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The significance with which Aristotle places his discussion of
philia in a work of ethics —The Nicomachean Ethics ' —immediately
raises awareness that he associates this topic most closely with virtue,
when in fact it may just as closely relate to politics, or even warrant a
separate treatment on its own. The fact that Aristotle devotes one-fifth
of the EN to his discussion of philia is indicative of the importance he
places upon this most subtle and complex of human relations. It is the
aim of this paper to conduct a brief study on Aristotle’s philosophy of
friendship with reference to the EN. T will start with a discussion of the
concept of philia, and why it forms an indispensable part of our lives
as humans. This will be followed by an mtroduction to the three types
of friendship described by Aristotle in the EN. I will then explore the
matives for friendship and try to determine to what extent it may be said

to be altruistic or egoistic in its analysis,

The Greek term giiice (philia) has no exact translation in Engli

but its closest connotation is “friendship.” Unlike our modem day
ts of

conception of the term, Aristotle’s philia covers “man

udy of St. Thomas Aguinas's and Paul Tillich’s
¢ Perspective of Agape-Eros and Philia,” Logos & Pneuma
Theology 43, (2015): 125. See also EN, 1158b12-15; 1161b]11-
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philos in the second sense is very

of friendship. In the third scn59 the socially well-

rotection to travelers of

ests that although the word “philos, unlike

tive and a passive sense,”*

a proper analysis
gin with the ‘mutual” sense,”” so that in our

of
of friendship here, we will focus upon the situation where
|.f

@crsnns feel a mutual liking for each other and where goodwill

towards each other is reciprocated, as Aristotle points out that “to be
friends, then, they must be mutually recognized as bearing goodwill and
wishing well to each other.”® This is an important feature of friendship
in its primary sense, which [ will return to in my discussion below,
but presently, [ shall explore the reasons for friendship and give some

arguments for its being a necessity in our lives.

According to Aristotle, friendship is essential to human living.”
Certainly in Book IX (most notably in chapter 9) of the EN, he argues
that friendship is necessary for a happy life. It is not the purpose of

3 Suzanne Stemn-Gillel, Aristotle’s Philosoply of Friendship (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1995), p. 6.

+ Julia Annas, “Plato and Aristoile on Friendship and Altruism,” Mind 86, {1977}

532

Annas, “Friendship and Altruism,” 533,

EN, 1156a5.

EN, 1155al-6.

R B =
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this paper to delve into the theme of Aristotle’s concept of happiness,
but it 1s observed that Aristotle gives philia much importance as a
virtue in his discussion about happiness. It may suffice to note here
that Aristotle’s idea of happiness takes on a hicrarchical order. At the
top of this hierarchy, Aristotle puts gods as the most perfectly happy,
followed by humans, and lastly by lower animals. He also claims
that the more contemplation a being has, the more perfectly happy he
will be, Humans pursuing either the philosophical life or the political
life will both place virtuous activity as the highest good. For “the
philosophical life, contemplation is the topmost good, whereas in the
political life moral activity is the ultimate end.”® What is important
in the present discussion is that Aristotle’s conception of happiness
is closely associated with virtuous activities, and his view is that “an

ethically virtuous person, because he has ethical virtues, needs friends.™®

It follows that not only do humans need friends in order to be hap
but happy people, who possess ethical virtues, also need friends. Left to

ourselves, we cannot accurately assess our own moral c? even

less so are we able to lead a continuously interestin aﬁ b
We need each other because as j » e not
sufficient—psychologically clent dthin our own
lives. For a god things ar

divine activity of contegmplation is (T
god, and hecheeds no pther person or thing to enable him to

ENE/4RN

\LJ}' toife on the Human Good (Princeton: Princeton University
. pp- 45, 135.

—
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see this or reassure him that it is so: as Aristot S\ the
Eudemian Ethics, god is his own good agtivity, u

1

good consists in relationship to others.

&
It is thus through friendshipSthah
society and gain better khowledge of delRA

ety, to stability and to happiness,

gract with each other in

ood relationships between

individuals lead to g harmo

© @ concord and to drive out faction, its enemy.” " Lorraine S. Pangle

X oints out that “without the concord that comes from a common purpose

and the faith in a common good, without the sympathetic interest in

one’s fellows that makes one want to treat them equitably and to pursue

their good along with one’s own, no political community can exist in

Aristotle’s views.” " The argument for friendship is thus launched from
two platforms, demonstrating that friendship is not only essential for
the individual, but it is also beneficial to and promotes the proper and

orderly functioning of the state,

Upon this account, friendship is good. desirable and also essential

to human living. But how do two individuals relate to each other

10 John M., Cooper, “Friendship and the Good in Aristolle.” The Philosophical Review
R6 (1977): 311.

11 EN, 1155a22-26.

12 Pangle, Aristotle and the Philosophy of Friendship (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003}, p. 17.
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when they are said to be friends, and what is to be achieved with such
refationships? Aristotle demonstrates that friendship can be born from
a multitude of motivations, which he categorizes under three heads,
involving advantage, pleasure and the desire for mental communion.™
These three objects of friendship, namely the useful, the pleasant and
the good are not species of a single genus.™ but they are all types of
friendship converging on a central case,™ “for all these uses of the term
are related to one particular sort of friendship which is primary. [...]
The primary is that of which the definition is implicit in the definition
of all."™ The central case is that upon which all three characteristics of
useful. pleasant and the good converge (with muiual goodwill being
reciprocated). Therefore even though we are not aiming at the same
kind of thing in each case, the inferior kinds are nonetheless friendships
by reason of their resemblance to the central case through having some
of its attributes.

o

To give a summary of what is established so far: according to

Aristotle, in order for people to be friends, the parties i must
feel reciprocal goodwill and wish good for cach Sther cach o 5
knowledge, upon the basis of one of the three ki le qalities

which form the types of friendshy described in

further detail below.
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The Three Kinds of Friendship

asure and the good

urthest from perfect, as

obtain for through their friendship with the other person.'
This is casily dissolved and can be easily replaced
e sétidl changes according to each person’s varying
affection felt by the parties towards each other is incidental

only. As a matter of fact, the parties do not even have to consider

cach other pleasant." Aristotle suggests that friendship of utility is
mainly the object of old people, whose interest at that time of life is
predominately what is useful over what is pleasant.' Examples of this
type of friendship can be found between a traditional Greek host and his
guest, as described under Suzanne Stern-Gillet's third sense of phifos
mentioned above, or if we adopt a modern day example, it can be found
between a resident at a building complex and the watchman who works

there,

The second kind of friendship is based upon pleasure, and is
formed between people who find each other pleasant to themselves.

This is closer to the perfect friendship, though it still shares certain

17 EN, 1156a10-19.
18 EN, 1156a27.
19 EN, 1156226,
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characteristics of the friendship of utility in that it is transient in nature, being like a “second selt,” so that in friendships o

and is prone to be easily formed and quite as easily dissolved according which a person wishes for himself he will like

to one’s whims and the pleasure one seeks. which invariably changes He will take an active and keen in
with age and time. Notwithstanding this, the parties to friendships will be realized in their living 9

of pleasure can develop genuine warmth and affection towards each thought: for this is what {fving toge
other and cherish the other person’s company for as long as the fecling of man.”#

lasts.?® This is possible for the parties involved, as pleasure is enhanced
through sharing. “The presence of the friend is cherished as an end in

itself, even if the friend’s complete good is not actively sought as an

end in itself."?" Aristotle points out that friendships formed between

a5 it were, a separate self.”® The difficulty with the phrase

young people are usually of this type, for they are directed by their
seelts partly to be in the attempt to reconcile the desirability in keeping

< ;
emaotion and aim at living to maximize pleasure. X
and respecting the friend’s “otherness™ and unique individuality with
Based on the above, we can say that friendships of utility are @ the claim that likeness between people form the basis of virtuous
generally aimed at personal material gain and external advantage, @ friendships.” Suzanne Stern-Gillet takes the view that the issue is tied
whereas friendships of pleasure are sought to create personal sens in with the importance Aristotle places upon self-sufficiency as being
pleasures. The predominant purpose of both of these friendgships is to morally ideal:

t kind

seek what is good for one’s own self. The third and mog . . . .
Since Aristotle viewed self-sufficiency as greatly

desirable, he needed to argue that the good of friendship,
which prima facie, increases the virtuous person’s dependence
Aristotle considers that “those who-wish Wwell to thair\{iends for their upon others, is in fact compatible with self-sufficiency.
ip is as might be Clearly, the description of virtuous friends as other selves to

of friendship, however, based upon virtue and tlie’

cach other is invoked partly to counteract the conclusion that
friendship increases the virtuous person’s dependence upon

expected permanent, since there meet in j¥; 2 qualities that friends

should have."# Qxistatle introduces the coneept of the friend as

L

23 EN, 11T70b10-14.
24 EE, 1245a34-35,
EN, 1138b5-6,

=

and the Philesephy of Friendship, p. 40,

L=
(51
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external factors. If accepted, the “other self” premiss would
contribute to keeping eundaimonia (happiness, well-being)
within the wvirtuous person’s reach by internalizing what

initially appears to be the irreducible alterity of the friend.*

This seems to me a plausible analysis of the concept, and [ agree
with the view that there is in fact no real conflict, as self-sufficiency here
refers to the noetic conception of self. To be self-sufficient is, according
to Aristotle, to fully realize one’s essence or nature. A self-sufficient
person is not, as Socrates in the Lysiv claims, one who is not in want of
anything, " but is one who, having realized one’s nature, is in a state of
harmony or balance with oneself from within, Such a person will still
be in need of friends, and being morally virtuous, is most capable of
offering and forming the best friendships. More importantly, he will
need friends because he will want to exercise his ethical virtues and
his friends who are like his “other-selves”™ will help him achieve hj

o

goals,®®
&
Another characteristic said of friendship of the go

aimed at the good of the other person for the sake oth

At its extreme, 1t entails self-sacrifice. Thig

altruistic in nature, but we cannot’igmefe thy le wgoistic aspects

of phifia either. Surely we can
maotivation to have % inter
o ;
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n\pay be

nt a

affection we may feel towards another, as to love a

primarily to our viewing them as a source of s

re of friendship itself, at least about Aristotle’s

hat the interpretation which Julia Annas applied

iddalo
h terms to be helpful and wish to adopt the same: Egoism is
taken to be “the doctrine that an agent has no reason for acting unless

it can be shown to be in his interests in some way, and altruism to be
the doctrine that at least on some occasions the interests of another
person can be reason for his acting, without reference to his own
interests.”™ Her study of the terms egoistic and altruistic are “without
any implication of selfishness versus selflessness,” which seems to
construe the terms in such a way as to avoid addressing either of the two
extremes. Some support for this interpretation is found from Richard
Kraut. who believes that pure egoism is incompatible with Aristotle’s
idea of the perfect friendship. He is of the opinion that “when one acts
for the sake of another. one is not benefiting him merely as a means

to some further goal. Instead. one is taking the good of that person as

29 Pangle, Aristorle and the Philosophy of Friendship, p. 23,
30 Annas, “Friendship and Altruism,” 535,
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something that by itself provides a reason for action. And pure egoism
forbids this.™*

Upon this premise, I shall consider how and to what extent
friendship of the good is egoistic in nature, and based upon our
interpretation above, it is to determine whether people hold their own
good as an essential composite element of their motives for actions in
virtue friendship. To begin with, | will consider Aristotle’s concept
of self-love. Aristotle claims that self-love is a proper emotion, as he
asserts that “one is a friend to oneself most of all"** and “'the good person
must be a self-lover.™ Prima facie, these statements seem to point
towards an ¢goistic interpretation of friendship, since it implies that a
good person ought to act in his own interests out of self-love. In Book

IX chapter 4 of the EN, Aristotle provides us with five defining features

(1) X wishes good for Y, for the sak

&
In any friendship between two diffcrem&cu[@

(2) X wishes Y to be alpveTof the\sa

(3) X spends time with

nan Agpad, pp. T8-79,
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of friendship and adds that these proceed from a man’s relation to
himself * (I adopt Richard Kraut's simplified and more comprehensi
presentation for ease of discussion):
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{4) X makes the same choices as Y, @
(5) X has the same pains and pleas a@

: <
Aristotle then argues that the atements also hold

wrsort, and that person is

true when X and e the sa

virtuous. s

Lagre rd Kraut's interpretations of Aristotle’s meaning

h emonstrated here is that in all of the above

ta n be=aid to relate most closely to oneself primarily. It
re the same person, for instance, then it is logical that he can
know and relate to his own pains and pleasures better than anyone else’s.
When Aristotle states that these five elements of friendship proceed
tfrom a person’s relation to himself, it simply means that a person can
experience or fulfill these gualities most completely with regard to
himself. Aristotle’s intention is not to establish a hierarchical order
with the words “proceed from™ and claiming self-love as the higher
good over friendship between two people. “His point is simply that
the five marks of friendship are most fully substantiated by the attitude
virtuous individuals have towards themselves.”® This does not support
the egoistic theory which holds that one should seek to maximize one’s
own good or to place it before others. As already mentioned, Aristotle
believes that virtuous activity correlates intimately with happiness, and

to achieve happiness (eudaimonia) is the ultimate end a person should

33 Kraut, Aristarle an the Human Good, p. 131,
36 Kraut, Aristotle on the Human Good, p. 132,
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always aim at. However, this does not preclude the happiness of others

as the goal of one’s own actions,

We can of course envisage a multitude of scenarios where an
action undertaken 15 beneficial both to oneself and to someone else,
in which case two separate and independent motives for action arise.
It is not casy to determing in such cases, perhaps even for the agent
himself, which motive provided the cause for action, since both ends
are beneficial and will produce desirable good. Considered under the
light of what has been discussed so far, the virtuous person’s aim is at
achieving happiness, whether it be one’s own or that of another. Can
it be possible then, at least on some occasions, the good and happiness
which an agent aims at is that of another person, without reference to

his own interests? It is possible to argue that Aristotle provided the

concept of friends being other selves as a premise to this very idea.
If one regards it as simply a fact that altruism is possible,
one could well argue that no proof is required. Aris

certainly regards it as simply a fact to be taken fo
that people can in fact come to like others?
interests as they do their own [...] it is

that acts of friendship ca

benefiting anothe son’s sake without any benefit to oneself.
Book m e EN seems to support the case that altruism is
3

TN\ Agnas, “Prendship and Aliruism,” 543,
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and should act for the safe of anot

his own interest or contral his ownivgood.

oosing what seems best for onesell and
one did not sacrifice one’s own good for

rom such sacrifices while pursuing their own pleasure

and comfort. The wise man will not be torn berween the
seemingly noble and the seemingly good, for he grasps with
all his soul the truth that the truly noble and the truly good
are one and the same.

If the truly noble and truly good is one and the same end, and its
fulfillment through one’s actions happens to bring about the happiness
of another to the detriment of oneself, then theoretically, a good man
can choose this higher good though it entails self-sacrifice. This may
appear to be in conflict with our understanding of Aristotle’s view of
human nature being centered upon self-love and self-interest, but in a
situation where an ethically virtuous act of friendship purely for the sake
of the friend out-weighs such considerations, | do not put it beyond the

capability of mankind to make just such a sacrifice for another. Besides:

38 Pangle, Aristatle and the Phifosophy of Friendship, p. 144,
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The straightforward claim that an ethics of virtue is
egoistic [...] is straightforwardly mistaken. For what are to be
developed are the virtues, and these are, for example, justice,
courage and the like. Some of them have a direct connection
with the good of others, for example, justice. All of them
involve having at least the disposition to do the right thing,
where the right thing to do is established independently of
the agent’s own interest. An ethics of virtue is therefore at
most formally self-centered or egoistic: its content can be
fully as other-regarding as that of other systems of ethics.®

Ifwe agree with Anistotle that friendship is a virtue, then the logical
conclusion to be reached is that, self-sacrifice for the sake of a friend so
loved is indeed possible. This would be human love at its richest and
highest, though the situation will be rare as Aristotle himself contends
that friendships of the virtuous are few and far between.® In Book VIII
chapter 4, Aristotle says that “it is natural that such friendships shou

be infrequent; for such men are rare.”

Conclusion

that we can come to learn about ¢

regarded as worthy of living, The fri
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life” we each aim to live. In loving

sake we also become capable 0@

characteristics of a person furnished by philia.”*

By this study of Aristotle’s EN, I hope to have made the case that
friendship is a virtue necessary to human living. I have explored how
triends are needed for our happiness, and that being able to relate to
others as friends is an indispensable part of living within a society.
Personally, I have found this feature of human relations to be at once
complex, rich, beautiful and subtle. Though in a philosophical study of
friendship the aim is to seek out the common features. nonetheless it is
important to bear in mind that, after all, friendship between individuals
is unique, and the claim that friendship ““has not other model than

itself, and can be compared only with itself”, can be extended to each

4 Cooper,“Friendship and the Good in Aristotle, 313,

¥ Wang.“A Comparative Study of 81, Thomas Aquinas's and Paul Tillich's Ideas of
Love: In the Perspective of Agape-Eros and Philia,” 125,
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and every primary Aristotelian friendship.”* It is my finding and belief
that, at its most perfect, friendship entails self-sacrifice and can have for
its purpose the good of others. Friendship at its highest creates esteem
between individuals, and works as a bridge between moral virtues and

the highest life of philosophy.

A (N
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