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avuxeluevo avtey twv mgdkewy (promissum) avartaQioTa-
7oL 0 TONTNEEY UECK THE TORQAAELYNG TWV GOWY TNG BUTTE-
obog %O GUPOVOL JE TO VORO TOU #08aQ0D TQOATHOD AOYOU.

Oewplo weol 0peTHE § 9 [428-431]

Tspi tov nedixoviog tov avigmuov meog XM 1Y
amhig ng tve nhnd ov

AT T #AONHOV OVTLTHETOL OTIG nOies:
webdog, prhagyveio xow Yevdi TQTEVOPQOTTVY
(Sovhongemeia)

1. Hepi webdovg
§9

H uéyiotn mogoficon tou xadixoviog Tov avBphrou amév-
QVTL OTOV ECUTO TOV Dewpotpevo amAdg we Bk ov (eEetd-
tovrag amAde Ty ovBomIdTNTA GTO SEEOCWTLS TOV) ElVaL TO
avtifero g ainBoénewag: to YPevdog (aliud lingua prom-
ptum, aliud pectore inclusum gerere) Eivor owtddnro Ot
g 1B, 6mou dev TEonbTEL xopto gEovarodotnon amd
T amovoic tnplag évov tov dhhav, GO TETOLOL EOREUME-
v avoliBela oty avaxoivoor Tev oxéypedv pog dev Bo
urogovoe vo amomowmbel auto To anhneod Gvopa «w.pav&og»
(eveh, ot Bewela tov dwalov, yo EOREUPEVT) OVOAADELDL PE-
gL TO Gvoua «Peddog», povo oTav nogofLdtel to dinao
evoe dhhon ), AwdtLn aveviuotgre (To va OITOTENEL HATL OVEL
welpevo nBinfg xTapEOVNONG) OV TUVOdEDEL TO peudog,
‘ouvodetes smiong xow Tov Peuddpevo, dmwg 1 oud tov. To
pevdog prvogel va elvan eEwregud (mendacium externum) 1
now eomTEQUHS. Méow evog sEwteginot Yelhdoug o avBpumog
#eOLOTd TOV EOUTO TOU OVTIREILEVO ROTRPEOVNITS OO Pei-
T TV GAMDY, BV HECW EvOg ECWTEQLOY Pebdoug naboTd
TOV EGUTO TOU, TQAYUE oV ElvaL axdua XELQOTEQO, oviinel-
HEVO XUTOPQOVAOTC 0T L1010 TOL DK TOU TG UATI0L K AL TTRQTL-
Buéet v oBwompéneln T avBpwroTEag JT0 rROTOTO
tou. Ed®, Sev etvon ) Tnpla mwou urogst vo weoniel ex ToY
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Petdovg 1o tovg Ahovg avBoirous avtd mov agogd. Ty
Wroturie tng womiag (Suét tdTe ot M xostia Bo. ouviotato
amihg otV Kagaficon Tou ®abxovtog arévav, otove dA-
Aovg) naw, cuvende, Sev hauBdveton edch vroyn. Ovte Aay-
Béverow wrdym n Tnuio movu ETPEQEL O YPeudopevog orov
EQVTO TOL. ALdTL, TOTE, TO Pevdoc, e opaALa TS PodVRoTE,
Bo egyoTav o8 aviipaon amide mpoc Tov RQUYRUTLOTIRG MO
Syt QoG TOV NP YVhova naL ovddhwg Ba roy Suvatdy
vo Wwbel wg nagoBiaoy tou raBrxovrog. To Peddoc guv-
LOTG ATTOQQUPY 1o, TEOTOV TV, undeviopd g akomotner-
g Tov avBpwmov. Bvag dvBonnoc mov dev motedsl o idoc
aUTd mov MeL o8 kdmowov GAhov (010 %L o QUTOG O AAhOg
etval éva amhie 1deatd mEOoWNO) €yl f11 unpdreen akio
and exelv mov Ba elye, ey frroav OAWG mEdype. AtOTL éva,
nQUYA, %G1 0TV 1W0THTE ToU va XOMOUWLEVEL 08 KA1, U0~
el va naztaotel avimeluevo XeNong 1o udmoLov, %obde ef-
VOLL HATL TO TQOYHATIXG KO T0 dedopevo. AAMG 1 wowvoroln-
on TV oréPewy evdg avBphrou oe ndrtoloy HEGD. O Aé-
Eetg, oL omoles wotdoo gUTEQIEX UV (Eoneppuéva) To aviifeto
O QUTO OV OHETTTETAL O oWANTHC et Tov TEQORELLEVOV,
arotehel Evo oxomd mou avuiTiBETOL Tpog T QUOLRT] OHOTL-
HOTHTA THG tHOVOTITAS TOV VO XOWOROLE! TIS OXEPELS TOV,
*OL CUVIOTA, OuveRtg moagaltnon omd Ty TQOOWITNOTYTA
TOU, dnhwvel Evo amhdg TAQATACVITLHO POVOUEVO GvBQdh-
TOU %o, O Tov idio Tov dvBowmo. H alnbodénei otg dnAm-
oslg pog xaheltow emlong evowdryra no, edv ou dndwosig
ATOTEROUY TAVTOYQOVE UTOOKEEIS, HOAelTow etAingiveia o
A&, yevinorepa, nahelzou sudirnra.s
To yevdog (ue Tnv nBuxY Evvouer Tng AéEng), we ev YEVEL
eoneppévn ovarnBelo, dev yoerdteton va sivoy el yio
TOUG GAAOUS VIO Vo weWlet atopEiTéo. AtdTy TTE B0 GUVL
oToVoE TaQaBioon Twv Smwudtoy Tov dhov. K oY

5. Wahrhaftigkeit: aAnBoémnaie, Bhrlichkeit: eveyotyre, Redlichkeit: et-
Auglvere, Aufrichtigkeit: suBtTnto. Trig avehioe v 0 Kavr yenoyonowt
£UgENG UOvo Tov pdTo 6. T4
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meQLTWOoT TOU 1) owste Tov elvor amAd wa ehapodvoe 1 ko
Mg wohonopdy otdor, axdua xal Oty emdibreton HEom
auTol Tou YPeudoug évag npayuatxd ayabdg oxomde, ma-
ROLet auTd 0 TEOTOG aVTAG (0 TEOMOE Pe TOV omolo emdun-
HOVUE TO 0RO Pog) cuviotd, eEautiag Tng nogeig Tou ©al
wovo, £va EyrAnpo tov avBgmmov evavnia 010 190 Tou To
TQOCWO ®o i prdevint| atiompémneln, To omola Bo moéner
VO HAVOUY autdv Tov GvBowmo aviireiuevo xorapedvnong
ot i1 ToU Ta pdTio.

Etvau gvnoro vo arodellel navelg tnv mooyporindtyto
TOMWY TETOWOV E0WTEQIDY PEUATOV Ve T, omole elvou
vrevBuvol oL dvBpwmol, AAMG patvetar va stvan Suonohote-
oo va eEnyndet 1 duvatdenrd tovg. Totl ywa rdr TéTo
anarzettol ve, deTeQo nEoowRo TO omolo erofiémoupe va
gEamarioovue, alhd to va eEaratdype soxeupéva Tov eoutd
HOG QPOEVETAL VO EVEXEL AVTIpaOT.

O avBpwmrog, wg nOuxd ov (homo noumenon), dev urogel

VO (QNOWOTTOW0EL TOV EQUTO TOU, ANpdévia g PuoKs ov
(homo phaenomenon) auth tn Qoed, wg arthd pEcov (wg pn-
AOVH OJALOLG), OOV VoL Uiy TTaY WG QUOLRG oV 1Q00dedepé-
VOG 0TOV EOWTEQLHO TROTTO TG KOWVOTOIMONG TwV oxépewmy.
Avtifeta, o avBowmog elvar mpoodedepévog otov go g
CURPUIVERG TOD EQUTOV TOU WG PUOLKOD OVIOE ke 1) Sfjhwan
Tov (declaratio) wg B0y OvTog, ek £xel Ty VIToYpEwoT
g aknfoéneiag évavil tov eovtoy tovu. N wagdderype,
®rEmoLog Yevdetal oyetind pe Ty stloty Tov og dvo pelhovil-
%0 St ot Tou ROOPOY dtov, evd dev Poloxer naulo téTow
miotyy péoo. Tov, netber Tov eautd tov 611 Bev Bo ¢BAhamTe,
0WG PAMOTO VO TOV KoL XQTIOWO, YO YV OTOTOWOEL (OTg
OrEPELS TOV) pPlol TETO. THHOTY EVIOIIOV eVOC avamQuT Twv
YUEmV HOTE, VITORGIVOUEVOS, vo. xedloet yia oy evdeydue-
vo Ty etvold tov. Kdstotog Yehdeton emiong dtav, ov %ot
dev £xer xopio apguBohio o Ty troely autod tou xou),
nohanetel Tov eautd Tov OTL GEPETaL PECE TOV TO VOUO oru-
TOU TOV RELTT, av now dev Vi BeL péaa Tov koo dhin pom
£xTg 0rtd o POfo Trig Twelag.
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H avethupivei ouviotd amhidg EMhewgm avtoouverdn-
olog (Gewissenhaftigkeit), dnhody éhenym xoBapdunteac
TG OUOAOYLOG EVOTILOV TOU EGWTEQXOD Uag StaoTh, 0 0ROl
og Ba moemel va voeita edd g va dAho mpdowmo (s 1
avtoguvednota Ingdel ue To avotedtego duvotd vémpd
5). Auto ovpBaivel, yio magdderypa, dtov dmowoe Pevde-
o enetd) waeéyetal oo embupio (Adyw prhavtiog) yua pua
mRAEN 1 emedr) éxel evibmdy Tou dvav xaBautd ayadd oxo-
70, 07OTE TO BOMTEQIHO YEVSOE (v ou Etvait EVAVTLO OTO X
1oy tou avBgditoy amévaytt oTov ecTd Tou) hopBdver to
ovoua pag advvaptes, drme oupPoiver now pe sxelvov wov
aryoutd, xamotov 1oL emBupel va Beloxel otov ayannuéve tou
apy O nohés Widtntes, xabiotdviog adgata o supev Aa-
n Tou. Opwg, avt 1 pn xabagdtira otig SnAhoei mov Sia-
TQATTEL KETOLOG AITEVAVTE OTOV £aUTd TOU 0EiLeL T1) coPapd-
TEQT MOUPT]. ALOTL 0td ict TETOW ETLOoht] Béom (ot g
TACOTOTNTAG, MOV aivetal vo ebvor glmuévn oty ovBgd-
mevn Qoor), drak Snhadh xow magafidteron n tyioty ayd
TN CANBOEMELS, TO HAKO TG UT) AANBOETELOC ENEXTELVETOL
oG OYEOELS pe TouE dAAovg avBpmmouc,
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physical well-being:* it brings a number of people together for a long time
to converse with one another. And yet the very number of guests (if, as
Chesterfield says, it exceeds the number of the muses) allows for only a
Little conversation (with those sitting next to one); and so the arrangement
is at variance with that end, while the banquet remains a temptation to
something immoral, namely intemperance, which is a violation of one’s
duty to oneself — not to mention the physical harm of overindulgence,
which could perhaps be cured by a doctor. How far does one’s moral
authorization to accept these invitations to intemperance extend?

Chapter I1.
The human being’s duty to himself merely as a
moral being.

This duty is opposed to the vices of lying, avarice and false humility (servility).

I.
ON LYING.

‘ §o
The greatest violation of a human being’s duty to himself regarded merely
as a moral being (the humanity in his own person) is the contrary of
teuthfulness, lying (aliud lingua promptum, aliud pectore inclusum gerere).' In
the doctrine of right an intentional untruth is called a lie only if it violates
another’s right; but in ethics, where no authorization is derived from
harmlessness, it is clear of itself that no intentional untruth in the expres-
sion of one’s thoughts can refuse this hersh name. For, the dishonor
(being an object of moral contempt) that accompanies a le also accompa-
nies a liar like his shadow. A lie can be an external lie {mendacium
externum) or also an internal lie. — By an external lie a human being makes
himself an object of contempt in the eyes of others; by an internal lie he
does what is still worse: he makes himself contemptible in his own eyes
and violates the dignity of humanity in his own person. And so, since the
harm that can come to others from lying is not what distinguishes this vice
(for if it were, the vice would consist only in violating one’s duty to others),
this harm is not taken inte account here. Neither is the harm that a liar
brings upon himself; for then a lie, as a mere error in prudence, would
conflict with the pragmatic maxim, not the moral maxim, and it could not
be considered a violation of duty at all. — By a lie a human being throws

* Wohllehen
! To have one thing shut up in the heart and another ready on the tongue. Satlust The War

with Catiline 10.5.
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away and, as it were, annihilates his dignity as a human being. A human
being who does not himself believe what he tells another {even if the other
is a merely ideal person) has even less worth than if he were 2 mere thing;
for a thing, because it is something real and given, has the property of
being serviceable so that another can put it to some use, But communica-
tion of one’s thoughts to someone through words that yet (intentionally)
contain the contrary of what the speaker thinks on the subject is an end
that is directly opposed to the natural purposiveness of the speaker’s
capacity to communicate his thoughts, and is thus a renunciation by the
speaker of his personality, and such a speaker is a mere deceptive appear-
ance of a human being, not 2 human being himself, — Truthfilness in one’s
declarations is also called Aonesty™ and, if the declarations are promises,
sincerity;” but, more generally, truthfulness is called rectitude.”

Lying (in the ethical sense of the word), intentional untruth as such,
need not be harmful to others in order to be repudiated; for it would then
be a violation of the rights of others. It may be done merely out of frivolity
or even good nature;” the speaker may even intend to achieve a really good
end by it. But his way of pursuing this end is, by its mere form, a crime of
a human being against his own person and a worthlessness that must
make him contemptible in his own eyes.

It is easy to show that the human being is actually guilty of many inner
lies, but it seems more difficult to explain how they are possible; for a lie
requires a second person whom one intends to deceive, whereas to de-
ceive oneself on purpose seems to contain a contradiction.

The human being as a moral being (iomo noumenon) cannot use himself
as a natural being (homo phaenomenon) as a mere means (a speaking ma~
chine), as if his natural being were not bound to the inner end {of communi-
cating thoughts), but is bound to the condition of using himself as a natural
being in agreement with the declaration (declaratio) of his moral being and is
under obligation to himself to truthfulness. — Someone tells an inner lie, for
example, if he professes belief in a future judge of the world, although he
really finds no such belief within himself but persuades himself that it could
do no harm and might even be useful to profess in his thoughts to one who
scrutinizes hearts a belief in such a judge, in order to win his favorin case he
should exist. Someone also les if, having no doubt about the existence of
this future judge, he still flatters himself that he inwardly reveres his law,
though the only incentive he feels is fear of punishment,

Insincerity is mere lack of conscientiousness, that is, of purity in one’s
professions before one’s fnner judge, who is thought of as another person

* Elrlichkeit
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* Aufrichtigheit

P Guemtitigheit, perhaps “kindness”™
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when conscientiousness is taken quite strictly; then if someone, from self-
love, takes a wish for the deed because he has a reaily good end in mind,
his inner lie, although it is indeed contrary to his duty to himself, gets the
name of a frailty, as when a lover’s wish to find only good qualities in his
beloved blinds him to her obvious faults. — But such insincerity in his
declarations, which a human being perpetrates upon himself, still de-
serves the strongest censure, since it is from such a rotten spot (falsity,
which seems to be rooted in human nature itself) that the ill of untruthful-
ness spreads into his relations with other human beings as weli, once the
highest principle of truthfulness has been violated.

Remark

It is noteworthy that the Bible dates the first crime, through which evil
entered the world, not from fratricide (Cain’s) but from the first lie (for
even nature rises up against fratricide), and calls the author of all evil 2
Jiar from the beginning and the father of lies. However, reason can
assign no further ground for the human propensity to Aypocrisy’ (esprit
fourbe), although this propensity must have been present before the lie;
for, an act of freedom cannot (like a natural effect) be deduced and
explained in accordance with the natural law of the connection of
effects with their causes, all of which are appearances.

Casuistical guestions

Can an untruth from mere politeness (e.g., the “your obedient servant” at
the end of a letter) be considered a li¢? No one is deceived by it. - An
author asks one of his readers “How do you like my work?” One could
merely seem to give an answer, by joking about the impropriety of such a
question. But who has his wit always ready? The author will take the
slightest hesitation in answering as an insult. May one, then, say what is
expected of one?

If I say something untrue in more serious matters,” having tv do with
what is mine or yours, must 1 answer for all the consequences it might
have? For example, a householder has ordered his. servant to say “not at
home” if a certain human being asks for him. The servant.does this and,
as a result, the master slips away and commits a serious crime, which
would otherwise have been prevented by the guard sent to arrest him.
Who (in accordance with ethical principles) is guilty in this case? Surely
the servant, too, who violated a duty to himself by his lie, the results of
which his own conscience imputes to him.

? Gleisnerei
" in wirklichen Geschiften
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II.
ON AVARICE.

§ 10.

By avarice in this context 1 do not mean greedy avarice’ (acquiring the
means to good lving in excess of one’s true needs), for this can also be
viewed as 2 mere violation of one’s duty (of beneficence) to others; nor,
again, do I mean miserly avarice,’ which is called stinginess or niggardliness
when it is shameful but which can still be mere neglect of one’s duties of
love to others. I mean, rather, restricting one’s omn enjoyment of the means
to good living so narrowly as to Jeave one’s own true needs unsatisfied. It
is really this kind of avarice, which is contrary to duty fe oneself, that I am
referring 1o here.”

In the censure of this vice, one example can show clearly” that it is
incorrect to define any virtue or vice in terms of mere degree, and at the
same time prove the uselessness of the Aristotelian principle that virtue
consists in the middle way between two vices.

1f 1 regard good management as the mean between prodigality and ava-
rice and suppose this mean to be one of degree, then one vice would pass
over into the (contrarie) opposite vice only through the virtue; and so virtue
would be simply 2 diminished, or rather a vanishing, vice. The result, in
the present case, would be that the real duty of virtue would consist in
making no use at all of the means to good living.

If a vice is to be distinguished from a virtue, the difference one must
cognize and explain is not a difference in the degree of practicing moral
maxims but rather in the objective principle of the maxims. ~ The maxim of
greedy avarice (prodigality) is to get and maintain” ali the means to good
living with the intention of enjoyment. ~ The maxim of miserly avarice, on the
other hand, is to acquire as well as maintain all the means to good living,
but with no intention of enjoyment (i.e., in such a way that one’s end is only
possession, not enjoyment).

Hence the distinctive mark of the latter vice is the principle of possess-
ing means for all sorts of ends, but with the reservation of being unwilling

¢ habstichtigen Geiz

! hargen Geiz

“ In place of the passage “nor, again, do I mean miserly avarice, ” the second edition has “1
mean, rather, méserly avarice, which is calied stinginess or niggardliness when it is shameful;
and I am concerned with this kind of avarice, not as consisting in mere neglect of one’s
duties of love to others, but as a restricting of one’s own use of the means for living well so
narrowly as to leave one’s true needs unsatisfied, and so as contrary to one's duty te oneself.”
In fact, only two kinds of avarice, prodigality and miserliness, are in question.

hann man ein Beispiel der Unrichtigheit eller Erklirungen deutlich machen und zugleich die
Unbrauchbarkeit . . . dartun

*The second edition omits “and maintain.”
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