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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) paxdp:os, used as
roughly equivalent to evdaiuwv; (II) the phrase ol moA)o{, 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) yapleis (xapievres), and edyevi)s, edyéveia,
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 (1)
pakdpeos is nearly absent in EE.! It occurs only once, at 1215b14. The adverbial form

' By pakdpios I mean the adjective paxdpeos, -(a, -ov, in any case, singular or plural, and also
substantival forms; and similarly elsewhere in the paper for other adjectives.
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(nakapiws) occurs twice, at 1214a31 and 1215210.% 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: 70 8’ eUdaipoveiv kal 70 (v paxaplws kal kadds ein dv év Tpial
s 'H'
, N . ,
wdAiora, Tois elvar Sokovow alpeTwrdrots.

EE 1.3, 1215a7-12: ér. 8¢ mpo épyov 76 Td Towabra un AavBdvew, pddiora mpos & Sel
owTelvew maocay okéfw, ék Tivwy évdéxeTar petacyeiv Tod €5 kal kadds (iv (el 76
paxapiws émdbovditepov elmeiv) kal mpos v éAmida Tiv mepl EkaoTa yevouévny av TowV
émielk .

EE 1.4, 1215b6-14: Avafuyopas y,ev <yap> o K/\U.Coy,ewos epwr'qf)ag Tis ¢
6v5aL,u,oveo‘Taros, 0v96Ls , elmev, “dv ad voy,LCeLg dAX’ dromos dv Tis oot daveln”
TOUTOV 8’ arrerwa-ro ToV -rporrov exswos, opdv TOV epoy,evov advvarov vwo)\ap.ﬁavowa
/.u; /.usyav 6vTa kal kalov 1 rr/\ovtnov -ru.u-r'qs fuyxavew ‘rns mpoonyoplas, avTos 8’ lows
WeTo TOV va-ru. aXdmws kal Ka@apws mpos -ro 5mmov % Twos Bewpias kowwvoivra
Baas, TobTOV Ws <kat’> dvfpwmov elmeiv Eaxaeto elvar.

The first passage, which occurs in the very first chapter of EE, seems intended
simply to set out the equivalence of 76 eddaipoveiv, o {Hv paxapiws, and 7o Ly
xadds. It would be possible to understand the passage as introducing 76 {ijv
paxapiws 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 76 (v paxapiws 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 1215a10, émdpfovaitepov, occurs nowhere else in the
Aristotelian corpus in the comparative, though one finds the adjective énipfovos 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 finds
émbovditepar at Apol. 37d2, and éwidovos 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 paxdpwov at 1215b13 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 paxdpios/
pakapiws in EE 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;
1215a7-12 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 paxdpios 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

% There is also paxapilovres at 1216a16, 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 paxap({ew typically means, prec1se1y, to regard as a y,aKapLOg (One might also
class, along with paxapL{ew formulaic expressions such as paxdpios oris . . ., which are ways
of actually expressing the attitude referred to by the verb; yet such do not occur m 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 paxapios throughout as a synonym for
evdaipwr. It is used in this way in at least 20 passages, across books I, III, VIII, IX,
and X: 1098a19; 1100a33; 1100b16, 34; 1101al19, 20; 1113bl15, 16; 1169b4, 17, 24,
1170a2, 8, 27, bl4; 1176a27; 1177b23; 1178b9, 26; 1179a3. Their interchangeability is
illustrated well by the following passages:

EN 1.7, 1098a18-20: pio ydp xeddwv éap ob mouel, o0dé pia fuépa’ ovTw 3¢ ovde
paxdplov kal evdaipova pia Yuépa ovd’ SAiyos xpdvos.

EN IX.9, 1169b3-5: Appiofnreitar 8¢ wal mepl Tov_evdaipova, €l defjoerar dpidwv 7 ui.
00fév ydp daot Seiv didwy Tois pakapiois kal adrdpreow: k.T.A.

EN X.8, 1178b8-9: 70ds feods yap udAora dmeidjdauer parxaplovs kal evdaipovas elvar
w7

ENX.9,1179a1-3: 00 unv ointéov ye modAdv kal peydAwy Sefjoecbar Tov eddawpovioovra,
€l u1) évééxetar dvev T éxtos dyaldv pakdpiov elvar k.T.A.

Of course, paxapios is not always used in EN as a mere synonym for evdaipwv, 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. 1099b18, 1178b26).

In its free use of paxdpios as equivalent to evdaiuwv, EN resembles both the other
relevant work of the Aristotelian corpus, the Politics, and the Platonic corpus,
whereas EE is the odd man out. The Politics has seven occurrences of pardpios/
pakapiws: 1314b32 (evbaiunovas kal pakapiovs); 1323a27 (bis), b24 (eddalpwy . .. kai
paxdpos); 1324a25; 1332a21; and 1338a3. Plato abounds in such passages——there are
32 altogether—and paxdpios is used in immediate conjunction with ed8aiuwv, and as
equivalent to it, in dialogues from all three stages of Plato’s philosophical career:
Gorg. 472d2, 507c4 (pakdpiov 7€ kal evdaipova); Symp. 193d5 (naxapilovs rai
evdaipovas); Rep. 344b7 (evdaiuoves kal paxdpior), 354al; and Leg. 660e3, 730c2
(paxdpuos Te kai eddaiuwr).’ In fact, pardpios in Plato seems to mean no more than
evdaluwv; 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, evbaipovia is already something divine: one simply does not find in Plato
any distinction marked out between happiness which is avfpwmwov and in principle
confined to mortal existence, and happiness which transcends corporeal life and is
Oeiov T, 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 paxdpos, to see whether EE has a parallel
passage in which only eddaiuwv occurs, or similarly, to look at occurrences of
evdaipwy in EE, to see whether there are EN parallels which contain pakdpios. For
presumably parallel passages of the first sort would be instances in which, if the
author of EE were disposed to use paxdpuos as equivalent to eddainwv, one would
expect to find the former as well as the latter; the absence of pakdptos, 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

* 1 here count the Gorgias as a late ‘Socratic’ dialogue. pakdpios is clearly used in the sense of
eddaipwy also at Lysis 208al 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 eddaipwv; hence, the presence of paxdpios 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 paxdpios 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:*

EN EE parallel
1098a19 1219b5-8
1100a33 1219b6-8
1152b6-8 1249a20
1158a22 1245b11
1169b4 1244b10
1169b24 ~ 1244b5-6
1170a8 1249220
1170a27 ~ 1244b27-8
1170b14 ~ 1245b11
1178b9 ~ 1217a23-9

In contrast, nearly all of the dozen or so passages in EE which contain ed6aiuwv
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, ~ 11772226

Note that the frequency of confirming EN passages in this second group is what one
would expect, given the ratio of occurrences of paxdptos in proportion to those of
evdaipwy throughout the work: there are 32 occurrences of pakdpios, as we have
seen, and 36 of eddaipwr, a ratio of 32:36—that is, the occurrences of waxdpios
constitute 47% of the total—but in EN passages corresponding to those in which EE

* That all 15 passages are confirmatory is hardly surprising, since, as we saw, paxdpios 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.

’ 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. ‘~’.
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has eddaiuwv, the ratio of occurrences of paxdpios to those of eddaipwy is 5:6—
that is, occurrences of uaxdpios 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, eb8aipwv > EN, pakdpios

EE, 1217a22-9
[1] av8pdrmwov 8¢ Aéyouev, 61 Tay’
LI , M .
av eim kal Berriovés Twos dAAov TV
ovTwv eddawpovia, olov Beod. TV pév
v , o , \
yap dAwv {dwv, 6oa xeipw TV
dvow v avlpdmwy éotiv, ovbev
Kowwvel TabTYS TS Tpoonyopias: ov
yap éotw ebdaipwy immos 008’ Spvis
IQY I \ IQ)) ¥ -~ »
008’ Ixfis 0vd’ dAdo TV SvTwy
000év, 6 ) kata Ty émwvvulav év
N p , TN
Th) pvoeL peréyer felov Twds, dAda
kat’ G Twa Tév dyabov
Ny PN
wetoxnv 16 pév Bériov {7 To 8é
Xeipov avT@v.

EE, 1219b4-8

[2]... kal 76 pijre plav Nuépav elvar
evdalpova uite maida und’ HAwiav
maoav (810 kal 76 ZéAwvos €xet
kadds, 176 un Lovr’ eddaipovilew,
GAX’ Srav AdaByn Tédos: olbev yap
dre)és ebdaipov: od ydp SAov.)

EE, 1244b10

[3]...0 eddaipovéaTaTos TkioTa
denoerar pidov, k.T.A.

EE, 1245b9-11
[4] 67 peév Tolvuv kal Sei cvliv, kal
d7i pdAora Boblovrar mdvres, Kal

o ey , \
071 6 ebdawpovéoTartos kal dpioTos
ndAioTa TotobTos, pavepdv.

EE, 1249a20-1

[5] 8w TobTo 6 dAnfds eddaipwy Kal
Moiora {foe, kal TobTo 0V pdTYY of
avlpwmor déodow.

EN 1178b8-9, 24-8
[la] Tovs Beods yap udAora
vmellidauey pakapiovs kal
evdaipovas elvar . .. onueiov d¢
Kal 70 p1) peréxew ta Aotma {Ga
evdawpovias, Tis ToLavTNS
évepyelas éotepnuéva Teleiws.
Tois wév yap feois dmas 6 Bios

; A S22y ) 1
pakdpios, Tois 8’ avlpwmors, €
Goov opolwud Tt TS ToLavTNS
) o v
évepyeias vmapyer Tav 8’ Al wv
{@wv o0dév evdaipovei, émedn
ovdaut) xowwvel fewplas.

EN, 1098a18-20

[2a) é71 8’ év Biw Tedeiw. pia yap
XeAdwv éap ob moiel, 008 pia
Nuépa: obTw 8€é 0v8€ pakdpiov
kal evdaipova uia juépa ovd’
SAlyos xpovos.

EN, 1169b4-5
[3a] 0d0év yap paot Seiv pidwv
Tois pakapiois kal adTdpkeawy.

EN, 1158a22-3

[4a] kal of pardpiot 8¢ xpnoipwy
wév ovdév déovrar, NBéwv 6é
ovliv pev yap Bovdovrai Tiot,
K.T.A

EN, 1170a6-8

[5a) éoTar odv 7 évépyeia
ovvexeoTépa, )deia odoa kald’
admiv, 6 Oei mepl TOV pakdplov elvar.

EN, paxdpios <> EE

EN, 1169b4-5
[6] 008év yap paot Seiv pidwv Tois
pakaplows kal adTdpkeaty.

EN, 1170a25-7

[7) €l 8’ adrd 76 {iv dyabov kal 189
(éoike 8¢ kal ék ToV mdvTas
dpéyeabai adTod, kai pdAioTa Tods
émiewcels ol paxaplovs) k.7.A.

EE, 1244b5-7

[6a] ofiTe yap Tdv xpnoipwy
deiobar adTdprovs oliTe TV
ebppavotvTwy olite Tob culiy
K.T.A.

EE, 1244b26-8

[7a) éo7i 8¢ T6 avTob alobdveobar
kal 76 avTov yvwpllew
alperdytatov éxdoTw, kal dud
To0T0 TOU {1y maow éuduros 1
opeis.
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Note that in [1] EE withholds the term paxdpios even for the gods. [2a] shows just
how interchangeable paxdpios and eddaiuwy 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 eddaiuwy where EN has paxdpios; perhaps o
dAnbds eddaiuwv in [5] should be interpreted, then, as just a synonym for ¢
evdaipovéoTaros. [6a] is a good example of how paxdpios just drops out when it is
one of two terms, leaving in this case just adrdprovs.® Likewise the phrase xal
wdAoTa Tovs émiekeis kal pakapiovs in [7] seems simply to have dropped out,
leaving maow éuduros 1) Spefis in [7a] to correspond to éx Tod mdvras Spéyecbar
avTod in [7].

It is a striking fact that, in the so-called ‘common books’ (EN'V, VI, VI = EE 1V, V,
VI), we find paxdpos occurring only once, and then only within the context of an
etymological explanation: xai v eddaipoviav of mAeioror ued’ Hdovis elval paow:
810 Kkat Tov paxdpiov dvopdkaow amo Tob yaipew (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.” Yet the support is only slight, for, as is hardly surprising,
EN tends to deploy pakdpios 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 eddaipwy is itself less frequent in
them, occurring only at 1143b19; 1144a5; 1153b14, 17, 20; and 1154a2. Furthermore,
1152b6-8 in part expresses an idea that is echoed in the EE, without the use of
paxdpros—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
waxdpros 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 moA)o{ 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
pnakdpeos, there are parallel passages which confirm a real difference in usage.

Let us review the usage of EN. There of moAloi occurs in various cases some 34
times,® and in three different ways: (i) to draw a contrast with some select class; (ii) to

¢ 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.

' Anthony Kenny, The Aristotelian Ethics (Oxford, 1978). Kenny briefly discusses paxdpios
and eddaipwv (see chart, bottom of p. 148), but he groups together all ‘cognates’ of each word
(e.g. all occurrences of evdaiuovia get grouped with those of eddaiuwv); 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] of moAXo{ (in the various cases); and [ii] o¢ (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; bl, 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, éoTi pév olTws éxew dore Nrrdchar kal dv ol
moMol kpelrTovs, éoTi 8é kpaTeiv kal dv ol moAdot 1rrous (1150a11-13), it seems
that of moAdo( k.7.A. does little more than stand proxy for an observation about what
happens s émi 76 moAd 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:

EN1.4,1095a18-20: v yap eddaipoviav kai of moddol kai of yaplevres Aéyovaw, 76 8’ b
(v kal 16 €0 mpdrTEw TadTov YmodapPdvovar TG evdaipoveiv.

EN 1.4, 1095a20-2: mepl 8¢ s evdawpovias, 7 éoTw, dudiofnroior kal ody ouolws ol

moAdol Tois cogois dmodiddaoiy.

ENIL4, 1105b9-14: €0 odv Aéyetar 61L €k 100 Ta dikaia mpdrrew & Sikaios yiverar kai ék
700 Td odpova 6 cldpwy éx 8€ Tol w1 mpdrTew TavTa 0VSels Av ovde weAljoeie
) S T . Y . » v s ol
yivealar dyabds. dAX’ oi moAdol TaliTa pév ol mpdrrovow, émi 8¢ Tov Adyov

kaTadevyovTes olovral dilocodeiv kal oUTws €oecfar omovdaiot, k.7.A.

ENX.8, 1179a13-17: éoike 8¢ xal Avaaydpas ob mAovoiov ovde Suvdarny vmolaBeiv Tov
ebdaipova, elmwv 6TL ovk dv Bavudoeiev €l Tis dromos paveln Tois moMlois: odroL yap
kpivovol Tois éktds, TovTwy alofavduevor pdvov. cuudwreiv 67 Tois Adyois éolkaow al

1OV _copwv 8éfat.

Note that the three groups contrasted with oi moAXo( are oi yaplevres, ol codol, and
a just and temperate man. We shall consider 1179a13-17 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
(i1) occurrences are by far the most common in EN (there are 24 of them),’ 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
(1099al1, 1179b33); and they live a coarse life of pleasure, not unlike that of a brute
animal (1095b16, 19). Their general character is bad (1166b2); in fact, they live
irrationally (1168b21). Similarly, the motives they act upon are deplorable: they prefer
being loved and receiving favours to loving and giving gifts (1121b15; 1159a12, 14, 17;
1163b26; 1167b27); their life is ruled by a bad sort of self-love which makes them
prefer useful goods over noble goods (1168b17, 1169b2), so that they identify friend-
ship with useful relationships (1169b23), and they are quite incapable of seeking
honour other than as a token of benefits to come (1159a19). In their outlook, ‘the
many’, as we have seen, look only at the surface appearances of things (1179a15); they
despise things at random (1124b6). In general, they do not admit of being persuaded

within two lines by moAXo( (in the various cases), and not near of woAXo( (in the various cases).
The first search reveals 33 occurrences, but when these are screened to remove qualified uses (e.g.
uses of ol moAdo! with the partitive genitive, as at 1121a30, of moAdoi 7@v dodTwy), or the
obvious statements of évdoéa (e.g. 1172a31), which are not relevant, then 28 remain. The second
search reveals six more: 1095b18; 1099all; 1121bl14; 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.
? Besides those listed below, include also: 1105b12, 1124b31, 1125b16.
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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,' it tells us that of yap
moAol pudAdov Spéyovtar Tob képbous 1) Tis Tiuys (1318b16). We also find in the
Politics, as in EN, the clear distinction between oi moAlol and of xaplevres
(1266b40-1267a2).

Since there are only four relevant occurrences of of moAdol in EE (six other
instances, of type (iii), occur at 1222a17, 41; 1228b34, 37 (bis); and 1238a27), we shall
list them:

EE1.3,1214b34-1215a2: . . . dpoiws 8¢ TavTais 008€é Tds TAV TOAADY <émiokemréov>" elkm
yap Aéyovor oxedov mepl dmdvTwy, kal pdAora mwepl <TaldTns' dAAd TdS TAV COpDV
TavTys ye wépt> {émokemTéov} pévas: k.7.A.

EE 1115, 1232b14-16: odrw peév odv 86éetev av évavriws éxew: 16 yap elval Te pdiora
mepl Ty Kal kaTadpovnTikov €lvar TOY oAV kal 86éns oy ouoloyeioharr k.T.A.

EE VIL.10, 1243a35-b2: o( &’ apxovrat ;Lev ws of 1)0u<ot dn/\o:. Kal 8¢ aper'r)v évtes Srav 8’
AvTikpus ﬁ TL TQVY c&wv, Sn/\ot ylvovrar 67t €repor fjoav. éx mepiovoias yap Sikovow of
moAol 76 kaAdv, 816 kal Ty kadXiw ¢Xiav, k.T.)A.

VIIL3 = EE VII.15, 1249a10-13: doTe 7 kadd kdyabd td adra kal cvupépovra kal kadd
éotis Tois 8¢ moAdois Sadwvel TodTO. 0V yap Td dmAds dyaba kdkeivois dyalba éori, T
8’ dyabd dyabd- k.7.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.!! The ratio of EE/EN material, then, is almost exactly 2:3; and, if the EE
usage of ol moAloi 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 7&v
moA&v; 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, dAX’
of moddol TV mohiTikdv ovk dAnBds Tuyxdvovol Tis mpoonyoplas, had been
corrupted after o{ moAdo{, 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.!? But if so, then the significance of the entire
passage remains problematic, and little if any weight can be placed on it.

12 Cf. 1121b14, 1159a12, 14, 17; 1163b26, and 1167b27.

' 1 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 dfwot Adyov and of Tiyovres (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 peyaldiuyos 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 VIIL9, 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, 982b11-28); 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, éx
ﬂepmvm’ag 'ydp Stdhkovow of moAdol 76 Ka/\(‘)v, 810 kal 'r')'v kadAiw qSL/\L'av 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: odx Jpolws 8¢ ovvaAddfas kal Salvduevos
G”yKO./\G/O'GL. TOI;TO 8€‘ UU,lLﬁaLIVfl, BL(}, T(; BOI;AEG’GO.L }LG‘V 7T(iVT(1§ 1‘]\ TOl‘)S ‘n’/\ELIO'TOUS Td
kaAd, mpoarpeichar 8¢ Ta dpéAipa kadov 8¢ €d moielv un iva dvrimdly, wPéAwov
8¢ 70 evepyereicfar. 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: . . . o?
TadT0 Pavepds émawoior kal dbavepds, AAA bavepds wév Ta dikaia kal Ta kaAd
émawodior pdAiora, iOig 6€ To ovudéporra udAdov Bovdovrar, k.7.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 xaloxdyafds (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 oi moAdol 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 paxdpios and eddainwv, 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 o moAdol, though we should expect it to do so, if the habits of usage of the
author of EE were the same as those of Aristotle in EN. In some cases, one finds that
EN has dicta regarding oi moAlo{ 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’, BovAnats, and both draw a
distinction between the natural and the apparent object of wish (EN I11.4, 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 1113a314
\ ; . " ‘
... kal diagéper mAeioTov lows o
omovdaios T TdAnbes év
€xdoTols Opav, HomEP KavWY Kal
) NP e S - v - S \
1éTpov adTdV Q. év Tois moAlois éxer dote 1 Yuxn daivesbar o
6o N Sww war s \esy s ay T
&€ 1) amdry dia Ty 1jdovny éoike wev 180 dyafov kai 16 1jdiov
yiveabar k.7 dpewov.

EE 1227a28-9, 39-b1

opoiws 8¢ kal 1) BovAnois pvoe
pev Tob dyabod éoti, mapa ¢piow
8¢ xal Tob kakob, ...oUTw yap

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
(mepipudxmra) 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
ToUTWY yap of moAdol Spéyovra,
kal éomovddraot mepl adTa Ws
dpiota évra, 66 kal mepipdynTd
éoTw. of &) mepl TadTa
mAeovéxtar xapllovrar Tais
) , Nt ~
émbupliais kai SAws Tois mdbeot
kal 76 dAdyw Ths Puyis

-~ R 3\ 13 7
TotovToL 8’ €lalv ol moddoi:

o \ T .
... oUTw pev odv idavrov elvar
Sei, kabdmep elpnrar ws 8’ ol
moAol, od xp7.

EE 1240b14-17, 19-21
1} 8 €ls xal adiaiperos, dpexTos
ad7os adrd. TotovTos ¢ dyabos

v e RSNy e
kat 6 kat’ dperny pilos, émel ¢
ye poxbnpos ody els dAa moAol,
kal Ts avTis nuépas €Tepos kal
éumAnkros . .. 6Tt ydp my Spotos
kal €ls kal avTos avTd dyabds,

s sy \
TadTy adros adTd Pidos kal
s Y ; A Y
dpexTds: pvoeL 8€ TowoiTos, AAA
6 movnpods mapa ¢vow.

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. daiverar 8¢ Ta elpyuéva xal Tois moldois Vmdpxew, kaimep odor
daddows (1166b2-3). 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: of moAloi $idovs olovrar Tovs xpnoipovs elvar (1169b23-4).
EE 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, aiTiov 8’ 8re juiv pev 76 €d kab’
érepov, ékelvw [sc. TG Bed] 8¢ adros avTod o € éoriv (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:

EEX.8,1179a13-17 EE1.4,1215b6-14

éouce 8¢ kal Avaéaydpas ov Avaéaydpas pev <ydp> 6
mAovaiov ob8€ SuvdaTny vmolafBeiv KXalopévios épwrnlels 1is ¢

Tov €ddaipova, elmwv 8TL olk Av evdarpovéararos, “ovbels”, elmev,
favpdoeiev €l Tis dTomos daveiln Tois “dv od voulleis: dAX’ dromos dv
moMois: odToL yap kpivovar Tois 1is ooL paveln” TodTov 8§’

ékrds, TovTwy alobavdéuevor udvov. dmexpivato Tov Tpémov ékeivos,
cvugwveiv 87 Tois Adyois éolkaow ai  Spdv Tov épduevov adivvarov

TV copdv 86€ar. YmodapPdvovra un péyav dvra

Kkal kadov 7 mAovoov TaldTns
TUyXdvew Tis mpoonyopias,
adtos 8’ lows wero Tov {dvra
dAdmrws kal kabapds mpos T6
dikaiov 1) Twos fewpias
kowwvoivra Belas, TobTov Ws
<kat’> dvBpwmov eimeiv paxdpiov
elvac.

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, EE 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 1121b15-16, of yap moAdol ¢iloxpiuator udAdov 7 Sotukol,
which is embedded in the discussion of liberality in IX.1, to which EE IIL.4
corresponds fairly closely, though EE lacks this diczum about ‘the many’; and (ii) EE
IX.7, which discusses the aporia about why benefactors love their beneficiaries more
than the reverse, to which EE VIL.8 is a strict parallel; but EE lacks any remark
corresponding to the EN observation at 1167b27 that auvijuoves yap o moAdoi, kai
wéAdov €b mdoyeiv 1) moweiv édlevrar.

As with paxdpuos, in their usage of ol moAdoi, EN and Politics are close to Plato,
and EE 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, 491d10).
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Case (II1)

Words with the root yapie- occur 19 times in the Aristotelian corpus. The
substantival participial forms, yapleis, xapievres, occur 13 times, 8 of which are in
EN—1095a18, b22; 1127b31; 1128a31, bl; 1162b10 (cp. 1102a22, 1128a15)'*—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 of yaplevres are directly contrasted with ol moAdol. Yet xapies,
xapievres 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.

xapiews, xaplevres 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 edyevi)s and
evyévewa. 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-b19),
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’:

Y S Ny , N . N . Cow \ \
€l uév odv foav of Adyor adTdpkeis mpos TO moujoar émieikeis, moAovs dv piobovs kal
peydlovs Sikaiws épepov xata Tov Oéoyvwy, kal €der dv TovTous moploachai viv Oé
daivovrar mpotpépachar pév kal mapopuioar TV véwv Tovs éevBepiovs loydew, ffos T’
elyevés kal &s aAnlds $iAdkalov morjoar Gv kaTokwyipov ék Tiis dpeTis, Tods O€
moAovs dduvareiv mpos kalokayaliav mporpéfachai’ od yap medikaow aldoi meibapyeiv
Yy ) - , NS SR S ,

aAa ¢dBw, 008’ dméyeabar 1w daddwy 8id T6 aloxpov dAd Sid Tds Tipwpiast 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 edyevijs and edyéveia 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 peyalofuyia by noting
that small-spiritedness could take the form of someone’s being edyevrs but thinking
that holding office would be some great thing; and (ii) 1249a10 is a perfunctory
mention of edyévea as something that befits a xadoxdyadds. In the former, being
edyeviis seems to be contrasted with being a pérowos, 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 ¢voer dyadd): mAodros edyéveia Svvauis.

Finally, it should be noted that, in the case of edyeis/edyéveia as well, the usage of

13 Cf. also 1127b23, which uses yapiéorepot.
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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 (modirikn diAia).

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 ka@’ av7é as opposed to kato. oupBefnxds. Only in friendship based on likeness of
virtue do the friends love each other xaf’avrovs (1156b2, 8-11); in the two other
forms, the love and the friendship are xara ovuBeBnrds (1156a16, 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: émel yap ol dvfpwmor
Af’yOUO'L ¢{AOUS Kai TOI\JS SL&. 7'6 XPT;O'LP.OV, J)G?TEP af 7T6A€L§ e Kal‘. TOl\JS‘ 84,, 7‘]801“‘7!/
dAMAovs aTépyovTas, domep of maides, iows Aéyew uév Sei kal Huds dpilovs Tovs
TowvTous, k.7.A. (1157a25-30). But the character of the EE discussion is remarkably
different. It makes use of ‘focal analysis’ (mpos €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, 1236a15-32). Moreover, the language it uses to distinguish friendship
based on virtue is that of ordinal ranking—it is mpd7y ¢idia, the others are
devrepar—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 ¢iAia, 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
méTepov év maoL yiverar duhia 7 ody oldv Te poxOnpovs dvras ¢idovs elvar (VIILI,
1155b11-12), and its answer is that 8." 78ovny ueév odv kai dua 76 yprjoiuov kal
paddovs évdéxerar pidovs dAMjAois elvar kal émewxeis paddows kal undérepov
omowwody, 8. avrods 8€ SfAov 6T wévovs Tovs dyabodls w.T.A. (VIIL4,
1157a16-19)—and that is the end of its interest in friendships among bad people. But
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EE 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 (VIL.2,
1238a35-b14). In this passage, the author of EF 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: éviéyetar 8¢ ral 7deis dAMjdois elvar Tods daddovs, ody 7 dadlo 7
undérepor, dAX’ olov @ikol dudw, 7 6 pev ¢idwdos 6 8’ Wlikos éotiv, kal 7 mdvtes
éyovow dyalov kal TavTy ovapudrrovow dAMfAows k.T.A.

EE 1238b10-14: €im yap dav 1dds ov avdos, AN’ B§ 1@V kowdv Twos peréyet, olov €l

/ » ” 3 / o ¢ [ " \'LL X , "
wovotkds. €ru 7} év 1L mdow émekés: 810 €vior SpiAnTikol elev dv kal omovdaiw. ) 4
mPooapudTTOUOW €kAOTW' €YovoL ydp Tt mdvTes Tov dyalbod.

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 EE, in very similar
passages, discuss the time and experience required (EN 1156b24-32; EE 1237b7-
1238a10); but EN has the additional remark, without correlate in EE, that omravias &’
elkos Tas TowavTas elvar SAlyot yap ol TorodTor (1156b24-6). Of course, EE holds,
as does EN, that the commonest sort of friendship is that based on utility (1236a33);
but EE’s apparent reluctance to stress the restricted scope of friendship for virtue, is
consistent with the hypothesis of egalitarianism. In fact, EE nowhere even mentions
the évdoéov to which EN alludes.

The second ‘egalitarian’ difference in EE doctrine on friendship is its view that
members of an unequal friendship, although they share a ¢:A{a, are none the less not
didow:

EE VIL4, 1239a3-6: al y.e‘v ydp [sc. v zét)\tu'w] katd T0 loov al 8¢ kaf’ l';rrepox?jv
€lolv. pidiaw pev odv duddTepar, dpidot 8° ol kata Ty loéTyTa dTomoV Yyap dv ein
€l avip madiw bidos, pidel 8¢ ye kal Pieirar.

EE VIL4, 1239a19-21: ¢avepov 87 61i dpidot uév, dtav év 7 low, 16 dvripideiv &’

éoTw dvev Tob Pidovs elvar.

EE VIL5, 1240a4-7: méoa pév odv €idn ¢ilias, xal Tives diadopal xad’ ds Aéyovrar
" £ v o "

ol Te pidoL kal of prlovvTes kal ol piloduevor, kal ovTws Wote ido elvar kal

/ ”

dvev ToUToOV, €lpyTar 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 EE 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
VIII.7, about how friendship must cease if the inequality between friends becomes
too great, seems in fact to assume that the partners’ being ¢ido. and their being
bound by a ¢iAia are interdependent.'* When the interval becomes too great, then o
ére ¢pido elolv (1158b34-5) which implies that they were so, even as the inequality
was growing. And such is the implication also of 1159a35-b2, which states basic EN
doctrine of how friends remain friends, even given inequality: . . . év ols Tod70 [sc. 76

'* Note that, whereas the passage talks about whether the friends remain ¢i)o., it is prefaced
by general remarks contrasting, as regards equality, 76 S{kawov and ¢iAia, not of 8ikaior and
¢{dot. (That the latter sort of language would be natural enough, if indeed Aristotle wished to
restrict his thesis only to ¢ido:, and not ¢uXla and $idoc interchangeably, is clear from
1155a26-8.)
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dideiv] yiverar kar’ aélav, odror uévipor didot kai 1 TovTwY didia. olTw 8’ dv
kai ol dvioot pdAiot’ elev pidor lodlowTo yap dv.

This basic difference in doctrine seems to be the source of a different account of
civic friendship (1) moAiriky) $iAia) in the two treatises. Both treatises adopt the simple
taxonomy of constitutions which appears also in Politics I1I: kingship, aristocracy,
and timocracy (which EE, along with some parts of the Politics, prefers to refer to as
simply moAureia), and their corresponding corruptions. But EE applies to this scheme
the distinction between equality kar’ apifudv and kar’ dvadoyiav, and it says that 7
<moAiTukn> kowwvia is an instance of the former, whereas dpiorokpariky kowwvia
and BaciAikn kowwvia 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
moAireia. The reason for this is presumably to be found in EE’s remark that pdvy 8’ 5
molurikny kal 1) map’ adTiv mapéxPacis ob pévov ¢udiar, dAAa kal ws pido
kowwvobow: al 8 dAar kal’ vmepoxrjv (1242a9-11). Thus, the reasoning of EE is
apparently that, in civic friendship, citizens need to regard one another as ¢idot
(presumably because only so will thedy have the right motives for acting lawfully, and,
especially, be able to act with émielkea, cf. EN V.10 = EE IV.10, esp. 1138a1-2); 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 moAirikn kowwvia 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 7dAws; the better sort of constitution, Aristotle argues, has the most justice and
therefore the most friendship (cf. VIIL.10-11, passim). But EE 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 EE doctrine of friendship, in
contrast with EN, can be found through an examination of the closely parallel
passages, EE VII.4, 1239a21-b2 and EN VIIL.8, 1159a12-bl:

EE VI1.4, 1239a21-35 EE VIILS, 1159a12-28

[1] 87Aov 8¢ kal dia 7{ {nTodor [1a] of oMol &€ Sokovar dia
wdAdov ol dvlpwmor T kab’ dloripiav BovAeobar pireiolar
vmepoxv duhiav tis kar’ lodTyTa. wéAdov 7 dieiv:

dpa yap vmdpyet oTws avrois T6 TE
direiolar kai 1) vmepoy.

[2] 810 6 kbAaé map’ éviots [2a] 86 prhordAakes of moAroi
évriudTepos Tob pidov:

[3] dpdw yap daiveabar morel [3a) Smepexdpevos yap ¢idos 6
Umdpy€Ew TH KOAAKEVOUEVQ. kéAag, 1) mpoamoieiTar ToloUTOS

kal pdAov duleiv 7 pileicbar:

[4] pdAioTa 8’ of PpiAdTipor TotobTOL [4a] 70 8¢ pideiobar éyyvs elvar
70 yap Bavudlecbar év vmepoxm. Sokei Tob Tipdobar, ob 87 of
moAol édlevrar.
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[5] pvioer 8¢ yivovrar of pév [5a] 0d 8¢’ adro 8’ éolkaow
ddnrirol of 8¢ diAdTipon. alpeicBar Ty Tipidy, dAXG kaTd
PhnTids 8€ 6 T Piheiv xaipwy ouuPefnids: xaipovor yap of pév
pdAdov % 7 dleiofar éxeivos 8é moMol Omd Taw év Tais éfovalas
$uA6Tip0s pdMov. 6 pev ody Tipdpevor did T édmida (oiovrar
xaipwy 76 favpdleobar kal yap tevéecbar map’ adrdv, dv
(}SLAE[O’GGL T‘ﬁg ﬁﬂepox‘r}s (}SL'/\OS' o ToV SéwvTar J)g 87} 07]}15[({) 'rﬁg
8¢ s év 1@ Puleiv ndovijs 6 evmabelas yaipovar 11 Tiug) of
dAnTiKds. €oTe ydp dvdykn 8’ vmd TV émekdv kal €ldéTwy
<dileiv> évepyoivTa: TO pev yap dpeyduevor Tyuis PeBardoar v
direigbar o'upB/EB'I)KéS" EVOT':')’&-P , olxelav 86éav édlevrar mepl
/\gvﬁa'.vew didoduevov, drodvra 8 abrav- xaipovor 87, 87u eloly

ov. dyafol moredovres T TV

Aeydvrwy kpicer. T4 direiclar 8é
kal’ avTo yaipovow-

[6] éo7e 8€ Kal kaTd TRV diAlav TO [6a] 86 Boéetev av kpeirTov elvar
duXeiv pddov 1) 70 uleiabar, 76 100 Tpdobar, kal 1 duhia kad’
8¢ duleiafar kata o pLAnTiv. adTv alpern elvar. Sokei 8’ é&v TG
anueiov 8¢ k.T.A. duXeiv paddov 7 év 7o direiofar

elvar. onueiov 8° k.7.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 of moAdo(, EE gives us, instead, o dvfpwmor, map’ éviois, and ol ¢iAdTipor.

Moreover, the tendency of EE is to present a softer, more qualified claim than EN.
ol avfpwmou 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: of ¢iAéTiuor 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 o{
¢dAdTiuoe 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 dAX’ of 7woddol 7@V moATikdv ovk
dAnbBds Tvyxdvovar Tis mpoanyopias: od yap €lor molTikol kaTd Ty dAfeiav: 6
1EV yap TOANTIKOS TOV KaAdv €07t mpdéewv TpoaipeTikds adTdY xdpw, ol 8é
moAdol xpyudTwy kal mAeovelias évexev dmTovTar Tod (v oUTws (1216a23-7). This
is in striking contrast to EN’s characterization of the ‘political life’ pursued by o
xaplevtes kal mpakTikol 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’ (map’ éviois) 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 peyadopuyia 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
émidBovov. 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
I1.7, and in the exposition which follows, EN places the two virtues that have to do
with greatness—pueyalompémeia, peyadogvyia—in front, immediately after the
important virtues of courage, temperance, and liberality. However, EE places
weyalompémea and peyadoyuyia at the bottom of its list at 1220b38-1221a12 (except
for ¢pdvmoris) and one chapter from the end of its exposition of the moral virtues
(II1.5-6). Furthermore, the EN discussion of the peyaAdpuvyos 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—1) 6€ peyalofuvyia mepl
peydda peév kal éx Tod dvéuartos €okev elvar, mepl moia 8’ éoTi mpdTov AdBwpuer:
Siadéper 8’ 0ddev Ty €€w 1) Tov kaTa Ty €€w oxomeiv (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: mepl 8€ peyalopuvyias éx TV Tois peyalofiyors
amodidouévwy Sei Sopioar 16 iSiov. domep ydp kal T4 dAa <@> kaTa TV
’)’ELTV[GULV KO.I: C;P.OI.(;T‘I?TG I.I.GIXPL TOV )\av@dva WO’PPU) wpoi'évra, Kal: TTGP‘: TT\]V
ueyodofuyiov TadTo cupBéBnrev (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, domep xal 76 xdAdos év
peydiw odpati, of pikpol 8’ doTeior kai oluperpor, kadol 6’ 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 peyaloguvyia having to do with greatness
(1232b23-7). Secondly, after saying that a man who correctly expects moderate
honours is otiTe mdumav YexTos obre peyaddfuyos, mepl ovdev €’ dv uéyebos
(1233a17-18), EE insists that he is, nevertheless, essentially and in the most important
sense the same as a great-spirited man, (s yap 6 Adyos kelevet, éxet) kal ¢ adTds
éoTi T Ppvoer TG peyatoyiyw (1233a23-3). In fact, he would become a great-spirited
man, if only given the opportunity, xal 6 pev yévoir’ dv peyadduyos (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 peyalAdyvyos has which is not available
also to him.

(c) EE apparently detaches peyalovyia 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 peyadofvyia and good birth, and its view is roughly that, although birth,
wealth, and power do not justify expectations of honour, nevertheless, a peyaAdpvyos
acts in the way that people who have such things act, though the peyaddiuyos does so
justifiably (1124b4-6). EN also seems to concede that good birth can enhance a
person’s peyadopvyia. (Cf. 1124a21-b6.) But EE lacks any consideration of these
topics. Similarly, EE lacks any analogue to EN’s extended character portrait of a
peyadduyos (1124b7-1125a16), which surely describes mannerisms restricted to
persons of a certain class and breeding, and not merely how someone acts &s 6 Adyos
kelever with regard to honours.

(d) EE is concerned to show that peyalopvyia provides no cause for resentment or
envy. EN frankly acknowledges that ueyaAdpuyor seem to be vmepdmrar (1124220, 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 peyaAdyuyos. But EN then seems even to dwell upon and magnify the attitude
of contempt which a peyaldvyos displays: 6 pev ydp peyaldpvyos Sikaiws
katappovei (b5-6); and mappnotacns yap dia 76 kaTadpovyTikos elvar (b29). We
are also told that he will not simply ignore, but rather despise, honours from ordinary
people for small-minded reasons: tijs 8¢ mapd T@OV TuxOVTwY Kal éml pikpois
mdumay SAiywprioer od ydap TovTwy dfios (1232a38-9, e.g. courage requires a
disdain of fearful things); and, furthermore, the putative disdain of a peyaldpvyos
involves his being able to distinguish great from insignificant things, and to prefer the
former—but, again, all virtues involve this (1232b19-26).

(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 .5,
1215b15-1216a10. 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: e/ 7is aipeow €8i8ov (1215b21); émi
To0TOV dvakdupar mdAw oddels dv vmouelveiev b ppovaw (b23-4); 0d uddov évex’
dv Tis TovTwy €dotro Ly 1) uy (v (b29-30); 008’ dv els mpoTiuoee 7o Ly (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: xpdrioTov pév ydp mdavras avlpdmovs daiveofar ovvopoloyoivras
Tois pylnoouévois, €l 8¢ w1y, Tpémov yé Twa mwdvras, omep peraPiBfalduevo
moujoovow €xel yap €kaotos olkeidy 1L wpos Ty dApberav, k.7.X. (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 wdAis, 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 7éxvn in a hierarchy of
réxvar. This highest 7éxv it calls 7 modiriki)—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 7a iSwa
dlkata Td mpos Tovs @idous éoTiv éd’ fuiv pdvov, Ta 8¢ mpos Tovs dAMovs
vevouolérnrar, kal otk éd’ nNuiv.

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,'S 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, IILi, 1841; IILiii, 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 paxdpuos, etc.

Hypothesis (2) is essentially D. J. Allan’s.!” 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);'® 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’ ‘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. paxdpios and yaplews are
absent, as in EE, but of moA)Xo( 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.!?

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.?® 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 problémes de méthode (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).

'8 See Allan, ibid., p. 318.

1 See A.-H. Chroust, Aristotle (University of Notre Dame, 1973), vol. I.

2 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;?! again, EE
seems at times even to misunderstand doctrines stated in EN, which could hardly be
attributed to the author of EN;?? at one point EE seems to quote EN, in such a way as
to suggest the criticism of a distinct author;? 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.?* One might also add to these the various arguments that EE is later than EN,%
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.?

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.

2 1 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 II1.6-7 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 1232b14ff., 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 7dfn are also listed as virtues and vices (e.g. $iAia, $fdvos), by developing the category in
which EN had placed aidds (said to be a wdfos by EN), so that is now includes a variety of
praiseworthy and blameworthy ueodrnres, which, however, are without mpoaipeats, and so are
neither virtues nor vices, properly speaking.

2 Jts use of mpos €v 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.

2 Although EE and EN have many passages that are roughly parallel, [ know of no instance in
which they coincide almost word-for-word, except EE 1249b5-6, ToiTo 8’ dAnbés puév, ov cades
8¢, and EN 1138b25-6, €1 8¢ 70 uev eimeiv obrws dAnbés uév, ovbév 8¢ aadés. 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 dpos for virtuous action—this in
order to remind the reader that the problem, although raised, was never solved in EN.

2 A clear example of this is EN’s definition of a great-spirited man, 6 peydAwv éavrov déidv
dfwos aw (1123b2, 8, 15-16), and EE’s corresponding av d€ios peydAwv déoi avros éavrov
TovTwy (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.

2 See Kenny, Aristotelian Ethics, pp. 215-39.

% 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.?’ 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.2

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

77 Another such anticipation, though not evidently related to its egalitarianism, is EE’s
prominent doctrine of 7dyn in VIIL1.

% 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
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