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Translator’s Note

St. Thomas' magnihicent Commentaries on the Works of Aris-
iotle have long remained closed books to the English-reading pub-
lic. A translation of the Commentary on the Physics, Books I-I1,
by Dr. Raymond Kocourek, 5t. Thomas College, 5t. Paul, Minn.,
has recently appeared. The present translation, of the Commen-
tary on the Nichomachean Ethics, Books VIII-IX, is intended as a
modest addition to this small store. The choice of subject
has been dictated by a desire to appeal to a broad section of
readers. Since the Aristotelian concept of friendship also em-
braces our concept of love, the excerpt has been entitled LOVE
AND FRIENDSHIP. A translation of the Latin text of Aristotle
which 5t. Thomas employed precedes each chapter in order that
the reader may experience for himself the skill with which St
Thomas elucidates and elaborates the terse sentences of Aris-
totle. The reader may, however, entirely omit the text of
Aristotle, as it is fully incorporated into the commentary of
St. Thomas. Certain technical divisions of the matter have been
somewhat reduced to afford smoother reading. The chapters
correspond to the lectures of 5t. Thomas, which in turn corre-
spond to the chapters in Aristotle except that Book IX, Chapters
#-14 correspond to Book IX, Chapters 8-12 in Aristotle. It is
hoped that the reader will be indulgent with the imperfections
of the present translation, intended to satisfy in some small way,
until such time as more and better translations shall appear, the
ever-growing desire for greater knowledge of 5t. Thomas.

Pierre Conway, O, P.
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Introduction

Man's whole pursuit of happiness i1s in a sense a pursuit of
friendship, a pursuit of something more than himself, since he
feels and knows that he is not complete alone. In the more
specific sense, love and friendship for others are integrally woven
inte our concept of ultimate well-being, whatever that concept
may be. No man would call himself happy if he had all other
goods, but lacked friends. Thus any discussion of happiness will
involve a discussion ol friendship as an integral part of happiness.

In order to situate this discussion of friendship more pre-
cisely within the general pattern of happiness a brief outline of
the complete subject matter of Aristotle’s Ethics will be uscful,
Avistotle justifies his discussion of happiness by saying that if
there is some ultimate good of man (happiness) surely one would
gain by endeavoring to determine what it 15 and how one may
attain it. “Shall we not, like archers who have a mark to aim at,
be more likely to hit upon what is right?”

This leads him to establish first that happiress is not a thing,
but a state of man, comprising all that is good for him. Since
the perfection of a thing which can act will consist in activity,
happiness will also be an activity. Since it is the happiness of
man, it will definitely consist in an activity proper to man.
It will therefore consist in intellectual activity., This does
not mean intellectual activity in the exclusive sense, but rather
places the material aspects of happiness in an accessory role.
Thus happiness will be the possession of the good of the intellect,
\which is infinite good and truth, with all the necessary material
adjuncts, Although this goal is not attainable in this life, happi-
ness in this life will nevertheless consist in the closest possible
approximation to this goal.

The pursuit of happiness thus becomes the work of co-
ordinating man's activity in the service of the highest principle
within him. This involves the study of maoral acts, those acts
proceeding from reason and a deliberate will by which man moves
toward his ultimate end. But these acts must not be merely
occasional—one swallow does not make a spring—hut consistent,
- Thus the discussion will ultimately be of those habits of moral
acts which are the virtues.
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Aristotle first treats of those virtues concerned with the pas-
sions: fortitude and temperance; then of that concerned with
external activities: justice; finally of the intellectual virtues and
that virtue in particular which regulates human activity in gen-
eral: prudence or practical wisdom. The highest virtue of all,
however, is that which concentrates on divine things, and that
is wisdom 1n its absolute sense.

Since no man would be considered happy in this life without
friends, Aristotle appends, in Books VIILIX of the Nicomachean
Ethics, after the discussion of the virtues, a discussion of friend-
ship. Book X, the final book, discusses pleasure as the necessary
concomitant of happiness,

The discussion of friendship itsell likewise follows a logical
procedure.  In friendship, as in everything concerned with happi-
ness, we pursue a good. Thus Aristotle is led to examine the
three goods pursued in friendship: useful good, pleasurable good,
and the good of virtue. This last is true and absolute good. It
15 friendship founded upon this last good which is [friendship in
the perfect sense, since it alone comprises the essential element
of being for the sake of another.

Subsequent to the general outline of friendship, Aristotle
treats of friendship between unequals. Then he discusses the
important point of whether friendship consists more in loving
or being loved. Because it i5 the former, it must be based on
giving rather than receiving, on activity rather than passivity,
which relates it to the fundamental truth that happiness is
activity.

Since [riendship is fundamentally an association, Aristotle
next shows the similarity between particular associations, such
as those of friends or families, and those larger associations which
are political communities, He thereby shows that the funda-
mental characteristics of [riendship are equally applicable even
i the national and international spheres. On the other hand
it is the lack of a common ground, of sharing and of communica-
tion, that brings about quarrels and even the dissolution of
friendship.

Coming to the intrinsic components of friendship, Aristotle
analyzes the three acts which form its progressive structure:
henevolence {goodwilly , concord {agreement) , and beneficence
(doing good). This naturally leads to an examination of the
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norm for doing good. s it oneself, and is it really selfish to love
onesell best?

The final task is to fit friendship into the pattern of happi-
ness. This brings Aristotle to inquire to what extent the happy
man will need friends, how many they should be and of what
sort. Summing up, Aristotle shows that the adjunct of happiness,
which is [riendship, consists in some kind of life together.

That friendship is not a luxury, but a practical necessity
for life, may be seen by again recalling that man envisages not
only his ultimate end in terms of an association, a companionship,
but also relies, whether consciously or not, on his association with
other men for the fullest possible leading of his life from day to
day. Even in the broad spheres of peoples and nations, where
equal justice is the goal aspired to, friendship plays a vital and
essential role. “For when men are friends they have no need
of justice.”
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BOOK VIII

Ch. 1: The foundation of friendship is virtue, and it is the
concern of moral philosophy.

After what we have sald, a discussion of [friendship would naturally
follow. For it is a virtue or implies virtoe.

Besides, it s miost necessary with o view o living, For without Eriends
no one. would choose to live, though he had all other goods; even rich men
and those in posession of office and of dominating power are thought o
need friends most of all; for what is the wse of such prosperity without the
opportunity of beneficence, which iz exercised chigfly and in 2 most
laudable form towards friendsd Or how can prosperity be puarded and
preserved without friends? The preater it is, the more exposed s it to risk.
And in poverty amd in other misfortunes men think Iriends are the only
refuge. It helps the young, too, to keep from error; it aids older people
by ministering to their needs and supplementing the activities that are
Eailing from weakness; those in the prime of life it stimulates to noble
actions—"two going together”—Ifor with [riends men are more able to think
and o act,

Agnin, parents seem to feel it natprally for their offspring, not only
among men, but among birds and most animalss I ds felt by members-of
thie same breed, and especially by men. Whence we praise lovers of their
fellowmen. This is true when one sees a man mistaking his way, as though
all men knew ench ather and were Friends-

Friendship scems to hold states together, and lawgivers to care more
for i than justice; [or unanimity seems o be something like friendship, and
this they aim at most of all and expel faction as their worst enemy,

And when men are Friends they have no teed of justice, while when
they are just they need Eriendship as well, and friendship scems to belong
especially to the just.

But it is not only necessary but also good. We praise those who love
their friends, It is thought to be a fine thing to have frendship for many.
For some consider all good men as friends.

Mot a few things about Friendship are matters of debate. Some define
it as a kind of likenews and say like people are friends, whence comes the
saving “like to like”, "birds of a feather fock together”, and 3o on. Others
om the contrary say “two of a trade never agree.”

On this very question some inquire for deeper amnd more natural causes,
Euripedes says that “parched carth loves the rain, and stately heaven when
filled with rain loves to fall to earth”, and Heraclitus that “it iz what opposes
that helps™ and “from diferent tones the Fairest tune” and "all things are
produced from strife.” Empedocles, as well as others, expresses the opposite
view that like is attracted 1o like,



The physical problems we may leave alone, since they do not belong
to the present inquiry. Let us examine those which are human and dnvolve
human morals and passions, e.g. whether there can be friendship among all
or if it is impossible ameng evil men, and whether there is one species of
Iriendship or more than one.

Those who think there is only one because it admits of prester or less
have relied on an insuficient sign. Even things different in species can be
eompared in this way. But this is to speak gencrically.

Aristotle states first of all that after what has preceded
{namely, a discussion of the virtues) , friendship should now be
considered, this from the point of view of moral philosophy,
leaving aside that which pertains to natural philosophy.**

Six reasons are given.

1. The consideration of virtue pertains to the moral philoso-
pher and friendship is a sort of virtue in so far as it is an elective
habit,? as will be shown, and ts reduced to justice, in that it makes
a return. It ar least implies virtue, since virtue is the cause of true
friendship.

2. The moral philosopher should consider all that is neces-
sary to human life, and Eriendshap is particularly necessary. No
man in his right mind would choose to live with all other external
goods but without friends. As a matter of fact, friends seem to
be especially necessary to those who have the greatest share of
the world’s goods, namely the rich, rulers, and those in power,
“This is true first of all as to the use of these goods, The goods of
fortune are of no use if one does not do good with them, and
beneficence is principally and most laudably exercised toward
one's friends. Secondly it is true as to the preservation of these
goods, which cannot be preserved without friends, since the
more one has, the less secure it is, more being attracted to covet
it. Friends are not only uwselul in good fortune, but also in
distress; and in poverty men esteem friends as their only refuge.
Thus friends are necessary in all conditions of life, Friendship
is necessary to the young so that by friends they may be kept
from evil. Youth by its very nature is prone to desiring pleasure,
as stated in Book VII. The aged, on the other hand, need friends
to help them because of their bodily defects. Since they fail

*See Appendix
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in their actions because of weakness, they need friends to sustain
them. As for those who are in the prime of life, friends are
useful ro them in deing good actions. When two unite, they are
more powerful. This is true both of the intellectual life, when
one is able to perceive what the other cannot, and of external
action wherein men can greatly help each other. Thus it is
evident that one should consider friendship, since it is something
necessary 1o all,

3.  Anstotle says that there is a natural Iriendship of the
parent for its offspring. This is orue not only of men, but also
of birds, which plainly spend a long time in bringing up their
young. The same occurs in other animals alse. There is also
a natural friendship among those of the same race or nation,

since they communicate in their manners and living. That

friendship is particularly natural which exists among all men,
because of the likeness of their species. Thus we praise philan-
tl1rt}pi':;il.~a, that s, lovers of mankind, as tulhlling that which s
natural to man, This is plain when one mistakes his way. Any
man will stop another from going astray even though he is a
stranger, as thoogh all men belonged to the same Family and
were friends of each other. Those things which are maturally
goodd should be considered by the moralist, Thus we should
consider friendship.

4. States appear to be preserved through nendship. Thus
legislators strive to preserve friendship among the citizens even
more than justice, which they sometimes overlook, as in levying
punishments, lest dissension should arise. This is also clear from
the fact that concord is likened to friendship. Legislators greaily
desire concord, and strive to expel contention among the citizens
as though it were inimical to the good of the state. Since the
whaole of moral philosophy is seen o be ordained to the civic
good, as stated in the beginning (Book 1) ,* it pertains to moral
philosophy to treat of friendship.

5. H men are friends, they have no need of justice properly
so called, since they have all things, as it were, in common, a
friend being another self. One does not have justice toward
oneself. On the other hand, even when they are just, they still
need [riendship. Thus perfect justice seems to preserve and
repair friendship. Moral philosophy therefore should treat of
friendship even more than of justice,
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6. Friendship is not only to be considered because it is
something necessary to human life, but alse because it is some-
thing praiseworthy and morally good. We praise those who
love their [riends and likewise friendship for many, in that some
consider all good men as friends.

Aristotle next shows what is to be treated of in friendship.
First he shows that certain doubts exist concerning friendship.
That is, there are different opinions about it. Some hold that
Friendship is a certain likeness, and that like 1s friend to like.
They quote the proverb that “like attracts like” and "birds of a
feather Hock L:Jgel.her_" Certain birds are gregarious, such as
starlings. These and other proverbs are adduced. On the
other hand, some hold that “all potters war with each other,”
inasmuch as one impedes the proht of the other. The truth of
the question is that what 15 like is naturally lovable. Hatred
of the like is only accidental, insofar as it is seen as impeding
one's own gl‘.lml-

Such contrary opinions exist even among natural philoso-
phers. Thus Euripides says that the dry earth desires rain, as
though loving something contrary to it, and that the heavens,
venerable [or their dignity, when filled with rain, desire 1o fall
upon the earth, which is contrary to their dignity and plenitude,
Heraclitus even says that one contrary helps another, as when
something cold is pleasing to a man who is sullering from the
heat, in such a way that a perfect harmony is established. He
says that one contrary helps another since everything is established
by conflict, by which that which was ]:rI'EHﬂIlEJ}' confused becomes
distinct.  Others say the opposite, in pa.rumiar Empedocles,
who says that like desirves like. This doubt is solved in the same
way: what is alike is, of itsel, naturally desirable. Accidentally,
however, one may desire the contrary in so far as it may be useful
and medicinal, as has been said of bodily pleasures,

Aristotle now shows what doubts are to be resolved con-
cerning friendship. Natural guestions are to be passed over as

being proper to this discussion. Whatever is human, as
pertaining to human morals and passions,' with these we are
concerned. For example, there is the question whether there can
be friendship among all men, or whether evil men are to be
excluded. There is likewise the question of whether there is
one tvpe of friendship or several.
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Aristotle here excludes a certain error, that of those who
believe there is only one type of [riendship, since all the types
can be compared on the basis of greater and less. Thus we say
that friendship based on goodness is greater than friendship based
on utility. Aristotle says that they rely on an insufficient sign,
since even those things which are specifically different can be
compared on the basis of greater or less insofar as they are
generically the same, as when we say that white is more colored
than black, or analogically as when we say that act is hetter
than potency and substance than accident. Finally he says that
in the above what pertains to human affairs concerning Frlem:lslup
is said from a generic point of view,

Ch. 2: The object of [riendship is shown to be the good. Two
doubts are raised and solved.

The kindz: of friendship may perhaps be cleared up if we first come 1o
know the ebject of love. For not everything seems to be loved but only the
lovable, and this & pood, pleasant, or pseful. But it would seem thar the
useful is that by which some good is produced, or some pleasure. So it is
the good and the pleasurable which are lovable as ends.

Do men tove then, the good, or what is good for them? These sometimes
clash. 8o oo with regard o the pleagant,

Mow it i5 seen that each loves what is geod for himself, and that the geod
is without gquestion lovable, and what s good for each man is lovable to him.

But cach man does mot necessarily love what &= pood for him, but whit
seems pood,

This: however will make no difference. We will just have to say {of the
good) “that which seems lovablbe,”

Mow there are three grounds on which people love; of the love of lifeless
objects we do pot use the word “friendship”  For it i3 not motoal love, nor
i% there z wishing of sood fo the other. For it would surely be ridicolous to
wish wine well; if one wishes anything for i, it i that it may keep, so that
one may have it onesclf. But to a friend we say we ought to with what is
good for his zake,

But 1o those who thus wish good we ascribe only goodwill, if the wish
it mot reciprocated, Goodwill, when it is veciprocated is friendship.

Or must we add “when it is recognized™?

For many people have goodwill to those whom they have not seen but
judpe 1o be gpood or useful. One of these might even return this feeling.
These people stem (o bear poodwill to each other. But how could one call
them friends, when they do oot know their mutual Feelings?

To be fricnds, then, they must be matually recopnized a3 bearing good
will and wishing well to each other for one of the aforesaid rexsons.

-
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After the Philosopher has begun by showing what must be
treated of in friendship, he here begins his discussion,

. Heshows what Iriendship is. (Ch. 2.)

2. He distinguishes i1s kinds. (Ch. 5-14.)

3. He gives the properties of the different kinds of friend-
ship (beginning with Book IX.))

Concerning the frst he does two things. First he mvestigates
the four parts of the definition of friendship. Sccondly he gives
the definition. Thus he first examines the object of friendship.

He begins then, by saving that possibly something will be
made clear on the foregoing questions if we know what thar
lovable something is which is the object of the love implied in
[friendship.

Men do not love just anything at all, since evil, for example,
15 not loved as such, One loves what is lovable, which is either
good in itsell, as is that which is essentially good, or is pleasing or
useful, The last mentioned, the uselul, appears to be that by
means of which one attains the essentially good and the pleasing,
which are both lovable for themselves as ends. The usefnl,
however, is lovable because of its relation to something else, as
the means (o an end. The essentially good and the pleasing, if
they are taken generically, are not distinguished as to subject,
but solely by reason.”

Good is called that which is in itself perfect and desirable,
It 15 called pleasing in so far as it satishes the appetite.  But the
good and the pleasing are not taken in that sense here, The true
good of man is here taken as that which is good for him accord-
ing to reason. The pleasing is defined as that which is good for
his senses.

Here Anistotle brings up a doubt as to whether men love
that which is good in itself or what is good for them. Sometimes
these two are at odds, Thus philosophizing is good in itself, but
it is not good for a man whe is in need of the very necessities of
life. The same doubt arises about that which is pleasing to the
senses.  Thus something may be pleasing in itself, as that which
is sweet, and yet not be pleasing in a certain case, as when one
is sick.

Aristotle solves this. First he gives the solution. Thus he
says that everyone loves that which is gnod to him, since each
and every faculty moves toward that which is proportionate
to it, as the sight of each sees that which is visible to §1. There-
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fore, that is lovable in itself which is good in itself, and that s
lovable to each which is good to each.

Next he brings up an objection and says that men do not
love that which is unconditionally good, but that which appears
good to them, The appetite is not drawn to anything except
as it is apprehended. Consequently it would appear to be false
that that is lovable to each which is good for each (since what
15 truly good for a man does not always seem lovable to him),

This difficulty is solved by noting that this does not affect
the case. When an apparent good is loved, it is loved as good
for onesell, Thus one may also say that the lovable is an
apparent good,

Seconcdly he discusses Jove iwself. There are three things
which men love, namely the good, that which is pleasing to the
senses, and the wseful. Love of inanimate things, such as wine
or gold, 15 not friendship. Two reasons show this. First, in
such love there can be no return of love, which is required in
friendship. Wine does not love a man, as a man loves wine,
Secondly, we do not love inanimate things in sach a way that
we wish their good. It would be ridiculous to say that anyone
wishes good to wine: the good which is wine a man wishes for
himsell. Whence when a man loves wine, he is not wishing good
to the wine but to himself,

If anyone should say that a man wishes good to the wine,
because he wishes that it may be preserved, one should remember
that he wishes the wine to be preserved so that he may have it
Thus he does not wish the good of the wine, in so far as it 13
good wine, but rather his own good. This is against the notion
of fricndship. One must wish well to one’s friend for his own
sake, and not for the sake of oneself.

Thirdly he shows the mutualness involved in love. If men
wish well to another for his own sake, they are called benevolent,
but not friends, if there is no return: i.e. if the one loved does
not alse in return wish well to the one loving. Friendship is
called mutual benevolence or goodwill, in that the ene loving is
also loved. Friendship thus impliez a certain return of love
according to the mode of commutative justice.

The fourth part of the definition is derived from the con-
dition for mutual love. One must add to complete the notion
of friendship that it is a mutual benevolence which is recognized.
Many wish well to men whom they have never seen, in that by
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hearsay they esteern them to be men of virtue, or useful to
themselves. It may even be that the one who is the object of this
goodwill may also feel the same toward the one who bestows it.
Such men appear to be mutually benevolent, but they cannot be
called friends, since they are unaware of their esteem for each
other.

Aristotle then concludes to his definition of friendship. He
says that friendship implies that men wish good to one another,
that they be aware of it, and that it is for ong of the above
reasons, namely, the true good, the pleasing or the useful ®

Ch, 3: The good having been divided into its different types,
namely the true good, the uselul and the pleasing, Aristotle
shows that useful and pleasing [riendships are not friendship
in the strict sense of the word, and are most easily dissolved.

Mow these reasons differ from each otheér in kind: so therelore, do the
corresponding forms of love and friendship, There are therefore thoee kinds
of friendship, equal in number to the things that are lovable. For with
respect to each there B 3 muteal and recognized love. Those who love cach
other wish well w eachi other in that respect in which they love one another.

Mow those who love each other For their utility dio not love each other
for themselves but in virtue of some good which they get from each other.
S0 too with those who love for the sike of pleasore. It i not For their
character that men love people with a sense of humor, but hecause they
find them pleasant. Therefore, those who love for the sake of utility love
for the sake of whal is pood for themselves. And these who love for the
sake of pleasure do so for the sake of what is pleasant to themselves, and
not in so far as the other is the person loved, but as providing some utility or
pleasure, Thus these friendships are only incidental; for it is not as being
the man he is that the persen is loved, but as providing some pood or

leasure.

Such friendships, then, arc easily dissolved, if the parties do not remain
like themselves. For if the one party is no longer pleasant or useful the
other ceases to love him.

Now the useful & not permanent but is always changing, Thus when
the motive of the friendship is done away, the friendship i dissolved,
inasmuch as it existed only for the ends in quesiion.

This kind of friendship seems (o exist chiefly in old people. For at that
age people pursue not the pleasant but the useful. It exists also among the
voung when utility is the goal, Such people do not live much with each
other, cither. For sometimes they do not even find cach other pleasant, and
therefore they do not need such companionship unless they are uselul o
each other. For they are pleasint 1o each other only in so far as they rouse
in each other hopes of something good (o come.
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Among such friendships people also clasa the [rigndship of travellers.

On the other hand the friendship of young people seems to aim at
pleasare. For they live under the guidance of emotion. They pursue abave
all what is ]:lluasanl to themselves and immediately before them,

With increszing age, their pleasures become different. This is why they
quickly become friends and guickly eease to be so. Their {riendship changes
with the object which is found pleasint. Such pleasore alters guickly.

Young people are amorous too. For fove, o a great extent, follows the
emotions and is for the sake of pleasure. That is why they fall in love and
gquickly fall out of love, changing often within a smgle dav. But these people
do wish o spend their days and lives together. For it is thus that they attain
the purpose of their [riendship.

Perfect friendship is the friendship of men who are good, and alike in
virrue.

For they wish well alike to each other as pood, and thev are good in
themaelves. Now those who wish well 1o their friends for their sake are most
truly friends. For they do this for their friends themsebaes, and not for some
incidental reason.

Therefore their friendship fasts as long a< they are good and virtue is
an enduring thing.

Each is good in himself and to his friend. For the good are such essen-
tially amd uvseful o each other. 5o too are they plessant. For the gpood are
withoui gqualification pleasing 1o each other. To eich his own activities
and others like them are pleasurabile. But the actionz of the good are the
sme or ke,

Such a [riendship may be expected to endure. For there meets in it all
the gualities that friends should have. For all friendship iz for the sake of
good or of pleasure—whether ivis truly so, or appears (o be 1o the one loving,
in which it has a likeness to that which is really s0. To such fricndship all these
guilities properly belong. Those who are alike according to this Friendship also
have the other goods, for they are good in themselves and pleasing in
themselves.

These are the most lovable qualities. Love and friendship therefore are
found most and in their best form between such men.

But it is natural that such friendships should be infrequent, For soch
T are Tane

Further, such friendship requires time and familiarity. As the proverb
gays, men ool know each other antil they have “eaten salt together:™ nor
can they admit each other o friendship or be [iends until cach has been
found lovable and s trusied by the other.

Those who gquickly show the marks of friendship to each other wish to
be friends, bot are not friends vniess they both are lovable and know the
fact. For a wish for friendship mayv arise quickly. But friendship does mot

This kind of friendship, then, 15 perfece both in respect of duration and
in all other respects; amd is friendship in every respect, a like reourn being
made to each by the other, which is what ought to happen between frienda.

After the Philosopher has shown what [riendship is, (in
Ch. 2}, he now distinguishes the kinds of friendship, (Ch. 3-14).
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Thus he frst shows the kinds of friendship (Ch, 5-12) and
secondly shows in what kinds there are accusations (Ch. 13-14)
Concerning the first of these, he first distinguishes the kinds of
[riendship which exist among equals, (Ch. 56) , secondly AONE
unequals (Ch. 7-12) . As to the first he first shows the kinds, then
shows that they consist in equality. More precisely, as to the
first of these he first distinguishes the kinds, secondly determines
them in relation to their activity, thirdly as to their subject. As
to the first he does two things: establishes the distinction and then
determines each species,

First he says that since there are three tvpes of lovable thing,
namely, the good, ie what is good in itself, the pleasing and
the useful, these are specifically distinet, not as three species on an
equal footing in the same genus, bur rather in a relation of
greater or less fulfilment of the requisites for friendship. Since
acts are differentiated according to their objects,” love according
to these three objects will be specified, according to the different
objects, ie. there will be one kind when something i loved
because of true good, another kind when love is because of
something pleasing to the senses, another kind when love is
because of utility. Since the act of friendship is love, there are
thus three kinds of friendship according to the three objects of
love: (1) friendship because of virtue, which is true and essential
good; (2) because nf something pleasing to the senses: (3) because-
ol utility,

In each of the three the requisites for Eriendship previously
mentioned are fulfilled, since in each there can be a mutual
return of love which is recognized. In each, one can wish good
to the other according to the type of their love. 1f they love one
another because of virtue, they wish each other the good of virtue;
if because of utility, useful goods; if because of pleasure, pleasur-
able things,

Now Aristotle determines each kind, since they are not all
equal, but more or less perfect. First he determines useful
friendship and pleasurable friendship which are Eriendship in the
secondary sense. Then he determines friendship based on true
good, which is friendship in the strict sense. Finally he com-
pares the other two to this latter. Thus he first shows that the
first two are imperfect friendship, in that they are only accident-
ally friendship and easily dissolved,

First he says that those who love each other because of
utility do not love each other because of themselves, but
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because they receive some good from each other. The same is
true of those who love each other because of something pleasing
tor the senses. In this case one does not love the other because
he is virtuous in the matter of pleasure, but solely because he is
pleasing,

Thus it is evident that those who love becanse of utility love
because of the good which they receive, and those who love
because of pleasure, love because of the pleasure they perceive.
Thus they do not love their friend for what he is in himsell, but
according to something accidental to him, 1.e. whether he is
useful or pleasing. Thus these friendships are not real friendship
but only quaji-i'r-iendshi}:, becanse a man 18 not loved for what
he is in himself, but according as he provides utility or sensible
pleasure.

Then he shows that such friendships are easily dissolved.
They exist because of something passing in the men loved, in
which they do not always remain the same, as the same man does
not always remain pleasing or useful. When those who are loved
cease to be pleasant or useful, their friends cease to love them.
The same thing is not always useful to a man, but now one thing,
now another, according to the times and places. Thus a doctor
is useful in sickness, and a secaman in navigation, and so forth.
Since, therefore, Iriendship is not had toward the man for
himself, but for the utility derived from him, it follows that
once the cause of the friendship is removed, the friendship also
is dissolved. The same occurs with friendship for pleasure.

Next he shows to what sort ol people such friendships belong.
First, as to useful friendship. "This involves three types of men.
Principally it occurs among the aged, who do not seek the
pleasurable to delight the body or the senses, but the useful, in
that they require that failing nature be sustained.

This sort of friendship also belongs to adolescents and young
people who seek the useful, They cannot be wholly said to love
each other, nor do they live together, because at times they do
not afford each other pleasure, nor do they need each other’s
society except because of utility, Their mutual association is
pleasurable to them in so far as it implies the hope of some good,
to which end this association is useful.

He also mentions that some reduce to friendship because of
utility the friendship of travellers who appear to love each other
because of the utility derived from each other in the course of
their journey.
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Now he shows to whom pleasurable friendship belongs.
First he shows that such friendship seems to exist principally
among the young. This is because they live as their passions
dictate, the judgment of reason, by which the passions are
directed, not yet having been strengthened in them. Since all
the passions terminate either in pleasure or sorrow, as shown in
Book 11, it follows that they chiefly pursue that which is pleasur-
able to them at the moment. The passions belong to the sensitive
part of man, which is chiefly concerned with the present. To
love that which may produce pleasure in the [uture already
belongs in the domain of the useful.

Such friendships are easily shifted. This is true first of all
since, with the passage of time, one’s taste in pleasure changes,
Children and adolescents and young men are not all delighted
by the same things, thus [riendships are easily made and easily
broken off.  As the pleasure changes, so changes the friendship.,
There is a rapid evolution in the pleasure of youth, since the
very nature ol youth consists in a certain constant evolution,

This is evident on the part of those who love. Young
people are of a loving nature, i.e., they are prompt and intense
in their love, since they do not love from considered choice,
but by passion and inasmuch as they desire pleasure. Thus
they love strongly and intensely, Since passion as quickly passes
as 1t is quickly aroused, it follows that such easily begin to love,
and just as easily cease from loving, and many times in the same
day begin and break off friendships. But as long as such friend-
ship endures, those involved wish to be together and live together
all day long, in that they are mutually pleasing to each
other. In this way they are disposed to true friendship.

At this point he determines that principal sort of friendship
which is because of the good of virtue. First he shows that it is
perfect, and begins by saying that friendship of the good and of
those alike accordihg to virtue is perfect friendship,

Secondly he proves what he says by showing the conditions
of this [riendship. First of all, this friendship is essentially sa,
and not merely accidentally. Those who are alike according to
virtue wish each other good in the respect in which each is rood.
And they are good in themselves. For virtue is a certain per-
fection which makes a man good, and his actions. Therefore such
men wish each other good in themselves, Thus their friendship
is friendship which is truly so.
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He also concludes that this friendship is the greatest. That
which is essenuially so is always greater than that which is
merely relatively so. Since this friendship is essentially so, and
the others only relatively, it follows that the virtuous, who wish
each other good for each other’s sake and not because of anything
which they receive, are the truest friends.

He further concludes that because such men love each other
inasmuch as they are good, it follows that their friendship
remains, since they are good by virtue, For virtue is a permanent
habit which is not easily lost, as is evident from Book II. There-
fore such a friendship is lasting.

Such a nendship lacks nothing which 15 required to perfect
friendship. It comprises all that is in other friendship, since
in this friendship both friends are good not only in themselves
but towards cach other. For the virtuous are essentially good
and useful to each other, and essentially pleasing. The reason
for this 1s that each one takes pleasure in his own actions and
in those like his own, Actions according to virtue cannot con-
flict with each other, but all are according to right reason. Thus
it is plain that the [riendship of the virtuwous not only has
essential goodness, but also pleasure and utility,

He again stresses that such a friendship is normally long
lasting and not easily dissolved, since it involves all that is
required for friends.  All friendship is either because of good or
because of pleasure, and that either essentially or relatively,
depending on whether what is loved is essentially good and
pleasing, or whether it is good and pleasing in regard to the one
loving, This latter is not essentially good and pleasing but
according to a certain likeness to that which is truly and
properly good and pleasing. In the former friendship, all the
ahove exist not accidentally, but essentially, Those who are
altke according to this friendship of virtue also have the other
goods because that which is good in iwself is also pleasing.
Therefore, since such friendships have all that is required for
friendship, they are not easily dissolved. For it is usually some
deficiency which causes us to set something aside.

He again points out that such friendship is the greatest,
since that in which all the reasons for loving is found is most
lovable. Such are true goods, because they are good in themselves,
and are also pleasing and useful. Therefore love is most truly in
such friendships and such friendships are preatest.
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Nevertheless such friendships are rare, which is a sign of
their perfection, since the perlect is found only rarely in any
genus. This is true for two reasons. First, because it is the
friendship of the virtuous. There are few such because of the
difficulty of attaining the middle course between excess and
defect as is said in Book II. Thus it is probable that such friend-
ships will be rare,

A second reason is that such friendships require a long time
and mutual knowledge so that both may recognize each other
as virtuous and friends; since, as the proverb states, two do not
know each other until they have eaten a measure of salt together.
It should not be that one should accept another as his friend
before he appears lovable to him and is thought 1w be so, and
this rarely happens. Therefore such friendships are rare.

He now excludes the objection concerning those who seem
to become friends immediately. He says that those who immedi-
ately manifest the deeds of friendship show that they wish 1o
become friends, yet they are not yet so until they know them-
selves to be lovable. Thus a man may immediately have
the desire for friendship but that is not yet friendship.

Aristotle now concludes that such friendship is perfect
because it is lasting according to time, and according to the
other aspects. It also includes all thar is present in other
friendships. Each friend gives a like return 1o his friends, which

is required in friendship and they do this because they are
alike in virtue.

—
— —

Ch. 4: Friendship of the useful and the pleasing sort is shown
to he similar to perfect friendship.

Friendship for the sake of pleasure bears a resemblance of this kind,
For good people are pleasing to each other, Likewise friendship for the sake
of utility. For the good are also useful 1o each other,

Friendships: chiefly endure among such people, when the friends ger
the same from cach other: eg. pleasure, Not only that, but it must be of
the same sort, and happens between people with 1 sense of humer, not as
(sometimes) happens between Jover and beloved, For theze do not take
pleasure in the same things, but the one in secing the beloved and the other
in receiving attentions from the lover, With the passing of beauty, the
friendship sometimes passes too. For the one finds no plexssure in the sight
of the other, and the other gets no attention from the frst,
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Many, however, remain in [iendship if from habit they like cach other's
wirys, both having the same habits,

But those who do pot return pleasure, but wtility for pleasure, are less
friends and less constant.

Those who arve friends for the sake of utility part when the advantage
is at an end, For they were not [ricnds of each other but of weility,

For the sake of pleasurve or witlity, then, even bad men may be friends
of cach other, or good men of bad, or one who i neither good nor bad of
both, But for their own sake clearly only good men can be friends. For
bad men do not delight in each other unles some wiility s derived Erom
their relationship,

The friendship of the good alone js unchanging. For it Is. not easy o
believe anything (i1} of him who has long been tested Dy oneself; - and it
i among pocd men that trust and the feeling that e would never wrong
mie” and all the other things that are demanded in true friendship are found.
In the other kinds of friendship, hewever, there is nothing to prevent these
evils from arsing. For men apply the name of friends even o those whose
motive is utility, in which sense states are said to be friemdly. For the -alli-
ances of states seem to gimoat wtility. Those who are friends becatse of
pleasure scem to he friemds as children are. Perhaps we too ought perhaps
t gall such people Friends,

For there are several Kinds of friendship. Firse of all, and chicfly, there
i5 that of the good, a5 good. The others are ealled so becavse of their simi-
lagity, For it s in virtwe of something pood and something akin (o the true
good that they are friends. Tor even the plessant is pood for the
lovers of pleasore. But these two kinds of friendship (the useful
and the pleasant) are not always conjoined, nor do the same people become
friends for the sike of widlity and of pleasure. For things that are only
incidentally connected are noi always joined  together. Friendship being
divided into these kinds, bad men will be friends for the sake of pleasure
or utility, being alike in one of these, But good men will be friends for
their own sake, .., in virtue of their goodness. These then are [rlends without
gualification. The others are only incidentally so, and through a resemblance
to these.

After the Philosopher determines the three kinds of friend-
ship he now compares them to each other. First he shows in
what way other friendships are similar to perfect friendship,
then shows in what they differ, and finally concludes. As to the
first, he begins by showing their similarity as to the cavse of love,
Friendship because of pleasure resembles perfect friendship in
that virtuous men are pleasing to each aother. Friendship based
on utility is likewise similar to perfect friendship in that virtu-
ous men are useful to each other.

There is also a similarity as to the permanence of the friend-
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ship. This is in two ways. Even those who are friends because
of utility or pleasure, often remain friends a long time when
they render an equal and same return to each other, ie., pleasure
for pleasure. Since there are different kinds of pleasure, generi-
cally and quantitatively different according to the different objects
of pleasure, it is required for the permanence of such [riend-
ships not only that there be a return of pleasure, but of pleasure
of the same sort, as occurs in those with a sense of humor wherein
one 15 pleased at the joke of the other. It should not be as happens
in the case of two persons whose love is that of the sexes, when
sometimes the two are not always pleased by the same thing,

Here the one who loves is pleased in seeing the beauty of
the one loved, The one loved in receiving the attentions of the
lover. When this ceases, the friendship is sometimes broken, i.ec.,
when on the one hand there is no longer sight, on the other no
longer attention.

Even in useful and pleasing friendships, they often endure if
one likes the wavs of the other, as one carnal person likes the
ways of another, or one covetous persen likes the ways of another,
not that such ways are lovable in themselves, but rather by
halit in that both have the same habits. Similarity is of itself
a cause of friendship, unless it accidentally impedes one’s own
good, as said above. Therelore, since evil ways acquired through
habit are enduring, so also is such a friendship.

Those who, in making a return, do not repay pleasure for
pleasure but utility for pleasure, are less friends because of a
lesser likeness. Therefore their friendship is less enduring,

Those who are friends because of utility, likewise are
separated when the utility ceases, because they were not friends
of each other but of udility. Pleasure, however, comes more from
the one loved himself, than does utility, which is sometimes in
virtue of something external.

Men of any type can become friends because of pleasure
or utility, the good of the good and the wicked of the wicked.
likewise those who are neither virtuous nor wicked, of hoth the
former and of each other. But perfect friendship, whereby men
love each other for themselves, can only occur among the good,
Among wicked men, there is nothing in themselves which one
can love or take pleasure in, except a certain usefulness.

Only the friendship of the good, which is perfect, is of its
nature unchangeable. Friendships cease principally for the
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reason that one of those concerned finds in the other something
which is contrary to the friendship. But this cannot occur in
the Iriendship of the good, since a man does not easily believe
anything ill of him whom he has tried over a long period of time
and has never found doing anything unjust, and in whom he
finds all that is deemed worthy of true friendship. Thus such a
friendship is not dissolved, both because it is genuine and not
accidental and because it is perfect, containing within itself all
that is required for friendship according to the definition above,
also because it is not subject to the impediment of friendship
which follows.

In other Inendships there is nothing to préevent one from
believing evil of the other, or one doing something unjust to
the other. Therefore, those in such friendships are not really
friends. Butsince men are accustomed to call such IH_:['J'P!L' fricnds,
both those whom lhE:,' love because of 1|:Li|ir.}r, as there 15 said to
be friendship among states because of the utility of their alliance
against enemies, and those who love each other because of pleasure
as in the case of children, we must submit to the common
custom of speaking and call them [riends.

In conclusion, there are several types of friendship. First and
principally there is the friendship of the good, for their good-
ness. The other types of friendship are called so because of
similarity. Men are called Iriends in such friendships because
of a certain resemblance to true friendship. Tt is plain that
pleasure seems a certain good to the Jovers of pleasure. Thus
this friendship has a certain resemblance to that founded on
the true good. The same is true of useful friendship.

These two latter types of friendship do not always go to-
gether, ie, the same being friends both for utility and pleasure,
because those things which are accidental are not everywhere
conjoined, as in the case of being a musician and being white,
The above friendships are accidental.® as said above. Therefore
they are not always conjoined, Thus, since friendship is divided
into the above categories, wicked men can be friends in thar they
are alike in one of the above. But only the good are essentially
friends. The others are only friends” by similitude, in so far as
they resemble the good.
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Ch. 5 Aristotle shows that friendship consists both in act and
in habit. Although distance dissolves the acts of friendship,
it nevertheless does not dissolve the habit.

Just as in regard to the virtues, some men are called good becamse of
their activity, so too in friendship, For those who live together delight in
each other and conter benefits upon each other; but those who are asleep or
sepiruted by distance are nol performing but are disposed to perform the
activities of Friendship. Distance does not break off friendship absolutely,
but only its activity,

But if the absenee is lasting, It seems to make men forget their friend-
ship. Whence it is said that many friendships are dissolved hy not ealling -
soe’s friends,

Neither old people nor sour people seem to make friends easily, for
there is litle that is pleasant in them, No one can spend his days with one
wha is sad, or not pleasant. For nature seems above ull to avoid the painful
and (o seek the pledsant.

Those, however, who approve of each other but do not live Icsether
seem (0 he well disposed rather than actoal friends,

For there is nothing so characteristic of Friends as living together. While
those in need seek wtility, even those who are supremely happy desire 1o
spend their days together. For solitude suits such people least of all. But
people cannot live together if they are not pleasant and do not enjoy the
same things, a5 seems o be trive of those nourished topether,

The truest [riendship, then, is that of the good, 53 we have frequently
said. For that which is essentially good or pleasant scems to be lovable and
o be chosen; and for each person that which i so to him. The good man
is such te the good man for bath these reasons.

For love may be likened to feeling, but friendship to hahit

Love may be felt toward lifeless things, but mutual love springs from
choice, and choice derives from 4 state of character.

The good which men wish o their Iriends for their sake comes not from
feeling but from a state of characler,

In loving a Eriend, men love what s good to themselves. For the rood
man in becoming a friend becomes a pood 1o his friend.

Each, then, both loves what is good to himsell and makes an equal
return both ag te willing and t& the kind of willing. For friendship s said
te be equality, These things are found chiefly in the friemdship of the good.

After the Philosopher has distinguished the kinds of friend-
ship, he here determines them according to the proper act of
friendship, First he distinguishes friendship according to act
and habit, then proves what he has brought forward. He
hegins by saying that just as in other virtues certain are called
good, that is, virtuous by habit, having fortitude or liberality,
even when they do not exercise these virtues in act, while certain
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others are called virtuous by reason of exercising the acts of
virtue, so also in friendship: certain are called friends in act in
that they live together with pleasure and do good to one another
—which two activities appear to belong to the act of friendship—
while certain others do not actually perform the acts of friend-
ship yet are habitually disposed to performing them, as oceurs
in friends when they are asleep or when they are separated by
distance. Friendship itsell is not dissolved by distance but only
the activity of friendship. Thus it is evident that {riendship
remains even when the activity ceases.

He shows that nevertheless certain things are lacking (o
[riendship when activity is missing. Thus he savs that if the
absence of friends from each other is of long duration, it seems
to bring about forgetfulness of the previous friendship. So too,
other habits are weakened by lack of activity and finally vanish.
It is necessary that habis which are acquired by activity be pre-
served in the same way. For each and every thing is preserved
by its cause. Thus it is said proverbially that many friendships
are dissolved through the [act that one does not call the other and
does not speak to and live with the other.

He also says that neither do old people nor severe people,
1.e., men who are austere in speech and life, appear prone to friend-
ship, because they are not apt [or the activity of [riendship,
which is to live together. There is little pleasure in them.
Therefore they cannot easily live together since no one can all
day long, that is, for a long time, live with a man who sorrows
or with one who does not please. It seems to be fundamentally
natural to men and other animals to flee sorrow and desire
pleasure, which is nothing other than the repose of the appetite
in the desired good.

There is also another type of men who are receptive to
each other in that the one accepts the manners and ways of
the other yet because of some circumstances they never live
together. Such men are more benevolent than friends, since
friendship requires living with each other at least at times.

Aristotle now proves what he has previously supposed,
namely, that living together is required for friendship as its
proper act. He states that nothing is so proper to friends as to
live together, He has stated above that two things belong to the
activity of friendship, namely, to live together and 1o do good
to one another, which is to be unseful to one’s friends, which
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utility not all men seck in their friends but only those in need,
But to dwell the day through, that is, for a long time, with one’s
friends, this even the blessed desire, i.e., those who abound in
worldly goods, for whom it is not pleasing to be alone. Men
cannot get along together unless they are pleasing to each other
and enjoy the same things, both of which factors are found in
those who are nourished together. It is therefore evident
that the principal act of friendship is to live with one's friend.

Aristotle concludes from the above that that friendship is
greatest which is of the good. That appears to be lovable and de-
sitable in itsell and essentially so which is good or pleasurable in
itself. That is lovable and desirable to each which is such to him.
But one virtuous man is lovable and desirable to the other for both
these reasons: because both are good and pleasing in themselves,
and to each other. Therefore the virtuous above all can live
together with pleasure,

Now he proves that friendship exists not only in act but
also in habit. First he states that love seems to imply passion.
But friendship seems to imply habit and to be like other habits,

Secondly he proves this, The first reason is that love in its
fundamental sense may be had even towards inanimate things,
as when one is said 10 love wine or gold. But mutual love,
which pertains to the essence of friendship, as was said above, is
through choice and can be had only by rational beings toward
each other. That which is done through choice, is not done

through passion but more by habit, Therefore friendship is a
habit.

By friendship men wish good to their friends for themselves.
If they wished good Lo their friends for their own gain, this
would be loving oneself rather than one's friends. To love others
for their own sake is not according to passion, since passion,
which pertains to the sense appetite, does not go beyond the
proper good of the one loving®  Friendship therefore depends
upon habit, and thus friendship is a hahit.

Aristotle now answers a certain tacit objection, Tt was said
above that that is lovable to each which is good to him. That a
man should love a friend for his own sake appears to be contrary
to this. But Aristotle answers that those who love their friend
love that which is good to them. For when a person who is good
in himself becomes the friend of someone, he becomes good 1 his
triend. "Thus both, when each loves his friend, love what is good
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to them. And both make an cqual return to each other, both as
to will, in that each wishes good to the other, and as to the type
of willing in that each wishes good to the other not for his own
sake but for the other’s sake. For friendship is a certain
equality in that it requires a mutual return of love. This appears
ter add E.umr.thmg over and above virtue, For in each and cvery
virtue, the virtuous act suffices. But in Frlem!,-,lnp the act of one
is not enough, but there is required the acts of two who love each
other mutually, Therefore the Philosopher does not say that
friendship is a virtue absolutely, but adds ‘or implies virtue’,
since it appears to add something over and above virtue,

What has been said here concerning friendship is seen to
pertain principally to the good.

Ch. 6: The reasons why old people and severe people are not
apt for friendship are set forth. Tt is also impossible that
there be true friendship among a great number,

Between =our and elderly people friendship arises less readily, inasmuch
as they are more hard-tewipered and enjoy companionship less. For these
are thonght to be the greéatest marks of friendship and most productive of
it, That is why, while young men become: Eriends quickly, ofd men do nol.
It iz hecause men do not become friends with those in whom they do not
delight. Similarly sour people do not quickly make friends either. But such
men may bear goodwill o each other, For they wish one another well and
aid one another w peed. But they are haedly friends. becanse they do not
spend their days together nor rll.lll,hi in each ether, These are thought the
greatest marks of El iendship.

One cannol be a friend to many people in the sense of perfect friendship,
just as oo cannot be in Jove with many people at once. For love 5 a sort
of excess of feeling. It is of the nature of such only to be felt toward one
PErsomn.

It is-not easy for many people at the same lime o please one person,
Perhaps this would not be well either.

Omne must acquire some experiencé of the other pemson and become
familiar with him, and this s very hard.

But with a view to utility or pleasure it is possible that many people
should please one. For many people are useful or pleasant, and these services
take lrtle time,

OF these two kinds, that which iz for the sake of pleasure is the more
like friendship, when both parties get the same things from each other and
delight in each other or in the same things; as in the friendships of the young,

For generoaity is more found in such friendships. Friendship based on
utility is for the commercially minded.
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People who are supremely happy. too, have no need of useful friends,
but do need pleasant friends. For they wish te lve with someone. They
can pul up with something sad for & while. But no one could put up with
it continuously, Not even with the Good itself, if it were painful to one.

That s why they look out for friends who are pleasant, Perhaps they
should look out for friends whe, being pleasant, are also good, They must
be good for them, (oo, and thus they will have what is required for friendship.

Feople in positions of authority seem to have friends who fall into
distinot classes. Some people are useful (o them and others are pleasing.
But the same people are rarely both.

For they seek neither those whose pleasantness is acoompanied by virtue,
nor those whose utility is with a view 1w noble objects. Bue in their desire
for pleasure they seek for those with a sense of humor, for utility they call
on those whe are indusirious in carrying out whatever they command, The
two are Tarely combined,

Now we have said that the good man is both pleasant and useful. But
such @ man does not become the friend of one who siirpasies him i siation,
unless he is also surpassed in virtue. Unless this §s o0, they do not mest
on the ground of uniform superiority. But people who surpass him in both
TESPECy are not easy (o find.

The aforesaid friendships involve equality. For the friends get the same
things from each other and wish the same things to each other, or exchange
one thing for another, eg. pleasure for utilicy.

We have said, however, that such friendships {for plessure or utiliny
are both less truly friendships and less permanent. For it s from their
likeness and their unlikeness to the same thing that they are thonght both
to be and not to be friendships. It is by their Iikeness to the friendship of
virtue that they seem to be friendships. For one of them involves pleasure
and the other wiility; and these characteristics hoth Lelong to the friendship
of virttte, It is because the friendship of virtoe is unchanging and permanent,
while these quickly change, as well as differing in many other respects, that

they appear to many not to be friendships—because they are wnlike the
friendship of virtue,

After the Philosopher has distinguished the different types of
friendship, he here determines these friendships in relation to
the subject, i.e., the friends themselves. First he treats of the
aptitude and inaptitude of certain men for Iriendship. He begins
by saying that there is so much the less friendship among the
severe and the aged as they are the more hard-tempered, that is,
presuming of themselves, they follow their own way. Therefore
they cannot agree with others. They enjoy the conversation of
others less, both because they are intent upon themselves and
because they are suspicious of others. Yet agreement and speaking
with one’s [riends would seem to be one of the principal activities
of friendship and conducive to it.
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Consequently, young people, who enjoy talking together and
easily assent to others, make friends rapidly. Such is not the case
with the aged. They cannot become {riends with those whose
association and conversation they do not enjoy. The same reason
holds for the severe, who are contentious and critical of what is
done by others. Such men, i.e, the aged and the severe, can be
benevolent, in that they wish good to others, and even come to
their assistance in necessity, Yet they do not become really
friends, in that they do not live together and do not enjoy the
company of friends, both of which appear 1o be fundamental
activities of friendship.

Secondly Anstotle speaks of the number of friends. He
begins by showing that in perfect [riendship, which is the
[riendship of the good, one does not have many friends. This
is 50 because, first of all, since such friendship is perfect and the
greatest, it is comparable to a certain superabundance of love,
regard being had to the quantity of love. In the love itself,
however, there will be no excess. 1t is not possible that virtue and
the virtuous man be loved excessively by another virtuous man
who orders his affections by reason. Such a quantitatively super-
abundant love naturally cannot be had for many, but for one;
as occurs in love among the sexes wherein it does not occur that
a man loves several women superabundantly. Perfect friendship,
therefore, cannot be had toward many.

Another reason is that in perfect friendship the friends are
most pleasing to cach other. But it 15 not likely that many
will please each other at the same time. There are not many
to be found who do not have something displeasing to some man
because of the many human defects and their conflicting natures.
Consequently, whereas one man may be very pleasing, another
may not be, Possibly it would not be well if many different
men were most pleasing to a man, because while associating with
many he could not pay attention to himself. Therefore, there
are not many friends in perfect friendship.

A final reason is that in perfect Iriendship one must get to
know one’s [riend through long association. This is most difficult
and therefore cannot occur in many cases, Thus many friends
are not implied in perfect friendship.

In the other two types of friendship, however, a man may
have many friends to whom he is pleasing. First, because there
can be many who are useful and pleasing to the senses. Secondly,
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because a long time is not required, but it suffices for such
friendships that in a briel interval the friends give pleasure or
some utility to each other.

Of these two sorts of friendship, in which one may have
many friends, that for pleasure's sake seems to resemble friend-
ship more. 1I the same is done by both, Le., if both give pleasure
to each other, they both enjoy the same things, which is proper
to friendship. It is a sign that their pleasure is one if they
enjoy the same things. (But this is not the case when pleasure
is given on the one hand, and something useful on the other.)
Sach pleasurable friendships are those of the young who love
each other because of the mutnal pleasure they afford.

The reason for this is that in pleasurable friendship the
Iriends love each other more liberally than in useful friendship
in which there must be some return of gain. This latter sort
of friendship thus appears to resemble a business agreement,
Pleasurable friendship is therefore stronger, as approaching closer
to pertect friendship, which is most liberal since in it the friends
love each other for themselves.

Another reason is that blessed men, e, men abounding in
gooids, do not need wseful friends, since such men are self-
suficient, but they do need pleasing [riends because they must
associate with others, which is impossible if pleasure is not
forthcoming, Men can stand sadness for a time. But no man
can put up with sadness indefinitely. He could not even stand
the true good if it was a source of sadness to him. That is why
men who do not take pleasure in good deeds cannot long per-
severe in them. It is therefore plain that pleasurable friendship
15 greater than useful friendship as being necessary to more men
and better-fated men.

Here Aristotle infers a certain corollary. Since even the true
good, if it were something sad, would be intolerable, it follows
that those who arve friends for virtue's sake must be pleasing to
cach other. They must not only be good in themselves but in
each other’s eyes. Thus they will have what is required for
friendship.

Finally Aristotle treats of the distinction of friends. Firse
he points out that men who are in power use different sorts
of friends, i.e., some are useful friends, others are pleasant friends.
It does not easily occur that the same men are their friends
in bhoth senses.
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This he proves by noting that such men in power do not
seck the pleasure of virtue, Such pleasure has a conjoined use-
fulness. Nor do they seek friends who are useful in the pursuit
ol true goods. Such utility has a conjoined pleasure. For
pleasure they call on men who excel at play, such as actors. For
utility they call on other friends who industriously carry out
whatever they command, whether good or evil. The two are not
found in the same man, i.e., both industry and jocularity, because
industrious men do not give themselves to joking but to serious
matters. Thus men in power have different sorts of friends.1

He now answers an objection. Someone might say that a
man in power has also friends who are both pleasant and useful,
since a virtuous man i3 both of these. But Aristotle answers
that a virtuous man does not become the friend of a man who
superabounds in power or wealth, unless the virtuous man finds
that the man in power exceeds him in virtue, 1f this is not the
cast, the man in power who is excelled in virtue does not
recompense the virtuous man proportionately, Le., just as the
virtuous man defers to him as being more powerlul, so he should
defer to the virtuous man as being better.

Usuﬁl]}n’, the more men excel in power ancd wealth, the
better they think they are. It is not often that one finds men in
power wher are such that 1E]E1.|" eirther exeel i virtue or defer o
the virtuous man as being better.!

Now Aristotle shows that the aloresaid friendships reside in
equality. Since this is already evident in friendship for goodness®
sake, he now proves this for useful and pleasurable friendship.
In these cases they either wish and do the same things for each
other, repaying pleasure with pleasure, or usefulness with useful-
ness, or €lse they exchange one for the other, ie., usefulness for
pleasure or vice versa.

Aristotle concludes that it is evident [rom the above that
those friendships which are less properly friendship are less endur-
ing than perfect friendship which is that of the good, by com-
parison with which these other friendships are more or less so.
Inasmuch as they resemble true friendship, they seem to be so in
that one offers pleasure and the other utility, Perfect friendship
has both,

But as to the other aspects of friendship they seem to be
lacking, in that perfect friendship is unchanging and enduring.
The other sorts are quickly changed. They differ in many other
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respects also, as is evident from what has gone before. Because
of this dissimilarity they do not appear to be friendships in the
true sense,

Ch. 7: The friendship of unequals is discussed, such as that of
father and son, man and wife. The differences between
these friendships are shown, and how they are preserved.

But there 5 another kind of friendship—that which involves an in-
equality between the parties, e.g, that of father to son and in general of the
elder te the younger, that of man to wife and in general that of ruler to
subject,

These Friendships differ also from each other. For it is not the same that
exists between parents and children and between ruler and subjects, nor s
event that of father to son the same as that of son to Iather, nor that of
hushand to wife the same as that of wife to husband.

For the virtue and function of each of these is different,

S0 are the reasons for which they love, The love and friendship are
therefore different also.

Each party, then, neither geis the same from the other. nor ought to
seek it But when children render to parents what they ought to render to
those who brought them into the world, and parents render what th
should te their children, the [riendship of such persons will he abiding and
excellent.

In all such friendships the love should be proportional, ie., the better
should be more loved than he loves, and so should the more wseful, and
similarly in each of the other cases, For when the love i in proportion to
the dignity of the parties, there arises a certain equality, which is certainly
held 1o be characteristic of Friendship.

But equality does not seem to take the same form in acts of justice and
in friendship. For in acts of justice, equality according to dignity precedes
equality according to quantity. In friendship, however, equality according
te quantity precedes equality according o dignity,

This becomes clear if there Is a great interval in respect of viriue or
of any other kind of abundance. Such men do not remtain friends, nor even
expect to be 5o

This is manifest in the case of the pods. For they surpass us moat
decisively in all good things. It s also clear in the case of kings, For men
do not expect to be their friends who are much inferior to them, Nor do men
who are of no account expeet to be friends with the best or wisesl men.

In such cases it s not possible to define exactly up to what point friends
cin remain friends. For much can be taken away and Eriendship remain.
But when one party is removed to a great distance, 3s God is, the possibility
of Eriendship ceases,

Whence it i3 that the question arises whether Friends really wish for
their riemds the grearest goods, eg. that of becoming gods. For, in that
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case, they will no fonger be [riends, nor will they be good for them, for
friends are good things in themselves,

The anawer is that if we were right in saving that one friend wishes
goad oo another for his sake, he certainly wishes his friend o remain as
he is. Tt is therelore to his Friend as a man that he wishes the rreatest goods.

But perbaps not all the greatest poods. For it j& for himeelf mes) of
all that each man wishes what is good.

Alter the Philosopher has distinguished the kinds of friend-
ship which consist in equality, he here distinguishes the kind of
triendship which is among unequal persons. First he determines
those things which in general pertain to the distinction of such
friendships. Secondly he distinguishes these friendships accord-
ing to their special properties. Thus he begins by treating of the
friendships in which one exceeds the other, secondly of those
between contraries, such as a rich man and a poor man.

Besides the friendships already mentioned, which have been
said to consist in equality in that they are of those who are
alike in virtue or utility or the power to please, there is also
another type of friendship which is according to superabundance,
in that one person exceeds the other, as in the friendship of
father to son, and generally of the older to the younger and of
man to wife, and in general of every man who has dominion over
anvone to him over whom he has dominion.!?

He sets down how these Iriendships difter from each other
specifically, They differ first of all according to the different
kinds of superabundance. There is one kind of friendship of
father toward son and another ol the one commanding to those
he commands. Another difference lies in the diverse relations of
the one exceeding and the one exceeded. The friendship of the
father to the son 15 not the same as that of the son to the father,
nor is that the same between husband and wife and wife and
husband.

This is true for two reasons. First of all, since friendship
exists both in habit and in act, it is necessary that in each friend
there must be a certain habitual disposition for fulhlling those
things which belong to friendship, and friendship itself. It is
obvious that in each of the above, the actual carrying out of
friendship is not the same in every case, as of father to son, and
man to wife, or of son to father. Consequently it is not one and
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the same virtue. Therefore there are different kinds of friend-
ship involved,

‘The sccond reason is that in these [riendships there are
different reasons for Joving. The father loves his son for one
teason, the son the father for another, likewise a man his wife,
But according to the different reasons for love, there are different
loves, and consequently different friendships, 4

Now he shows how the aforesaid friendships are preserved.
First of all they are preserved by the fact that each shows toward
the other what is right in loving and being loved. Secondly
Aristotle shows the relation of love and being loved to friendship,
(Ch. 8) . Thus, first of all the same things are not done in these
friendships on both sides, nor should one require the same things
as the other does. Thus a son should not seck from his father
the same reverence which he shows him, as in the previous
friendships pleasure is demanded for pleasure and utility for
utility, But when they show toward their parents what they
should show towards the sources of their being, and the parents
show towards their children what they should show to those they
have engendered, their friendship will be enduring and virtu-
ot

Aristotle now shows how this should be done. He states
that in all friendships according to superabundance of omne
person towards another, there must be love in proportion, ie.
the better of the two should be loved more than he loves. The
same 15 true of the more uselul and the more pleasing or of
any other excellence. When both are loved according to their
dignity, there is then a certain equality of proportion which
appears to belong to friendship,

He now shows how this applies diversely to justice and
to friendship. The equality and proportion according to dignity
are not the same in justice and in friendship, For, as was said
in Book V concerning justice, dignity must be first estimated
according to proportion and there is then an equal exchange.
But in [riendship the opposite is true, since there must first exist
a certain equality between persons who love each other, and then
there is shown what is fitting to each according to his dignity.

The reason for this difference is that friendship is a certain
union or society of friends, which cannot exist among those
widely separated, but must approach a certain equality, Conse
quently it pertains to friendship to use an equality already
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constituted with equity, but it pertains to justice o reduce that
which is unequal to equality. When equality exists, the work
of justice is done. Thus equality is ultimate in justice, but is the
beginning in friendship.!*

Arstotle now shows the truth of this by a sign. The
equality which is first required by friendship is evident in the
fact that if there exists a great gap of virtue or of wickedness or
of anything whatever, men do not remain friends, nor is it
thought worth while to have friendship between those who
differ greatly.

There is the example of those who greatly exceed men in
all goods, Consequently they do not have friendship for men,
conversing and hiving with them. These separated substances
Anistotle calls gods after the manner of the people® Secondly
there is the example of kings who do not think those far lower
than themselves worthy of their friendship. The third example
is of those men who are the best and the most wise who do not
make friends of those who are completely unworthy.

Aristotle now answers a possible question.  One might ask
how great a distance can exist and friendship still survive. He
answers that in such matters one cannot give a certain determina-
tion. It is enough to recognize in general that one can lose much
which" another possesses and iendship still survive. On the
other hand if the distance is very great, as between man and
God, such a friendship as we are now discussing cannot subsist.?®

There arises from the above a certain doubt, namely, do
friends wish for their friends the greatest goods, ie, that they
should be gods or kings or most virtuous? It would seem thar
they do not, because then they would no longer be friends and
thus would lose a great good: their friends.

He solves this objection in a twolold way. First, since one
friend wishes good to the other for his own sake, one must
presuppose that once these goods attained the friend himself
will not change. One friend wishes the greatest goods to the
other as he is, not as being set among the gods.

He also says that a friend wishes good to a friend but not
more than o all others whatsoever, since each wishes such goods
for himself also. Consequently he cannot wish for his friend
those goods by which he would lose his friend who is a great good.
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Ch. 8: Loving and being loved: their relation in friendship.

Mozt people seem, owing to love of honor, to wish 1o be loved rather
than ws love.

This s why many men love Hattery. For the fatterer iz a friend in an
inferior poition, or préends 1o besuch, and to love more than he & loved.

Being loved seems to be akin to being honored. This latter is what
many aim AL,

But it seems to be not for it own sake that people choose honor, but
incidengally, For many enjoy being honored by these in positions of authocty
becanse of their hopes. For they think they will get from them what they
need. Therefore they rejoice in honor as a sign of good feeling. Those
who seek honor from pood men and wise men seek to confirm their own
opinion of themselves, They delight in honor, therefore, because they
believe in their own goodness on the strength of the judgment of those who
speak aboil thenn.

In being loved, on the other hand, people delight for 8 own sake,

Whence it would seem to be better than being honored, and friendship
b be desirable in igself,

But i1 seems to lie in loving rather than in being loved, as indicated
by the delight mothers take in loving. For some mothers hand over their
children to be brought up, and so long as they know their fate they love
them. They do not seek ta be loved in return ({if they cannot have both),
but seem to be satisfied if they see them prospering. They themselves love
their children, even though these, beéciuse of their ignorance, give them
nothing of a mother's due.

For [riendship congists more in loving, and it is those who love their
friefds who are priised. Thus the virtue of friends seems to be in loving,
50 those in whom this is found in the proper measure, remain friends, and
theirs s friendship that endures. It is in this way more than any other
that unequals can be friends. For they are thus equalized, Eq_u:]ﬁj-' and
likeness are friendship.

This is especially wrue of those who are alike in virtue. For they are
steadfast in themselves and hold Fast 1o each other. Neither do they ask
nor give base services.  But, one may say, they even prevent them. For it
is charvicteristic of pood men that they neither go wrong themselves nor
allow their Iriends o do so

But wicked men have nothing steadiast about them. For they do not
remain even like to themselves. They become friends for a short time
because they delight in each other's wickedness.

Friends who are wseful and pleasant last longer. ie, as long as they
provide each other with pleasure or utility,

Friendship for utility's sake seems to come about principally among
contraries, e.g, between poor and rich, between ignorant and learned, for
what a man lacks he alms at and gives something else in return,

Some place under this head the lover and the beloved, the beautifal
and the agly.

That is why lovers sometimes seem ridiculos when they demand to be
loved as they love. IF they are lovable, their claim can perhaps be justified,
But when they have nothing lovable about them it is ridiculos, Perhags,
hawever, the comtrary i3 nol desited as soch bat only in:i:t-en:ﬂh_ for the
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desire is for what is Intermediate. For that is what is good, eg. it is good
for the dry not to become wet but to come o the intermediate state, and
similarly with the hot and in all other cases, These subjects we may dismiss,
bor they are indeed somewhat foreign (o our inguiry,

After the Philosopher has set down that friendship between
unequal persons is maintained by loving and being loved pro-
portionately, he now shows the relationship of loving and being
loved to friendship. First he shows that it is more proper to
friendship to love than to be loved. Secondly he shows that
by love according to dignity, i.e., proportionate love, friendship
15 preserved. Thus, he first beging by saying that many appear
to wish to be loved more than to love, and this because they love
honor. For it pertains to those who are superior, to whom honor
is owed, that TI'LE}' should be more loved than 1.h|::1l|.' themselves love,

This he proves by a sign, From the fact that many wish
to be loved more than they love, it [ollows that many are lovers
of adulation, i.e., they get pleasure out of being flattered. One
who Hatters 1s either really a friend in an inferior position,
since it belongs o the lesser to Hatter or by Hattering pretends
to be so, and to love more than he 15 loved,

He now explains what he means by saving that because of a
love for honor a man wishes o be loved more than he loves.
Being loved is close to being honored, which 15 desired by many.
Honor is a certain sign of the goodness of him who is honored;
one loves whatever is good or appears to be good.

He now compares being loved and being honored. First
of all, men do not desire honor [or its own sake but accidentally.
Men seek honor especially from two types of men.

Many are pleased il they are honored by the powerful, not
because of the honor but because of the hope which they derive
from it. They therefore rejoice in honor as in a certain sign
of good feeling, ie, of the affection of those honoring them.
There are others however, who seek honor from virtnous men
and wise men, because in this way they seek to confirm their
own opinion of their goodness. Thus they rejoice really in the fact
that they are pood, as though believing this on the judgment
of upright men, who, by honoring them, seem to call them good.

Secondly, men rejoice in being loved even for itself, and to
have friends appears to be the principal exterior sign of honor.
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Consequently, since that which is essential to something is
greater than that which is accidental, it follows that it is better
te be loved than to be honored, since friendship is desirable
in itself.

Aristotle now says that friendship consists more in loving than
in being loved, Friendship appears as a kind of habit, as was
shown above. A habit, however, is destined to action. To love
is to act well, being loved is rather receiving an effect. There-
fore it is more proper to friendship to love than to be loved.

Aristotle shows this by a certain sign., Maothers, who have
a strong [riendship for their children, delight more in loving
their children than in being loved by them. Some mothers
even give their children to others to bring up, and knowing
them to be their children, they love them but do not seek to
any great extent o be loved by them in return since this cannot
be done. 1t seems to suffice them to see them acting well and
faring well. Thus they love their children even though these
latter cannot return them a fitting love because of ignorance, ie.,
they do not know them to be their mothers.

Aristotle now shows how by love according to dignity, or
proportion, friendship is preserved. First he shows how friend.
ship endures if it is proportionate.  Since friendship consists
more in loving than in being loved, friends are praised for loving,
not for being loved, That is the praise of friends. :

Since cach is praised for his proper virtue, it follows that
the virtue of one loving is judged according to his love. There-
fore whenever friends love their friends according to the propor-
tion of their dignity, they remain friends and their friendship
15 persevering.  Thus, as long as they love each other according 1o
their dignity, even those who are of unequal condition may be
friends, because they are thus equalized. The one who is more
lacking in goodness or in some other excellence, loves more, and
thus by the abundance of his love makes up for the defect of his
condition.

On the basis of this he compares the aforesaid types of friend.
ship. First he shows what friendship is most enduring, Simi.
larity, which brings about and preserves friendship, seems to
exist especially among the virtuous, These latter remain alike in
themselves, because they are not easily changed from one thing
to another, and remain in their friendship for one another. This
is because one does not need to have the other do anything wrong
for him, which would be against the virtue of the one doing it.

32



Neither of them aids the other in anything wrong. But if there
may be said to be anything wrong among the virtuous, one
would rather prevent the other from doing it. For it belongs to
the good that neither do they do wrong, nor do they allow their
triends to do wrong.*f

He now shows what Iriendship is least enduring. Evil men
do not have anything firm and stable within themselves. The
wickedness in which they are is of itself hateful, and thus their
alffection varies since they can find nothing in which their will
can rest, nor do they long remain alike toward each other. But
rather they wish contrary things to those they wished at first,
and thus they are friends for a while, i.e, as long as they enjoy
the wickedness in which they agree,

Finally he notes those friendships which are between the twao,
and says that useful and pleasurable friendships are more
enduring than evil ones. Utility and pleasure have something
in themselves whence they are loved. Therefore these friend-
ships last so long as the [riends render pleasure or utility to each
other. It is otherwise with those who are friends in wickedness,
who have nothing lovable in themselves.

Finally he determines concerning that [riendship which
appears to be between men of disparate condition. First he
shows that such friendship seems to be chiefly because of utility,
in that one friend seeks from the other something that he lacks
and gives something else in return, as the poor man desires to
receive riches from the wealthy man, for which he gives him
service in return.

Next he shows how this may also apply in pleasurable
friendship. He states that one can reduce to this type of friend-
ship love between the sexes, by which the lover loves the one
loved. There is sometimes a certain contrariety in such love,
as between the beautiful and the ugly. In fnendship which 15
because of virtue, however, there can be no contrariety, since it is
chiefly in this type of Iriendship that similarity exisis, as stated
above,

Because between the lover and the one loved there is some-
times a contrariety, as between the beautiful and the ugly, it
follows that occasionally one sees lovers derided who consider
that they should be loved as much as they love, This is fitting
if they are both equally levable. But if they have no such
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quality which merits that they be loved to such an extent, it is
ridiculous if they seek to be so.

Finally he shows how one contrary may desire the other.
He states that this is not so of itself but accidentally. Of itself
a middle state is desired which is the good of the subject affected
by one of the contraries to excess. For instance, if 3 man's baody
is very dried out, moisture is not good and desirable to him in
itself but as a means to a middle state which is attained by the
moisture. The same is true of heat and other such contraries,
Since this question pertains more to natural philesophy he there-
fore states that it will be passed over.

Ch. 9:  All friendship is based on communication, Friendships
are diversified according to the different COMmMuUnications,
It is shown how these communications have a similarity
te political communication.,

Friendship and justice seem, a3 we have said at the outser of o itis-
cussion, to be concerned with the same abjects and exhibivsd between the
iame persons. For in every communication there is thought to be some
form of justice, and friendship, too.

Thercfore men address as [rends thelr fellow-vovagers. and  fellow-
soldiers, and those associated with them in any other kind of communiry.
The extent of their association i the extent of their friendship, as it is of
the justice which exists between them.

The: proverb “what friends have is common preperty” expresses the
truch, for friendship depends on COmmunity.

Now brothers and these nourished tegether have all things in eommon,
others have some things separate. Some have more. some less. According
o this some friendships are greater, some less preat,

The claims ol justice differ, wo. For the dutics. of parents 1o children
and those of Lrothers to each other are not the same, nor those of comrades
and those of fellow-citizens, 5o, to, with the other kinds of friendship, For
that which is just varies according to each,

Justice and injustice increase as they are shown o those who are more
our friends, eg. it i3 a more terrible thing to defraud a comrade than a
fellow citizen, more cruel nol to help o hrother tham i stranger, (o sirike
onc’s fathér than anyone else. The demands of justice also seem to increase
with the intensity of the friendship, which seems to imply that they apply
to the same matters and both belong 10 2 certain equality of communication,

Mow all forms of exmmunity may be sssimilated o aspects of political
community, They concur in that they confer some utility and are for the
acquisition of those things necessary to lfe, But political community, too,
seems to arise for some gain, for it-seems to be in order 1o seck something
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useful and acguire it that citizens first come together and remain united,
For this is what legislators aim at, and they call that just which is to the
common advantage.

Mow ather communities gim at some p:{riitu]ar advantages, ¢.o. =ailors
at what is advantageous on o voyage in view [0 making money, or sodmme
other ihing. Fellow-soldiers aim at what is advantageous im war, whether
it is money, or victory, or the’ conguest of o state. Members of the tribes
and demes act similarly.

Lome communities seem o oarize for the sake of pll.’-'u;m:l::. as those for
singing topether of ploying mosical instruments together. But these e
for sacrifices and weddings,

But all these are contained wnder political communication. For the
laptrer aims nat @l present .’Ll’J.'n.':llll:]gE. Bt what s ::11.':_|11|:'|.|;|:°5-|:|:|5 for bl as
4 whole, Those who perform sacrifices and whe arrange the meetings and
bestaw  homors LLfHOTE the !_..ﬁl,:ll;_lﬂ. also imlend Lo '|'.|-1'4_|1.':i|:h" ];I|l,:it!:i|r|r relaxalion
for themsclves. For the ancient sacrifices and gatherings seem to ake place
after the harvest as a sort of firstfruits. For it wis a1 these seasons that people
had most leisure,

All eomimuorities, then, seem o be it af  the |1|||i|il|.':|.l I::-:il:l]:llllntlll.iz.
Thus the particular kinds of friendship will correspond to the particolar
kinds of paolitical commumnity,

After the Philosopher has touched on the different types of
friendship among unequals, he now distinguishes them according
to the propertics of each. TFirst he shows that these different
friendships are distinguished like political communications.
Secondly he distinguishes them thus. As to the hrst he states
that all [riendship consists in communication.  All communica-
tion may be reduced to political communication. Therefore all
friendships can be distinguished according 1o political communi-
cations. He proves the first statement in two ways.

He does so hrst of all by reasom: showing that such is the
nature of friendship. As was said above, justice and friendship
are concerned with the same matters. But justice consists in
communication, All justice is towards another, as 15 said in
Book V. Therefore l'riendship CcONsists In communication,

Secondly, he shows the same from customary speech, Men
are accustomed to call friends those who communicate with
them in some way, e.g fellow stamen those who sail with them,
fellow soldiers those who bear arms with them. The same is true
in other communications, since friendship appears to exist among
men according to the degree in which they communicate with
each other.
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Thirdly he adduces a proverb. Among the people it is said
that friends have all things in common. Therefore friendship
consisis in communication.

Now he shows that friendships are diversified according to
the different communications, This he does in three ways.
First he shows the differences of friendship according to the
difference of communication. We see that among brothers and
persons so conjoined all things are in common, i.e., house, table,
and so forth. Other friends have certain separate possessions:
some have more and some less. According to this, some friend-
ships are greater, namely among those who have more in common,
some friendships are less, namely among those who have less in
common. From this it is evident that if there were no com-
munication there would be no friendship.

He also shows that justice is diversified according 1o different
communications. That which is just is not the same in every
communication, but different, just as it is evident that there
is not the same justice between a father and his soms and
between the brothers themselves, Likewise justice is different
between those who have been brought up together, and among
citizens, who mutually render other things to each other as
being due. The same is true of other friendships. Thus it is
evident that justice varies with each of the above.

He now shows how justice is diversified aecording to the
different friendships, He states that justice and injustice increase
as they are exercised towards those who are more our friends. Tt
is more Just to do more good for a friend and more unjust to
harm him, as for a man to steal or plunder money belonging to
someone close to him or brought up with him is more harsh
and unjust than if he did the same to another citizen, The
same would hold true if he withdrew help from a brother more
than if he did the same to a siranger, or il he should strike his
father, more than if he struck some other.

The fact that friendship and that which is just grow to-
gether proceeds from the fact that they exist in the same matters
and both belong to a certain equality of communication, This
sign confirms what has been said above,

Now he shows that all communications are reduced to politi-
cal communication, First he shows that all communications are
similar to political communication, We perceive that all com-
munications concur in something useful: to the end, that is, of
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procuring some one of those things which are necessary to life.
This seems to be likewise true of political communication since
citizens appear to have first come together and 1o persevere
together because of common utility, This is evident for two
Feasons,

‘The first is that lawmakers appear to tend principally toward
procuring the common utility. Secondly men call that just in a
state which contributes to the common utility,

He now shows that other commumnicitions are contained
under political communication, First, communications other
than the political, intend some particular good: e.g. those sailing
together intend to acquire money if they are merchants, or some
such thang. If they are soldiers they agree in that for which the
war exists, whether it s money, or purely victory, or dominion
over some state,  Thus those, too, who belong to one wribe or one
people, agree on some particular utility,

Even those communications which seem to be based on
pleasure are undertaken for something useful. Certain com-
munications seem to be for this former reason, as that of those
who sing together in a choir, or of those who use brass instru-
ments, i.e, the tuba and the cymbals. Such communications are
usually made for the sake of sacrifices to the gods that men may
be retained there more pleasurably, and for weddings that the
man and wife may have greater pleasure since they communicate
in such general rejoicing,

From the above Aristotle concludes thar all other communi-
cations are contained under polincal commumcation.  All are
customarily contained under the political since it is customary
that all be ordained through the political.’ Other communica-
tions are ordained to some particular utility. The political
however, does not intend any particular and present good, but
intends that which is useful throughout life. This he shows in
particular concerning the communications of those who convene
for pleasure, and principally in the case of sacrifices where it is
less evident,

Those who perform sacrifices in such meetings intend to
give honor to God and to procure for themselves rest with
a certain pleasure, which is ordained to the utlity of life.
Whence, among the ancients, after the harvesting of the crops,
Le, in the autumn, sacrifices were made and men gathered
together, to offer up the first [ruits. This was a time apt for
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men to relax, both that they might rest from their previous
labors, and because they had at band a sufficiency of foodstuffs.
Thus it is evident that all these are subject to political
ordination, as pertaining to the utility of life.

He now concludes to his proposition, namely, that all com-
munications are contained under the political as certain parts
of it, inasmuch as the othets are ordained to certain particular
utilities, but the political to the common utility. Since friend-
ships follow such communications, consequently the distinction
of friendships is according to the political.

Ch. 10: The types and number of political bodies are set down
and are seen to be three: Kingdom, Aristocracy, and
Timocracy, of which the first is the best, the last the worst
(of the three).

There ave three kinds of polity, and an equal number of ransgressions,
or corruptions, of the same, The polities are kingdom, and aristocracy. The
third, which is based on moderate possessions; seems to be fittingly called
tmocracy. Many simply call it polity.

The best of these is kingdom, the worst timocracy,

The transgresion of kingdom 5 tyranny. Both are monarchies, but
there is the greatest difference between them: the tyrant looks o his own
advantige, the king to that of his subjects. For a man i no a king unless
ke is sufficient 10 himself and excels his subjects in all good things: and such a
man needs nothing further, Therefore he will not look (o his own interests
but to those of his subjects. A man who is not such will be more like 1 man
chesen by lot than a king. Now a tyrant is the very contrary of this; the
tyrant purswes his own good. And it is clearer in the case of tyranny that
it is the worst transgression, for the worst is the contrary of the hest, The
depraved fovm of monarchy is tyranny, and a bad king becomes a tyrant,

Aristocracy twens into oligarchy through the wickedness of the leacers,
who distribute the goods of the city without regard to worthiness, and all
of most of them to themselves, giving office always to the same people, paving
most regard to wealth. Thus the rulers are few, and are bad men instead
of the most worthy.

Timocracy turns into democracy, for the two are co-termincus,  For
timocracy intends to be the rule of the majority, and all 10 he equal who
have places of honor. Democracy ls the least evil of the corrupt polities, for
it is only a slight deviation from the original polity. Such polities a5 those
enumerated are very greatly subject to change; these are the least and there-
fore, easiest, transitions,

One may find resemblances to these various policies amd, as it were,
examples of them, in domestic sociery.
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The relationship between father and soms is like that of a kingdom.
For the father cares for the children: That is why Homer calls Jove
“father”, for a kingdom should be paternmal rule.

Among. the Persians the role of the father is tyrannical. They treat
their children like slves. But tyrannical rule is that of masier to slave,
for it is for the advantage of the master, Now this seems 1o be correct, hu
the Persian rule is wrong, because different persons call for different rules.

The association of hushand and wile appears to he aristocratic, For
the man rules in accordance with his worth, and In these matters in which
i man should rofe; Bot the matters that behi a woman, he hands over to her.

When a man rules in everything their relationship changes intocolirarchy,
Far thus he is not acting according to his dignity, nor doing what is better.
When women tule because they are helreszes, the pule is not by reason ol
virtwe, but by reason of wealth and power, a2 in oligarchies.

The association of brothers is like that of 2 timocracy. For they are equal
excepl for the difference of age, IF the difference of ape is great, the friend-
ship seems to be no longer fraternal.

Demaocracy is found chiefly in houses where there is no master. for here
all are equal, and he who rules has slight dominion, -and each hag power.

After showing that the types of [riendship are reducible to
political communication, he here distinguishes them according
to the political commumecations. First, therelore, he distinguishes
friendships according to this distinction; secondly he subdivides
them (Ch. 12}. He begins by distinguishing the political com-
munications themselves, then the types of Inendship according to
them {Ch. 11}.

He starts by saying therefore that there are three types of
political communication, and as many corruptions or trans-
gressions thereof. The proper polities are three: kingdom which
is the rule of one; aristorracy which is the rule of the best, in
that such a state is governed by the virtuous. It would seem
proper that there be also another type, although they do not
mention it, as is evident in Book IV of the Politics, which is
fittingly called {imocracy from fimos. Trmos means pay, since in
this polity pay is given to the poor (to enable them to attend),
and penalties inflicted upon the rich if they do not attend politi-
cal assemblies, as is evident in Book IV of the Politics. Some call
it by the common name of polity (or constitutional government) ,
in that it is common to the rich and the poor, as is seen in Book 1V
of the Politics.

He now compares these polities with each other and states
that the best among them is the kingdom in which one man
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who is best rules; the worst, i.e., the least good, is the timocracy
wherein a plurality of mediocre men rule. Aristocracy occupies
a middle place, in which a few of the best rule, whose power of
doing well is nevertheless not so great as that of the one best
man acting with the plenitude of power.

He now discusses the corruption or transgression of the
aforesaid polities. The transgression or corruption of a kingdom
is called tyranny. He shows this by the [act that they agree
generically, Both are monarchies, i.e., the government of one.
Just as one man rules in a I::ing-:;il'{rm, g0 also in a Lyranny.

They differ however in many ways. Contraries are those
which differ greatly in the same genus. He manifests this differ-
ence by saying that the tyrant intends in his rule that which is
useful to himself, the king intends that which is useful to his
subjects.

This he proves by saying that a man cannot be called a
king who is not sufficient of himself to reign, i.e., excelling in all
goods, both of soul and body and exterior things that he may he
worthy and capable of ruling. When he is such he needs nothing
and therefore does not intend his own utility—which is typical
of those in need—but rather is intent upon doing good for his
subjects, which is proper to those who superabournl, He who
is not such, ie, excelling in all goods, may be better called
clerotes, that is, one chosen to rule as though by lot, than king.
But the tyrant is contrary to the king becanse he seeks his own
good.  Consequently it is evident that this corruption is the
worst. The worst is contrary to the best. One transgresses from
a kingdom, which is the best, as has been zaid, to tyranny which
1s none other than the corruption of monarchy and the rule of
one. When a king becomes bad he is called a tyrant. Conse-
quently tyranny is the worst.

Next he treats of the corruption of aristocracy, From aris-
tocracy one transgresses to oligarchy which is the rule of a few.
This is because of the wickedness of those who rule, whe do not
distribute the goods of the state according to worth but rather
usurp all the goods of the state or a great part of them for them-
selves and always confer authority upon the same ones, that they
may be enriched, and their friends. Thus it comes about that
in the place of the most virtuous who preside over an aristocracy,
rule is had by a wicked few.

Timocracy corrupts into democracy, which is the power of
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the people. Both these polities are co-terminous, i.e. neighboring.
They are alike in two respects.  The first is that even timocracy,
which is the power of rewards, is the rule of the multitude, just
as democracy. Secondly, in both polities all those who have
places of honor are equal. They differ however, in that a
timocracy intends the common good of both the rich and the
poor. In a democracy however the good of the poor alone is
intended. Consequently democracy is the least perverse. For it
recedes only slightly from timocracy which is a correct type of
polity.®

He concludes that polities greatly vary and thus are easily
corrupted, as said above.

He now also distinguishes domestic groups according 1o the
same lines. He therefore begins by saying that a likeness and
example of the aloresaid polities may be found in domestic
groups.

The communication between a father and his children is
similar to a kingdom, because the father has the care of his
children as a king has of his-subjects. Thus Homer calls Jove,
because of his royal power, father. Rule of a father in his house
15 like a certain kingdom.

As to tyranny, this exists in households hrst in the case of
the Persians where the fathers treat themr children like slaves;
secondly in the manner in which masters employ slaves intending
their own utility,. These two ways differ, however, in that one
appears correct, whereby masters use slaves for their own utility.*
The other is perverse, whereby fathers use children as slaves. It
is fitting that one should rule over different types in a different
way. Consequently it s perverse¢ to rule over children and
slaves in the same way.

Finally he says that the rule by which man and wife rule in
their house is aristocratic, because the man has dominion over
and care of those things which pertain 1o a man by his dignity
and relinquishes to his wife those things that belong to her.

He now sets forth two types of household rule that correspond
to oligarchy. One is when a husband wishes to dispose of all
matters and leaves power over nothing to his wife. This is
neither according to his dignity nor what 15 best. The other
is when wives have complete sway by the fact that they possess
the wealth, and then rule is not according to virtue but according
to riches and power, as occurs in an oligarchy.
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Finally as to timocracy. The rule by which brothers rule
in a house appears to be timocratic, in that brothers are equals,
except for differing in age. If this difference is great, their
friendship would seem to be no [onger fraternal, but paternal,

A certain likeness to democracy is found in houses which have
no master, as when associates dwell in an inn. Here all are
equal and if one rules he has slight power, as for example the
one deputed to pay the expenses. Each of the associates has
power in the house, as in democracies any man of the people
has power, as if by equality, and leaders can do little,

Ch. 11:  Aristotle teaches that to each type of polity there
corresponds a type of friendship. This is tue both of good
and corrupt polities.

According to each of the polities, there seems to be friendship, in that
in-each there iz some kind of justice.

The friendship of o king for his subjecits consists in an excess of benefits
conferred, for he confers benefits on his subjects if, being a good man, he
cares for them with a view to their well being, Whenee Homer called
Agamemnon “shepherd of the peoples™

Such too is the friendship of a father,

They differ, however, as to the magnitnde of the benefits. For the father
is the cause of his children's being, which is thought the greatest good, and
of their nurture and instroction. These things are ascribed (o ancestors as
well, :

For by nature a father rules over his children, and ancestors over their
descendints, and a king over his subjects.

These friendships imply superiority of one party over the other. For
this reason parents are honorved. The justice that exists hetween persons
so related is not the same on both sides but is in every case proportioned to
merit, which is also true of friendship.

The friendship of man and wife 43 the same as that found in an aristoc
ricy. For it is in accordance with virtue, and the bLetrer gets more of what
15 good, and each what is fitting, and so oo with justice.

The friendship of brothers is like that of those who are comrades. For
they are equal and of like age. Such are usually of like instruction and
like ways. The friendship of timocracy is similar (o this. For citizens wish
te be equal and fair, and to rule in part and equally, and so exists the
friendship between them.

In the corruptions of the same, a3 justice hardly exisis, %o too does
friendship,

It exists least in the worst form. For there is little or no triendship
in tyranmny.

For where there is nothing common to ruler and ruled, there is no
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friendship either, nor justice. Butl the relationship is rather that of artisan
to tool, soul to body, and master to servant. For these are aided by the
latter, which they use for their own advaniage. But one does not have
friendship toward lifeless things, nor for 3 horse or an ox, nor for 3 slave
as such, for there is nothing in common. A slave is a living tool, and a tool
a lifeless slave,

As slave, therefore, one has not [riendship toward him, but as a man.
For there appears to be a certain justice between a min and any other
with whom he can share in law and agreement, and likewise Friendship,
but as to a man. There is little friendship and josiice in yrannies,

The most is that which exists in democracies. For those who are equal
have many things in common.

Having distinguished the different types of political and
domestic communities, Aristotle here distinguishes the types of
friendship according to the same. Thus he first states his proposi-
Lo, ﬁa':,'iﬂg that H{tﬁﬁrdillg to each civic and political group
there is a corresponding friendship, since in every polity there is
found some kind of justice. Friendship and justice are in a
certain way concerned with the same things, as was said above.

Secondly, he proves his proposition. This he does first con-
cerning correct polities. Thus he begins with friendship corre-
spnnding to kingdom. First he shows what kind of [riendship
exists between the king and his subjects; secondly, he compares
paternal friendship to regal friendship, He states therefore
first of all that there exists between the king and his subjects a
friendship of superabundance in the line of benehcence, as of
the one bestowing good toward the one receiving it. It pertains to
a king to do good to his subjects. If he is good, he watches
over his subjects that they may act well, for he intends 1o make
his subjects virtuous. He is given names denothing that he directs
his subjects as a shepherd his sheep. For this reason Homer called
King Agamemnon the shepherd of peoples.

He now begins to compare paternal to regal friendship and
states first they they are similar.

The two friendships differ however in regards to the magni-
tude of the benehicence. Although the beneficence of the king is
absolutely the greatest insofar as it is directed towards the whole
multitude, nevertheless in comparison to the individual person
that of the father is greater. For the father is the cause to his
child of three supreme goods. First, by engendering him, he is
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the cause ol his being, which is considered greatest. Secondly,
by bringing him up, he is the cause of his being nourished.
Thirdly, he is the cause of his instruction. These three are not
only attributed to parents in regards to their children, but also
to grand-parents and great-grand-parents in regards to their
descendants.

He now proves that paternal friendship is similar to regal
friendship. For paremts are naturally over their children and
ancestors over their descendants as a king is over his subjects.
Whence children are in the power of their [ather, and descendants
in the power of their ancestor, as subjects are in the power of
the king,

He now shows in what all these aforesaid [riendships agree.
First of all, all these friendships consist in a certain super-
abundance of one to another, And sinee in the case of a king
and his subjects this is evident he shows how it is true of parents
and children. Honor is owed to him who is in a position of
excellence as stated in Book I, and this is to be applied to progeni-
tors. Furthermore, in these friendships justice is not the same
on both sides as though the king should do the same for his
subject as the subject for him, or a father for his son as a son
for his father. But rather justice is gauged on each side
according to dignity, so that each does to the other what is fitting,
since friendship is thus considered among them, i.e., that each
should love the other as is befitting.

He now shows what friendship exists similar to aristocracy-
and states that the friendship which exists between hushband
and wife 15 such as that which exists in an aristocracy, in which
certain ones are given authority because of virtue and are loved
for this reason. Because those who are set at the head are hetter,
they therefore receive greater good, in that they are preferred
before others, yet each receives that which is his due. For the
virtuous, when they are in power, do not withhold from their
subjects that which is their due. Tn this way justice is preserved
m an aristocracy, and the same is true of the friendship of man
and wife. The hushand, because he is better, is sei over the wile,
yet the husband does not command in those matters which are
the wife's domain,=®

He next shows how friendship may be compared to timocracy,
and says that the friendship which exists between brothers is
assimilated to the friendship of comrades, i.e., of those of like age.
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For brothers are equals and of like age. Such scem to be of one
instruction and in general of one code, since one's ethical
stancards follow one's mode of living, as stated in Book IL
Hence it is evident that to such a friendship is assimilated that
which exists in a timocracy, in which the citizens who are set
in ‘authority are equal and virtuous. Whence it is just that
they should rule in part, in such a way, that is, that any onc
does not have the entire power but partial power, so that even
in their power they remain equal, And so exists the friendship
between them. This is manifestly seen in the friendship of
brothers and those of a same age or brought up together.

He now considers friendship in comparison to corrupt
polities, and first shows that in such polities there is little friend-
ship, then that in which there is least and that in which there
i5 most under the circumstances. Thus he states first that in
corrupt polities, just as there is little justice, so also there is little
friendship. which is in a certain way concerned with the same
things as justice.

He now shows in which of the corrupt polities there is the
least friendship. He states hrest that since in corrupt polities
there is little friendship, it follows that the least friendship is
in the worst of the corrupt polities, i.e., in tyranny, in which there
is no or very little friendship,

This he proves. Since frierll_lhhil:n congists in communication,
as shown above, it is p]ain that if there is nr:-th'mg in Common
between the one commanding and the one commanded, as when
the one ruling intends his own good, there can be no friendship
between them, just as no justice, in that the one ruling usurps
for himself the whole good which is owed to the one ruled.
This occurs in a tyranny because the tyrant does not intend
the common good but his own; and acts toward his subjects,
as the artisan to his tool, the soul 10 the body, and the master
to the slave, The tyrant uses his subjects like slaves,

These three which have been mentioned are aided by those
who employ them in that they are moved by them, i.e., the slave
by the master, the body by the soul, the tool by the artisan.
But there is no friendship of those who use such things towards
that which they use, because if they are in any way heneficial
to them, they do not intend their good except as 1t is referred
to their own good. This is especially clear of the artisan in
relation to an inanimate instrument, towards which there is
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neither friendship nor justice because they do not communicate
in human life. Likewise there is no [riendship towards a horse
or a cow even though they are living. Thus there is even no
friendship of the master toward the slave as slave, because he
does not have anything in common but the whole good of the
slave is for the master, as the whole good of the tool is for the
artisan. A slave is like an animated tool, just as conversely a
tool is like an inanimate slave.

He now shows how this is to be taken, and states that while
there is no friendship of the master toward the slave as slave,
there is nevertheless friendship toward him as a man. There
can be some sort of friendship of any man toward all men, in
that they can communicate by some Iaw or in some composition,
L.e., in some compact or promise. In this way there can be friend-
ship of the master toward the slave as a man. Thus it is evident
that in tyrannies, in which the rulers use their subjects as
slaves, there is little friendship and justice.

He mow shows in which of the corrupr polities there is most
friendship. He states thay this exists in democracy since in this
polity those who are in power intend to a great extent the
common good, in that they wish to equate the people to those
wha are well off, principally intending the good of the people.
Oligarchy, however, is in a middle state, since it neither intends
the good of the multituds as does democracy, nor the good of one
as does the tyrant, but the good of a few.

Ch. 1Z: Returning to the aforesaid principle of all friendship,
which is communication, Aristotle teaches that the distinction

of friendship is based upon the distinction of communication,

All Iriendship, therefore, consists in communication, as has been said.

One might, however, mark off from the rest hoth the friendship of
kindred and that of comrades.

Thuose of fellow-citizens, fellow-uribesmen, fellow-voyagers, and the like
are more clearly friendships of association. For they seeii to rest on a sort
of compact. With them we might class the friendship of fellow-travellers.

The friendship of kindred appears 10 be of many kinds, but to depend
in all cases upon paternal friendship.

For parents love their children as being a part of themselves. But the
children love their parents as being something originating from them,

Parents know their offspring better than their childven know that they
are their children,
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The progenitor is closer o his offapring than the ollspring to his. pro-
genitor. For the product belongs to the producer, eg. a tooth or hair or
anything else to him whose it is. But the producer does not belong o the

product or belongs in a less degree,
The length of time produces the same result, for the parents love their

childrén as soon as these are born, but children love their parvents only
after time hag elapsed amd they have aequired wnderstanding or the power
of discrimination by the senses,

From these considerations it is also plain why mothes love more than
fathers do.

Farents; tien, love their children as: themselves, for these are, being
from them, like separated other selves. But children love their parents as
being from them.

Brothers love each other as being born of the same parents. For theip
identity with them makes them identical to each other, That is why people
talk of the same blood, of the same stock, and so on. Thev are, therefore.
im a’'sense, the same thing, though in separate individuals

Two things that coniribute greatly to {riendship are a common wphbring-
ing anid similarity of age. For two of an age take to esch other; and those
of a common way of life wend wo be comrades. Whenece the friendship of
broihers is assimilated o that of comrades.

Cousing amdd other kinsmen are baunsd up topether by derivation from
brothers, who are from the same parents. They come o be closer together
or farther apart by victue of the nearmess or cdistance o the common
ANCCSLOT,

The friendship of children to parents, and of men to the gods, is as thar
b soamcthing good and superior. For they have conferred the greatest henefits,
since they are the causes of their being and of their nourishment, and their
upbringing from birth.

This. Kind of [riendship possessts pleasininess and wtility aleo. more
than that of strangers, inasmich as cheir life i lived more in common,

The friendship of brothers has the charicteristics found in that of com-
rades, and more so when these are good, amd alike in all things in that they
are closer together and love each other from birth, and are more of one
way, i that they are of the zame parents, arve nourished together, and
brought up topether. Likewise the test of time has been applied most folly
and convincingly in thetr case.

The same is proportionately troe in the other frendships of relations,

Between man and wife friendship scems o exist by nature. For man
is more conjugal by nature than political, inasmuch as the household is
prior and moce necessary than the city,-and in the procreition of childien
man has more in common with the animals,

For the other animels communication extends only thus far. But men
live together not only for the procreation of children, bul also for the
viriaus purposes of life, From the start the functions are divided, and those
of a man and his wife are different. They are selfsufficient therefore when
they contribute their proper functions to the common cause.

For this reason both ucility and pleasure seem to be in this friendship.
It will even be friendship hased on virtue if they ave both good; and both
have their proper virtue, because of which both will rejoice,
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Children seem to be & bhond of union. For this reason childless people
part more easily. For children are the common good of both, and what is
commron holds them together,

How man and wife and in geneea]l Biend and friend oughe 1o live
together seems to be nothing other than how they may maintain justice
toward one another. For a man does pot seem (o have the same dulieg
toward a Eriend, a stranger, a comrade, and 3 schoolmate.

After the Philosopher has distinguished the kinds of friend-
ship according to the kinds of political and domestic com-
munications, he here subdivides the various species of friendship.
To this end he first shows the common principle of this division
and subdivision and secondly treats of certain [riendships in
particalar. Thus he begins by setting forth the common principle
for distinguishing [riendships, concluding from the above that all
friendship consists in communication,

He first distinguishes according to communication those
friendships in which it is less evident that this is the principle,
Thus he states that according to the diversity of communication
one may distinguish among themselves and from others the
friendship of relations, i.e., which exists among those of the
same blood, and of comrades, which exists among those brought
up together. Blood relatives communicate in their origin, com-
rades communicate in their nourishment.

In this same way he distinguishes friendships wherein.
this is more evident. Thus he states that political friendships,
which exist among fellow citizens, and tribal friendships, among
those of a same tribe, and sea-faring friendships, among those
who sail together, and others, e.g. among fellow soldiers or
students, show a more evident communication than those of rela-
tives or those brought up together since it is plain that in these
friendships the reason for friendship is communication. Among
these one may also enumerate the friendship of those who are
wavelling together.  But in the friendship of blood relations and
comrades there is nothing present and permanent in which they
communicate. Henee the fact is less evident,

Then he determines certain friendships in particular; first
that of blood relations, secondly that of husband and wife.
Among the first he begins with that of father to son, Although
the friendship of blood relations appears to be multiple, i.e.,
divided into many different types because of the different degrees
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of consanguinity, nevertheless all these friendships depend upon
paternal [riendship as their principle, as will be subsequently
evident.

He now gives the reason for this friendship and states that
parents love their children because they are something of them-
selves. From the seed of the parents the children are engendered.
Whence a child is a certain separated part of his parent. Conse-
quently this friendship most closely approaches the love with
which one loves oneself, whence all friendship is derived as will
be said in Book IX. Thus it is reasonable to put down paternal
friendship as the principle. The children, however, love their
parents inasmuch as they have their being from them, as would
be if a separated part loved the whole from which it was taken.

He now compares paternal to filial friendship and gives it the
preterence. It is reasonable to love the more as one knows the
causc of love better. As has been said the cause of parents loving
their children is that they are something of themselves. The
cause of the children's loving is because they are [rom their
parents. Parents are better able to know those who are born
from them, than children to know [rom which parents they are
born. Their generation was known to the parents, but not to
the children who did not yet exist. Consequently it is reasonable
that parents should love their children more, rather than the
COMVETSE.

The reason for this is as follows. The motive of love in any
friendship of blood relations is the propinguity of one to the
other, But the one from which, ie., the one engendering, is
closer to the one engendered than that which is made to that
which makes, and the engendered to the engendering, The
engendered, as has been said, is a certain separated part of that
which engenders. Whence it may be compared to the engender-
ing as separable parts are to the whole, such as teeth or hair or
some other such. Such parts which are separated from the
whole have propinquity to the whole because the whole contains
them within itself, but not conversely. Theretfore nothing of the
parts seems to attain to the whole or, at least, less than the con-
verse. For the part, even though it is something of the whole,
nevertheless is not the same as the whole, whereas in the whole
the whole part is contained. Hence it is reasonable that parents
should love their children more, rather than the converse.

A final reason is that it is plain that friendship 1s confirmed
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by length of time. It is evident that parents love their children
over a greater length of time than children do the parents. For
parents love their children as soon as they are born. But
children love their parents in the course of time when they have
reached understanding, or at least the capacity to distinguish
their parents from others. For in the beginning they call all
men father and all women mother.® as stated in Book I of the
Physics, Whence it is again reasonable that the parents should
love their children more than the children do them.

He now compares a mother’s love to a father's and savs
that from the above reasons it is clear why mothers love their
children even more than fathers. In keeping with the first
reason mothers are better able 1o know who are their children
than their fathers. Also, as 1o length of time, mothers from
association earlier conceive an affection of love for their children
than do fathers. As 1o the second reason given, however, this
is partially true and partially not. For the father contributes
a more important part, namely the form, and the mother the
matter, as is said in the book on the Generation of Animals.®

He here brings out what he had said in the second reason,
namely that children are closer to the parents than the converse.
This arises because the parents love their children as themselves,
The children who are engendered from the parents are, so to
speak, the parents themselves, existing apart from them and in
this sense alone separated from them. But children love their
parents not as being something of their parents but as having
been born from them.

Next Aristotle speaks of fraternal friendship. He states that
brothers love ¢ach other because they are horn from the same.
Those things which are the same to one and the same are in a
sense the same to each other, Whence, since children are in a
sense alike with their parents, as has been said, the identity of
the children with their parents makes the children in a sense
identical with themselves. Whence it is that we say that brothers
are alike in blood and root and so forth, And although the
blood of the parents (which is the common root) is absolutely
one, this identity also endures in a sense even in the children
who are divided from the parents and from each other,

He now shows how such friendship is strengthened when
he states that it is most propitious to fraternal friendship that
brothers should be brought up together and be near each other
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in age, because those of a same age naturally love one another,
And comrades, i.e., those nourished together, are usually of a like
way of life, which 15 a cause of mutual love. Thus it is that
fraternal [riendship is similar to the friendship of comrades, i.e,
those nurtured together.

He now determines the friendship of other blood relations
and says that grandchildren and others related by blood are
drawn together by the proximity of their ancestry and friend-
ship, i that they are from these, i.¢., in that they proceed from
brothers who are children of the same parents. For this reason
those related by blood are thus called consanguineous because they

roceed from the same. They are said to be more or less

closely related as they are nearer or more remote from the
one producing them, i.e., from the first root of consanguinity.
That which is first is taken as the measure in all things.

He now shows the properties of the aforesaid friendships.
As to paternal [riendship, children have [riendship toward their
parents as to a kind of superior good, since the latter are their
greatest benelactors in that they are to their children the cause
of being, of nourishment and of upbringing; and sach is also
the friendship of man to God.

The friendship which exists between children and  their
parcnts has pleasure and utility, more than the friendship of
outsiders in that they have a more common Iife. Whence it is
that they are especially useful and pleasurable to each other.

In fraternal friendship there is found the same which exists
in the friendship of comrades, i.e., of those brought up together.
If the brothers are virtuous and completely alike in their way of
life, the greater is their friendship from being brought up
tagether the closer they are to each other. This may come about
in three ways. First, from length of time, since they love each
other from birth. Secondly, according to more perfect likeness.
Brothers seem to be more of the same way of life who are from
the same parents and thus appear to have the same natural dis-
position, and are nourished together and brought up together
by their parents. Thirdly, by the experience of friendship
since over a long period of time they have tried each other
and therefore their friendship is greatest and most firm.

Referring to the friendship among other relations he states
that what pertains to the friendship of other relations is to be
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reckoned according to the proportion of fraternal friendship,
since other relationships are derived [rom brothers.

Now he treats of the friendship of hushand and wife. He
first states that there is a certain natural friendship berween
husband and wife. This he proves by recourse to a higher
principle. Man is naturally a political animal and much more
50 is it in the nature of man to be a conjugal animal.

There are two reasons for this. The first is that those things
which are prior and necessary seem Lo pertain more to nature.
Domestic society, to which pertains the union of man and wife,
is prior to civil society. The part is prior 1o the whole.®™ 1t is
also more necessary, since domestic society is ordained to the
necessary acts of life, i.e., generation and nourishment. Whence
it is evident that man is more naturally a conjugal animal than a
political one. The second reason is that the procreation of
children, to which the union of man and wife is ordained, is
common to the other animals and therefore [ollows the nature
of the genus animal. Thus for this reason also it is evident that
man is more by nature a conjugal animal that a political one.

He now assigns the proper quality of conjugal friendship
which is proper only to men, concluding from the above that in
the other amimals the union of male and female s 5[1]('1}' For
the procreation of olfspring, but among men, male and female
communicate not only in the procreation of children but also
tor the sake of the necessities of life. It is immediately evident
that the human operations necessary for life are distinct for
men and women, in that certain things are fting for 3 man,
i.e., what 15 t0 be carried on withour the household, certain for
a wife, such as sewing and other things to be done within the
house. Thus they are self-sufficient when both accomplish their
proper tasks in common,

Whence it is plain that conjugal friendship among men is
not only natural as in the other animals, as being ordained to
the work of nature which is generation, but it is also domestic
as ordained to the sufficiency of domestic life.

As to the common properties of friendship it appears from
the above that conjugal [riendship has utility, inasmuch as
through it one arrives at a sufficiency of domestic life, It also
has pleasure in the act of generation as in the other animals.
II the husband and wife are virtuous there can also be a friend-
ship because of virtue. There is a certain type of virtue proper
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to both, ie., to the husband and wife, because of which their
friendship is rendered delightful to each. Thus it appears that
this friendship can be because of virtue, because ol utility and
because of pleasure®T

Showing how this friendship may be strengthened he states
that the cause of a stable and firm union appears to be children.
Whence it is that those who are sterile, i.e., who lack offspring,
are sooner separated from one another. Among the ancents
matrimonial separation existed for reason of stenility, The
reason for this is that children are the common good of both, of
the husband and wile, whose union is for the sake of children.
That which is common contains and preserves friendship, since
it exists, as was said above in communication.

Finally he answers a question as to how a husband and wife
should live together., He answers that to seek this is none other
than to seek what is just between man and wife. They should
so live together that each would maintain for the other that
which is just. This varies with the different friendships. It
does not seem that the same is just for a friend and a stranger
and one with whom one was brought up and a pupil. Therefore
the consideration of such belongs to domestic or political science.

Ch. 13: It is shown in what types of friendship there can be
excess and deficiency, also that quarrels may arise in certain
friendships, and grievances; especially in that friendship
which is for utility’s sake, not, however, in that which is
based on virtue.

There are three kinds of iriendship as we said at the ontset of our
inquiry, and in respect of each some are friends on o basis of equality, others
in virtue of some superiority, For not only can equally good men be friends,
but a beiter man may make friends with ong who s worse than he; so too
in friendships [or pleasure and wtility, equal bencfits: may e conferred or
they may differ according o more or less. Equals must maintain equality
both in foving and in other respects. while unequals must réender what is
proportionate to the excess and deficiency.

Complaints and quarreks arise solely or at least chiefly In Frie:::tship fisr
utility, and with good reason.

For thase who are friends on the ground of virtue are anxious 10 do well
by each other. This is true both of virwe and friendship. Between men
who rivalize in such things there are neither accusations nor quarrels, For
no one wishes to sadden one who loves him and does pood 1o him: iF he s
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of a grateiul pature he will take his revenge by doing pood o his friend.
The man who excels the other in the service rendered will not complain
of his friend, since he gets what he aims at, For both desire what is good.

Mor do complaints arise much even in friendships of pleasure, For both
gt at the same time what they desire, if they enjoy spending their time
together. A man who complained of another for not affording him pleasure
would seem ridicnlous, since he does not have to spend his davs with the other.

But friendship for urility paturally leads 1o complaints. For in using
gach diher for thelr own interesis they always need more and feel that
they get less than is right, They complain because they do not receive as
much as they need when they are worthy of it. But the héemefactors cannot
suffice to provide everything that the heneficiaries need.

Now it seems that, just as justice is of two kinds, one unwritten and the
other legal. so too one kind of wilitarian Friendship is moral, the ather legal.
Thus complainis arise most of all when men do not éxchange on the same
basis, and the friendship is dissolved.

The legal type consists in a stated agreement, and may be completely
commercial, requiring a hand 1o hand exchange, Or it may be more liberal,
and allow For a delay in time, but with the supulation of a definite guid
pro guo. The debt is clear and not ambipuous. There s & certain friendly
deferment. Therefore amonr some men there 5 no need of recourse fo
justice, and they are considered lovalle for this reason.

The moral type is not on fixed terms, but is as though a gift e 2 friend
or any other., But the one whi gives expects to receive as much or more in
redurm, as having not given but lent. 1E the retwrn is not made In such a way,
there: will be complaints aver the ooteome. This iz whm happens because
all men or the greater part, while they wish for what is nohle, choose what
i3 useful. Mow it is noble to do well by another without view to payment,
but it is useful o receiveé a return.

Therefore, if we can, we should return the equivalent of what we have
received. For we must not make 3 man our friend against his will, and one
18 doing wrong from the start in accepting something from ene from whom
one stould not. For if it is not from & friend or for one's own sake, one
should settle up for the benefit as though it were a contract. Thus one
should apree to repay if one can: if one cannot, even ihe giver would not
expect one o do so. Therefore, if one can, one should return the henefit,
At the start, however, one should consider the man who is benefiting one,
and on what terms he s doing &0, in order thit we may acceptl the benefit
on these terms or else decline ir

There is a doubt as to whether a service should he measured Ly its
utility to the recefver, and the return made on this basis, or according 1o
the estimation of the one conferring the benefit,

For those who have recelved say they have received from their Fagpige-
Factors what meant little (o the latter and what they might have ot from
others—minimizing the pgife. ‘The givers. on the contrary, sy it was the
biggest thing they had, and what conld not have been had from others. and
that it was given in times of danger or similar need.

Therefore in friendship for the sake of wtility, the usefulness 1o the
veceiver is the measure. For he is the one in need, and it is enough far
him to endeaver to make an equal return, The assistance has heen pre-
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cisely as great as the advantage the receiver derived by it. Thus he should re-
turn 23 much as he has received; even more, for that i3 berter. But in friend-
ships according to virtue, there are no accusations. Here the intent of the giver
is tzken as the mepsure, For the intent is that which is principal in virtue
and morals in general.

Having distinguished the different types of friendship,
Aristotle here shows in what friendships there are found accusa-
tion or grievances, He touches three points: first, what must be
done to avoid recriminations; secondly, in what friendships
recriminations occur; thirdly, the reason for them. He begins
by saying that there are three types of [riendship, i.e., friendship
because of virtue, because of pleasure and becanse of utility, In
each of them the relationship may be one of equality or one of
superiority. This he shows in each.

In friendships which are according to virtue both those who
are equally good may be friends, and a better man with a less
good man. Likewise in pleasurable fniendship, the friends may
be equally pleasant to each other, or in the relation of excellence
to deficiency. Again in friendship for the sake of utility, friends
can be equalized as to the utility of each or differ according to
more or less. If friends are equal according to any type of
friendship, they must be equated both as to love, so that each
loves the other equally, and as to the rest, such as the services
of friends. 1f, however, they are unequal, to each must be assigned
what is proportionate to the excess and defect.

He now shows in what friendships quarrels occur. He states
that it is reasonable that accusations and quarrels, in which one
friend accuses the other or has a grievance against him, should
occur either in useful friendship alone or especially in it

This he proves. First of all he shows that in friendship
because of virtue, there is neither accusation nor quarrel, secondly
that it 1s not even prevalent in fnendship for pleasure, thirdly
that it is principally in friendship for the sake of utility. As to
the hrst, those who are friends because of virtue are prompt
to do good to each other. For this is the proper act of virtue
and [riendship, namely to do good to one's {riend. Since the
relationship is such that both are intent upon doing good to
their friend, it cannot happen that there should arise thence
accusations and quarrels.
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For no one wishes to sadden one who loves him and does
good to him, but rather if the person is grateful who receives
the beneht, he will strive to repay his friend in kind. And if it
should happen that one is superior to the other, although he does
not receive ay much as he gives, nevertheless, if he receives what
he desires he will not accuse his friend. ‘That which is desired
by both is the good, that is, what is hAtting and worthy, and
this is something which does not exceed the capability of the
friend.

Next he shows what is true of pleasurable friendship, and
says that not even in [riendships which are for the sake of
pleasure are there generally accusations and quarrels, even though
such occasionally occur. If they rejoice in each other's company,
cach has what he seeks, namely pleasure. Hence there 1s no
ground for quarreling. 1If, however, one dees not receive from
the other pleasure, it is ridiculous that he should accuse the one
who does not afford pleasure, since it is in his power not to
remain with him,

Finally he comes to useful friendship, and states that that
friendship which exists for the sake of utility is especially subject
to accusations and guarrels. Those who use each other for the
sake of utility always need more than they are given and think
that they receive less than they deserve. Therefore they protest
that they do not receive so much as they need, especially when
they are worthy of such. On the other hand, those who do
the good say that they are not up to giving as much as those
need who receive their benefits,

He now assigns the reason why quarrels occur in useful
Iriendship. He begins by saying that there is a twofold justice.
The first is not written but innate in the mind, which is called
above (in Book V) natural justice. The other is justice accord-
ing to written law, which he has called above in Book V. legal
justice.

There is likewise a twofold wility which is to be attained
in [riendships. One is moral, when, namely one confers utilit
upon the others as pertains to good morals. And this utility
corresponds to unwritten justice. The other is legal utility, hy
which one bestows utility upon the other according to the
statutes of the law, Accusations chiefly arise in useful [riendship
when the exchange of uulity is not made on the same basis,
namely, when one bestows utility according to the exigency of
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law, whereas the other demands it according to the Attingness
of good morals. And thus the friendship is dissolved.

He proves this first as to legal utility, and says that legal
utility consists in statements, i.c., in contracts, which are made
by the word of both. This may be twofold. One is completely
formal, after the manner of buying and selling, and is from hand
to hand, as when one immediately receives what is promised to
him in return for his service. The other is more liberal and
admits of a lapse of time, but nevertheless, what is to be given
in return for what, is determined. Thus there is no doubt, but
it 15 clear what is owed. This is a certain friendly deferment
of that which is owed, Therefore, among some men of this type,
it 15 not necessary that justice be done through a judge, but
rather they keep faith in their exchanges and are considered to
be lovable for this reason.

Moral utility, however, does not consist in statements, i.e.,
in compacts which are made by word of mouth, but after the
manner in which one gives freely to a Iriend. Thus one gives
to the other without any outwardly 1,'1]:1'1‘:55&([ contract. But
nevertheless, as to the intention, he who gives considers that he
should receive as much in return, or even more, as though he was
not freely giving but selling. If the exchange, however, does not
take place in this wise, i.e., in such a way that the beneficary
restores and repays in equal or greater amount, he who gave will
accuse the one who received and complain about him.

The cause of the above follows. Aristotle states that the
reason why he who freely gives seeks a return is that all men,
or a good many, desire, ie, approve, what is virtwous but
nevertheless in their acts they choose that which is uselul to
them. That a man should do good to another not with the
intention that he should receive a retwrn of his good deed, is
virtuous. Therefore, in onder w be acceptable to others, they
wish to appear to do good in this manner. But to receive benefits
in return is useful. Therefore men choose the useful, no matter
how much they pretend otherwise.

He¢ now shows how such complaints are to be avoided. He
who receives the benefit, if he 15 able, should make a return
according to the worth of what he had received, and this of his
own accord, because no one should make an involuntary friend
in the sense of wishing to receive freely from him who does not
wish to freely give. But he who has received the benefit has erred
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from the start in that he had accepted this from one from
whom he should not. For he had not received the benefit from
a real friend, nor from a man who confers the benefit for the
sake of the beneficiary, but from one who docs so for the sake
of the utility he hopes to derive therefrom. He therefore, who
receives the benefit, should repay the giver, as is done in contracts
made by word of mouth. And if he is able to restore the equal
of what he has received, he should state as much, declaring that
he has restored the whole, If he cannot do so, neither he who
gives nor he who receives, can think it fitting to demand it of him.

It is to be observed, however, that one should make a return,
if one is able, to such a benefactor, namely, one who is intent
upon a return. From the start, when a man receives a benefit,
he should give heed to the one from whom he receives it, whether,
i.e., it is from a friend freely giving or one who secks a return.
Likewise a man should give heed to his state in receiving the
benefit, i.e., whether he can repay it or not, when allowing himself
to be benefited or not,**

Aristotle now brings up a doubt and states that the doubt
arises as to whether, in making the return, one should base
oneselfl upon the utility acquired by the receiver, or upon the act
of the one who gave,

Far those who receive the benefits say that what they received
from the givers was of little consequence to the latter and that
they could have easily received it from others. On the other hand
the benefactors, wishing to magnify their gifts, say that they have
given of their best, and such things as they could not be repaid for,
and that they gave them while in danger and in great need.

Aristotle solves the doubt by saying that the measure of the
return should be calculated according to the utility received by
the beneficiary. For he is the one who needed the benefie. It is
enough for him to endeavor to make an equal return, The
measure of the benefactor’s aid is the proportion received by
the beneficiary. If he returns more, that is even better. In friend.
ships according to virtue, however, there are no such accusations,
as said above.

Nevertheless in such friendships one should make a return.
In this case the choice or will of the one conferring the benefit
is as the measure. For the measure in each genus is that which is
principal in it. That which is principal in virtue and morality
consists in choice. Therefore in friendship according to virtue
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the return should be made according to the intent of the one who
confers the benefit, even though one receives little or no help
therefrom *

Ch. 14: Aristotle now shows how complaints come about in
friendships involving superiority, and the reason which
leads the greater and the lesser, respectively, to quarrel.

Differences also arise in friendships based on superiority, For each
expects to get more oul of them. But when this does not happen, the
frigndship s disolved.

For the better man thinks he should have more, since more should be
agdigned to a good man. Likewise the more useful man, Ior it is not required
that the less useful man should receive the equal. Otherwise one would have
a kind of servitnde pather than friendship, if the returng do not correspond
to the worth of the Benchis given in friendship. For men believe thal just
as in commercial parinerships those who put more in should get more
out, so aleo should it be in friendship.

But the man who'is in-a stare of need and inferiority makes the opposite
claim. Swoch think it 15 the part of a good friend to help those who are in
need. What, they say, is the use of being the friend of a good man or a
powerful man, il one is to get nothing out of i?

It wounld seem that both are In the right, and that both should get a
greater sharve out of the friendship, but not of the same thing, but the superior
more honor, the inferor more ain,

For: honor is the reward of virtue and well-deing, while gain is the
aid of need.

This seems go be the case in cvil affairs, For no one is hopored who
contributes nothing to the common good. That which belongs to the com.
munity iz given to him who benefits the community. Honor belongs (o the
commumnity, but one does not -also receive gain at the same time as honor.
For no one puts up with the smaller share in everything. To him therefore
who loses in wealth, honor i given; to him who expects gifts, money; this
what is fitting 1o each equalizes the parties and presesves: friendship, a5 has
been gaid. Thus in associations of unequals. he who haz been nseful by his
moeney or by works of wvirtee, must receive honor in return. as being the
hest ane can do.

For Eriendship asks a man to do what he can, not what is proportional
i the merits of the case, For that cannol alwayvs be done; iz in the honors
paid to the gods or to parents; since no one could ever return to them what
he gets. But one who does the best he can i thoughe 1o be a good man,

For thiz reason, it would not seem open to a man to disown hiz [ather,
although a father may disown his son,

For one must repay a debt. But nothing one can do is eguivalent Lo
what we owe (o the cooses of our being; therefore a son will always be in
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his parents’ delt. But creditors can remit a debt, and a father may therefore
do =0, oo,

At the same time it would seem that ne Father would ever withdraw
[rom his son, except for extraordinary wickedness. For apart from natoral
friendship, it is human pature not to reject human assistance. Rut if the son
i evil, the father should put him out, or at least be slow to provide for him.
For many people wish to get benefits, but shun doing them, as unprofitable.
S0 much for these guestions,

Alfter having shown how accusations come about in useful
Eriendship, which is according to equality, he here shows how the
same come about in friendships involving superiority. Thus he
begins by saying that even in friendships which are according to
superiority, there is a certain difference and discord among
friends, when both, i.e., the greater and the lesser, think fit that
each should have more.  And if this is not forthcoming, the friend.
ship is dissolved,

He now assigns the reason for this discord, First, as to the
greater, he says that as to the friendship according to virtue, he
who is better finds it fitting that he should have more, If good
iz owed to the good, it is fitting that to the better more good should
be apportioned.  And likewise in the friendship which is accord-
ing to utility, he who is more useful feels that he should have more,

It 15 not necessary, as some say, that he who is less useful
should receive the equal of him who is more useful, Friendship
would be a kind of servitude, and not friendship, if the goods
derived from friendship were not shared according to the dignity
of the deeds, and he who acted better did not have more, It is
considered that just as in wading those receive more from the
common fund who have invested more, so also the same should
be done in friendship and that he who contributes more in friend-
ship should receive more,

Next he gives the point of view of those in the inferior
position and states that the needful one in useful friendship and
the less virtuous one in virtuous friendship argue in the opposite
way. For they say that it pertains to a Friend who abounds
in the good to sufficiently provide for his needy friends. Other-
wise there would seem to be no point if an inferior were the
friend of some powerful man and were to receive nothing from it.

He now determines the truth and says first that both, ie,
the superior and the inferior, appear to have the right idea because

Eﬂ-



to both there should be given something more, not however,
of the same. But to him who excels there should be given more
honor, to him who is in need, more gain.

He proves this, stating that the one who excels should be
given more honor because honor is the proper reward for works
of virtue and for good works, in which the greater exceed the
lesser, But by gain help is given against need, which the inferior
suffers.

He also shows this by an example. For we see this occurring
in civic affairs. One does not honor him who has conlerred no
good upon the community. But to him who has conferred some
benefit upon the community is given the common good which is
honor. It would be difhcult for someone to receive both riches
and honors alike from the community. For one would not stand
the receiving of less as to everything, 1.e., both as to riches and as
to honors. But to him who has diminished his wealth because
of the expenses which he had undergone in the service of the
community the state gives honor. To him who because of his
services expects gifts, they give money.

For it has been stated above that what i1s observed and
rendered according to dignity brings about equality proportion-
ally in [riends, and thus friendship is preserved. Just as states
give some honors, others money according to their dignity, so also
should one de when friends are unequal. To him who by his
services in giving money has been useful or who accomplished
works of virtue, honor is given, so that a return is made, even
though it is not equivalent, nevertheless it is as good as possible.

He proves that it suffices to render what one does, because
friendship sceks what is possible to one's friend, not always, how-
ever, what is worthy of one, because sometimes this would be
quite impossible. For one cannot always return suitable honor
for all benefits, as is evident in the honor shown to God and
parents, who can never be hitingly repaid. Nevertheless if
anyone serves God and his parents as best he can, he appears to
be virtuous.

He infers a certain corellary from this and concludes that it
is not permissible for a son to disown his father, but that a father
may sometimes disown his son.

This he proves by two reasons. The first is that a son, since
he is placed in the debt of his father because of benefits received,
should make a return to him though he can do nothing befitting
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the benefits that he has received. Whence he always remains a
debtor. Therefore he may not disown his father. But those to
whom something is owed have the power of dismissing those who
owe them. Thus a father has the power of dismissing has san.

He says further that no son can seem to depart from a father
disowning him except for the cause of extraordinary wickedness,
because in view of the natural friendship which exists between
father and son it is human that one should not expel him who
has helped one, Thus it is most iniquitous for a son to expel
his father, But if the son is evil, the father should put him out,
or at least not give great care to providing for him sufficiently,
because thus he will grow in wickedness. For there are many
who wish to receive good things from others, but fee from doing
good themselves as though this were superfluous.

He concludes by saying that this much has been said of the
different kinds of friendship. So ends Book VIII.
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BOOK IX

Ch. 1: Speaking of the properties of friendship, Aristotle says
that proportion should be maintained in them, because it is
thus they endure. Without proportion they are unsettled.

In all the kinds of {rendship between dissimilar people it s, as his been
said, proportion which equalizes and preserves the fricndship. For example,
in the political form of friendship, the shoemaker gets a return for his
shoes in proportion to worth, and the same i oe of the weaver and other
crafismen.

Here a common measure has been |:|-|'-i:|'|.1|:|.|;"-|‘| i the form of IOLEY,
Everything is referred to this-and measured by this.

In friendship, however, sometimes the lover complains that his excess
of love 5 not returned {though perhaps there 35 nothing lovable dbout him) .
Often, however, the loved one complaing that the lover who formerky Prom-
ised everything now performs nothing,

Such incidents happen when the lover loves the beloved for the sake
of pleasure while the beloved loves the lover for the sake of uotitity, and
they do not both possess the gualitics expected of them. Since this wis the
veason for the friendship, it B dissclved when they do not pet the things
which were the motive for their love. For each did not love the other person
himself but the gualities he had, and these were pot enduring: That is why
the Friendships also are transient. But the Eriendship based upon obne’s
character, and which exists for itself, endures, as has heen said,

Differences also arise when they receive something other tlan what they
desired, It is like petting nothing at all, when we do not get what we aim
al. For example, one promises & lyec-plaver that the better he sings, the more
he will get, then the following day, when the other demands the fulfilment
of the promise, he s wold that he has been given pleasure for pleasure,
Maow if thiz had been what each wamnted, all would have Been well. But i the
one wanted enjovment but the other gain. and the one has what be wanis
while the other hag not, the erms of the associaion will not have leen
properly fulfilled. For what each needs, that is what he expects, and it is
for the sake of that he will give what he has.

Bot whols 1o set the worth of the serviee?f Is it up to him who gives,
before he does so, or him who receives;, before he renders the return? He
who gives seems (o concede the judgment of the recompense to the one
receiving, as Protagoras i3 said to have done, For when he had aught some-
one, he bade the learner recompense him in proporiion o what he considered
he had learned. That much was what he received. In such matters it is
enough for some that 3 return be made suficient for the man.

But these who get the money first, and then do none of the things they
said they would, owing 10 the extravagance of their promises, naturally find
themselves the object of complaint. For they do nor fulfil what they agreed
to do. This is perhaps what the sophists are competied to do, for no one
would give them money for what they know. These people, then, if they
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do not do what they have been paid for, are rightly made the objects of
complaint.

But where there is no contract of service, those who give something for
the sake of others cannol (as we have said) be accused, Swch is friendship
based on virtue, in which the return is (o be made according to the intention
of the giver. For purpose is proper both o a friend and to virtue. So too,
it secms, should one make 3 return o those with whom one haso siudied
philosophy. For their worth cannot be measured in mooey. An equal re-
compense will not be made, bue =oll it s perhaps enough, ac it is with the
gods and with one’s parents, to give them enough.

If the giving i not in this manoer, but concerned with something else;
it wonld seem quite proper perhaps that the return should e made according
to what both think is right. If this cannot be arranged, it not only seems
mecewary, but also just, that the one who figi receives the bBenefit should
set the retorm.

For eo the extent in which one is helped, or has wished for pleasure,
s0 much has one received, and worth accordingly. This is what appears o
ocur in buylng,

In some places there are laws providing that ne-actions should - arise out
of voluntary contracts if the debtor settles as he had agreed to do. The law
holds that it i5 morve just that the person (o whom credit was given should
fix the terms than that the person who gave credit should do so. For many
things are not equally valoed by those who have them, and those who wish
o get them, For it appears 1o each that his ovwn goods are worthy of great
price, but the return is made on the terms fixed by the receiver.

But no doubt the receiver should assess a thing not at what it seems
worth whem he has it, bur at what he pasessed it at bhefore he had it

After having shown in Book VIII what friendship is and
how many kinds there are, here in Book IX he treats of the
properties of friendship, Thus he first sets down the properties
(Ch. 1-7) and then solves certain doubts that arise (Ch. 8-14). As
to the first he determines what belongs to the preservation and
dissolution of friendship (Ch. 1-8) and then of its effects
(Ch. 4-7). Thus he begins by discussing that which preserves
friendship (Ch. 1-2).

Since in the friendship of equals it is clear that friendship is
preserved by the fact of an equal return, Aristotle first shows how
the friendship of dissimilar persons may be preserved, since there
can be more doubt about this, Thus he says that in all such
friendships of dissimilar persons, e.g. of father to son, king to
subject, and so forth, friendship is equalized and preserved by
the manifestation of what is analgous, i.e., what is proportionate
to each. This he shows by an example derived from political
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justice, according to what is said in Book V, namely that one makes
a return to the shoemaker for the shoes which he gives according
to worth, which is according to proportion, and the same is true
of the weaver and of the other artisans.

Then he shows how, through the lack of the analogous,
friendship is disturbed. First he shows why this perturbation
cannot occur in commutative justice. He states that in this, 1. ¢,
in commutative justice, there is found a certain common measure,
namely the denarius, to which, as to a measure, all exchangeable
goods may be referred.  Thus their worth is measured in denarii.
Therefore, what 1s to be given for what, may be known with
certainty. But those things which are exchanged in friendship,
namely, affection and friendly services, cannot be calculated in
money.

Next he shows how [riendship 15 disturbed through the defect
of the proportionate. This 15 because, first, there is no return
made, secondly, that is not returned what is sought, As to the first
it is to be noted that a return in [riendship is to be estimated
according to two things. First as to the interior affection of love.
Concerning this aspect, occasionally it occurs in friendships that
the one who loves accuses him who is loved, since while he loves
superabundantly, he is not loved in return by him who is loved.
This accusation is sometimes unjust, as when it occurs that the
accuser has nothing in himself whereby he is worthy of love.
Secondly, the return of friendship is made according to external
@ifts or services. Concerning this he states that in many cases he
who is loved accuses the one loving, because alter having first
promised all, the latter now does nothing,

Aristotle now shows in what sort of [riendships this occurs.
The aloresaid accusations between the lover and the one loved
occur when the one who loves, loves because of pleasure, but his
friend loves him because of utility.®* It comes about at times that
neither of these exist, as when the one loved does not provide
pleasure for the one who loves him, nor does he who loves provide
utility for the one loved. Thus the friendship is broken up,
since those reasons no longer exist for which alone the friendship
existed. For they do not love each other for themselves, but for
utility and pleasure, which are not enduring, therefore neither are
such friendships enduring. But, as said above, friendship because
of virtue is enduring because in it the friends love each other for
themselves. Now he shows how friendship is disturbed by the
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failure to return what is sought, but something other. Friends
often complain of each other, when they are not returned what
they desire but something other. When one does not ger what
one desires, it is as though he received nothing,

He gives the example of a lyre player who has been promised
that the better he sings the more he will receive. When, on the
following day he asks that the promise be fulfilled, he is told
that he has been given pleasure for pleasure, since in some way
the one who made the promise has given him pleasure. If indeed
the lyre player was looking for pleasure, there has been a sufficient
recurn made. IF however the one promising sought pleasure, and
the lyre player money, the exchange has not heen good, because
one has what he sought, the other not, He who needs something,
is concerned with his needs, and for this reason gives what he does.

Aristotle now gives the remedy for such disturbances, Thus
he first shows to whom it pertains to calculate what is a fitting
return in friendships. To this end he states thar the estimation
ol a worthy recompense belongs to him who first receives the
beneht. Then he shows how a failure in this sense leads to
accusation,

He says hrst that to calculate the worth of the return belongs
to both, i.e. to him whe first gives, and him who first receives.
Nevertheless he who gives seems o concede the judgment of the
recompense to him who receives, as is said of the philosopher
Protagoras, who when he taught his students, ordered that the
student should pay his honoraries in gifts to the extent to which:
he considered it to be fitting in return for what he knew by that
teaching, and then received that much from each of the students,
In such returns of friendship it is enough for some that a return
be made to them according to the opinion of those who have
received the benefits. They appear thus to receive a sulficient
return since the payvment is given for the man, not for the thing
given. Therefore it seems to be enough that the return suffices
the man, even though it does not equal the benefit.

He now shows how friendship is destroyed by the failure
of him who first receives the benefit. He says that those who
first receive money, before they are of service, and then do nothing
of what they promised, possibly because the promises were super-
ficial, are rightly accused because they do not fulfill what they
promised. This the Sophists are obliged to do, because nothing
would be given them for all they knew if it were left up to the

fif =



discretion of the students, because all their knowledge consisis
in certain appearances and frivolous considerations. Thus, there-
fore, these latter are rightly accused for not fulflling that for
which they received payment.

Now he shows how a return should be made in friendship,
first in those according to virtue, then in the others. Thus he
begins by saying that if the benefit is not conferred because of a
promise of some service, as it is in the above, it occurs that some
men give gifts to others for the sake of those receiving them, and
not for any reward. It is plain from what has been said in
Book VIII that such cannot be accused. For this pertains to
friendship according to virtue, in which return is to be made with
an eye on the choice, or affection, of the one who does so.  Choice
belongs chiefly to friendship and virtue, as has been said,

Just as this is observed in friendship which consists of a com-
munication in wvirtue, so also it is o be observed in the com-
munication of philosophy, between the master and the student.
For the dignity of philosophy which one learns cannot be
measured in money, nor can the student return an equal reward
to the master, but possibly it is enough if he returns what suthees,
as one does to God and one's parents,

Next he shows how return is made in other friendships. Thus
he states first that if the giving is not in this manner, i.e., not for
the sake of the one I*Et,:ﬂi*-'ing, bot the mtenuon of the giw:'r 15
upon r{:cl;;h'ing mlllt:tltlng in peLurn, a recurn must be made which
seems worthwhile to both, ie., to the giver and to him who
receives.  If this does not eccur, he should estimate the right
return who first receives the beneht.  And this is not only necessary
but also just.

This is so frst of all by reason. It is fitting that in the
measure in which one is helped by the beneht of one's friend in
uselul friendship or has received pleasure from him in pleasurable
friendship, in the same measure one should return. “This is so
even in buying, where one pays as much for a thing as one thinks
it is worth. Just how much one has been helped by a benefit
or how much pleasure one has received can best be known by him
who has been helped or pleased. Therelore it is necessary and
just that the return should be made according to the opinion
of the latter.

The same may be shown by the authority of the law. In
certain states it is stated by law that no surt shall be made con-
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cerning voluntary contracts if afterwards one of the contracting
parties considers that he has been deceived. This is because if
anyone voluntarily credits someone with a benefit or service, it
should be returned according to the judgment of the one who
received the credit at the time of the first exchange. For legisla-
tors believe that he who received the concession in the beginning
maore justly judges of the recompense than he who granted it
This is so because there are many things which are not prized
eqqually by those who already have them and those who wish to
receive them for the first time. For it appears to cach that his
own goods which he gives are worthy of great price, But the
return should be made according to the judgment of those
receiving them.

Finally he answers an implied question, saying that he who
receives the benefit should appraise it not according to what it
seems to him atter he has it, but as he judges it before he has it
For men are accustomed to 3ppraiﬁe tempu:nml gﬂt‘r{i.ﬁ (e
obtained less than they did before they obtained them, and this
15 true particularly of those in need,

Ch. 2: Three doubts are brought up: whether one should obey
one’s parent before others; whether a virtnous man is o
be preferred before a friend; whether one should repay
a benefactor rather than give to a friend.

Donbt, howeser, arvises albsoni such guestions - 23 the Eulluwl':lg: B
whether one shoubd pive preference to and ohey one’s father in all things,
or whether when one is il one should rather obey the doctor, or in warlike
matiers. the leader of the army. Likewise, should one render o service prefer-
ably 1o a feiend, or to a pood man: and should one show gratitude to a
benefactor or oblige a friend, f one cannot de Boih?

All such guestions, therefore, are certiinly vot easy (o settle. For many
differences. of all kinds are involved, hoth of magnitude and parvity, and
of poodness and necessity,  But that we should not pive preference i all
things ro the same person is evident,

We must [or the most part return benefits mather than give to friends,
This is so just as we should rather repay a loan than give to-a Friend,

Perhaps this is not always true, &% in the case of freeing someone from
robbers. Shounld one free one who has once freed oneself, no marter who
he is, or if he has not been captured pay the debt for someone else, if he
asks it, or [ree one's father? It would seem that he should ransem his Father
cven in preference to himself
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As has heen said, in general one should always repay a debt. But if a
gift is better or is of greater necessity, one should rather incline towards this.
For ?t:rm::l:llnﬁes it is not even [air to return the equivalent of what one has
received, when the one man has done a service o ong whom he knows o be
goodl, while the oiher makes a return 1o one whom ke believes 1o be bad, For
that matter, ope should sometimes not lend in return to one who has lent o
onesell, For the one person lent o2 good man, expecting o recover his
loan, while the other has no hope of gain from one who is bad. Therelore,
if the facts really are so. the worth 15 not the same: i the man is pood, and
yer one does not think 50, it would siill not seem wrong o refuse.

As we have often pointed out, when the matier is concerned with feclings
and actions, the discessions have a certitede equivalent o the mater,

Therefore, that one sliould nor bBestow the same upon all, nor all wpon
one’s father, just as all sacrifices are not made to Jove. is clear. Since we
ought tor render diferent things o parents, brothers, comrades and henefactors,
we ought to render to each what is approprate. To weddings one calls the
kinsfolk, Ior these have o part in the family and therefore in the doings
that affect the family. For the same reason it is the kinsfolk primarily who
are called (o arrange the marriage.

FE wonld appear that i matters of nourishment one should provide first
of all for one's parents, as owing this to the causes of one's being, and this
15 more honorable even than to help oneself, Honor, too, shoowld be given
them, as-one does o the gods. But nat all honor should be given o parents;
nor the same honor o a fathér amd @ mother, nor the honor doe a wise
man or a general, bot the honor due 1o a Eather; and the honor due o a
mother, To all older persons, too, one should give honor appropriate to
their age. by rising o receive them, inclining before them, and 30 on, To
frienids and brothers one should allow eedom of speech and a sharing in
all things, To kinamen and fellow-tribesmen and fellow-citizens and 10 every
other group one should always ry o assign whig is appropriate, and give
(o each what is right accovding to his stace whether by victe or usage,

It is easy to make a judgment in the case of those who are of one group.
But between diflerent groups it B more dificult. Nevertheless one should
not give up Because of this, but decide the gquestion as best one can,

After the Philosopher has shown that friendship is pre-
served by a proportionate return, he now brings up certain doubfs
concerned with the benefactions of [riends and their return.
Thus he Arst brings up three doubts. The hrst 1s whether in all
cases one should confer more benefits upon one's father and
obey him, rather than any other persons, or whether in some
cases one should not rather obey others, eg. a sick person the
doctor more than his father, and a warrior the command of the
leader of the army rather than the command of his father.
The second doubt is whether one should minister more (o one's
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friend or to a virtuous man. The third doubt is whether a man
should rather repay his benefactor for a favor received than
give to his friend, in the case where it is not possible for him to
do both.

He now solves these questions, and first in general, saying
that to determine all such questions with certitude is not easy.
For, concerning such, the difference can be multiple and varied,
i.e,, according to great and little, according to whether the one
concerned is a [riend or virtuous, or a benefactor to great or
small extent. Likewise there is sometimes a difference of good
and necessity: to minister to a friend or a virtuous man seems
to be better, but 1o minister to a benefactor seems to be more
necessary, 'This, nevertheless, is clear in such matters, namely,
that the same is not to be shown to all, but one thing to one, and
another to another.

He now solves the aforesaid doubts in P&rl‘,i:;ular, h:ginning
with the third. First he teaches what is to be generally observed.
Thus he says that in most cases a man should rather repay his
benefactor than give gratis to his friend, if he is unable to do both,
just as he should rather return a loan than freely give to his
friend. For a man is bound in the same way by moral virtue
to return a benefit, as he is bound by legal justice 1o repay a loan.

He gives, however, a case in which this does not apply. Thus
he says that perchance that which has been said is not always
to be observed, as in the case in which one may be {reed from
robbers. There may be a doubt as to which of the three following
alternatives should be followed. The first is whether a man
should ransom from robbers him who once freed him from
chains, no matter who he is. The second is, if the benefactor
himself has not been captured and asks that the return be made
in the person of some other, whether one should do so. The
third is whether a man should free his [ather from robbers:
and this third is to be chosen before all. It seems that a man
should [ree his father even before himself.

He shows now how what has been said is to be observed.
He says first that what has been said, namely that a debt is to be
repaid rather than a gift freely given, is universally to be observed.
But if the free gift exceeds in the good of virtue, as in the case
of ministering to one who is most virtuous, or if it is of greater
necessity, as when a man must free his father, he should rather
turn in this direction. Sometimes it happens that one cannot
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cqquate the repayment of previous benefits with the free giving
of a gift, as when on the one hand one would be conferring a
gift on him whom one knows to be virtuous and on the other
hand one would be making a return to one whom one considers
wickec.

Nor is it surprising that one should sometimes not make a
return to a benefactor, since neither should a man sometimes
repay a loan, It happens sometimes that a wicked man loans to
a good one, thinking to acquire some profit from him. The
virtuous man, however, is not seeking profit if he loans to the
wicked man. If therefore, in truth, the case is such that the man
15 wicked it is clear that there is not equal reason for repaving
him and giving to the good. I however, the benelactor is not
wicked but is thought to be so by the one who receives the benefit,
it does not appear unseemly if he gives rather to the virtuous man.

He now infers a certain corollary from what has been said,
It is evident from what has just been said that what has been
frequently mentioned previously {in Book I) is true, namely,
that definitions about human actions ancd p.‘ﬁﬁiunﬁ cannot be
determined with certitude, nor can the matters with which they
are concerned.®

Next he solves the first doubt and shows that not all things
should be bestowed upon one’s father, Thus he says first that i
is not doubtiu]l that the same is not to be shown to all. Con-
sequently neither should one render all things to one's father,
just as among the pagans, all things are not sacrificed to Jove
but some things to other gods. Since therefore other things are
owed to parents and brothers and friends and benefactors, to
each is to be attributed that which is proper (o each and pertains
te each. And the same is true of the virtuous.

This, indeed, men seem to observe, because to weddings,
whence comes the propagation of the stock, they invite blood
relatives, who have their stock in common. Likewise relatives
are invited to gatherings concerned with marriages, For the
same reason men consider that relatives should attend the
kedea, i.e., the meeting at which the wedding is discussed.

He now shows what is to be attributed o whom. He says,
therefore, that in those matters which pertain to sustenance
which is by nourishment, it appears that children should princi-
pally provide a sufficiency for their parents. For they are debtors
in this, as to the cause of their being by generation. Whence,
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concerning those things which pertain to the preservation of being
itsell, they should aid their parents even before themselves,
For men owe their parents honor as to the causes of their being,
just as they do to the gods.

Nevertheless men do not owe all honor to parents for neither
do they owe the same honor to father and mother, nor does a
man owe his fFather the honor which is owed to a wise man or to
the leader of an army. But a man owes to his father the honor
of a father and to his mother the honor of a mother. Likewise
in civil affairs honor is owed to an old man because of his age by
rising to him and bowing belore him and so forth. Tao friends
and brothers, however, a man owes confidence and the sharing
of his goods, and likewise to relatives and those who are of the
same clan, and to fellow citizens, and other such. One should
always endeavor to attribute that which is proper to each and
to suit 1o each that which belongs to cach according to his state,
whether of age and virtue, whether of wisdom and office, as in
the case of the leader of an army,

Finally he shows in which cases this is easy, in which difficult.
Thus he says that a judgment concerning such matters is easy
among those ol the same kind, namely that one should heed
more the one with closer ties of blood between two relatives,
and the more wise between two wise men, But it is more difficult
Loy ju:lgé between men of different kinds, ¢.g. whether one should
pay more heed to one who is wiser or one who is closer related.
And although this is difficult to determine, one should not
abandon the consideration but determine what has been said to
the best of one's ability.

Ch. 3: Certain minor doubts are brought up concerning the
dissolution of a friendship, both in regard to those who
change and those who remain the same.

The doubt arises az 1o whether onre should dissolve or not ones friendship
toward those who do not remain the same.

There seoms o be nothing wrong in dissolving & friendship for utility
or pleasure when these no longer exist, For one was a friend of those
attributes, and when they no longer exist, there & oo reazon for loving.

But one will complain of another, il, when he loved one for usefulness
or pleasure, he pretended to love for virtne's sake. As we have said at the
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outset, there arve several different kinds of Eriendship, and friends may not
be Eriends on the basis on which they think they are. When a man has de.
ceived himsell and thinks he is being loved for his character, when the
oiher person has dope nething o produce this impression, he has himself
to blame. Bul when he has been deceived by the pretence of the other, he
has o right to complain of the deceiver, and this more so than in the case
of those who counterfeit money, for this is wickedness in a move honorable
matier,

But if one accepts another man as good, and he twms out badly and
i5 een o do =0, muzt one 26ill love him?

Surely il = impossible, because not everything can be loved, but only
what i3 good, One cannol be 3 lover of what i3 evil, nor become like what
is bad, For it has been siid that like is fricod to like.

Must the Iriendship, then be forthwith broken off:

Possibly not im @il cases, but in those which are hopeless hecause of
the wickedness of the one involved, IF they are capable of direction, one
should rather come o the assistance of their characeer, han of their forone,
inasmuch as (his is betger and more characieristic of frfendship, But g man who
breaks off such & Iriendship would seem to be doing nothing strange. For it
wis ot oo man of this sord that he was a friend. When his Friend has
changed, therefore, and he s unable to save him, he gives him - up.

Beet df ene Friend remained the same while the ather became hetter and
far outstripped him in virtue; should the latier treat the former as a [riemd?

Tt wounld seem pot. ‘Thiz s made clear when the distance hetween them
iz wery greal, For example in the case of childheod friendships, if one {riend
remained 3 child o mnteliect and the other became a VETY gl,:lrh:l mman, how
will they he friends since they neither rejoice in the same things nor sorrow
at the same things? For they doopot even have any commaon activity together,
and without this they cannot remain friends. For they cannot live together.
But we hove discossed these matiers,

Shonld he, then, behave no otherwise ioward him than he would if he
had never heen his Friend?

Surely he shonld keep a remembrance of their former intimacy, and as
we think we ought (o oblipe friends vither than sirangers, so0 to these who
have been our [riends we ought to make some allowance for our former
friendship, when the breach has not been due 1o excess of wickedness,

After the Phi]::—.-:npher has im-e:ctigated those things. which
pertain to the preservation of [riendship, he now determines
that which pertains to its dissolution. First he inguires as to
when a [riendship should be dissolved, secondly as to the attitude
one should have rowards one’s former friend. As to the first, he
begins by investigating the dissolution of the friendship of those
who have changed from their [ormer condition, secondly of those
whaose condition has not changed. Thus he says that there arises
a doubt as to whether one should dissolve or not a friendship
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towards those who do not remain in the same condition az when
we were first friends towards them.

He solves this doubt first as 1o useful and pleasurable friend-
ship, saying that it is not unseemly to dissolve a friendship because
of utility or pleasure once the utility or pleasure has ceased,
because in these friendships men love utility and pleasure; not the
persons of their friends for themselves. Whence, once utility or
pleasure have ceased to be, it is reasonable that the friendship
should alse cease to be,

He now shows how just accusations can nevertheless arise,
saying that one justly accuses him who, when he loves for the
sake of utility or pleasure, pretends to love because of moral virtue.
As was said in the beginning of this discussion there are several
different kinds of friendship. Whence it can occur that men are
not friends according 1o the type of friendship which they think,
as when they are friends for the sake of urility and think they
are friends for the sake of virtue. In this case, if he who believes
that he is loved because of virtue deceives himsell, in that he
who loves him contributes nothing to this deeeption, he who
is deceived should accuse himself,

But when he is deceived through the simulation of the other,
it is just that he should accuse the deceiver, much more so than
one does counterfeiters of money, for the malice of one who
pretends virtue consists in an act which is concerned with some-
thing more honorable. Virtue is much more honorable than
money, whence these who feign virtue are more malicious than
those who counterfeit money,

He now solves the doubt for friendship according to virtue.
He hrst shows that friendship should be dissolved toward those
who do not remain in virtue. Thus he reiterates the question,
If-anyone takes as his friend someone whom he considers good
and who later on becomes evil, in such a way that his evilness
is manifest, the question arises whether one should still love him.

T'wo comsiderations enter into the solution. The first is that
it 15 not possible that he whose wickedness is manifest should
be loved by a virtuous man, because not just anything at all can
be lovable o the virtuous but only true gpood. The zecond
1 that one should not love one who has gone bad, ie., it is
neither useful nor fitting, since a man should not love evil nor
be assimilated to a depraved man. This would follow if he
maintained his friendship toward him who has become evil. For
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it has been said above that like is friend 1o like, and thus it cannot
be that friendship can long be maintained toward a wicked man
unless one has some likeness to that wickedness,

Mow he shows how this fl'icrt‘:dship should be dissolved and
first proposes the guestion as to whether a man should immedi-
ately dissolve a friendship for him who has gone bad,

He solves this by saying that this is not to_be done in all
cases, i.e., immediate dissolution of the friendship, but only in
those cases which because of the greatness of the wickedness are
incurable, i.e,, cannot be easily brought back to the state of virtue,
If however there are those who will take direction, so that they
may be led back to a state of rectitude, one should be more
prompt to bring them help in regaining their good ways than
in regaining a lost fortune, in that virtue is better and more
proper to [riendship than money. When, however, one dis-
solves a friendship towards one who has become evil, he does not
seem to be doing anything unhitting, becanse he was not a friend
to such a man but to a virtuous man. Therefore, in that the
man's first disposition has altered, a friend who cannot bring him
back to health, hitingly abandons his friendship.

He now discusses the dissolution of friendship iself and first
brings up a question. For if one of the friends has remained
in his former state and the other has become more virtuous so
that there is now a great difference between them the question
is whether he who has advanced in virtue should treat as a friend
him who has not.

He solves this by saying that it is not possible for one who
has advanced to preserve his friendship for one who has not.
This appears especially when a great distance separates friends,
as in those friendships which are made in childhood. For if one
remains a child in mind while the other has become a very good
man, they cannot remain friends because they are not pleased
by the same things, nor do they rejoice and grieve over the
same things, Without this, friendship cannot be preserved,
since it especially requires that friends should live together.
They cannot live together, however, if the same things do not
please them, and if they do not rejoice and grieve over the same
things, This has been brought out above.

Finally he asks how one should behave toward a friend
after the friendship has been dissolved. Thus he asks whether,
after the dissolution of a friendship, a man should conduct himself

l']l'5



neither in a more distant way nor in a mere friendly way than
il they had never been friends.

He solves this by saying that one should remember the past,
just as we consider that a man should do more for his friends than
for strangers, so also should a man pay more heed to former
triends because of the former [riendship, except in one case,
namely, when the friendship has been dissolved by reason of
great wickedness. In that case a man should show himself no
longer friendly toward him whose friendship he has dissolved.

Ch. 4: The origin of the acts of friendship is set forth: what
the first act is, and what the others; also how the virtuous
man behaves in regard to such acts, and how the evil man.

The Friendly things one does for one’s friends. by which friendship is
determined, seem to proceed from a man's relations to- himself,

For a fricnd is said to be one who wishes and does good things, or what
appear 10 him to be good, for the sake of his friend,

Or a friend is one who wishes his friend to be and to live for his own
sake, as appears in mothers in regards to their sons, and Friends who have
come into conflicr,

Others define him as one who lives with and has the same (astes s (e
other, or one who grieves and rejoices with his friend. This, we, is found
in mothers mose of all. 1t is by some one of these characteristics that friend-
ship is defined, '

Now each of thes is true of the good man's relations o himself, and all
other men in so far as they think themselves good.

For virtue and the good man seem, as has been said, to be the measure
of each ma,

He is in agreement with himself and wishes the same things with his whole
soul. Therefore he wishes for himself what is good and what secms o, and
does it. For it i characteristic of the good man 1o work out the good, and he
does so for his own sake, because he does it for the sake of the intelleceual
element in him, which is thought 1o be the man himself,

He wishes himsell 1o live and be preserved, amd especially as to that by
which he thinks, For existence is good to the virtuous man, and each man
wishes himself thai which is good. No one wonld choose to have all oods
if he had first to become someone else. God here and now posesies the
geod, but a creature in so far as it exisis. And the intellectual part of man
would seem to be what each is, or that which is principal in him.

Such 8 man also wishes to live with himself. For he does so with pleasure,
since the memory of his past acts is delightful, and his hopes for the future are
good, and therefore pleasant. His mind is well stoved too with the subjects
of contemplation.
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He grieves and rejoices more than any other with himself, for the same
thing is sad or pleasant to his whole being, and not one thing 0 one par
of himself, another to another. He has nothing, so to speak, to repent of.
Each of these characteristics belongs 1o the good man i relation to himself,

But one i related o one's friend as to oneself. For a friend is another
self, and Eriendship seems o beone of these attvibutes: (of the pood man
poward himselfy amd those who have these attribues 1o be Eriends.

Whether there is or i3 not friendship between a moan  ad  himsell s
a guestion we may dismis for the present. There would secm to be [riend-
ship 'in 3o far ag there are two or more of the attributes mentionezd,
Furthermore when we have preat friendship for another it is likened o one’
love [or oneself,

The atiributes named are seen to belong w many, and even w those
wha are wicked. In so Ear as they are satished with themselves and think
themselves rood, they participate in (he aforesail acts of friendship. Bur as
e those who are really wicked and impisis, none of thee things: arg true,
nor appeir ta be so, and hardly cven so of the wicked in peneral.

For they differ from :|!|.L-r.|:|-:|:['|.|,='-: desiring one thing and wishing another,
a5 incontinent people do. They choose for themselves, instead of the things
which 1.h|:‘.!|' consicler grﬂ:n:l. I:hi:lg:. which are pleasant bt harmbirl, The same,
because of cowardice or laziness, shrink from doing the things which they
consider to be best for themselves,

Those who have done many criel things and are hated [or their wicked-
ness, flee life and destroy themselves,

Therefore the wicked seek others o live with, and flee themselves. For
they rememier many o grigvous deed amd anticipate others: like them, Bt
when they are with others, they [orget themselves: Because there is nothing
lovable in them, |I:E]: e ||-|‘.|I!'|:|i.|:r'|;_|; al a [Till'."l'll:”':.' matire toward  themse]ves.

They do net Téjoice or prieve with themselves, For their soul i remt
by faction: one element in it grieves when iL abstaing while the other part
is pleased. Thus one part draws a man in ené diréction, the other in another,
s if they were pulling him to pieces,

Even - thoush it is not possible fo be sad and reéjoice 2@ the same time
the Lid man s seon sorrowiful because he has indiulged himsell and wishes
that he had not accepted such pleasures. For the wicked are flled with
reprel,  Thus the bad man does not seem to be amicalily disposed even (o
himself, because there i3 nothinge in him o love,

I to b thas s ithe height of weetchedness, we should sirain every nerve
pocavoid wickedmess and strive 1o be virtuous. For thus one will bea friend
o oneell and the friend of another.

Alter the Philosopher has determined concerming the preser-
vation and dissolution of friendship, he here discusses its effects,
first the effects themselves, then the elfects in relation 1o the good,
then in relation to the wicked. He therefore beging by setting
down the origin of the effects or acts of friendship, then enum-
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erates these effects or acts. He states first that the amiable
things and the works of friendship which a person performs
for his friends, and according to which friendship is determined,
appear to proceed from the acts which a man has toward himself.
Thus a man is seen to be the friend of another if he does the same
things for his friend which he does for himself,

He now enumerates the works of friendship. He sets down
three, the hirst of which consists in the voluntary bestowing of
benefits, Thus he states that men consider to be a friend one
whao wishes and does good things to his friend, or what appears
to be good, for the sake of his friend. He states both wishing and
doing, because one without the other does not suffice in friend-
ship. For it neither appears to be friendly well-doing if one does
good to the other against his will, or if he fails to fulfill his will
by action. He also says good or afiparent good because a friend
does for another what he considers to be good, even though it
may not be so. He says for his sake becanse if 2 man voluntarily
does good to another, not as though intending the pood of the
latter but his own, as when a man feeds a horse for his own good,
he is not the true friend of the latter but of himsell.

The second act pertains to benevolence. Thus he states
that a friend wishes his friend to be and to live for the sake of
his friend and not for himself, as would be if he sought only his
own good from him. This mothers feel toward their children,
namely they wish them to be and to live; likewise friends,
when some offense to friendship has occurred.  For even though
they do not wish, because of the offense, to live amicably with
their friends, nevertheless they at least wish them to be and to live.

The third act or effect pertains to concord, which may be
comsidered in relation to three things. First, as to external
association. Secondly, as to choice.  Thirdly, as to the passions,
which are all followed by either joy or sadness. Whenee he
states that as to the first some men call friends those who live
together, as to the second, those who choose the same things,
as to the third, those who sorrow and rejoice together, ‘This
also may be seen in mothers in respect to children.

He sums up by saying that through one or the other of these
friendship is determined. For men consider that friendship exists
between those in which some one of these is found,

Now he shows how a good man conducts himself in regard
to these, first as to himself, then as to others, He states therefore
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first that each of the above is proper to the virtuous man in regard
to himselfl. To others, however, who are not virtuous, they
pertain in the measure only in which they consider themselves
virtuous.

He gives the reason [or the latter statement in that each does
[riendly things toward himself accordingly as he considers himself
virtuous, because virtue and the virtuous man scem w be the
measure of each man, In any category, that is taken for the
measure which is perfect in that category, in that all other
members are judged to be greater or less as they approach or
recede from the most perfect. Whence, since virtue is the
proper perlﬁ:miﬂﬂ of man, and a virtuous man is perfect in the
human species, it is ftting that the virtuous man should be
taken as the measure for the whole human genus.

He now gives the reason [or the principal statement and
shows first that that which has been said of beneficence per-
tains to the virtuous man in regard to himself®  He states there-
fore that a wvirtuous man greatly wishes himself goods both
tru¢ and apparent. For the true and the apparent good are
identical for him, In that he wishes for himself the goods of
virtue, he wishes the true goods of man. Nor is this will in
him vain, but rather he also performs these good works toward
himself, because it pertains to a good man to labor o perfect
the good.

It was said in Book II that virtue makes its possessor good
and his action. The good man wishes and performs good because
of himself, i.¢., because of his intellectual nature, which is princ-
pal in man. (That seems most important which is principal in a
being.) Thus the virtuous man always strives to act according
to reason. Therefore it is plain that in so doing he also always
wishes that which is good for himself.?

Next he shows how what has been been said of benevolence
pertains to the virtuous man, saying that the virtuous man above
all wishes himself to live and to be preserved in being, and
principally as to that part of his soul in which wisdom resides.
If a man 1z virtuous, he must wish that which is good for himself,
because each wishes good for himself. That which 1s good for
the virtuous is his being, namely that he should be virtuous,

If it should occur that a man should be changed into
something else, as according to fables a man might be trans-
formed into a stone or an ass, no one would be solicitous that
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the transformed being should have all possible goods, therefore
cach wishes himsell to be in the sense of the preservation of what
he is. That which is chiefly preserved in its own being is God,
whao indeed does not wish himself any good, which He does not
now have, but here and now possesses perfect good within Himself,
And He is always what He is now, because He is unchangeable,
We are most like God according to the intellect which is in-
corruptible and immutable. Therefore the being of every man
is principally considered according to the intellect.  Whence it
is that the virtuous man, who lives wholly according 1o intellect
anc reason, wishes most of all to himself 1o be and 1o live, He
wishes himself to be and to live according to that in him which
is permanent. He who wishes himself to be and 1o live principally
according to the body, which is subject to change, does not
truly wish himself to be and to live,

Finally he shows how what has been said of concord per-
tains to the virtuous man. First, as to living together. Thus
he states that the virtuous man more than any other wishes to
live with himsell, i.e., returning into his heart and meditating
with himsell. This he does with pleasure, in one way as to the
memory of the past, because the memory of the good that he has
done is pleasant to him. In a second way as to the hope of the
tuture, for he has the hope of doing pood in the future, which
is pleasant to him. Thirdly, as to the knowledge of the present,
for he abounds in thoughts which are true and useful con-
siderations. .

Secondly the virtuous man has concord with himsell as to
the passions. He, above all, rejoices and sorrows with himself
because the same thing is sorrowful or pleasant according o
hiz whole being, i.e., both as to his senses and his intellect. and
not differently to each, This is so because the sensitive part of
him is so subject to reason that it follows the motion of reason,
or at least does not violently resist, for he is not led by the
passions of his sensible nature so that afterwards when (he
passion ceases he regrets what he has done against reason. But
because he always acts according to reason, he does not casily
repent, and thus more than others is in conecord with himself,

Now he shows how the aforesaid belong to the virtuous man
in respect to his friend. He states that the virtuous man behaves
toward his friend as voward himself, because his friend, in his
affection, is like another self, since a man feels toward his friend
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as toward himself. It is seen, therefore, that friendship consists
in some one of the above which men perform for themselves and
that those are truly friends who act in such a way.

He now brings up the doubt whether a man has friend-
ship for himsell, and says that this question is to he left aside
for the moment since it is one more of name than of something
really existing. For friendship seems to be among men accord-
ingly as two or three of the above are true of them. When we
have great friendship for others it is assimilated to the love a
man has for himself, Whence, when anyone wishes 1o commend
his friendship for another he 15 accustomed to say: I love him
as myself. Therelore it does not matter much as to the truth
of the matter whether the name of Fril_:t!ll.'j]'l,ip is said of oneself,
since that which friendship is, abundantly pertains to a man
in respect to himself.

Then he shows how evil men are in regards to such acts,
first showing that such acts cannot pertain to them, Thus he
says that the aforesaid acts appear to pertain to many in regard
to themselves even though they are depraved, Nevertheless it is
to be considered thar they participate in the aforesaid acts of
friendship toward themselves only to the extent to which they are
pleased with themselves and think themselves virtuous, But
the aforesaid neither fit in reality nor appear to fit any onc of
those who are really depraved and wicked. Nor do the aforesaid
appear to belong to any extent to any wicked men. For it is rare
to find depraved men who think themselves virtuous, not recog-
nizing their wickedness,

To prove this he shows first that the work of [riendship
which p&rta{ns to benehcence i not proper to tlie evil man as
regards himself. For evil men are at odds with themselves in
that they desire one thing according to their sensitive nature
and wish another according to reason, as may be seen in incon-
tinent men who, instead of those things which they judge to be
good [or themselves, desire pleasures which are harmful to
them. Others because of timidity or laziness emit doing those
things which by reason they judge to be good. Thus they lack
beneficence toward themselves in a twofold way: in that they
do things harmful to themselves on the one hand, and avoid
doing things beneficial to themselves on the other.

Next he shows that neither does benovelence pertain to
them as regards themselves. Thus those by whom many and
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great deeds of wickedness have been done, so that they are hated
by men for themselves, do not wish themselves to be and to live,
but rather their life is burdensome to them, knowing themselves
to be a burden to other men. And so they flee life, 1o the
extent that sometimes they kill themselves,

Finally he shows that neither does concord belong to them.
First, as to living together, for the wicked cannot live with
themselves, returning to their hearts, but seek others with
whom to live, speaking and acting with them according to
external words and acts. This they do because as soon as they
think of themselves they remember the many great and wicked
things they have committed in the past and presume that they
will do the same in the future, which is painful to them,
But when they are with other men, pouring themselves out n
external things, they forget their evils. Thus, because they
have nothing in themselves worthy of love, they do nothing
friendly towards themselves.

Nor do they have concord with themselves as regards the
passions. Thus Aristotle states that such men neither rejoice
nor sorrow with themselves. Their soul is in a certain contention
with itself, in that the sensitive part fights against reason, Thus
on the one hand, it grieves if they withdraw from pleasures
because of the wickedness which predominates in them, for
this causes sadness 1 their sensible nature; on the other hand
their soul rejoices as to reason, which judges such evils to be
avoided. Thus one part of the soul draws an evil man to one
side, while the other part draws him to the contrary side, as
though his soul were being cut up in pieces and warred against
itsell.

He now sets aside a certain objection. For if anyone
should say that it is not possible for a wicked man at the same
time to sorrow and rejoice about the same thing, this indeed
is true of feeling both simultaneously although the cause of both
can be present simultaneously according to the different parts of
the soul. He says therefore that if it is not possible that a
wicked man should sorrow and rejoice simultaneously, never-
theless, shortly after pleasure he sorrows for that which pleased
him and wishes that he had not accepted such pleasures. For
wicked men are hlled with repentance because once the onrush
of wickedness or passion ceases, by which theyv do wrong, they
know by reason that they have done wrong, and are sorrowlul.

g2«



Thus it is clear that wicked men are not amicably disposed
toward themselves, because they do not have anything within
themselves which is worthy of friendship.

He concludes from what has gone before that if it is most
pitiful to be thus without friendship for oneself, we should flee
vice, intensely, i, vehemently, and strive to be virtuous. In
this way one will be a friend to himself, and will become a [riend
to others.

Ch, 5: Aristotle begins to treat of goodwill, which appears to
be the beginning of friendship, although it is not itself
friendship.

Goodwill (benevolence) is assimilated 1o friendship, yet it is not friend-
ship itself.

One mav have goodwill toward pecple one does not know, and without
their knowing it; but not friendship. This has been said alveady.

Mo i3 11 love, for it does not have intensity of soul, nor desire, Bul thess
things follow love.

Love comes with familiarity, but goodwill may arcise suddenly, az it does
towards heghiers in a contest. Men are benevolent toward them amd shaye
in their wishes, YEL do J:lnthing {or them o hr:i:l:lg this aboul. For, as we sand,
men feel goodwill suddenly and love superhicially.

Goodwill, then, seems to bea beginning of Eriendship, just as the pleasure
of the eye is the beginning of love. For unless one has been delighted by beauty
one does not love. But he who is delighted by beauty does not for all of
that love, but only when he longs for the beloved when absent and desires
the presence of the beloved. Thus it s not posible for people @ be friends
unless: they first have goodwill for each other, but they are not for all of
that friends. For they only wish good things (o those toward whom they are
benevolemt, but they will not do anyihing for them, nor trouble themselves
[or them. For this reason somebody has called goodwill, by extension, an
inactive friendship. But when good will is of long duration and leads o
Familiarity, then it becomes friendship,

Bt it does not turn into the friendship for utility or for pleasure,

For goodwill iz not involved in these, This is 5o because, in that friemd-
ship which iz for wiility’s sake, the one who has received the Lencht returns
poodwill for what he has received by acting justly, He who wishes someone
o act well because he has the hope of enrichment through him seems (o
have poodwill not tosvard him, but rather toward himself, just as a man
i not a [riend o anether if he iz solicitous for him because he expects 1o
tse fuim.

In all cases gpocdwill arises becamse of some guallty or excellence which
ig-perceived, by which someong appears pood o us, or strong, or some othey
such thing. This we pointed out in the case of fghters,
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Alter the Philosopher has shown what the works of friend-
ship are and to whom they belong, he here discusses each of
them in particular. The aforesaid works of [riendship are
reduced to three, ie., beneficence, benevolence and concord.
Theretore he now determines these three, and first of all bene-
volence which consists in interior affection for a person himself,
secondly concord, which also consists in affection, but with
respect to those things which belong to the person, and thirdly
beneficence, which consists in the external effect. As to the
first he does two things: he shows that benevolence is not friend-
ship, but that it is the beginning of friendship. Thus he first
shows that benevolence is not friendship (which is a kind of
habit), nor is it love (which is a kind of passion), as shown in
Book VIIL. Benevolence appears to be something similar to
friendship in that all friends must be benevolent. Nevertheless
it is not the same as friendship.

This he proves by two means. The first is that benevalenee
can be had toward men one does not know, experience of whom
one has not attained by associating with them as friends. But
this cannot be in friendship. The second is that benevolence
can be hidden from him toward whom one is benevolent, which
also cannot be in friendship; and this is stated in the beginning
of Book VIII

He now shows that benevolence is not love, for two reasons.
The first is that benevolence does not have intensity of soul,
nor desire, i.e., feeling in the sensitive appetite, which distends
the soul by its onrush as though moving it toward something
with a kind of violence, This ocenrs in the feeling of love, but
not in benevolence, which consists in a simple motion of the will.

The second reason is that love comes from familiarity, For
love implies a certain vehement onrush of the soul. Tt is not
customary, however, for the soul immediately to move vehemently
toward something, but it is led to do so little by little®* There-
fore love prows by a certain familiarity, but since benevolence
implies a simple motion of the will, it can occur suddenly, as
happens to men watching the struggles of fighters, They hecome
benevolent toward one or the other of the fighters, and it would
please them that this one or that one should win. Nevertheless
they do nothing to bring this about, because as has just been
said, men become benevolent suddenly and love superficially,
Le. according to a solitary and weak motion of the will, which
does not burst out into action.
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He now shows that benevolence is the beginning of friend-
ship, and secondly of what sort of friendship. First ol all,
benevolence is said to be the beginning of friendship as delight-
ing in the sight of some woman is the beginning of love for her.
For no one begins to love a woman unless he has hirst been
delighted by her beauty. Nevertheless one does not immediately
love a woman when one is pleased by her beauty, but it is a
sign. of complete love when, if she is absent, one desires her,
as though begrudging her absence and desiring her presence.
The same is true of friendship and benevolence. For it is not
possible for men to be friends, unless they have first become
benevolent.

Nevertheless it 1s not because they are benevolent thae they
can be called Eriends, since all that pertains to the benevolent
15 that they should wish good to the objects of their benevolence,
in such a way, nevertheless, that they would not do anything
for them, nor are they perturbed at theinr misfortunes. Whence
one may say that benevolence is a certain idle friendship, since
it does not have any friendly act connected with it. But when
a man remains benevolent over a period of time, and becomes
accustomed to wishing well to someone, his soul becomes firm
in wishing good to the other, so that his will will not be
idle but eficacious, and thus friendship comes about.

He now shows of what sort of [riendship benevolence is
the beginning. He first shows, however, of what [riendship it is
not the beginning, Thus he says that benevolence over a long
period of time, combined with familiarity, does not lead to that
type of friendship which is for the sake of something useful or
pleasurable.

For benevolence does not change into that Iriendship which
does not comprise benevolence. For benevolence has no place
in such friendships. This indeed appears plainly in pleasurable
friendship, in which both friends wish pleasure from the other,
which is sommetimes with harm of the Iriend, and thus benevolence
is removed, But in useful friendship there can be benevolence
as to him who has already received benefits. If he acts justly
he returns at least benevolence for the benefits that he has
received,

But if anyone should wish that a person be well off and
should act well because of the hope which he has that through
him he will abound in goods, he does not seem to be benevolent
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toward him through whom he hopes to abound, but more to
himself. Likewise, one does not appear to be the friend of
another, who is solicitous of the good of the other because of
some utility deriving to himself, ie., in order to use him for
sométhing.

Finally he shows of what friendship benevolence is the
beginning. In all cases benevolence seems to be had toward some-
one because of some quality which he has, as when one appears
to be, to him who is benevolent, good or strong or some such
thing for which men arve usually praised, as it is said of Aghters,
towards whom we become benevolent because of the strength
which appears in them or some other such thing,

Ch. 6: It is now que&t'mn of eoncord, which appears to l;m-!ung
to friendship. It is not concerned with speculative matters,
but only with practical actions, nor with all of these, but
only with important ones. There is not said to be concord
among the wicked.

Concord also seems to belong to friendship, which is why it is not the
same thing as unity of opinion.. For the latier can exist even with people
who do not know each other.

MNor do we say that people who have the same views on any subject
at all, have concord, as, for instance, concerning the heavenly bodies, For
there is nothing riendly in agreeing about these things.

But cities are said to be in accord when they agree a3 1o what is to their
advantage, and choose o do the same thingg, and perform those things which
they have resalved in common. Thus concord is about things to be done,

It is concermed also with matters of a certain magnitude, and involving
both parties, or 8 whole group, as, for instance, in cities when it scems 1o
all that the leaders should be elected, or that an alliance should he formed
with Sparta, or that Findar shouold rule, at a time when he himself was
willing 1o rule. But when each of two people wishes himself o have the
1hing in gquestion, as in the Phoenizsas, then there is contention. For concord
does not exist when both wish something to themselves, but rather when
they agree on the same thing, a8 when both the people and men of virtue
agree that the best men should rule. Thus do all get what they aim ar.

Political friendship appears to be the same thing a8 concord, as i«
commonly said. For it is concerned with things that are to our interest
and are good for Hving,

Such is the concord which exists among pood men, for these have concord
with themselves and with each other. and remain stable, so to speak, For
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the wishes of such men are constant, and do not fBow back and forth like
Euripus, They wish just thinps and fitting things. And these things they
desive in common.

But bad men cannot have concord, unless 1o 2 small exient, Just as they
cannot be friends, desiving more than their share in useful things, while in
Libor and service they fall short of their share. Each man wishing advan-
tages for himself criticizes his neighbor and stands in his way. The common
pood of these who do pot watch over it is lost. Therefore comtention arises
among them while they force others 1o do just things and themselves do not
wish to do them.

Alfter determining what benevolence is, the Philosopher here
determines concord, frst showing what it is, secondly how it
is related to political friendship. Thus he states first that concord
seems to belong to friendship. It has been said above that it
pertains to friends to choose the same things, in which consists
the essence of concord. From this it is evident that concord is
not the same thing as homoedeoxia, i.e, unity of opinion, For it
can occur that even those who do not know each other may be
of the same opinion, among whom, however, there is not con-
cord, just as there is not friendship.

He now inquires of the matter of concord and first shows
with what concord 15 not concerned, Thus he states that men are
not said to be in concord who agree about anything at all, as
those who consent with each other in speculative matters, as for
example things pertaining to the heavenly bodies, To consent
with one another in such things does not pertain to the notion
of [riendship, since friendship is from choice, Judgment in
speculative matters, however, does not depend upon the necessity
of choice. Therefore nothing prevents friends from having
different ideas about such things, while enemies may agree on
them. Thus it is evident that concord, which pertains to [riend-
ship, is not about such things.

MNow he shows what concord is concerned with, and frst in
general that it is concerned with things to be done. Thus he
says that states are said to have concord when they agree on
what is useful, so that they choose the same things and do in
peneral those things which they consider to be useful. Thus it
i5 clear that concord is concerned with things 1o be done,

Now he shows in particular with what operations concord
is concerned, First, concord is to be considered in matters of a
certain magnitude. For the concord of several is not dissipated
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by a disagreement on minor things. Secondly, the things with
which concord is concerned are such that they may be fitting
to all, whether men or citizens of a state. For if anyone should
consent that another should have what none can have, this does
not seem to matter much for concord,

He here introduces an example from states, in which there
is said to be concord when all the citizens see the same way, as
when the leaders are chosen by election, not by lot or succession;
or when it seems to the Athenians that they should enter into
partnership with the Lacedemonians in order to fight together
against enemies; or when it seems to all the citizens that some
man, say Pindarus, should lead, provided he wants to lead.
Then those who wish this are in concord with him.

But when each wants to lead, contention arises in conse-
quence, as is related in the Phoenissae, which are certain poems,
For concord does not consist in each wishing the good for himself
{although there is a likeness of will according o proportion since
each does wish good for himself) . Otherwise this will be the
cause of contention.  But it is necessary for concord that all
should agree on the same identical thing, as when in some state
both the people and virtuous men concur in this, that the best
should rule. In this way, all have what they desire, when they
all agree on the same thing,

Now he shows how concord is related to political Iriemiship
saying that political friendship, whether it exists between the
citizens of a same state, or between states themselves, seems to
be the same thing as concord, Thus men are accustomed to say
that states or citizens whao are in concord have friendship for each
other. For political friendship is concerned with useful things,
and that which is good for human life, about which we Sy
concord exists.

Now he shows to whom concord properly belongs, and first
shows that it is found in the good, secondly that it is not found
in the wicked. First, therefore, concord, such as it has been
defined, is found in those who are virtuous. Such men  agree
with themsebves, and also agree with others, in that they remain
permanently in the same state both as to their choice and as to
their actions, because, as has been said above the good are not
accustomed to repent of their decisions. But he adds “s0 o
speak” because it is not possible that men in this life haye
complete immutability.
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He adds to this exposition that they are therefore said to
remain in the same because their wills remain fixed on the
good, and they do not fow from one thing to another, as
Euripus, i.e, a certain place on the sea in Greece, in which the
water Hows both ways, Such virtuous men wish what is just and
uscful, and desire such things in common,

Now he shows that concord does not exist in the wicked,
saying that the wicked cannot agree, except to a slight degree,
just as they can be friends only to a slight degree. They cannot
agree because they wish to have a superabundant share of all that
is useful, but wish to be deficient, i.e., have less, of the labors
which are done in common and are to be undergone, i.e., what-
ever taxes or services are necessary. Since each of them wishes
this, i.e., o superabound in good things and have a lesser share
ot the hard things, they question their neighbor and impede him
lest he should have what he desires. Thus, since they do not
preserve that common gﬂﬂd which is ju.ﬁtit’:ﬂ, the community of
concord is destroyed among them. So contention comes about
amonyg them, when one forces the other to do for him what is
just, but himself does not wish to do justice to the other, but
wishes to abound n g-l._':ll!_}{! r.hings and lack hard t]lingﬁ, which 1s
against the equality of justice.

Ch. 7: Beneficence is treated, concerning which a question
arises, namely that benefactors seem to love more than
those who receive the benefit.

Benefactars seem (o love those whom they have benefited more than the
latter love them,

The question arizes because this scems contrary (o reasom,

To a good many people this seems to be because the latter owe something
whereas the former hawe something owed to them. Just as in loans, the
debtors wish their creditors not to be, while those who loan waich over
the security of their debtors, so- alao henefactors would seem o wish the
recipients to be, that they might receive thanks, but the latter to take no
interest in the return. Epicharmus would perhaps say that this is said
looking at the bad side of men. But it is quite like human noature, For
many are forpetiul of benefits, and desire more to receive good things than
o do them.

But there iz an anawer closer o nature, which iz not like the one hrought
up in the case of those who loan. For love does not enter into such matiers,
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but the will that the other should remain in being is for the sake of the
gain to be derived. But benefactors like and fove those whom they do good
to, even il these are of no use to them, nor will be o in the future.

This happens with crafismen. For every man loves his own work
better than he would be liked by his work if it were perchance ta come
alive. This seems to happen particularly with poets: for they preatly Iove
their poems, loving them like their own sons. The case of henefictors is
like this. For the one that they have done good w is their work. They love
their work more than their work loves them, The reason for this is that
being 15 something worthy of choice by all, and lovable. We exist when
we act. For living and acting is a certain work. We love a work, then,
because we love being. This i3 natural, and the reason for this @ that
whatever 3 thing is potentially is revealed by action.

Likewise, to the henefactor, that is good which is according to act, whence
he rejoices in the object of his action. But to the recipient there is no good
in the one acting. unless it be some advantage, but this 5 less delizhiful
and lovable,

T'he present activity is delightlful, the future the object of hope, and the
past of memory. That i5 most deligheful which is according to act, and
Ikewise lovable. For him who does the work, the work remains, for the good
is lasting. But for the recipient the utility passes away.

The memory of good things is pleasing, but thar of useful things either
entirely not so, or less. Expectancy of the future, however, seems to be
the apposite,

Loving is assimilated to making. To be loved, however, to being acted
upon. Love and friendly actions belong to those who are more active.

Further, those things which require labor are always more loved, eg.
those who have made their money love it more than those who have inherited
it. MNow receiving good things would seem to be without labor, but doing
them to be laborious, For this reason, too, mothers love their children mere.
The generation of the children is more laborious for them, and they know
better that they are theirs. This too, would seem 1o be proper 1o benefactors.

Having determined benevolence and concord, the Philoso-
pher now treats of beneficence.  He begins by stating a question
which arises concerning it.  For benefactors appear to love more
those they benefit, than do those who receive the benefit love
those who do good to them.

He then states that this is a question because it seems o be
contrary to reason. For beneficiaries are obliged in justice 1o
love their benefactors but not conversely,

MNext he solves this question by assigning the reason of that
which occurs.  First he gives the apparent reason, then the rue
reason.  As to the first he states that to many the reason for this
cccurrence is that beneficiaries owe something to their benefactors,
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alter the manner of owing to those who loan. We perceive in
loans, that they who owe, wish those to whom they owe, not to
be, in order that they may be immune from the debt. But those
who loan, to whom something is owed, take care of the welfare
of those who owe 1o them, lest they should lose the debt. Thus
do benefactors wish those whom they have done good to to be and
to live so that they may receive thanks from them. But those
who have received the benefactions are not concerned with
giving thanks but wish rather to be absolved of this debt. There-
fore they do not much love their benefactors,

Approving this reason, E,n'u'chm'mm, a certain philosopher
or poet, would say that such a reason is given considering the
malice of men. For that is attributed o human custom which
is found among many, and many are those who are forgetful of
benefits and seek more to receive good things from others than
to do good themselves.

Now he assigns the four real reasons. First he begins by
setting this explanation before the previous reason, saying that
the present explanation appears closer to nature than the
previous one because it is taken from the nature of the bene-
faction, nor is it similar to the reason assigned above taken
from those who make loans. Those who make loans do not love
those to whom they loan but wish them to remain in being not
out of love but because of gain.  But henefactors love according
to the sensitive appetite and by choice those whom they do good
to, even though they are of no use to them in the present and they
do not expect any utility from them in the future,

Now he gives the first true reasom, saying that the same
oecurs with benefactors in relation to their beneficiaries, as
occurs with artisans in relation to their works. Every artisan
loves his own work more than he is loved by it, even though it
were possible for such a work to come alive. This appears to
happen especially with poets who love their own poems super-
abundantly, as parents love their children. For poems belong
more to that by which man 15 a man than do other (mechanical)
works. To this one may compare what happens in benefactors
loving those to whom they do good. For he who receives some
godd from another is, in a certain sense, his work. Therefore
benefactors love their work more, i.e, the beneficiaries, than
conversely.

Having miven these examples he adds the common reason,
saving that the cause of the above is that all men love and choose
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their own being. Everything, inasmuch as it is, is good. The
good is worthy of choice and lovable, Our being consists in a
certain activity, For our being is to live and consequently to
act. For life cannot be withowt any of the operations of life.
Hence it is lovable 1o each to do the works of life. The product
of the maker is in a certain sense the maker in act. For the act
of the one moving and acting is in that which is moved and
receives the action. Therefore, for this reason do artisans and
poets and benefactors love their product, because they love their
being. This indeed is natural, namely that each should love his
being.

The reason [or this consequence, namely that they love their
product because they love their being, is manifested when he
adds: “That which is in potency, the product announces in act.”
A man is a man because he has a rational soul: the soul 15 the first
act of a physical body which has the power of hile, i.e,, which is in
potency to the activity of life. Thus the fundamental being of
man consists in his having the power of the activity of life. The
reduction of this potency to act is manifested by that which man
does in exercising the activities of life.

As to the second reason, he begins by saying that each loves
his own good. The good of the benefactor consists in his act,
by which he gives benehits. It is also an act of virtue. Therefore
the benefactor delights in the beneliciary as in that in which his
good is found. But the one who receives does not have any true
good in the one acting, i.e., the benefactor. For it is not an act
of virtue to receive benefits from another. If he has any good
at all in the benetactor it is a useful good, which is less delightful
and lovable than moral good. Thus it is evident that the bene-
factor is less lovable to the benehciary than conversely.

He now proves what he has just supposed, first in general.
That which is delightful in the present is the act itself or the
operation; in the future it is hope; as to what has been done,
or the past, it s memory. Of these three the most delightful is
act, and it is likewise more lovable than hope or memory. But
there remains to the benefactor the goodness of his act, for a
moral good does not pass immediately but is enduring, and thus
he delights in him to whom he has done good, as in his present
good. But the utility which the one receiving has, soon passes.
Thus the heneficiary delights in the benefactor according to the
memary of that which is past. The moral good, therefore, which
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the benefactor has is more delightful and lovable than the
useful good which the beneficiary has in his benefactor,

He proves this by saving that the memory of the good, i.e.,
the moral good, which one has done in the past, is delightful.
But the memory of the useful goods which one once had, is
either wholly not delightful, as when one is saddened by their
loss, or is less delightful than the memory of moral good, because
something of the latter remains. But as to the hope of the future
the contrary seems to hold true, ie, that it is more delightful
to look forward to usetul things than moral goods.

The reason for this divergence is that an unknown good does
not please but omly a known one. No one knows a moral good,
however, unless he had it. Hence they are known if they are
past, not if they are only future. Useful goods are known both
past and Ffuture, but the aid of those past has already gone. The
hope they expect to receive from them in the [uture delights
as a kind of remedy against future needs. Whence it is that a
man delights more in the hope of useful things than in the
memory of the same, or in the hope of moral goods. Buat in the
memory of moral goods a man delights more than in the memory
of useful goods.*® The benefactor has the memory of a moral

d, the beneficiary of a uselul good. Therefore the beneficiary
is more delightful and lovable to the henelactor than conversely.
He gives the third reason when he says that loving is assimilated
to making. For it pertains to one who loves to wish and do good
to the one he loves. But to be loved is assimilated to uml&rgnmg
The one who does is more excellent than the one who undergoes.
Therefore it is reasonable that those who excel by activity, ie,
benefactors, artisans and poets, should love and possess those
things which follow love,

The fourth reason is given when he states that those things
which are done with labor are always more loved. Thus those
who by their own effort and labor possess riches love them more
than those who have inherited them from their parents or by
the free gift of somebody, whence it is also, that the latter are
more liberal, as is said in Book IV. For someone to receive a
benehit from another is without any labor on his part. But
to do good to another is laborious, ie., it requires action and
labor. Hence it is reasonable that benefactors should love their
beneficiarics more than conversely,

He confirms this reason by the example of mothers, who love
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their children more than the fathers do. This is so both because
they labor more over their birth, carrying them and bearing
them, than do the fathers, and because they are better able to
know that they are their children than the fathers. And this
seems to be proper to benefactors, that they love their beneficiaries
to the extent that they have labored over them.

Ch. 8: The love of self is treated; this because those who love
themselves most of all are most of all detested.

The guestion arises as o whether one should love oneself the most or
some other,

People reproach these who love themselves most of all, and they are
called lovers of self a3 a term of disprace.

Indeed a bad man appears o do everything he does for his own sake,
The worse he is, the more he seems to act this way. They accuse him as
doing nothing outside of himself. But good men act for the good, and the
maore 30 the hetter they are, and for the sake of a friend. Such a man sacrifices
his own interest

But in reality actions do not agree with these reasons, and this is not
surprising. For men say that a man should love most him wheo s most his
Ericnd. But one's friend is he who moest of all wishes one pood for one's
own sake, even though none showld know, This situation it verified most
of all in & man's velitons o himself,

So are all the other auributes” by which z friend & known, For, as
has been said, it i from ones relations 1o oneself thar all other friendly
relations to others are derived, {

Likewise, in this all the proverhs agree, ey, that friends have bul one
soul, that what friends have i3 in common, thar Eriendship is equality, and
that the kn€e is neighbor to the tibia. But all these characteristics are found
ahove all in a man’s relations (o himself. For a man is his own best Triend,
and therefore sught to love himsell most.

There is: therefore good reason to ask which of the two opinions ane
should follow, since there is something to be said for both of them.

Possibly, then, one should distinguish between these two viewpoints and
determine what is true of each and how this is so. If we take the term
‘lover of self’® in each of the two senses and see what §s true of each, we
miay ittain a clear idea,

These who use the term as one of reproich, call “lovers of self” thode
who attribute to themselves the greater share in money, honors and bodily
pleasures. For many men desive these things and serive for them as the
best, for which reason they are the occasion of competition, Theose who have
an abundance of such goods indulge their desires, and their pasions in
general; the irrational part of their soul. Many men are of this sort, which
is why the appelation is derived from this sort of self-love. It is right that
a man who loves himself in this sense should he an object of reproach.
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That it iz men of this sort, who allot auch things to themselves, that are
usually called ‘lovers of self' is obvious. For if a man always strove to do
just things more than anyoné else, or temperate things, or any other things
according to virtue, and took all this geod for himseif, no one wonld ever call
him a fover of self or reproach him for it

After the Philosopher has determined concerning the preser-
vation and dissolution of friendship, as well as of the acts of
friendship, he now brings up certain doubts involved in friend-
ship. This he does first in respect to the one loving, secondly
in respect to those loved. Therefore he begins by saying that a
doubt arises whether one should love onesell most or some
other more than oneself.

He shows that this doubt is reasonable. Men reproach
those who love themselves especially. The fact of being a lover
ol one self is considered as something wrong.

Furthermore, a wicked man does everything for hiz own
good, and the more so the worse he is. The more he does this,
the more he is accused by men, as one who does nothing outside
himself, i.e., for the good of others, but only for his own good.
But virtwous men do not act for themselves alone, but rather do
what is morally good, both because of themselves and because of
their friends. For which reason they often sacrifice their own
interest.

On the other hand, however, the actions by which men are
shown to love themselves particularly, differ from the above
reasons, Nor is this unreasonable.  First since men generally
say that a man should most love him who is most his friend, He
15 the greatest friend of someone who most wishes him good for
his own sake, even though no other should know it. This exists
above all in the relations of a man to himsell, For each wishes
good things to himsell above all. Thus it is plain that a man
should love himsell above all.

Secondly, all the other things by which it is determined
and defined what a friend 15, exist above all between a man and
himsell, as said above, because all friendly actions which we do
toward others are derived [rom the [riendly actions which we do
roward ourselves.

To the same end he introduces certain proverbs, saying that
all proverbs which are commonly in use, agree on this point, that
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a man loves himself above all. Thus it is said that two friends
have but one soul, or that the possessions of friends are in com-
mon, and that friendship is a certain equality, also that friend-
ship is like the knee to the tibia, which are most close together.
All these give one to understand that Friendship consists in a
certain unity, which principally is that of one to oneself. Thus
all the aforesaid proverbs can be verified in regard to a man in
respect to himself, This, because a man is above all a friend to
himsell, and thus a man should principally love himself,

He concludes the doubt by saying that it is fitting to doubt
which of the two viewpoints one should follow, since there is
something to be said for both of them.

He now solves the doubt and begins by determining the
maode of the solution. Thus he says first that those questions
which can be solved in two different senses, should be dis-
tinguizhed as to what is true in both senses, and where it is 0.
If we consider how a person is said to be a lover of himself
according to both senses of the objection, we shall find the truth
we are seeking.

Thus he solves the doubt by distinguishing it, first showing
what is meant by a lover of self in the sense in which it is
decried, secondly in which it is praised. As to the first he states
that those who consider it wrong to be a lover of oneself, mean
by that those whe allot to themselves the greater share in
corporeal goods, ie, money, honors, and corporeal pleasures,
such as those of food and sex. Such goods are sought by a
great many men. Men look at them as though they were the
best.

since many seck a superabundance in such goods. which all
cannot have at once, it follows that quarrels and contentions
come about in connection with such goods, Those who abound
more in such goods, transform their abundance into the satis
faction of their concupiscence and in general of all their desires,
and consequently of the irrational part of their soul to which
the feelings belong. Thus those who seek such goods, love them-
selves according to the irrational part of their soul, ie., the
sensitive part. The majority of men is such that they follow
their senses rather than their intellipence. Therefore this use
of the term lover of self is taken from that which is evil, which
5 proper to many, Thus a lover of self in this sense may be
found in most cases and is justly condemned.
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He proves what he has said, saying that it is clear that
many are called lovers of self because they confer upon themselves
a greater share of the aforesaid goods which belong to the irra-
tional part of man, because if anyone wished to superabound in
the goods of reason, which are the works of virtue, as though
wishing to perform more than any other the works of justice,
or temperance, or any other virtue whatsoever, in such a way
that he always wished to acquire moral good for himself, none
of the aforesaid multitude would call him a lover of himself, or if
some wise man called him this, it would not be to his shame

Ch. 9: It is now shown who may justifiably love himself, namely,
the virtuous man.

It will be seen that such a8 man (the wivtimous man) 5 ndeed more
truly a lover of himself,

Eor he attributes to himself the best and greatest goods.

He gratifies  the most principal slement in himsell amd obeys it in
all things.

Just as a state appears to be that which is mest principal in i, amd
likewise any other group, so also with man. Thus a man seems o be most
a lover of himself when he loves that which is principal in himself and
gratifies it

A man is callsd continent or incontinent in the measure in which he is
able to keep a hold on his reason or not, on the assumption that this is
the man himself,

Men are thourht to have acted of themselves and volunearily, -above all
when they acted by reason,

That each man is what his reason is, or at least is that most of all, i
obviows, a3 it & that the virtoows man loves his reason most of all. Therefore
siich & man, more than any other, will be a loever of himself.

This i= love of sellf according to a diffcrent mode than that which s
reprobated, differiog from it 0 the degree in which living according to
reason differs from living according to the passioms, and desiring the true
good From seeking what appears o be wseful,

Those who strive to do good actions more than others, are approved
and praised hy-all.

If all men competed for the good, and sought o do the best things,
they would all have in common what they needed, and the preatest of soods
would be proper (o eiach, for such is virtue,

Therefore a good man should love himself, for by doing good things
he will help himsell and will help others, But & bad man should not. For
he will harm both himself and his neighbors by following his wicked passions.
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For the bad man, there i 2 ¢lazsh between what he should do and what
he actually does. The intellect always chooses what is good for it, and the
virtupus man obeys hiz intellect,

It is true what is said of the virtuous man, namely that he does and
suffers many things for the sake of his friend, and if necessary dies for hinn,
For he will throw away money-and honors, and in general all those things
that men compete afler, procuring the true good for himsell

For he chooses rather to have great joy for a short while, than a long
period of mild enjoyment, to live well for one year rather 1o have many
years of a humdrum existence, o perform one great amd good action rather
than many small enes. Thiz ecms to be what happens to those who die for
others, But they are choosing a great good for themselves.

They will throw away money, too, i thereby their friends will receive
more, Their friend receives money but they receive good. Buot they are
giving the greater good to themselves,

They act in the same way about honors and rule. For all thess the grood
man will sacrifice for his friend’s sake. For this is pood and praiseworthy for
himself, Thus the virtuous man acts wisely, choosing the true good hefore
all things.

It happens that e will even sacrifice his good actions. 1t is better for
him to be the cause of his friend doing them. In all praiseworthy things,
the ¥irtuous man is seen to give himseli the greater share of the good. In
this: way & man should be a “lover of self” as we have said, but as many
men are, he should not be

After the Philosopher has shown how a person may be said
to be a lover of self in a way which is reprehensible, he now shows
how one may be a lover of self in a way which is praiseworthy.
Thus he first shows that there is a way in which one may love
oneself other than that already mentioned. Secondly he shows
that this second way is praiseworthy. As to the first he shows that
a person is a lover of self who attributes an abundance of the
goods of reason to himself. Thus he says that one who strives
to excel in the works of virtue appears to be more a lover of
himself than he who ateributes to himself a superabundance of
sensible goods,

He proves this by two reasons. The first is that a person
loves himself more in the measure in which he attributes to
himself greater goods. But he who strives to surpass in the works
of virtue, attributes to himself the best, i.e., those which are the
greatest goods, namely moral goods. Therefore such a man loves
himself more than any other.

The second reason is that such a man gives good to that
which is most important in himself, namely the intellect. He
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 brings it about that all the parts of his soul obey the intellect,

The more a person loves something, the more he loves that which
15 most important in i1t. Therefore it is evident that he who
wishes to excel in the works of virtue loves himself above all,

He now proves what he has supposed, namely that he who
loves that which is most important in himself, i.e, the intellect
or reason, loves himself above all. This he shows by three
reasons. The frst is that a state appears to be.that which is
chief in it. Thus that which the rulers of a city do, the whole
city is said to do, The same is true of every other thing which
is constituted on several elements. Whence man is above all that
which is principal in him, namely reason or intellect. Thus he
who loves intellect or reason and gives them goods, seems above
all to be a lover of himsell.

The second reason is that a person is called continent who
holds on to himself, and incontinent who does not. This is said
inasmuch as a man holds on to his intellect by following its
judgment, or does not hold to it by reason of incontinence,
because each man is what his intellect is. Thus it appears that
such a man truly loves himsell who loves his reason,

The third reason is that what men do by reason they scem
to do themselves 1o the greatest degree and such deeds to have
been done voluntarily. What a man does through concupiscence
or anger, does not seem to be done by his own will, but as led by
an extraneous motion. Thus it is evident that a man is princi-
pally that which he is according to intellect and reason. Whence
he loves himself most when he loves intellect and reason.

Now he shows to whom it belongs to love himself in this
way. Thus he says that it is clear from the above that each is
what he i5 by reason of intellect or reason, Or if other factors
concur in the being of man, one may say that a man is principally
such, i.e., intellect or reason, because this 15 what is formal and
completive in the human species. Tt is clear also that the virtuous
man principally loves this, i.e., the intellect and reason, because
he keeps it in its totality and obeys it.  Whenee it is evident
that the virtuous man above all is a lover of himsell.

He now shows that this manner of loving oneself is specifically
different from the previous one, saving that the virtuous man
is a lover of himself according to another type of love than thai
which is reprehensible, as said above. He assigns two differences,
the first of which is on the part of act. For the virtuous man
loves himself because he lives according to reason. Bur he who
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is reprehended lives according to passion. For he follows the
passions of the irrational soul, as said above. The other difference
is on the part of the end. For the virtuous man loves himself
in that he desires that which is essentially good. But he who
is reprehensible loves himsell in that he desires for himself that
which appears as a useful good, when nevertheless it is harmful.

He shows that wo love oneself as the virtuous man does is
praiscworthy, Such a man strives to excel in the works ol virtue.
It is plain that all receive and praise those who strive for good
actions differently than others, i.e,, more abundantly than others;
thus it is evident that he who loves himself according to virme
is praiseworthy.

He shows that such a man is also useful to himself and others.
For it has been said that he who loves himself according to
virtue, strives to act well in a superlative way. If all men
competed for the good, i.e, if each tried to excel the other in
goodness by acting best it would follow that all would have
together what they needed, because one would help the other,
and that which was proper to each would be the best of poods,
namely virtue,

He now infers two corollaries from what has preceded. The
first 1s that it 15 the best possible thing for a good man o love
himself, because by doing good he helps both himself and others.
But a bad man should not love himself because by pursuing
his evil passions he both hurts himself by depriving himself of
virtue, and his neighbors by depriving them of sensible goods.

The second corollary is that in an evil man the things he does
are contrary to the things he should do. For he acts against
intellect and reason. Every intellect chooses that which is best
for itself. Thus an evil man does not do what he should da.
But this fits the virtuous man because he obeys the intellect in
all things.

He now excludes from him who loves himself according ta
virtue that which was said above in accusation of one who loves
himself, namely that he does nothing for the sake of others
First he says that it is true what is said of the virtuous man,
namely that he will do many things for his friends and his
country, more than any other. Even though he should be required.
to die, he will not desert his friend. Money, however, and honors.
and all other external things for which men fight, he, as it were,
casts aside and despises for his friend. By all these things he
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procures good for himself, namely moral good, which is more
eminent. Whence even in this he loves himself more and
procures for himself the greater good.

He manifests what he has said. First as to the death which
the virtuous man will undergo for his friend. For a man who
dies for his friend procures good for himself because he chooses
rather to delight for a short time in a great work of virtue than
to delight for a long time in a shight way in mediocre works of
virtue.

He prefers to live in an excellent way for one year than for
many years in a mediocre way, Likewise he chooses a areat
and good action rather than many good and slight actions.
This vccurs in those who die for virtue's sake, because although
they live less, nevertheless in one action alone, in which they
expose themselves for a friend, they do more good, than in many
other actions. Thus, by exposing themselves to death for their
friends by reason of virtue, they choose a great good for them-
sclves. Im this it is manifest that they love themselves to the
greatest degree.

He manifests the same as to the contempt for external goods.
First as to money, saying that the virtuous, for the sake of their
friends, despise or disperse their money, so that their friends
receive more from the point of view of money than they do.
In this also they in truth love themselves more. For when one
concedes money to his friend and acquires for himsell moral good,
it is clear that he gives the greater good to himself and thus
loves himself more.

He shows the same about honors, saying that he acts in the
same way about honors and positions of authority, for a virtuous
man easily relinquishes all of these for his friend’s sake, because
to do so is a certain good work of virtue and praiseworthy.
Thus it is evident that the virtuous man acts wisely, in place of all
external goods choosing the good of virtue, which is great, and
thus he will love himselt more than any other,

Finally he shows the same as to acts of virtue, saying that it
even happens sometimes that a virtuous man will concede the
acts of virtue to his [riend, as when, in the case where some work
of virtue is to be done by himself or by another, he allows has
friend to do it, so that he may advance and be praised. Never-
theless even in this he is choosing for himself that which is
better. For it is better and more virtuous to be the cause of
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his friend's doing such things than if he did them himself,
especially when the opportunity remains for him to do other
such or greater acts. Thus it is evident that the virtuous man
attributes more to himself of all praiseworthy things and thus
he, above all, loves himself.

He concludes by saying that one must be a lover of self as the
virtuous man is, not as many men, who are not virtuouns, love
themselves.*?

Ch. 10: The doubt is brought up as to whether the happy
man needs friends or not. Arguments for both sides.

Does the happy man need friends or not?

Some say that the blessed and those who are self-sufficient have no
need of friends. For they have the things that are good: those who are
self-sufficient are in need of nothing: But a friend, they say, provides another
self, giving a man what he cannot accomplish by himself,

Therefore, if the spirit has given well, what need is there of friends?

But it would seem not to make sense, to assign all good things o the
happy man, yet not friends. For a friend seems to be the greatest of extermal

oieds.

; If it I8 more the part of a friend to do good things than to receive them,
and it is proper to the good and to virtue to do good, and it s better (o do
good o one's friends than (o strangers, the virtuous man will need [riends.

For this reason it is asked whether friends ar¢ needed more in good
Fortune ar in misfortiune, that they may receive the needs of the unforiupate
mamn, or be the objects of the beneficence of the fortunate man.

Another drawback to the itial attitede 33 that it would make the
blessed man solitary, But no one would choose to have all poods alone,
for man is a political creature and born 1o live with others. Now a happy
man' will have all that s good by nature. 1t is clear that §t 5 hetter 1o
dwell with friends and those who are virtuous than with strangers, and
any sort of men whatever. Therefore the happy man needs friends.

Wihat then do those first cited mean and what truth is theve in what
they say? Is it because many consider Friends those who are vseful and the
blessed man will not need such, because he has the good things, nor will
he need [riends For pleasure's sake, or at least not many? For if life itself
is delightful, it needs no accessory pleasure. Thus 2 man who does not need
such friends seems not to need friends ag all.

But perchance this is not true, It has been sajd in the bherinning that
hoppiness s a certain operation and it is obvious that an opermlon is
something that is donet it does not exist like a Kind of possession. If
hiappiness Hes in living and acting: and the good man's activiey is virtuous
and delightful in fusell, as has also been said in the heginning, and it s also
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trie that it is proper of delightful things that we can consider them better
in others than in ourselves, and actions of others better than ours, and that
actions of virtwous men who are their friends are delightful o good men,
both will have those things which are by nature delightful. Thus the hlessed
man will need such friends, If he needs to contemplite pood actions and
actions that are his own, such will be the actions of a friend who is good.

It is thought that the happy man must live delightfully, But life is
difficult for the man who lives alone, for he cannot easily act by himself
continuously, but he can easily do so with others and toward others. Thus
there will be a more comtinuous operation, and onc that is delightful in
itself, as it must be in the case of the blessed man. For the virtuous man,
inasmuch as he is such, rejoices in actions that are in keeping with virtpe
and is pained by those which proceed from wickedness, just 1 3 musician
i delighted by good melodies, and saddened by bad ones.

Thus there comes about a certain training In viriee from the dwelling
wogether of good men as Theornis says

After the Philosopher has brought up and solved the question
of the love ol self, he here solves a question which arises con-
cerning the love of others.

First he shows that the doubt is a reasonable one, by arguing
for both sides. First, as to the negative side, he argues by reason.
Thus certain men say that the happy man, since he is self-sufficient,
does not need friends. Since all good things are had by those
who have a complete sufficiency of goods, they would seem to
need no other. A [riend appears to be necessary, because since
he is another self, he gives what a man cannot have by himselE
Thus it would seem that the happy man does not need friends,

He adcuces a Prm'Ej‘h 111 support of this which was current
among the pagans, that he to whom the spirit gives good does not
need friends. For the pagans, and the Platonists in particular,
held that the order of providence was such that human things
were governed by divine providence through the intermediary of
spirits. Some were said to be good, some evil. There exists
therefore the proverb that, since men receive good things
through divine providence, as appears to occur with happy men,
that they do not need the help of friends.

Now he argues for the other side and gives three reasons,
Thus he says that it does not seem right that all external goods
should be given to the happy man, but not friends, since a friend
is, 50 to speak, the greatest of external goods.

Secondly, as said ‘above, it pertains to a friend rather to do
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good than to receive good. For it is proper to virtue to do good.
Happiness, however, consists in the work of virtue, as is said in
Book I. Thus it is necessary for the happy man to be virtuous
and consequently that he do good. Tt is better, however, for a
man to do good to his friends than to those who are not,
all other things being equal, because a man does this with greater
pleasure and more promptly. Therefore, the happy man, since
he is virtuous, needs friends to whom he may do good.

A certain doubt arises from the above, namely, whether a
man needs friends more in good fortune than in misforiune,
for in both situations a man seems to need friends. The un-
fortunate man needs friends who may do good for him, but the
fortunate man needs friends o whom to do good. This doubt
will be pursued further on.

Thirdly it does not seem right for the happy man to be
alome. For this is against the choice of all. For no man would
choose always to live with himsell, i.e., alone, even after he had
all goods, because man is naturally a political animal and is born
apt to live with others. Since a happy man has those things which
are.naturally good, it follows that he would have a life with
others. It is clear, however, that it is better to live with friends
and virtuous men than with strangers and any sort of men at
all. Thus, therefore, it is clear that the happy man needs friends.

He now solves this problem and first shows how it is true
that the happy man does not need friends, Thus he says first
that since it has been shown that the happy man needs friends
one must consider what the former say, denying that the happy
man needs friends, and what truth there is in their statement.

To this end one must consider that many consider those
to be their friends who are useful to them, in the giving of
external goods, which ordinary men alone know. A happy man
does not need such friends, since he has a sufficiency of goods.
Likewise he does not need friends for the sake of pleasure, unless
in a small degree, inasmuch as in human life one must have a
certain amount of recreation for the sake of repose, as is said in
Book IV, For the life of the happy man, since it is itself
pleasurable, as said in Book I, does not need anv further
pleasure which would absolutely require friends. Since he does
not need such friends, namely useful and pleasurable ones, he
seems not to need friends.

He now shows that this is not absolutely true, and adduces
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first certain moral reasons, The first is that it is not true what
has been said, namely, that if the happy man does not need
useful and pleasurable friends, he does not need friends at all.
For a man needs friends for the sake of virtue, The prime
reason for which is, as said in Book I, because happiness is a
certain operation.

It is plain however that an operation exists as something
that is being done and not like permanent things, as if there
might be some possession which, once had, would make a man
happy, in such a way that he would not have to do anvthing,
But happiness consists rather in a continuous living and acting *
It i1s mecessary however, that the activity of the good man be
good and pleasurable in itself because it is good in itsclf, as is
said in Book 1. Good activity is, among pleasurable goods, the
proper pleasure of the virtuous man. For a man would not be
virtuous who did not delight in the activity of virtue, as is said
in Book 1. It is required thereflore for happiness that the happy
man should delight in the activity of virtue.

We cannot be pleased except by what we know. We can,
however, consicder our neighbors more than ourselves, and their
actions better than ours, because the judgment of each is inclined
to err in one’s own affairs because of the private affection one has
toward oneself, Thus it is evident that the actions of those who
are good and are friends, are pleasing to good men, in which
actions are found both those elements which are pleasing by
nature, namely the good and that which is loved. Thus, too,
the happy man needs such virtuous friends in that he seeks 1o
consider the good actions of a good man who is his [riend.
Since a man's friend is as though another self, his friend’s actions
are, g0 to speak, his own.

He now shows the second reason saying that it 15 commonly
accepted that a happy man must live pleasurably, For pleasure
is one of the things which is required for happiness, as stated in
Book 1. But he who lives a solitary life undergoes a dificult,
i.e., a burdensome life. For the pleasure which he gets from his
activity must be interrupted. For it is not easy for a man by
himself, i.e., living alone, to act continuously. DBut this is easy,
if he lives with another. For there comes about a certain
alternation of activity, since they do good to each other. And
thus the pleasure is continuous.

I, therefore, a man dwells with [riends, his activity, which
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is pleasing in itself, will be more continugous. This must be
taken into consideration when speaking of the happy man,
namely that he should delight continuously in the works of
virtue. The virtuous man, as such, enjoys virtuous actions
whether performed by himself or by another. He is saddened
by contrary actions which proceed from malice, as a musician is
pleased by good melodies and offended by bad ones.

The third reason is that because the virtuous man lives
amicably with good men, there arises an ascesis, i.¢. an associa-
tion in virtue, as Theognis, a certain poet, says. Such a society
is benehcial to any virtuous man, just as other human activities
are perfected in society.

Ch. 11: It is shown by a reason closer to nature that a ha
and upright man should seek an wpright friend, because
being and living are worthy of a good man's choice, and
the experience of them is pleasing,

Ta those whe look for reasons closer o nature, il appears that a virtuous
man will naturally incline to choose A virtuous Friend,

What is naturally good, as we have said, is good and pleasing to the
Virtuous man.

Life i determined for the animals by the power of the senses, for men
by the scnses and the inteflect. A power, however, iz ocdained to acbion,
nmiel consists principally in action, Thus life appears to be principally the
activity of the senses or of the intellecl

Living is among those things which are good and delightful in themsalves.
For it is determinate amd the determinate iz of the nature of the zood.
What is matucally poesd ds also pomdd for the virtwous mamn, for which reasoin
it-i# seenm to be pleasing (o all.

But this cannot be applied to a wicked and corrupt life, nor 1o a life of
sadnes. For such a life is indeterminate, as are fts constituent parts. This
will become clearer when we get o sadness.

If life fsell is good and delightful, s it seems to be from the Facr that
all men desire it, it is especially so to the virtuons and the blessed. For they
have more vepson o choose Bife, and their life is the most blessed,

One who sees, feels that he sees, and one who hears, that he hears, and
one who wilks, that he walks, and in other activities, likewise, we fes]l o
sthves acting. For indeed we sense that we sepse, and we know that we are
knowing, This is 30 because we senst or intellectually know that we exist,
For being was defined gs sensing or knowing, To sense that one is lving is
among those things which are delightful in themselves. For by nature life
is good, and o perceive something pood existing in onesell is pleasing.

106 »



Living as an object of choice is especially so to the good, because their exist-
ence is good to them and likewise delightful. Feeling thar which is good in
itself, they arve delighted,

Now the virtuous man is to his friend as to himself, For his friend &
another sell, Just as his own being is worthy of choice 1o each, so also is
hiz friend, or nearly so, It has been said that being was worthy of choice,
because of fecling the existence of something good, Such feeling is delightful
in itself. He needs to be conscious therefore, also of his friend, and this is
done by living together and communicating in words and thougrhe, For this
seems o be how men should be said to live together, and not like animals
who only eat together. If therefore existence s zomething that a blessed
man opts for as something good in iteell, since existence B good by nature
and delightful, that of his frierd gz very nearly so, and a [rend is among
those things which a man would choose o have,

Mow whatever 13 desirable for o man o have, muosl be, atherwise e will
be deficient in this respéct. Thus the happy man will need virtuous friends.

After assigning certain moral reasons why a happy man
needs [riends, the Philosopher now shows the same by a more
natural reason. First he shows that a happy man would choose
to have a friend, secondly he concludes further that a happy man
needs friends. Thus he says that if anyone should wish to con-
sider the question from a more natural point of view, it will
be clear that a man who is virtuous and happy will naturally
choose a virtuous friend, even more than other external goods.

This he proves by showing, first, what is naturally worth
choosing and pleasing to a virtuous man in respect to himself,
secondly in respect to a friend, As to the first he begins by
showing that it is natural for a good man to choose to be and
to live, secondly that it 15 pleasing for him to feel this. Thus
he begins by saying that whatever 1s naturally good, is good and
pleasing to a virtuous man as such, as appears from Book VIL
But being and living is good and pleasing to the virtuous man.

As to the proof of this he first shows in what life consists.
Thus he says that in all animals, life is generically determined
according to the power of sense. In men however, it is determined
according to the senses as to that which man has in common with
the other animals, and according to the power of the intellect,
as to that which is proper to him. Every power is reduced to
operation as to its proper perfection, Therefore, that which
15 principal consists in activity, and not in mere power, as is
proved in Book IX of the Metaphysics. From this it is evident
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that life for animals or man consists principally in feeling or
intellectual knowledge. When one sleeps, because one is not
actually feeling or knowing, one is not perfectly alive but has a
half life, as is said in Book L.

Now he shows that life is naturally good and pleasing,
saying that life is among those things which are good and pleasing
in themselves. He proves this by the fact that life is determined.
That which is determined pertains to the nature of good.

In evidence of this, it is to be considered that a power as
such is indetermined because it can be ordered to many things;
it is determined by act, as is evident in matter and form. A
power or potency without act is a power with a privation, which
is in the order of evil, just as the perfection which comes
through act is in the order of good. Therefore just as anything,
in so far as it is indetermined is evil, in so Far as it is determined,
it is good.

Life is determined, in that it consists principally in activity,
as has been said. Whence it is evident that life is naturally good.
That which is naturally good is also good to the virtuous man,
since the virtuous man is the measure in the human species,
as has been said. Therelore, since living is nmaturally good, we
see that it is pleasing to all.

He sets aside a doubt, saying that the statement that life is
naturally good and delightful, is not to be applied to a bad
life, i.e., a vicious and corrupt life which recedes from the true
order, nor even a life of sorrow. Such a life is not naturally
good, because it is indetermined, ie., lacking the desired perfec-
tion as to the things concerned with it. Because ecach thing is
determined by that which is in it, if that is indetermined then
the thing itseli will be indetermined, just as if sickness is inde-
termined the sick body will be indetéermined and bad, just as are
evil itsell and corruption or sadness. This will be more evident
when one treats of sadness {in Book X).

He now infers a conclusion to the aforesaid reason, saying
that if life is naturally good and pleasing, which not only appears
from the above but also from the fact that all desire it, it follows
that especially for the virtuous and the blessed is it good and
pleasing to live. TFor their life is most perfect and most blessed,
and therelore is more desirable to them.

He now shows that to feel oneself living is something a
virtuous man will choose and enjov, He who sees himself seeing
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leels his sight, and likewise he who hears himsell hearing, and
s0 forth in other activities in which one feels oneself acting. In
that we feel ourselves fceling, and know ourselves knowing, we
feel and know ourselves to be. For it has been stated above that
to be and to live for a man is principally to feel or to know.*
For a person to feel himself living is among those things which
are pleasing in themselves, because, as proved above, lile is
naturally good. For a person to feel good within himself is
pleasing, Thus it is evident that, since life is something worth
choosing, and especially for the good whose being is good and
pleasing, also for them to perceive their feeling and their
knowing is pleasing to them, for along with this they feel that
which is good in itself, namely being and living, and rhis they
enjoy.

Now he shows what is worth cheosing for a virtwous and
happy man in regard to a friend. Thus he says that a virtuous
man is toward his friend as toward himself, since his riend is, in
a way, another self, Therefore, just as it is desirable and
pleasing for the virtuous man that he should be, so also it is
desirable and pleasing for him that his friend should be. 1f not
equally as much, at least nearly so. For the natural unity
which one has to oneself is preater than the unity of affection
which one has with one's friend. It has been stated above that
for the virtuous man his being aned living is something desirable
since he feels that his being and living are good. Such fecling
is pleasing in itself, in that one feels good within onesclf.
Therefore, just as one delights in one’s being and living by
feeling it, 50 also in order to enjoy this in one’s friend, one must
feel him to be.

This occurs when they live together according to the com-
munication of words and the considerarion of the mind. For
in this way are men properly said to live together, i.e., according
to the life which is proper 10 man, not because they happen to
eat together, as occurs in cattle.

Thus, from all that has gone betore, he concludes what he
had first proposed, saying that if his life is naturally desirable
to the blessed man, in that it is naturally good and pleasing,
since the being and life of his friend are, as to his affection,
close to his own life, it follows that a friend is desirable for
the virtuous and happy man,
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He shows further that friends are necessary for the happy
man. What is desirable for the happy man, he must have,
otherwise there will remain something lacking, which is against
the nature of happiness, which requires sufficiency. It is required
therefore that he who is in the state of happiness should have
[riends. Aristotle is speaking however, of happiness such as it
can be had in this life, as is said in Book 1.2

Ch. 12: The doubt is raised as to whether one should have many
friends. Aristotle solves this by saying that this iz not expedi-
ent, since a few suffice for pleasure, and one cannot have
many friends according to virtue,

Should one make as-many friends as possible, or should one apply what
15 prudently said of travelling in the proverb “Let me neither be called a
great traveller mor one who docs not travel ar all”® likewise 1o friendship
and neither to be no friend at all, nor, by excess, the friend of T

As to-friends for utility’s sake, what has been said seems to apply com-
pletely. For it is a laborious task to minister to many, and a whele lifs
would not suffice to accomplish this. A greater number, therefore, than are
necessary for one's own life, are 4 disraction and an impediment to living
well, 50 we have no need of them.

As for those whe suffice for pleasure, we need only a few, like condiments
in foaod,

But as for virtuous friends, should we have as many as possible, or is
there a certain measare of what makes z friendly group, as thers is of ‘a
city? For neither i a city composed of ten men, por of ten myriads {100,000y
of men. Just exactly how many is perhaps ne one single number, but one
may determine a mein between two extremes,

S0 for friends also there is a certain determined number, and that it is
probably the number with whom one can live and share himself, is obvious.
For this sécms to be true friendship. That one cannot ljve with many and
parcel oneself out to them, is obvious.

Furthermore, they must be Iriends of each other, if they are all to dwell
together. But it is dificule for such a situation 1o exist AMONZ NNy,

It is likewise difficult 1o rejoice and grieve intimately with many, Tt could
arise that ome might have o rejoice with one and sormow with another
simultaneously,

Thus it is perhiaps right that one should not seek (o he very friendly
with many, but only so many as suffice for living together. Nor does it seem
to happen that a man can be a close friend of many, because one cannot
love many. For love is a kind of excess of iriendship. Bot this ean only be
felt for one, or at most for a fow.

This is what seems to happen in actuality, for one does not have many
friends in a comradely way. It i3 two who are said to sing together, Those
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who have many friends and mix intimately with all seem the friends of none;
- im a political stnse they arc called complacent.

In the way proper to fellow.citizens, it is indeed possible to be the
friend of many without being obsequious, but a genuinely good man. Bot
Iriendship l[ov virtue and for anothers sake 18 not toward many, It is a
bovable thing if we can find a few such.

If, therefore, one has more useful friends than are necessary
for one’s life, one will be too much distracted and impeded
from the goods of life which consist in the work of wvirtue,
because when a man superfluously engages in the affairs of
others, it [ollows that he cannot give due care to himself.
Thus it is evident that it is not necessary for a man to have a
number of useful {riends.

He now shows that even for pleasant living a few friends
suffice. For the external pleasure which is afforded by such
friends is sought in human life like seasoning in food, which
although it be slight, is enough. Whence it is that a few friends
suffice a man for pleasure that he may recreate with them for a
time.

He now solves the question as to friends according to virtue,
first by reason, then by experience. He begins by summing up
the question, saying that it remains to be considered whether
one should make oneself virtwous friends in numbers, so that
the more one had the better it would be, or whether one should
have a certain measure as to the number of one’s friends, as
appears in states, which are not composed of ten men only, but
neither are they composed of ten mynads, i.e., a hundred thousand
(for a myrias is the same as ten thousand) , [or by reason of the
numbers it will then not be a city but rather a kingdom. But
how great a number is necessary for a city is not determined by
any set rule, because there can be both a large and a small city.
But one can establish two exiremes, between which a middle state
can be determined as a fitting number for a city,

He now solves the doubt, saying that there should not be an
immense multitude of friends, but rather a certain determined
number of them. This he proves by three reasons. The first
is that a man can live with a certain number of fnends: for this
among others seems to be more 1n the nature of friendship, ie,
behitting friendship which is according to virtue. It is plain,
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however, that a man cannot live with an immoderate number
of men, and parcel himsell out, so to speak, among many. Thus
it is evident that there cannot be many friends according to virtue,

The second reason is as follows. It is plain that friends
should live with one another. Likewise, if one has many friends,
they must all be friends of each other. Otherwise they could
not live together, nor consequently with their friend. This,
however, is difficult to bring about where many are concerned,
‘Thus it does not seem possible for one man to have many friends.

The third reason is that, as was said above, a friend rejoices
with his friend. It is difficult, however, for anyone to intimately
rejoice and grieve with many. It might well happen that one
might be called upon simultaneously 1o rejoice with one and
sorrow with the other, which is impossible.  For this reason also
it is not possible to have many friends,

He concludes {rom the above that it is not well for a man to
seek to be a close friend of many but only so many as may suffice
for living together, because it does not seem to happen, anyway,
that a man is a close friend of many, Whence it is that according
to passionate love, one man does not love several women with
intense love, because perfect friendship consists in a certain
superabundance of love, which cannot be fulfilled except toward
One person, or, at most, toward a very few. For always that
which is abundant belongs to a few, because it cannot occur in
many cases that a thing be brought to its highest perfection,
because of the multiple deficiencies and obstacles, which intervene.

He now shows this by experience. For we see that in reality
a man has friendship toward a few. For a man is not found to
have many friends according to the friendship of those who are
associated or conjoined. This is also proved by a certain proverb
which states that it is two who sing together.

Indeed it is customary for young people to come along
singing in pairs. But those who are the friends of many, who
act in'a familiar way toward all, do not seem to be the true
friends of any, because they do not stay long with any, but
passing on they act amicably toward all. Nevertheless such men
are called political friends, according to the custom in cities,
in which friendship is judged by such plaudits and familiarities.
Those who are the friends of many are called placid men, which
implies the vice of excess in delighting with others, as is said above
in Book TV,
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He now shows according to whart kind of friendship men may
truly be said to be the friends of many, Thus he says that thiy
can ocour in political friendship, not only in the sense in which
& placid man is the friend of many, but also in a way befitting a
truly virtuous man. For it has been stated above that political
friendship appears to be the same thing as concord, The virtuous
man, however, concurs with many in those things which pertain
to political life. It does not happen, however, that a virtuous
man has friendship toward many for the sake of virtue, loving
them for themselves and not only for utility’s or pleasure’s sake.
Rather it should be exceedingly lovable and dear to a man if
he can hnd a few such Iriends, ie., for virtue's sake and for
themselves.*®

Ch. 13: Now Aristotle asks whether a man needs friends in
adversity as well as in prosperity. He solves this by saying
that in adversity a man needs friends very much, especially
useful friends, although in both states of fortune, there is
nothing better than friends.

Are Iriends nceded more in good fortune than in misfortune? They are
needed in both, for those in misfortune need help, and fortunate men need
friends o live with and o whom o do good, sisce they wish {0 act well.

They are more necessary, indeed, in misfortune, and therefore in this
cage one needs nseinl feiends. But e ds befter to have friends in pood fortomne,
and therefore virtuous men seck them. For it is more worthy o do good
o siech dnd o convesse with them,

The very presence of Iriends is delightful, whether in good formune
or in msforiune,

For those who sorrow are relieved by friends who sorrow with them.

e InEgIIl ask whether it t5 3% lh-mlgh |I|E}' Lake upon themselves 3 share
of the burden, or seme other reason. For the presence itsell of friends iz
delightful, and the thought of their grieving for ws diminishes our sadness.
Whether it i= because of this or some other cause does not matier here, but
things appear to happen in the way we have mid,

However, the presence of friends is a certain mixed pleasure. To see
one’s Eriemds 5 3 pleasure and especially to the infortunate man, and is a
certain help against his sadness. For & friend consoles us both by his sight
gl by his words if he iz skilled, For he knows our ways and what pleases
us, and saddens s, But it i85 sad to [eel one’s friend sorrowed at our 1wis.
fortunes. For everyone avoids being a cause of sadness to his friends.

Therefore, these of o manly nature fear having their [riends prieve for
them. If the sadnes caused his [riend is not preater than his own, he will
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allow him to bear a part of it. Nor do such men rejoice in having others
weep with them, for they do not weep themselves. Tt is womanly and for
men of like nature 0 be happy when others share their anguish, and they
love such as [riends and companions in sorrow, But in all things we should
imitate the better man,

In pood fortune, however, the presence of friends and their conversation
is delightful as is the knowledge that they are enjoying one's good things.

For this reason, it certainly seems that we should promptly summon our
friends to our good fortune. For the good should be used in doing good.
Bui one should be slow 1o call one’s friends to one’s troubles. For a man
should share his misfortune as little as possible. Whence the proverh: "It
is cnough that T should be infortunate.” We should summon friends, then,
mest of all when with little tronble on their part we may be greaily aided.

On the other hand, it is probably tight that one should go to friends
in misforiune without being called, and this promptly, For it is the part
of a friend to do good and especially to those in need and who do not ask
for it. This is better and more pleasant o both, We should also be prompl
in cooperating in the good fortune of our friends. For friends are necded
in this, too; but we should not be over-eager, Tt is not good to be swift 1o
accept help. One should aveid a reputation unpleasing to ome's [riends
because of hanging about for benefits, as sometimes happens. Thus the
presence of friends in all circumstances seems to be something which the
gul;ld man will choose,

After having solved the difficulty concerning the number
of one’s [riends, the Philosopher now brings up the guestion of
their necessity,. Thus he says first that one might ask whether a
man needs friends more in good fortune or in misfortune. It
is clear that a man needs friends in both conditions. In mis-
fortune a man needs friends who will bring him aid against
the misfortune. In good fortune a man needs friends with
whom to live and to whom to do good. For if they are virtuous
they wish to act well.

He solves the question concluding from what has been said
that for a man to have friends is more necessary in misfortune, in
which he needs the help which is given by friends, as has been
said. Whenee it is that in such a state a man needs useful
friends who will bring him help., But in good fortune it is
better, i.e., more morally good, to have friends. Therefore, in
this state men seek friends who are virtuous. This they do because
it is better to choose to do good to such men and to live with them.

This he now proves, namely that friends are needed in both
states. First he proposes what he is going to prove, saying that the
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presence of [riends is agreeable both in good fortune and in evil
fortune,

He proves this, therefore, first as to misfortune, stating that
men who are in sadness, feel a certain reliel in the presence of
friends who sorrow with them.

Next he asks what the causes of this may be, and gives two,
with the doubt as to which predominates. The first is taken
from the example of those who carry on some heavy burden,
wherein one is relieved by the help of another who assumes the
load with him. It seems to be likewise that the burden of sadness
is more easily borne by one friend if another friend bears the
same burden with him,

But this likeness does not seem to prevail as to the sadness
itself. For one does not assume a part of the same sadness which
one’s friend has in order to diminish his sadness. This can apply.
however, as to the cause of the sadness, as when one is saddened
by some loss that one has undergone and a friend assumes part
of the loss, which in diminishing the loss, thereby also diminishes
the sadness.

The second cause is better and applies to the sadness itself.
It is clear that any supervening pleasure diminishes sadness and a
friend who is present and sympathizes brings pleasure in two ways.
In one way, because the presence of a friend is agreeable. In
another way, because when one knows him to grieve with one,
one has pleasure in his friendship and thus the sadness is
diminished,

Since this is ountside the principal question, he adds that at
present one will not examine whether it is because ol what has
been said, or for some other reason that men who are sad are
relieved by the presence of sympathetic friends. Tt is manifest,
nevertheless, that what has béen said does occur.,

He now shows that the presence of a friend has a certain
sadness mixed with it. Thus he says first that the presence of
svmpathetic friends appears to comprise a certain mixture of
pleasure and sadness. For the sight of one’s friends is agreeable,
both in general, and in particular for a man in misfortune who is
helped by his friend not to sorrow, in that his friend consoles
him, both by his sight, and also by his words, if he is competent
in consoling. For one friend knows the mind of the other, and
what pleases and sorrows his friend, and thus he can bring the
suitable remedy against his sadness, In this way the presence of
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a sympathetic friend is agreeable. But on the other hand it is
sad, in that a man feels his friend grieving with him in his
misfortunes. For any man who is well disposed avoids as much
as he can being a cause of sadness to his friends.

He concludes from the above that men who have virile
souls are naturally apprehensive lest their friends should be
saddened on their account, For it is in the nature of friendshi p
that a friend should wish to do good to his friend, not be the
cause of some harm to him. Virile men cannot bear in any way
that their friends be saddened on their account unless the
help brought by the friends exceeds the sadness they may be
caused. For they accept that their friends be shightly saddened
if thereby their own sadness is relieved. In general it is not
pleasing for virile men to have those who weep with them,
because virile men are not inclined to weep.,

There are however certain men with more feminine disposi-
tions who are cheered in having others who share their anguish,
and they love those who grieve with them as friends. But in
this divergence among men, one should imitate in all things
those who are betier, namely virile men,

He now shows the second part of the question, namely
that the presence of friends in good fortune is praiseworthy.
He states that in good fortune the presence of friends gives
pleasure in two ways, First, as to conversing with them, for it
15 agreeable to converse with one's friends. Secondly, because
one sees one'’s friends enjoying one’s goods. For every man seeks
to be a cause of pleasure to his [riends,

He infers a certain corollary from the above which CONtains
some moral teaching. This applies first to those who summon
their friends. Thus he concludes from the above, first, that
because it is pleasant for a4 man to know that his friends
enjoy his goods, a man should promptly summon his friends
to his good fortune, in order to share it with his friends, For a
good man must do good to his friend,

Secondly a man should be slow and somewhat lax about
calling his friend in his misfortune. For a man should share
his harm with his friend as little as possible, Toa this end he
adduces the proverb of a certain sayer: “It is enough for me 1o
be infortunate,” as though saying: It is enough that 1 should
suffer mistortune, it is not fitting that my friends should
also suffer it,
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Thirdly friends are to be called in misfortune especially
when with slight inconvenience on their part they can be of great
help to their friend.

He now gives three teachings concerned with poing spon-
taneously to one’s friends. The frst 1s that when one's friends
suffer misfortune one should on occasion go to them promptly,
even when not asked, because it is proper to friendship to do
good to one’s friends and especially those who are in need, and
who do not consider that they should ask this of their friend.
For thus, when help is given to him who does not ask it, it is more
virtuous on the part of both, iec, both he who gives and he
who recetves. This is so because he who gives is seen to give
more spontaneously and he who receives to act virtuously in that
he has not wished to burden his friend. It is also more pleasing
to both, since the one receiving does not suffer shame as he
would in asking something of his friend, and he who gives has
more pleasure as giving of himself and not being prompted to
do so.

The second teaching in this line is that in a man’s good
fortune, a friend should be prompt in offering to cooperate
with him, for a man needs friends to act with him.

The third is that tor a man to be well received by a Iriend
in good tortune he should present hamself quietly, 1.¢., not over-
eagerly, nor too easily. For it 15 not good for a man to be
prompt in receiving help from a friend.  But rather a man should
fear and avoid a reputation for pleasure, ie., lest he should gain
the reputation of not being pleasing to his friend, because he
renders himself onerous to him. It is clear that this sometimes
happens. For when some men rush forward too much to receive
benefits, they render themselves burdensome and unpleasing to
their friends. Or in another sense, a man should fear, ie., avoid
a reputation for pleasure by staving around, lest his friend
should think of him that he enjovs remaining with him because
of his benefits.

Finally he conclades from all the above that the presence of
friends in all sitnations is seen to be desirable.
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Ch. 14: It is asked whether, just as those in love delight in the
sight of each other, so too friends delight in living together.

Just as among lovers it is most delightful for them o see each other,
and they prefer more to have this sense than the others, since on it love depends
most for its being, and its beginning, is it slso e that that which is mast
preferred in love is to live togethers

For friendship is communication,

As 4 man is o himsell, so is he to his friends, Just as it s desirable
for him to be conscious of himself, so too of his friend. The activity which
brings this about is living together, and therefore they rightly desire it.

Whatever existence means to each man, or whatever he thinks life worth
living for, in this he wishes to converse with his friend. Therefore some
drink together, others play at dice together, Others still exercise or hunt
together or philosophize together, each sssociating with others in that which
they love best in life. They do this wishing to live with their fiends and
this communication they consider living together.

Thus the Iriendship of wicked men becomes bad, for they communicate
in wicked things, being unstable. They grow in wickedness by becoming
like cach other,

But the friendship of good men is angmented by their conversing topether.
For they are seen 1o become better by acting and living together. For they
consider each other and take pleasure in each other, whenee the proverh:
"Good things Irom the good.” 50 much, then, has been said for friendship.
Mext we must pass on (o pleasure.

—_— = m—

Having finished the question of the number and necessity of
friends, Aristotle here treats of their living together, He proposes
the question, stating that living together is based Upon & certain
likeness of friendship to love between a man and a woman, in
which we see that those who love desire above all to see the
women they love. They choose this sense before all other external
senses because, as said above, the passion of love begins by sight
especially and through this sense is preserved. For such love is
provoked principally by beauty, which sight perceives.

What therefore is proportionate to sight in friendship? Is
it for friends to live together Just as lovers are delighted above
all by the sight of each other, are friends delighted by living
together? According to another text, this is not brought up as a
(question but as a conclusion. One could arrive at such a con-
clusion from what has been proved above, namely that the
presence of friends is at all times delightful.

He shows the truth of the aforesaid, whether as a question
or a conclusion, by three reasons. The first is that [riendship
consists in communication, as is evident from what has been said
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in Book VIIL. But friends communicate especially in living to-
gether. Whence living together appears especially to be proper
and delightful in Eriendship.

Secondly, just as a man is to himself, so he is 1o his [riend,
as is evident from what has been said above. As regards himself,
it is desirable and pleasing for a man to be aware of himsell,
Therefore, this is also pleasing to him in regard .to his [riend.
But this is done by living together, because by their mutual
activities which they see, they perceive themselves to be, It is
fittinz therefore that friends should wish to live together.

The third reason is taken from experience. For we see that
men wish to converse with their friends according to that
activity which principally delights them, which they consider
to be their being, and for the sake of which they choose to live,
as though ordering their whole life to this end,

Whence it is that some wish to drink with their Iriends,
Others to play dice with them. Others still to exercise with
them, for example in tournaments, combats, and so forth.  Yel
others to hunt together or philosophize together. Each wishes
to live with his friends in those actions which he loves above all
others in this life. Their wishing to live with their friends
consists in performing with them those actions in which they
most delisht and in which they consider their whole life exists.
They communicate in such actions with their friends and con-
sider this communication to be living together. Thus it is
evident that living together is chosen before all else in [riendship.

He now concludes from the above concerning the friendship
of the good and the wicked, First as to the wicked, whose friend-
ship is evil. They delight principally in evil deeds, and com-
municate with each other in these. Since they are unstable, they
always go from bad to worse, because one is made wicked by
secepting the likeness of the other.

He concludes concerning the good that the friendship of
virtuous men is good, and constantly increases in virtue by good
conversations. These fricnds are made better by virtue of acting
together and loving each other. For one receives from the other
the example of virtuous activity in which he delights. Whence
it is stated proverbially that a man receives good things from the
good.
Finally he concludes saying that so much has been said of
friendship, and that next pleasure is to be treated. Thus ends
the teaching of Book IX,
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APPENDIX

t Aristotle’s Ethies is a3 study of human happiness: what it is and how
it may be attained, In Beok 1 he arvives at a definition of happiness as an
activity of the soul sccording to perfect virtue. The remaining Books are
therefore devored to a study of the moral and intellectual virtues and finally, in
Books VIII and IX to a study of friendship since the truly happy man will
need friends, Book X, the last book, is-a study of pleasure, which is a neces-
£ATY concomitant o happiness.

Because friendship is a virtue, or at least implies virtue, it is treated as a
part of moral philesoply. The senses can koow individual things, but it is
anly reason which can perceive the order of one thing to another, The order
of one thing to another, however, in any group, utimately depends upon the
order of those things to the end or principle of the group. Thus, in an-army,
the order of one soldier 1o another ullimately depends upon the arder of the
whole army to its chief.  Philosaphy is nothing other than a consideration of
the order existing between things, principally in reference to the order of the
whale group to its ultimate end, since this is the final reason and explanation
of whatever order exists.

Thus the consideration of the order existing in nature is natural philoso-
phy; the consideration of the order which the mind sets in its own activity is
rational philosophy (or logic); the consideration of the order which man sets
in his voluntary acts is moral philesophy (or ethies). The order which the
mind sets in external things contrived by human reason fs art.

* Friendship is referred to as a sort of virtue, in so far as i i an
elective habit, A hahit is any more or less permanent dispesition existing in a
faculty. An elective habit is one which is a result of man's deliberate
choice, one which he elects to have, one, therefore, which implies the use
of intellect and will,

It is such permanent and deliberate habits which a man forms, rather
than his transitory feelings, which constitute a man’s character. It is this
note of purpose, intent, and deliberate choice, which constitute such acts as
truly human and coming from the man himself, as against those acts which
are the result of sudden impulse or feeling, and do not necessarily represent
the man himself.

The word elective or its synonyms will recur frequently as a characteristic
of a permanent state of character (virtuc) or as something worthy of being
made the object of virtue. Thus it will recur specifically in distinguishing
the permanent habit of friendship from a spontaneous and pessibly passing
feeling of love in the senses, which theugh it may be a beginning of friendship,
is not vet [riendship itsclf. It is because this element of deliberate choice,
implying really human activity, is so essential to virtue in general and friend-
ship in particalar, that we consider primarily the intent of the giver in friend.
ship, rather than his gift, whereas in the ordinary exchanges of business we are
concerned with the worth of the ohject alone {Ch. 13).

3 This is not said in the sense that the end of the individual is to be
subordinated to another end which is that of the state, as is the case in
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totalitarian regimes. . Rather, it is meant in the sense in which a particular
science is a part of the science which governs the whole field, as the science
of making munitions would be o part of the general science of making war.
Thus, in human life, that science which is devoted to making the individgal
man good and happy (Ethies) is a part of the general science devoted 1o
making all of human society good and happy (Politiesy. 'To quote S
Thomas: "I the same is the good of one man and of a whole state, it appears
e be much greater and more perfect to undertake, ie. procure and preserve,
the good of a whole state than the goad of a single man. It pertains to the
love which should exist among men, that 3 man should preserve the pood
of even a single man. But it & much better and move divine, that this
should be towards a whole people and entire states.” {Book I, Ch. &),

However, this science which treats of human things, & not the highest
of all as science. “For the ultimate end of the whole universe 15 considered
by divine science {Metapirysics) , which is the most principal of all." (ibid.)

From 5t. Thomas' assumption of Aristotle’s statement that it is more
divine w care for the multitude than for = single one alene, one may also
infer that Ged's relationship to us is primarily as to members of an order,
than as to strictly isolated individuals,

* Passion has a specific dense for Aristotle amd St Thomas, In
treating of living belngs, it is the word used (o denote the motions of the
setize appelite, such as sensible love, desire, pleasure, hate, revulsion. saclress,
fope, despair, daring, fear and anger. Man being compesed of soul and body
has both intellective appetites (of the will following intellectual knowledge)
and sense appetites (Following purely sense knowledge) . His problem is no: o
eliminate his passions, but rather to organize them in the service of the
guiding principle of reason to live a complete and unified life as g mai,
a cresture who is both spiritual and material, .

The virtues are nothing other than the permanent dispositions resulting
Erom & perfect organization of the intellect and passions towards a complete
and human life, moving toward an end perceived by the intelleet, under the
motive force of the will,

It is because of the difficulty In mastering and utilising the passions lha:1
some achools, such as the Stoies, and, to o cortuin extent, the Platonisw, strive
to suppress them entively, Tt is pessibly because of Luther's notion of the
innate evilness of man based experimentally on the rebelliousness and perveyse
tendencies of the passions, that in Protestant cultures the word has come to
ASAUINE A pejorative genee.

* Aristotle’s problem in Book X, the last Book of the Ethics, 18 pre:
cisely to determine what is ultimate in happiness. Is it the good which ene
has, or is it the pleasure which one has in possessing itf He leaves this
problem unsolved since, in any case, the two are necessarily co-existent. The
ultimate notion of the good implies the concomitance of pleasure, otherwise
il would not be considered a3 the ultimate good. Thus the ultimate ood
implies the ultimate in pleasure, and the ultimate in pleasure the possession
of the ultimate good. Thus St Thomas states that the two are identified in
the subject, although reason can distinguish between them. Eliewhere (8.T.
I-11, q. 4, a: 2) he positively gives the primacy to the good posessed, since this
ig the reason for the pleasure and not conversely,

However, in this discussion of the different bases Ffor friendship, the
good is taken as that which is good according 1o reason, the pleasing is that
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which iz good according w the senses.  The two are not exclusive, but rather
represent @ difference of degree.  The wue pood will include the good of
the senses, but the pleasing will involve sense good alone,

61t is to he noted that Aristotle does not restrict [riendship to the
friendship of virtue alone. The other two types, that for pleasure and that
for utility, are also friendships—though of an imperfect type—in that each
knowingly wishes the good of the other, even though this is done for selfish
motives, It is because these three types really exist that misunderstandings
cin arise when people who think they are friends of the fist type, are really
fricnds of the second or third types (Book IX, Ch. ¥). It is also for this
veason that even though another's friendship toward one & on a utilitarian
basis, one is. pevertheless morally bound, if one accepts the benefit, to make
i return (Book IX, Ch. 13).

T This & a cardinal principle which exiends through the whole renlm
of Avistotelian philosophy. Whereas existing things may he differentiated by
their forms, how are acts to be differentiated? By their objects. Thus
knowing is differentiated from willing becanse the object of the former is some
truth, the object of the latter some good, Sceing is differentiated from hearing
by the fact that the object of one is color, of the ather, sound. In morals, ene
act of, say, almsgiving. will he differentioted fpom the other according to
whether the object in view is a sincere desire 1o help the poor man or o attain
a reputition for penerosity. Thus, too, friendships which may externally
appear alike are differentiated by the object which the friends have in view:
the good, pleasure or utility.

8 Friendship for pleasure or utility s said to be accidental (or
incidentaly in that it lacks the indispensable characteristic of perfect friend-
ship which is to wish the good of the other for his suke,

% This is one of Aristotle’s penetrating perceptions, further amplified
by §t. Thomas. Although one’s feelings are given a primordial role in love,
it is not by them that one really loves another in the true sense of wizhing
his good for his own sake, since our passions vary accordingly as the object
is pleasing oo displeasing fo s,

’ 10 The correciness of this observation may be verified in the tendency
of our Presidents to mather certain men around them as “trouble-shooters” or
Ahatchet-men and others as “oourt jesters,”

1t This i¢ 2 parenthetical remark of §t. Thomas of a realism paral-
lelling that of Aristotle,

12 The pessible implication that cne might draw here of the relation-
ship of hushand 1o wife as one of dominion of man over woman is dissipated
further on when Aristotle compares their relationship net to that of a king
towards a subject, but rather to that of an aristocracy wherein several, out-
standing by virtue, exercise joint Tule each in his own sphere (Ch. 10, 11},
and when he speaks of their friendship for each other (Ch. 12).

- 1300 keeping with the observation that the friendship of father to son
does not involve the rendering of the same thing from both parties, it is hardly
to be expected that Aristotle and 5t Thomas would approve of the proposal
to settle family dificulties by having parents and children sit down at table
wgether and talk things over “"man o man.”

14 This as an indication of the important position of friendship in
human telations, since friendship will automotically bring ahout an equality,
which a-one-sided struggle for justice may be incapable of attaining. The
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ultimate goal of justice is o attain for each his due, but when a man becomes:
the friend of another he has already implicitly recognized the right of the
other to his fair share and intends to give it te him. Thus friendship
contains justics, while jostice alone is not yet friendship. Consequently the
doctrine of love of one’s fellow man as the solution 1o infernational undegp-
standing is more than a vague general pianacea, since friendship, whether of
man Lo man, or nation 1o nation, is the most effective and direct means of
producing justice,

16 This statement is not part of a process which these prone to the
uneritical repetition of old saws might term the “christianization of Aristotle,”
Aristotle does speak of sepurated substances in no uncertain terms.  (CF
Metaphysics, Book XII, 1071b and 1074b where Aristotle trezis of separated
substances and the custom of calling them “gods.™)

1 §t. Thomas in' his commentiries on Aristotle remains on a strictly
philosophic plane, going no farther than the conclusions of reason will allow.
Thus, naturally speaking, there is no possibility of friendship between man
and God. because of the great distance beiween them, It is only when man
is rassed by grace to a certain participation in the divine life that frizndship
is possible, which friendship is called chavity,

'7 This point in friendship is often overlooked, namely that it not only
implies doing good te one’s friend, but also preventing him from doing wrong,
rather than allowing him' to harm himself by condoning and overlooking the
WIODE.

'8 Communicatio is the Latin word thos rendered. Tt would appear
that the word communication in the sense of an active unity based upon soma
comman groumnd better renders the meaning of the word than community which
dppears to denote more a purely passive state, In this former sense the word
communicalion rejoins it common Enplish sense of an actaal interchange of
words and thoughes. It is also in this sense that friends will be said to coin-
municate most specifically, In the course of Aristotle’s discussion, however,
the word will be used in its more general sense of any kind of active umity
maintained by those involved on the basiz of some common ground. It is in
this sense that all friendship is said to depend PO comminic tion.

1% Aristotle’s statement that all other communications are ordained
through the pelitical is more than a corollary of his statement thar the
science of Ethics is ranged under the general selence of Politics. Adhering 1o
i realistic view Aristotle notes that not only are men namrally deawn into
families by the common instinct of the preservation of the race and the need
to abtain the necessities of life, but families also, whether by the multiplication
of a single family or by the association of several families, naturally tend 1o
grow into communities, originating for the sake of the bare needs of life and
continuing for the sake of a better and more full life,

“Therciore, if the earlier forms of society are natural so s the state, for
it is the end of them, and the end of a thing iz itz nature. For what each thing
is when it s fully developed we call its nature . . . Henece it s evident that
the state is a creation of nature and that man is by nature a political animal.”
(Palitics, Book 1, 1252h)

Thus a state or community represents the natiral whole to which a man
belongs, The family, although it must exist prior 1o the state, does not stand
as the ultimate natural unity, sinee man, in order to lead a complete life,
naturally resorts (0 & community. Thus the sate i not a supplementary
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artificial ercation, but in the order of nature stands to the family as the whole
to the part, In the words of 5t Thomas, “just as the hand or feor cannot
exisl without the man, neither 35 one man sufficiest oy live himsell without
the stake."

With the introduction of subjectivism into philosophy and society, the
realistic concept of man as a social animal was supposedly to be supplanted
by the psendo-scientific phantasies of such men as Jean-Jacques Rousseau.
Their theories of government are erected on the completely unverified, if pot
impossible, suppesition of an oviginal “state of nature” in which man bived
happy and alonme. Only to prowct his property did he reluctantly agree o
enter into a purely contraciual society, (This probably affovded Jean-Jacques
with a convenient motive For his practice of depositing his children at the
Foundling Hospital of Paris) Our supposedly enlightened age cagerly
swallows such afry and ultimately vicous theories, with their conseguent
exaltation of the absolute rights of the individual and the purely opportunistic
notion of law and morality, while recoiling from the realism of Aristotle and
St. Thomas. How could @ man possibly exist in a solitary “state of nature”
when he must have parents to be born, must have constant care for years, and
constantly yearns for the companionship and help which others give him?

Tosum up in the words of Aristotle: “The state is not 3 mere society,
having a common place, established for the prevention of mutual crime aned
For the gike of exchange. . .. (it} is a community of families and aggregations
of families in well-being, for the sake of a perfect and self-sufficing life."
(Perditicy, Book 11T, 1Z80L)

20 Here Aristotle is speaking theoretically, The kingdom is best in that
it implies that one man is so vastly superior by his virtue and wisdom that
the people naturally wish him to rule over them, Il ne such man- exists, the
next best thing would be to have several good men govern—since several
will always have more combined wisdom than one—and this is aristocTacy.
They will also rule by law, since law I3 an unimpassioned ruler, "reason
unaffected by desire.” However, since even this sort of government seems
impossible because many of the eltizens will resent being excluded from the
government, and alse because it is possible that the whole group of citizens
may comhbine even more virtue and wisdom than the few pood men, Aristotle
eoncludes (in Politics, Book 1V} that probably the best sort of government,
from 2 praciical point of view, is that of majority Tule,

Such a constitutional government would be tmocracy, inasmuch as it
implies a ceriain mean of wealth. Since governments are endangered either
by the domination of the very rich or by the rebellious despair of the very
poor, the aim would be constantly to broaden the majority middle class by
taxing the rich and giving subsidies to the poor.

1 Aristotle i not condemning democracy as we conceive it, The reader
will note that the type of government which he calls timocracy, and which,
in the Politics, he recommenis as probably the only workahle form of govern-
ment for free men, i3 that which corresponds to our notion of democracy.
That form of government which he defines as a perversion of timocracy, or
constitutional government. corresponds 10 the Soviet notion of democracy:
a “dictatorship of the people” 1o the exclusion of the middle class and the
rich, Constitational government, however, which he recommends,  implies
a government in which no class is excluded and all are equal under law,

Jefferson pays Aristotle his due in recognizing him as an exponent af
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dmﬂﬂﬂf-’:l'- bt reserves be his own age ithe concept of up[nm’:u'[ivg overn-
ment as a substitute for having the whole people meet to deliberate. How-
ever, as a reader of the Politics will observe, Aristotle also envisioned repre-
sentalive government. “When the class of husbandmen and of those who
possess moderale fortuncs have the supreme power, the government is
administered according to law. For the citizens being compelied to live by
their laber have no leisure; and so they set up the authority of the law and
attend assemblies only when necessary. They all obtain a share in the
povernment when they have acquired the gualification which is fixed by
baw—the absolute exclusion of any class would be a step towards oligarchy:
hence all who have acquired the property qualification are admitted to a
share in the constitution.” (Politics, Book IV, 1202h). Jeflerson even
followed Aristotle as to the desirability of the citizen having a certain property
qualification, as may be seen by his efforts 1o prévent large masing of
indusiries with their consequent propertyless workers,

# Here Aristotle unequivocally admits slavery as a legitimate institution.
But what was his concept of slavery? 1t was that of voluntary submission
rather than compulsory servitude, Thus, while admitting of natural slavery,
he condemns fegal slavery,

To understand Aristotle's point of view, it is necessary to return o a
cardinal point of his philosophy and that of 5t. Thomas. Whenever several
things are gathered together to form o whele there must be a povErning
principle, and that which is governed. ‘This applies 1 the whole universe
and every particular order within the universe. The reason for it is plain:
if any group is to act as a whole, theve must be within It some unilying and
directing principle and, conversely, that which is unified and directed, The
universe as @ whole maintaing its harmony and balanee because of some
directing principle which coordinates its various parts. Man as a composite
of body and soul maintains his eqoilibrium by coordinating the two elements
within himself.  This coordination is not aumined by letting body and soul
fight it out on an equal footing, but rather by reason directing the activity
ol the body in erder to produce the fullest possible life for the whols man,
Thus harmony Is achieved by direction on the one hand and conformity
on the other, In all associations, one part naturally riles and the other
ts maturally roled, and it is for the pood of all

Since man cannot attain a full and perfect life alone, he naturally moves
into society. That is why man fs called naturally a pelitical animal, since
his Tull natural perfection a2 an individual is attained, not alone. but in
society. That Is why Friendship is neot something that a mian can take or
leave alome but something he naturally peeds for his full perfection,

Consequently the state appears, not as something which resivicis the
free development of the individual, but as the indispensable means of bringing
the individoal to his full perfection. Since the state existz for the perfection
of the individual, its end will be to Further the accomplishment of that which
man cannot attiin alone, namely the coordinating of material resources
under the direction of reason to bring about the fullest passible: life for
all concerned. Since some are more highly endowed mentally, while athers
physically, the most complete Jife for all will be achieved when thase who
have the greatest intellipence obtain the cooperation of those who have the
greatest physical vigor in working together to achieve a pertece life.  Thus
those excelling in reazon will be able to achieve 3 material prosperity for
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all of society which they could net bring about alone, and those excelling
in physical work will achieve a more full and happy existence than they
eould devise through their own efforts,

The former is Aristotle’s concept of a master, a man who by his mental
endowments is naturally soited 1o direct others less gifted for the general
welfare of the community, The latter is his concept of a slave, a man physi-
cally able, who recognizes that he can best-aitain to a prosperous and complete
existence by following the direction of another. This is our own concepl
of the division of labor, whereby some will specialize in mental labor, others
in physical labor to preduce the best possible life for all,

Actually, Aristoile’s notion is humane and for the pood of all, both
masters and servants, whereas our society, whether it admits it or not,
inclines in practice towards the forced slavery which Aristotle condemns,
(Politics, Bk. 1, 1256b) in that controlling positions in society are guaranteed
to those who bave no qualifications, while others, regardiess of their endow.
ments are forced through lack of opportunity to remain in a state of legal
slavery. Natural slavery would mean mol enly that those who recognized
that they did not have ability to direct the common wellare would put their
resources at the dispesal of those better able 1o do so, but also that any
man who showed intellectual superiority and a capacity for directing would
be given an opportunity to do so, regardless of his status. Thus the common
interest of all would be best served,

23 Although in theory we may argue that anything less than absolute
equality between man and wife and all men in general is rank injustice,
nevertheless in practice we do not [ollow this. We do not because we
cannot,  Aristotle was both rational and a realist. By reason he recognired
that no association could ever Function as a united whole without some
acknowledged leadership. Likewise his objective view of reality did not
allow theory to obscure to him the fact that both in the Eamily and society
men maturally and willingly fell into the relationship of ruler and ruled,
and this for the better accomplishment of the common end. Thus in our
society, no matter what we may hold up as the theoretical ideal, in practice
we would not for 3 moment tolerate the catastrophic consequences of allowing
all men, whether old or young, learned or unlearned, to have an equal say
in all matters, We recognize, at least implicitly, thag although all men are
ereated equal as far as human nature is concerned, nevertheless the very
perfection of society for all concerned, consists in & certain coordinacion. which
in turn implics direction voluntarily recognized.

5t. ‘Thomas points out in the Summa Theologica that it would be un-
desivable for all men to be created equal in the absolute sense, since this
would exclude the existence of even better men by whom the whole group
would be benefited. It is because of the perversity of human nature, whereby
authority is so often used as an instrument of selfish interest, that we resent
it. But in the troe sense, the better man in society is he who, being better
endowed, is able by his efforts to raise the level of the group as a whole.

Specifically, in the family no wife would wish to assume equal respaonsi-
hility in all matters with her husband. That is why Aristotle compares the
relationship of husband and wife, in the Ethies, to an aristocracy, which is
an association of good men, each in his own sphere supreme. and in the
Politics, to a constitutional government which is an asseciation of equals
with an elective form of government. As in soclety one elects leaders who
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ritle for the common good within the law, so also in the Fmily, which is
the component part of society, of two equals the husband is by nature elected
to be the leader within the Juw, since it is he who s endowed by nature to
taking the lead in the securing of the needs of life which is the Fundamental
reason for society.  Within this framework, however, and following the
aristocratic principle. the wile will have full asthority in her own sphere,

In their marital relations, however, which are primarily an office of
nature, and not specifically of seciety, husband and wife are absolutely equal,
with an equal obligation on the part of each of rendering to the other the
conjugal debt whenever it is (reagonably} asked (8.T., II1, q64.0.5).

&4 Most farhers and morhers would deny this. However, what i3 meant,
as s clewr [roan the context of the ariginal allusion in the FPhysics, is that
in the beginning children know their parents only confusedly, a5 sources
of their physical well-being.. In infaney it is just a5 eagy for them to love
a nurse asa mother, if the former is more continuously in contaet with them.
It is only with the lapse of tlme that a child becomes specifically aware of
his parents as parents and pays them the special respect that is due to them.

23 This is not meant absolutely, in the physical sense, since as St. Albert
the Greal peints out, both the elements in generation have both mateer and
form. Likewise the corresponding activity and passivity in generation which
Arisiotle and St Thomas allude to, and which is at lease true in a general
semse, does not imply inferiority on the part of the female since generation
imvives the fusion of equally indispensable elements (§.T., TII, q.61.a.5.ad1) ;

* Althongh the family exists before society, the uitimate unity which
nature is seen to intend-—since only thus can man live the full life he
naturally aspires to—is not the family any more than it is the individual,
It i3 society, not as a thing in itself, but as the state in which the individual
man finds his nateral fulfilment s an individual. The family I prior to
sociely in the sense that the bricks are prior to the house, but it is the house
which & the reason for the bricks. being there,

T Snce man is not enly a conjugal animal but alse a political animal,
the relationship of husband and wife will achieve its perfection when their
friendship is not only that of wtility and pleasure, commen to ail conjuegal
amimals, but also that of virtue, which is proper 1o man, This Tase friendship
Bs mot only the best and truest of all, but in its perfection also brings aboyut
concomitantly the perfect fulfilment of useful and pleasant friendship.

8 Useful friendship is not a merely selfish procedure, Tt is a real and
legitimate type of friendship, more liberal than a formally contractual
relationship and therelore more pleasing, but in which the morive, whether
cxpressed or not, is mutual utility. This should be at least tacitly recogn ized
by both parties and @ return made.

Az Aristotle shows, quarrels and disillosionment arise when we do not
trouble to discern, beneath the surface similarity, the distinet type of friend.
ship we are involved in, and offend our friend whom we think is giving to us
for our own sake (friendship of virtue) when in reality he expects o return
{friendship of wtility). This misunderstanding comes about, as Aristotle
mentions, [rom the trail common 1o ourselves as well as others, of uncon-
sciolsly disguising a2 virtwows an act we intend for utility.

% This is the rational explanation of 7 phenomenon we all recognize:
Gur intent upon the value of the service rendered in friendships for utiliny’s
sake, and our intent upon the intemtion of the giver in friendships we
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treasure. It is because thar which is primary in true [ricndship is not some
common utility but the love of and association with the character and virtue
of our [friend.

20 This situation exists in the so-called “marriages for money.”

11 Whereas the one thing one is Inoking for in a study of social relation-
ships is a precise and detailed key, whereby one will have an infallible guide
to producing the optimum result in each particular case, this is the one
thing that such a siudy eannot supply. The very nature of the matter
precindes this, since in human relationships o rule which applies to one set
of circomstances, will not apply exacily to another—and the variety of
circumsitances can be infinitely multiplied. The best one can do is to bhecome
aware of the make-up of human beings and of the esential pattern of their
hehavior. Success in actually dealing with onesell and with others in practical
cases, which is the ultimate goal of ethical study, depends upon the acquisition
of that vittue which Avistotle places hefore all others: prudence or practical
wisdom. This virtue 5 compounded from experience, understanding, quick-
neds Lo learn, alertness, rensoning power, foresight and circomspection, and
depends for its perfect functioning on the possession of a sense of justice,
sell-control and courage, Thus the map who wishes to become the good
man of the Ethics will have w do more than read o hook. He will have to
bring all his faculties, physical and spiritual, to bear in translating the
peroeptions of his rensen into the particular, concrete, constantly varying
acts which constitute his life,

s2. How many of the pangs of love could be assuaged if one were frank
enough to recognize that what ene would like to believe is ithe Iriendship
of virtue is really Friendship for pleasure or neility.

12 Aristotle here beping to show that the good man has first of all
tomward himself the three principle acts of friendship: beneficence, benevo-
lence (goodwill) amd concord, Each of the three will be treated In degail
in the ensuing chapters (Ch.5.6,7) .

s I should be noted here, as-the key o the whole discussion on the
love of self, that the pood man's love of himself is not the motive of his
actions but rather the rexufl of them., Thus the good man’s primary aim
is 1o comform his 1ife to veason, which i the highest thing in him, and which
he conceives of not s the wltimate cxpresson of his own: wishes, but as the
expresion of the essential order of the universe established by the ultimaie
truth and goodnes, God. His position in this order is not a mere external
factor of his existence, it is bis very nature. Just as every being, by the
very compulsion of i3 nature, strives to bhe to the follest extent what it is
siipposed to be, 5o the good man, by the very compulsion of his nature strives
to live according to renson, fe., to conform himself to the order of which he
perceives himsell to be a pare. 1t is in doing this, not fox himselF, fait heeauae
he perceives that that is the very raison d'etre of his being, that he also attains
closer and elpser to the perfection of his being. Thus, by living according o
reason, he concomitantly and as though uncensciously, does good to himself,
Because in the process of living according to reason he inevitably does good to
himself he mest be traly said (o love himeell, Thus in working not for him-
self but [or God, he also, as it were automatically, brings about his own
greates) perfection.

This is equally troe in the religious sense. Often people are reproached
with loving God as though this were some sort of a long-range calculation
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for one’s own best interest. But the love of God which is demanded in
religion is specifically a love of God more than onesclf and before oneself,
It is a love of Ged not of oneself. But just a8 in the case of the good man,
by conforming oneself blindly, as it were, 10 the divime resson, one ako
necessarily does what s best For onesell. He who loves his lifs shall Tose it,
but he who shell lose his life for My sebe shall find £, {Matth, 10:39)

#% Thus it would seem more true to fact o speak of “goodwill at first
sight” rather than “love at firs¢ sight.”

88 The foregoing i a good example of S5t Thomas® skill in evolving a
few terse words of Aristotle.

8% Arispotle’s rreatment of the meaning of a “lover of self'" may be summed
up as follows:

A “lover of self" may be either one who seeks a greater share of moral

goods for himself, or one who secks & greater share of material goods,

But most men are “lovers of sell™ in (s second semnse.

Therefore the term has wsually a pejorative meaning.

# The thoughtful reader cmnot fail o notice the consistent emphasis
of both Aristotle and St. Thomas upon reason as the arbiter of truth and

esg. For them it is not the didactic conviction, not the ingenioos charm
of the teacher which constitute the validity of the statement, as in the case
with much which passes for modern philosophy, Such “rationalism” demands-
a renunciation of reason on the part of the student and the blind acceptance
on faith of a universe which is the personal creation of a solitary human
being, the professor,

Aristotle and S5t. Thomas do not ask their students to accept their
statement beciuse they said so, hut rather lav down that that statement and
any other statement, has validity only if it is independently verified in reality.

W By now it should be clear that love in i3 best sense is not 2 mere
complacent feeling, but a clear-sighted willing and doing of good o another,
Thus it is not in the sense of a self-sadsfied introspection that the good man
is said to love himself, but rather in the sense that in seeking 1o live according
to veason he does pood o himsell, i

# Happiness, which all seek. is nevertheless something few are ahble
to define. Successive disillusionings with objects one thought would make one
happy prove that one Is pone oo sure wherein it les. It is clear that it is
nol 3 pasive stite as one's repugnance 10 4 notion of eternal happiness which
implies sitting around on clowds with nothing to do. clearly shows, Nor s
it an object. Man does not enjoy a steak as an object, he enjoys eating it
Clearly, thus it is an activity, Just as eating a steak gives a person a certain pear-
tal pleasure, a certain partial well-being, happiness will be an activity that
will give man the sum total of all posible pleasure, perfect and complete
well-being,

Just as parial pleasure and well-being comes from the optimom function-
ing of any one faculty, complete happiness will come from the optimum
functioning of the whole man, when a man is living to the fulles possible
extent. In other words just as there is a kind of minor happincss when any
part of man is Functioning perfectly and satisfyingly, complete happiness
will come when the wholé man is acting fully and satisfyingly.

But how does man act as a man; what is full life for a man? Is It in
growing and reproducing? That he has in commen with the animals. What
is distinctive of man? It is his reason. Therefore happines will be for him
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the fullest and most active possible life according to reason; but not reason
alone, since man also has his body. Therefore happiness will ultimately
consist in the active and continuous enjoyment of infinite good by his reason,
accompanied by an equally perfect well-being ‘of his body through the
possession of the same infinite good,

i1 The current problem of the Existentialists, which is to distill the
sense of exisience itself which lurks at the base of our vital acis, i3 in reality
a pseudo-problem. 1t ks pot as though semsing or knowing are products of
some basic force which is our existence, Sensing and knowing, as being formal
and principal in us, are our existence. Just as the existence of a plant is iden-
tifiecd with the vegetative life of the plant, the existence of an animal with
the purely sensory life of the animal, 50 also is the existence of a man
identified with that form of life which is proper to him: sensing and knowing.
For him, to be, to exist, is to sense and to know. If he does not do these
things, he does not exist. If he were to perform merely the vegetative
functions of life, then, as a man, he would not exist. For a man fo exist
at all, he must exist a5 3 man, i.c, must be sensing and knowing, for that is
his existénce. Thus the procedure of wurning a subtle, introspective ear
1o deteet the throb of existence deep down underneath our aclivities s pure
imagination. We do not have to know our existence refieciively, we do not
even need o seek an intuition of it, we are our existence, Our sensing
and kEnowing is our existence, fully present to us. To absiract the sensing
and knowing from our acts with the idea that the residue will be pure
existence is impossible, since in removing sensing and knowing, even mentally,
one removes existence  itsell

This pseudo-problem is similar to that of Kant who suddenly made the
horrifying discovery that in his sensing and knowing he couldn't get rid of
himself, 1t is not as though there is a certain something called the “7* which
has cereain separable functions such as sensing and thinking. The scnsing
and thinking is the “1*, Just as Kant calls all our knowledge subjective
because the “I™ is always Iurking somewhere in it so also he would have to
eall a tree subjective and not real because in its life the tree could never
get quite awny from the tormenting fact that at bottom the tree was always
there.

Fundamentally this effort o get at something, itself formless, which is
presumed to be at the base of all forms, is either an unconscious effort to
identify oneself with primordial matter, or for more intellectual Bbeings,
with that sole being, unlimited by any form which is God.

&2 §1, Thomas qualifies thus the conclusion of Aristotle because in super-
natural beatitude, which consists in the posesion of God, the suwm total of all
goods, friends are not essentially necessary, In this life they are necessary
for the perfection of virtue, but in supernatural beatitude one finds completes
perfection in God.  Yet one will have friends in eternal beatitude because
of the number of the elect. That this is fitting may be drawn from the
principle that grace does not destroy but perfects nature. Thus if it is
natural for man, a necessarily social animal, to have friends in this life,
it i also in keeping for him o have them in the life of glory. Likewise
in heaven man will lose none of the goods he had on this earth, bur will
pather hive inAnitely greater ooed added 1o them. Thus the loves amd
fricndships which man had on this earth, which are the greatest of his
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external goods, will remain with him in heaven. (CL 8.7, I-II, a4 a8;
II-1T, 26, a. 13)

48 Here again Aristotle siresses the fact that since useful friendship is
a real type of friendship one is morally bound to make the return appropriate
ter that type of Ericndship.

1 Although in the usual mode of thinking passionate love is probalily
ruted over the [eiendship of virtwe, as material poods are uswally nore
cherished than spiritual ones, it is clear from Avistotle’s analysis that the
former, which is gauged by one’ feelings alone, cannot of itself go heyond
ane's own person, while the lateer is that love which reaches out 1o do good
to- the other for his own sake, and is thus true love and true friendship.
Needless to say the two are not mutually exclusive since both can very well
exist toward the same person, but it remains that friendship for the good
of another predominates over friendship for pleasure, On the other hand,
passionate love alone is not only not yer perfect friendship, but may even
invalve, for the greater gratification of the passions, pleasure which s
actually harminl w the good of one's friend.

46 5, Thomas' final words on the value of friendship are even more
emphatic than Aristotle’s, A glimpse of 5t. Thomas' own esteem for friend-
ship may be sven in the opening lines of a letter to o Dominican professor
in Veniee:

“Having read your letter, T found [n it a great number of gquestions
which your charity asked that T answer for you within four days. Although
| was very occupied with other things, lest T should be found wanling 10 the
requesi of your Iriendship, 1 have put aside the other things 1 was suppased
e take care of, and have undertaken o answer each of the questions you
proposed to me.” ‘There follows a complete and detailed answer to each
of 86 questions, terminating with the lines: “These are, dear Friend, the
answers I give 1o your questions, more at length than you asked . . . May
your charity be long-lived and please repay this work with your prayers.”

€ Aristotle here shows the nobility of perfect friendship whose very
unselfishness contributes to the deeper happiness of the friends. For while
one friend will hide his pain from the other lest he also grieve, the ather
will ‘come unasked and thereby give him greater happiness,
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