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ADYERTISEMENT.

Tue following Essay is & Prelection delivered in sc-
cordancs with the requirements of the University Statute by
the suthor as a Condidate for the vacant office of Regius
Professor of Greek,

It is printed exactly as it was resd, with the excep-
tion of one very trifling addition, though 3t certainly re-
qu.irca many more to make it in sy degree complete.
But it was thought that it would not be fair to the other
vandidates {o make it sssume p more favoursble aspect
when published, than it presented when actually delivered
before the Electors, who had to decide upon their com-
parative qualifications.

Allowsnee must be made on this epore for omissions,
many of which are due solely to the necessity of reducing
its length within cerlain preseribed limits, an hour only
being allowed for the reecifation, Such as it is it was
found too long to be delivered in ths time sllowed, and
only about two-thirde of it were actuslly recited. Of all
else I accept the responsibility.

E M. COPE

TriN. Cort. Mareh rr.



TeE object that I have proposed to myself in this Essay
18 to take a review of Aratotle's Ethical aystem, for the
purpose, first of examining and deseribing ite most salient
points, its poculiar and distinctive features, and secondly of
comparing these with other and especially the Stoie and
modern views on some moral questions The time is short,
and the subject long, even when reduced within these
limits, Many things must be cmitted which would. properly
find & place in such a review: many others hastily and
bricfly sketched which onght to be treated in detail : and
gquestions raised and suggested rather thean srgued and
definitively settled. A review of the leading and peouliar
featurcs of Aristotle’'s Ethical system would have been ap-
propriately introduced by some notices of what his prede-
cessors had effected in the same line of research: a few
words should have been bestowed upon the earliest abortive
attempts at moral speculation, as they appeared in the
mathematical and numerical philosophy of the Pythagoreans;
upon Socrates, the real founder of moral philosophy who, to
use the worda of Cicero, “first called down philosophy from
the skies,"—where she had been wandering, lost in the over-
whelming problems of cosmieal spsculations—" and planted
her in cities, and led her even into men's houses, and forced
ber to inquire into life and manners and into things good
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and evil"—who first, that s, commenced the study of human
relations, of soeial and mers! problems: attention might
have been uwsefully recalled to the services which Socrates
rendered to systematic and scientific reasoning by the sug-
gestion of the only true philosophical mathod, the firet con-
scious application of inductive ressoning in the formation
of general conceptions ; o was first pointad out by Aristotle
snd enforced by Schleiermacher in his once famous cssay
on the worth of Socrates as & philosopher'—a true amd
genuine gervice which has been of late somewhat obscured
by the ingenuity of Mr Grote, in his cagerness to exhibit
him as & Sophist and a dialectician : three of his diseiples
might have claimed a brief notice, Aristippus and Antis-
thenes and Plato: nnd it would have bsen interesting io
trace the changes of opinion of the last of thesa three, more
eapecially om the natare of virtue and the mesns of im-
pacting it, theough the vacillations of his eathier dialogues,
#ill in hiz mature yoars his views became finally and defi-
nitely fized, as represented in the Repeblie and Laws—all

this and more,
mpatiia eccoivane iniquis

Prietereo, atque alily post eommemoranda relinguo,
and I must pass on at once to the examination of Aristotles
own system.

The first questmn that occurs to ue to ask on the sub-
ject is, to which of the two groat schools of Moralists docs
Aristotle belong.  Is ha one of these who would regulate
human action, I am quoting from Dr. Whewell, Lect, on Hist,
of Mor. Phil, Introd, by an internal principle or relation,
as Conscience, or a Moral Fncu]ty, or Puty, or Rectitude or
the superiority of Reason to Desire (fhe last I8 meant for
Plato); or on the other hand does he eide with those who
estimate actions by their consequences, who assert some ex-
ternal object as happiness or pleasure or utility or the
greatost happiness of the greatest number to be the true

! Translated by Dr, Thirlwall in the second volome of the Philolugioal
Museutn, p 538
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end of human action? These two schetes may be deacribed
respeetively as Indepemdent, and Dependent or Utilitarian
Merality. The one makes the rule of right depend upon or
look to something external and objective, something to be
sought, to aim at (like a gromds or mark, as Aristotle has it),
instead of regarding it as procesding from an internad prin-
ciple, which looks to nothing beyond Haolf, which tells us to
do what ia right beeauae it 4o vight, and for no othor reasom,
and is thus indeperdent of all external objects and motives.
To this cardinal distinetion T ghall frequently have to recur.
We shall be better able fo answer thia question when we
have examined some of his leading doctrines; meanwhile we
may decide at once that a Moralist who pronounces happi-
ness, however understood, to be the sole end and the prevail-
ing motive of all buman action, must belong to that school
which looks to eonscaquences or utility, in some form or other,
a3 the moral standard. Of those interasl principles or rels-
tions gpoken of by Dr. Whewell a3 characteristic of the Inde-
pendent Morality, Conscience iz certainly not recognised in
Aristotle's system. The wpoalpears, which is distinctive of all
moral action is certainly not Conscience. It i something
more and something less. It is a combination of Spefis the
mmpuolsive principle, the only origin iv 0z or motive of action,
(de Anima 1m. 10.)—we have no single word fo express it.
. Bir 'W. Hamilton calls it the Conative faculty—and an intel-
lectual element, Sidvors, A coneise definition of it iz given
in de Mot. Anim. c. 6. o mpoalpsois sewiv Esavolas kel dpéfews,
dere wivel wpdrop (the ultimate, original, mover) 1é dper-
Tor xal T4 Stavomriy, of whr 6% v SavenTdy dhha To Tdv
wpanTaw Texos. The wpoaiperss is thevefore confined to, az
i is characteristie of, moral action, of which it iz the primary
eiimulant or impelling cause in the fuman subject: the ulii-
mate cause of motion is the object, 6 dpexrdy xad 0 Bia-
vorriy, agreeably to the Aristoteliam prineiple that the ulti-
mate cause of motion in general must be itself at rest. This
will throw some light upon the quesjion how far the Aris-
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totelian paychology recogmises the free will, and how far
wpoalpeate s identifiable with it. But it ix plain at all
events that this is pot Conscience: Conscience does not
deliberate : and it is rather in the nature of a guide and
director, and acts sz a check, quite as much or more than as
an impelling cause, of astion—some externsl stimulant or
motive, aa Aristotle says, excites the desire; Conscience
. either as an inpate principle, or az a habit acquired by
observation or education, dicietes a course of action. The
office of conscience is well enough desoribed in Pope's hymn,
What gongolense diotates to ba dona
Or warna ua not to do
Thia teach e wors then hell to thun
That more than heaven pursua.

Butler ealls Congcience, Kefloxion; but this is plainly & mis-
teke. If Consvicoce were nothing hut Reflexion, which is
meraly Aristotle’s preparntory Soddevais, it would ceriainly
not have the supreme and predominating sutherity over the
tast of the elements of our constitntion that he aseribes to
it. Tt must at the very lesst have a power of decision and
determination a8 well, Nor again Is a Moral Faculty re-
cognised, at least in the sense intended—dpdimais, the prac-
tienl wisdem which determines the standard of moral
action, points out to us the distinetion hetween good and
evil, and euahles ug to discern the means to the right end,
(Eth. Nie, Bl ¥1.) comes perhaps nearest to it; of Duty we
shall have fo speak hereafter, it is not explicitly ackmow-
ledged as a principle of action, thongh this i often inciden-
tally implied ; if Rectibude means what ia right in itself, and
needs nothing else to make it so, this does appesr in the
shape of 74 xakdp, but only onee or twice and that in contra-
diction to the leading principle, that the universal 7éies ia
happiness—of this alao heresfter—and lastly, tho superiority
of Reason to Desire, as a moral principle, is Flato's doctrine
and not Aristotle’s: though of course az a faet Aristotle would
not have denied it.



