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IN bringing out this part of the translation, I wish to
acknowledge my many obligations to my fellow members
of the Oxford Aristotelian Society. The Society has
recently read the Ewudemian Ethics, and while {owing to
my occasional absence from the meetings) the translation
has not profited as much by this as it might have done,
yet I have been able to transmit to Mr. Solomon, and
he has accepted, not a few readings and renderings which
were suggested at meetings of the Society, Readings
the authority for which is not given in the notes come
as a rule from this source.

The introduction, the tables of contents, and the indices
to the three works contained in this part have all been
prepared by Mr. St. George Stock.

Mr. Stock and Mr. Solomon have for the most part
rendered Aéyos in the traditional way, as ‘reason’.
Personally I doubt whether this rendering is ever required,
but the final choice in such a question rests with the
translators.

W. D. ROSS.
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§ 1, The three moral treatises that go under the name
of Aristotle present a problem somewhat analogous to
that of the three Synoptic Gospels. All three used once
to be ascribed to the direct authorship of Aristotle with
the same simple-heartedness, or the same absence of
reflection, with which all three Gospels used to be ascribed
to the Holy Ghost. We may see that some advance, or
at all events some movement, has been made in the
Aristotelian problem, if we remember that it was once
possible for so great a critic as Schleiermacher to maintain
that the Magna Moralia was the original treatise from
which the two others were derived. Nowadays the opinion
of Spengel is generally accepted, namely, that the
Nicomachean Erthics emanates directly from the mind of
Aristotle himsel, that the Eudemian Fthics contains the
same matter recast by another hand, and that the Magna
Moralia is the work of a later writer who had both the
other treatises before him, Whether the three books which
are common to the Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics
(E.N. v, vi,vii: £, E. iv, v, vi) proceed from the writer of
the former or of the latter work is a point which is still
under debate. To an Oxford man indeed who has been
nurtured on the Nicowmackean Etkics, and to whom that
treatise has become, mentally speaking, ‘bone of his bone
and flesh of his flesh’, it seems too self-evident to require
discussion that the Nicomackean Eikics is the substance of
which the others arc the shadow. But this confidence may
be born of prejudice, and it is possible that, if the same
person had had the Eudemian Ethics equally carefully
instilled into him in his youth, he might on making
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acquaintance with the Nicomackean find nothing more in
that than a less literary rearrangement of the Eudemian,
There is no doubt a prejudice in favour of the familiar,
which has to be guarded against, but we may encourage
oursclves by remembering that the preference for the
Nicomachean Ethics is not confined to Oxford, or to
English or foreign Universities, or to modern times, since,
as Grant points out, there have been many commentaries
by Greek and Latin writers on the Nicomachean, but not
one on the Hudemian Fthics. Herein we have an un-
conscious testimony to the superior value of the Nicoma-
chean work.

§ 2. But why ‘Nicomachean’? There is no certain
tradition on this subject. QOur earliest information is de-
rived from the well-known passage in Cicero,’ from which
we gather that the Nicomachean Ethics was commonly
ascribed to Aristotle himself, whereas Cicero thought that
it might well have been written by his son Nicomachus.
But what we are otherwise told about Nicomachus rather
goes against this, Aristocles the Peripatetic, who is said
to have been teacher to Alexander Aphrodisiensis, is thus
quoted by Eusebius in his Pracparatio Evangelica, xv, 2
§ 10: ‘After the death of Pytheas, daughter of Hermeias,
Aristotle married Epyllis of Stagira, by whom he had
a son Nicomachus, He is said to have been brought up
as an orphan in the house of Theophrastus and died,
while a mere lad, in war.’” On the other hand Diogenes
Laertius at about the same date as Aristocles (A.D. 200)
evidently shared Cicero’s opinion that Nicomachus, the
son of Aristotle, wrote the work which bears his name.2

A different tradition, which appears in some of the
commentators, is to the effect that Aristotle himself wrote
three treatises on morals, one of which he addressed to his
disciple Eudemus, ancther to his father Nicomachus, and
yet a third to his son of the same name. The two latter

' Fin. v. § 12 fqua re teneamus Aristotelem et eius filium Nicoma-
chum, cuius accurate scripti de moribus libri dicuntur illi quidem esse
Aristoteli, sed non video, cur non potuerit patris similis esse filius."

‘2 P l:. Vii‘i. § 88 dnai 8" abriv (i. e. Eudoxus) Nikduayos & "Apieroréhovs
Tiv fboviy Aéyew 1d dyallsr. Cp. £.N. 1101727 and 1172 0.
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