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THE EGALITARIANISM OF THE 
EUDEMIAN ETHICS 

There are various features of the language and exposition of the Eudemian Ethics 
(EE) that allow us to impute what might be called an 'egalitarian' outlook to its 
author. Each of these features, on its own, might be dismissed as of little significance, 
or as significant yet anomalous; but taken together, they constitute a body of 
evidence that cannot easily be put aside. The term 'egalitarianism' is of course 
imprecise, yet it serves its function well enough. I shall take it to signify a certain cast 
of mind which consists of at least the following cluster of dispositions: (i) being 
unwilling to view society as divided into ranks or classes (e.g. 'the good' vs. 'the bad'; 
'the better sort of people' vs. 'the rabble') or even to use language suggestive of such 
a division; but rather (ii) having a tendency to see the similarity of everyone with 
everyone else, by finding some good even among those reputed to be bad, and some 
bad among those reputed good; furthermore (iii) wishing to identify with the general 
run of humanity, or at least not being averse to doing so; and (iv) insisting on the 
fundamental equality and likeness of human beings, so that their inequalities and 
differences are regarded as secondary. 

I believe-though there is no need to argue for it here-that 'egalitarianism', even 
thus roughly defined, marks out something of a natural kind of philosophical 
outlook, which recurs in different cultures and circumstances, though of course in 
different concrete forms. 

I shall present first linguistic, then more broadly textual evidence that EE displays 
this sort of egalitarianism. Of course, the Nicomachean Ethics (EN) does not. This is 
an interesting contrast, and I shall close this paper with a consideration of the various 
ways in which this difference between the treatises might be explained. 

LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE 

The language of the EE differs from that of EN in its use of some terms suggestive 
of differences in rank among human beings. I shall consider: (I) 11aKapLoS, used as 
roughly equivalent to evat'lwov; (II) the phrase ol TroAAot, used either to pick out the 
vulgar in contrast to some other, select group, or to attribute censurable traits or 
motives to people in general; and (III) xaplELs (Xap&evres), and evyevTS', ev)yeveta, 
used to refer to a putative better sort of people. For cases (I) and (II), two sorts of 
evidence are available: first, the mere consideration of differences in frequency; 
second, the careful comparison of usage in roughly parallel passages in EE and EN. 
Although the former sort is perhaps only suggestive, the latter is in aggregate 
compelling. 

Case (I) 

tLKaplos is nearly absent in EE.1 It occurs only once, at 1215b14. The adverbial form 

' 
By ilaKacptos I mean the adjective /xaKdaplo, -la, -ov, in any case, singular or plural, and also 

substantival forms; and similarly elsewhere in the paper for other adjectives. 
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(/IoaKapiw,-) occurs twice, at 1214a31 and 1215a10.2 Since there are only three 
passages, then, which we need to examine, it will'be helpful to present them here: 

EE 1.1, 1214a30-2: To '8 EV&aLL/OVEEV KaLT r77' ?iv /LaKaplws- KaLL KaAWjs Et-q QaV E)V TPLUL 

ALUTQa, TO ELVcaL tOKOaVU aQpETWTTTLS. 

EE 1.3, 1215a7-12: ETL 8E% 7rpO EpYOV TO Ta. TOLaCVTa ti) AaLV0aVELV, /LaALUTa 7rpo 'a 8EL 
1UtWTELVELV mTicav cKE'VJW, EK TLVWV VSEXETaL ILETaaXEEV TOy E) Ka' KaA)s ( 77V (EL TO 

/JaKaplWs E7Tt0LcOVwTEpOV E17TEEV) KalL 7TrpOS T7)j ETVa7Tt8La T7V 7rEpL EKacLTa YEVOtLEvrqv aV TWV) 

E7TLELKWt). 

EE 1.4, 1215b6-14: Avaeayo'pasr t'v <yaip> 6 KAao/iEvIoso E'PWT'qOEL1 T S' 9o 
'8at/iovE'aTaTO9,, 9 

4OvOEL9, ELITEV, i'v ct) VOrEL.E ctd aAA' aTO7rO,' "lV Tls UoL "'TLt'EL" 

TOVTOI) 8' aITEKpL'VaLTO TOt' TP07TOt EKELVO9, OPCWV TOV EpO/LEtOV a1IvUvaLTOV VroAaiagd'vOVTa 

/LE7j [Eyav OvTa Kalt KaAo'v -q' 7rAo6ovt' TaVT77S9 TvyXaVELV T77S 9T rPOU)YOplcLs, avTST 3) ILaws 
pETO TO'V WVTvLa a'Av7TWS Kalt KaOapcjs 7rpoS' TO' (L'KaLov T7 T0S OEwplas KOLVwVOVVTaL 

OElLLa, TOVTOV WS <KaT'> at'6pwiot EI7TEEV /LaKa'PLOV ELVaL. 

The first passage, which occurs in the very first chapter of EE, seems intended 
simply to set out the equivalence of To EVa&uLovVELv, TO 57v /LaKaplts-, and Tro' Srv 
KaAWSX, It would be possible to understand the passage as introducing To '-iv 
[LaKapLWs only in order to link it to the other two expressions, so that it could be 
dispensed with later, in favour of the others. And in fact this is what the second 
passage, together with the subsequent absence of TrO ~~v ~aKapi'ws in the EE, would 
suggest: the author considers the expression invidious, or recognizes that others view 
it in that way, and so he puts it aside. 

The interesting term at 1215al0, E'rr00ovU'rTEoV, occurs nowhere else in the 
Aristotelian corpus in the comparative, though one finds the adjective E1TAk6ovosg at 
Rhet. 1418b24, where Aristotle recommends that, if a speaker wishes to claim 
something of himself which is of the sort to incite resentment, then he would be 
advised to put the claim in the mouth of some respected third party In Plato, one f'inds 
ETTL0bOVW'TEpa.L at Apol. 37d2, and E'-jtO0ovos, at Lach. 184cl, Rep. 502d7, and Leg. 
956al, in each case signifying some action which tends to incite envy among one's 
fellows. 

We shall examine in more detail later the interesting passage about Anaxagoras, 
which has a strict parallel in X. 8 of EN. But for the moment it should be noted that it 
is not implausible to understand tLaKa pot'V at 121 5b1 3 as falling within the scope of 
the thought attributed to Anaxagoras, and thus expressing his mind, rather than that 
of the author of EE. If this is correct, then all three occurrences of [kaKc'Pto-/ 
pxuaKapiws. in EF can be explained away, as not being part of the exposition of the 
author's doctrine of happiness: 1214a30-2 prepares for dispensing with the term; 
121 5a7-12 actually dispenses with it; and 1215b6-14 departs from this resolution and 
uses the term only in attributing an idea to a preceding thinker. 

Yet in EN the term fkaKaiptosr occurs 28 times in the positive, adjectival form; once 
more as a comparative; twice as a superlative; and once in the adverbial form-for a 
total of 32 relevant occurrences. (The verb form is also more common, with five 
occurrences, but this is no part of my argument, for the reasons given above in n. 2.) 
This in itself is a remarkable difference in frequency, which becomes impossible to 

2 There is also juaKapt'oOVTEg at 1216a 16, but the verb form is fundamentally different, since it 
is used to signify the attitude or belief that someone is in some way fortunate or well-off. Nor is it 
the case that tkaKapiZELtv typically means, precisely, 'to regard as a /llKa6pLOs'. (One might also 
class, along with ~uaKapb'~Etv, formulaic expressions such as tkaKa'pOsr OaTLS . . ., which are ways 
of actually expressing the attitude referred to by the verb; yet such do not occur in EE.) 
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ignore when we recall EE's remark at 1215a7-12, which apparently explains the 
difference. EN does not scruple to use fLaKa ptos throughout as a synonym for 
Ev&a LcLv. It is used in this way in at least 20 passages, across books I, III, VIII, IX, 
and X: 1098a19; 1100a33; 1100b16, 34; 1101a19, 20; 1113b15, 16; 1169b4, 17, 24; 
1 170a2, 8, 27, b14; 1 176a27; 1 177b23; 1 178b9, 26; 1 179a3. Their interchangeability is 
illustrated well by the following passages: 

EN 1.7, 1098a18-20: jdta yap XEALSW,V Eap ov 7rTOLE, OV;E/SEtla -7/LEpaL OVTCO. SE' OvIE 

bLcLKaPLOv KaL Ev&LL/LoV ILa 7t/IEpc oV6 oAtyo xp ovot. 

EN IX.9, 1169b3-5: Al4Jtlgl7TELETaL SE Kat' 7TEPL\ TOy EVaLLLLOVa, Et 'SE 7UEraL Ttt'Awv 
" 

p[5. 
oViOEv yap OarL &EWv oltAwV TOEt /aKaploLs- KaL aV7TapKECLtV K.T.A. 

ENX.8, 1178b8-9: TOVNs- OEOV\s yap /LcaAtlCTa V7TELA7jAckOaLEV tzaKaploUS- Kat' EV'alyOVLt-o Etvat 

K.T.A. 

ENX.9, 1179a1-3: 0V) /7)\ olV07TE`o0 YE 7ToAA3lO' KaL\ /LEa'CLAoV 7SEUEEOatL TO1 EvaaLfLOY,70VT 
Et /177 EVSE'XETraL alVEV TWIV E)KTOt Jya0cwv iLaKa'PLOV EL'vaL' K.T.A. 

Of course, 1caLKapLOSs is not always used in EN as a mere synonym for E1'&aI'LWv, since 
sometimes it clearly connotes, in addition, some extreme degree of happiness or 
blessedness (cf. 1101a7, 1157b21, 1158a22), which is taken by Aristotle to be 
characteristic of the divine life of the gods (cf. 1099b 18, 1178b26). 

In its free use of /1aKai ptot- as equivalent to EVa&LL/LWv, EN resembles both the other 
relevant work of the Aristotelian corpus, the Politics, and the Platonic corpus, 
whereas FE is the odd man out. The Politics has seven occurrences of /IcaKa'PtWS 

fiaKaptlws': 1314b32 (Eliacd/1ovaS- Kat LaKapwtpovsj; 1323a27 (bis), b24 (EV'8at'kWV ... KatL 

fLaKa ptoS;); 1324a25; 1332a2l; and 1338a3. Plato abounds in such passages--there are 
32 altogether-and ~lcaKa ptot- is used in immediate conjunction with ELXSIaL'/1Wv, and as 
equivalent to it, in dialogues from all three stages of Plato's philosophical career: 
Gorg. 472d2, 507c4 (/iaKa'pcOV TE KalL EV'aclL/1ova); Symp. 193d5 (/iaKapt'ovt- KaI' 
EVacIL/.ovat-); Rep. 344b7 (EliSa4Lovt- aLpcK 'plOt),, 354al; and Leg. 660e3, 730c2 

QikaKa'pLt- TE KatI' EV3Sat4awCv).3 In fact, p.caKa'ptog in Plato seems to mean no more than 
El3 a4icwv; the EN usage, whereby it can signify, in contrast, some extreme or divine 

sort of happiness, seems not to be evident in Plato. The reason for this is perhaps that, 
for Plato, EV'S at/iovLca is already something divine: one simply does not find in Plato 
any distinction marked out between happiness which is a&vOpw'rTtvov and in principle 
confined to mortal existence, and happiness which transcends corporeal life and is 
OEtLOV -tI, because it essentially involves life among immortal beings. 

So far we have been noting only differences in frequency and usage; but it is also 
possible to examine passages where EN has /1aKaptosT, to see whether EE has a parallel 
passage in which only Ev'&at/LWV occurs, or similarly, to look at occurrences of 
EWS8a4L0)v in EE, to see whether there are EN parallels which contain PaKaipwos. For 
presumably parallel passages of the first sort would be instances in which, if the 
author of EE were disposed to use /1aKa'plot as equivalent to EV&LaL/Lwv, one would 
expect to find the former as well as the latter; the absence of tkaKacptos7, then, given this 
expectation, would be rather strong evidence that its omission is deliberate. Parallel 
passages of the second sort would be instances in which, if Aristotle in the EN were 
disposed to observe the same restriction on usage as the author of EE, one would 

3I here count the Gorgias as a late 'Socratic' dialogue. ltaKa?pbog- is clearly used in the sense of 
EV3 Iat'[kwv also at Lysis 208a1 and d4, but the latter term does not occur along with it, as in the 
other passages cited. 
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expect to find only ev3at'p,wv; hence, the presence of ,taKdpLto would be strong 
evidence against his adoption of the restriction. Let us say that passages which provide 
evidence of both types just mentioned are passages that 'confirm' the hypothesis of a 
real difference in usage between EN and EE. 

Of the 32 occurrences of txaK,aplos in EN, 22 have no discernible parallel in EE, 
which is a noteworthy fact in its own right; those which have parallels of some sort, 
and what those parallels are, is indicated in the following list, in which 'confirming' 
passages are underlined:4 

EN EE parallel5 
1098a19 1219b5-8 
1100a33 1219b6-8 
1152b6-8 1249a20 
1158a22 1245bl1 
1169b4 1244b10 
1169b24 z 1244b5-6 
1170a8 1249a20 
1170a27 1244b27-8 
1170b14 ; 1245bl1 
1178b9 : 1217a23-9 

In contrast, nearly all of the dozen or so passages in EE which contain evaiu'/v 
have some rough parallel in EN (those instances which overlap with the list above are 
indicated by an asterisk), and five of these (again underlined) confirm the hypothesis 
of a real difference: 

EE EN parallel 
1214a14 1099b9-11 
1215b7 1179a12-16 
1216a36 1099a7-29 
1217a26 1099b32-3 
1219b5-8* 1098a18-20 
1244b5 1169b7-8 
1244b10 1169b4-5 
124511* = 1158a22-3 
1249a20* = 1098b21-5, 1152b6-8, 1177a22-6 

Note that the frequency of confirming EN passages in this second group is what one 
would expect, given the ratio of occurrences of paKcaptos in proportion to those of 
evSal aov throughout the work: there are 32 occurrences of /iaKapLoS, as we have 
seen, and 36 of EVSaLto,v, a ratio of 32:36-that is, the occurrences of paKaaptos 
constitute 47% of the total-but in EN passages corresponding to those in which EE 

4 That all 15 passages are confirmatory is hardly surprising, since, as we saw, tUaKapLos is 
nearly absent in EE. What is interesting about the list is that it shows how frequently this absence 
occurs in roughly parallel passages, i.e. those in which one might expect otherwise. 

5 These parallels differ considerably in closeness to EN. It is a puzzling feature of the 
correspondences of EE and EN that so often they are quite imperfect: we never see anything that 
looks like an author simply taking up again the same material he had used elsewhere. I signify 
those correspondences which are more contestable with the sign for approximate equality, i.e.''. 

414 M. PAKALUK 



EUDEMIAN ETHICS 415 

has Ev3Sal'owv, the ratio of occurrences of tLaKaptos to those of evatp,Lwv is 5:6- 
that is, occurrences of aiaKadptos constitute 45% of the total. 

It would be tedious to examine all of the passages listed above, so I present only 
some of the more striking correspondences, which illustrate the difference in usage: 

EE, eLVaialzwr +-> EN, taK,aptos 

EE, 1217a22-9 
[1] dvOpCrLvov 8E A'yo/Ev, rOT TrX' 
av El7' KatL Ear^ovos rivoS &Aovu rojV 
ovTrwv E1a}o va, oaov ov . rdv v OVT(tV CEUa LOVLa. OlOV &EOV. TWV LEV 

yap 'AAcw,v ,cwv, oaa XELpw) -TV 

vkt6v TrdV avVpWO7TTWV EcrTLV, ovOev 

KOlVWVEl rTavT-rrS rjS 7Tpoa1)yoplas- ov 

yap EaErTv evlalLcLtv LTTroS o o pvLs 
ov8' txOvs ov8' hAAo OT()V OVTwv 

ovev, 8 o 7i Kaia r-v TVrWvvUlav ev 

Tr. )bVEL IILETEXEL OElov TLVOS, aAAa 
Kat' AA)rlv Tivd T(jV dyaOdv 
JETOX7T)V TO fJEV PEATLOV n TO a? 

XELpov aVTrdV. 

EE, 1219b4-8 
[2] ... KaL TO L7L)TIE /Llav r'iu'Epav ELvaL 

evSaLLova J7LTE TraLta '7fO' 7)ALtKav 
trdaav (St KaL TO o'hwvos eXEL 

KaA(sg, TO iL7) ?(!VT' evoatkLOvi`ELv, 
dAA' oTav A dgr- reAos' ov10v yap 
aTEAEs evaLatlLo ovo yap oAov.) 

EE, 1244b10 
[3]... o evSaLtAovecararo -0 KLUra 

1E7 acraTL rfdAov, K.T.A. 

EE, 1245b9-11 
[4] OTl flEV TroVVV KaLt Sel averjv, Kat 

OTL CaALarTa fotAovraL Tradvre, Kat 
OTiL O evOSalUovEaTaTOS KaL apLiaTo 
'jALaia TOLOTroS, Oavep6v. 

EE, 1249a20-1 
[5] 8ld TOVTO- o O adXrlOds evaalov Kat 

r)oLiTa 70aeL, Kat OLTO 0OV 0 dTrqv ol 

avOpwoTroL datOvLV. 

EN 1178b8-9, 24-8 
[la] TOVS' OeoVs' yap dAwtaTa 

V7TELAthLbalELv tIaKaplovS Kat 

evSaiLLOvas EtvaL' ... .aru7TEiov a 

Kal TO iL7j ETiEX EV Ta AoL7tra (oa 

evSattcLovLas, Trs roiLaUVT- 

evepyelas eaTEpr7.tEva TEAELws. 

rtOS tLEV yap OEOL atraS o6 [os' 

JLaKapLos, ToLs9 0 a'vOpc7TOLs, Ef)' 

oaov ofJoLCopa Ti T7rS TOLaVT7rS 

EVEpyElas U1rdpXEC' Ti-V S' aAAwv 

SCwv oVOEv EVOSatLovEL, re7TEL8 

ovoaJlj KOLVcoVEL 0eWpLas. 

EN, 1098al8-20 
[2a] ETL O' Ev 13c( TEAELop. pLla yap 
XeAiLSuV eap ov t0TOEL, oovSE jiLa 

1jiepa oVTiW SE ovsE tLaK:apLov 
Kat E1voaSLaova ita 'ldCpa ovo' 

oAlyos Xpo6os. 

EN, 1169b4-5 
[3a] ov1Oev yap (PaaiL Sv lAoXwv 
TrogLS aKapLoLS KaL avTapKEaLV. 

EN, 1158a22-3 
[4a] Kata OL CLaKapLOL oS XprtaitLWV 
/1EV oVOEv OEovTaL, 7SO?8V SE' 

aver)jv ILEV yap lOVAovTraL TiLl, 

K.T.A. 

EN, 1170a6-8 
[5a] fauTaL o6v q EvepyELa 

GvveXEaCTpa, 7SELa ovaa KaO' 

avT7iv, o Sel Trept TrV ILaKapLOV tvatL. 

EN, p,aKadplo <- EE 

EN, 1169b4-5 
[6] ov0ev yap a atI 8ELV E iAWoV Tos- 

taKapLOLt Kat avTapKeOav. 

EN, 1170a25-7 
[7] el o' avTo TO t;7fV a yaOov Kat 7-Sv 
(?OLKE SE Kat EK V 7TrdvraTa 

op'yeaOal avTroV, Kat pLdAtAaa TOVS 

EFrtIEKELS KatL AaKapLOVs) K.T.A. 

EE, 1244b5-7 
[6a] OVTr yap T(CV XpraiTL'WV 
oSEaOal a1rdapKovs OVrE TiWV 

EVOpaVOVVTCV OVTiE TOV aUTJrjV 
K.T.A. 

EE, 1244b26-8 
[7a] aTL oSE rT avTro alcrOdaveOaL 
Kat TO avrOV yVwpL[ELv 
alperTraTOV EKaaTro, Kat OLt 

TOV0TO TO V t 7TUrV EaaL f 0SVTO 



Note that in [1] EE withholds the term LaKadplo even for the gods. [2a] shows just 
how interchangeable /aKdaptos and evualicov are in EN; yet, not surprisingly, only the 
latter is found in the EE correlate. [3] and [3a], and [4] and [4a] reveal the interesting 
tendency of EE to use the superlative of evaalLLov where EN has LcaKapLos; perhaps 6 
adrAOcos Evatjwcov in [5] should be interpreted, then, as just a synonym for 6 
EV`)atlLoveararoS. [6a] is a good example of how utaKadpos just drops out when it is 
one of two terms, leaving in this case just avTrpKovs.6 Likewise the phrase KadL 

tadAlh-ra roVs ErTTELKELS Kat' faKaplovs in [7] seems simply to have dropped out, 

leaving rdaliv E'lqvros - o0peets in [7a] to correspond to EK Tro 70 rrav3 s T peyeaOat 

aLVTOv in [7]. 
It is a striking fact that, in the so-called 'common books' (EN V, VI, VII = EE IV, V, 

VI), we find tkaKaplto occurring only once, and then only within the context of an 

etymological explanation: Kat' 7rrv ev$attLovlav ol 7TAELTrotL LEO' 870ovS Etlval baotaav 

tOL KaL rTv I[aKOdpov WvoLacLKaLav dro LTO 7 XatPELv (1152b6-8). It must be admitted 
that this provides some support for Anthony Kenny's claim that the common books 

belong more properly to EE.7 Yet the support is only slight, for, as is hardly surprising, 
EN tends to deploy tiaKaptos in places where happiness is discussed: in its book I 

account of the nature of happiness; in the book IX discussion of the relationship 
between friendship and happiness; and in book X's return to the topic of 
contemplation and happiness. But the common books are occupied principally with 
justice, intellectual virtue, continence; and the term ev$a&lqwv is itself less frequent in 
them, occurring only at 1143bl9; 1144a5; 1153bl4, 17, 20; and 1154a2. Furthermore, 
1152b6-8 in part expresses an idea that is echoed in the EE, without the use of 

LLaKapLos-see 1249a20-2-so it might be argued, contra Kenny's thesis, that the 
idea's occurrence here, in a different form, is rather consistent with the general pattern 
of EN usage. And in any case it should be said that the explanation of the origin of 
LaLKaptos which 1152b6-8 provides could hardly account for the word's inciting envy, 

which is part of what we should expect an etymology penned for EE to accomplish. 

Case (II) 

ol rroAAot hardly occurs in EE in a depreciating sense or to draw a contrast with some 
putatively more select group. This is remarkable, given the usage of EN; and, as with 

iOaKaptos, there are parallel passages which confirm a real difference in usage. 
Let us review the usage of EN. There ot[ roAAot occurs in various cases some 34 

times,8 and in three different ways: (i) to draw a contrast with some select class; (ii) to 

6 I use language such as 'drops out' in a phenomenological sense, namely 'it is as though the 
word drops out', not wishing to prejudge questions of temporal priority and authorial 
dependence; likewise in other discussions below. 

7 Anthony Kenny, The Aristotelian Ethics (Oxford, 1978). Kenny briefly discusses txaKaptos 
and EV&8aLtwv (see chart, bottom of p. 148), but he groups together all 'cognates' of each word 
(e.g. all occurrences of ev3aqLovia get grouped with those of ev$aktwov); hence, he misses the 
phenomena I consider here. He remarks, concerning his pooled data: 'by our tests the differences 
between AE [i.e. the common books] and EE are insignificant, those between AE and NE 
significant' (p. 149). I have called the difficulties that arise from this way of gathering data 'the 
problem of homonymy'. See my review of Kenny's Aristotle on the Perfect Life (Oxford, 1992) in 
Ancient Philosophy 15 (1995), 233-45. 

8 One cannot have the same confidence in a computer search for this figure, since one wants to 
capture also cases where the article is separated from the adjective, say, by yap, and to be sure to 
exclude instances which are really not germane. This figure was arrived at by pooling the results 
of two searches: [i] oL r7oAAo[ (in the various cases); and [ii] ol (in the various cases) followed 
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attribute bad motives or traits to the multitude; (iii) in a neutral sense, to signify some 
tendency or trait shared by all human beings. Instances of type (iii) are relatively few 
and not of interest to us. They occur at 1150a12, 13; bi, 12; 1151a5-in the midst of 
the EN VII discussion of what sort of response to pleasure or pain counts as softness 
or endurance. In a remark such as, E"uit ~UEV OVJrw5 EXELV 1WCTE q7T7TdLUOat KaLL 61) OL' 
7roAAoi KpEtT7OVS', ECrT SE KpaTEiV KLt' Lv ot' 7TOAAol' q'TTovS (1 150a1 1-13), it seems 
that oi' 7roAAot K.7.A. does little more than stand proxy for an observation about what 
happensWd Eir7 T O 7TroAv3 among human beings, or about how all human beings, at all 
times, are strongly disposed to act. 

Instances of type (i) are also relatively few, and we may list them for easy 
comparison later: 

EN 1.4, 1095a18-20: T?)v yap Ev&LLtOlatovtaV Kat oL 7ToAAoL KaLL ol xapltEVTE9 AEyovuLv, To 
' 

EU' 

N7V1 KaL% 7T El) 7rpaLTrEtv raVTOV V7TOAafi/a)vovtL -r Ev'Lat[OZEV.. 

EN 1.4, 1095a20-2: 7TEpt T 77jS EV8aL/LOtloa,, 7L ECrTLY, a/1009gU37q7T7ocr KaLL o13X 06/ot'wg o[ 
7ToAAoL' 7-oEg aoOoFr ao.To&Lto'acL1). 

EN11.4, 1105b9-14: EU ov'v AE'yETaL 0"7T EK 701) Ta 8&KaLa TTpa.T7EL1V 0 LKaLor yltvETaL Kat EK 
ToO ra cuwopova UO(/)wpOv1 E'K SE 701) /177 7TPaLTTELV 7Ta7a Ov'8ES alv oV'E 

' 
LEAA7'UELE 

ylvEaUaL cayaGo'g. aAA' ot' 7ToAAot' 7IraTIa /1Ev o03 7rpaL7TovUL1, E7TL' SE' 701v AOyov 
KaTaOEV'YOVTE9 oto17at (/tAlOUO(EL1V KaLL OV7TW0 EU,EUOaLL U7Tov8aEo., K.T.A. 

EN X.8, 1179al3-17: E"OLKE SIE' KaLL Avaeayo'pag- o13 7TAo13ugtov OV3lIE' IIVVaCLT7)1V MT~oAa[3EE Troy 

EV&La/Lovac, EL7TO)1V 071 0 'K _V) Oav/J.QUELEV) ELt Ttg T0.7OTO 0avE'7 TOE9 7ToAAoLr ovTol yap 
KpL1)00UL TOE9 EKTO'S, ToV'Twv alarOav)01EV)OL [k01)01. U1l/.LOjWVEL1V 

&l TOLr Aoyots- E'OL'KaUtv at' 
TC)V Cuoq~)v lI0'eaL. 

Note that the three groups contrasted with o[' 7roAAot'are ot XapLEV7Es, ot' croboo, and 
a just and temperate man. We shall consider 1 I179a 13-17 more carefully below. 

We may suppose that instances of type (ii)-attributions of unsavoury features to 
'the many'-must presume a contrast such as that drawn in the above passages. Type 
(ii) occurrences are by far the most common in EN (there are 24 of them),9 and the 
portrait of 'the many' which emerges from them is far from flattering. With regard to 
pleasures and pains, Aristotle tells us that 'the many' identify goodness with pleasure, 
and badness with pain (1113a33); they find virtue unpleasant, as do children 
(I1099a1I 1, 1I 179b33); and they live a coarse life of pleasure, not unlike that of a brute 
animal (1095bl16, 19). Their general character is bad (1 166b2); in fact, they live 
irrationally (1 168b2l1). Similarly, the motives they act upon are deplorable: they prefer 
being loved and receiving favours to loving and giving gifts (1 12 1b 15; 1 1 59a 12, 14, 17; 
1 1 63b26; 11I 67b27); their life is ruled by a bad sort of self-love which makes them 
prefer useful goods over noble goods (1 168b 1 7, 1 169b2), so that they identify friend- 
ship with useful relationships (1 169b23), and they are quite incapable of seeking 
honour other than as a token of benefits to come (1 159a 19). In their outlook, 'the 
many', as we have seen, look only at the surface appearances of things (I1179a 1 5); they 
despise things at random (1 124b6). In general, they do not admit of being persuaded 

within two lines by iroAAo[ (in the various cases), and not near od 7roAAot'(in the various cases). 
The first search reveals 33 occurrences, but when these are screened to remove qualified uses (e.g. 
uses of od 7ToAAoI' with the partitive genitive, as at 1 121a30, o[' 7oAAot' 7r)1v a 1371)rw), or the 
obvious statements of E"vlo6a (e.g. 1 172a3l1), which are not relevant, then 28 remain. The second 
search reveals six more: 1095bl8; 1099all; ll2lbl4; 1124b5; 1179b10; 1180a4. Thus, the 
(tentative) total is 34. Note that Kenny's method of counting frequencies would be much too 
coarse for our purposes, since we need to avoid entirely the problem of homonymy. 

9Besides those listed below, include also: 1 105b1 2, 1 124b31, 1 125b 16. 
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to act virtuously through argument or through the inherent attraction of nobility, but 
rather they must be compelled to respond to law by threats of punishment (1179b10, 
1180a4). Every careful reader of EN has recognized that this attitude of disdain is a 
constant and pervasive feature of that treatise. 

The Politics picture of 'the many' matches that of EN: we are told in that work that 
'the many' find it pleasant to live a disordered life (1319b32); that they in general live 
to gratify their appetites (1267b4), seeking dominion over others to procure the goods 
of fortune for themselves (1324b32, 1333b16). Echoing EN,10 it tells us that ol yap 
rroAAotl pXAAov ope'yovTac roo Kep8ovS j T~r Tt LfjS (1318b16). We also find in the 
Politics, as in EN, the clear distinction between ol 7roAAol and ol Xaplevres 

(1266b40-1267a2). 
Since there are only four relevant occurrences of ol 7roAAoL in EE (six other 

instances, of type (iii), occur at 1222a17, 41; 1228b34, 37 (bis); and 1238a27), we shall 
list them: 

EE 1.3, 1214b34-1215a2: ... O.lolUCs 
8E 

TavTaLa ov8e Tar T(rv 7roAAJv <Er7TLaKErTTEro V>' ELK 

yap AEyovoa aXESv rTrepL da'rrvTwv, KaL /iaALdara rreptL <rTaVrT'S' dAAad rad TWV aoq%iv 
TavTr7s ye 7TEPL> {ErTLaKe7TTEov} /ovaS' K.T.A. 

EE III.5, 1232bl4-16: oV-To) IV OVv Od6ELEV av evavrTLs EXELV' TO yap Etval Tre iLaATra 

7repL Tl/)V Kal KaTaraOpoVrTLKOV elvat T)V TroAAcv KaLt 8O'S g otX ofpLoAoyeiaOaL? K.T.A. 

EEVII.10, 1243a35-b2: ol 8' apxOVTralt LEv co 1S' o 
0Ko0l q'XAo Kal St' adpETrj OVTES' Orav 8' 

aVTlKpVS 

i 
Tl 

TOV lSWVv, o)Aol yvovTaL OTL ETEpOL 7oaav. EK TrepLovaLas yap LuWKOVurLV OL 

7TOAAotL T KaAoV, 
lO 

KCal T rV K,caAALiw qlAlav, K.T.A. 

VIII.3 = EEVII.15, 1249a10-13: WarT TeC KaAC Kaya8O rT arTa Kat aUVILoEpOVTa Kal KaAad 
eTrL TOts' SE 7woAAoL SLaOicoave[ rorTo. ov0 yap Ta d7rAXcs adyaOa KaKeivoLs ayaOd ErTL, TO) 
8' ayaO4 a&yaOd' K.T.A. 

The sheer difference in frequency of the expression can be vividly illustrated in the 
following way. If we exclude the common books, EN has 39,525 words and EE 
26,330.11 The ratio of EE/EN material, then, is almost exactly 2:3; and, if the EE 
usage of o'l roAAoi matched that of EN we should expect to find some 23 occurrences 
of the expression, instead of 9, and some 16 attributions of bad characteristics to 
'the many', instead of the mere doubtful 4 we do find. 

When we look carefully at the four seeming occurrences of type (ii), we see that it 
is not evident that these have functions like those in EN. The first passage, 
1214b34-1215a2, is quite corrupt. Indeed, the trustworthy text ends with Trv 
rroAAcv; hence it is unclear whether this expression should in fact be understood in 
an unqualified sense, so that it means 'the multitude'. For instance, if 1216a23, aAA' 
ol rroAAol TCrV 7ToALTLKC) oVK dArAqOc TrvyXavovao Trgs 7rpoorqryoptas, had been 
corrupted after ol 7roAAot, then we would have misunderstood that expression, had we 
then taken it as unqualified. Thus it is not clear that the present text, as reconstructed, 
does not similarly mislead; and indeed EE's exposition of its doctrine of happiness, 
which does not appeal only to the opinions of 'the wise' (see the section below on 
happiness), gives us reason to think that the conjecture of Walzer and Dodds (in 
angled brackets) is not in fact correct.12 But if so, then the significance of the entire 
passage remains problematic, and little if any weight can be placed on it. 

10 Cf. 1121bl4, 1159al2, 14, 17; 1163b26, and 1167b27. " I derive these figures from Kenny, Aristotelian Ethics, pp. 92-6. 
12 Their conjecture was apparently arrived at by analogy with EN, but the soundness of that 

analogy is precisely what is in question here. 
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The second passage, 1232b14-16, is the statement of an aporia, so the claim that a 
great-spirited man is 'disdainful of the multitude' cannot be straightforwardly 
ascribed to the author of EE. In fact, EE hardly resolves the aporia in any clear 
way-it only states, somewhat obliquely, that one would need to draw a distinction 
between the opinions of those who are aloL Ao'yov and OL TVXoVTES (1232b18-19), 
and it does not say precisely how this should be done. But more importantly, that the 

aporia arises at all in EE illustrates how different its outlook is from that of EN, where 
it is simply taken for granted that a jueyaAohdvXos cares little for the opinions of 'the 

many'. It is as though the reader needs to be reminded of this class, 'the many', or its 
existence needs to be constructed in some way, to resolve the aporia. 

The remaining two remarks are certainly far more restrained that what we find in 
EN. It is not even clear that the first passage actually attributes anything bad to 'the 

many'. That necessity in various ways takes priority over nobility is a common 
Aristotelian theme: city-states form first for the sake of mere living, though they may 
continue for the sake of living well (EN VIII.9, 1160a9-12, Pol. 1278b23ff.); the 

pursuit of theoretical researches for their own sake, in the development of civiliza- 
tions, had to follow upon people being greedy from the demands of necessity (Met. 
1.2, 982bl 1-28); a king can only seek noble goods through his office if he himself has 
a self-sufficiency and detachment from need (EN VIII. 10, 1160b3-7); friendship seems 
to presuppose some self-sufficiency in material goods (EN IX.10, 1170b23-9); the 
primary sort of happiness, contemplative activity, can be engaged in only to the extent 
that a person is liberated from the demands of the human condition, rooted in 
necessity, which require, rather, the moral virtues (X.8, 1178b33-1179a5). Thus, EK 

TrepLovaLas yap 3LOKOVaLV Ol 7TroAO rTO KaAov, O3o Kat rmv KaXAAl(o tALtav may 
simply be a frank recognition of the human state, not a censure. 

This is a suggestion which gains in plausibility when we put 1243a35-b2 up against 
its EN parallel, 1162b33-1163al: o OK 0lo'coWs oE avvaAAadas KatL laAvotLevos 

EyKaAeact. roVro 8E' vuiatlVElt ald TO fov'eaEOat tJiv rrdvrasc roVs TrAesiarovs Ta 

KaAa, rTpoaLpeEaOaL rb8 Td IcOeAtla' KaAov be eJ 7roLEElV t iva avrTVrdOr7, d, lEA, OV 
8E TO evepyerELaat. The EN passage suggests duplicity, whether consciously 
intended or not: people put on a show of forming friendships based on virtue, because 
they in some deep sense recognize that his sort of bond is better, or want to be seen as 
recognizing that it is better; but they never really want this with seriousness, or 
completely, and their characters cannot in any case sustain their intention. We find a 
similar thought, and a stronger suggestion of duplicity, at Rhet. 1399a30-1: . . . ov 
ravTra qavepcs' eT7LlVOvaL KaiL daavepwS-, aAa a( CavepwS- 1v rd ItKa t Ka L T Ka,ad 
7rraTvo0vt (aALara, Lt'a Se rad Uvtu/poVra vLp AAov oSAovrav, K.T.A. But EE seems 

to attribute not duplicity, but rather a conditional or constrained pursuit of nobility: 
people really do pursue nobility, when they have superfluous goods; yet when such 
goods fail, as they typically do (either because most people are not long prosperous, or 
they have too weak a grasp on the virtues of liberality and temperance, so that they 
eventually deplete whatever funds might be available for free gifts), they are bound to 
seek a quid pro quo. That we do not find EN's reproach in EE suggests that perhaps we 
should not expect to find a reproach at all. 

At worst, the fault attributed to 'the many' by EE at 1243a35-b2 is a kind of lack of 
integrity between the pursuit of nobility and those ordinary activities of common life 
which are constrained by necessity. 'The many' have not, perhaps, acquired the virtues 
by which they can convert their non-leisurely activities into expressions of and means 
to acquiring nobility-which is indeed the distinctive trait of the KaAoKaya0os (cf. 
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1248b37-1249a17). Yet, if this is the point of the passage, then it is attributing the 
same shortcoming as does the second passage, 1249a10-13---and both passages would 
be presenting a very different diagnosis of the defects of the ordinary man than do the 
dozens of passages about 'the many' in EN and Politics. 

The difference of frequency of ol' 7TroAL' between EE and EN, and the very clear 
difference in what is attributed to 'the many', are unusual and remarkable. Yet, as in 
the case of /uaKa'pLos and EU8aqla_wv, the suspicion that this evidence marks a real 
difference in usage needs to be confirmed, by passages in which we do not find EE 

using oL' fToAA1, though we should expect it to do so, if the habits of usage of the 
author of EF were the same as those of Aristotle in EN. In some cases, one finds that 
EN has dicta regarding oL' rToAoi which EE simply omits; in others, EE manages to 

express an idea similar to EN, but without using that expression. 
For instance, both ethics contain a discussion of 'wish', foiSA77utis, and both draw a 

distinction between the natural and the apparent object of wish (EN 111.4, EE 11.10). 
But, whereas EN makes its claim in terms of 'the many', and speaks of their being 
deceived, the corresponding EE claim is unrestricted and without suggestions of 
censure: 

EN 1113a31-4 
... Kat 8LacbEpEC ITAEUoV iHawr 6 
a7TrovaEos TO) Ta'A7OEr E'v 

EKaaT0tSg OpcV, WUr7rTEp KavwI' KaL 

~uEpov avTrwv coy. E'v TOS' 7rOAA0oES 
SE 77 a'7ra-77 8Lda T7V -7q80V7T7V E'OLKE 

yLVEUg&aLL K.T.A. 

EE 1227a28-9, 39-bl 
O/IO Ws K' KIoL 77 /3ouA77Lcr q%VUEL 

tLEv 70To ayaOov ETL`, 7rapa' 9%ULV 
KlKaL TO KaKOV, ...OV'TW yap 

EXEL W9TE T7r tbX7 qacVEUGcu r6 

pE%v 7lq8 6aya0o6V Kal' 7r 'i8L0OV 
aELYEvov. 

Again, EE IX.8 develops an elaborate contrast between two sorts of self-love: a 
good sort, which consists in caring for the mind and the goods of the mind, which a 
virtuous person has; and a bad sort, which consists in pursuing the 'fought over' goods 
(TrEptaZa7XTa) of the body, and which is said to be characteristic of 'the many'. The EE 
discussion of self-love in VII.6 lacks this contrast (in fact, it more closely resembles 
EN IX.4 than IX.8); it talks merely about the absence of self-love, and this only as it 
occurs in a bad person, not 'the many': 

EN 1168b17-21, 1169b1-2 
TOVTWV yap oL woAAot' 6pC'yoVTrat, 

KaL E'a7TovSaLKaUL 7TEpL aVTd alw 

alptora OvTa, SLO Kal 7rEpLALaX17qTa 
EUTrLV. OL 877 7TEp' TauTa 

7TAEOV4/KKaL Xapt'0OVML TalLs 
E'7TLOU/LLaLt Kal' 6Aws- Tos 7racITEUL 

KatL TO J Ao'y(p T9jr bVXS 

T0L0O7OL 8' EorLULv oi 7rTOAAO1 
a. r p lavaov ELVcL 

SEL, KaOaLITEp Erp77lTal w1 ot1 
7roAAoL, oV Xp7. 

EE 1240b14-17, 19-21 
I 8' Et` Ka L 'a8La'E7ToS , 'PEK-OS 

av-r6 a6r4&. ro7ot-o7oS 6 a'ya0o6 

KaL 6 Ka7T apET77V Ok1AO,, EI7TEL' 6' 

yE ILoX0X77P0s oX ELo ciX aAAa' ro7T ol, 
KaC T77 aIVT77S 77/.LEpals ETEPOS KaL' 

,EJ1'7TA77K- ... oTt yap 7Ff) T 1L9Os 

KaL EL9 KalL aIroS avrp aya0o'g, 
TalT77r aLTor aIlVTW ql1OL Ka' 

oPEKToS c/IVUEL SE roLtovTS, alAA 

o 7T0oV77p0 lTapa qvorv. 

If it is objected that the above comparison is not to the point, because there is no 
strict EE parallel for EN IX.8, and EE VII.6 corresponds solely to EN IX.4, then we 
can turn to the latter, and there find depreciating remarks about 'the many' which EE 
lacks, e.g. ,aQIVETatL SE TaJ ELP77/zLEIvL KILt TOS 7irOAAOiS. vTTa,pXELV, KaImEp OvUaL 

bav'Aotg (1 166b2-3). Yet surely that EE lacks anything like this lengthy EN passage 
attributing bad self-love to the multitude is in itself some evidence of egalitarianism. 
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Yet another instance is the contrast between EN IX.9 and EE VII. 12, which both 
discuss the aporia about whether a happy person, who has all good things, will need 
friends. EN traces the aporia to the tendency of 'the many' to confuse useful friends 
with friends simpliciter, so that they cannot see how friends would still be necessary, if 
one is self-sufficient, which happiness implies, and there is no longer any need to 

procure useful goods: od 7ToAAot 'b[Aovs oLovYTat -rov Xp-qatlYovg dLvat (1 169b23-4). 
FE lacks this line of thought; it says, rather, that the aporia arises from a confusion 
between human and divine nature: whereas god's self-sufficiency is isolable and 

monadic, a human being's must be relational, at'-tov 3' TL ?'7/LW I-LEV TO EV) KCO 

ETEPOY, EKELVLo [sc. -r. OEPI SE' a6'ro a5-roi3 -r EJ) Euart'v (1245b18-19). Of course, EE 
does not attribute this confusion specifically to 'the many'. 

Another telling comparison is in how the two treatises make use of Anaxagoras' 
dictum about the appearance of a happy man, two passages we have seen already: 

EE X.8, 1179a13-17 EE 1.4, 1215b6-14 
EOLKIE 3E Kai' Avaeayo'pas ao6 

' 
vaayo'pa! p 4v <yap> 6 

7TAOV'U9LOv 008' 8VVaaGT'qV 6i7ToAaf3EiEv KAaSo/.dVLos0 EpWT77OELS TLS 

TOY EU3Ql,aLOVa, EtITWV OTt 0 'K IV EMalpovEUTT0S, "O'OUOEL, ELTEY, 

OavFLCa'aELEY EL' TL9 aITO7S kavLEtl TroZE "Jnv UV volutEtSt a'AA' a'TOIos' av 
iroAAoEs! oV'TOt yap KPW0VULO TOL9 TtS JFot Lfave'q" TO1JTOV 3 
EKTO!;, TOVTWYv acLYavO/lievot /IO'VOV. a7TEKpL'VaTO TOYV Tpo57rOY E'KEV0S3, 

aw4Vj1CEzW 3-q ToLS A'oyg &'EoL'KacLtv a t Opw~V TOYV E'pO/kEV0V aa86vaTOV 
TrY) uro/c5v 3o'eat. v7roAatPa36vovTa /Ln? ,46yav 6'VTa 

Kat KaAo'v ,' 7TAouv'UO Tavr?7qg 

TvYXavYEtv T77S 7Tpoav7yopLas,1 

aVTog 3' tucosq WETO TOY ~cvv-a 
a'Av7Twsl KaL' KaOapc;$g 7TrpoTo 

L'KaLLov '7 Ttvos OEWuptag 

KOtYvcovoYTa OEtag, TOVTOV W&os 

<KaT > MYpw7ToY EL'7TEv pLaKa'ptov 

Whereas EN takes the misunderstanding about happiness, which Anaxagoras 
anticipates and corrects, to be a flaw in 'the many', which can be attributed to their 
superficiality, FE refers Anaxagoras' saying, rather, to an unidentified 'you', with 
whom the reader can more readily identify, and who is not contrasted with any other 
group ('the wise') not prone to this sort of misunderstanding. 

Finally, two other correspondences, which illustrate well the difference in usage and 
outlook, are: (i) EN 1 121b15-16, ot' ya'p 7roAAoL' qtAoXp-q'/iaTot (LaAAov 3 SOTLKOL', 

which is embedded in the discussion of liberality in IX.I1, to which EE 111.4 
corresponds fairly closely, though FE lacks this dictum about 'the many'; and (ii) FEE 
IX., which discusses the aporia about why benefactors love their beneficiaries more 
than the reverse, to which FE VIIL8 is a strict parallel; but FE lacks any remark 
corresponding to the EN observation at 1I 167b27 that aL/Lv-q'1kovEg yap ol i roAAot', Kat 

tuiCAAov ElY 7Ta'U(Efv '7 IOEtv E'obLEvrat. 

As with ~taKaipt09, in their usage of o' 7TWAot, EN and Politics are close to Plato, 
and FE is the odd man out. Plato, of course, frequently refers to 'the many' as being 
prone to follow appearances, to seek the satisfaction of their desires by pleasures and 
the acquisition of things, and who thereby become susceptible to the deceits of 
would-be tyrants (see, e.g. Rep. 431c10, 586b5, 591d8, 602b3; Gorg. 459e5, 483b6, 
488d5,491db). 
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Case (II) 

Words with the root xapLE- occur 19 times in the Aristotelian corpus. The 
substantival participial forms, Xaplt'E, XapLEVTEs, occur 13 times, 8 of which are in 

EN-1095a18,b22; 1127b31; 1128a31,bl; 1162b10(cp. 1102a22, 1128a15)13--where 
these words typically denote an upper-class, or a better sort of person. There are four 
similar occurrences in the Politics: 1267al, 40; 1297b9; 1320b7. As we have seen, in 
both works ol XaplevTes are directly contrasted with ol rToAAol. Yet XapiEls, 

xapLEVTEs are completely absent in EE. Hence, we may assert that EE declines to 
draw the distinction, between 'the many' and the better sort, from both sides. 

xaplels, xapLEvrEg are, of course, quite common in Plato, even though, in the 
Platonic corpus, they typically mean simply 'gracious' and lack the suggestion of a 
difference in class, or of a moral hierarchy, as in the Aristotelian corpus. 

There is a similar, though less pronounced, difference in the usage of evyev7s and 

evyeveta. These words are common in the Politics, with its various discussions of the 
source of authority in the state. The doctrine there is that there is indeed a natural 

nobility, analogous to natural slavery, which nature intends to pass down from parents 
to offspring, but does not always succeed in doing (cf. 1255a27-40); and that good 
birth is a good incommensurable with others, and a reasonable basis for claiming 
authority, though with not as strong a claim as virtue (cf. 1282b32-9, 1283a2-bl9), 
presumably because it is only something like the raw material of virtue. The five 
occurrences of the word in EN are consistent with this doctrine, although EN is more 
concerned with how good birth, as a good of fortune, enters into happiness (cf. 
1099b3, 1124a21). The most interesting occurrence is 1179b8, where Aristotle asserts 
that there is a kind of good birth which enables someone to be stimulated to virtue 
simply through moral exhortation, unlike 'the many': 

el tLEv otv 7aav ol AOyOL aTarpKeELs 7rpo TO 7TroL7iaal CTrteLKELf, 7roAAovs gv LLtaOovsl Kat 

/E?yaAdovs oLKaLiS o bepov KaTa Trov 9f'oyvtv, Kat aEL 'i v TOTOVS 7TopL aaOaaa vvv 8o 

balvovTraL 7rpoTpEba0al i,ev Katl 7rapoptTaai rT)v VEoUV roTV eAevuOepLovs IUaXVeLV, 00os r' 

evyeveS KaL tg asAr06gs (LAoKaAov 7rotrUaat av KaTOKoCXtLiOV K T]gs apET'r, TOVS &O 
7roAAovs davvarewv 7rpos KaAoKayaOLav 7rpoTpe`aaOa' ov yap 7Tre?VKaaLv alol 7TreLOapxeLv 
aAAa eo'(f6), ov8' ad7TEreaOaL T(r)v avXAcov 8da TO alaxpov aAAa 8ta ra TrqLWopLas' K.T.A. 

(1179b4-13). 

Aristotle goes on to explain that what makes 'the many' intractable to argument and 
a sense of shame is that they live by their emotions and have had no experience of the 
'true pleasure' which comes from nobility. Thus, EN's use of evyyev)s and evyeveLa is 
of a piece with its tendency to draw apparently class-based distinctions in the moral 
quality of people. 

But this usage, too, is absent in EE, where we find only two rather insignificant 
occurrences of the words: (i) 1233a30 closes a discussion of [ieyaAoIvxLa by noting 
that small-spiritedness could take the form of someone's being evyevr7s but thinking 
that holding office would be some great thing; and (ii) 1249a10 is a perfunctory 
mention of EvyEveLa as something that befits a KaAoKdya0os. In the former, being 
evyev7)g seems to be contrasted with being a pETroLKOS, and thus it apparently means 
no more than 'being a citizen'. In the latter, good birth simply finds a place on a 
standard list of external goods (there called Gv9aeL dyaOd): r,AOVTOS evyeveLa 8vvaltis. 

Finally, it should be noted that, in the case of e vyev/levye'veLa as well, the usage of 

13 Cf. also 1127b23, which uses xapLeaTrpoL. 
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EN and Politics is close to that of the Platonic corpus, and EE is in comparison 
anomalous. 

BROADER TEXTUAL EVIDENCE 

The linguistic evidence presented above is clear and hard evidence of some sort of 
distinction between EE and EN, but that the distinction is the expression of a 
difference in philosophical outlook, arising from EE's 'egalitarianism', needs further 

support. This is to be found, I believe, through a patient comparison of the dis- 
cussions in EN and EE of those topics where the hypothetical difference in outlook 
would be most apparent, namely in their discussions of (I) friendship; (II) the virtue 
of great-spiritedness; and (III) the conditions and extent of happiness. (The topic of 

justice, which involves equality, would be equally important, yet it is treated of in the 
first of the 'common books'). 

(I) Friendship 

Egalitarianism is evident in EE's concern to show that the phenomena of friendship 
are widespread, and that there is a basis for friendship even among people who are 
not good; and also in its according greater priority to friendship based on equality, 
especially civic friendship (7roALhrtKr ltAia). 

EN, in developing its account of the three forms of friendship, uses the language 
derived from the logical works, of a distinction between a predication of a term which 
is KaO' avro' as opposed to Ka-ra aUVteP1qK6OS. Only in friendship based on likeness of 
virtue do the friends love each other KaO'avrovs (1156b2, 8-11); in the two other 
forms, the love and the friendship are Karca avtiVLeKrEKos (1156al6, bll). The 
distinction is admittedly a difficult one, as applied here, but in any case it would be 
natural for someone familiar with Aristotle's logical doctrines to wonder, in light of its 
application, whether there was not an equivocation in referring to all three forms by 
the same term. Aristotle in fact acknowledges the force of this worry, and he tells us 
that this use of the term is a concession to popular speech: e7ret yap o[ avOpw7Tro 
Ae'yovat SbLAovs Kat Tovs aLa T t o' Xp ,JqOV, a7rEp al 7rALrs ... KaL To? T t' 7 t ovrv 

daAArAovs Tre'pyovraS, d)a?rep ol Traf8sE, tacos AE'yeLV IE,V Sel Kat taps& qL'Aovs TroV 
TOLOVrOVS, K.T.A. (1157a25-30). But the character of the EE discussion is remarkably 
different. It makes use of 'focal analysis' (7Tp7o E'v), which is, of course, intended as a 
device for unifying, into a coherent subject matter, various subjects which might be 
thought to be disparate. It reminds us repeatedly that to withhold the term from any 
of the three forms would be a logical impropriety and do violence to the phenomena 
(1236b21-6, 1236al5-32). Moreover, the language it uses to distinguish friendship 
based on virtue is that of ordinal ranking-it is 7rp'r/q iLAtLa, the others are 

SevTepaL-which does not impugn the standing of the latter as friendships. Thus, the 
tendency of EE is to broaden the proper application of the term OLAL'a, that of EN is 
to restrict it. 

This difference in 'logical' outlook has an analogue in the attitudes of the two 
treatises towards friendships among bad people. EN raises early on the aporia of 
7TroTEpOv Ev TrdacL ylVETraL LLALXa O VX OlO'V TE oT0povs ovbas ovu ELvaL (VIII.1, 

1155bll-12), and its answer is that 3l' -Sovrv IEV oVtv Kat aLa T XP7T/ltLOV Kal 

<bavAovs Ev8EXeraL LX'Aovs aAA7rAoLs EtvaL Kat E7TLELKELS 0av'AoLs KaL ,j177ETepOV 

OTOLCoOlJOV, S' av'ovs E SAov Ort Liovovs TOVS ayaOovs' K.T.A. (VIII.4, 
1157al6-19)-and that is the end of its interest in friendships among bad people. But 
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FE attempts to describe at some length the friendship for pleasure (seemingly richer 
than the friendship for pleasure adumbrated in EN), and a friendship based on 
likeness (which has no parallel in EN), in which bad people can participate (VII.2, 
1238a35-b14). In this passage, the author of FE thrice affirms his confidence in the 
universal extension of friendship, because of the universal presence of some good in 
all human beings-which is presumably his motive for the discussion: 

EE 1238a35-8: JV'3'XETat E'3 Kal 7SELS- a'AA7'iAotS EJtaaL 7TOV q atV'Aov, odx i kavAoL ao 
t17'ETEpoL, a'AA' otov co'3LKOL aL/Lq!J, 7) 0 f?EV OLtAW80' 0 S' Wo'&Ko EU9TLV, KaLt\ 7T 7TaLVTE 

Exovuuwv aya&'3v KaL TavUT- 'vvap/J.oToLV JAA 'AOLrS' K.T.A. 

EE 1238b10-14: EL) ya&p cav 7q'8vL ov3x O qaz3Aog, aAA' Ij TWV KOLVWIV TtVOr ILETEXEL, ot'OV EL 

/-LOVULK r. ETL E'VL TI TTQV E'7TLELKEr '310 EVIOL 0jLtA7)TLKOL EL`EV aW Kal' 97To'3CLW. a j 
' 

T 
7TrpoUgap/LOTToVULtV EKaUTOJ EXOvUor yap -t 7TQvTE9 Toy a'yaOoO. 

But nothing at all like this is found in EN. 
As a small but perhaps related point, it should be noted that when they discuss the 

difficulty of forming a friendship based on virtue, both EN and FE, in very similar 
passages, discuss the time and experience required (EN 1156b24-32; FE 1237b7- 
1238a10); but EN has the additional remark, without correlate in FE, that uraaviasg 3' 
ELKoS T J TotavTaciE ELVat 0tl'yoL Y4p Ot -rOLOUToL (1 156b24-6). Of course, FE holds, 
as does EN, that the commonest sort of friendship is that based on utility (1236a33); 
but FE's apparent reluctance to stress the restricted scope of friendship for virtue, is 
consistent with the hypothesis of egalitarianism. In fact, FE nowhere even mentions 
the E`V'o6ov to which EN alludes. 

The second 'egalitarian' difference in FE doctrine on friendship is its view that 
members of an unequal friendship, although they share a OktAt'a, are none the less not 
qt'Aot: 

EE VII.4, 1239a-3-: at' 'cvyp [sc. Tc~iv fLAtLJV] Ka-a' To% tUov at' SE KaOC V`7TEPOX7V 

EL'V 4)Aa IL t /47 a,'Aot 8' 3'o Ka-ra' -riqv t' 67-q7a-a aT7-7T0V yap av EL'17 

Et aivi) p 7TatS6iqA otAo9, qt1AEi'E' U E KatL (fLAELI-aL . 

EE VII.4, 1239al9-21: ckaVEpo%V '3-) oTt qoiAot /1EV, oTaV E Tv trca~w, To aVTL9O)AELV 8'' 
EUrTtv avEv 7-ro kL'Aovs EtvaLI. 

EE VII.5, 1240a4-7: -rroa dvOVV EtLca&IE " LA~a, Ka gTVSt'3aoop~ a~ ia' a's A'ov-rat 
KcLL OL OL ~VkEOLKat VT,(gWUTE 9)O EtvatL Ka' TELbAOt a%o 0tLAofVTE Ka' ot VEo O KCOt O 

aLVEV TOVTOV,, Etp-i/TaL K.T.A. 

The second and third passages above seem to refer back to the distinction drawn in 
the first, so by its repetition we can conclude that the author of EF takes it to be 
important; yet nothing comparable is found in EN, where we are given no reason to 
think that unequal friends are not friends. On the contrary, the discussion in EN 
VIIL.7, about how friendship must cease if the inequality between friends becomes 
too great, seems in fact to assume that the partners' being Ot(Aot and their being 
bound by a ,btAt'a are interdependent. 14 When the interval becomes too great, then ot3 
EItL OtAot EUut'v (1 158b34-5) which implies that they were so, even as the inequality 
was growing. And such is the implication also of 11 59a35-b2, which states basic EN 
doctrine of how friends remain friends, even given inequality: . .. E'v ok's Tov-ro [SC. To' 

14 Note that, whereas the passage talks about whether the friends remain ;b(AoL, it is prefaced 
by general remarks contrasting, as regards equality, TO0 &'Kabov and OLAt'a, not ot 8'LKaLLOL and 
kLt'AO L. (That the latter sort of language would be natural enough, if indeed Aristotle wished to 
restrict his thesis only to cfn'AoL, and not tOtAL'a and /t'Aot interchangeably, is clear from 
1 155a26-8.) 
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LAEFV] ytlvETaL KaT' a'elv, oTotL io'vt/IOt ftdAot Kat' 7j TOWTWV OLAta. o6-,Tw 8' &av 
Kat OL avtuot a"ALtuT' ELEY v OLtAo t a(, 0l V7o0 yap a"v. 

This basic difference in doctrine seems to be the source of a different account of 
civic friendship (, ToAt-rtKL) qtAt'a) in the two treatises. Both treatises adopt the simple 
taxonomy of constitutions which appears also in Politics III: kingship, aristocracy, 
and timocracy (which EE, along with some parts of the Politics, prefers to refer to as 
simply 7o0ALTETa), and their corresponding corruptions. But FE applies to this scheme 
the distinction between equality Ka-r' apt6pov and Kar' avaAoyl'av, and it says that 7 
<7ToAt-rtK)> KOtVWVt'a is an instance of the former, whereas aLpltUTOKpaTLK77 KOLtLvcvlt 

and /aULALK-1) Kowvwvta are instances of the latter (1241b32-40). This would seem to 
make civic friendship equivalent to the sort of relationship that citizens have only in a 
7ToALTEEa. The reason for this is presumably to be found in FE's remark that ll'v- 8' 
7ToALt7K KaLt 7j 7Tap' avT7TlV 7TapEKfKacrs 0o) /dovov (tLAlat, a'AAaL KaLL c" q tAot 

KOLVWVOOUtLV aL 6' a&AAat Ka6' 157TEpoX 'v (1242a9-1 1). Thus, the reasoning of EE is 
apparently that, in civic friendship, citizens need to regard one another as #t'AoL 

(presumably because only so will the6y have the right motives for acting lawfully, and, 
especially, be able to act with JmTLELKELa, cf. EN VlIO = FE IV 10, esp. 1 138a1-2); but 
this cannot be the case if the relationship were unequal and based on a proportionate 
equality; so it can be found only in republican government, and also in its corruption, 
so that we can properly speak of a 7ToAtTtKq' KOwVwvta only in these two forms. 

This doctrine is, of course, foreign to EN, which, in contrast, favours kingship over 
timocracy, and apparently argues for a supreme degree of civic friendship in kingship 
among the correct forms of government, and the lowest degree in timocracy. EN can 
take an opposite position, since it conceives of civic friendship as based upon the 
juridical relationship that citizens have to one another, through the constitution of 
their 7T76Ats'; the better sort of constitution, Aristotle argues, has the most justice and 
therefore the most friendship (cf. VIII. 1 0-1 1, passim). But FE seems to regard civic 
friendship as a direct relationship among individuals, which is mediated by economic 
ties (cf. 1242a6-15). 

Finally, further evidence of the egalitarianism of the FE doctrine of friendship, in 
contrast with EN, can be found through an examination of the closely parallel 
passages, FEEVII.4, 1239a2l-b2 and EN VII1.8, 11 59al2-bl: 

EE VII.4, 1239a2l-35 EE VIII.8, 1159a12-28 
[1] S~AOV SE' Kat' Sta TL' ~p7TOVUt [la] Ol' 7TOAAOL% SE' SoKol3u 8ta 

,WiAov ot' a"VOpW7TOt T77lV KaO' OAAoTt/LLaV /IOV'AEoOat /tAEEgOaL 

V7TEPOX'17V qOLAtav T77g KaT' iuoO'T7ip. /aAov 771 Ot7AELV 
avia )yap IflTaPXEL OVTWX) aVToEg TrO TE 

(bLAELUrGat KaC 77 UITEPOX J?. 

[2] 8t6 6' KO'Aae ;Tap' E'vt'OL5 [2a] 8t18 OLAOKO'AaKE3 o(' 7ToAAot" 
EVTLLOTIEPOS ToV Ot'Aov- 

[3] ait4w ya'p qau'VEOOat 7mtOEE [3a] lflTEPEXO/LkEVOC Ya'p OLA0S9 6 
v7TaPX,EtV TC~ KoAaKEVOLE`VpA. KO'Aa6, 7`7 7TpooU7-tOEtTat TOLOVTOS 

KaL pdAAov bLAEv 7)ctAEEcataL 

[4] )ua'ALua 8' ol' OLAO'TL/J.0L TOLOVT3TO [4a] TO% 8 OtAELU6at E'YYV'S EW'va 
To yap Oav/Ia'~EUOat E'V U'TrEPOX'??. 8OE O)TLLIICL V77 OL 

-7ToAAot' EOL'EVTat. 
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[5] (vaLEt ylvovTal ol iLEV 

LA-7pTlKOL OL Ol as LA7oTILoL. 

fLAr7rLKOS 08E 60 TZ) lAEL XaLpwV 

ihaAAov j T S LtAE?aOaL. EKEiVOS SE 

fLAoTLtpos JiAhov. 6 pev o v 

XaLpwv T() OavULaCteaOaL KLat 

LXAEL?aOaL T77 V57ToEPOXrjS iAOS' o 

8s Tr7s ev Tr ,/LAEiV T8OV,S 6 

LA7,r7KosT . EarL yap ava'yK7) 
<IbLAEIv> evepyovTa' TO ILEV yap 

LAa0ea Ual avu/ef7gKo6' E'rTI yap 
AavOdvelv qiLAovEvov, VOV, AovTa 8' 
o). 

[6] acrT oS KaL Kaara rT7v qIALav TO 

fLAAEiv PiuAAov 71 TO kLAdEaat, TO 

O8 LAEeia6aL Kara rTO lAqrTOv. 
ar7,LELov 8o' K.T.A. 

[5a] ov OL' avTo 8' EOLKaULV 

alpeuaral T rV TL/n7V, aAAa KaTa 

avJLrxEfr7KOd-' XalpovaL ydp oL tLV 
TroAAol V6rT T CJV EV Tats EeouVmalsa 

TcL/L?EVOL 6a Tr)v oAnlSa (oLovraL 

yap TeveaOaL trap' avTvrcv, av 

TOV OE(AVTaL WaS 8) On jL?ELu T7Sg 

EVnaOELaS XaL'poval 7 TLLr7)' o 

6' VlTr TCV ErTLELKCV KatL eLO6OrV 

opEyEVOLEvL T7L/LfS 3aECaLCUatL T77j 
olKKeLav 6'av IEoav fETaL TrEpL 

avT)v XaL'POVUL 8or, OTL ELa LV 

ayaOol 7TLaTiEVOVTES 7T TCWV 

AEyov6rwv KplaEL. TO) ILAEl(EOaL 86 
KaO' avrT xapovaLv 

[6a] o6 856ELEV av KpeL7rTOv Evat( 
TOV Tt,iaurOaL, KaL r' iAlXa KaO' 

aeVT7V alpET7) Etval. OOKEL i EV T() 

ELVAEov idtAAov 
' 

ev T tXAEK.. oaL 
etvat. a7f.LELov 8' K.T.A. 

These passages resemble each other to such an extent that it would be difficult to 
maintain that there was no dependence of one upon the other; hence, we should 

presume that the differences in expression and doctrine are intended and actual. 
Notice first the systematic difference in language: corresponding to EN's three uses 
of Ol' roAAoi, EE gives us, instead, oi avOpwirol, Trap' evioLs, and ol lAo'rqolt. 

Moreover, the tendency of EE is to present a softer, more qualified claim than EN. 
ol avOpwTroL in [1] serves not to restrict the opening thesis to any specific class; and 
then [2]-[5] serve to limit the thesis to people who are connaturally disposed to seek 
admiration and attention. Since we are not told the relative sizes of the two types of 

temperament described, we have no idea of how widespread, according to EE, the 

preference for unequal friendship is: ol >oLTA6rLo could be small in number. We might 
also think that their disposition is in some sense not up to them, since they are so by 
nature. In contrast, EN leads us to believe that the flaw it describes is widespread, and 
that it is rooted in some sort of misappreciation of the choiceworthiness of useful as 

opposed to noble goods. 
This flaw, according to EN, is actually a compound one, since 'the many' not only 

prefer loving to being loved, but also fail to appreciate being loved for what it is, and 
interpret it only as a sign of future benefits. In contrast, EE certainly refers to ol 

tAXoT,LILOl as though they appreciate being loved for its own sake. Yet in another 
passage, it brings a charge like that which EN brings against 'the many', but now 
against people in authority, remarking that aAA0' ol 7roAAol T7v TroALTLKWv OVK 

dArlOds TvyXadvovaL r7rTs rpoorlyoptas' ov yap elcL 7TOAL7LKOL KaTa rrv7 daAOELtav 6 

uZev yap 7ToATlKKos 7(v KaAX)v E7TL 7TrpacEwv 7TpoaLpeTLKOS avr7Tv xapiv, ol 8e 

TroAAoL xprltlarcov Kat 7rAeovetas EgVKEV ar7T7ovTaL T70oV v ov"T (1216a23-7). This 
is in striking contrast to EN's characterization of the 'political life' pursued by ol 
XaplEvres KaL 7rpaK7lKoL as one devoted to virtue and honour (1.5, 1095b22-31). 

Note, furthermore, that whereas EE's remark about the preference for a flatterer 
'among some people' (7rap' evlols) seems to be a claim merely about habits of personal 
association, EN's observation that 'the many' (or even 'the multitude') are fond of 
flatterers carries with it an unmistakable political suggestion, and the passage should 
probably be understood as hinting at a reason for the success of demagogues, namely 
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the tendency of 'the many' to prefer relationships in which they are superior leads, 
perversely and ironically, to their becoming the inferiors of tyrants. But EE has 
personalized EN's remark, so that it no longer contains political implications. 

(II) Magnanimity 

On the hypothesis of egalitarianism, we should expect that EE would treat of the 
virtue of ,eyaAotvXia in such a way as to broaden its scope of application and 
diminish its relationship to differences of class or birth. We might also expect that EE 
would be concerned to argue that the virtue is not something that should be 

7r'fo6ovov. In fact, these expectations are confirmed by a careful comparison of the 
EE and EN accounts. I shall state simply the principal points: 

(a) EE gives the virtue less importance. In its enumeration of the moral virtues in 
II.7, and in the exposition which follows, EN places the two virtues that have to do 
with greatness-EXyaAoTrpETrea, EtLyaAolvXita--in front, immediately after the 

important virtues of courage, temperance, and liberality. However, EE places 
CLEyaAorrpE7Trta and tLEyaAokvXia at the bottom of its list at 1220b38-1221a12 (except 

for po'vrqats) and one chapter from the end of its exposition of the moral virtues 

(III.5-6). Furthermore, the EN discussion of the tLeyaAo'dvXos begins by taking for 

granted the existence of such persons: they simply need to be defined and 
distinguished from those having the two contrary vices-iq SE uEyaAo0bVX[a Trepl 
FieydaAa /Iev KaL EK Tro ovo'tzaroso 'OLKEV Efiva, TrepL Troa 8' oarTL 7rpcrov AXipcWpbev' 
SLa)E`pEL 8' ov8ev 0 T- v efLv -V Tov KaTa r-rv etIV UKO7TEI (1123a34-6). But EE, while 
also asserting that the trait of character needs to be discerned by its expression in 
people who have the trait, speaks as though the very existence of such people might 
not be noticed or admitted: 7rept Se txeyaAouIvxias E?K Tt)V TrolS ieyaAoQIvXOlt 
a7TOS8lotxdEV)v SEE Lopl(aaL T -ro Sov. wurrep yap Kat ra aAAa <a> Kara Trv 

yeLTVLaaLV Kat ofLtoT)Ta ILEXPL TOV AavOavet Troppc lTpoiovTa, Kal 7TEpL rrv 

p,EyaAo4vXi`av Tavro UVLUte'f37KEV (1232a19-23).15 
(b) EE broadens the scope of application of the virtue. At the beginning of its 

account, EN stresses that greatness is essential to the virtue, CaITrep KaL TO KaAAoS EV 

L?eydA a) cLaTi, OL ptLKpOl 8' aoreLoL Kat aUVtfIeTpoL, KaAoL 8' ov (1123b6-8). EE 
holds to this doctrine in letter only, not in spirit. First of all, EE observes that every 
virtue makes a person great in some respect, so much so that it becomes a problem 
whether there is a single virtue of iLEyaAovbvx[a having to do with greatness 
(1232b23-7). Secondly, after saying that a man who correctly expects moderate 
honours is OVTE 7rdal7rav fbEKros OV'TE tIeyaAo'bvXo0, Trept oV8Ev T' wv t^EyeOo0 
(1233al7-18), EE insists that he is, nevertheless, essentially and in the most important 
sense the same as a great-spirited man, (os' yap o Ao'yos KEAEvEt, E'XeL) KaL 6 av-ros 
Eart Tf uvE ael Tr tLEyaAo0v'xcp (1233a23-3). In fact, he would become a great-spirited 
man, if only given the opportunity, Kat o pev yevoir' av p,eyaAofvXos (1233a24). 
This is to suggest that it is only in view of external contingencies that we would deny 
the term of him. Thus, the upshot of the EE discussion is that an ordinary person can, 
with justification, say there is no virtue the tLEyaAdo'vXos has which is not available 
also to him. 

(c) EE apparently detaches txeyaAobvXia from considerations of class and birth. The 
evidence here is slight but perhaps significant. EN at least discusses the relationship 

'5 EE reads as though it is defending a received doctrine, but in a context in which that doctrine 
appears doubtful or controversial. 
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between iueyaAobvXia and good birth, and its view is roughly that, although birth, 
wealth, and power do not justify expectations of honour, nevertheless, a [eyaAXbvXos 
acts in the way that people who have such things act, though the tUeyaAo1vUXos does so 
justifiably (1124b4-6). EN also seems to concede that good birth can enhance a 

person's LEyaAhovvxLa. (Cf. 1124a21-b6.) But EE lacks any consideration of these 

topics. Similarly, EE lacks any analogue to EN's extended character portrait of a 

tLEyaAoX6vXos (1124b7-1125a16), which surely describes mannerisms restricted to 

persons of a certain class and breeding, and not merely how someone acts s o Ao'yos 
KEAeveL with regard to honours. 

(d) EE is concerned to show that iLEyaAoOvX'a provides no cause for resentment or 

envy. EN frankly acknowledges that tLEyaAXObvXol seem to be vtrrpo'rmrat (1124a20, a 
word not found in EE), and this is explained, not as something analogous to what one 
finds in the other virtues, but rather as an attitude towards external goods distinctive 
of a tjLyaAoX6vXos. But EN then seems even to dwell upon and magnify the attitude 
of contempt which a tcEyaAO'/buXo displays: 6 ie'v yap pEyaAo'bvXos 8tKaLUco 

KaTraqpovef (b5-6); and rrapprlqatacrrs yap 8tda T KaTraapovrqrlKos ElVat (b29). We 
are also told that he will not simply ignore, but rather despise, honours from ordinary 
people for small-minded reasons: rjs E 7rapa TWv rvXOVTwv Kat E7rTL PKpOLS 

7rcTrrav oALtypr5aeL' ov yap TOVTrwV afLoS (1232a38-9, e.g. courage requires a 
disdain of fearful things); and, furthermore, the putative disdain of a PLyaAo/6vXos 
involves his being able to distinguish great from insignificant things, and to prefer the 
former-but, again, all virtues involve this (1232b 19-26). 

(III) Happiness 

EE's egalitarianism is exhibited in its account of the accessibility of happiness to an 
ordinary person. 

(a) The EE view is that the right sorts of beliefs about happiness are available to 
everyone. This is manifested in its gentle critique of errors about happiness, in 1.5, 
1215blS5-1216a10. Such errors, it says, concern matters that are difficult for anyone to 
decide, precisely because they are so familiar. And when it discusses them dialectically, 
EE consistently appeals, not to the authority of the wise, but to how anyone would 
choose, who was correctly set the question: EL TLS at'peatv ~E3ov (1215b21); crL 
TOTro advaKa',bfat iraTALv ov8ets av VTro/eLvetev ev qkpovctv (b23-4); ov tadAAov EVEK' 

av TItS TOVT-rwv AOITO ,ro v 7J pur ,rjv (b29-30); ovo' av els 7rpOTt/pnCELE TO rv (b34). 
There is no precise analogue in EN of this discussion, which is noteworthy; yet, note 
that the opening of EN 1.4, which perhaps comes closest, shows no sympathy 
whatsoever for people who hold confused views about the nature of happiness; and 
the remarks of EN 1.4-5 suggest that the sorts of considerations EE brings to bear will 
simply have no weight with someone who was not educated into the ways of virtue. 

(b) EE does not stress the importance of good upbringing, as does EN. The EN view, 
famously, is that a person's character will be formed, for good or for ill, by the time he 
is in a position to study ethics; so it cannot be the aim of ethics to provoke conversion, 
or to sway, towards a life of virtue, someone who was previously undecided. Ethics 
consists, rather, of finding reasons for living the life of virtue, in which one is already 
engaged, more reliably and with greater stability. These views are set forth in the 
well-known methodological passages in 1.4-5. Now EE has no analogue for these 
passages, and its author in fact seems to reject their views; for one finds in EE simply 
the claim that the aim of ethics is virtuous action and not merely correct definition 
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(1216b3-25), but this is argued for in such a way that it no more rules out learning 
virtue late in life than learning any skill then. Furthermore, EE seems to affirm the 

potential for any human being to come to accept the truth about happiness and 
virtue, and thus come to act correctly, by beginning with the element of truth within 
anyone's grasp: Kpa'taToV /1EV yap 7rvras avOpc't7rovs ?>alveaOat avvo,toAoyolvTas 
Tots. pr670r(JoiEE`votS, EL oSE tL'7, TpOT7TOV yE TLva 7TTaVsT, SOTEp /.LETaLtpaS O ELVOL 

rrol7raovatV EXEL yap EKaaTo7 otKeiOV Tt rpOs T71V aAdX0Eav, K.T.A. (1216b28-31). 
There is no similar presupposition of the possibility of moral conversion in EN. 

(c) EE detaches happiness from political authority. EE's development of a definition 
of happiness does not presuppose the structure of the 7roAts, as does that of EN, 
which approaches happiness by identifying it with a highest practical good, which is in 
turn conceived of as that which is aimed at by the highest -rexv-7 in a hierarchy of 
rEXvat. This highest re'vrI it calls 7 TOALTtKYj-so at the very start of EN, the question 
of the pursuit of happiness, and that of the correct use of political authority are 
intertwined, so much so that the EN can be read simultaneously as both a guide to 

private behaviour and a handbook for legislators intent on framing sound laws. But 
EE seems to arrive at the conception of a highest good through psychological rather 
than structural considerations (1214b6-14). To separate the ethical from the political 
in this way is egalitarian, simply because the possibility of political rule is not as 

widely distributed as the possibility of leading a coherent life. One might also cite, in 
this regard, EE's unusual recommendation of friendship at 1235a2-4: Kal ra t'ota 
otKata rad rrpos 7ovS (tAovs a(JrV E' tLiv pOVOV, ra o TOr' P rovs s adAAovs 
vevo/LoOeT7,TaL, Kat OVK E)'9 7tJV. 

EXPLANATION 

There seem to be five possible explanations for the difference between EN and EE, 
which I have called EE's 'egalitarianism': 

1. The difference is simply that between two performances expressive of the same 
outlook: EE and EN are two tokens of the same type of ethical theory. 

2. EE and EN were written for different purposes or audiences, but they express 
the same viewpoint. 

3. EE and EN represent the same, Aristotelian ethical theory and outlook, 
refracted through the views of one or more note-takers or editors. 

4. The difference between EE and EN actually reflects a change in outlook by 
Aristotle during his philosophical career. 

5. EE and EN are in fact by different authors. 

A basic presumption against (1) is Spengel's old argument against the authenticity 
of EE,16 which certainly has strength against the restricted hypothesis of (1): 
philosophers typically do not write two treatises covering exactly the same ground, for 
the same purposes and audience. In any case, the differences between EE and EN 
seem greater than could be explained on the hypothesis of a mere repetition of 
performance. Moreover, since EE, EN and Politics themselves seem to consist of 
smaller treatises composed separately, if the observed difference between EE and EN 

16 L. Spengel, 'Uber die unter dem Namen des Aristoteles erhaltenen Ethischen Schriften' in 
Abhandlungen der Philosophisch- Philologischen Classe der Koniglich Bayerischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, (Munich, III.i, 1841; III.iii, 1843). 
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could be explained in the manner of (1), then presumably one would find similar 
differences within each of the treatises; yet we saw each is remarkably consistent in its 
usage of /iaKaptos, etc. 

Hypothesis (2) is essentially D. J. Allan's.17 The hypothesis cannot be entirely 
excluded, yet it seems to me less satisfactory in explaining a fundamental difference in 
ethical outlook of the sort documented here, than in accounting for a mere difference 
in methodology, which is Allan's concern. Allan compares the difference between EN 
and EE, as regards method, with that between Descartes's Meditations and Principles 
of Philosophy, published only three years apart (in 1641 and 1644);18 but a difference 
in method, so conceived, is simply a difference in the manner of exposition of the 
same doctrine. Yet, we could hardly explain, in a similar way, the difference I have 
referred to as EE's comparative 'egalitarianism', without implicitly accusing Aristotle 
of insincerity or lack of integrity; for at least one treatise would have to be a 
misrepresentation, or at least a masking, of the author's actual view-occasioned, 
presumably, by a desire to please or persuade a particular audience. 

Against (3), the difference of 'egalitarianism' is not one that can be easily explained 
as a difference in note-taking or editing: deprecating remarks about 'the many', for 
example, are simply absent throughout EE, not altered or corrected; again, such things 
as the order of exposition of the virtues cannot be attributed to the filtering work of a 
note-taker. Furthermore, one finds no discrepancies in tone or viewpoint in EE that 
would indicate such 'correction'. Moreover, if in general the differences between EE 
and EN cannot be explained in this way, then EE's 'egalitarianism' should not. 
(However, when we turn to a work that is plausibly the construction of a note-taker or 
editor, the Magna Moralia, we find that it is a patchwork of 'egalitarian' and 
'non-egalitarian' characteristics, as one might expect, e.g. ilaKapLos and Xap'Et are 
absent, as in EE, but o 7TroAAoi is sometimes used in the EN sense.) 

With regard to (4), that a writer on ethical and political matters, living in 
fourth-century B.C. Athens, might change from aristocratic to democratic sentiments, 
or vice versa, would be implausible, given the turbulent political background of the 
conquests of Philip and Alexander, and the reactions of the contending parties in 
Athens-the effect of which was to polarize and harden Athenians in their political 
views. Furthermore, there is no evidence, in Aristotle's corpus or in the biographical 
tradition, that he did change; rather, as A.-H. Chroust has observed, Aristotle's 
various departures from and returns to Athens are consistent with, and perhaps best 
explained by, the hypothesis that he retained throughout his life a sympathy for the 
Macedonian court, and that he was openly lacking in sympathy with Athenian 
democracy. 19 

Hypothesis (5) is I think the most plausible explanation of EE's egalitarianism, on 
psychological, philosophical, and historical grounds. It is not an objection that EE 
would then so closely resemble EN, while altering in a radical way and in a certain 
respect its fundamental outlook, since such has been the nature of school works and 
commentaries throughout the history of philosophy.20 I can only mention here other 

17 See D. J. Allan, 'Quasi-mathematical method in the Eudemian Ethics', in S. Mansion (ed.), 
Aristote et les problemes de methode (Louvain, 1961), pp. 303-18. 'The method which an author 
adopts in an inquiry', Allan writes, 'is largely determined by his conception of its purpose, and we 
may begin by asking whether our two versions set before themselves the same general aim' 
(p. 304). 

18 See Allan, ibid., p. 318. 
'9 See A.-H. Chroust, Aristotle (University of Notre Dame, 1973), vol. I. 
20 Max Scheler correctly notes in his The Nature of Sympathy, trans. Peter Heath (Hamden, 
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confirmatory evidence of (5): there are signs that EE, in various places, attempts to 
resolve difficulties in EN, or clarify or improve doctrines of EN, and its clumsiness in 
doing so makes it implausible to attribute these to the author of EN;21 again, EE 
seems at times even to misunderstand doctrines stated in EN, which could hardly be 
attributed to the author of EN;22 at one point EE seems to quote EN, in such a way as 
to suggest the criticism of a distinct author;23 and the fact that EE uses what appear to 
be paraphrases of clever and compact formulas in EN suggests that it is by a different 
hand.24 One might also add to these the various arguments that EE is later than EN,25 
since it is plausible to argue that, if EE is later, and yet it is an inferior piece of 
philosophy, then it is not authentic.26 

What I have called EE's 'egalitarianism' itself accords better with a late date for EE, 
since it seems in some ways to be a kind of anticipation of fundamental characteristics 
of Hellenistic philosophy-its universalizing tendencies, for instance, resemble, or at 

CT, 1973) that, 'Whereas the tendency in modern times has been to take up ideas which have been 
unconsciously acquired and thought a thousand times, and put them forward as new and 
original, the older (medieval) habit was to extract ideas which actually were new and original 
from such authors as were invested with special authority' (p. 254). But this habit is peripatetic as 
well as medieval. 

21 I take the following to be among passages of this sort: 
(1) EE 1234a21-3, which seems intended to answer the question posed at EN 1128a25-7; 
(2) EE 1228b17-38, which apparently attempts to clarify the seeming contradiction in the EN 

account of courage, in that EN in III.6-7 holds that a courageous person does and does not fear 
the objects of fear in the face of which he stands firm; 

(3) EE 1229a30-b13, which seems to give an explanation of why courage must be defined with 
respect to death (whereas EN had only stated that this was so); 

(4) the aporia about the character of the great-spirited man at EE 1232bl4ff., which seems to 
make explicit a difficulty latent in the EN text; 

(5) EE 1234a24-34 (cf. also 1233b16-18), which seems to try to resolve the problem in EN that 
some 7rdO r are also listed as virtues and vices (e.g. tA\ia, 006vos), by developing the category in 
which EN had placed atoSws (said to be a 7rdoso by EN), so that is now includes a variety of 
praiseworthy and blameworthy txEuaoTTrEs, which, however, are without rTpoatpEuat, and so are 
neither virtues nor vices, properly speaking. 

22 Its use of wrpo's Ev analysis for the three forms of friendship seems to be an instance of this, 
since that analysis, it seems, cannot be made to work, as A. Price and others have urged. See 
Anthony Price, Love and Friendship in Plato and Aristotle (Oxford, 1989), pp. 134ff. 

23 Although EE and EN have many passages that are roughly parallel, I know of no instance in 
which they coincide almost word-for-word, except EE 1249b5-6, roVTo 8' dAA,0s iLEv, ot aaqes 
8e, and EN 1138b25-6, EarTt e TO IEV Elf7etV OVTWS daXA0es a ev, ovOev 8e aaoW?s. It seems to 
me that the best explanation for this single coincidence of language is that the author of EE, 
familiar with EN, is quoting EN, precisely at the point where the former provides its resolution 
for what EE has quite explicitly identified as the problem of the opos for virtuous action-this in 
order to remind the reader that the problem, although raised, was never solved in EN. 

24 A clear example of this is EN's definition of a great-spirited man, 6 VEydXaAov Javrov dtctv 

altos COv (1123b2, 8, 15-16), and EE's corresponding cJv atoos, LEyadAwv adtoi avrTos' avrov 
TOVT COV (1233a2-3, cf. 1232b31-2). The hypothesis that Aristotle hit upon the compact formula in 
EN, only after having worked with the clumsy version of EE, seems to me far less plausible than 
that a later writer approved of the definition, but either did not wish, or was unable (because of 
changes in the language) to use it verbatim. Similarly, the EN formula is easily remembered (and 
perhaps designed for this purpose), so it is difficult to believe that Aristotle on a later occasion 
would not have it available to him, or that a student taking notes on his lectures would not 
transcribe it exactly. 

25 See Kenny, Aristotelian Ethics, pp. 215-39. 
26 Most scholars, I believe, accept this inference, yet they draw from it the conclusion (which is 

the sententia communis) that EE is earlier-this even though Jaeger's arguments have been 
discredited, so that we really ought to consider that the debate has essentially returned to the 
terms originally defined by Spengel. 
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least are compatible with, Hellenistic cosmopolitanism; and its turn away from the 
public realm to the private, where our actions are more 'up to us', seems of a piece 
with the subjective turn of the Hellenistic period.27 Yet this subject, and other 
historical considerations-such as the relationship between EE's egalitarianism and 
democratic movements (in Athens, or even in Rhodes), or whether EE's change in 
language reflects a broader change in the acceptation of some fundamental ethical 
terms-need to be investigated elsewhere.28 

Department of Philosophy, M. PAKALUK 
Clark University, Worcester, MA mpakaluk@clarku.edu 

27 Another such anticipation, though not evidently related to its egalitarianism, is EE's 
prominent doctrine of TrvX7 in VIII. 1. 

28 Research for this paper was supported in part by a grant from the Higgins School of the 
Humanities at Clark University. I am grateful for comments from Lindsay Judson, David 
Konstan, Andrea Nightingale, Anthony Price, Jeffrey Wills, and Charles Young. 
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