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- ABSTRACT

It is’often cléiﬁed-that Arisfotle'é ethical théory is founded
vuépﬁ Sélfishnesg aﬁd egoiSm; and‘that evén in his account of friendship,
éelf—interést is:péfamduﬁt, The aim of this dissertation is'to examine
the validity of these claims. |
| In chégter~1?_A¥iétpflé%s theofy of f}iendéhip is examined indetail.

ijevvariéus kiﬂds of friendéﬁip’ére ipvestigated,vprincipall& withz{view

,(td'estabiiéhiﬁg‘ﬁhether anyAgenﬁinely-othe?—regarding features may be
fdund»withiﬁfthém.: It isfcénciuded that Aristotle makes provision for
_a_ltruiéti;: 'wéli—wishjxng ::a‘imdeiell-;cioinvg'i‘n &irtu_e friendship (that kind
bf frieﬂdshib‘ih~wﬁich“fhe;phroﬁimqs engagesi, but that is is impossiblec
‘to state 60g§iﬁéi§ely'whé£her any'ﬁgasurergf‘genuine goodwill exisps in
the‘two‘1e§Ser.£riénﬁ$hipS{"

,Chagter §;a£mS to:shoﬁ thgt virfue friendéhip isvcentrally related

to the cardinal‘virtué.of-cbmplete‘justiéé; and the actiye Virtﬁousvlife,
 I_t is shownthat ?c';;x'e'phrohii'ijos ;arims ‘t‘o'benefit Afellqw—'citivz.ens as vell as
close frieﬂ@S}véﬁd:that_hé:acté»tbwérds feilow;Citizens in’ayspirit of
‘friendship, aﬂa>notfof mefe:rectitude;

By diépia&ingzthe connection beﬁ@een virfﬁe friehdshib and complete
| j;stice,ychdgtéffz showé fﬁét;genuineiy cher—regarding motivation is
fcentral_fQ‘fhe.éctive’yiftudug‘lifé, but i#fremaiﬁs to be diécovered
'wﬁethef this aétiVé'virtuous iifé»istdpremely véluable’for man.  An

"eXamination‘of the various interﬁretationsvof Eudaimonia in chapter 3

) fré;éais that'while‘we may state positivélyjfhat the theoretical life is

| sﬁbremely valuable for man, no such conclusion is possible in iespect of

the active Qiftuous life. | .
Chagter 4 aims tovfindhgbplace‘for virtue friendship in the theoretical

life. A distinction is drawn between intention and justification. It is

‘concluded fhat While Aristotle intends thét such friendship should have a

place in the theoretical life, he cannot justify that intention satisfactorily.
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INTRODUCTION

kurf'Baie% ﬁoﬁgs.tﬂaﬁr"tﬁtgﬁghoﬁf the_hisfdfy of philosophy, by far
‘theimpst bépuiér ééndidaté fof the bosition'of the moral point of view hns:
_been‘Self;interestﬂl._i In short, self;interest has been assumed to be the
"key mbralbprinciple‘by'éanﬁvphiidSQPherS. The purpose of this dissertatjon
is tofdiscovér wﬁether such self:interesf is‘the key principle of
Arisfotlé's ethiéal-tﬁeory,‘wﬁéfher his ethicai theory is built upon
nothing»@ofe elevating thanvéelf-interést énd egoisﬁ.i
It_isia common ériticism:of Ariétotle;that his "virtuous man is not -
moral:af;éil; but akCalcﬁlatiﬁg eéoisf whoée guiding principle is
. . . \ : :
prudéncé;'Bishop!Butlef;é ?§60} self 1bve'i, ‘that he admits only the
‘rationalif& of'prudeht $§1;—intéresf;‘énd not the ratiopality‘of morai
principleqz. .ﬁuméréﬁg‘examples éan be qiféd. Ferguson notes that
"Greek efﬁics,.and:Arisﬁotle;s oﬁn'thoﬁghf;'tehd to be egocentric"s;
Allen'téilé ﬁs thaf}Afisféfle "takes little or‘no‘aécount of the motive of
mbrél obiigati§n"4, fﬁat “self—iﬁteresf, mbrefor 1es§ enlighteped; is
asSumedth bé thé motng qf a11vc§ndqc£ and choiqe"5 and that."Aristotle
doesinot ev9n ﬁint that:a man, instead of pursuing his own géod or
“pgpﬁiness}vﬁgy prefer fo cﬁﬁbse or act witg a view fo the happiness of
g~Aﬂb£hefﬁ6;f{fBeftrapd ﬁﬁ$;é1I'rgharks that;;éverything fhat ﬁakes men
feel a‘paSSiéﬁéte i#téfééf:iﬁ one another is fofgétfén"7; and Field,
genefaliy‘#:faif ahd sympafhetig éritic offAristotlé, comments that

whereas morality is "eSsentially unselfish!', Aristotle's idea of the final

;end'ﬁiiéabd makes morality "ultimately éelfish”sg | Finally, we may quote
MacIntyre who asks} A"How could there be ah ideal sociétyvfor a mah fof
whoh tﬁe ideéi is as ego-~centred as it is for Aristotle?"9

 ThiS ego-centred—seifishness criti¢ism has even been extended to his
théory of friendéhip.- This is very damning indeed, for if concern for
others, selfléssness, and absence of prudential‘calculation are to be

'_.found anywhere in human experiencé, they should surely be found in .




friendship. ' But,according'to Copleston, "Aristotle tends to give a

v T C 10 . '
somewhat self-<centred picture of friendship" =, and, according to
MacIntyre,‘ﬁAristotie'Sjideal man, (the '"ego-centric ideal') deeply

- | B : ) 11 '
injures and deforms his account -of friendship" . Allen writes that,
in Aristotle's account. of friepdship, men do not really "subordinate
their interests to that of another", they just "appear" to do so.’ This

- : : S : 12
is. Aristotle's '"refreshing realism" . Very similar. remarks are made

by Kroquanq Férguéoﬁ: kabok'writes that the "breach" (tqwards concern
for others;‘and~awa& from’cqncern for the self) "is appafent rather than
g‘reél"la, gpdeergusén déécribes Aristotle's'account as '"a remarkable
'léftéﬁbtvtotéxpoundiai@fuisﬁvin terms of ego~centric psychology"14. There
,.ié; in.shorf, "én éﬁsoiufe'and‘irréduCible difference", Krook.writes,
“Setweeﬁvthé Christianyéoncepfion‘df friendship (in‘which there is genuinc
concefﬁ an&yaffgction'for anothei)band'the théory of friendship put for-
ward by A;iétot;els.

vOf cdurse,iit is'not'the case that ali commentators argue that
Aristotlg's ethicél fheory reduées to such selfishneés and’egoism, but
the.qﬁptgtidns given abOV¢.show_that'the criticism‘on'this poiqt is sub-
'»stantial, éﬁd"thgt theré iéva charge to be'iﬂvestigated. It is the

purpose of this dissertatidn to look in detail ‘at Aristotle's ethical

theory‘as‘deécribed’in the Niéomachean'Ethics with a view to discovering

whethei the éllegatidnsvgre,cbmpleteiy true, true in part, or plainly

false.
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CHAPTER 1

ARISTOTLE'S THEORY OF FRIENDSHIP

1.1 Introduéfion:' Friendship and Altruism

It Mpﬁld'appear‘tﬁatZif‘genuiheiy altruistic behaviour is to 'be
found anywhefe in huﬁan expefience, it should be found in that‘kind of
inter—péfsonél.felatiohship tﬁat we éall friendship. Indeed, according
 to our beiiéfs; one.bf the.most‘striking feafures'ofvfriequhips is

precisei& thgf‘friénds charééteristiéaily seek each otﬁer's well-being
and that ﬁhej:dovso‘from ﬁnéélfish motives,'from a genuihe concern and
~affectidn for thé'friend és aﬁ end in himsélf. ‘if A béfriends B becausc
o VR . '
>;h¢‘percéives that ﬁ could'bévﬁéefullto him, because he perceives B can be
; a‘soufce Of»some’adVantaéé toﬁhiﬁ; we woﬁld deny that Ais a genuine
frién& of B.'  Insofar ésJﬁe did’hot haQé concérn and affection for B
himself, we‘wqﬁld‘deny his élaims fb friendshiﬁ;"‘We would say he was
insinceré aboﬁt the.relationéhip and.fegardeq B as a means.to hi$ own
ends'anq purposes;‘f We éould féirly say that A's approach to friendéhip
'was not‘51£fuisfic; but egoisfic. Similarly, if A pursued his own‘
interests aﬁd‘wellfbeing invégch a way or to such an extent fhatluashowed
a manifest ébtusenésé to tﬁekintérests and QellQbeing of B, we would also
.:dény‘tﬁaka'was a tru9lffiénd%of ﬁ. Insofar as‘he pursued his own

_interésts.and well—being'at‘the ekpense of B's interests and well-being,

.we éoﬁld feasonab1§'¢1aim'tﬁat he Was manifesting a'hosfility (or, at
least, an indifferencé) to‘B‘s'good, and éould not be calied a friend.
‘ We-coﬁld”féir1y.sé}ﬁihat his approach to friendship was selfish.

Aécording to our modern conception, friendship is characférised-by
the desire to seek the well-being of the friend, to promote his interests;
éven where this doés nof lead to an enhancemént of one's own interests
and good, and by a desire ndt to pursue one's own interests and good in

such a way that the friend's interests and good is damaged. It is also

characterised by an emotional bond, an affection, that is '"genuine'" in



5

the thse'thgf it:is not kindled or maintéined only by the perception

of self-advantage. But"these chafadteristics have not been central to

all conceptipns offffiendship.' Indeed, they were absent from various
Greek conceptions. It is for this reason that Aristotle's account of
friendship:requirés SuCh_Careful scrutiny. It cannot be assumed that

'simply. because Aristotlekdévotes’two books to the topic of friendship inm

‘the Niéoméchgan Ethiés>that‘his ethical theory has‘théreby:made 5rovision
f&r génﬁinély'altrﬁistic}ahd unselfish action foWards at iéastAa

" restricted ciéss.of individuals. ’If Aiistotlé's theory bf friéndship
vis.liké thaf_of soﬁe éf his pfedécggsors, the éileéations of selfisﬁ

ané egoéeﬁtrig beﬁa?iqﬁr'éuotéd in the introductiéﬁ may well be true.

o DRENE PU _ , .
fndeed, somezcommentators'such'as'Adkins have argued that the egocentric

 pfe—Afist§te%iaq"concep;ibh Qf‘philia (friendéhip) surviveq largely
intact iﬁxA#istotle's‘q&h;fﬁeOryl. " In tﬁe remainder of this section,
I:Shall briefly ou?iiné”fwé'ére-AQistOtelianVconcepfions ofrphilia, in
ofdér'to pinpoi@f the.self;régardiﬁg and égoistic’elements that prevail
“iin_fhése qonceptioﬂs,~‘ WhenVWe exgﬁine Aristotie's own account; we
vshali then be in a‘betfer4positi6n éo éséértain whether or not the

5f}Aristofélian;conception:is én advaﬁce 0ver thét'of earlierrconceptibns
or is”precisglyviike it‘iﬁ fhése_re;pécts; |

.'LL“ Aﬁgins'afgpes £hat§in Homeric sociefy, the effective locus of
‘power;ifhe ﬁost'cdheSiQQ”SOCiai; ﬁoiiticai and‘ecohomig unit was the
~915é§; a'hdﬁseh§1d rﬁ1éd:o§ér b& a_&arriof'chiéf; and consisting of his

family, servants and slaves,. The‘members of the household could count

B

upofl the rest of the”wdrld as:béing nothing but hostile. The words
phiios:(adjective),‘philein (vefb)»éndvphiloéés.(abstract noun) are used
primariiyAin'connectioh wifh thevWarrior chief.. Adkins argues that the
'active side>of the philotes relatiénship is exhibited in beneficence,
fhat is, iﬂ éoncern for'ﬁhe preéervation qf thg object of the chief's
attachment.:  What is vital, according to Adkin's'analysis, is that

these acts of beneficence are in no way altruistic, but aim always at




the iininé'diaté-.dr' »1oh§-‘term‘ ’security.of the warrior chief and his oikos™ .

Ph11e1n is an act which creates or maintalns a co-operating
'relatlonship,_ and it need not be accompanied by any friendly
feeling at all; it is. ‘the action which is all important. 3

‘;In‘snm,‘(l) fniendshiﬁ'isenot altruistic, but thoroughly self-regarding;
- (2) there is'no~characteristic_emotional bond, except a "possessive
'gffection?'for n,dependnble'instrument and (3) successful action con-
Stituteé,the,relationsnip;,'d;sposition, intention, or attempt are mere
- addenda. -

_“ AcCording to'this ccncéption,“family; friends (in our sense) and
'éilies{(bneinesskpartners;~c1nb nemberS) can all»be’seen-to a greater or
_lessef'ententQas'relieble'or,helpful in one's pursuit of success; philia

e T W R L ' .
isveséentially a relationenip’of advantage and service.
2N The1$ame‘1ack‘QfeéltrUisticJmotiVaticn is also a feature of
Plato's acCcunt of»ffiendehip,‘according tc'Juiia Annas. = On Plato's view:
. To desire‘of_feelteffection for some person is always, at
'bottom,~tc’have a reason that has a reference to the agent's
‘own welfare. To love or feel affectlon for some person is,
on - thls view, to see them as a source of something one wants
and thinks worth having, and this is ‘impossible except insofar
as one’ thinks of oneself as 1ack1ng or needing something, and
to that extent 1n a state which is unde51rab1e 4V
Julia,Annas refersﬁtb a“distinction Bernard Williams draws between

egoistic "I‘desiresﬂ”and altruistic "non—I—desires" in order to show

‘ that the Platonlc conception of friendshlp is ultimately eg01stic - An-

,’"I ~desire" has a self—referential prop051t10na1 content in contrast ‘to
ﬁna:"noan—desire" Which‘lacks“a self-referentiai prcpqsitional content.
cniPiato'sfecconnt'of;fniendshinyin:tne ng;g.cah be seen to‘make the ciaim
'thaf”all apparenti; altrulstic "non i des1res".u1t1mate1y rest upon, and
nculd,notvexist witnqut,,en egoist;c "I-desire" of some kind such as "I
deeire that l;continuettc'hane sucn n useful,:entertaining~or wotthy
’friend"; V'AccondingEtb;Plnto's ecconnt, "non—I—desires" are not the

basic- mot1vat1on in fr1endsh1p {‘ Julia Annas concludes:

“If it is r1ght to take Plato in this ‘way, then the analysis,
of frlendship can not unfairly be called egoistic, giving
an I-referring basis to feellngs and actlons that are
apparently altru1stlc




:"thdsuﬁrvaccofdihg to this cenception of frlendship in the kygig,
(1), friendship 1s ultlmately egoistic (2) the emotional bond is con-
ditional onﬂan egoistic aim 'that is, affectich is felt for the friend
: only 1nsdfar ‘as he is perceived to be a source of.a desirable good
S (3) the relationship is based solely upon a perceived deficiency. Again,
‘kphilia‘iSjessentially.e relationship of»serv1ce and advantage.

L we[mqsginpwydiscbyef WhethérhAristotle, ae~akcreatiye philosopher,
éoes:beYOndffhie egOistichchcepfion_of ffiendship; oi whether,,as Adkins
'ehggests; the‘eécispic cenceptiod‘shrVives:1afge1y intact in Aristotle's

own ethical theory.

1.2 The Three Types of Friendsh1p

:;It 1s generally accepted that not everything is loved ‘but
‘ionly what. s lovable, and that is either good, or pleasant
‘or useful (NE 1155b18 19)

" For AriStetle,yali friéndships have an aim of purpose.v It is an
ZAfiétoteliéh‘pfihcipiéﬁfhat "for any pdrpoeefulvhhing, whether a natural
c éﬁjecf,hcrfah Qrgenieatich; whether;a:man-devised toblhqr activity or |
essocieficn;7i£sieéeehiieifheture'is detehmined by its function, and
i.éxpreéééquy_fhe lggggiwhich,steteS'its‘purpose"7.'fiAlthodgh friendshipe
arise natdhaily;itheyeafepaiéd purposeful;b They are goal—diiected, and
SO:defined by'theii‘gOai or purpese. It is'because they are goal- »f
‘directed thaf Arietetie begins hie diScuéeion ofkfriendship by considering

~the- obJects of fr1endsh1p, ‘the gecd, the pleasant and the useful.

PR

'Friendships haye'a goal (Egigg) or purpcse which determines their
.essentiaiinature; Sihce there are three kinds of goal that any individual
may cheose,tq pursué; scithere>are:three kinds of friendéhip correeponding.
to these goalsﬁ fhoee dirécted tbwards goedness, those directed towards
pleasure, and those directed towards utility8

These goais'ere also called "goods" by Aristotle. He distinguishes

~betweeh what is "good in itself" or '"good without quélificationﬁ and what




is.reiativély,good; of goodofof a pérticular person. This relative good,
tho good.fof‘o.particoior bérson,ais good Wiﬁh regard to the special
noed$ of fhe'indiVidual; ’wﬁen abperson pursues Qhat is rolatively good
V‘Or_good for him as‘ah_individuoi,‘he is pursuing what is relatively osefu£
of relativéiy pleosant for in Aristotle s theory, the relative good may
be‘classifled into the relatively useful or relatlvely pleasant. In
contrast; somoopersons'purSQe the absolute good or whaf is 'good witbout
:qualificotion".‘ Thoytoim tovperfofmvfine’and’noble deeds and toidevelop
"‘ﬁirtuoos éharacters. “'Soohwaﬁlifé.is also ooe that‘affords pleasure, for
that whlch 5 -2 obsolutely good also gives absolute pleasure Fricndships
_formedbin pufsuit of thls good are v1rtuo fr1endsh1ps ~The two relative
7:frlendéhips>0f utlllt;_and pleasure are, according to Aristotle'svtheory,

“the "lesser friendships";'o

1.2.1 Friendship of Utility

ThiS’is toé type!of»friéndohip'founo aﬁong those who are out to
pursue fhéir:oWn odvontogé;,: It is tﬁevkiod of felafionship of which
-the porticipants ask’“Wh#f benefit can'i oerive from this?"

‘So those .who 1ove on fhe grounds.of ut111ty do not love each

other for their personal qualities, but only insofar as they

derive some beneflt from each other (1156a10 =12)

In 5 ousineso relotionsip;”fo; exgmple, the friends haveviotefesté»in
’cohoon‘(interésts in a.ratﬁer{defogatory‘sense:‘ there i51n>-disinterested
,10§e.of the ''good ‘in itéélfﬂ). 'As 1ongva$ they,Sharé theée Wintereots"
'athey will ottempt to remain oo "friendly terms" with each other. They
;w111W1iké“each otﬂé;'in a limited way: to the extent that each can get
osomething‘out of'the‘otﬁér; fhey Qish to continoe the relationship.

Neither feels affection for what the other is in himself, but only for
~what is inoidentai to his real natore:' affection is not felt because

the friend is ooncéived toobe a man of good oharacter, but because he is

conceiVedito be a man of wealth and skill; ~ The frienos in this
aséociation choose; in short,xwhat is accidental ond completely ignore

what'is-essential.




" Such friends aeed geﬁ fipd each etaer:useful in every eontext and
in’every,wa§k‘ It is eaiy reqaisite that they find each other useful in
ngggawaysg; "Morepeef,_they‘maybbe usefu1 to each other in dissimilar
:ﬁays.‘ ,If A;want$ fo_use'B; it is usually the case that B has some good,
;}M; WAigh‘A ;aeks;  “ih resaect of_the poseession of M, A and B arc
‘f oppoaiﬁee. ‘vﬁeﬁever;aif the‘relationship is.to be ene of friendship and
‘:not pure exp101tat10n the beneflts must be reciprocal and mutual Thus
~A must have somevgeod,is of. which B wants to take advantage. In respect_
:,fof S;‘A'and B are'agaiﬂ eppesites.ff:‘ |
v: Ar;efetle fineskthis kind Of”friendship thevmost inferior. The
'.friendShip ie fofmee;;p eursuit efian unaerthy‘goal, and the friends like
eaehlqther ¢6r what‘Qefaceidenta}rand,not,esseAtial to their natu"_fes7 Men
'.whotfofﬁ;theee.friendsﬁipa Afé pursaing fhe relative gped in preference
to the good 1n 1tself “ When a ﬁaa'sjpfimary geal is to do not what is
rlght but what 1s most useful te hlm he is actlng fromva motlve which
eis not the good, bhtfthe useful, 50 corresbeadingly, to feel affection
 for aaether persea'net beeagse efiwhat he is in himself, but because of
k'the_faet that he eahkbe ef~service to one, is to feel,affectien from a

‘ motiﬁethichiie’hoﬁfthe good, but the useful.

1.2. 2 Frlendshlp of Pleasure:

ThlS 1s the type of friendshlp typlcally found among the young as
they tend to live:for 1mmed1ate-p1easure. It is the kind of relatlonshlp
. of which the participants»ask "What pleasure can I derive from this?"

e Similarly wifﬁ'those who love one another on the grounds of
pleasure; - because it is not for being of a certain

character that witty people are liked but because we find

them pleasant ~ (NE 1156a12- -13)

Again in such a friendship it is not requisite that the friends conceive

each other to be pleasant in every way or in every context, but only in
N ‘ 1 ‘

some ways or in some contexts«o. "One may well be friends with someone

because he is a pleasant drinking companion even while recognising his

'hnsuitability as a companion in other pleasant pursﬁits“ll. Moreover,
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the friends may giye'each other pléasure in dissimilar ways. A may
" have an eaéyfmannerfand B/may rideahorses‘well. ‘."Up to a certain point,

perhaﬁs;3akpleaaure;triendship isimore‘complete and perfect of its kind,
1the’greater the variety'and seqpe of the pleasures the friends may share;
‘butethis ieva differencefin‘acope and perfection within a class of friend-
‘ships.Whieh hlliheleng tqlthe same basic type"12
“, Aristotle:argues that friendéhips based on pleasure are superior to’
“those baAQA'on utility for two reasens. :first, friends.who take
pleasurefin.each other.want to spend time together. This is not
neeessarily-true d?;ffiendahip‘based on utility for the latter may
btolerate“each etherinerely for nrefit} Sécbnuly{ "one finds(ijlpleasure
friendshibé),abmorehéenerous'spirit whereas‘utilitarian friendships belong
to the counereialliéminded";‘ _ Thus,‘inasnuch as friends of pleasure
" enjoy. each other 's: eompany, spend time together and have a generous
spirit, their relationshlp resembles ‘more closely “the- friendship ofv1rtue
Although pleasure friendships are.superior to friendships of utility,
'they are not the highest form p0531b1e for the participants still‘pursue
the relative good (1n the form of that whieh,is pleasant to them) in
vpreference to that which 1s absolutely good.
So when people loue each other on the grounds of utllity
~their affection is motivated by their own good, and when
_ they love on' the grounds of pleasure it is motivated by
_thelr own pleasure. (1156&14 -15)
When'a-man'S~primaryvgoal'is to do not what is right, but what he finds
pleasant,:he is’aeting from aimotive which{is neththe good but the

pleasant SO»cprregpondingly, to'feel affection for another person not

beeause of,What he is in himself but becauSevof theipleaeure he can give
one, is to feel affectiqn’fromka metive which is not the good but the
pleasant;f | |
lt‘might;annear'that'Aristotle‘s ethical theory is cold and austere
for it priaes a life of virtue and regards a life of pleasure as inferior.
Thisiview would be incorrect. Aristotle notee that relaxation is a vital

part_of_life»and this.Vincludes spendingbone's time in amusement'. Of




the Virfﬁes;thaf'Arietotle]diecueses, ene'iS'CQneerned with "entertaining
or‘witty conversatlonbe fhus a;ﬁee may‘be virteous in this respect.

The enteftalning or Qittykmaﬁ4ls never offensive for he (ombineb hisg wit

( with tact and he always considers the comﬁany he is in. (1128a20 -26)
ﬂelis‘virtuqusﬁin that,he»is enterta1n1ng to the right people, in the

: righf‘eirceﬁsfahces, ahd’frem the,right motive, AHe may be cdntrasted

' with'£hevjéker\§i bﬁffoon Whese wit'is"excessive and miéses the mean in

that he paye‘no‘regard to. the c1rcumstances or the people, but w111 do
anythlng to raise a laﬁgh (1128a5) ; His‘alm is not the good but the

'er pleesant‘ hlS éleasure—seeking motlve 1s so. strong that he will attempt

vto;beufunny'aﬁ aey3eostf§ndrindiscr;minately. » Inasmuch as a.mun partici-

betee‘ihﬁé,reietieﬁsgip“&iéh;fhe:méh whdse,enfertainment combines with

tact and is 1n the meen he 1s peft1c1pat1ﬁg in a v1rtue frlendshlp of
the highest kind Io‘fhe:extent;thgt'he partlc;pates in a relat;onshlp

,with'thehbuffeop Qr je;eiyeﬂe‘ieige;ﬁieiﬁéfing‘in'g éleasurelfriendehip.
‘Afistefie:doeeknoﬁyﬁeielfﬁatiif;iszwfong te.seek out pIeésurable

; relaxatiene ehd‘reietioeehips. 1:The wrongneSS lies in eeparatihg one's

pleésureﬁffem the lifehef virtue - for example; by pursuing it as ene‘s

primary goal and forming relationships associated with this primary goal.

f1;2.3  F£ieﬂ§;hiéf°£:vi#t#e 6r Charaeeef'

‘ friendeﬁiésvof nfiiityﬂghd frienesﬁipe,ef»pleasure»differ froﬁ
7‘§fiehdshipsvef virtue_orichafaetef.ihasmuch'aéithe former Qlove fof the
sake ef whatiis geed férifhémsélvéSG;g The»friend is "loved", he is
w1shed well becgﬁge he 1s‘cence1ved’to be. a source of pleasure or
.Jadvantage; ‘Itfis clear that even vicieus:persens can enjoy such ffiend—
ships. ';Virtue ie.nof'reqﬁisitevif friehde arevsuch because of their
ﬁsefulﬁess to onelanefher in'busihess deals. The same is frue when
’pleasufe is the objecf; as wﬁen one velues a friend because he is a good
edtinking COmpanien. | |

~Friendshipsvof virtue or character,‘iﬁ contrast, can be found only
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among:gooo:nen.jsjVirtue(lrlends}are’thOSe who have goodwill for each
other,,#nd?inueeo,lloveﬁeach~0ther,.on account of each having good
_character;-zbln the‘friencshlps of'utility:and pleasurc, mcnvvalue each
other forfwhat ls accidentaljtopthenselves;~for‘it is accidental in
’Aristotle?sh;heorp that a}man’is'Wealthy or handsone. His essential

self (and, hence, What,isfof intrinsic>Worth)vis his character. Thus,

.in virtueiiriendships; nen value each other fortthemselves,_for their
essentialiattributes,\anoinot for”their accidental attributes.  Cooper
expresses Aristotle s point very clearly.

Clearly enough _whether ‘one person is beneficial or pleasant
to another is an accidental characteristlc of him; his bcing
s0 results from the purely external and contingent fact that
?propertles or ab111t1es he possesses happen to nnswcr1x)nccds
.or wants, - equally contlngent that characterise the other
person. If ‘then the conception of the other person under
* which one is his friend as beneficial or pleasant to oneself
is somethlng that is only in01dentally true. of him, the same
thing must. also be said of that property whlch one acquires as
a result of so regardlng him:’ that one is-a friend of the
other person must be somethlng that holds true only. 1nc1denta11y
“ve. . Onm Aristotle's theory of moral virtue, the virtues are
vessentlal propertles of human kind: a person reallses more or
less fully his human. nature according as he possesses more or
- less fully those propertles of character which count as moral
excellences. - And since individual persons are what they
essentlally are by being human- be1ngs, it can be said that a
person realises his own essential nature more fully the more
;completely he possesses the moral excellences. - So if one 1S,v.
~a. frlend of another person because of moral qualities he
possesses one will be his friend because he is somethlng that
“he is essentially, and not acc1denta11y 13

1

fSuch frlendshlps are. slso endur1ng, for Arlstotle argues that a good
character, whenrfullypdevelopeu,tls pernanent, or nearly so. Thus, the
enduring‘cualitonf]virtue:frienushipimay:be contrasted with the trans—
' itorxfgpglity(of;the-lesser frlenuships. -‘Such friendships cease when
thevfriends no"longer conceive each other to be useful or pleasant. .We
may note here a familiar‘value in Greek thought - permanence. One reason
why the frlendshlp of good men is better than any other is that it is
last1ng, imltatlng in this the duration of the eternal spheres.

Aristotle concentrates almost.exclusively on the friendship of
perfectly goodimen thereby creating the impression that such friendships

are possible only among "moral heroes'. Cooper suggests'that we should
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s :not 1nterpret Aristotle tooxllterally here ere'noints out that it is
h"an aspect of the teleological bias of (Aristotle s) thinking which
‘causes him to seek out the best and most‘fully realised instance when
_attempting to define a- kind‘of thing" but~we should not understand him
"as implying that only the perfectly v1rtuous can engage in such friend-

":ships 4; deallz then, virtue friends will be perfectly good, and thus,
y the samevnot only in their orientation to 11v1ng, but also in their

"attainment of nobility . But‘evenlin cases»where there’is sOme difference

in’the-kindkand degree‘of theiruattainnent;'ue.should still expect'a sub-

’stehfialjdegree‘of11ikenessiin:their conception;of the idealtand in some

kaspects'ofttheir attainment;‘trfurthermore; thosebuho are alikc'in

"g'character will tend to beualike inktheir tastes and ‘in general in what

"they find pleasant and useful hFor v1rtue friendship to develop; the
parties to the relationship must find 1n.each other by a gradual process
the ‘same.. dedication to the ideal of nobility » Acknowledging this common
1dea1 v1rtuous people w111 tend to group together to attain and further |
1,thhis 1deal w1th and through each other :What in all cases; though to

fidiffering:degrees;rv1rtue:friends‘w1ll find in each other, is thee-

realisatiohgbf thé'hﬁ@éh;iééal’ an ideal which is the end of:their'
i'-intentionalfactions;JVVf | |

vInvsunnary,tue!may?sayethat Aristotle?distinguishes the various

\forms‘of friendShip‘accordingzto thesdifferent grounds On whichlgOOdwill

of affection is forthcominglin each As there areﬂthree such grounds -

’ the good the pleasant andfthe useful‘— so, corresbondingly;:there are

/three“fofms’of friendship;:ciriendshin,on account of the good, friendship

on account.of the pleasantj;and friendship:on account of the useful.

iFriendShip.on‘account;ofbthe good:is basediuponkgood character, and may;
vtherefore, be called ﬁvirtue" or "character—friendship". . Friends:of
this type haue.goodwillhand affection for each other because of‘the

,other'g'good characterl | Friendship on_account of pleasure, in contrast,

- is based upon the other's providing one with pleasure, and friendship on
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account of utility is based upon the other s providing one with advan-
tage.' Pleasure and utility friendships are regarded by Aristotle as
L inferlor forms of friendship, while virtue friendship 1s the paradig

of friendship ;for,Arist,otle.;t S

; 1 3 Other Types of Friendship?

| We must now pause to con51der whether all philia relationships may
be categorised into the good the’pleasantf or the useiul’ or whether
Athere are’ some other types which are not dlscussed by Aristotle, perhaps
becauseytheyilack the crucial.element”of choice (prohairesis); The term
philia,meansgany hindiotiafrectionate;relationship and thus, philia or
friendship is also possible between members of the same family such as

between mother and child father and child brothers, 51sters and cousins.

Is Aristotle s classification supposed to apply to these relationships
too? It is true that Aristotle makes a 11m1ted attempt in Book 8
chapter 12 to allgn some types of family friendship w1th the three forms

of friendship,_but this attempt is 1ncomp1ete and unsystemat1c,_and it

seems that it is not Aristotle s 1ntent10n to make family friendships a

o special case: of one or more of the three types Some_of Aristotle's
: examples_w1ll serve to shOW‘this. b In chapter 8,.heidiSCUSSes the case
of a mother who loves her absent Chlld. According to the theory of the

,three;motives the child must be loved on account oi‘the useful, the
pleasant or the good t In this case utility is"clearly‘ruled out, for,
.;being absent the"childvhas ‘no way of making 1tse1f useful to her
Further, the . mother has no way of know1ng the real v1rtuousness of the
child, if it is absent ‘so it cannot be ontaccount of the good that the
child is loved : Can.itithen,beion'accountiof pleasure?‘ This may seem
Vto be the mostglihéiyimgfivé,ﬁgnd yet it is clear that if pleasure is
present,-it'is'not the'kind ofipleasure that‘is typical of pleasure

friendship. As the'child'is‘absent, the mother can derive pleasure only




15

ﬁrrdm'théscdﬁtemﬁ1§fi9n26£;théﬁéni1d;_’ Yet: for’Aristotig, all friend-
f-shibshreduire‘fecttueireeitsstton“;;:nffection is kindled and~natnta}ned
jthrough'thevsheringgoffsctiVities;'rather thanwthrough mere fecling and
thought alone.i_‘Further, sn important feature of pleasure fricndship is
,.vspendlng time together,land thls cleariy cannot be met in the case of the
_absent child Thus; it;is'not'the typical motive of pleasure that lies,
behlnd the 1ove”of a mother for her absent ch11d It‘seens that.none.of
the?threehnotives applr in"this case:,and ,1ndeed, Aristotle does not
suggest that any one of the three does 850. . it is more lihely.that the
‘mother loves her child tnot on account of any goal or;motive, but mcrely
beceuse the child 1s her oun
. , A 4 v v
It may be thought that the case of the. mother separated'from her
ch11d 1s unusual and that all other cases of family relat1onsh1ps fit
e3311y 1ntokthe three—notlve‘nodel - Yet thls is not the case as
‘Aristotle mekeskclear;e’ He notes that'» |

s Parents love their childrengasfpart of'themselves; whereas' )
children love their parents as authors of theirvbeing. (1161b18)

- He'aiSo:comments}
Brothers love one’ another as having sprung from the same‘
’“orlgln, because their identity with regard to their parents
E _'1dent1f1es them with one another. Hence such phrases as
j"the same blood" and - the "same - stock'" etc. Thus brothers
are in: a sense the same 1dent1ty in dlfferent bodles (1161b29 31)
Thus;,parents'tove;their'chtldren,_children theiriparents and siblings one
>snother;’notfheceuse‘eS“peopieotheyvere conceived to be good, pleasant, or
";useful butymerely-becauseJthey°are related to eaéh other. .There need be

nothlng over. and above a consciousness of famlly relatlonshlp

It,is true, oi course,jthat’members oi the same_fsmily, fordenample;v
brothers; cousins,fconradesvbrought‘up together could be‘friends'of any
one of the three types 1n that when of approprlate age they could use
thelr’tlmegand energleslln the pursult of v1rtue, pleasure or advantage
Yet, even here,'ithisfnot cieer thst Aristotlevwould accept them as
‘standard cases of the three torns‘of frlendshlp : Although they may be

friendS»of'one of*the'threeitypes of‘this sense, through it alltthey are
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:family friends.” lhew nay nursue a: particular goal together but the love
and goodwill each has for the other is- founded not so much upon the
_ essential or accidental gualities of the other but upon the kinshrE
:existing between them.v It 1s the kinship that const1tues the relatlon
‘Thehultimate.£Oundation,of even these ramily_friendships is‘thus clearly
ﬁdiffereng,w-;one]géngbiléhéesé’cnérs kin, hence the foundation is not
,indicative;ofvcharacterlt“elt.is forvthis fea5§h,that Aristotle Writes
vﬁthat although all forms ofvtriendshiph“involve‘associatiOn”, family
V'lfriendships should be "distinguished as a separate species . (1161b12-14)
- It is clear that Aristotle believes that family friendships do not
{flt into the tripartite framework But does he believe that all philia
_;relationshipsvout51deﬁthe family fit 1nto the framework? Certainly this
Tframework’is not exhaustivewof'all friendships between persons not |
‘relatedvtofeach otherk. First itﬁiSVpOSSible to have a frlendship in
whlch the parties like each other‘on account of theirlnatures/qualities
:but in which no: goal is consc1ously undertaken and, secondly, it is
possible to have a friendshlp in’ which even the qualities or natures of
YVthefparties arenot espe01a11y signiflcant.;f The first ba "no goal" |
friendship couldbarise,nfor example between two persons who are: "naturally
vvvirtuous" Aristotle makes a distinction between natural v1rtue (phu31ke
.'arete) and v1rtue in the full sense (he kurla) (1144b12 17) The pursuit
'vof good deeds, and the‘cultivatlon of good character is. a consc1ous under—,"
.taking; a.primaryhgoal'fcr those who are fully virtuous.i They»choose to
perfornfgoodldeedsifor.the‘intrinsicigoodness‘and'rightness of these _
deeds,‘and those*engaged in such a life fcrn character friendships. In
contrast’ indiv1duals who are "naturally virtuous" ‘perform the same kind
of deeds and display the same kind of character traits as the fully

v1rtuous.,‘ But in their case, the bravery, justice, generosity, or self

control thatfthey display'stems from an innate tendency (1144b4-9). Two

such naturally virtuous individuals could7form a friendship, and have

Vaffection and goodwill;for'each other on account of natural, innate,
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5'§irtue'that éaéﬁ‘ﬁoéseseé;:f‘inisﬁcn a friéndship,vthe'goodwiil would be
based upoh the euallties ofuthe>persons cohcerned but it would be “goal—
‘~advantage, pleasute, or}‘slmply, the intr1n51c goodhess of the deeds in
questien.h o g8
vAithehgh_Afistotle.feeeéhiseS'the'exietenee of this naturalyvirtue,,
it:aoes.ﬁetufeathfevin:hie(aecohntioivﬁriehdShip; and the reason appears
k' to?bejthatafriehdship>haeed,hpengeuch'virtﬁekwohld lackkethical Sighifi~
cahce'ih that it ie{ndtleonee;hea;with’cheice (prohaireSigL' Aristotie

discusses'friendship as one of the virtues, and, in his ethical theory,

.charactet ahdktittue'afe essentiallyfcehCetned>with choice. = "virtue",
‘ - S S DP e T T - I L ) .
; he writes, ﬁihvdltesvchoieeﬁf | i: we @ant;to knoﬁ about an individua}'s
' QirtueuSneset(ef‘1ackaefiit)}.Qe‘hhat!iopk%at the choicesvhe makes, in
’particulaf7‘at.the.eneeuheiseiects;~v'Infthe case of natural virtue
frlendship,‘thebeerformance of good deeds arlses from inherent tendencies
and there is no dellberation and ch01ce of ends | ,It 1svprobab1y for the
: same,reaSOn that he omits from discussion ﬁhat we'maf call "uhgrounded
1ik1ngs" and "unJustlflable attachments“ —‘frlendshlp relatlons in which
’there is no geal and in which even. the qualltles of the‘frlend are not
eSpecially signlficant; It is’ not that Arlstotle be11eves that goodw111
and affection canvbe beetowed oh a purp031ve or rational bas1s -alone, but
that phllia‘relatlonsh;ps 1n whlch thls purp051ve or ratlonal ba51s is
absent 1ack.the;crueia1 elehent of choice and do not, therefore fall

within the domain of ethics.

i

1.4 The elace oi;Goodﬁill in Friendship
CoOhe;7c1aims‘that friendship,lfer_Aristotle,'is mutual, recognised
and active we}lfwishing and’well—doing of good for another for that
pefsenislewn sakels. That is te'sayj friendship is mutual, recognised,

‘active goedWillt Cooper supports this claim by an explicit definition




»Ethics where Aristotle seems to suggest a close relationship between
friendship and goodwill ; We shall quote the important passages in full
las they will be a focus for later discussion.

‘We may begin by deflning friendship and to philein. We may
describe philein’ ‘towards anyone as wishing for him what are

: believed to. be good things, not for your own sake, but for his,
“and being inclined, as. far as you can, to bring these things

" about. A friend is one: who has ‘such inclinations, and brings
~ forth these ‘inclinations in return. ~Those who think they are
. thus towards .each other think themselves . friends.

' 4 ' (Rhetorlc 11,4 1380b34- 81a2)

Goodwill is friendship only when it is reciprocated Perhaps
-we  should-add 'and recognised' " ‘because people are often well-
- disposed towards persons whom they have never seen, but believe
~to be ‘good or helpful and one of the latter might feel the
same towards the former: -then clearly these people are well-
disposed towards each other, .but how: could we call them friends
R when their feelings for one another are not known? So friends
- must be well-disposed towards each. other, and recognised as
wishing each other's good, for one of the three reasons stated
above (namely, the good, the pleasant, and the useful).
oo i et i o (NE 8,2 1155-1156a5)

Goodwill seems to be the beginning of friendship ... people
cannot be. friends unless they first come to. feel goodwill,

‘although feeling ‘goodwill does not’ make them friends,  because
they only wish for the good of those for whom they feel goodwill;
they: would not actively help them or take any trouble for their
sake., .. One’ might then define goodw1ll as undeveloped friendship
which in course of time when it attains to. intimacy becomes
frlendship L N L. . (NE 9 5 1167a4 12)

ursTheée’thr?ejpassageS eiééiiy{supportjéooper's claim that friendship,is
vmutual;‘recognised{iandiactive'gcodwill; fThe.requirement of mutuality is
the requiremenththat"eEEEJtriendfhas’goodwillvfor.theiother on'the grounds
of goodness;:orvpleasure orladyantage}ii'Thus;dforpexample, A has goodwili
towards B‘on account of E’segoodvcharacter;;and'hdhasdgoodwill towardst
'_,on account of A's"éood character. 'Thelreduirement of mutuality is not
the requ1rement that goodw111 be forthcoming (in one of the;friends)

Co because of the other friend's goodwill towards h1m . Thus, if A has good-

will towardsz on account of B's good character, but B has goodwill
towards A on account of A's goodwill towards him, the requirement of
mutuality is not met. . The requirement of recognition is the requirement

that the relationship be»conceived by both friends 'as one of friendship,
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'>.andhthat'eachtfrlendihépcohcelved?hv the other as_a;friendL A relationni
':vshlp”doestnot;hecome”one;or;friendshipisimply because'ofbthe presence of
,léertain sorfg_@f;mofiQagiéé,orfbéhavionr. ‘ Certaln sorts of virtuous
acts, forexample,couldbe pe'rformeq‘mthin a relati‘onship of friendship‘
or'outslde:suchla?relatlonship..’kThe‘requlrement,of "active goodwill" is
’the’requirementjthat:the'trlehds’actuallv7have.goodwill towards each
.'tother, -and. reasonably freduently do good thlngs for each other | In this
’l wavl:"active goodwill" is to be distlnguished from whattwe may term e
l"passive goodwill" in’which there is merelv a dlsp051t10n to do‘good to
t‘the frlend Aristotle does‘makekit clear that friends need not be con-

lv:stantly active in this way,'although the more active they are the better

:;the friendship | Frlendstwho have already proved thelr frlendship (by
‘factive goodwill and good‘deeds) can remaln friends even ‘if they are |
separated talthough lastang separatlon tendsbto he the demlse of friendshlpc
It should be noted that these three requlrements of frlendshlp that
'{Cooper correctly 1dentif1es seem to apply.pr1mar11y to ‘those ph111a
‘;rrelationships that are freely.engaged 1n f They do not seem to apply
Ar read11y to all family relationships : Thebexample of the’mother and her
absent ch11d 1s avcase in point } The mother "feels affection" for her -
chlld but "does not}seehbto receive“affection inxreturn"}" It is
‘Va"sufflcient"‘for her to see her ch1ld."prosper" and to "feel affectlon"
for it evenblfbthe childvdoes not render 1ts “mother.her due because it
does not know her" (1159a17 33) ' *The affectlontand goodwrll is thus

unilateral rather than mutual or: re01proca1 and of course it is un-

recogn1sed by one of: the two partles to the relat1onsh1p . Also, there
can be no "active.goodwill" since~they are‘separated from each other;
the mother can only have ‘a. "pass1ve goodw1ll" that is, a disposition to
do good for her- child ivMoreover, Aristotle does not suggest that this

dlspositlon‘will‘weaken if the separation is a long one.
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1 5 The Motivation of Well—Wishing

This- chapter is concerned above all with the issue of altruism and
egoism in Aristotle 8 theory of friendship We need to know:hipnrticular,
whether Aristotle makes provis1on for genuinely disinterested concern in
'his‘aoeount of iriendship}iand”if.he does so, whether’such d151nterested
‘yConcern is e5featurefoflyirtuezfriendship alone; or of the leSSer friend-
ships too L 0f key importance here is the issue of well—Wishing or
»goodwill and we must enamine in detail the nnture and role-of this

well—Wishing or: goodwill for the three kinds of friendship

1y 5 1 Well Wishing and Virtue Friendship
In v1rtue friendship,'well—wishing is genuinely for the gthgr
f#iend.étéake,y;'The~euidenee_for'this isoAristotle 's statement:  "Now.
those who‘wishwweiiato:their;friends'for their ownpSake'are most truly
friends;v}for‘theyvdoiso\hy”reason of their own nature énd,not
incidentaiiyﬁ. i7eristot1e’seems’to;be seying that‘among those who enter
into relations of friendship, the group that is- distinguished frombthe
”rest by virtue of the fact that they WlSh well for the other s sake are
',most truly friends and this group is the same group that care for each
tothervbeeeuse‘ot;essential,qualities;v: We have already noted that,
accordingptohnristotle}’itiis only in virtue‘friendship that individuals
véiue eachﬁother‘forftheir_essentiel‘attributes;. dInrutility,and‘pleasure
friendships;'individueis'ygiue each other.tor their’eccidentallattributes.

Aristotle is,‘therefore, saying:that7virtue friends are most truly

friends, and that they are most truly friends because the well-wishing of
eachlfriend is genuinelycfor.the sake of thevother.

We must now eonSider-howbit is that the conception of another
indiyidual as-being’ofdgoodycharecter oan.motivate concern for that
individual's weiifbeing; ‘.What is it; in short, thnt binds one person's
virtuous oharaeter end another person's goodwill‘towards him? Moreover;

" “how can’this goodwill be so strong that it'is'sufficient to spur an

individual ‘into action?
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It is plausible to suggest that admlration mlght be present for
admiration is often forthcomingbon the perceptron of various kinds of
rexcellence._h But it wQuld'also‘appear that admiration by itself is in-
v,vsufficient.to spur one to perforn deedS‘that-are intended to benefit thc
'friend' .A's admiration of B because of B;s good character may well
result 1nAs w1sh1ng B well and in thlnking that it would be appropriate .
:and fittlng that B should prosper .-But it is far from clear that such
t:admlratlon by 1tse1f would be sufficient to move'A to seek activelv B's
well—being,’tofdo things‘on hisibehalf;'andkit is precisely this feature
’hthat tstso‘inportant.in Aristotle's’account of virtuefrienuship; It is
far from'clear that‘admiration or:respect should issue in anything more
. e R S 3 o
b.tthan'a-'-:feelingv’ ‘or,l indeéd a‘vfirtn’belief that B is a fine individual,
an exampie to everyone else,bandvthat he deserves to prosper and get
what is best It would seem that Aristotle does hold that somethlng
 more than.mere admiratlonvls requlred 1n the k1nd of goodwill that

'characterises friendship. In NE 9 5 he suggests ‘that -the goodw111
'that accompanies'appreciation of another s-excellent'quallt;es can be"‘
t:very'weak'.and.conpletely lacking in intensity; desire anc activity; In
';such cases, he: says, love or affectionate concern (stergeln) maykbe only
‘superf101a1‘(1167al 2) 'f To promote action,,greater intlnacy and love
. or affectlonate concern is. necessary; Cooper spells out this affective
element in Aristotle;s account'very c1eariy:
(v1rtue) friendships exist when ‘two persons, hav1ng spent
enough time together to- know one another's character and to
trust one another (1156b25- 29),'come to,love one another
] because of their good human qualities. . Aristotle's. word
- for 'love' here is stergein. ... Each ‘loving the other
for his good qualities of character, wrshes for him whatever
is good for his own sake,  precisely in recognition of ‘his
‘goodness of character, and it is mutually known to them that
well—wishlng of this kind is reciprocated (1156a3~ 5)
Mere admiration is insufficient.v Love or'affectionate concern is an
essential constituent‘ot.virtue friendship}k it is not merely a super-

ficial feature that decorates or embellishes the friendship. = But why

should it"beithe case that for Aristotle good character inspires love or
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"effectioneteTconcern?éytbetebedm%fetton meyﬂbe tnsntficient to spur one
into action;ilen:effecticefeienent'like.love may‘be needed, but it may
st111 be asked why Aristotle should think that good charactor should
inspireklove.:f Arlstotle does not confront this issue explicitly, but
Irthinkvthet@tbe‘following~ensner may_do justice‘to his position. ' That
'1_virtnousjmen‘seekjénefioteboniy'tbe,éOOd is one ot the’cornerstones of
’ Aristotle{s;ethiqs;v;ﬂsnch men look’foffnnet is’good-infitself, sonething
that”does‘not'point&beyond;to:someifnrtben;yalue;fx'Aristotieﬂnas,no»
Platonic Form of the Good ilBut‘thebgood nan'in bis:actiVe,-virtuous
1ife is the personiflcation or embodiment of hunan good. Since the good
“man cannotbbutelone‘the.good,baffection necessarily accompanios_this
awarenessiof:tneiéoon;ﬁ?;itbis:fot;this‘resson tbat good men'iote,'or

have affectiOneteﬂconcern.for'eachoother.

Virtue frlends will, of course be useful and pleasant to each other

(1156b13), but these features are shared w1th the 1esser frlendshlps

What 1s.d1stinct1ve isfthat.v1rtue[fr1ends'typlcally seek to promote

each otberfsigoodbcheracter; its development (1172e11), and exercise.

»Theyvfindbin‘eech“othef a:modeIJOfghuman'good;;gnd seek to emulate each
 other (1162b8).."Virtue'friends come to share a life of virtue;

1n having“concern for (phliouteS) a frlend men have
concern for what is good for themselves,' for the good
' man 1n becoming a frlend becomes a good to. his friend
: Fed ‘ - (1157b33 34)

'Viftue'friends observe:eech'othereperforniné good ‘acts of conrage,
'vgenerosity,bmagnificence,'gentleneSS} truthfulness,'temperance, to name
- some oﬁwthe’virtuesfthet‘Aristotle‘explicitly discusses. This observation
brings withtit.a cdnScionsness of oneself and other_peisons as moral

16b' - "f, _ ‘; . . . v o o
agents -, and this consciousness br;ngs with it an admiration and
affection for these other peopie‘whose aim, like one's own, is to achieve.
excellence of character. One,wishesbfor the good of these people just
because; insofar as one is virtuous and noble, one wishes for the good-

in—itself,,and these people as they achieve such excellence are themselves

E the'embodiment of the good in itseif'which:is to be found not in the
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PlatohiceheaVens,fbut?in;the:concrete‘behaviour of virtuous men. Anyone
‘who loweskthe’good;Aristotlerwrites; will love these good men qua good (men).

. We"mﬁst coxiclcde 't'his ‘sect'i'oh. by‘ pinpointing the altrui'stic kind of
well-w1shing that typifies virtue friendsh1p In'Sectioh 1.1 we referred
to Bernard W1111am 5. classification of desires into supposedly (1)

eg01st1c "I de51res" and (2) altruistic "non—I des1res"-~

.(1) I desire that I prosper
(2) I desire that X prosper

‘_ 'Now itbis clear that (2).is more,altruistic.than (1)? but we may still
ask whether (2) 1s altruistic enough and‘whether it captares what is
typlcal of Aristotle s virtue friendship ;‘ It seems that I could maih—
tain (qulte compatibly w1th (2)) that "X is a fine person, ‘ah example to

‘us all that hedeserves what is best and I hope he gets 1t" -and at the

. same time not be will1ng to do anything that will promote hlS wellbeing

I could reason as follows
‘ »Persons of excellent character should prosper
Th1s person A, 1s of excellent character

Therefore, A should prosper
This reasohihé isvclearly altruiStic; if I argued ih this way, it would
be_unreasohable:for‘peopleeto call he ah‘egoist.h But I would surelybbe
even more?altruistic irwI eesired to be the one who‘contributes to A's
prdsﬁerit§}7f5r15£éf1¢,éé we‘have just‘seen, arguesithat virtue friends
seek'to;prohote each'otherls;gbodﬁcharacterAand its develophent. Each
friendfcan”thus be cdﬁéffﬁe&ﬁgs.saying something‘like:-

(3). I des1re that I help X prosper (where "prosper” is’
understood to be the attainment of excellent character)

‘_Now«{S)-is.clearIy an "I—desire" in:Williahs's sehse of the ternm, but it
is an‘altraiStic "I—desire", not an egoistic "I-desire" because the goal
is the»gooo‘of anotherhihdividual, tor that other individual's own sake;
Morebver,_it is reasohable.to argue‘that (3) is more altruistic than (2),
because real concern iorfanother is manifestedfin a willingness to do
thingskthatibenefit that’other‘perSOn and help.him prosper. A piously

ceXpressed hope or desire that he might prosper is insufficient.
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1 5 2 Well Wishing and the Lesser Frlendships

th Aristotle s p051tion in respect of the motivation of goodwill in
':the 1esser fr1endships is not as‘clear, for he seems to commit himse]f
':in various places in the‘NE to two propositions uhich are incompatible.
”1.>' Dlslnterested goodwill (that is, goodwill for the sake of

pthe other) is found within all three types of frlendship
iz;f Disinterested goodwill is not a characterlstic ‘of the lesser

friendships;;for;lesser friends are self—regarding in their

" concern for each other and they do not care for each other

”:in‘théhééives?7;fif;f°
-,;Textual support for propositionhl rs found in Book 8 and that: for prop-
' \/r LA
',..osition_Z:in BookhQ; In the EE Arlstotle clearly takes the line that
goédWi1iffdrrthe sake'qf¢thevother person;is not a feature of the lesser
'friendShipS'”t Theveoncern’of:ieSSer”triends-is purely self—directed
| w(1241a5 8) i Thus, in respect of’the motlvatlon of goodw1li in the
‘lesser friendshlps, the EE accountvls.llke NE ' Book 9 \and gg_Book 8 is
_1ncompat1b1e w1th both | N | |
: The ma1n passage 1n support of propositlon 1, the prop051t10n that"
goodw111 for ‘the sake of the other is a. characterlst1c of all three
types of frrendship (and ‘hence, a characterlstlc of the lesser friend—~
ShlpS too) is 1156a3 5 ;vIt could be argued though that 1n thls
‘ passage Arlstotle is referr1hg to friendshlp 81mp1101ter that he is
'ana1y51ng frlendshlpvln general ‘or is attemptlng to present the reader‘
with a model'of friendship..i But, as;éooper p01nts out, such an 1nter—
pretation cannotﬁhe‘correct for Arlstotle s words do not support this
"model'of friendship" view.r ‘Aristotle writest
So fr1ends must be well dlsposed towards each other, and
recognlsed as wishing each other's good for one of the
three reasons stated above.
The implication of{the final phrasev"for one of the‘three reasons stated

above'" is that goodwill‘in friendship.may:be forthcoming on any one of

 the three groundsihy whieh‘friendship is distinguished into types, namely
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:the éooe the'pleasent and.the useful In this passage; then,
’,Arlstotle appears to be arguing that goodwill towards the other is a
'characteristlc of all three types of friendship (and hence, of the
k'lesservfriendshlps too) =

‘h If AriStotle assents to'nroposition 1, it appears that he cannot

R without incons1stency assent also to proposition 2 BUt‘Cooper has
recently attempted to show that this is not so. | He argues thetb
Aristotlefassents;to thexfirst_propositlon,‘and he»then proceeds‘to’
argue that‘ given a particular 1nterpretat10n of the second proposition
'o(en 1nterpretation that is, of nhat ‘is. meant bybcaring for a person

',"in himself“),the two propositions,may be'seen’to be consistent w1th one
: LA e T O i >

another;
Lf pfoﬁégi@iohié;[ogdpeplafgﬁés,;ﬁ;s:twe parts::>(a) that the well—‘
wishihg-fhaﬁachAraé;ériQeé“fﬁé’1e§§e£ frienoshios'is grounded’upon the
vbadvantaée or nieesure perceived to accrue to the self and (b) that
‘iesser fr1ends do not care for each”other ""for themselves" or for what
the& areiﬂin:thenselyes";e 2These two parts, Cooper argues, have not
velwaystheen:oistinguisheoeg&'the verious commentetors, but they are
_diStinCti;hdtshdgié;Vtééféfqre'Ape kept so. Hetettemnts to show that
commentetors who?ergneithathristotle holgs‘proposttionj2(e) are nistaken
tor.AristotiezgéégAhoié thet;therehislat‘ieast»some heesure of‘dis—
interesteo wellentshing‘in the 1esserhfriendshios end,-therefore, that‘
these forns of friendship'are not whoily egoistierano selfish,as'is
vsometines tho‘ughtl:9 He further attempts to show that Ar1stot1e does
indeed hold propos;tion 2(b), but that 2(b) has been wrongly 1nterpreted
:by commentators, and has no_relatlon at all to the eg01st1c—a1tru1stlc
iSsueZO. : By'this method, Cooper attenpts to show that there is novcon-
'tradiction in what:Aristotle seys:.somenwasure of disinterested goodwill,

that is,‘goodwill for the sake of'the other person, is a feature of all

three types of friendship.
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We shall begin by discussing 2(b5 :In’describing the'three‘kinds
e of friendship, Aristotle draws a distinction between (i) caring ior.
others "for themselves" (1156a10), "for what they are" (1156a12),'or
"on account of themselves" (1157a18) and (ii) caring for others in01d0n—b
tally (1156a17 1156b11 1157a4) It is clear that (1) is the kind of
’concern associated with :v1rtue frlendshlp, _ “while (i1) is that
k,_associated with the lesser friendships. It might be thought that
'.vbecause 1esser friends do not care for each other "in themselves , they,-

therefore;~do‘not‘care,for each other "for the other's sake". But'

M;Cooper argues that Aristotle is not making th1s equation _ he'is simply
maklng the point that inmv1rtue frlendsh1p,’:vcare and concernbariSes
. A : , ; :
in virtue of an 1ndividua1's essentlal qua11t1es while in the lesser
vlfriendshins;;suchkcarenandgconcernﬁariseslrn vrrtuehof.an individual's
;incidenfgiidnAIitdesz;;";i&hebpartdcuiar'rncidenta#hquaiities involved
'mtght'suggesttthat:thé‘iesser;rr;endshdps;are alwayS\selfish and self-
vseeking,fbut;thishdoesinottchange.booner;sipointjthat AristOtle is
”;concernedihereknotwtOVdfstinguish betweenfegoisticfverSus:altruistic‘
Jbehaviour 'but between behaviour motlvated by essential versus 1nc1denta1
f attrlbutes of the other 1ndividua1 ‘: Coooer‘istsaying,bin other words,
'ﬁtthat 1tirs not necessarllv the case that because A does not care for B
‘m"ln himseifﬁ or ﬁfor himself"r(that 1s, on account of his essentlal
: attributes) that he, therefore;‘cannot care for.B for B's owntsake.
According to‘propositlon 2(a), lesser frlendsbare completely selfish
and egoistic for they seek thelr own‘benefltvor pleasure exclu51ve1y
j__Cooper'denies'thewcorrectnesS‘of-this internretation arguing that Whller
,1esser fr1ends exh1b1t more self interested concern than virtue
friends,_therec;s;stillaroOm‘for some degree ofvmutualldisinterested
concern in~thesevtriendshdpszz' _The‘important‘paSSage is 1156a2-5 which
;we»havehaireadviduoted;awhere Aristotle says thatvfriends‘"wish each |
’other's:goodbdqnzaccountfof'(gi§i~the’gOOd,hthe pleasant or the useful.

‘ Cooperkpointsioutiin;a footnote'that although dia can sometimes be used
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to "enpress a purposeJ ‘1ts‘"norma1" usage 1s in ”expre551ng an
"'antecedent causaiicondition"gb-sIfhglg is:understood in a purely
vpurposive;sensekeit?uouidhseem that“iesser friends wish each other
_good in order to produce pieasure or‘advantage for themselves Dia in
vthls case would express "merely what the well—wisher hopes to achieve
azbor produce by his friend 's prosperity"zs.»_ This purposive or prospective
‘;account of dia.would render,the well—wishingvof the‘lesser friendships
ipcompletely’egoistic and seli—seeking - not because of the purp051veness
'por prospectivity in.itself but simply because of the specific self-

’ regardingrpurposes.involved.,; Moreover as thlS interpretation of dia

femakes the lesser friendships exciusiﬁely self—seeking, there is a clear

S | '
'hcontradlction with proposition 1 according to which there is,-at least,
fsome d151nterested goodw111 (that is, goodw111 for the sake of the
'_other person) in theklesser frlendships. 'rﬂIf d1a‘is ‘taken 1n-this
,,prospective:way; as‘expressing,what*the wellfwisher,hqpes_to produce or
flaChieve'by'hiS'friend'shprosperity;.then it is:impossihle to interpret
, Aristotle coherently"

Cooper p01nts out that 1t is very 11kely that Arlstotle 1ntends d1a

ito be 51m11ar1y understood in a11 three types of friendshlp, thus,a clue

‘-_ might be prov1ded by 1nvestigat1ng the use of d1a in v1rtue friendshlp

- In this case the 'because' (d1a ten areten) seems more
"likely to mean  'in recognition of their friend's hav1ng
‘a good character"so that it expresses a consequence or
. result. of the friend‘s ‘being morally good rather than
some purpose that ‘the well-wisher has in wanting him to
prosper ... . Understandlngbthe ’because' in this causal
way makes it-: at least as‘much'retroSpective'as prospective;
the. well—wishing and well- ~doing are responses to what the
‘M’person is and has done, rather than merely the expression
of a hope as to what he will be and may do in the future.25

Applying.this.analysis’ofvdia to the 1esser friendships, Cooper continuesf

the pleasure friend will now be said to wish well for
his friend's own sake in consequence of recognising him as
someone who is and has been an enjoyable companion, and the
advantage friend wishes" his friend well for his friend's
own sake, in consequence of recognising him as someone who
regularly benefits him, and has done so in the’past.26
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’ fgféqﬁmeutatoffuhOiheiuitue-ﬁ?osbeetive¥purpoeive interpretation of

ﬁ:&ia’ﬁigafodbﬁéetﬁﬁhgf7Afi5ta£1é;e eomments’about the demise of frieud—

ﬂ’Aships do not support this interpretation . Aristotle says several times
v(1156a22 24 33 36) that the lesser friendships cease 1if the 1eccipt of
pleaeurevor‘ut111ty ceaees. ' Thls ‘seems to 1mp1y that the friondship
‘oeaseeobeoauee:pereonal:oeaefit‘or,pleasure was the one and only goal .
Vaud if’ the goal is no longer beinérachleaed the frlends will naturally
’ceaseew1shing»each other~we11 and the friendshlp will die. Similarly,

a,virtue;ffienueﬂib'would oeaee;iffthe good,_in this case,kgood charactor,
vaere to disiategrate, §1£h§ﬁgﬁ,tﬁis is not:very'likely to occuf uccofding

»;to Arlstotle‘because good qualities of chaaacter are, once fully acquiled

A ;

;permanent or nearly so (1156b12)

Such a challenge lacks much force because Cooper does not ‘hold" that

'f"frlends are completely backward looking ,He»says that dia is "at least
. | , . P—— . | : v
' as muchyretrospect1ve1as p;ospective" 7.' "The antecedent" of their

goodaiil ieeaot;only’(the{feeogaition of) fegular past'pleasure'orl
Jadvantage;'or'of the“othéa?;kgood chaiacte% inﬂthevpaet; but aleo the
expectationioieueiiefithat‘Such pleasufe aduaatage or good chaaacter
{will ¢$n£inﬁ§fiﬁtthe’£u£uréi] When Cooper is out11n1ng the three types
. :o£ faieaoship, ue notes tuat "it is ‘not the’ actual propertles of a
petsonéiput thoSe that eomeouevelseveonceiaee him as'possessing, that_l
are_responsible for the:exieéence'of a friendshib"zs. In other words,
A's ueli~Wishing for B'is built upon Afs,conceptioa of B. Reasouable
vgrouuds for coueeivihélB’AS good orboleaeaut of useful include not only
;Bas”ﬁhétfbehaviou;:jout”also«his‘present aud likely future behaviour
and‘dispositione. A haevgoodwill towards B becauee he has a particular
;conception of B and this conceptionvis groundeo ia beliefs about B's
,Woast;npresent-and_futuretbehaviour. Cooper would argue that when
;5Aristot1efsaye’that’frieudship ceases because the benefits cease, he

‘means thattheparticular conception of the:other person that is necessary

" to cause the goodWill is now absent.'k.




' A@é@?@iﬁg'fo Ceope;,itﬁe lesser ffieedships involve disinterested-
»'neSS'b’.llt‘\ixi:“e 'sﬁbtle' end iimitédil'w'Ay', fairiy termed ';disinteresfced", but
hot as’ fuily d151nterested4as virtue friendships. A lesser friend, A,
.:seeks his own benefit but within the limits imposed by this aim he
:can, caused by»hlskcpnceptipn Qf B; still wish well to B for B's own
seke; ‘ins ewn'§enefit:4e‘A‘$ overali goel; but it is not his goal in
reéehiendreeery_acf;on in‘the felatibﬁshie.i  When A acts he does not
‘eIWaQexseek’fo maxiﬁieegeifeﬁen’gdvahce his eWn weli—béing, though it
vis fhe"ceee thef'eaeh:ane evefy‘aetioh will be scénned to see that it
”l1s likely to remain within the 1imits of his overall, longeﬁerm_personaly
'f.beneflt from the reletlonship g.nVFWhlle_A seeks his overall bepefit,
.each,acfqu wellfwisﬁigg‘towardéjﬁ need no? be sgbservient telyﬁat end
'in th;t iﬁ wiilloﬁii'ee?ﬁﬁaerfakeﬁ if itﬁﬁe.conceived of as a means'to
A!é oeefali'perse;éiiﬁehefi¥t   Accordlng to this - ana1y51s the dis-
: interestedness 1s onlyylimiteﬁ‘ but it 1s an’ advance on the classical
’case ef Hobbesiae self—iqteresf. .. An examble‘may make this diffe;ence
‘,cleafef;

A_énd‘B afe‘“b;eiﬁeSS friends" who ruh a bﬁsinees to their mutual
kéd&éﬁtaée; | One‘day.B falls 111 and is taken to hosp1ta1 A is cen—
‘siderlng v151t1ng B 1n hospital |
4(;) It~isvvery.iﬁcdnvenientgto me .  .I,sh6u1dvrather.go etraight home

:’frem,work{?ahéihotisgepieff>af ehe hespiﬁai on the way and‘get
" hAome»“latenv“for"d;nn"erv.‘, Stlll I shaii'visit him for‘o‘therwise _

‘people w111 talk and say I am neglectful I‘might then lose

customers to my r1vals i Besides B might feel sore ifFI don't
. visit him and may end our'business partnership which I find very

L ; o L , v i
“.advantageous. & - v T o E

(2) Poor B»in,hospitall_ I hope he recovers soon. And- with that
personality he;would hete the boredomeof hospital. I must go
and visit him and his time won't drag so much. After all we

have_always.been good businessvfriends,'and have run the business




"su¢CééSfQ1iy;‘and}lhbpefullj;.We might be doing it again

soon., .

' Thefjudgeﬁeht is‘the‘Sémé‘in both cases in that in each A decides he will

visit B,“Eut.the‘reaébhing in the two cases is very different. In the

first_gg59; Abis éhfire1y:é6ﬁcérhé§‘ﬁith'his owﬁ intéres;s and géals and

fhe p6é;ibi9 repéféugggdhs:tﬁafahisﬂaction might'have on his intere;ts

:Fénd;gdals;f‘ He\spééifieé nérihﬁgfeéf'in‘fhe Qél;—ﬁeing of B‘and‘dpés

- not Qish himyﬁelivat;éllf:ﬂ Thié;is“a classic statement of self-interest.
‘15 £§€?5§§Qﬁdf§éSé;Tiﬁ:ééﬁ;iéétfmé genﬁiné1y wishés B'wéll,,and isbcon—
'éefngéggbééf him'§§ 598 f§:£ﬁeWéxﬁén§ thaf,B isncbngeivedbto.pe a

‘  beh¢f£éi£i:f¥ieﬂg;l;%ﬁef@iéhés,B}ﬁeil ferB'é‘oWﬁ sake, bécause hcvhag

'  a:pﬁffi;ﬁlé? C6ﬁ¢é§ti6ﬁ 6f.3135:§a;éﬁtag36ué, and his conception‘is

 grounded in beliefs about B's past, present, and likely future behaviour

véﬁd.diqusitioQS:”: f:

; In fhis#yay;;tp§ ié$ééfj§riehas£i§é é?e not relétiqhéhips of pufe
ééi?;iﬁtefééf?;ﬁ_?hiéﬂ:thérevisf;o plécé f6r.wé11ewi§hing for the sake
§f fhéf6££€;yp%?§§h2'; fﬁiC§§per‘s accpﬁng;kiess¢r>£rignds do wish wei1 
’:forifﬁé Sfﬁé?S'Véakeigbdtiin ways 1iﬁited€in their bgsiSfandvdegree{ 
é@éﬁeffs_éécéuhttdbééihé§é‘the.aqvéntége'fﬁat it mékeSvthe two_prop;
;béifi§ﬁs;ééﬁﬁéﬁiﬁiéiénéicdﬁéisténtf ;vif ¢;opér‘is cprrect in‘arguipg
fﬁatiArié£6ti§fis:é;hmiféeafﬁé proﬁbsifibq 1;ithen:A£istQtlé caﬁ be Seen
 to‘p¢ congisfé§£ ;n~wﬁ5t:hé éays‘abd;t wei1-wishin§'iﬁ thé 1essef friehd—
,jshipg, v‘B#t Qé ma&.stiilbégk;;f Cooéer's?interbrefatioﬁ ig corredf. Is
it’trﬁé to what Afiétotle says,and méans?z

Cooper's argument, as we have‘noted, depends heaﬁily upon there

“being a»clear-cut'distinction'between COncefn for a person for his own
EEEE on the one hand, §nd concern for a person for‘his essential/
ineséenﬁial aftributes oﬁ the other{ But Aristotle dbes not‘alwayé
seém.to make sﬁchfavdistinction; indeed, he often equates the twé:

Now those who wish well to their friends for their own sake,
are most truly friends for they do so by reason of their

- own nature and not incidentally. (1156b16)
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:'s1mi15£1§ﬁjtﬁe-goéé'naﬁ“wiéﬁesfhinéé1§_weiiz
and does aoAfor his#own sake (for he: does it for the sake
of- the intellectual element in him which is thought to be
the man himself) ,t:d:‘:q;&-v»_ o ’ (1166a16-17)
Clearly,bthen there is eome equation of w1sh1ng a person well for his
own sake and for his essential quaiitles .'But; 1t.can reasonably pe
’jargued~tnat this»equationk1gfto=be.gxpected inbthe‘case;of the man of
‘good ehafaetex;d ‘indeed;aéoooerrdoes not diepute thebequation in the
d&case;of tne?VirtQOuelnan:a Helis‘notbattemnting to aever the essential
vgualities/vtor the‘otnen;etsakéeeonneetion'With a1VieQ to arguing that
“_,‘A:vma'y w1sthe11 for his :e'ssent'ial‘qu_aliti‘e\s but not for B's own sake.
tvfhe'questi;hkatuisaneeia?not ' S
7,»(3) If A w1shes well to B for hlS essent1a1 qualitles, must he ‘

also w1sh well to B for B's own sake?

but rather

(bS‘ If A’w1shes‘we11 to B fon ﬁ;s onn sake muat he ‘also wish well
N to ijo?»B's essent;al qualltles? o
’t Cooper_éna&efsdeestionitb)?inkthe neéative.‘;,lf A.wishesewe111to B for
o B's owndeake,.it'islnotdneeeSSaryutnatfne n;shesvwell to B tor‘st
'.'eséentiai;énalities.n;;ﬁe may inéteadjnieh‘well to‘B forﬁB‘s acoidental
” baqualitieaggydﬁe thus d1spntes the equatlon only 1n‘tne case of the lesser
friendships.d,’Thus,atn order‘to refute Cobper's claim ’we needsxpassage
"‘>;1n which Aristotle denies tnat one can w1sh another well for hle ;;»
‘accidental'qualities;and‘at:the“eane time’wish nim well for his own sake.
Unfortunately, Aristotle does not pnovade one |
_ Textual support for prop051t10n 2 is drawn 1arge1y from the NE
“’account of goodwill in Book 9 chapter 5 In this chapter, Arlstotle
o appears to deny explicitly that goodwill ex1sts in the lesser friend-
_.shlps. Thns, thle chapter poses_a far mote 31gnificant challenge to
Cooper'e:tnterofetation;'d Inkthe'relevant passage (1166b30—3é)Aristot1e
first contrastsv"mereﬁ goodw111 witn tully}denelooed‘friendship, noting
'i tnat thia?"mere" goodwili‘ean arise suddenly and spontaneously, but be

quite superficial in that those who experience it cankbe unmoved to take
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any“trouble for thé-person'for'whom.they feel it. The example he gives
is that of the short lived goodwill that spectators can have for
athletes at the games :I Because such goodw111 can be so "superficial“,
it is insuffic1ent to constitute friendship, but it could constitute the
"beginnings of friendship" (1167a3 4) ' Aristotle continues:
One might; then, by ‘a metaphor define goodwiu.as undeveloped
friendship, which.in course of time, when it attains to
~.intimacy becomes friendship - but not friendship based on
utility -or pleasure for these never in. fact arouse goodwill
‘ SRR : . (1167a10-14)
In this passage, 1t might appear that Aristotle is denying that goodw111
1s a: characteristic of the lesser friendships F"For these never in fact
arouse;goodwill",appears to Suggest,it.'» But Cooper argues that Aristotle
is7making_a,much more'1imited'orz"reduced"fclaim,’viz the claim that
“,"spontaneously" arising goodwill, when 1t grows into friendship, ‘cannot
grow into utility or pleasure friendship, but only into v1rtue friendship
Spontaneous goodwill is,‘according to Cooper, that kind of goodw1ll
that arisesrwithout pastg"association" ofAreceipt of‘benefit or,pleasure.
» Spontaneousbgoodwill'Of the kind here under discussion can
‘1 only be based on admiration for goodness of character, one
. can feel goodw1ll towards someone whom one thinks is 'a good
' person even though one has no deep personal knowledge of his
" character and has not personally been affected by any noble
. :action of. his, but no one feels goodwill for someone else on
"~ the mere ground that he .might be a pleasant companion or use-
ful bu51ness partner “ ‘These sorts of goodwill only arise
iafter the pleasure or the profit has begun to.be actualised
and exist always as -a response to profit or pleasure one has
actually found in association with someone else.
Thus, accOrding'tohCooper‘s analysis, goodwill may. arise in two different

ways, (i) Spontaneously'(without.prior association of self advantage or

pleasure) and (ii) Derivatively (through prior ass001ation of self
advantage or'pleasure).which in the lesser friendships would involve
receipt of"past.benefit or pleasure and certain expectation that these

. will continue in the foreseeable future, ? Spontaneous goodwill can grow
.only’into»virtuepfriendship because only such friendshn)can be "actualised”
without priorlassociation.ofvself‘advantage or pleasure. According to

Cooper., then, Aristotle is not making the“claim that there is no good-
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w111 1n the lesser friendshlps,;bntfonly‘that there is no spontaneous

goodwill 1n such frlendships
'So what Aristotle denies here isthat eunoia (goodw111)
precedes, ‘and possibly turns ‘into a friendship of one of
.~ the. derlvative sorts; ~he’ does not deny that once such an
‘?1re1ationship has. begun, eunoia develops within it.
IS‘Cooperﬂs‘interpretetion correct?; ~Is Aristotle denying the existence
'of’spontaneons;goodwiilteione7or'oftgoodwill per se ‘in the case of the
'vdleSSer friendships?h*fPerhaﬁsfthe ‘continuation of the passage will
“providefthe“enswerra“h?~dt
A man who has received a beneflt does 1ndeed return goodwill
for. what has been done: to him, and this is right and proper.
'}'But if a person'’ s motlve for doing someone a service 1is the
d~hope of gettlng, through his help, some substantial advantage,
it looks as 1f the object of his goodwill were not so much
V‘the other man-: as himself ~“just as a person is not a friend
o if the attentions he pays have an 1nterested motive
‘ - : (1167a13 14)
In thls part of the passage Aristotle is maklng ‘a dlstlnctlon between
goodw111 that is based upon past receipt of benef1ts (advantage or
pleasure)_and goodwilllthat is based upon expectatlon of benefit
(advantage orfpieasnre);to5oomé. - It seems clear that he is denying.
3 the'ekistence-of.diSintereSted goodwill in the second, purely prospective,
’case. vThe_goodwillfisﬁnotfdisinterested for its object is the»self;
rather than the other. ' Does Aristotle allow that the goodwill in the
lesser friéndships_oénieome.thtofheing derivatively in respect of past
(butbnotwfuture)'benefits? :lIfhhe'does so, it won1d7appear that Cooper's
interpretation is correet”—'theregis not spontaneous goodwill in such
friendships, but there is one kind of derivative goodwill, viz goodwill
—derived from past receipt ofvbenefit.h:'lt appears that Aristotle does
allow it." The first csse under discussion is one in which there is
goodwiil*arising from past receipt of benefit, - Moreover, the goodwill
is disinterested for it is directed towards the otherbbersonn
Such ‘an interpretation; however, is open to challenge. According

to the passsge; there can be (and, indeed, should be) disinterested

goodwill infresponse to benefits received. But. it is plausible to
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argue that this goodwill is the goodwill of gratitude rather than of

: 32
friendship _z:As Cooper himself makes clear earlier in the article
~h'the goodwill of gratitude ("goodwill in return for past pleasure or past

service") is not the goodwill of friendship, for the goodwill "as an

ingredient'of friendship is-limited;by the other person s continuing to
j(be thought to) be pleasant or: advantageous ..; ‘Friendships’of whatever
'-sdrt; require ‘a continuing 11ve1y 1nterest of one person 1nvanother
1rand nere:gratitudeifor past‘pleasure or past service is not enoughvto
provide this"fﬁ The goodw111 Aristotle.discusses in this case appears
to be that of“gratitude - goodwill for past receipt of benefits. But
‘even if thisﬂis so; Cooper s:argument»is not refuted or even weakened
’by‘this pointealone;,.;ltris reasonablebto-argde that‘the goodwill of
‘ v‘gr‘atitude is 1nsuffic1ent1njust th’e respéct that he identifies to con-
‘stitute the goodw111 of friendship,- the'question is vhether it'can _
'Vconstitute the beginnings of friendship | ;Atterfall, in this ehapter,
Aristotle is concerned ahove all‘w1th the issue ofkhow goodwill (derived
o from bne'ar'méré sources)dean develop into'friendship. ﬁProspective"
) goodWill_eannot developiinto friendship beoause then the friendship would
: jhave an_ultiuate:hasisfintself—interest,:whereas in friendship the
_concernkand;goodwillkisietheredirected.n But,the goodwiilvor gratitude
could.indeedkdevelopiinto‘iriendship‘because;itvis disinterested good—
will; vits:ultinate:hasisvislrot’selféinterest. - The problem is that
Aristotle-does‘notimakefcleariwhether or not hefbelieves that the good-
4'-wi11 of gratitude may developfintokthat ofbfriendship,‘so it isenot
,p0851ble to be certain what this first case proves The passage does
not confirn Cooper's thesis; but neither does it refute it.
Aristotle noteslfinally:
In general,:gooduill arises on account of sone excellence
. or worth, as when one man seems to another noble,
beautiful orvbrave or something of the sort, as we pointed
: out in the case‘ot eonpetitors in_a_contest, (1167a18-20)
In this summary of'ﬁook 9 Chapter 5, Aristotle is making*the point that

vitvis generally'various kinds of’human excellence or worth that give rise




: to goodwill ; ‘Hefdoesinot”say ageinjthat past receipt of pleasure or

'vadvantage can give rise to goodwill This omission might tend to suggest

that he does not consider that the goodwill of gratitude may be a source
~for ‘the goodw111 of friendship If this is so, it would seem that
neither prospective nor retrospective goodwill -can be such a source. Euu
1‘equa11y, it canbbe ergued that in this short.eummary Aristotle is making
i. A rather generaiisedistatementﬁabouththe origin of.gOOQWill, and he usnot
oonoerneo‘tq~enomeratgtggéiéfaiihite.SOnhces.j>‘In’conclnsion,’it must be
) saio thet»it ie‘notfpoesibie;to be certain whether Cooper's intefpretetionA

is correct or incorrect.

k‘>:’1;6‘;eThe‘Einetoriéi#iTYhesEOwariendship"~“;
| :‘Coopeniietsuneiy oorreotjto aféuefthet earing'ior_enother forfhis
.essential/iheSsentiaieqneiities‘is difterehtkfromvearing for‘another»for
his'ownveake;-'hhernajnbe:Qnongutoﬂeonciude that Afistotle makes this
‘dietinotionEAindeed;’eS-wehhavevseen,it'is not'poseible to be certain as
.z_tOEWhichbiine Afietotieitekes;— but it ie clear that they are eeparate,
,nnd should; theieiohe;.be hept eo; ~ Once this distinction is made,

howetef, many morefforms offfriendship will be generated.

Disinterested well-wiShing 2 ‘;;‘ i N Eséential Qualities
(Well-wishing for the sake S - ‘ ' ‘ - : .
of the other) :

Self—lnterested well-w1sh1ng P

- Inessential Qualities

—
(Well—w1sh1ng insofar as 1t 7/
benefits oneself) —-- :
1. FriendShip based upon,disinterested Well—wiehing and essential
qualities- (virtue fiiendship) ‘ ‘
.2, ~ Friendship based upon disinterested well-wishing and inessential
qualities (Cboper'S“interpretétion of lesser friendships)
3. Friendship based upon Self—intefeeted well-wishing and essential
qnelities (to be discussed later)
4.,  Friendship based upon self-interested well-wishing and inessential

qualities (Arietotle's'conception'of leSSer_ffiendship?)
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In factLTOhce:this distiﬁctlonfis*made, the result is six forms of friend-

ship, not fduf?,as1tﬁere’a:e:two inessential qualities, viz, pleasure and

l advantage.
| | Acooidloé_to’Arlstotle;dtheie*arelthfee major ends or goals in life
that any individual may choose to pursue - the good the pleasant and the
useful, | It is also the case, for Ar1stot1e, that the forms of frlendshlp
mlrror these goals of life that friendship may.be Qlewedras the affection-
; ate'and emotlooal aspect of the pursult of the respectlve goal "There
are",dhevsays;lvthree kiods.of'friendshlp oorfesponding in number tovthe
'obJects worthy of affection" (1156a6 8). ;He deselops his theor&'in such

. a way that- pleasure and utility are alwaysvrelat1ve goods and -virtue the
absolutejgood;-etA;reletive good,'we noted, is a good for a man'as an

“individual; it meets a special need of his as an individual. Aristotle

seems to“believefthat<if;it_is pleasure or material advantage that a man
seeks, it must be fdf”himself'thatvhe seeks it. 'VFrom this assumption he

draws the conclusionkthat'adydfriendship formed in pursuit of this goal

must be'selfeioterested,e:fﬁut it is not necessarily‘the case:that the
e?elative goalsqu:meteflel'edventage and pleasure'must be sought onrbehalf
i‘-_of:oneself;fdofltkseems oleusible‘to argue that where‘pleasure or material
advantage are:the_chlef éoals or.goods, suoh goals or'goods mayoe pursued
bse1f1sh1y or . unselfishly, egoistically or altru1st1cally Categories 2
‘and 4 above‘may be clearly expressed in terms of the altrulstlc and
egoistic VI;desireﬁ:model that we‘employed:before.

I desire that I contribute'to my friend's‘materialvadvantage'

;-kﬁP*desire thﬁfwl contr1bute to my frlend's pleasure

I desire that I get mater1al advantage from my friend

I desire that I get pleasure from my friend
And, in terms of this "I-desire' model, eategories 1 and 3 may be
sexpressed respectively:‘

I deSire that I contribute‘to my friend's virtuousness

I‘desire that I get virtue from my friend
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1Aeoordiné_tofarietotleﬁe}theorv}vcharaeter virtues are easential
propertiesroi‘hunan;hinn;i?ajperson'realiaea nore_or 1esavfu11y his
human nature aeeordiﬁé{ﬁi@ééyéibgégésses moré or less fully those |
propertieaﬂwhieh countiae’hunan’eneellences. For this reason, the
ﬂindiviaualhvho‘chooSeahtoylive anfeneellentrlife chooses what is
-obJectively worthy of choice,r he?chooses a goal that is essential to
human beings and human lives, and he 1gnores as irrelevant those otheI
Qmajor goale euch as material advantage and pleasure which are non- |
eSsential to it.‘~ Clearly, then according to Arlstotle s theory,Athe
;man who makes pleasure or. materlal advantage his primary goal is making
- a mistake'for;herohooSes what.is‘non—essential'to life and ignores what
e o e C R - -
is essential to it;'ﬂ5His‘choicea are‘notgin line with what is objec-
tively worthy of choiee. : It:' i‘s;'in‘this' way that he differs from the
'truly excellent agent the phronimos ’Butifrom thefmet that he-makes
'a mistake about'which goal is worthy'of’pursuit%’it does not follow
that" he must pursue his goal selfishly or eg01st1cally In short; ifk
‘it is pleasurekor mater1a1 advantage that a man’ seeks, it need not be

¢

; 1f0r himself.alone‘thatwhe;seeks it. Believing such ends as material

advantage or. pleasure.to he good for human beings qua human beings, he
may well A1rect his‘energiee to pursuing them on behalf of his family
and friends, aarwell ae on his own’behalf;. Earlier, we quoted a .
' paseage‘from"the Rhetorie:iniwhieh.Aristotle described philein:'
.'We may deecr1he philein‘towards anyone as w1sh1ng for him

what are believed to be good things, not for. your own sake,

‘but for his, ‘and being inclined as far as you can to brlng
,these things about. (My 1ta1ics) '

It eeems quite plausiblevthat an individual'mav hold'the wrong beliefs
about what kinds of ends are good for human beings, but, believing
certain things to be good,.such as pleaeure'and material advantage, may
pursuevthem actively‘on behalf of'others too. He may ask himself the
question:_'"HoW:may'I help,my friends to prosper materially and do well?"
or, '"How may l helpvmy friends live a pleasurable life?" Moreover, if

he perceives-that‘his friends have similar tastes to himself, that they
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v,holo>the”eehetthihgsvye;héhlé}'ehd hqreue the same'ehds, he may well
have genuihekeffectiohhfof‘them oftahfunfestiicted and qnliﬁited kind.
tOf CoUrse, itﬁie,quite Qossib1é that'eh indiyidual‘who seeks sech'goals
as.piéaSﬁeglé;cméteriglkédventage.pey do so in the selfish anq egoistic
manner thgt;Ar?stQtle'oﬁplinee; In thig case, the ihdividual would,
Nhindeeo;‘aekeof ahy.friehdshipin~"Whatfadvantege or pleasure can I derive
kfroh.thiS?"kehd¥then;:ehyfaffection‘oftyell-yiehihg would clearly. be
thyefy'hegligiblefor ehtifelyiahsent,'hThe poihtvis‘thét selfishness and
eéoiem istnofyéxﬁéééés;ry eoncomitant”of the pursuitbof material advan-
,f“taée or,pieeéhfe although it may be a contlngent fact that those who

’f’pursue such goods often do so ‘on behalf of themselves alone

The phrohihoe is the‘mah vwho doeeiwhetlls obJectlyely worthy of
‘eh01ce,‘ He understande thetkehetectef v1ftues?are‘essent1a1 to human
'1ife, ahdnhe, therefore,)wants‘torexcel in virtuous'deeds and to accomf

L plish what*ie finestfin‘hisihetore Ie it possibie'that'just as.ittis‘
hthe ease thet he who ehooses what is non-essential to llfe may do so-
tlselflshly or. unselflehly, eg01stlca11y or altrulstlcally, that he who
'>:chooses what is obJectlvely good and worthy of choice may also do so
vlselflshly or unselfishly, egoistlcally or a1tru1stlca11y9k In terms of
'; our~"I desire" hodel may the phronlmos say equally | |

.';(a)‘ I de51re that I contribute to my frlend's v1rtuousness

‘and « e :
“(b) I des1re that I get v1rtue from my frlend

or may he—say only the flrst of these? ? If Aristotie's’account‘of
'vyyrtue‘ fr1endsh1p_»-is to be’seen clearlyvtoibe anvedyance oyer Piato’e
~eccount; (b)‘muét be'rejected. In'order to ascertain this, we must
1100k'at some'relevanthpassagesrin the EE, and:some oossible challenges
“that could be levelled at them.
Aristotle;argueé:

If the function of a frlend is to do good rather than to
" be. treated well; if the performance of good deeds is the
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' mark ‘of a good man, and of excellence, and if it is

c‘nobler to'do good to.a friend than to a stranger, then

. a man of high moral standards will need people to whom
: he can do good P S ' (1169b10 -13)

In this passage Aristotle writes of the importance of bcnefiting a

frlend. Moreover, it is clear that if an 1nd1vidua1 practises tho
’~Aristotelian virtues 'his friends'will always benefit. In particular,
they w111 benefit from the generosity, bravery etc of his acts. But,

it could be argued that in this passage Aristotle is making the point

‘ that in the realm of social action,~the good man qua good man cannot be

entirely'self—sufficientb'for*many good“deeds such ‘as generosity, magni-

ficence, nd truthfulness can only be done w1th reference to other peoplc,

The good_man's friends.thus satisfy_a»need;U they prov1de him with the

opportunity to perform good deeds and attain human excellence This

p01nt is made by Ashmore

... The subtle reconciliation of self love and: love for
another reveals itself once.again. 'The good man will
need people to do well by:' Consequently, in conferring
benefits upon’another"he is satisfying his own needs.: ‘

The 1mp1ication of Ashmore s statement is that the good man in performing

such deeds for his friend does not make any real sacrifice He does not

ever act contrary to'hislown interests;' rather he acts in a way which

‘ _furthers his.own.interests;' In this way he is able to reconcile love

for himself;with-love for,another{

In support of this claim reference could be made to Aristotle S

discussion»of 5911‘10V54i, Aristotle distlnguishes between, the kind of

self-love that is a matter for reproach and that kind which is a matter

'-for praise . The lovers of self in the bad sense "assign to themselves

the greater share of wealth, honours and bodily pleasures" (1168b16);

But the lovers of selfdin'the'good sense assign to themselves "the things

that are noblest and best" (1168b29), that is, they assign to themselves

virtuous deeds. The individual who is "exceptionally devoted to the

performance of fine actions receives the approval and commendation of

all "for:he both benefits himself and helps others"”. In contrast, the
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"seif;ierr 15 thé"ﬁad'sénse"‘héi&he“atfémpts to assign to himself '"the
:iargef share.of monef,kpublic honours and bod11y pleasures" 1s reproached,
} :for "he w111’1njure boﬁh himself and his neighbours by g1ving way to
"base feel;ngs"; o
'.Bﬁtvoﬁf?imeéiner§vcfiﬁic could poinf oot thet this self-love in the
. gqu’eenseicouid eleo be~e;oefter'for.reproach.c Suppose that a man
.‘ me#eelitkhis{prihaf§;é;ei‘toedo“good(deeds; and iive avvirtuous 1ife;
,,furtnéf;.tha£9né»séi£és"é§efy ooportcnity he can to'prectise‘sueh virtue.
He may, whlle still wishing hlS friend well and,having affection for

-him on account of his virtuous character »stlllztry to seize all oppor-

o tunityxforfhimself.’f‘ﬂe may see his friend as a provider of opportunity,

i'asisomeonefohowhom‘h§;¢;;ipfacfise good Qeeds eo'that he can attain
1éxceiiéﬁcé;§£7¢har§¢tg£§;‘:fn;sho;t;,he me§‘take,the lion-share of virtue
on eaco 6c§aéi¢a.e{}?héapdésibiégéfi£i¢ismg to be,e#amined afe:thac the
.good_oecjaéweys'coosi&eféroiefgﬁé inferestsy(eholdoes not make sacrifi—
ces) end,;ju?fhe#é:fﬁef;heeetcenoSLeo his own eﬁtainﬁeht of eXcellence,
lperhaos at?tﬂe eepecsetoibhislfriendfs similarlatteinment; ‘He can . thus
; be'"&irtuonsﬁ’accordicgyfo_Aristotle's theory, when’reaily he ie’egoistic
V'eod selfigﬁ;f57: | |

Wefhaceialfead&;ooted'in'our dieCUSSion‘oi,yirtge friendship that
'sﬁch»friends’fypi¢;i1§;seek:tb,oromote‘eeéﬁ others'fgeoq eharacter, its
deeeiopoentif1172e11;55hdeegegcise;i‘:But;iif seéﬁs, thet A cannot help
"B deveiop or'improee‘his goodlehareotef ano aftein eXCellence by denying

" him all opportunlty for the practlse of v1rtue, for 1t is by practlse

—

—that such excellence is attalned’ ’ Moreover, virtue friends are sald
_to share in‘a life_of virtue,'bot it seems unreesonebie to suggest.that
A ahd_B share’in a'virtuousllife, if it is the case that A always
monopolises the virfcous.activity fof himself. Aristotle, in fact,
holds this view. ﬁe notes that thekgood man not only gives up to his

k iriendvoppoftunity for oateriel~wea1th, politicel honours, and positions

~ (1169a29-31) but he also
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G1ves up to his friend opportunity for doing fine actions
: (1169a33-34)

-+ Secondly, it seems that in Aristotle s account self—sacr1ficing’
‘behaviour is a feature;of virtue friendship. Thus, it is not the case
that such friends_consultfonly‘their own'interests and never act contrary
1'to‘them.' E
" But it is also true to say of the man of good character
that he performs many actions for the sake of his friends
~and his ‘country, and if necessary even dies for them
o e e s : (1169a19)

Byisuch an act, he sacrifices all the goods that he would have attained
'andfenjoyed_had he continued to live.  "Five minutes' or an hour's
virtuous action in which he laid down his life could not outweigh the
‘good[of yearéjof'Virtue'which he might still have had if he had not made
the sacrifice in question" ",

" A more important point concerns the motivation of virtuousness.
This criticism]ofHAriStotle”makes the_assumption‘that an individual .can
live the best life, be virtuous and engage invirtue friendship, but
'-do‘allsthese:things for selfish reasons. ‘But in Aristotle's theory, the

,acts not for the sake of pleasure

b'person‘who ie vrrtuouef>the phronimos
/or/advantnge;’butufor‘the sake of what is noble and right. - If a person
;ays'"l wnnt'Eudainonin;'and I want it for me" he is essentially con—
'cerned with'his own aduantage;.rather than uith the noble anu the good.
The goal ofise;f—development nny be a.better goal’than that'of materialr
'advantage, but, rn Arietotlefs theoryf the%motiuation is of eoual

importance:to the goal.' Al - ’;fg PR i}~

[P

- Suppose that an ind1v1dual acts in accordance with some virtue, for
_ example, makes a‘donation to a cheritaple crganisation, but maintains
‘tnat he has done it in order to develop his benevolence and generosity.
And, in general, let us imagine that this individual does what he con-
siders he ought,'but does so in orderkto,develop his own goodness. We
would surely deny that’this individual was acting in a good and virtuous

‘way . at all - his is rather a form of disguised egoism. In performing
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theee éood”deeded7ﬂevis‘eohedi%ing ooiyvhiévown intereets; and he is
concerned only for hle own oeli belng k"Afistotle would agree.v,'ln
hlS theory, the phronimos is the individual who does what is "objectivchV
end Psubqect;ye;yﬁ,correct:" The former category spec1fies that the
phronimosomustfdb'whaﬁYQe;qoes‘gt:the right time, to the r;ght person,
in tﬁé righf'mannefiete;if:ihedieétef cetegory,speeifies thaf>toe proper
do’act must be done w1th the rlght motive The righf motive for Atistotle
cis the noble -or the good f The benefactor‘who makes a donation to e
“:chariteole ofganisation_becausekié iekooble[or good is virtuous. He
Who,makes theaeamevdonefioo beéeuee he epjoyS'thinking of hioself as a
,‘benefeeoof_(ohfaccodotiof oleesdfe)3or oeceuse he wishes to_acqoiro A
Yirﬁuode eoafee;er (dgtgéééuﬁfdéf'aa&an£§g§) is not virfuous. The motive
'of'thei;iffoous:beoefeeeofji;?cieari&'disinteiested,tdhile the motives
of thefothefatﬁoeg?e feeoeogifely:the:seekdog of oleasure and‘advantage.
The’same.is;£rdeif0r édodfqeedeidooe tovfriends.k ,1f~A does a genefous
deed fordhiediriend.B,becedse he:wante B tokthink‘of him as generoos,-or
v‘oecauSe he Wenis'to;deeeioﬁ his own'goodness of character, he is not
© virtuous aod:he is not. aitfoe friend either. A viftue friend would '
pefform e éenerous ect dlslnterestedly,.for the frlend's owo sake, for
the sake of;the goodness!and rightness»of the act, not for the sake of
, hisdowh'adeahtage orvpleesofevhoweﬁer these may be construed. VlAs a
result_of performihg such,deéde?'the‘éood oanvderives advantege for
himself (he develops fiﬁeoeSSiof characteri'bUt this is different from

performlng good deeds in order to develop one s, benevolence or other’

——

"aspects of one's character;  The sdme is frue of pleasure. A virtuous
individual'oay derive pleasure from performing deeds of generosity or
‘dother good deedé for the friend's own sake, but,‘in'Aristotle'sIfheory,
the individual who.performs these deeds in order to deriVe pleasure is
not viftuous'at ali and is similarly not e,true'friend.

But,?is)io still not‘the case that the virtuous man in Aristotle's

theofy'is acting to satisfy his own'needs? Suppose he has a need to
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satiéfy‘his:own~generosify, “fHe_sees'a blind beggar and gives him some

monéy>"tbﬂsat15fy his gene?bSity"f'~¥N0welI—Smith points out that such
a phrase is misleading, 71..a-

For 1f we put it in this way, we. are apt to suppose that a
~man who does something "to satisfy his generosity" is con-
: cerned not,w1th the beggar s ‘welfare, but with his own
“satisfaction.  But. this‘phrase is a misleading way of

saying that his ‘motive was generosity, and this entails

that he gives the beggar sixpence in order to relieve the

Egggar s distress.: If this too is covert eg01sm ‘the
“accusation altogether loses its sting. It is 'a tautology

that ~all my desires, inclinations, ‘wantings,; likings, and
.!enjoyments are mine;. . but it is a plain falsehood that '

" what I desire,  like, want or enjoy is necessarily my own
'pleasure or. my own anything else

'-A=virtu0usrindiv1dual may have~a‘need to be generous, brave or otherwise

kvirtnous;:bnt'wnen neiacfslvirruously,ihe»does not aetyin order»to“satisfy
.his”ovn interests or;needs,xbu},for the sake of the rightness and goodness
of*the'aot fn‘dneStion,”‘;Similariy, when.ne‘does good deeds for a friend,
he:does~then for tnexfriend's’own sake, to-safisfy the friend’s own needs
and inferesfs; and notVinforderJ;OfsatisfyFa need of his own.i
"Ourucritic.could&offeria further,Criticism. "He cbuld,point onr
jtﬁég in‘certain passages;:Aristotie seems”ro commit himself to the idea
that.tne goodgman 1ikesodto assign to nimseif" the "larger share of what
is fine" '"tne‘greatervgood";l':Thus farlfrom making any sacrifices,
the "good friend"valways aims at . taking what is best for himself Any
sacrif1ces he makes are only in order to get somethlng of more funda—
;mental value for hlmseli thus,‘they’are not really sacrlfices at . allgv
The good man is. ready to’ lose money on‘condition that hlS
friend shall get more; for’ the friend gets more, but he
’himself gains_fineness (of character), so he ‘assigns him-
— -7 Tself the greater. good. He behaves in the same way too
with regard to political honours and positions; all these

he will freely give up to his friend because this is a fine
and praiseworthy thing for him to do (1169a27-31) (my italics)

and

He may even give up to his friend opportunities for doing
fine actions and it may be a finer thing for him to become
the cause of his friend's d01ng them than to have done them
himself. Thus, we see that in the whole field of praise-
worthy conduct, the good man assigns himself the larger
share of what is fine. (1169a33-1169b1) (My italics)
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- the gooa man»is prepared to nake for his friend. He has Just said that

tb"the man of good character performs ‘many actlons for the sake of his
friends";‘1ncluding dying for them and,,in these two passages, he goes
,on to>enﬁmerateksome othervsacriflces that;the good man will make ior
.his:frienas{aand he.ﬁéﬂfioﬁé{fin particular, Wealﬁh, Status, political

¢ position and‘the opportunlty for performlng f1ne actions. - Aristotle
is enumerating'theseksacriflces precisely to make the p01nt that the
1nd1v1dual gains the noble for himself by being to a -high degree self—'
sacr1f1c1ng, and not ego—centred and selflsh An indlvidual attains

‘: what is noblest and'best by belng prepared to mahe sacrifiCQs and in

v : v v
not hav1ng selflsh motives for friendshlp

It is clear that statements such as "the good man a531gns himself

. the larger share of what is: fine" and "he a551gns himself the greater

good" leave open the question of motlvatlon It is p0351b1e that an
1nd1v1dua1 may attempt to a581gn himself what is best ﬂAnd"of courSe,

t the critlclsm;makespthe assumptlon that itvls just for such: self—
interested reasonsbthat the:good man acts -,he_gigs‘to assign hinself o
" what is best \ :But',’ 1t :itsv:fe(mally possible, and, indeed, more Canatible
with Arlstotle s theory o};character virtue that thetmotivafion‘ishun_

ﬂselrlsh“—:theiman Wh°,m3355{5§¢?ifi¢¢$.°f'Wealfh; status etc.;for‘his
friend's»sahe; inloreerfthat hisffriend gets more of'these‘things, gainsv
What‘is nohiest and hestr:hpthating unselfish' not selfish notivation.
Ultlmately, he assigns h1mse1f what is best only by being unselflsh

; We “noted eari;er that a character frlend performs good deeds dis-
interestedly, for the}friend‘s own sake, not for the sake of»his.own
advantage or pleasure, however these may be’construed. We also noted
that, as a resultiof-performing such deeds, the good man derives aovan—‘
'tage for‘himself (he'developsvfineness of character) . It is in this
sense that the good.man "assigns himself” what is fine and what is best

- for human beings. The same would be true of pleasure. The’good‘man




' enjoys performing gooé‘deeds, espeoielly deeds that are intended to
enhance the well-being of his friends. Thus, by the performance of

“such deeds, he aleo "assigns himself" pleasure.
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J;CHAPTER 2

.c'PFRIENDSHIP JUSTICE AND CHARACTER VIRTUE

‘.f;2i1f?1ntreﬁﬁctidn The Peripheral Role of Friendshlp?

Invthe 1ast chapter we saw that 1t is not p0531b1e to be certnin

ﬂ'whether or, not Arlstotle believesbthat there is some degree of unselflsh—;

‘nees' some active concern and'affection for the sake of the fr1end 1n the'

':;caeeJOfffhei1e39er:friendships V,Inzcent?aef,;we;ieundvno such
7g¢¢;£taihty~ Q?fhe;case,of v;rﬁﬁe?f;iené;niﬁégétfwé'Sgwfthetnargunents:.
_egeemptlngfyo,;ednce,ﬁhezmctiye?ien:e£ §;?£ue?fnien§ehip po'ultinaee
egocenyrlci;yn;na;eelfiShnessbnegeinn;onnded{if}éuéhﬁf;ienQSnipe,are N

typically motiveted;by,AIt;uism”anu{ébsence;eﬁ*seifishneSS.f o

"’ Because such friendsh ﬁs’ére’éitfuiétic‘ahd'unseifish it would seen

Icrlt;cs”have~cleimed egocentru& and

’isfgpenitéjchgilehg¢5.:'A critic:of .

;Ar1stot1e 's theor mayeallow that 'n’thefviftue'ef friendship;eAfistOtlebn_f'

edoes make room for some’ degre of unselflsh and ‘even. altru1st1c:ﬂ

-?.moﬁivapion nyet he may argue tna"thienis,all besideS&the;pcintjend;;i_{

. largely irrelevant does nothing to rescue the :e;'n'firé' t‘heo‘ry “f’fo‘m‘ 0

'11' Arlstotle s

B chargeé?ofvegbcentriCit and eélfiShnesé} >f;_f

':"virtuous" individuallmay Sé x'.ebleaand welllngktoAactiw1th ; viéQ to
‘fi,-the well—being dE”; few personall&lenosen;‘good frjende,:while_netv
being ,eble and will;ng tovéhcﬁbany snch_gcodwii1 te‘individuals"ont_
'”;n‘éieejnie cieeeycircie}>'gAl#ereon.mayebe‘erepared to.nake sacrifices for
hie'fem;iygann\best fniende‘but;tnie“hardl§'proves’hie general lack of ﬂ
’ﬂffg¢1¥ienneééfan;lt:fefﬁéfnbnevee tnafbhe‘hae "1inifed altruism"Aer what
HnnefeeIISkﬁiiniten{nene;dience"}‘1fiAriefot;e‘may'be coneerned to

~articulate a vision of the well-lived life, and unselfish friendship may -
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of - this well 1ived 1ife, yet he who
life‘ should extend his unselfishness"(n

'h fissue Qf friendship is, therefore,

“iendship may be a virtue but,it isy

’

, r1stot1e allows that ‘in one "

that 1s f1n hlS personal frlend—”

consideration to h1s'friend's 1nterests. VVItF;s therefore‘luportant.tQ'

ﬂaﬁlook,at*the virtue;Of friendship in«contextf‘],In”this“chaptef we-shall

ftry totestabllsh what role the virtue of frlendshlp plays in Arlstotle s

eth1ca1 theory,;whether, i' particular, 1t has any relationshlp to:

_vzrtue as such' and to any of the particular v1rtues such as that of

:~Justicet f:In short e'want»to establish whether the v1rtue of frlend-

'ihehipliéfcent"lior per1phera1 to Aristotle 's theory
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it is clear that both are "social

.

eeeted}t93just;eel;j ;ndeeq,,they.seem; o

'1nto Separate camps,‘and to do so on the '1{';

0 actlon,‘nozfurther argument is 1n o

‘atlons of frlendshlp do-not move m

,..«-»-— H

']u—place, whereas arguments ofejustice,r

1n'contrast can be put 1nto every

';;perSon, second and'third as’well as first and;urgedvunremittingly'on;f5

'7,fﬁe, however disinclined_ am4to heed them rf‘ﬁJuStiee"f‘aS LﬁcasfSayé,l

»"iS'what'WeLCan insist'on" can'insist on being treated Justly
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:satisfiediv“‘ this way Justice is a cold virtue-

In co trast friendship, like fraternity is an

' or good will f'friendship, At is‘no 1onger friendship : Unwilling

isinot friendship, but unwilling Justice is still Justice

,.W1th these ideas and distinctions in mind let us turn to Aristotles

accoun_ o the'relationship between friendship and Justice

T'endship and-gustice_do not resemble ‘each

S other merel' because both are social v1rtues._' There is a much more.

intimat relation betweenlthese tw ‘virtues Aristotle‘argues{:

Friendship and justice seem to ‘be exhibited in the same
'«];sphere of conduct and betwee the same persons (1159b25 28)

lrltiis;natural that he: claims of,Justice should 1ncrease L
wwith the: intensity of friendship,vsince both 1nvolve the'f,ﬂfl
vpsame persons and have an equal extens1on "qa(1160a7 8)

’b3Whyxis 1t the case that Justice and‘friendship should be exhibited
between the same people? And why 1s it the case that the one v1rtue .afftffm
should be present to the extent that the other one 1s present so that }it-*i

Sy

| . e Es R e e
_the.more“intensejthe1friendshipjthe‘morerintense_nythenclaimﬁot33ustice? e

'TfTotanswer'thesefduestionsLwefmustilook"brieflyfatvAriStotlé?s

'rkaccount;oivsusticethfzwefhayeiseenihow?hepdistinéuishesTbetween the:

i sepérafé4élaése§*afiffiéndéﬁiﬁ; : We must‘now investigate the different .

classes of Justice with a view to establishing whether any of the‘classes.
‘ieiﬁéof.iriendship»cohere with anyioftthe classesrofAjustice. |

Aristotle opens his discussion of Justice by defining it as "that

state of character which disposes (people) to perform Just acts and
'k behave 1n a Just manner, and wish for what is just"' (1129a7—10). He

v‘then“distinguishes‘between twovmaln classeS'oi justice:kb(l)’Complete :




ular justice. = .

’cpmﬁletefjuétié§IWith‘“1égalit&"1 RN

. and, for this reason, complete or uniVéfééi{sttiqé is;ﬁlso called

‘He says that the man who is lavless, grasping and

egal justice

ylhe;éésf;hefjﬁgf”man,is,1gw~abiding and

unfair (unequal) is unjus

'3ﬁjds VmééhS"lanul'and;fair; “and

and not

.ngust cébls befofe all else a moral hablt
é sc£é#§§?;;;£aéd1t§: a’c;#cigl'distinctién that»Afistotle makes
  é_i{tié $is§;fh§;éagé;fﬁéﬁ»Afistﬁtle'sﬁébﬁce§£{§f-law ié something
i:fiimééh'w;éééit#an;ﬁéfé p6§££i;§fiéw.j; ?&@}}?# ﬁh¥; bead Sense; i§,an
eXpressionOfthe ethos ofthecommunity and cannot be -idegtifiéd'.with ’

o its{iatef :e?tpiéﬁédﬁnofibqﬁjftlégglﬁénaCtment._~'Aristotie‘says'that

81 L



,commanding and for—"'

artv o the happ1ness ‘of the polltlcal

few;linesQlater; is complete Justlce ' Acts
'of»cbmplete detice aim’ he'wellFbeing ofﬂthe'community," Both 1aw

‘ and complete Justlce'p omote"the'common welfare and advantage and,

”fthereby,}promoteiEudalmon ‘n the soc1ety (1129b14 15)

'mplete Justlce and law, Arlstotle

‘ mplete Justice and the other

- charAEtéfjéiftuéé; vaompleteej’stlce he says, 1s complete v1rtue

‘ .(113051015}f It 1s—thus the totality of v1rtue and-not a part Ofvlt.

. "He then adds the crucial quallfying phrase 'l"but not absolutely, but

‘Tzn(only) 1n relatlon to others" (1129b26) It is thls_"relatlonshlp_to:V e

‘others"\#this dimension\of plurallty‘that dlstihguishes_complete 3ustice'ﬁ”‘“

e from all the other character v1rtues.- Complete Justlce is not merely a

hp*quant1tative aggregate of a11 possible v1rtues,‘ there is an important

'7z‘gua11tative d1fference involved Complete Just1ce 1s complete v1rtue

{i not w1th respect to an agent's acts towards himself ‘but with respect to




sentially other—regarding aspect

sense;h. He cannot do so because S

hl“o:othefs;'Aristofle‘is 8

_”Such an inteérpretation is not supportedib what Arlstotle says about :

J“kcomplete Justice He: writeS'that the 1ndiv1dua1 who practlses the

virtue of complete Justice ishvirtuous 1n the "fullest" sense (1129b31)

'l<.for he acts with a view t vthe good of others and not for hlS own good

.,,‘_....

“alone._' He notes that "there are plenty of peOple who can behave
”'virtuously in their own affairs, but who are 1ncapable of do1ng 'so in

relatlon to someone else" : (1129b32 1130a1) Butvthe "best person is

- not the one who exer01ses his virtue towards hlmself but the one wh0s'”

exercises it towards another, because thls is a difflcult task" o

ﬂ‘(113038—11) It could of course be suggested that thls individual is

"ﬁ"best" because he is- selfish in an enllghtened way, and that 1t is 'more




| | 54
‘ fdiffié@it"[tp'bé[self%geéking'in,this way than to pursue one's own good
"directly.,f‘But thisﬁis”nOt what'Aristotle is saying. He is makihg a

 straightfofwafd distinétion'betWéén'the individual who can satisfy his

-and the,individualﬂwﬁo'cén'lodk beyond his own needs to the interests
- and cares of others, and can exercise virtue for their good . It is
easy to bé se1£ish and;selféregérding, but it is "difficult" to be

selfless and altruiStiC”fpt”fhere.is aiways a temptation to seek one's

own gdod;in'preferencekto'thé gOQd of others. "Justice", he says,

"secures édvéntagglfor'ﬁhother pérsoh"; it is for "someone else's
good". (1130a3-5)

: T R e T e T .

In proposing the virtue of justice as the virtue which is most

comﬁiéfé.ofbpé ;'préciééiy Becéuéé,it'is othef—directed, Ari$tot1e
is récégﬁisiné.fﬁét §;findividug1.can‘increase:his dwn worth only‘by
vgpingjoutside‘hiﬁ;élf. “if,is<ffpm*the outsidé that qualiiies of good-
ﬂess;één;ehtep fhe individu#l.f:ABut, as éxplained in 5ﬁa§ter,oge,~
.thisgis‘not;ﬁhe same as Séying’that an individual looks Qutside himself
‘in bfdéf.tofprbfithﬁimself>dr atfain what iskbest. The individualAWho

does the latter ié'still_COncerned exclusively with his own advantage.

2.3.2 Particular Justice
Justice in thiSFSense is but one part of the multitude of virtues
Aénd; as éuch; is only.a‘part of complete justice. It is that part of

it which is especially concerned with "matters of honour, material goods

ahd"péféanai securityﬂér'séféty". If thus héé é narrower scope than
complete justice.  (1130a32-1130b5)

Pértiéﬁlar justice may itself be diétinguished into types. On
the one hand; thefe'is‘distribufive justice Which'is found in the
"distribution’of honour, wealth, énd other divisible assets of the
coﬁmunity which may be éllotted among itsvmembersf k1130b31—34) while,

on the other hand, there is that type of particular justice which "has



ransacfiehS"‘ (1130b30 1131a1) The

'flute-players.¢» Thus, he concludes,."it-is the superior periormersvwho.
fought to b g1ven the superior instruments"‘  .Dietfibﬁtive justice'eonfj‘tfv*f
i31sts 1n giving to each man‘what is fltting or appropriate in the

gcircumstancey ‘e}EveryoneAsh_ ld ge what he deserves (1131a25 and




ectifying Justice

stice‘as that particular justice
’ actionsvbetween man and man" .
P ace within the private Sphere and
ribuﬁive justice is concerned with the‘

ividuals, for such justice is a~ 'V,_H

andﬂthe individual correctlve Justicev

As dis—

fairness orvequality

ical proportional equality or fa1r~ : V‘f'“

e:justice on: the other hand the

s best‘expressed by an "arithmetlc

this is not an egalitarian concept

must be given exactly the same thing)

but: neither isit.the same as a- geometric pr0portion If two peoplef:'lrt”“.

wa steal from you, the amount stolen l:"ﬂ

I must_payvyou_-;;f”

I uyﬂsome; liyes,from’you,'

' tﬁ}the persons 1nvolved relative _omeachioth ryis.not con51dered‘ Each man -

ffhas a right to the amoun fof goods he started w1th and this element

dralone is taken into account""\ﬂThe point is that corrective Justice

PRI g : ! o 15 -
: considers each man as a member of the human spec1es 5, nd from this

rithmetically equal to every other w1thout

#[fvantage point every man'is

h acter of the agentseinvolved or their particular ‘



u‘nfl cted on B by A then equality

the s btraction of C from A and by 1ts

sell1ng, 1end1ng, 1eas;ng,vor

Va—transactions; but not 1n rcase’ f involuntary transactionslslnce in

the latter iase, the aggri' ed p rty suffers not only mater1a1 damage,»3'”.

"bUt‘also:dishonour17i 's undeniable that Arlstotle s treatment of o

involuntary transactions‘as_a'specles of . correctlve Justlce wh1ch

rectifies inequalities on' Vmerely arithmetical ba31s 1s rather puzzllng'

TTrude offers ‘an ingenious 8 lutio ‘to’this problemls; ; He argues that‘

‘Arlst tle_not onl distingulshesAbetween prlvate and pub11c Justlce but_' 




,ecorrectiﬁefjustice, he argues, =

usfice.,-cPenE1'justiceAfunctions

‘honour;, but is concerned ¢

‘demands that if a bed is

‘fCommentators,'in other

1f”f words,‘are divided nt

presents three distinctckinds of-particular Justi‘ and thdse‘whoithink

that he has only two species of it.;_distributive,ehd'corrective,-:’

re01procal justice_not being a separate klnd 'Theﬂreasoh for this”"

L e
2

divergence of opinion is rooted in the facf that Aristotle is naturally %
;'read as sa&lng that particulor justice 1sbof rwo rinds,‘distributive and:fxw
corrective (1130b31 1131a1) However, he also states clearly’thaf |
‘;'"reciprocity does not coincide e1ther with distributive or corrective
Justice —_although people want to‘identify 1t w1th the latter when they

L quote the rule of Rhadamanthus‘u; for in many cases rec1proc1ty is at

”:‘variance with corrective justice" (1130b31 1131a1) ’;Aristotle thus




“‘mﬁefqustice7have their own dis-
"ngemeaeh'kind'ef equality or

df thticei_~ Ih other‘words;

and ' since he p esents a third kind - of”fairness,‘rec1proca1 fa1rness

-y

| 20
prOportlon) thlS would, as Jol and_Gauthier, and Ritchie‘point»out

_‘positlvely argue fo

"_v;unnamed by:Aristotle could b _called "reciprocal justice"" thchie _

‘ , , the at1ca1 formulae. (1) direct
- @“*geometrical proportion (2) arithmetical proportion - or,
: ‘lhimore’properly, the;finding of the ar1thmetica1 mean, and

s : ) and we- may reasonably expect B

fis symbolised mathematlcally in the same way

Ross wrltes "’Rec1proca1

,to C and D Vand A n.reciprocal’ prOportlon to B and c". S Whereas

.‘arlthmetlcal equa11ty or falrnesswln?gustlce 1s the mathematlcal

expression ef the.specifle'humemica1¢eéua11ty of all men, precxsely as
members ef the human Species, rec1proca1 equa11t§ or falrness, 1;ké'{}fﬂ'f
,‘geometric equality”or fairness,.is-based gpon the‘1nd1v1duat1ng‘mer1ts:,h“
:‘1(or demerits) of pemsons.hft i | B
. it appears further. that there are two dlstlnct kinds ef re01proca1
jmstiCe. . (Aristotle does not.empime1t1y d1v1de rec1proca1 Justlce 1nto

,5;;two kinds,,but as he uses re01proca1 proport1on for establlshlng justice

vf,‘1n metlng out punishment and 1n exchanglng goods, th1s d1v151on is

d1stinct;type‘of;particular Justice which, ,althoughl o




at penal (retaliatory) justice and -

While correct1ve justice-

a:Aof as complementary to corrective justice.‘

al strikes someone, it'isvwrongier
‘ndi'fisomeone strikes an 3”

ng toﬂnyIeprrect ”pplicatioh, eeceunf {‘;:vyﬁ

» Aristotlevexpressly says that_in asSeeiefienS'for the’exchangebefservieeS’

jﬁSfice)‘Which,hpldsfmenktegethereis

;:based upon re01proca1 proportion ahdfﬂOtidbohlafifhﬁétiééibﬁrbpoftion,or R

equality (1132b21 23) jdiéaéreeméntfAmongﬁcommentators on the

fbasic point of the worth of indlviduals 1nvolved in commerc1a1 exchange

'The reason for this is that 1n a commerc1al exchange of goods, it would

vappeerlthgt{there;is,onlyta]questiohmef maintaining arithmet1cal



g i her &istribntine*or-penal justice., Distributivct~7‘

but a doctor and a farmer wouldvbe 1nvolved in commerc1al exchange

In economic value or skill,:they are not equal and must be equated before ?th
the necessary exchange can take place between them (1133a17 18) o (If o
two people with identical skllls and products were to engage in tradlng g

the same kinds ot products among themselves,,they presumably would have

no dlfficulty in relying upon arlthmetical proportlon ) Among dlfferent -

j(producers and their”products, Arlstotle 1ists such pairs as a’ farmer and




33a33-35 1133b5-6):aﬁd e

f'and a: shoemakerlexcha ging heir products. -Heﬂaiso giVes the c35e~0f

"";trading avﬂouse for_flt' »respmgblyhbetween:a‘bhilder end’g7carpenter '

Zv:-(1133b23-25).‘

Conclusion. The«Two Types of Justice

We musthcomplete this

rief account of the types of justlce by p1n—

_renc s, etween}complete ahd particular

both sorts

e?same genus,

1that links them together

this~feature whlch-r éﬁ%;fiés‘bathiasi5d§££ééf
~and . at the same tihe distinguishes‘them from the other v1rtues Bot

;tthere'is;e,differencevin the‘extent.of:this'other—relatedness which

'ndrstrngulshes the two sorts of Justice'froh each other comoiete justrce:

“;takes a global view of al ﬁthe things that belong to the good life of the i

vcommunlty 1n general whereas partlcular Justlce deals w1th partlcular »

V't'goods in rendering each 1ndividual that whlch is hlS due




-In’particular: just

the scope 'of the other-relatedness is .

In:cdhtrast 1n complete justice the75:3"

eems odd to talk about "due”~or'”

_'fahd-“-i‘ih'ole heart'ed,s'vay‘: tof'.the'nee"dé of'fothé-éommuﬁi’ty.' Thu’s‘ fﬁe'bi'i-hc'fﬂlefi S

e of/"d’é"'or proportion" has a stronger and more mean1ngfu1 appllcatlon"‘"

j‘gln the case f'particular justice When ‘we turn to the pr1nciple of. theﬁ

”The sense of "other" is much



ot ‘lea ing_theiother worse off not doing it,

er requires a much more positive

nd Friendship . -

~' that the two virtues were exhibited in the same sphere of conduct and =

. between the same persons, and that it was natural that the claims of

'fjjgsfieé should iucrease’withsthe inteﬁsity76%"fhe”friendship.

's'Friendship and justice_seem 0 Vexhlbited 1n the ‘same’
sphere of condnct and between the same" persons,- because
'“f’in every community there is supposed to: be some kind of

"fg justice and also ‘some . friendly feeling . The proverb °
.‘,"Friends have all things in common" is quite right because
’ »friendship is based on community Brothers and close. com-

,tl]frades hold all their- possessions in common, and all friends
if..,Tshare specified things to a greater or less extent, because
:f;friendships too differ in degree The claims of Justice -

. also differ. ' The duties of- parents to children are not the
‘'same as those of brothers to one another, nor are the duties
jthe same for comrades ‘as for fellow—c1tizens .~ Hence the

; wrongs: committed against these several types of ‘friend differ
- -too;- they ‘are: aggravated in proportion to the degree of
: fintimacy For example,vit is more serious to defraud a




-7 comrade than a fellow-citizen, and to refuse'help toa
a-gbrother than a stranger and to strike your ‘father than

s‘jfanybody else. It is;natural that. the claims of justice

: fshould increas qwith he ;ntensity of the friendship,

In respect of justice, it is'

aissue ofvdlstrlbutlve justlce\l' =

are'so.abunQant_that every man can

o;typically assignable, transferable privatiVe, and in short supply, soh

that if I have more, you or somebody else must have less, and it makes

e 'Q* : 4W‘ . : : , o4
Tsense;t maintaincthatflushouldvgive;you.some of m1ne, or vice versa i

"TIf such goods are to be assigned Justly, they must be ass1gned

h75?,according to known and public crlteria.’v»Arlstotle-suggests, as we saw,

65

nished thereby, but may actually ,_:””;5




be:the ceSe”that

1t dou1d of?eoﬁrse:7

.Superior 1nstruments" 'fThe o

'justice cannot 1ncrease with

__;the intensity of-the friendship Afpexson,endowed;with.thegpowerztop}xfﬁv

_distrlbute tvhe divisibl f the community whether this be medals,

‘e‘!ships flutes, lC?ﬁhQﬁifﬁY@hr hisffrieﬁds"and push'

tk?their claims forward : heeintehs{tyfofethe"fiiendship'isp

'ipirrelevant_on7Aristotie‘ wh*ofiterie;fahdfit would contradict merit -

pas the absolute ground of distributlon
I think that a simllar argument could be proposed in respect of

'fx”corrective justice

\“Again such justlce cannot 1ncrease with the

kvtlntens1ty of the frlendship.~ We saw that ifﬁtw0rpeople enter.into a




'ldihe;eQualzboth:before and afterothe

esffrom you, I must pay you- exactly

MW'I.steal’from you the amount stolen must be
We
'JalsofsaWIthatftheﬂposi ,On of heﬁpersonsfrelative to each other is Lo

- not cons1dered but each man has a right to the amount of goods he‘

'started with and thiu

’element?alonevis takenfinto’account.-;_ The

‘ﬁ_'character, and the’special bilities of\the partles are irrelevant lf‘

”_thls is'so 3\he‘fact1of¢friendshipfcan“make%nO‘difference,, 'Similarly}:f

”';the intensity of the friendship,can make no dlfference "prA~and B

‘,[enter into a sales;transaction in which A buys some olives from B A

Vimust pay B what they are worth so: that there 1s nelther galn nor loss

’ :“on:e;ther side,?v A must do this whether B 1s his best frlend or’ a'

:~"person"scafcely_known’tofhim ln Sum; thejintensity of‘the friendshin,i'ﬂhb

©is irrelevant in corrective justice.

sAmeTiéntrae of penéi'3usticé:£~VThé‘ciéiﬁs’of friendship'are:ﬂ;tzu‘f

fcompletely rrelevantfto his kind of pub11c and cr1m1nal Justlce "The

'? ﬁgudge who is called upon to try such cases can no more reduce or waive

‘"I-ffthe penalty because the man who committed the assault 1s hls close

/ fgfriend than he ca/ make the penalty harsher because the man who commltted ﬁﬁ{

‘s'somebodyuhe personally dlSllkeS ,1TIffpena1ties are'to’be:fflLf

ﬁdfmeasured according;to reciprocalfproportlon they cannot alsotxameasured o

“iif according to the claims of( _fi\""' "The intensity of the fr1endsh1p,‘

_...,—-'-"' '-

'3*%515 1rre1evant on Aristotle s own cr1ter1a and would contradict

u:reciprocaltproportion as1the~absolute ground of thiS‘kind of justice.

'Thedideadthat like}penalties7Shouldfhe'meted:out‘for like crimes was as

Jffjffamiliar’to3the GreeksFas,it.is_to'usf QZ"It 1s Just"J Isocrates writes,
s "that those who attempt to commit the same crlmes should pay the same
2 25 L _ .
penalty"

It is,unlikely'thatilt;is'particnlar justice in any of its forms




"used are’ impersonal and d1sinterestedf
*fryends'and eyen‘greater favour:to our
> shipsfﬁe>mey be partial and choose our

6b'ody"-f 1ée'° thé grounds'of' our 'choic'e'.{

: subjects con51sts 1n“outstand1ng i
because he does - good to hlS subjects ﬁw”Qy

"welfare 1ike a shepherd caring for hlS
: er called: Agamemnon ‘shepherd

virtue (in its entirety) in: elation to others (his SubJectS) - and




£ conpiete“ﬁuatice}§ \The“kind of' :

.ijustice“that_phe good kin ,pract ses invrelation to his subjects is

not.merely'particular justice, s’complete justice The kind of

”}justice Arlstotle is: discussin when' he”says that friendship and

_justice:are‘related to each other:is complete;justice ' That this is
o h .,; Again discu551ng.f
ho says It 15 more serious to
eiiov—catiaen"hf:i"Heip"iseens to‘

' be more a.component of

them financially by an

anv'notaparticularyjuStice, theiproblemf

sh1p in the cas_fof parti ular justice as this would be 1ncon51stent e;;f;lifﬁ

; w1th the geometrlc proportion that is supposed to hold in the case of %

';-vdistributlve_ w 'h”the arithmetic proportlon that is supposed to‘ .

e hold in the case of corrective“‘ustlce, and w1th the rec1proca1 proportionﬂa‘

that is supposed 'o old in the

plete justice the case is ver

(infthe-Sense ofhparticular~3ust ceiﬂto"aii”hié*friends'andfstrangerév?ﬁt'

. a11ke, there is no reason why he should not be espe01a11y v1rtuous to

'—'those who are hlS family or his clos fr1ends. Why 1ndeed should he v

t'not be espec1a11y brave in defence of or especially generous towards,

those for whom he has special affection? y Every man can 1n51st that he_
be given that which he is owed - for example, payment for a serv1ce
’agreed upon - but great bravery or great generosity, for example cannot‘t

be 1nsisted upon for they are over and above what one man owes another

They;are therefore freely given ‘“It is for the agent h1mse1f to dec1de




T e M
1t is'surelyfcleérthat'*1

towardé‘Who

‘such virtuous deeds beﬁﬂipected..u

.“f}ffjit is right ‘to do more .of such feds$f6rlth65e-fdr whom one has great

“}affectlon than for tho whom: one scarcely knows

complete,justlce is the practlce of complete"r¥ﬁ

We saw that, for Aristotle

fq,virtﬁeﬂihrrélatiohftd;oqe@sﬁfellowmen "»As;suqh 1t includes all the‘a‘ .

’”ﬂﬁaftiéuléf'Virﬁuéé?and »fﬁﬁs,finclu&es“paiti§u1af'Justice;-. One thus e

-commitsian.aét of (cérrective)finjuStice:whéther'ohe'defrauds a'comrade:ﬁ"”

l7 However,'

Here Qn* 



you,defraud‘or -8 rikefsomebody little known to you but

f‘ﬂvery much i

i it matters a lot‘if‘” eiwellﬂknown to you or that it is.

f‘ust towards those for whom w have_spe01a1 affection or goodwill

vﬁseneeVCan;be,made: f his statement that "the claims of Justlce shouldv

rlendship"””

‘The demands of come

"!pletejjustice:(but~not particu ar‘justice) 1ncrease and decrease

ieccording to>the :ualitzk(the degree, intens1ty) of the frlendshlp

between justice and friendehip‘in Aristotle's theory.' 1 think ‘that 1x’- =

"fp- right deed to the right people in the right 01rcumstances ‘ When,a man i

f'acts for the sake of the good he acts for the- sake of the 1nherent

"i goodneSs,of*the action'_"hejd es not perform the action because of the fﬁf

ﬁ?'ftpleasure or utility he can derive from 1t -Of.the three goals possible“gf*“

<lj— the useful the pleasant and the good - the v1rtuous man and the:

‘*completetvfw ‘;”1I,think'that it-would be

'_f‘possible to establis. that (complete) justice increases with that type




_virtue friendship, and that it does

‘,lw1115he;the incidence of good men in{thht society, (for it is only good

'“,igthe incidenceTof virtue iendships The p01nt 1s that the good man

“"fe(and the~comp1ete1y justt an)'chooseswhat is essential to 11fe and

1;1gnoreswhat is’ 1nc1denta1 td‘ fNot only does he choose ‘the goal

i&!thatvis:"essential,(the ood) and 1gnoresgoals that are 1n01denta1 (the Sy

guseful and the pleasant), but he also chooses what 1s essent1a1 to a..ﬁ

o human being;(a:good character) and 1gnores what is acc1dental or

:'ix,lrrelevant (wealth specia1~skills)f"w He chooses both what is essentlalfAr'k

>5{5to life ‘and. what 1s essentialﬂtoie‘ﬁerson;g‘-He Chooses a goal that‘is

,good and essent1al nd-heff nsifriendships3thatfare based on what dis

"~’good‘and eSsentia1;

"fwhefefthere;dea highﬁincidenCe of complete~

j“Sticeviﬂisddiefy;lit:Wi> ‘é?méféhéddby”a{higb‘iﬁcidence‘ofavirtuet"’

"’#;frlendShips.; fhe-two phenomena’co;enlst ,endfincfeese.together.
Conversely,_where thete ts 11ttiebconp1ete Just1ce, there will be.few |
'virtue friendships.1~>“$ie¥ |

Thel51tuation-is, of coutse, very dlfferent 1n the case of the two
"lesser friendships". v It is not the csse that pleasure and ut111ty

ifriendshlps increase and decrease 1n the same proportlon as the extent

1”'of complete justlce in society It would be falr to say that the




ss thefincldence'of COmplete justicepintnydﬁ

'f‘ the following reason - We noted

ake of the>good

E'elation to others) for the

f an‘action is not done!for the sake of the good :ne1ther_fl

"Virtnefnor{completerjnstio‘.will,beapresentije~There are for Aristotle

kbeThus,,it'is'fair to

féﬁéh”incidentelfgoals) To the degree that these incidental goals andw

lfriendships are present rcomplete Justice w111 be absent .Conversely,

;a high prevalenceﬁof”people,pursuing the essential goal thatris;'the,

‘;on such an essential goal) To the extent that thls essent1a1 goal

‘“and frlendshlp 1s present in: a15001ety,Jcomplete just1ce w1ll also be

‘present"‘

e

‘&f-f“:ivlt is clear why complete Justlce and frlendshlp have thls 1nt1mate'

reletion to each”otherf An act of snpreme bravery, or great generosity

. for a friend's. sake is an«act of,frlendship.  However, -at the same time,
'--lthat act is also an act of complete justlce for it is an act of virtue
(doing what is right) with reference to another (the frlend) for the

3 i'sake of the good (the 1nherent goodness of the act) It is clear how

*an act of fr1endship and of (complete) justlce can be found among the .

vhexgreﬁﬁéfytﬂetlncldenoe'ofpthese forme'of:ijf.f:

t;The mot1ve is of crucial ,f;_f




, same sphere of conduct. The virtuous =

’fncomplete‘justice or as one of

'svirtueifri ndspip,ﬁ

is that 1t”makes complete justice: highly restrictive FV Itvseems to “ {e

he same. act described from different aspects“p"

One'problem that results from the,analysis we have given thus far1‘1':‘h

flimit the application o acts of complete justice to ClOSe friends andv'l>i"‘

i‘family, and yet we should expect that a really virtuous man would do

<*g1good to ore people tha Jjust.a; flosewfriendstandtrelations.-\Even'

B e oA
hvf;people in it the problem»

'ﬂthe number of virtue friends{ips an 1nd1vidua1 may have “"Probably

'fiﬁlthis'would be the 1argest bumbeh Wit rwhom;one canvbegon intimate

d'"it is not possible to have many .

e1r own sake and for their goodness" (1171a

Vf‘iperson iS~prepared to make sacrifices for h1s family and friends; this

‘does not prove h1s general 1ack of selfishness uvIt merely proves that

kheyhaS'Ulimitedfaltruism"-or’"limitedybenevolence”.f' Is it the'case.

then, that the truly v1rtuous man the phronimos,iis prepared to extend

e

jwshis virtuous actlvity to those out51de his close circle?
71Aristot1e does make}it quite clear that'a*virtuous individua1'
shouldfdispiay his_Virtue‘towardS'those who are outside his close‘circle.

;‘Heiwrites;\

The actions that we ought to do or not to do have been
~divided: into two classes as affecting either the whole
© community or some one of its members From this point.
'jof view, we .can act: justly or unJustly in either of twor
ways:- towards one definite person ‘or towards the -
community ER (Rhetoric 1373b20 4)

diiifruneinstor>Aristotle’places_limits on




;l,Thefavoidance of.military}sarvicefis Aristotle's eXample of an action'

‘>f that is unJust,towards the community at large Conversely, it is

v'Lclear that in fighting willingly for the community, an individual is

'“'displaylng the virtue of justlce towards the community "The individual

g who is willing to fight knowing that he might be sacr1fic1ng his own

yrllfe if killed or his wellnbeing if injured dlsplays an other regardingbr;l

'57iatt1tude and motivation that is an essent1a1 characterlstlc of complete;iﬂfyff

'vjustice.'~~

The virtue of;complete usticen'”"'therefore intimately related

) to the good of the community too ,In\BOOk'S,of'thepNE we find that

HfAristotle extends the relationshlp of complete justice and community to

‘include friendshipitoo:ef'

Friendshipv d;justice seem to be exhlbited in the same.

-Sphere of conduct and’ between the same persons,' because,
. Ain every community there is supposed to be some kind of .
*fjustice and also some friendly feeling (1159b25 27)

ThlS "friendly fee11ng" Aristotle elsewhere describes as "concord"

‘?;‘;(1167a21) and he notes that "concord 1s ev1dently friendsbip between

:~5the citizens of a State' (1167b2—3) A good community should there—‘ ‘

show.ev1dence of both justice and this'"friendly feeling" which is’

or'"civic:friendship"

y"cOnCGrdf uchiConcord or[civic friendship is

Q;promoted and fostered by rulersland-law—makers for 1t 1s the bond that

(1155a23 25)

: We noted earlier that fr1endsh1p has certa1n logical features

h rec1procity, awareness, and goodw111 'f“Frlendship is con501ously

recigrggated_goodwrll} It does seem reasonable to argue that civic

o friendshipv(or concord)vwill~be present to the same extent as‘complete

/Tjustice;'; The more v1rtuous activity in relatlon to other persons ‘that
Clds, practised 1n the community, the more consc1ous1y reciprocated goodw1ll
Zf there should be Acts of courage or generosity done by c1t1zens to

hiw;each other would generate goodwill and concord 1n a soc1ety .- The more

FV1rtue that is practised o :tellowécitizens, the more mutual goodwill

' ﬁthere will be among thos, Ifya private citiZen, a man who



1ow1ng river to rescue a fellow—t

fbelgenerated; Equally, if a.
44444 ,cheritebieforganisation-which helps
bettie} such‘an act will also arousefffs',ﬁ

»i’goodwill kn the communit he more: virtuous activity that is.

d7practised»on fellow citizens, the more mutual goodwill there will be : fv,_-'

,among those citizens VPf"A man who has received a“j

k‘benefit does indeed -return goodwill for what has been done to him,\endjh'nv 

The deed is done for R

n nofgoodwill is deserved

) few close friends We can now seef',g

41‘that complete justice also ncreases to the same extent as civic friend—

'-‘ship, and thus has a’ wider~fie1d of application -‘Whereas Aristotle
'::‘argues that one can have only a few good friends, he argues that this
“:is not so in,the case of civic friends

It is possible indeed to be friendly with many in the
civic sense S 1n fact to be a man of really admirable




AT

i ossible to have many friends'
'“‘ake and for ‘their goodness.
/- (1171a17 20)

character; .
: hom we love for thei

Rulers clearly havevgreutu"”-*‘

opport nity to practise complete justice on their subjects ~ “In"a good ﬂ:i{ﬁ7

constitution such ‘as in'a good monarchy thls is what happens

‘On the‘other‘hand in;the perverted constitutlons
frlendship, likefjustice‘fisrlittle found -and least
An the worst : § : (1161330 31)

benef cent like the»good klng He thus fails

'{l.inanlnateﬁohjects _n}igtﬁrn»‘héy hearfhiﬁfnolgocdyill.ff ;f is;fhe'y~j~j .

”»'manﬁyhofhaefﬁrecei{e ,a”henefitfyho‘returns»éocdﬁill‘for»what hasfbeen‘f;lfw

'idone}td'himnf*wﬂln'this*ease;'only’burdensdand:no benefits are meted

o out so goodwill has nor pla' Both‘just'ice and :friendship are absent.: -

The case~1 ,‘iffe nt ‘where there 1s a good and beneficent klng or -

‘i: where there 15:, "all the c1tizens are equal and

good“f(1161a27)"Justice and frlendshlp both flour1sh

We can see that frie‘dshlp in‘the w1dest sense (v1rtue and c1vic

friendsh1p) is no small or n51gn1flcant v1rtue 1n Aristotle s eth1cal

theory It has an 1mportant rol

'it is- related 1n such a way to

.

;:-—V1rtue and complete Justlce (the card1nal v1rtue) that they are always ffq:"
Present together, and increase and decrease to the same extent o In zf.-'

- sum, friendship is central and not peripheral to Aristotle s ethical

‘ theory. : Friendship and theh"friendly fee11ng"‘are of crucial

.71mportance to the v1rtuous 11fe




.l?From W.D. Ross'
;translation of

Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle ouP, 19q4

1951 p. 127

The”Nicomachean Ethics,

v ;S;NicomsChean’ethics,]Book v, and the1?"v‘
'of,HellenicJStudies; vol.77; 1957; pp.42f_>’

'hD G Ritchle explains that Arlstotle s complete Justlce is.
f"Righteousness or. r1ghtness of conduct it is the fulfllllng of :
he whole law, written -and- unwritten"{ in- Arlstotle s subd1v1sions
' sular "sfn101a551cal Rev1em vol.8, 1894, p.185. '

, Hg?spe01f1ca11y on Vlnogradoff's Jurldlcal Sk
arks;that "Aristotle s unlversal (i.e. complete)
an ethlcal rather than a legal conception, and

: ’ he ethical 1dea" 1n Un1versa1 Just1ce e
hics,n1€1a381calPh1lology3 vol 19 1924 pp. 279-280. -

o Plato and Arlstotle 1959}

iR -5 3 L'anthropologle SN
;:dxAxistote in Revue de Metaphy51que et de Morale, vol 51 1946 p 11, 50

*12..JCf Euripides.' He dlvides men 1nto two classes those who are
o just and are. concerned for the good of their nexghbour,‘and those
<. who are concerned solely with their own galn and advancement, always.
“‘S”Vseeking only ‘what is best for themselves w1thout regard for others
S Heracleidae, 1 5 ; oy _ .

“5.l3ﬁj‘RAPHAEL D.D. j Just1ce, 1976, pp 173- 174 brlefly discusses Aristotle's
i ~example of flute dlstrlbut1on as a case of d1str1but1ve Justlce

if;TLEE H D.P. f:The legal background of two passages in the
‘y;Nicomachean ethics, in The Classical Quarterly, vol 31, 1937, p. 129




“The basis’of compar son ,ase of corrective Justice is not e

;”?what kind of ‘human being ,omeone is - as in- distributive justice -
““but that one is a huma, being a8 such ‘Therefore, corrective

" justice is, in'this sense, prior to, and more fundamental than.
7f;distr1butive justic one has to be a human being first, before

% ‘one can develop m"i ‘r'ing,vindividualising qualities or -
ffexcellences o : S

1955 P. 101

Der Begriff der Gerechtigkeit

*Péthique a Nicomaque 1958 "La'7ﬂ R
tionnelle p 371 -and

subdivision of particular justice'
~ ‘894,-*pp;185-192‘-~

ther—regarding act1v1t1es stretcb
*1t ‘does - not ‘seem reasonable on-
‘ completely just 1ndiv1dua1 '

vcan arise over non—pr1v1t1ve goods L
R Mlike happiness, health and knowledge ThlS does not ~of course,
'>.,"' ;,1mply that the: ‘means that may be- necessary for attaining these goods
: cannot be an issue. of distributive Justice - Goods like drugs,
,‘:hospitals, education, ‘are often. the means for the attainment of i
... goods. .such as happiness, health and knowledge, and they do give rise»"‘
c.oto issues of distribution .or allocation “for the means are essentiallyf:;

”privative (exclusive) f If A consumes more 'of a particular good or
‘serv1ce, it is usually ‘the case that ‘there is less left for B and C.
- Cf. Aristotle and the distribution of flutes. Not everyone can have

.ﬂ‘exclusive use of the best flutes.; Nor can everyone have private ' -
,:tuition with ‘the best teachers at a musical academy

“v24,';This constellation of conditions often referred to as the "circumé"
Qstances" Of distributive justice are clearly set out in Hume s
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“Treatise of "human nature, Book. 3 Part 2 Section 2 and in h1s An
. enquiry concernixlg the" principles of morals, 3. Of justice. .

‘.. They form the basis of ‘most. modern accounts: too including John
;:i_ljst’R'w’ls s A theory of justice, 1972 ‘p. 127 : B ' -

: 5—6 (396) Isocrates in three volumes
1  ,19454 Vol 3 o e :
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3 1 Introduction.w-Eudaimonia} vThe Problem Stated

In the astkchapter we examined the relatlonship between the ’

virtue of friendship and the cardinal v1rtue of justice _ ThlS was .

On the other hand, to

v findhsuch genuinelygother regard ng tendencies in some magor and 31gn1—,v

ficant virtue that is fundamentally related ‘to. all the other moral

» Tvirtues is q iti7“ ! Thus 1t was necessary to show our"

critic that S not some isolated 1n51gn1f1cant v1rtue that

found 1ts way into Aristotle s NE by "faulty editing" but that 1t is

7essentia11y and“fundamentally related to the other moral v1rtues

Suppose that{our critic concedes the point that the v1rtue of

frlendship does stand in’ vital re ation to the other moral v1rtues,

but argues that” hi goes no wayfto_prove:thatifriendship has any con—”

: nection With‘Eudaimonia5- o fe that 1s(best for man, for a 11fe‘4;‘

devoted to the exerc1se of these'moralbv1rtues is nOt-after all:the life

'f:tf,that makes a man truly Eudaimon Clearly, 1f{Eudaimonia’were such. that

it excluded precisely those moral virtues llke justice to which the‘
virtue of friendship is connected there couldvstlll be a’ problem for
Aristotle L If Eudaimonia con81sted not 1n the life of morally virtuous ;

'activity, but for example, in the life of theoret1ca1 (philosophical)

‘x,lj contemplation then the argument so far would have done nothing to show

~that friendship had any relation to Eudaimonia It would still be ,




;deeds with‘whichvthis:dissertation has so far been concerned 'If it

> Unfortunately, the

: on. th‘ié -'tbpi'cf;"f 'N'o‘t

- pretations

they hav"offered.k‘ Thomas Nagelldlstlngulshes between the

Intellectualist and Comprehensive 1nterpretationsl?g Accordlng to the-
Intellectualist interpretation, "Eudaimonla'ls:realised in the activity' e

f”of the most divine part of:man functioning in accordance w1th 1ts proper

i ' s :lgu;;;‘ ' 2
,uexcellence;;‘ i ct1vity of theoret1ca1 contemplatlon" ‘

'*;fEndainoniepconsistseinftne‘ otivity of'theorls1ng Th1s activ1ty is

;5c6ngiaeféang:a@b@ﬁt;’éééﬁy hi g'eISevbeing'pursuedimerely‘and solely as




Accordinéftdﬁ} 3

he attainment and fu th;eranceuoi’jf"this end.' 5

udaimoniai"essentially involves not just the e

:the Comprehen51ve accoun

‘activity of the.theoretical intellect but the full range of human life

‘”oints out that "this view connects

'IEudaimonia h: th conception _f ahfas.nous;ﬁthatﬁis, as pUre intellect

" or mind with no m “er al ou_terp t'/theucomprehensite'interpretationf;1llf*’

connects Eudaimonir with the conception of mankas suntheton,_that 1s,las,

.”Tstrictlymhuman;ras. atter (appetites, de91res,vsensat10ns,‘emotions etc )

f‘organised by reason

A third interpretation has recently been proposed by John Coopersg s

k‘: His v1ew is that there are'two Eudaimonias, one corresponding to the’tk

‘fuﬁyintellectual llfe, and the otherﬂto the comprehen31ve life.,f The former G

life, that which Aristotlefconsiders"better and more worthy, con51sts in

intellectual activity alone,‘while the latter "secondary“ Eudaimonia,'>7'

though primarily concerned w1th morally good activity, also allows for 3

| intellectual activity

In respectnof content Cooper s interpretation

has “TUch” in common ﬁith the other”tuo interpretatlons Jjust. outlined ,Hisv
primarx Eudaimonia which consists‘in nothing but theoretlcal activ1ty 1s :
precisely the Eudaimonia that the supporter of the Intellectual 1nter-’ir
pretation espouses,.while his secondarz Eudaimonia which con51sts in ,;

- both moralbactivity and theoretical act1v1ty 1s pre01se1y the Eudaimonia

' that the supporter of the Comprehensive 1nterpretation espouses Cooper,

in fact ’calls hlS primary intellectuallst Eudaimonia "unmixed" Eudaimonia,




and his secondary Comprehensive. Eudaimonia’"mixed" Eudalmonia but f"rﬁf;~

;¢6rdé e W;th,t‘e besp‘virtue*~and he denies"

- w111 argue we shall know the I tnre,bfﬁhndainenia asfSOen as we'find

'” that virtue Whlch

then,“

We have al eady seen thnt Aristotle says that Eudalmonla w111 be

attalned when a man fulfils hls "functlon"' when he reallses hlS nature ok

f{ or hls distinctlvely human power fThis does‘not*mean fu1f1111ng hlS '

: "functlon" Qua at lete, or. realislng his ‘hihqua:flute player but

fu1f1111ng hlsvfunction and realis1ngjhls nature qua man STt 1s,1n the

:q; attainment of excellenc‘yln th ‘exerc1se of the dlstinctlvely human :

powers that a man : will become'a good man ‘and hls'llfe a good 11fe

e

*ih:g; | Aristotle ‘holds. that 1t 1s the abillty to think that dlstlngulshee
‘men from other animals, and that the good llfe is one in which thlS
cepac1ty is exercised wellw - Men s end,or Eudalmonla 11es ;n the v
activ1ty; not the mere posseesion of ‘his~ raflonal element thetfeetsrhini’t

& enart from;other anlnaie;:n;Iyirs,by»exerc151ng’hls eeul 1n:cenformity J:

'"”ﬂ,to.reaeen736refeithefrnfienaifelement:thatiman'fnlfils,his function and

attains Eduaimonia.
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However,vthe_rationa 'c‘“a ty is clearly at work in both theoretlcal

"jactivitynand in practial"(moral) activity.;i For Aristotle the choice 1s ;¢]f

thus between the virtue of theoretical wisdom and that of practical w1s—”‘

: lAHe chooses the former (for reasons to be explained shortly) © His

'7~.fwchoiceshas appeared_strang to ny’ commentators Hardie for example;

ifHuman possibilities, ofhat reason has al use beyond the
f”ordering of.. practical life . The circle of mutual support
,;between reason, activity and nutrition is not completely :
" closed. }In fact all of it, ~including the pract1ca1 employ—"
ment of reason, serves_to support the. 1nd1v1dual for an - '
activity that completely transcends these worldly ‘concerns.
PR .The model otrieedback”doesunot work for the ergon of humans.
;fnlf““,because the best and" P est’ employment ‘of - reason has nothing
- to do. with daily 11fe.kﬂ‘Aristotle believes, in short, that
. human 1life is not important .enough for humans to Spend their
‘lives on. A ‘person should seek to’ transcend not only his
'individual practical concerns, but also those of s001ety or
‘ humanity as a whole 8 S : S : : :

Arlstotle writes.-ii

S N , "For it would be strange to regard politics or . practical
TR P ‘wisdom’ as ‘the highest kind of knowledge ‘when in fact man -
. . is'not the best thing in the universe ... . There are other
“things whose nature is: much more’ div1ne than: man's: (for
:example) e the constituent parts of the universe v
’ RS (1141a20 22 and aS4—b2)
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_*;Our discussion has shown: that'theoretical wisdom comprises
“. 'both - scientific knowledge ‘and (apprehension by the) ; '
1j“inte111gence of: things ‘hich by‘their nature are valued .
'“fmost highly.~m* : : (1141b2 3)

‘”;gAristotle P point 1s that theoretical wisdom is superior because itdeals .
'Uw1th higher and mor_ noble It 1s the best v1rtue because it

N

st and are. valued most highly Aristotlev‘ffj

‘1?fserviéhttto:praotioaifWisdoh,faho;fthué,;fheré'is no way in which

'Diﬁhéoréficéliiisooﬁf ah héaconéidéred'the,leSSer offthe two virtues.

f To these two reasons for regarding theoretical w1sdom as superior

’foltoiprgctioal,wigdom,fwejl' 1d: addfa third one. Hardie p01nts out that: o
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T,rand independently for‘its effects (EN 1. 6 1097a30 -34) .
: - “”lso that theoretical activity is not the ,

in addition, to
It is, so to. -

12

t.adds that.heubelieves it

sﬁaivery,"compelling position")

‘Thls div1ne element which gives us. the capaclty to think L N
- about thlngs higher than ourselves, is the highest aspect .
”guof our souls, and. we’ are not "justified in foregoing its.
,L;activities to concentrate on; lowlier matters, viz. our own
“fllves, unless: the demands ‘in the ‘latter. area threaten to
makeé. contemplation imp0551b1e. .As he says at 1177b33
SLoowe should not listen: to those who urge . that a human should -
‘"“think human thoughts, and ‘a mortal mortal ones. - Rather
S we should cultlvate that portion of our nature that prOmlsesi?_~
~j"to transcend the rest B & § anyone ins1sts that the rest




'8 not everything, and should not be
We must identify with the highest

X ur proper excellence as primary N .
This is because men are - not simply the

*:1dfen hg .npt achieved it, and : 4
’ 1aves, areTprevented from reach1ng it 1

- btalnable" (1096b35) } Thus, the

purely Intellectua ist: interpretation makes Arlstotle s pos1t1on 1ncom»'

“;Afprehensible -and. nconsistent.‘ ;’f;‘

":¢If;Qnevattribntes;gacertainctneOry cr,viewpcint,to;a'particuler
cphildscpher;:if ié;inSufficientete;icoklct_jnétWone”paésage‘in'a‘Wbrk,
ﬁfandfitiié evenfmcre~insnfficient5to5iodk at justVaifew;sentencesfin a

single passage and then attempt to reach firm conclus1ons as to what

that phllosopher really ans._‘ Thus, in the case of Arlstotle, it is.

- not sufficzent to 1ook at one_short passage, , (1177312 13) and then :




den ifies~Eudaimonia with the life of

at if one 1ooks at other passagcs in “

the passage from which we earlier S

good eason to cast doubt on the validlty

tion‘of Aristotle _v This is not to say”}f

s conclusively that Aristotle does

\of:what is noble ‘and’ d1v1ne _whether
, or: the most d1v1ne thlng in us,.>1t is

r_v1rtue proper to- 1t that will be
That it is activity concerned w1th

"highest v’rtue"’or "the v1rtue G =

istotle beglns by talking about

S 1
Eudaimonia, and ends byv,ﬂlking about complete or perfect Eudalmonla

He clearly 1dent1fies perfect Euda1monia w1th theoret1ca1 knowledge and ";”;

~b;activity Perfect Eudaimoniafis, therefore, 1nte11ectua11st nxnature o
Is Eudalmonla simpliciter also just a life of theoret1ca1 actlvity? :

;f Aristotle is unclear on this point. Wh1le he certainly does not denz

2 that Eudalmonia simplic1ter is intellectua11st 1n nature, he obv1ously
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;eotneiist‘iheractermofftéleia Eudaimonia.f

‘Aristotle thinks teleia Eudaimonia, and not &

) different from denylng that uch a

ife has a:part in.EudAihoﬁi£7a£*Ailif

We can say that forkAristotle

':ﬂ.a constituent part ofunsecondary,Eudaimonia” :_ The”distinction.betWGEﬁ

s Eudaimonia and secondary Eudaimonia 11ke that between complete/perfect“

Eudaimonia and Eudaimonia simplic1ter certainly casts doubts upon the‘

:i_purely Intellectualist interpretation

‘TkAgain, at 1178a19—22 Arlst tle writes

v;ﬁﬂThe fact that these (moral) virtues .are also bound up
f;zw1th the emotions indicates that they belong to our .
VQQmposite_nature, and the virtues of our comp051te nature

;intrinsically:pursuedvmoral act1v1ty 1s“ _::t



",bkEudaimonia with the 1ife o)

joral virtue" ‘Eﬁdaimon‘ia; .

ré examined, lthihk‘ii is'reasohableﬁto E i'b

conclude that we cannot say yeyond oubt”that;Aristotle identlfies 1f,"

heoretlcal act1v1ty alone v_“"

”*zng 2 2 The Comprehensive Interpretat1onj~e

oral activity ishnot a constituent part of Eudaimonia

'f:We saw,: hat,if Eudaimonia is" 1dent1f1ed w1th theoretlcal

:“Vactivity alone' Aristotle s os1tion becomes lncomprehensible and 1n—~

ijconsistent‘ e saw, secondly,n

-that many passages in the NE show clearlyf

'”Tlthat Aristotle believes that ‘moral act1v1ty 1s, in some way,a constituent

ﬂ.The queation to be’addressed aow is in what eense‘Aristotle con;
jvceives<such'moral activit&;fo be a:constitoent part of Eudaimonia. In
agthis sectionu‘we ehall examine the Comprehensive 1nteroretat10ns advanced:

‘ "£iby philosophers such as Rose and Joachim f;kIn~the,next section, we

'mfshall examine the two-Eudaimonias 1nterpretat1on advocated by Cooper.

-f,Accordingftor hefComprehepsiyevinterpretat1on,ﬂthere 1s onevv'

y seen that it is 1mplaus1b1e to argue that 1ntr1n—  rvf5~j




Js'hdt{éﬁ‘qsééhtiéi'part df'thisv :

‘ierht ﬁéffsfbéﬁbiécéd on dhefleﬁel,

prehensive interpretation allows

:iembrasing‘tele would be: absurd SRS
; "’3As we. shall see, 1n Book 10 he e

'5 (1t% more fully or ;
ideal : i A

shall attempt to establish whether this view is as "absurd" and




ation:and with Cooper s 1nterpretat10n It is,

i

man alone is capable of ratlonal

man" Aristotle writes;‘“consistsiin'an act1v1ty of the soul in con-
s formity with the rational principle" (1098a7 -8) .. ; Eudaimonia resultS'
”“:frOm'man,s fulfilling his funct10n»ox end aS'a_rational being. How

’thentéan‘man ﬁest £ﬁ1filfhiévfﬁnétidh'aS‘a rational being? Aristotle

Y writes:




;"QFirst of ‘all, ,’“_5‘we,should insist that both theoretical
and practicaln sdom-. are, necessarily desirable in themselves,
even if" neither of’ them produces anything. ~ For each of

' -ﬁthem is ‘the vi:

ffa different part of the soul.

‘"7second1y,, fact produce something k theoreticai

1hﬁfw1sdom produc

':happiness as
1virtue)’

‘hyexerciseﬁof nous) that promotes

‘Z(so that he'can engage in theoria which is the best and most prized f.,,

”:rational’activity) but o?he must also possess and exerc1se moral P

f ,virtue and practicalcw1sd m_(so that. he can engage in moral deliberatlon

frfItiis&ciearjthat i this‘ﬁa sageiAristotlefis,not'subscribing:tthheh T

_view that Eudaimonia may or

'saying that 1t stemsvfrom ‘the activ1ty,of7f

‘Is. there then, a contradiction between this passage and 1098a16 17 where .

\Aristotle says

'LJ,L o Eudalmonia is an activity of the soul in conformity w1th _
‘excellence or virtue,, and if. there are several virtues, in
conformity with the best and most complete ' : :

ly r‘es“ult' fro‘m' the‘idhe-"bést'“?virfue " but he' is

ational v1rtue 1n 1ts entiretyﬁf‘.ﬁ

"Earlier we examined one of the passages in Whlch Aristotle draws a d1s—‘ Ly

,fltlnction between Eudaimonia simpliciter and teleia Eudaimonia Aristotle
»hbegins Book 10 chapter 7 by saying
Now 1f happiness is activ1ty in conformity w1th virtue,

it is 'to be expected that' it should conform with the highest
-v1rtue,_and that is the v1rtue aftne bestpart of us (1177312 -13)




v‘miu The Comprehensive 1nterpretation holds that there 1s only one'

Eudaimonia whose component parts are accorded d1fferent 1evek;of prxorlty.

The supreme and highly prized life 1s that of theoretlcal act1v1ty,,_the‘

lower but nevertheless important life 1s that of moral (practical) -

mo?'activ1ty.: It seems to be necessary to the Comprehen51ve 1nterpretat1°n‘ ’

that these two "11ves" or components of Eudaimonla be substantlvely




e

related_ fo if't y are ﬁotVSo;

it WOuld’sufély'5é7réasdnablé*t§‘argué

u(;that there aretwo istinct Eudaimonias, not one. This is a view tha£

2 fﬁwe shall investigate in ‘th next section of this chapter and also' more -

examine Aristotle s conception of the
 >sect;on, we shall‘briefly mention how'

'ﬁaﬁe:viQWedvthe reiationship between .

,fbfféffé?féw_Cbmﬁéhtsxabbut’these ‘

ctiv1ty'1s a providlng condition ‘for

ught for its own sake and‘neve; fof

'7his formal
“the inte%l;
,detail*l '

”"QiRoss does not claimithat,there i !a«éausal connectiOn between the'two o

kinds‘of actlvity, he onlyrclaims that the control .f the emotlons that,

is v1ta1 to moral actionvprov1des the psychologlcal'state that 1s also

afconducive to theoretical activity.

'", ,It‘is<c1ear,.however,jthgt~Roséfs7ék§1#hatidh”§f§Vides only the

“'weakest ofilinks béfweén*the two'iormsuof{a¢tivity.‘ 'If these two forms
o of‘activitylaré:sgpposed'td bé'reiatéd as aspeCts'or?éomponents of one

'ﬁ:‘Eudaimbnia;;WeJW6u1dkekp¢ct?ﬁ mu¢hvtightéf7Qr mbréiihtimatevlihk between




If naneacaﬁfbe*provided vthere:is

' the'tw0jaspectsfbrfcomponents‘

‘j 1ittle strength to the argument‘thatﬁthere is one Eudaimonia It would

seem reasonable to. suggest that there are two Ludaimonias, the lesser

providing condition for the superior form

" form. of which acts»as

Accordingv o'the nterpretation given by Burnet and Stewart the

theoreticalmlife is the goo&_ tinai cause;ior~men_s moral activityf

“Burnetfwrites

\g rue’ "standard of the means" (horos
: it is. ‘the" theoretic life which the
view when he determines the mean,

»for"7

can be crltic1sed for: 1t seemsdunllkeiy that Aristotle intends the

phronimos to "keep 1n v1ew to 1ook to)the life of theoria as a standard

tvi-orfgoal 1n short to use this life as a yardstlck for his own act1v1ties.

Jaeger makes this p01nt clearly He says that according to- Aristotle,
the ‘man- of practical wisdom has his own standard he Judges.accordlng,

‘>to his own;type,of;wisdom and experience andvdoes not look to any other i

form of life for guidance

The NE does not make moral insight dependent on knowledge
of" the transcendental it looks for a: "natural” foundation
of 1t in practical human consciousness, and in moral character
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and ‘distinct forms of life . = His

ndividual then, is not a single aspect of

Thus, we can speak of ‘a person s

or bios:mneans a pergonks manne' of being, the total

ny,_one;period.’of_.- 1me one can have only ‘one .

Cooper argues, bioi doAnOt comblne-'='ThUS,

w'EsepareterannfdiétincffliveevWhich]cannot"ff-

two separate and distinct Eudaimonias corres-

d distinct lives.

'.Perhaps, 1f there

e;1s a blOS of advantage “we o‘ d»have’to‘admm aUEudainonia’corresﬁonding_ "

s __..-_~'

_to- fhis blOS too? This, of course would be a total mlsrepresentat1on dbff
of Aristotle s positlon.} Anmanjls only'Eudaian‘f whenhevfulf;ls hlS

'Tfunctlon as a rational being ;‘.There are"only;two:kinds of excelleht

“rational activ1ty - activity in accordance w1th theoret1ca1 wisdom and

‘ activ1ty in. accordance with practical wisdom It is not the blOS

fjitself which is significant

: 1t is the k1nd of activ1ty that constitutes

»,bios or modevolelfe organxsed around .

'a biosvthat:iSEimportant

1There,is anGreek equiva- -~

if‘:éeoﬂerfsays,‘is»zoegz. It
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pleasure or advantage is not a candidate for Eudaimonia But'a 1i£e“

re ical;or‘moral activity is clearly

ris otle predicates "Eudaimon" ‘of only

two differ nt“ ioi an - 'further admits that bioi can never

combine,'then one must a cept‘ hat‘there are only two Ludaimonias

Proponents ofvshe Comprehensive interpretation might attempt .to

' salvage their case by the: fo lowing_kind of argument v* They could

challenge’Cooper s assumption\that Aristotle is speaklng 11tera11y when

but 1s giv1ng a genera outline”ofvit'by rguing that 1t is attained when -

we realise the d1v1ne and purely human aspects of>our rational nature

by engaging in theoret1cal and moral act1v1t1es respectively ‘In this

:¢&A~way, the Comprehen51vist could'arguep there are not two dlstinct o

’ Eudaimonias, bmt only’one‘e;one\that incotpcrates two patts of men s
rational soul .but each of which canvbe attained to a greater or lesser
"extent by real men 3 |

The plau51bility of this Comprehen31v1st attack depends upmawhether

' there is a good case for arguing that man. as nous and man as complex

belng are in fact two separate and distinct entities or whether they are
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o1t fhe fOrmer'were'true;.if"wouid '

if7sseem that Cooper‘ls'correc to argue that there are two hudaimonias,

“‘7fhone corresponding to'nous and the theoretic life, and the othervto man

it»as complex'being; ‘_f moral life.‘f If the 1atter were true instoad

Vﬂfgit would surely be t - thatﬂthe Comprehensivist interpretation is

,i'but man qua untheton is® strictly human. Man g nous is regarded ‘as -

’dhv7superior to man qua suntheton Just as the activ1ty of man g‘a nous is

'#fisuperlor to the actlvity of man qua suntheton }f In the second passage,r_j”
E he makes it clear hat theﬁmoral virtues (the virtues of practlcal

": wisdom)rg;e'notgegcell ncem of the nous Cooper adds that Book 10 is.

l Coober'aléo7useszriStoﬁ1e's’De!Anim;'ihfsuoporthofnhis7theory;'Inh

"'this work Aristo ,'Q ékes a clear'distihefion betweeﬁ'ﬁen‘sfhighesf -‘;vb

w;powers and his b1010gica1 and psy hological functlons ' .The'iétter‘are’”‘

’”intrinsically linked w1th the body : ThlS 1s not the case, however, w1th

s

:ethe former with man s highest intellectual powers  This is because

1 Aristotle does not- v1ew the mind as. be1ng inextrlcably linked with the
oy

\

'ilbody and its activities.: Cooper quotes Ar1stot1e-"

It (nous)seems to bezldlstlnct klud ofsoul and rtalone adnlts
: of separation,as the immortal from the perlshable (413026 7)

FTCIearly, ItlS difflcult to env1sage how the m1nd constltutes a dlfferent

‘dfkind.oisou1,~ But‘ibseemstthat‘lh,De Anlma,-Arlstotle“dlchotomlses Man’
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5‘intovtwoseoarate one: a85001ated.w1ththe activity of a body, o

and the other somethlng qu

dlstinkt from the body and its activities.

‘that the theory'of the souls in De Anima coincides

s with Aristotlf. 1n:Book 10 7 9 of man g ua nous and man gya
¥ s s

’: suntheton 'where the former i' regarded as_purely theoretical ‘and div1ne,.""

»"hysical emot10na1 and
.of: various kinds, and bound
'r aspects ‘of the* soul

pretation ’ fﬁji thiszfinal_book of NE Arlstotle does adopt the

psychology of De Anlma and, 'therefore, assumes that 1n a strlct sense

there are two souls;and'two'"men" 1t is not surprlslng that he should

e introducegterminology;that;wQuld enableihim to refer to'the,flnal ends

,iforsEudaimoniastﬂfbothfsouls'orjﬁmen";f ‘The final end‘of:man qua nous -

is a 11fe devoted to theoretlcal act1v1ty, aulifefthatf-aceording to‘

Arlstotle is telelos hudalmon ”and the final end of man qua complex i

belng (qua suntheton) iska

1fe that is predomxnantly pract1cal a life‘

that accordlng to Aristot e: s."secondar11y" Eudalmon.

e N

Cooper s two_Eudaimonias 1nterpretat10n thus recelves support from
(a) the meaning of the word blOS, and (b) from Arlstotle s psychologlcal B
‘77f.theory. f.It seems that Cooper has good grounds for argulng that Arlstotle;,f

‘has two Eudaimonias,‘one;that corresponds to man qua'nous and the theo-

‘retical life, and a second’corresponding.to_man qua suntheton, and the
moral life.

S We have just stated that;'aooording'to Cooper's interpretation, the
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v_ffinal end orﬂman g nous_ﬁs“a'iife‘devoted‘to'theoreticalractivity,

S an life that 1s teleios Eudaimon,"and'the final'end of‘man qua suntheton

‘is a’ life that consists predominantly of moral activity, but includes

*some theoretical activityi:n addition, a life that is secondarily

oEudaimon'”

What evidence does'Cooper offer to support his view that the superlox

'Q;teleia Eudaimonia'isﬂtotb dentifie"with the life of theoretical

. activity alone?

’ it would do so not 1nsofar as he is
ere 1s a div1ne element w1th1n h1m

- 'So 1f it 1s true that.
in comparison with man,

passage that?it is the act1v1ty of our in—‘

J”,;AristOtle is:clearcin thi

an’suchlclaim is made about noral,activity;,u Aristotle is also clear';'

‘s;as superiofvto;the‘activity,of practical -

superior to the nature of man g
suntheton. iThis suggests that the activity of nous (theoret1ca1 act1v1ty)
is attributed to man as nous, while the act1v1ty of’ practical v1rtue is

"attributed to man as suntheton and also that;these two activities are

as separate as man g ‘ nous and man qua Suntheton..~ This passage seems

'to suggest that the life (bios) in accordance with nous is completely

'ifintellectuallst

» T‘Coopen;s_view?gainsﬁfuither suptort‘from'117858—24,where'Aristotle

ffiftelligence that constitutes teleia Eudaimonia It should be noted that ~.~fff




s that only theoretical activity
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1‘writeS«tha theLgods whos_hlives are divine engage onl y in theoretical

“‘act1vity;:

e If 1ife in accord with nous 1s divine (godlike), and the

gods lead lives that are exclusively intellectualist (it is reasonable

to conclude that life in accord with nous (ho kata ton noun bios) is

istrictly 1nte11ectualist

Given that (1) man g nouscis man (1178a6 7)(2)that Eudqimonla is.

vils his end g ; man and (3) that man qua

attained when an individu

i nous fulfils hlS end by engaging in. theoretical act1v1ty, 1t follows

s worthy of pursuit as an end Other

intrin51cally pursued moral actiVity)

‘would not enable an individual

fulfil his end g ' nous.  Cooper

 concludes:

self, and‘thus one’s true v
: 3 pith one swintellectrand itsinterests means
‘that one regards everythingkelse ‘as: alien -and hav1ng novf
‘1ndependent claims on-one's energies.. (But)such an
,_attitude ‘is obViously incompatible w1th moral virtue as
- Aristotle understands it. . If one possesses a’virtue,
?ﬁf;one performs ‘the: relevant acts for their’ own ‘sakes,
T regarding. them as good in themselves, ‘but this ‘one’
i could assuredly not do if one ‘thought "that any’ value
“a;they might encompass was not of any direct 1nterest to

According to Cooper s 1nterpretat10n, 1ntr1n51cally pursued moral act1v1ty

‘, 1s not a constituent part_of teleia Eudaimonia 'of the life associated

- thh man as nous. But at 1178b3 7 Aristotle states that the 1nd1v1dual

i

who engages in theoretical activity requ1res external goods so that he

can perform actions in conformity w1th moral v1rtue L Cooper calls:this'

a "moral slip" on Aristotle S part :and he points out that a man who per— .1;i

‘ forms morally virtuous actions is not 1pso facto a v1rtuous manzg; | kHe”
p01nts out that for Aristotle a manvis only morally virtuous when'he

' performs morally Virtuous acts from a firm and unchangeable character ‘
(1105b5—9-w 1105a28—33) d Thus, for example, a man who performs‘Just
acts is a.’ just man only ii he acts knowingly, does the acts for their .

h: own sakes, and acts from a firm and unchangeable character V’But,»

'7.Cooper,argues, the theoriser who_performs Virtuous actlons is not a
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_virtuous man since "Aristotle conSpicuously avoids saying that the

vutheoriser,willgbe ~yvirtuous: person" 0.

- virtuously becaus 1t best" suits his interests

B ,‘AHe (the:theoriser) may,‘as Ar1stot1e maintains, have
3 - 'reason toiact justly from_time}to time, or liberally
S or courageously, ‘and so.on; ‘but he will regard such
pjactions as forced upon ‘him by the involvement with
“others: that he inescapably finds himself entangled in.
: fHe ‘does- in fact ‘Tive: .among - other men’, .and must there— o
;,rfore keep up’ appropriate relations w1th them if he is
- to.devote: himself as ully as p0351b1e to his inte1~
\1ectua1 work 31 : : ol :

'x}ffsaheﬁof;somr rurtherhend‘ ’According~to{co0per,s;interpretatlon,’the.

‘f;theoriser‘pérforms'moral actions beCause’it~suitS”him, beCause it'serves

: The moral activ1ty he engages in 1s,j'

‘He engages in moral_,ct1v1ty because ﬁhe

' ldoesiin fact liveﬁanonéfother men and must therefore, keep up

'h{”approprlate relatlons with 'hem, 1f he is to devote himself as fully as

lfp0951ble to h1s theoretical work":,: In short the theorlser needs

ti3001ety if he 1s'to devote hlmself fully to h1s 1nte11ectua1 work He

: t;needsfit or the externalfgoods and general support 1t can glve h1m

“Sécieti jthever; wOuldpnotRSuppor 41nd1viduals who openly disregard

L its,establEShe oral:standards:andvpractices,c:lSo,flf-the theorrser

?Vwants to remaln part:of society, ifihe7isfto'haveithe7external goods'hea

S requires_for“study'suoh as-'ibraries and other nece531t1es he must pen—

: ;“,.form moralfactions and act according to establlshed moral pract1ces ‘so
that ‘he" will be fully accepted by that soc1ety L
| Cooper s view, 1 belleve, can be challenged by 1ook1ng at other o
passages in the NE which cast serious doubts upon the interpretatron
‘An alternative view 1s‘that the theor1ser acts as. v1rtue demands because
v:he“ls aﬁhuman,“andpchoosesjtoylive as a;human being;t At 1178b3-7,

 Aristotle writes:
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ense,’a human being.

'h‘¢:"chooses"

fsuggests that he engages in such activities because he wants to do them

'ffand Opts to do themfvoluntarily for:"choice" Arlstotle tells us,:is a

deliberate desire: for hinga that ar ‘w1thin our power (1113a11) In.

in»contras

“Cooper s analysis, ‘th theoriser does not freely opt to

ﬁperformfthese‘activit es at,ailj .QEfind. that_he must cdmply beoause '

:Tt;v:‘results would”be thoroughly:unpalatable. vFIf’a”pefSOhfaets'morally for

' calculated reasons ‘alon there 1s no reason why he who is telelos

-~Eudaimon should not v1olate moral pr1ncip1es whenever it would serve hlS

:abest interests'_ henever,it‘woulq‘max1mlse his‘opportun;tles for theo-
retical actlvity 5 There5352nothihg to prevent usefrom viewing'aS'teieios

‘Eudaimon a man who engages in theoretlcal act1v1ty but who would some-




ch a. view would of course have 1mportant
;f ;friendship But " it .do‘es seem to be a .

yithat theoretical activity alone con-

10g1ca1 conyyquence of‘_
ks‘stitutesiteleiafEudaimODi that man is to be ident1f1ed strictly

with his nous

We'must finally consider briefly the nature of the life that is

I thlnk that it i possible to argue that Arlstotle does not 1ntend

' the life that 1s seconda 11y Eudaimon to 1nclude 1ntr1nsically pursued

at Aristotle does not suggest anywhere 1n NE

that such actlvity will*be a constituent part of ho kata ten allen aretenjv'

(blOS) “If»he~does intend thls ife-to 1ncludeﬂtheoret1ca1 actlv;ty,

1n some sense, it is strange that he makes no mention of 1t

A second more 1mportant; p01nt that tends to suggest that this

secondary life does not 1ncrudeiintr1n51ca11y pursued theoretlcal :

32"
activity is made by Devereux T He p01nts out that in Book 10 7 -9,

107 &

isrespectful.of theirfvorth andlinattentivefp .

Aristotle always associates ho kata ten allen areten blOS not w1th nous, -

but with suntheton.k' These two facts suggest that the man who is secon—
darlly Eudaimon has no concern for theoret1ca1 activity and pursults We
yhh may also recall that in Book 10 7—9 Arlstotle refers to man qua nous

as d1vine,.and to man qua suntheton as human If theoret1ca1 activity

",fMis:a manifestatiQn~offthe~d;vine,,but man qua'suntheton is human (not




108

v“divine), _szreasonable hatfthejlifeithat is’secondariiy‘

Eudaimon the life that is ssociatedVWith:man as suntheton;kdoes not

include 1ntrinsica11y pursued heoretical activity  Devereux writes

Q-nyn~Chapter 8 of Book*lO\whe (Aristotle) describes the
fv;second best form of’ Eudaimonia as a "life in accordance
- with the virtues;of our composite (suntheton) nature",

'?;and he specifies these as’ moral virtues plus practical i v
; ;0 5 heoretical) wisdom is not a . B E IR
virtue of our. "Compo_ité nature"'” "This way of ' character- e
jising the second;best orm of Eudaimonia at’ least suggests
%that the exercise ‘of - philosophical wisdom is not an
2essentia1 constituent of the active life

jare”nétjat.511;defi@itivé.s We -

'*ﬁthave failed‘to establls oﬁCIUSiVelwahether3or;uotttheoreticatactivity'

i*i;s?a_cons; tuent. part ‘03 secondary Eudaimonia fiwekhave also failed’to.

-??festablis sively Whether‘cr~uot;intrinsicaliyupursued,moral

‘fgflourishing human ife of“taking‘an-intéféSf niothér persons merely as

ot T 34 5 : S
such’and for thelr own sake" REE T § is thus 1n friendship alone _

'A(espec1a11y virtue frlendship) that we find genulnely other- regardlhg h
litenden01es.si In chapter 2 we found that thereisan 1nt1mate 11m<between
V”frienuship‘anu the morally.virtuous ilfe ‘.;We‘saw, in tarticular, that
iiAristotle holds that morally virtuous actions may be directed towards
éﬂpersohal ftiends and’feilow.citizens.é‘ The good man performs good deeds

that benefitvhis'personaiiyfchOSen frlends,hbutvheyis, nevertheless,




k“3associated with the morally vir uous 1ife Our hext ‘stev was u)establish

E It might appearuthat ti is: Cooper s two—Eudalm:nlas 1nterpretat10n

;whlch does most harm to the case: we have been attempting to construct 1n

”,_wthat the damage for Aristotle is created by pushlng intr1n51ca1thursued

nmoralractivity 1nto a: secondary, lesser,Eudalmonia ThlS, however, is

ot really the case :Comprehensivists argue that there n;one Eudaimonla

‘fanot two and that this one Eudalmonla con51sts 1n intr1n51ca11y pursued

7ﬁfmora1 activ1ty and t eoretlcalyactivity, but most concede that Arlstotle

audoes not place _he WO ctivitles’on It 1s, of'course; the -

;_Joachim, as we saw,

‘equal status : There,is no doubt 1n hls m1nd as to wh1ch is superlor

"lThus, even if there were only one Eudaimon1a the case we have been_
r..attempting to construct would not have been saved : We would st111
~]f;: want to know whether the genuinely other regardlng qualltles of v1rtue

and civ1c friendship that we have assoclated w1th 1ntrin51cally pursued

"'.i 'moral activ1ty can also be assoc1ated with what Joachlm calls "the.

'fsupremely valuable#}ifeﬂfor}manﬁ;ad;We would st111 need to know that




etween friendship and’ the morally tih

two 1eVeis, there is one

i é"lt':is from this
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»evdhEudeimbnié»iﬂ’Phroﬁééis,vol.l% 1972, p.252,

orresponding to "moral" ‘But various com-
shethical theory such as Nagel and Cooper use

fg,mentators On Aristot

... the word "moral"vrand,
;Aactlvity" with a: spec

~.moral life! in ‘this speci .

rlife pursued by the Ehronimos, the v1rtue or character frlend “the e

‘ e By moral

that kind of -

;the application of practlcal w1sdom.,'ln'

I frequently use such phrases as the '

and human good in Aristotle,

1975; ehapter ,ffi3

, in Philosophy,

fexercises practical wisdom in order to 1mprove his capa01ty for
.'theoretical wisdom because he sees that “the exercise of practical .

. wisdom "secures" him the best 1ife Arlstotle is looking at -

L thlngs from’ ‘the out51de only. : His c1a1m is: that ‘as. a .result of
~exercis1ng practlcal wisdom well a person is: (1n some’ way) better
" able to: attain theoretlcal w1sdom - Cf. pgﬂl S, chapter 1. As a.

"fresult of 1iving the life of a phronlmos, ‘an’ individual attalns :
~ ~what - 1s best for himself. But he does not 1live ‘this life in order
-to attaln what is best for h1mse1f for: to do this is to 11ve such
- llfe for self interested reasons. '

9. HARDIE w F. R.» op cit’,,p 283.

’a,-1o;~'1bid;; p.zss.i,ﬁ :

- '11. NAGEL, Thomas - op. cit., p.254.
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ationship of the two 11ves as advanced
*’See also chapter 4, ’

and see also my note 8b above

of Aristotle,’ 1900 pp.438-439. A sxmllar_‘”'
hlby .John Alexander Stewart in hlS Notes on
1892, in vol.l ‘pp 5 and 59 60 and in vol.2,
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chapter 3, especially Pp.147-164..

s ‘on. the Nlcomachean ethics, 1892

ctlve and contemplatlve 11ves
vol‘3 1977 p 838

in Phllosophy Research Arch1Ves

'Ibid., p 838

o e34,‘aCOOPER John M Ar1stot1e on the forms of friendshlp, inVReView _;f‘;a
:1.,1aof Metaphysics, vol 30 1977, P. 622 & ﬂ,' S o Coe
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VCHAPTER 4

FRIENDSHIP AND THE THEORETICAL LIFE

.,4;1' ihtrcductieu;fiintehtibéeéﬁe'Justification
e ﬁave seea,hew?;ﬁegﬁjtett’Aristotle is in his discussion of the
natufe audhcontehtfefaEudai;ehia.'-.It?is for this reason that our results
in the last chaptertwerersov1nccnclu81ve Desuitefth;s, we fouud that
there was’just che fact of‘whtch.we coulu be certaln nameiy that in'
'”f Aristotle s theory, the theoretlcal life is- suhremely valuable for man.
In thts”chapter we shall attempt to establlsh whether there is an
.'.1nt1mate‘relatlonshipubetween true (w1rtue) ftlehdshlp and the theoretlcu]:_

‘.izlife . We shall attempt to establish whether Aristotle 1ntends that

1 ifrlendship should play a role inAthls "supremely valuable" l1fe and we'

- shall also attempt to establlsh whether he can Justifx that 1ntention

’ 'These two issues are separate‘;itlt mlght be the case that Arlstotle
tntends that true frlendship should play a role in the theoretlcal life,
but“that;giwen‘certain assumptions'he makes;:fcr e%ampie assumptions

,Cregardlné‘the nature of the soul he cannot Justtfwvhls 1ntent10nstt

leen that there are these two issues of 1ntent10n and Justlfxcatlon,,'

°?L,they can be comblned 1n such a way as to y1e1d tne follow1ng fourv

3prossibilities -

(i) That Aristotle intends hat”frlendshlp should play no role 1n the

theoretlcal llfe andvhe prov1de o ;ust1ilcadlon~for;the‘ex15rffnf

tence of such a role

fh%f:;_(z)"That Arlstotle‘intends thatifrlendshlehshouiukplay a role 1n the
| theoretical life and he provides a Justlflcatlon for the ex1s—h*
teuce of such a_role.e
‘(35 ;That{Aristetie intendssthat friendship shou;d’playhng roie'in;théﬁ’
| : theeueticat"life;'huttghts theoty’is such that) a justitication
could;thouetheiess;fhefgiveu'for thebexistence of such a roie;

(4) That Aristotle iutends thatbfriendShip should play a role in the




' xﬂqwever, if'(2) is
Jflwhat'can weisay'

‘are very 1mportant RN € ¢

(and hence other—regardlngness)'

ff(4)fﬁerevtrue,'it.WQﬁld‘Seemvthat the. -

”ééifish' 1ticism would have to'b mOdlfled to read "selflsh - but un—ﬁfg i
takes much of the stlng out of the’ f””

‘criticism. .

37f4.2"Aristotlé'é*lntehtibnék 6

4.2, 1 The Issue of Autarkela ;f,

In the two books of the NE deallng w1th frlendshlﬁ, there is no
‘»:éepar;te sectloﬁ which dealsvspec1fically with the.fr1end§hu)of men eﬁgaged
:‘Liln the theoretical 11fe - ﬁevertheless; I»think it 15 p0351b1e to reach
some’ conclusions as to whéfher.of not Arlstotle 1ntends that frlendshlp

- should p;ayfa-vitgl,role in;thislﬁorm ofTEgdaimonia.v; of central
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' _importance in Aristotle scussion is the notion of autarkeia (self-

,iSﬁffioieooy) erefore examine,it in'some detail.
claims that th 'fect“good"must be‘self—sufficient

lHeijnform at 1097b9 11 that by self suffic1eut he

"dQes“ﬁotﬁnfﬁ

’*mean a man who 11ve his 1fe in isolation ‘but a man who
- also’ 11ves with parents, children a wife, and friends and

- 1fe110w citizens generally s1nce man 1s by nature a 500131
' and politlcal belng ’ ~

ooethiﬁg:deei?eBLe d defic1ent in nothlng" ”; He concludes: "It,'

- This means

’its_anvsake,tapdrnot for the sake’ot some-

'Butvhébﬁineeeewe_oouid?ﬁev_rtdeSiré férltheisake?of SOmethihg,eIEé}

*iWhat“ﬁen§¢56.Sé-foi~ité - sak must be completely or perfectly de51r~:

‘?abie’ano;ohoioewofth&? and def1c1ent 1n nothlng ‘Thlskls the way in

.f(;QWhiehgthé5fiﬁeiﬂéoodﬁis selffsgffioient;

' An’important point must be made fnébpinesSV(Eudaimoﬁia), as we.

: ?:haveiseenfxcthistS“in%various‘aetiVities;* Accordlng to Cooper s

';Ninterpretatlon telela Eudalmonla con51sts 1n theoretlcal act1v1ty alone,

'*fwhlle,Eudaimonia simpliciter consists“in moral*attivity and some theo-

ff>retica1f56tivityftoo‘

’“;B@t 1n say1ng that Eudaimonla consists in certain

activities (not in others), Arlstotl :is not maklng any claims about the

type of external goodsﬁ(lfnany) that might be v1ta1 constltuentsvof it.

‘In saying that Eudalmonla oonsists in the act1v1ty of theoria, and not,
efor‘example,rin'the‘actitities of'gambling-and drinking, Aristotle is

‘theither assertlng ‘nor . denyiné’that certaln external goods maykxenecessary

e.and v1tal constituents of Eudalmonia N Thevquestion'ls qu1te open.

' i‘tTeleia Eudaimonia.oou;d;be'inCIuSivegin thét it.includes Certein external

kfelf—sufficient 1s'"that whlch taken by 1tself P



e
1 Tl}e

ntions gpec;fically "parents, chilr_

he'COntinuafibh'éf‘fhat paséééé; Aristotie'writes: .

?fMoreover'happiness is of. all things the ‘most desirable ‘and~»

1t?is no 'counted ‘as o'efgood thing ‘among many others. But
Were cbunted as ‘one: among many others, it is obvious

i : "1east of. these goods would

It appears e

.éatér,amqunt,ofugogd@ i

' forms of life, characterisediby certaln act1v1t1es, and certaln "external"

b-;ﬁgaods such ﬁs human réiationships4
iig'égegéfglqa¥;theﬁkthgt»Aristéti;{§ ﬁé£;§ﬂ‘pf Eudaim$ﬁia1énd'§elf-

. @” suffiéiencyiéﬁnnbflbé_é#;ﬂﬁfhéﬁiig?é%éigd§é4g6§ds suéﬁ és fri;ﬁé§‘éﬁd

wfxsoéigi!iﬁ{é?éétipﬁﬁ&iéﬁ{ﬁ%tné ;£€§Ts§§£é;.%'Su¢ﬁ g§¢ds'm§st be ipélqded

©7 ''in Eudaimonia for the simple reason that the individual who has them will




‘ 11? %
siganiefandeheieeWOrthytthen he whO'is

>lassages in the NE where Aristotle

.At 1099a31-6,

cludes»such gbode.

;and beauty‘ car
ﬁill-born or who lives

<tff}”himse1f but by living

g :when isolated" Aristotle N the -Pbii't'i‘cs "",'is"':"-’no"t“self-gufficiént

‘”<*;;;;; He who is unable to 11ve in'eoeiety, or whe hes no need because heA”
‘iils sufficient for hlmself must be- either a beast or a god" (1253a26 9).

’ifh;A man does not become selt-suff101ent by denylng hlS soc1a1 nature In flg
l.thistfermulatiqn ef;autarkeie (Selfesufficient),‘Bu?net p01nts out,
'"hArietetie’tekestueurautduiﬁxeutarkefévas:what suffiees by»itself, auq not

'vas what sufflces for a man by himself5

There 1s however,‘another def1n1t10n of self suffic1ent offered byv
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ompete with and contradict the one just

‘flgéiven hy,rolin out''t possibility of friendship and harmonious soc1a1

‘h?belng most closely .approximates the‘divine It is by the activity of

selffsuffjetehey He suggests that if a man choosesathls l1fe he can,

'jin:thé sot;viti'o; theorla be most self suff1c1ent 1ndependent,and_'

.‘;And the self 8- spoken of must belong most
to the "theoretic"’activity., For. ‘while a philosopher as
_‘well as a-just, ‘man, or.one pbsse551ng any other virtue, needs
- the necessarles of llfe when :they are: suff1c1ent1y equlpped

y 'w1th things of that sort “the Just ‘man needs people towards-

‘.whom and with whom he w111 act Justly, ‘and the temperate man,
—the‘brave man, and each of the others 1s ‘in .the same case,
'but the wise man, ‘even. when by himself can engage in thought

and the better the w1ser he iS‘j no doubt he can do so

: better if he has fellow workers but he is- nonetheless most‘

N self—sufflcient -gtf' g L v__‘_"v (1177a27 bl)

—

g'In this passage Aristotle clalms that the phllOSOpher (he whozf;engaged
”.‘in the theoretical life), like the morally v1rtuous man requlres the

iignecessltles,of Jlfel~but*unlike_h1mi?he'can,engageﬁln hls chosen -

'fsaétiVitY'BY himgeifQSWithouf other human beings. Friends, fellow
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Vﬁcifizensrrand:feilow workers are;notnnital to him. = Aristotle

‘”r:feertainiffdoes‘notrsugges, hatihnnan'relationShips are a '"constituent

'5T1?good“einfhib5Eudainonia; tha'ghiafEndaiﬁonia WOuld in some way be in-'

'u*EOmpiete'Wifhon%;harf 1ions(hnmanfreiationships, without'friends parents,

harw ﬁa wife’ an children Sage seems to contradict 1097b19- 21, _and

1099a31-b6jwhere we saw. t haflAristotle explicitly and impllcitly holds f,lr‘ -

that without such human relationships ‘Eudalmonia would be def1c1ent (1n

'de31rabilit and choiceworthiness) ‘and - hence not self—suffic1ent

uman need and desire for friendship and

')"and man as comp051te or suntheton

examlned before vardle.s "1nclu31ve" sl

Eudalmonia 1skmore appropriate man's*nature'as'snntheton "as a social,fh =

' belng, his “exclusive" Euda1monia 1s more appropr1ate to man as nous,

'*"~as a dlvine being. \'3" ‘

V~Aristotle cleariQﬂpraises;the-seif;snfficiency:’independencefand
vself relrance of the theoriser, thekfact that this man alone "can thlnk

B even when~hy himselfhl . Despite thls, I believe that it is the con-.

ceptlon of‘self—surflclency attained through commun1ty and friendship,

f‘rather than through total 1solat10n that Arlstotle ultlmately prefers

'f My argument will refer to some passages 1n the NE to Whlch we haveb
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already referred“id,thefcontext of moral virtue. = The argument is, in

fact, the paralle“,bf‘fhsf7slready giveﬁ in that context.

Arlstotle 1nforms us that although the "act1v1ty of our 1nt0111—
gence (gggg).cosstituteS"teleia Eudaimonia, such a life would be more
than human. ‘Admapvwho WOuld‘livé it would do so not insofar as he is
‘huﬁdn, buf bedause‘thepe isda di;iné‘élement within him." Thé activity

of“nousiislas far abovejthé activity of practical virtue as the nature

of ﬁsn qda nods is above thé nature»sf man qua suntheton

Aflstotle also 1nfdrms ds thatdof all people it is the phllosopher
_or fhedriser.who‘needs the fewest exfernal goods for his act1vity for
'he can thlnk’witﬁout”poiitical power, w1thout‘great wealth and w1thout
5 S e , ,
othe; peop%ef But thls phllosopher 1s also a human belng and 1nsofar as
he is humah,:and‘livsSfin;the 5001efy‘of his fellow men, he chooses ts v
11ve ths morally v1rsuods 1ife.' Thuskllke the morally v1rtuous man, 7
he w111 dhoose and dssire approprlate exterdal goods add this w1111dclude
_chooSing and desiriné friends, family, good chlldren etc (1178b3—7),
Even though the theorlser'lslnvsome sense his nous Arlstotle st111
'1n51sts that he must 11ve in the light of the fact. that he is, in sqﬁe
sense,‘huQan; Neithe; Egénor De Anima give a prec1se account of the

" sense in which man is his nous, or of the sense in which man qua nous is

separate and:distihct?frqm'man qua suntheton, or-complex being. ‘ But,

Aristotle»éertainly believes;that the theoriser must live and choose like

a human being.  He thus éctsvas a moral ageht, lives among his fellow
men, and shows them concern and respect. The theoriser chooses to live
as a human being because he is human . ‘He chooses the society of his

fellow men (’1178b3~7 ).

This interpretafion allows us to make sense of.Aristotle's
assertions about the importsnce of friendship and harmonious social
interaction. It allows us to make sense of his comment in the Politics
that '"the individual when isolated is ﬁot self-sufficing', and of his

comment in NE that "by self-sufficiency we do not mean a man who lives



na ,who~a150;1iyes with parents, children, r77?"

‘iy’fhis 1;fe inrisolation but
T;ia'w;fe, and’friends and_fe ow citlzens geaerally" ‘ It alloWs os to

eke s iy "we‘should not 1magine ‘the supremely

}yyhappy‘person eadurin ’:he ai ofga solitary 1ife" (1169b16 17), of the

v'4vcommentfin "the self—sufficient man will need, in

Magna Morali

”fiaddition friendship",'and finallyylof'his.comment in NE that justlce""

Avfmay be found among ‘me "who share;their life w1th an eye to belng self»

"ieTﬁeha tivity of the gods. nd”their perfect happlness is- to be_ﬁ

. found in theoretical activity, the life of the mlnd The greatest

»thappiaess for;aortals‘_s«att nedﬁln.the'same act1V1ty,'SO far as is

v-‘ possible'for*msniyasxthisﬁ' ityyls best and most;pleasant ;\?ﬁe

er. which makes man thlnk is "our natUralifﬂ

“in power

all in bulk,

and come closest to complete: happlnes When they engage 1n

vj;theoretical actlvity they ar employlng thelr "best part" (the theo—p}:ix

"retlcal element¥ £ the rational‘part ftthe soul) in- conformlty wlthi?‘”kj

theoretical”WiSdom”>and the pure: nd;more‘continuous"the activ1ty‘

L

:Ep_;becoﬁes;‘the‘more they approach‘the reaiisation of thelr natures. qua
nous g__ div1ne 8 Hoﬁever as we saad‘before; oalybthe goes canuengage
T..1n pure theoretical activity | ‘Menfs efforts are more limited, flrst,
bbecause their intellectual powers arexmore li@ited ”and secoﬁely, because,v,
lunl1kera éod they also have a“materiai belag, they have a body, de51res
“7ft'sensat10ns, apd appetltes yhichlﬁake pure and contlnuous theorla

impossible gor_them,_,iBeeause'men have~theseulimitations,vitwas arguedv
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that pure and ntinuous theoretical activity is ‘an impossible ideal.

' ~It was argued that the pu ntellectualist interpretation of Eudaimonia .

imust be wrong for 't ik dealAthatvno_man can realise and;mn;Aristotle

gfclaims that»ﬂthe goo wwhich we{are now seeking must‘be obtainable". We

w”5, then suggestedﬁthat Eudaimoni must include at ‘some level an attainable ,I:

'"ideal such aswintrinsically‘pursued moral activity . The inclusion of e

vuf,such activity certainly takes care of the problem of man s material mode

s)}_but‘whatrabout the problem ‘concer-
llectual powers° With 1mperfect
“‘hat a life devoted to theoria is too

kvus not fully pleasurablc 1 think

1;that t is heref hat. friendship and the sharing of intellectual

an- important ‘role

ays of the philosopher that "he can |

k‘:engage in. theoria better with?fellow'workers" (1177b1) This-idea that":':r

."two heads are better ha one"kfinds support from'a passage in the ‘f

but each one says something about the nature of“ '
Thus,'although ind1v1dua11y they make little or

’";1s a result of someymagnitude t(993a30 b4)

Philosopher friends share inv:he act1v1ty of thought :' Aristotle claims R

that the greatest marklof; riendship 1s 11v1ng together and "sharing

together in discussionnand;thought“ is whatnliv1ng together means in the’

case of men; and‘not“ as for cattle "teeding in the same place"'

Aristotle enumerates many activitiesAthat can be shared‘ among them is
:.the study or‘common pursuit of philosophy (1172a1 7) - We can, thereiore‘
"say that ‘as friends, men of 1ntellectual excellence live or‘share their

livesgtogether-as‘co-workers in'theoretical activity.

‘ ~According‘to Aristotle;éa shared life is compatible with self-

lsufticienCy,;k'Inltheigg;'hekremarks thatfjustice may be»found among men




self-—sufficiency" (1134&2.6 7) I‘t'[?'

, '1s this'ldea of self 4vfficiency‘attained through community, fricndship » v

and the sharing of activities: which, Ivthink .Aristotle ultimately

Mpreﬁers, and which ‘lies- behind his belief that even those enguged in

x‘;«theoria"realis their activity more completely with other philosophers

‘ntellectual communion and fellowshlp
of ) o far from argulng a want of self-
‘;sutfi'iency in the Eudaimon 1s a necessary conditlon of

5

hat‘the phllosopher

i But 1n (5ﬁ5.

“whétnkindhbfffriendship?",1The*quest10n 1s'very 1mportant;e \vlrtue‘

it friendships,arefclearl - the mbSt*other—regardlng of the three classes

The two lesser forms are, of'course much 1ess so.f, If Arlstotle s

el

ethical'theory is to be exonerated from the charge ‘of selflshness, we :
i ﬁeea at 1east to show’that he”intenas that those who‘are truly Eudalmon,f'fi
engage only‘in the hlghest form of friendship.‘

We have seen that Aristotle argues that man fulflls hlS runctlon,»

attains Eudaimonia,»by exer0181ngfhis]sou1 1n‘conformity with’reason.

g':‘We have”aISO seen'that"théj”rationai'part‘of the soul has two sub-




div1s1ons_(1103a1—3),:a‘theoreticaI:subdivision and a pract1ca1 sub—

d1v1s1on, and~that the former is: he higher and better of the two In

L theoretical activity;'the ndividual employs the better and dlvine :

element of the ratioual part of the soul - In engaging in such activ;ty,k i

heﬂattains:teleiavEudaimonia Inucontrast 'in-practical (moral)

activ ’y; the 1ndividualvemploys the lesser ‘or’ human element of the

rational part of his soul 'n engaging,infsuch'act1v1ty,ehe attarns

»'"Seccndary" Eudaimonia.“

: suggest that hebwho is:teleios Eudalmon should be fulfilled and content

w1th 1nferi r friendships It 1s more reasonable to suggest that

Aristotle intends that he who 1s‘te1elos Eudaimon,,like.he who is sec-

‘zondarlly Eudalmon,

' 1n virtue friendship : Theoretical wisdom like practical w1sdom,_is a

f“virtue;r' It is, in fact the "highest virtue" .‘yItfseems plausible to

jl argue that Ar1stot1e should 1ntend that he who 11ves 1n conformlty with

the "hlghest v1rtue" should choose the highest (v1rtue) frlendship -;I;‘l

think that,it 1s quite possible to construct an account of the friend—

ship of intellectually virtuous‘menfwh1ch parallels Aristotle s account

of morally v1rtuous men 'There:seems'to he:nojevicenCe_to show ‘that
the same pr1n01ples do not,hold

';AIn\our‘discuSSion of }morally~ virtuous:friendship; several points

";emerged?

';l;:u That’ morally“v1rtuous nen love anu choose the‘good in 1tse1f
52;4 eThat thls good in itself is‘to be found ‘'not in'the metaphysical

’ Platonic heaven, but in the concrete behav1our of virtuous men
" fth, vtThatJ norallvi‘virtuousiactivity’or hehaviour,is good in itself;

v'it'is‘chosen’as an end:intitself}.anu he who chooses it will be

 Eudaimon.
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should:engage only 1n the highest form of frlendship,;l'
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of‘oneSGIfwand“othe s as oral agents ‘and.this consciouSness

brings with it‘an admiration and affection for others who share

‘the goal'of;attaining whatjis‘morally best f0ne“w1sheS<for the :

veopleajust:because and insofar as one is noble

and;virtuous;%oné,wishes:for‘thefgoodfinfitself,_and these'people,
 the personification of this good in

,O:esithefgoodiWillflové.these‘men} Aristotle"

:7That morally._ rtudu_Ifriendslvaluefeach other»for»what‘is"‘

'[;k‘?ﬁfessential to themsel: ‘,Tand;not“for;WhatfisQacCidentalji‘Ithis:

!F ﬂf#accidental injAristotle's'account'that aiman7isyhandsome or’t

ﬂins“intrinsic’value‘lieSAinfhis:nindﬁand in his

:;;;character as ruled and gu1ded by that mlnd ‘VThez norally :

JQT;virtuous friend Opts forﬁthe 1ntr1ns1c rather than for the 1n—”

'lstrumental;_for.the essentialvrather‘than‘for=the»accidental.

8. g5ihat*the?friendship“oii norally\duirtuous:nenlis-nermanenty not‘

‘ transient;ifor:good”charactér;JWhen7fu11yideueloped, isfenduring.i."'

: . e
Je——

o I think that a parallel account can be constructed for 1nte11ectua11y
virtuou5~£r1endship~upon the same principles.
- 1.1t is clear that all virtuous men love the good in 1tse1f This

. 1s the keystone in Aristotle s ethical theory.‘ He who is intellec?

tually virtuous, no less than he who is morally virtuous loves and

'3 chooses the good in 1tse1f
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2. fThat thls good in i1 self is to be found not in the metaphysical

.Platonic heaven but in the actlvities of intellectually virtuous -

:;men;'f;,w

3. vThat intellectually virtuous act1vity is good in itself it is

:hlchosen as an end in\ltself and he who chooses it will be teleios, :

5;2"Eudaimon

f4;ff1A11 virtuous men love what 1s inherently good what is good in it-

;h self 'Morallyfvirtuous”menﬁlove what-is,morally gbod; «Theoret—-

:f eica11y v1rtuous men love and choose what 1s 1nte11ectua11y good

'5:FWe have argued_that in the case of morally virtuous men, affection

'necessarlly accompanles the awareness of the >mora1 good and it .

\“is for this reason that morally v1rtuous men have affection for

'fifeach,other ‘"It could similarly be argued that in the'case of

‘ the intellectual goodbfaffection necessarily accompanles awareness'

«intellectual good and it is for this reason that fellow

stheorlsers have affection for eachcother. s

Intellectually virtuous men can observe each other s attempts:

‘at attalnlng theoretical wisdom.r, Thls obserVation can‘bring_w1th

2 it‘a consciousnessaof oneselflanQ'others.as rationa1v~inte11ectua1

kagents;tandcthis{c'nsciousnessican‘bringfwith7it an adniration and ;ﬂ"

f~affection for othersAwho share the goal of attainlng 1ntellectua1

excellence;

;f‘an wish for}the good of these people just because o

Tand insofar as one is good one’w1shes for the:gOOd 1n 1tse1f dﬂ’

these people,vin living such aflife;;are the-personlflcatlon of‘thas
A u;» = “good in 1tse1f this intellectual excellence Just as the 1nherent
goodness of moral.actaons necessarily gives rise:to mutual affection
,gmonéeteilow nromoterscof,sociaiuharmony'and welfare; so, it could
‘he aréued;jthe inherent'goodnesS»and rattonality”of acts_of visdom
u,wou1q necessart1y givehrise to‘nutuaivaffectionyanong fellow
neorseers. “ '

 5. _To value and”have1affeetionvfonia man on aCCOunt‘of his theoretical




-'a}wisdonfieito7 “ave' ffection;fOr'him oh.dccOunt of what

he 1s essentially and not a001dentally.f”Man's essential and

'i'intrinsic valu 1ies in,his’mind in his rationality We have scen

‘;that there 1s good reason ‘o believe that Aristotle rogards theo-

f}retical w1sdo.;as the higher and better aspect ‘of that rntlonality, -

"°f‘the aspect that moreﬂtruly defines h1m h Thus it is certalnly

'~f;itrue to'argue that the‘intellectually v1rtuous frlend opts for the

*Alntrihgic,ratherhthnnifor thevinetrumental, forvthe essential rathert

7That he‘friendshlp of intellectually virtuous men is permanent

':imitat;ng 1n this,the duratlonbof the eternal spheres whlch Such

.5}friends may help each other t fcontemplate; fﬁ'”

~5Wefcan.summariSerthie”section~hs'f011oWSET:Aristot1e clearly intende

‘htthat‘themman engaged nftheoreticalyact1v1ty, like the man who is engaged"

in moral activ1ty, should have frlends ' He should not lead a solltary

"_life; Aristotle does.notNSpecify which offthe<three classes of friend—

S e:shlp would be most approprlate to h1m.1r I have tr1ed to show why,,

‘uﬁffaccording to Aristotle s prlnciples, according to what he says generallyV

' f?iabout friendshlp;1"rtue and the_theoret1cal 11fe, 1t 1s reasonable to

Asuppose that 1t is t .class of v1rtue frlendship wh1ch is approprlate

E jto the man who is telelos Eudaimon. i

‘In chapterfz,we; rgued*thatgvlrtﬁe;friendshipe;have.distinct otherf'

. ‘fregarding features ,Inﬂ'artioﬁiar 'we;nOted thatfthe7Wellewishing‘and”

“affect1on in v1rtue frlendsh1p i' genulne and uncondit10na1 ‘it is felt

__y.;..u

—on’ account of what the friend 1s,,nfhimse1f,ﬁandvnot'on aCcount of‘any

: pleashres and‘advantages he~can“o£fer; ”»The7affection and well—wishing
»isithueynot:hedged aboutjwithveelf—regardingfoonditions and qualifications.
There is no.evidence 1h'§§5to"sh¢w that the.same principles do not hold

in”thercaSe of intellectua11y virtuous'friendships;that theunconditionai

' andfgendinefwell-Wishihé andmaffection thatlobtainéfin the case of

"3vmora11y,v1rtuoue triendehiﬁrcennot~aiso hold in the case of intellec-




is.also a

teleios Eudaimon,

He acts morally;;notees CoOpereéuggests, because it'

s dr;wh be§Weeﬁ
1g1fhe#gh .i
‘friend;endgékf
b iptent‘i’eljl A

topic of justi-

-~ moral action could not be gemerated

;"4',‘37f»‘ﬁ"is‘tétie"’s'?ﬁéfifiééﬁ'ion" |

4 3 1 The Nature of the Soul

In NE Book 1 13 Arlstotle begins his discu851on of the v1rtues
uIWith a brief analysis of . the nature of the soul8 "e He informs us.that,

=ﬂ;1t consists of two elements, one rational and one non—rat1onal  These

o elementSrin turnfeaeh.con81st of.two”parts .

4“'In’respeét'ofephe_peffs of the:noh4rationa14e1ement, Aristbtle

_comments:
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:Thus we see that the irrational element of the soul has
‘two parts ,'one is vegetative and has no ‘share in reason
'at ‘all, the other is' the seat of the appetites and of
desire in general and . partakes of reason insofar as it

’!complies with:and accepts its 1eadership, it possesses
,reason in the sense that we say it is" "reasonable" to

’ accept ‘the advice of a: father and . of friends, not in the
;sense that: we have a rational understanding of mathematical

'-propositions 'f.‘-,:;,:,.-:w-‘;;_.-v s (1102b28 33)

In respect of the parts

ﬁthe rational element he says:

If 1t is correct to say that the appetitive (part) too

" has. reason, it follows that ‘the rational element of the -
~_soul ‘has two subdivisions ~the one possesses reason in

© the: strict ‘sense, contained within itself, and the other:

;frt:possesses -reason 1n ‘the sense that it listens to reason
o as one’would 1isten to a father.:e : (1103a1 4)

i‘When Aristotle says that theione subdivision ”possesses reason in the

istrict”sense contained withinﬁitself" he is referring to the calcu-

{11at1ve and theoretical part The subdivision that "possesses reason

n*win the sense that 1t'1isten ”to a father" s’ the appetitive part that

f;llstens to practical wisdom
Man s soul thus consists in three parts p First;_there is the’

"f'vegetative;Qcompletely;nonjrationalspart; f This is responsiblevfor

':o«growth*Aﬁd"h@ffitibﬁﬂbthit plays‘nofpart_in_man's fulfilment as a.

‘agjféfibhéi“béing. édh&iyl theré”is;anlappetdtive-part (or capacity)

:7;which is part ratlonal.and partunon rational

v‘wIt:is”the,centre'of‘ﬁ{.f‘t

‘“fappetite and de81re and it can liste ‘f’eason and conform to. 1t Thisf

part plays a role n the_ ulf: ment of man as a rational being 51nce 1t:5'v

Thirdly there are the parts (or-capac1t1es)‘,:

’is in'some sense rational

‘fthat "possess reason 1n the strict sense contained w1th1n 1tse1f" and

“These'purely*rational

' have no assoc1ation_w1th de31re and appetlte o

parts (or’capacities);’thefcalculative}and theoreticaif.plapfthe-mostif"”'ﬂ‘

vffvimportant role in the fulfilment;of man as’ a rational being
The appetitive calcniative‘and.theoretical parts. (or capac1t1es)
"f:may be described as thekrational parts (or capa01t1es) of the soul.
These’rational parts (or capacities) may . be realised or used u1rationa1
o activities, We know that for Aristotle; -a man attains Eudaimonia

”Nwhen he fnifils his‘fnnctiOn as;avrationa1=being,h' Thus,'we can_say
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'x“fthatinhen]ayman'engages in activitieéithat’use these”three rational -

l},capacities he 1s fulfilling‘his’function as a rational being, and he

thereby attains Eudaimonia‘ ‘hO“uses'these Capacities fully,

_”fengages in excellent (virtuous) activity and 1s, accordingly, an

-fexcellent;(yir;ggus)

is

",,Virtue or excellence is_ ,"racteristic involving choice,
: and 1t cons1sts 1n observinfithe,mean relative to us .a

71fman of practical' sdom WO ld nselto determine 1t B

(1106b36 110732)

g ijt is clear that Aristotle,sees a relation between moral v1rtue, (the *
‘qﬂf‘fvirtue of the appetitive art)ﬁanderactical wisdom; (the Virtue of the

ﬁfcalculative part) We‘shall examine the relation shortly But_we'

ﬁ.1ﬁshonld@note‘nowithatlpracticalLWisdom;is,essentialuto moral virtne. - The

meantisﬁdetermined*by*th ~indiridual’WhofhaslpraCtical Wisdom.  The

1mportance of pract1cal wisdom for the practice of moral v1rtue is also. -

:stated by Aristotle a .1106 10

For it is mora vi tue that is: concerned with emotions and
?actions,7and it is in emotions and actions that excess, : :
deficiency, and the median are found _ Thus we cmiexperlence
fear, confidence, de31re, anger pity, and generally any
‘kind of - pain either too much or .too- 11ttle ‘and in either
. “case’ not properly But to experience all this at the right'
ﬂtime, toward the- right object toward the right people for
7. the right reason and 4in- the ‘right manner ... this is the
: ,h median and ‘the best. course, -the course that is a mark of
‘,v1rtue frf;ij D e C T ’ (1106b16 -23)

:Jn*respect,of_practical,niSdom,rthe virtue of the calculative part,

"Aristotle says:

It (practical Wisdom) is a truth attaining characteristic
. of acting’ rationally in matters good ‘and - bad for man
.. That is why we think’ that. Pericles and men like him have"
T.practicalbw1sdom : ,They have the,capacity of seeing what




“the nd orlmankind and these are;‘we‘~
believe the qualities of men capable of . managing house=
holds and state : ' '(1140b4-11)

wi donfoalenlateskénd deliberstes well. But as

3;"no one deliberates about objects that cannot be other than as they are”

practical

‘3(1139n12113)‘ isdom must deal w1th "objects” that admit of

a ;are"done,Jthat is ﬁéetionS’performedfin'

' The

‘eople, in the right circum—

o'one dellberates about thlngs that cannot be
>, nor about. things thatare notdirected

unhualifled sense that man is good at dellberat1ng
an aim at and. h1t the best thing '
' ‘ (1141b8 -14)

) society5'

A man who knows and concerns hlmself with his own.
_interests is regarded . as a man of practical” w1sdom :
.+ For people seek their. own good and ‘think that this is

\wahat they should do ... And yet surely one's own good
~“ cannot exist without household management nor without
J:,Qa political system.jfﬁjj . e (1142a1 -10)

At 1141b24—27 Arlstotle tells us, that pract1ca1 wisdom 1ncludes the -

e .sc1ence of polltlcs and 1eglslation‘7iThus we can say that the capac1ty
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;;Wldeufield of”apblication;feitending to all

"social politica nd1moral fffairs;( Probiems in these areas could

not be adequately solved/by individuals who lacked the capacity to

'dellberate we115
'leInﬂrespecthf theoretical'WISdom whichlis the virtue or excellence
‘.g;tﬁatSStéms”ffbm'théftheoteﬁicaigéaft of the rational element of the soul,

’fﬁAristotle says

"It 1s,ktheref0rev,clear;‘that w1sdom must be the most prec1se

and perfect form of knowledge. < Consequently, a wise man -

; ?must not only know ‘what" follows from:fundamental principles,

k,f*but he must also have true knowledge of the fundamental

.1:fprin01ples themselves e’Accordingly, theoretical w1sdom

“7l must .comprise oth 1ntelligence and sc1entific knowledge.
RO T ' (1141a16 -19)

'5;{Theoretica11wisdomf unliketpractiCaITWistm”.deals w1th fundamental’f

Hyprinciples and realitiesvtha do. notradmlt of belng otherw1se -it does

,not deal with contlngent matters nor does 1t have any aff111at1on w1th

kfdesire;:choice‘an »human'actionA_ Its only goal is the atta1nment of -

V‘ftruth and the av01dance»of falsity.i, the realm of eternal and necessary '

'{truths;f, It thusrdeals w1th knowledge’of the hlghest and purest klnd

'”fAristotle makes t> cgntrast,between:practical,w1s§om-and theoretlcal

‘ 'wisdom very clear

'v*atlon and choice and: the vi:tue responsible for dec151on and actlon_

‘We mnstvnow examlne tne relatlonsnlps that‘exist between the three.‘”

virtues;rncIntnarticnlarn wetsnall need:to diScover if;there are any
IGSubstantlve relationshipsbbetﬁeen‘theoretlcal w1sdom and practlcal

- wisdom, and.betyeen theoretical wisdom andbmoral v1rtue ~ This will

Lt

ﬂﬂenablejus‘tofestablish‘whether,the individual]who is teleios,Eudaimon;.

'seicorfnost,nroficient inithebretical'aCtiyitYﬂis necessarily most

ractlcal“Wisdontisltnelfoundationﬁofaall‘deliber—n ;’tn"
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’ ;proflcient at performing actions that have the good of hlS fellow men-

‘Tfat heart (whether, in short he is also most proficient in practical
'VL‘wisdom), and 1t will also help us to establish whether he who n;teleios

ffEudaimon also has the capacity to experience the other -regarding emotions

f_that*arewcentral,toﬁpersonal»andlcivicjfriendship.

?Gﬁor51iaétionfﬁﬁét alﬁhys have an end, and this end is what is intrin-

'51ca11y right and good DeliberetiveTexcellenee,pexcellencedin means-

-end reasoning cannot prov1devthis end

;jAtman ulfils*his proper function only by way of practical
jEW1sdo ,and morel excellence .or: v1rtue v1rtue makes us
L ' ‘\and practical Wisdom makes  us use

;the‘right means*  (114426-9)

Aristotl nfdfmsfus

*pj“PNo Choicek, »"w1ll be right w1thout practlcal w1s— -

‘dom and (moral) v1rtue : For v1rtue determines the end and practical -~

i fwisdom nakes us do what is condu01ve to that end":' A morally good

”’Q'action results from the Operation of moral virtue (which supplles the fdjf{‘“

'E'intrinsically rlght end) and of practlcal w1sdom (which supPlies the‘F“’h“ g

'3{:eppropr1ate means) h We know that for Aristotle, a nan is not good-

rﬁ;becanse he‘performs e good action.lf-To be morallyzgood, he nust‘perform

fl},thatractionffor'itsainherent goodnese:endtrightness;i ’The donation of
: aleun of?honey t@"é;eﬁa;ifésiéféfgééiégﬁieg,e:er exenple,:map bevnade‘

”'Hl]either;heCause it;ie,(a)fgeefni,eptherdonor_mey‘befStanding for office




Hand feel that ’reputation for charity would be helpful (b) pleasant

,j— the donor may_en;oyfthinking‘of himself as a benefactor or;(c)‘good .

- -fthe benefactor ‘may make hi: “onation for the sake of what is proper,

‘ivcorrect thetright thing to do,“and this, for Aristotle, equals. what. is

”%"morally;good; ' Aristotle tells us. many times that this motive based

’{ﬁubonla:bercention;of;wh t it is necessary to.do, is the only one which

-5give5’noral value;tojan_' The obJective constituents of correct

ecause situations always vary, but. “the sub-“'

" action will always vary,

"fthey are intrinsically good and right Just‘because?they'have intrin510'

, we can say ‘hat‘mo 1 virtue is a 51ne qua non condition

- forgpractical wisdom it is necessary for a. man to have moral v1rtue

1i£]helis to have;bractical‘wisdom,in;the'true~sense;,and»nothmere R,

: s!practiCaL?wisdom requires moral virtue-for

‘%its completion, ‘so. moral virtue requires practical w1sdom for 1ts com—

pletion.s_ Aristotle argues for the dependence of moral virtue upon
‘:practical wisdom by distinguishing between full moral virtue and natural‘

virtue, just as he argues for the dependence of practical w1sdom upon

moral virtue by distinguishing practical w1sdom from cleverness

Just as there exist two kinds of quality, cleverness and
'practical w1sdom cine that part of us .which forms opinions
(i.e. in the. calculative element) so also there are two.
kinds of quality in -the moral part of us, natural virtue,
and virtue. in’ the full sense. ‘Now virtue in the full
-sense cannot be attained without practical wisdom,
' » R : (1144b12 17)

'"Natural virtue" is a trait or capac1ty that can be found 1n‘"ch11dren

" and beasts"‘(ll44b4-—9)
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But it is evident that without intelligence, (natural
virtue) is harmful. ... (if a manraqts blindly i.e. using
his natural virtue‘alone, he'will fail;) but once he
acquires 1ntelligence it makes a great difference to his
action. At that point, the’ ‘natural characteristic will
become that v1rtue in the full sense which it previously
resembled

An individual may Vﬁe_just andfcapable of self-control'" because he has
natural virtue. Butfhis;juetiee aﬁd‘self—control is only '"good in the -
full sense' if it is guided'by and,eindeed,yunited with practicaliWiSde-
 Moral virtue or exéeiienee,‘he teilsius,'ﬂis not only a characteristic
whichfis_guided by,right:reason, but also a'characteristic which is
united'with right reesoh;1 and rightvreason in moral matters is practical
w1sdom" (1144b21 5) Thus,ewe canusay that it is necessary for a man
O Lo : : , .
to have pract1cal wisdom 1f he is to ‘have moral v1rtue (moral virtue in
the full sense and,not'mere:natural virtue),'
~Aristotle Stateslclearly the mutUal dependence of the two virtues *
upon each other:
Our discussion, then, has madefit'cleer'that it is impossible
to be good in the full sense of the word without practical
~ wisdom or to be a man of practical wisdom without moral-
excellence or virtue. = - (1144b30-32)
Webmust now tryrto,establish whether there is a relationship of
: mutual dependence,between moral virtue and theoretical reason similar to.
that which we have just-fouhd to exist betWeen moral virtue and praetical
reason: It:seems eiearfthat‘the'answer must be negative. Moral virtue,
Aristotle infbrms-us;'involves'choosing what‘is»right; Theoretical
wisdom, in‘contrast;fdeais with attaining_pure truth, not truth displayed-
in action. .
What affirmation and negation are in the realm of thought,
pursuit and avoidance are in the realm of desire. There-
fore, since moral virtue is a characteristic involving
choice, and since choice is a deliberative desire, it follows
that if the choice is to be good, the reasoning must be true,
and the desire correct that is, reasoning must affirm what
desire pursues. This then is. the kind of thought and the
kind of truth that is practical and concerned with action.
" On’ the other hand, in the kind of thought involved in theo-
retlcal knowledge, and not in action or production, the good

and the bad states are, respectively, truth and falsehood.
: ’ ‘ (1139a21-8)
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VAristotle;s'point{isvthatﬁmoral virtue“isvinextricably.tied toﬁdesire

: choice and action whereas theoretical wisdom which has no such link is

concerned with knowledge,:truth and falsity of a non-practical kind. He

is separating pure theoretical reasoning from the desire or choice—linked

practical reasoning which is central to moral activity The precise

: nature of the separation is not made clear but it seems suff1c1ent to

rule out'thetpossibility of tantive-relationship hetween‘moral

vy;rtueﬁand'theoretical;wisdom.

ed t know, in particular Whether it is

QWisdonffor? heoretiCalpwiSdo' an otcpractical'Wisdom. The latter is,

of courseﬁ more. 1mpwrtant for he topic of friendship, as we need to ‘V'

know whethervhe who engages most fully in the theoretical 11fe 1s

L ‘ necessarily morally virtuous and a good friend I shall try to show

that the two virtues‘are,hin fact sharply contrasted in that they have

different fields oftapplication andbalso different ends or functions

:f*We have(already see tha theltwo‘v1rtues haue different fields of .

.application ‘so onlyva‘ferhor s:arelnecessarr‘hy‘way:of a‘reminder.“

h‘ Pract1ca1 wisdom deals with‘contingentkmattersIthat are capable of heing-

‘:'f,_otherwise whereas-theoreticalﬂwisdom deals with things that‘are eternal J’“‘

4 .and‘unchanging i The continéent natters with which practlcal wisdom o
deals are matters that are inhour power and can be altered by human |
actions;h;uPracticaltwisdon! unlihe.theoretical wisdom can,:therefore;wkji‘

f'neverjbefcenaéfnea'witafi&&&tébléf££uéhs;téhd with;objects whoseﬁnature'

‘ is-dirine.v This already suggests a certain lack of common ground

between the two virtues, but the distlnction becomes sharper when we




heir goal or end (1139b14 13) . ?juuiff
:;'concerning aCtiOnb which a?e,‘fo,‘*

A’ Kedf ﬂheofeﬁichl

and ﬁQCGSSﬁ;y.> _}Q,,!“

eOvrect_desire N

_necessarily excel  in: the

: as shown that theoretical knowledge com—(
;prises both scientific knowledge ‘and (apprehension by the)
~intelligence of things which by their nature are valued
ost highly. ~'That is why it is said that men like
‘Anaxagoras and Thales have theoretical wisdom but not
jpractical wisdom, when’ we 'see that they do not know what
8. advantageous to them, we admit that they know extra-
;ordinary,‘wonderful difficult and superhuman things, but
‘call.their knowledge useless because the good they are .
' o : S (1141b2 9)
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' wisdom and that practical wisdom» therefore iS“not a necessary con- -
’f~dition for possessing and using theoretical w1sdom Anaxagoras and
:'jThales are his examples of men who "have theoretical wisdom but not

F_practical wisdom”\,lllffitris possible to have theoretical wisdom with-

”out practical‘w1sdom Lit.isvhohireasonable to:argue that the two virtues

,gare integrally related and are mutually dependent upon each other

An indivxdual may clearly have theoretical wisdom and not practical

‘fwisdom: : Is‘the reverse also true? For. our purposes this half of the

'i*a;;;relation]isfmnch lessbimportant Lso only two brief comments will be made}i

: it should be“noted again that ‘the chief charac—~

' “{;teristic ofgthe man 0 *practical w1sdom 1s that he deliberates well

v‘l;}Therej slnoireaSon'toJSUppOSejthat'a7man'who deliberates well who'make

*{{correctf h01ces'in the field o‘ human action should necessarily excel in

"f‘lacquiring knowledge ndamental pr1n01ples (and what follows from

,them),~any;more than_he who excels'in the latter should also. excel 1nA‘

"_the former

Secondly’fAristotle never suggests that he who has the v1rtue of}ne

,}h.practical Wisdom will necessarily also have the v1rtue of theoreticali

: Weghavefseenlthetgit;l ossible . orfan;individnal to have theofi
UjJ;fetiealfWiSdomiandfﬂbebf?cfica . édonf;JfWe‘haVe'elsovseen'that it is .

5!poSsibleifor’an!individﬁaljto heve;theoretieal Wisdom and not moral
'virtue;r We must now spell out the implications of this situation for

the theory of friendship




‘ne i :present;frin doing the.rlght thlngligl'

»in being conscious of

tice'is~present~

.‘1n'the life of the virtuous man, the completely Just man, 'and the‘v1rtuous

Vs We deflne a friend asvonq_who wishes and'does what 1s fi -
- goo« - (1166a2- 3)1 ‘(My ital. o ST S

“L;_S1m11ar1y, when he ontrasts friendsh1p W1th goodw111 he agaln empha51sesv; 3

Good deeds, partlcularly those that alm to beneflt are,a

iffeaturetof frlendsh ' but_not of goodw111

‘ Affection 1mplies intlmacy ;whereas goodwill can sprlng‘

'rq up quite suddenly as happens 4in the: case of competltors

"i at athletic festivals,;‘for the spectators feelgoodw111'f
towards them, and ‘share! ' their hopes, ‘but ‘they would not

E do " anythlng to help them, because" the1r goodw1ll is a

\,sudden development ~and” their kindly feeling is super—’
f101al (1166b34—1167a2) (my 1ta1 ) '

Good deeds are. thus important n v1rtue frlendship:,:'Virtde friehdslnot j'
,ohly share each other s'éoals‘ahd asorratlons, they also choose to help‘
each other“’j i | ‘ - B

Whem the mirtue friend performs good deeds, he does so for ‘the sake
) of the good and noble for the sake‘of what 1s proper‘and correct

= Arlstotle tells us. many times that this motive based upon a perceptlon

o :of‘what_it:}sﬂnecessary_to‘do 1s the only one" Whlch gives moral value

‘ to an?aot.ly_He;alsovtellsfus_many~times thatdit is the comblnatlon of
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;endfprﬁctical‘wisdcm]thnt.enables e man to

choose and perform good"deeds ”In”nerforming good deeds, e man employs

practical wisdom and moral virtue' but not theoretical wisdom

vWe.have;Seen that~itfisprSsib1e to*have theoretical wisdom and to

lack practical wisdom and moralrvirtue 'h It iS;'therefore,'possible to

excel in theoretical activityland’to be thoroughly deficient or incom-

t’fin noral social and_political activlties.;‘ The words: ”1t is

> 1s no relationship of mutual dependence

‘VbetWéen‘theoretiCaljectiVit&)end'moralrvirtue,'or”between theoretiCal

5 activity anddpractical wisdom so'that the presence of theoretical w1sdom

Qdoesenotiguarantee—thei resence afeither moral virtue orpractical wiqdom

€ dime'“there is'no‘evidence'to,suggest ‘that. theoretical

;'wisdom in any way precludee or:excludes moral virtue or practlcal wisdom

'so: that he who excels‘in bheoretical activity must necessarlly fa11 1n e

’E'therefore that a man may embody both

;5”lit_séemsydlear,.then, that the morally

<~gendimenfénd?thefthecriseracan“ceincide’~bnt;thet:theicoincidence'is a

matter of contingent fact rather than of: nece531ty 'TheVCOntrastkbetween;»=~

virtue friend‘hip and moral excellence on the one hand and'virtue'friend—f

"f&ship>and‘theoretical_eXcelleneencn,thejcther; can be stated in the-

follow1ng way TheV*mcreilv'~virtnoueﬁmenl?the comnletely just man and

v the true fr(end are all different descrlptlons of one and the samev

*the 1ndiv_;ual who 1s a ghronlmos o But'we;cannot extend -

the identltyito 1nclude'theoret1ca1 w1sdom too h ”ihe'philcSonher;or
theoriser is not neceseariiy the morally v1rtuensuman the completely
bhh jnst man.end*the.trueyfriend. : It may be that the theorlser and the
good friend‘often 001ncide but it is not necessary that he does so. We
'érmust;ytherefere?:cenciudegthat we nny.describe as teleios Eudaimon-the :
-fméh whe‘iache,the»ceneeities ferdnerel;'endihence;dother—regerding‘

dectivitieS{hid~a

.. The point‘thatithepthebriserxcan.1a¢kﬂmoral,virtue and practical
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wisdom might be conceded .but an objector might argue along the

: fbllowing lines' an individual who 1acks ‘moral virtue and pructical
, wisdom can, nonetheless perform good deeds and other- regarding acts of

the kind that ‘are usually associated with virtue friendship Aristotle

-speaks.of~natura1 virtue_ nd he speaks of an individual s acting’ ;nstly

through natural v1rtue Although he does not specify which kind of _f

justice he means, 1t is quite plausible to suggest that he means com—rrv

*"aturally generous naturally S

. plete ’ustice@iior'wh hould a man not b'

t%It would then be p0351ble to say that,j

an 1nd1vidua1 who;la'k”iprac ica 1wisdom and moral virtue could never-

ﬂ';dtheless, performtgood:d eds;raimjto,benefitvothers,and act in a generally-.

_ ‘other-regarding manner.

: that there 15 no relatio 'f mutual dependence between theoretical w1sdom'"

,Hand-natural virtue, ”The ndiv1dua1 who has theoretical w1sdom need not -

' necessarily have natural virtue.,f Natural'virtue,.like other natural

kcharacteristics, varies between individuals ?It is thus quite possible

B fOr ajmanﬂtO“excelsin 'heOretical activity andfpossess little;natural
'f virtue

The second weakness of: the argument is as follows Aristotle saYé»"'

v!asze-have een, that -he. heOriser*"chooses,to act-as ‘virtue demands"

i and this suggests that engaging in such act1v1ties 1s something he wants l]

to do and freely opts to'do. : This is because for Aristotle, ”ch01ce

:th is "a deliberate desire fo4jth1ngs that are w1th1n our power" (1113a11)

o e ot

'k ~—But natural v1rtue in contrast 1s spontaneous and ‘unchosen. It is’ for_

this‘reason that Aristotle argues that animals and children who 1ack the r:
Vpower tovchoose;'can"nonetheless; possess natural Virtue " Thekonly -
.moral v1rtue for>Aristot1edis choice of the good for the sake of the
good i Thus,_deeds that benefit others‘ but which are performed from.

"1 natural virtue cannot be counted as moral in the full sense and cannot

e give Aristotle what he needs to Justify his claim that the theoriser

“Ilthink'-have”tWOdweaknesses{'dThe‘first is oo



,‘We must therefore, conclude that

-s theorisers must be sharply distinguished from the frlendshlp of fellow

‘ ffpromotersuo 5001a1 harmony and welfare In the case of the former

there need not oecur

:acts of* friendship" as such but only a common

h:'consoiousnes of acts of‘w1sdom whose inherent goodness and rationality

ijutualjaffection:}'fThe affection;and,

"‘;wouldinecessarilyLgive:rise,

‘theﬂcaSe.offtheoretical'virtue .

”frlendship 1s just as unconditional as 1t is in the case of morally

'“[gvirtuous friendship In;both cases;,it_is,based‘uponﬂwhat is_intrinsic'

i'andneSsentialjratherithanfunon‘what‘is'eXtrinsieiand;aogidentalg“ 'FInnﬁ-:‘

t i’is 'b‘as’ed fupb"rii what f"th'e friend i's' in ,himsel‘f '('h'is“rational ‘

fsoul) rather than upon the advantages or pleasures the friend can give,’:ﬁ;{”“

Sf;;so the affection and well-w1sh1ng 1s genuinely other—regarding and totally' e

: “’unselfish ' morally excellent man we may say that :

o his" 1ntrins1c value lies in hlS mind and 1n his character as ruled and

guided by that mlnd and that'affection and well—w1sh1ng is based upon rff'

mthatwintrinsiC‘self.i Inithe’oase ofbthe‘theoretically excellent man weti
'may say that hlS 1ntrinsic talue lies in his mind in‘particular in his
vnous or that part of him which is most divine and godlike,'and that the
“taffection‘and‘well—wishing{is'basedkon;that intrinsic self.A To wish for
‘the'iriendts,preserwationrior £ﬁé“$ake:ofvwhat:bést defines him namelye"

‘his power of theoretical thought (nous) our obgector could argue is most

blaudable and certainly unselfish




“To wiSh‘someoue well, to»haue7

éffeétiohgfdh_hiﬁronzaccbun of whht;hehis'in‘himself, rather than on

'

Secondly, I think it

theiiirsthpoint;tnithe rematnder‘of.f.
g'e&.déédéﬁinfihéefehieai Virtuevh
centre’arouue‘tmovreiated examples
istotleAmakes o

*ﬁEth 1ess happy perhaps,is a:man.whose chlldren‘sud

W‘if,friends ‘are worthless or who has lost good children .
o and _frlends through death ; (1099b4 6) ‘

quppose that there are two philosophers, A and B CA is very

:fwealthy,‘and B 1s qu1te ‘poor st young son becomes 111 1S‘taken to'

certaln cond1tion wh1ch must be
“‘;isimost.distresseq»_7

‘"~vhe§aﬁée,t5eitref‘mehtfis ver :ekpensiueﬁandahe'kuoWSTthat-hevcanuotVebyg’s

,ffsiseTsufﬁioieﬁt ney;now or'perhaps at any tlme ' A gets tof,f

vsknow ofostiﬁfediCameu' t eems clearuthat A should practlse the

’efvlrtue Df’gener051ty,i"“ tis 1mp1ausib1ejtogargue7thatﬁmoral virtue""

and good deeds are irrelevant to hose Aﬂgééed:in»theltheoretical‘iife;7*7

’7tﬁ:1f A does not make the money available to B on terms B can manage then'

s"ﬁiﬂhe is surelyvnot a’ good friend, iTo be a. good frlend A must have

w*ff;affecti n for B and wish h;_.well but one cannot plau51b1y argue that

'“such affection and well-wishing is displayed in belng totally neglectful

'and unresponsive to B's personal needs, and the personal needs of those




fhe-loves”' Aristotle of course, seésfthis clearly{ 'he notes the

'importance of helping friends (1167a9) and he argues that "insofar as

v(the philosopher) 1s human'and 1ives in the society of hlS fellow men,

»lhe chooses to act as virtue ‘emands" (1178b3 7).

kkh In the related example, we can suppose that it is B himself who is

1] 111 hlS philosophy begins to suffer but as«above,'he cannot afford the.

‘u_“treatment because* unlik A he is Quite poor Even as a philosopher

”?~( he has the needs ofka human'being.

‘f”f}But being a. man (the philosopher) will need external pros- o
. perity; -for ure: i
1rof contemplatlon, but onr body must also be" healthy, »d'

) ‘anc ; “',(1178b33 5) R

fi'nor De' Anima give a precise account of the sense 1n which he is his

,nous), Aristotle still insi ts that he has human needs and must there—

kfore, live 1n the 11ght of'the fact that he 1s, in some sense, a human

‘,;:being. If A:wishes for his friend's preservatlon for the sake of what

';:“best defines himh namely his power of thought (nous),‘and he sees his

Jfriend s philosophy suffering through,lllehealth lthen»he must surely

’:r7fsee the appropriatenes ‘of an act of gener051ty., 'friendship without

’:goodfdeeds/ ould be nojfriendship at all

4 3 3 Affection Moral Emotion and Fr1endsh1p

We have already seenfihat theoretical w1sdom 1s concerned w1th

knowledge ‘truth and falsity 1n their non~pract1ca1Aapplications;kand

'fthat such w1sdom has no connection with desire, ch01ce and actlon.h”We )
“have also seen'that ptactical wisdomband moral ylttue, in contrast'. éa_,

s 1nextr1cab1y hound to‘de51re‘ choice iand action and that in order to *’{”"}i
act correctly and well‘ an. individual must employ his powers of practicalk‘l.

B wisdom and'moral virtue.:.~Virtuousfaction in short, depends upon the

”correct applicatlon of practical w1sdom and moral v1rtue In this

'ffinal sect1on I shall attempt to extend the analys:s by showing how in’
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wilAristotlefsfaccount,_appropriate emotional experience and response

ﬁ(this term will be explained shortly) also depend upon the correct

“*application of practicalyw sdom”and moral virtue | ThiS dependence of

lﬁf;femotional experience upon— ractical wisdom and moral v1rtue ‘is very

.i,significant for our purpose_. he following reason . We know that a

Zf]man may possess theoretical wi dom and yet lack practical w1sdom and

’;?moral virtuerifflf appropriate emotional experlence depends upon practlcal

'isdom and moral virtue, ‘then- it" follows that 1t is'poss1b1e for an indi-

~vidua1 who acks these capacities to’lack also these approprlate emotional .

'vpossible for a man~to

~exper1ences;and responses s,,of course

T mean appetite anger, fear, confldence, envy, JOy,

friendly feeling, ‘hatred, longing, ‘emulation, pity,

_and 1n genera *the feelings that are accompanled by
‘ EER (1105b21 ~23)

”He adds that it is’ not the:presence,of these emotlons alone .that make us.

merely because he feels a particular

';*emotlon such as. plty but we. do prals Ja:manawhOj"feels»it in a certain

of,way"r(1105bzs-33)

}-‘:shalypnow attemp t

» For ;t is moral virtu : ;concerned w1th emotlons T
= " "and actions, and it is. in emotlons and actions that
o ”excess, deflciency and- the median’ are’ found.  Thus. we
can experience- fear, confidence de51re, anger -pity
. and generally any kind of pleasure and pain . either too
... much or too little, and in" elther case not properly
‘But to experience all: this at the right time, toward
the right objects, toward the right people, for the
~ right-reason, and in the right manner - that is the
" median and. the best course the course that is a mark
of v1rtue SRR <_-r B ) (1106b16 -23)

It 1s thus p0531b1e to feel too little of a particular emotlon or too

35hbw=thatginiorder”toffeel'these emotionsgin_f'ff“
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“ofmnch'ﬁoritoffeel‘ittinltheﬁwrong‘menner,,for‘the‘wrong person, or for

”hﬂfthe wrong reason ' It is possible for exanple ‘to feel-too 1itt1e
-n?pity or. sympathy for a friend who is in a particular predioament or to

o feel it in the wrong manner or even for the wrong reason _It is moral

"virtue that enables us to attain the medlan or mean in respect of our

hjlemotions,;to experience‘appropriate?emotions}»k

" 'There is clearly a nesnjin'reSpectiof our emotions just as there

ffisfs mesnﬁinvreSpeCt~ f“oanaetione,~?lAriStotlefmakes:this clear-inb‘”'r
‘ﬁ:the passage quoted_abov

A mean can also be

rdl,virt@e.t -Boweverg we alSo»need

Hslipractlcal wisdo

‘ts(Moral) virtue ‘or excellence is a characterlstlc involv1ng
'ﬂohoice and At consists in. observing the mean relat1ve to
. us, a mean. that is defined by a’ rat10na1 principle such as.

a man of practlcal w1sdom would use to determine it.
' SR ‘ (1106b36 1107a2)

’At 1178a9 23 Aristotle tells us that 1t is necessary to control our

emot1ons‘by’possesslng]andzemploylng.practlcal wlsdon,.and»thatfthe

‘emotions are closely related to virtues of character.

,'Enough~n553beeg;55143c neernin"théfd¢penﬁencef0f;correct_or

’“ﬁﬁapﬁrobriste\emotion'(emot1onkthetfsttéins theimesn)fnpon moral virtue

fffilé?depr£¢ticéi3W1566W:tQCShéw thatitherecgs_sﬂéiohlen.for'theoindiVidualjl

n;who~has.theoretiCalzwisdon}hnt.not]these.otherthelvirtues.77”It'would.vh”“

gf"be’qulte_possible for -8 mnn tobbe excellent ln theoretlcal act1v1ty, bnt
:"f0r>examp1e, to m1ss the meankof‘nltywor synpsthy towards 5 frlend who’
flslln a pertrcnlarlnredlcament E The theorlser may feel too 11tt1e p1tyVl
:;f'snd sympathy or he may feel none at all h1s sympathy may be directed
;towards the wrong person or he may feel 1t for the wrong reason
a)nlherSamevproblem couldcarlse 1n respect'offaffection too, and

» affection;fssiweuhnow, is;central3toffriendship..k;The theoriser may

e feelttooAlittle:affectionfforys5friend;}or‘he may feel it in the wrong '
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'5nannerfor‘for;the;wrong: he}ideafthatfe'men of great theoreticelv7

/fability could nonetheless eeliaffection for hisvfriend and wish him

',well for the wrong reasonfis very significant _ In Aristotle's theory,

there is only one virtuous\motive J_the choice of'the good Iorvthc sake.

' ofuthe-gOOd'ﬂand*itﬂiS'th sﬂmotlv that isvaSSOciated‘with virtue friend-

i ship ) The virtuous ma ooses correctly, he chooses what is essential

O R,

5»ﬁand intrinsic Awhat is’good,in itself and thisuis*the rational soul.' In

~rtue fr1endship, I suggested that the affection'

ifthe case of theoretical

lﬁ;tand well—wishing WOuld be based‘fnot upon the rational soul in its

7ifor any other reason we mus ”conCInde'thatfit,153not,virtue.friendship.»

‘We can now vee that 1t 1s possible for a4man to have outstanding theo—

retical ability and yet to‘lack the moral emotions and moral affection

”wthat 1s requisite for v1rtue friendship : The type of affection‘ '

Lfa55001ated‘w1th virtue friendship is the only one that’isitruiy'other—‘e'

;“regarding,f

”"'5A§ftheupoéeeeeionVotwtheoreticalvwisdom'does’not'rule ont'the

5:'p0551b111ty of - the posse551on of practical w1sdom and moral v1rtue, it

”7jis quite possible dhat the man who excels 1n theoretical w1sdom could

”'fl_also attalnithe,meen in emotional experience, character and deeds

“'r;Ednai1§j”ho&ever;%§esmust.conclude thet as there is no mutuei depen—:
”JJii:dence-of theoretieeibwisdom.upon'noraitvirtue endvpreCtical wisdon;_as
‘_,itlie poséihie tofhavehtheoreticei'niedom and’to lech the other two
rvirtnes;vneicannot be'snrefthettthedtheoriserfnilifettain the mean in
'theee threefrespecte;~wae~here eeenctﬁat the;morailyigood man (he who
ettaine‘theimean‘in;thesennayS)yend‘the'trne friend are one and the same

.person_under;different descriptions; 'we can now see that we'Cannot

d-there seemsﬁto’beﬂno.guarantee.that thevtheoriser‘should,Q,_{F“




. i~It may be that they coincide as

k.‘3fhother—regarding. : Despite th s

';similarly identify the theoretically excellent man with the true friend;

matter'of contingent fact; on the

:other hand ithey may not do so.

There seems to be good:evidence to suggest ‘that Aristotle 1ntcnds‘

ithat the theoriser choose and live a morally excellent life, and enguge

form of friendship that is venuinely S

',gin the best form of friendship E

7wevmust,conc1ude‘thatvhe 1eaves that

"“”intention njustlfied. liHe cannot justify a role for true friendship

h'fand morall° excellent activity in the life that is teleios Eudaimon

148
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FOOTNOTES —-CHAPTER 4

COOPER John M ' Aristotle on the forms of friendship, in_ggxigw
of Metaphysics, vol 30 1977 p. 622 »

2, FIELD: G.C. Moral theory, 1963 pp 109 and 111,

3. HARDIE W F R H_Aristotless ethical theory, 1968, pp.22-23, and

w4n7 This is the line of reasonlng that Hardie seems to be presenting
on pages 22 23 of Aristotle s ethical theory

”]Ts;; BURNETJ John' The ethics of Aristotle, 1900 pp 32-33.

'“‘AristotleQ

o’ 6. JOACHIM H H f'the Nicomachean ethics, 1951 P- 261.

"fo7.? Aristotle s‘ argument about the desirability of having a friend
another self on the grounds that ‘we. can. observe his actions more
'ff ea51ly than we can. our own has met with objections Hardie writes:

}fIf it is obwious that there is a sense 1n which we can be
ufaware of the activites, including the thoughts, of others
‘more easily,than we can ‘be aware of our own it is.no less
.iobv1ous that,there is-a sense in which our own act1v1ties
and thoughts are. the only act1v1ties and thoughts of which
" ‘we’can be aware at all Aristotle ignores’ “the difference
szetween a man's awareness of hlS ‘own thoughts, and his
Vtawareness of the thoughts of ‘his: friend N Unless there
owere-a difference, the thoughts of his: frlend would have to
" .be- 1itera11y his ‘own thoughts HARDIE ,W F R. op. cit
3,1968 p 331 . L R ER :

Cooper in "friendship ‘and - the good” (p 294) grants Hardie s p01nt
“but says that it‘makes no. difference to Aristotle s argument
However, perhaps Hardle s point -should not-be: granted ‘anyway, ~for
‘it is not at all clear that "awareness" 1n ‘the ‘argument at 1170b8~ 12
should be 1nterpreted as introspection, as an immediate awareness
of the contents of . con501ousness (of. the other person)

'Qfs. It should be noted ha the'terminology used 1n Books 1 and 6 of

' the NE . 1s different from that used in Book 10 chapters 6- 9. In ..
Books 1 and 6, Aristotle speaks of the ‘parts and elements of the
" soul, whereas in Book 10, 6-9, he speaks of nous and suntheton. It -
mlght be thought that“this change of terminology 1nd1cates a change‘
“in Aristotle S v1ews, that ‘his v1ews on the’ nature of the soul and .
sman's’ fulfllment of ‘his- functlon as a’ ratlonal being-have undergone

, major rev151on 50 that his 1deas about the soul's parts and v1rtues~'
:, ,m1n~Books 1-ahd 6 should ‘not be taken ‘as his real view of the sub-

-ject. " "L.H.G. Greenwood offers four reasons for "supp051ng that
VI- and X Vl—Vill are: 1n the main ‘thoroughly consistent with one
another? . (Aristotle " Nicomachean' ethics, book six, 1909, p.78).

‘First, X, v1—v1ii -regards theoretical wisdom as the best virtue

(as VI does), and makes Eudaimonia result from.the employment of

this virtue. l Secondly, ‘theoria kata sophian in VI may be regarded
" as equ1valent to theoretike An X, vi-viii since both expre951ons are

used to refer to speculative as opposed to practical activity.

Th1rd1y, there is no need to be - concerned by the fact that in VI

to epistemonikon but not nous 1s called the best part of the soul,

51nce
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;Nous in X vii is probably used (in much the same sense as
o invr ii) to mean ‘the intellect in general, and is distin-
B guished from the inferior part: of the soul, whose energeia
p (activity) is praktike (practical), in the same way. as, in
,RVI ii, dianoia aute (understanding itself).. is d1stinguished
V‘from dianoia conJoined with orexis (desire) (Ibid p.77)

'fFinally, there are ‘a number of details in X vi-viii which "show

{ agreement with, or dependence upon; the doctrine of VI and the form
in which it is" there expressed" (Ibid ,P.78).  Two of the more
gimportant details that Greenwood mentions are (i) the relationshlp, ,
between practical wisdom and ‘moral. virtue, ‘and (i1) the relation- c

"7ship'between practical wisdom and theoretlcal wisdom. ‘

'7It‘s ould be poin;ed out that there is no. agreement -among commen—
3§tators in respect 0of the. terminology that should be- employed to
 refer. ‘to the div1sions and subdivi ions of man's'soul. Ross uses
't"faculty" ;ﬂelement" and "part" Rackham uses "faculty” and
“"part™, and Ostwald. "element"'an part" " Moreover where one v
commentator uees ‘the term "part" to describe a particular leiSion
3of aspect of the soul another commentator may use the term" .
! nt! ead to describe ‘precisely the same division or ‘aspect

i : Thus, ‘to avoid confusion, I have used ‘one trans—
,4’1ation (Ostw d’ s) throughout this section : :

10, Se ”:NE,1141a3 8.  Ostwald

( efers the reader to Posterior g
"I»Analytics 71b9—72b4 73a21~7433 = -
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