an activity is always coming 
into being, and does not already exist, like a piece of prop¬ 
erty. But if happiness consists in life and activity, and the 
activity of the good man is virtuous and pleasant in itself, as 
has been said at the outset, if there is a pleasure in the sense 
that a thing is our own, and if we are better able to con¬ 
template others than ourselves, and to contemplate the ac¬ 
tions of others than our own, it follows that the actions of 
virtuous people, if they are friends, are pleasant to the good, 
as they contain both the elements which are naturally pleas¬ 
ant. The fortunate man then will need friends of this kind, 
as it is his choice to contemplate such actions as are good and 
belong to himself; for the actions of the good man who is 
his friend answer to this description. 

Again, it is supposed that the happy man must have a 
pleasant life. Now life is hard, if it be lived in solitude, as it 
is difficult for a man easily to maintain a constant activity by 
himself, but it is comparatively easy in the society of others 
and in relation to them. 

The activity in relation to others then will be more con¬ 
tinuous, and it is pleasant in itself. It ought to be so in the 
case of the fortunate man; for a virtuous man qua virtuous 
man delights in virtuous actions, but is offended at vicious 
actions, as a musician feels pleasure in good music and pain 
at bad music. 

There is a certain discipline too in virtue which may be 
derived from living in good society, as Theognis says. 

But if we look more deeply into the nature of things, it 
seems that a virtuous friend is naturally desirable to a virtu¬ 
ous man; for that which is naturally good, as has been said, 
is good and pleasant in itself to the virtuous man. But while 
life among the lower animals is defined by the faculty of 
sensation, it is defined among men by the faculty of sensa¬ 
tion or thought. But a faculty is intelligible only by reference 
to its activity. It is upon the activity that the faculty es¬ 
sentially depends. It seems then that life consists essentially 
in sensation or thought. 

Again, life is a thing that is good and pleasant in itself, 



2I4 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

for it possesses the definiteness which is of the nature of the 
good; but that which is naturally good is good also to the 
virtuous man. It is as being a natural good that life seems to 
be pleasant to everybody. But in speaking of life as pleasant, 
we must not take a vicious or corrupt life, or a life of pain; 
for such a life is indefinite, as are its conditions. But we will 
try to clear up the subject of pain hereafter. Life itself is 
good and pleasant. It seems to be so from the fact that it is 
desired by people, and especially by the virtuous and fortu¬ 
nate; for it is to them that life is most desirable, as it is 
theirs which is the most fortunate life. One who sees perceives 
that he sees, and one who hears that he hears, and one who 
walks that he walks, and similarly in all our activities there 
is something in us which perceives that we exercise the ac¬ 
tivity; and if so, it follows that we can perceive that we per¬ 
ceive, and understand that we understand. But to perceive or 
understand that we perceive or understand, is to perceive or 
understand that we exist; for existence consists, as we said, 
in perceiving or understanding. 

But the perception or sensation of life is a pleasure in it¬ 
self; for life is naturally a good, and it is a pleasure to per¬ 
ceive good existing in oneself. Life is an object of desire, and 
to none so desirable as to the good, because existence is to 
them good and pleasant; for they feel a pleasure in their con¬ 
sciousness of what is good in itself. But the virtuous man 
stands in the same relation to his friend as to himself; for 
his friend is a second self. As then everyone desires his own 
existence, so or similarly he desires the existence of his friend. 
But the desirableness of existence, as we saw, lies in the 
sense of one’s own goodness, such a sensation being pleasant 
in itself. We require therefore the consciousness of our 
friend’s existence, and this we shall get by living with him 
and associating with him in conversation and thought; for 
it would seem that this is what we mean when we speak of 
living together in the case of men, we do not mean, as in the 
case of cattle, merely occupying the same feeding-ground. 

If the fortunate man then finds existence desirable in it¬ 
self, as being naturally good and pleasant, and if a friend’s 
existence is much the same as one’s own, it follows that a 
friend will be a desirable thing. But that which is desirable a 
man ought to possess, or, if he does not possess it, he will be 
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so far deficient. We conclude therefore that, if a person is to 
be happy, he will need virtuous friends. 

chapter x 

Proper number of friends. 

Is it our duty then to make the largest possible number of 
friends? or is it with friendship generally, as with the friend¬ 
ship of hospitality, where it has been neatly said 

“Give me not many friends, nor give me none,” 

i. e. will it here too be proper neither to be friendless nor 
again to have an excessive number of friends? 

In the case of friends whose friendship we make from a 
motive of expediency the rule is a perfectly proper one, as it 
is a laborious task to return the services of a number of peo¬ 
ple, nor is life long enough for the task. A larger number of 
such friends then than are sufficient for one’s own life would 
be superfluous and prejudicial to noble living; they are there¬ 
fore unnecessary. 

Again, of those whom we make friends as being pleasant 
or sweet to us, few are enough, as a little sweetening is 
enough in our diet. 

But if we take the case of virtuous friends it may be asked, 
Should they be as numerous as possible, or is there a fixed 
limitation to the size of a circle of friends, as there is to the 
size of a state? For ten people would not be enough to com¬ 
pose a state; on the other hand, if the population rose to a 
hundred thousand, it would cease to be a state. It may be 
suggested, however, that the number of citizens is not a 
single fixed amount, but may be anything within certain defi¬ 
nite limits. So too there will be a definite limit to the number 
of friends. It will, I think, be the highest number with whom 
a person could live. For it is community of life which we 
saw to be the especial characteristic of friendship, and it is 
easy to see that a person cannot live with a number of people 
and distribute himself among them. 

Again, a person’s friends must themselves be friends of 
each other, if they are all to pass their days together, and 
this is a condition which can hardly exist among a number 
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of people. It is hard for a person to sympathise fittingly with 
a number of people in their joys and sorrows; for it will prob¬ 
ably happen that at the very time when he is called upon to 
rejoice with one he will be called upon to sorrow with an¬ 
other. 

Perhaps it is well then not to try to have the largest pos¬ 
sible number of friends, but to have only so many as are suf¬ 
ficient for community of life, as it would seem to be impossi¬ 
ble to be a devoted friend of a number of people. Hence it is 
impossible to be in love with several people; for love is in 
its intention a sort of exaggerated friendship, and it is im¬ 
possible to feel this exaggerated friendship except for an in¬ 
dividual. So too it is impossible to be the devoted friend of 
more than a few people. This is what seems to be practically 
the case. We do not find that people have a number of friends 
who are as intimate with them as comrades. The classical 
friendships of story too have all been friendships between 
two persons. 

People who have a host of friends, and who take everybody 
to their arms, seem to be nobody’s friends, unless indeed in 
the sense in which all fellow-citizens are friends; and if they 
have a host of friends, we call them complaisant people. 

Although then as a fellow-citizen it is possible for one to 
be the friend of a number of people and yet not to be com¬ 
plaisant, but to be truly virtuous, it is impossible to be the 
friend of a number of people as being virtuous and deserving 
of friendship for their own sake. We must be content if we 
can find only a few people who deserve such friendship. 

CHAPTER XI 

Whether friends are more needed in prosperity or in adversity. 

It remains to ask, Is it in times of prosperity or in times of 
adversity that friends are more needed? We require them 
at both times; for in adversity we need assistance, and in 
prosperity we need people to live with and to do good to, as it 
is presumably our wish to do good. 

Friendship then is more necessary in times of adversity; 
therefore in adversity we want friends to help us; but it is 
nobler in times of prosperity; therefore in times of prosperity 
we look for good people, as it is more desirable to do them 
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services and to live in their society. For the mere presence 
of friends is pleasant even in adversity, as pain is alleviated 
by the sympathy of friends. Accordingly it may be doubted 
whether they take part of the burden as it were upon them¬ 
selves, or it is rather the pleasure of their presence, and the 
thought of their sympathy, which diminishes the pain we 
feel. 

We need not now discuss whether this or something else 
is the cause of the alleviation. It is clear, at all events, that 
the fact is as we state it. But it seems that the presence of 
friends is a source partly of comfort and partly of pain. There 
is a pleasure in the mere sight of friends, especially when one 
is in adversity, and something too of support against sorrow; 
for the look and voice of a friend are consoling to us if he 
be a person of tact, as he knows our character and the 
sources of our pleasure and pain. On the other hand it is 
painful to perceive that a person is pained at our own ad¬ 
versity, as everybody avoids being a cause of pain to his 
friends. Accordingly people of a courageous nature shrink 
from involving their friends in their pain, and such a person, 
unless he be extraordinarily indifferent to pain, cannot en¬ 
dure the pain which he causes them, nor can he in any way 
put up with people whose sympathy takes the form of la¬ 
mentation, as he is not fond of indulging in lamentation him¬ 
self. It is only weak women and effeminate men who take de¬ 
light in such people as display their sympathy by their groans 
and who love them as friends and sympathisers in their sor¬ 
row. But it is evident that we ought always to imitate one 
who is better than ourselves. 

The presence of friends in seasons of prosperity is a pleas¬ 
ant means of passing the time, and not only so, but it sug¬ 
gests the idea that they take pleasure in our own goods. It 
would seem a duty then to be forward in inviting friends to 
share our good fortune, as there is a nobleness in conferring 
benefactions, but to be slow in inviting them to share our ill 
fortune, as it is a duty to give them as small a share of our 
evils as possible, whence the saying 

“Enough that I am wretched.” 

But the time when we should be most ready to call them 
to our side is the time when it is probable that at the cost of 
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but slight personal inconvenience they will have a chance of 
doing us a great service. 

On the other hand, it is, I think, proper for us to go to 
our friends when they are in trouble, even if they do not 
send for us, and to make a point of going, as it is a friendly 
act to do good, especially to those who are in need and have 
made no claim upon us; for this is the nobler and pleasanter 
course for both. It is proper too to be forward in helping 
them to enjoy themselves, as this again is a service that 
friends may render, but to be less forward in seeking to get 
enjoyment for ourselves, as there is nothing noble in being 
forward to receive benefits. Still we must, I think, be on our 
guard against seeming churlish, as sometimes happens, in 
rejecting their services. 

It appears then that the presence of friends is universally 
desirable. 

CHAPTER XII 

Community of life as essential to friendship or love. 

Nothing is so welcome to people who are in love as the sight 
of one another. There is no sense that they choose in prefer¬ 
ence to this, as it is upon this more than upon anything else 
that the existence and creation of their love depends. May 
we not say then that there is nothing which friends desire so 
much as community of life? For the essence of friendship is 
association. 

Again, a man stands in the same relation to his friend as 
to himself; but the sense of his own existence is desirable; so 
too then is that of the existence of his friend. The activity 
of friends too is realized in living together. It is only reason¬ 
able therefore that they should desire community of life. 

Again, whatever it is that people regard as constituting 
existence, whatever it is that is their object in desiring life, it 
is in this that they wish to live with their friends. According¬ 
ly some people are companions in drinking, others in gam¬ 
bling, others in gymnastic exercises, or in the chase or in 
philosophy, and each class spends its days in that for which 
it cares more than for anything else in life; for as it is their 
wish to live with their friends, they do the things and par- 
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ticipate in the things which seem to them to constitute a com¬ 
mon life. 

Thus the friendship of the bad proves to be vicious; for 
as they are unstable, they participate in what is bad, and 
become vicious by a process of mutual assimilation. But the 
friendship of the virtuous is virtuous; it grows as their inter¬ 
course grows, and they seem to be morally elevated by the 
exercise of their activity and by the correction of each other’s 
faults; for each models himself upon the pleasing features of 
the other’s character, whence the saying 

“From good men learn good life.” 

This may be regarded as a sufficient discussion of friendship 
or love. We will proceed to discuss pleasure. 



BOOK X 

CHAPTER I 

Pleasure—Pleasure and the good. 

It is natural, I think, to discuss pleasure next; for it seems 
that there is, in a preeminent degree, an affinity between 
pleasure and our human nature, and that is the reason why, 
in the education of the young, we steer their course by the 
rudders of pleasure and pain. It seems too that there is no 
more important element in the formation of a virtuous char¬ 
acter than a rightly directed sense of pleasure and dislike; 
for pleasure and pain are coextensive with life, and they exer¬ 
cise a powerful influence in promoting virtue and happiness 
of life, as we choose what is pleasant and avoid what is pain¬ 
ful. 

Considering, then, the importance of these questions, it 
would seem to be clearly a duty not to pass them over, espe¬ 
cially as they admit of much dispute. For some people say 
that the good is pleasure; others, on the contrary, that pleas¬ 
ure is something really bad, whether, as is possible, they are 
convinced that it really is so, or they think it better in the in¬ 
terest of human life to represent pleasure as an evil, even if 
it is not so, feeling that men are generally inclined to pleas¬ 
ure, and are the slaves of their pleasures, and that it is a 
duty therefore to lead them in the contrary direction, as they 
will so arrive at the mean or proper state. 

But I venture to think that this is not a right statement of 
the case. For in matters of the emotions and actions theories 
are not so trustworthy as facts; and thus, when theories dis¬ 
agree with the facts of perception, they fall into contempt, 
and involve the truth itself in their destruction. For if a per¬ 
son censures pleasure and yet is seen at times to make pleas¬ 
ure his aim, he is thought to incline to pleasure as being en¬ 
tirely desirable; for it is beyond the power of ordinary peo- 
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pie to make distinctions. It seems then the true theories are 
exceedingly useful, not only as the means of knowledge but 
as guides of life; for as being in harmony with facts, they are 
believed, and being believed they encourage people who 
understand them to regulate their lives in accordance with 
them. 

Enough then of such considerations; let us review the vari¬ 
ous doctrines of pleasure. 

CHAPTER II 

Theory of Eudoxus—Pleasure the good—Pleasure and good—De¬ 
sire and good—Arguments against pleasure being a good— 

Pleasure not a process of production. 

Eudoxus held that pleasure was the good, because he saw 
that all things, whether rational or irrational, make pleasure 
their aim. He argued that in all cases that which is desirable 
is good, and that which is most desirable is most good; hence 
the fact of all things being drawn to the same object is an 
indication that that object is the best for all, as everything 
discovers what is good for itself in the same way as it dis¬ 
covers food; but that that which is good for all, and is the 
aim of all, is the good. 

His theories were accepted, not so much for their intrinsic 
value as for the excellence of his moral character; for he was 
regarded as a person of exemplary temperance. It seemed 
then that he did not put forward these views as being a votary 
of pleasure, but that the truth was really as he said. He held 
that this truth resulted with equal clearness from a con¬ 
sideration of the opposite of pleasure; for as pain is some¬ 
thing which everybody should avoid, so too its opposite is 
something which everybody should desire. He argued that a 
thing is in the highest degree desirable, if we do not desire 
it for any ulterior reason, or with any ulterior motive, and 
this is admittedly the case with pleasure; for if a person is 
pleased, nobody asks the further question, What is his mo¬ 
tive in being pleased? a fact which proves that pleasure is de¬ 
sirable in itself. And further that the addition of pleasure to 
any good, e. g. to just or temperate conduct, renders that 
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good more desirable, and it follows that if the good is aug¬ 
mented by a thing, that thing must itself be a good. 

It seems then that this argument proves pleasure to be a 
good, but not to be a good in a higher sense than anything 
else; for any good whatever is more desirable with the addi¬ 
tion of another good than when it stands alone. It is by a pre¬ 
cisely similar argument that Plato tries to prove that pleasure 
is not the good. Pleasure (he says) is not the chief good, for 
the pleasant life is more desirable with the addition of pru¬ 
dence than without it; but if the combination is better, pleas¬ 
ure is not the good, as the good itself cannot be made more 
desirable by any addition. 

But it is clear that, if pleasure is not the good, neither can 
anything else be which is made more desirable by the addi¬ 
tion of any absolute good. What is it then which is incapable 
of such addition, but at the same time admits of our par¬ 
ticipating in it? For it is a good of this kind which is the 
object of our research. 

People who argue on the other hand that that which all 
things aim at is not a good may be said to talk nonsense; for 
we accept the universal opinion as true, and one who upsets 
our trust in the universal opinion will find it hard to put for¬ 
ward any opinion that is more trustworthy. If it were only 
unintelligent beings that longed for pleasure, there would be 
something in what he says; but if intelligent beings also long 
for it, how can it be so? It is probable that even in the lower 
creatures there is some natural principle which is superior to 
the creatures themselves, and aims at their proper good. 

Nor does it seem that these people fairly meet the argu¬ 
ment drawn from the opposite of pleasure. They say it does 
not follow that, if pain is an evil, pleasure is a good, as not 
only is one evil opposed to another, but both are opposed to 
that which is neither one nor the other, but a neutral state. 
This is true enough, but it does not apply to pleasure and 
pain. For if both pleasure and pain were evil, it would have 
been a duty to avoid both, and if neither were evil, it would 
have been a duty not to avoid either, or not to avoid one 
more than the other; whereas in fact it is clear that people 
avoid one as an evil, and desire the other as a good. It follows 
then that pleasure and pain are opposed to each other as 
good and evil. 
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Nor again does it follow that, if pleasure is not a quality, 
neither is it a good, for the activities of virtue are not quali¬ 
ties, nor is happiness. 

It is argued too that good is definite, but pleasure is in¬ 
definite, as it admits of degrees. 

Now if the ground of this opinion is that it is possible to 
be pleased in a greater or a less degree, the same thing is 
true of justice and the other virtues. For here it is evident 
that we speak of persons as possessing the several virtues in 
a greater or less degree; some people are just and courageous 
in a greater or less degree than others, and it is possible to act 
with a greater or less degree of justice and temperance. 

If however the meaning is that the indefiniteness resides in 
the pleasures, this is, I think, not the true explanation, sup¬ 
posing that some pleasures are mixed and others unmixed. 

Again, health is definite, yet it admits of degrees; and why 
should it not be so with pleasure? For health is not the same 
symmetry or proportion of elements in all people, nor is it 
always uniform in the same person; it admits of relaxation 
up to a certain point, and of different degrees, without ceas¬ 
ing to be health. Something of the same kind then may be also 
true of pleasure. 

Again, the opponents of pleasure, looking upon the good 
as perfect or complete, and the processes of movement and 
production as imperfect or incomplete, try to prove that 
pleasure is motion or production. But they are wrong, I think, 
nor is pleasure a motion at all. For quickness and slowness are 
characteristic, it seems, of every motion, either absolutely, 
as of the motion of the universe, or else relatively, but nei¬ 
ther of them is a condition inherent in pleasure. It is possible 
to become pleased, as it is to become angry, quickly, but not 
to be pleased quickly or relatively, i. e. in comparison with 
somebody else, as it is to walk or to grow quickly and so on. 
The transition then, to a state of pleasure may be quick or 
slow, but the active experience of pleasure, i. e. the state of 
being pleased, cannot be quick. 

In what sense, too, can pleasure be a process of produc¬ 
tion? It is apparently not the case that anything can be pro¬ 
duced out of anything; it is the case that a thing is resolved 
into that out of which it is produced. Also, pain is the destruc¬ 
tion of that of which pleasure is the production. It is said too 
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that pain is a deficiency of the natural state, and pleasure its 
satisfaction. But this deficiency and this satisfaction are 
emotions of the body. If, then, pleasure is a satisfaction of 
the natural state, it follows that the part which is the seat of 
the satisfaction will feel pleasure i. e. the body. But this 
seems not to be the case. We conclude therefore that pleasure 
is not a satisfaction of the natural state, although one may 
feel pleasure while the process of satisfaction is going on, as 
he may feel pain while undergoing an operation. 

The view of pleasure, viz. that it is a process of satisfac¬ 
tion, seems to have originated in the pleasures and pains of 
eating and drinking, as in them we first feel a deficiency and 
an antecedent pain, and then feel pleasure at the satisfaction. 
But this is not true of all pleasures; the pleasures of mathe¬ 
matics e. g. have no such antecedent pain, nor among the 
pleasures of the senses have those of the smell, nor again 
many sounds and sights, memories and hopes. What is there 
then of which these will be processes of production? For in 
them there has been no deficiency to be satisfied. 

But if the instance of immoral pleasures be adduced to 
prove that pleasure is a bad thing, we may answer that these 
are not really pleasant. They may be pleasant to people who 
are in a bad condition, but it must not be inferred that they 
are pleasant except to such people, any more than that things 
are healthful or sweet or bitter in themselves, because they 
are so to invalids, or that things are white, because they ap¬ 
pear so to people who are suffering from ophthalmia. 

Perhaps the truth may be stated thus: Pleasures are de¬ 
sirable, but not if they are immoral in their origin, just as 
wealth is pleasant, but not if it be obtained at the cost of 
turning traitor to one’s country, or health, but not at the cost 
of eating any food, however disagreeable. Or it may be said 
that pleasures are of different kinds, those which are noble in 
their origin are different from those which are dishonourable, 
and it is impossible to enjoy the pleasure of the just man 
without being just, or that of the musician without being mu¬ 
sical, and so on. The distinction drawn between a friend and 
a flatterer seems to bring out clearly the truth that pleasure 
is not a good, or that there are pleasures of different kinds; 
for it seems that while the object of the friend in social inter¬ 
course is good, that of the flatterer is pleasure, and while the 
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flatterer is censured, the friend for his disinterestedness is 
praised. 

Again, nobody would choose to live all his life with the 
mind of a child, although he should enjoy the pleasures of 
childhood to the utmost, or to delight in doing what is utter¬ 
ly shameful, although he were never to suffer pain for doing 
it. There are many things too upon which we should set our 
hearts, even if they brought no pleasure with them, e. g. 
sight, memory, knowledge, and the possession of the virtues; 
and if it be true that these are necessarily attended by pleas¬ 
ures, it is immaterial, as we should desire them even if no 
pleasure resulted from them. It seems to be clear then that 
pleasure is not the good, nor is every pleasure desirable, and 
that there are some pleasures which are desirable in them¬ 
selves, and they differ in kind or in origin from the others. 

We may regard this as a sufficient account of such views 
as are held in regard to pleasure and pain. 

CHAPTER III 

Nature of pleasure—Pleasure not a motion or process of produc¬ 
tion. 

But the nature or character of pleasure will be more clearly 
seen, if we resume our argument from the beginning. 

It seems that the act of sight is perfect or complete at any 
time; it does not lack anything which will afterwards be pro¬ 
duced, and will make it perfect of its kind. Pleasure appears 
to resemble sight in this respect; it is a whole, nor is it pos¬ 
sible at any time to find a pleasure which will be made per¬ 
fect of its kind by increased duration. 

It follows that pleasure is not a motion; for every motion 
takes a certain time, and aims at a certain end. Thus the 
builder’s art is perfect or complete when it has accomplished 
its object. It is complete, either in respect of the whole time 
which the building took, or in respect of the moment when it 
was completed. But in the various parts of the time the vari¬ 
ous processes or motions are imperfect and different in kind 
from the whole and from one another; for the setting of the 
stones is different from the fluting of the pillar, and both 
from the building of the temple as a whole, and whereas the 
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building of the temple is complete, nothing being wanting to 
the object proposed, that of the basement and the triglyph is 
incomplete, as each is only the building of a part of the tem¬ 
ple. These processes or motions are therefore different in 
kind, and it is impossible at any time when the building is 
going on to find a motion which is complete or perfect of its 
kind. Such a motion, if found at all, will be found only in 
the whole time. 

It is much the same with walking or any other process. 
For here again, although all locomotion is a motion from one 
place to another, there are different kinds of locomotion, such 
as flying, walking, jumping, and the like. And not only so, 
but walking itself is of different kinds; for the starting-point 
and the goal are not the same in the whole course, and in a 
part of it, or in one part of the course and in another; nor is 
it the same thing to cross one line as to cross another; for it 
is not only that a person crosses a line, but the line which he 
crosses is in a certain place, and one line is in a different 
place from another. 

The subject of motion has been accurately discussed in 
another treatise. Motion is apparently not complete in any 
and every period of time; on the contrary, most motions are 
incomplete and different in kind, inasmuch as the starting- 
point and the goal constitute a difference of kind. Pleasure 
on the other hand seems to be complete or perfect of its kind 
in any and every period of time. 

It is clear then that motion and pleasure must be distinct 
from one another, and that pleasure is something which is 
whole and perfect. 

Another reason for holding this view is that motion is im¬ 
possible except in a period of time, but pleasure is not; for 
the pleasure of a moment is a whole. 

It is clear from these considerations that pleasure is not 
rightly described as a motion or process of production, for 
such a description is not appropriate to all things but only to 
such as are divisible into parts and are not wholes. For there 
is no process of production in an act of sight or in a mathe¬ 
matical point or in a unit, nor is any one of these things a 
motion or a process of production. It follows that there is no 
such process in pleasure, as it is a whole. 



ARISTOTLE 227 

CHAPTER IV 

Conditions of a perfect activity—Impossibility of continuous 
pleasure. 

Again, every sense exercises its activity upon its own object, 
and the activity is perfect only when the sense itself is in a 
sound condition, and the object is the noblest that falls with¬ 
in the domain of that sense; for this seems to be preeminent¬ 
ly the character of the perfect activity. We may say that it 
makes no difference whether we speak of the sense itself or 
of the organ in which it resides as exercising the activity; in 
every instance the activity is highest when the part which 
acts is in the best condition, and the object upon which it 
acts is the highest of the objects which fall within its domain. 
Such an activity will not only be the most perfect, but the 
most pleasant; for there is pleasure in all sensation, and sim¬ 
ilarly in all thought and speculation, and the activity will be 
pleasantest when it is most perfect, and it will be most per¬ 
fect when it is the activity of the part being in a sound con¬ 
dition and acting upon the most excellent of the objects that 
fall within its domain. 

Pleasure perfects the activity, but not in the same way in 
which the excellence of the sense or of the object of sense 
perfects it, just as health is the cause of our being in a healthy 
state in one sense and the doctor is the cause of it in another. 

It is clear that every sense has its proper pleasure; for we 
speak of pleasant sights, pleasant sounds and so on. It is 
clear too that the pleasure is greatest when the sense is best, 
and its object is best; but if the sentient subject and the 
sensible object are at their best, there will always be pleas¬ 
ure so long as there is a subject to act and an object to be 
acted upon. 

When it is said that pleasure perfects the activity, it is 
not as a state or quality inherent in the subject but as a per¬ 
fection superadded to it, like the bloom of youth to people 
in the prime of life. 

So long then as the object of thought or sensation and the 
critical or contemplative subject are such as they ought to 
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be, there will be pleasure in the exercise of the activity; for 
this is the natural result if the agent and the patient remain 
in the same relation to each other. 

It may be asked then, How is it that nobody feels pleasure 
continuously? It is probably because we grow weary. Hu¬ 
man beings are incapable of continuous activity, and as the 
activity comes to an end, so does the pleasure; for it is a con¬ 
comitant of the activity. It is for the same reason that some 
things give pleasure when they are new, but give less pleas¬ 
ure afterwards; for the intelligence is called into play at first, 
and applies itself to its object with intense activity, as when 
we look a person full in the face in order to recognize himy 
but afterwards the activity ceases to be so intense and be¬ 
comes remiss, and consequently the pleasure also fades away. 

It may be supposed that everybody desires pleasure, for 
everybody clings to life. But life is a species of activity and 
a person’s activity displays itself in the sphere and with the 
means which are after his own heart. Thus a musician exer¬ 
cises his ears in listening to music, a student his intellect in 
speculation, and so on. 

But pleasure perfects the activities; it therefore perfects 
life, which is the aim of human desire. It is reasonable then 
to aim at pleasure, as it perfects life in each of us, and life is 
an object of desire. 

chapter v 

Pleasure and life—Pleasures of different kinds—Pleasure and 
activity—Pleasures and pains proper to activities—Relation 
of pleasure and virtue. 

Whether we desire life for the sake of pleasure or pleasure 
for the sake of life, is a question which may be dismissed for 
the moment. For it appears that pleasure and life are yoked 
together and do not admit of separation, as pleasure is im¬ 
possible without activity and every activity is perfected by 
pleasure. 

If this be so, it seems to follow that pleasures are of dif¬ 
ferent kinds, as we hold that things which are different in 
kind are perfected by things which are themselves different 
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in kind. For this is apparently the rule in the works of nature 
or of art, e.g. animals, trees, pictures, statues, a house, or a 
piece of furniture. Similarly we hold that energies which are 
different in kind are perfected by things which are also dif¬ 
ferent in kind. 

Now the pleasures of the intellect are different from the 
pleasures of the senses, and these again are different in kind 
from one another. It follows that the pleasures which perfect 
them will also be different. 

This conclusion would appear also to result from the inti¬ 
mate connexion of each pleasure with the activity which it 
perfects. For the activity is increased by its proper pleasure, 
as if the activity is pleasant, we are more likely to arrive at a 
true judgment or an accurate result in any matter. It is so 
e.g. with people who are fond of geometry; they make bet¬ 
ter geometricians and understand the various problems of 
geometry better than other people. It is so too with people 
who are fond of music or architecture or any other subject; 
their progress in their particular subject is due to the pleas¬ 
ure which they take in it. Pleasure helps to increase activity, 
and that which helps to increase a thing must be closely con¬ 
nected with it. Where things then are different in kind, the 
things which are closely connected with them will also be dif¬ 
ferent in kind. 

This becomes still clearer when we observe that the pleas¬ 
ures which spring from one activity are impediments to the 
exercise of another. Thus people who are fond of the flute 
are incapable of attending to an argument, if they hear 
somebody playing the flute, as they take a greater pleasure 
in flute-playing than in the activity which they are called to 
exercise at the moment; hence the pleasure of the flute-play¬ 
ing destroys their argumentative activity. Much the same 
result occurs in other cases, when a person exercises his 
activity on two subjects simultaneously; the pleasanter of 
the two drives out the other, especially if it be much the 
pleasanter, until the activity of the other disappears. Ac¬ 
cordingly, if we take intense delight in anything, we cannot 
do anything else at all. It is only when we do not care much 
for a thing that we do something else as well, just as people 
who eat sweetmeats in the theatres do so most when the 
actors are bad. 
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As the pleasure then which is proper to an activity refines 
it and gives it greater permanence and excellence, while 
alien pleasures impair it, it is clear that there is a wide dif¬ 
ference between these pleasures. It may almost be said that 
the pleasures which are alien to it have the same effect as the 
pains which are proper to it; for the pains which are proper 
to an activity destroy it, as, when a person finds writing or 
thinking unpleasant and painful, he does not write or does 
not think, as the case may be. 

The pleasures and pains then which are proper to an activ¬ 
ity have opposite effects upon it. I mean by “proper” such 
as are the consequences of the activity per se. But it has been 
already stated that alien pleasures have much the same effect 
as pain; they are destructive of the activity, although not 
destructive of it in the same way. 

Again, as the activities differ in goodness and badness, 
some being desirable, some undesirable, and some neither 
the one nor the other, so it is with pleasures, as every activ¬ 
ity has its proper pleasure. Thus the pleasure which is proper 
to a virtuous activity is good, and that which is proper to a 
low activity is vicious. For the desires of what is noble are 
themselves laudable, the desires of what is disgraceful are 
censurable; but the pleasures which reside in the activities 
are more strictly proper to them than the desires, as the lat¬ 
ter are distinct from the activities in time and nature, but 
the former are closely related in time to the activities, and 
are so difficult to distinguish from them that it is a question 
whether the activity is identical with the pleasure. 

It seems however that pleasure is not the same thing as 
thought or sensation; it would be strange if it were so; but 
the impossibility of separating them makes some people re¬ 
gard them as the same. 

As the activities then are different, so are the pleasures. 
Sight is different from or superior to touch in purity, hearing 
and smell are superior to taste; there is a corresponding dif¬ 
ference therefore in their pleasures. The pleasures of the in¬ 
tellect too are different from or superior to these, and there 
are different kinds of pleasures of the senses or of the intel¬ 
lect. It seems that there is a pleasure, as there is a function, 
which is proper to every living thing, viz. the pleasure in- 
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herent in its activity. If we consider individual living things, 
we see this is so; for the pleasures of a horse, a dog, and a 
man are different, and as Heraclitus says, “a donkey would 
choose a bundle of hay in preference to gold; for fodder is 
pleasanter to donkeys than gold.” 

As the pleasures then of beings who are different in kind 
are themselves different in kind, it would be reasonable to 
suppose that there is no difference between the pleasures of 
the same beings. But there is a wide difference, at least in 
the case of men; the same things give pleasure to some 
people and pain to others, to some they are painful and hate¬ 
ful, to others pleasant and lovable. This is true of sweet 
things; the same things do not seem sweet to a person in a 
fever and to a person in good health, nor does the same 
thing seem hot to an invalid and to a person in a good phys¬ 
ical condition. It is much the same with other things as well. 

But in all these cases it seems that the thing really is what 
it appears to the virtuous man to be. But if this is a true 
statement of the case, as it seems to be, if virtue or the good 
man qua good is the measure of everything, it follows that it 
is such pleasures as appear pleasures to the good man that 
are really pleasures, and the things which afford him delight 
that are really pleasant. It is no wonder if what he finds dis¬ 
agreeable seems pleasant to somebody else, as men are liable 
to many corruptions and defilements; but such things are 
not pleasant except to these people, and to them only when 
they are in this condition. 

It is clear then that we must not speak of pleasures which 
are admitted to be disgraceful as pleasures, except in rela¬ 
tion to people who are thoroughly corrupt. But the question 
remains: Among such pleasures as are seen to be good, what 
is the character or nature of the pleasures that deserve to be 
called the proper pleasures of Man? It is plain, I think, 
from a consideration of the activities; for the activities bring 
pleasures in their train. Whether then there is one activity or 
there are several belonging to the perfect and fortunate man, 
it is the pleasures which perfect these activities that would be 
strictly described as the proper pleasures of Man. All other 
pleasures are only in a secondary or fractional sense the 
pleasures of Man, as are all other activities. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Happiness—Happiness an activity—Relaxation. 

After this discussion of the kinds of virtue and friendship 
and pleasure it remains to give a sketch of happiness, since 
we defined happiness as the end of human things. We shall 
shorten our account of it if we begin by recapitulating our 
previous remarks. 

We said that happiness is not a moral state; for, if it were, 
it would be predicable of one who spends his whole life in 
sleep, living the life of a vegetable, or of one who is utterly 
miserable. If then we cannot accept this view, if we must 
rather define happiness as an activity of some kind, as has 
been said before, and if activities are either necessary and 
desirable as a means to something else or desirable in them¬ 
selves, it is clear that we must define happiness as belonging 
to the class of activities which are desirable in themselves, 
and not desirable as means to something else; for happiness 
has no want, it is self-sufficient. 

Again, activities are desirable in themselves, if nothing is 
expected from them beyond the activity. This seems to be 
the case with virtuous actions, as the practice of what is noble 
and virtuous is a thing desirable in itself. It seems to be the 
case also with such amusements as are pleasant, we do not 
desire them as means to other things; for they often do us 
harm rather than good by making us careless about our per¬ 
sons and our property. Such pastimes are generally the re¬ 
sources of those whom the world calls happy. Accordingly 
people who are clever at such pastimes are generally popu¬ 
lar in the courts of despots, as they make themselves pleas¬ 
ant to the despot in the matters which are the objects of his 
desire, and what he wants is to pass the time pleasantly. 

The reason why these things are regarded as elements of 
happiness is that people who occupy high positions devote 
their leisure to them. But such people are not, I think, a cri- 
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terion. For a high position is no guarantee of virtue or intel¬ 
lect, which are the sources on which virtuous activities de¬ 
pend. And if these people, who have never tasted a pure and 
liberal pleasure, have recourse to the pleasures of the body, it 
must not be inferred that these pleasures are preferable; for 
even children suppose that such things as are valued or hon¬ 
oured among them are best. It is only reasonable then that, 
as men and children differ in their estimate of what is hon¬ 
ourable, so should good and bad people. 

As has been frequently said, therefore, it is the things 
which are honourable and pleasant to the virtuous man that 
are really honourable and pleasant. But everybody feels the 
activity which accords with his own moral state to be most 
desirable, and accordingly the virtuous man regards the ac¬ 
tivity in accordance with virtue as most desirable. 

Happiness then does not consist in amusement. It would 
be paradoxical to hold that the end of human life is amuse¬ 
ment, and that we should toil and suffer all our life for the 
sake of amusing ourselves. For we may be said to desire all 
things as means to something else except indeed happiness, 
as happiness is the end or perfect state. 

It appears to be foolish and utterly childish to take serious 
trouble and pains for the sake of amusement. But to amuse 
oneself with a view to being serious seems to be right, as 
Anacharsis says; for amusement is a kind of relaxation, and 
it is because we cannot work for ever that we need relaxation. 

Relaxation then is not an end. We enjoy it as a means to 
activity; but it seems that the happy life is a life of virtue, 
and such a life is serious, it is not one of mere amusement. 
We speak of serious things too (for serious things are virtu¬ 
ous) as better than things which are ridiculous and amusing, 
and of the activity of the better part of man’s being or of the 
better man as always the more virtuous. But the activity of 
that which is better is necessarily higher and happier. Any¬ 
body can enjoy bodily pleasures, a slave can enjoy them as 
much as the best of men; but nobody would allow that a 
slave is capable of happiness unless he is capable of life1; for 
happiness consists not in such pastimes as I have been speak¬ 
ing of, but in virtuous activities, as has been already said. 

M.e. the life of a free Athenian citizen. 
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CHAPTER VII 

Happiness a virtuous activity—Happiness a speculative activity 
—Happiness and leisure—Happiness and intuitive reason. 

If happiness consists in virtuous activity, it is only reason¬ 
able to suppose that it is the activity of the highest virtue, or 
in other words, of the best part of our nature. Whether it is 
the reason or something else which seems to exercise rule and 
authority by a natural right, and to have a conception of 
things noble and divine, either as being itself divine or as 
relatively the most divine part of our being, it is the activity 
of this part in accordance with its proper virtue which will 
be the perfect happiness. 

It has been already stated that it is a speculative activity, 
i.e. an activity which takes the form of contemplation. This 
is a conclusion which would seem to agree with our previous 
arguments and with the truth itself; for the speculative is 
the highest activity, as the intuitive reason is the highest of 
our faculties, and the objects with which the intuitive reason 
is concerned are the highest of things that can be known. It 
is also the most continuous; for our speculation can more 
easily be continuous than any kind of action. We consider 
too that pleasure is an essential element of happiness, and it 
is admitted that there is no virtuous activity so pleasant as 
the activity of wisdom or philosophic reflexion; at all events 
it appears that philosophy possesses pleasures of wonderful 
purity and certainty, and it is reasonable to suppose that 
people who possess knowledge pass their time more pleasant¬ 
ly than people who are seekers after truth. 

Self-sufficiency too, as it is called, is preeminently a char¬ 
acteristic of the speculative activity; for the wise man, the 
just man, and all others, need the necessaries of life; but 
when they are adequately provided with these things, the 
just man needs people to whom and with whom he may do 
justice, so do the temperate man, the courageous man and 
everyone else; but the wise man is capable of speculation by 
himself, and the wiser he is, the more capable he is of such 
speculation. It is perhaps better for him in his speculation to 
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have fellow-workers; but nevertheless he is in the highest 
degree self-sufficient. 

It would seem too that the speculative is the only activity 
which is loved for its own sake as it has no result except spec¬ 
ulation, whereas from all moral actions we gain something 
more or less besides the action itself. 

Again, happiness, it seems, requires leisure; for the object 
of our business is leisure, as the object of war is the enjoy¬ 
ment of peace. Now the activity of the practical virtues is 
displayed in politics or war, and actions of this sort seem in¬ 
compatible with leisure. This is alsolutely true of military 
actions, as nobody desires war, or prepares to go to war, for 
its own sake. A person would be regarded as absolutely blood¬ 
thirsty if he were to make enemies of his friends for the mere 
sake of fighting and bloodshed. But the activity of the states¬ 
man too is incompatible with leisure. It aims at securing 
something beyond and apart from politics, viz. the power 
and honour or at least the happiness of the statesman him¬ 
self and his fellow citizens, which is different from the poli¬ 
tical activity and is proved to be different by our search for 
it as something distinct. 

If then political and military actions are preeminent among 
virtuous actions in beauty and grandeur, if they are incom¬ 
patible with leisure and aim at some end, and are not desired 
for their own sakes, if the activity of the intuitive reason 
seems to be superior in seriousness as being speculative, and 
not to aim at any end beyond itself, and to have its proper 
pleasure, and if this pleasure enhances the activity, it fol¬ 
lows that such self-sufficiency and power of leisure and ab¬ 
sence of fatigue as are possible to a man and all the other 
attributes of felicity are found to be realized in this activity. 
This then will be the perfect happiness of Man, if a perfect 
length of life is given it, for there is no imperfection in hap¬ 
piness. But such a life will be too good for Man. He will 
enjoy such a life not in virtue of his humanity but in virtue 
of some divine element within him, and the superiority of 
this activity to the activity of any other virtue will be pro¬ 
portionate to the superiority of this divine element in man to 
his composite or material nature. 

If then the reason is divine in comparison with the rest of 
Man’s nature, the life which accords with reason will be 
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divine in comparison with human life in general. Nor is it 
right to follow the advice of people who say that the thoughts 
of men should not be too high for humanity or the thoughts 
of mortals too high for mortality; for a man, as far as in him 
lies, should seek immortality and do all that is in his power 
to live in accordance with the highest part of his nature, as, 
although that part is insignificant in size, yet in power and 
honour it is far superior to all the rest. 

It would seem too that this is the true self of everyone, if a 
man’s true self is his supreme or better part. It would be 
absurd then that a man should desire not the life which is 
properly his own but the life which properly belongs to some 
other being. The remark already made will be appropriate 
here. It is what is proper to everyone that is in its nature best 
and pleasantest for him. It is the life which accords with 
reason then that will be best and pleasantest for Man, as a 
man’s reason is in the highest sense himself. This will there¬ 
fore be also the happiest life. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Speculative and non-speculative virtue—Happiness of the Gods. 

It is only in a secondary sense that the life which accords 
with other, i.e. non-speculative, virtue can be said to be 
happy; for the activities of such virtue are human, they have 
no divine element. Our just or courageous actions or our vir¬ 
tuous actions of any kind we perform in relation to one an¬ 
other, when we observe the law of propriety in contracts and 
mutual services and the various moral actions and in our 
emotions. But all these actions appear to be human affairs. 
It seems too that moral virtue is in some respects actually 
the result of physical organization and is in many respects 
closely associated with the emotions. Again, prudence is in¬ 
dissolubly linked to moral virtue, and moral virtue to prud¬ 
ence, since the principles of prudence are determined by the 
moral virtues, and moral rectitude is determined by prudence. 
But the moral virtues, as being inseparably united with the 
emotions, must have to do with the composite or material 
part of our nature, and the virtues of the composite part of 
our nature are human, and not divine, virtues. So too there- 
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fore is the life which accords with these virtues; so too is the 
happiness which accords with them. 

But the happiness which consists in the exercise of the 
reason is separated from these emotions. It must be enough 
to say so much about it; for to discuss it in detail would take 
us beyond our present purpose. It would seem too to require 
external resources only to a small extent or to a less extent 
than moral virtue. It may be granted that both will require 
the necessaries of life and will require them equally, even if 
the politician devotes more trouble to his body and his bod¬ 
ily welfare than the philosopher; for the difference will not 
be important. But there will be a great difference in respect 
of their activities. The liberal man will want money for the 
practice of liberality, and the just man for the requital of 
services which have been done him; for our wishes, unless 
they are manifested in actions, must always be obscure, and 
even people who are not just pretend that it is their wish to 
act justly. The courageous man too will want physical 
strength if he is to perform any virtuous action, and the tem¬ 
perate man liberty, as otherwise it will be impossible for him 
or for anybody else to show his character. 

But if the question be asked whether it is the purpose or 
the performance that is the surer determinant of virtue, as 
virtue implies both, it is clear that both are necessary to per¬ 
fection. But action requires various conditions, and the 
greater and nobler the action, the more numerous will the 
conditions be. 

In speculation on the other hand there is no need of such 
conditions, at least for its activity; it may rather be said that 
they are actual impediments to speculation. It is as a human 
being and as living in society that a person chooses to per¬ 
form virtuous actions. Such conditions then will be requisite 
if he is to live as a man. 

That perfect happiness is a species of speculative activity 
will appear from the following consideration among others. 
Our conception of the Gods is that they are preeminently 
happy and fortunate. But what kind of actions do we prop¬ 
erly attribute to them? Are they just actions? But it would 
make the Gods ridiculous to suppose that they form con¬ 
tracts, restore deposits, and so on. Are they then courageous 
actions? Do the Gods endure dangers and alarms for the 
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sake of honour? Or liberal actions? But to whom should they 
give money? It would be absurd to suppose that they have a 
currency or anything of the kind. Again, what will be the 
nature of their temperate actions? Surely to praise the gods 
for temperance is to degrade them; they are exempt from 
low desires. We may go through the whole category of vir¬ 
tues, and it will appear that whatever relates to moral action 
is petty and unworthy of the Gods. 

Yet the Gods are universally conceived as living and 
therefore as displaying activity; they are certainly not con¬ 
ceived as sleeping like Endymion. If then action and still 
more production is denied to one who is alive, what is left but 
speculation? It follows that the activity of God being pre¬ 
eminently blissful will be speculative, and if so then the 
human activity which is most nearly related to it will be most 
capable of happiness. 

It is an evidence of this truth that the other animals, as 
being perfectly destitute of such activity, do not participate 
in happiness; for while the whole life of the Gods is fortunate 
or blessed, the life of men is blessed in so far as it possesses a 
certain resemblance to their speculative activity. But no 
other animal is happy, as no other animal participates at all 
in speculation. 

We conclude then that happiness is coextensive with spec¬ 
ulation, and that the greater a person’s power of speculation, 
the greater will be his happiness, not as an accidental fact 
but in virtue of the speculation, as speculation is honourable 
in itself. Hence happiness must be a kind of speculation. 

CHAPTER IX 

Happiness and external goods—Happiness and reason. 

Man, as being human, will require external prosperity. His 
nature is not of itself sufficient for speculation, it needs bod¬ 
ily health, food, and care of every kind. It must not however 
be supposed that, because it is impossible to be fortunate 
without external goods, a great variety of such goods will be 
necessary to happiness. For neither self-sufficiency nor moral 
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action consists in excess; it is possible to do noble deeds 
without being lord of land and sea, as moderate means will 
enable a person to act in accordance with virtue. We may 
clearly see that it is so; for it seems that private persons 
practise virtue not less but actually more than persons in 
high place. It is enough that such a person should possess as 
much as is requisite for virtue; his life will be happy if he 
lives in the active exercise of virtue. Solon was right perhaps 
in his description of the happy man as one “who is moderate¬ 
ly supplied with external goods, and yet has performed the 
noblest actions/’—such was his opinion—“and had lived a 
temperate life,” for it is possible to do one’s duty with only 
moderate means. It seems too that Anaxagoras did not con¬ 
ceive of the happy man as possessing wealth or power when 
he said that he should not be surprised if the happy man 
proved a puzzle in the eyes of the world; for the world judges 
by externals alone, it has no perception of anything that is 
not external. 

The opinions of philosophers then seem to agree with our 
theories. Such opinions, it is true, possess a sort of authority; 
but it is the facts of life that are the tests of truth in prac¬ 
tical matters, as they possess a supreme authority. It is right 
then to consider the doctrines which have been already ad¬ 
vanced in reference to the facts of life, to accept them if they 
harmonize with those facts, and to regard them as mere 
theories if they disagree with them. 

Again, he whose activity is directed by reason and who cul¬ 
tivates reason, and is in the best, i.e. the most rationaly state 
of mind is also, as it seems, the most beloved of the Gods. 
For if the Gods care at all for human things, as is believed, it 
will be only reasonable to hold that they delight in what is 
best and most related to themselves, i.e. in reason, and that 
they requite with kindness those who love and honour it 
above all else, as caring for what is dead to themselves and 
performing right and noble actions. 

It is easy to see that these conditions are found preemin¬ 
ently in the wise man. He will therefore be most beloved of 
the Gods. We may fairly suppose too that he is most happy; 

" so, this is another reason for thinking that the wise 
preeminently happy. 
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CHAPTER X 

Knowledge and practice of virtue—Formation of a virtuous char¬ 
acter—The state and education—Individualism in education 
—Need of principles of legislation—Sophists. 

Supposing then that our sketch of these subjects and of the 
virtues, and of friendship too, and pleasure, has been ade¬ 
quate, are we to regard our object as achieved? Or are we to 
say in the old phrase that in practical matters the end is not 
speculation and knowledge but action? It is not enough to 
know the nature of virtue; we must endeavour to possess it, 
and to exercise it, and to use whatever other means are neces¬ 
sary for becoming good. 

Now, if theories were sufficient of themselves to make men 
good, they would deserve to receive any number of handsome 
rewards, as Theognis said, and it would have been our duty 
to provide them. But it appears in fact that, although they 
are strong enough to encourage and stimulate youths who 
are already liberally minded, although they are capable of 
bringing a soul which is generous and enamoured of noble¬ 
ness under the spell of virtue, they are impotent to inspire 
the mass of men to chivalrous action; for it is not the nature 
of such men to obey honour but terror, nor to abstain from 
evil for fear of disgrace but for fear of punishment. For, as 
their life is one of emotion, they pursue their proper pleasures 
and the means of gaining these pleasures, and eschew the 
pains which are opposite to them. But of what is noble and 
truly pleasant they have not so much as a conception, be¬ 
cause they have never tasted it. Where is the theory or argu¬ 
ment which can reform such people as these? It is difficult to 
change by argument the settled features of character. We 
must be content perhaps if, when we possess all the means by 
which we are thought to become virtuous, we gain some 
share of virtue. 

Some people think that men are made good by nature, 
others by habit, others again by teaching. 

Now it is clear that the gift of Nature is not in our own 
power, but is bestowed through some divine providence upon 
those who are truly fortunate. It is probably true also that 
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reason and teaching are not universally efficacious; the soul 
of the pupil must first have been cultivated by habit to a 
right spirit of pleasure and aversion, like the earth that is to 
nourish the seed. For he whose life is governed by emotion 
would not listen to the dissuasive voice of reason, or even 
comprehend it, and if this is his state, how is it possible to 
convert him? Emotion, it seems, never submits to reason but 
only to force. It is necessary then to presuppose a character 
which is in a sense akin to virtue, which loves what is noble 
and dislikes what is dishonourable. But it is difficult for one 
to receive from his early days a right inclination to virtue, 
unless he is brought up under virtuous laws; for a life of 
temperance and steadfastness is not pleasant to most people, 
least of all to the young. It follows that the nurture and 
pursuits of the young should be regulated by law, as they will 
not be painful, if he becomes used to them. 

But it is not enough, I think, that we should receive a right 
nurture and control in youth; we must practise what is right 
and get the habit of doing it when we have come to man’s 
estate. We shall need laws then to teach us what is right, and 
so to teach us all the duty of life; for most people are moved 
by necessity rather than by reason, and by the fear of pun¬ 
ishment rather than by the love of nobleness. 

Accordingly it is sometimes held that legislators should on 
the one hand invite and exhort men to pursue virtue because 
it is so noble, as they who have been already trained in virtue 
will pay heed to them, and on the other hand, if they are dis¬ 
obedient and degenerate, should inflict punishments and chas¬ 
tisements on them and utterly expel them, if they are incur¬ 
able; for so the good man who lives by the rule of honour 
will obey reason, and the bad man whose aim is pleasure 
must be chastened by pain like a beast of burden. Hence 
too it is said that the pains ought to be such as are most 
opposed to a person’s favourite pleasures. 

If then, as has been said, he who is to be a good man 
should receive a noble nurture and training and then should 
live accordingly in virtuous pursuits and never voluntarily or 
involuntarily do evil, this result will only be attained if we 
live, so to say, in accordance with reason and right order 
resting upon force. 

Now the authority of a father does not possess such force 
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or compulsion, nor indeed does that of any individual, unless 
he is a king or some such person. But the law has a com¬ 
pulsory power, as being itself in a sense the outcome of 
prudence and reason; and whereas we hate people who op¬ 
pose our inclinations, even if they are right in so doing, we 
do not feel the law to be grievous in its insistence upon 
virtue. 

It is only in the state of Lacedaemon and a few other 
states that the legislator seems to have undertaken to con¬ 
trol the nurture and pursuits of the citizens. In the great 
majority of states there is an absolute neglect of such mat¬ 
ters, and everybody lives as he chooses, “being lawgiver of 
wife and children” like the Cyclops1. 

It is best then that the state should undertake the control 
of these matters and should exercise it rightly and should 
have the power of giving effect to its control. But if the state 
altogether neglects it, it would seem to be the duty of every 
citizen to further the cause of virtue in his own children and 
friends, or at least to set before himself the purpose of fur¬ 
thering it. It would seem too from what has been said that he 
will be best able to do this, if he has learnt the principles of 
legislation; for the control of the state is clearly exercised 
through the form of laws, and is good if the laws are virtu¬ 
ous. Whether they are written or unwritten laws, and wheth¬ 
er they are suited to the education of an individual or of a 
number of people is apparently a matter of indifference, as it 
is in music or gymnastic or other studies. For as in a state it 
is law and custom which are supreme, so in a household it is 
the paternal precepts and customs, and all the more because 
of the father's relationship to the members of his family, and 
of the benefits which he has conferred upon them; for the 
members of a family are naturally affectionate and obedient 
to the father from the first. 

Again, there is a superiority in the individual as against 
the general methods of education; it is much the same as in 
medicine where, although it is the general rule that a feverish 
patient needs to be kept quiet and to take no food, there may 
perhaps be some exceptions. Nor does a teacher of boxing 
teach all his pupils to box in the same style. 

1 Homer’s description of the Cyclopean life (to which Aristotle fre¬ 
quently refers) is found in the Odyssey ix. 114, 115. 
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It would seem then that a study of individual character is 
the best way of perfecting the education of the individual, as 
then everyone has a better chance of receiving such treatment 
as is suitable. Still the individual case may best be treated, 
whether in medicine or in gymnastic or in any other subject, 
by one who knows the general rule applicable to all people or 
to people of a particular kind; for the sciences are said to 
deal, and do deal, with general laws. At the same time there 
is no reason why even without scientific knowledge a person 
should not be successful in treating a particular case if he 
has made an accurate, although empirical, observation of the 
results which follow from a particular course of treatment, as 
there are some doctors who seem to be excellent doctors in 
their own cases, although they would be unable to relieve 
anybody else. 

Nevertheless if a person wishes to succeed in art or specu¬ 
lation, it is, I think, his duty to proceed to a universal prin¬ 
ciple and to make himself acquainted with it as far as pos¬ 
sible; for sciences, as has been said, deal with universals. 
Also it is the duty of any one who wishes to elevate people, 
whether they be few or many, by his treatment, to try to 
learn the principles of legislation, if it is laws that are the 
natural means of making us good. So in education it is not 
everybody—it is at the most only the man of science—who 
can create a noble disposition in all who come to him as 
patients, as it is in medicine or in any other art which de¬ 
mands care and prudence. 

Is it not then our next step to consider the sources and 
means of learning the principles of legislation? It may be 
thought that here as elsewhere we must look to the persons 
who practise the principles, i.e. to statesmen; for legislation, 
as we saw, is apparently a branch of politics. But there is this 
difference between politics and all other sciences and facul¬ 
ties. In these it is the same people who are found to teach the 
faculties and to make practical use of them, e.g. doctors and 
painters; whereas in politics it is the sophists who profess to 
teach, but it is never they who practise. The practical people 
are the active statesmen who would seem to be guided in 
practical life by a kind of faculty or experience rather than 
by intelligence; for we see that they never write or speak 
on these subjects, although it is perhaps a nobler task than 
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the composition of forensic or parliamentary speeches, nor 
have they ever made their own sons or any other people 
whom they care for into statesmen. Yet it might be expected 
that they should do so, if it were in their power, for they 
could not have bequeathed any better legacy to their state, 
nor is there anything which they would have preferred for 
themselves or their dearest friends to such a faculty. Still it 
must be admitted that experience does much good; otherwise 
people could not be made statesmen by familiarity with poli¬ 
tics. It follows that, if people desire to understand politics, 
they need experience as well as theory. 

These sophists however who are lavish in their professions 
appear to be far from teaching statesmanship; in fact they 
are absolutely ignorant of the sphere or nature of statesman¬ 
ship. If it were not so they would not have made statesman¬ 
ship identical with, or inferior to, rhetoric; they would not 
have thought it easy work to form a legislative code by 
merely collecting such laws as are held in high repute; they 
would not have supposed that all they have to do is to make 
a selection of the best laws, as if the selection itself did not 
demand intelligence, and as if a right judgment were not a 
thing of the greatest difficulty in legislation no less than in 
music. For it is only such persons as possess experience of 
particular arts who can form a correct judgment of artistic 
works, and understand the means and manner of executing 
them, and the harmony of particular combinations. Inex¬ 
perienced persons on the other hand are only too glad if they 
are alive to the fact that a work has been well or badly exe¬ 
cuted, as in painting. But laws are like the artistic works of 
political science. How then should a mere collection of laws 
make a person capable of legislating, or of deciding upon the 
best laws? It does not appear that the study of medical books 
makes people good doctors; yet medical books affect not only 
to state methods of treatment, but to state the way of cur¬ 
ing people, and the proper method of treating particular 
cases by classifying the various states of health. But all this, 
although it seems useful to the experienced, is useless to 
those who are ignorant of medical science. It may be sup¬ 
posed then that collections of laws and polities would be use¬ 
ful to those who are capable of considering and deciding 
what is right or wrong, and what is suitable to particular 
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cases; but if people who examine such questions have not 
the proper frame of mind, they will find it impossible to form 
a right judgment unless indeed by accident, although they 
may gain a more intelligent appreciation of them. 

As previous writers have failed to investigate the subject 
of legislation, it will perhaps be better to examine it our¬ 
selves, and indeed to examine the whole subject of politics1, 
in order that the philosophy of human life may be made as 
complete as possible. 

Let us try then, first of all, to recount such particular opin¬ 
ions as have been rightly expressed by our predecessors, then, 
in view of the polities which we have collected, to consider 
the preservatives and destructives of states and of particular 
polities, and the reasons why some polities are good and 
others bad. For when we have considered these, it will per¬ 
haps be easier to see what kind of polity is best, and what is 
the best way of ordering it and what are its laws and customs. 

1 Aristotle thus paves the way for his Politics, a treatise published 
later than the Ethics. 





ANALYSIS 

BOOK I 

CHAPTER I 

Every art, every science, every action or purpose, aims at some good. 
The good is that at which all things aim. 
The ends are either activities or results beyond the activities. Where 

the result is an end beyond the activity, the result is superior to the 
activity. 

As there are various actions, arts and sciences, the ends are also 
various. The ends of the architectonic arts or sciences are more desir¬ 
able than those of the subordinate arts and sciences. 

The end which we wish for its own sake, and for the sake of which 
we wish everything else, is the good, or the supreme good. 

The knowledge of the supreme good is of great importance as regu¬ 
lating the aim or object of human life. 

The architectonic science or faculty is the political. Its end compre¬ 
hends the ends of all other sciences and is therefore the true good of 
mankind. 

Ethics becomes then a department of Politics. It is not an exact 
science. Ethical truth can be ascertained only roughly and generally; 
it must always admit of dispute. 

The young, having no experience of life, are ill judges of ethical 
reasonings, which are conclusions from the premisses of fact. 

CHAPTER II 

The supreme good is admitted on all hands to be happiness. But 
happiness is differently conceived. By some it is defined as a visible 
and palpable good, e. g. pleasure, wealth or honour; by others as an 
absolute or abstract good, which is the cause of goodness in all other 
goods. 

All reasoning is either deductive or inductive. Ethical reasoning starts 
from ascertained and known facts. But facts may be known either ab¬ 
solutely or relatively to the persons who know them. It is facts rela¬ 
tively known which form the basis of Ethics. 

247 
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Hence the importance of a good moral training, as supplying the 
first principles of ethical reasoning. 

CHAPTER III 

The lives of men may be described as (1) sensual (2) political (3) 
speculative. 

The sensual life is the choice of slavish or brutish men. 
The political life aims at honour. But honour is not identifiable with 

happiness, as it depends more upon the people who pay it than upon 
the person to whom it is paid, and is therefore not something proper 
to the person himself. 

Nor again are virtue and happiness identical, as virtue is consistent 
with a life of torpor or misfortune. 

The speculative life will be investigated hereafter. 

CHAPTER IV 

Objections to the Platonic theory of the universal good. 

(1) Plato did not recognise ideas of things of which priority and 
posteriority are predicable. But good is predicted of relation as well 
as of essence, and the relative is necessarily posterior to the essential. 

(2) Good is predicated in all the categories. But if so it cannot be 
a common universal idea. 

(3) There is no single science of all good things, as there would 
be if the idea of good were single. 

(4) Good would not become more good by being eternal, if it 
were a universal idea. 

The Pythagorean doctrine that unity is a good is more reasonable 
than the Platonic doctrine that the good is a unity. 

It has been suggested that the Platonic theory does not apply to all 
goods and that there are two kinds of goods, viz. (1) absolute (2) 
secondary. 

But what are absolute goods? 
If nothing is an absolute good except the idea, the idea will comprise 

no particulars. If the particulars are absolute goods, the conception of 
the good will be the same in them all, But it is not the same, e. g. in 
honour, wisdom, and pleasure. Good then is not a common term falling 
under one idea. 

CHAPTER V 

The practicable good is different in different actions or arts. e. g. 
in medicine, strategy, etc. 
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But in each it is that for the sake of which all else is done. 
If then there is a certain end of all action, it will be this which is the 

practicable good; or if there are several such ends, it will be these. 
Happiness answers to this description of the supreme good; for 

whereas other goods are desired partly for their own sakes and partly 
as means to happiness, happiness is always desired for its own sake. 

Also the final good may be assumed to be self-sufficient, and hap¬ 
piness is pre-eminently self-sufficient. 

Also happiness is distinct from other good things, as being the end 
so has Man himself. 

CHAPTER VI 

The nature of happiness depends on the proper function of Man. 
As every part of Man, e. g. his eye, his hand, his foot, has its function, 
so has Man himself. 

What is his function ? 
Not the life of nutrition and increase, for that is common to man 

with the plants; nor the life of sensation, for that is common to man 
with the lower animals. It is the practical life of the rational part of 
man’s being. 

The function of man defined as an activity of soul in accordance 
with reason or not independently of reason. 

But the functions of a person of a certain kind, and of a person 
who is good of his kind, e. g. of a harpist and a good harpist, are the 
same. 

The function of the good man then will be an activity of soul in 
accordance with virtue, or if there are several virtues, in accordance 
with the best and most complete virtue, that activity being exhibited 
not in a chance period of time but in a complete life. 

CHAPTER VII 

The degree of accuracy attainable in Ethics is not greater than is 
proper to the subject. We must be content with such accuracy as is 
attainable. 

Ethical science proceeds from first principles, and these principles 
are discovered sometimes by induction, sometimes by perception, 
sometimes by habituation and so on. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Goods are divisible into three classes viz. (1) External goods, (2) 
Goods of the soul, (3) Goods of the body. 

Of these the goods of the soul are goods in the strictest sense. 



250 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

The end of human life then will be some good of the soul. 
Accordingly the happy man will live well and do well, as happiness 

is a kind of living and doing well. 

CHAPTER IX 

This definition of happiness embraces and includes the conceptions 
of happiness as prudence or wisdom whether (a) absolute or (b) 
associated with pleasure or external prosperity. For if happiness is 
activity in accordance with virtue, it implies virtue. 

N. B. Happiness must be an activity rather than a moral state, as 
a moral state may exist and yet may be unproductive, but activity 
implies action. 

Activity in accordance with virtue implies pleasure, as if a person 
is good, he finds pleasure in noble actions. 

Lastly, activity in accordance with virtue implies nobleness. 
Happiness then is the best and pleasantest and noblest thing in the 

world. But it requires the addition of external goods, as nobleness of 
action is impossible without external means. 

CHAPTER X 

It is questioned whether happiness can be learnt or acquired, or is 
a gift of Heaven. 

Happiness, as being the best of human things, may be reasonably 
supposed to be a divine gift; for how can the best of things be left to 
chance ? 

But even if it can be acquired by learning or discipline, still in its 
nature it is divine. 

It is also of wide extent, as being capable of realization in all per¬ 
sons, except such as are morally deformed. 

The definition of happiness agrees with the end of political science 
as already defined; for the end of political science is to produce a 
character of goodness in the citizens. 

The lower animals are incapable of happiness, as being incapable 
of virtuous activity. 

Children are incapable of happiness, except prospectively, for hap¬ 
piness requires complete virtue and a complete life. 

CHAPTER XI 

Can a man be called happy so long as he is alive? 
The Solonian dictum that it is necessary to look to the end would 

seem to forbid the ascription of happiness to any one until after he is 
dead. But if happiness is a species of activity, how can a person be 
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happy not in his life time, but after his death ? Nor is it right to con¬ 
ceive a person to be happy after his death, as being at last exempt from 
the changes and chances of life; for it may reasonably be believed that 
the dead are affected more or less by such good or evil as occurs to 
their children and descendants. 

To call a person happy after his death is to predicate happiness of 
him, not when the happiness exists, but when it has existed and is past. 

Again, to make happiness dependent upon the fortune of the moment 
is to destroy its stability and completeness. But no human function 
is so constant or stable as activity in accordance with virtue. 

The conclusion is that happiness possesses the element of stability. 
It is not affected by petty incidents of good or ill fortune, nor is it 
destroyed, although it may be impeded, by serious pains and calamities. 

Happiness being determined by virtuous activity the happy man 
can never become miserable, as he will never commit mean actions. His 
happiness will be seldom disturbed, but if disturbed, as e. g. by heavy 
misfortune, will be only slowly restored. 

The happy man then is one whose activity accords with perfect 
virtue, and who is adequately furnished with external goods, not for a 
casual period of time, but for a complete lifetime. 

It is probable that a person after death is affected, but not affected 
to any great extent, by the fortunes of his descendants or friends, i. e. 
they do not create or destroy his happiness. 

CHAPTER XII 

Is happiness properly an object of praise or an object of honour? 
Praise implies a certain character and a certain relation to some¬ 

body or something else in the object of praise. Hence praise is inap¬ 
plicable to the Gods, as they stand above comparison. 

It follows that praise is inapplicable to the highest goods. 
Happiness then, as being the supreme good, is an object, not of 

praise, but of something higher than praise, viz. honour. 
From another point of view happiness, as being a first principle, is 

equally an object of honour. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Happiness being an activity of soul in accordance with complete or 
perfect virtue, the consideration of virtue affords the best insight into 
happiness. 

Human excellence or virtue is not that of the body but that of the 

soul. 
Now the soul has two parts, one irrational the other rational. The 

irrational part is also capable of division into 
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(1) the vegetative part which is common to man with all living 
things, and is removed from the sphere of virtue 

(2) the emotional or concupiscent part, which is irrational, and 
yet may be said to partake of reason, not as possessing or understand¬ 
ing reason, but as being capable of obedience to reason. 

There are therefore in man 

(1) Intellectual virtues i. e. virtues of the rational part of his soul, 
e. g. wisdom and prudence, 

(2) Moral virtues i. e. virtues of the irrational part of his soul 
when acting in obedience to reason, e. g. liberality and temperance. 

BOOK II 

CHAPTER I 

Virtue or excellence then is twofold, viz. 

(1) Intellectual 

(2) Moral. 

Intellectual virtue is originated and fostered mainly by teaching; it 
therefore demands time and experience. 

Moral virtue is created by habit. It follows that moral virtue is not 
implanted by nature, as a law of nature cannot be altered by habitua¬ 
tion. 

Nature affords the capacity for virtue, and that capacity is perfect¬ 
ed by habit. 

There is a marked difference between the natural powers or facul¬ 
ties of man and his virtues. 

The faculties are acquired before the corresponding activities are 
displayed. Thus the faculty of sight or hearing precedes its active exer¬ 
cise. But the virtues are acquired by their exercise; justice by just 
action, temperance by temperate action, and so on. 

Legislation aims at making the citizens good by discipline of the 
habits. 

It is true of virtue as of art that the causes and means by which 
it is produced, and by which it is destroyed, are the same. A person 
becomes a good or bad musician by practising music well or badly. 
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Similarly he becomes brave or cowardly by acting rightly or wrongly 
in the face of danger. 

In a word, moral states are the results of activities corresponding 
to the moral states themselves. Hence the serious importance of the 
training of the habits from early days. 

CHAPTER II 

The study of Ethics is not speculative only but practical. Our object 
is not merely to know the nature of virtue, but to become ourselves 
virtuous. 

It is necessary therefore to consider the principle of right action. 
But reasoning upon practical matters cannot be scientifically exact; 
it can only be tentative or approximate. 

Excess and deficiency are alike fatal in conduct. Excess or de¬ 
ficiency of gymnastic exercise is fatal to strength, excess or deficiency 
of meat and drink to health. Similarly in respect of courage, temper¬ 
ance, and the other virtues, excess or deficiency is destructive, the 
mean or intermediate state is preservative, of the virtues. 

As the causes and agencies which produce, increase, and destroy the 
moral states are the same, so is the sphere of their activity the same 
also. Strength e. g. is produced by taking food and undergoing toil; 
but nobody can take so much food or undergo so much toil as the 
strong man. The same is true of courage or temperance. The pleasure 
or pain which follows upon actions is the test of a person’s moral state. 

The essential quality of courage lies in facing dangers with pleasure, 
or of temperance in abstaining from physical gratifications with 
pleasure. Hence the importance of such a training as produces pleasure 
and pain in presence of the right objects. This is the true education. 

The connexion of virtue with pleasures and pains follows 

(1) because the virtues are concerned with actions and emotions, 
and every action or emotion is attended by pleasure and pain 

(2) because the employment of pains as means of punishment 
implies the pleasantness of the condition which punishments are in¬ 
tended to remedy. 

Certain philosophers, e. g. the Cynics, seeing the influence of plea¬ 
sures and pains upon conduct, have been led to define the virtues as 
apathetic states. 

Moral virtue then tends to produce the best action in respect of 
pleasures and pains. 

Again, there are three natural objects of desire, viz. the noble, the 
expedient, and the pleasant, and three natural objects of avoidance, 
viz. the shameful, the injurious, and the painful. It follows that the 
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good man will take a right line in respect of all these, but especially of 
pleasure, as pleasure is an element of nobleness and expediency. 

Also pleasure is a sentiment fostered in men from early childhood. 
Pleasure and pain too are in a greater or less degree the standards of 
human action. 

The study of Ethics then is throughout concerned with pleasures 
and pains, as right or wrong pleasures and pains have a material in¬ 
fluence upon actions. 

CHAPTER III 

When it is said that a person becomes just by just action, or tem¬ 
perate by temperate action, justice and temperance as qualities imply 
not only the corresponding actions but the corresponding knowledge 
or motive. 

In order to just or temperate actions it is necessary 

(1) that a person should know what he is doing 

(2) that he should deliberately choose to do it 

(3) that he should choose to do it for its own sake 

(4) that it should be an instance or evidence of a fixed and im¬ 
mutable moral state. 

Hence virtue, as necessitating these conditions, differs from art, 
which requires none of these conditions or only the condition of 
knowledge. 

CHAPTER IV 

The Nature of Virtue 

The qualities of the soul are three (viz.) 

(1) emotions 

(2) faculties 

(3) moral states. 

Virtue then must be one of these three. 
But the virtues like the vices are not emotions, for 

(1) praise and blame attach to virtues or vices but not to 

emotions 

(2) the virtues imply, but the emotions do not imply, deliberate 
purpose 
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(3) a person is said to be moved in respect of his emotions, but 
to have a certain disposition in respect of his virtues or vices. 

Nor again are the virtues faculties, for 

(1) it is not an abstract capacity for emotion which is the sub¬ 
ject of praise or censure 

(2) the faculties are gifts of nature, the virtues are not. 

If then the virtues are neither emotions nor faculties, they must be 
moral states. 

CHAPTER V 

It is not enough to show that virtue is a moral state, it is necessary 
to describe the character of that moral state. 

Every virtue or excellence has the effect of producing a good condi¬ 
tion of that of which it is a virtue or excellence, and of enabling it to 
perform its function well. The excellence of the eye e. g. makes the eye 
good and its function good. Similarly the excellence or virtue of a man 
.will be such a moral state as makes him good and able to perform his 
proper function well. 

In everything there is 

(1) a greater 

(2) a smaller 

(3) an equal 

whether 

(a) absolute or 

(b) relative to ourselves. 

The equal is a mean between excess and deficiency. The absolute 
mean is equally distant from both extremes, the relative mean is 
neither too much nor too little for ourselves. 

In practical matters the wise man seeks and chooses the relative 
mean. 

Every science or art, if it is to perform its function well, must re¬ 
gard the mean and refer its productions to the mean. Accordingly, 
successful productions are those to which nothing can be added, and 
from which nothing can be taken. But virtue is superior to any science 
or art. Virtue therefore will aim at the mean. 

All emotions and actions admit of excess and deficiency, they admit 
also of the mean. 

To experience emotions at the right times, on the right occasions, 
towards the right persons, for the right causes, and in the right man- 
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ner is the mean, or the supreme good, and this is characteristic of 
virtue. 

Virtue then is a mean state as aiming at the mean. 
Again, there are many different ways of going wrong, but there is 

only one way of going right. Evil is infinite, good finite; hence excess 
and deficiency are characteristics of vice, and the mean state is char¬ 
acteristic of virtue. 

CHAPTER VI 

Definition of Virtue 

Virtue is a state of deliberate moral purpose, consisting in a mean 
that is relative to ourselves, the mean being determined by reason or 
as a prudent man would determine it. 

It is a mean state 

(1) as lying between the two vices of excess and deficiency 

(2) as discovering and embracing the mean in emotions and 
actions. 

But while virtue is a mean state if regarded in its essence, it is an 
extreme if regarded from the point of view of the supreme good. 

It is not every action or every emotion that admits of a mean state. 
Some emotions, e. g. malice and envy, some actions, e. g. theft and 

murder, are intrinsically wicked. These actions and emotions are in 
themselves excesses or deficiencies; they do not therefore admit of a 
mean state. 

CHAPTER VII 

Particular virtues as exemplifications of the mean state. 

Excess 

Foolhardiness 
Licentiousness 
Prodigality 
Vulgarity 
Vanity 

Mean State 

Courage 
Temperance 
Liberality 
Magnificence 
Highmindedness 

Deficiency 

Cowardice 
Insensibility 
Illiberally 
Meanness 
Littlcmindedness 

N. B. Magnificence differs from liberality as having to do with 
large sums of money. 

Excess Mean State Deficiency 

Ambition Lack of ambition 

N. B. There is no name for the mean state; hence sometimes am¬ 
bition, sometimes lack of ambition is praised. 
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Excess Mean State Deficiency 

Passionateness Gentleness 
Boastfulness Truthfulness 
Buffoonery Wittiness 
Obsequiousness (if dis- Friendliness 

interested or Flat¬ 
tery (if interested) 

Bashfulness Modesty 
Envy Righteous Indignation 

Impassivity 
Self-depreciation or 

Irony 
Boorishness 
Quarrelsomeness 

Shamelessness 
Malice 

N. B. This last example is inexact, as Aristotle saw in his Rhetoric. 
Envy and Malice are not opposites, but compatible and co-existent. 

CHAPTER VIII 

The extremes are opposed both to the mean and to each other; the 
mean is opposed to the extremes. But the opposition between the two 
extremes is greater than that between either extreme and the mean. 

In some cases the excess, in others the deficiency, is the more opposed 
to the mean. Cowardice e. g. is more opposed to courage than fool¬ 
hardiness, licentiousness is more opposed to temperance than insen¬ 
sibility. The reason of this greater opposition lies partly in the nature 
of the thing itself, partly in the greater inclination of human nature 
to one extreme than to the other. 

CHAPTER IX 

Moral virtue then is a mean state as lying between two vices, and 
as aiming at the mean in the emotions and actions. Hence the difficulty 
of virtuous living, as it is always difficult to find the mean. 

Practical rules for human life 

(1) To depart from that extreme which is the more opposed to 
the mean. 

(2) To pull ourselves in the direction opposite to our natural in¬ 
clination. 

(3) Where the attainment of the mean is impossible, to choose the 
lesser of two evils. 

Beyond these rules it is impossible to go. Nq theory will define the 
limits of right conduct. 
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BOOK III 

CHAPTER I 

Virtue being concerned with emotions and actions, and voluntary 
emotions and actions being subjects of praise and blame, but invol¬ 
untary emotions and actions the subjects of pardon or pity, it is 
necessary to distinguish what is voluntary from what is involuntary. 

Actions done under compulsion or from ignorance are involuntary. 
But an action is compulsory if its origin is external to the person who 
does it, e. g. if the wind carries him out of his course. 

It is sometimes difficult to decide whether a particular action is 
voluntary or involuntary, e. g. if a person does some shameful action 
at a tyrant's command to save the lives of his parents or children, or if 
he throws his goods overboard to save his ship. Such actions may be 
said to be voluntary, as being chosen by the person at the time of doing 
them, but in the abstract they are involuntary. 

They may be either laudable or censurable or simply pardonable. 
Yet there are probably some actions which a good man could not be 
compelled to do; he would rather die any death, however dreadful. 

As a general rule it is a mistake to lay the blame of wrong actions 
upon external causes rather than upon our own moral weakness. 

CHAPTER II 

An action which is due to ignorance is non-voluntary, but it is not 
involuntary unless it is followed by a feeling of pain and regret. 

To act from ignorance is one thing, to act in ignorance is another. 
A person e. g. who is intoxicated acts not from ignorance, but from 
intoxication, but he acts in ignorance. 

Ignorance is a frequent cause of injustice. But the ignorance which 
is the cause of injustice is ignorance which affects the moral purpose; 
it is also ignorance of the universal; but the ignorance which is the 
cause of involuntary action is ignorance of particulars, i. e. of the 
particular circumstances and occasion of the action. This latter igno¬ 
rance admits of pity and forgiveness. 

The particulars of action are 

(1) the agent. 

(2) the action itself. 
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(3) its occasion, or circumstances. We may add 

(4) the instrument. 

(5) the object. 

(6) the manner of acting. 

Nobody but a madman can be ignorant of all these particulars; but 
a person may be said to have acted involuntarily if he was ignorant 
of any one of them, especially if he was ignorant of the most impor¬ 
tant particulars, although an action cannot be called involuntary in 
respect of such ignorance, unless it occasions pain and regret to the 
agent. 

CHAPTER III 

Action being involuntary, if done under compulsion or from ignor¬ 
ance, it appears to be voluntary, if the agent originates it with a 
knowledge of the particular circumstances of the action. 

Actions due to passion or desire are not involuntary for 

(1) if they were, no lower animal would act voluntarily 

(2) it cannot be supposed that nothing which is done from de¬ 
sire or passion is voluntary, or that noble actions are voluntary and 
shameful actions involuntary. 

There are certain things which ought to be objects of desire, and 
it cannot be said that these are desired involuntarily. 

Again, what is involuntary is painful, what is done from desire is 
pleasant. 

Again, there is no difference in respect of involuntarincss between 
errors of reason and errors of passion; it is a duty to avoid both. 

CHAPTER IV 

Moral Purpose 

It is closely related to virtue and is a better criterion of character 
than actions. 

Moral purpose is voluntary, but volition is a wider term than moral 
purpose for 

(1) children and the lower animals have volition, but not moral 
purpose 

(2) actions done on the spur of the moment are voluntary but 
lack moral purpose. 
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(1) Moral purpose is not desire, for 

(а) irrational creatures are capable of desire, but not of moral 
purpose. 

(б) Moral purpose, but not desire, is proper to continence; de¬ 
sire, but not moral purpose, to incontinence. 

(c) desire is contrary to moral purpose, but one desire is not 
contrary to another 

(d) pleasure is the object of desire, but not of moral purpose. 

(2) Moral purpose is not passion; for where actions are due to 
anger, they are not directed by moral purpose. 

(3) Moral purpose is not wish, for 

(а) we may wish for impossibilities, e.g. immortality, but we do 
not purpose them 

(б) we may wish for things which are possible in themselves 
but lie wholly beyond our own power; but we do not purpose things 
unless it is more or less in our own power to effect them. 

(c) Wish is directed to the end, moral purpose to the means. 

(4) Moral purpose is not opinion, for 

(a) Opinion applies to all things, i.e. to things which are eternal 
or impossible, as well as to things which lie within our own power; 
moral purpose is confined to things which lie within our own power. 

(b) Opinion is distinguished by being true or false, moral pur¬ 
pose by being good or evil. Nor is moral purpose opinion of a particu¬ 
lar kind; for character depends upon purposing good or evil, not upon 
holding particular opinions. 

(c) Opinion relates to the nature of things, moral purpose to the 
duty of accepting or avoiding things. 

<d) Moral purpose is praised rather as being directed to a 
proper end than as being correct, opinion is praised as being true. 

(e) We purpose such things as we best know to be good; we 
form an opinion of things of which we have no knowledge. 

(/) The power of forming the best opinion does not imply the 
power of making the best moral choice; for a person may form a good 
opinion, but, being vicious, may not purpose good action. 

Moral purpose is not only voluntary, but implies previous delib¬ 
eration. 
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CHAPTER V 

What are the proper subjects of deliberation? A subject of delibera¬ 
tion must be understood to be that about which a sensible person 
would deliberate. It will not be then 

(a) A thing which is eternal or immutable, e.g. the universe or 
the incommensurability of the diagonal and the side of a square. 

(b) A thing which follows the same invariable course, e.g. the 
rising and setting of the sun. 

(c) A thing which is wholly irregular, e.g. the rain. 

(d) A mere accident, e.g. the finding of a treasure. Nor will it 
be any human affair which lies beyond the control of our own action; 
the matters about which we deliberate are practical matters within 
our own power. Deliberation relates not to ends but to means. A doc¬ 
tor does not deliberate whether he shall cure his patients, but how he 
shall cure them. All deliberation is investigation; but there are forms 
of investigation, e.g. mathematical investigations, which are not 
forms of deliberation. The objects of deliberation and of moral pur¬ 
pose are the same, except that the object of moral purpose is itself the 
result of deliberation. 

Moral purpose then is a deliberative desire of something which it is 
in our power to effect. 

CHAPTER VI 

The wish is directed to the end; but what is the end ? Is it the good, 
or what appears to be the good? In an absolute sense it is the good 
which is the object of wish, but in reference to the individual it is 
that which appears to be good. The true good is good relatively to the 
virtuous man, as the truly wholesome is that which is wholesome to a 
person in a good state of health. 

Pleasure is a frequent cause of erroneous moral purpose, as appear¬ 
ing to be, but not actually being, good. 

CHAPTER VII 

Virtue and vice are both voluntary; for if it is in our power to act, 
it is in our power to refrain from acting, and if it is in our power to 
refrain from acting, it is in our power to act. 

This is the justification of the rewards attached to good, and the 
punishments inflicted for evil, action. Ignorance itself is punishable, if 
it is due to vice or negligence. 
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A person is responsible for his own demoralization. It is no excuse 
for injustice or licentiousness that a person has formed the habit of 
unjust or licentious action; he ought not to have formed the habit. 

Vices of the body, as well as of the soul, are censurable, if they are 
the results of intemperance or folly. 

The appreciation of virtue is itself the consequence of moral disci¬ 
pline. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Actions and moral states are both voluntary, but not voluntary in 
the same sense or degree. 

Actions are voluntary throughout, moral states are voluntary in 
their inception but not in their development. 

CHAPTER IX 

Discussion of the several Virtues 

I. Courage 

It has been defined as a mean state in regard to sentiments of fear 
and confidence. All evil things are objects of fear, but they do not all 
afford scope for a display of courage. There are some things which it 
is right to fear, and disgraceful not to fear, e.g. ignominy. Poverty or 
sickness, as not being vicious or the consequence of vice, is not a 
proper object of fear, although it is an evil. A person is not neces¬ 
sarily courageous if he does not fear poverty or sickness, nor is he 
cowardly, if he fears insult offered to his wife or children. What are 
then the fearful things in regard to which a courageous man displays 
his courage? Firstly death. Secondly, the perils of death, and therefore 
especially the chances of war. 

CHAPTER X 

II. Fear 

There are some things which all men fear, as exceeding the power 
of human endurance. The things which excite fear, but do not exceed 
the power of endurance, are of various magnitudes and degrees. It is 
the manner in which a person faces these things which proves him to 
be courageous or cowardly. Fear may be wrong either in itself or in 
its manner, time, etc. The courageous man is he who faces and fears 
the right things for the right motive, in the right way, and at the 
right time. To the courageous man courage is noble; hence nobleness 
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is the end or object of courage. There is no name for excessive fearless¬ 
ness; excessive confidence in facing fearful things is called foolhardi¬ 
ness. Foolhardineas is a species of imposture, as affecting an unreal 
courage. Most foolhardy people are cowards at heart. Excessive fear¬ 
fulness is cowardice, it is fear of the wrong things in the wrong way, 
and at the wrong time etc. 

CHAPTER XI 

Courage then is a mean state in regard to the causes of confidence 
and fear. It chooses action, or endures pain, from love of nobleness or 
fear of disgrace. Suicide, as seeking refuge from evil in death, is an 
act not of courage but of cowardice. There are five spurious kinds 
of courage. 

(1) Political or civil courage, viz. courage engendered by penal¬ 
ties which the laws inflict or honours which they confer. It resembles 
true courage, as its motive is a sense of honour. Similar to it is the 
courage of compulsion, as when soldiers are flogged into battle. 

(2) Experience. In war regular troops, having greater experience, 
are more courageous than raw recruits. On the other hand regular 
troops in the face of overpowering danger are the first to flee. Ex¬ 
perience then is courage only in certain circumstances. 

(3) Passion spurs men like wild beasts to encounter perils. But 
nobleness, not passion, is the motive of true courage. The courage of 
passion must be reinforced by right purpose, if it is to become true 
courage. 

(4) Sanguineness. It resembles courage in respect of its confidence, 
but it differs from courage inasmuch as the confidence of the courage¬ 
ous is due to nobleness, and that of the sanguine to the belief in their 
own superiority and in their probable immunity from suffering. San¬ 
guine people turn tail, but courageous people do not, if the result does 
not correspond with their expectation. Courage in meeting unforeseen 
perils is an evidence of the moral state. 

(5) Ignorance. Ignorance is shortlived courage, as it is generally 
destroyed by enlightenment. 

CHAPTER XII 

Courage in its nature is painful, as it is especially seen in the endur¬ 
ance of painful things; but the end which courage proposes to itself 
is pleasant. If the circumstances in which courage is displayed are 
painful, courage sees through the circumstances to the end. Still the 
happier a man is, the greater will be his pain at the prospect of death, 
and the greater his courage in meeting it bravely. 
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CHAPTER XIII 

III. Temperance 

Temperance is a mean state in respect of pleasures; it is not equally 
concerned with pains. What are these pleasures ? They are not mental 
pleasures such as ambition or the love of learning, neither are they in¬ 
nocent pleasures such as the pleasures of conversation. Temperance ap¬ 
plies to bodily pleasures exclusively, but not to all bodily pleasures. A 
person is not called intemperate or licentious for taking pleasure in the 
gratification of the sight or hearing, or, as a rule, of the smell. The low¬ 
er animals are generally incapable of the pleasures of these senses. 
Temperance and licentiousness have to do with such pleasures as the 
lower animals generally are capable of, i.e. with the pleasures of the 
touch and the taste, especially of the touch. The touch is the most 
universal of the senses and it is this of which incontinence is pre¬ 
dicable. It is because the pleasures of touch are shared by man with 
the lower animals that such pleasures are called brutish. 

Desires are 

(1) universal and natural. 

(2) individual and acquired. 

The desire of food e g. is natural, the desire of a particular food is 
individual and may be acquired. In respect of the natural desires mis¬ 
takes are rare, and they always take the form of excess. In respect of 
individual pleasures many people go wrong, and they go wrong in 
many different ways. Excess in respect of pleasures is licentiousness. 

CHAPTER XIV 

The licentious man then desires all pleasures or the greatest pleasures, 
and desires them above all else. Deficiency in the love of pleasures is 
non-existent. Temperance is the mean state in respect of pleasures. The 
temperate man is eager in a moderate and right spirit for all such 
things as are pleasant and wholesome, and for all other pleasures, so 
long as they are not prejudicial to these, or inconsistent with noble 
conduct, or extravagant beyond his means. 

CHAPTER XV 

Licentiousness is more strictly voluntary action than cowardice, as 
the former is due to pleasure the latter to pain, for 

(1) we choose pleasure but avoid pain 

(2) pain distracts our nature, pleasure leaves it free. 
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Cowardice as a moral state is less voluntary than particular acts of 
cowardice. Particular acts of licentiousness are more voluntary than 
licentiousness as a moral state. The term licentiousness is applicable to 
the faults of children as well as to those of grown up people; hence the 
necessity of producing an obedient disposition in children. 

In the temperate man the concupiscent element lives in harmony 
with the reason. 

BOOK IV 

CHAPTER I 

IV. Liberality 

Liberality is a mean state in regard to property i.e. in regard to the 
giving and taking of property, particularly in giving it. All such things 
as have their value measured by money are property. Prodigality and 
illiberality are excesses and deficiencies in regard to property. 

Things which admit of use may be used either well or badly, but 
riches are a useful thing. He will make the best use of riches who 
possesses the virtue appropriate to property, i.e. the liberal man. 
Right giving is more truly distinctive of the liberal man than right 
taking, for 

(1) virtue is better seen in the author than in the recipient of 
benefactions 

(2) gratitude is the reward of giving rather than that of not 
taking 

(3) there is less virtue in not taking than in giving 

(4) giving is a sign of liberality, not taking is rather a sign of 
justice. 

Of all forms of virtue liberality is the best beloved. 

CHAPTER II 

The liberal man gives from a noble motive and in a right spirit, i.e. 
he gives the right amount to the right persons and at the right time; 
also his giving is done with pleasure or without pain. He does not 
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take from wrong sources, nor is he inclined to ask favours; his taking 
is only a means to subsequent giving; he is careful of his own prop¬ 
erty as being anxious to employ it in relieving others; he refrains from 
giving indiscriminately in order to have the means of giving aright. 
Excessive liberality is prejudicial to a person’s own interest. 

Liberality consists not in the amount of the money given, but in 
the moral state of the giver. People who have inherited money are 
more liberal than people who have made it. The liberal man values 
wealth not for its own sake but as affording an opportunity of giving; 
but he does not give to the wrong people, or on the wrong occasion etc. 
The liberal man may be defined as one who spends in proportion to his 
substance and who spends upon the right objects; he takes too from 
the right sources and to the right amount; he is easy to deal with in 
money matters, for if he spends more than is right, it is less painful to 
him than if he does not spend enough. 

CHAPTER III 

Prodigality exceeds in giving and in not taking but is deficient in 
taking. 

Illiberality is deficient in giving and exceeds in taking, but on a 
small scale. 

The two characteristics of prodigality, viz. giving and not taking, 
can seldom be combined in the same person; for the one naturally pre¬ 
vents the other. 

A prodigal is a liberal man who has run wild; let him be reformed, 
and he will become liberal. The fault of his nature is not vice but 
folly. But a prodigal often does more harm than good, as he spends 
his money recklessly, and his extravagant spending leads to un¬ 
scrupulous taking. Thus the prodigal becomes selfish and licentious. 
But while prodigality may be cured, illiberality is incurable; it is more 
natural to man than prodigality, it is of wide extent too, and assumes 
numerous forms. But the characteristics of illiberality, viz. deficient 
giving and excessive taking, are not always found together. 

Some people, e.g. misers, are deficient in giving, but they do not 
covet other people’s property; others again, while naturally abstain¬ 
ing from giving, are induced by fear to abstain from taking. 

Others are unscrupulous as to the sources from which they take; 
but if people take large sums from wrong sources, e.g. by sacking 
cities or plundering temples, they are called wicked and impious 
rather than illiberal. 

The essence of illiberality is a sordid love of gain. 
Illiberality may be regarded as the opposite of liberality, and as 

being a greater and more natural evil than prodigality. 
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CHAPTER IV 

V. Magnificence 

It resembles liberality as having to do with property or having to 
do with the use of property, but differs from it in scale. 

Magnificence is suitable expenditure upon a great scale, but the 
greatness is relative to the person, occasion, and circumstances. 

The deficiency corresponding to magnificence is meanness, the 
excess vulgarity. 

It is essential to magnificence that the result as well as the oc¬ 
casion should be worthy of the large expenditure. 

The nature of magnificence is nobleness, its spirit is cheerful and 
lavish; in a word magnificence is excellence of work on a great scale. 

CHAPTER V 

It follows that a poor man is incapable of magnificence. A rich 
man may display magnificence 

(a) in the ceremonial of divine worship. 

(b) in liturgies or services rendered to the state. 

(c) on private occasions of rare occurrence, e.g. marriage. 

(d) on any occasion of peculiar interest to the state or the up¬ 
per classes. 

Magnificence in all cases presupposes propriety. 

CHAPTER VI 

Vulgarity consists in excessive expenditure, i.e. in expenditure dis¬ 
proportionate to the occasion. Its motive is ostentation not nobleness. 

Meanness is deficiency of expenditure; it often ruins a great work 
for the sake of petty economy. 

CHAPTER VII 

VI. High-Mindedness 

A highminded person is one who regards himself as worthy of 
high things and who is worthy of them. He is distinguished from 

(a) a person who is worthy of small things and who regards 
himself as worthy of them. 
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(b) a person who regards himself as worthy of high things 
and is unworthy of them. 

(c) a person who takes too low a view of his own worth. 

The highminded person, as estimating his own desert neither too 
highly nor too lowly, occupies an intermediate position. 

The thing for which he cares most is honour. Meanmindedness is 
an under-estimate, conceit an over-estimate, of one’s personal desert. 

The highminded man, as being worthy of the highest things, must 
be in the highest degree good. Highmindedness then is, as it were, 
the crown of the virtues. 

While caring principally, but not inordinately, for honour, the 
highminded man takes a moderate view of wealth, political power 
etc.; he is not excessively elated by good, nor excessively depressed 
by illfortune. 

CHAPTER VIII 

The gifts of fortune contribute to highmindedness, as high birth 
and great political power or wealth are considered to be titles to 
honour; but virtue constitutes the sole true title to honour. 

People who possess wealth, power etc. without virtue are apt to 
become supercilious and insolent. 

The highminded man alone is justified in his contempt for others. 
Characteristics of highmindedness 

(a) To shrink from encountering small dangers, but to the 
ready to encounter great dangers. 

(b) To be fond of conferring benefits but ashamed of receiving 
them. 

(c) To try to return benefits with interest. 

(d) To be unwilling to ask favours. 

(e) To bear oneself with dignity towards the great, but with 
moderation towards the middle class. 

(/) To be free from self-assertion. 

(g) To avoid fussiness or hurry. 

(ft) To act seldom, but effectively. 

(i) To be open in one’s hatreds and friendships. 

(;) To care more for reality than for reputation; therefore to 
be truthful. 

{k) To eschew servility. 
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(l) To be little given to admiration. 

(w) Not to bear grudges. 

(n) To avoid gossip or evil speaking. 

(0) Not to whine over what is inevitable or insignificant. 

(p) To prefer nobleness to profit. 

CHAPTER IX 

The deficiency corresponding to highmindedness is meanminded¬ 
ness, the excess conceit. 

The meanminded person is one who, being worthy of good things, 
deprives himself of the things of which he is worthy; his spirit is 
one of self-ignorance and self-depreciation. It results in deterioration 
of character. The conceited person aims at effect; his spirit is one of 
self-exaltation. 

Meanmindedness, rather than conceit, is opposed to highminded¬ 
ness. 

CHAPTER X 

Highmindedness then has to do with honour on a large scale. The 
virtue which is related to highmindedness as liberality is related to 
magnificence, i.e. which has to do with honour on a small scale, has 
no name. The excessive desire of honour is called ambition; but am¬ 
bition is a neutral term, being sometimes regarded as a vice, at other 
times as a virtue. The opposite of ambition is lack of ambition. 

CHAPTER XI 

VII. Gentleness 

Gentleness, or good temper, is a mean state in respect of angry 
feelings; the excess is irascibility, the deficiency may be described as 
a phlegmatic disposition. 

The excess may take the form of 

(a) irascibility. 

(b) quick temper. 

(c) sullenness. 

(d) sternness. 

The mean state, i.e. good temper, is the state of a person who does 
not get angry, except with the right persons, on the right occasions, 
in the right manner etc. 
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CHAPTER XII 

VIII. Friendliness 

There is no name for the mean state between complaisance and 
surliness; it most nearly resembles friendliness. It is the state of a 
person who in association with other people is neither over-anxious 
to give pleasure nor over-indifferent about giving pain. If a person 
seeks to give pleasure without any ulterior object, it is called com¬ 
plaisance, if he seeks to give it for the sake of some personal ad¬ 
vantage, it is called flattery. 

CHAPTER XIII 

IX. Truthfulness 

There is also no name for the mean state between boastfulness and 
irony or self-depreciation. The intermediate character is a species of 
truthfulness. A departure from truth on the side of exaggeration may 
be either pretentiousness or boastfulness; such a departure on the 
side of depreciation is irony or if it applies to small things, humbug; 
but exaggerated deficiency, as well as excess, is a form of boastfulness. 

Boastfulness is more opposed to truthfulness than irony. 

CHAPTER XIV 

X. Wittiness 

In respect of relaxation or diversion, the excess is buffoonery, the 
deficiency boorishness, the mean state is wittiness. 

The characteristic of wittiness is tact. 
A refined gentleman is in action and conversation a law to himself. 

CHAPTER XV 

Shame is rather an emotion than a moral state. It is an emotion 
appropriate not to all ages, but to youth. It is virtuous only hypothet¬ 
ically, i.e. it is virtue subsequent to deeds which are wrong in them¬ 
selves, and ought not to have been done. 
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BOOK V 

CHAPTER I 

Justice and Injustice 

Justice is the moral state which makes people capable of doing 
what is just and makes them just in action and intention. Injustice 
is the opposite moral state. 

The moral states are different from the sciences and faculties; for 
the same faculty or science applies to contraries, but one of two con¬ 
trary moral states does not apply to its contraries. 

One of two contrary moral states may be ascertained from the 
other, or moral states may be ascertained from a consideration of 
their phenomena. 

CHAPTER II 

The words justice and injustice are used in a plurality of senses, 
and the various senses being closely allied’are apt to be confused. A 
person is said to be unjust 

(а) if he breaks the law of the land 

(б) if he takes more than his share of anything 

Similarly he is said to be just 

(a) if he keeps the law 

(b) if he acts fairly towards others. 

Where injustice is equivalent to unfairness, i.e. where it means tak¬ 
ing more than one’s share, it is concerned with the goods of fortune. 

CHAPTER III 

The law-breaker being unjust and the law-abiding person just, it 
follows that whatever is lawful is in some sense just. The object of 
laws is the interest of the community as a whole. All that tends then 
to create and to conserve happiness in the body politic is in one 
sense just. 

Justice as so defined is complete virtue in relation to one’s neigh- 
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hours; hence justice alone of the virtues seems to be the good of 
others. This justice is not a part of virtue but the whole of virtue; the 
corresponding injustice is not a part of vice but the whole of vice. 

CHAPTER IV 

Justice then is either virtue as a whole or a part of virtue; injustice 
either vice as a whole or a part of vice. In the large sense justice 
and injustice are concerned with the whole sphere of virtuous or 
vicious action, in the narrow sense with the goods of fortune, i.e. 
honour, property etc. 

CHAPTER V 

The unjust then is 

(а) the illegal 

(б) the unfair. 

Similarly the just is 

(a) the legal 

(b) the fair. 

But illegality stands to unfairness in the relation of the whole to 
its part. The partial justice and injustice then are parts of justice and 
injustice as wholes. 

Justice and injustice as wholes are generally determinable by law; 
they are coextensive with the field of legal enactments. Particular jus¬ 
tice may take two forms, viz. 

(1) the distribution of honour, wealth etc. among the members 
of the community 

(2) the correction of wrong in private transactions. 

Private transactions again may be 

(a) voluntary, such as buying, selling, etc. 

(b) involuntary: 

and, further, involuntary transactions may be 

(a) secret, e.g. theft, adultery etc. 

(b) violent, e.g. assault, rape, murder etc. 

CHAPTER VI 

Particular injustice being equivalent to unfairness, the mean state 
is fairness or equality. 
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But fairness or equality implies two persons or things at least. The 
just then is 

(1) a mean 

(2) fair or equal, 

(3) relative to certain persons. 

Consequently the just implies four terms at least, the persons rela¬ 
tively to whom it is just being two, and the things in which it con¬ 
sists being also two. Also, if the persons are equal, the things will be 
equal, and where there is inequality of persons, there ought to be 
inequality in the shares of the things. Justice then is a sort of pro¬ 
portion. Proportion implies four terms; hence the just requires four 
terms at least, and an equality of ratio between them. Thus, if A 
and B are persons, C and D things, as A is to B, so will C be to D. 

CHAPTER VII 

The conjunction of A with C and of B with D will be what is 
just in distribution. This justice is a mean between the violations of 
proportion, it is in mathematical language a geometrical proportion. 
Hence injustice, being disproportionate, may take the form either of 
excess or defect, or rather of excess on the one side and of defect on 
the other. 

Corrective justice occurs in private transactions, whether volun¬ 
tary or involuntary. It is also a form of proportion, but it is an 
arithmetical not a geometrical proportion. It presupposes an injustice, 
i.e. an unfairness or unequality, and aims at redressing it by taking 
away so much from one party and adding so much to the other. 
Fairness or inequality in this sense is the mean between excess and 
defect. It is as if a line be divided into unequal segments, and the 
part by which the larger of the two segments exceeds the half be 
cut off and added to the smaller segment. It aims at placing people, 
after exchange, in the same position in which they stood before it. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Retaliation is not equivalent to justice whether distributive or 
corrective. Retaliation takes no account of 

(a) a person’s character or office 

(b) his will. 

Requital may be requital either of good or evil. Proportionate re¬ 
quital is produced by cross conjunction. Suppose A is a builder, B a 
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cobbler, C a house, D a shoe. In order that retaliation or reciprocity 
may be attained, it is necessary to equate the goods, viz. the house 
and the shoe; in other words, the subjects of exchange must be com¬ 
parable. 

Money is the means of comparison or equation between objects of 
exchange. It serves as a single universal standard of measurement. 
Society rests upon the demand for mutual services. Money is the 
most stable of goods, its value is the most constant. Thus society im¬ 
plies exchange, exchange equality of goods, equality commensurability, 
and commensurability money. 

CHAPTER IX 

Just conduct then is a mean between committing and suffering 
injustice. Injustice is an extreme, whether of excess or of defect, jus¬ 
tice a mean. 

CHAPTER X 

It does not follow, if a person commits injustice, that he is nec¬ 
essarily unjust. To be unjust is not to commit an unjust action but 
to have the moral state of injustice. 

Justice, i.e. political justice, implies law, it can only exist where 
the relations of people are legally defined. A magistrate is a guardian 
of justice and therefore of equality. Justice as between masters and 
slaves or between parents and children is different from political 
justice. 

Political justice is partly natural, partly conventional. The part of 
political justice which is natural is that which has the same author¬ 
ity everywhere and is independent of opinion. The part which is con¬ 
ventional is dependent upon law or custom and differs in different 
places. It is wrong to hold that all political justice is conventional. 
Every rule of justice or law stands to individual actions in the rela¬ 
tion of the universal to particulars. Just or unjust action implies that 
a person acts voluntarily, Voluntary action has been defined to be 
such action as is in a person’s power and is done by him knowingly; 
involuntary action such as is not done knowingly or is done know¬ 
ingly but is not in a person’s power or is done by him under com¬ 
pulsion. If a person performs just or unjust actions involuntarily, the 
justice or injustice is accidental, it is not inherent in the actions. 

Voluntary actions are done either with or without deliberate pur¬ 
pose. An action done in ignorance is called a mistake, if the person 
affected or the thing done or the instrument or the effect is not such 
as the agent supposed. It is called a mishap if the hurt done is con¬ 
trary to the expectation of the agent. But an unjust action done with 
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knowledge though without deliberation, is an act of injustice. But it 
is only when the action is the result of deliberate purpose that the 
agent deserves to be called unjust. Involuntary actions are either 
venial or not. They are venial, if they are committed not only in 
ignorance but from ignorance. They are not venial, if they are not 
committed from ignorance but in ignorance and from an emotion 
which is neither natural nor human. 

CHAPTER XI 

Is it possible for a person to suffer injustice voluntarily? 
The answer seems to depend upon the definition of doing injustice. 

If to do injustice means simply to hurt somebody voluntarily, and 
voluntariliness implies knowledge of the person, the instrument, and 
the manner, then a person, e.g. an incontinent person, if he hurts him¬ 
self voluntarily, may be said to suffer injustice voluntarily. But if, as is 
probable, to do injustice implies action contrary to the wish of the 
person to whom it is done, the suffering of injustice cannot be vol¬ 
untary. 

CHAPTER XII 

(1) Is it he who assigns to somebody else more than he de¬ 

serves, or he who enjoys it, that commits injustice? 

(2) Can a person do injustice to himself? 
It is the distributor who commits the injustice, for his action is 

voluntary. 
An action, unless it is voluntary, cannot be unjust. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Justice is difficult of attainment, as it consists not in actions but in 
a moral state. Consequently the idea that it is not less characteristic 
of the just man to act unjustly than to act justly is absurd. 

CHAPTER XIV 

Equity 

Equity is not identical with justice nor is it generically different 
from it. The just and the equitable are both good, but the equitable is 
better. The equitable is just, but it is not just in the eye of the law; 
it is a rectification of legal justice. For all law is couched in general 
terms; but there are cases upon which it is impossible to pronounce 
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correctly in general terms, and equity applies to these cases. Equity in 
fact represents the mind, as opposed to the rule, of the legislator. 

CHAPTER XV 

The question of acting unjustly to oneself affects the right of sui¬ 
cide. The suicide acts unjustly, but unjustly to the state, not to him¬ 
self. This is the reason why the state punishes suicide. An act of in¬ 
justice is not only voluntary and deliberate but prior in time to the in¬ 
jury received; but if a person can act unjustly to himself, he will be 
simultaneously the author and the victim of the same injustice. It is 
bad to suffer injustice and bad to commit it, but worse to commit it 
than to suffer it. Speaking metaphorically we may say that there is a 
justice between the different parts of a man’s being; it is in respect 
of these different parts that a person may be said to be capable of in¬ 
justice to himself. 

BOOK VI 

CHAPTER I 

The mean lies between the excess and the deficiency. It is also such as 
right reason decides. But it is necessary to explain this definition of 
the mean and to explain it by defining the nature of right reason. 

CHAPTER II 

It has been laid down that the soul is divisible into two parts, 

(1) the rational 

(2) the irrational 

But the rational part may be similarly subdivided. 
It includes 

(а) the scientific part, i.e. the part with which we contemplate 
such existences as have invariable principles. 

(б) the ratiocinative part, i.e. the part with which we con¬ 
template such existences as are variable. 
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It is necessary to ascertain the perfect state of each of these parts of 
the soul. 

There are three faculties of the soul which determine action and 
truth, viz. 

(1) Sensation 

(2) Reason 

(3) Appetite or Desire. 

Sensation cannot originate moral action, for brutes possess sensa¬ 
tion but are incapable of such action. But as moral virtue is a state of 
deliberate moral purpose, and moral purpose is deliberative desire, it 
follows that moral virtue implies 

(a) truth of reason, 

(b) rightness of desire. 

Moral purpose then is the origin of action. The mere intellect by 
itself possesses no motive power, it must be intellect directed to a 
certain end, i.e. it must be practical. The moral purpose can have no 
relation to the past; it is the future or contingent, not the past, which 
is the subject of deliberation. 

CHAPTER III 

There are five means by which the soul arrives at truth, viz. 

(1) Art 

(2) Science 

(3) Prudence 

(4) Wisdom 

(5) Intuitive Reason 

(1) Whatever is the object of science is invariable and eternal. It 
is also capable of being learnt, whether by induction or by syllogism. 
Science then is a demonstrative state of mind; it implies certainty. 

CHAPTER IV 

(2) That which is variable includes the objects 

(a) of production 

(6) of action. 

Art may be defined as a rationally productive state of mind; it re¬ 
lates to the creation of things whose existence was not necessary but 
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contingent, and whose original cause lies in the producer himself. The 
end of art is production, not action. 

CHAPTER V 

(3) Prudence is the capacity of deliberating well upon what is 
good or expedient for oneself, not in a particular but in a general or 
comprehensive sense. But deliberation does not apply to such matters 
as are incapable of alteration or as lie beyond one’s own power of 
action; its end is not production but action. 

Prudence therefore is neither a science nor an art. It may be said to 
be a true rational and practical state of mind in the field of human 
good and evil. Prudence differs from art. 

(а) as not admitting of excellence 

(б) as preferring involuntary error to voluntary. 

It is, in fact, virtue of the opiniative part of the soul. 

CHAPTER VI 

(4) The first principles of scientific truth are not the subjects of 
science or art or prudence, neither are they the subjects of wisdom, as 
the wise man sometimes proceeds from premisses which are not them¬ 
selves demonstrable. 

(5) There remains only the intuitive reason as the means by which 
these principles are apprehended. 

CHAPTER VII 

Wisdom is either special, as referring to a particular art, or general. 
General wisdom is the most consummate of the sciences. It is the union 
of intuitive reason and science. It is higher than statesmanship, as its 
subjects are, or may be, higher than Man; it is the union of science 
and intuitive reason in the sphere of things of the most honourable 
nature. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Prudence deals with such things as are of human interest and admit 
of deliberation. It is a practical virtue, and, as being practical, has to 
do, not with universals only, but primarily with particulars. The 
architectonic or supreme form of prudence is statesmanship. But pru¬ 
dence in the strict sense is generally taken to relate to one’s own 
individual interests. 
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CHAPTER IX 

Prudence then is the knowledge of one’s own interests. Such know¬ 
ledge implies experience, and experience is inconsistent with youth. 

Prudence is the antithesis of intuitive reason, as dealing with par¬ 
ticular facts which are matters not of scientific knowledge, but of per¬ 
ception. 

CHAPTER X 

Deliberation is a particular form of investigation. 
Wise deliberation is 

(a) not science 

(b) not happy conjecture 

(c) not sagacity 

(d) not opinion of any kind. 

But it necessarily implies the exercise of reason. It remains that wise 
deliberation must be correctness of thought in deliberation. Not that 
all correct deliberation is wise deliberation; for it is possible to arrive 
at what is good by a false syllogism. It is correctness of object, man¬ 
ner, and time, in matters of expediency. Also it may be either absolute 
or relative to a certain end; in a word it may be defined as correctness 
in matters of expediency with reference to a particular end. 

CHAPTER XI 

Intelligence is different from opinion. If it were not, everybody would 
be intelligent. It is also different from prudence, although its sphere is 
the same. Intelligence is critical, i. e. it makes distinctions; prudence 
is imperative, i. e. it issues commands. Judgment or consideration is a 
correct determination of what is equitable; hence equity is a disposition 
to forgiveness. 

CHAPTER XII 

Intuitive reason, prudence, intelligence, and judgment may be all 
regarded as having the same tendency; they are all concerned with 
matters of action, i. e. with ultimate truths; for both the first prin¬ 
ciples and the particular facts with which intuitive reason deals are 
ultimate truths. Demonstration starts from the truths of intuitive rea¬ 
son and is throughout concerned with those truths. 
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CHAPTER XIII 

What is the utility of wisdom and prudence? 

(a) They are desirable in themselves, as being each a virtue of 
one of the two parts of the soul. 

(b) They are in a sense productive. 

(c) They are essential to the discharge of a person’s proper func¬ 
tion. While virtue ensures the correctness of the moral purpose, pru¬ 
dence decides upon such means as are natural in order to give that 
purpose effect. 

The faculty of hitting upon the means conducive to a given object 
is called cleverness. Prudence is cleverness tempered by virtue, just 
as virtue properly so called is natural virtue fortified by reason. Good¬ 
ness then in a proper sense is impossible without prudence, prudence 
is impossible without moral virtue. 

Prudence does not employ, but aims at producing wisdom; it does 
not rule wisdom but rules in the interests of wisdom. 

BOOK VII 

CHAPTER I 

There are three species of moral character to be avoided, viz. vice 
incontinence and brutality. The opposite of vice is virtue; the opposite 
of incontinence is continence; the opposite of brutality may be called 
heroic or divine virtue. 

CHAPTER II 

It is generally held that the continent man 

(a) abides by his calculations 

(b) is prevented by his reason from following his wrong desires, 

and that the incontinent man 

(а) departs from his calculations 

(б) is led by his emotions to do what he knows to be wrong. 
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The relations of continence, temperance, and steadfastness and again 
of incontinence and licentiousness, are matters of dispute. 

CHAPTER III 

How is it that a person, if his conceptions of duty are right, acts 
incontinently ? 

The Socratic denial of incontinence, on the ground that nobody 
who has a conception of what is best acts against it, is at variance 
with the facts of experience. Incontinence implies the existence of strong 
and base desires; temperance implies the absence of such desires. Con¬ 
tinence, although it implies adherence to opinion, does not imply ad¬ 
herence to every opinion; for if an opinion is wrong, it is better not 
to adhere to it. 

Again, if there is incontinence in all things and not in regard to the 
sensual emotions alone, who is continent in an absolute sense ? 

CHAPTER IV 

Three questions necessarily arise respecting continence, 

(1) Can incontinent people be said to act with knowledge, and 
if so, what is the nature of that knowledge? 

(2) What is the sphere of continence or incontinence? 

(3) Are the continent person and the steadfast person the same 
or different? 

CHAPTER V 

The word knowledge is used in two distinct senses; it may mean 

(a) that a person possesses knowledge, but does not apply it, 

(b) that he applies his knowledge. 

It is only when wrong action is taken after reflexion that it appears 
strange. An incontinent person is like a person who is asleep, or mad, 
or intoxicated; in one sense he possesses, but in another sense he does 
not possess, knowledge. Brutes are not said to be incontinent, as hav¬ 
ing no universal conceptions. The deliverance of an incontinent person 
from ignorance and his restoration to knowledge is similar to a per¬ 
son’s recovery from intoxication, or his awakening after sleep. Incon¬ 
tinence then occurs when a person possesses not knowledge in a full 
sense but only such knowledge as depends on sensation. 



282 THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 

CHAPTER VI 

Can a person be incontinent in an absolute sense, and if so what 
is the sphere of such a person’s incontinence ? 

Pleasures and pains are the sphere in which continence and incon¬ 
tinence are displayed. But the things which produce pleasure are (a) 
necessary, e. g. the processes of nutrition and of sexual love, (b) not 
necessary but desirable in themselves, e. g. victory, honour, wealth. 

If a person exceeds the limits of right reason in the latter class of 
things, he is not called incontinent in an absolute sense but incontinent 
in respect of money, honour, etc.; but if he exceeds those limits in re¬ 
spect of bodily or sensual enjoyments, and exceeds them not of deliber¬ 
ate purpose but contrary to his purpose and intelligence, he is called 
incontinent in an absolute sense. States of brutality, however produced, 
lie beyond the pale of human vice and therefore of human incontinence. 

CHAPTER VII 

Incontinence in respect of angry passion is less disgraceful than in¬ 
continence in respect of sensual desire; for 

(1) Passion follows reason in a sense; desire disobeys and dis¬ 
regards reason. 

(2) Passion is more natural than the desire of excessive pleasure. 

(3) Passion is less cunning than desire. 

(4) Passionate action involves pain, but wantonness is associated 
with pleasure. Continence and incontinence then are properly con¬ 
cerned with bodily desires and pleasures and with such of these de¬ 
sires and pleasures as are human; hence brutes are not called continent 
or temperate. 

Brutality is not so bad as vice, but it is more formidable. 

CHAPTER VIII 

The licentious person is worse than the incontinent, as he acts in 
cold blood, or without a strong momentary desire. 

Continence is preferable to steadfastness, as it implies not mere re¬ 
sistance to pain but victory over pleasure. 

The love of amusement is rather effeminacy than licentiousness. 
Incontinence assumes the form sometimes of impetuosity, at other 

times of weakness. 
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CHAPTER IX 

Licentiousness is indisposed to repentance, it is therefore incurable; 
incontinence is disposed to repentance, it is therefore curable. Vice 
may be unconscious, incontinence cannot. 

Incontinence, unlike licentiousness, does not imply loss of principle. 

CHAPTER X 

A person is incontinent, if he does not abide by moral purpose or 
reason, i. e. by right moral purpose and true reason. A person who 
abides by his opinion at all costs is called obstinate. Obstinate people 
are 

(1) self-opinionated 

(2) ignorant. 

(3) boorish. 

CHAPTER XI 

Continence is the mean state between excess and deficiency of 
pleasure in bodily gratification. Both the excess and the deficiency are 
vicious, but the deficiency is rarely seen. 

The difference between continence and temperance is that the in¬ 
continent person and the licentious person both pursue bodily pleas¬ 
ures, but the former does not, and the latter does, regard it as right 
to pursue them. 

Prudence and incontinence are incompatible, as prudence implies 
virtuous character. 

There are various kinds of incontinence. The incontinence which is 
the result of habit is more easily curable than the incontinence which 
is the result of nature. 

CHAPTER XII 

Three opinions respecting pleasure, 

(1) That no pleasure is a good either essentially or accidentally. 

(2) That some pleasures are good, but the majority are bad. 

(3) That even if every pleasure is a good, the supreme good 
cannot be pleasure. 

(1) In general pleasure is not a good; for 

(a) Every pleasure is a process to a natural state, it is not an end. 
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(b) Pleasure is eschewed by the temperate man. 

(c) Not pleasure but painlessness is pursued by the prudent man. 

(d) Pleasure is an impediment to thought. 

(e) There is no art of pleasure. 

(/) Children and brute beasts pursue pleasure. 

(2) Pleasures are not all virtuous; for some are disreputable. 

(3) Pleasure is not the supreme good, as it is not an end but a 
process. 

CHAPTER XIII 

Good is of two kinds, viz. 

(a) Absolute. 

(b) Relative. 
Moral states then, and also motions and processes, will be of two 

kinds. 
The good is 

(a) an activity. 

(b) a moral state. 

Hence such processes as restore a person to his rational condition 
are only pleasant in an accidental sense; they are not natural or abso¬ 
lute pleasures. 

Nor is it true that in all pleasures there is an end distinct from 
the pleasures themselves. Pleasure should therefore be defined as an 
unimpeded activity of the natural state of one’s being. 

Some pleasures may be injurious, but it does not follow that all 
pleasures are bad. 

No moral state is impeded by the pleasure which it produces; it is 
impeded only by alien pleasures. 

If pleasure is not a product of art, neither is any other activity. 
Children and brute beasts pursue pleasures, but not absolute pleas¬ 

ures. 

CHAPTER XIV 

As pain is an evil, either absolutely or relatively, its opposite, viz. 
pleasure, must be a good. Also happiness is an activity and an- un¬ 
impeded activity, but such unimpeded activity is pleasure. 

Pleasure of some kind then is the supreme good. 
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External goods, and goods of fortune are necessary as accessories 
to happiness; they do not themselves constitute happiness. 

The fact that all brutes and all men pursue pleasure is an indication 
that pleasure is in some sense the supreme good; but it is a mistake 
to identify pleasure with bodily pleasures. 

CHAPTER XV 

Reasons why bodily pleasures appear more desirable than other 
pleasures. 

(1) Such pleasures drive out pain. 

(2) They are violent, and are therefore pursued by people who 
are incapable of other pleasures. Human nature, not being simple, re¬ 
quires change of pleasures. God enjoys one simple pleasure everlastingly. 

BOOK VIII 

CHAPTER I 

Friendship or Love 

(1) It is indispensable at all ages and in all the circumstances of 
life. 

(2) It is natural, as is seen in the natural love of parents for 
their offspring, not only among human beings, but throughout the 
animal world. 

(3) It is social, as being the bond which holds states together. 

(4) It is noble, and is therefore the subject of praise. 

CHAPTER II 

What is the nature of friendship or love ? 
It has been defined as a sort of likeness. But likeness whether of 

temper or of occupation has been also held to be prejudicial to friend¬ 
ship or love. 

In order to understand friendship or love it is necessary to under¬ 
stand what is lovable. 
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The lovable is that which is good or pleasant or useful, and a thing 
is useful if it is a means to what is good or pleasant. It is relative 
good, i. e. good considered not absolutely but in relation to an individ¬ 
ual, that is lovable in his eyes. The term friendship or love is not ap¬ 
plicable to the affection felt for inanimate things, for 

(1) such things cannot reciprocate affection, 

(2) we do not wish the good of such things, e. g. we cannot be 
said to wish the good of wine. 

Friendship or love as distinguished from mere good will requires 

(a) that it should be reciprocated 

(b) that it should not be unknown to either person. 

CHAPTER III 

As the motives of friendship are three, there will be three kinds of 
friendship. Where the motive is utility or pleasure, the friendship is 
not disinterested; it is therefore accidental and easily dissoluble. Friend¬ 
ships of utility are most common among the old, friendships of pleasure 
among the young. 

CHAPTER IV 

Perfect friendship or love is the friendship or love of people who are 
good and alike in virtue. 

(1) It implies 

(o) goodness, both absolute and relative, in the two friends, 

(6) pleasantness. 

(2) It satisfies the conditions of permanency, 

(3) it is rare, as such people are rare, and it takes time to know 
them. 

CHAPTER V 

Friendships based upon pleasure or upon utility resemble the perfect 
friendship, as the good are both pleasant and useful to one another. 
But it is only the good who are friends for the friends’ own sake. It 
is only the good whose friendship cannot be destroyed by calumnies. 
Other friendships than those of the good may be said to be called 
friendships by analogy. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Bad people then may be friends from motives of pleasure or utility; 
good people are friends from love of the persons themselves. The 
characteristic element of friendship or love may be either a moral 
state or an activity. Absence, e. g. does not destroy friendship. Friend¬ 
ship generally implies community of life; hence it is difficult for old 
or austere people. 

CHAPTER VII 

Affection resembles an emotion, friendship resembles a moral state, 
for 

(1) the love of friends involves moral purpose 

(2) the desire of a person’s good for his own sake is the issue 
of a moral state. 

These conditions are best realized in the friendship of the good. 
Perfect friendship is impossible in relation to a great number of 

people. The friendship which is based upon pleasure more nearly re¬ 
sembles perfect friendship than the friendship which rests upon utility. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Friendships based upon exchange of services are seldom permanent. 
Where friendship or love depends upon superiority, as in the relation 
of a father to his children, the affection ought to be proportionate to 
the superiority, i. e. the superior party ought to receive more affection 
than he gives. 

CHAPTER IX 

In justice proportionate equality is the first consideration, quanti¬ 
tative equality the second; in friendship quantitative equality is the 
first consideration, and proportionate equality the second. A vast su¬ 
periority between persons precludes friendship, as in the case of the 
Gods. 

Ambition makes people wish to be loved rather than to love others, 
as love is a form of honour. But honour is desired as a sign of respect 
or admiration, love is desired for its own sake; hence it is better to 
be loved than to be honoured. 
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CHAPTER X 

Friendship or love seems to consist rather in loving than in being 
loved; witness the love of mothers for their children. 

A vicious friendship possesses no stability. A utilitarian friendship 
lasts as long as the utility lasts, but not longer; it is generally a union 
of opposites, e. g. of a poor man and a rich man. 

CHAPTER XI 

Friendship and justice have the same occupations and the same 
sphere, for friendship is a form of association, and every association 
involves justice of some kind. As justice is of different kinds, so is 
friendship. All associations may be said to be parts of the political 
association; hence friendship is a political virtue. 

CHAPTER XII 

There are three kinds of polity, viz. 

(1) Kingship. 

(2) Aristocracy. 

(3) Timocracy, which depends upon a property qualification. 

There are three perversions or corruptions of these polities, viz. 

(1) tyranny; the perversion of kingship 

(2) oligarchy; the perversion of aristocracy 

(3) democracy; the perversion of timocracy. 

It is possible to discover models of these constitutions in house¬ 
holds. The association of father and children takes the form of king- 
ship; the association of master and slave takes the form of tyranny; 
the association of husband and wife takes the form of aristocracy. 
Where the husband is lord of everything, it is an oligarchy. The as¬ 
sociation of brothers resembles timocracy. A household in which every¬ 
body does as he chooses and there is no government resembles a 
democracy. 

CHAPTER XIII 

There is a friendship or love which is proper to each of these 
several polities. 

The friendship or love of a king to his subjects takes the form of a 
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superiority in benefaction; that of a father to his children is similar 
to it. The friendship or love of husband and wife is the same as exists 
in an aristocracy; the friendship or love of brothers is similar to that 
which is characteristic of a timocracy. In a tyranny friendship is 
practically non-existent; the relation of tyrant and subjects is like the 
relation of master and slaves. 

CHAPTER XIV 

Parents feel affection for their children as being a part of them¬ 
selves; children feel affection for their parents as the source of their 
being. The friendship or love of brothers is like that of comrades for 
each other, but it is intensified. Among other kinsmen the elements of 
love are proportionate to the nearness of the kinship. The love of hus¬ 
band and wife is a natural law; it derives strength from utility and 
pleasure, but also from virtue. 

Children are a bond of union between parents. 

CHAPTER XV 

Quarrelling arises chiefly in such friendship as depends upon utility. 
It seldom occurs in the friendship which depends upon pleasure. The 
friendship which depends upon utility is either moral or legal, i. e. 
is based either upon character or upon stated conditions. Friendship 
upon stated conditions implies a definite quid pro quo. Where the basis 
of friendship is utility, the measure of the utility is the benefit done 
to the recipient rather than the intention of the benefactor. In friend¬ 
ships depending upon virtue there is no room for quarrelling. 

CHAPTER XVI 

Inequality in the position or character of friends affords occasion for 
quarrelling. In such friendship the superior person ought to receive a 
larger share of honour, the needy person a larger share of profit. It is 
on this principle that honour is paid to the great officers of state. In 
extreme cases, e. g. in the relation of man to the Gods, an adequate 
repayment is impossible. Hence the duty of a son to his father is greater 
than that of a father to his son. 
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BOOK IX 

CHAPTER I 

Heterogeneous friendships are preserved by the principle of propor¬ 
tion. The friendship of love is especially apt to be destroyed by the 
violation of that principle. 

Is the value of a benefaction to be settled by the author or by the 
recipient of the benefaction? They may clearly set different values 
upon it. It would seem that the recipient should settle it, but should 
settle it with regard to his feelings before he received it, not to his 
feelings when he has actually received it. 

CHAPTER II 

Questions of casuistry relating to friendship, e. g. Is the respect and 
obedience due to a father unlimited ? Ought a person to serve a friend 
in preference to a virtuous man ? Ought he to repay a debt to a bene¬ 
factor rather than make a present to a comrade? 

The general rule is that it is a duty to repay services in preference 
to conferring favours, but the rule is open to exceptions. A father does 
not possess a claim to unlimited respect, although his claim to the 
highest degree of respect is indisputable. It is an especial duty to af¬ 
ford parents the means of living. But generally every person or class 
of persons to whom we stand in relation is entitled to a particular 
respect, and we must pay due respect to each. 

CHAPTER III 

Ought we to dissolve friendships with people whose character is no 
longer what it once was ? 

If the motive of the friendship was utility or pleasure, the dissolu¬ 
tion appears to be reasonable. If it was character, the dissolution is 
inevitable, unless indeed it appears that the vice which dissolves the 
friendship may be cured. Any wide moral discrepancy leads to dissolu¬ 
tion of friendship; but he who has once been a friend cannot be alto¬ 
gether as a stranger. 
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CHAPTER IV 

The love of friends is an expansion of self-love. The characteristics 
of friendship are all found in the relation of the virtuous man to 
himself. They do not exist in the relation of a vicious man to himself; 
for vice destroys the sympathy of parts and unity of purpose which 
are indispensable to friendship or love. 

CHAPTER V 

Goodwill resembles friendship but differs from it, as goodwill may 
be directed towards people who are unknown to us and who do not 
know that we wish them well. Goodwill differs from affection for 

(1) it does not imply the same intensity of feeling 

(2) it may arise in a moment; it does not demand familiarity. 

Goodwill may be said to be the germ of friendship or to be unpro¬ 
ductive friendship, and to become friendship only by lapse of time and 
by familiarity, although not such friendship as is based on utility or 
pleasure; for goodwill depends on virtue or goodness. 

CHAPTER VI 

Unanimity is a mark of friendship, unanimity not being mere unity 
of opinion, which may exist among people who do not know each 
other, but agreement in purpose and policy. Unanimity is impossible 
except among the virtuous; the vicious, seeking each an advantage 
over the other, cannot be unanimous. 

CHAPTER VII 

Why is it that benefactors are better friends to the recipients of 
their benefactions than the recipients to their benefactors? 

It is not merely that benefactors are like creditors, and recipients 
like debtors. It is that all people feel affection for their own work, and 
that benefactors stand towards the recipient of their benefactions in 
the relation of an author or creator to his work, and also that the 
benefactor feels his action to be noble, that he enjoys the consciousness 
of activity, and that the fact of taking trouble for a person or thing 
is itself a motive to affection. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

Should a person love himself or somebody else most ? 
Excessive self-love is generally censured. On the other hand the 

conditions of friendship are best realized, as has been seen, in the 
relation of a man to himself. The explanation seems to lie in the mean¬ 
ing of self-love. If a person is called a lover of self, as assigning to 
himself an undue share of such things as money and honour, he is 
open to censure. But if he is so called, as feeling affection for the 
supreme part of his being, i. e. for his reason, and as cultivating it to 
the utmost, he deserves praise. In this sense a good man ought to be 
a lover of self; but his self-love ought to be a spur to noble actions. 

CHAPTER IX 

Does the happy man need friends? 
On the one hand it is said that, as being happy, he possesses all good 

things; therefore he has no need of friends; on the other hand, that if 
he possesses all good things, he must possess the greatest of all external 
goods, viz. friends. Beneficence too, which is the part of the good man, 
implies objects of beneficence, and of such objects the best are his 
friends. Also, Man* as a social being must live in community with 
others and if so, must live preferentially with friends and virtuous 
people. 

The happy man does not need friends who may be useful to him, 
but he needs friends towards whom he may exercise his virtuous activ¬ 
ity. Also human life is defined by the faculty of sensation or thought, 
but a faculty is intelligible only by reference to its activity, and the 
exercise of the activity implies persons towards whom it may be ex¬ 
ercised, i. e. friends. 

CHAPTER X 

What is the true limit to the number of a person’s friends? 
The answer depends on the character of the friends. If expediency 

is the motive of friendship, the number of friends should not be 
larger than is sufficient for one’s own life; if the motive is pleasure, 
the number should not be large, as a few friends are enough to sweeten 
life. There is not the same limitation in the case of virtuous friends, 
but a limitation is made by the impossibility of standing in a rela¬ 
tion of true friendship to an unlimited number of people. It would 
seem that the limit of such friendships will be found to be the highest 
number of persons with whom one can live a common life. 
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CHAPTER XI 

Friendships are valuable both in prosperity and in adversity. They 
are nobler in prosperity, but more necessary in adversity. It is a duty 
to be forward in inviting friends to share one’s good fortune, but slow 
in inviting them to share one’s ill fortune. 

CHAPTER XII 

The essence of friendship or love is association; hence community of 
life is essential to friendship or love. But this community of life, while 
it elevates the friendship of the good, deteriorates and degrades the 
friendship of the wicked. 

BOOK X 

CHAPTER I 

Importance of discussing pleasure, as the formation of virtuous char¬ 
acter depends largely upon a rightly directed sense of pleasure and 
dislike. 

Some people hold that pleasure is the good, i. e. the supreme good, 
others that it is something utterly bad. The latter view is inconsistent 
with human experience. 

CHAPTER II 

It was the view of Eudoxus that pleasure is the good because 

(1) all things, whether rational or irrational, aim at pleasure. 

(2) pleasure is an end in itself 

(3) the addition of pleasure to any good renders that good more 
desirable. 

Pleasure may be a good, yet not the highest good. It may be a 
good although 

(a) it is not a quality, 

(b) it possesses the element of indefiniteness. 
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It is not a process of motion or production, as it is not characterized 
by quickness and slowness. It is not a satisfaction of the natural state 
of man’s being, although the process of satisfaction may be attended 
with pleasure. It is the pleasures of eating and drinking which have 
given rise to the theory that pleasure is a process of satisfaction; but 
other pleasures, e. g. the pleasures of mathematics, have no antecedent 
pain. There are immoral, as well as moral pleasures, but they do not 
prove pleasure to be a bad thing, as they are not pleasant except to 
people who are in a bad condition. The truth seems to be this: Pleasure 
is not the good, nor are all pleasures desirable, but only such pleasures 
as are not immoral in their origin. 

CHAPTER III 

Nature or Character of Pleasure 

Pleasure, like sight, is perfect at any time; it is not made more 
perfect by increased duration of time. Hence pleasure is not a motion, 
as every motion takes a certain time. Pleasure is a whole, it is not 
divisible into parts; it is therefore not a motion or process of produc¬ 
tion. 

CHAPTER IV 

Every sense exercises its activity upon its own object and the per¬ 
fection of the activity implies 

(1) that the sense should be in itself in a sound condition 

(2) that the object should be the noblest that falls within its 
domain. 

When this is the case, the activity is not only most perfect, but most 
pleasant. 

Every sense has its proper pleasure. Pleasure perfects the activity 
not as something inherent in it, but as something superadded to it. 

The impossibility of feeling pleasure continuously arises from the 
incapacity of human nature for continuous activity. Pleasure, as per¬ 
fecting the activities, perfects life. 

CHAPTER V 

Pleasures are of different kinds, e. g. the pleasures of the intellect 
and the different pleasures of the senses. Pleasure increases activity, but 
the pleasures of one activity may be impediments to the exercise of 
another. Alien pleasures have much the same effect upon a particular 
activity as pains. As activities differ in goodness and badness, so do 
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pleasures. Not only are the pleasures of beings who are different in 
kind themselves different, but different beings of the same kind have 
different pleasures; thus what is pleasant to one man is unpleasant to 
another. It is the pleasures of the virtuous man which are true pleas¬ 
ures. The pleasures belonging to the activity or activities of the per¬ 
fect man are perfect pleasures. 

CHAPTER VI 

Happiness, as has been said, is not a moral state but an activity. It 
is also an activity desirable in itself. Happiness does not consist in 
amusement or in relaxation but in virtuous activity. 

CHAPTER VII 

Happiness is therefore the activity of the highest part of Man’s 
nature. It is a speculative rather than practical activity, for 

(1) it is the activity of the intuitive reason, which is the highest 
human faculty 

(2) it is the most continuous form of activity 

(3) it is the most pleasant form of activity 

(4) it possesses in a preeminent degree the character of self- 
sufficiency. 

Leisure is essential to happiness. 
The activity of the intuitive reason is the highest, as it does not aim 

at any end beyond itself. It possesses its proper pleasure, and this 
pleasure enhances the activity. This then is the perfect happiness of 
man, if a perfect or complete length of life is given it. The reason be¬ 
ing divine in comparison with the rest of man’s nature, the life which 
accords with reason will be divine in comparison with human life in 
general. A man’s reason, as being the supreme part of his nature, may 
be called his true self. 

CHAPTER VIII 

Non-speculative virtue is happy only in a secondary sense. The 
moral virtues are inseparably allied to the emotions and so to the 
physical organization of human nature. But the happiness which con¬ 
sists in the exercise of the reason is independent of the emotions. It 
needs external resources, but does not need them to the same extent 
as moral virtue. Virtue implies both moral purpose and moral perform¬ 
ance. Perfect happiness is a species of speculative activity, as appears 
from the conception of the Gods, who are ex hypothesi preeminently 
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happy, and whose happiness displays itself in activity, but who can¬ 
not be supposed to perform moral actions. The lower animals, being 
incapable of speculative activity, are incapable of happiness. 

CHAPTER IX 

Man requires external prosperity, but only so much prosperity as is 
requisite for virtue. Excessive prosperity is rather prejudicial than 
helpful to happiness. It is activity directed by reason which constitutes 
the best title to the favour of Heaven. 

CHAPTER X 

It is not the knowledge but the practice of virtue which is the end 
of ethical study. Mere theory is impotent to make men good. It has 
been held that men are made good 

(1) by nature 

(2) by habit 

(3) by teaching. 

Virtue presupposes a certain suitability of character; but the char¬ 
acter needs education under virtuous laws. It needs also the habitual 
practice of what is right in after-life. Hence the importance of educa¬ 
tion and of the rewards and punishments appointed by law. It is only 
in Sparta and a few other states that education or the discipline of the 
character has been understood to fall within the province of legisla¬ 
tion. In education individual methods are superior to general, as it 
demands the study of individual character. But this individual study 
must itself be based upon an understanding of principles. The principles 
of legislation are taught not by statesmen but by sophists, but the 
sophists are ignorant of the true nature of statesmanship. It is necessary 
therefore to investigate legislation and for that purpose to collect and 
compare political constitutions, to consider their merits and defects, 
and to determine the means by which they are preserved or destroyed. 
Thus Ethics leads up to Politics. 
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